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DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS ON THE
HISTORIAN’S DISPOSITION (POMP. 3.15)"

Abstract: By comparing the Iliadic scholia that discuss the Scafégecs of the epic’s characters
and of the narrator himself, the article seeks to elucidate what Dionysius of Halicarnassus
means in his Letter to Pompeius when he speaks of the historian’s ‘disposition’ (Scafeots).
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I

n his Letter to Pompeius Genminus Dionysius of Halicarnassus offers, among

other things, an extended comparison of Herodotus and Thucydides,

followed by capsule evaluations of Xenophon, Philistus, and Theo-
pompus.' Dionysius has chosen these five authors, he says, because in a treatise
on imitation that he is composing, he judged them the historical authors most
suitable for aspiring writers to imitate; and it is from this still incomplete work
that Dionysius will excerpt some of his judgements.?

* I thank Angelos Chaniotis, Luuk Huitink, Christopher Pelling, Tim Rood, A. J. Wood-
man, and Histos’ anonymous reader for their comments on an earlier version of this paper.
For the Epistula ad Pompeium Geminum, 1 use the text of Aujac (1992), except where noted; for
the Antiquitates Romanae, that of Fromentin (1998). The translations, unless otherwise stated,
are my own.

' According to the developmental schema of Bonner (1939), the de Imitatione is an early
work and it shows Dionysius as an immature critic, as does the Letler to Pompeius: of the
comparison between Herodotus and Thucydides in the latter work, for example, Bonner
claims that it follows a ‘mechanical method’ and concludes that it ‘clearly did not require a
great deal of thought or originality to produce a work such as this’ (42).

? Dionysius’ de Imitatione was in three books, the first treating the nature of imitation itself,
the second discussing which poets and prose-writers should be imitated, and the third
showing how to imitate properly (Pomp. 3.1); only Books 1 and 2 had been published when
Dionysius wrote the letter to Geminus (ibid.). For the meagre fragments of de Imitatione, see
Usener (1889), Usener and Radermacher (1904—29) 1l.195-217, Aujac (1992) 2640, and
Battisti (1997). Good brief discussion of the work at Aujac (1992) 11—23. There is also an
epitome of the work (Usener (1889) 17-90; Usener and Radermacher (1904—29) I1.202-14;
Aujac (1992) 3140), which seems to differ in parts from the text of the Lelter as we have it:
see Aujac (1992) 18—20 for the differences. Usener (1889) argued that the material in the
Letter comes from an early version of de Imitatione, whereas the epitomator had access to a
final version, and this accounts for the discrepancies between the two (6: ‘epitomam non ex
epistula sed ex opere perfecto excerptam’). Heath (1989) defends this view. Sacks (1989)
holds that Dionysius changed his views substantially between what we have in the Lelter and
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2 John Marincola

The lengthier initial comparison of Herodotus and Thucydides looks at
both subject matter and style, that 1s, the material that comprises the history
and the language in which the history is presented. In the former category,
that of the narrative itself, Dionysius offers four tasks (€pya) which the historian
has in composing his work, tasks that the critic also looks at when evaluating
the finished project.” These tasks are quite common and easily found in other
critics, namely: (1) the choice of subject;* (2) the choice of beginning and end;’
(3) the choice of what to include and what to omit;® and (4) the arrangement
of the material that is included.’

Having elucidated these four tasks, Dionysius then mentions another
important aspect of the subject matter (Pomp. 3.15 = 11.238 U-R):

~ 5 b) A~ ’ ~ ~ )

!,LLGS 8 LSGIGS €’7TL;,LV770'67?O'O‘,LCLL 7TpCL'y‘,L(1'TLK’)7§ ’(T\]V OUSE}LLC’.S‘ TOWV ELP'T”LE’V(UV

T ) 3 3 ~ ’ ~ ~

ﬁ’TTOV (3% (1’7T(iO'CLLS‘ LO"TOP[:GLS‘ C’T]TOU‘LLEV, ’T’I\7V avTOUL TOUV o‘vyypaqﬁe’a)s‘ SLC’LQEO'LV

T ’ \ \ ’ T ’ {3 \ 3 ’ ’

’n KEXP’I]’T(IL '7TPO§ TA Wpayp,a’ra 7TEPL (0] % ’}/p(l¢€l,' ’)7 ‘LLEV HPOSO'TOU 8L(16€O'L§

’ b) ~ s ~ ~ ~

€V &77(10'“/ €7TL€LK’;]§ K(l;, TOLS !,LéV G’}/GGOLS‘ O'UV'T]BO},LE’V'T], TOLS Sé KOKOLS
~ € ) ’ ’ S0’ ’ \ ) \ ~

O'UVCL)\')/OUO'(I' ’77 86 @OUKUSLSOU 8La6€0'L§ (IUOEK(IO'TOS‘ TLS KOl 7TLKpCl Kol ’T'n

~ ~ ~ < b)
7T(1'Tpl:8[, ’T’I7§ QSU’}/’I]S‘ I.LV’I]O'LK(ZKOUO'(I' ’T(‘l ‘,LéV ’}/(‘Ip (I}LCLP’T’)?;,LCL'TG €7TE§€’pX€'TCLL
s ~ ~ ~ ’
K(I;, ‘,LC’L)\CL aKpLng, TWV Bé KCL’T(\I vovuv KGX(DP’T]KO”T(UV <’;’}> K(led’ﬂaf ov

!,LEI’,LV’T]’T(IL, ’;} (;;O'WEP ﬁvaykaop,évog.

I shall mention also one feature of the narrative which we seek in all
histories no less than the ones already mentioned: the historian’s own

what appeared in the ‘final’ version of de Imitatione (again, as known through the epitome).
Weaire (2002) argues that neither thesis is correct and the differences in the two versions
can be accounted for by the work of the epitomator himself. Cf. further Matijasi¢ (2018) 67—
70. The debate is an important one, but since the passage I treat in this article does not
appear in the epitome, the question is not directly relevant to my examination.

? For the correlation between the épya of the historian and the épyov of history-writing
see the illuminating remarks of Kirkland (2022) 42.
11_ . ~ ’ \ \ 2 ’ ” < ’ b \ ~ ’ ’
Pomp. 3.2: mpddTov Te kal oxeSov avaykaLOTATOV EPYOV ATAVTWY ECTL TOLS YPAPOVGLY TATAS
toToplas vmolleoty éxAebaclar kadqy kal kexapiopevny Tols avayvwoopevois. Wiater (2011)
132 n. 380 notes the similarity to Isoc. Antid. 15.276: mpdrov pev yap o Aéyew 7 ypaperv
TPOaLPOUiLEVOS Aoyous ablovs €maivov kal TULTS OUK €OTLY Omws moloeTal Tas vmoléoels
adikovs 1) pkpas 1) mepl TV Ldlwv oupPolalwy, alla peyadas kal kadas kal ¢pAavfpamovs
Kal TePL TV KOLVOV TPAYLATOV.
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® Pomp. 3.11: TplTov €0TLY avdpos LOTOPLKOD <€Pyov OKOTELY>, Tiva Te del mapalaPelv emi
v ypadny mpayparta kal Tiva wapalemetyv. The supplement is Herwerden’s.
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Duonysius of Halicarnassus on the Historian’s Disposition (Pomp. 3.15) 3

disposition which he employs towards the events that he narrates. The
disposition of Herodotus is equitable throughout, rejoicing with the
good and grieving with the bad. The disposition of Thucydides is
somewhat severe and bitter, grudging towards his city because of his
exile. He goes through the city’s mistakes and in very much detail, but
when events work out according to plan, he either makes no mention of
them at all or as if under compulsion.

Dionysius does not refer to this aspect as one of the €ya of the historian.?
Instead, he uses the term (8éa, which here has the sense of ‘feature’, ‘topic’, or
‘subject’.” That it belongs to the subject-matter of a history, however, is assured
by the sentence itself in which cafeats is grouped with the tasks just mentioned
(tdv etpmuévav), as well as by the summarising sentence that follows it: ‘On
account of this, then, Thucydides is inferior to Herodotus in subject-matter.
In his style ...""°

Although ancient literary critics often talk of a historian’s character (5fos),
they rarely speak of his ‘disposition’. Is Dionysius, then, simply using cafeots
here as a synonym for 76os?'" And if not, to what, then, is he referring? If we
consider the general meanings of diafeats, we find it used for a variety of
related matters. It can indicate, first, the way in which a speaker or writer
arranged or ‘disposed’ his work, that 1s, how he articulated and put together
his material. This 13 perhaps the most common usage of the word, and in
rhetorical handbooks it forms the second stage of composition, following on
from evpmots or inuentio: once an orator had ‘discovered’ the arguments needed
for his speech, he needed to ‘dispose’ them properly so that they had the
greatest effect.'” Second, the term could be used to describe the way in which
an orator (or any other writer) sought to ‘dispose’ his audience, 1.¢e., to put them
in a particular frame of mind so as to elicit from them the emotional or

 The €pya are, in fact, clearly numbered: mpdrov (3.2) ... devTepov (3.8) ... TpiTov (3.11)

... peta TovTo Epyov (3.13).

9 The term is a favourite of Dionysius’, but it does not yet have the technical meaning
which it would receive under Hermogenes: see Thuc. 21.2 with Pritchett (1975) ad loc; cf.
Aujac (1992) 233.

10 Pomp 3.15: KCLl KCLT\G I.,Lé‘V 7'6]/ Wpayp,a'nlc(‘)v 'TO”]TOV ’;;’T’T(JJV E’O"T;,V QHPOS(;’TOU SL\G TGG’T(I
@OUKUSZS’US" KGT&L Sé ‘TbV )\EK’TLKO’V, KT)\.

" Bonner (1939) 401 seems to think so, since he says that the treatment of the épya in
the essay is standard, and this is presumably because he thinks that Dionysius is saying here
only that the historian ‘must be impartial’ (41).

'? Lausberg (1997) §§443—52. For ‘arrangement’ in this sense Dionysius in the Letter uses

the verbs diapéw and rarre (see, e.g., 3.13, mas ovv exkatepos [sc. Herodotus and
Thucydides] SLaLpeETaL Kal TATTEL TG )\E'yé,u,eva;). For 8udfeois in art CritiCism, see Pollitt

(1974) 159-67.



4 John Marincola

intellectual response that he wanted."® A third meaning of the term was the
‘disposition’ of the characters in a story, i.e., their mood, mental state, or
emotional reaction.'* This could also be extended from the characters in a
work to the narrator himself, 1.e., his frame of mind, emotional state, or
reaction towards his subject matter."

There 1s no consensus among previous scholars as to which meaning of
Suabeais 1s appropriate here: all three of the meanings above have been
suggested. In the earliest analysis of which I am aware, Paul Scheller connects
Dionysius’ remarks with the rhetorical interest in the character of the speaker
(mfos 70D Aéyovros). Scheller argues that since Dionysius praises Herodotus
here and elsewhere, he is demanding that a historian show a spirit that is
émeckrs.'® He believes that the demand for émieikera came from the orators,'”
and was transferred to historians as soon as history began to be written
according to rhetorical principles. He concludes that by emeikera Dionysius
means ‘fairness’ (in Latin, aequitas) towards one’s country. But this, Scheller
adds, should not be taken as neutrality: since émeiketa was often contrasted
with strict adherence to the law,'”® Dionysius here expresses the belief,
sometimes found in other critics and even 1n historians, that a certain measure
of patriotic partiality was permitted to, indeed expected of the historian.

Roos Mejjering, in her study of literary criticism in the Greek scholia,
connects Dionysius’ remarks with a famous passage from Diodorus, where the
historian compares historical reality with its representation (20.43.7):
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aAnfots Siabeoews.

5 LSJ, s.v. dcariOnue, Adl2.
* Meijering (1987) 31—3; Niinlist (2009) 248 n. 33.
P See below, pp. 12-15.

1% Scheller (1go1) g4—7. Halbfas (1910), one of the earliest treatments of Dionysius’
historiographical views, quotes part of the passage at 35 n. 2, but does not discuss the
meaning of Scafleats itself.

" He cites Arist. Rhet. 1356a6: Tols yap émietkéat maTevopey pallov kal Barrov.

'8 For emeiketa as opposed to the strictness of law see LS], s.v. A.2, citing Arist. 7op.
b ’ . \ \ e’ b ’
141216, where émielkera 1s opposed to kara Tovs opkovs; cf. s.v. emerkns, AIl.1.b, for a
) P ) 7S, )
similar distinction.
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And here one might in fact find fault with history, when one observes
that although in life many different actions come to fruition at the same
time, those who write history must necessarily interrupt their narrative
and, contrary to nature, break up the times of events which happen
simultaneously. The result is that while the actual events contain
forceful emotion, the written account, deprived of similar power,
represents what has happened but falls very short of the way events
occurred in real life.

Since Diodorus seems to suggest that real life has mafos but the written record
falls short ‘of the true Sduabeats’, Meijering sees this as Diodorus’ call for the
historian to inject emotion into his narrative.'” Whether or not this is the
correct interpretation of the Diodorus passage,” she goes on to define Scdfears
as ‘the “mood” of characters in a story, the way they are emotionally affected
by stirring events’.?! To demonstrate this, she cites a number of the bT scholia
on the /liad, in which the scholiasts claim that they can determine the Scafeots
of individual characters by looking at how Homer has described them.??

Sotera Fornaro in her commentary on the Letter to Pompewus translates
Scabeots as ‘atteggiamento’, and follows Scheller and Meijering in her general
interpretation.” Like Scheller, she believes that Dionysius here applies to
historiography aesthetic principles that originally arose in the evaluation of
oratory and poetry. Hearkening back to Meijering’s analysis, Fornaro
connects Dionysius’ remarks with rhetorical teaching on raising the emotions:
if the writer wishes to raise the emotions of the audience, he must himself feel
the emotions he is describing in ‘un atto di vera e propria immedesimazione’.*
She thinks further that this disposition of the historian is conditioned by the
needs of the audience, and (again, like Scheller) believes that this calls for a
kind of patriotic historiography. She argues that the underlying model is
Homer, whose ‘patriotism’ was seen in his favourable attitude towards the
Greeks, and she supports her interpretation likewise by reference to the Iliadic
scholia.

Nicolas Wiater’s interpretation, by contrast, takes Scafleots in the first of
the meanings we noted above, 1i.e., the order and arrangement of the history.

1 Meijering (1987) 31.
20T do not think it is, but discussion would take us too far afield, and so I reserve it for a

future study. The passage has been much discussed: see Durvye (2018) 215 n. 416 for some
important recent treatments.

! Meijering (1987) 32 (emphasis original).
2 Meijering (1987) 33.
» Fornaro (1997) 210-11.

#* Fornaro (1997) 210.
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According to his analysis, it is the form and structure of the account that reveal
the historian’s disposition: this includes the choice of beginnings and end-
points (which Dionysius had just mentioned, 3.8), as well as the working-up
(eéepyactia) of individual events. In evaluating Thucydides, Dionysius could
see that the historian gave ample space to the Athenians’ failures but did not
treat their successes with the same fullness, and it 1s from this disparity that one
can determine Thucydides’ disposition against his native city.”

N. B. Kirkland argues that for Dionysius the writer’s e#f0s 1s not about his
innate character but is rather something that the writer himself shapes through
his writing. He sees &uaflests not as character but as ‘a flexible willed
disposition’ that comprehends ‘the author’s emotional and sympathetic
capacities’.?® For the distinction between character and disposition, he cites
Aristotle’s Categories which contrast ‘character’ (€€cs), which is more stable and
enduring, and ‘disposition’ (Stafeots) which can change and be changed
casily.”

There i1s much of value in all of these analyses, and my debt to them will
be clear in what follows. But I think it is possible both to offer a more precise
explanation of what Dionysius has in mind in using the term 8cafeats and to
separate out the relationship Dionysius envisions among disposition,
character, structure, and emotion. Before doing so, however, it will be useful
to look again at the Letter to Pompeius to see what Dionysius says about the other
historians he treats.

» Wiater (2011) 141: ‘Scabeats does not refer to explicit comments of the historical
narrator about the events but to the general manner in which these events are arranged
and presented ... A historian conveys his interpretation of the events through the form and
structure of his account. Also the choice of the beginning and end influences the dtafeots of
a historical narrative, as is illustrated by Dionysius’ criticism of the beginning and ending
of Thucydides’ history ...”. I agree with Wiater that dtafeots does not refer to explicit
comments, but I disagree that the term refers exclusiwely to the structure. If I understand him
correctly, he sees the remarks about dcafleats as proceeding from what Dionysius has just
said about arrangement, whereas I would note that Dionysius has already discussed form
and structure, and the manner in which he introduces the topic of dtafleots suggests that it
1s a separate matter that one also looks for in a historian.

% Kirkland (2022) 45. Cf. ibid. 46 where he notes that since ‘[a]n attitude is not an
inevitability’, the historian’s disposition arises directly from the historian’s own choices.

27 Ibid. 4_6, Citing Arist. Cat. 8b26—28, 35736: ev uév oY eZSog 7701,(37'777'09 g&s kal duabeats
Aeyéotwoav. Siadéper 8¢ Efis Siabéoews T¢ poviuwrepov kal molvypoviwTepov elvat ...

Siabéoers e AéyovTar d eoTiv eVkivyTa Kal Taxy peTafdAdovra, KTA.
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II

Although Dionysius analyses Herodotus and Thucydides at greater length
than the other three and offers more detail for both of them, the basic
arrangement of his evaluation—namely, subject matter followed by style—is
nonetheless maintained even in his briefer evaluations. Xenophon, for
example, is first praised for his choice of historical subjects in the Anabasis, the
Hellenica, and (perhaps somewhat surprisingly) the Cyropaedia, and also for his
beginnings, divisions, arrangements, and variety.”® Philistus gets rather less
praise since he chose a subject (the history of Sicily) that was not of much
benefit or interest but rather ‘single and local’, and even here he neither
arranged it well nor gave it much variety.” With the final historian,
Theopompus, Dionysius notes that he is deserving of praise for his subject
matter, his arrangement, and the variety of subjects he treats.*

After discussion of the subject matter and before the treatment of style,
Dionysius says something about the character of each of the historians. In
these capsule evaluations Dionysius does not use the term dcafeots but, as we
would expect, 76os. Xenophon, he says, ‘displays a character that is pious, just,
energetic, and accommodating—one, in short, that is adorned with all the
virtues’.”! Philistus, by contrast, ‘displays a character that is flattering,
favourable to tyrants, mean, and petty’.”> Dionysius’ treatment of Theo-
pompus’ character is addressed from a different angle and more fully than that
of any other of the historians. Having noted the subject matter, arrangement,
and variety of Theopompus’ historical works, Dionysius singles him out for
special, indeed unique, praise for his ability to discern hidden truths beneath
the surface.” This ability, Dionysius continues, was the cause of Theopompus’
bad reputation (Pomp. 5.8):

% Pomp. 4.2: Tals Te yap apxals avT@V Tals TPETWOETTATALS KEXPTTAL KAL TEAEUTUS EKATTY
Tas €mTNOELOTATAS ATOOESWKE, LELLEPLKEY TE KAADS KAl TETAXEV KAl TETOLKLAKE TNV Ypadny.

2 Pomp. 5.2: Taéw ... o0 TV kpaTioTnV amodedwke ... alda dvomapakolovlnTov ... adAX’
€aTLv opoeLdys.

0 Pomp. 6.1—2, 4: aros émarvetofar mpdTov pev Tijs vmobédews TOV LOTOPLAY ... ETELTA TT)S
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yap edviv elpmkev olkiopovs kat moAewv kTioels emeAnAuvbe, Baotdéwy Te Blovs kal TpoTwy
(Suopata dednlwke, kTA. Dionysius also praises him for the travels he undertook to meet the
leading figures of his history.
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5 Pomp. 6.7: 70 kal’ exaarny mpaliv w1 povov Ta pavepa Tots moAdols opav kai Aéyelv, AN
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810 kal Pdokavos €Sofev elvar, mpocapBavwv Tols dvaykalols TLvd
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This 1s why he has a reputation for being a slanderer, because in his
reproaches of the famous he included along with what was necessary
some things that were not. But here he was acting as physicians do when
they apply the knife and fire to the corrupted parts of the body,
cauterising and amputating up to a certain point, but not touching the
healthy and normal parts.

Although Dionysius’ approach with Theopompus 1s decidedly different, he
has, as with the others, discussed first the historian’s subject matter and then
his character, though instead of a direct evaluation he offers a defence of
Theopompus against the charge of being Backavos, choosing to address in this
way the many attacks that had been made on the historian’s character by
earlier critics.’

So, then, given the general parallelism between, on the one hand, the joint
treatment of Herodotus and Thucydides, and, on the other hand, the three
individual historians who follow, it might seem that 8cafeots in 3.15 is doing
the work which 7fos does in 4.2 (Xenophon) and 5.2 (Philistus), and which
Dionysius addresses obliquely with the reference to Theopompus’ reputation
for being Backavos (5.8). We might, therefore, simply say that we should
understand Suafeots in g.15 as ‘character’ and leave it at that. If we were to
accept this, then, Dionysius could just as easily have said that Herodotus’ 7fos
was emekés and that Thucydides’ was adféxaarov and mikpov.

There are at least three reasons, however, why I think we should not do
this. First and most obviously, if Dionysius had wanted to speak of ‘character’
with Herodotus and Thucydides, it was open to him to indicate this clearly
with the same terms that he uses for Xenophon and Philistus and implies for
Theopompus.

Juxiis, d un padia Tols ToAdols eLdeval, kal TAVTA EKKAAVTTELY T4 JUOTT)PLA TT)S T€ OOKOVONS
APETTS KAl TTS A’YVOOULEVTS KAKLAS.

* For criticisms of Theopompus’ character see FGrHist/ BNf 115 TT 7, 19, 25a, 28b.
Scholars are often surprised that Dionysius should see Theopompus, of all people, a
historian famous for his attacks, as a model historian, but Wiater (2011) 1514 has
convincingly shown that Theopompus, with his emphasis on morality, represented for
Dionysius ‘an Isocrates of historiography’ (153) and ‘an ideal model for Classicist
historiography’ (154).
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Second, the manner in which Dionysius expresses himself indicates
something that is different from character per se. He speaks of a dtafleots that
one employs (kéypmrac) towards (mpos) the events themselves. It is externally
rather than internally directed. Now it 1s true, of course, that Dionysius 1s
elsewhere explicit that the choice of subject is a sure indicator of a historian’s
character (4.R. 1.1.2-3):
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I am convinced that those who choose to leave behind to future
generations monuments of their intellect which will not perish together
with their bodies, and especially those who write histories—works which
we all consider to be the very seat of truth, which is the beginning of
reason and wisdom—should first choose topics that are noble and
grand, and that will bring much benefit to their readers; and that they
should then procure for themselves with great care and effort the sources
which are appropriate for the composition of their topic. Those who
compose treatises containing matters that are inglorious, wicked, or not
worthy of our attention, whether they do so because they desire
notoriety or to win some sort of name for themselves, or because they
want to display the power of their eloquence, are neither admired by
posterity for their notoriety nor praised for their talent; mstead, they
leave behind for those who take up their histories the belief that they
approved of the sorts of lives which they treated in their works; for
everyone rightly thinks that words are the image of each person’s mind.
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But this 1s not quite the same thing that he is considering in the Letter to Pompeuus,
where the emphasis 1s not so much on the choice of the overall topic itself as
on the reaction that the historian has (or displays) towards the events that he
narrates.
The third reason is that in a passage from de Compositione Verborum Dionysius
himself distinguishes between character and disposition:®
(;30"7'6 7TO)\A7\7 O,J/d«’)/K'T] K(I)W\]V ‘LLéV GZVCLL )\éELV €’V ﬁ K.a)\C’l éO"TLV 51/(5#(17‘(1,
kaAous 8¢ ovopaTov cuAAafas Te Kal YpaLpaTa KAAd alTLa elvac, ndetav
8¢ SradekTov ex TOV MduVoVTWY TV akomy yiveslal kaTa TO TapaTA)ILOV
ovopatwy Te Kal cuAAQBOY Kal YPAULATWY, TAS TE€ KATA JLEPOS €V TOUTOLS
Siagopas, kal’ as dnrodrar Ta Te Ny kal Ta wabn kal al Scabécers kal Ta
€pya TOV TPooWwTwWY KAl TA CUVESPEVOVTA TOUTOLS, QWO Ti)S TPWTTS

~ ~ ’ ’ ’
KATATKEVT)S TV ypappatov yivesbar TotavTas.

This leads us forcibly to conclude that style 1s beautiful when it contains
beautiful words; that beauty of words is caused by beautiful syllables and
letters; and that attractiveness of language 1s due to words, syllables and
letters which please the ear by virtue of some affinity; and that the
difference in detail between these, through which are revealed the
characters, feelings, dispositions, actions and attendant qualities of the
persons described, are made what they are through the original
grouping of the letters.

Here we can see that 7flos is not the same as Scdfeors and that it occupies some
position that is related to, but different from, character (76os), emotion (mdfos),
and action (epyov).

Since Dionysius nowhere explains what specific things led him to
determine the Stafeats of Herodotus and Thucydides, we are left to look
elsewhere. And since the term is not illuminated by its use in other
historiographical criticism, the way forward seems to be that of Mejjering, who
first saw the relevance of the Iliadic scholia to the interpretation of Dionysius.
She and Fornaro, however, cited only a few passages, whereas the scholiasts’
discussion of Safleots is fairly frequent. It will be useful, then, to look in
somewhat greater detail™ at the ways in which the scholiasts employ the term
in examining characterisation in the epic.

5 Comp. Verb. 16.6; the text and translation are those of Usher (1985).

% Though even here I must emphasise that I offer only a selection.
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III

The scholiasts employ a number of techniques in their attempts to determine
the disposition of Homeric characters. Sometimes they focus on a single word
that they believe indicates the current emotional or psychological state of a
character or characters.”” For example, when Ajax and Diomedes in Book 23
arm themselves to contest for the armour of Sarpedon, Homer says that
‘amazement held all the Achaeans’ (BapBos &’ éxe mavras Ayacovs, 25.815), and
the scholiast notes that with the word fapBos, Homer ‘succinctly describes the
Stdbeats of the viewers’.” In Book 13, Meriones casts a spear at Deiphobus but
the latter’s shield protects him, and Meriones is described by the poet as
‘dreadfully angry’ (yawoato ... atvds, 13.165) at both his failure to win and the
loss of his spear. The scholiast focuses on the word ydoaro, remarking that it
shows ‘the confounding of Meriones’ spirit’, and adds that ‘while the warrior
says nothing (for it would be inappropriate in the present moment) the poet
nonetheless reveals Meriones’ 8udfeats through the word ydoaro’.** When
Glaucus is wounded by Teucer in Book 12 and retires from the fight, Homer
says that ‘grief came upon Sarpedon when Glaucus retired’ (Zapmydovre §
dxos yeévero I'Aavkov amovtos, 12.392), and the scholiast singles out the word
dyos to observe that in using this, Homer ‘the 8cafleots of his friend [sc.
Sarpedon] was revealed’.*” The word is likewise singled out at 19.366—7 when
Achilles 1s readying himself for battle, and ‘unbearable grief entered his heart’
(év 8¢ ol frop | 80v” dyos drAnTov), on which the scholiast writes that Homer
‘after descriptions of his body then also reveals the Stdfeats of his spirit’.*! In
Book 16, Homer has Zeus weep tears of blood for Sarpedon, ‘honouring his
dear child’ (matda ¢idov Tepdv, 16.460), and the scholiast comments, ‘the word
[sc. matda] was sufficient for him to show the Stafeois of the god’.* Finally,
Briseis, in Book 19, addressing the corpse of Patroclus remembers his kindness
towards her, and his promise that he would make her the wife of divine
Achilles (ada p’ épaokes AxtAAfos Oeloto | kovptdinv dloyov Bnoewv, 19.297—
8). Elucidating the word fetos, the scholiast suggests that ‘the woman calls him

7 See Niinlist (2009) 246—56 on this ability of Homer in general to sum up character in
a single word.

% Schol. T 23.815b: év Bpaxet v drabeowv Tdv featdv mapéoTnoey.

% Schol. T 13.165b: 7 avyyvois Tis fuxis ... kal Ppleyyerar pev obdeév (00 yap olkelov T¢
mapovTL katpd), Ty de Siabeoty avTod Sia ToD XWOATO PTLATOS O TOLYTI)S TAPETTNOED.

% Schol. bT 12.392: €dnAwbn 1 dcabeats Tob pilov.

# Schol. T 19.366-7: pera Tas Tod owparos ékdpoeis elra kal tijs Puxfs T Sudbeory
SnAot.

*# Schol. bT 16.460a: amypeoker adTd 70 Gvopa mpos evdeléwy Tijs Tob Beod Srabégews. For
the focalisation here see Niinlist (2009) 126—7.
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[sc. Achilles] “divine” either in view of his [sc. Patroclus’] association with
Achilles (because Patroclus called him “divine”) or because she had experience
of his [sc. Achilles’] 8cdfeors’.

A character’s 8uafeois can also be read from a remark. In Book g, when
Priam tells Helen that she is not to blame for the war (00 | 7¢ pot aitin €oat,
feol v¥ pot altiol elow, 3.169—4) the scholiast says that this remark ‘shows his
fatherly dcabeots’.** In Book 17, when Glaucus chides Hector and threatens
that his Lycians will leave Troy (156—g), the scholiast remarks that ‘by
threatening to return home, Glaucus again urges Hector to bring assistance,
and he indirectly presents the 8udfeats of one who is angry and concerned’.*

Acabeots can be read from a simile. In Book 18 Achilles’ grief'is compared
to that of a ‘strong-bearded lion, whose whelps a deer-hunter has snatched
from the thick wood’ (@ e Ais firyévecos, | @ pd 6 Omd ardpvovs éladnBolos
apmaon avip | VA7s €k mukwis, 18.918—20). The scholiast comments, ‘nothing
would seem more expressive for showing his philia towards Patroclus than the
Stdfeats of parents towards their children’.*

Awabeats can also be read from the elaboration of particular scenes. When
Homer in Book 4 describes Menelaus’” wound at some length (139-51), the
scholiast remarks, ‘he has elaborated the description of the wound so that he
might give an indication of Agamemnon’s Stafeacs’.*’” In the lengthy speech
that follows (4.155-82), Agamemnon imagines himself an object of reproach,
going home without Menelaus and without having accomplished the
vengeance he intended in coming to Troy: the scholiast sees the poet here
‘employing vividness so as to reveal the hero’s sympathy as well as the Scafeats
of his comrades who are grieving’.*®

Now 1n all these cases the scholiasts are discussing the characters as they
are delineated by Homer. But it is not just the characters whose dispositions
the scholiasts feel able to interpret. For as has long been known, the scholiasts

# Schol. bT 19.297: 9 mpos gboracy Ayidréws, [larpoklov fetov avTov Aéyovros: 7
metpabetoa Stabéoews adTod 1 yuvy Hetov avTov kalet.

# Schol. T g.164a": marpikyy o@lwv Stabeowv; cf. Schol. b 3.164a% matpikny mws ocwlwv
Scabeowy.

® Schol. bT 17.156—9: ametAdoas v emavodov malw mporpémer emt v Ponberav,
opytlopévov kal kndopévov epdaivav Siabeoty.

% Schol. bT 18.318—22: 00dev yap épdavrikdrepov pavein mpos To detéar v [larpoxdov
PLAiav Tijs Tpos TA TEKVA TOV yeyevvnKkoTwv dtabédews.

¥ Schol. T 4.140b: émeéepyalerar Ty mAnynv, omws Tv Ayapépvovos vrodnyvy Srabeoty.
Passages such as these and those that follow on p. 13, though not cited by Wiater (above,
n. 25) are good evidence for his argument that the working-up of a scene can reveal the
author’s disposition.

% Schol. bT 4.154: ... v evapyetav, ris éupalver Tyv Ayapépovos supmalerav kal v

~ ’ < ’ ’
Tov ovvayfopevov eTalpov Stabeoiy.
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believed that they could read the disposition of the narrator also.* In doing so,
they saw a poet who was fundamentally favourable towards the Achaeans
(pLAéAAyy is the term they use) and hostile towards the Trojans.”® The vast
majority of the evidence comes, as with the examples above, from the bT
scholia,” which identify certain techniques by which the narrator reveals this,
and I offer here again only a brief selection.”

To begin with, they observe that Homer will sometimes abbreviate scenes
or break off his narratives of Greek setbacks and losses. In Book 8, when
Hector 1s having success in the field and driving the Achaeans back towards
the ditch, the poet changes the scene to Olympos and a conversation between
Hera and Poseidon (8.200-11). The scholiast comments: ‘relieving us of the
narrative of Greek misfortunes, he [sc. Homer]| introduces the conversation of
the gods’.”® The Greeks rally, but shortly thereafter, the Trojans are again on
the march, at which point Homer again moves to Olympus and a conversation
between Hera and Athena (8.350-80), and the scholiast comments, ‘Again, he
keeps us in suspense, away from the present circumstances, not wishing to
narrate the bad fortune of the Greeks, in as much as he [sc. Homer] is pro-
Greek’.”* And in a generalising remark about the entire book the scholiast
writes, “This book i1s called “the unfinished battle”, because the author,
grieving with the Achaeans, shortens his narrative.”

Similar to this 1s the scholiast’s reading of the beginning of Book 10. Here
Agamemnon, awake in the night, marvels as he looks at the fires of the Trojans
and hears the sounds of flutes and pipes; but he groans and pulls out his hair
when he looks at the Achaean forces (10.11-16). The scholiast comments

(Schol. bT 10.14-16):

* For earlier bibliography on the topic see Schmidt (2011) 123 n. 12.

% One might note as well the scholiast’s view that Homer ‘is always warmly attached to
Achilles’: Schol. b 2.692: el 8¢ mpos AxtAréa mpoomaliss Eyet.

°I' See Richardson (1980) 273 for the absence of this view in the A scholia; Dittenberger
(1905) 4634 had already noted that in its extreme form the viewpoint does not come from
the Alexandrians.

°? Further examples can be found in Dittenberger (1905) 460—2 and Schmidt (2011) 123—
9, to both of which I am much indebted for what follows.

% Schol. bT 8.209b: avamavwv 8¢ nuas tis dupynoews v ‘EAApuikdv arvxmpareov
mapetoayel Tov Stadoyov TGV Bedv.

°* Schol. bT 8.350: avaprd maAw nquas amo T@v mapovTey uy duypyovpevos T dvoTuyiav
v ‘EAvav as gudéAdnr. Cf. Schol. bT 8.487-8, where Homer cuts a battle-narrative
short, eyypovilew Tats Tév "‘EAArawv Svotuyiais ov Oedwv.

% SChOl. AbT 8.0: T7‘7V f;alﬁ(pa[av TK(;))\OVT l.LC’LX’)]V K(l)\oaO'L' O'UV’TG"LLVEL ydp T7\7V SLﬁ'y’T]O'LV
ovvayfopevos Tots Ayacots. Note here that the scholiast uses ovvayfopevos, the same term
that Dionysius uses to describe Herodotus.
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Ole €’7T€§7”})\6€ 86’, 80’(1 '7T€p;, ’TOl\)S‘ VE)\)\’I’]VCLS‘ 7,]1/ SGSOLKU’JS‘, &A)\, ’;]pKEIO'@’U T’ﬁ
TOV El’)’)”,LEpOle’T(x)V 8L(10€,0'€L E,!LgbﬁV(lL 'T’;]V TOV SUO'TUXOl;V'T(JJV KCLT(iO'TaO'LV'

(;,62, ’}/(‘lp q’)L)\é)\)\nv 6 7TOL7]’T7§5‘.

But he [Homer]| has not gone through all the fears he [sc. Agamemnon]
has for the Greeks; it was sufficient to indicate the situation of the losers

by means of the 8cafleots of the victors; for the poet is always partial to
the Greeks.

The narrator’s dcafleots can also be read from the way in which he treats
Achaean and Trojan casualties. Sometimes Homer will anonymise the Greeks
when they fail or flee, as when (again in Book 8) the Achaeans rally, and the
scholiast observes, ‘When he narrated the flight of the Greeks, he did not go
through the names, but now that they are back in the battle, he remembers
the majority of them.””® Or the narrator may sometimes indicate that a Greek
setback or a Trojan success will not long endure, and this again reveals his
disposition. For example, at the death of Patroclus Homer observes that Zeus
was giving Achilles’ arms to Hector to wear, but adds that the latter’s
‘destruction was near at hand’ (oxeddfev 8¢ ol fev SAebpos, 16.800). The
scholiast observes, ‘He softens the anger of the audience by saying that Hector
will not long enjoy the weapons; as a result of which he adds “his destruction
was near at hand”.”’

Even the choice from among similar words or phrases can be used to
determine the narrator’s attitude. The scholiasts note that Homer will
sometimes use a ‘softer’ expression, as when, for example, during the battle
that opens Book 8, Zeus gives the advantage to the Trojans, thundering his
intention, at which point ‘neither Idomeneus dared to remain nor
Agamemnon nor the two Aiases, servants of Ares’ (€vf o7 ‘18opevevs A%
pipvew o1 Ayapéuvov, | obTe 80 Alavtes pevérny Oepamovres Apnos, 8.78—

g9). The scholiast comments (Schol. bT 8.78):

3 ’ ’ \ ~ Y 99N\ 7 ’ \ < ’

wsS QSL)\GAA’UV 7T(1p(1’7'p€X€L TA SUO'XGP'T], €T O)\L’}/CL 7Tp00'0J7T(1 '7"771/ ’I]’T'T(IV gf)epwv.
(U] \ \ ~ b ’ ’ ’ b \ T b \ 0

Kat 'T] GK)\O')/'T] 86 TWV OVO!,L(I'T(UV Gepaﬂ'evom'os €EOTL 'T"I]V 7]7"7'(1V° ov ')/(lp ELTTEV

EPuyev, aAAa TAT pipvery.

% Schol. bT 8.261-6: mv pev pvynv 7év ‘EAAprav amiyyeirev ob modda SteAbwv ovopara,
VoV O€ els TV paxmy emaTpépav avTovs Tév mAeloTwv ‘EAAjrav pépvyrac.
" Schol. bT 16.800b: v ayavakryow 8¢ Tdv dkovovTwy (aTat, ovk €ml TOAV paoKwY

amolavewy 7@dv omAwv Tov “EkTopar 810 eémyyaye To ayedolev 8¢ ot <nev oAebpos>.
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As one who is partial to the Greeks he treats briefly the misfortunes,
attributing the defeat to a few figures. And his choice of words 1s that of
one assuaging the defeat: for he does not say ‘fled’ but ‘dared to remain’.

Similarly, in Book 16 when Aias, under siege, ‘no longer remained’ (Aias &
oVk €T’ €upve, 16.102), the scholiast writes, ‘He chooses his words well: for he
has not called it “flight” but “was not able to remain”, and he gives many
reasons.”

The use of a single word can also indicate simultaneously the character’s
and the narrator’s disposition, at least if it involves the Achaeans. For example,
when Ajax goes forth to fight Hector in Book 7, the Argives are described as
‘greatly rejoicing as they looked upon him’ (rov 8¢ kat Apyetor pev eymnleov
eloopowvTes, 7.214). To this the scholiast remarks:

o < \ b4 8 16 \ ~ ’ 59 ’ 2 \ 8\ ~
NV 1) TOLTTT)S EXEL OLAVETLY, KAl TOLS TTPOOWTIOLS ~ TTEPLATITEL. ATTO O€ TT)S

~ < ’ ’ \ b4 ~ ¢ ’ k4
TWV OpWVTWY 8L(16€0'€(1)§ TOV €TTALVOV TOU OPWILEVOU T]UE’I’]O’GV.

The 8cabfeots that the poet holds he attributes to his characters; and from
the dcafleois of those looking on, he has increased his praise of the one
being looked at.

Finally, the poet often ascribes traits to the Trojans that the scholiasts
associate with the behaviour of barbarians: having multiple wives, displaying
arrogance, showing cowardice, and being reckless or unreasonable.”” This also
contributes to the belief that he is favourably disposed towards the Achaeans.

IV

From our examination of the scholia, then, several important points emerge
with consequences for our understanding of Dionysius’ remarks at Pomp. 3.15.
First, one’s dvabfeas is one’s emotional state. This is clear from the incidents
examined by the scholiasts, which regularly focus on the feelings and emotional
reactions of the characters. And it is also used for the emotional state of the
narrator who has a stake in the story and ‘rejoices’ or ‘grieves’ with the
characters, just as Dionysius thinks of Herodotus doing in his history.

% Schol. bT 16.101-11: kadds 8¢ 77} €kAoyfj TGV ovopaTwy xpijTai: puyny yap ok wvopacev,
b , @ ’ b b ’ \ \ \ b ’ b ’
alAX’ oTL pévely ovk MdUVaTo Kal Tas ToAAas alTias emayel.

% Schol. bT 7.214b. mposwmocs is Bekker’s emendation of the MS mpayrocs (‘recte ut vid.’,
Erbse).

% The passages are adduced by Dittenberger (1905) 462—3 and, more fully, by Schmidt
(2011) 129-97.
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Second, one’s cafleats 1s almost always a reaction to circumstances, and it
changes when circumstances change. Disposition 1s thus not fixed, since is
affected by the matter at hand. So in referring to Herodotus” and Thucydides’
Suabeats, Dionysius is not, strictly speaking, talking about their 7fos but is
thinking rather of their attitude towards the various individual subjects and
events that they treat, and this changes based on what they are narrating at
the particular time.

Third, 8cafeots can be read from a number of what we might call
narratological features: from single words, especially those that indicate an
emotional state; from remarks made by the characters; from similes; from the
abbreviation or elaboration of particular scenes; from narrative foreshadow-
ing; from the choice from among synonymous expressions; and from the traits
ascribed to characters and groups, which we may consider a form of group
characterisation.

Fourth, although the examination of &.afleois is based on individual
incidents and events, it is possible for these to give insight cumulatively into the
disposition of the narrator. Homer’s repeated special treatment of the
Achaeans, at least as the scholiasts see it, allows them to deduce that he is
fundamentally favourable to the Greeks and opposed to the Trojans. In this
way, then, one can over the course of a work be seen to hold a general
disposition, a habitual way of looking at things, so to speak. This is ultimately
how the scholiasts can infer Homer’s ‘philhellenism’ it is not based on
anything explicitly said by the poet in the text—Homer nowhere says ‘I favour
the Achaeans and disfavour the Trojans’—but is something that forms
gradually in the reader’s mind either from repeated expressions or treatments
or both.

A\

We are now 1n a better position to explain the relationship of disposition to
character, emotion, and structure.

Disposition is not the same as character. It is read from ndividual events
and can be seen 1n the individual choices made by the narrator, and this will
usually vary from incident to incident. It is not something that needs to be
fixed or consistent. Nonetheless, it 1s related to character: the disposition
revealed by a historian in his treatment of individual events and characters can
cumulatively give important insights into his character: when an author has
consistent or largely consistent reactions to the same or similar events and
characters, these can be the basis for an evaluation of his character.

Disposition 1s an emotiwnal reaction, usually of the characters in the story,
but it can also be that of the narrator. As Dionysius sees it, Herodotus rejoices
with the good and grieves with the bad: in other words, Herodotus has an
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emotional reaction to the material he is treating. So too does Thucydides,
though in a different way: his anger at his exile and treatment by his fellow-
citizens comes through in the way that he treats the Athenians in his work.

Finally, the historian’s emotional disposition can be read in the actual
practical disposition—i.e., the arrangement—of his history. This compre-
hends not only the order and sequencing of individual events—things which
have the additional value of indicating the historian’s interpretation of
events—but also the amount of time he spends on those events, since narrative
time generally indicates importance.®' In cases where it can be shown that the
historian ignores events known from other sources, the absence of those events
from his history can likewise be used to make inferences about his disposition.

It remains an interesting question whether a narrator’s explicit remarks can
be used to determine his cafleors. Wiater is certain that they cannot, and he is
likely to be right.®” Indeed, we have no example in Dionysius’ brief treatment
of the historians or in the scholiasts’ more extensive treatment of the lliad
where an explicit remark by the narrator is used to gauge his disposition. But
of course Homer rarely speaks in his own person, whereas historians often do
so. Nonetheless, I think it holds true also for them.

Why does all this matter? The main reason is that it gives us additional
insight into an mmportant way in which critics read histories, one that we
perhaps do not pay enough attention to. For ancient critics, the historians’
explicit statements, especially their methodological pronouncements, were of
course read and taken into account.”” But those remarks were merely claims.
They had to be balanced by what the historian did in the history itself, for
there, on every page, so to say, and in every choice the historian’s disposition,
and thus ultimately his character, was on display.®* Naturally, historical texts
may not have received the obsessively close attention that the poems of Homer

®l Shaw (2022), which is mainly concerned with the digressions in Sallust, has an excellent
discussion (65-72) of dispositio in its sense as the arrangement of events and how the historian
can use this to advance a particular interpretation of history. One can appreciate his
analysis even 1f one believes that historians invented material more often than Shaw thinks
they did (on which see his discussion at 51-65).

%2 See above, n. 25.
% For these kinds of remarks see Marincola (1997) 128-74.

% That, at least, is the sense that one gets from the polemical passages that populate a
number of classical histories, where an author’s explicit claims are measured against his
individual treatments in order to come to a juster evaluation of him and his work. One
thinks, for example, of Polybius’ thorough criticisms of Timaeus: see, e.g., Pol. 12.11a, where
Polybius cites Timaeus’ methodological statement that the greatest failing in history is
falsehood, but then sets this against many examples of what he considers falsehoods
throughout Timaeus’ history.
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did—indeed, few texts did. But the techniques themselves were part and parcel
of the critical arsenal of antiquity and available to be used on all texts; and, as
Dionysius shows, they could be applied just as well to the historians as to the

poets.

JOHN MARINCOLA
Florida State Unwversity jmarinco@fsu.edu
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