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comprehensive description of the known world as well
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otkoumene. Very little is known, however, about the
sources and working methods that Ptolemy employed
to produce his Geography. This book focuses on Ptole-
my’s description of the Iberian peninsula and examines
two problematic and interlinked topics relating to the
origins of the catalogue of localities: Ptolemy’s sources
and scientific methods on the one hand, and the textual
transmission of the Geography, from Ptolemy to the

extant manuscripts, on the other.
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Preface

This book is the result of a three-year doctoral research project that was conducted be-
tween February 2013 and January 2016 within research area D (Group D-1 ‘Space of
Nature’) of the Excellence Cluster EXC 264 Topoi, Berlin. Group D-1 was devoted to
the study of the natural sciences and their development in Antiquity, and was led by
Gerd Grafhoff and Mathieu Ossendrijver. The thesis was part of a doctoral programme
(History of Ancient Science) offered by the Berlin Graduate School of Ancient Studies
and was funded by a research grant awarded by the Excellence Cluster Topoi.

The present study on Ptolemy’s Geography is part of a long-term research project ini-
tiated by the Ptolemy Research Unit of the University of Bern, Switzerland, which gave
rise to the 2006 edition of Ptolemy’s Geography, and the Ancient Cartography project of
the university’s former Karman Center for Advanced Studies in the Humanities. It is
thanks to these two projects that the research material and the scientific basis for further
studies of Ptolemy’s Geography were updated and strengthened, thereby considerably
influencing my work.

I owe thanks to a great many people without whom this thesis would not have been
possible. First of all, I am indebted to Gerd Grafhoff for having given me the oppor-
tunity to carry out this project; his guidance and steadfast support were greatly appre-
ciated. Special thanks go to Elisabeth Rinner for providing me with substantial and
crucial technical assistance, and to Mathieu Ossendrijver for his help and support. I am
also deeply grateful to Pascal Arnaud and Jehan Desanges for their early encouragement
and help, and to all my colleagues at the Excellence Cluster Topoi, especially Anette
Schomberg, Emilie Villey and Fabio Guidetti, as well as to members of the administra-
tion and fellow doctoral and postdoctoral students for their day-to-day support and for
the many stimulating and enriching discussions we shared. In addition, I would like
to thank Carmen Marcks-Jacobs, coordinator for Humboldt University students at the
Berlin Graduate School of Ancient Studies, and Roberto Lo Presti, History of Ancient
Science programme coordinator, for the assistance they gave me on the doctoral pro-

gramme. My thanks go also to members of the Edition Topoi team, especially Nadine
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Riedl, Nicola Gaedicke, Anne Landskron and Dominika Szafraniec for organising the
publication of this book, Ruti Ungar for her careful proofreading, as well as to Anca
Dan, Klaus Geus, Leif Isaksen, Didier Marcotte and Anne Tihon for their sound advice
and expertise on many subjects. I am especially indebted to Margareta Simons for her
painstaking editing, kindness and patience. Finally, I would like to extend my heart-
felt gratitude to my family and friends — in France, Germany and elsewhere — for their

unfailing support and encouragement.

Olivier Defaux



Introduction

In the minds of many modern scholars, Ptolemy’s Geography, which was written in the
second century of the Common Era (CE), is a document that provides almost direct
access to the known world of his time. It acts as a portal to the Roman Empire at the
height of its power — the world of Trajan, Hadrian and Antoninus — to its countries with
their numerous cities and harbours, crossed by roads, bridges and aqueducts, to oceans
sailed, as far as the British Isles in the west and China in the east, taking Rome’s greatness
well beyond the frontiers of the Imperium.

Above all, Ptolemy’s maps allow us to indulge in our fantasies. There is a strong
tendency to project on to Ptolemy some of our modern geographical and cartograph-
ical practices: historians like to find in Ptolemy’s Geography a pictorial representation
of the Antonine world, while archaeologists are often tempted to use his data to redis-
cover lost or forgotten cities. The incredible modernity of Ptolemy’s approach is surely
responsible for these temptations. Ptolemy developed new ways of drawing a globe on
to a plane surface and he proposed a method for determining the position of any place
on Earth by the means of measuring instruments and by making celestial observations.
Most importantly of all, though, he was the first to arrange, in a unique table, the ge-
ographical coordinates (the longitude and latitude) of several thousand localities, from
the most prestigious Mediterranean cities to obscure tributaries flowing through the
lands of Scythia.

In the foreword to her 1993 book on the second-century geographer, Germaine Au-
jac wrote that ‘Ptolemy is an author about whom much is said but who one rarely reads:!
This regrettable state of affairs was rectified after the publication of the English transla-
tion of parts of Ptolemy’s Geography by J. Lennart Berggren and Alexander Jones in 2000
and the critical edition of the entire Greek text of the work, edited by Alfred Stiickel-
berger and Gerd GralShoff, in 2006, both of which gave rise to a formidable number

of publications in a relatively short period of time. More than twenty years after Aujac

Aujac 2012 (first edition 1993), 5: ‘Ptolémée est un
auteur dont on parle beaucoup, mais qu’on lit peu!
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made this statement, one can now rightly say that Ptolemy is an author about whom
much has been written, although his work remains poorly understood.

The principal objective of this study is to redefine Ptolemy’s Geography as a historical
source of the second century CE in order to improve our understanding of its specificity
and to draw attention to how mathematical geography was practised in Antiquity. As
long as the latter issue remains unresolved, all modern attempts to interpret or uncover
the antique orkoumené, that is, the then known world from the Geography are likely to
fail.

Ptolemy was the heir to the geography practised by Eratosthenes and Hipparchus
during the Hellenistic period. As such, his goal was to produce a map of the world
on which each country could be shown in proportion to other countries and to the
otkoumené as a whole and on which each locality could be correctly situated with respect
to all the other localities. Furthermore, it was imperative that such a map was easy
to draw and could be reproduced with the minimum of errors. To this end, Ptolemy
wrote a handbook dedicated to cartography, the central part of which comprises a list
of localities with their coordinates in the form of a catalogue. This was, he believed, the
most reliable way of fulfilling his cartographical objectives. As long as an appropriate
grid of parallels and meridians was available, anyone could use the coordinates to mark
down localities and draw coastlines and territories in exactly the same way that Ptolemy
had done.

Very little is known, however, about the geographical sources and the working
methods that Ptolemy employed to produce his Geography. Although he was the first ge-
ographer to put together a list of coordinates, he mentions very few of his sources, which
is particularly surprising considering that he included so many areas on his maps. This
could give the impression that all the information he provided came somehow ex nibilo.
His methodological explanations were mainly focused on the ideal way of determining
a locality’s coordinates, but he himself admitted that he had not been able to do this
for each locality listed in his catalogue. One is, therefore, confronted with a source that
appears radically different from other antique geographical works but whose origins are
extremely unclear.

Modern historians tend to make a certain number of assumptions on Ptolemy’s
sources and methods, interpreting some of the author’s assertions in the introduction
to the Geography without really being able to demonstrate how Ptolemy’s explanations
allow us to reconstruct the origins of the coordinates. In any examination of Ptolemy’s
sources and methods, the list of localities and the coordinates themselves need to be the
main research topics.

Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities is, however, a hybrid document, comprising both

text and a great amount of numerical data. The methods used to study the catalogue



and, above all, to establish the Geography’s text thus needed to be adapted. The tex-
tual history of each antique work is unique, with its own particularities and difficulties.
The transmission history of Ptolemy’s Geography is well known from the epic story of
Maximus Planudes, a Byzantine scholar who claimed that he ‘rediscovered’ Ptolemy’s
Geography — which was said to have been lost for centuries — after an arduous quest in
Constantinople at the end of the thirteenth century. This so-called rediscovery revived
scholarly interest in Ptolemy and in antique geography in general during the Quattro-
cento. Whether the Geography ‘disappeared’ or not (its disappearance certainly needs to
be qualified), the oldest extant manuscripts of the Geography all date to the period of
Planudes, which means that virtually nothing is known of the Geography’s textual trans-
mission from the time of its creation to its supposed rediscovery — a period of more than
eleven centuries. Moreover, the text was passed down in two quite different versions;
the very existence of dissimilar manuscripts is still being discussed, while the role of
each primary manuscript in the production of critical editions of the Geography always
arouses intense debate.

Instead of treating these two themes separately — that is, searching for the most
reliable textual basis and studying the origins of Ptolemy’s coordinates — it became clear
that it would only be possible to achieve a better understanding of these two features
if they were examined together. Unravelling the origins of Ptolemy’s coordinates thus
required a dialectical investigation into both the origins of the Geography and the best
way to establish the text.

Ptolemy’s Geography contains far too many localities and coordinates to be studied
in its entirety. Therefore, this study focuses on Ptolemy’s description of Iberia (that
is, the Iberian peninsula in modern terms), which was a well-defined geographical fea-
ture in the second century CE. Ptolemy’s map of Iberia is certainly one of the most
accomplished parts of the Geography: it deals with more than soo toponyms and their
coordinates and offers a solid foundation from which comparisons can be made with
other geographical sources of Antiquity as well as providing a substantial set of localities
with which to test hypotheses and develop a model that explains how Ptolemy deter-
mined his coordinates. However, although the traditional methods of textual criticism
allow us to understand the textual transmission to a certain extent, they fail to clarify
many other problematic aspects. In particular, they are of limited use when it comes to
developing a model to help shed light on Ptolemy’s methods and sources.

It has, therefore, proved necessary to develop a new approach in order to comple-
ment the knowledge gained by the philological, codicological and palacographical anal-
yses undertaken. In her 2013 study on the genesis of the coordinates of the localities of
Asia Minor listed in the Geography, Elisabeth Rinner developed an innovative procedure

for improving our understanding of the way Ptolemy constructed his maps and deter-
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mined the geographical coordinates. Her proposal of a model to elucidate Ptolemy’s
work and sources constitutes real progress in research on the Geography. From the clearly
visible distortions that appear when one compares Ptolemy’s coordinates with their
equivalent modern-day locations, Elisabeth Rinner constructed a model (based on an-
tique sources and precise procedures) that explains the origins of the coordinates in the
light of these distortions. In this study, the localities of Ptolemy’s Iberian peninsula are
analysed following Rinner’s methodological principles.

This book has, therefore, been divided into three main interlinked sections. The
first part focuses on the particularities of the Geography’s text as it has been transmitted:
it presents Ptolemy’s writings within their historical context and the key characteristics
of his geographical project (Chapter 1); investigates the historiography of the Geography’s
textual transmission, including new evidence on its complex history (Chapter 2); and ex-
amines Ptolemy’s Iberia in relation to the Geography’s primary manuscripts (Chapter 3).
The objective of the second part of this book is to improve our understanding of the links
between Ptolemy and his sources and geographical method as well as to show how it is
possible to analyse these links using an appropriate research method. This section deals,
therefore, with the information given by Ptolemy in the introduction to the Geography
(Chapter 4), the extant sources pertaining to the Iberian peninsula in Antiquity (Chap-
ter 5) and the development of a research method that could be used to investigate both
Ptolemy’s sources and his geographical methods (Chapter 6). The third and final part
of this study examines the origins of Ptolemy’s map of Iberia, analysing, in two stages,
the coordinates of the peninsula’s coastal localities (Chapters 7 and 8) and those of the
inland localities (Chapter 9).



Signs and abbreviations

Manuscripts of Ptolemy’s Geography:

CERTMIHmO O W >

NXg<<cCc»xmv9O

O

U4, K, R and O*

Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 388

Florentinus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.38

Parisinus suppl. graecus 119

Parisinus graecus 1402

Parisinus graecus 1403

Fabricianus Bibliothecae Universitatis Hauniensis 23,2°
Constantinopolitanus Seragliensis GI 57

Athous Vatopedinus 655/British Library Additional 19391/
Parisinus suppl. graecus 443A

Florentinus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.49

Florentinus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.42

Venetus Marcianus graecus Z. 516 (coll. 904)
Florentinus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.9

Vaticanus Urbinas graecus 82

Vaticanus graecus 177

Londoniensis Codex Burney 111

Vaticanus graecus 178

Vaticanus graecus 191

Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 314

all or most of the manuscripts of the Q recension
= recension

Maps in manuscripts U, K, R and O
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[...]

inf f
Alm.
Appian, Ib.
c
Caesar, Bell. Civ.

Chrest.

CIL

cod., codd., codd. cett.
conj.

Const. Porphyr. De adm. imp.

cort.
Eux.

f.

Fig.

Geogr.

GGM*

GGM*

It. mar.

It. prov.

Marcian, Epit. Men.
Marcian, Per. mar. ext.
Mela

om.

P. Artemid.

Pl

Ps.-Scylax

I.

Rav.

RE

Stadiasmos

St. Byz. Ethn.

Str.

SV.

Tab. Peut.

V.

€
¢
A

addition to fill a gap in the text

addition to explain the translation

omission of a part of a text or a translation

corrupted passage

Ptolemy, Almagest

Appian of Alexandria, History of Rome, ‘the Wars in Spain’
circa

Julius Caesar, The Civil War

Chrestomathies from Strabo

Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum

manuscript, manuscripts, the other manuscripts
conjecture

Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, De administrando imperio
correction

Periplous of the Euxine Sea

folio

figure

Ptolemy, Geography

K. Miiller, Geographi Graeci Minores. Volumen Primum, 1855
K. Miiller, Geographi Graeci Minores. Volumen Secundum, 1861
Itinerarium maritimum

Itinerarium provinciarum

Marcian of Heraclea, Epitome of Menippus® Periplous
Marcian of Heraclea, Periplous of the Outer Sea

Mela, De Chorographia

omit(s), omitted

‘Artemidorus Papyrus’

Pliny, Natural History

Pseudo-Scylax, Periplous

recto

Ravenna Cosmography

Realencyclopddie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, 1894-1978
Stadiasmos of the Great Sea

Stephanus of Byzantium, Ethnika

Strabo, Geography

sub voce, under a specified word

Peutinger Map

Verso

obliquity of ecliptic

latitude

longitude



Note on translations and the usage of terms

Most of the quotations used in this book are translations that have been modified by
the author. They include: the quotations from the Geography and the Almagest that were
taken from Berggren and A. Jones 2000 and Toomer 1984 respectively; the quotations
from Strabo’s Geography and Pliny’s Natural History that were taken from the Loeb Clas-
sical Library series; and the quotations from Pomponius Mela that were taken from
Romer 1998. The English translation of Strabo carried out by Roller 2014 was occa-
sionally consulted. In all the other cases, the quotations were translated by the author,
unless otherwise stated.

Transcribing Greek or Latin toponyms, translating Greek technical words and con-
cepts are always delicate tasks. Perfect and consensual solutions rarely exist while trans-
lations are often debatable. How should one translate the city’s name Kapynbwv Néa?
Karchédon Nea (one possible transliteration)? Carthago Nova (the Latin name)? New
Carthage (a translation of the name)? Cartagena (the modern name of the city)? Usages
and transcribing practises have changed over the time, particularly the last ten years.
Greek toponyms, proper nouns or even technical words are more and more transcribed
very closely from the Greek (in articles as well as in English-speaking reference manu-
als), whereas the common practice in the twentieth century was to Latinise or anglicise
as much as possible.! As far as geographical proper nouns are concerned, there are issues
that concern the antique geography in general and other that are specific to Ptolemy’s
text: Ptolemy wrote in Greek but most of the toponyms and ethnonyms of the Iberian
peninsula he was dealing with are not of Greek origin but have Celtic and Latin roots.
Moreover, many of these names are known only thanks to him, whereas the manuscripts
of his Geography sometimes give different spellings.

One often needs to distinguish between the name of the antique locality used by
Ptolemy and the modern name of the same locality (though more familiar to the reader).
Both names can be well-known and well-identified but they always designate different
things: a historical entity on one hand, a modern, geographical reality on the other. It is
often useful to preserve the Greek or Latin spelling to help readers to avoid confusion.
To translate the name of Tappdkwv mentioned in Ptolemy’s Geography, for instance, I
preferred to use ‘Tarraco] which is the widespread Latin spelling at Ptolemy’s time rather
than ‘Tarragona; the modern Spanish name of the city, used today in English.

When possible and when it makes sense, I hence used the Latin equivalent of Ptole-
my’s toponym or ethnonym, which remains the common practice in English literature:
‘Caesaraugusta’ instead of ‘Kaisaraugousta] ‘Carthago Nova’ instead of ‘Karchédon Nea]
the ‘Carpetani’ instead of the ‘Karpétanoil It is also useful when the manuscripts of

See pertinent remarks in Evans and Berggren 2006,
108-109 and Roller 2014, 30-34.
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the Geography give slightly different spellings, for instance ‘Baelo’ while the manuscripts
give Ba{dwv or Béhwv. I mostly used endings with “um’ rather than “on’ (‘Interamnium’
for ‘Interamnion’ for example). Sometimes, when the toponym is unknown outside
Ptolemy’s Geography, 1 chose a transcription very close to Ptolemy’s spelling, such as
‘Alonai’ (Adwvai) or the ‘Cape of Charidémos’ (Xapidipov dxpwtiplov). Some antique
names mean something very concrete in Greek or Latin. These cases are, admittedly,
rare in the Iberian peninsula. I kept the translated name when it is common in modern
literature — ‘Sacred Cape’ for Tepov drpwtrprov, for instance.

Antique names can sometimes be used nowadays to designate something different
than in antique sources, which is particularly frequent for names of areas. For example,
‘Cantabria’ does not cover the same territory in the mind of Strabo, Ptolemy, for the
Roman administration in the second or the fifth century CE, and does not match of
course the modern Spanish autonomous community of the same name. In the Greek
texts of Antiquity, the name Apin (‘Liby€’) denotes the African continent in the modern
sense — or at least, the part of the continent that was known at the time. Ptolemy uses
the term ‘Africa’ (Appin) to refer to the Roman province of the same name. When
dealing with the African continent, I kept the transcription ‘Liby€’ to avoid confusion
with modern Libya. In general in this book place names refer to the antique entity
whereas the modern equivalent is often precised in brackets if applicable.

A certain number of technical words related to the antique geography and cartog-
raphy are problematic. In some tricky cases, they have had several meanings in the
Antiquity (each author rarely made his own usage explicit), they gave birth to words
that survived and used today to denote different modern concepts. There are basically
three possible strategies dealing with these terms: translating the terms into English,
transcribing them or using the word as is (that is, in Greek or Latin). The important
words are explained in any case, whether in the main text or in footnotes.

For some widespread words, the most common translation has been preferred, such
as: ‘geography’ for yewypadia, ‘map’ for mivag, ‘city’ for néig and ‘people’ for £6vog. The
translations for the last two words in particular can be debated, since their respective
meanings in Antiquity were very variable depending on the context. Ptolemy, however,
used them relatively loosely: under nélig he understood any kind of settlements while
€0vog could correspond to ‘people; ‘tribe] ‘nation] ‘community; disregarding the admin-
istrative or political connotations and status that these two Greek words can take. More
precisely in the Geography, néhg tended to be given to any inhabited location identifiable
on the map by a point with two coordinates, whereas £€8vog covered, in Ptolemy’s mind,
a territory, a portion of the map. The translations ‘city’ and ‘people’ are hence ques-
tionable but remain identifiable for the modern reader and make the best of Ptolemy’s

binary approach.



For a certain number of technical words I used transcriptions that have often im-
posed in modern publications: periplous (nepindovg), klima (xAipa), oikoumené (oixov-
pévn). I preferred ‘stadion’ (plural ‘stadia’) to ‘stade(s)’ or ‘stadium’ to transcribe the
length unit oté6iov. However, I stuck to the widespread names Geography and Almagest
for Ptolemy’s works, although one observes in modern scientific publications a certain
resurgence of popularity for transcribed titles (‘Geographike Hyphegesis® and ‘Mathe-
matike Syntaxis’). Finally, in very few cases the word in the original language has been

preserved (circulus, nepropiopdg, S16pbwatg, dmoypadn for instance).
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1 Ptolemy and the Geography

1.1 Ptolemy: astronomer, astrologer and geographer

Like Eratosthenes three and a half centuries before him, Claudius Ptolemy (c. 95 —
¢. 170 CE) was a polymath who produced several high-quality scientific works that
were considered authoritative for many centuries. An astronomer and astrologer first,
Ptolemy turned to the discipline of geography relatively late in his life. Thus, in order to
understand the specificity of Ptolemy’s Geography, it is necessary to present the writings
of the scholar in their wider scientific and historical contexts.!

1.1.1 Biographical elements

As is the case for many authors of Antiquity, the little that is known about Ptolemy’s
life comes, for the most part, from inferences from his own writings. In the Almagest,
Ptolemy mentions that he made several astronomical observations between 127 and 141
CE.2 A lunar eclipse that took place in 125 CE and that is quoted in the Almagest might
also have been observed by Ptolemy — as is sometimes stated in modern publications?
— although there is nothing in the text to corroborate this.* The so-called Canobic In-

scription suggests that Ptolemy was active as an astronomer in the tenth regnal year of

1 The heading of this section was inspired by the observations that he cites all fall within this period.
work of G. Aujac, Claude Ptolémée. Astronome, as- See Burri 2013, 9; Toomer 1984, 1-2.
trologue, géographe : Connaissance et repré: on 3 Stickelberger and GrafShoft 2006, 9; Aujac 2012, 9.
du monde habité, which was first published in 1993 4 Alm. 4.9: ‘The second eclipse we used is the one ob-
and remains one the few attempts to synthesise the served in Alexandria in the ninth year of Hadrian
many facets of Ptolemy’s work by setting it in its [...]: Compare the impersonal formulation in the
scientific and historical contexts. sentence just quoted ‘i tetnpnpévny [Exderyw]’

2 He writes that he observed Saturn reaching opposi- (‘the one observed’) with the more personal ‘¢tnpn-
tion to the Sun in the eleventh year of the reign of oopev Npeic’ (‘we observed’), which is what Ptolemy
Hadrian (A/m. 11.5) and that he measured Mercury typically uses when referring to his own observa-
at its greatest elongation from the Sun in the fourth tions. See p. 172.

year of Antoninus (A/m. 9.7). The other personal
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Antoninus Pius (146/147 CE), but it is generally believed that the Almagest was written
after this date.’

The secondary sources that contain information on the life of Ptolemy — mostly
Greek and Arabic notes from the Middle Ages — are of unequal value.® Besides the many
sources that confuse Ptolemy with one of the Ptolemaic rulers of Hellenistic Egypt,”
several of them also have Ptolemy alive during the reign of Marcus Aurelius (161-180
CE), even though it was commonly known that Ptolemy was active during the reigns of
Hadrian (117-138 CE) and perhaps also of Antoninus (138-161 CE). According to the
mid eleventh-century Egyptian scholar Aba al-Wafa’ Mubashir ibn Fatik, Ptolemy lived
for seventy-eight years. Even though his testimony is not free of disputable details, there
is no objective reason to reject categorically this piece of information.?

In summary, it is reasonable to postulate that Ptolemy was born around the turn
of the first and second centuries CE and that he died around the middle of the reign of
Marcus Aurelius. From his first name Khab610oc (Claudius), one can also surmise that he
had Roman citizenship. Itis clear that he spent much of his life in Egypt, in particular in
Alexandria.” He began his scientific work during the reign of Hadrian and was possibly
still active under the rule of Marcus Aurelius. Almost nothing, however, is known about

his scientific education.

Burri 2013, 9-10 and 23. The textual history and
meaning of the Canobic Inscription are still be-
ing debated, although several publications claim to
have now demonstrated its authenticity (see Hamil-
ton, Swerdlow, and Toomer 1987). It is a votive in-
scription, erected at Canopus (to the north-east of
Alexandria), containing the numerical results of
Ptolemy’s research. Since ‘in the Almagest, Ptolemy
repudiated some of the data in the inscription’ (A.
Jones 2013, 1299), many scholars have deduced
that the Almagest was written after this date. How-
ever, the content of the inscription is known only
through transcriptions in the medieval codices of
the Almagest. The text of the inscription was edited
by Heiberg 1907, 149-1535, on the basis of three
manuscripts: the Venetus Marcianus gr. Z. 313
(coll. 002) (ff. 28v—29r), the Parisianus gr. 2390

(ff. 13v—14v) and the Vaticanus gr. 184 (ff. 23v—24v).
Two recent and comprehensive synopses of bio-
graphical testimonies are provided by Gamba 2000
and Burri 2013, 11-19.

Even respectable authors, such as Isidore of Seville
(c. 560-636 CE), confused the second-century

scholar with members of the Ptolemaic dynasty.
See Etym. 3.26.

This is a late text that was only transmitted through
its Latin versions (possibly based on an old Spanish
translation): Burri 2013, 14-16. Although the last
part of the note of Abu al-Wafa’ gives some colour-
ful descriptions that should be treated with cau-
tion (such as Ptolemy’s ‘missing teeth’ and his ‘taste
for shiny clothes’), the first part includes some in-
teresting details: the origin of the name Almagest;
that, under the reign of Hadrian, Ptolemy carried
out astronomical observations in Alexandria with
the help of a particular astronomical instrument;
that he used Hipparchus’ observations; and that he
should not be mistaken for one of the Ptolemaic
rulers.

In one passage of the Geography, it is possible to see
an allusion to one or more journeys that Ptolemy
might have undertaken, but the text is extremely
vague: ‘We, too, having seen some things ourselves
(T& pév éwpakdteg), and also having taken over other
things accurately from [the earlier writers], have
forethought to sketch, as it were, a sort of map of
the entire otkoumene [...]} (Geogr. 7.5.1)
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1.1.2 List of works and chronology

Ptolemy wrote on a variety of subjects, the most thorough and extensive of his writings
being the Almagest (on mathematics and astronomy), the Tetrabiblos (on astrology) and
the Geography. To this trilogy one can add the Handy Tables, which are a collection of
astronomical, chronological and geographical tables. These four texts remained, right
until the late Renaissance, by far the most celebrated of Ptolemy’s works. His other texts,
which are sometimes classified as minor and which have not always been transmitted
in a complete or direct form, are nevertheless evidence of his wide-ranging interests,
including music and optics. Late antique and medieval sources also refer to a number
of other works, but they are no longer extant, so their content is, therefore, hard to
identify precisely. Ptolemy is said, for example, to have written treatises on mechanics,
the weight of air and water, the elements and dimensions, and on the so-called ‘parallel
postulate’!®

Ptolemy’s Mabnpatikn obvtadic (Mathematical Compilation or Mathematical Compo-
sition) is generally referred to as the Almagest, which derives from the Arabic word a/-
magsti."! The Almagest can rightly be regarded as Ptolemy’s masterpiece and as one
of the most influential works in the history of science. In a total of thirteen books,
Ptolemy covered virtually every aspect of what was known of mathematical astronomy:
the motions of celestial bodies, heavenly phenomena (for instance, eclipses), the layout
of star constellations, as well as many definitions of concepts, various tables for carrying
out astronomical computations, mathematical demonstrations, instructions for the con-
struction of astronomical instruments, and so forth.'? The whole treatise was carefully
structured and was intended to be used as a didactic manual.

The TIpéyeipot kavéveg (Handy Tables) comprise a series of tables for carrying out
astronomical computations. Although the tables were largely compiled using data from
the Almagest, Ptolemy designed them as an independent, comprehensive and accessible
work. The Handy Tables begin with a short, introductory text: usually called the ‘Manual;
it specifies the purpose of the different tables and how they should be used.” Originally,

See, in particular, the entry on Ptolemy in the tenth- peyiom obvtafiq’ is not attested until the eleventh
century Souda s.v. TItodepaiog; Simplicius, in Cael. 9 century and may stem from the usual Arabic desig-
and 710; and Proclus, iz Euc. 191. See Burri 2013, nation. See Kunitzsch 1974, 115-125; Burri 2013,
29-30. 26; Tihon 2014, 73-74.

The usual modern name Almagest comes from the 12 For the Greek edition of the text, see Books 1 to 6 in
Latin translation (a/magesti, later almagestum) of Heiberg 1898 and Books 7 to 13 in Heiberg 1903;
the Arabic word al-magsti. The latter comes from for the English translation, see Toomer 1984. A syn-
a transcription of the Greek word peyiotn, mean- opsis of the Almagest can be found in Toomer 1975,
ing ‘the greatest’ or ‘the very great’ (‘compilation’ is 188-197.

implied). The expression ‘N peydAn oovtagig’ as the 13 The ‘Manual’ was transmitted independently of the
shorter form of Ma@npatikh Tbvtagig can be found rest of the tables. See the Greek edition in Heiberg

in quite early Greek sources, but the superlative 7
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the Handy Tables would have comprised about twenty tables related to the motion of
celestial bodies and other astronomical phenomena, a chronological table (that is, a
list of the reigns of emperors, including dates) as well as the Kavov néhewy ¢émafipwv
(or ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’), a geographical table containing the longitude and
latitude of the important localities of the otkoumene.'* The Handy Tables were extremely
successful throughout Antiquity and the Middle Ages: from at least the third century
CE they were the subject of much comment and discussion among generations of Greek
astronomers, in Alexandria as well as in Byzantium. They were also used to a large degree
in Syriac and Arabic milieus.'

Ptolemy wrote other shorter treatises related to astronomy, which were probably
less widely disseminated. Parts of the 'Ynobéoeig 1w mhavwpévwv (Planetary Hypotheses)
were transmitted in Greek, although the complete work is known through Arabic trans-
lations.'® The text provides models for the motions of the celestial bodies and theories
on the size and the absolute distances of the planets.!” The ®doeig dmraviw dotépw
(Phases of the Fixed Stars) is another short (two-volume) astronomical treatise that deals
with the heliacal rising and setting of the bright stars. The first book is known only
through fragments of an Arabic translation, while the second book has been preserved
in Greek and consists mainly of calendar tables that relate to the celestial phenomena set
out in the previous book.!® The treatise TTept dwadfppatog (On the Analemma) deals with
sundials, in particular how to determine the angles that are needed to construct these
devices."” Finally, in a treatise that is generally called by its Latin name Planisphaerium —

it may correspond to the Andwoig émoaveiag opaipag (Simplification of a Spherical Surface)

1907, 157-185, and the recent (but not complete) glish translation, by Tihon 2011 and Mercier 2011.
English translation in Mercier 2011, 178-181. See Koch, Mittenhuber, and Stickelberger 2009 for
The organisation of the collection and the number a new Greek edition of the ‘Table of Noteworthy
and order of the tables in the surviving manuscripts Cities” with a German translation.

differ quite considerably from Ptolemy’s original 15 Tihon 2011, 50-53; Villey 2014, 170-172.

concept. Tables were successively added and some 16 For an edition of the Greek part of the text (which
of the original tables were updated (for instance, corresponds to the first book of the treatise), see
the chronological and geographical tables). The Heiberg 1907, 70-106. The complete work in Ara-
hypothesis that the extant tables have only been bic was edited and translated by Goldstein 1967.
preserved in Theon of Alexandria’s revised version His edition is, in fact, a facsimile of the British Mu-
(as in Toomer 1975, 196, and Burri 2013, 27, e.g.) seum MS. Arab. 426 (Add. 7473), with variant read-
needs to be treated with caution, for the extant man- ings in the footnotes.

uscripts show textual reworkings of several differ- 17 Toomer 1975, 197; Feke 2009, 201-220. As in the
ent periods. See p. 85 as well as Tihon 2004, Tihon Geography, in Planetary Hypotheses Ptolemy assumes
2011, §-55, Mercier 2011, 152-155, and Lempire that the Earth’s circumference is 180 0oo stadia.
2016. There is no complete critical edition of the 18 Toomer 1975, 197; Burri 2013, 27. For the Greek
Handy Tables. The old edition and French transla- edition, see Heiberg 1907, 3-67.

tion of N. Halma (1822) are respectable, but the 19 Toomer 1975, 197 and 205; Burri 2013, 27. Aside
Greek text is not always reliable and the translation from some Greek fragments in a palimpsest, the full
is often inaccurate. There are two recent Greek edi- text is known only from a Latin translation based on
tions of the first astronomical tables, with an En- a Greek version.
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that is mentioned in the Souda®® — Ptolemy explains how to project the celestial sphere
onto a plane and provides the mathematical basis for using an astrolabe.?!

One of Ptolemy’s major works is his astrological composition known today as the
Anotedeopatid (approximately, Influences of the Celestial Bodies) or more usually the Te-
TpapBAog (Tetrabiblos), as it was divided into four books. Today, astrology (understood
as the art of making predictions) and astronomy are considered two distinct fields; in-
deed, astrology is generally regarded as a pseudoscience. However, this distinction did
not exist in Antiquity, and Ptolemy would certainly have regarded the Tetrabiblos as a
natural follow-on to the Almagest — like two sides of the same unique field of research.
The Tetrabiblos can be regarded as a practical and predictive application of mathematical
astronomy:?? the first book presents technical definitions (of the planets, the zodiac,
and so on); the second studies the influences of celestial bodies and phenomena on the
otkoumené, which leads to a type of astrological schematic map of the known world,
where peoples are roughly located according to the cardinal directions; and the third
and fourth books deal with the predictions that can be made from horoscopes.?*

Ptolemy also wrote a five-volume treatise on optics, the original title of which is
unknown. The Greek version has not survived, but there was an Arabic translation,
covering Books 2 to 4 and the beginning of Book 5, which has also been lost but is
known from its twelfth-century Latin translation, De aspectibus, by Eugenius of Palermo.
The work dealt with many aspects of vision and outlined the theories of a number of
optic phenomena: light, colour, the perception of objects, reflection and refraction.?* In
the three-volume Appovik& (Harmonics), Ptolemy studied the intervals between musical
notes and demonstrated their mathematical relationships.?®

Finally, a text that was transmitted with the title ITept kprnpiov kol nyepovikod (On
the Faculties of Judgement and Command) has a special place in Ptolemy’s corpus, for it does
not have anything directly to do with mathematics but reflects on the criterion of truth
and on the process of the elaboration of knowledge. Although the authorship of this text

20 Souda, s.v. TItohepadoc. See Burri 2013, 12 and 26. manifestations accompanying the various recurring

Neugebauer 1949, 871, believed that the Greek title
was originally EEamwoig émdpaveiag odpaipac, that is,
‘unfolding’ or ‘projection of a spherical surface

21 Toomer 1975, 198; Burri 2013, 27. The text has

only been transmitted through Arabic translations,
in particular Al-Majriti’s version (d. in Cérdoba,

¢. 1007) and through a Latin translation of the lat-
ter in 1143 (given in Heiberg 1907, 227-259). Other
textual testimonies are given in Toomer 1975, 205.

22 Toomer 1975, 198: ‘From the obvious terrestrial

physical effects of the sun and moon, [Ptolemy]
infers that heavenly bodies must produce physical
effects [...]. By careful observation of the terrestrial

combinations of celestial bodies, he believes it pos-
sible to erect a system which [...] will enable one to
make useful predictions.

23 Toomer 1975, 198; Aujac 2012, 69-105. For an edi-

tion of the Greek text, see Boll and Boer 1954.

24 Toomer 1975, 200—201, 205; Burri 2013, 28. A crit-

ical edition of the Latin text, together with useful
commentaries, can be found in Lejeune 1989.

25 Toomer 1975, 201; Feke and A. Jones 2010, 199;

Barker 2004, 270-391. For a Greek edition, see
Diiring 1930. The last sections of Book 3 have not
survived.

25
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has been disputed — according to G.J. Toomer, for instance, the ascription to Ptolemy

¢ —recent studies tend to confirm Ptolemy’s authorship.?” According to

‘seems dubious™
M. J. Schiefsky, the text was ‘intended to be a prolegomena to his scientific works)*® By
contrast, a collection of astrological aphorisms, known by its Latin name Centiloguium
—and also sometimes called Kaprég, based on the Arabic title Kitab al-Tamara (Book of the
Fruit) — although very successful during the Middle Ages, is generally not considered to
have been written by Ptolemy.?’

Although the exact dating of Ptolemy’s different works is still open to debate, there
is generally agreement on the order in which they were written: first the Almagest, then
the Tetrabiblos and finally the Geography. Ptolemy alludes to the Almagest in the incipit
of the Tetrabiblos and mentions it in the ‘Manual’ of the Handy Tables as well as in the Ge-
ography.3® One passage of the Almagest also gives the impression that Ptolemy intended
to write a geographical work.?! The posteriority of the Geography to the Tetrabiblos can-
not be properly demonstrated, and for this reason the supposition, though plausible,
remains unproven. The Handy Tables also post-dates the Almagest, although the creation
of the former might have covered a longer period: the making of the ‘Table of Note-
worthy Cities’ (part of the Handy Tables), the Geography’s catalogue of localities as well as
Book 8 of the Geography were probably linked, so that establishing a strict chronological
order is certainly not relevant to understanding the origin of the works.*? In addition,
it is worth pointing out that the format chosen by Ptolemy for the Handy Tables made
it easy to carry out revisions: tables could easily be added or extended, and it is possible
that Ptolemy himself revised the main body of the Handy Tables over a period of time.*?
Among Ptolemy’s other works, the Planetary Hypotheses, the Harmonics and the treatise
on optics all probably post-date the Almagest and the Tetrabiblos.>*

1.1.3 Alexandria and the Roman world in the second century CE

Ptolemy’s dates correspond closely to the years of the Antonine dynasty (96-192 CE),
one of the most prominent eras in Roman history. Some contemporary witnesses, such
as the rhetor Aelius Aristides (117 — ¢. 180 CE) and the historian Appian of Alexan-
dria (c. 95-165 CE) regarded their epoch as exceptional.** The successively long reigns

Toomer 1975, 201. 33 The history of the transmission of the Handy Tables
Feke and A. Jones 2010, 199; Feke 2012, 585. Feke shows that the collection was a ‘living” document
2009, 6-7, gives a comprehensive overview of the from its inception up to medieval times. See pp. 84—
debate. 91, and Tihon 2011, 12-13.

Schiefsky 2014, 301. 34 Burri 2013, 30-33. Feke and A. Jones 2010, 201, date
Burri 2013, 30. the Harmonics to before the Almagest.

Geogr. 8.2.3. 35 Aelius Aristides, On Rome (written in 143 or 144
Alm. 2.13, see p. 84. CE); Appian, Roman History, preface § 7: ‘From the
See p. 88. advent of the emperors to the present time is nearly
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of Trajan, Hadrian, Antoninus and Marcus Aurelius contributed to a stable and fairly
calm political life in Rome, at least in comparison with the preceding century. With the
exception of the Dacian Wars (between 101 and 105 CE) and the wars against the Parthi-
ans (between 114 and 117 CE), the Empire was relatively peaceful until the campaigns
of Marcus Aurelius from 161 CE onwards: the Parthian War of Lucius Verus (161-166
CE), the long campaigns along the Danubian frontier (166-180 CE), several invasions
or revolts in Europe and in the Near East between 170 and 180 CE as well as the disas-
trous Antonine Plague (165/169 CE - ¢. 190 CE) finally ruined the previously untainted
reputation of the Age of the Antonines.

As for Rome’s territories, few new provinces were created during this period.*®
From Trajan to Marcus Aurelius, Rome adopted a progressively defensive military strat-
egy — Hadrian’s Wall, begun in 122 CE, can be seen as a symbol of this change of per-
spective. By the time of Trajan’s death in 117 CE, the Roman Empire had reached its
greatest extent, from Britain to the Danube, and from the Atlantic coast of Mauretania to
Arabia, Mesopotamia and the Caucasus. The provincial administration remained stable
throughout the period, although the political and cultural integration of each province
into the imperium Romanum did vary. Whereas the western provinces and the Greek-
speaking elites of the eastern Mediterranean were well integrated into Roman politics,
some of the territories in northern Europe (Britain and Dacia, for instance) and Asia
(Mesopotamia) remained in Roman hands for only a short time.

Like the preceding Julio-Claudian and Flavian dynasties, the Antonine era was char-
acterised by a great degree of mobility. The infrastructure of the Mediterranean area
(roads, bridges, harbours) was preserved and improved on, as exemplified by the reno-
vation and enlargement of Portus, a harbour complex 3 km north of Ostia (southwest
of Rome), during the reign of Trajan.*” Maritime and terrestrial routes were extended
to the outer provinces at the fringes of the Empire. Rome’s control of the trade routes
to the Indian Ocean increased under the reigns of Trajan and Hadrian.*® Contact with
northern Europe was less important, although the fluvial systems of the Danube and

Rhine rivers facilitated the exchange and integration of goods into the Roman public

two hundred years more, in the course of which a province that encompassed Assyria, Armenia and
the city has been greatly embellished, its revenue Mesopotamia was abandoned by Hadrian as early as
much increased, and in the long reign of peace and the end of 117 CE. See Lightfoot 1990.

security everything has moved toward a lasting pros- 37 Keay 2012.

perity. The whole preface consists of an idealised 38 Desanges 1978, 326-339; Brun 2015. The harbours
portrait of Rome at this time. of Myos Hormos (modern-day Quseir al-Quadim)
A province of Dacia, including territories to the and Berenikeé on the Red Sea coast were particu-
north of the lower Danube River, was created in larly active and were connected to Koptos (on the
107 CE (and reorganised under Marcus Aurelius), Nile), thanks to roads built and patrolled by the Ro-
and the province of Pannonia was redefined be- mans. The Via Nova Hadriana connected Antinoopo-
tween 103 and 106 CE. Trajan’s attempt to create lis (founded by Hadrian in 130 CE) and Berenikeé.
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and private trading network.* The Antonine era was relatively prosperous — albeit un-
even throughout the Empire — in many domains: agriculture, industrial production,
urban construction, and so forth. Large-scale communication networks concerned not
only people and merchandise but also the transmission of information, technology,
knowledge and ideas.

The Age of the Antonines saw a renewed interest in Greece. The Greek language,
which was spoken in the eastern Mediterranean world, also became popular among the
Roman elite, which, like Hadrian, was fascinated by Athens and the glorious history of
Classical Greece. It was this eastern part of the Empire that saw the greatest scholarly
and scientific activity during the second century CE. While those seeking a successful
political career needed to be based in the centre of power, that is, in Rome, those in
search of an intellectual education needed to make their way to Athens, Alexandria or
Pergamon.*’ The second century CE saw the growth of the so-called Second Sophis-
tic movement: Herodes Atticus (c. 101-177 CE), Aelius Aristides, Lucian of Samosata
(¢c. 120 — ¢. 180 CE) and Maximus of Tyre (c. 130 — after 192 CE), among others, were
all Greek-speaking rhetors who belonged to the Roman elite and travelled between the
major cities of the Empire.*!

Famous historians such as Plutarch (c. 45 — after 120 CE), Appian of Alexandria and
Philo of Byblos (c. 70 -¢. 160 CE) came from Rome’s eastern territories. The most promi-
nent scholars and engineers of the time included: in medicine, Galen of Pergamon (129
—¢. 199 CE); in architecture, Apollodorus of Damascus (c. 60 —¢. 130 CE); in mathemat-
ics and astrology, Menelaus of Alexandria (c. 50 —c. 120 CE) and Theon of Smyrna (early
second century CE); and, in astrology, Vettius Valens (late second century CE). Pausa-
nias of Magnesia (f. 150180 CE), Dionysius Periegetes (f. 130-138 CE) and Arrian
of Nicomedia (c. 85 — after 146 CE) were active scholars dealing with geography dur-
ing Ptolemy’s lifetime. The intense intellectual life under the Antonines in the eastern
Mediterranean world coincided with the last stage of Middle Platonism, which focused
attention on the eclecticism and syncretism between Plato’s writings and Pythagorean
or Aristotelian ideas.** It was a period in which Stoicism maintained a strong influence
on philosophy and politics - see Epictetus (c. 55 —c. 135 CE) or Marcus Aurelius himself
— but also one in which astrology, oriental cults and mysteries retained their popularity.

The status of Alexandria near Egypt — ad Aegyptum or npog Atydmte™® — was well es-
tablished in the Hellenistic world and the city maintained its standing after the Roman

A. Wilson 2008. 42 Moore 2015.

Aujac 2012, 14; Matthaios 2015, 233-247. 43 See, e.g., Str. 1.1.12. Alexandria enjoyed special ad-
See also Matthaios 2015, 250-262, on philologists ministrative status and was treated separately from
and grammarians of the Imperial era. the Roman province of Egypt. See Bell 1946.
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conquest. Founded in 331 BCE by Alexander the Great, Alexandria lies at the western-
most part of the Nile Delta, between the Mediterranean Sea and Lake Mareotis. Sailing
from Alexandria, one could reach Rhodes in four days and, optimal weather condi-
tions prevailing, Rome in a little more than two weeks.** Alexandria, together with its
harbour complex, was a crucial stopping-place on the maritime and terrestrial routes
between the Red Sea, the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean Sea: thanks to its com-
mercial taxes, the Roman administration was able to draw substantial incomes from the
city and thus it had a strategic economic stake in the city. Furthermore, Egypt was the
first (and virtually the only) country in Antiquity that manufactured papyrus.

During the Antonine era, Alexandria was one of the most important — if not the
greatest — intellectual and scientific centres of the Roman world, more for historical
than political reasons. Alexander the Great’s expeditions and conquests, as well as those
of his successors — the Seleucid and Ptolemaic rulers — had widened the known world’s
horizons. Alexandria not only developed into a major political centre but also, from
the third century BCE onwards, became an important cultural centre that attracted the
leading minds of the Hellenistic world, who studied and taught at the same institutions,
thereby most probably influencing each other.* After Alexander’s death in 323 BCE,
his generals fought for control of his empire, which involved continuing Alexander’s
cultural legacy; in so doing, the Ptolemies made Alexandria one of the most dynamic
cultural and scientific centres of the Mediterranean world.*®

The political support for the development of scholarship in Alexandria cannot be
dissociated from the foundation of the Museum of Alexandria and its Library by Ptolemy
I Soter (ruler of Egypt from 323 to 283 BCE). Scholars who were connected with the
museum enjoyed a special status, which involved privileges and substantial grants. An
additional two libraries were also established: the Library of the Serapeion, which was
particularly active in Roman times; and the Library of the Caesareum, a temple founded
under the reign of Augustus. Although a certain amount is known about the literary and
scientific life at the museum during the Hellenistic period, there is scant information on
its exact organisation and the way it functioned during the Antonine era. Nevertheless,
in the second century CE Alexandria continued to attract scholars owing to its vibrant

scientific and intellectual life.#”

Arnaud 2005, 128, 214-215, 217.

Pfeiffer 1968, 87-104; Montana 2015, 76-143.

Dan 2014, 403.

It is known that the Museum of Alexandria’s Li-
brary was enlarged under the reign of Claudius and
that Hadrian met scholars of the museum during
his Egyptian travels (130-131 CE), for instance. On

the museum, its library and scholarship in Alexan-
dria, see: Pfeiffer 1968, 87-233; Sirinelli 1995;
Staikos 2000; Berti and Costa 2010; Canfora 2012a;
Montana 2015, 70-90. On the history of Alexandria
in Roman times, see Clauss 2004, 121-329. On the
Serapeion and its library, see, in addition, Ferndn-
dez Abad 2008.
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Alexandria can arguably be described as the birthplace of geographical science -
certainly as practised by Ptolemy. In this city, geography was able to take advantage of its
intimate relationship with mathematics and astronomy as well as with the development
of Alexandrian philology.*® Eratosthenes (c. 276 — c. 194 BCE), who was the Library’s
second chief librarian, and who possibly invented the term yewypadia (‘geography’),
rejected Homeric exegesis as a way of describing the world and linked geography with
a mathematical knowledge of the Earth and astronomical observations.*’ In spite of his
criticisms of Eratosthenes, Hipparchus (c. 190 - ¢. 126 BCE) defined geography in the
same way.*° It is possible that Hipparchus worked (at least, occasionally) in Alexandria
and he was certainly one of Ptolemy’s most important sources. During the Roman
period, Strabo (64 BCE — after 23 CE) studied the Hellenistic geographers’ works in
Alexandria between 25 and 20 BCE,’! and, shortly before Ptolemy, Marinus of Tyre
(first/second century CE) composed his ‘revisions of the geographical map’ in the city.

However, Alexandrian geography concerns more than just Eratosthenes and his sci-
entific heirs. Dionysius of Periegetes, a contemporary of Ptolemy, wrote a description
of the oikoumené in verse that became very well known.’* During the same period, Ap-
pian of Alexandria structured his Roman History in geographical units.*® In the course
of the centuries following Ptolemy, Alexandria remained an intellectual centre, with a
number of notable scholars conducting research into geography — including Pappus of
Alexandria of the fourth century CE, John Philoponus (c. 490-574 CE) and, in another

tradition, the sixth-century CE Cosmas Indicopleustes.**

See p. 177. Nonetheless, R. Pfeiffer 1968, 152, has seem to have already developed mathematical and
rightly remarked: ‘Scholarship grew up in Alexan- astronomical concepts, orientated towards the study
dria as a creation of the new age, but science de- of the Earth and the known world. See Grathoff,
scended by a long tradition from the Ionian and Rinner, et al. 2016.

Attic past. Strato 6 pvowkég under Prolemy I and 50 Str. r.1.12: ‘Hipparchus demonstrates in his work
others were the links between the Athenian school against Eratosthenes that it is not possible for any-
of Aristotle and the Alexandrian Museum; an efflo- one — whether an amateur or scholar — to under-
rescence of mathematics and the natural sciences take geographical research without determination of
was the result’ Montana 2015, 76-79, stresses that heavenly phenomena or the eclipses that have been
the initiative of the Ptolemies was closely linked to observed!

the Peripatetic school at Athens. 51 Strabo lived in Alexandria when his friend Aelius
Str. 1.2.3. See Geus 2011, 262. In all likelihood, Er- Gallus was prefect of Egypt (Str. 2.3.5, 2.5.12 and
atosthenes’ geography and cartography were rooted 17.1.46). See Clauss 2004, 17, and Roller 2014, 9-10.
in the works of Eudoxus of Cnidus (c. 395-342 52 Counillon 1991; Ilyushechkina 2010, 302-309.

BCE), Dicacarchus of the fourth century BCE (a dis- 53 Dan 2014, 403—405.
ciple of Aristotle) and Pytheas of Massalia (second 54 Inglebert 2001, 73-108.
half or end of the fourth century BCE), all of whom
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1.1.4 Ptolemy and the sciences of his time

No information has come down to us on Ptolemy’s personal entourage and colleagues
or on his official academic position. His astronomical treatises are dedicated to a certain
Syrus of whom absolutely nothing is known.>> From the breadth of his work, it is clear
that Ptolemy had no major financial constraints.*® It is also possible, given the size of
the undertaking, that Ptolemy worked with several collaborators or assistants on the
Geography.

Ptolemy studied several fields of knowledge, which was by no means unusual in
Antiquity. He was also, to a certain extent, a designer and engineer: he invented (and
perhaps made or had made for him) tools and instruments to be used in astronomy
(such as the dioptre, the armillary astrolabe and the meteoroscope) and cartography
(his different methods for building maps).” The fact that he designed tables that were
intended to be used to make further observations and computations is also evidence
of his pragmatic approach to the practice of science. The writing of comprehensive
compendia, the attention given to didactics and the popularisation of knowledge were
all characteristics of the scholarship of the Antonine era.’®

Ptolemy’s astronomical and astrological works are considered by many to represent
the apogee of Greek and Roman science. Nonetheless, Ptolemy was more a product
of the mathematical and astronomical sciences of his time than is commonly admit-
ted. In the incipit of the Almagest, Ptolemy discusses the different branches of science
and the place of mathematics in science. He refers explicitly to Aristotle’s division of
the theoretical sciences, which he took as being correct from an ontological point of
view.” Likewise, Ptolemy’s cosmological and astronomical premises — that the Earth is
spherical and is located at the centre of a spherical universe, and so forth — are mainly
Aristotelian.®® However, unlike Aristotle, who considered theology to be the ‘primary
science’ (1) mpd drhooodia),®! Ptolemy regarded mathematics as the most important of
the theoretical sciences, since:

Burri 2013, 30; Tihon 2014, 82. cular Motions of the Celestial Bodies and Nicomachus
Tihon 2014, 83. of Gerasa (late first or early second century CE) pro-
Tihon 2014, 80-82. duced an Introduction to Arithmetic.

See, e.g., the Galenic corpus or Vettius Valens’ as- 59 Alm. 1.1: ‘For Aristotle divides theoretical philoso-
trological Anthology. Theon of Smyrna’s treatise On phy too, very fittingly (méwv éppedd) into three pri-
Mathematics Useful for the Understanding of Plato was a mary categories, physics, mathematics and theology’
textbook on general mathematics. Dionysius’ Perie- Here Ptolemy is alluding to Aristotle, Metaphysics
gesis, in which the whole oikoumené is described, 6.1 (1025b-10262).

was meant to be easily memorised and studied in 60 Alm. 1.3-8. These concepts were defended by Aristo-
schools. Cleomedes (first or second century CE) tle in De Caelo. See Tihon 2014, 84.

wrote an astronomical textbook entitled On the Cir- 61 Aristotle, Metaphysics 6.1 (10262, 24-25).

31



THE IBERIAN PENINSULA IN PTOLEMY’S GEOGRAPHY

32

62

63

Only mathematics can provide sure and unshakeable knowledge to its devo-
tees, provided one approaches it rigorously. For its kind of proof proceeds by
indisputable methods, namely arithmetic and geometry.*>

Furthermore, Ptolemy believed that contemplating and understanding ‘divine and heav-
enly things’ thanks to mathematics could lead to spiritual elevation. This relationship
between science, contemplation and ethics is Platonic in inspiration.®® Ptolemy’s mul-
tiplicity of influences is interpreted by J.Feke and A. Jones as a ‘Platonic empiricism’
They explain:

Ptolemy’s texts, in fact, reveal him to be a Platonic empiricist. He adopts Pla-
tonic, Aristotelian, and, to a lesser extent, Stoic ideas, but the manner in which
he mixes these philosophical influences depends heavily on contemporary Pla-
tonic concerns. [...] He adapts these Platonic ideas to his theory of knowledge,
which is best described by the anachronistic term ‘empiricism; and he bases

this so-called empiricism on an ontology that is distinctively Aristotelian.®

It should be stressed that Ptolemy’s eclectism was also typical of the intellectual milieu
of Middle Platonism during the second century CE.%

The extent to which Ptolemy’s astronomy was integrated into the scientific practice
of his time is not easy to estimate with any precision. Vettius Valens, an Alexandrian
astrologer of the late second century CE, wrote that many astronomical tables, in par-
ticular those related to Babylonian astronomy and to Hipparchus, were then in circu-
lation.®¢ As for predictive astronomy in Antiquity, A. Jones objects to Ptolemy’s con-
ception, which was based on kinematic models and tables, of a practice that involved
arithmetical operations without the use of trigonometry.®” He has also observed that
the papyrological documentation provides almost no evidence that Greek astronomers
used kinematic models before Ptolemy, which would make the latter a scientific excep-
tion.*® By contrast, A. Tihon and J.-L. Fournet have recently edited a papyrus — Papyrus
Fouad Inv. 267 A, conserved in Cairo — that was quite possibly an excerpt of a course
on astronomy given in the first half of the second century CE, perhaps even in Alexan-

Alm. 1.1. In the same paragraph, Ptolemy specifies
that theology and physics ‘should rather be called
guesswork than knowledge, theology because of

physics) and knowledge (mathematics) resembles
the Platonic dichotomy between 66&a (opinion) and
¢émothpn (knowledge).

its completely invisible and ungraspable nature, 64 Feke and A. Jones 2010, 197.

physics because of the unstable and unclear nature 65 See also Feke 2012.

of matter’ 66 Tihon 2014, 85; Fournet and Tihon 2014, 131-133.
Alm. 1.1. See Feke and A. Jones 2010, 208-209. 67 A.Jones 1999, 15-34.

J. Feke 2009, 43, adds that Ptolemy’s distinction 68 A.Jones 1999, 16-17.

between conjecture/guesswork (in theology and
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dria.®” The papyrus deals with the longitude of the Sun, the obliquity of the ecliptic and
refers to a ‘table’ (kavwv). The author of the table manifestly based some of his calcu-
lations, as Ptolemy did, on Hipparchus, who is mentioned three times in the papyrus.
The astronomical knowledge reflected in the papyrus refers to a practice that is similar
to Ptolemy’s but with some differences in the values and content.”® Thus, Ptolemy’s
astronomical activity was not as isolated as one might have believed.”!

Although Ptolemy’s realisation of a Handbook of Geography (if one attempts to ren-
der the exact meaning of its title, Fewypadixn driynorg) that combines the intelligibility
of a manual and the completeness of a compilation fully captures the Zerigeist of the An-
tonine era, the way Ptolemy practised geography was, by contrast, decidely out of step
with the other geographers of his time. According to Ptolemy’s own definition, any geo-
graphical investigation needs a mathematical method and astronomical observations,”
which clearly indicates that Ptolemy was continuing the tradition of mathematical ge-
ography as practised by Eratosthenes. In the introduction to the Geography, he describes

the discipline’s raison d’étre:

All this belongs to the loftiest and loveliest of intellectual pursuits (Bewpiag),
because it exhibits to human understanding through mathematics the heavens
themselves in their physical nature, since [the heavens] can be seen in its rev-
olution about us, but [it exhibits] the earth [only] through a picture (61 Tfig
eir6vog), since the real earth, being enormous and not surrounding us, cannot

be inspected by any one person either as a whole or part by part.”?

Aristotle’s definition of scientific knowledge did not explicitly mention studying the oik-
oumené and it is not known how Eratosthenes defined geography ontologically speaking.
Both Hipparchus and Strabo were aware of the mathematical requisites for practising
geography, but Ptolemy was, as far as is known, the first to define the subject as a theo-
retical science in the sense of Aristotle, that is, as knowledge for its own sake.”* Unlike

Greek edition and French translation in Fournet the tropical year in the papyrus that differs from
and Tihon 2014; English translation, with a thor- Ptolemy’s value. See A. Jones 2016.

ough technical discussion, in A. Jones 2016. The 71 See also Tihon 2004, 235, Fournet and Tihon 2012
papyrus, which may be a reworking of notes written and Tihon 2014, 86-88.

down for a course, presents, among other things, a 72 See pp. 163-177.

practical example of computation for the year 130 73 Geogr. 1.1.9.

CE. A second fragment of the same papyrus folio 74 By contrast, Strabo (1.1.1) was, for example, of the
has recently been identified (PSI Inv. 2006, pre- opinion that geography is ‘a concern of the philoso-
served in Florence), see Tihon and Fournet 2016. pher’ (tiig Tob prroodpov mpaypateiog), although his
In particular, the author of the table used an ob- approach did allow for a practical use of geograph-
servation that was recorded by Hipparchus in 158 ical knowledge. He states (1.1.22): ‘In short, the
BCE but that does not appear in the dozens of ob- present treatise should be generally useful - useful
servations concerning Hipparchus that are cited alike to the citizen and to the public at large (kai mo-
in Ptolemy’s Almagest; one also finds a length of MO Kad Snpwdedec) — as was my work on history.
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the study of the stars and planets, however, mathematics does not directly provide ‘sure
and unshakeable knowledge’ of the Earth and its parts but is only a device to fabricate a
picture (eikwv). The incipit of the Geography defines geography as an imitation (pipnoig)
of the known parts of the world, and so it should be regarded as a kind of substitute
for directly contemplating the Earth.”> The position of mathematical geography within
this concept was, therefore, slightly ambiguous: although it was a theoretical science -
that is, neither ‘practical’ (mpaxTikn) nor ‘poetic’ (mowtikn) — it gave only indirect access
to its subject, since one is compelled to contemplate the world through the eyes of the
cartographer.”®

The way Ptolemy practised geography differed quite markedly from the methods
of the other geographers of his time. Admittedly, Ptolemy frequently referred to Mar-
inus of Tyre, who slightly predates him and who practised mathematical geography.
They both used the value of 180 ooo stadia for the circumference of the Earth, which
did not match the more common Hellenistic values of 252 coco or 250 ooo stadia; a cir-
cumference of 180 ooo stadia had only been postulated since the time of Posidonius
(c. 135 —c. 51 BCE).”” Nevertheless, the Geography falls within a resurgence of interest
in the scientific tradition of a description of the world that had lain largely dormant
since Hipparchus and Eratosthenes before him. Ptolemy’s preference for Hellenistic
geographers — Hipparchus and Timosthenes (third century BCE) — was less a matter of
personal taste than of practical necessity. It is not known to what extent the descrip-
tions of the oikoumené and its parts by Artemidorus (f. c. 1o1-104 BCE) and Posidonius
— two great geographical authorities in Antiquity — were linked with mathematical and
astronomical concepts. Gnomonic procedures (that is, measuring a place’s latitude with
the help of specific instruments) and theories on climatic zones (that is, the study of the
meteorological, zoological and anthropological characteristics of places as a function of

Strabo intended to ‘devote [his] attention to what is us), and [the nature of] the earth through a portrait
noble and great, and to what contains the practically [...]! Two elements in the passage — ‘the heavens
useful, or memorable, or entertaining (1o mpaypa- themselves’ (Tov pgv odpawvdv avtév) and ‘the earth
TIKOD Kal edpvnuévevTov Kad 6L Hratpifew)’ and to through a picture’ or ‘through a portrait’ (ti 62 yijp
focus on ‘things [that] may stir the interest of the Bl Tiig elkGvog) — appear to me to be in opposition
studious or the practical man (tov praeidfipova kol to one another, which the translation of Berggren
TOV IPAyPaTKGD)] (1.1.23) and Jones does not convey.

75 The assumption of Feke and A. Jones 2010, 205, 76 Ptolemy’s choice of vocabulary — pipnog, eikov —
that, in Geogr. 1.1.9, Ptolemy asserts that ‘mathe- is reminiscent of the discussion on imitation and
matics reveals the physical nature of the heavens copy-making in Plato’s Sophist (235-236). Another
and earth’ needs to be qualified. This idea was cer- term that Ptolemy used frequently (ovppetpia, see
tainly influenced by the translation of Berggren p- 163) also finds echoes in this passage of Plato.
and A. Jones 2000, who, I believe, have slightly Note that the ontological classification of geography
over-interpreted the passage: [...] to exhibit to hu- as a theoretical science does not imply that a geogra-
man understanding through mathematics [both] pher does not need any ‘practical’ skills.
the heavens themselves in their physical nature 77 Geogr. 7.5.12; Str. 2.2.2. See Stiickelberger 2009b,
(since they can be seen in their revolution about 223-224, and Geus and Tupikova 2013a.
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the latitude) had been developed from the Classical Greek period until Roman times.
However, these concepts and theories had been merely abstract studies of the Earth as a
sphere and had rarely been connected to the realisation of a map of the ozkoumene.

The works of Eratosthenes and Hipparchus had not remained hidden over the cen-
turies: Roman elites referred to them, but their relations with mathematical geography
were equivocal. Julius Caesar (100—44 BCE) commented on Eratosthenes, although this
does not mean that he knew his work directly;”® on the advice of his friend Atticus, Ci-
cero (106—43 BCE) started to put together a geographical work on the model of Eratos-
thenes but, despite much reading, abandoned this project;”’ Pliny the Elder (23/24-79
CE) praised the achievements of Hellenistic mathematical geography, although this was,
in fact, his way of distancing himself from the subject;** and Strabo put together a thor-
ough presentation of Eratosthenes and Hipparchus but did not continue with or im-
prove on their research. Ptolemy observed the scarcity of the tradition of mathematical
geography and deplored the difficulty of finding sources that could supply useful infor-
mation on the latitude and longitude of localities.®! A. Haushalter has demonstrated
that the relative disregard for mathematical geography during the Roman period was
not a question of the cultural differences between practical Roman knowledge and pure
theoretical Greek science.3? During the time of Pliny and the Antonine period, mathe-
matical geography was still considered a valid subject; it was just that it belonged to the
past rather than to current scholarship, be it in Latin (Mela, Pliny) or Greek (Dionysus
Periegetes, Arrian, Pausanias).

The Antonine era gave over much space to rhetoric and panegyrics. Descriptions of
the world - that is, the Roman world, ruled by the Princeps — were often written just to
praise Rome and acknowledge its greatness, as reflected by Aelius Aristides’ On Rome or
the incipit of Appian’s Roman History, for example.®® Arrian dedicated his Periplous of the
Euxine Sea to Hadrian, who had ordered this exploratory sea journey for diplomatic and
military purposes.®* Geography was hence a matter of politics and history. By contrast,
Ptolemy’s Geography is almost apathetic in tone.®> As A. Jones has noted: ‘Ptolemy gives

not the slightest indication that there exists such an entity as a Roman empire%¢ His

Caesar, Civ. 6.24. 81 See p. 169.

Cicero, Att. 2.6: “The geography which I had pur- 82 Haushalter 2015, 222-225.

posed is really a big undertaking. Eratosthenes, 83 See pp. 18-19.

whom I had meant to follow, is sharply censured 84 Combining this experience with his personal notes
by Serapion and Hipparchus. What if Tyrannion from lectures, Arrian produced a geographical trea-
joins in? And by Hercules! The material is hard to tise in which he achieved both political and scien-
set out, monotonous, not so easy to embellish as it tific objectives. See Stadter 1980, 32—41.

looked, and (the main point) I find any excuse good 85 Aujac 2012, 185-191.

enough for doing nothing? (Transl. Shackleton Bai- 86 A. Jones 2012, 127. Note that, according to Ptolemy,
ley modified). See note 11, p. 213. the Asian and Libyan (that is, African) continents
Pl. 6.211, also 2.95, 2.164 and 6.171. See Haushalter were bordered, respectively, to the north and south

2015, 224-225.
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Geography seems totally dissociated from Roman politics and the contingencies of his-
tory. The terrarum caput, Rome, which enthralled every geographer who visited it and
the descriptions of which, at least since the time of Polybius (c. 208 —¢. 120 BCE), were al-
ways extravagant, was described by Ptolemy with a laconic Aot Popn (‘City of Rome’).%
This is characteristic of Ptolemy’s style of geography: cold, sober, austere even. When he
considers the possibility of adding improvements to the catalogue of localities, Ptolemy
contemplates improving the values of the coordinates rather than adapting the cata-
logue to political and historical changes. While his contemporaries acclaimed Rome,
its emperors and its glorious history, Ptolemy exalted atemporal mathematics.

Although Ptolemy’s style might not have been in fashion, the content of the Geog-
raphy is not, for the most part, outdated. Ptolemy added up-to-date knowledge of the
known world to the principles of mathematical geography, while his antique sources
included travel accounts and military reports, mainly from the Roman period.?¥ On
his map of Palestine, for example, he refers to ‘Hierosolyma, which is today called Aelia
Capitoli(n)a}® which was the name given by Hadrian to the Roman colony built on
the site of Jerusalem after the Bar Kokhba revolt of 132-135 CE. Hadrian also founded
the city of Antinoopolis in Egypt in 130 CE and colonia Mursia in Pannonia Inferior in
c. 133 CE - both of which were recorded in Ptolemy’s Geography.”®

1.2 Structure of Ptolemy’s Geography

Ptolemy’s Geography is methodically organised, clear and instructional and, despite the
differences in the content of each section, its structure is coherent. Ptolemy managed
to produce not only a living document,”® but also a work in which every part is, at the
same time, indispensable and interlinked, as well as being arranged in such a way that
the sequence of sections (almost always) makes complete sense.

Ptolemy organised his work into three main parts: an introduction, a catalogue of
localities and a part devoted to maps. They do not exactly fit the division into eight
books (BiBAia) and it is possible that the division simply corresponded to the number
of papyrus rolls that were needed to contain the Geography rather than to a distribution

by ‘unknown countries’ (&yvwotog vij, Geogr. 7.5.2), In his Roman History, Appian frequently uses &oto
whereas most geographers of the time regarded when referring to ‘the city; that is, Rome.

the otkoumené as a great island surrounded by an 88 Geogr. 1.7.6, 1.8.5, 1.9.1—4, 1.10.2, I.11.7, 1.14.1—4.
ocean. This is another example of the originality of See Stiickelberger 2009¢, 123-124.

Ptolemy’s Geography. 89 Geogr. 5.16.8.

Geogr. 3.1.61. The expression Aotv Popn could mean 90 Geogr. 2.15.8 and 4.5.61. See Stiickelberger and
‘main city’ or ‘capital city] but in this context the Grafhoft 2006, 18.

Greek Aoo is certainly to be understood as a trans- 91 The catalogue of localities anticipates later correc-
lation of the Latin Urbs, that is, simply ‘the city’ tions and modifications (Geogr. 2.1.2-3). See p. 115.
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related to different units of meaning. The division of the books into sections or chap-
ters (xkepdhona) had ulterior motives: the chapters in the introduction define the different
topics of discussion; in the catalogue of localities, they correspond to geographical units;
and in the cartographical part, they contain, in sequence, the different regional maps.
There is no reason to doubt that the division of the text into kepdAara and the formu-
lation of their titles — they are similar in every manuscript — was the work of Ptolemy

himself, even though later modifications were always possible.*?

1.2.1 The introduction, Geogr. 1.1-24 (and 7.6)

The first part of the Geography comprises a theoretical and methodological introduction,
most of which is contained in the first book. Ptolemy discusses a series of definitions,
gives an outline of his project and provides advice on how to use his work.

The incipit deals with the fundamental definitions of geography and chorography, in-
cluding their respective objectives and methods (Geogr. 1.1). Ptolemy then explains the
basis of a geographical work, that is, the information that is required to construct a map
of the ozkoumené and the appropriate method for determining the position of a place
on the Earth (Geogr. 1.2-5). An important part of his introduction is given over to a
critical revision (816pbwotg) of several aspects of the work of Marinus of Tyre, a geogra-
pher who is presented as being the most recent authority on the subject. In particular,
Ptolemy corrects Marinus’ figures for the longitudinal and latitudinal extent of the oik-
oumené (Geogr. 1.6-14) and points out the contradictory elements of his predecessor’s
work (Geogr. 1.15-17). After discussing the inconvenience of using Marinus’ informa-
tion to draw a map (Geogr. 1.18-20), Ptolemy finally gives instructions on how to design
(xataypapew) a grid of parallel circles and meridians on a plane surface (¢év éninebep) as
well as on a globe (¢v odaipq), in order to map the whole otkoumené (Geogr. 1.21-24).
Surprisingly, at the end of the catalogue of localities, Ptolemy describes how to draw,
on a planar surface, a picture of the globe surrounded by rings depicting celestial circles
(Geogr. 7.6), which requires a specific map projection. It might have made more sense
for Ptolemy to position the instructions he gives here at the end of the introduction,
which is where he presents the essential requisites for constructing (kataypadn) a world
map.

The introductory section is crucial to understanding the objectives of the Geogra-
phy and is the part that has generated the greatest variety of textual interpretations.

Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 4, have raised doubts places or inadequately describe the contents! How-
about whether Ptolemy was responsible for the ever, the fact that the division does not seem to be
headings, in particular since ‘some of the chapter ‘perfect’ in the eyes of modern scholars does not
titles in the Geography break the text in awkward mean that Ptolemy was not responsible for them.
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Ptolemy’s language is rather sober, concrete, technical but clear and corresponds to the
Koine Greek prose of the second century CE.”> The modern translations of G. Aujac,
J. L. Berggren and A. Jones, A. Stiickelberger and G. Grafhoft as well as K. Miller show
important differences, mainly because Ptolemy’s technical vocabulary does not always
have simple modern equivalents. For example, Ptolemy’s definitions of ‘geography; ‘to-
pography’ or ‘geometry’ all differ from their respective modern meanings. The exact
sense of some terms are debatable — ioTopia meprodixy, dxpipéotepot mivakec, dmopvipaTa,
for instance.”* Furthermore, the apparent modernity of the Geography — its system of ge-
ographical coordinates, the graticules that resemble modern cartographical projections,
the importance of mathematics, and so on — can lead to anachronistic interpretations.

1.2.2 The catalogue of localities, Geogr. 2.1.1-7.4.14

The part of the Geography that one calls, for the sake of convenience, the ‘catalogue of
localities’ makes up the greater part of the Geography. It is introduced by a foreword
(mpédoyog) in which Ptolemy gives a synopsis of his project:

Let this be the end of our outline of the general assumptions about geogra-
phy and the revision of the map (616pBwotg i kataypadiic) that would be per-
formed in accordance with, firstly, up-to-date accounts (iotopia) of the known
parts of the earth — that is, our oikoumené — and, secondly, both the correct
proportion (¢v tfj ovppetpiq) of the places with respect to each other and the
greatest possible similarity in shape [to the real otkoumené], and finally with the

nature of map representation.”®

Ptolemy then explains how he has structured his catalogue of localities: each place is
listed in a table, with one column (ogAi&iov) given over to the longitude (pfikog) and
another column to the latitude (mAdtog), which facilitates the making of later additions
or emendations.”® In the foreword, Ptolemy introduces two crucial ideas about the con-
tent and the structure of the catalogue: firstly, not all the geographical coordinates are
equally accurate with respect to the actual locations;”” and, secondly, the order (t4%ig)
of the localities in the catalogue follows a spatial principle, that is, to make drawing
the maps easier, the lists begin with the more northerly and westerly localities and end
with the more southerly and easterly places.”® Finally, he gives a description of the outer

Stiickelberger 2009¢, 432-439, gives a useful analysis 96 Geogr. 2.1.3. See p. 115.

of Prolemy’s language. 97 Geogr. 2.1.2. See p. 175.

See the discussions in A. Jones 2012, 115-116, and 98 Geogr. 2.1.4-5. In fact, ‘easier’ for right-handed
Hindermann 2009. cartographers...

Geogr. 2.1.1.
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fringes of Europe, Libyé (that is, the African continent)” and Asia (Geogr. 2.1.6-7) as
well as an introduction to creating world and regional maps (Geogr. 2.1.8-10).

The ‘catalogue of localities’ is presented by Ptolemy as # kot pépog ddriynoig (‘the
detailed instructions’) or as 1) katd pépog £kOeog (‘the description part by part).!% Ac-
cording to the calculations of A. Stiickelberg and G. Graf$hoff, the catalogue lists 6 345
localities with their geographical coordinates and approximately 1 600 names of re-
gions, seas and peoples without coordinates.!®? The places are sorted in sections (tme-
plopiopof) that correspond to the description of one region!®?: first, the countries of
Europe (Geogr. 2.2-3.17); then those of Libye (Geogr. 4.1-8); and finally those of Asia
(Geogr. 5.1-7.4). The catalogue concludes with a short paragraph (Geogr. 7.4.14) that
refers to the foreword and links the list of localities with the realisation of the maps.

1.2.3 The cartographical section, Geogr. 7.5-7 and 8

The last part of the Geography is allocated to maps (mivaxeg), which represent the con-
crete application of the catalogue’s data. Whereas the first book gives instructions on
designing maps (kataypadn) and the catalogue provides the data that are to be marked
on the maps, the last section, aside from the maps themselves, supplies information that
is meant to accompany the world and regional maps. The term that Ptolemy uses — brro-
ypadn — seems to indicate that the information concerns text that should be written on
or around the maps, very possibly captions. The first bnmoypagai concern the world map
(6 Tiig oikovpévng mivag), done according to three different projections, while the whole
of Book 8 is given over to regional maps (ol xata pépog mivakeg) and their dmoypadai.
The accompanying text for the world map consists of a summarised description of the
whole otkoumené, to be exact its borders, followed by lists of the world’s most notewor-
thy geographical features (seas, gulfs, islands) and, finally, a summary of the latitudinal
and longitudinal dimensions of the oikoumené (Geogr. 7.5.2-16 and 7.7).

Book 8, with its twenty-six regional maps and vnoypagaf, has a different structure
than the chapters in Book 7 on the world map: it has its own introduction (Geogr. 8.1-2)
and each regional map has its own section in which between one and seven regions
(mepropiopoi) of the catalogue have been drawn. Ptolemy presents the content of each

section as follows:

We have set out the captions (1&g dnoypadag) for each [map], putting first the

continent to which the map belongs, its ordinal number, what countries it

In Ptolemy’s Geography and in the geographical Ptolemy uses the term ‘Africa’ (Appixr)) to refer to
texts of Antiquity, the name ABon (translated here the Roman province of the same name.

as ‘Libyé’ to avoid confusion with modern Libya) 100 Geogr. 1.18.1, 2.1.2, 2.I.11.

denotes the African continent in the modern sense. 101 Stuckelberger and Grahoff 2006, 23.

102 See p. 127.
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104
105

contains, approximately what ratio the parallel through its middle has to the
meridian, and what the boundary of the whole map is. We have put below
[this information] the elevations of the pole for the principal cities (t¢v 6iaom-
nwv néAewv) in each country, converted into the length of the longest days [that
occur] there; and their longitudinal positions [converted] approximately into
intervals from the meridian through Alexandria, whether to the east or to the
west, in units of equinoctial hours; and for those that the ecliptic stands over,
[we have recorded] whether the sun passes through the zenith once or twice [in
ayear], and how [the sun] is situated [on the ecliptic] with respect to the tropic

points [when this happens].!%

Thus these instructions dealing with the text to be written on or around the maps also
concern the design (kataypa¢n) of the maps as each regional map is defined by the spe-
cific ratio of its central parallel to the meridian. This final book has raised many ques-
tions in modern studies regarding its specificity, which sets it apart from the Geography’s
other books. Its introduction seems to be an attempt to justify the making of regional
maps, and its quite long and sometimes redundant explanation (Geogr. 8.1.1-7) refers
back to the work’s main introduction in which Ptolemy defines ‘geography’ (yewypadia)
as the science of making world maps and ‘chorography’ (ywpoypadia) as the science of
making maps of smaller areas.!%*

Book 8 thus appears to be a kind of continuation of Ptolemy’s original project. It

105) is men-

is the only book in which the title of the Geography (vewypadixn ddpRynarg
tioned 77 extenso and in which he refers to the Almagest (paBnpatikn oovtagig) by name.
Although every locality was marked on the maps with the help of the coordinates given
in the catalogue, a different reference system was intentionally used to convert the lon-
gitudes and latitudes of the important cities. So, although Book 8 is very much a part
of the Geography, since it has its own prologue and structure, it can, to a certain extent

at least, be regarded as self-contained.

1.2.4 Paratexts and scholia

Besides the three main parts of the Geography — the introduction, the catalogue and the

cartographical section — a number of additional texts were transmitted in some of its

Geogr. 8.2.1. also given in an ancient scholion to Plato’s Jon; see
Geogr. 1.1.1 See p. 163. p. 107. In Geogr. 7.4.14 and 8.1.6, Ptolemy uses the
Geogr. 8.1.1. It is the only mention of the title in the term obvTag1g to refer to his own geographical work,
whole work, if one does not take the heading trans- whereas in the introduction (Geogr. 1.22.5) he refers
mitted by the manuscripts into account. The title is to his ‘writings’ (¢év Toic dmopvApao).
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manuscripts.!® There is an epitome, that is, a list that repeats the headings of each
section (mepropropdg) of the catalogue (the lists of the various manuscripts are inconsis-

tent)'?”

as well as several scholia, which mostly seem to concern cartographical instruc-
tions. The scholia clearly post-date the redaction of the Geography, but the origin of the
paratexts remains largely unidentified. Of all the paratexts, the so-called subscriptio of

Agathodaimon has aroused the greatest interest. The text reads as follows:

¢k v Kdowbiov ITtodepaiov yewypadkiv BipAiwy O0KT® v olkovpévny ndoow

AyaBo¢ Aaipwy AAe€avbpede pnyavikog LIETONWON [Or DIETVIOVTNTO, DIETONWOE |

On the basis of the eight geographical books of Klaudios Ptolemaios, I Agatho-
daimon, engineer from Alexandria, have sketched the whole known world [or:
Agathodaimon has sketched...].

This subscriptio appears at the end of Ptolemy’s text and has been transmitted by one
group of manuscripts. It has been intensively discussed and interpreted within the
framework of the textual and cartographical history of the Geography. Nonetheless, the
exact role of the frequently mentioned Agathodaimon and the context of his involve-

ment (that is, its date) remain a mystery.'%

1.3 Geographical coordinates

1.3.1 The coordinates in the Geography

That only two geographical coordinates (that is, latitude and longitude) are needed to
determine the position of a locality on Earth is by far Ptolemy’s most notable contri-

106

107

108

See Burri 2013, 120140, for a thorough codicologi-
cal study of these ‘extra’ texts.

See Stiickelberger and GrafShoff 2006, 909-9135,

in particular notes 75 and 76, 909; Burri 2013,
133-134.

Stiickelberger 2009d, 321-322; Mittenhuber 2009,
322-323; Burri 2013, 138-139. I find the choice

of verb (to sketch/outline) used in the subscriptio

in the sentence ‘I have sketched the whole known
world’ (bnetonwoa), somewhat curious. As Ptolemy
himself uses the verb kataypadew (‘to design’) to
describe the making of a map, one would have ex-
pected that an Alexandrian pnyavikég used the same
technical verb (katéypaya: ‘T have designed’). Agath-
odaimon’s expression is in fact taken almost word
for word from a passage at the end of Book 7, where
Ptolemy states: [We have forethought] to sketch,

as it were, a sort of map of the entire otkoumene’ (ui-
DAKOG (MOTEP TPOMOY mAong Tiig oikovpéVNG boTLIIM-
oo, Geogr. 7.5.1). Agathodaimon, however, neither
uses the word ‘map’ nor does he specify whether

he sketched just a picture of the whole world or the
regional maps as well. Furthermore, it is not clear
whether Agathodaimén was responsible for the
whole mapping procedure and designed the grid(s),
plotted the localities, drew the coasts, islands and
mountains, applied colours, wrote the captions, and
so on, or whether he just participated in one step
of the production process. Finally, although Agath-
odaimon described himself as a unyovikéc, that is,
an ‘engineer; without any precise historical context,
it is impossible to be sure what this term implied
exactly.
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bution to the history of geography and cartography. Although there is no Greek word
for ‘coordinates’ — in the Geography Ptolemy writes simply ‘position in latitude’ or ‘posi-
tion in longitude’ — the modern use of the term corresponds well to Ptolemy’s concept
of latitude and longitude, even though ‘coordinates’ is somehow anachronistic. In the
Almagest, which predates the Geography, Ptolemy supplies a catalogue of the fixed stars,

the concept of which he describes as follows:

In order to display the arrangement of stars on the solid globe according to the
above method, we have set it out below in the form of a table (xavovix®g) in
four sections. For each star (taken by constellation), we give, in the first section,
its description as a part of the constellation; in the second section, its position
in longitude (t&g xata pfiKog €moyag), as derived from observation [...]; in the
third section we give its distance from the ecliptic in latitude (kat mAdrog), to
the north or to the south as the case may be for the particular star; and in the

fourth, the class to which it belongs in magnitude.'"”

The vocabulary of the Geography and the idea of tables with geographical coordinates
had, therefore, already taken root in the star catalogue. In addition, the idea that only
two pieces of data—a longitude and a latitude — were needed to determine the position of
a star in the sky was certainly the origin of the notion that two geographical coordinates
could determine the position of a locality on Earth.

Geographical coordinates cannot be used without a reference system. The latitude
of Ptolemy’s stars were, for instance, related to the ecliptic. In the Almagest, Ptolemy
stated his intention to create a geographical work in which terrestrial places would be
located using a latitude that had been determined in relation to the Equator, and a
longitude determined in relation to the meridian through Alexandria.''® The utilisation
of two terrestrial circles, which are, in fact, projections of celestial circles on the Earth,
made it possible for Ptolemy to establish the absolute location of each place, that is, how
to locate places independently of each other, rather than the relative location, that is,
how to locate a place relative to other landmarks. In the Geography, Ptolemy presents

the system he intended to use in his catalogue of geographical localities:

Hence we have put together, for all the provinces, the following information:
the definition of the boundaries (tdg neprypadag) for each part, that is, the po-
sition in longitude and latitude (6éoe1g katdx Te pfiKog Kol Katd mAdrog), the rela-
tive situations of the more important peoples in them and the accurate location
(Tag GrpiPeig émoyég) of the more noteworthy cities, rivers, bays, mountains and
other things that ought to be in a map of the oikoumené — that is, the number

109 Alm. 7.4. 110 Alm. 2.13, see p. 84.



112

113

PTOLEMY AND THE GEOGRAPHY

of degrees (of such as the great circle is 360) in longitude along the Equator
between the meridian drawn through the place and the meridian that marks
off the western limit (10 6vomxov népag) [of the oikoumene], and the number
of degrees in latitude between the parallel drawn through the place and the

Equator, [measured] along the meridian.'!!

In other words, in the Geography’s catalogue of localities, Ptolemy retains the use of the
Equator as a reference circle to compute the latitudes. However, the reference merid-
ian, which is comparable to our modern concept of the prime meridian, does not go
through Alexandria but through the western border of the otkoumené. By scrutinising
the other passages of the introduction, it is clear that this boundary line went through
the Fortunate Isles, an archipelago of six islands at the western edge of Ptolemy’s oik-
oumené.''* This means that every longitude, expressed in degrees, can be said to lie to
the east of this meridian, and not, as with the meridian through Alexandria, for exam-
ple, partly to the west and partly to the east of this line, which would have necessitated
a specification for each longitude.'"

However, in the catalogue of localities, the longitude of the Fortunate Isles is, ac-
cording to most of the manuscripts, 1° west. Only one manuscript gives the longitude
as o° for four of the islands and 1° for the remaining two.!'* In antique papyri and
medieval codices, such as those of the Handy Tables and the Almagest, before the intro-
duction of the Arabic zero, nought was often written with a small circle plus a diacritical
sign, most frequently a diplé or a simple raised dash: © .!'> A misinterpretation of one

Geogr. 1.19.2. (‘southern’). In some cases that could be confusing,
Geogr. 1.11.2: ‘[...] where we, [like Marinus,] set the though, he also writes Bép[etoc] (‘northern’), but
Fortunate Isles at the westernmost limit (£t tod since most of the localities he deals with are situated
Svtikwtdtov népatog)’ cf. with Geogr. 1.12.11 and in the northern hemisphere, the latitudes given do
1.14.9. The Fortunate Isles (both Ptolemy and Pliny not usually have this detail. Thus, using the western-
called one of the islands Canaria) tend to be identi- most meridian as a reference point enables Ptolemy
fied with the modern-day Canary Islands, although to simplify the system of longitude.

Ptolemy’s and Pliny’s descriptions (Geogr. 4.6.34 114 Geogr. 4.6.34. The manuscripts of the Q) recension
and Pl. 6.202-205) do not absolutely match the ac- (see p. 60) all give a longitude of 1% whereas manu-
tual location and configuration of the archipelago. script X gives a longitude of 09 using the Arabic zero
When the latter was (re)discovered in the fourteenth (see p. 78), for the islands of Aprositos, Pluvialia,
century, the islands were named after the Fortu- Capraria and Pintouaria.

nate Isles of Antiquity, hence its proximity to the 115 See A. Jones 1999, 61-62, and Tihon 2011, 58-59.
toponyms of Pliny and Ptolemy. See also the de- The P. Oxy. 4167 of the Handy Tables (third or fourth
scription of the Fortunate Isles and their mirabilia century CE) as well as many astronomical papyri

in Mela 3.102 and Plutarch, Sertorius, 8—9. Whatever from the first to third centuries CE used © —

the case may be, there is very little documentation P. Colker (see A. Jones 1997), P. Fouad inv. 267 A,

on these islands in the sources of Antiquity. P. Oxy. 4152, 4165, 4174, etc. — although the form
For the localities situated on the Equator, Ptolemy varied from one copyist to another. See also Roberts
writes tonpepwdg (‘equator’). For latitudes south 1938, 149.

of the Equator, he states systematically vot[ioc]
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of the symbols for zero could explain the divergent readings in the manuscripts.''® The
problem of their exact longitude is, however, of secondary importance, since the nam-
ing of the Fortunate Isles as the westernmost meridian was primarily undertaken for

practical reasons.

1.3.2 The invention of geographical longitude and latitude

Although Ptolemy was the first to combine geographical longitude and latitude, he did
not invent the concepts. The Greek word commonly used — by Ptolemy among others —
to refer to the longitude of a place was 10 pfiog, which originally meant the length of an
object, that is, an object’s largest dimension compared with its smaller one. Likewise,
the word for latitude (10 mAdtog) originally signified the width of an object."'” Thus, the
piikog and the mAdtog of a country referred simply to its length and width.

However, in the context of an oriented space (thanks to the cardinal directions), the
word pfixog by convention signifies not the largest dimension of a country but its east-
to-west extent, whatever the measurements of its dimensions. Likewise, mhdtog refers
to a country’s north-to-south extent. One cannot date with certainty the emergence of
this geographical convention; it is reasonable to assume that Eratosthenes formalised it
in his own work, although it was Strabo who first explained it clearly:

Generally it must be observed that length and width cannot be described in the
same way for a whole as for a part. In regard to a whole the greater distance is
called the length and the lesser the width, but with parts the length is that section
which is parallel to the length of the whole, and the widih is the section that is
parallel to the width of the whole, whichever [dimension] is greater, even if the

distance taken in the width is greater than the distance taken in the length.

Thus, since the oikoumené has a length from east to west, and has a width from
north to south — with its length drawn parallel to the equator and the width
[parallel to] a meridian - it is necessary in regard to its parts to take as length
the sections parallel to the length and as widths those [parallel to] the width.!!8

This geographical convention is clearly based on the Hellenistic picture of the otkoumene.
According to Democritus, Aristotle and to many scholars after them, the oikoumené’s

length ran in an east-west direction and its breadth in a north-south direction.!” By

I am not convinced by the supposition that the 117 See the fundamental definitions of Euclid (Elem. 1
Greek letter & might have been used as an ad hoc Definitions 2 and 5) and Aristotle (Phys. 4.1 [209a]).
substitute for zero and was later misinterpreted as 118 Str. 2.1.32.

o (that s, ‘1), as suggested by Stiickelberger 2009b, 119 Democritus in Agathemerus, Hypotyp. 2; Arist. Me-
219-220. There is no evidence to corroborate this teor. 2.5 (362b).
use of the letter «.
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Ptolemy’s time, the assimilation of the term piikog with the concept of the east—west
direction (and mAdtog with the north-south direction) had become well and truly estab-
lished.'?°

With the development of a framework made up of parallels and meridians, the terms
piikog and mAdtog acquired over time the modern meaning of the longitude and latitude of
a locality. Thus, ancient Greek geographers had only one word (pfixog) to describe the
length of a territory, the east-west extent of a territory and the longitude of a locality,
and, likewise, only one word (mAd&tog) to refer to the width of a territory, the north-south
extent of a territory and the latitude of a locality. The semantic change in the meanings
of the words pfikog and midtog during Antiquity is not insignificant, for it might well
have led to different interpretations as well as misinterpretations of the same source.
Ptolemy was aware of the polysemy of these words in the field of mathematical cartog-
raphy. When he described the shape of Ireland, for example, he clearly felt that it was
necessary to specify ‘its length (pfigog) from east to west] because the largest dimension
of this island (its geometrical length) is in its north-south direction.!!

The specific meanings of the terms pfjkog and mAdtog to denote ‘longitude’ and lati-
tude’ were certainly inspired by Ptolemy’s astronomical work and his catalogue of stars.
The influence of astronomy is also clear from the prepositions he used. When Ptolemy
needed to give an absolute latitude, a particular place always lay under (0mo) a parallel
and he took the celestial sphere as the reference point of the location.!”? Likewise, a
locality at a precise longitude lay under a meridian. However, in two cases meridians
and parallels were taken to be the projection of celestial lines on the Earth’s surface:
when Ptolemy and, with some exceptions, Strabo measured a location’s longitudinal or

123

latitudinal distance, it was always on fo (¢ni) a parallel or meridian circle;'* and when

a parallel or a meridian was used to list places, the circle always went through (61&) the

cities and countries.'**

1.3.3 The multiplicity of latitude data

In the Geography, Ptolemy gives the latitudes of localities, that is, their positions along a

north—south axis, and expresses them in degrees along a meridian. Long before Ptolemy,

120 Alm. 2.1; Geogr. 1.6.3—4. as measured on to the parallel (¢m t0d napadAfdov)

121 Geogr. 1.11.8. through Rhodes?

122 Geogr. 1.1.8: ‘So that it will be possible to specify 124 Str. 2.5.14: “The Sacred Cape [...] lies approximately
under (bmo) which parallels of the celestial sphere on the line that passes through Gades (61& TaBei-
(tfig odpaviov odaipac) each of the localities in this pwv), the Pillars, the Strait of Sicily and Rhodes!
known part lies! See also Geogr. 1.4.2. Geogr. 1.15.9: ‘In the description of the parallels,

123 Geogr. 1.11.2: ‘One should follow the number of Marinus puts the parallel through Byzantium (6w
stadia from place to place, set down by Marinus [...] BuCavtiov), through Satala (51t ZatéAwv) and not

through Trapezous (81& TpameCotvTog)?
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126

scholars had thought of several different ways of situating localities in relation to the
north or south poles. For example, the latitude of a locality corresponds to the elevation
of the pole above the horizon at this locality. There is also a relationship between the
latitude of a locality and the angle at which the Sun’s rays strike the Earth’s surface
at a given locality. Thus, the ratio of a gnomon (yvopwv) to its shadow — that is, any
pointer and its shadow of, for example, a sundial - is linked with the latitude of the
place on Earth where the gnomon lies. The use of a gnomon to determine the latitude
of a place goes back (at the very least) to the Hellenistic period. Moreover, in localities
at the same latitude, the length of the day (understood as the time between sunrise and
sunset) is the same all year round. Therefore, the length of the longest day of the year
(on the summer solstice) and the length of the shortest day (on the winter solstice) can
be measured, which characterises the latitude of a place on Earth.!?

Hellenistic geographers had developed the concept of klima (kMpa, plural kA{pata).
The term stems from the verb kA{vw (to slope, to incline) and denoted the inclination
(or angle) of the celestial pole above the horizon. In astronomy and geography, klima
refers to parallel strips on the Earth, of varying widths (on either side of a parallel circle
or between two parallels), where the places within the strip lie more or less on the same
latitude.’?® The term is, however, polysemic and can be associated, in some contexts,
with weather conditions (as in the modern sense of climate) or with cardinal points. In
geographical texts, k/ima (or its Latin equivalent, c/ima) could be used simply to indicate
an approximate order of latitude. From the time of Eratosthenes, there existed a (quasi)
canonical list of seven klimata that was commonly used in astrology. Each klima was la-
belled with a number and a geographical reference place, and was counted from south
to north: (1) Merog; (2) Syéné; (3) Alexandria; (4) Rhodes; (5) Hellespont; (6) the Mid-
dle of the Pontus; and (7) the mouth of the Borysthenes (the Dnieper) River. Perhaps
because of its polysemy, Ptolemy rarely uses the word k/ima, employing, by preference,
‘parallel’ The so-called seven klimata were widely referred to in the sources of Antiquity
and their influence on geography, astronomy and astrology in Greek, Syriac and Arabic
milieus went far beyond Ptolemy.'?”

The elevation of the celestial pole, the ratio of a gnomon to its shadow as well as the
lengths of days had all been used in mathematical geography before Ptolemy, in partic-
ular by Eratosthenes and Hipparchus, but they had also been mentioned by Vitruvius
(first century BCE), Pliny, Strabo and Marinus of Tyre.!?® In the Almagest, that is, before

See Alm. 2.2-6; Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 8-10; 186-187; Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 45,
Stiickelberger 2009b, 225-234. 135-136.

See Honigmann 1929; Neugebauer 1975, 333-337; 127 Stickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 347-351; De-
Marcotte 1998; Marcotte 2002, Lv; Aujac 2003b, faux 2014, 108-110 and 135-139.

128 See pp. 188-197.
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he began to work on the Geography, Ptolemy proposed a list of parallel circles, from the
Equator to the North Pole, for which he provided various data, as in the following:

The eleventh is the parallel with the longest day of 14 % equinoctial hours.
This is 36° from the Equator, and goes through Rhodes. In this region, for
a gnomon of 60 [parts], the summer [solstitial] shadow is 12 % [parts], the
equinoctial shadow is 43 % [parts] and the winter [solstitial] shadow is 103 %

[parts].'?

Ptolemy knew very well that all these data were mathematically linked, and in the A-

130

magest he provided mathematical methods for converting these data;'?° in particular,

the ratio of a gnomon to its shadow as well as the lengths of the days could be converted

into latitudes in degrees.’"

1.3.4 Uses of geographical coordinates

In a world where computer maps and global positioning systems are the norm, everyone
understands the value of geographical coordinates: they help us to get our bearings in
traffic jams and to find our way to our holiday destinations, to locate people who need
rescuing or animals that we want to study. Ptolemy’s intentions, however, were very far
from developing a system that could be used on a daily basis to get one’s bearings on
Earth. The uses and applications of Ptolemy’s coordinates are important, since they are
closely connected to their development. In the Almagest as well as in the very beginning
of the Geography, Ptolemy makes a link between the position of a locality on Earth and

calculating celestial phenomena:

Now that the treatment of the angles [between the ecliptic and the principal
circles] has been methodically discussed, the only remaining topic in the foun-
dations [of the rest of the treatise] is to determine the position in latitude and
longitude of the important cities in each province which deserve note, in order
to calculate the [celestial] phenomena for those cities.!3?

Moreover [it will be possible to specify] under which parallels of the celestial
sphere each of the localities in the [known part of the world] lies. From this
last, one can also determine the lengths of nights and days, which stars reach
the zenith or are always borne above or below the horizon and all the things

129 Alm. 2.6.11. See Neugebauer 1975, 43—45. 131 For a good synopsis of Ptolemy’s computational
130 Alm. 2.2-6. methods with useful modern mathematical formu-
lations, see Rinner 2013, 26-29.
132 Alm. 2.13. See p. 84.
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that we associate with the properties of terrestrial localities (16 mept olxfoewg
133

doyw).
Book 8 of the Geography contains a certain amount of information that is of use in as-
tronomy, such as the lengths of the longest days of the year. The most important datum
Ptolemy includes is the latitude of a locality, which plays an important role in astronom-
ical observations and calculations. According to Strabo, Eratosthenes considered that
one needed a difference in latitude of at least 400 stadia between two localities in order
to be able to detect a noticeable difference in astronomical phenomena occurring at
these localities.'** In the Geography, Ptolemy writes that one degree along a great circle
of the terrestrial sphere equals 500 stadia, while in his catalogue the smallest possible
latitudinal gap between two localities is a twelfth of a degree, that is, ¢. 8o stadia. In
the context of astronomical computations, such a high level of precision is unnecessary,
even if Ptolemy improved the accuracy of both observations and calculations. More-
over, Ptolemy never explicitly discusses the uses of geographical longitude when making
astronomical observations.

In the Geograply, coordinates are used, above all, for drawing maps, thereby achiev-
ing several objectives. Ptolemy deplored the disorder of Marinus’ geographical compi-
lation and the practical difficulties of constructing a map that arose from following his

work. In particular:

[One finds in Marinus’] works, in one place maybe just the latitudes, say in the
exposition of the parallels, and in some other place just the longitude, say in
the description of the meridians. Moreover, the same localities are not found
in each section: the parallels are drawn through some places and the meridians
through others, so that such localities lack one or the other position. In general,
one needs to have practically all [Marinus’] writings to make the investigation
for each locality that is to be set down, because something different is said about

the same locality in every one of them.'**

Using two coordinates to situate a locality was Ptolemy’s direct response to the incon-
venient and unhelpful work of his predecessor. For Ptolemy, placing a longitude and

133 Geogr. 1.1.8. The Greek term ofknoig (from otkéw,
‘to inhabit’) is hard to comprehend and translate

accurately. It signifies, in a rather abstract way, a ter-
restrial place or locality with its own properties, gen-
erally linked with its latitude. Berggren and A. Jones

2000, §8, translate Ptolemy’s passage as follows:

‘[...] and all the things we associate with the subject

of habitations’ — the word ‘habitations’ meaning,
according to Berggren and Jones, ‘the determina-

48

tion of the astronomical phenomena characteristic
for particular terrestrial latitudes? I believe, how-
ever, that ofknoig means first of all a place with its
properties, rather than the ‘determination’ of these
properties. Like the word klima, the term ofknoig
was general enough to be used in a variety of ways.
Str. 2.1.35.

Geogr. 1.18.4.
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a latitude together was one of the prerequisites for a user-friendly and comprehensive
handbook of geography. Furthermore, map-making by plotting localities on to a grid,
on the basis of coordinates, was, Ptolemy believed, a much more reliable way of map-
ping than the common copying processes of his time:

After all, continually transferring [a map] from earlier exemplars to subsequent
ones tends to bring about grave distortions in the transcriptions through grad-
ual changes. If this method based on a text did not suffice to show how to set
[the map] out, then it would be impossible for people without access to the

picture to accomplish their object properly.'3¢

Ptolemy considered that drawing a map on the basis of a geometrical construction was
more reliable than some of the ‘artistic’ imitations of earlier models. Thanks to his cata-
logue, he made it possible for anyone to create a map, even without a model. In concrete
terms, Ptolemy proposed that some graduations needed to be drawn on the graticule of
each map, along a meridian and a parallel, and that the resulting divisions would then

enable one to plot the localities easily and precisely on to the map.!’

Furthermore, ge-
ographical coordinates allowed one to draw a map using any type of projection or on to
a globe as long as a grid of parallels and meridians was used.!*

Thus, coordinates not only represented the geographical characteristics of places on
the Earth but also (and perhaps, above all) offered a practicable and reliable way of con-
structing a map. Using two geographical coordinates was Ptolemy’s practical response
to the requirements that underlay his method of map-making: the proportionality (or
the commensurateness) of the positions (cuppetpia);'® the reliability of the procedure
of transmitting maps; the user-friendliness (ebypnotov) of the handbook;!*° and, finally,
the flexibility of the system (correcting the positions of localities and mapping the lo-

calities on to different supports needed to be trouble-free).

1.4 Ptolemy’s map projections

1.4.1 Requirements for an accurate representation of the oikoumenée

In the incipit of the Geography, Ptolemy states that geography involves making pictorial
representations of the otkoumene:

136 Geogr. 1.18.2-3. structing a celestial map on to a globe, using the
137 Geogr. 1.24.9. catalogue of stars.
138 Geogr. 1.22.5. The realisation of a globe with a pic- 139 Geogr. 1.1.5, see p. 163.

ture of the otkoumené has a pendant in the Almagest 140 Geogr. 1.6.2, 1.18.2, 2.1.4.

(7.3), where Ptolemy gives instructions on con-
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Geography (1) yewypadia) is an imitation through drawing (pipnotg & ypadii)
of the entire known part of the world together with the things that are, broadly

speaking, connected with it.!*!

To make a picture of the oikoumené that resembles the actual world as closely as possible,
one needs to represent the countries and distances between the localities in proportion
(obppetpog) to each other.'#* As seen earlier, using the geographical coordinates of each
locality enables one to position these places correctly on to a map. The making or design
(xataypadn) of a world map should fulfil these demands as well. According to Ptolemy,
the whole known world covered virtually half of the globe’s circumference in longitude
(that is, ¢. 180°)'* and stretched in latitude over c. 80°'** Therefore, the fundamental
issue that underlay Ptolemy’s drawing of a world map was how to represent the whole
extent of the oikoumené (the surface of which was, of course, spherical) on a plane map,

while keeping the distances in proportion:

Drawing the map on a globe instantly gets the likeness of the earth’s shape
and it does not call for any additional device to achieve this effect; but it does
not conveniently allow for a size [of map] capable of containing most of the
things that have to be inscribed on it, and the eye cannot grasp the whole shape
[of the oikoumené] all at once [...]. Drawing the map on a plane eliminates
these [difficulties] completely; but it does require some method to achieve a
resemblance (6poiémta) to a picture of a globe, so that on the flattened surface,
too, the intervals established on it will be in as good proportion (gvppétpoug)

as possible to the true [intervals].!4

Ptolemy had noted that Marinus ‘paid considerable attention to this problem and found
fault with absolutely all the existing methods of making plane maps'4¢ Marinus would
have used some map-making method, however inconvenient, since he drew parallels
and meridians as straight lines, with the parallels perpendicular to the meridians. Ad-
mittedly, Marinus did try to preserve the correct ratio of the parallel through Rhodes to
the meridian, although this ratio did not allow one to map the entire oikoumené without
major distortions occurring.'¥

Geogr. 1.1.1. 145 Geogr. 1.20.1-2.

Geogr. 1.1.1-8. 146 Geogr. 1.20.3.

Geogr. 1.I1.1, 1.12.12, 1.14.10. 147 Geogr. 1.20.2—5. See Rinner 2013, 72, 76-77.
Geogr. 1.10.1.
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1.4.2 The world map ‘projections’

In his instructions on how to construct world maps, Ptolemy presents three different
methods. For the sake of convenience, most modern scholars use the term ‘projection’
to describe the three kinds of grids that Ptolemy suggests should serve as frames for
drawing maps. P. Gautier Dalché strongly disapproves of the use of ‘projection; since,
according to him, Ptolemy ‘did not give a theoretical exposé of projection’ but ‘pro-
vided empirical descriptions of how to transcribe a sphere onto a plane surface'® It is
certainly the case that Ptolemy did not have a concept for a ‘cartographical projection;
using instead ‘péBobog eig v £v Emuédy kataypadhv; which could be roughly translated
as a ‘method for making a plane map:'*’ To speak of ‘conic’ or ‘cylindrical’ projections
is clearly anachronistic. However, the standard modern definition of a ‘map projection’
can be quite inclusive: the Oxford English Dictionary, for instance, defines it as ‘a rep-
resentation on a plane surface, on any system, geometrical or other, of the whole or any
part of the earth!’® Ptolemy’s method of representation did not rely on a mathemat-
ical transformation but on empirical procedures. However, as the modern definition
matches his ‘map-making method; it is reasonable to use the term ‘projection’ as long
as one understands it in the broader sense of the word.!s!

Ptolemy’s aim was to reproduce on the plane map the aspect of a sphere.’>> He
notes that, when one looks at a globe, the parallels and meridians generally resemble

curves:

When the line of sight is initially directed at the middle of the northern quad-
rant of the sphere, in which most of the oikoumené is mapped, the meridians can
give an illusion of straights lines when, by revolving [the globe or the eye] from
side to side, each [meridian] stands directly opposite [the eye] and its plane falls
through the apex of the sight. The parallels do not do so, however, because of
the oblique position of the North Pole [with respect to the viewer]; rather, they

clearly give an appearance of circular segments bulging to the south.!>

Thus, in Ptolemy’s so-called first map projection the meridians are kept as straight lines
(e0Belan ypappai) that intersect at the North Pole on the map, while the parallels are

drawn as the arcs of a circle (¢v Tpfipaot xk0kAwv). In addition, the parallel through

154

Rhodes needs to be in proportion to the meridian (Fig. 1)."°* Ptolemy also presents

148 Gautier Dalché 2007, footnote 4, 285. See also Gau- 151 See also A A. Jones 2011, 20: ‘[Ptolemy] defines
tier Dalché 2009b, 11 (where he writes about ‘em- these with enough mathematical precision so that
pirical recipes’), and Gautier Dalché 2001, 122. they may legitimately be described as projections’

149 For instance, Geogr. 1.20.3 and 1.24.1. 152 For a comprehensive discussion on Ptolemy’s map-

150 The Oxford English Dictionary, second edition, 1989. making method, see Rinner 2013, 49-72.

153 Geogr. 1.20.6.
154 Geogr. 1.21.1-2.
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Fig. 1 Grid of Ptolemy’s so-called first map projection (Rinner 2013).

a variant of this projection, in which the lines that represent the meridians become
increasingly inflected the closer they get to the Equator. This allows Ptolemy to recon-
struct approximately the curve of the meridians south of the Equator when looking at
the northern hemisphere of a globe (Fig. 2).'5

Ptolemy then presents his second map projection, in which both meridians and

parallels are drawn as the arcs of circles. His objective was to construct a grid:

on the hypothesis that the globe is so placed that the axis of the visual rays
passes through both (1) the intersection nearer the eye of the meridian that
bisects the longitudinal dimension of the known world and the parallel that
bisects its latitudinal dimension, and also (2) the globe’s centre.'5¢

The construction of this grid is more complex than the first method but it has the advan-
tage of giving a better impression of a sphere (Fig. 3). For each of his methods, Ptolemy
explains in detail the dimensions of the required surface and describes every step of
the ruler-and-compass geometrical construction. Finally, Ptolemy presents a specific
projection that enables one to draw, on a planar surface, a representation of the globe
surrounded by rings depicting celestial circles; the ozkoumené and the circles need to be

155 Geogr. 1.24.7. 156 Geogr. 1.24.10.



PTOLEMY AND THE GEOGRAPHY

Fig.2 Grid of Ptolemy’s first map projection with modifications (Rinner 2013).

carefully and accurately positioned in order to give the idea that one is looking at a real
globe.!S

According to Ptolemy, all his projections enable one to construct a map in which
the proportions of the oikoumené and the ratio of the parallels to meridians are respected.
He concedes that the second map projection is more arduous to draw that the first but

states that it is clearly superior to the first projection:

We could make the map of the oikoumené on the [planar] surface still more
similar (opodtepov) and similarly proportioned (ovppetpdtepov) [to the globe]
if we took the meridian lines, too, in the likeness of the meridian lines on the
globe [...].158

Ptolemy specifies the number of parallels and meridians that should constitute the grid
and states that the lines should give a good visual representation of a globe but at the
same time not overload the drawing. He recommends drawing meridians at 5° intervals,
and then gives a list of twenty-one parallel circles that are to be drawn north of the
Equator and two parallels south of the Equator. This list of main parallels does not use
whole numbers of degrees but relies on the lengths of the longest days with intervals

157 Geogr. 7.6. See Rinner 2013, 67-69. 158 Geogr. 1.24.10.
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Fig. 3 Grid of Ptolemy’s so-called second map projection (Rinner 2013).

of a quarter-hour, a halfhour and one hour.”¥ Each parallel circle is numbered and
Ptolemy specifies the number of degrees in latitude that correspond to each of them.
The list is built on the model of the list of parallels in the Almagest*®® and has its roots in
the parallel circles recorded by Hipparchus.!®! However, the lists of the Geography and
the Almagest do not resemble each other: the latter is more complete (there are thirty-
eight parallels), the numbering differs, the latter gives geographical reference places for

159 Geogr. 1.23. 161 See p. 189.
160 See p. 47.
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the majority of the parallels, including the ratio of gnomons to shadows, and the degrees
of latitude are rounded to five minutes in the list of the Geography but to a more precise
one minute in the Almagest.'®*

E. Rinner has noted that Ptolemy’s evaluation of his own projections was based on
a particular criterion, namely, the correct ratio of the meridians to the parallel circles.
Otherwise said, the proportion of distances on the Earth are accurately represented on
the map if they run in north—south or east-west directions — the primary objective being
to represent the whole oikoumené in proportion.'®> When one evaluates, using a mod-
ern procedure such as a Tissot’s indicatrix, the characteristics of the local distortions
(compared with locations on the sphere) with Ptolemy’s first and second map projec-
tions, it appears that in both cases there are important distortions at the edges of the
grids. Ptolemy’s first projection preserves the distances in every direction (that is, not
only along the meridians and parallels) better than the second method, in particular in
the area of the Mediterranean region. Generally, then, the first projection creates fewer
distortions than the second. If one focuses on the sole ratio of the meridian to the par-
allels, which was Ptolemy’s main criterion, however, the second projection leads to a

more accurate result.'®*

1.4.3 Regional maps

Ptolemy adopts a different strategy for the regional maps in Book 8, where he opts for a

simpler projection:

It will not be very inaccurate, as we said at the beginning of the compilation,'®’

if we inscribe straight lines in place of the [meridian and parallel] circles for the
regional maps at least, and if moreover the meridians are [drawn as] not con-
verging, but also parallel to one another. For in the case of the whole oikoumene,
the limits of the latitudinal and longitudinal dimensions, because they were
taken at great intervals, make the distortions in the extreme circles significant,

but in the case of each of the [regional] maps this is no longer so.'%

Ptolemy’s chief concern is still that the parallels should be proportional to the central

meridian, but now the ratio needs to be adapted to the location of the geographical area

See the comparative table in Stiickelberger 2009b, ans parallel, and the lines for the parallels [of lati-
233-234. tude] straight, so long as the degree intervals on the
Rinner 2013, 64. meridians have the same ratio to those on the paral-
Rinner 2013, 64-67. lels as a great circle has to the parallel that is to be in
Cf. Geogr. 2.1.10: ‘In this [regional map] it will not the middle of this map?

much matter if we make the lines for the meridi- 166 Geogr. 8.1.6.
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drawn on to the regional map and to the dimensions of the territories included on the

map:

Hence we said that the division into degrees should be made according to the
ratio of the parallel [circle] that bisects the map to the great circle [a meridian],
so that we will fail to take account, not of the defect [accrued] over the entire
dimension of the map, but only that over the [interval] from the middle to
either boundary of the maps.'¢”

Each of the regional maps comprises a portion of territory of varying importance: for
instance, the second map of Europe contains the Iberian peninsula, whereas the fourth
map of Libyé includes regions extending from the Atlantic Ocean in the west to the Red
Seain the east. Thus, the constraints of a map’s support — the height of a papyrus roll was,
in principle, constant — force Ptolemy to adapt each grid and, at the same time, maintain
an appropriate ratio of parallels to meridians. Therefore, for each regional map, Ptolemy
provides the ratio of the central parallel to the meridian.!®® In the case of Ptolemy’s map
of the Iberian peninsula, for example, one degree along a parallel on the map had to be
three-quarters smaller than one degree along a meridian.!® This ratio was based on
the fact that the parallel circle which goes through the centre of this map (the parallel
circle, where the longest day is fifteen hours, that is, where the localities have a latitude
of 40°55’) is approximately three-quarters smaller than any meridian. Using a modern
trigonometrical calculation, one can show that this ratio corresponds approximately to
cos (40°55°) = 0.756.7° Ptolemy could have carried out a similar calculation using his

171

own table of chords.'”! With such a ratio, it then becomes possible, at least in principle,

to draw all the regional maps on small-format papyri as well as on larger supports.

167 Geogr. 8.1.7. 170 See Rinner 2013, 70-71.
168 Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 48-51. 171 Alm. 1.10-11; Neugebauer 1975, 21-26; Stiickel-
169 Geogr. 8.4.1. berger 2009b, 237-239.



2 Textual tradition of the Geography

2.1 The Geography’s transmission: status questionis

2.1.1 Corpus of the Greek manuscripts of the Geography

The Greek text of Ptolemy’s Geography survives in more than fifty manuscripts, com-
plete or fragmentary, which date from between the thirteenth to sixteenth centuries.'
According to A. Stiickelberger and G. GrafShoff, the editors of the most recent critical
edition of the Geography, five of the manuscripts are particularly relevant to the edition
(the codices primarii).*> They number among the oldest of the manuscripts and at least
four of the five were produced in Constantinople. The other manuscripts were classified
into two groups by the editors: eleven secondary codices (codices secundarii), which they
regard as sometimes being pertinent to the edition, while the others, which are derived,
for the most part, from the former, are regarded as irrelevant.?

The codices primarii of the Geography are quite late in comparison with the textual
traditions of Ptolemy’s other works.* His ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ has come down
to us in three manuscripts written in majuscule, which date from the ninth century, plus
one fragmentary papyrus of the early third century’ At least three Greek manuscripts
of the Almagest can be dated to between the ninth and tenth centuries.® By contrast,
the codices primarii of the Geography were copied during the early Palacologan Renais-
sance (1261 —c. 1330), were all written in Greek minuscule and their respective scribes

Fifty-three manuscripts in total, according to Stiick- 3 R.Burri 2013, 88, regrets — justifiably — that the
elberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 1220, as well as choice of eleven codices secundarii by Stiickelberger
Mittenhuber 2009, 15. R. Burri 2013, 97-102, how- and Grafshoff 2006 is unexplained.

ever, lists sixty-four manuscripts, of which five were 4 Schnabel 1938, 5.

copied after the sixteenth century. 5 See p. 8s.

Mittenhuber 2009, 16, thinks that eight manuscripts 6 The Parisinus graecus 2389 (in majuscule, ninth
(U,K,EV,R, X, O, A) are relevant in studies of century), the Vaticanus graecus 1594 (in minuscule,
the text and the history of the maps, while I. Ronca ninth century) and the Vaticanus graecus 180 (in
1971, 10, is of the opinion that twelve (U, K, V, R, minuscule, tenth century?). See Toomer 1984, 3,

X, O, A plus C, N, Z, W, v) are pertinent. and Heiberg 1898, rir—vr.
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are mostly unknown. The name of Maximus Planudes (c. 1255-1305) is irretrievably

linked with the ‘rediscovery’ of manuscripts of the Geography, although his exact role

and connection with the codices primarii are still being debated.”

The Vaticanus Urbinas graecus 82 (U)?, the Constantinopolitanus Seragliensis GI

57 (K), the Vaticanus graecus 177 (V) and the Vaticanus graecus 191 (X) can be dated to

¢. 1300 and were copied in Constantinople.” The Venetus Marcianus graecus Z. 516 (R)

was produced several decades later but its place of composition is unknown. The basic

descriptions of the codices primarii are as follows:

— The Vaticanus Urbinas graecus 82 (U) is a large-format (575 X 418 mm), luxury copy

on parchment, written by one hand'® in imitation of the Perischrift style (a minuscule
style used from the tenth century onwards). Thus, it has been dated to between
the eleventh to twelfth centuries by O. Cuntz and P. Schnabel. It comprises solely
Ptolemy’s Geography and was brought from Constantinople to Florence in 1397 by
Manuel Chrysoloras (c. 1355-1415)."!

— The Constantinopolitanus Seragliensis GI 57 (K) is a large-format (572 x 422 mm),

luxury copy of the Geography on parchment in calligraphic minuscule by two differ-
ent hands,!? rediscovered only in 1927 in the Topkapi Palace, Istanbul, by A. Deiss-
mann.'? Thus, it has only recently been incorporated into critical editions of the
text. It is quite badly preserved — it was damaged by water and mould - so that many
of the folios are incomplete or practically illegible.'

— The Vaticanus graecus 177 (V) was written on small-format paper (240 x 160 mm)

in minuscule. An ex libris in Latin on folio 1r is traditionally interpreted as evidence

that Maximus Planudes was the owner of the codex' — the hypothesis has, however,

not yet been confirmed.!®

7 Pontani 2015, 403-419; Stiickelberger 2009d,
325-331; Burri 2013, 521-534.

were probably copied between 1296 and 1298. See
Burri 2013, 479, 502 and 523.

8 The sigla used to denote the manuscripts were taken 10 Two other hands, probably contempories with the
from Stiickelberger and GrafShoff 2006, which were, main scribe, annotated and corrected the manu-
in turn, taken from Schnabel 1938. script, see Burri 2013, 481.
9 R.Burri believes it is plausible that manuscripts U 11 Burri 2013, 486.
and K were produced during Maximus Planudes’ 12 The main hand, according to A. Diller, also copied
so-called ‘rediscovery’ of the Geography. Thus, she the Parisinus graecus 1393, one of the codices primarii
believes they were made between 1295 and 1303. of Strabo’s Geography, Diller 1975b, 70 and 89.
Manuscript V is difficult to date with precision. The 13 Fuchs and Oltrogge 2009, 26.
compilation of the Vaticanus gr. 191 codex can be 14 Mittenhuber 2009, 17; Fuchs and Oltrogge 2009;
dated to 1303, while the different texts of the codex Burri 2013, §05-515.
15 Mittenhuber 2009, 18.
16 Burri 2013, 524.
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— The Vaticanus graecus 191 (X) is a large scholarly codex of 397 folios of paper
(340 X 250 mm), which contains numerous scientific texts, including many astro-
nomical and mathematical works.!” Ptolemy’s Geography occupies folios 128v to
169v, in which four main hands can be distinguished. The scribes omitted the co-
ordinates from Geogr. 5.13.16 but transcribed the lists of toponyms and the full text
of Books 7 and 8. Book 1 (ff. 128v-138r) contains many scholia written by Manuel

Chrysoloras.'®

— The Venetus Marcianus graecus Z. 516 (coll. 904) (R) is a paper manuscript (307 X 223
mm) that is slightly later than the others and is generally dated to the early four-
teenth century,!” although R. Burri’s re-evaluation of the manuscript suggests that
it more probably dates from the last few decades of the fourteenth century.*® The
Geography occupies folios 5r to 139v of a larger corpus of scientific and technical
works. The main copyist of the codex (among them the folios of the Geography) was
Andreas Teluntas, son of Phrangos from Nauplia in Argolis (subscriptio f. 208v). The
place of composition of the codex cannot be precisely identified but was somewhere

in the Eastern Mediterranean area.?!

Besides the codices primarii, there are several manuscripts that serve as important tex-
tual and cartographical witnesses. The Fabricianus Bibliothecae Universitatis Haunien-
sis 23,2° (F) is close to manuscripts U and K philologically and chronologically, but
only two folios have been preserved. The Parisinus graecus 2423 (G), which contains
only some parts of Books 1 and 2 of the Geography, has been classified as irrelevant to
the edition by A. Stiickelberger and G. GraShoft; however, the place of this paper man-
uscript, which can be dated to ¢. 1300, in the edition and in the history of the text
certainly needs to be re-evaluated.”? The Oxoniensis Archivi Seldeniani B.46 (N) was
copied around 1300 in Constantinople and is a ‘sister manuscript’ of U and K; it was
annotated by Planudes and Demetrius Triclinius (c. 1280 —¢. 1 340).2> The Florenti-

nus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.49 (O) can be dated to the early fourteenth century and

Autolycus of Pitane, Hypsicles, Eutocius, Aratus, 22 Burri 2013, 411-425 and 521-540. R. Burri has sug-
Eratosthenes, Hipparchus, Diophantus, Euclid, etc. gested that manuscript G was produced by members
Burri 2013, 497-505. Several hypotheses have been of Planudes’ circle. After a brief examination of the
put forward concerning the identity of the owner(s) black and white microfilm provided by the web-

of the codex (Gregory Chioniades or Maximus site of the Bibliotheque nationale de France, I have
Planudes himself) and its history, but the owner- found that there are a great number of readings in G
ship cannot be attributed with any certainty. See that are close or identical to the = recension and/or
also Bianconi 2004, 328-335. to readings from the first hand of manuscript U that
Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 12. were later emended. Therefore, a complete survey of
Burri 2013, 448 and 456, on the basis of a re- this manuscript needs to be undertaken.

evaluation of the watermarks. 23 See N. Wilson 1981, Bianconi 2005, 116-117, Burri
Burri 2013, 456. 2013, 315-330 and Burri 2016, 171.
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was perhaps copied in Constantinople. It has the particularity of containing sixty-four
provincial maps rather than Ptolemy’s original twenty-six regional maps. The folios of
the Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 388 (A), copied in Constantinople between 1435 and
1437, are not in the correct order, an error that inexplicably occurred after the manu-
script had been copied. Among the remaining important manuscripts, there are: the
Florentinus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.38 (B); the Parisinus suppl. graecus 119 (C); the
Parisinus graecus 1402 (D); the Parisinus graecus 1403 (E); the Athous Vatopedinus 655
(L);** the Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 314 (Z); and the Londoniensis Codex Burney 111
(v).

The structure of Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities is essentially identical in all the
codices primarii. The order of the localities within the lists is also almost always the same,
with the exception of a few local inversions, errors and/or the addition of lines. Ad-
mittedly, the texts of the introduction to the Geography and the cartographical section
show isolated but sometimes important variations. In manuscripts U and K, for exam-
ple, there is a significant homoioteleuton gap in Geogr. 1.24.17. A second hand later
completed the passage in manuscript U. The sentence appears, with slight variations, in
all the other manuscripts.?® The appendices, the table of contents as well as the illustra-
tions — which, in some cases, must be later additions — are not displayed in exactly the
same way in the five manuscripts. In the overview of the chapters contained in the first
book of the Geography, manuscript X lists twenty-four chapters, while in UKV there are
only twenty-three chapters as Chapters 8 and 9 are counted together. The text of Book 1
is nevertheless divided into twenty-four chapters in all the manuscripts.?® Manuscript
X contains two extra diagrams in Geogr. 1.2.5 and 1.2.8.% Finally, the so-called subscrip-
tio of Agathodaimon occurs in UKVR and the manuscripts that are derived from them
but not in X.?8 In spite of these differences, all the codices primarii and secundarii allow
scholars to trace back the manuscripts to an archetype of the Geography.”’

Seven folios from the Vatopedinus are held in Paris nesses that have ever existed stem; in textual criticism,

(Parisinus suppl. graecus 443A) and twenty-one in
London (The British Library, Additional 19391):
Burri 2013, 238-239.

Burri 2013, 122-124.

Burri 2013, 121-122; Stiickelberger and Grahoff
2006, §0.

Burri 2013, 123-126.

Mittenhuber 2009, 322-323; Burri 2013, 138-139.
Stiickelberger and Grafhoff 2006, 28. No other
word has created so much confusion and such in-
teresting debate in philology and textual history
as the term ‘archetype’ It has basically two mean-
ings: from the perspective of the history of a text,
the ‘archetype’ (1) can refer to the ‘official version;
the ‘authoritative exemplar’ from which all wit-

particularly when dealing with stemmata codicum,
however, the ‘archetype’ (2) is the text that is recon-
structed on the basis of all the extant manuscripts,
in other words, ‘the point in the stemma beyond
which the surviving tradition does not allow them
to reach’ (Trovato 2014, 66). I use the second mean-
ing of this term, which is not necessarily the case for
all the scholars to which I refer in this book. I can-
not guarantee, however, that the way I use the word
(and its derivatives) is always unambiguous and
accurate. The dividing line between Textkritik and
Texigeschichte is sometimes not as unequivocal as one
would like. The vast bibliography on this subject in-
cludes: Dain 1975, 108; Irigoin 1977; Irigoin 1981;
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On the basis of the textual variants, the manuscripts can be divided into two groups:
manuscripts UKVR and manuscript X. Both groups show many variations in the spellings
of the toponyms as well as variations in the geographical coordinates. The differences
between UKVR and X are not superficial and insignificant; indeed, they are so numerous
and extensive that scholars generally speak of two ‘recensions’ (following P. Schnabel’s
use of the term) of the Geography: the Q recension, which comprises UKVR, and the
= recension, which consists of manuscript X.

It was O. Cuntz who introduced the term Rezensionen to interpret the families of
Ptolemy’s manuscripts that share similar traits, although he preferred to use Klasse, Fam-
ilie or Tradition.>® The word Rezension was then reused by P. Schnabel®! and thereafter
largely accepted. The word means sensu stricto, particularly in the context of Cuntz’s
model, ‘a revised edition of a text’ or a ‘critical revision of a text’ (re-censere). It often
seems to be used in publications to mean simply ‘version] although the term is meant
to encompass different groups of manuscripts that come from several revisions (an orig-
inal version plus a later revision) or reworked versions (two different editions), which
implies that intentional corrections and emendations were made to the text, whether by
Ptolemy or later revisers. In fact, the questions of the nature and the origins of different
versions of the Geography have not yet been resolved. In this book, the term ‘recension;
which is now accepted by most modern scholars, is, therefore, used along these lines,

but with the above clarification.

2.1.2 Manuscript maps of the Geography

The maps of the oldest manuscripts were passed down with some of the codices primarii
of the Geography. Although they are not the subject of this investigation, the history of
how they were transmitted and, in particular, their link with the transmission of the rest
of the Geography can help us understand Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities more fully.
Manuscripts U and K contain twenty-six regional maps, incorporated into Book 8 of
the Geography, and one world map. Manuscript F should originally have contained the
same map set, but only a few folios have been preserved.?? This format — of a world map
at the end of Book 7 and twenty-six regional maps in Book 8 — goes back to Ptolemy’s
original concept for the Geography. Manuscript R contains twenty-two complete re-
gional maps, plus two halves of a map, all placed at the end of Book 8. The other maps

Timpanaro 2016, 223-224; Reeve 2011, 107-134; 32 Mittenhuber 2009, 136. Today, manuscript F con-
Trovato 2005; Trovato 2014, 63-67 and 144-155. tains the eastern part of the second and fifth maps
Cuntz 1923, 9-16. See p. 71. of Europe as well as the western part of the sixth
Schnabel 1930, 234, then Schnabel 1938, 6 and pas- map of Europe. As in manuscripts U and K, these
sim. More precisely, P. Schnabel used the term Tex- maps were incorporated into the text of chapters
trezension. Geogr. 8.3—28.
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must have been removed at a later date. The cartographer of R (or its exemplar) clearly
did not respect Ptolemy’s instructions relating to the proportion of each regional map.
Most of the maps were arranged on a double page, which led to a number of significant
distortions.? The small format of the codex evidently gave rise to problems in compo-
sition, as a scholion on the third map of Africa testifies.** Instead of the usual twenty-six
regional maps, manuscript O contains sixty-four maps, on which one or two (very oc-
casionally three or four) provinces were drawn. They were incorporated directly into
the catalogue of localities, at the end of the description of each province.?* The remain-
ing manuscripts with maps typically contain twenty-six regional maps and one world
map.

The maps of the manuscripts have been at the centre of much intense historio-
graphical debate and controversy. Several modern scholars question whether Ptolemy
actually drew his own maps,*” while others believe that all the extant maps are Byzan-
tine reconstructions from Planudes, quasi ex nibilo. The hypothesis of J. L. Berggren and
A. Jones is a prime example of the systematic doubt that prevails in a large part of the
historiography:

There is no more reason to imagine that Ptolemy published his Geography in a
form that incorporated the maps than there is to think that he provided a star
globe along with the A/magest [ ...]. The transmission of Ptolemy’s text certainly
passed through a stage when the manuscripts were too small to contain the
maps. Planudes and his assistants therefore probably had no pictorial models
[...]. The copies of the maps in later manuscripts and printed editions of the
Geography were reproduced from Planudes’ reconstructions.®

Such an assumption is based only on a series of hypotheses, in particular about the issue
of the size of parchment needed to draw the maps and the interpretation of Planudes’

Mittenhuber 2009, 210 and 260. 36 Manuscript L contains a world map but only
Manuscript R, f. 129r: yoproa tov &’ nivaxa tiig twenty-four complete regional maps plus two halves
Actag ke £bpAoec Tov & miveka TG APBoNG el S of a map. See Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009,
Y OPEKPOTNTA TOV POP®Y KAl TV OTEPOTNTA TOD 35-

TebYOLG £TEON Ekeloey GG £1é0N [vel Exetan]. (‘Turn the 37 The viewpoints go from simple circumspection

first map of Asia and you will find the fourth map about map-making in Antiquity to the intense crit-
of Africa, since because of the smallness of the de- icism of L. Bagrow, who believed he could demon-
gree [on the grid] and the narrowness of the book strate that the Geography was ‘compiled by a Byzan-
[i.e. the low page height], it was set up thither as it tine scholar, unknown to us, of the 1o0-11th cen-
is?) Some parts of the scholion are hard to decipher, tury’ and that ‘the maps are of later origin than
which has led to different readings and elucidations. the text’ (Bagrow 1945, 387). See also Dilke 1985,
See Burri 2013, 446-447 and 456—457 and, for dif- note 28, 207, and the synopsis in Mittenhuber 2009,
ferent interpretations, Mittenhuber 2009, 327-328, 45—46.

and Bernardinello 1997, 51-52. 38 Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 49-50.

Mittenhuber 2009, 265.
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poem,* and not on a precise investigation into the maps and their content. In the face
of the thorough historical, philological as well as codicological studies that have since
been carried out on the maps, this stance must be qualified.

The different stages of the transmission process of the maps have recently been ex-
amined by F. Mittenhuber.** According to him, the UKF maps, like their texts, consti-
tute a separate and coherent group and were produced in Constantinople.*! The maps
themselves show small divergences, and manuscripts K and E which are very similar,
might have been drawn by members of Planudes’ circle.** The maps of O and R are
the products of two different reworkings of the regional maps. The hyparchetype of
R’s maps probably goes back to the ninth century and is close to manuscripts UKF as
well as to manuscript X. In contrast to manuscripts UKFR, the text and the maps of
O are totally in accord. The sixty-four provincial maps, integrated into the catalogue
of localities rather than into Book 8, testify to a thorough revision of the maps, which
must be relatively recent (fourteenth century).* E Mittenhuber investigates, above all,
the world maps and the first five regional maps of Europe in manuscripts UKFRO. Ac-
cording to him, the maps generally match the catalogue, but the numerous differences
between the texts and the maps can be explained only by examining the history of the
transmission of the maps, which is, at least partially, unrelated to the transmission of
the text. The maps are composed of both drawings and text, which were not necessarily
copied and drawn by the same person or following the same processes. E. Mittenhuber

notes:

Strictly speaking, the transmission of the maps is, at the same time, horizon-
tal (the text) and vertical (the maps). [...] These mechanisms apply only to a
more or less normal copying process and not to a radical revision (as in the late
transmission of the UKF and R maps). In the [usual] case, the text was copied
from the textual exemplar, while the maps were copied from the map exemplar.
Thus, the vertical transmission predominated. The decisive element here is the

care of the copyist, that is, how accurately he coordinated the text and maps.*

Stiickelberger 2009d, 325-330. lieferung der Karten von UKF bzw. R - nicht eine
See also important remarks in A. Jones 2011, 19-24. grundlegende Uberarbeitung, sondern lediglich ein
Mittenhuber 2009, 204. mehr oder weniger normaler Kopiervorgang erfolgt
Mittenhuber 2009, 356. ist: In diesem Fall wurde der Text jeweils von der
Mittenhuber 2009, 359. Textvorlage abkopiert, die Karten hingegen von der
Mittenhuber 2009, 361: ‘Streng genommen han- Kartenvorlage. Die vertikale Uberlieferung tiber-
delt es sich also bei den Karten um eine horizontale wiegt also. Entscheidend ist hier die Sorgfalt des
Uberlieferung (Text) und eine vertikale Uberliefer- Kopisten, d.h., wie genau er bei seiner Arbeit Text
ung (Bild) in einem. [...] Diese Mechanismen spie- und Karten aufeinander abgestimmt hat?

len jedoch nicht, wenn — wie in der weiteren Uber-
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The differences between the catalogues and their respective maps include not only to-
ponyms that have been incorrectly copied and localities that have been positioned dif-
ferently, but also peoples who have been situated in different locations in comparison to
the geographical indications of the catalogue. The crucial fact is that the maps of manu-
scripts U and K sometimes provide better readings than their respective catalogues and
that in several cases the maps of manuscripts U and K correspond more closely to the
text of X than to their own catalogues, both of which bring Mittenhuber to the con-
clusion that the maps in UKF date back to an earlier, probably late antique tradition.*
R. Burri is not convinced by F. Mittenhuber’s arguments and reminds us that there is no
proof that Planudes had access to exemplars of the Geography with maps; this does not,
however, mean that the maps were not in circulation during Antiquity and the Middle
Ages.*

2.1.3 Epistemological specificity

The collation of a text as complex as the Geography, even on the basis of a small number
of manuscripts, is extremely challenging. The existence of several unfinished critical
editions of the Geography — Wilberg and Grashof (1838—45), Miiller (1883-1901, com-
pleted by C.T. Fischer at a later date)*” — exemplifies the difficulty of the task. Indeed,
most of the studies and attempts to construct a stemma codicum rely only on a part of the
Geography, rarely on the entire work.*® Hence, the (sometimes) divergent appraisals are
not necessarily as radically incompatible as they might at first seem. R. Burri points out

the limits of the traditional Textkritik for establishing a clear stemma of the manuscripts:

The relationships between most of the manuscripts appear not only to differ
for each book of the Geography but can also occasionally even be determined
paragraph by paragraph. Thus, one should apparently expect little clarification
on the place of each manuscript in the stemma codicum from a traditional col-
lating method. [...] It raises, therefore, the question of whether and to what
extent new knowledge can be gained from the conventional methods of tex-
tual criticism, whether through individual manuscripts, the stemma codicum or
the textual history of the Geography.*’

Mittenhuber 2009, 355-357. 2.7-3.1, Cuntz obtained a misleading and partial
Burri 2013, 522. result? A. Diller 1939, 228, noted that the Geography
The text of Nobbe (1843—45) is not a critical edition. ‘presents an unusual number of problems in struc-
Cuntz 1923 used Geogr. 2.7-3.1, Renou 1925 used ture and arrangement, the relation and authenticity
Geogr. 7.1-4 and Ronca 1971 used Geogr. 6.9-21. See of its various parts often being questionable’

Burri 2013, 89. For instance, P. Schnabel 1930, 233, 49 Burri 2013, 90-91: ‘Die Bezlige der meisten Hand-
cast doubt on O. Cuntz’ classification of his ‘RW schriften zueinander prisentieren sich nicht nur
Klasse ‘Because he restricted himself to [Books] fur jedes Buch der Geographie anders, sondern
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In her study of Book 6 of the Geography and its secondary tradition, M. G. Schmidt de-
clines to give an unequivocal model to explain the relationship between Book 6 of the
catalogue, Book 8 and the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities} and concludes:

In summary, one should make clear that the mutual influences of Book 6, Book
8 and the Kanon [that is, the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’] cannot be defined as
precisely as one would have wished from the perspective of the history of the
text and textual criticism. In the final analysis, there is arguably no possibility
of clarifying the partly contradictory information on the transmission and of

thus tying up the loose ends.>

A. Stiickelberger writes of the same problem in building a satisfying model, mentioning
the difficulty of precisely evaluating the role of contamination between the manuscripts
as well as the possible influence of manuscripts that have not survived.>!

The fifteenth-century Florentinus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.9 (S), 28.38 (B) and 28.42
(P), grouped by P. Schnabel into the o family, perfectly exemplify the role that contam-
ination and the influences of different manuscripts play in the history of the transmis-
sion. The hyparchetype of the o family follows the = recension (especially two dia-
grams from manuscript X attributed to Manuel Chrysoloras) until Geogr. 2.10. From
Geogr. 2.11 to §.19, according to P. Schnabel, these manuscripts closely resemble manu-
scripts N and G, both of which belong to the Q recension, although they were ‘contam-
inated’ by Z; from Geogr. 5.20 until the end of the work, however, the hyparchetype of
o could be a flawed copy of O, which is a mixed manuscript.5? According to A. Diller,
the exemplar used for the first part of manuscripts S and B (Geogr. 1—2.11.2) was X, then
G was the exemplar for the rest of Book 2; from the beginning of Book 3 right up until
Geogr. 5.19, he suggested that the exemplar was manuscript O or possibly the completed
manuscript G, when the latter was complete.>

Another example concerns manuscript Vaticanus graecus 191 (X) itself>* In the

introduction, the catalogue, Book 8 as well as on the maps, manuscript X almost always

sind bisweilen gar abschnittweise zu definieren. exakt abgrenzen lassen, wie es vom textgeschicht-
Traditionelles Kollationsverfahren lasst daher an- lichen und textkritischen Standpunkt aus gese-
scheinend wenig Klarung fir die Position einzelner hen wiinschenswert wire. Es gibt wohl letztlich
Handschriften im Stemma codicum erwarten. [...] keine Moglichkeit, die teilweise widerspriichlichen
Es stellt sich somit die Frage, inwiefern durch kon- Angaben der Uberlieferung zu kliren und damit
ventionelle textkritische Methoden noch weitere den Anfang des Fadens zu finden!

Erkenntnisse gewonnen werden konnen, sei dies zu 51 Stickelberger and GraShoff 2006, 32. These prob-
einzelnen Handschriften, zum Stemma codicum oder lems were raised as early as the nineteenth century
zur Textgeschichte der Geographie: (see Miiller 1867, 288).

Schmidt 1999, 256: “Zusammenfassend muf fest- 52 Schnabel 1938, 56.

gestellt werden, daf sich die gegenseitigen Ein- 53 Diller 1966, 1x—x.

fliisse von Buch 6, Buch 8 und dem Kanon nicht 54 Schnabel 1938, 116-118.
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uses the spelling Zonvn, rather than ZvAvn, which is used in all the other manuscripts,
for the name of the city of Syéné.>> The three occurrences in X of Zvfn are from hand
D in Geogr. 1.24. In Geogr. 1.7.9, the reading Zofivng by hand E was changed, by the same
hand D, to Zifvng, although manuscripts OBSP all use the Zofivn version in Geogr. 1.24.5
Sufun is the classical spelling of the city, but the Zofjvn version is given in Ptolemy’s
“Table of Noteworthy Cities; in some astronomical tables of the Handy Tables and in all
the manuscripts of the Almagest.>” Zofvn is, according to P. Schnabel, ‘the true Ptolemaic
form’*® Hand D of manuscript X must, therefore, have had an exemplar related to the
Q recension, at least for Geogr. 1.24, although the copyists of OBSP (partially) preserved
the = version of this chapter.

Several manuscripts of the Geography were copied around 1300 or in the first decades
of the fourteenth century in Constantinople. These manuscripts might have been con-
taminated and influenced by other manuscripts, plausibly lost today, making these
changes not only hard to detect but also difficult to place in a simple transmission
model. In the exemplar of manuscripts UKN, for instance, a marginal scholion has
been wrongly integrated into the main text; thus it must go back to an earlier, anno-
tated exemplar. This scholion states: ‘év &tépoig dvtiypdgoig. .. (‘in other exemplars [one
reads]..’) and is followed by an alternative reading.*® The scribe of manuscript R sup-
plies many variae lectiones in the margins of the catalogue, sometimes introduced by the
words ‘yéyparrtan €v &Mw... (‘in another [exemplar] it is written...); these readings are
similar to those of other manuscripts of the Q recension (see ff. 62v, 69r, and so on)
but they are sometimes also similar to the = recension (f. 107r, for example). Although
rather demanding, P. Schnabel’s complex stemma codicum (Appendix A) illustrates how
the different groups of manuscripts and their multiple — horizontal and vertical — influ-
ences can overlap. Finally, the isolation of manuscript X raises epistemological issues.
For example, a specific reading common to all the Q) manuscripts should go back to the
Q hyparchetype, whereas a specific reading in X could be the result of a miscopying or
a correction that occurred at some time between the archetype and the copying of X.

55 Geogr. 1.7.9, 1.9.9, 4.5.73, 7.5.15-16, 7.6.2-7, 7.7.1-3, 58 In the Chrestomathies from Strabo (see p. 104), Zofvn

8.15.15. is used four times (Chrest. 2.19 twice, 2.24, 17.39)
56 Geogr. 1.24.12: Tobvng OBSP; Geogr. 1.24.17: Zofvng and Zvfn (17.7, 10 and in diagram f. 67r) three
OBS: Zinvng P; Geogr. 1.24.20: Zofivng O, TvAvng BSP. times. The remaining manuscripts of Strabo’s Ge-
57 Table of Noteworthy Cities, 13.5; Handy Tables, A2.2 ography systematically use Zvipn, according to the
(in Tihon 2011, 105-108); Alm. 2.6, 2.8 and 3.13. editions of S. Radt and G. Aujac.

59 Geogr. 1.24.18. U f. 9v, K f. 101. See Burri 2013, 328.
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2.1.4 Construction and interpretation of a stemma codicum

Working in the mid nineteenth century, K. Miller was the first scholar to attempt a
systematical classification of the forty-two manuscripts he had at his disposal.®® He di-
vided them into two groups (an ‘Asian group’ and a ‘Byzantine group’) and classified
manuscript X separately, as the sole representative of its own family.! O.Cuntz, who
examined forty-six manuscripts, distinguished between two ‘Klassen’ that were based on
seven main manuscripts: URXOZ, the Florentinus Laurentianus Pluteus 28.9 (S) and
the Vaticanus graecus 178 (W). The so-called “X-Klasse’ contained, of course, manuscript
X, plus S until Geogr. 2.10, and the other group was named the ‘RW-K/asse; since the
closely resembling R and W manuscripts came from the same hyparchetype. O. Cuntz
believed that manuscripts UOZS were mixed texts as they shared elements from both
‘Klassen’ Each of the seven main manuscripts was believed to be the best representative
of its own family.®* L. Renou, who agreed with the conclusions of O. Cuntz but based
his study only on Geogr. 7.1-4, placed manuscript A in its own group.®?

P.Schnabel’s fundamental study® criticised the groupings of K. Miiller, O. Cuntz,
L.Renou and, in particular, J. Fischer®® and proposed a new classification, which was
adopted by all later editions. P. Schnabel assembled fifty-one manuscripts, which he di-
vided into eleven ‘Textfamilien’ and grouped into two recensions (= and Q; see Appendix
A). One of the eleven families was Textfamilie €, which was part of the = recension and
was represented by manuscript X. The ten other families were grouped into the Q re-
cension, which he split into two: UKFN were part of the so-called A group, while V
and R represented the TT group. The differences between the groups concerned small
textual variants, related to the toponyms or the geographical coordinates. P. Schnabel
believed that manuscripts OASZ contained ‘mixed texts] since he was of the opinion
that they were derived from copies of both recensions.*” He found that manuscript O
was related to X and to the Q manuscripts of the A group, while A was also close to X
and the manuscripts of the TT group.

L. Ronca’s study, based on Geogr. 6.9-21, diverges from P. Schnabel’s groupings on
several points; he combined P. Schnabel’s Textfamilie T (Z) with p (RVCW), for instance.

I. Ronca was of the opinion that manuscripts A and Z belonged to the = recension but

Muller knew of the existence of manuscript U but
was unable to find it (Miller 1867, 283). K was re-
discovered after the publication of Miiller’s report.
Muiller 1867.

Cuntz 1923, 9-14

P. Schnabel was unable to complete his book owing
to illness. The study he published personally some
years earlier — Schnabel 1930 — diverged on many
points regarding the textual transmission of the Ge-
ography. See the summary in Schmidt 1999, 9-11.

Renou 1925; Burri 2013, 80-81; Mittenhuber 2009, 65 Schnabel 1938, 38-46
36. 66 Schnabel 1938, 6.
The conclusions presented here and below are taken 67 Schnabel 1938, 55-56.

from the work edited in 1938 by A. Herrmann, after
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had been contaminated by variant readings from the TT group, whereas O belonged to
the A group and had been contaminated by an exemplar of Z. He also believed that
P. Schnabel’s Textfamilie o (BSP) was derived from mixed manuscript O. More recently,
H. Humbach and S. Ziegler have investigated the whole of the Geography’s Book 6. They
support the existence of two recensions (= and Q) with two Q subgroups but identify a
third group of mixed manuscripts (AZv), whose relationships with = and Q are unclear.
They regard manuscript O as belonging to the A group, and do not believe that it was
influenced by the = recension.®® R. Burri agrees with most of P. Schnabel’s conclusions,
especially the grouping of the corpus of manuscripts into two recensions and eleven
families. However, she has placed several secondary manuscripts into different families
and has re-evaluated certain relationships between the manuscripts. Her codicologi-
cal and palaeographical study shows, among other findings, that manuscripts UKN are
apographs from the same exemplar of the Geography. Moreover, she concludes that v,
for example, belongs to Textfamilie a, along with A, rather than to Textfamilie w, and
that B and P of Textfamilie o are probably derived from S, rather than that these three
manuscripts stem from a single exemplar.®’

The principal conclusions of P. Schnabel’s study have more recently been noted
down by A.Stlickelberger and G. Grafhoff. The achievement of their critical edition
and the different studies associated with the project’® have renewed, to a certain de-
gree, our comprehension of the relationships between the remaining manuscripts of
the Geography. For instance, on the basis of an up-to-date codicological investigation
(in particular concerning manuscript K)”! and several analyses of the text and the maps,
E. Mittenhuber and A. Stiickelberger have drawn up a stemma codicum (Fig. 4), which
they modestly present as a ‘rough sketch’ (Entwurf, Skizze) of the relationships between
the principal manuscripts. One of the main differences between this and former studies
is that the authors have not explicitly linked manuscripts EZ and BS to the other main
groups. And, unlike R. Burri, they maintain that R can be dated to the early fourteenth
century. The authors also believe that there is a connection between manuscript O and
the = recension (especially manuscript U) and that A is linked only with the = recension
and the TT group, and not with any of the identified manuscripts. In addition, they have
placed manuscript G in the A group, even though this manuscript is clearly linked with
the = recension. Their stemma shows the main groups of manuscripts and their relation-

ships (UK, VR and X, plus OA as mixed manuscripts), although the way the authors

Humbach and Ziegler 1998, 6. F. Mittenhuber 2009, 69 Burri 2013, 209, 526-531 and 540.

42, disagrees with their evaluation of manuscript O. 70 Mittenhuber 2009; Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber
However, the idea that Book 6 in O could be almost 2009; Burri 2013; Rinner 2013.
free of the influence of = is not that far-fetched. 71 Fuchs and Oltrogge 2009.
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¢, 830: Emergence of the Byzantine minuscule

. 950: Testimony of Al-Masudi (Egypt)

1295; Testimeny of Planudes (letter and poem)
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Late 14th century: the first Greek manuscripts
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1401-1406: Latin translation of the Geography

by Jacobus Angelus {(Cosmaographia)

c. 1470: Bessarion brings manuscript R to Venice
1475: Editio princeps of the Latin text

1533: Edj'n'u{vr."nu'ps of the Greek version
(Erasmus of Rotterdam)

Fig. 4 Stemma codicum of the Greek manuscripts of Ptolemy’s Geography (Stickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009,

22, translated into English).

date the major stages in the transmission process, which brought about the different re-

censions and groups, is open to debate. The use of the Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522

as a decisive element for dating the bifurcation of the Q and the = recensions is also

disputable:

Thanks to the Papyrus Rylands 522, a papyrus fragment from the beginning of

the third century [CE], which contains a part of the Kanon [‘Table of Notewor-

thy Cities’] and yet shows no signs of revision, the division into the two great
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textual recensions of the Geography can possibly even be dated back to the third
century.”?

Unless one postulates that the Q recension is necessarily closer to Ptolemy’s original
than the = recension — for which a strong argument would need to be presented — one
cannot use the Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522 to date the bifurcation of the manu-
script tradition. This papyrus contains not the Geography’s catalogue of localities but a
list from the Handy Tables. At best, it proves that a version of the ‘Table of Noteworthy
Cities;] close to the = recension of the Geography, existed in the early third century and
thus that = was also in existence at this time. However, it does not tell us when the
Q recension first appeared.

The high number of majuscule variants in both the recensions — noted first by
O. Cuntz — has led A. Stiickelberger and F. Mittenhuber to assume that the archetype of
the tradition was written in majuscule. They date this archetype to the third or fourth
century. In principle, however, the range of possible dates for the creation of a copy in
majuscule is quite large, and could extend right up to the eighth century (from the ninth
century onwards, scribes generally used the Greek minuscule). Their proposition that
the Q recension was divided into two subgroups between the fifth and sixth centuries is
plausible, although their use of the date of the Diagnosis as an argument for dating the
bifurcation of the tradition is disputable.”

2.1.5 The role of manuscript X and the = recension in the textual tradition

The crucial factor in reconstructing the original text of the Geography is to interpret the
existence of two different versions of the work, the so-called Q and = recensions. The
latter do not appear to be evenly balanced: manuscript X is the only manuscript of
the = recension and it is incomplete, for it contains neither the coordinates after Ge-
ogr. §.13.16, nor any maps. In addition, the date and copying context of manuscript X
are close to those of the QO manuscripts, although the influence of = on the other man-
uscripts has not yet been elucidated. Hence, the place of manuscript X in establishing
the original text’* and reconstructing the textual history of the Geography is both essen-

Mittenhuber 2009, 365: ‘Dank dem Papyrus Ry- 73 See p. 101. Even if there is a connection between
lands 522, einem Papyrusfragment aus dem An- the text of the Diagnosis and the A group, this does
fang des 3. Jahrhunderts, das Teile des Kanons bedeu- not mean that the TT group ‘appeared’ at the same
tender Stadte enthilt und noch keine Spuren einer time.

Uberarbeitung aufweist, lisst sich die Aufteilung in 74 Tuse the equivocal term ‘original; although his-
die beiden grossen Textrezensionen der Geographie torically this ‘original’ version could have been
moglicherweise sogar bis ins 3. Jahrhundert zurtick- Ptolemy’s autograph, an exemplar that Ptolemy re-
datieren? See also Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber viewed or one that he just authorised, etc. See E.
2009, 23, 143 and 321. Montanari 2003, 9-15.
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tial and problematic. In his ‘Rapports sur les manuscrits de la Géographie de Ptolémée;
published in 1867, K. Miiller noted the particularity of X and its important role in the
history of the text. He used only the text and the toponyms of the catalogue to carry out
his evaluation, not the geographical coordinates:

Manuscript X (Cod. Vatican. 191) is until now the only representative of a fam-
ily that I consider to be the most ancient of all. [...] Manuscript X is without
any doubt the best of all [the manuscripts]. [...] With the exception of the two
glosses already mentioned, the text is free of external elements. If there are fre-
quent orthographic corruptions of some geographical names, it should also be
said that, in many places, this is the only manuscript in which the authentic

forms have been preserved.”

According to Miiller, the last scholion of manuscript X (f. 169v), together with the read-
ings of the toponyms of Macedonia, indicate that the manuscript’s exemplar came from

Macedonia.”® This scholion reads:

(¢)vrabBa KS mivakeg [sic] ka(ta)tdooet £v abtii 62 T Kataypadf K{- Tov yop T
mivaka Thg Ebpommng eig 600 Slanpel- eig Eva pev tdoowy r Makaiboviav- €ig 6¢

£tepov "Huelpov kol Ayaiav kol [Tedomévnoov kai Kpntn xai EdBotaw-

(Here he inserts twenty-six maps. In the drawing, though, there are twenty-
seven. He splits up the tenth map of Europe into two maps: he puts Macedonia

on one, Epirus, Achaia, the Peloponnese, Crete and Euboea on the other.)

Miiller’s demonstration, although ingenious, is not entirely convincing. Nevertheless,
the scholion is interesting as it indicates that manuscript X derives from an exemplar in
which the regional maps were treated differently, which implies that Ptolemy’s original
map presentation was slightly revised.””

O. Cuntz used the many majuscule mistakes and variant readings in the Q and =
recensions to demonstrate that the archetype was written in majuscule. According to
Cuntz, the presence of numerous errors in the spelling of certain toponyms (even well-
known places), which all the manuscripts have in common, shows that the archetype
cannot have been Ptolemy’s autograph.”® Itis possible that the use of BeAtixf rather than

Miiller 1867, 290-292: ‘Le manuscrit X (Cod. Vat- tions de l'orthographe des noms géographiques y
ican. 191) est jusqu’a présent le seul représentant sont fréquentes, il faut dire aussi qu’en beaucoup
d’une famille que je regarde comme étant la plus d’endroits ce manuscrit est le seul qui en ait con-
ancienne de toutes. [...] Le manuscrit X est, sans au- servé les formes authentiques?

cun doute, le meilleur de tous. [...] Si 'on excepte 76 Miller 1867, 291-292.

les deux gloses mentionnées plus haut, le texte est 77 Cf. with Mittenhuber 2009, 324-325.

pur de tout élément étranger. Si certaines corrup- 78 Cuntz 1923, 15.
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Behyuki for Belgica was too crude a mistake to make for a geographer such as Ptolemy;
the other examples presented by O. Cuntz are not as relevant as they concern quite ob-
scure toponyms. Thus, he concluded that the archetype was a manuscript that was writ-
ten some time after Ptolemy’s original work. He then placed both versions on an equal

footing, for he regarded them as two different recensions or redactions of the autograph:

It seems to me without question that the archetype goes back to Ptolemy’s au-
tograph. I infer from my observations that the two manuscript classes show
themselves to be two recensions or redactions of the text. A large number of
the names survive not in one but in two forms, both of which are corroborated

by the rest of the geographical tradition.”

Again, O. Cuntz put forward a list of readings of toponyms in which both recensions
differed but for which there were attestations in other sources. He excluded categori-
cally that a mechanical corruption (that is, errors made during the copying) of the text
led to the two recensions. In addition, he found the argument that a later editor in-
tentionally revised the catalogue of localities unconvincing, refusing to imagine that
there could have been another scholar as competent as Ptolemy, in particular one who
used similar data and methods.®*® O.Cuntz’s central hypothesis relies on the fact that
Ptolemy deliberately chose the framework of a catalogue in order to facilitate the mak-
ing of future modifications.®! He maintained that Ptolemy made use of this possibility
and emended his own text — the place names as well as their geographical coordinates.
One of Ptolemy’s autographs would have preserved the different readings and correc-
tions. Then, it would have been copied later, always with all these variants, to give the
exemplar from which the archetype derived or to give the archetype itself (which would
explain the archetypal and non-authorial errors). Finally, the scribes of the Q and the
= exemplars would have independently simplified or harmonised the text by, for ex-
ample, using only one spelling for a place name and one double coordinate for each
locality. The different editing processes and random (beliebig) editing choices thus led
to the emergence of two dissimilar recensions of the catalogue.®?

In a monograph on the Geography that was published in 1925, L. Renou based his
assessment of the text on the descriptions of India, Taprobané (Sri Lanka) and the land

Cuntz 1923, 15: ‘Andererseits scheint es mir je- grofere Anzahl Namen wird namlich nicht in einer
doch fraglos, daff der Archetypus auf das Han- Form uberliefert, sondern in zwei, die beide durch
dexemplar des Ptolemacus zuriickgeht. Ich er- die tibrige antike Tradition geschiitzt sind?

schliefe das aus meinen in den beiden Kom- 80 Cuntz 1923, 16.

mentaren gemachten Beobachtungen, daf die bei- 81 Seep. 115.

den H[andschrifts]klassen sich oft als zwei Rezen- 82 Cuntz 1923, 16. See Burri 2013, 77.

sionen oder Redaktionen des Textes darstellen. Eine
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of the Sinai (Geogr. 7.1—4), for which manuscript X does not have the geographical coor-
dinates.®> As much as was possible, he compared the toponyms and ethnonyms of the
Geography with other ancient sources (notably Pliny the Elder) and modern toponymy.
He regarded X as being superior to all the other manuscripts,®* although his compar-
ison between X and the other manuscripts cannot be considered complete because of
the absence of geographical coordinates in manuscript X. Thus, in his edition, L. Renou
used the X readings for the toponyms, together with the coordinates from manuscript
A, which he believed to be closest to the X family.3

P. Schnabel believed that the = recension was the most valuable version of the Geog-
raphy and, therefore, that the text of manuscript X was closest to the original, despite its
poor state, the flawed exemplar from which it derived,® its later completion date and
its lack of coordinates:

Our manuscript X is a very sloppy copy of an extremely valuable lost exemplar.?”

By contrast, he regarded the Q recension as a corrupt version of the supposedly ‘orig-
inal’ redaction of the Geography. P. Schnabel disagreed with J. Fischer’s viewpoint,
and presented a list of cases, taken from the catalogue and from Book 8, to demonstrate
his belief that, in general, the text of manuscript X was closer to the original than the
O manuscripts. He also considered that, when the A group readings tally with X, then

the text of the TT group is corrupt — and vice versa.*” He concluded unequivocally:

Eventually it became clear that: (1) the original manuscript of the Q recension
shows variations from the text that we assume to be the original text of this
recension; (2) this original manuscript of the Q recension (which one can re-
construct with the methods of textual criticism) differs dramatically from the

text of the Geography as Ptolemy wrote it; and (3) we have to assume that, be-

Renou 1925.
Renou 1925, viir: {Manuscript] X often supplies
better forms, never inferior to the other manu-

(‘Die Vorlage [von X] war sehr schlecht zu lesen,
und alle drei Schreiber haben sich gleichzeitig um
ihre Lesung bemiiht?)

scripts! (‘X donne souvent une forme meilleure, 87 Schnabel 1938, 44: ‘Unsere jetzige Handschrift X
jamais inférieure aux autres manuscrits’); x: “The ist eine sehr liederliche Kopie einer sehr wertvollen
tradition that [manuscript X] represents is certainly verlorenen Vorlage?

superior to the other manuscripts? (‘La tradition 88 Schnabel 1938, 46: ‘Virtually nothing that Joseph
qu’il [sc. X] représente est certainement supérieure a Fischer utters on the value of the Geography’s man-
celle des autres manuscrits! uscripts on the level of textual criticism can be
Renou 1925, 1x. L. Renou used the letter I to refer used’ (‘Man kann [...] fast alles, was Joseph Fis-

to the Vat. Pal. gr. 388. cher textkritisch tber den Wert der ‘Geographie’-
Schnabel 1938, 9: “The exemplar [of X] was very Handschriften duflert, nicht verwenden?)

hard to read and all three scribes, working around 89 Schnabel 1938, 56.

the same time, put much effort into reading it
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tween [the () recension] and Ptolemy, there were a great number of interme-

diate copies which strayed very arbitrarily from Ptolemy’s authentic text.”®

P. Schnabel remained resolute on the value of both recensions but was unclear about the

origin of the corruptions in the Q recension. He even seemed to suggest that Ptolemy

made the two ‘editions’ himself.”! Furthermore, he showed that hand D*? of manuscript

X used an exemplar that was similar to the Q recension for some parts of his copy:

It becomes apparent that the scribe [that is, hand D] who completed Geogr. 1.1-2

and then Geogr. 1.19 (end) to 23 as well as Geogr. 2.1.—2 undoubtedly used a

manuscript of the = recension and not of the Q recension, [...] and that he was

also able to consult the lost exemplar that was used by the former scribes. The

situation in Chapter 1.24 is, however, very different. The D text tallies [there]

entirely with the manuscripts of the Q recension, while the text of the = recen-

sion has passed down to us completely in [manuscript] S, for a large part in O,

too, but only rarely in Z.”3

Schnabel 1938, 68: ‘Klar wird aber dadurch, daf§ die
fir uns herstellbare Urhandschrift der Textrezen-
sion Q) Abweichungen von dem Text zeigt, den wir
[...] als den Urtext dieser Rezension voraussetzen
missen, daf§ diese mit den mechanischen Mitteln
der textkritik herstellbare Urhandschrift der Tex-
trezension Q) von dem Text der “Geographie’; wie
ihn Ptolemaus selbst geschrieben hat, sehr weit ab-
steht, und daf$ wir zwischen ihr und Ptolemaus eine
grof8 Anzahl von Mittelgliedern, die mit dem echten
Ptolemaustext sehr willkirlich umgesprungen sind,
anzunehmen haben’

P. Schnabel’s discussion of the south-eastern coast
of Africa, where the coastlines in = and Q are very
different, is rather curious. He wrote that the Q
coastline was said to have supplied an older version
of Ptolemy’s work, in which Ptolemy only corrected
Marinus’ work superficially, and that, by contrast,
the text of the = recension had been more thor-
oughly corrected (Schnabel 1938, 75-76). However,
he did not draw the logical conclusion from these
observations; cf. with Rinner 2013, 320-322, and
Mittenhuber 2009, 107-109, on this precise case. As
M. G. Schmidt 1999, 9, has noted, the stemma cod-
icum drawn up by A. Herrmann (Appendix A) on
the basis of P. Schnabel’s investigation is mislead-
ing, since the schema postulates that there was a sin-
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gle archetype for the = and Q recensions, when in
fact P. Schnabel hinted that Ptolemy himself might
have created two copies, which were later used as
the exemplars for each recension.

P. Schnabel used the siglum X* to designate

this hand, which corresponds to the hand D in

A Turyn and R. Burri’s nomenclature that copied
ff. 128v-129v (Geogr. 1.1-2) and ff. 135r-138r (Ge-
ogr. 1.19-2.2). I use R. Burri’s sigla and have mod-
ified Schnabel’s quotations accordingly. Hand D

is more recent than the other hands of the man-
uscript: it can be dated to the fourteenth century
but is older than the scholia of Manuel Chrysoloras
(c. 1355-1415).

Schnabel 1938, 116: ‘Hierebei stellt sich sofort her-
aus, daf8 der Erginzer fir [Geogr.] 1.1-2 und dann
1.19 Ende bis 23 und 2.1-2 zweifelsohne eine Hand-
schrift der Rezension = benutzt hat und nicht eine
der Rezension Q [...und daf er] in der Lage war,
die verlorene Vorlage von X, die die alten Schreiber
benutzt haben, ebenfalls zu Rate zu ziehen. Ganz
anders is die Lage in dem Kapitel 1.24. Hier geht
der Text von [D] durchwegs mit den Handschriften
der Rezension QQ, wahrend der Text der Rezension
= uns vollstandig in S, dem O meist und Z seltener
zur Seite treten, erhalten ist’
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Schnabel’s argument concerning the spelling of Zvfivn/Zofvn is convincing.”* Moreover,
he postulated the existence of at least three different lost manuscripts of the = recension,
accessible to the scribes of A, OZ and S, who used them (in different ways) for some parts
of the Geography.”

E. Polaschek’s long article on the Geography stressed and even overestimated the role
of X in the textual history of the catalogue. He believed that manuscript X was a copy
of Prolemy’s autograph:

If we summarise these observations on the text of manuscript X, then its original
exemplar appears to be Ptolemy’s autograph (from which every manuscript
originates) and from which he prepared a new edition of his Geography — though
unfinished.”®

E. Polaschek was well aware of the audacity of his hypothesis; indeed, he was unable
to explain how such a special exemplar of the Geography could have survived, carefully

copied and integrated into a scholarly codex, for so long:

If the exemplar of manuscript X was Ptolemy’s working copy for a new edition
of his Geography, then one justifiably wonders how [this copy] was still extant
in the thirteenth century, when it was already barely legible and most probably
in a wretched condition.””

He interpreted the last scholion of X (f. 169v)?® as referring to Ptolemy’s own reorgan-
isation of the regional maps. Although E.Polaschek believed that manuscript X was
not free of later modifications, his examples and arguments for the supposedly ‘post-
Ptolemaic characteristics’ (nachptolemdische Ziige) are not always convincing.”” He was
also of the opinion that the manuscript was later revised, and that this was still dis-
cernible in the other manuscripts of P.Schnabel’s Textfamilie € as well as in Agatho-
daimon’s realisation of a set of maps.!% As far as the Q) recension is concerned, E. Polaschek
failed to establish exactly what kind of changes were made to the Q catalogue, and when

or why the revision occurred.

See p. 65. 97 Polaschek 1965, col. 721: “War aber die Vorlage von
Schnabel 1938, 55-56. Hs. X das von Pt{olemaios] unfertig zuriickgelassene
Polaschek 1965, col. 717: ‘Fassen wir diese Beobach- Vorbereitungsexemplar einer Neuauflage seiner
tungen am Text von cod. X zusammen, prisen- Geographie, veranlassend daher zu andershindiger
tiert sich somit dessen Erstvorlage als das alle Fortfihrung, wundert man sich mit Recht, daf sie
Handschriften beherrschende Handexemplar des im 13. Jhdt. noch erhalten war, wenn auch bereits
Pt[olemaios], mit welchem dieser eine neue Auflage schwer lesbar und in einem vermutlich desolaten
seiner Geographie vorbereitete, doch nicht zu Ende Zustand?

flhrte? 98 See p. 7I.

99 Polaschek 1965, col. 722.
100 Polaschek 1965, col. 737-739.
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In their translation of the ‘theoretical chapters’ of the Geography, J. L. Berggren and
A.Jones give their interpretation of the existence of two groups of manuscripts (they use
‘family’ rather than ‘recension’). The authors argue that the first ‘family’ emerged in the
context of Planudes’ discovery:

The manuscripts of this family present a distinct recension of the text of the
Geography characterized by extensive corrections of perceived errors in the text.
[...] Such emendations are obviously a scholar’s work. We will refer to this

version below as the ‘Byzantine revision.'*!

According to the authors, this family contains manuscripts UKFRVW, the Oxoniensis
Archivi Seldeniani B. 46 (N) and the Parisinus suppl. graecus 119 (C). This ‘Byzantine
revision” would have affected both the spelling of the toponyms and the geographical
coordinates:

The text of the Geography in this family shows clear signs of having undergone
deliberate changes, which become apparent through comparison with other
manuscripts [...]. The redactor has here and there attempted to correct or
smooth over difficulties in the sense and harshnesses in the language, often
detecting real corruptions in the received text, but sometimes, one suspects,
correcting Ptolemy himself. The spelling of many place names and some of
the coordinates have been altered, evidently to resolve inconsistencies that be-
came apparent in drawing maps.'%?

The authors then present a group of manuscripts ‘that are partly or entirely free of the
Byzantine revision; among them X, which they call ‘a manuscript of the greatest impor-
tance for the text of the Geography, because it is the only copy that is uninfluenced by the
Byzantine revision!% This categorical interpretation of J. L. Berggren and A. Jones,'*
who overlook the other important manuscripts of the Geography (particularly O and A),
is fragile as they singularly fail to introduce any examples or valid arguments to their
analysis. Their hypothesis may be plausible, but the authors do not give any examples
of possible ‘Byzantine corrections’ or disclose any ‘clear signs of [...] deliberate changes!

A. Stickelberger, G. GrafShoff and F. Mittenhuber, the directors of the most recent
edition of the Geography and of its supplementary volume did not reach the same con-
clusions as J. L. Berggren and A. Jones. In the introduction to their edition, manuscript

Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 43. 111 (v) to the manuscripts of this category. The Bur-
Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 44. ney 111 is denoted in their book by the letter T.
Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 44. The authors add 104 Their thesis was accepted unreservedly by P. Gautier
manuscript Z and the Londiniensis Codex Burney Dalché 2009a, 286-287.
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X is portrayed as a poor copy of a valuable exemplar (also P. Schnabel’s opinion),'%

although, according to the authors, the = recension shows signs that the geographical
coordinates were revised:

While the toponyms of both groups clearly go back to the same archetype, the
= recension has undergone a comprehensive revision of its coordinates: the cat-
alogue of localities in manuscript X features [...] about 1 300 coordinates that
depart from the Q recension, [variants] which reflect a different but coherent

picture and which cannot be explained by simple scribal errors.'%

The authors do not state explicitly what they consider to be a reading ‘which cannot be
explained by simple scribal errors? They note that the number of variant readings for the
coordinates between the = and Q recensions decreases from Book 2 to Book 5, which
they believe is evidence that the = recension was systematically revised.!” As far as the
place names are concerned, the conclusion is much more nuanced. In the supplemen-
tary volume to the Geography, A. Stiickelberger compares the variant readings in manu-
scripts UKVRX that can be attributed to typical majuscule mistakes.!%® After studying
Book 2 of the Geography, he determines what he believes to be the ‘correct reading’ (als
richtig erachtete Lesart) of each of the sixty-one selected readings. His analysis confirms
that manuscripts UKVR and X belong to very different groups. When it comes to the
number of (supposedly) accurate toponym readings, A. Stiickelberger concludes that

neither of the recensions has incontestably the better text.!® A. Stiickelberger reaches

Stiickelberger and Grafhoff 2006, 33: {Manuscript 107 Stickelberger and GrafShoff 2006, 40: Book 2 has

X] is an extremely flawed copy (without maps) of a
valuable, majuscule exemplar [originally] furnished
with maps, which is evidence of a largely indepen-
dent strand of the transmission (= recension). (‘Es
handelt sich [sc. bei X] um eine recht fehlerhafte,
kartenlose Abschrift einer wertvollen, mit Karten
versehenen Majuskelvorlage, die einene weitgehend
eigenstindigen Uberlieferungsstrang [ =-Rezension]
dokumentiert?)

Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 23: “Wihrend
die Ortsnamen beider Gruppen offensichtlich

auf denselben Archetypus zurtickgehen, ist die 108
= Rezension einer umfassenden Uberarbeitung
der Koordinaten unterzogen worden: Die Hs. X
weist im Ortskatalog [...] etwa 1300 von der Q-
Rezension abweichende Koordinatenangaben auf,
die ein anderes, in sich durchaus stimmiges Bild 109
ergeben und nicht durch simple Abschreibefehler

erklart werden konnen?

¢. 460 variant readings (19%), Book 3 has c. 380
(15%), Book 4 has c. 260 (14%) and Book 5 has

¢. 185 (10%). A revision of one of the recensions

is not the simplest hypothesis. A poorly preserved
exemplar of one of the recensions and a scribe’s in-
ability to read and understand accurately the system
of writing the coordinates could explain the steadily
decreasing number of variant readings. Further-
more, a complete comparison is impossible, since
the coordinates of Books 6 and 7, as well as a good
part of Book s, of manuscript X are missing.

That is, divergent readings that can be explained by
a simple misreading of a copy that was written in
Greek majuscule, e.g. when A and A are confused.
By contrast, their respective minuscules (A and «)
cause much less confusion.

Stickelberger 2009a, 114-116. This conclusion dif
fers from that of Renou 1925, who, unlike the for-
mer, studied only Geogr. 7.1-4.
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the same conclusion in his comparison of the number of ‘missing’ lines in the manu-
scripts: both recensions have more or less the same number of omissions.!'® He main-
tains — [ believe because of the variants in the coordinates — that X is the product of an
early revision of the Geography (possibly in the third or fourth century), although he does
not specify the reasons and the exact context of such a revision.!"" This interpretation
explains the editing choices of A. Stiickelberger and G. GrafShoff: the X variants for the
geographical coordinates are systematically set in parentheses next to the Q readings.
As for the toponyms, the editors prefer the Q spellings, unless, according to them, the
text in X more closely approximates the original.!!?

In his study of the manuscript maps, F. Mittenhuber distances himself from A. Stiick-
elberger’s interpretation of the stemma codicum that they drew up together in Stiickel-
berger and Mittenhuber 2009. F. Mittenhuber still dates the bifurcation of the two re-
censions to the third century CE on the basis of the Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522,'3
although he believes that the = recension may provide the closest text to the original (die
urspriinglichere [Rezension]) because of the cartographical evidence as well as the indirect
tradition (that is, antique and late antique quotations from Ptolemy’s Geography), which
seems to be related, above all, to the = recension.!'*

In her recent codicological and palacographical investigation, R. Burri emphasises
the complexity of the history of the vast corpus of texts provided by the Vat. gr. 191, for
which there is no general consensus.''> She puts forward the hypothesis that the codex
was created in the milieu of Planudes: several of the hands of Vat. gr. 191 are linked
with his circle and its scientific content accords with Planudes’ fields of interest — espe-
cially the Arithmetica of Diophantus.!'® This hypothesis has also been supported, albeit
cautiously, by other specialists, such as N. Wilson'!” and, more recently, D. Bianconi.!'®
We can support R. Burri’s hypothesis with another piece of information. One of the
scribes of manuscript X used the Arabic number zero together with the Greek numeral
system in several places of Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities (see Fig. 5, for example). We

know that Planudes wrote one of the first Byzantine treatises on Arabic numerals,'"? so

A. Stiickelberger seems systematically to interpret a 114 Mittenhuber 2009, 112-113.

toponym that is available only in one recension as 115 Burri 2013, 502.

an omission and not as a plausible later addition, 116 Burri 2013, 503.

which cannot always be precisely demonstrated (see 117 N. Wilson 1981, 395: “The best manuscript of the
p. 135.) Geography (Vat. gr. 191) is a composite volume
Stiickelberger 2009d, 331. in which the choice of the texts included may be
Stiickelberger and GrafShoff 2006, 33. thought to show the influence of Planudes, even
Mittenhuber 2009, 113, 208 and 365. This bifurca- though there is no sign of his handwriting in the
tion could also coincide, according to the author, book?

with the transcription of the Geography from pa- 118 Bianconi 2004, 333.

pyrus rolls to a codex, i.e. between the third and 119 Gerhardt 1965.

fourth centuries.
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Fig. 5 Use of the Arabic zero by one of the scribes
of manuscript X, f. 140r, col. 4, . 24-26 (= Ge-

0gr. 2.5.8). The number uo should be understood
as 40° rather than the expected Tr. See also £. 14or,
col. 3, I. 41-42 (= Geogr. 2.5.6). © 2017 Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana.

that if codex Vat. gr. 191 was created in the milieu of Planudes, the appearance of this
uncommon numeral would not be that surprising.

E. Rinner has studied the two recensions of Ptolemy’s text on the basis of the chap-
ters related to Asia Minor (Geogr. 5.1-8). For the most part, the differences between the
Zand Q recensions concern the drawings of the coastlines, as the inland areas are much
less affected. First of all, she notes several inconsistencies in the text of X, for instance, in
the area of Chalcedon, where the X coordinates lead to an illogical coastline.!*® With the
exception of a small number of instances where X is obviously erroneous, both recen-
sions lead to two different but plausible coastlines. According to E.Rinner, the coher-
ence in both cases indicates that the coastline in one of the recensions was intentionally

revised:

It is absolutely remarkable that [differences either in longitude or in latitude]
also occur in large groups of coordinates, which by chance result in reasonable
coastlines, and for which the frequent occurrence of scribal errors provides a
rather implausible explanation. Furthermore, the occurrence of such groups
of [variant readings], for coasts only, indicates that a possible revision of the
Geography (as potentially reflected in the division into two recensions) could

have concerned only the coastline, in the area of [Ptolemy’s] first map of Asia.'*!

Then, on the basis of an investigation into Ptolemy’s methods and sources, E. Rinner
shows that the coastline in the = recension can be explained by combining information
that was passed down in the antique sources (such as Hipparchus, Strabo or some com-
mon sources, for example) with adequate geometrical and graphical processes. Such an

explanation does not, however, work when the coordinates of the Q recension are used:

Rinner 2013, 160.

Rinner 2013, 163: ‘Dass er aber auch bei den
grosseren Gruppen betroffener Koordinaten auftritt,
bei denen eine Erklarung durch das gehdufte
Auftreten von Schreibfehlern, die zufillig sinnvolle
Kustenverlaufe ergeben, eher unwahrscheinlich ist,
ist durchaus bemerkenswert. Ausserdem deutet das

alleinige Auftreten dieser Gruppen von Differen-
zen an den Kisten darauf hin, dass eine mogliche
Uberarbeitung der Geographie, die sich dann in der
Aufspaltung in die beiden Rezension niedergeschla-
gen haben konnte, im Bereich der ersten Asienkarte
nur die Kustenlinie betroffen haben konnte?
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The process of determining the coastlines, which has been described, can ex-
plain the appearance of the western coast of Asia Minor only in the case of
the = recension. By contrast, the Q recension does not show the characteristic
features of this process. Alternative explanations of the coast in the Q recen-
sion, based on information from the antique sources, have not been found. In
fact, a correction of the most striking differences in the = recension’s coastline
with respect to the actual coast gives a more likely explanation [of the coast in
Q]. Consequently, it is likely that the values of the = recension are the original

longitude and latitude data.'??

The Q catalogue for Asia Minor is thus taken to be a plausible revision (spdtere Uberar-
beitung) of the Geography, the date of which has not yet been identified.!?*> The = recen-
sion was not included in this revision, which indicates, according to E. Rinner, that the
latter is closer to Ptolemy’s original than Q. Admittedly, this conclusion only applies
to a small part of the Geography, but it nevertheless accords with the older philological
evaluations of K. Miiller, L. Renou and P. Schnabel.

2.1.6 Synopsis

To sum up, the predominant standpoint is that manuscript X (and with it the = recen-
sion) represents the best approximation of Ptolemy’s original Geography, even though
J. Fischer drastically played down the importance of this manuscript in the textual tradi-
tion and A. Stickelberger believes that the coordinates of the = recension were reworked
or revised. Generally, the Q recension appears, by comparison, to be considered the
more corrupt version, especially on the basis of the variant readings of the toponyms
(K. Miller, L. Renou) but also with respect to the map and textual traditions of the Geog-
raphy (F. Mittenhuber). Scholars oscillate between believing in a mechanical corruption
of the text or intentional revisions that were carried out at different periods: by Ptolemy
himself (O. Cuntz), during late Antiquity (A. Stiickelberger) or during the Byzantine era
(J. L. Berggren and A. Jones).

What is striking is the difficulty scholars have had in introducing concrete argu-
ments for a post-Ptolemaic revision of the work (in one or other of the recensions). That

Rinner 2013, 317: ‘Das beschriebene Verfahren zur gefunden werden. Vielmehr liegt eine Erklarung
Bestimmung des Kiistenverlaufs kann an der West- als Korrektur auffilliger Differenzen des Kisten-
kuste Kleinasiens nur den Verlauf der Kuste der =- verlaufs der =-Rezension zur eigentlichen Kisten-
Rezension erkliren. Bei den Hauptfehlern der Q- linie nahe. Demnach dirfte es sich bei den Werten
Rezension handelt es sich im Gegensatz dazu nicht der =-Rezension um die urspriingliche Version der
um die charakteristischen Fehler dieses Verfahrens. Langen- und Breitenangaben handeln?

Es konnte auch keine andere Erklarung der Kiste 123 Rinner 2013, 323.

der O-Rezension durch Angaben antiker Quellen
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the text of manuscript X contains place names that are closer to the antique sources does
not in itself help to explain the divergence of the Q manuscripts. E.Rinner has intro-
duced tangible elements in favour of a revision of the Geography to the debate but she
has not been able to estimate when and where such emendations would have occurred.
And A. Diller, in spite of his profuse writings on geographical manuscripts, in particular
on Prolemy’s Geography, failed to synthesise his views about the existence of two groups
of manuscripts. He did, though, put manuscript X on top of the list of codices in the
preface to the 1966 reprint of Nobbe’s 1845 edition of the Geography,'** even though he

had described it in a previous publication as being ‘very defectivel!?’

2.2 The recensions in Book 8 of the Geography and the
Handy Tables

2.2.1 The important cities in Book 8 of the Geography

Book 8 of the Geography contains instructions on constructing and drawing twenty-six
regional maps. Every instruction includes the appropriate ratio of the central parallel of
the map to the meridian as well as a list of the ‘important cities’ (6iaofipot méAerg!?®) of
each province. For each important locality, Ptolemy gives the duration of the longest day
of the year (which corresponds to the latitude) and the distance in hours from Alexandria
(that is, a relative longitude). Ptolemy states that he converted the values himself:

We have put below the elevations [of the pole] for the principal cities in each
country, converted into (petetdnppéva eig) the length of the longest days [that
occur] there; and their longitudinal positions [converted] approximately (£yyt-
ota) into intervals from the meridian through Alexandria, whether to the east

or to the west, in units of equinoctial hours.'*”

A thorough comparison between the values of the catalogue and Book 8 does indeed
confirm that both data sets differ slightly in longitude and latitude but also that the
hourly values in Book 8 did not precede the degrees given in the catalogue.'*® Moreover,

E. Mittenhuber and L. Koch have put forward the hypothesis that the conversion from

124 Diller 1966, v. thy Cities; and the comparative forms Giaonpétepot

125 Diller 1939, 229: ‘Moreover, X is very defective. In (Geogr. 8.6.3, 8.6.8, 8.10.3, 8.25.3, 8.28.3) and d&oho-
large parts of the work it omits titles, synopses, sub- yotepot (Geogr. 8.22.17), that is, ‘the very important’
scriptions, and even the numbers for longitude and or ‘most important’ cities.
latitude’ 127 Geogr. 8.2.1.

126 Geogr. 8.2.1 and passim in Book 8. In addition, one 128 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 46-48; Rinner 2013,
finds the expression énionpot méAerg (Geogr. 8.3.4), 37-41.

which also appears in the title ‘Table of Notewor-
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degrees to hours occurred after the two recensions had come into existence, since the
data of Book 8 in the Q and = recensions match their respective catalogues.'?’
Although the important localities are arranged by provinces in the catalogue as well
as in Book 8, the order of both toponymic lists differs in a number of ways. The order
of place names in the catalogue follows a spatial principle, which is clearly explained
by Ptolemy: they are arranged from north to south and from west to east.'*® In her
examination of the first map of Europe, E. Rinner thinks that a similar spatial ordering
was used for the important localities listed in Book 8, not on the basis of the regional
maps but on the basis of a world map, using Ptolemy’s first or second projection. In
these projections, the meridian and the parallel circles are drawn as arcs, which lead to
some distortions in the shapes of countries, particularly those situated at the edges of the

131 Thus, if one composes a list of cities from a map, beginning with the localities

map
on the top and to the left of the map, the order of the localities selected from a regional
or a world map will differ slightly. E. Rinner’s hypothesis is plausible, although it needs
to be systematically tested on each of the regional maps.

The second map of Europe (Appendix C) comprises a short introduction, which is
exactly the same in both recensions: a list of the contents (the three Iberian provinces
and adjacent islands), the ratio of the central parallel to the meridian (3:4) and a nepiopt-
op6g of the map, that is, a description of the borders of the map. In the case of the second
map of Europe, it corresponds to a geographical definition of the Iberian peninsula.'3?
All the information here accords with the catalogue.

A list of ten important localities on the Iberian peninsula then follows. The order of
this list is the same in both recensions, although the list of Book 8 does diverge slightly
from the arrangement in the catalogue: the two localities in the province of Lusitania
have been placed before the Baetican cities, while the island of Gades has been moved
to the end of the list in Book 8. In addition, the order of the localities in the province
of Tarraconensis also differs, since Asturica Augusta has been placed before the coastal
cities of Carthago Nova and Tarraco.'** This organisation goes back to the archetype of
Book 8. E.Rinner demonstrates that a world map using Ptolemy’s second projection
was employed to compose the list of important cities of Book 8 for the British Isles.
However, as far as the Iberian peninsula is concerned, the use of a world map instead of
a regional map does not satisfyingly explain the order of the list, nor does it elucidate
the differences between the list in Book 8 and the order of the localities in the catalogue.

There are very few variations in the text between the = and Q recensions: ‘Hispania;
which should precede the place names ‘Baetica’ and ‘Tarraconensis; has been omitted

Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 47. The hypothesis 131 Rinner 2013, 42-44.

is, however, supported on the whole by only one 132 Geogr. 8.4.1-2; see p. 127.
example. 133 Geogr. 8.4.3-5.

See p. 157.
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in manuscript X and there are two minor toponymic variants for Tarraco and Caesarau-

gusta.!34

Both recensions of Book 8 use the spelling Néa Kapynbwv for Carthago Nova,
rather than Kapynéwv Néa, and Khovvia for Clunia Colonia, rather than Khovvia Kohwvia
in the catalogue.'® By contrast, there are many numerical variants between the = and
Q recensions. Twenty values in hours and fractions of hours are given in the list, nine
of which are different in the two recensions; on six occasions the differences concern
the distance from Alexandria. Since the formats of the longitude and latitude values in

the catalogue and Book 8 are different,'3¢

it is difficult to make a precise comparison
between both parts. However, since the concerned cities have the same coordinates in
the catalogues of the = and Q recensions, a more general comparison is still possible.
In the three cases where the duration of the longest day differs in Book 8, the value
given in the = recension is clearly erroneous, since it would, for example, shift Asturica
Augusta approximately 4° southwards, when compared with the catalogue, and also
place Clunia 7z the Cantabrian Ocean. As for the remaining six cases, in two instances
the catalogue is closer to the Q) recension and in two other cases it is closer to the = re-
cension. Both recensions also have different values for the longitude of Carthago Nova
in Book 8, although, because of the difference in longitude for Alexandria in the cat-

alogue, the two values still lead to the same relative longitude for the city.'¥”

Finally,
both values for the distance between Alexandria and Clunia differ markedly from the
value in the catalogue. Some of the differences between the = and Q recensions are very
certainly the result of common copying errors or misreadings — confusion between ma-
juscule letters (€/¢) or omision of one sign. In one case, though, the difference suggests

that a particular kind of modification was made:

Q) recension = recension

B Lyp’ Yy

Longitude of Tarraco in hours to Alexandria (Book 8) B Lyp Y
[2 % hours] [3 hours]
Conversion into longitude, from the Fortunate Isles 16°15° 15°30°

A simple misreading or copying error can be ruled out here, and the Q recension figure
is clearly the lectio difficilior. Since the longitude of Tarraco is the same in the catalogues
of the Q and = recensions (16°20°), which is much closer to the figure in Book 8 of the
Q recension (2 % h to the west of Alexandria, that is, 16°15’), one could surmise that

134 Geogr. 8.4.5: Tappaxwv O, Tapdrwvn X; Kaoapav- 136 Longitude is expressed in degrees in the catalogue
yooota UK, Koaodpera Adyodota VRXA. There are of localities, counting eastwards from the meridian
anyhow variant spellings of Caesaraugusta (Ge- through the Fortunate Isles, whereas in Book 8 it is
ogr. 2.6.63) in all the codices primarii as well as in the expressed in hours, counting from Alexandria.
maps. 137 See Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 149.

135 Geogr. 2.6.14 and 2.6.56.
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the reading in = (3 h) was the result of a scribe or an editor rounding up the data in
hours of the = recension’s manuscripts. This interpretation, however, is at odds with
that of F. Mittenhuber and L. Koch, who show that Book 8 of the = recension generally

138 However, since no other

tends to be more precise than Book 8 of the Q recension.
cases can be found in the rest of Book 8, interpretations of this variant should be treated

with caution.

2.2.2 ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’

Ptolemy’s Handy Tables includes a list of localities with geographical coordinates that
cover the whole oikoumené. Known as the ‘“Table of Noteworthy Cities; this list contains
approximately 520 localities, with the geographical coordinates given in degrees of arc
and the longitudes counted from the parallel that ran through the Fortunate Isles, the
westernmost point of the oikoumené. The localities are arranged by provinces, on the
model of the Geography’s catalogue of localities. Modern scholars often link this table
with a passage from the Almagest, in which Ptolemy discloses his intention to write a
proper geographical treatise, supplying coordinates for the ‘important cities’ of each
province. In the second book of the Almagest, after discussing some aspects of spherical
astronomy that are related to the observer’s position on Earth,'** Ptolemy writes:

Now that the treatment of the angles [between the ecliptic and principal cir-
cles] has been methodically discussed, the only remaining topic in the foun-
dations [of the rest of the treatise] is to determine the position in latitude and
longitude (katd piikog kai Katd mAdtog) of the important cities (d&iwy ndAewv)
in each province which deserve note, in order to calculate the [celestial] phe-
nomena for those cities. However, the discussion of this subject belongs to a
separate, geographical treatise (£€aipétov xal yewypadikiig mpaypateiag), so we
shall expose it to view by itself [in such a treatise], in which we shall use the
accounts (ioTopioig) of those who have elaborated this field to the extent which
is possible.

We shall list [there] for each of the cities its distance in degrees [poipag] from
the equator, measured along its meridian, and the distance in degrees of that
meridian from the meridian through Alexandria, to the east or to the west,
measured along the equator, for that [Alexandria] is the meridian for which we
establish the times of the positions [of the heavenly bodies].'4°

138 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 47: “The = values have tendenziell nach Prazision, wahrend es sich bei den
a tendency to be precise, whereas the Q values are der O-Werten eher um Niherungen handelt?)
rather more approximate’ (‘Die =Werten [streben] 139 Toomer 1984, 5.

140 Alm. 2.13.
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None of Ptolemy’s later geographical works — the catalogue of localities, the “Table of
Noteworthy Cities’ (in which longitude is counted from the Fortunate Isles) and Book
8 of the Geography (which gives values in hours not degrees) — corresponds exactly to the
project disclosed in the Almagest. However, only the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ can be
regarded as a separate entity that was intended for mathematical and astronomical use
(as disclosed in the Almagest), while Book 8 of the Geography is clearly part of Ptolemy’s
comprehensive geographical project and is intrinsically linked with the realisation of
the regional maps.

The ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ survives, together with the rest of the Handy Tables,
in forty-four manuscripts.!*! Three of them are ninth-century copies:

— The Vaticanus graecus 1291 (V*) is a luxury parchment manuscript (283 X 205 mm)

copied in ogival majuscule, shortly after the reign of Nicephorus I (802-815 CE).'#?
According to A.Tihon, the manuscript is a copy of an exemplar that goes back to
the early sixth century and it was probably made in Constantinople. The ‘Table of

Noteworthy Cities’ occupies folios 17v-21v.14

— The Leidensis graecus 78 (L*) is a small-format, composite parchment manuscript
(190 X 145 mm), with sections dating from different periods (from between the
ninth to fourteenth centuries). The ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ (ff. 66r—7ov and
721-73v) belongs to the oldest section, which was probably copied during the reign
of Leo V the Armenian (813-820 CE). The exemplar of L* could go back to the reign
of Heraclius (610-641 CE) and thus be temporally very close to the composition of
the Commentary to the Handy Tables attributed to Stephanus of Alexandria (c. 618 —
619 CE).1#

— The Venetus Marcianus graecus Z. 331 (coll. 552) (M¥) is a small-format, badly dam-
aged parchment manuscript (165 x 120 mm). Only the first folio contains a frag-
ment of the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities. The date of the copy is uncertain; it was
possibly executed during the reign of Leo VI (886-912 CE). It contains the list from

the British Isles to Moesia Inferior, omitting the cities of the province of Dacia.'®

141 See, first of all, Mittenhuber 2009 and Tihon 2011 142 Several dates have been proposed for this copy, from
for the status questionis of the manuscript tradi- the end of the eighth century until the middle of
tion, a proposed stemma codicum in Mercier 2011, the ninth century. See Tihon 2011, note 69, 34.
152-155, and also Honigmann 1929, 74-78, 193 143 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 33-35; Tihon 2011,
and 209-210, Schnabel 1930, 221-225, and Stiickel- 34—40.
berger and Mittenhuber 2009, 141-143. 144 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 35-36; Tihon 2011,

24-31 and 40. On the Commentary attributed to
Stephanus of Alexandria, see Lempire 2016.

145 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 36; Tihon 2011, 31-33
and 4o.
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147
148
149
150

151

A fourth manuscript copied in the ninth century (certainly during the reign of Leo VI)
— the Florentinus Laurentianus graecus 28.26 (f*) — most probably originally contained
the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities] but the folios were lost and, during the fourteenth
century, were later replaced by a copy in minuscule (ff. s1r—54v), which was carried
out by the same hand that executed the Small Commentary of Theon (ff. 2r-31v), with
the monastery of Chora, Constantinople, possibly its place of composition.'*¢ In the
list that replaced the lost folios, there is a gap which affects approximately 100 to 120

147

localities." In addition to the four manuscripts described above, A. Tihon lists another

forty manuscripts of the Handy Tables, dated from between the end of the thirteenth to
the seventeenth centuries, which mostly derive from the former.'#

A fragment of the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ has been passed down in the Ry-
lands Library Papyrus No. 522 (Fig. 8).!* In the 1930s C. H. Roberts estimated that the
papyrus was copied not later than the middle of the third century. Two columns of text
with the cities and the geographical coordinates of localities from Iberia to Corsica have
been preserved, albeit in a very fragmentary state, on the verso of the papyrus.!*® The
format of the table, in which each column has been underlined with a double line in red
ink and the toponyms have been divided from the longitudes and latitudes with vertical
lines, closely resembles the design and layout of the medieval codices.”>! Moreover, sev-
eral of the papyri from Oxyrhynchus (Egypt), dating from between the third and fifth

centuries, include parts of the Handy Tables,'>

although only one small fragment of the
fourth-century P. Oxy. 4168 contains a few geographical names that can also be found
in the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities: This papyrus is, though, too fragmentary and does
not match the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ as it has come down to us.!*?

Unlike the Geography, the Handy Tables were disseminated relatively widely through-
out the Middle Ages, and then completed, added to, used and commented on in Con-
stantinople right up until the Renaissance.!** The work involved completing the chrono-
logical tables, the realisation of astronomical tables for the k/ima of Constantinople
(probably during the sixth century by Stephanus of Alexandria), the addition of a num-

55

ber of tables and diagrams'*® as well as the incorporation of numerous localities to the

“Table of Noteworthy Cities’

Tihon 2011, 19-24 and 40. (Handy Tables, third century), P. Oxy. 4155 (epochs
Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 36-37. of Mercury, late second century) and P. Oxy. 4216
Tihon 2011, 47-49. (arithmetical table).

Roberts 1938, 142146, and plate 4. 152 Tihon 2011, 49-50.

The recto includes a fragment of Ptolemy’s “Table of 153 A. Jones 1999, 140-141 and 162-164.

the oblique ascensions’ for the klimata of Rhodes, 154 Tihon 1992, 47; A. Jones 2011, 15: “The Handy Tables
Hellespont and the Middle of the Pontus. See were Ptolemy’s best-seller in antiquity, the only pro-
Roberts 1938, 147-150, and Mercier 2011, 120-142. duction of his pen that has so far been discovered
The table’s layout — with red and doubles lines — was on papyri’

very common in antique and late antique astronom- 155 Tihon 2011, 8-17.

ical and mathematical papyri. See, e.g., P. Oxy. 4169
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The textual tradition of the “Table of Noteworthy Cities’ is extremely complex, pri-
marily because the text in all the oldest manuscripts is highly corrupt and often fragmen-
tary but also because the manuscripts do not all contain the same set of place names.
E. Mittenhuber and L. Koch have identified a ‘common base’ of 367 ‘noteworthy cities;
which must date back to the realisation of the table by Ptolemy himself.'*¢ The authors
have added 150 ‘extra toponyms’ with their coordinates to these localities. The latter
are not uniformly dispersed in the manuscripts, for none of the manuscripts contains
exactly the same additions.!’” Sometimes the ‘extra toponyms’ were integrated into the
catalogue with the localities of the same area (especially in M* and £*), sometimes they
were inserted in the margins (mainly in L*) and at other times they were placed at the
end of the table (as in V* for instance). The ‘common base’ and the ‘extra toponyms’ of
the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ correspond only to localities given in the catalogue of
the Geography, often with the same geographical coordinates.'*

Although the secondary tradition of the Handy Tables between Ptolemy’s time and
the oldest manuscripts is substantial,’ there are far fewer references to the ‘Table of
Noteworthy Cities’ than to the other astronomical tables contained in the Handy Tables.
Theon of Alexandria, in his Greatr Commentary, notes that:

[Prolemy] provides now a first table (mp&tov kavdéviov), which gathers the names
of the noteworthy cities (¢émonpotépwv ndrewv) of the northern [area] of our
inhabited world; following the geographical treatise (¢x tiig yewypadikiig mpay-
patelag) he has composed, he adds to them in the first column their positions
in longitude, in the second in latitude; he counts the value in longitude from
the west [of the world], as he says himself in the Geography (¢v tii Tewypadia).'®

Theon does not give any further details about the geographical contents of the table.'®!
Two scholia to Theon’s Great Commentary in the Vaticanus graecus 190 can be dated to
¢. 462 — they go back to a scholiast from Apamea (Syria) — and imply that there existed a
table of the noteworthy cities that was arranged by klimata.'* Severus Sebokht used and

Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 37 and 52.
Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 39-42.

Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 37.

Tihon 1992, 70—79; also Tihon 2011, §50-53; Mercier
2011, 2—4.

Theon of Alexandria, Great Commentary to the Handy
Tables, 1.1. In the version used and commented on
by Theon, the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ is, there-
fore, the first table, which matches Ptolemy’s ‘Man-
ual’ of the Handy Tables: “The first tables (ol mp&tot
kav6veg) have the positions in longitude and lati-
tude of the noteworthy cities (émonpotépwy nérewv)
of our inhabited world? The ‘Manual’ was transmit-

ted separately from the tables and its text is rather
corrupt; see Chapter 1, p. 23; Tihon 2011, 6—7. The
tables are arranged differently in the main manu-
scripts of the Handy Tables, with the ‘Table of Note-
worthy Cities’ never positioned first.

161 Tihon and Mogenet 1985, 94-96, 160-162, 222-233.
162 Vat. gr. 190, f. 29312 £V 0 £nd Kawov Srapeiton

¢kao £v T oikeiw KA{patt (‘In my own table, each
[city] has been placed in the proper klima’); f. 299v:
£V T Epd Kowdvt Kot KA{pa ol moAerg Eyrewtan wg
1 Betoan Tig ToradTng édbBov (‘In my own table,
cities have been set by k/ima, so one does not need
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164

explicitly mentions the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ in his Treatise on the Constellations,
composed in 660 CE.'¢3

The textual relationships between the catalogue and Book 8 of the Geography (trans-
mitted in two recensions) and the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ are highly intricate and
have been the subject of contradictory evaluations. Some early twentieth-century schol-
ars, such as W. Kubitschek, O. Cuntz and ]. Fischer, believed that the ‘Table of Notewor-
thy Cities’ was an excerpt from Book 8 of the Geography, with, of course, modifications
made at later stages.!®* E. Honigmann considered that the Vaticanus gr. 1291 (V*), de-
spite its text having been corrupted during the transmission process, was based on the
textual recension of the Handy Tables that had been revised by Pappus of Alexandria him-
self, while the Leidensis gr. 78 (L*) reflected Theon of Alexandria’s revised version. !¢ By
contrast, P. Schnabel developed a more complex model: he considered that the = ver-
sion of Book 8 of the Geography was older than the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ and
that the latter had been composed on the basis of the Q recension of the Geography.1%®
Finally, E. Polaschek believed that there was an exemplar common to the “Table of Note-
worthy Cities’ and to Book 8 of the = recension and that this exemplar was one of the
main sources for the catalogue of localities.!®”

On the basis of the 2006 critical edition of the Geography and of a new edition of
the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities] F. Mittenhuber and L. Koch have presented an up-to-
date model to help us comprehend the links between Ptolemy’s different geographical
works. They emphasise that much of our difficulty in understanding the ‘Table of Note-
worthy Cities’ is a result of the progressive improvements that Ptolemy himself made to
his geographical and cartographical project — what they call ‘a multistage and multipolar

production process’'¢8

— on the one hand, and of the scope Ptolemy gave to later schol-
ars and scribes to correct and supplement his data, on the other hand.!'®® The authors
believe that there exist mutual (hence horizontal) influences between the catalogue of

localities, Book 8 and the ‘Table of Noteworthy cities}'”® rather than simply a vertical

such a method?) See Mogenet and Tihon 1981, Ti- 165 Honigmann 1929, 71-75.

hon and Mogenet 1985, 73-80, and Tihon 1992, 74. 166 Schnabel 1930, 214, 225 and 242.

Severus Sebokht, Const. 14.10: “So if one wants to 167 Polaschek 1965, cols. 681-692.

indicate the inclination of the poles above the hori- 168 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 52: ‘in einen mehrstu-
zons which we talked about, for example concern- figen und mehrpoligen Produktionsprozess:

ing the island named Thulé - the Book of Geogra- 169 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 31.

phy and Ptolemy’s Procheiros (that is, the table of the 170 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 37: ‘The three groups
cities) say that its latitude is 63° — at this locality, are involved in a kind of ménage a trois! (‘Die drei
hence, the elevation of both poles is [63°] See Vil- Gruppen stehen also in einer Art Dreiecksverhaltnis
ley 2014, 171. zueinander?); 52: ‘It can be stated that there are mu-
Kubitschek 1915, 76; Cuntz 1923, 37-39. J. Fischer tual influences between the catalogue of localities,
1932, 99, concluded that the ‘Table of Noteworthy Book 8 and the “Table of Noteworthy Cities” [...]]
Cities’ was a revised and extended edition of Book 8 (‘Es sind wechselseitige Beeinflussungen zwischen
of the Geography. Ortskatalog, Buch 8 und Kanon festzustellen [...]2)
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model of development.'”! The original list — that is, the toponymic base common to
the manuscripts of the “Table of Noteworthy Cities’ — is structurally linked with Book 8
of the = recension (the spelling of the toponyms also corresponds more closely to the =
recension), although the coordinates were taken from the catalogue:

The ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ is not the result of the transference of altered
data from Book 8. Rather, the coordinates of the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’
were taken directly from the catalogue of localities. The same data set was then

independently transformed into hourly values in Book 8.172

The various manuscripts of the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ show that 150 localities
were added to the original list: all of them can be found in the catalogue of localities of
the Geography with generally concordant coordinates.!”? On the whole, the coordinates
in the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities” show characteristics from both recensions of the
Geography. More precisely, it seems that the original list of the Handy Tables was very
close to the = recension, although certain corrections and later additions point to the
influence of the Q recension.!74

The text related to localities on the Iberian peninsula in the ‘Table of Noteworthy
Cities’ is extremely corrupt. The partial edition given in Appendix D reveals the variabil-
ity of the numerical values and the high number of alterations made to the toponyms
(iotacisms, dittographies, majuscule mistakes, and so forth). The Leidensis gr. 78, in
particular, contains many duplicated errors as well as misplaced coordinates. Neverthe-
less, its structure is still similar to the list in Book 8 of the Geography: the localities of the
province of Lusitania precede the Baetican toponyms, while Gades is at the bottom of
the list, below Tarraconensis. The list of ten Iberian localities in the ‘Table of Notewor-
thy Cities’ and in Book 8 is exactly the same, the only small difference being that the
positions of Augusta Emerita and Norba Caesarina have been switched. The spelling
of the toponyms is generally the same in the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities; the catalogue

and Book 8.3 The coordinates are, on the whole, similar to those in the catalogue —

E. Rinner 2013, 46-47, shows that a strict chronolog- coordinates to [Ptolemy’s] catalogue of localities,
ical classification, as undertaken by P. Schnabel in this is, however, highly improbable? (‘Eine Verwen-
his example of the localities south of the Equator, is dung nichtptolemiischer Koordinatenlisten zur
inaccurate. Erginzung ist zwar prinzipiell moglich, jedoch auch
Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 52: ‘Im Kanon ist also aufgrund der Nahe der Koordinaten zum Ortskata-
keine Datentransformation aus dem 8. Buch der Ge- log sehr unwahrscheinlich?)

ographie erfolgt; vielmehr wurden die Koordinaten 174 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 53. See, also, the excel-
des Kanons aus dem Ortskatalog direkt tibernom- lent synopsis in Rinner 2013, 44-48.

men. Unabhangig davon wurde derselbe Datenpool 175 The ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’ and the catalogue
in die Stundenwerte des 8. Buches transformiert’ (Z and Q recensions) use Kapynbov Néa for the
Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 42: ‘Although the use spelling of Carthago Nova, whereas Book 8 uses

of non-Ptolemaic lists of coordinates to supplement Néa Kapynbwv.

it is, in principle, possible, given the closeness of the
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with the exception of the many textual corruptions. Because of the small number of
concerned localities, it is impossible to establish which recension of the catalogue most
approximates the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities!

The Leidensis gr. 78 (L*) is the only extant manuscript of the ‘Table of Noteworthy
Cities’ to contain two Iberian toponyms that do not appear in Book 8; they were inte-
grated into the table with the same hand as the other localities. Both places are part of

the province of Baetica:

- Malaca, which has been misspelled as MaAéyn. The latitude matches the value in
the Q catalogue;'7® The misspelling MaAdym probably arose out of a miscopying of
MoaAdkn, which is attested by Stephanus of Byzantium, whose primary source in this
instance was Marcian of Heraclea.'”” By contrast, both Strabo and Ptolemy use the

spelling MdAoxa in their Geographies.'”®

— Pityoussa Island, misspelled as IT(1)to(v)oa vijcog. The singular form suggests that
only one island was considered, most probably Ebusus (modern Ibiza).!” L* has a
value for the island’s longitude that differs significantly from the catalogue (18°30
rather than 14°). The value for the island’s latitude is missing.!%

The addition of these toponyms (Malaca and Pityoussa) to the manuscript could make
sense in the context of the conquests of Justinian I in the frame of his renovatio imperii.
From 552 CE onwards, the southern part of the Iberian peninsula, including the Balearic
Islands, lay under the domination of Constantinople.’® Minorca, Mallorca as well as
Ibiza (that is, Pityoussa) were rapidly occupied,'®? and Malaca and Carthagena became
the two main political and military cities of the so-called province of Spania.'®* One
could, therefore, date the addition of Malaca and Pityoussa to Ptolemy’s list — which
already contained Carthago Nova, Corduba and Gades - to this particular period of

Byzantine domination.'®* It would certainly explain this particular reworking, which

Geogr. 2.4.7. 181 Evans 2000, 180-181; Vizcaino Sdnchez 2009, 33-73;
St. Byz. Ethn. s.o. Mahdkn. Stephanus took this refer- Vallejo Girvés 1993; also Goubert 1945 and Goubert
ence from the epitome of Artemidorus of Ephesus’ 1946.

Geographoumena, written by Marcian. 182 Procopius, Vand. 2.5; see Wood 2010, 294.

Str. 3.4.2. 183 Evans 2000, 180; Wood 2010, 300-307. Both these
Geogr. 2.6.77. Although Ptolemy places both coastal cities grew in importance after the loss of
Opbhiussa and Ebusus together in the plural form Cordoba, which was taken by the Visigoths in 572
Mwoboom vijoot, the singular Mtvobooa could also CE. Note that the spelling Snaviag, which is the

be used for Ebusus only. See p. 360. usual name of the Byzantine province of Spania,
Folio 66r, which comprises the Iberian localities, is used in L* (Appendix D, . 1). See the so-called
shows traces of numerous erasures, although they inscription of Comentiolus (589/590 CE), magister
are not in the area occupied by the latitude of Pity- mil(itum) Spaniae (CIL II 3420) or Const. Porphyr.,
oussa Island. De adm. imp. 23.

184 The province of Spania was taken by the Visigoths
in 625 CE but came under Arabic domination in the
eighth century.
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would have occurred in the second half of the sixth century or at the beginning of the
seventh century, and it also corresponds exactly to the hypothesis of A. Tihon, who
shows, on the basis of the chronological tables in L% that its exemplar must have been a
copy that was made during the reign of Heraclius (610-641 CE).'$

If this hypothesis is correct, it would mean that the Geography and the ‘Table of
Noteworthy Cities’ were available in Constantinople in the sixth to seventh centuries.
A comparison between the coordinates found in the two recensions shows that the lati-
tude of Malaca in L* matches the value in the Q recension. However, as the differences
between both recensions concern letters that are frequently confused (L'/c’), it is pos-
sible that a simple misreading occurred at a different stage of the transmission process
of the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities” and the catalogue. Thus, this unique aspect of L* is
not entirely relevant to evaluations of the link between the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities’
and the recensions of the Geography.

2.3 Secondary traditions and the recensions of the Geography

2.3.1 The Geography’s journey before Planudes

A masterpiece that ‘lay hidden for countless years; an intense and arduous quest, the
intervention of the emperor himself, the finding of an ancient manuscript, an epic

poem written in celebration of the event!8¢

— Maximus Planudes clearly knew how to
orchestrate and publicise his undeniably important ‘rediscovery’ of Ptolemy’s Geogra-
phy. However, Planudes’ dramatic story and the clear absence of Greek manuscripts of
the Geography that predates his activity have tended to eclipse the transmission, diffusion
and use of the text and the maps by a number of authors before the so-called Byzantine
rediscovery. Traces of Ptolemy’s Geography and, in particular, its catalogue of localities
can be found in a number of sources and in various forms (lists of toponyms, excerpts,
paraphrases, scholia) before the late thirteenth century.

Ptolemy and his Geography were known and used (directly and indirectly) in Alexan-
dria almost continually until the sixth century CE. It is possible that Pappus of Alexan-
dria (early fourth century CE) was able to consult a copy of the Geography,'” while

185
186

187

Tihon 20171, 31.

See Stiickelberger 2009d, 326-329, and Burri 2003.
For an overview of Planudes’ scholarship in the
context of the so-called early Palacologan Renais-
sance, see N. Wilson 1996, 230-241, and Fryde 2000,
226-267.

Pappus of Alexandria is the author of a Chorography
of the Known World (Xwpoypadia oikovpeviki), which

is thought to have been based on Ptolemy’s Geogra-
phy. The original Greek text of his work has been
lost but an Armenian geographical text, known as
the Exposition of the World (Asxarbac‘oyc), lists Pappus
and Ptolemy among its main sources. The influ-
ence of Ptolemy on the Armenian text, which could
date from the fifth or seventh century, is visible, al-
though the information taken from the Geography
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Theon of Alexandria mentions the Geography in his Great Commentary to the Handy Ta-
bles, written in c. 364 CE.'88 It also seems that Ptolemy and his picture of the oikoumené
were, in the middle of the sixth century CE, among the topics of the exegetical debate
that took place in Alexandria between John Philoponus and Cosmas Indicopleustes.'®’

The earliest clues that attest to the presence of Ptolemy’s Geography in Constantino-
ple go back to Marcian of Heraclea, that is, to the fifth or sixth century. Material taken
from the Geography was used in the scholia to Byzantine manuscripts of Strabo and Plato
as well as in short geographical treatises, some of which had been written several cen-
turies before Planudes. Dionysius’ Periegesis was already popular in the second century
CE: scholia, commentaries and paraphrases became part of its transmission process rel-
atively soon after it had been written.””® Many of the scholia to Dionysius that have
passed down to us mention and quote Ptolemy, provide paraphrases of some parts of
the Geography and give lists of peoples taken from the catalogue (or the maps). More than
one century before Planudes, in a letter to Theodore Prodromos written in Constantino-
ple around 1135 or 1140, Michael Italikos supplies a short geographical presentation of
Pamphylia and Syria, in which he quotes Ptolemy’s catalogue almost word for word.'"!
A few years later, John Tzetzes (c. 1120 — ¢. 1185) had access, in Constantinople, to ge-
ographical material taken from Ptolemy’s catalogue that related to southern Iberia, the
British Isles, Moesia (a region to the north of Macedonia and Thrace) as well as Mysia (a

western part of Asia Minor).!%?

P. Gautier Dalché, who has devoted an important part
of his study on Ptolemy’s Geography to its diffusion around the Mediterranean Sea until
Planudes, concludes that ‘the Geography was quite widely available in several parts of the
empire, whether in its original or derived form’ and has noted that ‘in Byzantium, until
the thirteenth century, the Geography never really faded into oblivion?'*?

Some of the sources that used and quoted Ptolemy have already been comprehen-
sively studied, but many of them have not been investigated in connection with the
recensions of Ptolemy’s Geography. In several cases, the transmission of the Geography

to non-Greek speaking milieus (especially to Syriac and Armenian centres of learning)

has been rearranged. See Gautier Dalché 2009b, phy rule in Philoponus’ favour. See Inglebert 2001,
24-33; Hewsen 1992; Schmidt 1999. 8588, and Gautier Dalché 2009b, 54-56.

See p. 87. 190 Counillon 1991; Ilyushechkina 2010, 297-309.

In On the Creation of the World (= De opficio mundi) 191 Michael Italikos, Letter to Theodore Prodromos, ed.
4.5, Philoponus quoted, in a discussion on the Nile, Gautier 1972, 99-101. He also took material from
from the Geography (4.8.3) and noted that some Strabo’s Chrestomathies. See Marcotte 2015, 106-110.
scholars had misunderstood the passage by having 192 John Tzetzes, Chil. VIII, 700-714, and XI, 890-969.
read the end of the sentence as ai tod Ne{dov mmyadi See Gautier Dalché 2009b, 80-81.

(‘the sources of the Nile’), whereas the actual text of 193 Gautier Dalché 2009b, 84-85: [O]n est conduit
the Geography reads ad tod Netdov Alpvan (‘the lakes a conclure que la Géographie fut assez largement

of the Nile’). The extant manuscripts of the Geogra- disponible en divers lieux de I’Empire, sous forme

originale ou dérivée’ ‘A Byzance, jusqu’au Xllle sié-
cle, la Géographie tomba dans un oubli tout relatif]
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would make a careful study of the recensions’ dissemination particularly arduous, be-
sides requiring advanced fluency in the relevant languages. Nonetheless, an investiga-
tion into works such as the Syriac Hexaemeron of Jacob of Edessa would contribute greatly
to studies on the history of the Geography’s transmission. The objective of section 2 of
this chapter is not to investigate how the text and the maps of the Geography were dissem-
inated between the time of their creation in Alexandria and the end of the thirteenth
century. Rather, it is to examine whether it is possible to detect, in the secondary tradi-
tions of the text, information that could help us understand the main tradition better,
especially through the roles of the = and Q recensions of the Geography.'*

2.3.2 Marcian of Heraclea and the oceanic coasts of Iberia

Marcian of Heraclea (fifth/sixth centuries CE)'®* is the author of three geographical
works that were transmitted, together with other geographical texts, within the so-called
Paris corpus of Minor Greek Geographers, which was certainly compiled by Marcian

f196

himsel Marcian’s works are: a Periplous of the Outer Sea, an epitome of Artemidorus

of Ephesus’ Geographoumena and an epitome of the Periplous of the Inner Sea by Menippus
of Pergamon.'”’
The two-volume Periplous of the Outer Sea has not survived intact: a later editor or

scribe reworked and shortened Marcian’s text, and several folios in the sole extant man-

194 For reasons of time I was compelled to abandon my Constantinople, whom Synesius had met in person
plans to present the relevant elements I found in the (Ep. 101, text in Altomare 2013, 12). FE Mittenhuber
writings of Tzetzes and the scholia to Dionysius in 2009, 335, thus dates Marcian’s period of activity
this section. In addition, since the textual history to the fourth or fifth century, whereas P. Gautier
of Dionysius’ Periegesis, its numerous scholia and Dalché 2009b, 45, has opted for a wider chronolog-
commentaries is so complex and is still being de- ical span — between the third and the fifth centuries
bated, I would not have been able to guarantee that and possibly the beginning of the sixth century.
an analysis of this material would have contributed 196 See p. 99.
to some of the conclusions of this section. 197 Marcian, Epit. Men. 4. The exact nature of Mar-

195 Marcotte 2002, x1x and cxvii—cxxxv. The fact that cian’s work on Menippus’ periplous is unclear. Mar-
Stephanus of Byzantium (sixth century) used Mar- cian states: ‘I made an epitome (émtopfy énomnod-
cian’s three texts indicates that they had been writ- pnp) of Artemidorus Ephesius’ eleven books? Later
ten by 530/560 CE. A. Diller 1952, 45-46, suggested on in the same passage he mentions Menippus’
that Marcian might have been close to Stephanus’ periplous: ‘I made an edition (£k6oow énowodpnw)
circle. D. Marcotte 2007a, 172, and B. Altomare of [his] three books’ on the basis of a personal re-
2013, 9-15, take as plausible the hypothesis that vision (616pBwotg) of Menippus’ text. At the end of
Marcian was the corrector Paphlagoniae (i.e. governor the paragraph, though, he refers to ‘two epitomes]
of Paphlagonia, a region to the north of Anatolia) which must refer to his summaries of the works
mentioned in a letter of Synesius and dated to the of Artemidorus and Menippus. See also Altomare
first years of the fifth century (Synesius, Ep. 119) and 2013, 14-15.

potentially the same Marcian, a scholar active in
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uscript have been lost.'”® In the Periplous, Marcian explains that Ptolemy’s Geography
was one of his sources, and he is full of praise for the work’s author:

We chose to write in two books a periplous of both oceans, the Eastern and
the Western, [...] from the Geography of the divine and very erudite Ptolemy
and from the measurements in stadia that Protagoras added to his book about

geography, as well as from many other ancient authors [...]."?

Marcian gives the impression that he knew the Geography both directly and through
the work of Protagoras — of whom we know very little.*®® The beginning of the first
volume of the Periplous of the Outer Sea consists of a summary of standard geographical
subjects: the reliability of itinerary measurements, the circumference of the Earth, the

dimensions of the oikoumené, and so on.2%!

Then, in contrast to the Geography with its list
of geographical coordinates, the Periplous goes on to list coastal places and intermediate
distances in stadia, which seem to have been obtained from Ptolemy’s coordinates. The
Periplous’ first volume deals with the coasts of the Indian Ocean, while the second volume
describes the coasts of the Western Ocean.?* In the first volume, the distances are given
in stadia, with numbers rounded up or down, while in the second the values are almost
always given with lower and upper limits, following the style of Protagoras.?®

There has been much discussion on the role of Protagoras and his work on Ptolemy’s
data and on whether Marcian used any texts and/or maps from the Geography when
writing his own texts.”* That Marcian used material from the Geography is evident
when one compares the list of localities of his Periplous of the Outer Sea with Ptolemy’s
catalogue as well as Marcian’s choice of vocabulary.?®> P.Gautier Dalché also believes
that it is plausible that Marcian used Ptolemy’s maps.2%

As for Marcian’s description of the Iberian peninsula, some features look as if they

were taken from some form of pictorial representation rather than from a catalogue

Marcotte 2002, xxxv; Altomare 2015. Critical edi- 201 Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 1.1-10.

tion of the Periplous of the Outer Sea in Miiller 1882, 202 The second volume also contains a prologue in
515-562. which a number of general subjects are set forth
Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 1.1: “tév (6¢) GKeaVOV EKATE- (Per. mar. ext. 2.1-5).

pwp Tod Te EQov Kai Tod £omepiov [...] Ek TG yewypa- 203 Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 2.5.

dlag Tod Berotdtov Kai codpwtdtov [ITodopaiov €k Te 204 Gautier Dalché 2009b, 45-49.

Tig Hpwtaydpov tdv otabiwy dvapetpiocwg, fiv Toig 205 See p. 138 and p. 143.

oikeloig TG yewypadiag BipAiorg mpootébeikey, £TL piy 206 Gautier Dalché 2009b, 46: ‘The basis of Marcian’s
Kai £Tépwy mheloTtwy dpyaiww Gvbpdv, Tov mepimiovy work includes the text and the maps of the Geog-
dvaypdyar npoed6peda v Bipriog duot [...]0 raphy’ (‘La base du travail de Marcien est consti-
According to Photius (Bibliotheca, codex 188), Pro- tuée par le texte et les cartes de la Géographie’); 47:
tagoras wrote a Geometry (or Measurement) of the ‘Many passages seem to have been composed from
Known World, which contained a ‘description’ (me- the maps [...]? (‘De nombreux passages paraissent
pthynotg) of the three continents. See also Marcian, composés a partir de cartes [...]?)

Epit. Men. 2.2, 2.5 and 2.38.
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of localities. Marcian describes the island of Gades after his description of the Strait
of Hercules, together with the localities that lie exactly in front of the island, as on a

297 In Ptolemy’s catalogue, the coordinates of Gades are relegated to the end of the

map
list of Baetican localities, that is, after the coasts, the inland localities and the mountains.
Moreover, the island of Londobris, part of the province of Lusitania, is described by
Marcian in a similar way, that is, after the description of the coast in front of which the
island lies, while Londobris is placed at the end of Ptolemy’s catalogue of Lusitanian
localities.

The way Marcian introduces the islands corresponds, for example, to the practice
used in the Periplous of Ps.-Scylax.?® Typical words or expressions, such as ‘in sailing
forth in the strait’ (¢ékmAéovt &mi tov mopBpoY) or ‘keeping Iberia to the right’ (5e€iaw

209

fimewpov TRepiag Exovtt)*®”, can be found, not only in the periploi, with which Marcian

210 Tf Marcian’s

was familiar, but more generally in most of the geographical literature.
intention had been to transform Ptolemy’s Geography into a periplous, then it would have
made more sense for him to use the maps rather than the catalogue. However it is worth
noting that not once does Marcian refer to ‘maps’ in the Periplous of the Outer Sea.*!

The toponyms employed as well as the distances in stadia calculated from Ptolemy’s
coordinates can be used as relevant points of comparison to determine whether Mar-
cian’s information is related to one of the recensions. The summaries at the end of each
province, where Marcian restates the number of noteworthy features (cities, mountains,
rivers, and so on) and gives the dimensions (width and length) of each province, are not
relevant for the study.*'> The differences between the recensions of the Geography do
not affect the number of geographical features — apart from the number of cities, for
which the omissions are generally balanced between the O and = recensions — and so
they cannot be taken to be indicative of the use of one recension or the other in Mar-
cian’s text. Moreover, Marcian’s figures are frequently at odds with those in Ptolemy’s
catalogue.”!?

Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 2.9: ‘In front of these places the south-eastern coast of Libyé that was taken

[the promontory with the temple of Hera and the from merchants who had sailed to the area (Ge-

Port of Menestheus] lies the island Gades or Gadeira ogr. 1.17.7-12).

in the external Sea, with the city of Gadeira. From 211 One hypothesis could be that Protagoras (Marcian’s
the promontory, where there is the Strait, until the source) did use some maps to deduce the distances
island Gadeira, there are [no more than] 270 stadia, between certain points and that Marcian, using the
[no less than] 240 stadia’ latter’s work, formatted his description into the style
E.g., Ps.-Scylax 13 and 47. of a periplous in order to make it conform to his cor-
Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 2.9. The systematic use of the pus of geographical texts.

prepositions &6 (from) and &ig (to), which structure 212 Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 2.10, 11, 14, 15, 17 and 18.
Marcian’s text, are typical of periplor. 213 Marcian notes, e.g., that there are five ‘noteworthy
Compare Marcian’s vocabulary with Str. 2.5.26 and mountains’ in Lusitania, whereas there is no men-
Mela 3.3. Note that Ptolemy does not use periploi tion of any such mountain in the Geography. Mar-
terminology in his Geography, except in the in- cian also writes that there are five different groups of

troduction, where he reproduces a description of
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Appendix E lists the Iberian toponyms showing divergent readings in Marcian and
Ptolemy. In several instances, Marcian’s work differs from both the recensions of the
Geography; when both recensions diverge, Marcian’s readings match the = recension in
most of the cases. Thus, as far as the text is concerned, the source (text or map) that was
used for the Periplous is closer to the = recension. The readings for Calpé, Carteia and

214 are the most

the estuary near Asta, as well as the treatment of the Turduli as a people,
striking features that link Marcian’s work with the = recension.

Furthermore, some features of the Periplous suggest that its source was a version of
the Geography that predates the bifurcation of the manuscript tradition. The toponym
OvoBavaratovpia, despite having been joined together — it should read [¢mi] ‘OvoBav Ai-
atovpiav, that is, ‘to Onoba Aestuaria’ — does not repeat the majuscule mistake, which
features in the text and the maps of both recensions of the Geography, in the place name
AwgTtovpia.

According to Ptolemy’s catalogue, in both the Q) and = recensions, the Baetis River
has only one mouth, although it does refer specifically to the ‘eastern mouth of the
Baetis??’* Two mouths are, however, clearly shown on the maps in the UKRO manu-
scripts, and Pomponius Mela, Strabo and Pausanias all mention this characteristic of
the river.?!® All these factors strongly suggest that Ptolemy originally supplied the co-
ordinates for a western mouth as well; the omission of the coordinates in the later man-
uscripts could perhaps be attributed to a simple homoioteleuton gap.?'” Since both
recensions are affected by this important omission, the error in copying must have oc-
curred before the bifurcation of the manuscript tradition. And as Marcian refers to ‘the
more eastern mouth of the Baetis’?'8 it is clear that the reference to the western mouth
of the river was already missing in his source.

A similar case concerns the Anas River: the catalogues of both the Q and = recen-
sions refer only to ‘the more eastern mouth of the Anas River;?!” whereas the maps in the
UKRO manuscripts show two mouths, as do other geographical antique texts.”** The

coordinates of the western mouth must have been lost after Ptolemy. Marcian mentions

peoples in Baetica, whereas the Geography lists only Baetis’ (¢mi 1ag 10D Baitiog £kBoAdG, Geogr. 1.12.11),
four. since the plural form éxBolai was always used to

In the Q) recension, geographical coordinates have designate the mouth of a river, one cannot definitely
been added to the name Turduli, as if it were a local- conclude that in this instance Ptolemy was referring
ity, not a people (Geogr. 2.4.5). to two mouths.

Geogr. 2.4.5: BaiTiog motapod 10 dvatoMKoy oTopa. 218 Marcian refers twice to ‘the more eastern mouth?
Str. 3.1.9; Mela 3.5; Pausanias, Per. 6.19.3. See Per. mar. ext. 2.9: 10 10D Baitiog motapod dvatoit-
It is also possible, but much less credible, that a later KQOTEPOD OTOUA.

editor or scribe of the Geography added a western 219 Geogr. 2.4.3: 10 aTOMKWOTEPOY 0TORK Ava ToD mOTA-
mouth to the Baetis River. See Mittenhuber 2009, nod.

180-181. Although when he discusses the length of 220 Str. 3.1.9; Avienus, Or. mar. 208.
the oikoumené, Ptolemy mentions ‘the mouths of the
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only ‘the mouths’ of the Anas and uses oi £xpolai rather than 1o otépa.??! Moreover, he
also does not refer specifically to ‘eastern’ or ‘western’ Nevertheless, the distances given
by Marcian are compatible with Ptolemy’s catalogue, but only if Marcian was referring
to Ptolemy’s eastern mouth.?”? Even though the case of the Anas is more ambiguous
than the Baetis, it is likely that the reference to the western mouth of the Anas River was
also already missing in Marcian’s source.

A comparison between Marcian’s distances in stadia and Ptolemy’s coordinates is
more problematic. As figures are more easily corrupted than text, they are always the
least dependable elements of a textual transmission. Furthermore, only one manuscript
of the Periplous (plus two later apographs) exist, so no comparisons can be made with
other versions to assess and identify occurrences of scribal corruption.?”> Marcian al-
most systematically provides values with lower and upper limits, the ranges of which
can be quite large, whereas the differences between the coordinates in the = and Q re-
censions are rarely that significant — small differences in the coordinates can be hidden
by the range of distances. Since such a comparison can only be regarded as approximate,
it will not be so straightforward to establish how closely the Periplous resembles the = or
Q recensions.

Among the twenty-seven values — given with lower and upper limits and expressed
in stadia — that Marcian supplies for Iberia, the recensions are more or less evenly bal-
anced: in sixteen cases the coordinates in both the = and Q recensions agree with Mar-
cian’s distances, even when the recensions diverge, while the coordinates in both recen-
sions are inconsistent with Marcian’s distances in only three cases. The eight remaining
cases are evenly divided: the coordinates of the Q) recension match Marcian’s values four
times (while the = coordinates are at odds with Marcian’s figures); and the coordinates
of the = recension agree with Marcian’s values four times (while the Q coordinates are
incompatible).

Several instances of inconsistencies between the coordinates of the = recension and
Marcian’s values can be easily explained, that is, a simple misreading or scribal error
occurred in X or in the copies from which it depended: L’ is used instead of ¢’ for the
latitude of Barbesula; the uncommon L¢’ (40°) is used for the latitude of Gades and the
mouth of the Tagus River; and the insertion of a letter (), which results in uf yo’

There are four occurrences of ai ¢xBolai Tod the maps, one gets approximately 4°10] 37°35” using
Ava motapod (‘the mouths of the Anas River’): U', and 4 37°40’ using K. The distance between
Per. mar. ext. 2.9-11. the western mouth and Balsa is, in any event, less
Marcian estimates that there are between 150 and than 200 stadia, while the distance between the east-
210 stadia between Onoba and the Anas River, ern mouth and Balsa tallies perfectly with the 380
and 380 stadia between the Anas River and Balsa stadia given.

(Per. mar. ext. 2.9 and 13). If one reconstructs 223 See Marcotte 2002, LXXXIV—LXXXVII.

Ptolemy’s coordinates of the western mouth from
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of Hera . Mellaria
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Carteia . Carteia
a = recension. b Q recension.

Fig. 6 The Strait of Hercules in Ptolemy’s Geography.

(42°40) instead of L Yo' (40°40°), for the latitude of Mount Seléné.?** Two cases where
the coordinates of the Q recension and Marcian’s values are at variance can be explained
in a similar way.?>> However, the other instances, in particular where the coordinates
of the Q recension are inconsistent with Marcian’s distances, cannot be attributed to
common writing errors.

In addition, the outline of the Strait of Hercules, reconstructed using Marcian’s
distances, is much closer to the = recension than to the Q) recension. In the = recension,
the Strait is remarkably symmetrical and forms a regular channel divided by the parallel
through Rhodes. Only the position of Barbesula, with its angular coastal indentation,
breaks up this regularity (Fig. 6a). As suggested above, the latitude of Barbesula in the
= recension probably stems from a copying error, so it is unlikely that Ptolemy drew up
this coastal indentation himself. In contrast to the = recension, the two coasts of the
Strait in the Q recension (Fig. 6b) are asymmetrical, and there is a pronounced, angular
gulf around the city of Baelo, which has created a narrow peninsula, at the tip of which
is located the Temple of Hera. This strikingly different coastal feature was brought about
by a group of localities, not by just one place, and so cannot be attributed to a single
copying error.

The distance between Carteia and Barbesula is, according to Marcian, 1oo stadia,
which is too large to match the coastal indentation formed by Barbesula in the X manu-
script. If one corrects the latitude of Barbesula (to ¢’ instead of L’), Marcian’s remaining

distances from Carteia to the Temple of Hera correspond well to the = coordinates. By

224 This erroneous reading in manuscript X gives an il- 225 In the Q recension, L” is used instead of ¢’ in the
logical coastline, and so is probably not an authorial latitude of Mellaria, while ¢’ is used instead of L’
mistake. in the latitude of the mouth of the Vacua River.
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contrast, the large gulf around Baelo in the Q recension is totally at variance with Mar-
cian’s values: the distance from Barbesula to Transducta was, according to Marcian, ‘be-
tween 145 and 200 stadia; although the distance in the Q) recension manuscripts greatly
exceeds 200 stadia; from the city of Baelo to the river of the same name, Marcian gives
a distance of ‘between 5o and 75 stadia} but there are ¢. 250 stadia according to the Q
recension; finally, although Marcian’s figures seem to be corrupt in the manuscript, the
distance in Q between Transducta (Iulia Traducta) and Mellaria (less than 100 stadia) is
smaller than Marcian’s figure (between 123 and 155 stadia).??® Moreover, when Mar-
cian calculates the latitudinal extent of Baetica, he uses both the Temple of Hera and

227 which is only

the city of Baelo as boundary marks for the southern limit of Iberia,
understandable from the point of view of the = configuration.
Marcian writes that, for his Periplous of the Outer Sea, he relied above all on Ptolemy
and Protagoras, who also worked on the Geography. Thus, the Ptolemaic material used
in Marcian’s Periplous dates back to a primary as well as a secondary source. Since it
is impossible to know what Marcian borrowed from Protagoras, there will always be
an element of uncertainty about this secondary source. However, let us postulate that
all the Ptolemaic source(s) in question correspond to one version of the Geography: the
latter is closer to the = recension than to the Q recension as far as the text and the

228 there are no typical Q

distances are concerned. Apart from a few rare exceptions,
features in the Periplous. Marcian’s text has characteristics that are common to = and
to Q (the omission of river mouths, for example), but there are also two features in
Marcian’s text — the toponymic spellings mentioned above and the appearance of the
Strait of Hercules — that seem closer to Ptolemy’s original work than to the recensions.

I propose, therefore, the following hypothesis: Marcian’s source used a copy of
Ptolemy’s Geography, the text of which was already slightly corrupt; Marcian’s version of
the Geography might very well have corresponded to the = recension at an earlier stage
of transmission than manuscript X’s exemplar; it is also plausible that the bifurcation of
the tradition post-dates Marcian’s version of the Geography.

2.3.3 Ptolemy’s Geography in the corpus of Minor Greek Geographers

Among the collection of texts that is generally known as the Minor Greek Geographers,
several late antique texts contain references to Ptolemy and his Geography. The works

As Marcian’s figures were generally rounded up or uscript X has t@v kadovpévw Ttovwr, because of a
down to five stadia, the figure ‘123 stadia’ is decid- majuscule mistake (II/IT) and a divergent iotacism
edly strange. (ov/v). The other instance where Marcian’s work and
Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 2.10. the Q recension are more accurate than = is a sim-
For example, Marcian’s work and the Q) recension ple divergent iotacism in the X manuscript of Obpket
both have the correct reading for the cognomen of and Obpx. See table E.

the Bastuli (t6v koadovpévwy o), while man-
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of the ‘Minor Greek Geographers’ were transmitted in two medieval corpora, which
comprise separate texts: the so-called Paris corpus, which was certainly compiled before
the sixth century, and the Heidelberg corpus, which was compiled in the ninth century
in Constantinople.”” Since the oldest witnesses of these corpora are quite early (they
date from the ninth and thirteenth centuries), they provide invaluable information on
Ptolemy’s indirect tradition. Marcian of Heraclea’s works, discussed in section 2.3.2,
were passed down in the Paris corpus, of which he was certainly the original editor.?*°
The rest of this subsection investigates three texts from the Heidelberg corpus: the Hy-
potyposis, the Diagnosis and the Chrestomathies from Strabo.

The Hypotyposis
One of the works transmitted in the Heidelberg corpus is an anonymous geographical
treatise entitled 'Ynotonwoig yewypadiag &v emropf) (Synopsis of Geography), which is usu-
ally abbreviated to Hypotyposis.**! It consists of a compilation of a variety of geographical
data on the orkoumené and can be divided into six main parts: a description of the three
continents, their countries and peoples (Hypotyposis 1-26); a thematic classification of
noteworthy islands, mountains and rivers (27-31); a description of the Indian Ocean
(32-36); a description of a wind rose with a diagram (37-38); a compilation of the di-
mensions of the otkoumené and its seas (39-44); and a description of the ocean and of
the different parts of the Mediterranean Sea (45-53).

Although the author of the Hypotyposis took important material from Strabo and
Ptolemy, he also clearly referred to many other sources, in particular other texts on nat-
ural history and typical mirabilia. Ptolemy’s maps were certainly consulted to compose
the treatise.*? I cannot go into any detail here about the geographical information in
the Hypotyposis, its links with Ptolemy’s Geography and with the texts of the other Minor
Greek Geographers; as the basis of my comments I have used E Mittenhuber’s compre-

hensive commentary and his critical edition of the Hypotypasis.??

I prefer to use the names devised by D. Marcotte can be differentiated from these manuscripts, and
2002 rather than the corpus A and corpus D used that they were all produced independently.

in Diller 1952, where A and D designate the main 230 Marcotte 2002, cxvii—cxxvil; Altomare 2015, 14-15.
manuscripts of both corpora. The relationships be- 231 The text can be found in the Palatinus Heidelber-
tween Ptolemy’s Geography and the corpora have gensis gr. 398 and the Athous Vatopedinus 655

not yet been examined in detail, but such a study codices. In addition, some excerpts from the Hy-
would be of great value. The ‘Heidelberg corpus’ potyposis can be found in two manuscripts (of the
of geographers belongs to the so-called Philosoph- thirteenth and fourteenth centuries) of Constantine
ical Collection (the manuscript family related to Porphyrogennetos’ text De thematibus, which was
the Parisinis gr. 1807); see section 2.3.4 and Pontani written in the tenth century. See Marcotte 2002,
2015, 331-344. E. Ronconi 2013 has, however, re- xL-xr1, and Mittenhuber 2011b.

cently proposed that one should reject the idea of a 232 Gautier Dalché 2009b, 72-76.

unique collection, stating that three different groups 233 Mittenhuber 2011b.
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There are a few toponyms in the Hypotyposis that can be compared with the equiva-
lent place names in the recensions of Ptolemy’s Geography. Among the peoples of Libyé
and Aithiopia given in the Hypotyposis, one finds the ‘Girrhoi] the reading of which is
quite close to the = recension, while the Q reading is markedly different.** To a lesser
extent, the readings in the Hypotypdsis for the ‘Blemmyes; the ‘Attiroi’ and the ‘Katoipoi’
are also slightly closer to the = recension than to the Q recension.”* Furthermore, there
are cases where the Hypotyposis gives readings that differ slightly from both recensions of
the Geography, but it is difficult to establish whether the Hypotyposis readings are closer to
Ptolemy’s original than to the two recensions. In summary, although there is little evi-
dence, the Hypotyposis shows toponymic characteristics that are closer to the = recension
of Ptolemy’s Geography than to the manuscripts of the Q recension.

The redaction of the Hypotyposis cannot be precisely dated. Since it includes a sen-
tence taken almost word for word from Marcian’s Periplous of the Outer Sea,”>® one can
reasonably assume that the Hyporyposis was written after Marcian, that is, not earlier
than the fifth or sixth century. The date of the Palatinus Heidelbergensis gr. 398 codex

(second half or the last quarter of the ninth century) provides a terminus ante quem.*>

The Diagnosis
Another shorter anonymous treatise of the Heidelberg corpus®*® is entitled Audyvwotg
v gmtopf) tiig év Tiig odaipe yewypadiag (Abridged Exposition on the Drawing of the Earth
on a Sphere). The text gives the dimensions of the oikoumené, some elements about the
motion and position of the Sun relative to the Earth and, at the end, a list of parallel
circles. The treatise is presented as a lesson, dedicated to a friend or a student,”® and

contains four diagrams, which are discussed in the main text. The author’s main source

234

235

Hypotyposis 16: Tippor; Geogr. 4.6.16: T'iyyot X, TTup-
paiot Q).

Hypotyposis 18: BAéppvec; Geogr. 4.7.31: BAEppveg
XVRA, BAépvvueg UK. Hypotyposis 18: Katouroy; Ge-
ogr. 4.7.34: Kabwnot X, Kabodmoi €. Hypotyposis 18:
Attepoy; Geogr. 4.7.29: Attipo X, Ampot Q.

originally part of the Athous Vatopedinus 655, but
the latter was divided up in the nineteenth century
and the text of the Diagnosis transferred to the folios
preserved in the Parisinus suppl. gr. 443 A (£f. 10).
The Diagnosis can also be found in the Cantabrigien-
sis Bibl. Univ. Gg. II. 33, ff. 124r-125, an apograph

236 Cf. Hypotyposis 36 with Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 1.9. of the Vatopedinus, which was copied in the 1530s
237 Mittenhuber 2011b; Marcotte 2002, xxx1v. Since and in which the Diagnosis was (incorrectly) at-
the Hypotyposis and the Chrestomathies from Strabo tributed to Agathemerus. See Marcotte 2002, C—CIX.
combine material taken from Strabo and Ptolemy, Greek editions are given in: GGM?*, 488-493; Diller
A.Diller 1952, 101, proposed that both texts were 1943, 40—46; and Mittenhuber 20112,
produced in a similar context — in the milieu that 239 Diagnosis 1: “We decided to summarise the whole
produced the Parisinus gr. 1807 and the Palatinus material so that you, my dearest friend (¢ ¢pidov &
Heidelbergensis gr. 398 — and so can be dated to the puote), keep in mind what you also received from us
second half of the ninth century. viva voce. Unlike Mittenhuber 20113, I understand
238 Atypically, the Diagnosis is not included in the Palat- & ¢idwv &prote to mean ‘my dearest friend” and not

inus Heidelbergensis gr. 398, which is the principal
witness of the Heidelberg corpus. This treatise was

‘my dear Philo. See Diller 1943, 48, and Marcotte

2002, XLI.
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was ‘Ptolemy, a skilful man’ (6 teypirog tokepaiog), who is mentioned in the incipit of
the text as well as in the introduction to the list of parallel circles. Material was clearly
borrowed from the Geography (especially Geogr. 1.23 and 7.5.15) and perhaps also from
the Almagest or the Handy Tables, but the Diagnosis also includes information that was
not taken from Ptolemy.

The text and the diagrams of the Diagndsis are worth studying in their own right,
especially concerning the work’s sources and its context of production. Several obser-
vations can be made regarding the nature of the text and/or the map(s) of the Geography
that were used by the author of the Diagnosis. The latter’s list of parallel circles includes
some geographical references that do not appear in Ptolemy’s list (Geogr. 1.23), although
the additional information can be found in manuscript A and, by a later hand, in man-
uscript V, as well as in the Almagest**® There are also slight differences between the
latitudes of these parallels and those of the Geography: in one instance, the Diagndsis has
the same latitude values as manuscripts U and K, but the values differ from manuscripts
VRXA;**! in a second instance, the Diagnosis has the same values as manuscripts UKRA,
but these values differ from manuscripts V and X.#?

Furthermore, the Diagnosis supplies the values for the longitudinal extent of the
otkoumené as measured along the parallels through Meroé€, Syéné, Rhodes and Thule.
These distances in stadia were based either on the text of the Geography (7.5.15) and/or
on Ptolemy’s world map. It is important to note that the passage of the Geography that
gives these distances is extremely corrupt in the = recension.?* Regarding the longitu-
dinal extent of the ozkoumené that was measured along the parallels through Meroé and
Syéné, the Diagnosis contains the same figures as the manuscripts of the Q recension.
The longitudinal extent measured along the parallel through Rhodes in the Diagnosis
(72 ooo stadia) is the same as in manuscripts U and K, whereas manuscripts V and R
give 72 812 stadia.*** This length of 72 ooo stadia is given in another passage of the
Geography (1.24.6), with which all the manuscripts are in agreement. Finally, the longi-
tudinal extent measured along the parallel through Thulé is 40 854 stadia in the Diagnosis

240 The Diagndsis (15) includes ‘through the Hellespont; 241 Diagnisis 14: k¢ L’ (like UUKK"); manuscripts

which was added to the 12th main parallel in the VRXA have kC Lc’ (Geogr: 1.23.8).

list, as do manuscripts A and V' (Geogr. 1.23.13) and 242 Diagnosis 15: V& (like UU'KK'RR'A); manuscripts
the Alm. 2.6.13. The Diagnosis also includes ‘through Vand X have V& L’ (Geogr. 1.23.17).

Byzantium] which was added to the 13th parallel, 243 The scribe of Geogr. 7.5.15 in manuscript X obvi-

as does manuscript A (Geogr. 1.23.14), and ‘through ously had trouble reading his exemplar, since his
the middle of Pontus] added to the 14th parallel in hand was clearly hesitant when writing the figures
the list, as do manuscript V* (Geogr. 1.23.15) and (but not the text). Moreover, two different and later
the Alm. 2.6.15. Finally, like manuscript V* (Ge- hands corrected this passage, following one or sev-
ogr. 1.23.16) and the Alm. 2.6.17, the 15th parallel eral Q copies. See manuscript X, f. 165v, col. 2.

of the Diagnosis contains ‘through the Borysthenes? 244 The original reading in manuscript X (f. 165v, col 2,

1. 13) was also 72 812 stadia, but the figure was later
corrected to 72 0oo stadia.
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and in manuscripts UKR, whereas V and A give 40 ooo stadia.** It is also worth noting

that the Diagnosis uses Tuipn for the spelling of the city of Syéné, which is the version
employed throughout the Q recension.?*¢

To sum up, the Diagnosis is clearly closer to the Q recension of the Geography than
to the = recension.*” It should be remembered that manuscripts U and K are part
of the so-called A group of the Geography’s manuscripts. Since the Diagndsis has the
same readings as U and K in several cases, P. Schnabel concluded that this treatise was
based on a version of the Geography that belonged to the A group.?*®

hypothesis has been defended by F. Mittenhuber, who believes that the author of the

More recently, this

Diagnosis did consult some of Ptolemy’s maps.>#
The date of the Diagnasis is still open to debate. P.Schnabel conjectured that it

250 whereas A. Diller

was written during Late Antiquity (in the fifth or sixth centuries),
opted for a later date — not before the ninth century and possibly as late as the thirteenth
century —and thought it likely that its redaction was carried out in Planudes’ circle (thus
the end of the thirteenth century): the work’s language and form of didactic exposition
are not incompatible with the style of Planudes.>’! There are some codicological and
palacographical features which could indicate that the redaction of the Diagnosis was,
in fact, carried out only shortly before the Athous Vatopedinus 655 was compiled. As
previously mentioned, the Diagnosis was not part of the Palatinus Heidelbergensis gr. 398
(the main witness of the Heidelberg corpus) but was originally contained within the

Vatopedinus, where it was placed before its table of contents. The Diagnosis’ folio does

245
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247

248
249

The original number in manuscript X (£. 165v, col. 2,
1. 8) is not clearly legible. The main scribe wrote jo-
pladwy A (‘forty thousands’) but the letters that fol-
low are open to interpretation. I read: K p(oipag)
78 y 0, although this does not really make any
sense. Beneath the last figures of this extract is a
row of dots, which might have been inserted by the
main scribe, indicating that he was unsure about the
figure. The reading ‘40 854’ was completed later by
a second hand.

See p. 65.

On a philological level, there are some nuances to
this hypothesis. The Diagnosis’ length along the
Thulé parallel also appears in manuscript R and

the Diagnosis’ rounded value of 72 ooo stadia might
have stemmed from a misreading or from another
passage of the Geography. Moreover, information on
the klimata can be found in the Handy Tables and in
the Almagest as well as on Ptolemy’s maps.

Schnabel 1938, 53-54. See also Diller 1941.
Mittenhuber 2009, 336 and 356; Mittenhuber
2011a. The main argument is that, in the list of

parallels, the author of the Diagnasis refers to the
klimata, which only appear on the world maps of
the Geography in manuscripts U and K (Mittenhuber
2009, 336).

Schnabel 1938, 53—54. This hypothesis was also

put forward by Fischer 1932, 436-442, and Wolska-
Conus 1973, 259-273. The latter saw in the Diagno-
sis a direct answer to the cosmological theories of
the sixth-century Cosmas Indicopleustes, and be-
lieved that it was possibly produced by someone in
the circle of John Philoponus.

Diller 1943, 48: ‘In the case of the Diagnosis the lan-
guage seems to me to indicate the mediaeval period,
in the ninth century or later! In particular, the salu-
tation ‘my dearest friend” (& ¢p{Awv &prote) can also
be found in a letter written by Planudes. See Treu
1896, 55. Gautier Dalché 2009b, 72, also thinks that
a redaction carried out in Planudes’ circle is plau-
sible, whereas F. Mittenhuber 20112 believes that
the work could have been carried out in the circle of
Photius in the ninth century.
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not exhibit any scholion, contrary to the other texts (written by the same hand as the
Diagnosis) that show abundant marginal commentaries in the manuscript. Thus, it is
plausible that the Diagnosis was added to the Heidelberg corpus at a later date.
Moreover, the Diagnosis and the A group of Ptolemy’s Geography are closely related
to Planudes’ circle. The Vatopedinus codex contains manuscript L of the Geography
(an apograph of manuscript U) as well as a manuscript of Strabo’s Geography, whose
direct exemplar was also the exemplar of the late thirteenth-century Parisinus gr. 1393.

252 Furthermore, the

A. Diller demonstrated that Planudes owned the Parisinus gr. 1393.
same hand was involved in copying the Parisinus gr. 1393 and manuscript K of Ptolemy’s
Geography. D.Marcotte has thus concluded that the scribes of the Vatopedinus codex
must have had access to manuscripts of Strabo’s and Ptolemy’s works (related to the A
group) and that these manuscripts came from the same library, possibly the library of
Planudes and his students.>s?

The author of the Diagnosis, who used the works of both Ptolemy and Strabo, could,
therefore, have found his sources in the same collection of manuscripts that was available
to the scribes working on other parts of the Vatopedinus codex. This would explain the
links between the Diagnosis and the A group of Ptolemy’s Geography. Thus, I would
be inclined to date the redaction of the Diagndsis, which I deduce was carried out in

Planudes’ circle, to the late thirteenth century.

The Chrestomathies from Strabo

The Chrestomathies (Chrest.) is the name given to a collection of 839 excerpts from
Strabo’s Geography that was transmitted in the Heidelberg corpus.* A. Diller suggested
that the Chrestomathies was produced by the circle of Photius (c. 810 —c¢. 893), that is, not
much earlier than the copy of the Palatinus Heidelbergensis gr. 398 itself (executed in
the second half or the last quarter of the ninth century).?>* D. Marcotte has also noted
that each of Strabo’s excerpts begins with 6t and is numbered, which follows the style
of Photius’ Bibliotheca.*>®

The compiler of the Chrestomathies added several external references and details to
Strabo’s text, and mentions Ptolemy in three paragraphs. In Chrest. 17.50, for example,
a reference is made to Ptolemy because his drawing of Libyé (the African continent)

Diller 1937, 297-298. See also Aujac and Lasserre produced by the circle of Planudes: Marcotte 2007a,
2003, LXXIL. 168. A shorter, rearranged version of the Chrest. can
Marcotte 2002, CIV. be found in the thirteenth-century Parisinus grae-
The text (under the title XpnoBopdfeian £k oL TTpd- cus 571. See also Marcotte 2002, XL1I-xLv, Marcotte
Bovwg yewypadk@v) is to be found in the Palatinus 2015 and Radt 2010, 241-242.

Heidelbergensis gr. 398, in the Athous Vatopedinus 255 Diller 1954, 49-50.

655 and in the Parisinus graecus 1630, which was 256 Marcotte 2002, XLIV.
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differs so much from that of Strabo, who compares the continent to a triangle with a
right angle. The other two mentions of Ptolemy are more detailed:

— Chrest. 2.26: ‘According to Strabo, the western side of Mauretania (which lies on the
ocean-side) begins at the Pillars and inclines toward the east and the south, ends at
the meridian through Carthage and [at] the parallel through the Cinnamoémophore;
this [meridian] lies, according to Ptolemy, 34°15” in longitude from the western end

[of the otkoumené):>7

— Chrest. 7.50: ‘Ptolemy says that the northern side of Macedonia is a line running
through the Bertiskos and Skardos and Orbélos mountains, on the east through
the middle of Propontis, on the west until the mouth of the Drilon River, which
flows from the Bertiskos Mountains; to the north of these mountains and of this

line would lie Illyricum and Thrace??®

In the first passage the redactor uses Ptolemy’s value for the longitude of Carthage,
which is, according to the Chrestomathies, 34°15'*° However, the catalogue of the Ge-
ography gives a value of 34°50’ in all the manuscripts, as does the ‘Table of Noteworthy
Cities®* In Book 8 of the Geography, the = recension states that Carthage lies 1 3 hours
to the west of Alexandria, which should correspond to a value of 34°15” from the merid-
ian through the Fortunate Isles.*®' The manuscripts of the Q recension give a different
figure (1 % hours, hence 35° from the Fortunate Isles). Given the format of the longitude
in the Chrest. (which is in degrees, not in hours), one would deduce that the author of the
Chrest. referred to the catalogue of the Geography or to the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities;
and not to Book 8, although the value in degrees does match Book 8 of the Geography
in the = recension.

The Geography and the Chrest. have the same readings for the Bertiskos and the
Skardon mountains, which are mentioned in the second passage.ZG2 Different kinds

of iotacism for the proper nouns Mount Orbélos and the Drilon River appear in the

Chrest. 2.26: 0T katd TTpdBwra 1y GuTKY TAELPX THig 6V dpéwp TOOTWY Kai TG Ypappiic TodTng 1) i pév
Mavprtaviag N napwreavitig, dpfapévn &ad Ao TAAUPIKQ, TG B¢ Opdkera-

Kal mp0Og Gvatoddg Kal vdTov KA{vovow, KATAANYEL E1G 259 The pronoun 6omig used in the text refers very prob-
ov 51 Kapynbovog peanpBpwov tiig Kwvapwpodspov ably to tov 61 Kapynbovog peanpBpwov, although
mapdAindov- oTig Katd ITtodepaiov dméyet Tod duti- the passage is somewhat ambiguous. Despite its am-
KOD mépaTog popla Ad &’ Katd piikog. biguity, one should certainly regard this longitude
Chrest. 7.50: 'Ot ITtohepaiog pév 1o tiig Makeboviag value (katd pikog) as having been counted from the
Bopetov mépag elvar Aéyer THY ypappiy Thy 61 Bepri- meridian of the Fortunate Isles.

oKov 8poug Kai Tk&pSov kai OpPrAAov kPadAopévn, 260 Geogr. 4.3.7; ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities; 12.1.

1pdG dvatoddg pév wg péong Tig Mpomovtibog, mpog 261 Geogr. 8.14.5. See Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber
Suopag 68 Ewg T EKBOAGOY ApiAwvog motapod Tod £k 2009, 177.

tod Beptiokov dpoug dvioyovtog, iva T Boperdtepa 262 Geogr. 2.16.1, 2.16.6, 3.9.1 and 3.13.18-19.
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Chrest. and in the Geography.*® On two occasions, manuscript X has the same reading
as the Chrest. for the Drilon River, of which one diverges from the Q recension, but
one cannot associate the Chrest. unreservedly to either one or other of the recensions
on the basis of these iotacisms alone. In addition, the borders of Macedonia, which
are described in Chrest. 7.50, do not correspond to the boundary marks provided by the
catalogue.?** The description of Macedonia’s northern border in the Chrest. only makes
sense if one considers Ptolemy’s ninth map of Europe: an imaginary line on his map that
would run from the mouth of the Drilon River in the west and would then go through
the Bertiskos, Skardos and Orbélos mountains until the middle of Propontis in the east
can, in fact, be considered to be the boundary between Macedonia (in the south) and
Ilyricum and Thrace (in the north).2¢*

In summary, the geographical material that the compiler of the Chrestomathies bor-
rowed from Ptolemy seems not to have come directly from the catalogue of localities,
at least as we know it. The use of some of Ptolemy’s maps explains both the descrip-
tion of Macedonia’s borders (which differs from the catalogue’s description) and the
reference to the general shape of the African continent.?® However, the Chrestomathies
from Strabo cannot be unreservedly linked with one of the recensions of the catalogue
of localities, although the collection does seem slightly closer to the = than to the Q

recension.

2.3.4 Ancient scholia on manuscripts of Strabo and Plato

A few ancient scholia refer explicitly to Ptolemy and the Geography: one is to be found
in a manuscript of Strabo,2” two among the scholia vetera to Plato — a scholion to the

Chrest. 2.26: [tod] Oppnrov; Geogr. 3.11.1: [Tobd] OpBi- 265 Note that the mouth of the Drilon River is one of

Aov UKRA, Oppriaov V, Oppoddov X. The other men-
tion (Geogr. 3.9.1) has the same reading — ¢mi 0 Op-
Bndov 6pog — in all the manuscripts. Chrest. 2.26:
[toD] Apidwvog; Geogr. 2.16.5: [10D] ApdAwvog UK,
Aptdwvog codd. cett. Geogr. 2.16.6: 6 Ap{dwv X, Apei-
Awv Q.

According to Ptolemy, Macedonia was bordered

on the west by the coastal city of Dyrrhachion (or
Epidamnos) to the mouth of the Keldynos River,
on the south by the Keldynos River to the Maliac
Gulf via the Pindus and Mount Oit¢, on the east by
the Maliac Gulf to the mouth of the Nessus River
(Geogr. 3.13.2) and on the north by a point on the
Adriatic coast that is south of Lissus and that runs
to the mouth of the Nessus River via the Skardon,
the Orbélos and the Pangaion mountain ranges (Ge-
ogr. 2.16.1, 3.9.1 and 3.1L.1).

the last points on the Adriatic coast of Illyricum
before Macedonia and that the Bertiskos mountain
range lies to the north of Macedonia, not far from
Mount Orbélos. On the map of manuscript K, the
northern mountains of Macedonia have been drawn
so that they appear connected.

This is also the opinion of P. Gautier Dalché

2009b, 78—79, who quotes other passages of the
Chrest. where the influence of Ptolemy’s Geography
is apparent.

The scholion to Strabo’s Geography (1.2.2) is found
in the Parisinus gr. 1397 (second half of the tenth
century), f. 8r: 811 T0d peyddov Torépov [sic cod.
ItoAepaiov conj. Kramer] mpoyevéotepds éotw 6
ovyypadede, GAA (X kal) Mapivov Tod Tupiov- ob yap
pépvntan adtédw. (‘This author [i.e. Polemon] is older
than the great Polemon but [also older] than Mari-
nus of Tyre. [Strabo] does not mention him [here]’);
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and to the Ion — and one in the Periplous of the Euxine Sea (Eux.).*® In addition,

Proclus’ fifth-century Commentary on the Timaeus contains a reference to Ptolemy, which

was later recorded in a scholion to Plato’s Timaeus.”

70

The scholion to Plato’s on (533d) quotes the catalogue very precisely and thus allows

a comparison to be made with the recensions of the Geography. It is found in two of the

main manuscripts of Plato’s works: the Venetus Marcianus gr. IV.1 (coll. 542) from the

middle of the tenth century (manuscript T) and the Vindobonensis suppl. gr. 7 from the

late eleventh century (manuscript W).?’! The scholion comments on ‘the stone which

Euripides named “magnetic” and that most people call Heraclean stone! The scholiast

stated:

ItoAepaiog O péyag €v T TV yewypadtk®v DONyHoewy ¢not Katd ™y EKTo¢ [dy-

you motaqod Twdiknw [[611]] petd kod GAAag TG Poovg TaTdpwD elvat TPEiC, Gy

TOLG £VOLKODVTAG 0VPAG Exew omolag Siaypddovot TdOY Tatdpwy. Gépovtat 6 guv-

eyelq kal GAAot Béka vijoot kadodpevar Maviéra, €v g paot T o1bnpodg Eyovta

fhovg mhoila Katéyeobat, primote tiig HparAeiag AiBov mepl adtag yevvwpévng, Kol

61& TodTo £modpolg vavmyeiohot: KaTtéxely Te adTAC AvOpwmoddyong.?’?

Greek text in Aujac 2003a, 87; see also Diller 1954,
34. It seems that the scholiast wanted to insert a de-
tail on Polemon of Athens (c. 220-160 BCE), who 270
is mentioned by Strabo in this passage, specifying
that Polemon and Ptolemy are different authors and
that Strabo ‘did not mention him [that is, Ptolemy:
He very probably confused the names of the two
geographers, calling Ptolemy ‘the great Polemon’
The scholion to Plato’s Resp. s19c¢ is found in the
Parisinus gr. 1807 (the so-called Paris Plato, third
quarter of the ninth century), f. 751: &g ITtodepatog
0 péyag év 8’ Tewypadovpévwy Pnot T parGpwy
vioovg EE TOV AP1OPOY €V Ti} EvTog ABON KATX TO

At(}) avtikov méhayog (text in Greene 1988, 247).
The scholion comments on Geogr. 4.6.34, although
Ptolemy never used the name Athavtikov méhayog 271
(‘Atlantic Sea’). This proper noun is, however, used
in Plato’s Timaeus and in Proclus’ Commentary on the
Timaeus.

The scholion to Eux. 17 is found in the

Lond. Add. 19391, £. 8v (one of the manuscripts

of the Heidelberg corpus) and is related to the set-
tlement of Kytoros: kata ITtohepaiov évtabba ta
BiBuviag kai Fadatiog 8pra. It corresponds to Ge-
ogr. 5.1.7-11. In contrast to Gautier Dalché 2009b,
78, I believe that the boundary near Kytoros can 272
be deduced from the text of the catalogue, that is,

not necessarily from Ptolemy’s map. See also Diller
1952, 114, and Marcotte 2002, XX, LXXXVIII-CVIIL.
Proclus, iz Tim. 25a: TItohepadog 62 T TeAnvaia 8pn
10 Byog dmdetov Exew ¢not (‘Ptolemy too says that
the Mountains of the Moon have an enormous
height?) This comment of Proclus is recorded in the
Parisinus gr. 1807 £. 117r (text in Greene 1988, 286).
There is no explicit mention of this information in
the Geography (cf. Geogr. 4.8.3 and 6), although it
could be inferred from Ptolemy’s text, which de-
scribes the top of this mountain as being covered in
snow. Furthermore, Ptolemy always used the sin-
gular 6pog for this mountain, whereas Proclus used
the plural 8pn. See also Diehl 1903, 181, and Gautier
Dalché 2009b, 77.

The dates of manuscripts W and T have been much
debated. The dates cited above were taken from Cu-
falo 2007, cxxvi—cxxx. W. C. Greene 1988, xv—xvil,
dates the main hand of manuscript T to the twelfth
century and the main hand of manuscript W to the
tenth century. In both manuscripts, the scholion
was written by the hand that copied the main text.
The scholion is also to be found in manuscripts that
derive from manuscripts T and W (such as, e.g., the
Parisinus gr. 1808).

6u] sic codd. sed del. Greene, Cufalo || twag vi-
govg] W vriooug Twag T, Greene || t& o16npodg] tag
awnpodg W || ‘Hpoaxdetag] T Hpaxdeiov W || émoo-
potg T] movporg W || xatéyew te] T xatéyew 62 W
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(Ptolemy the Great, in Book 7 of his Geography, says that in India beyond the
Ganges, after other islands, there are three islands of the Satyrs, whose inhabi-
tants are described as having tails like satyrs. There are ten other islands called
Maniolai, in which it is said that ships with iron nails are stopped [from go-
ing any further], maybe because one finds there Heraclean stone; and for this

reason ships are built with wooden pegs.?”? Cannibals occupy these [islands].)

The passage, which quotes the actual title of Ptolemy’s work (Fewypadikn driynoig), can
be found almost word for word in Book 7 of the Geography (7.2.30-31). The scholion and
manuscript X contain 8¢ ouveyeig kai dAdan §éka vijoot as opposed to 6¢ kai GArar guveyelg
6éka vijoot, which is present in the manuscripts of the Q recension; together with A, the
former also use yevvwpévng, unlike the Q manuscripts.”’4 However, manuscript X has
a corrupt reading (Maviovat) that is not present in the scholion and Q) manuscripts,
which use the correct spelling (MavioAat), although X does later use the correct version
immediately before the coordinates in the catalogue. Finally, the scholion and the Q
recension use mepl adtdg, whereas X has mapd avtag. This last variant can be attributed
to a simple misinterpretation of an abbreviation, such as 7, which was sometimes used

276 this scholion

for nept or mapa.””> Contrary to the hypothesis of P. Gautier Dalché,
is, therefore, closer to manuscript X than to the manuscripts of the Q recension: the
spelling of Maviovan must date back to the scribe of X himself (he gives the correct
spelling further on in the text), while the variant napé can be attributed to a commonly
made reading error. The two readings where the scholion diverges from the Q recension
concern more complex variants.

As to the origins of the scholia vetera to Plato, two hypotheses coexist: some scholars
believe that this corpus of scholia was produced quite late, that is, in the ninth century,
and possibly by a member of Photius’ circle. This has long been the communis opinio. In
a recent study on the origins of these scholia, D. Cufalo revived this hypothesis, stating
that the corpus is ‘a Byzantine product, written down from the ninth century onwards,

and is the result of the sedimentation of at least three phases, the last of which can

275 1In fact, 7t is used in manuscript R of the Geography
(£ 97v).

276 Gautier Dalché 2009b, 78: ...] regarding the is-
lands of the Satyrs and Maniolai in the loz, it con-

|| avtag] T abtodg W, Greene. Text in Cufalo 2007,
267-268; see also Greene 1988, 181.
The text in Stickelberger and Grafhoff 2006, 730,

reads kad 61 Todto £n’ 0Opoig vavmmyeloba, ‘that

is why they build ships on ramps’ (‘Deshalb baue
man die Schiffe auf Landrampen’), unlike the man-
uscripts, which use émotpog (‘wooden peg’). I have
used the latter in the quotation as it is well-attested
in antique texts and makes complete sense in this
context.

Geogr. 7.2.31: yevopévn U, yevopévov K, ywopévng
VR.

cerns a quotation, virtually word for word, that is
linked with the passage above in the Geography [...]
and which seems closer to recension Q than to re-
cension X [sic]! (‘]...] dans le cas des iles Satyres

et Maniolai de Jon, il s’agit d’une citation quasi lit-
térale, reliée au passage précédent de la Géographie
[...] et qui semble plus proche de la recension Q
que de la recension X [sic]?)
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be dated to the first part of the tenth century’?”” The other hypothesis considers that
the scholia vetera to Plato were produced in at least two main stages: a first collection of
scholia dates back to the Neoplatonic milieu and to scholars such as Proclus (c. 410-485),
that is, to the fifth or sixth century; then, from the late ninth century, Byzantine scholars
— possibly Arethas (born ¢. 850) or Photius — enhanced the collection of scholia on the
basis of their own readings of other works.?”®

Within this context, it is difficult to establish the authorship of the scholia (to
Eux. 17, Str. 1.2.2, Plato’s Jon 533d and Resp. s19¢) that refer to Prolemy’s Geography.
A.Diller believed that they were all produced by members of Photius’ circle, like the
Chrestomathies from Strabo, that is, in the second half of the ninth century.?”” However,
since no traces of any works by Strabo and Ptolemy have ever been found in Photius’
Bibliotheca, as A. Diller himself observed, this hypothesis has been contested. H. Hunger,
for instance, has suggested that Arethas may be the author of both the Chrest. and the
scholia to Strabo.”®® By contrast, P. Gautier Dalché seems to suggest that all the scho-
lia referring to the Geography go back to Proclus. This hypothesis is indeed plausible
— Proclus had access to several of Ptolemy’s works — but Gautier Dalché’s argument is
not convincing.”®" In his study of the complex links between the Heidelberg corpus
(which contains the Chrest. and Eux.) and the manuscripts of the family of the Paris-
inus gr. 1807 (the so-called Paris Plato), D. Marcotte has been more reserved: he has
acknowledged the possibility that both groups of philosophical and geographical texts
might have been produced during the sixth century in the Neoplatonic centres of Athens
or Alexandria.?®? However, he seems to adhere to the belief that the scholia related to
Ptolemy (and the references to the Geography in the Chrest. and the Eux.) originated in
Photius’ circle, his argument being that the latter’s Bibliotheca is mostly an early work

Cufalo 2007, cvi: [...] un prodotto bizantino, re- tributable to the Neoplatonic philosopher [i.e. Pro-

datto a partire dal IX secolo e frutto della sedimen- clus] and not to Photius or Arethas. To attribute to

tazione di almeno tre fasi, 'ultima delle quali data-
bile alla prima meta del X secolo!

See Greene 1988, xxx1. For a thorough status questio-
nis, see Cufalo 2007, xv—xxviir.

Diller 1954, 34 and 43—50, whose hypothesis was
accepted by Lasserre 1959, 61, 70-73.

Hunger 1978, 508.

Gautier Dalché 2009b, 78: ‘If one considers that all
these glosses come from the same milieu (that of
Photius or Arethas), then there must have been, dur-
ing the ninth century, a complete copy of the Ge-
ography. However, as we have seen, the gloss in the
Timaeus comes from Proclus’ commentary; hence
the adjective ‘great] which is also ascribed to the
geographer in the scholion to the lon, could be at-

them a knowledge of Ptolemy’s works thus seems
somewhat rash? (‘Si I'on considere que toutes ces
gloses proviennent d’un méme milieu — celui de
Photios ou d’Aréthas —, alors il devait s’y trouver,
au IX¢ siecle, un exemplaire complet de la Géo-
graphie. Mais, comme on I'a vu, la glose au Timée
provient du commentaire de Proclus, auquel cas le
qualificatif de “grand” attaché aussi dans la scholie
a lon au nom du géographe serait dii au néoplatoni-
cien et non a Photios ou Aréthas. Leur préter une
connaissance de 'oeuvre de Ptolémée semble donc
hasardeux?) P. Gautier Dalché’s hypothesis is prob-
lematic, since the adjective péyag is zot used in the
text of Proclus. See footnote 270, p. 107.

282 Marcotte 2007b.
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and that Photius might have got to know Ptolemy’s Geography as well as Strabo’s work

a little later in his life.?33

2.3.5 The Geography in Syriac geographical texts

Some geographical elements taken from Ptolemy can be found in the so-called Chronicle
of Pseudo-Zachariah, which was written in Syriac before 569 CE in Amida (Armenia)
and is a compilation of numerous sources, the main one of which is the Ecclesiastical
History of Zachariah of Mytilene (written in c. 510 CE).?** Book 12 of the Chronicle is
essentially made up of historical texts, although the author also inserted a description
of the world, which was presented as a sqariphos d-tebel, a Syriac expression taken from
the Greek oxdpupog i oikovpévng, that is, an ‘outline of the world:?%5 It lists the lands
of the world, together with the number of cities of each land, and sometimes including
ethnological, zoological and meteorological comments.

Although the author of the Chronicle confuses Ptolemy with one of the Hellenistic

rulers,?8¢

the main source of the geographical description in Book 12 is clearly an epit-
ome of Ptolemy’s Geography.*®” In the description of the Iberian peninsula, the Chronicle
does not refer to the names of the provinces, although the description and the number
of cities do show that the three provinces were listed in the same order as in the Geogra-
phy’s catalogue (Baetica, Lusitania and Tarraconensis).?®® However, a clear link cannot
be made between the material taken from Ptolemy and the Q or = recensions.”®’
Syriac scholars had access to Ptolemy’s Geography in the seventh century. In his
Treatise on the Constellations, written in c. 660 CE, Severus Sebokht addresses astronom-

ical and mathematical geographical topics, and frequently refers not only to Ptolemy’s

Marcotte 2002, CXXXVI-CXXXVIIL. islands refer to Albion (cf. albus, ‘white’), i.e. the
Greatrex et al. 2011, 1-74; Gautier Dalché 2009b, British Isles. P. Gautier Dalché 2009b, 52, believes
49-54. that the Ps.-Zachariah’s list begins with the Iberian
Ducene 2015, 22. peninsula rather than the British Isles. Conversely,
Ps.-Zach., Chron. 12.7-j. The confusion can prob- I think that the British Isles are described immedi-
ably be attributed to the compiler of the Chroni- ately before Iberia in the Ps.-Zachariah, although
cle rather than to Zachariah of Mytilene himself, a the islands are not referred to by name: ‘North-
Greek rhetor, who studied in Alexandria. western Europe: 77 cities; it is not easy for us to
This contrasts with the opinion of Bagrow 1947, 72, write their names’ The so-called ‘white islands’ off
who believed that the geographical information in the western coast of Iberia may refer to Ptolemy’s
the Chronicle must have come from other sources. “Trileukoi Skopeloi’ (cf. Aevkéc, ‘white’), a group of
Note that G. Greatrex et al. 2011, 431, seem to have islands in the ocean to the north of Tarraconensis
misinterpreted Bagrow’s viewpoint. (Geogr. 2.6.75).

Ps.-Zach., Chron. 12.7-c: ‘Outer Hispania: 8o cities; 289 Note that the Ps.-Zach. uses Balgiga for Belgica,
Inner Hispania II: 44 cities; Hispania Tertia, which whereas all the manuscripts of the Geography as well
is on the ocean: 240 cities and many islands in the as Marcian’s work erroneously refer to the province
ocean that are called white! Translation Greatrex et as BeATiki.

al. 2011, 433. The authors suggest that the ‘white’
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Geography but also to the Handy Tables and the Almagest. In his treatise, Severus provides

a concise description of the otkoumene:

In order to make it easier to understand these countries and cities and towns,
the geographers—philosophers, in summary, gave names to the three great parts
of the inhabited world: Europe, Libyé and Great Asia. They counted that in
Europe there were 10 tables (pinages), 22 countries, 118 great cities; in Libyé,
4 tables, 17 countries, 42 cities; in Great Asia, 12 tables, 44 countries and 190

cities. Taken as a whole, 26 tables, 83 countries and 350 cities.?”°

One finds an extremely similar list of localities — including the Syriac translation (pinages)
of the Greek word nivakeg — in the table of contents of Book 8 of the Geography, where the
numbers of regional maps and their contents, together with a total, are presented. The
textual transmission of this specific table of contents is extremely complicated and would
be worth studying in its own right. Indeed, A. Diller’s article on ‘Lists of Provinces in
Ptolemy’s Geography’ shows how hard it is to establish a clear schema of transmission. A
renewed investigation of Book 8s table of contents in the manuscripts of the Geography,
taking into account indirect traditions, such as the writings of Severus Sebokht, would
greatly help our understanding of the Geography’s textual tradition(s).?’!

Among all the Syriac authors who used Ptolemy and his Geography, Jacob of Edessa
(633—708 CE) is the one whose work most closely approximates Ptolemy’s catalogue of
localities. Although Jacob of Edessa never explicitly mentions Ptolemy, he notes down
places with their geographical coordinates as they appear in the Geography and provides,
in his Hexaemeron, lists of toponyms that were clearly taken from the catalogue of local-
ities.””? The geographical notes of Jacob of Edessa form a kind of re-arranged digest of
the Geography. Furthermore, the oldest extant manuscript of the Hexaemeron®*® has been
dated to 837 CE, that is, only 130 years after Jacob’s death and the interruption of the
Hexaemeron’s redaction, making it a particularly invaluable testimony.

The lack of a critical edition of this Syriac text prevents us from carrying out a de-
tailed study. E.Villey kindly transliterated a selection of toponyms related to Books 4
and 7 of Ptolemy’s catalogue,?”* which constitute only a small part of the toponyms con-
tained in the Hexaemeron. When one compares these toponyms with the readings in the
different Greek manuscripts, the results are contrasting but show a clear tendency. In
most cases, the Syriac readings clearly resemble the = recension. For example, QAPRARYA

and pYNTWARYA match manuscript X (Kanpopia and Iwtovapia) but depart from the Q

Severus Sebokht, Treatise on the Constellations, 2.7. 293 Lyon BM syr. co2. The manuscript is particularly
See Diller 1939 and Defaux 2014, 108-114. well preserved and has been digitalised.
See: Hjelt 1892; Darmesteter 1890; Schmidt 1999, 294 [ was unable to find any relevant Iberian toponyms.

57-66; Gautier Dalché 2009b, 56-61.

ITI
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recension (Kaomepia and Kevtovp{a).?”> There are also a few cases where the readings
in the Syriac manuscript differ from both the = and the Q recensions, and other cases
where the readings resemble those in manuscript A.*® Despite the small set of toponyms

examined,?’

it is clear that a systematic comparative study of this text would be of great
value, while one can state that the Ptolemaic material which Jacob of Edessa had at his
disposal was more closely related to the Greek = recension of the Geography than to the
Q recension. This corresponds, to some extent, to the results obtained by M. G. Schmidt

on Book 6 of the Geography.*>

2.3.6 Ptolemy’s Geography in late antique Latin texts

In his Res Gestae, written at the end of the fourth century CE, Ammianus Marcellinus
inserted no fewer than ten geographical digressions.””” His excursuses about ‘the re-

390 a5 well as Persia

mote parts of Thrace and the topography of the Pontic Gulf” (22.8
(23.6) have aroused much interest among specialists in antique geography. The digres-
sions contain many toponymic sequences that reveal a marked similarity to Ptolemy’s

301 However, a

catalogue, a fact that has often been stressed in modern publications.
thorough comparative study on the toponymic readings of these excursuses in the man-
uscripts of Ammianus and Ptolemy has yet to be carried out.

In his digression on Persia, Ammianus gives a geographical overview of the area
(23.6.10-13), then lists the names of the provinces ruled by the Persian kings (23.6.14),
finally noting down his observations relating to the noteworthy geographical and ethno-
graphic features of all the provinces (23.6.15—74). This excursus has been more thor-
oughly studied than the Pontic excursus, although discussions have sometimes been
biased as editors have tended to emend readings of Ammianus on the basis of the Geog-
raphy.3* The most interesting comparisons can be made between the list of provinces

and two of the lists that appear in the Geography: the table of contents of Book 6 and the

Jacob of Edessa, Hexaemeron, Book 3: Lyon BM ern coast (22.8.14-19), the coast from the Ther-

syr. 0oz, £. 127v, col. B, 1. 15 and 16 (Chabot 1928, modon River to the Tanais River (22.8.20-29),

104); Geogr. 4.6.34. Lake Maeotis (22.8.30-36) and the western coast
Jacob of Edessa, Hexaemeron, Book 3: Lyon BM (22.8.37—45), with, finally, a discussion on the cli-
syr. ooz, £. 1221, col. B, 1. 4 (Chabot 1928, 115): mate (22.8.46—49). See Drijvers 1998, 272. Ammi-
compare DABASW with Adpaooa O, AdBacoa A, anus’ sources for this excursus seem to have been di-
Adpaoa X (Geogr. 7.2.8). verse: he refers to ‘Eratosthenes, Hecataeus, Ptolemy
See Defaux 2014, 129-131, for other examples. and others’ (Amm. Res Gestae, 22.8.10). Ptolemy is
Schmidt 1999, 66. also referred to in a slightly earlier chapter in this
Sundwall 1996, 623; Drijvers 1998, 270. work (20.3.4).

The Pontic excursus is structured as follows: it 301 Boeft, Hengst, and Jonge 1995, xx; Gautier Dalché
begins with a description of the journey from 2009b, 36; Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 86
the Aegean to Pontus Euxinus (22.8.1-8), then and 322; Mittenhuber 2009, 334.

gives a general geography of Pontus Euxinus 302 Gautier Dalché 2009b, 37.

(22.8.9-13), followed by descriptions of the south-
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epitome of the catalogue. This epitome is a paratext of the Geography that recapitulates
the countries described in the catalogue but it was not necessarily written by Ptolemy
himself:3% The table of contents of Book 6 is virtually identical in both recensions but
it diverges slightly from the actual structure of Book 6: the table of contents states that
the regions of Susiana and Media are to be dealt with in Chapters 6.2 and 6.3 respec-
tively, although their positions are reversed in the actual catalogue. The names of the
regions are also given in the genitive form in this table, which is also a characteristic of
the epitome of the = recension, where genitive forms are often maintained. By contrast,
the epitome in the Q recension follows the actual order of the catalogue and gives the
names in their nominative forms.

Although Ammianus’ list is closer to the table of contents of Book 6 and the =
epitome (as Susiana and Media are in the ‘wrong’ order), the place names of the list
are in their nominative forms, as in the Q epitome. However, the reading paro panis
adcon in the Ammianus manuscripts for the province of ‘Paropanisadae’ (Tlaponoviod-
6ec) resembles the genitive form of Tapomavioddwv.>* The archetype of the Geography
was undoubtedly the source of the ‘wrong’ order of Susiana and Media in the tables of
contents and the epitome, since both recensions and Ammianus’ manuscripts repeat
the same mistake. By contrast, the redactor of the Q epitome must have checked the
place names on his list against the ‘correct’ order in the catalogue. The many Persian to-
ponyms supplied by Ammianus have been studied by M. G. Schmidt, who has been able
to demonstrate the clear proximity of Ammianus’ Res Gestae to the toponymic readings
of the = recension as well as to manuscript A (which has a mixed text).>*> In summary,
an investigation of the toponyms used by Ammianus Marcellinus shows that the Ptole-
maic material (whether it be in the direct or indirect tradition, and included maps or
only the text) that he had at his disposal at the end of the fourth century more closely
approximates the = recension than the Q recension.’

Jordanes is the sixth-century author of De origine actibusque Getarum (Getica), a history
of the Goths that looks at their origin, migrations as well as their relations with the

E 307

Roman Empire until 551 C His text is presented as a shorter version of the Historia

Gothorum of Cassiodorus (c. 485 — c. 580 CE), to which Jordanes added extra elements

Stiickelberger and GraShoff 2006 place this epit- and complicated word Maponaviodbwv might simply
ome in Geogr. 8.29, but it is positioned at the end of have been misunderstood.

Chapter 7 in manuscript X. 305 Schmidt 1999, 40.

Thus, the fact that Ammianus mostly used the nom- 306 One cannot, though, use Ammianus as a terminus
inative is not a strong enough argument for claim- ante quem for the bifurcation of the tradition, as Mit-
ing that he relied on the Q) recension; Ammianus tenhuber 2009, 334-335, has done.

or his source could easily have modified the endings 307 This work was probably written between 550 and
from a list with genitive forms. In this case, the rare 551 CE. See Gautier Dalché 2009a, 277.
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308

309

from other sources when he saw fit.>®® The Goths originated, according to Jordanes,
on the island of ‘Scandza] an idea that he justifies in the Getica by referring directly to
Ptolemy’s Geography:

Let us go back to the location of Island Scandza, which we left earlier. Claudius
Ptolemy, a prominent geographer, remembered in the second book of his work:
in the waters of the Arctic Ocean is located a great island named Scandza, which
has the form of a leaf of a citron tree, ending in downward-turned sides and
of an important length [...]. It is situated opposite the Vistula River, which
flows from the Sarmatian Mountains to the Northern Ocean in three mouths
and which separates Germania from Scythia. [...] Although many and various
nations live on the Island Scandza, which we discuss, Ptolemy records the name
of only seven of them.>*”

Among the peoples that occupied the island of Scandza — or ‘Scandia’ in Ptolemy’s cat-

310

alogue®'® — were the Goutai (Tobta), who were associated with the Goths, the subject

of Jordanes’ text. The textual relationships between Cassiodorus’ Historia and Jordanes’

Getica are complex,>'! but P. Gautier Dalché has convincingly demonstrated that the

[.‘312

reference to Ptolemy must go back to Cassiodorus himself.’'* The Getica suggests that

‘seven peoples’ lived on the island, which corresponds to the list given in the = recension

313) but not to

(Chaideinoi, Fauonai, Firaisoi, Finnoi, Goutai, Daukiones and Leuonoi
the Q recension (text, maps and manuscript O included), from which the Finnoi peo-

ple were omitted.>'* Thus, the error in the Q recension shows that the version of the

Jordanes, Getica, 1.3: ad quos et ex nonnullis historits licet multae et diuersae maneant nationes, septem tamen
Grecis ac Latinis addedi jentia, initium finemgq eorum nomina meminit Piolemaeus. 1 am of the opin-
et plura in medio mea dictione permiscens. (‘I have ion that the reading cetri (sometimes citri in manu-
added to my [writings] some quotations from Greek scripts) refers to the word citrus (that is, the citron
and Latin histories with respect [to the matter] and tree) rather than to cedrus, that is, the cedar or the
I mixed at the beginning, at the end but mainly juniper; cf. with Lozovsky 2000, 81.

in the middle [of this work] some of my personal 310 Geogr. 2.11.35.

words.) 311 Gautier Dalché 2009b, 61.

Jordanes, Getica, 3.16-19: Ad Scandzae [Scandziae 312 Gautier Dalché 2009a.

codd.] insulae situm, quod superius reliquimus, redea- 313 Geogr. 2.11.35: Xaubewoi, davévai, Prpaicot, Pivvor
mus. de hac etenim in secundo sui operis libro, Claudius (om. Q), Todto (sic Q, OBt X), Aavkiwveg and
Ptolomeus, orbis terrae discriptor egregius, meminit dicens: Agvivor.

est in Oceani arctoi salo posita insula magna, nomine 314 Marcian of Heraclea, Per. mar. ext. 2.36, also men-
Scandza, in modum folii cetri [citri alii codd.], lateribus tions Scandia but without referring to the popula-
pandis, per longum ducta concludens se [...]. Haec a tions living there. His figure for the different peo-
fronte posita est Vistulae fluminis, qui Sarmaticis mon- ples living in Germania Magna (68) corresponds
tibus ortus in conspectu Scandzae septentrionali Oceano both to the = and the Q recensions, since he does
trisculus inlabitur, Germaniam Scythiamque distermi- not include the peoples of Scandia.

nans. [...] in Scandza uero insula, unde nobis sermo est,
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Geography that Cassiodorus used when he wrote his Historia Gothorum in ¢. 520-530 CE
in Italy is related to the = recension of the Geography.3'>

Some elements of Cassiodorus’ description might well have been taken from the
catalogue of localities itself — such as the mention of the ‘second Book] the proximity of
the island to the Vistula River,?'® or the number of peoples living on the island. How-
ever, all the descriptive features, including those that differ slightly from the catalogue,
are details that could have been taken from a map. The Gerica states that the Vistula River
originates from the Sarmatian Mountains, whereas Ptolemy located its source in the As-
ciburgium Mountains, which are situated to the north of the former. A characteristic
of the oldest manuscript maps of the Geography is that mountain ranges are graphically
connected, even though the catalogue states that they are physically separate from one
another — for example, both the Sarmantian and Asciburgium mountains are linked in
the fourth map of Europe in manuscript R. The description of the shape of the island of
Scandza - the leaf metaphor, for instance — is not in the catalogue but might have been
inferred from reading a map. Therefore, although we still lack proof, it is possible that
Cassiodorus consulted a text and/or a regional map, which had been drawn according
to a version of the catalogue close to the = recension, for his description of the island of
Scandza in his Getica.

2.4 Formal and textual specificity of the catalogue

The Geography’s catalogue of localities is unique, not only from the perspective of the
history of geography in Antiquity but also from a philological point of view, which
forces us to adapt our philological approach.

2.4.1 The catalogue: a living text

In the Geography, Ptolemy criticises the format of Marinus of Tyre’s geographical work

t,317

for being inconvenien since it made life unnecessarily difficult for cartographers

trying to make maps from the information:

315 Gautier Dalché 2009a, 283-287. Cassiodorus very Getica, he writes that the Vistula River was not posi-
probably used a Greek version of the Geography. tioned in relation to the island.

316 Geogr. 2.11.34: ‘But the greater and easternmost [is- 317 As Prolemy frequently writes in the Geography, the
land, that is, Scandia] is situated near the mouth Almagest (1.10, 2.9, etc.) and, of course, in the Handy
of the Vistula River. P. Gautier Dalché 2009b, 69, Tables, ‘ease of use’ (1) ypfioig, 10 ebypnoTov) was an
is thus mistaken when, in order to emphasise the extremely important aspect of his work. See Mar-
differences between Ptolemy’s Geography and the cotte 2007b, 170.
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And, in fact, this is what happens to most people [who try to draw] a map based
on Marinus, since they do not possess a model based on his final compilation;
instead they draw on his writings and err in most respects from the consen-
sus of opinion, because his guide is so poorly arranged (61 o 6boypnotov kai

Bieonappévov Tiig bPnyHoewe), as anyone who tries it can see.’!8

Therefore, in order to make consulting his own work and map-making as easy as possi-
ble, Ptolemy not only introduces the innovation of associating each toponym with two
coordinates but also devises a convenient format for compiling his data. First of all, he
notes that only the geographical positions of the well-known localities can be regarded

as trustworthy:

[But the coordinates of the places] that have not been so traveled, because of
the sparseness and uncertainty of the research, have been estimated according
to their proximity to the more trustworthily determined positions or relative
configurations, so that none of [the places] that are to be included to make the

oikoumené complete will lack a defined position.’"’

Ptolemy conceives the idea of a continuously perfectible catalogue by developing a for-
mat in which improvements, particularly to the geographical coordinates, can easily be

made:

We have therefore put the degrees in front of each place at the outer edge of
the columns (toic éxTo¢ pépeot TV oeMbiwv) in the manner of a table (xkavoviwy
Tpémov), setting the [degrees] of longitude before those of latitude, so that if
anyone should come across corrections (6iopfwoeig) from fuller research, it will
be possible to put them alongside in the remaining spaces of the columns (¢v
Toic éyopévolg Sradeippoot 6w oehbiwn).320
Since the time of Eratosthenes, the typical working process in Hellenistic geography
had involved emending or revising a text; this practice was known as a 616pfwotg, a term
that had been borrowed from Alexandrian philology.®?! This is exactly what Ptolemy
intended to do to Marinus’ work and is also what he anticipated being done to his own
text. Therefore, it was vital that the format of the catalogue facilitated this procedure.
Ptolemy thus originally organises his catalogue in the form of a table (kavéviov), in
which the columns are separated by blank spaces (Siadeippata), which are reserved for
later corrections. He positions the two sets of coordinates in two columns (napabéoeig)

next to the columns of toponyms.3*? In the Almagest and, of course, in the Handy Tables

318 Geogr. 1.18.3. 321 Seep.177.
319 Geogr. 2.1.2. 322 Marcotte 2007b, 166-167.
320 Geogr. 2.1.3.
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(mpdyepot kavdveg), Prolemy uses a similar format, which he calls a kavév or a kavéviov
(literally ‘bar’ or ‘ruler’ and, metaphorically, ‘table’).3?* This particular kind of table
constitutes a very specific form of text that Ptolemy employs in both his astronomical
and his geographical works. Ptolemy uses the term t& kataooépeva when referring to
the entries in his catalogue. The word comes from the verb katatdoow, which means to
‘draw up in order; ‘arrange’ or ‘set down in order? In the introduction to the catalogue,
he also uses t& katatetaypéva to refer to toponyms that have already been ‘registered’
or ‘arranged’ in his catalogue as opposed to localities that still needed to be written
down.*?* As D. Marcotte has judiciously noted, in the Geography xatatdoow refers both
to Ptolemy’s format of the catalogue (to which entries were progressively added) and,
more generally, to the way he organised his geographical information.3%

From this well-thought-out format, Ptolemy is able to produce a living text, that
is, a text that is meant to be continually revised and updated. In the chapter of the
catalogue devoted to the area near Byzantium (modern-day Istanbul), for instance, two
small pieces of information were added to the recensions after Ptolemy. In the = recen-
sion, the city’s name BuC&vtiov (Byzantium) is followed by the word BaoiAeiov (‘imperial
seat’): this mention cannot predate 330 CE, the year that Constantine the Great conse-
crated the empire’s new capital city.’?® In the Q recension, after the name Perinthus
(Marmara Ereglisi, c. 80 km west of Istanbul), one finds the detail fitot HpaxAeiwa (‘also
known as Heraclea’): the first attestations of this second name go back to the reign of
Diocletian (284-305 CE).??” These additions, which were certainly carried out by Byzan-
tine scribes, concern both recensions (though differently) and reveal that some scribes
had no reservations about updating their copy.

Furthermore, the format of the catalogue has the advantage (or arguably the disad-
vantage) of being able to conceal the emendations by integrating them perfectly into
the text, particularly if the corrections occurred at an early stage of the transmission
process.’?® At the same time, the format also highlights the problem of toponyms that

Ptolemy uses the geometrical meaning of this word 327 Geogr. 3.11.6. Manuscripts X and K have no men-
(‘ruler’) several times. See Geogr. 1.22.6, 1.24.2, 8,9 tion of this detail; manuscript U’s reading fiyovv
and 28. ‘HpaxAera has the same meaning. See A. H. M. Jones
Geogr. 2.1.4. 1999, 25.

Marcotte 2007b, 167-168: ‘La fagon qu’a ainsi 328 See also Isaksen 2011, 255: ‘Leo Bagrow argued
Ptolémée d’analyser dans sa dynamique le travail de that [the Geography] was inauthentic on the basis

la transcription revient a comparer la mise des mots that some place names demonstrably post-dated

en colonnes d’écriture a un travail de construction et Ptolemy’s lifetime, but how representative are those
de mise en forme (tel est le sens de katatdoow) de la he identified? The catalogue’s innovative format of
matiere géographique! coordinate tables — explicitly intended to encourage
Geogr. 3.11.5. The O manuscripts do not contain insertion and correction — hides the stylistic hints
this detail. we might turn to in more traditional material
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329
330

appear in only one of the recensions: did a scribe of one of the recensions use the oppor-
tunity to improve the text and add new entries to the catalogue? Or, on the contrary, did
the scribe of the other recension omit or forget a line in his copy? The common philo-
logical principle lectio difficilior potior — that the more difficult reading is the stronger
version and is, therefore, more likely to be the original — thus doesn’t always seem to
apply. E Mittenhuber has drawn up a list of thirty-one missing or added toponyms in
manuscripts UKRXO and their respective maps (where applicable).’” In many cases,
manuscript X and the () maps are at odds with the Q catalogue, and it is extremely
difficult to distinguish between the original text and later reworkings of the content.

2.4.2 Dual nature of the catalogue

The catalogue of localities essentially comprises text (toponyms and some short descrip-
tions in prose) and numbers (the coordinates). Thus, it is neither a continuous prose
text (such as Strabo’s Geography), nor a pure set of numerical tables (like some parts
of the Almagest or the Handy Tables), which is significant in an analysis of the copying
process, in the evaluation of the two recensions and, consequently, in establishing the
original text. In a section of continuous text, the better or best reading of all the manu-
script variants can often be determined by examining the context. This is more difficult
with Ptolemy’s catalogue, as it is composed of lists in which the localities are placed in
rows. Many of the localities are grouped into categories, organised by peoples and/or

330 although they are not ordered alphabetically and are not organised hierar-

regions,
chically in accordance with the importance or the nature of the settlement within each
list.

The manuscript transmission of other antique texts is sometimes better understood
when something is known about the scholars who edited the copies: certain readings,
emendations or conjectures in philosophical or scientific antique works can be traced
back to Byzantine scholars, such as Photius and Arethas, and later Maximus Planudes
and Demetrius Triclinius (c. 1280 — ¢. 1340) or their respective scholarly circles. It is
often possible to determine, at least in part, some of their editing practices or elements
about the context of their activities. It is also sometimes possible to determine in which

intellectual centres certain antique works were copied, studied and commented on from

late Antiquity until the Renaissance.**!

Mittenhuber 2009, 384-38s5. ples and their general locations are arranged sepa-
The integration of peoples in the catalogue of rately (Geogr. 2.11.8-26) and positioned between the
Iberian localities is complete, that is, every toponym list of coastal localities and the list of inland locali-
is linked to a people and every group of people in- ties with coordinates (Geogr. 2.11.1-7 and 27-35).
cludes a certain number of localities. However, this 331 See N. Wilson 1996, 79-135, and Pontani 2015,

is not the case in every part of the catalogue. In the 331-375 and 403-434.

description of Germania Magna, e.g., the list of peo-
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By contrast, very little is known about the transmission history of Ptolemy’s Ge-
ography — from the original work to the manuscripts of the time of Planudes. Never-
theless, certain assumptions related to the copying process can be made. Many of the
catalogue’s numerous toponyms (and ethnonyms) are quite obscure — they were located
in exotic areas or were simply hapax legomena in the geographical literature — and were

332 Furthermore, besides the un-

thus probably unknown to the majority of the scribes.
intentional misreadings and scribal errors (sometimes exacerbated by codicological and
palaeographical issues) that occurred, it is entirely plausible that erudite scribes with
geographical knowledge modified the names of certain localities; their changes could
have ranged from making superficial (sometimes erroneous) modifications intended to
clarify the text (paradiorthoses) to more serious emendations or corrections made on the
basis of other works (e /ibro) or simply guesswork (ex ingenio). Many of Ptolemy’s to-
ponyms remain unknown to modern scholars, even those in well-known areas such
as the Iberian peninsula. There are dozens of Iberian toponyms that are attested only
in the Geography, hence for which one has no point of comparison and no clue as to
a modern location: the cities or towns of Chrétina (Xpntiva) and Arabriga (Ap&Bpiya),
which Ptolemy locates to the north of the Tagus River,*** or of Moroica (Mopo{ka) and

Brauon (Bpabov) in the upper Ebro valley33*

are examples of toponyms of which we
know nothing, despite the fact that the Iberian peninsula of Antiquity has been studied
for decades.

In addition, it is plausible that Ptolemy was not always aware of the nature of the lo-
calities that he inserted in the catalogue, particularly if he used itineraries, which tended
to list every station along a given route, regardless of the locality’s importance. The ‘city’
of Biniana (Bwiéva), which lies, according to Ptolemy, not far from Corduba in Baet-
ica®® or the ‘city’ of Aemiliana (AipiMéva) in Tarraconensis®*® were very likely rural
localities, possibly small towns or even large villae or domains (praedia), if not simply
road stations or tabernae.’” The documentation on these kinds of localities is extremely
thin, which is not that surprising, since geographers such as Pliny or Strabo selected their
topographical information according to its geographical, demographical and historical
importance, and did not generally mention places they regarded as insignificant.

When confronted with divergent readings for toponyms unknown outside the Ge-
ography, how does one decide which manuscript has the correct spelling of a toponym or

which place name is more likely to be the original toponym? Moreover, one should not

332 In Late Antiquity and during the Byzantine empire, 334 Geogr. 2.6.51 and 52.

the two geographical texts used in schools were 335 Geogr. 2.4.10.

Dionysius’ Periegesis and Strabo’s Geography, which 336 Geogr. 2.6.58.

do not contain all of Ptolemy’s toponyms. 337 See p. 18; Arnaud 1998b.
333 Geogr. 2.5.7.
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exclude the fact that some of Ptolemy’s sources might have been inaccurate or inconsis-
tent with other antique sources. Nevertheless, in many cases, even when the toponym
is not well documented, common writing errors — such as names divided incorrectly or
duplicated, instances of metathesis or the omission of letters and syllables as well as the
misreading of majuscule letters or groups of majuscules — can be detected, so that often
areconstruction of the place names that closely resembles the archetype of the tradition
(and perhaps the original) is feasible.?3®

A last (and perhaps less crucial) point that needs to be raised is the use of abbre-

viations for common topographical terms: for instance, the words notapég (river) and

molg (city) were regularly abbreviated to 7%\0 and 700 respectively and sometimes to a it
or a small omicron inside a pi. Extremely similar abbreviations could easily have led
to misunderstandings, although the word notapdg rarely appears on its own in the cat-
alogue — Prolemy generally writes of the ‘mouths of a river’ (motapod ¢xBoai) — and
so it was perhaps less likely to be mistaken for méAig (‘city’). Common abbreviations
for the less frequent term xodwvia or koddvewx (colony) were koA®, kohw or k0. Man-
uscript X gives the more accurate reading for Zxadapic xohwvia (Scalabis Colonia)**,
since Scallabis (or Scalabis) is attested as a Roman colony in Pliny’s work as well as
in epigraphical sources.>® The name Txadapiokéc (Scalabiscos) is used in the Q manu-
scripts and should clearly be regarded as an abbreviation for ZxaAaBic ko(Awvia) that was
misread and then wrongly copied, at least in the hyparchetype of the Q recension.?*!
Similar problems affect the writing and transmission of the numerical coordinates,
although they also have issues that are specific to them. In an astronomical table based
on mathematical procedures, it is possible to check whether a particular figure was ex-
pected or is illogical; Ptolemy comments on this himself, for example, when he in-

troduces his table of chords.?*?

As far as the geographical coordinates are concerned,
Ptolemy created a new system that linked latitude with longitude. His set of coordi-
nates, however, only makes sense per se if they are used by an astronomer to calculate
a celestial phenomenon or by a cartographer to make a map. Degrees and fractions of
degrees cannot be regarded as standard textual components and it is unlikely that the av-
erage scribe would have easily understood what Ptolemy had written. Handling a large
number of figures in the form of (sometimes extremely long) lists would have made the
copying of the catalogue an arduous task and, arguably, more susceptible to corruption

than pages of continuous text.

Note that it is virtually impossible to distinguish 342 Alm. 1.10: ‘It is easy to see that, if we suspect some
between authorial and archetypal errors. scribal corruption in one of the values for the chord
Geogr. 2.5.7. in the table, the same theorems which we have al-
Pl. 4.117; CIL 11, 35. ready set out will enable us to test and correct it
The name AokahaBiokog is used on the map of easily

Iberia in manuscript K (f. 78v).



TEXTUAL TRADITION OF THE GEOGRAPHY

Numbers in antique and medieval Greek texts were generally written in the so-
called Ionian notation (also known as ‘alphabetic notation’). The manuscripts of Ptole-
my’s Geography as well as the antique papyri of his Handy Tables show that Ptolemy con-
formed to this practice. The geographical coordinates of the catalogue are ‘hybrid’ in
the sense that, although they represent figures, that is, mathematical data, they are ex-
pressed using letters of the Greek alphabet, and so, in essence, do not visually differ
very much from a ‘normal’ text. This implies that the coordinates were subject to the
same graphical confusions and reading difficulties that arise from texts written in Greek
(particularly mistakes concerning majuscule or minuscule letters) and to the misun-
derstandings that commonly arise when dealing with numbers and mathematical data
(such as the confusion between integers and the parts of fractions).

The symbols that Ptolemy used to express the coordinates (Table 1) are a mixture
of common Greek letters (A/w, B/, T'/y, and so on), sometimes combined in specific
ways to express fractions, as well as more unusual Greek letters — such as the digamma
or stigma (¢) for 6** and koppa () for 90 — and special signs (such as L for a %).344 Two
diacritical marks were also used: overlines (7) for whole numbers and the prime symbol
(') for fractions of degrees. The Byzantine notation was relatively close to the antique
practice, although from the ninth century onwards there are frequent occurrences of
mixtures of majuscule and minuscule variants. The use of the ° symbol for degrees did
not come into use until the modern era.>*

Table 1 should not, however, be taken as an exact transcription of the coordinates
in the manuscripts of the Geography. The systematic use of the overline and the prime
symbol depended on the diligence of each scribe, and they were often left out in some
of the manuscripts (cf. Fig. 7c with Fig. 7a). The codices primarii show some expected
graphical variants for common Greek letters (see the letter beta, for instance, in Fig. 7¢)
but also a mixture of minuscules and majuscules in several of the manuscripts. The spe-
cial sign used for a half degree also shows a great deal of graphical variability (cf. Fig. 7a
with Fig. 7b; see also Appendix B). The fraction two-thirds is sometimes expressed as Lc,
thatis, L (%) and ¢ (%) were added together instead of the usual yo. The latter was also
often written with the majuscule form of gamma (I", To, and so on). There are other rare

readings, but they may be the result of scribal errors rather than intentional variants: for

343 The use of the digamma (F) for the number six was and 4190 from the third and fourth centuries CE,
progressively replaced, from the Roman period on- in which a sign identical to a stigma is used; see A.
wards, by a cursive variant resembling a ‘flattened’ Jones 1999, plates Il and V-VII, and Fournet and
¢ with a long upper shoulder. From Late Antiquity Tihon 2014, 20-21 and 184.
onwards, the number six was generally written with 344 According to Mittenhuber 2009, 166, this sign
a digamma variant resembling a stigma (¢). Cf,, e.g., might originally have corresponded to half a square.
P.Fouad Inv. 267 A, P. Oxy. 4152, 4174 and 4191 See also A. Jones 2009, 340.
from the second and third centuries CE (in which 345 Cajori 1929, ST1-512.

the ‘flattened’ ¢ is used) with P. Oxy. 4167, 4173
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347

348

x=1 mn=8 &=60 B'=75=5 yB'=3+5=25
=2 0=9 0=70 ¢/=1=10 Lip'=3+75=35
vY=3 1=10 =80 8'=4=15" yo'=3=40

5=4 k=20 =90 v'=3=200 L&' =1+%=45

€e=5 A=30 p=100 L'=3=30" Ly =3+3=50

c=6 w=40 0©=200 Ly’ =3+3+=55
(=7 v=50 T=300

Tab. 1 Letters of the Greek alphabet were used to express degrees and fractions of degrees in Ptolemy’s catalogue
of localities. See Mittenhuber 2009, 166, and Stiickelberger and GraShoff 2006, 45.

instance, 1’ in manuscript X (Geogr. 2.6.46) could be read as the fraction one-eighth, al-
though this reading does not fit Ptolemy’s grid system (see Table 1). The occasional (but
not systematic) use of the Arabic zero by the main scribe of manuscript X — which has
created numerous rather strange, hybrid readings of some of the coordinates - is also at
odds with Ptolemy’s original numeral system.34¢

The Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522 (Fig. 8) contains a list of toponyms with geo-
graphical coordinates. As it can be dated to just a few decades after the composition of
Ptolemy’s Geography and was very probably written in Egypt,>¥ it can be taken to be a
reliable example of what Ptolemy’s catalogue looked like at the time of its original redac-
tion. The papyrus is in majuscule script and was written ‘in a rounded hand, handsome
and easy**® The degrees of whole numbers do not have overlines, while the fractions of
degrees are followed by a prime symbol or a kind of apostrophe after the fraction I (see
Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, Robert’s edition, lines 3, 11 and 30). The fractions include a cursive
variant of the beta (Roberts, I. 14), a sign close to the modern ‘d’ of the Latin alphabet
with a prime symbol, rather than A’, for the fraction one-quarter (. 15), and a sign for
a half degree that resembles a capital Latin L (l. 12, 18 and 31). Moreover, the scribe
did not use L§ to express the fraction three-quarters but a special symbol similar to a
minuscule epsilon, followed by a vertical line: ¢| (L. 33).

This papyrus fragment from a scientific text shows a number of graphical variants
for the fractions of degrees, which are also attested in antique documentary papyri.>#
More generally, one observes a certain degree of flexibility in expressing numbers, espe-

See p. 78, and, e.g., manuscript X, ff. 153 and 154. 349 The sign g| (with a variant similar to an upside-

The papyrus includes a fragment of the ‘Table of down minuscule beta: ¢J) for the fraction three-
Noteworthy Cities. See p. 86. quarters as well as the d’ for one-quarter appear
Roberts 1938, 144. frequently in documentary papyri. See Gonis 2009,
176. A. Blanchard 1974, 31, dates the appearance of

this sign to the Roman period.
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a Vat gr. 177 (V) f. gor (Geogr. 2.4.13-15) © 2017 b Const. Seragl. GI 57 (K) f. 14v (Geogr. 2.6.4-9).
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

¢ Vat. gr. 191 (X) f. 140r (Geogr. 2.4.11-15 and 2.5.1—7) © 2017 Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

Fig. 7 Extracts from the Iberian catalogue from three of the Geography’s codices primarii.

cially common fractions, in scientific manuscripts.>® The symbol used for a half degree
(L) is extremely variable, with some variants being graphically very close to a stigma (),
which was more commonly used to represent the number six or a sixth.>*" Moreover,

350 For examples of arithmetical symbols in Greek pa- 351 Cuntz 1923, 44; Cajori 1928, 27-28; Mittenhuber
pyri, see Thompson 1912, 81 and 91. 2009, 169.
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Fig. 8 The Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522, Egypt (possibly Fayim), early third century CE, 11.3 X 11.7 cm,

Ptolemy, ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities. Copyright of The University of Manchester.

the combination To (often used in preference to yo), which is used in Ptolemy’s man-
uscripts to represent two-thirds, can cause confusion for two reasons: on the one hand,
this particular abbreviation had a number of different meanings and, on the other hand,
the common fraction two-thirds could be represented by several different abbreviations.
In the passage of the Etymologiae that is devoted to the use of abbreviations, Isidore of
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Col. 1. Col. ii.
20 1--1
I1
Kappavu|a
Hpwva |
25 IT||avvov|ilag m|c katw
Zefmov |
Movpo'ela [
Zippiov uoL" | pe
I [|xopbog
M E RN ® 30 labep up nyy’
[Khovvia 1a [up Zaiwvat pyL’ | wyyo
[Kaioapeia Avyovora L' § plal’ Zopbwy pyd’ | pSL’
[?Tappakwv gy’ | oplyy Napwva udy’ | [uplel
[Axovitaviag | Tapdwva Nnoog pal’ ||
5 [Medosavioy Wyo’ i uglel 35 1||tahac
[Bovpdiyaia i pelL’ Nikotepar Apwaia K1 |
| Aovybovvnolag | Tapakewai AL T
[Avyovotodovvoy| wy[v']| g’ Neamong |
[Aovydouvvov] kyd" |[pey’] Pyyrov Toy[Aov
10 [BeAyikng | 40 || Tappag |
[Iooplakov ©IBL'E vyy Bpevieot|ov
[AovpokoTtopoy klyd’ | pnL’ Aykov I
[Nappwwnolag | Paovevva |
Mo crnes] T T Axoviela [
[Macaoaiia lkag’ | pyip
5 ) i . 45 [pawveotog |
15 [Nappoy klal’ | pyd Mewat |
[Apehatov klad’ | pyy’ *|[*Pawyn |
[Ovievva K] pd Mevovevrog |
[Nepavoog k| poL’ Kamon |
[leppaviag | 50 Kuvpvou [vnoog

Fig. 9 Reconstruction of the Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522, edited by Roberts 1938, 145.

Seville (c. 560-636 CE) observes that lo means (or can potentially mean) uncia.’* The
Latin word uncia and its Greek equivalent odyyia (also odykia) means ‘a twelfth; which
was a commonly used fraction. The use of To for one-twelfth appears frequently in pa-
pyri related to monetary systems, weights and measures as well as in administrative and
legal documents related to taxes, sales, loans and heritages.>**> However, the same ab-

Isidore of Seville, Erym. 16.27. edited by Hultsch 1846, especially 220, 226-227,
See, e.g., P. Lond. III, 966 (p. 59; Egypt, third or where some of the manuscripts examined contain
fourth century); P. Lond. I, 113.1 (p. 202; Faylim, definitions of the abbreviation To that resemble
sixth century); P. Lond. I, 77 (p. 234; Thebes, eighth Isidore of Seville’s definition.

century). See the collection of metrological texts
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breviation lo could also be used to represent one-third;*** Ptolemy, though, uses other
symbols to represent one-third as well as one-twelfth: v and (3 respectively. In addi-
tion, several different abbreviations for the fraction two-thirds are attested in antique
and medieval manuscripts: To and yo (as in the Geography) but also T® or B/.3** The
same fraction is also expressed in many different written forms in the main manuscripts
of the Almagest.3¢ So, even though Ptolemy’s numeral system can be summarised in a
table, the widely varying use of fractions in antique and medieval manuscripts means
that the connections between the symbols and their multiple significations are more
complex than often thought.

Given the coherence of the notation principles in each of the Geography’s codices
primarii, one can conclude that the archetype of the tradition used the same numeral
system. However, these primary manuscripts were passed down after several centuries
of transmission and after successive copies had been made. In the case of an imperfect
exemplar, it would have been impossible for a scribe to be sure of the original reading
of, for example, a fraction of a degree. Even if only a small number of copies had been
made between the time of Ptolemy’s original, the archetype of the tradition and the
codices primarii, the graphical variability in the notation system, the freedom that each
scribe could exercise in carrying out his work and the coexistence from Antiquity un-
til the Renaissance of several notations for the same fraction would undoubtedly have

increased the probability of misreadings and misunderstandings occurring.

354 See, e.g., P. Lond. 1718 (Inv. No. 1785), a metrolog- 356 Alm. 2.6, Heiberg 1898, 106, 109, 111 and passim.

ical table of the late sixth century. Regarding the Almagest’s manuscripts, Heiberg

355 See, e.g., P. Lond.II, 175a (p. 120; Egypt, first cen- 1907, CXXXIX, noticed: pro % sine dubio in archetypo
tury); P. Lond.II, 290 (p. 89; nome of Arsinoé, 85 semper fuit T® | quo raro seruatum est, saepius scribitur
CE): both are related to taxes and use 3/ to repre- B, plerumque tamen To, nisi grautsus etiam deformatur
sent the fraction two-thirds. See Harrauer 2010, 68. uel corrumpitur, uelut in IA“, B, <



3 The catalogue of the Iberian peninsula and the
recensions of the Geography

One may well have reservations about the capacity of solely traditional philological
methods to explain the production and transmission of the catalogue as well as the role
of each recension in establishing the original text of the Geography.! The aim of this
chapter is to determine the limitations of classical textual criticism and to develop new

philological tools to study Ptolemy’s catalogue of the Iberian peninsula.

3.1 Structure of the Iberian peninsula’s catalogue

3.1.1 Overall organisation of Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities

Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities is divided into geographical units, each of which corre-
sponds to a meplopiopdg or neprypadi, that is, a description or definition of the bound-
aries?* Each mepropiopdg is allotted one chapter in the modern critical editions. In the
catalogue there are three mepopiopof of the Iberian peninsula — Baetica (Geogr. 2.4),
Lusitania (Geogr. 2.5) and Tarraconensis (Geogr. 2.6) — which correspond to the three
provinces (émapyio) of Iberia as defined by the Roman administration from the time

of Augustus.®> D. Marcotte has observed that each neplopiopég begins with a definition

See p. 64. 3 Ptolemy sometimes uses énapyim for the regions
Marcotte 2007b, 165. Ptolemy uses the term nepro- ruled by Rome (these regions do not always tally
propég only once, in the introduction to the Geog- with the Roman provinces) and usually the term
raphy, (1.16.1), but the verbal form nepop{Cetan ap- oatpaneio for areas outside the empire. See Diller
pears frequently in the catalogue, e.g. Geogr. 2.4.4.: 1939 and Marcotte 2007b, 165-166. Thus, the term
1 6¢ mpog peonpPpiav mhevpa Tig Btk neptopile- ‘geographical unit’ (or even ‘meplopiopég’) most ade-
Ton ¢ pév Dreavd (‘the southern side of Baetica is quately describes the catalogue’s divisions.

delimited by the Ocean’).
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of its boundaries, much as the 8pot (‘boundary marks’) were generally defined in land
registers.*

The Iberian toponyms have been methodically arranged in the catalogue, with each
locality integrated into the description of the peoples of each province. Moreover, it
seems clear that the topographical nature of the localities played a role in the catalogue’s
structure, which follows a well-determined schema (Table 2). Each neplopiopdg is com-
posed of four sections: the coasts (or ‘sides; mievpd) of the province, the inland features,
the mountains and, where applicable, the islands. Each section consists of one or more
lists in which the toponyms are sorted by peoples. The sections as well as the lists are
generally preceded by a short introductory sentence.

The description of all the provinces mentioned in the Geography has a similar struc-
ture. However, the role of peoples in each nepropiopég varies. The topoynms are sorted
by the groups of Iberian peoples, which are fully integrated into the descriptions. In
other words, each locality is attributed to a people and each group of peoples of the
peninsula can be located with respect to its cities. Boundary points, river sources, moun-
tains as well as islands are, however, generally not explicitly assigned to a people. This
integration of peoples into the catalogue can be found in several other chapters of the
Geography.” In other cases, however, groups of peoples have been removed from the lists
of toponyms and placed in a separate section.®

3.1.2 Introductory sentences and paratext

When one compares the introductory sentences, one detects minor variations between
the = and Q recensions (Table 3), although these differences do not fundamentally
change the meaning of the texts. In almost every case, the = recension includes one
or more extra words that do not occur in the Q recension. For instance, at the end of
the description of Lusitania, one finds 'Opn | Aovortavia ovk £xet (‘There is no mountain

in Lusitania’) in X, while this fact goes unremarked in Q.” Furthermore, Q omits two

Marcotte 2007b, 166. See also Marcotte 2005. Land- and the inland areas (Geogr. 3.2—4). The instances
surveyors’ methods and terminology might have where the toponym lists are not sorted by peoples
had some influence on the Hellenistic and Roman concern mostly the Asian and African chapters. In
geography. several cases, the structure is more complex, as when
For instance, the four nepiopiopot of Gallia (Ge- some of the peoples have been only partially inte-
ogr. 2.7-10) as well as Achaia (Geogr. 3.15) and Cili- grated into the lists (e.g., in the description of the
cia (Geogr. 5.8). Sometimes, however, the lists are region of Sarmatia: Geogr. 5.9) or when the lists
sorted by regions (such as ‘Magna Graecia ‘Megaris; have been sorted by other elements — by klimata
‘Caria’) rather than by ethnonyms. in the case of Germania (Geogr. 2.11) and by rivers
In the mepropropoi of Corsica, Sardinia and Sicily, and/or mountains in the cases of Lycia (Geogr. 5.3)
the groups of peoples have been set up in a specific and Mesopotamia (Geogr. 5.18), etc.

paragraph, between the descriptions of the coasts 7 Geogr. 2.5.10; cf. 2.3.33.
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Disposition [6¢01q] of (name of the province)

— Description of the first side and its boundary marks.
The description of the coast is as follows:

- People A:
Locality 1 | longitude | latitude
Locality 2 | longitude | latitude
Locality 3 | longitude | latitude, etc.

- People B:
Locality 10 | longitude | latitude

Locality 11 | longitude | latitude, etc.

— Description of the second side and its boundary marks.
The description of the coast is as follows:
- People B:
Locality 14 | longitude | latitude
- People C:
Locality 15 | longitude | latitude
Locality 16 | longitude | latitude, etc.

— Description of the 7 side and its boundary marks, etc.

— Description of the inland area:
- People D:
Locality 28 | longitude | latitude
Locality 29 | longitude | latitude, etc.
- People E:
Locality 35 | longitude | latitude
Locality 36 | longitude | latitude, etc.

— The mountains in the province are:
Midpoint of Mountain M | longitude | latitude
Midpoint of Mountain N | longitude | latitude
Northern end of Mountain P | longitude | latitude

Southern end of Mountain P | longitude | latitude, etc.

— The following islands face the province:
Island W | longitude | latitude
Island X | longitude | latitude

On Island Y, there are the following cities:

Locality 57 | longitude | latitude

Locality 58 | longitude | latitude, etc.

Tab. 2 Schematic structure of the Iberian chapters (nepopiopoi) in Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities.
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242 g mevpag N meptypadn Exel obTwg- (Tovpbntavew- add. X)
243  mapd tp Tappaxwvnotaw (lomaviav add. X)
2.4.4 kol Tov ‘Hpakhelov mopBpdv Q, kai 1@ kab’ £€R¢ HparAeiw mophpo X
2.4.8  &ud tob elpnpévov (Xapibipov add. X) dxpwinpiov
2.4.16  Kai napéxertan (tff Bautikf) add. X) vijoog
2.5.1  Tijg 6 Aovartaviag (Tomaviag add. X) i pév votwwtépa (sic Q, votia X) mhevpa
2.51  'H 8¢ &md Gprtwp migvpd (Tfig Aovortaviag add. X) cuvfjmtan
f Tapparwvnoiq (Tonaviag add. X)
2.5.5  mept 1o Tepov arpwtiprov (ol elpnpévor add. X) Tovpdntavot
2.5.10  'Opn 1 Aovortavia ok €xer X, om.
2.62  AptaBpwr X, om. Q
2.6.3 neprypadip Exel obtwg X, mapaypddetar obtwg Q
2.6.25  Agpdvwp X, om. Q
2.6.56 v olg méhelg (peodyetot add. Q)
2.6.62  &ml Baddoon oikodvteg (Q, ém Baddoon oikobvtan X
2.6.65 obg péooug O motapog Siappel Q, obg péoog 6 motapog Srappel X
2.6.66  Tovtwy 6 (¥T add. X) dvatodkdtepor OvGpdovdot
2.6.70  AvBnTavol kai (v oig eiot add. X) méheig
2.671 £ oig elot méherc X, v moAerg peodyetor Q
2.6.75  (T)appakwvnoiag viioot: napdxewtan 62 xai tf Tappaxwvndig viioot X,
Nijoot 6¢ mapdxewtat Tf Tapparwvnoio O
2.6.75 ol kadodpevan Tpidevkor Trdmehot (vijoot add. X) tpeig
2.6.76  kal ol @V Bedv vijoot §bo (Tov apdpdw add. Q)
2.6.77 ol te Iitvodoar vijoot (6o add. X)
2.6.78 v &V pEv Tf peifovt méderg 6vo (eior add. X)
2.6.78 ¢ b¢ 1f) EAdtTovt méderg atbe (elot add. X)

Tab. 3 Differences between the = and Q recensions in the introductory sentences of the Iberian catalogue.

ethnonyms: the Artabri (for the coastal localities) and the Lemaui.® There are also only
four cases where the Q recension has the lectio difficilior.”

In addition, the layout of the groups of peoples in the text reveals some palaco-
graphical particularities, which may reveal the personal choices of the scribes of X, the
latter’s direct exemplar or even the = hyparchetype. In manuscript X, the first three

peoples mentioned in the list of Tarraconensis province — the Callaeci Bracari, Callaeci

Geogr. 2.6.2 and 2.6.25. on one occasion it includes the additional expres-
In two of these four instances of lectiones difficiliores, sion Tov &p18ubv; O also reads voTiwtépa rather than
the Q) recension adds the adjective peodyeror and votia. See Table 3.
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Fig. 10 Extracts of the Vat. gr. 191 (Manuscript X of the Geography). © 2017 Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana

Lucenses and the Artabri (f. 140v, col.1, see Fig. 10a) — were written in red ink by hand D,
who worked on the first folios of the catalogue as rubricator.!® These peoples belonged
to the western coast of Tarraconensis. The following row names the peoples who lived
along the northern coast (f. 140v, col.2, 1.4-16, see Fig. 10b) and was written in black ink
by hand E (the main hand of the catalogue), with the red initials written by hand D.!!
These northern peoples were numbered with a Greek letter and sometimes a prime
sign (in black, hand E; see Fig. 10b): Paesici (8), Cantabri (€’), Autrigones (number
omitted), Carietes (¢), Varduli ({’) and Vascones (n’). The Greek letters undoubtedly
correspond to the numbers four (3) to eight (). Logically, we would have expected
numbers one () to three (y) to have been added to the first three peoples mentioned
in the list (Callaeci Bracari, Callaeci Lucenses and Artabri). The absence of these three
numbers suggests that it was not the scribe of X who numbered these ethnonyms; the
numbers were already present in the exemplar of X and possibly date back to an earlier
stage in the transmission process.

The peoples of the Mediterranean coast of Tarraconensis were written in black by
hand E, followed by a strange numbering system, all done by hand E (f. 140v, col.2, .40
to col.3, 1.28). A circle, which resembles the Arabic zero, has taken the usual place of the
longitude coordinates (see Fig. 10c), while instead of a latitude, a & followed by a Greek
letter or number has been inserted, from & o (Bastitani) to & ¢ (Indigetes).!* Given the
order of the list and its position in the catalogue, it is not likely that & « would have
meant &, that is, ‘61 since the Bastitani are the sixty-sixth, not the sixty-first, group of
peoples mentioned in the catalogue. The letters & to { were probably meant to represent
numbers one to seven, that is, a count of the number of different Iberian peoples living

Burri 2013, 499. The same hand D also wrote folios a prime sign. A similar numbering system can be
13511391, found in the manuscripts of the o family (i.e. manu-
Hand E wrote folios 139r-157r. scripts BSP, see p. 65 and footnote 69, p. 68), with
The first two ‘numbers’ (& o and & [3) were later the number of Autrigones omitted as well. The
erased from the manuscript; see £. 140v, col.2, .40 ‘numbers’ erased from X were also left out of manu-
and 42. The beta, delta and zeta are followed by script P.
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13

14

15

along the Mediterranean coast, following on from the previous numbering of peoples
living on the oceanic coast. The exact meaning of the sign & remains, however, perplex-
ing." Moreover, the sign resembling the Arabic zero was possibly introduced by the
scribe of X, perhaps because he had misunderstood an abbreviation.'

The first two peoples of the interior of Tarraconensis (the Artabri and the Callaeci
Lucenses) are not highlighted in the list of inland localities (neither with red ink nor a
larger initial letter), maybe because they were mentioned in the previous list of coastal
localities. They are followed by the Capori, written in black by hand E, with an initial
letter that was completed at a later date (but neither by hand D nor by hand E). The
following four peoples — the Cileni, Lemaui, (B)aedui'® and Seurri — have red initial
letters executed by hand D, as in Fig. 1ob, but no number. Finally, the initial letters for
the rest of the interior peoples of Tarraconensis were left incomplete.'®

The fact that not all the peoples of Tarraconensis are numbered in manuscript X
suggests that at least some of the numbers were written in at earlier stages of the trans-
mission process. Traces of numbering that are still visible in manuscript X from the
Paesici to the Vascones concur with this antique and late antique practice of using the
counts of peoples in lists, synopses and epitomes, which could potentially be circulated
independently of the main work. Marcian of Heraclea, for example, provides numbers
of peoples, which he took from the Geography, in his work: Marcian writes that there
are five peoples in Baetica, four in Lusitania and fifty-five in Tarraconensis.” Groups of
peoples are also numbered in manuscripts VRA of the Geography: the scribe — or more
certainly, the scribes of the exemplar(s) of these manuscripts — wrote down the numbers
of the peoples and cities in each province of Gallia and then added the count to the end

The & is vaguely reminiscent of the abbreviation losses of initial letters. The main scribe would not,
for £Enkootov (sixtieth) in some of the Handy Tables; in the first copying stage, have drawn the initial let-
see Tihon 2011, 97, e.g., and Mercier 2011, 79-80. ter but would have left it to be completed later —

It does not, however, cast any light on this partic- either by himself or another scribe. The initial let-
ular problem. Note that the Iberian catalogues of ters could easily be overlooked, which would lead
the mixed manuscripts A and O have small symbols to missing initials in later copies. Cf. the practice of
before or after the names of peoples, which is associ- the scribe of the Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522,
ated with a particular cartographical convention; see who placed the initial letters of the provinces in the
Mittenhuber 2009, 198-199 and 390. The symbols, margins of the columns; see, e.g., fig. 8 and line 35
though, never take the form of a & with numbers. for ‘Italy’ in fig. 9.

This scribe of manuscript X used the Arabic zero 16 A few other names are complete, although they
together with the Greek numeral system for several lack highlighted initials (such as the Amaci). This
of the catalogue’s coordinates. See p. 78. palacographical feature of X went unnoticed in the
The name of the Baedui was probably already mis- critical apparatus of Stiickelberger and GraShoff
spelled in the exemplar of X, since the letter B has 2006; the editors completed the missing initial let-
been lost and the red ‘initial’ in manuscript X is, in ters systematically, except, inexplicably, the initial
fact, the second letter, ‘A2 The practice of highlight- letters for (A)aykiatar and (T)Bodpwv.

ing the initial letter of a word with a special colour 17 Marcian of Heraclea, Per. mar. ext. 2.10, 14 and 17.

or in a different style would have led to several other
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of each meploptopée, as in the following example: "E8vn LC opod - médewg 10 (‘seventeen
peoples in total, nineteen cities’).!8

The verbosity of = in its description of Iberia’® - or the concision of the Q man-
uscripts — are open to different interpretations. Since the extra information provided
in manuscript X does not help us to understand the text any better (they neither offer
any further explanations nor clarify obscure passages), the most plausible explanation is
that the scribes of the Q) recension purposefully omitted some non-essential data. The
copying processes of the recensions hence differed quite substantially: the manuscripts
of the Q recension tend to be more concise, whereas =, despite the particular graphical
practices of its scribe(s), reflects a state of the text that was possibly closer to Ptolemy’s
original work.

3.1.3 Definition of Asturia

The description of Asturia (Geogr. 2.6.28-38) is a complex case. The passage suffers from
numerous copying issues (see Appendix G): the addition and/or omission of coordi-
nates, the loss of initial letters,?® typical majuscule variants,?! misdivisions,?? different
spellings for the sound /e/** as well as examples of metathesis.?* The divergences con-
cern mostly the O against the = recension but also occasionally the two Q subgroups
— that is, manuscripts VRA against manuscripts UK - in particular, regarding the coor-
dinates. Given that there are so many majuscule variants and misdivisions concerning
the toponyms and the coordinates between the Q and = recensions in this quite short
passage of the catalogue, it would seem that corruptions or changes occurred at an early
stage in the transmission process of the text. In the catalogue, Asturia (1 Aotovpia) is not
used as the name of a people but as the name of a region that includes several groups of
peoples. Although this is the only instance where Ptolemy refers to a region in Iberia,
this type of description, in which the name of the region and the ethnonyms are placed
together, does appear in other parts of the Geography.”> The boundaries of what Ptolemy

calls ‘Asturia’ are unclear in the text and the region is treated differently in the two re-

censions.
18 Geogr. 2.7.23. See also 2.8.18, 2.9.22 and 2.10.20. the work of manuscript X’s rubricator, who often
The counts are included in the last lines of each failed to complete his work.
chapter but do not close the chapters, which sug- 20 Geogr. 2.6.29: Ahioka X, Mahioka Q).
gests that they were added later from marginal scho- 21 Geogr. 2.6.29: Tina X, Tiywa Q; Geogr. 2.6.38:
lia and were not part of the Geography’s original text. (T)ryovppav X, Hyovppow Q; Geogr. 2.6.28: T X,
19 This contradicts the viewpoint of A. Diller, who &KV, T8’ UR.
stated that ‘X is very defective’ and ‘in large parts of 22 Geogr. 2.6.28: Aobkog Aotovpiv 0, Aovkooavotovpi-
the work [...] omits titles, synopses, subscriptions’ wv X.
(Diller 1939, 229). He was probably influenced by 23 Geogr. 2.6.30: B{p)1yéxiov X, Bpryaikiov Q.

24 Geogr. 2.6.29: Bépbiyov VRA, Bépybov codd. cett.
25 Cf. with the description of Italy or India.
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In the Q recension, nine cities, with coordinates, are listed as being part of As-
turia. They are: Lucus Asturum, Laberris, Interamnium, Argenteola, Lankiatoi (possi-
bly ‘Lancia’), Maliaca, Gigia, Bergidum Flavium and Interamnium Flavium as well as
the Legio vir Gemina, for which no coordinates have been given (Geogr. 2.6.28—29). All
these localities are followed by a list of nine peoples, each with their own single city
(Geogr. 2.6.30-38): the Brigaeci (Brigaecium), the Baedunenses (Baedunia), the Orniaci
(Intercatia), the Lungones (Paelontium), the Saeleni (Nardinium), the Superati (Petavo-
nium), then the Amaci with the main city of Asturica Augusta and finally the Tiburri
(Nemetobriga) and the Gigurri (Forum Gigurrorum). The text of the catalogue does not
specify whether these nine peoples were considered to be part of Asturia. The presence
of Asturica Augusta, the capital city of Asturia, quite far down in the list may indicate
that ‘Asturia’ comprised all these localities, at least until Asturica Augusta and most
probably up to and including Forum Gigurrorum. Then, the localities of the Bracari
Callaeci (Geogr. 2.6.39) are introduced, using a new geographical indication (‘at the sea,
between the Durius and the Minius Rivers’), which suggests that this people did not
belong to Asturia, since such indications are usually found at the beginning of a new
list. In the = recension, four cities are listed as being part of Asturia: Lucus Asturum,
Labernis, Interamnium and Argenteola. Then comes ‘(L)ankiatai’ (possibly ‘Lancia’),
which does not have any geographical coordinates and is displayed in the text column
of manuscript X as an ethnonym that is attached to the following localities: Maliaca,
Gipa, Bergidum Flavium, Interamnium Flavium (without coordinates) and the Legio
vit Gemina (with coordinates). After these place names, the = recension’s list of peo-
ples and localities is the same as in the Q recension, until one reaches the people of
Bracari Callaeci.

Lancia was a well-known city that had been conquered by Publius Carisius in 25
BCE;?® several authors refer to it as an important Asturian city.”” Only Pliny the EI-
der uses the ethnonym Lancienses (as one of the populi Asturum) rather than the name of
the city in his writing.”® The nominative plural form Aayxiatot or (A)aykiatar in the

Le Roux 2010, 45.

Cassius Dio §3.25: ‘Publius [Titus codd.] Carisius
took over Lancia, the greatest city of the Astures’
(xai Titog petd tadta Kapiorog v te Aaykiow t0 pé-
Y100V TOY AoTopwy méMopa éxAerdiv eide); Florus,
Epit. 4.12: ‘the rest of the army fled and took refuge
in Lancia, a very powerful city’ (reliquias fusi exerci-
tus ualidissima ciuitas Lancia excepit); also Orosius,
Hist. 6.21, and It. prov. 395.3.

Pl. 3.28: ‘After them [i.e. the Cantabri] come the
twenty-two peoples of the Astures, divided between
Augustani and Transmontani, with Asturica, a

splendid city. Among them there are the Gigurri,
the Paesici, the Lancienses, the Zoelae! (lunguntur
iis [sc. Cantabris] Asturum xxu populi diuisi in Augus-
tanos et Transmontanos, Asturica urbe magnifica. In his
sunt Gigurri, Paesici, Lancienses, Zoelae). According

to Pliny, the city of Asturica was (logically) part of
Asturia. Ptolemy places the Gigurri with the peo-
ples after the Asturian cities sensu stricto, whereas the
Paesici — whose city was on the coast according to
the Geography — feature before Asturia in Ptolemy’s
catalogue. The Zoelae are not mentioned in the Ge-

ography.
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Geography — which clearly goes back to the archetype — is not usually employed for the
names of cities or for ethnonyms (the latter are generally written in the genitive case in
Ptolemy’s Iberian catalogue). The correct spelling would have been Aayxia for the city’s
name and perhaps *Aayknvoiot (in the genitive case, *Aayknvoiwp) for the ethnonym.?’
The absence of coordinates for several of the localities (in = as well as in Q), the im-
precise definition of Asturia and the uncertain status of Aaykiatov/(A)ayxiatar have all
affected the structure of this passage. The many divergent readings of the toponyms
and the coordinates as well as the structural difference all point to a defective stage in
the process of transmission, which was probably already reflected in the archetype. The
scenarios of a revision of the manuscripts in one of the recensions or of two different
copying strategies (to overcome defects in the exemplars) are plausible but cannot be
satisfactorily demonstrated.

3.2 Toponyms and ethnonyms of Iberia

3.2.1 Additions and omissions of toponyms

Missing lines in the Q) recension

There are ten instances in which an entry in the catalogue in one of the recensions is ab-
sent from the other recension (Table 4). In three of these instances, which occur in the
list of the Asturian localities (Geogr. 2.6.29), only the coordinates are missing from one of
the recensions.*® Among these localities, no obvious anachronism can be demonstrated:
most of the cities were either mentioned in sources before the time of Ptolemy (such as
Nertobriga,®! the Legio vit Gemina,*? Lacobriga®® and Touia®*) or they cannot be found
in any other sources besides the Geography (such as Velladis, Capasa,® Araducca, Autraca
36)

and Ambisna®®). Sala is possibly Salpensa, which Pliny mentions.?” Interamnium Flav-

38

ium is more problematic as the locality appears only in later itineraries,”® even though

The ethnonym is not attested in the Greek sources.
The name’s spelling in the Geography may be the
result of a misdivision that was introduced by
Ptolemy’s source (Aaykiatat from Aaykia kai? and
Aaykiatol from Aaykio T Aotdpwv?; see Cassius
Dio 53.25) or a misreading of the end of the eth-
nonym in the archetype; footnote 99, p. 146.

See Appendix G.

Pl. 3.14. In his Hist. 35.2, Polybius uses the spelling
NepkoBpika (Nercobrica).

The Legio vir Gemina (Ceppavikiy codd., Tepwn
corr. Miiller) was founded under Galba in 68 CE.
See Cassius Dio §55.24; Tacitus, Hist. 2.11 and 3.22;

33
34

35

36
37
38

also Palao Vicente 2006; Garcfa Marcos and Morillo
Cerddn 2015.

Pl. 3.26.

Pl 3.9. Pliny refers to ‘the mountains near Tugia’
(saltus tugiensis), which is the same city as Ptolemy’s
Touia.

According to Stiickelberger and GrafShoff 2006,
footnote 79, 171, Capasa (Geogr. 2.5.8) may be a du-
plication of Capara (Geogr. 2.5.9).

Possibly Ambinon, mentioned in Rav. 318.14.

Pl 3.14.

Rav. 320.19, It. prov. 429.3 and 431.2.
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2

the name suggests that the city had already been founded under the Flavian dynasty.
Only the nameless cape in Baetica (¢Zoyf) is very probably a later addition.?’

The list of localities in the province of Tarraconensis that is found in the = recen-
sion but is absent from Q) is particularly interesting as it involves omissions of catalogue
entries that occur at regular intervals. Assuming that there is one line of manuscript
for each entry (ethnonym or toponym with coordinates) and one or two lines for the
introductory sentences,*’ I have calculated that: from the missing coordinates of the Le-
gio vit Gemina to Araducca there are approximately twenty-eight lines; from Araducca
to the two omissions concerning Autraca and Lacobriga, there are about twenty-seven
to twenty-eight lines; from there to Ambisna, again approximately twenty-eight lines;
from there to the corrupt coordinates of Numantia in Q,*! about twenty-seven lines;
from there to Touia, about fifty-six lines (that is, twenty-eight lines multiplied by two);**
and from the extremely divergent coordinates of Pintia to the Legio vir Gemina, there
are approximately twenty-eight lines. Two instances of missing lines in the Q recension
that are separated by twenty-eight lines can also be found in other books of the cata-
logue.®® Although one should not over-interpret the fact that these omissions occur at
regular intervals, it does point to a series of omissions (in actual fact, a series of lacunae)
in Q rather than to later additions in =. The lacunae were probably the result of a single
defective exemplar, which was possibly one of the copies between the archetype (com-
mon to Q and =) and the Q hyparchetype. This faulty copy must have had columns
of text of around twenty-eight lines. Damage to the lower edge of a papyrus roll - the
upper edges are generally less susceptible to fray — or even the loss of a horizontal pa-
pyrus strip, for instance, could explain the regularity at which the defective lines occur.
Physical damage to a codex could also explain the series of lacunae.**

A synopsis of Book 2 that can only be found in the main QO manuscripts - it is ab-
sent from manuscripts X and O as well as from the manuscripts of P. Schnabel’s o family
(SBP) — lists the countries (mepropiopot), together with numbered columns (oeAi8eg) for
each of them (Appendix F). A comparison can thus be made between the synopsis and
the string of Q omissions discussed above. The numbering of the columns must go
back to the organisation of the catalogue at an earlier stage in the transmission process,

probably to Late Antiquity, as the practice was unusual in medieval codices,” and it

See p. 138. 43 There are twenty-eight lines between the men-
Compare with the disposition of the lines in the tions of Paionia (om. Q, Geogr. 3.13.28) and Berta
Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522, fig. 8. (om. Q, Geogr. 3.13.35) as well as between Ten-
In U* and K" the position of Numantia agrees with nephis (om. Q, Geogr. 4.3.39) and the island of
the = coordinates. Anemoussa (om. Q, Geogr. 4.3.44).

Note that Velladis, Araducca, Ambisna and Touia 44 See Irigoin 1986; Johnson 2009, 263.

are also absent from O and O". See Mittenhuber 45 Diller 1939, 238.

2009, 384.
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= recension

Q) recension

‘ £€oxn

2.4.07.09 ‘ lineam om. TLy’ AL LB’
2.4.12.11 ‘ Sala €vo’ ACL’ lineam om.

2.4.13.09 ‘ lineam om. ‘ Nertobriga T An Ly’
2.5.07.08 ‘ Velladis Zvo’ Tx B’ ‘ lineam om.

2.5.08.15 ‘ lineam om. ‘ Capasa vo A0’
2.6.29.01 ‘ Lancia numeros om. ‘ Lancia 0y’ YL’
2.6.29.05 ‘ Interamnium Flavium numeros om. ‘ Interamnium Flavium © we
2.6.29.06 ‘ Legio vit Gemina ) oL’ ‘ Legio vit Gemina numeros om.
2.6.39.09 ‘ Araducca < T Lyp’ ‘ lineam om.

2.6.50.06 ‘ Autraca T wy &’ ‘ lineam om.

2.6.50.07 ‘ Lacobriga Tvyo’ vy’ ‘ lineam om.

2.6.52.05 ‘ Ambisna ey "y B’ ‘ lineam om.

2.6.59.16 ‘ Touia Ty’ An L’ ‘ lineam om.

Tab. 4 Omissions or additions of lines and coordinates in the Iberian chapters of the two recensions.

conforms perfectly to a catalogue written on papyrus rolls.* The copy, to which the

synopsis refers, used seventy-five columns of text for Book 1 and the foreword (mpdo-

vog) to Book 2, and fifty-five columns for the nepropiopot of Hibernia to Illyricum (most

of Book 2).# On the basis of the columns numbers, one can estimate the number

of manuscript lines that is being referred to. Using different methods, A. Diller and

D. Marcotte arrived at a similar result of thirty-five or thirty-six lines for each column,*

8

whereas K. Miller found only thirty lines.*” The fifty-five columns for Book 2 also cor-

respond to fifty-six pages in the 2006 critical edition; there are thirty-four lines per page

on average in this edition, hence the fifty-five columns must have consisted of about

46 Schnabel 1938, 67.
47 There is uncertainty about the last figure in the syn-

opsis: although the list is logical (but incomplete),

it is not entirely consistent with the structure of the

catalogue. See the note in Appendix F.

48 A. Diller 1939, 238, used the layout of manuscript
U and came to an estimate of about thirty-five lines,

while D. Marcotte 2007b, 168, calculated, using the

Nobbe edition, that there are about thirty-six lines.
Concerning the Almagest, G.]. Toomer 1984, 56, has

observed that ‘45 lines is the standard height of ta-

bles throughout the Almagest. It is presumably cho-

sen to conform to some standard height of papyrus

roll?

49 Miuller 1867, 287.
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thirty-five lines each. Such estimations are in any case approximate, although the syn-
opsis of Book 2 and the Q string of omissions do seem to refer to copies with different
textual layouts, namely columns with between thirty-five/thirty-six lines and with about
twenty-eight lines, respectively. That there were two different layouts is, however, not
incompatible: the Q) omissions occurred after the archetype common to Q) and Z, since
the lines missing in the Q) manuscripts are still to be found in manuscript X. The faulty
copy was not necessarily the Q hyparchetype but could have been any copy between the
archetype and the Q hyparchetype. By contrast, the synopsis may go back to a copy that
predates the bifurcation of the tradition, since the numbers could have been supplied
by the archetype but omitted by the scribe of the = hyparchetype or simply omitted by
the scribe of X.%°

The é€oxn point along the Baetican coast

A nameless cape, called simply £€ox1, between Selambina and Abdara along the coast of
Baetica is mentioned in the Q) recension but notin = and it does not appear on the maps.
In its literal sense the word means ‘prominence’ It was commonly used in a figurative
sense —as in kat’ £€oymp (‘par excellence!) — but the use of é€oy# in a concrete topograph-
ical sense was extremely rare in the geography of Antiquity. Strabo (3.5.6) uses the word
once to describe the top of a mountain, and Marcian, who read Ptolemy’s works, uses
it in the sense of ‘promontory’>? The word appears, in a geographical sense, in Byzan-

tine works: in scholia to Lycophron®* and to Dionysius Periegetes’*, where €01 most

Furthermore, the synopsis of Book 2 and the epit- 53 The word ¢€oxn appears in a scholion to Lycophron
ome of the = recension both treat Dalmatia as a (Alex. 447) in the eleventh-century Venetus Marc.
province, whereas Q includes it in the description gr. Z. 476 (coll. 703), in an explanation of the word
of Illyricum (see Appendix F). It is also worth call- Kepaotia. The latter was an alternative name for the
ing to mind the omissions of the western mouths island of Cyprus (edition in Scheer 1908, 165, and
of the Anas and Baetis Rivers, which are common Billerbeck 2014, 80). The scholiast refers to Iept v}
to O and Z, and, therefore, must have already been owv (On the Islands), written by Xenagoras (=FGrH
missing in the archetype (see p. 96). The absence of 240 fr. 2), and explains that the alternative name of
a line in the catalogue for the city of Rhodes is also Kepaotia comes from képag, because Cyprus has
surprising; the city should have been placed in the ‘numerous prominences (moAAG £€oydc) which
neprypadn of the island (Geogr. 5.2.34). The ‘Table they call horns (képata). M. Billerbeck 2014, 81,

of Noteworthy Cities’ (15.2) mentions the island of translates this as ‘weil sie zahlreiche <gebirgige> Vor-
Rhodes together with its coordinates, although this springe hat’ and C. Higbie 2007 as ‘because it had
may refer to the city rather than to the island. See many peaks’ Stephanus of Byzantium (Ethn. s.v. Ko-
Stiickelberger and GrafShoff 2006, 499. 1pog) clearly knew this explanation, since the sim-
E.g., Str. 1.2.10; St. Byz., Ethn. s.v. AAeEdvbperan. See ilarity between his text and the scholion is strik-
also Cic., Att. 4.15.7. ing, although he writes ‘because it has numerous
Per. mar. ext. 1.2: pite KOWAGTTAG piTE £§03 4G EYOL- promontories (moAAag &xpag). Hence, in the scho-
oo (kotAdTng in this context means a coastal in- lion £€oy® may simply mean ‘cape’ or ‘promontory’
dentation; see Stadiasmos 156). Marcian uses £€o- 54 Scholion to Dion. Per. 89: Kptod pétwmnov 1 £€oyn

1 in his description of the Cimbrian peninsula abTiig 61 O Gomep m kedpahfic keloBar. The Cre-

(Per. mar. ext. 2.33), as does Ptolemy.
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probably means promontory, and in the ninth-century Etymologicum Genuinum, where
the meaning is unclear.’

The words commonly used in Ptolemy’s catalogue for ‘cape’ or ‘promontory’ are 1
dxpa, 10 Gxpov and 10 dxpwTAplov. A mountain or a mountain range is always referred to
as a 10 6pog or in its plural form t& 6pn. Ptolemy uses mostly 1o édpe&iig drpov, T0 xépevov
dxpov or o pet’ adtTy drpwtiplov (that is, ‘the following cape’) in his descriptions of
nameless capes.>®

The term ¢€oy is used six times in Ptolemy’s Geography and all of them are equivocal.
In four instances, the word is used to describe the coastline of the Cimbrian peninsula.’’
In all the manuscripts, the text of this passage has been rearranged and the coordinates
are hard to decipher.’® In addition, the confusing language of these lines is incongru-
ous with the usual simplicity of the catalogue. The phrase 1 peta th ¢oynv npw £Eoxn
(‘first cape after the cape’) is surprisingly repetitive. The ¢€oyfi points have not been
noted down on the Iberian maps of manuscripts UKO, although they do feature on
the map of R. That the passage was corrupted (and/or reconstructed) after Ptolemy is
not implausible, while a correction carried out on the basis of a defective manuscript,
perhaps between Ptolemy’s original and the archetype, would explain the uninspiring
phrase and the confusion in both the recensions.

The two remaining occurrences are similar and are probably linked. They concern
two nameless capes, one on Baetica’s coast, the other on the western coast of Albion
(modern-day Great Britain).”” Both occur in exactly the same manuscripts (UKVRR")
and are absent from manuscripts U'K'XOO". In other words, only the text of Q has
these two occurrences, and they do not appear in the = recension or on most of the
maps. According to the list made by F. Mittenhuber, no other locality in Book 2 of the
Geography shows this characteristic.© Moreover, the latitude of the £Zoy# in Albion is

tan cape known as Kpiob Métwmov (i.e. ‘the Ram’s
Forehead’) is defined as an £€oyn, which simply
means ‘promontory’ here. The scholia to Diony-
sius Periegetes possibly date to the fourth or fifth
century (RE V, s.v. Dionysios, col. 922). See also the
scholion to Dion. Per. 120.

On the date of the work, see Baldi 2013, xx1v—xxxi1,
and Billerbeck 2006, 31*~33* The word ¢€oy1 ap-
pears in a note describing the shape of the island
of Gades (s.v. Tébepa): &mo Tod yii kai Tod belpd,
olovel yfig Berpd- ta yap Caderpa, Tiig yiig 8oy &-
otw (text in Baldi 2013). The form of the island

is compared to ‘a neck’ and to ‘a prominence’ of
the Earth, although the exact meaning is unsure.
The same passage is given in the Etym. Symeonis (of
the first half of the twelfth century, s.0. Té6epa),

56
57
58
59
60

the meaning of which is also unclear. Stephanus

of Byzantium (s.v. [48epa) uses the same kind of
metaphor but does not use the word &€oyn: otevn
Kod epPTiKNC, ¢ oboa Taavia, THg yiic beipd (reused
in Eust. Dion. Per. 64). The island is described as be-
ing ‘long and narrow’ and as having the form of a
‘tongue of land” or of ‘a neck! The expression Tfig
viic £€oyn thus seems to refer to a similar image of

a narrow piece of land, although there is no other
evidence to corroborate this use.

Geogr. 2.6.3, 3.12.3, 7.2.3-5.

Geogr. 2.11.3—4.

Stiickelberger and Graffhoft 2006, 223.

Geogr. 2.3.6.

Mittenhuber 2009, 384. Both localities are also sup-
plied in A.
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Cariennus
River

Sidumanis
River

B SR

a = recension. b Q recension. ¢ Vat. Urb. gr. 82 (U) f. 63v. © 2017 Bib-
lioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

Fig. 11 The coastal area near the inland city of Camulodunum (black dot) in the two recensions as well as in
manuscript U of the Geography.

55°05” (V€ L3’): it is the only locality in the chapters on the British Isles (179 toponyms
in total) with this number of minutes and such a precise latitude.

The two £Zoy1i points in Albion and Baetica are, therefore, more likely to have been
added to the catalogue at a later date rather than omitted from the = recension and
the maps. These two localities are evidence that the text of Ptolemy’s catalogue (but
only in the Q) recension) was reworked. They concern two coastal points, for which the
geographical coordinates had been determined, that were entered into the catalogue at
a precise point by a later editor or scribe.

Although no satisfying explanation has been found for the nameless Baetican cape,®!
the addition of an £¢€oy1 point along the coast of Albion, between the mouths of the Gari-
ennus and the Sidumanis rivers, could be cartographical in origin. Even though they
have different coordinates in the = and Q recensions, the mouths of the two rivers cre-
ate, in both recensions, an illogical coastline. If one links the two points with a more or
less straight line, the city of Camulodunum (near modern-day Colchester), which was

It is possible that the coastline was modified in around Punta Sabinar that need to be carefully nav-
order to depict one of the several promontories igated to reach Almerfa. The coastal descriptions in
between modern-day Adra and Almeria or per- Rav. 305.4 and 343.11 and in Guido. 515.17 refer to
haps the large bulge in the coastline between these a station called C(a)esarea, after Abdera, which has
cities; there are shallows and a strong eastward flow not been identified.
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included by Ptolemy in the descriptions of the inland localities,*? would lie too far to
the east — in fact it would be located in the sea (see Fig. 11a). Nonetheless, the cartog-
raphers of the UKO maps® drew the coast in the form of a large promontory, so that
Camulodunum remained inland (see Fig. 11c). The drawings of all three UKO maps
are very similar, which suggests that the map-maker of the exemplar, from which they
derive, realised that the coastline, as defined in the catalogue, was at odds with the co-
ordinates of Camulodunum. It is possible that this cartographer, noticing the problem,
added a point between the mouths of the Sidumani and Gariennus rivers to the cata-
logue — preserved in the catalogues of Q) — in order to help later map-makers (Fig. 11b).
The additional point does not represent any actual locality, which explains its neutral

denomination: ¢Zoyn.%*

3.2.2 Toponymic and ethnonymic variants

Most of the toponyms and ethnonyms listed in the Iberian catalogue are not of Greek
origin but have Celtic and Latin roots.® Statements on the linguistic peculiarity of the
peninsula’s toponymy were a topos in Greek and Latin geography and can be traced
back to Posidonius.®® Mela, for example, writes that there are ‘several peoples and

67

rivers among the Cantabri, but their names cannot be couched in our language’®’, while

Strabo bluntly states:

I shrink from giving too many of the names, shunning the unpleasant task (o
andeg) of writing them down — unless it comports with the pleasure of someone
to hear ‘Pleutaures; ‘Bardyetes; ‘Allotriges; and other names still less pleasing

and of less significance than these.®

Geogr. 2.6.22. fected the coordinates of Camulodunum, which led

The £oxn point is missing from the catalogue of to the map being modified.
manuscript O, although present in manuscripts U 65
and K.

The coordinates in = and Q of Camulodunum

See the linguistic studies of Untermann 1992; Garcia
Alonso 2001; Garcfa Alonso 2003; Garcfa Alonso
2005; Moret 2006, among others.

seem to be corrupted, since Ptolemy states that the 66 Lasserre 2012, 195.

city lies ‘near (mapd) the estuary of the Tamésa’ (Ge- 67 Mela 3.15. See also Mela 3.13 (‘the two [river]

ogr. 2.3.22), which is not the case as far as the trans-
mitted coordinates are concerned. This suggests that
the latter differ from the original coordinates of Ca-
mulodunum, which at first might have been coher-
ent with the coastline of the catalogue. A mistake

in the transmission process that occurred before the
common archetype of the tradition might have af-

68

mouths are little known even among the locals’)
and 3.30. A similar judgement can be found in
Pliny 3.7, 3.28 (‘The twenty-four cities of the Bracari
contain 285 0oo people, of whom, besides the
Bracari themselves, may be mentioned, without
boring the reader, the Biballi, Coelerni, Callaeci,
Equaesi, Limici and Querquerni’) and 4.118.

Str. 3.3.7, also 3.3.3. See Radt 2006, 356.
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This forthright statement should not hide the real difficulties that Ptolemy and the an-
tique and medieval scribes faced. Unfamiliar toponymy and ethnonymy were certainly
the source of some of the confusions and misreadings that occurred during the trans-
mission history of the Geography — from Ptolemy’s sources to the extant Greek manu-
scripts.®’

Types of differences between Q and =

The variations in the readings between the Q and = recensions demonstrate the com-
plexity of the textual transmission of the toponyms and ethnonyms. Common writing
errors and divergences include:

- misdivisions, such as Aobkoc Aatovpéw (Q) and Aovkooavotovpiwy (X).”° In manu-
script X two-word toponyms tend to be written as one word (often with extra vowels
placed between the two words), whereas the manuscripts of the Q) recension have
more accurate readings in these cases;”!

— mistakes or differences that are related to capital letters. Thirty-one toponyms and
ethnonyms in the Iberian chapters have such errors, the most frequent occurrences
being confusions between A, A and A (Obopa Q, ObApa X, for instance),”? between
C and € (Kéhoa Q, Kedéa X),”? between T, TI, IT and H (Tiywa Q, Tima X)7* as well as
between T and T (Zetioapa Q, Zeyioapa X). In six of these cases, T has been mistaken

for T in the manuscripts of the Q recension;”’

- confusions between minuscule letters are much less frequent: they are essentially
between B, x and 1.7¢ The over-representation of typical majuscule variants between
manuscript X and all the QO manuscripts suggests that an archetype was written in
capital letters;””

— misreadings of an abbreviation or a symbol;’®

See, e.g., footnote 99, p. 146. 77 This confirms the assessments of Cuntz 1923, 15,
Geogr. 2.6.28. and of Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, 23 and
Geogr. 2.6.4: Aanatia Kopov O, Aanatiakwpovp X; 114-116. The differences in the use of majuscules
Geogr. 2.6.6: Noiya Obkeoia Q, Noryaouvikeoia X; Ge- do not necessarily go back to divergent readings
ogr. 2.6.26: ®haovia Aapppic €O, dravovioahapBpic X; of the archetype itself but could have occurred in
Geogr. 2.6.53: ObEapa Bapkra O, Obaapapdpra X. any copy between the archetype and the respective
Geogr. 2.4.15, also 2.4.13, 2.6.15, 50, 56 57 and 61. hyparchetypes of both recensions, possibly even
Geogr. 2.6.68, also 2.6.57. later in the = recension.

Geogr. 2.6.29, also 2.4.6, 2.5.9, 2.6.21, 29, 35, 38 and 78 Geogr. 2.5.7: Scalabis Colonia; see p. 120; Ge-

50. ogr. 2.6.3: £’ 0 Enotiov Pwpoi Q, &’ ob Inotiov
Geogr. 2.6.50, also 2.4.12, 2.6.24, 50, 52, 56 and 68. NA{ov Bwpoi X. The word fAiov is written, in man-
Geogr. 2.4.6, 2.6.68 (possibly 2.6.67 as well). uscript X, with the symbol of the sun and a breve.

Wias the symbol misread and omitted from ()?
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— iotacisms (fifteen occurrences)”® and different transcriptions of the sound /e/ (four-
teen occurrences): in eleven of the latter, the manuscripts of the Q recension use
o1, whereas manuscript X uses €30 — the inverse occurs only three times.! There are

also many differences in the use of other vowels: o/ov, o/w, a/e, and so on.

— betacisms and different transcriptions of the sound /w/. When words were tran-
scribed from Latin to Greek, different strategies might have been adopted to render
the sound /w/, which in Latin was written with the letter ‘u] as in Oruium or Nauia,
for example. This Latin letter was, however, already being pronounced as // (sim-
ilar to the modern-day Spanish pronunciation of the letter ‘b’) or /v/ in Antiquity;
moreover, the pronunciation of the Greek letter B changed from /b/ in the Attic di-
alect to /B/ in Koine and to /v/ in medieval Greek. Where the two recensions diverge,
in four cases the manuscripts of the Q recension use the two vowels ov to transcribe
the Latin /w/, whereas X keeps the beta, or adds and replaces the /w/ with a beta, as
in: Dpotiov O and OpodpLov X; Naovidrooviwvog Q and Napradooviwvog X.32 There
is only one case in which Q uses p and X uses v.%

- haplographies, dittographies or simply the insertion or omission of one letter, some-
times the initial letter of a word, of which there are about twenty-five occurrences;

— the metathesis of vowels®* or consonants.?’

The estuary near Asta

The toponymy and vocabulary used to describe the coastal section to the west of the
Strait of Hercules — the Port of Menestheus, the estuary near Asta and the double mouths
of the Baetis River (Geogr. 2.4.5) — have close parallels to Strabo’s description in his Ge-

ography:

Next in order comes what is called the Port of Menestheus (6 Meveofiwg xa-
Aobdpevog Ayap), and then the estuary near Asta (1) xat& Agtav dwdéyvoig) and
Nabrissa. The name of estuaries (qvaydoeig) is given to hollows that are cov-
ered by the sea at the high tides, and, like rivers, afford waterways into the
interior and to the cities on their shores. Then immediately comes the outlet

of the Baetis, which has a twofold division.%¢

Geogr. 2.4.9, 2.5.7 and 8, 2.6.13, 51, §3, 58, 61, 63, 69 83 Geogr. 2.6.63: Bépvapa O, Bépvova X.

and 76. 84 Geogr. 2.6.59: Qpnov O, Hpwtéw X; also 2.5.6,
Geogr. 2.4.5: Baidwy Q, Bédwv X; also 2.4.12 and 14, 2.6.56.

2.5.6,2.6.5, 14, 30 (twice), 62, 70 and 74. 85 Geogr. 2.6.72: TndoBic OO, Tnpoig X; also 2.5.7,
Geogr. 2.6.31, 36 and 58. 2.6.14, 40, 54, 58 and 67.

Geogr. 2.6.2 and 2.6.4. See also 2.6.27 and 2.6.53, and 86 Str. 3.1.9.
similar cases in 2.8.5, 2.14.4, 3.1.8, 4.1.10, 4.2.34...
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The expressions 1 katd Aotav avdyvoig (the estuary near Asta) and [6] Meveobéwg [ka-
Aodpevog] awprp (the Port of Menestheus) can be found word-for-word in Ptolemy’s Ge-
ography, albeit only in the = recension. Manuscript X uses 1 katd dotakavayboig, that
is, N kat@ Aogtav dvdyvog, the last word of which is a unicum in the Geography; the
Q recension uses 1 kata Aotav eloyvoig instead, though with the same meaning. Unlike
&véyvoig, the term eloyvoig is used frequently in both recensions of the Geography for
the estuaries of Hibernia and Albion,?” which suggests that the Q hyparchetype might
have been contaminated by the chapters on Ireland and the British Isles.

Strabo’s Geography, the = recension of the catalogue and Marcian’s Periplous are the
only other texts to refer to the Port of Menestheus and the estuary near Asta using the
same vocabulary.®® The term &véyvorg is, in fact, not that frequent in geographical texts®’
and was used to describe a landform that is typical of oceanic coasts, namely a deep
inlet, where the tide dictates the height of the water (the mouth of a coastal river can
potentially flow into the inlet).”® Strabo’s long definition indicates that the term was not
self-evident and, furthermore, betrays his source, which provides an accurate description
of the oceanic regions. According to F. Lasserre, the information can be traced back to

Artemidorus via Posidonius.”® The P. Artemid. may shed new light on the problem if,
There are eleven occurrences of eloyvog in the Geog- sea and the mouths of rivers) which shows that he
raphy (2.3.1-6).

P. Artemid. V 27 also mentions the Port of Menes-

made a distinction between these landforms. He ex-
plicitly names his source as Aristeas (fl. ¢. 6co BCE);
theus, although &véyvorg (if the reconstruction see Dowden 2009. Marcian (Per. mar. ext. 2.9) writes
is correct) seems to refer to the Anas River, not to dotavavdyvorg with a misdivision similar to that
Asta. See footnote 92, p. 145. found in manuscript X; see Appendix E. The exact
Strabo’s Geography contains most of these occur- meaning of a last occurrence of this term — in a frag-
rences. One instance is explicitly linked with Crates ment dubiously attributed to Ocellus Lucanus (On
of Mallus (Str. 1.1.7), although it describes a large the Nature of the Universe, 3.4.) — is unclear.
oceanic stream, which does not correspond to the 90 Radt 2006, 314: ‘Estuary [‘Astuar’ in German]: this

kind of avaydoeig described along the Iberian coast- is surely the best translation for the Greek word &-

line. The expression £€ dvoayboewc Tod wkeavod in

a fragment of Priscus (p. 341, ed. Dindorf) un-

doubtedly means the same thing. Strabo also uses

the term to describe a lake between Cumae and
Cape Misenum (tfig OaAdTtng dvdyvog Tg Teva-
yabng, ‘some kind of shallows covered by the sea]
Str. 5.4.5), which was reused by Eustathius in his
commentary on the Odyssey (Eust. Odyss. X. 514,
p- 392, L. 29, ed. Stallbaum). Dionysius of Byzan-

tium uses the term twice to describe the coasts of
the Bosphorus, in one of these instances using sim-
ilar terms to the Strabo passage quoted above: pe-
TEwPOG Kail TEaywdng avdyvotg, ‘an estuary covered

by shallows’ (Dion. Byz. 23, ed. Gingerich). The

word appears once in the Chrest. (3.11). Maximus

of Tyre mentions (in Diss. 38.3) kai Gvoyioeig fa-

Adtng kol motap®v éxBodat ‘and the estuaries of the

91

véyvoig [...J; however, the word does not imply,
contrary to ‘estuary; the mouth of a river’ I find the
French word étier (‘tidal inlet] ‘canal’ or ‘inlet filled
during high tide’), used by F. Lasserre 2012 to be a
more accurate translation of the Greek word than
estuaire (which generally denotes the lower course of
ariver). See Compatangelo-Soussignan 2014.
Lasserre 2012, 29. C. M. Lucarini 2009, 159, follow-
ing an old historiographical tradition, attributes the
main source of Strabo’s excursus on the dvayboeig
to Posidonius. The technical discussion, which re-
veals an interest in oceanic phenomena and a wish
to understand as well as define them, does indeed
point to scholars such as Artemidorus and Posido-
nius (and the latter’s work ITepi Qkeavod), who were
authorities on the topic.
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as the editors of the former do, one accepts that the reading &véyvoig was used in the
paraplous of Iberia contained in the papyrus.®* If their conjecture is correct, the parallels
to be found in Strabo and Ptolemy for dvayvoig and the Port of Menestheus would
indicate with a high degree of certainty that the common source was Artemidorus. The
reading in the = recension seems closer to Ptolemy’s possible source and was already

present in Marcian’s copy.

Conclusion

There are 159 Iberian toponyms with different readings in the Q and = recensions. In
forty-two cases, it is the = recension that clearly contains the best reading or the reading
that probably most closely resembles the original; in only thirty-one cases does the Q)
recension have the better reading.”® A. Stiickelberger believes that, regarding the whole
of Book 2, both recensions have more or less the same number of ‘correct’ readings of
place names.”* However, the readings in = of the description of Iberia are clearly better
most of the time. As for the remaining instances — in fact, the majority of the cases -
it is impossible to determine which recension contains the better reading. In instances
where a locality that is mentioned in the Geography cannot be found in any other sources
or where a toponym is erroneous in both recensions, no conclusions can be drawn about
the differences in the readings.

Nevertheless, in both recensions of the Geography, the Iberian catalogue shows spe-
cific divergences, even different language or scribal characteristics, which can probably
be traced back to the production of the respective hyparchetypes: the preference in = for
¢ rather than ot in Q,%° many incorrect readings of T instead of I in Q, divergent kinds
of betacism, misdivisions that are more frequent in =.¢ However, there is little evidence
that either of the recensions was deeply revised. Apart from the confusion between dvé-
yvoig and eloyvoig — which was clearly a copying error rather than a correction — only the

However, the word relates a priori to the Anas detail their reason for choosing the term dvéyvoig
River and not to the Asta estuary. Column V of the rather than eloyvoic to complete the gap at the end
Artemidorus Papyrus contains the following passage of line 32; they must have been influenced a priori
(transcribed by Gallazzi, Kramer, and Settis 2009, by Strabo’s text. On the problem of the reconstruc-
188): (32)moAtviyav-kb6-pe.. [1.[....]... tion of line 33, see D’Alessio 2009, notes 21 and 33.
gitaca.[(33)yvcetcetcivInec.y...cnce Avéyvoig is not mentioned in the other fragments of
voe...[].c.[ Theeditors have proposed the fol- the P. Artemid. See Stiehle 1856.

lowing reconstruction of the text (189): (32) néaw 93 Instances where the scribe(s) of manuscript X did
Tyaw - k6 - peta [612 [tadtiny ém tac Avla dva- (33) not complete the initial letters of ethnonyms have
ybeere eiciv, tic axfeienc evbeiac [N] éctlw 0] etc. My not been included in this count.

translation of lines 31-34 reads as follows: ‘from the 94 Stickelberger 2009a, 116.

latter (to) the city of Ipsa, 24 [stadia]; beyond (the 95 A. Stickelberger has noted that there are divergent
latter) until the estuary of the An(as) in a straight iotacistic tendencies in X (n, &1) and in Q) (1); see
line to the point where the city of Kilibé lies, there Stickelberger 2009¢, 433.

are (36) stadia? The editors do not explain in any 96 See, also, the case of Zvfvn/Zofn, p. 65.

145



THE IBERIAN PENINSULA IN PTOLEMY’S GEOGRAPHY

146

97

98

case of £Zoyn points to an intentional modification of the catalogue. The exact date of
the addition of this point is still open to debate, but its introduction is unquestionably
connected to the realisation of a regional map.

In addition, there are a dozen toponmys and ethnonyms that can be linked with
a mistake in the archetype that is common to Q and Z. They may be evidence of an
inaccuracy on the part of Ptolemy himself. There are indeed very few clues to help us
determine whether the introduction of inaccuracies comes from Ptolemy’s original or
from later scribes at a very early stage of the transmission process, such as before the
bifurcation of the tradition into two recensions.” They include majuscule mistakes’®

929 leO

and misdivisions,”” as well as the additions of one letter to a wor and the omissions

of syllables.’!

3.3 Coordinates and numerical readings

Several striking characteristics become apparent when one compares the coordinates in
both recensions (Fig. 12). The first remarkable feature, as far as the Iberian peninsula
is concerned, is the large number of differences. Out of a combined total (from both
recensions) of 513 localities with coordinates, 245 have coordinates that differ in the
Q and = recensions, which makes up almost half of all the place names in the Iberian

catalogue. These different readings are spread equally over the peninsula and concern
O. Cuntz 1923, 15, provided a list of incorrect read- 99  Geogr. 2.6.4: Naovidhooviwvog motapod ékBodat O,
ings, which he maintained could not have come from Naprarroviwvog motapod ékBodai X. The toponym
Ptolemy himself. Such opinions are always open to ‘Naviallouion River’ is undocumented outside the

debate.

Geogr. 2.4.5.: Motovpia codd. pro AioTtovapia

Geography and could go back to a misreading of a
Latin source. Indeed, Pliny’s text (Pl. 4.111) pro-
(cf. Pl. 3.7 and Marcian, Per. mar. ext. 2.9); Ge- vides an interesting parallel: ez deinde conuentus
o0gr. 2.6.64: Aéptwoa codd. pro Aéptwoa (cf. Str. 3.4.6 Lucensis a flumine Nauia Albiones, Cibarci, Egivarri
and 9, Pl. 3.23 and Mela 2.90, among many liter- (‘and then, belonging to the conuentus of Lucus,
from the Navia River, the Albiones, the Cibarci,

the Egivarri’). It is possible that a flumine Nauia

ary testimonies, as well as CIL II 4057, 4062 and
XI 3281); Geogr. 2.6.72: Ahoa codd. pro *Atow
conj. Miiller (majuscule mistake plus iotacism,
cf. PL. 3.23: aesonenses, id. CIL 11 4462, 4465, 4473
and AE 1972, 314). Furthermore, Ete)éota in Q

Albiones was incorrectly divided to form a flumine
Nauialbiones, which could be the origin of the Ge-
ography’s Naviallouion River. See Miiller 1901, 146,
and Ztedéota in manuscripts XA (Geogr. 2.6.57) and Sttickelberger and Gra8hoff 2006, 174-175.

could both come from a mistake — 'EteAéota — that 100  Geogr. 2.4.13: Aowdov codd. pro *Acibwv

was present in the archetype, which would ex- conj. Mller (cf. PL. 3.11, Rav. 317.9 and

plain the reading Ztedéota in manuscripts X and CIL 11 2249); Geogr. 2.6.21: Obvivbiov codd. pro

A. The correct toponym is undoubtedly EyeAé¢ota
(cf. PL. 3.25 and 31.8, and CIL 1I 5091) or EyeAdota
(Str. 3.4.9). The two variants could also come from
two erroneous readings of a correct archetype, since
Cand €, and T and T were often confused.

Ovivblov (corrected by hand E in manuscript X,

cf. Florus, Epit. 4.12.49 and Orosius, Hist. 6.21).
Geogr. 2.6.40: "Y6ata Aaia codd. pro "Y6ata dAaovia
conj. Hibner (cf. CIL 11 2477, 2478); Geogr. 2.6.58:
BiABig codd. pro BidBihig (cf. Str. 3.4.13, Pl. 3.24,
among many others).



THE CATALOGUE OF THE IBERIAN PENINSULA AND THE RECENSIONS OF THE GEOGRAPHY

PP < o N
-

Fig. 12 Differences in the coordinates for the Iberian peninsula between the two recensions of the Geography.
The = coordinates are in red and the Q) are in blue. The black points and lines represent matching coordinates in
the recensions.

the coastal place names as well as those of the interior. Numerical variations are generally
small, although in many cases they exceed a half degree, which means that the maps that
can be constructed on the basis of the recensions differ quite markedly from each other.

3.3.1 Statistical overview

The geographical coordinates in the catalogue are essentially made up of four elements
— a whole number of degrees and a fraction of degrees, both for the longitude and the
latitude — which correspond approximately to the modern system of degrees and min-
utes. In other words, the coordinates of a locality include: (1) the degrees of longitude,
(2) the minutes of longitude, (3) the degrees of latitude, (4) and the minutes of latitude.
Ptolemy devised a format for his catalogue in which the longitude and latitude were set
up in separate columns and in which diacritical marks were used to make a distinction

102

between the integers and the fractions.'”” Variant readings between the recensions can

102 See p. 120.
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involve one, two, three or all four elements of the coordinates. Most of the time — in
158 out of 245 instances among the Iberian localities — a locality’s coordinates in the =
and Q recensions has only one differing element.'%

Moreover, the four elements of the coordinates do not share the same susceptibility
to variation. Most of the time, the differences between = and Q involve the fractions:
the variant readings concern predominantly the fractional parts of the latitudes (in 55%
of the cases), followed by the fractional portions of the longitudes (32%). The integers
of the latitudes and the longitudes differ much less, at only 7% and 6% respectively.
Note that the fractional components of the latitudes, which are often different in the
manuscripts, are generally the last numbers of each line in the catalogue. This would
make these values more susceptible to omissions and may explain the high number of

variant readings.

3.3.2 Divergent readings and the writing process

Divergent readings concerning the whole numbers of degrees can often be explained
by the writing and copying processes. In several instances, scribes clearly mixed up
certain majuscule letters, in particular circular'® or triangular letters'®. In nine cases,
the graphical proximity between the letters C in one recension and € in the other was
clearly the cause of the divergent readings.

The range of integers for the latitudes and longitudes is rather restricted for the
Iberian peninsula: the longitudes of most of the Iberian localities fall within a range
of 5° and 17°% while the latitudes fall within a range of 37° and 45° In many cases,
the differences between = and Q correspond to one unit: A{/An, that is, 37°/38% for
example. Although these kinds of differences may be the result of corrections made to
the catalogue, they were probably more often caused by unintentional contamination
from adjacent coordinates in the list: a scribe could be influenced by the words, phrases
or figures that he had just copied or was just about to write down. The scribe of the
exemplar of VRA, for example, repeated the latitude of Novium on the following line
(for the latitude of Bouron).'%¢ Likewise, the latitudes of the first Asturian cities alternate
between 43° (1Y) and 44° (u8), which suggests that the differences between = and Q
might easily have been mistakes induced by the context, more precisely, contamination
from the row(s) above (and possibly below) the list. Paradoxically, the restricted range

Fifty-six localities have two differing elements, fif- 104 E.g., the longitudes of Illipula (0in=,Tin Q) and
teen localities have three differing elements and Setida (€ L in Z,S L’ in Q): Geogr. 2.4.12.

three localities have four differing elements. Omis- 105 The longitude of Interamnium (Geogr. 2.6.29) is T &’
sions and/or additions of a line in the catalogue ex- in Q and T in Z, which can be explained by the
plain the thirteen remaining cases. confusion between IA and IA, plus a misdivision

(note that manuscript K provides the reading 15).
106 Geogr. 2.6.22-23.
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of whole numbers used made it easy for the scribes to detect and correct mistakes in the
figures, which possibly explains the relatively low number of differences relating to the
integers of the coordinates.

The divergent readings concerning the fractional components of the coordinates
are more complex and involve most of the differences between = and Q. As Ptolemy di-
vided each degree into twelve parts, the fractional parts of degrees differ by five-minute
intervals: 5 10} 15” and so on until 55 (Table 1, Chapter 2). Of course, a coordinate
can also be made up of only an integer. Unlike the integers, which very often differ by
one unit more or one unit less (37°/38¢ for instance), the fractional components do not
frequently involve a difference of just five minutes more or five minutes less (6°10’/6°15)
for instance). The different minute values are not equally subject to variation, as some
kinds of differences are more frequent than others. For example, when there is no frac-
tion in the coordinates of one recension, the other recension is concordant in more than
809 of the cases. By contrast, when a recension gives tf3 (5), the other recension has
the same reading in less than 30% of cases. Scribal error explains most of the frequent
occurrences: L/c (thirty-seven occurrences) are graphically very similar;'?” Ly/y (sixteen
occurrences), Yo/ (thirteen), Ld/5 (eight), Ly/L (eight) and Lyt/yt (six) concern the
omission or the addition of a single letter; L/y (eleven) and y/c (six) come down to a
mutation of one letter. It is, of course, possible that all these differences are the result
of corrections, although this cannot be systematically proven.

Moreover, the divergences in the fractional parts are often asymmetrical between
Q and Z, a fact that possibly exposes specific features of the copying process of the
recensions’ respective hyparchetypes. For example, on fifteen occasions the Q) recen-
sion has the letter y and = has Ly, while the inverse scenario occurs only once (Q-Y -
=V). Likewise, the cases of Q%-=% (seven occurrences)/QM-=?% (one) and QL=
(seven)/QLY-=L (one) as well as QL-=¢ (twenty—three)/Qc—EL (fourteen) all point to
an asymmetry in the recensions’ divergences. A counterexample is QY°-ZY (six)/QY -
=Y (seven).!%® Asa whole, readings in the Q recension tend to have one sign less than

those in =, which can be interpreted either as omissions in Q or as additions in =.
3.3.3 Anomalies in the coordinates
The only cases of uncommon fractions are to be found in manuscript X:

- Longitude of Merua: ¢n’ (7 %0)109

— Latitude of Gades: Ac Lc’ (36°40°)'1°

107 See p. 121. 109 Geogr. 2.6.46: L L' Q.
108 The other cases appear less frequently and are thus 110 Geogr. 2.4.16: Ac ¢’ Q.

less relevant.
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- Longitude of the mouth of the Tagus River: € L¢’ (5°40")'™!

— Latitude of Glandomiron: Ty Lc’ (43°40")!1?

The use of L¢’ rather than yo’ to represent the fraction two-thirds is employed in other
geographical manuscripts!!'? but it does not feature in the Iberian section of the Q recen-
sion. Similarly, the only instances where the catalogue has exactly the same geographical
coordinates for two different localities are in manuscript X:

4

— Mouth of the Tagus and the city of Arabriga:''* 5°40] 40°30°

5

- Carthago Vetus and Tarraco:'"  16°20] 40°40’

— Aquae Calidae and Sebellunum:!*¢  16°40] 42°10°
As far as the Iberian chapters are concerned, the Q recension (with the exception of
isolated readings in one of the main Q) manuscripts) does not appear to have fractions
that diverge from Ptolemy’s system, while no instances of two localities with the same
coordinates have been found.

A frequently occurring case that may be the result of a misunderstanding rather than
a misreading is worth highlighting. There are thirteen instances where the = recension
uses L3 (5”) and the Q recension hasyo (40’). The inverse pattern never occurs. There are
other similar, frequently occurring cases, including the following instance: Qvo_=viB
(seven)/QY'P_=Y0 (zero) and QYO-=LYB (five)/QLY'B_=Y° (two). The confusion be-
tween (3 and yo is hard to interpret. According to F. Mittenhuber and L. Koch, who
have found a similar anomaly in a manuscript (V*) of the ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities;!!”
the explanation is palacographical, since IB and I'o in majuscule letters are graphically
similar.!'’® Their explanation is admittedly plausible but not totally convincing. Al-
though the form of the letter 3 changed over time, Yo (or I'o)remained virtually unal-
tered. Both letter combinations (1 and yo) appear differently in antique papyri, such
as the Rylands Library Papyrus No. 522, as well as in the medieval codices of the Handy
Tables and in the late medieval codices of the Geography.!?® An intentional correction of

Geogr. 2.5.4: € L" Q. 117 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, footnote 56, p. 49.
Geogr. 2.6.23: iy L’ Q. The cases are, however, slightly different, since the
The manuscripts of Eux. systematically use L¢’ for fraction readings in V* are often illogical or down-
two-thirds of a mile (see the forty-six occurrences in right absurd, such as yyo’ (i.e. % + %) for Myn-
the Palatinus Heidelb. gr. 398). dos, Symrna and Ephesos instead of y 3" ("Table
Geogr. 2.5.4: Tagus (5°30) 40°10°) Q; Geogr. 2.5.7: of Noteworthy Cities’ 15.2) or Lyo’ (i.e. % + %)
Arabriga (5°40] 40°30°) Q). for Trapezus instead of 3’ (‘Table of Noteworthy
Geogr. 2.6.64: Carthago Vetus (16°40] 41°20°) Q); Cities” 15.4). It would make sense, though, if yo
Geogr. 2.6.17: Tarraco (16°20] 40°40’) Q. was meant to express one-twelfth.

Geogr. 2.6.70: Aquae Calidae (16°40; 42°10°) Q; Ge- 118 Mittenhuber and Koch 2009, 49.
ogr. 2.6.71: Sebendunum (sic) (17°55] 42°15°) Q. 119 See fig. 8, Appendix B and p. 123.
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exactly 35 that was made to the coordinates does not make any sense either.!?® The first
occurrence of the fraction (3 in the catalogue of the Geography is in the latitude of the
Temple of Hera, which is given at the beginning of the description of Iberia.!?! The first
four instances of this fraction can be found in the = recension, whereas Q has divergent
readings. One explanation is that there was confusion about the meaning of the two
fractions, particularly as yo can also mean - in other texts than the Geography — one-
twelfth.'?? The scribe of the Q hyparchetype might have had trouble understanding /3
and, in its place, used an equivalent and more familiar fraction (yo). In these specific
cases, L3 (one-twelfth) is very possibly the archetypal reading.

In addition, there are a number of cases of divergent readings that cannot be ex-
plained by a simple error or the context, such as:

Q) recension = recension

Geogr. 2.4.11  Longitude of Ulia oL’ nLy
Geogr. 2.6.39  Longitude of Pinetum cLy’ Cvyo’
Latitude of Pinetum wy L’ wy B’
Geogr. 2.6.42  Latitude of Coeliobriga oy v’ up L’
Geogr. 2.6.56  Longitude of Numantia Ty y(f3’ 3L
Latitude of Numantia up L&’ Tx Ly’
Geogr. 2.6.62  Latitude of laspis An Ly’ An &’
Geogr. 2.6.73  Longitude of Deciana myo’ ¢ Ly’ (XKK'FY)

These differences in the coordinates could be the result of: a row of coordinates that
were incorrectly copied in one or both recensions, and which occurred during the writ-
ing of several successive copies; a defective part of the archetype, which was incorrectly
interpreted; or an intentional emendation of the text. There are also two other particu-

larly intriguing cases:

Q) recension = recension
X (41°) HLyB" (40°55)
Geogr. 2.6.50  Latitude of Sentica up (42°) mx Ly’ (41°55)

Geogr. 2.5.7 Latitude of Scalabis Colonia [T&

Again, a simple copying error is unlikely and the respective contexts also do not explain
the divergent readings. The version of the = recension is clearly the lectio difficilior. Both

120 If 1° = 500 stades (along the meridian), 35" = 291 % tainly a later addition. See p. 138. The missing lon-
stades. If 1° = 400 stades (along the parallel through gitudes of the western mouths of the Anas (5 L3 /)
Rhodes), 35’ =233 % stades. If 1° = 375 stades and Baetis Rivers (€ t3), which were clearly lost
(along the middle parallel of the Iberian map), 35° = at an early stage in the transmission process, have
218 3 stades. been added to the catalogue by A. Stiickelberger and

121 The £oxn point (the latitude of which contains the G. Grahoff. See p. 96.

L fraction) occurs slightly earlier in the catalogue, 122 See p. 123.

in a description of Albion (Geogr. 2.3.6), and is cer-
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these examples are open to different interpretations. The coordinates might have ap-
peared in the archetype as they appear in Q (415 42°) and a reviser of = might have
introduced a precision of 5’ in order to correct and refine the values (40°55] 41°55’).
Alternatively, it is possible that the coordinates were simply rounded up in the Q hy-
parchetype.'?® The latter is the more plausible option, if one postulates the principle
lectio difficilior potior. Both scenarios, however, suggest that an intentional emendation
was carried out, and by someone with a thorough knowledge of Ptolemy’s system of

coordinates.

3.3.4 Conclusion

The 513 Iberian localities of the two recensions constitute a good sample of coordi-
nates from which to draw some conclusions. First of all, many of the differences in the
readings in the = and Q recensions can be attributed to unintentional misreadings and
copying errors, such as: misdivisions, reasonable confusions between majuscule or mi-
nuscule letters or similar signs, the omissions or additions of a single sign, as well as plau-
sible misunderstandings (t/yo). For these cases, it is often difficult to reconstruct the
archetypal or original reading using only paleographical and philological assessments
and to prove that one of the recensions unquestionably shows the marks of intentional
emendations that occurred after Ptolemy’s redaction. Only in those cases where there
is a significant numerical difference between = and Q can one detect whether a latitude
or a longitude diverges radically from the other localities in the list. Therefore, to be
able to demonstrate which recension has the better reading, particularly in cases where
the differences are small, it is clear that additional criteria will be needed.

3.4 Textual organisation and spatial ordering of the catalogue

3.4.1 Using maps to edit the Geography

If philologists or editors of the Geography base their investigations of divergent coordi-
nate readings on the catalogue alone, they will, in most cases, find nothing to help them
select the correct values (or even to suggest a conjecture). Philologists, though, never
examine a manuscript reading in isolation. They will always take into account a set of
elements related to its context: the meaning of the sentence and the paragraph in which
the word is found as well as the usual vocabulary and the style of the author. The cata-
logue and its lists of localities, however, consist of abstract figures, which is a far from

Q often provides the lectio brevior in the catalogue’s
paratext. See p. 133.
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ideal context for justifying the selection of one reading against another. Even though a
difference between = and Q can, for example, clearly stem from a majuscule that might
have been misread and misinterpreted, such a philological explanation of the divergence
between the recensions can still not be enough to help assess which of the manuscripts
provides the better reading.

The philological methods used by the successive editors of the Geography (K. Miiller
and, more recently, A. Stiickelberger and G. Grahoff) depend, albeit with some vari-
ations, on a ‘reconstructive’ or ‘genealogical’ approach, which is sometimes also called
‘Lachmannian’ or ‘Neo-Lachmannian® in other words, a plausible archetype of the sur-
viving manuscripts is reconstructed and this archetype is then used ‘to try to come as
close as possible to the lost original, detecting and correcting, as far as possible, but al-
ways as rationally and transparently as possible, the errors shared by surviving copies?'?*
From this point of view, Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities could appear to be a kind of
philological aporia, since even the reconstruction of an archetype is problematic.

A philological practice that is still used today to edit medieval texts, is to rely sim-
ply on a ‘good manuscript’ or on the authority of the codex optimus, that is, the ‘best
manuscript’ among all the extant manuscripts of a work, in order to determine the best
readings. This procedure, revived since P. Bédier’s famous article on the manuscript
tradition of the Lai de 'Ombre,'* has been criticised, mainly because selecting a ‘good
manuscript’ or the codex optimus can be highly subjective as well as at variance with the
history of the textual transmission.'?* Although L.D. Reynolds and N. G. Wilson also
have reservations about this practice, they admit that the authority of the ‘best manu-

script’ can be useful in specific cases:

In textual traditions where the term [that is, codex optimus] may reasonably be
employed, its use is confined to passages where there is a variety of readings
among the manuscripts and there are no grounds for preferring one of these
readings to another. Since the best manuscript is that which gives the greatest
number of correct readings in passages where there are rational grounds for
decision, it is more likely than the others to give the correct reading in pas-
sages where no such grounds exist. It is this argument from probability which

justifies the appeal to the best manuscript in the circumstances indicated.'?’

One may be tempted to rely on the ‘best manuscript’ in the numerous cases in the Ge-
ography where it is difficult to assess the coordinate readings. Many aspects concerning

124 Trovato 2014, I5. 126 See, e.g., Bieler 1946, 1213, Dembowski 1993 and
125 Bédier 1970 (first edition 1928). Leonardi 2011.
127 See Reynolds and N. Wilson 1991, 216-217.
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the spelling of the Iberian toponyms and ethnonyms, as well as the paratext of the cat-
alogue, would appear to suggest to scholars that manuscript X should be used as the
codex optimus. However, the previous section’s analysis of the variant readings of the co-
ordinates revealed that the situation is not that clear-cut: manuscript X contains several
obvious mistakes as well as inconsistent elements in the coordinates (for example, the
same coordinates used for two different localities, figures at variance with Ptolemy’s nu-
meral system), while the manuscripts of the Q) recension do not have these flaws. Thus,
deciding which manuscript of the Geography should be used as the codex optimus is not
as straightforward as one might think.

The aporia mentioned above can, nevertheless, be overcome if one bears in mind
that Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities is not literary prose but a scientific work with its
own logic and specificities.!*® I am convinced that a ‘reconstructive’ philological ap-
proach is still valid as long as the subject to be studied has been properly defined.'?’
Ptolemy’s catalogue of localities does indeed offer promising possibilities that have up
to now rarely been fully developed. As the lists were intended to be used to make maps,
the role of the catalogue can only be said to have been fulfilled when the localities have
been situated and drawn on to a map. The map itself can be regarded as a contextual
element. The discussion on the £¢€oyf point in the previous section demonstrated that
some of the catalogue’s features may possibly be of ‘cartographical’ origin: the point was
only added to the catalogue after a map had been drawn, that is, once the cartographer
had realised that, without this point, the coastline made no sense. If no map had been
drawn, it would have been impossible to detect that the coordinates in this passage of
the catalogue had been corrupted. The aim of the next sections is, therefore, to show
how Ptolemy’s map of the Iberian peninsula can be used to explain the role of both
recensions in establishing the original text and coordinates of the Geography.

3.4.2 Coastline and lists of coastal localities

As far as the coastal localities are concerned, the order of the toponyms in the lists does
not follow the order of the coastal line; rather, it defines it."3® The only exceptions, which
are clearly indicated in the catalogue, are the sources of rivers and the intermediate

points along the river courses; although these points are related to the inland area, they

The antique and medieval works that are taken as 129 The elements pertaining to the appropriate philo-
examples in the debate on classical textual criticism logical approach of Ptolemy’s Geography that I sug-
and that are used in the elaboration of its theories gest here and, more generally, in Chapter 3 of this
and methods — the New Testament, Lucretius’ De book, cannot be taken as a fully established method:
rerum natura, Roman elegiac poetry, Dante’s Divine such a method has yet to be problematised, struc-
Comedy, the Lai de 'Ombre, The Canterbury Tales, etc. tured and developed.

— cannot always be suitable points of comparison 130 Cf. with Geogr. 1.18.6.

when dealing with the Geography.
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Fig. 13 Configuration of the coast near Sexi in
the = recension.

are listed below their respective mouths. The order of the coastal localities obviously
concurs with the map that Ptolemy designed. If the catalogue had been organised al-
phabetically, numerically (with increasing or decreasing latitudes, for example) or even
randomly, the reader of the Geography would not have been able to draw the coast of
the peninsula accurately, which indicates that Ptolemy constructed the catalogue affer
the maps. With the exception of some isolated cases, the coastal descriptions in the
catalogue leads to a logical coastline, despite centuries of textual transmission.

Except when the coast cartographically contradicts the inland localities — such as
when a city of the interior mistakenly ends up lying in the sea — there are very few
criteria that can be used to help detect an erroneous reading. At best, readings are either
consistent or inconsistent with the expected coastal shape:

— The latitude of Mount Seléné (along the Lusitanian coast) is obviously erroneous in
the = recension as it would lead to an inconsistent coastline: the latter would run
too far northwards and then go back southwards, cutting into itself. The erroneous
addition of one letter (the beta) may explain the error: up yo’ in X, tyo’ in Q.!3!
This copying error was not in Marcian of Heraclea’s exemplar.!3?

— The = coordinates of Sexi (in the south-east of Baetica) should be regarded as a minor
copying error.!*®* Compared with the configuration in Q, Sexi has been shifted
slightly northwards, leaving the city of Osqua in the sea and the inland town of
Artigis on the coast, thus clearly not corresponding with the text of the Geography

(Fig. 13).
131 Geogr. 2.5.4. the Munda River, which is incompatible with the
132 Marcian (Per. mar. ext. 2.13) writes that there are 120 latitude given in X.
to 150 stadia between the Tagus River and Mount 133 Geogr. 2.4.6. The difference in the Greek numbers
Seléné, as well as the same range from the latter to between the recensions corresponds to the addition

of the symbol L in X (AC L8 inX, AL 8" in Q).

I55
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These two cases of demonstrable copying errors in the coastline only concern the = re-
cension as the Q recension is unaffected by this kind of inconsistency. E. Rinner has
observed the same circumstances for the coast of Asia Minor.!**

3.4.3 Syntax of the catalogue and spatial ordering

The structure of the catalogue, in particular the integration of peoples into the toponym
lists, offers a coherent frame from which inconsistent readings in the coordinates can
be detected. In the introduction to the Geography, Ptolemy reveals some of the reasons
behind the structure of the catalogue:

We have chosen an order [of presentation] (t¢€w) giving thought to ease of use
in the drawing of the map in every respect, namely progressing toward the right,
with the hand proceeding from the things that have already been inscribed to
those that have not yet [been inscribed]: this would be achieved by having
the more northern [localities] drawn before the more southerly ones, and the
more western before the more eastern, because our convention is that ‘up’ with
respect to the map-makers’ or spectators’ view means ‘north; and ‘right’ means
‘east’ in the otkoumené, both on a globe and on a map.'?*

Ptolemy then explains that, as a result, he recorded first (‘npotd€oper’) the localities in
Europe, followed by those in Libyé and finally those in Asia. He concludes:

We will keep to the same principles (mpoféoewg) also in each continent with
respect to its parts as [we do] for the whole world and the entire otkoumené
with respect to [the continents], that is, we will again begin by recording the
more northern and western countries and the adjacent seas and islands and the
more noteworthy things of each kind.!3¢

For reasons of convenience — at least for right-handed cartographers — the principles
of organisation (td€ig) that guide the catalogue are clearly spatial and adapted to the
drawing of the maps. The north—-south/west—east structure is visible in the positioning
of each continent’s description within the catalogue as well as in the positioning of the
individual mepropiopoi (countries) within each continent. As far as the Iberian peninsula
is concerned, each province is generally described using the same logic, that is, from
the peoples in the north and the west until the peoples in the south and the east. In
Tarraconensis province, for instance, the Artabri and the Callaeci Lucenses peoples, near

A scribe in the = recension (possibly the scribe of X 134 Rinner 2013, 159-160.

himself) might have been influenced by the longi- 135 Geogr. 2.1.4-5.

tude figure that he had just copied (0 L8"). 136 Geogr 2.1.7.
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Cape Nerion at the northwestern point of the peninsula, occupy the top of the list of
inland localities, whereas the Indigetes and the Laetani peoples, to the east, are found
at the end of the description.

Nowhere in the Geography does Ptolemy explicitly give an explanation of the order
of the inland localities inside each ‘sub-list’ (that is, the section of a province’s list that
is related to one group of people). Contrary to many of the enumerations in Pliny’s
work,'37 the sub-lists are not ordered alphabetically. For each group of peoples, that is,
in each sub-list, one can link the localities on the map with the order of the localities
in the sub-list, much like a ‘connect-the-dots’ picture. Since the order of the entries in

the catalogue is the same in both recensions,!*?

only the differences in the coordinates
between = and Q will modify the form of the lines that connect the localities on the
map. Therefore, the ‘connect-the-dots’ tool allows us to visualise how each sub-list was
made and organised by Ptolemy, that is, we can envisage the spatial ordering of the
catalogue.'®® In the = recension, a recurrent pattern clearly emerges (Fig. 14). Within
each sub-list, the localities are generally arranged in the catalogue in order of decreasing
latitude (that is, from north to south) and increasing longitude (that is, from west to
east). This zigzag feature suggests that the catalogue was methodically structured.

A pattern appears for those peoples associated with four or more localities; shorter sub-
lists are less relevant because of the small number of elements. On the Iberian map,
thirty-two peoples are shown to have at least four localities and, among them, ten in-
clude more than fifteen localities. Thirty peoples are connected to three or fewer local-
ities. In the = recension, the spatial ordering resembles, to a greater or lesser degree,
a theoretical zigzag pattern for the Turdetani (forty-one inland localities), the Vaccaei
(twenty), the Carpetani (eighteen), the Vascones (fifteen), the Sedetani (twelve), the
Vettones (eleven), the Arevaci (ten), the Ilergetes (ten), the Laccetani (ten), the Celtici
(nine), the Cantabri (eight), the Autrigones (seven), the Varduli (seven), the Turmogi
(five) and the Celtici Baeticae (five) peoples. The localities of the Arevaci have not been
ordered in a strictly north—-south/west—east sense but they nonetheless display the same
kind of zigzagging pattern. By contrast, the spatial ordering of the localities belonging
to the Lusitani is rather muddled.

Pliny writes that he followed a digestio in litteras at- UVRXO: Maenoba/Malaca (Geogr. 2.4.7) and Sal-
tributed to Augustus for the description of Italy laecus/Ammaia (Geogr. 2..5.8).

(PL. 3.46). K. G. Sallmann 1971, 201-202, has 139 The spatial ordering of the catalogue has been stud-
demonstrated that Pliny used some alphabetical lists ied by Hamdoune 1993, Laporte 2003, 183-187,

for Hispania and Narbonensis. See also Zehnacker Isaksen 2011, 260-266, and Rinner 2013, 41-44.
2004, XVI. However, none of these authors has used spatial or-
There are only two instances where entries have dering to compare the two recensions and they have
been inverted in the Iberian catalogue, both also not explicitly linked the spatial organisation of
found in manuscript K as against manuscripts the catalogue with the origins of the coordinates.
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Fig. 14 Spatial ordering of the localities within each sub-list of the catalogue for the Iberian peninsula in the
= recension.

=
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B T T/ 5 Fig. 15 Spatial ordering of the
i localities of the Turdetani people
50 & 7o g

in the = recension.

The Turdetani and their forty-one localities is an exemplary case (Fig. 15). The cities,
located from west to east, fall into five columns: column 1 contains the cities with lon-
gitudes between 4° and 5° included; column 2, the cities with longitudes between 5°
and 6° included; column 3, between 6° and 7° included; column 4, between 7° and 8°
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Fig. 16 Spatial ordering of the localities within each sub-list of the catalogue for the Iberian peninsula in the

Q recension.

included; and column s, between 8° and 9° The places in each column have been or-
dered according to decreasing latitude, that is, from north to south. The utilisation of
the main meridians (59 65 7° and 8°) and the repetition of a spatial ordering process are
particularly striking.

The spatial ordering of the inland localities in the = recension thus predominantly
follows the same principles of organisation that Ptolemy set out in his introduction for
the continents and the neplopiopol. As mentioned earlier, Ptolemy uses the word t6&1g
to designate the ‘ordering’ or the ‘arrangement’ of his catalogue. The word td€1g comes
from the verb téoow (‘to draw up in order of battle] ‘to assign to] ‘to order’); this td€ig
is in fact the ‘syntax’ of the catalogue, that is, the way that the entries are arranged so
that the whole catalogue makes sense. The zigzag patterns are thus the visualisation of
the catalogue’s t6&1c, and show that the coordinates in the = recension are generally
consistent with Ptolemy’s ‘syntax’

The spatial ordering of the catalogue in the Q recension is clearly less methodically
organised (Fig. 16). In many cases, the ordering does not seem not to follow a spe-
cific schema, with the zigzag patterns often barely recognisable (cf. Fig. 17 with Fig. 15).
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Fig. 17 Spatial ordering of the

.. localities of the Turdetani people
E in the Q) recension.

Once again, the entries in the catalogue follow the same order in both recensions. Thus,
when one compares the situation in both recensions, only the differences in the coordi-
nates between = and Q are responsible for the variations in the zigzag patterns. Some of
the localities that were methodically ordered in the = recension appear to have been ran-
domly arranged in Q. The only exception concerns the Lusitani people, for which the
sub-list in Q) appears more satisfactorily structured than the sub-list in the = recension.
A person drawing the Iberian map using the Q recension would not find the convenient
order that Ptolemy promises in his introduction. In other words, the spatial ordering of
the inland localities is not consistent with Ptolemy’s method. The = recension appears
notably closer to the catalogue that Ptolemy originally conceived. Although isolated
inconsistent readings have been detected only in X, a comparison between the two re-
censions shows that, on the whole, the = recension contains ‘better’ coordinates than
the Q) recension.

In many cases, a short sentence introduces the sub-lists, in which the ethnonym
and an indication of the people’s location on the peninsula are supplied. The nature

and precision of the indications are varied and often quite vague:

The Turdetani occupy the area further inland, near Lusitania; their cities [in-

clude: ...]#0

To the very east [of Lusitania] there are the Vettones; their cities [include: ...]'!

In a few cases, the indication refers to previously defined places on the peninsula:

The Artabri occupy the area near Cape Nerion; their cities [include: ]2

The Callaeci Bracari occupy the area between the Minius and the Durius Rivers
near the sea; their cities [include: ...]'*3

140 Geogr. 2.4.12. 142 Geogr. 2.6.22.
141 Geogr. 2.5.9. 143 Geogr. 2.6.39.
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In the interval between the Ebro River and the Pyrenees, to the east of the
Autrigones, in the middle of which the Ebro flows, are the Carietes with the

following inland cities [...].144

In most cases, however, a people is named in relation to the previously mentioned group,

145

with the help of either the cardinal directions — &n’ &vatoddw 6¢ Todtww,'* T TobTWY

147

BuopkGTEPOL, ¢ peanuBpwdTepor 68 TobTw' — or a simple spatial preposition — b6,

nebd, vmép — as in:

Below (0n6) the Autrigones [there are] the Berones; their cities [include: ...]"8

The indications of location are identical in the two recensions, including the impre-
cise nature of the spatial prepositions (‘below; ‘after, ‘above’).!¥ The Indigetes, the
Castellani and the Ausetani peoples, who Ptolemy locates as living in the area between
the south-west of the Pyrenees and the Balearic Sea, differ markedly in the recensions;
moreover, two of their cities, Aquae Calidae and Sebellunum, have exactly the same
coordinates in Z. However, apart from this obvious erroneous reading, the introduc-
tory sentences in the catalogue are not precise enough for us to detect any inconsistency
in the coordinates of one of the recensions; both configurations could be said to corre-
spond to Ptolemy’s indications. There is one case that has an inconsistency that is worth
highlighting. Ptolemy presents the Arevaci as follows:

Below (bm6) the Pelendones and the Berones [there are] the Arevaci; their cities

[include:...]'3°

In the = recension the configuration of these three peoples and their respective cities
tallies perfectly with the indications given in the introductory sentences (Fig. 18a). By
contrast, the configuration of the Q recension is markedly different: the Berones are
clearly to be found to the south-east of the Arevaci, whereas the city of Visontium of
the Pelendones lies near the southern cities of the Arevaci (Fig. 18b). Therefore, in this
instance the text of the catalogue and the Q coordinates are strongly discordant.

The analysis of the spatial ordering of the localities in Ptolemy’s catalogue has proved
extremely instructive, since it has provided us with the means to visualise part of Ptolemy’s
working method, more precisely the ‘syntax’ used in his catalogue. Thus, it has become
apparent that Ptolemy used his map of the Iberian peninsula, on which the localities

had been drawn, to construct and organise the catalogue of localities. Ptolemy’s own

144 Geogr. 2.6.65. 148 Geogr. 2.6.55.
145 Geogr. 2.6.28. 149 See Podossinov 2013, in particular 17-19, on the use
146 Geogr. 2.6.72. of some of the spatial prepositions in the Geography.
147 Geogr. 2.6.59. 150 Geogr. 2.6.56.
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a = recension. b Q recension.

Fig. 18 Configuration of the Arevaci people (in orange), the Pelendones (in green) and the Berones (in yellow).

explanations in the introduction to the Geography as well as in the catalogue’s paratext
testify to this model. Furthermore, it seems clear that the = recension generally con-
forms to this model, whereas, in a large number of cases, the Q recension does not

follow Ptolemy’s principles of organisation.



4 Sources and methods in the introduction to the
Geography

The analysis of the comparatively little studied catalogue of localities in the previous
chapter has shed light on a number of aspects of Ptolemy’s methods. By contrast, the
introduction to the Geography, filled as it is with information on Ptolemy’s geographical
and cartographical viewpoints and procedures, has often been investigated in the belief
that it holds the answers to the mystery of the origins of the coordinates. The main
purpose of Ptolemy’s introduction, however, was not to give a detailed description of
the author’s working methods but a presentation of his theoretical statements on geog-
raphy and cartography. The introduction cannot, therefore, be regarded as a complete
explanation of the coordinates’ origins; as G. Aujac has astutely observed, it is also worth
examining what Ptolemy did 7ot write in his introduction.

4.1 Ptolemy’s epistemology of a geographical science

4.1.1 Preliminary definitions

In his introduction, Ptolemy defines geography as an organised science, which allows
him to specify the epistemological and technical bases of his project. He explains in

detail the distinction between the work of the geographer and the chorographer:

Chorography (1 xwpoypadia) deals above all with the qualities rather than the
quantities of the things that it sets down; it attends everywhere to likeness (tiig
opotétntog), and not so much to the commensurateness of the positions (tod
ovppétpov @Y Béocwv). Geography (1) yewypadia), on the other hand, [deals]
with the quantities more than the qualities, since it gives consideration to the

proportionality of distances (tfi¢ &vadoyiag v Siaotdoewv) for all things, but

1 Aujac 2012, 22.
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to likeness only as far as the coarser outlines (v peyadopepeatépwy meptypa-
d@v), and only with respect to mere shape (o oyfipa pévov).>

There has been much historiographical debate on Ptolemy’s epistemological and termi-
nological definitions. As far as the sources and the way they were handled are concerned,
one can acknowledge that, for ‘geographical’ purposes, Ptolemy focused on proportion-
ality and commensurateness, that is, a way of schematising geographical features that
took into consideration their general form. He considered the graphical tools of the
geographer to be first and foremost ‘lines” and ‘labels; in the tradition of Eratosthenes’
method of likening regions to simple geometrical forms with concise labels, which made
it possible to use rounded values for distances, as long as the proportions were respected.

Moreover, unlike geography, chorography should deal with the smallest details,
such as ‘harbours (Awpévac), towns (kwpag), districts (6fpovg), tributaries of main rivers
and so on?* Ptolemy adds:

Chorography requires landscape drawing (tomoypadiag), and no one but a man
skilled in drawing (ypadikog &vip) should do chorography. But geography does
not [require this] at all, since it enables one to show the positions (8¢oe1g) and
general shapes (tobg kaB620v oynpatiopodc) by means of simple lines (5w yidv
6w ypoupv) and labels (tév mapaonpeiwoswy).*

Then, as the title of his work has already suggested, Ptolemy discusses the sources and
methods of what he calls ‘geography. Surprisingly, even when dealing with the small
details in his catalogue or the regional maps, he never refers to chorography: the cata-
logue of localities was said to be f xkatd pépog ddriynoig, which one could translate as ‘the
detailed instructions’ or 1 xata pépog £kOeorg (‘the description part by part’).’ The cata-
logue provides the coordinates of localities and indicates the lines that were to be drawn.
Likewise, in the description of his regional maps, Ptolemy focuses on the boundaries of
each map, the appropriate ratio of the central parallel to the meridian and the impor-
tant cities, which betrays his ‘geographical” interest (according to his own definition); he
does not refer to any of his regional maps as ‘chorographical maps’ but describes them as
ol kat& pépog mivaxeg, that is, ‘the detailed (or regional) maps? It is, therefore, reasonable

Geogr. 1.1.5. | translate the word 10 abppetpov (also particular, the things that we make ought to have
1 ovppetpia, which Ptolemy uses more frequently) the right size and proportions for human use? (A.
as ‘commensurateness’ rather than ‘symmetry’ or Jones 2012, 117; cf. with Vitruvius, 1.2.2—4 and see
‘proportionality? A. Jones has noted that ovppetpia Hon and Goldstein 2004.)

‘means having the parts of something scaled appro- 3 Geogr. 1.1.1.

priately to the whole entity, or having the entity 4 Geogr. 1.1.6.

scaled appropriately for its setting or application; in S Geogr. 1.18.1,2.1.2, 2.1.11, 7.4.14.
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to interpret the whole prologue of Book 8 as the application of ‘geographical’ principles
in the making of regional maps.®

Nevertheless, it is clear that in the introduction to the Geography as well as in the
contents of the catalogue Ptolemy is dealing with elements that he classified as ‘choro-
graphical! The catalogue gives the coordinates for towns, harbours (Awpéveg, not only
épmopia), districts and river tributaries — that is, precisely those items that fall within his
definition of chorography. Moreover, the catalogue supplies information about local
fauna (shells, oysters, elephants, tigers, rhinoceroses, parrots), flora (rice, ginger) and
mineral resources (cinnabar, diamonds, onyx, beryl, gold, silver).” In the introduction

there is a description of the East Libyan coastline from Aromata to Cape Prason:

[And we learn from the merchants who have crossed from Arabia Felix to Aro-
mata and Azania and Rhapta] that the sequence (t6€w) of beaches and bluffs
(tév atyadéw ket dnokénwv) to Cape Prason from the Cape of Aromata is differ-
ent from what it is according to Marinus [...]. Immediately following Aromata
is a first bay (k6Anov), and in it, after a day’s travel from Aromata, is the town
(xdopnp) of Pano and the trading place of Oponé, which is six days’ journey from
the town. Another bay, which is the beginning of Azania, follows after this
trading place, and at its beginning is situated the headland (&xpav) of Zingis
and the mountain of Phalangis, which has three peaks (xkepaddv). [...] Another
bay is adjacent to these, in which, after a sail of two days and nights, there is
the trading place of Essina. Then comes the anchorage (6ppov) of Sarapion af-
ter one day’s sail, and then begins the bay leading to Rhapta, with a crossing
time of three days and nights. At its beginning is a trading place called Toniki,
and by Cape Rhapton is the river called Rhaptos, and a metropolis of the same
name, which is a little distance from the sea. The bay from Rhapta to Cape

Prason is very big and not deep, and barbarous cannibals live about it.®

The description reveals an interest not only in large areas and lands but also in sec-
ondary localities (towns, the anchorage of a port) and detailed topographical informa-

tion: Ptolemy writes about ‘the sequence of beaches and bluffs’ and specifies that the

See the opposing arguments of Arnaud 1990,
100-409, and Isaksen 2011, 255-258, and Rathmann
2013, 208-211. This may appear paradoxical, since,
according to Ptolemy’s definition, chorography fo-
cuses precisely on the smaller parts of the otkoumené.
The epistemological framework defined by Ptolemy
in his introduction is clearly not as strict as it first
seems. Both geography and chorography have their

tention to scale, to the proportionality of distances,
the commensurateness of the positions, the main
localities and physical features) to make a map of
one region of the oikoumené. Furthermore, Ptolemy
justifies making several regional maps ‘so that all the
catalogued [localities] can be inscribed while still
being at an appropriate scale (ovppetpiag) for clarity
(Geogr. 8.1.2)

own objectives and methods. However, nothing 7 See, e.g., Geogr. 7.2.16-21.

prevented one from using geographical principles (at- 8 Geogr. 1.17.7-12.
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Phalangis Mountain has ‘three peaks. In other words, although the catalogue deals with
the description of medium- and small-sized areas, Ptolemy also provides information
that seems to have little ‘geographical’ purpose, according to his definition of the word.

For Ptolemy, the word tonoypadia (which he uses only once and which rarely ap-
pears in antique texts) had a particular meaning. According to him, ‘topography’ should
serve chorography, as the latter required a certain level of drawing skills. The modern
dictionary definition of topography is ‘a detailed description or delineation of the fea-
tures of a locality]’ especially the position of its rivers, mountains and the appearance of
its coastline, which matches Strabo’s use of the term perfectly.!® Thus, the description
of the coast from Cape Aromata to Cape Prason is topographical in its modern sense
as well as according to Strabo’s understanding of the term. Topographical descriptions
were well represented in the periplographic literature as well as in more general works,
such as those of Strabo and Mela.

Ptolemy began his introduction by defining the terms ‘geography’ and ‘chorogra-
phy; which he wrote required different methods and had different purposes. However,
he did not keep to this sharp distinction in his later mentions and uses of certain cate-
gories of information.!! One crucial point is whether Ptolemy used the topographical
descriptions of small or larger areas that appear frequently in the literature of Antiquity
to determine his geographical coordinates — ‘topographical’ being understood in this
book in the modern sense of the word. Ptolemy’s use of topographical descriptions will

be examined in Chapter 8.

4.1.2 Primacy and failure of the ‘astronomical’ method

Ptolemy’s map-making method was rooted in the epistemological definition of his sub-
ject. In the introduction, he specifies the method and the data needed to create a geo-
graphical map:

For these reasons, [chorography] has no need of mathematical method (ne6660v
podnpatikic), but here [in geography] this element takes absolute precedence.
[...] Since our present objective is to map our otkoumené commensurately (o0p-

petpov) as far as possible in accordance with the real [proportions], we think it

The Oxford English Dictionary, second edition, 1989.
Str. 8.1.1, 8.1.3, 13.1.5. Quintilian (Inst. 9.2.44) and
Servius (Aen. 1.159) clearly use topographia in a sim-
ilar way, more precisely in contrast to the fictitious
description of localities (topothesia).

More generally, it is impossible to identify any
precise and unchanging definition of ‘geography;
‘chorography’ and ‘topography’ that would have

been valid for every antique scholar, from Eratos-
thenes to Ptolemy and to the Latin authors, without
strongly over-interpreting the sources. However,
delving into such an old historiographical debate by
manipulating these terms to denote a diverse range
of texts and graphical representations from Antig-
uity could lead to inaccuracies and misinterpreta-
tions (see, e.g., Rathmann 2013).
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is necessary to begin by mentioning what follows: the first step in such a pro-
cedure (tfig Towadtng peBédov) is the [exploitation of ] the travel reports (lotopia
neplobikn), which transmit the most extensive knowledge from accounts (¢x no-
pabooewg) of people with scientific training (pet’ émotdoewg Bewpnuikiig), who
have toured every part of the countries.'?

Although Ptolemy also uses iotopia on its own," the word combined with the adjective
neprodikr is a hapax legomenon.' The term seems deliberately vague — and was perhaps
considered general enough to encompass a wide variety of documents. A synopsis of
the travel reports cited or mentioned by Ptolemy reveals the variety of sources that he
used.'> The concept of {otopia mepobixf can be understood to include the varied kinds
of testimonies of people who had travelled around the oikoumené, as opposed to the
works produced by scholars with essentially only book-based knowledge. To describe
the known world accurately, it was necessary to carry out land explorations or celestial
observations iz the countries concerned — something that Ptolemy manifestly did not
undertake himself - by ‘people with scientific training.'® Compared with the (possibly)
direct observations that he made in Alexandria, Ptolemy needed to use this particular
and indirect transmission of geographical knowledge differently, and this had important
consequences as far as his selection of sources and his data handling were concerned.
Finally, it should be noted that, although the terminology used in this passage of the
Geography was quite new, the content reflected standard opinion in antique geographical
literature.'”

In his introduction, Ptolemy reveals the two types of information that could be
taken from these ‘reports’ (lotopian):

Geogr. 1.2.2. of totopla was central to the work of Polybius, a his-
Geogr. 1.5.2, 1.6.1 and 7.7.4. torian and geographer par excellence, who relied on
It is also employed in the title of Chapter 4 of personal observations (abtémng); see Hist. 3.48, §9.
Book 1. Stiickelberger and Grahoff 2006 have See also Marcotte 2002, 21.

translated {otopia meprobik as ‘Reiseberichterstat- 17 Strabo, e.g., expresses the same idea, albeit much
tung’ in German, and Berggren and A. Jones 2000 more directly: ‘Yet both I myself and others obtain
curiously as ‘systematic research! D. Marcotte un- most of our material by hearsay, and then put to-
derstands it to mean ‘P'information fournie par les gether matters of shape, size, and other characteris-
itinéraires’ (Marcotte 2007b, 164). The adjective tics, the quality and quantity, just as a thought is put
neprodikn was perhaps directly coined from the sub- together from mental sensation. [...] Men who have
stantive nepiobog [yfig], sometimes used as title of a love of learning are in such a way, for they trust as
geographical works. a sense organ what is seen by those who have hap-
Stuickelberger 2009¢, 123-124: sea journeys and pened to wander through places, in one or another
overland travel by traders, military expeditions, re- portion of the earth, putting together in a single ge-
ports of exploratory expeditions, etc. ometrical figure the appearance of the entire inhab-
Ptolemy’s use of éniotaoig (‘observation; ‘exami- ited world: (Str. 2.5.11) Unlike Ptolemy, though,
nation] hence here ‘scientific training’ or ‘scientific Strabo is able to contribute information from his
expertise’) is very Polybian; see, e.g., dAA& pet’ émoTé- own travels.

oewg Bewpntéov (Hist. 2.2.2). Moreover, the concept
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The enquiry and reporting has a surveying (10 yewpetpikév) and an astronomical
part (10 petewpookomkdv). The surveying component is that which indicates the
relative positions of localities solely through measurements of distances (61 tiig
avapatprioewg T Saotdoewg); the astronomical component [does the same]
through [celestial] observation (6ux tév parvopévwr) by means of astrolabes (tov
&otpoddBwv) and shadow-casting instruments (ox06Mpwv dpydwwv). The latter
is a selfsufficient [ procedure] and less subject to error, while surveying is cruder

and incomplete without [astronomical observation].!8

Ptolemy then proceeds to give a lengthy discourse on the characteristics of both kinds of
enquiries and their respective reliability. Although he finds that land surveys, in which
the distances between two inland localities were measured, are less accurate than astro-
nomical observations,' he fails to identify clearly the surveying or measuring methods
to which he refers: by the second century CE, however, Greek as well as Roman spe-
cialists had already developed surveying techniques and instruments for making cadas-
tral maps and taking long-distance measurements.” Likewise, Ptolemy also finds that
estimating the distances of sea journeys is imprecise. He explains that, in geography,
straight distances between localities are needed, and that without observing the sky the
distances will always be crude.”! He does not reject these measurements outright but
explains that not only were such distances insufficient (as they do not give the ratio of
the distances ‘to the whole circumference of the earth or its position with respect to the

equator and poles??)

, they are also irrelevant if they have not been corrected or recti-
fied. The number of adjustments that needed to be made from measurements taken (or
believed to have been taken) i situ to the final estimation of the direct distance in stadia
was the reason behind the impreciseness of this type of information.

Meanwhile, the astronomical method allows one to give the position of a locality
with the help of suitable instruments and an arithmetical procedure.” Ptolemy exam-
ines this method at length and repeatedly comments on its superiority, namely, that it

is more convenient and accurate,?* although he finishes by stating:

Geogr. 1.2.2. kind and magnitude of the diversions and subtract
Geogr. 1.2.4. this from the total stadia to find the [number of sta-
See Dilke 1967; Brodersen 1995, 195-224. See dia] of the rectilinear [route]. For sea journeys one
chiefly Lewis 2012 for a recent synopsis of survey- also has to account for the variation in speed corre-
ing methods and instruments. sponding to the blowing of the winds, since at least
Geogr. 1.2.4: ‘[...] having a measurement of distance over long periods these do not maintain a constant
in stadia does not guarantee that the [interval] we force!

find is the correct one, because one seldom encoun- 22 Geogr. 1.2.4.

ters rectilinear journeys on account of the numerous 23 Geogr. 1.2.5-1.3.5.

diversions that are involved in both land and sea 24 Geogr. 1.2.5: “The method using [celestial] obser-
travel. For land journeys one has to estimate the sur- vation determines each of these things accurately
plus [in the reported distance] corresponding to the (dxpiBoi); Geogr. 1.3.3: “We can easily (mpoyeipwg)
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These things being so, if the people who visited the individual countries had
happened to make use of some such observation, it would be possible to make
an absolutely reliable (mavtdnaow &6iotaxtor) map of the orkoumene.

But Hipparchus alone (pévog) has transmitted to us elevations of the North
Pole for a few cities (én’ dAlywv nérewv), few indeed compared to the multitude
(mAfifog) of places to be recorded in a geography, and also localities that are
situated under the same parallels. And a few (§vi01) of those who came after
him [have transmitted] some of the localities that are ‘oppositely situated’?

Ptolemy’s long demonstration about the superiority of this method ends in a disappoint-
ing observation. The method thereby exposed was, in effect, mainly a description of the
reliable information that a geographer is meant to gather in order to draw an accurate
map. Ptolemy himself was unable to put into practice his ideal method. As A. Jones has
written: ‘He is not describing what the mapmakers up to his time actually did, but what
they should do?*® Thus, in all likelihood, Ptolemy did not determine the geographical
coordinates of every locality from #n situ observations and calculations; the accounts of

people who had undertaken such enquiries would have been too infrequent.

4.2 Determining latitude and longitude: theory and application

Although Ptolemy is unforthcoming on the subject of land surveying techniques, he
does refer to several procedures that allow one to acquire the position of localities on
Earth partly through observing the sky. The objective of this section is to determine
the extent to which these procedures enabled Ptolemy to work out the latitude and
longitude of a locality as well as to estimate their role in acquiring his coordinates.

4.2.1 Ptolemy’s ‘appropriate’ method

Ptolemy writes that one has to know the distance and the orientation of the direct path
between two localities in order to determine the position of two localities in relation
to each other.”” As one might expect, Ptolemy realises that measuring the distances

between two localities, which were generally land and sea routes that did not correspond

obtain, among many other very useful things (xpn- 25 Geogr. 1.4.1-2. Note the strong semantic opposition
owtdtw) etcl Geogr. 1.3.5: ‘One can, conversely, between pévog, 6Aiyog and £viot on the one hand
easily (mpoyeipwg) compute the number of stades [of and nAfifog on the other.

such an interval] from the established circumference 26 A.Jones 2012, 116. In other words, since it was

of the whole earth? Ptolemy who devised the better method, the inves-

tigations of his predecessors were necessarily flawed
(see Geogr. 1.4.2).
27 Geogr. 1.2.3.
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to straight lines, is always going to be approximate.”® Even with an accurate evaluation
of the distance and the orientation, two problems remain: one needs to find out the
latitudinal position of the concerned localities as well as the ratio of the given distance
to the circumference of the Earth.?” For the given distance and the orientation between
two localities, the related longitudinal interval will differ according to the latitude of
the localities; the number of stadia in a degree of longitude does, indeed, depend on
the latitude, a phenomenon of which Ptolemy was perfectly aware.>

In order to calculate the circumference of the Earth, and thus the ratio of a distance
to this circumference, Ptolemy develops a method based on observing the sky with the
aid of a particular instrument.?! In contrast to the methods of his predecessors, which
Ptolemy summarises,’? in his procedure the distance does not need to be measured
along a meridian: the measurement can take any great circle of the Earth as its basis.*
The starting point is the distance between two localities, A and B. Thanks to an astrolabe
or a similar instrument (61 6py&rov petewpooromrod), it becomes possible to calculate
the elevations of the celestial North Pole above the horizon for the two localities, plus
the angle between the great circle (on which the route between A and B has been mea-
sured) and the meridian through A or B, all quantities that can be ‘easily taken’ from
the astrolabe.’* Ptolemy adds:

Hence by this procedure the total number of stadia of the [Earth’s] circum-
ference can be found from just one rectilinear interval measured in the earth.
Thereby also [the number of stadia] of the other intervals without measuring
the distances can be found, even if they are throughout not rectilinear or along
a single meridian or parallel [...]. This is because one can, conversely, easily
compute (mpoyelpwg émdoyiCeobor) the number of stadia [of such an interval]
from the established circumference of the whole earth using the ratio of the arc

subtending the interval to the great circle.

Although an astrolabe (or a similar instrument) could provide the required information
almost automatically, Ptolemy does not describe the method in detail. He mentions
only an ‘easy computation’ for obtaining the number of stadia of the route between two
localities. In the discussion of his procedure, Ptolemy focuses on the kind of data that
needs to be collected and how best to gather the data. His procedure enables him to

Geogr. 1.2.4. He also seems to have lacked faith 32 Geogr. 1.3.1-2.

in the estimations of the orientation between 33 Geogr. 1.3.3. A ‘great circle’ is any circle on the ter-
localities. restrial sphere whose centre coincides with the cen-
Geogr. 1.2.4. tre of the Earth (like a meridian or the equator).
Rinner 2013, 96-98. 34 Geogr. 1.3.3-4.

Geogr. 1.2.6-1.3.5. See the detailed explanation of 35 Geogr. 1.3.4-5.

this method in Rinner 2013, 99-100.
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describe the positions of two localities A and B, but only by making i# situ observations.
He does not explain how the information - the elevation of the North Pole of A and B,
plus the angle between a meridian and the great circle where A and B lie - should be
used to obtain, ultimately, the latitude and the longitude of localities, be it by methods
of computation, geometrical construction or another kind of procedure.

At the end of his theoretical discussion, Ptolemy mentions the use of lunar eclipses
to help determine the longitudinal interval between two localities. This method is pre-
sented as the pendant to measuring astronomically the elevation of the North Pole for
the latitude, that is, as a selfsufficient method for determining longitude:

Most intervals, however, and especially those to the east or west, have been re-
ported in a cruder manner, not because those who undertook the researches
were careless, but perhaps because it was not yet understood how useful the
more mathematical mode of investigation is, and because no one bothered to
record more lunar eclipses that were observed simultaneously at different local-
ities (such as the one that was seen at Arbéla at the fifth hour and at Carthage at
the second hour), from which it would have been clear how many equinoctial

time units separated the localities to the east or west.>®

Put simply, during a lunar eclipse all the observers on the moon-facing side of the Earth
are able to view simultaneously the shadow of the Earth as it falls on to the Moon.
However, observers in localities at different longitudes (one in Carthage, another in
Arbéla, for instance) will experience the same eclipse at different local times. These local
times can be compared, given that the observers will refer to an event that occurred at the
same moment in all the localities (on the moon-facing side of the Earth).>” In this way,
one can obtain longitudinal intervals in hours. In the instance mentioned by Ptolemy,
a difference of three hours in local time between Carthage and Arbéla corresponded
to a longitudinal interval of 45°3% According to Strabo, Hipparchus regarded eclipse
observations as the only accurate way of obtaining the longitude of a locality:

One cannot decide accurately [whether localities are] situated more or less to-
wards the east or west, except by comparison of [the times of] eclipses of the
sun and moon. That is what [Hipparchus] says about the matter.’

Unlike Ptolemy in the Geography, however, it seems that Hipparchus believed that so-
lar eclipse observations could also be used to determine longitudinal intervals. If Hip-
parchus and Ptolemy had been referring to the exact same procedure — the simultaneous
observation of an eclipse and a comparison of the local times — then one would be able

36 Geogr. 1.4.2. 38 Rinner 2013, 102.
37 Stickelberger 2009b, 235-237; Rinner 2013, 101. 39 Str. 1.1.12.
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to state unequivocally that in this case Hipparchus had made an error. As solar eclipses
cannot be viewed simultaneously from different localities on Earth, the method can
only be applied to lunar eclipses. The differing characteristics of both phenomena (so-
lar and lunar eclipses) had been described since at least the time of Geminus of Rhodes
(first century BCE),*’ of which Ptolemy, who mentions only lunar eclipses in the Geog-
raphy, was certainly aware.*! It is also possible that Strabo misrepresented Hipparchus’
statement or that Strabo’s text is corrupt; comparing the passage with other testimonies
of Hipparchus does not shed any additional light on the matter.**

Ptolemy refers to an eclipse that was reported to have been observed in Arbéla and
in Carthage. Thanks to a record of a similar event in Pliny the Elder’s work,® it is
generally acknowledged that Ptolemy was alluding to the lunar eclipse of September
331 BCE, which occurred shortly before the Battle of Gaugamela in which Alexander
the Great defeated the army of Darius III. The historical site of Gaugamela lies in the
neighbourhood of Arbéla (modern-day Erbil, in Iraq).** A precise source for Ptolemy’s
information on the eclipse has not been found;* that Ptolemy invented an ad hoc ex-
ample based on his catalogue should not, however, be dismissed out of hand.*¢ In the
Almagest, Ptolemy describes a series of lunar eclipses, some of which had been observed
in Babylon,*” others in Alexandria,* although he does not mention a simultaneously

Geminus, [sag. 10.1-1L.5. known part of the ozkoumene. See Grafhoff, Rinner,
A passage from the Almagest (2.1), in which Ptolemy etal. 2016.

explains why the oikoumené covers only a quarter 42 One can also find ‘eclipses of the sun and moon’ in
of the Earth, is more ambiguous: ‘In the case of the Chrestomathies from Strabo (1.7).

longitude (that is, in the east-west direction) the 43 Pl 2.180: ‘On the occasion of the famous victory
main proof is that observations of the same eclipse of Alexander the Great at Arbéla the moon was
(especially a lunar eclipse) by those at the extreme eclipsed in the second hour [of the night] and in
western and extreme eastern regions of our part Sicily [it was eclipsed] while rising? See also Arrian,
of the oikoumené (which occur at the same [abso- Anab. 3.4.3.

lute] time), never are earlier or later by more than 44 Arrian situates the plain of Gaugamela ‘six hundred
twelve equinoctial hours [in local time]; and the stadia from the city of Arbéla’ (Anab. 3.4.6).

quarter [of the Earth] contains a twelve-hour inter- 45 The longitudinal interval that can be deduced from
val in longitude, since it is bounded by one of the his example (45°) is close to the information in

two halves of the equator? Specifying ‘especially the catalogue (45°10] Geogr. 4.3.7 and 6.1.5). It is

a lunar eclipse’ implies, in principle, that another a rough estimation as there are ¢. 33°40” between
type of eclipse could also be used. Nevertheless, one Carthage and modern-day Erbil. By contrast, Pliny’s
can rule out the fact that the simultaneous observa- information allows one to get an accurate longitudi-
tion, at both extremities of the known world, of any nal interval (e.g., 305 compared with 28°45’ between
kind of eclipse had been effectively recorded and Erbil and Syracuse; Stiickelberger 2009b, 237).

was known to Ptolemys; in this particular case, the 46 See his circular reasoning in the A/m. 2.1, footnote
discussion on the length of the orkoumené and the 41, p. 172.

detailed correction of Marinus of Tyre’s text in the 47 Alm. 4.6, 4.9 and 4.11. Ptolemy knew of these obser-
Geography would have served no purpose. By con- vations via Hipparchus.

trast, one should regard the mention of observed 48 Hipparchus observed three eclipses between 201
eclipses in the Almagest as the only way of justifying and 200 BCE (Alm. 4.11). The other eclipse took
theoretically the reported longitudinal extent of the place in April 125 CE (Alm. 4.9) and might have

been observed by Ptolemy, although his mention
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observed eclipse in those two cities; rather, he postulates that Alexandria was about five-
sixths of an equinoctial hour to the west of the meridian through Babylon, and uses this
result to make calculations.”” Although several reports of isolated eclipse observations
have been passed down, sometimes with the exact local time provided,*® one has to agree

with Ptolemy that very little information on lunar eclipses was ever transmitted.

4.2.2 Astronomical measurements and mathematical constructions

In the Almagest, Ptolemy developed a number of arithmetical and geometrical concepts
and procedures for determining and converting a large collection of quantities related
to the fields of astronomy, geography and cartography: a table of chords, the determina-
tion of the obliquity of the ecliptic, spherical trigonometry, and so on. A place’s latitude
is one of the geographical properties of a locality and can be expressed in several ways:
the length of the longest day, the ratio of a gnomon to its shadow (measured at the sol-
stices or equinoxes), or the elevation of the North Pole above the horizon. Ptolemy was
able to develop a series of computations and conversions of different quantities related
to latitude.’! His exposition of the parallels in the Almagest (2.13) relied on a mathe-
matical construction in which the geographical reference places associated with each
parallel should not be regarded as actual localities of astronomical observations. That
such observations did, in fact, take place on the island of Rhodes (on the eleventh par-
allel) or at Massalia (on the fourteenth parallel) and were later transmitted to Ptolemy,
is, admittedly, plausible, although that is not the case for places such as the ‘middle of
the Pontus’ or the ‘sources of the Istros River*?

The distinction between information that comes from 7 situ observations and data
that results from a geometrical construction or a mathematical conversion is not always
clear; indeed, Ptolemy criticises Marinus for not paying enough attention to the matter.
In a discussion on the southern limit of the oikoumené, Ptolemy writes that Marinus’

arguments were based on astronomical observations:

[Marinus] tries to show that [his] southern limit is plausible both by certain
[astronomical] observations (6ix ¢pawopévwr) as he supposes them to be, and

by records (61 6w iotopnBelodv Siavdoewv) of land and sea journeys.53

After summarising Marinus’ argumentation, Ptolemy notes:

of it is somewhat ambiguous. G.]J. Toomer 1984, 49 Alm. 4.6.

footnote 54, 206, has conjectured that the latter 50 Xenophon, Hellenica, 1.6; Liv. 44.37.9; and Pl. 2.180,
eclipse was observed by a certain Theon, who trans- quoted in footnote 43.

mitted other astronomical observations recorded 51 See Rinner 2013, 26-29.

during the second half of Hadrian’s reign (A/m. 9.9, 52 Alm. 2.13.15-16.

10.1-2). 53 Geogr. 1.7.3.
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Now in these words [Marinus] is describing merely what ought to occur (t&
ode{dovta) in locations on the equator or between the tropics; but he does not
tell us whether there has actually been any report about the phenomena on
[parallels] south of the equator, for example, that somewhere some stars that

are at the south of the equator reach the zenith, etc.>

In the above quotation, Ptolemy discusses information on remote areas in the southern
hemisphere, which is a very special case. It highlights, however, an epistemological
issue — the risk of circular reasoning — when developing a geographical science based on

mathematics.

4.2.3 Appropriate method and acceptable procedures

Ptolemy ends his long discussion by ranking his sources. Ptolemy was forced to deal
with the lack of information arising from his astronomical method by using an ad hoc
procedure that was acceptable by default. For instance, when he considers the extent of

the orkoumené south towards the Equator, he explains:

[The distance] could have been undisputedly (mavtdnaoy dxpipég) obtained if
someone would have observed the [astronomical phenomena] that occur in
these regions with a more mathematical method. But since such research has
not been made, there is nothing for it but to examine more roughly (6Aooyepé-
otepov), and on the basis of a simpler [procedure], what a reasonable (bAoyov)

amount for the extent [of the oikoumené] beyond the equator would be.>

This example comes from Ptolemy’s revision of Marinus’ work and concerns a specific
instance. Nevertheless, at the end of his discussion on the advantages of the astronomical
method and the lack of i situ observations, he proposes, in similar terms, a solution that

is meant to be applied to the entire Geography:

It would therefore be reasonable (ebAoyov) for one who intended to undertake
a world map following these principles to give priority to the data that have
been obtained through the more accurate observations (61 v drpipeatépwn
mpfioewv), as foundations (kaBdmnep Beperiovg), and to fit [the data] that come
from the other [sources] to these, until their positions with respect to each other
stand as much as possible in agreement with the most reliable [data] from the

sources transmitted [to us].>®

54 Geogr. 1.7.5. 56 Geogr. 1.4.2.
55 Geogr.1.9.8.
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The text shows a clear change in semantics: the procedure is no longer unquestionable,
undisputed, accurate (&biotaxog, dkpipnig) or easy (mpdyepog) but only ebloyog, that is,
reasonable and consistent. A similar shift occurs between Ptolemy’s definition of geog-
raphy (an zmitation — pipnowg — of the known world)’” and the npédoyog of Book 2, where
Ptolemy states that the aim of his map is to give ‘the greatest possible similarity (ndota
£viip opotdtn) in shape’ to the real orkoumene.>

The most reliable data came, of course, from the astronomical method extolled by
Ptolemy. The ranking of the data could then be extended to the remaining informa-
tion; A. Jones has written of a ‘relative prioritisation even among the available distance-
measurement reports.’” Moreover, this implies that determining the coordinates of each
locality did not follow a random order but that it focused firstly on a small number of
well-known localities, which were integrated into the ‘foundations’ (6epéhiot) of the
map.®® D. Marcotte has drawn a pertinent parallel in his comparison of Ptolemy’s 6epé-
Mot with the important dates or epochs (¢moyai) used in certain antique chronological
tables, such as those developed by Eratosthenes and his successors: they enable any his-
torical event to be dated in relation to these fixed dates.®® Ptolemy’s passage is, however,
somewhat ambiguous and it is not clear that the ‘foundations’ of his map are simply the
localities that were determined from the information derived from astronomical obser-
vations.®? On the other hand, Ptolemy suggests that determining coordinates entails a
degree of approximation for localities with less qualitative or quantitative information.

Ptolemy’s critique of his own catalogue is crucial to understanding his method:

The numbers of degrees in longitude and latitude of well-trodden places (6w
TeTppévwy Tonwv) are to be considered as quite close to the truth because gen-
erally consistent accounts of them have been passed down without interruption
(6100 O ovveysg Kal wg émimav opodoyoduevor ThY mapaddoewr); but [the coordi-
nates] of the places that have not been so travelled, because the reports are
sparse and unconfirmed (£vekev Tod omaviov kai dbiaBeBardyton), have been ap-
proximately (6hooyepéotepov) estimated according to the more trustworthily
determined places or the global configuration, so that none of these places that

Geogr. 1.1.1. 62 One cannot infer from this passage that the main
Geogr. 2.1.1. cities listed in Book 8 of the Geograply and/or in the
A. Jones 2012, 118. “Table of Noteworthy Cities’ were also used in the

Strabo twice uses a similar architectural or urban-
istic metaphor to explain how a geographical work
has to rely on the study of several fundamental no-
tions (Str. 1.1.13 and 2.5.1).

Marcotte 2007b, 165. On Eratosthenes’” works on
chronology, see Geus 2011, 309-332.

Bepéhot of Ptolemy’s maps. This old hypothesis still
appears in modern works — see Stiickelberger and
Mittenhuber 2009, 144 and 241 - but the strict rela-
tionship between these different sets of important
localities has never been thoroughly supported.
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are to be included to make the oikoumené complete will lack a defined posi-
63

tion.
Ptolemy introduces here the idea that determining coordinates cannot always be based
on the rigorous and rational procedures of a purely mathematical method. He em-
phasises the importance of using specific criteria, which he often uses in his revision
of Marinus’ work, in order to select reliable information. In fact, he suggests two inter-
locking criteria: a spatial criterion, since he distinguishes between localities or areas that
have been well travelled from those that have not; and a ‘scientific’ criterion, since he
respects the consensus of long-held traditions. One important point is the opposition
between geographical information that originated from several separate experiences,

where a consensus could emerge, and other more dubious forms of data:

Justas one has to reserve judgement concerning great distances and those which
have seldom been travelled, or not [travelled] in a way about which there is
general agreement, so one should trust those which are not great but have been
travelled often and by many people in a way that is agreed upon.**

It seems that Ptolemy was highly suspicious of distances that came from isolated reports
of one-off journeys, which were subject to chance circumstances,® to an element of
boasting on the part of the travellers,* or simply to the lack of training and knowledge of
those people who had travelled to these faraway regions.” By contrast, when several in-
dependent reports of travellers and/or merchants were concordant, the information was
considered to be trustworthy;®® compared with the geographical tradition, Ptolemy’s
rehabilitation, in some cases, of merchants” accounts is quite original.*” The themes of
trust, confidence, even of faith underlie the whole revision of Marinus’ work.”®

Geogr. 2.1.2. the report of Patrocle between Eratosthenes, Hip-
Geogr. 1.10.2. parchus and Strabo (Str. 2.1.4).

Geogr. 1.8.5-6. 69 Admittedly, both Ptolemy and Marinus seem to
Geogr. 1.11.8. have regretted that Philemon had trusted the in-
Geogr. 1.9.8. Ptolemy’s arguments fall within a long formation given by traders on the size of Hibernia:
geographical tradition of discussing the relevance ‘These merchants do not concern themselves with
and reliance of written accounts. For example, finding out the truth, being occupied with their
Strabo (15.1.4) makes the very same observation commerce; rather, they often exaggerate the dis-
concerning India; Polybius (3.58) also discusses tances out of boastfulness’ (Geogr. 1.11.8). The dis-
the issues of travel reports from the corners of the trust of merchants’ accounts about distant regions
known world. is a topos of ancient geography. See, e.g., Polybius,
Such as the information on the location of Simylla Hist. 4.39. However, Ptolemy seems generally to

in India (Geogr. 1.17.3) or the sea journey to the have accepted the accounts of traders who had trav-
land of the Séres (Geogr. 1.17.5). The disparity be- elled along the south-eastern coast of Asia and Libyé
tween isolated accounts and consensus was com- (Africa).

mon in geographical discussions. See the debate on 70 See, e.g., the location of the occurrences of the verbs

motebew (Geogr. 1.6.1, 1.9.7, 1.10.2 and 1.12.4)
and amote (1.9.7, 1.11.7) or the adjective dmortov
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In many cases, Ptolemy does not provide the precise names of the travellers or mer-
chants; the unanimity or the consensus on which Ptolemy relied was often emphatically
or categorically proclaimed, with the verb épodéyew (‘to agree’) and its derivations fre-
quently used.”! Since the introduction to the Geography focuses on a critical review of
Marinus’ work, one should not underestimate the rhetorical aspect of these references to
‘the consensus, which was a common argumentative practice in the geography of Antiq-
uity. It should, however, be regarded as an effective criterion in the choice of Ptolemy’s
data as well as a reflection of how he handled his sources. As far as the distances are
concerned, corrections and modifications were made depending on the nature of the
source and the geographical area under discussion. In evaluating the length of the oik-
oumené, Ptolemy trusted distances (even long distances) within the Mediterranean area,
since the latter was well-known and also because of his respect for the tradition passed

down by Marinus.”?

4.3 Origins of the coordinates and the revision of Marinus’ work

4.3.1 Technique and practice of the 6160pOworg

The second part of Ptolemy’s introduction consists mainly of a 616pBwatg (from 610p86w,
literally ‘straightening up; ‘making right; ‘revising’) — that is, a revision or a correction
of a text — of the geographical work of Marinus. This term comes from the specialist
vocabulary of the Alexandria-based ypappatikoi (the equivalent of today’s philologists),
who prepared editions of classical, literary texts, chiefly the works of Homer, from as
early as the late fourth century BCE. In this context, a 516p6woig comprised correcting
the text, generally on the basis of other copies or as a result of personal opinion, while
an énaw6pbwotg involved rectifying a later correction in order to uphold and restore an

earlier reading. These modifications were carried out on copies in preparation for a new

edition (¢k60a1g) of the text.”?

(1.8.6) in Ptolemy’s revision of Marinus’ work. See down by [Marinus] for the distance from the Fortu-
Gdmez Espelosin 2010. nate Isles to the crossing of the Euphrates at Hier-
Geogr. 1.14.10: ‘[...] since all agree that [the apolis, as if [the journey] were made along the paral-
metropolis of the Sinai] is east of Kattigara, etc’; lel through Rhodes. [This is] both because it is con-
Geogr. 1.17.3: ‘Absolutely everyone who has sailed tinually being checked (61& te 10 ovvexég Tiig neipag)
through these places agrees’; Geogr. 1.17.4: “There is and because [Marinus] has manifestly taken into ac-
a consensus among the those who have sailed there} count the amount by which the greater distances
Geogr. 1.17.5: ‘They agree reporting that [...]. See ought to be corrected on account of diversions and
also 1.5.1, 1.6.4, 1.10.2, 1.11.2 and 2.1.2. variations in the itineraries’

Geogr. 1.11.2: ‘For in the first place one should fol- 73 See, in particular, E. Montanari 2015.

low the numbers of stades, from place to place, set
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In disciplines such as astronomy, history or medicine, a 516pfwotg described the par-
ticular relationship between a work that had been transmitted and its StopBwtig (‘reviser;
‘corrector’). A 616pfwoig was undertaken on an older work, generally an authoritative
text: this did not imply that the authority in question had been completely rejected,
but rather that the revision represented a validation, for the most part, of the earlier
work. Thus, paradoxically, a 616pfwaig signified both preservation and innovation.”

According to the definition of J. Engels:

The supporters of this method expected progress to be made in a scientific field
— from philosophy, rhetoric and grammar to geography — on the basis of con-
structive criticism and debate with the doctrines of the discipline’s best prede-

cessors.”>

This Alexandrian philological approach had been transferred to geographical and car-
tographical scholarship as early as the late third century BCE:® Eratosthenes had de-
veloped 616pbwotg as a working method while engaging in revising the known world’s
geographical knowledge and, in particular, correcting the ‘ancient maps.”” Most of the
geographical works produced after him were written using the same method. Generally,
a geographer either revised the work of a predecessor, whom he regarded as the most
recent authority (so Hipparchus revised Eratosthenes’ work and Ptolemy revised Mari-
nus’ work), or he wrote critiques on more recent theories (Posidonius wrote critiques on
Parmenides and Aristotle;”® Polybius commented on the works of Dicaearchus, Eratos-
thenes and Pytheas).”” Strabo and a priori Marinus, however, carried out more thorough
revisions of their predecessors’ works,*® while Ptolemy’s description of Marinus’ work
reads as follows:

Arnaud 2007, 14. correct in most cases. Indeed, to engage in philo-
Engels 2013, 88: ‘Die Anhinger dieser Methode er- sophical discussion with everybody is unseemly, but
warteten Fortschritte in einer Fachwissenschaft — it is honourable to do so with Eratosthenes, Hip-
von der Philosophie, Rhetorik und Grammatik bis parchus, Posidonius, Polybius, and others of their
hin zur Geographie — von einer konstruktiven Kritik type!

und Auseinandersetzung mit den Lehrmeinungen 76 Jacob 1998.

der jeweils besten Vorginger der Disziplin? See, e.g., 77 Str. 1.4.1: ‘In his second book, Eratosthenes under-
Strabo’s statement (1.2.1) on his personal approach: takes a revision (616p8wow) of the principles of geog-
‘And if I shall, on occasion, be compelled to con- raphy’; Str. 2.1.2: ‘After Eratosthenes has said that,
tradict the very men whom in all other respects I he thinks that there is need of a revision of the an-
follow most closely, I beg to be pardoned; for it is cient geographical map (6&iv SopBioon TV dpyaiov
not my purpose to contradict every individual ge- yewypadikov nivaxa). See also Str. 2.1.38.

ographer, but rather to leave the most of them out 78 Str.2.3.1.

of consideration — men whose arguments it is un- 79 Str. 2.4.1 and 2.4.4.

seemly even to follow — and to pass upon the opin- 80 Marcotte 2012, 16-17.

ion of those men whom we recognise to have been
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Marinus of Tyre seems to be the latest in our time to have undertaken this sub-
ject, and he has done it with absolute diligence. He has clearly laid his hands on
numerous records of research besides those that had come to knowledge still
earlier, and treated those of nearly all his predecessors with care, giving appro-
priate correction (énavopBooewg) to everything that he found that either they
or he himself, at first, had trusted without good reason, as can be seen from the
publications (ék tov éxb6aewv) of his Revision of the Geographical Map (tfig T0b

yewypadixod mivakog 61opfwoewg), which are numerous.

Now if we saw no defect in his final compilation (tfj tedevtaia gvvtder), we
would content ourselves with making the map of the oikoumené on the basis of
these writings alone, without taking any more trouble about it. Since, however,
even he turns out to have given assent to certain things that have not been
creditably established, [...] we have justifiably been induced to contribute as
much as we think necessary to the man’s work to make it more logical and

easier to use.’!

Marinus carried out several revisions of the geographical map, which made him the di-
rect heir, from a methodological point of view, to the traditions of Eratosthenes and
Strabo. So, Ptolemy’s approach to revising a geographical work was perfectly consistent
with the methods of his predecessors: one identified the most recent authority (Mari-
nus), praised his achievements, justified the need to make a revision and then provided
a (long) list of shortcomings and errors to be rectified. Finally, the vocabulary Ptolemy
uses — 810pBwotg, Enavbpbuwatg, £E6001g — belongs unquestionably to the semantic field
of the Alexandrian critical tradition.

Ptolemy directs his critique at different aspects of Marinus’ work, which he exam-
ines successively: the dimensions that Marinus gave to the ozkoumene, isolated cases of
incoherence, the inconvenience of using his work and Marinus’ cartographical projec-
tions. Ptolemy was clearly very familiar with Marinus’ geographical work. Moreover,
he mentions at least twice that his revision would retain a good part of his predecessor’s

information:

We shall make this the end of our outline for the things that need some at-
tention in the [current] research itself; lest it should seem to anyone that we
are expressing systematic disapproval (§votaow) rather than making a revision

(616pBwov), we will make everything clear in this detailed guide.®?

Geogr. 1.6.1-2. sion of Marinus’ work and nowhere in the rest of
Geogr. 1.18.1. The use of the future tense éotat in the Geography does Ptolemy explain how he intends
‘we will make everything clear’ is puzzling, since the do this. The entire sentence has been interpreted
passage appears towards the end of Ptolemy’s revi- and translated in a variety of ways. Cf. the very dif
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We have thus taken on a twofold task: first to preserve [Marinus’] opinions [as
expressed] through the whole of his compilation, except for those things that
need some correction (6iopfwoewg); second to see to it that the things that he
did not make clear will be inscribed as they should be, so far as is possible,
using the research of those who have visited the places, or their positions [as

recorded] in the more accurate maps.

Ptolemy’s discussion of Marinus’ work reveals a paradoxical relationship between Ptolemy
and his forerunner,®* which has caused impassioned historiographical debate, while the
absence of an independent transmission of Marinus’ work has often led to pure spec-
ulation. Nonetheless, the way Ptolemy dealt with the geographical and cartographical
tradition that preceded him concurs perfectly with the codes and common practices of
Alexandrian geography. My aim now is to ascertain, within this framework, whether an
analysis of Ptolemy’s 516p6wotg of Marinus” work will disclose any aspects of the former’s
method for determining the coordinates of the catalogue of localities.

4.3.2 Data handling in the revision of Marinus’ work

Ptolemy’s data handling and the procedures he used in his revision of Marinus’ work
has been exhaustively studied by E. Rinner.®® In his corrections of the extent of the ok-
oumené towards the east and the south, Ptolemy determined, in a series of stages that are
discussed below, several sets of latitudinal and longitudinal intervals in degrees, based
on the descriptions of sea and land journeys.

Determining the direct distance between two localities

In order to determine the straight-line or direct distance between two localities, on the
basis of distances that had been transmitted in the sources by travel accounts, Ptolemy
considers both the sinuosity (¢xtpomai)® of a route (as opposed to a theoretical, recti-
linear journey) and the irregularities (dwpoadio)¥” of a journey that mostly arise from
changing meteorological conditions. To take these features into account, Ptolemy re-
duces some of Marinus’ distances of both land and sea journeys.

When dealing with maritime journeys, Ptolemy reduces the distance between local-

ities situated at the extremities of a gulf by a third. For instance, between Cape Kory

ferent translations of Aujac 2012, 356; Berggren and 83 Geogr. 1.19.1.

A. Jones 2000, 80; and Stiickelberger and Graghoff 84 See A. Jones 2012, 118.

2006, 105. By ‘the detailed guide’ (6v avriig Tiig Ka- 85 Rinner 2013, 106-127.

T pépog dnyfoews) Prolemy means the catalogue, 86 Geogr. 1.8.3, 1.11.2 and 1.12.3.

since he uses the same expression in the nmpéoyog of 87 Geogr. 1.8.4,1.9.2, 1.11.2, 1.13.1-2, 1.13.5, 1.13.7-8.

Book 2 (Geogr. 2.1.2).
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(possibly modern-day Rameswaram in India)® and the city of Kouroula to the north-
east, Marinus gave a distance of 3 o4o stadia, which Ptolemy takes as having been mea-
sured by following the gulf; however, a direct sailing between the two points would,
according to him, give a distance of 2 030 stadia (that is, a third shorter).¥ Ptolemy’s
correction corresponds to the difference between two sailing options, otherwise attested
in the antique sources — either of closely following the irregularities of the coast (kata-
koAn{{w) or of sailing directly (eb8umdoéw).”® Ptolemy does not explain his reduction
factor but he might have calculated his correction as follows: if one takes the shape of a
gulf to be a half circle, a direct sailing between both ends of the gulf would correspond
to the diameter of the circle; half the circumference of the circle is the diameter mul-
tiplied by 2. A rough approximation of this ratio is two-thirds; hence the diameter (a
direct sailing) is approximately one-third shorter than half the circumference (the sail-
ing along the gulf).”! A second kind of correction takes into account the irregularities
of a maritime journey that arose from changing sailing conditions. For each of the five
intermediate journeys between Cape Kory and the Golden Chersonese (certainly the
Malay Peninsula),”* the correction amounts to a third of the distance, with again no
justification given for the reduction factor. From Ptolemy’s discussion on the maritime
journeys made by Theophilos and Diogenés along the eastern coast of Libyé, one can
work out that the irregularities of the sailing conditions, which were mainly the result
of particular winds, would have been considered locally; therefore, an appropriate cor-
rection should be adapted to the area under consideration.”® As for the Mediterranean
area, Ptolemy leaves Marinus’ distances in stadia between the Fortunate Isles and the
Gulf of Issus unchanged, partly because Marinus ‘has manifestly taken into account the
amount by which the greater distances ought to be corrected on account of diversions
and variations (mop& Ta¢ EKTpomdg Kad Ta¢ dvwpadiog) in the itineraries’??*

Similar characteristics were taken into account when dealing with /and journeys:
the differences in the direction of a road compared with a ‘theoretical’ route that fol-

Rameswaram is situated on a very narrow penin- 92 Geogr. 1.13.3, 1.13.5, 1.13.7-9.

sula on the mainland side of the channel separating 93 Geogr. 1.9.1—4 and Rinner 2013, 109-110.

India from Sri Lanka. This is the modern location 94 Geogr. 1.11.2 and Rinner 2013, 111. That Ptolemy

suggested by Stiickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009,
691.

Geogr. 1.13.1-2. Prolemy makes a similar correc-
tion to the distance given for the journey between

Paloura and Sada, along the Gulf of the Ganges (Ge-

ogr. 1.13.7).

Arnaud 2005, 89, 109-11; Kowalski 2012, 144-145.
See, e.g., Eux. 11, 34, 57 (and 26B Diller), Stadias-
mos 164 or Str. 14.6.2.

Meuret 1998, 157-159; Geus 2004b, 46-47; Rinner
2013, 108.

includes the route from the so-called Fortunate Isles
to the Sacred Cape and then into a well-known sail-
ing area is rather surprising (although Pliny records
a set of distances in miles, related to these islands,
mostly based on the information collected by Juba;
see Pl. 6.202-205). Also intriguing is Ptolemy’s si-
lence on these islands and on Marinus’ use of them
to estimate the longitudinal extent of the otkoumené.
Ptolemy never questions Marinus’ choice, which
may stem from a lack of information in his own

sources.
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lowed a parallel or a meridian and the irregularities of a journey that arose mainly from
meteorological conditions. Significant diversions of a route from a theoretical line could
also result from the itinerary itself: in the case of the route from Hekatompylos to Séra,”
the itinerary did not follow the parallel through Rhodes very closely but its latitude
did vary significantly between the parallels through Smyrna and Byzantium;’® likewise,
there was no reason for Septimius Flaccus’ military expedition heading towards the re-
gion of Aithiopia to deviate from its strictly southbound route.”” The corrections that
Ptolemy makes thus depend on the particular itinerary, which were treated case by case.
Nevertheless, with the exception of the route from the crossing of the Euphrates (near
Hierapolis, modern-day Manbij) to the Stone Tower,”® when it comes to land journeys,
Ptolemy halves the distances, taking into account both the changing directions of the
itineraries and the irregularities of the trip, so that one cannot determine the weight of

each factor.”

Determining longitudinal and latitudinal intervals

On the basis of the direct distance between two localities and a description of their
orientation relative to one another, Ptolemy works out the longitudinal interval between
the two places. Once again the procedure involves two stages. First, he determines
the interval between the respective meridians by reducing the distance in accordance
with the orientation data. For instance, the city of Paloura'® was said to be to the
south-east of Kouroula, ‘in the direction of the winter sunrise’ or ‘in the direction of the
Euros’!%! The distance as the crow flies, which had been previously calculated, amounts
to 6 300 stadia. Ptolemy reduces the distance by one-sixth (to § 250 stadia) in order to

Talbert 2000, 1351, suggests situating Hekatompylos 98 For the route from the crossing of the Euphrates to
near Qumis, whereas Stiickelberger and Grafhoft the Stone Tower (876 schoinoi, according to Mari-
2006, 87, proposes a place near Shahrud - both lo- nus), Ptolemy simply rounds down the figure (to
calities are in northern Iran, near the Caspian Sea. 800 schoinoi) ‘because of the diversions of the route’
The modern location of Séra is not known. Sttickel- (610 TaXG @Y 686G ékTpomdg): Geogr. 1.12.3. Note that
berger and GraBhoff 2006, 85, cautiously suggest the city of Hierapolis, which Ptolemy uses as a ref-
Lanzhou (a major trading centre along the Silk erence point, was, in fact, about 25 km west of the
Road of Antiquity) or the capital city of Xi’an (both Euphrates.

in central China). 99 See, e.g., the distance from the Stone Tower to Séra
Geogr. 1.12.3-9. Departing from Hekatompylos, (Geogr. 1.12.1) in Rinner 2013, 111-113. Ptolemy
the route went northwards to the city of Hyrka- does not correct the distance between Leptis Magna
nia, then southwards to Areia, deviating northwards (near modern-day Al Khums in Libya) and Garama
again to reach the city of Antiochia in Margiane (modern-day Germa in the Sahara Desert, south-east
(modern-day Merv, Turkmenistan). The route then Libya), which he clearly believed went in a generally
went quasi eastwards to Bactra (modern-day Balkh, straight, north-to-south direction (Geogr. 1.10.2).
Afghanistan) before going northwards and through 100 Paloura was possibly situated near the mouth of the
the Pamir Mountains. See the schema in A. Jones modern-day Nagavali River in eastern India.

2012, I21. 101 Geogr. 1.13.5. The Euros is, in Ptolemy’s Geography, a
Geogr. 1.8.5-7. south-easterly wind.
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calculate the east-west component of the distance.!®* The distance thus obtained was
said to be the longitudinal interval between the meridian through Kouroula and the
meridian through Paloura. In the five examples that he discusses, Ptolemy proceeds in
the same way, placing the reduction factor in relation to the angle made by the line
segment between two localities on the one hand and a parallel circle on the other: one-
sixth for a distance towards the south-east, one half for a distance ‘toward the Boreas’
(which in this instance means towards the north-east) and no reduction for a distance
going in an easterly direction.'® Ptolemy does not explain how he works out these
reduction factors. However, all the reductions exhibit a trigonometrical relationship
between the actual distance and the meridian, which Ptolemy is able to apply thanks to
his chord table.!'® This procedure relies firstly on the distances on the Earth’s surface
being handled as distances on a plane and then on dividing the horizon into twelve
regular sections.'®

The second stage of this procedure involves converting the longitudinal intervals,
which are in stadia, into degrees. The number of stadia in one degree of any great circle
is constant (500 stadia, according to Ptolemy). However, this number does vary for the
degrees measured along other circles: along parallel circles, for example, the number of
stadia in one degree depends on the latitude considered.’® When it comes to revising
the longitudinal extent of the south-eastern coast of Asia, Ptolemy calculates 1° of lon-
gitude for 500 stadia, since he believes the concerned areas are close to the Equator.'”
Therefore, the interval of § 250 stadia between the meridians through Kouroula and

Paloura corresponds to a longitudinal interval of 10°30,'%

Approximation and analogy

Ptolemy has to use a different procedure to determine the southern extent of the ozk-
oumené. According to Ptolemy, Marinus’ otkoumené extended too far south. Ptolemy

accepted Marinus’ information on the south-east coast of Asia (although this did not

102 One can acquire a more concrete idea of Prolemy’s dia in a degree along a parallel circle of latitude ¢
procedure by imagining that Ptolemy projected the corresponds to cos(¢)- 500. For a latitude of 369
section of line that runs from Paloura to Kouroula 1° must equal 404.5 stadia, which Ptolemy rounds
on to a parallel circle, in this case, on to the Equator. down to 400 stadia (Geogr. 1.12.11). See Rinner

103 Geogr. 1.13.3-9; Rinner 2013, 114. 2013, 117-118. Since meridians are by definition

104 See the exact procedure in Rinner 2013, 113-116. great circles of the Earth, 1° of meridian always
The table of chords is given in Alm. 1.11 for each equals 500 stadia.
half degree. See also Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 107 Geogr. 1.13.4.

16. 108 Geogr. 1.13.5. Prolemy uses the same procedure

105 Rinner 2013, 114-115. for distances considered to run along the par-

106 In modern terms, if 1° of any great circle equals 500 allel through Rhodes (Geogr. 1.12.11) and for
stadia, as Ptolemy postulated, the number of sta- north-south distances (Geogr. 1.8.2, 1.10.1).
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110
111

stop him from adjusting the data) but he did not believe Marinus’ accounts of individ-
ual journeys made to the land of Agisymba in the region of Aithiopia, at least as far as the
duration of the journeys were concerned.'” Interestingly, the accounts contain com-
ments on Agisymba’s fauna, such as the fact that rhinoceroses could be found there.''?
It seems that Ptolemy was alluding to the idea that the location of specific fauna is de-

11 and from that deduced that the rhinoceroses of the southern

pendent on the climate
hemisphere lived approximately at the same distance from the Equator as their northern
relatives. He surmised that, as rhinoceroses and elephants could not be found north of
Meroé (16°25° N), the land of Agisymba could not be situated any more south than the
corresponding parallel in the southern hemisphere (16°25> S).!'? E. Rinner has right-
fully pointed out that Ptolemy’s reasoning is a Notldsung (‘a temporary solution’).!* In
his defence, though, it does seem that this admittedly extreme case is the only time that
Ptolemy, in the total absence of any other information, resorts to making such a crude
estimation of a latitude.

Ptolemy’s discussion gives rise to numerous approximations and the rounding up
and down of figures in several aspects of his data handling, particularly in the computing
procedures. For example, he states:

An arc similar to [one degree of the Equator] on the parallel through Rhodes
(that is, the parallel 36° from the equator) contains approximately (£yyiota) 400
stadia. We may ignore, in such a rough determination (év 6Aooyepel Katadfyet),

the slight excess compared with the [exact] ratio of the parallels.!!*

In this particular case, rounding down the figure involves an error of slightly more than
1%, which is considered negligible, when compared with Ptolemy’s long distances.!'s
When Ptolemy converts stadia into intervals in degrees and vice versa, he often includes

the adverb ‘yyiota; that is, ‘approximately:!!®

Geogr. 1.8.7: ‘For these reasons it is likely that these and eastern India ‘as further evidence in favour of
men either told travellers’ tales or used the expres- this they quote the case of elephants, a species oc-
sion to the south for toward the Notos or toward the curring in each of these extreme regions, suggesting
Lips as the locals tend to talk, using the approximate that the common characteristic of these extremes is
term in place of the exact’ explained by their continuity’ (De cael. 2.14 [298a])
Geogr. 1.8.5. 112 Geogr. 1.9.8-1.10.1; Rinner 2013, 120-122.

Ptolemy used the old idea of the determinism of 113 Rinner 2013, 121.

fauna and flora depending on the latitude and cli- 114 Geogr. 1.11.2-3.

matic conditions — a theory already applied to geo- 115 Rinner 2013, 118 and 125. At a latitude of 36° 1°
graphical descriptions and popularised by Posido- equals 404.5 stadia.

nius (Str. 2.3.7). Aristotle had also utilised this kind 116 Geogr. 1.10.1: ‘16°25; so approximately (Eyyiota)

of argument in a discussion, in which (like Ptolemy) 8,200 stadia’ Geogr. 1.13.4: ‘a distance of 675 sta-

he referred to elephants, about the supposed small- dia or approximately (£yyiota) 1°20! See also 1.13.2,
ness of the ocean between the Pillars of Hercules 1.13.5, 1.13.8, 1.14.7-8 and passim.
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Conclusion

In his revision of Marinus’ work, Ptolemy mentions and uses several procedures that he
might also have employed to determine the coordinates of localities using the basic in-
formation supplied by his sources: orientation data, distances in stadia, the descriptions
of itineraries or of the coastal topography. However, when one compares the longitudi-
nal intervals in degrees determined by Ptolemy along the south-east coast of Asia with
the coordinates of the respective localities in the catalogue, one finds important differ-
ences.!'” Although one cannot rule out completely that such procedures were used, it
is clear that the computations in the introduction were not transferred to the catalogue.
Admittedly, the catalogue of localities in manuscript X does not contain the coordi-
nates of the localities along the south-east coast of Asia, so one cannot ascertain whether
the = recension originally had the same coordinates as the Q recension. Furthermore,
Ptolemy neither records whether the methods he uses in his 616pfwatg of Marinus’ work
could also be employed to determine the geographical coordinates of localities, nor does
he admit to using these coordinates in the catalogue. Correcting the ozkoumené’s dimen-
sions — specifically the extent of the known world south of Libyé and east of Asia — is

what underlies the procedures in Ptolemy’s introduction.

4.4 Distance, time and orientation

Ptolemy did not produce an extensive and annotated list of the sources and the types of
data, which he used to determine the coordinates. The geographical texts and authori-
ties that Ptolemy explicitly mentions are either lost — such as the accounts of Theophi-

"8 _ or only known to us through indirect

los, Philemon, Julius Maternus and others
citations and rare fragments in other geographical works — such as those of Hipparchus
and Timosthenes. Nevertheless, throughout the introduction to the Geography, Ptolemy
refers to a large amount of different kinds of geographical information, much of which
had been used in the works of earlier geographers. It is these earlier preserved texts that
possibly form the basis of Ptolemy’s work.

One of the most widespread pieces of information used in geographical texts and
in Ptolemy’s Geography are the distances between localities. Ptolemy uses long distances
when considering the length and the width of the oikoumené, for instance,'” but also
smaller distances (of several hundred stadia) for the precise examples in the introduc-
tion.!?® They are generally expressed in stadia, which was the most commonly used

unit of length in Greek geographical texts, although Ptolemy also refers to distances in

117 Rinner 2013, 116, 122-123. 119 Geogr. 1.8.1.
118 Stickelberger 2009c¢, 123-124. 120 Geogr. 1.15.4.
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125
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schoinoi'?! and in miles'??. According to Ptolemy, one schoinos was equal to thirty sta-
dia.!?® Despite the existence in Antiquity of several stadia-to-miles conversion scales,
Ptolemy provides no clues in his work as to which conversion system he used. The
most common ratio was one mile for eight stadia,'** but ratios such as 1:7 % (in the Eux.

Y125 are attested as

and in the Hypotyposis, for example) and 1:8 3 (according to Polybius
well.12¢. Ptolemy does, though, clearly define the equivalence between meridians and
parallels in degrees and distances in stadia: one degree on a great circle of the terrestrial
sphere was equivalent to 500 stadia.!?’

The distances between two localities were sometimes given in units of time, that is,
in the duration of maritime or terrestrial journeys. On several occasions Ptolemy refers
to the number of days it took to march between two places as well as the duration (also
in days) of a sea journey.'”® The relationship between distances and the duration of

journeys was frequently made in geographical texts'?’

as well as in the everyday lives of
travellers or traders in Antiquity. Nowhere in the Geography does Ptolemy allude to a
systematic conversion of a journey by land, although, for measuring maritime distances,
he does explicitly mention that one nychthemeron (that is, a period of twenty-four con-
secutive hours) may correspond to 1 0oo stadia, and that this was used by Theophilos
and accepted by Marinus.’*® This equivalence appears to have been very common and
was certainly used by Ptolemy, except in the case of sea journeys in certain meteorolog-
ical areas (such as the Indian Ocean) and of particularly long trips.*! Other common
equivalents are attested in the geographical literature, such as 600 or 700 stadia for a
day’s sailing and several more sophisticated values based on diurnal subdivisions.3>
Ptolemy uses two orientation systems that appear recurrently in the literature of An-
tiquity — the first based on the position of the Sun above the horizon and the second on
a systematisation of wind directions. The first system utilises the four cardinal points —

6001g (west), peonuBpia (south), Gvatodn (east) and &pxtog (north) — plus four additional

Geogr. 1.11.4, 1.12.3 and 1.12.8. The schoinos (oyot- cision and the evidence he gave for the existence
vog) was a unit of length used in Egypt. See Hdt. 2.6 of such a ratio (Pl. 12.53, Str. 5.3.12) is unconvinc-
and Str. 17.1.24. ing (see Dicks 1960, 42—46). The references to Ju-
Geogr. 1.15.6 and 1.15.9. lian of Ascalon and Cassius Dio (Arnaud 2005,
Geogr. 1.11.4 and 1.12.3. Other ratios of conver- 85, 95; Roller 2010, 272) are also open to question
sion did exist, such as 1:40 (Eratosthenes) and 1:32 (see Diller 1950 and Geiger 1992, 39-43). See also
(PL. 12.53). The length of the schoinos was variable Shcheglov 2016a, 695-696.

(see the discussion in Str. 17.1.24). 127 Geogr. 1.7.1 and 1.11.2.

Str. 7.7.4: ‘Now if one reckons as most people do 128 Geogr. 1.8.5, 1.9.1—4, 1.10.2, 1.11.5-8, I1.14.1—4, €tC.
(g ot moddot), eight stadia to the mile [....]? 129 The practice is discussed by, e.g., Marcian of Hera-
Str. 7.7.4. clea in Epit. Men. 2 and 5.

Arnaud 2005, 84-87. That a ratio 1:10 did exist is 130 Geogr. 1.9.4.

frequently mentioned in modern studies, gener- 131 Geogr. 1.17.7; Arnaud 2005, 79-81; Rinner 2013,
ally on the basis of the article of Lehmann 1929, 109-110.

col. 1934. The latter is, however, not free of impre- 132 Arnaud 2005, 61-96.
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orientations: summer sunset and winter sunset as variations for the west,!3?

summer
sunrise and winter sunrise for the east. Although the directions of the rising and set-
ting Sun during the year depends on the latitude, Ptolemy uses them, in his revision of
Marinus’ work, to express differences of 30° from the east and the west, regardless of the
latitude.!*

Ptolemy does not explicitly describe a specific wind direction system but he does
refer to nine winds in his introduction.!?> Despite three omissions (certainly a mere co-

incidence),3¢

these winds surely correspond to a twelve-rhumb wind rose, which closely
resembles but is not identical to the systems of Timosthenes, Theophrastus and Aristo-
tle (each wind name usually had several synonyms).!*” An asymmetrical relationship
existed between antique navigation, which relied heavily on winds, and antique geog-
raphy, which used orientations based on winds and wind roses. The complex wind
roses of Aristotle, Timosthenes and, later, of Vitruvius'*® were theoretical and geomet-
rical constructions for geographers or architects rather than practical sailing tools.'*
The navigational practices related to winds were rarely as precise or as subtle as the de-
scriptions of winds found in geographical works, the eightrhumb wind rose being a
theoretical optimum that was rarely used at sea.!4

Unlike the travellers and sailors of Antiquity who used their empirical knowledge
of winds for purely practical purposes, Ptolemy uses winds in his revision of Marinus’
work to divide up the horizon into regular sections of 30° each.!! These sections of
winds correspond to the orientations based on the position of the Sun; both systems

142 Directions based

complement each other and appear to have been interchangeable.
on winds and on the position of the Sun were an important source of geographical
information as their frequent occurrence in geographical works, such as in the work of
Timosthenes, to whom Ptolemy refers in the Geography,'** as well as in a number of
periplographical texts testifies. Thus it is hardly surprising that they feature so strongly

in Ptolemy’s 616pbwotg of Marinus’ work.'#4

Neither term appears in the Geography. 139 Timosthenes uses wind directions to locate peoples
Rinner 2013, 144-145, based on Geogr. 1.13.5. at the edges of the otkoumené (Agathemerus, Hypo-
See the list in Sttickelberger and Mittenhuber 2009, typ. 7; see also Prontera 2014, 17-21). Ptolemy uses
228. winds in a similar way in Tetrabiblos 2.3.

Ptolemy describes the missing Zephyrus in Tetrabib- 140 Arnaud 2005, §3-59; Arnaud 2010.

los 1.10. 141 Rinner 2013, 144.

Aristotle, Meteor. 2.6 (363a-365a) and Vent. (973a-b), 142 Rinner 2013, 145-147.

see D’Avella 2007; Theophrastus, Sign. 35-37, see 143 In addition to the authors already cited, Eratos-
Sider and Brunschén 2007, fig. 1, 96; Timosthenes thenes, Posidonius (Str. 1.2.21), Pliny (2.119-130)
in Agathemerus, Hypotyp. 7. and Strabo (1.2.20-21) all discuss this topic.
Vitruvius, De arch. 1.6.4-13. 144 Several passages of the Stadiasmos (117, 137) show

a close relationship between wind names and the
descriptions of routes. See Arnaud 2014, §1.
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4.5 Sources on the latitude of localities

4.5.1 Elevation of the pole

The values of latitude, expressed in degrees, that correspond to the elevation of the North
Pole (¢€Gppata tod Bopeiov méAov) are by far the least frequent type of data to be found in
the sources, a state of affairs that Ptolemy bemoans in the Geography.!** In his Commen-
tary on the Phaenomena of Eudoxus and Aratus, Hipparchus had recorded the elevation of
the pole at Athens (37°), Rhodes (36°) and for the Hellespont (41°)."4¢ However, given
the difficulty of determining the elevation of the pole by direct observation'*” and the
context in which Hipparchus mentioned these values, the latter might have been ob-
tained from a calculation based on the length of the day or the ratios of a gnomon to its

shadow.

4.5.2 Ratio of a gnomon to its shadow

Ptolemy mentions and partially explains how to use shadow-casting instruments in the
Geography as well as in the Almagest. Only a small number of antique sources give the
ratio of a gnomon to its shadow and then only for a few places, even though this type
of information had been circulating since at least the Hellenistic period. The ratios are
rarely explicitly linked with a precise source. In the first century CE, Vitruvius had sup-
plied the ratios of a gnomon to its shadow measured at the equinox (g:sg) for a small
number of cities: Rome (9:8), Athens (4:3), Rhodes (7:5), Tarentum (11:9) and Alexan-

148 With the exception of Rome, these cities had all been major scientific

dria (5:3).
centres of Classical and Hellenistic Greece; hence it is possible that the measurements
date back to these periods and so could have been circulating for some time in the ge-
ographical sources. According to Strabo, Hipparchus found the ratio of the gnomon
to its midday shadow at the summer solstice (g:ss) at Byzantium (120:41 3), while Pyth-
eas is said to have obtained the same ratio at Massalia.'¥’ The measurement led to a
good approximation for the latitude of Massalia but is erroneous by approximately 2°

150

for Byzantium."™® Strabo mentions other ratios — Alexandria (5:3) and Carthage (11:7)

— which must have come from Eratosthenes or Hipparchus.!!

Geogr. 1.4.2.

Hipparchus, Arat. 1.3.7 and 1.11.7.

Hipparchus confirms the absence of a reference star
at the North Pole (Arat. 1.4.1). See Stiickelberger
2009b, 232.

Vitruvius, De arch. 9.7.

Str. 1.4.4. and 2.5.41.

It is possible that Hipparchus did not take this mea-
surement himself. The verb used by Strabo (ebpeiv,

to find, to discover, to get) is quite vague and does
not necessarily mean that Hipparchus had observed
or measured something. He could simply have found
the ratio in a source.

Str. 2.5.38. According to Stiickelberger and
GrafShoff 2006, 230, Strabo’s data can be traced back
to Hipparchus, even though the text is ambiguous
on this point.
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The ratios provided by Pliny in his Natural History are not presented with the same
simplicity, for they appear in his list of circuli and are associated with a large number
of different geographical places (cities but also larger areas). One should not infer from
this that the measurements with a gnomon were carried out in all the locations cited
by Pliny. He used the ratios to qualify latitudinal zones, which can be compared with
klimata. Pliny’s values (g:sg) differ from those of Strabo and Vitruvius: 7:4 for the first
circulus (through Alexandria and Carthage, for example); 35:24 (second circulus: Anti-
och, Lilybaion); 100:77 (third circulus: Rhodes, Gades); 21:16 (fourth circulus: Athens,
Carthago Nova); 7:6 (fifth circulus: Hellespont, Tarentum), 9:8 (sixth circulus: Byzantium,
Massalia, Narbo); and 36:35 (seventh circulus: Ravenna, Viennae, or 1:1 in Venetia).!’?
Because of the complex nature of the list and the large amount of documentation Pliny
could have consulted, a precise source cannot be identified.'>* There are a few ratios
and a series of shadow observations located elsewhere in Pliny’s work; they concern
exclusively Egypt (Syéné, Bereniké, Ptolemais, Mero€) and India (the Hypasis River,
Patala), while the mention of Onesicritus and the observations made during Alexander

the Great’s campaigns point to Hellenistic sources.’™*

4.5.3 Lengths of the longest day

The lengths of the longest day of the year were generally linked with expositions of
parallel circles and klimata. Thanks to Strabo, it is possible to reconstruct, to a limited
extent, the list of parallels described by Eratosthenes and Hipparchus, including the
length of the longest day.'> Strabo writes that a geographer should only deal with
the inhabited regions, that is, from the parallel through the Cinnamémophore to the
parallel through lerné,'>¢ which is why he provides only a summary of Eratosthenes’
and Hipparchus’ descriptions, which originally covered the whole hemisphere.'S”
Strabo lists twelve parallel circles with the lengths of their longest day, from the
parallel through the Meroé (thirteen hours) up to the parallel through the British Isles

152 PL 6.211-220 and 2.182 (Rome 9:8, Ancona 36:35, 155 Ptolemy also alludes to Hipparchus’ list of localities
Venetia 1:1 and Egypt less than :1). Rinner 2013, ‘which are situated under the same parallels’ (Ge-
175-176, and E. Rinner, BACP0069. ogr. 1.4.2).

153 The ratios can hardly have come from Hipparchus, 156 Str. 2.5.34. lerné is Hibernia, i.e. Ireland.
despite the assumptions of Stiickelberger 2009b, 157 Str. 2.5.43: ‘Since the regions beyond already lie
230. Pliny very probably did not have first-hand near territory rendered uninhabitable by the cold,
knowledge of the work of Eratosthenes or Hip- they are without value to the geographer. But if any-
parchus (see Haushalter 2015, 221-222). J. Desanges one wishes to learn about these regions, and about
2008, 307, has conjectured that Pliny gathered doc- all the other astronomical matters that are treated by
umentation from two traditions — astronomical and Hipparchus, but omitted by me as being already too
geographical on the one hand, astrological on the clearly treated to be discussed in the present treatise,
other — and that Pliny followed mostly the latter. let him get them from Hipparchus?

154 Pl 2.183-185.
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Geographical references Longest day of the year

Meroé 13 hours

Syéneé 13 % hours

Alexandria 14 hours

Sidon, Tyr 14 % hours

Rhodes 14 1 hours

Hellespont 15 hours Tab. 5 Summary of the list of

Byzantium 15 1 hours Hipparchus’ parallel circles given
in Strabo’s Geography (2.5.34-43),

Middle of the Pontus 15 % hours with geographical references and
lengths of the longest day of the

Borysthenes 16 hours

year.

(nineteen hours), separated by intervals of a quarter, a half or one hour (Table 5).158

Strabo’s long description is complex and includes a large amount of various data types
— latitudinal intervals in stadia, day lengths, the ratio of a gnomon to its shadow, posi-
tions of stars, together with many cities and regions — and he does not always specify
whether the information comes from Eratosthenes, Hipparchus or his own calculations
and conversions."” Nevertheless, one can recognise a specific schema of parallels that
covered the whole northern hemisphere with minimal intervals of fifteen minutes: these
lengths are the backbone of Strabo’s description and thus may be related to Hipparchus,
his main source.!®® Each parallel circle with its corresponding day length is associated
with cities and larger regions. Strabo’s list deals with about twenty cities, most of them

in Libyé and western Asia,'¢!

that lay along the parallel circles or to the north or south
of them.

Pliny alludes to a classification of parallels with intervals of thirty minutes from the
Equator to the parallel through Thulé but he does not link this tradition with a precise
source, referring only to ‘the most careful among subsequent [scholars]; where ‘subse-

quent’ means ‘after the Ancients:!®? Pliny’s list of parallels contains different lengths of

Str. 2.1.18 and 2.5.34-43. 160 Hipparchus strayed from this system at least once:
Shcheglov 2007, 191: ‘Strabo’s testimony on Hip- he gives 14 2 hours as the longest day at Athens in
parchus’ table is too heavily abridged and confused Arat. 1.3.12.

to provide a reliable basis for a neat reconstruction 161 The list also mentions several localities in western
of its original content and scope. [...] The analysis Europe: Syracuse, Rome, Naples, Nikaia (modern-
of Strabo’s testimony reveals a number of mistakes day Nice) and Massalia.

and omissions, which fortunately can be repaired by 162 Pl 6.219.
taking the parallel sources into account?
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Circulus Geographical references Longest day of the year
1 Alexandria, Carthage ... 14 hours
2 Sidon, Tyr ... 14 é hours
3 Rhodes ... 14 3 5 hours
4 Athens, Carthago Nova ... 14 % hours
5 Hellespont, Tarentum ... 15 hours Tab. 6 ley.s list of seven circuli
(6.211-220) with some of the
6 Byzantium, Massalia ... 15 5 or 15 13 hours geographical references and
3 lengths of the longest day of the
7 Borysthenes ... 15 £ hours

year.

the longest day and his geographical range is wider (Table 6).!® Pliny refers neither to
Eratosthenes nor to Hipparchus but presents the description of parallels as a ‘Greek in-
vention} he alludes, though, to Latin authors, who ‘called the sections circulus’ (whereas
‘the Greek used the term parallelos’).'** He mentions a certain Nigidus for one of the
length values, as the latter gave a longest day of 15 % hours for the sixth circulus.'®> The
latter is generally identified as P. Nigidus Figulus, who was praised by his friend Cicero

for his erudition,'¢6

although his work remains unknown. On the basis of a compari-
son between the list of cireuli and the discussion on gnomons (Pl. 2.182), E. Honigmann
concluded that Nigidius’ main Greek source might have been Serapion of Alexandria.'®”
The sources of Pliny’s list are, however, more complex'®® and also partially contradict
his own geographical description: all this points to a list that was already complex in
Pliny’s source and which had not been totally harmonised with his other sources.'®’
Nevertheless, Pliny’s list contains up to 130 cities and as many regions and provinces,
which indicates, together with Strabo’s testimony, that lists of parallel circles related to

geographical localities had been in circulation before the time of Marinus and Ptolemy.

163 Pliny succinctly summarises these lengths in his dis- 166 Cic. Fam. 4.13. Aulus Gellius (Noct. Atticae 3.12)
cussion on gnomonics: in Merog, twelve equinoctial calls him doctissimus uir.
hours and eight parts of an hour; Alexandria four- 167 Honigmann 1929, 34-50.
teen hours; Italy fifteen hours; and Britain seventeen 168 J. Desanges 2008, 266-267, has pointed out several
hours (Pl. 2.186). geographical elements that cannot be older than the

164 Pl 2.211. The list of auctoritates of Book 6 of the first century CE. O. Neugebauer 1975, footnote 15,
Natural History mentions several well-known ge- 729, was sceptical about E. Honigmann’s hypothe-
ographers (Eratosthenes, Hipparchus, Posidonius sis. He also found similarities in the lengths of the
and Timosthenes, among others) who discussed this longest day between Pliny’s list and the seven k/i-
topic. Pliny also cites a series of authorities, whose mata of Vettius Valens (Anth. 1.6, ed. Kroll, p. 24),
works are unknown. Neugebauer 1975, 728.

165 Pl 6.217. 169 See the difficulties that P. Schneider 2012 has en-

countered in realising some maps and diagrams
taken from Pliny’s circuli description.
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4.5.4 Marinus’ list of parallels and klimata

Marinus provided, as far as one can reconstruct through Ptolemy’s revision, something
resembling a list of localities arranged by parallel circles:

One finds in [Marinus’] works (év taig ovvtd€eot) separately, in one place maybe
just the latitudes, say in the exposition of the parallels (¢m tiig TV mapaddniw
¢kbéoewg), and in some other place just the longitude, say in the description
of the meridians. Moreover, the same localities are not found in each section:
the parallels are drawn through some places and the meridians through others

[...}.170

Ptolemy alludes several times to parallel circles (mopdainaot)'”! but also to Marinus’ list
of klimata. Ptolemy corrects some of its contents, referring generally to ‘the division
(8uaipeog) of the klimata’'”* or simply to ‘the klimata’’”® In Marinus’ work, klimata are
not circles with a specific latitude but numbered latitudinal zones, which one can as-
sume were delimited by two parallels.'”* Ptolemy does not specify which value — degrees
or length of the day — Marinus gave to each parallel, with the exception of the parallel
through Thulé (63°)'7° and Rhodes (36°).17¢ Marinus had read the astronomical work
of Hipparchus!”” and he used at least two of Hipparchus’ main parallels (through the
Hellespont and through Byzantium).!”® He probably placed a large number of cities
along and between his parallels and k/imata — Ptolemy alludes to ‘all the inland cities of
Thrace] which Marinus located to the north of the parallel through Byzantium'” - and

employed a wide range of geographical localities.'

4.5.5 Reading the stars

One possible way of determining a locality’s latitude is by observing the stars. Some
constellations are only visible in the northern hemisphere for example, while the culmi-
nation of some stars differs according to the location of the observer. Strabo recorded

Geogr. 1.18.4. 178 Geogr. 1.15.7-9. It would seem likely that, if the val-
Geogr. 1.15.7-9. ues in degrees or in lengths of the longest days for
Geogr. 1.15.5. Hipparchus’ and Marinus’ parallels had been very
Geogr. 1.15.6. different (as Pliny’s and Hipparchus’ values were),

Geogr. 1.15.7-8. See Rinner 2013, 134.

Geogr. 1.7.1.

Geogr. 1.7.1. Marinus also gave Okélis a latitude of
11°24’ (Geogr. 1.7.4).

Geogr. 1.7.4. Ptolemy does not provide strong evi-

dence that Marinus was familiar with Hipparchus
geographical writings.

then Ptolemy would most probably have mentioned
this fact. Thus, it is possible that Marinus’ and Hip-
parchus’ latitude data, at least for the main parallels,

were similar or at least consistent.

179 Geogr. 1.15.8.
180 Noviomagus (Chichester, West Sussex, England) and

Londinium (London) are included in Marinus’ list
of klimata (Geogr. 1.15.6).
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examples of these descriptions, which he probably found in Hipparchus’ work, and then

181 Marinus also used celestial observations in his

linked them with several parallels.
argumentation on the southern extent of the oikoumené, always referring back to Hip-
parchus."®? Ptolemy was perfectly aware of the difference between theoretical descrip-
tions of the sky, which could be used to establish a precise geographical latitude, and
precise reports on the appearance of the sky that had been observed in a specific city.'®?
That Prolemy used such celestial observations is, therefore, theoretically possible, al-

though it cannot be verified.!®

4.6 Sources on the longitude of localities

4.6.1 Localities lying along the same meridian, témot dvtikeipevot

Ptolemy writes that, in some sources more recent than Hipparchus, he found descrip-

tions of localities that are ‘oppositely situated’ (Gvtikeipevor):

A few of those who came after [Hipparchus] have transmitted some of the lo-
calities that are oppositely situated (t@v dvtikelpévwy Tonwy) not meaning that
they are equidistant from the equator, but simply because they are on a single
meridian, based on the fact that one sails from one to another of them by north

or south winds.'®®

Although Ptolemy does not refer to a precise source, he does indirectly acknowledge that
Marinus provided some of these localities by stating that the latter’s data often needed

to be revised:

We have also concluded that the positions of the individual cities call for cor-
rection in many places [...], for example in the places that are believed to be

oppositely situated (tév dvTirelofu memotevpévw). 186

This is followed by a series of four instances where Ptolemy either refutes Marinus’ exam-
ples of témot dvtiketpevor with the help of Timosthenes or he points out a contradiction

in the information provided by Marinus."®” This information alone does not give an

181 Str. 2.5.35-36 and 2.5.41—43. one occasion to make the following correction:
182 Geogr. 1.7.4-9. ‘Again, [Marinus says that] Pachynos [is opposite]
183 Geogr. 1.7.5. See p. 173. Leptis Magna, and Himera [opposite] Theainai, yet
184 Rinner 2013, 135-136. the distance from Pachynos to Himera amounts
185 Geogr. 1.4.2. to about 400 stadia, while that from Leptis Magna
186 Geogr. 1.15.1. to Theainai amounts to over 1 500 stadia, accord-
187 Geogr. 1.15.2-4. See Berggren and A. Jones 2000, ing to what Timosthenes records. In fact, Marinus’

157-159. Ptolemy refers to Timosthenes twice, on
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absolute geographical longitude and so needs to be combined with other data. The in-
stances Ptolemy quotes from Marinus’ work concern localities throughout the whole
Mediterranean area and involve long distances: Tarraco and 10l Caesarea, Pachynos and
Leptis Magna, Himera and Theainai, Tergeste and Ravenna, the Chelidoniai Rocks and
Kanobos,'®® Cape Akamas and Paphos, Paphos and Sebennytos.'®

As Prolemy himself states, the description of localities that lie on the same meridian
was a mathematical adaptation of empirical knowledge based on sailing praxis.!*® The
description of two localities that are ‘opposite’ each other did not mean, from the nau-
tical point of view, that they necessarily lay on the same meridian. Rather, it concerned
localities that were daymarks (that is, navigational aids that served as reference points
for sailors) along a commonly used maritime route.””! Essentially, the statement that lo-
cality A is ‘opposite’ (katd) or ‘directly opposite’ (dwtikpd) locality B could reflect a wide

192 Then, for a small number of localities for which it had been

range of configurations.
established that the route followed a north-south direction, geographers determined
approximately the relative longitudes between the localities. Eratosthenes and Timos-
thenes, in particular, seem to have collected and systematised this kind of information
in order to identify localities that could be placed on a common meridian.’”* Eratos-
thenes’ construction of a meridian running through Merog, Syéné, Alexandria, Rhodes,
Byzantium and the Borysthenes must certainly have arisen from such a practice.'”*
The existence of a substantial set of localities that were said to lie on the same merid-
ian was hence well attested and was an important component in the creation of Hellenis-

tic geography. Ptolemy seems, however, to have treated this information cautiously'®*

two pieces of information are consistent. Thus, it timo) and from there to head south-westwards for
is possible that Ptolemy assumed that Himera and Cape Hermaion (Ras Addar) on the north-eastern
Pachynos on the one hand and Leptis Magna and tip of the Bay of Carthage. The idea that Rome and
Theainai on the other lay more or less on the same Carthage lay approximately on the same merid-
parallel. ian originated from this route. See Arnaud 2005,
Strabo (14.3.8) records exactly the same 162-163. Likewise, Strabo records that Timosthenes
configuration. erroneously believed that Cape Metagonion was sit-
Agathemerus, Hypotyp. 26, claims a distance of 3,800 uated opposite (katd) Massalia, whereas this cape in
stadia between Paphos and Alexandria, following fact lay opposite Carthago Nova (Str. 17.3.6).

the Boreas (a north wind). 194 Str. 2.5.7: ‘All agree that the route by sea from
Arnaud 2005, 66. Alexandria to Rhodes is in a straight line with the
Kowalski 2012, 99. course of the Nile, as also the route from there

Str. 10.5.17, 14.3.8, 17.3.6; Isid. Erym. 14.6.24-25 for along Caria and Ionia to the Troad, Byzantium, and
the route Rhodes-Karpathos-Egypt. See the exam- the Borysthenes. Taking, therefore, the known dis-
ples of Kowalski 2012, 97-100. tances that have been sailed, [scholars] inquire as
For example, Strabo (2.1.40) reproaches Eratos- to the regions beyond the Borysthenes that lie in a
thenes for believing that Rome and Carthage lay on straight course with this line [...]. See Arnaud 2005,
the same meridian. To reach Carthage starting from 214-215 and 228.

Rome (or Ostia), one well-attested option was to 195 See Ptolemy’s rather sceptical presentation in Ge-
sail southwards until Maritima (modern-day Maret- 0gr. 1.I5.1.


https://www.google.de/maps/place/Marettimo,+Italien/@37.9139715,12.0180879,228957m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x131c009794b7f817:0x48d85ae5556686e3!6m1!1e1
https://www.google.de/maps/place/Marettimo,+Italien/@37.9139715,12.0180879,228957m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x131c009794b7f817:0x48d85ae5556686e3!6m1!1e1
https://www.google.de/maps/place/Cape+Bon,+Tunesien/@37.0860378,11.0259786,33419m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x131d3e59b76ee803:0x217d836a85ce7bea
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and nowhere does he state whether he used this type of data to determine his geograph-
ical coordinates.

4.6.2 Longitudinal extent of the oikoumené

An important part of Prolemy’s revision of Marinus’ work concerns the discussion on
the longitudinal extent of the oikoumené. Ptolemy focuses his revision on the eastern
part of the world, that is, the area from the Euphrates River eastwards. Ptolemy clearly
trusted Marinus’ estimation of the longitudinal extent of the Mediterranean area:

For in the first place one should follow the numbers of stadia, from place to
place, set down by [Marinus] for the distance from the Fortunate Isles to the
crossing of the Euphrates at Hierapolis, as if [the journey] were made along the
parallel through Rhodes. [This is] both because it is continually being checked
and because [Marinus] has manifestly taken into account the amount by which
the greater distances ought to be corrected on account of diversions and varia-

tions in the itineraries.'?¢

According to Marinus, on the basis of the individual numbers of stadia that he
assumes, and reckoning on the parallel [through Rhodes], the distance from
the meridian through the Fortunate Isles to the Sacred Cape of Iberia amounts
to 2°30’ [...1.1%7

Marinus provided at least one list that contained several localities in the Mediterranean
area with precise longitudinal intervals, given in stadia: the Sacred Cape, the mouth
of the Baetis River, Calpé, Caralis, Lilybaion, Pachynos, Cape Tainaron, Rhodes, Issus
and the crossing of the Euphrates. This theoretical line has its origins in mathematical
geography. Agathemerus attributed to Dicaearchus the creation of a straight line that
ran from the Pillars of Hercules through Sardinia, Sicily, the Peloponnese, Caria, Lycia,
Pamphylia, Cilicia and the Taurus Mountains until the Imaon Mountains.'”® While
Dicaearchus provided the distances measured between the localities that lay on his main
parallel,’® Eratosthenes, paradoxically, did not link the parallel through Rhodes to his

Geogr. 1.11.2. There is absolutely no evidence that Dicaearchus
Geogr. 1.12.11. used this term himself and the word is not used
Agathemerus, Hypotyp. 5. This imaginary line cor- in the sources with this specific meaning. Agathe-
responds to the so-called diaphragma, a term that is merus writes of a simple ‘right section’ (topf evBeia),
frequently used in modern scholarly publications — while Strabo, describing the work of Eratosthenes,
e.g., in Geus 2011, 256, 276; Irby 2012, 99, 102; Sal- uses only ‘line’

way 2012, 197; Gémez Fraile and Albaladejo Vivero 199 For instance, 3 ooo stadia from the Peloponnese
2012, 364 — although its usage as a terminus technicus to Sicily and 7 ooo stadia to the Pillars of Hercules
for Dicaearchus’ line should probably be avoided. (Str. 2.4.2).
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own distances.?®® Artemidorus described a line running from the east to the west of
the otkoumené. Although it matched the Hellenistic parallel of Rhodes, Artemidorus’
line was not explicitly presented by Pliny as a parallel circle.*" The line that Ptolemy
took from Marinus fell within this geographical tradition and enabled him to obtain

longitudinal intervals for a limited number of localities.

4.6.3 Lists of meridians and hour intervals

Marinus seems to have compiled a list, perhaps in the form of a table, that described
meridians, probably on the model of his description of parallels and klimata.* Ptolemy
writes about Marinus’ exposztion (§x0eo1g) of the parallels but refers to the dvaypads of the
meridians, which could be translated as ‘record; ‘description’ or ‘composition’ However,
it is difficult to distinguish between the two terms, while a clear definition of Marinus’
list has not been found.?® The latter might have been a list of localities lying on the
same meridian, perhaps similar to Eratosthenes’ description of the meridian through
Alexandria.?** In his revision of Marinus’ work, Ptolemy hints at dividing the oikoumené

into hour-intervals:

Marinus makes the longitudinal dimension [of the oikoumené] bounded within

two meridians that cut off fifteen hour-intervals (Gpaia Sloaothpora).2®

[Marinus] says that Pisae is 700 stades from Ravenna t in the direction of the
Libonotos f, but in his division of the k/imata and the hour-intervals (61 tiig

v wplafwv npéoewg), he puts Pisae in the third hour-interval and Ravenna

in the fourth.2%
Eratosthenes’ parallel of Rhodes went through the 202 Geogr. 1.18.4. See p. 192.
Pillars of Hercules, the Strait of Sicily, south of the 203 Note that at no point does Ptolemy refer to any ‘ta-
Peloponnese, through Rhodes of course, the Gulf of bles’ (kavéveg) compiled by Marinus.
Issus and the Taurus Mountains (Str. 2.1.1). How- 204 The meridian through Alexandria was used primar-
ever, Eratosthenes did not use this parallel to record ily by Eratosthenes to evaluate the width of the ozk-
distance data; rather, he provides some of the in- oumené, not to give the longitude of the localities.
termediate distances between the Indus River and 205 Geogr. 1.11.1. See also Geogr. 1.14.9 and 1.17.2.
the Caspian Gates, from there to the Euphrates 206 Geogr. 1.15.5. This passage has caused intense de-
River, the Nile, the Canopic mouth of the Nile, bate on account of its apparent inconsistency: if
Carthage and from there to the Pillars of Hercules Pisa is south-west of Ravenna, then the two cities
(Str. 1.4.5). This succession of localities was not ex- could have been in different hour-intervals, which
plicitly presented as a parallel circle — and this was would make Ptolemy’s criticism illogical. Modern
certainly not Eratosthenes’ intention. In fact, Strabo scholars generally consider that the numbering of
reproaches him for using broken lines to measure the hour-intervals is corrupt here (Berggren and A.
the inhabited world and thereby introduce signifi- Jones 2000, 78, 159-160 and 164; Stiickelberger and
cant inaccuracies (Str. 2.1.37). GrafShoff 2006, 98-99). In fact, the codices primarii
Pl. 2.242-243. The line went through the Ganges of the Geography contain the same numbers of hour-
River, the Gulf of Issus, Cyprus, Rhodes, Astypalaia, intervals, although manuscript X does not include

Lilybaion, Caralis, Gades and the Sacred Cape.
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In Marinus’ work, ‘hour-intervals’ were longitudinal zones of one equinoctial hour each,
which corresponded to 15° of longitude.?” As such they acted as a pendant to the k/i-
mata, and were, like the latter, numbered as well. Arranging localities according to hour-
intervals was, however, too imprecise to determine longitude, even in relation to a prime
interval. Ptolemy used hour-intervals to draw the grid of the world map; he explains that
one had to divide each interval into three sections and then draw the meridians, each
with intervals of 522 Ptolemy’s purpose here was purely graphical: drawing meridi-
ans at every whole degree would have been impracticable, pointless or not aesthetically
pleasing, but drawing meridians at 5° intervals was an appropriate compromise. How-
ever, Ptolemy’s use of hour-intervals was never explicitly linked with determining the
coordinates.

4.7 Maps and pictorial representations

4.7.1 Ptolemy’s use of maps as sources

Maps as concrete geographical objects were a central part of Ptolemy’s approach to ge-
ography. He alludes several times to the cartographical creations of his predecessors, for
he intended to use ‘the reports of those who have visited the places, or their positions
as recorded in the more accurate maps (v Toig dxpipectéporg nivagi)?” Ptolemy uses
the word miva, which was commonly used in geographical literature, to describe his
own cartographical constructions.?!® Eratosthenes, for example, intended to correct the
‘ancient map; which here clearly means both the cartographical object and a textual de-
scription.?!! Ptolemy’s use of maps as a geographical source is ambiguous. On the one
hand, he states that he effectively had access to or even used some dxpiBéotepor mivakeg,
that is, very detailed or precise maps (the adjective may refer to the scale of the map, to

‘in the direction of the Libonotos’ — this phrase was original text might have contained a different ori-
inserted later by a reviser in the left margin (f. 134r). entation, e.g., simply ‘in the direction of the Notos’
Hence, only the Q) recension contains this direc- (south of Ravenna), which would explain Ptolemy’s
tion. The archetype could have been defective at criticism of Marinus.

this point and later (wrongly) completed in the Q 207 Rinner 2013, 138.

hyparchetype, perhaps on the basis of Ptolemy’s 208 Geogr. 1.23.1.

own configuration; in the Geography, Pisae lies, in 209 Geogr. 1.19.1.

fact, in the direction of the Libonotos, that is, south- 210 Geogr. 1.24.1.
southwest of Ravenna. The reviser of X would have 211 Str. 2.1.2.
taken this correction from an QO manuscript. The
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its quality and/or to the amount of information it contained);

warns:

212 on the other hand, he

After all, continually transferring [a map] from earlier exemplars (napaderypd-
Twp) to subsequent ones tends to bring about grave distortions in the transcrip-
tions through gradual changes. If this method based on a text did not suffice
to show how to set [the map] out, then it would be impossible for people with-
out access to the picture (gikévog) to accomplish their objective properly. And
in fact this is what happens to most people [who try to draw] a map (nivakog)
based on Marinus, since there is no model (mapadeiypatoc) based on his final

compilation.?!?

In this passage, Ptolemy implies that Marinus’ works did not contain any map that was

worth using. He criticises the way of copying maps that was prevalent at the time and,

when he describes the appearance of his predecessors’ maps, he focuses on their short-

comings:

For in the case of an undivided map (¢nl tiig 0v kataypadfic), because of the
need to preserve the ratios of the parts of the oikoumené to each other, some parts
inevitably become crowded together because the things to be included are near
each other, and others go to waste because of a lack of things to be inscribed.
In trying to avoid this, most [map-makers] have frequently been constrained
by [the frame] of their maps themselves to distort in diverse manners (moAlayf
braotpédew) both the measures and the shapes of the countries, as if they were

not guided by [geographical] reports (0no Tiig ioTopiag).

214

Ptolemy then gives some examples of the generally distorted shapes of eastern Asia and

western Libye.*!> However, he gives no further clues as to how he used the ‘more accu-

rate maps’ of his predecessors.

Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 81, have translated
axpipéotepol mivakeg as ‘the more accurate maps;
whereas Stiickelberger and GrafShoff 2006, 107,
understand it to mean a ‘more detailed map’ (‘de-
tailliertere Karte’). Stiickelberger 2009c, 132, be-
lieves that ‘one can only say with certainty that it
[i.e. dxpiBéotepot mivakeg] must have concerned
maps that only included limited areas, in con-
trast to world maps’ (‘Mit Sicherheit lasst sich nur

no indication of the meaning of this expression,
which is thus open to different interpretations.

The same adjective axpiprig is also associated with
the term ‘observation® 6 oV dxpBeotépwy -
pioewv (Geogr. 1.4.1), i.e. ‘through the more pre-
cise/detailed/accurate observations: Stiickelberger
and Grafhoff 2006, 65, have translated the phrase as
‘through the more reliable observations’ (‘durch die
sichereren Beobachtungen’).

sagen, dass es sich — im Gegensatz zur Weltkarte 213 Geogr. 1.18.2-3.
- um Einzelkarten handeln muss, die nur begren- 214 Geogr. 8.1.2.
zte Regionen umfassten?) Such an assumption is, 215 Geogr. 8.1.2—4.

however, purely speculative, since Ptolemy gives
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4.7.2 Maps in the geographical literature of Antiquity

Even though Eratosthenes was generally considered, even in Antiquity, to be one of
the founders of Hellenistic cartography, not a single reference is made to him in the
Geography; Ptolemy mentions him only once, along with Hipparchus, when writing
about the obliquity of the ecliptic in the Almagest.*'® No manuscript of Eratosthenes’
maps has come down to us. Strabo does discuss Eratosthenes’ ‘map of the orkoumené’"’
but it seems as if he is referring to a text not to a drawing (it is entirely plausible that
Eratosthenes provided a map and a textual commentary). Nonetheless, Strabo gives a
good (though partial) description of the general appearance of a map by Eratosthenes
and he also reveals the latter’s cartographical principles.?!8

Eratosthenes’ map of the otkoumene, based on Dicaearchus’ model, was divided into
two by a line running from the Pillars of Hercules to the Taurus Mountains and India.
Each part was subdivided into smaller sections, which Eratosthenes called odpayibeg,>!’

220 or simply pépn and pepibeg (‘part] ‘portion; ‘region’).?*! Eratosthenes gives a

mAwbia
description of their borders, which fit, in most cases, in his grid of main parallels and
meridians but are also linked with topographical features (mountain ranges, rivers). His
cartographical construction shows the effort he put into schematising the map, focusing
on the general shape (size and form) of each part of the oikoumene.?*

In the last part of his introduction to his Geography, Strabo describes what he be-

lieves a map of the otkoumené should represent.??* Although he often referred to Eratos-

Alm. 1.12. to be regarded as a region marked by distinctive

Str. 2.1.1: ‘In the third book of his Geographika, [Er- lines and landmarks: In fact, the oldest attestation
atosthenes] establishes the map of the inhabited of adpayic in the context of land surveying is con-
world (kaBiotdpevog Tov THig oikovpévng mivaxa)) temporary with the redaction of Eratosthenes’ geo-
Str. 1.4.1-9 and 2.1.1-41. See Aujac, Harley, and graphical work, i.e. the last two decades of the third
Woodward 1987b, 155-157; Roller 2010; Geus 2007; century BCE.

Geus 2011, 276-288; Stiickelberger and Mittenhu- 220 The word mhw6iov means ‘rectangle’ or ‘quadrilat-
ber 2009, 254-256. eral’ In Ptolemaic Egypt, the term had been used to
The primary meaning of odpayig is ‘seal’ or ‘gem describe square portions of land (which Hyginus, in
stone, However, some scholars believe that, in Er- the first years of Trajan’s reign, compared to laterculi
atosthenes’ description, the term corresponds to quadrati uti centuriae, i.e. ‘square parcels [literally,
‘parcel; i.e. a portion of land delineated by bound- small bricks] like centuries’) from at least the mid-
ary marks, as used in the land administration of dle of the third century BCE. A centuriation (centur-
Ptolemaic Egypt. Eratosthenes might thus have atio) was a division of a territory into square areas;
borrowed the word from the terminology of land each of these square areas was called a century (cen-
surveyors or yewpétpng (see Marcotte 2005, 151-152, turia). See Marcotte 2005, 151-152, and Behrends
and Roller 2010, 26, among others). By contrast, et al. 2000, 36-37 and 80-81.

K. Geus 2004a, 20-21, has remarked that ‘there 221 Str. 2.1.35.

is no conclusive evidence that “seal” was used in 222 Geus 2004a, 25: ‘Consequently, Eratosthenes’ con-
this sense before the publication of Eratosthenes’ cern was that his map should be readily drawn,
Geographika’ and estimates that ‘Eratosthenes was copied and memorised!

thinking of the impression in wax made by a signet 223 Str. 2.5.1-43.

ring’ hence ‘geographically speaking, a “seal” is
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thenes, Hipparchus and other authorities in earlier discussions, Strabo now assumes
total responsibility for his claims.?** He specifies that, in order to obtain a reliable pic-
ture of the orkoumené, the map needs to be drawn on to a spherical surface (¢mt odorpikiig

¢mdoveiag) and its diameter should be at least ten feet (c. 3.3 m),??* while the area of the

226

flat surface of a plane map (¢ninebog nivag)*2® should be at least seven feet (c. 2.3 m) in

length. One should start by drawing a grid of parallels and meridians:

It is clearly helpful to assume two straight lines that intersect each other at right
angles, one of which will run throughout the greatest length and the other
throughout the greatest breadth [of the oikoumené]: the first line will be one of
the parallels, and the second line one of the meridians. Then it will be helpful
to conceive lines parallel to these two lines on either side, which divide the
land and the sea that we happen to use. [...] and thereby too the k/imata will
be better represented, both in the east and in the west, and likewise in the south
and in the north. But since these straight lines must be drawn through known
places (81 ypwpipwy énww), two of them have already been so drawn — I mean
the two central lines mentioned above, the one representing the length and
the other the breadth — and the other lines will be easily found by the help

)**” so to speak,

of these two. For by using these lines as references (gtoryéiorg
we can correlate the regions that are parallel, and the other positions, both

geographical and astronomical, of inhabited places.??

One may suppose that the first parallel to be drawn would have been the parallel through
Rhodes in the tradition of Dicaearchus and Eratosthenes. Strabo develops a grid using
an orthogonal projection but he is silent about the appropriate ratio of the meridian
to the parallel. He writes that the outline of the inhabited lands, which he sums up
in a kind of epitome of his own books, should be inscribed within the grid, using the

See Aujac, Harley, and Woodward 1987a, 174. The 226 Str. 2.5.10. Prolemy uses the same term. See Ge-
attribution of some characteristics of his map to, ogr. 1.18.1.

e.g., Eratosthenes, is sometimes much less reliable 227 The word ototyeiov in fact means ‘element] as in the
than the traditional modern selection of Eratos- title of Euclid’s famous work. Strabo explains here
thenes’ fragments would have us imagine. Strabo that the two main axes are to be taken as the basis
explains, e.g., that a map of the world should rep- for the other lines. Aristotle used the word in a sim-
resent parallels and meridians as straight, perpen- ilar way and his usage can elucidate Strabo’s use of
dicular lines (Str. 2.5.16). That Eratosthenes did so the term: ‘We give the name of elements (otoyeia) to
(Dilke 1985, 34; Stickelberger and Mittenhuber those geometrical propositions, the proofs of which
2009, 255) is plausible but has not been substan- are implied in the proofs of the others, either of all
tiated; see also Rinner 2013, 78. Eratosthenes and or of most? (Arist. Metaph. 3.3 [998a]). In research-
Hipparchus appear mainly in Strabo’s discussion on ing reliable reference places, Ptolemy refers to fe-
the list of the klimata at the end of his exposition. pénon (see p. 175), which have a similar meaning as
Str. 2.5.10. See Sttickelberger and GrafShoff 2006, otoxeiov in Strabo’s description.

footnote 128, 113. 228 Str. 2.5.16.
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axes, several main localities that have already been drawn on to the grid as well as the
distances.?”” The drawing of the klimata, inspired by Hipparchus, comes at the end of
the introduction and is certainly the last part of the map to be drawn.

It is inevitable — albeit paradoxical — that Marcus Agrippa and his geographical work
should get a mention in a synopsis of antique pictorial representations of the known
world. Pliny the Elder is the only reliable source to mention Agrippa, and there is no
question about the existence of a geographical fext written by Agrippa (no matter its
nature).?*® By contrast, the existence of a map drawn after Agrippa’s text has generated a
long-standing, passionate debate and a bibliography of monstrous proportions, which,
given the paucity of antique testimonies, is hard to comprehend.?*' One short passage
has caught the attention of generations of scholars:

Agrippam quidem in tanta uiri diligentia praeterque in hoc opere cura, cum orbem ter-
rarum orbi [sic codd.] spectandum propositurus esset, errasse quis credat? Et cum eo
diuum Augustum? Is namque complexam eum porticum ex destinatione et commentariis

M. Agrippae a sorore eius inchoatam peregit.>>>

(Who could therefore believe that Agrippa made a mistake, as one knows the
diligence of this man and how careful [he has been] in this work, when intend-
ing to set the world before the eyes of the world? And that the divine Augustus
[was mistaken] with him? For it was [Augustus] who completed the porticus
containing it [sc. the world] that has been begun by his sister, in accordance
with the commentarii and the destinatio of Marcus Agrippa.)

On the basis of this fragment of text and in the absence of any archaeological evidence,
almost two centuries of animated historiography has created a kind of ‘ghost map;} a
lost document that is supposedly the keystone of our understanding of the interactions
between Pliny, the imperial power and the whole of Roman cartography up until the
Middle Ages.**> Many scholars, however, deny that such a map ever existed. The de-
bate is complex, not only because it concerns the exegesis of Pliny’s passage — which

234 _ but also because of

has sometimes been emended to favour one thesis or the other
its association with Roman itineraries, including the Peutinger Map. In attempting to
put together a corpus of fragments that dates back to Agrippa’s work, one encounters
a series of specific epistemological issues, as exemplified by the divergent editions of

Partsch 1875, Riese 1964, Detlefsen 1906 and Klotz 1931. If one restricts the number

229 For the length, e.g., of the Mediterranean Sea 231 See, e.g., the edifying status queastionis in Brodersen
(Str. 2.5.19). 1995, 269—270.

230 The verbs that Pliny uses to introduce Agrippa’s in- 232 Pl 3.17.
formation point clearly to a text. See Arnaud 2008, 233 Arnaud 2008, 74-79.
97-98. 234 See Traina 2007, 99; Arnaud 2008, 82-84.
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of fragments to those explicitly mentioned by Agrippa, and disregards the Div. orb. terr.,
the Dem. prov. as well as the ‘Chorograph’ mentioned by Strabo and the other fragments
where Agrippa’s authorship has been or must be challenged, the number of fragments
comes down to thirty-one mentions, all of them by Pliny. No complete map, even re-
duced to the Mediterranean area, can ever be reconstructed on the basis of these passages,
for all the fragments seem to refer back to a text. Even if one considers that the text goes
back to the so-called commentarii mentioned by Pliny in the passage quoted above, and
that these commentarii were related to a map in one way or another (a commentary — in
the modern sense — of the map, the map’s preliminary notes, or a collection of scientific
material), the general appearance and nature of Agrippa’s geographical works do not ap-
pear clear at all. The fragments include, among other types of information: definitiones
of regions with their boundaries regarding the four cardinal points (one may see here

some formal similarities with Eratosthenes’ odpayibec?®®)

; latitudinal and longitudinal
extents in miles; long-distance measurements plus some isolated maritime distances;
and perimeters and periploi.>* One can thus make a very general sketch of Agrippa’s
imago mundi, although any attempt to reconstruct the appearance of his map will in-
evitably contain an element of speculation: the dimensions, the map’s orientation, the
form of the map itself and of the known world, the entries or labels all have to be imag-

ined, since no clear information has been transmitted on these topics.

4.7.3 Archaeological documentation

The few surviving Greek and Roman antique maps as well as pictorial representations
of small- and large-scaled spaces have fuelled an interminable number of discussions
on the reality and methods of cartography in Antiquity. Although the excessively ex-
tensive bibliography on antique maps is inversely proportional to the tangible archae-
ological evidence, the smallness of the corpus should lead to more measured conclu-
sions. The paucity of the existing documentation does not allow any categorical state-
ments, whether positive or negative, to be made on the presence of maps in the li-
braries before Ptolemy’s time.?’” We will ignore very small-scale pictorial representa-
tions, such as the cadastres of Arausio (modern-day Orange, southern France),?*® the

forma of Lacimurga®® or the Forma Urbis Romae,*** which cannot have been of much use

Go6mez Fraile and Albaladejo Vivero 2012, 416, 239 Last decades of the first century BCE? The identifi-
mention ‘las sphragides de Agripa’ (!). cation of the territory that the bronze plaque rep-
Arnaud 2008, 112-115. resents is still open to debate (Lacimurga, Augusta
Marcotte 2010, 363. Emerita or Ucibi?). See Sdez Ferndndez 1990; Clavel-
Piganiol 1962. The map dates back to the first cen- Lévéque 1993.

tury CE and its scale has been estimated to be ap- 240 This map of the centre of Rome has been dated to
proximately 1:6 coo (Talbert 2012, 164). the first decade of the third century CE and has a

scale of about 1:240. See Dilke 1987¢, 225-230, and
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to Ptolemy, given their scale and purpose. Likewise, some early medieval maps — such
as the Albi map,**! the maps in some manuscripts of the work of Isidore of Seville and

242 243 _ will also be

Cosmas Indicopleustes*** and the so-called Cotton ‘Anglo-Saxon map
disregarded, although they predate the Peutinger Map. In spite of its date, the latter is of
interest because of its links with the literature of Roman itineraries and the possibility

that its model dates back to Antiquity.

The map in the Artemidorus Papyrus

The recently discovered and edited Artemidorus Papyrus (P. Artemid.)*** comprises a
partial map that has elicited much intense debate in the past decade. Its dimensions are
large (99 cm x 32.5 cm), if one includes only the seven preserved sheets (koAMpata).**
Although the authenticity of the papyrus, and hence of the map, has been challenged
by L. Canfora and others since 2006, no decisive evidence — despite the numerous argu-

246 Mean-

ments and counter-arguments — has yet been presented against its authenticity.
while, carbon-14 dating has established that the papyrus was made between 40 BCE and
130 CE, with a certitude of 95%,%¥” which is compatible with the palacographical analy-

sis undertaken.?*® The map consists of mostly horizontal wavy lines, some of which run

Talbert 2012, 172-177. The fragments have been Simonides (Carlucci 2009, Canfora 2011 and Can-
digitalised by the Stanford Digital Forma Urbis Ro- fora 2012b). Their arguments are of some interest
mae Project. (when they point to particularities of the text) but
Albi, France, bibliotheque municipale, Ms. 29 (115), they are rarely convincing to me, if not downright

f. 57v (mid eighth century). contradictory and meaningless (e.g. Small 2010) -
E.g., the manuscript Vat. lat. 6018, ff. 64v—65r (ninth hence the absence of a decisive outcome. Supporters
century) of Isidore and the Vat. gr. 699, f. 40v (ninth of the P. Artemid.’s authenticity have not been pres-
century) of Cosmas Indicopleustes. sured to present such a sensational hypothesis (with
London, British Library, Cotton MS, Tiberius BV., perhaps the exception of Rathmann 2011 and Rath-
f. 56v (eleventh century). This manuscript includes mann 2013), given the state of the sources and the
the Periegesis of Priscian. characteristics of the map (Talbert 2009; Marcotte
Mertens-Pack® 168.02 = LDAB 7132. Editio princeps 2010; Gallazzi, Kramer, and Settis 2012; Moret 2013;
in Gallazzi, Kramer, and Settis 2009. and Haushalter 2014). As D. Marcotte 2010, 356, has
Gallazzi, Kramer, and Settis 2009, 275. noted, a history of antique cartography is necessar-
The expansion of the P. Artemid. bibliography ily a study of hapax. ‘Authenticity’ in this context
(books, articles, reviews of articles, not including all means that the map was sketched at some time in
the many symposiums) concerning its supposed in- Antiquity, then thrown away and reused during the
authenticity has spiralled out of control in the past first century CE; it does not necessarily mean that
ten years. The most reasonable position to take is the map was drawn by Artemidorus himself or that
to consider that the burden of proof should fall on it was realised in accordance with the text of the pa-
the ‘accuser’ (Marcotte 2010, 336-337), i.e. on those pyrus (D’Alessio 2009).

supporting the forgery theory. To put it briefly, the 247 Gallazzi, Kramer, and Settis 2009, 66-71. The anal-
latter intend to demonstrate that the P. Artemid. is a ysis of the inks used has shown that their composi-
nineteenth-century forgery that many consider was tion matches antique recipes.

carried out by the Greek palacographer Constantine 248 Marcotte 2010, 339-344-
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Fig. 19 Reconstructed drawing of the map in the Artemidorus Papyrus.

vertically, and several types of labels, which represent either small squares or more de-
tailed pictures of buildings (Fig. 19) — they possibly indicate several categories of towns
and cities.?”® The lines are generally interpreted as representing a fluvial network (more
rarely as roads). The picture has no frame and it lacks a title, a caption and any indi-
cation of orientation. Moreover, the scale of the map (and thus the dimensions of the
depicted territory) cannot be established: the size of the labels and of the (supposed)
watercourses are not of any help to scholars, since the cartographical conventions in
Antiquity regarding scale are unknown. Several hypotheses have been put forward to
identify the geographical area — the Iberian peninsula or a section of it, the Nile Delta,
the island of Cyprus and the coastlines of its mainland neighbours, among others —
that has been represented.”® However, since the map does not contain any text, it is
impossible to establish its chronological and logical relationship with the rest of the pa-
pyrus, especially the description of the Iberian peninsula. Nonetheless, the P. Artemid. is
of interest in that it reveals how the papyrus might have been used to realise maps or

cartographical sketches before Ptolemy’s time.

The parchment of Dura-Europos

A parchment fragment (45 cm x 18 cm) depicting a section of the coastline of the Pon-

tus was discovered in 1923 at the ancient site of Dura-Europos on the lower Euphrates

among the remains of Roman shields (Fig 20).%!

The archaeological and historical
Gallazzi, Kramer, and Settis 2009, 282-287; Mar- 250 See, respectively, Gallazzi, Kramer, and Settis 2009,
cotte 2010, 363-364; Moret 2013, 38-39. 293-305; and Rathmann 2011; Moret 2013, 40-44;
Mattaliano 2008, 189-193.
251 Paris BnF suppl. gr. 13542 V; Cumont 1925, 1-2.
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STHIA, T

Fig. 20 The parchment of Dura-Europos. Watercolour by J. Lauras based on the original parchment, before its
restoration.

context suggests that these artefacts belonged to the Cobors xx Palmyrenorum, a Roman
cohort that was based in Dura-Europos between, approximately, 230 and 260 CE.??
Since a small Latin signature, set in the white rectangle to the left of the fragment, has
been dated to around 200 CE,*? the whole fragment can be dated to the first decades
of the third century CE.

The parchment depicts a blue sea with four ships on the left side, a slight curve,
which is understood to represent a coastline, and a brown area depicting land on the
right, in which buildings are used as labels and the names of localities written in Greek
(twelve toponyms can be made out, sometimes with the distances given in miles). Two
dark lines represent rivers. The drawing seems to be a kind of coastal itinerary or a

fragment from a paraplous, which can be reconstructed as follows:*>

1 [Mov[voog mot(apog) ? pi(ha)...] Advovpig mot(apog) [pi(Ara)...]
06e0[06¢ pi(Aww)...] Topa pi(Ax) o
BuBov[a pi(dua)...] Bop[v]o[0évIng [pi(Aw)...]
K& (ayvt(ig) pi(hra)... 10 Xeplolév[nooc]
s Topéa pi(ha) Ay Tpamne[Todg]
"I[o]tpog mot(dpog) pi(Awa) o Apta [pi(Aa)...]
Cumont 1925, 9. 1925, 9, was based on the parchment before its
Arnaud 1989, 385. restoration and diverges from this reconstruction
According to Arnaud 1989, 378, and accepted by on several points.

Brodersen 1995, 146-147. The edition of Cumont
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The localities correspond to those found on the coastline of the Pontus, from south of
Odessus up to the Cimmerian Bosphorus by way of the mouth of the Danube River. The
sequence has parallels in other geographical works, particularly Roman itineraries*>
and the periploi of the Pontus.>*® The nature of the document has been debated, with
the parchment linked with the so-called itineraria picta (‘pictorial itineraries’) to which
Vegetius alludes in his principal surviving work, although the document does not match

257 Given that it was found next to shields, FE. Cumont believes that

his description.
the parchment was a form of decoration for a shield, hence the name Dura-Europos
Shield, which is generally given in modern publications. F. Cumont and R. Uhden both
suggested that it might originally have been aslightly oval, c. 55 to 65 cm-wide picture.?*
By contrast, P. Arnaud has shown that the original parchment must have been at least 90
to 95 cm wide, which would have been too large for the decoration of a shield.>” He has
put forward the hypothesis that the parchment was, in fact, a real map (niva€), which
was oriented westwards, was centred on the coasts of the Pontus and was partly based on
Roman itineraries.?®® The schematisation of the coastline and the attention given to the
illustrations and the colours clearly point to an object that had a decorative purpose: the
topography and the distances shown would not have been that helpful - for sailors or
travellers. The parchment is thus a composite document: it is based on itinerary sources
but cannot be regarded as an itinerarium; likewise, although it represents a region, it does

not provide the characteristics of a chorographic picture.?®!

The mosaic map of Madaba

Large fragments (10.5 m x 5 m) of a Byzantine floor mosaic were discovered in a church
in Madaba (Jordan) at the end of the nineteenth century.?%> The fragments reveal that
the mosaic depicted a map: the pieces show the lands from lower Egypt up to Palestine
and Damascus, focusing on Jerusalem and its urbanised area. All the localities are linked
with the geography of the Bible. The captions are in Greek, the cities are represented by

vignettes in the form of sometimes more or sometimes less elaborate buildings, and the

It. prov. 227.2-228.3; Rav. 369.10-371.5; by Rebuffat 1986, 87-91, and Arnaud 1989, 374.
Tab. Peut. segments 7A3—4. There are other close Moreover, itinerarium pictum has been used as a ter-
parallels in: Mela 2.3, 6-8 and 22; Pl. 4.82-84; minus technicus by modern scholars, which is not at
Str. 7.6.1; also in Ptolemy’s coastline of Moesia In- all the impression given by the text of Vegetius (see
ferior (Geogr. 3.10.8) and of Tauric Chersonese (Ge- Rathmann 2013, 205-206).

ogr. 3.6.2-3). 258 Cumont 1925, 2; Uhden 1932, 123.

Arrian, Periplous of the Euxine Sea 31-36 and 259 Arnaud 1989, 379-382.

Eux. 50-79. The latter gives the distances both in 260 Arnaud 1989, 383-385.

stadia and in miles. 261 Arnaud 1989, 387.

Vegetius, Epitoma rei militaris 3.6. This hypothesis 262 Dilke 1987a, 264; Brodersen 1995, 149-151 and 163.
of A. Levi and M. Levi 1967, 30-31 (already hinted The original size of the mosaic could have been

at by Cumont 1925, 13-15), and accepted by Dilke 24 m X 6 m (Dilke 1987a, 265).

1985, 120, and Dilke 1987b, 249, has been refuted
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map shows some topographical elements (such as rivers, including the Nile Delta, and
mountain ranges). The designer(s) paid much attention to colours and decorative im-
ages (ships, trees and animals), while numerous explanatory notes, based on the Bible,
can be found in several parts of the map. The mosaic can be dated to the middle of
the sixth century CE.?** Although the purpose of the mosaic was chiefly decorative - to
represent biblical locations aesthetically — the representation is also interesting from a
cartographical perspective: the map has no precise orientation; the lands have been dis-
torted, with localities slightly rotated, while some have been made larger than others (for
instance, the city of Jerusalem); and the rivers and coastline are extremely schematic.264
Given its dimensions, it makes little sense to make a comparison between this particular
kind of representation and a work such as the Peutinger Map, which was drawn on a
parchment scroll.?®> Several modern scholars see in the mosaic and its subject matter
topographical elements that might have come from Eusebius’ Onomastikon, but this is

open to debate.?%

The Peutinger Map

After having being intensively analysed at the beginning of the twentieth century, then

267

again in the 1970s and 1980s,%%’ the Peutinger Map or Tabula Peutingeriana (Tab. Peut.)**

has been investigated anew in the wake of the publication of R. Talbert’s project?®® and

d. 270

the discovery of the P. Artemi Despite these thorough studies, however, the original

271 The map is a parchment

and complex Peutinger Map remains largely mysterious.
scroll assembled from eleven folios, each approximately 33 cm long, which together
form a 6.75 metre-long representation of the world, running from western Europe and
Africa until India and Taprobané Island in the east. At least one, perhaps several, folios
are missing, as the far western parts of the map (the Atlantic coasts of Europe and the

whole Iberian peninsula) have not survived.*”>

Numerous types of information can be
found on the map: toponyms (ranging from small road stops to main cities), the names

of provinces and seas, ethnonyms, rivers and deltas, islands, mountain ranges, forests

Dilke 1987a, 265. 268 Codex Vindobonensis 324. See Dilke 1987b, foot-
Brodersen 1995, 150-151; Rinner 2013, 85-86. note 25, p. 238, for a note about the denominations
One can compare the distortion of the lands and of the document.

the attention to architectural vignettes of the Mad- 269 See Talbert 2010 and the online contents (maps and
aba map with a mosaic from the third or fourth database) at http://www.cambridge.org/us/talbert/.
century that was found at the site of ancient Am- 270 See Albu 2005, Salway 2005, Talbert 2007b, Albu
maedara (Haidra, Tunisia) and which depicts a 2008, Talbert 2012 and Rathmann 2013.

dozen Mediterranean islands. See Bejaoui 1997. 271 Many of the problems posed by the Tzb. Peut. cannot
See Stenger 2013, 228. be exposed or discussed here.

For a synopsis of the historiography, see Talbert 272 Depending on the modern reconstructions that are
2010, 62~72. consulted, one or three folios might have been lost.

See Talbert 2007a, Talbert 2010, 66-67, 87-88 and
189-192; Rathmann 2013, footnote 77, 220-221.
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as well as a number of commentaries.””? The roads are shown by red lines, generally
in the form of zigzags, and are interconnected, while the toponyms have mostly been
written in above these lines together with distances, mainly in miles.”’* Many of the
localities have been represented by different kinds of vignettes — there are more than
550 in total — which indicates that the localities were arranged hierarchically: the most
visually prominent places are Rome, Constantinople and Antioch.?”*

The cartographical approach of the Peutinger Map differs greatly from Ptolemy’s
world map. Admittedly, the objective of both the authors was to encompass the whole
otkoumené in a single document, and both maps are oriented towards the north. How-
ever, the cartographical scale and the ovppetpia that Ptolemy believed were so crucial to
representing the lands in proportion to each other as well as to the whole otkoumené’
were clearly not a concern of the makers of the Peutinger Map: the lands are distorted,
so that gulfs and seas appear to be narrow channels, while the size of some countries has
been exaggerated and that of others reduced, which was certainly done in order to fit the
particular format of the map support.’” These characteristics correspond to Ptolemy’s
critical comments on some of the world maps of his time.?’®

Leaving aside the formal description of the Peutinger Map, there is a lack of con-
sensus among scholars as to the date of the model(s), the context of the copying of the
map, the sources as well as the actual nature and function of the map. It is generally as-
sumed, on the grounds of palacographical elements, that the map was made around the
beginning of the thirteenth century.””? Given the map’s anachronistic information,*?
it is difficult to establish, with any certainty, a coherent model that explains the sources
of the map and the (plausible) successive stages of transmission until the present map.
According to E. Albu, the map goes back to a Carolingian exemplar for which antique
sources were used,?8! whereas R. Talbert dates the production of the original map to
¢. 300 CE, for ‘the map’s design and presentation match best the preoccupations of Dio-
cletian’s Tetrarchy’?®? M. Rathmann, by contrast, assumes that there was a Hellenistic

‘prototype map’ (from around the third century BCE) and that successive — a priori

Talbert 2010, 102-108. 279 Salway 2005, 1205 Albu 2005, 135; Talbert 2010,
Some distances are given in stadia (sections 83-84; Rathmann 2013, 217.

7B1-7C1 of the map), others in leagues (1Bs). Such 280 The Gulf of Naples, e.g., with the cities of Pompeii,
a mixture of different distance units can also be Herculanum, Oplontis and Stabiae, corresponds to
found in, e.g., the It. prov., in which a few of the dis- the configuration of the area before the eruption
tances are provided in stadia (317.6, 333.10, etc.) of Mount Vesuvius in 79 CE, while the mention
and in leagues (232.3, 238.2, 252.3-5, etc.) as well as of Constantinople can go back no earlier than the
in miles. fourth century, when the city was founded.

Talbert 2010, 108-122. 281 Albu 2005.

See p. 163. 282 Talbert 2010, 136. He adds: ‘Granted, the connec-
Salway 2005, 131; Talbert 2010, 86-99; Talbert 2012, tions identified can be no more than subjective, and
179; and Rinner 2013, 84. hence this dating of the original map deserves to be
Geogr. 8.1.2. See p. 198. treated with much caution as any other’
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more or less continuous — additions and modifications were made until a ‘late antique
ultimate revision?®* One of the map’s most debated topics is its relationship with the
antique and late antique itinerary literature. Since there are many striking parallels be-
tween the map’s road sections and those in the It. prov., Rav., It. Burd. and Guido.,*3* it
is entirely possible that itinerary sources were used to help plot the routes. According
to B. Salway, ‘the basic itinerary data [of the Tab. Peut.] represent a collection formed
between c. 50 and 300 CE?% Nevertheless, the extent to which itinerary sources played
arole in the making of the map is not clear, and no explanatory, concrete model has yet

been proposed, although some rare methodological elements have been discussed.?%

4.8 Administrative documents

The catalogue of localities is arranged in geographical units (mepiopiopoi) that sometimes
make use of the way the Imperial Roman territories were organised on an administra-
tive level: the Iberian peninsula is, for instance, divided into three provinces (¢mapyio
being the usual Greek translation for provinciae), which goes back to the divisions of
Augustus. Moreover, several characteristics of the catalogue point to administrative or
juridical classifications: the precision of the status of colony (koAwvia), of which there are
seventy-one occurrences in the whole Geography; the mention of strategies (otpatnyiat)
in Thrace, Cappadocia and Armenia Minor; the location of twenty-one Roman legions;
and the division of Egypt into administrative nomes (vopot). In this context, some schol-
ars strongly maintain that Ptolemy, while based in Alexandria, might have had access
to and used certain provincial Roman administrative documents.””  A. Stiickelberger
has postulated that Ptolemy utilised several kinds of administrative sources, such as a de-

mensuratio provinciarum or a liber coloniarum,”®® a supposition that many scholars regard

Rathmann 2013. Although R. Talbert and E. Albu Ptolemy might have used: Gémez Fraile 1997,

do not agree on every point, their very different 195-7; Gémez Fraile 2005, 57.

hypotheses do explain many features of the map. 288 Stiickelberger 2009c¢, 131-132. A demensuratio provin-
However, I find M. Rathmann’s model somewhat ciarum, literally ‘measurement of the province’ - al-
unconvincing. though whether this kind of document ever had an
Talbert 2010, 139-140, in particular the similarities administrative use is open to question — contained
in R. Talbert’s online database. summary descriptions of provinces, including their
Salway 2005, 131. dimensions. By liber coloniarum, A. Stiickelberger
See Albu 2005, 137-138, who raises some points on is referring to the Libri coloniarum (‘Books of the

this subject. Colonies’), a collection of notes related to the ter-
Stiickelberger 2004, 38; Stiickelberger 2009c, ritories of different Italian cities, which was passed
129-132; Rinner 2013, 21; Kleineberg, Marx, and down in the corpus of gromatic writers (see Brunet
Lelgemann 2012, 6. J. M. Gémez Fraile has sug- et al. 2008, vii—x1v). The extant Libri coloniarum were
gested that Ptolemy used ‘administrative data’ or certainly produced from administrative documents
an ‘administrative framework’ to construct his (they supply information on the legal status of the

map, but he does not state precisely which source
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as so probable as to be not worth debating. This hypothesis is, however, by no means
self-evident.

Most of the ‘administrative information’ contained in the Geography — with the ex-
ception, perhaps, of the locations of the Roman legions — can be found in other geo-
graphical sources, such as the works of Pliny, Mela and Strabo, which implies that this
kind of information was not confined to confidential documents of the Roman admin-
istration. Pliny and Mela, for instance, used a similar nomenclature and geographical
configuration to Ptolemy in their presentation of the provinces of the Iberian penin-
sula.?® The spatial definition of a provincia was the sum of the territories of its cities; the
topographical reference marks, which were sometimes used, made it easier to describe
the extent of the geographical territory of a province, even though these landmarks were
not necessarily juridically or administratively classified. One knows, through Ptolemy’s
revision of Marinus’ work, that the latter provided descriptions of boundaries as well.?°
The administration of Imperial Rome undoubtedly collected a considerable amount of
information about its territories, if only for juridical and fiscal purposes. Likewise, the
main cities of each province in all likelihood gathered together local geographical data
(for instance, when creating a centuriation). As he worked as a procurator and was in-
volved in the administration of several provinces, Pliny would certainly have had access
to administrative documentation. Alexandria, as one of the most important cities of the
eastern Mediterranean area, as well as a great harbour and trading centre, also probably
gave Roman administrators the opportunity to accumulate large amounts of geograph-
ical information. Moreover, the Roman administration in Egypt had deep roots in the
structures developed from the time of the Ptolemaic rulers.?’!

However, one cannot be certain that either a piece of geographical documentation
useful to Ptolemy became available in Alexandria or that he could get his hands on such
documentation, even though he supposedly had Roman citizenship. As A. Jones has
noted: ‘Ptolemy gives not the slightest indication that there exists such an entity as a
Roman empire, nor does he tell us which of the “provinces and satrapies” are units of
government and which are merely designations of geographical convenience*> There-
fore, although it is certainly tempting to do so, one should not overestimate the role of

Roman administrative documents as potential sources of Ptolemy’s work.

territories, their precise boundaries and history) but tories, which were of no use for determining coordi-
they cannot be regarded as coming directly from nates or drawing maps.

the Imperial administration. The existence of a /iber 289 Pl 3.6; Mela 2.87. See Silberman 1988, 220-221;
coloniarum for each Roman territory is plausible but Le Roux 2010, 60-61; Gémez Fraile and Albaladejo
not proven. Moreover, even if Ptolemy had had ac- Vivero 2012, 415.

cess to such a text, one wonders what kind of data 290 Geogr. 1.16.

he would have extracted from it, given that the in- 291 Bowman and Rathbone 1992.

formation deals with legal issues or very small terri- 292 A.Jones 2012, 127.



5 The Iberian peninsula in antique sources

Ptolemy’s introduction to the Geography gives few indications as to the origins of the
coordinates listed in the catalogue. However, it does provide invaluable information
on the type of geographical data that was at Ptolemy’s disposal. It has become clear
that, in his work, Ptolemy referred to information that could also be found in other
antique sources. When collecting information on Greece, Strabo was forced to consult
very different kinds of sources:

I will now discuss the rest of the geography of Greece. Homer was the first to
examine it, followed by a number of others, who have written speifically [trea-
tises such as] On Harbours (Mwévacg), Periploz, and Circuits of the Earth (Tlepi66oug
yfic), or such others, in which Greece is included. Still others have shown forth
the topography of the continents in separate portions of their general histori-
cal works, as Ephorus and Polybius did. And even others have added certain
material on this topic in a physical or mathematical work, such as Posidonius

or Hipparchus.!

As Strabo suggested, it is important to note that in Antiquity ‘geography’ was not a
clearly defined and well-structured scientific field: the sources that we (somehow anachro-
nistically) classify as ‘geographical’ denote, in fact, very different interests and practices.
This chapter provides a summary of the Greek and Roman sources that have come down
to us on Iberia, a topic that deserves to be fully reviewed elsewhere. Since each geograph-
ical source is unique, typologies which are too strict are not particularly relevant.? The
structure of this synopsis has been divided into general geographical works, periplo-
graphical sources and itineraries, and information in the historical literature — a per-
haps somewhat random typology in which the form and nature of the sources rather

than their chronology have been given priority.

1 Str. 8.1.1. 2 Arnaud 1998a, 9-11; Marcotte 2002, Lv—Lxxir; Dan
et al. 2016, 574-577.
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5.1 Ptolemy and the geography of the Iberian peninsula

Ptolemy’s second map of Europe, which comprises the entire Iberian peninsula, is un-
doubtedly one of the most impressive and accomplished of his regional maps. From a
modern perspective, it is perhaps one of his most accurate maps, both regarding the gen-
eral shape of the peninsula and the coordinates of localities. Ptolemy’s map of Iberia,
which contains sixty-three groups of peoples — fifty-six belonging to the province of Tar-
raconensis alone — and more than 500 localities, towns and harbours, among which
one finds the most prestigious cities of the Roman world, is one of the most populous
territories depicted in the Geography. Ptolemy also recorded thirty-two rivers and nine
mountains or mountain ranges, located nine islands or archipelagos and described five
different seas and oceans surrounding the peninsula. With its division into three Ro-
man provinces — Baetica, Lusitania, Tarraconensis — and its legion (Legio vir Gemina)
stationed in the region of Asturia, Ptolemy’s map appears to offer a complete picture of
Roman Hispania.

Iberia lies at the westernmost edge of Europe — hesperia ultima (‘ultimate lands to
the west)’? — at the end of the Inner Sea. Nevertheless, by the second century CE the
peninsula was one of the most integrated territories of the Imperium Romanum and one
of its provincial centres. Two of the Roman Empire’s most prominent emperors — Trajan
and Hadrian (contemporaries of Ptolemy) — had their family roots in the Baetican city of
Italica (modern-day Santiponce, to the north-west of Seville), while all the cities of the
Hispaniae had been granted the Latin right under Vespasian in 74 CE.* The peninsula
was crossed by a high number of Roman roads, although good anchorages and harbours
were quite hard to find along the Iberian littoral. Nonetheless, the major rivers — the
Anas, Baetis, Ebro, Durius and Tagus — were navigable relatively far into the hinterland.’

The Iberian peninsula is a geographical construction of Antiquity. The peninsula
was never politically or culturally united, and even under Roman domination it was
composed of various groups of peoples, cultures and languages. Phoenician settlements
and the most westerly of the Greek apoikiai had been established in ‘Iberia’ (the name
given to the area by ancient Greek authors) since the sixth century BCE and had de-
veloped various forms of interaction with the Iberian peoples. At the beginning of the
First Punic War, Carthaginians controlled the Strait of Hercules, the whole southern
part of the peninsula around the Baetis Valley and Carthago Nova as well as the Balearic
Islands.

By the time Ptolemy started writing his Geography, the Iberian peninsula was a well-
defined feature within the geographical literature, clearly situated with respect to the en-

tire oikoumené, in spite of some uncertainties concerning the peninsula’s most western

3 Horace, Odes 1.36; Servius, Aen. 1.530. 5 Campbell 2012, 247-262; Castillo Pascual 2014.
4 Le Roux 2010, 119-132.
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and northern parts. It was considered a wealthy territory, particularly the southern area,
and, after two centuries of successive wars and Roman conquest, had become relatively
peaceful. Ptolemy’s map of the Iberian peninsula is primarily a geographical and schol-
arly construction, realised from a Greek and Roman perspective, and in which Greek
and Roman information was used. Anachronisms are an essential feature of antique
geography.® Geographical works in Antiquity were never just representations of a con-
temporary reality; they were also made up of a temporal dimension, which could be
concealed by the nature of the project or the style of the geographer. like every other
geographical work of Antiquity, Ptolemy’s map of the Iberian peninsula is, therefore, a
distorted depiction of second-century Iberia.

5.2 General descriptions of the otkoumené

5.2.1 Strabo’s Geography

Strabo’s Tewypadikd,” or simply Geography, is the most comprehensive Greek treatise
on geography that has come down to us from Antiquity as well as one of the longest
extant works in Greek literature.® One can deduce, from several passages of his Geog-
raphy, that Strabo was born in ¢. 64 BCE in Amaseia, Pontus, and that he died after 23
CE.? Strabo recounts that he was a pupil of Aristodemus, when the latter was teaching
rhetoric and grammar in Nysa (Asia Minor).!? While in Rome, he certainly attended
some of the courses of Tyrannion — a prominent authority on geography, if one believes
Cicero'' - and he also travelled to many places in the eastern Mediterranean, in par-
ticular to Alexandria.!? Before starting his Geography, Strabo wrote a historical treatise,
which probably included forty-three or forty-seven books and functioned as a kind of

6 Arnaud 1998a. 9
7 The title Tewypagikd is mentioned as the heading
of his work in the ninth-century manuscript of the
Chrestomathies from Strabo and in Strabo’s extant
medieval codices (sometimes Tewypagikn) as well
as in the lexicon of Pamphilus (first century CE; see
10
of Naucratis (Deipnosophistae 3.121a). Other late an- 11

Matthaios 2015, 227-228) according to Athenaeus

tique testimonies refer to Strabo’s T'ewypadodpeva.
See Aujac and Lasserre 2003, xLix—L1; Roller 2014,
16.

8 Eustathius of Thessalonica (twelfth century) de-
scribes Strabo as 6 yewypadog (‘the Geographer’),
in the same way that Homer was generally known as 12

6 mowtig (‘the Poet’).

Thus he was almost an exact contemporary of Au-
gustus (63 BCE — 14 CE), Juba II of Numidia (c. 50
BCE - 23 CE) and the historian Livy (c. 60 BCE —
c. 17 CE). See, among a vast bibliography, Roller
2014, 1-29, for an excellent introduction to Strabo
and his Geography.

Str. 14.1.48.

Str. 12.3.16. Tyrannion (born in Pontus, like Strabo)
was a close friend of Atticus and Cicero. He is one
of the specialists, alongside Eratosthenes and Hip-
parchus, whom Cicero consulted when writing his
own geographical treatise (A#t. 2.6, see p. 35). See
Montana 2015, 165-167.

Str. 2.3.5. Aujac and Lasserre 2003, VIII-XX.
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supplement to Polybius’ Histories.!*> Strabo relied on his own travel experiences and the
personal testimonies he gleaned'* as well as on his scholarly knowledge (following the
scientific practice of his time). Particularly in the introduction to his Geography, Strabo
demonstrates a wide knowledge of the history of geography and allots much space to
the Hellenistic authorities and Greek-speaking geographers from the Roman period (Er-
atosthenes and Hipparchus, Polybius, Artemidorus and Posidonius).'s

Strabo’s Geography consists of seventeen books. The first two books provide a com-
prehensive introduction to geography (one generally speaks about Strabo’s prolegomena
to the Geography), which is divided into three parts. After a prologue in which Strabo
demonstrates that Homer was the true founder of geography (1.1.1-23), Strabo under-
takes a 616pwatg'® of Eratosthenes and Hipparchus, then of Posidonius and Polybius
(1.2.1-2.4.8). Finally, Strabo presents a proper introduction to his own regional descrip-
tions: in this ‘second beginning; as he himself describes it,'” he reveals his objectives and
methods (2.5.1-12), gives a summary description of the whole otkoumené (2.5.13-33) and
presents a table of klimata, largely inspired by Hipparchus (2.5.33-43). The rest of the
work is given over to a detailed description of each part of the oikoumené, starting with
Europe (Books 3 to 10), going on to Asia (Books 11 to 16) and concluding with Egypt
and Libyé (Book 17).

Books 1 and 2 do not deal specifically with Iberia, although information on the
peninsula is occasionally given. In Strabo’s outline of the oikoumené, the description of

Europe dominates, with the Iberian peninsula opening the account:

If we look at each part of [Europe], the first of all its countries, beginning from
the west, is Iberia, which in shape is like an ox-hide, whose parts forming the
neck, so to speak, fall over into neighbouring Celtica; and these are the parts
that lie towards the east, and within these parts the eastern side of Iberia is cut
off by a chain of mountains called Pyrenees, but all the rest is surrounded by
the sea; on the south, as far as the Pillars [of Hercules], it is surrounded by our
Sea, and on the other side, as far as the northern headlands of the Pyrenees,
by the Atlantic. The greatest length of this country is about 6 coo stadia; and
breadth 5 00o.!8

13 Str. 11.9.3. His interest in history is clearly visible

in his practice of geography. See Aujac and Lasserre

2003, XXIV.
14 Str. 2.5.11. See Roller 2014, 8-9.

sulted their works firsthand. It is probable that
many of the Hellenistic authors quoted by Strabo
were known to the latter through his reading of Er-
atosthenes’ work.

15 Strabo mentions the works and opinions of ex- 16 See p. 177.
tremely ancient authorities (such as Hecataeus, 17 Str. 2.5.1: AaBévTeg dpymy ETépav.
Anaximander, Eudoxus, Dicaearchus, among oth- 18 Str. 2.5.27.

ers), which does not imply, however, that he con-
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The origin of the ox-hide metaphor is unknown, but it does provide a striking image
of a land that had only been described as a peninsula since the time of Artemidorus (/.
¢. 104-101 BCE). Iberia is, though, remarkably absent from Strabo’s exposition of the
klimata, which was clearly taken from Eratosthenes and Hipparchus."”

Strabo opens his detailed description of the otkoumené with the Iberian peninsula
(Book 3). This book was certainly written or finished in 17 or 18 CE.?® The main source
for his description is Posidonius (c. 135 —¢. 51 BCE), who was the author of a work On
the Ocean (Tlept Qreavod), probably written in ¢. 86 BCE,?! which had greatly influenced
Roman geography.?? Strabo mentions Posidonius’ name fourteen times and quotes rel-
atively long passages from him on a number of different topics (such as minerals and
rivers as well as making ethnographical and zoological observations).” It is also proba-
ble that Strabo borrowed data on the works of Polybius and Artemidorus — Strabo’s most
important sources of information on Iberia after Posidonius — from the latter.** Aside
from the mention of a census ‘of our time] which is hard to date precisely,” Strabo’s
sources of information on Iberia are not later than the first century BCE. His sources
that date from the end of the Roman Republic to the beginning of the Principate can-
not be identified with certainty. Although he did not personally travel to Iberia, the
authors used by Strabo (whether first-hand or not) were often direct witnesses; personal
experiences and observations occupied an important place in Strabo’s descriptions and
scientific debates (for example, on climate, tides, topographical points of interest). Thus,
even though Strabo’s account is not free of shortcomings and slight inconsistencies, it
has the great advantage in that it contains references to sources, such as Posidonius and
Artemidorus, that are mainly lost to us. The structure of Book 3, devoted to Iberia, can

be summarised as follows:2

1.1-3. Introduction, presentation of general geographical characteristics of the peninsula,
its form and dimensions

I.4-2.15. Description of Turdetania (which corresponds roughly to the province of Baetica)

1.4-9. Coastal description
2.1-5. Inland description

Str. 2.5.33-43. See Rinner 2013, 169-171, and 23 Str. 3.1.5, 3.2.5, 3.2.9, 3.3.4-5, 3.4.3, 3.4.13, 3.4.15,
E. Rinner, BACPo068. 3.4.17 and 3.5.1.

Lasserre 2012, 3. 24 Alonso Nuiiez 1979; Gémez Fraile and Albaladejo
Gémez Fraile and Albaladejo Vivero 2012, 387. Vivero 2012, 386-393; Moret 2013; Aujac and
Posidonius was born in Apamea (Syria) and studied Lasserre 2003, XXXVIII-XxxIx; Lasserre 2012, 4-7.

in Athens. He was politically involved in Rome and 25 Str. 3.5.3: &V i TOV Kad’ NPAC TLPNOEWG.

taught in Rhodes. He was close to the Roman elite 26 This outline follows approximately the order of top-
of his time (Marius, Cicero, Pompey the Great) and ics discussed by Strabo. It is possible, however, to
travelled the western Mediterranean, in particular divide the text differently. See also some interesting
Baetica. No complete work of him have survived. observations in Counillon 2007.

See Kidd 1988, 3—47; Vimercati 2004.
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2.6-15. Long excursus on ethnography, fauna and flora, resources and history
3. Description of Lusitania (with Callaecia)

3.1-5. Geographical description (essentially the western coastline)
3.6-8. Ethnographical excursus, with a lapidary mention of northern peoples

4. Description of the eastern part of the peninsula

4.1-9. Description of the Mediterranean coastline

4.10-14. Inland description

4.15-19. Excursus on ethnography, fauna and flora, and resources
4.20. Short development of the provinces” administrative organisation

5. Description of islands around the peninsula

5.1-2. Mediterranean islands
5.3-10. Long description of the Island of Gades
5.11. Cassiterides Islands

Strabo’s chapter on Iberia is well structured and follows a traditional pattern of describ-
ing the coastal areas, the interior and lastly the islands. His topographical descriptions
of the Iberian coast are sometimes very precise and detailed, and reveal a strong periplo-
graphical logic — he relies on just a few major landmarks (the promontories of the Pyre-
nees, the Strait of Hercules and the Sacred Cape). However, the interior and the north-
ern areas of the peninsula generally receive only a brief outline; groups of peoples are
roughly situated according to Iberia’s main rivers, while the principal cities of the inte-
rior are also often only approximately located. Whereas the administrative organisation
of the peninsula occupies a secondary role, Strabo devotes a long excursus to the penin-
sula’s ethnography and historical and physical geography.?”

5.2.2 Pomponius Mela’s description of the world

In the first century CE, the Hispaniae gave Rome an outstanding generation of scholars,
including Seneca, Quintilian, Lucan, Martial, Columella and Pomponius Mela.?® The
latter wrote a description of the known world, which was perhaps entitled De Choro-
graphia and was certainly finished in 43 or 44 CE,” in which he recorded that he came

Cruz Andreotti and Cipres Torres 2012. See also of the manuscript tradition uses the heading De
Moret 2013, 73—76 and 81-82. Chorographia (Vaticanus lat. 4929, ff. 149v-188r, late
Parroni 2007, 81. ninth century) but the name De situ orbis — the in-
On the discussion about the redaction’s date of cipit of Mela’s text — is sometimes used as the title.

Mela’s work, see Parroni 1984, 15—22. The archetype
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from Tingentera.® Apart from this mention, however, nothing is known about Mela’s
life or where he even composed his world description. Mela presents his project in a
few words at the beginning of his work. This incipit has led, however, to a number of
differing interpretations:

A description of the known world (orbis situm) is what I set out to give, a difficult
task and one hardly suited to eloquence, since it consists chiefly in names of
peoples and localities and in their fairly puzzling arrangement. To trace this
arrangement completely is a time-consuming, rather than a welcome, subject,

but nevertheless a very worthwhile thing to consider and understand. [...]

I should, however, say more elsewhere with greater preciseness (dicam autem
alias plura et exactius); now let me address the things that are most unambiguous,
as they all certainly will be, even in a summary treatment (nunc ut quaeque erunt

clarissima et strictim) 3!

The exact meaning of the last sentence has been widely debated. Some modern scholars
believe that Mela was referring to his own introduction (a summary description) and
to the bulk of the work (the part-by-part description). It is, however, plausible that
Mela was alluding to a future work and that the whole of the extant text is a kind of
compendium.?* In any case, the text is succinct and relatively pragmatic.

After a short presentation and some general points on the oikoumené (1.1-8), Mela
gives an overview of the three land masses of Libyé (Africa), Asia and Europe (1.9-24).
The detailed description that follows this introduction is divided into two parts and is
clearly modelled on a periplous: the first section follows the African coast of the internal
sea in a west-to-east direction (1.25-48), moving on to Asia (1.49-117), then Europe,
finally returning to his starting point, the Pillars of Hercules (2.1-96), with a note on
the Mediterranean’s islands (2.97-126); the second section includes a description of the
countries bordered by the ocean, starting again from the Pillars and going around Eu-
rope (3.1-58), then Asia (3.59-84) and Africa up to the Pillars again, ‘which is the ter-
minus both of this work and of the Atlantic coastline’ (3.85—107). That Mela borrowed
the structure of his description from periploi is also reflected in the work’s vocabulary,
which even includes nautical terms. With respect to the content, he focuses mainly on
the littoral description, often giving the inland areas and countries only the barest out-
line. As in Strabo’s Geography, the islands are listed in separate sections. Except for one

The model of the Vaticanus, from which all the ex- 30 Mela 2.96. Tingentera was possibly located near
tant manuscripts derive, dates from the sixth cen- modern-day Algeciras in the Bay of Gibraltar.
tury. See Parroni 1984, 55-81. 31 Melar.1-2.

32 See Parroni 1984, 23-29; Silberman 1988, 98;
Romer 1998, 33.
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single instance, however, Mela does not supply any distance data’* and there are almost
no concrete indications of the orientations of the sailing routes, the winds, or the har-
bour and anchorage amenities. Thus, Mela’s two periploi — of the Mediterranean and of
the ocean — were primarily a structural tool for organising his description as a fictitious
journey.

Identifying Mela’s sources is particularly complicated. Mela mentions very few au-
thors (Homer and ‘the physicians; Hanno and Cornelius Nepos) and is silent on the
rest of his sources.>* Numerous parallels between Mela’s description and Pliny’s ge-
ographical books have been drawn by many scholars over the years. It has been also
observed that Mela belonged to the auctoritates (‘authorities’) listed by Pliny at the be-
ginning of Books 3 to 6 of his Natural History. Many scholars have analysed the anony-
mous sources of Mela within the framework of the so-called Dreiquellen Theorie of Pliny’s
sources. According to this model, which was elaborated by D. Detlefsen and A. Klotz,*
Pliny availed himself of predominantly three sources: Augustan administrative docu-
mentation, Marcus Agrippa’s geographical work and a littoral description (dated to the
Late Roman Republic period, and perhaps written between 44 and 29 BCE). Supporters
of the theory believe that this littoral description is Mela’s and Pliny’s common source,
as this would explain their similarities.>*® There has been much debate concerning the
identity of the mystery author, but no consensus has yet been reached: Cornelius Nepos,
Varro (both first-century BCE writers) or a ‘general geographical tradition’ have been
proposed.’” Some strong parallels between Mela, Pliny and Ptolemy can be seen in
their descriptions of the Mediterranean littoral of Iberia and I would be inclined to see
in Ptolemy’s use of a very similar coastal description the source that is common to Mela
and Pliny.*® Even though Mela probably finished his world description during the early
years of Claudius’s reign, his sources are rarely later than the Augustan period. The most
up-to-date information on Iberia that he used are the mentions of Caesaraugusta and
Emerita (cities founded in 24-25 BCE), the Altars of Sestius (c. 20 BCE) and the three

Augustan provinces of Baetica, Tarraconensis and Lusitania.®

Mela 1.6, where he gives the width of the Strait of Artemidorus, Diodorus of Sicily), whom he proba-

Hercules: ¢. 10 miles. bly knew indirectly.

Mela 1.60, 2.104, 3.45, 3.90 and 3.93. The reference 35 Detlefsen 1877; Detlefsen 1908; Klotz 1906. Despite

to ‘the physicians’ (perhaps alluding to the Ionian the criticisms of other scholars — in particular Sall-

geographers Hecataeus or Anaximander) is linked mann 1971 — the theory has not been fundamen-

with Homer, although Mela might have known tally challenged. See Desanges 2003, 1120, and

them through his reading of Cornelius Nepos (see Zehnacker 2004, XIII-XV.

Mela 3.45). P. Parroni 1984, 44—45, has noted Mela’s 36 Desanges 2003, 11-16; Silberman 1988, XxxvI-XLIr.

closeness to the Hellenistic sources (Eratosthenes, 37 Sallmann 1971, 130-134. See also Parroni 1984, 43.
38 Seep. 348.

39 Silberman 1988, xL.
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Despite being a native of Iberia, Mela’s description of the peninsula is no more
detailed than the accounts of other countries.*® However, within the structure of his
text, the account of the peninsula is positioned right at the centre of Mela’s two-part
description, that is, at the end of the Mediterranean periplous and at the beginning of
the oceanic description. Thus, his native Hispania (like Tingentera, his city of origin)
is located at the edge of the two principal geographical spaces of the oikoumené — the
Internal Sea and the ocean — which was possibly intentional. The general picture of
Iberia — a peninsula surrounded by seas and linked to the continent by the Pyrenean
mountain range — is similar to Strabo’s and matches the schema of Artemidorus that was
transmitted by Posidonius.*! After the accounts of the Strait of Hercules (1.6, 1.25-27),
Mela’s Iberian description is arranged as follows:

2.85-96. Mediterranean littoral, from the Pyrenees to the Strait of Hercules
2.124-126. Description of the Mediterranean islands of Iberia
3.3-15. Oceanic littoral, from the Strait of Hercules to the Pyrenees

3.46—47. Description of the oceanic islands*?

Like the rest of his work, Mela’s description of Iberia is pared to the bone but at the
same time precise and relatively complete. There is a strong periplographical pattern,
with Mela concentrating much of his attention on describing the littoral. Apart from
a general picture of the peninsula’s natural resources (2.86) and an extremely short ac-
count of the sources of the Baetis River (3.5), inland Iberia is reduced to the following

passage:

The most renowned of the inland cities (urbium mediterraneis) in Tarraconen-
sis were Palantia and Numantia — nowadays it is Caesaraugusta; in Lusitania,

Emerita; and in Baetica, Astigi, Hispalis and Corduba.®?

By contrast, the coast is described remarkably well. Mela’s attention to littoral topogra-
phy is often very nuanced, at both the level of the peninsula (taken as a whole) and of
local landforms. While Strabo’s topographical description is sometimes very schematic,

Mela offers, in many cases, a concrete and subtle picture of the Iberian littoral, with an

enriching use of adverbs to emphasise the different descriptive sequences.*

Parroni 2007. However, he does focus much atten- are quite similar to the accounts of Pliny, Strabo
tion on the area around the Strait of Hercules. and Ptolemy.

Mela 1.19: ‘Iberia stretches to the west and also for 42 Gades is also mentioned in 2.97.

a long time to the north with differently situated 43 Mela 2.88.

coastlines (diuersis frontibus)! The description, sec- 44 See, e.g., p. 327, p. 338 and p. 340.

tion by section, and orientation of Iberia’s coastline
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5.2.3 Pliny’s Natural History

Pliny the Elder (23/24-79 CE) is the author of a Natural History, a comprehensive ency-
clopedic work on the natural world (in the widest sense) comprising thirty-seven books.
Unlike Strabo and Mela, Pliny’s life is not shrouded in mystery. He was a man of the
equestrian class, serving first as an officer, then as a procurator in many Roman provinces
(included Tarraconensis in 73 or 74 CE).** He was in charge of the Roman fleet at Mis-
enum and an adviser to Vespasian and Titus.* Thanks to the writings of his nephew
and adopted son, Pliny the Younger (c. 61-112 CE), we are also well informed about
Pliny’s working practices, his voracious reading and love of books and knowledge, for
which he managed to find time, despite his political responsibilities.*’

Unlike the works of Mela, Strabo and even Ptolemy, Pliny’s Natural History is, as its
title makes clear, not entirely devoted to geography; only Books 3 to 6 contain descrip-
tions of the otkoumené.*® The structure of Pliny’s description is slightly more complex
than Mela’s, but it nevertheless contains periplographical characteristics. Pliny begins
at the coast of Baetica (the westernmost province on the Mediterranean Sea coast), go-
ing eastwards along the European coast until the Black Sea (3.5-4.93), from where he
‘cuts’ through the continent to reach the northern oceanic coast of Europe, which he
describes following a south-west path until reaching Gades and the Pillars of Hercules
(4.94-4.120). Then, Pliny describes northern Africa until Egypt, including the neigh-
bouring islands and inland Africa (5.1-46). Starting from Egypt again, he describes the
Middle East up to Mesopotamia, then Asia Minor until the Hellespont, with an excursus
on the remaining Mediterranean islands (5.47-140). The next stage of the description
includes the Asiatic coast of the Black Sea (5.141-6.22) and inland Asia from the north-
west (Caucasus) to the Far East and the fringes of China (6.23—-52). From there Pliny
goes southwards to describe India and Parthia (6.53-107), then westwards again to the
Persian and Arabian gulfs, including the countries of the interior (6.108-162). Finally,
crossing the Red Sea, Pliny describes the southern coast of Africa, its islands, including
the Fortunate Isles (6.163—205). The geographical chapters conclude with a summary of
the dimensions of the oikoumené (6.206—210) and a presentation of the ‘Greek’ division
of the world into circult, that is, into parallel circles (6.211-220).

Syme 1969. he could not be read to while he walked — whether

Murphy 2004, 2—4.

Murphy 2004, 3: “‘When not at his official duties, he
devoted almost every moment to study. Sleeping lit-
tle, he read or had a slave read to him continuously,
and dictated excerpts of whatever caught his interest
to a scribe. By keeping these teams of readers and
scribes employed at note-taking continually — he
preferred being carried in a litter to walking because

he was being massaged after a bath, eating, or travel-
ling, he produced an immense quantity of notes, the
raw materials of his books? See Pliny the Younger,
Letters 3.5.

48 The geographical books of Pliny can be considered

to be an introduction to the rest of the Natural His-
tory. See Traina 2007, 99—-100.
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The historiographical debates on Pliny’s geographical sources have already been
outlined above. One can distinguish two types of sources. The main part of Pliny’s in-
formation came from the literature he read: he knew the main Hellenistic authorities
(Eratosthenes, Polybius, Artemidorus, among others), compared them and commented
on them. His reading of more recent Roman works — Varro, Cornelius Nepos, Agrippa,
Livy or Juba - are very often highlighted.* In addition to the geographical literature,
Pliny seems to have had access to first-hand information, thanks to his position in the
Roman administration and the long periods he spent in different provinces of the em-
pire. Information taken from Roman administrative documents was thus often used
in descriptions of the Mediterranean provinces. This will have had two main conse-
quences: contrary to Mela and Strabo, Pliny’s picture of the world was more strongly
marked by the political and administrative organisation of the Roman Empire;*® fur-
thermore, it enabled Pliny to update many Hellenistic and Republic descriptions. As
far as the Mediterranean countries are concerned, one could say that Pliny borrowed,
from his Hellenistic sources, a periplographical order of description (although he did
rework it). However, this descriptive form was used as a device to describe a Mediter-
ranean that had become part of the Roman Empire, giving the periplous a new political
or even cultural dimension.

Pliny’s report of the peninsula opens and concludes the description of Europe. After
an account of the Strait of Hercules (3.3-4), Pliny’s description continues as follows:>!

3.6. Short exposition of the three provinces of the Iberian peninsula

3.7-17. Description of Baetica

3.7. Administrative presentation, that is, the names of the conuentus’* and the number
of cities sorted by administrative categories

3.7-8. Coast of Baetica, described from west to east

3.9. Excursus on the Baetis River

3.10-15. Description of inland Baetica arranged by conuentus
3.16-17. Dimensions of the province

3.18-29. Description of Hispania Citerior (that is, Tarraconensis)®>

49 Although Strabo’s geographical work had already 51 See also Zehnacker 2004, x—x111; Beltrédn Lloris 2007;
been written when Pliny composed his Natural His- Moret 2013, 76-78 and 82-84.
tory, the latter obviously did not know of its exis- 52 Conuentus was the name given to a district, based on
tence. See Diller 1975b, 7, and Traina 2007, 98. And a particular city (e.g. Gades, Corduba, Astigi and
even though Mela is included in Pliny’s lists of auc- Hispalis were the four conuentus of Baetica) for ju-
toritates that open each geographical book, he is not ridical purposes. It was Augustus who created the
mentioned in Pliny’s descriptions. conuentus of Hispania. See Le Roux 2010, 62.

50 Prontera 2002, 241. 53 In this section, Pliny uses the older denomination

‘Hispania Citerior’ but it was, to him, strictly syn-
onymous with ‘Tarraconensis’ See Pl. 3.6 and 3.9.
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3.18. Administrative presentation (conuentus and number of cities by category)

3.19-22. Mediterranean coast of Hispania Citerior, from south of the province to the
Pyrenees

3.23-28. Description of inland Hispania Citerior, arranged by conuentus

3.29-30. Dimensions of the province and short conclusive note on natural resources
and Vespasian’s granting the Latin right on the Hispaniae

3.76—78. Mediterranean islands near Iberia
4.110-112. Description of Tarraconensis’ oceanic coast, from the Pyrenees to the Durius

4.113-118. Description of Lusitania®*

4.113-116. Description of the coast from the Durius to the Anas rivers
4.117-118. Description of inland Lusitania
4.118. Dimensions of the province

4.119-120. Description of oceanic islands near Iberia

Pliny’s description of the Iberian littoral has a similar schema to those of Mela and Strabo
but, unlike the latter, Pliny gives almost no coastal distances, with the exception of a few
data, taken from Varro, on the ocean littoral. It has often been observed (and regretted)
that Pliny’s description largely consists of a list of toponyms (admittedly, often arranged
by conuentus or by peoples) with very little data provided on the location and topogra-
phy. The few historical or ethnological excursuses that can be found are rather laconic.
In his description of other regions of the oikoumené (for example, India and Taprobané),
Pliny was much more loquacious and willingly provided some picturesque digressions.
As for Iberia, the reader is struck by the sheer amount of toponyms that are listed. Like
many sources of the Roman period, Pliny claimed that he intended to give, above all,
localities whose names could be ‘easily expressed in Latin’*® In actual fact, he seems to
have willingly provided full lists of them, in particular toponyms and ethnonyms from
the northern and western areas of the peninsula. Their mention in Pliny’s catalogue
of localities can be compared with entering these peoples and cities into the imperium
Romanum and, if one extends this further, was a kind of ‘Romanisation’ by geographi-
cal discourse.*® Pliny’s sources of information on Iberia reflect the sources he used for
the rest of the geographical books of the Natural History. According to the Dreiquellen
Theorie mentioned above, Pliny used mainly Augustan administrative documentation,
Agrippa’s work and a littoral description (common to Mela). This model remains rel-
evant to understanding the data that Pliny used, though with some qualifications: one

Pliny’s description of Lusitania is not only much 55 Pl 3.7. The reluctance to discuss ‘barbarian’ to-
shorter than the other Iberian provinces but ponyms was common in antique geography. See
also much less well structured and indeed often p. 141.

confusing. 56 See Traina 2007, 99—101.
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will search in vain for the identity of the author of the littoral description and for the
exact form of Agrippa’s geographical work.””

5.2.4 Concise descriptions of the oikoumenée

The short treatise of Agathemerus, generally referred to as Hypotyposis (Hypotyp.), has
a wide geographical horizon but is otherwise rather concise.’® It contains a summary
description of the oikoumené, the most recent sources of which are Artemidorus, Posi-
donius and Menippus.*® The treatise was probably written between the first or second
century CE but may be later (third or fourth century).®® The text is composed of five the-
matic sections — an introduction to the ozkoumené (Hypotyp. 1—4), a description of winds
(5—7), a description of areas and dimensions of the Mediterranean Sea (8-14), a set of
distances related to the otkoumené (15-19) and a description of islands (20-25) — but it
does not pretend to be exhaustive. Only a little information on the Iberian peninsula
can be gleaned from Agathemerus’ text.

Two short texts from Late Antiquity — the Divisio orbis terrarum (Div. orb. terr.) and
the Demensuratio provinciarum (Dem. prov.)°' — contain descriptions of the oikoumené in
the form of lists of countries and Roman provinces. The lists consist of schematic de-
scriptions of geographical territories that vaguely resemble Ptolemy’s introduction to
each mepropiopég of his catalogue: the boundaries of a country or a province are delim-
ited by the surrounding areas (contiguous countries) or topographical features (oceans,
rivers, mountains) according to each of the four cardinal points. In most of the cases, the
texts give the distances related to the length and width of the concerned areas in miles.
The Dem. prov. uses in longitudine and in latitudine, whereas the Div. orb. terr. frequently
uses simply longitudo and latitudo. These terms refer, however, to the geometrical length
and width of an area rather than to longitude and latitude. Each country or province
follows this model. The Dem. prov. starts with Asian territories, described roughly from
east to west (Dem. prov. 1-9), then the European countries from east to west (10—24) and
Africa from west to east (25-29). By contrast, the Div. orb. terr. begins with the Pillars
of Hercules and the countries of Europe from west to east (Div. orb. terr. 1-15), then
describes Asia (with Egypt) more or less from west to east until India (16-24) and ends
with the African provinces (25-26). Although one finds in both texts the same kind of

57 See p. 201. 59 Agathemerus, Hypotyp. 20. The first two paragraphs
58 The title given by the Athous Vatopedinus 655, in mention a list of Classical and Hellenistic geograph-
which the text is preserved, is AyaBnpépov Tod Opbw- ical authorities, as in Str. 1.1.1.
vog yewypadiag dnotonworg or Agathemerus son of Or- 60 Diller 1975a, 59; Marcotte 2002, XXXIX.
thon’s Sketch of Geography. Critical editions in GGM?, 61 Critical editions in Riese 1964 and Schnabel 1935.

471-487, and in Diller 1975a.
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information, they often differ with respect to the names of the countries, the boundaries
and the distance data.

Both texts are hard to date, while the context of the works and their purpose are
not well known. The place names are corrupt in both works and there are many diver-
gent readings for the values given in miles. One of the manuscripts of the Div. orb. terr.
(Vaticanus lat. 642) ends with an epigram in which Theodosius (I or II) is said to have
ordered the measurements, thereby ensuring the accuracy of the distance data.®> Many
scholars believe that both the Div. orb. terr. and the Dem. prov. derive from the geograph-
ical work of Agrippa.®> Admittedly, some of the definitions of the provinces do often
correspond to those of the Roman Empire at the beginning of the Principate, although
Agrippa was not the only source to use such delimitations.®* The distances are only very
partially compatible with Agrippa’s data, as transmitted by Pliny. The Div. orb. terr. and
the Dem. prov. also have links with Orosius’ text. The fact that Agrippa, Pliny, Orosius,
the Div. orb. terr. and the Dem. prov. have similar types of information but with numer-
ous divergences in the content may indicate that these kinds of sources were relatively
widespread during the imperial period.

5.3 Iberia in the corpus of periplographical texts

5.3.1 Elements of definition

The denomination ‘periplographical literature’ groups together those ancient texts whose
common structural principle consists of a sequential description of an area’s coastline.
One cannot speak of a ‘genre’ in the narrow sense of the word, since this would im-
ply adherence to strict rules of composition and a certain level of normativity. Instead,
‘periplographical literature’ should be regarded as a relatively flexible category, apart
from the common property stated above. The word nepimhovg (plural nepimiol) means
literally ‘a sailing around’ or ‘circumnavigation’ and describes in concrete terms a mar-
itime journey.®”* The term was also used to refer to texts or written descriptions that
provided information on the practice of navigation, such as: the sequence of coastal
localities that forms a maritime route and the distances between them (expressed in

stadia or, frequently, in days of sailing), directions, harbour and anchorage amenities,

In his De mensura orbis terrae (possibly written in 65 See, e.g., Hdt. 6.95: ‘Setting forth from Samos they
825 CE), Dicuil supplies the text of the Div. orb. terr., sailed by the Icarian Sea through the islands (61
though in a slightly different version. Dicuil’s text vAowp TOv mAdo); this, to my thinking, was because
also contains the epigram and the reference to they feared above all the voyage around Athos (tov
Theodosius. nepimhoov Tod ABw), seeing that in the previous year
See, e.g., Wolska-Conus 1973, 274-279. they had come to great disaster by holding their
Arnaud 2008, 94. course that way’
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resources (water), noteworthy topographical features (promontories, shallows) and a
variety of information on local sites (temples, sanctuaries) as well as ethnographical ob-
servations.

In his epitome of Menippus’ periplous, Marcian of Heraclea gives a brief outline of
the history of periploi and identifies Timosthenes of Rhodes, Eratosthenes and Pyth-
eas (among others) as forerunners of this type of description.®® The extant periplo-
graphical corpus includes texts from the Hellenistic period until Late Antiquity, which
certainly seem to have been widespread in antique geography.*” The exact origin of
written periploi and the precise relationship between them and the daily practicalities
of navigation are not well known. It is now acknowledged that these periploi, as they
have been passed down to us, did not correspond to portolans (medieval equivalents of
modern-day ‘nautical instructions’)®® but were rather geographical, scholarly construc-
tions. Herodotus mentions several journeys undertaken by Phoenicians and Carthagini-
ans around the African continent; although these journeys were recorded, little is known
about the existence of Phoenician periploi or how closely they resembled the Greek ver-
sions.®” Although the generic term periplous can be applied to different types of texts
within the periplographical corpus, some common typological properties can be ob-

served:”?

— periplous is usually reserved for descriptions that start and end at the same locality,
and gives an account of the whole journey. However, this property is not always
respected, with the term periplous also being applied to coastal descriptions that
cover a large geographical area. The term otabdiapég also had a similar meaning,

though it was used less frequently.

— the related term paraplous (mapémdovg, plural napdmior), although used less frequently,
seems to correspond to a description of a reasonably long stretch of coastline that
is not, though, a circumnavigation in the strict sense of the word. For example, in
Ps.-Scylax’s description, the whole journey is divided into different paraploz, which
correspond to specific portions of the littoral; the description of the Iberian coast
in the P. Artemid. was also explicitly presented as a paraplous;”*

Marcian, Epit. Men. 3-5. has been passed down in the Heidelberg corpus of
See, e.g., the importance of periploi in Marcian’s ge- Minor Greek Geographers, but the question of its
ographical collection. See p. 93 and p. 99; Marcotte supposed Phoenician model and the redaction date
2002, CXVII-CXXVIL of the so-called Periplous of Hanno are still being
Gautier Dalché 2002. debated. See GGM", 1-14; Desanges 1978, 38-85
Hdt. 4.41-42. Mela (3.90, 3.93-95) and Pliny (2.169, and 392—403; Gonzdlez Ponce 2011.

5.8 and 6.200) mention the written report of a jour- 70 See Janni 1984; Gonzédlez Ponce 2002; Marcotte
ney made by Hanno. A Greek description of a jour- 2002, Lx; Counillon 2004; Kowalski 2012, 23—40.
ney (credited to Hanno), from the Pillars of Her- 71 P. Artemid. V 14-15.

cules to some locality on the Atlantic coast of Africa,
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— the derivative anaplous (dvémdovg, plural dvémdor) originally described an upstream

voyage (of a river or a canal)”? and might have occasionally been used as the liter-
ary term for a description of a strait: the Anaplous of the Bosphorus by Dionysius of

Byzantium, for example, describes an upstream voyage through the Bosphorus.”

the meaning of the term diaplous (61dmrhovg, plural 6idmdor) is more difficult to grasp.
It is used in a paragraph annexed to Ps.-Scylax’s text that provides a list of distances
and where it means ‘crossing’ or ‘sailing across; and in this sense is close to the Latin
traiectus.”* It must certainly be connected to a journey on the high seas between two
localities.”> This term is also used by Marcian in his references to Menippus’ work.”®
Nevertheless, diaplous probably referred more to a way of sailing than to an actual

written description or a specific work.””

Such a classification, based on the criterion of the geographical areas covered in the texts,

has its limitations and cannot be taken to be a satisfactory description of the full variety

of antique ‘periplographical texts! As P. Arnaud has observed:

The outlines [of the periplographical literature], as they have been determined

by modern erudition, are very, if not too, broad. They take no or little account

of the structural differences between a descriptive periplous (often barely dis-

tinguishable from the chorographical description in periegetic form), the por-

tolan, the periplous-guidebook with instructions in the imperative form, and

the travel report in the first person.

Even though each of the extant texts that can be defined as being ‘periplographical’

shows different characteristics in content and purpose, the details on the technical term

periplous given above should improve our understanding of the vocabulary used in an-

tique texts.

See, e.g., in Ps.-Scylax 107, the upstream voyage
from the Mediterranean Sea to Lake Mareotis.

See also the scholia on Dionysius, Per. 138.

The word traiectus is sometimes used in the It. mar.
(e.g- 4894, 493.12).

This is how Ptolemy uses the term. He utilises the
vague term mhoig for every kind of maritime route,
and only employs the term Sidmhovg when citing
the reports of Alexandros (1.14.1) and ‘the traders’
(r.17.8).

76 Marcian, Epit. Men. 3. The mention, though, is

unclear.

77 Arnaud 2005, 49-50, 108 and 119.
78 Arnaud 2012, 28: ‘Les contours de cette catégorie,

tels qu’ils ont été fixés par Iérudition moderne, sont
tres larges et sans doute trop larges. Ils ne prennent
pas, ou peu, en compte la différence de structure en-
tre le périple descriptif (souvent difficile a distinguer
de la description chorographique de type périégé-
tique), le portulan, le périple-guide comportant des
instructions a I'impératif, et le récit de voyage a la

premiere personne’
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5.3.2 Iberia in the Periplous of Pseudo-Scylax

The Periplous of Pseudo-Scylax is one of the most ancient surviving descriptions of the
Iberian coast. The text was transmitted in the so-called Paris corpus of the Minor Greek
Geographers, whose late antique editor was certainly Marcian of Heraclea. It deals with
a relatively complete periplous of the whole of the Mediterranean and Pontic coastlines
(despite the defective state of folio 93 in the Parinisus suppl. gr. 443) as well as a stretch
of the Atlantic littoral of West Africa.

The description begins at the Pillars of Hercules and takes a clockwise route along
the European coast eastwards until the Tanais River (Ps.-Scylax 1-69), then descends
and continues along the Asian coast until the Canopic mouth of the Nile (70-106); the
defective parts of the text concern sections 104 (after the coast of Syria) to 106 (the Pelu-
siac mouth of the Nile). Afterwards, the text includes the North African coast until
the Pillars of Hercules (107-111) before finally going westwards beyond the Pillars and
following the Atlantic littoral to the island of Kerné (112).”” The work provides the
distances between the coastal localities, mainly in sailing times (of days) but sometimes
in stadia (frequently for short distances of less than 100 stadia).®® It also supplies infor-
mation on harbours, anchorage amenities, coastal settlements and noteworthy places
(manufactures, forts, temples, sanctuaries). Much attention, sometimes of a very pre-
cise nature, is also paid to the coastal topography. Occasionally, the author provides
information on the inland areas and the peoples living along the coast.

Two paragraphs were annexed to the periplous, but it is not known if they were part
of the original composition or if they are much later additions. A first paragraph (Ps.-
Scylax 113) gives the sea distances between a group of islands that form a route - from
Chalcis (in Euboea) to Mycalé (in Asia Minor) — and which the text calls Sidppaypa. This
term can be understood to mean ‘a crossing line} implying a direct sea route through
the Aegean Islands, in contrast to the route that follows the coasts around the Aegean
Sea. Another 6iddpaypa leads from a locality in the Peloponnese (perhaps Cape Malea)
towards Rhodes, sailing past the islands of Crete and Karpathos. The second paragraph
(Ps.-Scylax 114) provides a list of Mediterranean islands in order of decreasing size.

Despite the heading and the introductory note in the Parisinus (ff. 62v—63r), the
periplous cannot be attributed to Scylax of Caryanda. The latter was known in Antiquity
as a sailor in the service of Darius the Great (ruler of Persia between 522 and 486 BCE),
and, if one believes Herodotus, he carried out explorations of the littoral from the Indus
River to Egypt.®! According to the testimonies of Aristotle, Strabo and Philostratus, a
written report of this voyage or possibly of other journeys did circulate, although one

The location of the island of Kerné is disputed. coast of Morocco; others suggest the coast of Sene-
Some scholars believe that it is to be found off the gal or Guinea.

80 Counillon 2004, 33-34.

81 Hdt. 4.44.
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cannot be sure of its exact form and content.3? The Periplous of Ps.-Scylax was certainly
written in the middle of the fourth century BCE, although before the time of Alexander
the Great, given the dates of certain pieces of information included in the text.*> Thus,
although Scylax of Caryanda cannot have been the author, the description known today
as the Periplous of Ps.-Scylax is one of our most ancient geographical sources.

Several hypotheses have been proposed to explain the origins of Ps.-Scylax’s text.
D. Marcotte has shown that it was Marcian of Heraclea who attributed a periplous that
he had in his possession to a sailor in the service of Darius; as the editor of the geograph-
ical collection known today as the Paris corpus, Marcian had been able to make this
deduction from his own knowledge of ancient periploi.3* 1. Matijasié, however, believes
that ‘in the time of Augustus, i.e., in Strabo’s time, the Paris periplous [sc. Ps.-Scylax] had
already been assigned to the ancient seafarer Scylax of Caryanda’®® The question of the
work’s sources has been the subject of much debate. The text quotes no explicit sources;
the author uses the first person singular to explain to the reader how he organised his
description, not to describe personal experiences. Thus, the text cannot be considered
to be the written report of a journey that was actually undertaken, even though ‘at some
level, sailors’ first-hand experience must underlie the coastal description’®¢ It is much
more likely to be a compilation of texts of diverse origins — which may include as yet
unidentified literary sources — that undoubtedly underwent several stages of revision or
emendation.?

Ps.-Scylax’s description of the Iberian coastline, although admittedly rather brief,
is, nevertheless, of interest, primarily because of its date. In addition, the author places
great emphasis on the area around the Pillars of Hercules, to the point of making un-
necessary remarks. The sections of the Periplous of Ps.-Scylax devoted to Iberia read as
follows:®®

1. And I shall begin from the Pillars of Hercules in Europe [and go] as far as
the Pillars of Hercules in Libyé, and as far as the Great Aithiopians. And the
Pillars of Hercules directly face one another (elot 62 ddAfAwv katavTikpd), and
they are distant from one another [by] a voyage (m2otv) of a day. Past the Pillars

Aristotle, Pol. 7.13 (1332b); Str. 13.1.4, 14.2.20; very ancient is that he knows neither Alexander,
Philostratus, Vit. Apoll. 3.47. There are also later King of Macedonia, nor the period shortly before
mentions of Scylax’s writings, e.g., in Avienus’ Ora him? (tfig 6¢ dpyondTnTog Tod dwdpdg Evapyeg yropt-
maritima (370), by Stephanus of Byzantium (s.0. Ka- opa 10 pite AAé€avbpov elbévan v Makebovwy Ba-
pbavba) and in the Souda (s.v. xkorag). See Shipley owréa pfite [twa add. Maller] tév dAiywy Epmpoodev
2011, 4-6 and Matijasi¢ 2016. £xeivov ypovov, GGM", xxxiir)

Counillon 2004, 11. 85 Matijasic 2016, 7.

Marcotte 2002, Lxvi-Lxvii and cxvii—cxxiv. The in- 86 Shipley 2011, 11.

troductory note of the editor of the corpus (that is, 87 Counillon 2004, 24-26; Shipley 2011, 11-21.
Marcian) clearly states: ‘A proof that the author is 88 Translation G. Shipley modified.
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of Hercules in Europe are many trading towns (épnépia) of the Carthaginians,
and mud and flood tides and shoals.

2. In Europe the first are the Ibéres, a people of Iberia, with the Ebro® River.
And two islands come next here, which have the name Gadeira. One of these
two has a city that is a day’s voyage (miodv) distant from the Pillars of Hercules.
Then a trading town (épméprov) [and] city, which has the name Emporion, a
Hellenic city; and these people are colonists from the [people] of Massalia.
Coastal voyage (mapdmhovg) of Iberia: seven days and seven nights.

3. [...] Coastal voyage (mapdamhoug) of the Ligyes from Emporion as far as the
Rhodanos River: two days and one night. [...]

r11. The Pillar of Hercules in Libyé. Cape Abyle? [and] a city [at] a river,
and opposite (Gvtiov) the Gadeira islands. [...] These islands are beside (mpog)
Europe; one of these two has a city: and the Pillars of Hercules are by these,
the one in Libyé low and the one in Europe high. And these capes directly face
one another; and these are apart from one another [by] a voyage of a day.

112. And past Cape Hermaia [in Libyé] there extend great reefs, and from Libyé
up to Europe, not projecting above the water: and it washes over them in places.
And the reef extends up to the other cape of Europe directly facing it: and this
promontory has the name Sacred Cape.

The only Iberian locations mentioned in the periplous are the Sacred Cape, Gades
(Gadeira), the Pillars of Hercules and Emporion (in the far north-east), with the rest of
the coast between these locations ignored. However, the author does supply three long
distances: one day’s sailing between the northern (the European Pillar is not named)
and southern Pillars of Hercules; one day’s sailing between both Pillars and Gades; and
seven nychthemera for sailing the whole length of Iberia’s Mediterranean coastline. The
text also provides topographical information on the location of the islands with respect
to the continent and on the schematic configuration of the capes. The author departs
slightly from the periplous schema, however, as he describes, for the area near the Strait
of Hercules, something resembling a network of routes linking both sides of the Strait

with Gades, rather than solely a sequence of localities.

G. Shipley 2011, 91-92, believes that the river re- Shipley 2011, 220). The conjectures ABOAn (Abylé)
ferred to here ('Ipnp) is the rio Tinto (in south- or ABidukn (Abilykeé according to Eratosthenes
western Spain) and not the Ebro River, although I and as quoted by Str. 3.5.5) seem acceptable. The
see no good reason for this supposition. spelling of this toponym varies greatly in the an-
The main manuscript (Parisinus suppl. gr. 443 . tique sources.

101) gives &by (‘apinilyé see GGM', 90, and
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5.3.3 Iberia in the Artemidorus Papyrus

The unfinished map of the so-called Artemidorus Papyrus (P. Artemid.) was examined in
the previous chapter.”! The most interesting information contained in the P. Artemid.
is, however, the geographical text on the Iberian peninsula (columns IV and V). After a
brief presentation of the geographical area, which is called 1Bepia or Hispania (IV 1-5),
the author writes of the division of the area into two provinces (IV 5-14). Then, each
side (mAevpd) of the peninsula is described,”” giving the schematic form (o 6o oyfipa)
of Iberia, together with its most important coastal landmarks: the Pyrenees, the Pillars
of Hercules, Gades and the Sacred Cape (IV 14-V 14). This first section is presented as a
neprypadn, that is, a description of the contour or outline of the peninsula, which corre-
sponds well with what Ptolemy calls nepiopiopég, that is, a definition or a delimitation
of the boundaries of a geographical area.

The following and last section of the text deals with an ‘abridged paraplous’ or a ‘con-
cise description’ (mapdmdovg v émtopf) of the Iberian coast (V 14-45). The author starts
at the Pyrenean Promontory on the Mediterranean Sea and goes clockwise until Gades
(V14-26). The coastal description continues to the Sacred Cape (the sequence of to-
ponyms is unclear in the text), with the mouths of the Baetis and Anas rivers highlighted
as main landmarks (V 26-36); then, it goes northwards, via five stages, to the Artabrian

93 (V 36-44). From this point at the

Promontory, finally reaching the ‘Great Harbour
north-western corner of the peninsula and until the north-western Pyrenean Promon-

tory, the text gives no descriptions or distances in stadia (V 44—45):

We will now take on a summary description of its coasts (tov napdmhovv adTig év
¢mopfi), in order to acquire some general knowledge of the distances [between]
the localities.

From the Promontory of Pyrenean Aphrodite until the city of (Empor)ion, a
colony of the Phoceans, (632 stadia); from this locality until the city of Tar-
raco, 1 508 [stadia]; from there the Ebro River, less than 92 [stadia]; from the
latter until the Su(cro) River, 1 048 [stadia]; from there to (Carthago) Nova, 1
240 [stadia]; from Carthago [Nova] until Mount (Calpé), 2 020 [stadial; from
the latter until Gadeira, 544 [stadia]. As a whole, from the Pyrenees (and) the
Aphrodision to Gadeira [there are] 7 048 [stadial; and beyond Gadeira until the
Tower and the Port of Menestheus there are 7 170 [stadia].

91 See p. 203. sensu stricto but more the joint between the penin-
92 If one follows the presentation in the papyrus, the sula and the continent. See Moret 2013, 63.
Pyrenees do not form one ‘side’ of the peninsula 93 This harbour was certainly located near modern-day
A Corufia.
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From the latter until the second mouth of Ast{(...), [there are] 120 [stadia].
Beyond the latter, until the Ba(etis) River 84 [stadia]. Beyond the latter, towards
Onoba, 280 [stadial; from there to Maenoba (78) [stadial; from the latter (to)
the city of Ipsa, 24 [stadia]; beyond (the latter) until the estuary of the An(as)
in a straight line to the point where the city of Kilibeé lies, there are (36) stadia.
After the (mouth) of the (A)nas comes the end of the Sacred Cape, and until

its extreme point [there are] 992 stadia.

Going beyond the promontory and until the Tower of the Salacians (there are)
1 200 stadia. And from there until the (mouth) of the Tagus River, 320 [stadia];
from the latter until the (Durius) River, 1 300 [stadial; thereafter, 180 stadia
away, flows the Obleuion River, which is called L(éth)és or (Limaias). Then,
until the B(aenis) River, 110 [stadial; from the latter until the Promontory of
the Artabrians, 94(.) [stadial; from there to the Great Harbour (.)40 (stadia.
The rest of the) coast has not been ascertained.

The P. Artemid.’s description of Iberia is thus made up of two very different parts: the
outline (mepiypadn) and the paraplous. Both these sections, although very schematic,
concur with two different antique geographical practices and can be said to be comple-
mentary.”*

5.3.4 Hispania in the Itinerarium maritimum

The work that is generally referred to as the Antonine Itinerary consists of two texts, which
need to be treated separately: a compilation of essentially terrestrial itineraries, which is
known as ltinerarium provinciarum Antoni(ni) Augusti (It. prov.) in the manuscripts; and
a list of maritime journeys, which is called the Imperatoris Antonini Augusti ltinerarium
maritimum (It. mar.).>> The It. prov. is described in section 5.4.T of this chapter. Both texts
are often brought together in manuscripts, even though they seem to have been written
independently of each other; not much is known about their exact textual history either.

The origin, the date of redaction and the purpose of the Iz. mar. have been hotly
debated. The text can be divided into four parts, differentiated by their content and
linguistic features, which is a strong indication that they were not compiled at the same
time: first, there is a description of a maritime route (It. mar. 487.4-493.11) from the
isthmus near Naupactus (to the north of the Peloponnese) to Hadrumetum (modern-
day Sousse, Tunisia); second, there is a collection of rather eclectic maritime crossings
(tratectus) between localities of the western Mediterranean (493.12—497.8); third, there

94 A concise but excellent and comprehensive study development of the geography of the Iberian penin-

of Iberia in the P. Artemid. and its place within the sula has been carried out by Moret 2013.
95 Arnaud 2004, 3-6; Cuntz 1929, 1v—vii, 1 and 76.
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is a coastal route from Portus (near Ostia) to Arelate (497.9—508.2); and, finally, the text
ends with a collection of maritime distances between the islands of the Mediterranean
and the ocean - the references to Greek islands are accompanied by short mythological
notes and mirabilia (508.3-529.6).°° The distances in the texts are given in miles or in
stadia. Although there are formal disparities between the different sections of the text,
one can clearly see the work of a compiler, who (re-)arranged the ensemble, so that its
structure roughly follows geographical traditions.”” Despite the collective name given
in the manuscripts, the It. mar. does not date from the Antonine Age, since much of the
information it contains clearly postdates this period. However, the singularity of the
It. mar. lies more in its dynamic textual history than in a definite date of composition,
as P. Arnaud has proposed. On the basis of internal criteria (such as language and to-
ponymic forms), he has suggested that the text was not created before the fourth century
CE, while the itinerary from Portus to Arelate is certainly later (at least after the fourth
century).”8

The coverage of the Iberian peninsula is quite limited. As for the rest of the It. mar.,
many of the toponyms have either been greatly altered or show late toponymic forms.
The information related to Iberia is contained within the collection of trasectus and the
section on the distances between the islands:

[495.4-6] From Baelo to Tingis in Mauretania, the crossing (traectus) is 220

stadia.

[496.1-2] From Carthago Spartaria [that is, Carthago Nova] to Caesarea of Mau-

retania, the crossing is 3 ooo stadia.
[510.2—-512.2] Between Hispania and Tingis in Mauretania:

From the island of Diana Lesbos [sic] Ebusus to Carthago Spartaria, 400 stadia;
and from the island just quoted to Baleares, 300 stadia; Columba island, Greater
Balearic [island], island of Nura, Smaller Balearic [island]; between the Balearic
Islands there are 600 stadia.

[512.3-513.3] Between Carthago Spartaria and Caesarea of Mauretania:

Between the islands of Erroris and Tauria there are 75 stadia; from the islands
just quoted to Calama of Mauretania } Amecas” 1, 75 stadia; Island of Crinis,
Stoechades.!%

96 P.Arnaud 2004, 6-8, has divided the It. mar. into 99 Possibly an abbreviation for A M(auretania)
three sections, as he has grouped together the first Caes(ariense), according to the hypothesis of Arnaud
maritime route and the collection of sea crossings. 2004, 11.
97 Arnaud 2004, 9-10. 100 The mention of these two islands or archipelagos
98 Arnaud 2004, 10-15. is odd. It has proved impossible to link the to-

ponym Crinis with any known locality, while the
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I have tried to make this translation as intelligible and meaningful as possible, but the
text lacks logic and the description seems, in many places, to be either corrupt or to
contain toponymic forms that have proven hard to link with other known localities.
This is not a periplous or paraplous of Iberia in the strict sense but only a set of distances
related to journeys between the peninsula and its adjacent islands as well as between
Iberia and the African coast opposite. All the distances are given in stadia, but it is highly
probable that some of the distance data were omitted (for example, in the mentions of

the Balearic Islands); the figures are also rather dubious.!%!

.4 Itinerary sources and the peninsula’s antique roads
54 y p q

5.4.1 Iberian roads in manuscript sources

Descriptions of itineraries that contain the intermediate distances of a route have been
passed down in a number of works. Despite their quite late date — even the Latin word

102 _ they provide invaluable

itinerarium is attested only from Late Antiquity onwards
information on the peninsula’s Roman road network.
The Itinerarium provinciarum (It. prov.) was referred to in section 5.3.4 as one of the
two parts of the so-called Antonine Itinerary. Many scholars agree that it dates from the
fourth century CE, making it earlier than the Itinerarium maritimum.'** The long text de-
scribes many of the roads that covered the Roman territory. It comprises in fact several
individual itineraries, each section of which was given a heading that indicated the start-
ing and ending points of a route (often with a figure for the overall distance). The lists
contain the place names along a particular road, including intermediate distances. The
latter are generally given in miles but, occasionally, in stadia or in Gallic leagues. More
precise information is sometimes given on a settlement’s nature, such as whether it was
a colonia, oppidum or vicus. The It. prov. begins at the Pillars of Hercules and the northern
African territories, going from Mauretania to Cyrenaica (eastern Libya), followed by a
description of the roads on the islands of Sardinia, Corsica and Sicily. The work con-
tinues with the territories of Asia Minor, then goes southwards to Egypt; a number of
road stations in Thrace, Moesia and Cappadocia are then listed. The last section covers
Europe: first, the northern and Alpine provinces and the territories near the Adriatic
Sea; then the road network in Italy, Gallia and the Iberian peninsula; and, finally, the

Stoechades is the antique name given to the {les 103 Kubitschek 1916, col. 2337, and Salway 200r1

d’Hyeres in southern France (Pl. 3.79; Mela 2.124; have suggested the first half of the fourth century,

Agathemerus, Hypotyp. 20). whereas Whittaker 2002 and Arnaud 2004 have pro-
101 Arnaud 2004, 7. posed the second half of the fourth century.

102 Schmidt 2011, 82-83.
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106

roads in Great Britain. B.Salway has noted that ‘despite being made up of individual
itineraries or regional sub-collections of varying dates, the collection has clearly been
assembled with an aspiration to comprehensiveness, even if the level of coverage is not
consistent throughout?'® The structure of the compilation is quite complex and ‘rather
than a tidy circular survey of the routes of the empire, the trajectory of this collection is
closer to a figure-of-eight?!%

The Iberian peninsula is well-represented in the Ir. prov., which provides several
dozen itineraries connecting the principal localities of the peninsula. As in several other
passages of the It. prov., some parts of the itineraries are made up of sea journeys for
which the distances along a route per loca maritima are given in stadia, for example be-
tween Bracara Augusta and Glandomiron in the north of the peninsula.!® Occasion-
ally, the work provides several alternative routes for joining the same two cities: these

107 sometimes includ-

itineraries are either presented as an ‘alternative road’ (alio itinere),
ing the name of the region that was crossed, or ‘as a shortcut’ (per compendium).'®® Unlike
some of the other areas covered by the Iz. prov., the precise nature of the Iberian localities
are almost never specified.!”” The Iberian road network is discussed in more detail in
Chapter 9, which is devoted to Ptolemy’s coordinates of the inland localities. Many of
the toponyms and the distance data have been damaged or badly transmitted, so that
there are marked differences between these names and those toponyms passed down
by other sources (Pliny, Mela, or epigraphical sources). Despite the corruptions, many
of the itineraries and their localities on the Iberian peninsula are identifiable with the
toponyms in other sources, even if a large number of these antique localities have not
been identified.

Two very late itinerary texts warrant a mention because of their links, albeit am-
biguous, with the antique road network and with Ptolemy. The so-called Ravenna Cos-
mography or Cosmography of the Ravennese (Rav.) describes the whole antique Roman
otkoumené, using a blend of literary descriptions and lists of toponyms (without dis-

10 consists of three

tances). The text, written by an anonymous scholar from Ravenna,
main parts: an introduction that includes an outline of the whole known world; a ge-
ographical description of the lands of Asia, Africa and Europe; and, finally, a kind of
periplous of the Mediterranean Sea, with a description of its islands.''’ The enumera-

tions of the localities have not been presented as itineraries or descriptions of roads but

Salway 2007, 182. they were terrestrial routes connecting coastal
Salway 2001, 40. localities.

It. prov. 423.6; cf. with Ir. prov. 95.2-96.4, 97.7-98.1, 107 It prov. 427.4.

126.6-7, 139.1-2, 323.10 and 324.1. It is not per- 108 It. prov. 431.4.

fectly clear, however, whether the routes per loca 109 One exception is the vicus Cuminarium, along the
maritima were meant to be strictly maritime (as the road between Augusta Emerita and Caesaraugusta
distances expressed in stadia suggest) or whether (It. prov. 445.6).

110 Rav. 258.3-6.
111 See, also, Guckelsberger and Mittenhuber 2013.
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they do show, in many cases at least, close parallels to other itinerary sources, in particu-

lar the Peutinger Map.!1?

The original composition of the work is generally dated to the
late seventh or early eighth century.!’® Several well-known late antique authorities — in-
cluding Basil of Caesarea (fourth century CE), Isidore of Seville (c. §60-636 CE), Orosius
(fifth century CE) and Jordanes (sixth century CE)'"* —aswell as Ptolemy are mentioned
in the introduction to this work.!'> The author seems to have known of Ptolemy’s ge-
ographical work, albeit indirectly. A certain ‘Ptolemy, king and scholar’ (Prolomeus rex
et phylosophus)''® is cited in the author’s description of northern Europe, the Vistula
River and the island of Scandza, which is reminiscent of the mentions of Ptolemy by
Jordanes and Cassiodorus in the very same context.!'” The Iberian peninsula or Spania
(Rav. 300.17-323.2) is the last European land to be treated. The description provides a
substantial set of 275 toponyms.!!® The author mentions several authorities on Spania,
although most of them are completely obscure to us, if not utterly fictitious: Castiorus
(his main source),'”® Lollianus and Arbitio, who are described as ‘Roman scholars, and
Aithanaridus, Eldevaldus and Marcomirus, who are called ‘Gothic scholars'?*® There
is no tangible evidence that Ptolemy’s Geography influenced the Iberian description of
the Raw., but it is, nevertheless, a subject still worth investigating. Many of the lists of
localities correspond to antique roads that one can also find in other manuscripts and
epigraphical texts. Thus, the description is not original and, because of the high inci-
dence of corrupt place names, the work, aside from being part of the secondary tradition
of itinerary sources, is not always that useful.

1

Guido’s Geography was probably written in 1119,'”! and is largely based on the
Ravenna Cosmography.'*> Like his main source, Guido’s text is a mixture of usually long
descriptive notes and lists of toponyms. The first and main part of the work is devoted
to a description of Italy, while the description of Hispania is reduced to short lists of

toponyms, ranging from Iuncaria near the Pyrenees to Baelo in the Strait of Hercules

112 Talbert 2010, 164-165. 117 Rav. 175.4-14. See p. 113. L. Dillemann 1997,

113 Schnetz 1940, v; Gautier Dalché 2003, 43; Talbert 45—48, has studied the (very indirect) influence of
2012, 189. L. Dillemann 1997, 26-27, estimates that Ptolemy on the author of the Rav.
the latest information contained in the work dates 118 Guckelsberger and Mittenhuber 2013, 304-310;
from the ninth century. Dillemann 1997, 108-112.

114 Rav. 13.6-8 and 29.3. 119 On Castorius, see Gautier Dalché 2003, 43-44.

115 On the sources, mentioned or not, of the Rav. and 120 Rav. 301.5-302.1. On these names, see Dillemann
the historiographical debates they have given rise to, 1997, 53—54 and 57-58.
see Dillemann 1997, 27-58. 121 Guido. 452.24. This date, given at the end of a table

116  As the author of the Ravenna Cosmography calls every of contents, has been passed down in only two man-
scholar phylosophus, one should not over-interpret uscripts (of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries).
its use in describing Ptolemy. Confusion between The table and the date seem to be later additions
Ptolemy and the Ptolemaic kings was widespread; and it is not clear whether the latter relates to the
Isidore of Seville (Etym. 3.26), one of the sources of composition of Guido’s work or to the copy. Most
the Rav., made this mistake. modern scholars, however, accept 1119 as the date

of Guido’s work.

122 Guido. 461.20-22.
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Fig. 21 The north-eastern end of the Iberian peninsula and the Pyrenees as depicted on the Peutinger Map.

via Tarraco and Carthago Spartaria.'®> The toponyms are corrupt but agree quite well
with the Rav.’s list. Guido also mentions the Strait of Hercules and gives a summary of
the peninsula.!**

Although the first folio(s) of the Peutinger Map, which almost certainly depicted
the Iberian peninsula, the western part of Africa and probably the British Isles as well,
has been lost, the far left-hand side of the extant folio shows the north-eastern end of
the Pyrenees and below it a short section of the Mediterranean coast (Fig. 21). The first
stopping places on the road between Narbo and Tarraco are easily recognisable: Aquae
Voconiae, Gerunda, Cinniana, Iuncaria, Deciana and the passage through the Pyrenees.
Gerunda, Tuncaria and Deciana also feature in Ptolemy’s catalogue. The distances re-

ported in the Peutinger Map are similar to the information provided in the It. prov.'®

5.4.2 Epigraphical sources

The Vicarello Goblets are four silver goblets or beakers in the shape of milliarums, be-
tween 95 and 153 mm in height and ¢. 75 mm in diameter, which were found in 1852,
along with votive offerings, in a spring at Vicarello, a spa town near Lake Bracciano in
the region of Lazio in Italy.'?® Inscribed on them are the road stations of an itinerary
from Gades to Rome, with the intermediate distances given in miles (Fig. 22). The route
crosses Iberia from Gades to the eastern end of the Pyrenees passing through forty-five
Iberian localities. It goes along the valley of the Baetis River, crosses the saltus castulo-
nensis (that is, the mountainous area near modern-day Linares), then follows the coast
from Valencia to the Pyrenees before reaching Narbo. The route then goes through the
province of Gallia Narbonensis, crosses the Alps, descends to the Padan Plain before
finally reaching Rome. The total distance given for this itinerary is 1 840 miles (Gob-
letIV gives a distance of 1 835 miles). The intermediate distances and readings for the

Guido. 514.9-516.8. 125 It prov. 390.2—4 and 397.8—398.1. The distances are
Guido. 549.19-550.16 and 555.1-556.6. Guido’s very exactly the same, although the number of interme-
last word is Hispania. diate road stations varies. Cf. Rav. 303.1-5.

126 CIL XI 3281—4. See Schmidt 2011, 73 and 76.
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toponyms differ slightly on all four goblets; on GobletIV the Iberian and Gallic road
has been divided into four sections, with a total distance given for each section.

The archaeological excavation was poorly documented (which was not unusual in
the mid nineteenth century), so that little is known of the context of the find. Gob-
letIV was only ‘discovered’ ten years after the initial find, as the leading archaeologist

of the excavations had kept the artefact for himself,!*

which understandably interfered
with the dating of the goblets and the votive offerings and with their historical recon-
struction. Many hypotheses have been proposed on their origins and their link with the
itinerary literature and the tradition of Roman milliaria. The communis opinio is that ‘the
four silver goblets are miniature replicas of a milestone that had been erected in Gades
as the counterpart of the milliarium aureum in Rome. The goblets are thus souvenirs
brought to Vicarello by a Spaniard or Spaniards, who dedicated the silver vessels as a vo-
tive offering to the healing god or out of gratitude for their safe journey from Gades.'?®
This hypothesis is, however, open to debate, particularly since it is based on very little
evidence. Several different dates for the realisation of the goblets have been proposed -
from the Augustan to the Antonine periods, although there is some evidence to suggest
that they were made during the third or fourth century CE.'”” The goblets are clearly the

work of different craftsmen and so it is possible that they date from different periods.

127 Schmidt 2011, 75-76. 128 Schmidt 2011, 77. See the historiographical synopsis
by the latter, 77-78, and by Benitez de Lugo Enrich
etal. 2012, 108. See, also, Salway 2001, 5.
129 Schmidt 2011, 80-83; Benitez de Lugo Enrich et al.
2012, 104.
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The Iberian itinerary recorded by the Vicarello Goblets appears to be quite ancient,
particularly the section from Castulo to Saetabis through the saltus castulonensis: the
itinerary described in the It. prov., for example, went southwards from Castulo via Acci
and reached the coast at Carthago Nova, before turning northwards to Saetabis, thus
avoiding the saltus castulonensis.">® It tallies with the testimonies of Asinius Pollio, who
writes in a letter to Cicero that the road through the sa/tus castulonensis was dangerous and
that the postal service couriers preferred to go by sea from the Mediterranean to reach the
valley of the Baetis River,'*! and of Strabo, who alludes to the common itinerary at his
time (which followed the littoral more closely) and to a more ancient itinerary, which

cut through the land after Saetabis to reach Castulo.!3

The Gades-to-Rome itinerary
recorded in the Vicarello Goblets also finds echoes in a riddle, in the form of a poem in
Metrodorus’ Greek Anthology, in which a short arithmetical exercise is reproduced.!?
The so-called Itinerario de Barro (It. Barr.), also known as the Tablas de Astorga, are
four clay tablets on which short lists of the stations to be found along the north-western
Iberian road network have been engraved. Each tablet is ¢. 14 cm long and 12 cm wide;
Tablet II has a trapezoidal-shaped handle with a small hole at its centre, which presum-
ably the other tablets also originally had. The engravers used cursive capital letters, in
a rather irregular style of writing; the layout suggests that they were either the work of
an inexperienced scribe or a rough draft. At the bottom of each tablet the name of a du-
umvir, a certain Caius Lepidus, son of Marcus, has been engraved.'** After many years of
debate, the tablets have recently been dated to the late third century CE and are regarded
as authentic.'?S Each tablet contains one or two short itineraries, introduced by a head-

ing that indicates the starting and finishing localities, as in the manuscript itineraries.

It. prov. 399.1-402.5 Greek Anthology has not been identified with cer-
Cicero, Fam. 10.31. tainty; he might have been a sixth-century Byzantine
Str. 3.4.9. mathematician and grammarian.

Greek Anthology 14.121: ‘From Cadiz to the city of 134 Ferndndez Ochoa, Morillo Cerd4n, and Gil Sendino
the seven hills the sixth of the road is to the banks 2012, 154. In a colony or a municipium, a duumvir

of Baetis, loud with the lowing of herds, and hence was a magistrate who had a variety of roles. The

a fifth to the Phocian soil of Pylades — the land is tablets do not give any details about the exact du-
Vaccaean, its name derived from the abundance of ties of Caius Lepidus.

cows. Thence to the precipitous Pyrenees is one- 135 The tablets’ authenticity has been challenged since
eighth and the twelfth part of one-tenth. Between the first publication of the find’s report in 1920,

the Pyrenees and the lofty Alps lies one-fourth of but the recent and thorough study of C. Ferndndez
the road. Now begins Italy and straight after one- Ochoa, Morillo Cerddn, and Gil Sendino 2012 dates
twelfth appears the amber of the Po. O blessed am the tablets to between 227 and 310 CE, and possi-

I who have accomplished two thousand and five bly, more precisely, to between 267 and 276 CE,
hundred stades journeying from thence! For the following the results of an investigation using ther-
Palace on the Tarpeian rock is my journey’s object’ moluminescence dating that was led by A. Millén
(transl. Paton 1960, 89). See Dirkzwager 2006 and and P. Benéitez at the Universidad Auténoma de
Schmidt 2011, 79-80. The compiler (Metrodorus) Madrid (for the full results, see Ferndndez Ochoa,
of the mathematical epigrams transmitted in the Morillo Cerdédn, and Gil Sendino 2012, 177-179).
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Tablet I covers the stretch of road from Legio vit Gemina to Portus Blendium; Tablet I
has two itineraries — from Lucus Augusti to Iria and from Lucus Augusti to Dactonium;
Tablet III’s route runs from Asturica to Augusta Emerita; and Tablet IV’s road goes from
Asturica to Bracara Augusta.’*® Although many of the stations correspond to locali-
ties transmitted by other sources (such as the great cities), several toponyms are hapax
and the distances are often unexpected, which indicates (although it has not yet been
demonstrated) that the standard value of the mile was not used on these tablets.

An inscription found in Valencia, sometimes called the ‘“Tegula de Valencia’ in pub-

lications, also deserves a mention:

AB VALENTIA SAGUNT

AB SAGUNTO DERTOS

AB DERTOSA TARRACONA
AB TARRACONA — — — —

This fragmentary inscription has now been lost but was edited by F. Fita before its disap-
pearance at the end of the nineteenth century and recorded in the Corpus Inscriptionum
Latinarum (CIL)."*” It mentions the stations along the road between Valentia and Tar-
raco, without giving any distances.

5.5 Historical works

Treatises devoted specifically to geography were not particularly common in Antiquity,
so that one finds the same familiar authors regularly appearing in the works. Another
important source of information on antique geography are, however, texts on the subject
of history, since both fields of knowledge were, to a certain extent, linked.!*® Posidonius
and Strabo wrote historical and geographical treatises, while the incipit of Appian’s Ro-
man History consists of a geographical sketch of the Roman imperium. In general, most
historical books of Antiquity include some form of geographical excursus, notes or di-
gressions (see Herodotus, Polybius or Livy; later Orosius and Jordanes).!* Historical
literature thus provides us with a substantial amount of information on antique geogra-

phy, even if this information is sometimes difficult to handle: historical literature rarely

136 Ferndndez Ochoa, Morillo Cerddn, and Gil Sendino 139 Polybius, Hist. 3.58.2-3, observed, e.g., that ‘while

2012, 154. nearly all historians or at least the greater number
137 Fita Colomé 1883 and CIL II* 6239. See also Morote have attempted to describe the peculiarities and the
Barbera 1979, 146. situation of the countries at the extremities of the
138 See, e.g., Str. 8.1.1. known world, most of them are mistaken on many
points.
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deals with geographical texts per se but rather uses topographical information in the ser-
vice of historical narrative, providing information that has already been reworked or
rearranged.

The writing of Polybius (c. 208-127 BCE) provides some of the most interesting his-
torical and geographical sources of information on Iberia. In his Histories, which orig-
inally consisted of forty volumes, Polybius describes Rome’s conquest of the Mediter-
ranean, from the Punic Wars, starting in 264 BCE, to the destruction of Carthage and
Corinth in 146 BCE; as Polybius witnessed many of the events himself, many of the
descriptions are eyewitness accounts. Regrettably, the fragmentary transmission of his
Histories — only the first five books have survived in their entirety — has denied us a com-
plete synopsis of his geographical knowledge, which was clearly a constituent part of his

work:

Pragmatic history (tfig mpaypatikiig iotopiag) consists of three parts, the first
being the industrious study of memoirs and other documents and a comparison
of their contents; the second the survey (i 6éaw) of cities, places, rivers, lakes,
and in general all the peculiar features of land and sea and the distances of one

place from another; and the third being the review of political events.'*

Polybius’s geographical knowledge was far-ranging and the author possessed political
and military experience. He was aware of the strategic importance of topography during
wartime and the importance of geography in politics; his description of the geograph-
ical location of Byzantium, for example, is almost geopolitical in the modern meaning
of the word.!*! He was also widely travelled, having visited Italy, Gallia, Iberia (on two
occasions: during the Celtiberian Wars and the Numantine War) and northern Libyg,
from Carthage to the Strait of Hercules."*> He knew of the theoretical debates about
climate zones, the oceans, the formation of currents, while from Strabo one learns that
Polybius criticised some aspects of the geography of Eratosthenes and Dicaearchus.'*
In Book 3 of his Histories, Polybius specifies that he would only add geographical digres-
sions to his narration when he believed they would help improve readers’ understanding
of the events and that he would devote a part of his work specifically to geography.!# At
the end of his short description of Iberia, Polybius also mentions his intention to present

a more detailed report of the peninsula’s many groups of peoples at a later date.!*> The

Polybius, Hist. 12.25 j. There has been heated de- 142 Polybius was one of Pliny’s sources of information
bate among modern scholars about the meaning on the northern coast of Libyé (see Pl. 5.9) and one
of the Polybian expression mpaypatiki iotopia, the of Strabo’s sources of information on Iberia.
standard translation of which is ‘pragmatic history’ 143 Str. 2.2.3, 2.4.1-8.

However, it is possible that Polybius meant some- 144 Polybius, Hist. 3.59.4-9. This fact is confirmed by
thing more like ‘contemporary’ and/or ‘political Strabo (8.1.1).

history’ 145 Polybius, Hist. 3.37.11.

Polybius, Hist. 4.38.
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non-extant Book 34 of the Histories was certainly dedicated to geography; thus the ex-
cerpts that Pliny, Strabo and Athenaeus took from Polybius are collated in this book by
modern editors.!#¢

Part of Polybius’ description of Iberia is contained in Book 3 in an excursus to Han-
nibal’s expedition from Iberia to Italy, so ‘that [his] narrative may not be altogether
obscure to readers owing to their ignorance of the localities?'¥” Most of Book 3 was
written in Rome between 167 and 151 BCE; the geographical excursus on Iberia may
be slightly later, and was certainly not written before 146 BCE.' After a short descrip-
tion of the location of the three continents, Polybius gives a general appraisal of the
peninsula:

The Celts inhabit the country near the Narbon [River] and beyond it as far as
the chain of the Pyrenees which stretches in an unbroken line from the Mediter-
ranean to the Outer Sea. The remaining part of Europe beyond the Pyrenees
reaching to its western end and to the Pillars of Hercules is bounded on the
one side by the Mediterranean and on the other by the Outer Sea, that portion
of which is washed by the Mediterranean as far as the Pillars of Hercules be-
ing called Iberia, while that part which lies along the Outer or Great Sea has
no general name, as it has only recently come under notice, but is all densely
inhabited by barbarous tribes of whom I shall speak more particularly on a

subsequent occasion.'¥’

Discussing the territories ruled by the Carthaginians at this time, Polybius writes:

Crossing the Straits at the Pillars of Hercules [the Carthaginians] had similarly
subdued all Iberia as far as the point on the coast of Our sea where the Pyrenees
Mountains, which separate the Celts from the Iberians, end. This spot is about
8 ooo stadia distant from the strait near the Pillars of Hercules. There are indeed
3 ooo stadia from the Pillars to Carthago Nova, from which place Hannibal
started for Italy, 2 600 stadia from hence to the Ebro river; 1 600 stadia from
hence to Emporion, (from hence to the Pyrenees, 600 stadia) and from hence
to the passage of the Rhone about 1 600 stadia — this part of the road having
now been carefully measured by the Romans and marked with milestones at
every eighth stadia.!*°

146 This hypothesis is based on the testimonies of 147 Polybius, Hist. 3.36.1.
Athenaeus of Naucratis (Deipnosophistae 8.330 and 148 De Foucault, Foulon, and Molin 2004, xv—xv1; Mar-
8.332a) and Stephanus of Byzantium (Ethn. sv. Ai- cotte 2002, 20-21.
8adn). It is, however, not implausible that Poly- 149 Polybius, Hist. 3.37.9-10.

bius’ geographical description filled more than one 150 Polybius, Hist. 3.39.4-8. On the philological and
volume. historical issues raised by this passage, see p. 427 as
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The other fragments of Polybius’ writings that Strabo and Athenacus have passed down
do not allow us to reconstruct a complete picture of what Polybius knew about Iberia.
Iberia was, to Polybius, a kind of unfinished geographical object, which was still in the
process of being constructed: only the Mediterranean littoral was well known.’*! One
cannot even be sure that he knew that Iberia was a peninsula. The passage cited directly
above resembles a paraplous of the Mediterranean coastline of Iberia, the values of which
find echoes in later sources. In addition, Polybius’ schematic conception of the western
Mediterranean Basin as a triangle formed by the Pillars of Hercules, Narbo and the
Strait of Sicily formed the basis for the development of the western Mediterranean in
the geography of Antiquity.'

Among the Greek and Roman historians who supplied much of the information
on the geography of the Iberian peninsula, one finds Appian of Alexandria. The latter
wrote a Roman History, with the aim of recounting and explaining how Rome came to
dominate the known world. The text has only survived in fragments; however, thanks
to Codex 57 of Photius’ Bibliotheca and to Appian’s preface to his work, the structure and
composition of his Roman History is relatively well known. The work was not arranged
chronologically, as one might have expected from a historical work, but in geographical
units. The book on Iberia (IBnpif, generally translated as “The Wars in Spain; although
a more accurate translation would be ‘The Iberian Book’), opens with a brief descrip-
tion of the area. Although not particularly up to date, this description presents the
area’s main geographical features and defines the territory as a peninsula. The book
records those events of the Punic Wars that took place on the peninsula as well as the
Lusitanian and Celtiberian Wars until Iberia was divided ‘into three parts’ during the
reign of Augustus. Appian’s description is an undeniably important toponymic source
of information on Iberia.

Diodorus of Sicily’s Bibliotheca bistorica, in particular Book s, provides information
on the geography of Iberia, especially the Balearic and Pityusic Islands, in the form of
long digressions or isolated descriptions and mentions. Julius Caesar’s Civi/ War and
Livy’s Ab Urbe Condita do not exhibit the same degree of attention to Iberian geography,
although the place names in these texts do share similarities with Ptolemy’s toponymy.
The historical works of Cassius Dio, Tacitus and Florus can also be occasionally helpful.
At the beginning of the fifth century, Paul Orosius wrote a seven-volume book entitled
Histories against the Pagans. Born in Callaecia in north-west Iberia, he travelled to Africa
and Palestine, became a famous theologian and erudite, and knew both Augustine of

well as De Foucault, Foulon, and Molin 2004, 52, 152 For recent discussions, see also Cruz Andreotti 2006;
200-202. Moret 2006, 65-67; Gémez Fraile and Albaladejo
151 Moret 2013, 71. Vivero 2012, 375-380; Moret 2013, 71-73.
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Hippo and Jerome personally.!>3 As a historian who was interested in geography, Oro-
sius used quite ancient sources (Julius Caesar, Livy, Tacitus), which makes his writings
an interesting geographical source. In particular, Chapter 2 of the first book of his Histo-
ries contains a description of the whole oikoumené that includes a summary of the Iberian

peninsula.'*

153 Martinez Cavero 2002, 22—48. 154 See Janvier 1982.
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6 Identifying and explaining the origins of the
Geography’s coordinates

The number of studies on Ptolemy’s coordinates and their origins as well as on the
sources and geographical methods used in the Geography has increased significantly since
the publication of the critical edition of A. Stickelberger and G. Grahoft in 2006. The
latter aroused great interest among specialists in astronomy, mathematics, geodesy and
geography but surprisingly less attention from historians and classicists. There is a trend
in recent studies of the Geography that would have us believe that Ptolemy’s coordinates
need to be ‘corrected’ or ‘improved upon; and some publications have even attempted
to ‘decode’ the coordinates or to ‘reveal’ the true nature of Ptolemy’s maps. However,
Ptolemy’s Geography is, in my opinion, neither an encrypted text whose ‘truth’ needs to
be ‘revealed; nor a GIS database from the second century CE. It is a historical source that
still deserves to be studied from a historical viewpoint, using, of course, the appropriate
methodology.

6.1 Origins of Ptolemy’s catalogue in modern research works

The questions regarding Ptolemy’s sources and methods are rarely selected as the central
topics of present-day studies. In many cases, hypotheses or suppositions have been put
forward but they have not been or cannot be verified. It has been suggested, for exam-
ple, that Ptolemy used the cities contained in his ‘Table of Noteworthy Cities; which
supposedly date back to a collection of coordinates developed since Hipparchus or even

earlier, as the starting point for creating his maps;' that he simply performed certain

Stiickelberger 2009b, 241. A. Stiickelberger con- see p. 175. Moreover, the latitudes of these main
siders the localities of the “Table of Noteworthy places (e.g. of Egypt, Gallia or Iberia) are, according
Cities’ to be the ‘foundations’ (8epéAiot) to which to the author, so accurate that they could only have
Ptolemy refers in the introduction to the Geography; been determined astronomically.
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arithmetical computations;? or that he copied (albeit with modifications) maps of ‘mil-
itary origin™ - to cite just a few of the proposals that have been made in recent years.
Proposing hypotheses is, of course, an important part of a historian’s work, particu-
larly when the historical documents being examined — such as the Geography — are poorly
understood. Although some of the general assumptions being made are not necessarily
erroneous, a few of these unproven hypotheses are often taken to be confirmed, which
makes using these hypotheses as the methodological basis for studying Ptolemy’s Geog-
raphy problematic. A synopsis of some of the different contemporary research methods
being employed will, however, allow us to define the characteristics of an appropriate
investigation into the origins of Ptolemy’s coordinates. It should be noted that this

synopsis is by no means exhaustive.*

6.1.1 The Earth’s circumference and the length of the stadion

In the Geography, Ptolemy uses the value of 180 ooo stadia for the Earth’s circumference,
that is, 500 stadia for one degree of a meridian. The problems concerning the size of
Ptolemy’s Earth and the numerical value that corresponded to one stadion in Antiquity
appear frequently in recent publications about Ptolemy’s work.> The problem of the
length of the stadion is one of the most complicated issues in the history of the ancient
sciences. However, as I am not convinced that this problem is fundamentally relevant
to understanding Ptolemy’s working methods and the origins of the Iberian peninsula’s
coordinates, I will not enter into a debate of this issue.®

In a recent series of papers, I. Tupikova and K. Geus have attempted to identify the
role of Ptolemy’s evaluation of the Earth’s circumference in his map-making. Their
central point is ‘the presupposition that the value for the circumference of the Earth used
by Ptolemy is expressed in the same metrical value of the stad[ia] which Eratosthenes
used’” Their working hypothesis is as follows:

Instead of speculating about the modern metrical value of a stadium used by
ancient scholars, we will try to recalculate the geographical positions given by
Ptolemy in his Geography in assuming that his definition of the stad[ia] used in

the calculation of the geographical positions coincides with the definition of

2 Berggren and A. Jones 2000, 16-17. came across these articles far too late in my research
3 Strang 1998a, 425. project to be able to include them in this book.
4 J.Uruefia Alonso has written two substantial and 5 See, e.g., Russo 2013, Shcheglov 2016b.
rather complex articles dealing with the origins of 6 See the good synopsis in Shcheglov 2016a.
Ptolemy’s map of the Iberian peninsula (Uruefia 7 Tupikova and Geus 2013, 20.

Alonso 2011 and Uruefia Alonso 2014). However, |
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the stad[ia] used by Eratosthenes in his estimation of the circumference of the
earth.®

In other words, the authors maintain that the main difference between the calculations
made by Eratosthenes and Ptolemy is the number of stadia they attributed to one de-
gree of a meridian: Ptolemy assigns 500 stadia and Eratosthenes 700 stadia. I. Tupikova
and K. Geus have, therefore, recalculated Ptolemy’s coordinates, so that they fit a larger
sphere, where one degree of a meridian equals 700 stadia. Their recalculation comprises

several stages:

The first step [in recalculating] the original positions is to restore Ptolemy’s raw
data,” that is, the distances between [the] different localities which he had at
his disposal and — in some cases — the directions of the routes connecting these

localities.'®

By ‘original positions’ the authors mean the ‘positions on an Eratosthenian Earth! This
stage of the procedure was particularly tricky, for five different cases needed to be treated,
depending on the information - latitude data, distance data, orientation of a road, and
so on — that was supposedly available to Ptolemy. To begin with, a starting locality

(‘reference point’) needed to be defined for a given set of places:

Let us start with the following indisputable statement: Ptolemy put a position
on his map only relative to another one, which we call [a] reference point. It is
therefore obvious that the first step in reconstructing the Ptolemaic map is the

choice of the correct reference point(s) used in his mapping procedure.!!

The second step in the recalculation process consists of making a comparison between
Ptolemy’s and the modern coordinates that takes the problem of the prime meridian
into account. Ptolemy’s coordinates, the authors’ ‘recalculated’ coordinates and the
modern coordinates are then transposed on to a map to facilitate the comparison.!?
This procedure is applied to several geographical areas in order to test different ‘starting
points’ as well as different scenarios.!* The authors conclude with the observation that if
Ptolemy had adopted Eratosthenes’ value, his map would have been much more precise
and he would thus have avoided the excessive distortion that occurs in the east-west

direction of his world map.'

8 Tupikova and Geus 2013, 2-3. 11 Tupikova, Schemmel, and Geus 2014, 32.
9 In another article (Geus and Tupikova 2013b, 127), 12 Tupikova and Geus 2013, 9-11.
the authors write of a possible reconstruction of 13 Tupikova and Geus 2013, 11-18.
Ptolemy’s ‘original coordinates for every point 14 Tupikova and Geus 2013, 20.

10 Tupikova and Geus 2013, 4.
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The authors draw two conclusions about Ptolemy’s sources and cartographical meth-
od. First, they maintain that Ptolemy used the ‘wrong’ value for the circumference of
the Earth, which led to significant distortions. Their recalculation enables them to cor-
rect these distortions and to obtain what they believe is Ptolemy’s raw data, that is, the
distances between the localities and the directions of the routes.'> Second, by testing
a number of different hypotheses, they suggest identifications for Ptolemy’s starting
points, namely, the places for which he first determined the geographical coordinates
and which were then used as the basis for the mapping of other localities. This pro-
cedure is also used to analyse different sections of Ptolemy’s catalogue. As far as the
eastern part of the Mediterranean area is concerned, the authors’ recalculation suggests
that Ptolemy ‘measured this part of the Mediterranean not from Alexandria but from
Italy; and in this instance, most probably from Rome; they also suggest that Massalia
(Marseille) ‘served as a starting point for Ptolemy’s mapping of Spain’'® I. Tupikova and
K. Geus have made a number of suggestions about Ptolemy’s methods and sources, al-
though they have not fully discussed the latter.!” They maintain: that Ptolemy might
have collated a ‘dozen, if not hundreds of sources’ that he had access to Roman mili-
tary and administrative archives;'® and, as far as one can understand, that he carried out
calculations to determine the geographical coordinates.!” The authors’ explanation for
the coordinates of Markanda (Samarkand), for instance, is as follows: Ptolemy derived
the latitude from astronomical observations, while the longitude might have been the
result of ‘highly precise terrestrial measurements, possibly carried out by the bematists
of Alexander the Great??®

6.1.2 The Eastern Mediterranean

In the introduction to his 1976 article, E J. Carmody presents the status quastionis of
Ptolemy’s methods and sources. He also links the procedures exposed in the introduc-
tion to the Geography with the catalogue of localities and the geographical documenta-
tion of Antiquity. To be precise, he takes the methods Ptolemy mentions in his intro-
duction and tests their validity on specific areas of the catalogue in order to explain some
of the map’s characteristics. For instance, if one regards Cape Drepanon (in Cyprus) as
the reference point, then the ‘arcs’ of Drepanon-Berytos and Drepanon-Tripolis should

Tupikova and Geus 2013, 20. 19 Tupikova and Geus 2013, 2: ‘It was not a data base

Tupikova and Geus 2013, 13-14.

A second article analyses northern Europe (Geus
and Tupikova 2013b) and a third paper investigates
the Silk Road in Ptolemy’s map (Tupikova, Schem-
mel, and Geus 2014).

Geus and Tupikova 2013b, 125, 137.

in degrees that Ptolemy had at his disposal but the
distances expressed in stad[ia], dayruns and other
units in use, which he had to recalculate in angle
measure [i.e. convert into degrees] to fit the world
map under construction?

20 Tupikova, Schemmel, and Geus 2014, 13.
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both have been rotated 6° on Ptolemy’s map.*! These rotations were the result of Ptolemy’s

method of map-making, which, according to the author, consisted of the procedure he

called ‘triangulation*

The term ‘triangulation’ properly describes the calculation of distances between
points as a function of angles. As on the celestial sphere, where the constella-
tions assume graphic forms, the places may be joined by arcs that form poly-
gons or extended arcs, all of which can be treated as right[-angled] triangles
to be analyzed by use of sine tables such as those prepared by Ptolemy. Our
cartographer chose, according to circumstance, to situate places either by the

length of the arc that joins them or by the angular orientation of the arc, or,
less often, by both.?

Ptolemy supposedly used antique sources to help him find the best candidates for this

so-called triangulation method. E J.Carmody attempts to reconstruct as concretely as

possible Ptolemy’s mapping procedure, explaining that Ptolemy made ad hoc modifi-

cations to his own constructions. His description of a plausible working map reads as

follows:

Ptolemy could well have effected the plane projection by dividing the surface of
the earth into rectangles whose top and bottom coincide with selected parallels
of latitude and whose sides overlap to the extent of the difference, at top and
bottom, in the length of the small circles of longitude. The latitudes are divided
into a series of zones, each of about 2° but for the divisions in longitude we have
no reference, so that in the final analysis we do not know the dimensions of the
rectangles actually used in the calculations. It is clear that for Spain Ptolemy
compensated for the total difference in lo[n]gitudinal arcs by means of a single

operation made near the north coast.??

Although E J. Carmody describes how he investigated Ptolemy’s map very precisely,*

he does not give any concrete examples of the distances that Ptolemy purportedly used.

Moreover, even though he discovers some symmetries in the map, he does not develop

a model to explain how each locality was situated.?

Carmody 1976, 607.

Carmody 1976, 603.

Carmody 1976, 603-604.

Carmody 1976, 605-606: ‘I have copied Ptolemy’s
map on transparent paper, placed it on a modern
map of the same scale, and have read the difference
in length of arc, positive if Ptolemy’s arc is longer,
as is usually and normally the case. If I have turned

my paper to make the arcs coincide, I say that I have
turned it by the “angle of declination” of Ptolemy’s
arc, positive if it was turned to the right, negative if
to the left!

25 The statement that some of these symmetries ‘can-
not be fortuitous’ (Carmody 1976, 609) was not
used to explain how the localities were constructed.
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6.1.3 Ptolemy’s Iberian peninsula

In an article published in 1997, J. M. G6émez Fraile examines the way Ptolemy deter-
mined the provincial boundaries and located the peoples and the cities of the Iberian
province of Tarraconensis.?® His analysis consists of a detailed commentary of the map
and of the text of the Geography. In order to explain Ptolemy’s mapping process, the
author compares Ptolemy’s ethnonyms and toponyms with Pliny’s text, and then with
Mela’s and Strabo’s works.”” He establishes that a certain amount of Roman admin-
istrative information had been used and suggests a model for the origins of the map:
the overall shape and the boundaries of the peninsula were determined first, and then
the peoples were located throughout the peninsula and used as framework to situate
localities inside each administrative frame. However, he is rather vague about the exact
location process and admits that Ptolemy might sometimes have randomly carried out
rough estimates.”®

J. M. Gémez Fraile then investigates the coordinates of the Geography and their ori-

gins in a second article, summing up his objectives, methods and main results as follows:

The aim of this research lies in checking the origin of Ptolemy’s geographical
coordinates for the Iberian peninsula. To achieve this goal, the author proposes,
as a methodological innovation, to convert the geographical coordinates into
distances in stadia between equidistant points, to provide an analytical compar-
ison of the numerical information derived from mathematical Greek geography
and the Roman road network. The evidence suggests a mixture of theoretical
data, based on astronomy, and practical data, based on Roman roads.

The principal contribution concerns the impossibility of making the road data
compatible with Eratosthenes’ traditional globe of 252 ocoo stadia. This state
of affairs could explain why Marinus and Ptolemy decided to use Posidonius’

figure of 500 stadia for one degree.”

One of Gémez Fraile’s main hypotheses is that Ptolemy used a wrongly calibrated map
and worked with distances that he should have used on a grid where 1° equals 700 sta-
dia, for example, concerning the latitudinal extent of the whole peninsula. This hy-
pothesis does not, though, lead to the identification of a precise source. The shape of
the peninsula, especially its latitudinal extent, could have been estimated by using the
distance between the parallel through Rhodes and the parallel through Massalia given
by Hipparchus.>® The author clearly hoped to prove that Pliny’s list of parallels (in-

26 GOmez Fraile 1997. 29 Gobmez Fraile 2005, 35.
27 GOémez Fraile 1997, 239-242. 30 Gomez Fraile 2005, 43-44.
28 Goémez Fraile 1997, 201202 and 231-236.
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IDENTIFYING AND EXPLAINING THE ORIGINS OF THE GEOGRAPHY’S COORDINATES
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Fig. 23 Outline of Ptolemy’s map of the British Isles. Fig. 24 Outline of the British Isles.

terpreted here as a product of Greek mathematical geography, with Hipparchus as the
main source) was compatible with the Geography.>' Nonetheless, even if a rough com-
parison reveals several common points, one cannot find in Pliny’s list a relevant source
of information for each of Ptolemy’s latitudes.

J- M. G6émez Fraile has also analysed the links between the Geography and Roman
itineraries, pointing to several coincidences between Ptolemy’s map, the It. prov. and
the Vicarello Goblets.>* According to him, Ptolemy might have used itinerary sources
in different ways: for instance, although the distance between Gades and Castulo pro-
vided by the Vicarello Goblets corresponds to the distance as the crow flies between these
two cities on Ptolemy’s map,** the distance between Castulo and Ruscino (in Narbo-
nensis) given by the Goblets only tallies with the Geography if one adds the intermediate
distances between each station along the route on Ptolemy’s map.

6.1.4 The British Isles according to Ptolemy

There are fewer antique textual sources of information on the British Isles than on other
European areas, which explains why Ptolemy’s map of Albion (Great Britain) and Hi-
bernia (Ireland) has aroused the interest of so many historians and archacologists in the
modern era. Most of these studies — some of which date back to the eighteenth and

Gomez Fraile 2005, 44-47.

Goémez Fraile 2005, 47-55. The author uses the co-
ordinat