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P. OXY. LXXI 4808: BIOS, CHARACTER, AND LITERARY CRITICISM1

Introduction 

This paper discusses the literary genre of the unknown prose text published in volume LXXI of the Oxy-
rhynchus Papyri by A. G. Beresford, P. J. Parsons, and M. P. Pobjoy. The text is divided by the scribe into 
three separate sections. The fi rst section (col.i.1–17), marked with a blank line-end at col.i.17, is subdivided 
into three parts, each dealing with a different historian of Alexander the Great: Onesicritus (1–2), Chares 
(2–9), and Cleitarchus (9–17). The second section (col.i.18–col.ii.20) deals with Hieronymus, a historian 
of Alexander’s diadochoi, while the third section (col.ii.21–35), introduced by a forked paragraphos with 
ἔκθεσις at col.ii.20–21, focuses on Polybius. The reference to Polybius provides a terminus post quem for 
the composition of the text: it is plausible to think that Polybius published the fi rst fi fteen books of his His-
tories by 147 BC, and completed the whole work in his lifetime, so before the end of the second century BC; 
the details on the papyrus about Polybius’ ‘eye-witness’ and possibly ‘Scipio’ suggest that the writer had an 
eye to the completed work, not just the earlier version.2 Taking also into account that the papyrus is dated 
to the late fi rst century or the early second century AD,3 the text must have been written at some point in 
the late Hellenistic or early Roman period. 

Discussing the possible genre of the work, the editors suggest that it could be a catalogue of historians 
with summary comments, a person’s short notes on Hellenistic historiography or even a handbook.4 They 
also propose that it could be related either to a chrestomathy of a similar type to P. Oxy. X 1241, which 
includes a list of Alexandrian librarians, or to an ‘elementary guide to Greek literature in general, a list of 
classic works with summary judgments’ of the sort that Quintilian had constructed in his Institutio Orato-
ria 10.1.46ff.5 

In discussing the nature and literary genre of this work, I present and analyse the biographical informa-
tion about, and the author’s evaluative comments on, the Hellenistic historians.6 What kind of biographical 
information does the author choose to include? How does biographical material coexist and function with 
judgements on historical writing? Could we identify anything especially indicative about this sort and 
level of detail of characterisation and moralising? Keeping all these questions in mind, I then explore what 
kind of work is preserved on the papyrus. What might the position of this work be in terms of the literary 
tradition?

1. Biographical Information and Literary Criticism

i. Onesicritus, Chares, Cleitarchus
The text begins with a section on Onesicritus, Chares and Cleitarchus. Τhe surviving lines do not preserve 
the name of Onesicritus, though the editors infer that the note on him began in the preceding column, 
wherein other historians might also have been included.7 The most extensive part, as the papyrus now 

1 I gladly acknowledge the sponsorship of the State Scholarships Foundation (IKY). ‘This article was completed during 
my postgraduate study which was funded by the Act “Bursary Program SSF (State Scholarships Foundation) with Individu-
alized Assessment Process, academic year 2012–2013” from funds of the Operational Programme ‘‘Education and Lifelong 
Learning’’ of the European Social Fund (ESF) and the National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) 2007–2013’. 

2 See [Lucianus] Macr. 22 placing Polybius’ death in around 120 BC; cf. Walbank (1972) 20–22. Note also that Walbank 
(1979) 735, based on 39.5.4–6, suggests that there was a posthumous edition of Polybius’ history.

3 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 27.
4 Ibid. 28.
5 Ibid. 
6 Let it be clarifi ed that my purpose is not to reconsider its historical acuity, but rather to examine the nature of the 

information.
7 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 33.
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stands, is devoted to Cleitarchus and it is particularly rich in biographical details. The editors restore 
col.i.9–17 as follows:

      col.i  
                Kλείταρχοc δὲ κομπω-
      10  δῶc] μὲν  καὶ αὐτὸc τὴν ἱc-
        τορί]αν γέγραφεν, ἄμεμ-
        πτο]c ̣ δ’ ἐc̣τὶν τὴν διάθε[cι]ν ·
        ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣νε[  ]̣ δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ κ[
        ̣  ̣  ]̣  γ̣ει [  ̣  ]̣ καθά φηcιν F[ί- 
      15  λιπ]πο[c] κ αὶ διδάcκαλοc [ 
        ̣  ̣  ]̣ τοῦ  [Φ]ιλοπάτοροc τ  [̣ 
        ̣  ̣  ]̣α ι     [          ]      vac.

The editors’ suggestion that the ἐπὶ τοῦ κ[α|ταλ]ο γεί [ου] seems palaeographically plausible for lines 13–14,8 
is reinforced by documentary papyri of the late third century BC,9 which confi rm that the καταλογεῖον had 
already been established as an administrative offi ce during the kingship of Ptolemy IV (221–204 BC).10 
Therefore, Cleitarchus could have held this leading position and at the same time been the teacher of Ptole-
my IV, as our text suggests. However, the papyrus further complicates the discussion of Cleitarchus’ dating 
by revealing that Cleitarchus had lived and worked in Egypt and more precisely in Alexandria from the late 
fourth century onwards,11 dying at some point after he had become the instructor of Ptolemy IV.12 Ιf it is 
here conveying reliable information, the text marks a contrast to those scholars who accept that Cleitarchus 
was an eye-witness of Alexander’s campaign and who thus date his lifetime much earlier than the papyrus 
suggests.13 

Alongside the biographical material, the author evinces several judgements on the way in which Cleit-
archus composed his historical work. First of all, a close connection between Cleitarchus’ History of Alex-

8 Ibid. 34. See also Landucci–Prandi (2013) 84. I am thankful to Prof. Luisa Prandi for correspondence and for sending 
me a copy of the RFIC issue. Prandi claims that ‘l’ipotesi che alle ll. 13/14 vi sia menzione di un katalogeion appare troppo 
congetturale per essere seguita. Infatti, sebbene alla fi ne della l. 13 vi sia parte di una lettera interpretabile come κ e nella l. 14, 
dopo l’inizio perduto, la foto d’archivio mostri che prima della rottura del frammento si leggeva bene la sequenza ]  ̣γε  [̣, la 
traccia di lettera che si coglie prima di γ non sembra compatibile con la curva di una lettera tonda come ο, mentre la lettera dopo 
ε potrebbe leggersi ι ma potrebbe anche essere il primo tratto di ν.’ Personally, I have no diffi culty to consider this small trace of 
ink before γ as part of an ο. In fact, the black and white archival photo shows just one speck, which could be part of any letter.

9 BGU VI 1211, 8 (Decree by Ptolemy IV on the Egyptian cult of Dionysus; 215–205 BC): Ἀριστόβουλον εἰς τὸ καταλογεῖον 
[ἀ]φʼ ἧ[ς]; P. Tebt III.1 770, 13 (Petition of Asclepiades to the King Ptolemy IV; 210 BC): [- ca.10 - ἐπὶ Ἀπο]λ λ ώ ν [ιον   ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ 
τοῦ] καταλογείου.

10 On the καταλογεῖον in Alexandria see Taubenschlag (1955) 321; 484 n.30; 533; Wolff (1970) 65; 75 n.45b; 79–82 and 
(1978) 28; 249–250 n.127.

11 For further evidence on Cleitarchus’ presence in Alexandria see Fraser (1972) 496 and 717 n.3; Prandi (1996) 66–68.
12 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 34 assert that his death should be placed after 234 BC, if Philopator was born 

around 244.
13 Generally, a reconstruction of Cleitarchus’ biography has given rise to a heated discussion among scholars. Jacoby 

(1921) 624–626 considers that Cleitarchus wrote around 300 BC, therefore being born c.350; he seems to think that Cleitarchus 
did not take part in Alexander’s campaigns, although he can fi nd no conclusive proof of it; see also Brunt (1983) 545, asserting 
that there is no clear evidence that Cleitarchus was on campaign with Alexander; see Welles (1963) 11 n.1, being ready to accept 
Cleitarchus’ participation; see also Badian (1965) 5–11; cf. Badian (2003b) 421 follows Pliny HN 3.57 and maintains that even 
if Cleitarchus did not follow the expedition from the beginning, he possibly found himself in Babylon in 324–323 BC; Steele 
(1921) sees 351 BC as the most plausible latest assignable date for the birth of Cleitarchus and thinks that he possibly wrote 
after 297 BC; Zambrini (2007) 216 dates Cleitarchus’ work to the decade 310–300 BC; see also Baynham (2003) 10–11 and 
Heckel (2008) 7–8, both situating Cleitarchus between the end of the 4th century and the beginning of the 3rd. Prandi (2012) 
15–26 sides with a ‘high’ dating of Cleitarchus (between the end of the 4th century and the beginning of the 3rd). Hazzard 
(2000) 7–17 places him in the fi rst half of the third century BC; for a complete bibliographical review of Cleitarchus’ chronol-
ogy see Prandi (1996) 69–71; 77–79 and Prandi (2012) 16. 
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ander,14 Chares’ and most possibly Onesicritus’ works – note the καὶ αὐτόc at col.i.10, presumably picking 
up on the preceding κομπω|[δῶc] (col.i.9–10) ‘he too wrote grandiloquently …’ – is implied. But what does 
such a connection tell us about these three historians of Alexander the Great?

Although the only information we get from our text about Onesicritus is that he was a pupil of Dio-
genes the Cynic (col.i.1–2),15 we know from elsewhere that Onesicritus participated in the eastern con-
quests of Alexander the Great as a high-ranking offi cer in Alexander’s fl eet and wrote a work generally 
known as Πῶς Ἀλέξανδρος ἤχθη.16 Onesicritus’ work was linked with Xenophon’s Cyropaedia by Dio-
genes Laertius (6.84 = FGrHist 134 T1), who emphasised its encomiastic character (ὁ δὲ [sic. Ὀνησίκριτος 
ἐγκώμιον] Ἀλεξάνδρου πεποίηκε) and the inferiority of its author compared to his model (ὡς ἀπόγραφος 
ἐξ ἀρχετύπου δευτερεύει).17 Lucian takes Onesicritus as an example of a fl atterer historian (Hist. conscr. 
40 = FGrHist 134 T7) and Aulus Gellius (9.4.3 = FGrHist 134 T12) considers him a writer of no authority, 
who merely deals with incredible tales.18 Strabo, in particular, in his discussion of writers on India, makes 
a distinction between ‘deliberate falsifi ers’ and ‘defective reporters’, including Onesicritus in the latter cat-
egory (παραψελλίζοντες ἤδη, 2.1.9).19 Given the general concern of ancient critics with Onesicritus’ taste 
for intermixing marvellous stories and falsehoods with his narrative, despite his being an eye-witness of 
most of what he describes, we might assume that the papyrus might have included a similar discussion of 
Onesicritus’ literary style. Such a hypothesis can be reinforced by what we read in the following section 
about Chares:

      col.i
                                 Χάρηc
        δὲ] πρὸc τῷ καὶ αὐτὸc πολ-
        λ’] ἀ πεψεῦcθαι, πλεῖcτα γὰρ
      5    ̣  ̣  ]̣ ξενικώτερον ἀφήγη-
        ται], κακοηθίαν ἐμφαίνει,
        οἷ]ο ν ἐπ’ αὐτῆι φωρᾶι τοὺc
        πε]ρ ὶ Παρμενίωνα μελαί-
        νων]20

Too little is known of Chares’ Histories of Alexander, with what we do know mainly drawn from Plutarch 
and Athenaeus, showing Chares’ interest in collecting anecdotes about the luxurious life at Alexander’s 
court and during his campaigns, information about Persian customs and odd items of natural history.21 
Our papyrus sheds further light on several aspects of Chares’ historical narrative. Chares is presented as 
saying many lies (καὶ αὐτὸc πολ|[λ’] ἀ πεψεῦcθαι) and narrating most of his story in a way depicted as 
ξενικώτερον. This rare comparative adverb is found in conjunction with the verb ἀφηγοῦμαι in a scholium 

14 FGrHist 137 F1–6.
15 See also FGrHist 134 T1–3; T5a; F17b; on Onesicritus’ relation with Diogenes see Pearson (1960) 84; Pédech (1984) 

71–72; Brown (1949) 3–4; 24–53 with a chapter on ‘Onesicritus and the Cynics’.
16 On Onesicritus’ offi ce see FGrHist 134 T1; T4; T5a; T5c; T6; F27; on Onesicritus’ work see FGrHist 134 T1; T9; F27. 

See also Strasburger (1942) 460–467; Brown (1949) 1–23; Strasburger (1982) 177–180; Pédech (1984) 71–98 and 127–157; 
Heckel (2006) 183–184; Goulet-Cazé (2007) 130; Zambrini (2007) 213–214; on the ἀρχικυβέρνησις in the Hellenistic era see 
Hauben (1987) 569–593. 

17 On the relation between Cyropaedia and Onesicritus’ work see Brown (1949) 13–23. Pearson (1960) 90 considers more 
possible that Diogenes Laertius meant to compare Onesicritus’ work with the Anabasis and not the Cyropaedia of Xenophon. 

18 Cf. Plutarch, presenting him as being ridiculed by Lysimachus for relating the fable of the Amazons’ visit to Alexander 
(Alex. 46.4). 

19 Cf. 15.1.28. A similar distinction between those writers who trusted false reports and those who invented their stories 
for entertaining their audience is also found in Diodorus Siculus’ comments on the writers on Africa (3.11). On these points 
see Romm (1992) 95–97.  

20 The supplement in col.i.8–9 μελαί|[νων] might fi t better than the μελαί|[νει.], as Prof. Hammerstaedt suggests to me.  
21 See FGrHist 125 F1–19; on the character of Chares’ work see Berve (1926) 405–406; Badian (2003a) 193; Mignogna 

(2000) 201; on Chares’ fragments in Athenaeus with comparative remarks on those in Plutarch see Payen (2007) 191–214.
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to Euripides’ Rhesus, describing a reference by Mnaseas to Pan’s genealogy.22 Mnaseas is identifi ed there 
with Mnaseas from Patara in Lycia, the author of a work entitled Periplous or Perihēgēseis, which includes 
several books interpreting myths and marvellous stories (θαυμάσια) in a rational, euhemeristic manner.23 
The adverb ξενικώτερον, meaning that something is narrated ‘in a more strange/unfamiliar/unusual way’,24 
could thus well signify here that Chares, like Mnaseas, or even Onesicritus – note the καί at col.i.3 – wrote 
his history in a somewhat idiosyncratic way, suggesting also something more distinctively ‘foreign’, namely 
bringing in ideas and versions from distant and possibly non-Greek peoples.25 This interpretation fi ts well 
with our assumption that the preceding section on Onesicritus might have included several judgements 
on the historian’s deceitful and falsifi ed narrative. This correlation of novelty (τὸ ξένον τῆς ὑποθέσεως), 
falsehood (ψεύσματα ποικίλα πιθανῶς τε καὶ ἐναλήθως ἐξενηνόχαμεν) and attractiveness of a work 
(ἐπαγωγὸν ἔσται) is also found in Lucian’s Verae Historiae (1.2).

Chares, though, is not only presented as a liar but as a malicious author as well (κακοηθίαν ἐμφαίνει), 
a characteristic well exemplifi ed by the hostility he notoriously (ἐπ’ αὐτῆι φωρᾶι)26 shows toward the 
circle of Parmenion (τοὺc | [πε]ρ ὶ Παρμενίωνα μελαί|[νων]) (col.i.7–9).27 This last piece of information is 
most likely to be taken as an intimation of the content of Chares’ writings.28 However, one should not rule 
out the possibility that the hostile relationship between the historian and Parmenion’s friends might have 
been extrapolated as biographical information from Chares’ work or elsewhere, being used in the present 
context to suggest Chares’ malignity. Chares, after all, belonged to Alexander’s suite, having the role of 
εἰcαγγελεύς (FGrHist 125 T2), and he might have had the opportunity in some cases to have been directly 
acquainted with those people.

In light of the above, we can now better understand how the words καὶ αὐτόc (col.i.10) denote that 
Cleitarchus, like the two other historians of Alexander, must be seen from a disapproving perspective, being 
blamed for writing κομπω|[δῶc] (col.i.9–10). Our papyrus seems to reinforce the arguments of several mod-
ern critics, who tend to associate especially Cleitarchus with Onesicritus, alleging that Cleitarchus used 
Onesicritus’ work and that Strabo’s characterisation of Onesicritus as τῶν παραδόξων ἀρχικυβερνήτην 
(15.1.28) might be extended to Cleitarchus as well.29 Yet even if Cleitarchus is indeed to be criticised for his 
bombastic style, his arrangement of his material (τὴν διάθε[cι]ν , col.i.12) is characterised as ἄμεμ|[πτο]c ̣ 
(col.i.11–12). What we can only assume from the surviving fragments is Cleitarchus’ interest in geograph-

22 Schol. Eur. Rhes. 36, Merro 81.8 [= Cappelletto fr. 22]: Μνασέας δὲ ξενικώτερον ἀφηγεῖται τὰ περὶ Πᾶνα ⟨     ⟩ ἢ 
ὅτι Κρόνου παῖς ἢ ὅτι παλαιός ἐστιν; for Merro (2008) 167 ‘È improbabile, dunque, che il periodo di rr. 9–11 (sc. ἢ ὅτι … 
Αἰακίδην) facesse parte della testimonianza di Mnasea, ed è preferibile ipotizzare con Schwartz lacuna a r. 8’; Merro adds that 
‘è più plausibile ipotizzare con Cappelletto che questa sezione della nota sia opera di un esegeta del Reso …, che puὸ essersi 
servito delle genealogie riportate nello scolio stesso per spiegare l’appellativo di Pan …’; therefore, what Mnaseas says about 
the genealogy of Pan is lost in the lacuna; cf. Cappelletto (2003) 217; contrast Dindorf (1863) 22–23, noting no lacuna. Another 
example of ξενικώτερον + ἀφηγοῦμαι is found at the Schol. Eur. Rhes. 916. 922 [= Mette fr.84]: [π α ρ ’  Αἰ ] σ χ ύλ ω ι  δὲ τὰ 
περὶ τὸν Θάμυριν καὶ [τὰς Μούσας ξενικώ]τερον ἀφήγηνται· cf. FGrHist 12 F10 in corrigendis p. *32. 

23 Damschen (2006) 93; see also Cappelletto (2003) 13–33; Merro (2008) 166–167. 
24 See LSJ citing Arist. Rh. 3.1406a 14–15: ἐπεὶ δεῖ γε χρῆσθαι αὐτῷ (ἐξαλλάττει γὰρ τὸ εἰωθὸς καὶ ξενικὴν ποιεῖ 

τὴν λέξιν); Arist. Poet. 1458a 22–23: ξενικὸν δὲ λέγω γλῶτταν καὶ μεταφορὰν καὶ ἐπέκτασιν καὶ πᾶν τὸ παρὰ τὸ κύριον.  
25 Note that the use of ξενικώτερον might additionally imply something ‘alien’ or ‘borrowed’ in it, namely that Chares, 

apart from telling many (πολ|[λ’]) lies on his own account (καὶ αὐτόc), also repeated most (πλεῖcτα) of the lies told by others. 
26 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 34 cite Poll. Onom. 8.69 (ἐπ’ αὐτῇ τῇ φωρᾷ) and Hesych. α8484 (αὐτοφωρία· τὸ 

ἐπὶ αὐτῇ φωρᾷ (-φορ- bis MS, corr. H. Stephanus). See LSJ (ἐπ’ αὐτῇ τῇ φωρᾷ = ἐπ’ αὐτοφώρῳ). I prefer to translate it in the 
more general sense ‘notoriously’/‘manifestly’ (see LSJ, αὐτόφωρος) rather than ‘you catch him’, as the editors suggest on p. 33.

27 On Chares’ life see FGrHist 125 T1–3; let it be emphasised that Pearson (1960) 57 brings out that ‘the fragments reveal 
nothing of his (sc. Chares’) opinions about any of the members of Alexander’s circle’.

28 Noted also by Prandi in Landucci–Prandi (2013) 83–84.
29 See Prandi (1996) 161; Steele (1921) 40; Brown (1950) 142, tracing additionally the Cynic infl uence on both authors; 

on other evaluations of Cleitarchus’ pompous narrative see, for example, Strabo 11.5.4 = FGrHist 137 F16; Demetr. Eloc. 304 = 
FGrHist 137 T10; [Longinus] Subl. 3.2 = FGrHist 137 T9. Very informative is the fact that later in 12th century AD the way of 
writing like Cleitarchus becomes a synonym for exaggeration (Tzetz. Epist. 13: σὺ δὲ κλειταρχικῶς ἡμᾶς ἐπαινεῖς φάμενος 
πρὸς τοὺς νῦν ἀπαράμιλλον … οὕτω πως ὑπεραίρεις καὶ σὺ τὰ ἡμέτερα). 
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ical, ethnographic, zoological observations and highly sensational stories,30 while with reference to the 
structure of his work, it seems to have been arranged in about fourteen or fi fteen books.31 

In addition, there is possibly a further implication in the word διάθε[cι]ν  (col.i.12), whose ambiguity 
might lead us to take it as ‘disposition’ in the sense of mood or moral character;32 that would suggest a con-
trast to Chares’ κακοηθίαν (col.i.6), meaning that although Cleitarchus wrote in the same boastful manner, 
as Chares did, he was, however (δ’ ἐcτ̣ίν, col.i.12), faultless in his moral attitude to the events he describes 
(col.i.9–12).33 In any case, the text in P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 is important in revealing a positive response to 
Cleitarchus. Such a positive evaluation of Cleitarchus seems in concord with the general esteem he enjoyed, 
especially in the early Roman period. Pliny, for example, refers to him as a celebratus auctor (HN 10. 136 = 
FGrHist 137 T2) and Quintilian (Inst. 10.1.74 = FGrHist 137 T6) includes him in his canon of historians. 
Cicero, moreover, cites him as a reliable historical source in his Epistulae ad familiares 2.10.3 (FGrHist 
137 F8). 

Our text, therefore, can well claim a place in that tradition, which helps us learn more about what Cleit-
archus’ History was like and what kind of writer and person he was. It provides some signifi cant pieces of 
biographical information, which not only shed light on Cleitarchus’ character in general but also explain 
and might be explained by the popularity of his historical work and its attractiveness to the multitude. The 
fact that Cleitarchus held an offi cial position in Alexandria – possibly heading the καταλογεῖον – and died 
after having become a teacher of Ptolemy Philopator might be taken as evidence of his great importance 
as an Alexandrian scholar in the Hellenistic period. On the other hand, having such administrative privi-
leges Cleitarchus could easily have accessed all the literary sources and documents he needed for writing a 
History of Alexander, giving a richness of material which might help to explain how, despite not being an 
eye-witness of Alexander’s expeditions, he could become the most popular and admired author on Alex-
ander in Rome between the fi rst centuries BC and AD. Information about Cleitarchus’ public activity and 
judgements on his historical work can, therefore, be combined to sketch a brief portrait of Cleitarchus. In 
the following two sections on Hieronymus and Polybius, it will become even more evident how the relation 
between the historian qua historian and the historian qua man can constitute an important means by which 
the scribe characterises and moralises.34

ii. Hieronymus of Cardia
 After Cleitarchus’ section, the text contains information about the life and literary activity of Hieronymus 
of Cardia. We learn, fi rst of all, that he wrote a History of the διάδοχοι of Alexander the Great (col.i.18–19: 
[Ἱερώνυ]μοc ̣ [ὁ περὶ] διαδόχου[c | γράψ]α c).35 In what follows, the reference to Hieronymus’ role as medi-
ator (διαιτητην , col.i.25; cf. FGrHist 154 T3–4) and the brief exposé of his political and military careers 
are written in such a way that the reader is clearly meant to judge him favourably. He is primarily presented 
as a good person – [ἀν]ὴ ρ καλὸc | [κἀγαθ]όc ̣ (col.i.20–21) –36 and is praised for having actively partic-
ipated in everything he narrates: [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣οc[̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ ἔ μπρακτοc [|  ̣  ̣  ̣  ]̣ετ   ̣ καὶ γὰρ περὶ τού|[των] ἔγραψεν 
οἷc cχ̣[  ̣  ̣]  ̣[| ἐπη]κολούθηcεν· (col.i.21–24).37 A negative judgement on Hieronymus’ historical exposition 
probably follows ([  ̣  ̣  ]̣ πρὸc χάριν ἱ cτ̣ [ορί|αν cυνγ]ράψαc, col.i.27–28),38 being in accord with similar 

30 See Tarn (1948) 43; Prandi (1996) 161–162; Zambrini (2007) 216.
31 See Steele (1921) 43; Pearson (1960) 213; Prandi (1996) 72.
32 Cf. Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 34.
33 Cf. Dion. Hal. Pomp. 3.15.3–4: ζητοῦμεν, τὴν αὐτοῦ τοῦ συγγραφέως διάθεσιν, ᾗ κέχρηται πρὸς τὰ πράγματα περὶ 

ὧν γράφει.  
34 On ‘the style and the man’ in general see Rudd (1964) 216–231.
35 Cf. FGrHist 154 T3; F6.
36 See the comments of Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 35 on the reconstruction of the text.
37 Underlined by me; FGrHist 154 T2.
38 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 35. The phrase πρὸς χάριν ἢ ἀπέχθειαν is so persistently contrasted with truth in 

historiographical criticism. On this point see Woodman (1988) 43–47 and the large number of passages cited by Avenarius 
(1956) 49–54.
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charges of partiality against him by other ancient critics.39 Such a negative verdict sits also well with the 
following lines, where Hieronymus is condemned for the use of speeches in historical writing, which are 
cited as one way in which Hieronymus falls short of other historians (col.i.29–35).40 

However, column ii provides important biographical material, which endorses the positive characteri-
sation and evaluation of Hieronymus by indicating his active participation in public affairs:                                                 
      col.ii    ̣  ̣  ]̣ε τοπ[            
          ̣  ̣  ]̣ν εα  [̣
        πρωταμε  [̣  
        τωι γὰρ cυν[       c.10         Ἀ-
      5  λεξάνδρου  [̣
        τε καὶ εἴκοcι [          
        των παρε[
        λουcπιcτοc[̣            
        ταδε Ἀντιγ [ον
      10  τω πολλαcτ[
        α  ε̣ιτα ∆ημ[ητρι    c.5           Ἀν- 
        τι]γ όνω  τω  [̣
            ̣ [ ]  ̣ α  κ̣αιμ[ 
        ὑπὲρ τὰ ἐνεν [ήκοντα ἔ-    
      15  ζηcεν ἔτη [ c.5 παράδει-
        γμα

Hieronymus entered the service of Antigonus Monophthalmus (9); he later followed Demetrius Poliorcetes 
(11), and fi nally Antigonus Gonatas (11–13).41 It is also possible that in line 7 there is a reference to Hierony-
mus’ service next to Eumenes (παρ’ Ε[ὐμένει), as the editors assume.42 The account of Hieronymus’ public 
career ends with a mention of the old age at which he died (14–15). Moreover, if we accept the editors’ 
reconstruction of lines 3–5 (πρῶτα μὲν  [Ἀλεξάνδρωι, Κλει]|τῶι γὰρ cυν[ῆν τῶι ἀδελφῶι Ἀ]|λεξάνδρου),43 
the text seems to expand our knowledge about Hieronymus’ relation to Alexander, providing extra informa-
tion about Hieronymus’ knowledge of Alexander and his campaigns.44 However, an alternative restoration 
of the text, which would have no such suggestion, might also be possible, although the papyrus is too dam-
aged to enable any fi rm assertion. We could read this as saying, for instance, [ἐπὶ τού]|τωι γὰρ cυν[έγραψε 
τὰc Ἀ]|λεξάνδρου π [ράξειc,45 implying a plausible reference to Hieronymus’ own work;46 in this view, it is 

39 Cf. esp. FGrHist 154 F9 and F15 on a negative assessment of Hieronymus’ bias towards Antigonus Gonatas; on Hiero-
nymus’ elitist approach to history see Roisman (2010) 139–148 and (2011) esp. 61–62 and 73–76.  

40 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 35 reconstruct col.i.28–34 as follows: καὶ εἰ μὴ | [πυκναῖ]c ῥητορείαιc ἥδε|[το, 
τάδε] μὲν γὰρ ἀ [λλό|τρι]α  ἱ cτορ ί α [c ἀλη]θοῦc | [ὡς] κ α ὶ ὠφελίαc [ὅλ]ηc | [ἐcτί]ν, οὐδενὸc λ [ε]ί |[ποιτ’ ἂ]ν ἱcτορικῶν. 

41 Cf. FGrHist 154 T3–6; T8; F3; see Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 35–36 for more details on textual criticism; see 
also Jacoby (1913) 1540–1560; Brown (1947) esp. 684–696; Knoepfl er (2001) 26–27; 35–40 on Hieronymus’ life and career 
in general. 

42 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 35.
43 Ibid.
44 Hornblower (1981) 9 mentions that ‘through nothing that we know of his history necessarily suggests personal know-

ledge of Alexander or of his campaigns’; cf. Jacoby (1913) 1540: ‘Ob er sich schon zu Alexanders Lebzeiten bei Eumenes 
befand, ist ungewiß, aber bei der Verehrung, die H. für die Gestalt des großen Herrschers gehabt zu haben scheint, nicht 
unwahrscheinlich.’ Most recently see Landucci–Prandi (2013) 90. Landucci seems to accept that here we have new information 
about Hieronymus’ relation to Alexander, noting that ‘sulla base di tale citazione, infatti, è ipotizzabile l’esistenza di una prima 
fase della carriera di Ieronimo in collegamento diretto con la vita e le gesta del sovrano macedone, fase che fi no alla pubblica-
zione del papiro ci era totalmente ignota …’

45 I owe this point to Chris Pelling. Palaeographically, after υ, there are only some scanty traces of ink which could be 
just accidental or part of a letter -π is not impossible.

46 So [ἐπὶ τού]|τωι could possibly refer to a specifi c section of Hieronymus’ work. Hornblower (1981) 16 comments that 
there must have been several digressions in Hieronymus’ work, as for example on the funeral carriage of Alexander (FGrHist 
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not unlikely that the biographical information which follows has also been taken from Hieronymus’ books, 
where the author included the history of his own time and possibly might have mentioned details of his 
own participation in the campaigns of Alexander’s successors. However, no word of Hieronymus is directly 
attested and our papyrus is too fragmentary to enable any fi rm conclusion. In any case, what we should 
keep in mind is that the text is rich in biographical information, which contributes to the generous portrayal 
of Hieronymus as an active participating historian, representative of serious historical writing. The moral 
aspect of the text becomes particularly evident at the end of Hieronymus’ section, where the historian is 
elevated to an exemplum of σωφροσύνη, to a great and serious (c[̣π]ουδαῖοc )̣ author and man:

      col.ii
                 [ἔ-
      15  ζηcεν ἔτη [ c.5   παράδει-
        γμα cωφροcύ [νηc       c.7
        ἐξ’ ὧν πάντω[ν
             νεcωcτω[  
        μοc cυνγρα[φεὺc καὶ ἀνὴρ
        20  c[̣π]ουδαῖοc ̣ [

iii. Polybius
The last section of the text is concerned with Polybius’ political and military careers as one of the leading 
men of the Achaean League.47 As said on the papyrus, Polybius was involved in a τάγμα and participat-
ed in affairs,48 most likely following Scipio in his expeditions: αυτοc ἐν το [ῖc πράγμα]|cιν γέγονε κα[ὶ 
Cκιπίωνι] | cυνεcστράτευ [cε], col.ii.23–25). Again, biographical information is used to draw out several 
aspects of the character of the historian. Polybius’ military and civil careers become revealing of Polybius’ 
love for truth and his great practical knowledge. The text primarily stresses Polybius’ autopsy ([αὐτό]|πτηc 
τῶν π λ ε [ίcτων ἐγέ]|νετο, col.ii.25–27) and active involvement in historical events. It is not impossible that 
the author of our text might have extracted the biographical details and statements about Polybius’ writing 
from Polybius’ Histories themselves. Polybius does make a reference to his role as commander of the caval-
ry of the Achaean League (28.6.9) and includes many instances of his own military and political activity.49 
He also lays particular emphasis on the signifi cance of fi rst-hand knowledge in writing history,50 maintain-
ing that a man lacking personal inquiry and political and military experience can never become a historian 
(12.25g.1).51 Our text is therefore aligned with Polybius’ statements in his Histories and illustrates again 
how Polybius’ fi rst-hand experience (notice πολειτικοῖc, col.ii.31) endowed him with versatile knowledge 
and the capacity to write truthfully: 

      col.ii
      25  cυνεcτράτευ [cε καὶ αὐτό-
        πτηc τῶν π λ ε [ίcτων ἐγέ-
        νετο καὶ φιλα[λήθωc cυν-

154 F2), on the Dead Sea (FGrHist 154 F5) etc. Moreover, on p. 89 she argues that ‘it is a priori unlikely that Hieronymus 
burdened his introduction with irrelevant details about Alexander. Brief allusions to Alexander’s lifetime were often neces-
sary.’ Cf. Panichi (2001) 156–157; 164–166 on Hieronymus’ ‘alternative’ versions of Alexander’s march to Asia, as attested by 
Appian; on Hieronymus book, in general, see Hornblower (1981) 76–106.

47 See Von Fritz (1954) 3–30 for Polybius’ life and political background.
48 Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 36 suggest the following reconstruction of col.ii.21–22: either τῶ[ν ἐκ τοῦ ἱπ|πικ]οῦ 

τάγματ[οc] or τῶ[ν ἐκ τοῦ βουλευ|τικ]οῦ τάγματ[οc].  

49 See for example 6.11a.2; 24.6.3; 28.3.7–8; 28.13.6; 31.23.7–9; 35.5. On this point see McGing (2010) 84–86; Walbank 
(1972) 71–74.

50 See 3.4.13; 20.12.8. Note that Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 36 point out that in lines 25–26 our author seems to 
quote Polybius’ words at 3.4.13. On Polybius’ assumptions on the writing of history see especially Sacks (1981).

51 Cf. 12.25d.1; 12.27.6.



32 Chr. S. Chrysanthou

        γέγραφε· πολυμ [αθέcτε-
        ροc δὲ καὶ ἐν  [̣
      30  ροc καὶ μάλιc[̣τα ἐν τοῖc
        πολειτικοῖc· κ [ 
        π ολυμαθὲc δ[
          [̣  ]̣μ ημονα`ε ´  ̣ [       c. 9      ἱc-
        το[ρί]αν περι   ε̣ [
      35  ἀλλὰ καὶ περ ι   [̣52 

To sum up, in all the sections analysed above we can clearly see how the author includes biographical 
material – probably in some cases originally found in or deduced from the same works of the historians or 
elsewhere – in order to sketch the character of the historians and highlight their virtues and vices in com-
posing historical works.53 Within such a framework our author is ready to pass his own judgements on the 
historians and at the same time prompt analogous reactions from his readers. It is indeed true that an une-
qual number of biographical details is given for each historian. We read, for example, that Onesicritus was 
a pupil of Diogenes the Cynic, but we learn nothing explicit about Chares’ life, although strong evaluative 
comments on the lying and malicious aspects of his narrative are suffi cient to illuminate several aspects of 
his ἦθος (cf. κακοηθίαν, col.i.6). However, more information is given about Cleitarchus’ public life, indicat-
ing several aspects of his persona as a public fi gure and historian. Finally, in the last two surviving sections, 
we see the author portraying Hieronymus as an example of prudence, both a great man and writer, and 
Polybius as an active public individual, a historian of true and versatile learning. Hieronymus and Polybius 
constitute, in fact, two authors who in many respects invite comparison with each other. This is something 
the author acknowledges by placing the one after the other, also giving in both cases references to their 
military and political activities that serve to provide the reader with portraits of two serious and ‘pragmat-
ic’ historians. The author of our text seems to suggest his opposition to the falsifi ed, malicious, bombastic 
and dramatic style of historical writing; he sets forth his preference for a truthful and impartial historical 
narrative, written by an experienced and actively participating historian.54 P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 does imply a 
sort of a theory of historical writing; however, in order to accomplish this, the author builds up the portraits 
of some historians by closely interrelating their βίος, moral disposition and the way of their writing. 

2. What kind of work was P. Oxy. LXXI 4808?

At this point, I turn my attention to an examination of the literary genre of the work preserved in P. Oxy. 
LXXI 4808, taking into account all the observations made above. As mentioned already in the introduc-
tion, the editors put forward many alternatives when discussing the nature of this work, being more inclined 
to accept that it constitutes a simple catalogue, something more than a simple list of historians, with sum-
mary comments. They also relate the text to the chrestomathy of P. Oxy. X 1241 and to Quintilian’s reading 
list for orators. 

P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 does indeed have some affi nities with such texts, but at the same time there are 
important differences. The second column of P. Oxy. X 1241 begins with an account of the Alexandrian 
librarians, who are presented in chronological order and by name with almost no information on their 
career or any judgement passed on them. Only at lines 2–5 are we informed that Apollonius Rhodius was 
the tutor of Ptolemy I. Therefore, P. Oxy. X 1241 appears to be different from P. Oxy. LXXI 4808, where 

52 Underlined by me. See Luppe (2007) 40 for a possible restoration of lines 31–34: κ[αὶ πᾶν τὸ] | πολυμαθὲc δ[ια-
φαίνε]|τ [αι] μὴ μόνα ⸌ε⸍ἰ[c τὴν ἱc]|το[ρί]αν, translating as ‘und die gesamte Gelehrsamkeit scheint durch nicht nur auf die 
Geschichtsschreibung’.

53 Cf. Vannicelli (2013) 101–102 noting too the interconnection between the biographical information that are chosen to 
be cited on the papyrus and the historians’ writing.

54 See also Moggi (2013) 63–64 making a similar point and relating our text to Lucian’s conception of historical writing 
in the Quomodo historia conscribenda sit; cf. Landucci–Prandi (2013) 94–95.
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biographical material and judgements on the historians’ writing are set together and interrelated so as to 
characterise and evaluate the historians in question. 

On the other hand, one might notice that prima facie there is no signifi cant gulf between our text and 
Quintilian’s reading list for orators (Inst. 10.1.46ff) or historians (Inst. 10.1.73–75). In Quintilian, for exam-
ple, Cleitarchus is a historian, whose probatur ingenium, fi des infamatur (Inst. 10.1.74–75). This certainly 
constitutes a moral judgement or at least embraces a moral dimension. However, it is again quite far from 
the sort of characterising and moralising that we have identifi ed in the papyrus. Quintilian gives no infor-
mation on the life and career of Cleitarchus and shows no interest in how both life and literary work can 
be combined to give a clear glimpse of the historian.55 Similar things might be argued for the canons of 
authors that Dionysius of Halicarnassus includes in his works De imitatione and Epistula ad Pompeium 
Geminum, although Dionysius’ interest in applying moral categories to the behaviour of historians does 
need to be acknowledged.56 Dionysius, for example, is interested in the attitude (διάθεσις) of Thucydides 
and Herodotus toward the events they narrate (Pomp. 3.15) as well as the difference in the natures (φύσεις) 
and (narrative) preferences (προαιρέσεις) of Xenophon and Philistus, being illustrative of their character 
(ἦθος) (Pomp. 4–5).57 Dionysius fi nally praises Theopompus for his choice and organisation of material 
and his careful and elaborate writing; he also commends him for having been an eye-witness of many 
events and for having written his history after conversing with prominent men, generals of his day, popular 
leaders and philosophers (Pomp. 6). These last general biographical hints seem to suggest some likeness 
with what is preserved on our papyrus, although the difference in scale still remains. 

In effect, one might be tempted to compare our text with several biographical works of the Hellenistic 
and Roman periods, where we fi nd a similar strong interest in gathering details about one’s life, character, 
and literary work. Satyrus’ Life of Euripides, preserved in P. Oxy. IX 1176, provides a good example. The 
author passes several comments on the style of Euripides’ writing,58 then sets the character and disposition 
of Euripides alongside the nature of his works (fr.8.col.ii.20–24): [ἔτι δ]ὲ καὶ τὴν | [ψυ]χὴν μέγαc | [ἦν] 
cχεδὸν | [ὡc] ἐν τοῖc | [ποιή]μαcιν,59 and uses the text of the Euripidean tragedies to draw conclusions 
about Euripides’ life.60 In general, it is familiar for biographers to plumb the works of poets and philoso-
phers to extract details of their lives, and sometimes of their characters.61

However, the work preserved on our papyrus provides a special case, where the ‘plumbing’ is of a 
particular sort, identifying the historians’ moral disposition because this then becomes a point about the 
value of their historical works as well. This method of work, I would like to argue, illustrates something 
important about the nature of historiographic literary criticism which our texts seems to exemplify very 

55 Although varying a lot in texture, Dionysius’ De antiquis oratoribus is closer to our text. Dionysius lays out a history of 
eloquence and gives practical advice for future writers and orators. Dionysius’ rhetorical treatises contain, fi rst and foremost, a 
specifi c biographical portrait of each orator, which adds up to an enquiry into the quality of their style and their works.

56 Cf. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.1.2–1.1.4. The idea of having access to an author through his writings is already present at 
Pol. 12.24.1. On this point see Fox (1993) 37–41. On the association between the material about which an author writes with 
the author’s own character see Duff (1999) 56–58. See also Nicolai (1992) 253 on the canons in general.

57 See Fox (2001) 82–83 on the overlap of moral and aesthetic judgement in Dionysius. 
58 Text cited according to Schorn (2004). See, for example, fr.1.2–4; fr.1.5; fr.1.6–9. The discussion of Euripides’ artistic 

qualities ends at fr.8.col.ii.9–12.
59 [Poetry] translates [ποιή]μαcιν according to Hunt (1912) 171 and Schorn (2004); Arrighetti (1964) 40, though, prefers 

[πράγ]μαcιν. 
60 See Schorn (2004) 37–43 for a detailed presentation of the sources of the Life and esp. 43 for the use of Euripides’ 

works; generally on the biographical representations of Euripides see Knöbl (2008) and Lefkowitz (2012) 87–103. 
61 Cf. Philodemus’ History of Philosophers or On Epicurus, where Philodemus relates Epicurus’ life to his written work 

in order to suggest aspects of the philosopher’s principles. See, for example, P. Herc. 1289β, col.XXIV, Guerra (1994) 43 and 
45. For later examples, one might think of Plutarch’s Demosthenes–Cicero. Although stating in the Introduction to the pair 
that he will not try to compare critically their speeches (τοὺς λόγους) or to show which was the more agreeable and effective 
orator (Dem. 3.1–2), Plutarch declares in the Synkrisis that it is possible to get a glimpse of Demosthenes’ and Cicero’s ēthos 
(τοῦ ἤθους) in their speeches (τοῖς λόγοις); he accordingly goes on to compare their written and oral styles as refl ectors of 
important differences in their character (Comp. Dem.–Cic. 1.3–2.1); cf. Cat. Ma. 7.3. Consider also the characterisation of 
Xenophon by Diogenes Laertius at 2.56.   
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well. Plutarch’s On the Malice of Herodotus provides an illuminating parallel with our argument. Plutarch 
accuses Herodotus of maliciousness (κακοήθεια)62 – remember P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 col.i.6: κακοηθίαν 
ἐμφαίνει –, deceit and insincerity in his historical writing. He relates Herodotus’ defective narrative to 
Herodotus’ love for barbarians (857A: φιλοβάρβαρος), and often resorts to biographical details to back up 
his criticism. Plutarch says, for example, that Herodotus’ unfavourable presentation of the Thebans might 
be related to Herodotus’ unsuccessful attempt at asking the Thebans for money, whose magistrates, accord-
ing to Aristophanes the Boeotian, prevented Herodotus from meeting and discussing with their young men 
(864D). Moreover, Plutarch explains Herodotus’ introduction of Callias in the story by Herodotus’ wish 
to fl atter Hipponicus, one of the wealthiest men of his time (863B). He additionally refers to Herodotus’ 
attachment to the Halicarnassians in order to disqualify Herodotus’ strong criticism of the Greeks who 
medized (868A). 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus follows a similar practice in his essay On Thucydides. Dionysius consid-
ers that Thucydides was different from earlier historians because he excluded from his narrative all those 
stories that seem incredible and highly ridiculous (Thuc. 6.3–5; 7.3).63 He explains this aspect of Thucy-
dides’ work by laying especial emphasis on Thucydides’ fi rst-hand experience (ἐξ ἐμπειρίας) in some of 
the historical events he narrates as well as his research about those events in which he could not participate 
because he was in exile. With reference to Thucydides’ presentation of the Melian Dialogue, in particular, 
Dionysius stresses that Thucydides neither took part in the discussion nor was present at the meeting nor 
even heard about it from any of the Athenian or Melian spokesmen. During that time, Dionysius tells us, 
Thucydides was in exile (Thuc. 41.3). It is because of his exile, as Dionysius thinks, that Thucydides held 
a grudge against his city and accordingly gave such a slanderous account of the Melian Dialogue (Thuc. 
41.7–8). 

It is this process of ancient historiographical literary criticism, synthesising biographical information, 
comments on the historians’ moral disposition as well as on their literary qualities and/or failings, which 
the author of our texts follows. As has been shown, biographical details about Hieronymus and Polybius 
and judgements on their writing are interrelated, suggesting respectively Hieronymus as a παράδειγμα 
σωφροσύνης (col.ii.15–16), a great and serious man and author (col.i.20–21; col.ii.19–20), and Polybius as 
an active participant in affairs and a historian of great and real knowledge (col.ii.25–32). Remember also 
the sections on Chares (col.i.2–9) and Cleitarchus (col.i.9–17). We argued that Chares’ characterisation as 
malicious (col.i.6) was based on the hostility he shows toward the circle of Permenion (col.i.7–9). This last 
information could be either an intimation of the content of Chares’ writings or biographical information, 
which the scribe found in or extrapolated from Chares’ work or elsewhere, and used in order to suggest 
Chares’ maliciousness. Similarly, the details about Cleitarchus’ offi cial position in Alexandria – possibly 
leading the καταλογεῖον and being a teacher of Ptolemy Philopator – might have been either found in or 
deduced from Cleitarchus’ work or elsewhere. Such a popular and admirable scholar had or might have 
had such administrative privileges, which allowed him, although not being an eye-witness of Alexander’s 
campaigns, to write a History of Alexander. Whether all these information are historically accurate or not, 
it might not be the primary concern of the author of our text, who following a practice similar to that of 
Plutarch or Dionysius, is mainly interested to bring together and associate the historians’ life with their 
character and literary output. 

62 See, for example, De Herod. malig. 854E–F; 855A; 861A; 861D; 867C. Different opinions have been expressed about 
the possible character and ‘genre’ of this essay. It has been stated that it might be an ‘argumentative work’ (Bowen (1992) 12), 
a ‘kind of scholarly controversia’ (Russell (1973) 60), or an example of ‘judicial rhetoric’ (Hershbell (1993) 158–159 following 
Seavey’s suggestion). See also Pearson (1965) 6 arguing that ‘The De Malignitate is an ethical essay, not an attempt at historical 
criticism or a political pamphlet in defence of the Boeotians’. Marincola (1994) 192–193, whose view I share, considers that the 
treatise is both ethical and historiographical and argues that it is not right to separate ethical and historiographical criticism. 
For a similar line of thinking see Pelling (2007) 162 citing also in n. 60 Homeyer (1967) 183 who speaks of ‘eine Typologie in 
der historiographischen Kritik’.

63 I cite according to the Les Belles Lettres-edition by Germaine Aujac (1991).
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Although P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 was written in the later fi rst century or the early second century AD, 
its content and format refl ect the distinct tendency of Hellenistic scholars to group poets, philosophers 
and men generally of the same profession in the same book,64 but it also demonstrates the propensity to 
produce important treatises in the form of lists/catalogues.65 One might recall the Callimachean Pinakes, 
which included biographical details along with the names and works of various authors, as we learn from 
other sources,66 or the ancient Pinakes from Tauromenion, which give a quick overview of Greek literature, 
offering bio-bibliographical information about Greek authors.67 Moreover, P. Haun. I 6 has been shown to 
be a list, more precisely a Pinax with biographical summaries of the Ptolemies, illustrating how biograph-
ical enquiries alone or along with other literary concerns had a primary place in the typological interests 
of Hellenistic erudition.68 

In light of all the above observations, we can assume that our text was composed under the infl uence 
of Hellenistic scholarship. It constitutes a list,69 arranged in at least three distinct sections, which follow 
a kind of chronological order (three historians of Alexander the Great, a historian of his διάδοχοι and a 
historian of his ἐπίγονοι),70 and was written following the model of works of historiographical criticism 
like Dionysius’ and Plutarch’s. 

Such a work could have had a signifi cant function within an educational context. Biographical infor-
mation is often included in works of rhetoric and literary and textual criticism for instructive purposes.71 
Assuming that P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 constitutes a list, it could also have a more ‘practical’ aspect and, in this 
respect, could perhaps have been used at schools during lessons on historiography.72 This is, for example, 

64 See for example Hermippus, who wrote biographies of legislators, sages, philosophers and rhetoricians (FHG III, 
36–51 fr. 1–73). See also P. Oxy. XI 1367 which preserves a biographical epitome of the treatise of Hermippus ‘On Legislators’ 
written by Heraclides Lembus; cf. Satyrus’ βίοι, where he includes biographical sub-divisions on poets, philosophers, states-
men etc. (FHG III, 160–164 fr.1–19). Neanthes of Cyzicus in his περὶ ἐνδόξων ἀνδρῶν contains biographies of great men as 
well (FHG III, 4–5 fr.8–16), preparing the ground for the later Suetonius’ De viris illustribus; cf. Duris of Samos who wrote a 
biographical work on the tragic poets (particularly on Sophocles and Euripides, FHG II, 486 fr.70); see also the Miscellaneous 
Biographies in P. Oxy. XV 1800, where an interest in characterisation and moralising of the fi gures is evident. Sappho (fr.1.i, ii) 
is presented at lines 17–18 ὡς ατακτος ου|[σα] τον τροπον. Thucydides (fr.2.ii, 70) is characterised as δυνατος δε εν λογοις, 
while Aeschines (fr.3.ii, 48–49) appears as ευφυης | δ εν λογοις γενομενος. I give the text as it appears in its original edition 
by Grenfell–Hunt (1922). 

65 See for example P. Tebt. III.1 695, a work on tragedians in the sort of a list. Hunt–Smyly (1933) 22 mention that the list 
gives ‘besides the names of the poets, their birthplaces and the number of the tragedies which they composed’. Moreover, the 
second column shows that the tragedians are separated from each other with ἔκθεσις; something that occurs in the second col-
umn of P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 too. On the different types of catalogues on papyri see Van Rossum–Steenbeek (1998) 119–163 with 
further bibliography for all types of lists/catalogues cited on p. 119 nn. 1–4. On lists of books and authors see Otranto (2000).

66 See, for example, Diog. Laert. 8.86. On biographical information in the Pinakes of Callimachus see especially fr. 430; 
432; 438; 448, Pfeiffer (1949). On the Pinakes of Callimachus see Schmidt (1922); Stuart (1928) 165; Pfeiffer (1968) 127; Gallo 
(1968) 23; Witty (1973) and (1958) 132. 

67 See also Landucci–Prandi (2013) 95 for a brief comparison of the Pinakes from Tauromenion to our papyrus. On the 
Pinakes from Tauromenion see also Manganaro (1974) 389–409; on library catalogues, in general, see Burzachechi (1963) 
75–96 and (1984) 307–338. I think that we could also relate P. Oxy. LXXI 4809 with such sort of bio-bibliographical works. 
The writer gives an account of Alexander’s ἐπίγονοι, possibly included the διάδοχοι, and expresses an intention to deal with 
the kings of Pergamum. The emphasis rests on the monarchs’ literary production and its authenticity. 

68 Gallo (1975) 56–75; on this papyrus see Segre (1942/43) 269–280; Momigliano–Fraser (1950) 107–118.
69 See Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 28, not excluding the possibility of a catalogue/list; cf. Esposito (2010) 286 

commenting on P. Oxy. LXXI 4808 that ‘the unsophisticated style and the type of information provided point to a list of notes’.   
70 See Beresford–Parsons–Pobjoy (2007) 28.
71 See, for example, the Noctes Atticae of Aulus Gellius, where Aulus often brings into his work biographical details about 

himself and others. On himself see his discussion on superesse at 1.22.6 or his comments at the aspirate h at 2.3.5; on others 
see 2.13.1–3 (Sempronius Asellio); 2.18 (Phaedo of Elis); cf. 15.20 (Euripides). Cf. the Controversiae of the elder Seneca, e.g. 
Contr. i, praef. 13–24 (Porcius Latro); ii, praef. 1–5 (Fabianus).

72 See Nicolai (1992) for more information on historiography and its place into the ancient educational system; cf. Legras 
(1997) 586–600. On the use of our text see Moggi (2013) 61, claiming that ‘POxy LXXI 4808 transmits either a private text 
written by a learned reader or, more likely, a fragment from a handbook composed for schools and for the pursuit of more 
advanced learning’; Landucci–Prandi (2013) 96 express the possibility of its use at schools as well; cf. Geraci (2013) 98: ‘Per 
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the case with Heraclides Lembus’ epitome of the treatise of Hermippus ‘On Legislators’ in P. Oxy. XI 1367 
and the biographical Pinax of Ptolemies in P. Haun. I 6.73 P. Oxy. LXXI 4808, therefore, might preserve the 
individual notes of a teacher or be a sort of a handbook, designed to provide useful knowledge necessary 
for a certain level of education.74 We should not exclude the possibility, though, that it might have been 
written for private use, perhaps for the working purposes of a scholar, who certainly knew very well the 
texts of the historians.75 
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