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PREFACE

The germ of this book lies in a research project that I developed in
1988, after finishing my PhD. That project promised the narratological
investigation of narratives which are embedded in non-narrative genres,
notably the Euripidean messenger-speech, the myth of the Pindaric
victory ode, and the narratio in forensic speeches. As it turned out,
the Euripidean messenger-speeches offered such a wealth of material
that I devoted an entire book to them. After that I returned to my
‘first love’ Homer. I revived my plan in 1995, when I applied to the
Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research for a ‘Pioneer grant’,
Le., a grant for a group of scholars working on an innovative subject. By
that time, the project had been re-christened Narrationis Ratio. A History
of Ancient Greek Narrative, and, as this title suggests, expanded to include
both narrative and non-narrative genres. In 1998 the opportunity came
to fulfil my old dream, when I was awarded a professorship of the
Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences, which included a
modest budget. In September 1999 I organized a two-day workshop
in Amsterdam, which brought together prospective contributors, and
during which the principles and practical organization of the project
were discussed. One of the conclusions was that it would be impossible
to complete the task we had set ourselves in a single volume, and
that a series of volumes would be needed. On that occasion I asked
Angus Bowie to co-edit the first volume. But it was soon clear to
me that editing a multi-author and conceptually and methodologically
experimental work such as this was a huge task, and I asked René
Niinlist to act as—a second—co-editor of the first volume and to
become co-editor of the series as a whole.

I wish to thank Heleen Keizer and Linda Woodward for their assis-
tance in copy editing the texts. But my greatest thanks go to Michiel
Klein Swormink of Brill Publishers for the trust he has shown in this
truly pioneering project.






GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Someone interested in the history of ancient Greek literature has at
his disposal a large number of literary histories.! Someone interested
more specifically in the development of Greek drama, historiography,
rhetoric, or literary criticism can also consult a series of handbooks.?
But someone interested in the forerunners of the most popular literary
genre of our own times, the novel, is left empty handed.® The story of
ancient Greek narrative is as yet untold.

And yet the lack of a history of ancient Greek narrative is hardly
surprising, given the sheer quantity of material. A rough estimate tells
us that more than half of Greek literature is narrative, if we include
historiographical, biographical, and philosophical narrative and narra-
tives which are embedded in other genres. However, it appears that the
moment has come to undertake the task of writing such a history. The
reason 1is two-fold.

First, the twentieth century witnessed the rise of narratology, which
has provided literary scholars with a set of refined analytical and de-
scriptive terms. In the recent past, narratology has also taken root in
classical scholarship, which means that an important condition for the
writing of a history of ancient narrative has now been fulfilled: we have
the tools, as well as a growing number of people who know how to
wield them.

In the second place, literary history itself, after a difficult period
in the sixties and seventies of the previous century, when ‘the fall

I E.g. Dihle 1967, 1989; Lesky 1971; Easterling and Knox 1985; Canfora 1986; and
Said, Trédé and Boulluec 1997.

2 Cf. e.g (for drama) Jens 1971; (for historiography) Marincola 1997; (for rhetoric)
Leeman 1963 and Kennedy 1994; and (for literary criticism) Kennedy 1989.

3 Scholes and Kellogg 1966 offer interesting discussions on the ancient roots of
various formal aspects of the modern novel (plot, characterization, point of view),
but their corpus is limited and theoretical basis somewhat outdated. Doody 1996 also
explores the classical pedigree of the modern novel, but confines herself to the ancient
novel.
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of literary history’ was proclaimed,* is making a come-back.® One
of the new directions suggested is a move away from the traditional
biographical, ‘man and his work’ approach. That such a new direction
may also be fruitful for classics, has been demonstrated by the recent
literary history edited by Oliver Taplin, which focuses on the receivers of
the texts: readers, spectators, and audiences.®

The present history of ancient Greek narrative adopts yet another
approach, focusing on the jformal devices within a text which authors
employ to enchant or persuade their audiences. Who introduces us to
the (fictional) world depicted, through whose eyes do we see it, how do
the events follow upon each other and combine to form a logical whole,
how are the people who live in this world presented to us, and how
are their words, prime indicators of their personalities, represented?
Traditional literary histories by and large present summaries of what is
known or generally thought about a work and author, but this one must
virtually start from scratch. For a number of texts some narratological
groundwork has been done, but the majority are as yet completely
unexplored. A series of Studies in Ancient Greek Narrative will investigate
the forms and functions of the main devices which narratology has
defined for us, such as the narrator and his narratees, time, focalization,
characterization, description, speech, and plot.

The aim of this enterprise is to combine the synchronic and the
diachronic, to offer not only analyses of the handling of a specific nar-
rative device by individual authors, but also a larger historical perspec-
tive on the manner in which techniques change over time, are put to
different uses and achieve different effects in the hands of different
authors, writing in different genres, and handling different material.
Each volume will contain an introductory chapter, which provides the
theoretical background to the topic under consideration, and an epi-
logue, which offers general conclusions about the forms and functions
of that topic through the ages and across the genres.

The first volume, which deals with such basic questions as what
actually constitutes a narrative and what kind of narrators present
those narratives, includes discussions of almost all genres and authors,
ranging from Homer to the novel, provided enough text has survived
to make possible a description of rules. In this way the corpus of the

+ Wellek 1973.
%> See, e.g. Ceserani 1990 and Perkins 1992.
6 Taplin 2000.
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history of ancient Greek narrative is defined and the foundation laid
for subsequent discussion. Later volumes will be in a somewhat more
flexible format, and will not necessarily include all authors and all texts.

The series Studies in Ancient Greek Narrative is aimed primarily at classi-
cal scholars, but may also be of interest to a wider audience. As Wallace
Martin, one of the historiographers of narratology, writes:

. what appears to be new may simply be something that has been
forgotten, and scholarship on the Greek romances, medieval literature,
prose narratives of the seventeenth century, and non-western tales pro-
vides evidence useful for any general theory of narrative.’

In the same way, any general history of narrative should start at the
beginning and the Studies in Ancient Greek Narrative will explore that
beginning, from ‘the Greek romances’ all the way back to Homer.

1dJ.

7 Martin 1987: 28—29.






GLOSSARY

actorial motivation: the ‘why’ of the development of the story anal-
ysed in terms of the aims and intentions of a character. An actorial
motivation usually is explicit. Compare narratorial motivation.

analepsis (flashback, ‘Riickwendung’): the narration of an event which
took place earlier than the point in the story where we are. A distinc-
tion can be made between nfernal analepses (narrating events which fall
within the time limits of the main story) and external analepses (nar-
rating events which fall outside those time limits), in the case of internal
analepses, between repeating ones (narrating events also presented else-
where) and completing ones (narrating events which are not presented
elsewhere), and between narratorial and actorial analepses (those pre-
sented by the narrator and those presented by one of the characters).

argument function: the function or significance which an embedded
narrative has for the characters. Compare key function.

characterization: characterization may be explicit or implicit (when
personality traits have to be inferred by the narratees), narratorial or acto-
rial, synoptic (when a detailed introduction is given, often at a character’s
first appearance) or gradual (when pieces of information are released
only at intervals and have to be collected and turned into a composite
whole by the narratees themselves).

description: descriptions can be static (the story comes to a halt and
the outward appearance or nature of a person or thing is described)
or dynamic (when the history of an object, place, or person is told
or when an object etc. is described while in the process of being
made), narratorial or actorial (given by the narrator or by one of the
characters).

embedded narrative: a narrative which is embedded in the main
story; it is either told by the primary narrator or by a character
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acting as secondary narrator. It usually takes the form of an analepsis
or prolepsis. See also argument and key function.

embedded or secondary focalization: when the narrator repre-
sents in the narrator-text a character’s focalization, i.e., his percep-
tions, thoughts, emotions, or words (indirect speech). Embedded focal-
ization can be explicit (when there is a shifter in the form of a verb of
seeing, thinking, or a subordinator followed by subjunctive or optative)
or implicit.

fabula: all events which are recounted in the story, abstracted from
their disposition in the text and reconstructed in their chronological
order.

focalizer: the person (the narrator or a character) through whose ‘eyes’
the events and persons of a narrative are ‘seen’.

frequency: events may be told singulatively (telling once what happened
once), repetitively (telling more than once what happened once), or itera-
twely (telling once what happened more than once).

interlace technique: the technique of interweaving different story-
lines through regular switches between them.

key function: the significance which an embedded narrative has for
the narratees. Compare argument function.

main story: the events which are told by the primary narrator
(minus external analepses and prolepses).

narratees: the addressees of the narrator. We may distinguish between
external and nternal, primary and secondary (tertiary etc.), and overt and covert
narratees. Compare narrator.

narration: we may distinguish between subsequent narration (following
after the events have taken place), simultaneous narration (at the same
time when the events are taking place), and prior narration (when the
events still have to take place).

narrator: the person who recounts the events of the story and thus
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turns them into a text. We may distinguish between external narrators
(who are not a character in the story they tell) and wternal narrators
(who are), primary narrators (who tell the main story) and secondary
(tertiary etc.) narrators (who tell embedded narratives), over! narra-
tors (who refer to themselves and their narrating activity, tell us about
themselves, and openly comment upon their story) and covert narrators.
A special type of overt narrators are self-conscious narrators, who are
aware that they are narrating and reflecting on their role as narrator.
All narrators are also focalizers.

narrator-text: those parts of the text which are presented by the
primary narrator, i.e., the parts between the speeches. We may fur-
ther distinguish between simple narrator-text (narrator presents his own
focalization) and embedded focalization (narrator presents focaliza-
tion of a character).

narratorial motivation: the ‘why’ of the development of the story
analysed in terms of the aims and intentions of the narrator. The nar-
ratorial motivation often remains implicit. See also actorial motiva-
tion.

order: the chronological order of the fabula may be changed in the
story, for instance to create prolepses and analepses or any other
anachrony.

paralepsis: a speaker provides more information than, strictly speak-
ing, he could, e.g., when the narrator intrudes with his superior knowl-
edge into the embedded focalization of a character or when a character
knows more than is logically possible. Contrast paralipsis.

paralipsis: a speaker provides less information than he could; details
or events are left out, to be told at a later, more effective place. Contrast
paralepsis.

periphrastic denomination: a reference to a character not by prop-
er name but by a form of indirect description.

prolepsis (foreshadowing, ‘Vorauswendung’): the narration of an
event which will take place later than the point of the story where we
are. We may distinguish between wnternal prolepses (referring to events
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which fall within the time limits of the main story) and external pro-
lepses (which refer to events which fall outside those time limits), and
between narratorial and actorial prolepses. See also seed.

rhythm: the relation between story-time and fabula-time. An event
may be told as a scene (story-time =fabula-time), summary (story-time <
fabula-time), retardation (story-time >fabula-time), or ellipsis, 1.e. not told
at all (no story-time matches fabula-time). Finally there may be a pause,
when the action is suspended to make room for an extended description
(no fabula-time matches story-time).

seed (hint, advance mention): the insertion of a piece of information,
the relevance of which will become clear only later. The later event thus
prepared for becomes more natural, logical, or plausible.

story: the events as dispositioned and ordered in the text (contrast:
fabula). The story consists of the main story+embedded narra-
tives. In comparison to the fabula, the events in the story may differ
in frequency (they may be told more than once), rhythm (they may
be told at great length or quickly), and order (the chronological order
may be changed).

text: the verbal representation of the story (and hence fabula) by a
narrator.



INTRODUCTION

NARRATOLOGICAL THEORY ON NARRATORS,
NARRATEES, AND NARRATIVE!

L} E de fong

The narrator

Perhaps the most central concept in narratology is that of the narrator.
For most narratologists, his presence is the main criterion for calling a
text a narrative (as opposed to drama, where we are also dealing with
the representation of characters and events): ‘A narrative text i3 a text
in which a narrative agent tells a story.’? It is an important principle of
narratology that this narrator cannot automatically be equated with the
author, even when he bears the same name; rather, he is a creation of
that author.?

Given that every narrative text has a narrator, the next step is to
describe and analyse that narrator. There are, in fact, many types of
narrators.* The first thing to ask oneself is whether or not the narrator
is a character in his own story: if he is, we speak of an internal narrator,
if not, we speak of an external narrator.’ Internal narrators used to
be called first-person narrators, but this is a less fortunate term, since
external narrators can also refer to themselves as ‘I’, as witness, e.g.

! For a historical overview of narratology sece Martin 1987; for a systematic overview
of key terms see Prince 1987.

2 Bal [1985] 1997: 16. Cf. e.g. Friedemann 1910: 26; Genette 1979, [1983] 1988: 14;
Stanzel 1982: 15, and from the point of view of drama Pfister [1977] 1988: 2—4. For
narratologists who adopt a broader definition of narrative, which does not require the
presence of a narrator, see the section on narrative below.

3 Friedemann 1910: 21—22; Kayser 1958: 91; Genette [1972] 1980: 213—214; Stanzel
1982: 25-28.

* The following analysis is based on Genette [1972] 1980: 212—260 and Bal [1985]
1997- 19-77-

5 Genette actually uses the terms homodiegetic (internal) and heterodiegetic (exter-
nal). Bal replaced these terms by character-bound and external, and in De Jong 1987:
33 I have systematized the terminology into internal and external.

© 1J.F. de Jong, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_002
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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the ‘tell me, Muse, of the man’ of the Odyssey’s external narrator. In
fact, all narratives are in principle recounted by a narrating subject—
even if this narrating ‘I’ nowhere refers to himself—so that this is not a
watertight criterion for distinguishing narrators.

Next, we must determine the level of narration at which the narrator
finds himself: the narrator who recounts the main story and whose
voice is usually the first we hear when the story begins, is the primary
narrator. This primary narrator may hand over the presentation of
events to a character who recounts a story in direct speech, in which
case we speak of a secondary narrator. When this character in turn
embeds another narrative in his own narrative, we are dealing with a
tertiary narrator, and so on.’

Together the criteria ‘internal’-‘external’ and ‘primary’-‘secondary’
suffice to describe most narrators in world literature. A good example
of an external primary narrator is the anonymous narrator in Jane
Austen’s Pride and Prejudice, while we find an internal primary narrator
in the person of Pip in Charles Dickens’ Great Expectations. We have an
external secondary narrator in Scheherazade in Tales from a Thousand
and one Nights (a primary narrator introduces the frame-narrative of
Scheherazade, who must tell the sultan stories in order to save her life;
she herself plays no role in the stories she recounts). An example of
an internal secondary narrator is Odysseus in the Odyssey (an external
primary narrator recounts the last phase of Odysseus’ return from Troy,
in the course of which the hero himself tells the Phaeacians about his
earlier experiences on the way home).

Having established the ‘identity’ of the narrator, we can go on to
investigate his role and his attitude.” It is convenient to start with an
overt narrator, i.e., a narrator who clearly manifests himself as narrator
throughout the text. His presence can take various forms: he may be
dramatized (given a life and personality of his own), or comment on
the events he relates, or may be self-conscious (showing awareness that
he is telling a story and reflecting on his activity as narrator). When
the narrator displays none of these characteristics, we speak of a covert
narrator.® Another aspect worth analysing is the narrator’s privileges:

6 Again, I follow Bal, who introduced these terms to replace Genette’s extradiegetic,
intradiegetic, and metadiegetic.

7 The following discussion is based on Booth [1961] 1983: 149-165; Genette [1972]
1980: 255—259; and Chatman 1978: 196—262.

8 This distinction between a covert and an overt narrative style is often referred to
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does he know and reveal the outcome of his story, does he have access
to the inner thoughts of his characters, and can he move freely and
rapidly to and from all the locations in his story? An external narrator
will by definition have more privileges than an internal one, but the
latter may use his hindsight to supplement his knowledge.

In the case of an internal narrator,” it 1s also relevant to examine
the role he plays in his own story, which may range from protagonist
(Odysseus or Pip) to mere witness (Zeitblom in Thomas Mann’s Doktor
Faustus or Carraway in Scott Fitzgerald’s The Great Gatsby), as well as
everything that lies in between.

A special—and fairly rare—phenomenon is second-person narra-
tion,'” which means that a narrator recounts the acts of a character
in the ‘you’ form. This form of narration may be confined to a brief
section, often triggered by an apostrophe, but it may also determine the
shape of an entire novel, as happens e.g. in Michel Butor’s La modifica-
tion, which has been called an extended apostrophe.

One aspect that is relevant to all narrators and all forms of narration
is the temporal relationship between narrator and narrated events.
Narration can be subsequent (when the narrative follows the action),
as 1s most often the case; simultaneous (when the narrative runs parallel
to the action, when someone reports to another what he is seeing);
or prior (when the narrative precedes the action, as in prophecies or
dreams).!!

Some narratologists posit one more agent to account for the signify-
ing process of a narrative text: the implied author, the ‘ideal, literary,
created version’ of the author, who is responsible for the moral evalua-

as ‘showing’ versus ‘telling’ (the distinction, though not the precise terminology, derives
from Lubbock [1921] 1926: 62, 67).

9 Romberg 1962; Stanzel 1982: 7172, 109—148; Sturrock 1993.

10 Fludernik 1994a and Kacandes 1994. Strictly speaking, this is just as unfortunate
a term as first-person narration: we are still dealing with a subject of narration, who
may be an internal, external, primary, or secondary narrator. For a detailed discussion
of how second-person narration might be integrated into Stanzel’s and Genette’s
typologies, see Fludernik 1994b. However, since it would be somewhat cumbersome
to speak of ‘the situation of a primary (etc.) narrator using second-person verb forms
and pronouns to refer to the actions of a character’, the shorthand term ‘second-person
narration’ will be used. I note that Genette [1983] 1988: 133 speaks of ‘second-person
narrating’ in inverted commas.

1 Genette [1972] 1980: 215-223.
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tion of the story.!? Following Bal and Genette,'® I do not think that—for
a narratological analysis—such an extra agent is necessary:!*

[A] narrative of fiction is produced fictively by its narrator and actually
by its (real) author. No one is toiling away between them, and every
type of textual performance can be attributed only to one or the other,
depending on the level chosen. For example, the style of jJoseph and His
Brothers can be attributed only (fictively) to the celestial narrator who is
supposed naturally to speak in that pseudo-biblical language or to Mr.
Thomas Mann, a writer in the German language, winner of a Nobel
prize for literature, etc., who makes him speak that way ... No place
here for the activity of a third person, no reason to release the real
author from his actual responsibilities (ideologic, stylistic, technical, and
other) ... (Genette [1983] 1988: 139-140)

This quotation briefly reintroduces the author into the realm of narra-
tology, if only to distinguish the responsibilities of author and narrator,
and to show that the notion of an implied author can be dispensed
with. But it also has another relevance. Intertextuality is a factor of
importance in many ancient Greek narratives. As a narratologist, one
is immediately confronted with the question of who is responsible for
this intertextuality, the narrator or the author? In the former case, we
must posit the persona of a learned narrator, while in the latter case the
intertext does not enter the narrative universe and, strictly speaking,
falls outside the scope of a narratological analysis. There is no ready-
made solution to this problem, and each case must be decided on its
own merits.

Narratees

Storytelling is an act of communication and every narrator presupposes
an addressee, or narratee.'”” More specifically, for every primary nar-
rator there is a corresponding primary narratee, for every secondary
narrator, a secondary narratee, and so on. When we turn to the ques-

12 Booth [1961] 1983: 74-75.

13 Bal [1985] 1997: 18 and Genette [1983] 1988: 136-150.

" As Genette observes, in literary theory in general it may make sense to use the
concept of the inferred author, ‘everything the text lets us know about the author’
(1988: 148).

15 See Prince [1973] 1980 and Genette [1972] 1980: 250—262, [1983] 1988: 130135,
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tion of the narratees’ involvement in the story being told (whether they
are external or internal), we see that many combinations are possible.'®

Let us start with primary narratees. An external narrator usually
addresses external narratees. This fairly common narrative situation is
found, for example, in Jane Austen’s Pride and Preudice, where neither
narrator nor narratees play a role in the events recounted. As in the
case of the narrator and the author, it is tempting simply to equate
these external narratees with the listeners or readers, not least because
they are often referred to as ‘dear reader’. But we only have to think
of the ‘Madam’ and ‘Sir’ in Laurence Sterne’s Tristram Shandy to realize
that here again we are dealing with a product of the author’s imagina-
tion. Sometimes we find the combination of an external narrator and
an internal narratee, for example in ancient hymns, when a narrator
recounts the deeds of a god while addressing that god (the so-called Du-
Stil, which 1s a form of second-person narration). An internal narrator
may have a corresponding internal narratee, 1.e. a person who was also
involved in the events recounted, as in Hesiod’s Works and Days, where
‘Hesiod’ recounts the story of their quarrel to his brother Perses. Again
we may find second-person narration, which in a novel like Oriana Fal-
laci’s A Man is even continued throughout the entire book. But more
often an internal narrator tells his story to persons who have not wit-
nessed the events themselves, i.e. to external narratees, as Pip does in
Charles Dickens’ Great Expectations (cf. his sudden address to ‘those who
read this’ at the end of chapter g).

Primary narratees are either overt or covert, like primary narrators.
Overt narratees may be found in the narrator’s ‘reader’ or ‘you’, or
represented in the text by anonymous witnesses (‘the pensive character
which the curtained hood lent to their heads would have reminded the
observer of some early Italian conception of the two Marys’: Thomas
Hardy 7ess of the D’Urbervilles) or anonymous interlocutors (‘there some-
one could object’). When narratees are covert, we may still sense their
presence, for example, in explanations that the narrator inserts on their
behalf, or negated passages, where their—implied—expectations are
contradicted or their curiosity piqued.

I turn to secondary narratees. The most common situation is where
character A informs character B about something A has experienced

16 The following analysis of narratees is my own; curiously enough, Genette dis-
cusses only primary (extradiegetic) and secondary (intradiegetic) narratees, not internal
(homodiegetic) and external (heterodiegetic) ones.
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(internal secondary narrator—external secondary narratee). An example
is the couple Nelly Dean and Mr. Lockwood in Emily Bronte’s Wuthering
Heights. Next, we have character A telling character B about events in
which neither has participated (external secondary narrator-external
secondary narratee); this, too, is a fairly common situation and may be
illustrated by Scheherazade’s telling her thousand-and-one tales to the
sultan. Then there is character A recalling in the presence of character
B something they have both experienced (internal secondary narrator-
internal secondary narratee; here we may find ‘we’ forms or ‘you’
forms); an example of this situation is Zeus reminding Hera how he
once punished her (ZI. 15.18-33). Finally, there is character A telling
character B about something B participated in (external secondary
narrator—internal secondary narratee; again we may find ‘you’ forms);
this is not a common situation, but one example is Achilles reminding
Thetis of her support of Zeus in the past (. 1.396—406).

It will be clear that narratees, both primary and secondary, are a
powerful instrument for influencing the reception of a text, in that they
provide the readers with figures to identify with or distance themselves
from.

Narrative

I have already referred to the fact that most narratologists see the
presence of a narrator as one of the conditions for calling a text a
narrative. The other main condition is a sequence of at least two real or
fictional events (as in Forster’s celebrated example: “The king died and
then the queen died’)."”

Some scholars adopt a broader definition of narrative, which also
includes drama. Ricoeur, for example, says ‘I am not characterizing
narrative by its “mode”, that is, by the author’s attitude, but by its
“object”, since I am calling narrative exactly what Aristotle calls mu-
thos, the organization of the events.””® This broader definition is fol-
lowed by the classical scholars Gould, Goward, and Markantonatos."

17 Torster [1927] 1979: 87.

18 Ricoeur [1983] 1984: 36 and Chatman 1990: 109-118. Cf. also Barthes [1966]
1977: 79, who mentions drama as a form of narrative.

19 Gould 2001; Goward 1999: 10-13; and Markantonatos 2002. Cf. also Lowe 2000:
163-164.



I.J.F. DE JONG — NARRATOLOGICAL THEORY 7

Their main arguments are as follows. (1) The dichotomy between nar-
rative and drama is not clear-cut, since narrative may contain speeches
and drama may contain narrative. While this is true, no one would
dream of calling the Homeric epics a play and analysing them in terms
of drama theory; so why call drama a narrative and analyse it in terms
of narratology? (2) Drama displays the same devices found in narrative,
such as analepses and prolepses, choice of setting, and differences in
pace. These, they claim, can only be explained by assuming a central
controlling and selecting mind, a ‘narrator’ and can only be analysed
in narratological terms. Let me start with the latter point. Drama the-
ory, e.g. the highly systematic one devised by Pfister, offers a panoply
of critical terms by which to analyse prolepses and the like.? It is
therefore simply not necessary to turn to narratology when discussing
drama texts. Indeed, applying narratology to drama dilutes the speci-
ficity of narratology and stretches its concepts to such a degree that
they become meaningless; every character on stage becomes a narrator
and a focalizer. Given that prolepses and the like are equally at home in
drama, there is no need to postulate a ‘narrator’ (even in inverted com-
mas). We may safely ascribe them to the author, and this is in fact what
Gould and Markantonatos ultimately do, when they equate the control-
ling and selecting mind or ‘narrator’ with the playwright-director!?! In
actual practice, both Gould and Goward concentrate largely on narra-
tives that are embedded within drama, such as messenger-speeches or the
recollections and prophecies of characters. This is perfectly acceptable,
and it is also the line followed in the Studies in Ancient Greek Narrative.

But drama is not the only literary genre which, while not narrative
itself, does include narratives. Since this is a recurrent phenomenon in
ancient Greek literature, a brief extension of my earlier discussion of
narrators and narratees is in order here.?? In the case of the victory
ode and oratory, it is most logical to say that the poet or orator, at the
moment he turns to his myth or narratio, becomes a primary narrator,
and to see his audience (primarily the victor and jury, but in the end
all listeners) as the primary narratees. In the case of the dramatic dia-
logues of Plato and Lucian, that is to say, those dialogues which lack a
narrative frame and consist solely of speeches, it seems most sensible—

20 T note, e.g. sections on ‘the perspective structure’, ‘characterisation’, ‘story and
plot’, ‘structures of time and space’.

21 Gould 2001: 333 and Markantonatos 2002: 6.

22 There appears to exist no discussion of this question in narratological theory.
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in view of their close similarity to dialogues with a narrative frame—to
see them as narratives with a suppressed primary narrator and sup-
pressed primary narratees.” The same reasoning can be applied to the
so-called ‘mimetic’ poems of Callimachus and Theocritus. In the case
of drama, the intra-dramatic narrators are best seen as secondary nar-
rators, even though there is no narrative frame and hence no sugges-
tion of a suppressed primary narrator. The chorus or characters they
address are intra-dramatic secondary narratees, which means that the
role of primary narratees is reserved for the spectators, who as such
can, e.g. savour instances of dramatic irony which elude the secondary
narratees on stage.

Just as non-narrative texts may contain narratives, narrative texts
may contain non-narrative elements. The first category is the dramatic
element of speech. We have already seen that speeches can be carriers
of embedded narratives by characters. In general, from Plato onwards,
narrative has been described as the genus mixtum, a combination of
narrative and speech, and speeches have traditionally been included
in narratological discussion. A second category is description, which
usually involves the present tense and temporarily brings the story to
a standstill. Again, narratologists such as Genette, Bal, and Hamon?
have argued for the relevance of descriptions within a narrative, and
for their inclusion in narratological theory. Both speech and description
will be the subject of later volumes of the series of Studies in Ancient Greek
Narrative.

A final question to be considered here is the status of historiograph-
ical texts. Whereas Barthes, one of the founding fathers of narratology,
without further discussion considered historiography a form of narra-
tive and hence as belonging to the domain of narratology,® two other
narratologists, Genette and Cohn, have recently opened the discus-
sion on whether factual texts, specifically historiographical texts, have
a special status and whether, in the words of Cohn, we do not need a
‘historiographical narratology’.?® Their arguments include (1) analepses
and prolepses are always functional in historiography, whereas in fiction
they may be included purely for aesthetic reasons; (2) detailed scenes,
including speeches, in historiography are a sign of fictionalization; (3)

2 Genette [1972] 1980: 236—237 speaks of the ‘pseudo-diegetic’ form of narration.
* Genette [1972] 1980: 99—106; Bal [1985] 1997: 36—43; Hamon 1993.

5 Barthes [1966] 1977: 79 and 1970.

2 Genette 1991: 65-93 and Cohn 1999: 109-131.

ICIN]
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in the case of historiographical texts, we should postulate not only the
triad fabula—story—text, but also an extra, referential level: ‘the more or
less reliably documented evidence of past events, out of which the histo-
rian fashions his story’ and which in the text may manifest itself in the
form of a ‘testimonial stratum’; (4) embedded focalization in historiog-
raphy, according to Genette, can only occur in a modified or qualified
manner (‘X thought ... as we know from his diaries’ or ‘X feared, as I
suppose’), while in Cohn’s view it is unacceptable; (5) in historiographi-
cal texts the narrator is to be equated with the author.

Without going into the question of whether these arguments are
valid for modern historiographical texts, I think they are certainly not
all pertinent in the case of ancient historiography, where—presumably
under the strong influence of Homer—we do find speeches (2) and
embedded focalization (4), without this being considered a sign of fic-
tionality. Equating the figure which, say, Herodotus projects of himself
in his Histories with the real Herodotus (5) seems a dangerously naive
thing to do, not to mention Thucydides and Xenophon, who expressly
forestall any identification of author and narrator by employing an
external rather than an internal narrator, even though they themselves
play a role in the historical events. The strict functionality of analepses
and prolepses (1) is a more relevant point, and one that requires fur-
ther exploration. Finally, positing an extra, referential level (3) makes
sense, but is not unproblematic. There may be very little material from
which to reconstruct this level, as is often the case in ancient history,
with its relative lack of documents and archives. Also, this level itself is
no narrative (yet): it is the historiographer who turns historical events
into a narrative, for one thing by deciding what is ‘the beginning, mid-
dle, and end’. In other cases, this level may consist of the narratives of
oral sources or written predecessors.”’” All in all, I am inclined to follow
Quintilian, who considers ancient historiography as ‘close to poetry’
and ‘in a sense a kind of prose poem, which is told to narrate, not
to win a case’.?® Historiographical and biographical texts will therefore
take up an important place in the Studies on Ancient Greek Narrative.

27 Seeing that most ancient Greek literature is traditional in the sense that the same
stories are recounted time and again, it may be relevant to posit an extra, referential
level in those cases as well, which would then consist of the narratives of predecessors.

28 Quintilian Institutio Oratoria 10.1.31: est enim [historia] proxima poelis, el quodam modo
carmen solutum est ...
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Embedded narrative

The primary narrator may decide to embed another narrative into his
narrative, either doing the narrating himself (Marcel recalling the story
of Un amour de Swann in Marcel Proust’s A la recherche du temps perdu),
or turning one of the characters into a secondary narrator (Odysseus’
Apologue).

These embedded narratives can fulfil various functions in relation to
the main narrative:* they may be (1) explanatory (when they take the
form of an analepsis which recounts how the present has come to be);
(2) predictive (when they take the form of a prolepsis, which announces
what will happen); (3) thematic (when there is a resemblance between
embedded and primary narrative); (4) persuasive (when the embedded
narrative is intended to influence the further course of events in the
main narrative); or (5) distractive (when there is no relationship at all,
but the embedded narrative is told to entertain, as is often the case
in frame-narratives like the Canterbury Tales or Decamerone). Needless to
say, an embedded narrative can fulfil more than one function at the
same time. In the case of an embedded narrative told by a character, it
may also be relevant to distinguish between the function it has for the
secondary narratee(s), the character(s) who are listening (the ‘argument’
function), and for the primary narratees (the ‘key’ function).

Having introduced the theory of narrators and narratees, it is now
time to turn to the practice of ancient Greek narratives and investigate
the manifold guises that their narrators take.

2 The following discussion is based on Genette [1972] 1980: 231234, [1983] 1988:
92—94; Bal [1985] 1997: 52—60; and Andersen 1987a.
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CHAPTER ONE
HOMER

L} E de fong

The primary narrator

Our first acquaintance with the Homeric narrator! is deceptive: in the
proems of both epics ({l. 1.1—7 and Od. 1.1-10) he steps forward openly.
This suggests an overt narrator, who will make clear his presence as a
narrating and focalizing subject throughout. However, after the proems
the narrator largely withdraws into the background.

Even the proems themselves, upon closer inspection, yield little infor-
mation about the persona of the narrator: neither name nor place nor
date. The only thing which we can deduce, in view of the fact that
he addresses the Muses, is that the narrator is a professional singer
(comparable to the characters Phemius and Demodocus in the Odyssey):
these alone invoke the Muses, the ‘patron’ goddesses of their art, where-
as ‘amateurs’, such as Achilles in /liad 9.186-191 or Odysseus in Odyssey
912, do not.

The remainder of the poems offers a few scattered pieces of infor-
mation. The ‘such as men are now’ passages (e.g. 1. 5.302-304),> an
instance of the ‘reference to the narrator’s own time’ motif, make it
clear that the narrator, and by implication his narratees, belong to a
later period than the characters, in other words, that his narration is
subsequent. This difference in time is also suggested by his occasional
use of absolute fofe, ‘then, at that time in the past’ (/. 6.314; 14.287;
Od. 8.74), the expression emati keinoi, ‘on that remote day’ (£l. 2.482 and
4.543), and his—single—reference to the heroes of his tale as hemitheon
genos andron, ‘a race of semi-divine men’ (/I. 12.23).

I De Jong 1987: 4153 and Richardson 1990.
2 Cf. Il 12.378-385, 445-449; 20.285-287. This type of passage does not occur in
the Odyssey.

© 1J.F. de Jong, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_003
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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The Homeric similes have traditionally been seen as windows on the
narrator’s own world. However, many of them describe events of all
times, such as rain, storm, or snow, in short are omnitemporal (as is
also suggested by the presence of gnomic aorists and epic f), and as
such link the heroes of the past, the narrator and his narratees, and us,
the later readers.

The fact that the narrator belongs to a much later time than the
events he is recounting immediately implies that he is external, does
not himself play a role in those events. He is also omniscient, in that
he knows—and reveals—the outcome of events beforehand in numer-
ous prolepses (e.g. ‘this was the beginning of Patroclus’ downfall’: /.
11.604),° and in that he has access to the inner thoughts and emotions
of his characters, primarily in the numerous instances of embedded
focalization (e.g. ‘and Odysseus pondered within him, whether to go
for Melanthius with his cudgel and kill him or pick him up like a
jug and break his head on the ground. But in the end he endured
and restrained himself”: Od. 17.295-238).* In some places the narrator
suppresses his omniscience, introducing instead anonymous spokesmen:
e.g. ‘Athena went to Olympus, where they say (fasi) is the abode of the
gods, unmoving and eternal’ (Od. 6.42).>

The Homeric narrator is also omnipresent: he recounts what hap-
pens among the gods on Mount Olympus and among the heroes on
carth, in the Greek camp and in Troy, on Ithaca and such remote
places as the island of Calypso, regularly switching back and forth
between the different locations.

An external, omniscient, and omnipresent narrator is in fact the
archetypal narrator of early storytelling. Interestingly enough, the Ho-
meric narrator accounts for his omniscience: it is the result of his
collaboration with the Muses, who are eyewitnesses of everything that
happens in the world (/. 2.485), and whom he calls on not only in
his proems but in various other places throughout his narrative (see
below).® This explicit motivation of his omniscience is related to the

3 Narratorial prolepses are found in equal measure in fiad and Odyssey; discussions
and inventories in Duckworth 1933; Hellwig 1964: 54-58; de Jong 1987: 86-89; and
Richardson 1990: 132-139.

* Embedded focalization takes up about 5 per cent of the texts of fliad and Odyssey;
de Jong 1987: 101-148, 1994; Richardson 19g9o: 126-132.

5 Cf. II. 2.783 and 17.674.

6 For the Homeric Muses, see Svenbro 1976: 11—45; Murray 1981; de Jong 1987:

45-53; and Ford 1992: 57-89.



L].F. DE JONG — HOMER 15

proto-historiographical function of the epics.” Although brought as en-
tertainment (cf. e.g. Od. 8.62—q9), they are much more than that. They
tell of the deeds of heroes of the past, for whom their status, the respect
paid them by their peers, is a central concern. Next to land and riches,
one of the most important means of gaining status is kleos, one’s glorious
reputation as ‘doer of deeds and speaker of words’ (cf. II. 9.443). In
the oral society in which these heroes live, there are two things that
preserve this kleos for generations to come: grave-mounds (cf.,, e.g. II.
7.86—91) and tales. Most of these tales are no more than hearsay (cf.
1l. 2.486), but professional singers like the narrator can claim to offer
the historical truth, precisely because of their collaboration with the
Muses.

The Homeric concept of historical truth is not the same as the mod-
ern one. What is aspired to is a vivid evocation of the past, rather than
an accurate and painstaking reconstruction of that past.® The narrator
brings the past alive (e.g. by frequently allowing the heroes themselves
to speak) and transports his narratees back to that past (by narrat-
ing events so graphically that they almost become eyewitnesses). This
means that he allows himself a great deal of amplification and inven-
tion, while leaving intact the core of the story (which was presumably
quite small). Here the Homeric narrator sets the tone for all traditional®
and historical literature to come: lyric poets, tragedians, and historians
alike will take the liberty of amplifying and adapting the events they
relate.

After the proems the Homeric narrator withdraws into the back-
ground and narratorial interventions are rare. On occasion we find:

— Muse-invocations: e.g. ‘tell me now, Muses, who have your homes
on the Olympus, whoever came first against Agamemnon, either
of the Trojans or of the illustrious allies?” (/. 11.218-220),'° which
not only explain and authorize the narrator’s omniscience, but
also serve to enhance the significance of a scene or hero. Closely
related to these are utterances such as ‘there whom first and whom

7 Cf. Strasburger 1972 and Ford 1992.

8 Andersen 1987b; Finkelberg 1990; Ford 1992: 49—56; Bowie 1993: 8—20; Pratt 1993:
1-53; and Bakker 1997: 156-183.

91 use ‘traditional’ here to refer to all literature that makes use of a body of
given stories. Only comedy and Hellenistic literature will introduce non-traditional,
i.e. purely invented stories.

10°Cf. Il. 2.484—493, 761—762; 11.218-220; 14.508-510; 16.112—113; never in the Odys-
sey.
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last did he kill?’ (Zl. 5.703—704)," which though ostensibly questions
(addressed to the Muses) are in fact expressive statements.

— apostrophes, when the narrator addresses one of his characters
with a vocative and then switches (for one or two lines) to second-
person narration: e.g. “Then who killed you first, who last, Patro-
clus, when the gods called you to your death? (ZI. 16.692—-693).
Though not all scholars agree, this marked way of narration seems
a sign of compassion or sympathy on the part of the narrator.'?

— gnomic utterances: e.g. ‘Zeus’ will is always the stronger; he terri-
fies even a brave man, and takes away his victory, easily, after he
has himself urged him to fight’ (/. 16.688-670)."

— evaluative comments: e.g. ‘the dream went away and left Aga-
memnon believing things in his heart that were not to be accom-
plished. For he thought that on that very day he would take Priam’s
city; fool, who knew nothing of all the things Leus planned to accom-
plish, who was yet minded to visit tears and sufferings on Tro-
jans and Greeks alike in strong battles.” (/[. 2.35—40), or ‘this man
spoke among the overbearing suitors’ (Od. 20.291)."* While these—
sparse—comments in the f/iad tend to stress either the glorious or
the tragic nature of the heroes (who march towards their death
without knowing it), in the Odyssey they are negative or criti-
cal (mainly concerning the suitors, who persist in their criminal
behaviour despite numerous warnings). Sometimes we are dealing
with metanarrative comments: ‘it is difficult for me to relate all
these things like a god’ (/I 12.176), which can be considered an
early instance of the ‘aporia’ motif, or ‘But the mass I could not
describe nor mention by name, not even if I had ten tongues, ten
mouths, an unbreakable voice and a bronze heart ... The leaders
of the ships, however, I will name and the total sum of their ships’
({l. 2.488-493), an instance of the ‘recusatio’ motif.

— ‘if not’-situations: e.g. ‘Now wretched Odysseus would have per-

ished, beyond his destiny, had not the gray-eyed goddess Athena

1 Cf. II. 11.299—300 and 16.692-693.

12 Yamagata 1989, which also discusses older literature.

13 Cf. 1. 20.264—266. In fact, these are the only two instances, since gnomic utter-
ances are almost exclusively voiced by characters; Lardinois 1997: 229-233.

4 Cf. 1l 2.38, 873; 4.194; 6.234, 262; 12.113, 127; 13.560; 16.46; 16.685-691; 17.293;
18.4, 3I1-913; 20.411, 445; 22.5; 22.158-161, 402—404; Od. 1.8; 2.156, 324 = 4.769 =
17.482 = 20.375 = 21.361; 4.627 = 17.169, 772; 13.170; 17.233; 19.62; 22.31-33; 23.152;
24.469. De Jong 1987: 18—20; Griffin 1986; and Richardson 1990: 158-166.
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given him forethought’ (Od. 5.436—437)."> They create tension (is
the ‘Odysseus’ story coming to an end here, with the death of the
hero?) or pathos (once again our hero is facing death).

In the eighteenth century the covert nature of the Homeric nar-
rator led to the communis opinio that the narrative style of the Iliad
and Odyssey was distanced and impassive, and that the events told
themselves. It is only in the last decades that studies have shown
this view to be questionable: though ‘invisible’, the Homeric nar-
rator is very active, ‘rigorously controlling our beliefs, our inter-
ests, and our sympathies’.'® Some of the more important means of
implicit evaluation or emotionalization by the narrator are:

— descriptions: e.g. Eumaeus’ yard and home, which he built himself
in order to take proper care of his master’s pigs (Od. 14.5-28),
immediately characterize him as a loyal servant; Andromache’s
headdress, ‘which golden Aphrodite had given her on the day
when Hector of the shining helmet led her from the house of
Eetion, after he had given countless gifts’ (/. 22.468—472), evokes
the pathos of her situation following Hector’s death.!”

— comparisons and similes: e.g. the comparison of two young war-
riors to tall pine trees at the moment of their death (/. 5.539—540)
evokes pathos.!'

— motifs: e.g. the death of the Trojan Hippothous in /. 17.900—303
(‘he collapsed ... far away from generous Larisa, and he could
not render again the care of his dear parents; he was short-lived,
beaten down beneath the spear of high-hearted Ajax’) combines
the three pathetic motifs of ‘far from home’, ‘short life’, and
‘bereaved parents’.

— juxtaposition; e.g. by narrating the suitors’ gleeful anticipation of
Telemachus’ trip abroad and Euryclea’s concern one after the

" Cf. further Il 2.155-156; 3.373-375; 5-22-24, 311-313, 679-680; 6.73-76; 7.104—
108, 273-276; 8.90—91, 130182, 217-219; 11.310-312, 504—507; 12.2900-293; 13.723725;
15.121-127,459464; 16.698—701; 17.70—73, 319-325, 530—532,613-614; 18.151-152+ 165~
168; 20.288—291; 21.211-213, 544-546; 22.202—204; 23.154-155, 382-384, 490491, 540—
5425 733-7345 24-713—715; Od. 5.426—427; 14.32—94; 16.220—221; 21.125-128, 226—227;
23.241—242. De Jong 1987: 68—77; Richardson 1990: 187-191; Nesselrath 1992; and
Louden 1993.

16 Booth [1961] 1983: 4—5 and de Jong 1987.

17" Griffin 1980: 1+449.

18 Griffin 1980: 103-143.
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other (Od. 2.301-381), the narrator underlines the depravity of the
former, the affection of the latter."”

The main story

There 1s a remarkable difference between the emphatic and explicit
openings of the lliad and Odyssey (the proems) and their unobtrusive
and unmarked endings. The proems, which as we have seen, take the
form of Muse-invocations, serve to mark the transition from the real
world to the narrated world by introducing the mediator between the
two (the narrator), to give an idea of what the story which follows is
about, and to indicate its starting point.

The lack of formalized endings has been linked to the oral back-
ground of the Homeric epics:? as is clear from Od. 8.536-543, where
the singing of Demodocus is abruptly interrupted by Alcinous, singers
always had to reckon with the possibility of suddenly having to end
their song; this circumstance was not conducive to the development
of elaborate endings. This does not mean, however, that the /liad and
Odyssey have no closure. This is effected by ring-composition (books 1
and 24 of the Iliad both feature a divine assembly, a father coming to
the enemy camp to release his child, and summarized periods of nine
and eleven days; books 1—2 and 24 of the Odyssey both feature divine
councils and Ithacan assemblies), by a curtain call of the major charac-
ters in lliad 23—24 (notably the Games) and Odyssey 23—24, and by the
presence of natural closural motifs such as burial (of Hector, the suitors,
and Achilles) and reconciliation (between Priam and Achilles and—
temporarily—the Greeks and the Trojans; and between Odysseus and
the families of the dead suitors).”!

Secondary narrators and embedded narratives

In addition to the primary narrator, the Homeric epics feature a host
of secondary narrators. In the first place there are heroes recounting
events from their own past: e.g. Nestor (. 1.267-273; 7.132-156; 11.671—

19 Goldhill 1988a.

20 Van Groningen 1958: 70—77.

2l Whitman 1958: 249—284; Macleod 1982: 28—34; Taplin 1992: 251—284; de Jong
2001: Introduction to Book 24.
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761; 29.629-643), Phoenix (/. 9.447—484), and Eumaeus (Od. 15.409—
486). The Odyssey in particular contains many long embedded narra-
tives, which made ‘Longinus’ remark that ‘most of the Odyssey is nar-
rative’ (On the Sublime 9.13). An important group are the nostoi-stories
of Nestor (Od. 3.130-185), Menelaus (Od. 3.276—302+311-312; 4.351—
586), Agamemnon (5.193-198; 4.512—537; 11.405-504), and of course
Odysseus himself (Od. 3.153-164; 4.555-560; g—12), which are told in
several instalments and foreshadowed in Phemius’ song in 1.326-327:
‘he sang of the Achaeans’ bitter homecoming from Troy which Athena
had inflicted upon them’. A special case is that of Odysseus’ many lying
tales (the first in 13.253-286), which serve to back up his disguise as
a beggar and which display a shrewd and ever-changing mix of true
and invented elements (not seldom allomorphs of his real adventures).
Except for Athena, all the listeners totally believe these tales, which
led Aristotle to comment that ‘Homer most of all has taught the other
poets how to tell lies properly’ (Poetics 1460a18—20).

These internal narrators are more restricted in their knowledge than
the omniscient and omnipresent external narrator: they do not know
the future, cannot read the minds of other characters, and cannot
be present everywhere. Occasionally these restrictions are effectively
exploited: the fact that on his way home from Troy Nestor becomes
separated from Odysseus makes it impossible for him to tell Telema-
chus about the whereabouts of his father (Od. 3.160-185), and therefore
necessitates the youth’s visit to Menelaus. But more often they are
circumvented by allowing the internal narrators to use their ex eventu
knowledge. Thus Nestor knows what lies ahead of him in Od. 3.160—
161, Odysseus can read the minds of his companions in Od. 10.415-417,
and knows what took place on Mt. Olympus in Od. 12.474-390. Only
their references to divine interventions are, almost without exception,
non-specific (theos, theot, daimon, eus).?

An important difference between the external primary narrator and
the internal secondary narrators is their use of emotional and evalua-
tive words. As we have seen above, the narrator seldom makes explicit
comments; characters, however, quite regularly employ emotional lan-

22 Cf. further 14.192-3509; 17.415-444; 18.138-140 and 19.75-80; 19.165-202 + 221~
248+ 268-299; and 24.244-279+303-314. For secondary literature, see de Jong 2001: ad
13.253—286, to which Grossardt 1998 should be added.

23 Jorgensen 1904.
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guage in their narratives (as in their speeches in general).?* Thus Achil-
les refers to Apollo’s arrow, which caused the plague, as a ‘bad mis-
sile’ (1. 1.382); Odysseus calls the stormy sea on which his raft floats
‘unspeakable’ (Od. 7.273), Circe’s potion which changed his men into
pigs ‘destructive’ (10.394), the meal which the cannibalistic Laestrygo-
nians made of his men ‘unpleasant’ (10.124), and himself and his men,
under attack by the Ciconians, ‘unfortunate’ (9.53).

Occasionally we find the rare form of second-person narration: e.g
when Zeus reminds Hera how he once punished her (/. 15.18-30) or
when Menelaus recalls how Helen nearly betrayed the Greeks inside
the Wooden Horse (Od. 4.266—288).* This form of narration, which
flows from the fact that the narrator’s addressee plays a role in the
events recounted, also increases the urgency or impact of what is told:
Zeus’ story functions as a threat, Menelaus’ story as an implicit accusa-
tion.

But characters also tell stories about events in which they themselves
have not been involved, in which case they are external secondary nar-
rators. An example is the ‘Meleager’ story, as told by Phoenix in /.
9.527-599, which he introduces as ‘an event of old times, not recent’.?
Here we find the kind of naive, or rather unmotivated omniscience and
omnipresence familiar from fairytale and myth, of which I talked ear-
lier. Another characteristic of this type of embedded narrative is that
it 1s usually told allusively and elliptically: because the stories are well
known, their narrators can suppress details, motives, prehistory, etc.,
relying on the narratees to fill them in, while at the same time stressing
or even expanding those points which are most relevant to the situa-
tion at hand. An example is the story of the battle between the Cen-
taurs and Lapiths, as recounted by Antinous in Od. 21.295-304: all we
are told is that the Centaur Eurytion became drunk in the palace of
Peirithous and that a fight ensued; the larger context (the Centaur’s
attempt to rape Peirithous’ bride Hippodamea) is omitted. Antinous
does dwell on the punishment which the Centaur suffered at the hands
of the Lapiths (they cut off his ears and nose), obviously because this
is the punishment he has in mind for ‘the beggar’/Odysseus, to whom

2+ Griffin 1986; de Jong 1988, 1992.
25 Cf. 1l. 10.285-290; 20.188-104; 21.441457; Od. 24.87-92.
26 Cf. Il. 5.385404; 19.95-133; 24.602-617; Od. 21.295-304.
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he is telling this story. This allusive style will become typical of choral
narration (— Pindar, — Aeschylus, — Sophocles) and Hellenistic poetry
(— Theocritus).

Embedded narratives are told either in answer to a question from
the narrator’s interlocutor (e.g. Od. 3.247—252, where Telemachus asks
Nestor to tell him the ‘Oresteia’ story) or spontaneously. In the latter
case they often have an ‘argument’ function and serve either as a horta-
tory paradigm (e.g. when Nestor recalls how the Lapiths, when fighting
the Centaurs listened carefully to his advice, in order to persuade the
Greeks to do the same now: /l. 1.259—274), or as a dissuasive paradigm
(e.g. when Phoenix holds up to Achilles the negative example of Melea-
ger). Tor the primary narratees these embedded narratives may have
an additional ‘key’ function. Thus, the ‘Meleager’ story prepares the
narratees for the development of the story: even more than Meleager,
Achilles will come to regret his refusal to join the fighting in time.

Embedded narratives are clearly marked off as independent units
through the use of ring-composition (e.g. ‘Now you and I must remem-
ber our meal. For even Niobe remembered to eat ... But she remem-
bered to eat when she was worn out with weeping. ... Come then,
we also must remember to eat’: Il. 24.601-602, 613, 618-619), an emo-
tional preamble, which often takes the form of the ‘recusatio’ motif (e.g.
‘I could not tell you all the exploits of enduring Odysseus, so many as
there are. But here is something he did and endured ...”: Od. 4.240—
243)?" or the ‘aporia’ motif (‘what shall I tell you first, what last; for the
gods have given me many sorrows’: Od. 9.14-15), or some form of con-
clusion (‘all this I told you in truth, sorrowful though I am’: Od. 7.297).2
In Od. 11.328-332 Odysseus uses the same ‘recusatio’ motif to conclude—
somewhat abruptly—his narrative; this anticipates the later Abbruchs-
formel (— Pindar).

A special type of embedded narrative is formed by the songs of
Demodocus (0d. 8.73—92, 266-566, 499—520). Strictly speaking, he is
not a secondary narrator, since his songs are quoted in indirect rather
than direct speech (Demodocus ‘began singing the story about the love
of Ares and Aphrodite, how they first lay together in the house of
Hephaestus, secretly ..."), which after a few lines becomes an indepen-
dent construction (And Ares gave many presents and defiled the bed
of Hephaestus’). In this way the voices of primary and secondary nar-

27 Cf. Od. 3.113-114; 7.241-243; 11.517-520.
28 Cf. II. 7.155; Od. 8.516-520; 11.328-330; 12.450-453; 14.359.
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rator merge. The first and third song, dealing with episodes from the
beginning and the end of the Trojan War respectively, also provide us
with the rare situation of an external narrator—albeit unwittingly—
addressing an internal narratee (Odysseus). The figures of the singers
Demodocus and Phemius can be considered narratorial alter egos, in
that they are a mirror of the primary narrator, who as we saw earlier
himself is a professional singer.

Primary and secondary narratees

Like the primary narrator, the primary narratees are largely covert.
Only the lliad contains explicit traces of them, in the form of the
‘indefinite second person’ device (‘there you could have seen’, e.g. Il.
4.229—225)* and the ‘anonymous witness’ device (‘and there no more
could a man have disparaged the fighting’, /l. 4.539-542).*° But their
implicit presence is unmistakable and essential: they are the active
recipients of the narrative devices of the narrator, the ones who pick
up the pathos or feel the suspense he creates. Their presence can also
be sensed in:

— gar-clauses, which anticipate their questions (e.g the explanation
that gods do not eat bread or wine anticipates the question of why
the gods have no blood but ichor: Il. 5.539-542).°!

— ‘presentation through negation’ passages, which contradict exist-
ing expectations or create new ones (e.g. the fact that Patroclus did
not take Achilles’” spear with him in //. 16.140-144 both contradicts
an expectation based on other arming scenes and creates tension:
what will be the role of this spear, which he has so conspicuously
left behind?).

— rhetorical questions (e.g., ‘of the others, who could mention their
names, so many of the Greeks as aroused battle behind them?’: 1/.
17.2060—2061).%

— a very special way in which the existence of the narratees is
evoked, is when characters foresee that they themselves or people

2 Cf. 4.429431; 5.85-86; 15.697-698; 17.366—367. Discussion in de Jong 1987: 5457
and Richardson 1990: 174-178.

30 Cf. II. 13.343344; 4-421; de Jong 1987: 58—60.

31 De Jong 1987: 91—93 and Richardson 1990: 141-148.

32 Cf. Il. 22.202—204 and Od. 22.12—14.



L].F. DE JONG — HOMER 23

around them one day will become the subject of song ‘for people
to come’ (essomenoist): 1. 6.957-358.%

More tangible are the numerous secondary narratees, characters who
listen to stories told by other characters. Their function is more than
just that of passive listener; in many cases we see how secondary narra-
tors adapt their story to the recipient. This is most apparent in the case
of repeated stories, since here we are able to make comparisons. Thus
when the ‘Oresteia’ story is recounted to Telemachus, the emphasis is
on the role of Orestes, whose example he should follow (Od. 1.298-302
and 3.193—200); when recounted to Odysseus, the role of Agamemnon
is stressed, whose fate at the hands of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra he
must avoid (Od. 11.409—456).** But even a story which is told only once
may be clearly tailored to its addressee: the song of Ares and Aphrodite
(Od. 8.266—366), which recounts how after a faux pas one man makes
amends to another, is intended to appease ‘the stranger’/Odysseus,
who has been insulted by Euryalus, but will soon receive conciliatory
words and gifts.

The embedded narratives, especially those of the Odyssey, trigger a
wide range of reactions from the secondary narratees, from aesthetic
admiration (e.g. Alcinous in 11.363-369) and emotional involvement
(e.g. Eumaeus in 14.361-362), to enchantment (e.g. Phaeacians in 13.1—2
or Eumaeus in 17.515-521). These reactions may help us to determine
the intended reaction of the primary narratees to the fliad and Odyssey
themselves, which I see as a combination of these three.

One last aspect of the Homeric narrative style that deserves our
attention here is the brilliant handling of the hierarchy of narrators
and narratees, especially in the Odyssey. Firstly, the primary narrator
carefully distributes the presentation of one and the same story over
different secondary narrators (notably in the case of the ‘nostos’ sto-
ries of Agamemnon, Menelaus, and Odysseus, which are recounted in
several instalments by different speakers).®* Secondly, he arranges for
the interests of primary and secondary narratees to coincide (e.g. in
Od. 8.572—576, where Alcinous’ request to ‘the stranger’/Odysseus to
at last tell him about his wanderings reflects the curiosity of the pri-
mary narratees, who since the proem have also been waiting to hear

33 Cf. 0d. 3.203—204; 8.579—580; 24.196—202.

3+ The same phenomenon can be observed in the case of the “Tydeus’ stories (ZI.
4.372-399; 5.801-808; and 10.285-290) and Odysseus’ lying tales.

35 De Jong 2001: Appendix C.
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about those wanderings). Thirdly, he quells the curiosity of a tertiary
narratee and a secondary narratee at the same time (e.g. in Od. 4.535—
560, where Proteus’ information about Odysseus’ whereabouts is as rel-
evant to Menelaus, Proteus’ addressee in the past, as to Telemachus,
Menelaus’ addressee in the present). Fourthly, he superbly adapts the
interests of a secondary narrator to those of himself (e.g. when in his
Apologue Odysseus comes to the point of his stay with Calypso, and
stops narrating; for Odysseus it would have been the second time he
recounted this episode, for the primary narrator the third time ...).

In conclusion, I would like to draw attention to what is perhaps the
greatest masterstroke of that covert but almighty Homeric narrator. He
repeatedly compares the hero of the Odyssey to a singer, notably in
a simile at the climax of the story, when Odysseus, who is stringing
the bow with which he will strike the first—decisive—blow against
his enemies, i1s compared to a singer stringing his lyre (Od. 21.406—
409).% The message implied by this comparison is relevant to the entire
history of ancient Greek narrative: heroes may perform great deeds,
but their eternal fame depends on the narrators who turn those deeds
into stories.

3 Cf. 11.363—369 and 17.518-521. Moulton 1977: 145-153; Thalmann 1984: 170-173;
and Murnaghan 1987: 148-154.



CHAPTER TWO
HESIOD

R. Niinlist

Theogony

Of all the surviving Greek texts, the Theogony is the first to give its
narrator a name: Hesiod.!

And once they [sc. the Muses] taught Hesiod fine singing, as he tended
his lambs below holy Helicon. This is what the goddesses said to me first,
the Olympian Muses, daughters of Zeus the aegis-bearer.

(Th. 22—25, transl. West)

Despite the transition from third to first person (‘Hesiod ... me’) there
can be little doubt that they designate the same person.? The transition
can be paralleled from the opening sections of Hecataeus, Herodotus,
and Thucydides.> Hesiod’s case is admittedly somewhat different be-
cause he becomes a character in his own story (i.e. an internal narra-
tor).

Hesiod’s Dichterwethe (on which more below) forms part of the so-
called ‘Hymn to the Muses’ (Th. 1—103), which is best separated from
the rest of the Theogony for a narratological analysis. Whereas the main
part of the Theogony (104—end) is much closer to the Homeric epics
(see below), the ‘Hymn to the Muses’ shares many features with the
‘Homeric hymns’.*

In the first line of the ‘Hymn’, a self-conscious narrator proclaims
in the first-person plural (‘let us begin our singing’) that the Muses

! This is not to say that Hesiod actually was the first Greek poet to mention his
name (so e.g. Jaeger [1933] 1954: 111). This question is better left open because the texts
of Homer’s and Hesiod’s predecessors have not been transmitted to posterity.

2 Differently and, to my mind, unconvincingly Ballabriga 1996.

3 Hecataeus 1 F 1a FGH, Herodotus proem vs. 1.5.3. etc., Thucydides 1.1.1. vs. 1.1.3.
etc.

* For a detailed comparison see Friedlinder 1914.

© R. Niinlist, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_004
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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are to be his subject matter. The narrator then ‘disappears’, and the
subject matter is immediately expanded after an introductory relative
pronoun (74. 2). The same structure (narrator’s ‘I’ as subject of the first
sentence, subject matter +relative pronoun) is to be found in a number
of ‘Homeric hymns’ (—).> The relative pronoun starts off the narrative,
which in the present case is simultaneous and iterative.

The term ‘simultaneous iterative narration’ and the claim that T#.
2—21 is actually narrative need a brief explanation, because many schol-

ars work on the basis of the following equations: ‘past tense = nar-
rative’ vs. ‘present tense (and “timeless” aorists) = non-narrative’.® It
is, however, preferable to apply Genette’s distinction between ‘singu-
lative’ and ‘iterative’ narration. Singulative narration means ‘narrating
once what happened once’, iterative narration means ‘narrating once
what happened n times’.” This distinction, then, i3 to be combined with
a second, namely between ‘simultaneous’ and ‘subsequent’ narration
(— Introduction). Admittedly, simultaneous iterative narration is rather
uncommon, but in the present case Hesiod’s choice was dictated by the
subject matter. Unlike singular events (birth, encounters, etc.), recurring
activities require a simultaneous iterative narration because gods are
immortal.? The equation ‘present tense = non-narrative = descriptive’
1s also misleading, because it does not do justice to a dynamic activity
like the dance and song of the Muses (74. 2—21, 36—52) or Apollo’s jour-
ney to the assembly of the gods with subsequent dancing and singing
(h.Ap. 182—206). Scenes like these should not « priori be equated with the
gods’ more static ‘appearance, possessions, haunts and spheres of activ-
ity’.? For these I suggest expanding Genette’s model with the notion
of durative (or omnitemporal) narration (‘narrating once what happens

permanently’; e.g. Th. 6ob—1, 63—64, etc.).

5 Alternatively, the narrator may begin with a request to the Muses (— Homeric
Hymns).

6 E.g Janko 1981: 11; Miller 1986; West 1989. However, Janko and West disagree on
the status of 7h. 5—21 (see below n. g).

7 Genette 1980: 113-116 = 1972: 145-148; an example of iterative narrative is IL.
1.488-492.

8 Cf. e.g Il. 5.746—747 and 750—751.

9 Janko 1981: 11. As for the status of Th. 2—21 specifically, West’s (1989) explanation
of stetkhon (10) as a present-stem injunctive (similarly the augmented aorists in 7-8) is
more attractive than a slightly awkward transition from simultaneous iterative (2—4) to
subsequent singulative narrative (5-21) which is ‘required by the fact that they (sc. the
Muses) cannot always be singing this particular song’ (Janko 1981: 20). West 1989: 135
rightly points to the very similar song in 36-52.
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After ‘disappearing’ in T#h. 2, the narrator marks his presence again
emphatically in the ‘autobiographical’ Dichterweihe (22—34)."° There, the
Muses instruct him to sing a 7#keogony, which is framed by hymns to
themselves, ‘And they told me to sing of the family of blessed ones who
are for ever, and first and last always to sing of themselves’ (7h. 33—
34). The Abbruchsformel in g5 (‘But what is my business round tree or
rock?’) then leads to a fresh start in §6 (“from the Muses let us begin’),
comparable to the one at the very beginning. After that the narrator
‘disappears’ again, and simultaneous iterative and subsequent singula-
tive narration alternate until the end of the ‘Hymn’."" It is noteworthy
that the ‘Hymn’ does not contain an apostrophe (except for the self-
apostrophe in g6) and therefore does not show explicit signs of a narra-
tee.!?

The main body of the 7heogony is preceded by the narrator’s invoca-
tion of the Muses (104-115) which in principle makes use of the same
rhetorical devices and fulfils the same function as in the Homeric epics:
the external narrator addresses the Muses, asks them to give (him) a
song, and thereby gives an outline of the content and subject matter of
this song. Hesiod’s proem is, therefore, in principle similar to Homer’s.
There are, however, a few differences: most important are the more
frequent addresses of the Muses (7h. 104, 105, 108, 114, 115) and the
specific instruction to relate the story ‘from the beginning’ (74. 115),
whereas the Homeric epics (—) do not start from the beginning.

When the story begins in 74. 116, the obvious and prominent mark-
ers of the narrator’s presence, his own T’ and the ‘you’ of the Muses,
disappear from the text much as they do in Homer. The exceptions are
also comparable: two further invocations of the Muses in Hesiod mark
the transition to a new section with new subject matter.!* Apart from

10°Th. 2728 seem to discuss the question of fiction, but scholars widely disagree on
the exact meaning of the lines, see most recently Katz and Volk 2000 and the literature
cited there.

1" Simultancous iterative (and durative): 37-52, 60b—7, 7172, 79-103; subsequent
singulative: 53-60a, 68—70, 73—79. (— ‘Homeric hymns’ for further details about the
narrative style of the ‘Hymn’.)

12° A similar observation can be made with respect to a number of Homeric hymns
(—), which do not address the deity until the epilogue (E), which again is comparable
in function to Th. 104115 (Friedlander 1914).

13 Th. 963—968 (unions of goddesses with mortal men), 1o1gfl. (unions of gods with
mortal women) which probably sets off the ‘Catalogue of Women’ (— Homer for the
invocations). A majority of scholars doubt the authenticity of 74. go1—1022, but cf. West
(1966: 399): “The most likely explanation is ... that the later poet received a complete
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the three invocations, the Hesiodic narrator—Ilike most narrators in
antiquity—presents himself as omniscient." This includes coverage of
aspects that strictly speaking he cannot know, e.g. an elaborate descrip-
tion of the underworld."

In some respects, the narrator’s presence is even less discernible than
in the Homeric epics: the narrator of the 7Theogony never addresses
his narratee(s), except for five occurrences of the particle #:.'® Other
traces of communication between narrator and narratee(s) do not occur
frequently either:

(1) Presentation through negation (by which the narrator contradicts
the expectation of the narratee)'” does occur (e.g. Th. 488, 529,
687), but is more frequent in Homer.

(2) There 1s a single instance of ‘if not’-situation (again alluding to a
different direction the story could have taken):!®

A thing past help would have come to pass that day, and he [sc. Typhon]
would have become king of mortals and immortals, had the father of
gods and men not taken sharp notice. (Th. 836—838)

(3) Frequent analepses and prolepses are not to be expected because
the Theogony’s structuring principle is primarily genealogical and
not chronological.

(4) Explanations for the benefit of the narratee (in particular expla-
nations and ‘etymologies’ of names) are given, but not very often:
e.g Th. 195200, 209—210, 234—236."

If this seems to point towards a generally covert narrator, the impres-
sion is substantially contradicted by other characteristics of the 7heogo-

Theogony ... and that he remodelled the end in his own style, but following the outlines
of the original’, which, one could add, may well have contained the invocations to the
Muses.

4" A rare qualification of his omniscience is a reference to anonymous spokesmen
(‘they say’: 306), which is, however, problematic because the authenticity of the entire
passage is doubtful.

15 Th. 720-819. Contrast the Homeric narrator, who subtly sidesteps the question of
how he knows what the underworld looks like by making divine characters describe the
underworld (£l. 8.13-16 [Zeus], Od. 10.508-515 [Circe]).

16 Th. 126, 448, 873, 986, 1015. The particle i is virtually absent from the Homeric
narrator-text (of seven Iliadic occurrences in the narrator-text, six concern a character
and only one the narratee: 10.316).

17 De Jong 1987: 61-68.

18 De Jong 1987: 68-8I.

19 Examples only refer to explicit explanations. Obviously, the entire Theogony is
pervaded by a didactic intent.
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ny’s narrator. These make clear that he actually ‘hides” much less than
his notoriously covert Homeric counterpart. These features are:

(1) Considerable reduction of secondary focalization: virtually the
entire Theogony 1s presented from the narrator’s point of view. This
goes together with the remarkable absence of secondary narratives
from Th. 116—end.

(2) Unrestricted use of evaluative terms in the narrator-text: the Ho-
meric (—) distinction between ‘character language’ and ‘narra-
tor language’ virtually confines evaluative terms to the speeches.
The same cannot be said about Hesiod. The narrator-text of the
Theogony contains many words which belong to the Homeric ‘char-
acter language’, e.g.

They [sc. the Titans and the Olympian gods] had been fighting each
other continually now for ten full years, and the fight gave them pain at
heart (thumalges); and to neither side came solution of the butter (khalepos)
strife ... (Th. 635—637, cf. also 500—593 quoted below, which is part of the

notorious misogynistic judgment about women and marriage: 590—612)%°

(3) Direct comments by the narrator, notably their frequency, position
and type. As with his regular use of evaluative terms, the narrator
of the Theogony does not refrain from commenting on his own
narrative. The possible functions of these comments are
(3a) to make clear the structure of the text, e.g. by summarizing

the preceding section, e.g. “That is the descendance of Ceto
and Phorcys’ (7h. 36, cf. 265264, 562363, 448—449, 613,
at the end of the Prometheus episode).

(3b) to make statements of ‘eternal truth’ (gnomes, aetiological
explanations), e.g. ‘For from her [sc. Pandora] is descended
the female sex, a great affliction to mortals as they dwell
with their husbands—mno fit partners for accursed Poverty,
but only for Plenty’ (Th. 590-593, cf. 556—557 quoted below).

(3¢) to evaluate the act of narrating itself, e.g. ‘It is hard for a
mortal man to tell the names of them all, but each of those
peoples knows them that live near them’ (74. 369—370).

20 For lack of statistically reliable material (only 8 speeches with a total of g4 lines),
it cannot be ruled out with certainty that Hesiod distinguished between ‘character
language’ and ‘narrator language’, but in the case of evaluative terms this seems highly
unlikely.
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(3d) to refer to the continuity of, say, cult practice down to the
narrator’s own time, e.g. ‘Even now, when an earthly man

sacrificing fine offerings makes ritual propitiation, he invokes
Hecate’ (Th. 416—418).

Not that comments like these are totally absent from the Homeric
texts,?’ but Hesiod uses them in a rather un-Homeric way, e.g. in the
following passage from Prometheus’ deception of Zeus.

And he [sc. Zeus] grew angry about the lungs, and wrath reached him
to the spirit, when he saw the white oxbones set for a cunning trick.
Euver since that, the peoples on earth have burned white bones for the immortals on
aromatic altars. In great ire Zeus the cloud-gatherer said to him, ‘Son of

Tapetus, ...’ (Th. 554-559)

The aetiological explanation of the Greek sacrifice in 556—557 may not
be inconceivable in Homer, but the narratorial interruption at such a
dramatic point in the scene is unparalleled in Homer.

In terms of narrative style, the Theogony is an extended catalogue
of characters (mostly gods), who may or may not become ‘heroes’
of a narrative section. In the latter case, the narrator simply states
the ‘facts’ (mostly the birth or genealogy of the particular divinity,
regularly expanded by his or her domain or particular achievement).
In the former case, one in a group of divine characters (often the last
mentioned) triggers off a narrative section: Cronus and the castration
of Uranus which leads to new births (7%. 137-206), Zeus overthrows
Cronus (457—505), Prometheus tricks Zeus (521-589), the Hundred-
Handers support Zeus in the Titanomachy (624—720), Typhon fights
against Zeus (836-868).2

Unlike the narrator, the narratee is completely covert. It is, therefore,
impossible to deduce a directly applicable model of how the Theogony’s
narrator envisages an ideal reception of his poem. But it is a fair
assumption that the general description of the singer (aoidos) in the
‘Hymn to the Muses’ is an implicit self-portrait which includes the
desired effect of his poetry:

Though a man’s heart be withered with the grief of recent bereavement,
if then a singer, the servant of the Muses, sings of the famous deeds of

21 Compare e.g. Th. 369—g70 with II. 12.176.

22 The material does not lend itself to a defensible description of how the narrator
introduces and ends these narrative sections. A major stumbling block is the often
disputed authenticity of (groups of) lines in the transmitted text.
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men of old, and of the blessed gods who dwell in Olympus, he soon
forgets his sorrows and thinks no more of his family troubles, quickly
diverted by the goddesses’ gifts. (Th. 98-103)*

Waorks and Days

As with the Theogony, it is best to separate the introductory hymn to
Hesiod’s second poem for the purposes of a narratological analysis,
although the hymn covers ten lines only. Its narrative form and func-
tion are comparable to that of the Theogony (see above). Important dif-
ferences (apart from the length) are that in Works and Days the narrator
starts with an invocation of the Muses* and that this hymn has two
addressees, first the Muses (1—2) and then Zeus (9—10).

In many respects the Works and Days is rather different from the
Theogony. From a narratological point of view, the most remarkable
difference concerns the status of the narrator, who in the Works and
Days is an internal narrator. That is to say, the narrator relates ‘in
his own name’ events in which he himself takes part. The numerous
signs of the narrator’s ‘I’ and the narratee’s ‘you’, which are spread
over the entire poem, sometimes refer to the characters, in particular
the notorious dealings of the two brothers (35-37, 396—-397). More
often, however, these signs refer to the ‘I’ as narrator and to the ‘you’
as narratee.” This led to the impression that the poem resembles a
speech and therefore ‘ist eine einzige verselbstindigte und zum Epos
erweiterte “Rede” ermahnenden Charakters’.? Although Jaeger does
not say so explicitly, this impression is due not only to the ubiquitous
signs of the ‘I’ and the ‘you’, but also to the preponderance of the

23 Similarly, the birth of the Muses is described as ‘oblivion of ills and respite from
cares’ (Th. 55).

2+ ‘Muses from Pieria, who glorify by songs, come to me, tell of Zeus your father ...’
(W&D 1-2) instead of ‘From the Muses of Helicon let us begin our singing’ (7%. 1), cf.
‘Homeric hymns’ (—).

25 Signs of the narrator are pronouns and verb forms in the first person (W&D 10,
35, 37, 106, 174, etc.), signs of the narratee apostrophes (27, 213, 274, 286, 299, 397, 611,
633, 641; 248, 263), pronouns and verb forms in the second person (33, 34, 35, 37, 39,
43, 44, 45, etc.). Perhaps the most important signs are the numerous imperatives (and
infinitives used as imperatives). Through them the presence is felt both of the narrator
and of the narratee because they can be paraphrased as: ‘I tell you to do x and not to
doy’

26 Jaeger [1933] 1954: 101 with n. 1.
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present tense (= simultaneous narration),” whereas the narrator-text
of most narrative texts is dominated by the past tense (= subsequent
narration). In short, the primary story of the Works and Days is one
of the relatively few examples in Western literature of a simultaneous
narration with a dominant internal narrator and a well-represented
internal narratee.

The resemblance to speech is not so surprising if one takes into
account parallel texts from the Near East,?® which to a large extent
consist of speech (sometimes in dialogue). An important difference from
Hesiod is, however, that most of these parallel texts contain a framing
narrative, in which a (usually external) narrator introduces the speaker
and his addressee.”? However, in Works and Days this framing narrative
1s lacking,® but the last line of the proem (‘I should like to tell Perses
words of truth’> W&D 10) seems to indirectly fulfill this introductory
function, as if the text read ‘I (will) tell Perses the (following) words of
truth: “I see there is not only one strife ...””* In other words, Works and
Days comes close to what Gérard Genette calls ‘reduced metadiegetic’
or ‘pseudo-diegetic’, i.e. the elimination of the framing narrative level.*

In view of this narrative trick, one should speak of the ‘primary’ and
‘secondary’ stories of the Works and Days in inverted commas only. In
terms of the narrative situation, it is legitimate to compare the Works and
Days to elegies by Tyrtaeus or Solon, which also ‘suppress’ the framing

7 E.g. “for Hunger goes always with a work-shy man. Gods and men disapprove of
that man who lives without working. [...] It is from work that men are rich in flocks
and wealthy, and a working man is much dearer to the immortals. Work is no reproach,
but not working is a reproach’ (W&D go2—311).

28 West 1978: gif.

2 Cf. e.g. the Sumerian Instructions of Suruppak, part of which is quoted in translation
by West (1978: 4): “The intelligent one, who knew the (proper) words, and was living
in Sumer, [...] Suruppak gave instructions to his son: “My son, let me give you
instructions, may you pay attention to them!”” Here and in many other cases, the
addressee is the speaker’s son.

30 Schmidt 1986: 18.

31 The speech-like quality of W&D 11ff. is underlined by the particle ara in 11, which
is operational at the level of interaction between speaker and addressee (Duhoux 1997;
Wakker 1997: 212—213). On W&D 11 see also Most 1993: 77-80 and Scodel 1996: 72—79.

32 “These forms of narrating where the metadiegetic way station, mentioned or not,
is immediately ousted in favor of the first narrator, which to some extent economizes on
one (or sometimes several) narrative level(s)—these forms we will call reduced metadiegetic
(implying: reduced to the diegetic), or pseudo-diegetic’ (Genette 1980: 236—237 = 1972:
247). The archetype of this form is found in Plato’s (—) Theaetetus: Eucleides represents
Socrates speaking directly to Theodorus and Theaetetus, thereby omitting the interca-
lated speech formulae like ‘I said’ or ‘he said’.
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narrative and immediately start with the ‘speech’. However, subject
matter and the frequent apostrophes of the narratee Perses point more
in the direction of Theognis and his narratee Cyrnus.*

As for the narratee of the Works and Days, it should be emphasized
that Perses is the dominant but not the only explicit narratee. W&D
248 and 262—263 (and implicitly also 202) are addressed to the ‘kings’
(basiles). And although the explicit narratee mostly is his brother Perses,
the narrator presupposes a wider audience, especially in the passages
that contain instructions of a general type.**

The subject matter and rhetoric of the Works and Days are didac-
tic and instructive in nature. The narrator, therefore, is almost liter-
ally omniscient. In order to back his argumentation, he incorporates a
number of ‘secondary’ narratives (the myth of Pandora, the five gen-
erations, the fable of the hawk and the nightingale), which are set off
explicitly from the ‘primary’ narrative. E.g. ‘If you will, I will summa-
rize another tale for you, well and skilfully—mind you take it in’ (W&D
106—107).

The passage caps the preceding myth of Pandora and at the same
time introduces that of the five generations. Both ‘secondary’ narratives
are called a logos. Similarly, the fable of the hawk and the nightingale is
introduced as an ainos (202). Given the simultaneous nature of the ‘pri-
mary’ narrative, these ‘secondary’ narratives by necessity are instances
of external analepsis. The only exception is the fifth and last genera-
tion to which the narrator himself belongs. Its dreadful fate is described
in a long pessimistic prolepsis (‘they will not do x, they will not do y™:
176—201). The generally analeptic character of the ‘secondary’ narra-
tives has as a consequence that—unlike the examples given above—
they can also be introduced by a verb in the past tense only, that is,
by means of a temporal shift, e.g. the myth of Pandora, ‘But Zeus con-
cealed it [sc. men’s food], angry because Prometheus’ crooked cunning
had tricked him’ (W&D 47-48). The ubiquitous T’ of the narrator (see

33 Tyrtaeus and Solon are compared e.g. by Jaeger ([1933] 1954: 100—101), Theognis
e.g by West (1978: 23). Phocylides is a different case because the recurring half-
line ‘And the following is by Phocylides too’ (fr. 1.1 etc. Gentili-Prato) in function
resembles the introductory narrator-text. Conversely, the Precepts of Chiron appear to
start immediately with Chiron’s ‘speech’ (‘Hes.” fr. 283 M-W). Further parallels to
W&D may be found in Parmenides and Empedocles and their narratees (anonymous
and Pausanias, respectively). In both cases, the fragmentary status precludes a decision
about the presence or absence of a framing narrative.

3% Schmidt 1986.
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above) inevitably eclipses the other indications of his presence (evalua-
tive language etc.), which are treated in a similar way as in the 7heogony
(see there).

To summarize: after a short introductory hymn, the Works and Days
consists of a pseudo-diegetic and simultaneous narrative, in which a
highly discernible internal narrator is almost constantly at the elbow of
his narratee Perses and, through him, of his narratees in general.



CHAPTER THREE
THE HOMERIC HYMNS

R. Niinlist

The so-called Homeric hymns were written by different poets and
their dates of composition seem to vary greatly.! It is, nevertheless,
justifiable to treat them as a group here because of their structural
similarities, especially in terms of narrative technique. For virtually all
the Homeric hymns have the following narrative structure: (A) The
narrator introduces (B) his subject matter (usually the god to whom
the hymn is dedicated), (C) followed by a relative pronoun, which (D)
sets off the primary story. At the very end, (E) the narrator addresses
the god in question in an epilogue. In fact, the invocation (E) of the
god provides formal closure to the preceding primary narrative and in
function mirrors the relative pronoun (C) at the beginning.?

The introduction (A) by the external narrator (which in form and
function resembles the proems of Homer or Hesiod) can take two
forms:?

(A) The narrator self-consciously announces (B) his subject matter in
the first person, e.g.

‘Of Demeter the lovely-haired, the august goddess first I sing ...’
(h.Dem. 1, transl. West)*

(A”) The narrator invokes the Muse(s) to sing a song about (B) the
subject matter, e.g.

' About the authors of the Homeric hymns one knows next to nothing (cf. however
West 1975 for an attempt to identify the author of 4.4p.). Their dates of composition are
vague and/or controversial. The most promising approach seems to be a combination
of linguistic and historical arguments (Janko 1982, with a table on p. 200).

2 An address to the narratee is a typical means with which to end a narrative.

3 Unlike the narrator of Hesiod’s ‘Hymn to the Muses’, who once turns into an
internal narrator (7h. 22-34; — Hesiod), the narrators of the Homeric hymns without
exception are external: they are not themselves a character in their stories.

+ This type is found in A.Dem., h.Ap., h. 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 22, 23, 25, 26,
27, 28, 30; cf. Hes. Th. 1, Ap.Rh. 1.1—2.

© R. Niinlist, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_005
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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‘Sing of Hermes, Muse, the son of Zeus and Maia ... (h.Herm. 1)°

The ‘T of the narrator and the ‘you’ of the narratee are absent from
parts (B) through (D) of the hymns, which for that reason contain little
more information about the narrator than that his story is located
in a distant past which precedes him by an unspecified number of
years. In other words, the bulk of the hymns consists of subsequent
narration.® Only the short introduction (A) and the similarly short
epilogue (E) show traces of ‘I" and ‘you’, the most obvious signs of
the presence of the narrator and the narratee. This observation holds
for the majority of the hymns, the most important exception being
the Hymn to Apollo with its remarkable mixture of ‘second person’ and
‘third person’ narrations.” Two explanations of the general rule are
conceivable, which are not mutually exclusive: (i) The Homeric hymns’
general similarity to the Homeric epics, which includes diction etc., also
extends to their primary narrators, who are similarly covert and equally
reluctant to address the narratee directly® (i1) As the epilogue (E) in
each case shows, the narratee of the hymn is the god to whom the
hymn is dedicated, but who is also the ‘hero’ of (D) the primary story.
(Needless to say, the ultimate narratees of the hymns are, of course, the
human audience, who, however, cannot be addressed, lest the phthonos
theon [envy of the gods] be roused.) More frequent references to the
god-narratee would, therefore, make the narrator switch back and
forth between ‘he/she’ and ‘you’. This, in fact, is what happens in the
exceptional Hymn to Apollo (and probably also in the fragmentary Hymn
to Dionysus 1). But its effect is rather odd, which may be the reason why
the other poets avoid it altogether.

5 The second type is found in hHerm., hAphr., h. 9, 14, 17, 19, 20, 31, 32, 33; cf.
Hom. Il 1.1, Od. 1.1, Hes. W&D. 1. A third type begins with an invocation of the god
to whom the hymn is dedicated: 4. 8 (which is exceptional in several other respects and
probably does not belong to the collection: e.g. Richardson 1974: g), 21, 24 and 29.

6 For temporal markers (in addition to the ubiquitous past tense) see £.Dem. 10, 97,
451, hAp. 101, h.-Herm. 73, 233, 513, h.Aphr. 54 (in all eight cases the adverb fote ‘then’).
Conversely, markers which point to the narrator’s own time are rare: h.Herm. 125-126,
508. Cf. the notorious howt nun brotor passages in Homer (—).

7 On the Hymn to Apollo, which is exceptional in several respects, see below; the
other exceptions are 4. 8, 21, 22, 24, 29 and 30 (cf. the exceptions in n. 5).

8 This reluctance to address the narratee extends to an avoidance of the particle
tor in the narrator-text (for Homer and Hesiod see chapter on Hesiod). Apart from the
exceptional Hymn to Apollo, there are only three instances of fo: in the narrator-text,
all from the Hymn to Hermes (25, 111, 138); cf. Denniston 1954: 537, although his list is
incomplete.
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As it is, little can be gathered from the texts about the narrators
themselves. Both introduction (A) and epilogue (E) are short and rather
standardized. The epilogue, which does not, of course, occur in either
1liad or Odpyssey, often contains a wish to the deity to grant a special
favour, none of which is particularly informative, except perhaps for
‘food in exchange for the song™ and for ‘victory in the present contest’
(h. 6.19—20). The important exception here is again the Hymn to Apollo
(see below).

The Homeric narrator (—) avoids using evaluative terms in the
narrator-text to such an extent that one can differentiate between a
‘character language’ and a ‘narrator language’. The Homeric hymns
are too short to provide statistically reliable results in such a compari-
son. It can, however, be said that explicit comments or evaluations by
the narrator are not much more frequent than in Homer and hardly
ever obtrusive. The most extensive (and for that reason not repre-
sentative) example is the instruction not to divulge the secrets of the
Eleusinian rites.!

... the solemn mysteries which one cannot depart from or enquire about
or broadcast, for great awe restrains us from speaking. Blessed is he of
men on earth who has beheld them, whereas he that is uninitiated in the
rites, or he that has had no part in them, never enjoys a similar lot down
in the musty dark when he is dead. (h.Dem. 478—482)

Except for direct comments, the narrator’s controlling function can
also be gathered from (1) presentation through negation, (2) ‘if not’-
situations, (3) ana- and prolepses, all of which do not occur frequently
either. As for (1) presentation through negation, the most remarkable
instance comes from the Hymn to Aphrodite, where the narrator first
mentions three goddesses (Athena, Artemis, Hestia) whom Aphrodite
could not seduce (7-32). This priamel, which is summarized in 3335,
functions as a foil for Zeus, who was and is a victim of her machi-
nations (36—40). However, the thoroughly developed expectation of
the narratee is eventually disappointed because the narrator does not
expand on Zeus’ love affairs as expected, but instead on his revenge on
Aphrodite by making her fall in love with a mortal (45-291). As for (2)

9 h.Dem. 494; the wish is, of course, particularly apt after the famine described in
the hymn.

10 For other narratorial comments cf. 2.Dem. 111, 243, 246, 291, 451, 486489, h.4p.
227-228, 237, h.Herm. 76, 125-126, 316, 396, 576-578, h.Aphr. 26, 167.
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‘if not’-situations, there are only two in the entire corpus, both in the
Hymn to Demeter and both marking an important crisis in the plot:

Indeed she [sc. Demeter in the guise of an old woman] would have
made him [sc. Demophon] ageless and deathless, if in her folly fair-girt
Metaneira [sc. Demophon’s mother| had not waited for the nighttime
and spied from her fragrant chamber. (h.Dem. 242—245)

Indeed, she [sc. Demeter] would have destroyed humankind altogether
by grievous famine, and deprived the Olympians of their honorific privi-
leges and their sacrifices, had Zeus not taken notice, and counselled with
his heart. (h.Dem. 310-313)

Even the longest among the Homeric hymns are short (max. 580
lines) compared to other narrative texts, and their primary narratives
are straightforward in structure and narrated in roughly chronological
order. Frequent ana- and prolepses (3) would therefore be more difficult
to explain than their rarity. The straightforwardness of the plots is
also indicated by the fact that they do not contain more than two
principal elements. The Hymn to Demeter contains two: the main element
(Persephone abducted, Demeter in search of her, famine, Demeter
reconciled) frames a second element (Demeter in Eleusis, foundation of
the Eleusinian rites). The Hymn to Hermes also contains two elements (cf.
the programmatic summary in 17-18): the main element (Hermes steals
Apollo’s cattle) is framed by the story of the lyre (its invention, means
of consoling Apollo). The Hymn to Aphrodite contains one element only
(Zeus makes Aphrodite fall in love with a mortal). The Hymn to Apollo
is again exceptional. Although two principal elements can be discerned
(birth; foundation of Delphic oracle), the narrator manages to fit in en
passant a number of other things, notably the Telphousa episode (244—
276) and the long analepsis about Typhon (305-355).

Like their Homeric predecessor, the narrators of the Homeric hymns
regularly leave the stage to their characters by quoting their speeches.
It is noteworthy, however, that indirect speech is more frequent than
in Homer."" A greater prominence of reported speech instead of direct
speech inevitably leads to greater salience of the narrator’s controlling
function.!? The most remarkable passage is probably Demeter’s threat-
ening declaration:

"' CE h.Dem. 171-173, 207-209, 297-298, 331-333, 443447, h.Herm. 57-61, 391-394,
427433, 521523, 525526, h.Aphr. 28.
12 Genette 1980: 171-172.
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She said she would never set foot on fragrant Olympus, or allow the
earth’s fruit to come up, until she set eyes on her fair-faced daughter [sc.
Persephone]. (h.Dem. 331-333)

Given its importance, the Homeric narrator would, no doubt, have
quoted her speech verbatim.

Despite the frequency of direct speech, secondary narrators do not
feature prominently in the Homeric hymns. When characters do tell
‘stories’, they usually cover an aspect of the primary narrative itself,
e.g. repeating internal analepsis (h.Dem. 407432, h.Herm. 340-364, 370—
374)- The most remarkable counter-example is the story which Aphro-
dite tells Anchises about two other human lovers of a divinity. Gany-
medes was abducted by Zeus, who compensated the mourning father
with swift horses (h.Aphr. 202—217). And Eos, who fell in love with
Tithonus, asked Zeus for eternal life but forgot to ask for eternal youth
too (218-238). Both exempla have an obvious persuasive function and are
meant to soothe Anchises’ anxiety.!®

The narrators of the hymns have confidence in the cooperation of
their narratees. For they show a tendency to leave rather substantial
‘gaps’ (Leerstellen) in the narrative, which the narratee is to fill in for
himself or herself. An instructive, because ‘un-Homeric’, example is
a passage from the Hymn to Hermes: Apollo’s actual discovery that his
cattle have been abducted from Pieria, a corner-stone of the story, is left
out of the narrative (between 183 and 184), but can be ‘reconstructed’
from Apollo’s speech to the old man in Onchestus (190—200).

All in all, one can conclude that, despite a number of minor varia-
tions, most of the Homeric hymns do not depart from Homer’s narra-
tive technique in a substantial way. Their narratives form a steady flow,
one event ‘automatically’ motivates the next, and the narrator’s dis-
cretion leads to that well-known impression that ‘the story appears to
tell itself”.!* The title ‘Homeric hymns’, though misleading in terms of
authorship, is not inappropriate in terms of narrative technique—with
one important exception.

13 One could, however, argue that the argumentation of the second exemplum is to
some extent undercut, because Tithonus’ fate is after all not very appealing. This may,
nevertheless, be deliberate on the part of Aphrodite (‘argument function’). For she later
ends her speech with an unmistakable warning not to disclose their lover’s hour (286—
288).

14 The notorious phrase by Lubbock ([1921] 1926: 113), which describes a narrator
who ‘shows’ (unlike the narrator who ‘tells’).
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Hymn to Apollo

It has been stated more than once in the previous part of this chap-
ter that the Hymn to Apollo differs remarkably from the other hymns."”
Its most striking difference is the departure from the structural scheme
as explained above. References to the narrator’s ‘I’ and above all to
the addressee’s ‘you’, which are restricted to sections (A) and (E) in
the other hymns, frequently recur in the Hymn to Apollo.'® Both narra-
tor and narratee(s) figure prominently, and this description could give
the impression of an ongoing dialogue between the narrator and his
narratee, similar to Hesiod’s (—) Works and Days. This, however, is not
exactly the case because the narrator does not use ‘second-person nar-
ration’ throughout the hymn (as the narrator does in hh. 24 and 29,
and similarly in #4. 22 and g0). Apollo is both the main narratee and
the main ‘hero’ of the hymn, in which guise he is regularly referred
to in the third person. As a consequence, the hymn contains a curious
mixture of ‘you’s’ and ‘he’s” which have the same referent—sometimes
with rather awkward transitions from ‘you’ to ‘he’ (e.g. 129/130: “The
fastenings no longer held you back, but all this came undone. At once
Phoebus Apollo spoke among the goddesses’) and wvice versa.!” The refer-
ences to the addressee’s ‘you’ stop after 282 (until the epilogue in 545-
546). That is to say, from a narratological point of view the bipartition
is less between a Delian and a Pythian part of the hymn than between
1l. 1—285a and 285b—546. This same bipartition is also suggested by the
relative distribution of simultaneous iterative narration and subsequent
singulative narration.'® Whereas the first part is dominated by simulta-
neous iterative/durative narration (2-18, 2024, 3044, 140-164, 182—

15 The unity of the text transmitted as Hymn lo Apollo in the manuscripts is a
notorious zetema. A majority of scholars argue that two hymns, one to Delian Apollo
(1-178), another to Pythian Apollo (179-546), have been connected in a rather clumsy
way (e.g. West 1975, Janko 1982), but there are defenders of the unity (e.g. Miller 1986,
Clay 1989).

16 References to the narrator’s ‘T 1. 1, 19, 166, 171, 177, 207, 208, 546. References
to the addressee’s ‘you’: ll. 14 (the addressee being Leto), 19—22, 25, 29, 120, 127-129,
140-149, 166 (addressees are the Delian girls who perform a song), 167 (idem), 171 (idem),
179-181, 207-209, 215-225, 229—230, 239—246, 277282, 545-546.

17 Tt is noteworthy that this mixed style is used both in the Delian and in the Pythian
part of the hymn. In other words, if the hymn originally consists of two separate hymns,
the ‘imitator’ also took over this unusual style.

18 For the distinction between simultaneous iterative (and durative) narration and
subsequent singulative narration see chapter on Hesiod.
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206, 231—236), this type of narrative is virtually absent from the second
part of the hymn, where the more standard subsequent singulative nar-
ration dominates as in the other long hymns.!

In addition to the bare references to the ‘I’ of the narrator, his
function as the one ‘who is in control’ is further emphasized by the
two questions, each followed by a list of possible topics, which stress the
wealth of material from which the narrator must and does choose.

How shall I hymn you, fit subject as you are in every respect? Shall I sing
of you as a wooer and lover, of how you went to court the Azantid maid
(sc. Coronis)? or ...7 or ...? or ...7 (h.Ap. 207215, cf. 19—29)*

The narrator expressly mentions a number of different directions where
his story could go. As for the controlling function of the narrator, this
resembles ‘presentation through negation’ and ‘if not-situations’ (see
above), but it is much more discernible in the present case. At the same
time, these questions recall the opening question of the liad (1.8) and at
other transitional points (e.g. 1. 5.703—704).

Probably the most important difference of the Hymn to Apollo con-
cerns the person of the narrator himself. Whereas the narrators of the
other hymns are covert and say virtually nothing about themselves,
the Hymn to Apollo contains a remarkable self-advertisement that made
Thucydides (3.104) quote the passage.

But now, may Apollo be favourable, together with Artemis, and hail, all
you Maidens! Think of me in future, if ever some long-suffering stranger
comes here and asks, ‘O maidens, which is your favourite singer who
visits here, and who do you enjoy most?’ Then you must all answer with
one voice(?). ‘It is a blind man, and he lives in rocky Chios; all of his
songs remain supreme afterwards.” And we will carry your reputation
wherever we go as we roam the well-ordered cities of men, and they will
believe it, because it is true. And myself, I shall not cease from hymning
the far-shooter Apollo of the silver bow, whom lovely-haired Leto bore.

(h.Ap. 165-176)

19 Short passages like 4.4p. 393-396 are only apparent exceptions and in accordance
with Homer’s narrative technique. The Hymn to Aphrodite begins with simultaneous
iterative narration (ll. 2ff., cf. above on ‘presentation through negation’) before it leads
into the (more common) subsequent singulative narration of the main narrative (ll. 45—
291).

20 Miller 1986: 21 explains the two passages as aporetic questions, elaborated by a
summary priamel. Both passages combine the rhetorical functions of Hindernis- and
Leichtigkeitsmotiv (Niinlist 1998: 33, 136). In accordance with standard priamel technique
and with the ‘continuity of thought’ principle, it is the last item on the list that is
eventually chosen.
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This indirect form of self-praise is remarkably concrete and without
parallel in any of the other Homeric hymns.?!

To conclude: one of the leading experts in the field has recently for-
mulated the following hypothesis regarding the relation of the Homeric
hymns to the Homeric epics: ‘the familiarity of the material (i.e. the
myths: RN) and its smaller scale may have invited experimentation and
innovation in both diction and narrative technique’.? In terms of nar-
rative technique, the present chapter seems to indicate that ‘experimen-
tation and innovation’ do not completely alter the Homeric model but
are of a comparatively small scale. The sole remarkable exception is the
Hymn to Apollo, but it appears to be the exception that proves the rule.

2 The closest parallels in early Greek poetry are Hesiod (—) and Theognis’ sphragis
(19-30), but unlike them the present poet does not actually name himself. However,
the ‘blind man of Chios’ is of course a thinly veiled periphrasis for ‘Homer’. In this
connection it is perhaps worth mentioning that Thucydides, in contrast to modern
scholars, does not seem to doubt the authenticity of this self-identification.

22 Clay 1997: 492.



CHAPTER FOUR
APOLLONIUS OF RHODES

M.P Cuypers

By virtue of being an epic, Apollonius’ Argonautica invites direct com-
parison with Homer. The poem’s narrator relates a story about the
remote past at length in hexameter verse; he is external, omniscient,
omnipresent, and anonymous, and he uses virtually every Homeric
narrative technique. However, whereas Homer operates largely in the
background, Apollonius directs his narrative in an altogether overt and
self-conscious manner. In his constant interaction with his narratees he
not only uses Homeric ‘interactive’ devices with un-Homeric frequency
and in novel ways, but he also covers topics and adopts narrative strate-
gles which are at home in other genres. This results in a Protean nar-
rative persona, an amalgam of (at least) the Homeric singer of epic, the
hymnic and Pindaric singers of praise, the Herodotean historian, and
the Callimachean scholar—these last two already complex personali-
ties themselves, who, just as the narrator of the Argonautica, are tugged
between the roles of epic storyteller and historian.

Narrative goals, main narrative, and digressions

Whereas the Homeric epics start with Muse-invocations, the opening
of the Argonautica' rather recalls the Homeric hymns (—)—in particular
the Hymn to Apollo, which stands out among the hymns for its overt
narrator. In his first clause, ‘starting from you, Phoebus, I shall recall
the famous deeds of men of long ago’,* Apollonius draws attention to
his role as a narrator by opening with the word ‘starting’ (arkhomenos),
by addressing the god after whom he is named (Phoebus Apollo),
and by using a first-person verb form (mnesomaz). At the same time

I E.g. Albis 1996: 17—26; Clare 2002: 20—32; Clauss 1993: 14—25; DeForest 1994: 37—
46; Goldhill 1991: 286—294; Gonzalez 2000; Hunter 1993a: 119—129; Wheeler 2002.
2 My translations of the Argonautica are based on Hunter 1993b, with adaptations.
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he evokes the suggestion that the Argonautica should at least on one
level be read as a hymn to Apollo, the god who is the cause of the
poem’s action (by giving the oracles which instigated the Argonauts’
quest for the golden fleece), the cause of its narration (as the god of
poetry and eponymous god of this poet), and the divine model of
its main hero (Jason is associated with Apollo throughout the poem).
Since the Homeric hymns were traditionally sung as proems to epic
recitation, Apollonius’ hymnic opening also conjures the fiction of an
epic singer performing before a live audience.® Finally, by assuming the
role of a hymnic narrator, Apollonius underscores that the Argonautica’s
narrative goal is praising—praising both the gods and the ‘famous
deeds of men of long ago’ (palaigeneon klea phaton). This double goal—
simultaneous celebration of human exploits and the gods—is shared
with the victory odes of Pindar (—), whom we may regard as another
model for the Argonautica’s narrator. This i1s suggested in the proem
by lines 5-17, which provide the background to the Argonautic quest.
Besides owing their content to Pindar’s fourth Pythian ode, these lines
also reflect Pindar’s allusive narrative style of ‘reminding’ his narratees
of a story which they already know (i.e. which is already famous) instead
of telling it in full.

The narrator engages in open dialogue with his predecessors in the
last section of the proem (18—22), which explicitly demarcates the main
story and also contains a late address to the Muses:

As for the ship, this is still celebrated in the songs of earlier singers, who
tell that it was built by Argos on the instructions of Athena. Now [ shall
narrate the lineage and names of the heroes, their voyages over the vast
sea and all the deeds they accomplished on their wanderings. May the
Muses be hypophetores [discussed below] of my song.

In the c. 6,000 lines that follow, the narrator faithfully follows this
programme. He first provides a catalogue of the Argonauts as they
gather in Jolcus. Then, after a series of departure scenes, the heroes sail
out on their ‘voyage over the vast sea’ and we hear ‘all the deeds they
accomplished on their wanderings’, as the narrator transports them in
a linear and episodic fashion from Iolcus to Colchis and back again, in
a narrative that covers a full sailing season (from spring till fall), singling
out some parts of the story for scenic development! and summarizing

3 This fiction is supported by a verbal allusion to a performance of the epic singer
Demodocus in Homer (klea phaton = Odyssey 8.73 klea andron).
* Notably the Argonauts’ adventures in Colchis (3.1-4.240). Though clearly devel-
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others. This setup implies a departure from the organization of the
Homeric epics (centred on Achilles” wrath and Odysseus’ homecoming
respectively) in favour of the ‘historical’ organization of the so-called
Cyclic epics (criticized in Aristotle’s Poefics) and, indeed, historiography.’®
In 4.1773-1781 the narrative closes with an apostrophe of the heroes:

Be propitious, heroes, blessed race, and may these songs be from year
to year sweeter to sing for humans. For now I have reached the famous
conclusion of your struggles, since no other labour confronted you as
you sailed up from Aegina (...); and on the shores of Pagasae you gladly
debarked.

This epilogue takes the narrative programme to an explicit and abrupt
end.® The narrator had set out to recall the Argonauts’ deeds during
their journey. Although this journey did not end at Aegina, there are no
more deeds to be celebrated after this point, and therefore the narrative
ends. Another narrative goal has also been reached. In the address ‘be
propitious’ (fulate) and the expressed hope that ‘these songs be from
year to year sweeter to sing for men’, the epilogue resumes the genre
of the proem: hymn. However, what started out as a hymn to Apollo
now ends as a hymn to the Argonauts. For the expression translated
as ‘blessed race’ (makaron genos) can mean ‘descendants of gods’ (almost
all Argonauts had a divine ancestor), but it may also be taken as ‘race
of gods’.” The Argonauts, it is suggested, have become immortal; not
because, as their one-time companion and all-time exemplum, Heracles,
they have gained a seat on Olympus, but because Apollonius has
immortalized them with his epic, which he prays will be ‘sung’ forever.
Finally, just as the first word of the Argonautica (‘starting’) drew attention
to the act of narrating, so does the very last. For although eisapebete
must in this context be translated as ‘(you) debarked’, it also evokes
the frequent use of the verb apobaind as ‘to end’. Thus the end of the
Argonauts’ journey coincides with the end of the path of song.?

oped with a view to their thematic potential, the longer episodes stand out as semi-
independent stories (— Herodotus).

> Hunter 2001.

6 Contrast the unmarked endings of Homer (—), which, however, show implicit
signs of closure. For similar signs in Arg. 4 see Theodorakopoulos 1998; on the epilogue
further Albis 1996: 3942, 118-120; Clare 2002: 159-162, 285—285; Goldhill 1991: 294~
300; Hunter 1993a: 119-129; Wray 2000: 240-247.

7 As suggested by ‘for iumans’, added in enjambement.

8 On the Argonauts’ journey as a metaphor for the path of song see Albis 1996;
Clare 2002; Wray 2000.
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The story of the Argonauts’ exploits constitutes only part of the Arg-
onautica’s narrative. A large percentage of the poem is taken up with
descriptions and digressions whose argument function, if it is not the
narrator’s and narratees’ love of information for its own sake, is to visu-
alize and/or authenticate the events of the main story, but which also
help to create the complex web of thematic connections which unifies
the poem. These descriptions and digressions stand out by their weight
in comparison to the main story, notably in books 1, 2, and 4, where
they take up as much as half of the narrator-text and exacerbate the
fragmentation of the narrative which naturally arises from the episodic
plot. Some have Homeric ancestry, such as the Catalogue of Argonauts
(1.23—233), the ekphrasis of Jason’s cloak (1.721—767), the many extended
(‘epic’) similes, and external prolepses. However, the Argonautica also
contains numerous geographical and ethnographical excursions, such
as that on the customs of the Mossynoeci in 2.1015-1029 (as the Arg-
onauts sail past them without landing). Passages of this type are rela-
tively rare in Homer but very frequent in Herodotus (—). Entirely un-
Homeric are the poem’s numerous aetiological asides, which explain
the ‘origins’ (aitia) of phenomena still extant at the time of narration,
such as the Etesian winds which delay the Argonauts in the Bosporus
(2.498-7528). These to some extent resemble the historical digressions
of Herodotus, but they first and foremost recall Callimachus’ Aetia (—),
which is entirely organized around this theme.

The narrator

Following Pseudo-Longinus’ qualification of Herodotus as ‘most Home-
ric’ of all historians (Subl. 13.9; — Herodotus), we may perhaps qual-
ify Apollonius as ‘most Herodotean of all epicists’. It is tempting to
describe the Argonautica’s narrator as ‘Homer gone Herodotean’ or
‘Herodotus trying his hand at epic’. Nearly all his narrative modes and
devices have their roots in either Homer or Herodotus. However, their
implementation and combinations are unique to the Argonautica. This
applies first and foremost to Apollonius’ negotiation of the seemingly
incompatible rhetorical strategies of the epic storyteller, who knows and
states, inspired by the Muses, and the historian, who argues from evi-
dence. The narrator of the Argonautica is both and does both (sometimes
invoking Muses and /istorie in one breath). In the following survey I will
focus on his ‘Homeric’ interaction with the Muses, other divinities, and
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his characters (1), and on his ‘Herodotean” manifestations as organizer
(2), ‘researcher’ (3), and commentator (4) of the narrative.

(1) The narrator’s interaction with the Muses is more elaborate and
complex than in Homer. We have seen how at the end of his proem he
asks the Muses to ‘be Aypophetores of his song’. In this debated phrase’
‘hypophet(or)’ seems to be the opposite of ‘prophet’. This disquietingly
suggests that the divine Muses provide insight in the past in the way
that divinely inspired prophets provide insight in the future: uncertainty
remains. Prophecies usually require intellectual activity from mortals,
which results in an interpretation that may or may not be correct. This
analogy invites taking the narrator’s discourse with the Muses as a trope
for Apollonius’ critical dialogue with his sources. But other passages
resist such a reading. In his story of the origin of the name Drepane
(“Sickle’), the narrator piously apologizes to the Muses for telling a
discrediting story about the gods (4.982—-986):

At the head of the Ionian strait, set in the Ceraunian sea, there is a large

and fertile island, under which, as you know [de], they say [phatis] lies the

sickle—your gracious pardon, Muses! it is against my will that I relate a

story told by men of earlier generations—the sickle with which Cronus
pitilessly cut off his father’s genitals.

Here the Muses are imagined as divine overseers, who are listening in,
and might step in, on the narrator’s communication with his narratees.
The argument that the story must be mentioned ‘because it is out there’
recalls Herodotus, as does the fact that it is followed by an alternative
explanation.'® The rhetoric of this passage is especially remarkable
because the narrator elsewhere seems to use the Muses largely to excuse
parts of the narrative which might seem improper or incredible. In
2.844-845 the words ‘and if, under the Muses’ influence, I must also tell
this without constraints’ introduce a discrepancy between the story and
present-day cult which might lead to disbelief. In 4.1381 a reference to
the Muses opens a tale in which the Argonauts display a strength and
perseverance which sits ill with their overall characterization (4.1381—

1390):!!

9 E.g Albis 1996: 20—21; Clauss 1993: 17-18; Fusillo 1985: 365-366; Gonzalez 2000;
Hunter 1993a: 125, all with further discussion of Apollonius’ Muses.

10 Tronically, this alternative is a very pious one, which could easily have been
presented as the authoritative aition. For further discussion see e.g. Clare 2002: 266—
267.

1 The structuring Muse-invocations that open books g and 4 fit the pattern (3.1-4:
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This tale is the Muses’, and I sing obedient (hupakouos) to the maidens
of Pieria. This report too I heard loud and clear that you—indeed [de]
much the greatest sons of kingsl—by your own strength, by your own
excellence placed your ship and all that your ship contained aloft upon
your shoulders, and carried it for twelve days and an equal number of
nights through the sandy deserts of Libya. Who would be able to tell of
the suffering and wretchedness which was the fate of those men as they
laboured? For sure they were of the blood of the immortals, such was the
task which the violent constraint of necessity forced them to undertake.

Again it 1s attractive to read ‘Muses’ as ‘sources’. This passage also con-
tains the only apostrophe of the Argonautica’s heroes beside the epilogue,
with which it shares its emphasis on the Argonauts’ divine status (‘of the
blood of the immortals’). Apostrophe of individual characters is equally
rare.'?

Problematic events are also framed by addresses to other divine
agents. Thus, the narrator ‘mitigates’ the guilt of Jason and Medea in
murdering Medea’s brother Apsyrtus by scolding the god of love, Eros,
as the first cause of their atrocious deed (4.445—451):"

Wretched [skhetli’] Eros, great curse, greatly loathed by men! From you
come deadly strives and grieving and troubles, and countless other pains
on top of these swirl up. May you rear up, divine spirit, against my
enemies’ children as you were when you threw hateful folly in the heart
of Medea. For how then [de] did she slay Apsyrtus with bitter death as he
came to see her? This was in fact [gar] the next part of my song.

(2) The last sentence of this passage shows the narrator as organizer of
the text—with a phrase that suggests a realization that with this sudden
emotional evaluation of an act yet untold, he may have moved too fast
for his narratees. We have seen him direct his narrative in the first-
person singular in the prologue (‘I shall recall’, ‘now I shall narrate’,
‘my song’) and in his Muse-‘invocations’ (‘if ... I must also tell this

the decidedly un-epic subject of Medea’s love requires a ‘specialist Muse’, Erato; 4.1—
5: an embarrassing conclusion as to why Medea accompanied Jason—voiced by the
narrator himself despite ‘now you yourself, goddess, relate ..."). Cf. furthermore 4.552—
556 (introducing a geographically impossible journey).

12 The apostrophe of Canthus in 4.1485 accomplishes the transition from the Arg-
onauts’ search for Heracles to the story of Canthus’ death; that of Theras in 4.1763
allows a wordplay hinging on the formal identity of the vocative of his name and the
name of the island called after him (7%era).

13 Compare also 4.1673-1675, where the narrator invokes Zeus to witness his bewil-
derment over the method by which Medea kills Talos (‘Father Zeus! My mind is all
aflutter with astonishment!”). The apostrophe of Hera in 4.1199 mirrors the characters’
invocation of Hera in a wedding
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without constraints’, ‘it is against my will that I relate’, etc.). After
digressions he sometimes redirects with a capping phrase: ‘well, this
is the story that is told among these people’ (4.618; cf. 2.528); ‘these
things, however, happened in a long course of time’ (4.1216; cf. 1.1309,
4.1764; — Herodotus). Elsewhere he breaks off in the middle of a story
(— Pindar), apparently deciding that, on second thoughts, it is too long
and/or irrelevant to be finished: ‘but why should I tell these stories
about Aecthalides all the way through?’ (1.648-649); ‘but these things
would make me stray far from the path of my song’ (1.1220)."
Reminiscent of Herodotus, but also in line with the narrator’s over-
all piety (which in turn reflects his narrative goals), are explicit silences
motivated by religious propriety (themis), for example when the Arg-
onauts are initiated in the cult of the Cabiri of Samothrace, learning
‘ordinances about which one may not speak’ (arrhetous themistas, 1.917):

About these I shall tell nothing more—but hail to the island itself and to
its indigenous gods, the guardians of those mysteries—about which it is
not proper [themis] for us to sing. (1.919—921; cf. 4.247—250)

In the same spirit the narrator apologizes for statements that might
offend a god. Whoever is bitten by the snake that killed the Argonaut
Mopsus in Libya cannot escape death, ‘not even if Paean, if it is proper
(themus) for me to speak openly, should administer drugs’ (4.1511-1512;
cf. 2.708—710).

Finally, it should be noted that, for all his ‘Herodotisms’, Apollonius
stays true to Homer in avoiding cross-references of the type ‘as I have
said earlier’/‘as I will tell later’—with one exception. In 2.1090—-1091 he
uses a phatic question to remind his narratees of an earlier (riddling)
part of the story: ‘what was Phineus’ intention in making the divine
expedition of heroic men put in here?’

(3) Calling upon the Muses does not prevent the Apollonian narrator
from embracing ‘historiographical’ authentication strategies as well.
This leads to an ironic paradox: in his attempts to persuade his narratees
of the veracity of his story, the narrator constantly undermines his
authority as an inspired epic bard. What are we to think, for example,

14 Readers are surely invited to wonder why among so many ‘irrelevant’ digressions,
these specific stories are suppressed. In the case of the second story, how young
Hylas became the protégé of Heracles, the reasons must be that it was told in full
in Callimachus’ Aetia (from which the reader may supply the details) and that it is
potentially discrediting to Heracles.
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when we hear that ‘Lynceus had the sharpest eyes of any mortal, that is
to say, if the lore is true (ez eteon ge pelei kleos) that with ease he could see
even down beneath the earth’ (1.153-155). The narrator, if instructed by
the Muses, should knrow if this is true. Even more striking is Apollonius’
introduction, directly after the Muse-invocation of the proem, of the
Argonauts’ own bard as ‘Orpheus to whom Calliope herself is said to
have given birth near the Pimpleian height, after she had shared the
bed of Thracian Oeagrus’ (1.23—25). One thinks that Calliope, being
the muse of epic, should remember whether and where she gave birth
to Orpheus, and whether she shared Oeagrus’ bed or that of someone
else. She might have enlightened our bard.

References to sources abound in the Argonautica. In some cases these
are quite elaborate. In Herodotean style, the narrator presents differ-
ent versions of a story in 4.597-617 (two explanations for the presence
of amber in the river Danube, one uncredited, the other told by ‘the
Celts’) and 4.982—992; but unlike Herodotus, he does not weigh the rel-
ative merits of the competing stories or declare a preference. In general,
the narrator does not discuss sources, but merely acknowledges their
existence, usually with phrases of the type ‘x is (so) told/called’.'> His
spokesmen remain anonymous or are identified as a group of people,
typically ‘locals’; information is never credited to specific individuals.
With the anonymous ‘is said’ in the Catalogue entry on Orpheus com-
pare for example ‘one mouth (of the Istrus) they call Narex, the other on
the south the Lovely Mouth’ (4.912—913) and ‘this route ... s now called
Jason’s Path’ (1.988; cf. e.g. 2.929, 4.309). Local spokesmen are invoked
in ‘the spring which those who live nearby call Pégai’ (i.e. ‘Springs’,
1.1221-1222; cf. e.g 1.941; 2.506-507); ‘herdsmen’ are the source of a
name in 3.277, ‘hunters’ in 4.175.!

Although the narrator often evokes the possibility of autopsy, he never
claims to have actually seen evidence himself or to have interviewed
witnesses in person, unlike Herodotus. Very much like Herodotus, how-
ever, he never gives references that imply written sources (contrast —
Callimachus). Just as he consistently presents himself as a speaker, he
strictly maintains the illusion that all information he relates derives

15 Verb forms used are kaleousi/ontes/ontai, kikleskousi/ ontai/ etai, (meta)kleiousi/ ontai, klei-
zetat, phast kaleesthai/ kletesthai, pephatai, phatizetai, pephatistai, enepoust, hudeontar.

16 Interesting are also 3.1323, where ‘Pelasgian akaing’ stands for ‘the instrument
which the Pelasgians call akaine’, and passages with a verb of speaking in the past tense
which dates a source to the time of the story (such as ‘the people of the area called all
these heroes Minyans’, 1.229-230; cf. 4.1149, 1514).
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from, and belongs to, the oral tradition or ‘collective memory’ of the
Hellenic world. Noteworthy are two references to ‘singers’, in the pro-
em (‘as for the ship, this is still celebrated in the songs of earlier
singers’, 1.18) and in the Catalogue (‘for singers tell that ... Caeneus
was still alive’, 1.59-60). Although Apollonius here certainly refers to
poets whose work was available in writing, it would be misleading to
translate the Greek text’s aoidoir as ‘poets’. In the fictional discourse
of the poem, poets are still ‘singers’ and their poetry exists in perfor-
mance. The Argonautica itself, according to the rhetoric of the epilogue
(‘may these songs be from year to year sweeter to sing for humans’,
4.1773-1775), will become part of the same oral tradition.

The narrator does not engage in the elaborate arguments that we
find in Herodotus. Yet many small signs show that his tale is the
result of critical thinking. In 1.196 0 ‘I think’ (not found in narrator-
text in Homer) conveys the narrator’s estimation of the potential of
young Meleager as a personal opinion: ‘he would have surpassed all
the others, I think, but for Heracles, if he had remained for only one
more year to come of age among the Aetolians’. He also regularly uses
the particle pou ‘1 suppose’ (also absent from the Homeric narrator-
text) to mark statements as assumptions, temporarily forgetting’ his
omniscience—either regarding the words, thoughts, and feelings of his
characters (‘after their release from chilling fear I suppose [pou] the
Argonauts breathed more easily’, 2.607) or regarding the facts of his

story (1.972—975):!"

He [Cyzicus] too, I suppose (pou), was just sprouting the first beard of
manhood. In any case (nz) he had not yet been blessed with children, but
his wife ... was untouched by the pains of child-bearing.

Such ‘micro-arguments’ conducted with interactive particles (here: pou,
nu) are common in the Argonautica.

(4) The narrator evaluates characters and events much more frequently
than Homer: the narrator-text of the Argonautica contains numerous
evaluative terms, including many words that are (almost) exclusively
used by characters in Homer."* Apart from offering the occasional

17 For pou of assumed thoughts, words, facts cf. also 1.636, 996, 1023, 1037, 1140, 1222,
2.1028, 3.926, 4.557, 1457, 1397 (with 1436, where a character states what the narrator
assumed ...). It also appears in similes to suggest the ‘arbitrariness’ of a chosen vehicle
or its details: 1.537, 3.758, 1283, 1399.

18 Hunter 1993a: 105-111. Apollonius also adopts the ‘generic’ qualifications that
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‘unbiased’ judgment (Caeneus was ‘a noble warrior but not better
than his father’, 1.58; the killer of Canthus ‘was by no means a lesser
man’, 4.1489), he dispenses praise and blame in accordance with his
‘hymnic’ goal: the Argonauts are praised, criticized is whoever sins
against the laws of the gods and opposes the Argonauts (crimes which
often coincide).

Throughout the poem the narrator presents the Argonauts as mod-
els of religious observance. He lets them build altars and perform sac-
rifices and rites wherever they go, and constantly comments that their
behaviour is ‘proper’ (themis). When celebrating the wedding of Jason
and Medea ‘they prepared a mixing-bowl of wine in honour of the
blessed gods, as is proper (ke themus), and with correct ritual (euageos)
brought sheep to the altar’ (4.1128-1129); after murdering Apsyrtus,
Jason ‘cut off the dead man’s extremities; three times he licked the
blood, and three times he spat the pollution out from his teeth, as is the
proper way (hé themis) for killers seeking to expiate murder by treachery’
(4-477—479). In the last example, the emphasis on religious observance
1s particularly remarkable: the killing of Apsyrtus and the mutilation of
his corpse are not beyond reproach. The narrator, however, insists on
evaluating his heroes’ behaviour in a positive way. Where this would be
hard to do, he withholds comment.

The narrator’s preoccupation with #hemis also appears from his inter-
est in customs (themustes) which are at variance with those practised by
Greeks (and sanctioned by the gods). If the Argonauts do not suffer
harm from such customs, the narrator presents them without moraliz-
ing judgments, as in his description of the Mossynoeci (2.1018-1022):

The customs of these people are quite at variance. Everything that it is
proper to do openly, whether in the public assembly or in the market-
place, all of this they carry out at home; everything that we do in our
houses, this they do out in the streets and without incurring censure for
1t.

When different ethics pose a danger to the Argonauts, the narrator
does not spare his critique, as in his introduction of the Bebrycian king
Amycus (2.1-9):

There were the stalls and lodge of Amycus, the arrogant king of the
Bebrycians (...), most outrageous of men, who imposed upon his guests

Homer does use, e.g. népiws/oi ‘the poor fool(s)” (2.66, 137, 4.875), skhetlios/oi/e ‘the
wretched man/men/woman!’ (1.1302, 2.1028; 3.1133; 4.445, 916, 1524).
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an improper ordinance (...). At that occasion too (...) he wnsolently scorned to
inquire of the Argonauts’ mission and identity (...)

The Lemnian women and Amazons receive similar introductions
(1.609—-619, 2.985—-989).

Occasionally, narratorial comments take the form of gnomic utter-
ances. These all breathe a pessimistic spirit. A man in a simile wanders
far from his own land ‘as indeed we wretched men often do wander’
(2.541-542). The wedding of Jason and Medea is both a joyful occasion
and a sad one, because ‘necessity forced them to lie together at that
time. It is a fact that we tribes of suffering men never plant our feet
firmly upon the path of joy, but there is ever some bitter pain to keep
company with our delight’ (4.1165-1167)."

The narratees

Although the narrator does not explicitly identify his audience, it is
clear for example from his ‘sociological’ comments (above) that he
assumes that his narratees adhere to Greek customs and respect the
Greek gods. This broadly defines them as virtuous inhabitants of the
Hellenized world, an audience ‘bound’ to admire, and be proud of, the
exploits of the famous Greek heroes of the past.

First-person plurals may create an effect of ‘shared focalization’.
Apart from 2.1021, 542, 4.1166 (above), see e.g. ‘everything that we do
in our houses’ (2.1021); ‘as indeed we wretched men often do wan-
der’ (2.542). The narrator also often invites his narratees to cross the
distance between here and now and there and then, and to imagine
themselves on the scene with the poem’s characters on that long ago
day. This is sometimes achieved by simple means: the boxers Amycus
and Polydeuces are ‘neither in physique nor in stature similar fo be-
hold’ (2.37); the wings of the Boreads are ‘a great marvel fo se¢’ (1.220).
Sometimes focalization is transferred to characters who, like the nar-
ratees, witness the events of the story: ‘on that day all the gods looked
from heaven upon the ship and upon the generation of half-gods who
sailed the sea, best of all men’ (1.547-549). The narratees may also rec-
ognize themselves in ‘anonymous eye-witnesses’ and ‘anonymous inter-

19 For similar comments see 1.82, 458—459 (only apparently more optimistic), 1035~
1036; 4.1504.
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locutors’: ‘if someone were to count all branches (of the river Ther-
modon), he would find them four short of a hundred’ (2.974—975; —
Herodotus); ‘this is what each citizen said as he saw (the Argonauts)
rushing forward with their weapons’ (1.240—241; — Homer). Finally,
there is the ‘indefinite second-person’ device. When the Argonauts face
a giant wave at the entrance of the Bosporus, the narratees are made to
go through this ordeal (2.171-176):

You would say that there was no escape from a miserable fate, as the

violent wave hangs like a cloud over the middle of the ship. But it drops

if you happen to have an excellent pilot. So the Argonauts too came
through by the skill of Tiphys—unharmed but terrified.

Elsewhere they are invited to imagine what no character actually expe-
riences, such as the spectacle of the Planctae when Hephaestus’ furnace
was still clouding up the air: ‘you would not have seen the rays of the
sun’ (4.927—928). Here the narratees are made to consider how badly
the Argonauts’ passage of the Planctae might have ended if Hephaestus
had not extinguished his fire*—compare the ‘if not’-passages of Homer
(—), which likewise suggest what might have happened (if not ...). Such
passages are also common in the Argonautica: the sons of Boreas would
have killed the Harpies ‘if swift Iris had not seen (...) and checked
them’ (2.284—287); the Argonauts would have delayed in Mariandynia
even longer ‘if Hera had not put great boldness into Ancaeus’ (2.864—
866).”!

The narrator most pervasively engages his narratees’ expectations,
and anticipates their reactions, in digressive passages. The Catalogue
of Argonauts, for example, provides innumerable examples (1.23-233).
When the narrator introduces Eurytion and Erybotes, he seems to
realize as he is speaking that his words may need clarification (1.71—74):

In the group too were Eurytion and bold Erybotes, one the son of
Teleon, the other of Irus son of Actor—that is to say (étr): glorious
Erybotes was the son of Teleon, Eurytion the son of Irus —

and not the other way around, as ‘the one ... the other’ (ko men ...
ho de) suggests. The clause ‘not even the son of mighty Pelias himself
(...) wished to remain in his father’s house’ (1.224—226, ‘presentation
through negation’), evokes and contradicts the expectation that Pelias’

20 Other second-person forms occur in 1.726, 765/767; 3.1265 (cf. 3.1044); 4.238
(simile), 429 (ecphrasis), 997. See Byre 1991.

21 Cf. 1.493, 863, 1300, 2.993, 3.1142, 4.22, 905, 1653; similarly figures e.g. in 4.638—
639, 1305-1309.
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son would not have wanted to take part in what his father had devised
as a deadly undertaking. Heracles enters the poem in the same way:
‘not even the mighty Heracles (...), so we are informed, scorned Jason’s
needs’ (1.122-123). Here it seems hard to deny that the expectations
addressed are not only based on reasoning (the great Heracles might
have been too busy or unwilling to join lesser heroes for an expedition)
but also on literature: in earlier Argonauticas Heracles was not always
part of the crew. ‘We are informed’ (peuthometha) acknowledges the
existence of such sources—and implicates the narratees in the sup-
pression of alternative accounts.”? One step further is the narrator’s
explanation that the prophet Idmon ‘was not really a son of Abas but ra-
ther a son of Apollo himself” (1.142). This makes no sense at all unless we
already know that Idmon is sometimes said to be a son of Abas, for the
narrator has not told us. In other words, Apollonius tends to construct
complex communicative situations. Compare also, for example, the
following digression on the tomb of Idmon, an Argonaut killed on the
way to Colchis (2.841-855):

And as you know (d¢ 1), the tomb of this man rises in that land. On
it 1s a marker that is visible also to people of later generations: a ship’s
roller made from wild olive, green with leaves. It lies just below Cape
Acherusia. And if, under the Muses’ influence, I must also tell this
without constraints: Phoebus instructed the Boeotians and the Nisaeans
to pay honours to this man as ‘Protector of the City’ and to establish a
city around this roller of ancient wild olive. But rather than the descen-
dant of god-fearing Aeolus, Idmon, it is Agamestor whom they glorify to
the present day.

So who else died, then (d¢)” Because once more at that time the heroes
raised up a tomb over a lost companion—for fwo markers of those men
may still be seen. It was the son of Hagnias, Tiphys, who died, so they
say [phatis]; he was not fated to sail any further.

Notable in this and other aetiological passages are expressions that
imply a great distance in time and space between the world of the
narrator and narratees and that of the story. One of these expressions,
‘ancient wild olive’ (palaigeneos), recalls ‘the famous deeds of ancient men’
(palaigeneon) in the poem’s first line. Distance is also created by the
temporal adverb #tofe, ‘at that time’, and by the pronoun for remote

22 Compare 1.133-138, where 135 idmen, ‘we know’, makes the narratees accomplices
to the invention of four otherwise unattested generations of Danaids, in a passage where
the narrator apparently ‘sets the narratees straight’ as in 1.71-74 (cf. esp. 134 ¢ gar).



56 PART ONE — CHAPTER FOUR

deixis, keinos, in the phrases ‘in that land’ and ‘those men’ (— Homer).?
Other expressions explicitly link the remote past with the time of narra-
tion (the ‘continuance’ motif): ‘to the present day’, ‘visible also to peo-
ple of later generations’, and ‘may still be seen’.?* Furthermore, the
narrator asks a question, reasons, adduces the Muses and sources, and
engages his narratees’ expectations with interactive particles. The first
words of the passage, ka: de toi, translated as ‘and as you know’, mark
what follows as an elaboration upon what went before (i.e. a digres-
sion, kaz), call for the narratees’ special attention (fo7), and suggest that
what follows should not come as a surprise to them (d¢).” An even
more complicated rhetoric of anticipation is implied by the second
paragraph. ‘So who else died, then?’ (tis gar dé thanen allos).*® Why this
question should (d¢) occur is explained in the next two clauses, which
lead back to the evidence, which has an implication, which evokes
a question—evidence: there are fwo tombs at the site > implication:
two Argonauts died > known: Idmon died; question: who else died? >
answer: Tiphys died.

The expressions ‘to be seen’ and ‘so they say’ create an interest-
ing problem of perspective: to whose perception do these verbs refer,
and when, where, and how does it take place? In other words, what
communicative situation is imagined here? I would suggest that there
is no single answer, but that Apollonius ‘contaminates’ a number of
fictional communicative situations. In this aetiological context it is hard
not to be reminded of the narrative framework of the first half of Calli-
machus’ Aetia (—), where the narrator interviews the Muses, asking
them to explain the origin of phenomena (‘why, Muses, is it that ...’).
But the lines also display the ‘rhetoric of enargeia’ (‘placing before the
eyes’), the illusion that the narratees are travelling the route of the
Argo with the narrator as their guide. In this setup the attention of
the narratees is fixed on the tombs because the narrator is pointing
them out (‘to be seen’) and telling the story that goes with them, for
which he relies on a source (‘they say’). Also evoked is the ‘rhetoric of

23 Compare kemer aiei “in that (far) land’ at 4.534; @mati/emar keingi/o ‘on/during that
day (in the past)’ at 1.547, 1070-1071; 2.760, 1097; 3.850, 922.

2t Greek eiseti nun and kai opsigonotsin idesthat (cf. 1.1062; 4.252) and eli phainetai. Typical
expressions linking past to present are (ezs)eti (nun), exett (keinow), ex hou, (es)aiei/ aien.

25 Interactional particles regularly used by the narrator include men, kaitoi, ¢, eloi, e
gar, and mentor.

%6 For similar questions see 2.1090-1092 and (explicitly addressed to the Muses)

4.552556.
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personal observation and communication’ of Herodotus—though it is
not taken to the point where the narrator actually claims personally
to have visited Heraclea Pontica (autopsy) and asked questions about
the tombs. It is certainly suggested, however, that the narratees could go
and verify the narrator’s words. Finally, there is the rhetoric of shared
tradition: narrator and narratees both know about the tombs because
they know the same stories—according to the fiction of the Argonautica:
from hearing poems. In the actual context, however, in which the Argo-
nautica was produced and first received, ‘they say’ means ‘they write’,
‘to be seen’ is entirely hypothetical, and the whole digression is a
bonding exercise for Apollonius and his readers, who together indulge
their encyclopedic interests and assert their erudition. Yet one wonders
how many of Apollonius’ contemporary readers actually knew about
the two tombs before they encountered this passage (the ‘rhetoric of
shared reading’ is surely also to some extent a fiction).

Secondary narrators and narratorial alter egos

Characters speak 45 per cent of the lliad and 67 per cent of the Odyssey,
but only 29 per cent of the Argonautica, of which the largest part is taken
up by dialogue. In other words, the poem’s narrator tends to speak
more in his own voice than Homer, and less often yields the floor to
secondary narrators.”’ Interesting in this respect are several passages
where the narrator ‘usurps’ a potential embedded narrative, such as his
report of Jason’s tale to king Lycus, which summarizes the entire narra-
tive up to this point (2.762—771). It is attractive to think that Jason is here
robbed of a chance to act the role of Homer’s Odysseus, who is allowed
to narrate his own adventures at length, and that Apollonius is hinting
at the possibility of an Argonautica focalized by its main hero. Details
in the narrator’s report may indeed be attributed to the focalization
of Jason, who is trying to impress his host Lycus and presents embar-
rassing facts in a favourable light. However, other embellishments must
be attributed to the narrator who, as we have seen, is also inclined to
give a positive spin to the Argonauts’ deeds.?® This convergence of the

27 The resulting loss of dramatization is compensated by the interaction between
narrator and narratees, and by a significant increase in embedded focalization and
indirect speech (Fusillo 2001).

28 The clearest example is the statement that Jason told Lycus ‘all they had done at
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focalization of narrator and character is illustrative of a general ten-
dency: virtually all secondary narrators of the poem to some extent
reflect the primary narrator. In the passage under discussion this mir-
roring is especially clear: Jason reiterates the main narrative, his first
words echo the poem’s proem, and his narratee reacts as if he had
been listening to an inspired bard (‘as Lycus heard Jason’s story unfold
in due order, his spirit was bewitched’: 771). Other character-narratives
recall the primary narrative in other ways. Lycus tells Jason the aition of
games celebrated at Heraclea (2.780—785); Jason describes Thessaly to
Medea in Herodotean style (3.1085-1095); and the greatest scholar of all
is Argus, son of Phrixus, who, setting out to explain an alternative route
from the Black Sea to Greece, launches into a long mytho-geographical
excursion that leads back to the dawn of human civilization (4.257—293;
cf. also 2.1141-1156, 1200-1215).

However, the narrator’s true text-internal alfer egos are the Argonauts’
own inspired singer, Orpheus, and the seer Phineus, who echo Homer’s
(—) Demodocus, Phemius, and Tiresias also in this metanarrative role.
Orpheus, son of the Muse Calliope, is significantly the first Argonaut
listed in the Catalogue, directly after the Muse-invocation that closes
the proem (1.23-92). The position and exceptional length of Orpheus’
‘lemma’ may be read as a metanarrative indication of the ‘primacy of
the narrator’ in the poem. Moreover, it is suggested by the emphasis
on Orpheus’ power to cast a spell, and by the indication of his moral
qualities implied by the fact that Jason recruits him ‘in obedience to
the urgings of [his teacher] Chiron’, how the poem’s narrator would
like to see himself honoured by his narratees (represented by ‘the hard
mountain rocks’ of barbarian Thrace moved by Orpheus’ lyre, i.e.
not the easiest audience): as a spiritual guide with enchanting powers.
Moreover, Orpheus’ mother is the Muse of epic, and Orpheus himself
is, like Apollonius, a ‘man of Apollo’ by profession and birth (because
according to one tradition he was Apollo’s son). All this suggests that
with Orpheus, the narrator is the first man to step on board the Argo
to be Jason’s trusted helper—on the path of his quest, the path of song,
and the road to immortality. On this journey he will, hopefully, likewise
enchant his narratees.”

Dolionian Cyzicus’: Jason cannot possibly have covered up the embarrassing fact that
at Cyzicus the Argonauts had killed their royal host.

2 Meanwhile there is a striking contrast between the ‘naive’ spell, which the poem
here and elsewhere presents as the (desired) effect of narration, and the intellectual
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Though Orpheus’ metanarrative role corresponds to that of Phemius
and Demodocus, the narrator ‘handles’ him in a different way. This is
signalled, for example, by the way in which the he presents Orpheus’
first song (1.496—511). The narrator of the Odyssey always introduces his
bards’ words in indirect speech (‘he sang how ...”), but after a few lines
shifts to the free style—a setup that allows the voices of narrator and
text-internal singer to blend naturally (— Homer). Apollonius, however,
maintains the indirect speech for no less than eleven lines before finally
switching to the free style. This is probably not merely an experiment
with indirect speech, but a metanarrative statement. The narrator of
the Argonautica does not want his voice to converge with that of the
intratextual singer. He retains control over the narrative while the
singer retains responsibility for his song, This arrangement at one point
causes an amusing authority crisis (2.705-710):

[Orpheus sang] how once at the foot of the rocky ridge of Parnassus
the god [Apollo] killed the monster Delphyne with his bow, when a
young boy still in his nakedness, still rejoicing in long curls—be gracious!
Eternally, lord, your hair is uncut, efernally it remains unravaged. So does
holy law (themis) proclaim, for only Leto herself ... may hold it in her
dear hands.

Who is responsible for the sacrilege of suggesting that Apollo’s hair was
at some time cut (‘sti/l rejoicing in long curls’)? Does the narrator cor-
rect his own clumsy representation of Orpheus’ song or is the song itself
at fault? It seems impossible to decide, but what is clear is that both
ideas are equally inconceivable in Homer. The context of this song is
also illustrative of Orpheus’ position within the poem’s cast of charac-
ters. He functions as a mediator between the Argonauts and the gods,
acting as their master of ceremonies in contexts that require religious
action—in this case an epiphany of Apollo. In his song Orpheus pro-
vides the origin (aition) of the name of Apollo’s main cult site, Delphi,
and of the custom of hymning Apollo with the word hiepaian, thus mir-
roring the primary narrator as a singer of aitia and of a hymn to Apollo.
In the ‘normal’ action of the story Orpheus takes no part. Like the nar-
rator, he is not an actor but an observer, commentator, and spiritual
guide.*

involvement which Apollonius the author requires from his readers if they are to be
equally impressed.

30 In this respect Orpheus shows closer resemblance to the ‘wise adviser’ self-images
of Herodotus (—) than to Homer’s Phemius and Demodocus, who are primarily
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Unlike Orpheus, the narrator’s other major aller ego, the seer Phine-
us,*! receives ample opportunity to voice his own words. Phineus’ first
words and his invocation of Apollo in 2.209—214 echo the narrator’s
proem, proving his Apollonian’ omniscience to primary and secondary
narratees alike. As he describes his own fate (2.215-239), he invokes
all his rhetorical skills to secure the Argonauts’ assistance—and con-
veniently omits that the Harpies who plague him are a punishment
incurred for abusing his omniscience. His secondary narratees sense the
truth which the primary narratees already know, because the narrator
has just given them kis account of the story (2.178-193). Repetition of
information is in fact very common in the Argonautica. Many stories and
facts are related more than once, by different narrators, with a different
focalization, and with a different goal. Where, as here, the character’s
version follows that of the narrator, the primary narratees are led to
believe that they can judge the character’s words against the ‘facts’. Yet
this only holds true to a certain point, because the narrator’s account
is not necessarily entirely objective either: he has his own agenda and
pre-occupations (which imply a negative view of sacrilegious persons
such as Phineus).*

Phineus’ potential as a narratorial self-image is fully developed in the
long monologue (2.311—425) in which he gives the Argonauts instruc-
tions for their journey to Colchis, exploiting his ‘Apollonian’ omni-
science. In exploring the device of prolepsis by an omniscient character-
narrator, Apollonius’ goes far beyond his Homeric model, Tiresias’
prophecy in Odyssey 11. While Tiresias provides a bare outline of events
to come, Phineus, after he has provided detailed instructions for passing
the Clashing Rocks, offers an equally detailed description of the people
and places which the Argonauts will pass along the Black Sea coast, in
a style which is almost undistinguishable from that of the primary nar-
rator. In fact, his ethnographical, geographical, and aetiological excur-
sions are so adequate that when the Argonauts reach the places he
described, the narrator sometimes provides less detail, merely rephrases

entertainers of their superiors. For other reported songs of Orpheus see 1.496-515,
560-579; and 4.903—911. See further Busch 1993; Clare 2002: 231—260; Clauss 1993:
26—32, 66—95; Fusillo 1985: 60-63; Hunter 1993a: 120121, 148-151; Nelis 1992; Pietsch
1999-

31 E.g. Clare 2002: 74-83; Feeney 1991: 60—75; Hunter 1993a: 9o—95; Manakidou
1995.

32 Cf. the double presentation of the Lemnian women (1.609-639: 657—707) and
Amycus (2.1-10: 11-18).
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Phineus” words or even verbally repeats them. There is indeed little
honour to be gained in retracing the steps of a narrator of the same
interests and authority. The close similarities between the two accounts
have the effect of mutually confirming their reliability. Such confirma-
tion is welcome, because the authority of both narrators is open to
question. The primary narrator is as much a fallible historiographer as
he is an inspired epic singer; and Phineus explicitly forewarns the Arg-
onauts that the rules of prophecy prevent him from telling exactly what
will be (2.311-316):
Listen to me now. It is not permitted (ou themis) for you to know every-
thing precisely, but as much as is pleasing to the gods I will not conceal. I
have already before made a mistake regarding the purpose of Zeus by
recklessly prophesying it in order and to the end. For this is the way he

himself wants it: that to humans the god-speak of prophecy be revealed
imperfectly, so that they will still be ignorant of part of the gods’ purpose.

The metanarrative implications of this passage are hard to deny, if
difficult to pin down. At any rate, it is tempting to see the prophet’s
desire and, at the same time, inability to ‘tell everything precisely’, ‘in
order and to the end’, as reflecting a dilemma faced by the ‘Aypophet-
backed’ narrator of the past.?

Conclusion

We have seen that the narrator of the Argonautica engages in an overt,
self-conscious, pervasive, and variegated dialogue with his narratees,
his sources, and the Muses, in which he displays a distinct personal-
ity. This personality can be understood from the poem’s narrative goal,
the literary tradition that it reflects, and the social-intellectual milieu in
which it was created. Congruous with his aim of ‘hymning’ the Arg-
onauts and Apollo, the narrator shows a strong awe for the gods and
for the heroes of the past about whom he narrates, and an outspo-
ken disapproval of those who oppose either. He shows characteristics
of the divinely inspired epic bard and hymnic and Pindaric singers of
praise, which evoke the illusion that the Argonautica is conceived and
performed in front of an enchanted live audience. But at the same time
the poem operates other communicative fictions, which are to a vari-

33 Compare also Phineus’ words in 2.388—391, which (beside Call. Aet. fr. 1.3) echo
the narrator’s words in 1.648-649 and 1.915-917.
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ous degree incongruous with the fiction of epic performance and with
each other, and are indebted to other models. In treating the Muses
as his interlocutors, the Apollonian narrator resembles the narrator of
Callimachus’ Aetia (—). He appears as a Herodotean ‘oral historian’ in
his frequent references to physical evidence and (oral) sources, and in
general in his critical attitude and use of ‘historiographical’ authenti-
cation strategies (diametrically opposed to those of the epic bard). He
also appears as an ‘Alexandrian’ scholar who seizes every opportunity
to parade his learning in front of his narratees, whom he engages in
scholarly discourse—with the crucial difference that there is no men-
tion of reading and writing, but merely of hearing, seeing, speaking,
and singing. This emphasis on face-to-face communication creates an
intimacy that compensates for the writer’s physical distance from his
readers in the actual reception context for which the Argonautica is ulti-
mately intended.



CHAPTER FIVE
CALLIMACHUS

M.A. Harder

Apart from the hymns and epigrams the work of Callimachus has been
preserved only in fragments and the corpus studied for this chapter is
comparatively small.! Even so, Callimachus’ work presents an impor-
tant step in the history of ancient Greek narrative, because it devel-
ops and modifies techniques of earlier authors, engages in a dialogue
with contemporary poetry, and altogether shows a high degree of self-
conscious sophistication.

Narrators

What kind of narrators do we find and how do they manifest them-
selves in the text of Callimachus? The situation varies according to the
genre in which they appear.

In the hymns there is usually an overt narrator who gives informa-
tion about his motivation for singing about a certain god (/4. 1, 3, and
4) or about an occasion in which he/she is actually taking part while
telling the story (k. 2, 5, and 6; the so-called mimetic hymns). As is
pointed out in the introduction to this volume, in the second group we
may postulate a suppressed primary narrator and consider the narrator
as secondary.

In 4. 4 there is an external primary narrator, who at the beginning of
the poem is briefly characterized as a singer-poet who feels obliged to
sing of Delos in order to win Apollo’s favour:

! The corpus consists of the hymns and the Aetia (particularly the larger fragments).
Other narrative texts, like the Hecale and lambi fr.191 have been adduced when relevant
(for a general narratological analysis of the Hecale see Lynn 1995: 7-117). As the corpus
is small and fragmentary, conclusions must be treated with some caution. For the text of
Callimachus see Pfeiffer 1949-1953; Lloyd-Jones—Parsons 1983 (fragments quoted from
this edition are indicated with SH); Hollis 1990.

© M.A. Harder, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_007
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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When, my soul, will you sing of holy

Delos, the nurse of Apollo? Truly all the

Cyclades, which are the most holy islands in the sea,

are well served with songs, but Delos wants to carry the first prize

from the Muses, because Phoebus, the master of song,

was first washed and wrapped and praised by her.

Just as the Muses hate the singer who does not sing

of Pimpleia, Phoebus hates the man who forgets Delos.

I shall now give a portion of my song to Delos, in order that

Cynthian Apollo will praise me because I care for his dear nurse.
(h. 4.1-10)?

In this passage Callimachus gives his narrator more of a persona than
was usual in the Homeric hymns (—), where we usually find only one
formulaic line to announce the narrator’s intentions or a request to
the Muse to sing, although the address of the Delian chorus in A. Ap.
165fL. provides an example how the figure of the hymnic singer may be
elaborated and may have inspired Callimachus. In his poems the rudi-
mentary persona of the Homeric hymns seems to have acquired a more
developed personality, constructed in such a way that it draws atten-
tion to the responsibilities of the hymnic singer towards his patron-god
and to the function of the genre in celebrating the gods. In the actual
narrative (about Leto’s search for a place where she can give birth to
Apollo) the narrator is occasionally visible, as in the various apostro-
phes of characters in his story (mainly Delos, as the hymn’s subject, in
27-55, but also Hera in 106-107 and 215—216), and particularly in the
invocation of the Muses in 82—85, where we get a glimpse of the narra-
tor asking and receiving information which is strictly speaking outside
the scope of the hymn:

Tell me, Muses, my goddesses,
is it true that the oaks were born when the Nymphs were born?
‘The Nymphs rejoice when rain feeds the oaks,
but the Nymphs cry when the oaks have lost their leaves.”

Apart from this digression the narrator is practically omniscient and
his narration is subsequent (as can be seen in the references to the
past in 3940, 49 and 253-254), apart from 166—-190, where Apollo as

2 Unless indicated otherwise the translations are my own.

3 The punctuation as established by modern scholars implies that in 84—85 the
Muses’ answer is given in direct discourse and that, as in Aetia 1—2 (on which see
below), the idea of a dialogue between a poet which the Muse-invocations in Homer
and Hesiod suggest, was taken literally. See further Mineur 1984: 117-118; Harder 1988:

3714
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a secondary narrator tells about the war with the Celts in the future.
At the end of the hymn the narrator briefly reappears in the hymnic
farewell in §25-326, which again recalls the conventions of the Homeric
hymns.

In 4. g we are dealing with a similarly overt external primary nar-
rator: 1 gives a brief motivation for the song; next, we find explana-
tions (4748, 172, 244—245), evaluative and metanarrative comments
(64, 136137, 255), apostrophes of Artemis, which form part of an
extended passage of second-person narration (72—-190), and instances
of the ‘reference to the narrator’s own time’ motif (77, 145). As in 4. 4,
there are also brief ‘dialogues’ in which the narrator asks for informa-
tion: a series of three questions and answers in 113-135 (where the first
answer may be attributed to Artemis, but the second and third, which
refer to the goddess in the second person, most likely derive from the
narrator himself) and a series of brief questions in 183-186, a passage
which comes close to the ‘aporia’ motif:

Which island, which kind of mountain pleased you most?
Which harbour, which kind of town? Which nymph did you love
most of all and which kind of heroines did you take as companions?

You must tell me that, goddess, and I shall sing about it to the others.
You loved ...

At the end of the hymn there is a conventional hymnic farewell and
request to receive the song favourably (268), but the farewell is preceded
by two other occurrences of khaire in 225 and 259, each followed by a
series of brief references to (other) stories from Artemis’ career.

In A 1 we are again dealing with an overt external narrator: the
motivation for the song in 1—2 includes a slight hint of the occasion
at which one should celebrate Zeus (libations), but that occasion is
not referred to again in the rest of the poem. Other signs of the
narrator include frequent apostrophes of Zeus, rhetorical questions (1—
3, 62-63, 75, 92—93), the ‘aporia’ motif (4—5), anonymous spokesmen,
including poets (14, 39, 45, 51, 59—60), instances of the ‘reference to the
narrator’s own time’ motif (18—20, 40—41), evaluative and metanarrative
comments (65-64, 65, 68—70, 85-87), a quotation from Hesiod (79),
and a typical hymnic farewell (91—96). Taken together, the narrators
of Hymns 1, 3, and 4 display an interesting mixture of epic, hymnic, and
historiographical (— Herodotus) aspects.

The ‘mimetic’ hymns 4k. 2, 5 and 6 have a dialogical frame, and
the stories of Tiresias (f. 5.57-136), Erysichthon (4. 6.24-117), and—
perhaps—the episodes from Apollo’s career (k. 2.58-112) are recounted
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by a kind of ‘master (or mistress) of ceremonies’,* who at the beginning
and end of the poems gives instructions to young men (k. 2) and women
(hh. 5 and 6), who seem to be participating in a ritual event, e.g.:

You bathpourers of Pallas, come out everyone,

come out. The mares just now began to neigh,

I heard the sacred mares; the goddess too is ready to come.

Hasten, fair women of Argos, hasten now. (h. 5.1-4)

Athena really comes now, so make welcome

the goddess, girls, whose duty the task is,

with acclamation, with praying, with joyous answering cries.

Hail, goddess, look after Inachian Argos.

Hail as you drive out, and as you drive back in again

your horses, and protect the whole Argive estate. (h. 5.137-142)

These secondary narrators are less visible than in 4. 4: there are no
apostrophes, apart from the pathetic address of Erysichthon’s mother
in 4. 6.83 (the address of the bathpourers in 4. 5.134 and to Demeter in
h. 6.116-117 signal the return to the ritual frame). Sometimes, however,
there are brief evaluative comments, as in 4. 5.78 ‘poor fool’ (about
Tiresias unwittingly seeing the naked Athena) and 6.36 ‘shamelessly’
(about Erysichthon’s men rushing into Demeter’s sacred grove).® In
h. 2 the situation i3 more complex, in that it is not entirely clear
whether the voice that tells about Apollo must be attributed to the
(secondary) narrator or to the chorus of young men functioning as a
tertiary narrator. In 8 the narrator urges the young men to sing, in
16 he praises them for having started the music, in 1721 he asks the
other participants to be silent, and then in 25 to shout the ritual cry
he e for Apollo (the addressee of this request is not entirely clear),
and in 28-31 he concludes with a promise that Apollo will honour
the chorus, who in return will sing about him for more than one day.
Although a change of voice in g2, where the praise of Apollo begins, is
not made explicit, it is at least hinted at by the preceding passage and
the effect is that the voices (of narrator and young men) merge. In g7
(‘we hear /e hie paieon’) it seems most likely that the voice is that of the
secondary narrator again, but the ‘we’ could also be the chorus hearing

* For this description of the poetic persona in these hymns see Hopkinson 1984: g n.
2. On the ‘mimetic’ hymns in general see e.g. Hopkinson 1984: 11 n. 4; Bulloch 1985:
5-8; Harder 1992: 384—394; Depew 1993: 57—77. One may compare the mimetic poems
in Theocritus (—).

5 Translations from #. 5 are taken from Bulloch 1985.

6 Cf. also 4. 6.56 and 68.
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the other participants joining in. The effect of this merging of voices
may be to suggest an enthusiastic crowd taking part in the celebration
of Apollo, and it recalls the indeterminacy of the encomiastic voice in
Pindar and Bacchylides (—). In contrast with 44. 5 and 6 the narrative
parts of this hymn contain several apostrophes of Apollo (particularly
in 65-104, about the foundation of Cyrene and the origin of the ritual
cry).

In all the hymns the narrators draw attention to the fact that they
depend on a long tradition: in /. 4.28—-54 the narrator states that there
are already many songs about Delos, asks the island what it would like
to hear, and then suggests that he should tell how, after a long period of
floating in the sea, the island was eventually allowed to settle in a fixed
position because it received Leto for the birth of Apollo. This passage
recalls the ‘aporia’ motif, which, as in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (—),
suggests the quantity of stories available to the narrator. In #£. 5.55-56
the narrator explicitly states that he has heard from others the story of
the blinding of Tiresias, which he will tell to the women while waiting
for Athena’s epiphany (‘and meanwhile I shall speak to these women;
the tale is others’, not mine’); in /. 6.18—29 the narrator lists a number
of possible stories about Demeter, from which he eventually selects the
edifying story of Erysichthon. Thus the narrators present themselves as
a trustworthy and erudite medium for the transmission of stories that
were already told elsewhere.” The references to anonymous spokesmen
in 4. 1 (including the ‘ancient singers’ in 60), to the richness of material
in /. 2 and to the narrator’s role in the transmission of knowledge in #.
3 fit in with this picture.

In the Aetia there is a great variety of overt narrators,® and the pre-
sentation of the stories is more complicated than in the Hymns. In
Aetia 1—2 the aetiological stories are told within the framework of a
dialogue: there is an internal primary narrator, ‘the old Callimachus’,
who tells, to a primary narratee of whom we find no explicit traces
in the fragments, how he has dreamt that as a young man he was
brought to Mt. Helicon, where he asked the Muses the origins of rit-
uals and related matters.® The embedded narratives are therefore pre-

7 This technique may be related to Callimachus’ famous statement ‘I sing of noth-
ing which is unattested’ (fr. 612).

8 E.g Harder 1990: 287-309; Cameron 1995: 351-354; Fantham 1998: 17-18.

9 Cf. Schol. Flor.15fl. (in Pfeiffer 1949: 11) (‘he [sc. the old Callimachus], who had
just spoken the prologue to the Aetia, told) how in a dream he met the Muses on Mt.
Helicon and received from them the explanation of the aitia, being a young man ...’
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sented as ‘answers’ by the Muses, functioning as external secondary
narrators, who respond to the questions of ‘the young Callimachus’,
who thus acts as the external secondary narratee. This practice recalls
the way in which the Muses are used in Homer (—) to explain the
narrator’s omniscience. However, in the Aefia these roles are not fixed,
as ‘the young Callimachus’ sometimes inserts long digressions in his
questions, in which he displays his own knowledge (such as the cata-
logue of Sicilian cities in fr. 43.28—55, which represents i nuce a series
of foundation-stories), and perhaps adds stories on his own account (as
has been thought about the story of Heracles and Thiodamas in frr.
24—25).!"° Thus both ‘the young Callimachus’ and the Muses function
as secondary narrators as well as secondary narratees, and the old con-
vention of the Muse-invocation is reworked creatively.'!

In Aetia -4 the framework of the dialogue is no longer used, but
instead there is a great variety of primary narrators, each with a distinct
persona, which sometimes evokes a certain literary genre. Some of these
narrators are external, like the ‘scholar-poet’ in frr. 67—75, who tells the
love-story of Acontius and Cydippe and is characterized by his garrulity
(fr. 75.4—9, where he rebukes himself for almost telling an unsavoury
story about Hera and cuts himself short in a Pindaric manner),'? and
by the fact that he quotes his source at length (fr. 75.54—77). This nar-
rator is obviously overt, as is shown most clearly from fr. 75, which is
the longest and best preserved fragment of the Aetia. Narratorial inter-
ventions which reveal the narrator’s presence include: apostrophes of
Acontius (40, 4448, 51, 53, 74—75), an instance of the ‘reference to the
narrator’s own time’ motif (51), a gnomic statement (8—g), and eval-
uative and metanarrative comments (13—-14, 44—49, 74—77)-"* Another
external narrator is the ‘epinician poet’, who offers a victory song to
Berenice in SH 254268 and includes a myth about Heracles.

Other narrators are internal and in a voice that recalls the ‘T’ in
dedicatory or funeral epigrams recount their own experiences, such as
the ‘lock of Berenice’, which tells of its catasterism in fr. 110 and shows
a delicate mixture of pride and regret (cf. especially fr. 110.75-78), or the

10-See Hollis 1982: 118.

1 On the complex interaction between Callimachus and the Muses see also Lynn
1995: 154164, who observes that, strictly speaking, the Muses ‘are /s mouthpieces, the
product of his own dreaming mind’ (155).

12 On this passage as a Pindaric Abbruchsformel see Harder 1990: 296.

13 For further discussion see Harder 1990: 287-309; and on the narrator in f. 75 in
general Lynn 1995: 203—238.
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dead poet Simonides in fr. 64, who tells how his tomb was destroyed by
a tyrant of Acragas.!

Secondary narrators seem to have been rare in Aetia 3—4, but there
is one instance of a reported narrator, Xenomedes in fr. 75.54—77.
Here we find the Cean history of the fifth century BC prose-author
Xenomedes presented in indirect discourse by the primary narrator,
who takes care to remind the primary narratee that he is summarizing
another author by repeatedly inserting markers of indirect discourse
(cf. 56 ‘beginning to tell how ...’, 58 ‘and how ...’, 60 ‘and how
..., 64-66 ‘he put in hubris and death by lightning and ...”, 70 ‘and
[he told] how ...", 7475 ‘and he told about ..."). Thus the primary
narrator stays in control, but the way in which he begins and ends his
summary shows that he also poses as some kind of ‘reader’-narratee
of Xenomedes’ story: 53—54 ‘we heard about your [sc. Acontius’] love
story from ancient Xenomedes, who once preserved the whole island
in a book of stories’ and 76—77 ‘the old man, devoted to the truth, told
of your passionate love, from where the boy’s story came quickly to
our Calliope’. As elsewhere, Callimachus creates a picture of a narrator
who is part of a chain of transmission.

A special case is fr. 178, where the convention of stories being told at
a symposium is used, and ‘Callimachus’ tells how he met the merchant
Theogenes of Icus at a symposium in Alexandria, where he heard from
him about the cult of Achilles’ father Peleus at Icus. It has been sug-
gested that this fragment may be from Aetia 2," and in that case the
dialogue with the Muses may have been even more complex than indi-
cated above: the passage may have interrupted the dialogue, since ‘the
old Callimachus’ may have reminisced about an earlier event, or ‘the
young Callimachus’ may have told the Muses about this symposium
and quoted Theogenes as a tertiary narrator.

The motivations for narrating in both Hymns and Aetia are sometimes
given explicitly, and, as with the narrator’s persona, here too one may
observe differences according to the genre at hand. The hymnic genre
presupposes a focus on the gods, and, indeed, we see that in 4. 4 the
decision to sing about Delos is motivated by a wish to please Apollo.
In 4h. 5 and 6 the motivation for telling the stories of Tiresias and

4 On Callimachus’ play with the conventions of the epigram see further Harder
1998: 96-99

15 See Zetzel 1981: 3133, whose suggestion has been received favourably by a
number of scholars.
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Erysichthon respectively is related to the ritual context and also shows
the need to respect the gods: in 4. 5.51-56 the narrator indicates that
narrative has to kill time before the epiphany of Athena, but at the
same time warns the men of Argos, who should beware of seeing
Athena naked; in 4. 6.18—21, the narrator, who has first rejected the
story of Demeter’s search for Persephone as too sad, considers a few
other possibilities and then settles for the story of the punishment of
Erysichthon ‘so that one may avoid transgression’ (h. 6.22).

In the learned Aetia curiosity and a wish for knowledge are presented
as an important factor, but one should bear in mind that, as in other
authors, e.g. Pindar (—), the explicit motive need not be the only or
even the main reason for telling a story. In Aetia 1—2 there are some
passages in which it is suggested that the stories are being told in order
to satisfy the curiosity of the secondary narratee, i.e. of ‘the young
Callimachus’, who asks the Muses for explanations, as in the case of
the Theodaesia in Haliartus:

Thus she finished her story, and I wanted to know this also

— for my amazement was secretly fed —

why near the water of Cissusa the Cretan festival of the Theodaesia

is celebrated by the town of Cadmus, Haliartus. (fr. 43.84-87)

In Aetia 3—4, too, some aitia are introduced by questions (e.g. fr. 79),
which may suggest a similar motivation, and in fr. 178.21-g30 ‘Calli-
machus’ says that he longs to hear about the ritual at Icus:!¢

and tell me everything that my heart desires

to hear from you, in answer to my questions:
why it is an ancient custom for you to honour the leader of the Myrmi-

dons,
Peleus, how it is that Thessalian matters are connected with Icus,
for what reason a girl carrying an onion ... (?). (fr. 178.21—25)

Other aitia are presented without an explicit motivation, such as the
story of Acontius and Cydippe in frr. 67—75, where, however, the sum-
mary of the narrator’s source in fr. 75.54—77 may create an impression
of the ‘scholar-poet’ eagerly collecting his material.!”

16 In Hec. fr. 253.1-6 (= 40 Hollis) a similar question by Theseus seems to have
motivated Hecale’s telling of her life-story, which took up at least 100 lines; see Hollis
1990: 175-177.

17 The rather fragmentary source-indication at the end of the story of Melicertes in
fr. 92 (‘if the old Leandrian stories say something ...") and the reference to an inscribed
pillar in the first line of the story of Androgeus in fr. 103 (‘o hero at the stern, because
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I conclude that there is a predominance of overt narrators in Cal-
limachus, which may be related to a Hellenistic awareness of taking
position in a long and rich literary tradition. In this respect one may
point to some recurrent features of these narrators: (1) primary as well
as secondary narrators are often presented as telling the stories because
they are in some way knowledgeable, either as Muses, or because they
rely on an earlier tradition of song, stories and the scholarly work of
earlier authors, or report as ‘eye-witnesses’ about their own country or
experiences; (2) the narrators are often given a persona and a motiva-
tion for telling their story that seems to be intended to underline the
text’s genre or generic pretentions; (3) the narrators may be part of
complex patterns of interaction in which the roles of narrator and nar-
ratee may change and overlap and are not always clearly defined, so
as to suggest an intricate chain of transmission. A specific aspect of
all Callimachean narrators, regardless of their status as primary, sec-
ondary or tertiary narrator, is the way in which the text may create
an ironic distance between poet and narrator by means of allusions to
other authors, which invite the readers to look at that text from another
angle than the one suggested by the narrator, to supply information
from other sources,'® or in the case of the future narrative in 4. 4 (on
which see below) to realize that the narrator’s future has become their
own past. This kind of distance between poet and narrator may also be
observed in other Hellenistic poets, such as Apollonius of Rhodes (—),
Theocritus (—) and Lycophron (—).

The more scanty remains of the Hecale and Iamb: fr. 191 fit in with
these observations. In the Hecale the knowledge of the primary nar-
rator is not explicitly accounted for, but in the embedded stories the
secondary narrators are presented as trustworthy: Hecale is knowledge-
able because she tells her own life’s story (frr. 4049 Hollis), and the
old crow, which tells about Erichthonius and the early history of Attica,
because it witnessed the events as a young bird.' In fambi fr. 191 we
find as it were the ‘first attestation’ of a story: Hipponax comes from
Hades to tell the moralizing story of the golden cup of Bathycles (32—
77), which each of the Seven Sages modestly passed on, when he was
offered it, to the quarrelling philologists of Alexandria and he asks them

the pillar sings this ...") may be part of other explicit references to the activities of the
‘scholar-poet’ consulting his sources.

18 On this use of intertextuality in the Aetia see Harder 2002: 189—223.

19 Hollis 1990 on Hec. fr. 73.13-14.
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to write it down (31), i.e. he provides them with a story which they may
pass on to others so that it will become part of the tradition. As to
the adaptation of the narrator’s persona to the genre, the fragments of
the epyllion Hecale suggest a covert external primary narrator, perhaps
intended to recall the narrators of epic texts; cf. e.g. the poem’s opening
in fr. 230 (= 1 Hollis) ‘Once there lived an Attic woman in the hills of
Erechtheus’; an instance of the ‘there was a place/person X’ motif.?
la. fr. 191 is presented as a speech by Hipponax, who was part of the
iambic canon and, therefore, well suited to be the narrator of the first
poem of Callimachus’ lambz.

Narratees

The visibility of the primary narratees varies according to the genres
used by Callimachus. In %A 1, g, and 4 the hymnic narrator does not
explicitly refer to a primary narratee: in 4. 4 the first line is addressed
to the narrator’s own heart and other addresses are directed towards
characters in the poem. In /4. 1 and 3, too, the ‘you’ is always the
god, though /4. 3.186, I shall sing about it to the others’, suggests that
there will be human narratees in the future. In /4. 5 and 6 the ‘mimetic’
form of the hymns brings along secondary narratees, who are addressed
several times in the ritual instructions and addresses which precede
and follow the narrative (h. 5.1—4, 1317, 27—32, 134-138; 6.1—2; 118—
119). The addresses underline the identity of these narratees as female
participants in a ritual, and in 4. 5.33-34 (‘Come out, Athena; here
is company to satisfy you, daughters of the mighty Arestorids’) a brief
description of them for the benefit of the goddess helps to complete the
picture. Sometimes there is a complex pattern of addresses of secondary
narratees and apostrophes of characters, as can be observed at the
beginning of the story of Tiresias in /. 5:

Pelasgian men,
beware lest unwitting you see the queen.
Whoever should see Pallas, the city’s guardian, naked
shall look on this city of Argos the very last time.

20 E.g. Il. 2.811; 6.152; Od. 4.844-847; 9.508-510; 15.417-418; 20.287—288 and de Jong
(2001: ad 3.293—296).
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Lady Athena, you come out, and meanwhile I shall speak
to these women; the tale is others’, not mine.

Gitls, ... (h. 5.51-57)

Here the narrator first addresses the men of Argos, for whom the tale’s
warning seems to be intended, then the goddess, whose appearance
is eagerly awaited, and then the women who are present at the ritual
and must be entertained with a story to shorten the time of waiting.
Because in the rest of the hymn only the women are addressed, one
may assume that the men, though part of the fictional Argive world of
the poem, were not supposed to be present at the ritual scene. At the
beginning of the story of Erysichthon in #. 6.22, too, a wider audience
may be implied by the impersonal phrase (‘so that one may avoid
transgression’),?! but this is not certain and ‘one’ could also apply to
the women who are the primary narratees. In /. 2 the situation is more
complex as there are several addressees within the text: the sinners who
must leave the scene in 2, an anonymous eye-witness in 4, the bolts of
the doors which must open of their own accord in 6—7, the young men
who must sing in 8, the people who must be silent in 17, the people
who must cry A hie in 25, and finally Apollo in 65-79. As with the
narrators of this hymn, it is hard to pin down a specific narratee and
in fact there seems to be a deliberate merging of addressees, including
even the doors of the temple, so as to create an impression of general
involvement of all concerned.

The most elaborate characterization of narratees is given in lambi
fr. 191.26-30, where ‘Hipponax’ describes how the philologists swarm
around him and orders them to be silent, and in 33, where he tells one
of the philologists not to turn up his nose at him. As far as we can
see, there is no breaking of the dramatic illusion in this poem, but it
has been observed that the philologists of Alexandria would include the
historical Callimachus,? and readers of Callimachus’ amb: could enjoy
the notion that Callimachus had obeyed Hipponax’ instruction to write
down his tale (31).

In the Aetia we have no signs of primary narratees in Aetia 1—2, where
the framework implies that the emphasis is on the Muses and ‘the
young Callimachus’ as secondary narrators and narratees. In Aetia §—
4, however, there are some instances of primary narrators addressing or
referring to a primary narratee, e.g. f. 64.5-6, an instance of the ‘indef-

21 Translations from 4. 6 are from Hopkinson 1984.
22 See D’Alessio 1996: 1, 9.
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inite second person’ device (‘if you have heard of a certain Phoenix’), fr.
75.13-14, where a statement in the first person plural about ‘the illness
we send to the wild goats’ involves both narrator and narratees, and fr.
75.48—49, where the narrator calls to witness those who have experi-
ence of Eros, in order to support his view of Acontius’ delight in his
wedding-night, which could be considered a variant of the ‘anonymous
witness’ device. These passages seem to appeal to the narratees’ erudi-
tion? and knowledge of the world, and the reader of the poem may feel
that this invitation to cooperate includes himself.

A special case is found in the Victoria Berenices:

Let him find out for himself and cut away some of the poem’s length,
but what he said to him in answer to his questions, that I shall tell:

‘Old father, the other matters you will hear when we are at dinner,

but now you will hear what Pallas [said to me?] ... (SH 264.1—4)

Here the primary narrator promises to tell what Heracles—who has
just returned from killing the Nemean lion—said to Molorcus, but
invites the primary narratee to find certain information (presumably
about the story of Heracles killing the Nemean lion)** for himself ‘so
that he may shorten the poem’, and Heracles neatly cooperates with
the narrator, because he too does not tell Molorcus the story of the
killing. Thus the primary narratee, though present in the text, is here
temporarily refused the role of ‘narratee’, but, instead, is asked to
lighten the task of the narrator.

In all these texts the question of the narratees is complicated by
the fact that Callimachean narrators are much given to apostrophe
the gods (e.g. fr. 18.6; 67.5-6), themselves (e.g. fr. 75.4—9, reminiscent
of Pindar [—]), or the characters in their stories. In the last case
the apostrophes may even give rise to long sections of second-person
narration, as in e.g . 4 (Delos), fr. 23 and 24 (Heracles) or fr. 8o
(Pieria).®® In such passages the primary or secondary narratees are
reduced to accidental listeners.

Sometimes secondary narratees are visible too, and they may be
intended to steer our reception of embedded narratives. In the Aetia

23 On Callimachus’ technique of appealing implicitly to the reader’s cooperation in
decoding his learned texts as a caplatio benevolentiae, see now Schmitz 1999: 152—178.

2+ For a discussion of the question what was left out see Fuhrer 1992: 71—75. There is
a similar case of omitting a central fact of the story, i.e. the cleansing of Augeas’ stables,
in Theocritus 25 (—).

25 A number of other ailia in Aetia 3—4, of which only the beginning is preserved,
begin with an address, e.g. fr. 9o “There, Abdera, where now ... leads ... the scapegoat’,
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there are some examples of this, as in fr. 7, where Calliope addresses
‘the young Callimachus’ as follows:

First of all make yourself remember Aegletes and Anaphe,

the neighbour of Laconian Thera, and the Minyans,

beginning with the time when the heroes sailed from Cytaean Aeetes
back to ancient Haemonia. (fr. 7.23—26)

Here the secondary narratee seems to be invited to cooperate with the
narrator: he must activate his memory and find the right starting-point
for the story that will explain the scurrilous ritual for Apollo at Anaphe.
This technique recalls that of the activation of the primary narratee in
SH 264.

Two instances of more elaborate introductions of aiia seem to serve
a similar purpose of steering the reception of the primary narratee.
The first 1s fr. 43.28-55, where a question of ‘the young Callimachus’
includes a long catalogue of well-known foundation stories of Sicil-
ian cities, which serves to draw attention to the unusual and obscure
nature of the ritual at Zancle (a founder’s cult in which the founder
is not called by his name) and to the speaker’s urgent need for expla-
nation. The primary narratee may thus be steered towards curiosity
and grateful acceptance of the story when it is finally told by Clio to
‘the young Callimachus’ as secondary narratee (fr. 43.56-83). The sec-
ond is fr. 178.1-34, where the primary narrator, ‘Callimachus’ (who will
become the secondary narratee), tells how he has met Theogenes at a
symposium, how pleased he was that they shared a preference for talk
over much drink, and how he asked him, as a native of Icus, about the
ritual for Peleus on that island. This long introduction of the story of
Theogenes again seems to prepare the primary narratee for something
special, as it invites him to share the secondary narratee’s curiosity as
well as his faith in Theogenes as a narrator. Furthermore it may serve
to remind the reader of the worth of stories, which surpasses that of
the transient material joys of the symposium (for a similar notion cf. fr.
48.12-17).

In conclusion one may say that the Callimachean narratees are
presented as active participants in the process of storytelling, either as

s

or a question, like fr. 79 ‘Why do they call ...?’; in frr. 84-85 such a beginning
introduces a story told as second-person narrative, but in the other cases the evidence
allows no conclusions as to the narrative situation. See further Harder 1998: 109.
In contrast with Callimachus, Apollonius of Rhodes (—) does not address the main
characters of his stories.
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the respectful audience of a hymnic singer or a fierce iambic poet or as
the learned and curious readers of a scholarly work.

Narratives

Callimachus’ narratives are often moralizing (as in 4k 5 and 6; Ia.
fr. 191) or aimed at the explanation of present situations or rituals (as
in 4. 4 and the Aetia). In hh. 1, 2, and g they contain a series of episodes
from the career of the gods celebrated in those hymns.

The narratives are presented as subsequent narration and the way in
which the stories begin sometimes helps the narratees quickly to get a
picture of the main issues, locations and characters. In 4. 5.51-56 and
6.22—23 the moralizing purpose is explained beforehand and then the
actual narratives begin with an introduction of the situation (4. 5.57—
59: Athena’s love for Chariclo, the mother of Tiresias, who will suffer
a great deal when the goddess punishes her son) or setting of the story
(h. 6.24—30: a description of Demeter’s grove, which will be destroy-
ed by the evil Erysichthon). In a similar way in 4. 4 the need to sing
about Delos (1-10) is followed by a description of the island (11-18),
which leads to the story of how Delos, formerly called Asteria, became
a ‘fixed’ island, because it allowed Leto to give birth to Apollo on its
soil (28—274). In the episodes from the gods’ careers that we find in
hh. 1, 2, and g the narratives are presented in a less formal manner:
in fh. 1 and g there is a chronological scheme, starting at the birth
and early youth of Zeus and Artemis respectively and following their
career and the acquisition of their attributes (the first stage of which,
h. 3.4—40, i3 presented in the form of a dialogue between Zeus and
Artemis). However, whereas 4. 1 has a strong focus on Zeus’s career
and his establishment as the king of the gods, which prepares the
narratees for the praise of his human equivalent Ptolemy, %. g briefly
refers to a number of other narratives about Artemis, such as e.g
the stories of Britomartis (189—207), Agamemnon (228-232), Lygdamis
(251-258) or Oineus (260—262). Thus the narratees of 4. g are referred
to a wealth of other material, which could be adduced in order to
enhance the goddess’s fame even further. In 4. 2 the episodes are
narrated without regard to chronology: 47-54 relate Apollo’s stay with
his beloved Admetus, 55-64 his building activities as a four-year-old
child, 65-96 his role in the foundation of Cyrene, 9g7-104 his early
defeat of the serpent at Delphi, and 105-112 a brief dialogue with
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Momus in which he appears as the authoritative god of poetry. The
lack of ‘order’ in the arrangement of the narratives may be related to
the idea of a ‘non-continuous’ poem in the Aetia-prologue (fr. 1.3).

There are two instances of narratives that are not in the past tense.
In A. g.142-169 the traditional episode of the young god’s first arrival
on Olympus is replaced by a description in the present tense of the
way in which Artemis is ‘now’ (145) received on Olympus, whenever
she arrives there with her hunting-spoils, eagerly awaited by the ever-
hungry Heracles; we are dealing with the simultaneous iterative narra-
tion also found in Hesiod (—). In 4. 4.166-195 the unborn Apollo as a
secondary narrator tells Leto about the war with the Celts which will
take place in the future (but which is already the past for the primary
narratees).

Patterns of introductions and beginnings being tuned to each other
can also be observed in the Aetia. In Aetia 1—2 the questions which pre-
cede the narratives inform the reader beforehand of the story’s sub-
ject and purpose, as in fr. 7.19—20 ‘and why, goddesses, do the peo-
ple of Anaphe sacrifice with shameful words and those of Lindus with
words of bad omen ...»” and in the motivation at the end of the
extended question in fr. 43.54-55 ‘... for in none of these towns does
the man who once built its wall go to the customary feast without
being called by his name’ (as in Zancle, the anonymous founder-cult
of which had raised the speaker’s curiosity). Then the narratives begin
with a quick survey of the main characters and locations, as in fr. 7.2~
26 (quoted above) and fr. 43.58—60 ‘people from Cumae and Chalcis,
led by Perieres and the arrogant Crataemenes, went to Trinacria ...’
In Aetia 3—4 some of the narratives seem to have a similar indication
of the contents at the beginning, as they start with requests or ques-
tions (e.g frr. 76 and 79), while other narratives start without such an
introduction, but with a brief survey of the main facts, as in fr. 67.1-8:%

Eros himself taught Acontius his art, when

the boy burned with love for the beautiful girl Cydippe,

— for he was not very clever—, in order that he would be called
by the name of lawful husband all through his life (?),

because, lord, he came from Iulis, she from Naxos,

Cynthian, to your Delian sacrifice of oxen,

he a descendant of Euxantius, she of Prometheus,

both beautiful stars of the islands.

%6 Similarly e.g. fr. 84 ‘when you came from Pisa, Euthycles, having defeated men
...” about the Olympian victor Euthycles.
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This introduction was followed by an elaborate description of the
beauty of Cydippe and Acontius and its effects on the people around
them (fr. 67.10-15 [?]; frr. 68 and 69); it is not clear how many lines
were occupied by this and at which point the description of the events
at Delos began.

In /a. fr. 191.26—30 (which follow the lacunose 12—25) the description
of the unruly crowd of philologists may suggest the moral of the fol-
lowing tale, and the fact that the ancient summary of the poem? states
explicitly that ‘Hipponax’ told them not to be jealous of each other,
suggests that something to this effect has been in the text. The narrative
then begins with a description of the rich and fortunate Bathycles, who
enabled the Seven Sages to show their generosity towards each other.
The Hecale starts with a simple description of the situation of Hecale in
fr. 230 (= 1 Hollis) (quoted above).

The narratives’ endings often refer back to their beginning so that a
sense of closure is achieved; thus 4. 4.279 mentions the fact that Delos is
now a ‘fixed’ island; 4. 5.191-133 draws attention once again to Athena’s
power; k. 6.116-117 finishes the story of Erysichthon with a moralizing
remark. In the last two hymns the end of the narrative is also marked
by a return to the ritual scene (kA 5.137-142; 6.118-138). In the Aetia,
some ends of narratives are preserved and show varying markers of
closure. In fr. 43.78—79 the explanation is given for the anonymity of the
founder-cult at Zancle, and thus the end of the narrative refers back to
the questions at the beginning. In some other aitia there are traces of
hymnic closure, as in fr. 7.19-14, which contain a farewell and request
for lasting fame to the Charites, who were the subject of the preceding
narrative (frr. 3-7), and fr. 23.19—20, which is part of a farewell to
Heracles, whose adventures with a Lindian farmer had been the subject
of frr. 22—23. The story preceding that about Zancle concluded with a
short programmatic passage about the worth of stories surpassing that
of the ephemeral pleasures of the symposium (fr. 43.12-17). The story
of Acontius and Cydippe seems to end twice: in fr. 75.50—52, where
Acontius’ offspring is mentioned, the love-story ends, but it is followed
by an extensive summary of the narrator’s source, the Cean history of
Xenomedes of Geos, which ends with a reference to the ‘boy’ Acontius
in fr. 75.77,% thereby recalling the narrative’s beginning in fr. 67.2. The

27 Printed in Pfeiffer 1949: 163.
28 The way in which Acontius is here called a ‘boy’ also suggests that the narrator
has been dissociating himself gradually from his involvement with his main character:
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summary may be read as an elaborate footnote providing background
information about Acontius and his native Ceos.?

The narrative of the cup of Bathycles may end in /la. fr. 191.76-84,
where the cup comes back to Thales, to whom it was given in the
first place, but the text is too fragmentary to be certain. The end of
the Hecale is lost, but the ancient summary (printed in Hollis 1990: 65)
indicates that it ended with an aution.

The way in which the narratives are presented often shows a cer-
tain concern with issues of communication. Generally speaking, Calli-
machus’ narratives are part of poems which were of a literate rather
than an oral nature,® but within these poems the oral transmission of
stories 1s frequently enacted and the narrator poses as an oral narra-
tor (the ‘feigned orality’ motif), as in #4. 5 and 6, where the narratives
are presented as orally performed in front of an audience. Sometimes
Callimachus even seems to create a certain tension between the real-
ity of written communication and the fiction of oral communication
within his poems. Thus in Aetia 1—2 the fiction of a dialogue between
the Muses and ‘young Callimachus’ recalls the tradition of early oral
epic, which at the same time is being modified because ‘the old Calli-
machus’ has written it all down. The same applies to fr. 178, where the
oral convention of storytelling at a symposium is presented in writing.
In the Victoria Berenices (SH 254—268), the encomiastic effects of a promi-
nent position in a written work are combined with an evocation of oral
praise, as the poem derives part of its impact from its position at the
beginning of the third book, but at the same time recalls the Pindaric
epinician with its convention of oral performance.’’ Similarly, in /a.
fr. 191, the poem evokes an oral situation, but in 31 ‘Let there be silence,
and write down my tale’; oral and written transmission are linked and
the poem as a whole seems to have been placed emphatically at the

in frr. 75, 40, and 44, where Acontius finally wins Cydippe and enjoys his wedding
night, the narrator apostrophizes him as ‘Acontius’, in 53 and 74 just before and after
the summary of Xenomedes he addresses Acontius as ‘Cean’, as if drawing attention to
his public position as ancestor of the ruling family at Ceos, and in 77 the aition ends, as
it began, with a third- person reference to Acontius as a boy.

29 See further on this passage Harder 1998: 103-104

30 For a general discussion see Bing 1988. This view has recently been challenged
by Cameron 1995, but his arguments for performance of Callimachus’ poems are not
compelling and do not detract from the primarily literate nature of the poems.

31 For a detailed comparison of the Vicloria Berenices and the conventions of the
Pindaric epinician see Fuhrer 1992: 86-134.
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opening of the collection of lambi. Again we may observe an ironic
distance between poet and narrator, reader and narratee.

The status of the stories about the gods in the hymns is traditional
and seems to affect the way in which they are introduced, as in #.
2.30—31 where a large amount of material for songs about Apollo is
indicated; /4. 5.56, where the story of Tiresias is said to be derived from
others; £. 4.28—29, where the story of Delos is presented as one of a
large corpus of songs; and 4. 6.18—23, where one of many stories about
Demeter is chosen. In the last two instances the great diversity of the
tradition is also emphasized.

The stories in the Aetia range from early myth (e.g. the story of
the Argonauts in frr. 721 or the stories of Heracles in frr. 22—25), via
the archaic and classical period of Greek history (e.g. the colonization
stories in fr. 43,% the love-story in frr. 6775, or the story of the tomb
of Simonides in fr. 64), to the Ptolemaic court in third-century BC
Alexandria (as in fr. 110). Here too we have evidence that the status
of these stories could affect the ways in which they are accounted for:
in fr. 7.19—22 stories about the Argonauts and Heracles are attributed
to the Muses; in fr. 75.54—77 the story of Acontius is attributed to the
historian Xenomedes of Ceos; while in fr. 110 the Ptolemaic fiction
of Berenice’s lock turned into a star is told by the lock itself which
adduces the authority of the astronomer Conon (fr. 110.7-8). In fr.
43.28-55 the catalogue of Sicilian cities and the subsequent question
creates the impression that the young scholar-poet has learned a great
deal from his researches, but the fact that in the end only the Muses are
truly omniscient is brought to our attention when they have to supply
additional information about the ritual at Zancle.

Conclusion

The narrators and narratees in Callimachus’ texts are overt and self-
conscious, highly interested in narratives, and hence the process of
storytelling and the transmission and reception of knowledge receive
full attention. Important matters are the role, credibility and motivation
of the narrator, the cooperation of the narratees at various levels, the
steering of their reception of the stories, and issues of communication

32 Similarly the anecdote in /a. fr. 191.32—77.
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(including the notion of feigned orality) and the status of the narratives.
The character of Callimachus’ narrators, narratees and narratives well
reflects his position as a scholar-poet in third-century BC Alexandria
and his need to carve out a position for himself with respect to the long
literary tradition of which he forms part.






CHAPTER SIX
THEOCRITUS AND MOSCHUS

R. Hunter

The Theocritean corpus, as it appears in modern editions, does not
reproduce ancient collections of bucolic poetry,! and may cover as
much as five centuries of Greek poetry. Although there is no good rea-
son to doubt that the majority of poems are indeed the work of The-
ocritus of Syracuse in the first half of the third century BC, the corpus
offers us the best available glimpse into the workshop of poetic forms
which Hellenistic poets inherited and fashioned. Narrative is at the
heart of this variety. The corpus contains narrative poems which use
traditional modes inherited from hexameter epic and hymns, embed-
ded narratives by the primary narrator which depend upon a framing
dialogue between primary narrator and addressee, embedded narra-
tives by secondary narrators, and poems which are wholly ‘mimetic’
and dialogic; as in Plato (—), this last category may be thought to pre-
suppose a suppressed primary narrator, particularly if the poems are
read rather than ‘performed’.

If all the poems of the corpus are thus, in some sense, ‘narratives’,
it is nevertheless the case that, for example, the meetings of Battus and
Corydon in Idyll 4 and of Comatas and Lacon in Idyl[ 5 are not nor-
mally thought of as ‘narrative poems’, though both of course allude to
past and current ‘narrative situations’. To label such poems ‘narratives’
is not, however, merely a terminological subterfuge; rather it is a help-
ful way of recording an important literary fact. The genuine bucolic
poems of Theocritus inscribe within themselves a sense of tradition, of
an already known world of rustics engaged in hexameter song and dis-
putation, and hence of a creator of that artificial ‘natural’ world whom
we may in different contexts call ‘narrator’, ‘poet’, ‘author’. The artifice
of metre, dialect, and poetic allusion never allows us to imagine that we
have unmediated access to a rural reality, and that sense of distance is

I Cf. Gutzwiller 1996.

© R. Hunter, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_008
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in part our consciousness of the poetic presence of a creative (though
sometimes suppressed) narrator. In post-Theocritean bucolic, our sense
of familiarity, of stepping into a textual world frozen since we last left it,
is more overtly aroused by poets who pay homage to ‘the founder’ by
imitation of, and variation from, the base which his usage had autho-
rized and by constant allusion to Theocritean situations and characters;
bucolic is thus a remarkable instance of the very rapid invention of tra-
dition.

External narrators

External narrators appear throughout the corpus.? Idyll 18 reports the
performance at Sparta of a maiden choir celebrating the wedding of
Helen and Menelaus. Though formally a narrative, and one in which
the narrator is overt in the manner with which the poem begins (‘Once
then [en pok’ ara]® in Sparta at the palace of golden-haired Menelaus
..."), this poem is very largely devoted to the wedding-hymn (vv. g—58);
there is no return to the narrative frame at the end. Such a structure
has analogues in earlier narrative forms as widely separated as choral
lyric (cf. Bacchylides 20, another Spartan wedding-song, Bacchylides
5.56—175, the story of Heracles in the Underworld)* and Platonic dia-
logue (the Symposium), though it is clearly the former that is evoked here
(cf. esp. vv. 7-8). In recreating a lyric form and telling of a mythical
event, Theocritus relies, as do the lyric poets themselves, on an audi-
ence able to contextualize the narrated moment within a larger, and
in this case very famous, story. In the case of Idyll 6, however, a rather
similar form is used for an apparently less familiar occasion:

One day, Aratus, Daphnis the cowherd and Damoetas
Gathered their herd into one place. Damoetas’ chin

2 Idyll 23, which is certainly post-Theocritean, is the completely uncontextualized
story of a hopeless love: ‘a passionate man loved a cruel youth ...” The central section
of the poem is given over to the final speech of the ill-fated lover, but the guiding
presence of the narrator is highly visible through the use of emotive and judgemental
language (e.g. vv. 12, 60) and the repeated ‘moral’ of the story (the power of Eros,
WV. 4-5, 63). The poem is also unusual in that no motive is given for this non-mythical
narration: the most ‘natural’ context for it would, in fact, be as part of an attempt by
the narrator to win over his own beloved. Cf. further Hunter 2002.

3 Tor ‘then’ (ara) as marking the narrator’s choice of where to begin cf. 22.27, Hunter
1996: 149-150.

* Both Bacchylidean narratives begin with pote, ‘once upon a time ...’
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Was red with down, while the other’s beard was just coming,

It was noon in summer, and the two sat down by a spring.

This was their song. Daphnis had made the challenge, so he began.
(6.1-5, trans. Verity)®

The bulk of the poem is devoted to the exchange of songs between
Daphnis (impersonating, as an internal secondary narrator, a ‘“friend’ of
the lovesick Cyclops) and Damoetas (responding as the Cyclops him-
self); the songs are divided by a verse from the external primary nar-
rator (v. 20) and a five-verse conclusion, corresponding to the open-
ing, seals a frame around the poem.® Ciritics dispute as to whether the
Daphnis of this poem is the ‘mythical’ Daphnis of (for example) Idyll
I or rather to be understood as a contemporary herdsman taking his
name from the legendary figure. In either case, however, the abrupt
beginning of the narrator, here made overt by the address to Aratus,
exploits the narratees’ foreknowledge and draws it into collusive plea-
sure; whereas, however, in /dyll 18 our pleasure derives from our famil-
larity with the imagined mythical world which the narrator conjures
up for us, in Idyll 6 it derives from our familiarity with the world of
bucolic poetry: we do not need to be told about ‘bucolic song contests’
because we are entering a literary world created as timeless and ever-
present.

The narration of the grim fate of Pentheus in dyll 26 also begins
in mediis rebus (with, on this occasion, no inceptive particles), ‘Ino and
Autonoe and Agaue of the white cheeks, three themselves, led three
thiasot to the mountain’, and the narrative ends by reversing the move-
ment of the opening verses and sealing the story with a closural pun in
two highly alliterative verses: ‘they came to Thebes, all splattered with
blood, bringing from the mountain not Pentheus but grief (penthema kai
ou Penthea)’, vv. 25—26. The pun is a marker of the narrator’s arrange-
ment of his material, but his overt presence in this opening section of
the poem had already been signalled in a number of ways. First, there is
the manner in which the women’s ritually correct practice is described
(vv. 8-9) and the explanatory glosses of v. 11 (“an ancient mastich-bush,
a plant growing in the area’) and vv. 13-14 (‘the holy things of fren-
zied Bacchus, which the uninitiated do not see’ [though the omniscient

> Cf. Verity-Hunter 2002.

6 Idyll 27, the dialogue between ‘Daphnis’ and a girl he is seducing, has a similar
closural frame, apparently by an external primary narrator (vv. 67—72), but the opening
of the poem 1is lost, so we cannot say more.
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narrator may do]),” which suggest a contemporary significance for this
narrative set in the distant mythic past; secondly, the violent language
with which the dismemberment of Pentheus is described (‘they divided
out the rest of his flesh’) reveals the narrator making lexical choices
among possible modes of expression, just as verbal echoes of Euripi-
des’ Bacchae® reveal the learned narrator as a negotiator between texts.
Nevertheless, despite these clear signs, what follows the narration still
comes with a shocking suddenness:

I do not care. Nor let anyone else have a thought for one hated by
Dionysus, not even if he suffer more grievous things than this and be
in his ninth year or even entering his tenth. May I myself be holy and
pleasing to the holy; thus has the eagle honour from aegis-bearing Zeus.
A better fate attends the children of the pious, not of the impious.

Farewell to Dionysus, whom Zeus most high set down on snowy Dra-
canus when he had unbound his great thigh. Farewell to lovely Semele
and her sisters, Cadmean women honoured by many heroines, who at
the instigation of Dionysus, performed this deed in which there is no
fault: let no one object to the things of the gods. (26.27-38)

Whatever the import of these mysterious (and textually very difficult)
verses,” the sudden first-person revelation of the narrator'® and the
hymnic farewell to Dionysus confer upon the narrative that has pre-
ceded an aetiological and exemplary status.

Idyll 24, the story of the infant Heracles strangling the snakes and
of Tiresias’ prophecy of his future greatness, seems also to have been
structured as ‘once upon a time ... (poka) narrative, which is then
concluded by a first-person hymnic envoi in which the narrator asks
Heracles to grant him ‘victory’; unfortunately, the end survives only in
the most tattered scraps, and we can say nothing in detail about how
the narrative may have been contextualized at its conclusion.!! In this

7 The power of writing to evoke mental images within us (enargeia, phantasia) is
obviously relevant here, where such power is seen to promote an illicit and voyeuristic
desire. A related phenomenon is the experience and fate of Tiresias in Callimachus’
Hymn to Athena, another poem in which our emotional ambivalence about a narrated
divine tale is set against the demand for piety.

8 Cf. Cairns 1992: 5-9.

9 Some reference to the story of the daughters of Minyas is not improbable, cf. Gow
ad loc.; White 1999: 54—56.

10 Cairns 1992 argues that this is not the narrating poet, but the ‘choir’ that is
imagined to be performing. If the eagle of v. 31 evokes what ancient readers at least
took to be a familiar image for the poet in Pindar, this would certainly reinforce the
strength of the first-person intrusion (cf. Cairns 1992: 22—23).

1 Cf. Gow 1952: 1T 436.
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poem, the presence of a learnedly innovative narrator is most strikingly
revealed (before the conclusion) by a virtuoso handling of traditional
epic technique (see esp. the ‘waking and dressing’ scene of vv. §4-53)
and by an elaborate textuality which reworks scenes of (particularly)
Homer and Pindar at the level of close detail: the narratee of this poem
is closely familiar with earlier literature.'”” So too, the concentration
upon homely detail and the witty domestication of epic characters,
whose effect depends crucially upon our acquaintance with what is
‘normal’ in hexameter narrative, focus our attention upon the narration
as a literary act and hence upon the narrator as a poietes. Not for a
moment can we imagine that we are being offered unmediated access
to ‘narrative fact’.

The act of narration itself 1s also a focus of attention in ldyll 22, the
Hymn to the Dioscuri, but here the principal technique is the juxtaposition
of contrasting narrative styles in the telling of two ‘duel’ stories, a jux-
taposition which foregrounds the choices open to every self-conscious
narrator.'” Unlike the poems we have just considered, Idyll 22 opens
with an extended first-person introduction (‘We hymn the two sons of
Leda and aegis-bearing Zeus ..."), and then, in a surprise variation on
the traditional epic and hymnic ‘aporia’ motif, ‘Where shall I start?” (cf.
Idyll 17.11), the narrator reveals that he intends to celebrate the brothers
separately:

O pair of helpers for mortals, beloved pair, horsemen, lyre-players, ath-
letes, singers, with Castor or with Polydeuces first shall I begin to sing?
In hymning both, I will sing of Polydeuces first. (vv. 23—26)

There is an obvious danger for any mortal in choosing one brother
ahead of the other, so the narrator takes the evasive steps of stressing
their unbreakable ‘twoness’ (vv. 23—24) and implicating the twin gods
themselves in the chosen order: whether or not we imagine a ‘pause’
after v. 25, v. 26, in which the choice is made, is to be understood to be
spoken ‘under the inspiration of” the Dioscuri themselves.'*

The story of Polydeuces’ boxing victory over the brutish Amycus
(vv. 27-134) 1s a virtuoso example of narrative inventiveness—a locus
amoenus, the ekphrasis of a man who resembles a work of art, (an unpar-
alleled) stichomythia and no other direct speech, extensive rewriting of
Homer and (probably) Apollonius of Rhodes, and an archly expressed

12 Cf. Hunter 1996: 11-13; Fantuzzi-Hunter 2002: 275286, 344—359.
13 Cf. Hunter 1996: 58-59; Sens 1997: 14-15.
14 The ordering is therefore not (represented as) ‘arbitrary’, pace Sens 1997: 95.
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claim of complete dependence upon the knowledge of the goddess
Muse (vv. 115-117), immediately before the most elaborate and ‘tech-
nical’ boxing description of the whole poem," all play their part. Cas-
tor’s killing of the hapless Lynceus (vv. 137—211) is also narrated by an
external primary narrator, but the contrast of tone with the Polydeuces
narrative could not be more marked—the apparent moral certainties
of the latter (Amycus is a ‘gluttonous’ [v. 115] bully) give way to the
ambiguities which attend recognition of man’s weakness in the face of
the divine; the hymnic and encomiastic apostrophes to the god of the
earlier narration (vv. 85, 131-132) are not repeated in the bleak tale of
the death of Lynceus and his brother. There is also a clear contrast of
structural form. It is debated whether the central section of the second
narrative is devoted to a speech by Lynceus or to a pair of pre-fight
speeches (@ la Homer) by Lynceus and Castor,'® but in either case the
form is markedly more traditional than the poikilia of the Polydeuces
narrative.

One remarkable example of narrative experimentation is Idyll 25,
a probably non-Theocritean poem, which presents three ‘scenes’, all
apparently told by a primary external narrator, from the story of Her-
acles and King Augeas.'” The poem opens in mediis rebus, ‘Him did the
old man address ...”; with an abruptness (and an initial de) that have
been taken by most readers as signs that the opening of the poem is lost.
In the first section (vv. 1-84) the newly arrived hero learns from a hum-
ble rustic about the king and his estates; in the second section (vv. 85—
152) Heracles and the king admire the extraordinary royal herds, and
in the third (vv. 153—281) Heracles, as an internal secondary narrator,
narrates the story of the Nemean lion to the king’s son, Phyleus, as the
two of them leave the royal property. The narrative form of the scenes,
which together form a crescendo of confrontations between Heracles and
animals (dogs, a marvellous bull, and finally the Nemean lion), is care-
fully varied. In the first, Heracles asks questions and receives a long and
full answer; in the second, there is no direct speech, and in the third
Heracles’ narration is characterized by the full panoply of epic devices,
including similes, while it remains bound by the non-omniscience of an
internal narrator (cf. 195-200).

15 Cf. Gow on 119{l;; Zanker 1987: 87.

16 Tor the arguments cf., e.g. Sens 1997: 190—1I9I.

17 On this poem cf. Kurz 1982; Zanker 1996; Hunter 1998b; Fantuzzi-Hunter 2002:
286—291.
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The narrative form in the third scene is of a very common type.
Phyleus suspects that his travelling partner is the great hero of whom
he has heard (from an anonymous tertiary narrator, vv. 164-173) and
he asks the stranger to satisfy his curiosity: ‘Come tell me then first,
so that I may know in my mind ... and also tell me how you killed
that dreadful beast ...” (vv. 177-182). The narratee’s thirst to know is
perhaps the most common of all motives for narration, and in return
Phyleus receives from Heracles as full an account as he can give (‘I
will give you a detailed account of what happened concerning this
monster, since you desire to hear it ...", vv. 195-196). Heracles’ narrative
is also marked by strong final closure which clearly demarcates the
‘boundaries of narrative’: “This then, my friend, was the death of the
beast of Nemea ...” (v. 280).

The very clarity of narrative form and content, however, throws into
relief the novelty of the poem as a whole. The three scenes can be
fitted, easily enough, into the outlines of the story of Heracles and
Augeas familiar from our main sources (Apollodorus 2.5.5, Pausanias
5.1.9-10), but the central “fact’ of that story (the cleaning of the stables)
1s never mentioned (contrast the full narrative of the killing of the
Nemean lion), and any unifying narrative is left entirely implied, to
be supplied, with whatever level of detail, by each narratee. This is
a much more radical technique than, say, the typical lyric practice of
allusive narrative. There is in fact no real parallel in Greek narrative
poetry for such a chronologically linear account in which we are merely
given excerpts from ‘the full story’, each of which is, however, itself
detailed and coherent; this exploration of narrative continuity and
disjunction foregrounds the role of the poet, the creating intelligence
which turns ‘events’ into narratives. Mimetic and diegetic forms were
drawing closer together in certain areas of poetic practice, just as their
distinction was being theorized and hardened in critical discussion.

A different kind of narrative exploration is on show in Idyll 13. The
poem begins with a personal address to Nicias of Miletus, a figure who
occurs elsewhere in the corpus as a friend of the poet:

Love was not born for us alone, as once we thought,

Nicias, whichever god it was who fathered him.

We were not the first to be beguiled by beauty,

We who are mortal, and cannot see tomorrow. (13.1—4, trans. Verity)

The exemplification of this sentiment is the story, told by the same
poetic voice but now acting as an external primary narrator, of the
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loss of Heracles and his beloved squire Hylas from the Argonautic
expedition. There is no return to Nicias at the end of the poem, which
arrives at its destination (‘Phasis’, the river of Colchis, is the last word,
v. 75) at the same time as does Heracles. In this it is contrasted with the
otherwise apparently similar /dyll 11, where another gnomic thought
addressed to Nicias (that ‘the Muses’ are the only remedy for love) is
illustrated by the story of the lovesick Cyclops and, for the bulk of the
poem (vv. 19—79), the song he sings (as an internal secondary narrator)
to the beloved Galatea. In the final two verses of Idyll 11 the primary
narrator returns with a teasing reference to Nicias’ medical profession:
So by singing the Cyclops shepherded his love,

And more relief it brought him than paying a large fee.
(11.80-81, trans. Verity)

In Idyll 13, Theocritus’ highly descriptive version of the Hylas story
very likely reacts to the epic version of Apollonius of Rhodes,!® and the
use of a personal narratee (Nicias), in place of the traditional absence
of specified primary narratees for epic narrative, as in Homer (—), is
part of the transformation of epic narrative material into a different
poetic mode. So too, the primary narrator reveals himself at work in
covering the Argonautic journey to the Phasis twice over: first in a rapid
survey of ‘the bare facts’ (vv. 16-24) and then again at a more leisurely
pace (vv. 25-75), with the loss of Heracles and Hylas to the expedition
occupying the centre of attention (vv. §6-75).

Internal narrators

Narratives by an internal narrator are common in Greek drama, and
two of Theocritus’ poems with strong links to the tradition of mime,
offer internal narrators who tell their stories within a quasi-dramatic
structure. In Idyll 14 Aeschinas tells his friend Thyonichus the story
of his unhappy affair with a girlfriend, Cynisca, whose affections have
now gone elsewhere. This vivid tale of a disrupted drinking-party may
be related to on-stage narratives of elaborate banquets, which seem to
have enjoyed remarkable popularity in the comedy of the fourth and
third centuries.' Aeschinas’ unbroken narrative occupies the greater

18 The matter is very disputed, and detailed arguments cannot be rehearsed here;
much bibliography is readily available in Kshnken 2001.
19 Cf. Fraenkel 1912: 9—32.
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part of the poem (vv. 12-56), but variety of tone and effect is achieved
by the quotation of direct and colloquially lively speech in the mouth of
more than one character (both male and female); so too, the external
narratee, Thyonichus, is drawn directly into the narrative (“Then I
hit her on the temple, once, then again—you know me, Thyonichus’,
vv. 34—35). Moreover, at the conclusion of his speech, the telling of
past events is not neatly demarcated from deliberation with Thyonichus
about the future (vv. 50-56). All of these techniques are designed by the
poet to minimize the distinction between conversational exchange and
‘narrative’, understood in a narrow sense. The use of hexameters for
such a mimetic exchange creates a tension between form and content,
a tension that is advertised rather than concealed by the opening verses,
in which frequent use of verse-splitting (antilabe) sets the colloquial tone
for the whole poem. Theocritus thus accommodates his narrative form
to the traditions of popular mime, but in such a way that the formal
novelty of his undertaking remains visible. Such a procedure, which is a
form of literary history within creative poetry itself, finds many parallels
in the literature of the third century.

In Idyll 2 there is only one speaker, the internal primary narrator,
but the associations of the poem are again with the mime tradition. In
the first part of the poem a woman called Simaitha performs a magic
ritual, with the help (or hindrance) of a slave-girl, to try to win back
her faithless lover Delphis (vv. 1-63). When the slave goes to perform a
rite at Delphis’ door, Simaetha is now free to tell her story: ‘Now that I
am alone, from what point shall I bewail my love? At what point shall I
begin? Who brought this misery upon me?’ (vv. 64—65). There is a cer-
tain realism in only laying bare her soul once the slave is out of the way,
but the emphasis upon a connection between being alone and narra-
tion is part of Simaitha’s self-presentation as a heroine from drama and
‘literature’, for it is unhappy lovers and, above all, characters in drama?
who relate their stories to the heavenly bodies—the moon-goddess is in
fact the external narratee of Simaitha’s story, as the repeated refrain,
“Take note, lady Selene, whence came my love’, makes clear. It is per-
haps not unfair to ask why Simaetha tells her story. On the one hand,
it is important that avenging divinities such as the moon-goddess, who
is intimately connected with magic, should be fully acquainted with
the wrong which has been done (cf., e.g. Electra’s lamentation to the

20 Cf. Plautus, Mercator 3—5 ‘I won’t do what I've seen love make others do in
comedies—tell their woes to Night or Day or the Sun or the Moon.’



92 PART ONE — CHAPTER SIX

stars in the parodos of Euripides’ Electra), but there is also a clear self-
positioning by Simaetha within what she conceives to be a familiar pat-
tern: Simaetha must narrate her story because (as she imagines) that is
what women in her position do. It was, above all, Euripidean drama
(—) that had licensed lengthy female narration and complaint. As in
Idyll 14, Theocritus exploits the tension between the formality and liter-
ary affiliations of unbroken poetic narrative and the relatively low status
of mime; in these poems ‘narration’ is denaturalized, so that it becomes
a specific literary form associated with the higher registers of poetic
expression. The sly acknowledgment of the presence of an audience (of
watchers or readers) in ‘Now that I am alone ..." reinforces this sense.
Thus, in adopting a self-conscious role fashioned by tradition, Simaetha
apes narrators as paradigmatic as Odysseus in the Odyssey in wondering
where to begin (the ‘aporia’ motif, for which cf. Od. 9.14, — Homer),
perhaps the most crucial choice facing any narrator.?

One Theocritean poem, however, is entirely devoted to the recollec-
tions of an internal primary narrator: this is the famous Thalysia (Idyll
7). The narrator, Simichidas, who introduces himself at first only as ‘I’
recalls an occasion when he went with two friends from Cos town into
the countryside to join in the harvest festival of an old Coan family. On
the way they meet, ‘with the aid of the Muses’,* a goatherd called Lyci-
das whom Simichidas invites to an exchange of ‘bucolic song’. Lycidas
sings a song about his passion for Ageanax, and in reply Simichidas
sings of the hopeless passion of his friend Aratus for a boy called Phili-
nus. Simichidas and his friends reach Phrasidamus’ farm where the
celebration takes place in a marvellous locus amoenus. The opening of
this extraordinary poem, ‘There was a time when I and Eukritos were
going from town towards the Haleis ...", finds its closest analogues in
the opening of certain of Plato’s dialogues (cf. Lysis, Republic), but the
poet and his very self-consciously ‘literary’ narrator?® seem specifically
to evoke the Phaedrus—a walk in the countryside in the heat of the day
and an exchange of performances designed to win over a beautiful boy;
it is as though the Phaedrus has been transposed into a narrative related
by Phaedrus.

21 On Simaetha as narrator cf. esp. Andrews 1996.

22 One implication of this is that the meeting will be memorialized in song, as of
course it was. For the limited role of the Muses in Theocritus’ bucolics cf. Fantuzzi
2000.

23 Cf. Hunter 2003.
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Embedded narratives

Embedded narratives, by both external and internal (e.g. Idyll 5.41—42)
narrators, play important roles in the bucolic poems, and the founding
myth of the bucolic world is ‘the sufferings of Daphnis’ (algea Daphnidos)
which are sung in Idyll 1 by a shepherd called Thyrsis to an unnamed
goatherd for the price of a milking-goat and a marvellously decorated
wooden bowl; the exchange of narrative is here materialized in the
barter economy of humble rustics. The song itself, punctuated by the
folkloristic technique of refrains, is represented as a traditional one, or
perhaps merely on a traditional theme (cf. vv. 19, 23-24); the external
narrator is thus the bucolic equivalent of a very skilled rhapsode per-
forming a celebrated passage from Homer, and he proudly identifies
himself (‘I am Thyrsis of Etna, and sweet is the voice of Thyrsis’, v. 65),
not perhaps unlike the narrator of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (—).

Thyrsis begins i medias res, with an indignant question to the
Nymphs about their whereabouts when Daphnis was wasting away.
The reasons for Daphnis’ condition and subsequent death are never
made explicit. Such an allusive narrative mode is familiar from the
victory odes of Pindar and Bacchylides (—) and choral narration in
Aeschylus (—) and Sophocles (—), but the mode itself becomes central
to the concerns of the passage in a way that might be thought typical
of Hellenistic self-consciousness:

First of all came Hermes from the mountain and said, ‘Daphnis, who
1s tormenting you? For whom, my friend, have you conceived so great
a passion?’ ... The cowherds came, the shepherds and the goatherds
came: all asked what misery had befallen him. Priapus came and said,
‘Poor Daphnis, why are you wasting away? In her search for you the girl
roams by every spring, through every glade ... (vv. 77-83)

Here the different characters embody different levels of knowledge
and curiosity: Hermes, who seems to believe that Daphnis himself
is in love with an unknown person, the human rustics who know
only that Daphnis is suffering terribly, and Priapus who thinks he
knows the whole story—Daphnis is suffering for no real reason. This
dramatization of ignorance, desire to know and probably delusory self-
satisfaction at the head of the story is, in part, an anticipation of, and
hence stimulus to, the reception of the story by the primary narratees.
It also foregrounds, however, the strikingly oblique mode of a narrative
at the heart of which lies a bitter confrontation between the only two
characters who certainly do know the true situation, Aphrodite and
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Daphnis himself; we the audience never learn ‘what has happened’,
except perhaps that Daphnis’ suffering and death may be viewed either
as a victory for erds or a victory over ergs (vv. 97-98, 103). What matters
is what an audience or a community, whether of goatherds or readers,
makes of the ‘the idea of Daphnis’.*

Conclusion

The poetry of Theocritus and his imitators is important evidence for
a self-conscious concern in third-century and later Greek poetry with
narrative experimentation. Thus, Apollonius (—) explores (inter alia) the
rhythms of a long epic narrative and the limits of epic ‘repetitiveness’
and authorial discretion, how episodes of varying length play off against
recurrent thematic patterns; so too, in the Hymns, Hecale, and Aitia, Cal-
limachus (—) experiments with the inherited modes of form and voice
imposed by genre and metre, and seeks to recuperate within hexame-
ter and elegiac poetry some of the narrative techniques of archaic and
classical choral lyric, notably that of Pindar and the choruses of Attic
tragedy, which had long since died out. Particularly for scholar-poets
such as Apollonius and Callimachus, it is tempting to see in these devel-
opments the influence of, and a reaction to, Platonic and Aristotelian
theorizing about narrative form, as well as of the intensive study of
the great narrative works of the past which was carried out at Alexan-
dria and elsewhere. For Theocritus, however, two contemporary phe-
nomena are of particular importance. One is the dominance of (rela-
tively) short poetic forms, which worked against fullness of expression
and narrative explanation; this tendency reaches its peak in ‘narrative’
epigrams and epigrams consisting merely in snatches of conversation.
Secondly, the ever-increasing expectation of reception through reading
blurred the boundaries of, to use the traditional Platonic terminology,
‘mimesis’ and ‘diegesis’ and allowed poets to create potentially elabo-
rate instances of ‘feigned orality’ (cf. the addresses to Aratus in Idyl/ 6,
to Nicias in Idylls 11 and 13, and to Diophantus in the post-Theocritean
Idyll 21) and to produce a new range of ‘mixed’ narrative forms.

2+ Cf. further Hunter 2003: 230—231.
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The Europa of Moschus

The Europa of the Syracusan poet Moschus (mid-second century BC)
is the only surviving example of what was probably a common poetic
form in the later Hellenistic period: a self-contained mythic narrative
of relatively short compass (in the case of the Europa, one hundred
and sixty-six hexameters) in the voice of an external primary narrator.
No motive is given for the narration and there is no invocation of
the Muses: the poem is presented, in the n medias res mode already
familiar from Theocritus (‘Once upon a time the Cyprian sent a sweet
dream over Europa ...°), as a single incident within the broad tapestry
of received story, but the opening word ‘Europa’, the girl who gave
her name to the land mass, reveals at once that this is a story whose
ramifications are very much still present.

The Europa tells the story of Zeus’s abduction and seduction of the
beautiful Europa; the god took the form of a bull, tricked the girl into
sitting on his back, and then carried her westwards across the sea from
Phoenicia to Crete, where, as Zeus tells her, she is to conceive his
‘glorious sons, who will all hold the sceptre of power among men’ (160—
161). And so it came to pass: Zeus made love to her, thus procreating
the people of ‘Europe’. The poem’s simple structure, which moves
from Europa’s prophetic and erotic dream to another, but shared,
bed,® a structure which suggests unmediated, progressive narrative, is
reinforced by a narratorial voice which, on the whole, remains largely
covert. The (omni)presence of the omniscient narrator, who knows, for
example, the details of Europa’s dream and her emotional state during
it, the divine history of her basket, and the fact that Zeus fell in love
‘at first sight’, emerges perhaps less frequently than one might have
expected: cf. 5, a ‘learned commentary’ on the timing of the dream; 7,
‘Europa who was still a virgin’, suggesting the narrator’s knowledge of
what is coming; 38, mega thauma, ‘a great marvel’ describing Europa’s
basket; 72-73, a narratorial prolepsis with mellein of a familiar epic
type, ‘Not for long was Europa to amuse herself with flowers ...”; 74,
the interactional particles ¢ gar de; 76, Aphrodite ‘who alone can even
conquer Zeus’; 80-83, the mannered, quadruple denial that this was
any ordinary bull; 84, the interactional particles de to7; 97-98, describing
the divine bull’s lowing, ‘you would say that you were hearing the

2 The movement is marked, as often, by verbal repetition (lekheon ‘bed’ 16 ~ lekhos
164).
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sweet sound of a Mygdonian pipe’, an instance of the ‘indefinite second
person’ device; 113, the bull travels over the water ‘like a dolphin’.?

Another aspect of the narrator can be gathered from the thickly allu-
sive textuality of his writing, his re-writings of Odyssey 6 (Nausicaa) and
Book 3 (Medea) of the Argonautica of Apollonius. This marks the nar-
rative as, in one sense, a replaying of previous narratives and identi-
fies the narrator as a poietes, self-consciously making choices within the
ocean of tradition. In perhaps no other passage of the poem is the con-
trolling power of the narrator so strongly marked as in the meeting of
Europa and the divine bull on the seashore. Europa and her compan-
ions have come to the shore to gather flowers, as Nausicaa and her
friends went to wash clothes. In Homer a naked male appears, whom
the poet compares to a lion (Od. 6.139—-147), and his terrifying appear-
ance causes all the girls except Nausicaa to run away. Nausicaa is won
over by his pleas, and a bath and new clothes (and a little help from
Athena) restore the hero’s handsome grace that turns female heads (Od.
6.227—297). Moschus unpacks the powerfully unspoken possibilities of
this scene by having not a rough and haggard man appear, but the very
embodiment of male sexual power, a glorious bull; in explicit contrast
to the Homeric scene, ‘the appearance of the bull did not cause the
maidens to flee, but all felt a desire (erds) to approach and touch the
lovely bull ...” (89—91).?” Such games with the literary tradition are very
strong markers of narratorial presence.

In contrast to these overt games, there is a very striking narratorial
discretion in the Europa concerning the double aetiological focus of the
narrative—the founding of the Cretan royal house and the origin of the
name of Europe; these are given little prominence. The second theme
plays over the narrative of the dream in which Europa saw herself
being fought over by two women, who were in fact continents (the
‘mainland’ opposite Asia is still nameless, g), but the idea is never really
developed. Aetiology, teleology, and narrative consequence are replaced
by the portrait of a (paradoxically) universal experience (the passage
of a young girl towards physical sexuality and motherhood). A certain
epic grandeur and amplitude is indeed lent to the poem by the devices
of the opening dream and the ekphrasis of Europa’s marvellous basket,

26 Hunter 1993: 132-133 (with further bibliography).

27 There seems to be a verbal echo of Theocritus 13.48, the effect of Hylas’ beauty
upon the water-nymphs. It is tempting to believe that Moschus wants us, in the light of
his reworking, to activate the sexual sense of muxesthai at Od. 6.136.
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for these suggest pattern and importance: only great events achieve
this double mirroring. Both devices, however, emphasize retrospective
interpretation: significance emerges ‘after the event’, a pattern which
allows the events themselves to seem ordinary and everyday, almost
‘unepic’. In the contrast between such a tone and the remarkable
nature of what is being described, it is fair to see once again the
self-conscious concern in third-century and later Greek poetry with
narrative experimentation.?

28 For a much fuller account of the Eurgpa cf. Fantuzzi-Hunter 2002: 291-301.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
HERODOTUS

L} E de fong

In discussing the narrator of the Histories, I take as my point of depar-
ture the Homeric narrator. For the Herodotean narrator, as his proem
makes amply clear, places himself in the tradition of the Homeric nar-
rator, in that, he, too, is the guardian of the klea of men from the past.
At the same time, this proem, in replacing a Muse-invocation by a ref-
erence to Herodotus” own investigation (fustore), signals a crucial differ-
ence between this narrator and his eminent predecessor. Indeed, the
Herodotean narrator is an intriguing mixture of an epic storyteller and
a historian.

Resemblances to the Homeric narrator

The Herodotean narrator! resembles the Homeric narrator, in that he
is external, omnipresent, and omniscient. Let us examine these three
characteristics in turn. The main story of the Histories covers the years
560—478, which means that Herodotus (c. 484—425) could theoretically
have been an internal narrator for at least part of his story, as are
Thucydides and Xenophon. Nowhere, however, does he play a role
in the events he recounts, and he is therefore an external narrator.
Whereas the Homeric narrator occasionally refers to the ‘now’ of his
own time in order to stress the difference with the heroes of the past,
the Herodotean narrator likewise stresses differences between ‘then’
and ‘now’, using the ‘reference to the narrator’s own time’ motif (e.g.
1.173.2),> but more often points out the continuance of customs or mon-
uments (e.g. 1.52: Groesus sent two gifts to the oracle of Amphiaraus.

I De Jong 1999: 220—229.
2 Cf. 1.50.3.

© 1J.F. de Jong, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_009
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‘Both of these still lay until my time in Thebes’).* What is remarkable
in these passages is the frequent use of the imperfect, even though the
narrator is referring to the present of his own time: e.g. ‘For many states
that were once great have now become small; and those that were great
in my own time were small in the past’ (1.5.4). Is the narrator, true to his
own maxim of the instability of fate, anticipating that his own present
may once become the past™

The omnipresence of the Herodotean narrator appears most clearly
in such private scenes as Gyges watching the naked wife of Candaules
in her bedroom (1.10) or Darius lying in bed and discussing his military
strategies with his wife (3.134). In later books he has equally easy access
to all camps, Greek and Persian, Athenian and Spartan.

The omniscience of the Herodotean narrator is clear from his knowl-
edge of how events will end, which he shows in prolepses (e.g. 1.8: ‘After
a little while Candaules—for he was doomed to end badly—said ..."),
and from the access he has to the thoughts of his characters, in the
form of embedded focalization (e.g. 1.86.9: ‘Cyrus, realizing that he,
being himself a human being, was burning alive another human being,
who had once been not less fortunate than himself, fearing retribution,
and knowing that there was no stability of human affairs, ordered the
fire to be quenched.’). We may add here his ability to quote verbatim
the words of his historical characters, even when they were spoken in
remote times or places, or privately.

So much for the similarities to the Homeric narrator, which confirm
pseudo-Longinus’ qualification of Herodotus as ‘most Homeric’ (Subl.
13.3). However, there are also differences, which in fact considerably
modify the picture just sketched.®

An overt narrator

The first difference is that, in sharp contrast to the covert Homeric
narrator, the Herodotean narrator is overt: in his proem he ‘seals’ his
work, referring to himself in the third person (“This is the publication

3 Cf. 1.66, 92.1, 93.3, 173.3; 3.183.3; 4.12.1, 204; 5.88.3, 115.1; 6.119.4; 7.107.2, 178.2;
8.121.1. Here and elsewhere I quote the translation of Godley, with minor changes.

* Tor the imperfects see Rosler 1991 and Naiden 1999.

5 Just as Herodotus in many other respects distances himself from Homer; Marin-
cola 1997: 67, 225226 and Boedeker 2000: 103-105.
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of the research of Herodotus of Halicarnassus ..."), and in the ensuing
nine books repeatedly steps forward i propria persona (using first-person
forms), though more often in the early books than in the later ones. I
distinguish three types of narratorial interventions: the narrator speak-
ing as (1) narrator, (2) historian, and (3) commentator.®

Ad 1. The Herodotean narrator regularly reveals his own presence
by referring to his activity as organizer of the text: ‘I will now tell’)
‘let so much be said about’,® ‘I return to my /logos’,” ‘as I have said
earlier’, or ‘as I will tell later’'® (no such cross-references appear in the
Homeric epics, where links between different sections of the story are
marked by verbal repetition). His cross-referencing is not systematic:
in places where one would expect a cross-reference, we do not find
one (e.g. 7.114, where mention is made of the Persian habit of burying
people alive, an instance of which is recounted in 3.35); conversely, a
back-reference sometimes follows after just a few sentences (e.g. 1.61.1).

Ad 2. Most narratorial interventions refer to the narrator’s role as a
historian. We see him at work while interviewing witnesses or locals,

e.g 2.54.2:

The priests of the Theban Zeus told me that two priestesses had been
carried away from Thebes by Phoenicians; one of them was taken away
and sold in Libya, the other in Hellas. When I asked them how it was
that they could speak with so much certainty, they replied that their
people had sought diligently for these women and had never been able
to find them, but had later learnt the tale which was now told me.!!

inspecting sites or monuments, €.g. 2.44.1-2:

Wishing to get clear knowledge of this matter from a place where it was
possible to do so, I took ship to Tyre in Phoenicia, where I heard that
there was a very holy temple of Heracles ...!2

reasoning, e.g. 7.288.2:

6 Schepens 1980: 46—51; Dewald 1987; Marincola 1987; 1997: 6-8; and Fowler 1996:
70—71.

7 Cf. 115, 75, 95, 177; 2.102, 105, 147, 155; 3.6; 4.14, 38, 145, 5.65; 8.55.

8 Cf. 1.92.4, 140.8; 2.34.2, 35.1, 76.3, 117.6; 3.8.1, 113.1, 119.1, 136, 138.4; 4.31.2, 15.4,
32.2, 36.1, 45.5, 96.2, 199.2; 5.62.1; 6.55, 100.1, 153.1; 7.100.1, 152, 153.1. See Lateiner
1989: 44.

9 Cf. 1.95.1, 140.3; 4.82; 5.62.1.

10°Cf. 1.18.2, 61.1, 75.1, 85.1, 140.3, 169.2; 2.38; 3.106.2, 159.2; 4.79, 145.1; 5.36.4, 62.1;
6.19.2, 3; 7.108.1, 110, 115.2, 213; 8.2.1, 55, 5.

T Cf. 2.3.1, 91.5, 104.1, 113.1.

12.Cf. 2.12.1, 29.1, 75.1, 106.1, 131.3, 148.1, 5, 150.2; 3.12.1, 4; 4.1095.2; 5.59; 6.47.1.
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[Xerxes has Leonidas’ head cut off and impaled.] It is plain to me by this
proof especially that while Leonidas lived king Xerxes was most incensed
against him of all people; else he had never dealt with his dead body so
outrageously. For the Persians are of all men known to me the most wont
to honour valiant warriors.'

and evaluating stories, e.g. 3.56:

When the Lacedaemonians had besieged Samos for forty days with no
success, they went away to the Peloponnesus. There is a foolish tale
which says that Polycrates bribed them to depart ...

In short, we see him performing the fustorie, akoe, opsis, and gnome which
he lists in 2.29.1 and gg.1 as the tasks of the historian, and to which he
had referred under the general header of Aistoriz in his proem. Drawing
attention to his activity as a historian in such an explicit manner is one
of the main ways in which he establishes his authority."®

A special characteristic of this narrator is that on occasion he explic-
itly refuses to narrate something, e.g. 2.171.1-2:

On this lake they enact by night the story of the god’s suffering, a rite
which the Egyptians call the Mysteries. Although I know more about
these matters, how each of them is, let me be silent. About the rites of
Demeter, which the Greeks call Thesmophoria, let me be silent about
those, too, except for what is allowed to say.!®

Most of these instances of praeteritio are occasioned by religious pru-
dence (and one is reminded of the reticence of the narrator in the
Homeric Hymn to Demeter [—] with regard to the Eleusinian mysteries:
479482),"" the other ones by various considerations: damnatio memoriae,
fear of not being believed, a desire to emphasize what he does recount,
or the fact that something has already been told by someone else. Simi-
larly, the narrator occasionally assures that he does not recount all, but
concentrates on what is ‘worthy of telling’, or apologizes for including
a ‘digression’ (parentheke).'* Although there is some discrepancy between

13 Cf. 1.75.3-6; 2.27, 104, 120; 5.3.1; 7.137.1-3, 238.2; 8.8.3, 13, 53.1, 73.3, 77, 120.3;
9.65.2, 71.2, 100.2.

14 Cf. 1.51.8, 182, 214.5; 2.5.1, 12.1, 28.1-2, 45, 106.5, 120.1, 131.3; 3.3.1, 9.1-2, 16.7,
56.2, 80.1; 4.5.1; 5.10, 86.3; 6.121-124; 7.214.1; 8.8.3.

15 Marincola 1997: 63-67.

16 Cf. 1.51.4, 193.4; 2.123.3, 170.1, I71.1-2; 5.72.4; 6.55; 8.85.2; see Lateiner 1989: 65—
69, 7375

17 Harrison 2000: 182—191.

18 1.177, 194.1; 3.125.3; 5.65.5; 6.43.; 7.171.1. On the Herodotean notion of ‘digres-
sion’, see Cobet 1971: 45-82.
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the theory of those assurances and the practice of his text (which, at
least to modern tastes, seems to contain a great deal of digressional
material), they make clear that the narrator has a clear notion of what
constitutes the subject matter of his narrative: everything related to his
theme (the conflicts between Asia and Europe, culminating in the Per-
sian Wars of 490—479) and ‘amazing deeds’ (erga ... thaumasta).”

The narrator does not, however, suppress stories that he does not
believe. As he says more than once,® he feels it is his duty to recount all
versions.?’ He even occasionally turns to the writing of virtual history,
of what might have been, e.g. 1.191.5;

Now if the Babylonians had known beforehand or learnt what Cyrus
was planning, they would have let the Persians enter the city and killed
them. Tor they would have shut all the gates that opened on the river
and themselves mounted the walls that ran along the river, and caught
the Persians as in a trap.?

Ad 5. More often than the Homeric narrator, the Herodotean narrator
explicitly comments on the deeds of his characters. He calls customs
‘very wise’ (1.63.2), advice ‘very useful’ (1.170.1), the death of Polycrates
‘unworthy of himself and his designs’ (3.125.2), and the blinding by the
Thracian king of his own sons ‘a monstrous deed’ (8.116.1).

Like the Homeric narrator, the Herodotean narrator is not ham-
pered by nationalism when attributing praise or blame:* the words
spoken by Xerxes during the scourging of the Hellespont are called
‘barbarian and godless’ (7.35.2), but that same Persian king is called
‘the most worthy to hold command, because of his beauty and stature’
(7.187.2). Whether he is equally impartial where the Greek poleis, nota-
bly Athens and Sparta, are concerned is a matter of much discussion
and a subject too complex to be discussed here.

Sometimes the narrator couches his opinion in a general saying, e.g.
8.3.1:

The Athenians waived their claim [to be leaders of the fleet], deeming
the safety of Hellas of prime importance and seeing that if they quar-
relled over the leadership Hellas must perish, which is a right thought;_for
an internal war s as much worse than a united war as war is worse than peace.

19 For the latter category, see Barth 1968.

20 9.124.1, 130.2; 4.173, 195.2; 6.137.1; 7.152.3.

21 Occasionally he does leave out alternative versions: 1.95.1; 2.70.1.
22 Cf. 7.139.

23 For Herodotus’ impartiality see Marincola 1997: 164.
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Alongside the explicit narratorial interventions, the Herodotean narra-
tor has many more implicit ways of making clear his view. One is to
insert at the moment of a person’s success a prolepsis about that same
person’s end, which, in accordance with the principle of the instabil-
ity of fate, is usually a negative one (e.g. 7.213, where, at the moment
Ephialtes is ingratiating himself with the Persian king, the narrator
reveals that he will later be killed). In this subtle and implicit way the
narrator makes clear that crime does not pay, or that too much prosper-
ity leads to ruin. Another technique is that of suggestive juxtaposition
(— Homer): e.g. in §.40—43 there is a telling contrast between Poly-
crates, who is advised to throw away what is most precious to him and
has to search a long time for it among his many possessions, and the
simple fisherman, who spontaneously offers his king the biggest (and
most valuable) fish he has ever caught.

A partially omniscient narrator

A second difference between the Homeric narrator and the Herodo-
tean narrator is that the former ‘relies on’ the Muses, eyewitnesses of
the past (and thereby ‘authenticates’ his omniscience, which is of course
no more than poetic licence), whereas the latter relies on autopsy,
eyewitness reports, traditions, and his own reasoning. This means that
in point of fact he is not always omniscient: indeed, in many places
he indicates that he is not able to tell something (e.g. 1.49: As to the
reply which the Lydians received from Amphiaraus ... I cannot say
what it was, for nothing is recorded of it, except that Croesus held that
from this oracle too he had received a true answer’),* or makes clear
that he is only guessing (e.g. 3.15.4: ‘Cambyses received in all kindness
the gifts of the Libyans; but he seized what came from Cyrene and
scattered it with his own hands among his army. This he did, I think,
to mark his displeasure at the littleness of the gift’).* Also, he is not
always omnipresent: there are moments where he reaches the ‘borders’
of his story (e.g. 4.16.1: ‘As for the land of which my history has begun

2t Cf. 1.5.34, 57.1-2, 160.2; 2.3.2, 28.1—2, 10g; g.121.1; 4.16.1—2, 81.1, 96.1; 5.66;
6.14.1, 82.1; 7.26.2, 60.1, 133.2, 153.3, 187.1; 8.8.2, 87.1,2, 112.2, 128.1, 133-136; 9.8.2,
18.2, 32.2, 84. Cf. also the ‘X did vy, either because ... or ..." passages in 1.61.2, 86.2,
191.1; 2.181.1; 7.2; 8.54.

2 Cf. 1.51.4, 193.4; 2.123.3, 170.1, 1711, 2; 6.95.2, 98.1.
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to speak, no one knows exactly what lies northward of it; for I can learn
from none who claims to have been an eyewitness’).2

An epideictic narrator

Having examined the prominent presence of the Herodotean narrator
in his narrative, we are left with the question of the origin of this new—
in comparison to his main model Homer—style of presentation. As
regards his frequent comments on the characters and actions of his
story, Bowie (2001: 64) has suggested that in devising his narratorial
persona Herodotus may have been influenced by elegiac and iambic
historical narrative. An even greater influence was the work of the
scientists of his time (doctors, sophists, and physicists): their epideictic
speeches display all the typical features of the Herodotean narrator’s
style, such as his many first-person interventions, conclusions of the
type ‘let so much be said about’ (discussed above) and second-person
forms, rhetorical questions (to be discussed below in the section on
narratees).”’ In this context it is relevant to note that the Herodotean
narrator presents himself as a speaker rather than a writer (as does
the Thucydidean narrator): almost without exception, he refers to his
narrating activity as legein, not graphen. This may be a relic of the
Histories as lectures,” but we could also be dealing with a variant of
the ‘feigned orality” which we also find in Pindar (—), Apollonius of
Rhodes (—) and Callimachus (—): although he is obviously writing a
text, the Herodotean narrator behaves as an epideictic speaker.

In sum, the Herodotean narrator has the persona of a historian, poses
as an epideictic speaker, and allows himself the liberties of an epic
singer.

Secondary and reported narrators

The Histories feature fewer secondary narrators than the Homeric epics.
There are a handful of external secondary narrators, such as Solon,

26 Cf. 4.45.2; 5.9.1. Nesselrath 1995.

7 De Jong 1999: 227—229 and Thomas 2000: 235-248.

28 For a discussion of the question whether the Histories started as lectures, see
Johnson 1994.
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who tells Croesus the story of the Argive youths Cleobis and Biton
(1.31); Socles, who recounts the stories of the Corinthian tyrants Cypse-
lus and Periander to the assembled Greeks (5.92); and the Tegeans and
Athenians, who recount the story of the Heraclidae (9.26—27). There is
a slightly larger number of internal secondary narrators who—usually
quite briefly—recount events in which they and often their narratees
have participated (e.g. 7.10, where Artabanus recalls in the presence
of Xerxes his advising Darius not to undertake an expedition against
the Scythians).® In most cases the embedded narrative functions as
a—ypersuasive or dissuasive—paradigm, a function that is often made
explicit (e.g. 9.26: the Tegeans and Athenians ‘claimed that they should
hold the second wing of the army, justifying themselves by tales of deeds
old and new.’).%

An intriguing internal secondary narrator is Cambyses, who in .65
tells an audience of Persians about the murder of his brother Smerdis
and the dream that led him to it. He now knows that he interpreted the
dream incorrectly and killed his brother without reason, and this insight
leads to a highly emotional story, which 1s interspersed with narratorial
comments: ‘When I was in Egypt, I saw in my dream a vision, which
I wish I had never seen ... I acted with more haste than wisdom; for
[as I know understand: @7a] no human power can turn fate aside. But
I, foolishly; ... did wholly mistake what was to be ...” Here we are close
to tragedy (note hamarten in 69.4), as a character ruefully looks back on
what he has done.

The Histories abound in what we might call reported narrators, i.e.,
narrators whose stories are presented in indirect speech; e.g. the story
of Arion and the dolphin as told by the Corinthians and Lesbians
(1.23—24) or the account of Miltiades’ vicissitudes after Marathon as
told by the Parians (6.134). Herodotus is particularly fond of includ-
ing local inhabitants among his reported narrators. Reported narra-
tives may also be marked not by indirect speech, but by the simple tag
‘as the X say’, inserted before or after the narrative or in both places.
In fact, the entire Histories is based on the logoi of others, even when
the narrator does not explicitly say so (for obvious reasons; this would
have resulted in a text entirely in indirect speech). The Herodotean
narrator introduces reported narrators when there are different ver-

2 Cf. 1.117.3-5, 120.2; 3.36.1-2, 73; 7.8.4, 10.a.1, 104.2, 209.2.
30 Gould 1989: 55-57.
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sions of a story (e.g. the stories about Io in 1.1 and 5),*! or when he
wants to stress the source of a story (e.g. the well-known ‘Rhampsinitus
and the thief” story in 2.121, which forms part of a series of Egyp-
tian logor). In itself, the use of reported narrators does not automati-
cally mean that he is distancing himself from these stories.* Indeed,
in the case of the Egyptian logoi of Book 2, the repeated references to
Egyptian priests as his source are intended to increase the authority of
what he is recounting. When he is sceptical or critical, he usually—
although not always—makes this clear in a narratorial intervention
(e.g. in 3.56, “There is a foolish story ..."). In these instances we see
the birth of one of the most distinctive aspects of ancient historiog-
raphy, the polemic with predecessors.®* A kind of shorthand variant
of the reported narrators are the anonymous spokesmen: whereas the
former are specific (‘the Persians/the Lesbians say ...") and responsi-
ble for an entire story, the latter are anonymous and invoked only to
modify—negatively or positively—certain details of a story, usually in
the form of legetai, e.g. 1.159 (‘But while he did so, a voice it is said/ they
say came out of the inner shrine calling to Aristodicus’).* This device
appears to be a continuation and expansion of the occasional anony-
mous spokesmen in Homer (—), introduced in the form of phasi, ‘they
say’.

The primary narrator regularly intervenes in the reported narratives,
in order to add comments addressed to the primary narratees, e.g. “The
Persians say that next certain Greeks (they cannot tell who) landed at Tyre
in Phoenicia and carried off the king’s daughter Europa. These Greeks
must, I suppose, have been Cretans. So far, then, the account between them
stood balanced. But after this the Greeks became guilty of a second
wrong’ (1.2). All in all, one gets the impression that, although formally
presented by other narrators, the reported narratives are very much
the product of the primary narrator. This observation is confirmed by
the fact that the indirect speech is often dropped after a few sentences
or, conversely, the primary narrator suddenly slips into indirect speech
(both phenomena are exemplified in the episode of Cyrus and Croesus
after the fall of Sardes: 1.86-91). In other words, primary and reported

31 Groten 1963 and Lateiner 1989: 76—go.

32 Harrison 2000: 25-30. The other view (indirect speech suggests distance) is in fact
the communis opinio, see e.g. Gould 1989: 50—51.

33 Marincola 1997: 218—226.

3+ Westlake 1977: 361-362. Sometimes the subject of legetai is specified, e.g. 1.87.1, just
as, conversely, sometimes the subject of legoust is not specified, e.g. 9.120.4.
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narrative in the Histories are less fundamentally distinct from each other
than would appear at first sight, and the primary narrator exercises a
tight control on all levels of the story.

Narratees

The Herodotean primary narratees are not as overt as the narrator: in
some places they are specified as Greeks (e.g. 3.80.1 or 103), but there
are no further indications as to what kind of audience the narrator
envisages for himself.®® However, their presence is acknowledged in
various ways:*

— the ‘indefinite second person’ device (e.g. 1.139: “You shall find, if

you search, that not some but all Persian names alike end in this
letter’).%

— passages featuring an anonymous interlocutor (often ts) with

whom the narratees can identify (e.g. 5.54.1: ‘If someone desires
a more exact measurement, I will give that too’).*

passages featuring an anonymous witness with whom the narra-
tees again can identify (e.g. 4.19: ‘But to the east of these farming
Scythians, for someone who has crossed the river Panticapes, the
nomadic Scythians live ...”).%

rhetorical questions (e.g. 1.75.6: ‘Some say that the ancient channel
was altogether dried up. But I do not believe this; for how did they
then pass the river when they were returning?’).*

— gar-clauses, which provide explanations to questions which the

35
6
37
38
39
40

[

narrator assumes the narratees will have (e.g. in 1.10, where having
recounted that, after the Lydian queen was seen naked by her
husband’s servant Gyges, she was ashamed and decided to take
revenge, the narrator has tens to add ‘for among the Lydians
and most of the barbarians it is held a great shame that even a
man should be seen naked’, thus answering his narratees” implied
question as to why the queen would be upset).

Flory 1980; Gould 1989: 15-17; and Malitz 1990: 327-528.

Lateiner 1989: 31-33.

Cf. 1.199.4.

Cf. 2.6.2, 146.1 (bis), 148.2, 179; 3.6.2, 38.1, 122.1; 5.45.2; 7.126, 139.5.
Cf 1.51.1; 2.5.1.

Cf. 2.11.4 (bis), 15.2, 22.2, 45.2,3; 57.2; 125.7; 4.46.3; 7.21.1 (bis).
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— ‘presentation through negation’-passages, which contradict the
narratees’ expectations or create new ones (e.g. 1.10: when Can-
daules’ wife realizes that she has been seen naked, ‘she did not cry
out nor let it be seen that she had perceived anything’; this is an
unexpected reaction and raises the question of what the queen is
up to).

To this list of devices the Herodotean narrator adds the use of inter-
actional particles: kaitoi (e.g. 8.86: “The barbarians, no longer fighting
orderly or using their heads, were bound to end as badly as they did.
And yet they proved themselves that day much better than off Euboea
...’; this counters a conclusion which the narratees might otherwise
have drawn on the basis of the preceding, viz. that the barbarians are
fighting as badly as never before)," mentoi (e.g. 1.172.1: “The Caunians, to
my mind, are aboriginals; they themselves, fowever, say that they came
from Crete’; the narratees are invited to note the contrast), den (e.g.
1.59.4: ‘Wounding himself and his mules, Pisistratus drove his carriage
into the market place, pretending to have escaped from his enemies,
who allegedly had wanted to kill him when on his way to the fields’;
the narrator draws his narratees’ attention to the deceit),” and ara (e.g.
6.110.1: “The Eretrians ... asked help from the Athenians. These did
not refuse the help. ... But u turned out that the designs of the Eretri-
ans were not sound at all ...’; the narratees are alerted to the fact that
things are different from what one might expect).*

The main narrative and the digressions

As in the Homeric epics, the beginning of the main narrative is promi-
nently marked (with both a proem and an indication of the starting
point: Croesus, the first barbarian of whom the narrator knows for sure
that he conquered Greeks). The end is not signalled in the same way,
and the question whether closure is effected in the Histories is a matter
of dispute.®

1 CL 2.142.2, 148.2; 3.15.3, 152; 4.77.1; 8.71.1, 112.3; 9.71.3.

#2 There are some 86 instances in narrator-text (as against 30 in speech).
5 Cf. 1.73.5; 3.74-4, 136.2, 156.1; 6.1.1, 39.1; 8.5.1, 6.2; 9.66.3, 80.3, 99.3.
# Lateiner 1989: 31-33.

# Dewald 1997.
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In the course of his main narrative the narrator tends to vary his
pace: some parts are recounted in summary fashion, others scenically,
i.e., with much detail and speech. Some of the latter parts are real
gems and, featuring ring-composition, closure, and the leitmotif style,
stand out as self-contained units. An example is the Atys and Adrastus’
story in 1.34—45.* At the beginning of the story Croesus considers
himself the most fortunate of all mortals. But then he has a dream
in which the death of his favourite son is foretold. He takes very
concrete steps to avert the danger. At that point Adrastus, a man in
the grip of misfortune (leitmotif), comes to his palace, because he has
unintentionally killed his brother. It is this man who then accidentally
kills Croesus’ son and makes the dream come true. The story ends
with Adrastus’ suicide (closure), because he realizes that he is the most
unfortunate of men (leitmotif and contrastive ring-composition with
beginning). Though forming a self-contained unit, the story is firmly
integrated into the main narrative, in that it provides the primary
narratees with a first proof that Croesus’ fortune, like that of all men,
can change, just as Solon had warned him (1.g2); for Croesus himself
this moment of insight will not come until later (1.91).

The main narrative is frequently interrupted by digressions.”’ These
are of two types: ethnographical/geographical or historical. The his-
torical ‘digressions’ are in fact analepses or prolepses, which are usu-
ally marked off by means of ring-composition, narratorial interventions
which announce or conclude a section (see above), or by anaphoric
and cataphoric pronouns (hode, has, toionde, ctc.). These anachronies are
almost invariably functional (hence my use of the term ‘digression’,
with its connotation of irrelevance, between inverted commas): they
either provide background information which helps the narratees to
understand the unfolding of the main story (e.g. the analepsis on Athe-
nian history in 5.55-96, culminating in the increased tension between
Athens and Persia, explains why the Athenians accept Aristagoras’
request for help against the Persians), or they clarify the main story
by providing an analogy (e.g. the analepsis on the reforms of Clisthenes
the Sicyonian in 5.67-68, which is intended to explain the behaviour of

6 Cf., e.g. ‘Polycrates and the ring’ in 3.39—43, Xerxes and the wife of Masistes’ in
9.108-114. Discussion of these semi-independent stories told by the primary narrator
in Long 1987; Erbse 1992; Van der Veen 1996; and de Jong 1999: 242—251. For reasons
why these passages should not be labelled ‘novellae’ see de Jong 2002: 257-258.

47 Cobet 1971 and de Jong 2002.
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Clisthenes the Athenian).* The ethnographical/geographical ‘digres-
sions’, which in narratological terms are descriptions, have often been
seen as relics of Herodotus® early career as an ethnographer and ge-
ographer. However this may be, the Herodotean narrator has thor-
oughly integrated them into his narrative, inserting them, for exam-
ple, at the moment an oriental king undertakes a military expedition
against another people, and thereby providing his narratees with the
information necessary to understand what follows. Thus the fact that
the Scythians are nomads (4.46.3) explains why Darius will not be able
to defeat them, and the description of Babylon (1.178-187) clarifies the
ensuing account of the siege of this city. Where the narrator gives more
information than his story demands, as is often the case, this is in line
with the announcement in his proem that his /ustoriz encompasses ‘what
1s wrought by human beings’; he describes the world as it was then
known to mankind.*

Narratorial alter egos and the function of the Histories

Like the Homeric narrator and his singers Phemius and Demodocus,
the Herodotean narrator uses the device of the narratorial alter ego:
certain characters in his story seem intended as images of himself. In
the first place, we may think of Solon,” Artabanus, and Demaratus.
All three are wise advisers who in some cases have at their disposal
information about unknown people and places or about the past; thus
Artabanus informs Darius about the Scythians, and Demaratus tells
Xerxes about the Greeks. This provides us with an important clue to
the function which the Herodotean narrator sees for his own work: in
addition to the typically epic function of preserving the glorious past,
it provides information about that past and about other people, on
the basis of which political decisions can be taken.’® An alter ego of a
somewhat different nature is Periander in the story of the poet Arion
and the dolphin (1.23—24). Having been forced to jump into the sea
by sailors and then miraculously saved by a dolphin, Arion returns to

# Gray 2002.

# Cobet 1971: 85-140.

50" Shapiro 1996.

1 Dewald 1985 and Christ 1994. Whether Herodotus has a specific warning in mind
for the Athenian readers, is a matter of discussion; see most recently Moles 2002.
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Corinth and tells Periander what has befallen him. The latter does not
believe his tale and arranges for a confrontation with the sailors, who
first claim that they safely transported the poet to Taras. When they
then see him alive in front of them, they are forced to admit their crime
(and, we may conclude, Periander now believes the tale of the dolphin).
There are in fact many incredulous characters in the Histories, who dis-
believe reports of facts, past or present, but who eventually revise their
own views by collecting information. Thus Periander seems the alter
ego of both the narrator, who likewise investigates the stories told to
him (like him, Periander is said to /Aistorieisthai: 24.7), and the narratees,
whose scepticism with regard to the narrator’s stories must be aban-
doned when they are confronted with his proofs (autopsy, spokesmen,
or logical reasoning).’? The briefest but most pregnant self-image of the
Herodotean narrator is that found in 5.36: ‘All the rest favoured revolt,
except Hecataeus the historian; he advised them that they would be
best guided not to make war on the king of Persia, recounting to them
the tale of the nations subject to Darius and all his power’, in short, the
tale which is told in—part of—the Histories.

2 See Packman 1991.



CHAPTER EIGHT
THUCYDIDES

1. Rood

Thucydides’ history of the Peloponnesian War (431—404 BC) has tra-
ditionally been seen as a model of scientific history writing. But many
readers in recent years have reacted against idealized readings of Thu-
cydides as an objective historian. They see his unmediated presentation
of events, and his reluctance to allow competing versions into his text,
as designed to blind readers to his role in shaping his version and per-
suade them that it is true. But Thucydides’ narratorial style has also
been seen in more positive terms. Scholars have increasingly presented
a Thucydides who is not so restrained and objective after all.! And
Hanson has polemically celebrated a Thucydides who is ‘selective and
guarded, not promiscuous, in his disclosures’, and whose personal voice
1s ‘mysterious and subtle’, ‘possess[ing] a certain dignity by the restraint
in its use’.?

Thucydides’ role as a paradigm of impersonal scholarship makes
closer exploration of his narrative persona desirable. This chapter will
discuss first the primary narrator, and his interaction with his narratees,
and then other narratives included in the work. It will raise questions
about Thucydides’ place in the development of Greek narrative, about
the move from works composed for oral performance to works written
to be read, and about the political implications of narrative modes.

Narrator

“Thucydides, an Athenian, wrote up the war of the Peloponnesians and
Athenians ..."” (1.1.1). The first event Thucydides’ history records is its

! Note especially Connor 1977 and 1984: he makes the case for a ‘postmodernist’
Thucydides who is very different from the positivist historian praised by earlier genera-
tions.

2 Hanson 1998: 139.

© T. Rood, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_010
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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own composition. Who is the narrator? As the preface continues, the
initial third-person form gives way, as in the prefaces of Hecataeus
and Herodotus, to first-person forms (‘from the evidence which I can
trust ... I think that previous events were not great’, 1.1.2). The run of
the sentence shows that the speaker of these first-person utterances is
Thucydides. So it is Thucydides who starts by narrating his own act
of composition, and Thucydides who narrates the Peloponnesian War
itself.

What sort of a narrator is “Thucydides’? “Thucydides’ is a contem-
porary (he ‘wrote up the war ... beginning when it was first breaking
out’) whose home city was one of the participants in the war (‘an Athe-
nian ... the war of the Peloponnesians and Athenians’). But he is also
an internal narrator in as much as he later appears as an agent: ‘they
sent to the other general in Thrace, Thucydides the son of Olorus, who
wrote this ...” (4.104.4). Herodotus (—), by contrast, finds a place in his
own text only through his activities as traveller, researcher, and writer:
that is, he is an external narrator.

That Thucydides the character is ‘the son of Olorus’ and Thucy-
dides the writer is ‘an Athenian’ demands explanation. By giving a
patronymic on his first appearance as general (as he does with other
high-ranking characters,® and by using third-person forms for his own
actions, he suggests that he treats himself in the same way as he does
other characters. He anticipates the technique of Xenophon’s Anaba-
sis [—] and Caesar’s Commentaries—except that, unlike Xenophon and
Caesar, he states within the text that the character is the writer. By call-
ing himself ‘an Athenian’, on the other hand, he looks back to his pre-
decessors, who introduce themselves as ‘Hecataeus, a Milesian’ (FGH 1
F1a) and ‘Herodotus, a Halicarnassan’. It is not (as the common trans-
lation “Thucydides the Athenian’ suggests) that “Thucydides’ is classify-
ing himself as someone famous (contrast the use of the definite article
in the cultural notice about Thucydides at D.S. 12.47.2, and at e.g. Th.
1.126.12, 138.6). Rather, these openings give information that, later in
the history of the book, is given paratextually, on the title page rather
than in the text proper. But “Thucydides’ reference to himself as ‘an
Athenian’ does not simply attach him to his predecessors. The allu-
sion to the author’s nationality has a methodological point that it lacks
in Hecataeus and Herodotus. By revealing that he belonged to one of

3 Hornblower 1994: 161-162.
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the protagonists in ‘the war of the Peloponnesians and Athenians’, and
by calling the war by that neutral formulation, ‘“Thucydides’ suggests
that he had access to good sources, and that he was not parochial. (So
too his statement that he began at the start of the war, and foresaw
its greatness, boosts his authority as narrator and thinker.) In the sec-
ond preface, by contrast, where he writes that ‘the same Thucydides,
an Athenian’ has written up to the point when ‘the Spartans and their
allies put an end to the rule of the Athenians’ (5.26.1), the narrator’s
identification as an Athenian seems emotive.

Thucydides also refers to himself in another way: by name alone,
without either patronymic or nationality. He does this in the formula
found at the end of many war-years (e.g. ‘the second year of this war
which Thucydides wrote up ended’, 2.70.4). Presumably it is because
he is closing smaller sections of the work, rather than opening one
of its major divisions, that he omits his nationality. But the fact that
Thucydides does frequently use first-person forms confirms that the
third-person form is a framing device.*

How often, and in what contexts, do Thucydides’ first-person inter-
ventions appear? They are rare enough for it to be practical to give
a complete list here. He uses them to refer back to earlier passages
(5.1.1; 6.94.1), to explain why he has included a section (1.23.5, 97.2),
to introduce a new section (2.48.3; 3.90.1; 5.26.6) or announce what a
new section will prove (2.48.3; 6.54.1), and to express an inability to say
something (3.113.6; 5.68.2; 6.2.1). He also uses them ‘for statements of
opinion, reasoning, inference, autopsy, and methodology, that is, any-
thing that affected the history qua history’:® that is, as metanarrative
narratorial comments. Methodological instances of the first person are
particularly interesting because they show how “Thucydides’ separates
his role as agent (where third-person forms are used) from his role as
enquirer. He uses the first person to state that he was present at some
of the speeches and events he describes (1.22.1—2), and that his exile
helped him to gather information from the Peloponnesian side (5.26.5).
More complex is his statement about the plague at Athens: ‘T will show
the symptoms, I who myself fell ill and myself saw others suffering’
(2.48.3). Gribble claims that here ‘the first person refers to the narra-
tor as an actual agent in the narrative’ (he contrasts the use of third

* Though hardly a seal to separate books, pace Hemmerdinger 1948.
> Marincola 1997: 184 n. 52.
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persons in 4.104).° But the passage is methodological. The use of par-
ticiples (rather than main verbs) for the illness and for the claim of
autopsy suggests that the passage is primarily explaining why Thucy-
dides is able to give such a good description of the plague. Besides these
occurrences, first-person forms are used to limit the chronological scope
of narratorial judgments (7.86.5; 8.24.4, 68.2, 97.2; also 1.1.4, 13.4, 18.1,
7.87.5, 8.41.2, where the first-person plural is used) or foreground their
subjectivity (1.23.6; 2.17.2; 3.89.5: three contentious statements of cau-
sation, and 7.87.5), to speculate about the future (1.10.2; 2.54.3), to mark
uncertainty about characters’ motivation (1.93.7; 8.56.3, 87.4) or even
(apparently) about a fact (8.64.5), to mark a story as one handed down
by tradition (2.102.6: another first-person plural), and for reasoning and
statements of opinion in ‘digressions’ dealing with past history, such as
the Archaeology and the account of the fall of the Pisistratid tyranny at
Athens (1.3.1, 2, 3, 9.1, 3, 10.4; 6.55.3).

The relative paucity of Thucydides’ first-person appearances has led
to the suspicion that Thucydides manipulates his narratorial stance so
as to impose his judgment on narratees without their being aware of it.”
It has even been claimed that ‘the third person narrator of the opening
sentence yields to a new speaker, the war itself’.? But Thucydides’
activity as writer i3 underlined by the year-end formulae, his activity
as narrator by the first-person forms listed above. It is underlined,
too, by techniques such as ‘if not’ situations and ‘presentation through
negation’; by small temporal shifts as well as by the larger temporal and
intellectual range of passages where Thucydides analyses Athens’ defeat
(2.65), civil war (3.82-83), or the Athenians’ complex dealings with
Alcibiades (6.15.2—4); by other explicit judgements (about characters,
for instance, before they make speeches [1.139.4; 3.36.6]; compare the
introduction of Nestor at fliad 1.247-252); and by generalizations about
human nature (4.108.4) or ‘what a crowd tends to do’ (2.65.4; 4.28.3;
6.63.2; 8.1.4).°

6 Gribble 1998: 48 n. 46.

7 E.g. Loraux 1986: 149.

8 Connor 1984: 29, also Kurke 2000: 150, alluding to 1.21.2: ‘this war will show
(delose) those who look at it from the facts themselves that it was greater than previous
ones’. But note that deloun is commonly used, as here, in contexts where recipients’
response to what is shown is at issue (1.73.1; 2.48.8), and of letters or inscriptions (1.129.1,
134-4, 137.4; 7.10, 16.1); and that ‘this war’ implies the war that Thucydides is going to
narrate—a narration that begins when ‘the war begins’ (2.1.1).

9 Hornblower 1994: 148-160; Gribble 1998; and Rood 1998, index, s.v. ‘narrator’ on
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Expressions of uncertainty further undermine claims that Thucy-
dides’ story tells itself. “Thucydides’ fails to express himself with full
confidence more often than is sometimes realized (and notably when he
is discussing Spartan or Persian actions and motives: 2.18.5, 20.1, 57.1;
3.79.3; 5-54.1, 65.3; 8.46.5, 50.3, 94.2). He also sometimes blurs numer-
als (e.g. ‘two or three times’ at 2.4.2; cf. 3.76.1; 4.38.3; 5.10.9; 6.101.6;
7.79.6; 8.74.2). Such expressions of uncertainty are often thought to
reinforce the narratee’s belief in statements of fact about which no
doubt is expressed. That is, scholars have it both ways. Both Thucy-
dides’” apparent certainty, and his occasional uncertainty, are taken as
means of boosting his authority.

How plausible are such readings? Certainly, expressions of doubt
may affect some narratees’ belief in other statements. But variants can
also have distinctive effects of their own. Phrases such as ‘two or three
times’ tend to appear in vivid sections of narrative like the night-time
attack on Plataea (2.4.2). At 5.65.3, the alternative ‘either ... or’, unique
in Thucydides, give a further touch of Herodotean colouring to the
account of the uneasy peace.!'” When the Thucydidean narrator reports
what ‘is said’ (legetar) to have happened in a place in the distant past,
he exploits the mythical aura of that place—of the strait between Italy
and Sicily, say, ‘the so-called Charybdis past which Odysseus is said
to have sailed’ (4.24.5). The historicity of Odysseus’ travels is scarcely
at issue here. Or is Thucydides subtly alluding to a famously embed-
ded narrative? Hornblower notes that ‘Homer notoriously distances
himself from the Charybdis story ... by having Odysseus recount his
own adventures to the Phaiakians. ... [Thucydides] says, in effect,
that Homer says that Odysseus, etc.; legetai is thus doing a kind of
double duty’!! If this is right, we have an (early) example (in prose)
of the Alexandrian footnote’—‘the signalling of specific allusion by a
poet through seemingly general appeals to tradition’.!? But perhaps
this passage is just an illustration of the narrator’s qualified omni-
science.

narrative interventions in Thucydides; also, on counterfactual statements, Flory 1988
and Rood 1998: 278—280.

10" Rood 1998: 106, with n. 100.

1 Hornblower 1991-1996: II 182.

12 Hinds 1998: 1—2. On Thucydides’ use of legetai, see Westlake 1977.
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Particularly worth discussion is the sole passage where Thucydides
reveals the different stories that his sources told him about an event
in the Peloponnesian War: ‘this is what the Thebans say, and they say
that the Plataeans swore an oath; the Plataeans do not agree that they
promised to give the men back at once, but only if after discussion
they came to some agreement, and they deny that they swore an oath’
(2.5.6; the nearest parallels are 1.138.4, 6, from an excursus about the
past). This passage is interesting for four reasons: “Thucydides’ names
as his source not individual eyewitnesses, but ‘the Thebans’ and ‘the
Plataeans’; he reports not what they said, but what they say, that is,
what they still say at the time of narration; he does not judge which
side 1s right; and the disputed episode comes right at the start of the
war. Why did “Thucydides’ include this discrepancy, and no others,
even though they too may have contained (or even been) important
facts? It would be facile to regard this passage as a cynical ploy to instil
belief in the rest of Thucydides’ narrative. Rather, the citation of what
‘the Thebans’ and ‘the Plataeans’ say points (as often in Herodotus) to
the continuing political importance of stories about the past—at a time
when Plataea itself had been destroyed by the Spartans to gratify the
Thebans (note how the Plataecan story is explicitly cast as a response
to the Thebans). At the same time, Thucydides’ refusal to decide
between the two accounts itself emphasizes the hostility of Plataeca and
Thebes. The dispute also prepares for the complexities of the Platacan
debate (3.52-68), where the difficulties of moral judgment about the
past are a major theme. And one of the messages of the Platacan
debate, that perceived self-interest drives out considerations based on
past behaviour, may itself explain why the political use of stories about
the past are not going to be a major theme of Thucydides’ history.
‘Thucydides’ nods, in the symbolically rich Plataean setting, towards
a Herodotean manner of writing history—a style that he then moves
away from.

The Thucydidean narrator’s expressions of uncertainty cannot be
reduced to tools for persuading narratees of his reliability and objec-
tivity. Even to talk of the ‘objectivity’ of the rest of Thucydides’ nar-
rative i3 anachronistic. In those parts of his work where his narratorial
persona is covert, he is following in the footsteps of Homer, and also,
to a lesser extent, of Herodotus (—), whose first-person interventions
become much less frequent the closer he gets in space and time to
his own time. The Herodotean influence is greatest, however, in those
parts of Thucydides’ work where his narratorial presence is overt, as
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when he interprets the distant past in the Archaeology with the help of
very Herodotean modes of reasoning.'®

There do remain important differences between the narrators in
Herodotus and in Thucydides. Marincola (1997: 9) notes of the Archaeol-
ogy, for instance, that ‘the narrator is just as present ... but he is not as
intrusive as in Herodotus’. Thucydides is more critical than Herodotus
of other people’s attitude towards received information (1.20.1-3;
6.54.1). The way he opposes his own rigorous methods to the slack
pleasure-seeking of other people mirrors, indeed, the opposition be-
tween the unwavering Pericles, Athens’ supreme leader, and the volatile
Athenians."* Hence the temptation to take Thucydides’ narratorial per-
sona as far more elitist and autocratic than Herodotus’, and to relate
it to his work’s (alleged) status as a written, and so more autonomous,
text, a possession for private study.!” But other explanations can also
be suggested for Thucydides’ reserve. In some parts of his work, he
was aiming not at ‘objectivity’, but at vividness—a vividness that would
convey something of the suffering caused by the Peloponnesian War.'6
To interfere too often in his own person, to say who (if anyone) told him
that their bodies shook as they watched the final sea battle at Syracuse
(7.71.3), would have been to spoil some of his greatest effects. But at the
same time the narrator does occasionally intervene at the end of vivid
narratives to make ‘pathos statements’'” about the scale of suffering (e.g.
7.50.3)—statements that recall the summaries found in tragic messenger
speeches. The only safe conclusion is that Thucydides creates a greater
sense of a controlling and single-minded purpose in his narrator than
does Herodotus. Whether this sense of control becomes apparent in his
interaction with his narratee will be examined in the next section.

Narratees

To whom does ‘“Thucydides’ address his account of the war? He does
not say. There are no second-person addressees in the narrative. “Thu-
cydides’ does address the narratees in two rhetorical questions (7.44.1;

13 Fowler 1996: 76—77; also Marincola 1989a on the phrase dokei moi, ‘seems to me’.

4 Crane 1998: 38 on the analogy between Pericles and Thucydides, with further
bibliography in his n. 7 (and add Murari Pires 1998).

15 E.g. Crane 1996.

16 Rood 1999: 166; Kurke 2000: 151-152; and more broadly Walker 1993.

17 Immerwahr 1985: 447; cf. Lateiner 1977.
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8.96.2), and again when he argues that the smallness of Mycenae
does not mean that it could not have once been powerful: ‘it s not
reasonable to be distrustful and to look at the appearance rather than
the power of cities’, but one should think that the expedition from
Mycenae against Troy was, in its time, the greatest ever, ‘if it is right
to trust Homer’s poetry’ (1.10.3). Elsewhere he employs the ‘anonymous
interlocutor’ device (often #s) with whom the narratees can identify (as
when “Thucydides’ refers to calculations that ‘one’ could make on the
basis of facts or arguments that he has given: 1.10.1, 21.1; 5.20.2—3, 26.2—
3; 6.55.1). What ‘Thucydides’ makes explicit, however, is his idea of his
ideal readers: ‘it will be enough if my work is judged useful by those
who want to have a clear picture of the past and of the similar things
which will happen again at some time’ (1.22.4; cf. also 1.21.2, ‘those who
look at the war from the facts themselves’). He also makes clear that he
foresees readers in the future for the ‘possession for all time’ that he has
written (1.22.4).

How does the teller of the narrative relate to its recipient? Towards
the end of his preface, Thucydides says that he has written an account
of the causes of the war ‘so that no one should ever have to seck how
so great a war arose for the Greeks’ (1.23.5). Thucydides’ explanation
of why he wrote the causes of the war has been taken as a sign that
he wanted to prevent any future research on the war (‘it is difficult
to imagine a more unHerodotean remark’).'"® One might contrast his
attitude towards the causes of the plague at Athens: ‘let each man,
doctor and layman, say about it as he thinks’ (2.48.3; cf. the similar
expression at 6.2.1). He goes on to suggest that his description of the
plague is worth studying because it reveals, if not the ultimate cause
of the disease, at least some of the causes of its spread. With the war,
by contrast, Thucydides thought it helpful to state explicitly his own
view of its cause—not least because it was ‘so great a war’, that is,
so long and disastrous a war (as the reader realizes after 1.23.1-g). He
is not preventing future research (translations like Gould’s, ‘so that no
one need ever again investigate’, are misleading), but making sure that
narratees should at least have an explanation to hand."

Thucydides’ statement on the usefulness of his history also points

18 Gould 1989: 111.

19 Tor the topos of preventing narratees having to search for something, cf. Plb. 1.5.9,
12.6 (where the importance of the topic is also stressed), 3.57.2; 4.40.1; 6.11.4, 14.1; D.S.
I1.I1.4, 6.1.
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to the narratee’s active engagement in the work. Scholars have long
noted the fact that he does not say what sort of advantage the narratee
is meant to gain: is it simply a better understanding of the world,
or is it an understanding that has practical use? Thucydides’ lack of
precision is itself revealing. He leaves it to readers to make of his history
what they will. “The political lessons and the utility of the Histories ...
derive not from Thucydides’ explicit comments or implicit theorizing,
but from the reader’s own involvement in the work.’?

Secondary narrators

Further light can be shed on the authority of the narrator in Thucy-
dides by examining how the primary narrative relates to the narratives
embedded within it. We have already seen that Thucydides was reluc-
tant to allow one type of secondary narrator into his text (oral sources
giving variant stories—the reported narrators of Herodotus [—]), and
that this reluctance to admit competing voices creates a sense of strong
narratorial control. How do other competing voices appear in the His-
tory?

It i1s as rare for Thucydides to cite written evidence such as inscrip-
tions as it is for him to cite oral sources. Inscriptions and letters, many
of which are narratives, are more common in digressions dealing with
the past.2! In his excursus on Themistocles’ life in exile, for instance,
Thucydides includes (in direct speech) a letter Themistocles writes to
Xerxes in which he tells, rather allusively, how he has harmed and
helped Xerxes in the past, then argues that he deserves to be repaid
for the good he has done—*‘writing about the warning to retreat from
Salamis and the non-destruction of the bridges over the Hellespont,
which he falsely pretended was due to him’ (1.137.4). The primary nar-
rator here interferes with the text of a secondary narrator, Themistocles
(for the technique, cf. 8.50.2, 4; Herodotus 1.86.5 [—]). That this is the
only place where Thucydides edits Themistocles’ letter is revealing. He
suppresses the details of the narrative, doubtless because he expected
the primary narratees to be familiar with Herodotus, and leaves the
moral appeal made on the basis of that narrative. From the war narra-

20 Connor 1985: 11.
21 For narrative inscriptions, see 1.132.2; 6.54.7, 59.3; on the narrative element in
decrees, see Rood 1998: g2.
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tive itself there is a letter from the Persian king to the Spartans which
is intercepted by the Athenians: ‘much else was written, but the chief
point for the Spartans was that he could not understand what they
wanted: for many envoys had come, but none said the same thing’
(4.50.2). Even though most of his letter is omitted, the Persian king
appears here as a narrator, and a useful one too. His letter fills a gap in
the primary narrative’s treatment of Spartan—Persian diplomacy. That
diplomacy was doubtless difficult for Thucydides to hear about, and
difficult in its own right. Introducing the intercepted letter explains how
Thucydides learnt about secret discussions, and shows that the more
detailed discussions that he omits were futile.

Whereas the letter sent by the Persian king to the Spartans adds
details not found in the primary narrative, the much longer letter that
the Athenian general Nicias writes to the Athenians at home about
their growing problems in Sicily (7.11-15) covers ground already famil-
lar from the primary narrative. The extent of the repetition focuses
attention on Nicias’ reliability—especially as he wrote the letter so that
his message would not be distorted, and the Athenians could delib-
erate about the truth (7.8.2). (Thucydides reports the letter as it is
read out to the Athenian assembly: hence the narrative in the letter
is doubly embedded.) Nicias gives some details not found in the earlier
narrative; and he glosses over his own responsibility for some recent
developments.? Exploring the contrast between Nicias’ letter and the
surrounding narrative is important for what it reveals about Nicias,
and especially about his interaction with his secondary narratees. The
defensive tone taken by Nicias as he tells his story to the Athenians is
a telling contribution to Thucydides’ analysis of the troubled relation
between the Athenians and their leaders. The gap between Nicias’ pre-
sentation in his secondary narrative and Thucydides’ primary narrative
could also be interpreted as a critique of democratic knowledge—or at
least as a comment on the difficulties involved in any form of decision-
making.*

As with Nicias’ letter, the interest of the narratives made by Thucy-
dides’ speakers derives not least from how they supplement, comple-
ment, or clash with the primary narrative. First, it will be helpful to
make some general points about the speakers themselves. Often they
are not individualized (‘the Athenians’ or ‘the Thebans’ speak). Unlike

22 For a more detailed discussion, see Rood 1998: 189—191.
23 Contrast Shrimpton 1998: 74-75.
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the primary narrator, they are all very conscious of their narratees,
whom they are attempting to win over (and who may even be gods, as
with Archidamus at 2.74.2). As in Homer, characters use far more emo-
tive language than the primary narrator: talk of ‘freeing’ and ‘enslav-
ing’, for instance.* They tend to use first- and second-person forms
even when they are talking about past events in which neither the
narrators nor the narratees could have been involved. That is, Athe-
nian speakers, addressing Spartans, assimilate past and present Athe-
nians and Spartans (a usage common in actual deliberative speeches
like Andocides g). Thucydides’ speakers are mostly making delibera-
tive speeches, and so focussing on the future, not the past (cf. Arist.
Rhet. 1358b13-18). But they often support their plans for the future by
telling stories about the past. Their narratives tend to be short but mul-
tiple. They may begin by explaining how they come to be making a
speech (e.g. 1.92.2, 120.1; 4.17.1); later narratives may be introduced by
gar (e.g. 1.34.2, 140.2; 3.54.2).” Typically, these later narratives are inter-
laced with analysis. But speakers who are not (primarily) offering advice
about the future, like the Plataean speakers whose lives are threatened
(3.52—59), have to confront the past more urgently.

How do their narratives relate to Thucydides’ primary narrative?
Often speakers tell a story already told by “Thucydides’; sometimes they
even use the same words (1.108.3 ~ 4.95.3). At other times the story
speakers tell has been told by Herodotus.?® In such cases, “Thucydides’
presumably expects his narratees to take the accuracy of the story
for granted, and to be concerned rather with the use these speakers
make of the past. But, as with Nicias’ letter, secondary narrators may
add details about recent events not contained in Thucydides’ earlier
narrative of those events. The Plataeans, for instance, say that the
Theban attack on Plataca occurred at a sacred time of the month
(3.56.2)—a delay which ‘categorises the item as one relevant to the
rhetoric of praise and blame (the point in Book §), not one that affected
the Theban decision to attack ... still less one that might explain, as it
might have done in Herodotus, why the Theban attack failed’.?’

2+ Rood 1998: 238 n. 50.

25 See de Jong 1997 on this technique.

% Hornblower 1991-1996: II 133, who takes such passages as evidence of Thucy-
dides’ familiarity with Herodotus.

27 Pelling 2000b: 69. For other examples, cf. e.g 1.40.5, 41.2 (the Peloponnesian
League meeting in 440 BC, with the contrasting explanations of Badian 1993: 139 and
Rood 1998: 217—219); 2.15 (detailed financial information given by Pericles, including
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The use of familiar stories about the past is self-consciously examined
in the longest, and most clearly delineated, of all the narratives in
Thucydides’ speeches: the account of the Athenian role in the Persian
Wars given by Athenian speakers at Sparta. To dissuade the Spartans
from declaring war, the Athenians turn to the past—but not the very
distant past: “‘What need is there to speak of remote events, which are
attested more by the voice of tradition than by the experience of our
audience? We must speak of the Persian Wars and events you know
of yourselves, although we are rather tired of continually raising the
subject’ (1.73.2—4). The Athenians then tell the stories of Marathon and
Salamis, stories that are all too familiar not just to the speakers, but also
to their narratees, the Spartans, and to “Thucydides’ own narratees.
Why, then, does Thucydides include this familiar story? At one level,
the embedded narrative has a structural role within his History. It
prepares for the Pentecontaetia (1.89—118), Thucydides’ account of the
period between the Persian and Peloponnesian wars, during which the
Athenians rose to power. The link between the two narratives is not
just a matter of textual and chronological succession: echoes within
the Pentecontaetia of the Athenians’ earlier self-characterization suggest
that the story they tell about their performance against Persia is itself
one of the drives to power.?® That is, here Thucydides does hint at the
historical importance of stories about the past. Further evidence for
Thucydides’ interest in the ideology of narrative is supplied by Pericles’
Funeral Oration (2.35+46). The story told by the Athenian speakers
at Sparta is one that was commonly told in Funeral Orations. But
Pericles refuses to tell the story of the deeds of their fathers’ or their
own generation ‘to people who know it’ (2.36.4). Here ‘Thucydides’
and Pericles’ narratees coincide: “Thucydides’ audience does not need
to know what has already been told in the Athenian speech at Sparta
and in the Pentecontaetia, Pericles’ audience does not need to be told
what it knows anyway.?

an iterative narration about tribute paid to Athens); 3.62.3 (the Theban constitution
in 480, with Pelling 2000b: 264 n. g1); 6.16.2 (Alcibiades’ performance in the chariot
race at Olympia: perhaps a correction of the epinician poem written by Euripides for
this victory, quoted by Plu. Al. 11.2-3, who noted the divergence from Thucydides);
6.38 (alleged oligarchic plot at Syracuse: but the speaker, Athenagoras, is shown to be
unreliable in other ways).

28 Rood 1998: 244—246.

29 Similar coincidences between primary and secondary narratees occur in Homer

(=)
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To view Pericles’ refusal to narrate as driven only by the demands
of Thucydides’ own narrative is to underplay the significance of his
gesture. Pericles refuses to narrate not only the story of the Persian
Wars, but also the Athenians’ great mythical achievements—deeds that
the Athenian speakers at Sparta pointedly passed over (1.73.2, quoted
above; contrast dismissals of the past by way of a transitional formula,
as at Hdt. 9.27.5; Livy 9.34.14). It is, moreover, not just the Atheni-
ans’ refusal of mythical narrative that demands explanation. Xenophon
includes mythical narrative in diplomatic speeches (e.g. Hell. 6.5.6), and
there is no reason to think that similar speeches were not made in the
Peloponnesian War. The absence of mythical narrative in Thucydides’
speeches may be because he makes his speakers share his own scepti-
cism about knowledge of the distant past (cf. 1.75.2). But it also points
to a theoretical interest in, and suspicion of; the use of narrative within
speech.

An interest in the role of narrative in speech also emerges from
variations between diplomatic speeches. In the debate at Athens over
how to punish the Mytilenacans, allies whose revolt has just been
crushed, neither of the two Athenian speakers, Cleon or Diodotus, has
much use for narrative. But Diodotus does include one narrative (apart,
that is, from his impersonal history of the ideology of punishment at
3.45): ‘if you destroy the demos of the Mytilenaeans, who had no share
i the revolt, and when they got weapons, they willingly handed over the city,
you will do an injustice to your benefactors by killing them’ (3.47.3).
This coincides with his only appeal to justice. His deliberative speech
becomes, briefly, forensic. Most telling as an examination of the use of
narrative in speech is the Platacan debate. As in the Mytilene debate,
the introduction of narrative is linked with Thucydides’ exploration
of justice. The Platacans have surrendered to the Spartans, and have
been asked whether they have done the Spartans any good in the
war (3.52.4). Rather than answer this question, they ask permission to
make a speech. They then tell a story about their past relations with
Athens, Sparta, and Thebes. Their problem is that they are telling
it to people who know it already (3.53.4)—and that it is a story that
must end (3.59.3). Unlike Scheherazade, they cannot postpone death.
The Spartans repeat their question, the Platacans answer ‘no’, and are
killed. But by telling a story they do at least expose the hollowness of
the Spartan notion of justice.
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Conclusion

We have seen that, unlike, say, Nestor and Phoenix in Homer or
Solon and Socles in Herodotus, characters in Thucydides are not much
given to sustained storytelling: they tend rather to insert snippets of
narratives dealing, rather generally, with their own or their opponents’
past behaviour. Nor does Thucydides, unlike later Greek novelists, play
with different narrative levels through elaborate framing devices. Such
experimentation would perhaps have been at odds with the seriousness
of his historical analysis. And it is the (emotional and moral as well
as political) seriousness of this analysis that explains why Thucydides
adopts so engaged, yet so elusive, a narrative voice. He explains how
he has gone about the task of collecting information, and then tells his
story. When he does intervene, his analysis reinforces the impression of
intellectual and emotional commitment.?® At the same time, readers are
left with much interesting work to do by the infrequency of Thucydides’
narratorial interventions, and by the absence of a narratee within the
text to guide their responses.

30 Cf. Gribble 1998: 43.



CHAPTER NINE
XENOPHON

17 Gray

Ancient historians claim to present a true account, and the historical
narrator has a special need to persuade his narratees that he is telling
the truth. Hellenica and Anabasis engage their narratees with various
kinds of narrative devices, some of them from Homer, others new,
which are designed mainly to inspire their belief in what they say:!

An anonymous narrator

Part of the historian’s strategy to secure a positive reception was the
projection of a persuasive persona. The preface was the place for this.
Hecataeus’ preface claims superior judgment (FGH 1 F 1a); Herodotus
(1.1-5) asserts the greatness of his subject and displays his research
method in his account of an early conflict; Thucydides (1.1—22) goes
much further, identifying himself, revealing his experience, demonstrat-
ing the greatness of his theme, displaying his research method, and
asserting his effort and his greater reliability over others (— Thucy-
dides); and later historians followed his lead.? The narrator of Hellenica
and Anabasis on the other hand discards the preface;® he suppresses his
identity and plunges the narratees directly into the events. His virtual
absence as a personality from his text not only makes the events appear
reliable because unmediated,® but projects an unspoken impartiality;

I Arist. Rh. 1356a1—4, 1.2.3 indicates that speakers persuade their audiences by
projecting a persuasive character and making the audience emotionally disposed to
accept the persuasion, as well as by presenting them with logical proofs. Xenophon’s
narrators also adopt these modes of persuasion. Marincola 1997: 128-129.

2 Marincola 1997: 34—62 (greatness), 6386 (method), 128-174 (experience, effort,
impartiality etc.).

3 The idea that Hellenica originally did have a preface has not met with acceptance:
MacLaren 1979.

* Gribble 1998: 41.
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for he makes himself appear like one of those historians praised by
Lucian, who says that the historian’s absence from his text projects his
‘justice’ where praise and blame are concerned. Lucian indeed named
Xenophon as such a historian, and went on to describe the objective
historian as ‘a stranger in his text, a man without a city’, who has no
interest in the glorification or vilification of himself or his characters,
who neither spares friends nor grudges enemies.®

The narrator of Hellenica needed to assure his narratees of his impar-
tiality because he often intervenes to praise and blame contemporary
characters. This was even more true of the author of Anabasis, who 1s
a main character in the events recounted.® ‘Xenophon, an Athenian’
first appears during the battle of Cunaxa, as an interpreter (1.8.15); but
from the third book he takes on a leading role, when the Greeks have
lost their leaders (he is mentioned no fewer than 2g0 times). No mean
device was needed to persuade the narratees to believe that the man
who writes about his own adventures does not falsify them to his own
credit.

Xenophon therefore not only removes himself from Anabasis, but
actually attributes the narration of his own deeds to another, who
describes “Xenophon’ in the third person. This narrator remains un-
named within the work, but Hellenica g.1.2 summarizes the first four
books of Xenophon’s Anabasis and names as its narrator “Themisto-
genes of Syracuse’. Since no such person has been found as a candi-
date for authorship,” most commentators follow the view that Plutarch
advances, namely that Xenophon created Themistogenes as a fiction
in order to make the record of his own achievements more persuasive.®
The same strategy is found in Isocrates, who adopts it to the same end.’
However, it is the first time it appears in historical writing. And as if

> Hist. Conscr. 38—41; for the naming of Xenophon: 39; cf. D.H. Pomp. 5; Gray 1990;
Marincola 1997: 158. Modern historians accuse Xenophon of prejudice, particularly
toward his Spartan characters.

6 Hellenica in contrast does not directly describe Xenophon’s own achievements,
although 3.2.7 may refer to him as ‘the commander of the mercenaries of Cyrus’.

7 Krentz 1995: 157. His name, ‘Born of Themis’, suggests a narrator who tells the
truth.

8 Plu. Mor. 345 E expresses this view, in a discussion of whether the larger glory goes
to the characters or their narrator. Cf. Marincola 1997: 186; MacLaren 1934; Anderson
1974: 81.

9 Isocrates addressed one work to Nicocles of Cyprus in his own voice: Ad Nic. He
addressed another to the subjects of Nicocles, calling this work MNicocles. Instead of using
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to confirm his objectivity, the narrator of Anabasis does not hesitate at
times to criticize the character Xenophon, e.g. in the account of how he
consulted Socrates about the wisdom of seeking the friendship of Cyrus
the Persian (4n. §.1.4—9). Socrates warned him that the Athenians might
blame him, because Cyrus had helped their enemies defeat them in the
recent war, and he told him to consult Delphi, but Xenophon asked not
whether he should go to Cyrus, but what gods would secure him a safe
return. This presents Xenophon as unwise, since his decision eventually
leads to his exile. The narrator Themistogenes can also praise the
friends of the Xenophon-character, such as Cyrus (4n. 1.9), without
the impression of bias that would be attached to the author, and he
can show further objectivity by both praising and blaming Xenophon’s
friend Proxenus (4n. 2.6.16—20).

The anonymous narrator of Hellenica reinforces his persuasive per-
sona when he continues Thucydides’ unfinished history unannounced,
beginning with a phrase that usually connects events within a contin-
uous work: ‘not many days after this’.!"® Narrators of historical texts
traditionally desire to appear superior to their predecessors,'! but too
much competition could destroy the impression of trustworthiness and
make them appear unreliably self-promoting.!? The narrator of Hel-
lenica avoids this impression by not even bothering to indicate that
he has taken over from his great predecessor; this narrative ploy has
provoked speculation that the work was actually based on Thucy-
dides’ notes.'® Hellenica’s conclusion confirms that the narrator sees the
record of events as a continuum (‘let this be the limit of my writing;
what happened after this will perhaps be of interest to another’), but
again modestly characterizes him as just one in a line of writers. He
may show another aspect of his persona in his proleptic reference to
the period of even greater ‘confusion and indecision’ that followed his

his own voice, he introduces Nicocles as narrator, and makes him say that the king will
instruct his own subjects more persuasively than the author could.

10 The continuation Hell. 1.1.1-2.3.9 is much discussed: Gomme—Andrewes—Dover
1981: 437—444; Krentz 1989; Gray 1991.

1 Marincola 1997: 57-62. D.L. 2.57 notes that Xenophon could have claimed Thu-
cydides’ unfinished books and published them as his own work, but published them
instead under the name of Thucydides ‘for the glory of” Thucydides.

12 Plb. 12.7-11. Marincola 1997: 218236 notes Xenophon’s lack of polemic self-
definition, but accepts that there are covert polemics (227).

13 Marincola 1997: 237257 on the characterizing force of continuation.
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chosen end-point. Hornblower notes that a refusal to deal with ‘guilt
and misery’ can show the narrator superior to others who delight in
them.

An overt narrator and his narratees

Even if the narrators of Hellenica and Anabasis are not dramatized, i.e.
lack an explicit personality, they are overt narrators, in the sense that
they comment abundantly on their own narrative, interventions which
are all aimed at equally undramatized narratees.

By far the largest group consists of first-person interventions. The
‘continuation of Thucydides’ (Hell. 1.1.1-2.3.9) has no examples, but
one appears at Hellenica 2.9.56, another at 4.3.19, and they become
regular thereafter (4.4.12, 4.5.4, 5.1.4, 5.3.7, 5.4-1, 6.2.32, 6.2.39, 6.5.50,
7.2.1, 7.5.8, 19). Different periods of composition have been held to
account for this distribution, but it might also be interpreted in terms of
the narratologist Prince’s ‘persuasive rhythm’; the narrator increasingly
expressing his dominance over the narratees.” The battle of Mantinea
(7.5), which 1s the climactic event of Hellenica, is more heavily marked
with narratorial interventions than any previous event. The same pat-
tern of engagement is observable in Anabasis 1, which reaches a climax
in the account of the battle of Cunaxa and the death of Cyrus, where
we find the first—laudatory—narratorial intervention (4An. 1.9.24). In
general, Anabasis has fewer first-person comments than Hellenica, but
sometimes we hear the Xenophon-character evaluating in the narra-
tor’s place, as when he puts the rhetorical question to his army: “To
cross a difficult ravine and put it behind you when you are about to
fight, is not that an opportunity worth seizing?’ (4n. 6.5.18). This is like
the rhetorical question of the Hellenica narrator about the folly of Iphi-
crates (Hell. 6.5.52—"To being up many, but still fewer than the enemy,
how is this not complete folly?’).!°

4 Hornblower 1994: 156. D.H. Pomp. 3 does not admire Thucydides because he
writes mainly about disasters.

15 Prince 1980: 22. Henry 1966 dismisses the ‘composition problem’, but it has been
a major feature in scholarship.

16° Another example: An. 7.7.23, where the Xenophon-character evaluates the virtue
of being true to one’s word. Other examples of characters sharing the narrator’s
evaluations: Hell. 4.8.4 (Dercylidas uses the narrator’s evaluative comment of 7.2.2);
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Scholars have tried to identify a coherent programme of ‘what is
worthy of report’ in the first-person interventions in Hellenica.'’ In fact,
we find that their function is to validate praise and blame, more specif-
ically to characterize the narrator as a person who is able to discrimi-
nate between what is and is not worthy of praise, and who in this proves
superior to his narratees. This makes them quite unlike the narrators in
Herodotus (—) and Thucydides (—). He acknowledges that what he
says 1s not immediately praiseworthy in their eyes, but will prove to be
praiseworthy on reflection. An example is a passage on Theramenes
(Hell. 2.3.56), where the narrator says: ‘I know that these remarks (he
has just recounted some jokes that Theramenes told as he was led off
to die) are of no worth, but this seems to me to be worthy in the man,
that with death at hand, neither wit nor playfulness departed his soul’.
This proves that the apparently unworthy is in fact worthy.'® When we
recall Hiero 2.9—5, where it is said that the ability to discern what the
majority do not marks the philosopher, this characterizes our narrator
as a philosopher.” This does not exclude him from being a historian.
Indeed, in Hellenica 7.2.1 he puts himself in their company when he
declares that ‘all the other historians (sungrapheis)’ remember the single
deed of the large polis, but he thinks it still worthier to record the many
fine deeds of the small polis.

The narrator of Hellenica may intervene to mark the beginning or the
end of narratives, in the manner of Herodotus (—), but mainly when he
is about to narrate events that occurred at the same time as a preceding
set of events. This does not always involve a first-person remark (3.2.21,
31; 3.3.11, 3.5.25, 4.2.1, 4.2.23 etc.), but the first person marks prolepses
and analepses where the content is of special significance (6.5.1, 7.3.4,
7.4.1, and see below). Sometimes, in addition to bringing attention
to the process of narration, this type of intervention authorizes the
account by characterizing the narrator as a man of discrimination, as
at 4.8.1: “This is how the land war went. Events at sea and on the coast

2.3.52-53 and 56 (Theramenes uses the same words of Critias’ vice as the primary
narrator uses of Theramenes’ virtue).

17 Cf. the discussion in Tuplin 1993: 36—40.

18 Cf. Hell. 7.5.8, 7.5.19 and 7.2.1, where the ordinary expectation of the narratees is
represented as what the other historians normally praise; An. 1.9.24.

19" D.L. 2.48 sees Xenophon primarily as a philosopher and writes ‘foremost among
philosophers, he also wrote history’. D.H. Pomp. 5 calls Theopompus a philosophic
historian, because he uncovered virtue and vice and revealed things that are not easy
for the majority to know.
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that occurred while these were going on, I will report now, and I will
record what is worthy of report and pass over those unworthy.’

Apart from first-person interventions the Xenophontic narrators
have many more devices that mark their presence and above all engage
their narratees. These, and the implicit forms of evaluation to be dis-
cussed later, often validate events that strain ordinary belief and per-
suade the narratees to believe them They also guide the narratees’
interpretation of events:

— instances of the ‘reference to the narrator’s own time’ and ‘con-
tinuance’ devices. The Hellenica narrator makes three references
to his own times, the first time to show that the Athenians have
remained loyal to the oaths they swore at the end of their civil war
(2.4.42), the second time to note the continuance of Tisiphonus in
power in Thessaly (6.4.57). The first implicitly praises the Atheni-
ans, the second seems to show that the dynasty was long-lasting
and therefore in some sense better than what preceded. Their
functions in Gyropaedia (—) are comparable. However, the descrip-
tion of a battle as unique ‘at least among those in our times’ (Hell.
4.3.16) uses the contrast between past and present to show that the
narrator is not willing to over-exaggerate (i.e. prove unreliable) by
proving it greater than battles of the ancient and venerable past.

— lessons which the narrator draws for the narratees, which may be
shared by the characters. An example is Hell. 5.2.7 (‘men acquired
wisdom 1n this respect at least, not to let a river run through their
walls’); the characters were victims of their lack of this wisdom,
as well as the narratees and the larger ‘mankind’ that they repre-
sent.?

— prolepses/analepses. The narrator of Hellenica usually narrates
events in sequence, but uses prolepses and analepses (the story
of the disaster at Lechaeum: 4.5.11-17; of Jason’s dynasty: 6.4.53—
37, Phlius: 7.2.1-46, of Euphron: 7.3.4-12) to mark the importance
of a theme (in these cases the remarkable insecurity of tyrannical
houses, remarkable loyalty, remarkable treachery, great disaster);
the narrator thus shows the narratees that he will allow impor-
tant events to spill over the time-frame. The analepsis at 4.5.11-17
secures a dramatic effect by delaying an account of a calamity

20 Cf. Hell. 6.2.19; 7.1.32 (cf. 7.2.9); An. 3.4.19—20 generalizes in the present tense
for the narratee what the Greeks as characters learned from their sufferings about
marching in the formation of the ‘square’.
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until after the (praiseworthy) reaction to it. The main prolepsis in
Anabasis is the narrator’s account of what happened to Xenophon
after the end of the expedition, which recounts how he returned
from Asia, settled in Scillus, and fulfilled his vows to the god (4n.
5.3). This confirms that he did obtain the safe return home that
the god had promised in the episode in the third book (above), and
thus acquits both of their obligations. Another prolepsis reveals
Xenophon’s future exile to the narratees, in precisely the man-
ner of Herodotus (—), being strategically placed at the very time
Xenophon is in all innocence preparing to return home (7.7.57);
the effect is pathos.

— tekmenia. 'The narratees sometimes need logical proofs to produce
belief, as in Hell. 6.4.13: ‘the fact that Cleombrotus and his men
were at first victorious in the battle may be known from this proof:
they would not have been able to take him up and carry him
off still living, had not those who were fighting in front of him
been holding the advantage at that time’.?! The narrator’s appeal
to tekmeria appears first in Herodotus, but whereas this aligned
the narrator of historical texts with the—medical and physical—
scholars of his time, by now it marks him more as a law court
pleader persuading his jurors.

— hos etkos. The appeal to ‘what is natural’ often validates by contrast
responses that are unnatural. The recognition that the narrator
knows the difference engages the sympathy of the narratees to
accept the truth of what is unnatural: e.g. Theramenes ‘as was
natural’ complained about the injustice he suffered, in contrast to
the boule, his jurors, who were terrified into unnatural silence (Hell.
2.8.55). An. 2.2.19 describes an uproar ‘as is natural, when people
are in great fear’, in order to contrast the abnormal self-possession
of their generals.??

— qualification. The Hellenica narrator engages his narratees in the
common belief that the gods cause the inexplicable, but he proj-
ects a persona properly aware of the limits of his own knowledge,
and of the scepticism of the narratees in this area. To this end
he qualifies the gods’ agency: the seer was driven ‘as if by some
divine fate’ (2.4.19; cf. 7.5.10); ‘the god, it seemed, was leading them

21 Cf. 5.2.6; An. 1.9.29—30.
22 Cf. Hell. 6.4.16; 7.2.15, 5.21; An. 3.2.24. Other passages contrast a first natural
reaction with a later unnatural one without this device: Hell. 2.2.3—4; 4.3.13.
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on’ (6.4.3; cf. 7.5.13). He attributes the massacre at Corinth to the
gods: ‘the god brought it about’, but adds a rhetorical question as
if he is not sure that the narratees’ will agree: ‘how could a man
not think it divine agency?’ (4.4.12). He offers double motivation
‘either a god or men’ for the narratees to choose (7.4.32, 7.5.12—
13). Herodotus (—) uses praeteritio to convey this sense of delicacy.
Hellenica 5.4.1 is more forthright because the overthrow of tyrants
by a mere seven men, and the defeat of the previously undefeated
Spartans, are so inexplicable that even the narratees must think
the gods responsible, but the narrator still feels the need to sup-
port it further by presenting it as one among many other instances
where the gods have punished wrongdoers. Hellenica 7.4.3 suggests
that Lycomedes’ death was caused by a god because the coinci-
dence involved was too bizarre to explain otherwise. Not unex-
pectedly, because he says that the outcome confounded the expec-
tation of the entire world, the narrator abandons equivocation in
the climax of the work: the god did do it (Hell. 7.5.26).

The narrator of Anabasis has a more secular persona.?® He credits
little to divine agency even in a qualified manner (4n. 1.4.18 has
characters give a divine explanation of an event which proves
false; 5.2.24 combines divine and human: ‘someone’ set fire to a
house, causing the enemy to run, and this ‘fate’ teaches Xenophon
what to do; the unknown agent is a sign of divine intervention:
Hell. 4.5.4; An. 4.7.26). His characters however, particularly Xeno-
phon, acknowledge the role of the gods in their affairs instead (4n.
3.2.6-13).

— gnomic utterances. Hellenica 4.5.6 comments on how conquerors
provide a great spectacle to the viewer, which makes the narra-
tees appreciate the contrast when the erstwhile conquerors are
defeated and travel at night to avoid being a spectacle of another
sort (4.5.18). At 7.4.12, juxtaposition of the condemnation of
Euphron by the Thebans and the contrasting honour done to his
dead body by his citizens evokes the interpretation: “Thus, so it
seems, most people judge their benefactors to be good men’. This
sends a message about the power of benefaction, which characters
recognize elsewhere, and how it proves greater than other virtues
(cf. the sentiment at 4.8.4).

23 Tuplin 1993: 215 notes that this is unusual in an author who in his other works is
so devoted to the gods.
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— rhetorical questions. The rhetorical question is used to engage
the narratees in an agreement with the narrator, on the things
that lead to good morale for example: ‘Wherever men do this,
how is it not likely that they (would) not (have been) be heart-
ened?”” These matters are usually incredible in some way and
require some logical thought from the narratees. Other rhetorical
questions attribute incredible slaughter to the gods (Hell. 4.4.12),
incredible folly to Iphicrates (6.5.52), incredible courage to cavalry
(7.5.16).

— the ‘presentation through negation’- device. This is used to antic-
ipate and confound the narratees’ expectations (and thereby ac-
tively engage them in the evaluation). This happens not only in
passages of praise and blame, e.g. Hell. 5.1.4, where the narra-
tor confounds their expectation that he should have written about
some achievement that is great by ordinary standards and thereby
makes his own judgments appear controversial and more percep-
tive,?* but also in other passages: e.g., Hell. 5.9.20, where Agesi-
laus did not feel pleasure in the death of his rival ‘as a man (i.e.
you, the narratee) would have expected’; the effect is of course
to make the judgment of Agesilaus exceptional in its compas-
sion.” The confounded expectation is often shared by the char-
acters. Tissaphernes, for example, shares the expectation of Hell.
3.4.21 that Agesilaus will deceive.?® Frequently characters also con-
found the expectations of the narratees when they ‘do not delay’
(Hell. 3.2.10). Hellenica 4.1.18 is expectation based on inferior num-
bers.

— the ‘anonymous interlocutor’ device, which occurs in Hell. 5.1.4,
19; 5-2.7; 5-3.7-

— visualization. Rhetoric persuades law court judges that alleged
events did really occur by producing witnesses (as well as tekméria
and proofs of plausibility). The narrator uses the technique of visu-
alization to secure belief by using the ‘anonymous witness’ device,
which draws in the narratees. For example, after the Spartan
defeat at Leuctra, the ephors forbid all forms of public mourn-

2t Cf. Hornblower 1994: 152-158, who reads negative presentation as polemic
against (real) audience expectations.

25 Other examples use the same device to various other ends: Hell. 2.4.19; 7.5.8-13;
An. 3.4.14.

% The expectation that Lysander will not take action is shared by the Spartan
authorities (Hell. 3.5.18; cf. 3.5.3; 4.8.35-37).
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ing: ‘And on the following day one could see those whose relatives
had been killed going about in public with bright and cheerful
faces ...” (Hell. 6.4.16).7

— ‘if not’-situations. Another means to engage the narratees is by
confronting them with what might have happened, as e.g. in Hell.
7.5.10 above, Epaminondas ‘would have’ taken Sparta, ‘had it not
been’ that a Cretan ‘by some divine luck’, warned the absent
Spartan army.?

The narratorial interventions therefore organize the narrative, mark
the narrator’s areas of interest, reveal his discrimination, establish his
lack of prejudice, and persuade the narratees to develop their ordinary
perceptions to match the narrator’s more philosophic ones. Two sets
of narratorial interventions are particularly rich in their implications,
which balance praise and blame for two individuals: Teleutias the
Spartan and Iphicrates the Athenian.

Example I: Teleutias the Spartan

The first narratorial intervention concerning Teleutias takes the form
of a summary judgment, which evaluates the enthusiasm of his men
for Teleutias as their commander at the moment he is leaving them
and sailing home (Hell. 5.1.4): ‘T know that in these (events) I am nar-
rating neither an expenditure nor perilous undertaking nor any mem-
orable stratagem, but I swear that this seems to me to be worthy for
a man of worth (andri), to consider, what Teleutias did to create such
dispositions in those he ruled. This is an act of a man of worth, most
worthy of narration, more worthy than great expenditures or perilous
undertakings.” ‘Presentation through negation’ represents the ordinary
perception of the narratees, which the narrator can understand, but he
then reveals the hidden worth that the narratees have not seen, invit-
ing them to be ‘real men’—one who after reflection might appreciate
the achievement of Teleutias, another ‘real man’. The distance closes
between narrator, narratees, and character. The summary judgment on
Teleutias prefaces the ensuing narrative, guiding the narratees to read

27 Cf. Hell. 3.4.16—20; An. 1.5.8, 9; 2.3.11; 4.7.13—14.
28 Cf. Hell. 5.2.41; 6.2.23; 7.5.10; An. 4.1.11 for other expectation-raising near-misses.
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it in terms of the evaluation: the commanders who replace Teleutias
provide negative models (5.1.13). Teleutias then returns to the fleet to
confirm the narrator’s earlier positive evaluation. The first proof is in
character-text: Teleutias announces his intention to secure provisions
for his men and share their hunger until he does so (5.1.14-17). The
second 1s in narrator-text: his attack on Piraeus (5.1.19-24). This pas-
sage begins with a very similar summary judgment involving the nar-
ratees: ‘if anyone supposes that he was foolish/unwise to sail against
those who had many ships with only twelve, let him consider the calcu-
lation he made’; the use of the ‘anonymous interlocutor’ device suggests
that the narrator is in fact addressing a large public. Whereas they only
find folly, the narrator detects hidden reason. Teleutias’ own discern-
ment is then evaluated, first in the account of his reasoning (5.1.20),
and then in the narrative, where the ‘presentation through negation’
device highlights the foolish course that he did not take, in order to
endorse the wise course that he did take: when he neared Piracus
he took no action, but moved at dawn; he did not allow anyone to
harm a cargo ship, but encouraged them to harm the triremes; he thus
secured provisions, kept the ships manned and the men willing (5.1.21—
24).

The same material does not always evoke narratorial comments.
Thus, the enthusiasm that their men showed for Hermocrates (1.1.27—
31) and Agesilaus (4.2.1-5) is not evaluated. This makes Teleutias spe-
cial, and could suggest prejudice in the narrator, but he evaluates
another act of Teleutias in terms of blame within a very short space
(5.3.5—7). Summary judgments again preface and close this section.
They do not use presentation through negation but engage the nar-
ratees in a different way. The narrator recounts how Teleutias in anger
pursued the enemy close to their walls, and then interrupts his account
to make the following comment: ‘Many others too have pursued the
enemy closer to the walls than is opportune and got back badly, and
these too ... were compelled to retreat in complete confusion.” The
generalization (‘many others ...") leads the narratees to anticipate a spe-
cific outcome and thus creates a (horrified) suspense. Indeed, Teleutias’
death and the slaughter of his men follows. A closing summary judg-
ment then draws the larger lesson: ‘From such sufferings as these I say
that mankind is instructed most of all that it is not right to punish even
servants in anger (for often masters have suffered more harm than they
inflicted in anger), but to attack an enemy in anger without calcula-
tion is a complete blunder. Anger does not look ahead, whereas reason
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looks to avoiding suffering no less than inflicting harm on the enemy.’
This passage confirms that the narrator poses as a philosopher, who
considers the whole of mankind as his narratees.

Example II: Iphicrates the Athenian

The Athenian Iphicrates is subject to the same evaluation as Teleutias
the Spartan. The narrator thus proves willing to praise and blame both
Spartans and Athenians, indicating that he has no partiality for poleis
or individuals. The narrator first praises his campaign against Corcyra.
The Athenians had appointed him because his predecessor had wasted
time in trying to find trained crews (Hell. 6.2.13). Iphicrates solves
this problem by sailing and training at the same time (6.2.27). The
narrator ends the section with a summary judgement, which involves
the narratees (6.2.32): ‘I know that all this training and exercise is done
when men think they are about to fight at sea, but I praise this, that
when he had to proceed in a hurry to where he thought he would fight
the enemy at sea, he found a way to make his crews not inexperienced
of things relating to fighting at sea in spite of the journey, but not
to arrive there more slowly on account of the practice.” Once again,
the narrator suggests that he has greater powers of perception than his
narratees, who can see only the surface meaning. Another narratorial
intervention follows in a section on Iphicrates’ selection of colleagues
for this campaign (6.2.59). ‘I praise this campaign in particular of all of
Iphicrates’ campaigns, and further his instruction to choose in addition
to himself Callistratus the demagogue, who was not on good terms with
him, and Chabrias, who had a big reputation as a general ...” This
evaluation disrupts the natural time sequence, since the selection of
colleagues happened before the campaign began, whereas we are now
dealing with its first phase. The effect of this analepsis is to strengthen
the impression of Iphicrates’ speed, which is a vital element of his
praise, because the praise of his selection of colleagues at the beginning
of the campaign would have delayed the narrative, whereas its location
here, after his speedy arrival is achieved, does not.

The criticism that balances the praise (6.5.51-52: ‘If he was a good
general on any other occasion, I do not blame him. But his actions on
that occasion, I find to have been all useless and even positively unfortu-
nate’) makes a new and direct assault on the question of narrator prej-
udice, by denying that the narrator is incapable of praising Iphicrates
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when the occasion arises. The negative ‘I do not blame him’ confronts
the narratees’ expectation that the narrator might be so prejudiced
that he is incapable of anything but criticism. (They do not apparently
remember the narrator’s previous praise, in a case of contextualized
amnesia.) The narrator strengthens the justification of his criticism in
this case by appealing to ‘anonymous spokesmen’ who share his criti-
cal view: ‘They said that many (of the soldiers involved) turned up for
the campaign before Iphicrates’ in the midst of the general enthusiasm,
and when he delayed at Corinth ‘many blamed him epsegon [the word
the narrator uses of his own blame] for delay at first’ (6.5.49).? The
narrative then supports the narrator’s criticism through ‘presentation
through negation’ (though he wanted to prevent the Thebans escap-
ing, he left the best pass unguarded), narratorial comment, and appeals
to the narratees via the particle kaitor and a negative rhetorical ques-
tion: “Wishing to find out where they were, he sent all the cavalry as
scouts. Yet a few are no less able to see than many, and if there is a
need to retreat, it is easier for few than many. And to bring up many
who are still inferior to the enemy, how is that not complete madness?’

(6.5.52).

Implicit forms of evaluation

Apart from the explicit narratorial interventions, the Xenophontic nar-
rators use a variety of narrative devices that implicitly validate events,
guide the narratees’ interpretations and characterize their ordinary

beliefs:

— similes and metaphors. The narrator reveals his own world and
that of his narratees in similes and metaphors, which are almost all
from nature and ordinary life. These evoke emotional engagement
in the narratees (cf. Oec. 17.15), but mainly make familiar to them
what otherwise is difficult to believe or conceive, and are thus
persuasive. Hellenica 4.4.12 makes the familiarity explicit when it

29 The narrator often voices his criticisms of commanders through their men, in
keeping with his interest in commanders’ relations with their men: e.g. Hell. 7.1.17-18
first sets out the advantageous course of action that a commander rejected, and then
cites a ‘majority’ to whom the adopted course ‘seemed’ disadvantageous.
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defines unimaginable numbers of corpses in a small space: ‘men
accustomed to seeing heaps of grain, wood, stones, then gazed on
heaps of corpses’. 7.5.10 captures the unimaginable vulnerability
of the polis when it describes Sparta (in the absence of her military
men) as a nest of chicks, without the adult birds to defend them.
This guides the narratees to fear for the chicks, grieve with the
absent parents, or admire Epaminondas as the bold killer bird,
and expect that the nest will be taken.* Anabasis uses images to
explain sights that the Greek narratees have not seen before; this
fits its foreign content: 1.5.1 compares a completely level plain to
the sea, a smell to spices; 1.5.3—4 says that the flesh of strange
birds is like venison and that ostriches use their wings like sails;
1.7.8 compares the dust raised by a huge army to clouds.?!

descriptions. The narrator of Anabasis gives an account of a jour-
ney and on the way describes—much in the manner of Herodotus
(—)—the breadth of rivers and bridges, the stages of the march
and rest periods, mentions ‘large and prosperous’ cities, names
the rivers that run through them and narrates stories about them
(e.g. 1.2.5-9). He describes the customs and flora and fauna too
of the lands through which the journey goes (e.g. 1.4.9, 1.5.1-3).
Such descriptions are found less commonly in Hellenica because
it is set in environments dominated by Greek culture (including
Greek Asia). However, the narrator does express the love of natu-
ral beauty through the eyes of characters, for example the pathetic
desire of the feverish Agesipolis for the shade and the cool water
of a shrine (Hell. 5.3.19). Descriptions also often have a narrative
function. Anabasis informs the narratees about Persian military
arrangements that prove crucial to the understanding of events

30 Other examples: the Spartan campaign against Elis is an ‘harvest’ for the Pelo-
ponnese, to encapsulate the richness of the plunder and the unbelievable lack of mil-
itary resistance (Hell. 3.2.26); the complete devotion of the demos to their champion is
captured in the image of bees swarming around a king bee (3.2.28); the description of
Ephesus as a workshop of war captures the unimaginable activity (3.4.17); the surprising
behaviour of Pharnabazus, constantly changing his camp-site, is like that of nomads
(4.1.25); the Spartans compare their allies’ excessive fear of the peltasts to children’s fear
of giants (4.4.17); Agesipolis as pentathlete shows the huge range of his competition with
Agesilaus (4.7.5); the comparison of Epaminondas’ battle formation with the prow of a
trireme makes sense of his unusual dispositions (7.5.23).

31 Cf. 1.5.6; 2.3.15; 2.4.13; 5.4.28.
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(1.8.22; cf. 3.4.35). Hellenica 4.1.15-16 describes Pharnabazus’ fine
palace estate in Phrygia because it is about to be ravaged.

— juxtapositions. The organization of the narrative itself can also
evaluate, as for example when the prolepsis on the remarkable
loyalty of the Phliasians (fell. 7.2) is juxtaposed with the prolepsis
on the remarkable treachery of Euphron (7.1 and 3).

Secondary and reported narrators

The Xenophon-character in Anabasis 5.7.19—26 and 5.8.8—11 recounts
narratives to the men for the sake of information, in these cases to
correct their impressions. The second example is interesting because
the primary narrator has already told of Xenophon’s admirable role in
the march through the snow, but has not mentioned this incident (4.5),
which “Xenophon’ now tells in his own defence. The primary narrator
had no need for such defence and this perhaps shows the degree to
which he is objective about Xenophon. Reported narrators in Hellenica
take the form of anonymous reporters of victories or defeats; their
being eye-witnesses is a required quality (4.3.2), like that of messengers
in tragedy (— Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides). The point of these
narrations seems to be to evoke a reaction from other characters,
which is then evaluated. Thus, the messenger’s reported speech of
the disaster of the battle of Cnidus (Hell. 4.5.10-12) is followed by a
description of Agesilaus’ reaction to it. This is the case also with the
shorter report of 7.1.32, which allows an assessment of the reaction of
the Spartans to their first victory in a long time. In another instance
(4.5.7-17), a messenger briefly reports a disaster without details and the
primary narrator describes the immediate reaction of Agesilaus, but
then he gives his own more complete report of the precise nature of the
disaster. It is as if the narrator does not want to delay Agesilaus’ worthy
reaction by letting the messenger give him too full a report in the first
instance. It is significant that the reaction is the point of most embedded
narratives also in Xenophon CGyropaedia (—). Hellenica 1.1.23 contains a
laconic secondary letter-narrative: ‘Ships gone, Mindarus dead, men
starving, what to do?’, but here too it is Pharnabazus’ reaction to the
defeat that takes centre stage. This focus is in keeping with the primary
narrator’s interest in the evaluation of action.

Historians persuade narratees to believe the unbelievable, such as
great numbers, by referring to their own autopsy or another source of
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information.*> Xenophon agrees that witnesses are authoritative,? and
even though his primary narrators make no reference to autopsy, they
do use anonymous spokesmen, characters involved in the action as eye-
witnesses, a source of persuasion known from Herodotus (—) onwards.
They are mostly unnamed, and they confirm the primary narrator’s
account on details that defy ordinary belief. They have special interest
for modern historians because they look like sources, but they are once
again also a rhetorical feature.®* Hellenica 7.5.12 points this way when it
substitutes ‘it is possible to blame ... it is possible to say’ for the more
concrete ‘they blame ... they say’.

The only named spokesman is Ctesias. The narrator recounts the
charge of Cyrus at Cunaxa and the wounding of his brother, King
Artaxerxes, but uses Ctesias to confirm the power of the blow Cyrus
gave Artaxerxes ‘right through the breastplate’ (4n. 1.8.26—27).%° Ctesias
‘says’ that he treated the wound. His description as ‘the doctor’ points
to his special value as an eye-witness, for a doctor is close to the
casualties; he later ‘says’ how many died on the king’s side. We have
to go outside the text to discover that Ctesias ‘speaks’ as an historian as
well as a doctor (Ctesias did declare that he was an eye-witness: FGH
688 T’ 8). The narrator uses this same pattern of shared authority when
he describes in his own voice how Cyrus routed those around the king,
but introduces anonymous spokesmen (legetai) to verify his sensational
slaughter of their commander ‘with his own hand’ (1.8.24).%

32 Marincola 1997: 80-83.

33 Marincola 1997: 69. Agesilaus tells Dercylidas that he would best report his news
to the allies because ‘you were present’ (Hell. 4.3.1—2); Ctesias is cited for the wounding
of Artaxerxes because ‘he was at his side’ (4n. 1.8.26—27). Characters for this reason
dramatize their encounters with protagonists in their speeches (Hell. 3.3.4-11; 6.1.2—
17). Clearchus dramatizes the trial of Orontas by Cyrus (4n. 1.6.5) as the only Greek
eye-witness present; the narrator says that there was ‘no ban’ on him telling the story,
to highlight the openness of Cyrus’ judicial procedure. The obituaries of Cyrus and
Clearchus also appeal to ‘what was said’ by those with personal experience of their
leadership (4n. 1.9.1; 2.6.1).

3% Tuplin 1993: 39 n. 91 sees them as a stylistic quirk of the later Hell. This needs
some refinement; see Gray 2003.

35 There is a pattern in which the narrator vouches for some stages of an action, but
leaves the most sensational to the spokesman; An. 1.8.18 has the narrator vouch for two
phases of the action, leaving spokesmen to verify the culmination, that they clattered
on their shields to frighten the horses.

36 Anonymous spokesmen verify also: the enormous numbers who opposed Cyrus:
deserters before the battle and survivors afterwards (4n. 1.7.13); the almost unbelievable
lack of Greek casualties at Cunaxa (4n. 1.8.20), a long retreat (1.10.1), a large number of
wagons (I.10.18).
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The narrator makes a similar use of spokesmen in Hellenica too, e.g.,
when he describes the campaign of Derdas in his own voice, but lets an
anonymous spokesman verify the enormous number of cavalrymen he
personally killed over a ninety-stade pursuit (5.3.2).”” The other kinds
of material that attract spokesmen in Hellenica are sensational in other
ways. The dramatic strangling of Mania by her son-in-law is one good
example.® Sometimes, spokesmen mark the first part of a remarkable
contrast, such as the depth of the Spartan line, to contrast with the
remarkable depth of the Theban line (Hell. 6.4.12).

The actions of the gods also attract spokesmen: they vouch for
Jason’s sensational intentions concerning the festival of Delphi; the god
alone ‘is said’ to have known his intentions toward the sacred treasures
(Hell. 6.4.29—30); they also report the four ominous events preceding
Leuctra (that the girls killed themselves after being raped, the temples
opened of their own accord, the gods were heralding victory, Heracles’
arms were missing) and their interpretation that these were all human
contrivances (Hell. 6.4.7-8).

The equivalent of spokesmen in some cases 1s ‘seeming to be’, which
is used to mark superlative reputations, as in Gyropaedia (—). Dercylidas
is described as ‘a man of worth seeming very much to be resourceful’
(Hell. 5.1.8), Thrasybulus as ‘seeming very much to be a good and fine
man’ on his death (Hell. 4.8.91). The equivalence between ‘seeming’
and ‘being said to be’ (which is also used of reputations: Hell. §.2.27) is
spelled out in the case of Dercylidas: ‘for he was called (evidently ‘said
to be’ by others) “Sisyphus™’.

Xenophon’s narrators occasionally give us unresolved alternative
accounts or motivations, some of them attributed to spokesmen (Hell.
3.5.19; 5.4.7; 6.2.39; 6.4.37; 7.4.92; 7.5.12; An. 1.2.25, 1.8.29—30). While
these could express uncertainty and characterize them as less than
omniscient,” they also often give the narratees two angles on the cen-
tral characterization to which they point, and thus through dissonance
on detail produce consonance on the substantial point. The killers of
the Theban tyrants gained entry to their drinking party disguised as
respectable citizen women or as clowns—but both point to the low-life

37 Hell. thus verifies: a large quantity of cash (6.2.16); enormous numbers of sacrificial
beasts (6.4.27—28); vast numbers of helots (6.5.29).

3 Such as remarkable sayings (Hell. 1.6.32; 2.3.506; 4.4.10; 7.1.30 and 32; 7.4.40);
unbelievable beauty or luxury (Hell. 3.2.27; 3.3.8; 8.2.10; 5.4.57; 6.2.6; 6.4.8); remarkable
actions or reactions (Hell. .5.21; 4.8.36, 6.4.37, 6.5.49; An. 1.2.12, 1.2.25, 1.10.7).

39 So Breitenbach 1950: 23—26.
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interests of the killers as the reason for their downfall; Alexander of
Pherae is killed by his wife either because he is abandoning her for her
infertility or because of his violence toward the boy she has asked him
to spare—but both point to the lack of friendship toward her that made
him kill her; the courage of the Spartans could come from the gods or
sheer mad desperation—but both indicate how superhuman it was; and
Menon’s men perish either because they plundered friends or because
they became lost—but both point to their essential lack of discipline.

Conclusion

The narrators of Anabasis and Hellenica characterize themselves by their
absence as personalities and at the same time their presence as nar-
rators. They use explicit narratorial interventions, but also orchestrate
the reception, above all the acceptance of their at times sensational
information, through more implicit devices. Hellenica reveals in partic-
ular the narrator’s ability to perceive behind appearances, which is the
mark of the philosopher, in matters of praise and blame. The narratees
of both works have limited discernment of virtue and vice, which need
evaluation to be appreciated, and limited expectations, in which any-
thing excessive (numbers, behaviour, conditions, achievements, specta-
cles, customs etc.) must be made familiar (through visualization, con-
trast with ‘what is natural’, qualifications, images), supported with evi-
dence (proofs), or attributed to reliable first-hand witnesses (anonymous
spokesmen). They have to be persuaded and educated by a superior
narrator.



CHAPTER TEN
POLYBIUS

1. Rood

Hamilcar brought the mercenaries to such a pass that ... they were at
last driven by famine to eat each other: the divine power was bringing
on them a fitting retribution for their violation of all law human and
divine in their treatment of their neighbours. (1.84.9-10)

Polybius, historian of Rome’s rise to universal rule, and connoisseur of
punishment,! makes everything explicit. ‘Es gibt keine Polybiosfrage™—
‘Polybius presents no problems.”? But there are problems in assess-
ing the place of this explicit Polybius in the history of Greek narra-
tive. It used to be conventional to claim that Ephorus, writing soon
after Xenophon, inaugurated a ‘new phase of Greek historiography’ by
‘attempt[ing] the fusion of rhetoric and history’; that ‘a still lower level
was reached by Duris of Samos in the theory that history must affect
the emotions’; and that ‘it was left for Polybius two centuries later to
affect the redemption of Clio from the bondage of fiction’.* No one
nowadays would be satisfied with this simplistic story. It rests on an
uncritical assumption that the Thucydidean way of writing history is e
way to write history, and on a naive belief that that mode of historiogra-
phy is itself free from rhetoric. And it founders on the almost complete
loss of the historians writing between Xenophon, in the first half of
the fourth century BC, and Polybius, in the second half of the second
century BC. We have to reconstruct lost historians from later writers
who used them (such as Diodorus, Plutarch, and Arrian), from unrep-
resentative excerpts in writers such as Athenaeus, and not least from
the hostile comments of Polybius himself. The dangers of circularity
In assessing what sources later historians used, and of underrating the
capacity of those later historians to adapt their sources, remain great.*

! For Polybius’ (occasionally sadistic) moralizing on punishment, cf. e.g. 2.60.7;
4.18.7, 81.5; 5.28.9, 56.13, 111.7.

2 Howald, quoted by Walbank 1948: 157.

3 Barber 1935: 159.

* Important accounts of other historians between Xenophon and Polybius that

© T. Rood, 2004 | DOI:10.1163/9789047405702_012
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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The problems of writing a narratological history of Greek histori-
ography between Xenophon and Polybius are greater still. One can
(imagine that one can) get an idea of the tenor of some authors from
later historians who drew on them, and from the comments of later
critics. A stronger narratorial presence would presumably be demanded
by the stress on praise and blame associated with historians such as
Ephorus (Polybius himself praises Ephorus for his ‘expressions of his
personal judgments’, 12.28.10 = FGH 70 T23), and by the methodologi-
cal, and often polemical, prefaces that became standard once book divi-
sions were introduced.> A less intrusive narrator might conversely be
expected in the visual and emotive mode of historiography associated
with Duris of Samos. But this assumption would apply only to narra-
tive passages: we know that Duris himself intruded into his narrative
by making methodological criticisms of his predecessors (FGH 76 F1,
from the preface, and naming Ephorus and Theopompus). Our prob-
lems stem from the facts that authors who used these historians were
interested in their content rather than in their style; and that one needs
their actual words to form an idea of how they presented themselves
as narrators. Thus while we know of some historians who were char-
acters (1.e. internal narrators) in their own works—Alexander’s general
Ptolemy (FGH 138), for instance, or his admiral Nearchus (FGH 133),
we do not, on the whole, know how they presented themselves.® In
some cases, however, the actual words do survive, and fruitful parallels
can be drawn with features of Polybius’ narratorial style. Thus there
are a number of first-person forms, as well as rhetorical questions, in
Theopompus’ famous description of the debauched court of Philip II,
a passage cited by Polybius himself (8.9.6-13 = FGH 115 F225a; cf. also
Fa10).

touch on some narratological aspects include Flower 1994 on Theopompus; Pearson
1960 and Bosworth 1988 on the Alexander historians; Hornblower 1981 on Hierony-
mus; Pearson 1987 on Timaeus. For Athenaeus as a source for historians, and for Poly-
bius himself, see Pelling 2000a and Walbank 2000; and for the problems posed by Poly-
bius’ polemics, see Walbank 1962 and Schepens 1990. For Diodorus, see the contrasting
views of Sacks 1990, who stresses Diodorus’ own thematic shaping, and Stylianou 1998:
1-139, who, e.g. sees shifts in the style of moralizing judgment as reflecting shifts of
source (pp. 5-10).

> Book divisions were perhaps introduced by Ephorus: cf. FGH 70 T1o; also Fy for
the prefaces of Ephorus and Theopompus as similar, and FGH 115 24 for the abusive
prefaces of Anaximenes and Theopompus.

5 We can, however, observe the use of first-person plural forms in geographical
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There are also problems in attempting a narratological analysis re-
stricted to Polybius alone. Only the first five (of forty) books of his
history survive in full. For the remaining books, we rely on the use of his
work by later historians and on Byzantine excerpts that do not always
keep to Polybius’ own phrasing. It is also unfortunate that we cannot
compare his narrative persona in his other works, all of them lost
(a monograph on the Numantine War, a biography of Philopoemen,
a tactical treatise that would presumably—Ilike other such treatises—
have offered narrative examples). But analysis of the existing parts of
Polybius’ history is still worthwhile for the light it can shed on the
development of a scholarly mode of historical narrative, and on the
political implications of such a mode of narration. In this chapter, I will
examine first the character of the primary narrator in Polybius, then
the various narratees addressed in the work, and finally the shifting
weight given to different types of secondary narrative.

The primary narrator

‘Polybius’ is an external narrator in the earlier parts of his work, and
an internal narrator in its later stages. He begins with two preliminary
books (the proparaskeu), which treat events from the First Punic War
down to 220 BC, that is, before he was himself born. In books 330, he
fulfils the promise made at the start of the work: to tell of ‘the means
and system of polity through which the Romans in fewer than fifty-
three years succeeded in subjecting nearly the whole inhabited world to
their sole government’ (1.1.5). He first appears as a character towards
the end of this second part. It is in the final section of the history—
where he reports ‘the condition of each people after all had been
crushed and had come under the dominion of Rome, until the con-
fusion and disturbance that afterwards ensued’—that Polybius appears
as a character most often. Indeed, he claims that he was induced to
write about this final period of confusion and disturbance ‘as if starting
on a fresh work ... chiefly because I not only witnessed most but took
part and even directed some of the events’ (3.4.12-13).

While the character Polybius only appears towards the end of the
work, the narrator ‘Polybius’ is a dominating presence from the start.

works such as Ps.-Hanno’s account of an expedition down the west coast of Africa
(GGM 1.1-14).
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As Marincola says, ‘the Polybian narrator combines a largely unobtru-
sive narrative of the deeds with a highly intrusive explicator of that nar-
rative’.” A good example of this fondness for commenting on the narra-
tive comes in the account of the Second Punic War, where the Romans
are besieging Capua, which is held by the Carthaginians, while Han-
nibal is outside the town trying to force the Romans to abandon the
siege: ‘It seems to me that events at that time would puzzle not only
the Carthaginians, but anyone who heard of it. For who could believe
that the Romans, who had been beaten in so many battles by the
Carthaginians, and did not yet even dare to face the enemy in the field,
nevertheless refused to retire or to abandon the open country?” Here
the comment, and the rhetorical question, are responses to a problem
felt both by characters and by narratees—a problem that threatens the
cohesion of Polybius’ narrative. Hence the need for an explanation: ‘It
seems to me that the reason of this conduct on the part of both was that
both had perceived that Hannibal’s force of cavalry was responsible for
the Carthaginians’ victories and the Romans’ defeats. So ... events at
that time around Capua happened for both sides with good reason’
(9.3.5—11). The strong narratorial presence offers the reassurance that
events are after all explicable.?

The intrusiveness of the Polybian narrator is also seen in his use of
evaluative words within the narrative, and in the tone in which those
evaluations are expressed. He is ready to speak of how the Illyrian
queen Teuta acted ‘with a womanly temper and irrationally’ (2.8.12,
cf. 4.8), and of how the Spartans ‘were liberated through Antigonus
and through the generous zeal of the Achaeans’ (4.16.5). Often a polit-
ical bias can be readily detected in the narrator’s judgments. It is Poly-
bius’ own Achaeans, and not the Macedonian king Antigonus, who
are credited with a ‘generous zeal’; and evidently the ‘liberation’ they
procured is itself evaluative.” Conversely, it is the Achaeans’ enemies,
the Aetolians, who are castigated as ‘innately unjust and aggrandizing’
(2.45.1). Polybius’ generally earnest narrator can at times seem surpris-
ingly crude.

What is striking about the way in which ‘Polybius’ expresses these
evaluations is that he often uses in the narrative phrases that tend to

7 Marincola 1997: 10.

8 Cf. Davidson 1991: 11-12 on Polybius’ fondness for correcting mistaken views.

9 Cf. Walbank 1957-1979: ad loc.: ‘to the Achaeans Cleomenes was a tyrant; but to
many Spartans “liberation” obviously had a different look’.
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be used only in speeches by earlier historians such as Thucydides and
Xenophon. Frequent in Polybius’ narrative as well as in his speeches
is the exclamation ne¢ Dia, ‘by Zeus’, which is common in comedy and
oratory, but found only four times in Xenophon’s Hellenica, each time in
direct speech, and absent altogether from Thucydides.!® Polybius also
frequently supports his judgments with rhetorical questions: when he
describes how the Aectolians elect as general Scopas, ‘the cause of all
the aforementioned acts of injustice’, he first remarks that ‘I do not
know how to express myself” (the common aporia-motif), then says that
it ‘seems to me the very height of villainy’: ‘for how can we characterize
otherwise such base conduct?’ (4.27.2-3). Here the question suggests
some uneasiness about offering, within a historical work, judgments in
a heightened manner more redolent of the law courts.!!

The Polybian narrator is no less intrusive when he justifies the meth-
ods of his narrative.”? He explains principles of history-writing: the
function of geographical information (3.56-38, 57-59), the use of ter-
minology for causation (3.6—7), the usefulness of history (e.g. 1.35, 3.31—
32)—and this despite the fact that he states in the very first sentence
of the work that he does not need to explain why history is useful.
His sense of a historiographical tradition is far stronger than anything
that can be found in earlier historians. He defends the merits of history
against such varied competitors as barbershop gossip (3.20.5), invective
(12.14. 2—), political theory (6.5.1-3), philosophy (12.26¢), and epideic-
tic (12.28—28a), while criticizing Ephorus’ unfair castigation of music as
deceptive (4.20.5 = FGH 70 F8: from Ephorus’ preface, so presumably
from a contrast between music and history).

The ordering of the narrative is also subject to the same rigorous
narratorial control. The ends of digressions, for instance, are clearly
marked as the story returns to the point ‘from which we digressed’
(parexebemen, e.g. 2.36.1; 4.9.2). Such signalling is also found in ear-
lier historians (Ephorus, FGH 70 Fi91, is very similar), and also in
geographical periploi (coastal accounts), where the narrator returns to
a mainland from an island with the formula epaneimi ... hothen ...
exetrapomen (‘I will go back to the point from which I turned aside’: e.g.

10 De Foucault 1972: 313 with n. 2 lists examples.

1 For Polybius as judge, cf. Vercruysse 1990: 35-36; Darbo-Peschanski 1998: 177
189.

12 For detailed analyses, see Pédech 1964; Sacks 1981; and on causation, Derow 1979:
9-13.
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Scylax 29). Further examples of the precise control exercised by Poly-
bius may be seen in his consciousness of book divisions. Polybius tends
to define in advance the limits of each book, and to proclaim at the
end of the book that he has fulfilled his promises (the Sicilian univer-
sal historian Diodorus followed this practice).”® He also includes book
numbers in some of his frequent cross-references, for instance when he
makes a back-reference to a forward-reference (18.28.1). Perhaps it was
the vast scope (both temporal and spatial) of the work that called for
this degree of definition. Polybius offers at the start of his work a ‘table
of contents’ for the work as a whole (3.2-6); he ends it by ‘recalling its
beginning and the plan which I laid down at the commencement of
my history, and then giving a summary of the entire subject, establish-
ing the connection between the beginning and the end’ (39.8.3); and
then, after reiterating the utility of his work and the uniqueness of his
theme, he announces that he is appending the periods embraced by
the history, the number of books and what he calls the arithmos of the
whole work, whatever that was (39.8.8; none of this final section—book
4o0—survives). All that was missing was a bibliography:.

Polybius’ judgments on the methods of his narrative can be seen
as no less ideologically laden than his judgments on the events of the
narrative. His obsessive concern for order in the world of the narra-
tion parallels his concern for order in the world at large. Just as it is
fitting that barbarians, mercenaries, women, the masses, and dissolute
young aristocrats should be subjected to strong control,'* so it is fitting
that narratives should have a certain order, and that narrators should
explain why this is so (e.g. 6.2.1—7). Elsewhere Polybius’ methodologi-
cal intrusions can be more directly related to his Achaean sympathies.
He illustrates, for instance, the tragic style of history that he opposes
by quoting from Phylarchus’ pathetic account of the sack of Mantineia
(2.56)—a sack in which the Achaean League was involved. And in dis-
cussing how the Peloponnese came to be united through the Achaean
League, Polybius rejects chance as an explanation (‘one must rather
seek a cause’, 2.38.5). Yet elsewhere he does assign chance causal force.

13 There are other similarities between these two intrusive narrators: e.g. the use of
the participle proeiremenos (“aforementioned’)—which appears more than 500 times in
Polybius’ extant sections, in places where earlier writers would have, at most, Aoutos or
ekeinos; cf. Palm 1955: 76, who sees in this use a pedagogical striving for comprehensibil-
ity; and de Foucault 1972: 319.

14 Cf. Eckstein 1995, esp. 118-160, on such ‘threats to the social order’, and their
part in Polybius’ ‘moral vision’.
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Other narratorial interventions could be read as part of the rhetoric
of narratorial authority. By stressing at the start of the main part of his
work how uncertain is its completion (3.5.7), he makes its completion
the more impressive.”> And the word he uses to define his undertaking
is the same as that used of the Romans’ project of universal domina-
tion (epibole: 1.3.9, 4.2): the ambition of the work matches the deeds it
embraces (but the same word is used of Theopompus’ project at 8.11.1).

It remains to consider Polybius’ techniques of self-reference. Polybius
follows earlier historians like Herodotus (—) and Thucydides (—) by
using the first person for his appearances in methodological contexts:
as an eyewitness (22.19.1; for another claim of autopsy, 39.2.2, we have
only Strabo’s words), and as a researcher who undertakes the perils of
travels (3.48.12, 59.7-8)—a latter-day Odysseus (12.27.10; cf. also Cato’s
quip at 35.6.4)'%—and consults inscriptions (3.33.17-18). It is for his
appearances as a character that Polybius departs from the precedent
of earlier writers (so far as we can tell from our evidence).

Assessing Polybius’ references to himself as character is difficult be-
cause the parts in which he appears as character are the parts that are
preserved only in excerpts. So far as we know, he never explicitly identi-
fied the character Polybius with the writer (or identified the prominent
Achaean statesman Lycortas as the writer’s father).”” But he did make
explicit his criterion for using first- and third-person forms for his own
actions:

It should cause no surprise if at times we use the proper name in
speaking of ourselves, and elsewhere use general expressions such as
‘after I had said this’ or again, ‘when we agreed to this’. For as we were
personally involved in the events that are now about to be chronicled,
it 1s necessary to change the phrases used to allude to ourselves, so that
we may neither offend by the frequent repetition of our name nor again
by constantly saying ‘when I’ or ‘because of me’ fall unintentionally into
an ill-mannered habit of speech. What we wish is by mixing these modes
of expressions and always using the appropriate form to avoid as far
as possible the offence that lies in speaking constantly about oneself, as

15 But Polybius’ conviction that others will finish the task if he does die (3.5.8), a
more straightforward assertion of his task’s importance, is perhaps evidence that some
of the earlier books were published before the completion of the whole work. Walbank
1972: 1729 offers a good review of arguments about the composition and publication
of the work.

16 Walbank 1948: 172; Marincola 1997; Clarke 1999: 100-101.

17 Note that he explains at 24.6.5 that he was chosen as an envoy, though too young,
because of his father’s connections.
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such a manner of speaking is naturally unwelcome, but is often necessary
when the matter cannot be stated clearly in any other way. Luckily we
have been assisted in this by the fortuitous fact that no one as far as we
know, up to the time in which we live at least, has received from his
parents the same proper name as ours.'®

Why does this explanation of Polybius’ procedure only appear at this
rather late stage in the work? In all excerpts from earlier portions
of the work, Polybius appears as character in the third person. The
explanation itself follows a passage where Polybius has shifted from the
third to the first person:

When a letter reached the Peloponnese ... saying that the Achaeans
would do well to send Polybius the Megalopolitan ... the Achaeans voted
to send him ... And we, thinking that for many reasons we ought to obey
the Romans, ... set sail; and arriving at Corcyra ... and thinking that the
war was over and that there was no further need of us, we sailed back to
the Peloponnese. (36.11.14)

Marincola has plausibly argued that this explanation occurred at the
point where Polybius’ appearances as character were going to start to
become particularly frequent.! The shift in the immediately preceding
passage is not enough in itself to support the view that this is the first
time Polybius used the first person: it matters that the phrase ‘Polybius
the Megalopolitan’ appears in a letter. Unfortunately, we do not get a
chance to see how Polybius alternated between first and third persons.
Subsequent allusions to Polybius’ actions come from later historians,
not from excerpts. The exception comes right at the end of the work:

18 g6.12.1—4: I have here modified Paton’s translation to keep to Polybius’ own
variations between first-person singular and plural forms. Clarke 1997: 96 states that
‘Polybios considered the use of the first person singular and particularly self-referential
phrases as alien to his project’ (that is, his project of universal history). But it is
because narratees are suspicious of self-glorification that Polybius is wary of excessive
reference to the character Polybius, and so keen to vary his modes of self-allusion.
There was nothing wrong with self-referential phrases in themselves. Her further claim
that ‘Polybius and Diodorus ... wrote of themselves in the first plural, as a general
rule’ (p. 97) is also misleading. Plural forms are more common for introducing and
closing books, but singulars are extremely frequent: in back-references, Polybius uses
the singular forms eipa and eipon (and compounds) eight times as often as the plurals
etpomen and ewpamen; he writes doker moi far more than the (more emphatic) doke: hemin; he
uses singulars for assertive expressions such as ego de phemi (‘but I say’: e.g. 3.6.3, 7, 9.5)
as well as for weaker parentheses such as legd d¢ or oimai (‘I mean’); and he sometimes
combines the two forms in a single sentence (e.g 3.5.7; 5.105.9; 31.23.1, 38.8. 14; cf. D.S.
3.38.1; de Foucault 1972: 85).

19 Marincola 1997: 189-192.
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‘having achieved this, we returned home from Rome, having, as it were,
capitalized the results of previous political action ... Therefore we pray
to all the gods that during the rest of our life all may remain in the same
condition and on the same terms, seeing as we do how apt Fortune is
to envy men’ (39.8.1-2).% The first person is doubtless apt here because
of the personal nature of the prayer, and as a bridge to the conclusion
of the work.

There is no space here to analyse in detail Polybius’ self-presentation
as a character,?’ but the most startling appearance of Polybius in his
own narrative demands discussion—the passage where he appears to
narrate his own death: ‘each city now took every means to confer
the highest honours on him during his life and after his death. And
everyone thought that this was fully justified: for had he not perfected
and drawn up the laws on the subject of common jurisdiction, all would
have remained uncertain and in the utmost confusion. So one should
consider this to be the most brilliant achievement of Polybius among
all those hitherto mentioned’ (39.5.4-6). Polybius does pose problems.
“This passage derives from the posthumous editor of the Histories™*—or
rather, it is the only evidence for this posthumous editor. And this editor
is also a narrator.

The problem posed by this new narrator is the greater because of the
style and content of the narrative. It is not just that this narrator adopts
typical Polybian phraseology such as ‘one should think’ and ‘aforemen-
tioned’: the repetitive Polybius is all too imitable. What is odd is that the
narrative of Polybius’ death is so thematically rich at both the intratex-
tual and the intertextual level. The counterfactual claim that ‘all would
have remained uncertain (akrita) and in the utmost confusion (tarakheés)’
evokes Polybius’ earlier characterization of the ‘confusion and distur-
bance’ of the period that followed Rome’s assumption of the universal
hegemony (tarakhes kai kineseds, 3.4.13). And while counterfactual state-
ments elsewhere often emphasize how the chance for a decisive end
was missed,? here a counterfactual secures the closure of a return to

20 For the narrator making a wish, cf. 4.32.9.

21 Especially interesting episodes include 28.7.8-13, 12—13 and 29.23—25 (where Poly-
bius and his father are given a favoured treatment by the narrator in various ways);
31.24.9-11 (details on Polybius’ friendship with Scipio); g1.11-15 (Polybius as adviser on
an escape-plot); and 32.3.14 (an Achaean appeal on his behalf).

22 Walbank 1957-1979: IIL. 735. Shuckburgh bracketed the passage in his translation
as a ‘note by a friend of Polybius’.

2 E.g. 2.45.5; 3.50.4, 53.1; 4.12.13, 61.3, 87.10. For other counterfactual statements,



156 PART TWO — CHAPTER TEN

civic order. It also sets this strongly closed ending against the ending
of Xenophon’s Hellenica, where the position in Greece after the battle
of Mantineia in §62 BG was described as one of even greater ‘uncer-
tainty and confusion’ than before (akrisia ... kai ... tarakhe, 7.5.27, a pas-
sage already alluded to by Polybius himself at 2.39.8, on the position in
Greece after the battle of Leuctra in 471 BC). This new narrator con-
trasts the position of Greece under Roman rule with the position in the
past when states like Sparta and Thebes were striving for hegemony.
He also puts a close to Polybius’ own story. When narratees come to
Polybius’ Herodotean anxiety about whether his prosperity will survive
to the end (39.8.2, quoted above), they know that Polybius’ prosperity
(unlike Croesus’) did endure to the end (and beyond). The narrative
of Polybius’ death contributed by his ‘posthumous editor’; it emerges,
interacts richly with the themes of the history as a whole.

We have seen that Polybius presents an intrusive narrator who is
ready to meet at every stage any possible bewilderment on the nar-
ratees’ part. First-person forms can also, however, be used to assert a
link between the narrator and the narratees. They can, for instance,
describe supposedly universal properties shared by all ‘us’ humans
(4.21.1, §1.4-5; 5.75.4—0). As with some other techniques, this usage
is not found in Thucydides or Xenophon, but it can be paralleled in
Ephorus (FGH 70 Fg, 20, 63, 122a—where it means either ‘we’ humans
or ‘we’ Greeks) and Phylarchus (FGH 81 F66).2* Closer to the usage of
his predecessors is the first-person plural found in the agonistic insis-
tence on the greatness of the First Punic War—*the longest, most con-
tinuous, and greatest war that we know of by hearsay’ (1.63.4). Here
both the claim of greatness and the qualification ‘that we know of by
hearsay’ (hemeis ismen akoer) recall the manner of the Herodotean nar-
rator, while the criteria of length and continuity recall those used by
Thucydides to stress the greatness of the Peloponnesian War (1.23.1,
2.1). Indeed, Thucydides himself had adopted that Herodotean ‘that
we know of” in his highly agonistic depiction of the Sicilian expedition

(7.87.6).%

see e.g. 1.18.11, 20.16, 28.11; 2.33.8, 68.5, 70.3; 3.9.8, 14.4, 68.3; 4.11.7-8, 87.10; 5.11.7—0,
97.6, 110.9-T0.

2+ Ephorus FGH 70 Fg7, by contrast, where ‘we’ are opposed to Boeotians, is for
that reason assigned to his Fpikhorios Logos rather than to his universal history.

25 For similar claims, cf. e.g. 2.57.8 (‘I do not know if” with a comparative) and 58.4;
and for a first-person comment limiting a superlative, 2.14.7.
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Polybius also uses first-person plural forms in the phrase kath’ hemas
to situate himself (and his contemporaries) in time (e.g. 3.26.2; an
instance of the ‘reference to the narrator’s own time’ motif) and space.?
The phrase ‘the sea by us’ (ke kath® hemas thalatta: 1.5.9; 3.37.6, 9, 10,
39.4; 16.29.6; 34.8.7; cf. also the use of kath’ hemas with he otkoumene, ‘the
inhabited world’, at 3.37.1; 4.38.1) is particularly interesting because it
becomes common after Polybius (e.g in Strabo), and because it has
been thought to suggest a Roman perspective (cf. the Latin phrase mare
nostrum).*” This interpretation (which could be supported by the use of a
similar phrase at Ps.-Scylax 40 to refer to the Saronic gulf, implying an
Athenian perspective) would give the phrase a political charge. Yet the
phrase ‘the sea par’ hemin / pert hemas’ could also be used in opposition
to the Red Sea or the Ocean (Theoph. HP 1.4.2, 4.6.1; cf. also Pl. Phd.
113a8, also quoted at Arist. Meteor. 356a). So Roman usage, and Roman
power, are not prerequisites for Polybius’ usage.

This example raises questions about the audience for which Polybius
was writing his Greek account of a Roman achievement. Polybius
himself makes pronouncements about his intended audience, and I
turn now to look at these, as well as at other ways in which the narrator
draws the narratees into the work.

Narratees

The Polybian narrator interacts most conspicuously with the narra-
tees through the hundreds of rhetorical questions that can be found in
the history (several have already been quoted above). The frequency
of such questions gives Polybius’ work a very different texture from
Thucydides’ or Xenophon’s—and even from Herodotus’ work, which
does have a handful of rhetorical questions. Perhaps, while Thucy-
dides had avoided elements that seemed too ‘oral’, rhetorical questions
had come by Polybius’ time to be an acceptable part of the profes-
sional style—an amiable way of introducing a new paragraph. Several
such questions can be found in the fragments of Xenophon’s near-

26 Cf. the use of this phrase in sections of Diodorus derived from Posidonius, where
it has been thought that Diodorus simply took it straight from his source (Hornblower
1981: 2728, 269 n. 4); but it has also been argued that the vague phrase was still
appropriate for Diodorus (Sacks 1990: 83—93).

27 See Burr 1932: 115; and Dubuisson 1985: 172 for the Roman connection.
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contemporary Theopompus (FGH 115 FF124, 225, 263—where there
are three in a row); but in Theopompus the tone seems rather more
indignant.

A far more rare mode of interaction used by the Polybian narrator
is the generalizing second-person address: ‘the current bears towards
Byzantion even if you do not want’ (4.44.2). The example may perhaps
be explained by the geographical context: compare the second-person
singulars at Ps.-Scylax 67 (‘until you come to ...") and 100 (‘if you go
..."). But Polybius also uses second-person forms in a non-geographical
generalization at 1.81.8.

On the whole, however, ‘Polybius’ adopts a fairly impersonal man-
ner of address. He uses forms such as the dative singular of the par-
ticiple (e.g 1.95.7); and, in particular, impersonal forms suc