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HYLARCHUS 1in the third century B.C. wrote the only
known continuous narrative covering the time from 272
to 220/19 B.C. In antiquity the Histories was an authori-
tative source for that period, but over time it acquired a rather
dubious reputation,' not least because it survives only through
intermediate authors or ‘cover-texts’, chiefly Athenaeus, Plu-
tarch, and Polybius.? Polybius used Phylarchus as one of his
sources,? but at the same time criticized him severely, destroy-
ing his credibility in the eyes of the modern reader.* In recent

! Phylarchus’ birthplace 1s uncertain; the Suda points to Athens, Naucratis,
and Sicyon. Exact dates of birth and death are impossible to establish. See J.
Kroymann, “Phylarchos,” RE Suppl. 8 (1956) 471-489; W. Africa,
Phylarchus and the Spartan Revolution (Berkeley 1961) 1-13; P. Pédech,
Trois historiens méconnus: Théopompe, Duris, Phylarque (Paris 1989) 394-
493; F. Landucci, “I Testimonia di Filarco, storico del I1I sec. a.C.: riflessioni
preliminari,” in M. Intrieri et al. (eds.), KOINONIA. Studi di storia antica
offerti a Grovanna De Sensi Sestito (Rome 2018) 557-569.

2 The term cover-text, coined by G. Schepens, “Jacoby’s FGrHist: Prob-
lems, Methods, Prospects,” in G. W. Most (ed.), Collecting Fragments.
Fragmente sammeln (Gottingen 1997) 144-172, implies 1.a. that the
mtermediate text alters the primary context of the original and encloses it in a
new one.

3 F. W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius 1 (Oxford 1957)
259-263; P. Pédech, Polvbe. Histoires 1.2 (Paris 1970) 21-25.

+ Polyb. 2.56-63. Detailed analyses of the critique: K. Meister, Historische
Kritik ber Polvbios (Wiesbaden 1975) 93-126; D. E. McCaslin, “Polybius,
Phylarchus, and the Mantinean Tragedy of 223 B.C.,” Archaiognosia 4
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MARCIN KURPIOS 395

years Polybius’ treatment of Phylarchus has been hotly de-
bated, but the primary focus has been the methodological ques-
tions in writing history that are addressed by Polybius in the
critique. Little attention has been devoted to the accuracy of
Polybius’ Phylarchus quotations and to his impact, as cover-
text, on our reading of the fragments.> This relates also to the
editions of Phylarchan religuiae, as they have merely ‘collected’
the passages where the author is adduced.® Although in the last
two decades studies of historical fragments has gained con-
siderable momentum,’ the most recent edition of Phylarchus’

(1989) 77-101; G. Schepens, “Polybius’ Criticism of Phylarchus,” in 7he
Shadow of Polybius. Intertextuality as a Research Tool in Greek
Historiography (Leuven 2005) 141-164. On Polybius’ polemics in general
see F. W. Walbank, “Polemic in Polybius,” JRS 52 (1962) 1-12.

5 J. Marincola, “Polybius, Phylarchus, and “Tragic History> A Recon-
sideration,” in B. Gibson et al., Polvbius and his World: Essays in Memory
of F. W. Walbank (Oxford 2013) 73-90; A. M. ILckstein, “Polybius,
Phylarchus, and Historiographical Criticism,” CP 108 (2013) 314-338; J.
Thornton, “Tragedia e retorica nella polemica sulla presa di Mantinea
(Polibio II, 56-58),” in Parole m movimento (Pisa 2013) 353-374; S.
Farrington, “The Tragic Phylarchus,” in V. Liotsakis et al., 7The Art of
History: Literary Perspectives on Greek and Roman Historiography (Berlin
2016) 159-182. These studies do not involve systematic examination of the
character of the Polybian references. On the vague idea of tragic history see
V. Fromentin, “L’histoire tragique a-t-elle existé?” in A. Billaut et al. (eds.),
Lectures antiques de la tragédie grecque (Lyon 2001) 77-92.

6 Phylarchus, Historiarum fragmenta, collegit J. F. Lucht (Leipzig 1836);
Phylarchus, Historiarum reliquiae, edidit A. Brueckner (Breslau 1839);
Phylarchi fragmenta in Miiller, FHG T (Paris 1841) 334-358. Jacoby’s entry
for Phylarchus, FGrHist 81 (1926), has one testimonium (T 3) and five
fragments (F 53-56, 58) excerpted from Polybius. On the deficiencies of
Jacoby’s edition see Schepens, in The Shadow of Polybius 150 n.22.

7 For an overview of the methodological issues see D. Lenfant, “The Study
of Intermediate Authors and its Role in the Interpretation of Historical
Fragments,” AncSoc 43 (2013) 289-305. For developments in the field of
historical fragments see E. Lanzillotta, “2002-2012: dieci anni di ricerca sulla
storiografia greca frammentaria,” in F. Gazzano et al. (eds.), Le eta della
trasmissione. Alessandria, Roma, Brsanzio (Tivoli 2013) XIII-XXI. Cf. the
careful case-study of Timaeus’ remains by Ch. Baron, 7imacus of
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596  THE TRANSMISSION OF PHYLARCHUS’ HISTORIES

fragments does not analyse the Polybian transmission of Phy-
larchus according to the new methodological approaches.® To
be sure, Landucci’s commentary is overall thorough and judi-
cious, but the question of Polybius’ intentions and habits in
quoting, essential for evaluation of individual fragments, is left
open.?

The aim of this article is to scrutinize a single fragment of
Phylarchus (F 53a = Polyb. 2.56.6—7) in the light of Polybius’
habit in quoting, in order to establish the probable faithfulness
of the references. I take F 53a as the starting point, leading into
the central questions: the choice of modes of speech and of
introductory formulae, subsumed under the phrase markers of
reporting. 1 then explore Polybius’ practice in quoting by follow-
ing those two guides. As the result of this section suggests that
he strongly prefers to cite using enot and oratio obliqgua with the
accusative and infinitive construction (Acl), I then try to detect
whether and why he cites other authors verbatim in oratio recta,
so that we can better define the factors that influence his
choices in quoting. Next I show how Polybius intermingles ver-
batim citations with oratio obliqua in reporting speeches with

Tauromenium and Hellenistic Historiography (Cambridge 2013), and the
new editions of historical fragments n the series I frammenti degli storici
greci (Tivoli 2002-).

8 F. Landucci, in Brill’s New Jacoby, online entry published on 1 October
2017. Three passages are added: ¥ 53b (Polyb. 2.58.10-14), F 54b (2.60.7), F
55b (2.61.10-12).

9 Landucci dismisses the accuracy of the references in ¥ 53a and 53b
without giving any argument (see below); other fragments are not commented
on 1n that aspect at all. This deficiency of some of the BNJ entries has been
pointed out by D. Lenfant, CR 59 (2009) 397-398, who notes that “despite
the recent studies which emphasised these problems, many commentaries in
the BN]J take into account neither the context of quotation nor the methods
and mtent of the transmitting author.” Cf. similar observations in R. Thomas,
Mnemosyne 65 (2012) 872-876. The need for the “horizontal approach” in
new editions of fragments had been emphasized earlier by G. Schepens,
“Probleme der Fragmentedition,” in Ch. Reitz (ed.), Vom Text zum Buch
(St. Katharinen 2000) 6-7, 29.
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¢onoi+Acl, in order to highlight the adaptability of this mode of
quoting. Having provided this wider perspective on Polybius’
habits in quoting, I return to F 53a, first reading the references
in the main clauses in light of the considerations and findings
thus far along with supplementary evidence from Plutarch.
Lastly, I discuss the subordinate clauses, identifying Polybius’
ascriptions of motives imbedded in the references to Phylar-
chus’ narrative. This final part addresses how Polybius encloses
in a new context the pieces adduced from Phylarchus. The
paper concludes with a further argument for considering some
of the Polybian references more faithful than is generally
assumed.

1. The text of the fragment

I 53a (= Polyb. 2.56.6-7) is a well-known passage, in which
Polybius refers to Phylarchus’ description of the capture and
destruction of Mantinea by the Achaean League and the
Macedonians in the summer of 223:10

(6) BovAduevog dm Stocapely THY OUOTNTO TV AVILYOVOL Kol

Moaxedovov, Guo ¢ ro{)mtg rﬁv ’Apécrou Kol TV Ayondv, (pncsi

roug M(xvrwscxg ysvousvong Unoxs:tptoug ueyGAotg nepmecew

ocw)mu(xcn Kol TV GpyonoTdIny kol peylotny mOA Tdv Kotd

mv ApK(xSva m?mcowroug noAaloot cn)u(popoug 0OTE TOVTOG

ei¢ éniotacty kol 8dkpva ToLg E?u?unvocg owocysw (7) omov-

dalav & slg éheov éxkoeloBon rong AVOyLVOKOVTOG KOl oop-
nobelg moiely To1g Aeyouévolg, eicdyel mepmAokog yovakdy kol

Kkouog Otepplupévog kol pootdv EkPoldg, mpog 8E TovTOIG

ddicpuo kol Bpfivoug dvdpdv kol yovoukdv dvoui& tékvolg kol

YOVEDGL YN POOTC ATOYOULEVOV.

(6) Wishing, for instance, to insist on the cruelty of Antigonus

and the Macedonians and also on that of Aratus and the

10 The mcident took place in the course of the so-called Cleomenean war.
On the events see Walbank, HCP 260-261; K. Hagemans and E. Kosme-
tatou, “Aratus and the Achaean Background to Polybius,” in The Shadow of
Polybius 123-139. For general comments on the fragment see Meister,
Historische Kritik 98-99; E. Gabba, “Studi su Filarco. Le biografie plutar-
chee de Agide e di Cleomene,” Athenaeum 35 (1957) 3-55, 193-239, at 7.
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598  THE TRANSMISSION OF PHYLARCHUS’ HISTORIES

Achaeans, he tells us that the Mantineans, brought into subjec-
tion, were exposed to terrible sufferings and that such were the
misfortunes that overtook this, the most ancient and greatest city
in Arcadia, as to impress deeply and move to tears all the
Greeks. (7) In his eagerness to arouse the pity and attention of
his readers he treats us to a picture of clinging women with their
hair dishevelled and their breasts bare, or again of crowds of
both sexes together with their children and aged parents weep-
ing and lamenting as they are led away to slavery.!!
Paragraph 6 starts with the participium Bovidpevog, which con-
stitutes the subject of the sentence; the first clause is dependent
on this particthium. What comes next is the clause with the intro-
ductory formula ¢noi and the purported words of Phylarchus in
oratio obliqua. The paragraph thus begins with a subordinate
clause, ‘explaining’ Phylarchus’ motive for writing what is re-
ported as his narrative in the main clause. Paragraph 7 also
begins with a subordinate clause dependent on a participium,
onovddlwv. In the main clause, the introductory formula is
different from that in par. 6, namely eicdyel. As a consequence
of the use of eicdyer, there follow not verbs in infinitive form,
but two substantives instead.

These nuances in the Polybian references notwithstanding,
Jacoby and BN]J present the fragment in regular typeface from
beginning to end, which implies that its relation to the original
is uniform throughout.!? In addition, Jacoby printed part of
this fragment also as testimonium (T 3), namely the words in par.
7 from onovddlwv to Aeyopévolg, and BNJ reproduces Jacoby’s

11 The Greek text used in this paper is that of Pédech; transl. Paton
(Loeb), with minor corrections.

12 Jacoby distinguished between doubtful passages (presented in smaller
font), paraphrases/reformulations (in normal typeface) and verbatim citations
(in expanded mode). For Phylarchus’ fragments in Polybius Jacoby
employed this three-stage explanatory tool rather moderately: apart from
2.62.2-9 (part of F 56) and 2.63.3 (part of F 58), which are printed in petit, no
Phylarchan fragment from Polybius is marked with either of the different
typescripts. In BN]J the three-stage division of Jacoby’s printing styles entirely
disappears.
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MARCIN KURPIOS 599

text, including its delineation and the partial double classifi-
cation. Landucci addresses the question of the faithfulness of
Polybius’ reporting in a remark on F 53b (= 2.58.10—14), saying
that in both fragments “Polybios fails to give his reader a clear
view of what Phylarchos actually said.” Given the lack of
examination of the fragment in the commentary, this statement
seems sweeping. Landucci’s skepticism is in the tradition of
nearly all previous studies, which took Polybius’ outright hostil-
ity to Phylarchus as clear motive for misrepresenting him.!3 In
sum, presenting the whole text with no differentiation in font
size, no scrutiny of Polybius’ method of quoting, and including
part of par. 7 as T 3, the BNJ gives no clear notion of what of
Polybius’ text actually reflects Phylarchus’ narrative and how
exactly. Guido Schepens, in the most comprehensive analysis
of the testimony to date, conjectured that par. 6 “renders sub-
stantially what Phylarchus said,” whereas par. 7 is an expres-
sion of Polybius’ subjective opinion.'* But what in fact does it
mean to “render substantially”? And how to validate such a
claim?

Since no independent control material for the narrative in
question exists,'” the best way is through exploration of Polyb-
1us as cover-text. The survey above shows that two features can
be addressed: (a) the modes of speech occurring in the refer-
ences (oratio obliqua par. 6/ oratio recta par. 7); (b) the introductory
words (enot par. 6/¢elodyel par. 7). These two elements can be
called markers of reporting, as they both have implications for the

13 For instance, Eckstein, CP 108 (2013) 316, seems to take for granted
that “we have only paraphrases and reactions in Polybius (and Plutarch).” See
also the works cited in nn.4-5 above.

14 Schepens, in The Shadow of Polybius 150 n.22: “a comment made by
Polybius himself on what he believes to have been Phylarchus’ main in-
tention 1n setting on stage women clinging to one another”; cf. 148, where he
considers as a quote part of par. 6 introduced by enoi.

15 Le. Phylarchus’ narrative preserved without any mtermediary. The
passages in Plutarch, based on the parts of the Histories under consideration,
have to be treated with caution, as he is a cover-text himself (see below).
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600  THE TRANSMISSION OF PHYLARCHUS’ HISTORIES

assessment of the references. I will first offer some general
remarks on these two features, and then examine them as the
main tools in Polybius’ quoting practice.

2. Markers of and in reporting: general overview

In par. 6 Polybius relates Phylarchus’ narrative with the
onot+Acl formula, 1.e. in oratio obligua. In general, the use of
indirect speech entails that the reported material is processed
by the reporter and presupposes his analysis.!'® The processing
involves two chief elements: form (or style) and content. On the
one hand, the form and content of the original can be affected
by the reporter’s choice of words, additional remarks, etc.!” On
the other, the ways of reporting in oratio obliqua differ with
respect to the faithfulness to the form as well as to the content
of the original utterance. A report in oratio obliqgua does not ex
defimitione entail misrepresentation of the reported material, and
can still involve verbatim quotations, with only the necessary
adjustments of pronouns, verbs, and other expressions.!® It has
also been argued that the choice of indirect speech by a writer
can mean that it is the content (vs. the form) that he wishes to
focus on, not that he considerably transforms either of those.!?

16 See F. Coulmas, “Reported Speech: Some General Issues,” in Direct
and Indirect Speech (Berlin 1986) 1-28; cf. R. Kiihner, Ausfiihrlische
Grammatik der griechischen Sprache’ 11 (Hanover 1897) 543. For the main
differences between direct and indirect speech see C. N. Li, “Direct and
Indirect Speech: A Functional Study,” in Direct and Indirect Speech 29-45;
E. Welo, “Direct/ Indirect Speech,” i Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek
Language and Linguistics on Line (2013; consulted 21 April 2020).

17 See Coulmas, in Direct and Indirect Speech 3-5; C. Scardino, “Indirect
Discourse in Herodotus and Thucydides,” in E. Foster et al. (eds.), Thucydi-
des and Herodotus (Oxford 2012) 69-71 (“the reporter comes to the fore”).

18 In ancient Greek the boundaries between direct and indirect discourse
were blurred and switches between the modes (‘mixed quotations’) were
common. See E. Maier, “Switches between Direct and Indirect Speech in
Ancient Greek,” Journal of Greek Linguistics 12 (2012) 118-139.

19 C. B. R. Pelling, “Speech and Narrative in the Histories,” in C. Dewald
et al. (eds.), The Cambridge Companion to Herodotus (Cambridge 2006)
103-121, esp. 104: “oratio recta tends to direct more attention to how people
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MARCIN KURPIOS 601

In reporting by ancient authors additional factors are in play.
In ancient Greek script, interweaving literal quotation into a
long discourse entailed risk of blurring the boundaries between
one’s own thought and the reported utterance. The seriptio con-
tinua, writing without spaces between words, coexisted with the
lack of devices to enclose quotations.?’ Quotations were thus
marked by other means, among them the infinitive clause.?!
Thus, using the Acl in quoting can be an indicator distinguish-
ing the reported discourse from the reporting author’s thought.
How this renders the form and content of the original text 1s a
question to be answered in the context of the particular
author’s habit in quoting.

A writer can introduce the report by phrases qualifying it
unequivocally as a report of only the content or, on the other
hand, can indicate that he intends his report to be faithful to
the form of the original, even in spite of it being phrased in
oratio obliqua. The reporting author does that especially through
his choice of the reporting formula.?? This can be one of the
verba dicendi, some other word, or a longer phrase. For example,
by such phrases as “the message is that” or “a statement to the

are talking, oratio obliqua to the substance of what they say.”

20 Cf. P. A. Brunt, “On Historical Fragments and Epitomes,” CQ 30
(1980) 479.

21 C. Bary, “Reportative Markers in Ancient Greek,” in F. Logozzo et al.
(eds.), Ancient Greek Linguistics. New Approaches, Insights, Perspectives
(Berlin 2017) 293-302, demonstrates that the aim of using an infinitive clause
can be “to facilitate a faithful rendering of original discourse relations without
losing the information that it is a speech report” (302).

22 P. Giovannelli-Jouanna, “Les fragments de Douris de Samos chez
Athénée,” in D. Lenfant (ed.), Athénée et les fragments d’historiens (Paris
2007) 223-226, distinguished three degrees of accuracy in Athenaeus’ quo-
tations, depending on the reporting verb: (a) ypdoer, a literal quotation, (b)
iotopel, paraphrase or summary, (c) other, e.g. gnot, often close to the exact
words of the original. See also the classification in D. Lenfant, “Les citations
de Thucydide dans les scholies d’Aristophane: contribution a 'analyse de
fragments d’historiens,” in S. Pittia (ed.), Fragments d’historiens grecs. Au-
tour de Denys d’Halicarnasse (Rome 2002) 426-428.
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602  THE TRANSMISSION OF PHYLARCHUS’ HISTORIES

effect that” the reporter indicates that he reports content, not
form.? The verb gnui that introduces the quotation in par. 6 of
F 53a of Phylarchus is a verbum dicendi commonly used by Greek
authors and 1s considered relatively neutral, i.e. implying close
portrayal of the text, unlike verbs which would denote more
radical transformation.?* Stll, we shall note that ¢nui carries
the subjective connotation of “think/consider” rather than just
“say” or “write,” being sometimes entirely disconnected from
the act of speech or writing.?

All in all, 1t 1s difficult to assess, by the introductory word
alone, what Polybius intends to highlight in par. 6—the content
or the form of what he reports. The implications of introducing
with enui+Acl should thus be considered in the context of
Polybius’ general quoting habit, to which I now turn.

3. Polybius’ habit in quoting

In Polybius, most references to other authors are not source-
citations sensu siricto, 1.e. such as would have the aim of indi-
cating the source: he hardly ever uses quotation as a means of
authority.?6 The vast majority of Polybian references come in
polemical contexts, i.e. in cases where Polybius disagrees with
an author. That said, we shall observe that in such references
Polybius greatly prefers indirect speech, especially the ¢noi+
Acl construction. Throughout the critique of Phylarchus, he

23 Coulmas, in Direct and Indirect Speech 6.

2¢ See Scardino, in Thucydides and Herodotus 71-72, for neutral vs. more
‘telling’ introductory words.

2 In contrast to eimov, which denotes a strictly physical ‘objective’ act of
speaking. Hence the infinitive construction after enui is most closely par-
alleled and perhaps influenced by that with ofopon, “I think.” See A. C.
Moorhouse, “The Origin of the Infinitive in Greek Indirect Statement,” AJP
76 (1955) 176-183; B. L. Gildersleeve, “Notes on the Evolution of Oratio
Obliqua,” AJP27 (1906) 200-208.

26 On Polybius’ treatment of sources in general see A. Klotz, “Die Ar-
beitsweise des Polybios,” La Nouvelle Cho 5 (1953) 237-248; Th. Cole,
“The Sources and Composition of Polybius VI,” Historia 13 (1964) 440-
486; P. Pédech, La méthode historique de Polybe (Paris 1964) 356-389.
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MARCIN KURPIOS 603

refers to the Histories in this way eight times, against three using
¢not in direct speech (within a Polybian line of thought) and
four introduced by other verbs.?” Of nineteen references to Ti-
maeus, those in direct speech and purportedly verbatim are but
three; fifteen are quotations introduced by ¢not and followed
by Acl; one comes with allusive ¢noi in direct speech.?® In the
polemic on Callisthenes, the number of gnoi+Acl quotations is
fourteen, of which three are in direct speech.?? When adducing
Theopompus, Polybius takes a long literal quotation from the
History of Phulip, with six enot+Acl quotes. Other references to
Theopompus are four; in those cases we can hardly speak of
any introductory words.?? Polybius mentions Zeno and An-
tisthenes eleven times with ¢noit+Acl, once with another

27 pnot+Acl (8): Polyb. 2.59.1-8 (F 54a), 2.59.5 (not included in any of the
collections of Phylarchus’ fragments), 2.62.1 (F 56), 2.63.2 (F 58). gnoi+
direct speech (3): 2.58.10-14 = ¥ 53b BNJ; 2.59.7 (not included in Jacoby/
BN]), 2.60.7 = ¥ 54b BNJ. References using other introductory words (4):
2.56.7 eioayer, 2.61.1-6 éEnyhoaro, édNAwoe, diecdonoe. 2.61.10-12 = F 55b
1s about what Phylarchus omitted so it is not a reference proper. In the
present section, by “references” I mean instances where Polybius pur-
portedly relates the given historian’s work in any way, not those where he
merely mentions his name.

28 Verbatim: Polyb. 12.25.7, reporting a speech from within Timaeus’
narrative; 12.25h.1, Timaeus’ famous claim that he stayed in Athens for fifty
vears (introductory enoit+direct speech); cf. 12.26a.1-4, re-citation of
Timoleon’s speech i Timaeus’ work (interjected ¢noi+direct speech).
onottAcl: 12.8.8, 12.4b.1, 12.4d.5, 12.9.2-4, 12.9.5, 12.10.7, 12.11.5,
12.13.1, 12.25k.3-6, 12.26.2, 12.26.6-7, 12.28.8, 12.28.9, 12.28a.1,
12.28a.2. Allusive enot: 12.18.7.

29 gnot+Acl: Polyb. 6.45.1, Callisthenes mentioned among other authors;
12.17.2, 12.17.6, 12.17.7, 12.18.2, 12.18.9, 12.18.11, 12.19.1, 12.19.4,
12.20.1, 12.20.4, 12.21.1, 12.21.8, 12.22.1-2. Allusions: 4.33.2 xoBdmep woi
KoAleBévng enotv within Polybius’ train of thought, cf. 4.33.7; 12.18.2 g
o010¢ 6 KodhoBévng onot; 12.21.7 xot' adtov 1ov KodAicBévny.

30 For the literal quote see 604 below. enoi+Acl: Polyb. 8.9.1, 12.4a.2,
12.27.8-9, 16.12.7. Others: 38.6.2, allusion to methods of writing history;
9.9.2-4, dmodeikvvortdirect speech; 8.11.1-2; 12.25f.6, mention of Theo-
pompus’ battle-descriptions.
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introductory word (6poAoyetv+Acl), and three times mentions
their works in direct speech.3! Ephorus has two mentions intro-
duced by ¢not within a Polybian line of thought, one ¢gnoi+Acl
in a collective reference, and one general allusion where no
content is actually reported.?? Strikingly, Polybius does not
include a single verbatim quotation of Ephorus, even though
Ephorus was one of his most appreciated historians.?3 Lastly,
when referring to anonymous authors, Polybius either quotes
with ¢gnoi+Acl or makes general allusions to or assessments of
their writings in his own words, using various reporting
clauses.?* He also reports general or widespread opinion with
enoit+Acl; in those references, the connotation of ¢noi as
“think/claim” is evident.3?

We can thus make some general observations about Polyb-
1us’ quoting habit. First, the great majority of his named refer-
ences to other authors come in polemical contexts and are non-
verbatim, for the most part in oratio obligua in the enot+Acl
mode. Second, in both modes of speech, he uses a variety of
reporting formulae, which we can tentatively divide into: (a)

31 pnot+Acl: Polyb. 16.14.5, 16.16.2-3, 16.17.1, 16.17.5, 16.18.4, 16.18.6,
16.18.7, 16.18.8-9, 16.19.1, 16.19.4, 16.19.10. opoAoyodvieg yopt+ Acl:
16.15.1-6.  dmogaivovoitdirect speech: 16.14.5, 16.15.7. &g odtdg
enortdirect speech: 16.19.5.

32 pnoi+Acl: 6.45.1. éEnyfiton: 12.251.1-6. Allusions: 4.20.5, 12.27.7.

33 Polyb. 12.28.10, cf. words in Ephorus’ defence at 12.4a.3-4.

3t pnoi+Acl: Polyb. 5.33.5 = BNJ 83 T 1 &AL’ &viot 10V mporyportevopévay
... ool (translated “claim” by Pitcher in BN]); 22.18.5 = F 4 £€ v &viol goot.
Others: 15.12.4 twveg eipfixooct kol 1oV cvyypogénv, 15.34.1 Adyov dromiBé-
uevot, 8.8.4 drocopely nuiv, 22.18.2 drogaivovot.

35 In these cases, Polybius may well not have a written source at all, e.g.
9.22.8 tiveg olovtontAcl (“as some think”); 9.22.9 #vior goci+Acl on the
assessment of Hannibal’s deeds (refutation: “some think” is the rendering of
Pitcher on F 6); 9.24.8 pacwv+Acl, “it is claimed,” cf. 1.63.9 &vior doxodot v
‘EAMvov; 3.9.4 fiyotvton; 13.3.1 BovAovton Aéyewv &vioy; 31.9.4 g Eviol poot
(interjected, direct speech). Cf. criticism against unnamed philosophers at
6.47.7 and 12.26¢.2, which adduces some of their claims with no reporting
clauses proper.
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neutral, 1.e. suggesting that they report form and content of the
original faithfully or alter these only slightly (to be explored
further below);3¢ (b) telling, i.e. suggesting that they report the
content rather than the form of the original;3’ (c) ambiguous or
implying that both content and form have been considerably
transformed.3?

Although it 1s not possible to address here the implications of
each of those reporting formulae, from this overview we can
surmise that Polybius deliberately differentiates between his
ways of quoting by using the two chief markers: introductory
formulae and modes of speech. There 1s undoubtedly a pur-
pose in using ¢noit+Acl in par. 6 of ¥ 53a compared with
eloayer with no oratio obligua in par. 7. Naturally, in both in-
stances Polybius can intervene and misrepresent the quoted
historian. But does his strong preference for oratio obligua mean
that he—to recall Schepens’ phrase—avoids verbatim cita-
tions?3? This leads us to the question, when and why Polybius
ever does quote verbatim.

4. Why quote verbatim?

Verbatim citations in oratio recta seem to occur in Polybius in
spectfic situations. First, he quotes literally when he intends to
prove his point or support his claim with the evidence of the
adduced words, rather than to polemicize or intend to refute
them. Take, for instance, a quotation of a stele, explicitly stated
as support for Polybius’ argument (4.33.1-2):

0 8¢ Adyog obTog Exet pev Tomg kol S TV mdAot yeyovotmy

nioTwv. ol yop Mesonviol mpog GAAOLg mOAAOIG Kol TaipOL TOV TOD

A1o¢ 100 Avkaiov Bopodv dvéBecoav otAny év toig xat’ Apioto-

36 Aéyer, enot, (g oTOg ENOL, TIVEG ELPNKOCT.
37 duodoyely, €Enyiooaro, EEnyitar, kot odtov 1ov KeAleBévny, dmopai-
VOuG1, TIvEg oloval, £viotl dokodaot, iyodvral, £viol pact.
38 eigdyer (see below), S5 Stead roSet 5 ST
etoayet (see below), ¢édhlwce, diecdpnos, drodelkvuct, Slocaeely NUv.
39 Schepens, in The Shadow of Polybius 148: “There 1s a lot of discussion
around Phylarchus’ text, but ‘quotes’ seem to be avoided.”
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uévnv xopols, kaBdmep kol KoAloBévng onot, ypdwyovteg 10
YPGupO TOVTO

This counsel may perhaps find some support from circum-
stances that took place many years previously. For besides many
other things I might mention, the Messenians set up in the time
of Aristomenes, as Callisthenes tells us, a pillar beside the altar of

Zeus Lycaeus bearing the inscription: [the text of the inscription
follows]

Verbatim quotation can thus function as proof,** in contrast
to a quotation in oratio obliqua that is cited to be refuted (like all
the instances surveyed in the previous section). There is one
apparent exception, but it actually confirms the rule and helps
to define Polybius’ quoting practice: a very long verbatim quo-
tation of Theopompus’ judgment on Philip II, which u the
object of criticism. This target is what leads Polybius to quote
precisely (8.10.1-2):

o0ty 88 TV Te mikpilow kol v dBvpoylwttioy 10D GLYYpO-
eémc Tig oVK Qv Gmodokiudoeiey; o yop udvov 8Tt porduevo
Méyer mpoc v owtod npdbecty dE1dg éotv EmTuncemg, GAAG
kol 10Tt kotéyevoton 100 te PaciAémg Kol TV QIA®V, Kol
udAroto St 10 Wweddog aioypde Kol dmpendg drotéBertan.

For who would not disapprove of such bitterness and impudent
loquacity on the part of this writer? For not only does he deserve
blame for using language which contradicts his statement of the
object he had in writing, but for falsely accusing the king and his
friends, and especially for making this false accusation in coarse
and unbecoming terms.

These remarks that follow the quotation from Theopompus
indicate that Polybius intends to highlight the mwkpta (“bitter-
ness”) and &Bvpoyrwttio (“impudent loquacity”), traits of the

40 Cf. Polyb. 12.25h.1, Timaeus’ claim adduced as evidence of his drepio;
12.27.10-11, two quotations of the Odyssey, aiming to support the claim of
the value of autopsy with the poet’s authority; 12.26.3-5, two of the Iliad and
one of Euripides as part of the polemic against Timaeus, which are re-quota-
tions from Timaean Hermocrates’ speech, showing the weakness of choosing
and combining those passages; 12.25.7, part of a speech in Timaeus’ narra-
tive, showing that he is an ignorant historian (G@iAdcogog, dvdywyog).
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vocabulary or the style in which Theopompus expressed him-
self about the king (cioypdc xol dmpendg SrotéBerran). Right
before he proceeds with the long quotation, Polybius says that
it illustrates also Theopompus’ drornio (“uncouthness,” 8.9.5).41
Hence 1in this instance it was so important to render Theopom-
pus’ expressions word for word, which Polybius indeed does
accurately, as comparison with Athenaeus attests.*? That is why
the citation is introduced with the words abtolg yop AéEeoty, aig
éketvog kéyxpntot, koratetayopev (“I set down the passage in his
own words”), which shows Polybius’ focus on Aé€eg, 1.e. the
phrasing of Theopompus’ portrayal of Philip. Along the same
lines, Polybius quotes literally fragments of Timaeus’ speeches
to demonstrate how weak they are in terms of composition.*3

A good case in point here can be a reverse instance, namely
Polybius’ reporting of his own speech in the ¢noi+Acl mode
(28.7.8). In such a case we could expect that he definitely knew
the precise words of the speech—it was his own creation. We
could expect that he gives us its full text word for word. But this
does not happen and Polybius provides only a summary of it in
oratio obligua. Why? The answer is probably that he does not
aim at presenting his rhetorical ability or stylistic fireworks but
the overall sense of his stance as urged in the speech, the policy

41 LSJ s.v., “of sounds or words, uncouthness’; s.v. d@vpdyhwoccoc, “one
that cannot keep his mouth shut, ceaseless babbler”; cf. Poll. Onom. 2.109.3,
6.119.2 (next to yAoooaryog “garrulous”). For muxplo and derivatives as
stylistic trait see Ps.-Demetr. Eloc. 177; Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.44; Ep. ad
Pomp. 3.17; Lys. 13.4; Dem. 8.2, 20.5; Thuc. 24.11, 40.1; Din. 7.4. For
dronio, Dion. Hal. Comp. 12.3.

42 See R. D. Milns, “Theopompus, Fragment 225 A and B Jacoby,” PP 23
(1968) 361-364; M. A. Flower, Theopompus of Chios: History and Rhetoric
i the Fourth Century BC (Oxford 1994) 105; C. Pelling, “Fun with Frag-
ments. Athenaeus and the Historians,” in D. Braund et al. (eds.), Athenaeus
and his World (Exeter 2000) 171-190. Cf. A. L. Ch. Remo and G. Ottone,
“Les fragments de Théopompe chez Athénée: un apercu général,” in Athé-
née et les fragments 166-167 and 173-174.

43 12.26a.1-4: Timoleon’s speech as a sample of Timaeus’ weak speech-
writing.
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he advocated.**

To sum up: literal quotations in Polybius occur (a) when they
confirm Polybius’ argument, (b) when it is not the content of
the utterance that is crucial, but rather the choice of words,
their placement, etc. Most instances adduced in this section can
be considered as combining both of these criteria. In intro-
ducing exact quotations Polybius tends to use the reporting
verb Aéyew, rather than enui.*> Although this is typical in prin-
ciple, in a few places the exact words are introduced or accom-
panied by enui.*6 This can be of importance for the Polybian
use of gnui with the Acl construction, as it can imply some kind
of mixed character of this mode of reporting, which I will try to
highlight now.

5. Maxed quotations in reporting speeches

Does the gnoi+Acl mode exclude adducing exact expressions
or phrases from the reported text? As Stephen Usher has
demonstrated, in some cases Polybius conveys a speech in the
onot+Acl construction, but inserts in it some striking phrases as
verbatim quotations.*” For instance, the speech of the consul L.
Aemilius Paulus to the people (29.1.1-3; introductory word
and the probable verbatim quotation underlined):

gon Yop o0TOVG piay Exev doTpPhy Kol TopG TOG GLVOLGLOG

Kol Topol TOG €V Tolg TePIndTolg OpiAlog O101kely adTovg év

Poun koBnuévoug tov é&v Mokedovig méAepov, mote pev émt-

TIUDVTOG TOIC VRO TOV OTPOINY®DV TPOTTOUEVOLG, TOTE OF TO.

naporemdpeva dreEidvtog: ¢€ Gv dvnov pev ovdénote yivechon

# See S. Usher, “ Oratio Recta and Oratio Obliqua in Polybius,” GRBS 49
(2009) 5009.

% Polyb. 8.9.5-10, 12.25.7, 12.26.3, 12.26.4, 12.27.10-11. Cf. one
mstance of ypdow, 4.33.2: ypdwyavteg 10 ypaupo todto (about the text on a
stele).

4 Polyb. 12.26.5, 12.25h, 12.26a.1-4 (starting with nopoxoddv+enoct
mterjected).

47 Usher, GRBS 49 (2009) 487-514, esp. 509, 513. On direct/indirect
discourse in Polybius see also C. Wooten, “The Speeches in Polybius: An
Insight into the Nature of Hellenistic Oratory,” AJP95 (1974) 235-251.
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rng Koong npéwuoccn Bkdﬁnv 8¢ moAAdiig kol éni moAAQDY ve-
yovevou Kol mote 88 ToVg ocpxovwcg neydlo B?uocmscsﬂou i ToG
ocKoupong supnm?»oywcg ndong yop chBo?mc gyovong 6&0 T
kol kwvntikdv, Stov npoxataAnedi 10 nAfiboc £k thc cuveyode
AoMdc, evkotoppovitoug yivesBou toic £xBpoic.

For [Aemilius] said that the sole occupation of some people,
whether at social gatherings or in their conversation when walk-
ing, was to sit quietly at Rome while they directed war in Mace-
donia, sometimes finding fault with what the commanders did
and at others expanding on all they had left undone. All which
was never of any benefit to the public interest, but had fre-
quently and in many respects been most injurious to it. And the
commanders too are at times much injured by inopportune
prating. For as slander has something sharp and provocative in
it, when the minds of the people become prejudiced against
them owing to this constant chatter, our enemies come to de-
spise them.
Although the whole speech is in oratio obliqua, the generalization
about the deleterious effects of slander (rdong yop drofoAfg ...
¢xBpolc) should in all probability be taken as a verbatim
quotation of a memorable phrase.*® Note the play with rare
compound forms: npokataAngdf ... edkotappovitovs, clearly a
stylistic feature of the reported text (cf. Ps.-Demetr. Eloc. 275). In
another place, Polybius relates Aemilius’ words after Perseus
had been defeated at Pydna. Again, the speech as a whole is in
oratio obligua in the ¢noi+Acl construction, but there is little
doubt that the final phrase about the reversals of fortune is
adduced not because of its content, but because both content
and form (phrasing) are highlighted.*® Aemilius’ words in oratio
obligua with enot+Acl come with verbatim pieces ‘integrated’
into this report.
Even though these examples belong to the domain of re-

48 Thus Usher, GRBS 49 (2009) 510. On Polybius’ sources for this speech
see Pédech, La méthode 352.

49 Polyb. 29.20.1-3; Usher, GRBS 49 (2009) 510-511: “A commonplace
sentiment, to be sure, but arresting in this historical context.”
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porting speeches of historical actors, they still are informative
about Polybius’ overall habit in references using oratio obliqua
and ¢noi+Acl. They show that in some instances he shifts from
summarizing the content to a verbatim quotation, even within
a single clause. It is the quotation’s immediate context and pur-
pose that are decisive in establishing whether exactness matters
and in which part. With this in mind, I will now revisit Phy-
larchus’ F 53a, starting with scrutiny of the references proper,
followed by discussion of the surrounding text.

6. Return to F 53a: the main clauses

In the first paragraph of the fragment (2.56.6), i.e. in the
clause introduced by ¢not followed by Acl, Mantinea is said to
have been called by Phylarchus “the most ancient and greatest
city in Arcadia” (&pyootdtny kol peylotyv noAw tdv Kot TV
Apkodiav). Ascribing any of these words to Polybius in this con-
text would result in assuming a self-contradiction. Polybius
distances himself from considering the Mantineans’ suffering
throughout the chapters where these words are adduced, and
he would have weakened his own case if he had described the
polis that way. Rather, he is quoting an example of how Phy-
larchus inflated the account by abusing the superlative forms.
To put it in the framework of the previous sections, we may say
that it is one of those instances where the form of the reported
words of Phylarchus matters. Polybius seems to mock Phylar-
chus’ hyperbole, by giving us a sample of his language. It is an
wronic quotation, as Polybius in fact believes the opposite of what
he reports. As such, it is likely to preserve the original word-
ing.’Y The subsequent words, thAkadtong ToAolcot GLHEOPOIG
Wote mlvtag eig émiotacty kol ddkpvo Tovg “EAAnvog dyoryelv
(“such were the misfortunes as to impress deeply and move to
tears all the Greeks”), can be read along similar lines. It would
be illogical, given the immediate context, to ascribe them to
Polybius. Rather, these expressions are adduced as proof of

50 The possible exactness of this phrase was suggested by Schepens, in 7he
Shadow of Polybius 148 n.15, but without an attempt at an argument.
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Phylarchus’ exaggeration, and contain words that are indispen-
sable for putting in evidence this exaggeration, in particular the
superlatives.

The opening phrase, 1obg Mavtivéog yevouévoug LIoxeLplovg
ueydrolg mepuneocelv arvyfuoot (“the Mantineans, brought into
subjection, were exposed to terrible sufferings”), is difficult to
assess. On the one hand, it can be used by Polybius to point out
the general tendency of Phylarchus’ description of the fate of
the Mantineans. It contains phrases frequent in Polybius, oc-
curring in places where he definitely speaks in his own voice,’!
which can lead to the conclusion that he reports generally the
content of Phylarchus’ narrative. On the other hand, the use of
an amplifying word here—ueydAoigc—is consistent with the
overall tendency of the reported passage, 1.e. the use of hyper-
bolic adjectives to describe the fate of the Mantineans.

In sum, the ¢not-reference in 2.56.6 is likely to contain, for
the most part, Phylarchus’ ¢psissima verba. This is suggested by
the context: the superlative forms and their sense could not
have been used by Polybius as his own description of the events
at Mantinea, as it would result in self-contradiction. He reports
not only the content of Phylarchus’ narrative, but also seems to
draw attention to his specific wording, which requires verbatim
quotation. In other words, it is likely that Polybius’ intention
here was to give a sample of Phylarchus’ sensational style.

The character of the reference in 2.56.7 is a completely
different case. The clause depends on the introductory word
elodyel, which is not a typical or neutral reporting word like
enoi or Aéyer. The basic sense of sicdyw is “lead into/intro-
duce.” In Polybius it has a number of meanings: “let in” troops

51 Throughout Polybius, the notion of &tdynua recurs regularly; we find 19
mstances of the abstract noun, which i1s comparable only to Diodorus. The
identical phrase is found at Polyb. 4.19.13: peyddoig drvynuocwy ... mepi-
necdvieg; cf. A. Mauersberger, Polvbios-Lextkon 1 (Berlin 1956) 251. This
suggests that the phrase is Polybius’ summary of the general tendency of
Phylarchus’ description of the fate of Mantinea.
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to a city or citadel,’> “introduce” a custom,> “import” certain
goods,** “bring forward/call in” to a court or an assembly,
“introduce” one object into another.’® It is also, sporadically,
used in a political or juridical sense.”” There are also several
instances of a more specific connotation, “bring on stage”?
and “represent” in a narrative.’Y The verb can thus imply the
image of a dramatic scene,®0 and scholars have rendered
elodyet here in this vein: “he introduces scenes” (McGing), “he
treats us to a picture” (Paton), “il met en scene” (Pédech), “so
malt er” (Moller), etc.5! Such a secondary sense of eicdyo is
undoubtedly in play here, but we shall not ignore also the basic
connotation of “being a new import from outside,” suggesting
that Phylarchus “introduces” the citizens of Mantinea in his
text as if from outside and “brings them before” the reader.
Importantly, introducing the quotation with eicdyo entails a
different structure for the reference, viz. direct speech. There is
no indication—such as a proper verbum dicend: in the first place
—that these are Phylarchus’ very words. What does it imply

52 Polyb. 4.18.7, 5.96.7, 9.18.4, 9.29.6, 21.32b, 28.5.3. Cf. 5.7.9, “bring
soldiers into” a pass; 3.96.13, “put in/insert” a garrison into a town. See Mau-
ersberger, Polyvbios-Lexikon 675-676.

53 Polyb. 4.20.6, “introduce” music as a custom, cf. 32.11.10.

54 Polyb. 23.9.12, “import” arms or food nto a city, cf. 23.17.3.

55 Polyb. 1.79.9, “introduce/call in” and let someone speak, a letter-bearer
at an assembly; cf. 21.22.2, 21.24.1, 22.11.5, 23.1.8, 32.6.1. Cf. 15.26.7,
“bring forward” a witness; 30.26.5, “lead in” guests to a banquet.

56 Polyb. 21.28.13, “introduce” a jar into a mine.

57 Polyb. 4.82.8, “put forward” a candidate; 15.25.34, “introduce” an ac-
cusation.

58 Polyb. 30.22.2, “bring on” flute-players for performance, cf. 30.22.11
(dancers and musiclans).

5 Polyb. 34.4.3, “introduce” battle scenes in a narrative, producing vivid-
ness (évépyaia); 12.25.k.5, Timaeus “represents” Hermocrates speaking.

60 Cf. Walbank, HCP1 261; Schepens, in The Shadow of Polybius 152.

61 B. McGing, Polybius’ Histories (Oxford 2010); Paton in the Loeb;
Pédech, Polvbe, L. Moller, Polvbios. Der Aufsticg Roms (Wiesbaden 2010).
On the rendering in the BN]J entry see n.81 below.
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about the faithfulness of the report of his words? Why not
quote Phylarchus in this case as well, using the device most
often employed in the other references (pnot+Acl)? The aim of
variation in quoting can hardly be the answer, since Polybius
uses such quotations one after another without hesitation.5?
The hypothetical explanation can be: because here Polybius 1s
faithfully reporting neither the form nor the content of the
original. Let us investigate this possibility. The passage (2.56.7)
is related to 2.58.10—12:63

0bKoDV OAooyEpesTépOg TIVOG Kol petlovog Tuyxely nooav dEtot

Tinopiog, ot einep €mobov o POAapydc enov, ovk Fleov

eikog Mv cuveEarxolovBely ovtolg mopd tdv EAMvav, énotvov

8¢ Kol ovykotdBecty poAlov T01¢ TPATTOVGL KoL LETOTOPEVO-
uévolg TV aoéPetoy adTdy. AL Sung 00OEVOg TEPOLTEP® GUV-

e€axolovOncavtoc Mavtivedotl kot Thy mepimételoy ANV 100

draproyfivor tovg Blovg kol tpadijvar tovg élevbépoug. ..

These men therefore were worthy of some far heavier and more

extreme penalty; so that had they suffered what Phylarchus al-

leges, it was not to be expected that they should have met with
pity from the Greeks, but rather that approval and assent should
have been accorded to those who executed judgment on them
for their wickedness. Yet, while nothing more serious befell the

Mantineans, in this their hour of calamity, than the pillage of

their means of living and the enslavement of the free citizens...

In this passage, a few chapters after ¥ 53a, Polybius again
mentions Phylarchus’ narrative of the Mantinean tragedy with
the words einep énobov o POAapyxdg epnov. These o gnot are “the
things” Phylarchus says that the Mantineans experienced. Here
¢onot comes with no Acl and the line of thought is wholly
Polybian, so there is no speech reporting in either direct or
indirect mode. Thus, this is definitely not a quotation, but an
allusion to the Phylarchan narrative about the nabfuoto of the

62 For instance 1n the discussion of Callisthenes, see n.29 above.

63 This passage was not included by Lucht, Brueckner, or Jacoby, hence
Schepens, in The Shadow of Polybius 148, called it a “concealed fragment.”
That has been corrected in BNJ (Polyb. 2.58.10-13 = F 53b).
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Mantineans.5* In connection with 2.56.7, & would refer to the
locus 8dxpva kol Bpfivoug avdpdv kol yuvarkdv dvouié téxvolg kol
yovebol ymporolg amoyopévaev (“crowds of both sexes together
with their children and aged parents weeping and lamenting as
they are led away to slavery”). If we were to detect any more
Phylarchan material in this fragment, it could only be the
phrase 100 dwproyfivar Tovg Plovg kod mpobijvon tovg élevBiépoug
(“the pillage of their means of living and the enslavement of the
free citizens”), 1.e. the reference to the Mantineans’ loss of live-
lihood and being sold into slavery. This part is not mentioned
at 2.56.7. The events in question are also described in Plu-
tarch’s narrative, which almost certainly 1s based on the nar-
rative of Phylarchus that Polybius refers to. Plutarch prefers
Phylarchus’ version to Polybius’ in this instance.®> The version
of Polybius-Phylarchus differs from Plutarch in two details:
Plutarch mentions the killing of free citizens, whereas Polybius
does not; Plutarch also differentiates between the kinds of treat-
ment of the others.®® It is therefore possible that Polybius in
2.56.7 deliberately omits these elements in reporting Phylar-
chus. Moreover, even with these dreadful specifics of avdpano-
dioudg, as Plutarch has them, there is no trace of the vivid de-
tails introduced by Polybius as Phylarchan with eiodyet.
Overall, the lack of a neutral reporting formula in Polyb.
2.56.7, his omission of certain details, and, on the other hand,
the absence of thrilling details in Plutarch, point to the con-

64 Pace Schepens, in The Shadow of Polybius 148, who seems to consider
it a quotation.

65 Plut. Arat. 38. See McCaslin, Archaiognosia 4 (1989) 77-101; Gabba,
Athenaeum 35 (1957) 7-8, 218.

66 Plutarch specifies that some of the inhabitants were sold, some send off
to Macedonia, and that women and children were sold into slavery. These
accounts can be paralleled as follows: Polyb. 2.56.7 avdpdv kol yvvoukdv
qvoui€ téxvoig kol yovebot ynpaiolg dmoyouévov = Plut. Arat 45.4 tobg pev
£vdo&otdrtovg Kol TpmdTovg dmekTEWVaY, TV &’ BAA®Y ToVg pev dmédovto, Tovg d,
elg Moxedoviav dméotelhov médong dedepévoug, moldog O kol YLVOTKOG
nvéponodicovto; Polyb. 2.58.11 Swoproyfivar tovg Blovg = Plut. Arat. 45.6 t0d
8¢ cuvayBévtog dpyvpiov 10 Tpitov adtol dietdovro.
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clusion that Phylarchus in his narrative on Mantinea simply
described the fate of the inhabitants as Plutarch has it. The
thrilling details could have been made up by Polybius on the
basis of the very mention of the treatment of these groups of
citizens as itemized by Plutarch. That would explain why
Polybius refers to the Phylarchan story with eiodyet: to impose
a more dramatic rendering of this part of Phylarchus’ narra-
tive. The reference in 2.56.7 would thus be a ‘redescription’ of
Phylarchus’ account, rather than a quotation or paraphrase.

7. I 53a: the subordinate clauses

As noted at the beginning of this paper, the references in
F 53a are introduced by clauses dependent on the participles
BovAduevog/onovddlwv. These can be identified as causal cir-
cumstantial participles, i.e. purporting to tell what were Phylar-
chus’ intentions or endeavours when he was writing (I call such
formulae motiwation-statements).®’” Explaining motivations and in-
terweaving them into the narrative in the form of participles
was a standard narrative device of ancient historians. Probably
the most adequate name for this device is imputed motwation, as it
1s regularly based on personal conjecture, on inference rather
than proof.6® Polybius makes full use of this narrative technique
throughout his Histories.®® In the Phylarchan fragments, Polyb-

67 At the same time, they are participia coniuncta, see E. Vester, “On the
So-called ‘Participtum Coniunctum’,” Mnemosyne 30 (1977) 243-285.

68 Although true motives of historical figures were usually inaccessible to
historians, they typically appear in narrative as ‘facts’, in participial form. See
M. Tamiolaki, “Ascribing Motivation in Thucydides. Between Historical
Research and Literary Representation,” in 7Thucydides between History and
Literature (Berlin 2012) 41-72. M. L. Lang, “Participial Motivation in Thu-
cydides,” Mnemosyne 48 (1995) 48-65, at 50-53, shows the unlikeliness of
Thucydides’ knowledge of most motivations ascribed by him to historical
figures.

69 This technique seems to follow certain patterns. On Polybius’ reasoning
for finding motives by see N. Miltsios, The Shaping of Narrative in Polybius
(Berlin 2013) 92-99; cf. S. Podes, “Handlungserklirung bei Polybios: Intel-
lectualisme historique? Ein Beitrag zur hellenistischem Historiographie,”
AncSoc 21 (1990) 215-240. For BobAouor in Polybius see A. Wifstrand,
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1us applies this device to dealing with his historiographical op-
ponent. Polybius’ direct or even intermediate knowledge about
Phylarchus’ aims is improbable; it is also unlikely that Phylar-
chus stated them explicitly.”? The form, content, and position
(in the subordinate clauses that begin the sentences) of these
comments surreptitiously put Polybian interpretation on Phy-
larchus’ words.”!

Such additions also occur strikingly often in the rest of the
references to Phylarchus in Polybius.”? The specificity of this
method for this particular critique in Polybius can be grasped
by comparison with his references to, or quotations of, the
other named authors surveyed above. In all those references we
find only one similar instance, a reference accompanied by a
motivation-statement in participle.”? Why is that? The explana-
tion for those ascriptions of motive to Phylarchus specifically
can be the means by which Polybius attacks him. First of these
1s Phylarchus’ npoaipeoig, his aims and purposes; second, his
dbvopg or ability to write history.”* In other words, the moti-

“Die griechischen Verba fiir wollen,” Eranos 40 (1942) 16-36.

70 Imagine Phylarchus writing: “It is my aim to insist on the cruelty of
Antigonus and the Macedonians and also on that of the Achaeans, hence 1
depict the fate of Mantinea in this way,” which is implied in 2.56.6. We can
hardly find such an overt statement of intent in any ancient historian.

1 The clause with BovAduevog in 2.56.6 1s an adverb clause modifying the
reporting verb gnot in terms of purpose (“since he wishes to ... he says”); the
clause i 2.56.7 that begins with orovddlev 1s similar (“since he endeavours
... he introduces”).

2 Polyb. 2.56.6 BovAduevog ... ¢onol; omovddlwv ... elodyey; 2.56.8
nelpopevog; 2.58.12 enow ... thg tepatelag xapwv; 2.59.2 mpav; 2.59.5,
BovAduevog ... enoy; 2.61.1 drolopuBévov; 2.61.5 édniwoe, BovAduevog ...
diecagnoe; 2.61.12 0bdeuiov énorcoro pyiuny ... TVEAGTTWY.

3 The quotation of Timaeus at Polyb. 12.28al: o0 pnv ¢AAo BovAduevog
abéewv ™y iotoploy, TpdTov uév tnAkodyv eivol gnot ktA., “Anyway, his at-
tempt to elevate history starts with the claim that...”

7+ In the words opening the critique, Polybius says that he will “give a fair
mmpression of the mpoaipesig and dvvapig of [Phylarchus’] work.” Through-
out the critique, he stresses numerous times Phylarchus’ alleged omission of
npooaipeoig of a given figure and indicates what this was (2.57, 2.58, 2.59,
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vation-statements in the Phylarchan critique stem from the
purposes of Polybius as the mediating author. Those clauses
hardly contribute to the reconstruction of Phylarchan text; they
are pure creation by the cover-text to assert a specific context
in which to read the references proper.

This is by no means a minor issue, as the proper identifi-
cation of this material as Polybian, not Phylarchan, affects our
view of Phylarchus. If the whole passage F 53a = 2.56.6-7 is
read as reflecting Phylarchus’ historiographical method, we
might attribute to him not just the act of describing the events
at Mantinea, but a willingness to indulge the passion of raising
emotions of anger against Antigonus and the Achaeans and of
pity for the Mantineans. Phylarchus has in fact been judged in
this manner: scholars seem to mingle those Polybian cover-
text’s intrusions with what is supposedly Phylarchan. Recently,
Scott Farrington read Polybian imputations as if these were
representative for Phylarchus’ work,”> and other examples of
such misattribution can be found.”® I do not wish to deny that
Phylarchus, like other Hellenistic authors (including Polybius),
had a propensity for vivid or emotional descriptions. Instead,

2.60, 2.61). Analogically to historical agents, where he prefers motives over
facts, Polybius asserts Phylarchus’ intentions in omitting historical figures’
npooaipeoic. Discrediting of the second element, d0voyug, takes place in the
second part of the critique, from 2.61onwards.

75 Farrington, in The Art of History 166: “Instead of narrating the events
and allowing the reader to experience the emotions that arise from a
thorough understanding of the chain of cause and effect that produced any
particular outcome, Phylarchus intends rather to make his readers feel pity
and make them sympathetic to his account (Plb. 2.56.7).”

76 Fckstemn, CP 108 (2013) 318: “Polybius tells us that Phylarchus criti-
cized not only Aratus but also Antigonus for cruelty at Mantineia (2.56.6).”
This remark draws on the clause that 1s of Polybius’ authorship. Pédech,
Trois historiens méconnus 443, echoed 2.56.6 as if it were all Phylarchan ex-
pressions: “Phylarque cherchait pareillement a éveiller I'émotion du lecteur
en décrivant la détresse des habitants de Mantinée.” L. I. Hau, Moral History
from Herodotus to Diodorus Siculus (Edinburgh 2016) 144-145, also writes
about Phylarchus’ intentions on the basis of 2.56.6.
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what I claim is that his narratives could have been neither mere
entertainment, nor directed against the historical figures in a
way that Polybius insinuates in his embedded suggestions.

However, while in themselves uninformative for Phylarchus’
text, the motivation-statements point toward a more accurate
definition of the quotations with ¢not in the form motivation-
statement clause+enot clause, as in 2.56.6 BovAduevog ... enot.
Namely, an explanatory clause with motivation-statement
makes sense only if it relates to something actually expressed,
whether in speech or in writing, reported with some pre-
cision.”” Furthermore, attacking Phylarchus primarily for his
intentions rather than for specific claims or facts in his narra-
tive’® indicates that Polybius had problems in attacking the
content.”? We might say that Polybius brings forward a par-
ticular ethical conception (“it is not the bare facts, but the
motives of the agent that should be judged”), precisely because
he is unable to refute Phylarchus on factual grounds. This can
indicate that, in the particular case of Phylarchus, the content
need not be misrepresented. Or, it hardly even could have
been misrepresented, as Polybius presumes good acquaintance
with Phylarchus® Histories on the part of his own readers. This is
evident from the introduction to the whole discussion of Phy-
larchus (2.56.1-2):

£mel 8¢ TOV KOTO TOVG ODTOVG KOLpoLG "Apdatm YeypopdTov mop’
éviotg amodoyfig d&rodton @OAapP)0g, &v ToALOTS dvTido&dy Kol

77 Note that adding a subordinate adverb clause modifying enui in the
sense “claim/think” would not be logical: wishing ... he claims/thinks” is an
absurd phrase; “wishing ... he writes/says” makes more sense.

78 The potential exception, Phylarchus’ information about the booty of
Megalopolis (Polyb. 2.62.1-2, 9-11 = F 56), could be considered as a factual
maccuracy attacked by Polybius. However, some scholars argue that the
number 1s actually an error of a copyist of Phylarchus’ work: Africa, Phylar-
chus 33-34; Eckstein, CP108 (2013) 322-323.

79 See the similar conclusion on Polybius’ critique of Zeno and Antis-

thenes in D. Lenfant, “Polybe et les ‘fragments’ des historiens de Rhodes
7Z.énon et Antisthene (XVI 14-20),” in The Shadow of Polybius 197.
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TOVOVTIOL YPOQOV aOT®, xpPNoHov v €in, uaAlov & dvoarykoiov

ulv "Apdrte nponpnuévolg xotoxolovdely mept tdv KAeopevi-

KOV, UM TopoMRely GoKenTov TOUTO TO UEPOC, Tvar um TO Wwebdog

v 101¢ GLYYPAULOCY 160dVVOHODY dnmodeinmuey TPOG TNV GLAN-

Beow.

Since among those authors who were contemporaries of Aratos,

Phylarchus, who on many points is at variance with and in con-

tradiction to him, is by some received as trustworthy, it would be

useful or rather necessary for me, as I have chosen to rely on

Aratos’s narrative for the history of the Cleomenic War, not to

leave the question of their relative credibility undiscussed so that

truth and falsehood in their writings may no longer be of equal
authority.

Polybius seems to write on the assumption that his reader is
likely to have read Phylarchus’ account before reading Polyb-
1us’ historical work. He implies that Phylarchus was at least as
well known and considered, by some, as reliable as the Memoires
of Aratus. That assumption is fairly realistic.?0 But even if
Polybius was not right in assuming this, what matters is his
estimation of his reader’s acquaintance with Phylarchus. This
estimation definitely affected his treatment of this author in the
passage scrutinized in this paper. If he thought of Phylarchus’
Histories as known and accessible to his readers, he could hardly
have distorted either the content or the form of the text.

8. Conclusion

The view I have tried to set out is, first, that the Polybian
reference to Phylarchus in oratio obligua, marked with the re-
porting clause ¢not and the accusative and infinitive construc-
tion, can in parts contain ipsissima verba of the quoted historian,
whereas Polybius’ other reporting verb (eiodyer), accompanied
by oratio recta, 1s a less firm guarantee of verbal exactitude. For

80 Phylarchus was contemporary with Cleomenes and Aratus, and his 28-
book work was probably circulating in the Greek world when Polybius was
writing. As already noted, Polybius used Phylarchus as a source. Plutarch in
the first century still had access to the entire work, as did Athenaeus, who a
century later quotes numbered books.
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anyone simply reading F 53 in Jacoby’s format (or now that of
BN]J), not to mention only the English translation in BNJ, it 1is
hardly noticeable that Polybius shifts from a relatively faithful
quotation to a redescriptive allusion.?! Second, I hope to have
demonstrated that when we properly recognize the specific im-
pact of Polybius as cover-text on his references, we are in a
position to say with a high degree of probability where it does,
and where it does not, imply misrepresentation. In my analysis
I have discussed a single fragment of Phylarchus, but that
analysis coupled with the explorations of Polybius’ quoting
habit has bearing on our understanding of other Phylarchan
pieces in Polybius, as well as of Polybius as mediating author in
general. The differentiation between the accuracy of the enot-
quotation and the reference with eicdyer seems a promising
route for analysis of other Phylarchan fragments in Polybius®?
involving similar introductory formulae and structure.?3

September, 2020 marcinkurpios@gmail.com

81 In the BNJ entry, enot of 2.56.6 1s rendered “he accordingly asserts
that.” The addition of “accordingly” creates a link between the first clause
(BovAdpevog xtA.) and the quotation proper. As I have argued, such a link
exists only in Polybius’ mind and 1s a product of his speculation about moti-
vation. Moreover, the rendering of eicdyet of 2.56.7 as “he talks of” secems
mcorrect, given the particular implications of that introductory word.

82 For instance, in BNJ one sentence from F 54a (Polyb. 2.59.1-2), where
Polybius reports Phylarchus’ account with ¢noi+Acl, is put in inverted
commas 1n the translation. This mtuitive choice can now be partly sub-
stantiated with the results of the present study.

83 This article is a result of the Lise-Meitner research project M 2777-G,
funded by the Fonds zur Forderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung
(Austrian Science Fund). I would like to express my gratitude to Professor
Herbert Heftner of the Institut fiir Alte Geschichte und Altertumskunde,
Papyrologie und Epigraphik of the Universitit Wien for sharing his expertise
and for the effort put into submitting the proposal with me. In addition I wish
to thank Director Fritz Mitthof for his kind hospitality. I am also indebted to
this journal’s anonymous referees for valuable comments on the paper,
which have helped to improve many of its parts.
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