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1 Introduction

1.1 A mining operation

This book is devoted to a study of the literary work entitled ITeptrjynois
‘EA\GSos or ‘EANddos Ieptiynots in the majority of the manuscripts preserving
the text, in which the work is also ascribed to Pausanias.! Henceforth we will
speak of the work in an abbreviated form, the Periegesis.*

In an interesting article on the use and abuse of the Periegesis, the readings
to which scholars are wont to subject the work are described as often involving
some sort of ‘mining operation’.” That is, scholars dig out those pieces of
information which they find useful for the moment without regard for the textual
or temporal context in which they are embedded. Indeed, the very first reader of
the Periegesis whom we know of for certain, Stephanus of Byzantium, perused
the work in such a manner, culling information on Greek toponyms and the
adjectival ethnics derived from them for his Ethnica.* Stephanus can be called

' One manuscript gives the title toToploypddov toToplat, and in another, the heading is
LOTOpLKOD Tavoaviov Tepinynoews €Xddos; cf. Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910, I: vi and
viif. In editions and translations of the Periegesis, the title is translated either as Graeciae
descriptio, Description of Greece, Beschreibung Griechenlands, Description de la Grece, or as
Guida della Grecia, Guide to Greece.

% Regarding the periegetic genre, which is said to hark back to old Ionian historiography and
Herodotus’ History, though it did not develop into a genre of its own until Hellenistic times,
there is not much to add to the discussions found in Pasquali 1913, Habicht 1985: 2—4, Hutton
1995: 46-50; see also de Angelis 1998.

3 Alcock 1995: 327-9.

*In the epitome of Stephanus’ Ethnica, the Periegesis is cited more than 80 times. All ten
books are cited; mostly the number of the book is added to Pausanias’ name, and occasionally
the title of the work is added to the reference. On Stephanus’ use of the Periegesis, cf. Diller
1955: 274 and 1956: 85f.; see also Casevitz 1998: 295-298 (Appendice I, ‘Pausanias chez
Etienne de Byzance’) listing 72 instances in which Stephanus uses the Arcadica; in 25 of



the first reader of the Periegesis only in the sense that he is the first one to leave
unmistakable evidence of his having read the work. There may very well have
been other early readers of the Periegesis, who have left either no vestiges of
their reading, or only disputable allusions.’

To use the Periegesis as a source of information that can be applied to
almost any area of interest or any time in the history of Greece before the
author’s life-time, without considering the temporal and spatial situation of the
text in which the different pieces of information occur, is a potential abuse of the
text. The results obtained from such studies are of uncertain value. Studies of the
Periegesis are often concerned with accommodating the text with the reality
beyond it. For example, archaeologists try to harmonise the descriptions found
in the Periegesis of this or that site with the finds from their excavations;
historians evaluate the trustworthiness of the Periegesis for the historical record;
students of religion use the Periegesis as a source for Greek religion; art
historians search the Periegesis for information on their area of interest etc.
Such studies of the relation between the stories told and the historical record or
the sights described in the Periegesis and the archaeological finds are valuable,
when successful.® Moreover, the Periegesis is a valuable source for anyone
working with areas which are treated in it. However, studies using the Periegesis
as a source of information generally share the same deficiency. They fail to see
beyond their narrow field of interest and forget that the questions and subject
matters that are in the centre of their own study, are often treated with such

these Pausanias is named. On the problematic apparent reference to a book XI of the
Periegesis, cf. Regenbogen 1956: 1011 and Habicht 1985: 6.

> 1t has been suggested, and contested, that Aelian in Varia Historia 12.61 quotes VIII 27.12,
and that Pollux 7.37 uses V 14.5; cf. Gurlitt 1890: 11 with n. 26, Diller 1956: 88, and Habicht
1985: 1 with n. 1. It has been suggested that Philostratus in Vita Apollonii 6.10f. uses select
sections of the treatment of the sanctuary in Delphi X 5.5-32.1, cf. Dickie 1997: 15-20; that
in Longus 2.25.3-29.3 there is an (admittedly very faint) echo of X 23.1-7, cf. Bowie 2001:
29-31; that Athenagoras in Legatio 17 uses 1 26.4, cf. Snodgrass 2003. See also Diller 1956
on the evidence for readers of the Periegesis during the Middle Ages, and Marcotte 1992 on
the discovery of the work in the renaissance.

® Studies of the Periegesis that we have particularly benefited from are e.g. the papers
collected in Alcock et al. 2001, Arafat 1999, the papers collected in Bingen 1996, Bowie
1970, the several papers of Elsner, Gruen 1976, Habicht 1985, Heer 1979, the papers
collected in Knoepfler & Piérart 2001, the papers collected in Pirenne-Delforge 1998a,
Pritchett 1998 and 1999.



small interest in the Periegesis that the pieces of information which are coveted
by modern scholars are often out of the focus of interest even in the immediate
context in which they occur.

However, the Periegesis is no longer exclusively studied as a source of
information of various kinds and the critique of it is (consequently) not centred
on the sources used for this or that piece of information, the deficiencies in the
material provided in the work, or the failure of it to deliver all the pieces of
information scholars expect to find. There is a marked trend to study the
Periegesis more on its own terms, more as an integral piece of literature than as
a quarry of gems of varying value.

1.2 This study

In this study, we take the present trend in Pausanian studies to interpret the work
as a piece of literature a step further. Here we study the so-called fBewpripaTta
without any concern for the archaeological finds, and investigate the so-called
Adyou without any consideration for their accuracy. This is a purely textual
study, with the whole of the Periegesis as its object.

If we return to the mining metaphor for a moment, it must be conceded that
every study, no matter how comprehensive it may be, may be regarded as a sort
of mining operation. When conducting an investigation, any scientist takes, so to
speak, a slice of real life and puts it under the microscope. That is, s/he extracts
a segment, the object of study proper, from the totality to which it belongs, such
as its historical, social, temporal, spatial, or textual context. As regards our
mining operation on the Periegesis, it has been our ambition that the aspects of
the work that we have chosen to extract for study, are of such a kind that the
results of our study will be considered to have some repercussions beyond the
individual passages that are brought up for discussion. With these reservations in
mind, let us next proceed to present the method and aims of our study.

In this study, we approach the Periegesis with a narratological method of
text interpretation. With the hermeneutic tools offered by narratology we study,
describe, and analyse the form and function of some of the devices which are
used for narrative representation in the Periegesis. That is, we study the manner
in which the story — or rather the stories, their events and situations, manifest



themselves in the text. In short, how the narrative content is presented in the
text.

Ever since de Jong’s study of narrators and focalisers in the [Il/iad,
classicists often use narratology as developed by Bal when they turn to this
method of text interpretation. Nevertheless we have chosen to adopt and adapt
the narratological method as expounded by Genette.” The reason why we prefer
the Genettian narratology to the Balian one is on the one hand the fact that it is
focussed on the study of the narrative text, and on the other that its character is
overall less rigid and strict; its looseness does not become lax.>® When we
encounter phenomena that are not covered satisfactorily by Genette, we turn to
other sources for theoretical discussions. This is the case specifically with the
second person narrative and the narratee, whom we will call ‘reader’ in the
following.’

Narratology has been developed by, and for the analysis of modern literary
works, mainly works of fiction. To use such a modern method of text
interpretation for the analysis of an ancient text, may raise some objections. As a
preventive measure, let us briefly discuss two problems that have occurred to us.
Firstly, there is the problem of transferring a method developed for fictional
texts to a text that is factual, or at least not fictional in the sense of modern
fictions. This problem has been addressed previously both from a theoretical

7 Genette 1980 and 1988; Bal 1977 and 1997; de Jong 1987. Cf. also Hornblower 1994 and
Rood 1998 for narratological studies of classical texts (in both cases Thucydides’ History),
and Nilsson’s 2001 study of the Byzantine novel Hysmine and Hysminias using Genettian
narratology.

8 A statement like the following is not to be taken literally: *... I see no reason for requiring
narratology to become a catechism with a yes-or-no answer to check off for each question,
when often the proper answer would be that it depends on the day, the context, and the way
the wind is blowing’ (Genette 1988: 74). Here, Genette simply acknowledges the fact that the
interpretation of literature is nothing more than proposals of meaning based on more or less
thorough descriptions of the work of literature. Depending on the description underlying the
interpretation, there will always be found other analyses which may appear equally plausible.
? Cf. the references in the footnotes below in section 6.3. When we write ‘reader’, with very
few exceptions we mean the addressee to whom the narrator addresses his discourse. The
reason why we choose to use the less technical term ‘reader’ rather than ‘narratee’ is the fact
that the narrator appears to be representing his communication with the recipient of the text of
the Periegesis as taking place through writing. On the narratee, cf. also below chapter 6.



standpoint and in practice.'” Both kinds of studies have shown that,
narratologically speaking, the difference between fact and fiction is one of
degrees rather than essence. This means that in both kinds of texts all narrative
devices, not to mention narrative content, may be used and have actually been
used in practice. The main difference resides in the degree of the
narrator’s/author’s access to consciousnesses other than his/her own, and
dissonances between the voices of the author and the narrator."" Secondly, there
is the problem of bridging the nearly two thousand years that lie between the
composition of the Periegesis and the development of the analytical method of
narratology. Considering the fact that narratology has previously been
successfully applied to ancient texts, this temporal gap should not cause
hesitance. Furthermore, both from our study and previous studies it appears that
ancient narratives as well as modern ones can be successfully described and
analysed with the tools offered by narratology.'?

Our study falls into two parts. As we now proceed to set forth the reason why
we have chosen this approach to the Periegesis and what our study is aimed at,
the two parts of it must be kept separated. The narratological element is
particularly conspicuous in part one. In the second part, narratology certainly
underlies our analysis but only rarely comes into plain view.

In part one (chapters 2—-6), we study the frame narrative with a particular
focus on its most characteristic traits, viz. Ego and other agents acting within it.
The reason for the study in part one is a need to revise the current notion of the
governing principle in the Periegesis. We challenge the generally accepted view
on the so-called Bewprjpata and Aoyou in the Periegesis. The aim is to
reconsider the view that the topographical order of the monuments, the
PewpnpaTa, in the landscape provides the work with its organisatory backbone.
Instead, we propose that Ego as narrator and the A\dyos are the agents governing
the Periegesis. Ego is the ‘I’ of the author/narrator in the Periegesis,
occasionally also a character whom the narrator may designate with a first

0 ¢, e.g. Genette 1993: 54-84, Cohn 1999: 109-131, and Hornblower 1994 passim.
"' We will return to the latter below in chapter 2.

12 Apart from the studies cited above in n. 7, cf. in particular the collection of analytic essays
in de Jong et al. 2004, on which see the review of Scodel in BMCRev 2005.07.48
(http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/bmer/).



person pronoun; the A\0yos is the periegetic narrative itself, to be distinguished
from the AGyoL, the stories embedded in the frame narrative.” Both Ego and the
\oyos work within the frame narrative. Further, we argue that both the
fewpnpaTa and the Adyou are components embedded in the frame narrative.
Apart from being an extensive record of Ego’s composing the Periegesis, the
frame narrative tells about the research, which occasionally takes the form of
travels, carried out by Ego. This frame narrative is the organisatory backbone of
the Periegesis.

Scholars frequently divide the content of the Periegesis into two distinct
parts, which are normally labelled BewpnpaTa, ‘sights’, and Adyor, often
rendered with ‘digressions’, though ‘stories’ or ‘traditions’ would be more
appropriate. Herein the narrator’s concluding remark to his description of
Athens is echoed:

TooadTa kaTd yvopny THY épny "Abnraiols yvoplpdTaTa v év Te Aoyols kal
Bewpfpaoty, amékpLve 8¢ Ao TGOV TOAGY €€ dpxfis 6 AGyos poL Td €s auyypadny
AvniKoVTA.

Such were in my opinion the most noteworthy of the Athenian traditions and sights.
From the beginning, my narrative has selected from the mass those that fit in a narrative

account. 14

Here both Ego and the A\dyos emerge. The narrator presents an opinion about the
material as originating from Ego and the selection of the material as having
ultimately been made by 6 Aoyos pot, ‘my narrative’. Both Ego and the Aoyos
appear to be working with the material included in the Periegesis. This material
is spoken of with the terms fewprpata and Aoyot. In other words, the handling
and inclusion of both fewprjpaTa and Adyour are presented as being at the mercy
of Ego and 6 A\dyos pot.

The BewprjpaTa are descriptions of monuments, with a predilection for
religious and ancient objects. It must however be noted that the narrator’s
treatments of monuments can seldom be called descriptions; they are rather
mentions of an object which may cause comments or narratives (\oyot)."”” The

13 For Ego, cf. further below chapters 2-6; the A\dyos is discussed further below in chapter 3.

14139.3. While Aéyos, including the plural Xéyo, in various significations occurs frequently
in the Periegesis, this is the only occurrence of fewpnpa in the whole of the work. This and
similar passages are discussed further below in chapter 3.

15 This has been noted by Brommelaer 2001: 386 ‘Celui-ci, contrairement a une affirmation



Adyou are stories told either as myth-historical introductions to the regions or in
connection with a monument, then usually called digressions, if extensive.
Opinions differ as to whether, in Pausanias’ mind, the 8ewpnpata or the Adyou
are the most important component of the work, or if the A\dyor are at least
equally important as the Bewprjpata.'® The latter opinion appears to be the
consensus nowadays, and the one that we share. Quantitatively speaking the
BewpnpaTa and the AdyoL appear to be equally important: it has been calculated
that the proportion between the two is approximately equal in the whole work."”

However, in one respect the Bewpnpata, or more precisely one specific
aspect of them, are regularly taken to have precedence over the Adyot.
Considering the fact that there is some order in the very multifarious content of
the Periegesis and that this order is the topographical order of the monuments, it
has been assumed that the BewpnpaTa are the organisatory backbone of the
Periegesis, all the more so as the AdyoL on the whole occur either as introductory
notices preceding the descriptions or as explanatory notices attached to
monuments of different sorts. This circumstance appears to enhance the notion
that the Bewpipata decide which Adyou are to be narrated and where.

Certainly, as far as we can judge, the order in which the monuments are
mentioned is normally a topographical one, but there is more than one exception
to this procedure. In a number of passages, the topographical order is abandoned
and monuments that have something in common are simply enumerated without
any regard to their location. Such enumeration by categories is the exception

souvent rencontrée sous la plume de nos contemporains, ne décrit que rarement: le plus
souvent, il commente, et il le fait en fonction de choix que, généralement, il n’explicite pas.’

1 The BewpriptaTa are most important: e.g. Gurlitt 1890: VI (‘[Bewpripara] sind so sehr die
Hauptsache, dass wir die [A0yot] als Zuthaten ausscheiden konnen, ohne dass dadurch das
Buch in seinem wesentlichen Bestand alteriert wiirde.”), Frazer 1898, I: xxxiii, Regenbogen
1956: 1059, Meyer 1967: 28-31 (this, his opinion, is reflected in his truncated translation of
the Periegesis); the A\oyol are most important: Robert 1909: 3-7 (suggesting that the work
would be better named Tavtodamm toTopia), Pasquali 1913: 160f., 192; both are equally
important: e.g. Norenberg 1973: 238f., Habicht 1985: 21, Ameling 1996: 124, Chamoux
1996: 48-50, Kreilinger 1997: 489, Elsner 2001a: 6f., Le Roy 2001: 228f.

17 Trendelenburg 1911: 15-17. The proportions between \oyot and BewpniipaTa vary from one
book to another. Trendelenburg excludes books V and VI from his calculations, allegedly in
order to reach a more correct picture of the proportions between the \dyot and BewpipaTa in
the Periegesis as a whole.



rather than the rule, but the instances are worth noticing."® The most fascinating
example of this procedure is the Altarperiegese in the description of Olympia."
At the very beginning of it, the narrator takes care to clarify that the altars are
mentioned in the order in which the Eleans are wont to perform their sacrifices
on them; and approximately midway through it, he reminds the reader of this.’
There are other examples of such enumeration by categories. For example, in the
first book there is an enumeration of courts of justice in Athens, and a list of
Hadrianic buildings in Athens.”!

Thus, not only are there passages in which Ego and/or the A\dyos explicitly
appear to be selecting the material for the Periegesis, there are also other
passages in which an enumeration according to categories replaces the
enumeration of monuments according to a topographical order. Obviously, one
has to look beyond the monuments to find the cause for such a temporary
change. We argue that mostly the active cause is Ego, but occasionally the
\dyos or both Ego and the A\dyos, as they appear to be working in various ways
to produce the Periegesis. This is the object of study in part one.

" An analogue to this procedure in the realm of \dyou is the narrator’s habit of citing
examples of events and phenomena which are similar to the subject matter at hand. In chapter
7 below such syllepsis (taking together of entities or events according to a nonsequential
principle) in the stories is discussed.

¥V 14.4-15.12.

2V 14.4 émaxolovbriogel 8¢ 6 \oyos poL Th €s abTovs TdEel, kad' fuTia "Hielol Boew
€l TOV Bopdv vopilovat. Bbovol 8¢ ‘Eotig pev mpwtn kTA. and V 14.10 pepvnodw &€ Tis
oV KaTAa oTolXoV TRS L8ploens dptBpovpévous Tovs Bupols, T4 8¢ Tdfel T Hielwv és
Tds Buolas oupmeptrooTolvTa MUty Tov Adyov. The whole of the description of Olympia is
first sorted into categories and subcategories which, with the exception of the Altarperiegese,
are apparently treated in a topographical order. Cf. Elsner 2001a for an interesting
interpretation of the description of Olympia as reflecting (aspects of) the whole Periegesis.
Certain parts of the description of Olympia are discussed further below in chapter 3.

21 128.8-11 and 18.9. The treatment of the countryside of Attica may be considered in this
context. It is rather sketchy, with first an enumeration of some small demes (I 31.1-6), next
mountains (I 32.1-2), some more demes about which more is told than about the previous
ones (I 32.3-34.5) — here there is also some indications of location —, and, lastly, islands
(I35.1-36.2). After this, the narrator returns to the topographical order in describing the road
from Athens to Eleusis and from there to Eleutherae first, and on to Megara (I 36.3-39.3). Cf.
Robert 1909: 76-89 for further examples of this kind of sylleptic treatment of the sights of
Greece.



Moreover, Ego does not exist in a vacuum. Rather, Ego is implicated in the
frame narrative of the Periegesis in two separate capacities, viz. as its narrator
and as a character. After a chapter devoted to definitions of the concepts needed
for the analysis of Ego in the Periegesis, different aspects of the workings of
Ego in the text are described in the four following chapters. As narrator, Ego is
the one doing the actual telling of not only the frame narrative, but also the
whole of the Periegesis (chapters 3 and 4). As character, Ego appears to be
carrying out tasks which, though pertinent to the composition of the Periegesis,
are separate from the actual telling of the work (chapters 5 and 6). In this frame
narrative, the narrator presents Ego as character performing essentially one of
two types of actions, either searching for and evaluating information or
travelling. Although Ego is rather rarely found travelling, the frame narrative
frequently takes the form of a narrative about a walking-tour of Greece. For this
purpose, the narrator introduces a second character into the frame narrative: the
anonymous, indefinite, shadow-like travelling-You. The analysis of the frame
narrative in part one of our study is focussed on the various functions and
different roles this very prominent Ego has in the Periegesis. Finally, in the
summary and conclusions of part one, we try to delineate possible implications
of our analysis of the frame narrative and the agents operating in it for the
understanding of the Periegesis as a narrative and for interpreting the narratives
embedded in it.

Part two (chapters 7-10) is devoted to the study of a small fraction of the many
and multifarious narratives embedded in the frame narrative, i.e. a selection of
historical narratives. The extensive non-narrative element of the Periegesis, the
descriptions of or comments on monuments, is relevant to this part of our study
merely as triggers for the Adyor. Even after narrowing down the study to
historical narratives, selectivity has to be applied. In our study, we review first
the narrator’s control in selecting subject matter for the Periegesis and disposing
it throughout the work, by using two historical introductions as points of
departure. Next, we study one theme in the history of Greece, viz. the Greeks at
war. This theme falls into three sub-themes: Greeks at war against Greeks,
Greeks at war against Others, and Greeks and Romans. The aim is to re-evaluate
the prevalent interpretations of what Pausanias thought about such themes in the
history of Greece.



In this part, the following restrictions have been put on the investigation.
First, concerning the whole of part two, we are uninterested in two perspectives
from which the history in the Periegesis has mainly been investigated in the
past, i.e. the factual correctness of the historical notices and the sources for
them. Such studies are, of course, important, if and when the history retold in the
Periegesis is to be used as a source for the history of Greece. This is, however,
not the case with this study. What is of interest in this study is, on the one hand,
the question of how history is presented in the Periegesis and, on the other, the
historical subject matter that is actually chosen for presentation.

The errors that can occasionally be observed in the historical narratives
could well have been an interesting object of study. However, to us errors are
significant only when they are conscious and deliberate. It cannot be determined
whether the errors in the Periegesis are to be ascribed to a deliberate
falsification of history on Pausanias’ part (as opposed to simply recording events
that in his times were regarded as historical truths but today are regarded as
incorrect), faulty memory, or errors in the sources used. Therefore, historical
errors in the Periegesis will be noticed only in passing, and any discussion on
the correctness of the accounts will be relegated to the footnotes.

Secondly, as regards the content, the subject matter of the stories is
altogether too diverse for a comprehensive discussion of more than a fraction of
them. Even after narrowing down the study to those stories in which the history
of Greece is retold, selectivity has to be exercised. This is the reason why, as
already stated, we have decided to focus on three interrelated themes in the
history of Greece. The common denominator for the three separate themes is
Greeks at war, the most common subject matter for ancient Greek
historiography. The themes are defined according to the other party with which
the Greeks were brought into contact through these wars, viz. Greeks against
Greeks, Greeks against Others, and Greeks and Romans — ‘and’ because in this
case the wars were not fought as much between Greeks and Romans, as between
Greeks and other Greeks; the Romans were for the most part implicated in the
course of events in other ways than as the adversary (or as the original
adversary). Indeed, it must be pointed out that when it comes to contact between
Greeks — between Greeks and others too for that matter — conflict and war were
certainly not its only manifestation, but war and conflict are the most common
representations of it in the Periegesis.
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Though narrowing down the study of history in the Periegesis to these
three themes may appear to turn this study into yet another ‘mining operation’ of
the work, it is our view that these themes occur so frequently throughout the
whole of the Periegesis that the focus does not become too narrow. The choice
to focus on these themes has been made with full awareness of all the other
themes that are left out of the discussion in the process.

The reason why we focus on these three themes is the fact that they are
considered important for the understanding of Pausanias’ attitude to the history
of Greece and the present situation under which he was living. As mentioned
above, the aim is to challenge the current notions regarding these themes in the
Greek past. First, we work from the assumption that to search the Periegesis for
Pausanias’ (the actual author’s) attitudes, opinions, views or the like on any
subject matter whatsoever is to search for answers the text simply cannot give.
What we can hope to find in this and any other piece of literature is the idea, the
image of this or any other subject matter which the narrator conveys to the
reader through his presentation of matters; this image may or may not coincide
with the actual author’s views. Secondly, we argue that the presentation of the
history of Greece in the Periegesis does not justify the current interpretation of
the interest for the Greek past shown in the work. This argument is based on a
reading of the whole of the Periegesis, taking all the evidence regarding one
particular theme into account instead of only a selection of passages.”> We aim
to show that (1) the narrator presents warfare between Greeks as a normal state
of affairs in the Greek past; though only once explicitly censured by the narrator,
it is a surely regrettable state of affairs that prevailed among the Greeks when
free to do what they wanted; (2) there is no basis for assuming that the narrator
passes judgement on the Greek communities according to where they were
found during the great Greek wars against outsiders; (3) the Romans are not
presented negatively; (4) it is doubtful whether one is to interpret the Periegesis
as giving voice to any yearning for a return to the state of things which prevailed

2 A similar point is made in Steinhart 2003. This is an interesting study in which the
importance of not myopically staring at one single passage when trying to determine how a
certain phenomenon is evaluated in the Periegesis is argued. Instead, in order to evaluate
properly whether or not any particular phenomenon is presented negatively one should
compare the passage in which one is interested with the rest of the Periegesis. Steinhart’s
point of departure is the notorious ‘grave monument for a Syrian’ (I 25.8), on the hill of the
Muses in Athens, the remains of which still is a notable landmark in Athens.
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earlier, when the Greeks were free, without the stable Roman government
preventing them from taking their disputes to war. Instead, the historical notices
appear to function at least partly as reminders of the predominantly quarrelsome
military past of Greece.

1.3 Previous studies: BewprjpaTta and Adyol

Previous studies concerning the historical A\dyol in the Periegesis have mostly
been devoted to studying their historical correctness and the sources for the
information conveyed in them. As our study is not concerned with the historicity
of the \dyoL, these studies need not be discussed here.”® As mentioned above,
our study in part two has been occasioned by an ambition to revise the currently
established interpretation of Pausanias’ view on the three interrelated historical
themes we have chosen for study — Greeks against Greeks, Greeks against
Others, and Greeks and Romans. Therefore, we will now proceed to present the
scholarly interpretations of Pausanias’ outlook on the Greek past against which
we argue.

It has been claimed that the view of the Greek past in the Periegesis is
Panhellenisticly tinged, i.e. that it displays an unrealistically idealising notion
about Greek unity in the past, and that this idealising notion of Greek unity was
Pausanias’ key to understanding the history of Greece.” Furthermore, it has
been claimed that Pausanias’ idealised understanding of Greek history affected
his representation of two specific themes in the Greek past, viz. war of Greeks
against Greeks and war of Greeks against Others. That is, while the moments of
unity are supposed to be seized upon, emphasised and praised, the moments

2 A number of these studies are mentioned in the footnotes of chapters 7-10.

* Most explicitly in Segre 1927: 223-230 and Ameling 1996: 142f. Both moreover claim that
the Panhellenism in the Periegesis is accompanied by a philo-Atticistic view of the Greek
past, i.e. a notion to the effect that what was good for Athens was good for Greeks in general,
what was harmful to Athens was harmful to Greeks in general. Generally speaking,
Panhellenism appears to have influenced the views of the past held by Pausanias’ (near)
contemporaries, cf. Touloumakos 1971: 51-79; see also Pernot 1993: 739-762, with a
particular focus on Greek history in the works of rhetoricians/sophists.
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when the Greeks turn their weapons against other Greeks are allegedly
downplayed and censured.

This alleged censure of wars of Greeks against Greeks is the first aspect of
the Panhellenism in the Periegesis which we will study. The history of Greece
was full of conflicts between the Greek communities. They were not only such
conflicts between communities that did not lead to physical violence, when for
example disputing the possession of famous old artefacts such as the Palladium,
the origin of a name as for example Megara, or the birthplace of a god such as
Zeus.” Greek history was also full of armed conflicts and struggles for power,
often involving more than two communities, amongst the Greeks themselves,
taking place both in mythological and historical times.

Also as retold in the Periegesis, the history of Greece abounds in interstate
quarrels, controversies, and struggles. This notwithstanding, it is not
infrequently stated in the scholarly literature that Pausanias, because of his
idealised view of the Greek past, believing in the notion that Greeks were ‘really
“Greek” only when united against the Other,” detests war between Greeks, or
that he has even forgotten that disunity is a fundamental fact of Greek history.*
Alternatively, it is stated that ‘Pausanias consistently deplores the warfare of
Greek against Greek’.” Such statements are mainly based on the one passage in
the Periegesis in which war between Greeks is explicitly censured. Our study
shows that mostly the quarrels and struggles are simply recorded without any
comment neither positive nor negative.”® Though the narrator is not likely to
have found the quarrelsomeness praiseworthy, he does not hesitate to dwell on
this very condition of the Greek past.

The alleged praise of Greeks uniting against others and censure of those
who fail to join the cause is the second aspect of Panhellenism in the Periegesis
which we will study. In the scholarly literature it is quite often stated that
Pausanias, living in a time when Greece had long since lost its freedom,

% palladium: I 28.8f., II 23.5. Megara: 139.5. Birthplace: IV 33.1. Variant versions in the
Periegesis are discussed further below in chapter 5.

2 Blsner 1994: 246-248, quote p. 247. Cf. also Habicht 1984: 50, Elsner 1995: 140-144,
Ameling 1996: 142f., Jacquemin 1996: 35, Lafond 2001: 388-391.

*7 Habicht 1985: 114.

= Generally speaking, the narrator rarely inserts evaluative comments explicitly in the first
person, cf. further below chapter 5.
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celebrates the few instances in Greek history when the still independent Greeks
were actually united against others, specifically Trojans, Persians, Macedonians,
and Gauls, as a model to be lived up to. It is further claimed that he has not only
forgotten the reality of the past wars of Greeks against Greeks, but also uses the
participation or non-participation of a state in this or that war of resistance
against foreigners as something against which to judge the state in question.”

This understanding of the narrator’s view on the theme of wars against
others in the history of Greece will be challenged. Instead, we argue that the
narrator betrays a more realistic outlook on the history of Greece. Specifically
we argue that the few moments in the history of Greece when Greeks actually
managed to put up a more or less united front, are not taken to be the moments
defining the standing of a community. Rather, these moments appear to be the
exceptions that prove the rule. Occasionally the Greeks managed to unite. But
upon closer scrutiny it appears that those joining forces were various
constellations of Greeks, and they did not manage to stay united for any length
of time. Further, we argue that the narrator does not use the participation or non-
participation of a community in these wars as a measure against which to judge
them. These moments of unity or quasi-unity against an external foe were proud
moments in the history of Greece and no doubt viewed as such by one and all,
including the narrator. However, though great events, they were only isolated
occurrences in a long chain of events in the history of Greece. One must further
consider the possibility that the narrator’s frequent mentions of, for example, the
Persian wars may simply reflect the fact that it is a recurring theme in art and
architecture and/or contemporary taste.*

Finally, the theme of Greeks and Romans, or rather, the subject matter of
Pausanias’ attitude to the Romans has been discussed by several scholars. There
is no agreement on this matter. It is hard to find any evidence of Pausanias being
opposed to Roman rule and presence in Greece, nor do scholars claim that he
would have been fiercely opposed to it. Nevertheless, the opinions of scholars
are certainly divided between those who find the balance slightly heavier on the
anti-Roman side or the pro-Roman one.”’ A variant of imputing anti-Roman

¥ Cf. particularly Habicht 1985: 106-109, Lafond 1991: 42f., Elsner 1994: 246-251 and
1995: 140144, Swain 1996: 334, and Alcock 1996: 251-260.
30 Realised by Alcock 1996: 251.

3! Pausanias anti-Roman in one sense or another, cf. e.g. Habicht 1985: 119-123 (n. 6 with
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leanings to Pausanias is to view him — like many other authors of the same
period, the Second Sophistic — as being politically resigned to the order of
things, but seeking a refuge in Greek history, religion, and/or culture, and in this
way finding strength for a cultural opposition to Rome, a means for construing a
Greek identity separate from Rome.*” Such interpretations of either Pausanias or
other authors of the Second Sophistic do not reign supreme, nor have they gone
by unquestioned or uncontradicted.*

As to the Periegesis, we argue that it is hard to find evidence in it of its
author burning with a desire to use his explorations into the Greek political past
and its religious and cultural past and present as fuel for opposition against
Roman rule.** As to the contemporary Roman rule over Greece, the Periegesis
does not suggest that it would be offensive. If anything, it should become clear
in the end that the author of the Periegesis is confused at how the history of

references to earlier views), Lafond 1991: 40-42 (but see also Lafond 1996: 171-176), Swain
1996: 333-340 and 347-356, Bowie 1996: 216-221; pro-Roman or rather not an adversary to
Rome, cf. e.g. Palm 1959: 63-74, Heer 1979: 66—68, Arafat 1996: 202-212, Jacquemin 1996
passim, Papaioannou 1999 passim. In Forte 1972: 419-427 there is a convenient systematised
collection of passages where Romans are mentioned in the Periegesis. See also the reflections
of Jones 2004: 13f. on these diametrically opposed results reached by scholars.

32 Pausanias: Bowie 1970: 22f., Elsner 1995: 140-144 and Elsner 1997b: 194, followed by
e.g. Lafond 2001: 388-393, Sidebottom 2002: 497. Other authors of the period: Bowie 1970
passim, Touloumakos 1971: 51-79, Anderson 1989: 142f., Swain 1996: 135-422; see also the
studies of Veyne 1999 and Whitmarsh 2001, with ample references to and criticism of
previous scholarship on the subject matter. With a slightly different approach Elsner 1997a
argues, apropos of Philostratus’ Vita Apollonii, that Philostratus’ Apollonius dares to say what
other Greeks (among whom Pausanias may be placed) only dare think: ‘Philostratus goes
beyond the tacit resistance to Roman rule which Greek writers tend to display, and preaches a
none-too-distant Greek-inspired sacred revival® (p. 36).

3 Cf. the study of Palm 1959, Pernot 1993: 739-762, Schmitz 1997: 178, and in particular
Whitmarsh 2001: 1-20 for a critique of interpreting authors of this period as expressing either
acquiescence in or dissent from the Roman power by way of turning to their Greek past. See
also, specifically on the Periegesis, Cherry 2001: 254 ‘If it is really so powerful an
exploration of identity through memory and myth-history, and if its primary discourse
concerns cultural anxiety about, and resistance to, Roman imperialism... then why did it not
resonate more widely?’

* A similar thought is expressed in the critique of Jacquemin 1996: 42 ‘La tendence actuelle
a voir dans Pausanias le héros d’une résistance culturelle, qui utilise 1’identité religieuse
comme forme de lutte face aux réalités de la domnation romaine, tend a forcer le texte...’.
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Greece has been used both in the past and in his present. Moreover, he would
probably be somewhat perplexed at the interpretations his history of Greece has
been subjected to by posterity.

Previous studies of what we term the frame narrative have mainly focussed on
two specific aspects. On one hand, it has been studied as a source for the
biography of the author, and on the other as a guide to the remains of ancient
Greece for travellers and archaeologists.

The explicit first person statements and other passages which have been
implicitly taken to give hints as to the personality of the author have been
investigated for constructing a biography of the otherwise unknown Pausanias.®
Apart from an approximate date (from the 130°s™ to after 180) and a probable
place of origin (perhaps Magnesia in the vicinity of Mount Sipylus in Lydia in
Asia Minor’’), what we can say about our author is that he must have been well
educated, well read, and well-to-do in order to be able to have the ways and
means to carry out the research for and the composition of the Periegesis.™

Undoubtedly, the Periegesis has for long been an indispensable guide to
ancient Greece. However, for amateurs it has increasingly been replaced by
modern travel guides; for specialists its value has diminished through the years
as archaeology has brought more and more into the light of day, often raising
questions of how to bring the reports of the Periegesis into line with the data of
the excavations. As our study does not concern the reality that lies behind the
text, these studies need not be discussed here.*

It would appear as if one specific aspect of the frame narrative tempts
readers to use the Periegesis as a guide to Greece. In many instances, the

3 Cf. in particular von Scheffler 1880, Frazer 1898, I: xv—xxii, Heer 1979, Habicht 1985:
1-27 and 141-164, Bowie 2001: 21-25, and Pretzler 2004 passim with a focus on Pausanias’
travels and composition of the Periegesis.

3 Cf. below chapter 4.

7 Cf. the study of Jones 2004 in which the Lydian side of Pausanias’ identity is stressed.

% On the problems with biographical readings of works of literature, cf. below chapter 2.
¥t e.g. Daux 1936 on Delphi, Roux 1958 on Corinth, Muller 1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, and
1984 on Megara, Hutton 1995 on book II, Piérart 2001 on book II, Champion-Smith 1998 on
the Agora of Athens. There are numerous studies of minor points of interpretational problems
in the Periegesis. These are of interest only for those who specialise in the subject field in
question, and need therefore not be mentioned here.
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topographical order in which the BewprjpaTa are mentioned appears to be not
only a bare catalogue of monuments,” with or without information about the
relative location of the monuments. Instead, it takes on the form of a narrative
about a walking-tour of Greece. As walks in general, so too the one in the
Periegesis follows a topographical order. If s/he wants to, the reader may take
the same walk — the form of the frame narrative appears even to encourage such
an undertaking. Whether or not it was intended to be a guidebook is, however, a
question that must remain open. Although the reader can often follow in the
steps of the frame narrative for long stretches without any difficulty, s/he also is
left just as often without a clue as to the location of numerous monuments.*!

However, when attempting to make the tour as described in the Periegesis,
the reader must beware of getting lost and assuming that the tour narrated in the
frame narrative is Pausanias’ own. The narrator very rarely claims that Ego has
undertaken the travels recorded in the frame. Indeed, though indubitably based
on autopsy and the travels undertaken by Pausanias, the journey described in the
frame narrative is a literary construction. In the first part of our study we
examine this literary aspect of the frame narrative, as well as the fact that the
narrator frequently introduces into the frame narrative other activities than
travel.

When speaking of the literary — even fictional — character of the frame
narrative we want to stress the dissociation between Pausanias’ travels and the
topographical order of the Periegesis, i.e. the narrative of the tour of Greece in
the text. That is, though in many places a correct narrative, it is not a
transcription of Pausanias’ movements in Greece. It was such a misconception
of the frame narrative that led the great German philologist Wilamowitz astray
in his interpretation of the Periegesis. As many of his contemporaries did,
Wilamowitz too used the Periegesis as a guide. Doing this, he got lost on the

4 Contra Wycherley 1959: 28f. Cf. also Elsner 1995: 135 “This is no bald enumeration, but
an actor-centred account which enacts the very process of travel.’

4 Particularly in the descriptions of smaller communities, indications of the location of
monuments etc. are often missing. For example, in the description of Aegira in Achaea
(VII 26.1-9) there are no indications; on the ‘carattere non «periegetico» della «Periegesi»’ in
the description of this city, cf. Osanna 1998 passim, quote p. 225. However, mostly there are
at least some indications, but with gaps, cf. e.g. the chart in Muller 1981: 219 which clearly
illustrates the intermittent character of the topographical indicators.
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way between Olympia and Heraea in Arcadia.*” The reason why Wilamowitz
lost his way was that he did not realise that the route between Olympia and
Heraea is traced not from Olympia to Heraeca — despite the fact that the
description of Olympia comes before that of Heraea — but from Heraea to
Olympia. Assuming that the order in which monuments and sites are mentioned
in the text corresponds to the order in which the author must have seen them,
Wilamowitz inferred that the route between Olympia and Heraea is described in
an order which is the opposite of the route that Pausanias himself must have
followed. Why, then, this reversed order in the description, without warning the
reader — did Pausanias not know better?” The difficulties Wilamowitz
encountered in interpreting the passage in question had considerable
consequences for the study of the Periegesis, as it initiated the search for
Pausanias’ periegetic sources.* This search was called off almost as soon as it
had begun, but not until a number of articles and also one or two monographs
had been written and published by champions of either side of the argument.*
Thanks to archaeological finds and the general increase in the knowledge
of the topography of Greece, the Periegesis could soon be more directly
compared with the material remains from antiquity. Such comparisons have
proved the overall correctness of the descriptions, and have settled many of the
scholarly disputes. Simultaneously, archaeology has made it obvious that the
Periegesis does not even come close to providing such wealth of detail as to

42 The route is described in VI 21.3-5.
* Wilamowitz 1886: 184 n. 43.

* Wilamowitz 1877: 344347 is the first time he discusses Pausanias in print. Hitzig 1887: 59
identifies this article as the beginning of the Pausaniasfrage. On the part played by
Wilamowitz in the questioning of Pausanias’ accuracy in general and autopsy in particular, cf.
in particular Habicht 1985: 165-175, Schneider 1999: 158-164, and (on a lighter note)
Akujarvi 2001, all with references to further passages with comments by Wilamowitz on
Pausanias. Cf. also Regenbogen 1956: 1093—1095 and Beard 2001 on the Pausanias-question
in an anglophone context.

4 E.g. on the prosecuting side: Hirt 1878, Hirschfeld 1882 and 1883 (actually retracting many
of the allegations made in the article published the year before), Treu 1882 and 1883,
Kalkmann 1886, Immerwahr 1889. For the defence may be quoted — just to mention a select
few from this the winning side from the period when the argument was most heated — Scholl
1878: 436f. (calling for stronger arguments directly after Wilamowitz’ initial attack), Schubart
1883 and 1884, Brunn 1884, Hitzig 1887, and Gurlitt 1890.
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make possible reconstructions of the topography based on its text alone. It is,
however, often detailed enough to encourage scholars to try to make them. This
point can be illustrated most conveniently with the suggested reconstructions of
the Athenian Agora before the excavations undertaken on the site: plans of no
less than five quite disagreeing reconstructions are printed in the commentary of
Hitzig and Bliimner, and in 1909 Robert suggested a sixth one.** The
excavations proved them all wrong.

However, even when proven topographically correct, one is not to assume
that the frame narrative is a more or less accurate transcription of Pausanias’
travels in Greece.*” Whereas the Periegesis is invaluable for identifying the ruins
that are brought to light by the archaeological excavations, these same
excavations also reveal how much has been left out in the descriptions. To
interpret the Periegesis in relation to the ruins and inscriptions was/is often a
difficult task. In particular Pausanias’ selectivity is often perceived as being
greater than expected when the text can be compared with the remains. The
amount of information given by Pausanias never seems to be enough. Indeed,
those criticising Pausanias were not only philologists — archaeologists such as
Hirschfeld were quite eloquent in their reproaches on the quality of the
information conveyed in the Periegesis.*®

A problem with the interpretation of the Periegesis is that it is often
assumed that the order in which the monuments are mentioned in the text
corresponds not only to the order in which Pausanias saw them, but also to the
actual topographical order. This is assumed not only when the text is explicit on

46 Hitzig & Blimner 1896-1910, Tafel 1I-VI (at the end of the first volume), Robert 1909:
309-344, with a plan on p. 330. Cf. also the comments of Wycherley 1959: 23-25 on the
attempts at reconstruction, and Thompson & Wycherley 1972: 220-234 on the excavations
that finally settled the matter.

7 Cf. e.g. Heberdey 1894 reconstructing Pausanias’ travel in the whole of Greece or
Vanderpool 1949 analysing Pausanias’ movements on the Athenian Agora — note especially
the map on p. 130, with a man carrying a notebook drawn into it (Pausanias taking notes? Or
an archaeologist with a copy of the Periegesis?). The frame narrative is spoken of in similar
terms by many scholars, cf. e.g. Wycherley 1959, who, however, concedes that ‘one is not
bound to think of the dotted line given in the plan as an absolutely continuous itinerary
trodden by Pausanias at every point’ (p. 28).

Bt acquemin 2001 on the frustration of archaeologists with Pausanias in the excavations
of Olympia.
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the matter, but also when there are no indications of it. Consequently, when
problems of interpreting the archaeological finds in comparison with the
Periegesis arise, the solution is often sought in attempts to reconstruct
Pausanias’ assumed movements. Consider, for instance, the following passage
from the description of the Laconica:

TevBpdivns B¢ améxel mevTiKoOVTA KAl €KATOV aTAdlOUS €S Bdlaogoav dvéxovoa
akpa Tatvapov, kal ApLéves 0 Te "AxIMeLOs €oTt kal Wapabols...
150 stades from Teuthrone is Cape Taenarum projecting into the sea, and the harbours

Achilleius and Psamathus...*

Only by assuming that the order in which these two harbours are mentioned
corresponds to the order in which Pausanias saw them can one in this instance
claim that he ‘seems to reverse the location’ of them.™® A reinterpretation of the
location of the harbours has been proposed in order to absolve Pausanias from
an accusation of topographical inaccuracy in this passage.’’ However, both the
assumption of a reversal of location and the need to defend Pausanias are
superfluous. All one needs to do, is to point to the fact that in the absence of any
topographical indicators in the text, one is not to expect topographical order,
especially not when faced with an obvious catalogue as in the present passage.’

1.4 Matters of form

When quoting from the Periegesis we for the most part follow the text of the
latest complete edition, which is that of Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990. However, in
some instances we deviate from the readings of Rocha-Pereira, the reasons for

111 25.4.

%0 Hutton 1995: 269, apparently having forgotten the excellent observations he made earlier,
cf. Hutton 1995: 50-54.

1 Le Roy 2001: 225-228.

32 However, in some instances a bare catalogue does appear to follow a topographical order,
cf. e.g. 124.3 with Heydemann 1869: 384-388. Cf. also the observations of Robert 1909:
84-89 on the ease with which the narrator can deviate from the topographical order.
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which are set forth in the footnotes.” For the texts of other authors, standard
editions are used.

When quoting Greek in the text, we normally give translations or
paraphrases in order to make our study accessible also to those who do not know
Greek. The only exception to this practice is the instances in which we discuss
linguistic matters, which in itself calls for a certain knowledge of the language.
Unless otherwise specified, all translations from Greek are our own.

To render Greek names of persons or places we use the traditionally
English Latin transcription system. Occasionally, specific Greek terms are
italicised and transcribed according to the Modern English transcription system
instead of being translated.

In the bibliography, the abbreviations of the titles of periodicals follow
those in the L’année philologique or its predecessors.

33 Note in particular that in table 2 we do not follow Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990 in the
following passages: III 5.3, VIII 52.5, X 32.2, X 38.10. For references to the discussions
concerning the readings, see the select Index locorum at the end of this book.
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PARTI

FORM: EGO AND YOU IN THE FRAME






2 Definitions

There is a growing awareness of the fact that Pausanias probably visited some of
the sites of Greece more than once, that he travelled along many roads more
than once, and that (therefore) the itineraries described in the Periegesis are but
a selection made among many possible ones. But, this notwithstanding, scholars
in many instances continue to speak of the Periegesis as if they are retracing
Pausanias’ actual movements.'

In the following four chapters the ‘I’ — henceforth Ego — of the
narrator/author/character in the Periegesis is studied. The author is the real
flesh-and-blood agent in the empirical world who is responsible for the
production of the text; the narrator is the counterpart within the text.? Narrator
and author are not to be confused with one another; the former is inherent to its
narrative, inscribed in it as its teller, and deducible from the text, the latter is not.
Of course, in a factual narrative like the Periegesis, one may assume an identity
between author and narrator. This identity symbolises the serious commitment
of the author as regards the narrative assertions in the text.” We nevertheless
introduce the narrator as an agent distinct from the author into our study of the
Periegesis. This we do out of a desire to discourage the biographical reading of
Ego in the Periegesis. It is particularly easy to fall for the temptation of
biographical readings when studying an ‘I’ who is as prominent in a narrative as
Ego is in the Periegesis. Moreover, we speak of Ego rather than of Pausanias as
a reminder of the fact that, whereas Pausanias, the author of the Periegesis, is an
extratextual person who very well may have lent some of his personality traits to
the intratextual Ego, the sum total of the personality of Ego does not even come
close to form a portrait of the extratextual person.

! E.g. Hutton 1995, despite his warnings of falling for the ‘travelogue fallacy’ (pp. 50-54).
See also Akujirvi 1999, with a different approach to the problem.

2 Cf. Genette 1980: 213, and Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 3f. Cf. also the definitions in Prince 1987
s.vv. ‘author’ and ‘narrator’.

3 Cf. Genette 1993: 68-79, esp. 78f. and Cohn 1999: 109-131.
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Ego in the Periegesis has been studied previously, with a particular focus
on such passages that are taken to reveal autobiographical information about the
author. Since the Periegesis is the only available source to the biography of its
author, it has been probed for biographical details, such as date, place of origin,
date of composition, personal opinions and beliefs. The results of such a search
are not, as is well known, plentiful.* In particular, scholars have been interested
in retracing the author’s travels. It is, however, not to be assumed that the
portrait of the man behind the text which might be constructed from the few
‘biographical’ indications which are scattered throughout the work, must by
necessity form a portrait of the real flesh-and-blood author of the Periegesis.
However likely the assumption may be, there will always remain some degree of
uncertainty because of the simple fact that there is not any extratextual
biographical information on Pausanias.” All we will be able to extract about the
author of the Periegesis is the idea (or image) of the author, which consists of
nothing more or less than what the text lets the reader know about its author.
That is, all we can reach is Pausanias, the implied author.® The extent of the
similarities between the implied and the real author cannot be determined, if
indeed there are any.’

The following statement may serve as an example of the confusion that
may arise from not clearly distinguishing between the extratextual Pausanias and
the intratextual Ego: ‘... he never describes an entire ritual sequence and rarely
takes part himself.”® The assertions of both clauses are based on the Periegesis.
The first one describes, quite correctly, a peculiar trait of the narrator. In the
second one, information provided about Ego as character is transferred to the

* Cf. above chapter 1.

> That is, we do not have any extratextual evidence on our Pausanias, provided that our
Pausanias is not identical with any of his contemporary namesakes known from other sources.
There are 6 (or 5) roughly contemporary Pausaniases who have left some kind of trace in
literature — our Pausanias is the only one whose work has been preserved. On this, cf. Gurlitt
1890: 64-66, Frazer 1898, 1. xx, Robert 1909: 271-274, Diller 1955: 270-279, and
Regenbogen 1956: 1012f.

% Cf. Genette 1988: 135-154; see also Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 87-90.

7 As is well known, the same real author may write several texts, which may convey different
images of the implied author, and which may have different narrators; cf. e.g. the examples
quoted by Prince 1987 s.v. ‘implied author’.

¥ Cole 2002: 635.
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extratextual Pausanias. In other words, the fact that the narrator rarely tells about
Ego’s participation in religious rituals is taken to be equivalent to the fact that
Pausanias himself rarely participated in such. While it (of course) cannot be
excluded that this is so, it may very well be that Pausanias frequently took active
part in the rituals. Either way, we simply cannot know for certain. What we do
know, is that the narrator does not often have the intratextual Ego participating

in them.

Ego deserves some attention. Ego is ubiquitous in the Periegesis. Ego very
rarely calls upon anyone else to speak, without virtually appropriating the
other’s speech and making it part of his own narration, either by rendering it in
the form of indirect discourse or summary, thereby treating it as one event
among others.” Ego is an ‘I’ who is both reticent and talkative as regards
himself. The sort of information about Ego that scholars have been most
interested in studying, is such that Ego is most reluctant to give away. But, this
notwithstanding, Ego is very much present throughout the whole of the
Periegesis speaking in his own person. In the four following chapters the
different roles played by Ego in the Periegesis will be studied.

In spite of the possibility that some interesting passages in which the
narrator appears to be speaking in his own person might be excluded in the
process, the present study of Ego in the Periegesis is limited to those passages in
which the narrator explicitly introduces Ego into the course of the narrative
using either a verb in the first person or a first person pronoun (or both) —
singular and plural appear to be used without discrimination. Such a limitation is
necessary when studying an Ego who is perceptible in the text to such a degree
as Ego of the Periegesis is. Moreover, the content of the Periegesis — such as
descriptions of settings, identifications of characters, commentary etc. — is
largely of the sort that it would be taken as signs of the perceptibility of the
narrator in an ordinary narrative text.'"” Therefore, the present study is limited to
the explicit narratorial intrusions. Moreover, even the explicit narratorial
intrusions are so numerous that a comprehensive study of them is almost
impracticable. In these explicit intrusions the narrator either comments in his

? Cf. Genette 1980: 169-173 and Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 107-111 on the different ways of
rendering speech.
1% Cf. Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 97-101.
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own voice on the narrative, or speaks about himself in another capacity than that
of the narrator, viz. in the capacity of character.

It is very likely that Pausanias consciously imitates Herodotus by persistently
introducing Ego into the Periegesis. That is, Pausanias not only imitates
Herodotus stylistically."" He also copies the narratorial stance of the Histories
and creates, in like manner with Herodotus, a narrative that has every
appearance of being mediated by someone telling the story, viz. the narrator."
There are two very obvious differences in this narrative surface of Herodotus’
Histories when it is compared to the works of later historians."” Firstly,
Herodotus’ narrative is such that it appears to be laboriously assembled from a
multitude of stories (A\dyot). The Histories are not only a historical account, but
also the story of its coming into being. The readers of it are given the impression
and at every turn reminded of the fact that the Histories would not exist in its
present form without the narrator’s effort at assembling the material and putting
it into writing. Secondly, the narrator/author constantly intrudes in the narrative
with comments in his own person to a larger extent than later historians do.
Moreover, the character of the inserted comments differs. They do not appear to
have been inserted in order to inspire confidence in the authority of the ongoing
narrative — or at least they do not create any such confidence. Rather, the
intrusions reinforce the feeling of uncertainty that has already been created by
the narrative itself, which has the appearance of having been scrambled together.
The intrusions, moreover, remind the reader of the fact that the narrative is
indeed a collection of stories made by the narrator — not a transcription of a
fixed sequence of events.

The similarities with the Periegesis are striking. Much of the above
description of the Histories would fit the Periegesis. The Periegesis, too,

' On Pausanias’ stylistic imitation of Herodotus, cf. particularly Pfundtner 1866 and Strid
1976.

12 Cf. Dewald 1987 for a study of the 1086 phrases that contain a first person pronoun or verb
in the Histories; Dewald 2002 is a reconsideration of the 1987 study, and includes ample
references to other studies of the narrator in the Histories; cf. also Marincola 1987 for a study
of the instances in which Herodotus explicitly refers to his own experiences. See further
Naiden’s 1999 study of ‘prospective’ imperfect together with what we would call Ego’s dater
function in Herodotus’ Histories.

" Dewald 1987: 148-152.
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appears to have been assembled by the narrator, with some effort, of material
from different sources. The narrator of the Periegesis, too, constantly intrudes in
the narrative with comments in his own person, reminding the reader of his
labours. Therefore, a reader of the Periegesis should not be under the impression
that the text would exist in the form it has without the efforts of the narrator. Nor
should any reader of the Periegesis imagine that the text is a transparent window
to the reality behind the text. The narratorial intrusions should remind the reader
of the fact that what s/he is reading is but the presentation of reality that Ego has
chosen to make, just as the narratorial intrusions in the Histories remind the
reader of the fact that what they are reading is the narrator’s presentation of
events.

As mentioned above, historians after Herodotus were less inclined to make
intrusions in the first person. Indeed, it may be that first person intrusions in
great quantities were considered to be a distinctly Herodotean trait by Pausanias
and others. Pausanias obviously imitates Herodotus closely in many respects; an
even closer imitation of Herodotus is Lucian’s de Syria Dea, the Syrian
Goddess." Here even the Tonic dialect of Herodotus is imitated. This work, like
the Periegesis, contains a large amount of narratorial intrusions in the first
person. In the introduction to her edition, translation, and commentary of this
treatise, Lightfoot explores, among other things, the similarities between the
narrator of the Syrian Goddess and the narrator of the Histories." In like manner
with the narrators of both the Histories and the Periegesis, the narrator of the
Syrian Goddess constantly intrudes into the narrative in the first person, making
his presence felt and reminding the reader of the constructed and mediated

14 On the much debated question of authorship of this treatise, see e.g. Dirven 1997, Elsner
2001b: 124f., and most recently Lightfoot 2003: 184-208, all with ample references to
previous studies. As soon as a reader perceives that the voices of the author and the narrator
are not univocal, but suspects that there may be dissonance between the two, s/he becomes
uncertain of how to take the text. This is one of the main reasons why it is difficult to assess
the authorship of the Syrian Goddess. Should Lucian be its author, it is hard to believe that the
content of the treatise is to be taken seriously given the obvious disharmony between the
serious and pious voice of the narrator/author of the Syrian Goddess and the author of other
treatises in the Lucianic corpus. Students of the Periegesis do not encounter the same
problems, mainly owing to the fact that we do not have other works by the same author with
which we could compare it.

15 Lightfoot 2003: 161-174.
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nature of the text. Lightfoot also makes some observations on the similarities
between the Egos of the Syrian Goddess and the Periegesis."

An Ego of any narrative can appear in it in two capacities: as its narrator and as
a character whom the narrator may designate ‘I"."” This is also the case with Ego
in the Periegesis. Therefore we distinguish between Ego as narrator and Ego as
character in this study. As mentioned above, the narrator is both reticent and
talkative when it comes to speaking about Ego. On the whole the narrator is
reticent when it comes to giving personal details, and he prefers to introduce
Ego in stereotyped roles and situations, whence characterisations of him as
‘modest and discrete’.'® This is in spite of the fact that its potentiality for
homodiegetic narrative (‘first-person narrative’) is one of the most clear
distinguishing differences between the frame narrative and the many stories —
which, of course, are heterodiegetic, with very few exceptions — embedded
within the frame narrative.'” This is not to say that Ego does not appear as a
character in the frame narrative.

When speaking of Ego as narrator, we mean the instances in which the
narrator explicitly, in the first person, intrudes in the Periegesis in order to
comment on the process of the composition, on the narration.® This is an
extradiegetic narrator, i.e. as narrator Ego is situated outside the diegesis.”' The
narrator is in the text continually, fulfilling his defining function, i.e. the

16 Lightfoot 2003: 87-91 and 161-174. The Syrian Goddess and the Periegesis have been
compared previously by e.g. Elsner 1997b: 191-196 and Elsner 2001b: 129-133, who is
reading both works as texts of resistance to Rome.

17 Ego as narrator may or may not be identical with the author — this is a question that falls
outside of the field of narratology; cf. e.g. Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 87-90.

'® Habicht 1985: 18 and 141f.

19 “Bvery narrative is, explicitly or not, “in the first person”, since every narrator may use the
first person pronoun to designate him/herself, whenever s/he wishes, cf. Genette 1988: 97f.
Therefore the terms homodiegetic (character = narrator) and heterodiegetic (character =
narrator) are more apt when speaking about what is traditionally called first person and third
person narrative respectively.

0 Narration = narrating in the English translation of Genette, cf. Genette 1980: 27 n. 2
(translator’s note). Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 2—4 uses the form narration.

2L Cf. Prince 1987 s.v. ‘diegesis’: ‘the (fictional) world in which the situations and events

narrated occur’.
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narrative one. However, though constantly in the text, the narrator actually
appears in it only occasionally. When explicitly perceptible on the textual level
of the narrative the narrator can refer to himself and his own doings with the text
and within the text in a metanarrative discourse.” We distinguish two separate
functions of this textually perceptible narrator: the writer, the one who is
concerned with the production of the text as it is inscribed in the text itself; and
the dater, the one who is concerned with linking (mainly) the many objects but
also characters and other things to the ‘now’ in which he is writing the
Periegesis down. These two function-categories break up into separate roles, or
aspects, of the writer and the dater; some of these are more easily demarcated
than others.

When speaking of Ego as character, we mean the instances in which the
narrator intrudes in the Periegesis using the first person in order to speak about,
not his production of the text, but about himself as character.”® That is, the
Periegesis is partially a homodiegetic narrative, i.e. a narrative in which its
narrator figures as a character. Ego as character has performed and is presented
as performing tasks separate both in space and time from the ones that the
narrator is performing. That is, when speaking about himself as a character, the
narrator is telling about what he himself has done at an earlier point in time.
How much earlier is impossible to determine; occasionally the temporal gap
separating Ego as narrator from Ego as character may be assumed to be
practically non-existent, at other times it may be larger.

Further, in any narrative the question of how exhaustive a portrait of any
given character is cannot be satisfactorily answered. Regarding the
characterisation of Ego as character in the Periegesis, we cannot establish
anything about all the things that are not explicitly brought into the text by the
narrator. But one may discern that there lurks a more complex person behind the
rather meagre portrait of Ego as character that can be scraped together from the
scattered indications in the text.

When Ego as character is explicitly mentioned in the text, the narrator
introduces him in two different functions, i.e. the researcher and the traveller. As

22 Cf. Genette 1980: 255f.

2 We use ‘Ego as character’ rather than ‘Ego as a character’, since as character Ego is not
one among other characters. The narrator has a special relation to Ego as character, and, as
character, Ego figures almost exclusively and nearly alone in the frame narrative.

31



is the case with the functions of Ego as narrator, so these two function-
categories of Ego as character break up into separate roles, or aspects, of the
researcher and the traveller, some of which are more easily demarcated than
others. This gives us the following chart:

Table 1
View of the functions and roles of Ego in the Periegesis

Function Role
Ego as narrator Writer Cross-referencing
(on extradiegetic Organising
narrative level) Pretermitting
Dater Marking continuity

Marking discontinuity

Ego as character Researcher Investigating
(in homodiegetic Commenting
relationship to the story Criticising

of the frame narrative)
Traveller Travelling-Ego

In the two following chapters of this part of our study, Ego as narrator will be
studied, i.e. Ego in the act of narrating the whole of the Periegesis. Ego freely
and often talks about himself in the role of narrator, or refers to the ‘now’ in
which the narration of the Periegesis is taking place. The voice of the narrator is
very dominant in the narrative, drawing attention to himself at almost every turn
in the process of composing the Periegesis.** Even when the narrator’s voice is
not explicitly audible, his implicit presence in sorting and selecting the material
is felt throughout the narrative. Ego intrudes in the narrative in his capacity of
narrator so often that there has been created what appears to be an ‘alter ego’ to
Ego talking about the narration. So, instead of saying, for example, ‘I have
shown’, the narrator often says ‘my narrative (6 A0yos ot vel sim.) has shown’.

2* Hutton 1995: 235 (‘[Pausanias] is not an author who calls attention to his own presence in
the process of composition’) fails to make the distinction between Pausanias the character and
Pausanias the narrator. Cf. also Jones 2001: 33.
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This usage goes beyond mere variation, which can be achieved by using
impersonal passives instead of first person statements.

In the next two chapters of this part, Ego as character will be studied, i.e.
instances in which the narrator describes Ego performing other tasks than
narrating the Periegesis. The narrator’s generosity regarding information about
Ego as character is limited to the researcher function. With only a few
exceptions, what is revealed about Ego as character does not go beyond
information which in and of itself is of interest for the Periegesis. Whereas the
one-tracked focus of Ego as narrator on the Periegesis is rather natural, the fact
that what we get to know about Ego as character is equally restricted to matters
of concern for the Periegesis is perhaps not equally self-evident. Be that as it
may, when Ego surfaces as a homodiegetic character in the frame narrative, the
narrator almost exclusively discusses how he is gathering, evaluating, and
criticising the material that is to be included in the work. The narrator appears to
introduce Ego both as narrator and as character not in order to draw the readers’
attention away from the fact that what they are reading is mediated by Ego, but
conversely to focus their attention on that very fact. What is more, one specific
aspect of research for the Periegesis, viz. travelling, the narrator mostly chooses
to present in a depersonalised way. Again, it is as if the narrator creates an ‘alter
ego’ for his Ego, a travelling-You for the travelling-Ego. Therefore, a study of
the travelling-You has been appended to the study of the travelling-Ego, which
is the most infrequently occurring role of Ego. The travelling-You is an
impersonal, unspecified, anonymous travelling persona introduced by the
narrator in order to tell about movement. The many problems of interpretation
created by the presence of this impersonal ‘you’ — perhaps even personal ‘you’ —
introduced by the narrator side by side with Ego in various roles, will be
discussed in chapter 5.
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3 Writer

3.1 Introduction

Ego in his function of writer, speaking about his writing of the Periegesis,
occurs rather frequently. We have counted some 280 passages where the
narrator speaks of his writing, using the first person.' In the absence of any
prologue or epilogue to the whole of the Periegesis, Ego’s writer function has
been of interest to scholars when trying to answer questions concerning the
composition of the Periegesis and its completeness.

Our interest in Ego’s writer function lies in exploring what writerly
concerns prompt the narrator to break into the text in order to comment on what
he is doing. Broadly speaking, the narrator appears to introduce Ego’s writer
function for one of two reasons: (1) a care for the material, (2) a care for the
reader. The care for the material appears to be focussed on presenting every
piece of information in a context which is the most appropriate one for any
particular piece of information.” The care for the reader concerns his/her ability
to absorb the narrative, i.e. knowing why a given piece of information is
divulged at its location and trusting that the narrator has made his choices with a
sound judgement. Obviously, there is a high degree of inter-relatedness between
these two kinds of care, both of which may be said to work in the direction of
producing confidence in the narrator.

Simultaneously, throughout the whole of the Periegesis, but not occurring
quite as frequently, are passages that in another way enhance the trust for the
narrator. These are those passages which (1) indicate that the narrator is not

! Note that the number 280 refers to passages, not instances of verbs in the first person or first
person pronouns, in which case the number would have been higher.

2 On the narrator’s care to introduce historical material at its ‘proper place’, cf. below chapter
7.
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completely independent in deciding what material to include in the Periegesis
and where to put it, and (2) make clear that the narrator possesses some piece of
information that he does not wish to divulge to the reader. The passages of the
second sort will be discussed under the pretermitting role of the writer function.
The passages of the first sort, in which the narrator appears to be in the grasp of
the \oyos or some external agent dictating what he should do or must not do,
will be discussed under the cross-referencing and the organising roles of the
writer function.

3.2 Cross-referencing

In the whole of the Periegesis there are no fewer than 155 cross-references.’ As
has been observed by many scholars, almost all of the cross-references refer to
passages that actually appear in the work.* There is but one exception, the
famous promise of a fuller treatment of the forefathers of Larymna, daughter of
Cynus, after whom the city Larymna was named. Larymna was a Boeotian city,
but belonged originally to Opus, i.e. Opuntian Locris. Consequently, according
to a practice that is frequent in the Periegesis — as will become apparent below —
the narrator promises that ‘the part of my narrative dealing with the Locrians’
will clarify the matter of her forefathers.” It has been suggested that the promise
is carried out in X 38.1, but in that paragraph, and in the whole of the last
chapter of the Periegesis, the narrator treats only Ozolian Locris, and does not at
all come to speak of Opuntian Locris.’ In a couple of instances the assertion
made in a cross-reference is not carried out quite satisfactorily in the
corresponding passage. But in these the narrator speaks at least roughly about
the promised theme. An example of such a slip is the promise in book IV to

3 For the reader’s convenience, the cross-references are gathered in table 2 at the end of this
chapter. We have not included I 13.4; Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990 ad loc. regards it as a cross-
reference to III 6.3, but we consider it to be an organisatory statement.

* Cf. e.g. Habicht 1985: 6f.

SIX 23.7 Tovs 8¢ aveTépw TPoYOroUs SAGOEL oL T EX0VTa €5 AoKpols TOD Adyou.

6 Suggested by Spiro 1903 ad loc. and Settis 1968: 62; rejected by e.g. Robert 1909: 261-265,
Habicht 1985: 6f., Bearzot 1988: 97f., and Bowie 2001: 23.
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reveal the form of the statue of Artemis Laphria in another context.” This
passage is assumed to refer to a passage in book VII, where it is said that the
statue has the form of a huntress.® One may wonder why the information was
postponed, if Ego did not intend to say anything more than this when making the
cross-reference in book IV, a cross-reference that almost required more words
than the ‘description’.’

The many cross-references in the Periegesis have been previously studied
as a means to investigate the order of the different books and the question of
completeness of the work.' Here the cross-referencing made by the narrator is
studied as one of the several different ways in which he makes his presence felt
in the narrative.

Of the 155 cross-references in the Periegesis, 103 refer the reader back to
previous treatments, reminding him/her of information already given; 52 refer
the reader forward to coming treatments. With only one possible exception,
there is always some first person pronoun or verb form used in these cross-
references. It is quite possible that in the one and only exception to this rule, an
‘I’ (in the form of poi) has fallen out in the manuscript tradition." The
invariable presence of Ego in one form or another is almost the only constant
feature of these references. Apart from the first person, the variation in the form
of the cross-references is very high.'? The only instances of identical expressions
we have been able to detect are the following:

"IV 31.7 10 oxfua [sc. 'ApTépidos Aadpias] éTépwdl Sniiow.

8 VII 18.10 10 pév oxfpa Tob dydipatos Onpetovod ¢oTiv.

? Other instances are V 4.5 ‘corresponding’ with V 8.5 (where there actually is a cross-
reference back to V 4.5!), VIII 4.6 ‘corresponding’ with II 26.6, and VIII 6.6 ‘corresponding’
with II 25.3. On this subject, cf. also Gurlitt 1890: 2 n. 13.

19 Order of books, cf. e.g. Frazer 1898, I: xviif., Hutton 1995: 29f.; completeness, cf. in
particular Robert 1909: 261-265, Regenbogen 1956: 1011f., and Bearzot 1988 passim. Cf.
also Trendelenburg 1911: 6-9 for a brief discussion of the form, too, of the cross-references.
I 5.3 aitia 8¢ fmis éyéveto mpooéoTal 7§ és "Aymoilaov Aoyw should probably read
... mpogéaTat pot kTA. Cf. VI 3.8 17 és 'Axaiovs mpooéoTat pot ouyypadt and VI 8.5
TPOTETTAL oL KAl TaDTA TG €S 'Axdlovs Aoyw. It is true that in the fourth passage where a
phrase containing mpocéoTat is used for cross-referencing, IX 24.3, there is not any pot. But
in IX 24.3 there is a first person in the sentence, in the form of a first person singular verb
(Mkovov) in the preceding clause; this might explain the absence of pot.

12 On oratio variata in the Periegesis, cf. in particular the study of Engeli 1907.
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ETEPWOL SN\WOW,

Tomodpeda kal VOTEPOV LYY,

Kal TpoTEPOV €ypaibia,

edMAwoa (@D/kal) €v Tols TPOTEPOLS TOU NOyou,
Sedn\wker 6 Aoyos 1idn pot,

Kal TpoTEPOV elpnTal pot,

KaTA TA €LpnLéva 1dn pot,

KaTd TA MO AeAeypéva pot,

fion Médexral pot.'?
When confronted with occurrences like
dedN\wTat Ron pot

#6n pot deditoTar,'

Kal TpOTEPOV TOUTWV €TEPVNoONY

kal OMyo TpdTEpOV emepviatny,’

Ta TPOTEPOV EXEL [LOL TOD NGYOU

N Y Ny 16
TA TPOTEPA €XEL oL TOV NOYoU,

edNAwoa ONyw TL TPOTEPOV

E8HAwoa OAyov T épmpoader,’’

P 1.1 and TV 31.7; V 21.1 and VIII 47.3; 11 32.3 and III 10.7; IX 39.14, X 20.5, and
X 38.6;141.6,1123.6, and VI 15.10; 1 1.4 and 7.3; V 15.9 and VIII 27.17 (variation: kaTd Ta
Nuiv etpnpéva VI 17.1); VI 20.1 and VI 22.5 (variation: kaTta Td 1on pot Aeleypéva V 8.5);
I21.2,11112.3, and IV 5.7.

129.14 and 35.1.

140.1 and V 26.3.

'9136.6 and I1 36.7.

7 VI 15.6 and X 32.2. In the latter passage the manuscripts vacillate between oAlyov Tt,
ONlyw Twt, and ONlyw Ti. Among other editors Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 and Rocha-
Pereira 1989—1990 print 0Alyw Tt; Schubart & Walz 1838-1839 and Spiro 1903 print OAlyov
TL. In the Periegesis, both o\lyw and o\lyov, with or without Tt, are used adverbially. It
would appear as if ONyo is preferred with mpdTepov (cf. V 14.8, 26.3 and the above quoted
VI 15.6; cf. the Herodotean phrase o\lyw Tu mpoTepov 4.79.2, 81.2, 6.69.2, 8.95.1), and
ONlyov with épmpoobev, though there is only one occurrence of it apart from X 32.2 (cf.
IT1 7.3). See also 142.4, where the manuscripts vacillate between mpdTepov O\iyov, which is
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€TEPWOL TOU Adyou Sn\wow

éTépuwlt [61)] Sndow Tod Adyou, '
and

T0oD MOyou pol Td €pe€fis dnhdoet

6 édekfs ot Adyos dnrdoed, '’

one cannot but wonder whether the variation in these short phrases is deliberate.
Of course, as soon as the reference is more definite as to the location where a
specific piece of information will be or has been given, the form becomes more
varied. In such cases the variation is, however, not for the sake of variation, but
is (or: should be) a secondary consequence of a primary need or will to be more
specific. Nor are we here interested in variation per se; what is of interest is
variation in another formal feature of the cross-references, viz. the varying
subject of them: first person or third person.

All perfects are left out of the discussion, since they are of a very
stereotyped form, and only occasionally distinguished by any individualising
features.”® Of the 34 occurrences of the perfect tense in the cross-references
there are merely 6 in the active voice. Only one of these is in the first person
singular. The other 5 are all in the third person: dedn\wkev with 6 Adyos, or a
phrase with To0 Aéyov implicitly as partitive genitive as subject.?’ The rest of
the perfects are in the passive voice. The majority of these are passives of
Aéyw,? and Sn\dw;> there are also one each of ypddw and mporéyw.** With the

printed in Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910, Spiro 1903, and Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990, and
mpoTEPOV OAlYw; in the light of the observations, made above, perhaps one should prefer the
latter reading.

®141.2 and VI 10.8.

"TI13.2 and V 24.6.

% The exceptions are I 11.6, V 18.8, VI 4.10, and IX 6.5.

2 elpnka 124.1. 5édmwker 111.6, 28.5, 41.6, 11 23.6, VI 15.10.

2 \éhekTal 124.3, 1121.2, IIT 12.3, IV 5.7; AeXeypéva V 8.5, VI 20.1, 22.5; and elpnTac
11.4,73,31.3,11 144, IX 6.5; elpnpévov/a eotiv I134.12, I 24.1, IV 5.1, V 14.8, 15.9,
VI 17.1, VI 27.17,1X 2.7, X 24.4.

B sedioTat 129.14, 35.1, VI 4.10, IX 27.3; éoTw. .. Sedmwpéva TV 31.9.

2 yéypamrar 131.5; mpoetpnpéva V 18.8 in the phrase katd Ta mpoetpnpéva. This phrase is
found in another passage, too (V 17.1), but there it occurs in a transitional phrase concluding
the previous subject-matter. Both occurrences of mpoetpnpéva are omitted in the Index
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exception of the single phrase containing a perfect in the first person singular,
the presence of the narrator is marked in these backwards references by a dative
of the first person pronoun.” When the verb is in the passive voice the dative is
to be interpreted as a dative of the agent, when in the active voice as a dative of
advantage.”

A majority of the referential propositions signify actions (such as show,
write, mention, enumerate) deliberately initiated by their active agents, the
subject.”’ In these cases the subject is either the first person or a third person of
some sort. There are also a number of referential propositions construed with
verbs that signify states (such as have and be). All of the verbs that signify state
are in the third person, and their subjects have the semantic role of patient, i.e.
the subject is either in a state or undergoes a change of state.”

Regarding the referential propositions with action verbs, there is one verb
in particular that is recurrent: dn\ow in the forms SnAwow, dnwoet, and
edMwoa, €dHlwoe; TpoedfAwoe is also used.”” More or less synonymous
variants of dn\ow, but with more specific meanings than this general verb for
‘show’, are éprjvuoer, €delfev, éonpaiver, €didae, and Lddéel; améduka,
too, should be counted among these verbs.™

verborum of Pirenne-Delforge & Purnelle 1997 s.v. mpoAéyw.

» The singular pot is used most frequently. The plural nuiv is used in V 14.8, V14.10, 17.1,
and X 24.4.

% Por the dative of the agent, cf. e.g. Smyth 1956 §§1488-1490; the dative of advantage, id.
§§1481-1485.

%" On state, event, and action propositions, cf. e.g. Givén 2001: 106; on the semantic roles of
the grammatical category ‘subject’, cf. e.g. Givén 2001: 125 and 173f.

% Givén 2001: 107. The passages with state-verbs are: ¢xet/éoxe 136.6, 1136.7, III 14.2,
VI 12.5, and X 19.5; éyéveTo Il 11.1 and IV 3.3; éoTat/mpooéoTar 18.1, 11 31.2, TI1 5.3,
V 23.5,VI3.8,8.5,1X 24.3.

¥ smadow 133.1, 41.2, 1 7.4, T 1.1, IV 31.7, V 4.5, VI 10.8, VIII 37.1, 48.2. Sn\sioet
11 3.2, V 24.6, 27.9, VIII 27.16, 30.4, IX 23.7. édnlwoa II 21.4, 30.10, 11T 17.3, IV 28.3,
35.2,354,V 48,164, VI 1.6, 14.9, 15.6, VIII 4.6, 23.2, 25.11, 31.1, 53.7, IX 19.2, 39.14,
X 9.2, 20.5, 32.2, 36.6, 38.6. édnhwoe 11 6.9, 9.11, IV 2.4, VIII 25.2, 52.5, IX 14.5, 19.4,
41.2, X 31.10, 32.10, 37.4. In VIII 52.5 €6 \woe 61 pot should probably be emended into
ednlwoer 1dn pot, as suggested by Schubart & Walz 1838-1839 ad loc.; a similar
emendation has already been made in VI 15.10. mpoedrilwoe 11 19.8, VI 11.4, VII 3.4,
VIII 35.7,IX 5.5.

3011 32.10, VIII 14.7,39.2, 41.9, V 15.3, and VIII 48.2 respectively.
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Another, smaller, class of action verbs in the cross-references are verbs
having the general meaning of ‘telling’ through some verbal means: ypddw,”

32 3 and ‘enumerate’.’ Further, there are some other

¢mé€elpt,” ‘mention’,’
expressions, all referring to future treatments and all in their own way signalling
that there is a more suitable location for a specific piece of information.*

Apart from tying together the bits and pieces of information that are spread
out throughout the whole of the Periegesis,”® the many cross-references also
help the readers to find their way through the work, by reminding them of what
has been said or informing beforehand of what will come. Moreover, by alluding
in the cross-references to information that has been or will be discussed more

fully in some other context, the narrator has the opportunity to introduce

3 gypadba T132.3, M1 10.7, TV 29.1, VIIT 5.1; ypdabw 124.5, 29.7, TIT 10.8; ypddopev V 14.6.
In the latter passage, the manuscripts read ypddoper, which is emended into ypddsopev. The
emendation was suggested by Porson (non vidi), is approved by van Herwerden 1887: 62f.,
and accepted in the editions of Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 and Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990
but not in Spiro 1903 or Casevitz 1999. The emendation is plausible in the light of the fact
that the future tense is always used in the Periegesis when reference is made to a coming
treatment. The number should not be an objection, cf. the apparently indifferent alternation
between the singular and plural in verbs signifying ‘mention’, below.

32 eméEeyu IV 6.5, VI 2.4, IX 2.4; émé¢Eeror 1T 11.8, IV 2.3, 29.12, VII 8.6, VIII 32.5;
emefniNde X 38.10. In the latter passage, we deviate from the text of Rocha-Pereira
1989-1990, who reads émf\de with the manuscripts; émeEf\de is an emendation proposed by
Siebelis 1822-1828 and accepted e.g. by Spiro 1903. There is also an isolated Ste&rjet
11 10.5.

3 emumodnodpeda VIIL 9.2; émepviodny 140.1, V 26.3, VIII 6.6; éuunpévevoe VII7.7.
More common are periphrases: Totnoopat pvqpnv I 15.3, 11 2.5, 15.10; mounodpeba pvnpnv
M12.5,V21.1, VI 12.9, VIII 5.9, VIIT 47.2; poiuny émotmadunv I 8.6, V 10.4. There are also
some more unusual periphrases in which the action ‘mention’ is transformed into a state:
(0UK) apvmpoves €axev VI 12.5; éxet... Twwa pviuny X 19.5; éotat pviun V 23.5. There
are also ‘arrive at a mention” ddLEdpeda €s pvquny VII 7.4; ‘denied’ ovk €dpny 142.4; and
‘add” péNet... 0 Noyos pou mpoobioew 111 7.5.

M catéeEa 128.2, VI 2.1; katnpibunoa II 1.4, T 26.11; éyeveardynoa VIII 27.11.

3 bk et TpoBupos v Tols ATTLkOls onuAval I22.7; otk fmelyer 6 Aoyos e évtatba

dn\doal 11 19.1; otkeldTepa GvTa €Tépw Aoyw mapinue <€v> T)Se II 19.8; o pot kaTa
KaLpov MY €v Th ovyypadi TH Tapovon dnidoal III 3.5; dmodnodpeda abtdy ékacTov €
TO olkelor Tod Aoyou VIII 6.3; ol pe dmod TOv és 'Opxopeviovs éxovTor eikos fr Xwpileww
IX 32.5.

36 Cf. Ebeling 1913: 138f.; see also Elsner 1995: 137-40.
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information — albeit in an abridged form — in a context in which it might not
have presented itself otherwise for the reader. Further, they reveal that the
narrator is in control of his material, that he has a clear comprehension of what
he is going to treat where, and that the locations for divulging specific pieces of
information are carefully chosen.

However, a number of the cross-references counteract this image of a
narrator exerting control over his material. These are the action verb cross-
references with the subject in the third person. They rather suggest the opposite:
the material is controlling the narrator. This impression is created by way of the
choice of subject in the cross-references. It has been mentioned above that the
subject of the verbs in the references is not exclusively the first person of Ego
the writer. A considerable number of the references have their verb in the third
person. What is remarkable in this, is not the fact that the first person is not used
exclusively, but the fact that when the third person is preferred, we find not only
impersonal expressions like, for example, the following:

... dedn\wTat pev Mdn pot...

... has already been shown by me.. 3

But one also (and more frequently than impersonal expressions) finds phrases
like

... 8edNAwker O Adyos 1o pot.

... my narrative has already shown.*®

The aorist is more common in this sort of references, compare, for example, the
following:

... kaba 6 Noyos €dNAwoeV 1dn pot.

: 3
... as my narrative has already shown. o

Apart from 6 Adyos as subject, one finds also in the same function 1} cuvyypadr,
which is more or less synonymous with \oyos. Compare, for example, the
following passage from the beginning of the long narrative about the invasion of
the Gauls, explaining in detail where the same event has been treated previously:

7129.14. On perfect in the references, cf. further above.
®141.6.
¥ VI 25.2.
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... €XEL PV Twa iUy Kal M €s 70 BoulevThplov Y 70 "ATTIKOV auyypadt...
... also the part of my narrative dealing with the bouleuterion in Attica has some

mention...*

The subject of the cross-references may also be some more or less well defined
part of the A\dyos, such as:

... 0Ldd€el pot Tob Noyou Td €s "Apkddas...

... the part of my narrative dealing with the Arcadians will teach.. M

Frequently occurring are also Ta €s... (€xovTa)-phrases in which case one can
easily supply To0 Adyov, as in the following passage from the biography of
Pyrrhus of Epirus:

... SedNAwkeV 1dN oL Ta €s Avaipaxov €xovTa.

... the part dealing with Lysimachus has already shown.*

Considering how prone the author of the Periegesis is to vary the expression in
general, his attempts to vary the cross-referencing phrases are understandable. A
particularly noteworthy feature of the different ways in which the cross-
references are made in the Periegesis, is the fact that the narrator chooses to use
not only impersonal expressions, which would make the intrusion minimal,
slipping past a reader’s eyes more or less unnoticed. In a number of references
he also makes the narrative itself, in the form of Adyos or synonymous
expressions, the subject; thereby an alter ego of sorts is created.”” Thereby the
cross-references become more conspicuous. The effect is curious. Instead of the
narrator commenting on what he will discuss or has discussed in the course of
his narrative, one finds comments which explain what the A\oyos, which appears
almost to be an autonomous agent, has discussed or will discuss. In some

“X195.

V154,

“11L6.

> Herein Pausanias may be imitating Herodotus. In Herodotus, too, the A\6yos occasionally
appears to be dominating over the narrator, cf. e.g. 2.3.2 Ta & av émpmobén avTdV, VO
ToD \oyou €€avaykaldpevos émpuvmodioopar ‘the mention I will make of them, I make
under the compulsion of the narrative’ and 4.30.1 mpoobnkas yap 819 pot 0 Noyos €€ dpxis
€di{nTo ‘my narrative has been seeking out additions from the beginning’. On this trait in
Herodotus’ Histories, cf. Dewald 1987: 165f., and Brock 2003: 8f. The narrator of the Syrian
Goddess does not appear to have imitated this peculiar feature of the Herodotean narrative.
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references, in which the first person is the subject, one can detect the power of
the A\dyos exerting itself over the narrator. Compare:

o Y Kal TOVSe Totnodpeda Opot TG Aoyw PETABAVTL €S...

... these, too, I will talk about, as soon as my narrative changes to.. M

Kal T €S avTOV, ETELSAV €S TODTO O NOY0S ddbiknTal, TnuikadTa €TéEeLL.
As soon as my narrative comes to that, I will go through in detail the matter concerning
him.*

.. Kal €5 TAEOV EMEEELIL, ETELOAV €S aUTA O NOYos KabhKy poL.

.. I will treat in even greater detail, as soon as my narrative comes down to that.*¢

.. Ypddw TPoeNBOVTOS €5 Td BotwTid pot Tob Aoyou.

.. I will write when my narrative has arrived at the Boeotian matters.”’

In these and some other instances it is the narrator who is explicitly telling about
his own activities, but the A\6-yos is presented as prescribing the conditions for
where and when the narrator may divulge the information he possesses. In the
following instance the roles of the narrator and the A\dyos are reversed:

PEMEL kal atBls O A\oyos ot TpooBicely mpoeNdoVTL és THv Meoonuiav

auyypadnv.
My narrative will make additions (to this) when I have come to the Messenian story.48

But more common than the above quoted mixed forms, are references with
either a first or third person subject throughout. The remarkable instances are
those in which the A\dyos or something similar appear as the subject; particularly
considering the fact that the narrator thereby allows the A\éyos to usurp the role
of the protagonist in narrating the Periegesis. Compare, further, the following
passage:

2.

431V 6.5. Is this imitation with variation of Herodotus 6.19.2 70 pév vwv és Tobs "Apyelovs
€xov, ETEAV KATA TOUTO Yévwpal Tob Aoyou, TOTE pynobioopat ‘as soon as I come to that
part of the narrative, I will speak of the matter concerning the Argives’?

01X 24.

41124.5. See also ypddse ToD Aoyou pot kaTeNdoVTos és Tobs "Apyetovs 129.7.

#1175,
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Ta pev obv Kpeoddvtou kal TGV "ApLoTodiov Taldwy ovk fmelyer 6 Aoyos jLe
evTatfa dSn\doat.
The narrative did not urge me to put forth here the story of Cresphontes and

Aristodemus.*’

What does this passage say about the extent to which the narrator controls his
material? Of course, in the normal turn of phrase, ‘my narrative’ (60 A0yos pot)
is a thin disguise of ‘I’, but in this instance we have ‘the narrative’ telling ‘me’
what to do. It is an interesting choice of expression. Is it Ego, the narrator, or is
it the narrative itself, the material of his Periegesis, that is laying down the rules
for its course? It is, of course, the narrator who is doing the telling. The fact that
the narrative itself is presented as the one making some of the decisions
probably signifies that the narrator’s presentation of the material is not wholly
arbitrary, and that there is some higher authority whose commands the narrator
willingly follows when need be and to whom he defers some of the decisions
surrounding the narration.

3.3 Organising

Cross-referring to future and previous treatments is the most frequently
occurring and distinct activity of Ego the writer; frequent also are his organising
activities. Strictly speaking, the cross-referring activity is also an organising
activity. But, as distinct from the cross-references, the organisatory statements
that are considered in the present section are used in order to articulate the joints
where one segment of the Periegesis ends and another begins. That is,
organisatory statements clarify the structure on a smaller scale than the cross-
references, which mostly tie together pieces of the narrative that are far apart.
For present purposes, we limit the investigation of the organisatory
statements to the 87 passages that contain a first person either in the form of a
pronoun or a verb. There are many other passages which mark a transition from
one subject matter to another, but these are not taken into account. Some of the
passages counted here have already been enumerated among the cross-
references. The reason for the double-count is the fact that the passages in

“1119.1.
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question consist of at least two propositions, one cross-referring forwards or
backwards, the other saying something about the subject matter at hand.

The phraseology of the organisatory statements which contain a first person
is not as stereotyped as the phraseology of the cross-references. There are not
two identical phrases among the organisatory statements with a first person. If
one were to include the statements without any first person, one would detect
recurring phrases, but with the same kind of variation as in the cross-
references.” Among the organisatory statements, just as among the cross-
references, one finds not only instances with the first person as subject or
impersonal passives with an indefinite subject, but also instances in which the
Aoyos functions as the subject. Considering the fact that the organisatory
statements do not appear to have been as hard to vary as the cross-references,
the use of A\6yos as subject in the organisatory statements, too, might indicate
that a striving for variation is not the only reason why \6yos is occasionally
used as subject in the cross-references.

Some of the organisatory statements with the A\dyos as the subject deserve
particular attention. To the cross-reference quoted above in which the narrator
states that ‘the narrative did not urge me to put forth here...” one may join a
number of organisatory statements in which the narrative appears to be
controlling the narrator. The most interesting instance is found in the description
of Olympia. It is a complex description containing several organisatory
statements marking the transitions between the descriptions/enumerations of the
different sets of monuments in the Altis.”’ Having completed the description of
the sacred monuments, and before proceeding to the description of the victor-
statues, the following long and detailed organisatory statement is inserted.
Despite its length, the whole passage will be quoted in extenso:

"EmeTat 6é pot TG AMoyw TO €S Td dvabnpaTa TO LeETA ToUTo NN Totoachatl kat

(TTOY AyoVloTor PYiuny Kal avdpdv dOANTOV Te Kal 8lwToOr opolws. TOV 8¢

0 For example, among the concluding phrases, one may note the use of the third person
singular imperative passive, e.g. elpriobo five times (I 24.6, 28.11, 33.7, VI 7.1, X 9.12) and
€EnTdodo thrice (11 22.3, 1T 18.6, V 3.1); only two are identical (II 22.3 = III 18.6).

1V 14.4 (transition from the great altar of Zeus to other altars in the Altis; on this passage,
cf. chapter 1), V 16.1 (the Heraeon), V 21.1 (statues of Zeus), V 25.1 (statues of/dedications
to other gods). Cf. below chapter 6 for a discussion on V 10.1, a passage which produces a
transition from the historical introduction to the description of the Altis.
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viknodrtov 'ONpTiaoy oy aTdvTwy LoV €EGTNKOTES AVSPLAVTES, AAA Kal
ATOBELEALEVOL NApTTPA €S TOV AyGvd, oL 8€ KAl €L AANOLS €PYOLS, OmS OV
TETUXNKAOLY €LkOVwY: TOUTOUS ékélevoev adetval e 6 A\éyos, 6TL 0V KATANOYOS
€oT dOAN TGV 6TéooLs Yeybvaoiy "Olvpmikal vikat, arabnpudtev 8¢ dAwv Te
kal elkévwy ovyypadr|. oude OTéowY E0TAKACLY AVSpLAVTES, 0UBE TOUTOLS TATLY
EMEEELLL, €EMLOTAEVOS O00L TG TAPANGYW TOU KAPOU KAl 0UX UTO LoXV0S dveilovTo
81 ToV kdTLYOY, OTdo0LS 8¢ 1) avTols [elxev] és 86Eav 1) Tols dvdpLdoty Umrfipxev

% [ ~ ~ \ CRRY ’ 52
dpewvov €Tépwr memolnobat, TooalTa Kal aUTOS Lvnodnoopat.

After announcing that the treatment of the statues of the contestants follows on
the description of the dedications made to gods, the narrator comments on the
constraints he finds himself under in describing the statues of the victors in the
Olympic games. Pointing to the fact that not all victors, not even those who were
particularly distinguished, have statues, the narrator explains:

The narrative demanded that I leave out them [i.e. those who do not have any statue],
since it is not a catalogue of all those who have won Olympic victories, but an account

of dedications in general and of statues in particular.

In other words, the narrative (0 \oyos) dictates what Ego may and may not
include in it, since it is of a certain character. It is an account (ouyypadn) of
statues and dedications, and not a catalogue (kaTd\oyos) of victorious athletes.
However, these restrictions on the account do not suffice. In the following,
the narrator goes on to explain that he will not treat every statue, since not every
victor-statue has been erected in commemoration of a noble victory in the
games. Hence, he says in conclusion of the organisatory statement, ‘I for one
will mention’ all those who fulfil either one of the following conditions: (1)
exceptional personal fame, (2) statue artistically well executed.” That is, the
basis of the enumeration is the physical objects that can be seen in the Altis. If
there is no statue or some other memorial of the person or event to be seen, there
will not be any mention of the person or event in question in this context, no
matter how famous a victor or person it is that is left out of the account. The

2V 1L1L

33 There are not many exceptions to the rule that the account will be restricted to victor statues
in VI 1.1-18.7. In the following passages statues are mentioned that are not explicitly said to
have been erected in commemoration of a victory in the games: VI 11.1, 14.9, 15.10, 16.1,
16.2, 16.3, 16.5, 17.3, 17.7-9, 18.2. However, these exceptions have been justified in one of
the earlier organisatory statements, cf. V 25.1.
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narrator presents these constraints as a command of the narrative on him. The
constraints set forth in this organisatory statement, furthermore, hold true for the
descriptions both of Olympia and of the rest of Greece — indeed, it confirms two
earlier organisatory statements of the narrator.> Further, in the enumeration of
the victor statues in the Altis the same general restriction applies as in the rest of
the Periegesis, i.e. not every statue, not every monument (nor every story) is
qualified for the narrative. Selectivity has to be exercised: statues of those who
have some claim to renown, or statues that are artistically better executed than
others are what ‘I for one will mention’.” The last part of this organisatory
statement is a more elaborate variant of the recurring formula ‘noteworthy’,
which is a phrase that, of course, implies selectivity.

In another passage in which the \dyos is the subject, the narrative is
presented as ‘bringing me back’ towards Stymphalus and the border between
Pheneus and Stymphalus.*® This turn of phrase is rather unusual in the sense that
the Adyos appears almost to be operating in the physical geography, guiding
Ego’s steps. The only other instance we have been able to detect of the \oyos all
but leaving the level of the text, is the following remark in the transition from
the description of the great altar of Zeus to the description of the other altars in
the Altis:

€makolovinoeL 8¢ 0 \oyos pot T1j €s avTous TdEet, kad” nrtwa 'Hielow Blewy €t
TOV Bopdv vopilovat.
My narrative will follow the order in which the Eleans are wont to sacrifice on the

altars.”’

There are three more instances in which the \6yos appears to be imposing its
will on the narrator. They are all construed with the same verb:

3 Cf.139.3 and 111 11.1. These two organisatory, almost pretermitting, statements contain
comments on the selectivity that has to be exercised in the composition of the Periegesis.
Moreover, they both have the A\oyos as subject, too.

% The relation between the \éyos and Ego appear in this instance to be rather like that
between Ego and a certain man from Mysia, who informed Ego about the gigantic size of a
skeleton found on the shore near the site of ancient Troy, and ‘demanded that I’ (je...
€Kéleve) judge its size by comparing its kneecaps with the size of children’s discus, I 35.4f.

% VII 22.1 émavdyel 8¢ 6 Aoyos pe €m Stopdalov kal €m Tovs Peveatdv kal
Trupdariov 6povs, TO ovopalopevor TepévTeLov.

TV 14.4.
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AmaiTel 8¢ 6 Mdyos dn\doal kal Td és "ATTalov éxovTd, 6TL Kal 0UTOS TRV
eTwVipwy €0ty "Abnraiots.

The narrative demands that I also set forth the matters concerning Attalus, since he, too,
is one of the Athenian eponyms.58

Kal e 6 N\oyos amaLTel TPOTEPA ELTELY Td €S TNV ETIKANOLWY THS 0800.

The narrative demands that I first speak about the name of the road.”’

ATaLTeL 8¢ NAS TO PETA TOUTO O AGY0s TO Te TTalkdvTiov...

Next, the narrative demands of me Pallantium.. 0

Apart from the narrative, i.e. the \oyos, itself, there appear to be other outside
authorities influencing the narrator in his writing down of the Periegesis. In
some passages the material appears to be imposing itself upon the narrator,
demanding of him a certain coverage and direction.®’

Occasionally, the narrator appears to be forced to confess that he has to
stop, since he is on the verge of entering such material that cannot be divulged to
all and sundry. On more than one occasion, the narrator signals that he himself
has not been able to decide where the dividing-line between admissible and
prohibited information goes. He is stopped by a dream:

Tpdow 8¢ Léval pe wppunpévor Tovde Tob Adoyou kal Omoéowy EENynow €xel TO
"Abumow Lepdv, kahovpevor 8¢ "Elevatvior, éméayxer GiLs OvelpaTos: d O¢ €s
TavTas 0olov ypddely, €s TalTa amoTpédopal.

As I started to go further into this tradition and into all the stuff that the sanctuary in

B 18.1. In this passage, there is no ‘I’, viz. pe or nuds, in the manuscripts. We count it
nonetheless among the organisatory statements containing a first person. The e or npds that
is necessary in order to complete the syntax, has probably fallen out in the manuscript
tradition and should be restored. Cf. also I 6.1, where the narrator for the first time promises a
treatment of Attalus I of Pergamum; here, the reason professed is that the history of those
times has become obscure.

I 12.1.

50 VIIT 43.1. 1t has been suspected that an infinitive has fallen out in this passage; Hitzig &
Bliimner 1896-1910 suggest the reading ... 6 \oyos «<dnA\@doat> KTA.

ol 26.4,V 16.1,20.4, VI 4.5, 6.4, VIII 44.1; cf. also the following instances without any first
person: VIII 12.8, 19.4, 35.9, 36.1.
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Athens (the so-called Eleusinium) had to be set forth, a dream vision stopped me. I will

turn back to material that one may write on to everybody.62

That is, when the narrator was on the verge of entering into forbidden territory, a
dream stopped him. Later on in the first book, in his (non-)description of the
sanctuary in Eleusis the narrator explains that his dream — is it the same dream
as the previous one? — forbade him to write about what was inside the wall.”® In
this instance the explicit pretermission, without any first person, is accompanied
by a comment in which the narrator explains why he accepts the order of his
dream: ‘obviously the uninitiated should not hear about things that they are
prevented from seeing.’

When it comes to matters of religion, there are several passages in which
the narrator makes it clear that he is silent. The majority of these belong to the
following section. Two further instances of religious silence belong to the
organisatory statements. They both signal that the narrator is in possession of
some information that will be withheld, but that there are some other pieces of
information that may be divulged.*

The most common type of organisatory statements are those in which the
narrator declares in some way or other that the information conveyed to the
reader is but a piece of all the information he possesses. Statements of selectivity
are very frequent indeed. The selectivity exercised in the Periegesis has been
noticed by many scholars.®> Most organisatory statements of selectivity do not
contain any first person. They are simple remarks to the effect that what follows
— or, more seldom, has been treated — is ‘(most) worthy of mention’ or ‘(most)

821 14.3. In this passage 6méowy ¢Efynowy €xet is problematic. The manuscripts read 6mooa
€Enfynow which does not make sense. The above quoted text is a conjecture of Rocha-Pereira
1989-1990. The conjecture of Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910, és ¢Eqynow oméow, is easier
to make sense of, but the corruption would be difficult to explain; cf. also their app. crit. ad
loc. for the other emendations proposed.

03 138.7 Td 5¢ €vTds TOD Telxous TOD Lepod TO Te Svelpov delTe ypddewy, kal Tols oU
TeAeoBelow, omoowy Béas elpyovTat, dShla dnmou unde Tubéohal petetvai adLowv.

1V 33.5 and IX 25.5f.

% On the selectivity in the Periegesis, cf. e.g. Kreilinger 1997; cf. also Sutton 2001 for an
interesting study of how the modern presentation of the landscape in the area of Nemea is
influenced by the selectivity of the Periegesis.
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worth seeing’.®® In a sense, they are simultaneously organisatory statements
declaring selectivity and evaluative comments estimating the quality of the
traditions or objects treated.

Among the organisatory statements expressing selectivity with a first
person, there are not only some ‘worthy of mention’, ‘worth seeing’, but also
four instances in which the grounds of inclusion is presented as being the
‘marvel’ experienced by the narrator vis-a-vis the phenomenon in question.”’
Once the narrator states that he chooses to relate the tradition that the majority
agrees upon.®® In another passage he declares that all the diverging traditions
will be included.”

All organisatory statements expressing selection convey basically the same
message. The narrator possesses a big mass of information, but, for different
reasons, he is willing — or, perhaps, compelled — to serve only small slices of it
to the reader. When specified, the reason why some pieces of information is left
out varies. One reason is that the information in question has been or will be
given more fully, i.e. the organisatory statement is combined with a cross-
reference.”” Another is that the information is well known, i.e. the narrator
explains that he will leave out certain matters since they are well known, instead
he will speak about other things.”" There are also instances in which the narrator
declares that he will speak of one thing, but not about an other without any
apparent reason — the curious thing is that, had the narrator not made these

5 Cf. e.g. aELéNoyos 11 13.3,29.1, V 12.6, 21.1, VI 17.1, VIII 47.2, 54.7; dEros \oyov 127.1,
112.6, 15.1, 17.6, 35.4, 111 10.2, V 24.7; d€ros pvniuns VI 23.1; dos Béas 11.3, 14.1, 17.2,
17.5,44.4, 11 1.7, 3.5, 20.7, 23.7, 24.3, 111 18.7, 19.6, 22.4, 23.10, 25.10, 26.11, IV 31.10,
VIII 13.2,1X 20.4, 23.5, X 28.4, 32.1.

7 Worthy of mention: II 34.11, VIIT 32.1, IX 39.12, X 9.1; worth seeing: I 35.5, I11 21.2,
VIII 10.1, X 32.3; marvel: 11 5.8, 34.2, IV 35.11, VIII 16.4.

8 11 12.3 Stddopa 8¢ és Tobs Dhaciovs Td TONI €ldds einpéva, Tols pd\oTa ATy
OPONOYTHEVOLS XPTOOLLAL.

89X 38.1 és 8¢ TV emikAnow TOV AokpGr ToUTY Stddopa Hrovod, opolws 8¢ dmavTa
dn\wow. The narrator’s handling of the many divergent traditions in Greece will be discussed
further below chapter 5.

o 19.1,32.10, 111 3.2, 1V 3.3, V 21.1, VI 2.1, VII1 6.3, X 9.1f., 19.5.

"1123.10,11 15.4, 30.4, 30.9, I11 17.7.
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declarations the reader would probably not have given a second thought to the
information withheld.”

The beginning of the description of the throne of Apollo in Amyclae is
peculiar. The narrator begins by specifying that he will pass over the questions
of the schooling of the artist and the date of the throne, and next states that ‘I
have seen the throne and will write about it as it was’.”® That is, the narrator
begins by alluding to information that will not be discussed further. He will,
instead, dwell on the throne itself. However, after only a sentence, the narrator
cuts the description short, with the comment that a detailed description would
annoy the reader; a summary will suffice, since most is well known already.”
That is, in a short span the narrator twice explicitly states that he will serve but a
slice of information to the reader. The first time without any apparent reason —
one may suspect that he did not have any information to divulge —, the second
time ostensibly because he is anxious not to bore the reader by repeating
information that is well known.

Another common type of organisatory statements are those that are to the
effect that the narrator possesses two pieces of information, both of which he
will divulge. Such organisatory statements function mainly as transitional
phrases between two narrative segments; in a more or less elaborated manner
they then express ‘a has been said, b follows’. We will single out one of these:

bépe OM, émonodpeda yap Bopod ToU peyloTov priuny, EmENwpEY Kal Td €S

amavtas €v 'O vpig Tovs Bwpovs.

" 114.1: he will speak about Triptolemus but not about Deiope — this is the only time her
name occurs in the whole of the Periegesis; and 24.4: he will speak about the rituals
surrounding the sacrifice to Zeus Polieus, but he will not give the reason why. This is
especially remarkable given the fact that later (I 28.10) at least some part of the reason behind
the peculiar ritual is given. Some further instances of explicit selectivity with a first person are
129.10,37.1, 11 33.3f., V 5.1.

3111 18.9 dTou 8¢ obTos O Babukh\is padnmis éyeydvet, kal Tov Bpovov €d’ dTou
BaoiletovTos Aakedatpoviov €moinoe, Tdde pév mapinu, Tov Bpbrov 8¢ €ld6v Te Kkal Td
¢s abTov omola fv ypddsw.

™ 11 18.10 Td 8¢ émelpyacpéva kad’ ékacTov €m dkplPeés SLeNdelv Sxlov Tols
emlefopévols Tapéfer EpeNer: Bs 8¢ SMAGoAL TUANABOVTL, €mel pnde dyvwoTa Td
TOMA )V KTA.
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Come, since we have mentioned the greatest altar, let us go through all the altars in

Olympia.75

To our knowledge there is only one other passage in which the narrator uses the
form of an exhortation in the frame narrative.”” The present passage is probably
intended to remind the reader of two passages in Herodotus.”

More commonly, this sort of organisatory statement functions as an
introductory comment, stating, again in a more or less elaborate form, ‘b will be
discussed, but first comes a’.” These organisatory statements appear to have
been prompted by a desire to clarify to the reader the order of the exposition.
There are a number of miscellaneous organisatory comments that appear to have
been prompted by a similar desire to explain to the reader the order of things in
the Periegesis.”

Finally, there is yet one more type of organisatory statements which appear
to suggest, in one way or another, that what will follow, or has preceded, has
been included into the Periegesis for apparently no other reason than that the
narrator knows it, or has found it in some specific source.* Occasionally, one
also finds the narrator declaring that something has been/will be mentioned
because it is obscure, viz. a specific piece of information is included in order to
make up for a supposed deficiency in the learning of the readers.?’ Once he adds
that he expects that the reader has some interest in the information.*

PV 14.4. Cf. also 4.6, 36.1, 11 32.10, 1 7.1, IV 29.13, VI 2.1, X 29.1, 19.5.

IV 29.13 10 8¢ dmd TovTou ThHs XWpas kai TONewy Tpamdpeda és ddrynow ‘Let us
hereafter turn to a report of the land and cities.” This statement appears in the transition
between the long historical introduction and the much shorter description of the landscape of
Messenia.

12.14.1 dépe 8¢ viv kal avTolol AlyvrTiotol ws éxel dpdow and 2.105 dépe vuv kal dANo

elmw mepl TOV KoAxwv, ws Alyvurtiool mpoodepées elol. The Herodotean parallel has been
noted by Pfundtner 1866: 55.

113.4,32.3,33.7, M 1.9, TV 6.1, V 21.1,25.1, VII 1.6, 19.1.
143.7,1V 6.3,V 14.10, 25.1, VIIL 8.1.
812310, 29.12, 41.7, 42.4, T1 2.6f., 9.5, 21.8, 28.3, TI1 19.11, 24.7, 26.6, V 5.9, VI 3.8,

VII 23.2, VIII 3.6, 5.11, 6.1, 23.5, X 19.3, 28.7. In some of these passages the investigatory
aspect is particularly prominent; these will be discussed below in chapter 5, too.

8116.1,23.2,27.3, VIIl 17.4, X 17.13.

82128.1 1; cf. also the above cited III 18.10 where a detailed treatment is cut short because of
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3.4 Pretermitting

In this section passages will be discussed in which the narrator explicitly states
that he possesses some piece of information, which he will not divulge to the
reader. The narrator introduces into the Periegesis Ego’s pretermitting role less
frequently than the other two roles of the writer function. In the present section
only instances of explicit silence are discussed. There is an endless amount of
material that is left out in the Periegesis, but, given the structure of the work, the
deliberate but implicit omissions cannot be listed, nor can they indeed be known.
Ego is constantly exercising his selectivity in composing the Periegesis, but only
occasionally does the narrator let the process of selection and exclusion behind
the text become evident, as in the following passage which forms a transition
from the treatment of Attica to the treatment of Megarica:

TooadTa KaTd yvOpny THY PNy "ABnvaiols yropLtpdTaTa A €V Te AOyols kal
Bewpripaoty, dmékpve 8¢ Ao TOV TOMNGOY €€ dpxXTs O AOYOS oL Td €S oUyypadnv
avikovTa.

Such were in my opinion the most noteworthy of the Athenian traditions and sights.
From the beginning, my narrative has selected from the mass those that fit in a narrative

B.CCOI.IIII.83

Certain types of explicit pretermission have been discussed already. The cross-
referencing and some of the organising activities of the narratorial Ego are a
kind of omission of information. Making a cross-reference to a previous or a
coming treatment is an explicit omission — but only for the moment. Also, the
statements of selection which were discussed above in connection with the
organising role of Ego are explicit omission, even more so than the omissions of
the cross-referencing role of Ego. When Ego cross-references he leaves out
some material, but not permanently. But when Ego makes a selection, the
material deemed unfit for the Periegesis is permanently lost for the reader. The
reason why such statements of omission were discussed in the above section,

a fear to bore the readers.
%3139.3; on this passage cf. also above chapter 1. Expressions of selectivity have been

discussed above.
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instead of being saved for the present one, is the fact that they, at the same time,
are statements of inclusion — some material is preferred to other. Moreover, in
the majority of the instances the narrator appears to have made his choices based
on a care for the reader’s interest, at least on the face of it.

The instances of explicit pretermission that have been saved for the present
section differ from those discussed above in two respects: (1) these statements
are statements of omission only, i.e. some material is not introduced at the same
time as some other is excluded; (2) the reason for omission does not appear to
have been any kind of concern for the reader. That is, in the statements of
selectivity discussed under Ego’s organising role, the choices of inclusion and
exclusion appear to have been made in the interest of the reader — mainly, the
purpose appears to have been not to bore him/her. But, in the instances of
pretermission examined in the present section, the reason for omission appears
to have been a wish to withdraw and create a sense of exclusivity vis-a-vis the
reader. In particular, such a wish appears to be the reason for actually calling
attention to the fact that some material is left out of the discussion.

One particular group among the instances of pretermission has attracted the
interest of scholars, viz. the narrator’s religious silences.* Those passages of
religious silence which not only state what must be suppressed, but also include
statements about what the narrator may go into, have already been discussed
above. Including the passages discussed above, there are at least 13 passages in
which knowledge about religious matters is implied but not conveyed to the
reader.”

It is uncertain whether the pretermission regarding the origin of the statue
of Athena Polias — did it fall from the sky or not? — is to be interpreted as
religious, or as a general reluctance to go into the matter.** We have counted it
among the religious silences. In two of the passages the fact of the

8 Cf. in particular Foccardi 1987; also Dalfen 1996: 162f. and Della Santa 1999: 129f.

8 In two or three passages the narrator obviously comments in his own person, but without
using the first person, cf. I 38.7 (dream forbidding) and VIII 42.4 (common knowledge?).
VIII 25.7 is problematic. It certainly contains information about religious matters that is not
revealed to the readers. But, the text — ... s TO dvopd €s dTeréaTous Myelr ol vopilovot
‘... whose name they are not wont to divulge to uninitiated’ — does not preclude the
possibility that the narrator, too, belongs to those who are left in the dark.

8 126.6 dripn 8¢ €s avTo Exel TETEWY €k ToD oUparod. Kal TODTO eV ovk éméEeLpL elTe

0UTWS ELTE AANWS EXEL.
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pretermission, though explicit, is stated not quite as bluntly as in most of the
instances. Speculating whether the hero called Cyamites actually was the first
one to sow beans, or whether this is a made-up hero, since the invention of
beans cannot be ascribed to Demeter, the narrator concludes:

60TLs 8¢ 18N TeleTiy "Eheuoivt €ldev §j Td kalovpeva 'Opdikd €meléEaTo, oldev O
\éyw.
Whoever has seen the initiation in Eleusis or has read the so-called Orphica, knows

what I am talking about.”’

In other words, instead of stating ‘I will not say’ or the like, the narrator
introduces in this instance the ...-You, implying that there is a specific group of
people who know exactly what he is talking about, viz. those who has been
initiated into the Eleusinian mysteries.®® Moreover, this statement appears to
imply that those who do not yet belong to the ...-You, very well might become
one to whom the statement applies. In other words, it appears as if this
pretermission encourages the addressee to find information for him/herself.

In a short exposé of differing views on the age of Eros in relation to the
other gods, the narrator alludes to verses written by Pamphus and Orpheus for
the Lycomidae to sing during the performance of their rites. He states that he has
had the opportunity to read the poems in question, but that he will not speak of
them any further.®

The remaining passages of religious silence fall into one of two categories:
(1) out of reverent respect for the tradition, the narrator prefers to keep silent
about religious matters that he professes to know;” (2) the narrator explicitly
states that he has some specific piece of knowledge in religious matters, but, for
no apparent reason, he prefers to conceal this.”" One last instance will be singled
out:

137.4.

8 On the ...-You, cf. below chapter 6.

81X 27.2 ¢yd 8¢ emereEdpuny dvdpl €s \oyous «€A0dY> SaSOoUX0DVTL. Kal TGV PEV ob
TPOCW TOLHOOPAL VNV,

P11 17.4 dmoppnTéTepos ydp €oTv 6 Moyos; I1 37.6 ovy Sotov és dmavtas v pot ypddbal;
VIII 37.9 €8etoa €s Tovs dTeléoTous ypddew. I 14.3, IV 33.5, and IX 25.5f. which were
treated above under the organising role of Ego, would belong to this sort of religious silence.

911292 heybpevor 8¢ kal dMov €s avTas Aoyov eidos vmepPrioopat; I1 3.4 Tov 8¢ év

TEAeTR MnTpos €mt ‘Eppij Aeyopevor kai TG KpL@ N\oyov €mMoTdperos ov Aéyw; VIII 37.6
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€Tl ToUTOU TOU Bwpol TG Avkalw Al BloVaLY €V ATOppNTW™ TONUTpAYLOViioaL &€ OU
pot Td és THY Buoiav 1OV Ay, éxéTw 8¢ ws €xeL Kal KOs Eoxel €€ dpxTs.
On this altar they sacrifice to Zeus Lycaeus in secret. It did not appeal to me to inquire

into the sacrifice; may it be as it is and has been from the beginning.92

In like manner with the above-cited instances, this passage, too, is an instance of
explicit silence in religious matters. But, unlike the other instances, the narrator
does not vaunt information that he will not reveal to the reader. Instead, drawing
the readers’ attention to the existence of a secret rite, he states that he chooses
not to pry into the secrets. Thereby the narrator makes it clear that Ego knows as
little as he is telling the reader, but that it might be possible to obtain further
information. However, had the narrator been let into the secret, he would
probably have had to keep silent.

Indeed, when it comes to religious matters, in the explicit pretermissions
Ego not only declares that he is privy to a secret that he may not divulge. In a
number of instances the explicit pretermission is of the last mentioned type, i.e.
the narrator is not included among those who know the secret, instead he may
note its existence.” That is, the narrator omits information because of ignorance.
Though this sort of explicit pretermission of religious matters mostly is not
expressed in the first person, they nonetheless must be mentioned here, in order
not to create a false impression of the degree to which the narrator is initiated
into the religious secrets of Greece.

The remaining instances of explicit pretermission can be divided into two
categories: those in which there is something resembling a reason for the
omission and those without one. The former category is more common than the
latter. A common reason for pretermission is reluctance to repeat well-known
facts, for example:

... TabTa €tmovTos ‘HpoddTov kab’ €kaoTov auTOV €T dkpLPES oV poL ypddewy KaTd

YVOUNY Y €D TpoeLpnpévd.

Ta €s TOUTOUS TapinuL €émioTdpevos. Also I24.4 which was treated above under the
organising role of Ego, would belong to this sort of religious silence.

°2 VIII 38.7. Ts this passage intended to be an imitation with variation of Herodotus 2.28.1
TaUTA L€V VUV €0TL WS €CTL TE KAL WS dpXTV €YéveTo ‘may this be as it is and as it has
been from the beginning’?

% Cf. e.g. 112.2,7.5,12.1, 13.4, 17.1, 29.8, 32.1, 34.10, 35.8, 38.3, III 14.5, 20.3, VI 17.9,
VIII 15.4,1X 35.3, X 32.14.
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... since Herodotus has told all of this in accurate detail, I did not wish to write about

matters that are well narrated.”

Another frequently recurring reason for pretermission is the inappropriateness of
the material, for example:

.. TAS yap €lkovas TAS dpavesTépas ypddeLlr oUk €0ENw. ..
95

.. I do not want to write about the less distinguished statues...
.. Tapfikd, [ ov KaTd Kalpov Sokolny ypddeLy

.. I have omitted, lest I should appear to write inopponunely.96

Some further instances of pretermission with miscellaneous or no motivation for
why the material is excluded will be singled out.

In the beginning of two historical narratives in the description of Athens,
both of which deal with post-Chaeronean matters, the narrator clarifies that the
historical sketches are restricted to treat only material that have to do with
Athens.”” Considering the fact that many of the other historical narratives in the
Attica are not restricted to strictly Athenian subject matter, the narrator’s
decision to focus his attention solely on Athens in these two historical narratives
is noteworthy.

Apropos of a statue of Artemis in Hyamopolis the narrator explains that he
has not revealed what it looked like. The reason for the omission of information
is apparently, this time, that the narrator himself does not know: ‘they usually
open the sanctuary twice a year and not more often.””® In a curious instance the
narrator states that he has decided to suppress his research into the age of Hesiod
and Homer, not because it would be out of place, but because he is well aware of

% 11 30.4. Other instances, which have been mentioned above, are 123.10, II 15.4, 30.9,
III 17.7. Herodotus, too, was concerned not to dwell on well-known facts, cf. e.g. 6.55.
#1234,

%1V 24.3. Other instances are 11 21.1,1138.3, V4.5, VIII 2.2.

97120.4 (the Mithridatic war leading to Sulla’s capture of Athens) and 25.6 (sketching the
historical backdrop to the great feats of Olympiodorus).

% X 35.7 o¢PovTaL 8¢ pdlioTa "ApTepwy, kal vads ApTELSOS 0Ty avTols TO ¢
dyalpa Omotov Ti €T ok €dMAwoa: Sis ydp Kal oU TAEOV €EKATTOU €VLAUTOD TO LEPOV
avouryvivar voptlovow. In this passage we follow the manuscripts and Spiro 1903 in reading
ovk €dfAwoa. Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990 prints ovk éd\woav, which is an emendation
proposed by Kuhn 1696.
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the fault-finding propensities of people in general, and in particular of those who
busy themselves with poetry.” Among the not infrequent instances of
pretermission without motivation, one may single out yet another passage in
which the narrator explains that he chooses to suppress what he has found out
about the origins of Homer.'®

3.5 Summary

In this chapter the roles in which the narrator introduces Ego the writer have
been studied. The study has been restricted to the passages in which the voice of
the narrator is explicitly heard, i.e. those in which there is either a first person
pronoun or a verb in the first person, or both. The narrator introduces into the
narrative Ego the writer in order to comment on its production, on the narration
itself, in three different roles: the cross-referencing, organising, and
pretermitting roles.

The narrator introduces Ego’s cross-referencing role more than 150 times
into the Periegesis. The narrator’s cross-referencing comments are mainly
concerned with helping the reader to find his/her way through the text. The
cross-referencing comments consist on the one hand of reminders of what has
been said (‘x has been discussed’), on the other of signals beforehand of what
will come (‘y will be discussed’).

The narrator does not introduce Ego’s organising role into the Periegesis as
often the cross-referencing one. The comments which introduce Ego in his
organising as well as his cross-referencing role concern the production of the
text and are largely focussed on helping the reader to find his/her way through
the text. However, the Ego’s organising comments work on a smaller scale; they
are inserted into the text in order to signal transitions between different sections

% 1X 30.3 mepl 8¢ ‘Houddov Te MAkias kal ‘Opfpov TolvTpaypovioavtt €s 1o
akptBéoTaTor ob pot ypddelr HdL G, émoTapévy To dtialTiov Aoy Te kal olX fkLoTa
000l KaT €€ €Tl TOOEL TOV €TOV *** kabeotrkeoav. This statement of the narrator of
the Periegesis is the opposite of the Herodotean declaration (7.139.1) not to withhold the
truth, irrespective of the fact that it is odious in the eyes of most people.

100 % 94.3. Other statements of pretermission without motivation are 3.3, 29.3, IV 5.5,
V 15.11, VI 25.1, VII 18.4, VIIT 20.2.
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in the text, to clarify the selection of material included in the Periegesis or the
order of exposition.

Of the various roles of the writer function of Ego as narrator, Ego’s
pretermitting role is the least frequently occurring. The pretermitting comments
differ from both the cross-referencing and the organising ones. The narrator’s
pretermitting comments do not appear to be concerned with helping the reader to
understand the course of the narrative; they rather demonstrate the control Ego
as narrator exerts over the material. They are simply statements of fact,
clarifying that Ego knows this or that, but will not reveal it to the reader, for a
reason which may be either accounted or unaccounted for.

Occasionally, it is not Ego in his cross-referencing, organising, or
pretermitting role, but instead the A\oyos, a dream or something else that is
presented as dictating when, where, and what the narrator may write down in the
Periegesis. Such passages appear to suggest that, while the narrator does have
the overall control over the production of the Periegesis, nevertheless he has
certain obligations that must be fulfilled. For instance, there is some material
that must be covered, and some other that under no circumstances may be
included, or some piece of information that is to be taken into the account, but in
some other context. For the most part the narrator decides on such issues, but
occasionally his own discernment does not appear to have been enough, whence
the interventions of the Adyos etc.

Thus, the comments of Ego as narrator in his function of writer help the
reader to find his/her way through the text and make him/her accept the
narrator’s authority over his material. Further, they create an impression that the
narrator controls his material, that he has a clear comprehension of what he is
going to treat where, that the locations for divulging specific pieces of
information are carefully chosen, but that he knows equally well what to leave
out of the Periegesis. And, finally, the narrator’s compliance to higher
authorities such as the \dyos or god-sent dreams forbidding him to divulge
certain material, enhance a reader’s confidence in the narrator, in the light of the
fact that they make clear that the narrator does not only know when to go on, but
also when to quit, and should Ego’s own discernment fail, he knows to obey the
higher authorities such as the A\dyos.
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Table 2

Cross-references in the Periegesis

I 1.4 xaba kat mpdTEPOV €lpnTal pot

17.3 kat mpéTepov elpnTal pot

18.1 éoTal ot TOV €s Avalpayov Tapevinkn

8.6 kal mpdTEPOY LYY €V TOLS ETWVUROLS ETOLNTAUNY
I 11.6 8edlwkev 1idn pot Ta €s Avaipayov éxovra

I 15.3 kai voTeEpOV TOLHOOLAL PV NV

122.7 ok elpt mpdBupos €v Tols "ATTIKOLS onpival
124.1 ov elpnka

124.3 MéekTar &€ pol kat mpoTEPOV

124.5 ypddsw mpoeNddvTOS €5 Td BotwTid pot Tob Aoyou
128.2 xopis 8¢ 1 6oa kaTéleEa

128.5 kat pot kat TabTa Sedl\wker 6 \oyos

129.7 ypddiw ToD Adyou pot kaTeNdovTos €S Tous "Apyeiovs
129.14 sedlwTaL pév 1dn pot

131.3 éTL mpdTEPOV €lpnTal pot

131.5 yéypamtar 8" 1idn pot

133.1 €v éTépy Noyw SO

135.1 161 pot SednlwTal

136.6 Ta mpdTEpOV €XEL oL TOU AGyou

140.1 kat mpdTEPOV TOUTWY ETEPUVOONY

141.2 éTépwbL ToU Aoyou SnAwow

141.6 Sednlwker 0 \dyos fd1 ot

142.4 mpdTepov ONyov TOUTWY OUK €dny

II 1.4 mpdTepov katnpiBunoa

I 7.4 cadéoTepov év Tols €dekiis dnAiow

I 14.4 ws elpnTai pot

IT 19.1 ovk NmeLyer 0 A\oyos pe évTatba Sn\doat

I1 19.8 oikeldTepa GrTa €Tépw Noyw Tapinut «€v> TOSE
11 19.8 1) Meyaptkn pot ouyypadn mpoedAwoev

IT 21.2 781 MélekTal pot

I 21.4 édnhwoa €v i "ATOISL cuyypadi

11 23.6 8edn\wker 0 Aoyos 1oN pot

11 30.10 ws €dNAwoa €v Tols TPOTEPOV
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I131.2 €TépuwbL €éoTat pot SHAa

11 32.3 ws kal mpdTepov €ypasa

II 32.10 €unrucer 6 A\oyos 1o pot

1T 34.12 s €oTwv elpnpévov 1dn pot

11 36.7 ws Kal TA TPOTEPA EXEL [LOL TOD NGYOU

IIT 1.1 éTépwbL dnAvow

III1 2.5 kat év Tols €meLta Tob A\oyou TOLoojLaL pvipuny

I 2.5 pripny kal TOvde Toadpeda opod TG Ayw peTapdrtt és Tovs Evpumwrtidas
KANOUVPLEVOUS

I 3.2 Tob Adyou pot Ta €beEils dnhdoet

I11 3.5 0¥ pot kaTd katpdv AV év TH ouyypadf TH Tapoton Snidoat

II1 5.3 wpooéaTal <o TQ €s "Ayeailaov Noyw

I 6.9 mpdTEPOV €TL EBNAWOE oL Td €S TOV Zikuwviov "ApaTov

1 7.5 péMel kal aldBis 6 \oyos pot TpooOiceLy mpoeAdovTL és THy Meoonviav
ovyypadiv

MI9.11 ednlwaé pot Tob Adyou Ta €s Tavoaviav

IIT 10.5 15N pot kai Tdde 1 Tuikvovia «avy>ypadr) dte€rjet

IIT 10.7 kaba kat mpoéTEPOV €yparha

I 10.8 €’ éxelvy ypdihw

III 11.1 6 &€ €év 71 ovyypadf pot TH "ATHSL émavopbupa éyéveTo

I 11.8 kal pot kal Tdde O \dyos avTika €méEelol

I 12.3 s 15N MédekTal pot

IIT 14.2 6 Alywatos éxel pot Aoyos

IIT 15.10 kat VoTepov TotnoopaL pvnuny €v i Meoonpviq ouvyypadi

I 17.3 édlwoa b€ kal TabTa, OTOlA NéyeTal, TPOTEPOV €TL €V TR "ATOHISL Guyypadi

IIT 24.1 kat pou Ta €s Tov Khedvupov €Tépwbl €Ty elpnpéva

II1 26.11 katnpiBunoa 1o kal TovTo €v "Exevbepoldkwat

IV 2.3 kal év Tols €meLTd mov 0> Noyos €méelal pot

IV 2.4 kal pot 8is 1dn Ta €s avtny 6 A\doyos €v Te Th "ApyolldL €SN\woe Kal év T
Aakwviki) ovyypadi

IV 3.3 kal pot TabTa €yéveTo NN TG Noyw Tpoodikn T¢ €s Tioapevdv

IV 5.1 Ta elpnpéva non pot

IV 5.7 1idn MérekTal pot

IV 6.5 émeldav €s ToUTO 6 Noyos adiknTat, TnukabTa €mé€eti

IV 28.3 kaba kal mpoTepov €dnAwoa €v Tij "ATOISL cuyypadi
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IV 29.1 év Tols Zikvwviots éypada 1idn Aoyots

IV 29.12 Hutv kal VoTepov O "Apkadikos Aoyos émé€elat

IV 31.7 €TépwbL Sn\HoL

IV 31.9 kal pot kat TadTa €v TolS TPOTEPOLS ETTLY 1ON Sednl\wpéva

IV 35.2 édnhwoa &€ kal év Tols épmpoader AoyoLs

IV 35.4 mpoTepov €TL €V TO Noyw TGO €5 ABnratovs édwoa

V 4.5 év Tols éxovow €s 'Olvpiav Tob A\oyov SO

V 4.8 éyo mpdTEpoV €TL €V TO NOyw TO és Aakedatpoviovs édnAnoa

V 8.5 kaTa Ta foN Lot AeAeyéva

V 10.4 pnpmy kat €v T "ATOISL émounoduny ovyypadij, Td "Advnow émeElov
pwipaTa

V 14.6 ypddsopev 6€ kal Mpels €v Tols Adyols Tols AeTpvaiols

V 14.8 ONy® pév TL MUy TpdTEPOV EGTLY elpnpéva

V 15.4 88d€el pot Tob Noyou Td €s "Apkddas

V 15.9 kata Ta elpnuéva 1dn pot

V 16.4 év Tols €xovawy €s "Apyelovs éS\noa

V 18.8 kaTa Td mpoetpnpéva pot kat €v T Kopwbla ovyypadi

V 21.1 momobpeda kat VoTEPOV PYHINV

V 23.5 nuiv kal €év Tols €TELTA €0TAL VAN

V 24.6 6 €dekiis pot Noyos dnidoet

V 26.3 kat 0Alyw mpdTEPOV ETEPVTIOONY

V 27.9 dn\uoel pot Ta €s Dukéas ToU A\oyou

VI 1.6 mpoTepov €Tt €BNAwOA €V TOlS AGYOLS OL €S TOUS BaotAéas Tovs Aakedatpovioy
€xouat

VI 2.1 xwpts yap §j 6oovs abTor kaTéleEa 1dn

VI 2.4 kal és TAéOV €V TG AOyw TQ €S "Apkddas eméEeLpt

VI 3.8 T1j €5 "AXaLoUs TPooéaTal ot ouyypadi

VI4.10 kal €v Tols ZTapTLATLKOLS AOYOLS €S AoV LY dedNwTaL

VI 8.5 mpooéaTat pot Kal TavTd TG €S "AxaLovs Noyw

VI 10.8 €TépwbL [61] Snwow Tod Adyou

VI 11.4 mpoedhwoer 6 A\oyos 1161 pot

VI 12.5 kal pot Tob Moyou Ta mpdTepa oUTe TOV €5 "ApaTov oUTe TOV €5 'Apéa
ApPYMUOVOS €TXEV

VI 12.9 motnodpeda pumpunv kat €v Tols LoTépoLs ToU Ndoyou

VI 14.9 év 170 \Noyw TO €s "Abnraiovs €édMAwoa
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VI 15.6 édM\woa 6€ ONyw TL mpdTEPOV

VI 15.10 8ednlwkev [6¢] 0 Adyos 1161 pot

VI 17.1 kaTa Ta (v elpnpéva

VI 20.1 kaTa Ta H1dn AeAeypéva pot

VI 22.5 katd Ta 61 AeAeypéva pot

VII 3.4 mpoedn\waé pot Tou Adoyou Td €s Avaipayov

VII 7.4 kai adbis év \oyols Tols "Apkadikols dptEdpeda és priuny

VII 7.7 éumpdrevoe € pot kal mpdTepov 6 Noyos év 1) "ATOBL ouyypadi

VII 8.5 kai és mAéov éméEelowy alBis pot Td és "Apkddas

VIII 4.6 mpbTepov €TL €V T ouyypadi) TH "ApyoAidt édNlwoa

VIII 5.1 Td8e yap €daiveTto elkdTa etvai pot palkov i 6 mpdTepos Adyos, év ¢
Baoikevelr Te "Axatdv TnuikavTa 'Opéotny €ypadia

VII 5.9 €s mAéov puipny motnodpeda év Tols TeyeaTikols

VIII 6.3 dmodnodpeda avTdr €kaoTov €5 TO OLKELOV TOD A\dyou

VIII 6.6 €mepvnobny kal €T mpdTEPOV

VII 9.1 émpimotnodpeba kai év Tols émeLTa

VIII 14.7 €8€eLEev 1idn ot ToU €s EmapTidTas Aoyou Td €ml ToD dydALaTos Tob YmdTou
Aués

VIII 23.2 édn\woa 8¢ €V 7)) Noyw TG €s 'Opxopeviovs

VIII 25.2 kabBa 6 A\dyos édnlwoev 1dn Lot

VIII 25.11 kai €dniwoa €v Tois "Emdavplov

VIII 27.11 éyevealdynoa 8¢ 1idn

VIII 27.16 n\ooel Tob Adyou pot Ta €s Dhomolipeva

VIII 27.17 kaTa Ta etpnpéva 1dn pot

VIII 30.4 6nA\ooeL pot Td €s Pryaréas Tob A\dyou

VIII 31.1 kaBoTL édn\woa 1dn kat €v T Meoonvia ouvyypadi

VIII 32.5 kal [€s] VoTepov éméEetoy v 6 Aoyos

VIII 35.7 mpoedRAwoer Hutv 0 Aoyos

VIII 37.1 dn\wow kat ToUTo, v €S Tob PuKLkoU Adyou Td €éxovTa €5 Aeddovs ddLkopeda

VIII 39.2 kal mpoTepoOV €TL EONPLALVEY NULY O NGYOS

VIII 41.9 €8(8ae &€ 6 \dyos 1dn pot

VIII 47.3 ounodpeda kal VoTepov pviuny

VIII 48.2 1idn v altiav amédwka €v Tois €s "H\elovs

VIII 48.2 kal év Tols €meLTa SN\Oow

VIII 52.5 é6MAwaev 1idn pot ToU Adyou Td €S ZLKUwiovs
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VIII 53.7 ws kat mpoTepov €MAwaa

IX 2.4 kol €s A€oV €mEEELL, ETTELBAV €S AUTA O AOYOS KABNKY pot

IX 2.7 kal pot Ta és avTnv 1dn, Ta Aeyopeva kat omola avTos elkalov, €E0TLV elpnuéva
IX 5.5 Ta 6¢ €dekiis ot Tob Noyou mpoednAwoer 1 Tikvwvia ouyypadi

IX 6.5 elpnTat [elpnTat] 8¢ pot kal €v T "ATHISL ouyypadi

IX 14.5 kal ot Ta €s TOV OLKLOPOV €NAWCE TA €S aALTOUS €xovTa Meoonviovs
IX 19.2 mpoTepov €TL €v TR ovyypadij T Meyapidt édnlnoa

IX 19.4 Ta €s "Abnvaiovs €xovta édN\waé ot Tob Adyou

IX 23.7 dn\woeL poL Td €xovta €5 AoKpous Tob A\oyou

IX 24.3 mpooéoTal kat avta T ‘Opxopevia ouyypadi

IX 27.3 éTépwbL 61N pot SednlwTat

IX 32.5 ob pe dmd Tov €s 'Opxopeviovs €XOvTov eikos Ny xwplleww

IX 39.14 é6nMAwoa év Tols mpoTépols Tob Adyou

IX 41.2 édN\woev 1idn pot Ta €s "Apkddas éxovTa

X 9.2 év Moyw odds €dNAwoa TG €s "Hielovs

X 19.5 éxel pév Twa priuny Kal 1 €s To BovheuTripov Ny TO "ATTLKOV guyypadn
X 20.5 kaba édN\woa Kal €V TOlS TPOTEPOLS TOU AGyou

X 24.4 éoTw MUy €TépwdL elpnéva

X 31.10 édnAwoe <6é> pot Ta TPOTEPA TOU Adyou

X 32.2 édnhwoa ONlyov TL épmpooBer

X 32.10 kal pot ToU Adyou Ta €xovTa €5 Onpalovs édN\woe

X 36.6 €édnhwoa 8¢ dpxopévns TS és Pukéas «auyypadis>

X 37.4 édn\waé pot Ta €s "Hhelous Tob Adyou

X 38.6 édn\woa &€ €v Tols TPoTEPOLS TOU Adyou

X 38.10 émeERNOE oL kal és TAéor 1) Meoomvia ovyypadn
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4 Dater

4.1 Introduction

Under the dater function of Ego as narrator we consider the more than 400
instances in which the narrator refers to his own time. These passages fall into
two large categories. When using Ego as a temporal point of reference, the
narrator speaks of things and states and processes of the past that either continue
or do not continue into the ‘now’ in which he is writing down the Periegesis.
These will be discussed below under the two distinct roles of Ego the dater:
marking continuity and marking discontinuity. But first some preliminary
remarks.

Under the dater function, we have included not only prepositional phrases
that contain a first person pronoun,' but also phrases without any first person.’
The reason for this breach of the general limitations we have put on the
investigation of Ego, is that the reference to Ego’s temporal situation in the
phrases without any first person is just as evident as in the ones with a first
person pronoun. As has been mentioned above, also in the other functions of
Ego there are instances in which the narrator appears to make comments in his
own voice without using the first person. Some have been mentioned above, and
some will be mentioned below, but they do not receive any systematic treatment.
It is not easy to determine when we are dealing with ‘covert narratorial
intrusions’ (as distinguished from the explicit, or overt, ones, viz. those which
contain a first person) or the simple routine descriptions, identifications of
settings, things, beings, persons, causes and the like that constitute a great part
of the text of the Periegesis.* Hence the general limitation of this study to those

Les epémuas, kat énélkad’ uds, em’ pod/éd’ nuav, dxpl/péxpt ERo/muaev.
2¢s T68e, &1L, (0UK) 7L, VOV, (ETU) Kal viv.

3 Cf. Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 97-101 on different signs of overtness in narratives that have
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passages which are obvious narratorial/authorial intrusions by way of the
presence of the first person. Naturally, not all occurrences of és T66€ or vOv and
the like refer to the temporal situation of the narrator; those that do not are, of
course, excluded.*

It needs to be further clarified that by the dater function, we do not mean
the instances in which the narrator actually gives an absolute date of an event.
Despite Pausanias’ notoriously bad reputation — which is true — for giving only
vague dates in the historical narratives, there are nonetheless quite a few
instances in which events of the past are dated by Olympiads and by Athenian
archontes. Occasionally only one or the other of these two most commonly used
dating systems in Greece is used in isolation, but mostly they are used side by
side.” When dating the Phocian occupation of Delphi — an event which meant
the beginning of the Third Sacred War — the Olympiad and archon of the year
do not suffice; in addition to these two, the prytaneuon in Delphi is cited, t0o.°

To repeat: by ‘dater’, we do not mean the instances in which the narrator
gives absolute dates to events, but the much more numerous instances in which
he relates an event or object from the past to his own temporal position. This
usually amounts to indicating whether or not there has occurred any change
when the narrator compares his own time with the past.

more covert narrators than the Periegesis.

* For example, of the 29 és T66€ only one instance (I 17.4) does not have the ‘now’ of the
narrator as referent; of the 109 viv 95 refer to the ‘now’ of the narrator, the rest occur either in
quotations (e.g. I 13.3) or are not used in a strictly temporal sense, ‘now’, but in order to mark
reality in contrast to a hypothetical case, ‘as it is/was’ (e.g. Il 6.8); for the latter usage of vov,
cf. e.g. LSJ s.v. viv 1.4, Smyth 1956 §2924.

> E.g 11247 Tov 8¢ dydva TobTov ocupBdvta ebplokov 'ABnvaiols dpxovTos
ITewoloTpdTou, TETAPTW 8€ €TEL THS «€PdOUNS Kal €lkooThs> 'O vpmiddos v EvpvpoTos
"Abnvatos évika oTddiov ‘I found that this battle took place when Pisistratus was archon in
Athens, in the fourth year of the 27" Olympiad, in which Eurybotus of Athens won the
stadium-race’, which is 669/8 BC.

X223 Y 8¢ TGOV Aelddv kaTd\npy €mouoavto ol Pukels ‘Hpakeldov pev
TPUTAVEVOVTOS €V Aehdols kal 'Ayabokhéovs "ABvnowy dpxovTos, TETAPTY O€ €TeL
TEUTTNS OAUPTLAS0S €ml Tals €kaTov, Ny Ipdpos €vika Kuvpnvatos oTtddiov ‘The
Phocians occupied Delphi when Heraclides was prytaneuon in Delphi, Agathocles archon in
Athens, in the fourth year of the 105" Olympiad, in which Prorus of Cyrene won the stadium-
race’, which is 357/8 BC.
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A selection of the passages in which the narrator is talking about things as
they were, or were not, in his times has attracted special attention from previous
scholars. These are those which contain the latest datable references in the
Periegesis, thereby allowing us to arrive at an approximate date of the author
and his work.” One passage in particular holds the place of honour:

Ta &€ Notma €mnAUBWY éoTv avBpdmwy. Kopivblol peév yap ot viv vehTaTol
Melomovimoiwy elot, kal oblow, dd’ ob TV yHv Tapd Baciiéws éxovoty, elkooty
& Kkal Stakdota TPLOY SéovTa AV €S Epé.

The rest [of the land on the Peloponnesus] belongs to immigrants. The Corinthians of
today are the youngest among the Peloponnesians and till my time 217 years have

passed since they received their land from the emperor.8

This is the only passage that offers an exact year for the activities of the narrator
— AD 174 — and the only one in which he calculates the number of years that
have passed from an event to his present time. In four other instances the time of
an event is calculated in a similar manner. But the events in question are not
only insignificant in comparison with Caesar’s re-founding of Corinth but also
for the most part otherwise unknown; moreover, the narrator counts in
generations instead of years.’

Yet another passage figures prominently in discussions of the production of
the Periegesis:

KEKOOUNTAL 8¢ Kal €5 dMa TO 'Qudetor alohoywtaTta TGV év "EXAnot, Ay ye 1
TOU "ABYYOL” TOUTO Yap PLeYEDEL TE KAl €5 TNV TATAV UTEP>TIPKE KATATKEUNY,
avnp 8¢ 'Abnatos émoinoev Hpwdns és priuny dmobavoions yuvatkds. épol 8¢ év
T "ATOL ovyypadi) TO €s ToUTO TaPeiBn TO "USelov, OTL TPGTEPOV ETL
€elpyaoTd ot Ta €s "Abnraiovs 1) vTHpkTo Hpwdns Tod 0lKOSOUHLATOS.

In other respects, too, the Odeum is adorned most marvellously of the Greek Odea,
except for the one in Athens. This excels in size and construction in general. An
Athenian, Herodes, made it, in memory of his deceased wife. Any mention of this
Odeum was omitted in my account of Athens, since the part dealing with the Athenians

had been finished by me before Herodes had begun the building,10

7 Cf. most recently Habicht 1985: 9—11, 176-180 and Bowie 2001: 21-24.
Svia

° VII 21.10, VIII 9.9, 32.3, X 32.10.

19 V11 20.6. Was the building in Patrae a Roman one? Cf. Auffart 1997: 227.
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The fact that the description of Patrae in Achaea in book VII has this supplement
to the description of Athens, has been assumed to indicate that the first book, or
parts thereof, was not only written but also published before the rest of the
Periegesis, and that this happened before Herodes Atticus began building his
Odeum in Athens." That is a possible, but not a necessary conclusion; it may
simply be that the narrator has wished to leave a record of the process of
composition of the Periegesis in the text. What is particularly interesting,
though, with this passage, is the fact that it appears to indicate that the narrator
does not exist in an indeterminable, unchanging ‘now’ that ends some time in
the 170’s, in which decade the latest datable event that the narrator speaks of as
taking place in his time occurs.'” This passage contains one of the clearest
explicit indications of how time-consuming a process the composition of the
Periegesis must have been, and how complex the process of writing it was. It
required not only travel to the sites described prior to the description of them,
and other research, but also re-visits — in some instances probably more than one
— to sites already described. In the present passage a trace of the process behind
it surfaces in the text, in most cases there is not any visible evidence of it.

As indicated above, in the majority of the passages in which the narrator
speaks of events or the state of things in his ‘now’, the exact temporal reference
escapes the reader, if there indeed is any. With only a few exceptions the ‘now’
of the narrator is an indeterminable time zone in which things are said either to
have changed or to continue to exist in a relatively unaltered condition when the
past is compared with the state of the present.

There are more than 400 passages in which the narrator uses his own time
as a point of reference. Approximately as often as the narrator indicates that
things have changed, he indicates that things remain unchanged. In the great
majority of instances when marking both continuity and change, the narrator

"' 'E.g. Frazer 1898, I: xvi-xix, Robert 1909: 217-223; see also Habicht 1985: 7f., with
references in n. 41 to scholars for and against the suggested interpretation of this passage. On
the dates of the books, cf. e.g. Habicht 1985: 9—12, Hutton 1995: 29-39, and, most recently,
Bowie 2001: 21.

2x345 (the Costobocian invasion of Greece). It is assumed that the narrator’s ‘now’ begins
at the latest in the mid 120’s. This assumption is based on I 5.5 (the creation of a phyle in
Attica named after the emperor Hadrian) and VIII 10.2 (Hadrian’s building of a new
sanctuary for Poseidon Hippius); in both passages the narrator uses his ‘now’ as points of
reference. The current interpretation of these passages is, however, uncertain, cf. below.
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speaks about either concrete objects (of various sizes and kinds) which are said
either to still be in existence or not, or usages and customs that still are or are not
kept alive. Names of peoples and places, whether they have changed or not, are
another category on which the narrator frequently comments; other areas of
comment are more sporadic. When marking discontinuity the narrator appears
indirectly to indicate that he found things to be in a certain way whereas he may
have expected to find things differently because of, for example, outdated
literature describing the sites; and, when marking continuity, the narrator
appears to indicate that things were as he expected them to be.

4.2 Marking continuity

With the exception of simple vOv and negated €T, all the different expressions
used by the narrator to speak about things ‘now’, can be used to mark continuity.
Some are used regularly in order to mark continuity: és épé/Mpds," dxpt/péxpt
epod/Mpav,™ €s T68e,” (€11) kal viv,'® and simple, unnegated éTi.'” Others are
used more sporadically in this function.'®

In the majority of instances, when the narrator chooses to make explicit the
continuity from the past till his own time, he is speaking about one of four
different categories of subject matter. As indicated above, the markers of both
continuity and discontinuity are most commonly used when the narrator speaks
about such things that he might declare to have or not to have experienced.
Three of the four categories of subject matter which are said to continue to exist
‘still’, are such concrete touchable objects or inspectable phenomena.
Monuments of various sizes and sorts, for example:

1367 occurrences.
147 occurrences.

1528 occurrences.
1637 occurrences.
17 40 occurrences.

18 sy N ~ s , s oA
11 occurrences of em’ epot/ed’ Muov, 9 occurrences of kat’ epé/kad’ npds, and one

occurrence of simple viv.
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Td 8¢ olkodopnLaTa kai és MLAas €T u.

The buildings were there still to my time."”

Usages, customs, and rituals of various kinds, for example:

€oLkOTa 8 TG NOYw BpAoLY €S NILAS €TL al Meyapéwy yuvalKes.
The women in Megara still up to my time usually perform something similar to the

story.?
Natural phenomena, for example:

KATOPUXOEVTOY 8€ ONl'yoV Ao TAS OKNYiS TOV Kabapoiowy dacty am’ avTov
avadivatr ddadvny, 1) 61 kal €s Hpds €0y, 1) TPO THS OKNVHS TAUTNS.

The implements of the cleansing [of Orestes] were dug down a little way from the hut,
and they say that a laurel grew from them; it is there still up to my time, the one in front

of the hut in question.21

The fourth category is less concrete, but nonetheless it comprises phenomena
which are perceptible with one of the five senses, viz. the ears. Not infrequently

19129.16. Other objects — in size ranging from cities to the remnants of the plane-tree that is
mentioned in /1. 2.307 — that the narrator specifically says continued to exist till ‘now’: és
epémpas 11.2,4.5,31.3,39.3,113.7, 29.10, V 11.9, 20.9, VI 19.8, 21.6, VI 1.8, 2.9, 5.8,
16.8, 17.8, VIII 28.1, 32.3, 35.6, 35.7 (bis, the problems with this passage will be discussed
below), 36.10, 40.5, 44.5, 46.3, IX 8.4, 10.3, 16.1, X 5.11, 13.9, 29.4, 35.3; péxpt €pod
122.4; kat’ épé/kad’ npas 119.3, X 16.5, 35.2; és 168¢ 141.8, I 11.1, 16.2, 17.7, 36.2,
V 13.7, VII 27.8, VIII 44.3, IX 17.2; ¢Tu 135.3, 38.9, 42.3, 11 1.8, 2.6, 3.3, 15.2, 16.5, 36.8,
38.2, 111 20.3, VIII 26.2, 32.2 (bis), 36.8,42.13, 44.2,46.5,IX 11.1, 19.7, 39.14, X 31.7; (éTL)
kal vov 110.5, 11.2,42.3, 11 34.10, 36.5, 1T 16.8, 24.6, VIII 4.9, IX 2.1, 11.5.

2143.2. Other usages, customs — including human habitation and political administration —,
and rituals that the narrator specifically says continued to be performed still ‘now’: és
epémpads 1120.3, 24.1, IV 16.6, 34.11, V4.2, 4.4, 9.2, 9.6, VI 6.10, VII 16.10, 17.14, 18.9,
IX 104, 12.3, X 4.7, 28.5; em’ epov/ed’ nuov III 14.6, V 17.10, VI 10.4, VII 24.4; dxpL €pod
1127.4, VIII 5.5; ka1’ epé X 17.5; és 766¢ 128.10, 35.3, 119.3, 23.1, IV 30.3, V 1.2, 2.2,
VIII 2.4, 14.10, 27.7, 48.1, IX 22.7; éT. 11 10.7, 25.5, 34.2. 111 22.12, TV 3.10, VIII 1.5,
IX 5.2, 8.3; (é11) kat viv 18.1, 112.5, 7.8, 10.1, 22.3, 31.8, III 1.8, 12.10, IV 14.3, 14.7,
V132, VI 129, VII 3.9, VIII 1.5, 15.4, 15.5, 23.7,1X 2.6, 4.4, X 12.4; simple viv IX 24.3.
2111 31.8. Other passages in which the narrator specifically says that natural phenomena of
various kinds are still ‘now’ in existence: €5 epémuas 11 34.1, VIII 29.4; éd” nuov IV 35.11,
VIII 14.1, VIII 16.2; dxpt épod II 1.3, VIII 24.11; kat’ €pé/kad’ npdas 124.1, VII 4.4,
VIII 22.6; és 166€ 136.3, V 14.3, X 33.10; (é71) kat viv II 1.5; éTu 1131.10, 32.2, VIII 23.5,
29.4,X4.4.
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the narrator takes the occasion to indicate that the names under which places or
people are known, are ancient; for example:

LETA B€ TOU ALOS TO TEREVOS €S TNV AKPOTOALY dveNdotol kaloupévny amo Kapos
ToU Popwréws Kkal €s pas et Kaptav...
After the precinct of Zeus, as one has entered the Acropolis, which still up to my time is

called Caria from Car, the son of Phoroneus.. 2

After this brief overview of the general areas of subject matter that the
statements of continuity fall under, some of the passages will be singled out for
discussion.

The survival of trees from a remote antiquity till Ego’s present is
remarkable; the narrator often expresses incredulity as to the veracity of such
survivals. Of course, those trees that are explicitly presented as survivors till
‘now’, do not represent all the trees mentioned in the Periegesis. Nor are all
trees that are associated with events of great antiquity explicitly said to be
survivors till the narrator’s ‘now’. This is the case with, for example, the olive
tree on the Athenian Acropolis which is said to be a token of the struggle for
Attica between Athena and Poseidon, when it is mentioned for the first time.?

The narrator reports that in Aulis, a piece of the plane tree, which is
mentioned in the Iliad, is still remaining and kept in the sanctuary of Artemis.**
This, together with a curious pine tree on the Isthmus between Megara and
Corinth are the only ancient trees that the narrator says were preserved till ‘now’
without in some way indicating that he is a more or less incredulous
communicator of information derived from other sources.” It is, however, no

221 40.6. Other passages in which the narrator specifically says that a name of sites of various
sizes and people lasted till ‘now’: és épémpas 144.3, 11 12.4, 11 1.2, 2.1, VI 10.3, VII 3.10,
5.1, VIII 2.3, 8.4, IX 5.2, 14.4, X 11.3, 17.7; é€d’ nuov VI 22.6 (é€mt qudv in the
manuscripts); kat’ épué V 23.6, VII 26.4; és T766e 128.8, 44.6, 1120.7, VIII 44.1; (éTL) kal
viv 138.2, 39.4, 115.6, 7.7, IX 36.4; éTL 144.4, 119.4, IV 1.6, VII 1.4, VIII 7.4. In the
following instances there are remarks on vocabulary and other matters that have to do with
speech: 121.1, 111 24.4, IV 27.11, VIII 15.7. The following are miscellaneous: VI 15.9,
VIII 22.8, X 12.11.

2127.2. On trees in the Periegesis in general, cf. Birge 1994.

21X 19.7 mAaTdvov 8¢, fis kal "Opnpos év 'TALGSL émoLioaTo wwhuny, To €Tt Tod EONou
mepLov duldooovoy év TG vag. Cf. I1. 2.307.

I 1.3 mpoiobot 8¢ 1) TTUs dxpL Ye é1od TedUKeL Tapd TOV alytadv kal MeAképTou
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wonder that the tree/wood can be mentioned without any disbelief — the
Homeric plane tree is, after all, but a piece of wood, piously preserved in a
sanctuary. Obviously, it is easier to believe that there are only fragments left of
the plane tree under which Agamemnon and the others sacrificed in Aulis, than
that it is still thriving. The case of the pine tree on the Isthmus is more difficult
to judge. One may note that the tree is spoken of as well-known and famous.*
Perhaps it is to be associated with Melicertes, who is spoken of in the following.
It should, however, be noted that nothing in the text suggests that the pine tree in
question is a survival from the time of Melicertes.

The narrator indicates incredulity vis-a-vis a number of other ancient trees.
In Troezen there were ‘still’ no less than three such ancient trees: a laurel that
‘they say’ (daoiv) sprouted from implements used to cleanse Orestes; a wild
olive that — ‘believe it who wants’ (67w TLoTd) — grew from the club that ‘they
say’ (daoiv) Heracles leaned against the statue of Hermes Polygius; a myrtle
with leaves full of holes that ‘they say’ (\éyouoiv) Phaedra, struck with passion
for Hippolytus, made in it with her hairpin.”’

In Arcadia there was a plane tree which was called Menelais since, ‘they
say’ (\éyovTes) Menelaus planted it when he came there collecting an army
against Troy. Apropos of this plane tree, the narrator seizes the opportunity to
enumerate the oldest trees that are still standing and thriving: the willow in the
sanctuary of Hera on Samos, the oak of Dodona, the olive on the (Athenian)
Acropolis and the one on Delos. The plane tree that triggered the list came in
fifth. The introductory remark to this top-five-list of the oldest trees makes clear
the source of information — Greek tradition — and suggests some degree of
scepticism on the narrator’s part:

€l 8¢ ‘EXN\rov Tots Aoyols émopevor kaTtaptdunoacdal Set pe oméoa dévdpa oda
€TL Kal TeIMNOTA \elmeTaL, TpeoBiTaTov pév...
If I have to enumerate, in accordance with the Greek traditions, such trees that are still

preserved and flourishing: the oldest one.. 2

Buwpos fv.

% Note the definite article, ) wiTvs. There is nothing in the text itself, such as previous
mention or following description, that might explain the reference of the definite article.

711 31.8, 31.10, and 32.3 with 1 22.2. On the verbs of saying, cf. above chapter 5.

2 VIII 23.4f., quote §5.
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Moreover, with the remark that Syrians would give the third place to the laurel
in their country, the narrator suggests that there are alternatives to his list, and
thereby he reinforces the reader’s impression of the scepticism harboured by the
narrator vis-a-vis the tradition in question. To this Syrian laurel was perhaps
attached the Syrian tradition about Daphne, which the narrator had refused to
relate not many pages earlier.”’

In the last book of the Periegesis, the narrator tells about an even more
curious survival from antiquity till ‘now’. We are told that, outside of Panopeus
in Phocis, there was a small building containing an image, which, according to
some, represented Asclepius, and, according to others, Prometheus. The narrator
does not clarify which of the two opinions he endorses, but he does recount the
evidence adduced by the advocates of Prometheus: two big stones in a ravine,
which have the colour of dry clay, and smell like human skin. These, the
narrator explains, ‘they say’ (Aéyouoiv) remain from the time when Prometheus
is said to have moulded the whole race of man.*

As is well known, politics and administration are subject matters that the
narrator of the Periegesis does not dwell on. But once in a while such matters
are touched upon nonetheless. In some instances the narrator chooses to make
explicit the permanence of an institution. In the Skias, which is close to their
market place, the Spartans, according to the narrator, still hold their assemblies —
€kk\notdlovot, the one and only occurrence of this verb in the Periegesis.”
Further, with the exception of the kingship, the rest of the Spartan constitution is
said to be preserved till the narrator’s times.”® The Achaean Confederacy is said
still to convene in Aegium, and, similarly, the Amphictyony continued to
congress.” That is, many changes have occurred during the long history of
Greece, some of which are mentioned in the Periegesis. The greatest change,
which has remained permanent till the narrator’s time, was the establishment of
Roman rule in Greece. One of the most obvious manifestations of this new order

¥ VIII 20.2, on pretermissions cf. above chapter 3.

00X 4.4 Tabra éT AelmeaBar Tob TAOD Myouowy €€ 0D kal dmav Umd Tod TTpopnéws TO
Yévos mhachivat TOV avhpwmov.

U 12.10.

21193 ... aothetecBal pév obkéTt NElwoav, Td 8¢ holTd kal és To8e Slapével adiow
€kelvns TAS TONTELAS.

33 VII 24.4; cf., however, X 8.1-5 on the varying composition of the Amphictyony.
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of things was the fact that a governor of Achaia continued to be sent from Rome
till ‘now’.* Despite such changes, which even appeared to be a threat to the
name ‘EANds, it would appear that, in the eyes of the narrator, a sufficient
number of features remained unchanged so as to make it possible for him to
speak of continuance in, for example, the Spartan constitution and the gatherings
of the Achaean Confederacy.

The narrator is well aware of the mutability of things. It would seem as if the
instances in which he introduces Ego marking discontinuity would be the
natural, perhaps even the only, occasion for him to indicate change in the
Periegesis. However, not only in Ego’s role of marking discontinuity, but also in
his role of marking continuity, does the narrator note changes.

Three times the narrator stresses the permanence of a state of affairs, at the
same time as he suggests the potential for change. All three times the narrator
chooses to use the prepositional phrase dypt épov/Mudr. ‘Up until my time’, the
narrator says, only Gorgus has won four Olympic victories in the pentathlon and
one each in the diaulon and the armoured race — suggesting that someone might
match the feat in later times.” ‘Up until my time’, he explains, the river
Acheloiis has not yet silted up the waters off its mouth and made the Echinades
islands into land — that this is a possibility is demonstrated by the fact that the
Meander has turned the sea between Priene and Miletus into land.*® Finally,
closing a lengthy discussion on prophets, the narrator states explicitly the
potential for change:

3 VIT 16.10 fiyepov 8¢ €Tt kal €s €pé dmeaTéeTo: kahodal 8¢ ovx 'EXAS0s, dAN
‘Axatas nyepéva ot ‘Popalor, 8Tl éxetpdoavto “EX\nras 8U” "Axatov TéTE TOD
‘EN\nuikot mpoeoTnk6Twr. On the Romans in the Periegesis, cf. further below chapter 10.
35

VI 15.9.

36 VIIT 24.11. The narrator explains that the reason why this has not happened yet with the
Echinades is the fact that the Acheloiis flows through an unpopulated and uncultivated area.
Are these remarks in the Periegesis made in response to Herodotus 2.10.3, who says that the
Acheloiis has already made half of the Echinades into mainland (1Gv "Exwddwv viowy Tds
nuioéas 1dn fmetpor memoinke)? These islands are also commented on in Pseudo-Scylax
Periplus 34 ad fin. kal kaTa TabTa viooL TapdkelwTar mol\at, ds O 'AXENGOS
TpooXwrviwy fimeLpov motel ‘Many islands lie along the coast here, which the Acheloiis is
forming into mainland by its deposits’.
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TOTADTAL LEV dXPL €OV NEYOVUTaL YUVATKES Kal avdpes ék Beol pavtevoacbat: év
8¢ TGO Xpovy TG TOAG kal albLs yévolLTo dv éTepa ToLadTa.
Up until my time so many women and men are said to have prophesised by a god; but in

the long course of time new such things might happen again.37

That is, the list of prophets that have been inspired by a god is complete, as
things are up until the time of the narrator. Readers of a later age might find it
incomplete, but, for obvious reasons, that lies beyond the narrator’s control.”®
Maintaining the status quo, the uninterrupted continuity from the past till
the present, was not always easy; occasionally it even demanded what appears to
be divine intervention, as was the case with the cult of Artemis Stymphalia.”
The fact that the narrator marks some phenomenon as a continuance of a
previous state, does not necessarily imply that the state in question is identical
with the original one, viz. a certain amount of discontinuity is often mixed with
continuity. For example, this is the case with a number of sites and monuments
that are presented as still being in a ruined state. As a result of the synoecism of
Megalopolis in Arcadia many cities were completely abandoned, some named
exceptions had changed status from polis to kome; only Aliphera continued to be
considered a polis till ‘now’.* Zoeteum and Paroria are two Arcadian cities that
are not enumerated among the exceptions, i.e. they were destroyed in the
synoecism. In the description of the Arcadian countryside, when the narrator
comes to their sites he writes, mindful of the previous account of the synoecism:

Epnpot 8¢ kal és éué Noav apddTepal” pével 8¢ év ZotTelw AYuUNTPOS vads kai

) Ja o v ) 3
ApTépLdos ol Kal €S €|Le noav.

X 12.11.

8 The preposition dxpt is used instead of the more frequent és in order to mark continuity in
three other instances, too: II 1.3 (on this passage, cf. above), 27.4, VIII 5.5. It is possible that
the narrator has chosen to use dypt-phrases in these instances too in order to more strongly
suggest the possibility of change than could have been done with an és-phrase. In its only
occurrence in the Periegesis, néxpt €pod I22.4 appears to be used similarly to dxpt €pov.

3 VIII 22.8f. This is one of the few passages in which ¢’ @y is used about a single event
(as distinct of recurring rituals and the like) in the present.

40 VIIT 27.3-7. On polis and related terms in the Periegesis, cf. Alcock 1995 and Rubinstein
1995.
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They were both in ruins up till my time. In Zoeteum there remained a sanctuary of

Demeter and one of Artemis, which were there up till my time.*!

Changes have been suggested in the parts marked with bold in the above quote.
Spiro prints [kal] és €€ in the first clause, and deletes the final relative clause;
Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990, following Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910, prints kat’
[€s] €pé in the first clause and preserves the final relative clause. However, we
do not see any obstacles to keep the reading of the manuscripts, kal €s €pé, in
the first clause: both cities remained in ruins, i.e. they had not been rebuilt.** Nor
do we find it necessary — despite the repetition — to delete the final relative
clause, ol kai é€s épe noav.® In the first occurrence of the phrase kai és épé in
this passage, it is used to mark the continuance of the ruined state of the two
cities in question, in the second to mark the continued existence of the two
sanctuaries amidst the ruins of one of the cities.

Indeed, the continuity is often of a precarious kind. Using the markers of
continuity, the narrator often mentions the preservation of ruins or preservation
in a ruinous or changed state. For example, in Olympia, the narrator notes a
small temple, called Metroon ‘still until my time’. But, despite the preservation
of the ancient name, the function of the building has changed. The narrator notes
that it does not contain any statue of the mother of gods, but statues of Roman
emperors.* Most commonly the narrator uses ¢t when talking about a partial
preservation of things, for example:

"Exevfep@v 8¢ N pev €Tt Tod Telyous, Nv 8¢ kal olkidv épelmia.

Of Eleutherae there were still ruins of the wall and ruins of houses.*’

VI 35.7.

2 Contra the objection of Schubart & Walz 1838—1839, I: LVII “¢pnpot kal €s €ue Roav
nemo sanus facile dixerit’. Certainly, the wording of the statement is rather unexpected, but
nevertheless it is intelligible.

3 Regarding the repetition of one and the same prepositional phrase at such short interval, cf.
122.3, where €’ €pov is repeated at an even shorter interval.

'V 20.9 vaow 8¢ peyébel o> péyav kal épyacia Adptov MnTp@ov kal és épé kalobow
€TL, TO Ovopa avT® StaclovTes TO dpxalov: KeLTAL &€ OUK dydlpd €v avTd Oedv
MnTpds, Baoidéwr &¢ €othkaowy avdpldrvtes Popalwv. In the following passages, too, the
continuity is commingled with change: II 3.7, VI 21.6, X 35.2f.

#138.9. Cf. also 135.3, 42.3, 11 2.6, 16.5, 36.8, 38.2, 111 20.3, VIII 26.2, 32.2, 36.8, 44.2,
IX11.1.
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That is, in the time of the narrator, Eleutherae was no more and cannot be
spoken of as still existing. But instead of using the language of straight out
discontinuity when speaking of the non-existence of Eleutherae, the narrator
chooses to stress the continued existence of the place, though it is now in ruins.

4.3 Marking discontinuity

With the exception of és TO8e, (€TL) kal viv and the simple, unnegated €T, all
the different expressions used by the narrator to speak about things ‘now’, can
be used to mark discontinuity: €1’ épod/éd’ Muov,* kat’ épé/kad’ Muds,”’
simple viv,* and negated é11.*

As was indicated above, the markers of both continuity and discontinuity
are most commonly used when the narrator is speaking about such things that he
might declare to have or not have experienced. The indications of continuity
may be compared with the indications of discontinuity. Then it appears that of
the four categories of subject matter regarding which the narrator rather
frequently says that they continued to exist till his time, only two are recurring
when he is speaking about discontinuity. Mostly, when the narrator chooses to
make explicit the discontinuity of the past till his own time, he is speaking about
one of two categories of subject matter. Monuments of various sizes and sorts

form one category, for example:

€V ToUTY TQ Tedlw vads €oTl Atovioov, kal TO Edavov évTetBer "Abnvaiols
€kopiabn TO apyatov: 1O 8¢ év "EXevbepals <TO> €O’ IOV €S PLipnow ékeivou
TemoinTat.

In this plain there is a temple of Dionysus; the old wooden image has been moved from
here by the Athenians. The statue in Eleutherae in my time is a copy of the former

S
one. 0

6102 occurrences.

4724 occurrences.

8 58 occurrences.

4925 occurrences. There are also 2 occurrences of €5 €é/MIAs.

507 38.8. Other objects — in size ranging from cities to books of poetry, or Pelops’ shoulder

blade — that the narrator specifically says do not continue in their original form: €m’ épov/éd’
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Names of peoples and places form the other category of subject matter that is
frequently occurring when the narrator is talking about discontinuity when
comparing the present with the original state of affairs, for example:

ws 8¢ €v T vi TH 'Emdavpiov €Tekev, ekTiONoL TOV Talda €s TO Gpos ToUTO O oM
TitOov ovopdlovowy €d’ NUdY, TnikadTa 8¢ ékalelTo MupTLOV.
When she had given birth in the land of the Epidaurians, she put out the child on the

mountain that is called Titthium (Breast) in our times, but then was called Myrtium.51

Occasionally one finds remarks on the discontinuation of usages, customs, and
rituals, for example:

TOUTO PEV 8M kal €s Npds €Tt NelmeTat... Kopivbov 8¢ avacTdTou yevopévns vmo
Popatov kat Kopwbiwy TV dpxatov dmolopévor, oUKETL EKelvatl KaBeaTHKaoLy
avTols at Buolat Tapd TOV €molknr oUde dmokelpovTal odLoly ot Taldes 0vde
péawav $opoloLy €éoHRTA.

This [sc. the statue] still remains to my time... But as Corinth was laid waste by the
Romans and the old Corinthians ceased to exist, these sacrifices for them [sc. the
children of Medea] are no longer established among the settlers nor do their children cut

their hair or wear black clothes for them.”

nuov 124, 2.5, 14.7, 22.3 (bis), 23.3, 29.2, 40.2, 43.4, 43.5, 11 7.9, 19.3, 23.4, 25.9, 26.9,
27.3,31.6,34.11, 35.3, 36.1, 38.2, Il 14.6, 16.8, 24.7, IV 1.3, 2.3, 30.1, V 23.3, VI 5.2, 10.8
(€l MuGV in the manuscripts), 19.11, 21.3, 22.8, VII 5.1, 22.9, 27.8, VIII 10.2, 13.2, 15.9,
17.6, 18.8, 22.1, 22.3, 24.6, 25.3, 26.8, 27.7, 29.5 (bis), 33.1, 38.3, 45.1, 45.5, 47.1, IX 7.6,
12.3, 26.5, 27.4, 29.2, X 5.13; ka1’ épé/kad’ npds I136.2, V 5.6, 13.6, VI 17.9, VII 2.11,
VIII 24.7, 32.1, 42.12, 43.2, 54.4, 1X 38.10, X 26.5, 32.1, 33.1; €5 epé/mpds VI 13.8, X 38.8;
negated €T I17.9, 10.2, 11.2, 12.2, 15.2, 24.3, 25.4, VI 19.15, 22.1, VII 22.11, 24.13,
VIII 33.3, 38.5, 41.10, X 16.1, 33.8, 38.9; viv 1 1.5, 9.7, 18.8, 26.6, 11 3.1, 5.6, 7.1, 7.5, 7.8,
8.1,18.5,24.1,30.9, 111 11.3,23.3, 24.6, 1V 27.5, VI 19.13, VIII 8.4.

311 26.4. Other passages in which the narrator is explicitly talking about names as being new
when compared with the original name: ém’ épov/éd’ npov MI 2.1, 20.1, 26.8, IV 33.4,
V 25.11, VI24.2, VII 1.1, 17.6, VIII 12.7, 23.4, 48.4, X 1.1, 6.3, 37.5; ka1’ éné VII 26.4
(though the original name has not been completely forgotten); negated é Tt X 32.9; viv I 2.6,
11.2,29.5,37.6,41.8,114.3,12.4, 15.4, 18.9,29.2, 34.6, 111 15.6, IV 1.1, V 1.1, 1.8, VI 10.8,
VII 1.1, 2.2, 19.9, 26.2, 26.3, VIII 4.4, 24.9, IX 10.5, 14.5, 29.3, 33.2, 34.7, 40.5, X 8.1, 14.3,
30.4.

5211 3.7. Other usages, customs — including human habitation, political administration, and art
style —, and rituals that the narrator specifically says has undergone change when an earlier
state is compared with the present one: €’ épov/ed’ nuov 134.1, 34.3, 1T 1.2, 37.3, 38.5,
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It is understandable that phenomena that do not tend to leave any permanent
remains once they have changed or disappeared, are virtually absent among the
instances in which the narrator makes explicit the discontinuation of a previous
state. The discontinuation of natural phenomena is not remarked upon very
often. When, for example, a tree is dying, its remains are not always kept as
reverently as the remains of the plane tree, which is mentioned in the /liad. For
discontinuation of natural phenomena, compare, for example:

apmelov 8¢ dptvar pev ol OnBatol mapa oplol TpWTOLS dacty AvBpumwy, dmodiival
8¢ 0U8EV €TL €5 avThy Umdpvnua etxov.
The Thebans claim that they were the first men among whom vine grew, but they could

no longer point out any memorial of it.>

A special category among the appearances of Ego the dater indicating
discontinuity, are the instances in which the narrator speaks of events that took
place in his time. kat’ éué/kad’ nuas and €ém’ épovt/éd’ Huov differ from the
other phrases discussed in this chapter with respect to the fact that they are used
not only in order to mark continuous processes and states of affair. They are also
used about events, which, qua events, lead to a break with the past. For example:

avébeoav 8¢ kat Xapltov dyd\paTa €m’ €pLo.

In my time, they have dedicated statues of the Charites t00.*

The number of events that the narrator chooses to explicitly characterise as
actually occurring in his times is small. The number of events that we are able to
date even approximately is even smaller: five.”

M1 16.1,22.6,1V 1.1, V 9.3, 9.4, 21.15 (Zanes erected by two athletes caught cheating in Ol.
226, i.e. AD 125), VI26.10, VII 20.2, 26.5, VIII 9.10, 12.9, 28.1, IX 27.1, X 8.4; kat’
€pé/ka®’ mpas I5.5, VIS.1, IX 30.3, 35.7; negated €Tt 1T 1.2, 28.2, VIIT 12.2, 22.1; viv
129.6,112.2,34.6,V 1.2,1X 14.5, 36.6.

31X 25.1. In this passage the remark appears to have been triggered by an association by
opposites from a thriving pomegranate-tree to this disappeared vine. Other passages in which
the narrator specifically points to the discontinuation of natural phenomena: vov III 25.8;
negated éTu VIII 14.3.

3 IX 34.1. Other passages in which the narrator speaks of events that he specifically says
occurred in his time: ém’ épov/éd’ nuov 11 1.7, 27.6, 11 26.6, VIII 22.8, IX 33.7, 38.1; kaT’
€pé V 15.2,20.8, 27.11, VII 5.9, X 34.5. Event that specifically does not occur in the time of
the narrator: ém’ épod VIII 2.5. 15.5 and VIII 10.2 do not belong to this category; cf. below.

% Datable are IT 1.7f., 27.6,V 20.8, VII 5.9, and X 34.5; cf. below.
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The above quoted examples, and the majority of instances where the
narrator notes discontinuity indicate that, in the narrator’s eyes, discontinuity
does not necessarily imply that the change is one that has occurred close to his
time. Indeed, when, for example, a name is designated as a modern one, in the
majority of instances it appears to be the one that has been used for centuries.
That is, the kind of discontinuity that the narrator most frequently talks about is
not necessarily one that involves a difference between the past and present, but
rather one that involves a difference between the original state of things and a
later state of things. This later state of things belongs to the past, just as the
original one, but has actually continued into the present. As to the time when the
change occurred between the original and later (not present) state of things, it is
either unspecified or understood on the basis of the (myth-)historical events or
persons that are associated with the change.

Names appear to have been particularly prone to fluctuation; at any rate the
narrator inserts rather frequently a ‘now’ when mentioning such well established
names as Attica, Hellas, Achaea, Ionia, and Phocis.”® The point with such
indications is, presumably, to make evident the fact that the Greek past is not an
unchanging entity, but an ongoing process during which more than one change
has occurred. The changing names are but one sign of the many twists and turns
that the history of Greece has taken. Indeed, one may even ask whether Greece
is still to be called Greece. Just as the name 'EA\ds was only gradually applied
to the area that was Hellas in Pausanias’ times and eyes (the exact borders of
which are not easy, not to say impossible to pinpoint), it would seem that it was
gradually being replaced by another name, viz. 'Axata, for the same (?) area, at
least in the parlance of some.”

% Attica 12.6; Hellas 141.8 () viv kahoupévn ‘EANGs, cf. Herodotus 1.1.2, 2.56.1, 8.44.2,
and Thucydides 1.2.1); Achaea 11 18.9, V 1.1, VII 1.1; Ionia I 29.5, IX 33.2; Phocis 11 4.3,
29.2,VIII 4.4,X 1.1, 30.4.

57 111 20.6 and VII 16.10. It could take time before a new name has replaced an old one
(X 8.1, apropos of one possible explanation for the name ‘Amphictyony’); and even after that,
some can hold on to the old name (VII 26.4, apropos of Hestiaea/Oreus on Euboea);
especially the archaic mannerisms of poetic language can be confusing in this respect
(VII 17.7, apropos of Palea in an epigram = Dyme in normal speech, just as poets may call
Amphiaraus and Adrestus Phoronidae and Theseus Erechthides). Cf. Bearzot 1988 and
Hutton 1995: 57-70 on the difficulties involved in defining ‘Pausanias’ Greece’.
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In a manner of speaking, many of the occasions in which the narrator
indicates discontinuity, become, thus, indications of continuity. That is, the
narrator — using his ‘now’ as a temporal point of reference — contrasts the
original state of things with a later one. Thereby he establishes that a change has
occurred in the past — for the most part we cannot establish in how remote a past
the change occurred. In doing this, it is simultaneously established that there is
discontinuity when the original state of things is compared with the later state of
things, and continuity when this later state of affairs is compared with the ‘now’
of the narrator. It is, however, not always the case that the narrator introduces
Ego in his role of marking discontinuity in order to indicate discontinuity-cum-
continuity of the sort described above. In a number of instances the narrator
compares and contrasts the past state of affairs with the present one, and
establishes that a change has occurred ‘now’, i.e. there is discontinuity between
past and present, without any implicit continuity.

Barring any extra-textual means, i.e. datable events or persons, of
determining which of the two sorts of discontinuity the narrator is indicating in a
given passage, are there any intra-textual means of separating the two kinds of
discontinuity from one another? It has been suggested that the aspectual values
of the tense stems of the verb is the determining factor.™ The aspect of the verb
is indeed part of the answer, but — as will become evident below — not all of it.

That is, passages with a verb of the present tense stem (imperfective aspect,
denoting the state of affairs as incompleted) would denote continuation of an
older state of affairs into the ‘now’ of the narrator; passages with a verb of the
aorist tense stem (perfective aspect, denoting the state of affairs as completed)
would denote discontinuation of an older state of affairs into the ‘now’ of the
narrator.” Indeed, a review of the above discussed passages marking continuity,
will reveal that the passages marking continuity into the present are routinely
construed with the verb in the present stem, viz. the imperfective aspect. In one
passage the narrator uses the aorist in order to mark continuity from the past into
the present:

38 Musti 2001 passim, esp. 63-70.

% On the aspects of the Greek verb, cf. e.g. Duhoux 1992: 136-144 and Rijksbaron 1994:
1-6.
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NéyeTat 8¢ kal €éd’ MoV yevéobat Badpa ToLOVOE.

It is said that even in our times the following miracle occurred.®

In this instance, which is an introduction to a narrative about how the cult of
Artemis Stymphalia has continued without interruption, the narrator dates with
reference to his temporal situation not the continuance per se, but an event that
prevented a threatening discontinuity to set in. In a number of instances verbs in
the perfect tense are used with reference to the same state of affairs as the
present tense.”'

Is the aspectual value of the verb tense stem the determining factor in
distinguishing between the two kinds of discontinuity discussed above, too?
That is, does the narrator use (1) the aorist tense stem, denoting perfective
aspect, when he uses his own position in time as a point of reference in order to
mark discontinuity when the present state of things is compared with the original
one; (2) the present tense stem, denoting imperfective aspect, when he uses his
own position in time as a point of reference in order to mark discontinuity-cum-
continuity, viz. continuity when the present state of things is compared with an
earlier one, but discontinuity when this earlier state of things is compared with
the original one? Taking but a selection of passages into consideration, it would
seem so. Compare the two following examples:

TAS eV &n méTpas oéPouval Te pdAoTa kat TG 'ETEOKNEL aiTds TETELY €K TOU
ovpavol «bactyy Ta 8¢ dydApaTa <Ta> oUY KOO TETOLNUEVA AVETED ey ém’
€pod, AMiBov &€ éoTL kal TavTa.

They worship the boulders most of all and claim that they fell from the sky for Eteocles.
The statues which were made with art were dedicated in my time; they, too, are made of

stone.62

Y 8¢ yiv v 'Qpomiar petalv Ths "ATTikAs kal Tavaypikis, BotwTiav 10 €€
dpxfis ovoav, éxovow €d’ LAY Abnvaiol... kTnoduevol 8¢ ov TpdTepov PePaiws
mplv 1) PINTTOS ONPas Elwv €dwké adLaL.

The land of Oropus, between Attica and Tanagrica, originally belonged to Boeotia, but

0 v 22.8.

1 121.1, 28.8, 42.3, 1 31.10, 32.3, 111 14.6, 16.8, IV 30.3, 35.11, V 4.2, 9.6, VI 4.4, 27.8,
VIII 27.7, 44.1, X 35.3 (pluperfect).
021X 38.1.
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in my time the Athenians have it... they did not come into firm possession of it until

Philip gave it to them after conquering Thebes.*

In the first passage, with the verb in the aorist tense, the narrator is speaking
about an event — the dedication of statues — that took place in his lifetime (when
exactly is impossible to determine), and which constitutes a break with the
earlier layout of the place. In the second passage, with the verb in the present
tense, the narrator is speaking of a difference between the original state of
affairs, when Oropus belonged to Boeotia, and the present state of affairs, when
the Athenians have the land in question. In this instance, the present state of
ownership of the land (being in the possession of the Athenians), is a
continuation of an earlier state (when the land was in the possession of the
Athenians), and, simultaneously, a break with the original ownership of the land
(when the land was in the possession of Boeotians). Further, in this passage it is
specified when the final break between the original and later state of things
occurred: in the reign of Philip of Macedon.

The time when the break between the original and the later state of things
occurred, is, however, not always specified. And unless it is specified there are
no textual or linguistic means for determining how early or late the break
occurred. The following is an introduction to an enumeration of abandoned
cities:

TOUTWY TOV TONewV Tooaide Noav éd’ MOV EpnLoL. ..

Of these cities the following were abandoned in my times.. o

The subsequent enumeration shows that the changes set in at very different
points in time between the Persian wars and the ‘now’ of the narrator. Two of
the cities were abandoned soon after the Persian wars, two were emptied when
the emperor Augustus founded Nicopolis, the inhabitants of one city were forced
to abandon their city twice, first by the Athenians, next by Philip II of Macedon.

The narrator may use the perfect tense stem to the same effect as the
present one when introducing Ego the dater indicating discontinuation-cum-
continuation as well as simple continuation. Compare, for example, the
following passage:

3134.1. The data in this passage is not quite historically correct, cf. Chamoux 1992 ad loc.
64
V 233.

83



€oTL 8¢ €v avTh IovAuTiwvos otkia, kad’ Ny mapa THv év "Exevoivt Spacal TENeTNV
"Abnratov dacly ov Tovs dbaveaTdTous: €T €pol 6€ dvelTo Aloviow.

In it is the house of Pulytion, in which they say that the most notable Athenians
performed rites in parody of the one in Eleusis. In my time it was dedicated to

. 65
Dionysus.

The three (or more) phases which are present when the narrator introduces Ego
the dater indicating discontinuity-cum-continuity, is illustrated exceptionally
well in the following passage which closes a lengthy discussion about opinions
on and representations of the Charites throughout time:

kal TadTa Pév oty opolns dravTta év ¢offTL, ol 8¢ VoTepor — ovk olda €d’ HTw —
peTapepikact 7O oxfpa avtals: XdpLtas yolv ol KaT €pe EmAAooiV TE Kal
€ypadov yvpvds.

All these [sc. old statues of Charites] are clad alike, but later artists — I do not know why
— have changed their form. At least artists today usually sculpt and paint Charites in the

nude.®

That is, in this passage we have three stages clearly articulated: the original one
in which Charites used to be represented with clothes; a later, unspecified, one
in which artists have changed the mode of representation; and the stage, which is
‘now’, in which modern artists represent the Charites in the nude. This last stage
of the development is actually a continuation of the middle stage, and serves as
‘part proof’ of the change that occurred in the middle stage — note the particle
yobvv introducing it and the imperfect tense, viz. imperfective aspect, of the
verbs.”’

However, in order to separate the instances in which the narrator introduces
Ego the dater indicating plain discontinuation from those indicating
discontinuation-cum-continuation from one another, it is not enough to
distinguish between the imperfective and perfective aspects of the present and
aorist tense stems of the verbs. The following instances should make this point
evident. They are all construed with the verb in the aorist tense, all have the

8512.5. Other passages with the perfect stem: 129.6, 40.2, 43.5, 11 3.7, 24.3 (pluperfect), 26.9,
35.3, 11 15.6, 24.6, V 13.6 (pluperfect), VIII 22.1, IX 12.3, IX 30.3 (pluperfect), X 33.1
(pluperfect).

01X 35.7.

67 youv ‘part proof’: ‘Much the commonest use of yolv is to introduce a statement which is,
pro tanto, evidence for a preceding statement.” cf. Denniston 1954: 451-454, quote p. 451.
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prepositional phrase €éd’ oV relating the statement to the temporal position of
Ego, and they all speak of persons that are easy to date.

TO PLEV B LepOv TO €O’ NUOY YKOBOUHoATO "AdpLaVOS BATLAEDS.
68

The present sanctuary [sc. of Poseidon Hippius] was built by the emperor Hadrian.
Kopwhov... VoTepor Aéyovow avoikioar Kaioapa, 0s molTelav €v Poun mpHTos
TNV €O’ MUOV KATETTHOATO.

They say that Corinth was later refounded by Caesar, who was the first to establish the
present government in Rome.”

"ANEEaVBPOs B€ O PINTITTOU THS €D’ NUAY TONEWS €YEVETO OLKLOTNS KAT Oty
ovelpaTos.

Alexander, the son of Philip, became the founder of the present city [sc. of Smyrna] in

accordance with a dream.”

EKANETTO 8€ Ta pev apxatdTepa TTdleta: éxovTwr 8¢ €Tt Tovwr 6vopd ol LeTéBevTo
<TO> €G° NUOV.
Formerly it was called Palea; when the Ionians still occupied the city they changed its

name into the present one [sc. Dyme].71

Let us presume that, without exception, when the verb is in the aorist tense, the
statement with a reference to the ‘now’ of the narrator speaks of a plain
discontinuity, viz. discontinuity when the past state of things is compared with
the present one, and that the change causing the discontinuity took place in the
life-time of the narrator. This hypothesis would seem to fit the first passage.
There is a consensus that the reign of Hadrian fell within the life span of
Pausanias.

However, it cannot be maintained that the events spoken of in the three
following passages — the refounding of Corinth by Caesar, the founding of
Smyrna by Alexander (the Great), the renaming of Palea by the Ionians while
they were still living in what was later known as Achaea — took place in the life-
time of the narrator. In order not to have to take recourse to special pleadings

8 VIIT 10.2.
“m.2.

O VII5.1.
"'VII 17.6.
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when faced with these instances and many more of their sort, one may note that
in all four passages the temporal prepositional phrases are not used adverbially
(as in IX 38.1 and I 34.1, discussed above), i.e. they do not specify the time of
the action of the predicate. Instead, they are preceded by the article of their
head-word, that is, they are in the attributive position. This means that they —
like any attribute — are simply added to their headword as descriptions of it. That
is, when in the attributive position, the temporal prepositional phrase, ‘in my
time’, does not specify that the event designated by the verb took place in the
time of the narrator, but that the object, which has undergone the sort of change
specified by the verb, continues to exist in its changed form ‘in my time’.

There are, thus, two conditions that have to be satisfied before one may
assume that the narrator is talking about an event as occurring specifically in his
own life-time, viz. (1) aorist tense stem, viz. perfective aspect, of the verb, (2)
temporal phrase, whether prepositional or adverb, used adverbially. If either one
of these two conditions remains unfulfilled when the narrator introduces Ego the
dater, the narrator is not talking about events taking place in his time, but about
the continued existence of a state of affairs that has had its beginning at some
earlier point in time. The instances in which the narrator talks about events as
occurring in his own times are but a small minority among the great number of
states and processes that he specifies to continue either in its original state or in
a changed state into his own time.

The above observations on the manner in which the narrator designates
events, which he wishes to represent as explicitly occurring in his own life-time,
as opposed to occurring earlier and continuing into his life-time, raise some
questions about the established interpretation of two passages in which
Hadrianic doings in Greece are explicitly related to the ‘now’ of the narrator.
One of them is the following passage:

olde pév elowy "ABnralols émivupol TOY dpxalwr: VoTepor d€ kal amo TOVde pukds
éxovaty, "ATTd\ov ToU Muoo kat TTTolepalov Tob AlyvmTiov Kal kaT’ épe Hon
Baoidéws *AdpLavod...

These are the Athenian eponymoi of old. In later times they have phylai named after the
following, too: Attalus the Mysian, Ptolemy the Egyptian, and further, in my time, the

emperor Hadrian.”

2155,
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Here, after an enumeration of the old eponymous heroes of Athens, the narrator
mentions the eponyms that have been added more recently, the most recent
addition being, obviously, Hadrian. The addition of new eponyms is, however,
not described as an event (‘they got’), but as a state (‘they have’); this state is
certainly a discontinuation of the previous state(s), but neither of the events that
caused this discontinuation is presented as taking place in the ‘now’ of the
narrator. The other passage in question, treating of Hadrian’s building of a new
sanctuary for Poseidon Hippius, has been quoted above. In that passage the verb
is in the aorist tense, but the temporal prepositional phrase is in the attributive
position. Thereby the Hadrianic sanctuary is described as a modern one; the
event of building it is, however, not described as taking place in the time of the
narrator.

Thus, in both instances events of the Hadrianic age which the narrator
relates to his own ‘now’ are not designated as events occurring in the narrator’s
‘now’, but as discontinuation-cum-continuation states of things. That is, the
events, either initiated by Hadrian or affecting him, have caused a break with a
previous state of things, and the new state of things resulting from this break is
designated as continuing into the time of the narrator.”” Are these turns of
phrases chosen because the narrator cannot speak of events in the reign of
Hadrian as occurring in his time? Can it be that Ego was not in his childhood
and teen-years during the reign of Hadrian, having been born c. 115 as is
commonly assumed, or even c. 110 as has been recently proposed?’ Was he
rather born late in Hadrian’s reign, perhaps in the 130°s? The datable events that
are explicitly related to the time of the narrator would fit with such a later date.
They all fall within the span between the 150’s and the 170’s.” One further
passage appears to support the later date proposed here:

73 Contra Habicht 1985: 12 n. 58 ‘L.5.5 indicates that Pausanias had been born when the tribe
Hadrianis was created in Athens.’

™ Pausanias born c. 115 e.g. Habicht 1985: 9-12, with references to previous scholars;
Pausanias born c. 110, Bowie 2001: 21-24; Pausanias born c¢. 100-110, Musti 1982: XiI.

311 1.7f. (Herodes Atticus’ dedication of chryselephantine statues in the sanctuary of
Poseidon on the Isthmus before the 160’s, cf. Tobin 1997: 63f. and 312-314), 1127.6
(buildings in the Asclepieum in Epidaurus erected by a Roman senator Antoninus (floruit c.
160), not identical with the Antoninus who was emperor, cf. Habicht 1985: 10 and 177),
V 20.8 (digging for a foundation of a monument commemorating Olympic victories by an
anonymous Roman senator, datable provided that he is identical with a certain Lucius
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The sanctuary of Antinous is the most recent one in Mantinea. He was especially
favoured by the emperor Hadrian. I did not see him while he still was among people,

but I have seen him in statues and paintings.76

This passage has been interpreted as indicating that the narrator is implying that
he could have had seen Antinous before his death in 130, should he have had the
opportunity, and that he would have been old enough to have remembered the
event, t0o.”” However, another, equally possible interpretation of this emphatic
denial of having seen Antinous in the flesh, is that it was physically impossible
for him to have done so, either because he had not been born yet, or because he
was still too young an infant for it to have happened.

4.4 Summary

In this section the numerous passages in which the narrator uses his own ‘(here
and) now’ as a temporal point of reference have been studied. It has frequently
been pointed out in studies of the Periegesis that its narrator is preoccupied with
things of the past. This is true. But the narrator is mostly interested in things of
the past as they manifest themselves in his present, which he makes clear by
repeatedly relating them to his ‘now’.

More than 400 times the narrator introduces into the narrative Ego the dater
in order to relate objects, usages and customs and the like to his own temporal
position. Within this function of Ego as narrator two separate roles have been
distinguished, one marking continuity and the other marking discontinuity. The

Minicius Natalis attested epigraphically from Olympia, after 153, cf. Habicht 1985: 178-180),
VII 5.9 (a sanctuary for Asclepius in Smyrna, completed before 166, cf. Habicht 1985: 10
with n. 54; the same sanctuary is mentioned in II 26.9, too), and X 34.5 (invasion of the
Costobocs, AD 170 or 171, cf. e.g. Habicht 1985: 9 with n. 50). The observation of Knoepfler
1999: 493-497 and passim, that Pausanias visited Rome at a time when he had not yet
thought of the Periegesis, even suggesting the year 148, would fit well with the later date of
birth suggested here.

VI 9.7.

" Cf. e.g. Habicht 1985: 12.
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narrator introduces Ego the dater in the role of marking continuity roughly as
often as in the one marking discontinuity.

Marking continuity means that the narrator indicates that a phenomenon of
the past continues into the present; marking discontinuity means that the narrator
indicates that a break has occurred in the chain of preservation from the past till
the present. Furthermore, among the appearances of Ego the dater indicating
discontinuity, one may note two separate types of break between past and
present. One marks discontinuity plain and simple, the other marks
discontinuity-cum-continuity. The latter category is the larger one of the two.
With discontinuity-cum-continuity we mean the numerous instances which
involve three points of time: the original state of things, a later state of things,
and the narrator’s ‘now’. In these instances a change has occurred, but the
change in question has not caused a break between the past and the present, but
between the original state of things and a later state of things, and this changed
state of things continues to exist till the narrator’s present.

The category marking discontinuity plain and simple comprises the
comparatively few instances in which the narrator speaks of an event as taking
place in his own time. We are able to date only five of these. Further, if the
criteria for determining when the narrator is speaking about an event as taking
place in his time, suggested in the present chapter, are correct, then the reign of
Hadrian is not part of the childhood, or even youth, of the narrator/author. At
most, the narrator was an infant towards the end of Hadrian’s reign. For the most
part, the exact temporal reference of the ‘now’ of which the narrator speaks
when introducing Ego the dater is impossible to pinpoint, nor is it probably
meant to be determinable — at least not without some effort and extensive
reading of the Periegesis.
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5 Researcher

5.1 Introduction

Of the two distinct functions of Ego as character which surface in the Periegesis,
the researcher function indubitably occurs the most frequently. We have counted
more than 450 passages.' These passages will now be studied.

Our interest in the researcher function of Ego lies in exploring what
scholarly concerns prompt the narrator to break into the text in order to leave a
record for the reader about his handling the material of the Periegesis.> Broadly
speaking, the reason why the narrator introduces Ego the researcher appears to
be a care for indicating in diverse ways certainty or uncertainty regarding the
subject matter of the work. Just as was the case with Ego the writer, the
concerns of Ego the researcher appear to centre on a care for the reader and the
material. The care for the reader is focussed on making him/her trust that Ego
knows what he is saying; the care for the material manifests itself in actually
conducting some degree of research. Both of these two kinds of care may be

! Note that we count passages, not occurrences of first person pronouns or verbs, in which
case the number would have been higher.

% The actual researches done by Pausanias for the Periegesis have of course been the object of
scholarly interest. Previous studies have focussed primarily on identifying the sources of
information both for the description of monuments and for historical material. Studies
devoted solely to the sources and trustworthiness of the Periegesis were produced in rather
large quantities in the latter half of the nineteenth century, cf. e.g. Busolt 1883, Ebeling 1892,
Enmann 1884, Hejnic 1969: 4-65, Hirt 1878, Immerwahr 1889, Kalkmann 1886, Koenig
1832: 11-29, Pfundtner 1869, Segre 1927 and 1928, Wernicke 1884; the study of Bearzot
1992 on the Hellenistic history in the Periegesis is also very much source-oriented. Two
recent studies, pointing to deficiencies in earlier Quellenforschung, are Andersen 1992 and
Meadows 1995. Gurlitt 1890 deserves to be mentioned here for his thorough refutation of the
excesses of Kalkmann 1886. As we are not primarily interested in the actual veracity of the
reports of the narrator in the Periegesis, we will not refer to these studies in the following.
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said to work in the direction of producing confidence in the narrator. But, at the
same time, by registering Ego’s handling of the material, the narrator leaves an
extensive record of the successes and failures, difficulties and uncertainties of
the work-process, and of the many questions that remain unanswered.

Though the researcher’s doings are almost undoubtedly much more
extensive than what the narrator actually lets show in the text, we limit our study
of the researcher to the instances in which the narrator unquestionably talks
about Ego in the act of researching material for the work by using a first person
pronoun or a verb in the first person, or both.> As the narrator tells about the
activities of Ego the researcher, he presents a character, Ego as character, who is
concerned with retrieving, considering, and judging the material for the
Periegesis. Consequently, the researcher function falls into the roles of
investigating, i.e. finding facts, commenting, and criticising data for the
Periegesis. It has not always been easy to determine which passages are to be
counted in which category — practice seldom accommodates itself to the clear-
cut and well-defined limits drawn up in theory. Most passages are easily
categorised; others almost defy categorisation, or, at the least, appear to belong
equally well to more than one category, mainly because they contain more than
one first person. Consequently, some passages are brought up more than once in
the following.

5.2 Investigating

Under the investigating role of the researcher function of Ego as character,
approximately 130 passages are included in which the narrator informs about
Ego’s fact finding activities. When speaking of Ego’s investigating role, the
narrator makes clear whether or not his researches have given results, in a more
or less elaborate form. Mostly the intrusions are of the less elaborate sort.

When the research has been successful, the narrator normally indicates this
by saying that he has learnt this or that, in one way or another. The ubiquitous
anonymous ‘they say’ or ‘it is said’ are the single most frequently occurring
phrases suggesting that the research has been successful, has paid off, or at the

3 Cf. Pretzler 2004 for a study filling in the many lacunae left between the narrator’s explicit

mentions of Ego the researcher.
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least that what is said does not come out of the narrator’s own head, but is
information belonging to the Greek traditions.* ‘They say’ and ‘it is said’ can be
interpreted in several different ways. Primarily, ‘they say’ is a vague and
imprecise source-citation, reminding the readers of the fact that what the
narrator reports does not originate from but belongs to a tradition external to
him. Secondarily, by way of their functioning as source-citations and being
reminders of the external origin of the material, the phrases of saying may be
interpreted as suggesting at least two different attitudes of the narrator vis-a-vis
the material that is introduced with such phrases, viz. uncertainty or scepticism
regarding its veracity. That is, these verbs of saying are primarily source-
citations, and presumably introduced into the text in order to signal that the
material is part of a larger tradition; secondarily, the reader may interpret these
source-citations as suggesting uncertainty or scepticism on the narrator’s part.’
In other words, how the narrator’s attitude is perceived in these cases is a matter
that lies chiefly in the hands of the reader/interpreter of the text. Since the
present study is confined to the passages in which Ego is overtly perceptible, we
will merely note in passing these verbs of saying in the following.

When the narrator signals success in his fact-finding endeavour using the
first person, the most frequent verbs are either eUplokw ‘find’, Tuvdvopat
‘learn’, or dkovw ‘hear’.® Whether ‘hear’ refers to actual hearing from an oral
source, or figurative hearing, i.e. reading, from a written source, is a question

* A TLG search for \é yovou(v) and daot(v) in the Periegesis gave 1090 hits; although among
these there are quite possibly some dative plural masculine/neuter present participles, the
number remaining is remarkably high; a search for \éyetatr gave 168 hits.

> For a similar interpretation of A\éyeTau in Plutarch, cf. Cook 2001. Cf. also Westlake 1977
for a study of AéyeTat in Thucydides, suggesting that ‘it is said’ is not solely used in order to
convey uncertainty.

b ebpilokn 11 26.8, 26.10, 28.1; ebpiokor 128.7, 11 4.4, 24.7, TI1 21.9, IV 32.2, V 1.3,4.5,21.9,
21.18, 26.2, VI 4.9, 12.8, VII 4.10, 17.5, VIII 6.3, IX 6.1, 23.5, 27.8, X 5.12, 12.1, 26.7,
muvbdvopar 120.7, 38.1, VIII 50.3; émvwbavopny I27.5, 1120.1, 1T 11.9, VIII 37.1, 45.5,
IX 8.4, X 16.7, 32.18; fikovov IX 24.3; fikovoa 1 17.4,35.4,42.3,42.5,43.1,44.5, 11 5.1, 5.3,
5.5,37.3,37.6, 111 7.1, 17.7, IV 30.3, 32.5, V 5.5, 25.12, 27.9, VI 6.10 (bis), 20.17, 26.9,
VII 23.3, VIII 2.7, 20.1, IX 8.4, 27.7, 28.2, 30.9, X 5.7, 8.10, 28.3, 32.18, 38.1. Not all
occurrences of the verb-forms in question have been listed here, nor all forms in which these
verbs are found referring to Ego in the Periegesis. Some of the fjkovoa etc. better belong to
other categories which are discussed below.
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that cannot be answered satisfactorily. It is clear that ‘hear’ is often used also
when the information is not obtained aurally, but it cannot be ruled out that
‘hear’ would never have been used in its proper sense in the Periegesis.” Some
of these passages will be singled out for discussion in the following.

The narrator may use both ‘hear’ and ‘find/learn’ in order to introduce new
material or to close an ongoing discussion. That is, phrases with these kinds of
verbs are found in the joints between different sorts of material, in like manner
with the above studied organisatory statements. ‘Hear’ is most frequently used
in order to introduce new material, whereas ‘find’ is more commonly used in
order to end a discussion. Compare, for example:

T 8¢ és TV olklav TV €Tépav Toldde fkovoa etvat.

I heard that the things concerning the other [royal] house were as follows.?

Hereby the narrator introduces the second half, the history of the Eurypontids, of
his long historical account at the beginning of the Laconica. For a concluding
statement, compare, for example, the following one, which stands at the end of
the extensive history of Achaea and Greece at the beginning of the Achaica:

TASE pev oUTW CUPPBAVTA €VPLOKOV.

I found that these thing happened in such a Way.9

Statements such as the two quoted above hardly have any more extensive
function than to bring about a transition from one subject matter to another. In
this regard, they resemble the passages in which the narrator introduces the
organising role of Ego the writer. The difference lies in what the narrator
chooses to bring into focus, his present act of narrating the Periegesis (writer
function) or his past act of researching material for it (researcher function).
When the narrator introduces the investigating role of Ego the researcher, he
brings forth all the preparatory work that is the foundation upon which the
whole of the Periegesis is built. Consider further the following passage:

"Cf. in particular Kalkmann 1886: 13—-24 condemning all source-citation which suggest oral
communication in the Periegesis as a ‘Coquettiren mit selbst erkundeten Nachrichten’; Gurlitt
1890: 91-102 gives a more balanced assessment of the question; cf. also Heberdey 1894:
5-10. On local traditions and oral sources in the Periegesis, see also Ambaglio 1998 and 2004
and Pretzler 2005.

Sm7.1.

VI 17.5.
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€olkbTa 8¢ drdpos fkovoa Polvikos... T6Te o TOV ‘Popalov, s ETeTETPATTO
AlyvrrTov, dvbpa €dn xpripaoy avameloavta €s 1O ddutov katamépdat ThHs "Totdos
70 év KomTw' kal 6 éomepdbels avéoTpelde Lev €k ToD advTov, Sunynodpevor 8¢
omooa €fedoaTo kal ToUTOV avTika émuvbavdpny TeevTRoaL.

I have heard something similar from a Phoenician man... He said that at that time [sc.
when the Egyptians celebrate the feast of Isis], the Roman who governed Egypt bribed a
man into going down into the adyton of Isis in Coptus. He who was sent in came back
out of the adyton; and as he had told about all that he had seen, I learned, that he, too,

died immediately.'®

In this passage we again find an ‘I have heard’ introducing the new material,
which is an anecdote with basically the same story as in the anecdote retold just
before this one. The fact that the basic story is identical in these two anecdotes is
most probably the reason why the second anecdote is retold in the first place."
As the narrator comes to the less credible part of the second anecdote, he inserts
an ‘I learned’ in order to remind the reader of the fact that he is retelling
something he has heard from somebody else. In this instance, we are given
unusually much information about the source, who is presented as a Phoenician
man."?

Before we proceed to other means at the narrator’s disposal of indicating
successful research, two or three further passages with ‘I have heard” will be
discussed. Describing the road between Corinth and Sicyon, the narrator notices
a burnt down temple.” Exploring possible reasons for the condition of the
temple, the narrator begins by making clear that there have been many wars in
the history of Corinth which plausibly have set fire to houses and sanctuaries
outside the city wall. However, ‘they say’ (\é'youol), the narrator explains, that
the sanctuary is a temple of Apollo and that it was burnt down by Pyrrhus,
Achilles’ son. But,

X 32.18.

Utisa particular idiosyncrasy of the narrator’s, apparently to confirm the credibility of a
story or the like by adducing comparable material; cf. further below chapter 7.

12 Cf. also IX 28.2 where the information is introduced with ‘I know that I have heard from a
Phoenician man’ dvdpos dikovoas otda Poivikos. In Habicht 1985: 144f. are listed other
passages in which the narrator specifies the origin of his source.

B11ss.
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Xpove 8€ VoTEPOV MKOVTA KAl dANO ToLovde, ws ol Kopivbiol Al mouoatvTo
"O\vpio TOV vaov kal ws e€atdvns mip mober éumecov StadbelpeLtey avTov.
Later I heard also something else, namely that the Corinthians built the temple for Zeus

Olympius and that a fire suddenly from somewhere fell on it and destroyed it.4

This is one of the few passages in which the narrator makes clear that the
research done for the Periegesis took place in instalments. Here we learn of a
first finding that is supplemented with something that ‘I heard later’. The
narrator often introduces variant versions of stories or traditions, and he
frequently cites divergent opinions of different authorities.”” The fact that the
narrator introduces the variant version in the same place as the first version he
learned is not remarkable. What is remarkable in the present passage is the fact
that the narrator explicitly states that he came across the variant version at a later
point in time."®

The second passage to be discussed here appears in the description of the
sanctuary of Demeter in Lerna in the Argolis, where, according to the narrator,
mysteries in honour of Demeter Lernaea are celebrated."” Apropos of these
mysteries, the narrator takes the opportunity to report what in his eyes appears to

" Ibid.

' The following is a selection of passages in which variant versions are discussed: I 14.2f.
(on this passage, cf. Piérart 2000), 39.5f., II 16.3f., 22.2f., 26.2-8, III 16.7-11, 19.9-13,
IV 2.2f, 5.1-5, V 2.2-5, VI 20.15-19, VII 19.9f., VIII 18.1-3, 20.1-4, IX 27.2f., 27.6-8,
30.4-12, 31.4-6, 31.7-9, 35.1-7, X 5.5-8, 12.2-7, 38.1-3. They are all rather extensive
discussions of divergences in Greek history and traditions, in all of them Ego appears, and in
some of them he judges the credibility of the stories. Some of these will be brought up again
in the following. Cf. also Alcock 1996: 263-265 for a list of passages in which variant
versions are reported.

1 Cf. also VIII 5.1 where the narrator much later corrects information he has given
previously; this passages is discussed further below, where we will also discuss other
instances in which the narrator avails himself of an opportunity to correct earlier slips. In

3

VI 12.8, the remark ... d\nfetovTta eVpiokov ‘... I found that it was true’ (on the suggested
changes in the text, cf. Casevitz 2002 ad loc.), suggests that Ego has checked the information
provided by his source (in this case an inscription). One may wonder how many tests of the
material which only confirmed the information already at hand have been done without them
leaving any traces behind in the text. Tests with negative results are more likely to have left
traces in the text, cf. e.g. the discussion on VIII 21.2, below.

711 36.7.
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have been a brilliant piece of scholarship.'® The narrator begins by stating that
‘they say’ (daoi) that Philammon instituted the mysteries. However, he
immediately clarifies that the words uttered during the ceremony are obviously
not old (8fAd €oTLy oUk OvTa dpxdla), i.e. not as old as Philammon. In the
following he explains this statement. The text, which ‘I heard was written on a
heart made of mountain-copper’, was not Philammon’s. The narrator reports that
this was discovered by a certain Arriphon, whom he presents as a notable
contemporary from Lycia, clever at discovering ‘what nobody has seen before’.
In this passage, the investigation done by Ego appears to consist of discovering
Arriphon’s clever finding of the fact that the text of the ritual cannot possibly be
old, at least not as old as Philammon, since it is written in Doric, a dialect
unknown to the Argives before the return of the Heraclidae, and since
Philammon lived before that event. At the end of this section, the narrator inserts
an additional observation of his own, viz. that at that time the Dorians were not
known to all Greeks, ‘I think’ (€pot dokelv). By adding the modifier ‘I think’ to
the last statement, the narrator clearly shows that he is not as certain about the
tenability of his own observation as he is confident in reporting Arriphon’s
findings."

Finally, the following curious statement claiming that the information does
not come out of the narrator’s own head, but that it has been found in some other
source, must be mentioned:

&1L 8¢ T AkidavTL dvopa TdpdSavos A TO dpxalov, avTos pév oUdapdbey
ouveBalopny, akovoas 8¢ avdpos Ebeciov AMéyw Tov Adyov.
That Acidas was earlier named lardanus, I have not myself inferred from some source,

but I make the claim having heard it from a man from Ephesus.20

¥ 1137.2f.

Y 1137.3 & 8¢ frovoa ém Th kapdla yeypddbal TH Temonpévn Tod dpeLxdkou, 008
TabTa dvta PGRPVOs "Apptddy elpe, TO pev dvékabev Tpuxwriels Tov év AlTwlg, Td
8¢ €’ MUV Avkiwy Tols pdAoTa Opolws SOkLLoS, Selvos ¢ €Ecupely d pn Tis TPOTEPOV
€lde, kal &M kal TadTa dwpdcal €m TOSe. TA €T, kKal o 00 PHeTA LETPOV LePLYUEVA RV
Tols €meot, TAd mdvTa AwploTl €memoinTo: mply 8¢ ‘HpakAe(bas kaTeNBelv €s
IMelomévvmoor, Ty avTny notecav "Abnvaiots ot "Apyelot dwviy: €m 8¢ PNGILLOVOS
00d¢ TO dvopa TOY Awpléwr €jlol Sokely €s dmavtas Nkoveto "ENnras.

Mvs5.9.
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Why such an elaborate explanation? The phrasing becomes even more curious,
if this man from Ephesus indeed is the geographer Artemidorus of Ephesus, as
has been suggested.” Nevertheless, significant for the present study is the fact
that the narrator does feel the need to emphatically signal that the information
belongs to an external tradition.

Among the remaining means at the narrator’s disposal to speak about fact-
finding that has given positive results, ‘read’ is the most frequently recurring.”
Some of the instances will be singled out here. Previously, when discussing the
pretermitting role of the writer function of Ego as narrator, we had the occasion
to mention two passages in which the narrator speaks of research he has done
into the age of (Hesiod and) Homer, the results of which he chooses not to
reveal,

NUELS dkoboavTés Te Kal €mAeEdpevol Tovs XpNOpoUs. ..

although we have both heard and read the oracles.. 2

Occasionally the narrator speaks about his reading using such language as to
suggest that the literature he has read is not quite what it purports to be:

évtatfa IMtHéa dLddEar Noywv Téxvmy daot, kat Tt BipAiov TTiThéws b1 alyypappa
O avdpods €xdober 'Emdavplov kal avTos emereEduny.
Here, they say that Pittheus taught the art of rhetoric. And I myself have read a book, a

composition of Pittheus’, forsooth, published by a man from Epidaurus.24

Before proceeding to the other means at the narrator’s disposal to speak about
his fact-finding, one further passage in which the narrator specifies that during
his investigations he has come across information by reading must be
mentioned. After quoting from the Atthis of Hegesinus, the narrator confesses

*! Enmann 1884: 510-512, Kalkmann 1886: 159f., Habicht 1985: 145.

2 emAéyopat in various forms: T12.2, 22.7, 11 4.1, 31.3, IV 2.1, VIII 11.3, 18.1, 37.12,
1X27.2,29.2,31.5, X 12.10 (? lacuna in the text; though probable, it is uncertain whether the
subject actually is ‘), 12.11, 24.3, 31.2.

X 24.3. The verb for ‘research’ is a different one in the second passage: Tepl 8¢ "Hot680v
Te NAklas kat ‘Opfpov moNUTpaypovioavTL €S TO dkptBéoTaTor kTA. ‘despite my most
diligent research into the age of Hesiod and Homer...” IX 30.3.

2 1131.3. See VIII 37.12, too. On the ironic use of the particle 61j, cf. Denniston 1954:
229-236.
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TavTNY TOU ‘Hynolvov Thy moinow otk émereEdpuny, aA\a TpOTEPOV dpa
€KNeNoLTTUla Y TIPLY 1) €pE yevéobal.

I have not read this poem by Hegesinus; it had disappeared before I was born.”

After this startling confession, the narrator explains how it can be that he,
nonetheless, has been able to quote from this work of literature that is no longer
extant. The quote comes from a secondary source, the history of Orchomenus by
Callippus of Corinth.?

In some passages, the narrator talks about Ego’s fact-finding as a process of
asking questions and getting answers. One of them comes in the description of
the Agora in Elis. There, the narrator says, ‘I have seen’ (e{50ov) something
which has the shape of a temple, is not high, lacks walls, and has a roof that is
supported by columns of oak. Judging from the following comment, the narrator
does not appear to know quite what to make of the building:

ToUTO €lval eV OpoNoyoloLy ol émywpLol prijpa, 6Tou 8¢ ol pmpovelouoty: el 8¢
O yépwv SuTva Rpdpmy elTer dAndf Aoyov, 'OEO ov ToDTO dv pvijpa eln.

The locals agree that it is a tomb, but do not remember whose. If the old man, whom I
asked, told the truth, it would be the tomb of Oxylus.27

Whether the question-and-answer session is fictitious or not, cannot be
decisively determined. What is significant with the present passage — and all
other passages studied in this chapter — is the fact that the narrator creates a
record of the search for information which is the foundation upon which the
Periegesis is built. In the present passage, the data which can be gathered with
the eyes (‘I have seen’) has to be supplemented. However, the narrator is not

B IX 29.1f., quote §2.

2 Ibid. KéAummos 8¢ Kopivblos év i és 'Opxopeviovs ouyypadi paptipla TolelTal 76
Noyw Ta <Hynolvov émn, woaliTos 8¢ kal npels memotqueda map’ avTod Kaimmou
ddaxBévTes. Neither Hegesinus nor Callippus are otherwise known to us, cf. Frazer 1898 ad
loc. 1X 29.1 and 2. In IX 38.9f. the narrator, again, professes to quote a poem that no longer is
extant, again from the same Callippus from Corinth. The same fate as these poets had
encountered threatened, among others, the historians of the Hellenistic age. In his
introductory comment, the narrator explains that this is the reason why he will treat of the
Ptolemies and Attalus; cf. I 6.1 ol ovyyevopevol Tols Baotelow €M ouyypadi TOV €pywy
Kal TpOTEPOV ETL NLEAOINTAV.

V1 24.9.
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quite satisfied with the answer he got (‘if the old man told the truth, it would
be...”), but apparently he does not see any means of reaching more certain
results in this matter.”®

Finally, before proceeding to the numerous passages in which the narrator talks
about research that did not yield any results, there is yet a small category of
passages which needs to be mentioned. In these passages, the narrator speaks
about neither successful nor failed research, but about research that he did not
think of doing when he had the chance. Consider, for example, the following
statement made apropos of all-white blackbirds in Cyllene:

ENddous 8¢ év Poun Aevkds €ld6v Te kal (8w Badpa émomadpuny, 6méley 8¢ § TGV
Amelpov oloal §j 1moldTides éxkopiotnoav, olk émfilder €péabat pot.
I saw white hinds in Rome, and wondered at the sight; but it did not occur to me to ask

whence they were brought, whether they came from some continent or island.?®

In this remark on a question which Ego forgot to ask when he had the
opportunity, the temporal and spatial gap that always separates the writer
function of Ego as narrator from the researcher function of Ego as character
becomes exceptionally evident. One may imagine that the remark in the present
passage is occasioned by the fact that the narrator, when revising notes,
memoranda, or memories on all-white animals, discovered a deficiency in them.
He had noted that there were all-white blackbirds in Cyllene, white eagles by the
lake of Tantalus on mount Sipylus, white wild boars and bears in Thrace, and
white Libyan hares. However, as to the white hinds that he saw to his great
amazement in Rome, it did not even occur to him to ask about their origin.
Hence the remark.”

% Cf. also IV 32.3 and V 11.11; in both passages there is depicted a similar question-and-
answer procedure. In the following passages the narrator speaks about Ego’s researches in
miscellaneous manners: I23.5, 23.10, 29.12, 34.2, 11 21.8, 111 24.7, 25.7, IV 27.4, VIII 6.1,
17.2.

» VIII 17.4.

30 Cf. also V 24.10 (obk éumpévevoa émepéadat ‘I forgot to ask’) and VIII 41.10 (ov...
emiNBe molvmparypovioal pot ‘it did not occur to me to inquire’); cf. also VIII 38.7 which is
an instance of neglected research for religious reasons, see above chapter 3. Note the
observations of Knoepfler 1999: 493-497 and passim that the visit to Rome probably took
place before the Periegesis was thought of, perhaps in the year AD 148, cf. above chapter 4.
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In order to indicate failed research, the narrator most commonly uses a phrase
with ‘cannot’ or ‘could not’. When the present tense is used the failure refers,
properly speaking, to the narrating. Compare, for example, the following
passage:

TO 8¢ dyopa ToD Atos Meyapéwy év €Ty dardbnpa, ddehdol 8¢ avTd Wikakds Te
kal "OvatBos kal ol Taldes ol TOUTWVY €lpydoarTo® NAtkiav 8¢ avTdOV 1| TaTpida M
Tap @ T €8L8dxOnoav, ovk éxw Sn\doat.

The statue of Zeus is a dedication of the Megarians, the brothers Psylacus and Onaethus
and their children made it; about their age, their fatherland, or with whom they were

schooled, I cannot say anything.31

However, both in the above quoted passage and in the other instances of ‘I
cannot say’ this or that, it is evident that, when confessing to his inability to put
something into writing, the narrator is speaking just as much about the failed
research as about the fact that he does not have anything to narrate. His not
having anything to relate is nothing but a consequence of failed research.

The past tense, ‘I could not’, is used much more frequently in order to
indicate that the research has not given any results. The narrator, moreover, uses
a wider range of phrases for stating ‘I could not’.*> When the narrator uses the
past tense, the reference specifically to the investigating role of the researcher
function of Ego as character is evident. A selection of the most notable passages
will be singled out for discussion in the following.

The following passage stands at the close of a lengthy description of a

painting on a tombstone, which is to be found ‘before one enters [Tritea]’:*

mubéabat pev 81 Ta OVOPATA AUTOV OUK €lxoper: Tadnral 8¢ drdpa kal yuvalka év

Kow® TaploTaTo dmaowy elkdlelv.

1V 23.5. Further passages in which the narrator informs his readers that he cannot give
information: ovk éxw I122.4, 28.1, 37.4, 38.5, 11 18.2, IV 33.6, V 17.3, VIII 20.1, IX 10.4,
X 2.1. Also note ovk av €xotpt IT 35.2.

32 ovk elyov T131.4, VII 22.5; obk elxoper VII 22.7; obk éMduvdpny 128.3, 32.5, 11 26.1,
IX 5.3, 33.3; oUk &8uvrny X 4.3; ovx olds Te qr/éyevouny etc. 138.2, V 15.7, VI 9.1, 21.10,
VII 17.9, IX 3.3, 35.6, X 37.3; oudapds Aty duvatd fv V 19.10.

3 VI122.6 mpiv 8¢ 7 és Ty mOMw éoeNdelv. This and similar means of indicating movement

are discussed further below in chapter 6.
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We could not learn their names. But it occurred to all to guess that a man and a woman

had been buried together.34

What is one to make of the first person plural, ‘we could not’, in this passage? Is
it a pluralis majestatis as so often is the case in the Periegesis, as well as in
other Greek literature, or is it in this instance a genuine plural? An argument in
favour for it to be a genuine plural, is the fact that in the following clause the
narrator states ‘it occurred to a/l’. Who are these ‘all’? It is possible that ‘all’ is
to be understood as ‘all of us’; if not, then the reference of ‘all” does not have
any kind of qualification or limitation. That is, it might be that in the present
passage there surfaces into the text an indication of the fact that during the
researches for the Periegesis Ego was not always alone. In conjunction with the
present passage, another one may be quoted:

emiypappa 8¢ émi Tols OmAoLs, dkpobivior TGO Al UTO Mudvov <avaTedijval.
olTwes 8¢ olToL Hoav, 0¥ KATA T aUTA TaploTaTo dmacwy elkdlew: épe 8¢
€oNABeV avdpvmats ws Ooukudidns ToLnoeLev. ..

An inscription on the armour states that it was dedicated as first-fruits to Zeus by the
Myanians. As to who these were, it occurred to all to guess differently. I chanced to

remember that Thucydides wrote.. >

Again, the narrator reports about a collective ‘all’, to whom it occurred to guess,
but this time there was not any consensus among them. We, the readers, do not
get to know the different opinions. We are only informed about the thoughts of
Ego, who identifies the Myanians (Mvdves) on the dedication with Myonians
(Mvovets) mentioned by Thucydides.

To return to the ‘I could not’-passages: in the historical introduction to
Thebes, there is a striking reminder of how readily Ego recognises the instability
and variability of the Greek traditions:

TOUS &€ dvdpas TOUTOUS — 0L Ydp TL NOUVAPNY €S AUTOUS TAPEVPELY — ETOpAL TG

pobw ZmapTovs Sla TOV TPOTOV GrTvd €yEVorTo Ovopactfvat.

M vI22.7.

3 VI 19.4f.; the reference is to Thucydides 3.101. This is the only explicit reference to
Thucydides’ history in the Periegesis. On the use of Thucydides in the Periegesis, cf.
Fischbach 1893, with the excellent critique of Eide 1992. On the use of inscriptions in the
Periegesis, cf. in particular Habicht 1984, Whittaker 1991, Tzifopoulos 1991, Brommelaer
1999, Chamoux 2001b, and Modenesi 2001.
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Since I could not find out anything additional about them, I follow the tradition that

these men got the name Spartoi because of the way in which they came into being.36

Apparently disappointed not to be able to find any variant version of this
particular myth, the narrator resigns to accepting the current tradition. In the
following passage, apropos of a temple for Artemis Lycea in Troezen, the
narrator openly admits that he is most likely to have missed some possible
explanation:

€s 8¢ TV émikAnoLy ovdev elxov mUBéahal Tapd TOY EENyNTOY, AN 1) AUKous
€datvetd pot ™ Tpordnriar upawopévovs é€elety 6 ‘TrmoluTos 1 "Apaloot, Tap’
OV T4 TPOS PINTPOS NV, €mikAnoLls THs "ApTéudos oty avtn €in & dv Tt kal d\\o
0V YWWOKOPEVOV UTTO €PLOD.

As to the surname, I could not learn anything from the exegetai, but it appeared to me
that either Hippolytus had killed wolves which ravaged Troezenia, or that the Amazons,
from whom he was descendant on his mothers side, have this surname for Artemis.

There might also be something else that is not known to me.”

There are, of course, other means available to the narrator for indicating failed
research. Consider, for example, the following passage from the extensive
historical narrative in the beginning of the Messeniaca:

mubéaBal 8¢ omoudi} Tdrv €Befoas, olTves Taldes TTolvkdovt €yévovTo €k
Meoonvns, émele€duny Tds Te "Holas kalovpévas kal Ta €mm Ta NavmdkTia, Tpos
8¢ abTols oméoa Kwaibuv kal "Actos éyevealdynoav. ob piv €s ye Tadta fv
odLOLY OVBEV TETOLNIEVOD. ..

Since I most eagerly wanted to learn what children Polycaon had with Messene, I read
the so-called Ehoiai and the epic Naupaktia, and besides these all the genealogical
accounts, which Cinaethon and Asius have written. However, they have not written

anything in these matters...*®

*1X5.3.

1314, Similarly, in I 31.5 the narrator explains that he was unable to find out anything
from the exegetai (Tuwbavipevos 8¢ cades oVSEY €S aUTAS ETLOTAREVOUS TOUS €ENYNTAS
€Upov), whereas he himself conjectures an explanation (avTos &¢ cupfdMopat). In 142.4,
too, the narrator fills in on what the exegetai fail to report; on the exegetai in the Periegesis,
cf. below chapter 6.

Brvoal.
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That is, Ego was not able to find any corroboration for the tradition about the
result of the union of Messene and Polycaon in any of the conceivable sources.
What he did find in these were variant versions, which he reports in what
follows the above-quoted text.”

The remaining passages in which the narrator informs the reader that Ego,
when making his investigations, was not successful are of a rather miscellaneous
sort. In these, the narrator mostly uses negations of verbs for successful
research, such as ‘I have not heard’. For example, apropos of the Arcadian river
Aroanius, the narrator reports that ‘they say’ (Aéyouvot) that the fish called
poikiliai sing just like thrush. Regarding this fish, the narrator confesses to the

following:

€y0 8¢ dypevdévTas eV eldor, dBeyyopévwy 8¢ fikovoa oUdEY KaTaeivas Tpos TG
TOTAP® Kal és NAlov duapds, 6Te 81 dOéyyeahal pdloTa ENéyovTo ot LXHUs.

I have seen them caught, but I have not heard them sing anything, in spite of the fact
that I stayed by the river all until sunset, which is the time when the fish are reported to

. . . 40
sing in particular.

This is an interesting passage. The narrator is not satisfied with merely repeating
the story that the fish sing; he has tried to verify it, too. Now, thanks to his
research, he can confirm that there indeed are poikiliai fish — he has seen such
caught. However, as to their singing, that piece of the story his researches cannot
corroborate.

* The narrator appears to have considered the traditions about the Messenian past as
particularly fragile; cf. III 13.2 where he explains that many of the old Messenian traditions
have fallen into oblivion because their misfortunes and long exile from the Peloponnesus.

O v 21.2; cf. e.g. Frazer 1898 ad loc. and Jost 1998b ad loc. for a list of other authors who
mention the singing fish. According to Frazer, people in that area still in his time (sic) claimed
that the fish (which he identifies as trout) sing. This Frazer cannot confirm ‘I did not see
(much less hear) any of the trout myself, but...’. Other miscellaneous passages are: I 31.5,
33.8, 42.4, 117.2, 35.8, IV 2.1, 31.5, V 6.2, 21.8, VIII 10.2 (failed research or natural
limitation?), 11.3, 41.6, X 28.7. Some of these passages will be brought up in the following.
There are, of course, a number of different ways to indicate failed research without using the
first person, e.g. ov pvnpovetovow I 15.4 or ov Aéyovou 1T 24.7.
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5.3 Commenting

To the investigating role of the researcher belong the numerous instances in
which the narrator informs his readers about practical circumstances
surrounding his gathering of facts for the Periegesis. Basically, this means that
we get to know whether Ego was able to come across information or not.
Occasionally, the narrator is more exhaustive, providing the reader with some
details in addition to the bare bones of ‘I heard’ or ‘I could not’ etc.

Before turning to Ego’s commenting on the material, we will discuss some
passages which are not easily defined as belonging strictly to either the
investigating or the commenting roles of Ego the researcher. They share
characteristics with both. In them the commenting is not made either concerning
the trustworthiness of the material or in order to evaluate it. Instead, the
comments concern the investigating activity of Ego. Consider the following
passage from the description of the temple of Hephaestus on the hill by the
Athenian Agora:*

Kal OTL PEv dyalpd ol TapéoTnker "Abnrds, ovdev Babpa eémoLotpny Tov éml
"EpuxBovie €moTdpevos Noyov: T 8¢ dyakpa 0pdv Ths "ABnvds yhavkous €xov
TOUS 0bBapLovs ABiwy TOV Libov OuTa eVpLoKoV.

I did not marvel at the fact that a statue of Athena stood beside him, since I knew the
story about Erichthonius. When I saw that the statue of Athena had blue eyes, |

discovered that the myth was Libyan.42

According to the Libyans, the narrator goes on to explain, Athena, being the
daughter of lake Tritonis and Poseidon, has blue eyes just as her father. In the
present passage, is the narrator remembering his researches on the spot in
Athens? It would appear as if the remark ‘I did not marvel’ is uttered
retrospectively from the ‘here and now’ of Ego as narrator about Ego as
character who was doing his investigations in a ‘there and then’ obviously both
temporally and spatially separated from the narrator’s present. That is, ‘I did not

“ The Athenian Agora is called kerameikos in the Periegesis; on the terms agora and
kerameikos in the description of Athens, cf. Vanderpool 1974; on the Athenian Agora in
general, cf. Papadopoulos 1996. Also in VIII 9.8 the narrator calls the Athenian Agora

kerameikos.
“114.6.
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marvel’ is a comment about Ego in his investigating role: then, when faced with
Athena at the side of Hephaestus, ‘I did not marvel’. The same goes for the
second part of the above quoted passage. Then, the narrator explains, when ‘I
saw’ Athena’s blue eyes, ‘I discovered’ that the myth was Libyan. That is, Ego
imagines that the artist’s choice of colour for Athena’s eyes was influenced by a
myth which he, when faced with the statue, managed to identify as Libyan.*

As we turn to the commenting role of the researcher, we are now faced with an
Ego already in possession of the relevant information; instead of an Ego
gathering information, we meet an Ego reacting to and expressing opinions
about the information. Of the three roles of the researcher function of Ego as
character, the commenting one, with its more than 260 passages, occurs most
frequently. However, as well as being the most frequent of the roles of the
researcher function, the commenting role is also the most stereotyped one. The
narrator introduces Ego in his commenting role as reacting to the material in,
broadly speaking, one of two ways: (1) by remarking on the certainty or
uncertainty as to the trustworthiness of the material,* (2) by evaluating the
material on moral, emotional, or aesthetic grounds. Of these two reactions, the
former occurs most frequently.

When the narrator in his evaluation of the material uses the first person, his
comment, unless expressing amazement, is usually one of either praise or
blame.* Two of the evaluative comments will be singled out in the following.
Comments expressing praise are particularly frequent in the historical
introduction to the Laconica. One of these comments concerns the Athenian and
Spartan support for the Phocians in the third sacred war, despite their occupation

* Two further passages in which the commenting appears to concern the investigating rather
than anything else are I 12.2 and VIII 38.7.

* In contrast to the uncertainty that can be inferred from the ‘they say’-phrases (cf. above),
the narrator now explicitly signals that Ego is uncertain (or certain) by using the first person.
The uncertainty of the ‘they say’-phrases is a secondary construction by the reader of a phrase
that (at least on the face of it) is primarily a source-citation.

> Amazement: I 13.9, 23.4, 27.3, 35.5, 11 5.8, VI 2.10, VIII 17.4, X 14.6; praise: I 8.3, 22.6,
29.3,1127.5,1114.7,4.9,5.5, 104, 17.3, 19.6, V 25.13, VI 17.3, VIII 52.5,1X 9.1, 9.5, 22.2,
22.3, X 22.9; blame: 1 6.7, 111 10.4, VI 8.4, IX 32.10, X 22.3; miscellaneous expressions of
opinion: VII 24.9, VIII 28.2, X 32.2.
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and pillage of Delphi.* The narrator’s phrasing suggests to the reader that he
does not quite believe in what he says regarding the reasons why Athens and
Sparta came to the support of the Phocians. The Athenians came because of
some old benefaction, ‘forsooth’ (8n), the narrator explains, with only a minimal
interjection of personal opinion. As to the Spartans, with whom the narrator,
naturally, is more concerned in this historical introduction, he conjectures that,
though friendship was professed as the reason, they really supported the
Phocians because of their hatred for the Thebans. By inserting an ‘I think’ (épol
Sokelv), the narrator makes clear that he is uncertain as to the trustworthiness of
the explanation given.*” After further suggesting that the Spartan co-operation
was promoted by their king Archidamus and his wife getting some of the money
for themselves — Theopompus is cited as evidence for this allegation —, the
narrator next evaluates the act:

TO pév 8n xpriparta tepd 8éEaabat kal avdpdow dpdvat pavtelwv Topbioact TO
embavéaTaTor oUK €5 émawvor TiBepat, ToooDTOV &€ oL TPOTETTLY €S ETTALVOV.
To accept holy money and to aid men who plunder the most illustrious of oracles I do

not praise, but this much is to his credit.**

Despite Archidamus’ sacrilegious acts, the narrator — who is regularly described
as a pious man consistently censuring warfare between Greeks under the
influence of the Panhellenic sentiments of the period®” — finds something to
commend in Archidamus: he stopped the Phocians from killing or enslaving the
Delphians and razing the city to the ground. In general, the narrator is not prone
to utter condemning evaluative comments explicitly in his own voice on any
subject, not even on warfare between Greeks.

Art and objects are also evaluated.”® Apropos of paintings in a room to the
left of the propylaea, the entrance to the Athenian Acropolis, the narrator gets an

0111 10.3f.

7 Ibid. Onpaiots pév 87 morepely Tols Dukedo ddbikeTo pev kal (8l ouppaxtkd e
Xpipaoty, amd 8¢ kool Moyov Aakedaipoviol Te kal "Adnvalol obLow fjpvvov, ol pev
dpxatav &M Twa ék TOV Pwkéwr PYMIovelovTes evepyeatar, Aakedatoviol 8¢ Tpoddoel
HeV kal ovTol dLAias, kaTd éxBos 8¢ ol Sokelv TO OnBaiwy.

®B11110.4.

4 This supposed attitude of the narrator vis-a-vis war of Greek against Greek will be
discussed further below in chapter 8.

%0 On the frequently occurring 8éas d€los vel sim., cf. above chapter 3, with n. 66.
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opportunity to compare and contrast literary and pictorial representations of
themes from the Trojan war cycle.”’ One of the paintings depicted Polyxena
about to be slaughtered at Achilles’ tomb, ‘Homer did well in passing by this so
cruel an act’, the narrator comments.’” There was also a painting of Achilles at
Scyrus. ‘I think that [Homer] did well in representing Scyrus as conquered by
Achilles’, the narrator comments, and not claiming, as others do, that he lived
there with maidens; the latter theme is the motif of the painting which caused the
comment.” In a third painting Odysseus was standing near Nausicaa and the
other women who were washing clothes, ‘in exactly the same way as Homer
wrote.”* Note the transitions from one motif to another by way of comparing the
pictorial representation with the Homeric epics.

As to the commenting on the trustworthiness of the material, we may distinguish
between three different types. They all suggest varying degrees of confidence on
Ego’s part vis-a-vis the reported material. Ego’s contentment with the material
of the Periegesis appears to range from the dissatisfied to the satisfied, via the
hesitant. In the following the commenting of Ego the researcher concerning the
trustworthiness of the material will be discussed in an ascending order going
towards the comments which suggest satisfaction with the material.

When commenting in such a manner as to suggest dissatisfaction with the
trustworthiness of the material which is presented, the narrator most frequently
qualifies the information with ‘I do not know’ (oUk otda/icpev). That is, the
dissatisfaction springs from the fact that Ego is reaching the limits of his
knowledge, and has to — or feels the need to — confess his ignorance in certain
matters. Consider, for example, the following passage from the description of
the monument of the eponymous heroes on the Athenian Agora:

'122.6.

52 Ibid. ‘Oprpe 8¢ €b pev mapein T68e T Gpov oltws ¢pyov. This phrase, without any first
person, is a reminder of the fact that there are evaluations other than the ones listed above, in
n. 45. How to interpret evaluative words and phrases in contexts in which Ego is not explicitly
present through a first person pronoun or verb, is an interesting problem which is
unfortunately beyond the scope of the present study.

3 Ibid. €0 8¢ pot daivetar motfioar Tkdpov 1T "AXIMEwS dhoboav, obdEY dpolns Kal
6ooL Aéyouowy opod Tals mapbévols 'AXIANEa €xewr €v Zkupw Slairtav, d 81 kal
ITo\UyvwTos €ypalsev.

3 Ibid. kaTd Td abTd kabd 87 kal "Opnpos €moinge.
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Kékporra 8¢ kal TTavdlova — eldov ydp kal ToUTwy €V Tols ETWVUPOLS €lkOVaS — 0UK
olda oS dyouowy év TLUR" TpdTepds Te yap NpEe Kékpols... kal VoTepos. ..

As to Cecrops and Pandion (I saw statues of them, too, among the eponyms) I do not
know whom they honour. For both a Cecrops the first ruled... and a Cecrops the

second...”

With the comment ‘I do not know’, the narrator suggests that his investigation
did not yield unambiguous results. In the following the narrator clarifies wherein
the uncertainty lies. Cecrops and Pandion belong to the eponymous heroes of the
Athenians, this much is clear. The problem is that in the history of Athens, there
were two Cecropses and Pandions each. The investigations have led to
unsatisfying results, viz. the realisation that there are several possible
interpretations, and no means of determining which is the correct one. Hence the
‘I do not know’.

The narrator’s comment regarding the last motif mentioned in the long
description of the paintings of Polygnotus in Delphi, deserves some attention in
this context. The motif is Tantalus’ sufferings in the underworld. He is depicted
suffering all the torments that Homer has written about, i.e. hunger and thirst,
but,

... €TTL 8€ avTOlS TPOOETTIV Ol Kal TO €k ToD €mnpTNrévou NiBov delpa. ToAvyvwTos
pev 8AAGS €oTiv EmakolouBioas TG "ApxIAdxou \oyw: "Apxiloxos 8¢ olk oida elTe
€818dx0n Tapd dAwv Ta €s TOv MBov €(Te kal avTos €S TNV TOINOLY €0NVEYKATO.
... in addition to these, fear from the overhanging rock accrues to him. Polygnotus has
obviously followed Archilochus’ story. But I do not know whether Archilochus has
learnt the matter concerning the rock from others, or whether he himself introduced it

into the poem.56

In other words, when describing this motif, the narrator is mainly interested in
identifying the literary model for the scene depicted in the painting.”” Detecting

33 15.3. Other occurrences of ovk olda/iopev are: 12.3, 9.1, 11.7, 27.6, 29.1, 33.6, 37.5,
II'1.1, 6.2, 18.9, 29.2, 34.3, 36.1, 37.5, [11 4.6, 14.9, 18.11, 19.2, 24.5, 26.4, IV 2.7, 31.10,
34.6,35.5,V 838, 19.5,21.3,22.5,24.4, VI 4.5, 10.5, 12.6, 14.11, 15.1, 19.2, 19.11, VII 12.8,
17.6, VIII 4.5, 17.6, 18.6, 22.6, 47.3, 53.8, 1X 27.1,35.7,40.4, X 11.5, 17.1, 26.1, 31.12, 34.6,
37.2.

%X 31.12; the Homeric allusion is to Od. 11.582-592, Archilochus fragm. 91 West.

57 This concern is reminiscent of the treatment of the statues of Athena and Hephaestus in

I 14.6. There, too, the narrator’s concern is focussed on identifying the tradition behind the
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the influence of Homer and Archilochus on Polygnotus’ painting appears to
have been a simple matter. However, the narrator goes beyond simply
identifying the literary model. He proceeds to speculating whether Archilochus
himself invented the overhanging rock as an addition to the sufferings of
Tantalus, or whether he was merely following the previous tradition. He does
not have an answer to this question.”® However, it is interesting that the narrator
introduces the speculation at all into the Periegesis, considering the fact that he
must have done it fully aware of the fact that in the end he must confess ‘I do
not know’ in the matter.

Finally, mention must be made of the following comment about a bronze
statue of Zeus dedicated by Mummius after his defeat of the Achaean
Confederacy in 146 BC:

Popatov 6€ oUTe avdpa LOLOTNY ovTe O6THTOL THS PoUAiis ovdéva Moppiov TpdTEPOV
avdbnpa {opev és tepov dvaBévta EXAnuLkov.
We do not know of any Roman private person or member of the senate who has made a

dedication in a Greek sanctuary before Mummius.*

From both inscriptions and literature, we know about dedications made by
Romans in Greek sanctuaries before Mummius. Therefore, Pausanias has been
accused of error in his statement about Mummius in this passage.® An attempt
has been made to save Pausanias from error by forcing the meaning of dvdbnpa,
interpreting it to mean ‘statue of a god’ specifically, not ‘votive offering’ in

general.®!

However, in the light of the fact that the texts reads ‘we do not know
of any...’, there is no reason either to accuse Pausanias of error, or to save him

from it. That is, there is no unqualified claim that Mummius indeed was the first

depictions.

3% Cf. X 31.3f. where the narrator, apropos of Meleager in Hades, discusses variant versions
as to how he died. He notes that Phrynichus was the first one to mention in a drama the
firebrand with which Meleager’s term of life was connected. Adding that Phrynichus does not
elaborate the story about the firebrand, but merely alludes to the motif, the narrator concludes
that Phrynichus would not seem to have been the inventor of the tradition. Hereby the narrator
insinuates that he understands the license with which poets could handle the facts of a myth.
¥V 244.

0 cf. e.g. Habicht 1985: 99f. and Jacquemin 1999 ad loc., both with references to previous
studies and relevant authors and inscriptions.

o1 Tzifopoulos 1993.
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Roman to make dedications in a Greek sanctuary. All the narrator claims is not
to know of any previous Roman dedicant, i.e. he confesses to the limits of his
knowledge.®

Another means of indicating that Ego is reaching the limits of his
knowledge is for the narrator to use expressions like the following. Apropos of a
temple of Hades in Elis, the narrator notices:

avBpumor 8¢ wv loper povol TLpGow "Adny "Helol.

Of the people whom we know of, the Eleans are the only ones to worship Hades.**

That is, instead of unconditionally saying ‘the Eleans are the only ones to...’,
the narrator qualifies the statement: the Eleans are the only ones ‘of the people
whom we know of’. Thereby he acknowledges the limitations of his knowledge,
making clear that he is dissatisfied with the trustworthiness of the material
which is reported in the statement. Having finished discussing why the Eleans
have something as unusual as a cult for Hades, the narrator rounds off the
discussion with a comment on the custom to open the temple only once a year:

ékdoTou 8¢ dmaE dvolyew Tob éviavTtod vopilovowy, dTL olpat kal dvBpamols dra
1N kdBodos 1M €s Tob "Aldou ylveTatl.
They are wont to open it once a year, since I think the descent to Hades’ happens once

for man.**

Since Ego does not appear to have made any inquiries on the subject, he merely
conjectures that the reason behind the custom is that it is supposed to imitate the
fact that people enter Hades only once. The narrator here uses ‘I think’ (otjLat)
in order to make clear that the trustworthiness of the last piece of information is

uncertain.

The comments suggesting that the narrator feels uncertain as to the
trustworthiness of the material, and therefore is presenting it with some
hesitancy, will be discussed next. The above discussed comments which suggest

82 Cf. also the objections of Arafat 1996: 95f. to Tzifopoulos’ interpretation of the passage.

63 v125.2. Similar expressions as to the limitation of knowledge (Tp&dTos GV oida vel sim.)
are found in I 16.2, 25.7, 11 31.6, III 15.10, IV 17.2, 30.4, 30.6, VI 11.4, 25.2, VII 21.4,
VI 7.6, 41.3, IX 6.4, 21.3, 35.4, 36.4, X 23.1. The following are miscellaneous: X 27.3,
32.2.

8 v125.3.
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dissatisfaction with the trustworthiness appear to be occasioned by research
which has not yielded satisfactory results, although the material is such that one
should have been able to figure it out through research, at least in theory. When
the narrator expresses uncertainty, he does this apropos of material concerning
which it is impossible to reach absolute certainty, even in theory. The comments
expressing uncertainty are, thus, mostly made when the narrator is attributing
thoughts, feelings, motives etc. to others, or when the narrator wishes to make
clear that what is said is Ego’s opinion regarding the material. These are explicit
signs of external focalisation, i.e. by introducing them into the text, the narrator
indicates that he cannot get below the surface of things without entering the
realm of conjecture and suppositions, and demonstrates his ‘marked ignorance
with respect to the hero’s real thoughts’.%> Of the numerous passages containing
comments suggesting uncertainty, only a few can be discussed here. The phrases
Bok®, Bokel pot, dokotal pot, or dokelv pot (‘I think’, ‘it seems to me”) are the
most frequently used when the narrator marks the statement as uncertain, i.e. the
information of the Periegesis as being dependent on Ego’s frail discernment.*

In the long biographical note on Pyrrhus of Epirus, occasioned by a statue
of him somewhere in Athens, the narrator tells among other things about
Pyrrhus’ Italian venture.”” Among Pyrrhus’ failed successes, the most famous
feature of his doings in Italy was his use of elephants when fighting against the
Romans. The narrator, too, appears to consider the use of elephants as most

% On focalisation, cf. Genette 1980: 185-194, quote p. 194, and Genette 1988: 72-78, which
is a response to the way in which Bal 1977: 19-58 critiqued and transformed his concept of
focalisation; cf. also the excellent defence of the Genettian over the Balian concept of
focalisation by Rood 1998: 11-14 and 294-296.

115,43,83,9.7, 124, 14.3, 17.5, 20.7, 21.2, 22.7, 23.4, 29.2, 34.5, 38.4, 41.8, 44.1,
m1.6,64,11.4,11.5,14.3, 18.7, 19.8, 21.10, 26.7, 27.5, 30.2, 31.1, 31.2, 31.5, 33.3, 34.5,
35.5,37.3,37.4,38.2,111 2.4,4.7, 8.2, 8.10, 10.3, 12.2, 16.7, 17.3, 18.5, 19.6, 19.8, 21.1,22.3
(bis), 26.4,1V 1.3, 2.2, 2.3, 16.10, 27.3, 29.6, 31.8, 33.2, 33.7, 35.2, 36.5, V 3.4, 8.10, 10.8,
11.8, 12.3, 13.6, 14.2, 14.7, 22.7, 26.1, 27.8, VI 4.9, 9.3, 11.5, 12.6, 20.18, 21.9, 22.11,
VII2.7,6.4,7.5,7.9,19.10, 22.1, 27.7, VIII 1.4, 2.2, 7.8, 8.12, 14.12, 26.7, 31.6, 34.1, 35.2,
35.4,35.8,35.10, IX 1.1, 1.2, 3.2 (bis), 5.1, 5.10, 7.2, 7.4, 10.4, 21.1, 21.4, 21.5, 22.2, 24.3,
25.9, 30.4, 31.9, 36.3, 40.6, 40.10, 41.3, X 3.4, 5.12, 7.8, 8.8, 10.4 (bis), 12.4, 16.6, 17.4,
19.11, 21.7, 25.3, 26.2, 28.2, 35.3. Some of these passages will be discussed below in other
contexts too.

87 Pyrrhus’ biography I 11.1-13.9; the Ttalian venture I 12.1-13.1.
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notable. At least he dwells on the subject of the elephants by, to begin with,
explaining how Pyrrhus got hold of his elephants.”® The Romans were terrified
at the sight of them, since, the narrator explains, ‘they thought that they were
something else than animals’.” This provides the narrator with an opportunity to
dwell further on the subject of elephants, now by explaining how recent the
knowledge of elephants was among the Greeks at the time of Pyrrhus, as
compared to the ancient knowledge of ivory. This is proven by Homer who
mentions ivory-products, but not elephants. Indeed, the narrator continues:

Beaodpevos 8¢ 1| TETUOIEVOS EPVNILOVEVTEY AV TOND Y€ TPOTEPOV, €lLOL BOKELY, T
TTvypatov Te avdpdv Kal yepavoy pdxmns.
Had he seen or heard [sc. of elephants], he would have mentioned them much rather — I

think — than a battle between Pygmies and cranes.”

That is, the narrator appears to opine that it would have been much more
impressive to talk about the noise caused by elephants than by cranes, and,
further, that this would have been the opinion of Homer, too. He, therefore,
concludes that the reason why Homer mentions cranes instead of elephants is
that he did not know about the animals. The line of reasoning is uncertain. The
narrator appears to have realised this, and marks the uncertainty by inserting an
‘I think” (épol Sokelv).

Describing the Isthmus, the narrator points out that it is sacred to Poseidon.
The story explaining this circumstance is introduced with the following words:

70 8¢ oU Kopwbiots pévov mept ThHS XWpas 0TV elpnpévor, dANd €jLol SoKeTy

‘Abnpatot Tp@ToL mEPL THS "ATTLKNS €0EUVONGYNTAV.

®1123.

% Ibid. &o TU kal ov {@a elval voploavtas. Occasionally, as in the present passage, the
narrator ascribes thoughts and the like to others without adding any ‘I think” or other phrase to
that effect. In other words, we have here an alteration to the dominant external focalisation,
momentarily giving more information about the inner thoughts of somebody else with greater
confidence than is typical of the Periegesis; such occurrences are termed ‘paralepsis’ by
Genette 1980: 194-198, esp. 197. It should be noted that generally speaking ancient
historiography does not quite obey the same rules as modern historiography. In the
presentation of the subject matter, ancient historiography is on the whole much more open to
fictionalising traits than modern historiography, inter alia by not strictly adhering to external
focalisation; cf. e.g. de Jong 2004: 8f., which is a response to Cohn 1999: 109-131.

0 12.4. The reference is to II. 3.3-7.
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The Corinthians are not alone in relating a story about their land; the Athenians, I think,

were first to say such solemn things about Attica.”!

Thereupon the narrator goes on to explain how Briareus gave the Isthmus to
Poseidon and the Acrocorinth to Helius, when the two gods rivalled for the
honours. What is particularly noteworthy with the above quoted introductory
statement, is the fact that the narrator introduces the Corinthian story by citing a
parallel: the Athenians, too, have a similar story about gods vying for being
patrons of their land.” Moreover, the narrator adds the uncertain piece of
information — note ‘I think” (épol Sokelv) — that the Athenians were the first to
solemnify their past in such a manner.

Although different forms of Sokéw are, by far, the most frequently
occurring markers of uncertainty, there are other verbs and phrases at the
narrator’s disposal for this purpose. For instance, in Athens there is a temple of
Eucleia (‘Good Repute’). This, the narrator informs us, has been dedicated from
the spoils taken from the Persians who landed at Marathon. Apropos of this
temple the following comment is made:

bpovijoat 8¢ "Abnvatovs émi T vikn TavTN pdA\loTa €lkAlo. ..

I guess that the Athenians are particularly proud of this victory.. 7

‘I guess’? We may be fairly certain that the narrator did not doubt that the
Athenians indeed were particularly proud of their victory at Marathon, although
we cannot state it for a fact. Therefore the narrator’s ‘I guess’ appears to feign
uncertainty, and should probably be understood ironically. The narrator goes on

1 1.6.

Ztisa recurring characteristic of the Periegesis that the narrator cites parallels to any story
or phenomenon that he is in the process of talking about; on this, cf. below chapter 7.

P 114.5. See also eikd(w etc. 11 11.7, IV 1.3, 27.1, V 23.7, 25.5, VI[ 21.8, VIIL 8.3, 17.2,
25.7,37.1,1X 2.7, X 4.2, 25.4, 37.2; nyovpar 131.5, 42.4, 11 12.5, 35.9, V 23.6, VI 19.13;
KaTa yvounv/o6av v éunfv etc. 133.1, 39.3, 111 14.5, IV 6.5, 35.1, VI 8.4, 14.2, 19.5,
VIII 28.2, 43.6, X 29.4, 37.3; vopilw etc. 128.10, 42.4, V 23.7, IX 35.3; otpar 141.9,
11 20.9, VI 25.3; meibopar 116.3, 41.4, I14.2, 19.3, 37.4, IV 11.8, V 5.9, 7.3, VII 26.8,
VIII 8.5, IX 2.4, 21.4, 21.6 (bis), IX 37.5, 40.4, 40.12; Ttexpaipopar etc. 128.1, IT 35.2,
VII 5.9, VIII 22.7, X 31.11, 32.14, 33.3, 38.10; daiveTal pou ete. I1 13.5,29.9, 31.4, 111 18.5,
V 14.2,17.3,20.5, V14.7,7.7, 8.2, VI 23.9, VIII 22.6, 22.7, 48.6, 1X 8.5, 22.3, 27.8, X 4.2,
11.6, 22.9, 33.6. The following are miscellaneous: 11 28.2, III 11.11, V 15.7, 19.7, 19.10,
VII 19.5,1X 11.4, X 15.5.
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to cite Aeschylus as evidence of his assumption: Aeschylus wanted to be
remembered for fighting the Persians at Marathon, not for his literary fame.™

Occasionally, the reason why the narrator marks a specific piece of
information as uncertain, appears to be no other than his wish to make clear that
what is said is not explicitly corroborated in some source other than himself.
Consider, for instance, the following passage, apropos of a statue of Apollo
Lycius:

TO 8¢ €€ dpxfis Aavaod kal 6 vads kal TO Edavov avddna fr- Edava ydp &1 TOTE

etvat TelBopat mavTa kal pd\oTa Td AlyTTia.

Originally, the temple and the xoanon were dedicated by Danaus. For I believe that in

those days all [sc. statues], in particular the Egyptian ones, were xoana.”

In the first proposition, the narrator says ‘the xoanon’ (i.e. statue of wood), as if
he knew for certain that the statue in fact was a wooden one. In the second
proposition he clarifies the first statement: ‘(I say the xoanon) for’, when
Danaus lived, the practice was to use wood for sculpture. On this Ego is nearly
certain, but he is hesitant enough to mark the trustworthiness of the statement as
uncertain by using ‘I believe’ (melfopar).

Finally, an instance which procures a transition between the passages in
which the narrator makes clear that he is uncertain regarding the trustworthiness
of the material, and those passages in which he makes clear that he is rather
confident as to its trustworthiness. Apropos of Oeantheia and Naupactus in
Locris, the narrator discusses the origin of the names of the cities. Oeantheia got
its name, ‘I presume’ (Tekpatpopatr), from some woman or nymph — this is a
matter in which the narrator cannot but guess. But Naupactus, ‘I know’ (0i8a), is
the site where the Dorians with the children of Aristomachus are reputed to have
built the ships with which they sailed over to the Peloponnesus.” Hence the

name.

™ Is one to read the comment in I 21.2 in the light of this remark? In the theatre of Dionysus
in Athens, there were statues of famous writers of tragedies and comedies. Among the
tragedians, the narrator notes a statue of Aeschylus; this statue, ‘I think” (5ok®), was sculpted
much after Aeschylus’ death.

11 19.3. On xoanon and other vocabulary for ‘statue’ in the Periegesis, cf. Schubart 1866
passim, Pritchett 1998: 204-294, Pritchett 1999: 168—182, and Vincent 2003 passim.

X 38.10 k\nbfivar 8¢ dmd yuvaikds 1§ vipdns Tekpalpopar TV TOAY, émel el
NavmdkTy ye olda elpnuévor is Awplels ol Opod Tols "AploTopdxov Talol Td TAold
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When the narrator makes it clear that he is satisfied with the trustworthiness of
the information, the certainty which he signals mostly has reference to some
specific detail in a larger context. However, the ‘I know’ (oida/{cper) which is
used to signal certainty regarding some detail, though formally speaking not
reaching beyond it, gives an air of certainty to the larger context in which it is
embedded, at least on a perfunctory reading.”” Similarly, the much more
frequently occurring markers of uncertainty give a hint of uncertainty to the
context in which they occur. By occasionally signalling certainty with ‘I know’,
the narrator gives the readers a much needed breathing-space where for a
moment they can rest their minds assured in the knowledge that the narrator is
prepared to guarantee the trustworthiness of at least some piece of information.

Closing a lengthy discussion on the deadly water of Styx in Arcadia, the
narrator makes the following observation:

€l 8¢ kal "ANeEdrdpou ToD DNTTTTOU CLVERT TNV TENeUTTV SLd ToL dappdkov
yevéoBat TouTov, oad@s eV ovk olda, Aeyopevor 8¢ oildd.
Whether Alexander the son of Philip, too, happened to die from this poison, I do not

know for certain, but I know that it is reported.78

avTébL €motioavTo, ots és Tehomévvnoov émepatwbnoav.

7 Passages in which 01601/'[0;161/ signals certainty: 123.4, 24.8, 27.1, 29.1, 29.2, 11 1.8, 12.3,
18.4,27.1,111 3.9, 19.11, 20.4, 20.6, 24.7, 24.11, 26.2, 26.6, 26.10, IV 14.7, 14.8, 32.4, 35.12,
36.6, V1.3,7.4, 14.7, 14.9, VI22.6, VI1 6.6, VIII 5.11, 13.1, 15.2, 18.6, 22.2, 33.1, 40.3,
46.3,1X 3.8, 11.7, X 29.2, 32.8, 38.10. We do not count II 2.2. Here Spiro 1903 and Rocha-
Pereira 1989-1990 print ovk dv o8’ et, which is an emendation proposed by Madvig 1871:
705 for a manuscript reading which does not make sense (ovk dv ouvd’ €l). Though the
emendation proposed by Madvig would produce good Greek, another emendation, proposed
by Lobeck 1829: 284 n. f, would probably produce more Pausanian Greek: ovk dv ovdé. This
emendation is preferred by Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 and Frazer 1898, I: 569f.; cf. also,
regarding Lobeck’s emendation, the comment of Musti 1986 app. crit. ad loc. ‘quod mea
sententia esse potest’. Indeed, Madvig’s objection (‘nemo tamen sic haec copulavit: ovk av
0Ud€’) against Lobeck’s conjecture does not hold. It may be that the combination oUk dv ovdé
is unusual in good (?) Greek, but in the Periegesis there are two occurrences of the
combination, cf. I 11.6 and IX 39.10.

8 VIII 17.6-18.6, quote §18.6.
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That is, whereas the narrator is dissatisfied as to the truth-value of the report that
Alexander of Macedon was poisoned by the water of Styx, he can at least be
certain that there is a report to that effect.”

On the Athenian Acropolis, there was a statue of Apollo Parnopius, said to
be the work of Phidias. As to the surname, Parnopius (‘of the locusts’), the
narrator notes that it was given to Apollo because the god promised to avert
locusts that were devastating the land. However, Ego does not appear to have

been able to find out all that he wanted about this event:

Kal OTL pév améTpeder {oaat, TpoOTw 8€ 0U Aéyouat Tolw. TPLs 8¢ avToOs 1N
Tdpromas ék TumUlov Tob Gpovs ov kaTd TavTd olda GpBapévTas. ..
That he drove them away they know, but they do not say how. I myself know that

locusts have been exterminated from mount Sipylus three times in different ways.. o

The information failed regarding the specific destruction of locusts, which was
the occasion for the dedication of the statue. Instead of speculating about the
manner of their destruction, the narrator fills the gap by reporting about three
different ways in which ‘I know’ (0l8a) that locusts have been destroyed at a
different place: heavy wind, rain followed by heat, and sudden cold.

Again, describing the temple of Athena Polias on the Athenian Acropolis,
the narrator enumerates some old artefacts in it. Among these were spoils taken
from the Persians: the breastplate of Masistius who commanded the Persian
cavalry at Plataea and a sword which reportedly was Mardonius’ (dkivdkns
Mapdoviov \eybpevos etvar).®' By inserting \eydpevos, ‘being said’, to the last
part of the statement, the narrator reminds the reader of the fact that he is merely
reporting data originating from someone else. ‘I know’ (0l8a), the narrator
continues, that the Athenians killed Masistius in the battle, thereby implying that
he has no difficulty believing that the breastplate indeed was Masistius’. As to
Mardonius, he is not equally certain. Pointing to the fact that Mardonius fought
against the Lacedaemonians in the battle and was killed by a Spartiate, the
narrator suggests that it is not likely that the Athenians would have been allowed

7 Among others, Plutarch Alexander 77.4f. reports the story. He, too, remarks that there are
some who disbelieve it; cf. Frazer 1898 ad loc. VIII 18.6 for references to other authors who
mention the story.

8012438.
81127.1.
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to take Mardonius’ sword.*” Thus, though not altogether dismissing the idea, the
narrator is not quite prepared to accept it either. In this regard, only one thing is
certain: Masistius was killed by Athenians at Plataea.

Finally, before proceeding to the criticising role of Ego the researcher, there is
yet one category of comments to be considered in the present context. These are
a few passages in which the narrator expresses an opinion as to the veracity of
the information. In these passages, the narrator explicitly and emphatically states
whether he regards the information as reasonable or believable. For example, in
the historical introduction to the Arcadica, the narrator reports about the failed
return of the Heraclidae when their leader Hyllus was killed on the Isthmus by
Echemus, king of Arcadia. Apropos of this, the narrator explains:

Tdde yap edaiveTo elkdTa €lvai ot pa\ov § 6 mpodTEPOS AGY0S, €V ¢ BactheleLy
T€ "Axaldv Tnuikatta 'Opéatny €ypadsa kat "YAov €mt "OpéaTov BacthelovTos
amomelpdoat kafodov Ths €s IMelomdvvnoov.

For this seemed to me more reasonable than the previous account, in which I wrote that
Orestes was king of the Achaeans at that time and that Hyllus tried to return to the

Peloponnesus during Orestes’ relgn.8

That is, the narrator has obviously found new facts that did not quite agree with
information previously included in the Periegesis. He, therefore, takes the
opportunity to draw the reader’s attention to the fact that there is information in
the work that he now finds erroneous, and to correct himself. Interestingly, at the
beginning of the Arcadica, the narrator on two further occasions seizes the
opportunity to explain to the reader that he has come to a new and improved
understanding of things.**

82 Ibid. MapSoviov 8¢ paxeoapévov Aakedatpoviols évavtia kal vmd dvdpds mapTLdTov
meobrTos 0Ud’ dv UmedéEavTo dpxnyr ouvde lows 'ABnvalols Taphkav ¢épecdal
AaKedatpLovior TOV AKLVAKTY.

83 VIII 5.1, the reference is to 141.2. Other passages in which the information is explicitly
said to be reasonable: 11 23.3, IIT 11.11, 14.7, 16.7,1V 1.9, 2.3, 6.3, VIII 14.12,25.11. 11 19.8
and VIII 35.4 are negated. Some of these passages have already been mentioned above, others
will be mentioned again in the next section.

8 VI 2.1 ovkéTt 8¢ T Tap' "Adnvaiots Tlavadivaia Tedivat mpéTepa amopaivopat ‘I no
longer claim that the Panathenaea among the Athenians was held before [the Lycaea].” This is
a view that has not been expressed previously in the Periegesis. VIII 8.2f. is discussed in
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Among the occasionally emphatic professions to believe some thing or
other, one passage will be singled out. In the Boeotica, apropos of the tomb of
the sons of Oedipus, the narrator states the following:

ot ém’ adTols Spopeva d ov Beacdpevos moTd dpws Umeilnda elvat.
There is a rite performed in their honour which I believe credible despite not having

seen it.%

After describing the rite, or rather the fact that the flame divides itself in two,
and that the sacrificial smoke goes in two directions, the narrator goes on to
explain that the reason why he believes this story, is the fact that he has seen for
himself something similar in Mysia. In Pionia, when they sacrifice to the
founder Pionis, the smoke rises from the tomb by itself.* This passage is one of
numerous instances in which Ego tests or tries to prove the veracity of the
information by seeking parallels for it. The similarities between what happens
on the two tombs may not be obvious to all, but for Ego they are evident enough
to cite the one as evidence for believing the report about the other to be true.

5.4 Criticising

Finally, turning to the criticising role of Ego the researcher, we will discuss
passages in which the narrator indicates deficiencies and faults with the material
which he is reporting. To begin with, consider the following passage:

OBuTa 8¢ Tov pev avdpravta "Axatol kaTta TpéoTaypa avébecav Tob €v Aehdols
"ATOMWYOS €L OAUpTLAS0S 0YdonkoaThS: 1) 6€ Tov oTadlov vikn TO OLBOTQ
Yéyovev ONUpPTLASL €kTT). TAS dv oV THY ve év IMaTatals pdaxny pepaxniévos o
OiBwTas €in peTa ENAvov; TEPTT ydp €L TH €BSOUNKOTTT ONUILTLASL TO
TTalopa éyéveTo <to> €v I\aTatals Mapdovip kai Midots. €pol pév obv Aéyely
pev ta vmo ‘ENrov Aeydpeva avdykn, melbeabal 8¢ TATLY OUKETL AvdyKT). Td O€

d\\a 6Tota Td oupBdrta Ny €s Tov OlBwTav, TH €s "AXaLols TPooEéaTal Lot

detail below.

% IX 18.3. Other passages in which the narrator emphatically explains to believe a particular
piece of information to be true: 1 23.2, 29.2, IV 29.7, 35.12, V 6.2, 7.3, VI 22.6, VIII 2.3-7,
1X 20.4-21.6, particularly §21.6.

81X 18.3f.
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ouyypadt.

The Achaeans dedicated the statue of Oebotas in accordance with a command of Apollo
in Delphi in the 80" Olympiad. Oebotas won the stadion in the 6™ Olympiad. Therefore,
how could Oebotas have fought in the battle at Plataca with the Greeks? For Mardonius
and the Persian suffered their defeat at Plataea in the 75" Olympiad. Now, I have to
report what is said by the Greeks, but I do not have to believe them all. As to the other

things that happened to Oebotas, they will be added to my account of the Achaeans.®’

In this passage, Ego is prominent indeed. First, in the quoted text, the facts about
Oebotas and his statue in Olympia are stated: ordered by Apollo, the Achaeans
dedicated the statue in the 80™ Olympiad (460 BC), Oebotas won his victory in
the 6™ Olympiad (756 BC). After stating these facts, the narrator asks,
rhetorically, how this man could have fought at the battle of Plataea, pointing to
the chronological impossibility of anything of that sort. The facts that actually
are included in the text would probably not themselves have prompted such a
criticising reaction on the narrator’s part. Here the narrator is apparently arguing
against something that has been left out of the text, presumably a claim (made
by whom?) that Oebotas fought at Plataca. However, the most notable feature of
this passage is what follows, viz. the claim that ‘I have to report’ the Greek
traditions but not necessarily believe in them all. As has been noticed long ago,
this statement is an obvious Herodotean echo:

€Y0 8¢ 0beilw Méyewr Ta \eyopeva, melbeabal ye pev ov TavTdmaow odbellw, Kat
JLOL TOUTO TO €T0S €XETW €S TAVTA TOV AOYOV.
I have to record what is said, but I do not have to believe in it altogether; may this

statement apply to the whole of my narrative.®

The similarities do not merely lie in the locution; the narrators of the Histories
and the Periegesis express the same sentiments, apparently with the same
sincerity, too. However, the assertions of both Herodotus and Pausanias may
very well be given a more vicious interpretation, if they are viewed not as
resulting from a legitimate attempt to establish the tradition, but as a malignant
historian’s means for getting away with slanderous reports without having to

87 V1 3.8, the reference is to VII 17.6f. and 17.13f.

8 Herodotus 7.152.3; cf. e.g. Pfundtner 1866: 9f., Heer 1979: 97f., Habicht 1985: 147, and
Dalfen 1996: 166. In the Syrian Goddess 11, too, there is a similar expression: Tovs €yo
TAVTAS PEV €péw, Békopat &€ ovdapnd ‘T will tell them all, but by no means do I accept
them’; cf. also Lightfoot 2003: 167f. and 334f.
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guarantee the truth of one’s assertions.” Be that as it may, on the face of it, the
disclaimers signal uncertainty, whether sincere or insincere is for the narrators to
know and for the readers to interpret.

The Herodotean expression of disbelief comes in a passage where the
narrator has reported two different versions, and is about to give a third
malicious explanation, as to why the Argives behaved as they did when the
Persians invaded Greece. His statement is not a profession of his mindless
recording of all the traditions he is told, but a reminder of the fact that neither
the narrator nor the reader is obliged to believe all of the many traditions and
variant versions that find their way into the Histories. That is, with the above
quoted statement, the Herodotean narrator wants to remind the reader that, given
the fluidity of the historical record, the fact that alternative versions are recorded
do not imply that they have gained credence with the narrator. Moreover,
considering the above, the reader, too, is warned that the narrative of the
Histories should be handled with caution.”

In this regard the Histories and the Periegesis are alike, i.e. in both of them
the narrators work with material that is difficult to manage, and they constantly
point to alternative versions and questions that cannot be answered.” Just as the
statement in the Histories is occasioned by the narrator’s confrontation with
information that he judges to be false, so is the statement in the Periegesis
occasioned by a claim against which the narrator argues, explicitly making clear
that he cannot accept it as true. In the Periegesis, the claim that prompted the
narrator to declare that he has to record all, not believe it, remains, ironically,
suppressed, though easily supplied from the context.

% Such is, basically, Plutarch’s interpretation of Herodotus’ history, cf. De Herodoti
Malignitate, esp. 863C-D on Herodotus 7.152.3. Plutarch objects to this disclaimer of
Herodotus’, apparently considering it to be one of the devices at Herodotus’ disposal for
telling several different versions of the same event, without adhering to any one of them, and
— more seriously — without giving any guarantees as to the truth of the stories he tells. On this
Plutarchean essay, cf. in particular Marincola 1994 passim, esp. 202f. on Plutarch’s reaction
to Herodotus 7.152.3. Cf. also below chapter 9.

® For a similar interpretation of the Herodotean passage, cf. Lateiner 1989: 55-108, esp. 56
and 79f.

! Alternative versions in the Periegesis have been discussed above; for alternative versions in
the Histories, cf. e.g. Lateiner 1989: 76-90.
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In a number of passages, the critique is not as explicitly asserted as in the
passage just discussed. This is the case when the narrator makes affirmations
like the following, which is a statement introducing the tradition behind two
xoana of Dionysus:

T 8¢ eyopeva €s T Edava kal €yo ypddo.

1, too, will write what is said about the xoana.”*

Whereupon follows the well known story of how Pentheus, spying on the
women celebrating Dionysian rituals on mount Cithaeron, climbed a tree and
how he, upon discovery, was torn down and torn into pieces by the women.
Later, ‘according to Corinthians’ (ws KopivBiot Aéyovowv), the narrator says,
reminding his readers of the fact that he is merely repeating somebody else’s
words, the Corinthians were ordered by the Pythia to find the tree in question
and venerate it as much as the god himself. ‘And therefore these statues are
made of that material’, the narrator concludes.

Comparing the present passage to the one quoted earlier, there are both
similarities and differences to be observed. The main difference is, of course, the
fact that in the present passage the critique of the material is implied rather than
explicitly stated. The narrator does not argue against the story told, nor does he
declare that he does not believe it. All he does, is to make clear that he is merely
repeating somebody else’s story.”

However, in the majority of the more than 60 passages in which the criticising
role of Ego is introduced in order to indicate explicitly the faults with the source
material of the Periegesis, Ego appears to be more confident in his criticism.
Consider the following passage from the description of a statue of Hera, with a
pomegranate in one hand and a sceptre on which a cuckoo sits in the other. The
story about the pomegranate the narrator cannot tell.”* The cuckoo, ‘they say’
(baov), sits on the sceptre because of a story (AéyovTes) according to which

211 2.6f., quote §6.

% Similar, implicit criticism, is found in the following passages: 11 21.8, III 24.7, VI 26.1f.,
VII 23.2, VIII 3.6. Cf. also above, on the \éyovoL(v) and dbaoi(v) passages which can be
interpreted to signal scepticism or implicit criticism on the narrator’s part vis-a-vis the
material which is introduced with the verbs of saying.

* This is an instance of explicit religious silence, cf. above chapter 3.
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Zeus, in love with young Hera, changed into that bird; she chased it as a toy.
About this the narrator says:

TOUTOV TOV AOYOV Kal 00d €0LKOTA €lpnTal Tepl Be@V 0UK dTOSEXOEVOS Ypddw,
vYpadw 8¢ 0vdEV Hooov.
This story and similar traditions told about the gods I record although I do not accept

them, but I record them nonetheless.”

That is, the narrator does not accept the traditions about the gods, but records
them nonetheless. This statement is rather similar to the one made concerning
Oebotas’ statue in Olympia. In the present passage, however, the narrator’s
scepticism is limited to tales about the gods. Further, it may be noted that later in
the Periegesis, the narrator seizes an opportunity to explain that his personal
view on the Greek traditions about the gods has changed. Apropos of an
Arcadian story that Rhea, when Poseidon was born, hid the child and gave
Cronus a foal to eat, just as she later gave him a rock instead of Zeus, the
narrator declares:

ToUTOLS ‘EAMjrwv €yw Tols Noyols dpXOpHevos pev THs ouyypadhs endlas évepov
mAéoV, €S &€ Td 'ApkdSwr TpoeANAVBWS TpdvoLay mepL AUTOY ToLdrde ENdpparov...
At the beginning of my work, I used to ascribe to these Greek traditions rather a lot of
foolishness, but as I have come to the Arcadians I have reached the following

considered opinion about them.. 6

This new view on the traditions about the gods is the idea that the traditions
have sprung from the enigmatic sayings of the sages of old. Therefore, the
narrator declares, he will follow the traditions when it comes to stories about the
gods (Tols elpnuévots xpnoodueda). As to the story about Cronus, the narrator
explains that ‘I guessed’ (elkalov) that it represents some Greek wisdom.”’

% I 17.4; this passage is commonly seen as an expression of Pausanias’ earlier views on
myths concerning the gods, cf. e.g. Robert 1909: 37 n. 1, Foccardi 1987: 7681, and Dalfen
1996: 162f.

% VIII 8.2f., quote §3.

% On the ‘conversion’ of Pausanias, cf. e.g. Krueger 1860: 10—13, Habicht 1985: 156f.,
Elsner 1995: 144, Piettre 2000: 84-86 (with references to earlier literature); see also Oliver
1972 passim. This statement is commonly interpreted as signifying that Pausanias, overcome
by the ancient Arcadian traditions, could no longer dismiss them, cf. Veyne 1988: 98-100. It
should be noted that this is a conversion only as regards legends about the gods. That is, his
faith has not changed, nor his attitude towards the accounts about the heroes. Note also
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In Megara there is a temple for Apollo and Artemis, which, ‘they say’
(daor), was made by Alcathus after he had slain the lion of mount Cithaeron.
Apropos of this temple, the narrator tells how this Alcathus, son of Pelops,
became king of Megara. One of king Megareus’ children had been killed by this
lion, and his only other male child, campaigning with the Dioscuri against
Aphidna, had earlier been killed by Theseus. Consequently, Megareus promised
his daughter’s hand in marriage and the throne to anyone who would kill the
lion. Alcathus did this, became king and built the temple, which triggered the
account.”® Ego cannot fully accept the Megarean account; this the narrator
confesses at the beginning of his criticising the tradition:

TAUTA PV OUTW YeVéahal MéyouoLy: éyn 8€ ypddelv pev é8élnw Meyapeloly
OPLONOYOUVTA, OUK €X0 &€ OTWS eVpwpal TdvTa odloww...
They say that it happened in such a way; but, although I want to write things in

accordance with the Megareans, I cannot find everything in accordance with them.. 2

Ego grants that ‘I do believe’ (meifopat) that Alcathus killed the lion. However,
next he asks for the source of the tradition — ‘who has written?’ — that Timalcus,
Megareus’ son, went to Aphidna with the Dioscuri. ‘And’, the narrator
continues, ‘if he came there, how is one to assume that he was killed by
Theseus?’'® Next appears the reason why the narrator can argue with such
confidence against the Megareans: he has three pieces of evidence which
support his argument. He explains that Alcman, in his song about the Dioscuri,
says that Theseus himself was absent when the Dioscuri captured Athens and

VII 23.7f., where the narrator reports a conversation he claims Ego to have had with a
Sidonian in a sanctuary of Asclepius on the nature of Asclepius and his father; cf. Habicht
1985: 157-159, with references to earlier discussions on this passage.
98

141.3.

#141.4. We read elpopat together with Musti 1982, Spiro 1903, and the manuscripts (the
dative odiow is easily explained by understanding opoloyotvta from the previous clause, cf.
Siebelis 1822-1828 ad loc.). Among the numerous conjectures suggested, Clavier’s
18141821 oupdépwpar has been accepted by e.g. Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910, Rocha-
Pereira 1989-1990, and Casevitz 1992.

19 1bid. Meyapéws 8¢ Tipahkor maida Tis pev és "AdLdrvav éNdely HeTd Tov ALookolpwy
€ypalse; TS 8 dv ddLkopevos avatpedijval vopilotto Lo Onoéws kTA.; Cf. also III 18.5,
where the narrator again expresses doubts regarding a battle at Aphidna.
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1" Moreover, the narrator

took his mother captive; Pindar agrees with Alcman.
points to the fact that ‘anyone who has researched the genealogy’ (60TLs
€yevealdoynoe) must recognise the foolishness of the Megareans, if Theseus
was indeed a descendant of Pelops. After this statement, the readers are,
however, to connect the dots themselves: Theseus being Pelops’ great-grandson
and Alcathus his son, Timalcus cannot have been of the same generation as both
Theseus and Alcathus. This means, again, that Theseus cannot have been his
slayer. The narrator even speculates that a desire to appear to have a tidy order
of succession is the reason why the Megareans entertain such false notions.

In other instances, too, Ego may be observed arguing in an equally
confident manner against local traditions and other notions with which he finds
fault.'"” Some of these passages will be singled out. Celeae lies outside Phlius.
Every four years mysteries are celebrated there in honour of Demeter. The
narrator notes that the rites are copied from the Eleusinian mysteries; this is a
fact that the Phliasians themselves admit (Opoloyolot).'”* There is a tradition
explaining these similarities. ‘They say’ (daoiv), the narrator explains, that
Dysaules, brother of Celeus, was expelled from Eleusis by Ion at the time when
Athens and Eleusis were at war; he came to Celeae and established the
mysteries. To this the narrator objects:

TOUTO PeV 81 PALaciols oUK €0TLY OTOS OPOAOYNOW, KpATNOEVTA pLdXn T

"Exevowiov duydda amelabévta olxeadal.

1911 41.4f.; Alcman fragm. 21 Page, Pindar fragm. 243 Snell.

"2 C£.19.8, 30.3, 33.3, 35.7f.,, 41.8, 11 12.6, 16.3f., 19.8, 21.1, 21.10, 23.3, 23.5f., 26.7-10,
30.5, 31.2 (with a reference to III 25.4-6), 34.5, Il 15.11, 18.5, 24.10f., IV 1.7-9, 6.1-5,
15.2f., V 16.4 (with a reference to 11 21.10), 18.7, VI 18.6, VII 2.7, 19.10, VIII 14.5-7 (this
passage is discussed further in chapter 6), 24.13f., IX 27.6-8, 31.7-9, X 5.10-12, 38.5f. The
following are a selection of criticising passages without any first person: III 13.1f., 25.4-6,
VIII 6.5, 11.5f., 24.1f., 24.5, 25.7, 25.12, IX 12.2. We list them as a reminder of the fact that
the passages in which Ego is explicitly present through a first person pronoun or verb do not
give us all the instances in which the material is criticised in the Periegesis. However, by
focusing solely on the passages with a first person one does get all the instances in which the
criticism is explicitly presented as Ego’s and nobody else’s.

18311 14.1.
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In this, I cannot possibly agree with the Phliasians, that some Eleusinian would have

been defeated in battle and driven off as an exile.'™

The narrator immediately gives his reasons for the critique of the local tradition:
the war between Athens and Eleusis was ended with a treaty before it was
fought till an end. Moreover, the narrator points to the fact that Eumolpus, the
leader of the Eleusinians, stayed in Eleusis.'” Concluding this line of argument
by admitting the possibility that Dysaules can have come to Celeae from Eleusis
for some other reason than the one told by the Phliasians, the narrator next calls
into question the report about Dysaules’ descent. He was not, ‘I think’ (éjLot
dokelv), related to Celeus, nor even one of the Eleusinian notables. In criticising
this point in the tradition about Dysaules, Ego uses the modifier ‘I think’,
making clear that there is some degree of uncertainty in his mind. There is,
however, corroboration for this belief. Quoting three verses of the Homeric
hymn to Demeter as evidence, Ego claims that, had Dysaules been one of the
Eleusinian notables, Homer would not have passed him by.'" After this
thorough critique of the tradition behind the mysteries at Celeae, the narrator
concludes:

obTos &’ olv, (s ol PALdoLol daoty, 6 AUCAUNS KATECTHOATO EVTADOA THY TENETHY
Kkai oUTos Y 6 TG Xwplw TO dvopa Tapabépevos Keleds.
This Dysaules, as the Phliasians claim, established the mysteries here, and it was he

who gave the land the name Celeae.'"’

However, after Ego’s critique, Dysaules is not much more than a name.

As in the passage discussed above, the narrator, when criticising any given
tradition, often appeals to the authority of Homer for corroboration. Citations
and allusions to poets are common in the Periegesis, but no author, either poetic
or prosaic, is referred to or even mentioned as often as Homer is.'” Indeed, the

19471 14.2.

195 Cf. 1 38.2f. for a somewhat fuller account of this war.
19 11 14.3, quoting h.Hom. 2.474-476.

711 14.4.

198 Cf. the Index Auctorum in the edition of Rocha-Pereira 1989—1990. On the use of Homer
in the Periegesis, cf. e.g. Krueger 1860: 8f., Robert 1909: 25-28, Bacher 1919 passim, and
Heer 1979: 95-97.
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narrator confesses that he is particularly partial to Homer. In a temple of Leto in
Argos there is a statue of a maiden who is called Chloris. ‘They say’ (\éyovTes)
that she was the daughter of Niobe who, together with Amyclas, survived the
attack of Artemis and Apollo. Chloris was originally named Meliboea, but as her
horror made her pale green (xAwpd) for the rest of her life, her name was
changed. Meliboea/Chloris and Amyclas, ‘forsooth’ (67), ‘they say’ (dbaowv),
built the original temple for Leto. Ego’s scepticism vis-a-vis the information,
suggested by the insertion of the particle 81 and the verbum dicendi, is
confirmed by the following outright criticism of it:

€Y0 8¢ — mpOTKELpLAL yap TAEOV TL 1) ol Aotrol TT) ‘Opnpov Totqoel — dok® T NLopn
TOV Taldwv pndéva vmdlotTor yevéobat. LapTupel 8€ poL TO €TOS

T & dpa Kal SoLw TeP EOVT’ ATO TAVTAS OAETTAV.
But I (for I am more devoted to Homer’s poetry than others) think that none of Niobe’s
children survived. This verse bears witness for me: ‘though they were but two, they
killed them all.”'?’

In other words, weighing the Argive tradition against the Homeric evidence,
Ego opts for Homer and chooses to believe that Niobe was left childless since he
— according to his own admission — is predisposed to give precedence to Homer.
Apropos of the tomb of Oedipus in Athens, the narrator explains that his
inquiries revealed that Oedipus’ bones were brought there from Thebes. He
clarifies, too, that the reason why in the first place he conducted any research
into the matter was that ‘Homer did not allow me to believe’ the Sophoclean
version of Oedipus’ death."” Did Oedipus have children with Iocasta, his mother
and wife? ‘I do not think’ (ov Sok®) so, the narrator states, again quoting
Homeric verses as evidence.'"' ‘How did [the gods] make it immediately

19991 21.9¢., quote §10; in this passage we follow the text of Spiro 1903 in retaining the
phrase 1j ot Aotmol. The Homeric quotation is from /. 24.609. In V 16.4 the narrator reminds
the reader of this discussion.

H0728.7 ¢omi 8¢ kal €vTos Tob meptPov prija OLSiToS0s, ToAUTpayoVGY 8¢ ebpLokov
Td 00TA €k ONPOVY KopLoBEVTA™ Ta ydp €S TOV BdvaTov Zodok\el memolnpéva TOvV
OL8{modos "Opnpos ovk ela pot 86Ear moTd, 0S5 €bn MnkloTéd TEAELTHOAVTOS
Ou6imodos emtddror eNBOVTa €s Onpas dywvicachar. The allusions are to Sophocles’
Oedipus Coloneus and I1. 23.679f.

M X 5.10 maidas 8¢ €€ avTiis ob 8okd ol yevéabal, udpTupt ‘Opnfpw Xpdpevos, Os
emoinoev év ’Odvooeiq kTA., quoting Od. 11.271-274.
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known’ that mother and son had married each other, if they managed to have

four children before that time,''

the narrator asks, rhetorically, and concludes
that Eurygania, not Iocasta nor Epicaste, as she is called in the Odyssey, was the
mother of Oedipus’ children. The Oedipodia epic and a painting by Onasias in
Plataea are further cited as evidence of this contention. Particularly notable in
the present passage is the fact that the narrator uses a rhetorical question in order
to make his point.""> When citing evidence for an argument, the narrator uses the
phrase papTupel pot or papTUpLév/d pot, with only a few exceptions.'* The
type of evidence used is either poetical (mostly Homeric) or artefacts and

monuments of various kinds.'"

Before leaving Ego’s criticising role, two further types of comments need to be
discussed in this context.

First, in some passages the narrator specifically criticises his (written)
sources. In Arcadia, on mount Cotilium there is a source of water, about which
the narrator states:

0mov guvéypadsev 1idn TLS ATO TAUTNS TO TOTARG TO pebpa TO Avpakt dpxeodat,
ouvéypadser oUTe alTos Beaodpevos ovTe Avdpos dkomy LBOVTOS" d Kal duddTepa
mapfoav €pot.

Where someone has written that the stream of the river Lymax has its beginning from

121X 5.11 s obv émoinoav dvdmuoTa ddap, €l &1 Téooapes [yéve] ék Ths Emkdots
eyévorTto matdes TG OLSITOSL;

'3 This is not the only occurrence of rhetorical questions in the Periegesis; other instances of
rhetorical questions in the Periegesis: 1 41.4 (cf. above), 11 27.5, 111 16.7, IV 35.12, V 2.1-5
(including variant versions, without any first person), 12.1f. (citing as additional evidence a
real elephant’s skull which ‘T have seen’ (Beaodjevos) in Campania), VI 3.8 (cf. above), 13.2
(without any first person), VIII 1.4, 15.6f., 29.4, X 38.11.

U4 LapTupel pou, paptopuévid pou vel sim. 112.5, 23.3, 37.2, 39.4, 41.6, 1121.10, 26.8,
26.10, 111 3.8, 16.9, IV 6.5, 36.5, VI 4.6, VII 18.1, VIII 24.11, 42.8, IX 5.7, 29.2, 36.3, 38.8,
X 7.6; BeBarot pou I 3.8, IV 36.4, VII 10.5; dnlot pot 142.2. A number of passages without
any first person in which evidence is cited are not taken into account here.

15 poetry: 112.5, 37.2, 11 21.10, 26.10, IV 6.5, 36.4, 36.5, VI 4.6, VII 18.1,IX 5.7, 5.10, 29.2,
36.3, 38.8; observable evidence 123.3,39.4, 41.6, 42.2, 11 26.8, 111 16.9, VII 10.5, VIII 24.11,
42.8, X 7.6. In III 3.8 the narrator adduces as evidence both verses of the Iliad and Achilles’
spear dedicated in a sanctuary.
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this, he has written without either having seen it himself or heard about it from someone

who has seen it. These both were present for me. '

What/Whom is the narrator criticising? Is it a hypothetical writer and text, i.e. a
writer whom he does not know and a text he does not know and consequently
has not read, but which conceivably does exist somewhere, in some library?
Alternatively, is the narrator criticising a specific writer and text, having just
happened to misplace the exact reference for the moment — or, is he pretending
to have misplaced the exact reference, whereas he actually knows very well to
whom the critique is directed? Whatever the answer to these questions is, what
matters here is the fact that the criticism is obviously directed against some
written text. In this text, it is claimed that the Lymax has its rise in mount
Cotilium. Such a claim can only be made, the narrator notes criticisingly,
because of inadequate research. The (hypothetical?) author has not gone to the
trouble of finding out, i.e. seeing, the facts for himself, or at least interviewing
someone who has seen.'"” Ego has both seen it and heard of it from others.

8 whereas

Therefore, he can give a correct account: the river Lymax is a stream,
the water of the spring in Cotilium disappears altogether before it has reached
far. However, the researches of Ego are not faultless either. The narrator has to
confess that it did not occur to him to search for the source of Lymax.'"

Second, in a few passages the narrator appears to have an urge to make a

remark to the effect that he refrains from criticising the material just recounted.

"6 VIIT 41.10. Cf. also V 11.9, VI 9.4f., IX 36.4f. (without any first person).

17 Compare IV 31.5, where the narrator remarks that Ego has neither seen himself nor heard
of anyone who has seen the walls of Babylon or Susa. This is not the case with the walls of
Ambrossus in Phocis, Byzantium, and Rhodes. As he has seen the walls of these three well-
fortified Greek cities, he can testify to the fact that the wall of Messene on mount Ithome is
more imposing than these. Cf. also V 12.3, where the narrator points out that his long
argument about the tusks of elephants being horns, not teeth, is not based on hearsay: he has
seen an elephant’s skull. In III 25.7, apropos of Arion on a dolphin among the offerings in
Taenarum, the narrator observes that Herodotus told about Arion and the dolphin on hearsay
(cf. Hdt.1.23f.), whereas Ego has seen a dolphin obeying and carrying a boy in Poroselene.
Other passages in which hearing and seeing are contrasted as sources of knowledge are
V16.10f., 26.2, VIII 10.2, 41.6, IX 39.14.

"8 Mentioned in VIII 41.2 and 41.4.

19 0n forgotten/neglected research, cf. above.
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Apropos of a bronze structure in Argos, in which the bones of Tantalus are said
to be, the narrator comments

TOUTOV pev <Tov> TdvTalov ov Stoloopal Tadpfvat TavTy).

I will not disagree that this Tantalus is buried here.'?

In this instance, however, a specific condition has to be fulfilled in order for the
narrator to refrain from criticism, viz. this Tantalus must not be the famous
Tantalus, but a less famous grandson of his, who was married to Clytaemnestra
before Agamemnon. ‘I know that I have seen’ ({80v olda) the tomb of (the
famous) Tantalus, son of Zeus, on mount Sipylus, the narrator adds in
explanation of the condition set up.

5.5 Summary

In this chapter, the different roles of the researcher function of Ego as character
have been studied. In the researcher function, Ego appears in the Periegesis in
more than 450 passages. When Ego the researcher appears, one can distinguish
between the investigating, the commenting, and the criticising roles or aspects of
the researcher. This has been not a study of the actual sources of information
that have been used for the Periegesis. Instead, this has been a study of how the
researches upon which the text is built are represented in it, that is, what the
narrator explicitly says about the material Ego has or has not found, how Ego
reacts to it, and how Ego judges it.

To the investigating role of the researcher function of Ego as character
have been assigned the approximately 130 passages in which the narrator speaks
about Ego’s troubles or successes in finding out facts for the Periegesis,
explicitly using a first person pronoun or verb. To the commenting role have
been assigned the approximately 260 passages in which the narrator makes
explicit, first person, evaluative comments on the material, either by assessing it
on moral, aesthetic etc. grounds, or by signalling certainty, hesitancy, or
uncertainty as to the trustworthiness of the material or belief in its truthvalue. To
the criticising role have been assigned the approximately 60 passages in which

12011 22.2f., quote §3. Cf. also IT 18.1f., III 19.5 (without any first person), VII 18.4, X 38.11.
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the narrator explicitly, in the first person, critically points to the deficiencies and
faults with the material that is reported in the Periegesis.

The temporal and spatial gap that lies between Ego as narrator and Ego as
character is particularly evident when the narrator is speaking about Ego’s
investigating role. The narrator exists in a ‘here and now’ from which he can
look back upon the ‘there and then’ in which Ego once upon a time was
conducting research for the Periegesis. How long the temporal and spatial gap is
between the ‘here and now’ and the ‘there and then’ cannot be determined, nor
is it constant. Whereas Ego’s temporal situation is rather easily separated from
the narrator’s when he appears in his investigating role, it is not the case when
he appears in his commenting or his criticising roles. Indeed, if there is any
temporal gap between the narrator and Ego when making an appearance in
either his commenting or criticising roles, it consists of the thought-process that
reasonably must precede the commenting and criticising statements of the
narrator. Moreover, both in the commenting and in the criticising roles Ego is
presented as reacting in diverse ways to the material that has been gathered
previously. That is, whether explicitly stated or not in the text, both the
commenting and the criticising are temporally subsequent to the investigating
role.
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6 Traveller

6.1 Introduction

Finally, as we turn to in the traveller function of Ego as character, we reach the
aspect of Ego which has been of the greatest interest for those studying the
Periegesis. However, when studying travelling in the Periegesis, scholars are
generally more interested in establishing how far Pausanias’ travels have taken
him, or establishing his itinerary in Greece, than in studying what the narrator
actually says about travel in the Periegesis."

In studying the traveller, our aim is not to establish whether Pausanias
travelled to this or that site in Greece. Instead, this is a study of how and under
what circumstances the narrator chooses to actually speak about the travels of
Ego. In this study, the actual travels of Pausanias are taken for granted, and they
are assumed to have been more extensive than and not identical with those
which the narrator describes Ego as having made. The narrator frequently
introduces into the text Ego in his other roles, but he is apparently very reluctant
to introduce Ego in his travelling role. That is, the narrator generally proceeds as
if Ego had not had any experiences on a site; when the narrator does introduce
Ego’s personal experiences, he does so in the briefest manner. Nor does he
regularly speak about the moving between monuments and sites as undertaken
by Ego. This, of course, has been observed previously by many scholars,” but
not satisfactorily studied.

'Cf. most recently Pretzler 2004: 202-210, attempting to fill in some of the blanks of the text.
For studies of Pausanias’ travels, cf. in particular Heberdey 1894, and Hutton 1995 passim,
esp. 105-234, for a study of the topographical sequence in the descriptions of territories and
cities in the Periegesis, focussed on unravelling the topographical method in the Periegesis.
For a convenient collection of passages suggesting travels/knowledge of the world outside
Greece, see in particular Frazer 1898, I: xx—xxii; cf. also Arafat 1999 passim.

2 Cf. e.g. Jones 2003: 676 ‘In fact, Pausanias is very coy about indicating even those
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Nevertheless, movement is frequently introduced into the text. However, in
these instances the narrator is not talking about the movements of Ego, but about
movement undertaken by some impersonal, unspecified, travelling persona,
named travelling-You in the following. This travelling-You is an indefinite
person, appearing in the Periegesis in many of the different ways in which one
may denote an indefinite subject in Greek, equivalent to the French ‘on’,
German and Swedish ‘man’, English ‘you’ or ‘one’. With regard to the fact that
both languages have several co-existing, not quite interchangeable, means for
expressing an indefinite subject, English and Greek are similar to one another. In
the following, though naming the impersonal travelling persona in the
Periegesis travelling-You, both ‘one’ and ‘you’ will appear in the translations of
the Greek. ‘You’ should not be supposed to refer to a real or imaginary second
person (whether singular or plural); instead it denotes an almost depersonalised,
indefinite persona.

For the most part, the travelling-You appears to be a thin disguise for Ego
the traveller, just as the \oyos is one for Ego the writer. This notwithstanding, it
is uncertain whether the travelling-You may be claimed simply to replace the
travelling-Ego. Therefore, in this study, the travelling-You will not be
personalised, viz. studied as a part of Ego, as a means of reconstructing the
movements of Ego.” Instead, we assume that the narrator has some motive for
avoiding to relate the experiences of Ego as character in his travelling role, and
that he, therefore, has some reason for introducing the travelling-You.* The
narrator’s preference for presenting most of the travelling, some of the
experiencing, and occasionally even some parts of the investigating, in the
Periegesis in a depersonalised manner, is not without consequence for the
understanding of the frame narrative. Therefore, the passages in which the

experiences peculiar to himself, instead using general expressions such as ‘for one sailing’,
‘for those entering’.’

3 On the uncertainties involved in such (re)constructions of Pausanias’ movements, cf. above
chapter 1.

* Contra Champion-Smith 1998: 16; however, her remark that the depersonalised mode of
presentation is not evidence to the effect that Pausanias lacks autopsy is certainly correct. Her
comparison of the depersonalised mode of presentation in the Periegesis (dative plural
participles are, however, mistaken for third person plural indicatives) with that of a modern
guide-books is interesting. Are they both suggesting that the reader may walk along the routes
described? Perhaps they are even inviting the reader to do that.
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narrator introduces the travelling-Ego and the travelling-You, respectively, will
be gathered and each studied separately. There is particular focus on the
implications of the narrator’s certainly intentional manoeuvre to represent an
essential component of the frame for the whole of the Periegesis, viz. the
movements in space, in such a depersonalised manner.

6.2 Travelling-Ego

When the narrator introduces the travelling role of Ego as character into the
Periegesis, he is never again as explicit as in the following passage:

Evtetfer 6 TOVY Emywplur NIV EENynTs NyelTo és xwplov Polv os ébaockey
ovopalopevov.
From here [sc. the tomb of Alcmene], the expounder of local matters led us to an area

which was called Rhus, as he said.’

Here, in the description of Megara, the narrator does something that he does not
do in any other passage of the Periegesis. He explains that he was guided from
one point to another by a person whom he calls 0 TOV émywplov Huiv
€EnynTrs, i.e. the man who explained local matters for us. The narrator appears
to consciously avoid the term mepinynTns in favour of éEnynTns. That is, he
opts for the more old-fashioned of the two terms which can both be used to
denote men who show people around and explain matters of local cult, history,
and related subject-matters.® We translate éEnynTis by ‘expounder’ rather than
‘guide’, since, in the Periegesis, the main function of the exegetai is to explain

3141.2. Cf. however also VII 23.7 ¢v To0Te ToD 'AcKANTLOD TG lep® €s dvTidoyiav
AadikeTo avnp pot Zt8Ovios KTA.

® On éEnynTis versus TepunynTs in the Periegesis, cf. in particular Jones 2001; Jacquemin
1991: 221-223 is also of interest. It is doubtful whether the choice of using exegetes is due to
the fact that, for the narrator, there was a qualitative difference between a periegetes
(superficial knowledge) and an exegetes (in-depth explanations), as suggested by Tzifopoulos
1991: 11-15, followed by Modenesi 2001: 8f. More likely, the choice was decided by the fact
that exegetes was the older of the two terms, and the one found e.g. in Herodotus (1.78.2 and
3.31.3), just as the verb ém\éyopatr for ‘read’ is preferred to the more common
avaryryvaokw; cf. Jones 2001: 34f. Tronically, Pausanias is known as periegetes in modern
times.
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matters, or at least to try to do so, rather than to guide travellers.” Only in the
above quoted passage is an exegetes depicted as showing the way between two
locations.

A small number of the passages in which the narrator speaks about the
experiences of Ego on a site go beyond simply declaring ‘I saw’. For example,
in one instance the narrator appears to be recollecting his experiences in the
Altis of Olympia. Apropos of a statue of a man with jumping-weights in its
hands, the narrator makes the following comment:

TOV 8¢ €v Opdkn Mevdalwv To dvddnpa éyyiTata ddlkeTo dmaThiodl e ws dvdpos
elkwV €ln merTddlov.
The dedication of the Mendeans in Thrace very nearly fooled me to believe that it was a

statue of a pentathlete.®

However, on the statue’s thigh there was an inscription, which apparently set
Ego’s error right. From the narrator’s quotation of the inscription, it appears that
the Mendeans dedicated the statue from booty taken from Sipte in Thrace. In
this passage, then, the narrator explains that he at first believed the statue to be
something that it was not. Why does he make this confession? Given his overall
reticence regarding personal experiences, there is no compelling reason why the
narrator should let the readers know about his almost mistaken perception of the
statue in question. It would appear as if the narrator by this admission of
fallibility reminds the readers of the difficulties involved in Ego’s investigation
of Greece, and the caution with which the readers should take up the
information. Mistakes can easily happen, in the present passage one was within
an ace of happening.’

7 Source of information plain and simple: I 13.8, V 6.6, 20.4, 21.9, VII 6.5, X 28.7. Imperfect
source of information, or source of disagreement: 1 31.5, 34.4, 35.8, 42.4, 11 9.7, 23.6, 31.4,
IV 33.6,V 10.7, 18.6, 21.8, IX 3.3.

8V 27.12. On this passage, cf. Schneider 1997.

? In addition, it may be noted that this comment is very artfully located. The dedication of the
Mendeans is the very last of the public dedications made in honour of Zeus but not
representing Zeus; next follows the introduction to and the lengthy enumeration of statues of
victorious athletes (VI 1.1-18.7). In the description of the Altis, there is another artfully
located mention of two statues. Last in the enumeration of the statues of olympionikai
(VI 18.7), are the two first statues of olympionikai erected in the Altis (Ol. 59 and 61,
respectively). The assertion regarding these two statues is particularly noteworthy, given the
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The narrator is not inclined to speak about personal experiences. In
particular he rather carefully avoids introducing the travelling-Ego when
detailing movements in space. When the narrator does introduce movements
undertaken by Ego into the Periegesis, these movements have for the most part
negative results. For example, in describing the chryselephantine statue of Zeus
in Olympia, the narrator informs the reader:

UTENdELY 8¢ oly 0lov T¢ €oTw VO TOV Bpdrov, Gomep ye kal év "Apiklals €s Td
€VToS TOD Bpdrov mapepxopeda.
It is not possible to go under the throne, in the way that we pass into the interior of the

throne in Amyclae.lO

Between the legs of the throne in Olympia fences form a wall, the narrator
explains, which is why the visitors are hindered from prying under the throne.
Note that the narrator when reporting that one cannot go in under the throne of
Zeus in Olympia, compares and contrasts this state of things with the fact that
this can be done in Amyclae; at the same time, in a much later context, he lets
the readers know that Ego himself has gone in under the throne of Apollo in
Amyclae. With the present passage one may compare the manner in which the
narrator represents the same movement in the description of Apollo’s throne:

VTENBOVTL 8€ UTTO TOV Bpdrov. ..

As one has gone under the throne. A

When mentioning the movement at its proper place and as a simple routine
event that advances the description, the narrator tells about the movement in his
usual, depersonalised, iterative, and atemporal manner.'

In Arcadia, near Phigalia, there is a sanctuary of Eurynome. This sanctuary
is opened only on one specific day once a year; on that day public and private
sacrifices are offered to Eurynome, the narrator reports.”> Only then can one see
the statue of the goddess. In this regard, Ego was not so lucky:

fact that the narrator has previously mentioned a statue of an even earlier victor, that of the
Spartiate Eutelidas who was victorious in Ol. 38 (VI 15.8, with Jacquemin 2002 ad loc.).

OvVi14.

I 18.15.

12 For a fuller discussion of this phenomenon, cf. the following section.
VI 41.4f.
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adikéoBal pev 81 pot ThHs €opThs ovk €€eyérveTo €s Katpov ovde ThHs Eupuvduns 1o
dyapa €ldov: TV dryaréwy 8™ fikovad. ..
Now, I did not manage to arrive in time for the festival, nor did I see the statue of

Eurynome. However, I heard from the Phigaleans. L

Thereupon follows a description of the statue, based upon the information
supplied by the Phigaleans. The statue was a woman down to the hips with the
lower part of the body being that of a fish. It was moreover fettered with golden
chains. In this instance, the narrator makes it abundantly clear that he describes
the statue of Eurynome without having seen it. The reason why he relies on the
report of others is that he himself did not happen to be present on the one day of
the year when the statue was to be seen. Similarly, having described a rite in
honour of Dionysus, during which jars locked into an apparently empty, sealed-
off room were miraculously filled with wine, the narrator inserts the following
comment:

TavTa "Hhelwv Te ol SokipdTaTol dvdpes, oLV avTols 8¢ kal EEVoL KATOUVUVTO
EXELV KATA TA €LPNUEVA, ETEL AVTOS YE OUK €S KALPOV APLKOUNY THS €OPTHS.
The most respectable of the Eleans, and with them visitors, too, swore that this is as

retold, since I myself did not arrive in time for the festival.'

In these instances the comments explaining that Ego did not arrive in time to see
the statue and the event, respectively, appear to have been inserted as
disclaimers by the narrator. That is, the narrator does not guarantee the veracity
of these two descriptions. Does it follow that when there are no disclaimers,
which is the case for the majority of the descriptions in the Periegesis, one is to
assume that Ego has seen what is described? Considering the fact that the
negations appear to be negating the readers’ expectations (‘I have not seen X, as
you might think, considering the fact that I describe x’), it would seem that this
is the case.'

The sanctuary of Meter Dindymene, too, outside Thebes in Boeotia is
opened only once year, the narrator explains, and inserts:

€pol 8¢ ddiéobal Te e€eyeydvel THY Mépar TavTY Kal TO dyakpa €160V \Bovs

70D IMevTeAjjoL kal avTo kal Tov 6pdvov.

vy 41.6.
15 VI 26.1f., quote §2.

15 On presentation through negation, see below chapter 9.
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I managed to arrive on this day, and I saw the statue itself and the throne, both of

Pentelic marble.!’

This comment, which does not lead on to any fuller description, sounds almost
like a cry of triumph. This time, Ego did actually arrive in time, and managed to
see one of the many cult statues to which the public had only restricted access.'®

Before proceeding to other passages where the narrator suggests positive
travelling experiences, one further instance in which failed experiences are
spoken about must be brought up in this context. When describing Marathon, the
narrator reminds the readers of the fact that ‘the Athenians say’ (Adnvatot...
Aéyovowv) that they buried the fallen Persians after the battle of Marathon. The
narrator reports that he had tried to corroborate this claim:

... Tddov 8¢ ovdéva eLpely €duvduny: olTe ydp xOpa oUTe dA\o onpelov N 18etv.
... but I could not find any tomb. There was neither any mound nor any other sign to be

seen.lg

However, despite his failure to find any substantiation for the Athenian claim,
the narrator does not appear to necessarily disbelieve it. Instead he speculates
that the Persians were thrown randomly into some pit. Perhaps the narrator is
even suggesting scepticism vis-a-vis the tradition, by drawing attention to the
fact that there was no confirmation of it.’

When the narrator speaks about travels undertaken by Ego having positive
results, i.e., basically, Ego finding what he was looking for, he rarely says more
than ‘I saw’ or ‘I know that I saw’. Occasionally some details are added. The
most noteworthy of these have been discussed above, but there are some further

71X 25.3. The preliminaries leading up to this triumph are discussed below.

'8 Cf. also X 35.7 where the narrator explains that he has not described a statue standing in a
temple which is opened twice a year — is one to understand that Ego was not present when the
sanctuary was open? On this passage, cf. above chapter 3. In Pritchett 1998: 178 n. 72 there is
a convenient list of other sanctuaries mentioned in the Periegesis to which access was
restricted.

91 32.5;in IX 32.9 too the Athenian burial of the fallen Persians at Marathon is mentioned.

2 Among the passages enumerated above in chapter 5 nn. 32 and 40 there are other passages

in which the narrator speaks about how he unsuccessfully has tried to corroborate a tradition.
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passages that deserve to be mentioned. The narrator confesses that he had
particularly looked forward to seeing a specific tomb in Arcadia:

TOV 8¢ TOD ALTUTOU Tddov aToudl) PdNoTa €Beacduny, OTL €V TOLS €S TOUS
"Apkddas émeay €oxev ‘Ounpos Aoyov ToU ALTUTOU PLVRATOS.
I saw the tomb of Aepytus with the greatest eagerness, since Homer mentioned

Aepytus’ tomb in his verses on the Arcadians.!

However, though Ego certainly was able to find and inspect the tomb in
question, he appears to have been disappointed with his findings. The narrator
describes the tomb as ‘a small mound of earth, surrounded all around by a base
of stone’.” Faced with such an insignificant tomb, a mere mound, it appears as
if Ego started pondering over and trying to make sense of why Homer singles it
out for mention. At least, in the following an explanation is offered. The narrator
suggests that the tomb of Aepytus was the most noteworthy tomb Homer had

ever seen, it amazed him, and therefore he mentions it.?

That is, beauty lies in
the eyes of the beholder and different times have different standards of taste. For
Homer, the narrator continues, the works of Daedalus may have been the height
of sophistication, whereas for Ego, who certainly did appreciate his works, they
are something of an echo of times gone by. In another passage the works of
Daedalus are characterised as ‘rather strange to behold, but nonetheless
something even divine is conspicuous in them’.** Whether a disappointment or
not, the tomb of Aepytus serves as a point of departure for the narrator to tell
about two of the most noteworthy tombs he knows of.*

Mostly, when the narrator declares that ‘I saw’ this or that, the declaration

is used much in the same way as ‘I know’ or ‘I have heard’ etc. That is, they are

2y 16.3, the allusion is to /1. 2.604. In IV 2.1, too, the narrator uses omovd) when talking
about the activities of Ego as character, this time in the investigating role of the researcher, cf.
above chapter 5.

2 VI 16.3 EoTt pév oy yiis xGpa ob péya, NOou kpnmidl év kik\ TepLeXOILEVOV.

B Ibid. Opfpw 8¢ — 0b yap €ldev GELONOYOTEPOV PVARA — elkOTwS TapéEely EpeNke
Bavpa.

21 4.5 Aaidalos 8¢ 0Tooa elpydoaTo, AToTOTEPA PV 0TIV ETL THY Sy, emmpémel 8¢
Opws Tu kal €vBeov TovTols. On the interest for old art-work in the Periegesis, cf. in
particular Arafat 1996: 43—79, esp. 67-73 on Daedalus.

2 VIII 16.4f. Tddovs 8¢ dflovs BavpaTos €mMoTdueros ToAovs Svoly €€ avTOv

empuvnodnioopat, Tod Te €V ‘ANkapracod kat <tot> €év T ‘Efpatov.
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used in order to indicate that there is at least one piece of information which Ego
can substantiate. The difference is that, with ‘I saw’ the medium through which
the information is obtained is represented as being visual, instead of aural or
literary. Consider, for example, the following passage from the description of
the chambers of the Sicyonian treasury in the Altis:

XAAKOD [LEV BT) aUTOVS EWpwr elpyacpévous: el 8¢ kal TapTioolos XaAkos ANoyw TG
"H\elwv €oTiv, ovk oldd.
I saw that they [sc. the chambers] were made of bronze. Whether the bronze is

Tartessian, as the Eleans claim, I do not know.?®

In other words, having seen the chambers of the treasury, the narrator can be
sure of one thing, viz. that the material is bronze. However, the certainty
deriving from Ego’s experience on site does not extend to substantiating the
Elean claim that the metal originated from Tartessus.

In Arcadia, on the Acropolis of Pheneus there was a bronze of Poseidon
Hippius, which ‘they said’ (ébacav) was dedicated by Odysseus.”” After having
retold the story which explained why Odysseus dedicated such a statue in
Pheneus (a thanks offering upon finding his horses), the narrator adds that ‘they
say’ (\é yovowr) that Odysseus decided to keep his horses in the land of the
Pheneatians, just as he reared his cows on the mainland opposite Ithaca.*® This
claim the Pheneatians substantiated with the following piece of evidence:

Kal pou kat ypdppaTa ot PevedTal TapelxovTo €Ml TOD AYANLATOS YEYPALILEVA TO

Bdabpw, Tob 'O8ucaéns &M TL TPOTTAYLA TOLS TOLLALVOUOL TAS LTTOUS.

% VI 19.2. Other passages in which the narrator clarifies that ‘I saw’ something or other:
etdov 15.3, 21.3, 25.1, 42.3, 11 17.5, 30.4, 34.3, 37.5, 111 18.9, 25.7, IV 16.7, 34.6, VI 24.9,
VIII4.7,9.7,17.4,21.2, 28.6, IX 18.4, 21.1, 21.2, 25.3, 38.5, X 32.2; (8o olda 124.7, 43.8,
1122.3,32.4, 111 20.1, 21.2, TV 35.10, IX 32.8; simple 16wy VIII 17.4, IX 39.14; é6eaocduny
VII 18.13, VIII 9.2, 53.10, X 26.6; éBewpny X 15.4; 6eaodpevos oida 123.7,1V 35.9, 35.11,
V 27.5, VII 26.8, VIII 17.3, X 25.10; simple feaodpevos V 12.3, IX 18.3; Bevpevor X 4.2;
€dpov V 20.9, IX 10.4; €wpopev VIII41.10; opév I 14.6; opdrtes VII5.9. Note 1T 35.8,
IV 31.5, VIII 9.7, 10.2, 41.6, IX 21.6 where the narrator declares emphatically that Ego has
not been able to see the things discussed.

Y VIII 14.5.

B VIII 14.5¢.
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And the Pheneatians even showed me a text written on the base of the statue, some

command of Odysseus’, forsooth, to those tending his horses.”

That is, having, first, pointed to the statue in question, and having retold the
story explaining its existence, the narrator next signals in a roundabout way that
he has visited the place and seen the statue, and states that the locals pointed to
one particular feature of the statue as evidence for their claim, viz. the
inscription.” Using the particle 61}, the narrator immediately signals scepticism
regarding the claim of the Pheneatians.” In the following he elaborates the
criticism, introducing it with the following programmatic statement, which
immediately clarifies his position:

Ta pev 81 dA\a émopévols Nuty T7¢ PeveaTdr \oyw €lkos TpooéaTal, TO 8€ dyalpua
‘Odvocéa avadelvat TO Yalkolv ovk €xw meibeabal adLowv.
As we follow the Pheneatian story, reason will be attributed to it in other respects, but I

cannot believe in their claim that Odysseus dedicated the bronze.”

In the following explanation, the narrator clarifies the grounds for his strong
scepticism. The evidence simply did not add up. The bronze statue, allegedly
dedicated by Odysseus, was made in a technique which had not yet been
invented at the time when Odysseus lived.™

Before proceeding to the instances in which the narrator speaks about the
travelling-You, yet a couple of passages still need to be singled out. In these the
narrator tells about the (travelling) experiences of both Ego and another agent,
the indefinite ‘you’. Above the theatre of Dionysus in Athens, there is a cave in

P VI 14.6.

% Other passages in which the narrator signals ‘I saw’ by way of circumlocutions: VI 6.11
(ypadfy 8¢ ToLdde émiTuxwY oida), 18.2 (0lda eikbéva dvevpwv), IX 31.4 (Lot pélupdov
€detkvvoav). Many of the passages mentioned above in chapter 5 indicate indirectly that Ego
has travelled to a specific place, cf. e.g. 123.5, 31.5. 11 13.5, 37.6, Il 14.7, IV 30.3, V 6.2,
11.9, 13.7, 21.8, 23.7, 25.13, 26.2, VI 4.6f., VII 23.9, VIII 11.3, 20.1, 37.1, IX 3.8, 11.4,
X 11.6, 32.14.

3 On the ironic use of the particle &1}, cf. above chapter 5.

32 V11 14.7.

33 Ibid., with a reference to III 17.6 for an explanation of how bronzes were made before the
invention of bronze casting, apropos of the statue of Zeus Hypatus ‘the oldest of all statues
made of bronze’ Ta aldTaTOV TAVTOVY OTOCA €0TL XANKOD.

140



which Apollo and Artemis are depicted killing the children of Niobe.* This
motif initiates the following explanation:

Tatvty THY NPy kal adtos eldov dveNdov és Tov Z{mudov T0 dpos: 1) 8¢ TAnatov
WEV TéTpaA KAl KPpNUVOS €TTLY OUSEV TAPOVTL OXTLA TAPEXOLEVOS YUVALKOS OUTE
AN\ws oUTe TevBolons: el 8€ ye ToppwTépw YévoLo, dedakpupérmy 86Eets Opdv Kal
KaTndn yvvaika.

Even I myself have seen this Niobe when I climbed mount Sipylus. She is a rock and a
crag not presenting any form of a woman mourning or otherwise when one is nearby it;
but if you go farther away, you will be under the impression that you see a woman in

tears and with downcast eyes.35

Here the narrator introduces a travelling experience of Ego with a positive
result, viz. Ego climbed mount Sipylus and did see Niobe there. However, it
should be noted that the detailing of the travels on mount Sipylus does not
actually fall within the frame narrative. Properly speaking, the travels on mount
Sipylus is one of the many narratives embedded in the frame, but with the
difference that in this narrative the protagonist is Ego, not some third person.
Moreover, judging from the specification given by the narrator as to the
manoeuvring that has to be done in order to actually see Niobe in the rock on
mount Sipylus, it would appear as if Ego nearly failed in finding her.
Particularly interesting is how these manoeuvres, which, undoubtedly, Ego
himself has made in order to be able to see Niobe, are presented in the text. The
narrator does not say ‘when I stood close by it, it did not seem to me...” or the
like. Instead he prefers to use an impersonal style, converting the travelling-Ego
into a travelling-You: if one is too close to the rock in question, one does not see
anything but a rock, but moving away from it, one will perceive the figure of a
woman in it.

The lengthy section devoted to the sanctuary of Demeter Melaina on mount
Elaium outside Phigalia is noteworthy.* After establishing that the sanctuary is

#1213 AoV 8¢ év aiTd kal "ApTelLs Tobs maldds elow dvaipobvtes Tods NLOBNs.
The text is, however, ambiguous: are the Apollo etc. (presumably in statue-form) in the cave
or on (or between the legs of) the tripod just mentioned in the preceding sentence. Frazer
1898 ad loc., Casevitz 1992, and Chamoux 1992 ad loc. opt for the former alternative; Jones
1918-1935 and Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 ad loc. for the latter one.

¥1213.

36 VIII 42.1-13. Cf. Bruit 1986 for an interesting discussion of this passage, with a different
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located on the mountain in question, the narrator relates the tradition explaining
why the cult is located in a cave and why the goddess is called Melaina. Pointing
to the fact that the first part of the Phigalean tradition is identical with the
Thelpusian one, the narrator does not retell the details of Poseidon’s rape of
Demeter in the present section.”” The narrator explains that the difference
between the two traditions concerns the offspring from this intercourse:
according to the Thelpusians Demeter gave birth to a horse, according to the
Phigaleans, to Despoena. Continuing with the Phigalean tradition, the narrator
tells us that Demeter, in anger at the loss of Core and the outrage of Poseidon,
withdrew from the world into the cave on mount Elaium and dressed herself in
black. During her absence crops failed and men suffered from famine.
Eventually, the other gods managed to find and appease her. ‘The Phigaleans
say’ (baolv ot Dryalels), the narrator explains, that this is the reason why they
consider the cave sacred and have dedicated a statue there.*® Next, the statue is
described: it is a woman sitting on a rock, with a horse’s head, having snakes
and other animals on the head, and holding a dolphin in one hand and a dove in
the other.” The description is introduced by ‘(they say that) their statue was
made in the following manner’.” Throughout the whole description of the
statue, the narrator uses either the accusative with infinitive of indirect discourse
or past tenses. Hereby he prepares the reader for the following announcement,
which initiates the next section of the story of the cult of this Demeter:

ToUTO Pév 81 TO Edavov olire GTou moinpa Y ovTe 1} GAOE TpodTOV duTIva €méNaev
avTod, LUTILOVEVOUTLY.
They remember neither whose work this wooden statue was, nor how the flame caught

it

focus of interest, and Bruit Zaidman 2003 on §§11-13.

37 VIII 42.1. In VIII 25.5f. we learn that during her wanderings after the disappearance of
Core, Demeter came to Arcadia. Here, Poseidon spotted her and lusted for her. Shunning his
advances, she transformed herself into a mare. He, too, transformed into a stallion and had
intercourse with her.

38 VIII 42.2f., quote §3.

¥ VI 42.4.

O Ibid. remotiofar 8¢ ottw odlow TO dyala.
1 VIIT 42.5.
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That is, the statue just described does not exist any more, which means that the
description of it cannot be based on Ego’s seeing it. In fact, the narrator does not
in any way suggest that Ego has seen it. By using accusative with infinitive in
the description of it, the narrator signals to the attentive reader that he depends
upon the testimony of others for the description.

The narrator has not yet exhausted the subject matter of Demeter Melaina.
Together with the disappearance of the statue, he continues, the cult of Demeter
fell into oblivion. This continued to be the state of things until the Phigaleans,
struck by famine, appealed to Apollo in Delphi, who advised them to revive the
cult of Demeter.* The Phigaleans did this, by, among other things, dedicating a
new statue of Demeter Melaina, which was a copy of the old one. Telling about
the renewed cult, the narrator focuses almost exclusively on establishing the date
of the sculptor of the statue, Onatas of Aegina.* Next follows the first of the two
most noteworthy points in the narrator’s treatment of Demeter Melaina:

TAUTNS PAANLOTA €YW THS ANUNTPOS €veka €5 Dryallav abikouny. kat €duoa TH
0e@, kaba kal ot emxwpLol vopilovoLy, oudév.
It was mainly because of this Demeter that I came to Phigalia. Just as the locals are

wont to, I did not offer any (burnt) sacrifice to the goddess.44

Instead, the narrator continues, they are in the habit of putting fruits,
honeycombs and unworked wool, and pouring olive oil on the offerings on the
altar in front of the cave — did Ego do this, too? Such is the sacrifice performed
by both private persons and the Phigalean community at their annual sacrifice to
the goddess, the narrator clarifies. Note how the narrator passes over from
talking about the experiences of Ego to those of others. In the present passage,
the others about whose experiences the narrator is talking are not as completely
anonymous as they usually are. Nonetheless, since the narrator previously
equated what Ego did not do with what the Phigaleans do not do, viz. offer burnt
sacrifices to the goddess, it may be assumed that Ego’s experiences are

42 V111 42.6f.
B V111 42.7-10.

“ VII1 42.11. In 11 30.4 the narrator declares that ‘I sacrificed’ (€Bvoa); this sacrifice was to
Auxesia and Damia on Aegina and performed just as the Eleusinian sacrifices. On the
vocabulary of sacrifice in the Periegesis, cf. in particular Ekroth 1999 and Pirenne-Delforge
2001.
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subsumed under those of the others. By transferring Ego’s experiences to those
of others, the narrator transforms what would have been a singular occurrence
without any application beyond what ‘I’ did or did not do, into something that
both has happened and will happen again an indeterminate number of times.*

Next, after some further specifications regarding the cult, comes one final
surprise for those who suppose that the narrator has seen and described Onatas’
copy of the original statue:

TO 8¢ dyalpa 1O Umd Tod 'OvdTa Totndév olTe v kat’ épé otite el éyéveto dpxMv
DLyaleboy NTLoTAVTO oL TOANOL.

The statue made by Onatas did not exist in my time and the majority did not know
whether the Phigaleans had had it in the first place.*®

That is, not only the original statue of Demeter Melaina, but also the later one
made by Onatas were no longer to be seen at the time of Ego. Ego appears to
have made enquiries regarding it: ‘the oldest man I met said to me’ that three
generations earlier, rocks had fallen from the roof onto the statue, which was
thereby destroyed.”’” Ego can confirm one part of the statement: in the roof there
was ‘still visible for us, too’ (6fjAa kat Mpiv €Tt) the spot whence the rocks had
broken off.

In the light of the fact that neither the original nor the later statue was there
to be seen, is this a report of a successful or unsuccessful travelling experience
of Ego? To be sure, it was unsuccessful as regards the viewing of the statue.
However, it is doubtful whether the statement ‘it was mainly on account of this
Demeter that I came to Phigalia’ refers to the actual statue of Demeter rather
than the intangible divine presence on the site, and the holiness of the place
which is made evident by the continued cult of Demeter, despite the
disappearance of her statue.” If this is the case, the narrator is giving an

4 Similarly, in the detailed narration of how the oracle of Trophonius is consulted
(IX 39.5-14), the narrator presents the bulk of the consultation as if Ego had not consulted it;
only in the very end it appears that Ego, too, had gone to the oracle.

VI 42.12.

YT VIIL 42,13 v 8¢ vTuxdrTOr NPiv EXeyer O TpeoBiTaTos Yevedls TpoTepoV TpLoLy T
KAT’ AUTOV EUTECELY €S TO AYA\LA €K TOU 0pobov TETPAS, UTO TOUTWV &€ KATAYRVAL Kal
€s amav €baokev avTo adbaviobijvat.

* Cf. also III 15.11. Here, regarding the tradition that the statue of Aphrodite Morpho in

Sparta would have been put in chains by Tyndareus so as to punish her for the disgrace that
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unusually detailed report of a successful travelling experience of Ego. It should
be noted, however, that the larger part of the passage in question does not
concern travelling experiences. Moreover, the narrator, when speaking about the
sacrifice, quickly passes from telling about the experiences of Ego to those of
others, which have a more universal applicability.

6.3 Travelling-You

As mentioned above, when introducing the travelling-You, the narrator uses
several of the different means offered by the Greek language for expressing an
indefinite subject. Most frequently occurring are participles of verbs denoting
movement in space in the dative or the genitive case without any noun or
pronoun.” One also finds the (omitted) second person singular or indefinite
pronoun Tis as subject, the verb being in the optative mood with dv.” Further,
there are certain 0oTis-clauses and mptv-clauses which obviously belong to this
discussion. Moreover, when speaking about the travelling-You, the narrator
occasionally uses the (omitted) second person singular subject with the verb in
the future indicative.”' Whether the subject is equally indefinite in this latter case
as in the other ones, will be discussed in the following. The use of these
different modes of expression is not interchangeable.

had befallen his daughters, the narrator comments: ‘... I do not accept at all. For it would be
completely foolish to expect to be punishing the goddess by making a figurine of cedar-tree
and naming it Aphrodite’ ... 008¢ dpxMv Tpooiepar: N yap & TavTdmacy elmbes kédpou
mownadpevor {Qdlov kat dvopa "Adpoditny Bépevor éamilew apivesbar Ty Bedv. That is,
divinity does not reside in a statue, nor does holiness depend on the preservation of a statue.

* Dative participles of verbs denoting movement are regularly used in order to indicate
geographical position, cf. Kithner & Gerth 1898 §423.18¢ and Smyth 1956 §1497a. For
genitive participles without subject, cf. Kithner & Gerth 1904 §486 A2 and Smyth 1956
§2071b. For a short discussion of dative and genitive participles of this sort in the Periegesis,
cf. Obrecht 1919: 38—41.

0 Cf. Kithner & Gerth 1898 §352 A4; on the second person singular, cf. also Smyth 1956
§1017 and Gelzer 1937: 93-95 with numerous examples from other texts.

5! The second person singular of the future tense is similarly used in Herodotus 2.29f. and
Lucian’s Syrian Goddess 30; cf. Kiihner & Gerth 1898 §387 Al.
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Most frequently occurring in the Periegesis is the dative participle. Of
course, dative participles of verbs denoting movement in space (go, come etc.)
are regularly used in Greek in order to indicate the geographical vantage point
from which a statement holds true. Compare, for example, the following passage
from the description of the Athenian Agora:

totoL &€ mpos T aTodv, My TotkiAny ovopdlovow amo TGV ypaddv, éoTw ‘Eppis
XAAKOUS KANOUPEVOS "Ayopalos Kal TUAN TAnciov.
As one walks towards the stoa, which is called poikile from its paintings, there is a

bronze Hermes called Agoraeus and a gate nearby.52

In other words, from the sanctuary of Aphrodite Urania in Athens, one comes to
Hermes Agoraeus and a gate if one moves towards the Stoa Poikile; were one to
move in some other direction, one would reach some other destination,
obviously. In this sense, the dative participle clearly functions to restrict the
validity of the statement.”

However, within any particular statement, together with indicating a
restriction in the validity of the statement, these participles function to denote
the location of the object or phenomenon introduced by the speaker. The
location of a specific object etc. is often further specified by adverbial adjuncts.
In the above quoted passage the location is specified by a complement of the
participle (Tpos Tnv oTodv, v kTA.); in other cases the location is specified by
an adjunct of the main verb of the sentence, as év dploTepd THs 0800 in the first
instance in the passage quoted below. Finally, a common feature of practically
all these participles is that they are derived from verbs of movement; it is this
semantic function of the individual verb that motivates the space we devote to
them in a section that deals with the travelling-You. Particularly when the
participles appear in clusters, the movement suggested by the semantics of the
verb becomes apparent; compare, for example, the following passage:

€k 8¢ TiTdrns és Zikudra adikopévots kal katafaivovow €s Bd acoav év
dapLoTepd Ths 6800 vaos «€oT> “Hpas ok €xwv €TL 0UTE dyalpa oUTe Gpodov...
KaTaBaot 8€ €s TOV Zikvwviny KANOULEVOV ALLéVa Kal Tpamelow ém’ "AptoTovalTas
T0 émivetov TO TTeNnvény, €aTv ONyov UTép TNV 080V €V dpLaTepd TTooelddros

tepdr: mpoeBolol 8¢ kaTda THY Aewddpov. ..

21151,
53 Cf. Kithner & Gerth 1898 §423.18e for examples from other authors.
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As one has arrived from Titane to Sicyon and descends to the sea there is on the left
side of the road a temple of Hera without any statue or roof any longer... As one has
come down to what is called the harbour of the Sicyonians and turned towards the port
of the Pelleneans, Aristonautae, there is a little above the road to the left a sanctuary of

Poseidon. Having continued along the highway.. 4

The dative participles seldom occur in so great concentrations as in the present
passage. However, this passage illustrates well an essential point regarding these
participles in the Periegesis, viz. that they are not used exclusively in order to
indicate that the statement holds true from one specific spatial position. By using
them, the narrator also introduces movement into the text, without restricting it
to Ego or some other definite persona. The narrator can also — and indeed does
frequently, but that is a field of enquiry that lies outside the present study — use
prepositional phrases and adverbs in order to indicate position.”® Considering the
fact that the narrator has several different means at his disposal, it can be
assumed that he has actively chosen one specific mode of expression rather than
another. In other words, occasionally the narrator chooses not to use static
modes of expression, such as ‘in front of’, preferring instead an expression
which suggests active movement, such as ‘having entered’. Compare, for
example, the following two passages from the description of the Agora in
Athens:

TOU BedTpou € 0 kaotowy "Qdelov avdpLdvTes Tpo THS €0680V BaTMéwy €loiy
Alyvrtiwv.
In front of the entrance to the theatre which they call Odeum there are statues of

Egyptian kings.56

€s 8¢ TO 'ABimoy €geNdotoy "Qdetor dA\a Te kal ALovuoos keltat Béas dEos.
When one has entered the Odeum in Athens, there is among other things a Dionysus

.S
worth seeing. 7

*Ii2.2.

55 Cf. also Brommelaer 2001 for an excellent study of the several means for indicating
locality used in book X, particularly in the description of Delphi.

*18.6.

71141,
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In other words, when speaking about the statues outside of the Odeum, the
narrator uses a static prepositional phrase. When — finally, after several pages of
biographies of various Hellenistic monarchs — it is time to mention objects
inside the Odeum, the narrator introduces them by letting the travelling-You
enter the Odeum. Of course, one has to take into account the overall propensity
for variation of expression in the Periegesis, but the choices between
prepositional phrases etc. and dative participles have probably not been made on
purely formalistic grounds.”® The content that is to be put into words should
ideally, and probably does, play a significant part in deciding what mode of
expression to use. In the light of how elaborate the specifications occasionally
are, the dative participles appear to have been chosen precisely because they
indicate simultaneously that someone or other has made/is making/will make the
specific movements described in order to reach the destinations spoken of in the
text.”

The impression that the function of the dative participles goes beyond
restricting the validity of the statement and denoting locality, is reinforced by
the two following considerations. (1) Verbs signifying movement in space are
not the only type of verbs used by the narrator in his speaking about the
experiences of the travelling-You using dative participles. However, the verbs of
other semantic categories do not occur nearly as frequently as the verbs of
movement do. (2) Dative participles are not the only means at the narrator’s
disposal for expressing movement in space; these other means for expressing
movement are, however, not nearly as frequently used as the dative participles
are.

Before passing on to the other ways of indicating movement by the
travelling-You, let us first consider some of the instances in which the narrator
introduces the travelling-You as performing some other business than moving in
space. First, a passage which is open to several different interpretations:

Kal TA ey €s Médovoav oUk elpt TpoBupos év Tols "ATTLKOLS onpivat: éTL 8¢ TGOV

YpadbdV TapévTL TOV TAldA TOV TAS LSPLAS GEPOVTa KAl TOV TANALG TNV OV

3 Cf. Engeli 1907: 138-140 for a short discussion on the different means for indicating
location, and passim for oratio variata in the Periegesis.

% For the reader’s convenience, there is at the end of the present chapter a list of the more
than 350 occurrences of dative participles of verbs of movement used by the narrator when
speaking about the travelling-You.
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TiLatveTos €ypadsev, €0l Movoaios. €yw 8¢ €mn pev émereEduny. ..
I am not willing to relate the matter concerning Medusa in the Atfica. Furthermore,
passing by the child carrying the water-jars and the wrestler painted by Timaenetus,

Musaeus is among the paintings. I have read verses.. 5

Is one to understand the act expressed by the participle TapévTt as ‘passing by’
in its literal sense, i.e. physically moving by the painting in question, or ‘passing
by’ figuratively, i.e. omitting? The answer to that question depends to some
extent on who is understood to be the subject of the participle. In this passage
the dative participle is preceded by a sentence in which the narrator introduces
Ego’s cross-referencing role and followed by another one in which, again, the
first person is used; this time the narrator lets show Ego the researcher. In such
surroundings, is one to understand the subject of the dative participle to be the
indefinite travelling-You (‘as one has passed by’ physically), or the first person
(‘as I have passed by’ either physically or figuratively)? One may never get a
certain answer to that question. However, the travelling-You appears to be the
more likely candidate, considering the fact that the narrator normally does not
avoid introducing a first person pronoun into the text when need be — of course,
provided that a pot has not fallen out of the text.®’ Moreover, in a context such
as the one of the present passage, the narrator normally prefers to keep Ego in
the background, instead favouring the indefinite travelling-You, thereby giving
his statement a wider applicability. Consider, further, the following passage
from the Boeotica:

TOU 8¢ MeVoLkéws EMLTEDUKE poLd TG PVMILATL: TOD KApTOD 8€ GVTOS TETELPOU

SrapphEavti oot TO €KTOS NOLTIOV €0TLY €VPELY TO €VdoV dlpaTt épdepés.

01227

o1 Cf. e.g. 129.3 mapévTL 8¢ pol Ta mAelw Toodde. .. dpkéoel ‘passing by the most, this
much will suffice for me’. In this context one may note a cross-referencing phrase in which
the narrator describes Ego’s progression in the narrative in a manner reminiscent of the
travelling-You’s movement in space III 7.5 pot... mpoeAd6vTL €s Tnr Meoonviav
ovyypadnv ‘when I have advanced to the Messenian account’; cf. also the organisatory
statement in V 21.1 ... ulv... Td a€lohoydTaTd aUTOV €TEPXOUEVOLS ©... as we are
covering the most remarkable among them’. Cf. also II 12.3 and III 2.5 in both of which the

subject of the dative participle is T® \dyw.
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On the tomb of Menoeceus a pomegranate tree grows; if you break through the exterior

of the fruit when it is mature, you can find that the interior resembles blood.*?

This is a curious case of stating the obvious. Why does the narrator describe the
nature of the ripe pomegranate in a manner resembling that in which an elder
would describe a pomegranate to a young child, who has never heard of such a
fruit? Moreover, the presence of co. makes one wonder whether the subject of
the dative participle in the present passage is the indefinite ‘you’ (the travelling-
You) or a definite ‘you’ (the narratee).”” Cases of similar ambiguities in the
interpretation of ‘you’ together with possible implications of such ambiguity are
discussed below.

Whereas the dative participles vary apparently without consequence
between the singular and the plural, the genitive participles are found mainly in
the plural.** Apart from the obvious difference in form, there does not appear to

621X 25.1. Other passages in which dative participles of verbs not signifying movement are
used about the travelling-You: dkovoavTt II 21.7; dkovoaot 119.6, 11 21.6; etkd{ovTL
11 19.2, V 12.7; avre€etdalovTt 19.5; émoyxévtt 1V 35.10; mapévre I120.1, 1M1 18.11,
V 21.4; émleEapévors T19.3; hovoapévy I 34.1; 186vTe 117.6, TV 35.11, V 7.1, VIII 9.8
(amo-); tdovot I 19.6; mpobupnbévtt IV 33.1; mubopévors 117.3. It is uncertain whether
(€)Pérovat 120.4, V 6.2, VI 25.1; dBeyEapévy (avdpl) 1T 35.10; BorjoavTt (avdpt) V 21.17
are to be included among these datives.

63 Similarly, in the list of dative participles of verbs of movement, one may note four
instances in which there actually is a subject of the participle, viz. avdpl: IV 35.10 (avdpl
eapavti), VI 17.1 (avdpt motovpévy Thv €dodor), 26.10 and VIII 39.1 (avdpl LovTL).

 In at least two passages the manuscripts have the genitive singular. In II 24.7 the
manuscripts read kataBdrtos and in VIII 15.5 they vacillate between mpoogeAn\vBdTos and
mpooeAn\uBoTL. In the latter passage the manuscript reading has been emended into
mpoeAn\uBOTL ever since the earliest editions. The change of the prefix into mpo- is certainly
justified. However, whether one should opt for the dative case rather than the genitive one is
another question. As to the former passage, van Herwerden 1887: 57 has suggested that
kaTaBdvtos should be changed to katafdvTt or kataBdvtov. Hitzig & Blimner 1896-1910
and Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990 print kaTtafdvTi; Spiro 1903 has kept the reading of the
manuscripts. The low frequency of genitive absolute participles without subject in the
singular as compared to the plural in the Periegesis corresponds to a general low frequency of
them in Greek, cf. Madvig 1884 §181 A4c. It is therefore unnecessary to eliminate one or two
genitive absolute participles without subject in the singular in the Periegesis on such grounds.
We thus follow Spiro in keeping katapdvtos in II 24.7 and would prefer to read
mpoeAn\uBoTos in VIII 15.5. On genitive absolutes without subject in the Periegesis, cf. also
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be any significant distinction between the dative and the genitive participles.
Occasionally, they are found in one and the same sentence, as in the following
passage from the Laconica:

ETaveNdOVTLY 8¢ €vTedfer mpoeNdoloLy ONyov kal TpaTeloLy avbls €S dpLoTepdy
dya\pd €otw ‘Hpakhéovs kal TpomaLov.
When one has returned from there, advanced a little and again turned to the left, there is

a statue of Heracles and a trophy.65

Beginning with a genitive and continuing with two dative participles, the
narrator details the complex movements one has made/is making/will make —
retrace one’s steps, move on, and turn to the left — in order to cover the ground
between the previous and the next object of description or comment. In both
cases the subject of the participle is an equally indeterminate somebody, a ‘you’
or ‘one’ covering the distance between the two objects. Compare, further, the
following passage from the description of the countryside outside Thebes in

Boeotia:

SLaBavTwy 8¢ TOTARLOY KANOUPEVOY ATTO YUVALKOS THS AUkou Alpkny — UTO TavTNns
8¢ éxeL Noyos "AvTLOTNY KakoDoBaL kal 8U” avTo Lo <TGV "AvTLoTNS Taldwy
oupPfivar TH Alpky THY TeleuTHY —, StaBdoy obv THY Alpkny oikias Te épeimia Ths
TTwddpov kal unTpos Awduvpnivns tepdv...

When one has crossed a river called Dirce after the wife of Lycus — tradition records
that Antiope was maltreated by her and that for this reason Dirce was killed by
Antiope’s children —, anyhow, when one has crossed the Dirce, there are ruins of

Pindar’s house and a sanctuary of Meter Dindymene.. 6

the list in Strid 1976: 37 n. 62.

%111 10.6.

% 1X 25.3. In the following passages, too, the genitive participle is used by the narrator in
order to speak about the movements of the travelling-You: compounds with -BdvTwv as the
verbal element (prefixes: dia-, kata-) 11 24.5, 25.2, 25.9, 111 25.1, IV 33.7, 35.10, VI 6.4,
20.6, 21.3 (bis), VII 25.10, VIII 29.1, 36.9, IX 24.5; vmepBalévtov VIII 6.4, IX 23.7; LovTwy
and compounds with -L6vTov as the verbal element (prefixes: dva-, é€-, kaTa-, Tapa-, Tpo-,
mpoo-) 12.2,21.4,112.3, 3.2, 13.4, 13.5, 24.1, 32.6, 36.6, 111 12.5, IV 33.6, V 15.9, VII 2.6,
27.1, VIII 37.1, IX 40.10; compounds with -e\06vTwV as the verbal element (prefixes:
emava-, €o-, mpo-) 12.1, 2.4, 1125.9, 11 10.6, IV 34.4, V 15.6, 15.7, VII 23.9, VIII 20.1,
1X 26.2; adikopévwr IV 36.7.
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That is, the very same action — the crossing of a river — is first set forth with a
genitive participle, but later, after a short clarification as to who the eponymous
woman was, the narrator prefers a dative participle. Clearly, the narrator did not
perceive any difference in meaning between the two cases. If this is not always
the case when he is speaking about the travelling-You, this is so at least in the
present instance.

The present passage is, further, a good illustration of how thin the divide is
between the travelling-You and the travelling-Ego. First, as already discussed,
the movements are related as undertaken by the travelling-You. Then, after
giving some details regarding the statue of Meter Dindymene and her sanctuary,
particularly the fact that it is open on only one specific day every year, the
narrator declares ‘I managed to arrive on this day, and I saw’ the statue.”’” In
other words, the narrator obviously presents Ego as having travelled in the area,
and to have been there on a specific day of the year, but, in accordance with his
normal practice, he prefers not to introduce Ego into the text in the process of
actually moving from point @ to b, or even crossing a river. Instead, he
introduces the travelling-You and lets this indefinite subject perform the act of
crossing the river Dirce only to retire after s/he (it?) has done his/her (its?) duty.
Hereby the narrator apparently deliberately depersonalises the account of the
movement.

The narrator transforms a travelling experience which would, presumably,
have been unique for Ego, potentially could have been embellished with a large
number of details, and certainly could have been presented in the past tense, into
one from which every personal detail is removed. The first person of Ego is
replaced with the someone or other who is the subject of the participle, the
detailing of the event is reduced to its bare minimum (crossing of the river
Dirce), and the temporality of the event is not fixed. Has the crossing of Dirce
happened, is it happening, or will it happen? Has it happened/is it
happening/will it happen once, twice, thrice, or an infinite number of times?
Speaking in terms of narrative frequency, we have here a difference between
singulative narrative (narrating once what has happened once) and iterative
narrative (narrating once what has happened n times).*® That is, when speaking

57 This passage is discussed above in the previous section, too, where the Greek text is quoted.

% On narrative frequency, cf. Genette 1980: 113-160, esp. 113—117 and Rimmon-Kenan
2002: 57¢.
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about Ego’s travelling experiences, the narrator is — at least presumably —
narrating a unique experience. When speaking about the travelling-You, the
narrator reduces to one narrative utterance an event that may occur/may have
occurred an infinite number of times. Iterative narrative as it presents itself in
the Periegesis differs from iterative narrative as described by Genette. In the
Periegesis, iterative narrative is not only a sylleptic comprehensive statement
taking together prior occurrences of an event, it also suggests further future
repetition of the event, as will presently be discussed. There is moreover the
question of who the agent performing the crossing was/is/will be, i.e. who the
indefinite travelling-You is.

These and similar questions, which arise from the narrator’s deliberate
choice to speak of much of the movement in a depersonalised way, do not have
one single answer. It may be that this is the point with introducing this vague
travelling-You. Hereby the narrator does not restrict himself to narrating the
limited experiences of Ego. Instead, by peeling off such traits that would pin
down the event to the singular experience of Ego — less is more! —, the narrator
opens the narrative and widens its scope to potentially include not only every
crossing of Dirce in his own time, but also all previous and subsequent crossings
of the river. The several crossings of the river are, of course, not identical with
each other. However, the narrator normally removes so many details from his
narrative of any event in the frame, that the question of identity should not be a
problem either in the present passage or in most of the Periegesis.

There is, however, one problem. Moving backwards or forwards from the
‘now’ of the narrator, for the most part one is bound to reach a point in time
when the statement ceases to be true as a whole or in parts. The river may have
some other name or be dried up, the sanctuary may be in ruins, the house of
Pindar may be in an undamaged state etc. The narrator appears to realise that the
narrative occasionally needs to be restricted into being a narrative about the one-
time experiences of Ego. Thus, in the present passage, the narrator introduces
Ego, lets him step in where the travelling-You leaves the scene, and declares
that ‘I’, i.e. the travelling-Ego, arrived in time and saw the statue of Meter
Dindymene.

The same interpretative openness is inherent in certain mpiv-clauses in the
Periegesis, in which the narrator speaks about the travelling-You. These mpiv-
clauses are introduced with the subordinating conjunction mplv (‘before’),
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constructed with the infinitive as predicate, and with no subject specified.
Consider, for example, the following passage from the Laconica:

mplr 8¢ 1 Stapfvar Tov EvpdTav, oXiyov vmep ThHS 6xOns Lepov Seikvutal Alos
IMovaoiov. Staaot 5 KoTuléws €oTiv "AokAnmiod vaos...
Before one crosses the Eurotas, a sanctuary of Zeus Plusius is pointed out a little above

the bank. When one has crossed, there is a temple of Asclepius Cotyleus.. &

In other words, on the way from Amyclae to Therapne in Laconia, whenever
one postpones the act of crossing the Eurotas for a moment, one will see a
sanctuary of Zeus Plusius a little above the riverbank — or, if one is in the right
company, the sanctuary will be pointed out to one. Similarly, whenever one has
crossed the river, there is a temple of Asclepius Cotyleus, provided, of course,
that they have withstood the ravages of time. Naturally, the narrator cannot
predict for how long a statement like the present one holds true in whole or in
part, nor should he be expected to have that ability. What the narrator can do, is
to draw attention to the frailty of things. He frequently points to the
changeability of things, as indicated above in the study of Ego the dater; cf. also
the passage which will be discussed next.

Potentially, present, aorist, and perfect participles and infinitives have
reference to the three temporal situations of past, present, and future.”
Therefore, when the narrator records the actions of the travelling-You using
infinite forms of the verb in one of the three above mentioned tenses, these
actions are floating in time. It is unclear whether they lie in the past, present or
future of the time of narration. Turning next to the instances in which the
narrator uses finite forms in order to speak about the travelling-You, it appears
that in some instances the temporal position of the narration in relation to the
actions of the travelling-You is that of anterior, or prior, narration. In other
words, the narrator’s narrating occasionally precedes the events narrated. The
narrator is not recounting what has happened; instead, he predicts what will

111 19.7. Of the more than 100 occurrences of mplv in the Periegesis, we have been able to
detect ten instances in which the temporal clause is used with reference to travels and other
experiences on site of the travelling-You. The other nine are: I 18.6, 37.3, 11 26.1, V 6.7,
VII 5.9, 22.6,1X 4.4,34.1, X 25.5.

" For unambiguous reference to the future, future participles and infinitives are to be chosen.
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happen.”" Compare, for example, the following passage from the treatment of
the Argolid countryside between Argos and Epidaurus:

€pxopévols d¢ €€ "Apyous és i 'Embavplav éoTiv otkodopnpa év de€id mupapist
WAALOTA €lkaopévov... TpolodoL 8¢ €vTelfer kal ekTpamelow €s defiav Tipurbos
€0TLY €pelTLd. .. KaTaBAvTwy 8¢ ws €m Bdacoav, évTatba ot Bdlapol Tév IMpolTou
BuyaTépwv eloly émaveNovTwY &€ €S TNV Aewdopor, €L MideLav €S dpLoTepav
NEets... €m €lod 8¢ Midetlas TANY TO €8ados AANO 0USEV ENELTETO. .. KATA OE TNV
Afjooav éxeTal Ths 'Apyetas 1 "EmSavplwv: mplv 8€ 1) kat’ avtnv yevéahar Ty
TONY, €TL TO Lepov dadién ToD "AckAnTLod.

As one is walking from Argos to Epidauria, there is to the right a building rather like a
pyramid... As one is proceeding from here and has turned to the right, there are ruins of
Tiryns... As one has gone down towards the sea, there are the chambers of the
daughters of Proetus. Having returned to the highway, to the left you will come to
Midea... In my time there was nothing else left of Midea except for its foundation... In
the area of Lessa, the land of the Epidaurians is adjacent to the Argive territory. Before

you come to the city itself, you will arrive at the sanctuary of Asclepius.72

In this detailing of the route between Argos and Epidaurus, the narrator
repeatedly introduces the travelling-You in order to narrate movement on the
ground. Dative and genitive participles are mostly used, which signify, as
discussed above, temporally indefinite actions undertaken by an equally
indefinite subject. There is also a mplv-clause, designating, in accordance with
normal practice, a temporarily suspended action, in this case the arrival in the
city of Epidaurus. Amidst the many travelling-Yous, the narrator also introduces
into the text Ego the dater. The fact that the narrator introduces Ego in the
present passage reminds us, again, of the fact that, though Ego’s personal
travelling experiences lie at the foundation of the frame narrative, the narrator
does not wish to present the travels as personal. With the comment featuring
Ego the dater, the narrator signals that whereas one indeed may come to the site
of Midea, there was nothing left of the city ‘in my time’, i.e. when (the
travelling-)Ego visited the place in question. This statement raises the question
of what there will be to see when ‘you’ come(s) there.

"' On the different temporal relations between the story and the narration, of which, for
natural reasons subsequent narration is the most frequently occurring in any narrative,
including the Periegesis, cf. Genette 1980: 215-223 and Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 90f.

7 1125.7-26.1.
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The appearance of the two future indicatives in the second person singular
is the most interesting feature with the present passage. Using the future, the
narrator predicts that ‘you will arrive at/come to’ Midea and the Asclepieum,
respectively. The use of the future tense and the second person singular raises
some interesting interpretational problems, which centre on the question who
‘you’ is. The question of who ‘you’ is falls into two. First, there is the question
of whether the second person singular is an indefinite ‘you’, i.e. someone or
other (German and Swedish ‘man’), or a definite ‘you’, i.e. the one to whom the
narrator addresses himself (German and Swedish ‘du’). If the second person
singular is to be interpreted as a definite ‘you’, equivalent to the German and
Swedish ‘du’, then we have here a momentary change of narrative situations.
There are two standard narrative situations in the Periegesis: (1) the
heterodiegetic narrative situation, in which the narrator (‘I’), addressing a
(mostly covert) narratee (‘you’), is telling about the doings etc. of someone else
(‘s/he’, “it’, ‘one’, ‘you’ or ‘they’); (2) the homodiegetic narrative situation, in
which the narrator (‘I’), addressing a (mostly covert) narratee (‘you’), is telling
about the doings etc. of Ego (‘I’). The homodiegetic narrative situation is the
rarer of the two in the Periegesis, and with very few exceptions only occurs in
the frame narrative. Instead of either one of these standard situations, we may
here for a moment be faced with a rather unusual narrative situation in which the
narrator (‘I’), addressing a narratee (‘you’), is telling about the doings etc. of a
character who is also the addressee (‘you’).”

Secondly, one has to consider the reference of ‘you’, the character about
whom the statement is made, as well as the addressee of the statement, and why
the narrator has chosen this mode of expression. Is this ‘you’, about whom the
narrator is speaking and whom he is addressing, chosen because of the ease with
which not only the narratee but also the real (?) reader can identify with it? This
question cannot confidently be answered with yes or no. It does, however, bring
into focus the main challenge and allure with second person narrative, viz. its
pull on the real reader to enter into the narratee-position. In other words, is the
narrator, for a short moment, if not actually introducing the real reader into the
text, then at least suggesting that a syncrisis of the character and narratee, both

3 <Second person narrative’, cf. Margolin 1990, Fludernik 1994a: 284-290, and Fludernik
1994b.
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27* Of course, the extent to

textual, and the extratextual reader might be possible
which ‘I’, the real reader, identify/-ies myself with ‘you’ in the narrative, whom
the narrator is both addressing himself to and telling about, depends upon who
‘I’ am/is. What can be said for certain is that the narrator is telling about travels
undertaken by a ‘you’ and taking place at some point in time that is subsequent
to the narrating of it; depending on the reader, it is also subsequent to the time of
reading. However, with second person narrative, there is the possibility that a
reader fails to uphold the distinction between the different potential references
of ‘you’, viz. the reader, the narratee, and protagonist. What happens then,
if/when the actual reader accepts the syncrisis? Most likely, a reader’s attempts
to transfer the movements detailed in the text to the real world would result in
frustration and misdirected criticism of the narrative, if it is done without a
proper understanding of the narrator’s procedures, witness for example
Wilamowitz.” Consider, further, the following passage from the Arcadica:

Kal TavTn TPGOTA Wév o€ O "ANDELOS €kdEEETAL. .. aUTOREY 8¢ Exwr TOV MalotvTa év
defLd peTa oTadlovs ws TpLdkovTa dLapnion Te auTov kal avapion 8L’ 68od
TPOCAVTETTEPAS €S Xwplov kahovpevor daidpiav.

Here, first, Alpheus will receive you... From here, keeping Malus on your left, you will
cross it after approximately 30 stades and ascend along a rather steep road to an area

called Phaedria.”

That is, when the narrator is speaking about the travels that will be undertaken
by ‘you’ sometime in the future, he may use the second person singular, or,
more rarely, the third person singular; in this case ‘you’ is the object instead of
the subject of the predicate. In the latter case, the subject is usually some
geographical feature, such as the river Alpheus in the above quoted passage,
receiving the traveller.”

™ On such ambiguities inherent in second person narratives, particularly on the pressure it
exerts on the reader, cf. Phelan 1994 passim, esp. 356-358. On the narratee, cf. also Prince
1980 passim, with Genette 1988: 130-134.

75 Cf. further above chapter 1.

70 VI 35.1.

" Other passages in which the narrator is predicting travels and other experiences of the
travelling-You: future, second person singular 121.3, II 11.2, 23.2, 36.7 (bis), 111 10.8, 14.3,
21.5,V 6.4, VI 7.1, 21.5 (bis), VII 25.5 (bis), 25.13, VIII 8.1, 11.1 (bis), 15.8 (bis), 16.5, 20.1,
21.1, 23.8 (ter), 25.1 (bis), 26.3 (bis), 26.5 (ter), 29.5 (bis), 35.3, 37.11, X 5.3, 28.1, 29.7
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When the narrator uses the future tense to predict what ‘you’ will do
without any modifications, he gives out an air of certainty that is not quite
customary for him. Consequently, the futures are not very frequent.
Occasionally they occur in combination with a conditional clause, as in the
following passage from the Eliaca. In this passage, the narrator predicts the
distance the travelling-You will have to cover between Olympia and Elis, but
only provided that he should decide to walk along a specific route:

€l 8¢ éNBelY €s "HAw BLd Tob medlov BeNfoeLas, oTadlous ey elkooL KAl €KATOV €S
AeTpilvous €els, dySonkorTa 8¢ €k AeTplvov kal ékaTov €mt "HAw.
If you should wish to go to Elis across the plain, you will have 120 stades to Letrini, and

180 stades from Letrini to Elis.”

Let us next proceed to discuss other means at the narrator’s disposal for
speaking about the travelling-You. These are dv with the optative mood, the
subject being either the second person singular (the indefinite ‘you’) or the
indefinite pronoun Tis, and certain 60Tis-clauses. As we turn to these clauses,
too, we are again faced with the problem of determining the reference of ‘you’.
As was the case already with the (suppressed) subject of the above discussed
participles and infinitives, the ‘you’ is now indefinite, i.e. ‘one’, equivalent with
the German and Swedish ‘man’. A narrative about an indefinite subject is
certainly a heterodiegetic narrative about a third person, in which the character
and the narratee are two clearly distinct entities; it is, however, also the sort of
narrative that comes closest to second person narrative.” It may be tempting to
conceive of such a narration as stimulating a narratee’s and/or a reader’s
perception of it ‘being about’ about him/her as much as about the indefinite
‘you’. One must, however, not forget that, strictly speaking, it is a narrative
about the indefinite ‘you’ or ‘one’.

Let us begin with 6oTis-clauses, i.e. complex sentences in which the
narrator, speaking about the travelling-You, uses a 6gTis-clause to limit the

(bis), 31.8; future, third person singular, with ‘you’ (c€) as object VIII 7.1, 11.1, 13.6, 28.1,
IX32.2, X 35.5; future, Tis vel sim. subject I 21.5, 42.3, X 29.5.

8 V122.8 Other passages in which the narrator uses conditional clauses when speaking about
the travelling-You: 121.3 (cf. above), I1 11.6 VI 17.1, VIII 11.1, 36.7, 37.7, IX 21.5, X 4.1,
11.4,17.10, 31.1.

7 Cf. Richardson 1994 passim, esp. 323f.
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reference of the subject of the main clause. Compare, for example, the following
passage from the description of the Athenian Acropolis:

00TLS 8¢ Ta oLv Téxvn Temolnpéva émimpoobe TiBeTal TOV €S dpxatdTnTa HKOVTWY,
Kal Tdde €oTLy ot BedoaoBal.
Anyone, who prefers things made with art to objects that have reached a great age, can

see the following.go

In this passage, one may first note the éoTt with infinitive used to narrate the
doings of the travelling-You. Occasionally éoTt with infinitive is used with
reference to events in the frame, narrating what may or may not be done by the
indefinite ‘you’.®’ The most interesting feature is, however, the 6oTis-clause.
Taking into account the fact that preferences differ, the narrator so to speak
recasts the role of the travelling-You, from one who is interested in antiquated
objects to one who prefers works of art. As to the 60Tis-clauses, generally
speaking, the narrator appears to use them in order to endow the travelling-You,
who is normally a tabula rasa, with whatever characteristics are needed for the
moment. Indeed, when the narrator uses 6oTis-clauses, he does not always
appear to depict this ‘you’ as travelling, or even having other kinds of
experiences on site as a result of travels. Rather than a travelling-You, we have
in these cases a ...-You, a blank ‘you’, whom the narrator can endow with
suitable characteristics. Compare also the following comment regarding the
Trojan horse, made apropos of a statue representing it on the Athenian
Acropolis:

kal OTL pév 1o molnpa To Emelod unxdvnpa qv és Std\voLy Tod Telxovs, oldev
00TLS pn maoav émbépel Tols OpuEly evmbetav.
That Epeus’ product was a contrivance for breaking down the wall, is known to

everyone who does not attribute complete stupidity to the Phrygians.82

In other words, the narrator apparently anticipates protest that might have arisen
had he chosen to state simply ‘everyone’, or the like. Therefore he delimits the

901243,

81 Other passages in which €07t with the infinitive is used about the indefinite ‘you’: 119.3,
22.3,37.1,44.2,113.6,11.6,21.4,33.1,V 16.8, 18.6, IX 19.1, X 14.6.

82123.8. Other 60TLs-clauses ascribing characteristics to the ...-You: 1 21.6, 22.1, 34.5, 37.4,
41.5, 114.2, 23.3, VII 26.6, 1X 10.2, 30.12, 37.5, X 20.1, 29.5. Cf. also 11 15.2, V 5.7,
VIl 42.4,X5.5,32.2,32.7.
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reference of the subject (translated above with ‘everyone’, which would be all-
inclusive without a qualifier). Using a 6oTis-clause, the narrator creates a
...-You, who for the moment is endowed with the characteristic of not being too
narrow-minded when it comes to Phrygians, perhaps even to barbarians in
general. Moreover, by limiting its scope, he creates a statement the validity of
which is more difficult to refute.

After the dative participles, the narrator uses dv with the optative mood, i.e.
the modus potentialis, expressing a possible event, most frequently when
speaking of the travelling-You. With the av with optative, the narrator creates
something that might be called ‘potential narration’, i.e. instead of narrating
what has happened, is happening or will happen, he narrates what may/might,
can/could or should happen. As to narrative frequency, potential narration may
be iterative. Consider, for instance, the following description of a painting in the
Asclepieum in Epidaurus:

yéypamTatr 8¢ évTatfa kal Méd... €€ Lakivns dudins mivovoa: (8ots 8¢ kdv «€v> TH
Ypadfj dLdAny Te VANoL Kal 8L’ AVTAS Yuvalkos TpOTWTOV.
Here is Methe, too, painted drinking from a cup of glass... In the painting, you can see

both the cup of glass and, through it, a woman’s face.®

Apparently, in this instance the narrator prefers to state what possibly may be
rather than predicting what will be, and suggests that ‘you can see’ instead of
predicting that ‘you will see’, i.e. he prefers the potential mode to the future
tense. By using the future tense one imparts a statement with a sense of certainty
about the course of events that cannot be a matter of fact before their actual
occurrence. Therefore, the future tense may occasionally be interpreted as
having a potential connotation.** This does, however, not appear to be the case
in the instances in which the narrator is speaking about the future doings of the
travelling-You. Whereas the future tense may have a potential function, the
optative with dv certainly has one. Regarding the doings of the travelling-You,
the narrator’s statements cannot in fact be anything but speculations, at least
when the narration is not subsequent but prior to the events narrated. This is
mirrored by the narrator’s use of the optative with dv. By choosing the optative

81127.3.

8 cf. Rijksbaron 1994: 32f.; cf. also Kiithner & Gerth 1898 §396.6 Al, citing a number of
passages where future and optative with dv are found side by side, and BDR §385.1.
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with dv rather than the future tense, the narrator explicitly signals that he will
not and cannot predict what the travelling-You actually will or will not do, he
can only suggest what the travelling-You possibly does or possibly will do.
Further, when he uses the optative with dv, it is noteworthy that the
narrator for the most part is not speaking about the travelling-You’s movements
in space. Instead, the narrator introduces other kinds of experience that one
might have on site, such as seeing or hearing. These are the same kind of
experiences that the narrator does not mind presenting Ego as having. Of course,
these experiences are in practice inseparable from actual travels. Consider, for
instance, the following passage, which introduces the description of Olympia:

TOANG eV 81 kal dMa (8ot Tis dv év "ENAnat, Td 8€ kal dkovoat BadpaTos déia

pdaitota 8¢ Tols "Exevaivt Spwpévols kat ayovt TG év 'ONuptia péTeaTy €k Beod
bpovTidos.

There are many other marvellous things which one might see or even hear among the

Greeks, but the Eleusinian mysteries and the games in Olympia are bestowed with the

greatest care from god.®

In other words, the potential for experiences in Greece is great for both the
travelling-You and for anyone travelling in Greece. Finally, let us consider the
following passage from the Attica:

Stapaot 8¢ Tov 'TALoov xwplov "Aypal KANOUPEVOV. .. TO 8€ AKOVOATL LEV OUY
opolws émaywydv, Badpa 8’ 1dolot, aTddLOV €0TL Aevkol NBov. péyedos 8¢ avTov
THOE dv Tis pd\loTa Tekpalpolto® drnbev dpos umep Tov TALoov dapxopevor €k
UNYoeLdols kabnkel ToU TOTALOD TpOs TNV OXONY €UBU Te kal Stmholv.

When one has crossed the Ilisus, there is an area called Agrae... Though not quite
alluring when one hears of it, but a wonder when it is seen, is a stadium of white
marble. One might best estimate its size as follows: a mountain from above beyond the

Ilisus, it begins in a crescent and reaches the bank of the river in a straight double line.

The narrator appears to have been very impressed by this monument, the
stadium of Herodes Atticus. Simply the fact that he attempts to describe a

v 10.1. Other passages in which the narrator uses ‘potential narration’ when speaking about
experiences the travelling-You might have on a site: I 11.6, 29.1, 32.6, VI 13.3, VII 5.5,
VII 16.5, IX 10.5, X 11.1, 24.2, 24.4, 25.5, 29.9, 33.5; Tis subject: 11 2.2, 11.6 (bis), 21.4,
V 5.2,18.7,VII 4.4, 17.6f., 20.5, 23.6, IX 39.3, 39.10, X 32.3.

1196
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utilitarian building such as the stadium is in and of itself remarkable. By
generalising the experience of perceiving the building, the narrator attempts to
convey some of the wonder in words. First, using two dative participles, he
points to the fact that it might not seem much when one hears of it (=reads about
it?), but that it is marvellous to behold. In the following, the narrator makes an
effort to bridge this gap between words and the sight itself. He invites (the
indefinite) ‘you’ to imagine the size of the stadium by comparing it to a
mountain and continuing by actually describing the impression produced by the
stadium clad in white marble.

As to the Tis in this passage, the narrator is not so much talking about what
an actual travelling-You might or might not do. Rather, he again appears to be
expanding the applicability of his narrative even further, to include not only a
travelling-You or an experiencing-You, but also a ...-You, whom the narrator
introduces once in a while so that s/he can perform certain tasks that cannot be
fulfilled by others. The ...-You is frequently introduced as guessing, believing,
accepting and occasionally even investigating something or other.*” In the
present passage, s/he is introduced as the one estimating the size of the stadium.

6.4 Summary

In this chapter we have gathered and studied the passages in which the narrator
introduces travelling experiences into the Periegesis. Following the narrator’s
practice of distributing the travel in the Periegesis between two travelling
agents, viz. the first person (the travelling-Ego) and a mostly indefinite ‘you’ or
‘one’ (the travelling-You), the material in this chapter has been disposed in the
separate groups of precisely the travelling-Ego and the travelling-You. In this
study, the narrator’s choice to introduce the travelling-You as an agent distinct

87 Other passages in which the narrator talks about the potential doings of the ...-You, using
dv with optative, Tis as subject: 124.2, 37.3, 38.1, 44.3, 11 7.1, 24.4, 111 18.5, IV 8.9, 15.2,
V 6.3,25.3,25.11, VI 12.9, 21.10, 24.7, 24.8, 26.2, VI 10.3, 21.8, VIII 2.5, 7.5 (bis), 11.9,
11.12, 14.2, 15.6, 28.2, 36.5, 44.6, 52.3, IX 8.1, 21.5, X 4.1, 20.2, 26.9. Mention must also be
made of a number of third person imperatives, all exhortations to the ...-You: {oTw 129.14,
OI21.7, v 12.3, VI 13.11, 15.7, 16.8, X 19.11, 23.14, 30.2; pepvniodw V 14.10; melbécbw
11 23.3, IV 4.3; mpootécbw IX 35.5. One may also note (oTwoav in VIII 25.7 and 25.12; in
these passages the narrator appears to be arguing with his source.

162



from the travelling-Ego has been respected. Therefore, despite the fact that the
travelling-You is undoubtedly based on travelling experiences of Ego, the two
have not been conflated into one category.

The travelling-Ego is not introduced nearly as frequently as the travelling-
You. When the narrator does introduce the travelling-Ego, his concern is not for
signalling movement from point a to point b, nor does he appear to be interested
in making the actual movements of Ego part of his narrative. Therefore, with
only a few exceptions, one does not come across mention of movements
undertaken by Ego. The narrator is instead concerned with signalling successful
or failed travelling experiences of Ego on any specific site, such as (not) seeing
or (not) finding things, or (not) managing to arrive in time for a particular event.
The small extent to which the narrator introduces the travelling-Ego is in and of
itself significant for determining what the narrator prefers to let Ego do in the
text. In the case of the travelling-Ego the narrator does not exert himself to gloss
over the difficulties and uncertainties encountered by Ego. Instead, the narrator
inserts in certain passages what seem to be admissions of fallibility; apparently
they are intended to be reminders of the fact that Ego in his function of traveller
may be mistaken just as easily as in any other one his functions, particularly the
researcher function.

Turning to the travelling-You, one may note, first, that this is a persona
occurring very frequently in the Periegesis, secondly that for the most part it is
used for narrating movements which the narrator does not introduce Ego as
making. The travelling-You is also found having other kinds of travelling
experiences than strictly moving on the ground. The travelling-You appears
almost to be a stand-in for the travelling-Ego, introduced by the narrator when
speaking about movement. Whether it is legitimate to assume that the narrator
truly transforms actual travelling experiences of Ego to those of the travelling-
You or not, cannot be known for certain. Nevertheless, considering the fact that
the frame narrative is based on Ego’s travels, one may wonder why the narrator
has chosen to suppress the travelling-Ego. It would seem that an answer to the
question why, is that whereas the narrator certainly wanted to make movement
and travel in Greece a part of his narrative, he did not want to produce a
narrative that would exclusively be about Ego’s (travel) experiences. Hence the
creation of the travelling-You.
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Table 3
List of dative participles of verbs signifying movement by the travelling-You

apEapévy avackometobar V 17.6

Badilovol 143.4,117.6, VII 26.11

kaTaPatvovtt 11 21.4, VIII 14.9, 29.1

kaTaPatvovor I111.2,12.2, 32.9

compounds with -BdvTt as the verbal element®™ 111 23.1, 24.2, 25.4, IV 33.3, 33.4, 35.10,
V6.1, 13.7,24.6, VII 3.5, VIII 13.4,32.4,35.8,37.8, 54.4,1X 3.9, 23.2, 31.3, 39.10,
X 8.8,24.6,32.1,36.5,37.4

compounds with -Bdot as the verbal element™ I 19.6, 28.4, 37.4, 38.2, 42.3, 44.3, 44.10,
mit4,11.5,12.1,12.2,18.3, 11 19.7, 20.3, 21.7, VI1 26.11, IX 25.3, 39.4

StapepnroTt IX 8.1

drapePnkoo 11 7.3

umepPdMovtt VI 20.10

vmepBarovTe VIII 54.7, IX 24.5

t6vTL and compounds with -L6vTL as the verbal element™ 11 20.5, 23.3, 38.5, 38.6, 111 10.7,
12.1, 14.1, 14.6, 15.6, 15.6, 16.4, 17.4,°1 18.2,21.2,22.13, 1V 31.4,33.3, V 5.3, 6.1,
10.10, 15.5, 15.6, 19.1, 20.6, 21.2,23.1, VI 21.7, 24.3, 26.10, VI1 3.4, 3.5, 20.7, 21.7,
24.5,24.5, VII 10.1, 13.4, 15.5, 16.1, 17.6, 25.1, 28.1, 34.1, 37.7, 39.1, 44.2, 46 .4, 53.11,
1X 24.1,29.5,30.7, 32.5,34.5,X 5.1, 8.9, 29.3,32.2, 32.8, 35.1

tovot and compounds with -Lobot as the verbal element” 1 15.1,18.4,22.1,24.5,29.2, 33.2,
34.2,36.3,41.1,41.6,42.1,42.6,44.2,44.4,44.6,11 1.3, 2.4, 3.2, 3.4, 4.6 (bis), 5.5, 10.2,
10.7,15.4,20.6,24.2, 25.8, 28.2, 28.3, 30.3, 32.7, 34.6, 38.1 (bis), 111 10.6, 18.6, 20.3
(bis), 20.8,20.9,1V 31.4,V 12.5,1X 2.3,2.7,4.4,8.3,39.4, X 24.7,33.3

epxopévy I 15.1, 22.8,1V 33.1, V 6.7, 16.8, 24.1, VI 23.8, VII 20.3,IX 8.7, 29.5, X 38.6

88 Prefixes: ava-, dia-, €Tava-, €0-, KaTd-, UTEP-, VTOKATA-.

8 Prefixes: ava-, dla-, kaTad-.

% Prefixes: ava-, €€-, émava-, €mi-, €0-, KaTd-, TAPEE-, TEPL-, TPO-.

*!n this passage the manuscripts read €s 8¢ Tny mpos peonuPplav otodv; Frazer 1898, I:
576 has suggested that LovTt or Lotot has fallen out; this supplement has been accepted by
Spiro 1903, who prints €s 8¢ Tnv mpos peonuPplav <évTe oTodv; Hitzig & Blimner
1896-1910, followed by Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990, instead change preposition and
government, printing év 8¢ T wpos peonpPplav otod. We would prefer the former
emendation of the present passage.

92 . . . ,
Prefixes: ava-, amo-, é0-, Tapa-, TPO-.
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epxopévots 139.1,113.6, 11.3, 18.1, 23.1, 25.7, VI 21.6

€NO6vTL and compounds with -eN0GvTL as the verbal element’ 11 1.7,1122.5,35.8, 111 11.1,
14.6, 14.7, 18.3, 18.15, 20.2, 20.7, 21.1, 22.3 (bis), 22.4,23.8, 24.2, 24.8, 25.1, IV 31.1,
31.4,33.6,34.7,V 22.5,24.6, VI 21.4,21.9,22.1, VI 18.1, 22.11, 25.8, 25.11, VIII 6.5,
11.5,12.2,12.7,13.4,23.8,28.7*, 34.1, 36.5, 36.7 (bis), 39.5, 53.11, 54.4, 1X 19.2, 19.6,
23.6,24.3,25.5,26.6,30.1, 30.8, X 8.6, 9.3, 24.6, 25.2, 37.1

€\fotot and compounds with -eAfovot as the verbal element™ 1 14.1,26.5, 32.7,37.2,40.4,
40.6,44.3,44.10,115.1,7.2,7.3,7.4,7.7,10.2,10.3, 11.4, 12.2, 13.7, 15.4, 18.1, 18.3
(bis), 20.3,21.1,24.7,25.2, 34.10, 35.1, 36.1, 38.4, 111 10.6, 12.8, 14.2 (bis), 15.10,
1X22,23,2.7,4.4

mpoeAn\uhoTL IX 30.7

é\atvovTt IX 5.14

améyxovtt VIII 6.5

amooxovTe III 23.2, 25.9

fEaot M 11.5

adtévTe VIII 36.7

adévTL V5.3

adrkopéve V 7.1

dadikopévors I112.2

adeonrdTL IX 8.1

08evovTL VIII 16.1; 8LodevovTt V 5.7
0devovot VIII 36.5

0devoavTL V 6.4, VI 25.8

mAéovTt 1 1.1, 11 34.8, TI1 23.2, VII 22.10, IX 32.2; mapamiéovTt IX 32.4

mAéovat VII 5.6; <maparmiéovat I 35.1; mpoomiéovat 128.2

93 Prefixes: dva-, da-, é&-, émava-, €o-, Tapa-, mpo-, VTo-.
** In this passage the text reads ... ToTapds ¢Eetow avTéfev BpevbedTns kal doov

3

oTadlovs TPoeNBOVTL TéVTe KdTELoY €S TOV 'ANdeldv ‘... the river Brentheates has its
origin from here, and as one has advanced about five stades it falls into the Alpheus.” The text
would make better sense if the participle was in the nominative case, having the river
Brentheates as its subject: ... mpoe\dov... kdTelow kT\. ‘... having flowed... it falls into... .
Moreover, with the change of the participle into mpoe\duv, the manner in which the narrator
speaks about the river Brentheates would correspond to the manner in which rivers are spoken
of in e.g. IV 20.2, VIII 30.1, 54.2. Frazer 1898 ad loc., Jones 1918-1935, Jost 1998b, and

Moggi 2003 translate the passage as if the participle was a complement to Bpevfedns.

95 . . , ,
Prefixes: dva-, dia-, émava-, €0-, KATA-, TAPd-, TPO-.

165



mapamAevoavTt I 1.1, 11 34.8; StamhevoavTt IX 24.1; mepimietoavTt 11T 23.2
mepatovpévots X 37.3

mepav péovtt V 15.3

ToLoupévy TNy €édddov VI 17.1

mopevopévots 11 32.10

avaoTpébavTt I 10.7, V 5.7, 15.1,1X 19.3, X 5.1; émoTpéavTt 11 24.2, V 23.1
avaoTpébaot I1 11.5; émoTpédaot 117.3

amoTpetTopévey III 20.3

Tpamopévy IX 26.6, X 8.8

Tpamopévols 138.8; éktpamopévols I44.4, 111 10.6

TpamévTt X 24.6, 36.5; amotpamévtt X 33.12; éxtpamévTt X 35.1

Tpamelal and compounds with -Tpametot as the verbal element® 11 54,11.1,11.3,12.2,
21.1,22.8,25.8,36.1, 36.2, 36.6, 111 10.6, 21.5, VIII 44.5, 54.5,1X 2.1, 4.4

% Prefixes: dmo-, ek-.
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Summary and conclusion of
part I

The first part of our study of the Periegesis has been devoted to a study of two
particularly recurrent features of the frame narrative, viz. Ego and ‘you’.

What is called frame narrative in this study corresponds roughly to what is
commonly called periegetic narrative or simply descriptions of sights,
Bewpnpata. The term ‘frame narrative’ is introduced in the light of the fact that
it is actually neither merely a periegetic (i.e. guiding) narrative nor a description
of sights to be seen. The frame narrative is a narrative in which either Ego or
‘you’ are protagonists. Within this frame are embedded descriptions of, or, more
correctly, comments made regarding objects which exist in space. The objects
of description or comment are connected one to the other to by way of the
narrative in the frame, which to a large extent has the form of a journey through
Greece. Indeed, actual descriptions of objects are rather infrequent in the
Periegesis, the narrator preferring instead to insert comments regarding the
objects. These comments in their turn frequently develop into embedded
narratives of varying length. However, in the frame narrative the narrator tells
not only about travel, but also about other kinds of research done for the
Periegesis and to a large extent about the actual writing down of the Periegesis,
too.

The most prominent feature of the frame narrative, Ego and ‘you’ have
been the objects of study in the four preceding chapters. The purpose has been
to explore what functions and roles Ego and (travelling-)You respectively have
in the frame, and to ascertain, if possible, what consequences the distribution of
Ego’s and (travelling-)You’s roles may have for the interpretation of the
Periegesis.
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As in any narrative, the ‘I’ of the narrator/character, i.e. Ego, appears in the
Periegesis in two distinct capacities, as the narrator and as a character. As
narrator Ego is on an extradiegetic narrative level, i.e. Ego is external to the
story, which means that within the text there is no other narrating instance
creating Ego as narrator. As character Ego is on a homodiegetic relationship to
the story of the frame narrative, i.e. the narrator can use the first person to
designate Ego as character, which means that the narrator to a certain extent
tells his own story in the frame narrative.

The narrator is, of course, continually in the text fulfilling his defining
function, viz. narrating the Periegesis, but only occasionally does he appear in
the text. When explicitly perceptible on the textual level, the narrator intrudes
into the text in order to refer to himself and his doings with the text and within
the text. Two separate functions of Ego as narrator can be discerned, viz. writer
and dater.

When speaking about Ego as character, the narrator intrudes into the text in
order to give an account, not of his production of the text, but about himself
performing tasks that are separate both in time and space from the narrating of
the Periegesis. Two distinct functions of Ego as character can be discerned, viz.
researcher and traveller.

The writer function of Ego as narrator was studied in chapter 3. By the writer
function we mean the instances in which Ego is concerned with the production
of the text itself. This function falls into three separate roles, or aspects of the
writer, viz. cross-referencing, organising, and pretermitting. The narrator’s
comments, which introduce Ego the writer, appear to be mainly concerned with
helping the reader to find his/her way through the text and making him/her
accept the authority of the narrator over his material. Further, the comments
featuring Ego the writer help to create an impression that the narrator is in
control of his material, that he has a clear comprehension of what he is going to
treat where, and that the locations for divulging specific pieces of information
are carefully chosen, but that he knows equally well what to leave out of the
Periegesis.

And, more generally speaking, the great number of instances in which the
narrator intervenes in his narrative in order to articulate the joints between
different sections of the text or the connections between parts that are far apart,
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or in order to clarify questions of inclusion or exclusion of material, enhance the
impression that the Periegesis is the narrator’s own creation. In other words, the
narrator does not avoid constantly reminding the readers of the fact that what
s/he is reading is the narrator’s text, his creation, and that, by extension, Greece
as it is described in the Periegesis, is very much his creation. Even without
leaving the level of the text, it may be assumed that the very same raw material
that is used for the Periegesis, could have been used to create a radically
different image of Greece by some other narrator. However, this statement is
hypothetical. What is clear from the study of Ego the writer, is that the narrator
does not try to hide the fact that someone, i.e. he himself, wields a controlling
hand over the narrative. Furthermore, from this it is clear that what the readers
of the Periegesis get is what the narrator wants them to have.

There are, however, some exceptions to this general image of a controlling
and authoritative narrator. In a number of passages it is not the narrator who is
telling about what he is or is not doing. Instead, it is the Ad-yos, a dream or
something else that is presented as dictating when, where, and what the narrator
may or may not write down in the Periegesis. What is one to make of such
passages? Generally speaking, the text is the narrator’s creation, but in the
creative process, over which he has the overall control, there are certain
obligations that he must fulfil. There is some material that must be covered,
some other that under no circumstances may be included, or some pieces of
information that are to be taken into the account, but in some other context. For
the most part, the narrator decides such issues, but occasionally his own
discernment does not appear to have been enough, whence the interventions of
the \oyos.

One final point needs to be made regarding the narrator’s introducing Ego
the writer. The great majority of these appearances of Ego are concerned with
clarifying matters for the readers — the organisation of the text or the choices of
material. Such helpful pointers create a sense of closeness and help to inspire
confidence in the narrator. But there are also a number of passages in which the
narrator withdraws from the reader’s side. Apparently deliberately, the narrator
accentuates a sense of estrangement between himself and the readers on the
many occasions in which he introduces Ego’s pretermitting role, in order to
explain that a certain piece of information cannot be revealed. The silences are
especially prominent when it comes to matters of religion. However, one may
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wonder whether the narrator aims to distance himself from all his readers.
Modern readers are, of course, utterly disappointed when the narrator of the
Periegesis, like every other ancient writer, holds his tongue when it comes to
the Eleusinian mysteries for example. We are left completely in the dark,
without any satisfactory means of enlightenment. This is, however, not the case
for the contemporaries of Ego (Pausanias), to whom the Periegesis is primarily
addressed. If not yet privy to the secrets at which the narrator hints, for the most
part there was the possibility of getting to know them. For example, apropos of
Demeter Chloe, the narrator advises the reader that, should one be interested in
information on the surname of the goddess one can get information regarding
that from her priests.' Both for those who were let into the secrets and for those
who were not, the narrator’s ostentatious silences suggest that he was a man to
be relied upon. One may therefore wonder whether the narrator’ pretermitting
comments are yet another way to inspire confidence in the narrator.

The dater function of Ego as narrator was studied in chapter 4. With the dater
function we mean the instances in which Ego is concerned with linking objects
etc. to the temporal situation, the ‘now’, in which he is putting the Periegesis
into writing. The dater function of Ego falls into two separate roles, or aspects
of the dater, viz. marking continuity and marking discontinuity.

Regarding Ego the dater, one may wonder how the many appearances of
Ego the dater are to be taken. The exact temporal reference is impossible to
pinpoint, nor is it probably meant to be determinable — at least not without some
effort and extensive reading of the Periegesis. Provided that the beginning of
the work is intact — which it probably is —, the narrator does not actually say
when this ‘now’, to which he so often refers, is until the beginning of book V,
where he gives the year AD 174.> However, the year 174 is valid only for book
V, and strictly speaking only for the immediate context in which it appears.

'Cf.1223.

2V 1.2, cf. above. Regarding the question of the beginning and end of the work, it has
repeatedly been pointed out that the Periegesis has ‘neither head nor tail’, i.e. neither
prologue nor epilogue, cf. e.g. Frazer 1898, I: xxii (quote) and Musti 1982: xviii. Bowie
2001: 27f. suggests that a dedicatory letter at the very beginning of the work has fallen out in
the manuscript tradition. Bowie 2001: 28 n. 32 maintains, quite correctly, that a
prefatory/dedicatory letter cannot be dismissed with reference to ‘the style of the man and the
character of his work’ (Habicht 1985: 18). We simply do not know enough about the actual
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From the very beginning, then, the readers of the Periegesis are confronted
with a narrator who exists in an unknown ‘here and now’. Just as is the case
with readers of most narratives,’ the reader — at least this reader — of the
Periegesis is not as interested in the spatial situation of its narrator in relation to
the story he is recounting, as in his temporal situation in relation to it. Nor is the
narrator of the Periegesis as forthcoming with information of the first sort as
with information of the second sort. Whereas the narrator refers more than 400
times to his ‘now’, he appears to make one single reference to his ‘here’, which
turns out to be in the vicinity of Mount Sipylus in Lydia in Asia Minor.*

Temporally the narrator is, obviously, subsequent to what he is recounting.
What intrigues the readers is to know how long the temporal gap is between the
events from different periods of the Greek past and the ‘now’ that figures
prominently in the Periegesis. When a reader approaches the text without any
prior knowledge of either the text itself or its narrator/author, s/he is faced with
a slow and frustrating process of trying to pinpoint when the ‘now’ is, to which
the narrator so often refers.

For the most part, as mentioned above, the exact temporal reference of the
‘now’ of which the narrator speaks when introducing Ego in his dater function
escapes the reader. But the many appearances of Ego the dater play another,
perhaps more important role in the Periegesis. From the first pages on, the
many instances in which the narrator indicates that something is ‘still” in a
certain way, or is different ‘now’, alert the readers to the probability that the
narrator is a latecomer to the objects described and the events retold. Otherwise
he would not have had the need to constantly indicate that this remains the same

man behind the text (the author Pausanias as distinct from the narrator in the text) to rule that
out. It may even be that our conception of the character of Pausanias the author would have
been radically different, if there had been a preface. But that is only speculation. What we can
say is that both the beginning and the end as they stand are perfectly in accord with the rest of
the Periegesis. Regarding the beginning of the work, cf. the observations of Robert 1909: 265
‘Das Thema des ganzen Werkes und das Thema des ersten Buches chiastisch einander
gegeniibergestellt... ist das etwa kein Prooemium? Ich meine doch, wenigstens im Sinne des
Pausanias.” And, regarding the end of the Periegesis, cf. Norenberg 1973 passim.

* Cf. Genette 1980: 215f. and Rimmon-Kenan 2002: 92.

4V 13.7 éromos 8¢ kai Tavtdhov Ths Tap’ NI évolkioews onpela ETL Kal €5 TOde
\elmeTar kTA. ‘Still until now there remain some signs of Pelops’ and Tantalus’ residency
with us...” On the implications of this Lydian origin, cf. the observations of Jones 2004:
15-21.
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or that that has changed. That is, the narrator makes it abundantly clear that he
is not interested in pretending that the past is his present. Instead, he is
investigating the objects and events of the past through the present. During this
process, the opportunity presents itself repeatedly for the narrator to indicate
that he found things to be in a certain way, whereas he may have expected to
find things differently because of, for example, outdated literature describing
the sites (dater function indicating discontinuity); and to indicate that things
were more or less as he expected them to be (dater function indicating
continuity).

The researcher function of Ego as character was studied in chapter 5. By the
researcher function we mean the instances in which the narrator introduces Ego
in the process of finding out facts, commenting on or judging the material
included in the Periegesis. When talking about the researcher function of Ego,
the narrator introduces an earlier version of himself into the text, performing
preparatory work for the Periegesis. Ego the researcher falls into three separate
roles, or aspects of the researcher, viz. investigating, commenting, and
criticising.

The investigating role of Ego the researcher is particularly interesting.
When letting the investigating role into the Periegesis, the narrator leaves some
sort of record for the reader, not only of the successes, but also surprisingly
often of the setbacks which he encountered during the efforts to find facts for
the Periegesis. This record of Ego’s researches is not necessarily to be taken as
literally corresponding to something that has actually happened — in the real
world as opposed to the world of the text —, though of course it is possible. It
may be conjectured that some part of the narrative about Ego’s researches
corresponds to the actual investigating done by Pausanias for the Periegesis. It
should, however, not be assumed that the text says the whole truth or nothing
but the truth in this matter. Given the general character of the Periegesis, it
would, however, seem more likely that the narrator has left out a considerable
number of details than that he has embellished the account.

When registering the researcher’s search for material for the Periegesis, his
evaluation of the trustworthiness of the material that is included, or his
criticising of it, the narrator not only signals the uncertainties that one is faced
with when exploring both the past and the present. He also reminds the readers
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of the fact that what they read is a construction built on material that has been
assembled with some difficulty. The appearances of Ego as character in his
function of researcher highlight the opaqueness of the Periegesis, just as the
many appearances of Ego as narrator in his function of writer do. Ego is firmly
put into the text; the narrator’s introducing Ego the writer put Ego into the
Periegesis as the one doing the telling of it, whereas his introducing Ego the
researcher put Ego into it as the one who, prior to the telling, has sought out the
material that may be presented. Hereby, the narrator signals that the Periegesis
is, on the one hand, a text that builds on material that does exist independently
from it, and, on the other, simultaneously a construction of reality that would
not exist in the form which it has outside of the text. Moreover, the type of
comments the narrator makes regarding the researches done for the Periegesis,
suggests that, whereas it certainly does build on traditional material (things said,
whether orally or in literature, by others), this fact does by no means guarantee
that the readers are to accept everything without reflecting. Instead, given that
the narrator repeatedly introduces Ego the researcher in order to signal
uncertainties with the material, questions that remain unanswered, and general
dubiousness regarding the information, the readers, too, are invited to question
the material and take part in the interpretative process. Can the reader reach
certainty where Ego reveals himself as being overly cautious?

Finally, the traveller function of Ego as character was studied in chapter 6. By
the traveller function we mean the instances in which the narrator introduces
Ego as having experiences — Ego the traveller is rarely introduced as actually
moving in space — on a site concerning objects etc. which are described or
commented on in the Periegesis. When talking about Ego the traveller, the
narrator introduces an earlier version of himself into the text, performing
preparatory work for the Periegesis.

The traveller function of Ego differs from the other functions of Ego in that
it does not appear to fall into two or more separate roles, or aspects. One can
certainly distinguish between two separate travelling agents, viz. the travelling-
Ego and the travelling-You, but whether or not the travelling-You is an aspect of
the traveller function of Ego is uncertain. Nonetheless, the travelling-You,
which is much more common than the travelling-Ego, has been included in our
study of the traveller function in the Periegesis, for two reasons. Firstly, the
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narrator apparently uses the travelling-You to relate travel in the text that he
does not wish to introduce Ego as undertaking. Secondly, the travelling-You is
frequently depicted as moving in areas where Ego is presented as having
experiences which are certainly associated with travel, but strictly speaking are
not actual travel or movement in space.

Thus, we have a slightly schizophrenic situation in the Periegesis. On the
one hand, according to the narrator’s own statements, Ego very often appears to
have been in an area and undergone experiences of various kinds. But, on the
other hand, the narrator usually does not depict Ego as actually moving in the
area. When the narrator wishes to depict movement, he ordinarily introduces the
travelling-You.

As to whether or not there are any actual advantages to be derived from
suppressing the travelling-Ego, and introducing the travelling-You instead, one
can only establish that, obviously, the narrator thought that there was one, for
otherwise he need not have introduced the travelling-You. It is, however,
doubtful whether we will ever quite understand why the narrator has chosen to
present the travelling as he does. What we can do is to describe what happens in
the narrative when the narrator introduces the travelling-You and depersonalises
his account.

First, obviously, the identity between (author and) narrator and character is
discontinued; instead of telling about what ‘I’ did, the narrator tells about the
doings of a third party, the indefinite ‘one’ or ‘you’, perhaps even the definite
‘you’. This ‘you’, whether definite or indefinite, is normally a tabula rasa, but
occasionally the narrator endows him/her (it?) with such characterising traits as
s/he (it?) needs to have for the moment. Second, the temporality of the action is
obscured. Does the narrator narrate what has happened, is happening, or will
happen? In some instances the narration is clearly anterior, i.e. the narrator tells
of events that will happen. In these same instances the subject the narrator tells
about almost seems to be the definite ‘you’, identical with the narratee, and, by
syncrisis, if not actually, then at least potentially identical with the real (?)
reader. Further, the frequency of the action is indistinct. Does the narrator
narrate what has happened/is happening/will happen once, twice, thrice, or an
infinite number of times? Finally, potential narration is one last obscurity
inherent in some of the instances in which the travelling-You is introduced, i.e.
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the event retold may/might, can/could happen — that is as far as the narrator’s
confidence goes in these instances.

It must be emphasised that Ego of the Periegesis, which has been the subject of
investigation in the four preceding chapters, is nothing more or less than the ‘I’
of the narrator/character who figures prominently in the text. Tempting though
it may be, the portrait of Ego that can be pieced together from studying the
Periegesis closely, should not straight off be assumed to apply also to the
extratextual author of the text. One has to consider that we do not have any
other information on Pausanias, the author of the Periegesis, from any other
source. This means that we do not have any prospect of knowing to what extent
the information about Ego in the text is applicable to the extratextual ‘I’ who is
the author of the text. Had we had another source for his biography, we could
have compared the data of the Periegesis with the information of the other
source. Would it have established or not that the portrait of Ego pieced together
from the Periegesis is identical with the extratextual author of the text? We have
no means of knowing either way.

Therefore this has been a study of the textual Ego based on the assumption
that the extratextual Pausanias certainly has made some contributions to the
textual Ego, but leaving aside attempts to turn the textual Ego into an
extratextual Pausanias. At the very least Pausanias’ general knowledge,
researches, and travels are the basis for the material of the P eriegesis.
Moreover, Pausanias’ actual knowledge etc. is reasonably more extensive than
the knowledge etc. that the narrator portrays Ego as possessing or acquiring. Be
that as it may, a comparison of Ego with Pausanias lies beyond the scope of the
present study.

However, when studying the Periegesis as a work of literature, or as a source of
information, the appearances of Ego are in and of themselves interesting. What
concerns does Ego appear to have when it comes to the Periegesis? And what
kind of impression does the narrator produce in the reader of the Periegesis by
frequently introducing Ego in his varying functions and roles?

To a very large extent, Ego reveals himself to be concerned with how the
reader may take in the material included in the Periegesis. Particularly, the
writer function and the researcher function, in which Ego appears very
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frequently in the text, are both largely oriented towards guiding the reader
through the Periegesis. Ego the writer is concerned with literally making clear
to the reader what pieces of information are to be found where in the text, and
what material is completely excluded from it. Occasionally Ego adds an
explanation of why a certain location is chosen for a specific piece of
information, and why this or that piece of information is left out of the text. Ego
the researcher is concerned with guiding the reader through the text in a more
figurative sense of the word. The appearances of Ego the researcher leave to the
reader a record of not only the failures and successes encountered during the
researches for the Periegesis, they also — and perhaps more importantly — make
clear Ego’s attitude vis-a-vis the material included. In other words, comments
like ‘I know’, ‘I think’, and ‘I do not know’, which signal Ego’s certainty,
hesitancy, and uncertainty towards the material, indicate to the reader what
amount of trust s/he in his/her turn may put in it. And, when Ego appears in his
criticising role, he not only points to a possible attitude vis-a-vis the material,
but explicitly states how he himself evaluates it, and how the reader could or
should assess it.

When introducing Ego the dater, the narrator is primarily concerned with
indicating what the relation is between Ego and the material introduced: have
things changed or have they remained comparatively unaltered? And, in doing
this, the narrator introduces Ego so frequently into the narrative, that the reader,
though s/he may note that the narrator is most interested in discussing things of
the past, cannot but realise that Ego is firmly situated in his present. In this
present Ego can only note whether or not the things of the past in which he is
mainly interested continue to exist in an unchanged state of things. Indirectly,
the appearances of Ego the dater are of a certain concern for the reader, too. On
the one hand they bring into focus the changeability of things. If Ego, when
comparing the past with his present, has to indicate that things have changed in
approximately 50 percent of the instances, how often would the reader have to
do the same when comparing the past as described in the Periegesis with his/her
present? On the other hand they constantly remind the reader of Ego’s presence
in the text. Moreover, by repeatedly introducing Ego the dater, the narrator
signals that not only has the research been done by Ego (researcher function)
and is the narrating done by Ego (writer function), but also is the material of the
narrative repeatedly related to the ‘now’ in which Ego exists (dater function).
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The traveller function differs to some extent from the other functions of
Ego. The most obvious difference is that the instances in which the narrator
introduces the traveller function and actually explicitly refers to Ego are very
rare. Most commonly, when introducing the traveller function into the
Periegesis, the narrator is instead speaking about the movements of an
anonymous, indefinite, atemporal, potential travelling-You. Occasionally, when
he introduces this travelling-You, though he does not explicitly speak about the
reader, the narrator appears to suggest that the addressee/real (?) reader may
identify him/herself with the travelling-You. The potential of syncrisis of the
addressee of the text and the object of narration does not truly begin to suggest
itself until the narrator starts to use the second person singular of the future
tense rather regularly when speaking about the travelling-You. This does not
happen until well into book II, despite one stray second person singular of the
future tense in book I.° Nor is the potential for this syncrisis equally manifest
throughout the Periegesis. But once it has begun to manifest itself, it is
reinforced with every occurrence of the travelling-You, whether the form is the
second person singular of the future tense or dative participles.

In brief, as far as they manifest themselves in the text, the concerns of Ego
centre on making it easier for the reader to perceive that the Periegesis is his
product. In other words, throughout the text, Ego appears in it time and again, at
every turn making it clear that what is presented in the text is Ego’s own
creation. The narrator does not make any effort to try to cover up the fact that
the description of Greece in the Periegesis at every step of the way is dependent
on and created by Ego. A reader of the Periegesis would not be presented with
the same image of Greece had Ego not existed in the ‘now’ in which he exists,
had he not conducted the researches which he has conducted, and had he not
organised the material of the Periegesis the way in which it is organised.

To judge from the narrator’s presentation of matters, it would appear that
the image of Greece in the Periegesis is to a much lesser degree dependent on
the travels done by Ego. But, one has to ask oneself what role the travelling-You
plays in this respect. After all, in the frame narrative it is to a large part the
travelling-You who makes the movements which link together the various sites

and monuments.

3 Cf. above chapter 6 n. 77.
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Does the narrator hereby suggest that the image of Greece presented in the
Periegesis is also dependent on the travel undertaken by the travelling-You?
Should this be the case, one may wonder if such an assumption does not cause
more problems than solutions. The main problem with the notion that the
movements of the travelling-You would be decisive for the presentation of
Greece in the Periegesis, is the temporal indefiniteness of the travelling-You.
The narrator probably envisions the travelling-You to be approximately
contemporary with Ego, i.e. the appearance of sites and monuments as
described in the Periegesis is for the most part such as it would have been in the
‘here and now’ of Ego, but he does not confine him/her to this ‘here and now’,
but potentially to a time that is both subsequent and prior to it. Hence the
problem with the temporal indefiniteness of the travelling-You: the sites and
monuments between which the travelling-You moves have not always had and
will not for ever have the same appearance as they are described as having in
the Periegesis. The question is whether or not the narrator deliberately
introduced such an ambiguity into the text. Though certainly expecting a future
audience for the text, it may very well be that he did not expect it to be read at a
time when the sites and monuments as described in the Periegesis had changed
beyond recognition. In other words, the narrator surely did not imagine a time
such as ours, when we can barely piece together the layout of a place from the
description in the Periegesis, should we not be so lucky as to have unearthed the
ruins of what once was there.
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PART II

CONTENT: THE GREEKS AT WAR






'/ The history of Greece
in the Periegesis

7.1 Introduction

Before turning to the three aspects of the Greeks at war — Greeks against
Greeks, Greeks against others, and Greeks and Romans — which are the main
theme of the second part of our study of the Periegesis, we will discuss briefly
how the history of Greece is presented in the Periegesis. First, we will discuss
the form of the historical notes in general terms, before we proceed to an
inquiry into the presentation of the history of Greece in the Periegesis on a
smaller scale, using the introductions to the Laconica and the Arcadica as points
of departure. The first of these two introductions has been chosen as a
representative of the longer introductions in the Periegesis, the second one as a
representative of the shorter ones.' Furthermore, these introductions contain
features which illustrate exceptionally well characteristics of the manner in
which the historical material is presented in the Periegesis.

"1 1.1-10.5 and VIII 1.1-6.3. Counting the number of paragraphs, the difference in length
between the two does not seem to be great. But when the length of the introductions is
compared with the length of the whole books, the picture is quite different. The introduction
to the Laconica constitutes about 36% of the whole book, the introduction to the Arcadica
about 10%. Both proportionally speaking and counting the paragraphs and pages, the
introduction to the Laconica is the shortest of the three long historical introductions in the
Periegesis, the longest one is the introduction to the Messeniaca (about 80% of the whole
book), while the one to the Achaica is the second longest (about 56%).
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7.2 General remarks

Anyone reading the Periegesis notices immediately that in it the history of
Greece is retold in the form of Adyot, i.e. as stories, either in connection with
monuments or serving as introductions to regions or cities.

As has been noted previously, in the several books of the Periegesis, the
description of a region or a major city is in most cases preceded by a myth-
historical introduction, with the notable exception of the description of Athens
in the first book, in which all of the historical material is carefully linked to the
monuments.” There is, however, a great variety between the separate books. At
the very start of books III, IV, and VII there are long introductions, which do
not exclude shorter introductory notes to some of the communities treated in
these books. Books V-VI, VIII, and X have rather short introductions at the
start of the books, combined with rather long ones preceding the individual
communities. Books II and IX do not contain any general introduction at the
start of the books, but there are introductions preceding the treatment of
individual communities; in book I, too, there are short introductions attached to
the treatment of Salamis and Megara.’

It has been calculated that the stories, which cover a great variety of
subject matter, take up approximately half of the Periegesis.* However, not all
stories can be considered to be history, not even myth-history. According to
Trendelenburg’s calculations, history covers roughly 330 pages of the 860
Spiro-pages that have been counted.’

As regards the historical narratives which the narrator chooses to introduce
into the Periegesis, he is markedly selective. His interest is focussed exclusively
on the history of Greece,® but, quantitatively speaking, the same amount of
attention is not bestowed upon the different historical periods. According to
calculations made by Bischoff, the Persian wars and the pentakontaetia are

2 Cf. e.g. Gurlitt 1890: 12-14.

135.2£.,139.4-6.

4 Trendelenburg 1911: 15-17. Trendelenburg unfortunately excludes books V and VI from
his calculations, allegedly in order to reach a more correct picture of the proportions between
the A\oyou and BewpniipaTa in the Periegesis as a whole. The proportions naturally vary from
one book to another.

> Ibid. 17.

® Noted by e.g. Habicht 1985: 102.
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treated in about 11-12 (Spiro) pages each, the period from 403 to the death of
Alexander the Great is treated in about 30 pages, and the period from the
Diadochi to Sulla in about 108 pages.’

We are not given any numbers for the Peloponnesian war or for the archaic
history down to the Persian wars. According to our calculations, approximately
12-13 pages are allotted to the Peloponnesian war. Since Regenbogen does not
explain how Bischoff has made his calculations it is uncertain whether ours and
his can be compared with one another. And, generally speaking, it is difficult to
decide what to include in the calculation and what to leave out. In our
calculation, events that certainly did occur during the Peloponnesian war, but
which the narrator does not explicitly say belong to the period, have been left
out — some consciously, others unwittingly.® Moreover, we have included the
few mentions made of monuments commemorating events occurring during the
Peloponnesian war.” We do not know whether Bischoff did the same.

The amount of text devoted to (myth-)history before the Persian wars may
be estimated to at least 140 pages.'® The narrator of the Periegesis, like other
ancient writers with him, did not distinguish between what we call myth and
history in the same way as we moderns do. Certainly, it was felt that there was
some difference between the two, but there were equally striking similarities.
To judge from the Periegesis, what separates myth from history is basically the
fact that myth tells the history of much more distant times than history does, i.e.
myth is history about very ancient times. For that reason, myth has been
transmitted through many generations; during this transmission the myths have

7 The three volumes of Spiro’s Teubner-edition of the Periegesis covers about 1025 pages.
The numbers are taken from Regenbogen 1956: 1066—-1069, who used Bischoft’s incomplete
manuscript for his article.

8 For example, 11 20.2 is deliberately excluded, although events are retold there which
occurred during the Peloponnesian war, but not marked as such in the text. It cannot be said
with certainty that Pausanias knew that they occurred during the Peloponnesian war, although
it is probable. Moreover, this episode is used here rather as a timeless example of the endless
wars fought between the Argives and Spartans.

? For example the rather long description of the monument erected by the Spartans and their
allies commemorating their final victory over the Athenians (X 9.7-9.11).

10 This is but a rough estimate — probably too low — based on the figures given above.
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often been fitted into extravagant, fantastic superstructures, which often render
the accounts improbable." For this reason (myth-)history was problematic.

As many others, the narrator of the Periegesis shows awareness of the
difficulties that the superstructures caused when these accounts were to be used
as historical sources. In this respect, also, myth and history are alike: the
narrator does not always believe that the information is quite faultless in the
field of history either, but he records it all the same.'? As to the myths, they are
narrated mostly without comment; sometimes the narrator expresses disbelief —
mostly concerning details — and occasionally he makes rationalising
interpretations.

The myths have not only been distorted by tradition, but also multiplied in
the sense that there are several divergent and conflicting versions of one and the
same myth.' In this respect too history and myth are alike. In the Periegesis,
one finds divergent accounts of such recent matters as the origin of the name of
the Messenian town of Corone, which was founded after the battle of Leuctra,
or who killed Epaminondas at the battle of Mantinea."”® For the narrator, there

cf, particularly VIII 2.6f., which is discussed further below. For ‘myth as history’, cf. Graf
1993: 121-141. Cf. further Marincola 1997: 117-127 for a convenient inquiry into how
ancient historiographers’ treatment of myth differs from their treatment of history.

12 ct. e.g. 19.8 Ta 8¢ évTelber épol €oTwv ov moTd, Tepdvupos b€ €ypale Kapdiavos
kTA. ‘the next part is incredible to me, but Hieronymus of Cardia relates that... .

Bcr. Veyne 1988 passim, esp. 71-78 and 95-102 on Pausanias’ and other Greeks’ approach
to myths; Gurlitt 1890: 34, n. 42 and Frazer 1898, I: lv—Ix for further examples. See also
Lacroix 1992 for modern rationalising interpretations of stories transmitted in the Periegesis.
Some of Ego’s criticism of myths and other traditions has been discussed above in chapter 5.
14 Cf. Frazer 1898, I: lviiif. and Alcock 1996: 262-265 for examples of both types; cf. also
above chapter 5. Cf. Lacroix 1994 for local traditions in the Periegesis; Piérart 2000 for an
interesting study of Pausanias’ favouring the Athenian version of the development of
civilisation over the Argive one; Jost 1998a for a study of ‘Panhellenic’ versus local myths in
the Arcadica; see also Schmitz 1997: 181-193 on the importance of local traditions for local
identity during the Second Sophistic. See also e.g. Bremmer 1997 for a study of the ease with
which divergent version of myths could develop.

'S Corone: IV 34.5. The origin of the name is either to be found in a mispronunciation of
Coronea or in the Greek word for crow (kopwvn). Epaminondas: VIII 11.5f. The Mantineans
maintain that Machaerion, a Mantinean, killed him, the Lacedaemonians that Machaerion, a
Lacedaemonian, killed him, the Athenians — with the Thebans agreeing with them — that
Grylus of Athens wounded him.
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does not seem to have been any clear line separating myth from history.'®
Therefore, myth has not been separated from history in our estimate, nor are the
two treated as distinct entities in our study of the Periegesis.

The amount of space devoted to Hellenistic history is rather surprising in a
work written during the second century AD, in the age of the so-called Second
Sophistic. This is a period which, at least in some of its manifestations (viz.
sophistic declamations), appears to be characterised by a nostalgic focus on
classical times at the cost of later historical periods, in particular of the present
and Hellenistic history.

This is a truth with some modifications. As to the sophistic declamations
on historical themes, the subject matter was certainly sought in the history of
Greece down to 322. However, in other genres — and most likely in the public
consciousness — the death of Alexander of Macedon did not mark the end of
history. The Hellenistic period was not avoided by such a Fachschriftsteller as
Polyaenus. Historical monographs were written about the time after Alexander’s
death, for example Arrian’s Historia successorum Alexandri. Some of
Plutarch’s Greek lives deal with persons of the Hellenistic age. Nevertheless
works covering later periods are rare in comparison with the dominance of the
more distant past. Also universal histories, except of course Roman histories,
often ended with either the death of Alexander or the defeat of Athens in the
Lamian war. It has, however, been pointed out that histories with a clear break
in 322 are quite ‘difficult to isolate... without having recourse to special
pleading.’'” However, Pausanias is not a completely atypical child of his times.
Although the amount of space devoted to Hellenistic history is great in the
Periegesis, the number of times it is brought up is not. Post-classical history is

16 cf. e.g. Sidebottom 2002: 495 and Arafat 1996: 43-79, esp. 74. Although Arafat inquires
into ‘Pausanias on the past’ mainly from an art-historical point of view, the conclusions hold
for ordinary history, too. For a more general discussion, cf. Veyne 1988.

17 Anderson 1993: 101132, quote p. 104, arguing against Bowie 1970 passim, esp. 10-22 on
historians. Cf. Ameling 1996: 120—123 on the (dis)interest for Hellenistic history in the
Second Sophistic. It has also been noted that Aelian chronologically goes both before and
after the classical period for material for his Varia Historia, cf. Stamm 2003: 85f. Desideri
2002 stresses the amount of space that actually is devoted to (near) contemporary history by
historians of this period.
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thus brought up only a few times but is treated at length, presumably since it
was not quite as well known as classical history was.'®

In the Periegesis, the interest in the history of Greece ends almost
completely with the Roman victory over the Achaean Confederacy in 146.
Virtually nothing else than the events affecting Athens and Thebes in the
Mithridatic war are told of the history of Greece after the subjugation of Greece
by the Romans." The history of the imperial period is essentially restricted to
some scattered notices on the emperors.” To judge from the preserved
fragments, the Bithynica of Arrian appears to have been an interesting parallel
to the Periegesis in this respect. According to Photius, Arrian in this book
treated the local history of Bithynia from mythical times down to the death of
Nicomedes, who bequeathed Bithynia to Rome.”' Thus Arrian in effect appears
to have chosen a similar point in time as the narrator of the Periegesis to close
his history: the end of independence and the absorption into the Roman
Empire.”? Following normal practice in antiquity, both Arrian and Pausanias
appear to focus on inter-state conflicts and, when the over-all political situation
no longer allows inter-state warfare, Greek history no longer arouses their
interest.

In the Periegesis as a whole the history of Greece from the earliest
mythological times down to the Roman conquest is told. It is true that some
notices on events after the Roman conquest are to be found, but these are rather
scarce. However, since the myth-historical notices are spread out in
introductions and attached to monuments, the history of Greece is told in a
fragmented form. But, as Ebeling has noticed, by means of cross-references,
genealogies, dating by Athenians archons and Olympiads, and by using
particularly well-known events as chronological markers, the disconnected bits
and pieces are brought together, forming almost a systematic historical survey.”
But, on the question whether there actually is a historical plan in the Periegesis,

'8 On this focus on little known subject matter, cf. further below.

1 As noted by e.g. Habicht 1985: 102 and Ameling 1996: 123.

2 cf. Regenbogen 1956: 1096 and Habicht 1985: 102 with references.

2! Bibliotheca codex 93, 73a—b Bekker.

22 Bowie 1970: 20 notes that Telephus of Pergamum, too, appears to have ended his history
On the Pergamene Kings at a similar point of time, namely the transition from kingdom to
Roman province.

23 Cf. Ebeling 1913.
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as Ebeling supposes, one cannot but agree with Reardon: ‘Il fut admettre

cependant que le plan n’est pas trés clair.’*

7.3 The Laconica

The introduction to the Laconica is the first long systematic historical narrative
in the Periegesis.” It is both a history of the Spartan royal houses and a general
Greek history exploiting the solid chronological structure provided by the
genealogy of the Spartan kings. In the following we will discuss formal features
in the narrative, with particular focus on the location of information and the
point where the narrator ends the Laconian history in the Laconica.*

In a manner of speaking, both the Spartan and the Greek history are told
twice over in the Laconica. After the return of the Heraclids, the history or
genealogy of the Agiads is related first, next the history of the Eurypontids.”’
The reason why the narrator has chosen this procedure appears to have been
mainly a practical one, but it is also motivated by the more or less constant
differences of opinion held by the representatives of the two houses. At least
this is the explanation given by the narrator for splitting the Spartan past into
two.” This separate treatment of the two royal genealogies is open to criticism
and an invitation to repetition. But on the whole, it does not result in
repetitiousness, since, in the narrator’s account, the separate royal houses were
not engaged in the same events, at least not to such a degree that difficulty
presented itself as to where the events should be retold. It has been noticed that
the introduction to the Laconica presents ‘an extreme instance of Pausanias’s

24 Reardon 1971: 221, n.79.

% 111 1.1-10.5. There are, however, some longish biographical notes in the two preceding
books.

26 Studies on the introduction to the Laconica are e.g. Calame 1987 and Meadows 1995 with
references to earlier studies. Cf. further Cartledge 2001 and Le Roy 2001.

27 pre-Heraclidean Laconia: 11T 1.1-1.5; Agiads: I1I 2.1-6.9; Eurypontids: III 7.1-10.5.

I 1.9 ob pi 008¢ HlLoVONGAVTLY TOUS ATOYOVOUS AUTGY €5 KOLVOV KaTdNoyoV bTdEeLy
<dv> €peN OV 00 ydp TL Ta TAVTA €S TO aUTO ouveAN\UBaoLy NALklas, ws avedLor Te
avepL® kal avepLov Taldas, HoavTes € Kal TOUS KATOTEPW KATA APLOPOV Tuxelv
aA\HloLs yeyovbTas Tov Loov. éxatépav otv THY olkiav éméfetpl adTov i8lws kal ovk
apdoTépas dpa €s TO avTo avapifas.
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method of dividing and distributing a connected historical account as the same
matter was called for in different parts of his work.’* Or, to put it more simply:
here, if anywhere, one can observe the care with which the narrator chooses the
place to relate a piece of information.

The account of the Corinthian war may serve as an example. Both royal
houses were involved in and affected by it, but in different ways. Since the
history of the Agiads is told first, we first learn how the war affected Pausanias,
son of Pleistoanax and grandson of Pausanias, the Spartan commander at

Plataea.*

The reason behind the war being, however, more related to the
Eurypontid Agesilaus, the narrator refers the reader to the note on Agesilaus for
an account of it.”’ Thus, in the narrator’s mind, to present any particular piece of
information at a suitable location appears to have had precedence over
presenting the material in a chronological order.

In the history of the Agiads we are told about the part played by king
Pausanias in the Corinthian war, or rather: the part he did not play and the
consequences thereof. He arrived too late to assist Lysander in a battle against
the Thebans and the Athenians at Haliartus. Informed about the defeat and death
of Lysander he decided not to engage in battle when he noticed that he had
enemy-forces both in his front and his back. Instead, he made a truce and
collected the fallen for burial. The Lacedaemonians did not approve of
Pausanias’ decision, but the narrator commends it as prudent. The narrator
presumes that king Pausanias had learned from history: the defeats at
Thermopylae and Sphacteria show that the Lacedaemonians tend to be worsted
when caught between enemy-lines and therefore, surrounded by the enemy, he
decided not to be the cause of a third disaster.””> Charged for his late arrival in
Boeotia, Pausanias went into exile rather than going to court.

In the account of the Eurypontid Agesilaus, we learn how and why the
Corinthian war began.*® When Agesilaus and the Lacedaemonians were

* Ebeling 1913: 146f.

111 5.3-6.

3T 5.3 aitia 8¢ fiTis eyéveTo TpooéoTal TG &5 "Aynoilaov Aoyw, referring to TI1 9.1-11.
2 1115.5 TodTo Aakedatpoviols pév €yEveTo ol KaTd yVOUNY, €Yo 8¢ mad Tovde
Eveka TO Bovleupa: dte yap €l eidws O Mavoavias ws Td opdpata del Aakedatpoviols
yivovTtal év péow molepiuwr amolndbelol, 76 Te €v Oeppomidals Kal €v TH ZdbakTnpiq
VoW Selpa émotioaTo P odLoL kal avTos TpTou yévnTat kakol mTpodaots.

P 19.1-13.
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conducting successful campaigns in Asia against Artaxerxes, the king of Persia,
he sent Tithraustes down to Sardis as a countermeasure. This Tithraustes
contrived a plan which forced the Lacedaemonians to call Agesilaus home. He
sent a certain Timocrates from Rhodes to Greece with money and orders to stir
up a war in Greece against the Lacedaemonians; Argives, Thebans, Athenians,
and Corinthians are reported to have had their share of the money. Thus,
according to the account in the Periegesis, Persian machinations and money lay
behind the Corinthian war. The Locrians of Amphissa were the ones who
started the open hostilities. The Phocians disputed the possession of a piece of
land with these Locrians; incited by those of the Thebans who had been bribed,
the Locrians ravaged and plundered the disputed piece of land. The Phocians in
their turn attacked and plundered Locris, as a result of which the Locrians with
the Thebans as allies plundered Phocis, after which the Phocians turned to the
Lacedaemonians in search of help, which the Lacedaemonians gave them,
declaring war on Thebes. We are also told about an Athenian attempt to settle
the matter in court, a suggestion that the Lacedaemonians rejected. The event
following the beginning of the war, the battle at Haliartus, has already been told,
and the reader is accordingly referred back to the note on king Pausanias
discussed above.*

In the Laconica, the care with which the narrator chooses the most suitable
place for recounting any specific piece of history is further illustrated by the
considerable number of references forward to the Messeniaca, especially with
respect to the Messenian wars. Both the Lacedaemonians and the Messenians
were obviously involved in these wars in equal measure. But in the narrator’s
view the Messeniaca seems to have been the proper place to recount the events
of these wars. There are four cross-references, promising fuller treatment of
both the first, second, and third Messenian wars. Moreover the narrator, having
summarised the main events of the second Messenian war, states that a full
account of the events would be out of place in the present book.* Thus, for the

MM 9.11 Ta 8¢ em ToUTOoLS €5 Te THY Aakedatpoviwy ¢Eodov kal T és THY Avadrdpou
TENeUTNY EBNA\wa€ pot Tob Adyou Ta €s IMavoaviav. The beginning of the war is brought up
a second time in IV 17.4f., which will be discussed further below in chapter 8.

B 3.5 Ta pev 81 ém Tod ToAépov cuppdvTa, Ov ol Mesoruiol Aakedatpoviwy
amooTdrTes émoAéunoav, ol ot kaTd kalpdy v €év TH ovyypadf) TH Tapotorn dnidoat.
Cross-references: III 3.2 (promising to relate the Spartan and Messenian accounts of the
reason for the conflict, and its outcome), III 7.5 (first war), III 11.8 (third war), III 15.10
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narrator, the Laconica was not the right place to tell about the Messenian wars.
The reason for this is probably the fact that, although both Lacedaemonians and
Messenians were involved in the wars, the Messenians suffered from them
harder than the Lacedaemonians; an additional reason may be that most of the
fighting appears to have taken place in Messenia. However, by mentioning the
wars in the introduction to the Laconica, the narrator fixes them firmly in the
chronological framework of the genealogy of the Spartan royal houses, however
flawed that chronology may be in the eyes of modern historians.

The introduction to the Laconica illustrates yet another characteristic of the
narrator’s manner of telling history, which is connected with his avoidance of
telling history in its improper place, viz. the point where the historical account
ends. The history of both lines of the Spartan royal houses ends with references
to book II, with statements to the effect that the feats of Cleomenes, son of
Leonidas, Agis, son of Eudamidas, and Eurydamidas, son of Agis, have already
been related.”® Why? Certainly, the narrator usually avoids telling the same
thing twice. Therefore, having told about Cleomenes and Agis in II, a reference
in III to the earlier treatment could be said to be the customary procedure.

However, the account of Agis in book II is rather incomplete. Here the
narrator makes only a short mention of his capture of Pellene and subsequent
expulsion by Aratus.”” Particularly in the light of the fact that the doings of both
Agis and Cleomenes are brought up in later books, too, without cross-references
to either I or III, one may wonder why the narrator is content with a cross-
reference to II instead of completing the account of Agis in III.

In the Achaica, the narrator mentions again the capture and loss of
Pellene.®® And in the Eliaca, apropos of a statue of the Elean diviner

(Teleclus, whose death was one of the triggers to the first war). Further, the killing of
Teleclus is mentioned in III 2.6 and the second war in III 7.6 and III 14.4, without, however,
any cross-reference to the Messeniaca.

B 16,9 (Kheopével 8¢ TG Aewvidov Td Te dAa omola és TOALay Opod kal dvdpelav
umip€e kal 0s €mavoavTo €€ ékelvou TmMupTLATAL BATINEVOPEVOL, TTPOTEPOV ETL EBNAWTE
poL T €S TOV Zikuwviov "ApaTov: mpooemeNdBeTo 8¢ 0 Adyos ot kal TpdTov OvTivd €v
AlyimTeo Kheopévns ételevnoev) refers to 119.1-3. III 10.5 (ta 8¢ és "Ayw ToV
EvSapidov kat és Evpudapidar Tov "Ayldos ws €oxev, fon pot kal Tdde 1 Zikvwvia
«ovy>ypadn dte€rjel) refers to I1 8.5.
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Thrasybulus, we learn that Agis was involved in a struggle at Mantinea, but,
since this does not appear to have been the proper place to relate this event, we
are promised a fuller account of this battle in the Arcadica.”® Consequently, in
the Arcadica, the battle is mentioned in the introduction to Mantinea; here we
are told that the Mantineans, former allies to Lacedaemon, who had now joined
the Achaean Confederacy, were victorious with help from Aratus and the
Achaeans.” Moreover, apropos of a trophy near a sanctuary of Poseidon on the
road from Mantinea to Tegea, there is a rather detailed account of the battle.
The narrator describes in unusual detail the battle formation and the course of
this battle in which Agis is said to have been not only defeated but also killed."'
Further, in the introduction to Megalopolis, we are told that Agis conducted an
unsuccessful siege of the city, the account of which is concluded with a sketch
of Agis’ life.* Thus, obviously, the subject matter of Agis was not quite
exhausted in book II. This raises the question why the narrator did not sketch a
complete biography of Agis in the Laconica, but instead found it more fitting to
save this information for the Arcadica.

The account of Cleomenes in book II could be called a complete
biographical sketch of the same kind as many of the Spartan kings get in the
Laconica. There is a short description of his character and ambitions, and an
exposé of the deeds to which these ambitions lead him, viz. his poisoning of
Eurydamidas, son of Agis, other measures of his which affected the internal
affairs of Sparta, and the wars he conducted against Dyme, Megalopolis, and
Sellasia. The latter of these led to the capture of Sparta and the exile of
Cleomenes. We are further told about Cleomenes’ subsequent vicissitudes and
death.” But why are these events related in book I1? And, in particular, why are
there only a short summary and a cross-reference in the Laconica, in the light of
the considerable number of times Cleomenes’ feats are brought up and retold in
later books?*

PVI24.

VI 8.11.

*1 VIII 10.5-8 (and §9). The Periegesis is our only source to this battle. On the problems of
the account, cf. Frazer 1898 ad loc., Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 ad loc., and especially
Habicht 1985: 101f., and Cartledge & Spawforth 1989: 40 with references.

42 VIII 27.13f. Agis’ siege of Megalopolis is mentioned again in VIII 36.6.

“19.1-3.

111 10.7 (apropos of the ruins of Sellasia, we are reminded of the fact that the city was laid
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In the case of both Agis and Cleomenes the narrator is interested in their
doings in so far as they affect Aratus and the Achaean Confederacy.” In fact,
apart from Cleomenes’ measures in the domestic affairs of Laconia — measures
he took in order to strengthen his power at home, before turning his attention to
the increase of Lacedaemonian power in Greece — and his end in Egypt, the
same battles are brought up over and over again. These are Agis’ battles at
Pellene, Megalopolis, and Mantinea, and, more persistently, Cleomenes’ at
Dyme, Megalopolis, and Sellasia.

It has been suggested that the narrator mirrors the gradual merging of
Laconian into Achaean history in his account by telling the end of the Spartan
royal houses not in the Laconica, but in a biography of Aratus, a prominent
leader of the Confederacy.* The narrator’s decision to recount these pieces of
Spartan history in II certainly indicates that he thought this to be the proper
place for them — whatever the reason. At least the dominant position held by the
Achaean Confederacy on the Peloponnesus and on the history of Greece down
to the Roman conquest is mirrored in this. Moreover, the unceasing conflicts
between the Lacedaemonians and the Achaean Confederacy, which the narrator
dwells on in the Achaica, indicate clearly that this was a state of affairs that the
Lacedaemonians (obviously) were not satisfied with.

waste by the Achaeans, with a cross-reference to 119.2), IV 29.7 (Cleomenes’ capture of
Megalopolis shortly after the Messenians had joined the Achaean Confederacy), IV 29.9 (the
tyrannies of Machanidas and Nabis in Sparta, after Cleomenes had been overthrown),
VII 7.3f. (enumeration of Cleomenes’ victory at Dyme, capture of Megalopolis, and defeat at
Sellasia as an illustration of the enmity between the Achaean Confederacy and the
Lacedaemonians, with a cross-reference to VIII 27.15f.), VIII 8.11 (the Mantinean
participation in the ‘destruction of the Lacedaemonian power’), VIII 27.15f. (an account of
Cleomenes’ successful siege of Megalopolis added to the account of Agis’ abortive one, with
a cross-reference to VIII 49.4f.), VIII 28.7 (the tomb of those who fell in the battle against
Cleomenes); VIII 49.4f. (Philopoemen’s reconquest of Megalopolis, when Cleomenes had
taken the city, including the battle of Sellasia).

> As observed by Bearzot 1992: 158.

%% Ebeling 1913: 147.
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7.4 The Arcadica

The narrator begins the Arcadica with a remark on the unique geographical
position of Arcadia as compared to the rest of regions on the Peloponnesus,
being situated in the centre of the peninsula and thus landlocked.” The majority
of the several books of the Periegesis are begun with a comment on geography;
for the most part the narrator is not quite as exhaustive as in the Arcadica.*

The narrator proceeds to the early history of Arcadia. In this book, as in the
rest of the Periegesis, the interest is focussed on local history. Beginning with
Pelasgus the narrator goes through the history of Arcadia using the 25 kings of
the royal house as a chronological/genealogical backbone.” Although an
essential part of the history of Arcadia is left out in the process, not even a short
résumé of the early history will be attempted here, in order not to get lost in
details. Throughout the whole of the Periegesis a great amount of attention is
paid to early (myth-)history, which is even more important for the local history
than history proper. In these myth-historical accounts the narrator reproduces
narratives which explain the origins of the inhabitants and the evolution of their
specific way of life, particularly their religious life. These are tales that, at least
partially, account for why a specific place belongs to specific Greeks, the origin
of their customs and religious rites and the process through which both the place

4T VIII 1.1-3. For a study of the perception of geographical borders in the Periegesis, cf.
Sonnabend 1994.

8 Not counting book VI, since it continues the description of the Altis of the previous book,
there is only one exception to this procedure. Even the Attica begins with a sort of comment
regarding the geographical position of the area in relation to the Greek mainland. The
exception is book V. That book begins with a comment on geography, but not on the
geographical position of Elis. It is instead introduced with an argument against ‘those Greeks
who say that there are five parts and not more of the Peloponnesus.” This claim has been
interpreted as a veiled argument against Thucydides (1.10.2), which moreover springs from a
misunderstanding of his text. On this, cf. e.g. Fischbach 1893: 165-167, Frazer 1898 ad loc.,
Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 ad loc., and Jacquemin 1999 ad loc. with references to more
recent literature.

# VIII 1.4-5.13. As is the case of any historical information in the Periegesis Pausanias’
sources for the account of the Arcadian royal house has been investigated, cf. Hejnic 1961
passim, Roy 1968: 287, Jost 1998b: xxf., and Pretzler 1999: 10-12 with references to earlier
studies. As stated earlier, the question of the sources for or the accuracy of the historical
accounts in the Periegesis is not of primary interest in our study.
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and the people are made unique.” Here we will focus only on some of the more
interesting features to illustrate the manner in which the history of Greece is
retold in the Periegesis.

In the case of Arcadia the early history reads almost as an account of the
origin of mankind. The narrator does not, however, accept all the Arcadian
assertions. He begins by arguing against the Arcadian tradition that Pelasgus
was the first man in the area. It is more reasonable to assume that there were
others with him:

molwy ydp dv kai fpxev 6 Melaoyds dvlpuimwy;

For what people could he have ruled over?”!

the narrator asks, rhetorically. Logic does not quite allow that the tradition is
accepted without modifications. Having explained that Pelasgus must have been
particularly powerful among his contemporaries, the narrator goes on to detail
his contribution to the civilisation of mankind.*

During the reign of Lycaon, the son of Pelasgus, civilisation progressed in
several respects: the city of Lycosura was founded, Zeus was given the epithet
Lycaeus, the Lycaea games were founded.”® But most interestingly, in the rather
long chapter devoted to Lycaon, the narrator comments repeatedly on Greek
tradition and compares the Arcadian tradition with the traditions of other
Greeks. Apropos of the Lycaea, the narrator seizes the opportunity to revise the
date of the Panathenaea, declaring that the Lycaea are the older games of the
two. Commenting that the Olympian games, which are older than mankind,
must be left out of the present discussion, the narrator appears to have exhausted
the subject matter of athletic games.™

Continuing with Lycaon, the narrator comments that ‘I for one believe’
(Bokd... €éywye) that Lycaon and the Athenian king Cecrops were
contemporaries, although not equally wise in divine matters. With this remark,
he has introduced the theme for the rest of the note on Lycaon, viz. his ungodly
sacrifice of a human baby to Zeus, his transformation into a wolf as punishment,

%0 Cf. Jacob 1980: 73-76 on the definition of space, and Elsner 1995 passim on the
importance of religion and rites in the Periegesis as a means to define one’s identity.
51
VIII 1.4.
2 VIII 1.4-6.
> VI 2.1.
VI 2.1f.
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and, particularly, the amount of faith one can put in this and similar traditions.”®
The narrator begins by making the following declaration:

Kal épé ye 6 \oyos oUToS Teibel.

This tradition convinces me.>®

The rest of this chapter is devoted to an explanation of why faith is placed in
this tradition, apart from the fact that it is an ancient tradition. The argument
falls into two parts. (1) Men of those days were both rewarded and punished by
the gods immediately. Just as Aristeus, Britomartis, Heracles, Amphiaraus, and
Polydeuces and Castor were rewarded by deification, so were Lycaon punished
by being turned into a wolf and Niobe, the daughter of Tantalus, by being
turned into a stone. ‘In my time’ (ém’ épov), neither the wicked are punished
nor the just rewarded — in particular, nobody is truly deified.”” (2) Many events
that have occurred in the past and others that still occur have been rendered
incredible by a certain kind of men, specifically by

oL Tols AANOéTLY €TTOLKOSOPODVTES EPevapéva.

those who build lies on a foundation of truth.”®

Thus the account of Lycaon is spoiled by the addition that men thereafter have
always turned into wolves when sacrificing to Zeus Lycaeus, but only for nine
years provided they do not taste human flesh. Similarly, the account of Niobe

> VI 2.2-7.

0 VIIL 2.4.

ST VI 2.5 ém €pob... obTe Beds €ylveTo oldels ETL €E avbpamov, TARY Goov Noyw kal
KOAaKelq TPOS TO UTepéxov, Kal Adikols TO pVLpHa TO €k TOV Bedv ofé Te Kal
ame oo évbévde amokelTal. This passage has been interpreted as indicating criticism of
the deification of both Hellenistic and Roman rulers, though not directed against anyone
specific. Cf. Palm 1959: 70f. and Ameling 1996: 158, both with references to previous
studies. Swain 1996: 345f. is inclined to see in this statement at least some hint of Pausanias’
attitude to the cult of the emperors. This passage is further perceived as an eloquent
declaration of the cultural pessimism that pervades the Periegesis, cf. Piettre 2000: 93-96 and
Porter 2001: 76. In historical times no deification occurred, but the boxer Cleomedes of
Astypalea, was turned into a hero after Ol. 71 (496 BC). It is difficult to see why this man was
given the honour, seeing that he had accidentally killed his opponent in the Olympic games,
forfeited the victory, gone mad, and subsequently killed about 60 school-children, VI 9.6-8;
cf. Frazer 1898 ad loc. and Hitzig & Bliimner 18961910 ad loc. with references to other
mentions of this athlete.

% VIII 2.6.

195



turning into a rock is corrupted by the addition that she/it weeps on Mount
Sipylus in the summer.” The section on Lycaon is closed with a return to the
opening reflection on the rise of the incredible elements in otherwise truthful
traditions.

Civilisation continued to spread in Arcadia: the many sons of Lycaon
founded numerous cities.® Occasionally, the narrator interrupts the enumeration
of these by alluding to more or less obscure points in poetry that are illuminated
by knowledge of the Arcadian tradition. Thus, we are told that Stesichorus in
his Geryoneis mentions Pallantium which was founded by Pallas.®’ We learn
that Homer forged an epithet for Hermes after Acacus, the founder of
Acacesium.” The narrator also informs us that Arcadia, formerly named
Pelasgia after its first ruler, was renamed after Arcas, son of Zeus and Callisto,
who was Lycaon’s only daughter.*®

Regarding the death of Ischys, one of the sons of Elatus, Arcas’ son, the
narrator cross-refers the reader to an earlier treatment. The reader’s curiosity as
regards Ischys’ death is, however, not quite satisfied.* As to the first
Lacedaemonian invasion of Tegean land, under the leadership of king Charillus,
the reader is referred forward to the treatment of Tegea; here in the introduction
the main elements of the event are summarised.”® The third cross-reference in
the introduction to the Arcadica corrects a previous statement regarding the date
of the first attempted return of the Heraclids: it did not occur during the reign of
Orestes over the Achaeans, as stated earlier, but before it.%

At this point in their history the Arcadians begin to get involved in affairs
that affect other communities, too. Agapenor, the eleventh king after Pelasgus

% VIII 2.7. Two further parallels are: griffins are spotted like the leopard and tritons speak
with a human voice.

OVII3.1-7.

1 VIII 3.2, Stesichorus fragm. 5 Page.

% Ibid. The Homeric allusion is to /1. 16.185.

S VI 4.1.

% V111 4.6, probably referring to II 26.6, where nothing is said about the death of Ischys.
Instead, we are told about the death of Coronis and the rescue of Asclepius (Ischys is one of
his reputed fathers) by Hermes. On similarly imperfect cross-references in the Periegesis, cf.
above chapter 3.

95 VIII 5.9 referring to VIII 48.4f.

v 5.1 referring to 1 41.2 (with a reference to VIII 5.1); on this passage, cf. also below
chapter 5.
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and the successor of Echemus, during whose reign the Heraclids made the
attempted return, led the Arcadians to Troy. During the reign of Cypselus, the
fourteenth king, the Heraclids did return.”” Cypselus neutralised the threat they
posed to him by marrying his daughter to the Heraclid Cresphontes, who got
Messene, and thereby he secured Arcadia for himself. Cypselus’ son Holaeas,
together with the Heraclids from Lacedaemon and Argos, restored his sister’s
son Aepytus to the Messenian throne.®® The next event of more than local
significance is the outbreak of the first Messenian war during the reign of
Aechmis. The Arcadians fought on the Messenian side.” And, finally, the
Arcadians stoned to death their last king, Aristocrates II, when they discovered
that his treasonous acts were the cause of the Messenian defeat at the Great
Ditch (Meyd\n Tadpos).”

After his survey of the Arcadian royal house, the narrator concludes the
historical introduction with a short résumé of the wars in which the Arcadians
participated jointly.”" The Arcadians fought in the Trojan war, they were allies
of the Messenians in their war against the Lacedaemonians, and they fought the
Persians in the battle of Plataeca. They were on the Lacedaemonian side in the
Peloponnesian war, they joined in with Agesilaus’ expedition to Asia, and they
fought with the Lacedaemonians at Leuctra but deserted them after the defeat of
the Lacedaemonians in this battle. They did not fight with the Greeks either
against Philip and the Macedonians at Chaeronea or against Antipater (in the
Lamian war), but they did not fight on the Macedonian side either. They did not
participate in the Greek resistance against the Gauls at Thermopylae, because of
the Lacedaemonians. They were the most eager members of the Achaean
Confederacy.

Arcadian history is in many ways dominated by Sparta, as appears from
the résumé. In this respect Arcadia is typical for the Peloponnesus.

The closing remark of the introduction illustrates particularly well the
narrator’s concern for choosing the proper place to recount a particular piece of
historical information:

 VIII 5.2 and 5.6.

% VI 5.7.

% V111 5.10.

70 VIII 5.13. On the treachery of Aristocrates, cf. below chapter 8.
"I VIII 6.1-3. On these wars, cf. above chapters 8 and 9.
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0méoa 8¢ aUTOlS OUXL €V KOV, KaTd mONELs B¢ 18la oupPePnkoTa evpLokov,
amonodpeda avTOY EKATTOV €S TO OLKELOV TOU AOYOU.
All that I found happened not in common but individually in the cities, we will put off,

every one of them, for their proper place in the narrative.”

Consequently one expects to, and indeed does, find historical accounts
throughout the Arcadica. The accounts are all located at such places where they
are not merely disconnected pieces of information, but tell the specific history
of a place which is made unique by way of the historical notice. Among the
more substantial accounts, one may note the following. The rather substantial
introduction to Mantinea is quite remarkable considering the fact that it goes
down to battle of Actium.” In the vicinity of a sanctuary of Poseidon Hippius in
Mantinean territory, there is a trophy erected in memory of a victory over Agis
and the Lacedaemonians, apropos of which the narrator inserts an account of the
battle.” Similarly we are told about the battle of Mantinea in which
Epaminondas died on the road between Mantinea and Pallantium at a wood
called Pelagus; this account mainly centres on the question of who killed
Epaminondas.” There is a long introductory note to Megalopolis.” There is a
short note on the history of Pallantium, which develops into a biography of
Antoninus Pius.” The location of all of these notes is more or less self-
explanatory.

The placement of the historical/biographical note on Philopoemen of
Megalopolis is one of the most curious ones in the Periegesis. It is to be found
in the description of Tegea. As is often the case in the Periegesis, this historical
note, too, is inserted apropos of a monument:

oV moppw € THS dyopds BEATPOV T€ €0TL Kal TPOS avTH BdBpa elkovwy XAAKGY,
aUTal 8€ oUK €LoLY €TL al elKOVES.
Not far from the Agora is a theatre and by it are pedestals of bronze statues, but the

7
statues themselves are no longer extant. 8

2 VIII 6.3.

3 VIII 8.5-12.

v 10.5-9, on the historical problems with this battle, cf. above.
S VII 11.5-12.

6 VIII 27.1-16.

7T VIII 43.1-6.

8 VIII 49.1.
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One of these pedestals without any statue had an elegy indicating that the lost
statue once upon a time depicted Philopoemen. Apropos of this empty pedestal
of the statue of Philopoemen the narrator chooses to tell the life of
Philopoemen, and, having finished the life, he cites the elegy on it.”” This
biography is not placed here by chance, nor did the narrator seize upon the first
opportunity which presented itself. Earlier in the Periegesis the narrator has on
several occasions briefly alluded to certain matters in the life of Philopoemen.
But, he obviously considered a separate biographical note to be the most
suitable place to treat Philopoemen in full, and therefore he cuts himself short
and refers his readers to the coming biographical note. One of the cross-
references is in the historical introduction to Megalopolis.®

Why the narrator saw fit to tell the biography of the Megalopolitan general
of the Achaean Confederacy apropos of an empty pedestal in Tegea one cannot
but guess. Perhaps his choice was influenced by the encomiastic inscription that
was still preserved, which contrasts sharply with the absence of the statue
itself.®" According to Plutarch, whose Philopoemen is one of the suggested
sources for the biography of Philopoemen in the Periegesis, after the fall of
Corinth there was a suggestion that the memory of Philopoemen should be
abolished, inter alia by destroying the statues of him.*> The proposal was voted
down. By letting a pedestal which once supported a statue of Philopoemen
trigger his biography, the narrator is perhaps emphasising how easily things
from the past fall apart and are forgotten, even when deliberate destruction of
the means of keeping the memory alive is averted.

7 VIIT 49.1-52.6.

80 VIII 27.16 MeyahomoNiTar pév 81 Tpémov 6mTolor qreshoarto THY abTéy kai omola
kaTeNdoloLy atbis émpdxdn odiot, dnidoel Tod Mdyou pot Td és dulomoipeva kTA. There
are two further references to this biography, IV 29.12 and VII 8.6.

81 Pretzler 1999: 94 suggests that the ‘noteworthy monument’ with the epigram guided
Pausanias in his choice of location of the biography.

82 Plutarch Philopoemen 21.10-12; on the source(s) for the biography of Philopoemen in the
Periegesis, cf. Raeymaekers 1996: 273-276.
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7.5 Summary

The résumés of the introductions to the Laconica and the Arcadica throw light
upon several distinctive features of the narrator’s manner of telling history, his
choice of subject matter, and the distribution of it throughout the Periegesis.

In the individual books the interest lies in local history. The history is often
told from the first inhabitant(s) of the place to at least classical times or, as is
the case in both the Laconica and the Arcadica, down to the last king. Often, as
in the Arcadica, the narrator includes a selective enumeration of the inhabitants’
participation or non-participation in ‘great’ Greeks wars, mainly the Trojan war,
the Persian wars, the Peloponnesian war, the battle of Chaeronea, and the
Lamian war.® Occasionally, the narrator brings the account even further back in
time, as is the case with Mantinea. Simultaneously, through the local history,
the history of the whole of Greece is told, through the involvement (or non-
involvement) of the separate Greek communities, or even individuals, in events
that affect the whole, or larger parts of Greece. Since the history of Greece is
told through local history, the result is that there is not any coherent history of
Greece from the beginning to the narrator’s ‘now’, and that a connected chain of
events is cut up and spread out throughout the work. The historical introduction
to the Laconica is a good example of ‘Pausanias’s method of dividing and
distributing a connected historical account.’®

Another effect of the narrator’s manner of telling the history of Greece
through local history — and in connection with monuments — is that some of the
events are mentioned repeatedly. The more communities were involved in an
event, the more often it is mentioned. The Peloponnesian war is a good example
of this. In the introduction to both the Laconica and the Arcadica the war is
brought up; in the Laconica it is brought up five times. The command against
Athens in the Peloponnesian war is mentioned as the main episode, or one of
the main episodes, in the reigns of Archidamus and Agis.® The realisation that
Cyrus and not Artaxerxes had supported the Lacedaemonians in the
Peloponnesian war is adduced as the reason why Agesilaus and the
Lacedaemonians decided to launch an attack on Artaxerxes. Their weakness

8 The treatment of these wars is discussed further below in chapters 8 and 9.
8 Ebeling 1913: 147.
111 7.10f. and 8.6.
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after the Peloponnesian war is adduced as the reason why the Athenians
declined the Lacedaemonian invitation to join in the attack.®® Finally, the
decision of Pausanias, Pleistoanax’ son, not to engage in battle at Haliartus after
realising that the enemy had surrounded him, is lauded by the narrator, since he
assumes that king Pausanias had learnt the lesson that history taught, i.e. that the
Lacedaemonians suffer defeat when surrounded by the enemy, as in the battles
of Thermopylae and Sphacteria.®’

This last example illustrates yet another of the narrator’s idiosyncrasies,
i.e. his habit of, so to speak, taking a step back from the subject matter at hand
by adducing other examples of similar events, phenomena, or courses of action
in history. When this is done, it is shown that no matter how unique an event or
a phenomenon may seem in the history of a single community, the same, or a
similar, thing has happened also in the history of other communities. In the
introduction to the Laconica, there are a number of instances where an event is
compared to similar events. For example, having told about the circumstances
surrounding the recovery of Orestes’ bones to Lacedaemon, the narrator next
mentions that later the Athenians recovered the bones of Theseus from Scyrus
under similar circumstances as the Lacedaemonians did: both communities were
ordered to do so by an oracle in order to gain the upper hand in war.® King
Cleombrotus fell early in the battle at Leuctra, with respect to which there is a
list of other major defeats where the general fell early in the battle.”

The enumeration of analogue events may also serve the purpose of
emphasising the exceptional character of an achievement. This is the case with,
for example, the narrator’s comment on the performance of king Leonidas at

8 111 9.1f. The Athenian refusal to participate in this war is discussed further in chapter 8.

8 111 5.5. Similarly, the future Megalopolitans had learnt their lesson from history and
founded Megalopolis on the model of Argive synoecism which was initiated in order to
increase their security against the threat from Lacedaemon, cf. VIII 27.1.

% 111 3.5-7.

8 111 6.1. Other examples are e.g.: IV 17.2-5 briberies instigated by or affecting the
Lacedaemonians; IV 28.7f. list of uses that can be made of the Homeric epics; VII 10.1-5 list
of traitors; VII 6.8-7.1 and 17.1f. lists of dominant Greek cities that each in its turn lost its
power; VIII 33.1-4 reflecting on the ruinous state of Megalopolis, the narrator comments that
he was not astonished at this, knowing well the fickleness of fate (an echo of Herodotus I 5,
cf. Musti 1996: 11); VIII 46.1-4 list of statues of gods carried off as booty before Augustus
carried the statue of Athena Alea to Rome; VIII 52.1-5 list of benefactors of the whole of
Greece.
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Thermopylae against Xerxes and the Persians. In the course of history, many
wars have been waged, but only a few of them are remembered because of the
feats of a single man, such as Achilles at Troy and Miltiades at Marathon.
According to the narrator, Leonidas surpassed them both.”

Moreover, the veracity or at least trustworthiness of a statement may be
corroborated by adducing similar phenomena. The name BowvnTta (‘bought
with oxen’) of a house in Sparta that once belonged to king Polydorus is
explained by the fact that it was sold by his widow for the price of oxen, since
the Lacedaemonians in those times, according to the ancient usage, bartered
with oxen, slaves and uncoined silver and gold. The narrator informs us that this
ancient custom had a still existing counterpart in India, where, according to
Greek merchants, bartering with wares was customary, although there was gold
and bronze in abundance.”’ In certain passages similar phenomena are
catalogued with the explicit intention to add to the credibility of the first
statement. In order to confirm the existence of all-white blackbirds in Cyllene, a
number of other all-white animals are catalogued: white eagles on Mount
Sipylus, white Thracian boars and bears, white Libyan hares, and white hinds,
which ‘I have seen in Rome’.”” In the concluding remark, the narrator makes
clear why these parallels have been recorded: ‘May these remarks concerning
the blackbirds in Cyllene have been made in order that no one may disbelieve
what has been said about their colour.’”

As mentioned above, a consequence of the narrator’s manner of telling the
history of Greece through local history is that a connected chain of events is cut
up and spread out throughout the Periegesis. However, the numerous cross-

% 111 4.7; this passage is discussed further below in chapter 9. Similarly the long duration of
the Messenian exile is emphasised by comparing it to a number of other Greeks who have
suffered long exiles, cf. IV 27.9-11. Other examples are: III 14.9 the unusual choice of a dog
for sacrificial victim in the ritual of the Lacedaemonian ephebes is emphasised by the fact
that one single counterpart can be found in the Greek world; III 20.4 the custom of sacrificing
horses to Helius appears to have been unique in the Greek world, since the only similar
custom adduced is Persian. Cf. also VIII 38.6, VIII 50.3, X 32.2-7.

oV III 12.3f. Similar are IV 14.7f., IV 35.8-11, V 12.1, V 27.2-5, VI 26.1f., VIII 1.5,
VIII 38.6, X 32.17f.

92 VIII 17.3f. éxddous 8¢ év Popun Aeukds €180V KTA.

3 VI 17.4 Tdde pév Mpiv Aedéxbo TOV év KuAijun koooUdwy éveka, s pn Tols
pnbelow €s ™y xpdav avTev damoToln pundeis. This passage is also discussed above in
chapter 5. Cf. also VIII 10.8f., VIII 15.6f., IX 18.3f., 21.1-6, esp. §6, and X 5.11.
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references create coherence.” The cross-references function to tie together the
bits and pieces of information spread out in the work. They further indicate that
the narrator carefully has chosen the locations where a specific piece of
information is to be introduced. The introduction to the Laconica presents very
distinct examples of this procedure. Although this introduction presents a
number of opportunities to tell the history of the Messenian wars, the narrator
constantly restrains himself, referring instead to the forthcoming treatment in
the Messeniaca, once even stating that an account of the Messenian war would
be out of place in the present book.” Further, in the account of the Corinthian
war, the first main encounter is related before the causes behind the war are
revealed. The reason for the reversed order is that the biography of king
Pausanias was the more fitting place to relate the first main encounter, since it
affected the subsequent events of his life, and it was more fitting to tell about
the causes of this war in the biography of Agesilaus, since it appears to have
been instigated through his actions in Asia Minor. Occasionally it is, however,
difficult for us to understand fully the reason why the narrator has chosen a
specific location for a narrative. This is particularly the case with the long
biography of Philopoemen of Megalopolis.

Related to the matter of telling history at its proper place, is the interesting
question of the point in time at which the narrator has chosen to end the history
of Laconia. For him, the historical introduction was apparently not the proper
place to tell about the last Spartan kings. As indicated above, this seems to
reflect the merger of Laconian with Achaean history. The stops and starts in the
introduction to the Messeniaca can be quoted as a parallel. The history of
Messenia appears to stop when the independence is lost, only to start again
whenever there is a reaction against the Lacedaemonian masters, i.e. when the
Messenians, through rebellion, perform what might be called an independent
act. In the end, Messenian history merges with Achaean history. Further, just as
the history of Laconia and Messenia respectively end at those points of time
when these states appear to cease to be the main agents in determining the
course of their history, so the end of the history of Greece coincides with the

% On the cross-referencing in the Periegesis, cf. above chapter 3.

% Cf. above on 111 3.5. Cf. further II 19.1, 11 19.8, VIII 6.3, IX 32.5, and X 19.5, all of which
comments clearly demonstrate that, though an opportunity presented itself to relate certain
pieces of history, they would be ‘more at home’ (olkeloTepa, II 19.8) in other places.
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Roman defeat of the Achaean Confederacy, when the actions of the Greek
poleis are determined from Rome even more than before and Greece merges
into the Roman empire.

One last remark, stating an obvious fact for anybody who has studied the
Periegesis. Whatever is the subject-matter at hand, the narrator can drop it, or
rather set it aside for discussing any other subject-matter whatsoever. The
change of subject matter cannot be predicted in advance. Take for instance the
note on Lycaon in the Arcadica.”® If we were to exclude the comments and side-
remarks on the Panathenaea and the Olympic games, the comparison of Lycaon
with the contemporary Cecrops, and, above all, the extended discussion on the
credibility of traditions, we would get a much shorter narrative, which is more
focussed on the subject matter at hand. The narrator’s method for deciding what
subject matters to discuss appears to be largely associative, within certain limits.
Only occasionally does it become explicit, as in the following comment:

TMavorméwy 8¢ TOv dpxdiov Bewpevol TepiBolor €mTd €lval oTadlwy pdAioTa
€lkdoper: UTYEL TE ETOV NILAS TOY ‘OUNPOV Pipn...
As we saw the old wall of Panopeus, we conjectured that it was about seven stades. We

recollected the verses of Homer...”

In other words, the sight of Panopeus, which was so insignificant a place that
the narrator expresses doubt as to whether or not it deserves to be named polis,”
brought to the narrator’s mind Homeric verses. The narrator devotes the rest of
the ‘description’ of Panopeus to explaining the two Homeric passages on
Panopeus, and in particular the difficulties he encountered in trying to make out
why the place was called ka\\ixopos (‘of beautiful dancing-floors’).”

We mentioned the above quoted passage because it makes explicit what for
the most part is implicit in the Periegesis, viz. though there certainly is a logic
behind the narrator’s inclusion and exclusion of material, one cannot predict
what he will treat in any specific context. Certainly, both in the case of
Panopeus and the rest of Greece, given the narrator’s interest in the past, one
can be fairly confident that the past will be brought up in one way or another.

% VIIL 2.1-7.

77X 42.

BX 4.1 ... Mavoméas... TOMY Dukéov, elye dvopdoat Tis TOMY kal ToOTovs kTA. On the
interpretational difficulties inherent in this passage for the study of poleis, cf. Alcock 1995.

% X 4.2f,, referring to Od. 11.581 and 1. 17.306-308.
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There are, however, no means of predicting what the focus will be in a specific
passage, such as the narrator’s choice to focus on Ego’s difficulty in elucidating
the Homeric epithet kallichoros for Panopeus. The Periegesis would
unquestionably have been much more easily handled in a study, had this
associative dimension been lacking in it. But had this been the case, many of the
qualities that make the Periegesis fascinating reading would be lost, and the
reader’s challenge of trying to elucidate the intentions of the author would be
much reduced.
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8 Greeks against Greeks

8.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we challenge the validity of notions such as that Pausanias,
imbibed with a Panhellenic ideal of a united Greece, detests war between
Greeks, and has forgotten that disunity is a fundamental fact of Greek history.'
This is done by studying a number of instances in which the narrator narrates
situations in which the Greeks were at war against one another. The
introduction to the Messeniaca (IV 1.1-29.13), the stray remarks on the
Peloponnesian war which are scattered throughout the whole of the Periegesis,
and the two lists of successive Greek powers in the Achaica have been chosen
as points of departure for our study of the usual presentation of wars between
Greeks in the Periegesis. The introduction to the Messeniaca was chosen since
it is essentially an extensive account of the wars fought by the Messenians
against various other Greeks, mainly Lacedaemonians, the Peloponnesian war
since it is nothing but a war between Greeks, and the lists of the Greek powers
since in them the Greeks for the most part bring their own down.

In her interesting study of ‘the peculiar book IV’ Alcock argues that the
periods which are chosen for extensive treatment and the periods which are
passed over in relative silence in the Messeniaca may be paradigmatic for the
work as a whole in its ‘celebration of eleutheria, coupled with relative silence
and aversion to its opposite state.”> However, we argue that the Messeniaca not
only exemplifies ‘[Pausanias’] association of a people’s identity with their

! For references, cf. chapter 1.3.

2 Alcock 2001: 152f. Knoepfler 2002: 655 rightly objects that whereas Messenia was not
deserted during the periods of Spartan domination, the buildings produced were of the sort
that are normally left out of account in the Periegesis. Cf. further the reflections of Baladié
2001 on the particularities of the Messeniaca with a special focus on the periegetic part.
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freedom,”® but also clearly demonstrates what independence entailed in the
Greek world, viz. the freedom to fight one another in order to enhance one’s
own position, or, as in the case of the Messenians, simply in order not to be
subjected to other Greeks.

Of course, it cannot be said that disunity between Greeks or that Greeks
fighting wars against other Greeks is presented as something commendable in
the Periegesis. This notwithstanding, the narrator appears to be a realist and to
see the history of Greece for what it actually was, viz. a constant struggle for
power, which was finally interrupted by the loss of independence. This is a view
that can be paralleled in other authors, too, when they need to make a special
point. For example, after Flamininus’ famous declaration of Greek freedom at
the Isthmian games, Plutarch has his Greeks reflect on the history of Greece.
Excepting her battles against the Persians,

maoas Tas paxas 1 ‘EXAs €ml Sovkelq pepdynTtat mpos avTiv. ..

Greece has fought all battles for servitude against herself...*

8.2 The Messeniaca

The Messeniaca appears to deviate from the other books of the Periegesis by
having an introduction which occupies 69 of the 87 Teubner-pages, or about
80% of the text, dealing with Messenia.” This imbalance between fewprjpaTta
and \oyou has been explained as being due either to the state of Pausanias’
sources or to the lack of interesting monuments to describe in Messenia, the

? Alcock 2001: 152f.

* Plutarch Flamininus 11.3-7, quote section 6. A similar sentiment is expressed by Aelius
Aristides in 26.40-70 Keil (els ‘Pouny). Of course, those living at the time could not ignore
the reality of things, witness for example the appeals for unity by Isocrates in the
Panegyricus. However, depending on the message to be conveyed and the context of
delivery, the facts could be presented in varying ways; on this cf. the convenient account in
Touloumakos 1971: 1-22.

> The account of early Messenian history in the Periegesis is the fullest one preserved to our
days, and as such it has, of course, been studied, cf. e.g. Ebeling 1892, Pearson 1962 for the
creation of a Messenian past after the foundation of (new) Messene and abundant references
to earlier studies, and Marinescu-Himu 1975. Cf. further Luraghi 2002 for an interesting
study of the problem of Messenian identity.
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historical account being long by way of compensation.® Against this, it has
rightly been objected that, if this was the only reason why the introduction is
long, a separate account of Messenia need not have been included in the
Periegesis. Instead, the history and sights of Messenia could have been
incorporated into the Laconica, just as the account of Megaris is incorporated
into the Attica.” Moreover, as discussed above, the numerous cross-references
forward to the Messeniaca in the introduction to the Laconica indicate that, in
the narrator’s mind, the Laconica was not the proper place for the history of
Messenia. Within the historical narrative, the chronological imbalance is further
significant, i.e. early Messenian history predominates over events post-dating
the second Messenian war.® Apart from the space devoted to history, the
Messeniaca is not remarkably different from the other books of the Periegesis —
even the chronological imbalance should rather be called characteristic of the
Periegesis than peculiar.

Thematically, too, the Messeniaca is rather typical of the Periegesis. Apart
from the earliest myth-history and the return of the Heraclids, war and conflict
dominate the history of Messenia.” Further, excepting a short mention of
Messenian participation in the Trojan and Lamian wars, Messenian history, as
retold in the Periegesis, is a history of their wars against other Greeks.'® These
wars were mainly fought against the Lacedaemonians, as well as against
Acarnanians, Achaeans, and Arcadians. However, despite the abundance of
wars between Greeks in the Messenian past, and despite the fact that the wars
against the Lacedaemonians afflicted the Messenians heavily, even forcing them
into the longest exile of any Greek community, there are not any comments in

% Kalkmann 1886: 154, n. 1, Heberdey 1894: 63, Meyer 1967: 591-593; cf. Alcock 2001:
142f. with further references.

7 Ebeling 1913: 147. Cf. however Robert’s 1909: 221-223 argument that Megaris was not
originally part of book I (he calls the manuscript division between books I and II ‘ganz
absurd’), but that the dividing-line between books I and II should be I 39.3. Pasquali 1913:
221f. has argued against Robert’s suggestion that the division of the work into books was not
made by Pausanias: ‘ein nachalexandrinisches, nicht in Biicher eingeteiltes groferes Werk fiir
mich in den Bereich des schlechthin Unvorstellbaren gehort.”

¥ Noticed by e.g. Cf. Alcock 2001: 145 with references. See Regenbogen 1956: 1022—1026
for references to and summaries of studies of Pausanias’ sources for the Messenian history;
cf. also Pearson 1962: 397, n. 2, Auberger 1992b: 260, n. 10.

? Earliest myth-history IV 1.1-3.2; return of the Heraclids IV 3.3-6.

10 Trojan war: IV 3.2; Lamian war: IV 28.3.
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which the narrator explicitly in the first person censures the actual warfare. In
the following, a short résumé will be made of Messenian history, followed by a
discussion of the few passages where the narrator appears to pass judgement on
the waging of war in the Messeniaca.

The accounts of both the first and the second Messenian wars are
exceedingly elaborate — at least when compared to other narratives in the
Periegesis — and naturally centred on Messenian enmity towards the
Lacedaemonians.!" Subsequent events in Messenian history are related more
cursorily. History appears to come to a standstill during the periods when the
Messenians were submitted to Lacedaemonian domination. Of the 39 year
period between the first and the second Messenian wars, we are only told about
the measures taken by the Lacedaemonians in order to settle the affairs in
Messenia, until the Messenians found the situation unbearable and revolted.'
During the 200 years until the revolt at Ithome after the second war, those
Messenians who were forced to stay behind in Messenia are completely lost out
of sight. In the meantime, we learn about the failed plans of revenge of those
who managed to escape to Arcadia, and their subsequent migration to
Zancle/Messene." Finally, when the revolt at Ithome had been suppressed and
some Messenians had escaped to Naupactus, which they had been given by
Athens who were now friends with their enemies’ enemies, the Messenians in
Messenia drop out of sight.'*

The history of the Messenians in Naupactus is presented as being
continually dominated by war against other Greeks."> For example, they waged
war against Oeniadae, which was held by Acarnanians who had good land and
bad relations with Athens.'® Just as the Athenians earlier had chosen to form

! First Messenian war TV 4.1-14.5; second Messenian war IV 14.6-21.12; events after the
fall of Eira IV 22.1-24.4: abortive plans for revenge on the Lacedaemonians (IV 22.1-7),
settlement in Zancle (IV 23.1-10), and the fate of Aristomenes’ (IV 24.1-4).

IV 14.1-6.

131V 22.1-23.10. On this founding, cf. Luraghi 1994.

1V 24.5-7. After the Spartan rejection of the help sent by Athens against the Messenians,
the Athenians are said to have formed an alliance with Argos, too, expressly because of the
Argives’ eternal enmity with Sparta (cvppaxiav émouoavto "Apyelols Aakedatpoviov
¢x0pols Tov dmavTa olot xpdvov), cf. 129.8f., quote §9.

PV 25.1-26.2.

161V 25.1-10. The Periegesis is our only witness to these events, cf. Frazer 1898 ad loc.

209



bonds of friendship with their enemies’ enemies, so the Messenians now chose
as their new enemies those who were on inimical terms with Athens. Further,
they were Athenian allies during the Peloponnesian war. They offered to the
Athenians Naupactus as a base against the Peloponnesus and participated in the
fighting on Sphacteria. That is, although they were away from the
Peloponnesus, they nonetheless continued to fight the Lacedaemonians. After
the Athenian defeat at Aegospotami, the Messenians were exiled from
Naupactus because of their support for the losing party.'’

The return of the Messenians and the founding of the city of Messene are
the next events told, very circumstantially.”® Their actions continue to be
presented as being guided by their feelings towards the Lacedaemonians. After
the Lacedaemonian defeat at Leuctra by the hands of Epaminondas and the
Thebans, the Messenians are said to have returned to Messenia faster than
anyone would have expected because of their never-ending hatred of the
Spartans and their yearning for their fatherland."

The founding of Messene marks the beginning of a new era of
independence: it is the end of an earlier state of subordination to the
Lacedaemonian masters, and thus a new beginning of Messenian history after
the 287 year break during their exile.*” By commenting on the fact that they
managed to maintain their customs and dialect uncorrupted despite their long
absence and by comparing the length of their exile with other long, but not
nearly as long, exiles suffered by other Greeks, the narrator brings out how the
Messenians clung on to their past and how exceptionally long their exile was.?!

71V 26.11.

181V 26.3-27.8. The founding of cities is a recurrent theme in the Periegesis. Indeed, one of
the very first things said about a place is usually who is the founder and after whom the city
in question got its name, as for example in the beginning of Messeniaca, where it is said that
king Aphareus founded the city of Arene, naming it after the daughter of Oebalus (IV 2.4).
Cf. e.g. I15.6, 11.5, 12.4, 1T 1.2, 20.6, 22.11, 23.6f., V 1.11, 22.4, VI 21.8, 22.5, VII 1.4,
22.8, VIII 1.6, 2.1, 4.5, 26.8, 43.2, 1X 5.2, 14.4, 29.1, 34.10. Occasionally some more details
are added, but the account of the founding of Messene is the most circumstantial one in the
Periegesis. In length, only the account of the founding of Megalopolis comes even close to
rival it (VIII 27.1-8).

1V 26.5 ol 8¢ Bacoov A (s dv Tis HATTLoe cuveAéxBnoar yiis Te ThHs TaTpidos THhw Kal
dLa TO €s Aakedatpovious ploos Tapapelvay det obLoty.

01V 27.9-11.

21 On the Messenian dialect, cf. Kati¢i¢ 1959. During the exile the Messenian life appears to
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Even after the return of the Messenians, their history, as presented in the
Periegesis, continued to be dominated by their bad relations to Sparta.
Certainly, for as long as the Lacedaemonians were held back by their fear of the
Thebans, the Messenians had nothing to fear from them. But when the third
sacred war broke out and the Theban attention was diverted from the
Peloponnesus, the Lacedaemonians are said to have picked up their courage and
not been able to keep their hands off the Messenians any longer.”” Alarmed at
the perceived threat, the Messenians appealed to Athens for help; as the
Athenians refused, they instead formed an alliance with Philip of Macedon.
This alliance prevented them from fighting him at Chaeronea.” Similarly, they
are said to have been prevented by the Lacedaemonians from fighting against
the Gauls.” They lent help to their partisans in Elis against the partisans of
Sparta.” Next, the Messenians repelled a raid made by Demetrius, son of Philip,
son of Demetrius.”® Interestingly, although the Spartans had nothing to do with
this episode, the narrator nevertheless manages to bring the Messenians’
relation with the Spartans into it, too. Discovering the intruders in the city and at
first suspecting that they were Lacedaemonians, the Messenians defended
themselves unsparingly, because of their ancient hatred for them.

have been on hold, focussed on maintaining what had been, but not achieving anything new,
at least not when it came to the Olympian games, cf. VI 2.10f.

21V 28.1. Similarly, the narrator states that the Megalopolitans had nothing to fear from the
Lacedaemonians till the outbreak of the third sacred war, cf. VIII 27.9.

By 28.2; on this, cf. further below chapter 9.

Ay 28.3; on this, cf. further below chapter 9.

BV 28.4-6, concluding in §§7f. with the comment that the trick used by the Messenians in
order to get into the city obviously was inspired by Homer, and that other useful stratagems,
too, can be found in the Homeric epics, which in fact is beneficial to men in all respects (Td
‘Opfpov pev obv dbéltpa éyéveto és dmavta dvbpdmots). On the regard the narrator
professes to have for Homer, cf. above chapter 5.

261V 29.1-5. This is an error: Demetrius of Pharus, an associate of Philip V, is confused with
Demetrius, the son of Philip V. The same mistake is repeated in IV 32.2 (Aibidav...
nynoachat Tols Meoonviols baciv, nuika év T vukTl AnuiTpLos adltow 6 ®LAiTmou
UNSAULOS ENTITATLY aUTOS TE KAl 1) oTpaTid AavfdvovoLy €ceNdovTes €s Ty mow). Cf.
Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 ad loc., where the error is blamed on Pausanias’ source. Here,
in IV 29.1, we are also referred back to a fuller account of the assassination of Demetrius, son
of Philip, by Perseus, another son of Philip, in II 9.5. Polybius 3.19.11 tells us that Demetrius
of Pharus died in his attempt on Messene. See also Habicht 1985: 98—102 with a catalogue of
minor and some more serious historical mistakes in the Periegesis.
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Because of the Lacedaemonians, the Messenians, according to the narrator,
hesitated to join the Achaean Confederacy, which was openly hostile to the
Lacedaemonians.”” Eventually, the Messenians did join the Confederacy. Their
history continued to be dominated by their relation to the Lacedaemonians,
though now within the frame of the Achaean Confederacy. With a remark on
the changes of fortune, we are told that the Messenians participated in capturing
the city of Sparta with Aratus and the Achaeans after the battle of Sellasia.”®
Some time later, Nabis of Sparta raised an army and took Messene, but was
soon forced to leave under truce.”

Only the very last events in Messenian history, as told by the narrator, have
nothing to do with Sparta; they centre instead on their relations to the Achaean
Confederacy, to the Arcadians, and in particular to Philopoemen. The Achaeans,
because of some complaint (pepdopevol TL) against the Messenians, attacked
them and ravaged the greater part of their land. The Messenians managed to
ward off a second expedition under the leadership of Lycortas, and they
defeated and captured Philopoemen, who had arrived too late. The exposé of the
history of Messene is concluded with the statement that those responsible for
the death of Philopoemen were punished. From the very last words of the
introduction, we learn that the Achaean complaint against the Messenians was
that the Messenians had defected from the Confederacy.™

71V 29.6. For the moment the relations between the Lacedaemonians and the Messenians
are said to have been more amicable than normally because of the unsolicited help the
Messenians had brought the Lacedaemonians when Pyrrhus of Epirus made war upon them.
In I 13.4-6 there is a fuller account of Pyrrhus’ expedition to Lacedaemon, forming a part of
the biography of Pyrrhus; the expedition is mentioned in III 6.3, too. Cf. Cartledge &
Spawforth 1989: 32-34 on this event in the history of Sparta.

1V 29.9. At this point the narrator seems to have forgotten (?) that Aratus and the Achaean
Confederacy had been forced to seek Macedonian alliance in order to hold their ground
against the Lacedaemonians, cf. I1 9.2.

* 1V 29.10f.

01V 29.11f., promising an account of the capture and execution of Philopoemen in the
Arcadica, cf. VIII 51.5-8. In VIII 51.5-8, too, the reason for the Achaean hostility towards
the Messenians is first stated in vague terms (v yap TnvikadTa €s Meoonvious "Axaiols
€yk\npa), and only later is it said that the Messenians in fact had deserted the Confederacy (0
dMpos avTtika 6 TOY Meogonvioy Tpooexwpnoe Tols "Apkdot).
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In the long account of the history of Messenia, one has to look long and hard for
episodes free of conflict between the Messenians and other Greeks. Likewise,
one has to look hard in it for comments censuring the waging of the many wars.
Some disapproving remarks are, however, to be found regarding specific
episodes, especially when it comes to Lacedaemonian behaviour.

The first war was started by the Lacedaemonians. Its cause appears to have
been a controversy grown out of proportion.’’ The narrator accounts for the
explanations given by both sides, ostensibly refusing to endorse either one:

TalTA eV €KATEPOL Aéyoual, TELBETHL B WS EXEL TLS €S TOUS €TEPOUS OTIOUSTS.
This is what they both say; one may believe according to one’s sympathies for either

party. ¥

However, continuing from the first quarrel to additional wrongs suffered by the
two, the narrator makes a comment which may suggest that, in his mind, the
Lacedaemonians were more eager for the war than the Messenians. An actual
war broke out once the Lacedaemonians, who had decided to go to war no
matter what, had got a pretext which was sufficient for them, the narrator adds:

... LETA B€ ELPVLKOTEPAS YVOUNS KAV BLEAUAN SLkaoTNnplov YrWoeL.
... with a more peaceful disposition [sc. in the Lacedaemonians] the matter could have

been solved by a decision in court.”

This suspicion is, moreover, confirmed in the following, at least when it comes
to the first war.** The second Messenian war, on the contrary, was initiated by
the Messenians; the cause for this war is represented as more just than that for
the first war. The Messenians decided to revolt, according to the narrator,
believing death in battle or even exile from Peloponnesus preferable to the
slavery they were living under.”

IV 4.1-5.5.

21V 4.3.

PIV 44

* ot e.g. the oath the Lacedaemonians are said to have sworn in secret before the first
attack, IV 5.8. On the domination of warlike concerns in the constitution of the
Lacedaemonians, cf. e.g. the comments of Aristotle Politica 1271b1-10.

B IV 14.6 ... p6 Te 81 TOV TapduTwr TeBrdval paxopévovs 1) kal TO Tapdmav €k
Ielomovvrioou devyovtas olxeobar vopllovTes alpeTéTepd, ddloTachal mAvTws
€YLVWOKOV.
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The bribery of Aristocrates, king and commander of the Arcadian allies, to
which the Lacedaemonians resorted in the third year of the second war is
presented as a despicable act.** Not only did the Lacedaemonians bribe their
enemy in order to gain the upper hand in battle, the narrator also comments that
they were ‘the first ones whom we know of” (mp&dToL @v {opev) to have done
so, and the first to have made success in battle a thing for sale. Before the
Lacedaemonian transgression in the Messenian war and the treachery of
Aristocrates, battles were decided by the bravery of the warriors and fortune.”
In order to bring out the horribleness of the Lacedaemonian act, the narrator
quotes a parallel. We are swept some centuries forwards in time to the battle of
Aegospotami. The Lacedaemonians are again said to have bribed their enemy,
this time some of the Athenian generals.” The narrator’s concluding comment
most clearly shows his depreciation of the Lacedaemonian device. He explains
that the Lacedaemonians in due time got their NeomTOAéLELOS KANOUEVN
Tiots, i.e. they got tit for tat.*” After explaining the origin of this expression, the
narrator clarifies the nature of the Neoptolemean punishment suffered by the
Spartans. Having themselves violated the laws of just warfare by using bribes in
order to be victorious in wars against Messene and Athens, the Lacedaemonians
got their punishment when the Persians in their turn circumvented them with
bribes. In order to prevent the Lacedaemonians from gaining complete success
in Asia Minor, bribes were used to instigate a war in Greece, the Corinthian
one, which demanded the full attention of the Lacedaemonians in Greece. The
bribes are now ironically called the invention of the Lacedaemonians (16
exelvor ebpnpa).* The exposé on bribes in war is concluded with the comment
that the Lacedaemonian trick against the Messenians was destined to lead to

1V 17.2-5. The treachery of Aristocrates in mentioned also by Polybius 4.33.6 and Plutarch
De sera numinis vindicta 5S48E-F.

3TIV 17.2f. mpaToL yep Gv loper Aakedaipovior Torely avdpl 8dpa €8ooav, kal duiov
TPOTOL KATECTHOAVTO €lval TO kpdTos TO €v Tols Gmhots: mplv 8¢ 1 mapavopficat
Aakedatpoviovs €s Tov Meoonviwy moONepor kal 'ApLoTokpdTous ToD "ApkdSos Tnv
Tpodoclav, ApeTR TE Ol LaxOpRevoL kal TUXALS €K ToU Beol dlekpivovTo.

¥ IV 17.3. The Athenians would seem to agree on this; they claim that their defeat at
Aegospotami was a result of the betrayal of certain corrupt generals, cf. X 9.11.

¥ IV 17.4. The Periegesis appears to be our only evidence for this expression.

01V 17.4f. Cf. Arafat 1996: 45f. on the interest in the first inventors shown by both
Pausanias and his contemporaries. On the Corinthian war, cf. also above chapter 7.
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their own destruction in due time. The narrator returns to the present struggle
and the immediately disastrous effects for the Messenians of Aristocrates’
treachery, viz. an easy victory for the Lacedaemonians.*'

Although the wars of Messenia were devastating to such a degree that
when concluding the historical introduction, the narrator calls his Messenian

** the waging of

history an account of ‘the many sufferings of the Messenians,
them is not condemned per se. Certain acts are censured, such as the
Lacedaemonian breach of the code of just warfare when bribing king
Aristocrates.

It has been argued that Pausanias underneath a seemingly objective
account is, in fact, biased towards the Messenians throughout the accounts of
the first and second Messenian wars.* However, in these studies the evidence is
bent a bit too much in order to prove the argument that the narrator harbours a
profound hatred for the Lacedaemonians, and that Lacedaemonian deceit and
treachery are presented as the reasons behind their military success against the
Messenians. In fact, the narrator’s account shows that the Messenians
themselves made some wrong decisions. Nor is their conduct in the second war
depicted as favourably as it has been argued. For example, the Lacedaemonian
victory in the first war is not only the result of their villainous acts. The
Messenians too had failed to carry out an order from Delphi to sacrifice a virgin
of the Aepytid family, or any other virgin given willingly by her father.** Nor
are the Lacedaemonians the only ones to stoop to such acts as nocturnal
attacks.* Aristomenes, deterred by the apparitions of Helen and the Dioscuri,
certainly refrained from a nocturnal attack on Sparta. However, according to the
narrator, he had previously made an attack on Pharis/Pharae at night, and was
later to make another nocturnal attack on Corinthians who were on their way to
assist the Lacedaemonians.*® Moreover, the comment

IV 17.9 Aakedatpoviors 8¢ 1§ Te kikhwols TOV Meoomuioy povedévtor éyéveTto ob
XAAETT) KAl VKNV €ETOLLOTATNV TACGHV KAl ATOVWOTATA AVELNOVTO.

21V 29.13 6 \dyos EmANE pot Meoonpioy Td ToAd TadipaTa.

Bt Auberger 1992a, repeated with some differences in Auberger 2001.

#1v 9.3-10.

5 As argued by Auberger 1992b: 271 and 2001: 266, referring to IV 5.9 and IV 16.9.

Y 16.9, 16.8, and 19.2. On the alternative forms of the name of the city, cf. IV 16.8.
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... aUTiKaA €pywy pelldvwv NTTeETO

... he at once undertook greater deeds®’

about the subsequent deeds of Aristomenes appears to have an ironic ring to it
considering the episodes enumerated. Apart from the two above-mentioned
nocturnal attacks, the two other deeds brought up both involve taking as
prisoners women who were engaged in sacred rites.*

In sum, although there certainly may be some degree of sympathy for the
Messenians in the narrator’s account of the Messenian wars, they are not
depicted as faultless. Instead, the narrator depicts them on the whole as to the
best of their ability trying to give the Lacedaemonians as good as they got.

8.3 The Peloponnesian war

In accordance with his normal practice of not narrating well-known events,
which have been extensively treated by respected authors such as Thucydides,
the narrator does not give us any continuous narrative of the Peloponnesian
war.* The Peloponnesian war is nevertheless the most frequently mentioned
single conflict between Greeks. It is also the only war fought by Greeks against
Greeks which is given an explicitly condemnatory comment in the Periegesis.
The repeated references to the same events, or rather to different bits and
pieces of a series of events, are a result of the narrator’s manner of telling the
history of Greece through local history and inserting historical notices to
monuments, as has been pointed out above. The more communities were
involved in an event, or, as in this case, a war, the greater is the likelihood that it
will be mentioned repeatedly. Yet, given the control the narrator has over what
material to include and exclude, he could have easily passed over the
Peloponnesian war in complete silence, or at least nearly complete silence — it is
hard to conceive of the Peloponnesian war being left out of the introduction to
the Laconica. However, the mentions of the Peloponnesian war do not appear to
be restricted to merely such passages in which a mention of it can be considered

71V 16.7.

* IV 16.9f. (the attack on the women is launched by Aristomenes as a substitute for the
nocturnal attack on Sparta), and 17.1.

* On the narrator’s reluctance to retell what is well known, cf. below chapter 9.
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more or less necessary, as the historical notes summarising the history of a
community. The narrator finds various other occasions to mention the war.

The Peloponnesian war is brought up on similar occasions as the Persian
wars, though not quite as frequently. Not only is the participation of a state on
the Athenian or Lacedaemonian side brought up in several of the historical
introductions, but also commemorative monuments, trophies, honorific statues,
spoils taken from the enemy, tombs erected for the fallen, and battle sites are
mentioned.” The narrator even calls the conflict which issued from Theseus’
refusal to give up the children of Heracles to Eurystheus a ‘first war between
Peloponnesians and Athenians’, viz. a first Peloponnesian war.”' Later, still in
what we would call mythological times, during the reign of Codrus in Athens,
the Peloponnesians invaded Attica a second time. This invasion was frustrated
by Codrus’ willingness to sacrifice himself in order to save Athens, the
Delphian oracle having prophesised that the Peloponnesians would win the war
only if Codrus would stay alive.”” In the following, we will single out some of
the mentions of the Peloponnesian war proper.

Having finished describing the paintings in the Stoa Poikile on the
Athenian Agora, the narrator mentions some bronze shields in it. One group of
shields is taken from Scioneans with allies. Another group is covered with pitch
so that they may withstand time and rust. The narrator explains that ‘it is said’
(\éyeTalr) — apparently he could not confirm the information — that these were

%0 Participation/fighting: III 7.10f., 8.6, IV 26.1f., V 4.7, VI 7.4-7, VI 6.4, VIII 6.2, 8.6,
X 38.10. Monuments etc.: 1 2.5, 3.4, 11.7, 13.5, 15.1 (though not presented as such, cf. Taylor
1998), 15.4, 23.3, 29.6, 29.11-13 (on the problematic §11 cf. Knoepfler 1996), 40.4, 11 22.9,
32.6, IIT 11.5, 17.4, 18.8, IV 36.6, V 26.1, VI 3.14-16, VII 16.4-6, VIII 11.12, 41.8f,,
IX 19.4, 32.6-10 (biography of Lysander, includes episodes from the post-Peloponnesian-war
period, too), X 9.7-11, 11.5, 11.6, 15.5f., 28.6. Cf. Alcock 1996: 251-256 for an enumeration
of mentions of the Persian wars.

S1132.6 adukdpevor 8¢ ol maldes ikétat mpdTov ToTE Tleomovimotols ToLODOL TONEOV
mpos "Abnvatovs. In 144.10 the death of Eurystheus by the hand of Iolaus is mentioned
apropos of his grave.

21195 (the place where Codrus was killed), 139.4 (on their way back home the
Peloponnesians conquered Megara and let Corinthians and other allies settle there, as a result
of which the Megareans changed customs and dialect, becoming Dorians), VII 25.2f. (after
the main force had withdrawn, the Athenians released the Lacedaemonians who sought
refuge in the Areopagus and the altars of the goddesses called Semnai), VIII 52.1 (Codrus
accomplished glorious deeds before Miltiades, but only for the good of his own country).
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taken from the Lacedaemonians defeated on Sphacteria.” By mentioning the
measures taken in order to ensure the preservation of the shields, the narrator
hints at how many years have passed since the event. Conversely, in another
passage a reader ignorant of history might get the impression that the
Peloponnesian war is a thing of the recent past:

TO 8¢ dyalpa ovk €€elpydodn Tod Alds, émAaBorTos Tod ehomorvmoioy ToAépLou
mpoOs "Abnvaiovs, év @ kal vavoly ava mav €tos kal oTpat® dbeipovtes
Meyapetow "Abnratol TNV Xwpav Td T€ KOLWVA €EKAKWoAV Kal L8Ld TOUS OLKOUS
nNyayov €s 1O éaxaTov dobevelas.

The statue of Zeus is not finished, since the war between Peloponnesians and Athenians
stopped it. During this war, by ravaging the land of the Megareans every year with fleet
and army, the Athenians both caused damage to the state and privately drove the

families to the utmost poverty.54

The face of the statue is of gold and ivory, but the rest of the body is of clay and
gypsum. The narrator goes on to explain that behind the temple of Zeus there
are half-completed pieces of wood, which the sculptor intended to use to
complete the statue. It is hard to believe that more than 500 years have lapsed
since the end of the war.” The narrator’s intention is probably not to lead the
reader astray. Instead, he addresses readers who have some education and are
expected to understand the irony of the remark.”® Surely, the narrator does not
expect his readers to believe that the scraps of wood behind the temple are the
remains of the work begun before the Peloponnesian war, and not rubbish
gathered there over the years.

Among the monuments commemorating the Peloponnesian war the most
interesting are two in Delphi: one is erected by the Athenians after an early
success in the war, the other by the Lacedaemonians after their final victory at

31154, Why were the shields taken from the Scioneans not protected similarly? After all,
the Athenian defeat of the Scioneans did not occur many years after their victory at
Sphacteria. Were the Athenians more anxious to preserve for later generations a memorial of
their victory over the Lacedaemonians than over the Scioneans?

*140.4.

%3 On this passage and its context, cf. also the interesting analysis by Bowie 1996: 213-215.
% Cf. Schmitz 1997: 160196 for a good study of the recipients of the texts produced by the
sophists during the Second Sophistic. Although the Periegesis is not quite like the bulk of the
preserved texts produced at that time, the audience to which the author addresses himself is
most likely the same.
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Aegospotami.”’ Both monuments are described, the Lacedaemonian one more
thoroughly than the Athenian one. On the Athenian monument the inscription
specifies those whom the Athenians had defeated, and the Lacedaemonian one
those who fought with Sparta against Athens — in both cases the narrator gives
us the list. In other words, some 500 years after the war was fought, the narrator
obviously thought it worth while to record the names inscribed in this
monument, just as he records in Olympia the names of the Greeks who fought
the Persians at Plataea, citing the inscription on the statue of Zeus erected by
those who fought in the battle.™

Let us proceed to some instances in which episodes or the like from the
Peloponnesian war are introduced as material for comparison. In the long
biography of Pyrrhus in the Attica, the Athenians are mentioned only twice.
First, the Athenians figure as one in a line of Greeks (not counting Greeks of
Magna Graeca) who planned but from some reason did not go to war against the
Romans:

"Abnvalots 8¢ d\\a Te oM@ €éXTioaot kal Traliav maoav kaTaoTpédachat TO €v
Tupakovoals TTAloa ERTodOV €yEéveTo UN Kat Popaiowv \apetv melpav.
Despite their great hopes of conquering even the whole of Italy, their defeat at Syracuse

prevented the Athenians from making an attempt on the Romans, t00.”

Second, the Athenian victory at Sphacteria is cited, together with Thermopylae,
as one of the non-defeats suffered by the Lacedaemonians in the past.
According to the Lacedaemonians, what happened at Sphacteria was a ‘theft of
war’, not an Athenian victory.” It is also noteworthy how the narrator, in his
note on the death of Epaminondas in Arcadia, near Mantinea on a site called
Pelagos, brings in the Athenian disaster in Sicily.® Epaminondas was warned
by an oracle to be aware of pelagos (‘sea’). Interpreting the oracle literally he

57X 11.6 and 9.7-10. Cf. Habicht 1985: 71-75 on the problems of interpretation offered by
the latter monument in relation to the preceding ones.

%V 23.1-3. The listing of those who fought the Persians is viewed as an element in the
narrator’s celebration of those Greeks who stood on the right side in the Greek battles against
others by e.g. Habicht 1985: 105f.; cf. further below chapter 9.

PI117.

80 113.5; the first defeat the Lacedacmonians accept to have suffered on land is that at
Leuctra. On the expression ‘theft of war’, cf. Whitehead 1988.

' VI 11.5-9.
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stayed away from the sea, but in the end it turned out that the oracle referred to
a place in Arcadia.®” Similarly, the Athenians were mislead by an ambiguous
oracle, which urged them to colonise Sikelia. Without realising that the oracle
referred to a small hill near the city, they launched their expedition against the
large island of the same name — and the rest is history.*”

Let us next turn to the condemnatory remark passed on the Peloponnesian war.
Having concluded the biography of Philopoemen with his death, the narrator
appends to it a list of ‘good men’ who were benefactors of the whole of Greece,
introduced with the following comment:

Kal éN TO peTA TOUTO €5 avdpdv dayaddv dpopar éxnEev 1 ‘EXAGs.

After this, Greece ceased to bear good men.*

Miltiades, son of Cimon, is the first and Philopoemen himself is the last.
Expressly excluded from this list are those men before Miltiades who indeed
accomplished brilliant deeds, but who thereby benefited merely their own
countries (TaTtpidas Tas avT®OV), not the whole of Greece (aBpdav Tnv
‘EA\dSa).” Despite the fact that they both led the Greek forces at Plataea, both
Aristides, son of Lysimachus, and Pausanias, son of Cleombrotus, are explicitly
excluded by the narrator because of their later actions. Pausanias’ misdeeds and
Aristides’ making the Greek islanders subject to tribute did not warrant them
being called benefactors of Greece, the narrator clarifies.® Even more resolutely

2 VIIT 11.10. In §11 we are told about how the Carthaginian general Hannibal was mislead
by an oracle into believing that he would die of old age at home after defeating the Romans.
VI 11.12. Ambiguous oracles by which men are mislead are a common theme in Greek
literature, cf. e.g. Herodotus’ Histories.

 VIII 52.1. The death of Philopoemen does not mark the end of Greek history in the
Periegesis, as suggested by Auffart 1997: 222.

 VIII 52.1. One may wonder how some of the men who are included in the list actually
benefited the whole of Greece and did not merely serve the interests of their own
communities; cf. below.

% VIII 52.2. Interestingly, this is the Aristides who is said to be distinguished for his political
skills and righteousness in e.g. Aristotle Athenaion politeia 23.3. Plutarch, too, emphasises
his righteousness, for example in the anecdote about the illiterate man, who, when it was time
for ostracism, asked Aristides to write ‘Aristides’ on his potsherd. Aristides did this without
revealing his identity. Asked about the reason why, the man explained that he was tired of
hearing about ‘the Just’ (Aristides 7.7f.). The same anecdote, with some slight differences, is
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the narrator excludes from this list those who were active during the
Peloponnesian war:

TOUS &€ €ml Tob ITelomovvnoLakod mpos "Abnvaiovs mToAépLov, kKal LAAOTA aUTOV
TOUS €VBOKLUoAVTAS, dain TS dv auTOXELpAS KAl OTL €yyUTATA KATATOVTLOTAS
etval odds Ths ‘EA\ddos.

As to the men living during the war between Peloponnesians and Athenians, and in
particular those of them who were highly esteemed, one might say that they were

murderers and well nigh pirates of Greece.”’

Interestingly, the narrator chooses not to introduce Ego into the text in order to
pass judgement on the men active during the Peloponnesian war in his own
voice. Instead, he introduces the ...-You, who is presented as the one who might
entertain and voice such a harsh opinion regarding the men in question.”® The
fact that the deprecation is presented as the opinion of an indefinite ‘you’, is not
to say that Ego does not share this opinion regarding the Peloponnesian war and
its effects on Greece. It, however, does indicate that the narrator apparently is
not comfortable with expressing the deprecation as his own. Instead, he prefers
to hide behind this anonymous, indefinite ‘you’. Simultaneously, he suggests
that this is an opinion that many may share, including the addressees of the
Periegesis.

Regarding this list, two details may be noted. Firstly, it was apparently not
enough to have helped preserve Greek liberty in the face of foreign invasion to
be included in it; therefore Aristides and Pausanias are excluded from the list.
Secondly, fighting other Greeks does not appear to have been sufficient grounds
for being excluded; therefore Conon, Epaminondas, Aratus, and Philopoemen
are included in the list.” Conon and Epaminondas are explicitly included
because of their military accomplishments against the Lacedaemonians, driving
out their garrisons, harmostai, and dekadarchiai. Further, the rather long

found in Regum et imperatorum apophthegmata 186A-B. Cf. Calabi Limentani 1960 for a
study of the good repute of Aristides in history.

87 VIII 52.3. Pericles was one of the highly esteemed men from the time of the Peloponnesian
war; cf. Chamoux 2001a for an interesting discussion on the portrait of Pericles — or rather
the lack of one — in the Periegesis. Chamoux concludes that Pausanias has not fallen for the
temptation to praise Pericles, as other authors have done, without taking history into account.
% On the ...-You, cf. above chapter 6.

% VIII 52.4f.
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biographies of Epaminondas, Aratus, and Philopoemen in the Periegesis show
that all three were mainly, Epaminondas even exclusively, involved in wars
against other Greeks, predominantly against Lacedaemonians.”” Conon is not
given any biography, but from the stray notes on him in the Periegesis, it
appears that the narrator associates him too with war between Greeks, during
both the Peloponnesian war and the unsettled period following it, during which
he even procured aid from Persia to further the Athenian cause.” The position
of Athens in the Greek world was certainly strengthened with this aid from
Persia, but it prevented Athens from joining in the campaign Agesilaus tried to
gather against Persia, according to the narrator’s report.”” Nevertheless, Conon
was one of the benefactors of Greece.

Why, then, the strong condemnation of the Peloponnesian war? What
made this war worse than, for example, the Messenian wars or any other war
between Greeks? The answer is probably to be found in the fact that it was, in a
sense, a Panhellenic war, engaging all, or at least most of Greece in battle
against each other. Further, there is the effect that the Peloponnesian war is
presented as having had on the course of Greek history. In the note on the
Spartan king Archidamus, after whom the first ten years of the Peloponnesian
war are often named, the narrator explains that Greece was shaken in its
foundations by the Peloponnesian war, and that Philip’s conquest of Greece was
facilitated because of it, since it left Greece unsound and not quite well.”

In sum, the Peloponnesian war affected Greece crucially since a great part
of Greece was involved in it. It also made the coming of Philip of Macedon
easier. Nevertheless, the narrator mentions the war frequently in the historical
introductions and as material for comparison for the subject matter at hand, nor
does he hesitate to treat monuments commemorating the war. Moreover, the
narrator phrases cautiously the severe judgement directed against the war,
avoiding to present the judgement as explicitly one entertained by Ego, instead
introducing the ...-You as the one who might voice such an opinion.

™ Aratus 11 8.1-9.5, Philopoemen VIII 49.1-52.6, Epaminondas IX 13.1-15.6.

T Cf.11.3,2.2,VI3.16,7.6.

1 3.2, 111 9.2. This matter is discussed further in the next section; cf. also chapter 7.
BII7.11 kal 6 Toepos ovTos €0 THY EANGSa €Tt Pepnkuiar Siéoeloer ék Pdbpwy, kal
voTepov ®IATTOS 0 'ApirTou cabpav Midn kal ov TavTdmaoly UYLR TpooKAaTHpewey
avThy.
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8.4 The lesson from Greek history

The Peloponnesian war was certainly not the only war that the Greeks fought
with each other as antagonists, nor the only one to weaken the state of Greece,
but it is singled out as the event that shook Greece by the foundations. In the
following we will discuss some of the other conflicts that led to the final
weakening of Greece. In the Achaica there are two lists sketching the rise and
fall of Greek powers, one introducing and the other concluding the narrative
about the Achaean Confederacy. Here, the narrator enumerates the dominant
Greek communities — Athens, Sparta, Thebes, and the Achaean Confederacy —
which each one in its turn gained and lost its power. The lists are not identical in
all details nor do they follow any chronological order, but they both end with
the Achaean Confederacy — the first with its rise to power, the second with its

(rise and) fall.™*

After a résumé of the sketches, we will discuss other passages
in the Periegesis, which confirm or contradict the picture of Greek history
presented in the lists.

The Peloponnesian war put an end to the Athenian power in Greece.
Athens recovered somewhat from the Peloponnesian war and the pestilence, but
was soon reduced by the Macedonians. Sparta’s defeat at Leuctra put an end to
Lacedaemonian hegemony in Greece, and the founding of Messene and
Megalopolis, together with the wars fought by the Lacedaemonians with the
Achaean Confederacy, prevented them from regaining their former prosperity.
Thebes, the next Greek state to hold hegemony after Sparta, was laid so utterly
waste by Alexander that the Thebans were not able to hold their own after
Cassander had brought them back. Next Achaea rose to power; in the second list
the language is unusually metaphorical:

OTe 81 Kal poyLs, dTe ék BéVBPov NehwPnévou kal abou Ta Thelova, dveBAdoTnoEY
€k THs ‘EAddos 10 "Axaikdv, kal avTo N kakid TOV GTpaATYNCAVTWY €KONOUTEV

€Tl avavépevov.

™ VII 6.8f. and 17.1f.; as to subject matter the main difference between the two lists is the
fact that in the second list Argos is included as the power to be reckoned with ‘during the so-
called heroes’ (éml TGOV kalovpévwy Npowr) up until the Dorian invasion. Cf. also Bowie
1996: 209f. on these lists in the Periegesis.
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When the Achaeans had barely shot up from Greece as from a maltreated and almost
entirely dried up tree, it too was cut short when still in growth by the wickedness of its

generals.75

Interestingly, only in the case of Thebes and partly in the case of Athens is
foreign intervention referred to as the cause of ruin. Otherwise, the Greeks are
presented as themselves managing to bring about their own downfall. This is a
lesson to be learned from the history of Greece as retold in the Periegesis.
Similar views on the history of Greece are found in other Greek literature from
this period; for example, Herodianus writes quite pointedly:

apxatov TovTo Tdhos EANrwY, ol Tpos dANANOUS 0TACLALOVTES del Kal TOUS
UTepéxeLy dokolvTas kabatpely BélovTes éTpixwoav TV ‘EX\dda.

This is an old sickness of the Greeks. Since they are always at odds with one another
and want to bring down those who seem to be more powerful, they have worn out

76
Greece.

First in line is Athens, which was brought down twice.”” The first downfall was
caused by the Peloponnesian war, which does not need to be discussed again
here. When the Athenians had recovered somewhat from it, the narrator
explains that they suffered their second downfall at the hands of the
Macedonians. Hereby the narrator is probably referring to the battle at
Chaeronea and the Lamian war. Both these events will be discussed further in
the next chapter, for now, one point will suffice. For the most part when the
narrator introduces Athens into his historical notes which deal with events after
the Lamian war, he remembers to point out that the Athenians are weak because
of the Macedonians.” Exactly who these Macedonians were is left unspecified.
Next, come the Lacedaemonians, victors in the Peloponnesian war. They
could not keep their dominance of Greece for long. The beginning of their fall

PVIL17.2.

" Herodianus 3.2.8. For a discussion of this passage and others the same kind, cf.
Touloumakos 1971: 52f.; cf. also Pernot 1993: 761 and Ameling 1996: 141-145. A similar
view is expressed, in many more words, by Aelius Aristides in 26.40-57 Keil (els ‘Popnv).
VI 6.9 and 17.2.

B 142 (before the invasion of the Gauls), VII 7.6 (at the beginning of the Roman
involvement in Greece, with a cross-reference to I 36.5f.), VII 11.4 (before the Athenian
invasion of Oropus).
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was their decision to put down the king of Persia, Artaxerxes, son of Darius,
since Cyrus had been the one who helped them in the Peloponnesian war.” In
an attempt to turn the expedition into a Panhellenic enterprise, invitations were
sent to the Greeks to join in. The narrator records some of the replies given to
the invitation. The Corinthians are said to have decided to stay at home when
suddenly a temple of Olympian Zeus burnt down, this being regarded as a bad
omen. The Athenians declined adducing their weakness after the Peloponnesian
war and the plague as excuses, but the narrator explains that most of all they
decided to keep still, because of the news about Conon being with the king. The
Thebans declined for the same reasons as the Athenians.” In the replies that the
Athenians and the Thebans are said to have made to the Lacedaemonian
invitation, the narrator does not hesitate to introduce lack of Greek unity. That
is, instead of joining forces against the Persians, they looked for their own
private advantage. In the case of the Athenians, Conon’s being with the king
and gaining influence and means for the Athenians against the Lacedaemonians
is equivalent to their looking out for themselves.

Particularly noteworthy is the Persian countermeasure. The report of this
episode reveals how easily the animosity between Greeks could be kindled.
Artaxerxes sent Tithraustes down to the sea. This Tithraustes came up with a
highly efficient method to force the Lacedaemonians into calling Agesilaus and
his force home from Asia: he sent a certain Timocrates from Rhodes to Greece
with money and the order to stir up a war in Greece against the
Lacedaemonians. Timocrates appears to have easily carried the order out.
Argives, Thebans, Athenians, and Corinthians had their share of the rnoney.81
This is not the place to go into details of the reasons behind the war, called the
Corinthian war both in modern times and by the narrator. Suffice it to say, with
the narrator, that Persian machinations and money lay behind the war and that
Greek dissension made it flare up. The Locrians of Amphissa were the ones

P 119.1. Interestingly, apart from the above-mentioned bribery of some of the Athenian
generals at Aegospotami, Persian involvement and money given to the Spartans during the
Peloponnesian war, in particular to Lysander, are mentioned repeatedly, e.g. V 6.5, IX 32.7.
80111 9.1-3. Cf. above on Conon. Compare further the statement that the Arcadians crossed
over to Asia with Agesilaus davdykn mAéov kat ov peT’ evvolas ‘rather coerced and not with
sympathy’ VIII 6.2.

81 111 9.7f. Cf. also above chapter 7.
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who started the war.®> Once the Lacedaemonians had declared war on Thebes,
Agesilaus was forced to abandon his campaign in Asia, and once in progress the
war kept growing worse.® The narrator does not retell the course of the whole
war. Only some of the battles are referred to, in particular the battle at Haliartus,
which was the first major encounter in the war. Although the Lacedaemonians
were victorious in the Corinthian war, it was the beginning of the end of their
short-lived hegemony of Greece.

The event that brought the Lacedaemonians down was their defeat at
Leuctra at the hands of Epaminondas and the Theban army.* As already
mentioned, this defeat was moreover the first battle on land which the
Lacedaemonians, according to the narrator, confessed to have lost.*> The
narrator bestows praise upon this victory won by the Thebans and upon the
Theban general.*® The Theban success at Leuctra is called both ‘the
Lacedaemonian disaster that had been long due’ and ‘most notable victory’.¥
There is praise of Epaminondas, but expressed in the narrator’s usual cautious
manner, introducing the ...-You as the one who might entertain the positive
opinion about Epaminondas:

8 11 9.9-12. ¢ k\nbels Kopubrakds morepos T19.12; ¢ dvopalspevos KoptubLakds
mokepos IV 17.5. Pausanias is not the only ancient author using this designation for the war,
cf. e.g. Isacus De Aristarcho 20, Isocrates Plataicus 27, and Diodorus Siculus Bibliotheca
14.86.6, who also explains that the reason for this appellation was that the war was mainly
fought around Corinth. In Xenophon Hellenica 3.5.3 the beginning of the war is ascribed to
the Opuntian Locrians. Cf. Meadows 1995: 106—-110, with a discussion of possible sources
for Pausanias’ account of Agesilaus.

83111 9.12 és mAéov del TpoRADev.

8 VII 6.8 and 17.2. Cf. also 129.11 where, apropos of a tomb for Athenians fallen in the
Corinthian war, the narrator remarks on the decline of Lacedaemonian power by pointing to
the fact that they were defeated at Leuctra.

¥113.5.

8 Habicht 1985: 114f. adduces this passage as an obvious exception to the (allegedly)
consistent lamentation over ‘warfare of Greek against Greek’ in the Periegesis.

871V 26.4 10 drixmpa ddelAdpevor ék makatod. This phrase does not necessarily indicate
that the defeat suffered by the Lacedaemonians was a debt they owed to the Greeks,
specifically to the Messenians. It was rather a debt that the Lacedaemonians owed to destiny,
since in the following the reader is reminded of an oracle which foretold destruction ‘for
others after the first’, i.e. for the Spartans after the Messenians; in IV 12.7 the whole oracle is
cited. émdaveaTd™n vikn IX 6.4 (historical introduction to Thebes), 1 vikn kaTelpyaoTo
emoavéoTaTa IX 13.11 (biography of Epaminondas).
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Tov 8¢ 'Emapvavdav Tév map’ “ENAnoL oTpatnylas éveka €U80KLUNCAVTLY
HAALOTa éTavéaat TLS A 1) VOTEPOV Ye 0UBEVOS TOLHOALTO.
One may particularly praise Epaminondas among those who are highly esteemed in the

opinion of Greeks for their generalship, or at least not consider him second to none.®

That is, he is praised among the most excellent Greeks for his military skill. In
the following the positive valuation of Epaminondas is justified by mention of
the fact that he was able to raise Theban self-esteem and make the Thebans
champions in a short time, without having the ancient reputation of the city in
his back, as Lacedaemonian and Athenian generals had.* Moreover, on a par
with Conon son of Timotheus, Epaminondas is even counted among the
benefactors of the whole of Greece. The reason for them being included in that
company is precisely their victories over the Lacedaemonians, by which they
expelled Spartan garrisons, harmostai, and dekadarchiai, Conon from the cities
near the sea and Epaminondas from the ones away from the sea. Epaminondas
is moreover praised for having made Greece more notable by founding Messene
and Megalopolis.” The founding of these cities is moreover presented as the
reason why the Lacedaemonians were unable to regain their former strength.
Epaminondas is further said to have been the cause behind the return of the
Mantineans to Mantinea.”’ The narrator comments that upon their return the
Mantineans were not just in all respects, inasmuch as they were treating for
peace with the Lacedaemonians secretly and privately, without the Arcadian
league, and finally changing alliances and fighting with the Lacedaemonians
against Epaminondas and the Thebans at Mantinea.”” At the end of the

VI 11.9.

8 Ibid. Aaxedaipovivy pév yap kai "Adnvaiov Tols fyepdol ToAeOV Te dElopa UTipxey
¢k Takatod kai ol oTpaTldTAL dpoviLaTos TL Noav ExovTes, OnBaiovs 8¢ Emapvavdas
abvpous Tas yropas kal AN dkovewy eloBéTas Amédnrer «€v> oL TONG TPWTEVOVTAS.

% VIII 52.4 Kévov 6 Tupobéov kai "Emapuvovdas... Emauuvdrdas 8¢ ek TGV TONewy TOV
amo Baldoons dve Aakedaipoviwy TAS dpoupds kal dppooTds €kBalovTes kal
dekadapxias katamavoavtes: 'Emapwdvdas 8¢ kal moAeowy ovk ddavéat, Meoonvn kal
MeydAn molel TR ‘Apkddwv, loyipoTépav Tnv ‘EX\dda émoincev. Cf. also IX 6.4.
Epaminondas’ role in the foundation of Megalopolis is exaggerated, cf. Roy 1971: 577f.

1 VIII 8.10. Epaminondas was not involved in this event quite to such an extent as the
account in the Periegesis may suggest, cf. Roy 1971: 577f.

%2 Ibid., on these events cf. Jost 1998b ad loc. It is doubtful whether the change in the text
suggested by Kuhn 1696 ad loc. and accepted apparently unanimously by the more recent
editors is justified. The text should read, following the manuscripts ... oUTe 8td TO déos TOV
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biography of Epaminondas, the narrator quotes the eulogistic inscription on the
base of the statue, which triggered the biography. Here, it is claimed that Greece
has become free and autonomous thanks to him.” This is high praise of the
achievements of Epaminondas and the Thebans.

Thus, whereas the narrator mostly only mentions the warfare without any
comment, he does occasionally introduce both praise and blame on the subject.
In the light of this, it cannot be said that warfare between Greeks is consistently
deplored in the Periegesis. Moreover, the Theban victory at Leuctra is not the
only one called a ‘most notable victory’ (émidbavesTtdtn vikn). The same
designation is given the victory won by the Eleans over the Arcadians and the
one by the Phocians over the Thessalians before the Persian war.” These three
victories won by Greeks over Greeks have a common denominator: they were
not expected. The Eleans certainly could not have expected to win their victory
in the way they did. When they were in array awaiting the Arcadians, a woman,
obeying a vision she had had in a dream, came and handed over to them her
child as an ally in the war. The child was placed naked in front of the army, and
when the Arcadians approached, the child turned into a snake. At this sight, the
Arcadians were terrified and fled; the Eleans pursued them and won a
remarkable victory. The Phocians had such misgivings over the prospect of
victory, that they gathered their movable property, their images of the gods, and
their women and children, and left thirty men behind with orders to on news of
their defeat burn the whole lot as sacrifices after slaying the women and
children.” Nonetheless, they won the most remarkable victory of their times,
fighting bravely and with the favour of the gods. The feats of Epaminondas and
the Thebans have been discussed above. At Leuctra they won the most

OnPalwv €s ™y Aakedatpovior cvppaxiar petefdlovto €k Tob davepod, kal TAHS
MavTwikis mpos "Emapwovdav kat OnBaiovs pdxns Aakedatpoviwr ywopévns opod
Tols Aakedatpoviols étdEavto ol MavTivels ‘... they did not openly enter into the
Lacedaemonian alliance out of fear for the Thebans, but at the battle of Mantinea between the
Thebans under Epaminondas and the Lacedaemonians, the Mantineans stood ranged together
with the Lacedaemonians’. On the interpretation of this passage, cf. Akujirvi 2005.

P IX 15.6.

9 VI 20.41. (Eleans against Arcadians); X 1.1-9 (Phocians against Thessalians).

% The narrator explains that such insensible decisions as the Phocians made that day are
called amévora @wkikn X 1.7. Cf. Frazer 1898 ad loc. and Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 ad
loc. with references to other attestations of this expression.
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remarkable victory that Greek had won over Greek, defeating the traditional
Greek super-power on land, the Spartans.

Finally, judging from a comment on the expedition of the Seven against
Thebes, the narrator can apparently even admire Greeks slaughtering Greeks in
war, and express the opinion as his own:

TOV 8€ MONEpOV TOUTOV, OV €mONéunoar "Apyetot, vopuilw mavTov, 600t TPOS
"EN\nvas €t TGV KaAOUpPEVWwY NpowV €émorepninoav vmo ‘EX\vwy, yevéabat Adyou
pdioTa aov.

I consider this war fought by the Argives to be the most remarkable of all the wars

fought by Greeks against Greeks in the age of the so-called heroes.”®

The narrator goes on to explain that this war was more remarkable than, for
example, the one fought between Eleusinians and Athenians, since the
contestants did not reach an agreement after the first encounter. When defeated
in battle, the Thebans fled to the city, and were besieged by the Peloponnesians.
Since the Peloponnesians were not experienced in this sort of warfare, they
suffered heavy losses in their attempts to take the city. When the Thebans
marched out of their city and commenced battle, they certainly defeated the
enemy, but with severe losses for themselves — hence came the proverb
Cadmean victory about victories that proved fatal for the victors.”” It seems that
the longer a war and the heavier the losses, the more remarkable it is —
regardless of the fact that the losses were suffered by Greeks.

The fall of Thebes is in both lists attributed to an outside force, viz.
Alexander of Macedon.” The narrator explains that Alexander wrought such
destruction that the Thebans were not able to keep what was their own when
Cassander had returned them. In the historical introduction to Thebes, this
information is repeated in a more elaborate form.” Here we are moreover
reminded of the fact that the narrator previously, in the Atfica, had said that the

PIX9.1.

771X 9.1-5 (the two last paragraphs treat the expedition of the Epigoni and the Thebais).
Auberger 1994: 9f. mistakenly finds here yet a piece of evidence for Pausanias’ dislike of the
Lacedaemonians — in fact, it was not the Lacedaemonians, but the Messenians who were
involved in this expedition.

®VI16.9 and 17.2.

% IX 6.5-7.4, with a short biographical note on Cassander.
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Greek defeat at Chaeronea was the beginning of evil for the Greeks.'™ Now the
narrator corrects the previous account, and explains that no Greek community
was as severely affected as were the Thebans.

Finally, the cause of the downfall of the Achaean Confederacy, the last of
the Greek powers, is presented as a complex mix of conflict between Greeks,
incompetent generals, and appeals for Roman intervention which did not lead to

the desired results. !

8.5 Summary

In this chapter, we have put to the test the validity of the notion that the wars
between Greeks, wars that the history of Greece abounds in, are consistently
deplored in the Periegesis. The historical introduction to the Messeniaca, the
remarks on the Peloponnesian war, and the two lists of successive Greek powers
in the Achaica were chosen as points of departure.

Certainly, it cannot be argued that Ego conceived of wars between Greeks
as commendable, but at the same time it must be acknowledged that only in
exceptional cases does the narrator let any negativity on Ego’s part show in the
text. When the reader goes beyond the few catch passages in which the leading
men of the Peloponnesian war are called murderers and nearly pirates of
Greece, or where it is said that the Peloponnesian war shook Greece to its
foundations, making Philip’s conquest of it easier, it will become evident that
Ego appears to have a realistic outlook on the history of Greece. In the
Periegesis, Greek history is presented as a constant struggle for power which
finally was interrupted by the loss of independence. Moreover, side by side with
the deprecating comment on the Peloponnesian war one may place as
comparison the praise heaped on Epaminondas’ feats in wars against other
Greeks. One may also keep in mind the fact that, while men active during the
Peloponnesian war are excluded from the list of benefactors of Greece,
Epaminondas, Conon, Aratus, and Philopoemen are all included in the same list,
despite their achievements being almost exclusively in wars against other
Greeks.

101X 6.5, referring to I 25.3; on this passage, cf. also chapter 9.

191 Cf. below chapter 10.

230



The majority of the wars fought by Greeks against Greeks are recorded in
the Periegesis without any commentary whatsoever. Witness for example the
long account of the Messenian history, where the only depreciating comment on
the constant warfare is that the Spartans took recourse to unjust means. The
Messeniaca also demonstrates what independence entailed in the Greek world:
the freedom to fight one another in order to enhance one’s own position at
others’ expense, and avoid subjection to others. Moreover, the fact that the
narrator mentions events during and monuments from the Peloponnesian war
repeatedly in contexts where mention of the war may be considered not
requisite, indicates that, despite many shortcomings in his historical notices, he
was not seeking to rewrite the history of Greece in order to present an improved
version of it. His aim was rather to present a correct chronicle of the history of
Greece — of course within the bounds that he set for himself.

In sum, for the most part these Greek interstate conflicts of the past are
simply recorded without comment. The narrator certainly deplores some, but
simultaneously celebrates other wars fought by Greeks against Greeks. Peace
and treaty between Greeks was not always to be commended, as is shown by the
narrator’s comment regarding the Mantinean peace-treaty with Sparta.
Apparently, peace was not to be sought at all costs. The circumstances mattered.
The Mantineans sought peace with the Lacedaemonians unjustly, since they did

192 and did not remember their debt

it privately without the Arcadian community
of gratitude to Thebes. In other words, the Mantineans sought peace and unity
with the wrong Greeks in the wrong circumstances; this act moreover led to an
enmity with their former allies, the Thebans.

Thus, in the Periegesis warfare between Greeks is presented as something
natural, and warfare is a more or less normal practice among the Greeks when at
liberty to do what they wanted. In trying to form an opinion of Ego’s outlook on
the Roman rule of Greece one should keep in mind how natural conflicts

seemed to be in the Greek past.

192 And, if the reading of the manuscripts is kept, they did it secretly; cf. Akujérvi 2005.
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9 Greeks against Others

9.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter it was argued that the interstate quarrels, controversies,
and struggles which the history of Greece, as recorded in the Periegesis,
abounds in, for the most part are simply presented without any comment as
more or less the normal state of things in the Greek past. In this chapter another
aspect of the history of Greece will be discussed, viz. wars fought by the Greeks
against outsiders. The wars in question are the Trojan war, the Persian wars, the
battle of Chaeronea, the Lamian war, and the resistance against the Gauls.'
Greek war against foreigners is potentially a more glorious theme in the history
of Greece than internal quarrels and wars.

These Greek wars against outsiders are mentioned repeatedly by the
narrator, as many scholars have previously observed. As is well known, the
Greeks were successful only in the wars waged against the Persians and the
Gauls, which means that the narrator lets both Greek victories and defeats be a
recurrent theme in the Periegesis. However, not all of these wars receive a

! This is not the place to go into the thorny question of whether the Macedonians, against
whom the battle of Chaeronea and the Lamian war were fought, were regarded as Greeks or
not. For our present purposes, suffice it to say that, whatever the exact definition of ‘Greece’
in the Periegesis, the Macedonians do not form a part of the collective. Indeed, an antithesis
between Greeks and Macedonians can be observed repeatedly in the Periegesis; cf. e.g. 1 1.3,
8.3, 25.3, I18.4, IV 28.2, V4.9, VI5.3, VII 6.5, 7.5, 8.1, VIII 6.2, 7.4, 27.10. In this
antithesis, the Macedonians play the part of outsiders vis-a-vis the Greeks just as e.g. the
Persians and Romans do. On the difficulty of defining the Greece of the Periegesis, see
Bearzot 1988, Hutton 1995: 57-70, and above chapter 4. There does not appear to have been
any consensus as to the exact definition of Greece in antiquity, cf. Marcotte 1988: 79f. and in
particular Hall 2002: 125-171.
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narrative.” Just as was the case with the Peloponnesian war, the Trojan war and
the Persian wars are mentioned repeatedly — they are even the two most
frequently mentioned conflicts in the whole of the Periegesis —, but they are not
given any continuous narration. As discussed above, repeated references to the
same event is a result of the narrator’s manner of telling the history of Greece
through local history and inserting historical notices in connection with
discussions of monuments: the more communities were involved in a war, the
more frequently the war in question will be mentioned.” Nor is there any
narrative on the battle of Chaeronea. On the Lamian war there is a
comparatively long narrative, and on the invasion of the Gauls there are two
quite long narratives.* The reason why some of these events are narrated while
others are not is most likely a combination of the narrator’s professed reluctance
to retell what other well-known authors have told before and to repeat known
facts.” That is, as regards the wars in question, the narratives of the events
become more extensive the closer they are to the narrator chronologically and
the less canonical the historians are who have treated the event.

Not all passages pertaining to these wars are of interest in the present
study. Indeed, the majority of the mentions are non-specific as regards the
participation of a community. They concern instead, for example, monuments in
some way associated with the wars or mention of a similar event. Of interest for
this chapter are those passages in which the narrator explicitly states whether or
not a community participated in any of these five conflicts; of particular interest
are those passages which moreover contain some sort of comment. Table 4 aims
to make clear the distribution of comments and explicit statements in either

? Noticed by e.g. Segre 1927: 205-207.

3 Cf. above chapter 7.

* Lamian war I 25.3-5; invasion of the Gauls I 4 and X 19.5-23.14.

S Cf. e.g. I 17.7 Ta 8¢ €s aivTov Omola €yéveTo €1860LY oV Sinynoopat’ Ta ydp Tols
mpdTEPOV TUYYpadévTa € drplpes dmoxpdvTa Ay ‘I will not tell the story of him [sc. king
Pausanias] since it is known. What my predecessors have written accurately is sufficient” and
11 30.4 TabTa elmévTos ‘HpodGTou kah’ €ékaoTov auTGV €T dkplPés oU pot ypddely kaTa
yvépny fv € mpoetpnpéva ‘since Herodotus has related all of this in detail accurately I do
not wish to write down what has been told well before’; the reference is to Herodotus
5.82-87. Cf. also above chapter 3, and e.g. Musti 1984: 1618, Lafond 1991: 38, and Moggi
1993: 408-415.
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Table 4
Participation/non-participation of the poleis in the great Greek conflicts

Book: 1 11T v V/VI VII VI X X
Trojan war Y —* —* Y Y+ Y Y Y
Persian wars Y Y+ — Y N+ Y NG+ NG/Y
Chaeronea Y+ — N+ NG+ Y N+ Y+ Y
Lamian war Y — Y+ Y N+ N+ — Y
Gauls Y+ —/N+ N+ — N+ N+ — Y+

Y = yes, i.e. participated in the war on the Greek side.

N = no, i.e. did not participate in the war.

NG = participated in the war, but not on the Greek side.

Y+ / N+ / NG+ same as above, but including some comment.
— no mention; — * uncertain.

direction, if there are any. Before proceeding to discuss these passages, we will
comment briefly on the table.

First, the explicit statements of participation and non-participation are to a
high degree concentrated to the historical introductions — with the obvious
exception of the Artica. Second, books II and IX present special problems.
Neither of the two books contain any general introduction. None of the
historical introductions to the communities treated in book II goes much further
down in time than the return of the Heraclids. Nor are any of the wars in
question more than barely mentioned in other contexts in book II. The few
mentions that are found in book II, and about communities treated in book II in
other books, are too recalcitrant to be fitted into the table, but they will
nonetheless be discussed below. In the table, IX is synonymous with Thebes,
since this community is the only one in the book in question that is given a
historical introduction.®

® The relevant passages in the introductions are: III 4.7-10, IV 28.2f., V 4.7-9, VII 6.3-8,
VIII 6.1-3, IX 6.1-6, X 1.3, 2.1, and 3.4. There are also lists of participants in the Persian,
Lamian, and Gallic wars. Persian wars: V 23.1-3 (Plataea) and X 20.1f. (Thermopylae).
Lamian war: I 25.4. Gallic wars: X 20.3-5 is the principal passage.
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9.2 The Trojan War

The Trojan war is the closest one can get to a Panhellenic enterprise, though not
even in this instance does the phrase ‘all Greeks’ actually mean all Greeks.” In
the expedition to Troy, as in every Greek expedition, there were absentees. The
narrator reports that the inhabitants of two Arcadian communities, the
Psophidians and Teuthians, maintain that their ancestors did not participate
because of misgivings between the Argive leaders and their kings.®

When describing the Athenian Acropolis, the narrator has occasion to
mention a monument commemorating the Trojan war, viz. a representation of
the famous wooden horse of Troy made of bronze. The narrator takes the
opportunity to criticise, by introducing the ...-You, the tradition about the
Trojan horse, stating that ‘everyone who does not attribute complete stupidity to
the Phrygians’ knows that the Greeks manufactured some contrivance with
which to breach the wall of Troy.9 According to the tradition, the narrator
continues, the ablest of the Greeks hid in the horse. Such is the Trojan horse on
the Athenian Acropolis too; among others Menestheus and Theseus’ children
pop their heads out of it.

As to the Trojan war, the Laconica and the Messeniaca present special
problems. Some of the most prominent leaders in the Greek camp came from
the regions treated in these books. But the later inhabitants of Laconia and
Messenia did not issue from the ranks they had commanded. In both Laconia
and Messenia the return of the Heraclids represent a major break in the
continuity of the history of the region, bringing in its wake an establishment of
new royal lines and settlement of new inhabitants in the area.'’ The newcomers
cannot reasonably be credited with the achievements of their predecessors.
Accordingly, in the Laconica participation in the Trojan war is downplayed to
such a degree that Menelaus is mentioned merely as ruler.'' In the Messeniaca

7 All Greeks united against the Trojans: 115.2 ... Spws és Tpolav A\Bov "Abnvaiols Te
avTots paxovpeval kat Tols macw “EXAnow. Cf. also I 29.5.

8 VIII 24.10 and VIII 28.4f.

o1 23.8, cf. above chapter 6, where the text is quoted.

10 Return of the Heraclids: I11 1.5,1V 3.3-6.

"1 1.5. To be true, the Trojan war is mentioned in III 4.7, but the mention concerns
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participation in the Trojan war is mentioned, but only in a temporal absolute
genitive phrase:

StamolepnbévTos 8¢ Tob mpos "Thov ToAépov kal NéaTopos ws emaviNdev olkade
TEAEUTNOAVTOS. ..
After the conclusion of the Trojan war and the death of Nestor after his return

home..."?

... the Dorians invaded the area and expelled the descendants of Neleus, the
narrator explains. In other words, the Trojan war is introduced merely to make
clear that a break in the genealogy of the royal lineage occurred after the war. A
possible reason why the war is not passed over in complete silence in the
Messeniaca might be the fact that the return of the Heraclids is not presented as
a radical break with the preceding state of things. The aboriginal Messenians are
said to have agreed to be ruled by the Heraclid Cresphontes and to share their
land with the Dorians."

The return of the Heraclids represents a major break in the history of
Achaea, too. The Achaeans were autochthonous to the Peloponnesus, though
not to those parts in which they lived at the time when the Periegesis was
written. Driven from their abodes by the Heraclids, they themselves expelled
the Ionians and occupied their land, i.e. Achaea which ‘now has its name after
these Achaeans’.' The case of the Achaeans is different from the
Lacedaemonian and Messenian one. In Laconia and Messenia the continuity in
the history of the landscape is broken off, without the newcomer’s bringing in
their own prehistory. In Achaea the previous inhabitants’ (the Ionians’) history
is broken off, but the Achaeans bring with them their own pre-history, mainly
the significant role they played in the Trojan war, which, therefore, is
mentioned in the historical introduction to the Achaica.”> Moreover, in book I,

Achilles.

21V 3.3. In 1V 3.2 the participation of the sons of Asclepius in the Trojan war is discussed.
PV 36.

'V 1.1 yéun 8¢ oikel Tlehoméuimoor "Apkddes pev avtoxdoves kal "Axatol. kal ol pev
UTo Awpléwr €k TS obeTépas avéatnoav, ov pévtol Ilehomovvioou ye éEexwpnoav,
d\\a ekBalovTes "lovas vépovtar Tov Alytalov TO dpxalov, viv 8¢ dmo TOV 'AXAlOV
TOUTWV kKalovpevov. Cf. also II 18.8 and VII 1.5-8.

PVIe.s.
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despite the rupture in history caused by the return of Heraclids, the Trojan war
is mentioned, as are some monuments commemorating it, especially in Argos.'®
In fact, the Trojan war and in particular the return of the Heraclids appear to be
the most significant events in the history of the communities treated in book II."

9.3 The Persian wars

As mentioned above, in the Periegesis the Persian wars are probably the most
often mentioned conflicts. Only occasionally does the mention of the wars
include a statement as to whether a community participated in them or not. It
appears that the Greek front was not quite as united against the Persians as
against the Trojans.

Throughout Greece, there were a great number of monuments
commemorating the Persian wars. The narrator notices some of these;
particularly in the descriptions of Athens, Sparta, and Delphi, the mentions of
memorials from the Persian wars are frequent.” According to the narrator, the
Greeks who had faced the Persians decided to preserve in their damaged state
sanctuaries and statues burnt or otherwise damaged by the Persians as a
reminder for all times of the enmity."” He has the occasion to notice that some

20

of these are in the Greek landscape.” The theatres of war, naturally, aroused

16 Heraclids e.g.. 114.3,12.3, 13.1f., 18.9-19.1. Trojan war e.g.: II 5.4, 16.6, 20.6, 22.2, 23.1,
24.3.

' As noticed by Piérart 2001: 212f.

18 Athens: 11.5, 14.5, 15.3, 18.2, 19.5, 27.1f., 28.2, 28.4, 32.3-5, 32.7, 33.2. Sparta: 111 11.3,
11.7, 12.6, 12.7, 12.9, 14.1, 16.6, 17.7. Delphi: X 8.7, 9.2, 10.1f., 11.5, 13.9, 14.5f., 15.1,
15.4, 16.6, 19.1f., 19.4. Cf. further Alcock 1996: 251-254 who also lists memorials in other
parts of Greece.

19 X 35.2f. This so-called Platacan oath is probably a later, fourth century, fabrication. The
oath is preserved in Lycurgus In Leocratem 81 and Diodorus Siculus 11.29.3. Cf. OCD s.v.
‘Plataea, oath of’, Frazer 1898 ad loc., and Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 ad loc. for further
references.

271 1.5, VII 5.4, and X 35.2f. In the last of these passages Pausanias is mistaken. The temple
in question was not burned during the Persian wars, but during the Roman war against
Perseus of Macedon, cf. Habicht 1985: 99, with references to earlier literature in n. 14.
Describing the Athenian Acropolis the narrator mentions old statues of Athena, which were
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memories of the battles fought at the sites.’ Encounters with a numerically
superior enemy provide yet other occasions to mention the Persian wars.” But
most prominent are the reminiscences of the Persian wars, in particular the
battle of Thermopylae, in the account of the invasion of the Gauls in book X.
This is evident, for example, in the comparison of the Greek muster to face the
Persians and the one facing the Gauls. The comparison is introduced with the
following comment, in which the narrator introduces the ...-You;” thereby it is
suggested that Ego is not alone in being interested in making such comparisons:

TApeoTL 8€, 60TLS €B8éNoL Kal avTaptBpfioal Tols Te €l Baoiléa ZépEny és TTvhas
kat Tovs ToTe évavTia FalaTtdr adporagbévtas.
Anyone who wishes can also compare those who mustered against king Xerxes at

Thermopylae with those who then mustered against the Gauls.”*

However, the great number of passages in which the Persian wars are
mentioned is not equally interesting as those passages in which the narrator
explicitly comments whether or not a community participated in the wars.

As already mentioned, the city of Athens abounds in memorials from the
wars, for obvious reasons, since Athens’ participation in the Persian wars was
an important part of the Athenian past and self image. It appears almost as if the

in one piece, but blackened and fragile. The narrator explains that these too were caught in
the flames when Athens was taken, 1 27.6; cf. also 27.2 (an olive which was burnt down, but
sprouted two cubits on the very same day, a slightly exaggerated version of Herodotus 8.55).
2! Marathon I 32.3-5 and §7; Plataea IX 2.5f. Since the Greece of the Periegesis does not
extend all the way to Thermopylae, that battle site is not described. After the battle, the site of
a naval encounter is not easily marked out with a monument. There was a monument
commemorating the victory at Salamis on Salamis (I 36.1), and memories of wreckage
washed ashore at cape Colias (I 1.5, cf. Herodotus 8.96). The small island of Psyttalea close
to Salamis is remembered for the massacre of the 400 Persians who landed there (I 36.2 and
1V 36.6).

2 E.g. the Messenians, when facing a superior host of Acarnanians, plucked up their courage
when remembering the Athenian resistance at Marathon (IV 25.5). The Achaean leaders
facing the Romans were so terrified that not even the associations of the battle at
Thermopylae inspired brighter hopes in them (VII 15.3).

% On the ...-You, cf. below chapter 6.

X 20.1-5, listing first those who gathered to face the Persians, next those who opposed the
Gauls. The narratives about the invasion of the Gauls will be discussed further below.
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narrator considers that the Athenians celebrate their victories too excessively.
Consider, for example, the following comment:

... vaos Evklelas, avddnpa kal ToTo amo Mndwv...

... atemple of Eucleia, this too is a offering of the spoils taken from the Persians.. B

Noteworthy is the adverbial kal, ‘too’, which the narrator inserts as if he
previously has spoken about other offerings made by the Athenians from spoils
taken from the Persians. Since the narrator has not mentioned any such
dedications in the preceding narrative, one may assume that one of two things
has happened. Either the kal is so to speak a window into the reality behind the
text. In this case, it reveals that, as one — the travelling-Ego and/or the

travelling-You?*

— follows the road described in the text, this temple for
Eucleia is not the first offering of spoils taken from Persians to be seen, though
it is the first one mentioned. Or, this may simply be a case of careless editing,
i.e. the present passage was perhaps originally planned to appear after other
offerings of spoils taken from the Persians had been mentioned, in which case
the kai would have made good sense. Be that as it may, the narrator goes on to
speculate that the Athenians were particularly proud of their victory at
Marathon. Later, the narrator has occasion to notice that on the Athenian
Acropolis is a sword which is said to have belonged to Mardonius.”’ Pointing to
the fact that Mardonius was slain by the Lacedaemonians in the battle, the
narrator makes clear that he is not ready to accept this claim. Perhaps he is even
indirectly suggesting that the Athenians try to take too much credit for the
success in the wars against the Persians, and to belittle the contribution of
others.

In the Laconica the Lacedaemonian share in the battle of Thermopylae is
praised. Considering the prominence given to the individuals in the whole
introduction to the Laconica, it is not surprising that particularly the role of
Leonidas is given particular prominence.” In laudatory terms the narrator
compares Leonidas’ achievement at Thermopylae with the few wars which are
especially memorable thanks to the achievement of one individual alone,

»114.5; on this passage, cf. also above chapter 5.

% On the travelling-Ego and the travelling-You, cf. below chapter 6.
71127.1; on this passage, cf. also above chapter 5.

1 4.71.
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singling out for mention Achilles at Troy and Miltiades at Marathon. However,
the narrator continues to make the following comment:

AA\a yap TO Aewvidov kaTopBwpa UTepeBANeTO €pol Sokelv Td Te dva Xpovov
ouppdrTa kat Td €TL TPOTEPOV.
But in fact, Leonidas’ success surpassed, I think, those achieved both since and

before.”’

It should be noted that the narrator does not hesitate to present the laudatory
opinion about Leonidas as one entertained by Ego. One should also note that,
though the battle at Thermopylae actually was a defeat for the Greeks, the
narrator praises the feat of Leonidas as a success (katépbwpa). What the
narrator is praising here is not the outcome of the battle, but the courage and the
military prowess of Leonidas and his men. He goes on to explain the reason for
this praise: had the Lacedaemonians not been encircled at Thermopylae, Xerxes
and the Persians would never have seen Greece, nor would they have burnt
Athens down.”

In another passage, too, the battle at Thermopylae is talked about in
hyperbolic terms. The narrator reports that, according to themselves, the
Lacedaemonians had not suffered any defeats in battles on land before Leuctra.
Indeed, ‘they did not even admit’ (o06€é cuvexwpour) to have been defeated
before that time. The narrator goes on to explain the reason for the
Lacedaemonian claim. ‘They asserted’ (ébacav) that Leonidas was victorious,
but that his troops were insufficient for a complete annihilation of the Persians,
and that the Athenian feat on Sphacteria was a theft of war, not a victory.* It
should be noted that the narrator takes care both to indicate that he is merely
reporting the opinion of somebody else and to explain that the opinion
originates with the Lacedaemonians. Does the narrator hereby also indicate that
he avoids taking a stand on the issue, or is it that he is not quite in agreement?

#14.7.

011 4.8 Z¢pEn yap... Aewvidas oy ONYOLS... EYEveTo dv ELTodOY Unde dpxny TV
‘EN\@Sa L8ty avTov punde "Adnvatwv moTe eumpRoal TNY TOAY KTA.

311 13.5 Aakedarpoviots 8¢ Tpd peév Tod €v AeUKTpoLs 0U8EV éyeydvel TTalopd, GoTe
0U8€ agurexwpour dyovi mw kekpathiofal mel® Aewridq PEV ydp VIKAOVTL OUK €dbacav
TOUS €Topévovs €és Teléav €Eapkéoar dbopdar TOV MRdwr, TO 8¢ Abnralwv kal
AnpocBévous Epyov Tpos TH VRow Tdaktnpig Koy elval morépov kal ob vikny. On
‘theft of war’, cf. also above chapter 8.

240



An unambiguous answer to that question is probably impossible to find.
However, the mere presence of the verbs of saying is interesting, since they
indicate that the narrator felt a need to mark that the information does not come
from himself, but is derived from another source. That is, it would seem that the
narrator does not quite wholeheartedly embrace the notion of Lacedaemonian
success at Thermopylae.*

The Achaeans failed to participate in any of the battles against the
Persians. The narrator carefully catalogues the Achaean failings. They do not
appear in either the Laconian or Athenian lists of allies, i.e. they partook in
neither the battle of Thermopylae nor the naval battles with the Athenians. Nor
is their name to be found on the Greek votive offering in Olympia, which
indicates that they did not show up at Plataea either.” This presentation through
negation is interesting.** Why is the narrator so emphatically narrating what is
not the case? What do the negations negate? Is the narrator entering into a
dialogue with the reader, and negating his/her expectations (‘the Achaeans did
not fight the Persians, as you might think’)? Or, is the narrator entering into an
argument with some of his sources, and negating their claims (‘the Achaeans
did not fight the Persians, as they claim’)? Since the narrator catalogues the
evidence supporting his claims that the Achaeans did not take part in the battles,
it would seem that he is arguing with his sources.

The reason for the Achaean absence in the Persian wars is another matter.
It is envisioned by the narrator to be intimately connected with the prominent
position they had in the Greek world during the Trojan war before the return of
the Heraclids:

32 On the difficulties of interpreting the verbs of saying, cf. above chapter 5.

3 VI 6.3f. katd 8¢ T EépEou kal Midov em THr ‘EAGSa «drodov otite Acwvida Ths
€E6Bov TTis €5 Oeppomidas eloly ol "Axatol SHloL PLeTEOXNKOTES oUTE "ABnvalols OpLoD
kat @eptoTokAel mpos EvPoia kal Zalapivi vavpaxioavtes, ovde obds KaTANOYOS
OUPLPAXOV €XEL AaKwVLKOS T "ATTLKOS. voTépnoar &€ kal €pyou Tob IM\aTatdor: dfila
yap 8n 0Tl €Ml TQ avabipatt TG €v 'Olvpmia TGOV EXArwv peTthiv dv kal 'Axaiols
yeypddbat.

* On presentation through negation, cf. de Jong 1987: 61-68 and Hornblower 1994:
152-156, with a discussion on the possible different interpretations of this device in
historiography as compared to fiction.
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Sokely &€ pot Tds maTpidas Te VTONELGOEVTES EKATTOL TAS AUTOV €0wloV Kal dpa
dua o épyov TO mpos Tpolav Aakedarpoviovs Awptels amnélovr adlow fyetobal.
I think that, since they were left behind, they each preserved their country, and
simultaneously, because of the feats at Troy, they deemed the Dorian Lacedaemonians

unfit to command them. >

In other words, the reason for the Achaean absence is not presented by the
narrator as one that the Achaeans themselves have delivered, the narrator
himself merely acting as mouthpiece for them. Instead, the narrator introduces
the explanation with ‘I think’ (doketv pot), which marks it as an explanation
worked out by Ego himself but which is only a conjecture — the real reason, or
the reason the Achaeans would have stated may be something else.”® Though
not necessarily the actual reason, the narrator obviously regards the reason he
gives as plausible — after all, he introduces it into the text. The motivation is
moreover envisioned to be something quite typical for a Greek community, viz.
an urge to safeguard what is one’s own in the face of a potential threat from
others and a pride in history. Later, the narrator moreover has the occasion to
point to the fact that the former Achaean self-interest had preserved their
strength, so that the Achaean Confederacy could rise up and take over the
leading position in Greece after Argos, Athens, Sparta, and Thebes had been
drained of their strength.”’

As regards the Phocians, the narrator reports that they are said (Aé yeTat) to
have been forced to side with the king, but deserted the Persians and ranged
themselves with the Greeks during the battle of Plataca.*® However, the Phocian
performance on the Greek side does not appear to have been considerable
enough to merit their inclusion on either the statue of Zeus in Olympia or the
serpent-column in Delphi.* Neither their medizing nor their return to the Greek

B VI6.4.

% Contra Habicht 1985: 107.

VLTI

B X 2.1 MyeTar Tovs Dukéas Gpoviical pev UTTO ardykns Td Pactléws, aUTOLONATAL B
€k TOV MNdwy kal €s 10 ‘EX\nvikov mapd 1o €pyov 7o [MhaTtatdot mapatdEacbat.

39 Cf. V 23.1f.; in X 13.9 the serpent-column is mentioned, but the narrator does not list any
of the names inscribed on it. For the discrepancies between the inscription on Zeus in
Olympia as quoted in the Periegesis, the serpent-column, and the evidence of Herodotus, cf.
Frazer 1898 ad loc. X 13.9; on the serpent-column in general, cf. Steinhart 1997.
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side receives any kind of comment in the Periegesis. It should be noted, too,
that the information is marked as being derived from tradition (\AéyeTat).

The lists of participants in book V (apropos of the statue of Zeus dedicated
by the Greeks who fought the Persians at Plataca) and book X (comparing the
Greek muster against the Persians with the one against the Gauls) reveal that
some of the communities treated in book II fought both at Thermopylae and
Plataca. Mycenae, Phlius, and Corinth were at Thermopylae; Corinth, Sicyon,
Aegina, Epidaurus, Phlius, Troezen, Hermion, Tiryns, and Mycenae at Plataca.*’

To the list in book V the narrator appends a survey of communities that
were subsequently deserted. Mycenae and Tiryns belong to these cities; they
were both destroyed by the Argives.* In the introductory note to Mycenae the
narrator explains that the Argives lay waste the city since they envied them the
glory they had won by partaking in the Persian wars.*” This explanation is
probably false.* Nor is it the only explanation presented in the Periegesis.
Another explanation for the measure taken by the Argives was that it was a
synoecism made in order to gain strength against Sparta.** Nonetheless, it is
interesting that the first, more incriminating, explanation can be given without
one word of explicit condemnation being directed against the Argives for
emptying this old venerable city of its inhabitants — and without any regret at
the lot of the Myceneans being expressed. Thus, according to the account in the
Periegesis, not only did the Argives avoid participating in the Persian wars, but
they also destroyed Mycenae out of jealously of that city’s achievement. This
notwithstanding, the narrator does not explicitly reproach the Argives, nor does
he imply criticism by using evaluative language. The event is simply recorded
as one event among others in the history of Greece.

40 Thermopylae: X 20.1; Plataea: V 23.1f.

v 233,

211 16.5 Mukrvas 8¢ 'Apyetol kabethov UTo ¢(nloTumias. fovxalévtov ydp ToOV
"Apyelwr kata ™ émaTpaTelar Tob Mndov, Muknratot mépmovoly €s Oeppomilas
oydonkovTa dvdpas, ol Aakedatpoviols peTéaxov Tol €pyou TOUTO MYeYké odLOLY
OAeBpov TO dLhoTipnpa TapoEtvav "Apyelovs. In VII 25.5f., too, the capture of Mycenae by
the Argives is spoken of, this time without any mention of the Persian wars.

43 Cf. Frazer 1898 ad loc. 11 16.5.
v 27.1.
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Finally, the Thebans: it was a well-known fact that the Thebans medized,
and it is presented as such in the Periegesis, without any markers indicating that
the narrator takes exception to the information presented.* The narrator
certainly argues for exonerating the Thebans as a collective from any guilt for
the choice to fight with the Persians against the Greeks, but this exoneration
does not go as far as to question the reliability of the report:

Ths 8¢ attias TavTns dnpoota odlow ov péTeoTy, 6TL €V Tals OnBats olvyapxia
Kal oUXL 1) TdTpLos ToNLTela TruikabTa Loxver: €l youv TTeloloTpdTou
TUPAVVOUVTOS €TL 1 TOV Taldwv "Abnvnow ddikeTo éml Ty ‘EAdSa 6 BdpPapos,
OUK €0TLY 0TS 0V Kal "ABnvalovs kaTéNaBev dv €ykAnpa pndLopLod.

They do not as a community share in the responsibility for this, since an oligarchy
prevailed in Thebes at that time and not their ancestral government. At all events, if the
barbarians had come against Greece when Pisistratus or his children still held the
tyranny in Athens, an accusation of medism would certainly have seized the Athenians

4
t00.%6

In other words, a people is not responsible for the actions of an unjust ruler. In
like manner with the Thebans, the Lacedaemonians too are exonerated from any
guilt in connection with the sack of Megalopolis, since a tyrant ruled them at the
time.”” The exoneration of the Thebans is taken yet one step further. As partial
proof (youv) for the innocence of the Thebans it is said that the Athenians, too,
would have found themselves fighting with the Persians, had the Persian wars
taken place during the tyranny of Pisistratus or his sons.

It can safely be said that Pausanias’ information on the Persian wars is mainly
derived from Herodotus. To some extent, this written record surely was
supplemented with information gathered from other sources, but Herodotus was
his main source. He ‘knew his source [sc. Herodotus] well’, he felt no need to

®IX 6.1f.

% IX 6.2. A similar justification for choosing the wrong side is voiced by Thebans in
Thucydides 3.62.3f.

4T VIIL 27.16 Aakedatpovior 8¢ T¢ 8ty ToD ToV MeyahomoN TGV TadiaTos péTeoTLy
attlas ovdév, 6TL odlow €k Baoilelas peTéoTnoev €s Tupavvida 0 Kheopévns miv
ToNLTELQW.
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discuss in detail such matters that had already been treated by Herodotus, and he
often quotes him and even more often alludes to him.*

To compare how the Herodotean account of the Persian wars is accepted in
the Periegesis and Plutarch’s essay On Herodotus’ Malice (De Herodoti
malignitate) respectively, may be instructive when judging how the history of
Greece, especially the theme of Greek unity and disunity in the past, is received
and presented in the Periegesis. The reason why On Herodotus’ Malice is of
interest is that it demonstrates a radically alternative approach to Herodotus’
Histories and the history of the period in question by a near contemporary of
Pausanias’, viz. Plutarch with his utter rejection of Herodotus in an attempt to
salvage the glory of Greece. Though the scornful tone of Plutarch’s essay makes
the work less attractive for the modern reader, it was most probably meant as a
serious attempt to prove Herodotus guilty of bias, malice, and constant attempts
to diminish the glory of the Greek achievements against the Persians.” For
Plutarch, the main problem with the Herodotean account of the Persian wars
appears to be the fact that the historian is fair, i.e. he does not one-sidedly
glorify the Greeks, which, in Plutarch’s eyes, amounts to his being a
philobarbaros.”

Regarding Herodotus’ Histories, in particular the reports about the
medizing of some of the Greek communities, the narrator of the Periegesis does

8 Quote from Meadows 1995: 95. Pausanias’ extensive use of Herodotus’ Histories has been
the subject of investigation by Pfundtner 1869: 441-447, Wernicke 1884; stylistical
similarities have been studied by Pfundtner 1866, and Strid 1976; cf. also e.g. Habicht 1985:
103 n. 30, Arafat 1996: 23 n. 55, both with references to earlier studies, and Moggi 1996:
83-87; cf. also above chapter 2.

¥ cf. e.g. Plutarch’s complaint ‘What then have the Greeks left that is glorious and great in
those battles, if the Spartans fought an unarmed foe...” De Herodoti malignitate 874A. On De
Herodoti malignitate, cf. Marincola 1994 passim, esp. 190f. and 194; on Plutarch and
Herodotus, cf. Hershbell 1993; and on the long line of critics of Herodotus’ Histories, e.g.

Myres 1953: 17-31, Momigliano 1960, and Evans 1968.

50 bLhoBdpBapos De Herodoti malignitate 857A. Bias in historical works for

nationalistic/patriotic reasons appears to have been acceptable in antiquity — and indeed it
appears to be what Plutarch is demanding of Herodotus, cf. Luce 1989: 20f. Cf. also
Nikolaidis 1985 for a survey of ‘Greek’ and ‘Barbarian’ in Plutarch; on Plutarch’s dualistic
view of the world, cf. e.g. Blomqvist 1997: 82 on the opposition Greeks-Barbarians, and
passim on the opposition men-women.
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not seem to have had any difficulty in accepting the Herodotean account,
despite the occasionally less favourable light it throws on the Greeks. As
discussed above, the narrator does not protest against Herodotus’ account of
medizing Thebans or Phocians. Instead, he suggests that the Athenians, too,
would have been found siding with the Persians, had their political
circumstances been different.

This is not the place to go into all the details of Plutarch’s argument. Since
his main objective is to prove Herodotus unreliable, he goes into topics that are
beyond the scope of the present study. Here we will only discuss Plutarch’s
objections against Herodotus’ presentation of the Thebans.

Regarding the medizing Thebans, Plutarch protests that Herodotus does
not sufficiently take into consideration the duress under which the Thebans
joined the Persian side. Further, regarding the report that the Thebans are said to
have stayed fighting at Thermopylae under compulsion (as hostages), Plutarch
complains that Herodotus gives noble deeds ignoble causes.’' Plutarch’s
argument for restoring the Theban honour at Thermopylae builds on the
irrationality in Leonidas’ sending away willing allies but retaining the allegedly
unwilling and unfriendly Thebans. Instead, Plutarch would have it, Leonidas
invited the Thebans to Thermopylae since he considered them trustworthy
allies.”® Criticising Herodotus’ account of the Theban performance at
Thermopylae, Plutarch, again, stresses the point that the Thebans were willing
participants in the battle: why fight when they could have deserted?” He
particularly questions the Theban medizing in the light of the punishment they
suffered after the battle: some were killed, the majority was branded.** This
punishment, Plutarch claims, is unknown to Herodotus’ predecessors, i.e. it is a
Herodotean invention.” If genuine, it should be considered strong evidence

5! Herodotus 7.222, Plutarch De Herodoti malignitate 864C—865F and 866D-867B. For a
good analysis of these passages, see Marincola 1994: 198f.

52 De Herodoti malignitate 865E. When making these arguments Plutarch ignores passages in
Herodotus that constitute proof to the contrary, such as Herodotus 7.205, where it is said that
Leonidas requested Theban participation in order to test whether they would send troops or
openly abandon the Greek alliance; cf. Bowen 1992: 132.

33 De Herodoti malignitate 866D—-867B.
3 Herodotus 7.233.
3 On Herodotus’ ‘predecessors’, cf. Marincola 1994: 200-203; Marincola suggests that
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against the medizing of the Thebans, according to Plutarch: Leonidas’ dead
body was mutilated, the Theban commander’s body was branded — these are
both triumphant acts directed against implacable enemies.™

Finally, being unable to do much about the Theban achievement on the
Persian side at the battle of Plataea, Plutarch tries to throw some doubt on it by
reminding the reader of the earlier branding of them. When the Persians had
been routed, the Theban cavalry rode in protection of the Persians, ‘obviously in
return for being branded at Thermopylae’, Plutarch suggests.”’

9.4 The battle of Chaeronea

From the Persian wars onwards the number of communities participating in the
‘Panhellenic’ wars is constantly decreasing. Not a word is said about either the
participation or non-participation in the battle of Chaeronea of any of the
communities discussed in book II. As to the Lacedaemonians, it may be noted
that in the introduction to the Laconica neither the battle of Chaeronea, the
Lamian war, nor the invasion of the Gauls are mentioned.

Neither the Messenians nor the Eleans participated in the battle of
Chaeronea on the Greek side against the Macedonians. They had both the same
reason for their absence from this battle, viz. they were allied to Philip II of
Macedon. However, the narrator takes care to clarify that neither one of the two
fought with the Macedonians.™ Note that the narrator uses ‘they say’ (\éyovouv)

Plutarch bases his arguments against Herodotus on their authority.

5 Plutarch forgets that, from a Persian point of view, the Thebans were rebellious slaves of
the king (they had given the king earth and water, cf. Herodotus 7.132), and that branding
was a common punishment of slaves. Cf. also Bowen 1992: 134.

5T De Herodoti malignitate 872D ot yap Onpaiot, THS TPOTAS YEVOLEVNS, TPOLTTEVOVTES
TOV BapBdpwr mpobipws mapeorifour devyovowr avTtols, dnAovdTL TOV €V OeppoTiNals
OTLypdTwY Xdpw amodidovTes. Ironic remarks of this sort have been anticipated in 867B,
where, however, rhetoric hyperbole has clearly taken over: ‘though medizing at Thermopylae
they were branded, and though branded they still were medizing enthusiastically at Plataea...
like Hippocleides on the table... Herodotus appears to be dancing away the truth.’

81V 28.2 Télos 8¢ oi Meooruiot ®ATTE oUppaxol TG "ApivTou kai Makedéow
€Y€vovTo, Kal ToUTo 0bds Aéyouolr amokw\boal ToU cuppdvtos Tols "EXNAnow dyovos
€v Xatpovelg pn petaoxetv: ov pnv ovde Tols "EXnow évavtia Bécbat Td Omha
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when giving the reason for the Messenian absence from the battle of Chaeronea.
By indicating that the information is derived from some other source, the
narrator perhaps wishes to make clear that he is merely repeating what others
say, should his statement be doubted by someone.

The Arcadians, just as the Messenians and the Eleans, were absent from
the battle of Chaeronea.” Unlike the failure of the Messenians and the Eleans to
participate in the battle, the Arcadian non-participation is brought up more than
once. In the introductory notice to the city of Megalopolis, the narrator inter
alia mentions the fact that the Arcadians were absent from the battle of
Chaeronea, adding that the Arcadian hatred for the Lacedaemonians was a
significant factor in the growth of Philip’s power.”

Narrating the history of the Achaean Confederacy, the narrator has
occasion to tell about how an Arcadian contingent encountered Roman troops
under the command of Metellus at Chaeronea. The Arcadian defeat gives rise to
the following comment:

€vha oM émeldppave Tovs ‘Apkddas €k Bedv Sikn TGV EXMLKGV. ..

At this site the Arcadians suffered a vengeance of the Greek gods.. o

The narrator goes on to explain this comment by pointing out that the Arcadians
were punished for not fighting Philip and the Macedonians at Chaeronea by
being slaughtered by the Romans there. This is an interesting comment. Though
not in the first person, passivity in the face of threats from the outside is
apparently censured in this passage. This being the only occurrence of a
sentiment like this in the Periegesis, the question is how applicable it is to the

noéérnoav. V 4.9 dunimmov 8¢ ToU 'ApidvTov ovk €08élovTos dmooxéabal This ‘EA\ddos,
TPOTEXWPNOAV |LEV €S TNV CULPAXLay TOV Makedovwv ot "HAelol 0TdoEL KAKWOEVTES VTTO
aMilwv, paxeodfivar 8¢ ovx vmépewav Tols "EN\now évavtia €év Xatpovela. On the
Elean alliance with Philip II, cf. also IV 28.4.

VI 6.2.

0 VIIT 27.10 didrmor 8¢ oV "ApdrTou kal Makedévwr Ty dpxTiv ovx HKkLoTa avEndival
70 €x00s TO 'Apkdduwr €s Aakedaipoviovs €moinoe. Because of old hatred for the
Lacedaemonians, the Eleans too are said to have been willing to fight with Philip against the
Lacedaemonians, cf. V 4.9. See also VIII 7.4-6, a biographical note on Philip II; there the
narrator says that Philip came to Arcadia in order to bring over the Arcadians from the rest of
the Greeks to his side.

SLvIr15.6.
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work as a whole. After all, the narrator finds extenuating circumstances to
apologise for even worse offences against the Greek ‘duty’ to defend Greece.*
Some have been quoted above; others will be discussed below. This passage is
taken as the proof needed by those arguing that Pausanias judges the Greek
communities according to their fulfilment of this ‘duty’ to defend Greece.*”

Why this severe judgement on the Arcadians alone among the Greeks who
were absent at Chaeronea? It is quite possible that the associations of the place
of the battle prompted the comment. As is evident from the narrator’s effort to
tell bits and pieces of history in its proper textual and geographical context, he
regards as significant not only an event, but also the place where the event
occurred.* Moreover, occasionally it seems as if the narrator assumes that
others too felt the historical associations of a location. Just a few paragraphs
earlier in the Achaica the narrator seized the opportunity to note that the
Achaeans failed to be inspired by the associations of Thermopylae,

... &Ba N pév Aakedarpoviols vmép TV ENuov Td és Mydous, v 8¢ kal
"Abnratots Ta €és TaldTas ovdev adbavéoTepa EKElVOY TOAULATA.
... where the Lacedaemonians had their exploit for Greece against the Persians, or the

Athenians their no less glorious one against the Gauls.”

Were the Arcadians any worse than other Greeks who failed to participate in the
battle at Chaeronea against Philip of Macedon? The Messenians and the Eleans,
too, are explicitly said to have been absent from Chaeronea; just as the
Arcadians, they too were Philip’s allies, and the Eleans even harboured traitors
and partook in Philip’s attack on Lacedaemon.®® The Arcadians were just as
good, or just as bad as the others. But, unlike the others, they were unfortunate

2 . patriotic duty’ to defend Greece as Habicht 1985: 107 puts it.

% Habicht 1985: 107; Moggi & Osanna 2000 ad loc. VII 15.6; Auffart 1997: 223f., too,
touches on a similar line of thought. See also Touloumakos 1971: 62f., discussing other
authors’, roughly contemporary of Pausanias, sentiments regarding the battle of Chaeronea
and Philip II of Macedon.

84 Cf. above chapter 7.

% VII 15.3.

% 1t is not stated in the Periegesis, but the Argives and the Messenians too participated in

Philip’s attack on Sparta, cf. Jacquemin 1999 ad loc. V 4.9.
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enough to fight against and be defeated by a non-Greek enemy at Chaeronea, a
place full of associations.®’

That Athens was one of the communities fighting against the Macedonians
at the battle of Chaeronea goes without saying. Apropos of a statue of
Olympiodorus, characterised as a man who gained fame for his actions
particularly because of the time in which he came to the fore, the narrator
inserts a résumé of the history of Athens from Chaeronea to this
Olympiodorus.®® The historical note, which after the historical background
develops into a short biography of Olympiodorus, is introduced with the
following statement:

TO yap dToxnpa To év Xatpoveia dmact Tots "EN\now fpe kakod. ..

The misfortune at Chaeronea was the beginning of evil for all Greeks.. 9

Thereupon he goes on to specify that Athens suffered particularly heavy losses
by being deprived of its islands and naval force. In the previous chapter it was
noted that, when the narrator introduces Athens as an actant in post-Chaeronean
events, he usually reminds the readers of the fact that the city had been
weakened by the Macedonian wars; the battle of Chaeronea represents the first
defeat.”” However, some Greeks were more heavily affected by Philip than was
Athens. Athens even had some benefit from his incursion into the Greek world
— they were given Oropus by Philip after his conquest of Thebes.”'

%7 Note that the Arcadians are said to have been punished by the Greek gods (ék Bedv 6ikn
TOv ‘EX\nuikov), for not earlier fighting one outsider (the Macedonians) by being defeated
by another (the Romans). On the Romans in the Periegesis, cf. further below chapter 10.

% 125.3-26.3; on Olympiodorus, for whom the Periegesis is our main literary source, cf.
Habicht 1985: 90-92 and particularly the study of Gabbert 1996.

% 125.3. This is probably a deliberate echo of Herodotus 5.97.3 alTaL 8¢ ai vées dpyn
Kak®v €yévovto "EN\natl Te kat BapPdporot. In 129.13 the narrator mentions the tomb of
those who fell in the battle; cf. also the short eulogistic biographical note on Isocrates in
1 18.8, where the narrator states that Isocrates ‘voluntarily died” (€ TeheUTnoev €BedovTns) at
the news about the defeat at Chaeronea.

" Cf. e.g. 14.1f,, VIL 6.9, 17.2.

"134.1, on this passage cf. above chapter 3. Was it out of gratitude for this gesture that the
Athenians erected statues of Philip (and Alexander)? When the narrator mentions statues of
them in Athens, he explains that they were erected owing to flattery (kolakeiq pa\ov €s
avtovs Tov mAnBous) rather than because they had been true benefactors of the Athenians, cf.
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When the narrator has come as far as the treatment of Thebes, he revises
his statement regarding the effects of the battle of Chaeronea on Athens:

elpnTal [elpnTat] 6€ pot kal év i "ATOSL ouyypadf TO €v Xatpwrela oddipa
oupdopav yevéaBat Tols maoww "EXAnars ©Onpatovs € kal €s mAéor kaTéNAPev. ..
It was said by me in the Atfica that the failure at Chaeronea was a misfortune for all

Greeks; it affected the Thebans even more.. 72

The narrator explains that a garrison, which would later cause the ruin of the
Thebans, was brought into the city. Upon the death of Philip, the Thebans
decided to revolt and throw out the garrison. Alexander quickly quelled the
revolt and laid the city in ruins.”

Before leaving the subject matter of the battle of Chaeronea, let us briefly
discuss the narrator’s interesting inventory of the Chaeronean battlefield. There
were two trophies erected by Sulla, but none erected by Philip.”* Apropos of the
battlefield itself, or a monument on it, the narrator could have told about the
battle. Instead, he was apparently side-tracked by the lack of a monument on it —
or, perhaps, this is the impression that he wants to convey. Be that as it may, the
lack of a monument erected by Philip provides him with an excuse to explain
the reason why neither Philip nor Alexander, or any other Macedonian king, set
up trophies commemorating their victories over Greeks or barbarians.”

19.4. According to the narrator, Lysimachus too was honoured with a statue by the Athenians
since it was advantageous for the moment. Cf. also the comment I9.3 regarding the
benefactions — ‘many and not worthy of exposition’ (ToAd T€ kai ovk d€ia éENynoens) —
of Ptolemy Philometor (in OCD s.v. ‘Ptolemy (Ptolemaeus)’, Ptolemy IX Soter II, nicknamed
Lathyrus) for which he was given a statue by the Athenians. Considering this kind of
comments on the Athenians, together with, inter alia, the fact that there are long biographies
of various Macedonian and Egyptian regents in the Attica, biographies in which Athens and
the Athenians barely are mentioned — what makes the Attica the proper place to relate these
biographies? —, one may wonder what a systematic study of Athens and the Athenians in the
Periegesis would reveal. How philo-Athenian would Ego reveal himself to be? We hope to
explore this and other questions regarding the presentation of Athens and the Athenians in the
Periegesis in a future study.

71X 6.5.

7 IX 6.5¢.

™1X 40.7. According to Diodorus Siculus (16.86.6) Philip did erect a trophy.

51X 40.7-9.
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The narrator continues, ‘as one approaches’ (mpootévTwy) the city of
Chaeronea there was a monument commemorating the battle, viz. the common
grave of the Thebans who were slain in the battle. On this grave was a lion, but
no inscription.”® The narrator speculates — note ‘I think” (épol Sokelv) — that the
reason why there was no inscription is that the daring of the Thebans was not
matched by their fortune. Is one to read anything into the narrator’s
juxtapositioning of these monuments, beyond what is explicitly stated in the
text? It would appear as if the narrator is trying to present Philip, and the other
Macedonian rulers, as being more willing to come to a peaceful understanding
with their conquered enemies than the Romans. Further, it appears as if he is
suggesting that any such attempt at a peaceful coexistence was thwarted by the
Greek stubborn resistance, until the Macedonians were replaced by the Romans,
who imposed their order on the Greeks. This was an order that proved to be
lasting — perhaps because the Romans did not let their conquered enemies forget
that they had been conquered.

9.5 The Lamian war

The Lamian war is treated with small interest in the Periegesis. It is rarely
mentioned and, when it is, participation or non-participation is mostly noted
only in a few words. However, unlike the battle of Chaeronea and the other
conflicts discussed so far in the present chapter, there is a narrative about the
Lamian war, albeit a rather short one.

In the Attica, when sketching the historical background to the feats of
Olympiodorus, there is a short narrative of the Lamian war. It is characterised as
a revolt instigated after the death of Alexander by the Athenians who could no
longer bear the thought of the Greeks being subject to the Macedonians.”” Most
of this narrative about this war is taken up by a catalogue of those Greeks who
joined the Athenians in the revolt: Argos, Epidaurus, Sicyon, Troezen, Elis,
Phlius, Messene; outside the Peloponnesus the Locrians, the Phocians, the

61X 40.10.
77125.3. On the events of the Lamian war, cf. e.g. Schmitt 1992, and, with an Athenian
focus, Habicht 1997: 36-42.
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Thessalians, Carystus and Acarnanians belonging to the Aetolian Confederacy;
the Boeotian non-participation will be discussed in greater detail presently.”
Next the narrator explains the structure of command, with special focus on why
Leosthenes of Athens was given the supreme command, viz. the reputation of
the city and the fact that he was considered to be experienced in war.” An equal
amount of space is devoted to relating Leosthenes’ benefaction to all Greeks,
i.e. his saving of Greek mercenaries to Greece when Alexander planned to settle
them on Persian land.*® Though performing even more brilliantly than expected,
he was reportedly the cause of the Greek failure, since his death made the others
lose heart.®' The only consequence of the Lamian war mentioned in the Attica,
is the fact that a Macedonian garrison was brought into Athens.

The narrative of the Lamian war in Attica may be compared with the
mentions of it in the other books. Not a word is said about the Lamian war in
book II, in spite of the fact that a number of communities treated in that book
participated in the war and are enumerated in the Aftica as participants; nor is
their participation mentioned in any other book of the Periegesis. As it was
discussed above, the Messenians and Eleans did not fight at Chaeronea because
of an alliance with Philip, but they were present on the Greek side in the Lamian
war. They are enumerated in the list of participants in the Aftica, and in the
introductions of the Messeniaca and the Eliaca their respective participation is
brought up again. In both introductions, the Lamian war is called the war fought
‘after the death of Alexander’, probably in order to emphasise the fact that the
obligations that had been in force during the previous conflict, preventing them
from participating in the battle of Chaeronea, had now expired.*

The Arcadians, who, like the Messenians and the Eleans, had not
participated in the battle of Chaeronea, did not fight in the Lamian war, unlike
the Messenians and the Eleans.®® The Achaeans, too, belong to the absentees —
‘they say that they did not’ (o0 daowv) participate in the Lamian war, since they

#1254

7125.5 ToNetss T€ GELORATL KAl AUTOS €lval SOKGY TOAERWY EPTELPOS.

8 Ibid. It is because of this feat that Leosthenes is listed among the benefactors of the whole
of Greece, cf. VIII 52.5.

$1125.5; cf. also 1T 6.1.

821v 283 "AeEdvdpou 8¢ amobavévTos and V 4.9 dmobavovtos 8¢ TANeEdvSpov.

% VIII 6.2 and 27.10.
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had not yet recovered from Chaeronea.** As mentioned above, the narrator does
not have a word to say about the Lacedaemonian absence in the Lamian war.

Thebes did not exist in the time of the Lamian war, and therefore
participation on their part is not to be expected, nor is the war mentioned in the
introduction to Thebes. But the actions of the Boeotians are interesting.
According to the narrator, they not only did not participate on the Greek side,
they also supported the Macedonians with all their might*> Why? The
Periegesis provides an answer. When Alexander of Macedon lay Thebes waste,
the land was allotted to the Boeotians. Therefore, from the Boeotians’
standpoint, Greek success against Macedon was undesirable, since it might
entail a refoundation of Thebes and hence loss of land on the Boeotians’ part.
Therefore they joined in with the Macedonians. What is most interesting, is that
Ego does not appear to have any problems in grasping this their interest in
looking after their own mundane needs without a thought of the Greek
collective.®® That is, the Boeotian choice of sides is simply reported as a fact on
which the narrator apparently does not feel any need to comment, at least there
is no commentary.

Though many Greek communities united against the Macedonians during
the Lamian war, not all participated on the Greek side, some even fought with
the Macedonians. This notwithstanding, the Lamian war is occasionally spoken
of as an affair in which all Greeks participated or which affected all Greece.*’
This is not the case in the main narrative of the war, where the inaccuracy of
such a description would have been immediately obvious. One may wonder
whether such hyperbolic language is a sign of the narrator’s thoughtlessly
following a tradition favourable to Athens (the whole of Greece rallied under

8 VI1 6.5 ¢s 8¢ Ty Ocooaiav kal ¢m Tov mpds Aapig Kahovpevor TOXepov ol daoty
€koTpaTevoaohal, ov ydp Tw PETA TO TTAlOpa dvevnmroxévat TO €év BoiwTols. The
wrestler Chilon was present as a sole representative of the Achaeans. Compare VI 4.6f., too,
where the narrator speculates whether Chilon participated in the battle of Chaeronea or the
Lamian war; in VII 6.5 he knows the answer.

85125.4 ¢s Goov fikov Suvdpews T Makedévwy ndEov.

8 Ibid. Cf. also Diodorus Siculus 18.11.3f.; there the same explanation is given, but in more
words.

811.3,V15.3, VIL 10.4.
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the leadership of Athens), or whether it is an ironic twist underlining the
demonstrable falseness of his sources.*®

Be that as it may, in the end it was not the failure of one or two
communities to participate in this war that caused its disastrous effects for
Greece. According to the Periegesis, what proved fatal were traitors from the
inside. In the list of Greek traitors inserted into the history of the Achaean
Confederacy, the narrator explains that the Macedonian commander Antipater,
being in a hurry to cross over to another war in Asia,

... €BovAeTO elprivmy €v Tdxel owTiBeaBal, kal ol SLédeper oUBEY el "ABVas Te
eNevbépav kal Ty maoav ‘EANdSa adroet.
... wanted to conclude a peace quickly, and it did not matter to him whether he set both

Athens and the whole of Greece free.”’

Nevertheless the effects of the Lamian war were worse than those of the battle
of Chaeronea: a Macedonian garrison was brought into Athens and many of the
other cities, as a precautionary measure against future revolts. Demades and
other treacherous elements in Athens are said to have persuaded Antipater to
take such measures. As evidence for the allegation, the narrator cites (Befatol
pot) the fact that the effects of the battle of Chaeronea on Greece were not
nearly as severe as the effects of the Lamian war. For example, despite much
heavier losses at Chaeronea than during the Lamian war, the Athenians were not
made subject to Philip after Chaeronea.”

9.6 The Gauls

Unlike the other wars and conflicts discussed so far in this chapter, there are
actually not only one, but two, narratives of the invasion of the Gauls, one in the
first book, the other in the last book of the Periegesis.”’ The two narratives

8 Contra Bearzot 1992: 47-68, who stresses the philo-Athenian, anti-Macedonian, and
Panhellenian character of the narrative more than the Periegesis permits.

¥ VIL10.4.

VI 10.5.

1 1 4 (initiated in I 3.5 from a painting of Callippus who led the Athenians to Thermopylae)
and X 19.5-23.14 (initiated in X 19.4 from Galatian shields, dedicated by Aetolians and
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about the Greek resistance against the Gauls are not identical the one to the
other, the most obvious difference being the fact that the second narrative is
more extensive. The second narrative is introduced with the following words:

TalaTtov 8¢ Ths és ™y ‘EX\dda émioTpaTelas €xel pév Twa pviuny kKat 1 €s 70
BovheuTnpLlov MUty T "ATTLKOV Guyypadr|” TPodyeLy 8¢ €S TO CadéTTEPOV TA €S
avTovs NBéEANTA €V TGO MNoyw TY €S Aehdois, OTL €pywr TOV €Tl Tous BapPdpovs Td
péytota "EX\nowy évtatba fv.

My narrative dealing with the bouleuterion in Athens contains some mention of the
expedition of the Gauls against Greece. But I wanted to develop the matter concerning
them in more accurate detail in the narrative about Delphi, since the greatest of the

Greek feats against the barbarians took place here.”?

That is, by cross-referencing, the narrator reminds the readers of the first
narrative about the invasion and explicitly connects the second narrative to the
first one. The narrator goes on to explain that ‘I wanted’ to treat the matter in
greater detail in the description of Delphi, since the greatest feats were
performed there, i.e. this is the proper place to introduce a narrative about the
invasion. In the narrative in the Atfica there is no indication suggesting that Ego
would consider any other context to be more proper than the one in the Attica
for a narrative about the invasion of the Gauls. One may therefore wonder when
Ego decided/realised that he wanted to narrate the invasion in connection with
the description of Delphi, too. It seems to have been a decision reached by Ego
after careful deliberation, as he became increasingly aware of the fact that the
previous narrative was a distorted rendering of the events.” It may be that the

hanging on the temple of Apollo). Both in books I and X, the accounts of the invasion are
distinguished by comparisons of this invasion with the Persian wars and imitation of
Herodotus, cf. Nachtergael 1977: 19-22, 147-150 etc., Alcock 1996: 256f., and Ameling
1996: 145-158. These scholars moreover all argue that a tendency to promote the memory of
Athens distinguishes both narratives; we argue that this is the case in the first narrative, but
not in the second one. As always, our chief concern is not historical accuracy, but the
presentation of history; therefore the historical problems with these two narratives will not be
discussed in the following.

X 19.5.

% In Delphi, before the shields from which the narrative of the resistance against the Gauls is
initiated, the narrator has had occasion to mention three separate monuments commemorating
the Aetolians for their feats against the Gauls (X 15.2, 16.4, 18.7); there is no mention of any
monument erected by the Athenians or for the Athenians. Is it a reflection of the way things
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narrator particularly wishes to rectify the impression his account in the Attica
may have given of the Athenian contribution to the resistance.”

Regarding these two accounts one may also wonder why they are both in
the Periegesis. Could the first narrative no longer be removed, i.e. had the first
book been published before the rest of the Periegesis, so that the narrator could

not make any changes in it?”

Alternatively, after deciding that the description
of Delphi was a suitable place for a narrative about the invasion, did the narrator
deliberately let the first narrative stand without any changes, thereby inviting
the reader to compare and contrast the two? A decisive solution to that problem
is not forthcoming. However, it would appear as if Ego was dissatisfied with the
presentation of the matter in the Attica. Apart from the extent of the second
narrative, it is no different from other corrections that the narrator inserts when
he discovers that his previous accounts are not satisfactory in the light of new
evidence.

For present purposes a thorough comparison between the two narratives of
the Galatian invasion would be too extensive. For now it will be enough to
concentrate on the lists of participants on the Greek side in the two narratives.
In the first narrative the resistance against the Gauls appears to have been, if not
an exclusively Athenian affair, then at least mobilised on the Athenians’
initiative. The narrator explains that, because their wars against the
Macedonians had drained them of their strength, the majority of the Greeks did
not care to come to defend Greece against the incursion of the Gauls.” This
was, however, not the case with the Athenians:

"Abnpatot 8¢ pdloTa pev TGv EAMrov dametpikecar pikel Tob Makedovikod
TOMPOV Kal TPOOTITALOVTES TA TOMNA €V Tals pdxats, €ELéval 8¢ Opns GpUNYTo €S
Tas Oeppomidas ouv Tols €6éloval TV ‘EX\frwy, éNdpervol adlol Tov Kalummov
TouTOV Nyelobat.

Of the Greeks, the Athenians were most exhausted because of the length of the
Macedonian war; though they for the most part had suffered defeats in their battles,

were or is the narrator deliberately blanking out the Athenians? The former alternative is
probably the case, if indeed the second narrative is to be read as a corrective to the first one.
% Contra e.g. Ameling 1996: 145-158, cf. also n. 91 above.

% As suggested by e.g. Frazer 1898, I: xviif., who takes the two narratives about the invasion
of the Gauls as strong evidence for the argument that the Atfica was published separately.
*14.1.
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they nevertheless were eager to march out to Thermopylae with those of the Greeks

who were willing, having chosen this Callippus to command them.”’

In other words, weakened though they may have been, the Athenians were
nonetheless prepared to offer resistance against outsiders. In order to give
prominence to the Athenian contribution in the fighting, the narrator keeps the
other Greeks anonymous until the Athenians drop out of focus as the saviours of
the Greeks, who lost the battle against the Gauls.”® Exit the Athenians and the
anonymous Greeks, enter the Delphians, Phocians and Aetolians who rally to
defend Delphi against and, with the help of the gods, drive away the Gauls from
Delphi.”

In the longer second narrative, this picture of the Greek defence dependent
upon Athens is corrected. We now learn that Boeotians, Phocians, Locrians,
Megareans, Aetolians, Athenians, as well as mercenary troops from Macedon
and Asia fought to defend Greece at Thermopylae.'” Here we learn that the
contribution of the Aetolians was the greatest. We are moreover reminded of the
fact that the Athenians were led by Callippus — ‘as I set forth in the previous
part of my narrative’ — and we are told that they were given the command
owing to the ancient repute of the city.'”’ The narrator does seem to have
problems with making this statement tally with the following narrative. The
Athenians are certainly said to have surpassed the other Greeks in bravery in the
first encounter with the Gauls at Thermopylae.'”” But after that they play a very
minor part in the defence.'”

Not all those who initially gathered at Thermopylae were, however,
present throughout the whole conflict. When the Gauls had broken through the

97142, Tols €6éNovat is an emendation proposed by Clavier 1814—1821 and accepted in the
editions of Hitzig & Bliimner 1896-1910 and Rocha-Pereira 1989—1990; the manuscripts
read Tots €\fovol Tov ‘EXMjrwr (‘those of the Greeks who came’). Regardless of which
reading one chooses to follow, the Athenians appear to be the ones taking the initiative.
B14.3f. obroL pev 81 Tobs "EX\uas Tpomor TV elpnpévor Eownlov KTA.

% 14.4. In 4.5f. the narrator briefly tells about the Gauls in Asia Minor.

190X 20.3-5.

101X 20.5 fyepoviav ool kat’ dElwa elxor TO dpxatov.
102 x 21.1-6, esp. §§5f. with an opinion on the Athenians.
193 Explicit mention in X 22.12.
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defences at Thermopylae, most of the Greeks, including the Athenians,
scattered to their hometowns.'” For the defence of Delphi, the second crucial
battle during this invasion according to the Periegesis, only Phocians and
Aetolians were present.'” When the battle had been won and the Phocians were
pursuing the defeated enemy, the Athenians, together with Boeotians, joined the
forces again upon discovering that the enemy was on the run. Eventually also
Aetolians, Thessalians and Maleans joined in the pursuit of the Gauls, who were
so hard pressed that not one of them got home alive.'*

Before leaving these two narratives, mention must be made of two further
passages in the second narrative. In these the narrator twice touches upon
communities which collaborated with the Gauls. First he tells us that, ordered
by the Galatian commander, those living around the Malian gulf bridged the
river Spercheus quickly out of fear and a desire to get rid of the barbarians who
were ravaging their land.'” Later the narrator notes that, at Thermopylae, the
Gauls were able to overcome the Greeks defences, thanks to the Heracleots and
Aenianians who led barbarian troops along the same path that Persian troops
had been led centuries ago — the narrator himself points to the parallel with the
Persian wars.'”® The narrator explains that these Greeks did not lend help to the
foe because of any ill-will towards the other Greeks. The reason was instead the
prospect of a favourable outcome for themselves — they got rid of the barbarians
who were ravaging their land. In other words, in this narrative about the defence
of Greece against an invasion from the outside, the narrator presents Greeks as
collaborating with the enemy in two passages. In neither of these passages is
there any explicit censuring of the collaborators. In the latter of the two
passages there is instead the following interesting concluding remark:

kat pot dpatvetal Iivdapos d\ndf kal €v TEOe elmely, 6 TAVTA TWA UTO KAKOV

otkelwy €dn méleohar, ém 8¢ dMMoTplols khdeow dmipavTov etvat.

1% Ibid.
105 % 22 13.
106 % 23.11-13.

107X 20.8 ot 8¢ fjrvor TO €pyor aToUdH, TG Te ékelvou Séel kal AmeNdely éx Ths xWpas
oblow émbupolvTes Tovs BapBdpous PUnNdé ETL TAEOV KAKOUPYELY PEVOVTAS.
198 X 22 8f., cf. also  4.2.
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Pindar, in my opinion, spoke the truth again, when he said that every man is pressed

down by his own misfortune, but insensitive to the troubles of others.'®

This is a comment made by a Greek about both Greeks and people in general,
quoted of by another Greek living many centuries later, when commenting on
the Greek selfish concern for what is one’s own and lack of solidarity for the
plight of others. Neither the Heracleots and the Aenianians nor the Greeks in
general are the only ones to safeguard what is their own rather than concerning
themselves with the safety of others. It is a universal phenomenon which,
though not commendable, is understandable.

The mentions of the defence against the Gauls in other contexts than the
two narratives confirm the impression given by the lists of participants in these
narratives: the battles against the Gauls were a concern for the more northern
regions of Greece. In the historical introduction to book X we learn that the
Phocians were the most eager to defend Greece.'” The narrator relates the feat
of the Phocians with their previous deeds, by explaining that they were driven
by a desire to help the god of Delphi and, ‘I think’ (épol Soketv), to make
amends for earlier transgressions, i.e. their plundering of the sanctuary during
the third sacred war, which has been narrated in some detail previously in the
introduction.

None of the states of the Peloponnesus participated in the battles against
the Gauls. The narrator reminds the readers of this point repeatedly in the books
on the Peloponnesus, beginning with the Messeniaca in which the Gauls are
mentioned for the first time after the Attica. There it is said that the Messenians
did not fight against them, since Cleonymus and the Lacedaemonians refused
them a truce.'"" Similarly, ‘they say’ (daoci) that the Arcadians did not
participate for fear that the Lacedaemonians might ravage their land in the

absence of men of military age.'?

199X 22.9; the allusion is to Pindar Nem. 1.53.

10X 3.4 Takdtas 8¢ kai iy KeATukiy otpatiay mpobupdTata qpivovto ‘EXvwv. Cf.
also X 8.3 where it is explained that as reward for this their zeal they were given back their
seat in the Amphictyony.

TV 283 TaldTats 8¢ ped’ EXvor ovk ¢paxéoavto, Khewvipou kal Aakedatpoviov
omeloachal amovdds adLow ov BeAnodrTwv.

"2 VIIT 6.3 mpos TakdTas 8¢ Tob év Ocppomilats kwdivou daot Adakedatpoviuy éveka
0V HETAOXEWY, va PN odLow ol AAKESALLOVLOL KAKOUPYOLEY THY YAV dTOVTOY TOV €V
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In the historical introduction to the Achaica we are told that the Achaeans
stayed at home together with the rest of the Peloponnesians, and that both the
Achaeans and all the other Peloponnesians had jointly decided not to take part
in the defence. Since the Gauls did not have any ships, the Peloponnesians
judged that they would be safe from them, if they walled off the Isthmus.'"
Before he leaves the subject matter, the narrator appears to hint at the ill-
advisedness of the Peloponnesian decision by pointing to the fact that the Gauls
went to Asia in ships."* That is, the Gauls obviously could get their hands on
ships, and the Peloponnesians were thus not safe behind their wall.

There was, however, one exception to the Panpeloponnesian absence from
the defence against the Gauls. There was one Achaean community willing to
help the Greeks on the continent. The men of Patrae, ‘alone of the Achaeans’,
came to the aid of the Aetolians.'”” The Odeum in Patrae, the one that ‘is the
most splendidly decorated one in Greece, except for the one in Athens’, was
built with spoils from this event.''®

Thus, in the books on the Peloponnesus there are two co-existing
explanations for the non-participation of the Peloponnesians, which both
amount to the same. There was an insufficient, or even lacking, desire to help
fellow Greeks against an enemy incursion, when it did not pose an immediate
threat to one’s own safety. It may be that such conduct is not laudable, but the
narrator appears to understand the motives behind it — or at least, he does not
appear to consider it deserving of reproachful comments. Moreover, in the wake
of the Argives, Athenians, Lacedaemonians, and Thebans, Achaea is presented
as rising to a position of power owing to the fact that they had preserved their
strength during the earlier wars."'” They had not experienced the devastating
effects of war to the same extent as other Greeks, thanks to their policy, if it
might be called so, of looking after their own interests.

NAkia.

V11 6.7¢.

4 VI 6.8 TahdTat vavoiv Sutva &1 Tpémov SLaBeprikecav és T "Actav KTA.
5v1118.6 "Axatov povot; cf. also X 22.6.

16 V11 20.6. On the importance of this mention of the Odeum of Herodes Atticus in Athens
in the Achaica for dating the first book and elucidating something about the process of the
composition of the Periegesis, cf. above chapter 4.

A IWAN
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9.7 Summary

This chapter has been devoted to wars fought by more than one Greek
community against others, i.e. the Trojan war, the Persian wars, the battle of
Chaeronea, the Lamian war, and the defence against the Gauls. All these wars
are brought up repeatedly in the Periegesis. The present study has been
concentrated on those passages in which mention is made of whether a
community participated or did not participate in one of these wars, and passages
in which there is some kind of comment regarding this participation or non-
participation. This study of the wars in question has been occasioned by the not
uncommon view that the different communities treated in the Periegesis are
judged according to where they stood during these wars, and it has been argued
that such a view is not justified.

Considering the fact that not only participation but also in many cases non-
participation in the wars discussed in this chapter is brought up in the historical
notes, one may conclude that these wars have a special place in the Periegesis.
The presentation through negation in the detailing of communities which did
not participate in this or that war is interesting. Does such presentation indicate
that the narrator expects the readers to consider participation in the wars to be
expected, or that he himself had such expectations, or does it indicate that the
narrator is contradicting claims made by unnamed informants? Whatever the
answer to that question is, one may note that the non-participation is mentioned
mostly without comment, or is occasionally even given some justificatory
comment.

The justificatory explanations are occasionally accompanied by a ‘they say
that...” (baot or Aéyouor).""® ‘They say’ is an extremely frequently recurring
turn of phrase in the Periegesis.""” Principally ‘they say’ seems to be used in
order to indicate that the information introduced in the text does not originate
with the narrator, i.e. that it comes from some other source, such as tradition,
common knowledge or the like. For the most part there is no specification as to

18 1v 282, VII 6.5, VIII 6.3.

19 0n daoiL(v) and Aéyovor(v) in the Periegesis, cf. above chapter 5.
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who the ‘they’ are. This is the case with the ‘they say’ explaining why the
Messenians did not fight at Chaeronea, the Achaeans at Lamia, or the Arcadians
against the Gauls. Therefore we do not concur with Habicht in holding that
‘Pausanias... details their [i.e. the absentees’] selfish considerations or their
justifications.”'® At least not without further definition of who ‘they’ are.

To these passages one may add others where even collaboration with the
enemy is either passed without comment or even given justificatory comments
uttered by the narrator himself. The Thebans fought with the Persians against
the Greeks. According to the narrator the blame is to be put on the government
under which they lived at the time. Moreover, it is added that the Athenians,
too, would have been found fighting with the Persians, had their tyrants still
been in power.'?' Setting the different purposes of the works aside, Pausanias’
Periegesis and Plutarch’s essay On Herodotus’ Malice may be compared at
least when it comes to the views on the history of Greece betrayed in them
regarding matters like these. The Periegesis betrays no difficulty in believing
that the Greeks were not able to set their differences aside, that they did not
fight the foe to a man or that some chose to join the other side. Though not the
best moment in the history of some communities, absence from the battles of
the Persian war or even siding with the other side was believable. Plutarch does
not accept the Herodotean account as easily as Pausanias does, indeed he
questions it at every turn. His agenda is clearly not Pausanias’.

The case of Thebes is particularly illuminating. Plutarch tries to defend the
honour of the medizing community by insisting on the duress under which the
Thebans joined the Persian side and their initial show of resistance: witness his
long argument regarding the battle of Thermopylae. And, en passant, Plutarch
tries to cast suspicion on the thought of the Thebans siding with the Persians at
Plataea. In the Periegesis, though the narrator knew about it, he does not insist
on Theban presence on the Greek side at Thermopylae.'” And in his historical
introduction to Thebes, the narrator discusses only the battle at Plataca and
states in no uncertain terms that the Thebans fought with the Persians; their

120 Habicht 1985: 107.

211X 6.1f. Significantly, both Habicht 1985: 107 n. 41 and Alcock 1996: 254 dispatch
quickly of this passage.
122 X 20.1. However, §2 makes it clear that the in the eyes of the narrator, the Thebans did

not participate in the actual fighting against the Persians.

263



presence on the Greek side at Thermopylae is not mentioned. In the Periegesis
the Thebans as a body are exonerated from blame, but in a manner that is quite
different from Plutarch. Instead of questioning the veracity of Herodotus’
account, the narrator not only appears to find it plausible, but also thinks it
possible that the Athenians would have played the same part as the Thebans did,
had their political circumstances been different, i.e. had they still been under the
rule of tyrants.

Observing that the Heracleots and Aenianians — in order to get rid of them
from their own land — helped the Gauls to overcome the Greeks at
Thermopylae, the narrator comments, by way of allusion to Pindar, that
personal misfortune is manifest to everybody, the troubles of others are not.'”
The same comment might apply to the Boeotians for their ardent support given
to the Macedonians during the Lamian war. Indeed, it might be extended to a
large part of Greek (military and political) history.

Only once, when the Arcadian defeat at Chaeronea by the Romans is
glossed as their punishment for failing to join in the Greek cause against Philip
of Macedon at Chaeronea, is non-participation in any of these wars spoken of in
negative terms. However, as suggested above, the associations of the place may
have prompted this rather uncharacteristic comment from the narrator.

When (and if) the Greeks faced an enemy from the outside, one could
expect them to be united among themselves.'?* But in their past the Greeks did
not manage to set their differences aside even on such occasions, at least as the
history of Greece is retold in the Periegesis. That is, in the eyes of the narrator
there does not appear to have been much unity of Greeks against others or
otherwise in the history of Greece and, what is more, he does not appear to have
been surprised at not finding it. Indeed, it is quite possible that one, perhaps
even the, reason why the narrator so frequently speaks of Greeks who did not
join in the fight against foreigners, is that he reacts against the myth of all
Greeks united in the fight against Trojans, Persians, Macedonians, and Gauls.

123 X 22 8f. Both Habicht 1985 and Alcock 1996 ignore this passage.

124 Cf. Walbank 2002 passim and Dillery 1995: 41-58 for an interesting discussions on the
particularism of Greeks in the classical period and the invitations to unity among the Greeks
in the form of appeals to war against the barbarians.
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10 Greeks and Romans

10.1 Introduction

Let us next turn to the subject matter of Greeks and Romans, after studying
those of Greeks against Greeks and Greeks against Others. In spite of the fact
that the Romans were the ones who in the end established a lasting rule over
Greece, a discussion of the presentation of the Romans in the Periegesis cannot
be fitted in under the heading ‘Greeks against...”. Hence the ‘and’, instead of
‘against’ in the heading of this chapter.

Searching the Periegesis for evidence regarding the attitude or the opinion
of Pausanias vis-a-vis the Romans is to look in the text for an answer that it
cannot give, just as the Periegesis cannot give us answers on Pausanias’ actual
opinions regarding warfare between Greeks or failure to participate in wars
against outsiders.' Therefore, just as in the two previous chapters we studied
how wars between Greeks and Greeks and between Greeks and Others are
presented in the Periegesis, so in this chapter the object of study is the
presentation of the relations and interaction between Greeks and Romans (and
Greeks and Greeks). Essentially, this will be a reexamination of how Romans
are portrayed in the Periegesis.

As is always the case with the Periegesis, the narrator is markedly more
interested in the past than the present. Particularly much space is given to an
analysis of a part of the historical introduction to the Achaica, which is a
narrative of the events that led to the Roman conquest of the Achaean
Confederacy.” The historical accuracy in the narrative is, again, not of primary
interest. What is of interest is the narration of the interaction between the

! Similar objections against many studies of text from the Second Sophistic are voiced by
Whitmarsh 2001: 29f.
* VI 7.1-16.10.
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Achaeans and other Greeks (mainly Lacedaemonians) on the one hand, and on
the other the interaction between these two parties and the Romans. The whole
narrative is taken into consideration, instead of merely selecting a few isolated
passages. Hereby it becomes apparent that labelling the attitude of the narrator
‘pro-/anti-Roman’ is not quite satisfactory.

Apart from the narrative about the Achaean Confederacy, two further
passages will be discussed in this chapter, both notorious bones of contention in
the discussions on how to interpret the portrayal of the Romans in the
Periegesis. These are VII 17.1-3 (Nero’s declaration of freedom for the Greeks
together with Vespasian’s revocation of the same) and VIII 27.1 (kaTtd
oupdopav dapxfis Ths Pwpalwr). We will also discuss briefly the narrator’s
failure to mention Flamininus’ declaration of freedom for the Greeks.

10.2 The Achaean Confederacy and Rome

In this section, the narrator’s presentation of the history of the Achaean
Confederacy from its formation in 281/0 until its defeat by Rome in 146 BC will
be considered. Here, as always in our study, the focus will not lie on history
itself, but on the presentation of the actors — Greeks and Romans — in history.
As mentioned above, the historical sources or historical accuracy of the
narrative in the Periegesis is not of concern.” The point of departure is the
narrative in the historical introduction to the Achaica,* but other parts of the
Periegesis will be also considered when relevant. Much space is devoted to a
recapitulation of the narrative of the events. In order not to alter the impression
of narrative continuity, or to create a false impression of precision, we follow
the narrator’s practice of not giving any dates.’

3 Studies of the historical accuracy in this narrative are e.g. Segre 1929: 483-488, Gruen
1976 and Lafond 1991, all with references to earlier studies. For general studies of
approximately the period in question, cf. Gruen 1984 and Ferrary 1988 passim esp. 45-218.
*VII 1.1-17.4; in particular 7.1-16.10, where the history of the Achaean Confederacy is told.
> The only solid — though erroneous — date in this narrative is the date for the end of the war,
cf. below. On the vague chronological markers in this (and other) narratives in the Periegesis,
cf. Lafond 1991: 29f.
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Of particular interest here are, of course, the dealings between Greeks and
Romans. The part played by the Romans in the history of Greece was a complex
one. As we know it — and as it is presented in the Periegesis — the Romans were
not at the outset perceived as an external threat as much as a foreign power
which the Greeks called upon for their own purposes.® Indeed, the Greeks not
only used, but also abused the Romans in their own continuous struggles for
power. Finally, the Romans had had enough, as will become evident from the
following résumé of the narrative in the Achaica, and became a threat to the
Greeks, but it seems that the Greeks themselves did not realise it until too late.

The narrator’s first mention of the Romans in the Achaica is combined with a
cross-reference back to the Atfica, ‘my narrative has already set forth... "7 In the
Attica the narrator gives a very short account of the Roman wars against Philip
V of Macedon and his son and successor Perseus. The résumé is triggered by
the tomb of Cephisodorus, a leading Athenian politician at the time. Probably
under the influence of a eulogistic inscription on the tomb, the narrator appears
to be suggesting that the Roman intervention and ultimately their defeat of
Macedon would not have taken place without the Athenian appeals for help
when their other allies failed them.® In the Achaica, too, the context in which the
Athenians and the Romans enter the scene is the trouble with the Macedonians
under Philip V.” Athenian and Aetolian appeals for help are presented as a
reason why Rome sent forces to Greece, but here they are said to have had
interest in the Macedonians previously, and the Athenians soon exit the
narrative, after having received the requested help. The Roman general, Otilius,
overstepped his orders and razed to the ground Hestiaea and Anticyra, two cities

81 follow the analysis of the process which ended in the Roman conquest of Greece as
presented by Gruen 1984 passim, esp. 437-528. Although some objections have been raised
against it, its value is evident, cf. e.g. Briscoe 1986, Morgan 1988.

T VIL 7.7 épvnuovevoe 8¢ pot kal mpdTepor 6 Aoyos €v T 'ATOISL ouyypadi. The
reference is to I 36.51.

8 136.5f. On Cephisodorus, cf. Habicht 1985: 92-94; cf. also Gruen 1984: 385f. on the
(probably fictitious) multiplication of embassies to Rome from Greece in general and Athens
in particular in the historiographic tradition.

’ VII 7.4-6.

267



that had been forced to side with the Macedonians. The narrator reports that, on
hearing about the doings of Otilius, the senate relieved him of his post."

His successor Flamininus continued the campaigns against the
Macedonians. During his siege of the Macedonian garrison in Corinth
Flamininus sent messages to the Achaeans inviting them to join in the siege.
The prospect of becoming Roman allies and the possibility to do an act of
goodwill towards fellow-Greeks appear to have been the inducements in the
Roman invitation."" After a debate at which both facts about the past and
scenarios for the future were brought up, the Achaeans are said to have decided
to accept the invitation. Corinth was taken, and the Corinthians, who had been
members earlier too, joined the Achaean Confederacy.'

Summarising the state of affairs after these events, the narrator states that
the Achaeans were allies of the Romans, and ready for anything. They followed
them in campaigns against the Macedonians, Syrians under Antiochus (‘the
Great’), and Aetolians, out of friendship for the Romans, although, the narrator
adds, they also had an ancient quarrel with the Aetolians."

Leaving the relationship between the Achaeans and the Romans for the
moment, the narrator turns his attention to the Greek affairs of the Confederacy.
The Confederacy was in a state of growth. The Lacedaemonians, former (or
persisting?) adversaries of the Confederacy, were incorporated into it."* Among
the measures taken, the narrator tells about the walls of Sparta being torn down
and the Lacedaemonian youth being prohibited from training according to the
ancient Lycurgan paideia. For further information, the reader is referred
forward to the Arcadica.” In the Arcadica, the narrator informs us of, among
other things, the fact that the Romans restored the Lacedaemonian paideia.

19 VII 7.7-9. This Otilius is probably to be identified with P. Villius Tappulus, cf. Lafond
2000 ad loc. VII 7.8. The evidence in the Periegesis on the doings of Otilius is ‘clearly
overblown and probably worthless’, Gruen 1984: 207 n. 21.

VI 8.1 ouppdyovs Te dElwbnoopérovs kakelobar ‘Pupaior kal dpa evvolq T4 és 1O
‘EAAnuLicov.

2 V11 8.1-3.

BvIn 8.3f.

" In VII 7.3f. some of the Lacedaemonian warfare on Achaea is retold.

15 VII 8.4-6, referring to VIII 51.1-3.
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The harsh treatment of the Lacedaemonians had considerable effects not
only on the relations between Achaeans and Lacedaemonians, but also on their
relations to the Romans. In particular, the Achaean annexation of Sparta into the
Confederacy appears to have been an almost inexhaustible source of
controversies within the Confederacy, as will become evident in the following.
Dissension between Achaeans and Lacedaemonians, which earlier had been
resolved by military means, were now referred to Rome instead.

The narrator reports that in search of relief the Lacedaemonians turned for
help to Metellus and other Romans who in the wake of their victory over Philip
at Cynoscephalae were in the region on other business.'® Though not the first
embassy directed by either the Lacedaemonians or the Achaeans to Romans in
the hope for support in their continuing rivalries and struggles for power on the
Peloponnesus, this is the first one in a long series that is reported in the
Achaica."” The Romans decided that something should be done about the
Lacedaemonian situation, and asked the Achaean authorities to summon an
assembly for the following purpose:

... wa év kow SLtddEwov avTovs NmwTepoV peTaxelpilecbal Td év Aakedaipovt.
... in order that they might publicly instruct them to manage the Lacedaemonian

matters more gently.'®

The Achaeans refused to comply since Metellus did not have any official
mandate, the narrator explains. Thus, the Achaeans missed an opportunity to
learn how to rule.

When back in Rome, Metellus is said to have made many complaints ‘not
all truthfully’ regarding this matter." Those arguing that there is an anti-Roman
thrust in the narrative in the Achaica, adduce among other things this phrase
‘not all truthfully’ as evidence for their position. Since it is not found in
Polybius’ account, it would seem that its presence in the Periegesis indicates

16 VII 8.6-9. On the narrator’s failure to mention Flamininus’ declaration of freedom for the
Greeks, cf. the next section of this chapter.

7 On the Greek (ab)use of the Roman senate as a (reluctant and indifferent) tribunal in which
to decide their local controversies, cf. Gruen 1984: 96-131.

'8 VIL9.1. Cf. also Gruen 1984: 481-485 on the diplomatic play from the Achaean
annexation of Lacedaemon till the events reported in the Periegesis.

Y Ibid. TON\AL... kal ob TdvTa [Td] dAnOA.
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that Pausanias is giving Polybius an anti-Roman slant. However, they forget
that at this point Polybius’ account as we have it is only an epitome.”” Metellus’
complaints were indeed not truthful, since — as is evident from the narrator’s
account — the Achaeans had not done anything wrong in refusing his request.
However, Metellus was not the worst one. Two prominent Lacedaemonians,
Areus and Alcibiadas, vented even more accusations. The narrator characterises
them as ‘unjust vis-a-vis the Achaeans’.” In the following, the narrator justifies
this judgement by pointing out that they failed to show proper gratitude to the
Achaeans who had restored them to Lacedaemon.* The senate resolved to send
an embassy to Greece to settle the differences. After hearing hard words from
the Achaeans, the ambassadors decided inter alia that the Lacedaemonians
should be given the right to send embassies to Rome.” Both parties are said to
have contested the judgement. New embassies were sent to Rome, a
commission was formed anew, and a new settlement was made, which was
something of a compromise for both parties.** For example, Lacedaemon was
not absolved from the Confederacy, but the Achaeans were to let
Lacedaemonian exiles return.

By their intrigues against the Achaeans, the Lacedaemonian returnees
proved themselves a source of intensified troubles within the Achaean
Confederacy. In particular they appear to have learned how to exploit the
Roman senate.” By sending Messenians who had been exiled by Achaea to the
senate in Rome, they managed to procure their return to Messene thanks to
certain Romans. Though not gladly, the Achaeans are reported to have
acquiesced in the decision. The measures the Lacedaemonians took against the
Achaeans are an obvious instance of the use Greeks made of the senatorial
authority — or should one say senatorial indifference for the Greek intrigues? —
for their own ends. Apparently without knowing it, or at least without caring too
much, the Romans let themselves be used as instruments in the struggles for

2 Polybius 22.12.8; cf. Segre 1929: 484 and Lafond 1991: 40f.

2VIT9.2 T 8¢ €s "AxaLous ov dikatot.

2 Ibid. Similarly, the Mantineans are judged unjust for not showing proper gratitude for
earlier benefactions, cf. VIII 8.10 with Akujirvi 2005 passim.

2 VI 9.3f.

#VIL9.5.

2 VI 9.6f.
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power between Greeks, and in the process they were alienating their ally, the
Achaeans.

After these events, there is a break in the developments. The narrative break is
clearly marked with a pause in the progression of the narrative. This pause in
the narrative consists of a narratorial commentary revealing the narrator’s
opinion on the turn the events are taking in the narrative. It is introduced with
the following comment:

TOMNULATOV 8€ TO AroaLwTaToV, THY TATPISA Kal dvdpas mpodidoval ToNTas €l
olkelots képdeoy, épelke kal "Axatols kak@v dpfewv, oUToTe €k TOD Xpdvov
mavtos TN ‘EXAdda ék\mov.

The most impious of impudent deeds, to betray one’s country and fellow-citizens for
private gain, never left Greece, and it was to be the beginning of evils for the Achaeans

26
too.

With this remark, the narrator introduces his famous list of Greek traitors, men
who, from the Persian wars to the Lamian war, have betrayed their fellow-
citizens for personal gain. It should be noted that the traitors in question are not
traitors of Greece, but traitors of their own communities, whether they betray
them to other Greeks or to outsiders.”’” Rounding off the list with an echo of the
introductory comment, the narrator marks it as a self-contained unit:

oUTW eV oumoTe TNV ‘EA\dSa éméleLmov ot €l mpodooida YoooaVTES.

Thus, men suffering from the disease of treachery never left Greece.®

Hereby the readers are again reminded of the fact that whereas traitors betrayed
their own communities, they certainly were to be found all over Greece. Next,

2 VI 10.1.

27 Whom one reckons to be a traitor and whom not, depends, obviously, on the point of view
from which the man and his deeds are viewed, and with which community one’s alliances
are. On this, cf. the discussion by Polybius 18.13.1-15.16 with protests against Demosthenes’
Athenocentric (most clearly in Demosthenes 18.295f.) branding of many prominent
politicians of his times on the Peloponnesus as traitors for their doing in their poleis what
Demosthenes did in Athens, viz. looking out for the best interest of their own community. On
historical and interpretational problems of the Polybian discussion on traitors, cf. e.g.
Eckstein 1987 passim.

2 VII 10.1-5, quote §5.
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the narrator introduces Callicrates, the following influential Achaean politician.
Before even mentioning his name, the narrator has branded this Callicrates as a
traitor, after which he anticipates that Callicrates would be the one who made
the Achaeans subject to Rome. By introducing the above quoted comment and
enumeration of parallels the narrator emphasises that, although the Achaeans
appeared already to have been in a difficult enough situation — with the
Lacedaemonians and others opposing them — there was a turn for the worse
when Callicrates entered the scene.

The Roman victory over Perseus and the Macedonians, which is
characterised (with a Herodotean echo) as ‘the beginning of evil’ for the
Achaeans, is used as the chronological startingpoint for the new development in
the history of the Achaean Confederacy.” A board of ten was sent from Rome
to settle things in Macedon. Upon their arrival in Greece Callicrates is said to
have fawned upon them and managed to win over one man, who was ‘in no
wise eager for righteousness’, on the committee.*® According to the narrator,
Callicrates persuaded this Roman to attend a meeting of the Achaean
Confederacy; this meeting is reported with unusual detail, even containing
direct speech, a very rare feature in the Periegesis.”

At the meeting, the Roman (who remains anonymous throughout) is said to
have accused the Achaeans of helping Perseus with money and by other means
during the war. The accusation is not as absurd as it might look, in the light of
the fact that there indeed was not any wholehearted Achaean support for Rome
in the conflict.”? Earlier in the narrative the narrator has had occasion to mention
Achaean loyalty to Rome, but, significantly, he does not say a word about what

t.3> The Roman is said to

the Achaeans might have done during this last conflic
have promised to reveal the identity of the men he considered guilty after the
Achaeans had sentenced them to death. This, of course, met with protests. When

the Achaeans wanted names, the Achaean generals were accused en masse of

P VI 10.5 dpxny 8¢ odLow éyiveTo kakdv [epoeds kal 1 Makeddvwy dpxT kaTavbeloa
Um0 ‘Popaiwv. In §6 the background is sketched briefly. Cf. again Herodotus 5.97.3.

30 VIT 10.7 dudpa obdapds €s Sikatoochumy mpdBupLov.

31 VII 10.8-10. Direct speech occurs in the following passages IV 9.3, 12.6, 21.10 (bis), 22.4,
26.6, VI 10.2, 18.4,1X 13.2.

32 Cf. Gruen 1984: 505-514.

¥ Cf. VI19.7 and VII 8.3f.
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sympathising with Perseus. ‘This he said on Callicrates’ instruction’, the
narrator adds.* One of the generals declared himself willing to stand trial in
both Achaea and Rome. The Roman seized upon this opportunity, and ‘sent for
trial at a Roman court all those whom Callicrates accused of having
sympathised with Perseus.’” The uniqueness of the event is marked by the
concluding comment: such a thing had never before happened to the Greeks.
Not even the most powerful of Macedonians had ever dragged Greeks who had
opposed them to court in Macedon, but they had stood trial at the
Amphictyony.*

Although the actual historicity of this account has rightly been called into
question, the anti-Roman tone of it has been exaggerated by some scholars.”’
Roman authority and power certainly lay behind the execution of the action
taken against the Achaeans, but the Roman(s) are throughout the account
presented as a pawn in the hands of Callicrates. Callicrates had fawningly lured
the Roman to the meeting, Callicrates supplied him with the names, and hereby
Callicrates got rid of whomever he wanted, guilty or not.”™ Those singled out by
Callicrates were sent to Italy. They were not given any trial since the senate
regarded them as already judged guilty by the Achaeans. The episode is
concluded with a short anticipation of the release of those who were still alive
15 years later, when the Romans considered that they had punished them
enough.” With this, the Romans leave the scene for the moment.

The relations between the Greek communities come into focus. The
narrator reports that a conflict arose on the Peloponnesus, a border dispute

3 VIL10.9 6 pev 81 Tadra Eheyer 1md Stdaokaria KalikpdTous.

3 VII10.10 6 8¢ émeldPeto avTika 6 Pupaios TAs Tpoddoews, kal Oméools
Ka\ikpdtns émfyev attiav Tlepoel odds dpoviiodl Td avTd, AVETEUTEV €V SLKATTNPLY
kplow T Popalwv vbéEovTas.

% Ibid. 5 p mw kaTeliper TpéTepor "ENMras: ovdé yap [mapd] Makedévwy ot
toxvoavTtes péylaTor, Oilmmos "ApivTou kal "ANéEavdpos, Tovs avbeaTnkoTas oblow
‘EXMrov és Makedoviav éBudoavto dmooTalfvat, SL8éval 8¢ auTovs év 'ApdikTiooty
elwv \oyov.

*7E.g. Gruen 1984: 515f., with n. 168 and Lafond 1991: 41.

BVIL10.11 ... Svtva kal dvaiTiov Kalikpdns €behioeter aitidoactar.

3 VI1 10.11f. dmoxpivTws koAaoBival odbas fyolpevoL.
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between Sparta and Argos.” A certain Gallus was sent from Rome to arbitrate
the matter.*’ According to the narrator, this Gallus was arrogant and made a
mockery of the Lacedaemonians and Argives in that he did not want to judge
the case himself, but entrusted it to Callicrates, ‘a scourge of all of Greece.”*
Gallus’ worst offence appears to have been the fact that he did not show due

respect to the noble rivalries of two famous old cities:

TONEDL Ydp €S TOOODTO NKoVoALS AELOPLATOS Kal UTEP TOV Opwv THS XWPAS T eV
TANALOTEPA €S OUK ddavi) TOAEpOV Kal €pya oUTws ddeLdT| mpoaxbeloals... avTos
pév adlow 6 TdMos dmméiwoe Stkaomis kaTaoThvat...

For he deemed it beneath himself to personally become their judge, although they were
cities that had reached such a great reputation and had earlier been driven to a famous

war and so unsparing deeds over the boundaries of their territory.. .

The narrator explains that, in his time, Philip, son of Amyntas had shown his
respect towards these noble cities by acting as arbitrator in their conflict.**
Regarding this Gallus, the narrator further reports that he gave permission to the
inhabitants of Pleuron to abandon the Achaean Confederacy.® In this regard the
narrator adds that Gallus was ordered to separate as many members as possible
from the Confederacy — this is a claim that does not appear to have any
foundation in fact,*® nor is it substantiated in the following narrative.

The next episode, too, reveals how unwilling the Romans were to get
involved in the Greek quarrels. This is not the place to go into the details of the

Oropus-episode.*’ In brief, the course of events as retold in the Periegesis was

O VIT 1111, Although Sparta and Argos had disputed regarding land, Pausanias is probably
mistaken here regarding the identity of one of the protagonists. Sparta’s adversary was in this
instance Megalopolis according to Polybius 31.1.6f. Cf. Gruen 1976: 50, with n. 37.

*1 On the identity of Gallus, cf. Bowman 1992 passim.

2 VIT 11.2 Kal\kpder 8¢ dmmdons Ths ‘EAMGS0s dvdpl dAdGoTOpL EMLTpémel TV Kploww.
* Ibid.

* Cf. 11 20.1, too.

3 VII 11.3. The Periegesis is our only witness to this event, cf. Gruen 1976: 51.

% Cf. Gruen 1976: 51.

7 VII 11.4-8. On the many problems in this part of the narrative, which has been
characterised as being ‘riddled with difficulties and implausibilities’, cf. e.g. Gruen 1976:
51-53 and Lafond 1991: 31-33, both with references to previous studies.
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as follows. When attacked by Athens, Oropus appealed to Rome. The senate
found that the Oropians had been wronged, but they forwarded the matter to the
Sicyonians (who were members of the Achaecan Confederacy). Athens was
fined heavily. Upon appeal to Rome, the fine was reduced. But a different sort
of agreement was reached between Athens and Oropus, one which Athens,
however, did not honour. When wronged again, the Oropians this time turned to
the Achaeans for help; they had presumably now learned that Rome was not
interested in getting too involved in Greek strife. What is of interest for our
present purposes is the degree to which Rome again is presented as avoiding
getting too involved in yet another Greek territorial conflict. Noteworthy, too, is
the fact that the narrator this time reports the matter without any comment.

The Oropus-episode appears to have aggravated the situation in the
Achaean Confederacy, according to the narrator’s presentation of the matter.
The Oropians bribed Menalcidas, one of the leading men of the Confederacy, in
the hope that they would get help from him. Menalcidas promised a part of the
bribe to Callicrates for co-operation, but when he got the money, he did not
want to part with any of it. In retaliation, Callicrates accused Menalcidas of
wanting to detach Sparta from the Confederacy. Menalcidas gave some of the
money to his successor, Diaecus of Megalopolis, and thereby got rid of the
accusation. Diaeus was held responsible for Menalcidas’ acquittal. He in his
turn averted attention from himself by directing it towards a conflict with
Lacedaemon.*®

Although the line of causation as represented in the Periegesis is not quite
accurate, the end result is: a territorial conflict between Achaea and Sparta
threatening to escalate into open war.*’ Both are said to have turned to Rome for
support. As on previous occasions, the decision eventually taken in Rome was
to send a commission to Greece in order to decide the matter. Before the arrival
of the commission, the Lacedaemonian leader had had the opportunity to
deceive his compatriots and the Achaean leader his compatriots by saying that
the senate had supported their respective claims.® The fact that the
Lacedaemonians and the Achaeans were able to give quite different

BVII11.7-12.3.
% Cf. Gruen 1976: 53-55.
OVII 12.4-9.
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interpretations of the senate’s reply, may betoken the vague and non-committal
character of the senatorial reply rather than the deceitfulness of the Greek
politicians.”' It is, however, significant that the narrator again presents the
Greeks rather than the Romans in an unfavourable light.

Out of this controversy war did break out between Achaea and
Lacedaemon.” Roman envoys in the area on other business, in vain exhorted
the Achaeans to await the arbitrators who had been sent from Rome.
Damocritus and the Achaeans defeated but did not crush the Lacedaemonians.
According to the narrator, the next Achaean general, Diaeus, agreed to await the
Roman arbitrators, but strove to provoke the Lacedaemonians into war. He
succeeded both in provoking the Lacedaemonians and in defeating them.
Finally, when Achaea had fought and won the war, the embassy from Rome
arrived, headed by (L. Aurelius) Orestes. At an assembly convened in Corinth,
Orestes conveyed the following message:

... ws dikata Nyolto N Popaiwy Bouln piTe Aakedatpoviovs TEAELY €S TO

"Axaikov pite avtny Kopuwbov, adetobar 8¢ kat "Apyos kal ‘Hpdk\etav Ty mpos
Ol kal 'Opxopeviovs "Apkddas ouvedpiov Tob "AxaLdv.

... that the senate found it just that neither the Lacedaemonians nor the Corinthians
should be members of the Achaean Confederacy, and that Argos, Heraclea by Oeta, and

Orchomenus in Arcadia should be released from the Confederacy.5 3

Upon hearing the message, uproar broke out. Despite Orestes’ protestations and
reminders that they were initiating hostilities towards Romans, the Achaeans
did not even spare Lacedaemonians who had fled to Orestes’ quarters. When the
situation calmed down, an embassy was sent to Rome. It turned back upon
meeting a Roman embassy on its way to Greece.™

Judging from the narrative in the Periegesis, it seems as if Orestes’
message was not expected. Indeed, its tone differs from the previous vague
communications from Rome. It should moreover be noted that at least two of

1 Cf. Gruen 1984: 96-131.
32 VII 13.1-8.
B VI 14.1.

3 VII 14.2f. Polybius 38.9.3-5 (and 38.10.1-5) informs us that this embassy from Rome
mildly rebuked the Achaeans for their behaviour towards the Romans. Cf. Gruen 1976:
57-62 for a discussion on this reversal in attitude.
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the communities mentioned in the declaration, viz. Sparta and Heraclea by Oeta,
were very reluctant members of the Confederacy according to the Periegesis.
One may wonder how enthusiastic the other communities mentioned were.

Thus far, according to the Periegesis, the primary adversary of the
Achaean Confederacy had been other Greeks. However, as Critolaus was
elected their next general, their hostility appears to have turned more and more
towards the Romans. According to the narrator, Critolaus — in the grip of a
‘bitter and irrational desire to make war on the Romans’ — was the one
responsible for the outbreak of war between Rome and the Confederacy.”
Indeed, in the following narrative he is portrayed as actively working towards a
war.”® He deceived the arbitrators who had come to settle the differences
between Achaea and Sparta; they returned to Rome with unfinished business. At
a meeting of the Confederacy Critolaus is said to have persuaded the Achaeans,
who were encouraged by a promise of help from Thebes, to go to war against
Sparta and openly declare war on Rome. Interestingly, the reason for the
Theban support of a war against Rome is specified as dissatisfaction with the
settlements that Metellus had judged in favour of different communities
wronged by the Thebans. Actually, the Achaeans declared war not on Rome but
on Sparta; the Theban support was reasonably prompted by a desire to fill the
holes in the state treasury resulting from the fines.”’

According to the narrator, the senate decided to declare war on Achaea
after news of the arrogant way in which their legates (once again) had been
treated in Greece. While Mummius was mustering an army, Metellus, who was
in Macedon, tried to solve the conflict by diplomatic means, offering the
Achaeans peace if they would comply with the earlier senatorial dictum. The
Achaeans rejected the offer, and laid siege on Heraclea — a city that wanted to
leave the Confederacy and one of the cities that the senate had instructed
Achaea to let go.”® The Achaeans are thus presented as directing their military
might against unwilling members of their Confederacy. That is, although not

3 VII 14.4 Spupds kal obv ovdevi hoytopd Tov Kputéhaor molepelv mpos Popaiovs Epos
€oXE.
56
VII 14.4-7.
>7 Cf. Gruen 1976: 64 with n. 160.
S VIL15.11.
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mentioning it explicitly, the narrator makes it quite clear that the Achaeans were
still acting as if there were no threat of intervention from Rome.

During their siege of Heraclea, the Achaeans are said to have received
news that Metellus was approaching with an army. This appears to have been
unexpected. Panic spread in the Achaean ranks. The Romans caught up with the
fleeing Achaeans and defeated them.” The Achaeans took measures to hinder
Metellus’ advance, to no avail. The Roman advance continued, and Thebes and
Megara were taken easily. This notwithstanding, the Achaeans, according to the
narrator, once again rejected an invitation from Metellus to peace-talks.” As
Metellus was succeeded by Mummius, the conciliatory tone from the Romans
ceased; Mummius mustered his forces. The Achaeans, incited by an early
success, were lured to take the initiative for a battle, which ended in complete
disaster, in part due to incompetent leadership.°'

As the Achaeans were defeated, Corinth was taken and razed to the
ground; its remaining citizens were slaughtered or sold into slavery, its riches
taken off as booty.®” The Romans took punitive actions against those Greeks
who had participated in the war, inter alia by imposing a tribute ($5pos).
According to the narrator, some of the imposed penalties were remitted later.
For example, fines were written off, viz. damages that were to be paid to other
Greeks — the Boeotians were to compensate for damage done to the Heracleots
and Euboeans, the Achaeans to the Lacedaemonians.®

The narrator concludes the account with an (erroneous) emphasis on the
continuity of the order established by the Romans by the remark that ‘yet down
to my day’ (Tt kal és €pé) a governor is sent from Rome.* The narrator

% VII 15.3-6, with a particularly detailed account of the fate suffered by an Arcadian
contingent at Chaeronea, on which cf. above chapter 9.

OVI15.7-11.

' VII 16.1-4.

2 VI 16.7f.

% VII 16.9f. On the nature of the post-war settlement, cf. e.g. Gruen 1984: 523-527 and

Kallet-Marx 1995: 57-96, both with discussions on the many problems of the account at this
point; on the status and organisation of Greece after the war, cf. Kallet-Marx 1995: 42-56.

% VII 16.10. The practice of sending a governor to Achaia did not begin until much later, the
provincialisation of Achaia does not appear to have set in until with the Augustan
organisations c. 27 BC; cf. OCD s.v. ‘Achaia’.
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explains that the governor is called the governor of Achaia, not Greece, since
the Achaeans were then the leaders of the Greeks.® Finally, the end of the war
is misdated to the 160™ Olympiad, i.e. 140-136 BC, the year when Antitheus
was archon in Athens.®

To sum up, if the whole of the narrative in the Achaica is taken into
account, it is hard to discern any anti-Roman tendency in it. The account of the
Achaean Confederacy is a narrative of escalating quarrels and struggles for
power between Achaeans and Lacedaemonians, implicating Romans more and
more through the frequent appeals for arbitration. Suddenly, and quite
surprisingly (if one is ignorant of history), the narrative is no longer about the
inter-Greek quarrels, but about an invasion of Greece by foreign troops. Almost
before it had even started, the war was over — a war that was fought not because
of Roman aggression, and almost against their will.*’

10.3 Flamininus’ declaration of freedom

Though not mentioned in the Periegesis, Flamininus’ declaration of freedom for
the Greeks will be discussed briefly, before turning to Nero’s famous
declaration of freedom for the Greeks and Vespasian’s infamous revocation of
the same. The fact that the narrator does not mention Flamininus’ declaration of
freedom has been taken to be one of the indices of the fact that he considers the
Romans as playing the role ‘of conqueror, not of liberator’ in the history of
Greece.” It cannot be stated for a fact that this is not the reason why the narrator

85 Ibid. kahodol 8¢ ovy ‘ENGS0s, dM\d Axaias fyyepdva ol ‘Pupaiol, SLOTL éxeLpOoarTo
"EN\nras 8t "Axat@v T6Te ToU ‘EX\nvikod mpoecTnKOTWY.

6 1f Hagnotheus is confused with Antitheus, the archon points to the year 140/139. Cf.
Habicht 1985: 98 and Lafond 2000 ad loc. VII 16.9-10 (pp. 154f.) with references.

7 In many respects this is the course of events as construed by Gruen 1976 and Gruen 1984
passim, esp. 437-528; cf. also the comments of Lafond 1996: 175. In other words, there is
poor foundation for the assumption of Swain 1996: 340 that Pausanias’ comments present ‘a
consistent picture of Roman intent.’

% Swain 1996: 335-340, quote p. 339; in his analysis of the narrative about the Achaean
Confederacy in the Periegesis, Swain finds anti-Roman innuendo in it where there is only
neutral narration. Cf. also Moggi & Osanna 2000 ad loc. VII 8.2.
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passes by the declaration of freedom in silence. However, this is not the only
possibility, for one certainly can suggest that there may have been other reasons
for the omission, e.g. that the narrator considered a mention of it in the Achaean
narrative out of place.

In Polybius’ History and Plutarch’s Flamininus there are rather long and
graphic narratives of the event.”” In both accounts, the Flamininian proclamation
is cited. In this declaration, one can find one possible explanation for why it is
not mentioned in the Periegesis:

N oUykAnTos 1 ‘Pupaiov kat TiTos KolvTios oTpatnyos UTaTos, KATATONEU-
oavTes Baothéa dilTTov kal Makedovas, abLaciy éxevbépovs, ddpoupnTous,
adopoloynTovs, vopoLs xpwpévous Tots Tatplots, Kopuwbiovs, Pwkéas, Aokpols,
EvBoels, "Axatovs Tovs POiTas, MdyvnTas, OeTttalovs, TeppalBovs.

The senate of the Romans and Titus Quintius the proconsul, having overcome king
Philip and the Macedonians, set free, without garrison, without tribute, and to follow
their own laws the Corinthians, Phocians, Locrians, Euboeans, Phthiotic Achaeans,

Magnesians, Thessalians, and Perrhaebians.”

That is, Flamininus liberated some communities that had been under Philip’s
sway, not Greece. Further, reading past the proclamation itself, it appears that
this liberation of the communities agreed with some of them being handed over
to a stronger power: for example, the Phthiotic Achaeans were given to
Thessaly and Corinth to Achaea.”! Moreover, only three of the eight
communities mentioned in the declaration fall within the borders of Greece of
the Periegesis.

Furthermore, such liberation of Greece, or rather Greek communities, was
not quite as unusual as the reaction described by Polybius and in particular by
Plutarch might suggest. The liberation of Greece or the freedom of the Greeks
was instead something of a frequently used slogan with a lengthy pre-history in
the propaganda of the various belligerents in the period after the death of

69 Polybius 18.42-48 which includes an account of the deliberations preceding the
proclamation (which is found in chapter 46) and the steps taken in order to execute it.
Plutarch Flamininus 10-12, also includes a short account of the steps taken in order to
execute it; however, Plutarch strives in particular to describe the outbursts of astonished joy
at the proclamation.

70 Polybius 18.46.5. The wording in Plutarch Flamininus 10.5 is nearly identical.

" Polybius 18.47.6-10.
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Alexander.” The long background notwithstanding, the slogan had not — at least
not to our knowledge — been used by a Roman before: ‘if there was stunned
surprise... among those who heard the announcement, it was not because the
formula was new and unfamiliar to Greeks; rather... [it was] unexpected to hear
the Hellenic slogans from the mouth of a Roman.””

In fact, Plutarch’s Flamininus bears witness to how common the formula
was in these times. According to Plutarch, Antiochus (‘the Great’), urged on
and advised by the Aetolians, for lack of a better reason for crossing over to
Greece, seized on ‘to free the Greeks without them wanting it (for they were
free)’ as a policy and pretext for war.”

In the Periegesis, too, there is indirect evidence of propaganda of this sort.
The historical introduction to Elatea is unusually rich as regards information on
history after the death of Alexander the Great. Among other things, the narrator
reports that the Elateans were not willing to defect from Philip and join the
Romans. This was in spite of the promises of changes for the better — inter alia
a return to their former form of government — made by Flamininus, who had
been sent from Rome in order to free the whole of Greece.” It would thus
appear that all Greece was not particularly interested in being liberated by
Flamininus. His mission, moreover, was not to liberate all Greece, but those
parts of Greece that needed liberating, i.e. those under Macedonian control — the
problem was that not even all of these wanted to be liberated. Therefore, why
should the narrator mention Flamininus’ declaration of freedom for Greece in
the Achaean narrative?

2 On this, see Gruen 1984: 132-157, which is a very interesting chapter entitled ‘Slogans
and Propaganda: the “Freedom of the Greeks™’.

7 Gruen 1984: 146.

™ Plutarch Flamininus 15.1 ... AlToNGV. .. 1T608eoty ToD TONELOU Kkal Tpédacty SLEGVTwY
é\evBepolv Tobs "ENAnvas, ovder Seopévovs (€hevBepol ydp Roav).

35X 34.4 10 yap 81 ENnuLkov dmav éhevbepdowy dméoTato ¢k 'Popns. When defeated
the Elateans of course suffered vengeance at the hands of the Romans.
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10.4 VII 17.3—4 and Greek disunity

The narrative about the Achaean Confederacy in the Periegesis is rounded off
with a comment on the state of Greece after the Roman victory. The narrator
introduces it with the following famous remark:

€s amav 8¢ dobevelas TOTe pdiioTa kaTANOev 1 ‘EN\ds, AvpavBetoa kaTa pépn kal
SLamopbnbetoa €€ dpxis UTO Tob Salpovos.
Then Greece sank into utter weakness, though from the very beginning it had been

spoiled and ravaged in its parts by the deity.76

Next, there is a concise summary of Greek history with focus on the rise and fall
of the successive leading communities of Greece, echoing a similar summary
preceding the narrative about the Achaean Confederacy.”’

The essence of these summaries may be interpreted as suggesting that the
reason for the continuing gradual devastation of Greece was the lack of
continuity and stability in the ruling power in Greece. Once the Romans had
defeated the Achaean Confederacy, such continuity and stability presented
itself, at least in the eyes of the narrator. He appears to believe that the Romans
in their post-war settlement of Achaea/Greece, instituted more or less the same
order of things in which Ego was still living, witness his statement that the
Romans continued ‘yet down to my day’ (€Tt kal €s €1€) to send a governor of
Achaia from Rome.

After the short exposé of the changing Greek ruling powers, the narrator
next reports Nero’s bestowal of the gift of freedom for the Greeks.” There are
no details regarding the declaration itself in the Periegesis, but Plutarch
specifies that Nero himself made the proclamation on the Agora of Corinth
during the Isthmian games.” Nero’s gesture was certainly grand, and it is

VI 17.1.

"TVII 17.1f. and 6.8f.; on these summaries, cf. above chapter 8.

BVI17.3.

" Flamininus 12.13. The date is disputed, either 66 (soon after Nero’s arrival in Greece) or
67 (right before his departure), cf. e.g. Levy 1991; cf. also Alcock 1994 for an interesting
reconsideration of Nero’s activities in Greece. Plutarch himself may have been a witness of
the event, cf. Jones 1971: 17-19. The text of Nero’s rather boastful declaration has been
discovered in the wall of a church in Boeotia; for details and text with a translation and
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acknowledged as such by the narrator, who even introduces Ego in commenting
that ‘as I considered’ this deed of Nero’s, ‘it seemed to me’ that Plato was right
in that the greatest wrongs are committed not by ordinary men but by noble
souls ruined by foul education.*® However, the question is what the narrator
thought about the consequences of this gift to Greece, with which Nero, after
all, took away the stability in Greece established by the Roman rule. As soon as
the Greeks had been set free, it appears that they began to do what they always
had done best when free to do what they wanted: fight one another.

Indeed, not even under Roman rule did the Greeks manage not to be at
odds with one another; bloodshed was avoided largely thanks to the Romans,
but differences were latently smouldering. In the Periegesis, the narrator has an
opportunity to tell about two conflicts during which at least some Greeks had to
choose sides, viz. when the Mithridatic war and Augustus’ fighting with Mark
Antony spilled over into Greece. Significantly, in their choices the Greeks are
presented as being guided by their antipathies or sympathies for other Greeks,
not for the protagonists in the conflicts. The Thebans, for example, are said to
have chosen to support Mithridates purely because of their friendship with
Athens.® And all Arcadians, except for the Mantineans, supported Mark
Antony, since the Lacedaemonians had chosen to side with Augustus in the civil
war.® Indeed, it would seem as if the narrator envisions that most of the Greek
world sided with Mark Antony because of the Lacedaemonian support for
Augustus.® In other words, the narrator readily acknowledges the fact that inter-

commentary, see Holleaux 1888 (the discoverer of the inscription); also printed in Syll.* 814.
80 VI 17.3 amdévTL obv €5 TodT6 oL Tob Népuwros To Epyov opBéTaTa etpniévat TINGTowy
€baiveTo 0 "AploTwros, OTOCA ASLKNPATA PEYEDEL KAl TOAULATL €GTLY UTEPTPKOTA, OV
TGOV émTuXOVTOV €lval TabTa dvlpdmwy, Fuxis 8¢ yevvalas Umo dTémov Tardelas
Stepbappévns. The allusion is to Plato Resp. 491E.

811X 7.4 MibptddTn yap kataotdvTL és Tov mpds Popaiovs TOELOV TpogexHpnoay
OnBatol kaT’ dANo épol doketv ovdEév, ToU &€ 'Abnralwr dfpov duhia. The Elateans
managed to keep out of the conflict, or they did at least not support Mithridates, for which
they were rewarded with liberty by the Romans, cf. X 34.2 and 4.

8 VIII8.12 ... MavTwels épaxéoavto opot Pupaiots, 10 8¢ dAo "Apkadikov
oweTdxtnoav 'Avtoviy, KatT d\\o pév épol dokelv ovdEv, OTL 8¢ édpdvour ot
Aaxedatpoviol Ta AvyoloTov.

8 1V 31.1 kal ol [sc. "Avtwvio] Tov €év T ‘EANdSL d\\ot Te kal ot Meoonviot [ot]

TPoG€BeVTO, OTL Edpdrour Aakedatpdviol Ta AlyoloTov.
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Greek differences guide the Greeks’ choice of sides in conflicts that strictly
speaking have nothing to do with their relations with one another.*

Thus, once the Greeks had been freed by Nero, their conflicts appear to
have escalated. Because of these renewed quarrels, Vespasian revoked Nero’s
gift of freedom for the Greeks. Concerning the revocation, the narrator states the
following:

ov uny "EN\nat ye €€eyéveTo dvacbar Tod dupov: Oveomactavod yap peta Népwva
dpEavTos €s EpndiNov oTdow mporXOoav, kal odds UToTeNElS Te albLs O
Oleomaoclavos elval dépwy kal dkolelr ékélevoer NYepdros, dmopepadnkéval
dnoas v éxevbeplar TO ‘EAnuikov.

But it was not granted to the Greeks to enjoy the gift. For, when Vespasian was
emperor after Nero, they fell into civil strife, and Vespasian ordered that they should be
both subject to tribute again and obey a governor, claiming that the Greeks had

unlearned their freedom.®

How is one to interpret this statement? Commonly, it is interpreted as indicating
that Pausanias cannot but agree with the measure taken by Vespasian, and that
he agrees with Vespasian’s statement that the Greeks had forgotten how to be
free.® It is of course impossible to know what Pausanias thinks in this or any
other matter; what we can do is to study the narrator’s presentation of it.

In the present passage, it would seem as if the narrator in fact does disagree
with Vespasian, but only in part. Whether or not he disagrees with the measure

8 Herein the narrator differs significantly from Plutarch who in De Herodoti malignitate
868B-F sharply objects against Herodotus’ report that some Greeks chose to side with the
Persians out of their antipathy for other Greeks who had chosen to resist the Persians and vice
versa.

8 VI 17.4.

8 Cf. Palm 1959: 67 ‘an der von Vespasianus verfiigten Aufhebung des beriithmten
neronischen Freiheitsedikts scheint Pausanias keinen Anstoss genommen zu haben; eher
scheint er sie als wohlbegriindet aufgefasst zu haben’, Heer 1979: 67 ‘Pausanias n’y trouve
rien a contredire’, Habicht 1985: 123 ‘Pausanias does not quarrel with Vespasian’s
measure... and he does not disagree with Vespasian’s remark... all the Greeks (and
Pausanias) could do about [Roman rule] was to resign themselves to it’, Arafat 1996: 155 ‘the
implication is that Vespasian was left with no choice, and that the Greeks were responsible
for provoking their own disadvantage in this respect’, and Jacquemin 1996: 35 ‘les Grecs,
selon lui, mériterent leur sort pour ne pas avoir su jouir de la liberté, puisqu’ils se livrerent a
la guerre civile’.
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taken by Vespasian in order to master the situation, we cannot say — it is simply
reported in a matter of fact way. However, it would seem as if the narrator does
disagree with Vespasian’s assessment of the situation, which was the reason
why he revoked the gift of freedom, summarised in the comment ‘the Greeks
had unlearned freedom.” By inserting éfjoas ‘claiming that...’, the narrator
signals that the content of the statement (the Greeks having unlearned freedom)
introduced with this verb of saying, though reported by him, does not originate
with him. That is, he is merely reproducing — but not verbatim — somebody
else’s sentiments that the Greeks no longer knew how to be free from outside
domination.

How is one to interpret the fact that the narrator takes care to signal that he
is merely rendering sentiment that does not originate with him? It would appear
as if the narrator is throwing Vespasian’s comment in an ironical light, perhaps
even a sceptical one. It is as if he were asking if Vespasian did not understand
what it meant for the Greeks to be free. The comment introducing Vespasian’s
revocation of the gift of freedom for the Greeks — ‘it was not granted to the
Greeks to enjoy the gift’ — now appears in a new light. Whereas one would have
expected the narrator to have in mind the fact that the Greeks were not allowed
to enjoy a peaceful coexistence free from outside dominion, he may actually be
speaking about the fact that the Greeks were not allowed to fight one another as
they were beginning to do when freed from outside dominion.

Thus, in the Periegesis, the reason why the gift of freedom was revoked is
essentially presented as being due to an insufficient understanding of the Greek
past.®” The narrator appears to have easily accepted the ultimate cause behind
Vespasian’s revocation of Greek freedom, viz. civil war. He does however not
seem to agree with Vespasian’s comment that they had forgotten how to be free.

87 Herein the account in the Periegesis differs from Philostratus’ in Vita Apollonii. The
narrator of the Periegesis does not question that civil strife ensued; according to Philostratus,
Vespasian used discord as a false pretext in order to take the freedom away, whereas in
reality Greece never had enjoyed such concord, cf. Philostratus Vita Apollonii 5.41 mavTa Te
aviipnoe ELv opovola TOV To ewv, O unde mdlat 1} ‘BANAS €lxev, Oveomaoiavos 8¢
AdLkOpevos dadelleTo avTY ToUTo 0TdoeLls TpoPallopevos. On this passage in the Vita
Apollonii, cf. Flinterman 1995: 117f. and 124-126.
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10.5 VIII 27.1

Finally, we must consider a passage which has been the object of much
discussion by scholars when trying to determine Pausanias’ attitude vis-a-vis the
Romans. The passage in question is the very first sentence of the historical
introduction to the Arcadian city of Megalopolis. In its traditional interpretation
of the text as transmitted by the manuscripts, this sentence appears to convey
such hard condemnation of the Roman rule, that, when taken into account, it
seems to place Pausanias rather squarely in the anti-Roman camp. The text
transmitted in the manuscripts reads as follows:

N 86 Meydhn TONS VewTATN TONEDY ETTLY OV TOV "ApKASLKOY LOVOV dNAA Kal TOV
€v "EN\nat, mA\nv oowv kata ovpdopar dpxfs Ths Popaiwv petaBeprkaoy
OLKNTOPES.

Megalopolis is the youngest city, not of Arcadia only, but of Greece, with the exception
of those whose inhabitants have been removed by the accident of the Roman

domination.®®

There are some problems with the text of the paradosis. The most severe
problem is the lack of the definite article in the prepositional phrase kaTa
ouvpdopdv. In order to interpret the phrase as in the above quoted translation, an
article is needed in the Greek to mark definiteness. Another problem is the harsh
condemnation of the Romans inherent in the above interpretation of the passage.

For both linguistic and interpretational reasons an emendation has been
suggested, viz. changing the phrase from katda ocuvpdopav dpxfis Ths Popaiwy
to kaTd cupdopav <> dpxfis Ths Popaior.® By way of this insertion of the
preposition émi, cupdopdr and the genitive phrase are no longer interrelated
with one another. Instead, we have two prepositional phrases, one stating the
circumstances and the other the time of the event in question. That is, in this
reading of the text the catastrophe because of which people moved was not that
of Roman rule, but it was some unspecified catastrophe (presumably some
natural disaster) occurring during the time of Roman rule. This would give a

translation like ‘... par suite des circonstances, sous la domination romaine..."*

88 VIII 27.1. The above translation is that of Jones 1918—1935.
% Palm 1959: 72-74. The emendation was first suggested by Clavier 1814—-1821 ad loc.
% Jost 1998b ad loc.
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The change in the text has been accepted in the latest Teubner and Budé
editions of the Periegesis and by other scholars — mainly, of course, by those
who, like Palm, tend to interpret the author of the Periegesis as having a rather
positive attitude towards the Romans.”" The emendation has not been accepted
unanimously.”” The emendation abolishes the only passage in the Periegesis
which contains what might be interpreted as an outright condemnation of
Roman rule in Greece. Although the tone of the passage seems awkward at first
sight when compared to other non-hostile passages on the Romans, one must be
careful not to change the text too hastily. Caution is called for particularly when
the change has been advocated by scholars who are trying to interpret
Pausanias’ and other Greeks’ attitudes to the Romans in a more positive light.

The interpretation of the present passage as expressing hostility towards
the Romans or not does not necessarily depend on the insertion of the
preposition émi. Recently the paradosis, too, has been given a more neutral
interpretation.” The gloss cupdopd, being derived of the verb oupdépw, does
not only have the more or less pejorative meaning of ‘event, chance, (mis)hap’
etc., but also the more concrete meaning of ‘bringing together, collecting’ or
‘contribution’.** The latter meaning occurs less frequently than the former, but
there are some examples of it in near contemporaries of Pausanias such as the
sophist Polemon and the medical author Aretacus. Therefore, opting for the
rarer meaning of cupdopd, the passage may be given the following translation:

... with the exception of those in which the inhabitants were transplanted with a

contribution by the Roman government.95

*! Rocha-Pereira 1989-1990 ad loc., Casevitz 1998 ad loc., cf. also e.g. Habicht 1985: 119f.;
Arafat 1996: 202; Jones 1996: 460; Auffart 1997: 222; and, with some variations, Marcotte
1988: 74—78 and Piérart 1998: 152-154, followed by Moggi 2002: 435-441 and 2003 ad loc.

%2 Cf. Bearzot 1992: 19 n. 28; Swain 1996: 352-356; Bowie: 1996: 217 and (discussion with
Bingen) 231-233; Sidebottom 2002: 497. Among the editors of the Periegesis that reject the
proposed emendation may be noted Siebelis 18221828, Hitzig & Blimner 1896-1910, Spiro
1903, Jones 1918-1935, Papachatzis 1974-1981.

% Steinhart 2002 passim; cf. also Papachatzis 1974-1981 ad loc.

% Cf. LS s5.v. oupdopd.

% Steinhart 2002: 149 *... auBer denjenigen, bei denen die Bewohner mit einem Beitrag der
romischen Regierung umgesiedelt wurden.’ Steinhart’s translation is rather similar to
Papachatzis’ 1974—1981 ad loc. translation into modern Greek: ‘... €kTOS dTO TS MONELS,
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However, having recourse to a very rare signification of a key word in order to
salvage an interpretation of a passage must be viewed with the same distrust as
an emendation made in order to force an interpretation. Moreover, KaTd
oupdopav dpxiis Ths ‘Puwpalwr may be given a more neutral interpretation
without having recourse to either emendations or rare meanings of cupdopd.

To begin with, let us assume that the noun cupdopd bears its more
commonly attested meaning, which is, generally speaking, ‘something that
happens’, i.e. ‘event’ or, in malam partem, ‘misfortune’. The interpretation of
the present passage does not depend on whether oupdopd is interpreted in
bonam or malam partem. What is important is the fact that cupdopd appears to
be used of unexpected and/or unintentional events, whether good, bad or
neither.” However, in the Periegesis, oupdopd is used predominantly in malam
partem.” Crucial, too, is the interpretation of the function of the genitive dpxfis
s ‘Pwpalwv, which is obviously an attribute to kata ocuvpdopdr. Before
deciding on how to interpret the genitive in the present passage, let us first
examine how oupdopd is normally construed in the Periegesis.

There are 53 occurrences of cupdopd in the Periegesis. Not counting the
present passage, in nine of these occurrences ocupdopd is accompanied by a
genitive complement. In all these instances, the genitive may be construed as an
objective genitive, i.e. the genitive designates the one affected by the
ouvpdopd.” If the paradosis of VIII27.1 is to be given an anti-Roman
interpretation, ‘accident of the Roman domination’, the genitive has to be given
an interpretation that it does not have in any of the other occurrences in the
Periegesis. That is, it is to be construed as a subjective genitive, as designating
the source of the oupdopd instead of the party affected by it. Sometimes, in the

OTLS OTOLES €YKATATTAONKAY KATOLKOL L€ TT GURPONT TS pwpdikiis é€ovaias’.

% The prepositional phrase katd oupdopdv is equated with katd cuwtuxiav by
lexicographers, cf. e.g. Suda k 688. In another passage (Suda € 110), it is explained that
Evpdopd is used by Thucydides about circumstantial, not intentional, misfortunes.

°7 Cf. Moggi 2002: 439.

B E.g. 11 13.2 Meoonvior 8¢ ai ovpdopal; VII 15.5 os 8¢ Tols Pukedoly 1 Kpttokdov
oupdopa kal "Axaldv ammyyéeTto; VIII 19.3 ém’ avBpwmov cupdopd dvevpnpévov; X 7.3
€peMe 8¢ avTd kal kiBapilew BLdaxbévTL dxpelov TO pdbnpa VTO TOV OGBANLGY TS
oupdopds yevnoeoBar. Cf. also V 5.5, VIII 33.4, X 1.6, 17.3, 17.12. Also observed by
Moggi 2002: 439.
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Periegesis ovpidopd is accompanied by a modifier determining the source it.
These modifiers are with only one exception prepositional phrases.” The
exception is an adverb.'®

Considering the above evidence it is highly unlikely that in VIII 27.1 the
genitive is to be interpreted as anything other than as designating the party
affected by the oupdopd. The passage should then be translated

... with the exception of those whose inhabitants have been changed because of an
event affecting the Roman government. o1

Although Clavier proposed a change in the text, his translation is nonetheless

3

very similar to the one above: ‘... a I’exception de celles qui ont changé

d’habitants par suite des malheurs que I’empire romain a éprouvés.’'*

If this interpretation is correct, what is the narrator referring to with this
statement? He is obviously speaking of cities in Greece that were founded or
synoecised in Roman times. There were a number of such cities in Roman
Greece. In the Periegesis three of them are mentioned, viz. Corinth, Patrae, and
Nicopolis.'” In the present passage, the narrator is most probably alluding to all

three of them. In other parts of the Periegesis, these three cities are explicitly

9110.3 eldBaot ¢ davbpdmols dblecdat dU Epwra Tolal oupdopal; I 14.7 Tals dderdais
yevéaBar Ty oupdopdr €k pnripatos Ths Ovpavias; IV 24.3 o yap €del ouvpdopav
ovdeplav Aakedatpoviots €Tt €€ "AptaTopévous yevéabat; VII 7.1 al Te €k moMépwy Kal
amo Ths voéoou cupdopal THS AOLLWSOUS OUK €S TooOUTO "Axatols €d’ 600V Tols dANOLS
€yévovto "ENnot. Cf. also VIII 33.4 and IX 40.4.

100 VIIT 49.2 év Meydhn moAel peTolkdy kaTd THY olkoBer oupdopdv.

101 “The Roman government’, for similar omission of the definite article, cf. e.g. Il 11.4
dpxnv TV kabeotnkutav, cf. also IV 36.4, VII 7.4, and 24.2. A definite article is needed
only if éml should be inserted; Piérart 1998: 152-154, followed by Moggi 2002: 435-442 and
2003 ad loc., printing <€t Ths> apxfs THs Popalwv.

192 Clavier 18141821 ad loc. The interpretational difficulties inherent in this passage may be
illustrated with the next editor after Clavier, Siebelis 1822—-1828 ad loc. Siebelis rejects
Clavier’s insertion of ém(, and in his commentary he criticises the earlier interpretations of
the passage, e.g. the translation of Sylburg: ‘... exceptis iis in quas post clades a Romano
imperio acceptas coloni transmigrarunt’. Siebelis himself proposed to read TANV és Ty kaTd
oupdopav kTA. and the translation ‘excepta ea, in quam illo tempore quo imperii Romani
mutatio facta est, incolae transierunt ex suis urbibus’, which would refer to Nicopolis
specifically.

193 Cf. Alcock 1993: 132-145 on the founding of these cities.
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spoken of as existing in the form they had at that time thanks to measures taken
by Caesar and Augustus. Patrae and Nicopolis, especially, are explicitly said to
have come into existence through synoecism.'"™ The narrator is more vague
when it comes to what kind of a settlement Corinth was. Once he calls the
inhabitants of Roman Corinth émotkot sent by Rome and twice ‘those who got
from the emperor’ the city of Corinth.'"” Despite the undoubtedly pronounced
Roman flavour in the three cities in question, the narrator does not in other
contexts speak of them as being inhabited by Romans, or even by people sent
from Rome. Particularly in the case of Patrae and Nicopolis, at least judging
from the Periegesis, the Roman element appears to have been the organisatory
initiative causing Greeks to leave their original homes and move together into a
new city centre.

What, then, of the oupdopd affecting the Roman government because of
which these cities were (re)founded? With this expression, the narrator probably
refers to the transformation of the Roman government from republic to
principate. According to the Periegesis, Caesar was the one who instituted the
form of government under which he himself was living, i.e. Caesar was the first
emperor, Bactlevs.'” Octavian/Augustus was his adoptive son and successor,
and the one who secured the form of government instituted by his father.'”
Thus, in the light of the fact that the founding of Corinth, Nicopolis, and Patrae
is presented as very much dependent on the initiative of Caesar and Augustus,
the cities in question can indeed be said to have been founded because of an
event affecting the Roman government. Had not the republic changed into
principate, Caesar and Augustus would not have had the positions of power
which enabled them to initiate the founding of the cities in question.

Consequently, giving VIII 27.1 a more neutral interpretation does not
necessarily depend on a change in the text. Whether the interpretation suggested

104 Nicopolis: ovvotkiopds (V 23.3, X 38.4) and ouvvowkileoBar (VII 18.8); Patrae:
mpooovvykioe (VII 18.7). For two recent studies of the description of Patrae in the
Periegesis, see Auffart 1997 and Lafond 1998.

10511 1.2; V 1.2, 25.1. For two recent studies of the description of Corinth in the Periegesis,
see Osanna 2001 and Torelli 2001.

106 11 1.2, 111 11.4, V 1.2, 25.1. Cf. Arafat 1996: 114-116 and 131f. for an exploration of the
designation of Caesar as emperor in the Periegesis.

711 11.4.
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above is accepted or not, it should at least be clear that the interpretation of the
passage is uncertain.

10.6 Summary

In this chapter, the manner in which the Romans are presented in the Periegesis
has been the object of study. The aim has not been to determine whether
Pausanias himself had anti- or pro-Roman leanings. Asking the Periegesis for
an answer in that matter is to ask for information it cannot convey to the reader.
Therefore, we have been content with trying to determine how the Romans are
portrayed in the Periegesis.

The long narrative about the Achaean Confederacy and its relations to
other Greeks on the one hand and the Romans on the other, has been given
much space in this chapter, and that is for three reasons. Firstly, to our
knowledge, the narrative in question has not been considered in its entirety,
other than by historians deploring its lack of historical reliability. Secondly, a
selection of a few isolated passages does not give sufficient foundation for
determining the attitude of the narrator as regards the Romans in this narrative;
what counts is the totality. Thirdly, outside of this narrative Romans hardly
appear in the Periegesis, excepting Sulla and the emperors Trajan, Hadrian, and
Antoninus Pius. Moreover, outside of the narrative about the Achaean
Confederacy, when Romans appear in the text, they do so not primarily as
Romans, but rather as individuals who happen to be Romans. Indeed, for the
narrator, Romans appear to have been not much different from Greeks, i.e. like
the Greeks, they were a collective composed of individual human beings,
among whom one can find both noble specimens (such as Leonidas or Hadrian)
and less noble ones (such as Cleomenes I of Sparta or Sulla).'”® For example,
just as the narrator explains that the Thebans en masse cannot be given the
blame for fighting with the Persians, since the decision was not taken by
popular vote, so we should understand that he does not blame the Romans en
masse for Sulla’s severe punishment of the Athenians after the Mithridatic war.

198 In this respect the Romans — and the Macedonians too, for that matter — differ from the

two other outsiders that appear frequently in the Periegesis, viz. the Persians and the Gauls;
among these the narrator only rarely speaks of individuals.
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Indeed, the narrator explicitly signals that Sulla’s behaviour was not quite
typical for the Romans in general. Noticing that Sulla later died from a
gruesome disease, the narrator explains:

TOMNa 8¢ €0TL pev Kal Ta €S Tous TOAOUS "Abnvaiwy dypliTepd 1| ws dvdpa €Lkos
v épydoacdal Popaiov.
What Sulla did to the majority of the Athenians was more savage than a Roman would

reasonably do. 109

That is, such cruel treatment as the Athenians were subject to by Sulla, was not
what one would expect from a Roman. However, the narrator supposes that the
cause for Sulla’s illness was not his treatment of the Athenians, but the wrath of
Hicesius which he had brought down on himself when he had dragged out and
killed Aristion who had sought refuge in the temple of Athena. In short, the
Romans in the Periegesis are not much different from Greeks — being
individuals, they are not all treated alike; anything else would have been
surprising.'” Therefore, disparaging or praising comments regarding either
Roman or Greek individuals cannot be taken to apply to the whole collective.
The history of the dealings between the Achaean Confederacy, other
Greeks, and Romans as retold in the historical introduction of the Achaica, is
complex. The Romans enter the scene as allies to the Athenians against
Macedon. Significantly, the narrator tells how the senate duly punished the
general who, exceeding his orders, laid waste two Greek cities. That is, from the
outset of the narrative the narrator signals that though an individual may be
rotten, the Roman collective is not. Here, the implicit message is the same as in
the above quoted comment apropos of Sulla. The role of Rome in the history of
Greece and the Achaean Confederacy was for a long time that of an ally.
Disregarding wars fought in common, the Roman input into the affairs of
the Confederacy was for the most part prompted by appeals from
Lacedaemonians, Messenians, Oropians or other Greeks, in search for
arbitration in their controversies with Greeks. Among other appeals, the narrator
tells about one sent by Lacedaemonians who sought relief from the harsh

1097120.7, cf. also IX 33.6 TO\a 8¢ €oTL... dvijpepa kal fous dANGTpLa ToD Popator KTA.
‘Sulla has... (committed acts) savage and alien for the Roman character...’.
10 n Arafat 1996: 80—190 there is a convenient discussion on the Romans from Mummius to

Marcus Aurelius as they appear (or do not appear) in the Periegesis.
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treatment they suffered under the Achaeans. Romans who wanted to advice the
Achaeans on how to treat the Lacedaemonians better, were turned away because
of a technicality. A series of diplomatic complications ensued. Roman authority
was used by the Lacedaemonians to the full. In the end, the Achaeans gave in.

The situation got worse when the Achaean Confederacy not only had to
deal with opposition from Lacedaemon, but also got into the clutches of traitors
from within. Exploiting the situation after the Achaean inactivity in the third
Macedonian war, the Achaean politician Callicrates abused the authority of an
anonymous Roman official and managed to get rid of every Achaean he wanted
to eliminate. The Greek conflicts continued, as did their appeals to Rome. The
Lacedaemonians proved to be an endless source of conflict within the
Confederacy, causing frequent embassies to Rome. The Achaeans and the
Lacedaemonians rarely appear to have followed to the letter the
recommendations which they received from Rome.

We are told that, as the tensions within the Confederacy escalate even
more, the Roman arbitrators decided that certain members of the Confederacy
should be resolved from it. Among those listed were at least two members,
Lacedaemon and Heraclea at Oeta, who were very reluctant members of the
Confederacy — does the same go for the others listed in the proclamation? The
Achaeans refused to accept the decision.

The troubles the Achaeans had with the other Greeks, and the fact that the
Greeks turned repeatedly to Rome for arbitration — without giving heed to the
replies given by Rome and without abiding by the advice given — eventually
evolved and deepened into a conflict with Achaea and Rome as antagonists.
War was declared by Achaea on Rome. But even after that, the Achaeans
continued to direct their attention towards other Greeks, and the Romans
continued to try to come to terms with the Achaeans. When that failed — well,
the end is known.

According to the narrator, there appears to have been a significant
difference between the Greeks and the Romans.!!! Unlike the Greeks, the
Romans knew how to rule — a know-how they had tried to convey to the
Achaeans, but to no avail. When the Romans had overcome the Achaean

"1 Were the Romans barbarians in the narrator’s view? For a discussion on where Pausanias

might have placed the Romans in the traditional bipolar view of the world as consisting of
Greeks and barbarians, cf. Bowie 1996: 218-221, Swain 1996: 350f.
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Confederacy by military force, they put into practice the advice that they had
tried to make the Achaeans follow, which means, mainly, that they remitted to
some extent the harsh terms of the peace once their wrath had settled. The order
which the Romans established had, according to the narrator, lasted éTu kal é€s
€€, though it was not instituted immediately. The Greeks themselves never
managed to establish a lasting government. Aelius Aristides in his Encomium of
Rome explicitly acknowledges this difference between Greek and Roman
domination.'” A similar sentiment is expressed in the Periegesis. Though the
narrator never says it explicitly, his narrative of the history of Greece gives
ample evidence that he would agree.'"

The interruption in the continuity, viz. Nero’s grand but disastrous
proclamation of freedom, is the exception that proves the rule. That is, the
Greeks are proven to be notoriously incapable of living in peace with one
another if not under constraints from the outside to do so — and not even then
was there any true concord. Moreover, when trying to form an opinion of what
the narrator may have thought about Vespasian’s revocation of freedom for the
Greeks, one should also take into consideration the history of Greece, as
outlined in the Periegesis and as discussed above. According to the Periegesis,
history shows that, for the Greeks, freedom signified a liberty to fight and
quarrel amongst themselves without intervention from an outside power, and to
try to enhance their own community at the expense of others, even if in the long
run it weakened Greece to such a degree that their freedom got lost. Whether
the narrator would agree or disagree with the measure taken by Vespasian,
hinges on whether he would find the political unrest and war, which certainly
would come with freedom, tolerable, when compared to the relative peace and
quiet of the pax Romana.

kaTa oupdopav dpxfis THs Popaiwv, finally, is no obstacle to the above
interpretation of the presentation of Romans in the Periegesis. It is not
necessary to take recourse to either any emendation of the text or any rare
signification of the gloss cupdopd in order to salvage this passage from
expressing a negative sentiment vis-a-vis Roman rule in Greece. Instead,
interpreting the construction of the phrase in the light of other occurrences in

112 Aelius Aristides 26.40-70 Keil (eis Popny).

113 Cf. above chapters 8 and 9.
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the Periegesis of cvudopd with genitive complements, we arrived at the
following translation of the phrase: ‘because of an event affecting the Roman
government’. Further, we suggested that the narrator might be alluding to the
transition from republic to principate. That is, rather than passing judgement on
the Roman rule in Greece, the narrator appears here to be speaking of a specific
past event or process in the Roman government, the tumultuous and difficult
transformation from republic to principate, which ultimately caused the
foundation of a number of new cities in the Greek world.

In sum, in trying to elucidate the view on Roman rule over Greece that the
narrator of the Periegesis might entertain, one should not only take into
consideration what he says about Rome and Romans, but also how he presents
the history of Greece. When this is done, one may question whether, in the
narrator’s opinion, there was any realistic alternative to Roman rule of Greece —
not only because the Greeks have been ruled by them for such a long time, but
also because the Greeks have throughout history shown themselves notoriously
unfit to rule, or even to live side by side without quarrelling with or fighting one
another. He moreover appears to have appreciated the peace he was living
under. The rather stereotyped portraits of the Roman rulers Trajan, Hadrian,
Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius in the Periegesis give some indication of
this. All four waged war in the less central parts of the empire. Trajan, the first
of the four, warred with the intention of expanding the empire.""* But the
narrator takes care to indicate that the other three emperors, Hadrian, Antoninus,
and Marcus Aurelius, waged only defensive wars against either rebellious
subjects or aggressors from the outside.'"” Thus, the empire into which the
Greeks were embedded served as a buffer against invaders. The Greeks
themselves did not have to fight off aggressors, and Greek soil was no longer

the theatre of war against invaders — with some few exceptions.''®

"V 12.6 otTos mpooekThoaTo 6 Baciiebs TéTas Tobs Umep Opdkns 'Oopdn Te TG
amoyévw TG 'Apodkov kat Idpbols ETONépnaev.

15 Trajan V 12.6; Hadrian 1 5.5; Antoninus Pius VIII 43.3-6; Marcus Aurelius (‘Antoninus
the second’ in the Periegesis) VIII 43.6. On the very similar construction of the imperial
portraits, cf. Gurlitt 1890: 276 with n. 22 and Segre 1927: 226 with n. 120. On the portrait of
Antoninus Pius, cf. also Pernot 2001 passim.

116X 34.5, the Costoboci managed to get all the way to Elatea.
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Summary and conclusion of
part 11

The second part of this investigation of the Periegesis has been devoted to a
study of historical Adyot, ‘stories’, in the Periegesis in four separate chapters.
History is only element one in a wide range of subject matter treated in the
narratives embedded in the frame narrative. When studying a work covering
such diverse areas of subject matter as the Periegesis does, it is necessary to be
selective. Therefore, we have chosen to focus on the historical notes in the
work, and in particular to narrow down our investigation to three themes in the
history of Greece. The common denominator for the three separate themes is
Greeks at war, the most common subject matter for ancient historiography. The
themes are defined according to the other party with which the Greeks were
brought into contact through these wars: Greeks against Greeks, Greeks against
others, and Greeks and Romans. Though narrowing down our study of history
in the Periegesis to these three themes, the chosen themes recur so frequently
throughout the whole of the Periegesis that the focus does not become too
narrow. Indeed, when it comes to contact between Greeks — as well as between
Greeks and others for that matter — conflict and war were certainly not its only
manifestation, but war and conflict are the most common representation of it in

the Periegesis.

In chapter 7 the way in which the historical material is introduced in the
Periegesis was discussed in general terms. It is intended to form a transition
between the two parts of this study, from studying the frame to studying a small
portion of the many narratives embedded in it. Moreover, it is a case study of
the narrator’s overall control on the material, using the introductions to the
Laconica and the Arcadica as points of departure. From the study of these two
introductions it appeared very clearly that, at least when it comes to the
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historical material, the narrator carefully seeks out the proper place to introduce
any specific detail or narrative.

The exposition in the Periegesis follows a logic that (hopefully) is
perfectly clear to the narrator. Mostly the reader, too, understands it without
difficulty, but occasionally the reader has to divine the narrator’s logic. For
example, in the introduction to the Laconica, the narrator has chosen to let the
genealogies of the two separate royal houses determine where to introduce
specific events in the history of Sparta (and Greece). One of the consequences
of this decision is that, when the account reaches the Corinthian war, which at
different stages involved kings of both royal houses, the narrator has to present
the event in an reversed chronological order. Since the narrator tells the history
of the Agiads first, we first learn that the Agiad Pausanias was severely affected
by the decision he made at one of the first encounters of the war. Later, in the
Eurypontid genealogy, we learn about the cause of the Corinthian war. The
reason why the narrator has postponed the account of the beginning of the war
is that the actions of the Eurypontid Agesilaus is viewed as causing it. In this
instance, the reader easily understands the logic behind the narrator’s decision
to present matters as he does — partly, or even largely, because he has previously
explained how the subject matter will be presented in the historical introduction
to the Laconica. At other instances the reader remains more or less baffled at
the location in which the narrator chooses to insert a narrative. The narrator’s
decision to introduce the long biography of Philopoemen of Megalopolis
apropos of an empty pedestal in Tegea which once upon a time supported a
statue of Philopoemen, remains one of the great puzzles of the Periegesis, at
least for this reader.

Apart from the narrator’s control over the material, and the care with
which he chooses the location to present the material, one particular feature is of
importance when interpreting the presentation of history in the Periegesis, Viz.
the fact that the same events are mentioned repeatedly, if they concern several
communities. Interconnected with this feature is the care with which the
narrator chooses the location for introducing a specific piece of information —
occasionally there simply is more than one proper place — and the fact that the
narrator throughout the Periegesis is telling the history of Greece through local
history.
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In the other three chapters of this second part, ‘Greeks against Greeks’, ‘Greeks
against Others’, and ‘Greeks and Romans’, the aim has basically been to
challenge the prevalent understanding of Pausanias’ attitudes as regards the
themes treated in the chapters. Firstly, it is maintained that searching the
Periegesis for Pausanias’ (the actual author’s) attitudes, opinions, views or the
like on any subject matter whatsoever is to search in the work for answers it
simply cannot give. What we can hope to find here, as in any other piece of
literature, is the idea or the image of this or that subject matter which the
narrator conveys to the reader through his presentation of matters. Secondly,
regarding the narrator’s presentation of the themes studied in chapters 8-10, it is
argued that in the Periegesis there is not sufficient basis for the prevalent
interpretation of them. When one takes into account a larger collection of
passages, instead of myopically focusing on one or two passages which support
the interpretation one wants to give the text, it appears that other interpretations
are at least possible, perhaps even more probable.

In chapter 8 the assumption that war between Greeks is constantly regretted in
the Periegesis was tested. As it is retold in the Periegesis, the history of Greece
abounds in conflicts and wars between the several Greek communities. In order
not to get lost in the many conflicts, this study of wars of Greeks against Greeks
was limited to the historical introduction to the Messeniaca, which basically is
nothing but a prolonged account of conflicts between the Messenians and other
Greeks, the notices on the Peloponnesian war which occur throughout the
Periegesis, and the rise to and fall from hegemony of the different Greek poleis,
illustrating the instability inherent in the Greek past.

Though we do not claim that the narrator aimed to present the many wars
of Greece in a positive light, one must still concede that the majority of these
are narrated without any comment whatsoever from the narrator. The one
negative comment — uttered apropos of the Peloponnesian war, not by
introducing the first person of Ego but the ...-You — more or less vanishes
among the large amount of neutral narratives of wars between Greeks. In the
Periegesis one moreover can find instances in which Epaminondas’ praise is
sounded for his feats in wars against other Greeks, again not in the first person,
but introducing the ...-You. The fact that the narrator introduces the ...-You
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may on both occasions suggest that the opinions voiced in these instances are
such as the narrator expects others, too, to entertain.

In short, in the Periegesis, warfare between Greeks is presented as a more
or less normal practice among the Greeks, when at liberty to do what they
wanted. Should the narrator be aiming at presenting wars between Greeks in a
negative light, one cannot but concede that he fails miserably in it. It would
rather appear as if his aim is to present relations between Greeks in the past for
what they were, viz. frequent failures at living at each other’s side in harmony.

In chapter 9 the assumption that the narrator uses a community’s participation
or non-participation in the great Greek wars (of defence or resistance) against
outsiders as a basis for judging a community was challenged. Like many of his
contemporaries, the narrator of the Periegesis returns repeatedly to these wars,
viz. the Trojan war, the Persian wars, the battle of Chaeronea, the Lamian war,
and the defence against the Gauls. The wars against the Trojans, Persians,
Macedonians and Gauls are recurrent themes in the Periegesis, the Persian wars
being perhaps the most recurrent one of them all. Only those passages in which
the narrator mentions, and occasionally also comments on, a community’s
participation or non-participation in the wars in question have been of interest in
our study.

These wars against others form a potentially more glorious theme than the
warfare between Greeks in the history of Greece, though the narratives about
them are not constantly tales of success. Certainly, the victories over the
Persians and Gauls were proud moments in the history of Greece, and there is
no denying that the narrator brings up the Persian wars more often than any
other individual conflict, but stressing exclusively this theme at the expense of
others is misleading. Further, the frequent recurrence of the Persian wars in the
Periegesis may simply reflect the frequency with which it is represented in art
and architecture and/or contemporary taste.

Concerning the warfare of Greeks against others, one may note that the
narrator occasionally comments on whether or not a community participated in
these wars. His one and only disapproving comment on non-participation,
specifically the Arcadians’ failure to join the Greeks at Chaeronea, would
probably not have found its way into the Periegesis had it not been for the fact
that Arcadians were later defeated by the Romans on the same battleground.

299



Moreover, just as the narrator’s negative assessment on the war of Greeks
against Greeks vanishes among the large amount of neutral narratives of such
wars, so his disapproving comment apropos of the Arcadians at Chaeronea is
more or less drowned among the mentions without any comment, or mentions
to which the narrator adds some comment explaining why this or that
community was absent. These explanatory comments may either be presented
as the narrator’s own, or renderings of what ‘they say’ (\éyovat or daot), i.e.
tradition or the claims of more or less anonymous informants.

To these may be added a couple of passages in which the narrator
introduces clearly exonerating comments apropos of a community’s joining the
other side. The Thebans were found fighting with the Persians during the
Persian wars. This is a fact that the narrator does not condemn or try to explain
away. Instead he explains that the Thebans at large are not the cause, adding
that the Athenians, too, would have been found fighting with the Persians, had
the wars taken place when they were still under the rule of Pisistratus or the
Pisistratidae. And, apropos of the Heracleots and the Aenianians who chose to
collaborate with the Gauls in order to get rid of them from their lands, thereby
pushing them forwards into the land of other Greeks, the narrator simply
comments that Pindar spoke the truth with his remark that people tend to be
grieved at their own misfortune, whereas the troubles of others do not move
them. The support lent by the Boeotians with all their might for the
Macedonians during the Lamian war, was motivated by a similar drive to
preserve what was one’s own.

Notices like those mentioned above reveal that on the one hand the
narrator has a clear comprehension of the fact that the Greek past included both
Greeks fighting side by side against outsiders, Greeks failing to take part in the
battles against outsiders, and Greeks deciding for various reasons to join the
outsiders against Greeks. On the other hand, such notices also make clear that
the narrator does not hesitate to record such sides of the Greek past that might
be considered sordid by the modern reader.

In other words, according to the Periegesis, concerning wars against
others, participation is not required, and non-participation is to be expected, if
there was no advantage in the deed for one’s own community. Preferably one
should not side with the enemy of the Greeks, but if this is done anyway,
excuses, or rather reasonable explanations, are easy to find. Such conduct might
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not be laudable, but it is not incomprehensible, and above all it does not merit
reproaching comments from the narrator, who appears to be taking a Polybian
stance on such matters — for example, what may appear to be treachery from an
Athenian viewpoint, are prudent measures taken to ensure the best interest of
one’s own community from a Boeotian viewpoint. Moreover, this policy, if it
might be called so, of looking after one’s own interests is presented as one of
the reasons why Achaea rose to a position of power in the wake of the Argives,
Athenians, Lacedaemonians, and Thebans. Among other things, they had not
experienced the devastating effects of war to the same extent as other Greeks.

In chapter 10 the way in which the Romans are presented in the Periegesis was
the object of study. The aim has not been to determine whether Pausanias had
an anti- or pro-Roman bias, since that is a question to which the Periegesis
cannot give any answer. Rather, the purpose of our study of Greeks and Romans
in the Periegesis has been to assess how the interaction between Greeks and
Romans is presented. The procedure in this chapter has been similar to that in
the two preceding chapters, i.e. instead of focusing on a few passages in which
one finds either positive or negative comments regarding individual Romans —
after all, a judgement on an individual applies only to that individual, not to the
collective he is part of — much space has been given to a study of the
introduction to the Achaica, which is the only narrative in the Periegesis in
which the Romans as a collective, though often by proxy of individuals sent to
Greece, are actually found acting.

If the whole of the narrative about the Achaean Confederacy in the
Achaica is taken into account, it is hard to discern any anti-Roman tendency in
it. It reads not as a tale of growing Roman interference in Greek matters and
appropriation of power and land. Rather it reads as a tale of escalating quarrels
and struggles for power between Greeks, mainly Achaeans and
Lacedaemonians, spilling over in ever increasing measure to Rome through the
frequent appeals for arbitration. The decisions for settlement that came from
Rome were more often ignored than abided by. Finally the Romans had had
enough. Without knowing where the line was drawn, the Achaeans had rejected
one proposal too many for settlement. War was decided upon. Suddenly the
narrative changes from a story of inter-Greek quarrels, to a story of invasion of
Greece by foreign troops. The Roman forces appeared in Greece quite
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surprisingly for the Achaean general and his troops, to judge from their flight in
panic. Their appearance in the text, too, though foreboded, comes as a surprise.
In like manner with the Achaeans, the reader — if ignorant of history, of course —
would be expecting continued compliance from Rome. In one sentence the
Achaeans are represented as having rejected an offer from Metellus and
besieging an unwilling member of the Confederacy; in the next the Romans are
marching against the Achaeans. Resistance was offered, but it was to no effect
against the Roman forces. Almost before it had even started, the war was over —
a war that was fought not because of Roman aggression, and almost against
their will.

In addition to the introduction to the Achaica, three further particulars were
considered. First, the fact that the narrator does not mention Flamininus’ famous
declaration of freedom for the Greeks with one word. It was argued that this
circumstance does not necessarily cast an anti-Roman slant on the narrative in
the Achaica. Rather, it shows that the narrator has resisted falling for the
propagandistic claims — Flamininus and the Romans were not the only ones
fighting for the freedom of the Greeks, the same claim was made by others
involved in the warfare of the time.

Secondly, two separate passages were studied, viz. VII 17.3—4 and
VIII 27.1. In the first of these the narrator may be offering us a glimpse of how
he would prefer that his readers perceive certain events in the Graeco-Roman
past and present; in the second one Pausanias is often taken to voice what he
thought about the Roman rule of Greece. Whereas a study of the narrative in the
Achaica can give us an idea of how the narrator construed the interaction
between Greeks and Greeks and Greeks and Romans in the past, these two
passages, though they do not explicitly concern the narrator’s present, and
though he does not explicitly voice an opinion regarding the presence of the
Romans in Greece, are the closest we come to anything of that kind in the
Periegesis.

The narrator’s comment in VIII 27.1, in which it is stated that Megalopolis
is the youngest city in Greece except for the ones in which the inhabitants have
changed kata ovpdopav apxfis ™s Popatov, has for long been used as a
touchstone for determining Pausanias’ attitude vis-a-vis the Romans. The
interpretation of this phrase has varied according to whether one perceives the
author of the Periegesis as having anti-Roman or pro-Roman leanings. We have
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argued that the previous interpretations of this passage appear to be mistaken for
either of the two following reasons. (1) The relation between cupdopd and the
genitive dpxns is given an interpretation it does not have in any other
occurrence in the Periegesis. (2) Taking recourse either to emendations or to
very rare significations of key words in order to give a passage the desired
meaning, must be viewed with distrust. Therefore, we have proposed yet
another interpretation.

Our translation of the passage ‘... because of an event affecting the Roman
government’, is based on the two following observations. (1) Both in the
Periegesis and Greek in general, the most commonly attested meaning of the
noun cupdopd is something that happens, i.e. ‘event’ or, in malam partem,
‘misfortune’. (2) The genitive phrase dpxfis TAs Popaiwv is an attribute to
kaTa ouvpdopdr, designating the one affected by the cupdopd. It was further
suggested that the event affecting the Roman government would be the change
from republic to principate.

Finally, in our discussion about VII 17.3—4, our focus of interest was on
Vespasian’s revocation of Nero’s gift of freedom for the Greeks, particularly the
two comments framing the account of it. In the first one, the narrator comments
that the Greeks were not allowed to enjoy the gift, in the second it is claimed
that the Greeks had forgotten freedom. It was argued that both these comments
need to be interpreted in conjunction with both each other and the overall
presentation of the history of Greece in the Periegesis, particularly the wars of
Greeks against Greeks.

What was the freedom that was not granted the Greeks to enjoy?
Considering the fact that the Greeks are said to have begun to fight one another
again, it would appear that the narrator’s comment refers to that fact. In other
words, when free to do as they pleased, the Greeks did what they had done in
the past, too, viz. fight. Upon regaining their freedom they appear immediately
to have resumed such actions that the history of Greece abounded in — they were
again making history. Had the Greeks been allowed to continue their fighting, it
is very probable that the narrator would have found material from these times to
report in historical notes, just as he finds occasion to bring into the Periegesis
two Roman conflicts which spilled over into Greece and forced at least some of
the Greek communities to choose sides, viz. the Mithridatic war and Augustus’
fighting with Mark Antony.
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However, that the Greeks should use their freedom in such a manner does
not appear to have been what the power granting them their freedom expected.

Indeed, this would not have been the first time the Romans — according to the
Doriogpcic — connted on the (roaka to he ahle ta live gcide hy gide in neace Suech
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pectations of the Greeks were in vain both then and at that occasion — does
this apply to Ego’s ‘now’ too? At all events, Vespasian, not being satisfied with
the way in which the Greeks were using their freedom, made them again subject
to Roman rule, claiming ‘that the Greeks had unlearned their freedom’.
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the claim that the Greeks had forgotten freedom. We have argued that the
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narrator, by inserting the innocent looking ¢1jcas, signals that he is merely
reporting somebody else’s claim that the Greeks did not remember freedom.
Whether or not he himself endorses the view expressed in that claim, does not
appear with certainty from this passage alone. Should one take into account the
€ na

a
history of Greece as presented in the Periegesis, the rator would seem to be

of another opinion. By their actions the Greeks were showing that they still
remembered what they used to do in the past; by his narrative, the narrator
shows that he knew and wanted to remind his readers of what the Greek past
looked like; and by his actions Vespasian in his turn showed his ignorance in
this regard However, whether or not the narrator finds fault with VPQha_Sla‘n g
measure, does not follow from the above. Though he probably does not find
fault with the measure, in order to get a definite answer to that question, one
would need to know whether the narrator would prefer political and military

unrest in Greece over the peace and quiet of the Pax Komana.

The account of Nero’s granting and Vespasian’s revocation of freedom for the
Greeks in the Periegesis appears in a different light should one compare it with
Philostratus’ account in the Vita Apollonii 5.41. In the Vita Apollonii, the
iiberation and the renewed subjugation of the Greeks occur as a background
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Vespasian despite repeated invitations. According to the Vita Apollonii, the
Greeks, when liberated by Nero, enjoyed such peace and harmony as never
before. Moreover, the narrator explains that the civil strife which was the cause

Vespasian’s revocation is nothing but a pretext. Not only those affected by

tank offa tha n

t alany Anollaoning to neoo a
Ut aisC Apoulnius 00K Ciience, e na

304



Apollonius refused to visit Vespasian, and sent no less than three letters to the
emperor on the subject matter. The narrator quotes them — they are all short, and
all censure the emperor for his measure.

It would be interesting to know which of these two accounts — if either —
presents the correct picture of Vespasian’s motivation. Did he allege civil
discord among the Greeks as a pretext, as the narrator of the Vita Apollonii
claims? Or, did the Greeks indeed begin to fight one another, as a result of
which Vespasian revoked the gift of freedom claiming that they no longer knew
how to be free, as the narrator of the Periegesis presents the matter? It would be
most noteworthy if the account in the Vita Apollonii were the correct one, and
the narrator of the Periegesis knew about it, but nevertheless records the one
which we can still read in the Periegesis. Is the narrator of the Periegesis
deliberately bringing to the fore the quarrelsomeness of the Greeks? Be that as it
may, we can at least say for certain that in the Periegesis the blame is not put on
the Roman(s) but on the Greeks themselves.

Bearing the above in mind, one may further wonder whether the narrator has
some specific purpose for repeatedly bringing up the themes of Greeks against
Greeks and Greeks against Others. This question is particularly pertinent
considering the above discussed fact that he only rarely speaks of Greek wars
against Greeks in order to deplore such activities, and of Greeks uniting against
others in order to explicitly either laud those participating or censure those who
fail to participate. Instead, one finds that the narrator repeatedly speaks of Greek
communities deciding to look out for their own advantage, without taking into
consideration the possible common good. One even finds accounts of Greeks
collaborating with the enemy against other Greeks — all reported by the narrator
without introducing any censuring comments.

Has the narrator introduced such narratives with the intention of reminding
his readers of the fact that there are other sides to these well known events, and
other events than those which occur most frequently in both sophistic
declamations on historical themes and in the Periegesis? The readers, who
undoubtedly have had their full of sophistic declamations and other literature in
which the glorious aspects of the great Greek past are brought up again and
again, may have responded to these reminders in the Periegesis in various ways
— if at all. In other words, it may be that the narrator introduces his historical
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notices as a counterbalance to some of the contemporary representations and
notions of the Greek past, such as Plutarch’s carping criticism of Herodotus’
Histories." His aim may have been to call the reader’s attention to another side
of the Greek past. This is a past in which some was good, but much was
uncertain and unsettled; some events and circumstances were laudable, while
much was such that one would not wish to experience it. There was constant
quarrelling and warfare between Greeks, interrupted by a few moments of unity
against an outside aggressor — a unity which upon examination proves to be
only quasi-unity with one or more communities supporting the outsider in order
to promote their own cause at the expense of other Greeks.

! Cf. the excellent observation of Bowen 1992: 137: ‘neither P[lutarch]’s experience nor his
ideals could make much sense of the quarrelsomeness of classical Greece.’
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51 n.72, 147f.
48f.

112f., 238f.
104f., 108 n.57
289 n.99

146

235n.7

217f.

250 n.69

8

217 n.52
161f.

57

292

114 n.74
140f.

72

76 n.43, 170
75n.38

106f.

148f.

57

159f., 235

20 n.52, 159
51 n.72, 56
43

24.8
253
25.3-5
25.3-26.3
25.4
25.5
25.6
25.8
26.4
26.6
27.1
272
27.6
28.7
28.8-11
28.10
28.11
29.2
29.3
29.5
29.7
29.8f.
29.11
29.13
29.14
29.16
31.1-6
31.5
32.1-2
32.3-5

116

230 n.100, 250
252-255
250

234 n.6, 254
253

57

11 n.22
2n.5

54

116f., 239
71,238 n.20
238 n.20
126

8

51 n.72

52

55n.91

149 n.61

80 n.56,235n.7
43 n.47

209 n.14
226

250 n.69
37,41

70

8n.21

102 n.37
8n.21

238
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32.3-34.5 8n.21
325 137
32.6 217
32.7 238
34.1 82f., 250
35.1 37
35.1-36.2 8n.21
35.21. 182
35.41. 47 n.55
36.1 238 n.21
36.2 238 n.21
36.3-39.3 8n.21
36.51. 224 1n.78, 267
36.6 37
37.4 55
38.2f. 125 n.105
38.7 49, 54 n.85
38.8 77
38.9 76f.
39.3 6,47 n.54,53,208 n.7
39.4 217 n.52
39.4-6 182
40.1 37
40.4 218
40.6 71
41.2 38,117 n.83,
133f., 196 n.66
41.3-5 123f.
41.6 37,41
41.8 80 n.56
424 37n.17, 102 n.37
432 70
44.10 217 n.51
Book 11
1.2 85,290
1.3 71f., 75 n.38
1.6 112f.

308

1.71.
22
2.6f.
3.4
3.7
43
4.5
5.4
5.5
8.1-9.5
8.5
9.1-3
9.2
9.3
9.5
12.2
12.3
13.11.
14.1-4
16.5
16.6
17.4
18.8
18.9
18.9-19.1
19.1
19.3
20.1
20.6
21.2
21.9f.
222
22.2f.
23.1
23.6
243
24.7
253

87 n.75

115 n.77

121

55n.91

78

80 n.56, 237 n.16
138

237 n.16

94f.

222 1n.70

190 n.36

190 n.36, 191
192 n.44,212 n.28
73

211 n.26
146f.

50,237 n.16
237 n.16
124f.

243

237 n.16

55 .90, 121f.
236 n.14

80 n.56

237 n.16

44

114

274 n.44

237 n.16

37

125f.

237 n.16

129

237 n.16

37

237 n.16

66, 150 n.64
36 n.9

25.7-26.1 155f.
26.4 78
26.6 36 1.9, 196 n.64
27.3 160f.
274 751n.38
27.6 87 n.75
29.2 80 n.56
30.4 56f., 143 n.44,233 n.5
31.3 97
31.4 102
31.8 70,72
31.10 72
323 37,72
36.7 37, 95f.
37.2f. 96
37.6 55n.90
Book 111

1.1 37
1.1-1.5 187 n.27
1.1-10.5 187-192
1.5 235
1.9 187
2.1-6.9 187 n.27
2.5 43
2.6 190 n.35
32 38,189 n.35
35 189
3.5-7 201
3.8 127 n.115
4.7 201f., 235 n.11
4.7f. 239f.
4.7-10 234 n.6
5.3 36
5.3-6 188
5.5 188,201
6.1 201,253 n.81
6.3 212 n.27



6.9 190
7.1 93
7.1-10.5 187 n.27
7.5 43,1491n.61, 189 n.35
7.6 190 n.35
7.10f. 200
7.11 222
8.6 200
9.1 225
9.11. 200f.
9.1-3 225
9.1-11 188 n.31
9.1-13 188f.
9.2 222 1n.71
9.71. 225f.
9.9-12 225f.
9.11 189
10.3f. 105¢1.
10.5 190
10.6 151
10.7 37,191
11.1 47 n.54
11.4 289 n.101, 290
11.8 189 n.35
12.1 48
12.3 37
12.3f. 202
12.10 73
13.2 103 n.39, 288 n.98
144 190 n.35
14.9 202 n.90
15.10 189 n.35
15.11 144 n.48
17.4 164 n.91
17.6 140 n.33
17.7 233 n.5
18.5 123 n.100
18.9 51

18.10 51
18.15 135
19.7 154
20.4 202 n.90
20.6 80
254 20
25.7 128 n.117
Book IV

1.1-3.2 208
1.1-29.13 207-216
2.1 102f., 138 n.21
32 208,236 n.12
33 236
3.3-6 208, 235
3.6 236
4.1-5.5 213
4.1-14.5 209
4.3 213
4.4 213
5.7 37
5.8 213 n.34
59 215 n.45
6.5 43
9.3 272 n.31
9.3-10 215
12.6 272 n.31
12.7 226 n.87
14.1-6 209
14.6 213
14.6-21.12 209
16.7 216
16.8 215
16.9 215 n.45
16.91. 216
17.1 216
17.2-5 201 n.89, 214
17.4f. 189 n.34

17.5 226 n.82
17.9 215
19.2 215
21.10 272 n.31
22.1-23.10 209
224 272 n.31
243 57,289 n.99
24.5-7 209
25.1-10 209f.
25.1-26.2 209f.
25.5 238
26.1f. 210
26.3-27.8 210
26.4 226
26.5 210
26.6 272 n.31
27.9-11 202 n.90, 210
28.1 211
28.2  211,247f.,262n.118
28.2f. 234 n.6
28.3 208, 211, 253, 260
28.4 248 n.58
28.4-8 211
28.71. 201 n.89, 211 n.25
29.1-5 211
29.6 212
29.7 192 n.44
29.9 192 n.44, 212
29.10f. 212
29.11f. 212
29.12 199 n.80
29.13 52,215
31.1 283f.
315 128 n.117
31.7 36,37
322 211 n.26
323 99 n.28
335 49
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34.5 184
35.10 150 n.63
36.6 238 n.21
Book V

1.1 80 n.56, 236
1.2 67, 170, 290
4.5 36n.9
4.7-9 234 n.6
49 247f., 248 n.60, 253
5.9 96f.
6.5 2251n.79
8.5 36n.9,37n.13
10.1 161
11.4 135
11.11 99 n.28
12.3 128 n.115
12.6 295 n.115
14.4 8,47, 51f.
14.4-15.12 8
14.5 2n.5
14.6 40 n.31
14.10 8
15.4 42
159 37
16.4 126 n.109
20.8 87 n.75
20.9 76
21.1 37,149 n.61
23.1f. 242f., 243
23.1-3 219,234 n.6
23.3 83,243,290
23.5 100
24.4 109f.
24.6 38
24.10 99 n.30
25.1 290
26.3 37
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27.12

Book VI
1.1f.
2.4
2.10f.
3.8
3.16
4.6f.
5.3
6.11
7.6
8.5
9.6-8
10.2
10.8
12.8
15.6
15.8
15.9
15.10
17.1
18.2
18.4
18.7
19.2
19.4f.
20.1
20.4f.
21.3-5
22.5
22.8
24.9
252
253
26.1f.
26.10

134

45-47
190f.
211 n.21
36n.11, 118-120
222 n.71
254 n.84
254

140 n.30
222 n.71
36 n.11
195 n.57
272 n.31
38
95n.16
37
135n9
74
37,39 1n.29
37 n.13, 150 n.63
140 n.30
272 n.31
134n.9
139

101

37

228

17f.

37

158

98f.

110

110

136

150 n.63

Book VII
1.1
1.5-8
5.1

5.4
5.9

6.3
6.3f.
6.3-8
6.5
6.71.
6.8f.
6.8-7.1
6.9

7.1
7.1-16.10
7.3
7.31.
7.4-6
7.6

7.7
7.7-9
8.1-3
8.3f.
8.4-6
8.6
8.6-9
9.1

9.2
9.3f.
9.5
9.6f.
9.7
10.1
10.1-5
104
10.5
10.7

80 n.56
236 n.14
85

237

88 n.75
236
241f.
234 n.6

253f.,262n.118

261

223-230, 282 n.77

201 n.89
250 n.70

242,261, 289 n.99

266-279
190

192 n.44, 268 n.14

267

224 1n.78
267
2671
268
268,272
268

199 n.80
269
269f.
270

270

270
270f.
272

271

201 n.89, 271f.
254,255
255,272
272



10.8-10
10.9
10.10
10.11
10.11f.
1LIf.
11.3
11.4
11.4-8
11.7-12.3
12.4-9
13.1-8
14.1
14.2f.
14.4
14.4-7
15.1f.
153
153-6
15.5
15.6
15.7-11
16.1-4
16.7f.
16.9f.
16.10
17.1f.

17.2
17.3
17.3-4
17.4
17.5
17.6
17.6f.
17.7
17.13f.
18.6

272
272f.
273

273

273
273f.
274

224 n.78
274f.
275
275f.
276

276
276f.
277

277
277f.
238, 249
278

288 n.98
248-250
278

278

278

278

74, 80, 278f.
201 n.89,
223-230, 282
250 n.70
282f.
282, 303-305
284f.

93

85

119 n.87
80 n.59
119 n.87
261

18.7 290
18.8 290
18.10 36
20.6 67f., 261
22.6f. 100f.
23.7 133 n.5
23.7f. 123 n.97
244 73
25.2f. 217 n.52
25.51. 243 n.42
26.1-9 17 n.41
26.4 80 n.59
Book VIII

1.1-3 193
1.4 194
1.4-6 194
1.4-5.13 193-197
2.1 117 n.84
2.11. 194
2.2-7 194-196
2.4 195
2.5 195
2.6f. 184 n.11
3.1-7 196
4.1 196
4.4 80 n.56
4.6 36n.9, 196
5.1 95 n.16, 117, 196
52 197
5.5 751n.38
5.6 197
5.7 197
59 196
5.10 197
5.13 197
6.1-3 197,234 n.6
6.2 225 n.80, 248, 253

6.3

6.6
7.4-6
8.2f.
8.5-12
8.10
8.11
8.12
9.7
10.2
10.5-9
11.5¢.
11.5-12
11.9
11.11
14.5-7
15.5
16.3-5
17.3f.
17.4
18.6
19.3
20.2
21.2
22.1
22.8
22.8f.
23.41.
24.10
24.11
252
25.51.
25.7
27.1

27.1-8
27.1-16
27.3-7

198,260, 262 n.118

36 0.9

248 .60

117 n.84, 122
198

227,270 n.22
191, 192 n.44
283

88

681.12, 85
191, 198

184

198, 219f.
227

220 n.62
139¢.

150 n.64

138

202

99

115f.

288 .98

73

103

47

82

75

72f.

235

74

41

142 n.37
541n.85

201 n.87, 243,
286-291, 302f.
210n.18

198

75
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27.10 248,253

27.12 2n.5
27.13f. 191
27.151. 192 n.44
27.16 199, 244
28.4f. 235
28.7 165 n.94, 192 n.44
33.1-4 201 n.89
35.1 157
35.7 70 n.19, 75f.
36.6 191 n.42
37.6 55n91
37.9 551n.90
37.12 97 n.24
38.7 56,99 n.30, 105 n.43
39.1 150 n.63
41.2 128
414 128
41.4f. 135f.
41.6 136
41.10 99 n.30, 127f.
42.1-13 141-145
42.4 54 n.85, 142
42.5 142f.
42.11 143
42.12 144
42.13 144
43.1 48
43.1-6 198
43.3-6 295n.115
43.6 295 n.115
46.1-4 201 n.89
473 37
48.4f. 196 n.65
49.1 198
49.1-52.6 199,222 n.70
49.2 289 n.100
49.4f. 192 n.44
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51.1-3
51.5-8
52.1
52.1-5
522
523
524
52.41.
52.5

Book IX
2.4
2.5f.
5.10f.
53
6.11.
6.1-6
6.4
6.51.
6.5-7.4
7.4
9.1-5
13.1-15.6
13.2
13.11
15.6
18.3f.
19.7
23.7
24.3
25.1
253
25.51.
27.2
28.2
29.1f.
30.3
314

268

212n.30

217 n.52, 220
201 n.89

220

221

227

221f.

391n.29, 253 n.80

43

238

126f

101f.

244,263 n.121
234 1.6

226 n.87, 227 n.90

251

229f.

283

229

222 n.70
272 n.31
226 n.87
228

118

71f.

35

36n.11

79, 149f.
136f., 151-153
49

55

94 n.12

98f.

57f.,97 n.23
140 n.30

32.7
329
332
33.6
34.1
35.7
38.1
38.9f.
39.5-14
39.14
40.7-9
40.10

Book X
1.1
1.1-9
1.3

1.7
2.1

2.3

34

4.1
4.2
4.2f.
4.4
5.5-32.1
7.3

8.1
8.1-5
8.3
9.7-10
9.11
11.6
12.10
12.11
13.9
15.2
16.4

225n.79
137 n.19
80 n.56
292 n.109
79

84

82f.

98 n.26
144 n45
37

251

252

80 n.56
228

234 n.6
228 n.95
234 1.6, 242
66

234 1n.6, 260
204

204

204

73

2n.5

288 n.98
80 n.59
73 n.33
260 n.110
218f.

214 n.38
218f.

97

74f.

242 n.29
256 n.93
256 n.93



187 256 .93
194 255n.91
19.5 42, 256f.
19.5-23.14 255-261
20.1 M3
20.1f. 234 n.6,263 n. 122
20.1-5 238
20.3-5 234 1.6, 258
20.5 37
20.8 259
21.1-6 258
Other Greek texts
Ael. VH 12.61 2n.5

Aristid. 26.40-57 224 n.76

26.40-70 207, 294
Alcm. fragm. 21 Page 124
Archil. fragm. 91 West 108
Arist. Ath.Pol. 23.3 220 n.66

Pol. 1271b1-10 213 n.34
Athenagoras Leg. 17  2n.5

Dem. 18.295f. 271 n.27
Diod. Sic. 11.29.3 237n.19

14.86.6 226 n.82
16.86.6 251n.74
18.11.31. 254 n.85
Hdn. 3.2.8 224
Hdt. 1.1.2 80 n.80
1.23f1. 128 n.115
1.78.2 133 n.6
232 42 n43
2,103 74 n.36
2.14.1 52
2281 56 n.92

22.6 261 n.115
22.8f. 259f., 264 n.123
229 260
22.12 258 n.103, 258f.
22.13 259
23.1-7 2n5
23.11-13 259
243 58,97
304 80 n.56
31.3f. 109 n.58
31.12 108f.
2.291. 145n.51
2.56.1 80 n.56
2.105 52077
3313 133n.6
430.1 42 n43
4.79.2 37n.17
4.81.2 37n.17
5.82-87 233 n.5
5973 250 n.69, 272 n.29
6.19.2 43 n45
6.55 57 n.94
6.69.2 37n.17
7.132 247 n.56
7.139.1 58 1n.99
7.1523 119f.
7.205 246 n.52
7.222 246 n.51
7.233 246 n.54
8.44.2 80 n.56
855 238 n.20
895.1 37n.17
8.96 238 n.21

Hom. h.Hom. 2.474-476 125

322 37

32.18 94
342 283 n.81
34.4 281, 283 n.81
345 68,88n.75,295n.116
35.2f. 237
357 57,137 n.18
38.1 35,50
384 290
38.6 37
38.10 40n.32, 114
11. 2.604 138
3.3-7 112
16.185 196
17.306-308 204
23.6791. 126
24.609 126

0d. 11.271-274 126
11.581 204
11.582-592 108

Isae. De Arist. 20 226 n.82
Isoc. Plataicus 27 226 n.82

Longus 2.253-293  2n.5
Lucian Syr.D. 11~ 119n.88

30 145n.51
Lycurg. Leoc. 81  2371n.19

Philostr. VA 5.41 285
n.87, 304f.
6.10f. 2n5

Phot. Bibl. 73a—b Bekker
186
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Pind. fragm. 243 Snell 124 866D-867B 246 38.10.1-5 276 n.54

Pind. Nem. 1.53 260 8678 247 n.57 Ps.-Scyl. Periplus 34 74 n.36
Pl. Resp. 491E 283 n.80 868B-F 284 n.84
Plut. Alex. 77.4f. 116 n.79 872D 247 Stesich. fragm. 5 Page 196
Arist. 7.71. 220 n.66 874A 245n.49 Suda k 688 288 n.96
Flam. 10.5 280 n.70 Phil. 21.10-12 199 £110 288 n.96
10-12 280 Poil. 7.37 2n3 Syll* 814 283n.79
11.3-7 207 Polyb. 3.19.11 211 n.26
12.13 282 433.6 214 n.36 Thuc. 1.2.1 80 n.56
15.1 281 18.13.1-15.16 271 n.27 1.10.2 193 n.48
Mor. 186A-B 221 n.66 i8.42-48 280 3.62.31. 244 n.46
S48E-F 214n.36 18.46.5 280 3.101 101 n.35
857A 245 18.47.6-10 280
863C-D 120 n.89 22.12.8 270 Xen. Hell. 3.53 226 n.82
864C-865F 246 38.93-5 276 n.54
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