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Fragmentary Texts and Digital Libraries
Monica Berti

Introduction

The aim of this paper is to describe a new model for representing fragmentary texts in
a digital library of classical sources. A fragment is the surviving piece of something
irremediably lost or never finished. In this sense the word is applied to a great variety of
material remains of ancient evidence, such as monumental ruins, potsherds, scraps of papyri,
or broken inscriptions. ' The boundaries of these fragments are marked by margins, whose
materiality draws our attention to the exteriority of the evidence, influencing our
reconstruction of the wholeness to which the fragment belonged and our perception of the
reasons of its fragmentation, usually due to an external violent event like destruction or
consumption. If a fragment of this kind bears textual evidence, the materiality of the fragment
extends also to the text, which becomes the surviving broken off piece of an ancient writing. >

As far as concerns textual evidence, there is also another category of fragments, which
refers to a completely different phenomenon, because these excerpts are not portions of an
original larger whole, but the result of a work of interpretation conducted by scholars, who
extract and collect information pertaining to lost works embedded in other surviving texts.
These fragments include a great variety of formats ranging from verbatim quotations to vague
allusions, but they are only a more or less shadowy image of the original according to their
major or minor distance from a literal citation. This use of the term fragment may be
misleading, because the original text of the excerpt is usually covered by the context of
transmission and distorted by the style and purpose of the author who has extracted and
quoted it (usually called the ‘witness’ of the fragment). * In addition, literal quotations may be
incorrect, and especially in the case of prose it can be very difficult to distinguish verbatim
citations from paraphrases or summaries, since the original sense of the text may be altered by
omissions, deformations, or polemical reasons. *

A print collection of fragments consists of textual excerpts drawn from many different
sources and arranged according to various criteria, such as chronological order or thematic
disposition. The length of these excerpts can be significantly different from one edition to

' For a definition of the term, see OED?, V1, s.v. fragment. The main concepts expressing the
meaning of the term fragment are also represented by synsets (sets of cognitive synonyms) in
WordNet, which is a lexical database for the English language
(http://wordnet.princeton.edu/).

? Gumbrecht 1997, 320. Among the many examples of this kind of ‘fragmented’ evidence, see
the Marmor Parium and the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia.

3 Schepens 1997a, 166; 2000, 4-13.

* Brunt 1980, 478, 482; Bowersock 1997, 174; Lenfant 2007a, 47, 53-63; Bamman-Crane 2008b, 2.
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another and depends on the editor’s choice: he can decide to publish a longer or shorter
extract if he attributes a bigger or smaller portion of the embedding text to the fragment, or if
he wants to provide the reader with the longest possible context in order to give him a better
understanding of the quotation preserved in it.° In any case, when an extracted portion of
text is printed, it immediately acquires a sort of materiality due to its typographical
representation: it has very definite margins like a real fragment, but it is actually the result of
amodern extraction and interpretation; it can give false illusions because the fragment in
itself doesn’t exist, and it is only like a shadow, whose shape is blurred and can lead to a
distorted perception of reality. ° Nevertheless, collecting fragments is a well-established
tradition and the great enterprises of scholars from the Renaissance onward have permitted us
to rediscover and preserve an inestimable cultural heritage otherwise lost and forgotten. ” At
the same time, looking for remains of lost works is a very useful methodological exercise for
practicing reconstruction of ancient testimonies, and it is also a stimulus for
interdisciplinarity, given that an editor has to face a lot of problems deriving from the great
variety of subjects and many different kinds of texts that usually form a collection of
fragments. °

One of the main concerns when raising evidence of lost works is reconstructing the
complex relationship between the fragment and its source of transmission, which means
weighing the level of interference played by the author who has reused and transformed the
original context of the fragment, measuring therefore the distance between the source text
and the derived text, and trying to perceive the degree of text reuse and its effects on the
resulting target text. > This interpretative process is usually explained in the commentary of a
fragment edition or in papers and monographs pertaining to various aspects of fragmentary
authors and works, but it is completely lost in the print representation of the fragments, which
are simply typographical reproductions of extracts of derived texts.

Our aim is to rethink the fundamental question of the relation between the fragment
and its witness, providing a new model for representing ancient sources based on information
technologies, which enable the building of digital collections designed not only to preserve but
also to extend the ontologies that traditional scholarship has developed over generations,
while also representing every element of print conventions in a more dynamic and
interconnected way. Even if many different genres of fragmentary texts have been preserved,
our observations will be focused on Greek fragmentary historians because they can be

® Compare, e.g., FHG 1 54 fr. 73 with FGrH 323a F 14. For an explanation of these abbreviations,
see note 10.

°Brunt 1980, 477.

" Dionisotti 1997. On the importance of fragmentary texts for our knowledge of ancient
literature, see Strasburger 1977, 9-22; Schepens 1997a, 144-45. Cf, also Berti et al. 2009, 259.

® Dionisotti 1997, 27.

°Lee 2007, 472.



considered representative in many respects for building a digital collection of fragmentary
authors. Moreover, the monumental collections of Greek historical fragments published in the
last two centuries have established fundamental questions on gathering and editing
fragments: the emerging digital libraries of classical sources challenge us to rethink these
questions and the characteristics of textual fragments. *°

Before addressing these questions, we would like to discuss a few points pertaining to
the new possibilities that are being offered by digital technologies to create a new
infrastructure for classical studies, where the goal is to provide a wide range of services for
representing and studying ancient sources in a way never feasible in print culture. " These
services are part of a Cyberinfrastructure in the Humanities and Social Sciences, which has
been proposed by the American Council of Learned Societies, not only to diffuse technological
innovations in the academic world, but to develop new models, tools, and standards for
representing new digital editions of texts, and to build a “cumulative, collaborative, and
synergistic” digital scholarship. *?

Information technologies are making it possible to publish large amounts of resources
pertaining to classical studies on the web. They are presented in a great variety of formats and
include many kinds of sources, such as literary texts, epigraphs, papyri, and images of
archaeological evidence, while also providing translations and transcriptions of texts,
commentaries, papers, books, encyclopedias, atlases, bibliographical databases, as well as
audio records of conferences and workshops concerning every aspect of the ancient world.
The most impressive information phenomena, however, which are affecting the work of
classicists are the mass digitization projects of Google Books and the Internet Archive, the
Wikipedia project, and blogs for electronic discussion groups. Every day an increasing number
of digitized texts appears on Google Books: even if most of them can be seen only in a snippet
or limited preview, there are many texts out of copyright that are fully viewable. Huge

' The two fundamental reference works for all research on Greek fragmentary historiography
are FHG (Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum 1-V, coll. K. and Th. Miiller. Parisiis 1841-84) and
FGrH (Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker I-111, v. F. Jacoby. Berlin - Leiden 1923-58). On the
international project aiming at publishing the sections that Jacoby planned but never made
public, see Schepens 1997a and 1998. For other recent projects that have been undertaken to
update Jacoby’s work and make it more usable and accessible, see Marincola 2000 and 2005;
Worthington 2005; Lanzillotta 2006.

"' For recent debate on the new perspectives offered in the fields of the so-called eClassics and
ePhilology, see Crane-Bamman 2007; Crane et al. 1991; 2006; 2007; 2009a; 2009b; Crane-Seales-
Terras 2009; Blackwell-Crane 2009; Bodard-Mahony 2010; Crane 2010; Numerico-Fiormonte-
Tomasi 2010. For an overview of the history of computing in classics and a deep survey of
multidisciplinary classical digital libraries and requirements for a cyberinfrastructure for
digital classics, see Babeu 2010.

' Welshons 2006. For an example of applications of these principles to classical studies, see
Pritchard 2008.



collections of these documents belong to the field of classical studies, and thus allow scholars
to consult and download many critical editions published in the 19th and 20th centuries.
Needless to say this is the first step toward an extraordinary contribution to the preservation
of an inestimable patrimony of older scholarship, which is often neglected, not only because it
is considered old and out-of-date, but also because in many cases it is difficult to locate and
consult in traditional libraries. "

On the other hand, the increasing success of Wikipedia and blogs urges every scholar to
question the future of the production and dissemination of knowledge. Classicists are facing a
new world where their subjects of research are shared by many people, and they have the
responsibility to pay attention to these phenomena in order to preserve the cultural heritage
and provide the best possible sources of information and discussion. At the same time, free
access to web resources presents an extraordinary chance for classicists to participate in the
cultural debate and revitalize the role of classical studies in modern civilization. Conversely,
the web is helping to create new models for scholarly collaboration, breaking down the strong
individualism that characterizes research in the humanities, and contributing to a synergetic
exchange among different specializations as regularly happens in the sciences. *

Nevertheless, even if the data published on the web are constantly increasing, our
capacity to absorb and process them is relatively constant, and we face the risk of information
overload, while also losing the ability to find and select useful and high-quality material for
our work. Search engines have their limitations, because they allow us only to look for specific
words in documents and not for relations among them and their contents. This problem has
emerged since the birth of the web and has led to the evolution of the so-called Semantic Web:
its goal is to develop methods and languages to describe the semantics of web documents and
resources, in order to organize them and express their relationships; it aims at extending the
syntactic and semantic capacities of the web, integrating and combining data drawn from
different sources, which means sharing concepts not just keywords. *

These efforts are moving toward developing a new interdisciplinary field called Web
Science: its goal is to gather experts from every branch of knowledge to study the web and deal
with its technical and social challenges, and to then provide solutions for modelling the World

" In November 2008, the European Community launched a prototype of the project Europeana,
which aims at gathering digital content available in Europe’s museums, libraries, archives, and
audio-visual collections: http://www.europeana.eu/

" Hardwick 2000; McManus-Rubino 2003; Rosenzweig 2006. For an early discussion on the role
of the computer in classical research, see Ireland 1976; Bolter 1984 and 1991 (cf. also 20017);
Wright 1994. There is great debate regarding if scholarship should be openly accessible and
free: Rosenzweig 2005; Willinsky 2005.

> On the evolution of the Semantic Web, see Berners-Lee-Hendler-Lassila 2001; Shadbolt et al.
2006.



Wide Web and understanding its social impact. *° Scholars have a duty to take part in this
debate, because they need to guarantee the building of a scholarly information environment
that properly meets their requirements of producing and disseminating the results of
research. Classicists can obtain durable benefits and make an effective contribution by
participating in this initiative. Given the high specialization level required by many fields
pertaining to classical studies, scholars cannot simply ignore interdisciplinarity and new
technologies if they want to preserve the past. " At the same time, they can also contribute to
the development of languages and methods for storing and organizing resources on the web,
as shown, for example, by the fact that many logical concepts used in the Semantic Web derive
from ancient thought and philosophical tradition. **

Representing Fragments

In the second half of the 20th century new technologies have increasingly produced
computerized tools that have been customized for collecting and digitizing ancient texts,
leading to the formation of digital collections of all major classical sources. * The development
of these tools and the continuing expansion of comprehensive repositories allow classicists to
deal with challenging textual cases like representing fragments in a digital library, laying the
foundations not only for building a new generation of fragmentary collections that express the
whole complexity of classical scholarship, but also offering a more accurate and dynamic
visual representation of textual fragments, devising a structure and an interface completely
different from collections produced in print culture. Print editions of fragments contain
extracts from many different sources and are thus paper representations of hypertexts. *° Now
that the source editions from which fragments are extracted are becoming available in digital
form, it is possible to construct editions that are truly hypertextual, including not only
excerpts but links to the scholarly sources from which those excerpts are drawn. !

Building a digital corpus of fragmentary authors means addressing the problem of
encoding and representing both the text and structure of a fragment. It is widely accepted that
a digital representation of the internal and external characteristics of a text consists not

' Hendler et al. 2008.

' Epigraphy and papyrology are obtaining many benefits from new technologies: see Cayless et
al. 2009; Bodard 2010.

'® Parodi-Ferrara 2002; Benjamins et al. 2004.

¥ Over the last few decades research conducted by classicists has been focused on providing
large corpora of ancient sources and on developing semantic markup of particular texts, such
as TEI XML Greek and Latin sources in the Perseus Digital Library, and epigraphic documents
encoded by EpiDoc, which is an extension of the TEI Guidelines (Burnard-Bauman 2009) for
representing documentary texts preserved on stones, applicable also to other fields like
papyrology and numismatics (see Cayless et al. 2009). Cf. also Ciotti 2005 and Albonico 2005.

? On the definition of hypertext in computing, see Landow 2006.

2 On the impact of hypertext in classical scholarship, see Crane 1987.



simply of a mere reproductive and mechanical process, but of an interpretative act. %
Accordingly, encoding fragments is first of all the result of interpreting them, developing a
language appropriate for representing every element of their textual features, thus creating
meta-information through an accurate and elaborate semantic markup. Editing fragments,
therefore, signifies producing meta-editions that are different from printed ones because they
consist not only of isolated quotations but also of pointers to the original contexts from which
the fragments have been extracted. While editors should be able to define the precise chunks
of text that they feel to be relevant and to be able to annotate these texts in various ways (e.g.,
distinguishing what they consider to be paraphrase from direct quotation), such fragments
should also be dynamically linked to their original contexts and to up-to-date contextualizing
information. On a broader level, the goal of a digital edition of fragments is to represent
multiple transtextual relationships as they are defined in literary criticism, which include
intertextuality (the presence of a text inside another text, such as quotations, allusions, and
plagiarism), paratextuality (i.e., all those elements which are not part of the text, like titles,
subtitles, prefaces, notes, etc.), metatextuality (critical relations among texts, i.e.
commentaries and critical texts), architextuality (which means the generic quality and status
of a text), and hypertextuality (i.e., the derivation of a text from a preexisting hypotext
through a process of transformation or imitation). **

Designing a digital edition of fragments also means finding digital paradigms and
solutions to express information about printed critical editions and their editorial and
conventional features. Working on a digital edition means converting traditional tools and
resources used by scholars such as canonical references, tables of concordances, and indexes
into machine actionable contents.

In order to show how a fragment should be represented in a digital library, we are
going to consider a complex example constituted by a series of fragmentary references
embedded in a long section of the Plutarchean Life of Theseus (24-28), which pertains to the
unification of Attica and the beginning of democracy, the annexation of the territory of
Megara to Attica, the institution of the Isthmian games, and the war against the Amazons (see
Appendix 1). In these chapters Plutarch mentions many different kinds of sources: 1) three
oracles *; 2) the text of an inscription *; 3) preserved authors, such as Aristotle, Homer,
Plutarch himself, and Pindar **; 4) a series of fragmentary historians, such as Hellanicus,

?2 Cf. Fiormonte 2003, 163-72; Ciotti 2005.

% For these concepts see Genette 1997, 1-7. On intertextuality see also Polacco 1998.

** Two oracles from Delphi (24.5 = Parke-Wormell 2.154; 26.4 = Parke-Wormell 2.411); one oracle
of the Sibyl (24.5 = Hendess 23).

% The pillar on the Isthmus (25.3).

?¢ Aristotle (25.2 = Constitution of the Athenians 41.2; F 384 Rose’); Homer (25.2 = Ilias 2.547);
Plutarch himself (27.6 = Life of Demosthenes 19.2); Pindar (28.2 = F 176 Sn.-Mae).



Andron of Halicarnassus, Philochorus, Pherecydes, Herodorus, Bion, Menecrates, Clidemus,
and the author of the Theseid. ¥

These quotations have been gathered in many different collections of fragmentary
texts. In particular the text of Plutarch has been split by the Miiller brothers and by Jacoby
into extracts scattered and repeated in the sections of their collections of Greek historical
fragments corresponding to the authors mentioned by Plutarch. # Accordingly, the result of
the print representation of these fragments is that the same text of the Life of Theseus is not
only broken off in many excerpts, but also repeated as many times as are the authors quoted
by Plutarch. Moreover, given that it is not possible to identify the boundaries of the
Plutarchean quotations, the editors have adopted different criteria and the same fragments
may have different lengths and divisions from one edition to the other. *

Digital technologies allow scholars to go beyond these limits, because standards,
protocols, and tools now available permit us to express the hypertextual and hermeneutical
nature of fragmentary texts, providing scholars with an interconnected corpus of primary and
secondary sources of fragments that also includes critical apparatuses, commentaries,
translations, and modern bibliography on ancient texts. The first requirement for building a
digital collection of fragmentary texts then is to make the semantic contents of critical print
editions machine readable, defining a general architecture for representing at least the
following main elements pertaining to the domain of fragmentary texts in a digital library: *°

1) Quotation as Machine Actionable Link. The fragments of the authors quoted by
Plutarch in the example mentioned above should be linked to the whole text of the Life of
Theseus (see Appendix 3). This is the first function for a proper representation of fragmentary
texts: in this way it is possible to see the excerpt directly inside its context of transmission,
avoiding the misleading idea of an independent material existence of fragmentary texts, which
derives from typographical representation of excerpts that are actually the result of modern

*’Hellanicus (25.5 = FHG 155 fr. 76 = FGrH 4 F 165 = FGrH 323a F 15; 26.1 = FHG 1 55 fr. 76 = FGrH
4F 166 =FGrH 323aF 16a; 27.2 = FGrH 4 F167a = 323a F 17a); Andron (25.5 = FGrH 10 F 6);
Philochorus (26.1 = FHG 1392 fr. 49 = FGrH 328 F 110;); Pherecydes (26.1 = FGrH 3 F 151);
Herodorus (26.1 = FGrH 31 F 25a); Bion (26.2 =FHG 1119 fr. 1=FGrH 14 F 2 = FGrH 332 F 2);
Menecrates (26.2 = FHG II 345 fr. 8 = FGrH 701 F 1); Clidemus (27.3 = FHG 1 360 fr. 6 = FGrH 323 F
18); the author of the Theseid (28.1 = EGF 217 Kinkel).

? For the references to these collections see previous notes.

» A different length and presentation of the same fragment are noticeable in the cases of
Philochorus (FHG 1392 fr. 49 = FGrH 328 F 110), Bion (FHG 11 19 fr. 1=FGrH 14 F 2 =FGrH 332 F
2), and Clidemus (FHG I 360 fr. 6 = FGrH 323 F 18). There is also a case in which the same
Hellanicus’ fragment has two different lengths inside Jacoby’s collection: FGrH 4 F 167a and
FGrH 323aF 17a. Finally, Hellan. FHG I 55 fr. 76 corresponds to two different fragments in
Jacoby (FGrH 4 F 165 = FGrH 323a F 15 and FGrH 4 F 166 = FGrH 323a F 16a).

* On the technical aspects see Berti et al. 2009; Romanello et al. 2009a; 2009b.



reconstructions of lost works. This function has another important advantage in a digital
library because it eliminates the problem of the repetition of the same text inside a collection,
as happens, for example, in the TLG digital library. *!

2) Start and End of a Fragment. Linking the fragment to its source means collocating it
again in its original context. The next step is providing a mechanism for marking the
beginning and the end of a fragment in this context according to the choices of different
editors. The result is that the reader, while visualizing the excerpt inside its source of
transmission, is able to see simultaneously the representation of different lengths of the same
fragment based on editions that have adopted different textual criteria (see Appendix 3).

3) Numbering and Ordering Fragments. Numbering and ordering fragments may vary
in a significant way from one edition to another. These differences depend on the choices of
the editor, who can decide to order the fragments - and consequently number them -
according to different internal or external characteristics of the fragments themselves or of
their sources. * Differences may also be the result of different fragmentations of the same text,
or of the need to add new texts to a collection of fragments. Our model provides the possibility
of encoding this kind of information, which is usually registered in the table of concordances
of a printed edition: aligning multiple references to the same textual object can help the
reader visualize different numberings and orderings of fragments in different editions, and the
model also permits including new data if new editions are added.

4) Representing Information on Fragmentary Authors and Works. Within the source
transmitting the fragment, it is necessary to specify that a given segment of the text is the
name of the author to which the fragment is attributed, and in some cases also the title of the
work and the book number to which the fragment originally belonged. Attributing a fragment
to an author and a work can be a difficult task, because we can have homonymous authors and
also because managing titles of ancient works can be quite challenging: in most cases,
witnesses do not cite the title of the work from which they have drawn the fragment;
moreover, in ancient sources, the title of a work may be attested with more or less significant
variants, and the result is that different editors may attribute the same fragment to different

*' This aspect is particularly important when the texts of a digital library are used for
computational statistical analysis, because the number of occurrences of a word resulting from
textual search can be completely erroneous if the collection has duplicates of the same text. In
the TLG, collections of fragmentary authors are presented separately from the editions of
surviving authors, and this means that the same text can be repeated many times affecting the
result of textual and keyword searches.

*2 In FHG Greek fragmentary historians are arranged chronologically, while in FGrH they have
anumber and are divided by genres. The fragments are grouped by works inside both
collections.



authors and works. ** The goal is to develop a comprehensive catalog of unique identifiers for
every fragmentary author and work that will include multiple expressions of the same author
and work and where each entry will have associated meta-data, providing the scholar with a
sort of canon that simultaneously includes all available information on fragmentary authors
and works, with pointers to primary and secondary sources. ** This function, beside providing
the scholar with an innovative tool, can be very helpful in enhancing one of the “theoretical
questions” suggested by Glenn Most when collecting fragments, i.e. the relationship between
fragmentary authors and the “shifting boundaries of canon formation over time.” **

5) Classifying Fragments. Fragments are classifiable according to multiple criteria
ranging from internal to external factors. The first classification is based on literary genre,
which fragments cover almost entirely, from epic and poetry to oratory and historiography.
Inside the same collection fragments are usually distinguished as testimonia (i.e., fragments
providing biographical and bibliographical information about fragmentary authors) and
fragmenta (i.e., fragments of lost works). * Other criteria for classifying fragments belonging to
the same literary genre can also be applied, as it is shown by the monumental work of Jacoby
in editing Greek historical fragments, which is one of the most important results achieved in
the field of ancient historiography.  Nevertheless, the print representation of these categories
has many limitations because it is impossible to draw a demarcation line among many
different genres of fragmentary authors and works that can be inserted in different
overlapping categories: the result is that the same fragment is often repeated in many
different sections corresponding to different categories. ** A digital collection in which every
fragment is preserved in its original context and represented with multiple pieces of meta-
data can express the complexity of modern classifications, while not scattering and repeating
the same excerpt many different times. In this way it is possible to avoid the strictness of

¥ See, e.g., Harding 2008, 1, on the different ways in which ancient authors refer to the
Atthidographers’ works. For homonymous authors, see Crates of Athens and Crates of Mallus,
who are both considered possible authors of a work on Attic glosses, attributed by ancient
sources to a unspecified Crates: Broggiato 2000.

** Initial work on creating a catalog and authority records for fragmentary authors has been
conducted by the Perseus Digital Library: see Babeu 2008. On named entity identification see
Blackwell-Crane 2009, 44.

% Most 1997, vi.

** 1t is worthwhile mentioning the criterium adopted by Diels and Kranz in their collection of
Presocratic philosophers (Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. I-111. Berlin 1951-1952°): A = Leben,
Schriften, Lehre (i.e., testimonia on authors’ life, works, and doctrines); B = Fragmente (i.e.,
quotations of authors’ works) ; C = Imitationen (i.e., works which take the author as a model). It
is not always easy to distinguish between testimonia and fragmenta: cf. Laks 1997. For an
example pertaining to historical fragments see Schepens 1997b.

7 Schepens 1997a; 1998.

* Schepens 1997a, 148-54; 1998, ix-X.



printed categories, allowing scholars to compare a fragment with many other excerpts and
visualizing its belonging to different categories in a more dynamic and simultaneous way.

Representing Textual Variants and Conjectures

Print collections of fragments often include a critical apparatus, which is normally not
based on a new examination of the original manuscripts that bear witness to the text, but on a
selection of variants and conjectures drawn from the best critical editions of fragment sources.
This choice is principally due to the fact that it would take too much time to examine every
manuscript, and also because a work of this kind would go beyond the competencies and
purposes of the editors of fragments, who are primarily interested in reconstructing content
and characteristics of lost works. **

Reference digital collections of Greek and Latin sources, such as the TLG and the
Packard Humanities Institute (PHI) CD-ROM, are based on the text of a single edition for every
source, without including the critical apparatus: accordingly, they are partial reproductions of
printed texts, and when looking for the textual transmission of a passage scholars need to go
back to the original printed edition, comparing it with other editions and philological papers
concerning specific variants and conjectures. *

Both the emerging cyberinfrastructure for the humanities and the research conducted
in the field of ePhilology have devised a new concept of Greek and Latin textual corpora,
where the aim is to provide scholarly services and methods for tracking and comparing
multiple versions of the same text across time, affecting in a fundamental way as well future
work on fragmentary texts: *

1) Multiple Editions and Alignment of Citation Schemes. The first step is to collect every
edition of the sources preserving fragments as well as collections of fragmentary works, so
that a particular passage can be visualized in different versions of the same text reconstructed

*Rich critical apparatuses are provided in the most recent collections of tragic and comic
fragments (TrGF and PCG). As far as concerns Greek fragmentary historians, Jacoby opted for a
brief critical apparatus, and the same criterium is followed by the editors of the continuation
of his work: see Schepens 1998, xiii; 2000, 13-16.

* On the so-called “digital incunabula”, which mean the first digital projects that maintain
assumptions and limits of print culture, see Crane et al. 2006; Crane-Seales-Terras 2009, 35-37.
A new collection with critical apparatuses is Musisque Deoque (http://www.mqdq.it), which is a
digital archive of Latin poetry with variants, conjectures and other exegetical tools.

! See Blackwell-Crane 2009, 60-64 (with bibliography), where the three fundamental elements
that must characterize a digital edition are presented: 1) inclusion of images of manuscripts,
inscriptions, papyri, and other source materials transmitting the text; 2) representation of
multiple editions produced by different editors; 3) inclusion of multiple machine actionable
apparatus critici, which allow scholars to compare textual comments with readings from
manuscripts and other source materials. Cf. also Kraus 2009.

10



by different editors. In the example mentioned above, the goal is to collect all digital editions
of the Life of Theseus and the fragmentary authors quoted by Plutarch. When on-line editions
are not available in a carefully transcribed format, texts generated through optical character
recognition (OCR) will be used in order to produce links between a passage and the page image
of multiple editions of the same passage. * Moreover, given that citation schemes may differ,
the system can collate various editions in order to align multiple citation schemes. *

2) Dynamic Collation of Multiple Editions and Digital Criticism. Collecting multiple
critical editions of the same text means building a “multitext,” which is a “network of versions
with a single, reconstructed root,” so that scholars can compare different textual choices and
conjectures produced by philologists. * This process involves a new way of conceiving literary
criticism because it produces a representation and visualization of textual transmission
completely different from print conventions, where the text that is reconstructed by the
editor is separated from the critical apparatus that is printed at the bottom of the page. In
addition, the inclusion of images of manuscripts, papyri, and other source materials allows the
reader to have a dynamic visualization of the textual tradition and to perceive the different
channels of both the transmission and philological production of the text that is usually
hidden in the static, concise, and necessarily selective critical apparatuses of standard printed
editions. * Producing a multitext, therefore, means producing multiple versions of the same
text, which are the representation of the different steps of its transmission and reconstruction,
from manuscript variants to philological conjectures. This process has fundamental
consequences for the study of ancient sources in general and for fragmentary ones in
particular, given that, while studying fragments and evaluating their distance from the
original version, it is “imperative” to examine the manuscript variants of the source text, in
order to see what can be attributed to the witness or to the transmission of the text across
centuries, “

2 0n OCR generated texts for classical Greek sources, see Stewart et al. 2007; Boschetti et al.
20009.

* A complex case of multiple citation schemes is provided by Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae,
whose text can be quoted following either the Casaubon or Kaibel enumerations: see Lenfant
2007b, 384-85. A system for aligning citation schemes for Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae has been
devised by the Perseus Digital Library, which has produced an experimental XML version of
this work with both numerations by Casaubon and Kaibel: see Berti et al. 2009. On representing
citations in a digital environment cf. Smith 2009.

*“ Blackwell-Crane 2009, 60. Cf. above note 41. The concept of multitext is the result of work
conducted by the Homer Multitext Project of the Center for Hellenic Studies, which aims at
producing a new digital representation of the textual tradition of the Homeric poems: see Dué-
Ebbott 2009 and Smith 2010. On the technical aspects of the alignment of variants and
conjectures to the text, see Boschetti 2007a and 2007b.

* Dué-Abbott 2009, 1 and 13-18. Cf. also Mordenti 2001, 42.

* Cf. Lenfant 2007a, 45.
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The Fragment and its Embedding Context

When looking for fragments, it is possible to distinguish two main quotation schemes:
1) fragments of surviving texts; 2) fragments of not surviving texts. These schemes include
various kinds of textual reproduction resulting from different witnesses’ attitude to citations,
and also on the fact that Greek sources date from a time where no quotation standard existed.
In addition, we can also consider two other broad categories pertaining to the domain of
textual reuse in ancient sources: 3) passages where the witness does not quote the source and
the source does or does not survive; 7 4) passages where quotations and paraphrases are not
marked or are hard to find. *

In order to check the reliability of ancient citations and draw at least a shadowy
spectrum of the quoting habits of classical authors, the starting point is to analyze quotations
of surviving texts. As far as concerns Greek literature, one of the most representative works is
Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae, which includes a huge collection of fragments of lost and preserved
authors. Various studies have been devoted to collecting and comparing Athenaeus’ quotations
of surviving historians, such as Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon (see Appendix 2-3).
Even if it is not possible to give a final and exhaustive judgment of his behaviour towards
citations, these analyses allowed scholars to enumerate a series of patterns recurring in
Athenaeus’ quotations, including a wide typology of textual reproductions and linguistic
features that can be helpful in identifying and classifying quotations of lost historians. ** The
collection of Xenophon’s fragments has shown that Athenaeus’ citations can be more or less
reliable according to different subjects, while Pelling focused his research on Athenaeus’
“transitional habits” of moving from one topic to the other while quoting different sources,
and on the possibility of individuating in the Deipnosophistae “fragmentary clusters,” which
mean groups of quotations of particular authors collected together and arranged in the same
topical framework of a section of the learned banquet. **

New technologies such as quotation identification are also helping to find citations in
large digital libraries, such as Google Books and the Internet Archive, where many documents
do not follow the conventions of academic publications and contain more or less accurate
quotations without mentioning the source, or where citations cannot be automatically

" See, e.g., the problem of the identification of lost works, both literary and documentary, used
in the Aristotelian Constitution of the Athenians: see Rhodes 1981, 15-30. Cf. also Strasburger
1977, 27-30, on “das anonyme historische Gut in der Sekundértradition.”

*® As, e.g., quotations and paraphrases of Plato in later literature: for a project aiming at
investigating this kind of information, see below note 56.

* Ambaglio 1990; Pelling 2000; Lenfant 2007a; Maisonneuve 2007. On the importance of these
“control studies,” see Strasburger 1977, 22-24; Brunt 1980, 480-81; Schepens 1997a, 167 n. 66.

*® Lenfant 2007a. On typographical conventions used to mark verbatim excerpts, paraphrases,
and doubtful fragments in FGrH Continued, see Schepens 1998, xiii.

*! Pelling 2000. On Xenophon see Maisonneuve 2007.
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recognized as often happens in ancient sources. The aim of these methods is to provide links to
primary materials that are fundamental to understanding secondary works, given that every
quotation is only a far shadow of the original text. > These techniques have also begun to be
applied to reference works on classical antiquity, providing initial methods for the automatic
identification of quotations in secondary literature that have different structures due to their
alteration from the original source, such as changed word order, omission, insertion, or
substitution of terms, and term differences depending on case insensitivity, accent characters,
changing punctuation, or spelling and data entry errors. *

Similar research has also been conducted on applying techniques already developed in
other fields such as automatic plagiarism detection, text similarity searching in different
documents, text reuse through paraphrase or indirect reference, and automatic allusion
detection to classical literature. ** In particular, the Perseus Digital Library has devised
methods for discovering imitative textual allusions in a collection of classical Latin poetry and
multilingual text reuse in literary texts. > At the same time, a new project called eAQUA is
currently being developed by the University of Leipzig and aims at applying text-mining
techniques to ancient texts, in order to provide a semantic reconstruction of lost works of the
Atthidographers and Plato’s quotations in later literature. *°

The development of these techniques present challenging perspectives for identifying
and representing quotations in ancient literature, enlarging our possibilities and capabilities of
individuating quotation schemes that may in turn also be useful for identifying quotations of
lost works and support more sophisticated interactions between scholars and digitized texts.

Secondary and Tertiary Sources

Collecting fragments also means looking for many other kinds of information directly
or indirectly connected to fragmentary authors. These data are usually labelled as “secondary”
and “tertiary sources,” and may be summarized into the following fundamental categories: 1)
Loci Paralleli, i.e. secondary ancient sources parallel to the witness of a fragment. Even if the
relationship of a locus parallelus to the main quoter of a fragmentary text may involve many

*? Kolak-Schilit 2008; Schilit-Kolak 2008.

* Ernst-Gerlach-Crane 2008.

** Ernst-Gerlach-Crane 2008, 79. For a survey of the most significant data pertaining to textual
plagiarism in Greek historical fragments, see Ambaglio 2009.

** Bamman-Crane 2008b. Other work has also been done at the Perseus Project on searching for
allusions between John Milton’s Paradise Lost and Vergil’s Aeneid, ranging from the most similar
ones, such as translations, to the most oblique, like literary allusions: Bamman, D., and Crane,
G. “Discovering Multilingual Text Reuse in Literary Texts” (whitepaper). For a computational
model of text reuse of the gospels in the Greek New Testament, see Lee 2007.

** On the eAQUA (Extraktion von strukturiertem Wissen aus Antiken Quellen fiir die
Altertumswissenschaft) project, see Biichler-Heyer-Griinder 2008.
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aspects, loci paralleli form two principal groups: a) sources quoting or paraphrasing the same
fragment (in most cases these sources are chronologically later than the witness); b) sources
treating the same subject of the fragment. 2) Tertiary Sources, i.e. modern bibliography
consisting of monographs, papers, encyclopedia, grammars, translations, and other
bibliographical tools giving information and commentaries on a wide range of materials
pertaining to the fragment, its author, and its source of transmission.

A digital representation of fragmentary texts should provide links to secondary and
tertiary sources, identifying passages in articles and monographs related to the fragment and
the context from which the fragment has been drawn. *” As stated above, mass digitization
projects are providing many collections of secondary and tertiary sources useful to classicists.
Moreover, repositories like JSTOR and Project MUSE offer access to the titles of leading
academic journals within a variety of disciplines, as well as monographs and other materials
fundamental for scholarly activities: these archives are full-text searchable and offer many
possibilities of interdisciplinary research, including high-quality images and interlinked
citations and references. **

In addition to these resources, there are other projects and electronic publications for
digital classicists developed by organizations such as The Stoa Consortium and founded on the
principle of open access. One of the most significant Stoa projects is the Suda On Line (SOL),
which is particularly important for those interested in building a digital collection of Greek
fragmentary authors, because the Suda preserves a lot of fragments of classical authors, which
in most cases can be classified as loci paralleli. The aim of the project is to create an on-line
version of this encyclopedic lexicon, providing, for the first time, a translation and
interpretive apparatus for each entry thanks to the international cooperative efforts of many
scholars. > All of these resources represent the types of sources that should be included when
devising a digital representation of fragmentary texts, in order to build a dynamic and
interconnected corpus of primary, secondary, and tertiary sources.

Translation and Commentary

Two other fundamental elements of modern collections of fragmentary works that may
receive a great improvement in digital libraries are translations and commentaries. *
Translating texts means not only providing a service for those who do not have a good
knowledge of ancient languages, but it is first of all an essential part of the scholarly

*" Berti et al. 2009, 260.

*8 JSTOR: http://www.jstor.org. Project MUSE: http://muse.jhu.edu.

> On the project see Mahoney 2009.

0ld collections of fragments usually did not include translations and commentaries. One
noteworthy exception is FHG, which includes a translation of the fragments into Latin, but
without commentary. The first fragment edition including a commentary was devised by
Jacoby, even if it lacks translations: see Schepens 1997a, 168; 1998, xiv; 2000, 16-17.
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interpretation produced by the editor. Through the collection of multiple editions of the same
work, a digital library will allow scholars to also consult multiple translations into multiple
languages, comparing different interpretations and linguistic restitutions of the same passage.
At a deeper level, aligning multiple editions enables us to create machine actionable
dictionaries and dynamic lexica of Greek and Latin words and their corresponding terms in
modern languages, providing an inestimable tool for scholars and for a wide range of
linguistic, grammatical, and syntactic analyses. *

As far as concerns fragments, the commentary to the text is constituted by two
fundamental tasks: the first is the effort to “deconstruct” the context that preserves the
quotation in order to find the original characteristics of the fragment, and the second one is to
try to “reconstruct” the fragment and the lost work to which it belonged. ** As for textual
variants, conjectures and translations, a digital library should provide every passage with links
to multiple commentaries drawn from the editions of fragments and source texts. A true
digital commentary, however, can be conceived as something broader than that, because it can
include every possible annotation identifying every phenomenon pertaining to the text, thus
providing traditional commentaries with a wide series of services, ranging from morphological
and syntactic analysis to named entity identification and different explanations or disputes on
every aspect of the textual content. *

Devising such a digital edition of fragmentary texts may also have important
consequences for representing modern collections of ancient sources, i.e. source books that
have been published for many years and provide scholars and students with reference texts on
many different subjects concerning the classical world. The main problem to be faced with
these kinds of collections is the arrangement of the sources. One significant example is
represented by the collection of sources pertaining to the so-called Pentekontaetia, which was
originally published by George Hill in 1897: in this text the editor arranged extracts of Greek
historical sources by topic (without translation). * Fifty years later Russell Meiggs and
Anthony Andrewes decided to published a revised edition of Hill’s book, not only to add new
epigraphical sources, but also to provide a new arrangement of the sources. In this new edition
the extracts are presented according to the alphabetical order of their authors, and the book is
supplied with full indexes dealing with many historical subject-matters concerning the
Pentekontaetia, and also personal, geographical, and other types of proper names.

51 Blackwell-Crane 2009, 46-47, 50, 65-71; Bamman-Crane 2008a and 2009. See also now
Bamman-Babeu-Crane 2010.

** Schepens 1997a, 168.

% Blackwell-Crane 2009, 77.

* Hill 1897, vi. Space and cost reasons compelled the editor not to include passages from main
sources, as Herodotus, Thucydides, and the Aristotelian Constitution of the Athenians.

*Hill 1951.
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Even if these collections are inestimable tools for scholars and students, they depend
on the limits imposed by printed editions, which compel an editor to choose only one criterion
for arranging the texts and to select a number of sources extracted from their contexts. *° A
digital representation of such collections of primary ancient sources would allow scholars to
go beyond these limits and provide a series of fundamental functions: immediate access to full
texts in both original ancient languages and modern translations; multiple entry points into
the information such as sources, events, names, and geography; items interrelated in different
sources; a graphical synoptic representation of sources according to chronological order of
events, geography, and category of information; models for collecting and arranging the
ancient evidence for other periods, or subjects, or approaches; links to background
information about the sources; and finally, images of inscriptions, coins, and manuscripts, plus
maps, and other drawings. ¢

Conclusion

Devising a model and an architecture for representing fragmentary texts in a digital
library is a fundamental contribution toward a systematic and structural analysis of the
multiple layers of production and interpretation that constitute a textual fragment. In
particular, the two most important goals of such a work are: 1) Representing a textual
fragment as a hypertext, i.e. as a text derived from another text and interconnected to many
other different typologies of texts: this means envisioning and building an expansible set of
links that express multiple relations of the text of the fragment with the text that embeds and
transmits it, and with a wide range of secondary and tertiary sources (i.e., ancient evidence,
commentaries, and many other kinds of bibliographical tools). 2) Representing a textual
fragment as a multitext, i.e. as the result of a work of stratification of manuscript variants and
scholarly conjectures that form the path through which the fragment has survived and
without which it wouldn’t exist as evidence.
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Appendix 1

In this appendix we publish the text of Plutarch, Life of Theseus 24-28 according to the
edition of Perrin: Plutarch’s Lives, 1, ed. B. Perrin. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
1959,

Plutarch, Theseus 24-28 (Perrin)

24 (1) Meta 8¢ v Alyéwg tedevthv uéya kai Oavpaotov €pyov eic voov Paiduevog
GUVKILOE TOUG TNV ATTIKNV KATOLKOOVTAG €1G £V H0TL, Kol U1d¢ TOAEwG Eva dfjpov Amépnve,
TéwG omopddag vtag Kai SuoavVaKARTOUS TPOC TO KOLVOV TIAVTWY GUUPEPOV, €0Tt &’ OTe Kal
Srapepouévouc dAAAA01G kai moAepotvtag. (2) émawv odv dvéneide katd Srjuouvg kai yévn, TV
UEV 1010TOV Kol TEVATWV EVOEXOUEVWYV TaxL TNV TapdkAnoty avtod, Toig 8¢ duvatoig
&Bacilevtov moAiteiav mpotelvwy Kal SnuoKkpatioy a0T@® HévVov GpXovTL TOAEUOL Kal VOUWY
@UAaKL xpnoouévny, TV 8¢ EAAwv tapé€ovoav dnacty icopotpiav. (3) Tovg uev tadta
Ene1Bev, ol 8¢ v dOvauy adtob dedidteg ueydAnv ovoav fdn kai thv téAuav, EpovAovto
ne1@éuevol udAov A fralduevol Tadta cuyxwpelv. kataAioag obv T Tap’ EkdoTolg TpuTaveia
Kol BovAgvthpra kat &pxdg, v 8¢ motfoag dnact kowvov évradba mputaveiov kal BovAsuthplov
6mov vov 1dputat to dotu, TV T TOAY ABrvag mpoonyopevoe kal Mavabrivaia Ousiav
¢noinoe kowviv. (4) #0voe 8¢ kal Metoikia T £kt €mi 8éka To0 EkatouPardvog, fv €T1 vov
Bvovot. kai trv PaciAeiav aeeig, domep wUOAGYNoE, diekdopel TV moAttelav amo Oe®dv
&pxSuEVOC: ke Yap a0T® XpNouds ék AeA@&v (Parke-Wormell 2.154) pavtevouéve mepi Tig
TOAEWC
(5) Alyeidn Onoed, Mitonidog Ekyove kKovPNC,

TOAAQTG Tot ToAleoot Tt p £UOG EYKATEONKE

TEPUATA KAl KAWOTH PG €V DUETEPW TTOALEDPW.

GAAG oV pr Tt Ainv memovnuévog €vaodt Buuov

PovAedelv: GoKOG Yap €V OTOUATL TOVTOTOPEVOELG.
to0T0 8¢ Kol ZifuAAav (Hendess 23) Uotepov dnootopationt mpog thv oAy iotopodory,
avagdeyEauévny:

"Aok0G Bamtiln: dOvat 8¢ tot o0 O€uig Eotiv.

25 (1) "Et1 8¢ pudAAov avéficat thv oAy fovAduevoc EkdAet mdvtag émi toig (oo1g, Kal TO
“Aelp’ Tte mdvteg Aew” KNpLuyHa ONnoéwg yevésBat gaoct tavdnuiav tiva kKabiotdvtog. o0 unv
dtaktov 00dE peptyprévny mepteldev 0o TARBoUG EmxLOEVTOG dKPITOL YEVOUEVTV THV
dnuokpatiav, AN TPOTOG ATOKPIVAG XWPIG EDTATPIdAG Kal Yewuopoug kai dnutovpyoi, (2)

goumatpidaig de yvidokey ta Ogia kal mapéxetv Apxovtag arodovg Kal VOpHwV 1dackaAoug eivat
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Kol 0olwv Kal iep@v €Enyntdg, toic dANoig oAitaig Komep eig ioov katéotnog, dOEN uev
eOaTPLOQV, Xpeia d¢ yewudpwv, TAH 0t ¢ dnutovpy®dv Unepéxelv okoUVTwy. OTt 8¢ TPQOHTOG
GnékAve Tpog TOV 8xAov, we AptototéAng (Ath.Pol. 41.2; F 384 Rose®) onoi, kal d@fike TO
povapxelv, €otke uaptupeiv kai “Ounpog (Ilias 2.547) €v ve®v kataAdyw uévoug Abnvaiouvg
dfipov mposayopevoag. (3) "Exope 8¢ kal vouiopa, fodv éyxapdéac, fj S1d ToVv Mapabwviov
tadpov, 1 dix ToOv Mivw otpatnydv, fj Tpog Yewpyiov Toug TOATAG TapakaA®v. a1’ ékeivou d€
@aot To ekatéuPolov kai to dekdPolov dvouacdival. TpookTNoduevog d¢ Tf] ATTIKI] TV
Meyapiknyv Pefaiwg, thv Opvlovuévny év Todu® otAANV €otnoey, éntypdyag to diopilov
éniypauua thv xdpav Suct tpruétporc, wv Eppale TO utv mpds éw

Tad’ o0yl MeAondvvnoog, GAN Twviar
70 d¢ mpOg £omépav

Tad’ €oti Medomdvvnoog, ovk Twvia.

(4) xai Tov dydva mpdTog E0nke kata (flov HpakAéov, w¢ 81’ ékelvov 'OAOumIa T A,
Kol 1" avTov "ToBuia t@ Mooeld®Ovi @rhotiundeic dyetv tovg “EAANvag. 6 yap £mi MeAiképtn
tefeig abTO01 VUKTOG £8pato, TEAETAG ExwV udAlov 1j O£ag kal tavnyvpiopol td&iv. £viot 8¢
paotv £l Tkelpwvi T “Tobuia tebfivat, Tod ONoEwg APOcLOVUEVOUL TOV POVOV d1d THV
ouyyévelav Tkeipwva ydp vidv eivat Kavifov kai ‘Hvidyng tfic Mtoéwg. (5) oi 8¢ Ziviv, o0
Tkelpwva, kal TOV dy@va tedfvat S Todtov Ud Oncéwg, ob 8t éxeivov. Frakev odv kai
Swpicato mpog tovg KoprvBiovg AbBnvaiwyv toig d@ikvouuévorg £mi td "Tobuta tapéxety
npoedpiav Soov av témov Emioxn katanetacbev o Tig Oewpidog vewg totiov, wg EAAGVIKOG
(FHG 155 fr. 76 = FGrH 4 F 165 = FGrH 323a F 15) kal "Avdpwv 6 AAikapvaocevg (FGrH 10 F 6)
loToprKaoLy.

26 (1) Eig 8¢ tov mdvrov Emhevoe TOvV EbEervov, O¢ uev d1Adyopog (FHG 1392 fr. 49 = FGrH
328 F 110) kai tiveg GAAot Aéyovat, ued’ ‘HpakAéoug £mi tag Apaldvag cvuoTpateloag, Kal YEpg
Avtiémny EdaPev- oi 8¢ mAeiovg, Gv éoti kal depexddng (FGrH 3 F 151) kai ‘EAA&vikog (FHG I 55
fr. 76 =FGrH 4 F 166 = FGrH 323a F 16a) ka1l ‘Hpodwpog (FGrH 31 F 25a), Uotepdv @aotv
‘HpakA£oug idt6otodov mAeboat tov Onocéa kai trv Aualdva Aafeiv aixpudAwtov, mbavotepa
Aéyovteg. o0delg Yap &ANOG loTOpnTal TOV HeT’ abTol oTpatevodvtwy Apaldva Aafeiv
aixpudAwtov. (2) Biwv (FHGIT 19 fr. 1 =FGrH 14 F 2 = FGrH 332 F 2) 8¢ kai tavtnv
TAPAKPOLOAUEVOV oixeaBat AaPdvtar gooet yap oboag tag Apaldvag @iAdavdpoug olte QUYELV
TOV Onofa mpooPaAlovia Tf Xpq, AAAX Kai Eévia Téumery Tov O¢ TV kopilovoav Eupival
TapaKAAELV €i¢ 16 TAoTlov: EuPdong & avaxOijvat. Mevekpdtng (FHG 11 345 fr. 8 = FGrH 701 F 1)
d¢ TG, totoplav mepl Nikaiog tfig €v BiBuvig moAews ékdedwkwg, Onoéa gnoi thv Avtidnnv
&xovta dratpipat mepi TovToLg TOUG TOMOULG (3) TuyXdVELY 8¢ cuoTpaTEVOVTAC ADTH TPEIS

veaviokoug €€ AONv@V adeA@ovg dAAAA WY, Ebvewv kal @davta kal ZoAdevta. TodTov ovv
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gp@VTa TG AvTionng kai AavBdvovta tovg dAAovg, £€ginelv Tpog Eva TV cuvrOwv: ékeivou de
TEPL TOUTWV EVTUXOVTOG Tf] AVTIOnT, TNV HeV TETpav 1oxvp&§ anotpipacdat, TO 8¢ mpdyua
oWPPOVIC AU Kal TTPdwG EVEYKETV Kal Ttpd¢ TOV Oncéa ur| katnyopfioat. (4) tol 8¢ ZoAdevtog
WG AMEYVW PIPavTog EAVTOV €i¢ TOTAUOV TIva Kal dtapBapévtog, Nodnuévov téte thv aitiav
Kol TO Tafog tod veaviokov TOvV Onoéa Bapéws Eveykelv, katl duogopodvta Ady1dv Ti
muBdxpnoToV dveveykelv mpdc autdv- elvar ydp adT@ TpooteTayuévov v AeAoic Umd Thg
Mubiag (Parke-Wormell 2.411), Stav €mi EEvne aviadi udAiota kai tepilvmog yévnrat, moAwy
kel ktioatl Kal TV due’ adTéV TIVaG Nyeudvag katalmeiv. (5) éx 8¢ todtov thv uev méAY, Hv
EKTI0EV, 410 T0D B00 MuBdTOAY Ttpocaryopedoat, ZoAdevta ¢ TOV TANGIOV TOTAUOV ML TIUT
100 veaviokov. kataMmeiv 8¢ kal ToUg &deA@oig adtod, olov motdtag kal vouodétag, kai oOv
abtoig “Epuov &vdpa téyv ABvnotv edmatpid®dv- &g’ ol kai témov ‘Epuod kaAeiv oikiov Todg
MuBoToAitag, ovk 0pO&C TV devtépav cLAAAPNV Teplon@vTag kal Thv dd&av £mi OV Gmnd
fipwog petatifévTag.

27 (1) Hpdgactv v obv TavTnV 6 TV Aualdvwv TdAepoc Eoxe’ paivetat 8¢ ur @adlov
a0TOD Unde yuvaikeiov yevéoOat to €pyov. ol yap &v €v A0TEL KATEGTPATONMESELGAV OVJE TNV
uaxnv cuviipav év xp& mept thv IMvoka Kol TO Movcegiov, €l ur) Kpatodoat Thg XWpag ade®¢ i
mdAet mpocéwiéav. (2) ei u&v odv, W EANGvikog (FGrH 4 F 167a = FGrH 323a F 17a) iotépnke, Td
Kippepik® Boondpw mayévtt drafdocar meptiAbov, £pyov £oti mioteboar to & €v tf] ToOAeL
oxed0V aUTAG EVoTpaTomededoal LAPTUPETTAL KAl TOIG OVOUAOL TV TOTWV KAl Tai¢ ONKAIG TOV
necdvtwv. IToALV 8¢ xpdvov 8kvoc fv kai uéAANGIG duoTépolg Thg émixelpfoewc: TéAog O¢
@noelg katd T1 Adylov T® ®EPw c@aylacduevos cuvipey adtaic. (3) f uév odv udyn
Bondpout®dvog éyéveto unvéc ¢’ 1 t& Bondpduia uéxpt vov Abnvaiot B0ovotv. iotopei 8¢
KAeidnuog (FHG 1360 fr. 6 = FGrH 323 F 18), é€akpifodv t& kad’ €kaota fovAduevog, TO pev
€0WVLHOV TV AUx(OVWV KEPAG EMOTPEPELY TPOG TO VOV KaAovuevov Apalévelov, T 6 de&1d
TpOG TNV MIVOKA KAt TV Xpooav fKeLv. pudxeobat d¢ mpog todto tovg ABnvaiovg arnod tod
Movoeiov Taic Aualdot cuumesdvrag, kai Td@oug TV TecdvTwy Tepl TV TAatelav eivat Thv
pépovoav €l Ta¢ TOAaC Tapd O XaAkwdovTog fp&ov, &g vov Metpaikdg ovoudlovot. (4) kal
Tty uev EkPracdijvar uéxptl Tdv Eduevidwv kai bmoxwpfioat taic yovai&iv, amo ¢ MaAladiov
kol Apdntrod ki Avkeiov tpooPaddvtag doacbat To de€10v avTGOV dxpt ToD oTpatonédov Kal
TOANAG KaTaBaAelv. Tetdptw ¢ unvi cuvONKag yevésBat i ti¢ TnmoAvtng TnmoAvTnv yap
00t0¢ dvoudlet TV T¢) ONoel suvotkodoav, ovk Avtidnnv. “Eviot 8¢ @act uetd To0 ONncéwg
paxouévnv ecelv thv dvBpwmov Urd MoAradiag dkovtiobeioav, Kal TNV 6TANV TNV Tapd TO
¢ ‘OAvuniag iepov €mi tadtn keiobat. (5) kol Oavuactodv o0k £otiy €mi mpdyuacty oUTw
naAatoig mAavacOat trv iotoplav, el KAl TAG TETPWHEVAS Qaol TOV Aualévwy O AVTIONNG

elg XaAkida AdBpa drameppbeioag tuyxavery émuelelag, Kol Ta@ival Tivag €Kel Tept TO VOV
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‘Apalovelov Kadovpevov. GAAX ToD ye TOV TOAepoV €ig oTovAG TeAgvTioatl HapTOpLdV 0TIV T
te 100 TOMOUL KAT|01§ TOU Ttapd TO Onoeiov, Sviep ‘Opkwudoiov KaAodoty, 1] Te yivouévr mdAat
Busia tai¢ Aualdol mpd TGV Onoceiwv. (6) deikviovot 8¢ kal Meyapeic Aualévwy Brknv map’
aLTOIG, £l TOV KaAoOuevov Podv Badilovorv €€ dyopag, 6mov to Popfoetdéc. Aéyetat d¢ kai
el XALPWVELXV ETEPAG ATODAVETV, KAl TAPTVAL TAPX TO PEVUATIOV O TTAAXL UEV, WG EOTKE,
Oepuddwv, Afuwv 8¢ vV kadeitar mepi Vv év ¢ Anuocdévouc Biw (Plut. Dem. 19.2) yéypamrtat.
aivovtal 8¢ punde Osooadiav drpayudvwg ai Apaldveg dieAbodoar tdgot yap adt®v €Tt Kal
VOV delkvuvtat Ttept THV ZKotovoaiav Kail Ta¢ Kuvog KEQaAdg.

28 (1) Tadta uév odv &&ia puviung mepi T@V Apaldvwv. fiv yap 6 tfic @nonidoc momntrg (EGF
217 Kinkel) Apalévwv énavdotaoctv yéypage, Onoel yapotvtt daidpav tfi¢ Avtidnng
gmTOepévng Kal TOV Pet’ alThi¢ Apaldvwv AUUVOUEVWY Kal KTElVOVTOG abTa¢ ‘HpakAfoug,
nEPIPavRC £oike YOOW kai mAdopatt. (2) th¢ & Avtidnng drnobavovong éynue daidpav, £xwv
VIOV IrtnéAvTov €€ Avtionng, wg 8¢ Tivoapdg (F 176 Sn.-Mae.) @not, AnUo@@VTA. TAG O Tepl
TaUTNV Kol TOV VIOV a0TOD duoTuXIag, el UNOEV AVTITITTEL THPA TV 10TOPIKAOV TOIG

TPAYLKOIG, 0UTWG EXELV OETEOV WG EKETVOL TIEMOINKAOLY ATTAVTEG.

Translation
24 (1) After the death of Aegeus, Theseus conceived a wonderful design, and settled all the

residents of Attica in one city, thus making one people of one city out of those who up to that
time had been scattered about and were not easily called together for the common interests of
all, nay, they sometimes actually quarrelled and fought with each other. (2) He visited them,
then, and tried to win them over to this project township by township and clan by clan. The
common folk and the poor quicly answered to his summons; to the powerful he promised
government without a king and a democracy, in which he should only be commander in war
and guardian of the laws, while in all else everyone should be on an equal footing. (3) Some he
readily persuaded to this course, and others, fearing his power, which was already great, and
his boldness, chose to be persuaded rather than forced to agree to it. Accordingly, after doing
away with the townhalls and council-chambers and magistracies in the several communities,
and after building a common town-hall and council-chamber for all on the ground where the
upper town of the present day stands, he named the city Athens, and instituted a Panathenaic
festival. (4) He instituted the Metoecia, or Festival of Settlement, on the sixteenth day of the
month Hecatombaeon, and this is still celebrated. Then, laying aside the royal power, as he had
agreed, he proceeded to arrange the government, and that too with the sanction of the gods.
For an oracle came to him from Delphi (Parke-Wormell 2.154), in answer to his enquiries about

the city, as follows:
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(5) “Theuses, offspring of Aegeus, son of the daughter of Pittheus,

Many indeed the cities to which my father has given Bounds and future fates within your

citadel’s confines.

Therefores be not dismayed, but with firm and confident spirit

Counsel only; the bladder will traverse the sea and its surges.”

And this oracle they say the Sibyl (Hendess 23) afterwards repeated to the city, when she cried:

“Bladder may be submerged; but its sinking will not be permitted.”

25 (1) Desiring still further to enlarge the city, he invited all men thither on equal terms,
and the phrase “Come hither all ye people,” they say was a proclamation of Theseus when he
established a people, as it were, of all sorts and conditions. However, he did not suffer his
democracy to become disordered or confused from an indiscriminate multitude streaming into
it, but was the first to separate the people into noblemen and husbandmen and
handicraftsmen. (2) To the noblemen he committed the care of religious rites, the supply of
magistrates, the teaching of the laws, and the interpretation of the will of Heaven, and for the
rest of the citizens he established a balance of privilege, the noblemen being thought to excel
in dignity, the husbandmen in usefulness, and the handicraftsmen in numbers. And that he
was the first to show a leaning towards the multitude, as Aristotle (Ath.Pol. 41.2; F 384 Rose”)
says, and gave up his absolute rule, seems to be the testimony of Homer (Ilias 2.547) also, in the
Catalogue of Ships, where he speaks of the Athenians alone as a “people.” (3) He also coined
money, and stamped it with the effigy of an ox, either in remembrance of the Marathonian
bull, or of Taurus, the general of Minos, or because he would invite the citizens to agriculture.
From this coinage, they say, “ten oxen” and “a hundred oxen” came to be used as terms of
valauation. Having attached the territory of Megara securely to Attica, he set up that famous
pillar on the Isthmus, and carved upon it the inscription giving the territorial boundaries. It
consisted of two trimeters, of which the one towards the east declared: -

“Here is not Peloponnesus, but Ionia;”
and the one towards the west: -

“Here is the Peloponnesus, not Ionia.”

(4) He also instituted the games here, in emulation of Heracles, being ambitious that as the
Hellenes, by that hero’s appointment, celebrated Olympian games in honour of Zeus, so by his
own appointment they should celebrate Isthmian games in honour of Poseidon. For the games
already instituted there in honour of Melicertes were celebrated in the night, and had the form
of a religious rite rather than of a spectacle and public assembly. But some say that the
Isthmian games were instituted in memory of Sciron, and that Theseus thus made expiation

for his murder, because of the relationship between them; for Sciron was a son of Canethus
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and Henioche, who was the daughter of Pittheus. (5) And others have it that Sinis, not Sciron,
was their son, and that it was in his honour rather that the games were instituted by Theseus.
However that may be, Theseus made a formal agreement with the Corinthians that they should
furnish Athenian visitors to the Isthmian games with a place of honour as large as could be
covered by the sail of the state galley which brought them thither, when it was stretched to its
full extent. So Hellanicus (FHG I 55 fr. 76 = FGrH 4 F 165 = FGrH 323a F 15) and Andron of
Halicarnassus (FGrH 10 F 6) tell us.

26 (1) He also made a voyage into the Euxine Sea, as Philochorus (FHG I 392 fr. 49 = FGrH
328 F 110) and sundry others say, on a campaign with Heracles against the Amazons, and
received Antiope as a reward of his valour; but the majority of writers, including Pherecydes
(FGrH 3 F 151), Hellanicus (FHG I 55 fr. 76 = FGrH 4 F 166 = FGrH 323a F 16a), and Herodorus
(FGrH 31 F 25a), say that Theseus made this voyage on his own account, after the time of
Heracles, and took the Amazon captive; and this is the more probable story. For it is not
recorded that any one else among those who shared his expedition took an Amazon captive.
(2) And Bion (FHG 11 19 fr. 1 = FGrH 14 F 2 = FGrH 332 F 2) says that even this Amazon he took
and carried off by means of a stratagem. The Amazons, he says, were naturally friendly to men,
and did not fly from Theseus when he touched upon their coasts, but actually sent him
presents, and he invited the one who brought them to come on board his ship; she came on
board, and he put out to sea. And a certain Menecrates (FHG 11 345 fr. 8 = FGrH 701 F 1), who
published a history of the Bythinian city of Nicaea, says that Theseus, with Antiope on board
his ship, spent some time in those parts, (3) and that there chanced to be with him on this
expedition three young men of Athens who were brothers, Euneos, Thoas, and Solois. This last,
he says, fell in love with Antiope unbeknown to the rest, and revealed his secret to one of his
intimate friends. That friend made overtures to Antiope, who positively repulsed the attempt
upon her, but treated the matter with discretion and gentleness, and made no denunciation to
Theseus. (4) Then Solois, in despair, threw himself into a river and drowned himself, and
Theseus, when he learned the fate of the young man, and what had caused it, was grievously
disturbed, and in his distress called to mind a certain oracle which he had once received at
Delphi (Parke-Wormell 2.411). For it had there been enjoined upon him by the Pythian
priestess that when, in a strange land, he should be sorest vexed and full of sorrow, he should
found a city there, and leave some of his followers to govern it. (5) For this cause he founded a
city there, and called it, from the Pythian god, Pythopolis, and the adjacent river, Solois, in
honour of the young man. And he left there the brothers of Solofs, to be the city’s presidents

and law-givers, and with them Hermus, one of the noblemen of Athens. From him also the

31



Pythopolitans call a place in the city the House of Hermes, incorrectly changing the second
syllable, and transferring the honour from a hero to a god.

27 (1) Well, then, such were the grounds for the war of the Amazons, which seems to have
been no trivial nor womanish enterprise for Theseus. For they would not have pitched their
camp within the city, nor fought hand to hand battles in the neighbourhood of the Pnyx and
the Museum, had they not mastered the sorrounding country and approached the city with
impunity. (2) Whether, now, as Hellanicus (FGrH 4 F 167a = FGrH 323a F 17a) writes, they came
round by the Cimmerian Bosporus, which they crossed on the ice, may be doubted; but the fact
that they encamped almost in the heart of the city is attested both by the names of the
localities there and by the graves of those who fell in battle. Now for a long time there was
hesitation and delay on both sides in making the attack, but finally Thesesus, after sacrificing
to Fear, in obedience to an oracle, joined battle with the women. (3) This battle, then, was
fought on the day of the month Boédromion on which, down to the present time, the
Athenians celebrate the Boédromia. Cleidemus (FHG I 360 fr. 6 = FGrH 323 F 18), who wishes to
be minute, writes that the left wing of the Amazons extended to what is now called the
Amazoneum, and that with their right they touched the Pnyx at Chrysa; that with this left
wing the Athenians fought, engaging the Amazons from the Museum, and that the graves of
those who fell are on either side of the street which leads to the gate by the chapel of
Chalcodon, which is now called the Peiraie gate. (4) Here, he says, the Athenians were routed
and driven back by the women as far as the shrine of the Eumenides, but those who attacked
the invaders from the Palladium and Ardettus and the Lyceum, drove their right wing back as
far as their camp, and slew many of them. And after three months, he says, a treaty of peace
was made through the agency of Hippolyta; for Hippolyta is the name which Cleidemus gives
to the Amazon whom Theseus married, not Antiope. But some say that the woman was slain
with a javelin by Molpadia, while fighting at Theseus’ side, and that the pillar which stands by
the sanctuary of Olympian Earth was set up in her memory. (5) And it is not astonishing that
history, when dealing with events of such great antiquity, should wander in uncertainty,
indeed, we are also told that the wounded Amazons were secretly sent away to Chalcis by
Antiope, and were nursed there, and some were buried there, near what is now called the
Amazoneum, But that the war ended in a solemn treaty is attested not only by the naming of
the place adjoining the Theseum, which is called Horcomosium, but also by the sacrifice which,
in ancient times, was offered to the Amazons before the festival of Theseus. (6) And the
Megarians, too, show a place in their country where Amazons were buried, on the way from
the market-place to the place called Rhus, where the Rhomboid stands. And it is said, likewise,

that others of them died near Chaeroneia, and were buried on the banks of the little stream
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which, in ancient times, as it seems, was called Thermodon, but nowadays, Haemon;
concerning which names I have written in my Life of Demosthenes (Plut. Dem. 19.2). It appears
also that not even Thessaly was traversed by the Amazons without opposition, for Amazonian
graves are to this day shown in the vicinity of Scotussa and Cynoschephalae.

28 (1) So much, then, is worthy of mention regarding the Amazons. For the “Insurrection
of the Amazons,” written by the author of the Theseid (EGF 217 Kinkel), telling how, when
Theseus married Phaedra, Antiope and the Amazons who fought to avenge her attacked him,
and were slain by Heracles, has every appearance of fable and invention. (2) Thesues did,
indeed, marry Phaedra, but this was after the death of Antiope, and he had a son by Antiope,
Hippolytus, or, as Pindar (F 176 Sn.-Mae.) says, Demophoén. As for the calamities which befell
Phaedra and the son of Theseus by Antiope, since there is no conflict here between historians
and tragic poets, we must suppose that they happened as represented by the poets uniformly.

(trans. Perrin)
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Appendix 2

In this appendix we publish three examples from the Deipnosophistae, where Athenaeus

quotes fragments of surviving texts of Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon. The texts are
published according to the following editions: Athenaei Naucratitae Dipnosophistarum Libri XV,
rec. G. Kaibel. Vol. 1. Lipsiae 1887 and Vol. I1I Lipsiae 1890; Herodotus IV (Books VIII-IX), ed. A. D.
Godley. Cambridge, Ma 1969; Thucydides. History of the Peloponnesian War II (Books I1I-1V), ed. C.
F. Smith. Cambridge, Ma 1958; Xenophon. Memorabilia. Oeconomicus. Symposium. Apology, ed. E. C.

Marchant. Cambridge, Ma 1923.

1) Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 4.15 (138b-d) & Herodotus 9.82

Ath. Deipn. 4.15 (138b-d) £&f¢ 8¢
Aextéov Kai mepi TOV AAKWVIKOY GUUTOGTWV.
‘Hpb8otog u&v odv &v T évdtn TdV ioTopidv
(9.82) mepi tiig Mapdoviov mapackevtig Aéywv
Kol HVNHOVEVGAG AAKWVIK®V GUUTIOGIWV
onot ‘ZépEnc eevywv &k tii¢ EAAGSo¢
Mapdovie TV TapacKevV KATEALTE THV
avTod. Mavoaviav obv idévta v tod
Mapdoviov TapacKeLTV XpLo@ Kai dpyvpm
KOl T PATIETAOUAOL TIOIKIAO1G
KATECKELAGUEVNV KEAEDGAL TOVG GPTOTOLOVG
Kai OYPoTo100¢ Katd TadTd Kabdg Mapdovim
deinvov mapaokeLAGAL. TTOINCAVTWY 8¢
ToUTWV TA KeEAeLoBEvTa TOV Mavoaviay
iddvta kAivag xpuodg kai dpyvpdg
g0TpWUEVAG Kal Tpamédag dpyvpds Kaoi
TOPAOKELTV MeyaAompeTi] deimvou
EKTAQYEVTA T TTPOKETUEVH KeEAeDoaL £l
YEAWTL TO1G auToD S1aKOVOLG TTAPACKEVETAL
AaKwVIKOV JEITVOV. Kol TAPACKELAGOEVTOG
yeAdoag 6 Tlavoaviag HeTeREUPATO TOV
‘EAAVV TOOG 6Tpathyods Kai EABOVTwY

gmdeifag ekatépov TV deimvwv v

TapackeLnV etnev: ‘avdpec "EAANve,

Hdt. 9.82 (1) Aéyetan 8¢ kai Tdde yevéoOa,
O¢ Z€pEng pevywv ék tiig ‘EAAGSog
Mapdovi TV KATAOKELTV KATaAiToL TV
£wutodr [avoaviny ov 6pdvTa TV
Mapdoviov KataoKeLNV XpLod Te Kol Apylp®
KOl T PATIETAOUAOL TTOIKIAO101
KATEOKEVAGUEVTV, KEAEDOL TOUG TE
GpTOKOTIOVG Kl TOVG OPOTO10VG KATA TAVTA
kaBmdg Mapdovie deinvov mapackevdletv.
(2) dg 8¢ keAevbuevor ovtot émoievv Tadta,
gvBadta oV Mavoavinv idévta kAivag te
XPLo£ag kai apyvpéag €D E0TpWUEVAC Kai
Tpamélag TE XPLOEAC KAl ApyLPERG Kol
TOPAOKELTV peyaAompenéa tod delnvou,
EKTAQYEVTA T TTpOKeieva dyabd keAeboat
T YEAWTL TOVG £wLTOD S1NKOVOUG
napackevdoal Aakwvikov deimvov. (3) g 8¢
¢ Ooivng monBeiong Mv ToAAOV T uécov,
tov [avoavinv yeAdoavta petanéupacdat
t®v EAAvVwV To0¢ otpatnyoug,
cLVEABOVTWY 8¢ ToVTWYV gimelv TOV
Mavoaviny, deikvovta §G EKatépnv Tod

deinvou thv napackevnv, Avdpeg "EAANveg,

Ve elveka gy vUEAC cLVHyayOV,
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ouvhyayov Vuac BovAduevog Emdeiat Tod
MAdwv Nyepdvog Tv dppooivny, 6¢
towavTnV dlattav Exwv RAOEV G MudS 0bTw
tadainwpov Exovrag.” @aoi O¢ Tiveg Kai
avdpa TuPapitnyv émdnurioavta tij Zndptn
Kai ouveoTiaOEvTa €v Toig @iditiolg eineiv-
‘€ikdTWG AvdpeldTatol Andvtwy iol
Aakedaiudvior Elotto yap (8v) TIg €D
PPOVAV ULPLAKIG AToBaVETLV | 0OVTWG

gvtehodc daitng petaafeiv.’

PovAduevog Huiv Todde Tod MAdwV yeudvog
™V depoovny dé€at, 6¢ Totnvde diattav
Exwv MABe £¢ Nuéag obtw 6iupnv ExovTag
anapnoduevos.” tadta puev Mavoaviny
Aéyetat einelv TPOG TOVG GTPATHYOVS TOV
‘EAMAVWV.

Translation

Ath. Deipn. 4.15 (138b-d) Next we must
speak also of Spartan symposia. Now
Herodotus, in the ninth book of his Histories
(9.82), speaking of Mardonius’ tent and
mentioning by the way the Spartan
banquests, says: “When Xerxes fled from
Greece he left behind the royal pavilion for
Mardonius. Pausanias, therefore, when he
saw the tent of Mardonius adorned with gold
and silver and embroidered tapestries,
commanded the bakers and fancy cooks to
prepare a dinner exactly as they would for
Mardonius. When they had done his bidding,
Pausanias, seeing the gold and silver divans
spread with coverings, and silver tables and
a magnificent outlay for the dinner, in
amazement at what was set before him,
ordered in jest his own servants to prepare a
Spartan dinner. And when it was ready,
Pausanias laughed and sent for the Greek

generals. On their arrival he pointed to the

Hdt. 9.82 (1) This other story is told.
Xerxes in his fight from Hellas, having left to
Mardonius his own establishment, Pausanias,
seeing Mardonius’ establishment with its
display of gold and silver and gaily-coloured
tapestry, bade the bakers and the cooks to
prepare a dinner in such wise as they were
wont to do for Mardonius. (2) They did his
bidding; whereat Pausanias, when he saw
golden and silvern couches richly covered,
and tables of gold and silver, and all the
magnificent service of the banquet, was
amazed at the splendour before him, and for
a jest bade his own servants prepare a dinner
after Laconian fashion. (3) When that meal
was ready and was far different from the
other, Pausanias fell a-laughing, and sent for
the generals of the Greeks. They being
assembled, Pausanias pointed to the fashion
after which either dinner was served, and

said: “Men of Hellas, I have brought you
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preparations made for each of the dinners
and said: ‘Men of Greece, I have gathered you
together because I wish to show you the folly
of the Median commander who, with all his
luxury of living, came to attack us who are so

7

poor.”” And some say that a Sybarite who
had sojourned in Sparta and had been
entertained among them at their public mess
remarked: ‘It is no wonder that Spartans are
the bravest men in the world; for anyone in
his right mind would prefer to die ten
thousand times rather than share in such
poor living.’

(trans. Gulick)

hither because I desired to show you the
foolishness of the leader of the Medes; who,
with such provision for life as you see, came
hither to take away from us ours, that is so
pitiful.” Thus, it is said, Pausanias spoke to
the generals of the Greeks.

(trans. Godley)

2) Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 5.15 (189c) & Thucydides 4.103.1

Ath. Deipn. 5.15 (189c) &t1 88 aOAOG usv
70 pyavov, 8Tt diépxetat TO TveDdUA, Kai iV
70 drateTapévoy €ig e0OVTNTA oXTiUa AVAOV
KaAODUEV DoTep TO 0TAS10V Kai TOV KpouvOV
t00 afpatog avtika & avAdg dva pivag Taxvg
MO, kai TV mepikealaiav dtav &k Tod
UEcOU TTPOGC 0pBOV dvateivy AOADTLY.
Aéyovtat 8¢ ABrjvnot kai iepol Tiveg adA®VEC,
oV péuvnrar d1Adxopog (FHG 1409 fr. 147 =
FGrH 328 F 68) év tfj évdtn. kaAodot &’
ApoEVIKAC TOVG AVADVAG, hotep @oukLIIdNG
(4.103.1) év tfj] &' Kkai mavteg ol kataloyddnv

GUYYPAQPETG, oi 8¢ motntai ONAvK@G.

Thuc. 4.103 (1) 'Eni tadtnv odv 6 Bpacidag
dpag € Apvav Tiic XaAkidikiic £mopeveTo Td
oTPAT®. KAl Apikduevog epi deiAnv £mi TOv
AVAGVa kai Bopuiokov, { 1) BOAPN Afuvn
g&inowv £¢ BdAaocoav, Kai deimvonoinoduevog

gxwpet v vokta (...)

Translation

Ath. Deipn. 5.15 (189c) Again there is the

Thuc. 4.103 (1) Against this place Brasidas
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instrument called aulos, because the air goes
through it, and any figure prolonged in a
straight line we call aulos, like a stadium, or a
gush of blood: “Forthwith a thick gush came
from his nostrils;” or of the helmet when it
extends straight up from the middle we say
that it is “tube-like.” At Athens there are
certain “sacred hollows” (aulones), as they
are called, which Philochorus (FHG I 409 fr.
147 = FGrH 328 F 68) mentions in the ninth
book. The noun meaning “hollows” is
masculine, as in Thucydides, Book iv.
(4.103.1), and all the historians who write in
prose; but in the poets it is feminine.

(trans. Gulick)

marched with his army, setting out from
Arnae in Chalcidice. Arriving about dusk at
Aulon and Bromiscus, where the lake Bolbe
has its oulet into the sea, he took supper and
then proceeded by night (...)

(trans. Smith)

3) Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 13.54 (588d) & Xenophon,

Memorabilia 3.11.1

Ath. Deipn. 13.54 (588d) t0 & adt0 Kai
TWKPATNG éuavtevoato epi O£0ddTNg Thig
ABnvaiag, dg enot Zevodv €v
Arnopvnuovevpaoty (3.11.1) “8t1 8¢ kaAAiotn
£in kai oTépva kpeittw Adyou mavtog Exot
Aéyovtdc Tivog, ‘itéov iy, £pn, Osacouévorg
™V yuvaika: o0 yap 81 dkovovaotv 6TtV

1

Kpivat tO kKdAAog.”’

Xen. Mem. 3.11 (1) T'uvaikog &€ mote
obong v Tf méAer kaAfig, {j Gvoua nv
@081, Kai ofag ovveival T meibovri,
UvNnobEvTog antig TV TapdVTWVY TIVOG Kal
gindvtog 611 kpeittov €in Adyouv TO KGAAOG
TG yuvaikdg, kai {wypdpoug ¢noavtog
glo1éval mpOg avTHV AMEIKACOUEVOUC, OIG
gkelvnv émdeikvoetv £autiic doa KaAdS Exot,
‘Ttéov Gv €in Oeacopévoug, E@n 6 Zwkpdtng
oV yap O dkovoaoi ye TO Adyou kpeittov EoTi

Katapadeiv. kai 6 dinynoduevog, OvK v

@Oavort’, &, dkolovBodvTeg.
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Translation

Ath. Deipn. 13.54 (588d) Socrates, also,
divined the same promise in the case of
Theodote of Athens, as Xenophon says in his
Memorabilia (3.11.1): “When someone
remarked that she was very beautiful and
had a bosom beyond the power of any
tongue to describe Socrates said, ‘We must
go to see the woman; for it is not possible to
judge her beauty by hearsay.””

(trans. Gulick)

Xen. Mem. 3.11 (1) At one time there was
in Athens a beautiful woman named
Theodote, who was ready to keep company
with anyone who pleased her. One of the
bystanders mentioned her name, declaring
that words failed him to describe the lady’s
beauty, and adding that artists visited her to
paint her portrait, and she showed them as
much as decency allowed. “We had better go
and see her,” cried Socrates; “of course what
beggars description can’t very well be
learned by hearsay.”

(trans. Marchant)
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Appendix 3

In this appendix we publish four examples of visualization of fragments in their
original context: for the full text see Appendix 1 and 2.
For more info, see http://demo.fragmentarytexts.org

1) Plutarch, Theseus 26 (the colours mean the extension of the fragment according to a

particular edition both in the Greek text and the English translation. The pdficon is a link to

the print edition stored in Google or the Internet Archive).

26 (1) Eigc o8¢ TtOv nmovrov £€meuce tov EUEewvov, wg pev
®IA6xopog ( FHG I 392 fr. 49 T - FGrH 328 F 110 ) Kkal
Tiveg GAAoL Aéyouol, pe® ‘HpakAéoug éri T1ag Apalévag
ouoTpateloag, kal yépag Avtiormy EAaBev- ol 8¢ meloug, Gv
¢oti kal ®epekidng ( FGrH 3 F 151) kal 'EAAGvikog ( FHG
I 55 fr. 76 T - FGrH 4 F 166 = FGrH 323a F 16a) kal
‘Hpbdwpog ( FGrH 31 F 25a ), Uotepbdv ¢aolv 'HpakAéoug
(dl6oToAov TAeloal TOV Onoga kai tHv Apaléva AaBelv
aixudAwtov, mBavaTepa Aéyovieg. oUdelg ydp GAAog
lotépntal T@v per autold otpateucdvtwv Apaléva AaBelv
aixpdAwTtov. (2) Biwv (FHGII 19 fr.1 T = FGrH 14 F 2 =
FGrH 332 F 2) 8¢ kal taltnv mapakpouoduevov oixeoBal
AaBévta- ¢ploel yap olioag tag Apaldévag ¢pidavdpoug olTe
duyelv TOv ©noéa mpooBdairovra T xwpeq, GAAA kal Eévia
MEUMELV- TOV O& TNV Kopifouoav éuPrival mapakaAely eig 1o
motov- eupdaong 8¢ avaxBfval. Mevekpdmg ( FHG II 345 fr.
8 T = FGrH 701 F 1) 8¢ T11g, loTtoplav mepi Nikalag tfig év
BiBuvig néAewg ekdedwKig, Onota ¢pnot v Avtidrmy €xovra
datpipal mepl TtoUTOUg TOUG TOrOUG- (3) TUyXAvelw &8
ouotpatevoviag aut® TPelg veaviokoug E§  ABNVAV
adeAdolg AAAhAwy, Elivewy kal @6avTta kal ZoAdevTa. To0Tov
olv épdvrta TAG Avriormg kai AavBavovra toug GAAoug
¢Eenelv mpog Eva T@v ouvhBwv- ékelvou d& mepl ToUTWV
gvruxévrog T Avriorm, v pév  Telpav  loxup®g
arotpiyaoBal, 10 d¢ mpdypa ocwdpdvwg Gua kal TPawg
gveykelv kal mpdg tov Onoéa un katmmyopfoat. (4) told 8¢
SoAbeEVTOG WG AMEyvw plyavTtog £auTdv eig motapudy Tva Kal
dlapBapévtog, odbnuévov T6Te TV aitiav kal 16 aBog To0
veaviokou TOv Onoéa Bapéwg &veykelv, kai duodopolvra
AOyLoV TL TuBOXPNOTOV Aveveykelv mpog eautdv- elval yap
auT® npootetaypévov €v AeAdolg Uno Tig MuBiag ( Parke-
Wormell 2.411 ), étav €mt §évng aviaBfj pdAiota kai nep{Aurog
vévnTtai, oAy kel ktloal kal Tdv aud’ autdv Tivag fyepdvag
kataAirelv. (5) €k 8¢ tolTou TV WEv TOALY, v EKTIOEV, AMO
100 Beol MuBdmoAlv mpooayopedoal, ZoAdevia &e TOV
mnofov motapov ért Tiufj To0 veaviokou. kataMrelv ¢ kal
ToUg ddeAdoug auTol, olov émotdtag kai vopoBETag, kai alv
alTtoig “Eppov dvdpa t@v ABfAvnolv elnatpd®dv- a¢’ ol kai
TéToV 'Eppol kaAelv oikiav Tolq MuBoroAltag, ouk 6pB&G TV
deutépav ouAAafnv neplon®vtag kai v d6Eav éri Bedv ano
Hpwog peTatiBévrag.

26 (1) He also made a voyage into the Euxine Sea, as
Philochorus ( FHGI 392 fr. 49 = FGrH 328 F 110 ) and sundry
others say, on a campaign with Heracles against the Amazons, and
received Antiope as a reward of his valour; but the majority of
writers, including Pherecydes ( FGrH 3 F 151 ), Hellanicus
(FHG 155 fr. 76 = FGrH 4 F 166 = FGrH 323a F 16a ), and
Herodorus ( FGrH 31 F 25a ), say that Theseus made this voyage
on his own account, after the time of Heracles, and took the
Amazon captive; and this is the more probable story. For it is not
recorded that any one else among those who shared his expedition
took an Amazon captive. (2) And Bion (FHG II 19 fr. 1 =
FGrH 14 F 2 = FGrH 332 F 2 ) says that even this Amazon he
took and carried off by means of a stratagem. The Amazons, he
says, were naturally friendly to men, and did not fly from Theseus
when he touched upon their coasts, but actually sent him presents,
and he invited the one who brought them to come on board his
ship; she came on board, and he put out to sea. And a certain
Menecrates ( FHGII 345 fr. 8 = FGrH 701 F 1 ), who published
a history of the Bythinian city of Nicaea, says that Theseus, with
Antiope on board his ship, spent some time in those parts, (3) and
that there chanced to be with him on this expedition three young
men of Athens who were brothers, Euneos, Thoas, and Solois. This
last, he says, fell in love with Antiope unbeknown to the rest, and
revealed his secret to one of his intimate friends. That friend made
overtures to Antiope, who positively repulsed the attempt upon
her, but treated the matter with discretion and gentleness, and
made no denunciation to Theseus. (4) Then Solois, in despair,
threw himself into a river and drowned himself, and Theseus,
when he learned the fate of the young man, and what had caused it,
was grievously disturbed, and in his distress called to mind a
certain oracle which he had once received at Delphi ( Parke-
Wormell 2.411 ). For it had there been enjoined upon him by the
Pythian priestess that when, in a strange land, he should be sorest
vexed and full of sorrow, he should found a city there, and leave
some of his followers to govern it. (5) For this cause he founded a
city there, and called it, from the Pythian god, Pythopolis, and the
adjacent river, Solois, in honour of the young man. And he left
there the brothers of Solois, to be the city’s presidents and
law-givers, and with them Hermus, one of the noblemen of Athens.
From him also the Pythopolitans call a place in the city the House
of Hermes, incorrectly changing the second syllable, and
transferring the honour from a hero to a god.

41



The following examples are comparisons between Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae and the

preserved texts of Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon. The colours mean the
corresponding words in Athenaeus and in the quoted source.

2) Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 4.15 (138b-d) & Herodotus 9.82

Athenaei Naucratitae Dipnosophistarum Libri XV, rec. G. Kaibel.
Vol. I. Lipsiae 1887 T

Ath. Deipn. 4.15 (138b-d) £&fig 8¢ Aektéov Kal mepi TOV
Aakwvik@v ouprooiwv. 'Hpbédotog pev olv év Tfj évaty Tdv
lotopidv ( 9.82 ) nepl TG Mapdoviou napaokeurig Aéywv Kai
pvnuoveloag AakwVIKOV ouprooiwv ¢onol- ‘=EpEng delywv ek
Thg 'EAAGB0Gg Mapdoviw v mapackeunv katéAre v altol.
Naucaviav obv {86vTa TV T00 Mapdoviou Mapaokeunv Xpuod
kal apyUpw kal rmapareTaopact MowkiAolg KaTeoKkeuaouévny
keAedoal Toug dptomololq Kal dyorololg Katd TalTtd Kabwg
Mapdoviw detnvov mapaockeudoal. MOMOAvIwyY 3¢ ToUTWV Ta
[d6vta kAlvag xpuodg kal
apyupdq éotpwuévag kal Tpanélag apyupds kal mapackeumnyv
peyaAorperm delrmvou eékrmayévTa Ta rpokeipeva keAedoal £l
YEAWTL TOIg €autol dlakdvolg mapackeudoal AAKWVIKOV
delnvov. kal TmapaockeuaoBévrog yeldoag O [Mauoaviag
peTemépgato T@v 'EAANAVwV ToUg otpatnyouq kai eA84vTwv
trudel€ag ekatépou TAOV delnmvwv TNV mapackeutyv elnev-
‘Gvdpeg "EAANVEG, ouvhyayov Uuag BouAduevog érudeigal tol
MRdwv fiyepdvog TNV adpooivny, 6G toladtnv dlattav Exwv
AABev wg Nuag oltw Tahainwpov Exovrag.” daol 3¢ Tiveg Kal
avdpa ZuBapitnv erudnunoavra Tfj ZnapT Kai cuveoTiaBévta
ev Toig Piditiowg eimelv: ‘eikdTwWG AvdpetdTarol andviwv elol
Aakedawpdvior Erotto yap {&v) tig el dpovdv HUPLEKIG
aroBavelv i oUtwg eUTteA0Dg dlaltng petalaBeiv.

keAeuoBévta ToOv [Mauocaviav

Herodotus IV (Books VIII-IX), ed. A.D. Godley. Cambridge, Ma
-
1969 A~

Hdt. 9.82 (1) Aéyetal 8¢ kal 1ade yevéoBal, 0¢ Z£pENg
delywv ek TG 'EAAGD0G Mapdoviw TNV KataoKkeunv kataAlrot
mv £wutol- Mapdoviou
KaTaokeunv xpuo® Te kal dapyUpw kal mapareTaouact
rotkiAolol kateokeuaopévny, keAedoal To0g TE APTOKOMOUG
kal Toug oyoroloug kata Taltd kabwg Mapdoviw detnvov

Mavoavinv @v oOpdvia TV

rnapaockeudZelv. (2) wg 8¢ keAeudpevol olTol énoleuv TadTa,
eévBalta TtoOv Mauoavinv (6vra kAlvag Te Xpuotag kal
dpyupéag el £oTpwupévag kal tpamE{ag Te Xpuoéag Kai
Gpyupéag Kkal
eKmMayévta Td mpokelpeva ayadd keAedoal éril YEAWTL TOUG
ewuTtol dinkdvoug rmapackeudoal Aakwvikov delivov. (3) wg
8¢ 1fg Bolvng moinBeiong Av MOAASV TO péoov, Tov Mauoavinv
yveAdoavta petarépgacdal T@v 'EAAvewv TOUg oTpatnyodg,
ouveABOvTwv 8¢ ToUTwy einelv TOV Mauoaviny, deikvivta g
ekatépnv 1ol Selnvou v mapaokeufv,“Avdpeg "EAANveg,
T@OVOE elveka eyw Upéag ouvhyayov, Bouhduevog Uulv Tolde
100 MAdwv nyepdvog v adpoolvnv d&Eal, OG¢ TOLVOE
Sdlaitav Exwv NHABe &g nuéag olTtw oifupnv Exovrag
anaipnodpuevog.” tadta pev Mauvoavinvy Aéyetal eimelv mpog
TOUG oTPatnyouq T@V ‘EANAVWY.

napaockeuny peyalorpenéa Ttol deirvou,

3) Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 5.15 (189c) & Thucydides 4.103.1

Athenaei Naucratitae Dipnosophistarum Libri XV, rec. G. Kaibel.
Vol. I. Lipsiae 1887 T

Ath. Deipn. 5.15 (189c¢) £11 8¢ auAdog pev 10 dpyavov, Ot
diépxetal 10 nvedua, kal mév 10 dlatetapévov eig euBiTNTA
oxfina auAOv kaAolOpev MoTEp TO OTASIOV Kal TOV KPouvov
to0 afpatog- altika & alAog ava pivag maxug AABE, kal Thv
nepikedaraiav étav €k Tol péoou mpodg OpBOV avateivp
alA@ruv. Aéyovtal 8¢ ABfvnot kai lepol Tiveg alA@veg, GV
péuvnrar ®oxopog v T évarn ( FHG I 409 fr. 147 ™ =
FGrH 328 F 68 ). kaAo00oL &’ ApoevIK®G ToUg aUAdvag, MoTep
©oukudidng év T &' (4.103.1) kal MavTeg ol kataAoyddnv
ouyypaodelg, oi 8¢ nointai BnAUK®G.

Thucydides. History of the Peloponnesian War II (Books III-IV),
ed. C.F. Smith. Cambridge, Ma 1958 T

Thuc. 4.103 (1) Eri taltnv olv 6 Bpaoidag dpag € Apvav
TG XaAkidIkiAg érnopeleTo T® oTpat®. Kai apidpevog mepl
SelAnv i Tov AUAG@Va kai Boppiokov, fi i BOABN Aluvn £€notv
£q 8GAacoayv, Kal deinmvoroinoduevog exwpel TV vukTa. (...)
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4) Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 13.54 (588d) & Xenophon, Memorabilia 3.11.1

Athenaei Naucratitae Dipnosophistarum Libri XV, rec. G. Kaibel.
Vol. III Lipsiae 1890 ™

Ath. Deipn. 13.54 (588d) 10 & aUT0 kai Zwkpdamg
¢pavtevoato mepl OeoddTng THG ABnvaiag, g ¢not
Zevodp®v év Aropvnuovetuaoty ( 3.11.1 )- “6TtL 8¢ kaAAlomn
ein kail otépva kpeittw Adyou mavtog £xot Aéyovtog Tvog,
‘itéov nuiv, £¢n, Beacouévolg TV yuvaika- ol yap dn
akoUoualy EOTIV Kpival TO KaAAog.”

Xenophon. Memorabilia. Oeconomicus. Symposium. Apology, ed.
E.C. Marchant. Cambridge, Ma 1923

Xen. Mem. 3.11 (1) Muvaikog 3¢ mote oliong év Tfj TMOAelL
KaAfig, i bvopa Av Oeodon, Kal ofag ouvelval 1@ TEiBovri,
uvnoBévtog auThig TOV mapdviwv TIvog Kai eindvrog OTL
KpelTTOoV £in Adyou 1O KAAAOG THG Yyuvaikég, kai wypadoug
¢roavTtog eioéval npog alTthv dnelkacouévoug, olg kelvnv
grudelkvUely €autiq Ooa KaA®@g €xol, ‘Iltéov av el
Beacopévoug, Epn O Zwkpamg: ol yap & axkolocaoi ye 1O
Abyou kpettTov £0Ti kKatauadely. kai 6 dinynoauevog, OUK av
¢B8davolt’, E¢n, akoAouBolvTeg.
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