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ABSTRACT

All modern critics have read verses 128–36 of Pseudo-Scymnus’ iambic Periodos to
Nicomedes (c.133–110/109 B.C.E.) as a description of the personal autopsies of the author.
However, close analysis of both the literary dynamics of the poem and the syntax of the
lacunose text that precedes this passage shows that this cannot be the case. This article
proposes that Timaeus of Tauromenium (c.350–260 B.C.E.) is a superior candidate for
the referent of these lines, and offers a coherent approach to emending the manifestly
corrupt text. This reinterpretation makes better sense of the extant text of the Periodos,
and allows these verses to be read as a second-century witness to Timaeus’ autoptic
prowess.
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The Periodos to Nicomedes,1 dated to 133–110/109 B.C.E.,2 and authored by an anonymous
poet here referred to as Pseudo-Scymnus (‘PS’),3 is one of two substantially extant
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1 The following editions of the Periodos are cited: D. Höschel, Geographica Marciani
Heracleotae, Scylacis Caryandensis, Artemidori Ephesii, Dicaearchi Messenii, Isidori Characeni
(Augsburg, 1600), 1–30; F. Morel, Marciani Heracleotae poema de situ orbis (Paris, 1606);
R. Vinding, Marciani Heracleotae Periegesis seu orbis descriptio cum interpretatione Latina ad
verbum et notis (Copenhagen, 1662); J.F. Gail, Geographi Graeci minores (Paris, 1828),
2.213–408; A.-J. Letronne, Fragments des poemes géographiques de Scymnus de Chio et du faux
Dicéarque (Paris, 1840); B. Fabricius, Scymnii Chii periegesis quae supersunt (Leipzig, 1846);
A. Meineke, Scymnii Chii periegesis et Dionysii descriptio Graeciae (Berlin, 1846); K. Müller,
Geographi Graeci minores (Paris, 1855), 1.196–237; D. Marcotte, Géographes grecs, tome I:
Introduction générale, Ps.-Scymnos (Paris, 2000); M. Korenjak, Die Welt-Rundreise eines anonymen
griechischen Autors (“Pseudo-Scymnos”) (Hildesheim, 2003). Diller provides an edition of only the
compiled fragments: A. Diller, The Tradition of the Minor Greek Geographers (New York, 1952),
165–76. See also the text-critical notes in E. Miller, Périple de Marcien d’Héraclée, épitome
d’Artemidore, Isidore de Charax, etc. (Paris, 1839), 291–320. Where uncontroversial, we adopt the
lineation and text of the poem provided by Marcotte for lines 1–721, but follow Diller (this note),
165–76 for lines 722–1026. See further n. 6.

2 For the date of the Periodos, see J. Lightfoot, ‘“Not enduring the wanderings of Odysseus”:
poetry, prose, and patronage in Pseudo-Scymnus’s Periodos to Nicomedes’, TAPhA 150 (2020),
379–413, at 406–7, and further bibliography at 379 n. 1.

3 Holsten was the first to attribute the poem to Scymnus: J.F. Boissonade (ed.), Lucae Holstenii
epistolae ad diversos (Paris, 1817), 56–7, 226. However, this assessment is unfeasible, given that
the poem post-dates Scymnus’ active period: Lightfoot (n. 2), 379–80. Several other authors have
been proposed: A. Diller, ‘The authors named Pausanias’, TAPhA 86 (1955), 268–79, at 278–9
(Pausanias of Damascus); Marcotte (n. 1), 35–46 (Apollodorus of Athens); K. Boshnakov,
Pseudo-Skymnos (Semos von Delos?) (Stuttgart, 2004), 1–3, 33–69 (Semos of Delos and/or Elis).
None of these is convincing, and no argument made here depends on an attribution of authorship.
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Hellenistic iambic didactic poems.4 The text, addressed to King Nicomedes III Euergetes
(reigned c.127–c.94 B.C.E.),5 constitutes a clockwise geographical tour around the
οἰκουμένη.6 Scholarly commentary has focussed on its extensive prologue (1–138), in
which PS seeks to establish himself as a figure of intellectual authority, consistent with
the conventions of both didactic and patronal poetry.7

Recent studies of the prologue have identified personal autopsy as a key device upon
which PS relied to ground his authority as a geographical poet, and which formed part of
his adoption of knowledge authentication strategies more commonly associated with
prose.8 However, this interpretation should give pause for thought: for one, personal
autopsy is absent from the other surviving iambic didactic poem, the first-century B.C.E.
Description of Greece by Dionysius, son of Calliphon, which seems to be a conscious
imitation of PS’ model.9 Moreover, we propose here that the single passage in which
PS is thought to present his autoptic credentials—lines 128–36, preceded by a lacunose
catalogue of PS’ sources (113–27)—has been systematically misread. Rather, this
passage is better understood with the prominent historian of Western Greece, Timaeus
of Tauromenium (c.360–260 B.C.E.), as its referent. Our proposed identification of
Timaeus makes better sense of the geographical and biographical data in the passage,
and facilitates greater syntactic and literary cohesion. This reading necessitates emendation
of the manifestly corrupt text preserved in the sole manuscript tradition; we propose a
coherent solution that rectifies both the literary and the syntactic defects.

This revision prompts reconsideration of PS’ methodology: by excluding the autoptic
element, we show that, like Apollodorus of Athens (c.180–120 B.C.E.) before him, and
Dionysius after, his central objective was to compress and versify information extracted
from existing prose sources. Although these poets ground their credibility in the merit of
their sources—explicitly invoking modes of knowledge authorization evinced in prose
texts—they themselves eschew first-hand verification, focussing rather on the selection
and poetic presentation of others’ research. Moreover, PS’ positioning of Timaeus as a
reliable autoptic observer provides new insights into the latter’s historiographical
methodology and reception.

4 Other fragmentary authors of this genre include Apollodorus of Athens, Damocrates Servilius,
Mnesitheus and Philemon: D. Sider, ‘Didactic poetry: the Hellenistic invention of a pre-existing
genre’, in R. Hunter, A. Rengakos and E. Sistakou (edd.), Hellenistic Studies at a Crossroads:
Exploring Texts, Contexts and Metatexts (Berlin, 2014), 13–29, at 28–9; M.L. West, OCD4 720–1,
s.v. ‘iambic poetry, Greek’; K. Fleischer, The Original Verses of Apollodorus’ Chronica (Berlin,
2020), 60–2. For later examples, see Alan Cameron, Wandering Poets and Other Essays on Late
Greek Literature and Philosophy (Oxford, 2016), 168–72.

5 Lightfoot (n. 2), 406–7. Cf. S. Bianchetti, Πλωτὰ καὶ πορευτά: Sulle tracce di una periegesi
anonima (Rome, 1990), 23–35; Marcotte (n. 1), 7–16; Korenjak (n. 1), 11–14; Boshnakov (n. 3),
4–6, 70–8.

6 Of the poem’s latter portion (742–1026)—absent from the extant manuscripts—a number of
fragments survive in the anonymous Periplous of the Euxine Sea: Diller (n. 1), 165–76; Marcotte
(n. 1), 134–49.

7 E. Kneebone, ‘The limits of enquiry in imperial Greek didactic poetry’, in J. König and G. Woolf
(edd.), Authority and Expertise in Ancient Scientific Culture (Cambridge, 2017), 203–30;
T. Whitmarsh, Beyond the Second Sophistic: Adventures in Greek Postclassicism (Berkeley, 2013),
137–75.

8 R. Hunter, ‘The prologue of the Periodos to Nicomedes (“Pseudo-Scymnus”)’, in R. Hunter, On
Coming After: Studies in Post-Classical Greek Literature and its Reception (Berlin, 2008), 503–22, at
519–20; Lightfoot (n. 2), 394–402; Kneebone (n. 7), 224–5.

9 D. Marcotte, Le poème géographique de Dionysios, fils de Calliphon (Leuven, 1990), 40–4.

AUTOPSY AND DIDACTIC AUTHORITY 559

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838822000684 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838822000684


AUTOPSY IN THE PROLOGUE OF THE PERIODOS

The text’s first half (1–742) survives in a single, late thirteenth-century manuscript
(Parisinus suppl. gr. 443).10 The prologue (1–138) addresses PS’ patron, and justifies
the poem’s composition.11 Beginning at line 109, the author provides a catalogue of
consulted sources to bolster his work’s credibility (111 τὸν ἱστορικὸν εἰς πίστιν
ἀναπέμπω λόγον). The catalogue then identifies Eratosthenes (114), Ephorus (115),
Dionysius of Calchis (116), Demetrius of Callatis (117), Cleon of Sicily (118) and
Timosthenes (118). Following line 118, however, the ink has smudged;12 the text at
MS page 128, lines 3–8 (putative lines 119–25) is almost wholly illegible. The
sixteenth-century apographs—Palatinus gr. 142 and Scaliger MS 3213—omit the entire
section 118–26, indicating the illegible portion with blank space.

The damage is such that the text is essentially irretrievable. Bravo reconstructs the
entire lacunose section;14 however, his readings are highly speculative, relying on text
seen by no other editor.15 We have had the benefit of consulting a high-resolution
reproduction of MS page 128, provided by the Bibliothèque nationale de France: this
copy permitted digital manipulation of colour, contrast and scale, such that we were
able to adapt and supplement prior visual readings.16 Accordingly, while we also see
isolated words and characters in lines 3–6,17 we provide here a revised diplomatic
edition of the text at lines 7–8, equivalent to line 126 and its surrounding text:

καλλισθ̣ε̣ν . . . ( )̣ ( )̣ληφ̣ ̣ . καὶ κ . . . . . . . . . ( )̣ενίων (δὲ)⋅ (καὶ) (δὲ̣)̣ τί 7
μαι(ον) ἄνδρα ̣ σικελὸν ἐκ ταυρομενίου⋅ ἐκ τῶν ὑφ’ ἡροδό 8

Previous readers have recognized that καλλισθεν represents a name, which Vinding
([n. 1], B5) identified with the Olynthian historian Callisthenes (c.260–228 B.C.E.).18

Some have presumed that the name bears an accusative ending, dependent on a prior
verb: Letronne ([n. 1], 342) conjectured ἀκολουθ[ῶν] δὲ καὶ Καλλισθένη, based on
Haase’s identification of ακολουθ in MS line 6.19 Editors continue to print this reading,
albeit with disagreement on the phrase’s position in the trimeter,20 and on the number of
visible characters.21 However, we see no evidence of ακολουθ on the manuscript.

10 Diller (n. 1), 19–22; Marcotte (n. 1), lxxvii–lxxxiv.
11 For the prologue’s literary dynamics, see Hunter (n. 8).
12 On the manuscript’s condition in general, see Diller (n. 1), 21–2.
13 Diller (n. 1), 24–8; Marcotte (n. 1), lxxxiv–lxxxvii.
14 B. Bravo, La chronique d’Apollodore et le Pseudo-Skymnos: Érudition antiquaire et littérature

géographique dans la seconde moitié du IIe siècle av. J.-C. (Leuven, 2009), 13–15.
15 Fleischer (n. 4), 22–3; P.-O. Leroy, review of Bravo (n. 14), BMCR 2012.01.27: https://bmcr.

brynmawr.edu/2012/2012.01.27.
16 An older low-resolution image is available at https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b11000074k/

f67.item.
17 Note in particular line 3 τιμοσθέν . . τὴν̣ ̣ τῆ ̣ . . . . . . . . . . . . ( )̣ ( )̣ ( )̣θέ̣σιν ⋅ (καὶ) τ(ὸν), and the

line-initial πολίτην in line 4.
18 See also Letronne (n. 1), 60–1; Miller (n. 1), 293–4.
19 F. Haase, review of Miller (n. 1), Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung 55 (1839), 212–24, 227–32,

at 217.
20 For enjambement of Καλλισθένη, see Letronne (n. 1), 342; Fabricius (n. 1), 8. For the whole

phrase as forming the end of a single trimeter, see Müller (n. 1), 1.199; Marcotte (n. 1), 109;
Korenjak (n. 1), 26; Bravo (n. 14), 15.

21 Müller (n. 1), 1.199 brackets the word-endings -θῶν and -η, echoing Letronne’s [ῶν]. Other
editors—including most recently Marcotte (n. 1), Korenjak (n. 1) and Bravo (n. 14)—have expressed
fewer reservations about the reading.
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As for the end of line 7,22 early editors mistook ενίων for ποιῶν, owing to the faint
descender of the ν.23 The abbreviated forms after the following interpunct also
caused difficulties: Höschel and Morel printed καὶ λίαν δὲ Σικελόν, which Gail
amended to Καλλίαν δὲ Σικελόν, identifying the otherwise unknown ‘Callias of
Tauromenium’.24 However, these readings are unmetrical,25 and fail to account for
some of the characters preceding σικελόν. The end of line 7 is admittedly difficult to
decipher: while the abbreviated καί and word-initial τί are clear, the intervening
mark—a left-facing lunate stroke, squeezed between two words26—is most likely an
abbreviated δέ.27 Although this is a novel observation made by no previous editor,
the δέ introduces metrical irregularity and erroneously duplicates the δέ after ενίων;
as such, it should be deleted.28 While Vinding ([n. 1], B5) already conjectured that
line 126 referred to Timaeus, based on the reference to Tauromenium, Miller ([n. 1],
293–4) was first to see the words Τίμαιον ἄνδρα on the manuscript. Miller’s reading,
which has since been accepted universally, is clearly visible on the digital reproduction.
Accordingly, we adopt the following text for lines 125–7:

δὲ καί 125
Τίμαιον ἄνδρα Σικελὸν ἐκ Ταυρομενίου
ἐκ τῶν ὑφ’ Ἡροδότου τε συντεταγμένων

as well as Timaeus, a Sicilian man from Tauromenium, and based on those things composed by
Herodotus

The text following line 126 survives intact and is largely undisputed. All modern critics
have read Herodotus in line 127 as the catalogue’s final source, with line 128 transitioning
into the author’s first-person description of his own autoptic observations.29 This passage
(128–36) has been printed and translated most recently by Lightfoot ([n. 2], 400–1), as
follows:

ἃ δ’ αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ φιλοπόνως ἐξητακώς
αὐτοπτικὴν πίστιν τε προσενηνεγμένος,
ὡς ὢν θεατὴς οὐ μόνον τῆς Ἑλλάδος 130
ἢ τῶν κατ’ Ἀσίαν κειμένων πολισμάτων,
ἵστωρ δὲ γεγονὼς τῶν τε περὶ τὸν Ἀδρίαν
καὶ τῶν κατὰ τὸν Ἰόνιον ἑξῆς κειμένων,
ἐπεληλυθὼς δὲ τούς τε τῆς Τυρρηνίας
καὶ τοὺς Σικελικοὺς καὶ πρὸς ἑσπέραν ὅρους 135
καὶ τῆς Λιβύης τὰ πλεῖστα καὶ Καρχηδόνος.

22 On the intervening text, compare Haase (n. 19), 217–18. Similar characters are printed by
Fabricius (n. 1), Meineke (n. 1) and Μüller (n. 1), but omitted by Marcotte (n. 1) and Korenjak (n. 1).

23 Höschel (n. 1), 6; Morel (n. 1), 11; Gail (n. 1), 2.267. The first correct identification is at Miller
(n. 1), 293–4.

24 Gail (n. 1), 2.338–9.
25 Vinding ([n. 1], 6), followed by Gail (n. 1), remedies the deficient second metron by supplying

τόν after Σικελόν.
26 Compare the same scribe’s compression of the particle in τὸν δὲ Φιλέαν at MS page 112, line 12

(= Dion. Calliphon. 36).
27 Although the stroke is angled more highly than the scribe’s usual abbreviation of δέ, the shape is

paralleled at e.g. MS page 137, line 23 (= 495).
28 The scribe frequently misplaces δέ: see e.g. MS δὲ τούτων for τούτων δέ (146); MS δὲ κεῖται

for κεῖται δέ (478).
29 In addition to those works cited below, see also the translations at Müller (n. 1), 1.199; Marcotte

(n. 1), 109; Korenjak (n. 1), 27; Bravo (n. 14), 19–20.
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And there are also the things which I myself have diligently examined in person, bringing the
guarantee of eyewitness testimony to bear, as someone who has seen not only Greece or
the towns situated in Asia, but having become knowledgeable about towns along the coast of
the Adriatic and Ionian Seas, and having gone to the borders of Tyrrhenia and Sicily and
towards the west and to most of Libya and Carthage.

The logic of this transition, from the list of consulted sources to the digest of autoptic
observations, has never been substantially challenged. Lightfoot, following Hunter,
takes it as an indication of the author’s reliance on both autopsy and ‘book-learning’
to reify his material: ‘Τhe promise of a “guarantee of eyewitness testimony”
(αὐτοπτικὴν πίστιν) aligns PS’s work with prose traditions of geographical and historical
writing, which often stressed the importance of personal autopsy and inquiry rather than a
dependence on knowledge gleaned solely from books, as a means of bolstering the
authority of the work as a whole.’30 Korenjak stresses the novelty of PS’ invocation of
autopsy here, noting that he, like Polybius, is one of the first authors to foreground autopsy
so programmatically as a guarantee of his work’s credibility.31 He does, however, cast
doubt on the reliability of PS’ apparent declaration of self-description, given that these
travels are not mentioned elsewhere in the poem, nor does PS again defer to autopsy to
bolster his didactic credentials.32 Bravo takes this further: though reading PS as the
traveller described in lines 130–6, he deems the rehearsal of locations visited ‘une fiction
littéraire’.33

This suspicion is well-founded. There are, in fact, ample reasons—both textual and
literary—to doubt that the author of the Periodos is the referent of lines 128–36.

The subject of line 128

Although the Greek text opening the allegedly autoptic passage does not specify any
shift to first-person self-description, the two grounds upon which prior readers seem
to have based their identification provide insufficient evidence for any such transition.

First, Meineke, followed by all subsequent editors, prints an interpunct at the end of
line 127, adopting the manuscript’s punctuation. This would indicate a sense-break: ἐκ
τῶν ὑφ’ Ἡροδότου τε συντεταγμένων⋅ | ἃ δ’ αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ φιλοπόνως ἐξητακώς.
However, given that the scribe regularly uses interpuncts to demarcate lines of iambic
trimeter, regardless of whether a sense-break is present,34 Meineke’s mark may be
disregarded. Indeed, we note that earlier editors—from Höschel to Fabricius—print a
period after συντεταγμένων, perhaps following the low dot on the apographs.35

Second, the αὐτός at line 128 fulfils no anaphoric function: its referent is left
unspecified, with no textual basis for understanding ἐγώ. No first-person verb, nor
any first-person pronoun, occurs in the following verses; rather, αὐτός governs several
nominative masculine singular participles, unmarked for person (128 ἐξητακώς; 129
προσενηνεγμένος; 130 ὤν; 132 γεγονώς). Here αὐτός merely serves as an intensive

30 Lightfoot (n. 2), 401. Compare Hunter (n. 8), 513–14.
31 Korenjak (n. 1), 18. However, this reading may underestimate the presence of autopsy in earlier

historians, especially Herodotus and Thucydides: G. Schepens, L’‘autopsie’ dans la méthode des
historiens grecs du Ve siècle avant J.-C. (Brussels, 1980).

32 Korenjak (n. 1), 18. See also Lightfoot (n. 2), 402.
33 Bravo (n. 14), 105–6.
34 See e.g. MS page 128, line 12 (= 132–3) Ἀδρίαν ⋅ καί.
35 See e.g. Palatinus gr. 142, fol. 247v.
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adjective, emphasizing the understood subject;36 in this sense, it strengthens ἰδίᾳ, to
convey the independence of the investigation (‘personally, by oneself’).37 It is thus
highly unlikely that αὐτός refocalizes an earlier first-person referent; indeed, αὐτός
performs an anaphoric function in this period only in oblique cases, or after the article.38

These observations suggest that the text itself does not provide sufficient justification
for readings identifying a first-person subject in line 128. Τhe resumption of first-person
speech at line 137—τὰ δὲ πολλὰ συνελὼν ἄρξομαι τῶν πραγμάτων—better demarcates
a transition to the author’s self-descriptive mode.

Autopsy and ‘book-learning’ in the Periodos

The substance of lines 128–36 also tends against viewing the author of the Periodos as
its referent: to take these verses as a description of personal autopsies, supplementing
the textual sources the author relies upon, contradicts the description of his project
elsewhere in the poem.

PS presents the text to Nicomedes as an alternative to travelling to acquire geographical
knowledge:

συνελόντι δ’ εἰπεῖν, οὐχὶ τὴν Ὀδυσσέως
ἀναδεξάμενος, ὥς φασιν οἱ μῦθοι, πλάνην,
ἐπὶ τῆς ἰδίας δὲ καταμένων εὐδαιμόνως, 100
οὐχὶ μόνον ἑτερόφυλον ἀνθρώπων βίον,
ἐθνῶν ὅλων δὲ γνώσετ’ ἄστη καὶ νόμους.

To put it concisely, in not suffering the wanderings of Odysseus, as they say in the myths, but
remaining happily in his own home, he [that is, ὁ κατακούσας, Nicomedes]39 will learn not
only the foreign way of life of people but also the cities and customs of all nations.

The clear surface-level interpretation of this passage is that avoiding travel (98–9 τὴν
Ὀδυσσέως … πλάνην) is a benefit incurred by the text’s recipient, though not necessarily
a reflection of the author’s method. Lightfoot extends this, positing that the benefit is
accrued because PS has—at least putatively—endured these travails on their behalf,
preserving his findings in a readily consultable and memorizable text.40

Yet PS’ description of his own method does not suggest that he had travelled the
globe gathering information for his patron. When commenting on his project or research
process, he specifies that the text is a synthesis of others’ written work, not a poetic log
of his own autoptic observations. At lines 65–6, for example, PS characterizes the
Periodos as an epitome of world geography, synthesizing other writers’ disparate,
regionally focussed accounts: ἐκ τῶν σποράδην γὰρ ἱστορουμένων τισίν | ἐν

36 E. van Emde Boas, A. Rijksbaron, L. Huitink, M. de Bakker, The Cambridge Grammar of
Classical Greek (Cambridge, 2019), 343 §29.9; H.W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge, MA,
rev. edn 1956), 302 §1206.

37 For the common collocation of intensive αὐτός and ἰδίᾳ, see Thuc. 1.128.3, 1.132.2, 2.13.1;
Dem. De falsa legatione 175.4; Lys. Erat. 23.4; Aeschin. In Tim. 1.6. See also van Emde Boas,
Rijksbaron, Huitink, de Bakker (n. 36), 343 §29.12; Smyth (n. 36), 303 §1209a.

38 Van Emde Boas, Rijksbaron, Huitink, de Bakker (n. 36), 341–2 §29.7; Smyth (n. 36), 303
§1214; P. Sadoulet, ‘Les significations de ἈΥΤΟΣ en grec’, Lalies 4 (1984), 61–5, at 62, 64–5.
Compare G. Horrocks, Greek: A History of the Language and its Speakers (Chichester, 20102),
128–9.

39 The addressee is identified at line 92.
40 Lightfoot (n. 2), 394–402.
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ἐπιτομῇ σοι γέγραφα.41 Likewise, at lines 110–11, he describes the catalogue as a list
of authors consulted to ensure his work’s reliability: τοὺς συγγραφεῖς ἐκθέμενος, οἷς
δὴ χρώμενος | τὸν ἱστορικὸν εἰς πίστιν ἀναπέμπω λόγον. Nowhere does PS defer to
personal experience to ratify his material. He instead relies on the ambiguous third-
person plural φασί(ν)—the so-called ‘Alexandrian footnote’42—used thirty-four
times,43 to indicate that the geographical particulars are not his own observations but
rather material drawn from the catalogued authors.44 Indeed, all first-person verbs in
the prologue refer either to PS’ relationship with Nicomedes45 or to the process of
literary composition.46 The three found in the geography proper all eschew autoptic
language: PS twice uses διέξιμεν (470, 721) to open catalogues of new regions
(Hellas and Pontus, respectively); the final example (471–2) explicitly denies personal
autopsy as the source of the subsequent material: τοὺς… τόπους | ἐθνικῶς ἅπαντας
κατ’ Ἔφορον δηλώσομεν.

The project’s intention—as articulated in the prologue—is to weave together disparate
material, excised from existing prose geographies and histories, into a single poem.
Accordingly, PS adopts comic trimeters, owing to their brevity and ease of memorization.47

He identifies as the primary virtue of comedy (1 πάντων ἀναγκαιότατον ἡ κωμῳδία)
its capacity to win over the sober-minded critic (4 ψυχαγωγεῖν πάντα τὸν ὑγιῆ κριτήν)
with its concision and clarity (3 βραχέως … σαφῶς). He tells Nicomedes that he selected
this metrical form after testing its persuasiveness (5 δοκιμάσας τὸ πιθανὸν τῆς λέξεως), so
as to furnish his patron with a useful text for both personal study and the instruction of
others (7–10).48 He also paraphrases an analogy from Apollodorus’ iambic Chronica at
lines 37–44, concerning the capacity of verse to render complex material easily
retainable:49

ὥσπερ γὰρ εἴ τις ἀναλαβὼν θέλοι φέρειν
ξύλων λελυμένων πλῆθος, οὐκ ἂν εὐχερῶς
τούτων κρατήσαι, δεδεμένων δὲ ῥᾳδίως⋅
οὕτω λελυμένην λέξιν ἀναλαβεῖν ταχύ 40
οὐκ ἔστι, τῷ μέτρῳ δὲ περιειλημμένην
ἔστιν κατασχεῖν εὐσκόπως καὶ πιστικῶς⋅
ἔχει γὰρ ἐπιτρέχουσαν ἐν ἑαυτῇ χάριν,
ὅταν ἱστορία καὶ λέξις ἔμμετρος πλεκῇ.

For just as if somebody wished to pick up and carry a large quantity of loose sticks, he could not
do so without difficulty, but, if they were bound together, would manage easily; so too is it
impossible to retain a loose utterance quickly, but, if it is wrapped up in metre, one may

41 σποράδην here carries a double meaning: 1) scattered throughout different prose texts (compare
Adesp. Anth. Pal. 11.442.4 = 1185 FGE); and 2) scattered throughout particular regions of the world
(compare Isoc. Paneg. 39).

42 See D.O. Ross, Backgrounds to Augustan Poetry: Gallus, Elegy, and Rome (Cambridge, 1975),
75.

43 See also 860, 863 for generic singular φησί.
44 Compare the use of λόγος, either introducing an infinitive (x7) or in the collocation ὡς λόγος

(x9). See also Bravo (n. 14), 109.
45 E.g. 6, 52.
46 E.g. 138.
47 Hunter (n. 8), 509–17; Lightfoot (n. 2), 381–402.
48 For Apollodorus’ initial adoption of an iambic metre for didactic poetry, see Fleischer (n. 4),

60–94. On poetic ‘clarity’ in the Periodos, see Hunter (n. 8), 509–17.
49 But see Bravo (n. 14), 4–5; Fleischer (n. 4), 61.
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hold it unerringly and steadfastly. For it has a grace spreading through it, whenever historical
enquiry and metrical language are woven together.

The logic of the Periodos is, therefore, clear: PS intends to collate the atomized
geographical material littered throughout existing prose texts into a succinct poetic
circuit of the world. Remarkably, this approach is paralleled in Dionysius’
Description of Greece, in which the geographer presents his own work as a compressed
metrical digest of existing prose sources: τὰ γὰρ ἐν πλείοσιν | ὑπὸ τῶν παλαιῶν
συγγραφέων εἰρημένα, | ταῦτ’ ἐμμέτρως ῥηθήσετ’ ἐν βραχεῖ χρόνῳ.50

Accordingly, it is extremely unlikely that PS would devote nine verses at the end of
the prologue to a defence of personal autopsy absent elsewhere in the text, and lacking
discernible utility for the project at hand.

THE PREFERABLE READING: TIMAEUS OF TAUROMENIUM

We have shown that the traditional reading—namely, that lines 128–36 of the Periodos
refer to PS—is unjustified linguistically, and incongruous with PS’ description of his
own project. Rather, we propose that Timaeus, identified in line 126, is the intended
subject of the autoptic section.

Of the few conceivable alternatives, Timaeus is the only plausible candidate. The
names preceding Timaeus in the catalogue are too distant from line 128 to supply a
natural referent. Herodotus (127) is also an unlikely candidate. Notwithstanding further
syntactic difficulties (covered below), this reading depends on taking lines 127 and 128
together, rendering τῶν… συντεταγμένων the antecedent of ἅ, and thereby the object
of ἐξητακώς in line 128; however, Herodotus cannot sensibly ‘examine’ or ‘scrutinize’
his own works. Moreover, the subsequent description of a historian of the Western
Mediterranean and Sicily (135 καὶ τοὺς Σικελικοὺς καὶ πρὸς ἑσπέραν ὅρους) does
not accurately reflect Herodotus.

Thus, the text most likely identifies Timaeus as the referent of the passage. This is
corroborated by two further factors: lines 128–36 reflect the known method and
scope of Timaeus’ work, as well as his biography; and fundamental textual deficiencies
affecting lines 125–8 may be sensibly resolved only by taking Timaeus as the subject of
lines 127–36, and by emending the text accordingly.

Timaeus on Tour

We begin by considering the substance of lines 128–36.
Timaeus was clearly an important source for PS, who twice invokes the historian by

name in the geography proper as a source for material on colonial foundations. At line
214, PS mentions Timaeus as an authority on the founding of the Phocaean colony at
Massalia and, at line 412, he names both Timaeus and Eratosthenes as authorities on
the colonies of the Hyllike Peninsula. This both justifies Miller’s conjecture of
Τίμαιον in line 126 and confirms Timaeus’ importance to the Periodos.

Further, lines 128–36 constitute a fitting précis of the geographical reach of Timaeus’
œuvre. The western regions identified at lines 132–6 mirror the scope of Timaeus’

50 Dion. Calliphon. 8–10. For the comparison, see Hunter (n. 8), 513.
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Sicilian Histories,51 which covered most of the Western Mediterranean, including Libya
and Carthage, and regions as far west as Iberia.52 The passage’s topography might also
reflect Timaeus’ now-lost Wars of Pyrrhus,53 which presumably treated the history of
Pyrrhus of Epirus’ campaigns against Rome and Carthage.

It is more difficult to establish a connection between Timaeus’ Sicilian Histories and
the travels east of the Ionian Sea described at lines 130–1: ὡς ὢν θεατὴς οὐ μόνον τῆς
Ἑλλάδος | ἢ τῶν κατ’ Ἀσίαν κειμένων πολισμάτων. While it is generally accepted that
the Sicilian Histories did not cover regions beyond the Western Mediterranean—indeed,
Polybius claims that Timaeus wrote only about Italy and Sicily54—there is reason to
speculate about the reliability of this interpretation. For one, as Baron observes,
Polybius’ characterization of Timaeus’ purview is influenced by polemical ambition,
relegating his forerunner to the lesser status of local historian, and casting himself as
the universal historian par excellence.55 Moreover, the Suda does not credit Timaeus
with a single Sicilian Histories, but rather mentions two titles, conventionally
understood to represent complementary halves of his magnum opus: Ἰταλικὰ και ̀
Σικελικά (comprising either eight or thirty-eight books) and Ἑλληνικὰ και ̀ Σικελικά
(of unspecified length).56 The Ἑλληνικά in the second title might therefore indicate
that Timaeus’ work included the geography of Greece. However, this is not determinative:
as Beloch has shown, a Hellenica need not be limited by geography, but may concern
Greek things wherever they occur.57 In any case, there are three other titles attributed
to Timaeus that might explain PS’ reference to eastern travels: the aforementioned
Wars of Pyrrhus (which may have covered Pyrrhus’ campaigns in Macedon and the
Peloponnese following the Battle of Beneventum); the Olympic Victors/Chronica
Praxidica (which must have mentioned numerous Greek cities in its catalogue of stadion
winners);58 and the On Syria (whose alleged focus on cities accords with PS’ remark
about the cities of Asia at 131).59

However, Timaeus may be identified as the subject of lines 130–1 without recourse
to any lost works. At lines 130 and 132, PS deploys two participial expressions to
describe the referent: ὢν θεατής (referring to his travels in Greece and Asia) and
ἵστωρ δὲ γεγονώς (referring to his travels in the Western Mediterranean). Both qualify
the autoptic status signalled in lines 128–9, but distinguish between the nature of the

51 For the use of this title to refer to Timaeus’ general history of the Western Mediterranean, see
E. Schwartz, ‘Timaios’ Geschichtswerk’, Hermes 34 (1899), 481–8, at 481. Cf. S. Hornblower,
Thucydides (Baltimore, 1987), 11–12.

52 FGrHist = BNJ 566.
53 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.6.1; Cic. Fam. 5.12.2; Polyb. 12.4b.1.
54 Polyb. 12.23.7.
55 C.A. Baron, Timaeus of Tauromenium and Hellenistic Historiography (Cambridge, 2012),

29–30. On the significance of the term ‘universal history’, see K. Clarke, Between Geography and
History: Hellenistic Constructions of the Roman World (Oxford, 1999), 100 n. 52.

56 Suda τ 602 Adler. On the textual problem concerning the number of books, see A. Adler, Suidae
Lexicon (Leipzig, 1935), 553.

57 K.J. Beloch, ‘Die Oekonomie der Geschichte des Timaios’, Neue Jahrbücher für Philologie und
Paedagogik 123 (1881), 697–706, at 697. See also F. Jacoby, ‘Ueber die Entwicklung der
griechischen Historiographie und der Plan einer neuen Sammlung der griechischen
Historikerfragmente’, Klio 9 (1909), 80–123; C.W. Fornara, The Nature of History in Ancient
Greece and Rome (Berkeley, 1983), 12.

58 Suda τ 602 Adler.
59 Suda τ 600 Adler (also on Timaeus): ἔγραψε Περι ̀ Συρίας και ̀ τῶν ἐν αὐτῇ πόλεων και ̀

βασιλέων. Jacoby, who deems this attribution a spurious addition, gives the On Syria its own
entry: FGrHist = BNJ 848.
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referent’s observations in the east and the west. The opposition between θεατής and
ἴστωρ here distinguishes two species of autopsy: while the former refers to one who
sees something first-hand, the latter indicates the acquisition of specialist knowledge
sufficient for making educated judgements.60 PS thus identifies the passage’s referent
as somebody who has viewed both the east and the west, but attained the status of
ἵστωρ only in the latter.61 This is clearly applicable to Timaeus, the so-called ‘Herodotus
of the west’ in PS’ day,62 who authored a text probably titled Σικελικαὶ Ἱστορίαι.
Moreover, Timaeus resided in Athens after his exile from Sicily in c.315 B.C.E.63 and,
according to Polybius, travelled to meet the mainland Greek Locrians during this period:
ἀλλ᾿ ἀληθινῶς αὐτὸς ἐπιβαλὼν εἰς τοὺς κατὰ τὴν Ἑλλάδα Λοκρούς …64 We may
then speculate that the source underpinning lines 130–1 was a reference in the Sicilian
Histories (or another text) to time spent in Athens or travels further east.65

One obstacle to the identification is Polybius’ censure of Timaeus’ autoptic prowess.
In assailing his βιβλιακὴ ἕξις,66 Polybius claims that Timaeus subverted the Heraclitan
proverb, pursuing research by hearing rather than by seeing.67 This criticism appears to
have gained currency in subsequent centuries: indeed, the author of the Suda tells us that
Timaeus was a known γραοσυλλέκτρια (‘gossip-monger’).68 However, following
Baron’s revisionist approach,69 there is reason to suppose that this critique is distorted.
No other ancient author who mentions Timaeus criticizes him for refraining from
autopsy. Moreover, as others have suggested,70 the exaggerated tone of Polybius’ critique
calls into question its objectivity. Thus Baron cautions against reliance on Polybius, ‘given
the polemical context in which most of his judgments are found, Polybius’ rivalry with his
predecessor as an authority on Rome, and the fact that no other source corroborates
Timaeus’ supposed lack of political experience or his bibliakē hexis’.71

The surviving fragments of the Sicilian Histories show that travel and personal
observation played a significant role in Timaeus’ project. Several fragments dealing
with specific locations show evidence of autoptic observation, especially those concerning
Locris (F 12 = Polyb. 12.9.2), Acragas (F 26a = Diod. Sic. 13.80.5) and Lavinium (F 59 =
Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.67.4). The last is especially telling:

60 For the comparable distinction between ἱστορία and ὄψις, see Hdt. 2.29.1, Polyb. 3.48.12.
Compare E. Floyd, ‘The sources of Greek ἵστωρ, “judge, witness”’, Glotta 68 (1990), 157–66, at
160–1.

61 See also Marcotte (n. 1), 22.
62 Baron (n. 55), 235–46.
63 K. Meister, ‘The role of Timaeus in Greek historiography’, Scripta Classica Israelica 10 (1991),

55–65, at 57.
64 Polyb. 12.9.2 = FGrHist 566 F 12.
65 See e.g. Polyb. 12.25h.1 = FGrHist 566 F 34 πεντήκοντα συνεχῶς ἔτη διατρίψας Ἀθήνησι

ξενιτεύων.
66 Polyb. 12.25h.3–4.
67 Polyb. 12.27.2–3. See also D.S. Levene, ‘Polybius on “seeing” and “hearing”: 12.27’, CQ 55

(2005), 627–9.
68 Suda τ 602 Adler.
69 Baron (n. 55), 58–88.
70 G. Schepens, ‘History and historia: inquiry in the Greek historians’, in J. Marincola (ed.),

A Companion to Greek and Roman Historiography (Malden, MA, 2007) 1.39–55, at 51–4;
G. Schepens, ‘Politics and belief in Timaeus of Tauromenium’, AncSoc 25 (1994), 249–78, at
252–7; R. Vattuone, ‘Timeo di Tauromenio’, in R. Vattuone (ed.), Storici greci d’Occidente
(Bologna, 2002), 177–232, at 225; Baron (n. 55), 58–88.

71 Baron (n. 55), 87.
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σχήματος δὲ καὶ μορφῆς αὐτῶν πέρι Τίμαιος μὲν ὁ συγγραφεὺς ὧδε ἀποφαίνεται⋅ κηρύκεια
σιδηρᾶ καὶ χαλκᾶ καὶ κέραμον Τρῳκὸν εἶναι τὰ ἐν τοῖς ἀδύτοις τοῖς ἐν Λαουινίῳ κείμενα
ἱερά, πυθέσθαι δὲ αὐτὸς ταῦτα παρὰ τῶν ἐπιχωρίων.

Concerning their [the Penates’] form and shape, the writer Timaeus states that the sacred objects
lying in the innermost sanctuary at Lavinium are iron and bronze herald’s wands and a Trojan
ceramic vessel, and that he himself learned these things from the locals.

Timaeus thus claims that he has visited Lavinium, seen the place with his own eyes, and
interviewed locals about the form and shape of the Penates. Moreover, Polybius indicates
that Timaeus made the effort to see things for himself: at the close of Book 12, he
paraphrases Timaeus’ claim that he took great pains and incurred significant expense to
collect information about the Ligurians, the Celts and the Iberians.72 While Polybius
deems this indicative of the fact that Timaeus merely compiled notes and made cursory
enquiries (συνάγειν ὑπομνήματα καὶ πολυπραγμονεῖν), this censure is probably a
product of his ‘distorting lens’73 rather than reflective of Timaeus’ actual method: as
Baron points out, ‘the tenor of Timaeus’ comment … would seem to indicate some
sort of travel or at least attempts to obtain information from various sources’.74 There
is thus no reason to assume that Timaeus eschewed autopsy in favour of purely bookish
research.

One final factor to consider is that, if Timaeus is the referent of lines 128–36, he is
over-represented in the catalogue as compared to PS’ other sources, who, in the extant
text, are never afforded more than a single verse. However, this emphasis is perhaps
expected, given the order of PS’ itinerary. The geography proper begins at line 139
at the Pillars of Heracles, and from there moves eastward through the Western
Mediterranean. PS thus begins the Periodos in precisely the region for which
Timaeus would have been his primary source. Placing the extended description of
Timaeus at the prologue’s conclusion was likely a literary strategy, functioning as a
pivot between the general list of authors and the technical geographical material of
the poem proper.

Syntactic issues and a proposed emendation

Beyond the vagueness of line 128, the verses following the illegible text are clearly
problematic. For ease of reference, we print again the relevant passage:

… δὲ καί 125
Τίμαιον, ἄνδρα Σικελὸν ἐκ Ταυρομενίου,
ἐκ τῶν ὑφ’ Ἡροδότου τε συντεταγμένων·
ἃ δ’ αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ φιλοπόνως ἐξητακώς
αὐτοπτικὴν πίστιν τε προσενηνεγμένος …

While the meanings of lines 126–7 are individually clear—identifying Timaeus, and
referring to ‘what Herodotus has pieced together’75—the verses do not cohere, either
with each other or with the following passage. This is seen in three deficiencies.

72 Polyb. 12.28a.3.
73 This term is coined at Baron (n. 55), 58.
74 Baron (n. 55), 82.
75 See e.g. Marcotte (n. 1), 109; Korenjak (n. 1), 27; Bravo (n. 14), 17.
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The first is the τε in line 127: with what does the phrase ἐκ τῶν ὑφ’ Ἡροδότου …
συντεταγμένων coordinate? Even if taken as a single connective τε,76 the conjunction
must connect clauses of equal grammatical ‘status’: the posited conjunct must, at least,
refer to another source of information, and likely form a prepositional phrase. No such
conjunct is identifiable. Were Τίμαιον at line 126 the conjunct, the passage would give
rise to an awkward syllepsis, with the putative preceding verb functioning transitively to
govern the accusative noun, and intransitively to introduce the prepositional phrase. Any
conjunct supplied in line 125 would be not only distant from line 127 but also
incompatible with the known gaps, particularly given the identifiable instances of καί
in MS line 7, themselves coordinating conjunctions. Rather, lines 125–6 must be read
together, with the instances of καί joining Timaeus to preceding sources in the
accusative (likely Καλλισθένη and another), all governed by the same verb. This is
paralleled in lines 114–18, where the sources appear in the dative, relying on
συμπεπεισμένος (114), and are separated by τε, καί or both. The required conjunct
for the τε in line 127 is simply absent.

Second, ἃ δέ in line 128 lacks an opposition. The relative pronoun + δέ collocation,
in opposition to the definite article + μέν, is common in post-Classical writers.77

Meineke ([n. 1], 55–6) notes that it appears regularly in the Periodos, occurring
verse-initially as ἃ δέ in three other places (419, 422, 894). The collocation always
replaces τὰ δέ, with the relative pronoun acting demonstratively rather than introducing
a subordinate clause. Thus, in lines 417–19, the author distinguishes between those
groups of Illyrians residing inland (τὰ μέν | αὐτῶν κατοικεῖν τὴν μεσόγειον
νεμόμενα) and on the coast (ἃ δὲ τὴν παράλιον ἐντὸς ἐπέχειν Ἀδρίου). Likewise,
lines 420–2 provide a threefold contrast in Illyrian modes of governance: καί τινα
μὲν αὐτῶν βασιλικαῖς ἐξουσίαις | ὑπήκο’ εἶναι, τινὰ δὲ καὶ μοναρχίαις, | ἃ δ’
αὐτονομεῖσθαι.78 The ἃ δέ in line 894, though not agreeing with a preceding noun,
retains demonstrative force, as an accusative of respect: 892–4 [χώρα] τὰ μὲν … |
ἀδιάβατος … | ἃ δὲ τῇ θαλάττῃ τῇ τε λίμνῃ γίνεται.

One dissimilar case of opposition poses no difficulty.79 The relative pronoun (used
demonstratively) + δέ at lines 545–6 lacks a preceding μέν: [πόλεις] ἃς δὲ καὶ
συνοικίσαι | αὐτῶν. However, the sense (‘the Cretans held the island-cities, and
some of those they settled’) justifies the omission: the implicit opposition (that is, that
some cities were not settled) is trivial enough for an adversative δέ to convey the
intended meaning, which arises by way of afterthought.80 The ἃ δέ at line 128 does
not warrant comparable analysis: the emphatic, verse-initial shift from a textual source
in line 127 to new material treated by a distinctive autoptic methodology (128–36)
indicates a substantive opposition, which—in line with the aforementioned parallels—
would normally be balanced by μέν. We would thus expect τὰ μέν to precede the ἃ
δέ in line 128. While supplying τὰ μέν in line 124 or earlier may be syntactically
feasible, the collocation’s placement in the catalogue is questionable: if the ἃ δέ in
line 128 conveys an autoptic source, distinct from the preceding textual sources, there
is no clear disjunct in the list from line 114 onwards to justify the oppositional μέν.

76 J.D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford, 19522), 497–500.
77 LSJ s.v. ὅς A.II.4.
78 See Marcotte (n. 1), 121 n. 65.
79 Compare Meineke (n. 1), 55–6; Μüller (n. 1), 1.199.
80 Denniston (n. 76), 165–6; Smyth (n. 36), 645 §2838.
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Finally, there is no finite verb in the clause that extends from line 128 to line 136.
Such extended omission is rare in Greek, and none of the typical justifications is
applicable here.81 The lengthy section is not parenthetical, and no finite verb may be
readily supplied: the participles are sufficiently substantive, and the preceding list of
sources sufficiently distinct, to leave a true semantic gap. Indeed, while PS does
frequently deploy sequences of conjoined participial phrases, these always circumstantially
qualify a simple finite verb, or else an εἰμί + participle periphrastic construction.82 Neither
is present in the extant text. As before, it is possible that the finite verb appears in the
illegible section; Meineke, for example, proposes this as a solution.83 However, this
hypothesis is textually unrealistic: any supplement would need to sensibly govern both
the putative μέν-clause in the catalogue of sources and, at a great distance, the autoptic
method described at lines 128–36.

Taken cumulatively, these linguistic grounds—the syntactic non sequitur of the
hanging τε in line 127; the absent first element of the opposition completed at line
128; and the atypical omission of a finite verb for more than ten verses—indicate a
fundamental deficiency in the extant text. Therefore, we propose that the text be
emended by inserting a verse between lines 126 and 127 (here denoted 126a). On
this hypothesis, the verse, though integral to PS’ own text, was lost before the thirteenth
century, or in the production of Parisinus suppl. gr. 443. Bravo ([n. 14], 16) already
recognizes that multiple verses may have been omitted here; however, he presumes
that the reference to Timaeus marks the end of the catalogue, and that the omitted
text concerns PS’ other literary sources.84

We suggest that, by the principle of parsimony, a single omitted verse is more likely
to constitute the scribal error. Given the accurate representation of Timaeus in the
following verses, and his presence in line 126, such a verse would make Timaeus the
referent of what follows, and resolve the aforementioned deficiencies. This verse
must contain the following five elements:

1) a nominative relative pronoun with antecedent Τίμαιον, introducing a relative
clause encompassing lines 126a–36, with subject Timaeus;

2) a finite verb, with a meaning similar to ‘to write material on [a topic]’, governing all
the following circumstantial participles (up to line 134);

3) a masculine singular participle, describing the act of providing information based
on sources, and balancing the participles in the second half of the μὲν … δὲ …
opposition;

4) the collocation τὰ μέν, in opposition to ἃ δέ (128), acting as the object or other
complement of the balancing participle and perhaps of the finite verb; as ἃ δέ,
being the object of ἐξητακώς, refers to other geographical topics/material, τὰ
μέν must bear a similar referent; and

5) an adverbial complement of the verb, with the meaning ‘based on [some author or
source]’, serving as the conjunct of line 127.

81 Smyth (n. 36), 479 §2148(c) n.
82 See lines 152–4, 337–42, 511–13, 1005–10. See also Müller’s ([n. 1], 234) reading of lines

914–16 (= 953–5 in Diller [n. 1]): Τιβαρηνοὶ ᾤκουν … | γελᾶν πάνυ σπεύδοντες … |
εὐδαιμονίαν ταύτην [μεγίστην] κεκρικότες.

83 Meineke (n. 1), 56: ‘verbum in superioribus, quae exciderunt, positum fuisse videatur’.
84 Bravo (n. 14), 17.
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To show that a single verse of Greek iambic trimeter can satisfy these restrictions, we
tentatively compose the following verse:

ὃς ἱστορεῖ τὰ μὲν κατ’ ⏕ × συγγράφων

This verse aligns with the metre and language of the Periodos. PS commonly uses both
ἱστορέω (‘report on one’s enquiries [into]’)85 and συγγράφω (‘describe, write a work
about’)86 in these senses. The collocation of ἱστορέω and συγγράφω, the use of the
present tense to describe a past act of composition,87 and even the verse-final
συγγράφων are all paralleled in line 565 Ἡρόδοτος ἱστορεῖ δὲ ταῦτα συγγράφων.
Syntactically, both verbs occur in the Periodos either with definite objects or absolutely;88

thus, while τὰ μέν in line 126a serves as the direct object of συγγράφων, ἱστορεῖ may
either be intransitive or transitively govern a null object, the definite referent of which
is understood from τὰ μὲν … ἃ δὲ … This latter approach to argument sharing is regular
throughout Classical authors,89 and common in PS.90 Finally, the preposition κατά +
accusative bears the sense ‘in accordance with’, or ‘following’, in relation to a named
source at lines 472–3: τοὺς … τόπους | ἐθνικῶς ἅπαντας κατ’ Ἔφορον δηλώσομεν.91

The collocation between transitive συγγράφω and the ἐκ of source (as in line 127) occurs
in Dionysius of Halicarnassus.92 Although this verse contains a medial caesura after the
third princeps—contrary to the convention in tragic trimeters—this feature accords with
the comic form explicitly adopted by PS.93

To specify Timaeus’ source here is speculation. However, the fourth-century historian
Ephorus both satisfies the metre and aligns with the available data. Timaeus appears to
have engaged with Ephorus’ work, both substantively and methodologically,94 and
other texts routinely associate the two authors.95 Indeed, Ephorus may have been the
model for Timaeus’ combination of chronological history and geographical excursuses.96

Given this close relationship, it is feasible that PS deemed Ephorus a core intellectual
predecessor to Timaeus, comparable to Herodotus, whose importance as a model for
the Sicilian Histories is well established.97

85 LSJ s.v. ἱστορέω II. In a possibly significant parallel, line 214 Τίμαιος οὕτως ἱστορεῖ δὲ τὴν
κτίσιν explicitly renders Timaeus himself the subject of ἱστορέω.

86 LSJ s.v. συγγράφω II.
87 A similar collocation with a present-tense verb occurs in line 969, also in reference to Herodotus:

ὡς αὐτὸς ἱστορεῖ γράφων.
88 On the use of ἱστορέω, see e.g. lines 214 (used with direct object), 65, 871, 969 (used

absolutely). On συγγράφω, see lines 719 (used with direct object) and 793 (used absolutely).
Compare nominal συγγραφεύς at lines 110 and 117.

89 G. Keydana and S. Luraghi, ‘Definite referential null objects in Vedic Sanskrit and Ancient
Greek’, Acta Linguistica Hafniensia 44 (2012), 116–28, at 121–3.

90 In addition to line 565, see e.g. lines 37–8 εἴ τις ἀναλαβὼν θέλοι φέρειν | ξύλων … πλῆθος
(with πλῆθος serving as the direct object of both ἀναλαβών and φέρειν).

91 LSJ s.v. κατά B.IV.
92 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 10.57.5 οὗτοι οἱ δέκα ἄνδρες συγγράψαντες νόμους ἔκ τε τῶν

Ἑλληνικῶν νόμων καὶ τῶν παρὰ σφίσιν αὐτοῖς ἀγράφων ἐθισμῶν …
93 M.L. West, Greek Metre (Oxford, 1982), 88, 160.
94 L. Pearson, The Greek Historians of the West: Timaeus and his Predecessors (Atlanta, 1987),

34–5.
95 Polyb. 12.4a.3, 12.23.1 (= FGrHist 566 T 19), 12.28.8–12 (= FGrHist 566 F 7); Joseph. Ap. 1.16

(= FGrHist 566 F 153a); Diod. Sic. 5.1–4.
96 Baron (n. 55), 94. For Ephorus’ integration of geographical description into historical works, see

FGrHist = BNJ 70 F 30–53; Strabo 8.1.1.
97 Baron (n. 55), 232–55, with prior scholarship identified at 236 n. 20.
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We thus propose the following text and translation for lines 125–9:

… δὲ καί 125
Τίμαιον, ἄνδρα Σικελὸν ἐκ Ταυρομενίου, 126
<ὃς ἱστορεῖ τὰ μὲν κατ’ Ἔφορον συγγράφων> 126a
ἐκ τῶν ὑφ’ Ἡροδότου τε συντεταγμένων,
ἃ δ’ αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ φιλοπόνως ἐξητακώς
αὐτοπτικὴν πίστιν τε προσενηνεγμένος …

… and Timaeus, a Sicilian man from Tauromenium, <who composed a historical account,
describing some matters in accordance with Ephorus> and based on those things composed
by Herodotus, but diligently examining other matters personally and supplying the guarantee
of eyewitness testimony …

CONCLUSION

A difficulty with conventional readings of the prologue of the Periodos is the absence of
autopsy, from both the poem itself and the iambic didactic tradition. Reading lines
128–36 with PS as their referent ignores the bookish nature of the rest of the poem,
and renders the author an autoptic observer, in a departure from the genre’s methodological
conventions. Our proposal resolves this dissonance, demonstrating that PS cannot be
describing himself in these verses, and that this difficult text is most coherently read as
a portrayal of the autoptic activities of Timaeus. This has two major implications. First,
it removes any uncertainty about the nature of PS’ project: like Apollodorus and
Dionysius, PS was a poetic compiler, who selected and versified information excised
from existing prose sources. Second, it renders PS a crucial witness to Timaeus’ autoptic
competence, and perhaps provides new evidence for his eastern travels. Ultimately, autopsy
in the Periodos serves as a criterion by which PS judged—and called upon his readers to
judge—the reliability of his prose sources.
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