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Abstract

This dissertation examines a way of reading Homer in antiquity that I call Homeric
supplementation, which involved the imagination of motives, events, places, and
circumstances that had been left out of Homer’s text. My purpose is to demonstrate
the prevalence of this creative filling-in of the Homeric world in antiquity, describe its
mechanics, trace its origins, outline the intellectual culture which fostered it, and
analyze how readers elaborated on its principles. I hope to show that Homeric
criticism could be a productive, inventive endeavor.

I consider a wide range of ‘readers’ (historians, orators, geographers, and poetic
critics), but several concepts unite their approaches toward Homer: their privileging of
verisimilitude and probability, their tendency to think of Homeric epic in terms of
‘problems’, and their interest in conjecture and inference. Chapter One provides an
overview of Homeric criticism, concentrating on the concerns with the plausibility and
coherence of Homeric narrative that justified supplementing Homer on these
grounds; Aristotle’s Poetics 25 and Homeric Problems are primary texts.

In Chapter Two Iexamine the methods of archaiologia, or the study of the distant
past, whose practitioners (e.g., Thucydides) also attempted to supplement Homer,
albeit on the grounds that his world coincided with the historical world of the heroes.
Herodotus’ excursus on Helen in Egypt illustrates how supplementation was
employed even when Homer was judged wrong.

Through a study of Strabo’s Geography, Chapter Three examines an important
methodological element of reading Homer: the need to imagine Homer’s personality.

and compositional methods to justify reading his poetry for detailed information.



Strabo both fashions a Homer and develops of compositional theory which are part of
his larger project to reconnect to a lost heroic age.

Dio Chrysostom’s Chryseis and Trojan Oration are the focus of Chapters Four and
Five. In one, Dio speculatively reconstructs Chryseis’ personality from the scanty
Homeric evidence, while he rewrites heroic history in the other (Troy won; Hector
killed Achilles) by reading Homer ‘against the grain’. Dio fully exploits the
possibilities inherent in Homeric supplementation, and exemplifies the creativity,

playfulness, and sophistication that ancient readers of Homer brought to his text.



Intreduction

“CRAVING FOR MAXIMAL WORLDS”
WITH ILLUSTRATIONS FROM PLUTARCH

How many philologists, who do not believe in the historicity of
Trimalchio...confuse fiction and reality no less and force
Petronius...to compete with real life. They wish to determine
the exact season of Trimalchio’s banquet and resolve textual
contradictions in which fruits from different seasons are placed
together.

—Paul Veyne!

One of the vignettes in the fifth book of Plutarch’s Table Talk treats a celebrated
problem in ancient Homeric criticism: the phrase found at Iliad 9.203: “mix the wine
stronger” (CwopdTepov B¢ képaie). At this point in the epic, Odysseus, Phoenix and
Ajax, as we recall, have arrived at Achilles’ tent to convey Agamemnon’s offer of repa-
rations. Along with other preparations, Achilles orders Patroclus to “mix stronger
wine” for his guests, “because they are most dear” to him. To the symposiasts partici-
pating in Plutarch’s dinner conversation, if CcopéTepov was taken to mean, as it nor-
mally did, “stronger” (i.e., more unmixed (&kpatéTtepov)), Achilles would appear ri-
diculous (yeAoios) and “in an awkward position (év &téTrep Tvi),” since unmixed

wine was associated with drunkenness.2 To resolve the problem, they have recourse to

1 Veyne (1988), 98.
2 677e. As Plutarch notes, Zoilus of Amphipolis, the notorious fourth century B.C.E.
Homeric critic, had been among the first to raise this objection.



the popular ancient “solution from the diction” (AUois €k Tijs AeE€ws).3 Recognizing
that Homer’s language reflected archaic usage, one could bypass a difficulty in sense
by positing, usually via etymological or philological maneuvering, that the word or
phrase in question had meant something different in Homer’s time. Could
CwpdTepov have signified something more appropriate than “stronger”? Niceratus
glosses the phrase as “mix the wine warmer”; Sosicles as “mix the well-mixed wine”
(adding that Homer often uses the comparative interchangeably with the positive);
Antipater as “mix the older [more aged] wine”; and Plutarch himself adds the possi-
bility (though he doesn’t believe it) “mix the wine faster.”+

At this juncture, however, Plutarch interjects a different kind of solution that rep-
resents, albeit in a somewhat restricted fashion, the more inventive way of reading
Homer which is the focus of this dissertation. Rather than changing the definition of
the problematic word, Plutarch instead tries to find a context in which Achilles’ alleg-
edly inappropriate remark might be rendered more explicable. In doing so he trans-
forms the problem into an opportunity to imagine circumstances and motivations not
explicitly mentioned by Homer.

For Plutarch, Achilles made his request because he “knew that older men like

Phoenix and Odysseus prefer their wine strong rather than watery.” (677F) Moreover,

3 See Combellack (1987).

4 This was also Aristotle’s solution in the Poetics (1461a14-16): “And again "mix it
stronger” may mean not undiluted as for drunkards but quicker (T6 CcopdTepov B¢
KEPALE OU TO &kpaTov s olvopAuEiv aAA& To 8aTtTov).” See Lucas (1968), ad
loc., who notes, “there appears no justification for any sense other than ‘stronger’.”
The same series of solutions are given in Athenaeus, Deipnosophists 10.6.423e. For
more in-depth discussion of the Homeric passage and meaning of CcopdTepov, see the
bibliography in Fuhrmann’s (ed.) (1978) note on 677e.



as a student of Chiron and thus experienced in dietary matters,5 Achilles believed that
a weaker, milder wine was appropriate for himself and Patroclus, since they were idle
from battle and whiling away the time on the beach, while a much stronger mixture of
wine was required for men weary from combat. Furthermore, the same logic also ex-
plains why Achilles’ horses are depicted (uniquely) eating parsley (c€Aivov) at Iliad
2.775; Achilles chose this light dietary measure as appropriate for horses that are ex-
periencing an unaccustomed idleness.6

None of this ’knowledge’, none of these motives, is ever explicitly attributed to
Achilles in the Iliad; Homer never explains why Achilles wants to serve stronger wine
to his guests (nor for that matter why his horses are eating parsley). Presented with
this motivational lack in the Homeric account, the other symposiasts eliminate it by
redefining a word; Plutarch, however, fills in the gap with his own reconstruction of
Achilles’ motivations. All of a sudden, at the end of Plutarch’s answer, rather than the
dead end of a lexical correction, we are presented with an expansion and elaboration
of the Homeric narrative; we know a little bit more about Homer’s world than we did

before.

Homeric Supplementation

This brief example only deals with a single line, but it represents a very common
way of reading Homer in antiquity that I call Homeric supplementation. The purpose
of this dissertation is to examine this process of creative filling-in of the Homeric

world, demonstrate its prevalence, describe its mechanics, trace its origins, outline the

5 Thinking no doubt of Iliad 11.830-2.

6 Plutarch also hypothesizes that Achilles was never much of a wine-drinker
(piAowos) even before his refusal to fight.



intellectual culture which fostered it, and analyze how individual readers followed and
elaborated on its principles. These include Aristotle, Herodotus, Thucydides, Li-
banius, and Strabo, but the central author examined is Dio Chrysostom, who in his
short dialogue Chryseis and the tour de force Trojan Oration, best exploits the crea-
tive possibilities inherent in this method of reading Homer in the playful, sophisti-
cated, and intentionally perverse fashion so characteristic of his discourse.

By creatively filling-in the gaps and indeterminacies within the poetry, these an-
cient readers systematically imagined motives, events, places, and states of affairs that
were left out of Homer's text, and endeavored to reconstruct the narrative world of the
Iliad and the Odyssey in all of its topographical, psychological, and plot-specific detail.
The vast majority of these readings, like Plutarch’s, arise from hints and traces imag-
ined to inhere within the Homeric text itself, usually through the intentional subtlety
of the poet. The results display considerable variation in tone and sophistication, but
point to a shared interest on the part of ancient readers in exploring what Homer left
unspoken, and reconstituting it in their own writing.

Perhaps the best description of this interpretative activity is provided by James
Kugel in his study of a type of ancient Jewish exegesis he calls narrative expansion,
which proceeds by “actually expanding the narrative content of the biblical text,
boldly asserting that...other words or actions not specified in the text actually accom-
panied what is specified.” Such readings operated under the assumption that biblical

stories were “fundamentally elliptical”:

the narrative was believed to say much in a few words and often to omit
essential details, leaving a number of details to be filled in by the inter-
preter ...[this] seem(s] to have generated an extraordinary amount of
“filling-in” ...Any little item ...an apparently unnecessary repetition, a
logical inconsistency, an unusual grammatical form, a no longer under-



stood word or phrase—could generate a wealth of additions to the nar-
rative, for interpreters tended to regard all such things as opportunities,
nay. invitations, issued by the Bible itself, to create some new bit of ac-
tion or dialogue.””

Despite the considerable differences between biblical and Homeric exegesis,
Kugel’s characterization could work equally well for the latter, illustrating a formal
similarity in approach that underlay both activities, whatever their variance in con-
tent.8 For Homeric narrative supplementation also invariably took its cue from prob-
lems encountered in the text—moments when a reader experienced a brief short-
circuit in the narrative flow. And as we saw in Plutarch, the necessity to solve such
problems could function as an impetus to the reader’s imaginative reconstruction. In
the grammatical field, Homer’s silences were theorized explicitly as intentional—the
term xaTa TO clwwcdpevov referred to instances where Homer, in his pursuit of
ouvToulia, or concision, had left out certain actions or events that were meant to be
supplied by his audience.?

While the scholia usually employ the device kaT& TS oo TTcOuevov only in limited
circumstances, the same logic informs a wide variety of approaches to Homer. In Ta-

ble Talk Plutarch supplied a motivation conspicuously missing from the narrative, but

careful readers of Homer grappled with all sorts of different narrative gaps and ellip-

7 Kugel (1994), 6-7. Kamesar (1994b), 55, describes the “well-known feature” of
the narrative aggada as the practice “by which biblical passages are expanded and
elaborated via additional narrative.” He also notes their connection to problems.

8 T don’t want to press the similarities too far. Homer was not the “Bible of the
Greeks”; the Iliad and Odyssey, however central and canonical to Greek culture, were
not in possession of scriptural status. Greek states did not use Homer as the basis of
their law or religion, and as a result the reading, understanding, and interpreting of
his epics, though essential and important to the intellectual elite, never held the posi-
tion such activity did in ancient Jewish and Christian society.

9 See the more extended discussion in Chapter 4, section III.



ses. Another passage from Plutarch, this time from his Theseus, illustrates some of

the activity engendered by another confusing Homeric line.

They say that Aethra, Theseus’ mother, who had been captured [at
Aphidnae], was carried off to Sparta and from there to Troy along with
Helen, and that Homer witnesses to this (uapTupeiv “Ounpov) when
he says that Helen was attended by: “Aethra, the daughter of Pittheus,
and ox-eyed Clymene.” (A18pn TTit6ijos Buydmp. KAuuevn Te
Bocdmis) Other people, however, reject this verse as spurious (TouTo
16 Emos SiaP&AAouat), as well as the story (uuBoAoyiav) of Munychos,
who some say was the illegitimate child of Laodice and Demophoon,
and whom Aethra helped to bring up at Troy. On the other hand, Ister,
in the thirteenth book of his Atthis [FGrH 334 F 7], tells a peculiar and
quite different story (iSiov 8¢ Twa kai TapnAhaypévov Shws Adyov)
about Aethra. Some claim, he says, that Paris was defeated in battle by
Achilles and Patroclus on the banks of the river Spercheios [in Thes-
saly], but that Hector captured and plundered the city of Troezen and
carried off Aethra, who had been left there. But this seems a very un-
likely tale (&AA& ToUTO putv Exel TOAATIV GAoyiav). (34)

The quoted line (Il. 3.144) represents the only mention of this Aethra, daughter of
Pittheus, servant of Helen, in the Iliad. Strictly speaking, nothing suggests that this
was the same Aethra who was the mother of Theseus in Greek legendary tradition?e,
but since Homer often alludes to other myths in oblique fashion, the inference seems
reasonable. The question then becomes: how did Theseus’ mother become Helen’s
servant? In the absence of any Homeric explanation, a set of circumstances had to be
imagined to make the narrative complete; here the reference is to the legend of
Helen’s abduction by Theseus, and her subsequent retrieval (and Aethra’s capture) by

her brothers, the Dioscuri.” But Ister’s fantastic alternate history shows that there

were other reconstructions that fought for recognition as well.

10 In fact, the scholia (ad Il. 3.144) claim that this Aethra was a different woman
who had the same name (and less probably, a father with the same name as well).

u Here is not the place to decide whether the Theseus-Helen story predates the Ii-
iad, whether it was invented to explain this line, whether this line was interpolated



In this case, critics felt authorized to supplement the Homeric account on the
grounds that it was alluding to an event belonging to the network of heroic stories un-
derstood to form the backdrop to Homer’s poetry. The rationale for reconstruction is
different from that of Plutarch’s in Table Talk, and reflects to some degree the instan-
tiation of the problems respectively in literary-critical and historiographical discourse.
Yet both readings assume the existence of a coherent and theoretically complete world
which Homer only partially describes in the Iliad and the Odyssey. In the face of a
problem caused by this partial description, one was warranted to delve into the un-
spoken Homeric universe and bring to light what Homer had no doubt always had in
mind.

The focus of this kind of reading on problematic lines or sections of Homeric text is
one of the reasons I use the term supplementation to describe it, rather than Kugel’s
expansion, or a similar word like elaboration.’2 The readers I examine never simply
add on to Homeric narrative indiscriminately, but always in response to difficulties
encountered in the sense of the story. The act of supplementing, of adding onto, the
narrative is thus undertaken to render Homer complete by filling in what he has left

unsaid, but can only do so on the grounds that what is being restored was always im-

into the Homeric text in order to insert a mention of Theseus, or whether this is sim-
ply a different Aethra. West brackets the line in his new Teubner Iliad, and Kirk
(1985), s.v. 3.144, leans toward interpolation.

12 For more obvious reasons, I avoid terms like Frances Young’s (1997), 206-14,
“deductive exegesis” or Buffiére’s (1956), 228, “historical exegesis.” The process is by
no means ‘deductive’ in a technical sense, nor is it exclusively concerned with histori-
cal inquiry in the modern sense (although if we take it in the ancient sense of historia
as ‘narrative’ it has some merit). Scodel’s (1999), 19-21, “naturalization” (filling in
gaps in verisimilitude) works well for her objectives, but doesn’t get across the inven-
tive aspect of such interpretation.



manent in the text.’3 In this way, the impetus to supplement the text derives from the
faith in Homer’s theoretical completeness; the reader has to complete and render

comprehensible what was always already whole.

Innovation

To modern sensibilities, ancient readers of Homer tend to be overscrupulous and
overinvested readers; they ask questions about the tiniest details, notice the most ob-
scure inconsistencies, wonder about the seemingly most insignificant sections of the
text. To make it worse, when they answer these questions by imagining likely ‘off-
stage’ action or other unmentioned aspects of the Homeric world, they go beyond the
“limits of interpretation”; they don’t “respect the text.” No modern commentary on
the Iliad mentions Plutarch’s supplemental resolution of the ‘mix the wine stronger’
problem, even though many dutifully record the incorrect etymological explanations
offered by his friends. To a modern literary critic these readings are misreadings, and
their creators are, in Umberto Eco’s pithy formulation, “fussy readers” who are not
“Model ones” because they “are craving for maximal worlds,” which, alas, fiction can-

not provide.1s

13 Culler (1982), 103: “The supplement is an inessential extra, added to something
complete in itself, but the supplement is added in order to complete, to compensate
for a lack in what was supposed to be complete in itself.”

14 In a way, this sort of reading is an extension of the basic paradox of commentary
itself. Foucault (1972), 221: “{commentary] gives us the opportunity to say something
other than the text itself, but on the condition that it is the text itself which is uttered,
and in some ways, finalised.” Commentary’s function, in this sense, is to communicate
what was already there; it becomes a way to create while claiming only to explain.

15 Eco (1990), 82. The concept of the Model, Ideal, or Implied Reader who is in
some way fashioned and recoverable through the text can be seen as an attempt to
control the variety of response to texts and form some sort of consensus about inter-
pretation.



In one sense, however, Homeric supplementation, which creatively fills in the
blank spaces in Homer, could be seen as an extension of what all readers do when
confronted with the incompleteness of texts. After all, reader-oriented critics from
Roland Barthes to Wolfgang Iser have spotlighted the reader’s exploitation of narra-
tive gaps to stimulate the imagination.¢ Peter Schwenger reminds us that Vladimir
Nabokov urged his students to imagine Fanny Price’s eyes and hair in Mansfield Park
(neither of which Jane Austen ever describes). But concerns for judging the validity of
certain interpretations over others has put a damper on such inquiries. “For Nabokov
this kind of filling-in of fictional worlds was a necessary part of the full reading experi-
ence. For most literary critics it was anathema, posing a real threat to any discipline
with claims to rigor.”™7

Ancient readers, however, interacted with Homer in a cultural and intellectual
context very different from today’s critical climate, and we ought to shift the standards
of how to read ‘properly’ accordingly. As Plutarch’s Table Talk so well illustrates, in-
terpretation could and often did constitute a social activity; problems were proposed
and eruditely and wittily solved in competition with one’s fellow guests.”® Moreover,
in Plutarch’s world determining the “right” answer was not as important as coming up

with a persuasive or boldly original one. In a society as tradition-bound as that of the

16 E.g., Barthes (1977); Iser (1978), 169: “the gaps function as a kind of pivot on
which the whole text-reader relationship revolves.” “By impeding textual coherence,
the blanks transform themselves into stimuli for acts of ideation.” (194)

17 Schwenger (1999), 1. His own book is part of the recent interest in literary visu-
alization, whether of authors or readers; see his brief overview, 2, and also Scarry
(1999).

18 See Chapter One, Section II. Slater (1982) boldly proposed that Alexandrian
criticism derived from symposiastic discussion and competition; see Blank and Dyck
(1984) for a rebuttal. Nevertheless, literary and philosophical problem solving is one
of the distinctive elements of Greek intellectual culture.
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ancient Greeks, bravura readings of ancient canonical texts were one of the few ways
to exercise and demonstrate one’s ingenuity or learning, and often this entailed the
creative reading of Homeric silences.

In this way, ancient Homeric interpretation is perhaps comparable mutatis mu-
tandis with Greek and Roman poetry," which generates much of its meaning and
pleasure from its interaction with, citation of, or departure from, previous canonical
poems.2° In certain cases poets are obviously filling in Homer's gaps; in Aeneid 3 Ver-
gil is “writing in the margins” of the Odyssey with his invention of Achaemenides, one
of Odysseus’ men left behind on Polyphemus’ island and rescued by Aeneas several
months later. The Penelope epistle in Ovid’s Heroides (1) works within the interstices
of the literary tradition, and its effect, like many of the letters, relies upon a eruditely
detailed knowledge of its Odyssean intertext.>

Poets are praised for this ability to “comment” on previous poems and for their
skill in deploying their erudition to this end. After all, they were Homeric readers too,
and they indulge, as our readers do, in the pastime of wondering about Homer’s world
and imagining what was happening in its blank spaces. The difference is that critics,
unlike poets, are explicit about which lines they are reading, their reasoning process,

and their conclusions. Perhaps we ought occasionally to look at Homeric criticism

19 Much of this paragraph arose from conversation with Stephen Hinds.

20 See Scodel (1999) who sees tragedians as scrupulously attempting to avoid
problems of motivation and verisimilitude in their new versions of traditional myths.
On Latin poets’ interaction with tradition, see Hinds (1998). In more general terms,
Genette (1997) is an insightful and entertaining overview of the whole range of “hy-
pertextuality”: parodies, rewritings, reconceptualizations of previous texts.

21 Duncan Kennedy (1984) argues that the letter is set at a precise moment in the
Odyssey. By attending closely to Ovid’s suggestions, the reader is meant to realize that
Penelope is actually going to unknowingly give the letter, addressed to Odysseus, to
the disguised Odysseus.
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through the same lens as we do poetry, rather than as ‘scholarship’ bound to eternal
rules of objectivity and hermeneutics. The point is not that interpretation lacked seri-
ousness or rigor, but that it had a playful and inventive side as well that deserves, in its
turn, to be taken seriously.

Another important contextual consideration affecting our understanding of how
ancient readers read Homer is the existence of a fairly expansive idea of what consti-
tuted ‘reasonable’ inference. The considerable influence of speculative and conjectural
arts such as divination, astrology, and medicine, which operated according to rather
loose principles of correspondence and causality, no doubt affected the range of what
readers of Homer could plausibly infer from his text.22 Plutarch, in his inexhaustible
wisdom, provides us with another appropriate example.

When Demetrius, a noted grammatikos, says, near the beginning of On the De-
cline of Oracles, that it is “ridiculous to draw great conclusions from small data
(yeAoiov elval &Td HIKPEV TPAYRATWY oUTw uey&Aa),” Cleombrotus argues that
such a stance is unacceptable, since it would “result in taking away the demonstration
of many facts and the prognostication of many others.” To drive his point home, he
shows that Demetrius’ fellow grammatikoi also accept that “small things are signs
(ceueia) of great.”

You [grammarians] demonstrate that the heroes of old shaved their
bodies with a razor, because you encounter the word “razor” (Eupdv) in
Homer; that they lent money at interest because Homer says some-
where that “a debt is owing (0@éAAecbar), not recent nor small,” (Od.
3.367-8) the assumption being that o@éAAecBal means “accumulating”

(aU€eobar). And when Homer speaks of the night as “swift” (Borjv)
(e.g., Il. 10.394) you cling to the expression with great satisfaction and

22 Gee Manetti (1987). For the most evocative description of a world imbued with
such ideas, see Foucault (1970), ch.1: “The Prose of the World.”
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say that it means that the Earth’s shadow is conical, being caused by a
spherical body.23
The significance of these examples lies in their citation as indisputably valid inter-
pretations, since the argument depends on their universal acceptance as instances of
‘small things being signs of great.” For some ancient readers at least, interpretations
such as these, which seem questionable today, were perfectly legitimate, and linked to

criteria of inference and conjecture slightly divergent from our own.

Homer’s Readers on their own Terms

These considerations suggest that ancient readers of Homer had their own stan-
dards of reading Homer (which were not uniform either), and I want to emphasize
that this dissertation is about those readers, and is committed to the idea that they and
their interpretations are worth examining on their own terms.

This may seem self-evident, but few studies of ancient Homeric criticism or read-
ers have been interested primarily in the readers themselves. For instance, studies of
ancient critical response to Homer are often conducted as a means of gaining insight
into Homeric poetry itself. The reasoning is that the scholiasts with their relative
temporal proximity to Homer and better command of Greek might have noticed things
we have not, or else that such comments make up part of the ancient poets’ intellectual

context, and can therefore help us better understand their objectives.

23 Plutarch, On the Decline of Oracles 3 = 410c-e. The last point is that the word
“swift” can also mean “sharp”; if the night is sharp, that means that the Earth casts a
conical shadow, which means that Homer knew that the Earth was spherical.

24 A school of thought often associated with Francis Cairns and Malcolm Heath,
but practiced less systematically by many scholars.



Likewise, much of the work on the Alexandrian’s critical methods stems from
modern scholars’ interest in the Homeric text.2s The critics’ readings are only relevant
because we need to know how to evaluate their editorial interventions, so that we can
judge whether they can be of assistance in our own efforts to reconstitute the text.2¢

These areas of research are important, but they both have as their ultimate objec-
tive a better understanding, not of Homer's readers, but of Homeric poetry (or ancient
poetry in general) or the Homeric text. As a result they view readings of Homer in an
instrumental fashion, as historical data, and explore this material in very restricted
fashion.

A different problem, that of virtual omission, exists in the very area where one
would expect this material to be studied: the field of ancient literary criticism. But the
central category on which modern criticism is based—the existence of an autonomous
body of ‘literature’ with its own rules or criteria of judgement—was only recognized by
a small minority, if that, of ancient writers.?7 This incompatibility between ancient and
modern ways of treating poetry has had an unfortunate effect on the study of Homeric
criticism. For instance, surveys of Archaic and Classical literary criticism concentrate

on theories about poetry—mimésis, poetic inspiration, psuchagégia—and give the im-

25 Much of the older work on Homeric reception in general was dominated by the
objective of determining whether a certain author’s quotations of Homer, and their
correlation (or lack thereof) with our own text, could provide any insight into the state
of the Homeric text. So e.g., Labarbe (1949), Bouquiaux-Simon (1958).

26 The debate over whether the Alexandrians’ variant readings were simply con-
jectures, or based on the collation of manuscripts, is the prime example. For an over-
view, see Montanari (1998).

27 The remark by Pfeiffer (1968), 16, that the Sophists’ “aim was not to interpret
poetry for its own sake,” could be applied to virtually everyone who wrote on Homer
before Aristotle (and indeed many of those who wrote afterwards). So Havelock
(1963), 29-30 on Plato: “This is a way of looking at poetry which in effect refuses to
discuss it as poetry in our sense at all. It refuses to allow that it may be an art with its
own rules rather than a source of information and a system of indoctrination.”

13
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pression that we possess virtually no interpretation of specific poetic passages except
for sections of Aristophanes’ Frogs and Plato’s Protagoras (neither of which concern
Homer), until we reach Aristotle’s Poetics in the late fourth century.2®

But there is a considerable body of Homeric interpretation that survives from this
period—in historians, rhetoricians, and philosophers, among others. Much of this
criticism is admittedly not what we would characterize as ‘literary’; each treats Ho-
meric poetry in the context of other matters: history, theology, linguistics, etc., and not
gua poetry, that is, not as literature.?9 Naturally, because the scope of the surveys is
restricted to scholarly inquiry or commentary on literature, such non-literary inter-
pretations are excluded, or only merit a passing mention.

Again, there are valid reasons for this approach. The unfortunate result, however,
is that one might easily be led to believe that this narrow sample of criticism was all
that existed in antiquity. The much broader range of interpretive techniques and con-
cerns—engaging with and reading Homer in the light of extra-literary interests—is ef-
faced, with the result that modern conceptions of ancient poetic interpretation are
heavily distorted. Surely it is significant that, despite intellectuals’ lack of interest in
poetry per se, they felt that the interpretation of Homer was of serious importance for
ethics, rhetoric, history, etc. While such readings are indeed part of the history of

these other intellectual fields, they also, taken as a whole, constitute a different, and as

28 Atkins (1934), Grube (1965), Kennedy (1989).

29 Pfeiffer (1968), 16, has claimed that pre-Alexandrian poetic criticism (i.e., prior
to the 3rd century B.C.E.) as an autonomous field of scholarship did not exist; any criti-
cal activity that took poetry as its subject belongs instead “to the history of poetry,
historiography, philosophy, or pedagogy.” Lamberton (1992), vii-viii offers a slightly
different critique of Pfeiffer’s work as well as the philological tradition which it traces
and represents. See also Bravo (1971) for a critique of both Pfeiffer and Felix Jacoby
for splitting the ancient practice of erudite scholarship into its historiographical and
philological elements, and treating them independently of each other.



yet insufficiently explored, area of inquiry that is vital for an understanding of ancient
intellectual culture.3® Such a history would not cnly concentrate on locating the ele-
ments of modern literary criticism evident in the ancient world, but rather seek an-
swers to broader questions: Why did the Greeks read Homer? What did the poems

mean to them? How, in short, did they read the Iliad and the Odyssey;?3!

Summary of Chapters

These are large questions, and this study represents one step toward answering
them. Because the reading of Homer recognized no disciplinary boundaries (which
were, in any case, rather porous in antiquity), this dissertation will touch on a variety
of topics—Homeric scholia, Polybian historiography, the rhetorical progymnas-
mata—and one thing I hope to demonstrate in passing is the interconnectedness of
the “knowledge projects’ in these different fields.32 But the focus will remain on the
texts of Dio Chrysostom, Strabo, and their predecessors.

Chapters One and Two concentrate on the Classical period and examine how
Homer was read from two slightly different viewpoints. Chapter One begins with an
overview of Homeric criticism, concentrating on the authority his poetry commanded

and the influence this had on interpretation. Within this variety of reading practices, I

30 This state of affairs is in marked contrast to that in the study of ancient Jewish
and Christian intellectual history, which is dominated by issues of the reading, inter-
pretation, and exegesis of the Bible (e.g., Young (1997), Clark (1999)). Ironically, be-
cause Christian (Jewish to a lesser extent) exegetical practice was so deeply indebted
to Greek and Roman modes of reading, some of the best scholarship on the latter has
been conducted as background to the reading practices, of, for example, Origen, or
other patristic authors (e.g., Neuschifer (1987); Schaublin’s (1974) discussion of the

‘problems’ genre, not yet really treated by classicists).

31 Lamberton (1992), viii, speaks of the essays in Homer’s Ancient Readers as pai‘t
of a “history of the meaning of those poems” that has yet to be written, and his book

(1986) on the Neoplatonists should be mentioned as well.
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highlight the frequent concern with the plausibility, verisimilitude, and internal co-
herence of Homeric narrative. I devote space particularly to Aristotle’s Poetics (espe-
cially Chapter 25) and his Homeric Problems. The objective is to delineate a general
attitude toward Homer that imagined his poetry as representing a coherent, probable
universe, and felt justified in supplementing Homer on these grounds.

But the world depicted in Homer was the heroic world, which the Greeks consid-
ered historical. Because Homer represented some of the only evidence for that world,
any investigator of heroic times had to read Homer, and in their desire for informa-
tion, such readers often supplemented his narrative by a process similar to the critics
in Chapter One. In Chapter Two I examine the presuppositions and methods of
archaiologia, or the study of the distant past, in order to understand why the two so
easily overlapped. After discussing the widespread ancient interest in heroic matters,
I look at how a set of concepts and tools were employed to extract historical informa-
tion from legends and poetry; here again we witness an emphasis on the ‘probable’,
but this time connected with the nascent art of sign inference. The chapter concludes
with a glance at Herodotus’ excursus on Helen in Egypt, which illustrates well how
reading Homer could result in a curious blend of poetic and historical criticism.

Strabo’s Geography, written roughly at the beginning of the Roman Empire, in-
cludes some of the most thorough theoretical musings on how to read Homer that we
possess. In fact, he interprets Homer so often as to defy a comprehensive treatment; I
therefore concentrate on his fashioning of a Homer in order to ground his interpreta-
tive practice, and fit it into his larger project. To supplement Homer, one needs to es-

tablish how and why Homer wrote his poetry. Strabo provides us with an extremely .

32 For this term and sentiment, see Poovey (1997), 5.
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detailed construction of Homer as a diligent and accurate historian who unfortunately,
due to historical circumstances (prose not having yet been invented), wrote in poetry,
with all the falsehood and myths stch a practice entails. In order to read Homer’s
lines to reconstruct the heroic age, Strabo develops a theory of Homeric composition
that will negotiate the conflicting elements of poetry and history that exist in Homer’s
text.

From the earnest appeals of Strabo, I turn to the elusive Dio Chrysostom and use
two of his works, Chryseis and the Trojan Oration, as illustrations of the possibilities
inherent in Homeric supplementation. They correspond nicely to the first two Plutar-
chan examples—in one, Dio imagines Chryseis’ motivations, ethical choices, and pru-
dent personality traits from the (self-admittedly scanty) evidence in Homer, while in
the Trojan he rewrites heroic history (Troy won; Hector killed Achilles) through an
engaging reading of Homer ‘against the grain’. While these chapters will continually
touch upon issues brought up in the first three chapters, especially historiography and
Homeric ‘problems’, the central focus, aside from the close reading of the two texts,
will be on the role of rhetoric, with its interest in arguments from probability, virtuoso
impersonation, and inference. Because Dio so elegantly manipulates znd subverts all
of these precepts, these two chapters best exemplify the creativity, playfulness, and

sophistication that ancient readers of Homer brought to his text.



Chapter One

LAWS OF IMPROBABILITY
PROBLEMS WITH HOMER FROM ZOILUS TO ARISTOTLE

I How TO READ HOMER

Throughout antiquity, Homer was, to paraphrase Dio Chrysostom, “the beginning,
middle, and end” of culture.! Even a passing familiarity with any Greek litera-
ture—from poetry to philosophy to oratory—makes this clear: Homer is cited, quoted,
and alluded to by writer after writer, in any number of different contexts, whether to
illustrate a point, offer a paradigmatic example, or simply provide a general air of
learned reference. Homer's central position in the Greek educational system doubt-
less contributed much to this fact, but that role was itself due to the tremendous
moral, theological, historical, and aesthetic authority Homer’s work commanded
within Greek culture; as Anthony Long notes, “all Greek literature and art, and just

about all Greek philosophy, resonates against the background of Homer.”s

1 Dio Chrysostom, Or. 18.8: "Ounpos 3t kai TP TOoS Kai Héoos kai UoTaTos.

2 See Marrou (1956), 163ff., Bonner (1977), 212-49, and for a broader context Ver-
denius (1970). The material evidence on which such claims are made are conveniently

catalogued in Debut (1986), 263-66 and 271 and Cribiore (1997); further evaluations: .

Davison (1956), Ibrahim (1976-77), and Cribiore (1996).
3 Long (1992), 44. So Buffiére (1956), 10, with others, calls Homer the “Bible des
Grecs”; see his rather disappointing discussion, 10-13.
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Despite his acknowledged importance, the sheer ubiquity of Homeric references in
ancient writing has discouraged any large-scale attempt to chart his reception;* while
his impact is treated in surveys of particular areas of ancient intellectual life (literary
criticism, poetic intertextuality, textual scholarship, etc.), and with regard to individ-
ual authors, only Félix Buffiére’s Les mythes d’Homére, which is now almost fifty
years old, even tries to examine the ways of reading Homer that cut across such disci-
plinary divides.5 Of course, a truly comprehensive treatment would be virtually im-
possible due to the amount of material, but the lack of an overall perspective has made
it difficult to identify some of the broader principles that inform readings of Homer.¢
My purpose here is to outline the basic assumptions under which Homeric poetry was
read in antiquity and the form in which discussions of the topic took place, and then to
introduce the centrality of probability or plausibility as a criterion of reading Homer.”
I begin with an overview of the practice as we see it in the 6th-4th centuries B.C.E. The

more restricted scope has the benefit of clarity and familiarity, and in any case, despite

4 As Lamberton (1992), vii, n.1, notes, “For the ancient reception of Homer, even
general discussion of the influence of the epics is lacking, though admittedly the task
would be so enormous that it would require writing a history of Greek and Latin lit-
erature from the perspective of Homeric influence.” For brief attempts see
Richardson (1993) and Lamberton (1997).

5 Buffiére (1956). Cf. the book-length studies of Labarbe (1949) and Vicaire (1960)
on Plato, Kahles (1976) on Strabo, Bouquiaux-Simon (1968) on Lucian, Kindstrand
(1973) on Aristides, Dio, and Maximus of Tyre, and Lamberton (1986) on the Neopla-
tonists.

6 A similar situation applies to the study of ancient literary criticism; Classen
(1995), 517, points out that surveys of the subject are nearly always diachronic, and
mabke it difficult to identify common ways of reading that remain constant throughout
antiquity. Verdenius (1983) is a recent attempt to rectify this deficiency; cf. Russell
(1981), which tries to combine the two approaches.

7 Probably the best introduction to the myriad ways in which ancient scholars re-
acted to epic poetry, and one to which I am deeply indebted, is Feeney (1991), 5-56.



the explosion in material after Aristotle, the paradigms for reading Homer remain re-

markably stable throughout the rest of antiquity.8

The Source of Knowledge

By and large, readers of Homeric poetry in the 6th-4th centuries B.C.E., understood
it as, in Eric Havelock’s formulation, “a metrical encyclopedia,” that is, a source of
wisdom and knowledge about all aspects of the world—history, ethics, science, Téxvai,
religion, etc.9 Thus, when ancient critics discuss specific passages of Homer, they are
primarily concerned with content, whether this springs from theological, moral, or
historical cares. In the Classical period poets were considered conveyers of wisdom,
and Homer—whether due to the belief in his divinity, his antiquity, or his singular
ability—was the pre-eminent poet, and hence, “the wisest of all Greeks.”© This belief,
however, went far beyond the idea that Homer had composed the most profound and
insightful poetry; rather it meant that his poetry was the ultimate authority concerning

“all crafts, all human affairs concerned with virtue and vice, and all about the gods as

8 A comprehensive treatment of Classical Homeric criticism does not ex-
ist—Nicholas Richardson’s ten page survey in Homer’s Ancient Readers remains, de-
spite its brevity, the best general account available at present: Richardson (1992).
Richardson has included this piece in the introduction to his Cambridge commentary
on Iliad 21-24 (Richardson (1993)), extending the coverage superficially into the Hel-
lenistic and Imperial eras. Even this survey gives rather short shrift to the 4th century
B.C.E.—see Apfel (1938) for a more detailed consideration, supplemented by the rele-
vant parts of Podlecki (1969) on the Peripatetics. Mehmel (1956) isa highly selective
and cursory treatment, and Buffiére’s (1956) standard reference concentrates primar-
ily on the more copious evidence of later periods (and is, in any case, arranged topi-
cally, rendering diachronic analysis difficult).

9 Havelock (1963), 29. The first five chapters of this book are devoted to proving
this thesis. See also Murray (1995), 17-9 and Verdenius (1970).

10 Heraclitus DK 22 B 56. Similar formulations: Aeschines, Against Timarchus
1.142; Isocrates, Against the Sophists 13.2; Plato, Alcibiades 2 147b; Xenophon,
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well.”1 On the one hand, Homer’s poetry functioned as a storehouse of technical,
practical, and even scientific knowledge—Niceratus, in Xenophon’s Symposium, can
claim to have learned the Téxvat of household management, politics, generalship,
kingship, and chariot-racing from his study of Homer, while the rhapsode Ion, in the
Platonic dialogue named after him, asserts that he knows the arts of rhetoric and gen-
eralship from Homer, and even Heraclitus considers Homer as an aocTpoAdyos from
the line in the Iliad (18.251) which mentions that Polydamas “was companion to Hec-
tor, and born on the same night with him.”2

More fundamentally, however, Homer was also thought to have consciously set
forth in his poetry a set of moral rules which could serve as guidelines fcr ethical con-
duct. Homer’s heroes were understood as models for human behavior, their actions as
exempla, and his work as a whole as embodying a fundamentally pedagogical purpose;
he was “the poet who educated Greece” and was to be read “in order to learn how to

manage and educate people.”3 This conception of Homer as not only the source, but

Memorabilia 1.4.3. On Homer’s divinity, see Frogs 1034, Belos “"Ounpos; Certamen
214, 309, 338 Allen.

u Plato, Republic 598e. See similar thoughts at Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.4.2-3.

12 Xenophon, Symposium 4.6-7; Plato, Ion 540b-e; Heraclitus DK 22 B 105 (Kranz
(1934), 116-7 considers this genuine; but see Kirk (1970), 158-9 for doubts; the farther
question of whether the fragment is a rebuke or praise is similarly unresolved.). See
also Anaxagoras DK 59 A 97-8 (nature of water); Aristophanes, Frogs 1034ff. and
Plato, Laws 706e-707a (military instruction); Plato, Cratylus 391c-d (correctness of
names); Plato, Theaetetus 152e, 153d, and 18oc-d (cosmology).

13 Plato, Republic 606e. Cf. Niceratus again, in Xenophon, Symposium 3.5: “ My
father was anxious to see me develop into a good man, and as a means to this end he
compelled me to memorize all of Homer.” Poets as a class were often felt to have in-
trinsically possessed an educative intention in antiquity: cf. Lycurgus, Against
Leocrates 102; Plato, Phaedrus 245a. Homer's status as educator is discussed by Mar-
rou (1956) 9-13, Verdenius (1970) and Howie (1995), who remain concerned with
whether or not Homer had a consciously pedagogical purpose; For the best treatment
from a literary critical perspective, see Pohlenz (1920), 149-56. Cf. Robb (1994), fol-
lowing Havelock (1963), who makes the convincing argument that, with the lack of
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also the teacher of ethical knowledge, found reinforcement in the fact that his work
was at the center of Greek education, one of the primary purposes of which, in the
Classical period, was the formation of moral character.4

A great deal of the discussion of Homeric poetry in the Classical period takes its
morally instructive thrust for granted.’s Anaxagoras, according to Favorinus, was “the
first to have said that Homer’ s poetry is about virtue and vice,” and works such as
Gorgias’ Helen and Palamedes, various of the thirteen treatises on Homeric topics at-
tributed to Antisthenes,¢ Hippias’ Troikos logos, and Alcidamas’ Mouseion all take for
granted a widespread ethical interest in the Homeric heroes. Occasionally Homer’s
intentionality is made explicit—for instance, Hippias in Plato’s Hippias Minor claims
that Homer consciously made Achilles the ‘best and bravest’, Nestor the ‘wisest’ and
Odysseus the ‘wiliest’ of those who went to Troy."” Differentiating the precise methods

involved in such treatments, whether they consist of simply drawing a moral lesson

formal schooling, for all intents and purposes, the majority of Greeks in the Classical
period did learn everything from Homer, via rhapsodic performance.

1 Even the elementary skills of reading were learned via passages from the Iliad
and the Odyssey, and the subsequent stages of primary and secondary education re-
tained Homer as their focal point. See Marrou (1956), 162-75; Verdenius (1970), 6-7.
Cf. Plato, Protagoras 325e-326c¢. For evidence of Homer’s pedagogical prominence in
the 6th century, see Xenophanes (DK 21 B 10): “since everyone has learned according
. to Homer from the beginning.” (¢€ &pxiis kab’ "Ounpov émel pepabrkact TAVTES).
Lesher (1992), 81-2.

15 To some extent, all poetry was understood to have moral and technical instruc-
tion as part of its purpose. The one thing that Aeschylus and Euripides agree upon
and take for granted in Aristophanes’ depiction of their debate (Frogs 1005-1330) is
that poetry’s goal is to ‘make men better.” See the first half of Pohlenz (1920) for a
convincing demonstration of this fact; more summarily, cf. Dover (1993).

16 Anaxagoras DK 59 A 1 = Diog. Laert. II.11; Gorgias: 39, 44 Radermacher; Antis-
thenes (see Diimmler (1882), 16-39), extant works: Ajax and Odysseus (14, 15 Caizzi);
titles (see 1 Caizzi = Diog. Laert. VI1.15-18).

17 Plato, Hippias Minor 364c. The dialogue, which centers around Socrates’ ques-
tion to Hippias of whether Achilles or Odysseus is the better man, is another prime
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from a Homeric episode, allegorizing Homeric characters as abstract moral qualities,
or using Homeric themes as vehicles for the expression of a particular thinker’s ideas,
is less important for our purposes than recognizing the fact that all of these possibili-
ties presuppose the belief that Homer lent himself to be read from an ethical perspec-

tive.18

Authority, Interpretation, Contestation

While such a conception of Homer clearly accounts for the frequency with which
he is cited to lend an air of authority or illustrate a point, the fundamental under-
standing of his poetry as a ‘guide to life’ had a profound effect on the practice of inter-
pretation as well. When a philosopher, rhetor, or historian offered a reading of a Ho-
meric passage or episode, he was addressing how the formidable authority Homer

wielded might affect his argument.’9 Plato’s and Xenophon’s dialogues, for instance,

example of the moral color that many discussions of Homer featured. See Giuliano
(1995) on the criticism of Odysseus in this dialogue.

18 There is also the fact that when one is dealing with fragmentary evidence that
almost always does not reveal the purpose of a given interpretation, but only the in-
terpretation itself, it becomes very difficult to ascertain what the motivations of the
author of the given reading were. In the case of the moral interpretation of Homer,
there has been much debate over, for example, whether Antisthenes practiced moral
allegory or simply drew moral lessons from Homer. (Moral lessons: Tate (1953) and
Kindstrand (1973), 131; moral allegory: Hoistad (1951); aporetic: Caizzi (1966), 109-10
and Richardson (1975); Laurenti (1962) and Pépin (1993) treat the problem in a much
more nuanced and sophisticated fashion). If, however, we grant that virtually every-
one in antiquity believed that Homer had a conscious moral purpose in writing his po-
etry, the difference between these two activities becomes less important.

19 Cf. Aeschines’ Against Timarchus 141ff., where the orator quotes Homeric lines
he claims sanction same-sex relationships, in order to justify his similar youthful be-
havior. On the general use of Homer and other poetry in Athenian lawcourts, see
Dorjahn (1927) and Ford (1999).
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offer several examples of Socrates’ supporting an ethical or philosophical point
through ingenious readings of Homer designed for this purpose.2°

In one such case from the Memorabilia, Xenophon defends Socrates from accusa-
tions stemming from the latter’s frequent use of an allegedly anti-democratic passage
from the Iliad (2.180ff.): in order to quell an impending rebellion caused by Aga-
memnon’s ‘test’ of the Greek forces, Odysseus gently persuades the “men of impor-
tance” with speech, but hits the “commoners” with Agamemnon’s scepter and chas-
tises them severely. In quoting this passage approvingly, Socrates was thought to be
espousing anti-democratic beliefs—advocating the harsh treatment of commoners.
Xenophon, however, claims that Socrates was praising Odysseus’ rough treatment, not
of commoners, but of those who were “of no account in either war or counsel”, the
phrase Odysseus uses to address those earlier called “commoners” by Homer. What
Socrates thought, according to Xenophon, was that “those who render no service ei-
ther by word or deed...ought to be stopped,” regardless of their social status.*

Without passing judgment on the plausibility of Socrates’ reading,?2 two striking
things about it need to be highlighted here. The reading has very little to do with the
meaning of the passage in the context of the rest of the poem, but only with the ab-
stracted moral or political point that Homer meant to convey in writing it. In addi-

tion, Socrates’ citation of the lines, and his rather tortuous reading of them, have

20 Nussbaum (1990), 123-5; Murray (1995), 18 n.41.

21 Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.2.58-59. Cf. Xen., Symposium 8.28-31; Plato, Alci-
biades 2.147b. See Ford (1999) for another reading of this passage.

22 This Socratic interpretation of Homer, as well as those in the previous note, puts
his famous interpretation of Simonides’ poem at Protagoras 338e-347b in a different
light. Most (1994) has convincingly argued that Socrates felt that this type of inter-
pretation was legitimate, and not simply ridiculous, as many commentators on the
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arisen only in the context of using the text to support what we would regard as a politi-
cal point: about the proper treatment of ‘commoners’ or ‘men of no account’. In such
a case, the exegesis of a passage is the product of understanding Homer as a knowl-
edgeable authority on political behavior.2

The basic presupposition—that one’s argument was bolstered by demonstrating
that Homer had expressed a similar opinion, and that one could interpret those words
to better accommodate the point—lies behind other readings which reach deeper into
the text and elicit an often far less literal idea of what Homer meant. One gets the
sense, for instance, that the notorious equation of Homeric heroes with heavenly bod-
jes attributed to Metrodorus of Lampsacus developed from some such process. Here,
Hector represents the moon, Achilles the sun, Helen the earth, etc.24 Since the context
is missing, it is unclear whether Metrodorus is trying to incorporate Homeric poetry
into his own vision of the universe, or simply reading the Iliad and Odyssey through
the lens of this cosmological conception, but in any case his attempt was by no means
unique. In fact some of the earliest Homeric critics use similar allegorical methods to
assimilate Homeric poetry to their own philosophical systems, to uphold, implicitly or
explicitly, Homer’s claims to wisdom and use his authority on their behalf:2s the sixth-

century philosopher Pherecydes of Syros read Iliad 15.18 as a description of the origi-

Protagoras passage have assumed; the existence of parallel passages of Homeric in-
terpretation is another piece of evidence in its favor.

23 A similar anti-democratic use of Homer appears in Theophrastus’ portrait of the
oligarchical man: “Of the poems of Homer there is one single line he has made his
own: ‘From many rulers no good comes; let one man rule’ (Il 2.204).” Characters 26.
For some later examples, see Buffiére (1956), 345-7.

24 DK 61 A 3-4. On Metrodorus, see most recently Hammerstaedt (1998). See

Richardson (1975), 69 for possible conjectures as to how Metrodorus developed these
correlations from the Homeric poems.
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nal state of matter,26 and a bit later Theagenes of Rhegium apparently interpreted the
Battle of the Gods at Iliad 20.67 as a struggle between abstract physical elements.?”
From the way Socrates refers to analogous theories in Plato’s Theaetetus, it seems that
such activity was familiar enough, and his close contemporary Democritus was not
averse to the practice: “Some think that the Sun is Zeus, others, with Democritus, that
the vapor on which the sun feeds is ambrosia.”28 To say, with Rudolf Pfeiffer, that De-
mocritus “was not really concerned with...the interpretation of Homer...but with his
own philosophical doctrines,”?9 is to miss the point; very few Greeks were interested in
the interpretation of Homer per se, and most readings of the epics were likewise ori-
ented toward relating Homer’s words to whatever field of inquiry the interpreter was
investigating.

Readings such as Xenophon’s are perhaps not as far from the allegorists’ as might

appear on first glance. The term Umrévolia—‘under-sense’—which appears in discus-

25 Qverviews of allegory in this period, see Weinstock (1926); Tate (1929), (1930)
and (1934); Buffiére (1956), 123-36; Pépin (1976).

26 Pherecydes’ date is uncertain, but almost definitely sixth century (Kirk, Raven &
Schofield (1983), 50, and ibid., 50-71 for the best account of Pherecydes’ thought);
Tate (1927) has convincingly argued that a fragment of Pherecydes (DK 7 B 5 = Origen,
Contra Celsum VI 42) is an allegorical interpretation of Homer, and thus the earliest
example of extant Homeric criticism.

27 Theagenes is considered contemporary with the reign of Cambyses (529-22
B.C.E.) by Tatian (DK 8 1). A scholion (DK 8 2) on the Battle of the Gods in Iliad 20
mentions Theagenes in the context of a clearly allegorical interpretation of the scene,
but does not directly mention what his doctrine was, other than stating that this type
of defense “is really old and goes back to Theagenes of Rhegium, the first to write on
Homer.” Other fragments (DK 8 3-4) show Theagenes concerned with Homeric lan-
guage. For consideration of the allegorical fragment, see Pfeiffer (1968), 9-11; Feeney
(1991), 8-11; on Theagenes in general, Svenbro (1976), ch. 3, and Rispoli (1980) with
earlier bibliography therein.

28 DK 68 B 25, referring to Od. 12.62; cf. Plato, Theaetetus 153d (Homer’s golden
chain as an allegory of the motion of the heavenly cycles and the sun), Plato,
Theaetetus 152¢ (Ocean as “flux and change”).

29 Pfeiffer (1968), 43. For Democritus’ Homeric criticism, see Philippson (1929).
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sions of Homeric interpretation in Xenophon (Symp. 3.6) and Plato (Rep. 378d), has
traditionally been understood as the Classical term for what later was called
&AAnyopia,3° but Richardson has pointed out that Urévoia “could have a wider
range of meaning...and include any interpretation which disregarded the obvious lit-
eral sense of a passage in favour of a more subtle way of taking the words.”3t Whether
one subscribed to Protagoras’ notion that the philosophers of old had to disguise their
philosophical teachings in the guise of poetry, or simply held that poets ‘spoke in rid-
dles’ and did not intend to reveal everything to a first time listener, a belief arose that
“the poets had expressed profound truths in symbolic/mystical terms” that could be
teased out through a close reading.32 Individual critics might differ about the precise
nature of these truths, but they shared the idea that there was more to Homer than
met the eye.

The authority of Homeric poetry, then, became the impetus for its interpretation,
particularly for those who sought its support for their own claims. For others, how-
ever, this same authority inevitably inspired competition and contestation. Ina soci-
ety such as Classical Greece, whose values and ways of looking at the world had been
undergoing rapid and significant development since the original era of Homeric epic,

the poet’s ideas about the gods, morality, and even matters such as diet and medicine

3o Plutarch, How the Young Man Should Study Poetry 19e: “By forcibly distorting
these stories through what used to be called Utrovoiat but are nowadays called
aAAnyopiat ...”

31 Richardson (1975), 67. On the much-discussed question of the relationship be-
tween the terms dGAAnyopia and Utrévola see Buffiere (1956), 45-8; Pépin (1976), 85-
92; Perret (1982); Montanari (1987a).

32 Cf. Protagoras’ well-known claim that “the craft of the sophist is an ancient one,
but that its practitioners in ancient times, for fear of giving offence, adopted the sub-
terfuge of disguising it as some other craft, as Homer and Hesiod and Simonides did



were increasingly out of sync. These changes opened up a space for intellectuals to
contest the widespread claims to Homer’s universal knowledge, in favor of their own
view of the world. For instance, Xenophanes’ well-known complaints about Homer’s
immoral depiction of the gods, and Heraclitus’ declaration that “Homer deserves to be
expelled from the [poetic] contests and thrashed,”33 are signs of early philosophical
discontent with the Homeric worldview. As Jonathan Tate demonstrated many years
ago, these early critics “are reacting to a conception of Homer as authoritative and
wisest and knowledgeable about the gods;” they, after all, had most likely learned
philosophy through Homer, and thus felt themselves to be “competing with Homer
and Hesiod in their own field.”34 To speculate on theology o~ cosmology, it was neces-
sary, or at least useful, to engage Homer and stake cut a position in relation to his per-
ceived wisdom. A particularly good example is Heraclitus’ specific attack on Iliad
18.107 (“May strife perish from among gods and men”), which the philosopher felt was
inconsistent with his belief that “all things are happening by strife and necessity.”ss
The situation was much the same a century or so later: Plato’s on depicts Socrates
questioning Homer’s ability to pass on technical knowledge as well as moral and
theological precepts. And as Havelock so convincingly outlined, Plato’s famous attack

on Homer in the Republic presupposes that poetry’s status as a source of authoritative

with poetry...” (Plato, Protagoras 316d-); Socrates: “the ancients...concealed their
meaning from the masses with the help of poetry...” (Plato, Theaetetus 180c-d).

33 Xenophanes DK 21 B 11 (also B 12); Heraclitus DK 22 B 42 (tr. Graf (1993), 179).
Tt is interesting to note that aiongside the censorious fragments of these two notorious
critics, wc have in each case an acknowledgement of Homer’s wisdom: Xenophanes’
acknowledgement that “all have learned from Homer &€ apxiis” (21 B 10, see above n.
14) and Heraclitus’ that Homer “was the wisest of all the Greeks” (22 B 56).

34 Tate (1934), 105. Cf. Tate (1929), 142 and Long (1992), 44-5. See Tate (1927) on

Pherecydes in this regard.
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wisdom and moral instruction was taken for granted, and hence had to be painstak-
ingly proven illegitimate. These well-known criticisms of Homer are, then, just as
strong testimony to his pre-eminent position as source of wisdom and consummate
educator as are the employment of Homeric passages and lines in support of various
philosophical or technical claims (and the interest in exploring his work for hidden
meanings). In a cultural situation where Homeric poetry dominated educational and
intellectual practice, attackers and defenders of Homer shared a common starting

point.36

Problems and Solutions

A striking feature of these classical readings of Homer is their fragmentary, detail-
oriented nature. Other than general attacks on Homeric depictions of the divine,
nearly every act of reading Homer that I have mentioned focuses on a single poetic
passage or line; for instance, Socrates’ reading of Homer concentrated on one passage,
abstracted from its context, and even when a series of points is made, as in Plato’s Ion,
they are based on scattered quotations with no relation to each other. Since the main
point of citing Homer was usually to bolster one’s position or undermine the poet’s,

and not to pursue a sustained analysis of the poems themselves, we shouldn’t be too

35 Heraclitus DK 22 A 22 and B 62B; see Kirk (1970), 238-44. Cf. B 57, where he
attacks Hesiod’s conception of night and day.

36 One should not, however, fall into the trap of assuming that the “battle over
Homer” took the shape of a modern academic debate, with a series of authors re-
sponding to criticisms or claims made by previous authors. Such a method imposes a
strictly linear form to what surely was a much more complicated process. To begin
with, there is very little evidence that early philosophers would have had the opportu-
nity to have read the work of their predecessors (see Harris (1987), 63-4.)-



surprised.3” In such an environment, it seems natural that particular readings of Ho-
meric passages or lines, whatever their original purpose, would become grouped to-
gether around the passages which they discussed, and by the fourth century we begin
to hear about books of ‘problems’ (TrpoPBAfjuaTta, amopruaTra, or CnTiinata) and
‘solutions’ (AUceis) which collected the various criticisms of Homer, and the numerous
interpretations and explanations proposed to resolve them.32 Zoilus of Amphipolis,
the 4th century writer who would later become known as ‘OunpoudactiE—*“the whip-
per of Homer,” wrote nine books Against the Poetry of Homer (Kata tiis 'Ourjpov
Troifjoecas) which gathered censures of Homer in one convenient collection,39 while
Aristotle’s six books of Homeric Problems was probably the first systematic treatise
devoted both to collecting ‘problems’ and then ‘solving’ them.4°

One suspects, however, that such work represented the formalization of an activity
which was widely practiced much earlier, and which had provided the structure for
most discussion of Homer. After all, what was the Socratic interpretation of Homer

discussed above if not the rather ingenious ‘solution’ to an anti-democratic ‘problem’

37 Another factor was the frequent practice of citing poetry and exploring meaning
without regard to context. See Dover (1993), 16: “To classical scholars the Greeks
seem to have been curiously indifferent to the context of a poetic line or phrase.” Ar-
istotle and Homeric critics after him, however, do differentiate between when a char-
acter says something, or when the poet does so in his own voice; one could solve
problems in this way, via the AUois éx ToU TTpoocotrou. But quoting lines out of con-
text remained fairly standaed practice throughout antiquity.

38 The best overview remains Gudeman (1927); Kamesar (1993), 82-96 is useful as
well, despite its focus on Jerome. Cf. Lehrs (1882), 197-221; Carroll (1895), 10-17; Lu-
cas (1968), 232-4; Pfeiffer (1968), 69ff.; 190ff. For an illuminating treatment empha-
sizing the issues of narrative credibility that I focus on later, see Scodel (1999), 175-83.

39 Fragments of the nine books: FGrH 71 and Friedlinder (1895), who also has a
general discussion of Zoilus. Referred to as'OunpoudocTi in FGrH 71 F 9. The most

comprehensive account is Gértner (1978); cf. Lehrs (1882), 200-4, and Apfel (1938),
250-2.
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in the Iliad? It is not hard to imagine situations, in the highly polemic and agonistic
environment of Greek intellectual culture, where discussion might center around
similar ‘problems’ that were ‘set forth’—Trpof&AAw—and where different participants
would try their hand at solving them.4: One might even venture to suggest that virtu-
ally all Homeric interpretation was conceived of in a problem/solution framework,
even it did not always take that precise form. After all, any critique of Homer, what-
ever the context, is by nature a ‘problem’ to those who maintain Homer’s infallibility,
and allegorical, moral, or other interpretations, even if not originally intended to
counter critiques, could gradually be appropriated by others as solutions. In any case,
the vast majority of Homeric criticism we see in the Classical period can be fit quite
easily into a conceptual framework that saw Homeric poetry in these terms.42

Many of the problems found in Zoilus and Aristotle deal with the sort of moral and
theological difficulties that we saw examples of earlier: in fact, among the few re-
maining fragments of Zoilus’ work, two are identical with Platonic critiques from Re-
public 2—Achilles’ tears at Patroclus’ death, and the gods’ laughing at Hephaestus’
disability. Aristotle solves similar problems such as the alleged “inappropriateness” of

Odysseus’ throwing off his cloak in Iliad 2.183, or another Platonic criticism—Achilles’

40 Fragments of Aristotle’s Homeric Problems: fr. 142-79 Rose. See Hintenlang
(1961).

41 Cf, Plato’s Protagoras 338e-347b, where a contradiction in Simonides’ Ode to
Scopas is put forward by Protagoras, and resolved in various fashions by Socrates and
others present.

42 ‘Problems and solutions’ were also an important branch of philosophical writ-
ing, e.g., Aristotle’s Problems (see Gudeman (1927)). Certainly, as we will see in later
chapters, learned discussion of problems—literary, scientific, historical, or philosophi-
cal—was an extremely popular form of intellectual discourse in the Hellenistic and
Imperial eras.
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dragging of Hector around Troy.43 But the majority of the difficulties with Homer that
have been preserved are of a different variety. 44 Zoilus, for instance, revels in pointing
out Homeric absurdities such as Idas’ decision to get out of his chariot to flee on foot,
rather than fleeing in the chariot itself (surely a quicker means of escape), or impossi-
bilities; he writes glibly that if Diomedes really had fire blazing from his shoulders, no
doubt he would have been badly burned.4s Examples taken from the Homeric Prob-
lems show that other critics had also zeroed in on passages that did not seem to make
empirical or psychological sense, lacked consistency, or simply contradicted other pas-
sages. They asked: “Why does Homer, having said that the sun sees and hears all
things, portray him as needing a messenger?”, “How could a third of the night remain,
if, as Homer says, more than two parts of the night have already passed?” or “Why is
Paris, tired from battle, so energetically eager to go to bed with Helen?"46

Although they might seem rather trivial and pedantic to modern Homeric scholars,
such problems were taken seriously enough to inspire a host of responses. Like the
problems themselves, these solutions approached the text in a variety of ways. For ex-

ample, one popular problem involved Nestor’s cup, which “Another had with difficulty

43 Fr. 143, 166 Rose. Plato had questioned the morality of the second example in
Republic 2 (391a), and Aristotle refers to his anthropological solution (such is the
practice in his time in Thessaly) again in Poetics 25.

44 One could add Sophistic cavils concerning Homer’s misuse of language, like
Protagoras’ censure of the opening lines of the Iliad as constituting an (improper)
command rather than a (proper) request to a divinity (DK 80 A 29)

a5 F 8 (IL. 5.20), F 7 (. 5.4-7). Note the laconic F 15: “Zoilus laughs at this story:
“Did the Fates sit or stand in the scales?” It seems de rigueur to dismiss Zoilus’ activ-
ity as pedantic hairsplitting, but many of his criticisms are paralleled, or taken seri-
ously, by ‘respectable’ intellectuals: so F 11, where disapproval of Achilles’ crying at
Patroclus’ death is registered concurs with Plato’s view at Rep. 388a, and F 6, where
the opinion that Homer soloecized at Il. 1.129 is shared by Chrysippus the Stoic phi-
losopher. Aristotle himself answers F 4 and 5 in the Poetics.

46 All from the fragments of Aristotle’s Homeric Questions: F 149, 161, 150.
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moved from the table when it was full, but Nestor the old man raised it without labor.”
(IL. 11.636-7) Among the responses were a sort of moral allegorical reading—Homer
was metaphorically indicating that Nestor held his liquor well; a solution reached by
imaginatively supplementing the narrative—as a heavy drinker Nestor’s arm muscles
were more well-developed because he was accustomed to lift the cup frequently; and a
philologically inspired reinterpretation—the comparison is actually between Nestor
and another old man, rather than ‘others’ in general.47

This example illustrates how the diversity and heterogeneity of solutions matched
those of the problems; a moral problem could be solved by a textual solution, while an
improbability could be explained through Homer’s ethical purpose. But it also dem-
onstrates how important it was to account for even the smallest possible Homeric
mistake, and that any implausible element in the narrative could be grounds for
charging Homer with an error. In fact the problems that survive from the Classical
period show how much attention was paid to the minutiae of narrative credibility and
consistency even then, and such concern would only increase in later antiquity. Now,
this concern for verisimilitude, coherence, and continuity in Homer’s depiction of his
world draws our attention to another aspect of Homeric poetry that was affected by his
authority—its instantiation in a narrative that was perceived to be a representation of
a world and people which corresponded in most of its details to the world inhabited by

the Greeks themselves. Just as with the other aspects of Homer, however, the poet’s

47 Solutions: Antisthenes F 55 Caizzi; Asclepiades of Myrlea apud Athenaeus
11.493b; Aristotle apud Porphyry sch. ad. Il. 11.636. See the rest of the Porphyry
scholion for the solutions of Stesimbrotus of Thasos (FGrH 107 F 23) and Glaucon,
both early 4th century writers, and the Athenaeus passage for a lengthy and incredibly
detailed summary of Asclepiades’ arguments in his book On Nestor’s Cup. Scodel
(1999), 234-5, has a discussion of this problem.
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position within Greek society precluded a simple dismissal of these questions and con-
cerns as beneath notice. These improbabilities could not simply be mistakes, as they
would be with all other poets. To understand better this concern for probability and

the important role it played in reading Homer, I want to turn to Aristotle.

II ARISTOTLE AND HOMERIC IMPROBABILITY

Probability (eikds) is one of the central concepts of the Poetics.4® Aristotle first
mentions it at the end of chapter 7, where he asserts that the plot’s optimal magnitude
is that in which, “a change from misfortune to good fortune, or vice versa, can come
about by a sequence of events in accordance with probability or necessity (xat& T
eikds T TO avaykaiov).” (1451a12-14) Over the next few chapters this “cardinal prin-
ciple of ‘necessity and probability’,”9 is invoked repeatedly—probability “distinguishes
[the poet] from the historian (9.1-3); it determines his construction of the incidents of
the plot (7.2, 8.3, 9.11-12, 10.4, 11.1); it controls his development of character and

thought (15.10, 9.5); and...it is responsible for the best recognitions (16.11).75°

Probability and Consistency

The centrality of probability to Aristotle’s understanding of poetry is nowhere bet-
ter exemplified than in Poetics 9. There Aristotle defines the function of the poet as

“the telling not of things that have happened, but of things that may happen (o T6 T&

48 Gastaldi (1989); Belfiore (1992), 111: “the most important structuring principle
governing the tragic plot.” Eixds is also among the foundational concepts of Aristotle’s
Rhetoric: see Grimaldi (1972), 106ff. For discussions of probability in the Poetics
(with reference to the Rhetoric as well), see Belfiore, 119-31, Halliwell (1986), 99-106,
Eden (1986).

49 Halliwell (1986), 99.
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yevépeva Aéyew...&AN’ ola @v yévolto), i.e., that are possible in accordance with
probability or necessity (kai SuvaTta kata O eikds §i TO avaykaiov).” (1451a36-8)
While history deals with the particular, poetry speaks of universals, and “a universal is
the sort of thing that a certain kind of person may well say or do in accordance with
probability or necessity (EoTw 8¢ kaBdAou pév, TG Mol Té& Tola &TTa ovuPaivel
Aéyew §j TPATTEW KaT& TO eikds fi TO &vaykaiov).” (1451b8-9) Although Aristotle
nearly always pairs probability with necessity, Stephen Halliwell has convincingly
shown that, the latter represents a more intensified, if less useful, version of the for-
mer; in any case, probability is clearly the more important member of the two.5* By
probability Aristotle is referring primarily to the movement of the plot—“the causal
connections between components of the dramatic sequence of events.” The poet’s skill
lies in his arrangement of actions and characters so that events follow a probable nar-
rative logic. This is why Aristotle is quick to note that poets can treat historical mate-
rial, as long as they arrange this material in a sequence of events, and not with epi-
sodic plots, “in which there is neither probability nor necessity that the episodes follow
each other (re10681a peT’ &AANAa oUT’ eikds oUT’ Gvaykn elvat).”s?

This privileging of narrative coherence and consistency explains Aristotle’s insis-
tence on excluding the improbable or irrational from narratives; as he says of plot
resolutions, “there should be nothing improbable in the incidents (&Aoyov Bt undév
€lval év Tois Tp&yuaocw).” (54b6). He is particularly aware of how an audience’s

recognition of errors in plausibility can ruin a work, and emphasizes the need for poets

50 Eden (1986), 19.
51 Halliwell (1986), 99-106.
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to visualize (Trpd oup&Twv TiBéuevov) their plots and scenes in order to avoid con-
tradictions (T& UTrevavTia).

An indication of this is the [contradiction] for which Carcinus was criti-
cized (¢TreTiu&TO). His Amphiarus comes up out of a shrine; this would
have been missed by anyone not seeing it (& un opodvTa gA&vBavev).
But [the play] failed on stage, as the spectators were upset about it (€Tl
Bt Tijs oknvijs tEétrecev SuoxepavavTwy ToUTO TV BeaTéOv).
(1455a26-9; tr. Janko)

Although no one can be sure of the precise error, Aristotle is pointing out some
sort of contradiction between Amphiarus’ action on stage and something else occur-
ring onstage at the same time.53 This sensitivity to narrative coherence and plausibil-
ity, and to the potential loss of power that an error in maintaining the narrative illu-
sion could produce is on display again in chapter 24, where Aristotle insists that “sto-
ries should not be constructed from irrational parts (ToUs Te Adyous un ouviotacbai
K HEPGOV GASywv), but above all should contain nothing irrational (&GAAG u&AloTa
uiv undtv éxev &Aoyov); otherwise it should be outside the plot-structure (i 8¢ un.
€€ ToU pubeduaTos).” (1460a27-9) He complains about the “person who comes to
Mysia from Tegea without speaking in the Muysians” and presumably about the anach-
ronism of the celebration of the Pythian games in Sophocles’ Electra. These irration-
alities should have been situated outside the plot (€€w ToU puBeupaTos), and if the
plots depend on them, then they should not have been constructed in the first place.

Probability or plausibility, then, is privileged in two different ways: the poet should

depict characters and events “according to probability,” not only to properly bring out

s2 In general, the concept of ikds has two dimensions: an objective one which re-
fers to probability with respect to reality, and a subjective probability based on what
seems likely to an audience.
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the universal character of poetry, but also because audiences want their stories to
maintain plausibility as well, and poets risk not attaining their ends by the inclusion of
implausibilities—an unsurprising fact in light of the insistence on verisimilitude dis-
played in the criticisms of Homer’s narrative we have seen earlier. If we turn to Poet-
ics 25, which treats the questions raised about epic and their solutions, we can see how

relevant these ideas were to Aristotle’s reading of Homer.5+

Poetics 25 and the Homeric Problems

Aristotle establishes five categories of Homeric éEmMTIMNUaTA, OF ‘censures’—five
different bases on which Homer was criticized. Either the poet has represented things
that are &SUvaTta (impossible), &Aoya (unreasonable), UtmrevavTia (contradictory),
BAaRepd (harmful), or Tapa v opféTnTa Tv kaTtda Ttéxvnv (according to the
correctness of [another] Téxvn).s5 The first three of these center around problems of
probability or consistency and utilize the same terminology that Aristotle has been
using throughout the Poetics to characterize what he wants excluded from the plot,
and what can ruin a poem.5® This confluence of vocabulary indicates that Aristotle
took such criticisms seriously—for him a poem cannot be well-constructed if it admits

impossible, improbable, or contradictory elements, and if such things are found in

53 See Else (1967), s.v. ch.17 for some hypotheses.

54 Probably the most difficult chapter in the Poetics. See especially Carroll (1895),
Rosenmeyer (1973), and von Fritz (1976), and Huxley (1979) on historically oriented
issues. On Aristotle’s Homeric criticism in the Poetics, see Gallavotti (1969) and Ho-
gan (1973), and on his use of quotation, Howes (1895) and Hinman (1935).

55 1461b22.

56 Of these, the fourth probably refers to moralizing criticisms of Homer such as
Plato’s, while the fifth are attacks on Homer’s technical knowledge, like the painter’s
error of the type Aristotle had discussed earlier—representing a horse with both right
legs thrown forward.



Homer, then Aristotle feels he has to solve them, to somehow explain away the diffi-
culties.

This apologetic stance toward Homer reflects a tendency that runs throughout the
Poetics, particularly when Aristotle judges tragedy better than epic in chapter 26. But
in chapter 24, Aristotle had already found excuses for Homer’s improbable episodes.
While he had criticized Carcinus’ error involving Amphiarus for its “contradictions”
(T& UmevavTia), Aristotle finds a way to justify a similar Homeric mistake; the scene
where Achilles pursues Hector around the walls of Troy “would appear laughable on
stage (¢l oknviis Svta yehola &v @avein),” but it “escapes notice in epic (év 8¢ Tois
Erecw AavBdavel).”s7 So also, at the end of 24, he admits that there are improbabilities
in the Phaeacian beach scene in the Odyssey scene, but adds that they are tolerable
because of Homer’s special qualities of embellishment; “he makes the oddity disap-
pear (&pavilel...td &ToTrov).” (1460b2) In both these examples, Homer turns out to
be an exception to Aristotle’s advice to exclude the improbable. Rather than seeing
these statements as instances of Aristotle’s stepping back from his overzealous pro-
motion of probability, perhaps we should understand them as attempts to account for
why Homer, whom even Aristotle acknowledges as the greatest Greek poet, doesn’t
always adhere to Aristotle’s strictures of proper poetic composition. Here again, a
theoretical stance runs up against the authoritative status of Homer; discrepancies
need to be explained. The solutions to Homeric problems offered in chapter 25 func-
tion in a similar fashion, and they are given even greater urgency because many of the

censures were formulated in terms—adlvaTa, &Aoya, umevavtia—which high-

57 Of course, as Scodel (1999), 9 notes, “Aristotle himself noticed that the Pursuit
was irrational...so he cannot mean that it always goes unnoticed.”
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lighted the issue of probability and plausibility that Aristotle himself took rather seri-
ously.

There has been a tendency, however, to downplay the seriousness with which Ar-
istotle treats these Homeric problems. This is because Poetics 25 is where he comes
closest to developing a theory of fiction in which he suggests that poetry should not be
judged by the standards of any other art than itself, and formulates a nascent idea of
poetic license which might circumvent the trivial and hairsplitting problems that
Zoilus and others had discovered in Homeric poetry. Near the beginning of chapter
25, Aristotle runs through some basic principles by which Homeric errors might be
defended. Although he stresses that impossibilities (d8uvaTa) should be avoided,
they might be construed as “correct, if [they] attain the end of the art itself...if in this
way it makes either that part or the poem or another part, more astonishing.” Other
errors are only incidental: painting a female deer with horns is not an error in painting
(in the art itself) but only a chance error in a different field (kaT’ &AAo cuuPePnkos).
Finally, he proposes that “if the poet is criticized [for representing something] which is
not true (¢&v ¢mTip&Tal 8Tt ouk aAn6f),” then one could argue that “perhaps [he is
representing them] as they should be (&GAN’ iows <cs> B¢e1), like Sophocles” or “it may
be on the grounds that people say [it is] so (3Tt oUTw @aociv), e.g., the stories of the
gods.” (60b32-5) These solutions suggest a number of different ways in which poets
are not bound to a strict idea of truth, and hence seem particularly designed to dismiss

the myriad problems surrounding Homer as beside the point.5®

58 1460b24-6: GAN’ OpBdds Exel, €l TUYXGvElL TOU TEAOUS TOU auTis...el oUTwWS
EKTTANKTIKGTEPOV 1} aUTd fi &AAo Trotel pépos. The pursuit of Hector by Achilles is
adduced as an example.

59 Note the summary in Richardson (1994), 18.



But there are some problems. Halliwell notes that some of these solutions seem to
contradict Aristotle’s earlier insistence on probability and necessity; all of a sudden,
Aristotle seems to admit improbable and impossible events on an idealistic “things as
they should be” basis, or even more perplexingly, on the grounds that they accord with
most people’s beliefs, or simply because the errors are not proper to poetry per se.
That these new solutions lack a firm basis in Aristotle’s argument is borne out by the
interesting fact that, despite explicitly defining these appeals to poetic license as po-
tential solutions, Aristotle rarely employs them to solve anything.

For instance, a famous problem centered on the scene where Aeneas throws his
spear at Achilles’ newly forged shield in Iliad 20. In Homer’s description, the spear
could not penetrate the shield; Aeneas could only “drive the spear through two folds,
but there were three left still, since Hephaestus had made five folds cn it, two of
bronze on the outside, and on the inside two of tin, and between them the single gold,
and in this the ash spear was held fast (Eoxeto).” (Il. 20.268-72) What was the diffi-
culty? As D.W. Lucas lucidly explains, “it is natural to assume that the layer of gold
was not put in the middle of the five where it would have been invisible. But if it was
where one would expect, on the outside, how could it stop a spear which had already
passed through the bronze?”6¢ Aristotle doesn't provide a specific solution, but only
indicates the proper method which would lead to one—“we ought to consider how
many meanings the word might have in the phrase in question.”®* In his commentary

on this passage, Lucas discusses a variety of ways one could solve this problem before

60 Lucas (1968), 246. Poetics 1461a31-5.

61 Aristotle’s solution was probably to understand EoxeTo as ékwAUn, a reading
which Lucas (1968), 247, connects with Aristarchus’ understanding that “the gold ef-
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backing away, a bit self-consciously, from his interpretative zeal: “it is perhaps idle to
speculate on the structure of the divine shield, which was rather surprisingly damaged
by mortal assault...But who was the cobbler who stitched the bag of the winds?” Lu-
cas’ invocation of Eratosthenes’ famous bon mot on poetic license only draws attention
to the fact that Aristotle, however, did not choose to invoke the poetic license defense
in order to solve this problem, even though it appears to be a prime candidate for dis-
missal on such grounds. In the Poetics, Aristotle solves nearly all the problems, ob-
scure and nitpicking as they are, with reference to comparative ethnography (contem-
porary Thessalian practice parallels Homeric weapons management) or diction
(modifying accentuation, archaic meanings no longer current); the solutions arguing
that poets can represent things “as is generally believed” or “as they should be,” are
never applied to Homer.

The same pattern holds true in the Homeric Problems; among nearly forty solu-
tions of Homeric problems, Aristotle only has recourse to a version of the so-called
‘poetic license’ defense twice.52 The relatively infrequent use of this device suggests
that problems accusing Homer of improbability or inconsistency could not usually be
dismissed by an appeal to nascent notions of poetic license or by admonishing critics
as merely obsessed with unimportant minutiae. Poets were understood to have con-
structed a world of sorts which was expected to maintain consistency and probability;

Homer’s world, as the product of the greatest poet of Greece blessed with virtually in-

fectively checked the impetus of the spear even though it went through two more lay-

ers.

62 As can be clearly seen from Hintenlang (1961), who groups the fragments of the
Homeric Problems according to their corresponding “solution type” in Poetics 25.
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fallible compositional skill, had to be consistent and plausible—here as elsewhere

Homer’s authority was challenged and defended.

Supplementation of Narrative

Aristotle’s legacy to the Alexandrian critics and Hellenistic Homeric scholarship in
general consisted primarily of this insistence on “narrative plausibility and credibility
and the techniques by which these are achieved.”®3 The conviction in Homer’s seam-
less construction of his fictional world would reach its apogee with the second century
B.C.E. Homeric scholar Aristarchus of Samothrace, who held that Homer had com-
posed PiAoTeXVEs, that is, with consummate artistry and consistency.%4 Often, his
solution to criticisms of improbable and contradictory passages and lines was to athe-
tize, or declare them spurious.65 After all, what better way to retain Homeric infalli-
bility than by hypothesizing that Homer had never composed the lines in question?
This radical response did not, as is well known, have substantial effect on the Homeric
text in antiquity, and, as the scholia show, inspired defenses and explanations of the
passages in question by readers with a more forgiving or inventive attitude to Homeric
inconsistencies. But it shows that Aristarchus shared with other solvers a belief in the

Homeric world as probable and consistent; he even wrote a monograph TTept ToU

63 Richardson (1994), 24. Aristotle’s influence on later Homeric criticism, long
considered minor, has been properly emphasized by, among others, Nickau (1977),
134ff. (on Zenodotus, Poetics 25, and the Homeric Problems), the invaluable work of
Meijering (1987) (on Aristotelian terms in the scholia), and Richardson (1994).

64 See Schenkeveld (1970) defending Aristarchus’ methods from those like van der
Valk (1949) and (1963-4), who claimed that atheteses were on an entirely subjective,
often moralizing basis. But see Lundon (1998) for modifications to Schenkeveld. )

65 Of course, many scholars argue that Aristarchus based his decisions on manu-
script evidence; on this intensely (and endlessly) debated issue, see Montanari (1998)
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vavotdaBuovu which tried to reconstruct the arrangement of the Greek ships on the
beach as depicted in Iliad 14, based on the few hints that Homer provides.5¢

The assumption that the Homeric world was a consistently constructed one, ex-
pected to maintain norms of plausibility, could lead to two broadly identifiable ways of
coping with inconsistencies. One could always simply eliminate the problem changing
the terms of the discussion: declare the line spurious or an interpolation, or as Aris-
totle likes to do, historicize and claim that a given custom or word meant something
different in Homer’s day. For instance, Aristotle justifies the seemingly foolish prac-
tice of sticking spears vertically into the ground for storage by adducing Thessalian
practice in his own day, and renders the question of why Apollo kills the mules (inno-
cent beasts) first in ITiad 1 moot by understanding the word oupfjas (mules) as actu-
ally meaning oUpous (guards).67

Alternatively, mulling over a problem in narrative continuity might permit one to
begin imagining the details and aspects of the world that Homer didn’t feel the need to
mention explicitly. Often these forays could turn a formerly incoherent set of actions
into a smooth plausible episode. Less frequently, but tellingly, Aristotle engages in the
nascent stages of this sort of reading. To the well-known question of why Helen was
ignorant of her brothers’ whereabouts in Iliad 3, Aristotle suggests that “perhaps she
was prevented by Alexander from meeting any of the prisoners; or [maybe Homer did

this] so that her fj8os would appear better and she not seem busybody-ish (fj &1eas 16

for a recent overview and bibliography, reacting to the important interventions of van
Thiel (1997).
66 For a recent treatment, see Porter (1992).

67 Thessalian spears: 1461a1-4, an example of a solution based on “how things
were.” Mules=guards: 1461a10. Not a very satisfactory solution, since, as Aristarchus



N8os PeATicov pavij kai ur TToAupayuovouoa).”68 This pair of solutions, unsatis-
factory as they might seem, both depend on a reconstruction of a plausible offstage
supplement to the explicit details of the narrative. Aristotle surmises a situation
where Alexander, fearful of Helen’s reaction to her brothers’ death, doesn’t allow her
to receive this information; conversely, in the second solution, he even proposes that
Homer purposely depicted her as ignorant so as to suggest that she hadn’t even asked
anyone about her brothers despite her curiosity—in order to emphasize her propriety.
Another longer example concerns Calchas’ prophecy at Aulis, retold by Odysseus in
Iliad 2. A portentous event had occurred: a snake made its way up to a nest full of
birds, proceeded to eat all eight baby birds as well as their mother, and then turned to
stone. This ominous episode was duly interpreted by Calchas, but it struck readers as
odd that he only interpreted the consumption of the birds, and not the petrifaction.
“For what is &toTrov about birds being eaten by a snake or about the fact that there
were eight of them? But about the turning into stone, which was a great thing, he says
nothing.”® For Aristotle this striking absence can be explained by conjecturing Cal-
chas’ motives for silence. The lithification must be a sign of the slowness of the up-
coming war, which Calchas had consciously left out, for fear of disturbing the Greeks.
“For he was likely to have supposed it, even if he didn’t say it.” (eikds yap fjv Utro-
AaBeiv kal el pij Tis EAeye). Something that was out of place—&Tomrov—has enabled

a gradual supplementation or expansion of the story.

had noted, it still leaves the dogs who were also killed first along with the mules. In
general, Aristotle’s solutions by lexis are not usually persuasive to modern readers.

68 F 147 Rose. Iliad 3.236-44. For a fuller discussion of this crux, and Dio’s ex-
ploitation of it, see Chapter 5, Absent Brothers, Errant Mothers, below.

69 F 145.4-6 Rose. The same criticism, among others, is made in Cicero’s De divi-
natione 2.30.65.
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Contrasting this supplemental reading of Homer with the more restrictive lexical
and historicizing variety, Ruth Scodel notes that “this type of interpretation opens the
stories and gives the interpreter power over them; it makes explicit as interpretation
what the poets had always had to do in order to make the stories new.”7° Aristotle may
not often have ventured into this interpretative territory, but he shared with more ad-
venturous readers their enabling presuppositions—a deeply held conviction in Ho-
meric poetry’s concern to portray a coherent and plausible world, and the urge to de-

fend the poet from those who pointed out his alleged failures in this department.

70 Scodel (1999), 183.
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Chapter Two

THE ART OF CONJECTURE
HERODOTUS, THUCYDIDES AND HOMERIC ARCHAIOLOGIA

The gods have immediate knowledge of invisible and mortal things,
but men must conjecture.

—Alcmaeon of Croton!

I THUCYDIDES’ ARCHAEOLOGY

Perhaps the best Classical example of Homeric supplementation is found not in
Aristotle’s Poetics, nor in any other discussion devoted to poetry, but in the work of
the historian Thucydides. This chapter is devoted to explaining why.

To demonstrate his bold claim that the events of the distant past, as well as more
recent historical eras, were “not great either in wars or in other respects,” Thucydides
outlines a sweeping account of the development of Greek civilization from its origins
as a primitive nomadic society all the way down to the period immediately preceding
the Peloponnesian War. The Archaeology, as this excursus has come to be called,
takes a harsh, pessimistic view of this process: Greece was weak because of disunity

and a lack of financial resources, and these deficiencies were only recently overcome

124 B 1 DK: mepl TV apavéwv, Tept TV BunTdv cagrjvelav uév Beot ExovTt,

s &’ avbpcrmols Texkpaipechai.

2 Thuc. 1.1.3: T& y&p Tpd autdV Kal T& €Tt TalaiTepa...oU ueydAa...oUte
KaTa Tous TToAéuous oute &5 T& &GAAa. Translations are taken from Lattimore
(1998), occasionally in slightly modified form.
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with the development of sea-power and the concomitant ability to exert control over
other regions’ resources. The themes introduced here—self-interest, the domination of
the weak by the strong, civil strife—will reverberate throughout the rest of Thucydides’
work.3

The Archaeology, however, is also a demonstration of Thucydides’ historical
method, where he shows how a careful attention to detail, and reading “from the Tex-
uripta (indications, evidence) I have come to trust (éx 8¢ Texunpicv Ov...uo1 mMo-
TeUoan EuuPBaivel),” can produce the best possible reconstruction of the distant past,
taking into account, of course, the difficulty of acquiring knowledge about times so
long ago.4 At the end of the Archaeology he concludes confidently:

In light of the Texurjpia I have cited (ék 8¢ TV eipnuévaov
Tekunpicov), however, no one would go wrong in supposing that the
early events I have related happened much in that way (Sucs Tolatta
&v T15 vouifwv padAlota & SifjABov oy auapTtavot)...regarding my
discoveries from the clearest possible signs (nUpfjcBat d¢ iynoauevos
gk TV EMPAvecTATwWY onueiwv) as adequate for what concerns an-
tiquity (cbs TaAaid elval &TToxpvTws). (1.21.1)
These strong claims for the veracity of the Archaeology are juxtaposed to equally

vehement polemics against other treatments of the periods in question. He derides

those who “accept all stories of ancient times in an uncritical way (&BacavicTas),”s

3 General discussions of the Archaeology from which this discussion draws:
Taubler (1927); de Romilly (1967), ch. 4; Hunter (1982), ch. 1; Connor (1984), 20-32.

4 1.1: In the Archaeology, Thucydides follows a significantly different approach
than in his treatment of contemporary events. Rather than proclaiming the truth
univocally from on high, as is his practice elsewhere, Thucydides here takes the time to
reveal his sources of evidence and justify his statements by argument. The few times
he does so in his main narrative are also often in excurses on the distant past, such as
his discussion of early Athens in 2.15-17.

5 Thuc. 1.20.1-3, listing two examples discussed by Herodotus (6.57.5; 9.53.2). Cf.
Hornblower (1991) ad 1.20.3.
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and similarly asserts the superiority of his reconstruction over “what the poets have
sung, embellishing their subject matter to make it more impressive, or the
Aoyoypdeot have composed, whose compilations are aimed at entertainment rather
than truth and whose subject matter is unprovable.” The Archaeology, on the other
hand has been recently called “an unsentimental and unheroic view of the past,” em-
phasizing cold hard reality over mythic fantasies, impersonal processes of develop-
ment over individual actors, “far removed from the myths and commonplaces of
epideictic oratory and popular history.””

It is perhaps surprising then to discover that one of Thucydides’ vaunted Tekurjpiax
is Homeric poetry, to which he frequently refers as a source of information and cor-
roborating evidence for his claims about the Trojan War.8 For instance, to prove that
Agamemnon’s pawer was due to a strong navy, he says at 1.9.4: “For Agamemnon ob-
viously brought with him the greatest number of ships and in addition supplied the
Arcadians, as Homer has clearly stated, if he is good enough evidence (cos “Ounpos
ToUTo SedrjAcokev, €1 T ikavds Tekunpiédoal).” Additionally, he infers from the
Homeric line “Of many islands and all Argos king,” that Agamemnon must have had a
strong navy; after all, how could he have ruled “many islands” without one? Thucy-

dides’ detailed knowledge of Homer is remarkable; his first supposition refers natu-

6 Thuc. 1.21.1, tr. Woodman (1988), 8: kal oUTe cd§ TroinTal ULVAKAGCL TEPL
aQUTEV £l TO UEILov koopoTvTes u&AAoV ToTEUV, OUTE s Aoyoypdgot
EuvéBeoav £t TO TrpooaKmyé‘repov T &kpodoet j aAnbéoTepov. dvTa
aveféAeykTa Kai T& TOAAG UTrd Xpdvou auTdv aTioTws T TO uubddes
EKVEVIKNKOTA.

7 Connor (1984), 26-7.

8 My account draws heavily from Hunter (1982), ch. 1, despite her slightly different -
emphasis, and Verdin (1977) although I disagree with his conclusions on Thucydides’
use of poetry, particularly his overvaluation of Thucydides’ disavowals of poetry’s ac-
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rally to the hundred ships attributed to Agamemnon in the Catalogue of Ships (1L
2.576), but he has not forgotten that in lines 2.610-14 Homer adds that Agamemnon
had given sixty more to the Arcadians, who were not a sea-faring people. His second
arises from a single line in the description of Agamemnon’s scepter at 2.108, the sig-
nificance of which is not immediately apparent, and which Thucydides has to carefully
explain. He has apparently given the matter considerable thought.

Thucydides’ erudition gets an even more impressive display a little later on at
1.10.3-5 when he attempts to demonstrate that the Greek force sent against Troy was
far smaller than overseas expeditions of the fifth century. To accomplish this, he en-
gages in an intricate calculation of how many men went on the Trojan expedition,
based on the Catalogue of Ships in Iliad 2. He first adds up the ships listed by Homer
(1,200), but to figure out the total number of men, he has to know how many men
were on each ship, and Homer only supplies this information twice: there are 120 men
on each Boeotian ship, and 50 on those of Philoctetes.? Thucydides assumes that
Homer, by only providing these two figures, meant to give the largest and smallest
amount of men per ship; the middle point between these would then be the average
number of men per ship for the whole force. To counter potential objections that all
the men on board might not necessarily have been soldiers, but cooks, or support staff,
or slaves, he reminds readers of the line (. 2.720) where Homer mentions that all the
rowers on Philoctetes’ ships were also archers. And after all, Thucydides adds, it was

unlikely that there was anyone on board who was not a sailor, since the ships were so

curacy. Other useful studies of this section of the Archaeology are Gomme (1945), S.v. ~
1.9-11; de Romilly (1967), 244-303 passim; and Biraschi (1989), ch. 3.

9 The total number of ships is actually 1186, as Verdin (1977), 74 points out. Boeo-
tian ships at Il. 2.510; Philoctetes at 2.719.



small, and they had to carry so much equipment. Finally, he concludes: “If we there-
fore calculate the numbers by taking an average of the biggest and smallest ships, they
will not appear great, considering that this was a force representing the united effort of
all Greece.”°

Again Thucydides has examined the Iliad with an incredibly sharp eye for detail
and historical information. But more significant for our purposes are the presupposi-
tions that make his reading possible. Thucydides not only takes the historicity of peo-
ple like Agamemnon and Philoctetes for granted, but believes that he can use individ-
ual lines of the Iliad as evidence for very specific historical claims regarding Greek so-
ciety at the time of the Trojan War—that Agamemnon ruled over Argos and many is-
lands, that there were 120 people on each Boeotian ship, that all the rowers in Philoc-
tetes’ boats were also archers.” Ffurthermore, Thucydides even feels justified in
reading between the lines, and inferring from the text to facts that Homer does not ex-
plicitly make evident, e.g., the number of soldiers on the Trojan expedition. He imag-
ines the Homeric world down to its details by extrapolating what the ships must have
been like, the make-up of the crews; later on he will even look into the logistics of the

siege of Troy. And all this despite his belief that Homer lived well after the Trojan

10 1 10.5. Thucydides does not give the total amount, but the problem is, as Gomme
(1945), 114 puts it, that the total would be “102,000, or allowing for some poetic exag-
geration, say 70,000-80,000—a very large number for an overseas expedition, and
much larger that any that sailed in the Peloponnesian War.” Others have argued that
Thucydides is emphasizing how small a number it is for the entire force of Greece (de
Romilly (1967), 248, n.2)

1 Thucydides is certainly reading the past in light of his understanding of the pre-
sent; his emphases on sea-power, rule by fear, and the importance of money for war-
fare certainly fit far better into a fifth century context than a Homeric one, and will R
preoccupy him throughout the rest of his work. But there is little reason to doubt that
he believed in an unchanging continuity of human motivations and behavior uniting
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War, his scorn for poetic exaggerations, and his occasional disclaimers concerning
Homeric authority—“if we can have complete confidence in Homer’s figures,” or “if it
is suitable to conjecture from Homer.”*= In fact, in Thucydides’ view, Homer has even
hinted that such inferences are the proper way to interact with the text; the poet pro-
vided only limited information (the numbers of sailors) with the express purpose of
allowing the reader to conjecture the rest.

What exactly is the object of Thucydides’ inquiry? He believes he has conjectured
historical data from Homeric poetry, but in practice, his results are obtained by filling
in the gaps of Homeric narrative. The unstated dictum is, of course, that there is an
almost direct correspondence between Homeric poetry and the historical reality it de-
picts. As a result, for Thucydides, determining the number of Greek ships is simulta-
neously an elucidation of the Iliad and the discovery of historical truth; these two ac-
tivities amount to the same thing. In other words, Homeric supplementation be-
comes not only a method of imaginatively solving problems, but also one of producing

knowledge about the distant past.

the past and the present, or that he felt that he could demonstrate this very fact from
Homeric evidence as well.

12 Thue. 1.3: “Homer, though he was born much later than the Trojan War ("Ou-
npos: ToAAGD yap UoTepov ETi kal TGV Tpwikdv yevduevos).” Disclaimers: 1.10.3,
1.9.4. Much has been made of these disavowals; Verdin (1977) uses them to claim that
Thucydides did not really trust in Homeric evidence. Butas Howie (1998), 95, points
out, Thucydides’ “argumentation depends on two arbitrary assumptions: that the
Catalog is basically true; and that the Trojan War did last as long as tradition said.”

The level of detailed argument with which Thucydides analyzes Homer suggests that
such caveats were probably pro forma; in 3.104 when Thucydides uses the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo, which he considers written by Homer, as evidence for ancient festi-
vals at Delos, he expresses no doubt whatsoever.



Real Heroes

This situation requires, of course, the belief that the narrative world of Homeric
poetry was coincident with the actual world of the heroic age. In accepting this
Thucydides was not unique. Nearly every Greek intellectual in antiquity believed that
the world evoked by Homer was, in its basic core and often even in its details, utterly
real. How else to explain Polybius speculating on the precise course of Odysseus’
wanderings, Pausanias examining, at Aulis, the bronze floor of Agamemnon’s tent and
a piece of the plane tree mentioned by Homer (1. 2.305ff.), or Strabo comparing the
topography of the Peloponnese to the text of the Odyssey to discover where Nestor’s
Pylos was located?:3

The Iliad and the Odyssey, moreover, were situated within a much more extensive
web of stories and traditions concerning the Greek heroes in general; Homer himself
alludes to such episodes as the Argonautic expedition, the labors of Heracles, and the
hunt for the Calydonian boar.* The heterogeneous body of stories that we know today
as heroic myth was produced by the continuous telling, re-telling, and elaborating of
these tales throughout antiquity, whether orally—by nurses, parents, performers—or
in written texts—poetry, oratory, philosophy, history.’s The characters and events in

these stories, just as those of Homeric epic, were not considered mythic, but une-

13 Polybius 34; Pausanias 9.19.5; Strabo 8.3.26-9.

14 Homer, Odyssey 12.70; Heracles’ exploits are mentioned frequently in Homer;
Iliad 9.529-99. The evidence of vase painting, apparently quite uninfluenced by the
Iliad and Odyssey, points to the existence of a large body of non-Homeric tradition
about the heroic age in the Archaic period, beginning ca. 700 B.C.E. See Burkert
(1987), 46-7 for a brief summary, and Snodgrass (1998) for a more in-depth study.

15 See Buxton (1994), ch. 2-3 for an account of the various performance and textual
contexts of myth-telling.
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quivocally historical.®® As Carlo Brillante puts it, the Greeks “imagined their heroes as
men who had actually lived, inhabiting the same cities and regions in which they
themselves, several centuries later, continued to reside.”? No Greek writer expresses
doubts about the existence of Perseus, Minos, or even minor figures such as Protesi-
laus.

Should we be surprised by such an attitude? After all, ancient Greeks and Romans
lived in a world suffused with what they believed were traces of their legendary past:
one could see a papyrus letter in Lycia written by Sarpedon, Agamemnon’s scepter in
Chaeronea, the tusks of the Calydonian boar in Beneventum, the anchor of the Argo at
the mouth of the Phasis; a list of similar relics could go on and on.:8 The precise loca-
tions of heroic activity were carefully preserved, marked out, and displayed to tourists
and travelers: from the banal—the stone in Salamis where Telamon sat as he watched
Ajax sail off to Aulis; to the tragic—the spot on the Athenian acropolis from which Ae-

geus leaped into the sea; to the bizarre—the temple of “Spying Aphrodite” from which

16 The modern ‘invention,’ in Marcel Detienne’s terms, of Greek mythology, has
made it easy to forget that the Greeks themselves had no similar term; in antiquity the
word uiBos, far from referring to a definable set of stories, shifts its semantic realm
immensely over the course of time and only rarely approximates something like “tra-
ditional tale.” See Detienne (1986) and Calame (1996a), ch. 1.

17 Brillante (1990), 94. So Graf (1993), 121-3. Other good expositions: Walbank
(1960); Strasburger (1972), 16-20; Piérart (1983); Veyne (1988); Feeney (1991), 252-
62; Dowden (1992), 39-56; Green (1997), 36-45.

18 Pliny the Elder, Natural History 4.53; Pausanias 9.40.6; Procopius, Gothic Wars
1.15; Arrian, Periplus of the Black Sea 11. Some other material relics: the inscription
found in Aeniae said to have been written by Heracles (Ps.-Aristotle, On Marvellous
Things Heard 843b); the folding-chair made by Daedalus on the Acropolis at Athens
(Paus. 1.27.1), the spear of Achilles at Phaselis, and the sword of Memnon at Nicome-
dia (Paus. 3.3.8). On this topic see above all the exhaustive account of Friedlander
(1907-13), 367-80, on whom Casson (1974), 229-61 is highly dependent. Forsdyke
(1956), chs. 2-3 is an accessible (but undocumented) description; cf. Hunt (1984).



Phaedra used to watch Hippolytus exercise in the nude.’9 And of course, the heroes
themselves, in their tombs, or else as the dedicatees of cults, remained to be visited,
venerated, and worshipped.2°

This panoply of physical artifacts and monuments—what Christian Jacob has
called the “indigenous museum” of the ancients—permitted a tangible encounter with
the past, a guarantee of a very direct experience of the heroic ‘real’.* The sheer prolif-
eration of such material is also a testament to the important place that these figures
and their exploits held in Greek and Roman society, but this importance itself de-
pended on the fact that they were ‘historical’, and in turn rendered disbelief difficult.
The same could be said of ancient political and intellectual discourse. For instance, the
genealogical scholarship that had blossomed since the late sixth century B.C.E. in
authors such as Hecataeus of Miletus and Hellanicus of Lesbos?? outlined heroic kin-
ship-relations, thereby imposing a semblance of order on what had been the chaotic
mass of tradition. In some cases, they drew the lines of descent down to contemporary

periods, responding to the needs of aristocratic families and individuals to trace their

19 Pausanias 1.35; 2.32: 'A@poditn kaTaokoTrin.

20 Wickersham (1993), 142: “We should accept that they [the Greeks] believed their
myths because they were constantly encountering them in sacred, socially supported
contexts...the concrete omnipresence of shrines, rituals, and their pertinent myths...”
For some specific case studies of the relation of hero cults and the legendary Homeric
past in the Hellenistic period, see Alcock (1997). Note the discovery of giant bones,
which were often believed to be heroic skeletons: e.g., Herodotus 1. 67-8; Phlegon of
Tralles, On Marvels 11-19; Philostratus, Heroicus 137-40. See Mayor (2000).

21 Jacob (1980).

22 The account of 5th century legendary genealogical practice in Thomas (1989),
173-95 is by far the best treatment of the subject available; she notes rightly that the
topic has not been very well studied, although note the interesting treatment of Jacob
(1994). For a good introduction see Graf (1993), 125-31.



ancestry back to a legendary predecessor.23 Spurred by similar exigencies, local histo-
rians from Xanthus of Lydia in the fifth century B.C.E. to Telephus of Pergamum in the
second C.E elucidated the heroic origins and traditions of their native cities.24 Moreo-
ver, these creations of coherent heroic ‘family trees’ and civic genealogies functioned
as yet another effet du réel in the conception of the legendary past; once descent rela-
tions had been established, relative chronologies involving heroes and noteworthy
events could be synchronized, and the heroic age seemed that much more real, that
much more significant.

The importance of establishing links to the past can be witnessed by the practice of
citing heroic precedent in political disputes throughout antiquity; the squabble be-
tween Megara and Athens over the island of Salamis in the 6th century B.C.E. turned
on an interpretation of a line in the Iliad.?s éuch arguments were intended to be per-
suasive: Herodotus shows us the Spartan and Athenian envoys, each trying to con-
vince Gelon of Syracuse to join them before the Persian Wars, referring to the great

deeds of their heroic forefathers.?6 On a more quotidian level, the heroic world in-

23 So in the case of Pherecydes of Athens and the Philaid genealogy; see Thomas
(1989), 161-73. Her point, though, that in general aristocratic families were primarily
concerned with the original heroic ancestor and the most recent generations, and not
so much the intervening genealogy, is well taken: 156-8.

24 As Swain (1996), 77 points out, “civic classicism depended to a large extent on
the industry of intellectuals,” whether this meant resident antiquarians ready to pro-
duce documentation of heroic ancestry, or the researches of scholars in general, whose
material would be transmitted across the Greek-speaking world.

25 For a recent account see Higbie (1997); the ancient argument also is of great im-
portance to the history of the Homeric text.

26 Higbie (1997). Cf. Welles (1966), 14-16 on Isocrates’ appeals to the heroic age in

his speeches. This topic is an enormous one; the manipulation of the mythic traditions

to legitimate the claims of individuals or cities in the Classical period is well
known—e.g., Athens and Theseus (on which see Calame (1996b)). For some uses of
Homer in this regard, see Richardson (1985), 27 . For later periods, see Swain (1996),
ch. 3, Jones (1999).
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truded quite explicitly into ancient social life—from public art to religious practices
and ritual, as a source of paradeigmata in philosophical discourses, rhetorical dis-
plays, and moral diatribes,?” and as the subject-matter of the epic and tragic poetry
which formed the backbone of the Greek and Roman educational system.

The heroic age had left visible, tangible traces; it had a relative chronology and had
taken place in identifiable locales; unbroken lines of descent linked it to contemporary
Greek society, and it formed the subject matter of an authoritative poetic and religious
tradition.?8 Facing such self-evident indications of historicity, a Greek or Roman,
whether living in Classical Athens, Hellenistic Alexandria, or Imperial Ephesus, would
be hard-pressed to categorically disavow heroic reality. Denying the previous exis-
tence of the heroes and their exploits would have been tantamount to rejecting the
possibility of knowing anything about Greek civilization prior to the seventh century;
for a culture to whom origins and antiquity were so important, this would have been

almost unimaginable.29

27 See Buxton (1994), 171-3.

28 See Humphreys (1997), 217 for a brief but evocative description of the Greek
world’s relation to the past as constituted by “a certain convergence of nostalgia, local
history, erudition (both historical and poetic), and attachment to ritual.”

29 This reverence for the past was a dominant feature of Greek society throughout
antiquity; it manifests itself in the search for the ‘first inventor’ of various skills and
tools, the conservatism of the literary tradition, the constant feelings of decline ex-
pressed even from the earliest periods (Hesiod, Homer), the appeals to former golden
eras and great ancestors, the interest in the earliest civilization of men, the passion for
aetiologies—for determining the origins of present customs, peoples, words. See Bux-
ton (1994), 177, Bickerman (1952) and van Groningen (1953), ch. 1.
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II ARCHAIOLOGIA, OR, THE FASCINATION WITH HEROES3°

Of course, to assert a general belief in the existence and historicity of the heroic age
is not the same as asserting that heroic tales were unconditionally true in every detail.
The poetic narratives, local stories, and oral tradition which formed the source mate-
rial for this period were clearly recognized as contradictory and heterogeneous by
authors as early as Hesiod and Hecataeus. The difficulty involved in making sense of
them, combined with the significant importance of heroic material to the cultural, in-
tellectual, and political aspects of Greek life, meant that the heroic age quickly became
the object of serious and sustained inquiry, the subject matter of what we will call, for
ease of reference, apxaioAoyia, or the study of the distant past.3*

Greek historiography had begun as the study of heroic genealogy in the late sixth
century with Acusilaus of Argos and Hecataeus and retained this orientation for some
time: we know of at least fourteen authors from the fifth to the early fourth centuries
B.C.E. who wrote works exclusively concerned with heroic genealogies and events that
took place in the heroic era.32 This was not easy work; as Rosalind Thomas has re-

marked, it “involved putting into order a great mass of often confused and contradic-

30 This section’s need to outline a seemingly basic point—that there was a great
deal of ancient scholarly interest in the heroic past—is defended in Appendix One. It
would be easy to believe the opposite based on the scant attention modern historians
have paid it.

31 In this, I follow Jacoby, Momigliano (1950/1966), Bickerman (1952), et al. Early
attestations: Hippias of Elis:“the genealogies of heroes and men, and...how cities were
founded in ancient times, and in a word, apxatoloyia.” (Hipp. Maior 285d = FGrH
6 T 3) and the 5th century historian Antiochus of Syracuse (FGrH 555 F 2). For later
references, such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ ‘Pawupaixi 'Apxatoloyia, and Jose-
phus’ 'loudaikn 'Apxatoloyia, see Momigliano (1950/1966), 30-1.

32 FGrH 1-14 (Alte Genealogie): Hecataeus of Miletus, Acusilaus of Argos, Pherecy-

des of Athens, Hellanicus of Lesbos, Damastes of Sigeum, Hippias of Elis, Polus of Ac-
ragas, Simonides of Ceos, Anaximander of Miletus, and Andron of Halicarnassus.
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tory material...the genealogists collected together this information and produced in a
systematic manner a version that was at least consistent with itself, a stupendous
task.”33 And although comprehensive studies of heroic genealogy stop appearing by
the mid-fourth century B.C.E., one should not infer from this that scholarly interest in
the heroic age suffered a similar fate.3+ In fact, the sheer range and number of ancient
works that address problems of the legendary past (even if they are not solely devoted
to them) is remarkable.35

Writers of local history, which dealt with particular cities or regions, and universal
history, which covered the entire known world, devoted a significant part of their work
to the heroic age. Like authors of ethnographic and geographic treatises, these histo-
rians often felt obligated to discuss the origins and earliest history of the peoples they
described with reference to the Greek heroic age, in order to map them onto a recog-
nizable paradigm.3¢ Erudite work on the foundations of cities (kTioe1s), ethnic cus-

toms (véupa), political systems (TroArTeiat), religious practices, ‘inventions’ (Trepl

33 Thomas (1989), 182. Cf. Green (1997), 43-4 against Buxton’s (1994) claim that
Greek mythology tolerated plurality. The genealogists’ compendia were immensely
important to individual groups or cities that sought verifiable connections to promi-
nent legendary heroes.

34 Emphasized by Jacoby (1909), who, in his influential theory of the development
of Greek historiography, stated that the genealogical tradition ended ca. 400 B.C.E.
with Hellanicus, whose canonical account of heroic genealogy and chronology ren-
dered further work superfluous. Followed by Fornara (1983), 12.

35 From the Classical period alone, we can include the Kulturgeschichte of De-
mocritus (see Cole (1986)) and Dicaearchus of Messene’s Life of Greece (F 47-66 We-
hrli), as well as Plato’s Laws III (see Weil (1959). Political constitutions: fragments of
Aristotle’s collection of some 130 ‘constitutions’. Local historians: Xanthus of Lydia,
Ion of Chios, Charon of Lampsacus, Deiochus, Antiochus of Syracuse, Philistus, An-
drotion, Cleidemus, and Phanodemus (the last three all from Athens). Universal his-
torians: Ephorus, Anaximenes of Lampsacus, and Zoilus of Amphipolis. Ethnogra-
phers: Scylax and Ctesias of Cnidus. Antiquarian writers: Heraclides Ponticus,
Critias, Herodorus of Heraclea, and Hippias of Elis.

36 Bickerman (1952) remains the fundamental study.



EUPNUATV),% etc., were especially concerned with the earliest periods of human
history. The immense richness and variety of this material is well represented in the
second century C.E. by Pausanias’ Periegesis of Greece; every city, every grove, statue,
river seems to have a story behind it, connecting it to an event at the origins of Greek
society.38

Perhaps more significantly, the importance of the heroic age meant that even non-
historical texts participate in archaiologia; whether the treatise concerned cosmology,
natural history, medicine, or politics, authors often manage to discover an interesting
new perspective on the heroic world offered by their research. Plato offers a develop-
mental theory of heroic civilization in Laws, Athenaeus devotes much of Book One of
his Deipnosophists to delineating heroic lifestyle, and Artemidorus of Daldis, in his
Interpretation of Dreams, explains the story of Endymion and Selene by recasting the
youth as a devotee of astronomy particularly interested in lunar activity.39 Historical
interest in the distant past appears in poetry well before the earliest prose historians,

and continues into the early fifth century.4 Epic and tragedy concentrate almost ex-

¥ Kleingiinther (1939) and Thraede (1962).
38 Veyne (1988) conveys this best; see also Jacob (1980).

39 Aristotle, Meteorologica 352a-b; Athenaeus Deipnosophists 1.8e-26c; Artemi-
dorus, Interpretation of Dreams 4.97.

40 Eumelus of Corinth, Panyassis, and Xenophanes wrote KTio€ls, a work of Se-
monides of Amorgos was later known as 'Apxaioloyia T&v > apicwv, Epimenides of
Crete and Evgammon of Cyrene wrote genealogical poetry, and an interest in historical
- matters can be seen in Archilochus, Mimnermus, Callinus, and Xenophanes. Lasserre
(1976) is fundamental on this topic, although significantly anticipated by Mazzarino
(1966), 21-52. Cf. Fowler (1996), 65, and the compact summary of Strasburger (1972),
_ 37-8. On foundation poetry, see Dougherty (1993); for Eumelus, Panyassis, and other
early epic poets, see Huxley (1969).
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clusively on the heroic period.+* To get an idea of the vast array of ancient writers who
could express opinions on such topics, one only need glance at a section of the scholia
to Dionysius Thrax which lists various answers to the question of who invented the
Greek alphabet. The anonymous scholiast cites the opinions of fourteen different
authors, ranging from the familiar, such as Aeschylus, Euripides, and Aristotle, to the
less well-known, like Anaximander of Miletus and Apollodorus of Athens, to the ut-

terly obscure—Phyillis of Delos and Dosiades the Cretan.+

The Problem of the Past

For modern historians, however, most of this investigative activity was in vain;
Moses Finley notes that “the classical Greeks knew little about their history before 650
B.C....and what they thought they knew was a jumble of fact and fiction. 743 To some
extent, the Greeks realized this as well; since history based on eyewitness testimony
had only begun with Herodotus in the mid-fifth century, it was obvious that no really
reliable narrative accounts existed for the distant past.

The primary source for earlier times was poetry, which, while considered to be
based on historical events, was thought to have been distorted and exaggerated (al-
though less so in Homer's case). Other stories, or logoi, were available—local tradi-

tions or generally known legends, whether oral (gathered through inquiry) or written

41 See especially Easterling (1985) on the tragedians’ concern for recreating the
past. Tragedy often became difficult to separate from heroic history in post-Classical
eras; see the arguments for their overlap in Giovannini (1943) and Walbank (1960).

: 42 Grammatici Graeci, vol. 1.3, p. 183, iff. Hilgard. Ephorus, Herodotus, Py-
thodorus, Hecataeus of Miletus, Anticleides of Athens, Stesichorus, and Mnaseas

round out the group; candidates for TGV oToiXECOV EUPETNS include Palamedes,
Danaus, Cadmos, Hermes, Prometheus, the Egyptians, and the Phoenicians.

43 Finley (1986), 18.
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(compiled from previous historians)—but their origin was often impossible to verify.4
The writing of archaiologia, for the historian, often simply meant recording these
logoi as he had received them; he relates a local tradition, explains what a certain
monument commemorates, offers a summary of what a poet has sung. The fragments
of early historians of archaiologia such as Acusilaus of Argos, Pherecydes of Athens, et
al., as well as those of the Atthidographers in the fourth century, suggest that they de-
voted much of their work to the basic recording of such stories, possibly choosing be-
tween variant versions of a single tale, but rarely intruding into their work to offer
critical judgment.45 Thucydides does this occasionally,+ Herodotus frequently, al-
though both tend to distance themselves from the stories they relate by explicitly re-

fusing to pass judgment on their veracity.47

a4 Logoi would include not only everything we call ‘myths’, but any story in circu-
lation about the heroic age, even if only told in a single locality, or known to a few.

45 Tozzi (1967) has shown how dependent Acusilaus is on Hesiod for the theogonic
section of his work (cf. Clement of Alexandria’s remark that “the historiographers
Eumelus and Acusilaus turned the poems of Hesiod into prose” (FGrH 2 F 5)), but
uses more variants and generally becomes less restricted as he discusses the heroic
age. Cf. Mazzarino (1966), 55ff. The important article by Fowler (1996) differentiates
Herodotus from his predecessors and contemporaries primarily on the basis of the
historian’s intrusion into his own text.

46 For instance in the ‘Sicilian Archaeology” regarding the Cyclops and the Laes-
trygonians: “I cannot say what kind of people these were or where they came from, or
. where they went in the end. On these points we must be content with what the poets
" have said and what anyone else may happen to know.” (6.2) Pearson (1942) has noted
that there are several passages in which Thucydides is talking about the legendary
past, or legendary geography, where his style and vocabulary become much more
Herodotean, and certainly his manner and thought in the Sicilian Archaeology are
quite different from those in the Archaeology.

47 Cf. the famous comment at 7.152.3: “As for myself, although it is my business to
set down that which is told me, to believe it is none at all of my business. This I ask the -
reader to hold true for the whole of my history...” Note that this statement refers in
_ the immediate context to the conduct of the Argives during the Persian Wars, demon-
strating that logoi about very recent history are included.
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They inserted these disclaimers for good reason. The unreliability of such tales was
notorious; they invariably contained activity that could not reasonably be vouched for:
metamorphoses, uncanny phenomena, superhuman feats, not to mention lapses in
logical and psychological credibility. To go beyond a mere retelling of such stories re-
quired evaluative methods and the application of reasoning—yvcdun, in Herodotus’
term—by means of which the historian could gain some knowledge about the heroic
past. To outline the basic parameters of this approach, I want to turn again to the
Classical period, and focus on Herodotus and Thucydides, the only authors writing
about the distant past in which demonstrations of historical method are preserved.+®
The similarity in their approach, however, and the close connection it shares with in-
terpretive techniques developing in other areas, such as rhetoric and medicine, sug-
gest that Herodotus and Thucydides are more than likely adequate representatives of
how archaiologia was practiced in the 5th and 4th centuries. Even between these two,
however, there were no systematized methods, no standard procedure. What we have
instead are a set of interpretive tools that enabled archaiological inquiry—Texunplqa,
onueia, paptUpix (‘indications’), and To gikog (the ‘probable’ or the ‘Tlikely’)—but that

could be deployed in different configurations depending on the historian.49

48 For the majority of other early historians, only fragments remain, and any ar-
gumentation or explicit discussions that might have existed has not usually survived.
Exceptions are Plato Laws III (which does depend heavily on eikdg-reasoning, see
Weil (1959), 29) and Palaephatus’ On Unbelievable Tales, which represents an ex-
tremely interesting, and fundamentally different, approach to the legendary past than
that outlined here.

49 See Butti de Lima (1996), ch. 5 for a good account of Tekurpia and eikdg in
Herodotus and Thucydides. He sees them as general historiographical tools, however,
while I adhere to the more standard view that they are characteristic of archaiologia
as opposed to ancient political/contemporary historiography.
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Signs, Probability, Evidence

As an instrument for assessing the veracity of logoi, the concept of T eikds, or ‘the
probable’, became central for archaiologia.s® Reasoning by &ixds involved applying “a
probabilistic estimate (not quantified) to questions at some remove from experi-
ence...and appeals, necessarily, to antecedently established notions of what is likely or
unlikely to happen in some familiar realm.”s* Such a method was extremely valuable
because it focused solely on the content of logoi; as a result, the historian could criti-
cally examine stories without recourse to any other information. In Herodotus, the
procedure frequently involves asserting that a story is not eikds, explaining why, and
then rejecting the story either outright, or else in favor of a more likely alternative.
Herodotus’ standard of ‘probability’ accords with his idea of physical and psychologi-
cal plausibility; he rejects stories of a diver who swam two miles underwater, of bot-
tomless springs, of a human Heracles’ killing hundreds of Egyptians, and he doubts
the story of the Samian exiles defeating Polycrates because they sought Spartan assis-

tance after the battle, an act that would not have made much sense if they had won the

so Of course, eikds was central to rhetorical argumentation; Corax and Tisias are
supposed to have established the argument from eix&s in their rhetorical handbooks in
the early fifth century (Plato, Phaedrus 267a-b; Aristotle Rhetoric 2.24.11), but some
notion of probability is evident even in Homer (see Lloyd (1966), 424). The first defi-
nite uses of the term are in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes and Euripides’ Pasiphae
(see Gagarin (1990)). In general, see Kennedy (1963). The connection of Homeric
supplementation and rhetoric will be addressed in Chapters 4 and 5.

st Hussey (1995), 534. In evaluating ancient historians’ use of eixés, we should not
forget that “it is doubtful whether ‘our’ (late twentieth-century Western) notion of ‘or-
dinary experience’ corresponds at all closely or unambiguously” to that of the an-
cients’,” (Ibid.) So also de Sanctis (1933) and Fertonani (1952), who point out that
Hecataeus, who has long been seen as inaugurating a ‘rationalizing’ method that at-
tempted to reduce all myths to ‘probable’ versions in accord with eikds, and then is
criticized for not living up to his claims, might simply have had a different notion of
what counted as ‘probable.’
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fight.52 To eixds, as these examples show, was a flexible, subjective, instrument, ap-
plicable to a wide range of situations.

Evaluation of logoi via eikds-reasoning was quite useful, but archaiologia aiso in-
volved more than discerning merely which stories to believe and reject. Historians of
archaiologia, with no eyewitness testimony for their subject matter, faced a domain,
the distant past, that would always remain intrinsically unavailable to direct percep-
tion or experience, even at secondhand—the poetic tales and traditional stories
handed down orally never purported to be eyewitness accounts.33 To access this realm,
the historian had to pursue a more indirect route: conjecture. Archaiologia, like other
disciplines that sought knowledge of imperceptible realms—divination, medicine,
physiognomy, natural philosophys+—relied predominantly on what Carlo Ginzburg has

called the “conjectural paradigm,” a type of knowledge that “requires the minute ex-
’ amination of the real, however trivial, to uncover traces of events about which the ob-
server cannot directly experience.”ss The historian of the distant past scanned avail-
able data for any clues, traces, or vestiges that would allow some sort of entry way into

the past—some way, as Herodotus says, “to conjecture (Texpuaipduevos) from visible

s2 Hdt. 8.8; 2.28; 2.45; 3.45. On Herodotus and eikos, see Corcella (1984) and
Darbo-Peschanski (1987).

53 Verdin (1971), 230-1 summarizes the importance of eyewitnessing and direct
testimony to Herodotus. This emerges clearly in Herodotus’ dealings with the Egyp-
tian priests; as long as he is reassured that the story he is being told can be traced back
to someone who witnessed the events, no matter how long ago, he feels secure in the
veracity of the story.

54 See Schuhl (1953) for an overview and Manetti (1993) on sign-inference in an-
tiquity; Diller (1932) looks at the ‘semeiotische Methode’ of historiography in the light
of Hippocratic medical procedure. Lateiner (1986) discusses ties between medicine
and Herodotus; for Thucydides, see Weidauer (1954) and Rechenauer (1991).

55 Ginzburg (1983); similar is Detienne & Vernant’s (1978) notion of metis, ‘cun-
ning intelligence’. See Manetti (1994).



things to those unknown.”sé These ‘visible things’, indiscriminately referred to as Tek-
unpla, onueia, and yapTupla, became the means by which the historian could “span
the temporal distance between past and present through inductive reasoning.”s”

The importance of this type of thought is nowhere more evident than in Thucy-
dides’ Archaeology.5® As we saw earlier, he puts considerable emphasis on his ability
to draw conclusions on the basis of Texurjpia; So elsewhere Thucydides infers that
before Theseus’ time, Athens comprised only the southern part of the present city and
the Acropolis from the Texuripiov that nearly all the temples are located in these areas;
the Carian graves unearthed during the purification of Delos are uapTipia, literally
‘witnesses’, that Delos had been colonized by Carians; and Homer signals (Tekunpiot)
that the name ‘Hellas’ was not in use in his day by his failure to use the term ‘Hellenic’
to describe the Greek forces.s® In this sense, Texuripta, onueia, and papTupila func-
tion literally as ‘evidence’, not in the sense of ‘proofs’, but as ‘evident’ phenomena,

signs that allowed the historian to gain a foothold into the distant past by enabling a

56 2.33.2: Kal &g ycd oupBAaAloual TOIoL EUPAVEST TA Ui} YIVGOKOUEVA TEK-
naipduevos. Dewald (1993), 57, sees Herodotus as trying “to read correctly the traces
of meaning contained in tangible things.” Cf. the fascinating fragment from Euripides’
Phoenix:, T& &@davr Tekunpioow eikéTws alioketat (F 811).

s7 Butti de Lima (1996), 139. Cf. Gernet (1981), 344: “Tekmérion refers to the
“visible” as a sign, in the sense that it allows one to pass from one domain to another
. by rational inference.” Herodotus and Thucydides use the words Tekuvpia, onueia,

" and yapTUpia interchangeably, and such unsystematic use of terms for ‘signs’ is char-
acteristic of the Classical period. As Lloyd (1966), 425-30 has shown, the words were
part of a “rich vocabulary which was developed in the fifth and sixth centuries” (426)
reflecting the growing interest in both sign-inference and the use of evidence.

58 See Taubler (1927), 103-7; de Romilly (1967), 242-3; Butti de Lima (1996), 143~

. Bl.

59 Thue. 2.15.4, 1.8.1, 1.3.3. Similarly Herodotus (1.57) conjectures (Tex-
patpouevos) that the ancient Pelasgians spoke a non-Greek language from the fact
~ that their descendants in the Hellespont “have a language of their own in common,
which is not the language of their neighbors.”

65
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process of inference.s° Texurjpia could take many forms: physical objects, proverbs,
poetic passages, the cultural vestiges of past customs preserved by contemporary peo-
ples,5 inscriptions. But in each case, the Tekurplov, as a perceptible vestige that
maintains some link to the distant past, allows the historian to move from the known
into the unknown; however provisionally, it opens up the possibility of knowledge.52
The new claims produced by inference from Texusiptx could in turn be supported
by appeals to eikds, which here performs a justificatory function rather than an
evaluative one. A good example is Thucydides’ attempt to distinguish the Odrysian
king Teres from the more famous king Tereus, who married Pandion's daughter
Procne from Athens.63 First he infers from the poets that Tereus lived in Daulis,* a
completely different part of Thrace than Odrysia. To support this reading, Thucydides
appends an argument from probability: “It is probable (eikés) that Pandion in con-

tracting an alliance for his daughter would consider the advantages of mutual assis-

60 Connor (1984), 28: “Tekméria are not “proofs” of incontrovertible evidence, but
“indications”—facts or observations that point in a certain direction.” Herodotus oc-
casionally uses Tekuripia as evidence to support Egyptian stories over Greeks; here
Tekuripia have an evaluative function. Cf. his remarks at 2.43.2 on his many Texufpla
regarding whether the Egyptians or the Greeks first named the god Heracles.

61 As Thucydides says, “one could point to a number of other instances where the
manners of the ancient Hellenic world are very similar to the manners of foreigners
today.” (1.6) Aristotle indulges in the same analogical practice; cf. his remarks on the
Thracians’ use of spear butt-spikes to explain Homeric practice at Poetics 25. 1461a2
and his Homeric Problems F 160 Rose. Cf. F 158 Rose for another example.

62 Thucydides, as we noted above, explicitly argues from evidence in excurses on
the distant past, and his use of the terms we are discussing is restricted to these in-
stances as well.

63 Cf. Thuc. 1.10.3.

64 In Thucydides’ day, Daulis was in Phocis, but used to be a part of Thrace. His
texuriptov (he does not use the term) is the fact that ‘the poets’ refer to the nightin-
gale as the ‘Daulian bird’; the relevance of this was that, according to the myth, Procne

was metamorphosed into a nightingale. Thucydides presumably infers that the poetic
epithet must refer to Procne’s residing in Daulis while she was married to Tereus.
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tance, and would prefer a match at the above moderate distance [from Daulis to Ath-
ens] to the journey of many days which separates Athens from the Odrysians.”
(2.29.2)

Conversely, a logos that was considered not eixds could be brought back to the
realm of the probable by skillful use of Tekprjpia. Herodotus has heard two stories
about the foundation of the oracle at Dodona. (2.54-7) The Egyptian version says that
Phoenician pirates kidnapped two women connected with the temple of Zeus (Am-
mon) at Thebes in Egypt, selling one in Libya, and the other in Greece, where each
founded an oracle to Zeus. The Dodonaeans, however, tell a different story: two black
doves flew from Egypt, one to Libya, the other to Dodona. In each place, the dove told
the people with a human voice to establish an oracle of Zeus. Herodotus considers
doves speaking human language incredible, but rather than rejecting the Greek ac-
count, he realizes that the first story is the evidence by which he can interpret the sec-
ond. The woman arriving in Greece was called a ‘dove’ because to the natives her for-
eign speech sounded like a bird’s (¢5ékeov 8¢ ot Opoiws Spvict ¢Béyyeobai), and
those who said she was black are signifying (onuaivouct) that she was Egyptian.
When she learned Greek, this ‘dove’ spoke with “human voice (@vBpw Tmin Pcovi)).”
A new story emerges: the woman was working as a slave and built a shrine to Zeus,

3 “for it was probable (¢3oTrep Tjv oikds) that she would remember the god whom she

| had served in Egypt.” When she learned Greek, she established an oracle near the
shrine she had built, and explained to the inhabitants that her sister had been sold to
the Libyans. Aldo Corcella describes this remarkable example of Herodotean reason-

ing well: “A fabulous and strange account, different from the norm of physical phe-
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nomena, is led back to the sphere of possibility through an interpretation.”ss Here the
reliance on eikds has not resulted in skepticism, but in an explanation, and a narrative

richer in detail and plausibility.6

Archaiologia and Reading Homer

The skillful employment of Texurjpia and eikds thus gave the historian important
tools for critically examining and investigating the distant past. These conjectural
methods are what distinguish archaiologia from political contemporary history, which
depended on and so heavily privileged eyewitness testimony. But there was a limit to
the scope such inferential methods, at least for Herodotus and Thucydides, could lend
to their inquiries.®” Signs, evidence, and probability permitted engagement with the
distant past beyond the recording of logoi, producing new and interesting details and
clarifying episodes of the heroic age, but they could not enable a systematic inquiry
apart from those logoi.

One small section of the heroic age, however—the Trojan War and the véoTtos of

Odysseus—was covered by a continuous narrative account. Moreover, because this

65 Corcella (1984), 94. Cf. 4.31 on feathers in Scythia interpreted as snow.

66 Cf. Hecataeus’ reinterpretations of Geryon (FGrH 1 F 26) and the xUcwv ‘AdoU
~ (F 27). 1am purposely avoiding the term ‘rationalization’ that is so often used to de-
| scribe the method employed in both the Dodona example and Hecataeus. ‘Rationali-
zation’ seems to be a convenient umbrella term permitting a variety of different ap-
proaches to the distant past to be dismissed with one fell swoop. The only in-depth
studies have been Wipprecht (1902) and (1908), and Nestle (1942), which are rather
dated.

67 Both Herodotus and Thucydides realize the limitations of inference and reason-

- ing from probability; Herodotus relates any number of instances where physical ob-
jects are not what they seem (cf. Dewald (1993), Verdin (1971), 238), and Thucydides
famously warns against the danger of inferring a city’s former power on the basis of its
material remains (1.10). On the ancient conception of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ signs in ref-

" erence to Herodotus and Thucydides, see Manetti (1994), 27-30.
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account was composed by Homer, the most revered figure in Greek culture, it pos-
sessed an authority as historical material comparable with its status in ethics or poet-
ics. The strength of this authority can be seen in the Archaeology, where, as Anna
Maria Biraschi has shown,58 Thucydides systematically privileges Homeric informa-
tion over all other sources, to the extent that he defends Homer’s picture of a powerful
Mycenae against the evidence of the rather pitiful state of its visible remains in the
fifth century.%9

For these events, then, Homer provided plentiful material on which to practice
archaiological methods of reading; by the proper use of eikds, Tekurpia, and a sensi-
tive eye for detail, the historian could reconstruct the heroic world from the text of
Homer. Moreover, Homeric poetry particularly lent itself to reading practices privi-
leging eixs and consistency. The Homeric narrative is situated in a precise space and
time, possesses a clear chronology, demonstrates an advanced understanding by the
characters themselves of their own historical positioning, and shows a careful concern
for representing the world in a naturalistic fashion.

The historians of the distant past could produce knowledge about the heroic age by

reading Homer, and reaching into the historical reality hinted at and alluded to im-

_ plicitly in his text.7o Like narrative criticism of Homer, archaiologia relied heavily on

68 Biraschi (1989), 116. This is not to say, of course, that Thucydides approached
Homer acritically; he is careful to acknowledge the possibility of poetic exaggeration,
and one suspects that certain passages, like the Catalogue of Ships were considered
more reliable than the dramatic scenes. Nevertheless, when Thucydides does use
Homer, he does so down to the last detail.

: 69 On what Thucydides might have seen, and how he probably misinterpreted it,
see Cook (1955).
70 For example Acusilaus F 39 conjectures a story of Aphrodite’s motives through-

_ out the Trojan War from Il. 3.307 on Aeneas’ descendants future rule of Troy, and F
43 derives a tale of Ithaca’s founding by Ithacus and Neritus from Od. 20.207.



probability, and privileged narrative consistency and coherence, and possibility—not,
however, because they thought that Homer was a consummate artist (although they
probably thought this too), but because they thought he was depicting a real world,
which, obviously had to be just as consistent and probable as a poetic narrative. De-
spite their different ideas about Homer and his poetry, both these historians and the
critics ended up working at the same task—imagining and supplementing the world

Homer depicts in his poems.

IITI HERODOTUS ON HELEN OF TROY

At the beginning of this chapter, we saw how Thucydides’ conjectural reading of
Homer produced a more complete picture of the Trojan expedition. But Thucydides
accepted nearly every detail of the Homeric narrative; the conceit was that even the
most innocuous lines might retain some correspondence to historical reality. This si-
lent acceptance of Homer’s authority as a reliable witness of the heroic age accords
well with Homer’s general canonical status. But the inconsistencies and implausibil-
ities noticed by Zoilus and his intellectual kindred could also cause some doubt among
historians about Homer’s accuracy, or, in a more forgiving light, about the reality that
the poet was trying to depict.

Occasionally a historian could even come across an equally authoritative source
that disagreed with Homer; how would one reconcile the accounts, or decide which
one to choose? In such circumstances the pull of Homeric authority against the ad-

herence to eikds, could produce odd results. One paradigmatic example, which will

have great influence, is the remarkable excursus on Helen of Troy that Herodotus pro-



vides in Book 2 of his Histories.” Paradoxically, Herodotus’ presents his alternative
narrative as a supplementation of the Homeric account, filling in gaps, and structuring
his argument around problematic points in the text where Homer actively encourages

imaginative inference.

Fantasies of Helen

Herodotus, in the course of a chronological account of Egyptian kings, informs us
that after Pheros, the son of Sesostris, the kingship fell to a native of Memphis who
was called Proteus in Greek. Even in Herodotus’ time, we learn, a sanctuary at Mem-
phis sacred to Proteus existed, within which stood a temple dedicated to Aphrodite the
Foreigner (Eeivns). The strange epithet ‘foreigner’ piques Herodotus’ curiosity; in all
his travels, he has never come across a circumstance in which Aphrodite was called by
such a name. Perhaps there has been a mix-up? Herodotus is familiar with stories
placing Helen in Egypt at the time of Proteus;”> might Aphrodite the Foreigner actu-
ally be Helen? To test his hypothesis, he asks the Egyptian priests at the temple what
they know about Helen; it turns out to be quite a lot. According to them, Paris, on his
way back to Troy with Helen, had been forced to stop at the Canopic mouth of the Nile
due to bad weather, and some of his slaves, learning of a nearby temple of Heracles

where runaway slaves could receive sanctuary, took the opportunity to flee and take

7t Important treatments of this famous excursus are Erbse (1961), 24-6, Neville
(1977), Hunter (1982), 50-61, Lloyd (1988), 43-52, Farinelli (1995). Cf. the interesting
discussion of Ligota (1982), 9-11.

72 For the complicated history of previous versions of the Helen story, including
Hecataeus, Stesichorus, and Hesiod, see Lloyd (1988), 46-7. Euripides’ Helen shows
remarkable similarities to Herodotus’ story; see Austin (1994) for a survey of Helen’s
portrayals in this tradition. Dio will consciously echo this tradition in the Trojan
Oration (see Ch. 5).
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refuge there. Through a series of events, King Proteus became involved. When he
learned of Paris’ betrayal of Menelaus’ hospitality, he was appalled and decided to
keep Helen and the rest of the stolen property until such time as Menelaus returned to
collect them. Paris was forced to leave the country immediately.

At this point, Herodotus pauses to assess the story. Clearly the assertion that Paris
returned to Troy without Helen did not accord with events in the Iliad. But Herodo-
tus, rather than choose one over the other, accepts the Egyptian version, but then
claims that Homer also knew of this alternate story about Paris, although he preferred
the version he used as “better suited”—eUTrpenTis—to epic poetry. (Sokéet 8¢ pot kai
“Ounpos Tov Adyov ToUtov Trubéabar aAl’ ol yap ouoiws & TTv éToTrolinv
EUTTPETITIS TV TG ETEP TG TIEP EXPIIOATO, KGOV HETTKE aUTdv,) Homer, Hero-
dotus continues, has made it clear that he knew the other tradition (8nAchoas s kai
- ToUTov émioTaito TOV Adyov); as evidence, he quotes a passage from the Iliad that
| places Paris in Sidon (in Phoenicia) and two from the Odyssey; one that refers to gifts
that Helen received in Egypt, and another that has Menelaus in Egypt on his return
from Troy. Incidentally, Herodotus mentions that the Iliad passage proves (év
TouTolot Tolot Emect SnAoi) that the Cypria was not composed by Homer, since in

~ that poem Paris and Helen reach Troy in three days with no layover in Sidon.”

: 73 In the fifth century, Homer was believed to have composed a number of other
poems besides the Iliad and the Odyssey; as we saw, Thucydides thought that he
wrote the Homeric Hymn to Hermes. Aristotle restricted Homeric authorship to the
two epics and the Margites, now lost. The other poems of the epic cycle, which filled
in the rest of the Trojan legend not covered by the Iliad and the Odyssey, were attrib-
uted to various authors in antiquity, and sometimes to Homer. This passage is often
- referred to by modern scholars as an indication of Herodotus’ critical acumen, since
scholars now do not believe the Cypria was by Homer. Even if his conclusion happens
to accord with modern opinion, however, Herodotus’ argument may be incorrect; in
. Proclus’ summary of the Cypria, Paris does go to Sidon. Neville (1977), following ear-
lier scholars, believes that this was a later interpolation inserted to remedy the error
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Now, the Egyptian version of events brings up a rather serious problem that Hero-
dotus puts to the priests: if Helen was not at Troy, what exactly was the Trojan War
about? The priests tell Herodotus, on the authority of Menelaus himself, that the
Greeks had gone to Troy, looking for and demanding Helen. The Trojans, naturally,
told them that she was in Egypt with Proteus. Thinking that they were being ridiculed,
the Greeks beseiged the city, and finally took Troy after ten hard-fought years. At this
point, they realized that the Trojans had been telling the truth after all, and Menelaus
was dispatched to Egypt to retrieve Helen and the rest of his stolen property, where he
found them safe and sound. Menelaus, however, was unable to sail home because of
contrary winds, and in an egregious display of ingratitude, sacrificed two Egyptian
children as offerings to the gods; naturally the Egyptians became angry and pursued
him as he sailed off to Libya, but he eventually managed to escape.

Herodotus now evaluates the story, and declares that he agrees with it. His rea-
sons for acceptance are based on arguments against the traditional version deployed
in an extended display of eixds reasoning based primarily on psychological improb-
ability:

If Helen had been in Ilion, then she would have been given back to the
Greeks, whether Alexander (Paris) was willing or not. Surely neither
Priam, nor those nearest to him, were so crazy, as to be willing to risk
themselves, their children, and the city just so that Alexander could be
with Helen. Even if they were so inclined in the beginning, when not
only many of the Trojans were slain in fighting against the Greeks, but
also two or three or even more of the sons of Priam himself died in every
battle (if the poets are to be believed), in this turn of events, even if
Helen had been Priam's own wife, I expect that he would have given her
back to the Greeks, in an attempt to escape from the misfortunes at

hand. Nor was Alexander even heir to the throne, in which case matters
might have been in his hands since Priam was old, but Hector, who was

. pointed out by Herodotus, but this is just a guess. Cf. Lloyd (1988), s.v. 2.117 = 50-1;
" Hunter (1982), 55-6, n.8
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an older and a better man than Alexander, was going to receive the royal
power at Priam's death, and would not have acquiesced in his brother's

wrongdoing, especially when that brother was the cause of great calam-
ity to Hector himself and all the rest of the Trojans.

The Egyptian story must, then, be correct. The Trojans did not have Helen, and
tried to convince the Greeks of this fact, but the Greeks would not believe them. On
this view, the whole Trojan War was the result of a rather ridiculous misunderstand-
ing, or at least an unreasonable refusal on the part of the Greeks to believe the truth,
and to account for this, Herodotus can only have recourse to divine intervention: it
happened “in order that their utter destruction might plainly prove to mankind that

great sins meet with great punishments at the hands of the gods.”74

- Explaining Herodotus

Herodotus’ remarkable excursus is, along with Thucydides’ treatment of Homer in
- the Archaeology, one of the most detailed examples of a Homeric reading from the
fifth and fourth centuries B.C.E. It is a curious and complex passage, where Herodotus
elicits suspiciously ‘Greek-sounding’ stories from Egyptian priests, quotes obscure

passages from Homer, offers passing judgments on ascriptions of epic poetry, and

: 74 2.120.5: @AN’ o yap eixov ‘EAévny &modoival, oudt Aéyouat aUTolol TV
| &AnBeinv émrioTeuov oi "EAANVES, Cs UiV £y yvdunv arogaivopat, Tol dai-
Hoviou TTapackeudGovtos, 8kws TavwAebpin amoAduevol kaTapaves ToUTo
Tolot AvBpTTOLIoL TIOCWOL, €3S TV HEYaAwV adiknuaTwy ueydAal eiol Kal ai
TiHcpial Tapd TV Beddv. kai Talta utv Tij €not dokéet eipnTat. This passage is
obscure; it is unclear whether the destruction, sins and punishments refer to those
suffered by the Trojans or the Greeks. The destruction would seem to be that of Troy,

- but the sins seem to refer to the refusal of the Greeks to believe the Trojans. In any
case the closest named antecedent would be the Greeks, mentioned earlier in the same
sentence. Perhaps, as Lloyd (1988), 52 seems to assume, Herodotus means both the
Trojans and the Greeks; in the latter case the destruction would refer to the calamities
* that befell the Greeks after or during their return home.
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combines extended logical reasoning with theories of divine retribution, all for the
purpose of proving a story which seems to modern readers more incredible than the
one it is meant to replace. Looked at through the lens of archaiologia and Homeric
criticism, however, Herodotus’ excursus may be seen as an exemplary synthesis of the
methods and presuppositions of Homeric supplementation.

As Catherine Darbo-Peschanski has pointed out, Herodotus has formulated his in-
quiry into Helen around a problem that excites his curiosity: the peculiar epithet Aph-
rodite Egivn.7s This tendency to structure inquiry and reasoning around objects or
situations that seem strange, or out of place, produces the characteristic flow of Hero-

dotean narrative, where a string of leisurely told stories and facts will suddenly be in-

- terrupted by a detailed argumentative digression establishing an apparently minor

point. But it also corresponds both to the procedure of archaiological investigation,
“where occasionally the appearance of something peculiar can be read as a onueiov that
permits interpretation and inquiry, and the &toTia, &Aoyia, or T amibavov that
~ leads a reader to formulate a Homeric problem.”®

The curiosity engendered by the problem leads Herodotus to a discovery of a con-
vincing logos: that Helen had been in Egypt during the Trojan War. Most studies of
_ the next passage, where he discusses Homer’s relation to the Egyptian story, have
tended to concentrate on Herodotus’ hypothesis that Homer chose his version because
it was more eUTrpeTrs than the Egyptian one, because such a formulation clearly im-
plies that different standards of judging appropriateness exist for poetry and history.77

But what is particularly unusual about the Herodotean passage is not that he informs

75 Darbo-Peschanski (1987), 127-8.
76 See Dewald (1993) on Herodotus’ reading of objects.



us that Homer used the version he did because it better suited epic, but that Herodo-
tus feels it necessary to prove that Homer knew the true version as well. Further-
more, Herodotus insists that the Iliad and the Odyssey contain traces by means of
which a careful reader could prove that Homer knew the true story. There could be no
more striking display of the influence of Homeric authority, or of the belief in his all-
encompassing knowledge than this assumption. Herodotus had already accounted for
Homer’s deviation from the Egyptian tradition, why does he insist on showing that
Homer was aware of it? And how can Herodotus expect to demonstrate this from a
reading of his poetry?

Herodotus cites three passages: Il. 6.289ff., where Homer mentions that Paris had
stopped at Sidon on his way back to Troy with Helen; Od. 4.227-30 where Helen is
said to have received drugs from Polydamna, wife of Thén in Egypt, and finally Od.

' 4.351-2 where Menelaus explains that he was held in Egypt because of poor winds. He
explains the relevance of only the first citation, and rather unsatisfactorily: Syria bor-
ders on Egypt, the Phoenicians rule Sidon, and the Phoenicians live in Syria. To many
scholars these passages do not seem to prove anything, and reflect poorly on Herodo-
tus’ reasoning ability: the first does not mention Egypt, and the other two are men-

~ tioned in the context of Menelaus and Helen’s trip back from Troy, and in any case do

not discuss Paris.” Caterina Farinelli, however, in a recent treatment of these pas-

77 Ligota (1982), and the works cited by Farinelli (1995), 25.

78 Lloyd (1988), 50: “As the text stands, H. loses as much credit as he gains.”
Herodotus’ failure to explain the relevance of the second two passages, as well as their
" apparent lack of significance to his point have led many editors to consider them in-
~ terpolations (e.g., C. Hude in the OCT) despite the univocality of the manuscript tra-
dition. Others have thought that they belong elsewhere in the text (e.g., at 2.119) or
. else were marginal notations that Herodotus was thinking about inserting later (Le-
grand (1936), 142 n.2). See Farinelli (1995), 7-10 for a history of the controversy,

76



sages, has outlined a clear chain of reasoning and relevance between them.” The first
passage establishes only that Paris wandered on his travels with Helen, and estab-
lishes a proximity of this travel to Egypt. Farinelli shows that the second passage,
though situated in between Menelaus’ accounts of his journey to Egypt, strongly sug-
gest that a different stay in Egypt is being referred to; neither Polydamna nor Thon are
mentioned elsewhere. If Helen was in Egypt at some time other than on her return
from Troy, the logical time would be on her voyage over there with Paris. Finally the
third passage involves a situation—Menelaus stranded in Egypt—which will be echoed
in the second part of the priests’ account; Farinelli notes that in Homer there is no ex-
planation offered as to why he was there.8°

Like the other Homeric critics of his time, Herodotus here displays a remarkably
close knowledge of Homer. He has located the only mention of Sidon in the entire II-
' iad; and managed to call attention to two other ambiguities in the Odyssey concerning

Helen, Egypt, and Menelaus. When did Helen get those drugs from Polydamna and

which seems to have been won by those favoring interpolation. I, however, follow
Farinelli in believing the passages genuine, on which see the following note.

79 Farinelli (1995), 12-19. Her account of course, is completely speculative, as is
any attempt to reconstruct an ancient author’s process of reasoning. Nevertheless,
although interpolation is an attractive explanation of a rather elliptical and confusing
. section, one should not forget that a surprisingly large amount of Herodotus’ discus-
sion of Helen is rather unclear and riddled with logical lacunae: e.g., his failure to ex-
. plain precisely how Helen was transformed into Aphrodite the Foreigner, his not par-
! ticularly enlightening explanation of the relevance of the Sidon passage, and his con-
cluding remarks about the gods meting out justice for crimes, when he has just men-
tioned both Greek and Trojan crimes. If someone can, as Farinelli has, demonstrate
that the passages actually do possess some unity and logic, and furthermore fit
smoothly with the way Herodotus views Homer, the burden of proof for the possibility

of interpolation has shifted onto those who favor it.

80 Herodotus is suggesting that Homer had Menelaus stop off at Egypt on the way
back because he was hinting at the ‘real’ story; he couldn’t mention that he was there
to get Helen, of course, but why else include the trip at all? There is also an implicit
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Thon? Why was Menelaus in Egypt anyway? Modern commentators, in dismissing
the relevance of these citations, have forgotten that Herodotus is not claiming to have
' found unambiguous Homeric passages where Homer explicitly mentions elements of
' the Egyptian version; any such passage would clearly contradict Homer’s main narra-
tive. What Herodotus is looking for is much more subtle—certain elements in the text,
“even if well hidden, and recounted so as not to alter narrative coherence”®: that are
- slightly out of place, that do not quite fit, but maintain a correspondence, even a
minimal one, to the Egyptian version. These Texurjpia that Homer has left in the text
allow interpreters like Herodotus, so accustomed to scanning visible objects and logoi
for clues of the distant past, to demonstrate the extent of Homer’s knowledge.

The priests’ éccount of the Trojan War and the Helen myth solves another notable
Homeric ‘problem’ that turns on a question of psychological verisimilitude: the curi-
' ous unwillingness of the Trojans to surrender Helen in the face of a powerful force.
- Here, Herodotus, in one of his lengthiest arguments from eixds, shows the improb-
| ability of the traditional story from every possible angle; a story that posits Helen’s
presence at Troy and the Trojans’ refusal to surrender her simply cannot be true. But
despite his attack on the improbability of the Homeric account, Herodotus actually
) | accepts everything in the Iliad except the presence of Helen. Most commentators on
: this passage have concluded that the range of negative arguments effectively demol-
| ishes the Homeric account,82 but in fact they depend on the Homeric version being

correct. The arguments make no sense unless events proceeded as portrayed in the

- connection between King Proteus and the shape-shifting divinity Proteus whom Me-
nelaus has to wrestle during his stay in Egypt.

81 Farinelli (1995), 18.
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Iliad; the Greeks attacked, battles raged, Trojans (even Priam’s sons) died, etc. After
all, the Egyptian version is in essence exactly the same as the traditional Greek narra-
tive that Herodotus is arguing against, with the single exception of Helen. Here again,
as in Herodotus’ discussion of the doves at Dodona, two logoi are being reconciled.

The entire Herodotean excursus demonstrates how the authority of Homeric po-
etry, so central to the practice of Homeric interpretation, can radically affect the prac-
tice of archaiologia. Even in a situation where an author has a clearly alternate ver-
sion of events from an authoritative external source—Egyptian priests—Homer’s ver-
sion is not rejected. In fact, if we examine the excursus as a whole, we can see that, far
from positioning himself against Homer, and rejecting his story as history, Herodotus’
" new account does everything possible to reconcile the Egyptian version with Homer’s.
On the one hand, it corrects what many had felt was a rather improbable element of
the whole episode—why the Trojans did not simply give Helen back; it transforms the
- shape-shifter Proteus into an ordinary king; it explains the Thon mentioned in the
' Odyssey; it accomodates lines in Homer that do not accord properly with a simple
journey of Paris’ back to Troy; and it even smooths the story of Paris and later of Me-
nelaus into the larger narratives, filling in details rather than contradicting them.
_. Herodotus can have his cake and eat it too: he adjusts Homer’s version of events, but
; avoids criticism by demonstrating how Homer showed that he was aware of the true

story all along.

‘ 82 Neville (1977), 7: “we must conclude that Herodotus almost totally rejected the
story as told by Homer.”



Paradigms, and the Future

Virginia Hunter, in her analysis of Herodotus and Thucydides’ study of the distant
past, notes that “the intellectual tools of the historian open to them, whether sources
| and the evidence or data such sources afford, or logic and argumentation, are virtually
identical.”83 What I have tried to show is that these tools utilized by ancient historians
in their examination of physical objects, ethnic customs, local traditions, etc.—tools
including eikds-reasoning, identification of Tekurjpta and inference enabled by those
signs, attention to detail—are also remarkably similar to those developed and used by
ancient scholars to interpret Homer. This overlap between the interpretive methods
of disciplines traditionally understood as separate—history and poetic criti-
cism—reflects how significantly the understanding of the heroic age and Homeric po-
etry were inextricably intertwined.
Herodotus’ discussion of Helen is a good example of how all these methodological
. instruments and investigative principles are naturally and effortlessly harnessed for
 the purposes of tackling a set of Homeric and historical problems. Thucydides’ treat-
ment of the Homeric world in his Archaeology does much the same, and each repre-
sents, despite their historical concerns, a particular paradigm of reading Homer that
- will prove highly influential in later periods. Thucydides accepts Homer’s account as
: his anchorage point, and uses it to build a richer picture of the heroic world (albeit one
| that is remarkably similar to his view of the fifth century), combing carefully for signs
and information by which he can infer and imagining situations and details not cov-

~ ered by Homer. His procedure depends on a ‘return’ to Homer, as the most authori-

83 Hunter (1982), 93.
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tative source about the heroic world, on the basis of which such judgments can be
made.

Herodotus, on the other hand, prefers another story he has learned on eminent
authority to the Homeric account; and removes Helen, surely one of the Homeric
epic’s most significant elements. To combat Homer’s authority, however, one had to
explain why he would write an incorrect story; Herodotus goes further: he proves that
Homer actually knew the story. He does this, like Thucydides, by recourse to the same
close reading, identification of signs, and inferential reasoning that characterize so
much of Homeric criticism and archaiologia. No matter whether the ultimate goal was
to create a space for one’s own Trojan story, or else to supplement and nuance the
Homeric account, in order to write the history of the heroic age one began from the
ground of Homer.

The significance of both the Trojan War and the véoTol for Greek, and later Ro-
man, self-definition and historical identity spawned84 an enormous amount of erudite
work in antiquity. In the fifth century alone we know of at least four treatises entirely
devoted to the topic.85 Similar works— NéoTol, Tpwikd, learned historical and geo-

graphical commentaries—only multiply in later centuries;3¢ we even read about a fe-

84 The véoTo, stories about the heroes’ voyages back home from Troy, were per-
. haps even more important in this regard; through these tales, even cities distant from
the main action of the Trojan War could provide themselves with a heroic pedigree,
whether by having a hero found their city in his wanderings, or a similar connection.
The significance of the story of Rome’s Trojan origins has been extensively studied;
e.g., Gruen (1992), ch. 1
8 Tpcoika: Hellanicus FGrH 4 F 23-31; 138-56, Pherecydes FGrH 3 F 136-44.
~ Tepi yovéwv kai Tpoydvwv Tév eis “IAlov oTpaTtevcauévwv Damastes FGrH 5.
Mevealoyia Tév émi “IAov oTpaTtevocavTwv ‘EAATIvev kai BapPBdapcv Polus:
FGrH6
_ 86 NéoTol: Anticleides of Athens, Lysimachus of Alexandria, and Plesimachus;
Tpwikd: Metrodorus of Chios, Palaephatus, Abas, Sisyphus of Cos, Theodorus of 11-
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male scholar, Hestiaea of Alexandria, “who wrote a work on Homer’s Iliad” and iden-
tified the “plain now to be seen in front of the present Ilium as a later deposit of the
rivers.”87

But concurrently with these historically oriented works, an ever increasing flood of
learned poetic scholarship and criticism began appearing as well. The perceived dis-
tance between the heroic age depicted in Homeric poetry and later periods made it
necessary for the ancient grammarians and philologists who studied poetic literature
to be responsible for this ‘historical’ part (T ioTopikdv) as well, since later readers of
Homer required learned explanation of heroic references to properly understand the
texts.88

The grammarians could offer more ‘substantive’ contributions: in the second cen-
tury C.E., the Homeric critic Apion described the precise game Penelope’s suitors were
playing in Od. 1.107; earlier, the noted grammarian Dionysius Thrax had constructed a
model of Nestor’s cup described at Il. 11.632-5; and long lists of Homeric historical
puzzles, such as the respective ages of Achilles and Patroclus, or what kind of bolt Eu-
rycleia used in Od. 1.441 to lock Telemachus’ bedroom door, can be found in Seneca,

Plutarch, Aulus Gellius and Athenaeus.89 If at the same time, historical writers were

ium, and Hegesianax of Alexandria Troas; Commentaries: Aristonicus of Alexandria’s
On the Wanderings of Menelaus, Apollodorus of Athens’ commentary On the Cata-
logue of Ships, and Demetrius of Scepsis’ On the Trojan Catalogue.

87 Strabo 13.1.36. Female prose writers are rarely attested in antiquity, yet when
they are cited, as in this Strabo example, there seems to be no indication that the case
is exceptional.

88 See above all Sext. Emp. Adv. Math. 1.248-69.

89 Athenaeus 1.16f — 17b; ibid., 11.489a; Seneca, Letters 88.7; Aulus Gellius, Attic
Nights 14.6. One notes the notorious obsession of the Emperor Tiberius for such
matters: Suet. Tib. 70. This interest in details of the Homeric world was no doubt in-
_ fluenced to a large degree by the ancient educational system’s emphasis on the minu-
tiae of Homeric poetry: e.g., the question and answer drills on Homer—Who were



trying to ascertain which towns Achilles had captured, or the names of Odysseus’ men
who had been eaten by Scylla, it is no wonder that the two enterprises were rarely dif-
ferentiated. Often in fact the same people wrote erudite works on both poetic and
archaiological subjects.% Aristotle is the obvious example, but many other Peripatet-
ics followed his lead, like Demetrius of Phalerum and Duris of Samos.9' Since both
approached the same material—the Homeric text—with similar methods of reading, a
blurring of boundaries was inevitable; were Apion and Dionysius Thrax claiming to
have discovered the actual game the historical suitors were playing, or to have recon-
structed the actual cup of the real Nestor? Or was it simply the game or cup Homer
most likely had in mind when he was telling the story? One suspects that it never oc-
curred to them to even ask the question. Once the ‘information’ had become part of
the exegetical tradition, however, the practical result was systematic overlap and
cross-pollination whether the conclusions had been reached by those concerned with
elucidating the text or by those scanning it for historical information. In the following
three chapters, we will be looking at some of the products of these diverse engage-

ments with the expanded world of Homeric criticism.

Hector’s brothers? See generally Marrou (1956), 166-9; Bonner (1977), 237-9; Clarke
(1971), 24; Kaster (1984).

90 See Bravo (1971) which takes Pfeiffer and Jacoby to task for artificially sepa-

rating erudite research into philological and historiographical camps.

9t Among Demetrius’ writings are Homerica, On Homer, Homeric Solutions (F
190-3 Wehrli), and Posthomerica (F 207 Wehrli). Duris of Samos is the well-
known Hellenistic historiography (notorious as an alleged proponent of ‘tragic
history’), but he also wrote a Homeric Problems (FGrH 76 F 88-91). On the Peri-

" patetics work on Homer, see Podlecki (1969).
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Chapter Three

HOMERIC OBSESSIONS
STRABO’S THEORY OF POETRY AND HISTORY

I say this because I am comparing present conditions with those
described by Homer; for it is necessary to compare them with
those [in Homer] because of the fame of the poet and because of
our familiarity with him from our childhood, since each of us be-
lieves that we have not successfully treated any subject at hand
until there remains in our treatment nothing that conflicts with
what the poet says on the same subject, such confidence do we
have in his words.!

—Strabo, Geography 8.3.3

I STRABO AS LITERARY THEORIST AND HOMERIC GEOGRAPHER

Strabo of Amaseia wrote his Geography near the beginning of the common era,

~ some four hundred years after Herodotus, and three hundred after Aristotle. As the
epigraph demonstrates, however, Homer’s authority had not diminished in the inter-
vening period. Strabo’s Geography is suffused with a profound, nearly obsessive in-
terest in Homer. Homer is mentioned in the Geography’s opening paragraph, and
nearly the entire first book is taken up with discussions of Homer’s geographical

knowledge. The books on Greece (7-9) and northwestern Asia Minor (12-13) are basi-

1 Aéyo 5t TaUTta cupBaAAwv Td Te viv kal Ta ug’ “Ourjpou Aeydueva
avaykn yap avteEetaleabal TaUTa ékeivols diax Thv ToU TronTol 86Eav kai
ouvTpogiav Tpds Nuas, TETE vouifovTos ékaotou katopBoucBal Tiv Tapotoav
TpdBeciv, STav ) undév GvTimiTTov Tols oUTw o@ddpa moTeubelol Trepl TGV
auTav Adyols.
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: cally commentaries to the Catalogues of the Greeks and Trojans in Iliad 2. Overall,

. Strabo quotes Homer over 700 times in his 17 books.2 The Geography is a treasure

trove of Homeric criticism; as opposed to what we’ve seen in the previous chapters,

~ Strabo provides us both with a reconstruction of the Homeric world on a vast scale as

well as an explicit and painstakingly detailed theorization of how he conducts that re-
construction. In this chapter we will concentrate on the theoretical parts of his dis-

course, and only glance briefly at his myriad visions of the heroic age.

“The Swan-Song of Hellenism”

To see how far we have come since the days of Thucydides and Herodotus, let us
observe Strabo spending five pages discussing the three lines from Odyssey 1 which

mention the “Ethiopians divided in two...some in the east and some in the west.”3 We

© learn that Aristarchus had accused Homer of being ignorant of Ethiopia, Crates had

offered a typically complicated cosmological solution (emending lines in the bargain),
Ephorus had identified the western Ethiopians as Moroccans, while Posidonius had
conversely posited the eastern ones as Indians. Strabo himself thinks that the Ethio-
pians are split in two by either the Nile or the Persian Gulf. By the time he is done,

Strabo has discussed, among other things, textual criticism, African topography, as-

- tronomy, archaic history, Attic tragedy, and historical linguistics.4

2 So Sihler (1881), 4, estimating from Meineke’s index. For a full catalogue and
brief discussion of Strabo’s Homeric citations, see the useful study of Kahles (1976).

3 Using the pages in Casaubon’s edition (C) as a guide = Strabo 1.2.24-8.
4 The problem was popular; it is discussed in Pausanias 1.33.3 Sch. Ad Od. 1.27-8

} and Pliny, Hist. Nat. 5.43. For a fairly comprehensive catalog of the various theories

see Ramin (1979), 73-80. The tradition of dual Ethiopias had a long poetic afterlife as
well; Nadeau (1970) examines references in Vergil, Lucan, Statius, Seneca, and Juve-

" nal.
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As the Ethiopian example shows, Strabo’s attitude was not anomalous. In fact, the
Geography is valuable precisely because it offers us much more than a single idiosyn-
cratic perspective on Homeric interpretation. Strabo exposes us to a panorama of
learned hypotheses cited from a range of prominent intellectual figures: Aristarchus,
Posidonius, Crates, Polybius, Eratosthenes, Callimachus, Hipparchus, and Asclepiades
of Myrlea, among others. Moreover, these discussions demonstrate the extremely
high level of intricacy and ingenuity with which Homeric matters were now discussed.
Paradoxically, it appears that the acquisition of the more accurate scientific knowledge
(for which the Hellenistic period is well-known) led not to a devaluation of Homer’s
scientific ‘wisdom’, but an increase in the level of detail with which his rather laconic
lines could be interpreted. The augmented historical and geographical knowledge of
Iberia and northwest Africa, for instance, rather than rendering Homer’s vague refer-
ences to the western Ethiopians obsolete, actually provide more material for his inter-
- preters, just as a knowledge of meridians and the movement of the sun across the
spherical earth allowed Crates to invest Homer’s lines (once emended) with a compli-
cated cosmological significance.

Strabo was from Pontus in northern Asia Minor, but he had strong connections to
; Rome. His name is Roman; Pontus was brought under Roman rule during his life-

. time; he spent considerable time in Rome (possibly writing the Geography there) and
he has nothing but praise for her empire.5s As “a perfect reflection,” in Katherine
Clarke’s words, “of the first-century phenomenon of great geographical complexity

whereby intellectuals from various parts of Asia Minor were given a Greek education

5 On the vexed questions of Strabo’s date, the composition of the Geography, and
other aspects of his life, see Lasserre (1969), Lindsay (1997b) and now the relevant
" sections of Clarke (1999b), Engels (1999), and Dueck (2000).



in the coastal cities and brought that mixture of outlooks both physically to Rome and
conceptually to their accounts of its Empire,”® Strabo has inspired interest in his con-
nections, politically and ideologically to Rome.? But as Clarke notes, he is situated
intellectually within a predominantly Greek tradition (with which, of course, educated
Romans were moderately to fully conversant).8 His familiarity with a wide range of
Greek writers, and his concomitantly narrow knowledge of Roman ones, point to a
world of discourse acclimated to the cities of the East, 9 where he had been educated
under several different teachers, including Aristodemus of Nysa, a famous Homeric
scholar (he claimed that Homer was a Roman) whose father had studied with Aristar-
chus and whose mother was the daughter of Posidonius.»©

We should also remind ourselves that Geography is a rather misrepresentative

translation of the Greek title, which connotes something more expansive than the

6 Clarke (1997), 109. For Greek intellectuals in Rome at this time, see Bowersock
(1965), ch.4. and Crawford (1978).

7 For instance, see Emilio Gabba’s ((1982a) and (1982b)) influential interpretation
of Strabo’s use of Homer as part of the classicist revival fostered by Augustus and ex-
emplified in the work of Dionysius of Halicarnassus.

8 As Frangois Lasserre (1982) has pointed out, aside from his appreciation of
Rome’s dominion and organization, Strabo shows very little interest in Rome
~ throughout his work.

) 9 Clarke (1997) has shown how the term ka8’ fjuas is used in the context of
Strabe’s lists of famous intellectuals who hail from Asia Minor. “While he centres the

. world that he describes on the city of Rome...for himself, there is an additional, maybe

. even alternative, location in Asia Minor and its intellectual circles.” (108)

1° On Aristodemus’ Homeric criticism (mentioned at 14.1.48), see Dubuisson
(1987) and Heath (1998). Other colleagues or teachers include the Peripatetics Tyran-
nio (12.3.16) and Xenarchus (14.5.4), and the Stoic Boethus with whom, however, he
studied Aristotle (16.2.24). Strabo also knew Posidonius (7 F 60) and was a friend of
the Stoic Athenodorus of Tarsus (16.4.21). For a convenient overview of Strabo’s in-
- tellectual education and affiliations, see Dueck (2000), 8-15, and Lindsay (1997a),
296-8, who rightly emphasizes Strabo’s eclecticism. On the influences of various phi-
losophical schools on Strabo’s thought, see Dueck (2000), 62-9; more specifically Aly
(1964) on early Peripatetic doctrine in Strabo, and Aujac (1983) on Strabonian notions
" that betray Stoic influences.
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. English.1 In its wide scope, love of the obscure and particular, variety, and engage-
ment with Greek tradition, Strabo’s work bears comparison to Herodotus’ Histories,
another spatially organized hodge-podge of Greek knowledge and alien wisdom. For
W.W. Tarn (1927), one of Strabo’s few admirers, the Geography “is the swan-song of

Hellenism; through his eyes we survey that world as a whole as it passed away.” (236)

Homeric Geographies

Strabo’s deep concern for Homer and the heroic age, while perhaps receiving an
inordinate amount of space in the Geography, is not entirely out of keeping with the
genre.2 Geographical problems had always been an essential part of Homeric criti-
cism, and conversely, a concern for identifying the cities, regions, and peoples of the
heroic age had formed an integral part of geographical inquiry from its earliest stages.
In a recent article, Francesco Prontera has outlined the development of this “esegesi di
geografia omerica” and the widespread interest in “a geography that...is concerned to
show the mythic and historical memories of places.”3 In the previous chapter I at-
tempted to give some sense of how material remains, physical objects, and genealogi-
cal descent could function in antiquity as powerful tangible links to the heroic past,
and how important these connections were to particular cities, regions, or families.
~ Similarly, a continuity of location between an area where a celebrated event had taken
§ place, or an illustrious hero had been born, formed an important part of the self-

identity of ancient Greek cities from Southern Italy and North Africa to Asia Minor.

1 On the notion of geography as literary genre, see Prontera (1984).

12 For treatments of Strabo’s use of Homer qua geographer, see Bunbury (1883),
ch.1-2, Neumann (1886), Bidder (1889), and Berger (1903), 533-8.

13 Prontera (1993), 387.
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Strabo’s work, like that of Pausanias, is littered with examples; often, as in the case
of the cities of Southern Italy, he virtually restricts his commentary to such legendary
details: Metapontium “was said to have been founded by the Pylians who sailed from
Troy with Nestor;” the Neaethus river got its name from the fact that the Trojan slave
women burned the Greek ships near that place; the city Siris, no longer in existence in
Strabo’s day, was settled by the Trojans, as testified by the wooden image of Trojan
Athena that is set up there.4 What else needs to be said? Historical geography
mapped the space and topography of the various sites and cities of the heroic age,
primarily by identifying and clarifying the locations and modern counterparts of no
longer existent places and towns; here as elsewhere, Homeric poetry provided the
starting-point for any investigation.

This privileged position had a solid pragmatic basis. Homer provides a wealth of
place-names and topographical markers; the Iliad in particular is filled with such geo-
graphical indicators, most notably in the catalogues of Greek and Trojan forces that
make up much of its second book. Because, many of these cities, regions, or peoples
went by names (e.g., Pylos, Phthia, Caucones) that did not directly correspond to those
recognized in the Classical period and later, the process of identifying and locating
Homeric place names became an integral part of Homeric criticism. Through the
wanderings of Odysseus, Menelaus, and others returning from Troy, connections
could be established to nearly every region of the Mediterranean, and thus take on a

global significance, especially for the inhabitants of areas far removed from Greece

14 Strabo 6.1.15; 6.1.12; 6.1.14.
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. and the Troad.’s And as Prontera notes, identifications of Homeric sites and peoples
with their ‘real’ counterparts—e.g., Scheria with Kerkyra, the Hippemolgi with the
- Scythians—are taken for granted in authors as early as Hesiod, Herodotus, and
Thucydides.6

In the Hellenistic period, the level of this discourse increases drasti-
cally—questions that previously might have been dealt with in passing, or in digres-
sions, became the subjects of more systematic studies. By the 2nd century B.C.E., when
Apollodorus of Athens and Demetrius of Scepsis wrote their massive commentaries on
the Catalogue of Ships and the Trojan Catalogue respectively, the sheer amount of
research on Homeric geography had increased to the point that all of the information,
taken together, virtually constituted a complete picture of the heroic Mediterranean.!?
What had begun as isolated inquiry into Homeric geographical problems, or simply
~ curiosity about the heroic identification of one’s own city had progressed to the point
of providing a basis for “reconstructing the political geography of Greece in the heroic
age.™® As Prontera puts it, “the systematic confrontation between epic toponymy and
present conditions gave rise to a series of observations that in sum are a historical to-
pography of the Greek world using the conceptual and heuristic tools inherited from

_ classical archaiologia.”

15 In fact, questions about Homeric geography appear quite frequently in early
prose, e.g., Hecataeus: FGrH 1 F 75, 199; Pherecydes: 3 F 136-44. For a more exten-
sive list, see Prontera (1993), 388 n. 1.

16 Thucydides correlates known sites with Homeric ones in 1.25.4, 3.88.1, 4.24.5,
and 6.2.1.

17 Scholars suspect that Strabo depended heavily on these authors for his own dis-
cussions of Greece and the Troad. For Demetrius, see Gaede (1880) and Schwartz
(1901).

18 Prontera (1993), 394.



Strabo and Literary Criticism

Strabo was fully embedded within this tradition of geographical discourse, and in-
deed much of what we know about it is preserved in his work. Even more importantly,
his work contains an extensive series of remarks concerning the precise principles ac-
cording to which he extracts information from Homeric poetry. These allow us to ex-
plore the connections of this exegetical practice to other types of poetic criticism and
statements of historiographical method. Furthermore, Strabo goes on to provide in-
numerable examples of his principles at work (a fact often overlooked) in the form of
exhaustive and complex discussions of Homeric geographical arcana, that shed light
on the relationship of his theory to his practice. Any attempt to understand how
Homer was interpreted historically in post-Classical Mediterranean culture needs to
grapple with the Geography.

Strabo’s contributions to poetic criticism, however, have only rarely been of inter-
est to scholars.? Rather his legacy seems marked by a consistent failure to take his
contribution to poetic and Homeric criticism seriously, despite the length and detail
with which he presents them. Strabo’s thoughts may not be completely original, but
~ they offer a full statement of a mainstream approach to Homeric poetry that has not
- been well preserved elsewhere, and that makes his omission or cursory treatment in
literary surveys rather surprising.2° When Strabo’s use and interpretation of Homer is
~ addressed, it is invariably examined solely in the context of the issue of poetry’s func-

tion, which he discusses in the Prolegomena. Strabo vehemently attacks Eratosthe-

19 Aujac (1966), (1969); Schenkeveld (1976), and Biraschi (1984), (1986), (1988),
(1992).



nes’ assertion that poetry ‘aimed at entertainment (yuxaycwyia) and not at instruc-
tion (Bi8aokalia).” Strabo’s own position, that poetry is a mixture of the two, is far
more traditional.2 This difference of opinion carries over into their attitudes toward
Homer’s knowledge of geography—Eratosthenes claims that one shouldn’t look for ac-
curacy from Homer, and Strabo insists that one can. From a mcdern viewpoint, Era-
tosthenes’ acknowledgement of a poetry that is not answerable to the strictures of
historical or geographical reality is reassuring, because it accords with modern con-
ceptions of literature, and Strabo’s behavior is easily dismissible as that of a ‘Homeric
fundamentalist.” But such a cursory treatment of the debate masks its far greater level
of sophistication, a situation made worse by the tendency (Biraschi (1984) is a notable
~ exception) to examine this discussion on its own, bereft of both the Prolegomena’s
larger argumentative context of which it is an integral part, and of the use of Homeric
poetry as evidence that is scattered throughout the periegetic portions of the Geogra-
phy. If Strabo’s Geography should be viewed from a Greek as well as Roman per-
spective, then his remarks on poetry, history and Homer can only be properly under-

stood as part of his discussion of geography as a whole.

" Plan
The so-called Prolegomena, the customary term for the first two books of the Ge-
| ography, deals with a number of issues that are preliminary to the region-by-region

description of the world that begins in Book 3, with Iberia and ends in Book 17, with

20 So he receives a paragraph in the Cambridge History of Literary Criticism
(Kennedy (1989)), two sentences in Grube (1965), 128; a mention in Russell (1981),
and a single reference in Pfeiffer (1968), 166.

_ 21 It is paralleled, for instance, in the famous lines of Horace (Ars Poetica 332-3):
aut prodesse volunt aut delectare poetae/ aut simul et tucunda et idonea dicere vitae.
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India. These include long discussions of the configuration of the earth, the extent and
nature of the inhabited world, the philosophical and political utility of geography, and
a long defense of Homer’s geographical knowledge. My purpose in the rest of this
chapter is to show how deeply this last element, which occupies roughly half of the en-
tire Prolegomena, is connected to Strabo’s notion of geography as a whole; how, in
effect, his thoughts concerning Homer, Homeric poetry, myth, history, politics, and
geography, are all fully integrated and interrelated parts in his conception of his pro-
ject. Strabo’s lines of argument, however, are often quite hard to follow; his rhetorical
style is not always linear, and he is prone to extensive digressions, especially polemical
ones, that interrupt the flow of his explanations. This makes it easy to misunderstand
the text, or overemphasize certain parts of it without taking the full force of the argu-
ment into consideration. For this reason, I try to move slowly through it.

In the first two sections (II-III), I show how Strabo’s defense of Homer’s geo-
graphical knowledge is deeply tied in to his larger geographical project, which is con-
cerned as much with the ancient memory and past traditions of places as it is with
contemporary details. Since Homer is the primary source and evidence for much of
the time period that is so important to Strabo, his reliability must be secured at all
costs, and we will also see the extent to which Strabo’s ideas about Homer and poetry
are informed by historiography. The subsequent two sections (IV-V) address Strabo’s
theory of how Homer composed his poetry. The first section will be devoted to piecing
this together from his scattered remarks, while the second will discuss the famous de-
bate with Eratosthenes mentioned above from the perspective of the rest of the chap-

ter.
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IT HOMER, THE GpXTy£TTS THS YEWYpPAQPIKijs EUTEIpias

“For the moment, let what I have said suffice to prove
that Homer founded the art of geography.”

—Strabo, Geography 1.1.11

That the best geographer is also a philosopher

Strabo devotes the first section (1.1) of his Geography to proving the thesis that he
proposes in his opening sentence: “We believe that, if anything else is the business of
the philosopher, so also is the science of geography...”22 The three reasons he provides
for this belief are that: (1) every famous geographer has been a philosopher, from
Homer, Anaximander and Hecataeus, to Eudoxus, Ephorus, Eratosthenes, Polybius

| and Posidonius; (2) “rroAundBeia, which alone makes it possible to undertake this
type of work, belongs to none other than the one that has examined (¢ mBAérovtos)
things, both human and divine—the knowledge of which they call philosophy (vTrep
TV @Aocogiav émoTiunv ¢aciv)”; and finally, (3) “the co@éAeia ToikiAn—multi-
faceted usefulness—[of geography]...presupposes the same man [i.e., the philosopher],
the one who reflects upon the art of life (Tdv ppovTifovTa Tiis Tepi TOV Biov
" Téxvngs), that is, of eSaiyovia.” Now by Strabo’s time, the term gpiAdcogos referred
7 generally to a cultured person with pretensions to high intellectual achievement.
» ! Through his use of the term Strabo is weaving the geographer into the wider intellec-
tual firmament and establishing a set of interrelations between the geographical
sphere and the wider “philosophical” one of which it was a part that he will go on to

‘develop at some length.
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First of all there is the historical fact that every prominent geographer in the past
has also been counted as a philosopher. Secondly, geography requires roAupébsia,
which is only possessed by someone familiar with philosophy; only a philosopher can,
in this definition, be a geographer at all. Finally, geography aims at a goal—c@éAeia
TroikiAn—that likewise can only be achieved through knowledge of a philosophical
nature—that concerning the art of life, or happiness. Strabo, however, is not suggest-
ing that philosophy and geography share the same goals and requirements—that they
are in fact, the same thing. Rather, the requirements and goals of geography can only
be fulfilled by practices that happen to be the province of the philosopher—wide
learning and a concern for the ‘art of life’. Geography is thus seen as a subset of phi-
losophy, a notion that accords with Strabo’s first point, in which all geographers have
been philosophers (but not vice versa). But conversely, in the process of formulating
this relationship, Strabo shapes his own particular model of the philosopher;
TroAupndBeia and knowledge Tijs mepi TOV Biov Téxvns become not only prerequisites
of geography, but are posited as constituting the prime attributes of philosophy and
learning as well. Philosophy itself is understood only in terms recognizable as part of
the yecwyypa@ii) Téxvn, and, as we shall see, this mutually defining relationship be-
; tween geography and philosophy is of considerable importance, not only for grasping
. Strabo’s conception of geography, but of Homer as well.

After this succinct formulation of the philosophical nature of yecoypa@ikn, Strabo
proceeds to expand on each of his three claims for the remaining 12 pages of the sec-

tion (C 2-13; 1.1.2-23); paragraphs 2-11 pursue arguments aimed at establishing that

22 Tis ToU pitAocdpou payuaTeias eival vouifouev, eitep &AAnv Tvda, kai
- TV YEWpAaIKIv, Hiv viv Tponperueba émokoTEv.



Homer was the first geographer, 12-16 are devoted to more precisely outlining the
range of knowledge that constitutes roAupd8eia, while 17-23 emphasize Strabo’s un-
derstanding of geography as essentially utilitarian and pragmatic.23 Treatments of
these important methodological chapters tend to concentrate on the second two sec-
tions; the part on Homer, despite its length (6 pages, the same amount dedicated to
TroAvnuGBeia and wopéAeia combined), seems at first glance to have little to do with
Strabo’s larger argument. Nevertheless the portrait of Homer developed in this section
is critically entwined with Strabo’s deeper ideas about geography and philosophy, as
well as being essential for understanding the methodological bases for his use of
Homer throughout the Geography. For Strabo, Homer is not only the first géogra-
_ pher, but also his worthiest predecessor, the one who best pursues the model of phi-
losophical and useful geography that Strabo diligently endeavors to define. But as
Strabo makes his way through his opening chapters, this portrait of the political and
philosophical geographer, begins to bear a striking resemblance to that which ancient
writers often associate with an historian. Homer ultimately emerges from Strabo’s
account as an exemplary and conscientious historian avant la lettre—one who has
preserved the best evidence for the geographical and historical condition of the heroic

_age.
' The Founder of Geography
Strabo opens his discussion with characteristic straightforwardness:

“I say that both I and those before me, one of whom was Hipparchus
himself, correctly regard Homer as the founder of the practice of

23 See Aujac (1969), 4-11 for a diagrammed breakdown of Strabo’s argument in the
" Prolegomena, (i.e., books 1-2).
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geography (Gpxnyétns Tis Yewypaikiis eumeipias); for Homer has
surpassed everyone, ancient and modern, not only in the excellence of
his poetry (év Ti] kata Tiv TToinciv &peTi}), but also, I might say, in
his experience of all that pertains to public life (7] kata Tov
Bicv éumelpia TOV TMOAITIKSVY). And this experience made him busy
himself (¢oroUSaocev) not only about public affairs (Tepi Té&s
Ttp&éets) to the end that he might learn (yvoin) of as many of
them as possible and give an account of them (TTapadcooel) to
those who came after him, but also the things about places (T&
TePl ToUs TSTous), both on an individual basis and with regard to the
whole oikoupévn, both land and sea. For otherwise he would not
have gone (a@iketo) to its farthest borders, encompassing the
whole of it in his description (T pvijun kUkAw Tepucov).” (1.1.2)

In the next eight chapters, Strabo shows that Homeric poetry does in fact include
mentions of virtually the whole oikounévn. The ingenious interpretations of Homeric
poetry that Strabo provides in this section to establish rather obscure points, such as
the poet’s knowledge of Iberia (which Homer in fact does not mention by name), or
~ that “by the terms &pxTos and Guafa he means Tév apkTikdv (the northern polar
zone),”?4 (1.1.16) sometimes make it easy to lose sight of Strabo’s larger argument. The
lengthy and arcane discussions are not simply chosen at random. Rather, Strabo me-
thodically demonstrates that Homer “knows and clearly describes the remote ends
(T& éoxaTa) of the oikouuévn, what surrounds it (T& kUkAc), as well as the regions
' around the Mediterranean Sea.” (1.1.10) The trouble is, of course, that while Homer

“names some of the countries (Té®v xwpiwv Ta uev wvduale), he hints at others

' with signs (T& 8¢ UTMVITTETO TekUnptiols Tiot),” (1.1.3) and to bring him into concor-

24 A problem also solved by Aristotle, Poetics 1461a20; Lucas (1968) ad loc.:
“[{Homer’s] statement that the Bear alone of all the constellations never sets gave
~ much trouble to ancient critics...Aristotle...suggests that the Bear is called the ‘only’
constellation because it is by far the most important of those that do not set.”
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dance with the picture of the world in Strabo’s time requires considerable space and
effort.2s

But demonstrating Homer’s knowledge of cities, nations, and topography was not
enough to satisfy the claim that Homer was the &pxnyétns of geography. Strabo sees
the poet in terms of the philosophical concepts with which he had just defined the
ideal geographer, and so his characterization of Homer underscores not just the poet’s
knowledge, but how and why Homer came to desire and obtain that knowledge. Only
as an embodiment of those virtues proper to geography can Homer rightly be called its
“founder.”

First of all, Strabo performs the crucial step of separating Homer’s role as a poet
from his experience of life—his aGpeT) kaTa THv Toujov from his 1} katé TéHV Bilov
éumelpia TOV TOAtTIKOV. With poetry bracketed, Strabo concentrates on Homer’s
- other virtues: he is a man well-versed in the political life, who is keen to investigate
‘public affairs’ (rept Tas wp&Eeis) in order both to learn about as many of them as
possible and to pass his knowledge down to future generations. And of course, in-
cluded among the things to be learned are geographical matters (T& Tepi ToUs
. Témous) understood in the broadest sense. The Homer we see fleshed out here is not
_. an inventive poet or raconteur, but a learned, intrepid explorer—he has “busied him-

. self” about ‘deeds’ and ‘places’ and “gone to the farthest borders of the world.” Taken

| together, Homer’s interests and motivations as imagined by Strabo accord remarkably

25 See Aujac (1966), 20-26 for a succinct overview of this section. Many of the dis-
. cussions here are relatively abbreviated versions of the in-depth defenses of Homeric
geographical knowledge that will appear in 1.2. Strabo briefly runs through some
problems in this section that he will elaborate in greater detail later, such as the
Ethiopians divided in two, the tides, the location of the Cimmerians in Homer, the

" identity of the Erembians, the question of Iberia, etc.
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well with those of the ideal geographer outlined just a paragraph earlier. Homer pos-
sessed TToAvnaBeia, sought to learn as much as possible about public affairs and
places and, most significantly, aimed to transmit this knowledge to posterity. Like the
ideal geographer and the philosopher, then, Homer has “investigated all things,” and
“concerned himself with the art of life.” As Germaine Aujac has asked, ““Does Homer
not represent, according to this definition, the geographer par excellence, even if he

has not elaborated a systematic geography?726

Homer: @iAedriucov kai piAgkdnuos

Strabo’s initial portrait of Homer emphasizes three qualities which will be reiter-
ated and further elaborated in the course of his discussion: his éumelpia, or experi-
ence, of life, his eagerness to learn, and his willingness to travel far distances to obtain
information. In 1.1.10, for instance, Strabo points to Homer’s alleged description of the
tides as “another proof of the same zealous curiosity (Tfis auTiis piAoTpay-
Hoouvns),” that he had alluded to a few pages before. Again, at 1.2.29, Strabo speaks
of the poet’s “love of learning (T6 @iAeidnuov),” coupling it this time with his “love of
~ travel (TS @iAékdnuov)”; both are attributes “to which all those who have written
" about Homer'’s life bear witness (napTupoioiv éool Tov Biov avayp&eouot),?” and

. of which many examples (Tapadeiyuata) may be found in the poems themselves.”

26 Agjac (1966), 34. In general, my account has much in common with Aujac’s
overview of Strabo’s picture of Homer (34-6).

27 For the Vitae Homerti, see Allen’s Homeri Opera, vol. V. The Vitae do indeed
‘bear witness’ to Homer’s travels; see Aujac (1969), 197. The Herodotean life, for ex-
ample, refers to Homer’s travels for learning and mentions his stay on Ithaca, where
 he learned about Odysseus from Mentor, whom he repayed by portraying him in the
Odyssey. The Vita ascribed to Proclus, not mentioned by Aujac, even goes so far as to



A sample of these TapadeiyuaTta appear at 1.1.16. As evidence for the benefit to
be gained from an extensive knowledge of “terrestrial knowledge” (1 ETriyelog
ioTopia)?8, Strabo asserts the authority of ‘ancient memory’ (f} TaAai& HVTiUn):

the poets show that the wisest (ppoviucw TaTous) heroes were those

who visited many places and wandered (Tous amodnufioavtas ToA-

Aaxoi kai TAavnBévtas); for they hold it as a great thing to have “seen

the cities and known the minds of many men (TToAAGV &vBpcdmeov

id€tv &otea kai véov yvddvai).” (Od. 1.3)
So Nestor, according to Strabo, “boasts (cepviveta) of having lived among the
Lapiths (ZI. 1.270),” while Menelaus boasts of his travels in Od. 4.83, and often takes
care to mention “the distinctive peculiarity (T iSicoua)” of the places he has visited. 29
Such sentiments could not but be reflections of their author Homer’s love of travel and
learning.

In a final rapaBeiyua, Strabo claims that “it is likely (eixdc) that Heracles is spo-
ken of as ‘familiar with great deeds (teydAcwv émicTopa épycov (Od. 21.26)) from
his wide experience (&1d Tiis oAAfjs éumepias) and inquiry (iotopias).” The addi-
tion here of the more active notion of ioTopia—inquiry—to those of travel, experience,
and observation suggests that, for Strabo, Homer had also recognized the importance
! of investigation in the seeking of knowledge. Later, at 1.2.13, Strabo is more explicit.

. In reference to the question of the location of Odysseus’ wanderings, he insists upon

infer Homer’s wealth from the fact that he was able to travel so much (see Fairweather
(1974)). In general, see Lefkowitz (1981) and the excellent article of Heath (1998).

28 Or, as Aujac (1969), loc. cit., translates, “I'information sur ce qui vit la terre.”

- 29 1.1.16: “So too Menelaus: ‘I roamed over Cyprus, Phoenicia and Egypt, and came
to the Ethiopians, Sidonians, Erembians and Libya’ (Od. 4.83).” Among the peculiari-

ties are the birth cycles of sheep in Libya, the herbs of Egypt (Od. 4.229), and the gates

of Egyptian Thebes (Il. 9.383). Van Paassen (1957) has noted that characterizing the

- ‘particularity’ of a place was of great importance to Strabo’s notion of geography.
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certain guidelines for the sort of information Homer can and cannot be expected to
provide:

for we do not demand ({nToUuev) that the poet should have inquired

accurately into each particular (&axpiPdds éxaota rubéoBat), nor de-

mand accuracy from him (Tap’ éxeivou TO akpiPés); yet even so, we

surely are not entitled to assume that he composed the story

(paycodeiv) without having inquired at all (undév reTrucuévov) about

the wandering, either as to where or how it occurred (u}8’ éwou uiié’

OTws yeyévnrat). (1.2.13) ’

Strabo finds it incredible to imagine that Homer would have written about Odys-

seus’s wanderings, and not tried to find out ‘where and how’ they took place. By his
use of the d1res, Strabo clearly signifies that Homer's love of learning was not re-

stricted merely to geographical detail, but extended to determining what actually

happened. Homer was not just a geographer but also a historian.

Polybius, Strabo, and Homer the Historian

After all, had not Strabo portrayed Homer as keenly interested in
Tpageis—deeds—i.e., the stuff of history? Isn’t utility—co@éAeia—which Strabo had
touted as the primary goal of geography, the raison d’étre of the historical work? And
shouldn’t the historian, in the oft-recited formulation, also be a man of action, that is,
possess 1] kaTa Tov Biov éutelpia TOV ToAITIKGV?3° While these ideas might strike
us at first glance simply as topoi of ancient historiography, they particularly resonate

with the discussions of the purposes of history and the characteristics necessary for

32 Cf. Lucian, How to Write History 37, where the ideal historian should be “capa-
ble of handling the affairs of state...of understanding military affairs, and politics
too...”
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the proper historian found in Polybius.3: The similarities between Strabo’s characteri-
zation of Homer and Polybius’ of the historian are remarkable: for Polybius, of the
three essential components of TpayuaTiki] icTopia —contemporary history—one is
TEPL Tas MPaEets Tas woAlTikas while another is Trept v 8éav TV TTéAewv kat
TV TOTTwV, the very areas of knowledge in which Strabo praises Homer. Polybius
alsorepeatedly highlights c>péAeia as his work’s most important objective; for in-
stance, his sort of ‘political history’ is copeAincdTaTov at 9.2.6, history’s purpose is
TNV @éAciav for the serious student at 2.56.11, and history’s telos is copéAeia at
15.36.3.

But by far the most significant point of contact occurs around the term éuTeipia,
experience, which Polybius sees as one of the most important assets of the good histo-
rian. Polybius’ chief criticism of Timaeus of Tauromenium’s historical abilities is that
he had no experience of the things he was talking about, because, “it is neither possible
for a man with no military experience (¢uteipiav) to write well about what goes on in
a war, nor for one unversed in the practice and circumstances of politics to write well
on that subject.” (12.25g.1) Not only does this mean that such historians get things
wrong, but they also are unable to “arouse the interest of their readers” because they
lack a certain “vividness” (Eugaacis) only possessed by those who have such experi-
ence. éuTelpia is, as we have seen, a primary characteristic of Strabo’s Homer, but
Polybius is more explicit:

Now this quality [vividness—éu@aois] is likely to be found among only

those historians who have played some part in affairs themselves (Toig
8" auTdV TMeTTopevlévols TAV TTpayudTwv) and made this aspect of

3t Polybius was one of Strabo’s most important sources, see Clarke (1999b) and
Dueck (2000), 46-52.
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history their own (ToUto TO Uépogs TTEPITIETTONUEVOIS TS
iocTopias)...Sufficient proof (ikavov UmrdBeryua mpds mioTv) that what
I am saying is by no means impossible (ouk addvaTtov) is offered us by
the poet, for in his poetry one sees much of this kind of vividness (Tiis
TolaUTT S ENPAcEWS).” (12.25h.6-251.1)

Vividness in writing about politics, war, or even domestic matters, then, usually
arises from participation in and familiarity with these activities, even if not necessarily
in the specific events one was actually writing about.32 Such a stance is in keeping
with Polybius’ general privileging of political and military experience for those writing
history, but here he specifically points, not to a historian, but to Homer for an example
that such vividness can be achieved. Polybius not only implies that Homer was a man
of experience, familiar with T&a wpayuaTa, but he clearly considers him a historian,
and goes so far as to see him as the best one that corresponds to the model Polybius
has just set forth. Homer’s poetry displays the vividness of which Polybius speaks, but
does so because he is, like all historians should be, versed in worldly and domestic life
experience.33

A short while later, at 12.27.6, Polybius again refers to Homer’s qualities as a histo-
rian. The thesis here is that personal investigation is the most important part of his-
. tory (] ToAuTrpayoouvn HeYIoTSOV EOTL Uépos Tijs ioTopias). Polybius claims that

" many historians before him have understood and asserted this fact, and he cites Epho-

32 “Hence our predecessors considered that historical memoirs should possess such
vividness as to make one exclaim when the author deals with political affairs that he
necessarily had taken part in politics and had experience of what is wont to happen in
the political world, when he deals with war that he had been in the field and risked his
. life, and when he deals with private life that he had reared children and lived with a
wife, and so regarding the other parts of life.” (12.25h.5)

33 We might note a rough parallel in Strabo 1.2.5 where Homer’s skill in characteri-
zation is adduced as evidence that he had wide life experience: “How, then can a man
" imitate life if he has no experience of life and is a dolt?”
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rus, Theopompus, and Homer to this effect. But of the three “the poet has been even
clearer (¢éu@avTikcdTepov) on this subject than the others. When he wishes to set be-
fore us the qualities that the man of action (&v8pa Tov TTpayuaTikév) should pos-
sess, he presents the image of Odysseus in these words: “many were they whose cities
he saw, whose minds he learned of (Od. 1.3),” and again: “One who had suffered the
shocks of the battlefield and of the tempest” (Od. 8.183).” “It appears to me,” Polybius
gravely concludes, “that the wpdoxnua of history demands such a man.” (12.28.1)

Here, as previously, Homer is included in a list of historians, in a manner that
seems to require no justification. While in 12.25, Polybius had turned to Homer as an
example of a historian who achieved an upacis TGV TpayudTev that can only be
produced ék Tijs auToTabeias, locating in the poet the consummate historical writer,
he here uses Homer as the culminating citation of historians who emphasize the need
- for personal experience of political and military affairs. The historical qualities that
Polybius sees in Homer resonate strongly with those found in Strabo—Homer as a
man of action, concerned with personal investigation, experienced in a wide range of
political and domestic affairs, and finally concerned to emphasize these same qualities
in the people he writes about.34

In his aspect as a historian, Homer exemplifies the qualities that Polybius holds as
- essential to his own work;35 and so it shouldn’t surprise us that the same is true of
| Strabo, whose description of his own qualifications as a geographer in the so-called

“second introduction” at 2.5 brings the interplay of geography, philosophy, history and

34 And note that Polybius quotes the very lines of the Odyssey as Strabo does in
1.1.16, to prove the same point.
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Homer to a fitting climax. Strabo provides the reader with an itinerary of precisely
where he has traveled,36 taking care to note that “one could not find another geogra-
pher who has traveled over much more than I have” (2.5.11).37 From this assertion of
his own T @iAéxBnuov, Strabo turns to his TO @iAeidnuov. Just as he had imagined
Homer as inquiring after places and events he was unable to witness himself, Strabo
argues that geographers (glossed as “those who love to learn”—oi ptAopabeis)3® must
rely, not only on autopsia, but also on secondhand witnesses, i.e., “those who have
seen and traveled over places, some here, some there, as sensors (aicfntnpiois) and
form in one diagram their mental image of the whole inhabited world.” The descrip-
tion has come full circle. Homer, the philosopher, the geographer, the historian, and

of course, the first and most illustrious figure in a line that continues with Strabo.39

35 It is significant that the two passages in which Polybius mentions Homer are the
two most important methodological passages in Book 12. For a lucid reading of the
two, which however ignores the Homeric references, see Schepens (1974).

36 C 117, 2.5.11: “I have traveled westward from Armenia as far as the regions of
Tyrrhenia opposite Sardinia, and southward from the Euxine Sea as far as the fron-
tiers of Ethiopia.”

37 He clarifies this by claiming: “those who have traveled more than I in the west-
ern regions have not covered as much ground in the east” and vice versa, “and the
same holds true in regard to the regions to the south and the north.” (C 117, 2.5.11)

38 A term used frequently by Polybius to refer to the readers of history.

39 Polybius also sees himself in a Homeric mold; Walbank (1948), 181, has sug-
gested that Polybius’ interest in Homer, and Odysseus in particular, might have
something to do with the extent to which the Odyssean model of a wise wanderer of
distant lands, experienced in war and strategy, resonated with Polybius’ self-
conception. Cf. his self-characterization at 3.59. which bears striking resemblances to
Strabo’s: “It was in fact with this express object [to give an accurate description of the
world] that I underwent the dangers and hardships of making journeys through Af-
rica, Spain, and Gaul, and voyages on the sea which adjoins these countries on their
western side.”



- III THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF PLACES AND THE RETURN TO HOMER

Strabo has, then, devoted the first half of his opening section to sketching Homer
| as his predecessor, as a polymath, an inquirer, a traveler, and he clearly sees himself
reflected in this image. But why does he do it? What is the point, here, and elsewhere
in the Prolegomena, of Strabo’s single-minded devotion to establishing Homer’s
credibility and proving his geographical knowledge, if it does not originate in some
‘Stoic’ zeal to invest Homer with divine wisdom?4° Even if a reader were to grant
Strabo’s point, and accept that Homer was indeed the founder of geography and fa-
miliar with every part of the oikoupévn, they might still ask how relevant this is to the
rest of the section (1.1.12-23), in which he argues that geography must be based on
ToAuudaBela and aim at co@éAeia?

To answer this question, we have to look more closely at Strabo’s discussion of his
- purpose in writing the Geography, and especially the place of history in relation to it.
Building on the work of Christian Van Paassen and Anna Maria Biraschi, I want to
bring out the ways in which Strabo’s careful construction of Homer as a geographical
and historical authority is intricately connected to his theoretical remarks about geog-

raphy, particularly in regard to the utility of his work.

The “Utility” of Geography

As we mentioned earlier, Strabo follows his treatment of Homeric geographical
knowledge with a section (1.1.12-16) presenting the various areas of knowledge that he

deems it proper for a geographer to master—i.e., the ToAuvp&8eia necessary for geog-

raphy. These include fluency in both celestial and terrestrial matters, and in particular -
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N ETiyElos ioTopia, that is, knowledge of “what lives on the earth.” (1.1.16) But this
last aspect of TToAuu&Oeia takes on considerable importance because of its “great

. benefit for all those who possess this knowledge.” With this type of learning, we pass
from the knowledge necessary for the geographer to that which imparts a benefit to
his readers, and hence into a discussion of the usefulness of geography.

The benefits of 1 éTriyeios ioTopia, Strabo claims, are evident both from ancient
memory (ék Tijs TTaAaids pvruns) and reason (ék ToU Aoyol). We have already
gone over his first set of evidence—the quotes from Homer about the travels of the he-
roes—in the previous section. Strabo’s second argument has a more pragmatic cast:
geography, for the most part, is geared towards political needs (Trpos Tas xpeiag Tas
ToAtTiK&s), and clearly bears upon the activities of leaders; “for thus they can manage
their affairs in a more satisfactory manner, if they know how large a country is, how it
lies, and what its peculiarities are...” (1.1.16) From this point Strabo moves into a dis-
cussion of geography’s utility as a whole, in matters both small and large. A knowl-
edge of the forest is essential to a hunter, just as a sure grasp of the land is to the lead-
ers of military expeditions; Strabo emphasizes this last point with a long list of cam-
paigns that failed due to lack of geographical information, from Agamemnon’s mis-
taken invasion of Mysia (in the belief that it was Troy) to Crassus’ disastrous campaign
against the Parthians.

This emphasis on utility as the standard by which geography must be measured
(uéTpov Tiis TolauTns EuTEipias) comes to dominate the section as we near its end.
The “wide learning” required of the geographer translates in the end to that knowledge

which the reader can be assumed to already possess, corresponding to that “useful for

40 See Appendix Two for a discussion of why it does not.
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the statesman and the general to know (Talf’ doa TG TOAITKE kai TG
oTpaTNAGTY Xprioua).” (1.1.21) Utility is the aim of the work; the geographer
should direct his attention to “the useful (ta xpriowa).” (1.1.19)

Strabo’s emphasis on the utilitarian end of his work clearly derives from histori-
ographical discourse, where it had become virtually de rigueur to proclaim the useful-
ness of one’s history as the reason to read it. He even explicitly declares the present
work a companion piece to his History: “having written my Utropuviiuata iOTOPIKG,
which have been useful (xpriowa) for ethical and political philosophy, I decided to
add this work as well.” (1.1.23) This utility was usually aimed at a certain class of
reader, and Strabo himself states that his Geography “is addressed to the same class
of readers and particularly to men of exalted stations in life” as his historical work.
(1.1.23) He even defines the sort of person he has in mind: “by statesman (TToAtTikév)
I mean not the man who is completely uncultured (&aiSeutov), but one who has
taken the round of courses customary for free men or students of philosophy.”4
(1.1.22)

So geography, in Strabo’s eyes, is to be useful, particularly for statesmen. But how
exactly does he envision this utility? Judging from his discussion of the benefits of
geographical knowledge, he seems to be talking about detailed topographical informa-
tion, of the sort that would be of use to a general on campaign. Naturally, this is what
we would expect; how else could geography be useful? But Strabo adds a strange ob-

servation to his claims of geography’s importance to commanders. “Even,” he says, “if

41 As Biraschi (1988), 129-32 notes, Strabo envisions a reader similar to those that
Dionysius of Halicarnassus describes in his Antiquitates Romanae; there are parallels
also with Polybius, as is to be expected. Cf. Gabba (1982a), 60: “Strabo distinguishes
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. the whole world formed one empire or state...the nearer regions would be better
known.” So, rather than treat every region indiscriminately with the same level of de-
tail, Strabo feels that:

it would be quite proper (Trpootixot) to describe [the nearer] regions in

greater detail (51a Aeidéveov éupavilew), in order to make them
known (yvdpiua), for they are also nearer to utility (Tiis XPElas).

Strabo explains that for himself, a description, such as Homer’s, of Aulis as “rocky”
(TreTprjecoav) would be appropriate (fjuiv 8¢ Tpoorike) to include; but in the case of
an Indian geographer such details would not; and in fact, “utility (1] xpeia) does not
urge it.” (1.1.16) This is a rather peculiar statement; isn’t the whole point of a compre-
hensive geography to concentrate also on lesser known regions? And this would seem
especially true in the context of military campaigns. After all, Strabo’s examples of
military failures all involved regions distant from the invaders, and its hard to see how
they might have avoided their disasters if they had access to a geographer uncon-
cerned with the topographical details of far-off places.

This slight ambiguity about what Strabo means by “utility” becomes much more
pronounced in the rather surprising conclusion of 1.1. After pounding home his dedi-
cation to the utility of his work, he ends with the following:

[In the same way as in my historical work] the things concerning the
lives of distinguished men are recorded (T& Tept ToUs EMQPQVELS
&vSpas kal Rious Tuyxdvel uviinns), while small and unnotable things
are left out (Té&x 8¢ Hikp& kai &Sofa TapaleimeTat), so also here it is
necessary to pass over small and inconspicuous things (kavtaifa Set

T4 Uikpd kai T& d@avi TapatéuTew), and spend my time on noble
and great matters, and on the practical, the memorable, and the pleas-

between the specialized scientist and the intelligent political uses of geographical doc-
trine.”



ant (¢v 5t Tois évBSEols kai HEY&AOLS Kal Ev ol§ TO TTPAYHATIKOV KAl
gupvnudveuTov kai 18U SiaTpiBewv).” (1.1.23)

Strabo’s decision to only deal with important events and distinguished men is a
common topos of ancient historical writing, but its application to a geographical work
seems more problematic. Strabo seems to be working with conceptions of geography
and utility that are differently conceived from what we might have thought. This is
especially apparent in the famous simile with which Strabo concludes:

Just as with colossal statues (kab&ep Te kai év Tois KOAOOGIKOIS
£pyois) we do not painstakingly examine each individual part (ov 16
kab’ €xactov akpiBés {nToUuev), but rather consider the overall effect
to see whether the statue as a whole is beautiful (&AA& Tois kaBdAou
Tpooéxouev H&AAov i kaAdds TO SAov), so also should this work of
mine be judged (oUTws kav TouToIis B¢l TroieicBar THv kpiocw). For
since it is also some sort of colossal work, (koAocooupyia ydp Tis kai
ai), in a certain way it also deals with great and complete things (T&
ueydAa ppalouoca méds Exel kal Ta dAa), except if some small thing
may stir the interest of the studious or practical man (wAfv el T1 Kivelv

SUvaTtal kai TV WikpdV TOV PAeldijpova kal TOV TPayHaTIKOY).
(1.1.23)

“A Great Inventory of Everything”

From a study of these passages, and similar ones scattered throughout the Geog-
raphy, Christian Van Paassen has characterized Strabo’s method of working as a “se-
lective” approach similar, as we saw, to that practiced by ancient historians—to con-
centrate only on the events that are worthy of memory, the great deeds. In this way
the Geography is thoroughly infused with a historical sense—its purpose is not
comprehensiveness or objectivity, only a concern with what is noble, great, and
memorable. This approach is directly related to the importance of ‘utility’ in Strabo’s

conception of geography. As Van Paassen puts it:
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Because Strabo’s ultimate aim is usefulness, he says that he will pursue
a selective, unsystematic approach; he will not provide an exhaustive
account, but only choose those aspects he thinks are pvrjuns agios; or
useful to his potential audience.4?

But while a historical work can be selective, focusing only on the deeds worthy of
memory, and henceforth useful in the sense that ancient historians understood the
term—i.e., presenting persons or events as exemnpla to be emulated or avoided, or as
case-studies of certain types of military aﬁd political situations, or simply as examples
of the workings of fate—it is less clear how a geographical treatise could be ‘useful’ if it
did not describe places at a certain level of detail. What does Strabo mean, in any
case, by the terms memorable or useful in terms of geographical features? Or, as Bira-
schi asks, “what does it mean, in a work of geography in which utility is aimed above
all toward the practical, to neglect details?”

The answer is to be sought in what Strabo envisions by the term ‘geography’ as ap-
plied to his project. For Strabo geography is more than a simple description of the
physical aspects of places; it encompasses a much wider range of material. Claude
Nicolet has eloquently characterized Strabo’s conception of geography as “comprising
the science of the appropriation of the land by man, the inventory of his home, of his
resources, and of the traces that he had left behind him...geography is neither espe-
cially practical nor theoretical (mathematical), neither public nor private, but rather
all of these together...”s3 Above all, a reader of the Geography might encounter di-

gressions on ethnographic detail, local legends, scientific information, regional ex-

42 yan Paassen (1957), 20. Strabo is fairly firm about the matter; cf. 2.5.34: “keep-
ing in mind the scope of my geography, I am not required to enumerate all of the
many inhabited places that the said intervening distance suggests to me.”

43 Nicolet (1991), 73.



- ports, citation of poetry; an encyclopedia of information, in some sense, classified ac-
cording to a spatial organizing principle. As Van Paassen notes, when Strabo uses
terms like xchpa, TéTwOS, or oikoupévn he refers to “a spatial entity whose content
does not consist of nature alone, nor of the local culture as such, but forms the totality
of the human world within the given spatial boundaries as also inorganic nature and
the world of plants and animals.”# Strabo’s objective, in Van Paassen’s terms, is to
describe this integrated totality of nature and culture—the “anthroposphere.”

This catholic notion of what counts as geographical extends, however, even beyond
representations that take into account the current inhabitants and culture; for Strabo,
places have a temporal aspect as well. “The man who busies himself with the descrip-
tion of the earth must speak, not only of the facts of the present, but also sometimes of
the facts of the past, especially when they are notable.” (6.1.2) As Biraschi has so
skillfully demonstrated, Strabo feels it necessary, when describing certain regions and
areas, to concentrate not only on current conditions, but also to the important histori-
cal memory that lingers in each place, which constitute, as Strabo himself puts it, “a
kind of natural attribute of a place.” In an extremely important passage, he states that
geographers should mention both permanent attributes (those due to nature), as well

as those more subject to change.45

44 van Paassen (1957), 18.

a5 2.5.17: “Since different places exhibit different attributes, both good and bad, as
well as the advantages and inconveniences that result therefrom (&AAwv &AAas
&petds Te kal kakias kai T&s &' aUTGOV Xpeias EMBeKVUHEVGV 1| SuoxpnoTias),
some from nature and others through acquisition (T&s pév @Uoel, Tas 8¢ &k ka-
Taokeufs), the geographer should mention those that are due to nature; for they are
permanent (Siapévouot), whereas the acquired characteristics are subject to changes
(ai 8 tmifetor SéxovTal peTaPoAas).”

112



113

And of these latter attributes he should indicate those which are able to
persist for a long time, or else those which, although unable to persist,
somehow possess a certain distinction and fame (GAAcos &’ émipavelav
¢xoucas Tva kat 86Eav); this fame by enduring (Trapauévouca) to
later times, make a work of man, even when it no longer exists, a kind of
natural attribute of a place (TpdTrov Twa ouugui}). As aresult, itis
clear that these latter attributes must also be mentioned. (2.5.17)

Strabo even asserts his right to mention cities and places that have utterly disap-
peared, in the interests of his readers and in keeping with his concern for utility:

Men like to visit these places [no longer in existence] as well as others,
because they are eager (TroBoUvTes) at least to see the iraces of deeds so
celebrated (T& ye ixvn TOV oltw Siwovouacuévwv épyadv), just as
they like to visit the tombs of illustrious men (Téov evdSEov avdpdv).
So I have also mentioned customs and politeiai that no longer
exist (vouipcwv kal TToMTEIV uepviiueba TéV UNKET ovodv), for
the reason that utility urges me (Tiis copéAeias TPOKaAAOUHEVTS) in
the same way as in the case of actions (Tt TGV Tpdagecwv); that is, ei-
ther for the emulation or the avoidance of things of this sort (1] yap
CriAou Xdpw, fi ATTOTPOTITS TAOV ToloUTwY). (2.5.17)

Biraschi believes that behind these words, “one can almost see a fear that limiting
oneself to only ‘physical’ geography and describing only the present state of things
would risk losing the historical connotations that through tradition have come to form
an integral part of the very individuality of place; a fear that the new political order

could forget preceding assets, different customs and institutions from which there was

always something to receive and learn.”s¢ So Rome, never mentioned, still lurks in the

background.

46 Biraschi (1988), 133.
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- Homer and Ancient Memory

It’s easy to see now how Homer enters the picture, particularly in the books on
Greece and the Troad, where so much heroic activity took place. Because the stories
associated with the Trojan War and the nostoi have become as intrinsic qualities of
such areas as any current topographical features, because the very identity and per-
ception of so many cities and regions was so dependent on their sense of connection to
a Homeric past, Strabo feels it necessary to focus on these matters. He frequently
apologizes for this practice. Witness the prologue to his description of the Troad:

The first country on this seaboard is the Troad, the fame of which, al-
though it is left in ruins and in desolation, nevertheless prompts in writ-
ers no ordinary prolixity. With this fact in view, I should ask the pardon
of my readers and appeal to them not to fasten the blame for the length

of my discussion upon me rather than upon those who strongly yearn
for knowledge of the things that are famous and ancient. (13.1.1)47

But, he acknowledges, discovering the truth about the archaic periods of this re-
gion is extremely difficult due to “the number of the peoples who have colonized the
country, both Greeks and barbarians, and due to the historians, who do not write the
same things on the same subjects, nor always clearly either.” First among these histo-
rians is, of course, Homer, and as a result, Strabo pronounces the necessity of arbi-
trating “between his statements and those of the others.” Like Thucydides, Strabo

practices a ‘return to Homer’ as the best source for information about the heroic age,

47 o1 B¢ Tpoocxg 'n'pco'rn s Trapa)\lag Tautns, (s o no}\uepu}\n‘rov Kamep
Ev epemlmg Kal év epnutcx AetTropévng SHwS TTO)\U)\OYlGV oV TV Tuxoucav
TQpEéXEL Tij] ypa@ij. Tpds ToUTo 8¢ ouyyvauns Sel kal TapakAjoews, 8Tws THY
aitiav ToU urjkous un fuiv HGAAOV AVATTTWOLV Ot EVTUYXAVOVTES 1) Tols opddpa
ToBoUol THv TV £vddEwv kal TTaAaIdV yvaoiv:
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1 bypassing the intervening, less reliable, historians.4® This privileging of Homer testi-
mony for investigation into the heroic period is reiterated in his treatment of the Pe-
| loponnese:

Perhaps I would not be examining at such length things that are ancient,

and would be content merely to tell in detail how things now are, if there

were not connected with these matters legends that have been taught us

from boyhood; and since different men say different things, I must act

as arbiter. In general, it is the most famous, the oldest, and the most ex-

perienced men who are believed; and since it is Homer who has sur-

passed all others in these respects, I must likewise both inquire into his

words and compare them with things as they now are, as I was saying a

little while ago. (8.3.23)49

For the geographer, then, the geographical and historical situation of the heroic

age was extremely important; and from Strabo’s remarks, it seems as if such matters
were not simply relegated to antiquarians and pedants, but resonated with all edu-
cated people of the day. Time and time again Strabo tests, refutes, or confirms local
stories, aetiological tales, identifications of relics or monuments, with the Iliad and the
Odyssey as his arbiters. The Homeric text is the foremost relic of that bygone heroic
age whose vestiges and memories lay scattered around the first century Mediterra-

nean; but it represents the surest connection to that era—the only means by which one

might reconstruct what had been almost irreparably lost.

48 According to Bruno Sunseri (1997), Ephorus also shared this same privilieging of
Homer for heroic events, and one suspects that it was a widespread practice.

49 oUK &v &' EEnTa&Louev iows £t ToooUTov Ta alai&, &AN’ Tipkel Aéyew ws
€xel viv ExaoTa, el uf Tis Av ék Taidwv Nuiv Tapadedouévn griun Tepl ToUTwY
&AAcov 8’ &AAa eitdvTwv avdyxn SiaiTav. moTevovTal 8’ g el TO TOAU ot
gvdofdTaTol Te kal TpeoPfUTaTol kal kaT éumelpiav TpdTor ‘Ourjpou &’ Eis
Tatta UtepPePAnuévou TAVTas, AVAYKN CUVETIIOKOTIEV Kal Ta UT ékeivou
AexBévta kal ouykpoUetlv TTpds Ta viv, kabdtep kal Hikpodv Eurpocbev Epauev.



IV TTpoouufevéaBai: THE THEORY OF HOMERIC COMPOSITION

A vivid portrait of Homer—curious, eager for knowledge, fond of travel, inquiring
diligently after information on places and events, and committed to passing down this
information to others. The poet turns out to embody the ideal historian, as well as ge-
ographer, and plays a large role in Strabo’s own self-fashioning as a combination of
these two occupations.

Not even Strabo, however, says that Homer actually was a historian. He was per-
fectly aware of the fact that Homer had not written a history or geography, but an epic
poem; as we saw earlier, in 1.1.2 he had distinctly separated Homer’s apeTr) as a poet
from his experience of public affairs, and concentrated his discussion on the latter.
Such an acknowledgement naturally presented some difficulties to a writer, like
Strabo, who was committed to demonstrating the reliability of Homeric historical (or
geographical) information. How then to reconcile this with Homer’s alleged desire to
know as much as possible and transmit it to posterity?

This is the question that Strabo sets out to answer in sections 1.2.3 -40 of the Ge-
ography. In essence, while Strabo sees in Homer the archetypal geographer and his-

_ torian, he also understands that his status as a poet affects not only the form in which

" Homer presents his knowledge of the world, but also the content. Only if one first cor-
. rectly understands Homer'’s intentions and his methods of composition, can one prop-
erly read his poetry, sifting truth from fiction. It is worth emphasizing here that al-
though Strabo is a geographer, in this part of his work he is laying out a fully poetic
theory—of how he understands the notion of poetry, and how he reads it.

Strabo’s springboard for his discussion of this issue is a polemic against Eratosthe-

. nes’ critical remarks on Homer. In its barest, most reductive terms, the dispute was
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this: Eratosthenes had claimed that the purpose of poetry was yuxaywyia, not 8i-

| Saokalia, while Strabo argued vehemently that it was a combination of both. As I
mentioned earlier, scholarly discussions of Homeric and poetic criticism in the Geog-

- raphy have followed Strabo’s lead, and focused almost exclusively on this disagree-
ment. But Eratosthenes and his heterodox views function primarily as a convenient
entry point for Strabo into a larger set of issues, and the ensuing discussion is better
seen as an essential part of Strabo’s demonstration of the value of Homeric poetry as
historical and geographical evidence than as simply a debate about the nature of po-
etry.

So before we look at the famous debate, we should first examine Strabo’s position
vis-a-vis Homeric poetry on its own, and only then address Eratosthenes’ views (as we
can make them out from Strabo’s remarks). Perhaps this will shift the focus onto
some less familiar territory, and in the process challenge some oft-repeated truisms of

literary critical history.

The Problem: Homer’s ‘Myths’

In his discussion of Homer’s geographical knowledge, Strabo interjects a sudden

- defense of the poet’s use of “mythic” material:

we might also excuse the poet if he has intertwined some ‘mythic’ mate-
rial in among the things said historically and pedagogically (i uudco8n
TIWA TPOCTIETTAEKTaL TOls Aeyouévols IoTopikds kal SiSaokaAikés),
and it is not necessary to criticize this (kai oU 8¢l uéupecban), for what
Eratosthenes says is not true, that every poet aims at wuxaycwyia, not
SidaokaAia. (1.1.10)



The matter, he says, will be discussed in more detail later, and he keeps his promise,
taking up Eratosthenes in 1.2.3, and elucidating his own remarks on ‘mythic’ material
in 1.2.7., where he offers a theory of Homer’s composing process.

“Homer mythologizes more accurately than those after him (8t

akpipeias “Ounpos kat u&AASv ye TV UoTepov puBoAoyeitat),

since he does not speak of everything in marvelous terms (o TdvTta

TepaTevOuUevos), but allegorizes, elaborates, or popularizes for the pur-

pose of knowledge (rpos émioTiiunv dAAnyopdv 1j Siaokeualoov 1

dnuaywydv), especially with reference to the things concerning the
wandering of Odysseus.”s®

The central point is that Homer does not “make everything marvelous”, but employs
myth “for the purpose of knowledge,” by “allegorizing, elaborating, or popularizing.”
Strabo devotes the bulk of the following sections to clarifying and elaborating this
rather enigmatic statement.

He opens with a fascinating speculative excursus on the nature and development of
HUBog (1.2.8). The poets, he asserts, were not the only ones to employ myths, nor even
the first; on the contrary, “long before the poets the poleis and the lawgivers had sanc-
tioned them for the sake of utility (ToU xpnoiuou x&pw).”s* They saw that children
could be attracted to learning through the inclusion of “the wondrous and the marvel-
ous” (To BavpacTov kai TO TepaTéddes); these myths might be ‘sweet’ and hence
incite the youth to emulation, or ‘frightening’, dissuading them from evil ways. After
reaching maturity, children would be able to learn the truth directly, without the use

of myths. Most people, however—the ‘uneducated’, the ‘partly educated’, or the

50 In general, translations are substantial modifications of H.L. Jones’ Loeb; for
sections 1.2.3 — 1.2.9. I occasionally employ the translation in Russell and Winter-
bottom (1970), 300-5.

511.2.8: Kat mpédTov 8Tt Tous puibous anedé€avTo oUx ol romnTat pdvov,
aAAa kai ai woAels oAU TpdTepoV Kai oi vouobéTal Tou xproiuou xdpw.
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iSicTai—never progress beyond this childlike state; because of this, when faced with
‘a crowd of women’ or a ‘disorderly throng’, the philosopher cannot simply use logic
and reason to convince them to pursue or avoid certain paths, but must have recourse
to ‘superstition’ (3¢l kal 8i&x SeioBaipovias), via the use of puboTtrotia and Tep-
aTela.s?
Strabo ends with a description of the original period of development:

The founders of our societies, however, used these tales as bogies for

infantile minds. This characteristic of uuBoTroiia, and its value in the

transition to communal and public life and the ioTopia of actual things,

led the ancients to continue elementary education right up to adult life,
and they considered that all ages could be disciplined sufficiently

through poetry.

Tatrta &' amedéEavTo oi Tas MoAiTelas KATACTNOGUEVOL HOP-
poAUkas Twas Tpds Tous vnmdgpovas. TolauTns B ThS Hu6-
oTrolias oUoms Kal KA TACTPEPOUOTS Els TO KOIWVIKOV Kal TO
ToAITiKOV ToU Biou oxijua kal Thv TéV vTwv ioTopiav, ol Hev
apxaiol THv AV aywytv épulafav uéxpl TV Teheicv
A, kal Si& TTomTIKis ikavdds cw@poviCeobat T&oav NAkiav
utréAaBov-

From a very early time, then, myths had been an essential element of political life
and elementary education. Poetry, in this version of Kulturgeschichte, had developed

later, and also incorporated myths for the same pedagogical and didactic purposes; the

result was that it became the form in which the partly or un-educated public could be

s2 Once again, a parallel can be found in Polybius. At 6.56, the historian expresses
similar sentiments regarding the Roman’s use of Seiodaipovia “for the sake of the
common people.” “As the masses are always fickle, filled with lawless desires, unrea-
soning anger and violent passions, they can only be restrained by mysterious terrors
or other dramatizations of the subject. For this reason I believe that the ancients were
by no means acting foolishly or hapahazardly when they introduced to the people
various notions concerning the gods and belief in the punishments of Hades...”



directed toward the proper activities.s3 But, Strabo concludes, “now, a long time later,
the writing of history and philosophy have come to the fore (xpovois 3’ Uotepov 1j
Tijs ioTopias ypa@r kai 1 viv ptAocopia TrapeArjAubev eis uéoov)”; that is, they
have to some degree replaced poetry as the means to persuade people of the truth.54
In the distant past, however—the age of oi apxcaiot—this was not the case; in fact, far
from replacing poetry as a conveyor of knowledge, the first historians and natural
philosophers (oi TpéToL 8¢ ioTopikot Kai puacikol) employed the same methods as
the poets: they were also myth-writers (uuBoypagol).

This process of transformation from poetry to history and philosophy is clarified
by some earlier remarks, in 1.2.6, about the development of prose out of poetry.s5 Just
as comedy imitated tragic form and “descended from tragic heights to its present ‘pro-
saic’ form,” prose developed by gradually whittling away the poetic elements of po-
etry: “Prose speech (6 eCos Adyos) of an elaborate kind (kaTEOKEVUQOHEVOS), is very
much a pipnpa of poetical; for poetical elaboration (1 TTOIN TIKI] KA TAOKEUT]) came
into the world first and won fame.” The first prose-writers, the historians Cadmus,

Pherecydes, Hecataeus and their followers, still wrote prose in a poetic manner, and

53 The idea that poetry and myth act as ‘sweeteners’ for the bitter, yet beneficial,
pills of philosophy is a commonplace. The idea has clear affinities with Plato’s famous
thoughts on the matter in Republic 10: Cf. also Aristotle, Metaphysics 11.8.1074b: Ex-
amples closer in time to Strabo include Lucretius 1.943-50 “...quoniam haec ratio
plerumque videtur/ tristior esse...volui tibi suaviloquenti/ carmine Pierio rationem
exponere nostram...” and Plutarch, How the Young Man Should Listen to Poetry (tr.
Russell & Winterbottom (1970), 507-30) 14e: “young students...take a passionate de-
light in the doctrines about the soul which are mixed with mythology”; 15e: “...so po-
etry, by taking some arguments from philosophy and combining them with an element
of myth, makes learning easy and agreeable to young people.”

54 Although, as Strabo admits, even in his day, “it is poetry that is useful to the
multitude and can fill the theaters, especially that of Homer.” 1| 8¢ TTOINTIKT] SnUcoPE:
AeoTépa kal Béatpa TTANpoUV Suvauévn, 1 B¢ 81 Tol ‘Ounjpov UepPaAAovTas.

55 A helpful, in-depth discussion of this passage, even if concerned primarily with
the question of sources, appears in Floratos (1972), 61-6.
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with each successive stage, the poetic aspects of prose dropped out, one by one, until it
reached its present state.s¢ Strabo doesn’t make the natural inference explicit, but it
goes something like this: history and philosophy developed as separate disciplines af-
ter poetry, and prior to that time, historical and philosophical work was written in po-
etry and utilized myths. The evidence of the first prose writers demonstrates
this—they wrote a verse-like prose and employed myths in their work because they

still adhered to older, more poetic methods.57

How Homer Did it: “Adding” Myth to Truth

Homer, then, had no other choice. Since prose did not yet exist in his day, histori-
cal or philosophical writing could only be composed in poetic form, employing myths
to ensure that the information, which, as we recall, Strabo imagines Homer to be so
eager to transmit to his readers, would reach the widest possible audience. The di-
gression on the origin of myth answers two separate concerns: implicitly it suggests

the historical reason why Homer, though portrayed as a geographer, a historian, and a

56 elTa ékeivnv uipovpevol, AUoavTes TO uétpov, Ta&AAa 8t puAagavtes T&
TTomTIKA, cuvéypayav oi Tept KaSpov kat Pepexudn kal ‘Exatdiov elta oi
lioTepov APaipolvTes A&l TI TAV TOOUTWV €is TO ViV EIBOS KATIYXYOV S av
aTtrd Uwous Tvos

57 Strabo’s theory of the development of prose from poetry is found in brief form in
Varro (fr. 319 Fun. = Isidore, Or. 1.38.2), who mentions Pherecydes of Syros as the
first Greek to write “soluta oratione,” and in a remarkably parallel account in Plutarch,
De Pyth. Orac. 24: “There was a time when men used verses, tunes and songs as the
coinage of speech, and reduced to poetic and musical form all history and philoso-
phy...they attained their ends by use of myths and proverbs...But as life took on a
change...and as language also underwent a change and put off its finery, history de-
scended from its vehicle of versification, and went on foot in prose, whereby the truth
was mostly sifted from the fabulous. Philosophy welcomed clearness and teachability
in preference to creating amazement, and pursued its investigations through the me-
dium of everyday language.” Russell (1981), 166 suggests Aristotle Rhetoric 1404a as a
possible “germ of the common later view” represented in these authors; Floratos
(1972), 62-3, however, rejects an earlier view that saw Plutarch and Strabo both ap-
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. philosopher, wrote poetry, and second it responds to the explicit question of why he
included myths in an allegedly useful and informative work, by revealing that myths
themselves serve an educative and didactic purpose. These strands are woven to-

gether to produce Strabo’s definitive position on Homeric compeosition in 1.2.9:

It was because Homer regarded his uio1 as educative that he thought
so much of truth, while also “placing therein” (Il. 18.541) a false ele-
ment, accepting the truth, but using the false to win the favor of
the populace and to out-general the masses. ‘Like a man who
overlays gold upon silver,’ (Od. 6.232) Homer added u6os to true oc-
currences, embellishing and adorning his style; but he looks to the
same end as the historian or the one telling things that really hap-
pened. So for instance taking the Trojan War, which had happened, he
adorned it with puBoTroiiai; and he did the same to the wanderings of
Odysseus.

“ATe 81 tpos TO alBeuTikdv E1dos Tous Hubous avagépcv O Trot-
NS EPPOVTIOE TTOAU pépos TaAnBols, év &' éTibel kal welBos, TO puév
amodexduevos T 3t dnuaywydv kai oTpaTnydv Ta TANReN. "dg
8’ BTe Tis Xpuodv TrepIXEVETAL APYUPW Aviip,” oUTwS EKEIVOS TAls
aAnbéo repimreTeials TpooemeTiBel uUBov, 1BUVEV KAl KOOUDV THV
ppaow, Trpds Bt TO auTd TéAos Tol ioTopikol kal Tol Ta dvta
AéyovTos BAétreov. oltew 81 Tédv Te 'lAlakov TOAeUov YeyovoTa
mapalaBcv ékdounce Tais puboTrotiais, kai Thv 'Oduccéws
TTAGVNV oauTws.

Like all the ancient poets, Homer added a layer of myth, of weUbos, onto a foun-
dation of historical fact because he was both devoted to conveying the truth, and con-

cerned to sway the masses with the sweetness of myths and style.58 But in case anyone

has forgotten, Strabo insists that Homer looks mpdg 8¢ T autd TéAos Tol ioTopi-

propriating a Peripatetic view transmitted via Dichaearchus. See also Schroder
(1990), 53.

58 Cf. 1.2.30: “The puBoTrotiat are not signs of ignorance (ouk ayvoias onueia
SriTrou)...for these are not told in ignorance of places (oU yap kat’ dyvolav TV
ToTikév AéyeTtat) but for the sake of sweetness and pleasure (GAA’ Boviis kal
TEPYEWS XAPV).” '
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koi; the core of Homer’s poetry describes real people, places, and events. As Strabo
insists, “It is not Homeric (oux ‘Ounpikév) to hang idle fantasy (QVATTTELV KEVIV
TepaToloyiav) on no foundation of truth (éx undevds 8¢ aAnbous)...Homer there-
fore took his starting points from history (EAaBev olv Tap& Tijs ioTopias Tag
apxas).” (1.2.9)

Strabo’s remarks are representative of a fairly mainstream, if often implicit, atti-
tude toward Homeric poetry in antiquity. Some reasoning along these lines had to lie
behind the treatments of Herodotus and Thucydides that we outlined last chapter, and
the same could be said of nearly every writer, modern or ancient, who seeks historical
information from heroic poetry.5® But Strabo is exceptional in his explicitness, both in
setting forth these presuppositions at length, and in putting his theoretical precepts to
the test in practical readings of the Homeric text.5° In characterizing the chief method
of Homeric composition, Strabo even goes so far as to adopt a quasi-technical vo-
cabulary—mrpoopufelcn, Tpoouubevouai, or TpoouvboTroiéw, which occur nowhere

else in extant Greek literature.6* So the commonplace idea of poets’ mixing “true

59 Paul Veyne (1988) has provided the most accessible and celebrated treatment of
this remarkably persistent mode of thought.

60 There are later outlines of similar theories that often match Strabo’s explicitness,
if not his abundance of illustrations and elaborations. Lactantius’ account in his Divi-
nae Institutiones 1.11 covers almost the exact same ground: (23-5) “The poets, then
have not fabricated the exploits...but they added a certain color of poetic fancy to the
deeds...men do not know what the measure of poetic license is, to what extent it is
permissible to proceed in fictionizing, since the poet’s function consists in this, that
those things which were actually performed he may transfer...into other appearances
by means of figurative language. But to feign the whole account which you re-
late—that is to be a fool and a liar instead of a poet.” (30)

61 With the exception of Eustathius’ 12th century commentary on the Odyssey,
which used Strabo has one of its sources. Notably the terms appear in precisely the
same discussions as they do in Strabo. Eustathius’ preface to this work is strikingly
similar in wording, sentiment, and examples to Strabo, who in turn, one suspects, de-
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things with false’ becomes a precisely definable and technical activity: “Accordingly
the poet, employing starting points of this sort (Tolatrais 81} TiIowv apopuals & ot
NS Xpnodievos), in some respects agrees with historical facts (T& pév SpoAoyel
Tois ioTopoupévors), but ‘adds myths’ (mpoouuBever 88 TouTois) to them, adhering to
a custom both peculiar to him and common to others (8805 Tt PUAGTTWV Kkai kKowodv
Kai 1dov).” (1.2.40)

If we accept that Homeric poetry consists, then, of both a basic core of events and
details that are true as well as adornments and exaggerations that have been “added
to” this core, it follows that the properly trained reader should be able to tell the dif-
ference. The first rule is not to mistake the ‘added’ material for the truth:

Since they [the puBoTrotoi], and Homer in particular, do not mytholo-
gize everything (o w&vTta pubeouowv), but more often ‘add myths’
(TrpoouubBedouat), the one seeking what myths the ancients added (i ol
TaAaiol tpocuubevouciv) does not seek if the ‘added myths’ (Trpoo-
uubeudueva) were or are true, but rather seeks the truth about each of
those places or characters to which the myths are added (ol Tpoo-
puBeeTal TOTOS 1) TPOCKITIOLS, TEPL ékeiveov ENnTel TaAnBEs).
(1.2.19)

A specific example is presented for clarification at 1.2.11. The question is what peo-
ple mean when they agree that “the wandering of Odysseus happened around Sicily
and Italy according to Homer.” According to Strabo, one could accept this statement
in one of two ways. The better (RBéATiov) way is to assume “that Homer was convinced
that the wanderings of Odysseus took place there, and taking this subject as true
(AaBcov aiknbi Tavtv TTv Urébecv), he elaborated it poetically (TromnTikéds Sieo-

keuaoe).” The worse way, however, is to also “accept the elaboration as history (Tr|v

pended heavily on Polybius for this excursus on literary theory. See Van der Valk
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Siaokeunv s ioTopiav Séxetat),” even though “the poet is clearly writing marvels
(Exeivou... TEpATOYPAPOUVTOS Pavepdds), when he tells of Ocean, Hades, the cattle
- of Helios, metamorphoses, the size of the Cyclopes and Laestrygonians, the form of
Scylla, sailing distances, etc.” In Strabo’s opinion, it’s not even worth his time to re-
fute someone who tells such lies against (kaTayeudduevov) the poet—no more than it
is those who think that the whole episode of Odysseus’ return to Ithaca, viz., the mas-
sacre, the fight in the country, took place exactly as Homer described (TtoUTtov TovV
TpdTov yevéaBai). A belief that Homer described Odysseus’ wanderings as having
taken place around Italy does not also require a belief that it occurred exactly as the
poet said; to do so would be to misunderstand the poetic art. Only the true core of the
Homeric account, then, the ioTopia or the UTré6eats, is reliable, and not the Siaokeury
or T& Trpoouubsudueva.

The precise nature of Strabo’s formulation, his consistency of terminology, and his
insistence on explaining it again and again all suggest that, we would be wrong, having
identified Strabo’s ideas as commonplaces of ancient criticism, to read no further. For
if a poet is someone who “veris falsa remiscet,” in Horace’s celebrated formulation, it
still remains to be asked: what is the nature of these ‘true’ things, and what of the
‘false’?62 Here as elsewhere, Strabo’s thoroughness allows us to examine the matter
more closely.

The ‘marvels’ that Strabo considers as elements of the Siaokeur], and hence as un-
true, are familiar—Cyclopes, Laestrygonians, Scylla, metamorphoses, etc. But earlier

he had provided a strikingly similar list when defining what counted as loTopia:

(1971-87), vol. I, introduction, for Eustathius’ use of Strabo.
62 Horace, Ars Poetica 151.
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“Aeolus, they say, dominated the islands around Lipara, and the inhospitable Cyclopes
and the Laestrygonians ruled the area of Etna and Leontini...Charybdis and Scyllaeum
were haunts of pirates.” (1.2.9) How can these be both examples of marvels and facts,
of truths and falsehoods? But a closer reading of the first passage shows that the
‘added myths’ are not the monsters themselves, but certain of their more unbelievable
aspects: it is the ‘size’ of the Cyclops, and the ‘form’ of Scylla that is fantastic, not their
existence per se. The ‘myth’ is not the existence of the Cyclops, for example, but the
marvelous elements of Homer’s description—their having one eye, their enormous
size, their taste for human flesh. The Cyclopes existed, and they ruled over the areas
around Etna and Leontini; apparently their general lack of hospitality toward visitors

~ was the basis from which Homer spun his tales. Strabo is not saying that the fantastic
elements of the Odyssey have been inserted as myths and can therefore be ignored as
‘elaboration’, but that a mythic element has been ‘added to’ a kernel of truth in every

' given case.%3

63 So Schenkeveld (1976) makes this mistake when he states that Strabo rejected

_ the second view “because in that interpretation the Cyclops, the Laistrygones and

; other fabulous people must have been real persons; and everyone is convinced that the
" poet himself invented these.” (62) But Strabo has specifically mentioned both these
peoples as actually having been ‘real persons’—the rulers of their respective re-
gions—once their fantastic features have been pared away. Even as perceptive and
sympathetic reader as Aujac (1969), 188-9 n.4 seems to agree when she suggests that
by the ‘worse’ method, Strabo might have been referring to Euhemerists or rationaliz-

. ers like Palaephatus. But the view that Aeolus was a ruler that Strabo endorses is pre-
cisely identical to a Euhemerist interpretation, and the view of Polybius that is men-
tioned later, that Aeolus was the man who taught sailors how to navigate the Strait of
Messina, is remarkably similar to Palaephatus’ notion that Aeolus was a metereologist
- familiar with wind patterns of the area.
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Traces: Strabo and Homeric Iberia

Homer, then, in Strabo’s eyes, is not simply mixing truth and fiction, inserting
completely fabricated characters and episodes in among an otherwise accurate histori-
cal narrative; rather he uses various historical data as starting points, agopuai, which
he elaborates in turn, but always keeping to the original structure of historical events.
This should be no surprise in light of the very historical and inquisitive fashion in
which Strabo imagines Homer. Nevertheless, the historical accuracy of Homer is not
simply a matter of blind faith. We have, Strabo insists, corroborating evidence: “it is
possible to find traces (ixvn) of Odysseus’ wandering, and those of many others, not
only around Italy, but also as far as the frontiers of Iberia.” This notion of evidence is
extremely important for Strabo, and is what separates his privileging of Homeric his-
torical testimony from those that simply considered Homer qua Homer as the font of
all wisdom. For him it is of the utmost necessity that Homer knew the truth, and that
this can be proved by assiduous research.

This emphasis that historical facts underlie Homer’s statements is brought out
vividly in 3.2.12, where Strabo elaborates on his previous remarks on Iberia, in a dis-
cussion of considerable significance for an understanding of how precisely he imagines
Homer's working methods. We catch up with Strabo as he argues (no surprises here)
that there is good reason to believe that Homer had knowledge of Iberia, despite not
specifically mentioning it in his poetry.

The poet, a man TToAUpwvos and TToAuioTwp, gives us grounds
(a@opuds) that even these regions were not unheard of (avrjkods) by
him, if one wished to conjecture (cuAAoyileoBai) correctly from both of

the things that are said about them—the worse, and the better and more
truthful (&uewov kai aAnbectepov).
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Strabo is once again posing two possible ways of demonstrating Homeric knowl-

edge. The worse argument (3.2.12) goes something like this: in Homer’s day, Tartes-

sus in Iberia was known as the farthest settlement to the west. The west, as the poet

' says, is where “the sun’s bright light” falls into Ocean, “drawing black night over earth,

the grain-giver” (IL. 8.485) Since night is associated with Hades, and Hades with Tar-
tarus, “one might suppose (eik&Cot) that Homer, having heard about Tartessus, called
the farthermost of the nether regions Tartarus with a slight change of name (Tov
TapTapov ékeiBev Tapovoudoat); adding a myth (rpooBeivan 8¢ kai utbov), and
saving the poetic (T6 TomnTikéov owlovTta).” Adherents to the ‘worse’ argument be-
lieve that “someone might get a hint of a memory of the regions around Tartessus,
from the mythical invention of Tartarus (&Té Tijs ToU TapTtéapov uubototias
aivitroltd Tis &v TV TéTwvV UVijuny TV ept TapTnocdy).”s

But the better argument (3.2.13) reconstructs the poetic process in a different
manner: Homer knew of the expeditions of Heracles and the Phoenicians to Iberia,
and heard rumors that the people there were rich, and led an easy life. Odysseus had
also been to Iberia and this fact, which was learned by Homer (ictopn6feica), fur-
nished a pretext (Tpdgaocis). “So he transferred the Odyssey, just like the Iliad, from
real events into poetry and the mythical invention so familiar to poets (cboTe kat ThHv

'O8vooeiav, kabdtep v 'IAiG8a, &md TV ouuB&vTwv HETayayElv eis TToinow

64 To elucidate this method better, Strabo presents another example: Homer had
known that the Cimmerians lived in the gloomy north near the Bosporus, and thus
placed them near Hades in his poetry. An alternative explanation was that he placed

them there because, like all Ionians, Homer had a hatred for the Cimmerians, living as

he did within recent memory of the Cimmerian invasion (On Cimmerians, cf. Hdt.
1.15, 1.6, 4.11, 7.20 and for an overview, see Ramin (1979)). Homer also modeled the
Planctae after the Cyaneae, “always bringing in myths from the history of some things
(&gl Tous pUbous &Trd TIvwVv I0TOPIEOV EvAywV).
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xali TTv ouvrifn Tois TomnTais puboTtrotiav).” Strabo adds that there is material evi-
dence for Homer’s decision: such evidence (onueia) includes the presence in Iberia of
a city named Odysseia, as well as a temple of Athena, not to mention “countless other
traces (&GAAa pupia ixvin)” both of Odysseus as well as other wanderers from the Tro-
jan War.”65 In any case, to sum up:
So then, the poet, informed through his inquiries (ioTopikas TTUV-
Bavdpuevos) of so many expeditions to the outermost parts of Iberia, and
learning by hearsay about the wealth and other good attributes of the

country (for the Phoenicians were making these facts known), invented
(rrAaoce) the abode of the blessed there, and also the Elysian Plain...

Although Strabo has presented two alternative theories of Homer’s working
method here, his reason for considering one better than the other remains rather
opaque. Apparently, Strabo doesn’t feel that an explanation is necessary. But both
theories seem to prove that Homer knew of Iberia, and that moreover he was con-
sciously referring to Iberia when he mentions Tartarus and Hades. Why is one better
and the other worse?

The difference must lie in the corroborating evidence reinforcing the second ex-
planation, the onueia and ixvn of Odysseus’ travels in Iberia; this independent testi-
mony—the temple of Athena, the city Odysseia, etc.—suggests that Homer, aware of
~ these facts through inquiry, took what he knew of the real wanderings and some of the

real traits of Iberia, and fashioned them poetically, situating them in the west. In the

65 Strabo offers more arguments which further support his thesis: the description
of the Elysian fields matches that of Homer’s Iberia, and that the Phoenicians were
Homer’s informants (urjvutdi). As for the “countless” other traces? In 3.4.3, Strabo
provides an extensive list, deriving from Asclepiades of Myrlea: “shields and ships’
beaks have been nailed up in the temple of Athena as memorials of the wanderings of
Odysseus.” There is also a city named after Amphilochus, and one named after Ocelas,
who came with Antenor from Italy.
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other case, Homer is simply associating the name of Tartarus with the city of Tartessus

and connecting the fact of the sun’s setting in the west with night and therefore with

Hades, in a sort of free play of signifiers, but there is no historical connection with

| Odysseus. Strabo has, therefore, a very strong interpretation of Homer’s ‘true’, his-
torical core; after all, the ‘worse’ interpretation still would prove that Homer ‘knew of
Iberia, and that he meant to situate Odysseus’ adventures in Hades and the Elysian

" Fields in that area. But on this reading Homer would not really have known this to be
the case; he would have had simply made up the whole story, and there would be no
evidentiary basis for the events in heroic history or geography.

For Strabo the poetic sensibilities of Homer are always inextricably grounded by a
historical knowledge that is itself the result of inquiry and learning. Homer’s knowl-
edge of Iberia is not as important as his knowledge that Odysseus wandered there, and
the fact that clues still exist confirming this is only more reason to trust in it. Homer

' adds mythical details, but never disturbs the truth beneath the surface. What else
would one expect from a man who “has the same end as the historian,” and whose cu-

riosity and love of travel took him to the four corners of the earth?

V STRABO AND ERATOSTHENES ON HOMER AND POETRY’S PURPOSE

Utility and Pleasure in Literary Criticism and Historiography

What, then, of the quarrel with Eratosthenes? As we have mentioned, the argu-
ment centered on whether 8i8ackalia, yuxaywyia, or a combination of the two

best described the purpose of poetry. “Eratosthenes asserts that every poet aims at

yuxaywyia, not Bidaokalia... but he ought to have said that every poet writes partly
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. for the sake of yuxaycwyia, and partly for didaokalia.” (1.2.3) The two terms are

customarily translated as “instruction” and “entertainment.” Now it is clear what

“entertainment” corresponds to in Strabo’s theory—the ‘myths’ that are added to the

 truth. But because the debate is first couched in the opening sections of 1.2, it is natu-

ral to assume that the term SiSaokalia is related to the moral and technical instruc-
tion that Strabo mentions there and later on in the section on myth.5¢ The debate
seems, in this view, a retread of the old arguments over the poet as ethical instruc-
tor—Strabo claims that Homer can instruct and improve his audience in all sorts of
ways, while Eratosthenes asserts that the intention of a poet is purely to entertain.
But the moral element, as I explain in Appendix Two, quickly drops out of the pic-
ture and has no place in Strabo’s conception of Homeric composition. If Strabo’s ar-
guments in favor of Homeric 8i8aokalia are only incidentally related to moral in-
struction, how do his claims work with regard to geographical knowledge? Can he
really mean that Homer consciously intended to teach geography in his poetry?¢” But
is it possible that we have another terminological confusion here? ABaokalia was
indeed a term for poetry’s educative or instructive function, and Eratosthenes is
clearly using it in this sense. But it could also have a meaning that connoted a differ-
ent sense of instruction, one which was less specific in terms of the information being
taught, and that derives, once again, from ancient historiographical discourse. There,

‘instruction’ was a much more vague notion; a history did not necessarily teach spe-

66 See Appendix Two.

67 As Schenkeveld (1976), 54, remarks, if this was the case, and Strabo leads us to
believe that it was, “it would have been a matter of course to use Homer’s epics as a
geographical manual” but he “seldom used Homer to supplement his own knowledge.”

Of course, Strabo does often use Homer in this way, but this is beside the point here.
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| cific things, although it could. What was at stake was a much more general notion that
one would ‘learn’ by reading a history.

First of all, the terms SiSaokaAia/yuxaywyia are part of group of words that are
used to express this longstanding literary-critical distinction between the useful and
the pleasurable aspects of poetry. This opposition is probably most familiar from
Horace’s lines aqut prodesse poetae aut delectare volunt, simul et iucunda et idonea
dicere vitae. Horace, like Strabo, goes on to choose the third ‘combination’ option:
omne tulit punctum qui miscuit utile dulci | lecturem delectando pariterque
monendo.® This compromise, however, has long been recognized to originate in a
formulation of the early first century B.C.E. critic Neoptolemus of Parium preserved in
Philodemus: kat pos ape[tnv Selv TI® Teleicy moulnTi} weta Tliis yuxaywlyilals
ToU Tous] akovovtlas] w@eAei}v kai xpnoiuolA[oyellv kal Tov “Oun[pov
Tlépmew [Te kai w@eAeiv] TO [TAet]ov. “and with respect to virtue, the perfect poet,
in order to fulfill his capacity, must not only thrill his listeners, but also benefit them
and tell useful things, and Homer both pleases and benefits for the most part.”s® The
use of the word yuxaycwyia by Neoptolemus, coupled with his thesis that poets, es-
pecially Homer, combine utility and pleasure, suggest that he is responding to Era-
tosthenes here. But for our purposes, it is more important that he introduces a range
of terms which correspond to both sides of Eratosthenes’ SidackalAia/ yuxaywyia
division. On the one hand, Sidackalia is glossed by cdd@eAeiv and xpnoiuoAoyetv,

while yuxaywyia is associated with Tépeiwv; Horace uses prodesse, idonea, utile,

68 Ars Poetica 333-4; 343-4- See Koster (1974), 143-51 on this ancient debate on
the purpose of poetry

69 Philodemus On Poems V, col. xiii.8.15 Jensen. Cf. Brink (1963-82), vol. 1, 55;
Pfeiffer (1968), 166-7; and Meijering (1987), 6. On Strabo see Biraschi (1984).



and monendo in opposition to delectare, iucunda, and dulci. We have arrayed here a
- group of terms denoting utility, benefit, and instruction, against another set associated

. with entertainment, pleasure, and sweetness. Strabo also demonstrates the replace-

ability of these terms with one another: in a disparaging paraphrase of Eratosthenes’
views, he objects that Homer wrote “not for the sake of nonsense, but for utility (o
yap Auapias, &AX’ copeleias xapw). “Utility” is a clear subsitution for 8idac-
kaAia.

As we saw in the previous section, co@éAeiax functions as one of Strabo’s key meth-
odological terms, and plays a similar role in ancient historiography. More signifi~
cantly, nearly all of these literary-critical terms, or their cognates—oPéAela, didao-
kaAia, yuxaywyia, T xpriciuov, TO Tépmewv—are used in ancient discussions of
the purpose of historical writing. In the most famous instance, Polybius differentiates
history, which teaches (515&Eat) and whose purpose is utility (copéAeia), from trag-
edy, which ‘entertains’ (yuxaywyfioat) and aims at deception (&mraTmn).7e At first
glance, this seems to support Eratosthenes’ claim; for both him and Polybius, poetry
(or tragedy) does not teach or benefit, but only entertains (or deceives). But Polybius
clearly states that history “teaches” for a “useful” end, and this is precisely what Strabo
claims for Homer, whom he imagines as a historian writing in poetry. This demon-
strates that the SiSaokaAia and utility that Strabo is talking about need not suggest
moral instruction, nor even the teaching of specific skills, but simply the instruction

that one received when one read any text. Strabo treats Homeric “instruction” as a

70 Polybius, 2.56.11-12.
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virtual synonym for “telling useful things”—not so much beneficial in an ethical sense,
but useful in the way a history is to its readers.”

Unfortunately, Strabo conflates these two different connotations of “instruction”
by grouping them together. The clearest example is the transition from his excursus
on myth, 1.2.8, to his claims for Homeric knowledge of geography: “It was because
Homer regarded his pU6ol as educative (@vagépcov Tpos TO TaISeUTIKOV eidog) that
he thought so much of truth (¢ppdvTice TTOAU uépos TaAinbous).” He had just been
discussing the “paideutic” aspect of myth in its function as a means to get people to
listen to philosophy, or to persuade or dissuade them from certain courses of action,
but then he passes to a concern with historical truth. This elision of the different
truths— philosophical and historical—is characteristic of Strabo’s less than consistent
use of terminology.

My thesis that Strabo was thinking about instruction and entertainment in a histo-
riographical context can be illustrated through yet another glance at Polybius. We saw
in the last paragraph that he had opposed 8i3ackaAia and yuxaywyia in a similar
manner as Eratosthenes. But Polybius introduces this opposition many other times in
the course of his work, and his formulations in these other instances strongly suggest
that Polybius saw history’s function as both to “entertain” and to “instruct.” The most
explicit is 11.19a.2, where he claims that historians have to both provide the results of
actions as well as their causes, for “results of actions only yuxaycyel one’s audience,
while the knowledge of what came before benefits (c>peAoio) those who want to

learn (ptAopaBolivtas).” In three other places, he specifically lists utility and pleas-

7t Linking back, of course, to the notion of a ‘philosopher’ with which he began his
work.
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ure as two of the ends of history: in 1.4.11, he says that only by studying universal his-
tory can we “receive TO Xprioipov kai TO Tepmvov from history;” at 7.7.8, he de-
scribes an episode of his work as more pleasurable (1)8i{cov) to those fond of tales
(ptAnkdois) and more useful (XpNCIHCOTEPOS) to those who want to learn;” and at
15.36.3, he identifies two “ends” (TeAr))— w@éAeia and Tépyis—for all intellectual
pursuits, but especially history.

We have reached a rather peculiar position. It seems that both history and poetry
are conceived as providing utility and pleasure. Roos Meijering’s pithy appraisal of
Strabo’s view of Homer—“The final goal is 8i8aoka)ia, or, in other words, TO TEpTIELY
must serve T c@eAeiv”2—could reasonably be Polybius’ appraisal of his own histori-
cal work. If history can both please and teach, then why could Homer not be consid-

ered a historian, as long as one accounted for why he wrote in poetry?

Strabo, Eratosthenes, and Polybius on Odysseus’ Wanderings

If Strabo takes up the didascalic position, it is in this less dogmatic, more general
sense of instruction. In similar fashion, Eratosthenes’ remarks do not mean that he
denied any correspondence between poetic depictions of the world and those in real
life. Despite his apparently categorical remarks “to not judge (xpiveiv) the poems
with reference to their thought (Trpds THv Sidvoiav), nor to seek history from them
(un®’ ioTopiav &’ avurédv EnTeiv),” and his oft-quoted bon mot: “You'll find where

Odysseus wandered when you find the cobbler who sewed up the bag of the winds,”73

72 Meijering (1987), 6.

731.2.17; 1.2.15 = F I A 16 Berger. TOT  &v eUpeiv Tva, ot 'O8ucoceus meTTAdv-
nTal 8tav elpn TOV okuTéa TOV ouppAYavTa TOV TAV avépwv aokov. Fora
summary of the context, see Romm (1992), 183-96.



i Eratosthenes has quite a bit to say about Homeric geography, especially concerning

| Odysseus’ wanderings. After all, we shouldn’t forget that Eratosthenes also saw Homer
as a philosopher and the first geographer.74 At this stage, we can finally turn to Era-

' tosthenes’ views themselves (reported, albeit, by Strabo), and see how the &i8aokaAia
Vs yuxaywyia argument is less a debate about poetry’s nature, and more one about

- different methods of reading.

| Eratosthenes’ skepticism was not directed at the wanderings themselves, but only
whether the Odyssey accurately represented them. A simple indication of this is the
fact that, although he believes that Homer is unreliable, he has a rather better opinion
of Hesiod: according to Strabo, “Eratosthenes conjectures (eikaCet) that Hesiod
learned by inquiry (TreTrucuévov) that the scene of the wanderings of Odysseus lay in
the region of Sicily and Italy, and, adopting this belief, mentioned not only the places
spoken of by Homer, but also Aetna, Ortygia...and Tyrrhenia.”?s For Eratosthenes,
Odysseus’ wanderings were not fictional, but undeniably historical; the first knowl-
edge of these wanderings, however, is shifted from Homer to Hesiod.

But why, Strabo asks, should we privilege Hesiod over Homer? Eratosthenes can-
not deny that Homer included accurate geographical details in his poetry; in fact he
has even expressly stated that:

from the earliest times all the poets have been eager to display their
knowledge of geography (pitAoTincs EXEWV Eis TO HECOV PEPEV TTV

ioTopiav); certainly Homer made a place in his poems (kataxwpicat
gig TTv Troinow) for everything that he had learned (6oa émi6eto)

74 Strabo 1.1.1: “those who in earliest times ventured to treat [geography] were, in
their way, philosophers—Homer, Anaximander, and Hecataeus—just as Eratosthenes
has already said.” Strabo 1.1.11: “Eratosthenes declares that the first two successors of
Homer [in geography] were Anaximander...and Hecataeus of Miletus.”

751.2.14 = Hesiod, Fr. 150, 25-6 Merkelbach-West
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about the Ethiopians and the inhabitants of Egypt and Libya, and he
went into superfluous detail (Aiav Tepiépycs éEevnvoxévan) in regard

to Greeece, calling Thisbe the “haunt of doves,” Haliartus “grassy,” etc.
(1.2.3)

Eratosthenes does not deny Homer’s geographical knowledge of Greece or even
Egypt and Ethiopia, and he even acknowledges that Homer had learned these things
by inquiry. As far as the wanderings, however, Eratosthenes directs his skepticism at
Homer's capacity as a diligent historian; he questions his familiarity with more distant
places.” This is evident in the passage where he sets out his own theory of Homeric
composition.

Eratosthenes says that one may suppose that the poet wished to put the
wanderings of Odysseus in the far west, but abandoned his purpose
(amooTiivai 8 and TV Utrokeiévev), partly because of the lack of
accurate information (T& uév oUx akpiBéds Teruopévov), and partly
because he had even preferred not to be accurate (T& 5& oudt
TrpoeAduevov olitws) but rather to develop each incident in the direc-
tion of the more awe-inspiring and the more marvellous (&GAA’ étri TO
BewdTepov Kai TO TepaTwdéoTepov EkacTta eEdyew). (1.2.19)

The natural focus, by literary critics, has been on the second half of Eratosthenes’
theory—Homer, as a poet, was more concerned with T6 Seivotepov and 1O
TepaTwdéoTepov than with the truth. Is this not, after all, the purpose of poetry, to
effect wonder and sublimity in the listener? But in the first half of the passage, Era-
tosthenes attributes part of the reason for Homer’s poetic flights of fancy to his “lack

of accurate information.” Just as Herodotus coupled a belief that Homer made a con-

scious choice to go with the more poetic version with a conviction that Homer also

76 This skepticism is no doubt related to his belief that, historically, people of that
period did not make long sea voyages, cf. 1.3.2. Strabo characteristically refutes Era-
tosthenes by citing the journeys of Dionysus, Heracles, Jason, Odysseus, Menelaus,
Aeneas, Minos, and Theseus.
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S knew the true story, so here Eratosthenes cannot lay all of the theoretical burden onto

poetic invention, but must also assert that Homer’s decision was swayed by the dearth

of historical material from which to draw on. Hesiod, apparently, had access to better

3 information. Both Strabo and Eratosthenes share the same basic portrait of Homer; a

poet who was familiar with the historical events, who attempted to get information

about them, and who elaborated those events for the purposes of poetry. Where they

differ is in Homer’s intentions about accuracy.

Strabo insists that Homer had the same ends as a historian and only ‘added myths’
to please the public, something in which he had no choice because poetry was the only
medium of transmitting information. For Eratosthenes, Homer had only heard about
the journeys and because he didn’t have access to accurate information, and he was
pandering to his public, he largely made up his own fanciful versions of Odysseus’
wanderings. In fact, Eratosthenes had even claimed “that far-off places are made the
scenes of Homer’s marvellous stories (T& méppcos TepaToAroyeicBat) because of the
fact that it is easier to lie about them (u&AAov 8i1& TO eUkaT&yeucTOV).”

James Romm sees as the hallmark of Eratosthenes’ literary criticism “to have
charted the Odyssey on a literary rather than geographical map, gauging its veracity
according to how far from terra cognita it travels.”” For Strabo, the problem with
Eratosthenes’ theory is that there are more Homeric marvels in places near Greece
than in distant places; think of “the labors of Heracles and Theseus, and the myths on

Crete and Sicily...and on Cithaeron, Helicon, Parnassus, Pelion, and in various places

77 Romm (1992), 193, technically applied both to Eratosthenes and Aristarchus. In -
general, although I disagree with some minor points and emphasize different aspects,
Romm’s treatment of Strabo, Polybius, and Eratosthenes on the voyage of Odysseus
(183-96) is by far the most insightful and stimulating thing written on the subject.
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i in Attica or in the Peloponnesus.” (1.2.19) To simply read the fantastic aspects of

| Odysseus’ wanderings (as depicted by Homer) as evidence of a lack of interest in the

historical reality of those events, and furthermore to draw a connection between the

fantastic and the distance of locales from Greece is to misunderstand the use of myth

in poetry. That Eratosthenes constantly points to certain passages in Homer as evi-

dence of the poet’s ignorance of geographical matters exasperates Strabo for this same
reason—Eratosthenes does not comprehend the ways in which Homer employs myth

and fantasy in combination with history.

If Strabo criticizes Eratosthenes for simply assuming that the presence of fantastic
elements signals wholesale invention, he turns to Polybius, on the other hand, as an
ally who knows how to read Homer correctly (6p8éds UTovoel T& Tept Tiis TTAGYNS).
Polybius seems to have set up a system of correspondences between Homeric episodes
and geographical locations in the region of Sicily and Italy by carefully noting possible
real-life phenomena that might have been the inspiration for Homer.”® For instance,
he identified Aeolus as “the man who taught navigators how to steer a course in the
regions of the Strait of Messina, whose waters are subject to a constant ebb and flow
and are difficult to navigate on account of the reverse currents”, and for that reason
had “been called lord of the winds.”?® Most likely, Polybius came to this conclusion

based on his knowledge of the weather-predicting methods practiced by the inhabi-

78 For a full listing of these identifications, see Ramin (1979), 121-37. Phillips
(1953) goes through the traditions chronologically and attempts to postulate why the
wanderings were located in the region of Italy and Sicily by the ancients. See also Klotz

(1952).



| tants of the Lipari Islands. The matter is too complicated to go into fully here, but ap-

parently it was possible, by observing the behavior of the volcanoes there, to “foretell
what wind [would] blow as much as three days in advance.”80

A far more ingenious solution is offered for the question of Scylla: “The descrip-
tion of Scylla by the poet is in agreement with what takes place off the Scyllaean Rock
and in the hunting of swordfish.” Polybius proceeds to give us a page long description
of both the effects of the Strait of Messina’s current on tunny-fish, and the method of
hunting swordfish developed by Sicilian fisherman. Again, in the interests of space,
I'll spare the reader the details; suffice to say that Polybius sees a remarkable parallel
between these fishing methods and Homer’s description of how Scylla attacks Odys-
seus’ ship and men. “From such facts as these, one may conjecture (eik&Cot) that
Odysseus’ wanderings took place near Sicily, inasmuch as Homer attributed
(Trpootiye) to Scylla that sort of fish-hunting that is most characteristic of Scyl-
lacum.”® And on it goes, through Charybdis, the Lotus-Eaters, and presumably many

others that Strabo has neglected to include.

79 Aeolus appears in Od. 10.1-27. Polybius 34 2.5-10 = Strabo 1.2.15. There is not
enough space to go into the Euhemerist theory that Polybius cites as his justification
for this identification. See Walbank (1974), 8 for a brief discussion.

8o Walbank (1974), 9, to which I refer for a full treatment of the matter. Polybius’
account is preserved in Strabo at a later point: 6.2.10

81 Polybius 34.3 = Strabo 1.2.15-16. Again see Walbank (1974) for a full treatment,
and it should be noted, one that is much more lucid than his later notes in his com-
mentary. There is some controversy over whether Polybius means to compare Scylla
with the fishermen or with the swordfish, which he mentions as hunting tunny-fish in
the beginning of the passage. Walbank favors the former, but Romm (1992), 190 ar-
gues for a connection between the way that the swordfish catches tunny-fish whiclrare
prevented from reaching Sicily by the currents and the similar fate of Odysseus’ men.
Perhaps the answer is both; Polybius could have thought that Homer had drawn both
observations together into a composite figure.
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Strabo agrees with Polybius that Homer knew that Odysseus’ wanderings had

¥

i taken place in Sicily and Italy, but he parts company in two significant aspects. In his

i arguments, Polybius tends to identify a social practice or a natural phenomenon with

‘{5 an analagous description in Homer, and assumes that Homer made the analogy be-
cause that was where Odysseus actually went. Strabo, on the other hand, seems much
more reliant on the vestiges and remains of Odysseus’ travels themselves. For in-
stance, after his long reprisal of Polybius’ views, he remarks that he agrees with him,
but feels to add one more argument: “For what poet or prose writer ever persuaded

~ the Neapolitans to name a monumnet after Parthenope the Siren, or the people of
Cumae, Dichaearchia, and Vesuvius to perpetuate the names of Pyriphlegethon, the
Acherusian Marsh, the oracle of the dead at Lake Avernus, and Baius and Misenus,
two of the companions of Odysseus?” The events have left their mark also, the names
of places and things preserve the past just as securely as the fishing and weather fore-
casting practices of the people of Sicily.

On the other hand, Strabo sometimes thinks that Polybius takes Homer too liter-
ally at times. The latter had apparently tried to argue that Odysseus had never gone
into Ocean, and that Homer had situated all of the travels clearly in the Mediterra-
nean. He had tried to demonstrate this by calculating the distance from Cape Malea to
the Pillars of Hercules and dividing this number by the nine days that Homer has
Odysseus say he traveled. The result, 2500 stadia, was clearly too much to sail each
day, and Polybius also pointed to the fact that Odysseus was “borne by baneful winds”
so could hardly have maintained a straight course. For Strabo however, this sort of
argument “reaches the heights of inconsistency (UmrepBoAnv Tiis avouoAoyias).”

(1.2.18) Polybius conveniently ignores the passages where Homer clearly says that
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Odysseus was in the Ocean, or an island, like Ogygia, was located there. Strabo’s point
is that Homer occasionally transferred the locations out onto Ocean for poetic reasons,
and we shouldn’t waste our time. Moving an episode out to Ocean is one way in which
Homer “adds myth” to an event; as we saw earlier, Strabo includes in this category the
“lengthening of distances.”

Most modern discussions are devoted to sorting out the debate over peetic license,
and to exalting Eratosthenes for his refusal to search for history in Homeric poetry.
Sometimes this becomes part of a larger discourse which pits the Alexandrians (Era-
tosthenes, Aristarchus, and Apollodorus) against the Stoics/Pergamenes (mainly
Crates, with Strabo and Polybius thrown in to make the polar opposition work). Like
all such dichotomies and sweeping categorizations, this one is oversimplistic. Even
the Alexandrians believed in the basic historical underpinning of Homeric epic (cf.
Aristarchus’ work on Homeric society and culture and Apollodorus’ commentary on
the Catalogue of Ships). Eratosthenes clearly hypothesizes from the Homeric poems
theories about the state of the world, not just in Homer’s time, but also that of the he-
roic age. The specific debate about the wanderings of Odysseus should not be taken as
applicable to the entire content of the Homeric poems—it was, as everybody knows, a
very special case, filled with fantastic events, told at one remove to the Phaeacians by a
character renowned for his deceptive and evasive ways.

Both Strabo and Eratosthenes agree that the historical Odysseus wandered
through Sicily and Italy, and probably in the west as well. They both also see Homer as
the first geographer, who included in his work a wealth of important geographical and
historical knowledge. Where they differ is in their ideas about the nature of Homer’s

compositional method; in essence this is an argument over the proper limits of read-
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1 ing, of what constitutes a legitimate reading of Homer. What determined these limits
1 were the level of responsibility they were willing to attach to Homer—did his capacity

as a historian outweigh, as Strabo believed, his poetic tendencies? Or, in Eratosthe-

‘ nes’ vision, was he only historically responsible when he had information, and let his
imagination run wild when he didn’t? This division still maintains Eratosthenes on
| the side of “entertainment” and Strabo advocating a combination of “entertainment”

- and “instruction,” but in a much more nuanced way.

' Epilogue: Taking Hints

At Aethalia there is a Portus Argoios named after the ship Argo, as they
say; for when Jason, the story goes, was in quest of the abode of Circe,
because Medea wished to see the goddess, he sailed to this port; and
what is more, because the scrapings, which the Argonauts formed when
they used their strigils, became congealed, the pebbles on the shore re-
main variegated still to this day. Now mythical stories (uuBoTroiiat) of
this sort are proofs (Texkuripia) of what I have been saying: that Homer
did not fabricate (ErAaTTev) everything himself, but, because he heard
many such stories told over and over again, he was wont on his own ac-
count to add to them by lengthening the distances and making the set-
tings more remote; and that, just as he threw the setting of his Odysseus
out into the Ocean, so similarly he threw the setting of his Jason there,
because a wandering had actually taken place in the life of Jason too as
well as in that of Odysseus—just as also in that of Menelaus. (5.2.6)

Another journey, another hero, but the song remains the same: material remains
- undergird Strabo’s belief in the complete world behind the Homeric tale. Homer al-
| ways embellishes a kernel of truth. In good archaiological fashion Strabo has Tek-
unipla to prove this, the relics and memories of a long-gone age: the name Argoios
which still clings to the site and a marvelous geological phenomenon that has pre-

served an unexpected (and unsanitary?) bit of the past.
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In the Prolegomena, Strabo has set forth his basic theoretical apparatus in regard
to Homeric poetry—Homer has based each episode of his poetry on real events and
places, but exaggerated and embellished them for poetic purposes. To prove his the-
sis, Strabo had examined the hardest case, that of Odysseus’ wanderings, the fantastic
nature of which had led many to reject any truth-element at all. But for the more ‘re-
alistic’ parts of his narratives, especially those to do with history and geography, there
were fewer doubters, and Strabo rarely has to have recourse to the ‘myth’ argument.
After the first two books of the Geography, Strabo makes his way across the
oitkoumene, often stopping to discuss whether a site has been mentioned by Homer, or
undertaking a close inspection of the text in order to solve a famous geographical
- . problem like the location of Pylos, Ithaca, or Troy. In these instances, his readings of
Homer assume the poet’s almost complete accuracy; each line, phrase, and word are
~ imbued with enormous significance and examined down to the last detail for any in-
~ formation they might yield concerning the heroic age.
In the preface to his discussion of the Peloponnese Strabo acknowledges the par-
ticular difficulties that Homer presents to the diligent reader.
“although the statements of others are easy to judge (eUdiaiTnT&), those of
Homer require critical inquiry (oxéyecs SeiTal kpiTiki|S), since he speaks
poetically (TroinTikéds), and not of things as they now are, but of things as
they were in antiquity (oU T& viv GAA& Ta apxaia), many of which have
been obscured by time (€Ov 6 Xpdvos NHAUPWKE T& TTOAAG).” (8.1.1)
Strabo, however, can perform such readings with confidence because he believes
that he has established beyond a doubt that Homer “had the same end as the histo-

" rian.” Itis his method of reaching back into the past and regaining what had been

thought lost.



- Chapter Four

SPECTERS OF TROY
DIO OF PRUSA, CHRYSEfS, AND THE CREATION OF CHARACTER

I D10 oF PrusA: His LIFE AND HARD TIMES

Roughly two generations separate Strabo from Dio of Prusa, the itinerant orator
and moralist of the late first century C.E., but their worldviews, their interests, their
styles could not be further apart. Although both belonged to the Greek elite of Asia

Minor and had strong ties to Rome, the former lived and labored in relative obscurity

* while the latter was one of the most recognized and notable personalities of his time.

Dio, a student of the great Stoic Musonius Rufus and teacher of the celebrated orators
Favorinus of Arles and Polemo of Smyrna, could be found haranguing audiences
across the Greek-speaking Empire from Athens to Olbia, and was reputed to have had
personal relationships with emperors from Titus to Trajan. Strabo produced two co-
lossal and erudite works on history and geography that had precious little impact
during or after his lifetime. Dio’s surviving corpus found a much more receptive audi-
ence, and comprises some eighty speeches ranging in length from brief essays and
dialogues to long and complicated civic and philosophical speeches. The pieces cover
an equally broad selection of subject matter. Dio discourses on the relation of the hu-

man and divine in the Olympicus, on local urban politics in the Bithynian speeches, on
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the proper way to rule in his four Kingship Orations; he narrates a pastoral romance
in the Euboean to illustrate his ideas on poverty, compares the three great tragedians’
versions of Philoctetes in his 52nd oration, treats Cynic themes in the Diogenaic ora-
tions, and discusses relations with Rome in the great ‘city’ speeches to the Alexandri-
ans and the Rhodians. His reputation, moreover, lived on well after his death: he was
admired as much for his style and elegance of expression (hence the moniker
XpuaodoTouos (the golden-mouthed)), as for the vehemence of his moral homilies and
his conviction in living up to the ethical standards which he preached.

But despite all these differences—of subject matter, of tone, of popularity, of
style—Dio and Strabo both express a particular interest in Homer, and in reading his
poetry. We saw in the previous chapter how important Homer was to Strabo’s histori-
cal and geographical project, and how often his work was cited in the Geography.

- Likewise Dio’s corpus is filled with Homeric citations and allusions, and several of his
~ works are devoted to Homeric exegesis.?2 Notable are his short essays On Homer (53)3
and On Homer and Socrates (55), the 2nd Kingship Oration (2), in which Alexander
shows his father Philip how Homer instructs his readers concerning the good king,
and the short dialogues Agamemnon (57) and Nestor (58) that discuss the proper way
to understand specific episodes and characters from the Iliad. In addition, there are

- substantial digressions or excurses on Homer embedded in longer pieces—the Olym-

1 Although some (Arethas, Dio p. 328 von Arnim) explained that Xpucdotouos
was a euphemism for 'OfdoTouos (referring to his bad breath). On Arethas’ Dio, see
Brancacci (1985), 229-44.

2 A chart listing all of Dio’s Homeric quotations, paraphrases, and references can
- be found in Kindstrand (1973), 19-26.

3 A work of less importance than its title would lead one to believe. On Homer is a
brief survey of Homeric criticism; much scholarship has been devoted to postulating
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- picus (12), the Borystheniticus (36), etc. For us, however, Dio’s most relevant works
are Chryseis (61) and the great eleventh speech, the Trojan Oration, or That Troy was
not Captured.

Both of these texts find Dio visualizing the Homeric world and creatively supple-
menting Homer’s narrative to gain greater insight. In Chryseis he muses over the per-
sonality of that minor Homeric player and imaginatively reconstructs the behind-the-
scenes action of Iliad 1, arguing moreover that Homer sanctioned and even encour-
aged such reading practices. In the Trojan Oration, Dio argues that Homer lied about
the Trojan War; the real story was that Paris legitimately married Helen, that the Tro-
jans actually defeated the Greeks, and that Hector killed Achilles, among other revi-
sionist theses. What is fascinating about this speech is that Dio paradoxically accom-
plishes his objective through a close reading of Homer himself. Despite his different
purposes in Chryseis and the Trojan, Dio ends up in both pieces having created new
narratives about the Trojan War—one that fits snugly in the interstices of Homer's
text, the other that, despite replacing it, remains strangely parasitic on it. Through an
examination of these two examples of Dio’s reading practice, I want to show how this

way of reading Homer functioned, and on what principles it depended.

Life, Times, and Major Events

The biographical data we possess about Dio are not numerous.+ Pliny the Younger

calls him Dio Cocceianus; the rest of his name is not known. He belonged to a wealthy

what Dio’s laconic statements can tell us about Zeno’s or Antisthenes’ method of
reading Homer, e.g., Hillgruber (1989).

4 The best brief account of Dio’s life is Russell (1992), 3-7; Momigliano (1969) is
also straightforward and succinct. See Jones (1978) for a more detailed treatment of
- the subject.
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elite family (Roman citizens on both sides) from Prusa, a medium-sized city in the

. province of Bithynia, in northwestern Asia Minor. Based on dates mentioned below,

| his birth is estimated at sometime in the 40s or 50s C.E. At some point in the 70s, he

became close to the future emperor Titus, and was probably a courtier of the Flavi-
ans—Philostratus has him on familiar terms with Vespasian in the Life of Apollonius
of Tyana.s At some point after Titus died and Domitian came to power in 8¢, Dio was
exiled from Italy and Bithynia due to his association with someone who had fallen out
of the emperor’s favor.6 Domitian was assassinated in 96, and his successor Nerva re-
voked the exile. Dio resumed a successful career as a politician and orator; he seems
to have known Trajan well, and obtained a number of benefits for Prusa. According to
one of Pliny’s letters to Trajan, a Prusan had accused Dio of putting the graves of his

family in a building where a statue of the emperor was also located; this interesting

~ piece of evidence shows him still active ca. 110 C.E.7

Beyond these main facts, however, much lies open to debate: the dating of his
speeches, his precise relationship with Titus, Vespasian, and Trajan, his travels, his
philosophical leanings, the effect and nature of his exile. Biographical problems of

this sort, of course, are typical of almost every figure from the ancient world, but in

~ this case they are compounded by Dio’s remarkably eclectic corpus and breadth of in-

5 Closeness to Titus inferred from Dio’s encomiastic obituaries to Melancomas (28,
29), an athlete who was rumored to be Titus’ lover (Themistius, Or. 28.10); Philostra-
tus’ reconstruction of a political debate between Dio, the philosopher Euphrates, and
Apollonius of Tyana before Vespasian: Apoll. 5.31-40. But see the recent article of
Sidebottom (1996), who vigorously contests the long-held assumption that Dio knew
these emperors well.

6 Or. 13.1; Russell (1992), 4: “the common conjecture is that it was Flavius Sabinus, ~

Domitian’s cousin (Suet. Dom. 10.4). But note that another victim was a Salveius Coc-
ceianus, a relative of Otho.” Again, see Sidebottom (1996) for a recent discussion.

7 Pliny, Epist. 10.81-2.
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. terests. He is an extremely difficult person to characterize—sophist, orator, moralist,

; politician, philosopher—and this was also the case in antiquity, to judge from the im-

. pressions he made on his contemporaries and later writers. It’s worth looking a little

more into this difficulty (which has been the focus of a great deal of Dionian scholar-
ship), because I think it reveals Dio as a public intellectual quite different from Strabo
and the Hellenistic scholars that we discussed last chapter. As a result, the concerns
and techniques of his discourse have their own particular trajectory, and this applies

also to his use of Homer, the mythic tradition, and poets in general.

‘The Horn of Amalthea’: Dio between Philosophy and Rhetoric

Philostratus’ brief portrait of Dio in his Lives of the Sophists, dating from the early
third century (about a hundred years after Dio’s death), is exemplary in this regard.

The Liz)es, as its title indicates, deals with the ‘sophists’ of the Imperial era, those

" “orators whose surpassing eloquence won them a brilliant reputation”® such as

Herodes Atticus, Aelius Aristides, Polemo and a host of other lesser-known figures.
Philostratus prefaces his discussion, however, with a catalogue of intellectuals that

seem, in his eyes, to form a different group, among whom Dio figures prominently:

- “philosophers who expounded their theories with ease and fluency (Tév @iAocdPov
- Tous Euv eupoiq épunvevovTas).” (484) The decision to count Dio as a philosopher

* skilled in rhetoric, as opposed to a sophist proper, reveals that already at this time

there existed a perception that Dio, despite his sophistic characteristics, participated

in a much wider sphere of intellectual life than many of the members of the so-called

" ‘Second Sophistic’. Philostratus confesses as much:
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“I do not know what one ought to call Dio of Prusa, because of his ex-
cellence in everything (Aicova 8¢ Tov TTpouoaiov ouk o’ & T1 xpn)
TPOCEITIEWV S1a TTv &5 TT&dvta apetnv); for he was a Horn of Amal-
thea, as the saying goes ( AuaABeias yap képags Nv Td6 ToU Adyou).”
(487)

To some degree this aporia arose from a confrontation with the wide range of
Dio’s subject matter. Far more perplexing, however, was the question of occupational

label: should one refer to him as an orator or a philosopher? Perhaps more than any

other figure in Philostratus’ list, Dio exemplified, in antiquity, the melding together of -

the two arts; on the one hand, Philostratus praises the lucid style and persuasive
charm of his rhetoric, on the other, the political savvy, noble character, and admirable
moral precepts of his philosophy.

This ambivalence is reflected in what we know of Dio’s reputation and fame during
his lifetime as well as after his death. While Philostratus acknowledges the philoso-
phical side of Dio’s life, he chooses instead to emphasize Dio’s formidable rhetorical
abilities (especially the simplicity and lucidity of his style) in his account. Oratorical
skill was of course an essential part of Dio’s fame. He himself even refers to the
popularity of his speeches, warning his audience against bootleg copies that he had
discovered were circulating around Asia Minor, and there can be no doubt that these

speeches became the object of study for serious rhetoricians in the centuries following

8 Philostratus, VS 484. His treatment of Dio: 487-8 (on which see Whitmarsh
(1998)). Further citations will be provided in the text.
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Dio’s death.9 Two of his students, Favorinus of Arelate and Polemo of Smyrna, would
become the most prominent sophists of the following generation.

Many of Dio’s works, however, are better characterized as moral homilies or dia-
tribes, rather than the epideictic or declamatory pieces so favored by Philostratus’
~ sophists. His self-characterization during his exile as a wandering philosopher in the
mold of a Socrates or a Diogenes reinforces this predominant image of Dio as a sort of
Cynic preacher. The celebrated anecdotes told about Dio similarly reflect his reputa-
tion as a respected pelitical and ethical figure—in the Lives, Philostratus tells us that
when the news of Domitian’s murder threatened to incite the troops along the German
frontier into mutiny, Dio (who happened to be there) threw off his rags, leapt up onto
a stone, and persuaded the army to remain loyal to their commanders, and in the
Apollonius, he vividly portrays Dio and Apollonius of Tyana hotly debating the best
- form of government before Vespasian.”* And in fact, as C.P. Jones writes, “within a
- few decades of his death, Dio was among the philosophic immortals”;*2 the writers
who mention Dio in the second century refer to him exclusively in philosophical con-
texts. Fronto, for instance, includes Dio in a list of the students of Musonius Rufus,
one of the most prominent and influential Stoics of the mid to late first century,3

~ while Lucian lists Musonius, Dio, and Epictetus as philosophers who were “exiled for

9 On these matters see Desideri (1991b) 3914-28. Later rhetoricians praise Dio for
his style, e.g., Menander Rhetor 390.1.Spengel and Themistius Or. 5, 63d.

10 Philostratus, VS 490 (1.8.2) Favorinus; 539 (1.25.8) Polemo. On these two bitter
rivals see Gleason (1995).

1 Philostratus, VS 488; Life of Apollonius 5.34-40.

2 Jones (1978), 55.

13 Fronto, ad M. Antonin. Imp. De eloq. 1.1: “Quid nostra memoria Euphrates, Dio,
Timocrates, Athenodotus? Quid horum magister Musonius?” On these connections,
- see Desideri (1978), 6-16 and Jones (1978), 12-15.



frankness and excessive independence (3i& Tijv Tappnoiav kat v &yav
gAeubepiav).”4

Even as a philosopher, however, Dio’s eclecticism has caused problems. On the
one hand, as Lucian and Fronto’s quotes demonstrate, Dio was generally associated
with the Stoics. But his discourses often convey a strong Cynic flavor, particularly in
the works that scholars believe were composed during or shortly after his exile, such
as the dialogues featuring Diogenes. In particular Dio often openly emulates Diogenes
and Socrates, praises poverty, and advocates a simple life, devoted to the truth. From
the late 19th to the mid-20th century, an enormous amount of work was devoted to
identifying Stoic, Cynic, or other elements in Dio’s corpus, in order to claim him for
one philosophical school or the other.’s Another tack was to come up with a develop-
mental model of Dio’s thought that could explain the philosophical discrepancies as
well as help to date his speeches on the same criteria: e.g., Dio started as a Stoic, but
gravitated toward Cynicism as a result of his exilic experience.® It’s easy now to see
the inadequacy of this sort of approach, and more recent scholarship has called into
question its solutions, as well as its presuppositions. Simon Swain, for instance, sug-
gests that the Cynic was one of the many personae that Dio took on for rhetorical pur-

poses, and Paolo Desideri has pointed out that the overlap between Cynics and Stoics

4 Lucian, Peregrinus 18. Cf. Lucian, Parasitus 2, which refers to “Dio the philoso-
pher” (see Desideri (1978), 21 for attribution to our Dio); Epictetus, 3.23.17-19; and
Marcus Aurelius, Medit. 1.14, which refers to a Dio in a list of Stoics (Thrasea, Cato,
Helvidius, Dio and Brutus); see Desideri (1978), 16-19 for persuasive arguments sug-
gesting that this is Dio of Prusa. In general, see Desideri (1978), 1-60 for an overview
of ancient references to Dio up to and including Philostratus; and the excellent treat-

ment of Brancacci (1985) which also continues the story of Dio’s Nachleben to the 12t

century.
15 Swain (2000), 25-7.
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; in this period was so considerable that to look for a sharp identifiable break risks fu-

tility.7

I mention the debate over Dio’s philosophical leanings both because it provides an

example of how the need to provide a figure with a label can result in some distorting

3 scholarship, and because the response to the uneasy synthesis of rhetoric and philoso-

phy in Dio’s work has been strikingly similar. In fact, as early as the 5th century C.E., a

~ solution to Dio’s identity problem based on a theory of his intellectual development

had already been proposed by the scholar and bishop Synesius of Cyrene: Dio had be-
gun as a sophist, and ‘converted’ to philosophy as a result of his exile by Domitian.
The convenience of this model, particularly for the dating of Dio’s speeches (works
that seemed ‘sophistic’ were dated pre-exile, those more serious post-exile), led to its
adoption as canonical, particularly after von Arnim’s endorsement in his Leben und
Werke at the turn of the century.’® Again, however, just as with the Cynic/Stoic ques-
tion, the developmental model was eventually revealed to be a bit over-schematic, and
not really based on any evidence.’9 The idea of a ‘conversion’ seems to have been an

invention of Synesius for the purpose of defending Dio, whom he greatly admired as a

16 Important in this regard are the lost speeches attributed to Dio by Synesius, Dio
38b: the Kata tév pihoodgwv and the TTpds Mouaddviov.

17 Swain (1996), 190; Jones (1978), 49-50; Desideri (1978), 537-47.
18 yon Arnim (1898), 223. On von Arnim and Dio, see Swain (2000), 27-32.

19 See the thorough treatment of Moles (1978), who probably goes too far by
claiming that the conversion was an invention of Dio himself (critiqued by Reardon
(1983)); in the same year, Jones (1978), 45-55 and Desideri (1978) also refuted the
conversion thesis, although they still retained a sense that Dio’s exile changed his
philosophical beliefs in some fashion. As early as 1950, Momigliano had already cate-
gorically stated that “the sharp distinction between a sophistic and philosophic period
in Dio’s life...[is] an illusion.” The lecture was eventually published as Momigliano
(1969).
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: philosopher, from those who disdained him for the sophistic leanings of certain
speeches.z0

So in the end, the problem with Dio is that he fails to fall neatly into either side of

; the somewhat artificial dichotomies of Cynic and Stoic, orator and philosopher. But
rather than trying to cram him into either category, we might step back and wonder

- whether the very difficulty that writers, both ancient and modern, have had in char-
acterizing him says something about Dio’s intellectual and social position. Although

| in many ways he prefigures the orators of the later period that has come to be known
as the Second Sophistic, Philostratus’ hesitation to include him among these men was
legitimate. His sense that Dio did not quite fit in with the others wasn’t, however,
based on chronological concerns (as is the case with those who consider the Second
Sophistic a purely second century phenomenon). After all the first ‘real’ sophist after
Aeschines, according to Philostratus, was Nicetes of Smyrna, who was active under

" Nero (511). Philostratus put his finger on another significant difference. Despite the

| beauty and clarity of Dio’s oratorical style, the content of his speeches differs markedly
from that of second century figures such as Polemo, Scopelian of Clazomenae, and
Herodes Atticus. The concern with declamation and ex tempore speaking that so
marks the Lives does not occupy a very prominent place in Dio’s corpus, but gives way
to an overwhelming interest in moral didacticism, tinged on occasion with politics,

philosophy, or literary criticism.2!

20 Following Jones (1978), 49.

21 Cf. Swain (1996), 89-100, where he characterizes the Second Sophistic in terms
that would seem to leave Dio considerably out of this ambit; this despite Swain’s inclu-
" sion of, and heavy dependence on, Dio for the rest of his book.
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But Dio cannot, on the other hand, simply be grouped with someone such as his
slightly younger contemporary Plutarch, despite their shared interests in moral and
ethical issues. Dio is after all still an orator, and the predominantly rhetorical and in-
" teractive nature of his discourse sets him apart from Plutarch, who wrote his works,
which generally reach a level of sophistication and complexity entirely alien to Dio’s
conceptual world.22 This somewhat peculiar middle ground that Dio occupies, not
quite a sophist, not quite a philosopher, deserves some more description, because, as
we shall see, the public, rhetorical, and essentially popular character of Dio’s discourse
considerably affects the ways in which we should interpret the observations and ar-

guments embedded within it.

Dio’s Performative Discourse of Morality

To understand Dio, we have to remember above all, not only that he was an orator
who traveled all over the Mediterranean world delivering speeches to an incredibly
diverse audience on a wide array of topics, but also that the corpus of his speeches that
we possess represent the textual instantiation of these performances. This applies
both to the site and event-specific orations such as the Olympian or the Alexandrian,
as well as to the briefer pieces that could be delivered in any number of places, on any
number of occasions. We are dealing here with a discourse fundamentally different
5 from the more private, text-oriented world of intellectuals like Strabo, Dionysius, or
Plutarch, and one that has its own particular characteristics. As Paolo Desideri, who

has devoted enormous energy to delineating the contours of this discourse, describes

22 This is not to say that Dio and Plutarch did not have many similarities as well; cf.
Swain (1996), 187. Moreover, Russell (1992), 1, is right to emphasize Dio’s connec-
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| it, the amalgam of moralizing philosophy, rhetoric, and diatribe that so marks his

speeches reflects a particularly Dionian solution to the problem of communicating

ethical and political precepts to the Greek-speaking element of the Empire. He sees

- Dio’s corpus as a record of this mode of intervention into the social, a task which Dio

saw as the specific task of the cultured man.=3

As an orator concerned chiefly with ethical behavior, Dio’s problems were funda-
mentally ones of communication—how best to get his message across to many differ-
ent people in many different contexts, whether at festivals and special events, or sim-
ply impromptu gatherings in public squares. Furthermore his speeches circulated
widely during his lifetime both orally and in writing—he admits to his audience in the
Trojan that the speech will be given to other audiences at later dates*4—and we should
imagine a repertoire of speeches, many of which were produced to be repeatable and
for dissemination well beyond their original audience, whether by Dio himself, or via
other means.?5 Dio’s constant deployment of mythical/historical references and ex-
empla become (as also with the sophists) communicative devices comprehensible and

meaningful to audiences with little else in common other than their knowledge of

tions with his contemporaries, Greek and Roman: “Dio belongs to the same literary
culture not only as Plutarch, but as Pliny and Tacitus.”

23 See Desideri (1978), ch. vii and the refinements and additions of Desideri
(1991b). On Desideri’s work, see the brief overview of Swain (2000), 35-40.

24 “I wish to say at the outset that this discourse must be delivered before other
audiences also.” (11.6) Note 17.1-5 on the importance of repeating things over and
over.

25 Dio, Or. 42.4: “For almost all men are acquainted with my speeches, and the
distribute them broadcast in all directions...Moreover almost all report my speeches to
one another, not as they were delivered, but after having made them still better in ac-
cordance with their own ability...” On the vexed question of the production, editing,
and dissemination of Dio’s speeches, see Desideri (1978), 255 n.11, 465-6, n.4; Bran-
cacci (1985), 19-25.



157
Greek and their familiarity with the basic elements of Hellenic tradition.26 This re-
course to argumentation by means of examples, stories, and symbols, rather than
through abstract argument, combined with his celebrated simplicity and lucidity of
style, lend the characteristic Dionian flavor to many of his works. Of course to most
modern readers they seem terribly superficial, repetitive, banal, but part of this feeling
is the result of a style that had to adapt itself to a wide variety of performance settings
and audiences.

Employing examples from Hellenic tradition is the primary mode by which Dio can
communicate his ideas to his audiences; it is part of the ‘language’ by which he con-
veys and illustrates his moral and philosophical precepts. But this tradition itself, as
reflected in myth and poetry, is also his main opponent in the field of cultural and po-
litical opinion; if Dio is attempting to instill his own ideas about proper behavior in
civic or private contexts, he realizes that he has to combat doxa, the ‘common-sense’ of
the masses, and this doxa has, to Dio’s mind, been formed by myth and the poets.2” In
many ways, the situation parallels that of the Classical period which we examined in
the first chapter—to create a space for their own ethical views, intellectuals invariably
ran up against the poets, and had to prove the viability of their position in the face of
poetically transmitted knowledge, whether in opposition or alliance. Dio has to nego-
tiate this bind in speech after speech; it is a mark of his virtuosity that he can interpret
a traditional story in different ways depending on the situation, that he can rail against

people who (according to him) believe immoral myths in one instance, and then use

26 See Millar (1969) and Swain (1996), ch.3.

27 7.98-101, cf. Ritodk (1995), 131-2. The battle against doxa, common opinion, is a
dominant motif in Dio’s work; cf. especially Or. 67, 68 On Doxa, which are devoted to
the issue.



the same myth, interpreted properly, as an example of the highest truth, and an
authority for his own position.
| Dio’s use of myths and the poets, it should be emphasized, nearly always works to-
| ward the illustration of specific moral points, and it is no different with regard to
Homer. As opposed to Strabo, Dio’s interests in Homer are almost invariably ethical,
although like him, he rarely has anything but praise for the poet as a moral authority
and a source of advice.2® But this emphasis on the moral and ethical aspects of Homer
does not preclude an interest in the historical and verisimilar aspects of epic narrative.
As we will see, a faith in Homer’s moral wisdom can enable an approach to the text
that, through its concern with probability and narrative consistency, often coincides
with the sort of reading practiced by historians and literary scholars. This overlap is
the result of the importance of constructing probable narratives in the teaching and
* practice of rhetoric, and serves to contextualize the Trojan Oration, often seen as a
glaring exception to Dio’s customary interests in ethics and his reverence for Homer,
within Dio’s corpus. 29

But first, I want to begin our foray into Dio’s treatment of Homer with the 61st
oration, a short dialogue called Chryseis. Chryseis highlights certain representative
characteristics of Dionian rhetorical practice that run through his use and criticism of
Homer, and can thus serve as a convenient introduction to the subversion, manipula-

tion, and repetition of these characteristics that we witness in the Trojan Oration.

28 Note the lost work In Defense of Homer against Plato attributed to him by the
Suda, s.v. Aicov II p.117 Adler. See Brancacci (1985), 253-9.

29 On Dio’s Homeric interpretation (not including the Trojan), see Valgimigli
(1912), 1-48, Kindstrand (1973), 113-41, and Desideri (1978), 480-91.
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{II CHRYSEIS: PROPRIETY

Chryseis is an animated dialogue between Dio and an unnamed woman about the

: daughter of the priest Chryses, Chryseis, who appears in the first book of the Iliad.3°
Aswe recall, the epic opens with Chryses visiting the Greek forces to ransom his
daughter. Despite the general consent of the Greeks, Agamemnon, to whom the girl
belongs as a war prize, rebuffs the request. Chagrined, Chryses goes off to call the
wrath of Apollo, in the form of a plague, onto the Greeks. The rest is too familiar for
summary; the upshot is that Agamemnon eventually gives Chryseis back to her father,
but takes Briseis, Achilles’ prize, in compensation, and the rest of the Iliad deals with
the ramifications of this decision. Now in all this action, Chryseis herself fulfills solely
a structural role—an object of exchange between men—and Homer never describes her
in any way. What, then, could the dialogue be about?

Dio proposes: “...let us examine (oxeywcdueba) how the poet has depicted the
daughter of the priest...For Agamemnon seems (£oike) to praise not only her beauty
but also her character (TpdTov), for he says that she is no way inferior in mind than
his own wife (T&s ppévas xeipwv Tiis auTol yuvaikds); and it’s clear that he con-
siders that woman [his wife] to be intelligent (voUv &xewv)”3! Such a topic, he adds,
will match the sophistication of his interlocutor (who should probably be imagined as

. Dio’s student):

30 Chryseis has inspired only cursory treatment in the scholarship: von Arnim
(1898), 300; Olivieri (1898), 593-5; Valgimigli (1912), 11-14; Kindstrand (1973), 136;
Desideri (1978), 487-9 and to my knowledge merely two articles: Giner Soria (1987)
and Blomgqvist (1995), which takes the dialogue as evidence for Dio’s favorable view of
women. .

31 A reference to Iliad 1.114-5: “For I prefer her to Clytemnestra, my wedded wife,
since she is not inferior in any way to her, not in body, nor in stature, nor in mind, nor
in accomplishments.”



you happen to praise Homer in no unsophisticated manner (Tuyxdaveis

oU pavlAws érawotoa “Ounpov); you don’t pretend to marvel at him,

as do many others who trust doxa (oUd& cdoTrep ol TToAAot moTeEVoUca

Tij 84En rpooTrolfj 6avualew), but have perceived that the aspect of

the poet which is most skillful (& 8¢ dewdTaTds éoTwv. fjobnoar Tol

Troin o) is his experience in human passions (v Tept Ta wéén TV

avBpw v eutrepiav)... (1)

The general area of inquiry, then, will be Homer’s depictions of emotions and

character (& wé&6n and 6 TpdTros); the specific case is Chryseis. Of course, as per-
ceptive readers of the Iliad might remember, Homer offers us precious little that
might offer any insight into Chryseis’ éthos. Dio’s interlocutor astutely points out, “he
has depicted her doing or saying nothing, but only being given silently to her father
(oUdtv yoUv memoinkev authv tp&tToucav fj Aéyouoav, GAAG oty TG TaTtpl
SiBouévnv)?” “What other proof (Kai tiva &AAnv anddeiEv),” she asks Dio, “do you
- have in Homer ai)out Chryseis’ character? (éxeis Tapd& ye ‘Ounpo Tol TpoTOU TiS
- yuvaikss)” (3)

As we mentioned a few pages ago, paradoxical situations of this sort are typical of
Dionian discourse; they are para doxan in the literal sense—contrary to popular
opinion, or common sense—but they also serve to shock listeners out of their compla-
cent thinking, and act instead as a spur to inquiry. Here the absence of information
concerning Chryseis, rather than giving rise to aporia, serves to inspire more subtle
techniques of reading.

Naturally, then, Dio is quick to respond. “Can’t we infer her thought from what
took place around her, as long as we consider the matter not completely simply and
foolishly? (¢x TV yevouéveov Trepl auThv oUk &v Tis oupBdaAol THv Sidvolav ur
Té&vu aAdds unde einjbeos okoméav)” (3) Here Dio lays down the interpretative

challenge: not content with simple-minded first impressions (the doxa of the masses)
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which suggest that nothing at all could be known of Chryseis’ character, the skilled
reader will dig deeper, forming an image of Chryseis’ ethics and behavior based on the

1 effect that it has on others in Homer’s narrative.

Astonishingly enough, Dio manages to do just this. He extrapolates, in a careful

: and rather elegant series of arguments, Chryseis’ thoughts and motivations froma

. close analysis of Homer’s narrative. Beginning with Chryses’ decision tc come into the

Achaean camp, Dio demonstrates with a string of counterfactual arguments that it was

Chryseis’ decision to have her father come and ransom her, rather than his own. After

all, if Chryseis didn’t want to leave, why would Chryses risk angering her as well as

~ Agamemnon? Shouldn’t he have been happy that his daughter was favored by the

king who ruled over his city? If it had been his idea, he wouldn’t have waited so long

to get his daughter back (since Chryse, the town where Chryseis was taken, was proba-

" bly sacked near the beginning of the war, along with most of the smaller cities around

| Troy).32 The only sensible solution, Dio asserts, is that Chryseis decided she wanted to

go home, and beseeched her father to help her.

But, if Chryseis was the one who set the whole process in motion, why did she wait
so long? The interlocutor, asking Dio about this, says, “this logos of yours displays
rather singular conduct (TToAAfv &toTiav) on Chryseis’ part—at first she endures

being a prisoner, despite having recently lost her father and country, but then after ten

32 Actually, Homer informs us at Iliad 1.366-9 that Chryseis was captured at Hy-
poplakian Thebes, along with Briseis. E€tion, Andromache’s father, ruled this town,
and was killed in the battle by Achilles. The relative locations of Chryse, Thebes, and
some of the other minor cities nearby are discussed at length by Strabo (13.1.61-3):
“But it was at Thebe that Chryseis was taken captive: “We went into Thebe, the sacred *
city of Eétion” ( IL. 1.366) and the poet says that Chryseis was part of the spoil brought
from that place (Il. 1.369).” The question also finds its way into the scholia—on which
see section III of this chapter.
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years have passed, she finds it hard going.” (5)3 Dio responds that Chryseis was ini-
tially satisfied with her position with Agamemnon, since he was powerful, handsome,
{ and clearly quite enamored of her (as his remarks quoted earlier reveal).34 The inter-
locutor, however, is not quite satisfied:

“Then according to these logoi Chryseis did not want to be sent away

from Agamemnon, but Chryses was doing these things [trying to ran-

som Chryseis] on his own. Or if she did in fact wish it, she would have

been rather stupid, and you have stated a logos opposite to that which
you promised.” (7)

oUKoUV &k TGV Adywv TouTwv ouk éBouArifn Xpuonis
amwomeu@bijvatl Tapa tolt ‘Ayauéuvovos, @GAla Xpuorns TaliTa
EmpaTTe kab' auTdv: j elimep éBoUAeTo, appovesTEépa &v ein. kai
TOv Adyov évavTiov eiras fj UTTEOXOV.

In other words, either Chryses was acting on his own, a possibility which Dio has
already rejected, or else Chryseis was responsible for trying to win her own release de-
spite the fact that she loved Agamemnon and that she had no practical reason to leave.
This, the woman claims, would make her stupid, rather than intelligent, and therefore
contradict rather than demonstrate Dio’s original premise.

Dio asks her to be patient; he’s not finished yet. “Do you agree that Homer is a
wise man? (Aéyeis 1) copdv Svta Tov “Ounpov;)...Then you must think that he
speaks of some things (OUkoUv T& pév aUTtov Aeyew [olou]), but leaves others for his

readers to perceive (T& 8¢ Tols EvTUYyX&VOUot KATAALTIEWY aicf&veofat). But this

33 OUkolv 6 Adyos oUTos TToAANv aToTiav émdeikvuat Tiis Xpuonidos, T
TTpSTEpOV UEV aixudAwTov oloav avéxeabal, TPooPATwLS oTepOuEéVTV TOU TTa-
Tpds kai Tiis TaTpidos, SieA8SvTv Bt Béka> ETAV XAAETICS PEPEV. -

34 An additional supporting argument: If Briseis could love Achilles, who had killed
her husband and brothers, surely Chryseis could love Agamemnon, who had done no
such thing.



i isn’t one of the very obscure cases (ToUTo 5& oU TGV Tavy adndwv éoTiv).” (8) For
Dio, Homer has left traces in his poetry that enable his more perceptive readers to fill

{ in the elements of his narrative that he has omitted. The proper understanding of his

-; text is not open to all, and reading ‘between the lines’ becomes a necessary mode of
understanding Homeric epic. This credo enables Dio to justify the much more specu-
lative reading of Chryseis’ motivations and thoughts that will follow, as he takes us
deep into heroic psychology.
| Although Chryseis was initially satisfied with her position, Dio explains, she was

prescient enough to realize that the fall of Troy was imminent, and that Agamemnon,
like most victorious generals, would probably become more arrogant and unbearable
as time went on. More importantly, she began hearing, little by little, about his do-
mestic life back in Greece, particularly the cruelty and power of Clytemnestra.35

Chryseis also learned about Helen’s proud spirit and ambition (she had chosen Paris
~ because of the great advantages of Asia in soil, population and riches), and this only

_ provided more evidence of the power of the two sisters. And to top it all off, now
| “Agamemnon, puffed up because of his position as commander, had disparaged

Clytemnestra (6 8¢ 'Ayauéuveov Sia v apxiv éraipduevos v KAutaip-
viioTpav fjTinacev),” and had even publicly stated that he preferred Chryseis to his

wife (II. 1.113-5). This would no doubt get back to Clytemnestra, “and so it was clear

that they were not going to get along well with each other (cdoTe SfjAov fv STL ok

avé€owTto aAArAwv).” (12) Even more prudently, she realized that if Agamemnon

35 Dio mentions that the sons of Atreus were ruled by their wives. The reasons for
this tendency were that Helen and Clytemnestra thought themselves superior to the
Atreidae, who had only recently come from Asia, because they were daughters of Tyn-
dareus, the king of Sparta, and the sisters of Castor and Polydeuces, not to mention
cousins of Meleager.
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could say such things about his own wife, what would happen when he got tired of
herself, a mere captive? Chryseis’ decision to leave, then, in Dio’s eyes, was the mark of
| quite a pragmatic and far-sighted young woman.

The interlocutor, however, wonders why (among other things),36 if she was so
happy to leave, Homer fails to mention that she “departed in gladness, just as he says
that Briseis departed in sorrow?” Dio claims that Chryseis, prudent as ever, didn’t
want to make Agamemnon any angrier than he already was. And Homer still manages
to make her feelings clear when he says (Il. 1.446-7) that Chryses “rejoicing, received
his dear child (6 &' édéEaTo xaipwv Tada giAnv),” since if she were sad, the father
wouldn’t have been “rejoicing”.

In the end, after a few more objections,3” the interlocutor grudgingly concedes
Dio’s point: “I won’t deny that Chryseis was thoughtful (ppdvinov), if these things
happened in this way.” (Ouk avTiAéyw TS Ui o ppdvipov eival v Xpuonida, e
TaUTta oUTw Yyéyove.)(18) In response, Dio offers an ambiguous rhetorical question

that has often struck readers as a peculiar way to close the dialogue: “Do you want to

36 For example, she asks why Agamemnon called Chryseis wise, since he could not
have been aware of her thoughts on these issues? This was, after all, Dio’s initial clue
to Chryseis’ intelligence. Dio concedes that it is unlikely that Chryseis mentioned
these things to Agamemnon, but the king must have gotten a general impression of
her wisdom from her conduct in general.

37 These are fairly sophisticated. For instance, she asks why one couldn’t just at-
tribute all of the inferred sentiments to Chryses, rather than Chryseis. Then, one
could say that Chryses realized what would happen to his daughter if she stayed, and
so chose to take action at this time. Dio argues that Chryseis was more likely to be
thinking about Clytemnestra than her father; at any rate, even if it was her dad’s idea,
and Chryseis just followed his advice, this was a pretty prudent course of action as
well, since most women are more devoted to their lovers than to their parents.
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hear how it really happened, or how it should have happened? (ZU 8¢ TréTepov

akovev Bélois v s yéyovev SvTas 1] STrws kaAdds eixe yevéabat).” (18)38

Moral Interpretation

Dio’s primary concern in Chryseis is undeniably moral and ethical.39 By the con-

clusion of the piece, the unspeaking, unacting Chryseis has become a model of wis-
dom, foresight, and moderation, and even possibly, as Desideri reads it, a paradigm
for the behavior proper to intellectuals dealing with kings.4° This concentration on the
{ moral and ethical dimension is not surprising; such themes are representative of a

' predominant method of reading Homeric poetry in antiquity, and also characteristic

of other Dionian speeches concerned with larger moral communicative projects.4* But
the final coda of the dialogue suggests that reading Homer with these concerns over-
lapped to some degree with other seemingly disparate methods.

The interlocutor’s final concession—“if these things happened in this way”—reveals

that, in her mind, the discussion has focused on ascertaining the actual motivations

and intelligence of the historical personage Chryseis. Dio’s response suggests that Dio

had not been operating under the same assumption, and that their conversation had

38 So Desideri (1978), 489: “La conclusione é sibillina.” Note the echoes of Aris-
totle, Poetics 1451a36ff.: pavepov 3t ék TAV eipnuévov kai 6TL oU TO_TA yEVOUEVa
Aéyew, Tolto TroinTol Epyov éoTiv, &AN’ ola av yévolTto kal Ta duvaTa kata T
eikOS 1) TO a@vaykaiov.

39 von Arnim (18¢8), 300: “an ethical purpose” not concerned with “rationalis-
tische Sagenkritik.” So Kindstrand (1973), 136: “although it appears to be a typical ex-
ample of a joke and overinterpretation, it has a clear ethical objective.” On Dio’s
moral interpretation of Homer, see Affholder (1966-7).

40 Desideri (1978), 489. Blomgqyvist (1995), 185, who also notes instances of women
in philosophy, e.g., Musonius Rufus, 3.4.
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jbeen operating at cross-purposes. Dio is saying, “Oh, you’re interested in what really
jhappened? I was just examining what ought to have happened.” In other words he
was engaged in reading Homer’s narrative for ethical import, while the interlocutor
wanted to know about the historical Chryseis. This final rhetorical question reveals,
however, in its joking form, the ultimate similarity of Dio’s and the interlocutor’s
methods of reading that persists despite their different objectives and understanding

{of Chryseis—only at the end do the two realize that they haven’t been talking about the

|same thing at all. 4

But within the dialogue, Dio’s reading of Chryseis’ character continuously blurs

this distinction. That he can make a moral point while also answering a classic ‘prob-

- ’ lem’ of Homeric scholarship (why did Chryses wait so long to ransom his daughter?) is
[ a sign of his virtuosity—Dio’s interpretation results not only in a logical and plausible

reconstruction of events, but also the development of a moral paradigm to which a

1 teacher could point their charges. But beyond the moral point, Dio takes reading to a

: different, perhaps irresponsible, level in the dialogue—from a few hints and details in
{
- Homer he expands the opening episode in the Iliad by imaginatively filling in the gaps

'in the narrative, resulting in something halfway between invention and inference. If

41 So in the Nestor (58), Dio reads Nestor’s famous speech in Iliad I, where he tries
 to reconcile Achilles and Agamemnon, in the light of his own role as an advisor to em-
i  perors.

‘ 42 This rather enigmatic ending has engendered very different interpretations.

: Kindstrand (1973), 136, and von Arnim (1898), 300, believe that these words sxgnal
“that Dio doesn’t take the dialogue very seriously; he is ridiculing the whole exercise by
-undermining its very premises—namely that it was a serious investigation of the truth.
; Others, such as Olivieri (1898) and Valgimigli (1912), have argued that Dio was posing
. an earnest philosophical question—offering the interlocutor a choice between two le-

N gltlmate ways to do literary criticism. Desideri (1978), 489, thinks that Dio is admit-

. ting that his reconstruction is purely hypothetical, while mamtalmng its moral superi-
; ority over other possibly true versions. Cf. Kamesar (1994a), 60: “a purely hypotheti-
i cal reconstruction intended for the sake of edification.”
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we glance at Dio’s comments on moralizing criticism contained in other speeches, I

think we will better understand why it was so easy to collapse and combine two modes

] of interpretation—moralizing and historicizing—that seem at first to lie so far apart.

Ethos, Clothing, and Narrative

We can begin with Dio’s response to his interlocutor’s incredulity at his plan to

f determine Chryseis’ character. “Surely we can infer her psychological characteristics

i from what took place around her, as long as we consider the matter not completely

| simply and foolishly?” What sort of presuppositions lie behind such a bold statement?
: To answer this, we should turn first to his 55th oration, On Homer and Socrates. Dio

' opens this short dialogue with another of his paradoxical claims: Socrates, he asserts,

- was the student of Homer. He goes on to illustrate this by a series of alleged (and

SR SURUR T

commonplace) similarities between the two figures, primarily moral and ethical: both

! scorned wealth, both were not boastful, and both spoke “of human virtue and vice,

TR -

wrongs and rights, truth and deceit, and how the masses have common opinion and

" the wise have knowledge.”3 (1) But the bulk of the dialogue is devoted to a more rele-

vant point of resemblance—Homer’s and Socrates’ effective use of similes and exem-

pla. Dio isn’t, as we might expect, referring to the much-admired similes for which

~ Homer was so well-known, but to the use of characters to exemplify particular ethical

states and behavior. According to Dio, Socrates held that everytime he introduced a

- boastful man in his conversation, he was talking about boastfulness in general, and the

' same was true of Homer—when he introduces someone like Dolon, are we not sup-

43 Trept apeTiis avBproov kai kakias kai Tept AUAPTUETWY Kal Ka-

| TopBwpaTwY Kai Tept dAnbeias kal amdtns kai Smws Sof&fovotv of TToAAol kal
} 6T ETrioTavTal ol ppdviyol.
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{ posed to imagine that the story is really about cowardice? Doesn’t Pandarus represent
folly and treachery, or Antin6os gluttony and shamelessness?44 If Homeric characters

jare embodiments of moral qualities, it follows, as Dio has shown in Chryseis, that

every facet of their depiction will somehow reflect these qualities. Naturally it is up to
the reader to imagine precisely how.

H This type of reading is put into practice in the 2nd Kingship Oration, an amusing
dialogue between Alexander the Great, imagined as a vigorous defender of Homer’s

wisdom concerning kingship, and his father Philip I1.45 Alexander, like most moraliz-

' ing readers of Homeric poetry, tends to read Homer’s words as advocating particular
courses of action.46 So when Philip asks him whether a king should have “a home

- adorned with precious items—gold, amber, and ivory,” (2.34) Alexander insists that

| the only decorations should be the spoils of war, and he quotes Iliad 7.83, where

I Hector says that he will hang his victims’ arms “high in the temple of Apollo.” (2.34)
But Philip points out that Homer has portrayed the kings Alcinous and Menelaus as

. having rather extravagant homes; doesn’t this mean that Alexander is in conflict with

44 Some have considered this type of reading as moralizing allegory, but strictly

- speaking Dio is not allegorizing. To allegorize Dolon would be to claim that he stands
for Cowardice, that he is a symbol of it, not simply an example of someone who is a
coward. For Dio, Homer's stories are illustrations told for a didactic purpose, in a

. surprisingly similar fashion to the way Dio employs myths and stories in his own

¢ speeches. This debate about whether we should consider such moralizing readings of

- Homer as allegory is still going on, especially with respect to Antisthenes (see Chapter
One, section 1).

45 Moles (1990) includes the most comprehensive analysis of this speech, although
predominantly concerned with how it reflects Dio and Trajan’s relationship.

46 As he says a little later at (2.44), “it is necessary to take on some occasions the
" poet as giving advice and admonition, but on others as only narrating, and on many as
blaming and ridiculing (3¢1 8¢ ToU TrounToU T& UEv s cuuBouAedovTos kal Tapat-
voUvTos amodéxeobal, Ta 8 s tEnyounuévou pudvov, ToAha 8¢ cos dveldifovTos
. Kal kaTayeAdvTos).” Probably the best ancient example of this type of reading is
Plutarch’s How a Young Man Should Listen to Poetry.
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1his favorite poet? (2.37) To defend his position, Alexander offers an interesting state-

ment of method: “it is fairly likely that the poet never speaks in vain about other things

’. (oxedov yap ovv £oikev oUdt TV GAAwv oUdév U&TNV O TroInTiS oUTOoS Aéyew),

f:but often depicts clothing, dwelling, and manner of life so as to accord with people’s

%éthos (&AA& kai oToAnv kai oiknow kai Siaitav Tpds TO TGV avBpcdTrwv 1bos

‘moAAG&kis amekalel).” (2.40) Thus, the beauty and pleasantness of Alcinous and the

'Phaeacians is reflected in Homer’s description of their island, while Menelaus’ luxuri-

| ous palace fits with his faint-heartedness in battle. Homer has also given Odysseus “a
home furnished to suit his character, since Odysseus was a cautious man” (2.43).47
Alexander is claiming that Homer describes the clothes and homes of various heroes

. in light of their characteristic personalities; here the 55t discourse’s general tenet that
characters represent moral qualities is adopted to enable a more specific reading,

| where apparently contingent details such as dress and home décor must be read as
participatory in a character’s overall éthos.

But if one accepts that Homer’s descriptions of characters accord with their
éthos—that, apparently, no descriptive detail can be considered irrelevant—what pre-
vents a skilled reader from reversing the significatory process? If external details are
consistent with character, could one not then infer character from an examination of

outward appearance, or choice of furnishings? In Chryseis Dio goes even farther into
| uncharted territory; he claims that we can infer Chryseis’ character, not only from her
appearance or actions (of which we have virtually no evidence) but from the actions

involving her, that were undertaken by others—her father and Agamemnon.

47 ol ufv TV Ye ToU 'Oduccéws oiknoiv oUdaudds TouTtols duoiav, &AN’ s av
. acpaloils avdpos MeToinke TPds auTod ToUuTo TTapeckevacuévnv. Backed up by
the description of Odysseus’ palace at Od. 17.266-8.



As Desideri explains, “the poet, in Dio’s view, intends to transmit a message
ithrough the events he depicts, which reflect character.” (487-9) The poet’s didactic

intention permeates every facet of his poetry; Dio asserts baldly that Homer “under-

took to educate people (¢Texeipnoe Tous GvBpcoous Tradevewv).” (55.11) But the

only way that one can justify reading every detail from a moral perspective is if we ac-

‘cept a strong notion of Homer’s intentiaonlity. And Dio does, judging from his insis-

_:tent rhetorical question: “Well, then, Homer doesn’t seem to you to say anything by

j chance, does he? (Mr} oUv Uuiv eikij Sokel "Ounpos 6Tiotv Aéyev;)” (55.22) In other
words, there can be nothing, or virtually nothing, expressed in the epics without a
purpose; there are no random details, and hence everything is open to interpretation.

- Strabo constructed an impeccable geographer/historian committed to the truth (albeit
with an occasional myth thrown in to please his listeners) which cleared a path to in-
:vest every poetic line with historical significance. Dio’s Homer is just as committed,

_but to teaching morality, not history. In either case, the interpreter has fashioned a
model poet who invests virtually every word with meaning that lies waiting to be dis-
covered through the proper mode of decipherment.

A moralizing purpose, however, was not necessarily incompatible with the conjec-

tural activity that informs historical interpretation of Homer like Strabo’s. This is be-

- cause for Dio and the many others who used Homer as a moral authority, the narrative

| form (as opposed to didactic) of Homeric epic meant that determining the precise na-
ture of Homer’s moral precepts was dependent on a careful reading of the characters
and situations in question. This type of reading in turn took for granted certain stan-

| dards of narrative consistency and probability shared with other Homeric read-

_ers—often, to interpret Homer from an ethical standpoint involved a reconstruction of
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events, a conjectural process of filling in the gaps in Homer’s narrative, nearly identi-
i cal to that used by those investigating the Homeric historical world. So it should be of

no surprise that despite Dio’s moral intentions and concern with character, he can’t

avoid the issues of narrative logic and probability that Aristotle and Homeric critics
‘ found so important (although Dio is more interested in psychological than material
‘ conclusions). For Dio, an individual’s psychology can only be analyzed by examining
their actions or their responses to actions, and hence, in cases such as Chryseis, when
we don’t even know what actions she has performed, the only way to reconstruct her
moral character is by first reconstructing the situation around her in all its complexity.
| In this way, since for Dio events reflect character, an ethical interpretation necessarily
: | depends on a plausible reconstruction of those events, in those situations where
Homer hasn’t provided enough information.48

If Strabo’s concerns with verisimilitude and probability arose from his adamantly
. historical interests, Dio’s dependence on them can I think be better explained by their
importance, aside from but not entirely unrelated to the ethical sphere, in the fields of

Homeric scholarship and the art of rhetoric. The next section will try to set out how

this concern with verisimilitude binds and blurs the methods of these modes of in-

quiry.

“® This connection between narrative, éthos, and probability, is, as Kathy Eden
" (1986) has shown in a brilliant study, the key to understanding Aristotle’s concept of
proper poetry in the Poetics. “To understand an action, the inquirer must judge the
agent’s deliberated choice by analyzing his character and his intentions.” (39) As Ar-
. istotle states in the Rhetoric, “the narration should depict character.” Cf. the briefer
remarks of Ritook (1995).
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{III CHRYSEIS: PROBLEMS, PROBABILITIES, PROGYMNASMATA

If the principles of moralizing interpretation enable and require the reconstruction

i

{of character and action and narrative continuity, the question remains as to the means

‘by which such a task is accomplished? As we recall, Dio begins his inquiry in earnest
with some questions: did Chryses enter the Achaean camp against the wishes of his
%édaughter or at her behest? Why did Chryses wait until the tenth year of the war to
gransom his daughter? And the dialogue itself is centered around deciphering the
‘meaning of Agamemnon’s statement at I1. 113-5 that he prefers Chryseis to Clytemn-
‘estra with respect to, among other things, her mind. In answering these questions in a
logical and probable fashion, Dio manages to create a supplementary narrative to that
~ supplied by Homer, which allows him to reconstruct the undescribed thought proc-
-esses of Chryseis. What are the connections between these “problems” in the Homeric
-narrative with which Dio chooses to open his investigation and his eventual conclu-
‘sions concerning Chryseis’ prudence?

Dio’s tack is to be expected; after all, Herodotus and Strabo both structured their
Homeric inquiries in the same fashion—via problems—and as I suggested in Chapter 1,
a large portion of ancient poetic criticism follows a similar pattern. But to get a better
idea of the particularities of how Dio is using these problems, we should turn to the

Homeric commentary tradition—most notably Porphyry’s Homeric Problems, Eus-
tathius’ Commentary on the Iliad, and the group of texts known collectively as the

Homeric scholia—and see what it says about the events around Chryseis.49

49 Despite the wide temporal range of these texts—the scholia contain comments
dating from the 5th century B.C.E. to at least the 2nd c.E., while Porphyry is 4th century
-C.E. and Eustathius is 12th—the tradition and literary critical viewpoints they repre-
sent is remarkably consistent; Porphyry and Eustathius clearly derive most of their
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a Scholia

The beginning of the Iliad, which is generally considered today as a masterful and

1 subtle depiction of the development of the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles,

was a hotbed of problems for the ancient commentators; the Chryseis episode was no

exception. One problem, for instance, focused on the curse that Chryses calls upon the
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] Greek forces. “Why,” the scholiasts wonder, “did Chryses curse the Greeks when they

*
i

i

1

supported giving back his daughter?” After all, only Agamemnon had opposed
Chryses, insulting him in the process; wasn't it unfair to blame the Greeks when they

! had clearly supported the priest’s request? For that matter, they ask, why did Apollo

' kill so many Greeks and not Agamemnon, the real guilty party? These examples dis-
. play a keen interest in psychological verisimilitude and consistency, but questions
could be of a more mundane nature—a good deal of discussion arose about why

Chryseis was captured at Hypoplakian Thebes, rather than Chryse, where, as Eus-
tathius says, one would presume she resided. Here, as in many cases, the lines were
athetized, or marked as spurious; the bT scholion remarks that some considered the
whole excursus (1.366-92, where Achilles relates his conquests) an interpolation. Of-
ten, passages arouse moral concerns as well, especially with regard to Agamemnon;
his harsh words to Chryses at Il. 1.29-32 inspired controversy and athetesis:

The girl I will not give back; sooner will old age come upon her in my

own house, in Argos, far from her own land, going up and down by the
loom and being in my bed as my companion

interpretations from earlier writers (on Eustathius’ relation to the scholia, see the in-
troduction to van der Valk (1971-87), vol. I; Porphyry’s Homeric Problems was not
strictly a commentary, but a text similar to Aristotle’s, or Plutarch’s Table Talk or
Greek Questions), and I think its fair to say, along with Nicholas Richardson (1980),
265, that the scholia represent the literary worldview of the 1st century B.C.E. to the
2nd C.E.
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Agamemnon’s last words—“being in my bed as my companion (¢udv Aéxos dav-
Tidwoav)”5°—struck many as particularly inappropriate: “The king’s saying these
things about his prisoner is inappropriate, especially since he has a wife, and children
by that wife.” (@tmrpemrés 16 TOV BaciAéa mepl Ths aixuaidTou Aéyew, kai Tatta
ExovTa yuvaika kai rradas ¢ avuTiis).5s
Finally, Porphyry includes discussion of the problem that Dio spotlights in

Chryseis: “Why did Agamemnon prefer the prisoner [Chryseis] over his wife? For he

| says (I 113) ‘I prefer her to Clytemnestra’ (Si& Ti 6 "Ayauéuveov T aixudAwTov
. TS YaueTis Tpokpivey; Aéyel yép: KKAutauviioTpns TpoREéBoula).” As we
mentioned above, Dio takes Agamemnon’s preference as evidence of some sort of in-

 telligence or wisdom on Chryseis’ part. Porphyry, on the other hand, is concerned
with resolving the problem and restoring the appropriateness of the situation.

Some say that it was on account of his [Agamemnon’s] not wanting to

seem to the Greeks to have possession of the girl with hubris...some

others say that he did it in order to show that Calchas was lying; for how

could the god be angry, when the prisoner had not suffered any out-
rage?” (ad Il. 1.113)

Kai oi pév paaiv, 8T éveka ToU un Sokeiv “EAAnow é@’ UBpet
kaTeéxeoBal Thv képnv...Eviol 8¢ 811 va weudduevov amodeifn Tov

50 As Sch. bT ad I1. 1.31 glosses: Tiis éuijs xoitns ueTalapBdavoucav (“sharing my
bed”).
5! Porphyry ad Il. 1.31 Schrader. Some athetize the line for this very reason: Sch. A
- ad Il. 1.29-31. Schenkeveld (1970) believes that amrpemés in the Homeric scholia refers
to concerns that a certain portrayal or action does not “fit” into the more general de-
piction of a character or the narrative, rather than having an ethically charged mean-
ing of “inappropriate”. While there is some validity to this line of thought, the distinc-
" tion between the two meanings is not clear-cut enough to be of much use.
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KaAxavra: méds yap opyiCoito &v 6 8eds, Tiis aixpuaAdTou undev
EpUPpiloTOV TTaoxovoTs:™
In similar fashion, the scholiasts eliminate the other problems. Chryseis was cap-
tured at Thebes, rather than Chryse, because she was visiting Thebes with the inten-
tion of sacrificing to Artemis;s3 Agamemnon was not killed by Apollo because if he had
;é been, the Greek forces would have disbanded and the reason for the plague would
never have been discovered; Agamemnon’s éudv Aéxos avTidwoav didn’t mean “be-
! ing in my bed as a companion,” but simply “attending my bed,” as a servant, and
hence escaped censure. The experience of reading through such scholia is to observe
the continuous ebb and flow of problems discovered and subsequently resolved. One
follows the imaginary path of the scholiast, commentator, or grammarian as they
painstakingly scour the text until their peaceful experience is disturbed by something
atopos, out of place, a ripple in the continuum of narrative verisimilitude, linguistic
’ normality, moral appropriateness. In each case the smooth flow of the poem is inter-
| rupted; a problem has been discovered, it must be put right, the narrative restored,
 until the next one comes along. The level of detail can get microscopic, and some of
the problems can seem rather ridiculous to modern academics, but, as we saw with the
minute geographical questions of the previous chapter, they often were treated with

- grave seriousness by eminent scholars.

52 Sch. bT ad IL. 113 seem to echo Porphyry’s second solution. Eustathius, Comm.
. ad IL. 1.109 (p. 97 van der Valk) has an incredibly detailed rhetorical analysis of Aga-
memmnon’s words; he holds to the last option offered by Porphyry, that Agamemnon
didn’t really prefer Chryseis, but was simply trying to refute Calchas’ implication that
he was mistreating the girl.

53 Apparently mentioned, according to Eustathius, in the Cypria (=fr. 19).
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i InChryseis Dio’s entire argument is structured around the same kinds of problems
brought up and solved in Homeric scholarship: he locates where Chryseis had been
captured (though incorrectly),5 notes Agamemnon’s preference of Chryseis to
Clytemnestra, and even quotes the controversial lines about Chryseis’ sharing Aga-

} memnon’s bed. But whereas the scholars aim to ‘solve’ these problems (or simply

| eliminate them by athetesis), to hammer out the bumps and fill in the holes in the nar-

} rative, Dio has a completely different project. For him the problems are not simply
imperfections to be brought back to normality, but spurs to inquiry, they allow him
access into the underlying truth of the matter. In a sense they anchor the entire dia-
logue; it is only by fixing on the problems that Dio can extrapolate meaning, because
- | only at those points is there sufficient room to maneuver.
Now we can see more clearly that Dio refers to this type of inquiry when he says

' that Homer “speaks of some things, but leaves others for his readers to perceive.
" (OUxotv T& piv aUTov Aéyew [olov], T& 8& TOIS EVTUYXAVOUSt KaTaAITIEIV
aiofavecBai.) As Manara Valgimigli has pointed out, one can compare these words to

Theophrastus’ famous advice quoted in Demetrius’ On Style 222:

One should not spell out everything in precise detail, but leave some
things for the hearer to work out and understand for himself. When he
grasps what you have not expressed, he will be more than your reader,
he will be a witness on your behalf and more kindly disposed towards
you, for you have given him the opportunity to exercise his intelligence
and he feels he has done so.

oU Travta et akpiBeias Sel pakpnyopelv, &AA’ Evia kaTaAITTEV kal
TG axpoaTij ouviéval, kai AoyilecBal ¢ atToU ouveis yap TO
EAAe1pOEv UTTO ool oUk akpoaTis Hévov, dAAA& kai u&pTus cou

54 Perhaps he agreed with those who athetized the entire section.
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YiveTal kal Gua eEUHEVECTEPOS. OUVETOS yap €auTe Sokel dia GE
TOV APOPUTIV TTAPECKNKATA AUTE ToU ouvigval

Demetrius is quoting this passage in a section on persuasiveness (To m8avdv), a

quality that depends, in its turn, on clarity (To ca@és) and empathy (ouvriBos). The
point seems to be that by ‘leaving some things out’, and allowing the listener to work it
{ out themselves, authors can produce an audience better disposed toward themselves
and more receptive to their subsequent arguments. In essence Demetrius and Theo-

| phrastus approach the problem from the authorial perspective, from the effect on

one’s audience that can be produced by ellipses. Dio’s statement, however, although it

mentions Homer’s intentions in composing his work, is concerned with how a reader

- or listener manages to “work out and understand” these omissions.

In this light, Dio’s remarks might be more profitably compared to the exegetical

principle of kata TO ol couevov. Eustathius provides an appropriate example
from Iliad 1. Chryses ends his prayer to Apollo with the words “let your arrows make
the Danaans pay for my tears shed.” (Il. 1.42) The problem here is that Homer hasn’t
T‘ mentioned that Chryses had been crying; in fact, in line 1.34 Chryses “went silently

| away” to the beach. Eustathius argues that this sort of apparent inconsistency com-

" monly occurs in Homer:

Notice that you will find in Homer many such things as are called ‘that
which is kept silent,” which is the figure of speech also in this very case.
For concerning himself with the necessary things, he is silent about such
unimportant things, and leaves these things to the listener to figure out.

kai onueicoocal 8Tt ToAA& TolaUTa eUpTiOEls TTAPa TG TTOINTi] T
Aeydueva kaTa TO Ol TICOHEVOY, STIEP EOTL OXTHa Adyou kal auTd.
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ETMELYSUEVOS Y&p eis T dvaykaia oty Ta i méwu toialTa kat
aPinNoct TG &kpoaTi] EMVOEV QUTA.55

The solution kaT& TS ol Trcduevoy, apparently formulated by Aristarchus, ap-

{pears often in the scholia, and holds that Homer did not have to mention everything
éthat happened in the narrative; if it is suggested somewhere that an action has taken
gplace, we should assume that it occurred even if Homer didn’t explicitly describe it in
‘ithe text.s6

‘ For the commentators, the kaT& TS Gl TOUEVOV is a principle used to clean up
;inconsistencies in Homeric poetry such as Chryses’ missing tears, or loopholes in con-
Etinuity. How is it that Athena gives Telemachus her spear at Od. 1.126, but never gets it
‘back? Why does Menelaus say at 17.24 that he had justly slain Hyperenor for insulting
him, when there is no mention of this in Homer’s description of the killing earlier at

: 14.516?57 Dio, however, takes the principle to another level. Homer’s silently “leaving
“things for his readers to perceive” now justifies a foray into uncovering Chryseis’ deci-

: sion-making process as it developed between the time she was captured and her fa-

| ther’s attempt to ransom her back. What’s more, like Theophrastus and Eustathius, he
assigns to Homer an active role in enabling these types of interpretative inquiries.
Chryses’ remarks about Apollo’s avenging his tears should be taken as a sign from

~which the reader should infer that Chryses had cried, and furthermore, represents a

' conscious choice on Homer’s part to encourage such readings. So, Dio asks, does not
Homer work the same way in the case of Chryseis’ motivations? Homer has left us all

the clues with which to reconstruct these thoughts, and these clues are embedded in

55 Comm. ad Il. 1.60 (37.18-20 van der Valk).

56 See Roemer (1924), 239-48, and the monograph of Meinel (1915). Kamesar
- (1994a), (1994b) connects Chryseis with solutions KaT& TO G TTCOUEVOV.
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the very problems that surround the episode. Agamemnon’s inappropriate words are
1 a sign of his questionable character and act as another reason that Chryseis wanted to
leave him; Chryses’ delay in ransoming his daughter, Chryses’ happiness at the return
of his daughter allows us to assume that Homer intended us to infer Chryseis’ happi-
ness as well. Homer doesn’t spell these things out; as Theophrastus had put it, “to ex-
press everything as to a fool is to accuse your reader of being one (T 8¢ ravra cog
AvoT| T AEYEIV KATAYIVLOKOVTL Eoikev Tol akpoaTol).” (Dem. On Style 222)

The Chryseis is deeply embedded in the traditions of Homeric scholarship—nearly
every one of Dio’s arguments is based on a passage or event that was considered a
‘problem’ by the commentators, and in some sense, the entire dialogue could be
- viewed as a large-scale ‘solution’ to these problems, explaining more fully the behind-
the-scenes activity concerning the Chryseis negotiations, and resolving some of the
seeming inconsistencies therein. But we also saw how Dio uses the structure and even
some of the methods in his own particular way, for his rather different purposes; after
all he ends up by demonstrating Chryseis’ prudence, and offering an extensive alter-
nate history of one of the more minor characters in the Iliad. While Dio’s inferential
activity focuses on problems, and adheres to certain methodological principles found
in moralizing criticism and others discussed in the scholia, he raises the stakes and the
level of the discourse to a completely different level. Dio has a conception of Homer’s
compositional method that not only legitimates, but virtually requires reading the re-
sults of that composition imaginatively. He recognizes that Homer expressly wished
his readers to construct the narrative world he left unexpressed, and believes that the

best poetry, the best speeches, are the ones that best enable this reading process.

57 Examples from Richardson (1980).



§ Truth and Verisimilitude: Refutations and Confirmations

The realtionship between the scholia and Chryseis can be given a different twist
through an examination of the ancient rhetorical exercises called dvaockevai (refuta-
tions) and kaTtaokevai (confirmations), that both depended heavily on probability
and took as their subject matter traditional stories, including Homer. These two exer-
cises belong to the larger group of progymnasmata, preliminary lessons for students
of rhetoric that originated in the Hellenistic period, although the earliest extant ver-
sion is Theon’s, written sometime in the first century C.E.58 Quintilian also discusses

the Latin variants in his Institutio oratoria, while Ps.-Hermogenes and Aphthonius’

Progymnasmata date from the 3rd-4th centuries, Nicolaus’ from the 5th, and others

even later.59 Despite some differences (Theon and Nicolaus are significantly longer
and more complex), there is a remarkable continuity of structure, language, and con-
tent that runs throughout the progymnasmata tradition. They are designed to teach.
the budding orator how to speak in public and compose speeches, through a progres-
sively more difficult series of exercises addressing individual elements of the art of

rhetoric: the proper way to construct and employ a u6os, or fable, a xpeia, or maxim,

~ adujynots, or narrative, ékppdois, TpocwTroTrolia, or personification, etc.

'Avaokevutr) and kaTaokeut] constitute two of the more advanced exercises related to

narrative, to be undertaken only when the other more basic building blocks have been

58 The progymnasmata were the basic building blocks of rhetorical education in
the Imperial period; see Clark (1957), 190ff.; Clarke (1971), 25-6, 36-9; Bonner (1977),
250-76; and Patillon & Bolognesi (1997), i-cxiv.

59 In terms of the feasibility of comparing concepts from later progymnasmata
with Dio, who was contemporary with Theon and Quintilian, I emphasize again the
continuity of the rhetorical tradition; aside from some very specific elements, periodi-
zation here is rather unproductive.
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mastered; as Aphthonius says, “This exercise includes in itself all the power of the art
(TS 8¢ mpoyUuvacua ToUTo Taoav v EQUTE TIEPIEXEL THV TTS TEXVTS ioXUV).”60
For the simplest definition of refutation and confirmation, let’s turn to that given
in the progymnasmata of Ps.-Hermogenes:
Refutation is an overturning of an action that has been proposed, and
confirmation is the opposite, a supporting [of it] Avackeur} éoTiv
avaTpoTm ToU TrpoTeBévTos Tp&yuaTos, kaTackeut 8¢ TolvavTiov
BeBaiwaois). One should not refute or confirm things that are com-
pletely false, like fables (Ta 8¢ wavu weudfi oUte dvaokevaocTtéov olTe
KATAQOKEVAOTEOV, OOTEP Tous uubous), but clearly one ought to com-
pose refutations and confirmations of things open to argument on either
side (@GAAa B¢l SriTrov Tas Gvaokeuds kal T&S KATACKEVAS TV £’
ExaTepa v émixeipnow Sexouéveov roigicbat). You will refute from
the unclear  Avackeuvdaoeis 8¢ ék ToU doagois), implausible (ék ToU
ambdavov), impossible (ék ToU &BuvaTou), inconsistent, also called the
contrary (éx ToU avaxkoAoufou Tol kai évavTiou kaAouuévou), inap-
propriate, and not advantageous (éx ToU @TpeTToUs, GOUUPIPOU).6!
The author goes on to give some examples of what he means by ‘unclear,” ‘implau-
_ sible,’ etc., and these demonstrate that we are dealing both with what we call
myths—Narcissus, Arion and the dolphin, Apollo and Daphne—but also with historical
material (one example concerns someone accused of destroying the democracy). De-
spite the predominance of mythic narratives in the progymnasmata of Ps.-
Hermogenes and Aphthonius, one suspects that such exercises more often dealt with
- less fantastic episodes. For instance, Aphthonius’ full-blown sample refutation and
- confirmation of the story of Apollo and Daphne seem rather poor choices from a prac-
tical standpoint (10-13, 14-16 Rabe). They unintentionally demonstrate that narra-

tives involving metamorphoses and gods chasing after mortals were a lot easier to re-

60 Progymn. 5 (28 Spengel; 10, 18-19 Rabe).
& Ps.-Hermogenes, Progymn. 5 Rabe (9 Spengel).
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| fute than make probable. As George Kennedy dryly remarks, Aphthonius’ confirma-

tion, “is filled with invalid assumptions and logical non-sequiturs. Refutation was a

{ much easier exercise than confirmation.”2 Since the topics to be refuted/confirmed

are specified as those that were legitimately matters of debate, it would make more

- sense that they would consist of narratives that occupied an uneasy middle ground

' between truth and fiction, such as tales situated in the heroic age.63 A better guide is

' the extensive account given by Theon, whose model refutation questions whether

Medea actually killed her children, while his shorter examples derive from narratives
in prose authors, especially historians, which deal with heroic or non-contemporary
periods—e.g., Heracles’ fight with Busiris.64

The subject matter of the refutations/confirmations included Homeric episodes as

- well; an unsurprising fact, given that these were intimately familiar to most students

from their education. This means that the material overlapped with that treated in the
scholia, and the same goes for the criteria by which this subject matter was examined.
Ps.-Hermogenes’ list of ways to argue against or for a narrative’s truth—on the basis of
the unclear, implausible, impossible, inconsistent, inappropriate, or not advanta-

geous—is remarkably parallel with those proposed in the scholia and the genre of Ho-

-meric problems. The series of terms reminds us, for instance, of the five types of ‘cen-

sures’ (T& ¢mTurjpaTa) into which Aristotle groups criticisms of Homer in the 25th
chapter of the Poetics—impossible, irrational, harmful, contradictory, or against the

correctness of the art (fj y&p s adUvaTa 1j cs &Aoya 1j s BAaBepa 1 g

62 Kennedy (1999), p. 80, n.47.
63 As the sample refutations and confirmations of Libanius show.
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{ YmevavTia fj s Tapd v 0pbSdTa Tiv kaTa TéXvnv).” As we saw in Chapter 1,
{ this list corresponds to the different ways that Homeric detractors like Zoilus of Am-
phipolis could attack Homeric poetry, and Aristotle’s Homeric Problems, of which Po-
etics 25 is a summary, represents our first extant attempt to systematically defend
Homer from such criticisms. While a direct match only exists between two of the
terms in each list—a&8Uvata and Utrevavtia—we are clearly operating in the same
semantic field, and the use of such words was never very precise in any case.

The basic method according to which one “refutes” a narrative thus overlaps com-
pletely with the criteria employed by those discovering Homeric ‘problems’, or ‘cen-
sures’, as Aristotle calls them. In other words, the same process is involved whether
one is rhetorically arguing against a narrative or criticizing poetry—in essence we are
talking about the same practice adapted to two different, yet closely related
fields—oratory and poetic criticism (especially given that the object of refutation or
criticism in both fields was often heroic narrative). In a sense, the refutation and con-
firmation are the censures and the solutions of the scholia writ large, in expanded and
stylistically developed form. The exercises rarely limit themselves to a single point of
contention; rather, as in Dio’s Chryseis, they deploy a host of arguments based on the

- criteria of plausibility, possibility, propriety, etc., and weave them into a cumulative
prosecution or defense of the episode at hand. Fortunately, there is a refutation and a
confirmation focusing on the events around Chryseis preserved in the corpus of Li-

banius, the famous fourth-century C.E. Antiochene rhetorician, who was, incidentally,

64 Medea: p.94.17-95.3 Spengel; Busiris: p.93.20-22. Other examples include the
Harmodius and Aristogeiton story from Thucydides (1.20.2), the claim that Cambyses
was half-Egyptian in Herodotus (3.2). the story of Locrian Ajax.
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the teacher of Aphthonius.65 Through a glance at these texts, we can actually see how

 this expansion from scholia to progymnasma occurs, and then how Dio further elabo-

rates and refines what was after all merely an exercise, not a full-blown literary prod-

uct.

Libanius: Speculative Confirmation

Libanius wrote a series of sample exercises illustrating nearly all of the standard
progymnasmata; included among these are three confirmations and two refutations,
all concerning episodes that allegedly took place during the Trojan War. One confir-
mation deals with the division of Achilles’ arms after his death, while Locrian Ajax’s

notoriously impious activities have inspired a pair of opposed speeches. The remain-

ing two also form a set, in which Libanius argues for and against the probability of

" Chryses’ visit to the Greek camp, and the subsequent events to which it gives rise. The

pair are closely intertwined, since the confirmation specifically answers many of the
objections raised in the refutation, while the refutation anticipates some of the argu-
ments of the confirmation!

Libanius entitles his refutation, “That it is not probable that Chryses came into the

naustathmos of the Greeks ("OT1 oUx eikds Tov XpUonv eis Tdv vavotabuov éABeiv
- T@v 'EAAfjveov),” and the confirmation is phrased similarly: “That the events sur-

‘ rounding Achilles’ anger are probable ("OT! eikéTa T& kaTa TV 'AXIAAEwS Op-

Y1jv).”66 Both make clear the centrality of eikds to their inquiries; the refutation is

65 Libanius' examples of progymnasmata are in vol. viii of Foerster's Teubner edi-
tion.
66 The title of Aphthonius’ sample refutation, “What is said about Daphne is not

‘ probable (&T1 oUk eikdTa Ta& kaTtd Adgeuny),” is similarly phrased.
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i synonymous with a demonstration of a narrative’s improbability, as the confirmation
is to its likelihood or verisimilitude. Furthermore, the language of the opening and
closing arguments in these exercises situates us in the discourse of truth and lies; just
| as the refutation declares that Homer is clearly “pursuing false things (\yeudi
Bicdkeov),” (2) the confirmation conversely emphasizes the truth of Homer’s narra-
tive: “Thus everything is said by the poet truthfully, and those trying to speak badly of
the wisest Homer are clearly out of their minds (OUtw mavTta uet’ ainbeias eipntat
TS TomTi. KAl Tapagpovolol cagpids ol Tov copwTaTov “Ounpov kakds
Aéyew émixeipotvTes).” (20)
Libanius’ refutation ultimately depends on the same series of problems that preoc-
cupied the commentators. But in this case, he isn’t concerned with trying to resolve
~ the difficulties, but to build an argument that will call the truth of the story into ques-
tion. In doing so, he also provides us with a more systematic and coherent mobiliza-
~ tion of the implausibilities in the Homeric account. How could an old man like
Chryses dare to go among his enemies by himself? Why did he beseech the ruled as
well as the ruler? Why did the Greeks agree to his proposal before hearing what their
leaders had to say about it? How could Agamemnon have lost his temper as he did?
Why did Chryses curse the Greeks when they were on his side? How could Apollo
~ have agreed to kill blameless Greeks?
| Each of these questions is further developed, with possible solutions anticipated
and refuted in their turn. For instance, to the first question, defenders said that
Chryses’ love for his daughter gave him courage to enter hostile territory, as well as his
scepter, which protected and emboldened him. Libanius scoffs: it was still implausible

that Chryses didn’t take anyone else along for protection, and the Greeks wouldn’t
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have had any respect for his scepter’s authority. After a whole series of such rebuttals,
Libanius concludes in the language with which he had begun: “These things are both
false and harmful to those hearing them (TaUta kai weudii kai BAaBepa Tois
axkcvouot). The only thing to do is to stay completely away from [Homer’s] poems, or
else read them for entertainment, knowing that this at least he is able to produce, but
also that he has little concern for the truth. (kai TpooTikel TGV TOINHATWY 1| TAv-
T&Taocw améxesbat i yuxaywyias évekev anrteobai eiddtas 3T1L ToUTO HEV
SuvaTal roigtv, dAnbBeiag 8¢ oArycdpnkev).” (p. 128 Foerster, 12)

In contrast the confirmation, while structured similarly, is devoted to refuting the
very arguments used in the refutations; in a sense, a confirmation necessarily is de-
pendent on the structure of a refutation, since a narrative does not need to be de-
fended until someone has drawn attention to its inconsistencies and problems. So,

- after the prologue quoted above, which attacks Homer’s detractors as crazy and wor-
thy of pity, Libanius begins with a question phrased exactly like the opening of a
scholium, save for a negative to shift the expected answer: “For why wouldn’t have
Chryses come among the Greeks to free his daughter?” He answers this hypothetical
question with a series of defenses of this purportedly implausible action, which, as we

| have seen, was also the first event discussed in the refutation. Chryses’ willingness to

: risk danger by entering into the midst of the enemy is justified by the great love he had
| for his daughter, by the fact that he was old and didn’t think he had long to live any-
way, by the large ransom he was promising (which would guarantee his safety), and by
the scepter and wreathes he possessed. It is easy to see here how the extensive imagi-

nation of motivation and attendant circumstance is deployed in order to solve accusa-
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tions of improbability, and the exercise is repeated as the confirmation wends its way
through the catalogue of objections dispensed in the refutation.

Although the confirmation is devoted to solving a whole series of problems that

"‘ had attached themselves to a single episode (here of Chryses’ entry into the Greek

] camp), it does so in piecemeal fashion, dependent on accumulation of argument rather
than the formation of a coherent account which will satisfy all the puzzles of the nar-
rative. The key is to find any point of attack or defense, even if mutually incompatible;
the argument does not build on itself, it simply multiplies.

But inherent in the confirmation, and even to a lesser extent in the scholia, is the
creative filling in of Homeric gaps — something essential to the reading process, as the
ancient rhetorical and grammatical critics recognized. The question became one of
proper boundaries, to know when and where to stop. We may believe that they went
too far, but it was also perfectly natural to extrapolate and imagine character’s moti-
vations in this way--if you could find a plausible way to fill in the gaps, then that was
enough. Ingenuity was legitimate because this only redounded to Homer’s benefit,
since there was the feeling that he specifically authorized the reader to make such
leaps. In the process of defending the Homeric account, Libanius has also conceived
of a new narrative which weaves in between the marks staked out by Homer. Just as
the Cyclic poets filled out the parts of the Epic Cycle that Homer failed to treat, the
later readers of Homer did the same within the seams of the Iliad and Odyssey them-
selves; in a sense such activity comprised one of the few spaces in which to express
originality in the ancient world. Homer famously left the events that he didn’t treat
for his followers—could he not also have been seen as leaving out an entire space

within his narrative for others to construct and read more story, more information?



188

Chryseis is a more polished, more sophisticated version of these simple exercises.
1 Its objective, the formation of a coherent character through the reconstruction of the

events around her, is far more daring. If the scholia and progymnasmata give us a

fragmented vision of an unglimpsed Homeric world, Dio provides us with a unity of
imaging that not only ‘confirms’ Homer’s account by explaining some peculiarities but
- has created a much richer and complete version of this Homeric episode. Here Dio
has playfully problematized what had always been taken for granted, and shown that

- narrative criticism in the right hands can lead to the creation of character.



| Chapter Five

' READING HOMER ‘AGAINST THE GRAIN’
' DIO CHRYSOSTOM’S TROJAN ORATION

. Are these things not, in reality, similar to dreams and unbeliev-
- able lies? In the Dreams written by Horus people envision

. these sorts of sights, imagining at one time that they are being
killed and stripped of their arms, but then rising up again and
 fighting naked, while at other times thinking that they are
chasing someone and conversing with the gods and killing
themselves for no reason, and even, possibly, flying and walk-
ing on the sea. For this reason one might well call Homer’s po-
etry a dream, and an obscure and vague one at that.

—Dio Chrysostom, Trojan Oration 129

I INTRODUCTION

In Chryseis Dio produced before our eyes the vision of a character who had previ-
ously been merely a cipher, an undefined, undifferentiated name. In the process he
- has provided us with a glance at the intersections of moralizing readings of Homer, the
ériticism of the scholia, and rhetorical exercises. In the Trojan Oration, a much longer
and more ambitious work, Dio begins from completely different premises and works
toward a radically different objective, yet in the end will be involvgd in a mode of
reading that also vividly reconstitutes the absences in Homeric poetry. Dio, as the
- epigraph indicates, literally compares Homer's story to a dream, obscure, nonsensical,

and false. But for all his criticisms, Dio utilizes the Homeric fantasy to activate his
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own imagination and produce an alternative world that still resembles Homer’s, but
seen through Dio’s own particularly perverse lens.

The Trojan Oration is addressed to the citizens of Roman Ilium—é&vSpes '1AiEis—
(the ‘Trojans’ of his day),! and in it Dio sets the record straight about the Trojan War.2
Among other things, he insists that, on the testimony of an alleged Egyptian priest,
Helen was rightfully married to Paris, that Hector killed Achilles, and that Troy ulti-
mately won the war. But because he declares that he will prove his thesis through a
close analysis of the Homeric poems themselves, the speech also becomes a vigorous
attack on the improbabilities and contradictions of the Iliad, and to a lesser extent, the
Odyssey. As one might imagine, the boldness of the premise, combined with the vir-
tuosity Dio displays in accomplishing his task, helped make the Trojan Oration possi-
bly his most notorious (and hence most popular) work in antiquity and the Byzantine
period.3

Even in the Renaissance and the early modern era, the Trojan’s importance as an
ancient authority on the much-discussed questions of Homer and the Trojan War en-
sured an audience.+ Although Dio’s reputation in general waned in the nineteenth
century, and the debate over Troy was brought to an end with Schliemann’s discover-

ies,5 a renewed interest in Dio’s work in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu-

1 Dio, Or. 11.4. All subsequent quotations will refer to paragraph number alone (of
von Arnim (1893)) and will be cited in the text.

2 Novum Ilium thrived under the Roman Empire; for a simple survey of its visitors,
see Vermeule III (1996).

3 The Trojan is mentioned by Philostratus, Synesius, Arethas, Tzetzes, Eustathius,
and Photius. For a fascinating survey of the Trojan’s Nachleben up until the end of
the Byzantine period, see Brancacci (1985), 275-88.

4 See Swain (2000), 18-20 for a brief account of the Trojan’s popularity from the
16t:-18th centuries; cf. Desideri (1978), 502-3 and 522 nn.70-2.

s Olivieri (1898) can still refer to the question as only recently resolved.
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i ries saw a flurry of scholarly activity devoted to the Trojan. Since then the speech’s

fortunes in the academic world have paralleled Dio’s—a trickle from the twenties to

the seventies, followed by a steadily increasing flow for the next 25 years or so, culmi-

: nating with the recent publication of essays edited by Simon Swain, which hopefully

marks a turning point of sorts.6 The Trojan has naturally benefited from this renewed

interest; the nineties have seen at least six articles by different authors devoted solely

. to this one work.

Preliminaries: Date, Purpose, Text

Almost all scholarship on the Trojan, whatever its orientation, has been concerned
with its date, its purpose, and the text, and I should outline my stance on these issues
before moving on to my discussion of the speech. The issue of dating is closely tied to
the developmental theories of Dio’s career and conversion discussed at the beginning
of the last chapter. Those who judge the Trojan sophistic naturally assign it to Dio’s
‘sophist’ phase, which predated his exile and his so-called ‘conversion’ to philosophy.
On the other hand, those who emphasize its Cynic elements and its affinities to the
Diogenian speeches date it to the exilic period itself, when Dio allegedly took up the

Cynic mantle. Others place it late in his career because of the maturity and sophisti-

cation of the arguments.” Obviously, the answer will remain elusive, since, as Jones

has noted, the tone of the speech “is the only indication of date,” and the entire peri-

odicization of Dio’s intellectual development has been thoroughly problematized.8

6 See the invaluable overview of Dionian scholarship of Swain (2000). Cf. Harris
(1991).

7 For instance, Desideri (1978) dates it to Dio’s maturity in keeping with his ‘politi-
cal harmony’ thesis.

8 Jones (1978), 17.



Complicating the matter is Dio’s admission that he planned to deliver the speech, not
only at Ilium, but elsewhere.9
This brings us to the second area of debate—the textual doublets in sections 23-4
of the Trojan and the frequent repetitions of arguments, which are often recapped in
| summary form almost as reminders of what Dio has just been saying.!® The matter is
" too complicated to go into here at length, and not terribly relevant, but we should
mention that the Trojan is probably our best evidence for the less than stable produc-
tion and transmission of Dio’s works, especially the public orations. AsI explained in
Chapter Four, we have to assume, based on the evidence of remarks found in Dio’s
speeches, that much of our corpus is the result of transcriptions by students or audi-
ence members and their eventual collation with or without the supervision of Dio him-
self. The doublets in the Trojan most likely result from two different versions of the
speech delivered on different occasions. On the other hand, the frequent repetitions
are probably better attributed to the need to remind the audience of the argument due
to its length and extremely complicated nature.:

Finally, a brief word about the question that has inspired the most debate, that of
the Trojan’s purpose—what was Dio’s point? I will deal with this question more fully
at the end of this chapter, but a short orientation on the matter offers a nice transition
| to a review of previous scholarship on the Trojan. Over the past several decades, the

most prominent work on Dio and his literary production has approached his writings

9 “I wish to say at the outset that this discourse (Tous Adyous TouTous) must be
delivered before other audiences also (Gvaykn kai wap’ éTépois pnbijvai).” (6)

10 von Arnim (1898) devotes nearly his entire discussion of the Trojan to this
question (esp. 183-204), and his text (1893) frequently brackets sections of the speech
he deems repetitive and hence interpolated.

11 See the succinct treatment of Szarmach (1978), 196-7.
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from a socio-historical perspective, situating him and his texts firmly within his late
first century C.E. context and concentrating on his participation in local politics, his
public life, his attitudes toward Rome, and the connections, explicit or implicit, of his
orations to these concerns.? The Trojan’s position in such studies varies considerably.
Sometimes it is virtually ignored, dismissed as mere sophistic cleverness,3 while at
other times it is granted much more prominence, such as in Desideri’s work, which
sees Dio formulating a new reading of the Trojan War emphasizing the “harmony of
East and West in a philo-Roman framework.”4 Or is he attempting to rehabilitate
Troy and expressing a pro-Roman stance?’s Or is it simply the sort of epideictic praise
that his Ilian audience wanted to hear?® Can we use it to reconstruct Dio’s position as
a Greek from Asia Minor vis-a-vis his Roman rulers?

Dio’s relation to Rome and to society in general is an important and interesting
topic, and anyone familiar with the way that Dio employs paradoxical theses and so-
phisticated and playful interpretations of literary and mythical stories in service of a

larger moral “message” would have to assume that here too Dio had some similar goal

12 The primary works in this regard include the only two recent book-length treat-
ments of Dio: Jones (1978) and Desideri (1978). Cf. the review by Reardon (1983).

- More nuanced, but in a similar vein are Desideri (1991a) and (1991b), Moles (1995),
Swain (1996).

13 So Anderson (1993), 175: “His contradictions of the poet [Homer] require little
comment.” Jones (1978), 17: “his most sophistic [oration].”

14 Swain (2000), 38.

15 Troy is connected to Rome via Aeneas, as Dio makes clear 11.138: “Aeneas be-
came ruler of all Italy and founded the greatest polis of all.”

16 cf. von Arnim (1898), 166-204, and Kindstrand (1973), 141-62 (although K.
thinks Dio has 3 purposes: combatting doxa and lack of knowledge, free Tro-
jans/Romans from negative image, and polemicize vs. naive readings of Homer), De-
sideri (1978), 431-4, 496-503, and Desideri (1991a), 3886. Contra: Swain (1996), 210-
11.
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in mind.’7 But the precise nature of these messages is never particularly unitary or
clear-cut, even in his relatively brief discourses. Any answers to questions about
Rome, or contemporary politics ought to reflect the constitutive ambiguity and play-
fulness of Dionian writing; and it is worth noting that the Romans are almost never
referred to in the speech.:8

More reievant for my inquiry is the first wave of Trojan Oration criticism clustered
around the turn of the last century. This work concentrated almost entirely on locat-
ing the philosophical and rhetorical sources of Dio’s arguments, conspicuously ignor-
ing possible resonance with his political and social milieu. The dizzying variety of
opinions put forward often was the result of an urge to narrow Dio’s sources down to a
single tradition or even work. For instance, Ferdinand Diimmler saw traces of Cynic
influence in the Trojan, while Paul Hagen detected Stoic elements, and William Mont-
gomery considered it more Aristotelian.?9 Manara Valgimigli, however, went so far as
to hypothesize that Dio depended on a lost source against which Aristotle was polemi-
cizing in the Poetics, while Christ, following a suggestion of Wilamowitz, posited the
Hellenistic grammarian and epigrammist Daphitas as the source, and as late as 1959 J.
Moling, reviving Diimmler’s Cynic theory, traced the Trojan’s source back to a lost

work of Diogenes.2° Apart from these potential philosophical connections, others un-

17 See the discussion on Desideri in Chapter Four. Cf. Blomqvist (1989).

18 Gruen (1992), ch. 1, has emphasized that Greek writers (his example is Hegesi-
anax of Alexandria Troas) are not always staking out an ideological position vis-a-vis
Rome when they make comments about Aeneas or Troy. Sometimes a Trojan is just a
Trojan.

1» Diimmler (1882), p.39; Hagen (1887), 43ff.; Montgomery (1901) and (1902).

The source question lives on in some spheres, e.g., Ritook (1995), who revives the idea
of Peripatetic influence.

20 Valgimigli (1912), 30-45; I have not seen Moling (1959); summary of content and
criticism are from Szarmach (1978), 198.
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derlined more general relations to literary criticism and rhetoric: in the course of their
arguments, Valgimigli and Montgomery both emphasized the similarity of Dio’s ar-
guments with those found in the Homeric scholia and Aristotle’s Homeric Problems,*

while Wilhelm Kroll (followed by Josef Mesk) pointed out the connection of the ora-

' tion with the rhetorical exercise of refutation (avaokeurj).22

The bewildering range of conclusions offered in this scholarship strikes the mod-
ern reader as dangerously speculative, and hence opens itself to criticism. But it re-
flects the wide and eclectic array of philosophical, literary, and rhetorical traditions
that Dio incorporated into the Trojan, and the hunt for parallels undertaken by these
scholars provides the invaluable groundwork for an appreciation of the complexity of
Dio’s project (and indeed this is true of many of his writings). By the time Dio wrote,
the criticism of Homer was an unwieldy amalgam of ideas cobbled together from
nearly every field of ancient intellectual activity.23

In other words, it should not surprise us that so many ‘sources’ have been found
for the ideas Dio uses in the Trojan, since by Dio’s time, the study of Homer, as we saw
in Chapter One, had filtered into nearly every intellectual endeavor. The more recent

attempts of the last decades have shifted their emphasis away from source questions

and toward exploring the Trojan in the context of various ancient intellectual dis-

courses: historiography (Szarmach (1978)), literary criticism (Seeck (1990)), Homeric

revisionism (Mestre (1990)), lying and fictionality (Fuchs (1996)), the &vaockeutj (Cal-

2 Cf. Kindstrand (1973) who places the Trojan in the context of Dio’s work on
Homer; Szarmach (1978) sees the oration as commenting on current literary-
theoretical problems as exemplified in Lucian’s How to Write History and Plutarch’s
How the Young Man should Listen to Poetry.

22 Kroll (1915), Mesk (1920-1). See section IV for further discussion of the Trojan’s
relation to the dvaokeur.
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derén (1997)), and myth criticism (Said (2000)), while still addressing the old prob-
lems of date and purpose.2 Although taking up to some extent the issues raised by
i scholars in the early part of the century, these inquiries are less concerned with the

| question of sources than with Dio’s thought in relation to his contemporaries, or the

. way he employs techniques and ways of thinking from other disciplines for his own
purposes. Still, by focusing on and overprivileging one particular genre as determina-
4 tive and influential on the Trojan, each of these scholars fails to do justice to the way
Dio’s oration moves smoothly among all of them and interweaves them into an inex-
tricable whole. A necessary prerequisite, at least, for exploring such questions is an
understanding of the richness suggested by the source-critical scholarship: the variety
_ of elements suggestive of so many different sources that Dio weaves together and in-
corporates into a single speech.25
The Trojan’s success on so many levels testifies to Dio’s virtuosity, but it also
. marks how easily a work focused on Homer found itself mobilizing arguments and
terminology culled from such a wide variety of sources and areas of knowledge. In
' Strabo, we saw this to a certain degree: his exegesis of Homer demonstrates how
closely the study of Homeric philology could be combined with the study of historical
geography, and significantly, how structurally similar both types of inquiry were. With

the Trojan Oration, just as in Chryseis, we are dealing with a completely different type

" of text, written by a very different individual, but the structural similarities are re-

23 Valgimigli (1912), 32.
24 See Kindstrand (1973), 143 on source hunting, and Said (2000), 177-80 for the
most recent overview of scholarship on the Trojan.

25 Seeck (1990) comes closest to my line of inquiry, with his emphasis on Dio’s skill -
as a literary critic. One reason for the tendency to focus on one or a few aspects of the
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imarkable. The Trojan exemplifies the overlap in conceptual thinking that links anti-
quarian historiography, forensic rhetoric, the dvaokeur}, Homeric criticism, and an-

icient ideas about lying. It demonstrates how even an attack on Homer, a proof that he

; was lying, manages to create an alternative account that still remains dependent on his
lpoetry In all three cases, the authors articulate a particular theory of reading, in
wh1ch imaginative renderings and alternate visions have to find their enablement
within the text, and be bolstered by an articulated idea of authorial intentionality--the
motives and methods of composition must be reconstructed in order to properly read

_any text.

The speech, which is one of Dio’s longest, breaks down roughly as follows: after a

| prologue in which Dio explains the difficulty of his project and why it’s worth under-
- taking (1-14), he clears a space for his forthcoming version of the Trojan War by un-

- dermining Homer’s credibility (15-36), and then introduces a privileged authoritative

 source for his information—an Egyptian priest (37-44). The priest in turn presents the
‘real’ story about the Trojan War, including pre- and post-war events (45-146), accom-
panied, however, by a sustained critique and comparison with Homer’s version of
events. Dio concludes with a few remarks which hearken back to his prologue (147-
54).

Following the structure of Dio’s speech, I divide this chapter into four subsequent

sections (II-V), each corresponding to a relevant section of the Trojan Oration. In the
section that follows (II), I concentrate on the opening of the oration, in which Dio talks

- about lies, deception, and Homer in a general fashion (1-23). The main point here is

. speech is its length and the relative unfamiliarity it enjoys. The latter necessitates a
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1 that the lies which Dio accuses Homer of telling are not the lies that are customarily
discussed in a poetic critical context, nor are they, surprisingly, those that often appear
in the polemics of ancient historiography. In most ancient discussions, Homer's lies
are either those that don’t accord with moral precepts, or else constitute fantastic, su-
pernatural episodes. For Dio, however, Homer is a liar because he misrepresents cer-

; tain historical facts, which are not impossible, nor, immoral, but simply improbable.
Now while this may seem a concern for historiography, there is a much stronger case

i to be made for its originating in the rhetorical sphere, and its foundational concern for
the probable and the verisimilar.

| The second section (III) turn to Dio’s attempts to prove that Homer was a liar, not

~ so much by demonstrating the untruth of his statements, as by showing how his char-
acter was prone to lying, and conversely how his narrative itself displays patterns of

* behavior characteristic of liars (24-44). Here the case for a rhetorical viewpoint be-
comes stronger, because it slowly arises that Dio is not critiquing Homer as if he were
a historian, but as if he were a courtroom witness—the Iliad is imagined as sort of a
transcript of an extemporaneous story told to Greek rulers, and everything poetic and
literary about the narrative is brought forward as evidence of its deceptive nature and
lack of straightforwardness.

This characterization of Homer in a forensic rhetorical backdrop is essential for
Dio’s ultimate, paradoxical task: to figure out what really happened, not via a better
source of information, but by a close examination of the false narrative itself. This
part of the speech (45-146), by far the longest, will be the subject of the third and

- fourth sections of this chapter. First, I examine Dio’s treatment of pre-Iliadic events,

* detailed summary made difficult by the former.
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and discuss how his technique employs, yet goes far beyond, the refutation
1 (advaokeun) exercise of the progymnasmata, using his short dialogue Nessus as an

example. Then, I turn to the centerpiece of the speech, in which Dio attempts to iden-

tify traces of his new version of the Iliad within the Iliad itself. To accomplish his
goals, Dio relies on the fact that liars can not actually hide the truth from a careful ob-
server, because they tend to make the mistake of exaggerating certain points or mak-
ing easily detectable mistakes. The result is a careful extraction of a new, more plausi-

' ble story using the evidence of the old one.

II A WORLD OF LIES AND THE UNRELIABLE WITNESS (1-23)

The Trojan Oration opens amid a familiar Dionian landscape—a Cynic realm
where truth is a precious commodity, secured only with difficulty, while falsehoods

and lies proliferate, disseminating everywhere.2¢ Dio wastes no time in introducing

this lesson:

I am close to certain that it is hard to teach everyone, but easy to deceive
them. And if they learn anything, they do so with difficulty from the few
who know, but are quickly deceived by the many who don’t, and not
only by others, but even by themselves. For the truth is bitter and un-
sweet to the ignorant, while the false is sweet and gentle. (1)

Oda utv éycye oxedov 811 Biddokelv utv avBpcdTous amavras
XaAemov o, EEamraTtav 8¢ padiov. kat pavbavouot HEv pdyis, Eav
Ti Kal p&Bwol, Tap’ dAlywv TAOV eiddTwv, EEamaTdvTal 8¢ Tax-
I0Ta UTtd TOAAGV TEV oUk eiddTeov, kai oU udvov ye UTd TGV
&AAwv, dAAG kai auTol Ue' auTdv. TO uév yap aAnbeés mikpdv éoT
Kai andes Tois avorjtols, TO 8¢ Weldos yAuku kal TTpooTves.

26 For the Cynic nature of this part of the discourse, see Kindstrand (1973), 145-56.



This first paragraph quickly establishes a set of opposing terms. On the one side,
i deception, the false, and pleasure or sweetness; on the other, teaching, the truth, and
; bitterness. The specific logic of this dichotomy becomes more clear if we reverse his

: argument: the false is sweet, so people tend to be attracted to it, and hence they are
easy to deceive (understood here is that believing what is false is equivalent to being
deceived); likewise, the truth is bitter, and as a result people are unwilling to learn it.
- “For how else,” Dio exclaims, “could falsehoods (T& yeudii) so often conquer truths
(Tév aGAnbdov), if not through pleasure (81’ 1doviiv)?”

Matters are made worse if people “have been listening to lies for a long time (6tav
TTOAUVY Tives Xpdvov Aot Ta Weudij aknkodTes)”(2); Dio conjures up the image of
generations deceived for centuries. This gradual reinforcement of falsehoods makes it
that much more difficult to rid people of their opinion (&peAécfal Tiv 6Eav)—the
. lies have been hardened into fact by their repetition over time. Here 86€a, Dio’s fa-
vorite object of derision, makes another appearance; as usual, it signifies false opinion
or belief, and more specifically represents the term for a falsehood originating a long
time ago—an old falsehood, well-worn by the passage of time.

In Troy, unfortunately, Dio finds himself in precisely such circumstances when he
proposes to refute the lies that Homer told so long ago about the Trojan War. How, he
asks, can he expect to gather support for “the facts as they occurred (t& dvra kal
yevéueva)” in the face of the widespread respect bestowed on Homer;?’ a faith which
persists even in Troy itself despite the fact that “he has nothing but insults for your

city, and untruthful ones at that...(cUBtv &AAo fj kaTdpas ExovTa KaTa TiS

27 Dio claims that the Trojans “hold Homer to be a wise and inspired man, and
teach your children his epic from their very earliest years.” (4)
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i méAews, kal TauTas ouk aAnbeis)”(4)? Confronted with such a paradox, Dio admits,
“I wouldn’t be surprised if you, men of Troy, find it more trustworthy to believe
; Homer who has lied about the most outrageous things than me who speaks the truth
i (oUx &v oUv Baupdoaip kai Uuas, &vdpes 'IAEls, &l moTtdTepov fyricachal “Ou-
npeov T& XaAeTdTaTa Yeuodauevov kal’ udv | Eut TaAndi Aéyovta).” (4)
Dio has painted quite a bleak picture of what he is up against: falsehood’s inherent
attraction, made even stronger by repetition and the high esteem in which the pur-
veyor of the falsehoods is held. We are introduced to a world defined in the stark
" terms of bitter truth and sweet falsehood, in which everyone who doesn’t know the
truth has consequently been deceived. Innocent errors are out of the question; there
are no unmotivated false statements.28 His chief concern is, of course, to highlight the
difficulty of the task he has set himself. The basic stance accords well with Dionian
Cynic-Stoic moralizing boilerplate: the continuous polemics against doxa, the frequent
assumption of unpopular positions, the passionate denunciations of pleasure and
falsehood. But his decision to couch the prologue of his oration in terms of deception
also reflects the essential importance that lying, in all of its myriad formulations, will
have throughout the rest of the speech.

Dio declares the objective of the oration plainly. “I will try to show all the liesI
think [Homer] has told concerning the events which happened here [at Troy]
(Teip&oopal Seikvuely Soa pot Sokel weubi eipnkévar Tepl TGOV ¢vBade pay-

u&Tv), refuting him from no other place than his own poetry (ouk &AAobBév Trobev,

28 The notion of a general ancient acceptance of deception has been employed with
important effect in works such as Winkler (1990) and Gleason (1995).
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&AA’ E€ auTiis Tijs Tomoews EAéyXwv).”? (11) Dio, does not, however, jump right

into the Iliad, criticizing Homer’s story and refuting his stories. First, he has to dis-

mantle the considerable authority of his opponent, whom his audience considers a

. “divine and wise man” and thereby create a space into which he can insert his own
“true” version of events. To accomplish this, he undermines Homer’s credibility with a
direct attack on Homer himself, tarnishing the poet as a liar in a two-stage process: in

paragraphs 15-23 he demonstrates that Homer’s character was prone to lies, while in

24-36 he identifies the signs of a liar in action in Homer’s narrative composition.3°

“The Boldest Liar Among Men’ (15-23)

Dio opens his assault with a piece of biographical evidence: “People say that
Homer, because of poverty and lack of means, was a beggar in Greece (TrpédTov HEV
oUv pact Tov “Ounpov UTd Trevias Te kai amopias TpooaiTew év Ti] ‘EAAGSL).”
Nevertheless, “they still consider it impossible for someone like that to lie (Tov &¢
ToloUTtov aduvaTov fyolvtal yweucaoctai) in order to please the people who give
him things (Trpos xd&ptv TV 81138V Twv), or to tell them the sort of stories that were
intended to please them (oU8’ &v T& Towalta Aéyew omoia EneAAev ékeivols kab’
fSovnv éoecBai).” (15) This is the first proof that Homer was prone to lying by incli-
nation; after all, Dio observes, “they say that beggars nowadays say nothing worth-

while (tovus 8¢ viiv TTwxous oudév pactv Uyits Aéyew), and no one would accept

¥ Echoes of the methodological credo—"Ounpov &g ‘Ounpov cagnviCetv (Por-
phyry, Quaest. Hom. Il. 297, 16 Schrader)—thought to have derived from Aristarchus
(cf. Sch. D ad Il. 5.385 and Eustathius 561, 29 van der Valk); e.g., Montgomery (1901),
10: “a manifest perversion of the well-known maxim.” On the authenticity and
meaning of this alleged Aristarchan saying, see Pfeiffer (1968), 225-7, Schaublin
(1977), and most recently, Porter (1992), 70-85.
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| any of them as a witness for anything (oud¢ uapTupa oUdels Gv éxeivov oudéva
Tojoarto Unép ouBevds), or take their praise as true (oUS& Tous emraivous Tous

; Tap’ auTtdv atmodéxovTtat s aAnbeis).” (15)

After establishing that deceitful tendencies are inherent in Homer’s occupation (or

- lack thereof),3! Dio shows that there are even signs in Homer’s poetry itself that he

- condones lying and perhaps even recommends it. “At any rate, he has represented
Odysseus, whom he has especially praised, as telling many lies (TrAcioTta yoUv TovV

~ 'OBuocéa memoinke weuBduevov, dv ndAicta émfvel), and he says that Autolycus

even made a false oath and that this was bestowed upon him by Hermes (tov &¢
AUTSAUKOV Kal ETTOPKEIV PN, kal ToUT aut® Trapd Tou ‘Epuol deddobat).”s?

(17) Thirdly:

Practically everyone, even his warmest admirers, agrees that Homer
does not say anything true about the gods, and they seek to offer such
excuses as that at such times he is not speaking his real mind but is us-
ing riddles and figures of speech. What, then, prevents him from having
spoken in the same way about humans? (18)

Trepl B¢ Becdov TavTES, ¢ ETos EiTTEV, SpoAoyolat unbev aAnbeg
Aéyew “Ounpov kai oi Tévy émaivolvTes auTov, Kal TolauTas
&moloyias TelpddVTal TTopilewv, 8Tt o ppovidv TalT EAeyev, GAN’
QUVITTOUEVOS KAl HETAPEPWY. Ti oUv KWAUEL Kal TEPL TV

avlpd TV auTov olTws eipnkévarl®

30 On this section see Montgomery (1901), 10-11; (1902), 406-7.

31 Dio also adds an argument (16) based on those who assume that Homer was
crazy, a reference no doubt to the various theories of poets being divinely inspired fa-
miliar from Plato’s Jon, among other places. Like the beggar, such a Homer was
hardly trustworthy.

32 Referring to Od. 19.392-8.
33 Dio elaborates and emphasizes this in the sentence immediately following: “for
when a man does not frankly tell the truth about the gods, but, on the contrary, puts

the matter in such a way that his readers get the wrong idea of them and without any
advantage to himself either, why would he hesitate to utter any falsehood whatsoever
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We can pass over the familiar reference to Homer’s allegedly impious and unflat-
tering depiction of the gods (as well as their allegorical defenses), and observe instead
how Dio shifts the emphasis of this old accusation. If we acknowledge that Homer was
lying about the gods, Dio argues, why should we not assume the same thing, a posteri-
ori, about his characterizations of human beings?

Furthermore, on the subject of the gods, Dio adds a methodological question—how
did Homer learn about the activities of the gods? (19-20) For instance, Homer reports
not just the public actions and words of the gods, but even their private affairs, such as
domestic squabbles, which, Dio reminds his audience, even mere mortals manage to
keep rather secret.3*+ How did Homer know what Zeus and Hera were doing inside
that visually impenetrable cloud? Who were his sources? This lack of explanation
cannot be attributed to ignorance; Homer was perfectly aware of proper procedure, as

passages in his own work demonstrate:

...Homer has represented Odysseus as doing this correctly (so that he
doesn’t seem to be a braggart) when he tells of the debates that the gods
held concerning him. He [Odysseus] says that he heard about them
from Calypso and that she learned them by inquiry; but concerning
himself Homer has made no such claim of having received his informa-
tion from some god. (20)

kal Tov 'O8ucoéa TreTroinkev éravopboupevov TS ToloUTo, Ui 868N
aAalcov SinyoUuevos Tous Tapa Tols Beols yevouevous UTrEp auTtou
Adyous. Epn yap axotoat Tiis KaAuyols, exeivnv 5t mapa Tol
TruBéoBar Trepl auTol B& oudtv ToloUTov elpnkev ST1 UBoITO Tap&
BeolU Tvos.

regarding men?” oTis Yap Tepl Beddv oU pavepdds TaAnbii enow, aiA&
ToUvavTiov olitws ¢HoTe T& Weudii uaAAov UTroAauBdavev Tous evTuyxavovTas,
kol TaUta undév dpehounevos, TAs &v Tepi Ye GvBpcdTrov Okvrioelev 6Tiolv
yeudos EtTrelv;

34 TooOUTS Pt Hévov, 8Tt Adyous ouk Ckvel TGV Beddv atmayyéAAew, ous
pnow avTtous SiaAéyeobal TTpds auToUs, kal oU uévov ye Tous €V KOIVG) YE-
VOHEVOUS KAl TapaTuy XavovTwy aTauTwy TV Beddv. aAla kai oUs 18ia Tives
diaAéyovTal aAArjAols,
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Homer, then, is aware of the need to justify how one obtained certain types of
privileged information, but openly ignores this responsibility. For Dio, this isn’t sim-
ply an oversight; on the contrary it proves what “utter contempt Homer showed for
men, and [that] he didn’t care if anything he said was considered true or not (oUtco
TMAVU KaTEPPIVEL TGV AvBp TV, Kai oUbiv auTd Euelev. &l 86Eet unbev Aéyew
aAnBés).”(21)

The “finishing touch (ToUTois 5t émébnke TOV koAopdva oxedov)” (22) for Dio is
Homer's presumption in explaining the differences between divine and human lan-
guage, such as when he differentiates between the names Xanthus and Scamander, or
the bird called xaAxis by the gods and kUpw8is by humans.3s Homer acts as if he held
some privileged access to the dialect of the gods, and was “accustomed not only to mix
other Greek dialects together (cos oU pdvov EE6V auted Tas &AAas yAwTTas ui-
ywiew té&s tédv ‘EAAjvwv)—sometimes Aeolicizing, sometimes Doricizing, some-
times Ionicizing—but even to speak Zeus-dialect (kal ToTE uév aioAiCew, TwoTe Y3
SwpiCev, ToTe Bt idCew. ahha kai SiaoTi BiaAéyesbal).”

To sum up, in paragraphs 15-23 Dio offers four basic arguments in order to prove
that Homer had the capacity, the motive, and the character to lie; he depicts a man
who (a) needs to lie due to his social position (as a beggar), (b) likes to lie and even
thinks it praiseworthy (in his characters), (c) has been generally acknowledged as

having lied (about the gods), and, to top it all off, (d) brazenly parades his lies without

35 The third example is a place near Troy which humans call Batieia and the gods
call Zfjua Mupivns, and in the variant version of this section uéOAv is mentioned as
well. Cf. Dio 10 23-4 and Plato, Cratylus 391d, where the exact same examples are
cited; for the interpolations, see von Arnim (1898), 171-82; Olivieri (1898), 568ff.;
Szarmach (1978), 196-7. Again, one can compare the concerns in the novel (especially
in Heliodorus) with accounting for communication between people from different
cultures, on which see Morgan (1982).
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i even taking the proper steps to conceal them (by indicating his sources of informa-
tion). In short, “Homer was the boldest liar of all (&AX’ 8Tt avdpeidTaTos fjv

avBp v Tpds TO Yweldog “Ounpos).” (23)

Witnesses and Historians

This opening salvo against Homer, following a proemium stating Dio’s concern to

tell the true story of the Trojan War, seems to situate us in the realm of historiography.

After all, Strabo treats Homer in a historico-geographical milieu; is not Dio also criti-
cizing Homer qua his capacity as a historian who has failed to accurately report the
facts of the Trojan War? For J.F. Kindstrand, Dio’s brand of Homerkritik in the Tro-
jan Oration is, like Strabo’s, “a criticism of Homer as a historian,” and to bolster this
assertion, he has pointed out similarities between Dio’s arguments and terminology in
this section and those deployed by Plutarch in his On the Malice of Herodotus.3¢ Plu-
- tarch harps on Herodotus’ lies, accuses him of deception, contempt for truth, and no-
toriously charges him with being piAoBapBapos and biased against the Greeks.37
And we might add that Dio’s attack on Homer adheres roughly to the standard meth-
ods of ancient historiographical polemic: first undermining the target’s character and
way of life, and then criticizing the work itself—a double-pronged assault on a histo-
rian’s 16og as well as his Téxvn.38
If we take Dio’s critiques individually, it’s easy to find parallels in the histori-

ographical literature. Ad hominem attacks, such as those employed in Dio’s first two

3¢ Kindstrand (1973), 157.
37 For references, see Kindstrand (1973), 159.
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proofs, were common. They seem to be the prime tools of choice for Plutarch, as well

as Lucian in How to Write History,3? and Polybius, in a section attacking Timaeus’

disposition (12.24-25¢), lambastes the Sicilian historian for being “quarrelsome, men-

j dacious and headstrong (piAaTrexdr|s kai yeuotns kat ToAunpaos)” (12.25.6). Dio’s
claim that Homer’s lying nature revealed itself in his treatment of Odysseus and
Autolycus also reflected mainstream historical thought. In T.J. Luce’s words: “As the
historian is to judge the moral worth of his subjects, so the reader judges the moral
worth of the historian...[who] must endeavor to demonstrate his own ethical sensibil-
ity through the judgements he makes on others.”#° And what could be of more con-
cern to the historian than the proper enumeration of one’s sources of information?

Based on this evidence, the assumption that Dio is treating Homer as a historian

and undermining his authority via well-founded historiographical principles seems
reasonable. Without denying these parallels, we can point out that Dio’s criticisms
have much more in common with principles found in the anti-Homeric tradition and

in the treatment of witnesses and opponents in forensic rhetoric.

Here, for instance, is what the Rhetorica ad Herennium has to say about attacking

witnesses’ credibility:

Against witnesses (contra testes): their base manner of living (vitae
turpitudinem); the contradictory character of their testimony (testimo-
niorum inconstantiam); if we contend that what they allege to have
happened either could not have happened, or did not happen (si aut
fieri non potuisse dicemus aut non factum esse quod dicant), or that
they could not have known it (aut scire illos non potuisse), or that it is

38 Guido Schepens (1990) has, for instance, recently shown that an argument
structured in this fashion forms the basis of Polybius’ famous attack on Timaeus of
Tauromenium in the 12th book of his Histories.

39 Szarmach (1978), 200.
40 Luce (1989), 21-2.
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partiality that inspires their words and inferences (aut cupide dicere et
argumentari). (I11.9)

In this brief paragraph, nearly every sort of criticism offered by Dio appears—the
base way of life, the evident lies and falsehoods, the charge that the witness could not
have known about the events, the suggestion of bias. Dio’s specific rendering of this
last charge, that Homer’s poverty impinged on his ability to tell the truth, was appar-
ently a standard topos employed in impugning a witness’ testimony, judging from the
Rhetorica ad Alexandrum.

“We must run down the character of the witness if he is a rascal, or

subject his evidence to examination if it is improbable...another thing to

consider is whether the witness is a friend of the man for whom he is

giving evidence... or an enemy of the person against whom he is giving

evidence, or a poor man; witnesses in these circumstances are suspected

of giving false testimony, because of, respectively, favor, revenge, and
profit. (Rhet. ad Alex. 1431b)#

Dio’s language makes it clear that this forensic connection is uppermost in the text:

“no one would accept any [beggar] as a witness for anything (o8¢t papTupa oUdeis

&v éxeiveov oUBéva Tromjoaito Utep oUdevds).” (15) In this context, it’s worth noting

that Dio does not imagine Homer as a historian, inquiring into and writing down the

41 This is probably the earliest example; the rest of the rhetorical tradition, both
Latin and Greek, is remarkably consistent, with the notable exception of Quintilian
(7.2.28ff.) who expands the discussion with what appears to be knowledge culled from
personal experience. Note for example, Cicero, De part. orat. 14.48-9: “He often has
to declare how unreliable witnesses are as a class, and to say that proofs are matters of
fact but the evidence of witnesses is a matter of personal inclinations, and he must cite
instances of witnesses who were not believed; and he must also run down particular
witnesses, if they are men of unreliable character, or frivolous, or under a cloud, or
actuated by hope and fear or anger or pity, or influenced by hope of reward or by
gratitude; and they must be compared with witnesses of higher authority who have
nevertheless not been given credence.”
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! results of his research, but as a poor storyteller, a travelling bard literally singing for

! his supper.42

| Other Dionian arguments seem not to have been specifically historiographical in
nature; rather they reflect a more general attitude concerning people’s reliability and
truthfulness, which took the form of generic critical methods applied across the board
to anyone offering a narrative of events. So while we saw above that historians’ por-
trayals of characters and choice of topics were thought to reflect on their personalities,
the same went for poets as well—Alcaeus was almost universally considered a drunk
because he often mentions wine in his poetry.43 Timaeus believed, according to Poly-
bius, that “poets and historians reveal their real natures in their works by dwelling ex-
cessively on certain matters (S1& TGV UTrepdveo TTAEOVACUEY €V TOIS UTTOUVIIUACL
Siagaivelv Tas EauTtddv Quoels); Homer, he says, is constantly feasting his heroes,
and this indicates that he was more or less of a glutton (cs Gv €i yacTtpinapyov
Tapeupaivev).” (12.24.2)

This last formulation, uttered by a historian, illustrates how, long before Dio (and
well after him) Homer continued to offer a popular target for those partial to this type
of logic. For instance, in the Republic (1.334b), Socrates assumes, like Dio, that
Homer is fond of Autolycus, “whom he describes as better than everyone at lying and
stealing.” Later in the Imperial period, an anonymous Cynic treatise can accuse

Homer of being ptAoyUvns because in his poetry (a) several men die for the sake of

42 Dio is not impugning beggars or madmen per se. He often praises wanderers,
especially since he often took on that persona; as Valgimigli (1912), 34 points out, Dio
specifically praises Diogenes on these same grounds in Or. 9.8ff. Dio’s argument here .
is that people who believe that Homer was a beggar, and also that beggars tell lies, yet
still maintain that Homer told the truth, are contradicting themselves.

43 Athenaeus 430a-c; Fairweather (1974), 233-4.
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women, (b) the passions of women (Helen, Penelope) are foregrounded, and (c) all

i
)
!

Odysseus ever does of his own free will is live with women.4+ In fact, such attempts to

determine a poet’s character through statements made in his poetry formed the back-

bone of ancient biographical work on poets.45

On the other hand, the concern Dio displays with how Homer obtained his infor-
mation would seem to be unequivocally historiographical in origin. After all, the use
of sources is considered one of the central methodological issues in ancient history.
But surprisingly, outside of Polybius’ critique of Timaeus, this apparently crucial fac-
tor is largely ignored or treated as unproblematic in historiographical discussions like
Plutarch’s On the Malice of Herodotus and Lucian’s How to Write History4® Some-
what paradoxically, the context in which the subject surfaces most is in fictional
works, including those hybrid forms associated with Homeric revisionism. The care
with which narrators in the novel, especially in first person accounts like Achilles Ta-
tius’ Leucippe and Cleitophon or Apuleius’ The Golden Ass, reassure their readers by
accounting for their sources of information has long been noted.+7 But this concern,
which is deeply linked to the perceived necessity for authenticating one’s own story,
also plays a large role in texts that purport to provide a more accurate account of the

Trojan War. The problem is obviously circumvented in Dictys’ and Dares’ works by

44 Included in Pap. Genev. inv. 271 as an addition to the 7th letter of pseudo-
Heraclitus. See Kakridis (1974).

45 See Russell (1981), p.163 for some examples, and Fairweather (1974), 232-42;
Lefkowitz (1981) for general discussion.

46 Morgan (1982), 229 sees this as a result of shifts in historiographical writing: “as
ancient historiography developed, it aimed more and more at presenting a definitive,
complete, and continous narrative account, with the result that the workings of his-
torical method (examination of sources, assessment of evidence) tended to be sup-
pressed in the end product.”

47 See especially Winkler (1985), 57-98, for Apuleius.
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their status as participant observers from Crete and Phrygia, respectively; Dio and

J Herodotus turn to Egyptian records based on the testimony of Menelaus. Lucian, who

barely touches on this issue in How to Write History,8 calls attention to it several
times in odd contexts. In his parodic treatment of Homeric revisionism in the Dream,
or the Rooster, the rooster (who was the Trojan Euphorbus in a previous life) specifi-
cally denies knowledge of details, such as Achilles’ personality, about which he, as a
Trojan, could not possibly have known, while one of the many facets of the True His-
tory’s humor is Lucian’s scrupulousness in reassuring his reader of the sources of his
fantastic stories.# In the Heroicus, Philostratus even seems to foreground the issue;
his source for the War is Protesilaus, which only begs the question since that hero had
died as soon as the Greeks landed in Asia. Philostratus then has to explain how Prote-
silaus could possibly know about the rest of the Trojan War—his ‘source’ is no source
atall.

In light of this tradition, Dio’s criticism of Homer, rather than being quintessen-
tially historiographical, belong to a more generalized discourse about the proper
method of narrating past events (which obviously includes historiography as well). In
this speech, Dio imagines Homer as a narrator, as a storyteller, and critiques him on
these grounds. Because of course, historians are also narrators, there is bound to be
some overlap, but it will be crucial to Dio’s method that Homer is emphatically not a
historian. Rather, for Dio to succeed in extracting the truth from a liar, he has to
imagine Homer as an oral storyteller. How does he do this? Why? We'll see in the

next section.

48 As Mattioli (1985), 101.
49 So Fusillo (1999), 360.
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III THE LiaR’S TALE, OR, WHY HOMER IS A BAD RHETOR (24-44)

Now that Dio has delivered his withering indictment of Homer’s deceitful charac-

' ter one might presume that he could now move on to the presentation of his own al-

ternate history. But Dio is not satisfied; his proof is not complete. As was the custom
in such criticism, he passes from an attack on Homer’s character to one on the work
itself. This second movement, which comprises paragraphs 24-36, founds itselfon a
somewhat startling maneuver. Earlier Dio was demonstrating that Homer was a liar
in order to suggest that his narrative also was a lie. Here, conversely, Dio will prove
that Homer’s narrative is constructed like a lie and, therefore, that Homer was a liar.
To put it a different way, Dio has moved from a conception that privileges the fig-

ure of Homer as a means of understanding his text, to one in which the text itself can
prove that Homer was a liar on internal grounds alone—that is, not by pointing out
sections where Homer is contradicted by other, more reliable sources, but by showing
how Homer’s particular storytelling choices themselves make it clear that he was try-
ing to hide the truth. And how does Dio hope to accomplish this rather paradoxical
task? By demonstrating that Homer tells his story in the same way that liars tell
theirs. In a brilliant, unprecedented move, Dio connects what were traditionally de-
fined as stylistic and organizational flaws with evidence of willful falsification.5®

Homer, having decided to tell of the war that happened between the

Achaeans and the Trojans, didn’t start right at the beginning, but at

random. This is what virtually all liars do, entangling the story, making

it involved, and refusing to tell anything in order. In this way they’re

less easily found out. If not, they are refuted by the subject-matter itself.
(24)

so See Hesk (2000), ch. 4 (esp. 231-41) on methods of lie detection in the orators,
e.g., Aeschines 3.98-9.
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ETTIXELPTIOAS YApP TOV TTOAEUOV EITTEIV TOV YEVOUEVOV TOIS 'AXAIONS
Tpds Tous Tpddas, oUk eubus fipEaTo amd Tils apxils. GAA’ S6ev
ETuxev- O TToloUol T&vTes of Weuddpevol oXeBOV, EHTTAEKOVTES Kai
TepiTAékovTes kal oUBtv BouAduevor Aéyew E@ebiis- fiTTov yap
kaT&dnAol eiciv- el 8¢ urj, U’ aUToU ToU TrpdyuaTos eEeAéyxovTal.

Dio immediately draws a parallel to forensic rhetoric: “One can see this happening
in the courts and among others who lie with skill (ToUto 3t i8€iv €Tt kal év Tois di-
kaoThpiols kal Tap’ &AAois yryvduevov, ot HeT& Téxvrs weudovTal.).” This prac-
tice of entangling the narrative is contrasted to the way that truthtellers (oi d¢
BouAduevor Té yevéueva émBeifal) present their stories; they “narrate in this way
(oUtws amayyéAAouat), as each thing happened, the first things first, the second
thing second, and the rest likewise in order (s EuvéRn EkacTov, TO TP TOV
TP&TOV Kal TO SeUrtepov SeUtepov kai T&AAa éegiis Suoiws).” This is the “natu-
ral (kata quowv)” way. (25)

Aside from this attempt to obscure his falsehoods, Homer also employed this con-
voluted narrative sequence, according to Dio, because he was “ill at ease” and “unable
to speak readily” (oU yap £0&ppel TTpods auTd oudt é8UvaTo eiely ETolHws.) (26)
with respect to the beginning and end of the War—that is, the circumstances around
Helen and Paris and the outcome of the War itself. Homer’s purpose was “make the
beginning and the end disappear as much as possible (8Tt Tv apxnv aUTiis kai TO
Télos uaAiota émefouleuaev apavioar) and create the opposite opinion about them
(kai Troifjoar v évavTtiav 8éEav Utép autdv).”(25) and because of this “he did
not dare to tell either in a straightforward way (86ev oUte Tiiv &pxnv oUTe TO TEAOS
ETOAUNOEV EITEV &k TOU eUBéos)...and if he does mention them anywhere, it is inci-
dental and brief (&AA’ €l Trou kal péuvnTal, Tapépyws kai Bpaxéws), and he is

clearly trying to confuse (xal 8fjAos éoTv EmMTapaTTwv).” (26)
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Dio again connects Homer’s behavior with the practices of liars:

It also usually happens to liars that they mention some parts of the story
and linger over them, but whatever they especially want to conceal they
do not bring out clearly or when their auditor is paying attention, nor do
they put it in its proper place, but where it may best escape notice. They
do this, not only for the reason [i.e. to confuse the listener] just men-
tioned, but also because lying makes them ashamed and hesitant to go
on with it, especially when it concerns the most important matters. (26)

ovuBaivel 8¢ xai ToUTo Tols weuBouévols s TO oAU ye, GAAa uEv
Twa Aéyew Tol Tpdyuatos kal diaTtpiBew &’ avTols, 6 &' av
u&Aiota kpiyal 8éAwaoiv, oU TpoTIBéuevor Aéyouatv oudt
TPOCEXOVTL TG AKPOaTi], oUd’ év Tij aUTol Xpa TiBévTes, GAN’ g
&v Ad&Bor pdaAioTa, kai Sia TolTto kal 811 aioxUvesbal Tolel TO
WelBos kal &TToKVEIV Trpociéval Tpds auTtd, &AAws Te Stav 1) Tepl
TGV HEYIOTWV.

The fact that Homer neglects to directly relate the abduction of Helen or the fall of
Troy is an indication, to Dio, that it was in regard to precisely these points that Homer
had the most to hide; not only did Homer downplay these events in order to confuse,
but also because he “flinched and weakened since he knew that he was telling the re-
verse of the truth and falsifying the essential part of his subject (kaiTot y&p, s épnv,
&uSpedTaTos cov UTToKaTeKAIVETO Kal ) TT&To, 8Ti 181 TavavTia Aéycwv Tois
oot kai TO kep&Aaiov auTd ToU TPdyHaTos yeudduevos).”(27) After all, why
wouldn’t he have begun the story with Helen’s seizure, “since all the readers of his
poem would then have joined in indignation (¢1eid) cuvwpyifovTo av T&vTes oi Ti)
TTooEl évTuyXavovTes) ...and [he] would have been assured of a more sympathetic
and interested audience? (oUTw y&p eUvoucTepov kai TpoBundTepov EEelv EueAAe
TV dkpoaTiiv)”’(28) And why wouldn’t he have ended with the capture of the

city—“what greater or more awe-inspiring subject could he have chosen? (Ti ueiCov n

BewdTepov elxXev EITMEWV Tiis GAdOEWS:)”(29) Dio goes on to enumerate a few other
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! important events which Homer alludes to but does not directly describe (or even ig-
nores) and concludes from this evidence:

So for these reasons it is necessary to acknowledge that Homer was ei-

ther unintelligent and a bad judge of the events so that he selected the

less important and trivial things and left to others the greatest and most
impressive, or else that he was unable, as I have said, to bolster up his

falsehoods and demonstrate his poetic ability in handling those inci-
dents whose actual nature he wished to conceal. (33)

auéykn olv ik ToUTwv SUoAoYEW 1 dyvdpova “Ounpov kai
paiAov kpITHYV TGV TPAYUATWY, OOTE T EAETTW Kal TATE-
wéTepa aipeiobal, katahmévta &Alois Ta UEYIOTA TE KAl OTTOU-
SaiétaTa, A uij Stvachal attdv, Smep elov, ioxupilecbal T&
weudii, und’ év TouTols EmBekvival Ty Toinov & éBovAeTo KpUyat
OIS YEYOVEV.

Finally, there is a third manifestation of liar-like behavior—the propensity to pass
off as hearsay matters that, due to their importance, the liar can’t bring himself to
blatantly falsify. In the Odyssey, for example, Homer has no problem narrating
events, Dio claims, that are clearly true, such as those in Ithaca, but “he did not dare to
mention the greatest of his lies (T& 3¢ péy10Ta TGV YEUOUATWY OUX UTTEUELIVEV
EiTIEV);...these he has represented Odysseus as narrating to those at Alcinous’ court
(&AA& TOV 'OBuocéa éroinoe Sinyouuevov Tols Tept TOV 'AAkivoov).” (34) Not
only does Homer refer to the subject matter of his biggest lies obliquely, out of se-

quence, but he sometimes puts them at a second remove, attributing them to a char-

acter within his narrative, so as not to be held accountable.5!

st As Montgomery (1902), 407 n.1, notes, “Dio’s perversion of the well-known
AUois €k Tol TTpoacdTrou.” Aristotle praises this Homeric technique in Poetics 24.
Umberto Eco’s remarks on composing The Name of the Rose (which is presented as
the memoirs of a fourteenth century monk) perhaps shed some light on Dio’s accusa-
tions: “I was a novice narrator...I was embarrassed at telling a story...A mask: that is
what I needed. I set about reading or rereading medieval chroniclers, to acquire their
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Dio’s argument in this section relies on the following presuppositions about li-
ars—when they tell false stories, they mix up the order of the events (a) so that they
can confuse the listener and hide their lies in this fashion, and (b) because they shy
away from directly speaking about the most important matters that they are misrepre-
senting; this second reason also accounts for why liars often say they heard these sto-
ries from other people.5? It is clear that Homer’s narrative strategy follows that out-
lined in (a), and Dio uses (b) to explain why Homer fails to address undeniably crucial
episodes in the story of the Trojan War, such as the abduction of Helen, the death of
Achilles, and the fall of Troy—if Homer doesn’t speak of such important events explic-
itly, in the manner of someone “who speaks the truth, without fear or reserve,”(27)
then he has to be lying about those things. And what’s more, Dio proclaims with a
flourish, Homer often follows the tendency of liars to pass off as hearsay lies about

which they don’t feel bold enough to speak outright.

Testimony, Signs of Guilt, and the Virtutes Narrationis

Dio’s close association of Homer’s narrative choices with the behavior of liars is
audacious enough, but of equal interest is that he has managed to bring together in a
streamlined fashion three apparently unrelated elements of poetic and rhetorical dis-
course: well-known Homeric problems, the rules for proper compositional arrange-
ment in the rhetorical narratio, and the recognition of signs of guilt mentioned in fo-

rensic rhetoric.

rhythm and their innocence. They would speak for me, and I would be freed from
suspicion.” Eco (1994), 511.

52 “Some of them falter and speak indistinctly, others as if they themselves did not
know but spoke from hearsay (68evoide i) paovij uéya Aéyouctv ol weudduevol,



And after all that we’ve seen in Strabo and in Chryseis, it will hardly be unexpected
i when we discover that Dio’s jumping-off points are precisely those that we see prob-

| lematized in the Homeric scholia.53 Dio was not the only one to wonder at Homer'’s
choice of the ninth year as his starting point; the very first scholium to the Iliad ad-
dresses this concern: “It is asked (Cnteitat) why the poet began from the final [events
of the war] and not from the first (Si& i &md TV TeAeuTaicv fipfaTo kai ur amo
TGV TPOTWV 6 TonTiis)?” The standard explanation is simply that nothing worthy
of recounting occurred during the first nine years of the war, since the Trojans never
left Troy.5* An interesting fact, however, is that the scholia point to this Homeric ploy
as evidence of his skill: “they say that taking up the final events and narrating the re-
maining things from the beginning is a poetic virtue (Aéyouo 8t kai &peTniv elval
Tom TV TO TV TeAeuTaicov émAauBdavechal kai mept TGOV AotV avékabev
BinyeioBar).”ss In a similar fashion Porphyry refers to this principle on a smaller scale
in his commentary on Book 12. The scene under discussion is a minor one, involving
the battle between Asios and his brothers and the Lapiths. The problem was that at

the beginning of the episode, the Lapiths are outside the gates of the Achaean wall,

STtav éni TouTo EABcaciv- ot 8¢ Twes auTV PaTtTapifouat kal aca@cds
Aéyouow).”(27)

53 So Montgomery (1901); cf. Valgimigli (1912), who notes, “chs. 24-37 are an ex-
ample of the rationalizing criticism of the composition of the Iliad and also reflect
criticism in the scholia: why did Homer begin with the wrath, why did he start with
final events of the war.” Lucian gets to ask Homer the question directly in his True
History.

s4 Sch. bT ad II. 1.1b Erbse: “We say that the battles before were sporadic and not
[fought] over the greatest cities; for since Achilles was present, the Trojans never went
out of the gates, and the Greeks spent nine years virtually idle, diverted to neighboring
villages. It was not necessary for him to write about these things, since there was no

material for a story (Trepi €OV @vaykdiov aUTE YPAPE oUK fjv, Ui Tapouons UAns

TR Adyw).
53 Sch. bT ad II. 1.1b Erbse.
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while later on they are imagined as running out from inside the gates. Porphyry ex-
plains that this is a common Homeric narrative device, “beginning from the later
things, to go back to the beginning, and then connect these to the later things again.”s6
While the scholia naturally explain and justify Homer’s decision, and even claim
that such a choice constitutes a poetic virtue, Dio considers the same aspect of Ho-
meric composition a narrative flaw.57 In fact, Dio’s criticisms of Homeric narrative
rely on the principles of the proper arrangement of the narratio so as to avoid obscu-
rity and incredulity, which are repeatedly discussed in ancient rhetorical treatises
from the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum in the fourth century through the Latin works of
Cicero and Quintilian, to the progymnasmata and Téxvai pnropikai of late antiquity.
The foundations on which correct arrangement depends consist of the aperai s
Sinynoéwas, or the virtutes narrationis: clarity, concision, and credibility—cagnveia,
ouvTouia, mbBavétns (to use Theon’s formulation), or perspicuum, brevitas, and
verisimilitudo (Cicero’s).58 Narratives (narrationes or 8inymnoeis), the treatises never
tire of telling us, had to be told clearly, briefly, and convincingly (capdds, Bpaxews
Kai Ui atrioTtws), both in terms of the words and the events.s9 Of these three stipula-
tions (which are all obviously interrelated, as the rhetoricians well understood), we are
primarily interested in the first—oa@ijveia. What is for the scholiasts and Homeric
commentators a particularly poetic virtue becomes in Dio’s hands a clear transgres-

sion of this particular rhetorical virtue.

56 Porphyry ad Il. 12.127: ¢k TV UoTepov apEauevov avadpapelv eig Ta podTa
kal TAAWV ouvdyal Talita Tols UoTEpols. kal ETL ouvribng & TPOTTOS TiS
EPUNVEIas TG ToINTi.

57 Cf. Horace, Ars Poetica 146-50; Meijering (1987), 146-8.

58 Or, as the Rhet. ad Her. 1.14: brevitas, diluciditas, verisimilitudo; De inv. 1.28:
breuis, aperta, probabilis.

218



219
As we saw, Dio accuses Homer of confusing the order of the events, neglecting to
tell them in proper sequence, failing to mention the most important parts of the story,
such as the beginning and the end, and choosing to concentrate on insignificant and
improbable episodes rather than those central to his story. These are precisely the
sorts of compositional practices that lead to a lack of cagnveia.
Clarity “from the events (a1d Té&v Tpayu&Twv),” the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum
explains, will be obtained:
“if we do not set them out in a transposed order (¢&v un UmepBatdds
aUTa SnAduev), but state first the things that were done first...and ar-
range the remaining ones in sequence (GAA& T& TpAOTQ
Tpaxfévra.. mpdTa Aéycuev, T& B¢ Aoira é@eEiis TaTTwueY), and

if we do not leave the matter about which we have undertaken to speak
and make a story about something else.” (1438a28-34).

Likewise Theon advises his reader that “one should also guard against confusing
the times and order of events (puAakTéov B kal TO Ui| CUYXEIV ToUs Xpovous kal
™ T&EWw TAY TpayudTwvy)...for nothing else confuses the thought more than this
(oUdtv yap fTTov Tédv &AAwv kal ToUTo ouyxel T diavoiav).” (80) In the same
way, the rhetoricians warn against omission of significant events and focusing on ir-
relevant ones. “Narration becomes unclear by omission of what ought necessarily to
have been mentioned (doagis 8¢ yivetai Sujynots wapd Tiv EAAeV &V EXpiiv
avaykaics uvrjunv momoacbat).” (Theon 79)

These treatises are primarily concerned with the narratio of a judicial speech, or in
the progymnasmata, with rhetorical exercises. But this prescriptive template clearly

dictated ideas about proper composition in virtually all narrative production. We can

59 So Theon, Progymn. 79.
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see this in Lucian’s How to Write History,% which advises the potential historian to
follow a remarkably similar set of rules. “Let it then be graced with clarity, achieved, as
I said, by the diction and the interweaving of the events (EmeiTa 10 cagés
éravBeiTe, Ti] Te AéEeL. 5 EPriv. HEUN XAV LEVOV KA TT] CUHTIEPITTAOKT] TGOV
Tpayud&Ttwv)...for only when he has completed the first section, will he introduce the
second one, touching it and linked to it as in a chain (TO TpdToV E€epyaadievos
ETT&EEL TO devrTepov Exduevoy auTol kat GAUCEWS TPOTTOV GUVTpHoCcuUEvow).” (55)
In sum, clarity (td ca@és) is achieved by the proper arrangement (tagis) of the nar-
rative (Sujymoig).6
For Lucian, speed (Té&xos), which corresponds to the brevity of the rhetoricians,

should be achieved not so much with economy of words and phrases as

of the events (ToUTto Topileobal xptn U} ToooUToV ATO TV

OVOUATWV T PNIHATWY Soov aTrd TAV TpayudaTtwv). I mean by hur-

rying over what'’s trivial and inessential, but giving adequate treatment

to important matters (Aéyw 8¢, ei TapaBéols uev T& pikp& kat fTTov
avaykaia, Aéyois 8t ikavdds Ta uey&Aa). (56)

So also in his criticism of bad historians, Lucian chastises those who

omit or treat cursorily those events that are important and noteworthy
(ol T& peydAa utv TV TeMpayuévwy kai aflopvnudveuta
Trapaleitouocw 1} Tapabéouvoiv) but, through amateurism, lack of
taste, and ignorance of what to say and what to pass over in silence (U110
Bt B Teias kal atmeipokalias kal ayvoias TGOV AekTéwv 1

ol T TéwV), linger over descriptions of quite unimportant things most
earnestly and laboriously (T& wikpdTaTta wavu AMiTapdds kal
PrAomdves Epunvevouctv EuBpaduvovTes). (27)

60 On Lucian’s How to Write History, see above all Avenarius (1956) to whom I am
indebted for much of what follows. Cf. Jones (1986), 59-67, MacLeod (1991), Geor-
giadou and Larmour (1993), and specifically on some of the things I will be talking
about: Mattioli (1985), Montanari (1984) and (1987b).

61 On arrangement (Tagis), see Meijering (1987), 138-43.
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The proper method of arrangement was an issue often connected to histori-
ographical composition. Polybius urges that the Sijynotis needs to be easy to follow
and clear (T6 eUrapaxkoAoudnTov kal cagf] yiyvesbal Thv Sujynow), and Thucy-
dides’ division of his narrative into summers and winters came under heavy fire for
the confusion this caused the reader.62 Once again we see a connection between Dio’s
argumentation and that used against historians, and once again we realize that un-
derlying both are the rules of rhetorical composition.

Dio is not interested in criticizing Homer merely on his arrangement of material,
but sees in these errors the traces of misrepresenting the truth. This is striking be-
cause not even Lucian suggests, in a treatise specifically on historical writing, that a
historian’s lack of skill in arrangement has any relation to the historians knowledge of
the truth. Again, in the rhetorical treatises, no writer is worried that the narrative’s
lack of clarity will lead an audience into thinking that the speaker is lying. Here lies
Dio’s originality—he posits a causal relationship between emotional and psychological
states and narrative choices. For Dio, these decisions of Homer, like not narrating the
beginning, are themselves signs that indicate psychological conditions, which are in
their turn signs that Homer was lying.

The proper use of signs, and arguments from signs, or clues, or evidence, consti-
tuted a fundamental portion of rhetorical training from Aristotle until late antiquity.53
There were several different systems of categorizing such signs, but for our purposes

here, what is most important is that a sign was understood as something visible by

62 Polybius 5.31.4. Criticism of Thucydides include Dionysius of Halicarnassus ad
Pomp. 3.13 (@oa@nis kai SuomrapakoloudnTtos) and Theon, Progymn. 80 Spengel.
For more citations, see Avenarius (1956), 119-30 on T&xos and TO cages.

63 See Manetti (1994), Crapis (1988), and (1991).



means of which the orator could conjecture a previous event or state of affairs. As we
can see in the following passage from Cicero’s De partitione oratoria, included among

these were involuntary physical gestures and actions that indicated guilt:

Subsequent indications of something that is past (consequentia
quaedam signa praeteriti), the traces and imprint of a previous action
(quasi impressa facti vestigia); these indeed are most powerful in ex-
citing suspicion, and are silent evidence of guilt (quasi tacita sunt
criminum testimonia)...for instance a weapon, a footprint, blood; the
discovery of some article that looks as if it had been taken away or
snatched from the victim; an inconsistent answer, hesitation, stam-
mering (ut responsum inconstanter, ut haesitatum, ut titu-

batum).. looking pale, trembling (ut pallor, ut tremor); a writing or a
sealed document or deposition. For these are the kind of things that
whether part of the affair itself or even as prior or subsequent occur-
ences render the charge suspicious. (33.114)

Alongside material evidence (what we would call ‘clues’) of a crime, Cicero in-
cludes evidence based on the behavioral response of the guilty party; both types are
“the traces and imprint of a previous action.” In the Rhetorica ad Herennium signs

based on behavior have their own category:
For consecutio is when the signs which usually attend guilt or innocence
are investigated (consecutio est cum quaeritur quae signa nocentis et
innocentis consequi soleant). The prosecutor will, if possible, say that
his adversary, when come upon (Accusator dicet, si poterit, adver-
sarium, cum ad eum ventum sit), blushed, paled, faltered, spoke un-
certainly, collapsed, or made some offer (erubuisse, expalluisse, ti-

tubasse, inconstanter locutum esse, concidisse, pollicitum esse alig-
uid)—signs of a guilty conscience (quae signa conscientiae sint). (IL.8)

These physical signs, then, are employed in the same way as material evidence.
Although Dio cannot claim to have observed Homer engaged in any of this “guilty be-
havior,” he can claim to read Homer’s confusing and obfuscating narrative arrange-
ment as textual equivalents to these well-known examples of unease. A conspicuous

failure to narrate vital portions of a story in the correct order, and then to give them
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only a cursory treatment are the equivalents of narrative “blushes,” or the textual
manifestations of “faltering speech.”

But while several of Dio’s arguments are reminiscent of those aired in histori-

i ographical critiques, their underlying assumptions closely parallel the principles advo-

cated in forensic rhetoric, another discipline which, like historiography, concerned it-

self with the reconstruction of the past. And in fact, Dio’s specific references to the
i courtroom in the course of his critique suggest that this connection was uppermost in
his mind. The overlap, or even confluence, of history and rhetoric in antiquity, is of
course a well-worn topic, but interest has mainly been in how “rhetorical”, or creative,
ancient historiography was, and much excellent work has been done on how ancient
historians manipulated and artfully composed their histories.%4 But the two disci-
- plines intersected in many other ways as well, and my interest centers on their com-
mon subject matter—the past—and the identical methodological problem that both
" had to tackle—how best to determine the truth about that past.®s In this sense, if Dio’s
arguments have an historiographical flavor, it is chiefly because historiography itself,
| like all other ancient discourse, was dependent on the lessons in argument and com-
position adopted in rhetorical education. By the end of this section, Dio has envi-
" sioned a Homer who is not so much a bad historian, but an improvisatory, extempo-
raneous, lying narrator of the Trojan War story—an oral witness to these historical

_ events whose testimony has somehow been transcribed, resulting in the text with

which Dio and his audience are familiar.

64 See, among numerous works, Wiseman (1979) and Woodman (1988).

65 For a forceful statement of this view, see Ginzburg (1999), especially the intro-
duction and ch.1.



.‘ The Narrative as Spontaneous Performance

This parallelism between how liars construct their lies and the structure and com-
% position of a narrative can only be sustained, however, if Dio is drawing a similarity
between the text of the Iliad and an oral performance or narrative of some sort. For
how else could he point to an error in arrangement as equivalent to faltering and un-
certain speech? This is the crux of Dio’s proof—a necessary presupposition that re-
lates his theses on liars to Homer directly, and moreover, allows him to conceive of

Homeric narrative in a way that will enable him to read an entirely new account be-

% tween the lines of the old. If Homer’s narrative can be likened to those who lie, it is

| only because Dio conceives of this narrative as a written manifestation of what was
! originally an oral performance of a spoken lie, and furthermore a performance which

was spontaneous and ex tempore. He explains:

It seems to me that [Homer] had not prearranged these things from the
beginning, since they had never occurred; but as his poem went along,

i and he saw that people would readily believe anything, he showed his
contempt for them and at the same time his desire to gratify the Greeks
i and the Atreidae, by throwing everything into confusion and turning

: events to their opposite. (35)

Sokel 8¢ pot undt mpobéchal TaiTa Thv &pxiiv. &Te oU yevoueva,
TrpotovcoTs 8t Tijs TToujoEws. ETEl Edpa Tous avBpwous padiws
mévta meifopdvous, KaTappovioas auTdv Kai aua xapiLouevos
tois "EAANOL kal Tois "ATpeidais TTAvTa ouyXéal kai HETAOTIoAL T
TpayuaTa gis TovvavTiov.
As proof of this assertion, Dio cites the first several lines of the Iliad and explains
that at this point Homer had implied that the things mentioned here—the wrath of
Achilles, the ‘countless sufferings of the Greeks’ (Iliad 1.2), and their numerous

deaths—would be “the chief incidents and worthy of poetry (35 TalTta UéyioTa TV
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f;ysvouévcov kai &Eia Tijs Towjoews)...and which did indeed happen (cdoTep ouv kai
%cuvéBn).” (36) In the beginning then, it appears that Homer was prepared to tell the

§_ truth; only as he continued did his intentions, and his practice, change:

but he didn’t plan the subsequent shift of events [after those enumer-
ated in Iliad I.1-5], as well as the death of Hector, all of which were likely
to please his hearers, nor the final capture of Ilium. For perhaps he had
not yet planned to turn everything upside down. (36)

Hv 8¢ UoTepov HeTaBoANv TGV TTpayRAaTwV kal Tov Tob “Extopos
8&vaTov, & EueAAe xapieiobai, <o paiveTar UTrodéuevos, oudt STt
{‘}O‘repov'éc'x)\a‘:' 5 "lAlov Tows y&p ouk fiv e BePouAevuévos
AVACTPEPEIV &TTAVTA.

This conception of Homer and his relation to his narrative is essential to Dio’s
strategy for impugning Homer's reliability. Dio envisions a fluid, rather than static,
notion of Homer’s narration; it is not a composition, revised, corrected, set down, but
. a narrative act, in which Homer has to make up things on the spot, cover up past mis-
" takes. It ends with Homer giving up, “not knowing how to continue his work and be-
| ing dissatisfied with his falsehoods (oUx éxcov STt XprionTal Tij Toljoel kal Tolg
yevouaot Suoxepaiveov).” (109) From here Dio can not only interrogate these texts
as the utterances of a Homer who had the means and motive to lie, but also grant the
narratives a progressive character and approach them as a process inseparable from
~ the context in which they were produced. This means that the narrative itself can shed

light on Homer, because it can be seen in the same way as a witness testifying in court

who has to invent and distort at a moment’s notice, depending on the situation.®®

66 Seeck (1990), 106, hypothesizes that Dio’s critical acumen developed from court- .
room experience: “Tactical observations sharpen the look for the technical tricks of
opponents; one pays attention to traces where the real truth shines through, recog-
nizes weak places...”




' Furthermore, to Dio, this Homeric performance took place in a historically specific
context, which motivates Homer’s deceptive practices. Homer was able to lie so freely,

he claims:

because there were no other poets or historians in whose work one
could read the truth. He was the first who applied himself to writing
about these events, though he composed his poem many generations
later, when those who had known the facts had passed away along with
their descendants, and only an obscure and uncertain tradition sur-
vived, as is to be expected in the case of very ancient events. Moreover
he intended to narrate his epics to the masses and the common people,
at the same time overstating the achievements of the Greeks, so that
even those who knew the facts would not refute him. (92)

oUK vTwv B¢ ETépcov TTOIN TV oUdE Ouyypagéwv, TTap’ ols
éAéyeTo TaAnBés, GAN” auTds TpddTos EmBEuevos UTIEP TOUTWVY
YP&Qew, yevedis 8t UoTepov EuvBeis ToAAals, Tév eiddTwv auta
Apaviopévav kai TV £§ ekeiveov [ETi], Guaupds 8¢ kai aobevois Tt
Priuns atoAeimopévrs, €3¢ eikds TMePl TOV oPpddpa TTaAaiddv, €T ot
TPos Tous ToAAous kat iSidTas uéAAwv dinyeicbai Ta £1m, kal
Tatta BeATiw ToidV Ta TV ‘EAAjveov. cs undé Tous
Y1YyVeoKovTas EEEAEYXELV.

Homer exploits, in Dio’s eyes, the lack of certain knowledge about the past in or-
der to freely please his Greek audience, a decision that leads to the escalation of his
lies as his story progresses. This insistence on a Homer who reacts on the one hand to
the immediate storytelling exigencies of the moment and on the other to larger na-
tionalist and propagandistic goals will resurface at the conclusion of the speech, when
Dio defends Homer's lies on the grounds that they “saved the Greeks from being

alarmed in case war, as was expected, arose between them and Asia.” (147).67

67 See Desideri (1978), 466 n.7, and van der Valk (1953) who makes the same ar-
gument as Dio does!
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Interlude: Poetry, Deception, and Falsehoods

This reconstruction of the original performance context of the Iliad is quite re-
markable because it assumes that the Homeric epics were products of oral composi-
tion, although in a rather different configuration than that adopted by modern
Homerists. Other differences aside, a significant aspect of Dio’s theory (and one that
is easy to overlook), is that he virtually ignores Homer’s use of poetry to convey his
story. In the prologue, although he criticizes Homer for telling lies about Troy, his fo-
cus remains on the reception, rather than the production, of falsehoods—on belief
rather than deception—and hence ignores the means, i.e., poetry, by which Homer
transmits these falsehoods.%8 In his attack on Homer’s character, even though Dio
~ doesn’t hesitate to refer to Homer as a poet, and his work as a poem, he makes no at-
tempt to connect this most salient biographic detail with his lying character.

This comes as somewhat of a surprise given the long tradition of associating poetry
' and deception. What better evidence of Homer’s propeunsity for lying than that he was
a poet, and that he chose to tell his story in poetry, that famously deceptive and delec-
table art? After all, it would be natural, when we see Homer accused of lies, deception,
and pandering to his audience (with words such as amwaTi, ndov, yeudeohan, etc.),
to be reminded of the famous pronouncements of early Greek poetic criticism: He-
~ siod’s Muses, who “know how to tell many lies that sound like truth (iSuev yeudea
| TToAA& Aéyew éTUpolow dpola),” Solon’s maxim that “poets speak many falsehoods

(TroAA& weuBovTtal aoibol),” Gorgias’ scattered witticisms on deception and tragedy,

68 In other words, Dio is talking about belief, and here he supports Paul Veyne's
(1988), 59, assertion that “the Greeks...hardly wondered why some had lied; instead
- they wondered why others had believed.”
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and Plato’s famous remarks on the falsehoods of the poets in the Republic.%9 These
authors employ the same group of terms for discussing poetry: they identify deception,
pleasure, and falsehood as somehow intrinsic and essential to poets and their work.7°
In fact, the conception of poetry in these terms loomed just as large in the post-
classical world as well, and in sections 37-44, Dio’s Egyptian priest does finally bring
up the issue of poetry’s relation to the discourse of deception, in a brief discussion of
the difference between Greek and Egyptian culture’s relation to history and the truth.
From these remarks, several parallels have been adduced between Dio’s formulations
and those of contemporary poetic criticism. J.F. Kindstrand in particular has grouped
the Trojan together with Strabo’s remarks on Homer (1.2.9, discussed in the third
chapter) and Plutarch’s How a Young Man should Listen to Poetry;” all three share,
| he claims, virtually identical ideas about poetry.
This might be true if one took this passage of the Trojan in isolation. If one looks at

" jt in a slightly wider context, one finds, however, that the ideas about poetry expressed

¢ Hesiod, Theog. 27-8; Solon (29 West); Gorgias B 23 DK = Plut. de glor. Ath. 5,
348c¢; cf. How a Young Man should Listen to Poetry 15d, where tragedy is “a decep-
tion (&1ré&Tnv) in which the deceiver is more honest than the one who doesn’t deceive
(6 T amatioas dikaidTepos ToU Wl amaTtiicavTtos), and the deceived is wiser than
the one who is not deceived (6 amaTtnBels copwTEPOS TOU i dTraTnfévros).”
Much, perhaps too much, has been written on the conception of ‘literature’ or ‘fiction’
implied by these and several other scattered remarks pertaining to poetry and lying or
. falsehood in the Archaic and Classical periods. Cf. Pratt (1993) and Finkelberg (1998)

: for two rather different approaches to the question of ‘fiction’ in this era.

70 So Valgimigli (1912), 37: “ Siamo di fronte...all forma primitiva, edonistica, della
negazione dell poesia, di cui si sa che Platone fu il piii conseguente e rigoroso di-
mostratore e sostenitore. Anche Platone parla nettamente di menzogna...ma resta la
proposizione fondamentale che la poesia ¢ menzogna.”

, 7 This piece is one of the most important surviving examples of mainstream an-
cient opinion on poetic discourse, and it is surprising how little scholarship has been

~ devoted to this work. The best account I have come across is Atkins (1934), 309-17.

See also Tagliasacchi (1961), Bechis (1977), and on a smaller scale, Schenkeveld

- (1982).
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! here are in stark contrast to Dio’s (and the priest’s) statements in the entire rest of the

[vo—

oration. Dio’s method of reading cannot incorporate poetry; the conceit of the Trojan
is not only to critique Homer by willfully ignoring his poetic aspects but to show how
poetic virtues turn out to be narrative vices when read through a different conceptual
: lens.”? Why then, does he finally introduce the issue? Let us turn to the section in

- question to clarify matters.

Dio introduces his superior source for the Trojan War in paragraph 37. He relates
a conversation he had in the Egyptian city of Onuphis7 with an anonymous priest,

who had ridiculed the Greeks’ lack of knowledge (ouftv €i8STwv aAnbeés wepi TV

mAeioTwv). His central pieces of evidence were two lies which the Greeks took as arti-

cles of faith: that they had conquered Troy and that Paris had unlawfully run off with
. Helen. “And so thoroughly were they persuaded of these things (kat TaUta oUTws
" &yav memeiopévol eioiv), having been deceived by one man [i.e., Homer], that each
one even swore to them (U’ évos avBpds tEamaTnévTes cOoTE kal opudoat Ekac-

T05).”(37) The Egyptians, however, knew the real story. According to the priest, they

had recorded “all previous history (Tr&oav v TpdTepov ioTopiav)” on some stelae;

this included that of Troy, “for Menelaus had come to visit them and told them every-
thing as it had happened (Tov yap Mevéhaov agikécBal rap’ autous kal

Simyroacfal &mavta s éyéveto).”7+ The language parallels the opening para-

2 Szarmach (1978), 201, keys in on this when she suspects parody.
73 Onuphis, an apparently unidentified Egyptian city, is Morelius’ conjecture for
the dvuxi of the manuscripts.

74 This is a clear allusion to Herodotus 2.112-20, where, as we saw in Chapter Two,
the Egyptian priests claim that their written records are also based on Menelaus’ tes-
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) graphs—the contrast between those who know nothing true and are deceived (the
| Greeks), and those who know the truth (the Egyptians).
But the mention of ‘history’ as a particular province of the truth-loving Egyptians
suggests that there is a corresponding type of discourse on the Greek side associated
with their love of falsehood. And what better candidate than poetry?7s After all, the
priest points out, the Greeks simultaneously believe two contradictory accounts:
Homer's story of Helen, and Stesichorus’ Palinode, which claimed that Helen had
- never left Sparta (not to mention other poetic accounts in which Paris takes Helen to

| Egypt). Why this mess of contradictions?

[The priest] said that the reason for this was that the Greeks were pleas-
ure-lovers [or “lovers of listening”]. They consider as true whatever they
hear someone saying pleasingly, and they allow the poets to lie about
whatever they want, and say that it is permitted to them, but neverthe-
less trust them in everything they say and sometimes bring them on as
witnesses concerning matters under dispute. Among the Egyptians,
however, it is not permitted to say anything in meter, nor for poetry to
exist at all; for they know that poetry is the drug of pleasure for the lis-
tener. Therefore, just as the thirsty have no need of wine, but it is
enough for them to drink water, so also those wishing to know the truth
have no need of meters, but it is sufficient for them to hear things sim-
ply. Poetry, however, persuades them to hear false things just as wine
persuades them to drink excessively.

TouTou 8¢ alTiov €n elvai 8Tt prArBovoi [@iArikool Dindorf] eicwv oi
“EAAnves: & & &v dkouccoiv 1déws Tvds AéyovTos, TalTa Kal
&An6ij vouiCouot, kal Tois uév TromTails EmTpEéTouctv 6, Tt av Békwot
weudeoBat kat paotv Egelval auTols, Suws ¢ ToTevouotv ols av
Ekelvol Aéycol, kal HEpTUpas auTous ETTayovTal EVIOTE Trepl OV
augioPntolor TTap& 8¢ AlyutrTiols ur| EEgvat undev EMUETPLS
AéyecBal undt elval moinow 16 Tapamwav: émictachal yap o1t
dpuakov ToUTo NBoviis 0Tl TPOS TIV AKoNV. COCTER OUV ol
wédvTes oudiv SéovTal oivou, AN’ aTdxpn auTols UdaTos TriElv,
oUTws of T&AN6T eidéval BéhovTes oUdtv déovTai HETPWV, AN’

timony. Se Froidefond (1971), 196-9 on Herodotus and 303-5 on Plato’s similar use of -
Egypt.

75 A commonplace of ancient literary criticism since Aristotle’s famous distinction
in Poetics 9.



EEapkel auTols amAs akoloal. 1) 8¢ Toinots avameibel T& Weudi
AKOVEY OGTIEP <O olvos Trivewv uaTnv.

‘ Earlier, Dio had equated the false with pleasure and sweetness; the false was sweet,

and for this reason was believed. Here it seems as if poetry is also co-extensive with

both pleasure (it is whatever is ‘said pleasingly’, the p&puaxov ndoviis to the hearer)
and falsehood (poets can ‘lie about whatever they want’, and poetry persuades its lis-

teners ‘to hear false things’). Furthermore, this pleasure and falseness so intrinsic to
poetry seem to be inextricably linked to meter; the Egyptians, since they are only con-
cerned with the truth and not with pleasure, have no poetry or other metrical dis-
course, and claim that the only discourse necessary to convey the truth is that which is
spoken “simply,” i.e. in prose. The pleasure of poetry apparently lies in the meter. Po-
etry is by nature, then, opposed to the truth, and the dichotomy between deceived
Greeks and Egyptians who know the truth seems to correspond to the privileging of

. poetry and prose (history) in the respective cultures.

Despite this interweaving of poetry into the theory of deception, the emphasis of
this passage lies elsewhere. The priest is attempting to contrast Greek and Egyptian
attitudes toward truth. If the implication is that Homer’s lies are believed because of
their sweetness (and that due to their being in meter), this formulation is consistently
at odds with Dio’s’ views in the rest of the speech. Further proof of this can be ad-
duced from an examination of Kindstrand’s parallels, and the significantly different
ways they imagine Homer and other poets’ relation to truth and lies.

Kindstrand believes that Dio’s position “fully corresponds” to those expressed by
Plutarch and Strabo. Strabo had imagined Homer’s compositional method as adding
uBos onto aAnBeia, and had employed weidos as a synonym for ui8os. This mix of

truth and falsehood as definitive of Homeric poetry finds its parallel in Dio, and
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i Strabo’s claim that Homer employed myths to please his audience matches up with
Dio’s accusations that Homer was lying in order to pander to his listeners. Kindstrand

1 continues:

According to Plutarch every poem possesses an essential combination of
HUBos and weUdos (2; 16¢ and 4; 20b-c) and is most effective when
mBavdtns and yeUdos become joined (2; 16b-c). Behind this poetic
procedure lies the effort to give pleasure (Trpds 1dovnv akofis kat xapw
(2; 16a) and to astonish (Trpos EkTANEW avBpcdwv (4; 201f)). Above
all, one can acquire the truth more easily if it is treated in connection with
the mythic (14; 36¢).76
Essentially, Kindstrand attributes to the three authors two simple views: (1) that a
poem is a combination of truth and myth/falsehood, and (2) that the myth/falsehood
portion is inserted for pleasure, which is part of the poet’s objective. This neat model,
however, disguises the fact that while the terms might be the same, the referents often
- are not. Yes, all three authors understand poetry as a combination of truth and lies, but
- how they understand those concepts is not entirely compatible. When Plutarch claims
that poets add myths to truth to make them more palatable, the truth he is talking about
is an ethical truth, not the historical truth of Strabo and Dio. For Plutarch and Strabo,
the myths are fantastic tales of monsters and gods, while the Homeric lies that Dio
refers to are misrepresentations of mundane human events. And the “pleasing” of the
~ poets mentioned by Plutarch and Strabo is aimed at entertainment and astonishment,
' while for Dio it is for gratification and flattery.
Even within the very discussion of the priest itself, if we look at the specific example

offered by the priest as an instance of the Greek susceptibility to lies, we see that any

- talk of meter or sweetness of listening is irrelevant. Stesichorus was blinded by

76 Kindstrand (1973), 158.
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Helen for his ‘lies’ when he followed Homer’s traditional version; he only regained his

sight when he recanted and told the ‘true’ story in a later poem. The Egyptians criti-

cize the Greek poets on historical terms—the lies and truths they are concerned with
involve whether the events happened as the poets say they do. It’s this orientation to-
ward the issue of distortion and misrepresentation of the facts that will scon come to
the fore—after this interlude, the fact that Homer wrote poetry, not prose, will almost
entirely be forgotten. In fact, the willful forgetting, or bracketing, of Homer’s identity
as a poet, is essential to Dio’s strategy for reading his text. Homer is basically con-

ceived, not as a historian or a poet, but as an improvisatory orator.

IV TROJAN 43-70: READING AND REFUTATION

In the first part of the speech Dio has carefully constructed a particular vision of
- Homer and his work, in order to call his reliability into question. The combination of

" his presentation, in paragraphs 15-23, of why Homer himself had all the characteris-

tics of a liar—his position as a beggar required it, his praise of Odysseus proved that he

condoned it, his treatment of the gods is evidence that he was guilty of it, and his
carelessness of accounting for his information shows that he Sflaunted it—with the ar-
gument, in paragraphs 24-36, that the way Homer chose to tell his story was precisely
parallel to the way liars tell their lies, seems to have conclusively cast Homer’s credi-
bility into doubt.

With the introduction of a more legitimate and trustworthy source— the Egyptian
priest—it would seem that Dio has opened up a new space in which he can expound
the ‘true’ version of the Trojan War. But Dio is not content to simply tell a new story;

he has promised, as we remember, to “refute Homer from his own poetry” as well. In
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the previous ‘destructive’ half of the speech, Dio has cast Homer as a particular sort of

liar—an oral improvisatory performer—precisely so that he can locate the traces of the

! true story within Homer’s false version, and hence use Homer’s poetry as supporting

" evidence for his new account.

The Marriage of Paris and Helen

With paragraph 43, we have moved into this “constructive” part of the speech. Dio
devotes the opening section (up to paragraph 70) to pre-war events, offering a new ac-
count of Paris and Helen’s relationship. In keeping with his criticisms of Homer’s
poor choice of starting point, the priest’s narrative follows the more “natural” proce-
dure and begins in the heroic Peloponnese. At first, he adheres to the version with

which we are all familiar: Tyndareus, the king of Sparta, had four chil-

. dren—Clytemnestra, Helen, Castor and Polydeuces. Helen, widely famed for her

- beauty, was kidnapped while still a girl by Theseus, the king of Athens. Her brothers

immediately went after her, sacked Athens, and recovered Helen, keeping Theseus’
mother as punishment for the crime (the importance of Dio’s inclusion of this episode
will become clear below). Later, Agamemnon, the ruler of Argos, married Clytemnes-
tra in order to cement an alliance with Sparta, and wanted his brother Menelaus to

marry Helen. So far, the priest has basically kept to the traditional story-line; though

+ he attributes political motivations to the actors 4 la Thucydides, the events remain

those of tradition.

The changes occur in the ensuing narrative. Menelaus, rather than marrying

- Helen, had his suit contested by other Greeks as well as foreigners. Among these was

Paris, who impressed Tyndareus and family with his wealth, beauty, and the power of
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his father, among other things. Against the objections of Agamemnon, Tyndareus ac-
cepted Paris’ offer, and so “Paris took Helen as his lawful wife, having gained the con-
sent of her parents and her brothers, and took her home with him amid great enthusi-
asm and rejoicing.” (53)

Menelaus was angry over this turn of events. Agamemnon, however, wasn’t so
much concerned with his brother’s hurt feelings as he was of the threat posed to his
rule by Paris, whose new marriage had now given him reason to interfere with Greek
affairs. Agamemnon thus stirred up the animosity toward Paris which lingered among
the other Greek suitors, who, spurred on by this newfound hatred (and also by their
hope of plunder), sent an embassy to Troy to demand the return of Helen and began
amassing their forces. The Trojans, on the other hand, expressed outrage at this clear
breach of agreement, and, suspecting correctly that the charge was simply a pretext for
war, prepared for the coming attack.

In place of the simple, brief, and somewhat romantic origins of the war known
from Homer and other sources, we have here instead a more in-depth account, intent
on providing psychological and naturalistic realism. This alternative, more ‘plausible’
version of events is somewhat reminiscent of the Persians’ revisionist story of Helen’s
seizure in Herodotus 1.1-5 and Thucydides’ reworking of Trojan and Greek motiva-
tions in his Archaeology.”7 As I showed in Chapter Two, such attempts to bring the

* legendary tradition back into the fold, as it were, of credibility, dominated the ancient

77 Dio’s debt to Herodotus is remarkable: the attribution of his new version to
Egyptian priests dependent on records dating back to Menelaus, his claim that Helen’s .
voyage to Troy was voluntary, the focus on how improbable it was that the Trojans did
- not simply give Helen up. Herodotus of course gives a different explanation of the last
conundrum (Helen was in Egypt), and the Persian’s adherence to the second does not
induce them to claim that the Greeks were wrong to attack Troy, just that they over-

. reacted.
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inquiry into these tales. This passion for the plausible ended up producing such works
as Dictys of Crete’s Ephemeris and Dares of Phrygia’s Acta diurna—purported eyewit-
ness narratives of the Trojan War which notably eliminate the divine and other fan-
tastic elements, and systematically revise the familiar stories in the direction of the
mundane and the lifelike.78

Dio, however, is not content just to provide an alternative version of this type
which implicitly corrects and condemns Homer. He introduces the priest’s account in
the following way: “So, I will try to repeat what I heard from him, adding the reasons
for which the things he told me seem to me to have been true (cds olv fikouca Trap’
eKe{vou, TTep&oopat eiTelv, mpooTiBeis E€ OV E8Skel pot aANdi T& Aeydueva).”
(43) Rather than a continuous exposition, there will be an ebb and flow of narrative

and argumentation—the Egyptian version is periodically interrupted for an evaluation,

- whether in Dio’s own voice or that of the priest’s, comparing it to that of Homer. This

- explicit argumentation, which simultaneously demonstrates the plausibility of the

Egyptian narrative and the implausibility of the poet’s, allows us to follow the process
of criticizing Homer as it leads Dio to the imagining, conjecturing, and creation of a
sort of parallel Homeric universe.”s

The summary of the new tale I gave above is, within the speech, marked by digres-

sions devoted to such assessments. After relating Paris and Helen’s marriage, the

" priest pauses to pursue an extended demonstration of the more familiar version’s ab-

surdities. Homer’s story, he notes, is ridiculous, and filled with strange and inconsis-

78 For Dictys and Dares, see Gianotti (1979) and Merkle (1994).

79 For some remarks on Dio’s use of ‘probable’ vocabulary (16 eikds, T& mBavdv)
see Ritook (1995), although he perhaps overemphasizes the debt to Aristotle. Cf.
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tent events. His own version, on the other hand, is “much more plausible (TroAU y&p

moTSTEPOV)” (68) than Homer’s, which claims that:

Paris fell in love with a woman he didn’t know and that his father al-
lowed him to sail on such an enterprise, even though, according to the
story, Troy had recently been taken by the Greeks and Priam’s father,
Laomedon, slain; and that afterwards in spite of the war and their
countless hardships the Trojans refused to surrender Helen either when
Paris was living or after he died, although they had no hope for safety,
that Helen gave her affection to a stranger with whom she had probably
never come in contact at all and shamefully abandoned her fatherland,
relatives, and husband to come to a people who hated her, that no one
should have nipped all these doings in the bud, or sought to catch her
while she was hurrying to the sea, and on foot too, or pursued after she
had embarked, and that the mother of Theseus, an old lady, who cer-
tainly hated Helen, should have accompanied her on the journey. Af-
terwards too that on the death of Paris, whom they say Helen loved, she
should have been the wife of Deiphobus... and that not only she should
have been unwilling to return to her husband, but that the Trojans
should not have been unwilling, until their city was captured, to surren-
der her through compulsion. (68-70)

“None of these things,” he concludes, “are probable or even possible (ToUTtcwv oUfév
eikos oUde SuvaTtdv).” (70) The unexplained gaps, internal contradictions, and im-
probabilities suggest, in the best traditions of anti-Homeric scholarship, that Homer
was lying.

The new Egyptian variant solves this series of Homeric problems neither by ex-
plaining each of them away individually, nor by dismissing the whole story as false,
but by providing a radical, yet economical solution which explains all of the problems
in one fell swoop—Paris did not steal Helen away, he married her. Working from this
single fundamental alteration, the priest simultaneously eliminates the host of prob-

lems brought up by the Homeric account and fashions a highly probable tale that re- -

Montgomery (1902), 405, who considers the whole Trojan as an “application of Aris-
totle’s theory of T6 eikds and Td avaykaiov as laid down in Rhetoric 1.2.14-15.”



tains, however, the basic framework and details of the narrative. These interludes, in
which the absurdities of the Homeric account are specified point-by-point and mar-
shaled in the service of calling its credibility into question, cannot help but remind us
of the rhetorical exercises of &vaoxeut, or refutation, that we discussed in the previ-
ous chapter apropos of Chryseis. As in those texts, a traditional story is critiqued
primarily on the grounds of verisimilitude and psychological naturalism. But it should
be clear even on a first glance that Dio takes things much further than the progym-
nasmata prescribe. Once again, how he manages this—the mechanisms of read-

ing—will be our subject in the following pages.

Previous views on Qvaokeurj

The Trojan Oration’s similarity to the dvaokeur of the rhetorical treatises has of-
ten been remarked upon. Eustathius had already described the oration in these terms:
“It is clear that the Ilians boasted that their city had not been completely destroyed;
from this Dio strove to refute [the standard view of] Trojan events (66gv kai 6 Aiwv
ETMYywvicaTto avackevaoal T& Tpwikd).”8e As we mentioned last chapter, this ex-
ercise consisted of a point-by-point refutation of an established narrative which occu-
pied a murky ground between truth and falsehood. Such a narrative could be cri-
tiqued on the basis of several topoi, or headings—e.g., the unclear, impossible, in-
credible, false, self-contradictory, inappropriate, or not beneficial. Each of these in

turn could be applied with reference to the elements (oToixeia) of the narrative’s ac-

80 Comm. ad Il. 460.7 (727.11 van der Valk). Desideri and others have pointed to
this passage as indicating that the Trojan could have been responding to existing revi-
sionist thought about the outcome of the war among the Ilians themselves. Szarmach
(1978) believes, however, that Eustathius has probably simply inferred this fact from
the Trojan itself.
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tion (Trp&gis)—person, action, place, time, manner, and cause. What we end up with,
then, is a grid of possible points of attack formed by the combination of a given head-
‘ ing with an element. Theon proceeds to illustrate a series of criticisms under the ‘im-
probable’ heading, questioning the story of Medea’s murder of her children element by
i element in a manner that shows remarkable similarities with Dio’s arguments. The

| section of the Trojan Oration under consideration could easily be conceived of as a
refutation entitled: “That it is improbable that Paris stole Helen.” Libanius’ sample
refutations of the Chryseis episode examined earlier illustrate the practical results; he
proceeds chronologically through the narrative, critiquing each aspect as it appears,
from one or more vantage points, and often even anticipates and attacks possible de-
fenses to his original criticisms.

Wilhelm Kroll was the first modern scholar to pursue the connections between
Dio’s Trojan and the prescriptions in the progymnasmata, pointing out that several
pieces of advice offered by Theon (to criticize narrative order (under lack of clarity), to
begin with an attack on the narrator, and to combine narrative with argumentation)
are closely followed by Dio.8! A few years later, Josef Mesk attempted to exhaustively
show that Dio had used all of the topoi enumerated by Theon, although not in the pre-
cise order specified, and not always with the exact same terminology.®2 The identifi-
cation seemed assured, and by 1978 C.P. Jones could unequivocally refer to (and dis-

miss) the Trojan as an &vaokeun.83

81 Kroll (1915).
82 Mesk (1920-1). The recent article of Calderén (1997) does not advance the dis-
cussion.

83 Jones (1978), p. 17. Cf. Anderson (1993), p. 50: “the ultimate extravagance of
anaskeué.”



One dissenting voice was J.F. Kindstrand, who argued, among other things, that
the terms for which Mesk had so painstakingly found parallels were just as common in
‘the Homeric scholia, and not necessarily integrally connected to the refutation. More
importantly he insisted that the Trojan was not simply reducible to a school-exercise,
a point that Marian Szarmach elaborated by showing how in other speeches Dio char-
acteristically takes the exercises as a rough starting point and guide and then moves
from that foundation to a much more complex and expansive whole.84 There is no
doubt that Dio incorporates the prescriptions and lessons, and even the form of the
avaokeutj in this speech, but the mistake has been to consider the whole thing a refu-
tation writ large. Even if individual segments of the speech appear identical to refuta-
tions familiar from other sources, the Trojan as a whole is not really comparable, ei-
ther in scope, size, or content with the &vaokeur}. What seems to have been forgotten

- since Mesk originally pointed it out is that Dio’s speech displays a dialectical move-
" ment between a refutation of the Homeric account and a confirmation of the Egyp-
tian.85 Dio is not simply refuting the traditional story; he uses this refutation to justify
and arguably even create a more compelling alternative. This creative aspect is essen-
tial to an understanding of Dio’s writing—he never composes a purely destructive

negative critique; for him such criticism always leads to a greater truth.

. Nessus, or, Deianeira

An instructive example of Dio’s procedure is found in his 60% Discourse, Nessus,

or, Deianeira, and it’s worth a brief digression to demonstrate more clearly the princi-

84 Kindstrand (1973), 154-5; Szarmach (1978), 198-9. See also the note of Desideri
(1978), n. 46, 518-20.
85 Mesk (1920-1), xx.
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gples at play in Dio’s method of refuting tradition.8¢ Dio’s reading of the myth involv-
%ing Nessus, Deianeira, and Heracles is motivated by a student’s request to solve
:(AGoa) the aporia it had engendered.8? Two problems had arisen: first, in Archilo-
chus’ version, Deianeira’s long-winded plea for help from Heracles as she is being kid-
napped seems to afford the centaur much leisure to escape with her. Sophocles’ ver-
sion, on the other hand, came under fire for its representation of Heracles shooting
Nessus with an arrow when the centaur was still mid-stream holding Deianeira; in this
case, it seemed likely that she would have drowned when Nessus died.88
Dio, in response, takes the problematization even further. “The whole matter of
the centaur trying to rape Deianeira is an impossibility,” he declares, adding, “does it
seem plausible (mi8avdv) to you that, in the full sight of Heracles, who was holding a
| bow...he would have tried to rape that man’s wife?” (3) Once again, however, Dio
-doesn’t try either to dismiss the story as false or to ‘solve’ the problems individually.
- Instead he identifies the fundamental crux of the myth which, upon being changed,
| will allow everything else to fall into place. In this case, Dio realizes that one simple
alteration can cut the Gordian knot of interpretative difficulties: Nessus, rather than
grabbing Deianeira, was simply talking to her, advising, in his nefarious way, how she
might best gain control over Heracles. He suggested that she domesticate the hero,

soften his wild and difficult behavior, and get him to spend more time at home. The

86 The bibliography on Nessus is virtually non-existent. Of the few treatments, the
best are Hoistad (1948), 54-6, and Desideri (1978), 491-3; cf. Valgimigli (1912), 58-9;
Said (2000), 175-6.

87 Or. 60.1. The interlocutor, knowing Dio well, pleads that he not simply proceed
" in his usual manner, paradoxically overturning doxa. Dio of course insists that if the
interlocutor wants the correct reconstruction of events, it will necessarily be against
popular opinion. (2) And indeed, as we shall see, it is.

88 Or. 60.1. Archilochus fr. 285 West; Sophocles, Trachiniae 564.
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icentaur did this, according to Dio, because “he knew that when Heracles changed his
hfe and his behavior (&oknois), he would be easy to handle and weak.” (5)

| By replacing the act of seizure with that of conversation, Dio can retain the basic
;form and elements of the rest of the narrative, yet still render it more plausible. So, he
continues, Deianeira was convinced; Heracles, for his part, suspecting Nessus was up
to no good, killed him. But as the centaur died, he urged Deianeira to remember what
he had told her. Afterwards, when Heracles’ behavior grew more and more unaccept-
able, (bringing home Iole from Oechalia was the last straw), Deianeira put Nessus’
plan into action. Eventually she managed to get Heracles to exchange his lion’s skin
for regular clothing, and to adhere to a more sedentary and domestic lifestyle. Even-

~ tually, disgusted at the weakness and softness of his life and body, Heracles committed
| suicide by immolation.89 “By Zeus,” Dio’s stunned interlocutor declares at the end of
the tale, “the story seems to me not at all base or implausible (paizAos oud¢
 amiBavos).” (9) Part of the student’s astonishment is directed at how Dio’s new ver-

| sion not only eliminates the problems and maintains plausibility, but ends with a
flourish, conveying a moralizing message dear to his Cynic heart.9° Here, as in

Chryseis, Dio’s reading has uncovered an ethical truth.9:

89 Dio elsewhere holds to the more traditional version of Heracles’ death: Or.

. 78.44, where Dio in fact contrasts Heracles’ physical pain and ailment with the much
‘ more difficult to bear corruption of the soul. On Dio’s treatment of Heracles, a favor-
ite of the Cynics, see Hoistad (1948), 50-60.

90 Desideri (1978), 493: “the type of moral teaching which this revision aims to
provide...corresponds perfectly to the entire thematic of the Diogenic discourses [Orr.
8-10]: the exaltation of a life lived according to nature, and the denunciation of a life
~ based on luxury and pleasures.”

91 This is, as Desideri has well argued, an essential aspect of Dio’s reading practice
essential. The last paragraphs of Nessus are the closest thing to a methodological
statement of this practice. The student judges Dio among those philosophers who take
- “whatever myth or story (61rotov &v uibov 1} Adyov), dragging and fashioning it ac-
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Nessus is often grouped with the Trojan as an dvaokeur), but the oration is obvi-

gously much more than a simple refutation of a myth. Like the refutations, Dio points

:out problems with the story, relying on concepts of psychological probability, likeli-
ghood, and narrative consistency so dear to the progymnasmata. But to simply refute
the traditional tale or even to substitute another in its place would not be as effective
as showing how the story has been improperly read, and how, with a small amount of
‘alteration, it could be rendered more satisfactory. As we mentioned last chapter, Dio
recognized the communicative power possessed by the legends and myths of the
Greeks, familiar to a wide audience and imbued with an authority with which mere
invention could not compete. The key is to locate the most economical reading, in
which the least corrections are required, which accounts for the most difficulties, and
which maintains the recognizability of the traditional story.92 By having everything

. remain the same except that Nessus is talking to Deianeira rather than kidnapping

~ her, and retaining the sequence of events—Heracles Kkills Nessus, Nessus advises De-

| ianeira to remember his words, Deianeira is angry with Heracles after his return from
Oechalia (and jealous of Iole), Deianeira puts Nessus’ advice into action, as a result of
this action Heracles commits suicide—Dio has eliminated everything suspicious about

the story with the least amount of alteration. (Note the elegance with which Dio turns
the poisoned shirt into a metaphor for domestication). The story has not so much

' been refuted, or shown to be false, as it has been re-read and reconfigured by em-

cording to their own dianoia (¥AkovTes kai TAGTTOVTES KATA TNV QUTDV
- Bidvolav), and demonstrate it as useful and appropriate for philosophy (co@éAiuov
kai piAhocogia Tpémovta anedeil§av).” (9)
92 The same principles that underlie the unconscious activity of the ‘philological
- method,’” according to Most (1994).

243



15

ploying the principles and presuppositions of the avaokeur}.93 The results, however,
t

are far more sophisticated than those of Libanius.%4

Absent Brothers, Errant Mothers

Dio’s reading of Homer in this portion of the Trojan proceeds similarly to the one
in Nessus, albeit on a much larger scale. Here the main alteration is, as we mentioned
above, the claim that Paris married Helen rather than kidnapping her. For Dio, this
one change of fact renders the rest of the narrative much more plausible, as his series
of counterfactual arguments are meant to indicate. Dio doesn’t so much solve these
problems as eliminate the presuppositions that led them to be judged puzzling; his
skill lies in his realization that the difficulties stem from a single false element in the

text. But whereas the refutation in Nessus only involved the smoothing out of a few

. narrative details fairly restricted in scope, the more complicated and extensive story of

> Paris and Helen—spanning different countries, families, and involving a host of char-

| acters—requires the proper synchronization of a far vaster array of variables. We saw
in our discussion of Chryseis how refutations and confirmations of Homer were
closely linked and necessarily dependent on the tradition of poetic problems which
centuries of scholarship had discovered and tackled. Dio’s task, then, entailed an en-

gagement with this tradition as well—the incorporation of several notorious problems

93 Some might call this moral allegory; Nessus demonstrates that the borders be-
tween ‘rationalizing’ and ‘allegorizing’ myths are rather porous.

94 As Desideri (1978), 492, writes: “the reconstruction of the event coincides with
the individuation of its intrinsic rationality. In other words, the semantic strength of
an account ...and this is the guarantee of his use for a didactic end; people must be

~ convinced that there is a historical reality at the core of each myth; otherwise they will
not be receptive to completely receive the educational message. But to obtain this it is
necessary that the myth be perfectly logical and verisimilar. Ideology is therefore su-

. perior to truth.”
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of Homeric scholarship was vital for the persuasiveness and virtuosity of his argu-
ment.

Dio’s primary piece of evidence concerns Helen’s brothers, Castor and Polydeuces.
- Their absence from the Trojan campaign is one of the well-known oddities of the Ho-
meric account, given their close relationship with Helen as well as their famed martial
skills. The only time they are mentioned in the Iliad is in a passage from the
teichoskopia episode in Book 3, when Helen, at Priam’s request, is identifying the

Greek heroes to the king. As she is doing this, she wonders aloud about her siblings:

doiw &’ ov Suvauat idéewv koourjTope Aaddv

K&oTop: 8’ iTréSapov kai mig ayabov TToAudelkea,
QUTOKACLY VI TwW, T Hol Hia yeivato ufitnp.

1) oUx éoméabnv Aakedaiuovios ¢€ épaTeviis.,

T} Bevpco pev EovTo véeoo évi Ttovtomdpolay,

viv a¥UT’ ouk éBéAouot uaxmv katadluevai avdpdv,
aioxea SedidTes kai dveidea WOAN' |, & pot EoTv.

WS PATO, Tous &’ 11dn K& TeXEV <puo{goog ala

év AakeBaipovi atby, @iAn év Tatpid yain

“yet nowhere can I see those two, the marshals of the people,

Kastor, breaker of horses, and the strong boxer, Polydeukes,

my own brothers, born with me of a single mother.

Perhaps these came not with the rest from Lakedaimon the lovely,

or else they did come here in their sea-wandering ships, yet

now they are reluctant to go with the men into battle

dreading the words of shame and all the reproach that is on me.”

So she spoke, but the teeming earth lay already upon them

away in Lakedaimon, the beloved land of their fathers. (Lattimore tr.)

Naturally, these lines became considered problematic. Aside from the related dif-
ficulty that Priam still didn’t recognize the Greek heroes after having had nine years to
practice, two basic questions were posed. First how could Helen not have known

* anything about her brothers (given that she could have asked the Greek prisoners for

information)? Second, why did it suddenly pop into her head at that moment to won-



shielded from encountering the prisoners by Alexander (iocas UTd ToU 'AAeEavdpou

'
t
1

i

der about them, as if she hadn’t thought of it before?9s The scholia consider both of
i these “implausible (&TiBavov)” or “irrational (&Aoyov).” The problem was quite an
| old one—Heraclides of Pontus discussed it in the 4" century B.C.E.; and even Aristotle

i tried his hand at a solution, as we mentioned in Chapter One: “Perhaps she was

EVTUY XAVEW EQUAGTTETO Tols aixpaAddTors). Or she did not know where her

{ brothers were in order that her i6os appear better and she not be a busybody (fi &1res
- TO fBos BeATicov pavij kai i ToAuTpayuovoin., oudt Tous adeAgous 1jdel Strou

_&ioi).”% Not perhaps the most elegant of solutions; others fared little better. Zeno-

dotus, for instance, thought that the Dioscuri had been left behind in Greece as dioik-
nTai.s?

For Dio of course, the solution is right at hand; what better reascn for their ab-

. sence than that they did not actually go on the expedition? If Helen and Paris were
' married with their blessing, the brothers obviously would not have supported a mili-
tary mission against their new in-laws. Furthermore, this explains the peculiarity of

' the passage:

Homer, concealing this irrationality (Tadmv 8¢ Thv aAoyiav
kpUTrTeov “Ounpos), has represented Helen in a state of amazement
(Tremoinke Baupdaloucav v ‘EAévnv); then he defends himself (&re-
AoytfioaTo), saying that they had died previously. But then it is clear
that her seizure occurred while they were still living. So why did they

95 The scholiasts remark that neither Priam nor the poet himself previously men-
tioned them.

96 Sch ad 11.3.236 = Aristotle fr. 147 Rose. There is some debate whether the sec-
ond solution is Aristotelian or not.

97 Another solution from the scholia: since many Greeks had been sacking and
fighting cities on the islands, it would have been difficult for Helen or prisoners to
know whether her brothers were at Troy or not. For modern ‘solutions’ see Kirk

(1985) on 3.236.

246



[

247

wait ten years for Agamemnon as he spent time gathering an army,
rather than immediately pursue their sister, particularly if they might
have caught her while she sailed? [72] For they went immediately after
Theseus, who was Greek, and better than the rest, and even a ruler over
many men...yet they would not go after Alexander and waited ten years
for the sons of Atreus to gather a force?

Dio imagines Homer telling his story, and then awkwardly realizing at this critical

: juncture that he has failed to account for the Dioscuri’s absence, which in Dio’s ac-

count is perfectly rational, but in Homer’s version seems rather peculiar. The poet,

" Dio claims, made Helen appear surprised at this absence, and then he tried to explain

~ it by informing his audience of their death. But, as Dio points out, this explanation

presents its own problems—Helen’s ignorance means that they were still alive when
she left Troy, so Homer still has not accounted for their failure to participate on the
expedition. In fact, Dio muses, the same could be said for Helen’s father, Tyndareus,
who likewise would have had ample reason to come on the campaign, if his own
daughter had been stolen from Sparta.?8 The problem of the Dioscuri has been identi-
fied as yet another Homeric mistake stemming from the necessity of the nature of the
compositional situation, but paradoxically depends on an original point—their ab-

sence from Troy—that Dio takes to support his own story.

98 Anticipating an excuse based on Tyndareus’ advance age, Dio adds that other
older men, like Nestor and Phoenix had accompanied the expeditionary forces. In
general, Dio implies that noe of the Spartans went to Troy. Any mention of their
forces, under the command of Menelaus, is only due to Homer’s necessity of keeping
to his lie that Menelaus, through his marriage to Helen, was king of Sparta. After all,
he argues, if Tyndareus was still alive, how could Menelaus have been king, even if he -
were married to Helen? Dio again anticipates an objection based on T.’s old age, and
again offers Nestor as a counter-example: despite his age, there was never any ques-
tion that he would still rule Pylos, even on his return from the war as represented in
the Odyssey (by which time he must have been extremely old).
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Another notorious crux is deployed by Dio in a different way.?9 In Iliad 3.144,
Aethra, the daughter of Pittheus, is mentioned as one of Helen’s maidservants:
i augimoloi dU' EmovTto/ AiBpn TTtdijos Buydatne KAuuévn te Boddms. This woman
was, apparently, the mother of Theseus, and this strange connection attracted the at-
tention of many Homeric readers. “If he is speaking of Theseus’ mother then this
must be athetized (el pév ™v Onoéwas Aéyel unTépa abBetnTéov), for it is implausible

i that a servant of Helen was such an old woman (amiavov ydap éotw ‘EAévng

augimolov <elvav tiv oltws Untepapxaiav).e¢ The rather unsatisfactory answer
in the scholia relies on homonymy, that last refuge of the perplexed commentator.o:
In other words, this Aethra, daughter of Pittheus, is not the mother of Theseus, but
should be identified as some other Aethra, daughter of some other Pittheus.’o2 In his

Theseus, however, Plutarch mentions that others believed that this Homeric line re-
. ferred to the Dioscuri’s mission to recover Helen from Theseus, who had kidnapped
© her. In the course of their attack, they managed to capture Theseus’ mother, who be-
came Helen’s servant, and apparently accompanied her new mistress to Troy.

As we saw, Dio also refers to this apparently post-Homeric tradition, but ties the

issue in with the vexed problems surrounding Helen’s family and their lack of in-

99 I briefly discussed this example in the Introduction.
100 Sch. A ad 1. 3.144. It continues: fijv oUk ékTrolel v Si&x TO uijkos TolU xpdvou.

101 Cf, Eustathius, Comm. Il. ad 3.144: “But if it is a homonymy, just as in many
other places, it can remain; for there are some other homnymys in the Iliad. (ei ¢
ouwvupia éoTi, kabdep kai &l wAedvwv, BuvaTal pévelv: kal yap &AAot eiciv
Sucdvupol Tves kata Ta lAlakd).”

102 Normally homonymys would only involve a single name, and there are legiti-
mate examples in Homer: One instance is Adrastus, one of whom is mentioned at )
2.572 and the other at 2.830. An example of how far some would take this method of
interpretation can be found in Plutarch’s Theseus 31: without referring to the myth
obviously being re-interpreted, he describes how Theseus and Peirithous travelled to
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; volvement in the Trojan campaign. If Castor and Polydeuces had so eagerly attacked
Theseus, who was quite powerful, why didn’t they do the same if Helen had been kid-
napped once again, by Paris? Aethra’s presence in Troy, moreover, serves two differ-
ent functions: as Plutarch shows, it provides evidence of the Dioscuri’s campaign
against Theseus (how else could Aethra have been Helen’s servant?), but Dio also uses
| itas yet another indication of a legitimate marriage—while it seems unlikely that Paris
i would have stolen an aged servant woman along with the rest of the goods, it would be

natural for a bride to take her servants with her to her new home.

‘ Why a Liar Has to Know the Truth

One of the striking things about these two uses of Homeric problems is that they
both accept that part of Homer’s statements about the Dioscuri or Aethra were true;
this is why Dio can use them to support his argument. In fact, implicit in Dio’s earlier
demolition of Homer’s claim to trustworthiness is the presupposition that Homer
knew the ‘truth’ but was willfully misrepresenting, distorting, or omitting it due to his
desire “to gratify the Greeks and the Atreidae (xapifduevos Tois “EAAnol kal Tois
"ATpeidais).”(35) Paul Veyne has noted this defining feature of Greek thinking—the
idea of “falsehood as the truth distorted,” the faith that the tradition itself possesses
the truth within it, waiting to be uncovered, extracted. We have already seen that even
historians like Thucydides, Strabo, and Polybius assumed that Homer and indeed the
whole mythic or legendary tradition was in essence true, however encrusted with lies
and exaggerations that kernel of truth might have been. This idea extended beyond

myths into any representation—as Paul Veyne declares, “one cannot lie ex nthilo.”

the land of “Aidoneus, the king of the Molossians, who called his wife Phersephone,
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' One might doubt whether Heracles actually visited the underworld, but not that he

existed, and that he was an extremely famous and successful individual. The most pe-
culiar thing about this notion is that it presupposes that whoever is telling a story or
recounting a myth actually has access to the truth, but, whether through incompe-
tence, a desire to please, or maliciousness, somehow gets portions of it wrong. Truth
itself is unproblematized; if you eliminate the lies, the truth is what’s left over.
Nowhere is this better exemplified than in ancient historiography, where, as we've
already pointed out, the question of ascertaining the true account seems unproblem-
atic; rather, the concerns are with how best to arrange the material, since, as Lucian
implies, the facts are there for all to see. As a result, for many ancient historians, to
guarantee the truth of their history, it was enough to show that they had no bias for or
against any of the people they were writing about.
As Lucian shows us, Homer could be assessed by these criteria as well.
Though most of what Homer has written in praise of Achilles is ficti-
tious, some people today are actually inclined to believe him, taking as a

great proof of his truthfulness only the fact that he wasn’t writing about
a living person; for they can’t find any motive he could have for lying.:?3

'Ouriped youv. kaiTol Tpds TS ubddes T& TAEIOTa OUYYeypagoTl
UTrep ToU "Ax1AAEws. 18N kal MOTeVEW TIvES UTTAYOVTAl, pdévov
ToUTo eis &TéBelfv Tis aAnbeias péya Tekurjplov TiBépevor 6Tt un
Trept LVTOS Eypagev; ou y&p eUpiokoustv oUTIvos Eveka gpeudat
&v.

Lucian’s comment demonstrates that, for most people, if they couldn’t find a mo-

tive for Homer to lie, then he must have been telling the truth. There seems to be no

his daughter Kore, and his dog Cerberus.”
103 Lucian, How to Write History 40. Translation adapted from Macleod (1991),
235. On bias, see Luce (1989).
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possibility that perhaps Homer simply might never have known what happened, what-
ever his motives. Homer’s writing after Achilles’ death, rather than calling into ques-
5 tion how he knew the details of Achilles’ exploits so well, paradoxically bolsters confi-
dence in his account, because it removes the possibility of currying the great hero’s fa-
vor. Dio, of course, although he believes that Homer lived well after the Trojan War,
does accuse Homer of a bias toward the Greeks, concerned as he was to flatter his
hosts;°4 later, he will add that Homer was motivated by more propagandistic motiva-
tions—he assured the Greeks of their victory in order to avoid the massive political un-

1 rest and fear the news of their defeat would be sure to provoke.?*s Even if Homer was

biased, however, even if because of that bias he lied shamelessly and often, for Dio his
account nevertheless contains much of the truth.

Now we see that Dio’s attacks on Homer’s credibility—his failure to list sources, his
bias, his love of lying—are not marshaled as evidence that he didn’t know what he was
talking about, only that he can be shown to have wanted to hide the truth that he knew
too well. Far from being another Dionian conceit, however, this aspect of the argu-
ment falls in line with mainstream conceptions of the intertwined nature of truth and
lies. Indeed, Dio fashions his entire method of reading Homer around it, particularly

in his analysis of the main body of the Iliad, which we shall examine next.

104 The idea that Homer was biased for the Greeks (@tAéAAnv) is a commonplace in
the scholia. The charge was brought up more recently in an article by van der Valk
(1953) which basically uses Dionian argumentative techniques. Kakridis (1971/1956)
refutes van der Valk with the reminder that Homer was not writing a historical ac-
count.

105 Philostratus in Heroicus 25 explains Homer’s omission of Palamedes and his
devotion to Odysseus as a result of a personal friendship between the poet and his
subject (an accusation going back as far as Pindar Nem. 7.20ff.).
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'V SIGNS OF THE TRUTH: TROJAN 77-110

Dio’s treatment of the pre-Iliadic Trojan War narrative is radically revisionist—by
claiming that Paris married Helen legitimately, it eliminates the alleged justification
for Greek aggression, and squarely lays the blame for the war onto the Greeks. But we
shouldn’t allow this to mask the fact that despite this major alteration, the so-called
new version agrees substantially in other respects with the traditional account. In fact,
as we have just seen, the priest goes so far as to use evidence from Homer’s narrative
in support of his own version. Homeric details such as the Trojan’s refusal to surren-
der Helen, the presence of Aethra at Troy as Helen’s servant, and Tyndareus’ and the
Dioscuri’s absence from Troy are treated as true elements of a fundamentally false
story. Their truth, paradoxically, arises from their incongruity with the rest of
Homer’s narrative, which has already been proven a lie.

This method of reading is strikingly reminiscent of that employed by Herodotus in
. his own analysis of Helen and the Trojan War. As we recall from our discussion in
Chapter One, the Egyptian priests he interviewed performed an operation on the Ho-
meric narrative analagous to the one found in Dio—they insisted that Paris had never
brought Helen to Troy, since she had been rescued by the Egyptian king during a lay-
over in that country, and remained there until the war was over. For Herodotus, this
- story seemed convincing because its adoption explained away a serious implausibility
in Homer’s account: the Trojan unwillingness, even with their losses mounting, to re-

turn Helen to the Greeks, and bring an end to hostilities. Just as in the Trojan Ora-

tion, Herodotus’ reasoning depends on the fact that, Homer’s narrative, despite having -

had a major element called into question, adheres in all other respects to the truth.

~ We have in both revisions a radical positing of new facts that nevertheless function to
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{render the remainder of the traditional story more believable, and in fact depend on
evidence adduced from the old version to demonstrate the truth of the new.

Homer, in Herodotus’ view, represented everything accurately except for Helen’s

iéwhereabouts, and, he adds, the only reason that the poet told this falsehood was be-
Ecause he thought it more fitting for poetry than the truth. What was so interesting
gabout this last assertion was that Herodotus never questions that Homer did know the
real story (and in fact goes to some length to prove that he did), and this a priori as-
fsumption forces him to provide a reason why Homer consciously told a story that was
contrary to the truth. Herodotus’ answer is one of the earliest formulations of the con-
cept of poetic license, and of the idea that poet’s do not have the same goal as histori-
‘ans. But unlike Eratosthenes, Herodotus still insists that if Homer invented, he did so
in full knowledge of what actually happened. The same thing applies to Dio, who, de-
' spite asserting that Homer was not an eyewitness, or even a contemporary of the Tro-
jan War, takes it for granted that Homer knew what actually happened, and con-
sciously chose to ignore or distort it.
' But the strangeness of this attitude is more marked in Dio than Herodotus, since
the latter takes pains to retain Homer as trustworthy and shares the general view of
_ the poet as an authoritative source of Greek culture and tradition. But Dio has just
spent the better part of 30 pages trying to convince us of the worthlessness of Homer’s
| testimony and the contempt he displayed toward the truth. The next sections (77-110)
of the Trojan Oration shine an even brighter spotlight on the peculiarities of Dio’s
project. The priest constructs his reading of Iliadic episodes by means of a point-by-
_ point comparison with the Iliad, constantly switching back and forth from a narration

- of his new ‘true’ episode to a demonstration of precisely how we can witness Homer
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imaliciously distorting or reluctantly acknowledging this truth. The ‘facts’ cannot ever
ibe entirely effaced; their traces, however faint, are visible to the careful observer, and
; properly read, allow that observer to recover the facts themselves. In essence, Dio is

ifaced with the same situation that Strabo had been in; both acknowledge that Homeric

poetry contains a mixture of truth and falsehood, and both set themselves the task of
%uncovering that precious, buried truth. The mechanisms which they developed to ac-

gicomplish this goal, however, could not have been more different.

Uncontrollable Truths

For Dio, the text of the Iliad, as we have seen, is the written record of an oral off-
the-cuff performance, made up on the spot, marked by textual manifestations of the
poet’s continuous catering to the desires and reactions of his audience. Such a con-

; ception of Homeric poetry provided Dio with evidence supporting his accusations that
- Homer was lying, since his storytelling technique resembled that practiced by extem-
poraneous narrators of stories attempting to distort or hide the truth. As the priest
| comes to the Iliad-narrative, he transforms the lines of argumentation used to such
effect in the critique of Homer’s character (15-36) into presupposed modes of ac-
counting for and extracting the truth from Homer’s narrative performance.

For pre-Iliadic events, the priest had proposed a continuous alternative narrative

and then compared it favorably to the Homeric account. Beginning at paragraph 77,
however, in the sections of the story that coincide with those told in the Iliad, the
priest continuously interrupts his own presentation with extended explanations of

- Homer’s divergences or concurrences with the ‘facts’. In this fashion, the priest’s nar-

rative, though diametrically opposed to Homer’s, remains entirely parasitic upon it.



HIS procedure allows us to see exactly how he imagines the relation between truth and

ilies in the Iliad, and how he is able to produce the true story from a hostile, deceptive
jwitness.

According to the priest, “since the Achaeans were faring badly in the war, and
;nothing was turning out as they had hoped...disease and famine bore down upon
;1:hem, and stasis was arising between their leaders—the sort of thing which usually

éhappens to the unsuccessful side, not those winning.” (79) Here the opening events of

éthe Iliad—the plague among the Greek forces and the quarrel between Achilles and

Agamemnon—are, far from being false, employed as evidence for the priest’'s new
truth, that the Trojans had been winning the war. As a further piece of evidence, he

| points to the curious and disastrous ‘test’ of the Greek forces by Agamemnon in Iliad
2.1-210—another favorite of the commentators—which revealed the widespread desire
‘among the Greek troops to return home.!96 The priest has not simply asserted that

; things were going badly for the Greeks, but inferred and supported it from the testi-

ﬁ mony of the very account whose credibility has recently been condemned.

| Much of the narrative proceeds in this fashion: the priest’s main point is to prove
that Hector killed Achilles, and that the Trojans defeated the Greeks; in keeping with

_ these theses, he holds that the Trojans decisively took the upper hand in the fighting in

the ninth year of the war, foreshadowing their eventual defeat of the Greeks. Homer’s

" account roughly agrees with this, although he attributes the Trojan’s gains to Achilles’

withdrawal and Zeus’ will, and obviously concludes his story rather differently. Asa

result of this confluence, the priest has to concede that “when Homer tells of the defeat

" and rout of the Achaeans, the glory of Hector, and the masses of dead (as he had

106 A puzzle that still vexes modern commentators.
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jpromised), he speaks of true things (T&An8fi Aéyel), albeit somewhat unwillingly and
idesirous to enhance Achilles’ honor (TpdTrov Twa &kwv kal Gva@épwv Eis TNV

i

?;?'roﬁ 'AxtAAéws).”97 How, we might legitimately ask, if Homer was such a liar, can Dio
_‘]ustlfy using his poetic statements as evidence of the truth? Given the fact that Homer
t1s biased for the Greeks and against the Trojans, why would he portray the Trojans as
'éthe winning force (at least until Achilles’ return to battle)? The problem for the priest
J;Ethen, is not, paradoxically, to counter Homer, but to explain why an egregious liar like
;;the poet would have occasionally told the truth.

The problem is addressed directly, by imagining a Homer not only in possession of
Ethe truth, but unable to keep it repressed within himself; despite his best efforts, the
true story keeps leaking out, escaping his control. The priest repeatedly emphasizes
this incontinence as the reason wky Homer often tells the truth: “Homer agrees with”
f;Agamemnon’s ‘testing’ of the Greeks, despite its unflattering implications, “since he

; could not conceal the whole truth (duoAoyel 8¢ TaUta kai “Ounpos: oudt yap
¢éSUvaTo Tavta TaAnbii amokpiwyacbat).”(80) Similar phrasing recurs in the de-

i

? scriptions of the fighting in Iliad 9-10; “Homer cannot conceal Hector’s deeds (Spcos
1 5t oUx olds Té EoTv aTokpuyal T& Ttotu "Exktopos Epya) as he conquers and pur-

. sues the enemy to their ships,” and “he is reluctant to state these things so clearly
(TaUta yap oU Boulduevos eitreiv olTews évapyds), but since they're true, he isn’t

_ableto stop himself once he’s started (8ucos €mel &Anbi v, apEauevos altddv ou

BuvaTal arooTijvat).”(85) The next day’s events (Iliad 11 ff.) also find Homer over-

107 11.84. Cf. 11.88: “in the case of Hector, however, he shows no such a loss for
- something great and splendid to say—because, I believe, he is telling of actual events
‘ (@AN’ ol Trepi ToU “EkTopos duoiws amopel 8,1 el uéya kal BavpacTov, &g ye
' olual T& yevoueva dinyouuevos).”
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whelmed by truth’s compelling power—*“in this part of his narrative he is also evi-
dently telling the truth and what really occurred, carried away as he is by the facts

| themselves (kal TaUta utv Aéywv SiAds éoTiv 8Ti &AndT Aéyel kal Ta yevoueva
UTT’ aUTAV TAOV TPAYUATWY TTpoayouevos:).”(86)

Homer, despite his desire, is not able to “conceal” (&mokpinyai) the truth, and
once some of it makes its way to the surface, he can’t stop it; he is led forward by the
inexorable pull of the facts. Once again, we can see the flexibility of Dio’s model of the
Iliad as spontaneous narrative; it allows him to identify, not only the lies in the text,
but the truth as well. For Dio, Homer knows what really happened, and since he is
fashioning his story on the spot, it would naturally be easier to relate the truth than to
fabricate. After all the truth, as every good critic and rhetorician knew, possesses a
certain plausibility and consistency by virtue of its having actually occurred. In this

- formulation, even telling the truth is characteristic of a liar.»08

108 Two famous passages echo Dio’s thoughts from a slightly different perspective.
Polybius’ remarks apropos of Homer quoted by Strabo (1.2.9): “to hang an empty
marvel-narrative on nothing true is not Homeric. For it occurs to us at once, doubt-
less, that a man will lie more plausibly if he will mix in some actual truth (kai v
. 'O8ucoéws TAGVNV GoaUTws" Ek undevos 8¢ aAnBols QvAaTITEWV KEVT|V TEPK-

ToAoyiav oUx ‘Ounpikév. TPooTHTTeL YAp, s Eikds, s mMbavwTepov Gv olTw
Tis weuBoiTo, el kaTauioyol Tt kal aUTddv TGV GAnBivédv).” In the Poetics 24
(1460a19ff.), Aristotle has a more sophisticated analysis of Homer’s skill in lying:
“Homer in particular has taught the others how one should tell lies. This is the
paralogismos (8ediSaxev 8¢ paAiota “Ounpos kai Tous dAAous yeudij Aéyew ws
Bel. o1 8¢ ToUTo Tapaloyiouds). When B is true if A is true, or B happens if A
happens, people think that if B is true A must be true or happen. But that is false. Con-
sequently if A be untrue but there be something else, B, which is necessarily true or
happens if A is true, the proper thing to do is to posit B, for, knowing B to be true, our
mind falsely infers that A is true also.”



Desperate Lies

These true portions of Homer’s narrative, moreover, are judged true not only be-
cause of their agreement with the priest’s story, but also because of their lack of fan-
 tastic and improbable elements. In the priest’s eyes, Homer’s descriptions of Hector’s
activities—his defeat of various Greek warriors, his crossing of the trench, the siege of
the naval station, the defeat of Ajax atop the wall, the firing of the ships—are noticea-
bly bereft of the incredible. “For here there is no Aeneas snatched away by Aphrodite,
no Ares wounded by a mortal, nor any other such implausible thing (oUdt &AAo
. TolotTov oubtv aTmiBavov); rather they are true events and resemble actual occur-
rences (GAA& TpdayuaTta aAnbéi kai duoiax YeYovdot).”(90)
In contrast, when Homer describes the exploits of the Achaeans, all sense of natu-
ralism and sense seems to disappear.
When he glorifies the Achaeans, he is in a state of great aporia, and
anyone can see that he is dealing in fiction...In all these episodes it is
clear that he is favorable to the Achaeans and wanting to marvel at
them, but that, not knowing of anything true to say, he is led, through

his aporia, to mention impossible and impious deeds—the usual experi-
ence of all who contradict the truth.

S8Tav 5t alfn ToUs 'Axaious, TToAAfis amopias HECTOS E0TI Kal TTact
Pavepos ST weUdeTaihév ols Gmaot 3ijAds éoTv eUVOUS UEV OV
¢kefvols kai Poulduevos autous Bavudlev, oUk Excov 8t 8,1t gltm)
&Andés, Si& v amopiav eis adlvaTa tuTminTeov kat &oeli mpdy-
HaTa, & TAOXOUSIY €35 TO oAU TravTes doot TH) aAnBeia uaxovrat
(86-7)

According to the priest, the Trojans had won all these battles, and Homer had no
true Greek success stories at his disposal. But because such tales of valor were what

his Greek audience wanted to hear, he was forced to make them up on the spot, and
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| this explains why the stories of Greek victories are marked by such strange and unbe-
lievable elements. Aside from the obvious instances of Diomedes’ woundings of Ares

H

; and Aphrodite, Menelaus’ victory over Paris is ridiculous (viknv yeAoiav) and the
ending of Ajax’s duel with Hector (where they exchange gifts) is silly (Travu eurifng n
SiaAuoig).109

Here again, as in sections 15-36, we meet a Homer whose lies can be easily de-
tected by comparing his narrative methods to those of liars; this time, however, the

priest attributes the inclusion of such absurd episodes to Homer’s deficiencies in im-
provisation. They result from Homer’s aporia (TroAAfis atopias uecToés éoTy; Six
v amopiav), which itself arises from the confluence of a desire to praise with a lack
' of material. Conversely, when he is telling of Hector’s glorious deeds, he was not ata

~ loss (ov Trept ToU “ExTopos duoicas atopel), for the very reason that “he was nar-
rating what happened (T& yevéueva Sinyouuevos).” (88) As with all liars, the ‘fabu-

lous’ nature of certain descriptions function as signs of their author’s aporia, and
hence of their status as fabrications, while the consistency and plausibility of others

| guarantees their truth. We are back to the virtutes narrationis again, only this time

the main concern is plausibility, m8avdTns; an implausible episode, a compositional

" flaw, has become for Dio a sign of the liar's aporia when forced to fabricate on the

spur of the moment.

Achilles, Patroclus, and Hector

The centerpiece of the priest’s argument is the complicated section (93-110) pre-

senting the true account of Patroclus, Achilles, and Hector. Here the entire arsenal of

109 Again, Dio has fixed upon noted ‘problem’ passages discussed in the scholia.
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| demonstration is on display—the brilliant substitution that forces a radical reinter-
| pretation of the episode, the identification of implausibilities and well-known prob-

| lems as evidence of botched cover-up operations, the insistent adherence to much of

é the false narrative (attributed to Homer’s inability to completely stifle the truth), and
the simultaneous refutation of Homer and use of his material as supporting testi-
mony.!°

1 The pivotal contention is that it actually was Achilles, not Patroclus pretending to

" be Achilles, who was fighting in Iliad 13-17, and that hence it was also Achilles whom

. Hector killed. Now, Dio’s earlier changes to Homer's story were directed against the

" margins of the Iliad. His claim that Paris had married Helen addressed an incident
that Homer had only mentioned indirectly and that lay outside the chronological
scope of his poem. Likewise, Dio’s assertion that Homer had tried to disguise the fact
that the Trojans had the upper hand in the ninth year of fighting only accused the poet
of some misdirection and prejudicial treatment. Even Dio’s subsequent claim that
Troy won the war deals with offstage (that is post-Iliadic) events. But to declare that
Hector killed Achilles rather than the other way round is to attack the very heart of the
Iliad. To go further and declare that one can prove this from the text itself is, well,
very Dionian.

Aware of the enormity of this correction, the priest nonchalantly attributes it to
Homer’s improvisational sensitivity to his audience; at this point “Homer had no more
concern for the truth ("Ounpos oudtv é11 TaAnBols EppdvTioev),” and “simply
overturned all the events and turned them to their opposite (TTavta Ta TpayuaTa

GTAGS AvETPEYE Kal HETECTT|OEV Eis ToUvavTiov), having contempt for people be-

1o See Montgomery (1902), 409-412 for references to relevant scholia. Cf. Mont-
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{ cause he saw how easily they believed the other things (kaTAQTEPPOVTIKGS UEV TGOV
avBpcotraav, 8Tt kal T&AAa édpa Tavu padicos TeilBouévous attous).” (92) The

burden of the alteration has now fallen on Homer’s shoulders: “In such a way, he

- dared to represent things opposite to those that had happened (olrtcos 81 eTéAunoe
TavavTia Tol§ yevouévols Trotfjoat).” (93)
l But in telling his story, Homer still mostly adheres to the truth, as all liars do. The
priest explains that when Achilles had beaten back the Trojan forces (Hector had been
permitting this in a planned retreat, waiting for Achilles to tire), “Hector engaged him
in battle, slew him, and gained possession of his arms, just as Homer has told it (co§
| kal ToUto “Ounpos eipnke).” (96) After the two Ajaxes had dragged Achilles’ body
" back to the ships, Hector, “after donning the emblazoned arms of Achilles, continued
the slaughter and pressed on in pursuit to the sea, just as Homer adinits (cos
; éuoloyel Tauta “Ounpos).” (97)
Homer, of course, says that it was not Achilles but Patroclus in Achilles’ armor
whom Hector killed. Dio reads this substitution first as a sign of Homer’s inability to
| fabricate wholesale; because he “was not able to conceal the truth (oUk éxcov 81reog
kpUyn T&ANBEs),” (97) he described the episode largely as it happened, changing only
| the identity of the slain man in order to rob Hector of his glory. The absurdity of the
. Homeric version is then demonstrated at length by the priest, in another avackeut)
’ marshalling the familiar arguments from psychological and narrative probability.
How could Achilles have sat idly by while Hector was firing the ships? How could he
have let Patroclus, a hero much his inferior, go out in his stead? What sort of advice

was it for the latter to avoid Hector, since “it wasn’t possible for Patroclus to choose

gomery (1901) which is slightly different.
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|with whom he would fight?” (98) Wasn’t it absurd that when Patroclus couldn’t lift

: Achilles’ spear, “he gave him the other things that were evidently proportionate in
weight to the spear and did not fear that he would be unable to carry them?” (102) All
of these problems, however, disappear if we merely accept the more likely, and more
economical, alternative: rather than imagine that someone else put on Achilles armor,
beat back the Trojans, and then was killed by Hector, isn't it easier to assume that
Achilles himself did these things?

The priest concludes:
But if someone were to refute everything, it would take a lot of work. To
those turning their minds to it the falsity is self-evident, so much that
anyone with half a mind can see that Patroclus is little more than a

counterfeit that Homer has substituted for Achilles in his desire to con-
ceal the truth concerning him.

&AL yap el Tis &mavta éAéyxot, TToAU &v €pyov eln. TO yap
eliBos ¢€ altol @avepdv 0TI TOIS TTPOCEXOUCIY CIOTE OUdEVL
&8nAov kai Tdv dAiyov voiv éxévTev 8Tt oXedOV UTIORANTOS EOTIV
6 TT&TpokAos kal ToUTtov avtiiAAagev “Ounpos Tol "AxiAAEws,
BouAduevos TO kaT’ ékeivov kpiat. (102)

As evidence of this substitution, the priest points out another peculiarity of
Homer’s account—in Iliad 23.243ff, Achilles orders Patroclus’ bones to be buried in a
tomb that will serve as Achilles’ own eventual burial place as well. The priest attrib-
utes this to Homer’s covering up his lies: “then Homer had a misgiving (Upopcouevos)
that someone might actually look for the tomb of Patroclus...so safeguarding himself
(TTpokaTalauBdvcov) against this, he says that Patroclus had no separate tomb but

was buried with Achilles.” (103) ** Here Homer is reacting to potential critics; since in -

his own time, the tombs of the other heroes slain at Troy were visible, he moves to
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! forestall questions as to where Patroclus’ tomb was. Again, Dio reads Homeric narra-

tive choices as driven by the exigencies of the performance situation, but whereas be-

i fore his desire to please his audience led him to fabricate Greek victories, here his con-

cern for their knowledge of potentially conflicting evidence restricts his capacity for

: invention.

. Wholesale Fabrication and Despair

Of course, the priest’s claim that Achilles was in fact killed by Hector necessitates
some further explanations, insofar as, in Homer’s account, Achilles continues to live
and do things, such as fight, which he could logically not have done were he dead. But
Dio dispenses with his problem in a brilliant tour de force. Hence, although “Homer
particularly wanted to make the death of Achilles disappear (u&AioTa uév ouv

. ¢BovAeto “Ounpos agavical Trv Tou "AxXIAAéws TeAeuTnv) and create the impres-

" sion that he did not die at Troy (cos oUk amoBavdvtos év 'IAic), he saw that this was

" impossible (TolUto 8¢ émel aduvaTtov édpa), since the tradition prevailed and his
tomb was being pointed out (Tiis griuns émkpaTtovorns kal Tol Tagou det-
Kvupévou).” (104) Instead, he decided simply to suppress his death at Hector’s hands,
and make the opposite statement, that Hector was killed by Achilles. The entire end-
ing of the Iliad, which details this event and its aftermath, is, to the priest, a complete

mess of improbabilities:

Finally, Homer brings out Achilles (who was in fact already dead) and
has him fight. But he doesn’t have his weapons, since Hector has
them—for here Homer did permit one truth to be spoken; he
says that Thetis brought the arms made by Hephaestus from heaven,
letting Achilles in this way rout the Trojans single-handed—a ridicu-

m Jliad 23.91; 24.76-7. Cf. Apollodorus, Epitome 5.5.



lous scene, where Homer has ignored all the other Achaeans, as if no
one else was there. And having dared to lie once about this, he
distorts everything. At this point he represents the gods as fighting
with one another, virtually acknowledging his utter disregard
for the truth. Moreover, he recounts Achilles’ heroic deeds in a
very weak and implausible manner. At one point the hero is
fighting with a river, at another he is threatening Apollo and pursuing
him—from all these things, one can see Homer’s virtual apo-
ria. For he is not so implausible or dull in the true episodes.

(106-7)

Téhog Bt Tpodyel {1dn TeBvnkdTa TOV 'AxIANéa Kal TTOIET HaXOUE-
vov- oUk Svtwov 5t 8TrAcov. aGAAd& Tol “ExTopos EXOVTOoSs: €V TOUTW
Cyapd EAabev aUTov Ev T1 TGOV aAnbdv pnbév: éx Tou oupavol enot
kopioal THv OéTv Utd Tou ‘HeaioTou yevdueva dAa kai oUTws
31 yeAoicos TOV "AxiAAéa pévov Tpemrduevov Tous Tpdag, TV o5&
&AAcov 'AxaIdV, HoTEP oUBEVOS TapdvTos, ATavTwy émeAabeto
&maf 8t ToAurioas ToUTto wevoaohal TAVTa CUVEXEE. KAl TOUS
BeoUs tvTaifa Trolel paxouévous &AARAots, oxedov ducloydv 8Tt
oUdtv auTé pélel aAnbeias. [107] Tavy 8& aabBevdds kai ambdaveos
v apoTeiav SieA8chv, OTE HEV TTOTAUE HAXOUEVOV auTév, OTE 5t
amehoivTa "ATéAAvI Kal SicokovTa autdv £ v aGmavTwv iBev
goTi Tiv amopiav aitol oxedév: oU ydp EoTw év Tols aAnBéow
oUTws aTtmibavos oudt andris. (106-107)

The scene where Achilles finally kills Hector is similarly ridiculed— Hector circles
the city in flight when he could have entered it, Achilles is unable to catch him, despite
being the swiftest of men, all of the Achaeans are standing around as if watching a
show, without helping, Athena intervenes pretending to be Deiphobus. Homer, ac-
cording to the priest, has completely abandoned any confluence with the truth at this
point,12 since, in focusing on Achilles, who was already dead, he had given up any

pretence of maintaining plausibility— everything else is told ridiculously (yeAoiws),

feebly and implausibly (acfevéds kai &mibdaveds), with no care for the truth (oUdtv

uz Although there is one element of truth that has worked its way into this narra-
tive—Achilles’ lack of weapons and armor—since it has carried over from the Patro-
clus-episode.
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avtéd uéAel alnbeiag); full-scale invention and fantasy have taken its place, and the
whole episode is instanced as a sign of the poet’s aporia. After this, Homer had no-
where else to go.
“When he reached this point, Homer gave up (eis ToUTo 8& TrpoeABcov
&TrelTe Aoirdv), not knowing how to continue his work and being dis-
satisfied with his lies (oUx €xcov 8,TL XprionTatl Tij TTOWjoEL KAt TOIS
yevouaot Suoxepaivwv). He merely added some sort of funeral
games, in a totally ridiculous way (ToUTto Tw&vv yeloiws), then the ar-
rival of king Priam in the Greek camp at the tent of Achilles without the

knowledge of any of the Achaeans (undevos aicBouévou TV
'Axaiédv), and the ransom of Hector.” (109)

As noted earlier, this strange stopping point raised Dio’s suspicions of Homer’s ve-
racity—what of the death of Achilles, the capture of Troy, Memnon’s arrival, the battle
with the Amazons? He explains, “Homer, I believe, did not have the heart to depict
Achilles, who had long been dead (oUbt y&p UTtréuetvev olpat TaAat TebvnkoTa Tov
"AxiAAéa Trolelv TaAw avaipoupevov), as being slain again, or the defeated and

routed as victorious, or the conquering city as being sacked.” Unfortunately, “those

: who came later, since they were deceived, and because the falsehood was generally ac-

cepted, henceforth wrote without misgiving (oi 8¢ UoTtepov &Te eéEnmaTnuévol kai

~ Tol weudous ioxyovTos 118n Bappotvtes Eypagov).” (110)

Conclusion

The final section of the Trojan Oration continues the narrative of the war to its
conclusion, utilizing much of the argumentative methods we have looked at in this
chapter, but in a somewhat looser, less text-tied fashion. The thrust is that the Trojans-
won, of course, but in the process, Dio continues to offer readings of traditionally at-

tested events as evidence rather of his new thesis. I'm especially fond of his claim that
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|

 the late arrival of such heroes as Philoctetes and Neoptolemus demonstrate the pre-

carious position of the Greeks at that time, who were so depleted that they were forced
' to resort to conscripting cripples and young boys (115). He also reads the well-known
disasters that befell many of the heroes on their return to Greece as signs of their pre-
vious defeat rather than victory, since awful things usually happen to humiliated and
weakened leaders coming home, not to triumphant ones.®3 The most significant
pieces of evidence, however, are the traditions concerning the Trojan migrations and
colonization of the west—Helenus took over Epirus, Antenor ruled the Heneti, and
Aeneas, of course “founded the greatest city of all (TTéAwv ckice THv peyioTnv
TTaocv).” (138)
“Which was more probable (eixds): that a vanquished people should sail
to the land of their conquerors and reign among them, or that, on the
contrary the victors should sail to the land of the conquered? Why
didn’t Aeneas, Antenor, and Helenus, when Troy fell and their people
fled, go anywhere else rather than Greece and Europe, or content them-

selves with occupying some place in Asia, rather than sailing straight to
the land of those who had driven them out?” (138)4

In the end, Dio declares, in Aristotelian fashion: “What happened was something that
was possible to have happened (&AA& TO yevduevov duvatov yevéohai).” (139)
With his narrative concluded, Dio reiterates his diatribe against doxa, falsehood,

and foolish people prone to being deceived with which the oration began. He adds,

13 “It is clear that Agamemnon was despised by his wife because of his defeat, that
Aegisthus attacked and easily overcame him...the Argives would not have [allowed
this] had Aegisthus slain an Agamemnon who had returned with all his power and
glory after conquering Asia.” (132) I especially like the observation that the returned
~ leaders’ weakness is displayed by the fact that none of Odysseus’ friends came to
Penelope’s aid, “not even Nestor, though he was so close.” (134)

14 Dio conveniently invents a treaty between the Greeks and the Trojans, which

permitted the Trojan victors to colonize anywhere except for “the Peloponnese, Boeo-
" tia, Crete, Ithaca, Phthia, or Euboea.” (122)
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" ganda, he claims, is common practice, and a pragmatic strategem (To oTpaTiynua):
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however, that he doesn’t blame Homer for lying, since by doing so he prevented
Greece from panicking and falling into disarray from fear of an Asian invasion, as they

would have done had they realized how badly they had been defeated.s Such propa-

1 “We can pardon one who, being Greek, used every means to aid his countrymen

Y (&vepéonTov 5t “EAAnva dvta ToUs éautol TavTa TpdTov w@eAeiv).” (147) But

for Dio, living in a different era, it’s time, however, to set the record straight: on the
one hand, “the truth is worth something (T 3¢ &Anbés oUk 6Alyou &Eiov),” and on
the other, “the situation has changed (&AX’ oUBtv éoTv Tt ToloUTOV), and there is no
longer any fear of people from Asia ever invading Greece; for Greece is subject to oth-
ers and so is Asia (ij Te yap ‘EAA&s U@’ ETépols éoTiv if Te 'Acia).” (150)

Although he rounds off the discourse with a brief harangue on how the Greeks
should be thankful that the traditional story of the Trojan War was untrue, given all
the impieties and outrages attributed to them during the sack, Dio’s final apologetic
remarks on Homer suddenly mute the sustained outrage that Dio had kept at a fever
pitch throughout this long speech. Dio concedes not only that Homer’s lies were un-
derstandable, but also that the crucial Greek-Asian dichotomy that traced its lineage
back to the poet no longer had much relevance in the new world order. AsI men-
tioned above in the beginning of the chapter, I agree with those who think that the
Roman element in this speech is not nearly as significant as some would like to be-

lieve; nevertheless, I can’t help but feel that the Trojan, like Strabo’s Geography,

us BoUAopat 5t kal mepl ‘Ourjpou amoloynoacal, cos ouk avaglov SpoAoyetv’

QUTE WeUBOUEVE. TIPATOV HEV Yap TOAU EAATTW T& WeUoUaTa ECTL TV TEPL
Tous Beovs- EmaTa CPEAEIGY Tva elxe Tols TOTE "EAANOw, &g un
BopuBnbéaciv, v yévnTal TTOAEUOs aUTOIS TTPOS TOUS EK THS Aocias, woTep Kal
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openly acknowledges the Roman presence, and that this presence has in an oblique
way, been one of the spurs to the work’s creation. For Strabo, the Roman conquests
activated a desire in him to preserve the cultural memory of the places now in danger
| of being forgotten under the dominion of new rulers, and this is one of the primary
reasons he introduced so much antiquarian, especially Homeric, information in his
Geography. Dio too seems to have been influenced by Rome, but in the opposite di-
rection; the growing irrelevance of the ideologies and politics that brought the Iliad
into existence has authorized him to perform the long delayed task of revealing the
extent of fabrication and deception (for a good cause, of course) that went into its

- composition.

Beyond Refutation

Remember Herodotus’ re-reading of the tale about the doves at Dodona, which we
discussed in Chapter Two? Faced with a marvelous story involving speaking black
birds mandating the foundation of oracles in Libya and Dodona, he discovers a solu-
tion in a version of the same story told by the Egyptians—pirates kidnapped two
priestesses from Egypt and sold one in each of the two countries mentioned above. By
positing that the two versions are telling the same story, and proposing an equivalence
between the doves and the women—the foreign language of the priestesses seemed
like the twittering of birds, the blackness of the birds signifies the Egyptian prove-
nance of the women—Herodotus has not only discovered the real story but accounted

for how the other versions arose.

TrpoceSokaTo. avepéontov 8t “EAAnva Svta Tous éauTtol TTavta TpdTov
o @eAciv. (147)
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This bravura reading is mentioned by Theon (Herodotus is described as

Enyounevds Te TO puBoAdymua) as an example of a more advanced and difficult

variant of rhetorical &vaokeurj, which is particularly effective when applied to “mythi-

cal narrations told by the poets and historians about gods and heroes (Tpos Tas uub-
k&s SmyTmoes Tés Te UTId TAV TOINTOVY KAl TAS ICTOPIKEV Aeyouévas Tepl Te
Bedv kal fpcdv).” “Not only to refute such muthologiai (T 8¢ un pévov
avaokeualev Tas Tolautas puboloyias), but also to show from where such a story
arose (GAA& kai &8ev Tapeppumkey & ToloUTos Adyos atrogaivew), is a matter for
more polished skill (TeAecoTépas EEewds) than most possess.” (95). Aside from Hero-
dotus, he mentions as examples Plato’s interpretation of the story of Oreithyia and Bo-
reas in the Phaedrus, various instances in Ephorus, and “the entire book of Pala-
ephatus the Peripatetic, entitled On Unbelievable Tales (TTepi TéV amioTwv), in
which he explains such things (¢miAverai).” (96)»6

None of these examples involves Homer. The process was more easily applied to
what we now call myths, whose provenance was unknown and whose parameters were
more restricted. Dio’s treatment in Nessus falls precisely into this category, where the
implication is that somewhere along the line, the mundane, straightforward tale be-
came distorted, mythologized with fantastic and improbable elements. With Homer
the task was much more difficult, because it involved coordinating the relation be-
tween so many more narrative details, as well as accounting for why he had gotten the
story wrong. Dio’s brilliance in the Trojan Oration arose from his decision to read

Homer's text as the written transcription of an oral, improvisatory, testimonial narra-

u6 Herodotus 2.54-7; Plato, Phaedrus 229c; Ephorus FGrH 70 F 31, 34; for Pala-
ephatus, see Stern (1996), which includes Festa’s Teubner text from Mythographi
graeci, v. 3.2.
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tive. By envisioning Homer in this way, he was able to make a series of equations be-
tween narrative decisions and the obfuscatory and deceptive practices of liars, ex-
ploiting and erasing the differences between poetic, literary storytelling, with its con-
cern for entertainment and a straightforward rhetorical narratio presenting the facts
of a case.'7

In the process, he accounts for and solves some of the most puzzling inconsisten-
cies in the Iliad, displays a deep and detailed knowledge of the poem’s structure, bi-
ases, and composition, incorporates his tried and true denunciations of human blind-
ness and ignorance, and most importantly is consistently persuasive. This last point
should be underlined, because whatever one might think of Dio’s level of seriousness
in composing and delivering this speech, there can be no denying that his arguments
and method of inquiry are remarkably similar to much subsequent Homeric scholar-
ship. Olivieri called Dio a Lachmann avant la lettre, and G.A. Seeck has pointed out
how close Dio’s methods (if not presuppositions) are to the Analysts of the nineteenth

and early twentieth centuries.”8

But that is another story. Perhaps Dio’s reputation would suffer, not be enhanced,
by his association with the dry and tedious work of modern Homeric scholarship. To
return to the advanced refutations such as Herodotus’ retelling of the Dodona doves, I
want to emphasize the creative and inventive thrust of these narratives—by passing

well beyond the mere dismantling of an unbelievable narrative, these readings don’t

17 Seeck (1990), 106, sees this as Dio’s great achievement: his “insights into the
structural difficulties of the Iliad.”

u8 Qlivieri (1898), 593, : “The critical method continuously adopted by Dio...is that
which Niebuhr and Schnegle initiated in the study of Roman history...at its base it is
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| merely reduce a fantastic story to a bare-bones mundane rationalization. They intro-
duce a sort of parallel universe, not completely fabricated or posited, but dependent
on, yet supplementary to, the original. They come up with something new by attend-
ing to and imaginatively reconstructing the gaps and interstices of previous narratives.
By doing so, they multiply the narrative—in the end, as any perusal of the ancient lit-
erature on the legendary times will reveal, they have not replaced the old with the new,

but brought a new variation into being.

that which Lachmann and his followers introduced into Homeric studies.”; Seeck
(1990), 98.
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. Conclusion

FICTIONS OF HOMER

Phantasia, a woman from Memphis, wrote an Iliad before Homer,
and left it at the temple there. Homer only recovered it later from
Phanites, the temple scribe.

—Ptolemy the Quail, A New History for the Sake of Wide Learning

When Dio supplements or even rewrites Homeric narrative in Chryseis and the
Trojan Oration, he does not do so simply by fiat. Rather, he makes sure to explain his
reasoning process and the means by which the story itself, or its author, authorizes his
interpretative excursions. This explicitness allowed us to follow along with Dio in his

role as a reader of Homer; we see precisely how Dio’s imagination actually “fills in”

- Homer’s narrative and descriptive gaps, and we noted the relation of this act of con-

- structive criticism with the principles of historiography, ethical thought, rhetorical edu-

cation, and mainstream Homeric criticism.

Dio theorizes a Homer who actively impels the reader to make inferential leaps; in
Chryseis he imagines the poet as specifically expecting that his more skilled readers
would engage in such activity, while in the Trojan he forces such readings on Homer by
accusing him of being a liar, whose lies themselves urge the reader to analyze them for
the truth. In similar fashion Strabo, following in the footsteps of Thucydides, imagines
Homer as a faultless historian, whose concern for accuracy and the truth enables the
geographer to extrapolate information based on his verses. The idea that the author
himself would be intentionally advocating these “inferential walks” seems to take us
even further from a proper literary-critical approach to texts, yet there has been a recent

spate of scholarly interest in the way authors direct these flights of fancy on the part of
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their readers in their writing, as well as in theorizing how readers go through this proc-
. ess of visualizing and imagining the elements left out by the author.:

I have been emphasizing the creative, productive nature of ancient readings of
Homer—how they use the text as a springboard for their own inventive and imaginative
interpretations. But there is a way in which the continuous concern for probable narra-
tive, for reconstructing the likely activities and motivations of characters, for the proper
maintenance of a coherent and consistent narrative universe, for strict correlation to
actual historical and geographical knowledge, suggests a process not only of creative
interpretation, but fictional production. In these last few pages, I want to offer some

possible points of contact, and some starting points for further reflection.

Dio’s Trojan Oration is one of the chief representatives of a long line of anti-
Homeric literature, which took issue with Homer’s accurate representation of the Tro-
jan War.2 We can trace the tantalizing suggestions of these writers following in the
footsteps of Zoilus: enticing lesser-known figures such as Timon of Pleius, who coined
the term Homérapaté, Apollodorus the Erythraean (FGrH 422 F 1), who said that
Homerum mendacia scripturum, and Daphitas of Telmessus, the 3rd century B.C.E.
poet and grammarian, who “wrote with reference to Homer and his poetry that he had
lied.”® Ptolemaeus Chennus (the Quail), that intriguing figure of the first century C.E.,

wrote both an Anthoméros, of which we know nothing, and the New History for the

! For example, Scarry (1999), Schwenger (1999).

2 Wolff (1932).

3 yeypagcods Tepi ‘Ounpov kal Tiis autol Tromoews 611 éyevcaTo (Suppl. Hell.
371 = Suda s.v. Aagidas).



i sake of Erudition, which rewrites much of Greek legendary tradition and is preserved in

i Photius’ summary.4

The New History represents perhaps the most famous and influential form taken by
these rational critiques of Homer—new narratives attempting to replace or displace the
Iliad. In addition to Ptolemaeus’ work, the so-called “Troy romances” (the Ephemeris
belli Troiani of Dictys Cretensis and the Acta diurna belli Troiani of Dares Phrygius),
| Philostratus’ Heroicus, and Hegesianax of Alexandria Troas’ Troica all offer narratives

that run counter to Homer’s, and purport to tell “the true story of the Trojan War.”
What unites these texts, however, are the pains they take to authenticate their ac-
counts through new and privileged sources of information, with varying levels of com-
plexity: Philostratus asserts that he was told his version by a farmer who was ac-
quainted with the ghost of Protesilaus who haunts the region near his fields; the narra-
tive of Dictys, who purports to be a Greek eyewitness of the events at Troy (as does
Dares, though from the Trojan side) is made credible by an amazingly complicated tale
of discovery and translation related in the prologue; Hegesianax apparently wrote un-
der the pseudonym of Kephalon of Gergis; and the most peculiar tale is the anecdote
related by Ptolemaeus Chennus in his New History that forms the epigraph to this sec-
tion. The obsession with finding ways to authenticate one’s own Trojan history appears

- even in Lucian’s parody of these narratives in The Dream, or the Rooster, where the

" rooster claims to have been Euphorbus the Trojan in a previous life, and offers the in-

credulous interlocutor his own version of what happened in the battles—Homer, he

adds, was a camel in Bactria at the time.

4 Suda s.v. TTtoAepaios "AAeEavBpevs; Photius, Bibliotheca 146a-153b (190): TTepi
_ THS ElS TroAvuabiav kaiwvijs ioTopias. See Tomberg (1968) and, more briefly, Bow-
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g Conceptually, this tradition of rewriting Homer can be traced back to Herodotus’ ex-

{E cursus on Helen in Egypt, which set the standard for criticizing Homeric accuracy.
Herodotus himself had neatly dealt with two central dilemmas faced by Homeric revi-
3 sionists—how does one command belief in one’s own account of Troy and, at the same
time, wrest control of the truth away from the canonical sway of Homer? In his brief

| account, Herodotus shows us two ways to do so—the positing of a more authoritative

source (here Egyptian priests) providing the ‘true’ story, and the formulation of a rea-

| son why Homer had offered a different version (because it wasn'’t as fitting, euprepés,
for epic, as the one he used).

As we saw in the Trojan Oration, Dio follows Herodotus’ conceptual schema; he
© conjures up an Egyptian priest as his source, and also provides an explanation for why
Homer got the story wrong. But Dio privileges the latter over the former; the very ex-
plicitness with which he details Homer’s errors and discovers the true story behind
those errors is what makes the Trojan so valuable for our study. In the rest of the re-
writings, however, the concern for why Homer had given another story required less
and less explanation; Philostratus, Lucian, and Ptolemaeus deal with the issue humor-
ously but summarily, eager to get on with their retellings, while the conceits of Dictys
and Dares, purporting to be written long before Homer’s birth, elegantly circumvent
any need to mention the poet. In essence, the explicit argumentation defending the
supplementary activity, which was so important to Strabo, Dio and our other authors,
drops out of these new texts, which rely more and more solely on their authorizing fic-
tions. But just as in ancient poetic texts, anyone with knowledge of the depths of Ho-

meric criticism can occasionally see the traces of the debates and reasoning of the scho-

ersock (1994), 23-7. Among many other pieces of information, he claimed that “Odys-



liasts and intellectuals, providing the structural skeleton for these novel accounts of the
Homeric past.

This assertion of a new truth, bolstered by an apparatus of confirmatory devices, is a
phenomenon that runs throughout the literature of this period, irrespective of genre,
and deserves serious investigation. But it seems no accident that the Homeric retellings
recall the ancient Greek novel in their atmosphere, their concerns, and sometimes their
- plots, and indeed modern scholars often group them together as para-novelistic texts
that stand in some unquantifiable relation to the canonical works of Greek fiction.
Many of the novels devise ingenious ways in which to authenticate their narratives; and
throughout they ground their stories historically, geographically, and carefully con-
struct a plausible and consistent world of actions and characters, cultivating a concern
for credibility that even surpasses that of ancient historians. These ancient ways of

1 thinking about the production of narrative are identical to those involved in reading it,
and we should be exploring more vigorously the connections between the two. Philos-
tratus’ Heroicus, for example, which consistently foregrounds issues of belief, the su-
pernatural, authenticating devices, probability, all in the service of Homeric criticism,
would be an ideal testing ground to address the nature of fiction in antiquity and its re-
lation to the creative aspect of historical exegesis. In this final way, perhaps, the inven-
tive nature of Homeric supplementation might be brought into contact with the vexed

problem of ancient fictional production.

seus was first called OUTis because he had big ears (ta).” (147a)
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ARCHAIOLOGIA, ANTIQUARIANISM
& ANCIENT HISTORIOGRAPHY

Chapter Two examined archaiologia, or the ancient study of the heroic age. I pur-
‘posely avoided using the term antiquarianism, even though it is the more common
term, because of the negative overtones it possesses. Here I want to briefly mention
some of the reasons for antiquarianism’s poor reputation and highlight the resulting
scholarly neglect into which it has fallen.

In 1950 Arnaldo Momigliano traced back to antiquity his highly influential distinc-

. tion between the historical research of the distant past, which he called antiquarianism,
- and contemporary, political historiography of the kind exemplified by Thucydides,

- Polybius, Sallust, and Tacitus.! In antiquity, ‘history’ properly termed came to mean

only this latter type, and “authors of local history, chronography, genealogy, erudite dis-

sertations, ethnographical works, whatever their merits, did not rank as true histori-

ans.” Nevertheless, he claimed, they were still engaged in historical activity,3 and rep-

1 Momigliano (1950).
. 2 Momigliano (1990), 59. First formulated in Momigliano (1950); cf. id. (1961-2) and
\ (1990), ch. 3. Naturally, even Momigliano recognized the over-generalizing nature of
such a demarcation; he acknowledged, for example, that local history, or horography,
combined both contemporary and antiquarian historical methods, and universal histo-
rians such as Ephorus of Cyme or Livy, who extensively treated archaic times, also
straddled the divide.

3 A judgment shared by Jacoby (1909), who, in laying out his proposal for what would

" become FGrH, included virtually any ancient author writing on the past in his catholic
understanding of ‘historian’. As Murray (1968), 220-1, notes: “J. acoby was right in the
central insight behind his program for FGrH: it is impossible to consider Greek histori-
. ography as an entity, unless ethnography, mythography, local history, geography, etc.,
are included.”
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resented a branch of intellectual inquiry into the past that was to remain separated from
political history until the nineteenth century.

: Despite this delineation, by the foremost scholar of historiography in this century, of
an antiquarian history quite distinct from contemporary political history, the study of
ancient historiography has relegated the former to the sidelines of scholarship and been
almost exclusively concerned with the latter.4 As Tim Cornell laments: “Modern stu-
dents of Greek and Roman historiography have...concentrated exclusively on the writ-
ing of political history...Antiquarian research is either ignored or relegated to a foot-
note.”s The situation is rendered all the more ironic when we recall Momigliano’s ob-
servation that contemporary historiography in antiquity was characterized by its reli-
ance on oral testimony, while the practice of using material remains and written docu-
ments as evidence came under the sphere of the antiquarians.® In one very significant

sense, then—the type of evidence they use—the antiquarians are much closer to modern

4 Fornara (1983) devotes all but twenty pages of his survey to contemporary political
history.Even illustrious antiquarians such as Aristotle have inspired little attention. The
dearth of interest in this aspect of ancient historiographical practice is all the more
striking given the situation in the study of early modern historiography, where studies
of antiquarian activity abound, spurred on, no doubt, by Momigliano’s own investiga-
tions.

5 Cornell (1995), 2-3. The few scholars who do look at antiquarian history today are
primarily interested in analyzing the possible political motives and implications in-
volved in writing or rewriting the history of the mythic period; to study this practice as
historiography per se, as a method of seeking the past, remains relatively unexamined.
This is not to deny that all historiography is in some way implicated in contemporary
ideological discourse, but to claim that this is not the only reason antiquarians write.
Jacoby himself, in his study of the local Attic historians had emphasized the political
nature of the treatises, but he was careful to note that the Attheis were fundamentally
historical documents, concerned with their subject matter as well as contemporary po-
litical ideologies (Jacoby (1949), 133)-

6 Momigliano (1961-2), 212.
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ancient historians than are Thucydides and Herodotus. Why, then, has the ancient
study of the distant past so often been denigrated and ignored?’

The problem, as Sarah Humphreys has said, is one of narrative frameworks. Most
classicists are still bound by the model of “a Whig story of progress towards a 19th cen-
tury positivist model of historiography”® beginning with Hecataeus and culminating in
Thucydides, whose choice to focus on contemporary history, as well as his insistence on
privileging the reports of reliable witnesses and autopsy become the benchmarks for
historical inquiry.9 Archaiologia, which looked into the distant past and for that very
reason had to rely on other sources of evidence, could then hardly qualify as true his-
torical research. In addition, as part of the progress to true history, proper ancient his-
torians were supposed to have clearly defined a spatium historicum as a legitimate area
of historical inquiry, as distinct from the spatium mythicum of legend; was not ancient
antiquarianism, then, in its concern to create history out of what was simply myth, a
fundamentally unhistorical way of thinking?

The idea that ancient historians somehow recognized an ontological difference be-

tween a spatium mythicum and a spatium historicum has proven remarkably difficult

7 Finley (1986), 31: after Thucydides, “serious Greek historical writing was about con-
temporary history.” Thomas (1992), 112: “Serious historians in the ancient world tended
to concentrate on the history of their own times.” Were the historians of the distant
past simply “not serious”? How can we know this?

8 Humphreys (1997), 208. She is primarily concerned with Hellenistic historiography,
where the Thucydidean benchmark means that “later historians can only be treated as
examples of decadence or as attempting to reverse the decline and return to Thucydid-
ean standards.” Cf. Gabba (1981), who gives a good overview of post-classical historical
work, despite relying heavily on the model of post-Thucydidean decline.

9 Thuc. 1.22; 5.26, where he explains his personal relationship to the war of which is he

is writing. So also Herodotus puts a premium on seeing things; cf. the discussion in
Verdin (1971), 251.
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to dislodge, despite numerous demonstrations of its inaccuracy.’® The argument de-
pends on a fundamental misunderstanding of the ancient opposition of myth and his-
tory; it imagines that they each represent actual states of reality—a mythic era different
in kind from the historical, human one that followed it. It is then assumed that ancient
. historians had to establish a chronological point separating these eras in order to de-
marcate their proper area of inquiry; evidence is located in Herodotus’ distinction be-
tween Polycrates of Samos—“the first of the so-called human generation”—and Minos of
Crete," his decision to begin his history with Croesus of Lydia, and Ephorus’ choice of
the Return of the Heraclidae, traditionally the end of the heroic age, as his starting
point.:2

This position, however, is clearly contradicted by the countless times where Hero-
dotus and Ephorus discuss the heroes and the heroic age in perfectly historical, human

terms, and by the fact that, in antiquity, “historians could, and did, write about any-

10 Jacoby (1909) introduced the terms, but not the theory. On the persistence of this
concept, cf. van Groningen (1953), ch. 8; Vandiver (1991), 146: “[In 3.122.2 Herodotus]
indicates that the heroes were a different race of beings”; Canfora (1991), who succinctly
summarizes the position.

u Hdt. 3.122.2: “For Polycrates was the first of the Greeks of whom we know (TrpédTOS
TEV Tyuels 1Suev) to aim to rule the sea, except for Minos of Cnossus and any others
who before him may have ruled the sea; of the so-called human generation Polycrates
was the first (Tfis ¢ &vBpwtmins Aeyouévns yeveijs TToAukp&TNs TP TOS).

12 Ephorus’ beginning: FGrH 70 T 8. Fornara (1983), 8-9 claims that Ephorus “un-
doubtedly followed the guidelines of an established tradition” in making the Return of
the Heraclidae the boundary between historical and mythic time.

13 Nickau (1990) points out that Herodotus has unambiguously accepted Minos as a
historical figure earlier at 1.171.5, a fact that goes unnoticed by the many scholars who
believe Herodotus more ‘skeptical’ of tradition than Thucydides, who explictly treats
Minos as an historical figure (1.4) ; other examples include the excursus on Helen of -
Troy at 2.112-20, and 7.20.2 , where Herodotus groups the Trojan, Mysian, and Persian
expeditions among “those of which we know.” Graf (1993), 123 puts it best: “For al-
though Herodotus’ phrase “the human era” may imply the germ of the notion of myth as
something essentially different from history...elsewhere he, like all later historians, dis-
tinguished myth from history solely on the basis of the degree to which it could be veri-
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| thing from the creation of the world on...there were no out-of-bounds for history.”
When ancient historians oppose muthos and historia, they are not talking about mythic
,; and historical eras, or even mythic as opposed to historical stories; they are differenti-
f ating the mythic and historical content of traditional stories. Their belief in the basic
historicity of such events as the Trojan War or the \;oyage of the Argo conflicted with
their conviction that these stories contained fantastic—mythic—aspects that simply
could not have happened as represented. Herodotus and Ephorus chose to start their
histories later because they were aware,’s along with many historians, of how difficult
the distillation of the historical from the mythic was.!¢ Inthis sense the concerns were
epistemological, not ontological.No one doubted that some truth lay beneath the layers
of falsehood, but the question was how to determine which elements were true and
which were false, muthos and historia.

Investigations of the heroic age required different historiographical procedures than
political historiography; but just because archaiologia could not rely on direct testi-
mony does not mean that it was ‘unhistorical’. “The archaiologia was for the Greeks no

retelling of sagas or guesswork but a methodical science.””

fied.” See further von Leyden (1950-1), Wiseman (1979), 145-6, Hunter (1982), 12, 871f.
Ephorus also often writes about events before the point at which his universal history
had officially begun: see Humphreys (1997), 218 n.46; Fornara (1983), 9. Ephorus

" treats the Trojan War, for example, in F 11-14; cf. F 31. On Ephorus’ use of poetry as a
source, see the excellent article by Bruno Sunseri (1997).

1 Feeney (1991), 257.

15 Of course, the precise demarcation points differed from historian to historian, and, as
we have seen, historians were not always so diligent in adhering to their own program-
matic statements.

16 Hecataeus’ laconic statement—<“the stories of the Greeks are many and laughable”

(FGrH 1 F 1)—is echoed in Diodorus Siculus’ (4.1) lament, some four hundred years
later, that a reconciliation of all the stories about the heroic age is virtually impossible.

17 Bickerman (1952), 70.
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Appendix Two

STRABO AND THE STOIC WORSHIP OF HOMER

If Strabo views Homer as a historian and geographer, as I argued in Chapter Three,
why has mainstream opinion invariably held that “Strabo’s view on poetry is clearly a
moralistic one” in keeping with his Stoic views, in which Homer was revered as the re-
ceptacle of ancient wisdom or the ideal model of the Stoic sage?* Well, the argument
goes, doesn’t Strabo begin the whole discussion in a context that has nothing to do with
historiography, contesting Eratosthenes’ thesis that every poet aims at entertainment,
not instruction, in the language of moral and ethical education?

The ancients held a different view [from Eratosthenes]. They regarded
poetry as a sort of primary philosophy, which was supposed to introduce
us to life from our childhood, and teach (8id&okouoa) us about charac-
ter, emotion, and action ({6n kai &b kai wpd&Eeis) in a pleasurable
way (ued’ 18oviis). My own school, the Stoics, actually said that only the
wise man could be a poet. This is why Greek communities give children
their first education through poetry (TTpcdTiIoTa S1& Tiis MOINTIKiS
raiSevouoiv), not for simple ‘entertainment’ of course, but for moral im-
provement (o yuxaywyias x&pw Siioubev yiAfis. aAA& cwepovio-
pot). (1.2.3)

This analysis of poetry’s role as a teacher of ethics* quickly segues into one which fo-
cuses rather on its ability to teach other sorts of information. In a long discussion in

1.2.3-5, Strabo goes beyond a mere attribution of geographical knowledge, and claims

that Homer “was experienced in many subjects, including generalship, agriculture, and

1 Schenkeveld (1976), 57. This article has had considerable influence. Cf. Gabba (1983),
10. .



! rhetoric.”s The combination, in rapid sequence, of the familiar tropes of poet as moral
educator and teacher of Téxvali, coming soon after Strabo’s seemingly obsessive attri-

butions of all sorts of geographical knowledge to Homer, have suggested to many that

:: Strabo, in line with his Stoicism, considered Homer a source of infallible and compre-

- hensive knowledge.

On reading Strabo’s remarks, one can’t help being reminded of the common practice
of assigning all sorts of practical knowledge to Homer—dependent on the notion of the
‘Homeric encyclopedia’—that we outlined in its earliest stages in Chapter One. Like
Xenophon’s Niceratus, or Plato’s Ion, Strabo argues for Homeric poetry as a source of
information on matters of farming, military strategy, and public speaking. Such ideas
were still popular just before, during, and well after Strabo’s time; one thinks of
Philodemus’ On the Good King according to Homer, which sought to locate appropriate
advice for rulers in the words of the poet, Polyaenus’ Strategies, which devotes a preface
to Homeric military matters, and the On Homer attributed to Plutarch, which manages
to locate the seeds of all philosophical doctrines, sciences, and learning in the Iliad and
the Odyssey.+ Homer’s role as the founder of the pntopikn Téxvn likewise has a long

and distinguished history, and Strabo devotes considerable space arguing this point.s

2 See Aly (1957), 376-85 for a discussion of possible sources. Strabo cites Aristoxenus,
the Peripatetic musical theorist, as an authority on this matter in the passage immedi-
ately following the one quoted, and once again Horace expresses similar ideas.

3 7O TOAAGV Umap€al TéTwv EuTeipov fj oTpatnyias fi yewpylias i pn'ropum;
Central to this conception is the rhetorical notion of prosopopoiia - if Homer can “in-
troduce men speaking in the roles of orators, or generals, or in other roles that exhibit
the accomplishments of excellence...how then can a man imitate (uipoito) life if he has
no experience of it?”

4 The best overview is Buffiére (1956): on ‘Les devoirs du chef’, 347-9; ‘L’art oratoire’,
349-54; ‘Homere, stratége et tacticien’, 358-9. On Philodemus’ fascinating text, see
Asmis (1991) who provides a translation, brief commentary and comprehensive bibliog-
raphy; Polyaenus, Strategemata 1-3; on the De Homero, see the brand new edition and
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But despite their similarities, all of these texts are actually quite different in flavor,
in ambition, and ultimately, in their view of Homer. Strabo is no exception. While he
' spends an inordinate amount of time and energy demonstrating Homer’s experience
| and knowledge of the world, he is not trying to demonstrate Homer’s geographical in-
fallibility or omniscience, but only that he was the first geographer. This claim requires
of course proving that Homer was interested in geographical matters, and to show this,
Strabo has to establish that Homer described a reasonably comprehensive array of geo-
graphical material. But this doesn’t mean that he is to be grouped with those who be-
lieved Homer to be the source of all wisdom;¢ although Strabo argues against Eratos-
thenes’ refusal to grant Homer TroAuudfeia, he specifically adds that “to seek to ‘invest’
(Trepitroieiv) Homer” with “every art and all knowledge” (&v uabnua kai &oav

Téxvnv) should be regarded as “characteristic of a man whose zeal exceeds the proper

commentary of Hilgruber (1994), as well as the annotated translation of Keaney and
Lamberton (1996).

5 Cf. Russell (1981), 123-4 for a brief discussion. Dio Chrysostom’s Nestor (57) is a
short piece exploiting this point of view, while the two fascinating and rarely studied
works On Figured Speeches found in the corpus of Dionysius of Halicarnassus use Ho-
meric speeches as examples of complicated types of misdirectional rhetorical ploys.
Ps.-Plutarch in the De Homero, of course, makes Homer the founder of rhetoric, along
with everything else.

6 It should be added that this group is not necessarily Stoic in affiliation. Long (1992)
has convincingly argued that Stoic allegory of Homer was aimed at uncovering the phi-
losophy of archaic times; like Strabo, they believed that philosophers of ancient times
could only express themselves via poetry, metaphor and mythical language. This re-
quired them to read this language backwards, as it were, to uncover the original phi-
losophical thought. In general the practice of labelling as Stoic anyone who practiced
allegorical or even Euhemerist interpretation (e.g., Crates, Polybius, Ps.-Heraclitus,
Cornutus, Strabo, etc.) fails to understand the variety of opinions within Stoicism, the
popularity of these methods across the philosophical spectrum, and the general eclecti-
cism of most ancient writers.



limit.” (1.2.3) Strabo is not attributing all wisdom to Homer; rather the knowledge that
: he assigns to Homer is that of an illustrious predecessor.?

But while Strabo has a more restrained idea of Homeric knowledge than some of his
colleagues, the confusion caused by his outlining, in 1.2.3-6, a theoretical position in

* many respects utterly incompatible with the position he takes up in subsequent sec-
tions, is quite genuine. As Anna Maria Biraschi has shown, in a detailed study of this
part of the Prolegomena, Strabo’s basically ‘philosophical justifications’ of a Homer
who writes “for the sake of moral improvement (cco@povicuol xapw),” are not suffi-
cient to defend his use of Homer later on, because for Strabo “Homer is not the ideal of
the Stoic sage who appears in certain passages of the Prolegomena, but rather the first
historian-geographer of Greece.” What is remarkable is how quickly the moral and
philosophical apparatus is abandoned; after the aforementioned discussion of the ori-
gins of myth in 1.2.9, there is no more talk of Homer’s value as ethical instruction or

improvement.

7 In a similar fashion, Strabo clearly thought it ridiculous to assume that everything,
even non-fantastic episodes such as the battle with the suitors, happened in the Odys-
sey exactly as described. (1.2.11)

8 Biraschi (1984), 152. This is not to say that Strabo’s discussion is not coherent taken
on its own; as Biraschi shows, the ideas laid out reflect the popularity of debates about
the nature of the &yaBds avrip at this time, as well as the apeTr] rointou. Following
Floratos (1972), 60, she sees Strabo’s position as possessing affinities to that of the old-
est Stoics, emphasizing the unity of wisdom and the ties between philosophy, poetry,
and science.

285



286

i Works Cited

Affholder, C. (1966-7) “L’exégése morale d’Homére chez Dion de Pruse,” Bulletin de la
Faculté des lettres de Strasbourg 45, 287-93.

~ Alcock, Susan E. (1997) “The Heroic Past in a Hellenistic Present,” in Paul Cartledge,
Peter Garnsey, and Erich Gruen (eds.) Hellenistic Constructs. Essays in Culture,
History, and Historiography, 20-34. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Aly, Wolfgang (1957) Strabon von Amaseia. Untersuchungen tiber Text, Aufbau und
Quellen der Geographika. Rudolf Habelt Verlag, Bonn.

Aly, Wolfgang (1964) “Der Geograph Strabon als Philosoph,” in Miscellanea Critica 1,
9-19. Leipzig.

Anderson, Graham (1993) The Second Sophistic. A Cultural Phenomenon in the Roman
Empire. New York, Routledge.

Apfel, Henrietta V. (1938) “Homeric Criticism in the Fourth Century B.C.,” TAPA 69,
245-58.

Arnim, H. von (1898) Leben und Werke des Dion von Prusa. Berlin.

Arnim, H. von (ed.) (1893) Dionis Prusaensis quem vocant Chrysostomus quae exstant
omnia, vol. I, 2nd ed. Reprinted (1962). Weidmann, Berlin.

Asmis, Elizabeth (1991) “Philodemus’ Poetic Theory and On the Good King According
to Homer,” CA 10, 1-45.

Atkins, J.W.H. (1934) Literary Criticism in Antiquity. A Sketch of Its Development.
Volume I: Greek. Cambridge.

Aujac, Germaine (1966) Strabon et la science de son temps. Les Belles Lettres, Paris.

Aujac, Germaine (1969) “Notice,” in Germaine Aujac & Frangois Lasserre (eds.) Strabon
Géographie, Tome I - 1re partie (Introduction générale - Livre I), 3-57. Les Belles
Lettres, Paris.

Aujac, Germaine (1983) “Strabon et la stoicisme,” Diotima 11, 17-29.

Austin, Norman (1994) Helen and Her Shameless Phantom. Cornell University Press,
Ithaca and London.

Avenarius, Gert (1956) Lukians Schrift zur Geschichtsschreibung. Verlag Anton Hain
KG., Meisenheim am Glan.

Barthes, Roland (1977) “From Work to Text,” in Stephen Heath (ed.) Image-Music-
Text. Hill & Wang, New York.

Bechis, Graziella (1977) “Omero nel De audiendis poetis di Plutarco,” RSC 25, 248-56.
Belfiore, Elizabeth (1992) Tragic Pleasures: Aristotle on Plot and Emotion. Princeton.

Berger, Hugo (1903) Geschichte der wissenschaftlichen Erdkunde der Griechen, 2nd
ed. Verlag von Veit & Comp., Leipzig. :

Bickerman, Elias J. (1952) “Origenes Gentium,” CP 47, 65-81.
Bidder, Hugo (1889) De Strabonis studiis Homericis capita selecta. Diss., Gedani.



287

i Biraschi, Anna Maria (1984) “Strabone e la difesa di Omero nei Prolegomena,” in Fran-
cesco Prontera (ed.) Strabone. Contributi allo studio della personalita e dell’'opera
I, 127-53. Universita degli studi di Perugia, Perugia.

Biraschi, Anna Maria (1986) “Strabone e gli ‘onomata’ omerici. A proposito di Strabone
VIII 3,2,” in Gianfranco Maddoli (ed.) Strabone. Contributi allo studoi della per-
sonalita e dell'opera II, 65-77. Universita degli studi di Perugia, Perugia.

Biraschi, Anna Maria (1988) “Dai ‘Prolegomena’ all'Italia: premesse teoriche e tradizi-
one,” in Gianfranco Maddoli (ed.) Strabone e l'Italia antica, 127-43. Universita degli
studi di Perugia, Perugia.

Biraschi, Anna Maria (1989) Tradizioni epiche e storiografia. Studi du Erodoto e
Tucidide. Universita degli Studi di Perugia, Studi di storia e di storiografia. Edizioni
Scientifiche Italiane, Napoli.

Biraschi, Anna Maria (1992) “‘Salvare’ Omero. A proposito di Strabone VIII 3,16,” PP
47, 241-55.

Blank, David L. & Andrew R. Dyck (1984) “Aristophanes of Byzantium and Problem-
Solving in the Museum: Notes on a Recent Reassessment,” ZPE 56, 17-24.

Blomqvist, Karin (1989) Myth and Moral Message in Dio Chrysostom: A Study in Dio’s
Moral Thought, with a Particular Focus on his Attitudes towards Women. Diss.,
Lund.

Blomgqvist, Karin (1995) “Chryseis and Clea, Eumetis and the Interlocutress. Plutarch of
Chaeronea and Dio Chrysostom on Women’s Education,” Svensk Exegetisk Arsbok
60, 173-90.

Bonner, Stanley F. (1977) Education in Ancient Rome. University of California Press,
Berkeley.

Bouquiaux-Simon, Odette (1968) Les lectures homériques de Lucien (Mémoires de la
Classe des lettres ser. 2, t. 59, fasc.2). Palais des académies, Bruxelles.

Bowersock, Glen W. (1965) Augustus and the Greek World. Clarendon Press, Oxford.

Bowersock, Glen W. (1994) Fiction as History. Nero to Julian. University of California
Press, Berkeley.

Brancacci, Aldo (1985) Rhetorike philosophousa. Dione Crisostomo nella cultura an-
tica e bizantina. Bibliopolis, Naples.

Bravo, Benedetto (1971) “Remarques sur I’érudition dans l'antiquité,” in Acta Conven-
tus XTI “Eirene,” 325-35. Ossolineum, Wratislaviae.

Brillante, Carlo (1990) “History and the Historical Interpretation of Myth,” in Lowell
Edmunds (ed.) Approaches to Greek Myth, 93-138. The Johns Hopkins University
Press, Baltimore.

Brink, C.O. (1963-82) Horace on Poetry. 3 vols. Cambridge.

Bruno Sunseri, Giovanna (1997) “Poesia e storiografia in Eforo di Cuma,” Quaderni di
Storia 46, 143-67. ’

Buffieére, Félix (1956) Les mythes d’Homeére et la pensée grecque. Les Belles Lettres,
Paris.



Lt S

288

Bunbury, E.H. (1883) A History of Ancient Geography among the Greeks and Romans
from the Earliest Ages till the fall of the Roman Empire, 2nd ed. John Murray,
London.

. Buonajuto, Alessandra (1996) "L'EXWKEANIZMOZX dei viaggi di Odisseo in Cratete e

negli Alessandrini,” Atene e Roma 41, 1-8.

' Burkert, Walter (1987) “The Making of Homer in the Sixth Century B.c.: Rhapsodes ver-

: sus Stesichorus,” in Papers on the Amasis Painter and his World. Colloquium
Sponsored by the Getty Center for the History of Art and the Humanities and
Symposium Sponsored by the J. Paul Getty Museum, 43-62. The J. Paul Getty Mu-
seum, Malibu CA.

Butti de Lima, Paulo (1996) L'inchiesta e la prova. Immagine storiografica, pratica
giuridica e retorica nella Grecia classica. Piccola Biblioteca Einaudi, Torino.

Buxton, Richard (1994) Imaginary Greece. The Contexts of Mythology. Cambridge.

Caizzi, Fernanda Decleva (1966) Antisthenis Fragmenta. Istituto editoriale cisalpino,
Milano.

Calame, Claude (1996a) Mythe et histoire dans Uantiquité grecque. La création sym-
bolique d’une colonie. Editions Payot, Lausanne.

Calame, Claude (1996b) Thésée et l'imaginaire athénien: légende et culte en Gréce an-
tique. Editions Payot, Lausanne.

Calderén, Gonzalo del Cerro (1997) “Las claves del Discurso Troyano de Dién de Prusa,”
Habis 28, 95-106.

Canfora, Luciano (1991) “L’inizio della storia secondo i greci,” Quaderni di storia 33, 3-
19.

Carroll, Mitchell (1895) Aristotle’s Poetics, c. XXV, in the Light of the Homeric Scholia.
John Murphy & Co., Baltimore.

Cassin, Barbara (1986) “Du faux ou du mensonge a la fiction (de pseudos a plasma),” in
Barbara Cassin (ed.) Le plaisir de parler. Etudes de sophistique comparée, 3-29.
Les Editions de Minuit, Paris.

Casson, Lionel (1974) Travel in the Ancient World. The Johns Hopkins University
Press, Baltimore.

Clark, D.L. (1957) Rhetoric in Greco-Roman Education. New York.

Clark, Elizabeth (1999) Reading Renunciation. Asceticism and scripture in Early
Christianity. Princeton.

Clarke, Katherine (1997) “In Search of the Author of Strabo’s Geography,” JKS 87, 92-
110.

Clarke, Katherine (1999a) “On Universal History,” in Christina Shuttleworth Kraus (ed.)
The Limits of Historiography. Genre and Narrative in Ancient Historical Texts,
xxx-xxx. E.J. Brill, Leiden.

Clarke, Katherine (1999b) Between Geography and History. Hellenistic Constructions
of the Roman World. Oxford.

Clarke, M.L. (1971) Higher Education in the Ancient World. Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London.



289

i Classen, C. Joachim (1995) “Rhetoric and Literary Criticism: Their Nature and their
Functions in Antiquity,” Mnemosyne 48, 513-35.

i Cole, Thomas (1967) Democritus and the sources of Greek anthropology, 2nd ed.
Scholars Press, Atlanta.

i Combellack, Frederick M. (1987) “The Auais &k Tiis Aé€ecds,” AJP 108, 202-19.
Connor, W. Robert (1984) Thucydides. Princeton.

~ Cook, R.M. (1955) “Thucydides as Archaeologist,” ABSA 50, 266-70.

- Corcella, Aldo (1984) Erodoto e l'analogia. Sellerio Editore, Palermo.

" Cornell, T.J. (1995) “Ancient History and the Antiquarian Revisited: Some Thoughts on
Reading Momigliano’s Classical Foundations,” in M.H. Crawford & C.R. Ligota
(eds.) Ancient History and the Antiquarian. Essays in Memory of Arnaldo Mo-
migliano, 1-14. The Warburg Institute, University of London, London.

Crapis, Claudio (1988) “Théorie des indices dans la rhétorique latine,” Versus 50/51,
175-97.

Crapis, Claudio (1991) “Momenti del paradigma semiotico nella cultura latina. Segno
meteorologico, medico e fisiognomico,” Aufidus 13/14, 55-89.

Crawford, Michael H. (1978) “Greek Intellectuals and the Roman Aristocracy in the
First Century B.C.,” in Peter Garnsey and C.R. Whittaker (ed.) Imperialism in the
Ancient World, 193-207. Cambridge.

Cribiore, Raffaella (1996) Writing, Teachers, and Students in Graeco-Roman Egypt
(American Studies in Papyrology, no. 36). Atlanta.

Cribiore, Raffaella (1997) “Literary School Exercises,” ZPE 116, 53-60.
Culler, Jonathan (1982) On Deconstruction. Cornell University Press, Ithaca.

Darbo-Peschanski, Catherine (1987) Le discours du particulier. Essai sur Uenquéte
hérodotéene. Editions du Seuil, Paris.

Davison, J.A. (1956) “The Study of Homer in Graeco-Roman Egypt,” in Hans Gerstinger
(ed.) Akten des VIII. internationalen Kongresses fiir Papyrologie, Wien 1955, 51-8.
Mitteilungen aus der Papyrussammlung der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek
(Papyrus Erzherzog Rainer), Neue Serie V. Folge. Rudolf M. Rohrer Verlag, Wien.

Dawson, David (1992) Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient Alexan-
dria. University of California Press, Berkeley.

de Romilly, Jacqueline (1967) Histoire et raison chez Thucydide, 2nd ed. Les Belles
Lettres, Paris.

De Sanctis, Gaetano (1933) "Intorno al razionalismo di Ecateo," RFIC n.s.11, 1-15.
Debut, Janine (1986) “Les document scolaires,” ZPE 63, 251-78.
DeLacy, Phillip (1948) “Stoic Views of Poetry,” AJP 69, 241-71.

Desideri, Paolo (1978) Dione di Prusa. Un intellettuale greco nell’ impero romano. Casa
Editrice G. D’Anna, Messina-Firenze. ’

Desideri, Paolo (1991a) “Dione di Prusa fra ellenismo e romanita,” ANRW 11.33.5,
3882-902.



290

Desideri, Paolo (1991b) “Tipologia e varieta di funzione communicativa degli scritti di-
| onei,” ANRW I1.33.5, 3903-59.
{ Detienne, Marcel & Jean-Pierre Vernant (1978) Cunning Intelligence in Greek Culture

and Society, tr. Janet Lloyd. Originally (1974) Les ruses d’intelligence: La métis des
grecs. Flammarion, Paris.

' Detienne, Marcel (1986) The Creation of Mythology. Translated from the French by
: Margaret Cook. Chicago.

 Dewald, Carolyn (1993) “Reading the World: The Interpretation of Objects in Herodo-
tus' Histories,” in Ralph M. Rosen & Joseph Farrell (eds.) Nomodeiktes: Greek
Studies in Honor of Martin Ostwald, 55-70. University of Michigan Press, Ann Ar-
bor.

Diels, Hermann (1952) Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 6th ed. Revised with addi-
tions and index by W. Kranz. Berlin.

Diller, Hans (1932) “OY¥YI1Z AAHAWN TA OAINOMENA,” Hermes 67, 14-42.

Dole"zel, Lubomir (1997) “Fictional and Historical Narrative: Meeting the Postmod-
ernist Challenge,” in David Herman (ed.) Narratologies. New Perspectives on Nar-
rative, 247-73. Ohio State University Press, Columbus.

Dole”zel, Lubomir (1998) Heterocosmica. Fiction and Possible Worlds. The Johns
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and London.

Dorjahn, Alfred P. (1927) “Poetry in Athenian Courts,” CP 22, 85-93.

Dougherty, Carol (1993) The Poetics of Colonization. From City to Text in Archaic
Greece. Oxford University Press, New York.

Dover, Kenneth (ed., comm.)(1993) Aristophanes: Frogs. Clarendon Press, Oxford.
Dowden, Ken (1992) The Uses of Greek Mythology. Routledge, New York.

Dubuisson, Michel (1987) "Homérologie et politique: le cas d’Aristodémos de Nysa," in
J. Servais et al. (ed.) Stemmata. Mélanges de philologie, d'historie et d'archéologie
grecques offerts a Jules Labarbe, 15-24. Liége-Louvain-la-Neuve.

Dueck, Daniela (2000) Strabo of Amasia. A Greek Man of Letters in Augustan Rome.
Routledge, New York.

Diimmler, Ferdinand (1882) Antisthenica. Diss., Bonn. In (1901) Kleine Schriften, vol.
1, 10-78. S. Hirzel, Leipzig. [pp. 24-45 (16-39 orig.) = De Homeri sapientia]

Easterling, Pat (1985) “Anachronism in Greek Tragedy,” JHS 105, 1-10.

Eco, Umberto (1990) The Limits of Interpretation. Indiana University Press, Bloom-
ington.

Eco, Umberto (1994) Postscript to the Name of the Rose. New York.
Edelstein, Ludwig and L.G. Kidd (eds.) (1972-) Posidonius. 3 vols. Cambridge.
Eden, Kathy (1986) Poetic and Legal Fiction in the Aristotelian Tradition. Princeton.

Else, Gerald F. (1967) Aristotle’s Poetics: The Argument. Harvard University Press,
Cambridge.

Engels, Johannes (1999) Augusteische Oikumenegeographie und Universalhistorie im
Werk Strabons von Amaseia. Franz Steiner, Stuttgart.



SRR

Lidi

291

Erbse, Hartmut (1961) “Zur Geschichtsbetrachtung des Thukydides,” Antike und
Abendland 10, 19-34.

i Fairweather, Janet (1974) “Fiction in the Biographies of Ancient Writers,” Ancient Soci-

ety 5, 231-75.

Farinelli, Caterina (1995) “Le citazioni omeriche in Erodoto II, 116-17,” Annali
dell’Istituto universitario Orientale di Napoli, dipartimento di studi del mondo
classico e del mediterraneo antico, sezione filologico - letteraria 17, 5-29.

Feeney, Denis C. (1991) The Gods in Epic. Poets and Critics of the Classical Tradition.
Oxford.

Fertonani, Roberto (1952) “Ecateo di Mileto e il suo razionalismo,” PP 7, 18-29.

Finkelberg, Margalit (1998) The Birth of Literary Fiction in Ancient Greece. Clarendon
Press, Oxford.

Finley, John H. (1967) “Euripides and Thucydides,” in Three Essays on Thucydides, 1-
54. Harvard University Press, Cambridge MA. Originally (1938) in HSCP 49, 23-68.

Finley, Moses I. (1986) “Myth, Memory and History,” in The Use and Abuse of History,
11-33, 215-17. London. Revised version of (1965) History and Theory 4, 281-302.

Floratos, Charal S. (1972) Strabon iiber Literatur und Poseidonios. Athens.
Ford, Andrew (1999) “Reading Homer from the Rostrum: Poems and Laws in Aeschi-

nes’ Against Timarchus,” in Simon Goldhill & Robin Osborne (eds.) Performance
Culture and Athenian Democracy, 231-56. Cambridge.

Fornara, Charles William (1983) The Nature of History in Ancient Greece and Rome.
University of California Press, Berkeley.

Forsdyke, John (1956) Greece Before Homer. Ancient Chronology and Muythology. Max
Parrish, London.

Foucault, Michel (1970) The Order of Things. An Archaeology of the Human Sciences.
Vintage, New York.

Foucault, Michel (1972)“The Discourse on Language,” in The Archaeology of Knowl-
edge and the Discourse on Language, 215-37. Tr. Alan Sheridan Smith and Rupert
Sawyer. Pantheon, New York.

Fowler, Robert L. (1996) “Herodotus and his Contemporaries,” JHS 116, 62-87.
Franz, Marie-Luise von (1943) Die aesthetischen Anschauungen der Iliasscholien (im
Codex Ven. B und Townleianus). Buchdruckerei Oscar Hummel Dietikon, Ziirich.

Friedlinder, Ludwig (1907-13) Roman Life and Manners under the Early Empire, tr.
Leonard A. Magnus. Authorized Translation of the Seventh Enlarged and Revised
Edition of the Sittengeschichte Roms. George Routledge & Sons, London. Reprint
(1979) Arno Press.

Friedlinder, Udalricus (1895) De Zoilo aliisque Homeri obtrectatoribus. Konigsberg.

Froidefond, Christian (1971) Le mirage égyptien dans la littérature grecque d'Homére
a Aristote. Ophrys, Gap.

Fuchs, Elizabeth (1996) “Die 11. Rede des Dion Chrysostomos als Liigenerzihlung,”
Lexis (Abano Terme, Italy) 14, 125-36.



! Fuhrmann, F. (ed.)(1978) Plutarque. Propos de Table, vol. I1. (Oeuvres morales, t. 9.2)
' Les Belles Lettres, Paris.

Fusillo, Massimo (1999) “The Mirror of the Moon: Lucian’s A True Story—From Satire
to Utopia,” in Simon Swain (ed.) Oxford Readings in the Greek Novel, 351-81. Ox-

: ford.

! Gabba, Emilio (1981) "True History and False History in Classical Antiquity,” JRS 71,

50-62.

. Gabba, Emilio (1982a) “Political and Cultural Aspects of the Classicistic Revival in the

Augustan Age,” CA 1, 43-65.

Gabba, Emilio (1982b) “Scienza e potere nel mondo ellenistico,” in Gabriele Giannan-
toni and Mario Vegetti (eds.) La scienza ellenistica. Atti delle tre giornate di studio
tenutesi a Pavia dal 14 al 16 aprile 1982, 13-37. Bibliopolis, Naples.

Gabba, Emilio (1983) “Literature,” in Michael Crawford (ed.) Sources for Ancient His-
tory, 1-79. Cambridge.

Gabba, Emilio (1991) Dionysius and The History of Archaic Rome (Sather Classical
Lectures, vol. 56). University of California Press, Berkeley.

Gaede, Ricardus (1880) Demetrii Scepsii quae supersunt. Diss., Gryphiswaldiae.

Gagarin, Michael (1990) “The Nature of Proofs in Antiphon,” CP 85, 22-32.

Gallavotti, Carlo (1969) “Tracce della Poetica di Aristotele negli scolii omerici,” Maia 21,
203-14.

Girtner, Hans (1978) “Zoilos,” RE Suppl.15, 1531-54.

Gastaldi, Silvia (1989) “Eikos e Thaumaston nella Poetica di Aristotele,” in Diego Lanza
and Oddone Longo (eds.) Il Meraviglioso e il verosimile tra antichita e medioevo,
xx-xx. L.S. Olschki, Firenze.

Georgiadou, Aristoula and David H.J. Larmour (1993) "Lucian and Historiography: ‘De
Historia Conscribenda’ and ‘Verae Historiae,” ANRW II 34.2, 1448-1506.

Gernet, Louis (1981) “Things Visible and Things Invisible,” in id., The Anthropology of
Ancient Greece, ed. and tr. John Hamilton, S.J. Nagy, and Blaise Nagy, 343-51: The
Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore. Originally in French (1956) Revue phi-
losophique 196, 79-86.

Gianotti, Gian Franco (1979) “Le metamorfosi di Omero: il «Romanzo di Troia» della
specializzazione delle scholae ad un pubblico di non specialisti,” Sigma 12, 15-32.

Giner Soria, M.C. (1987) “Una exégesis de Homero,” Helmantica 38, 363-79-

Ginzburg, Carlo (1983) “Clues: Morelli, Freud, and Sherlock Holmes,” in Umberto Eco
& Thomas A. Sebeok (eds.) The Sign of Three: Dupin, Holmes, Peirce, 81-118. Indi-
ana University Press, Bloomington.

Ginzburg, Carlo (1994) “Aristotele, la storia, la prova,” Quaderni storici 85 (anno 29.1),
5-17.

Ginzburg, Carlo (1999) History, Rhetoric, and Proof. The Menahem Stern Jerusalem
Lectures. University Press of New England, Hanover and London.

Giovannini, G. (1943) “The Connection between Tragedy and History in Ancient Criti-
cism,” Philological Quarterly 22, 308-14.

292



s AT

293

Giuliano, Fabio Massimo (1995) “L’Odisseo di Platone, Uno ZHTHMA omerico nell’ Ip-
pia minore,” in Graziano Arrighetti (ed.) Poesia greca. Ricerche di filologia classica
IV, 9-57. Giardini editori, Pisa.

Gleason, Maud W. (1995) Making Men: Sophists and Self-Presentation in Ancient
Rome. Princeton.

Gomme, A.W. (1945) A Historical Commentary on Thucydides. Vol. I: Introduction
and Commentary on Book I. Clarendon Press, Oxford.

Graf, Fritz (1993) Greek Mythology. An Introduction, tr. Thomas Marier. The Johns
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore. Originally (1987) Griechische Muythologie.
Artemis Verlag, Miinchen and Ziirich.

Green, Peter (1997) “"These fragments have I shored against my ruins’: Apollonios
Rhodios and the Social Revalidation of Myth for a New Age,” in Paul Cartledge, Pe-
ter Garnsey, and Erich Gruen (eds.) Hellenistic Constructs. Essays in Culture, His-
tory, and Historiography, 35-71. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Griesinger, R. (1907) Die aesthetischen Anschauungen der alten Homererkldrer,
dargestellt nach den Homerscholien. Diss., Tiibingen.

Grimaldi, William M. A (1972) Studies in the philosophy of Aristotle’s Rhetoric. Hermes
Einzelschriften, Heft 25. F. Steiner, Wiesbaden.

Grube, G.M.A. (1965) The Greek and Roman Critics. Toronto.

Gruen, Erich S. (1992) Culture and National Identity in Republican Rome. Cornell
University Press, Ithaca.

Gudeman, Alfred (1927) “Luseis,” RE 13.2, 2511-29.

Hagen, Paul (1887) Quaestiones Dioneae. Diss., Kiel.

Halljw:rﬁall, Stephen (1986) Aristotle's Poetics. University of North Carolina Press, Chapel
Hill.

Hammerstaedt, Jiirgen (1998) “Die Homerallegorese des élteren Metrodor von Lamp-
sakos,” ZPE 12x, 28-32.

Harris, B.F. (1991) “Dio of Prusa: a survey of recent work,” ANRW I1.33.5, 3853-3881.

Harris, William (1987) Ancient Literacy. Columbia University Press, New York.

Havelock, Eric A. (1963) Preface to Plato. Basil Blackwell, Oxford.

Heath, Malcolm (1998) “Was Homer a Roman?” PLLS 10, 23-56.

Hesk, Jon (2000) Deception and Democracy in Classical Athens. Cambridge.

Higbie, Carolyn (1997) “The Bones of a Hero, the Ashes of a Politician: Athens, Salamis,
and the Usable Past,” CA 16, 278-307.

Hillgruber, Michael (1989) “Dion Chrysostomos 36(53),4-5 und die Homerauslegung
Zenons,” MH 46, 15-24.

Hillgruber, Michael (1994) Die pseudoplutarchische Schrift De Homero. Teubner, Leip-
zig.

Hinman, W.S. (1935) Literary Quotation and Allusion in the Rhetoric, Poetics, and Ni-
comachean Ethics of Aristotle. Staten Island, NY.



i
]
i
H
i
i

i

Hintenlang, Hubert (1961) Untersuchungen zu den Homer-Aporien des Aristoteles.
Diss., Heidelberg.

Hogan, James C. (1973) “Aristotle’s Criticism of Homer in the Poetics,” CP 68, 95-108.

Hoistad, Ragnar (1948) Cynic Hero and Cynic King. Studies in the Cynic Conception of

Man. Uppsala.

| Hoistad, Ragnar (1951) “Was Antisthenes an Allegorist?” Eranos 49, 16-30.

Hornblower, Simon (1991) A Commentary on Thucydides, vol. L. Clarendon Press, Ox-
ford.

Howes, G.E. (1895) “Homeric Quotations in Plato and Aristotle,” HSCP 6, 153-237.

Howie, J. G. (1995) “The Iliad as Exemplum,” in @ivind Andersen and Matthew Dickie
(eds.) Homer’s World. Fiction, Tradition, Reality, 141-73. Papers from the Norwe-
gian Institute at Athens 3. John Grieg AS, Bergen, Norway.

Howie, J.G. (1998) “Thucydides and Pindar: The Archaeology and Nemean 7,” PLLS
10, 75-130.

Humphreys, Sarah C. (1997) “Fragments, Fetishes, and Philosophies: Towards a His-
tory of Greek Historiography after Thucydides,” in Glenn W. Most (ed.) Collecting
Fragments-Fragmente sammeln, 207-24. Aporemata. Kritische Studien zur Phi-
lologiegeschichte, vol. 1. Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen.

Hunt, E.D. (1984) “Travel, Tourism and Piety in the Roman Empire: A Context for the
Beginnings of Christian Pilgrimage,” EMC 3, 391-417.

Hunter, Virginia (1982) Past and Process in Herodotus and Thucydides. Princeton.

Hussey, Edward (1995) “Ionian Inquiries: On Understanding the Presocratic Begin-
nings of Science,” in Anton Powell (ed.) The Greek World, 530-49. Routledge.

Huxley, George L. (1969) Greek Epic Poetry from Eumelos to Panyassis. Harvard Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge MA.

Huxley, George L. (1973) “Aristotle as Antiquary,” GRBS 14, 271-86.

Huxley, George L. (1979) “Historical Criticism in Aristotle’s Homeric Questions,” Pro-
ceedings of the Royal Irish Academy 79, 73-81.

Ibrahim, M. Hamdi (1976-77) “The Study of Homer in Graeco-Roman Education,”
Athena 76, 187-95.

Iser, Wolfgang (1978) The Act of Reading. A Theory of Aesthetic Response. The Johns
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and London.

Jacob, Christian (1980) “The Greek Traveler’s Areas of Knowledge: Myths and Other
Discourses in Pausanias’ Description of Greece,” Yale French Studies 59, 65-85.
Translated from the French by Anne Mullen-Hohl.

Jacob, Christian (1994) “L'ordre généalogique. Entre le mythe et Thistoire,” in Marcel
Detienne (ed.) Transcrire les mythologies. Tradition, écriture, historicité, 169-202.
Editions Albin Michel S.A., Paris. )

Jacoby, Felix (1909) “Uber die Entwicklung der griechischen Historiographie,” Klio 9,
8-123. Reprinted in (1956) Abhandlungen zur Griechischen Geschichtschreibung.
Herbert Bloch (ed.), 16-64.

Jacoby, Felix (1949) Atthis. The Local Chronicles of Ancient Athens. Oxford.

294



{ Jones, Christopher P. (1978) The Roman World of Dio Chrysostom. Harvard University
Press, Cambridge MA.

Jones, Christopher P. (1986) Culture and Society in Lucian. Harvard University Press,
: Cambridge MA.
Jones, Christopher P. (1999) Kinship Diplomacy in the Ancient World. Harvard Uni-
: versity Press, Cambridge MA.
- Kahles, William R. (1976) Strabo and Homer. The Homeric Citations in the Geography
of Strabo. Diss., Loyola University of Chicago.
\ Kakridis, Johannes Th. (1971) “’Ael QIAéAANIY & nons?” in Homer Revisited, 54-67.
Revised version of original in (1956) Wiener Studien 69, 26ff.
| Kakridis, John Th. (1974) “A Cynic Homeromastix,” in John L. Heller & J.K. Newman

(eds.) Serta Turyniana. Studies in Greek Literature and Palaeography in honor of
Alexander Turyn, 361-73. University of Illinois Press, Urbana.

| Kamesar, Adam (1993) Jerome, Greek Scholarship, and the Hebrew Bible: a study of
the Quaestiones hebraicae in Genesim. Oxford.

Kamesar, Adam (1994a) “The Evaluation of the Narrative Aggada in Greek and Latin
Patristic Literature,” Journal of Theological Studies 45, 37-71.

Kamesar, Adam (1994b) “The Narrative Aggada as Seen from the Graeco-Latin Per-
spective,” JJS 45, 52-70.

Kaster, Robert A. (1984) “A Schoolboy’s Burlesque from Cyrene?,” Mnemosyne 37, 457-
8

Keaney, John J. and Robert Lamberton (1996) [Plutarch] Essay on the life and poetry
of Homer. Scholars Press, Atlanta.

Kennedy, Duncan (1984) "The Epistolary Mode and the First of Ovid’s Heroides," CQ
34, 413-22.

Kennedy, George A. (1957) “The Ancient Dispute over Rhetoric in Homer,” AJP 78, 23-
35.

Kennedy, George A. (1963) The Art of Persuasion in Greece. Princeton.

Kennedy, George A. (ed.) (1989) The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism. Volume
I: Classical Criticism. Cambridge.

Kindstrand, Jan Fredrik (1973) Homer in der Zweiten Sophistik. Upsalla.
Kirk, G.S. (1970) Heraclitus. The Cosmic Fragments. Cambridge.
Kirk, G.S. (1985) The Iliad: A Commentary. Volume I: Books 1-4. Cambridge.

Kirk, G.S., J.E. Raven, and M. Schofield (1983) The Presocratic Philosophers. A Critical
History with a Selection of Texts, 2nd ed.

Kleingiinther, Adolf (1933) Protos heuretes. Untersuchungen zur Geschichte einer
Fragestellung. Dieterich, Leipzig.

Klotz, Alfred (1952) “Die Irrfahrten des Odysseus und ihre Deutung im Altertum,”
Gymnasium 59, 289-302.

Koster, Severin (1970) Antike Epostheorien. Franz Steiner, Wiesbaden.
Kranz, Walther (1934) “Vorsokratisches I,” Hermes 69, 114-19.

295



b
|

Kroll, W. (1915) “Randbemerkungen XXXI,” RhM 70, 607-10.
; Kugel, James (1994) In Potiphar’s House. T he Interpretive Life of Biblical Texts. 2°¢ ed.

Harvard University Press, Cambridge.

i Labarbe, Jules (1949) L’Homeére de Platon. Liége.

Lamberton, Robert (1986) Homer the Theologian. Neoplatonist Allegorical Reading
and the Growth of the Epic Tradition. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Lamberton, Robert (1992) “Introduction,” in Robert Lamberton & John J. Keaney (eds.)

Homer’s Ancient Readers: The Hermeneutics of Greek Epics Earliest Exegetes, vii-
xxiv. Princeton.

Lamberton, Robert (1997) “Homer in Antiquity,” in Ian Morris and Barry Powell (eds.)

A New Companion to Homer, xx-xxx. E.J. Brill, Leiden.

Lasserre, Francois (1969) “Introduction,” in Germaine Aujac & Francois Lasserre (eds.)

Strabon Géographie, Tome I - 1re partie (Introduction générale - Livre I), vii-xcvii.
Les Belles Lettres, Paris.

Lasserre, Francois (1976) “L'historiographie grecque a I'époque archaique,” Quaderni di
storia anno 2, 4, 113-42.

Lasserte, Francois (1982) “Strabon devant I’empire romain,” ANRW I1.30.1, 867-96.

Lateiner, Donald (1986) “The Empirical Element in the Methods of Early Greek Medical
Writers and Herodotus: A Shared Epistemological Response,” Antichthon 20, 1-20.

Lattimore, Steven (tr.)(1998) Thucydides. The Peloponnesian War. Hackett, Indian-
apolis.

Laurenti, Renato (1962) “L’Iponoia di Antistene,” Rivista critica di storia della
filosofia, 123-32.

Lefkowitz, Mary R. (1981) The Lives of the Greek Poets. The Johns Hopkins University
Press, Baltimore.

Legrand, Ph.-E (ed.)(1936) Hérodote. Histoires Livre II. Les Belles Lettres, Paris.

Lehrs, K. (1882) De Aristarchi studiis Homericis, 3rd ed. S. Hirzelium, Lipsiae.

Lesher, J.H. (1992) Xenophanes of Colophon. University of Toronto Press, Toronto.

Ligota, C.R. (1982) “This Story is Not True.” Fact and Fiction in Antiquity,” Journal of
the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 45, 1-13.

Lindsay, Hugh (1997a) “Strabo on Apellicon’s Library,” RhM 140, 290-8.

Lindsay, Hugh (1997b) “Syme’s Anatolica and the Date of Strabo’s Geography,” Klio 79,
484-507.

Lloyd, Alan B. (1975) Herodotus, Book II. Introduction. E.J. Brill, Leiden.

Lloyd, Alan B. (1988) Herodotus, Book II. Commentary 99-182. E.J. Brill, Leiden.

Lloyd, G.E.R. (1966) Polarity and Analogy. Two Types of Argumentation in Early
Greek Thought. Cambridge.

Long, Anthony A. (1992) “Stoic Readings of Homer,” in Robert Lamberton & John J.
Keaney (eds.) Homer’s Ancient Readers: The Hermeneutics of Greek Epics Earliest
Exegetes, 41-66. Princeton.

296



Ve gl

Lowe, Nicholas J. (2000) The Classical Plot and the Invention of Western Narrative.

Cambridge.

§ Lucas, D.W. (ed.) (1968) Aristotle. Poetics. Oxford.
i Luce, T.J. (1989) “Ancient Views on the Causes of Bias in Ancient Historical Writing,”

Classical Philology 84, 16-31.

4 Lundon, John (1998) ““Ounpos giAdTexvos nel contesto dello scolio B ad A 8-9,”

Athenaeum 86, 209-29.

{ Macleod, M.D. (ed.) (1991) Lucian: a Selection. Aris & Phillips, Warminster, England.
i Manetti, Giovanni (1993) Theories of the Sign in Classical Antiquity, tr. Christine

Richardson. Indiana University Press, Bloomington. Originally (1987) Teorie del
segno nell’antichita classica. Milan.

i Manetti, Giovanni (1994) “Indizi e prove nella cultura greca. Forza epistemica e criteri

di validita dell'inferenza semiotica,” Quaderni Storici 85 (anno 29.1), 19-42.

Manetti, Giovanni (1996) “The Concept of the Sign from Ancient to Modern Semiotics,”

in Giovanni Manetti (ed.) Knowledge Through Signs. Ancient Semiotic Theories
and Practices, 11-40. Brepols.

Mantero, Teresa (1966) Ricerche sull’Heroikos di Filostrato. Istituto di Filologia Clas-
sica e Medioevale, Genoa.

Marincola, John (1999) “Genre, Convention, and Innovation in Greco-Roman Histori-
ography,” in Christina Shuttleworth Kraus (ed.) The Limits of Historiography.
Genre and Narrative in Ancient Historical Texts, 281-324. E.J. Brill, Leiden.

Marrou, Henri 1. (1956) A History of Education in Antiquity, tr. George Lamb. Univer-
sity of Wisconsin Press, Madison. Originally (1948) Histoire de 'Education dans
IAntiquité. Editions du Seuil, Paris.

Mattioli, Emilio (1985) “Retorica e storia nel Quomodo historia sit conscribenda di Lu-
ciano,” in Adriano Pennacini (ed.) Retorica e Storia nella cultura classica, 89-105.
Bologna.

Mayor, Adrienne (2000) The First Fossil Hunters. Paleontology in Greek and Roman
Times. Princeton.

Mazzarino, Santo (1966) Il pensiero storico classico. Vol. I-I1.2. Editori Laterza, Bari.

Mehmel, Friedrich (1956) “Homer und die Griechen,” A&A 4, 16-41.

Meijering, Roos (1987) Literary and Rhetorical Theories in Greek Scholia. Egbert For-
sten, Groningen.

Meinel, Rudolf (1915) KATA TO SIWITWMENON. Ein Grundsatz der Homererk-
ldrung Aristarchs. K. Humanistisches Gymnasium in Ansbach.

Merkle, Stefan (1994) “Telling the True Story of the Trojan War: The Eyewitness Ac-
count of Dictys of Crete,” in James Tatum (ed.) The Search for the Ancient Novel,
183-98. The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and London.

Mesk, Josef (1920-21) “Zur elften Rede des Dio von Prusa,” WS 42, 115-24.

Mestre, Francesca (1990) “Homére, entre Dion Chrysostome et Philostrate,” AFB 13,
89-101.

297



Millar, Fergus (1969) “P. Herennius Dexippus: The Greek World and the Third-Century
3 Invasions,” JRS 59, 12-29.

Moles, John L. (1978) “The Career and Conversion of Dio Chrysostom,” JHS 98, 79-
100.

Moles, John L. (1990) “The Kingship Orations of Dio Chrysostom,” PLLS 6, 297-375.

1 Moles, John L. (1995) “Dio Chrysostom, Greece, and Rome,” in Doreen Innes, Harry

‘ Hine, and Christopher Pelling (eds.) Ethics and Rhetoric. Classical Essays for Don-
; ald Russell on his Seventy-fifth Birthday, 177-92. Clarendon Press, Oxford.

i Moling, J. (1959) Dion von Prusa und die klassischen Dichter. Diss., Innsbruck.

| Momigliano, Arnaldo (1950) “Ancient History and the Antiquarian,” Journal of the
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 13 (1950): 285-315. Cited from (1966) Studies in
: Historiography, 1-39. Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London.

{ Momigliano, Arnaldo (1961-2) “Historiography on Written Tradition and Historiogra-

: phy on Oral Tradition,” Atti della Accademia delle Scienze di Torino 96, 1-12. Cited
from (1966) Studies in Historiography, 211-20. Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London.

Momigliano, Arnaldo (1969) “Dio Chrysostomus,” in Quarto contributo alla storia de-
gli studi classici e del mondo antico, 256-69. Roma.

Momigliano, Arnaldo (1990) The Classical Foundations of Modern Historiography.
Sather Classical Lectures 54. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Montanari, Franco (1984) “Ekphrasis e verita storica nella critica di Luciano,” in Ricer-
che di filologia classica II: Filologia e critica letteraria della grecita, 111-23. Bib-
lioteca di studi antichi 45. Pisa.

Montanari, Franco (1987a) “Hyponoia e allegoria: piccole considerazioni preliminari,”
in Studi offerti ad Anna Maria Quartiroli e Domenico Magnino, 11-19. Pavia.

Montanari, Franco (1987b) “Virtutes elocutionis e narrationis nella storiografia sec-
ondo Luciano,” in Interpretazioni antiche e moderne di testi greci, 53-65. Pisa.

Montanari, Franco (1998) “Zenodotus, Aristarchus and the Ekdosis of Homer,” in
Glenn W. Most (ed.) Editing Texts. Texte edieren, 1-21. Aporemata 2. Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, Gottingen.

Montgomery, Walter A. (1901) Dio Chrysostom as Homeric Critic. John Murphy Com-
pany, Baltimore.

Montgomery, Walter A. (1902) “Oration XI of Dio Chrysostomus,” in Studies in Honor
of Basil Gildersleeve, 405-12.

Morgan, John R. (1982) “History, Romance, and Realism in the Aithiopika of Helio-
doros,” CA 1, 221-65.

Most, Glenn W. (1994) “Simonides’ Ode to Scopas in Contexts,” in Irene J. F. de Jong &
J.P. Sullivan (eds.) Modern Critical Theory and Classical Literature, 126-52. E.J.
Brill, Leiden. )

Murray, Oswyn (1968) “Most Politick Historiographer,” CR 82, 218-21. Review of
Hermann Strasburger (1966) Die Wesenbestimmung der Geschichte durch die an-
tike Geschichtsschreibung. Franz Steiner, Wiesbaden.

Murray, Penelope (ed.) (1995) Plato on Poetry: Ion; Republic 376e-398bg; Republic
595-608b10. Cambridge.

298



Nadeau, J.Y. (1970) “Ethiopians,” CQ 20, 339-49.

Nestle, Wilhelm (1942) Vom Mythos zum Logos. Die Selbstenfaltung des griechischen
Denkens von Homer bis auf die Sophistik und Sokrates, 2nd ed. Alfred Kréner Ver-
lag, Stuttgart.

Neumann, Karl Johannes (1886) “Strabons Gesammturtheil iiber die homerische Ge-
ographie,” Hermes 21, 134-41.

Neuschifer, Bernhard (1987) Origenes als Philologe. F. Reinhardt, Basel.

Neville, J.W. (1977) “Herodotus on the Trojan War,” G&R 24, 3-12.

Nickau, Klaus (1977) Untersuchungen zur textkritischen Methode des Zenodotos von
Ephesos. Walter de Gruyter, Berlin.

Nickau, Klaus (1990) “Mythos und Logos bei Herodot,” in Wolfram Ax (ed.) Memoria
Rerum Veterum. Neue Beitrdge zur antiken Historiographie und alten Geschichte.
Festschrift fiir Carl Joachim Classen zum 60. Geburtstag, 83-100. Palingenesia,
Band 32. Franz Steiner Verlag, Stuttgart.

Nicolet, Claude (1991) Space, Geography, and Politics in the Early Roman Empire.
University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor.

Nussbaum, Martha (1990) Love's Knowledge: Essays on Philosophy and Literature.
Oxford University Press, New York.

Olivieri, A. (1898) “Gli studi omerici di Dione Crisostomo,” RFIC 26, 568-607.
Patillon, Michel & Giancarlo Bolognesi (eds.) (1997) Aelius Théon. Progymnasmata .
Les Belles Lettres, Paris.
- Pavel, Thomas G. (1986) Fictional Worlds. Harvard University Press, Cambridge.
Pearson, Lionel (1942) The Local Historians of Attica. American Philological Associa-
tion, Philadelphia.
Pépin, Jean (1976) Mythe et allégorie. Les origines grecques et les contestations judéo-
chrétiennes, 2nd ed. Etudes augustiniennes, Paris.
Pépin, Jean (1993) “Aspects de la lecture antisthénienne d'Homere,” in Le Cynisme an-
cien et ses prolongements, 1-13. Paris.
- Perret, Jacques (1982) “Allégorie, hyponoiai, inspiration. Sur les exégéses anciennes
d’Homeére,” in Mélanges offertes en hommage au Révérend Pére Etienne Gareau,
65-73. Cahiers des études anciennes 14. Editions de I'Université a Ottawa, Ottawa.
 Pfeiffer, Rudolf (1968) History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End
: of the Hellenistic Age. Oxford.
Philippson, Robert (1929) “Democritea,” Hermes 64, 167-83. [I. Demokrit als Hom-
erausleger, 167-75.]
Phillips, E.D. (1953) “Odysseus in Italy,” JHS 73, 53-67.
Piérart, Marcel (1983) “L’Historien ancien face aux mythes et aux légendes,” LEC 51,
' 47-62.
Podlecki, Anthony J. (1969) “The Peripatetics as Literary Critics,” Phoenix 23, 114-37.
Pohlenz, Max (1920) “Die Anfinge der griechischen Poetik,” NGG, 142-78.

299



i
3
Ef

-3

Poovey, Mary (1998) The History of the Modern Fact. Problems Of Knowledge In The

Sciences Of Wealth And Society. Chicago.

1 Porter, James I. (1992) “Hermeneutic Lines and Circles: Aristarchus and Crates on the

Exegesis of Homer,” in Robert Lamberton & John J. Keaney (eds.) Homer's Ancient
Readers: The Hermeneutics of Greek Epics Earliest Exegetes, 67-114. Princeton.

Pratt, Louise (1993) Lying and Poetry from Homer to Pindar. Falsehood and Decep-

tion in Archaic Greek Poetics. University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor.

: Prontera, Francesco (1984) “La geografia come genere letterario,” in Francesco

Prontera (ed.) Strabone. Contributi allo studio della personalita e dell'opera I, 189-
259. Universita degli studi di Perugia, Perugia.

Prontera, Francesco (1993) “Sull’esegesi ellenistica della geografia omerica,” in Glenn

W. Most, Hubert Petersmann, and Adolf Martin Ritter (eds.) Philanthropia kai
Eusebeia. Festscrift fiir Albrecht Dihle zum 70. Geburtstag, 387-97. Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, Géttingen.

Ramin, J. (1979) Mythographie et géographie. Les Belles Lettres, Paris.

Reardon, Bryan P. (1983) “Travaux récents sur Dion de Pruse,” REG 96, 286-92.

Rechenauer, Georg (1991) Thukydides und die hippokratische Medizin. Naturwissen-
schaftliche Methodik als Modell fiir Geschichtsdeutung. Georg Olms Verlag, Hilde-

sheim.

Richardson, Nicholas J. (1975) “Homeric Professors in the Age of the Sophists,” PCPS
n.s. 21, 65-81.

- Richardson, Nicholas J. (1980) “Literary Criticism in the Exegetical Scholia to the Iliad:

A Sketch,” CQ 30, 265-87.

. Richardson, Nicholas J. (1985) “Pindar and later literary criticism in antiquity,” PLLS 5,

384-9.

Richardson, Nicholas J. (1993) The Iliad: A Commentary, Vol. VI: books 21-24. Cam-
bridge.

Richardson, Nicholas J. (1994) “Aristotle and Hellenistic Scholarship,” in Franco Mon-
tanari (ed.) La philologie grecque a U'époque hellénistique et romaine, 7-38. Entre-
tiens sur 'antiquité classique. Tome XL. Fondation Hardt, Genéve.

Rispoli, Gioia M. (1980) “Teagene o dell’allegoria,” Vichiana 9, 243-57.

Ritook, Zsigmond (1995) “Some Aesthetic Views of Dio Chrysostom and Their Sources,”
in J.G.J. Abbenes, S.R. Slings, and Ineke Sluiter (eds.) Greek literary theory after
Aristotle. A collection of papers in honour of D.M. Schenkeveld, 125-34. Vrije Uni-
versiteit Press, Amsterdam.

Robb, Kevin (1994) Lite'racy and Paideia in Ancient Greece. Oxford University Press,
New York.

Roemer, Adolf (1924) Die Homerexegese Aristarchs in ihren Grundziigen. Paderborn. -

Romm, James S. (1992) The Edges of the Earth in Ancient Thought. Geography, Explo-
ration, and Fiction. Princeton.

Rosenmeyer, Thomas G. (1973) “Design and Execution in Aristotle, Poetics ch. XXV,”
CSCA 6, 231-52.

300



Russell, Donald A. (1981) Criticism in Antiquity. University of California Press, Ber-

keley.

: Russell, Donald A. (ed.) (1992) Dio Chrysostom. Orations VII, XII, XXXVI. Cambridge.

: Russell, Donald A. and Michael Winterbottom (eds.) (1970) Ancient Literary Criticism:

: The Principal Texts in New Translations. Clarendon Press, Oxford.

- Said, Suzanne (2000) “Dio’s Use of Mythology,” in Simon Swain (ed.) Dio Chrysostom,

: 161-86. Oxford.

Scarry, Elaine (1999) Dreaming by the Book. Farrar, Straus and Giroux, New York.

. Schéublin, Christoph (1974) Untersuchungen zu Methode und Herkunft der antio-

chenischen Exegese. P. Hanstein, Koln.

© Schaublin, Christoph (1977) “Homerum ex Homero,” MH 34, 221-7.

Schenkeveld, Dirk M. (1970) “Aristarchus and OMHPOZX OIAOTEXNOZ. Some
Fundamental Ideas of Aristarchus on Homer as a Poet,” Mnemosyne 23, 162-78.

Schenkeveld, Dirk M. (1976) “Strabo on Homer,” Mnemosyne 29, 52-64.

Schenkeveld, Dirk M. (1982) “The Structure of Plutarch's De Audiendo Poetis,” Mne-
mosyne 35, 60-71.

Schepens, Guido (1974) “The Bipartite and Tripartite Divisions of History in Polybius
(XII 25e & 27),” Ancient Society 5, 277-87.

Schepens, Guido (1990) “Polemic and Methodology in Polybius’ Book XII,” in H.
Verdin, G. Schepens & E. De Keyser (eds.) Purposes of History. Studies in Greek

Historiography from the 4th to the 2nd Centuries B.C., 39-62. Studia Hellenistica
30. Leuven.

| . Schroder, Stephen (1990) Plutarchs Schrift De Pythiae Oraculis. Text, Einleitung,
Kommentar. B.G. Teubner, Stuttgart.

~ Schuhl, P.M. (1953) “Adéla,” Homo. Etudes philosophiques. Annales de la Faculté des
lettres de Toulouse 1, 86-93.

Schwartz, E. (1901) “Demetrios von Skepsis,” RE 4.2, 2807-13.
Schwenger, Peter J. (1999) Fantasm and Fiction. On Textual Envisioning. Stanford.

Scodel, Ruth (1999) Credible Impossibilities: Conventions and Strategies of Verisi-
militude in Homer and Greek Tragedy. Teubner, Stuttgart.

Seeck, Gustav Adolf (1990) “Dion Chrysostomos als Homerkritiker (Or. 11),” RhM 133,
. 97-107.
Sidebottom, Harry (1996) “Dio of Prusa and the Flavian Dynasty,” CQ 46, 447-56.
Sihler, E.G. (1881) "On Homer and Strabo," TAPA 12, 4-5.
Slater, William J. (1982) "Aristophanes of Byzantium and Problem-Solving in the Mu-
seum,” CQ 32, 336-49.
Snodgrass, Anthony M. (1998) Homer and the Artists: Text and Picture in Early Greek
Art. Cambridge.

Stern, Jacob (ed., tr.) (1996) Palaephatus. On Unbelievable Tales. Bolchazy-Carducci
Publishers, Inc., Wauconda IL.

301



302

? Strasburger, Hermann (1972) Homer und die Geschichtsschreibung. Carl Winter Uni-
; versitatsverlag, Heidelberg.

Svenbro, Jesper (1976) La parole et le marbre. Aux origines de la poétique grecque.
Lund.

Swain, Simon (1996) Hellenism and Empire. Language, Classicism, and Power in the
Greek World AD 50-250. Clarendon Press, Oxford.

Swain, Simon (2000) “Reception and Interpretation” in S. Swain (ed.) Dio
' Chrysostom., 13-50. Oxford.

i Szarmach, Marian (1978) “Le “Discours Troyen” de Dion de Pruse,” Eos 66, 195-202.

Tagliasacchi, Anna Maria (1961) “Le teorie estetiche e la critica letteraria in Plutarco,”
ACME (Annali della Facolta di filosofia e lettere dell’ Universita Statale di Milano)

14, 71-117.
Tarn, W.W. (1927) Hellenistic Civilization. Edward Arnold & Co., London.
Tate, J. (1927) “The Beginnings of Greek Allegory,” CR 41, 214-5.
~ Tate, J. (1929) “Plato and Allegorical Interpretation,” CQ 23, 142-154.
Tate, J. (1930) “Plato and Allegorical Interpretation,” CQ 24, 1-10.
Tate, J. (1934) “On the History of Allegorism,” CQ 28, 105-14.
Tate, J. (1953) “Antisthenes was not an Allegorist,” Eranos 51, 14-22.
Taubler, Eugen (1927) Die Archaeologie des Thukydides. B.G. Teubner, Leipzig.

Thomas, Rosalind (1989) Oral Tradition and Written Record in Classical Athens.
Cambridge.

Thomas, Rosalind (1992) Literacy and Orality in Ancient Greece. Cambridge.

Thraede, Klaus (1962) “Das Lob des Erfinders. Bemerkungen zur Analyse der Heure-
mata-Kataloge,” RhM 105, 158-86.

Tomberg, Karl-Heinz (1968) Die Kaine Historia des Ptolemaios Chennos. Rudolf Ha-
belt Verlag, Bonn.

Tozzi, Pierluigi (1967) “Acusilao di Argo,” RIL 101, 581-624.

Valgimigli, Manara (1912) La critica letteraria di Dione Crisostomo. Beltrami, Bologna.

van der Valk, Marchinus (1949) Textual Criticism of the Odyssey. A.W. Sijthoff’s Uit-
geversmaatschappij N.V., Leiden.

van der Valk, Marchinus (1953) “Homer’s Nationalistic Attitude,” AC 22, 5-26.
van der Valk, Marchinus (1963-4) Researches on the text and scholia of the Iliad. 2 vol.
E.J. Brill, Leiden.

van der Valk, Marchinus (ed.) (1971-87) Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis.
Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem pertinentes ad fidem codicis Laurentiani. 4 vol.
E.J. Brill, Leiden.

van Groningen, B.A. (1953) In the Grip of the Past. Essay on an Aspect of Greek
Thought. Philosophia Antiqua, vol. VI. E.J. Brill, Leiden.

van Paassen, Christiaan (1957) The Classical Tradition of Geography. J.B. Wolters,
Groningen.




303

van Thiel, Helmut (1997) “Der Homertext in Alexandria,” ZPE 115, 13-36.
Vandiver, Elizabeth (1991) Heroes in Herodotus. Peter Lang, New York.

Verdenius, W.J. (1970) Homer, the Educator of the Greeks (Mededelingen der Kon-
inkluke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afd. Letterkunde. Nieuwe
Reeks - Deel 33 - No.5). North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam and Lon-
don.

Verdenius, W.J. (1983) “The Principles of Greek Literary Criticism,” Mnemosyne 36,
14-59.

Verdin, Herman (1971) De historisch-kritische Methode van Herodotus. Brussels.

Verdin, Herman (1977) “Les remarques critiques d’Hérodote et de Thucydide sur la
poésie en tant que source historique,” in Historiographia antiqua. Commentationes
Lovanienses in honorem W. Peremans septuagenarii editae, 53-76. Leuven Univer-
sity Press, Leuven/Louvain.

Vermeule III, Cornelius C. (1996) “Neon Ilion and Ilium Novum: Kings, Soldiers, Citi-
zens, and Tourists at Classical Troy,” in Jane B. Carter & Sarah P. Morris (eds.) The
Ages of Homer. A Tribute to Emily Townsend Vermeule, 467-82. University of
Texas Press, Austin.

Veyne, Paul (1988) Did the Greeks Believe in Their Myths? An Essay on the Constitu-
tive Imagination, tr. Paula Wissing. University of Chicago Press, Chicago. Originally
(1983) Les Grecs ont-ils cru a leurs mythes? Editions du Seuil, Paris.

Vicaire, Paul (1960) Platon: Critique littéraire. Paris.

von Fritz, Kurt (1958) "Entstehung und Inhalt des neunten Kapitels von Aristoteles' Po-

etik,” in Festschrift Ernst Kapp zum 70. Geburtstag am 21. Januar 1958 von Freun-
den und Schiilern iiberreicht, 67-91. Marion von Schrider Verlag, Hamburg.

von Fritz, Kurt (1976) "Ein kleiner Beitrag zur Interpretation des 25. Kapitels von Aris-
toteles’ Poetik,” WS n.s.10, 160-4.

von Leyden, Wolfgang (1949-50) “Spatium Historicum,” Durham University Journal
42, n.s.11, 89-104.

Walbank, Frank W. (1948) “The Geography of Polybius,” Classica et Medievalia 9, 155-
: 82.

Walbank, Frank W. (1960) “History and Tragedy,” Historia 9, 216-34.

Walbank, Frank W. (1974) “Polybius and the Sicilian Straits,” Kokalos 20, 5-17. [same
as relevant sections of Walbank (1979)]

| Walbank, Frank W. (1979) Polybius. An Historical Commentary, vol. III. Oxford.
Wardman, A.E. (1960) “Myth in Greek Historiography,” Historia 9, 401-13.

Weidauer, Klaus (1954) Thukydides und die Hippokratischen Schriften; der Einfluss
der Medizin auf Zielsetzung und Darstellungsweise des Geschichtswerks C. Winter,
Heidelberg. ’

| Weil, Raymond (1959) L’«Archéologie» de Platon. Librairie C. Klincsieck, Paris.

Weil, Raymond (1977) "Aristotle's View of History," in Jonathan Barnes (ed.) Articles
on Aristotle 2: Ethics and Politics, 202-17.



304

5 Weinstock, Stefan (1926) “Die platonische Homerkritik und ihre Nachwirkung,” Phi-
lologus 82, 121-53.

Welles, C. Bradford (1966) “Isocrates’ View of History,” in Luitpold Wallach (ed.) The

' Classical Tradition. Literary and Historical Studies in Honor of Harry Caplan, 3-
25. Cornell University Press, Ithaca.

¢ Wickersham, John (1993) “Palaces and Prisons,” Review of Paul Veyne (1988). Annals
of Scholarship 10, 139-45.

; Winkler, J ohn J. (1985) Auctor and Actor. A Narratological Reading of Apuleius’

: Golden Ass. University of California Press, Berkeley.

. 'Winkler, John J. (1990) The Constraints of Desire. Routledge, London and New York.

Wipprecht, Friedrich (1902) Zur Entwicklung der rationalistischen Mythendeutung bei
den Griechen. I. Druck von H. Laupp Jr., Tiibingen.

Wipprecht, Friedrich (1908) Zur Entwicklung der rationalistischen Mythendeutung
bei den Griechen II. Druck von H. Laupp Jr., Tiibingen.

Wiseman, T.P. (1979) Clio’s Cosmetics: Three Studies in Greco-Roman Literature.
Rowman and Littlefield, Totowa NJ.

Wiseman, T.P. (1993) “Lying Historians: Seven Types of Mendacity,” in Christopher P.
Gill and T.P. Wiseman (eds.) Lies and Fiction in the Ancient World, 122-46. Univer-
sity of Texas Press, Austin.

Wolff, Max J. (1932) “Der Liigner Homer,” Germanisch-Romanische Monatschrift 20,

i 53-65

. Woodman, A.J. (1988) Rhetoric in Classical Historiography. Four Studies. Are-

opagitica Press, Portland, OR.

" Young, Frances M. (1997) Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture.
Cambridge.



