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Notes and Documents

The New Greek Historical Fragment
Attributed to Thropompns or Cratippus

It may be taken as geanted that the papyrus recontly published
hy Drs. Grenfell and Hunt' does not contain a portion of ihe
universal history writden by Ephorus, and that the question for
discussion in connexion with it8 authorship is whether or not
the work should be attributed to the pen of Theopompus. This
question has Dbeen answered, according to the editors, in ihe
affirmative by Professors Eduard Meyer and U. von Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff, and others, as well as by the editors themselves ; but
in thc negative by other scholars, among them Friedrich Blass,
Professor Bury, and Mr. E. M. Walker. In the present paper I
desire to sot forth the grounds on which the aflirmative anawer
seems {0 me to be erroneous.

The unanimous verdiet of antiquity upon Theopompus has been
brilliantly worded by Lucian * as follows :

Praiso and censure should bo sparing, cautious, avolding hyper-
criticism, and producing proofs, always briof, and never intrusive, his-
torical sharacters are not prisoners on irial. ithout these procautions
you will share the ill name of Theopompus, who delights in finging
aocusalions broadcast, makes a business of the thing in facl, and of
himssl{ rather a public prosscutor than an historian.

Nothing could be more unlike the procedure of our author (whom,
following the example of the ediiors, I shall eall P); deapite the
opportunities for pungent critieism presented by tho behaviour of
the extreme democrats at Athens, the democratic conspirators st
Rhodes, the anti-Spartan party at Thebcs, he pursues the even
tenor of his way with an almost inhuman calm. For instance, he
describes the murders which accompanied the suppression of the
Rhodian oligarchy withont adding a line of comment, snd permits
his own sympathivs—for he has sympathiee, and they are anything
but democratic—to find no expression except in the incidental
reference to the conspirntors as oi ™r odayyr pyaocdusor

' Oryrigenchius Papyri, v. 110-242. ¥ Mér & ler. awypp BD, Lr. H, Fowler,
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This is surely not Theopompus, who, according to Dionysius of
Halicarnassus,

Satddrru g 'Tooxperdov (Adfcws) kata Ty Tgdmra xai Tov Tdror
tx" iriwr, Sror lroplgp rois wdbeay, pdiioma § Grar Svadilp wédeor 3
orpaTyycls wornpd Boukeduara xal xpdfas ddixver wolis yip & rovTow.?

It is true that Boeekh, Riese, and others have defended Theo-
pompus with great energy, and ashown that he, as a rule, censures
where censure is deserved; but the point is that he does censure,
and cansure with bitterness, whereas P does not.

Nor i8 this the only leading characteristic of Theopompus which
reocives no illostration from onr papyrus. Dionysius tells ust
that philosophic reflexions permeated his whole composition and
produced beautiful disquisifions on justice, piety, and the other
virtues ; but not the faintest irace of such's tendency appears in
P. Again, we are told* that the most characteristic feature of his
work, in which he surpassss all other historians, is that in con-
nexion with every event he not only seee and relates rd gavepa
Tais woMhoir, but he also investigates vds darvsly aitiar of the
events and td wdfn TiHs Yuydis of the doers, and reveals rd
puoTipia Tis T8 Soxovans dpsTijr xal T7s ayroovufvns caxiar: in
fact the critic declares that his scrutiny of men’s souls is quite on
& par with that of the judges in hell. Bui it is precisely in this
respoct thai P falls short of greatnesa as an historian, for each of
his attempia at analysis of motive is superficial and unconvineing.
Nothing, for insfance, could be feebler than his effort to explain
the dislike of Bparta which came 8o quickly to a head in the other
wtates after the downfall of Athens. Consider the poverty of auch
an explanation as--

dplgovr yap voir Aaxedarporiovs drt rols {rarrio Tay xokiraw alroly

dxpiwro plionr.
This lack of insight is particularly striking when he comes to deal
with the change in the attitude.of Thebes towards Sparfe and
Athens; he thinks that he has made all clear by informing us that
the anti-Bpartan party gained the upper hand, which in faot is no
better than telling us that Thebes became anti-SBparton because
she became anti-Bpartan; and, not content with this, he adds
another bit of profound political wiedom, to the effect that
the philo-Athenian party at Thebes were not animated in their
‘measures by a disinterested love of the Athenian democrasy.
Finally, our anthor's Isck of penetration is also illustrated by his
attempt to explain the outbreak of the Boeotian war in 895 s.c.,
which T hope to discues on another occasion,

' Ad Pomp. p. TH6. ¢ Itvd. p. 784.
» Toid p. 785,
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A third striking peint of difference betwean P and Theopompus
emerges in regard to their digressions. Bpeaking of the luiier
writer, Dionysins says—

fori B & xal xard Tov wpayuaricor Téwor duaprard, xal pdlioTa xatd TAY
xapeuflodds vire yip drayxaial Trres afrir ofr’ & xape yoripeny, xodi R
™ ruhadat dudaivonoar & als dom xal o Tepl Edgrol Tor Parirres &
Maxcborlp xai ra wepi 100 Spdxorror Tob farauuaypoarres wpds Ty Tpupm xal
Da Tovrous o Ay dpoua
The extent of the digressions thus characterised is shown Ly
the story, preserved in Photius,” that Philip ¥V reduced the fifty-
eight books of the Phifippica to sixteen by the simple erpedient of
omit{ing them. The digressions in P however are of a tolally
different character, being eminently briof and apposite. The first,
which describea the exploits of Timolaus the Corinthian against
Athens in the Decelean war, occupies only ten lines of the papyrus,
and 18 given in the compass of a smingle sentence; while it is
emphatically év xacp us illustrating the change in men's tempers
towards Bparta by the case of this prominent stateeman, who was
once her active friend. Those other digressions, ngain, which deal
with the constitution and prosperity of Boeotia at the beginning
of the fourth century hardly even deserve the name. I should
describe them rather as passages insertod af the behest of a truoe
historic genius which saw how indispensable they were for a perfect
comprehenaion of the trend of events and the interaction of parties.
Hencoe I take a view precigely the opposite to that held by the
editors, who declare these passaged to be ‘seldom very relevant’
and *serious interruptions to the narrative.’®

We come now to the question of style. Itis acknowledged that
P cannot be Theopompus, il the style of the latter's Hellsnica
resembled that of his Philippica; and, as the editors admit, * the
ancient critics draw no distinction between the characteristies of
the Hell. and Phil'* Hence it is necessary to maintain that the
ancient critics overlooked the fact that the two great historical
works ¢f Theopompus were written in two totslly different styles,
and were marked by two totally different sets of characteristica.
This amazing contention involves another—namely, that there was
between the composition of the two works an appreciable lapse of
time, during which the development from the one style to the other
took place. And this raises the question of date, to which I
proceod.

A work narrating the evenis of the year 395 B.c. with such &
wealth of detail and such an intimate acquaintance with party politics
as our papyrus displaye can only, 1 suggest, have bean composed by
one who was a contemporary, and s contemporary poesessing

* Op. cil. p. T8T. * Cod. 176, p. 111
* P. 13l * P 159
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mature powers of observation. Furthermore, the inability of our
anthor to go behind the sirife of parties and grasp the true causes
of events, to which allusion has already been made, can best be
explained, in an historian of P’'s calibre, by the consideration that
ihe nearness of the events prohibited him from attaining to a right
perspective. Now, Theopompus was not born before 880 (and this
indead by itself, I venture to think, is fatal to his identification
with P), nor did he take up the composition of historical works at
s remarksbly early age; cf. Quintilian, x. i. 74 :

Theopompas his proximus ot in historis prasdiciis minor, its oratori

magis similis, v gut, antequam sat ad hoo opns sollicilains, din fueril
orador.

We find him in 850 competing for the prizo offered by Queen
Artemigin for the finest speech delivered in honour of her dead
husband ; he himself informs us that he had visited and displayed
his power as an orator in every city of importance, and that his
published speeches amounted to 20,000 lines. Furthermore, both
Dionysius ' and Athenasus!! state that he spent a large amount
of money in collecting material, and this in turn implies a con-
siderable gpace of time. Unless we are prepared to ignore all these
statemenis we cannot assign an esrlier date for his period of
historical activity than 846, when he was thirty-four—perhaps,
indeed, only thirly—years of age. But, on the other hand, it is
corfain that he had published at least a portion of the Hellenica
before 342, for about that date Speusippus wrote a leiter to King
Philip, in which these words ocourred :

' olw B«iwouwos wavomra rpaxin wv, xéAcwor 'Avrizarpor (another
historian of the day) wopaveypriwas .rdy ‘EMpnxer wpdftew aing, i
yrovoar Gwropror Suaiws piy o warraw fadagdpoor, dbixos $U e
wapk eo xopyyias Tuyxsrer.

This yields us another very important piece of information. It
lota us know that Theopompus was not merely at the Macedonian
court in 842, but also that he wes in recaipt of support from the
king. There must have been some reason, and I am convinced
that the explanation is to be found in the fact that Theopompus
had olready commenced the composition of the Pkilippica, and
had published the prefacs in which, aa it first appeared, he declared
that Europe had never produced such a man as Philip son of
Amyniss. The assumptlion of a marked interval, in which Theo-
pompus changed from a cold, impartial, laborious investigator and
dry narrator of facis to & furious and fiery censor morum with a
special penchant for the fabulous, becomes impossible of acceptance,
and we ars compellad to assume in its place a salius, if my theory

® 44 Pownp. p. T8S. W Deipros. Ui 83 n
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be correct. It receives strong support from no.less an authority
than Polybius, who says—

_Having undartaken to write s Greek history from ihe point at which
Thuoydides left off, when he got near the period of the batile of Lenstra
{871 n.0.) and ths most splendid exploits of the Greeks, he threw axide
Grosce and ils achisvaments in ihe middle of his story, and ehanging
his purpose undertook to write the history of Philip. . . . The aim of
his original history wea honour, that of his history of FPhilip was
oxpadienoy.'?

I have now given the reasons why I {hink that it is impossible
to aitribute our fragmenti to Theopompus, but before proceeding
further I wish to consider the minor arguments an the other side
mentioned by the editors. They refer to various linguistic co-
incidences between the papyrus and the fragmenta of Theopompus,
such as the use of avayeobai, orpdravua, perd for ovw, the historic
present, ifvos, Siaxeiofas, 16 kadolunvor, wapoliver, and xardpai
for MBaiv. Of theso only the last is even worth mentioning, and
is quite sufficiently explained by the theory that Theopompus
pillagod P for his Hellenica, just a8 we know he did Xenophon.
As to the others, mwapofiveww, for example, occurs five limes in
Thucydides, eleven times in Isocrates, sixteon times in Demosthenes,
four times in Aeschines, and twiee in Dinarchus. The editors lay
great stress on the fact that, according to Stephanus of Byzantium,
the form Kapgwaoair was used by Theopompus (instead of Kap-
wacewTys) ‘in his 10th book* to denote a eitizen of Carpasus, in
Cyprus—a form which occurs in P. Bat apart from the possibility
that we have here merely another case of copying there is the
important point that Stephanus gives the number of the book but
not the work, a8 he does more than once when referring o the
Philippica, and agnin, that Theopompus might have had oceasion to
mention the Carpasians in the 10th book of that work; besides,
Btephanus neither says nor means that Theopompus alone used
the form Kapwacsis. The editors themselves mention the fact
that Btephanus quotes Theopompus for another form (A xpal¢wia),
which however was also used by Ephorus.

Blaas rejected the view that the author of the fragment was
Theopompus, and suggested in his place Cratippus. There is
much {o be said in favour of this theory. Dionysius tells us'?
that Cralippus, ¢ cuvracpdoas atre, wrote & conlinualion of
Thucydides, which, seoording to Plutarch,’ went down to the
restoration of the Athenian sea power by Conon. In this passage
Plutarch is proving the thesis, &» dwfiys Tols wpdrrovras oly Tfus
Tovs ypddovras, and does so by enumerating the men of action
who figure in the pages first of Thueydides, then of Cratippus,

7 yiil 18. '* De Thue. 18. "W Dy Glor. Ath. p. 345 x.
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then of Xenophon. It is evident that Cratippus was an hisiorian
for whom Plutarch felt a great respect; and I conceive that it
would be & serious obatacle to his identification with P if the
editors were correct in stating that Plutarch ‘ignores the diver-
gences between P and Xenophon with regard to Agesilaus’s cam-
paigus in 895, and shows practically no trace of connexion with P
anywhere ' (p. 188). Bui this is not so. In Ages. 10 Plutarch
agrees almost verbally with Xenophon in a few points, bui follows
P against him in two of real importance. These are the descrip-
tion of the tactice employed by Agesilaus, and the siatement that
Tissaphernes was present at the baitle (whereas Xenophon Iays
stresa on his absence). Compsre also -the words of P: oi &
(#c. the Persians) xata ¢ wadior drdeTews dxncorotfour, with those
of Plutarch, Buidpfaipe (sc. Tissaphernes) moAhols 7é@r drdxTes To
xedior wopfovytaw. Again, Dionysius'® tells us that Cratippus
objected strongly to the speeches inserted by Thucydides in his
history. Ii is significant that no epeeches occur in the papyrus,
although it describes a meeting of the Athenian ecclesia, embnssies
from Phocis to Bparta and Sparia to Thebes, and an important
battle which indirecily resulted in the downfall and death of
Tiesaphernes—a battle, by the way, being an oceasion on which
Theopompus was especially prone to aid generals with his own
powars of rhotorical composition.'*

The date of Craiippus is fixed beyond question by the refer-
ences in Dionysius and Plutarch, which show that he was junior
to Thucydides and senior to Xenophon. 1 bave indicated above
the reason why I believe that P was a mun of mature powers in
895 ».c.; nor is there any reason whatever for supposing that his
work was published at any great distance from the battle of Cnidus
in 894. I am unable even to guess why the editors say that ‘ the
style of P hardly suggests o early o date ns 875-850." To me it
suggests, in its bald eimplicity and freedom from rhetorical colour-
ing, the earliest possible datc that the events with which it deals
will parmit us to assign. As to the expression svwrxudoas, which
may seem Lo contradict Plutarch, I need only quote the words of
Theopompus a8 given by Photius —ovraspdoar 8 Aéye alrosr
tavror 'looxpdrei—though he was at least fifty-six years the
younger of the {wo. If this view of the date be correci it removes
two difficulties which might be felt in identifying P with Cratippus.
One is the ignoranee of Xenophon's work displayed throughout the
fragment. This of course vanishes if the history of Cratippus had
been published before that of Xenophon. The other is the circum-
stance that Cratippus is so little heard of afterwards. This diffi-
culiy disappears when we reflect that within iwo generations two

¥ Loc. cit. 4 Mot Mor p. 803 =,
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new histories were published, covering the same period, and written
with an attractiveness of style to which Cratippus, if he be P,
conld make no claim. The work is in no sense literature; to
readers sufficiently familiar with the facts related it would not even
be intereating, for its sole merit is its painstaking investigation of
detail, and that by itself has never been popular in any age or
country. P is an historian of whom it was certain that liitle would
be heard, and the littls we ghould expect o hear of him is precisely
whai we have heard of Cratippua. W. A. GorLioHER,

The Domesday ‘' Ora’

Trzrm would seem to be siill considerable doubt felt as to the
number of pence in the Domesday ora when that term is nsed
without qualification. My attention was called to the matter when
Mr. Charles Johnson, of the Public Record Office, was writing the
introduction to the Norfolk portion of Domesday for the Victoria
County History and consulied me on the subject. His own leaning
was towards the ora of 20 pence, but eventiually he adopted the
16 pence unit, giving in a footnote my rdasons for its adoption.!
Just recently Profeesor Tait, in his valuable inirodoetion to the
Shropshire portion of Domeeday for the same work, has written—

It may be mentionsd. that the frequent appearance both in the
‘walots ' of manors and the ‘renders’ of mills and fisheries of sums of
1s. 4d., 2s. 8d., 8s. 4d., 10s. 8d., &0, cloarly shows the provalance along-
aide the Old English reckoning by pounds of the Danish reckoning by
the ouncse (ora) of 164 and the mark of 105. 8d. The ors, indeed, is
three tirmes mentioned by name, though without indieation as to wheiher
it was an cunos of 20d., such as was customary in Worcestershire and
elsewlere, or ans of 184.?

1t may, therefore, be useful to put together some pieces of evidenee
which have led me to the belief that the Domesday ora (where the
term is unqualified) was a customary ora of 18d., and was well
understood to be sach. The locus classicus for this usage is the
entry on Iekleton, Cambridgeshire, where Domesday Book has valst
zzxii den., which the Imguisitio Cowmitatus Cantabrigiensis squates
by Haec terra valet ii horas? This equation may doubtless *be
spplied to the entry that the ‘ landgable " of Cambridge was vii. [ih
et it, orae et duo den.t

When writing on Domesday in Ferdal England 1 laid greet
sirees on the equations in these texts as proof that where terms
or phrases were used indifferently the scribas ean have besn in no

Vicioria County Hial Norfolk, il 85. There are several antries of $wo oras in

this . ¥ Vichoria Cownty Hut, Shkropakire, L
* Ing. Com. Cani. p. 41. 1 DB. 1L 1M
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