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PHILOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL RESEARCH METHODS
OF CLASSICAL STUDIES

Abstract. The aim of the research is to consider the characteristics of “philological” and “*historical”
research methods in classical studies. The methodology of the research of the study is based on the
principles of science, historicism, objectivity, system analysis, etc., as well as on the use of general
scientific methods, special-historical and source study methods. The scientific novelty is that for the first
time in Ukrainian historiography the question of “philological” and ““historical” research methods in
classical studies has been investigated. The Conclusions. At the end of the 19" century, the disadvantages
of the philological method of studying the ancient texts became obvious. Where the investigated ancient
author referred to the names of his predecessors or at least pointed at them, it was easy to find the “main
core” or the main author. But when such links or hints were completely absent, the difficulties arose, and
sometimes they were simply insurmountable. The philological method which was based on an unrestrained
desire to find the original core of the source under study was reduced to “plus ultra”, i.e, was carried to
the point of absurdity. One must fully agree that in one aspect historians were in a better position than
philologists, in particular: a historian, in order to explain the facts of an ancient historiography, has a
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greater opportunity to use the appropriate phenomena in the historical literature of different times and
places. Historians and philologists have different goals in the study of the primary source of ancient
literature, so they cannot replace each other. Both classical philology and ancient history have their own
subject and the study methodology and both have reasons to work in an area that we call classical studies.
Classical philology and history use a particular research method according to their own subject, goals
and objectives which is consistent with the research method of a particular scholar.

Key words: classical studies, philological research method, historical research method.

®LIOJIOTTYHUI TA ICTOPUYHUNA METOAU JOCALI)KEHH S
B AHTUKO3HABCTBI

Anomauin. Memoro docnioxncennsn ¢ posensio ocoonueocmetl “‘ginonociunoco” ma “‘icmopuunozo”
Memoois 00CiOHCeHHS 8 AHMUKO3HABCBL. Memo0onozia 00c1idHceHHA 6a3)EMbCA HA NPUHYUNAX HAY-
KOBOCMI, ICMOpU3MY, 06 EKMUBHOCNIE, CUCIMEMHO20 AHATIZY MOWO, d MAKOXC HA BUKOPUCANHI 3A2ATb-
HOHAYKOBUX Memo0i8, CneyianbHo-icmopuuHux i oxcepenosnasuux. Haykoea noeusna nonsicae y momy,
wo enepuie 8 yKpaincwoKill icmopiocpaii docniodceno numanns “@inonoeiunoco” ma ‘“‘icmopuurozo”
Memooie oocniodcents ¢ anmukosnagemsi. Bucnosku. Y xinyi XIX cm. neoonixu ginonoziunozo memody
BUBYEHHS AHMUYHUX MEKCMI8 Cmanu oueduoHuMu. Tam, oe 00CnioxiCcy8anutl AaHMUYHUL agmop 32a0y6ae
iMena ceoix nonepedHuKie abo NPUHANLMHI HAMAKAS HA HUX, O)10 1e2Ko 3Haumu “ocHosHe A0po” uu 20-
J106H020 agmopa. Ane Konu maki 36’ s13Ku abo niokasKu OYIu ROGHICMIO IOCYMHI, GUHUKALYU MPYOHOUYI,
nooexkyou abcomomuo nenepebophi. Dinonociunuil Memoo, axutl OA3y6aecs HA HECMPUMHOMY OANCAHHT
SHAUMU OPULTHATILHE 0PO 00CTIOHCYBAHO20 Odicepend, 3600uscs 00 “plus ultra”, modmo dogoouscs 0o
abeypoy. Tpeba nosHicmio no200Umucs, wo 6 0OHOMY ACHeKmi icmopuKu nepebyearoms y Kpawjomy cma-
Hosuwi, HIdIC (hiNoN0U, 30Kpema. ICmOopuUK, wob nosichumu gaxmu aumuyHoi icmopioepagii, mae 6inbuty
MOJHCIUBICTNG BUKOPUCTIOBY8AMU BIONOBIOHI A6UWA 8 ICMOPUYHILL Timepamypi PisHUX yacie i Hapoois.
Icmopuku ma ¢hinonocu marome pizni yini NPU GUEYEHHI AHMUYHUX NUCEMHUX OJiCepel, MOMY He MOJICYNb
B3aMIHUMU 00UH 00H020. Y Kiacuunol ginonozii ma anmuynoi icmopii — enacuuil 06 '€Km ma Memoouxa
00CNIOHCEHHS, A MOMY MArOMb YCi NIOCmMasu npayroeamu 6 2asiy3i anmuxosnascmea. Knacuuna ¢ghinonoeis
ma icmopis 6UKOPUCMOBYIONb NEGHULL MeMOO 00CTIONCEHHS 8ION0BIOHO 00 81ACHO20 Npeomemad, yineu
ma 3a60anb, U0 Y3200H4CYEMbCSL 3 OOCTIOHUYBKUM MEMOOOM KOHKPENHO20 HAYKOBYSL.

Knrwuosi cnosa: anmuxosnascmeo, Qinonociynuti memoo 00CAiOHNCeHHs, ICMOPUYHULL Memoo
00CiONHCEHHA.

The Problem Statement. The origins of modern classical philology and document-based
historical criticism should apparently be sought in the Renaissance humanism (see Nauert,
1998, p. 438). Classical philology and history are the two disciplines, that both claim to be
studying a classical antiquity. The first their commonality lies in the fact that both of them be-
long to the Humanities. And it is not a coincidence that in the past, as well as sometimes now,
classical studies have taken place at the combined historical and philological faculties. This
was the case in Germany (although they were called “philosophical” there), and so it was in
the Russian Empire. However, the study of ancient history clearly revealed the differences in
the research approaches that philologists and historians have practiced and still continue to
practice. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the text is the object of study for both classical
philologists and historians. And this statement is correct not only for the two mentioned dis-
ciplines: to paraphrase Xin Liu Gale, once published, texts belong to all of the communities
of scholars (Gale, 2000, p. 383). According to the famous philosopher M. M. Bakhtin, every
humanities discipline begins with a text, and is generally a discipline about texts (Bachtin,
2000, p. 299). But a different matter is how classical philologists explore this text and how
historians study it. In other words, both classical philology and ancient history each have
their own subject and study methodology.
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The Analysis of Sources and Recent Researches. Since the development of classical
studies is directly related to Germany, it is natural that the priority in the development of a
methodology for the study of historical sources on antiquity belongs to the German scholars.
And they were originally the representatives of classical philology. The evolution of the
philological method of classical antiquity studying took place under the immense influence
of a German philologist, a professor at the University of Berlin, August Immanuel Bekker
(1785 — 1871). The critical method he developed was based on two principles: the principle
of the interrelation of manuscripts and the principle of “interpolation” in the broad sense of
the term. If the manuscript was rewritten, in fact, it was the same scientific work, not just a
duplicate, although in a rare case it was a compilation, but it was not an outright mechanical
reproduction of one source (Mandes, 1898, p. 10). The eminent German scholar Theodor
Mommsen considered himself not a historian, but a philologist. An esteemed scholar of the
Saint Volodymyr University in Kyiv, Professor Julian Kulakovsky, who, during his academ-
ic mission, attended classes by Theodor Mommsen, mentioned the memorable meeting of
the students with the great scientist at his home. At the very end of the meeting Theodor
Mommsen said: “All hail our German philology... not history, no... philology should live!”
(Lebe hoch unsere deutsche Philologie...nicht Geschichte, nein... Philologie soll leben!)
(Kulakovsky, 1904, p. 101). History, according to Theodor Mommsen, is included in the
broad concept of “philology”, the spirit of which is the study and cognition of the source.
“A deeper analysis, the “refinement” of the research method, a vivid and improving knowl-
edge of the historical records — that is, in the opinion of the German scholar, classical phi-
lology” (Kazarov, 1997, p. 13). The “philological approach” to an ancient history, founded
in the nineteenth century by German classical scholars, has survived to this day. Recently, a
Russian classical scholar Askold Ivantchik reminded us of this statement by a modern Ger-
man scientist, Professor Hans-Joachim Gehrke: “A good story is philology” (Ivanchik, 2014,
p. 229). The statement of such an authoritative scholar may shock our historians who, after
the establishment of the Soviet power and the actual elimination of the classical education
system in the 1930-ies, lost a direct relationship with philology. However, no one can deny
that good historical work is based on the deep analysis of sources. The texts of the ancient
authors are primarily the sources for the study of the classical antiquity. According to some
contemporary scholars, classical philology is just as necessary for a historian, as a classical
philologist needs history, because both these disciplines are in close interconnection. Moreo-
ver, there is a debatable assertion that the basis of a unified historical-philological discipline
is based on the constant, daily reading of the texts by ancient authors in the original form,
understanding their grammar, without which a profound historical or philological study is
impossible (Belousov, 2016, p. 14).

The Purpose of Publication is to consider the characteristics of “philological” and “his-
torical” research methods in the classical studies.

The Statement of the Basic Material. What was the philological method of source anal-
ysis? At the turn of the 19" and 20™ centuries, some historians, who had been influenced by
German historiography, also expressed their views on the subject. An interesting opinion on
this topic was expressed by Michael Mandes (1866 — 1934), a professor at Imperial Novor-
ossiya University. According to him, the researcher’s task is strictly determined by the com-
plexity of the compositions of ancient sources. To determine this composition, to unravel in
our text those elements of which it is composed, is what should be done, and this can be done
only through the philological analysis (Mandes, 1898, p. 10). There are also very interesting
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arguments of Serhiy Vechov (1857 — 1919), a classical philologist at the Imperial Univer-
sity of Warsaw. In his view, the participation of philology in the study of an ancient literary
monument is correct theoretically and preferable in practical terms. To be convinced of this
it is sufficient to pay attention to the fact that classical philology aims to study the spiritual
activities of the ancients in all branches and manifestations; therefore, historiography is not
excluded. According to Serhiy Vechov, a philologist has significant advantages over a histori-
an. These advantages are based on a closer acquaintance with the ancient literature in general
and on the greater ability to use correctly those formal criteria, which often play a decisive
role in the matters of this character (Vechov, 1888, p. 10).

However, as it seems to us, at the end of the 19" century, the disadvantages of the philo-
logical method of studying the ancient texts became obvious. Where the investigated ancient
author referred to the names of his predecessors or at least pointed at them, it was easy to find
the “main core” or the main author. But when such links or hints were completely absent,
the difficulties arose, and sometimes they were simply insurmountable. It was then that the
German classical scholars, in search of the “original source”, had to resort to far-fetched
schemes, which often bordered on outright fantasy. One of those, who could validly be crit-
icized for it, was Rudolf Schubert (1844 — 1924), a prominent German classical scholar, a
professor at the University of Konigsberg, the author of a number of works on the original
sources for the study of Ancient Greece. Let us give one very typical example connected
with the attempts to find the original sources of “Life of Pyrrhus” by Plutarch of Chaeronea.

As we know, Rudolf Schubert and Rudolf Scala (1860 — 1919) assigned a great role in
the study of the history of Pyrrhus to the works of the ancient Greek historian of the 4™ — 3
centuries BC, Duris of Samos (Scala, 1884, s. 53—63; Schubert, 1894, s. 11-22). What was
Duris of Samos and was his work a source for the next generations of historians who studied
the life and work of King Pyrrhus? The information about him that has survived to our days is
scanty and fragmentary. What has been preserved does not allow us to make judicious judg-
ments about Duris of Samos. However, the lack of certain information did not stop these Ger-
man scholars, but, on the contrary, it pushed them into very risky and dubious conclusions.
The philological method of Rudolf Schubert and Rudolf Scala aimed at finding the original
source of certain event in the life of Pyrrhus, is rather primitive. They refer to the authorship
of the Samian historian everything related to scenes with the exchange of clothes, theatrical
performances, various anecdotes, statements by various poets, without bothering any argu-
ments, not to mention textual analysis. In general, the above-mentioned German scholars
came to the conclusion that those passages of Plutarch in the biography of Pyrrhus, which
deal with the exchange of clothes, descriptions of clothes, theatrical performances, various
anecdotes, are entirely based on the lost excerpt of Duris of Samos (Kazarov, 2008, p. 50).

In addition, due to the endeavor to show the persuasiveness of their arguments, Rudolf
Schubert and Rudolf Scala, without hesitation, listed those passages which, in their opinion,
were borrowed by Plutarch from the Samian historian. What passages were they talking
about? Firstly, there was an excerpt in which Plutarch told that when Pyrrhus was a child and
his fate was being decided he crawled to Glaucias, an Illyrian king, gripped the king’s robe
and cried (Plut. Pyrrh. 3.2); secondly, a portrait of the king of Epirus, indicating the features
of his abnormal teeth and upper jaw (Plut. Pyrrh. 3.4); thirdly, a comparison of Pyrrhus
with his idol Alexander the Great, a description of the purple garments of the one and the
other, and the mentioning of the well-known statement of Antigonus about him (Plut. Pyrrh.
8.1-2); fourthly, the above-mentioned German scholars included in the list some legends
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from the life of the king of Epirus, describing his personal qualities (Plut. Pyrrh. 8.4); fifthly,
according to the German scholars, the ninth book, which tells about the matrimonial affairs of
Pyrrhus and his sons, is also based on the work of Duris of Samos, who is also credited with
poetic phrases, allegedly said by Pyrrhus in response to a question about the future heir that
the kingdom would be given to that of his sons, whose sword would be sharper (Plut. Pyrrh.
9.2); sixthly, the description of the helmet of the Epirian King Pyrrhus with a plume and
goat’s horns, which served as a reference point for the Macedonian warriors who decided to
quit Demetrius I Poliorketes and join Pyrrhus (Plut. Pyrrh. 11.5); seventhly, the information
about the alliance of the king of Epirus and Lysimachus against Demetrius and sharing out
his domain between them (Plut. Pyrrh. 12.1); eighthly, a description of the personal qualities
of Cineas, accompanied by the aphorism of Euripides who claimed that what is achieved in
battles with weapons, is sometimes achievable by eloquence (Plut. Pyrrh. 14.1; see Kazarov,
2008, p. 51).

In addition to the above-mentioned, there is another topic, which Rudolf Schubert consid-
ered to be typical: the exchange of clothes between Pyrrhus and Megacles, thanks to which
the king of Epirus avoided death, but his life was saved at the cost of the loss of a close com-
rade and companion-in-arms (Plut. Pyrrh. 17.1). Moreover, the German scholar related all
Plutarch’s curious cases to Pyrrhus, without any evidence, he considered those as associated
with the works of Duris of Samos (Schubert, 1894, s. 21).

Similar thoughts ten years before Rudolf Schubert had been expressed by his colleague
and contemporary, another esteemed German scholar, Rudolf Scala. If we read his work
carefully, we will see that he brought in the philological method to an even greater absurdity
than his follower. Without any doubts and any arguments, he ascribed to Duris of Samos the
information from the eighth and nineteenth chapters of Plutarch’s “Life of Pyrrhus” (Scala,
1884, s. 61). According to Rudolf Scala, not only Plutarch, but also Dionysius of Halicarnas-
sus, Dio Cassius and even Zonaras used the works of Duris. The episode of the exchange of
clothes between Pyrrhus and Megacles, which we also find in Dionysius (D.H. 19.12.6), for
no reason, he ascribed to Duris of Samos (Scala, 1884, s. 60).

The methodology of studying the original sources, which was used by Rudolf Schubert
and Rudolf Scala, first caused skepticism, and then a clear rejection by both modern and
subsequent generations of researchers. In one of the reviews of the book by R. Schubert,
esteemed German scholar Julius Kaerst (1857 — 1930) wrote that all the author’s attempts
to link the description of costumes, theatrical scenes, and poetic quotes with the works of
Duris were unproven and baseless. And next the reviewer directly called such a methodology
“biased and arbitrary” (Kaerst, 1894, s. 1033). Soon, a passage about the exchange of clothes
between the king of Epirus and his closest comrade, which Rudolf Schubert and Rudolf
Scala undoubtedly regarded as one that went back to Duris, was subjected to valid criticism.
Thus, German scientist Oswald Hamburger opposed such an interpretation of this passage:
even if it was accepted that Duris had a penchant for theatrical scenes and presented scenes
of dressing up, it still could not be said that this scene was depicted by him. In addition, he
claimed that one could talk about a Roman source, but not about Duris (Hamburger, 1927,
s. 24). The French historian Pierre Leveque dealt with that issue in his monograph devoted to
the original sources of the issue of the Pyrrhic War. According to the scholar, it is not possible
to link at least one of the extant passages of Duris with the history of Pyrrhus. He directly
describes the methodology used by the aforementioned German historians as naive, and their
conclusion as “baseless” (Leveque, 1957, p. 27). Pierre Leveque came to a final conclusion
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about the futility of all the attempts to find at least some passages from the works of Duris in
the works devoted to Pyrrhus.

It is difficult to deny the fact that Plutarch used the works of Duris, especially since he
confirmed this himself (Plut. Per. 28.1). However, he did not hide his skepticism about the
works of Duris. Plutarch stated that Duris usually was not notable for truthfulness, even in
those cases where he had no private interest: “Aodpic uev obv 06d’ 6mov undev avtd mpoosotiv
i010v mabog eiwbag kpotelv v omynory éni tijg ainbeiog” (Plut. Per. 28.3). As an alternative
to Duris, there were such authors as Hieronymus, Ephorus, Theopompus and Thucydides,
who represented a kind of model of honesty and objectivity.

Let us return to the question of Plutarch’s borrowing from the Samian historian. As far as
we are concerned, the point of view put forward by Rudolf Schubert and Rudolf Scala about
the significance of the works of Duris as a source for writing Plutarch’s “Life of Pyrrhus” is
flawed for another important reason. Composing the biography of the Epirian king Pyrrhus,
Plutarch possessed quite reliable and solid works by authors such as Proxenus, Hieronymus,
Phylarchus and Timaeus. Therefore, he would not risk using such an unreliable historian as
Duris, whose credibility he questioned himself. Plutarch, mentioning the sources used by him
in the “Life of Pyrrhus”, refers to the commentaries of the Epirian king himself and some
historians: “according to the king’s own commentaries”, “according to Hieronymus” (Plut.
Pyrrh. 21.8) etc. But he made no mention of Duris. So the methodology, used in this case by
Rudolf Schubert and Rudolf Scala, is absolutely unconvincing and can hardly be considered
as a scientific one. As a matter of fact, the philological method which was based on an unre-
strained desire to find the original core of the source under study was reduced to plus ultra,
i.e. was carried to the point of absurdity. However, as stated above, the classical antiquity is
studied not only by classical philology, but also by history. What is the relationship between
these two disciplines?

According to Serhiy Vechov, historians and philologists have different goals in the study
of the primary source of an ancient literature, so they cannot replace each other. For the
historian, in this case, the main goal is to determine the degree of significance of the literary
monument as a historical source and to bring it closer, through its examination, to the legend
or events of the period under study. A philologist, starting a research on the sources of the
same literary monument, intends by this research to form a clear view of the author’s work
and his “literary physiognomy”, to more accurately determine the monument’s meaning in a
series of others like it and the place that befits it in the literary history. Consequently, there is
no doubt that neither historians nor philologists can claim the exclusive right to work in the
area that we call classical studies (Vechov, 1888, pp. 10—11).

Eduard Frolov, who had an academic argument with classical philologist professor Aristid
Dovatur, who was one of his teachers, quoted in his monograph an interesting passage about
the relationship between the classical philology and the history. According to Aristid Dova-
tur, in the study of classical antiquities, only classical philology is of paramount importance,
whereas history itself is relegated to a secondary role (Frolov, 1999, p. 495). Eduard Frolov
did not agree at all to this line, despite his profound respect for Aristid Dovatur. On the con-
trary, he put history in the first place among the Humanities, clearly defining the goals of
both classical philology and history: “the study of the works of ancient writers mainly for the
sake of comprehending the works themselves, for example, an analysis of ... mainly Solon’s
elegies, not of the archaic revolution of the 7 — 6™ centuries; an examination of the novelistic
tradition of the Herodotus’ tyrants, not of tyranny; Aristotle’s analysis of the problem of the
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decline of the Greek poleis, and not of the crisis of the polis itself. Such an approach in clas-
sical studies could not have been possible without a philological one-sidedness, which inevi-
tably should have affected the quality of the final general judgments” (Frolov, 1999, p. 496).
As for history, as it is known, in contrast to philology, its main task is the reconstruction
and interpretation of past events and, on the basis of all this, the identification of historical
development patterns. Of course, all this is impossible without studying historical sources.
However, before extracting useful information from a source, the historian needs to criticize
the source, i.c. to determine the degree of its reliability. Under conditions of scarcity of the
source base (which is typical of the ancient history in general) historians are sometimes
forced to use even a myth, a source, doubtful from the point of view of the credibility of its
version. Such examples were successfully demonstrated by Yury Andreev when studying the
Minoan and Mycenaean civilizations (Andreev, 1990, pp. 3—7). But even classical philolo-
gists had to admit that in one aspect historians were in a better position than philologists, in
particular: a historian, in order to explain the facts of ancient historiography, has a greater op-
portunity to use appropriate phenomena in the historical literature of different times and plac-
es (Vechov, 1888, p. 11). As far as we are concerned, one must fully agree to this statement.
At the same time, one must take into account one more important point: the reproduction and
interpretation of events from the past is not only the result of the mental efforts of a repre-
sentative of historical discipline, but it also has some ethical and aesthetic tinge, which is a
kind of reaction of the historian to historical events interpreted by him (Frolov, 2004, p. 14).
The Conclusions. To sum it up, we shall state the following: historians and philologists
have different goals in the study of the primary source of ancient literature, so they cannot
replace each other. Both classical philology and ancient history have their own subject and
study methodology and both have reasons to work in the area that we call classical studies.
Classical philology and history use a particular research method according to their own sub-
ject, goals and objectives which is consistent with the research method of a particular scholar.
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