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striking. Visitors enjoy the sight of Praxiteles' Aphrodite, who is naked 7TA¥ oaa Tfj 
hEp!J XELPt "T�v alllw ;.,)l'YJ(Jfnws €mKp{m"TELv. It is possible that Ovid too was thinking 
of such a statue when he wrote: 'ipsa Venus pubem, quotiens velamina ponit/prote­
gitur laeva semireducta manu' (AA 2.613-14).17 

The play of allusions is stunning: the girl, analogized to a statue, hides her 
Evpwms, even as the description of her supple buttocks summons up descriptions 
of a statue of that very river. What she hides, however, is a part that is dank in 
another and, for the poet, less appealing way-and this too lies hidden in the 
river's name. 
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POLYBIUS ON 'SEEING' AND 'HEARING': 12.271 

(§ 1) SvEiV yO.p Ovrwv KaT D. 1>Vatv Ws iiv er TLVWV Opy6.vwv �p.'iv, oTs 7TclvTa 7Tvv8av6p.e0a KaL 
7TOAVrrpay/looVOV/lo€V [aKo1jS" Ka1 opaaEwS'], aA'f}fJLVWTEpaS' 0' OiJ<J"iS' ofJ /1-LKpijJ T1jS' opaaEWS' KaTa 
TOV 1/paKAE!TOV o<f>8aA!l-o1 yap TWV lVTWV aKptf3£anpot !1-UPTVp€1' - (§2) TO{JTwV Tt/1-aLO> T�V 
�S�w f.LEV, 
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KafJarrEp €V TOL> UVWTEpov 'Y//1-IV a€0'f}AWTUI. (§4) a, 'f}V a UITIUV TUVT'f}V E<JX€ T'f}V atp€<71V EVXEpE> 
KaTa/1-afJEiv. OTI Ta !1-EV EK TWV f3vf3>.lwv avvaTal 7TOAV7Tpay/loov€La8at xwp1> Ktv8Vvov Ka1 
KaKo1Ta8tdas. EO.v TtS' aVrO roVro 1rpovo1J8fl p.6vov Ware Aa�e'iv � 1r6Ar.v Exovaav inrOJLVTJJLO:rwv 
rrA1)8o� � f3v�>.w8�K'f}V rrov yEL;v•waav. (§5) �017TO� Ka;aKE�/1-Evov �pwvtiv 0€1 TO �'f}TOV/1-Evov
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avyKp!VE!V TU� TWV 7T�OY€rOVOTWV �vyypa</>EWV a-yvota>, UV€V' 7TU<J"i� KUK?7TafJELa>.' (§6) "/ 0� 
rroAvrrpay11-oavv"' rroAA'f}> !1-EV rrpoaOELTat TaAai7Twpta> Kat Oarrav"'>, !1-EYa 0€ n av11-f3aAAETUL Kat 
11-f:ywTov ean 11-f:po> T1j> iaTopla>. Polybius 12.27.1 6 (ed. Biittner Wobst) 

(§1) We naturally have two, as it were, tools, by which we learn and research everything, 
[hearing and sight,] but of these the sight is by a long way more truthful, according to 
Heraclitus-for the eyes are more accurate witnesses than the ears. (§2) Of these Timaeus 
embarked on his research by the more pleasant but lesser route. (§3) For he completely 
avoided the things done through sight, but applied himself to the things done through 
hearing. And given that the latter has two parts, <he engaged in> the part that is done 
through documents, but acted lazily in the part involving examining witnesses, as I showed 
earlier. (§4) It is easy to understand his reason for making this choice. Things from books 
can be researched without danger and hardship, if the person simply has the foresight to 
adopt a city well supplied in documents or a library somewhere nearby. (§5) All that is left 
is to lie back and search out what one is looking for and compare the mistakes of previous his­
torians without any hardship. (§6) But polypragmosyne3 needs a great deal of labour and 
expense, but is immensely useful and is the most important part of history. 

In this famous passage Polybius, like various other ancient historians, distinguishes 
between two methods of researching history: by the 'eyes'--rimarily personal 

17 M. Janka, Ovid Ars Amatoria. Buch 2. Kommentar (Heidelberg, 1997), ad loc. suggests 
that the reference is to the Cnidian Aphrodite of Praxiteles or, more probably, to a statue that 
stood on the Capitoline hill. 

1 My thanks to Roger Brock, Malcolm Heath and Chris Pelling for their comments on earlier 
drafts of this note. 

2 The lacuna must cover some phrase like 'engaged in': Biittner Wobst proposes 11-f:pov> 
</>tA07TOVW> avnlxETO, Pedech suggests �1/JaTO. 

3 For the significance of this word see below. 
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autopsy--or by the 'ears' -hearsay, including reading earlier accounts.4 But Frank 
Walbank has recently claimed that the argument here is internally contradictory:5 

Polybius, while initially (§1) asserting the superiority of 'seeing' over 'hearing', 
goes on (§3) to identify interrogating eye-witnesses as part of the function of the 
'hearing', and then (§6) to call it 'the most important part of history' (p.€ytCJTov 
�an p.€pos riJs 1CJToplas).6 However, Walbank's interpretation is based on a misreading 
of the argument of the passage-albeit an understandable one, given the looseness of 
Polybius' wording. It is worth setting out both the error and the solution in a little 
detail, since the logic of the passage has never received a proper analysis. 

Walbank: appears to assume the following analysis: 

(A) Polybius (§ 1) distinguishes 'seeing' from 'hearing', but claims (§2) that Timaeus 
(his target here, as elsewhere in Book 12) only engaged in the latter. 
(B) Polybius then (§3) divides hearing into (i) that involving reading documents (roil 
p.€v oul. TWV inrop.V'YJp.arwv) and (ii) questioning eye-witnesses ( r6 o€ 7rEpt TUS 
avaKplans), and here too Timaeus (he alleges) engaged only in (i). 
(C) In order to explain Timaeus' choice, Polybius introduces an elaborate antithesis: 
reading documents (ra p.€v �K rwv {3v{3Atwv) can be done safely (§§4-5), whereas (§6) 
� o€ 1roAv1rpayp.oavv'YJ 7rOAAiJs ... 1rpoaOE'irat ra/.amwplas Kat Oa7rav7Js; this is p.f:ywrov 
... p.f:pos riJs 1aroplas. 

Thus it is natural, as Walbank: does, to take the antithesis in (C) as elaborating on 
the division in (B), with ra p.€v �K rwv {3v{3/.lwv corresponding to roil p.€v ota rwv 
imop.v'Y"jp.arwv, and � OE 1rOAV7rpayp.oavV'YJ to r6 OE 7rEpt ras avaKplans. According to 
this, � 1roAv1rpayp.oavv'YJ refers to questioning eye-witnesses, and it is that which is 
being described as 'the most important part of history'. 

However, although Polybius' antitheses appear naturally to invite such a reading, it 
is not a possible one, for two reasons: 

(a) Earlier in the passage (§§1, 2, 4) Polybius three times uses 1roAv1rpayp.ovE'iv to 
describe any form of historical research, including through reading books-he 
indeed uses it in the first part of the antithesis in (C) to describe Timaeus' 
own activity. And this is entirely consistent with Polybius' usage elsewhere 
(see esp. 12.25e.l, 12.25i.2, 12.26.9, 12.27a.3, 12.28a.3-4).7 Hence it cannot 

4 On this distinction see J. Marincola, Authority and Tradition in Ancient Historiography 
(Cambridge, 1997), 63 86. 

5 F. W. Walbank, Polybius, Rome and the Hellenistic World (Cambridge, 2002), 10. 
Walbank had thirty years earlier (Polybius (Berkeley, 1972), 72 3) identified the same contra­
diction as arising, not within 12.27, but between 12.4c.3 (in which questioning eye-witnesses is 
described as Kvpu.o-rarov rfJs ICJToplas) and 12.28a.7 (in which 7TvvllavEalla• 7Tapa rwv ElM-rwv 
EKaCJTa rwv 7Tpay,.6.-rwv is implied to be -ro 7Tavrwv €Aax•CJTov Kal pij.arov). In this case, 
however, the reason for the discrepancy appears to be that in the latter passage Polybius is 
making a distinction between the mere listening to witnesses and the background knowledge 
which gives one the ability to cross-examine them properly the former is easy and unimpor­
tant, the latter is vital. Cf. G. Schepens, 'Some Aspects of Source-Theory in Greek 
Historiography', Ancient Society 6 (1975), 257 74 [at 268 72]; K. Sacks, Polybius on the 
Writing of History (Berkeley, 1981), 203 9. 

6 The question of whether there is an internal contradiction in 12.27 is separate from the more 
commonly discussed question of whether the argument in 12.27 is compatible with the position 
that Polybius adopts elsewhere, especially 12.25e: on this see e.g. G. Schepens. 'The Bipartite 
and Tripartite Divisions of history in Polybius (XII 25e & 27)', Ancient Society 5 (1974), 277
87; Sacks (n. 5), 21 66, especially 24 6. 

7 Contra Sacks (n. 5), 56 8, who denies that there is any consistency in Polybius' use of the 
word, except that it is 'throughout book xii. . .  associated with toil, expense, and danger' (57). 
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be the case that the cognate noun is here used to mean the questioning of eye-wit­
nesses specifically as opposed to other forms of investigation. 

(b) In order to demonstrate the truth of his contention here, Polybius goes on 
(12.27.7-11) to cite in support Ephorus, Theopompus, and Homer. But he 
does not cite them because they endorse the importance of questioning witnesses, 
but because they support the importance of the historian's possession of personal 
knowledge, both in terms of autopsy of the specific events (which is Ephorus' 
point) and wider experience of such things as warfare and oratory (which is 
what he derives from Theopompus and Homer). §6 must therefore include 
these aspects of historical writing. 

The real interpretation is ready to hand. The antithesis in (C) does not in fact elab­
orate on the division in (B). What it rather does is introduce a new contrast between 
Timaeus' lack of effort and research, and the hard work of the good historian. Thus � 
1ToAv1rpayp.oa6vTJ in §6 refers to all the historian's activities in research, exactly as it 
does elsewhere in the passage. But, crucially, it is prescriptive rather than descriptive 
(hence 7TpoaDEi:Tat}-this is the sort of effort that is required if research is to be done 
properly. 8 And it is research involving such effort-which thus includes both ques­
tioning eyewitnesses and autopsy-which is described as p.l:ytaTov . . . p.tpos T�s 
1aTop[as, and which is then justified by reference to Ephorus, Theopompus, and 
Homer. This is loose phrasing on Polybius' part, since it is not � 1ToAv1rpayp.oa6vTJ 
as a whole which is the subject of the second half of the sentence, as the strict 
gramar implies, but only the type of 1ToAv1rpayp.oa6vTJ which conforms to the con­
ditions set out in the first part of the sentence. It is however comprehensible, and 
the only reading which makes sense of both the logic and the wording. 

Consequently Polybius' reasoning in this passage is entirely consistent. History­
writing can be divided into that requiring effort (including both autopsy and interro­
gating witnesses), and that which does not (using books). The former is 'the most 
important part of history'. But the history-writing which requires effort can itself 
be further subdivided into that which involves 'seeing' and that which involves 
'hearing', and of those, the former is more accurate than the latter. The inferior effort­
less research, on the other hand, is all done by 'hearing'. 
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AUTOCASTRATION OR REGICIDE? LUCIAN , DE DEA SYRIA 201 

The king of Assyria has ordered his friend Combabus to accompany queen Stratonice 
to the Holy City and there to help her to build a votive temple to Hera. Immediately 

This is doubly wrong. Polybius uses the term in this context to refer to research (of any sort), and 
the examples that Sacks gives of different meanings are simply specific applications within that 
general semantic range. And Polybius explicitly uses the term of the researches of Timaeus, 
which he directly says did not involve toil, expense, and danger. 

8 With Polybius' sentiments here one can compare Thucydides 1.20.3, who likewise points 
out the general need for -raAamwpia if one is to determine the truth; so too Theopompus FGrH 
115F26 (= Dion. Ha!., Pomp. 6) emphasizes the importance to the historian of 11"apaaK£v� and 
8amiv11. 

1 I am grateful to Professor Donald Russell for helpful comments. 




