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PREFACE

and the reason why Herodotus was considered Homeric in

antiquity. It stems from a conference at the School of History,
Classics and Archaeology of Newcastle University which took place in
March 2019, where most of the chapters that make up the book were
presented. The conference was funded by the Research Committee of the
School of History, Classics and Archaeology at Newcastle, and by the
Institute of Classical Studies in London. I wish to express my gratitude to
both institutions for their generous support, to the speakers for accepting my
invitation to Newecastle, to the other numerous participants for a successful
and fruitful discussion during the event, and to the chairs of each session:
Federico Santangelo, Rowland Smith, Christopher Tuplin, and Jaap Wisse.

I also wish to thank the Histos editors, Rhiannon Ash and Timothy
Rood, for accepting this edited book for publication in the journal’s
Supplements, and especially the supervisory editor of the Supplements, John
Marincola, for the extremely helpful guidance and valuable assistance in the
final stages of the publication process.

Each chapter is autonomous and includes a self-standing bibliography,
but all have benefitted from discussion during the conference and from
subsequent exchanges of emails and texts. The Covid-19 pandemic has
certainly made our work more challenging, especially because of limited
access to libraries, but we hope that our efforts have produced something
that will benefit Herodotean and Homeric scholars. If the book manages to
stimulate further thoughts or provoke some constructive reaction, it will have
accomplished its principal objective.

' I Yhis book explores the relationship between Herodotus and Homer

I. M.
Stena, October 2021
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INTRODUCTION:
HOW HOMERIC WAS HERODOTUS?
ANCIENT AND MODERN READERS®

Ivan Matijasi¢

Er [Herodotus] schreibt nicht, wie man sich das gelegentlich vorgestellt hat, wie ein naives
Naturkind, sein Stil ist das Produkt miihevoller Kunstiibung.
G. Kaibel, Stil und Text der Abnvalwv molirela des Aristoteles (Berlin, 1893) 66

Herodotus is an unaccountable phenomenon in the history of literature. ... It is easy to
regard Herodotus as an entertaining old fellow gifted with unlimited incredulity and a knack
for telling amusing, sometimes improper, stories in an Ionic brogue. But he was more than
this.

J- D. Denniston, Greek Prose Style (Oxford, 1952) 5

‘Gardons-nous de retirer a notre science sa part de poésie’. Entendons bien Marc Bloch. 11
ne dit pas: ’histoire est un art, ’histoire est littérature. Il dit bien: I'histoire est une science,
mais une science dont une des caractéristiques, qui peut faire sa faiblesse mais aussi sa vertu,
est d’étre poétique, parce qu’elle ne peut étre réduite a des abstractions, a des lois, a des
structures.

J. Le Goff, ‘Préface’; in M. Bloch, Apologie pour Uhistoire ou Métier d’historien (Paris, 1993) 14

n eminent classicist recently stated: ‘it was a truism of ancient
criticism, as it is of modern, that Herodotus was the historian most
like Homer’.! This is undisputable, and perhaps it needs no further

" Several friends read and commented on earlier drafts of the present contribution:
Stefania De Vido, Jan Haywood, Christopher Pelling, Christopher Tuplin, Federico
Santangelo. I wish to thank them warmly for their help. After the Newcastle conference in
March 2019, I was invited in November 2019 to present a paper at a meeting of the
international network Historiai: Geschichtsschretbung und Vergangenheitsvorstellungen in Trento: my
sincere gratitude to the organisers, Maurizio Giangiulio and Elena Franchi, for the
invitation and the opportunity to discuss my thoughts on Herodotus and Homer. Finally,
the two anonymous readers for Histos provided very useful criticism that allowed me to
improve my text. Herodotus’ Greek text relies on N. G. Wilson’s OCT edition (2015),
Homer’s on M. L. West’s Teubner edition (Zliad: 2000 and 2006; Odyssey: 2017). Translations
are my own, unless otherwise reported.

! Marincola (2018) 3.



2 Tvan Matyasi¢

qualification. However, the fact that Herodotus was the most Homeric
among ancient historians—opnpikaratos, to use pseudo-Longinus’
adjective’—has wide-ranging implications that have been only partially
explored. George L. Huxley lamented in 1989 the absence of a full treatment
in English of Homer’s influence on Herodotus.” If we exclude works devoted
to specific aspects of this influence, this assertion is still true.* This volume
seeks to address this gap.

Given the variety of issues that come up when dealing with two
heavyweights in Greek literature such as Homer and Herodotus, combined
with the ever-growing scholarship on both authors, the present volume
makes no claim to offer an exhaustive and comprehensive treatment of
Homeric influences on Herodotus, nor to attempt to cover the vast ground
of Herodotus’ engagement with his poetic predecessors. Instead, the present
book attempts to answer a specific question: why was Herodotus considered
the most Homeric historian? From intertextuality and why it matters to
explicit references to Homer in Herodotus, from the thorough analysis of
single words to the Homericness of Herodotus’ language, the chapters that
make up this volume combine various approaches and exploit different
theories and methods, but start from common premises and aim at the same
goal: to offer new thoughts on the relationship between Herodotus and
Homer. There is obviously no single answer to the question posed in this
book, but a variety of answers and possibilities.

Before setting out to present my own introduction, it is important to lay
out what this book is not about. Occasional references to the sophists, the
Hippocratic corpus, tragedy, comedy, and archaic Greek poets other than
Homer occur throughout the book, but no single chapter is dedicated
specifically to these sources, which obviously influenced Herodotus to a great

? [Longin.] Subl. 13.3. As it is well known, the author of the treatise On the Sublime is here
employing a rhetorical question and in the following sentence he states that Stesichorus,
Archilochus, and, above all, Plato were also considered Homeric. At Subl. 14.1, it is
Thucydides who is recalled alongside Homer, Plato, and Demosthenes as an example of
sublimity (b¢smyopia) and grandeur (peyadogdpooivy) in historiography (év ioTopiq).

> Huxley (1989) 1. Cf. also Marincola (2006) 24: ‘A full treatment of Herodotus’
engagement with his poetic predecessors remains a desideratum’.

* See §g for a more detailed discussion of previous scholarship. I recall that the recent
publication of The Cambridge Guide to Homer (Pache (2020)) does not include a chapter on
Herodotus, while The Herodotus Encyclopaedia (Baron (2021)) includes a brief but suitable entry
on Homer by Sheila Murnaghan.
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extent and assist us in clarifying some of the features of his Histories.”
However, the focus of this book is on Herodotus’ relation to Homer, and
Homer—as Dio Chrysostom reminds us—"‘comes first, in the middle, and
last, and he gives of himself to every boy, adult, and old man as much as
each can take’.® In other words, he was a fundamental presence not only in
ancient literature, but also in classical education and culture.

This introduction will first discuss the evidence for Herodotus’ recitations,
the relationship with Homeric rhapsodes in the fifth century BCE, and the
place of the Histories between orality and literacy (§1). Secondly, it will discuss
Herodotus’ explicit references to Homer, the Homeric poems, and the
traditions pertaining to the Trojan War (§2). An overview on Herodotean
scholarship will follow, with particular emphasis on intertextuality (§3),
which will in turn be followed by some examples of Homeric intertexts in
the Histories (§4). A summary of the book’s contents rounds off this
introduction (§5).

1. Herodotus the Rhapsode? Recitations,
Audiences, and Ancient Literacy

In ancient literary criticism, Herodotus was often associated with Homer.
From Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who called Herodotus ‘an eager admirer
of Homer’ (‘Opjpov {nAwris yevopevos) and referred to his prose as ‘poetic’,’
to Hermogenes of Tarsus, from Pseudo-Longinus’ rhetorical question ‘Was
Herodotus alone the most Homeric of all”’,® to Hellenistic-age inscriptions,’

> See Thomas (2000); various contributions in Luraghi (2001); Raaflaub (2002); Chiasson
(2012); Griffin (2014).
% Dio Chrys. 18.8: “Ounpos 8é kal mpdTos kal péoos kal boTaTos, mavti maidl kal avdpl

Kkal yépovTL TooobTOV A’ avTOD SLdols boov ExaoTos SvvaTar AaBeiv.
"D.H. Pomp. 3.11 and g.21; cf. D.H. Thuc. 23, Dem. 41, and Comp. 3.

8 The main texts I refer to are: Hermog. Id. 2.10.30, 52, 2.12.18—20, and the already
mentioned [Longin.] Subl. 15.2—3.

? The Salmacis inscription (or ‘Pride of Halicarnassus’) refers to Herodotus as ‘the prose
Homer of history’ (‘Hpo8orov Tov melov év toToplatow “Ounpov, line 43): see SEG 48.1330;
SGO o1/12/02 (cf. Priestley (2014) 187—91, 195, 216—17; Santini (2016)); while another late-
Hellenistic imscription in elegiac couplets found on Rhodes, but originally from
Halicarnassus and probably praising Halicarnassus’ literary past, mentions Herodotus’
sweet tongue (IG XII 1.145; SEG 36.975; SGO o1/12/01, line 5), just as Cicero (Hort. fr. 29
Straume-Zimmermann), Quintilian (/nst. 10.1.73), and Dio Chrysostom (Or. 18.10) did in
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Herodotus’ place alongside Homer was so pervasive that ancient critics did
not feel the need to provide more details on this relationship.'” The ancient
biographical tradition on Herodotus refers to public readings of his Hustories
in various civic contexts, including Olympia. According to Lucian of
Samosata, Herodotus presented himself as a competitor at Olympia and
recited, perhaps even sang, his Histories—adwv tas toropias, says Lucian—
bewitching the audience so much so that his books were named after the
Muses.!" Even though there is no evidence that Herodotus himself named
his books after the Muses (in fact, it is usually assumed that the book-division
of the Histories should be ascribed to the Hellenistic grammarians),'? the
reading at the Olympic Games gives a Panhellenic flavour to the story."
That a historian would recite portions of his work at a public gathering is
not utterly implausible: numerous Hellenistic-age inscriptions show
historians delivering lectures and readings (akpoacecs).'* The only problem
with Herodotus is that all the evidence we have on his recitations comes from
authors who lived many centuries after the alleged recitations. But the
characteristics of oral deliveries (parataxis, deixis, anaphora, ring-

later times. I discussed these two latter passages and their significance for ancient Greek
historiography in Matijasi¢ (2018) 18-23, 146 n. 115.

" For Homer and Herodotus in ancient literary criticism: Priestley (2014) 187219,
Matijasi¢ (2019) 88—90, and Tribulato, below, pp. 242-8.

1 He?’od. 1. éV[UT(ITG,L OSV ’O)\lj‘u/TTLCL T(\I ;Le'yd)\a, KCL;, 6 ‘HpO’SOTOs TOle’ E,KEEVO ’;’;KﬁLV Oi
VO}LZUGS TbV KCLLPO/V, OS }Ld)\LO’TG E"}/AleGTO, W)\?’}GOUO'(IV T’T]PT}O'CLQ T’)"]V WGV?’}’}/UPLV, dwaw’axé@ev
70 176V aploTwy ovvetdeypévav, maperdov és Tov dmofodopov od Bearry, AN dywviaTyy
"Odvpriov mapelyev éavtov ddwv Tas LoToplas kal knAGY Tovs mapovTas, dypt Tob kal Moboas
kAmbfvar Tas BiPAovs avTod, évréa kal avtas oboas. (‘The great Olympian games were at
hand, and Herodotus thought this was the occasion he was waiting for. He waited for a
packed audience to assemble, one containing the most eminent men from all Greece; he
appeared in the temple chamber, presenting himself as a competitor for an Olympic
honour, not as a spectator; then he recited his Histories and so bewitched his audience that
his books were called after the Muses, for they too were nine in number’). Cf. the elegiac
distich in Anth. Pal. 9.160. Lucian’s passage led the iconoclastic philologist Bertrand
Hemmerdinger to argue that ‘la prose d’Hérodote était chantée’: Hemmerdinger (1981) 170.
More on this in Tribulato, below, pp. 254—5 and n. 44. On Hemmerdinger’s work on the
text of Herodotus: Matijasi¢ (2020).

12 Cf. Higbie (2010).
'3 Lucian is not the only testimony on Herodotus’ performances: another such reference
is detectable in Marcellinus’ biography of Thucydides (Vit. Thuc. 54; cf. Piccirilli (1985) 158—

61). Phot. Bibl. 60, 19b40 and Suda, s.v. Bovkvdidns (O 414 Adler) seem to rely on the same
biographical tradition.

* See Momigliano (1978), Chaniotis (1988) 36572, and (2009) 259—62.
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composition, and similar devices)” are still detectable in Herodotus’
narrative, and there is no reason to exclude Herodotus’ readings of his
historical inquiries. Indeed, his Histories were possibly performed by comic
actors in the great theatre in Alexandria in the third century BCE, if we retain
the reading of the manuscripts ‘Hpodorov in a passage of Athenaeus’
Depinosophists.'®

In Lucian’s passage quoted above, he curiously uses the verb aeldw, ‘to
sing adwv Tas totopias was evidently meant to refer to rhapsodic
performances of epic poetry. The lliad famously starts with the poet asking
the Muse to ‘sing’ the wrath of Achilles (ujviv decde fea InAniadew AxiAtos,
Il. 1.1)." aeidw is always used in Homeric epics and other archaic poetry to
indicate singing, and is often related to the activity of the bard (aoidos
aeide).'® The text performed par excellence at gatherings such as the one
described by Lucian was obviously Homer. Plato offers some instructive
guidance on rhapsodes and rhapsodic performances in the fifth century
BCE." At the beginning of the fon, Socrates commends Ion for his success at
the festival of Asclepius at Epidaurus and recalls that rhapsodes such as Ion
are ‘necessarily familiar with many excellent poets, and especially Homer,
the best and most divine of all poets’ (P1. fon 530b: dua 8¢ dvaykatov elvar v
Te dAots mownrals SiatplPewy moddols kal ayabols kal 87 kal paAiora €v
QOpdﬁpq), TO (iplf(rr(p Kal GELOTC,LT({J TOV 7TOL777'(DV).20 How rhapsodies work 1s
recounted in the same Platonic dialogue (535b—¢). When Socrates asks about
Ion’s feelings when reciting, he suggests several episodes that rhapsodes
might perform: Odysseus revealing himself to the suitors in the opening lines
of Od. 22; Achilles charging at Hector at /. 22.312-16; or some part of the

15 Immerwahr (1966) 7-8, 46—58; briefly: Fowler (2006) 226.
16 Athen. 14.620d; see Matijasi¢ (2019) for further details on this passage.

7 In most of the Homeric hymns, delSw occurs in the first hexameter as an exhortation
to the Muses using the opening of the [liad as a model. In the Odyssey, on the other hand,
the first verb is évémw ‘to tell’ (dvSpa pow Evveme), which features also in the first lines of the
Homeric hymns to Aphrodite and Pan. évémw is also used in the [liad when the poet
addresses the Muses at 1. 2.761 (cf. Il. 8.412), and in the opening verses of Hesiod’s Works
and Days (0p. 1—2): Motoar Iliepinfev dodfjor kAelovoar, | Sebre Al’ évvémere, opérepov
matép’ vpvelovoar (‘Muses, from Pieria, glorifying in songs, come here, tell in hymns of your
father Zeus’, transl. G. W. Most).

8 Cf. Od. 1.325, 338—9; 8.83-93, 367; 22.345-6. For further references to the uses of deldw
in archaic Greek epic poetry: Philipp (1955).

9 CGf. Gonzalez (2013) ch. g.2.
2 Plato famously expels Homer from his ideal city in Resp. 378d2—e3.
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gloomy story of Andromache or Hecuba or Priam (535b). Perhaps we can
imagine a similar scenario with Herodotus’ recitation at Olympia: he could
have easily selected dramatic scenes from the Histories that would arouse the
audience’s imagination.

Herodotus lived in an age that saw a surge in the use of written record. It
has been supposed that the last decades of the fifth century and the early
fourth century BCE represented a transitional period in Athens from a
predominantly oral culture to a society that relied heavily on writing, and
especially on books.?! In fact, most of the evidence for the use of written texts
in Athens is later than 430 BCE.?? Herodotus probably spent the 440s in
Athens and experienced the intellectual and political excitement of the
Periclean age, perhaps living through the early years of the Peloponnesian
War.? Hence, we can assume that he benefitted from the growing use of
written records and books, even though we can credibly view him as
someone who grew up in a world where orality was still predominant and
knowledge was transmitted mainly through spoken words, not through
written books.

The double nature of Herodotus” historical work gives it a Janus-like
place between orality and literacy.?* One face looks back at epic poetry, and
especially Homer, the other glances forward to Thucydides and the political
use of writing in democratic Athens.” For Herodotus” audience in the late
fifth century BCE, we can assume two main categories: listeners to
performances of the Histories, and readers of Herodotus’ Histories. These two
categories are not that far apart from each other as it may seem. In fact, if
we accept the idea that silent reading in antiquity was almost non-existent,*
we can also accept the fact that most of Herodotus’ audience enjoyed
listening to recitations of the Histories. Hence, those who had access to written

2l Cavallo (2019) 17: ‘Questo passaggio a una “cultura del libro e della scrittura” si
colloca, in concomitanza con una pitt ampia diffusione dell’alfabeto, tra la seconda meta

del V secolo a.C. e I'inizio del IV’.

2 See Harris (1989) g2—3.

2 Cf. Thomas (2000) passim; Moles (2002); Raaflaub (2002) 152—4; Fowler (2003). Fornara
(1971) famously looked at Herodotus’ narrative of the Persian Wars in the light of the

Peloponnesian War. For a recent re-evaluation of Fornara’s contribution to Herodotean
scholarship: Harrison—Irwin (2018).

# See Thomas (1992) 103—4 and 123-6; (2000) 249—69; Slings (2002).
» On Herodotus’ relation to Thucydides: Hornblower (1991—2010) I1.38-61; Rengakos
(2006a) and (2006b); Foster—Lateiner (2012).

% See the classic work of Svenbro (1988).
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copies of the Histories could read them aloud to others—atfter all, a reading,
whether public or private, for a hundred people or just a few friends, is
always a kind of performance.

2. Homer, the Homeric Poems, and the Trojan War
in Herodotus’ Histories

By the late fifth century BCE, Homer’s poems were certainly well known
through oral performances not only to the Athenians, but also to most Greek
communities around the Mediterranean, in a truly Panhellenic scenario.”’
Herodotus’ audience could certainly appreciate the manifest and hidden
references to poetry in the Histories, of which Homer had the lion’s share.
His authority led to the ascription of many poems of the epic cycle to him,
albeit not without debate. Herodotus himself includes references to the
Cypria (2.117), the Epigonot (4.32),”® and the ‘Oprpera émea being recited at
Sicyon and banned by tyrant Cleisthenes.” In fact, the expression ‘Oppeca
emea does not refer to our Homeric epics, but designates the Theban epics,
at the time probably still considered Homeric.*

Other passages in the Histories refer explicitly to Homer, namely 2.23 (the
invention of the Ocean), 2.53 (the name of the gods),* 2.112-19 (Helen’s
Egyptian stay including several Homeric quotations: /l. 6.289-92, Od. 4.227—
30, and Od. 4.351—2),%? and 4.29. The latter passage is instructive for the use

? On the reception of Homer in antiquity: Lamberton (1997); Graziosi (2002); Kim
(2020). On rhapsodes in the classical age: Gonzalez (2013) chs. g—11 and (2020).

% On the Gypria and Epigonot see Currie (2015) and Cingano (2015) respectively.

¥ Hdt. 5.67.1: Tabra 8¢, Sokéew épol, éuipéero 6 Kderobévys obTOS TOV EwuTod
}L’T]TPO']TC/LTOPCL K)\eLUOéVEG TbV ZLKU(;)VOS lepCLVVOV. KAéLO'eE’V’T]g 'ydp Ap'yeéOLUL WO)\E}LT}UGQ TOleO
}LéV ;‘)alﬁtySOl\)g 277(11)0'6 E,V ZLKU(;)VL o’vywwzeo‘e(u T(:)V QO;L?']peL’wV €,7T€’(UV €l’V€KCL, E)’TL Ap'yefo[ TE
Kkal 7Apyog T4 MOA\Q TAvTA GpvéaTaL (‘I believe that, in doing so, Cleisthenes was imitating
his maternal grandfather Cleisthenes, the tyrant of Sicyon. After the war with Argos, he
banned rhapsodes from performing the Homeric poems in Sicyon because they were full of
praise for Argos and the Argives’).

% This was first pointed out by Cingano (1985); cf. Fantuzzi-Tsagalis (2015a) 11-12 and
Cingano (2015) 247.

3! The passage is discussed by Harrison, below, Ch. 4, and Donelli, below, pp. 223—4.
Cf. also Sammons (2012), esp. 60-3.

32 See Farinelli (1995); Grethlein (2010) 151-8; Sammons (2012); Currie (2020) and (2021);
Haywood, below, pp. 62—72, and Tuplin, below, pp. 292—4. The quotations of the Odyssey
verses at Hdt. 2.116 have been considered examples of interpolations by some scholars, but
it is also possible that these references represent Herodotus’ afterthoughts on the same issue
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of the Odyssey in the Histories. Discussing the coldness of the vast geographical
area known as Scythia, Herodotus relies on Hippocratic theories on climate
and zoology to claim that in cold weather animals grow small horns or do
not grow them at all. The Homeric testimony is employed to support this
view (Hdt. 4.29, quoting Hom. Od. 4.85):

‘lLapTUpéEL 8é Hot ’Tﬁ ')/V(ll)[,lfﬂjj K(lz, Q()[,l/l?pOU g’TTOS €,V ’OSUO'O‘né’H gXOV (,386

\ ’ 4 2 ” \ ’
‘KGL ALIBU’I]V, Lva T apves aqSOLp Kepaot ’TE)\E@OUO‘L’.

A verse from Homer in the Odyssey supports my opinion: ‘And Libya,
where horns grow quickly on the foreheads of lambs’.

Herodotus’ argument is based on the polarity between two geographic
extremes: Scythia to the north and Libya to the south. But it also relies on
evidence from analogy: Scythia has a very cold climate, and cattle grow no
horns there; on the other hand, animals have big horns in Libya where it is
usually extremely hot. The general rule is that cattle horns are influenced by
the climate.”* More data would have shown Herodotus that this is not the
case, but he did the best he could with the limited knowledge at his disposal.
The Homeric testimony is embedded in Herodotus’ reasoning and 1is
functional to the argument. We can spot the same method in Thucydides
when he argues for the recent uses of the name Hellenes ("EAyves) to
designate all the Greeks, quoting as proof Homer (rexpnpiot 8¢ padiora
“Opmpos), who in fact employed “EAdqres only for the warriors captained by
Achilles from Phthiotis, while regularly labelling the Greeks collectively as
Danaans, Argives, or Achaeans (Thuc. 1.3.3). To convey Homer’s eviden-
tiary value, Herodotus uses the verb papruvpéw (4.29), while Thucydides
employs Te;qmypl,éw/ Texp,aL’po‘u,aL (Thuc. 1.9.9): these are similar terms that
relate to the ‘language of proof’ and display both authors’ engagement with
late-fifth century BCE developments in scientific discourse and rhetorical
argumentation in judicial contexts.®

that had not been properly incorporated in the text: see Powell (1935) and Wilson (2015)
Lvit—viii and I.191—2. Currie (2021) 10-1g argues against a possible interpolation.

3 A discussion of Herodotus’ gnomz and his methodological approaches in Donelli,
below, Ch. 7.

3 Cf. Hartog (1980); Corcella (1984); Thomas (2000) 53-8.

% Aristotle gives a clear definition of the ‘language of proof® in the Rhetoric: Arist. Rh.
1355b26—39, 1357bg—25, 1375a22—5. Cf. Kennedy (1963) 41—9; Grimaldi (1980); Darbo-
Peschanski (1987); Ginzburg (1994); Butti de Lima (1996) 127—50; Thomas (2000) 168—200.
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Finally, it is remarkable that in the relatively small number of instances
where Herodotus quotes verses from [liad and Odyssey—the above quoted
4.29 and 2.116°°— they do not differ from the Homeric text transmitted in
our manuscript tradition. We might suppose that Herodotus knew his
Homer by heart, but it is more likely that he had at his disposal some kind
of fixed text of lliad and Odyssey, perhaps the much-debated Athenian texts
commissioned by Pisistratus and used as the official text for performances at
public festivals.*

References to both fliad and Odyssey feature in the ethnographic sections
of Herodotus’ Histories (Books 1—4). The second part of the Hustories (Books 55—
9) include only references to the fliad. This is clearly not a coincidence: the
martial character of the /liad could be used to greater profit in the Books that
dealt specifically with the war between Greeks and Persians. There are many
instances of this trend,* and one illustration will here suffice.

In Book 7—which generally abounds with Homeric intertexts™—
Herodotus stages a dialogue between the Greek envoys, headed by the
Spartans and the Athenians, and Gelon, the powerful tyrant of Syracuse
(Hdt. 7.157-62). The Spartan envoy Syagros is attempting to obtain Gelon’s
support against the Persian, and the tyrant agrees to provide a large army
and provisions for the whole Greek army on one condition: that he be
named the commander of the whole army. Syagros is offended by this
prOpOsal and CXCIaimSZ 7’; Ke ‘lLé')/’ OZ’L(I’)&ELE 6 HE)\O’]TI:S?]S ,A'}/CL‘LLG’,LV(DV WUGO’;LEVOS
27TCLP’TL7§TCL§ T'I\]V 7}')/6’1/0]/[’,771/ C’l/TTap(leﬁ(TeaL lc)’lT\O FE’)\(DVO’S‘ TE K(ll EUP'I]KOO'[(,UV
(Hdt. 7.159: ‘Surely, he would groan aloud, Agamemnon, the son of Pelops,
if he heard that the Spartiates had been robbed of their leadership by Gelon
and the Syracusans’). This exclamation recalls II. 7.125: 7 ke péy’ olpaéere
yépwv trmmAara Indeds (“Surely, he would groan aloud, Peleus, the aged
horseman’). The expression 7 ke péy’ olpwéere 6 Telomidns Ayapépvarv was
no rhetorical commonplace or a phrase from ordinary speech: it is an almost
complete hexameter and a clear and distinctive quotation of a Homeric

% But see above, n. g2 for a possible interpolation of two set of verses from the Odyssey.

37 The so-called Pisistratean recension of Homeric epic is as well-known as it is debated:
even though the story is recounted by many ancient sources, nothing of such an endeavour
1s reported by Herodotus. Cf. Graziosi (2002) 220-8 and Fowler (2006) 2245 with further
bibliographic references.

% For Homeric intertext in Books 59 of Herodotus see Fragoulaki, Barker, Donelli, and
Tuplin in this volume.

% See Erbse (1992) 127—9; Boedeker (2003); Pelling (2006); Carey (2016); Vannicelli ap.
Nicolai—Vannicelli (2019) 212—24.
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verse, as noted already by Eustathius of Thessalonica in his Homeric
commentary and by numerous scholars in recent years.*

But this embedded quotation of the Iliad in Hdt. 7.159 does not exhaust
the Homeric resonances of the episode. Gelon’s reply to the Spartan Syagros
includes another proposal: to leave the army to the Spartans and obtain the
command of the fleet. This time it was the Athenian envoy who stood up
against Gelon. He recalls that Athens has the largest fleet in the Greeks’
army, that they rule because of their autochthony and because an unnamed
ancestor was among the leaders of the Greek armies at Troy: rév xat
"O‘lL’I]pOS 6 éﬂOWOng éfvapa C’l’,pLO'TOV g¢n0€ ég ”I)\LOV C’L’iTLKéO'@GL ngal, TE KCL},
Stakoopfoar orparov (Hdt. 7.161.3: ‘it was one of our own of those who went
to Ilium that the poet Homer said was the best man at ordering and com-
manding armies’). Gelon and the Syracusans—together with Herodotus’
audience—surely knew the name of the Athenians’ ancestor who fought at
Troy, since the Herodotean phrasing refers to Menestheus, mentioned in
the Homeric epics only at 1l. 2.552-5:

~ nd ¢ ’ RS ~ ’
Tov avl) yepovev’ vios [leredo Meveabevs.
~ 8’ k4 ’ ¢ ~ 2 6 ’ ’ 7 \
7@ & ov 7w Tis opotos emybovios yéver avip
~ < \ 2 ’ 2 ’
KOOWTjoaL LTITTOUS TE KAl AVEPAS aomdLaTas

Neéorwp otos épilev: o yap mpoyevéoTepos nev.

These again had as leader Menestheus, son of Peteos. Like unto him
was no other man upon the face of the earth for the marshalling of
chariots and of warriors that bear the shield. Only Nestor could vie with
him, for he was the elder.

* Eust. Comm. Hom. Il. 7.125 (IL.422.8—-10 van der Valk): &r. iaréov 67t xal map’ Hpodéra
ebpyrac axija dpotov 7@ ‘Oumpikd év 7 “7) ke péy’ olpaéetev 6 Tedomidns Ayapéuvav, €l
moborTo EmapTiatas TV fyepoviav adatpetofar vmo Zvpaxovoiawv kal T'édwvos” (‘Yet one
must know that in Herodotus too one finds the same Homeric verses: “Surely, he would
groan aloud, Agamemnon, the son of Pelops, if he heard that the Spartiates had been
robbed of their leadership by Gelon and the Syracusans™’). Cf. Huber (1965) g2; Dover
(1997) 106; Grethlein (2006) 488—96, (2010) 160—73; Pelling (2006) 89—9g2; Said (2012) 93—4;
Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 497-8. Doubts on the Homeric reference
were cast by Boedeker (2002) 101. For further discussion see also Haywood, below, p. 63 n.
24, and Tuplin, below, pp. 337—40.
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The Catalogue of Ships was a very powerful tool for self-representation
among the Greek poleis. Epic poetry was not simply about telling stories of
the distant past: it was exploited for present needs too.

That the Trojan War occurred in a distant past of which accurate
knowledge was difficult to obtain is very clear to Herodotus, who claims that
those events took place ‘less than eight hundred years before my time’ (Hdt.
2.145.4)."" Some instances in the Histories display knowledge of the events of
the Trojan War and thus perhaps an implicit reference to Homeric poetry.
For example, Hdt. 5.94.2:

) ’ (Y4 ) ’ ’ < ’ \ ’ LAY ’
E’iTO)\E‘lLéOV 'yap EK TE AXL}\)\’I]LOU 7TO)\LO§ OpULWILEVOL KAL EL‘}/ELOU E€ETTL XpOovov
\ ~ 7 [ ~ ¢ \ s ’ \ ’
O‘UXVOV MUTL)\’I]VCLLOL TE KAL Ae’I]VCLLOL, OL LEV QATTALTEOVTES TNV XWPTV,

) ~ oy ’ s ’ ’ s Q A

AG’I]V(ILOL 86 ovTe O‘U’)/’)/LV(JJO'KOI.LEVOL awoaeucvvv*reg TE )\O‘}/({) OUSEV ,,LCL)\)\OV
b ~ \ A~ ’ ’ N \ ’ \ ~ 9 (%

ALO)\éUO’L HETEOV TT)S I)\LCLSO§ XwWpPTMSs 1) 0L KAl G¢LUL Katl ToLaL CL)\)\OLO'L, ogol

QI_:)\)\’I?V(,UV GUVEé:E’iTpﬁé:CLV’TO MEVG’)\G({) T&Lg ‘E)\e’vng dp’iT(l‘}/(ig

For there was constant war over a long period of time between the
Athenians at Sigeum and the Mytilenaeans at Achilleum. The
Mytilenaeans were demanding the place back, and the Athenians,
bringing proof to show that the Aeolians had no more part or lot in the
land of Ilium than they themselves and all the other Greeks who had
aided Menelaus to avenge the rape of Helen, would not consent. (trans.

Godley)

This passage clearly displays a familiarity with the content of the lliad and
the Homeric epics in general. A similar context is reported by Aristotle: it
seems that in the sixth century BCE the Athenians relied on Homer to
support their claim for the possession of Salamis in a dispute with the
Megarians (Rh. 1375b29-30)." The story refers again to a passage in the
Catalogue of Ships, namely IIl. 2.557-8, as the ancient scholia duly
annotated.” Evidently, Homer provided materials for rhetorical argumen-
tation in territorial disputes from the archaic age onwards.**

1 Cf. Pallantza (2005) 126—9; Said (2012) go.

* The use of literary works in territorial disputes is often attested in Classical and
Hellenistic inscriptions: cf. Chaniotis (2004).

#3 b Hom. Il. 2.558; £ A Hom. II. g.230.

* Cf. Higbie (1997); Graziosi (2002) 228—32; Pallantza (2005) passim; Grethlein (2010) chs.
7-8; Said (2012) 93-6.
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Another example of such use of Homeric poetry is embedded in the
Athenians’ debate with the Tegeans for the leadership of the left wing at
Plataea.” The Tegeans produce evidence of their privileges in battle from
the time of the war against the Heraclidae (Hdt. 9.26). The Athenians
respond with their prowess in ancient wars: their support of the Heraclidae
and their victory over the Peloponnesians; the recovery and burial of the
corpses of the Seven who marched against Thebes (thus involving the events
recounted in the Theban epic cycle); their war against the Amazons who
descended into Attica; finally, ‘during the hard time at Troy we were second
to none’ (Hdt. 9.27.4: kati év Totor Tpwikotor wovoror oddapdv éAevmopeba).
The speech continues with a typical Herodotean phrasing: the Athenians
dismiss past events (ra malawa épya), ‘for those who were once worthy may
now be least distinguished, and those who lacked courage then might be
valiant now’, a phrasing that recalls the statement that closes Herodotus’
introductory remarks in Book 1.*® Ancient history and the stories of the
Trojan War thus lose their weight, while recent history and the Persian Wars
become fundamental in the self-aggrandising logic of the Athenians: they
should have a leading position at Plataca mainly for their role at Marathon,
not because of the deeds of Menestheus under the walls of Troy.*” The
Athenians thus win the debate with the Tegeans by undermining their claim
on the relevance of ancient deeds through a clever use of rhetorical
strategies.*®

These examples do not entail a direct reference to Homer, since the story
of the Trojan War was widely known through other mythological
traditions.” At 7.20.2, Herodotus claims that Xerxes’ expedition against
Greece was ‘by far the largest of those we know of” (erodav yap Tév Tuets

* On this episode see Haywood, below, pp. 78-81, and Tuplin, below, p. 340.

16 Compare Hdt. 9.27.4 (kal yap av xpnorol TéTe édvres wuTol viv av elev pAavpdrepot,
Kkal TéTe édvres pAadpor viv av elev duelvoves, ‘for those who were once worthy may now
be least distinguished, and those who lacked courage then might be valiant now’) with Hdt.
1.5.4 (Opolws pukpa kal peydda dorea dvbpamav émebiav. Ta yap T0 mdAa peydda v, T4 moAG
OpLKpl abTdV yéyove: Ta 8¢ ém éued v peydda, mpdrepov v apukpd, ‘going through in detail
equally about small and great cities of men; for most of those which were great in antiquity
are small now, and those that were once small were great in my time’). See Corcella (1984)
191-3; Said (2012) 95.

7 See Hdt. 9.27.5 and above p. 10 for the reference to Menestheus in Hdt. 7.161.3.

* Cf. Grethlein (2010) 173-6.

* On the Trojan War, its historicity and traditions: Graziosi-Haubold (2005) 11-62;

Pallantza (2005); Mac Sweeney (2018); Haywood-Mac Sweeney (2018).
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Spev moAAp 87 péyraros ovTos éyévero) and includes a list of famous and
less famous military expeditions: Darius’ attack on Scythia, the Scythians’
subjugation of northern Asia, ‘the army which the stories tell us the Atreides
led to Ilium’ (KGT(‘I TQ )\e'yépeva TOV ,ATPELSéwV €s ’,I)\LOV>, the Mysians and
Teucrians who crossed the Bosphorus, conquered Thrace and reached the
Adriatic coast as far south as the river Peneus. Since the reference to the
expedition of the Atreides (i.e., Agamemnon and Menelaus) is very brief, we
might infer that Herodotus’ audience was well aware of the stories
concerning the Trojan War, but much less so of other great conflicts among
barbarians.

The events of the Trojan War were also used by the Persians to impress
the Greeks. In the narrative of the Persian army’s march towards Greece,
Herodotus briefly recalls Xerxes’ visit to the site of Troy (7.43):

2 \ ~ \ \ \ ’ < 2 ’ p—/ 2 \
eml TobToV 87 Tov moTapov [sc. Zkapavdpov| ws amikeTo Zepéms, €s TO
[peapov Teépyapov avePn lpepov éxwv Oenoacfar fenodapevos Se kal
’ 2 ’ < ~ ’ ~ ’ ” ~ ’ \
mullopevos exetvov ekaora ) Abnvaiy 7 TAwade €bvoe Bols yiAias, yoas

\ ¢ ’ ~ N4 2 ’
8e ot Mayou TotoL fpwot exeavto.

When he arrived at the river [Scamander], Xerxes ascended Priam’s
acropolis, since he desired to see it. When he saw it and asked about it,
he offered a thousand cattle in sacrifice to Athena of Ilium, and the Magi
offered libations to the heroes.

It has been recognised that Xerxes’ visit to Troy represented a piece of
carefully staged Persian propaganda: the aim was to present the Persian king
as the avenger of Priam and ‘the champion of Troy in the eyes of a Greek
audience’.”! Even if little is known about this episode apart from Herodotus’
concise account, its historicity need not to be questioned, and Xerxes’ own
involvement displays a strategy to take possession of the epic tradition for his
own political purposes.’*

% In the same vein, Herodotus claims that Pausanias’ victory at Plataea was ‘the most
splendid of all those we know’ (vikny avaipéerar kadAloTnv amacéwv TGV nuels dpev
Havoavins 0 KAeopBporov Tob Avalavdpidew, Hdt. 9.64), thus reasserting the superiority of
his account of the Persian Wars in relation to the Homeric epics. Cf. Marincola (2006) 16.

! Haubold (2007) 55. Cf. Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 353—4.

2 There is another general reference to the ancient myths surrounding the Trojan War
in the context of Xerxes’ invasion, namely Hdt. 7.191, on which see Pallantza (2005) 14252

and Haubold (2007) 56—7.
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These explicit references in Herodotus’ Histories to Homeric poetry and
the traditions of the Trojan War have two distinct functions: (1) they show a
familiarity with the Homeric tradition and a knowledge of a Homeric text
not dissimilar from our own; (2) they display Herodotus’ need to distance his
own inquiries from the epic tradition. Epic poets relied traditionally on the
Muses as a source of inspiration, knowledge, and authority, as shown in the
opening lines of the //iad and in several Homeric hymns. At the beginning of
the Catalogue of Ships in fliad 2 the poet goes a step further and, together
with an invocation to the Muses, he also expresses a pose of outright
ignorance (/. 2.484-6):

b ~ ~ ’ ’ ’ >
ECTTETE VLV Hot, MOUO'GL O)\U‘LL’TTLCL Sw’LCLT eExovoatL—
< ~ \ ’ ’ ’ ’” ’ ’

UILELS ‘y(lp 6€GL €ECTE, TAPECTE TE, LOTE TE TAVTAQ,

< ~ \ ’ o > ’ IQ ! ”
7”,L€L§ 86 K)\éOS oLov CLKOUO‘LLGV, OUSE TL LS’LEV.

Tell me now, Muses who have your homes on Olympus—for you are
goddesses, and are present, and know everything, while we hear only
rumour, and know nothing.

Herodotus, on the other hand, relies on his own authority (r&v juets (dpev
or ooov npets (dpev);’® on observation (oyis)’* and evidence (ogpara); on oral
testimonies; on arguments from analogy. He even sometimes conveys
ignorance on certain matters that are beyond his capacity in inquiry.”
Herodotus’ knowledge of the past and his ability to recount the events in
detail are thus unrelated to any external literary authority, which is yet
another way of distancing himself from the archaic epic tradition.

3. Intertextuality and Herodotean scholarship

The explicit references to Homer, the epic tradition, and the Trojan War
we have so far explored do not exhaust the relationships that can be

% These expressions occur g6 times throughout the Histories at significant sections of the
narrative: e.g. Hdt. 1.6, 1.14, 1.94, passim.

> Statements of autopsy occur at Hdt. 2.12.1, 29.1, 131.3, 143.3, 148.1; 3.12.4; 5.59; 6.47.1.
Cf. Schepens (1980).

» An illuminating example is Hdt. 4.16.1—2. For further examples see Lateiner (1989)

69—72.
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established between Herodotus and Homer. On the contrary, many other
meaningful connections can be established through the lens of inter-
textuality. The chapters by Pelling, Fragoulaki, Barker, Donelli, and Tuplin
in the present volume undertake to show how intertextuality operates, what
it tells us about Herodotus and Homer, and why it 1s useful to explore the
intended audience of both historian and poet. By the terms ‘intertextuality’
and ‘intertext’ I mean the verbal echoes, metrical soundings, similarities of
subject matter, parallels in narrative structures and so on, that an author
employs to evoke another passage or series of passage from a previous
author, without however involving explicit references.”® These are not
simply allusions to previous texts: intertexts can be used to recall a
predecessor, but can also be employed to create new meanings. Intertex-
tuality between Homer and Herodotus raises many problems, such as the
status of the Histories and the veracity of its content.”” But it also helps to
better evaluate and contextualise Herodotus’ work. Exploring intertextuality
means going beyond the mere assumption, already noted by ancient literary
critics, that Herodotus was the most Homeric of prose authors.
Intertextuality has been profitably employed in classical studies, and
specifically in Herodotean scholarship, in the past few decades. But there
have also been many valuable works on the relationship between Herodotus
and Homer that go back to the mid-nineteenth century. Heinrich Stein
offered many useful remarks on Homeric allusions in Herodotus’ prose
scattered throughout his multi-volume commentary on the Halicarnassian
historian.”® His work remains valuable for the analysis of specific passages,

% Cf. Morrison (2020) 17—22 for a similar use of intertextuality: he relies on the seminal
work of Gian Biagio Conte (1985) where a distinction is made between the use of a text as a
modello-codice (a representative of a certain genre) and as modello-esemplare (the use of a specific
passage in later texts).

" There is a debate about the difference between intertextuality within poetic works and
intertextuality in historiographical narratives; in recent years scholars working on ancient
historiography have turned their attention to these problems: see Hornblower (1994) 54—72;
Grethlein (2006) 486—7; Dillery (2009); O’Gorman (2009); Levene (2010) 82-169; Damon
(2010); Marincola (2010). A session titled ‘Allusion and Intertextuality in Classical
Historiography’ organised by John Marincola at the 2011 Annual Meeting of the American
Philological Association (now Society for Classical Studies) has propelled the discussion and
led to many thoughtful insights (see https://histos.org/ Histos WorkingPapers.html). Cf.
also Hutchinson (2018) and, for intertextuality between Plato and Xenophon, Danzig—
Johnson—Morrison (2018). Further thoughts on Homeric and Herodotean intertextuality
are developed by Pelling, below, Ch. 2.

%% Stein’s commentary on Book 1 was published in 1856 and went as far as the sixth
edition in 19o2. For the details regarding each book and edition: Corcella (2018) 47 n. 42.



16 Tvan Matyasi¢

but offers no general outline on Herodotus’ use of Homer—the same is true
of other modern commentators, from Macan to How and Wells to the Valla
and Cambridge ‘Green and Yellow’ Herodotus commentaries.

While Stein was going through the various editions of his lifelong engage-
ment with Herodotus, a rather obscure Austro-Hungarian schoolteacher
named P. Cassian Hofer published in 1878 a book titled Uber die
Verwandtschaft des herodoteischen Stiles mut dem homerischen. Hofer collected a
substantial number of Wortformen where Herodotus’ choice of words
resembles Homeric poetry.” But even more striking for our present purposes
1s the fact that he listed thirty-one occurrences of Homerische Reminiszenzen
(‘Homeric reminiscences’) in the text of Herodotus.® This list represents the
first systematic, albeit dry, study of the intertextual relation between Homer
and Herodotus. Well-known scholars have relied on Hofer’s study: from
Eduard Norden in Die antike Runstprosa, to Felix Jacoby in the extensive RE-
article on Herodotus, to Wolfgang Aly in Volksmdrchen, Sage und Novelle ber
Herodot und seinen Zeiigenossen.”'

Jacoby’s work was particularly influential. Section 31 of his RE-article was
devoted to ‘Herodot als Schriftsteller: Komposition, Sprache und Stil’,
where he programmatically stated: ‘Deutlich ist es, da3 in der Komposition
der Einflufl des Homerischen Epos ... eine gewisse Rolle spielt. Man kann
nicht zweifeln, dal H[erodotos] sich an ihm [sc. Homer] direkt inspiriert hat,
sollte aber den Einflu3 auch nicht iiberschitzen’.*? Even if there is a strong
link between these two authors, Jacoby also stressed the importance of other
genres, such as rhetoric.*

Other scholars before and after World War II dealt generally with the

significance of epic poetry for ancient historians, especially Herodotus,** but

% Hofer (1878) 12—18.
5 Hofer (1878) 18—24.
%1 Norden (1898) I.40 n. 1; Jacoby (1913) 502—3; Aly (1921) 266—71.

52 Jacoby (1913) 491.

% Jacoby was probably influenced by his Doktorvater, Hermann Diels, who stated in an
article in 1887: ‘Neben der traditionellen Naivitit der ionischen Aoyomoila vernimmt man
schon oft die scharfgespitzte Antithese und die Periodenzirkelei der gleichzeitigen Sophistik’
(Diels (1887) 424).

64 T limit the references to the most significant titles, even though it is only a portion of
the works published in German on this topic: Schwartz (1928); Schadewalt (1934); Pohlenz
(1937); Immerwahr (1966) 19, 51, 73, 263, 311; Strasburger (1966), esp. 47; Zoepflel (1968).
Cf. Myres (1953) 51, 68—74. There is the curious case of Kurt von Fritz’s Die griechische
Geschichtsschretbung which included five factors for the beginnings of historical writing, but
surprisingly omitted the Homeric poems: see Griffin (2014) 2 for further details and more
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only in 1965 did Ludwig Huber tackle in detail the relationship between
Herodotus and Homer in his seminal ‘Herodots Homerverstandnis’.
Relying on the work of previous scholars—especially Norden, Jacoby, Aly,
and Steinger (the author of a dissertation on Epische Elemente tm Redenstil des
Herodol)—he offered a categorisation of the uses of Homeric epic poetry in
the Histories: explicit quotations; presence of epic particles, words, and
phrasings; imitation of Homer in direct speeches; similarity of subject
matter.®® He argued that Herodotus used Homeric poetry at significant turns
in the narrative or in particularly important episodes: the final chapters of
the Croesus-logos (1.86—91); the dialogue between the Athenian and Spartan
envoys with Gelon (7.157-62) discussed above; Thermopylae, Salamis, and
so on. For Huber, Herodotus did not simply rely on Homer to confer an epic
flavour to his charming narrative: he also exploited the compositional
features of the grand narrative of the lliad and Odyssey to create his own
historiographical work. In short, Huber argued that Homer was in a way
Herodotus’ teacher."”’

Hermann Strasburger developed these same topics, in a less systematic
way, in his Homer und die Geschichtsschretbung (1972). In his view, there are
several points of contact between Homeric epic and Greek historiography:
insistence on accuracy; focus on war; historical presentation of the causes of
war; concentration on the famous deeds of great men. Homer influenced
Herodotus’ work at different levels: from explanatory treatment of the
subject (the war between Greeks and Persians) to the dramatisation of the
narrative through speeches; Thucydides went even further with some of his
speeches conveying the moral beliefs of the author.

In the anglophone context, the work of Charles W. Fornara has been
particularly influential, especially his treatment of Homer’s influence on
historiography in The Nature of History in Ancient Greece and Rome.*® He
highlighted the significance of the expression xAéa advpdv, which occurs

specific references. Similarly to von Fritz’s stance, Santo Mazzarino, in his celebrated 1/
penstero storico classico (1966), does not consider Homer per se as an influential figure in Greek
historical writing, but indicates poetry and rhetoric in general as two categories that
modelled Greek historiography: see Mazzarino (1966) I11.467.

% Steinger (1957).

% Huber (1965) 29-31.

7 Huber (1965) 41-46: ‘Die Mannigfaltigkeit der Ereignisse und Eindriicke in der Einheit
eines grofen Geschehens zusammenzufassen hat erst er [sc. Herodot] vermocht, und
Homer hat es ithn gelehrt’ (45).

% Fornara (1983) g1—2, 62—3, 76—7.
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repeatedly in Homeric epic,” and is strictly related to war in both epic and
early historiography. Moreover, Herodotus famously laid out the reasons for
writing his history in the prologue, which included the wish to save from
oblivion the great and marvellous deeds of both Greeks and barbarians so
that these should not remain without glory (akAea yévyrai). The adjective
akAens is a clear reference to the epic concept of kAéos, ‘glory’ or ‘fame’,”
and perhaps reminded some readers of specific Homeric episodes, such as
the one that portrays Achilles in his tent playing the lyre and singing of the
glorious deeds of warriors (Hom. /1. 9.189: deide 8’ dpa kAéa avdpav).”t A few
hundred hexameters later, Achilles reflects on his fate: ‘I will lose my
homecoming, but my fame will remain immortal’ (Hom. /. 9.413: &AeTo pev
pot voaTos, atap kAéos dpfiTov éorar), thus plainly expressing the immortality
of the protagonists of epic poetry. Homeric kAéos is used sparingly by
Herodotus. In fact, the word 1s employed only on three occasions in the
Histories: (1) Herodotus assumes that Leonidas sent away the allies on the eve
of the last stand at Thermopylae because ‘by staying, he left behind a great
fame for himself, and the prosperity of Sparta was not obliterated’ (uévovre
8¢ avTob kA€éos pueya eelmeTo, kal 1) ZmapTrs evdaipovin ovk eénlelpero, Hdt.
7.220.2, cf. 7.220.4), thus echoing the same immortality of men who obtain
kleos in the epic tradition; (2) at 9.48.3 Mardonios accuses the Spartans of
shying away from battle and thus not living up to their ‘fame’ (kara kAéos);
() finally, after the battle of Plataea, Pausanias’ victory is referred to as a
deed of exceptional greatness and beauty (€pyov épyactal ToL UTepPues
peéyabos Te kat kaAlos) so much so that ‘the god has granted you the greatest
glory of all Greeks of whom we know’ (kat ot feos mapedwke pvaapevov v
‘EAada kAéos katabeohar peyiorov ‘EAAprav tav nuets idpev, 9.78.2). How
these occurrences react mtratextually within the Histories and ntertextually
with the Homeric epic is explored by Tuplin, below, pp. 315-8 and 354—5.
The praise of the ‘glorious deeds’ that took place during the Persian Wars
began immediately after the events: epigrammatic and elegiac poetry

% Hom. Il. 9.189: detde & dpa xAéa avdpav (‘Singing of the glorious deeds of warriors’);
1l. 9.524—5: oUTw Kkal T&v mpoobhev émevlopeba kAéa avdpdv | noawv (‘So it was in former times
too, the famous tales we have heard of heroes’); Od. 8.73: Mota” dp’ dot8ov dvijkev detdépevac
kAéa avdpav (“The Muse inspired the bard to sing the glorious deeds of men’).

7% Goldhill (1991) 69 rightly remarks: ‘In ancient Greek culture of all periods, the notion
of kleos 1s linked in a fundamental way to the poet’s voice’. On kleos see also: Nagy (1979) and
(1990), esp. ch. 7; Svenbro (1988) 14-16; Boedeker (2002) 97—9; Garcia (2020).

' On Herodotus’ prologue and its relation to the earlier Greek poetic tradition:
Chiasson (2012).
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(especially Simonides), paintings (Stoa Poikile), tragic performances
(Aeschylus’ Persians, produced in 472 BCE). Herodotus’ Histories are thus part
of a wide and complex scenario where the Homeric epic was used to create
new meaning and pay tribute to the Greeks’ successes (Plataea) and glorious
failures (Thermopylae) during the Persian Wars.”

Our overview of Herodotean scholarship cannot avoid a controversial
book: Hayden White’s Metakistory.” White’s famous (or notorious,
depending on one’s perspective) assertion was that all historiography is
essentially rhetorical. Since its publication, most of the works done on
ancient historiographical texts were influenced by, or responded critically to,
White’s assertions. A. J. Woodman’s Rhetoric in Classical Historiography built on
White’s theoretical premises claiming that ancient historians were primarily
dramatic and rhetorical narrators.”* In Woodman’s radical stance, the works
of the ancient historians aimed at exploiting the same literary devices used
by epic and tragic poets in order to stimulate their audiences. This led other
theorists to assume that all narrative history is inherently subjective, thus
eliding the boundaries between historical and fictional narrative.”” This has
not been accepted uncritically, and many scholars have defended the
historicity and veracity of ancient historiographical texts.”® But at least
Woodman’s study brought a renewed appreciation for Thucydides’ engage-
ment with the Homeric epic tradition and, contextually, with his prose
predecessor, Herodotus. This has led to new studies and new perspectives
on Homeric influences on historiography—and especially on the Histories—
in the past couple of decades: from the use of poetic language to the analysis
of the Homeric character of speeches and dialogues, from Herodotus’
overall structure and purposes to the examination of specific passages and
episodes.

Various articles and book chapters by Deborah Boedeker, John
Marincola, Antonios Rengakos, and Christopher Pelling, among others,
have helped us to understand better the general influence of Homer on
Herodotus. Boedeker has displayed the broad parallels in shaping the

72 Cf. Marincola (2006) 18 with further references. See also Donelli, below, Ch. 7.

7 White (1973).

" Woodman (1988) 26-38.

™ This is especially true of Thucydides: see Dewald (2005) 1—22 for further references.

76 Attacks on White’s assumptions on historiography began with Momigliano (1981) and
were further developed in Momigliano (1990) and Ginzburg (1992). Cf. Rhodes (1994),
Bosworth (2003).
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narrative of events in both poet and historian.”” Marincola has focused on
those conceptual areas where Herodotus shows indebtedness to his poetic
predecessors: in subject matter, interests, and methods Herodotus relies on
Homeric poetry. But not everything in Herodotus is Homeric: he distances
himself from the poetic traditions and attempts to display the fact that the
conflict he sets out to narrate is the greatest of all times, thus superseding
Homer and other poetic antecedents.”” Moreover, in a long essay on
Odysseus and the historians, Marincola considered the figure of Homer’s
Odysseus in the light of later historiography.”” Despite the controversial
reception of Odysseus in ancient literature, his appeal to historians was
unmistakable. In his preface Herodotus presents himself as ‘an alter ego of
the great Odysseus’:® when stating that his account will ‘go through small
and great cities of men alike’ (Hdt. 1.5.3: opolws outkpa kal peyada dorea
avlpamov emeéuav), he was clearly recalling the Odyssean phrase avbpomav
{dev dorea at Od. 1.3. The changing fortunes of men are a central topic for
both the author of the Odyssey and Herodotus, not only in the preface, but
also in Solon’s encounter with Croesus in Book 1. Finally, the Egyptian logos
shows strong similarities with Odysseus’ narrative of his adventures in Books
g-11 of the Odyssey. In general, the figure of Odysseus is recognisably
embedded in Herodotus’ own persona.®!

Antonios Rengakos explored how epic narrative technique influenced the
writings of Herodotus and Thucydides.*” He analysed how Herodotus
recounts events that are far apart from each other, events happening
simultaneously at different locations, and his use of ‘epic suspense’ through
the techniques of retardation, dramatic irony, and misdirection of the
audience. Herodotus’ handling of time is at least as complex and
sophisticated as Homer’s, especially in the Odyssey. He borrows some of the
narrative techniques from his epic predecessor that enable him to write a
history in prose encompassing large stretches of time and space.

7 Boedeker (2002).

78 Marincola (2006). Cf. also Marincola (2011), an overview on the relation between
Homer and ancient historians in the Homer Encyclopedia.

7 Marincola (2007%).
8 Moles (1993) 96.
81 Marincola (2007) 13-14, 35-9, 38—9, 51-66. Cf. Moles (1996) 265—6.

8 Rengakos (2006a); cf. also Rengakos (2006b) for Thucydides’ indebtedness towards
both the epic tradition and Herodotus.
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Jonas Grethlein, in the second half of his book The Greeks and Their Past,
examined with lucidity and clarity the idea of the past in Herodotus and
Thucydides, their critique of contemporary uses of exemplarity, and the
roles of Homeric poetry in the Syracusan embassy scene (7.153-63) and in
the Tegean-Athenian debate before Plataea (9.26—7). He argues that even
though Herodotus intended to expose the inadequacies of exampla from the
heroic past, alerting his audience to the dangers that lay ahead, his treatment
of the Homeric poems displays an exemplary, though cautious, use of the
past.®

Richard Rutherford similarly explored the relation of both Herodotus
and Thucydides to Homer.** Herodotus and Thucydides do not stand in the
same relation to their predecessors for the obvious reason that Thucydides
looks back at both Homer and Herodotus. But they all have in common the
scale of the narrative, which is extensive and complex: this leads inevitably
to considerations on historical and fictional narrative. Like Rengakos,
Rutherford considers Herodotus’ and Thucydides’ use of literary devices
which have a precedent in epic poetry, such as progressive iteration, i.e.,
something that happens on a small scale is later developed with greater
narrative impact and emotional force. This is familiar ground for any reader
of Herodotus’ Histories: the Croesus story and its echoes in Book 7; the
succession of Persian kings; the Scythian expedition in Book 4 and the
Persian invasion in Books 6—9; Athenian and Spartan archaic history in
Books 1 and 5. Another area of contact is the ‘wise adviser’ figure who gives
much-needed warnings to a leader and is then utterly ignored. There is
Polydamas in the /liad and the prophet Theoclymenus in the Odyssey; Solon,
Artabanus, and Amasis in Herodotus; in Thucydides, the advisers are
directly involved in the actions and their consequences: famous examples
include the Spartan king Archidamus and especially Nicias in the context of
the Sicilian expedition. In general, Rutherford focused on similarities in the
narrative techniques of Herodotus and Thucydides when compared to
Homer, and effectively argued for the flexibility of the epic narrative
technique.

Several scholars have focused on specific Herodotean passages that
display indebtedness towards Homer. This 1s especially true in descriptions
of battle scenes, including the lead-up to the fighting and the battle’s
aftermath: Marathon, Thermopylae, Salamis, and Plataea all include

8 Grethlein (2010) 149-87.
8 Rutherford (2012).
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references to Homer, whose verses are adapted and often altered to fit each
context.®

4. Examples of Homeric Intertexts in the Histories

As already noted, Book 7 displays numerous Homeric intertexts, from the
very beginning of the Book to the catalogue of Persian troops, from the
Syracusan debate mentioned above, to the death of Leonidas.®

Homeric intertexts have also been detected in less dramatic portions of
the Histories which still represent key moments in the narrative. This is the
case of the twenty Athenians ships sent to aid Aristagoras of Miletus and the
other Greeks against the Great King labelled the apy) kax@v (‘beginning of
troubles’) for both Greeks and barbarians.*” Plutarch believed that to refer
to these ships as ‘the beginning of troubles’ was outrageous: in Plutarch’s
eyes, the Athenian ships were rightly sent to aid Greek cities under Persian
rule (Her. mal. 861A). However, he did not pause to consider a very likely
Homeric echo. In fact, the phrasing apyn kaxév relates to the ‘well-balanced
ships beginners of trouble’ built by Alexander/Paris (1I. 5.62—4):

o A ’ ’ ~ LRA

oS Kot A)\efaVSpq) TEKTNVATO V1NAS ELOAS

b ’ o ~ \ ’ ’
ApYEKAKOUS, AL TTAOL KAKOV Tp(,UEO‘O'L YEVOVTO

T Y A \ ” ~ > ’ %
oL T AUTW, €ETTEL OV TL 66(1)1/ EK 660’45(1’7’0, 778’17
T t

It was he [Phereclus] who had built for Alexander the well-balanced
ships beginners of trouble, which brought misery to the Trojans and to
himself, because he knew nothing of the gods’ will.

If we consider this Homeric parallel, Herodotus’ reference to ships as the
beginning of the disaster is much more meaningful, and perhaps should not
have incurred Plutarch’s ire.*

% In general, see Lendon (2017) and Marincola (2018). Marathon: Pelling (2013b); cf. the
commentary in Hornblower—Pelling (2017) passim; Thermopylae: Munson (2001) 175-8;
Boedeker (2003) 34—6; Pelling (2006) 92—8; Marincola (2016); Vannicelli’s commentary in
Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) passim.

% See the bibliography quoted above, pp. 9—10 with nn. 39—4o0.

7 Hdt. 5.97.3: avTar 8¢ al vées dpxn kakdv éyévovro “BAAol te kai BapBdapotar (‘These
ships were the beginning of troubles for Greeks and barbarians’).

% See Pelling (2006) 79-81.
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Herodotus’ narrative is embedded with hexametric verses, or at least
endings (Hexameterschluf), that previous scholars have carefully picked up.
Three examples will suffice:

(a) eml ympaos 0vdé (‘on the threshold of old age’) occurring at /I. 22.60
(8vopopov, ov pa marnp Kpovidns emt ynpaos 0vdd | alon év apyadén pleloer,
‘Ull-fated man, whom the father, the son of Cronus, will destroy at the
threshold of old age’); 24.486—7 (uvijoacr marpos ooto, Oeots émeikeN’ AxtANeD
| T9Alkov ds mep eywv, 0dod €ml yrpaos ovdd, ‘Achilles, man like the gods,
think of your own father, a man who is of my age, on the grim threshold of
old age’); and Od. 15.948 (el dye pou mepl pyrpos 'Odvaaijos elow | matpos
¢, ov kaTédeLmev Lwv €ml yrpaos ovd®, ‘come now, tell me of Odysseus’ divine
mother, and of his father, whom he has left on the threshold of old age’). It
is also attested at Hdt. 3.14.10 where Psammenitus speaks to Cambyses: 70
Sé TOl’} é’T(llprU 7TéV609 é,,é:LOV 7’;]/ SCLKPIS(JJV, 89 €,K WOAA&)V TE Kaz GésaL'lLO,V(,UV
ekTeawy €s TTwYTinY amikTal €ml ynpaos ovdd (‘I could not but weep for the
troubles of a friend who has fallen from great wealth and good fortune and
been reduced to beggary on the threshold of old age’).*

(b) 00 yap duewvov (‘this would not be better’) closing Darius’ speech in the
well-known constitutional debate at Hdt. 3.82.8 might recall the closing of
some Homeric hexameters as well: I/ 1.217 (ws yap dpewov ‘for it is better
this way’); I1. 1.274 (aAAa mibeole kal Oppes, emel meibeotar dpewvov, [Nestor
to Achilles and Agamemnon]| ‘So you both should listen to me, since it is
better to listen’); /L. 11.469 (adefépevar yap duewov, ‘rescue is the better
course’); Od. 22.104 (tetevyijofar yap dupewov, ‘it is better to be armed’).
However, 00 yap duewvor has an oracular ring: whether Herodotus is echoing
oracles or oracles echoing epic poetry is a question open for debate.”

(c) in the dialogue between the Lydian Pythius, the son of Atys, and
Xerxes at Hdt. 7.28.1 ((f) ,3(100\61’3, oUTe o€ éWOKpﬁ(pw olTe (rmﬁ[:op,al, ) ‘u,ﬁ
EZSE,VGL T'I\]V E"lLG(DU’TO{)\ 0130'1:77]/, C’L}\)\, €,7TLO'TC’L‘LL€VO’§ TOL C’LTPGKG’(Dg KQTG)\ég(D, ‘O
King, I will not conceal the quantity of my property from you, nor pretend
that I do not know; I know and will tell you the exact truth’), the hexametric
expression arpexéws kataleéw (T will give an exact account’) is possibly a
Homeric intertext: in fliad 10, when the Trojan Dolon is caught by Odysseus
and Diomedes while attempting to spy on the Greeks, Odysseus questions

8 Hdt. 3.14-16 has been profitably compared to Hom. II. 22.60 by Pelling (2006) 87—9.
Cf. Huber (1965) 33.

% T wish to thank Christopher Pelling for pointing out the oracular ring of the expression
00 yap dpeLvov.
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him beginning with aA)’ dye pot 768€ elme kal atpexéws katadeéov (1l. 10.384:
‘But come, tell me all this, and give me an exact account’), repeated at //.
10.405, while at /. 10.413 we find Dolon’s answer: Tot yap éyw Tot TatTa pa’
atpexéws kartaleééw (‘T will give you an exact account of all this’), which occurs
again at I/ 10.427. However, these and other hexametric endings are not
always and not exclusively Homeric. In various instances Herodotus was
probably exploiting a generic epic-sounding word or phrase that made his
narrative so charming for ancient readers. Simon Hornblower has pointed
out that in Greek historical prose texts metrical reminiscences often avoid
perfect metricality, which is exactly the case with some of the passages just
quoted.”

Epic formulae also occur fairly often in Herodotus’ narrative. For
example, Pythius’ refusal to conceal anything but the truth to Xerxes at Hdt.
7.28.1 (quoted extensively in the previous paragraph), which includes the
expression arpexéws katalééw, echoes the dialogue between Telemachus
and Menelaus in Odyssey 4, and especially Od. 4.350: 7édv 008€v ToL €yd KpUYw
émos 008’ émkevow (‘I will not hide any of that, nor will I conceal words’).

Another instructive example involves the questioning of strangers. In the
formulaic language of Homeric poetry, it is typical to ask a stranger: 7is
mobev els o’w8p(f)v; w60 ToL TOALs 7’78% Tokfes; (‘(Who among man are you and
from where? Where is your city and where are your parents?’).”? Such a
series of questions probably reflects customary modes of identification in the
archaic age, and must have been familiar to Herodotus’ audience not only
from epic poetry but also from ordinary speech. The Athenians presented
the young males to their father’s demos to be included as members, a practice
known as dokimasia, which involved similar questioning.” In Herodotus’
Book 1, Gordias comes to the Lydian king Croesus as a suppliant requesting
and obtaining purification from a blood-related crime. Then Croesus asks:
(,’!3V6p(1)7T€, Tlfg TE 6,(})1/ KCLE, K66€V Tﬁg (DPU'}/[/I]§ ’;7’K(1JV E”ZTL,,(TTLO’g Hot é)/éVEO; TéVa TE
avdpdv 7 yvvaikav €povevoas; (1.35.3: ‘What is your name, stranger, and
what part of Phrygia have you come from to take refuge with me? What man

9 Hornblower (1994) 66. Cf. Tribulato, below, p. 277.

92 This hexameter appears only in the Odyssey, where strange and unusual encounters
are quite common: see Od. 1.170; 7.238; 10.525; 14.187; 15.264; 19.150; 24.298. But see also
the confrontation between Achilles and Asteropaeus at Hom. 1l. 21.150: 7is mdfev eis avSpiv
G pev ETAys avtios éNBetv; (Who among man are you and from where, that you dare fight
me?’).

9 See [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 42.
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or woman did you kill?”’). The encounter between Gordias and Croesus is
indeed a key passage in Herodotus’ display of divine nemesis in the Croesus
logos, but 1t is possible that this kind of questioning was considered a
commonplace in the ways one related to strangers, without having to refer
to Homeric epic poetry. Not everything we find in both Homer and
Herodotus must be connected: several alleged epic references and echoes in
the historian’s narrative could belong to everyday speech or relate to other
works of poetry.”*

This kind of relation to previous poetry—including Homer——can be
located at the beginning of Book 6, just before the battle of Lade and the end
of the Ionian revolt. Here one of the leaders, the Phocaean Dionysius, begins
his speech with the words: ‘everything stands on a razor’s edge, men of Tonia,
whether we are to be free or slaves’ (émi Evpod yap axpijs éxerTar Muitv Ta
Wpﬁ'y‘u,a’ra, é:vapes ”I(,!)Vég, ”;} EZVGL E’)\EU@éPOLGL ';i SOISAOLO'L, 6112) The
proverbial expression ‘to stand on a razor’s edge’ (eml €vpod yap akuijs
éxerar) used by Herodotus is previously attested in Hom. /. 10.173—5 (viv
yap 87 mavreaaw émi {upod LoTaTar akpfs | 1) pada Avypos oAefpos Axacots
ne Pudvar: | aAX’ T viv ... ‘For now it stands on a razor’s edge for all the
Achaeans, whether to die grimly or to live; so come now..."), but also in
several other extant Greek authors: Thgn. 557 (k{vuvos Tou émt §vpod LoTaTac
akus); Anth. Pal. 7.250.1, ascribed to Simonides (akpds €orakviav emt §vpod
‘EMada macav, cf. Plut. Her. mal. 870A); Anth. Pal. 9.475.2, anonymous (0utv
apdoréporowy emt Evpod LoTaTtar akpuis).”

Another such instance is the expression ‘to fill one’s heart” or ‘to place
something in one’s mind’ through the use of the verbs faAdw and éuBailw,
together with és Oupov, vt Buud, or simply Ouud. This phrasing is used
extensively in both lliad and Odyssey: 1l. 13.82 (v oduv Oeds EuPade Bupd);
20.195-6 (ws evt Oupd | PBaddear); 23.313 = 15.172-3 (aAX’ dye &7 ov Pilos
piTw éuPaddeo upd); Od. 1.200-1 (ws évt Oupd | abavaror Barlovor); 2.79
(vOv 8¢ pou ampnkTovs 0dvvas euPallere Bupd); 12.217-18 (AAX" evi Bopd |

9 See the cautious remarks in Boedeker (2002) 101, and now Barker, below, Ch. 6.
% Cf. Dover (1997) 110; Nenci (1998) 177; Boedeker (2002) 101—2; Pelling (2006) 8o-1;
Pelling (2013a) 7-8; Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 95-7.

% Cf. also ém &dpov with the same meaning in Aesch. TrGF T gg.22, Soph. Ant. 996,
Eur. HF 630, and Theocr. Id. 22.6. Hdt. 6.11.2 is quoted in [Longin.] Subl. 22 as an example
of hyperbaton.
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Badev); 19.485 = 23.260 (aAX’ émel edpaatins kal Tou Oeos epPare Bupd).”” It
also occurs several times in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite,”® and once in
Hesiod’s Works and Days,” but is not attested in later poetry or prose, except
Herodotus, where it occurs three times: Hdt. 1.84.4 (éppacty kal és Bupov
éBadero); 7.51.3 (& Oupov wv Baled); and 8.68y.1 where Artemisia tries to
convince Xerxes not to engage the Greeks’ ships by introducing one of the
arguments with the following expression: ‘my king, put away in your heart
another point, etc.’ (prg de, o Baaien, Kkal T0d€ és vabv BaAed, kTA.).

These examples mean that we must deal carefully with Homeric
intertexts in Herodotus and always keep in mind that most of the archaic
poetry and prose that Herodotus and his audience had access to is
unavailable to us.'”

5. An Overview

As illustrated in the previous sections, many scholars have offered valuable
insights on Homeric influences in Herodotus’ Histories. However, there is no
single volume dealing with the historian’s relation to Homeric poetry. The
present book seeks to put together these various threads of Herodotean
scholarship and cover some new ground.

Firstly, Christopher Pelling (‘Homeric and Herodotean Intertextuality:
What’s the Point?’) tackles the issue of Homeric intertextuality in Herodotus
by problematising it and by putting forward questions that the other
chapters dealing with intertextuality will attempt to respond to. Pelling
brings out the range of problems that an intertextual relation between a

97 For the sake of completeness, we should add that in Homeric poetry there is also the
use of évi Ppeot instead of évi Bupd: 1l. 1.297: dAAo 8¢é Tou épéw, av 8 évi ¢peal Bardeo afjor
(‘But I will tell you another thing, and you should store it in your mind’) = /. 4.39; 5.259;
9.611; 16.444, 851; Od. 11.454; 16.281, 2909; 17.548; 19.236, 495, 570.

% See h.Hom. Ven. 45-6: 1§ 8¢ kai adtf Zeds yAvkdv {pepov EuPale Oupd | avdpl
katafvyrd puybipevar (‘But Zeus cast a sweet longing into Aphrodite’s own heart to couple
with a mortal man’); 53: Ayyioew 8 dpa ol yAvkvv tpepov éuPade Bupd (‘So he cast into her
heart a sweet longing for Anchises’); 143: &s elmotoa Bea yAvkvv {pnepov épfale Bupd (‘With
these words the goddess cast sweet longing into his heart’, transl. M. L. West).

% Hes. Op. 297: 65 8¢ ke pij7’ adros voéy pijr’ dAov drobwv | év Buud Baddyrac, 6 8 adr’
axpreos avip (‘But whoever neither thinks by himself nor pays heed to what someone else
says and lays it to his heart—that man is good for nothing’, transl. Most).

1% For further methodological considerations on Homeric intertextuality in Herodotus,
see Pelling, below, Ch. 2.
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poetic and a prose work entails. The questions that he addresses are many
and far-reaching, from the special character, now and then, of both Homer
and Herodotus, to Homer’s place in the epic tradition and his own
intertextual relationship with other poems of the epic cycle; from the
interplay between author and reader as well as between an ideal reader and
a number of actual readers; from Thucydides’ relation with both Herodotus
and Homer in the context of the final stages of the Athenian Sicilian
expedition, to the interplay with tragedy; from Homeric presence in
Herodotus’ authorial voice and in his characters’ voices within his narrative;
from the interaction between nfertexts and mtratexts, to the question of how
intertextuality can affect historical interpretations. The methodological
significance of Pelling’s chapter resounds throughout the rest of the book,
especially within those chapters that deal with Homeric intertexts in
Herodotus (Fragoulaki, Barker, Donelli, Tuplin).

After Pelling’s methodological approach, the next chapter by Jan
Haywood (‘Homeric Criticism and Homeric Allusions in Herodotus’)
focuses on the explicit references that show Herodotus’ willingness to engage
with Homer and the tradition related to the Trojan War. A few significant
passages are discussed: the Helen story in the Egyptian logos (2.112—20),
where Herodotus aims at establishing his own authority as a serious
historian; Herodotus” engagement with Homer and Hesiod and the names
of the gods (2.53), which is discussed from another perspective in Tom
Harrison’s chapter; Herodotus’ criticism of Ocean and of ancient mytho: that
surround it (2.23); the Spartan and Athenian embassy to Gelon of Syracuse
(7.157-62); and, finally, the dispute between the Athenians and Tegeans on
the eve of Plataea (9.26-8). These are very relevant episodes that display,
according to Haywood, how Herodotus adopted different registers when
dealing with Homer, and especially with the liad, albeit carefully avoiding a
simple juxtaposition of heroic deeds and recent events.

Tom Harrison (‘Herodotus, Homer, and the Character of the Gods’)
reconsiders a famous Herodotean passage, namely 2.53 on the Greeks’
knowledge of the gods and Homer’s and Hesiod’s involvement in this
knowledge. It is well known that Herodotus ascribes to these two poets the
invention of a theogony for the Greeks and the names and characters of the
gods. Harrison argues, against recent scholarship, that it is not at all
necessary to interpret Herodotus’ words in 2.59 as sceptical of religion and
of the gods’ existence. To substantiate his claim, Harrison exploits various
pre-Socratic authors, Attic comedy, and Pindar, thus offering a wide
perspective on religious beliefs in the fifth century BCE. Even though
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Harrison’s chapter looks at one single reference to Homer in the Histories, he
shows the significance of this passage for our broader understanding of
Herodotus’ approach to previous poetry and religion.

The following chapters by Fragoulaki, Barker, and Donelli engage with
meaningful Homeric intertexts in Herodotus. Maria Fragoulaki (‘Bloody
Death in Greek Historiography: Homeric Presences and Meaningful
Absences in Herodotus’) deals with Herodotus” ‘un-Homeric’ descriptions of
the dying body on the battlefield, focusing especially on battle-scenes in the
lliad, the absence of human body from combat scenes in Herodotus, and the
inclusion of gory details in narratives unrelated to the battlefield. On the one
hand, we find words such as ‘blood’ (afa) often appearing in Homer, while
being characteristically absent from Herodotus’ narrative. The narrative of
the battle of Thermopylae in Herodotus” Book 7 and the importance of kleos
for Leonidas and the seer Megistias displays heroic psychology and emotions
that can be meaningfully compared to the single combat of Achilles and
Hector in Iliad 22. Through linguistic and narratological analysis of
Herodotus’ text, Fragoulaki argues that the ‘meaningful absence’ of
descriptions of the dying body on the battlefield in Herodotus distances the
historian from his poetic archetype.

Elton Barker (‘Die Another Day: Aristodemos and a Homeric Intertext
in Herodotus’) focuses on the episode of Aristodemos’ death in Herodotus’
postscripts  to the battle of Thermopylae (7.229). The expression
Aemrouyéovra (‘with his spirit leaving him’), a hapax in Herodotus, together
with the Spartan warriors suffering from ophthalmia, represent a possible
intertext with Sarpedon’s oy leaving him and a mist spreading over his
eyes in Hom. 1. 5.696 (tov 8" éAcre huym, kata & opbadudv kexvr axAvs).
Barker carefully examines the lexical similarities and the general context,
and stresses the distinctive complexity of the Aristodemos episode. Its
intertextual resonance with Sarpedon allows the reader to think more
cautiously on the memorialisation of the battle of Thermopylae, especially
from a Spartan perspective.

Giulia Donelli (‘Truth, Fiction, and Authority in Herodotus’ Book 8’)
discusses a programmatic announcement in Hdt. 8.8.4 involving the
author’s yvoun (‘opinion’), which represents at the same time a prose version
of a poetic statement found in Homer, Hesiod, and Theognis. Donelli
examines other methodological sections of the Histories where yvaun is set in
a hierarchical arrangement with other meaningful words such as akon
(‘hearing’), oyus (‘sight’), and toropin (‘investigation’) that determine the
search for historical truth and accuracy. The poetic frames of truth and
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fiction that are entailed in Herodotus’ Book 8 (and esp. at 8.8.3) show the
historian at his best: applying his own yvapn not to the criticism of myth, as
poets and logographers (Hecateaus) did, but to history and historical truth.

After these studies of specific instances of Herodotean and Homeric
intertextuality, Olga Tribulato (“The Homericness of Herodotus” Language
(with a Case-Study on -éewv Aorist Infinitives in the Histories)’) produces an
account, from a linguistic perspective, of Herodotus’ often elusive Homeric-
ness. This entails dealing with the historian’s Ionic dialect, the issues posed
by the textual transmission of the Histories, and the editorial practices of
modern editors of Herodotus. Tribulato reviews ancient and modern
perspectives on the language of Herodotus, and, finally, discusses a
problematic Homeric feature in Herodotus, uncontracted present and aorist
infinitives in -éewv, together with -€ewv aorist infinitives in inscriptions and
post-Classical literature. Her conclusion is rightly cautious: -éewv aorist
infinitives are probably not originally Herodotean, but they certainly display
the influence of Homeric poetry on the ancient reception of Herodotus’
language and text.

In the final chapter—which takes up and develops Pelling’s
methodological premises—Christopher Tuplin (‘Poet and Historian: the
Impact of Homer in Herodotus’ Histories’) offers a thorough overview of
Homeric and Herodotean intertextuality in a dialogue with the rest of the
chapters of this book. After reviewing the ancients’ thoughts on the Homeric
character of Herodotus’ Histories and the explicit references to Homer and
the Trojan War in Herodotus, Tuplin offers original readings of several
Herodotean passages, from minute and apparently unimportant episodes to
the methodological statements and the most famous scenes. His chapter
discusses: Herodotus’ detailed knowledge of Homeric language through the
use of hapax legomena that display an intertextual use of Homer; the small
number of Homeric intertexts, considering the size of the Histories, and the
problem of establishing a connection between Herodotus’ relationship with
Homer and later authors (these authors—and especially Thucydides—had
to deal not only with Homer, but also with Homeric Herodotus); the
relevance of specific intertexts with /liad 2, 24, and the middle books of the
Iliad where the Achaeans are in trouble; at the same time, less relevant
intertexts with the Odyssey; the small number, from Herodotus’ perspective,
of Homeric intertexts in the ethnographic descriptions in Books 14, and
contextually many Homeric intertexts in the narrative of the Persian Wars
proper (Books 5-9); the specific role that Homeric intertexts have in the
narrative structure of the Histories; the importance of mtratextual connection
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with ntertextual material; intertexts can be in the narrator’s voice, but also
that of his characters; the variable nature of intertexts: some strengthen an
evident message, some other reveal less obvious messages, often involving a
negative twist; some ambiguous intertexts (we cannot always determine
whether this ambiguity is intentional or not). Lastly, Tuplin questions the
relevance of Homer for Herodotus as a historian, claiming that intertexts
were not meant to provide direct answers but provoke questions about the
present, especially for the Athenians.

It 1s easy to say that Herodotus was the most Homeric historian, and
everyone tends to accept this. But it is quite another story to try to explain,
by means of concrete examples, what the reasons have been that led to this
belief, both in antiquity and in modern scholarship. The nine chapters that
make up this book attempt to problematise the assumption of ancient and
modern literary critics on the Homeric nature of Herodotus” Histories.



Ch. 1. Introduction: How Homeric Was Herodotus? 31

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aly, W. (1921) Volksmdrchen, Sage und Novelle ber Herodot und seinen Zeitgenossen.
Eme  Untersuchung  uber die  volkstumlichen ~ Elemente  der — altgriechischen
Prosaerzihlung, (Gottingen; 2nd edition, with additions by L. Huber,
Gottingen, 1969).

Bakker, E. J., L. J. F. de Jong, and H. van Wees, edd. (2002), Brill’s Companion
to Herodotus (Leiden and Boston).

Baron, C., ed. (2021) The Herodotus Encyclopedia, 3 vols (Hoboken, N.J.).

Boedeker, D. (2002) ‘Epic Heritage and Mythical Patterns in Herodotus’, in
Bakker—de Jong—van Wees (2002) 97-116.

(2003) ‘Pedestrian Fatalities: The Prosaics of Death in Herodotus’, in
P. Derow and R. Parker, edd., Herodotus and His World: Essays from a
Conference in Memory of George Forrest (Oxford) 17-406.

Bosworth, A. B. (2003) ‘Plus ¢a change ... Ancient Historians and Their
Sources’, ClAnt 22: 167-97.

Butti de Lima, P. (1996) Lnchiesta e la prova: wmmagine storografica, pratica
guundica e retorica nella Grecia classica (Turin).

Carey, C. (2016) ‘Homer and Epic in Herodotus’ Book 7°, in A. Efstathiou
and I. Karamanou, edd., Homeric Receptions Across Generic and Cultural
Contexts (Berlin and Boston) 71-89.

Cavallo, G. (2019) ‘Uccelli famelici ad Atene’, in 1d., Scrivere ¢ leggere nella citta
antica (Rome) 11-38.

Chaniotis, A. (1988) Historie und Histortker wn den  griechischen Inschrifien:
epigraphische Beitrdge zur griechischen Historiographie (Stuttgart).

—— (2004) ‘Justifying Territorial Claims in Classical and Hellenistic
Greece: The Beginning of International Law’, in E. M. Harris and L.
Rubinstein, edd., The Law and the Courts in Ancient Greece (London) 185-213.

(2009) “Travelling Memories in the Hellenistic World’, in R. Hunter
and I. Rutherford, edd., Wandering Poets in Ancient Greek Culture: Travel,
Locality and Pan-Hellenism (Cambridge) 249-69.

Chiasson, C. (2012) ‘Herodotus’ Prologue and the Greek Poetic Tradition’,
Histos 6: 114—43.

Cingano, E. (1985) ‘Clistene di Sicione, Erodoto e 1 poemi del Ciclo
tebano’, QUCC 20: 31—40.

(2015) ‘Epigonot’, in Fantuzzi—Tsagalis (2015b) 244—60.

Conte, G. B. (1985) Memoria det poetr ¢ sistema letterario® (Turin).

Corecella, A. (1984) Erodoto ¢ l'analogia (Palermo).




32 Tvan Matyasi¢

(2018) ‘Heinrich Stein e 1 suoi studi erodoter’, in R. Otranto and P. M.
Pinto, edd., Storie di testi e tradizione classica per Luciano Canfora (Rome) 39—
56.

Currie, B. (2015) ‘Cypria’, in Fantuzzi—Tsagalis (2015b) 281-305.

(2020) “The Birth of Literary Criticism (Herodotus 2.116-117) and the
Roots of Homeric Neoanalysis’, in J. J. Price and R. Zelnick-Abramovitz,
edd., Text and Intertext in Greek Epic and Drama: Essays in Honor of Margalit
Finkelberg (London) 147—70.

—— (2021) Herodotus as Homeric Critic (Histos Supplement 13; Oxford,
Edmonton, and Tallahassee).

Damon, C. (2010) ‘Déja vu or déja lu? History as Intertext’, PLLS 14: §75-88.

Danzig, G., D. Johnson, and D. Morrison, edd. (2018) Plato and Xenophon:
Comparative Studies (Leiden and Boston).

Darbo-Peschanski, C. (1987) Le discours du particulier: essar sur [lenquéte
hérodotéenne (Paris).

Dewald, C. (2005) Thucydides’ War Narrative: A Structural Study (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, and London).

Diels, H. (1887) ‘Herodot und Hekataios’, Hermes 22: 411-44; repr. in id.,
Klemne Schriften zur Geschichte der antiken Philosophie, ed. W. Burkert
(Darmstadt, 1969) 411-44.

Dillery, J. (2009) ‘Roman Historians and the Greeks: Audiences and
Models’, in Feldherr (2009) 77-107.

Dover, K. (1997) The Evolution of Greek Prose (Oxford).

Erbse, H. (1992) Studien zum Verstindnis Herodots (Berlin).

Fantuzzi, M. and C. Tsagalis (2015a) ‘Introduction: Ayklos, the Epic Cycle
and Cyclic Poetry’, in Fantuzzi—Tsagalis (2015b) 1—40.

, ed. (2015b) The Greek Epic Cycle and its Ancient Reception (Cambridge).

Farinelli, C. (1995) ‘Le citazioni omeriche in Erodoto i1, 11617, AION (filol)
17: 5-29.

Feldherr, A., ed. (2009) The Cambridge Companion to the Roman Historians
(Cambridge).

Fornara, C. W. (1971) Herodotus: An Interpretative Essay (Oxford).

(1983) The Nature of History in Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, and London).

Foster, E. and D. Lateiner, edd., Thucydides and Herodotus (Oxford).

Fowler, R. (2003) ‘Herodotos and Athens’, in P. Derow and R. Parker, edd.,
Herodotus and His World: Essays from a Conference in Memory of George Forrest
(Oxford) g305-18.




Ch. 1. Introduction: How Homeric Was Herodotus? 33

(2006) “The Homeric Question’, in id., ed., The Cambridge Companion to
Homer (Cambridge) 220-32.

Garcia, L. I, Jr. (2020) ‘Kleos’, in Pache (2020) 167-8.

Ginzburg, C. (1992) Just One Witness’, in S. Friedlinder, ed., Probing the
Linuts of Representation: Nazism and the ‘Final Solution’ (Cambridge Mass. and
London) 82—96.

(1994) ‘Aristotele, la storia, la prova’, Quaderni storici 85: 5-17.

Goldhill, S. (1991) The Poet’s Voice: Essaps on Poetics and Greek Literature
(Cambridge).

Gonzalez, J. M. (2013) The Epic Rhapsode and His Crafi: Homeric Performance in a
Duachronic Perspective(Washington, D.C.): https://chs.harvard.edu/book/
gonzalez-jose-the-epic-rhapsode-and-his-craft-homeric-performance-in-
a-diachronic-perspective/ (last accessed § March 2021).

(2020) ‘Rhapsodes and Homeéridar’, in Pache (2020) 196-8.

Graziosi, B. (2002) Inventing Homer (Cambridge).

and J. Haubold (2005) Homer: The Resonance of Epic (London).

Grethlein, J. (2006) “The Manifold Uses of the Epic Past: The Embassy
Scene in Herodotus 7.158-63", A7Ph 127: 485-509.

(2010) The Greeks and Thewr Past: Poetry, Oratory and History wn the Fifth
Century BCE (Cambridge).

Griffin, J. (2014) “The Emergence of Herodotus’, Histos 8: 1—-24; orig. pub.
‘Die Urspriinge der Historien Herodots’, in W. Ax, ed., Memoria Rerum
Veterum: Neue Beitrdge zur antiken Historiographie und Alten Geschichte (Stuttgart,
1990) 51-82.

Grimaldi, W. M. A. (1980) ‘Semeion, Tekmerion, Eikos in Aristotle’s Rhetoric’,
AJPh 101: 383—98.

Harris, W. V. (1989) Ancient Literacy (Cambridge, Mass. and London).

Harrison, T. and E. Irwin, edd. (2018) Interpreting Herodotus (Oxford).

Hartog, F. (1980) Le murowr d’Hérodote: essar sur la représentation de Uautre (Paris);
Engl. transl. by J. Lloyd, The Murror of Herodotus: The Representation of the
Other in the Writing of History (Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London, 1988).

Haubold, J. (2007) ‘Xerxes’ Homer’, in E. Bridges, E. Hall, and P. J. Rhodes,
edd., Cultural Responses to the Persian Wars: Antiquity to the Third Mullenium
(Oxford) 47-63.

Haywood, J. and N. Mac Sweeney (2018) Homer’s lliad and the Trojan War:
Dualogues on Tradition (London).

Hemmerdinger, B. (1981) Les manuscrits d’Hérodote et la critique verbale (Genoa).

Higbie, C. (1997) “The Bones of a Hero, the Ashes of a Politician: Athens,
Salamis, and the Usable Past’, CGlAnt 16: 278-307.




34 Tvan Matyasi¢

(2010) ‘Divide and Edit: A Brief History of Book Division’, HSCPh 105:
1-31.

Hofer, P. C. (1878) Uber die Verwandtschaft des herodoteischen Stiles mit dem homerischen
(Programm des Raserl.- Konigl. Gymnaswms zu Meran; Meran).

Hornblower, S. (1991—2010) A Commentary on Thucydides, 3 vols (Oxford).

(1994) ‘Introduction’, in 1d., ed., Greek Historiography (Oxford) 1—72.

and C. Pelling, edd. (2017) Herodotus: Histories Book VI (Cambridge).

Huber, L. (1965) ‘Herodots Homerverstandnis’, in H. Flashar and K. Gaiser,
edd., Synusia: Festgabe fur Wolfgang Schadewaldt (Pfullingen) 29—52.

Hutchinson, G. (2013) Greek to Latin: Frameworks and Contexts for Intertextuality
(Oxford).

Huxley, G. L. (1989) Herodotus and the Epic (Athens).

Immerwahr, H. (1966) Form and Thought in Herodotus (Cleveland).

Jacoby, F. (1913) ‘Herodotos’, RE Suppl. II: 205-520.

Kennedy, G. A. (1963) The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton).

Kim, L. (2020) ‘Homer in Antiquity’, in Pache (2020) 417-34.

Lamberton, R. (1997) ‘Homer in Antiquity’, in I. Morris and B. B. Powell,
edd., 4 New Companion to Homer (Leiden, New York, and Cologne) 33-54.

Lateiner, D. (1989) The Historical Method of Herodotus (Toronto).

Lendon, J. E. (2017) ‘Battle Description in the Ancient Historians, Part I:
Structure, Array, and Fighting’, G&R 64: 39-64.

Levene, D. S. (2010) Ly on the Hannibalic War (Oxford).

Luraghi, N., ed. (2001) The Historian’s Craft in the Age of Herodotus (Oxford).

Mac Sweeney, N. (2018) Trop: Myth, City, Icon (London).

Marincola, J. (2006) ‘Herodotus and the Poetry of the Past’, in C. Dewald
and J. Marincola, edd., Cambridge Companion to Herodotus (Cambridge) 19—
28.

(2007) ‘Odysseus and the Historians’, SyllClass 18: 1—79; partially repr.
in R. V. Munson, ed., Herodotus, vol. 2: Herodotus and the World (Oxford,
2013) 109-132.

(2010) “The “Rhetoric” of History: Intertextuality and Exemplarity in
Historiographical Speeches’, in D. Pausch, ed., Stimmen der Geschichte:
Funktionen von Reden in der antiken Historiographie (Berlin and Boston) 259—8o.
(2011) ‘Historians and Homer’, in M. Finkelberg, ed., The Homer
Encyclopedia, 3 vols (Malden, Mass. and Oxford) II.357—9.

(2016) “The Historian as Hero: Herodotus and the 300 at Thermo-
pylae’, TAPhA 146: 219—36.

(2018) “Opmnpikararos? Battle Narratives in Herodotus’, in E. Bowie,
ed., Herodotus—Narrator, Scientist, Historian (Berlin and Boston) 3—24.




Ch. 1. Introduction: How Homeric Was Herodotus? 35

Matijasi¢, I. (2018) Shaping the Canons of Ancient Greek Historwography: Imitation,
Classicism, and Literary Criticism (Berlin and Boston).

(2019) ‘Herodotus in the Theatre in Alexandria? On Athen. 14.620d’,

JHS 139: 83-93.

(2020) ‘Erodoto tra Powell e Hemmerdinger’, OS 92: 125-52.

Mazzarino, S. (1966) 1/ pensiero storico classico, § vols (Rome and Bari).

Moles, J. L. (1993) “Truth and Untruth in Herodotus and Thucydides’, in C.
Gill and T. P. Wiseman, edd., Lies and Fiction in the Ancient World (Exeter
and Austin) 88-121.

(1996) ‘Herodotus Warns the Athenians’, PLLS g: 259-84.

(2002) ‘Herodotus and Athens’, in Bakker-de Jong—van Wees (2002)
3352

Momigliano, A. (1978) “The Historians of the Classical World and Their
Audiences: Some Suggestions’, ASNP> 8: 59-75; repr. in id., Sesto contributo
alla storia degli studs classici e del mondo antico, 2 vols (Rome, 1980) 1.36176.

(1981) “The Rhetoric of History and the History of Rhetoric: On

Hayden White’s Tropes’, in E. S. Shaffer, ed., Comparative Criticism: A

Yearbook, vol. g (Cambridge) 259-68; repr. in A. Momigliano, Settimo

contributo alla storia degli studi classict e del mondo antico (Rome, 1984) 49-—59.

(1990) The Classical Foundations of Modern Historiography (Berkley, Los
Angeles, and London).

Morrison, A. D. (2020) Apollonius Rhodius, Herodotus and Historwography (Cambridge).

Munson, R. V. (2001) Telling Wonders: Ethnographic and Political Discourse in the
World of Herodotus (Ann Arbor).

Myres, J. L. (1953) Herodotus: Father of History (Oxford).

Nagy, G. (1979) The Best of the Achaeans (Baltimore).

(1990) Pindar’s Homer: The Lyric Possession of an Epic Past (Baltimore and
London).

Nenci, G., ed. (1998) Erodoto, Le Storie: Libro VI, La battagha di Maratona (Milan).

Nicolai, R. and P. Vannicelli (2019) ‘Il consiglio, il sogno, il catalogo: Iliade
IL, 1 Persian: di Eschilo, Erodoto VII’, SemRom 26: 201—26.

Norden, E. (1898) Die antike Runstprosa: vom V1. Jahrhundert vor Chr. bis in die et
der Renaissance, 2 vols (Leipzig).

O’Gorman, E. (2009) ‘Intertextuality and Historiography’, in Feldherr (2009)
23142.

Pache, C. O, ed., (2020) The Cambridge Guide to Homer (Cambridge).

Pallantza, E. (2005) Der Trousche Krieg in der nachhomerischen Literatur bis zum 5.
Jahrhundert v. Chr. (Stuttgart).




36 Tvan Matyasi¢

Pelling, C. (2006) ‘Homer and Herodotus’, in M. J. Clarke, B. G. F. Currie,
and R. O. A. M. Lyne, edd., Epic Interactions: Perspectives on Homer, Virgil and
the Epic Tradition presented to Jasper Griffin (Oxford) 75-104.

(2013a) ‘Intertextuality, Plausibility, and Interpretation’, Histos 7: 1—20.

(2013b) ‘Herodotus’ Marathon’, in C. Carey and M. Edwards, edd.,

Marathon—2,500 Years, (BICS Suppl. 124; London) 25-34.

(2019) Herodotus and the Question Why (Austin, TX).

, ed. (2021) Thucydides: Book VI (Cambridge).

Philipp, R. (1955) ‘aetdw, aodiaw’, in B. Snell, ed., Lexikon des frihgriechischen
Epos, vol. 1 (Gottingen) 155-9.

Piccirilli, L. (1985) Storie dello storico Tucidide (Genoa).

Priestley, J. (2014) Herodotus and Hellenistic Culture: Literary Studies in the Reception
of the Histories (Oxford).

Pohlenz, M. (1987) Herodot: der erste Geschichtsschreiber des Abendlandes (Leipzig).

Powell, J. E. (1935) ‘Notes on Herodotus’, CQ 29: 72-82.

Raaflaub, K. A. (2002) ‘Philosophy, Science, Politics: Herodotus and the
Intellectual Trends of His Time’, in Bakker—de Jong—van Wees (2002)
149-68.

Rengakos, A. (2006a) ‘Homer and the Historians: The Influence of Epic
Narrative Technique on Herodotus and Thucydides’, in F. Montanari
and A. Rengakos, edd., La poésic épique grecque: métamorphoses d’un genre
littéraire (Entretiens Hardt 52; Vandceuvres-Genéve) 183—209.

(2006b) “The Epic and Herodotean Heritage in Thucydides’, in A.
Rengakos and A. Tsakmakis, edd., Brill’s Companion to Thucydides (Leiden)
279-300.

Rhodes, P. J. (1994) ‘In Defence of the Greek Historians’, G&R 41: 156—71.

Rutherford, R. B. (2012) ‘Structure and Meaning in Epic and Histori-
ography’, in Foster—Lateiner (2012) 13-38.

Said, S. (2012) ‘Herodotus and the ‘Myth’ of the Trojan War’, in E. Barag-
wanath and M. de Bakker, edd., Myth, Truth, and Narratwe in Herodotus
(Oxford) 87-105.

Sammons, B. (2012) ‘History and Hyponoia: Herodotus and Early Literary
Criticism’, Histos 6: 52-66.

Santini, M. (2016) ‘A Multi-Ethnic City Shapes Its Past: The “Pride of
Halicarnassos” and the Memory of Salmakis’, ASNP5 8: 335,

Schadewaldt, W. (1934) ‘Die Anfange der Geschichtsschreibung bei den
Griechen’; Die Antike 10: 144-68; repr. in 1d., Hellas und Hesperien®, 2 vols
(Zirich and Stuttgart, 1970) 1.559-80.




Ch. 1. Introduction: How Homeric Was Herodotus? 37

Schepens, G. (1980) L’autopsie’ dans le méthode des historiens grecs du V* siécle avant
J. C. (Brussels).

Schwartz, E. (1928) ‘Geschichtsschreibung und Geschichte bei den
Hellenen’, Die Antike 4: 14—28; repr. in 1d., Gesammelte Schrifien: Vergangene
Gegenwartigkeiten, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1938) 67-87.

Slings, S. R. (2002) ‘Oral Strategies in the Language of Herodotus’, in
Bakker—de Jong-van Wees (2002) 53-77.

Steinger, G. (1957) Epische Elemente im Redenstil des Herodot (Diss. Kiel).

Strasburger, H. (1966) Die Wesensbestimmung der Geschichte durch die antike
Geschichtsschreibung (Wiesbaden; with Nachtrage, 1975); repr. in id. (1982)
963-1016.

(1972) Homer und die Geschichtsschretbung (Heidelberg); repr. in 1d. (1982)

1057-97-

(1982) Studien zur Alten Geschichte, Band II (Hildesheim and New York).

Svenbro, J. (1988) Phrasikleia: anthropologie de la lecture en Gréce ancienne (Paris);
Engl. transl. by J. Lloyd, Phrasikleia: An Anthropology of Reading in Ancient
Greece (Ithaca and London, 1993).

Thomas, R. (1992) Literacy and Orality in Ancient Greece (Cambridge).

(2000) Herodotus in Context: Ethnography, Science and the Art of Persuasion
(Cambridge).

Vannicells, P., A. Corcella, and G. Nenci, edd. (2017) Erodoto, Le Storie: Libro
VII, Serse e Leonida (Milan).

White, H. (1973) Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-Century
Europe (Baltimore and London).

Wilson, N. G., ed. (2015) Herodot: Historiae, 2 vols (Oxford).

Woodman, A. J. (1988) Rhetoric in Classical Historiography: Four Studies (London,
Sydney, and Portland).

Zoepflel, R. (1968) ‘Griechische Geschichtsschreibung’, in J. Scheschkewitz,
ed., Geschichtsschretbung. Epochen—Methoden—Gestalten (Diisseldort) 29—44.







Histos Supplement 14 (2022) 39—58

HOMERIC AND HERODOTEAN
INTERTEXTUALITY: WHAT’S THE POINT?

Christopher Pelling

ne thing is clear. There is never likely to be just one ‘point’ to

intertextuality, but all sorts of different point. This chapter sets the

scene by introducing a series of questions that are worth bearing in
mind.

Question 1: A Special Sort of Intertextuality?

A few years ago there began a vigorous debate whether historiographic
intertextuality worked in the same way as other sorts, given that
historiography at least purports to be dealing with real-life events. The
principal contributions were made by Cynthia Damon and David Levene,
with Ellen O’Gorman an important forerunner;' there were follow-up
panels at two meetings of the Society of Classical Studies and one of the
Classical Association, and most of these have been published as Histos
working-papers.? I had my say in one of those,” and will go over as little as
possible of the same ground here. My basic answer was ‘no, or not much’,
and insofar as there is any difference it is because we care about real-life
events, not necessarily more than, but in a different way from how we care
about fiction. Others were inclined to state the differences more
emphatically.

Now we can add to that issue a further one: does intertextuality with
Homer, especially Herodotean intertextuality with Homer, work in a
different way from, say, Thucydidean intertextuality with Herodotus or for
that matter Catullan intertextuality with Callimachus or Sappho? In those

! Damon (2010); Levene (2010) 84-6; O’Gorman (2006) and (2009).
? https:/ /histos.org/ Histos_WorkingPapers.html.
3 Pelling (2013).
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other cases it is tempting to think of intertextuality as partly—only partly—
a way of building a bond between author and reader, one where the reader
may have an ‘I see what you did there’ response: it creates a sense, quite a
cosy one, of sharing a joint culture, intimating that the reader is the sort of
person that the text is targeting and that the author has in mind. If one was
listening to a neoteric poet and picked up a hint of an inconspicuous line of
Aratus or Pacuvius, one can imagine—human nature being what it was and
1s—listeners looking around the room, wondering how many others noticed
it, and perhaps hoping that the answer was ‘not very many’, perhaps just
relishing the feeling of being part of such a cultural in-group.

There is almost always more to it, of course: the point may be that
someone’s experience, perhaps my own, is not quite like Sappho’s. When
Plutarch echoes the erotic symptoms of Sappho g1 when talking of a young
man’s falling for philosophy (How to measure one’s own progress in virtue 81D), we
might suspect that the youth’s experience is not really quite as exciting as
Sappho’s, and Plutarch’s own tongue was probably in his cheek as well.* But
Sappho’s excitement at least gives a start: author and reader both have
something there that they can work on, they are part of the same, semi-
private conversation, and the more arcane the model, the closer the bond.
Luke Pitcher has talked about ‘author theatre’, the way an author contrives
to project a particular personality;’ if this were, say, Virgilian or Plutarchan
rather than Herodotean intertextuality, we might play with the idea of
‘reader theatre’ too, building a constructed ideal reader who picks up all the
hints. There can then be an interesting interplay between real readers and
that ideal reader, flattering an audience with the implication that they know
so much and are so well-read; with some authors—Plutarch again—this may
have an educational aspect too, inspiring readers to close the gap between
their real, rather more deficient cultural level and the ideal one that is
implied by the text.

Perhaps there can be a little of the same author-reader bonding if one
notices a touch of the liad or Odyssey in Herodotus, or of the Bible in Milton,
but there cannot be much. The poems were too well-known for that, even
though some readers still knew the poems more thoroughly and intimately

* The attentive reader will notice several comparisons with Plutarch in this paper. This
is doubtless connected to the fact that I contributed a similar discussion on the ‘point’ of
Plutarchan intertextuality to a Fribourg conference in 2017, now published as Pelling
(2020a). The two papers cover some of the same ground, especially in the opening
paragraphs, but then diverge.

> Pitcher (2009) 34—9.
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than others.® At the same time Herodotus could count on that familiarity,
and perhaps therefore make it work harder: the task in this volume is to say
more about what that work might be.

Question 2: Intertextuality—With What?

There are other complications too. What do we mean by Homer?’ Just the
Iliad and the Odyssey? Herodotus himself did not count the Cypria as Homeric
(2.117) and had his doubts about the Epigonoi (4.52),% but the case about Cypria
needed to be made, and not all of his readers will have agreed. There is also
the question of genre: how far is any thought ‘how Homeric!” and how far
‘how epic!? If ‘how epic!’, does that just mean ‘how grand!’, or is it
something sharper and more specific? Is it ‘ah, Homer!”? Or ‘ah, the Trojan
War!”? Or more specifically ‘ah, what an Odysseus this man Themistocles
1s!” Or 1s it narrower still, focusing only on the particular passage that is
recalled, tracing similarities or differences in detail?” Or is it broader, to the
epic tradition rather than specifically ‘Homer’?'® Or broader still, sum-
moning up not just the poetry or its themes but the whole world of long ago
when heroes might be found and gods might personally intervene?

These questions only partly overlap with Question 1, for similar issues
arise with other authors too, especially those dealing with historical events.''
Does Thucydidean intertextuality with Herodotus point primarily to the
writer or to the Persian Wars? Is Plutarchan intertextuality pointing more to
Thucydides or to, say, Pericles as Thucydides depicted him, or to the general
hard-headed way in which Thucydides interpreted historical actions, or
even to canonical historiography as opposed to biography? We can do little
but examine each case on its merits, and accept that usually it will be a bit
of more than one of these.

% Cf. Kelly (forthcoming), suggesting that some might know little more than a ‘highlights
reel’; cf. Kelly (2015) and Haywood, below, p. 76.

7 Cf. esp. Graziosi (2002).
8 See Matijasi¢ and Barker in this volume, above, p. 7 and below, pp. 175-6.

9 As, for instance, with the evocation of Sarpedon’s death posited by Barker, below,
Chapter 6, but Barker finds that case exceptional; his broader stress falls on the evocation
of an epic and Homeric tradition rather than the echoing of particular passages.

10 Kelly (2020).

! Damon (2010).
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Question 3: What Counts as Intertextuality?

Take what Fraenkel called the ‘grammar of dramatic technique’'?, not just
echoes of particular scenes or phrases but of whole ways of doing things; in
this case we might rephrase it as a ‘grammar of narrative shape’. It is
reasonable to think of Herodotus building towards an interim climax in the
battle of Salamis at the end of Book 8, a sort of south summit before the final
push in Book g. It is reasonable too to think of Salamis as somehow proleptic
of the end of the war and of Persia’s final defeat. These are both artistic
points and ones of historical interpretation, as they indicate a chain of
causation as well as a literary prefiguring. In its turn it is reasonable to think
of Thucydides as doing something similar with Syracuse in Book 7, and to
regard those events too as prefiguring and eventually causing the eventual
defeat. Now is that Thucydidean intertextuality with Herodotus, or is it just
that both are doing the same sort of thing? Is this elementary reception
criticism or elementary comparative criticism or both? And if the resonance
1s felt as distinctively Herodotean, how much does that add to Thucydides?
Is it just that Athens is the new Persia?

In the background there is also Homer, just as there so often is. When
Hector dies, ‘it was as if all Troy were collapsing in flames’ (/I. 22.410-11),
and many critics have found here a prefiguring of the fall of Troy just as the
early Books, the catalogue of ships and the duel of Menelaus and Paris and
so on, re-enact events that ‘feel as if’ they belong earlier. So are both
Herodotus and Thucydides intertextually echoing, not a Homeric passage,
but a Homeric mannerism? Is Thucydides producing a ‘window reference’
to Homer via the open window of Herodotus? Or, once again, is it all three
of them just doing the same thing? It is likely to be a bit of all of these, but
does it make a difference to interpretation exactly where our emphasis falls?

Question 4: Authors or Readers?

This is already treating intertextuality as a two-way thing, a matter of a
dynamic between author and reader. We often talk, and I have just been
writing, with the focus more on the author—what is he or she up to here?
What, indeed, is their ‘point’>—but when Julia Kristeva coined the term in

12 Fraenkel (1950) 305 on Aesch. Agam. 613f: ‘for Greek tragedy there exists also
something like a grammar of dramatic technique’.
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1966 it was at least as much about readers.'”” The role of the reader duly
figured more in the early stages as the idea was taken up, with the insistence
that what we remember from other books will always affect the way we read
whatever we have open in front of us. David Lodge’s Persse McGarrigle puts
it very well, not without some playful intertextuality of its own with Kristeva:

‘Well, what I try to show,’ said Persse, ‘is that we can’t avoid reading
Shakespeare through the lens of T. S. Eliot’s poetry. I mean, who can
read Hamlet today without thinking of “Prufrock” Who can hear the
speeches of Ferdinand in The Tempest without being reminded of “The
Fire Sermon” section of The Waste Land?’'*

Now an article on ‘the snakepit of intertextuality’ has pointed to an
increasing focus on reader-response as a new turn in intertextuality
scholarship:" but in many ways that marks a return to Kristeva rather than
a fresh start. That focus is also adopted by many of the papers in this volume.

Still, getting rid of the author from literary criticism has always proved
more difficult than it might seem; indeed, when we talk of how texts work
and how one aspect of a creation may go with another, we are usually
piggybacking on assumptions of how an individual human mind works and
how different thoughts may comprehensibly cohere with each other. Not
long after Kristeva, ‘intertextuality’ came to be used in a way not far different
from old-fashioned ‘allusion’, though with more of a nod towards the role of
the reader. Stephen Hinds, in his very thoughtful book (1998), had to work
quite hard to reintroduce the notion of ‘allusion’ as carrying a nuance not
necessarily present in ‘intertextuality’, one where the reader’s role is partly
one of identifying intentionality on the part of the author—that I see what
you did there’ response. One question for this volume is how far that
identifying of authorial intentionality matters.

' E.g., Kristeva (1986) g7 (written in 1966 and first published in 1969), discussing the
contribution of Bakhtin to the idea of ‘the addressee’: ‘each word (text) is an intersection of
word (texts) where at least one other word (text) can be read. ... The notion of ntertextuality
replaces that of intersubjectivity, and poetic language is read as at least double’.

" Lodge (1985) 51-2.

15 Soerink (2013) 362: ‘In recent times, critics have attempted to break free from these
vexed problems of intertextuality [in that case, the question of whether Statius is imitating
Silius Italicus, Silius imitating Statius, or both] by embracing a post-modern, reader-
response, point of view’.
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Question 5: Different Readers, Different Intertextualities:
How Much Does That Matter?

It 1s all very well to talk about ‘the’ reader, real, constructed, ideal, or in-the-
text: but all readers are different, and commentators on any passage have to
be wary of suggesting that only one inference can be drawn. Nor do we even
need to go beyond ‘the’ reader to a plurality of readers, for we are sometimes
more readerly alert than others. There are times when we let a text wash
over us like a hot bath, and times when the brains are much more actively
in gear.

Take for instance the story of the marriage of Agariste at Herodotus
6.126—3g1: that strange year-long competition, announced at the Olympic
games, which ends with Hippocleides dancing upside down, very possibly
sans underpants, and the Athenian Megacles winning in his stead. It ends
with the tracing of Megacles’ descendants through to that later Agariste,
dreaming in the last stages of her pregnancy that she will give birth to a lion-
cub—hardly, as Stephanie West has commented, a dream likely to set a
nervous soon-to-be mother’s anxieties at rest'>—and the child turns out to
be Pericles. Some readers or listeners (or ‘the’ reader/listener in some
moods) may just have thought that the initial marriage-competition seems
to belong in a world of long ago; some may have remembered particular
literary works, perhaps dealing with the marriage competition for
Tyndareus’ daughter Helen or perhaps the one in which Pelops won the
hand of Oenomaus’ daughter Hippodameia (the Olympic games context
might give a prompt in that direction); some might think not of particular
literary treatments but of the myths themselves. The author cannot control
which of those, if any, it will be.

Did it make a difference which train of thought a particular member of
the audience chose to follow, or more likely unconsciously followed? Perhaps
it did, at least to a degree (cf. Hornblower and Pelling (2017) ad loc.). If they
were thinking of Pelops, they might dwell particularly on the competition
itself, and think that this one at least had a different and less bloody
conclusion; if they thought of Helen, they might think more of what it all led
to, and reflect that the marriage had not gone well. That in its turn might
affect how they responded to that final tracing down to Pericles, and whether
they might think this a good lion or a bad lion, the sort to put on a gate at
Mycenae or the sort to sing about in the Agamemnon (717-36). So yes, different

16 West (1987) 267 n. 26.
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readers can find a passage thought-provoking without always having the
same thoughts provoked.

Should, then, commentators and critics be chary about tying down
implications, and simply regard an intertextually rich passage as an
invitation to ponder, a start of a conversation that might take indefinably
varying lines?

Question 6: Is Intertextuality Complicating or
Strengthening a Simpler Reading?

What about a reader who misses the intertextuality completely? Even with
Homer, that must sometimes have happened. How much does he or she
miss? In this last case even this reader might wonder anyway if this is quite
the best way to set up a wedding; the ambivalence of the lion figuring too
has been discussed often enough without any reference to any Agariste
intertextuality, though usually with reference to those other literary and
artistic lions. Similarly, even if readers dozily missed the recollection of
Paris’s ‘evil-starting ships’ (vijas apyexdakovs, 1l. 5.62—3), they would anyway
know that the ships Athens sent to Ionia were going to be ‘the beginning of
evils’ (apxn kakdv, 5.97.5): that after all is what the text says, and it would not
have said it unless the evils were going to be big ones. Still, there may be
subtler complications that that culturally uninformed reader would miss:
evils for whom? Just for Paris’s Trojans in the /Zad, but for both ‘Greeks and
barbarians’ now, with a typically Herodotean double gaze:'” are these evils,
then, even more far-reaching? Should we broaden our own perspective
accordingly? Yet, once again, even the Homer-alert reader might not
happen to think precisely along those lines, and we must be careful not to
exaggerate the gulf between an informed and less informed response.

A different sort of complication, one that amounts almost to
undermining, may come especially in character-speech, when the original
Homeric context may intimate that the grandiloquent speaker is getting
something wrong. More on this later (Question 8).

Question 7: What Value is Added?

By now we have moved beyond that initial ‘game for two’ approach, a line
linking author and audience, and turned the line into a triangle. The third

17 Pelling (2006) 79—80.
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point is the material—the plot, the narrative, what the writer is writing about
and the audience is hearing about. In what ways can intertextuality colour
the events that are described? This, probably, is the most important
dimension of all.

In my earlier paper on historiographic intertextuality I made two points
in particular, one of immediacy and one of plausibility;'® persuasiveness,
mbavorys, or believability might have been better terms than plausibility.
When a narrative evokes an earlier, classic account the audience puts the
two together; the event in the narrative here-and-now is no longer wholly
singular, even if there are also ways in which it may differ from the more
distant model. As Aristotle sagely pointed out. what happened once must be
possible, as otherwise it would not have happened (Poet. 9, 1451b17-19): so if
Thucydides echoes Salamis when describing the battle in the Great Harbour
at Syracuse,' or if Plutarch or Dio echoes Salamis or Syracuse when
describing Actium,? that makes the narrative more believable. These things
happened once, and so there is no reason why they should not have
happened again. The echoes also make the narrative more immediate, for it
enables the later author to summon up an idea already there in his listeners’
and readers’ mental furniture, so that they can more or less consciously join
the dots and ‘perhaps even feel’” what it must have been like: pretty grim,
to say the least.

Mutatis mutandis, we can say the same about Herodotus’ echoing of the
fighting in the [liad, and fill out their picture of how it must have been: see
Fragoulaki in this volume. That need not imply that all the audience took
the [lad to be literally and historically true (or true enough), though some
may have done: all that is necessary is that they took it as conveying some
impression of what warfare was really like and had always been like.
Different members of an audience would doubtless remember (say) lliad 17
in differing degrees of detail, just as different people in the comic theatre
might identify a piece of paratragedy in differing detail: Antiphon in one row
might think ‘prologue of the Andromeda’, whereas Crito sitting behind him
might only think ‘that character sounds a bit tragic and overblown’, but both
would be using those memories to add more colouring to what would be, if
not exactly black-and-white, a little less colourful if they did not. The same

'8 Pelling (2013).

¥ Rood (1999) 159—62.
% Pelling (1988) 283.

21 O’Gorman (2006) 103.
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goes for the battle-scenes of Herodotus, and readers would find the narrative
more convincing too. There is some research suggesting that something
similar 18 still true in jury rooms, where juries are more likely to believe a
narrative if it maps on to a pattern that they find familiar from their reading
or listening or viewing, though these days it is more likely to be from TV or
film than from a literary epic.?” That is an interesting parallel in another way
too, as it suggests that the awareness may be subconscious: it ‘feels right’,
whether or not the juror could put a finger on exactly where that feeling
comes from.

‘Pretty grim’, then, they might indeed conclude—but clearly more than
that. A Homeric resonance can also add momentousness and elevation: this
1s the new Trojan War, and will live in memory just as Homer’s war did. It
is the same sensibility as we see when Simonides has the Spartans march out
in his Plataea elegy with echoes of Achilles;* or when, apparently some time
around 460, the Athenian Stoa Poikile included scenes of Marathon
alongside ones of Theseus and of, once again, the Trojan War.** Thucydides
brashly set out to go one step further when he made the case that the
Peloponnesian War was even bigger and bloodier than the Trojan War, and
for that matter than the Persian War as well (1.23); Livy would make a similar
claim about the Second Punic War (21.1.1).% If it is right to find an echo of
Iliad 15.716-8, Hector firing the ships, as the Persians scramble into their
ships after Marathon (6.113.2), this sort of ‘elevation’ is one of the effects.”
Many too have found hints of the /lzad in Herodotus’ opening chapters, and
if that is right all three of these categories can be at play, immediacy,
believability, and momentousness: once again things start with a woman,
here Candaules’ wife as earlier lo, Europa, Medea, and Helen, but in more
than a routine a-woman’s-place-is-in-the-wrong way: it is when it all
becomes a matter of masculine assertiveness and pride that it really escalates.
And it will all end in many, many tears. That, then, is a matter of

22 Dershowitz (1996); cf. Pelling (1999) 343—4-

2 Fr. 11 W2, with, e.g., Rutherford (2001) 38, ‘surely the point of the Achilles paradigm
is ... the fact that his war was a panhellenic effort, like the Plataca campaign, and that his
exploits were immortalized in song, just as Simonides promises to immortalize the
Plataiomachoi’. As Elton Barker points out, it is interesting that Achilles is pointed to, not
Agamemnon, though the Peloponnesian connections might rather have suggested the latter:
Agamemnon’s various deficiencies in the //iad might have compromised the ‘elevation’.

** Paus. 1.15, with, e.g., Arafat (2013) and Arrington (2015) 201-3.
% O’Gorman (2009) 236.

% Hornblower—Pelling (2017) ad loc.; Fragoulaki in this volume, below, pp. 122—4.
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Interpretation too, structuring the way the reader looks at events and the
strands that make it intelligible. It all builds our ‘cognitive framework’ for
making sense of what might otherwise be just one thing after another,
helping to transform a mere chronicle into a history.”” We shall return to this
later.

Differences though are usually more interesting than similarities. Here it
is not just that Candaules’ wife becomes something of a personality as well
as a sex-object, for that is already true of Homer’s Helen; she also becomes
an initiator. Candaules’ wife is not prepared to play the Briseis and wait
around for nineteen Books before she becomes a personality: she is a Queen,
after all. She therefore becomes the first of several strong Herodotean
women who have a vast impact on history: Tomyris, Atossa, Artemisia,
Masistes’” wife. The world of the liad has changed; perhaps it had already
changed a little by the time of the Odyssey, as Penelope and Arete and even
Nausicaa are not bad at taking the initiative themselves. So broader
reflections can be prompted by difference as much as by similarity, and we
shall see more of that too when we turn to historical interpretation (Question
9)-

Immediacy may have a further aspect too. If things happened once, they
can happen again; if they happened twice, it is even more likely that they
can happen a third time, and that may be in an audience’s lifetime.
Pondering intertextuality may make readers and listeners more alert to
further parallels in their own past experience, or more aware that a pattern
may reassert itself even if it has not done so yet.? We are more used to
thinking in such terms with Thucydides, given his explicit reflections on the
further repetitions that history may have in store (1.22.4, 3.82.2). But nothing
precludes their relevance to Herodotus too.

Question 8: How Does Character-Text Intertextuality
Interact with the Narrative Voice?

So far then we have a triangle, author, audience, and material. It often
becomes a quadrilateral when a fourth viewpoint is added, that of characters
within the text, for it is not just the narratorial voice that can turn Homeric.
Artabanus ends his diatribe against Mardonius with a picture of him lying
dead in defeat, torn apart by dogs and birds (7.100.3): that appalling threat

?7 Particular thanks to Elton Barker for re-emphasising this point to me.

% O’Gorman (2009) 236—7.
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must recall the proem of the /iad. When Dionysius of Phocaea says that ‘now
everything is on a razor’s age, men of Ionia ...” (6.11.1-2), he may or may
not be quoting Homer, for perhaps it was already a proverb at the time of
the llhad and stayed that way for Dionysius and for Herodotus. But the
audience can think of Homer in any case, and Dionysius can himself be
sensed as ‘elevating’: it i3 as serious, as momentous, as that. If some of the
audience remember that in //iad 10 the razor’s choice was between ‘life and
grim death’, better still, and here too a difference is evocative: for the Greeks
now it is a fate ‘whether to be free or slaves, and runaway slaves at that’, and
that may be even worse than death. A Book later the Spartan ambassador
at Syracuse gives a near-quotation and near-hexameter—near but not quite
in each case—when the possibility is raised of Spartans ceding their
leadership to Gelon: ‘Loud would be the cry of Agamemnon, scion of Pelops’
line ...> (7.150.1, 7 ke péy’ olpwéeie 6 Teronidys Ayapéuvav ...).2° It is
outrageous—so the ambassador implies—for this upstart Syracusan to think
that he is in that legendary league.

In these last two cases at least, there is a mismatch with what actually
materialises. Dionysius’ rhetoric is inspiring, but only for a few days. That
sun is so hot, the training is so laborious, and before long the workshy Ionians
are saying that ‘it is better to put up with anything rather than suffer like this,
and accept the slavery that looms, whatever that may turn out to be’ (6.12.3).
So much for that razor’s edge: they will now go with the slavery, please. As
for all that grand Spartan talk in Syracuse, Gelon has got the right answer:
it looks as if you have leaders but are short of people for them to lead. Go
back home and tell them that the spring has gone out of the year (7.162.1);
and that last phrase is a piece of intertextuality as well, summoning up a
speech of Pericles where he spoke of Athens’ war-dead in those terms (Arist.
Rhet. 13652313, 1411a24). That is what such grandiose Greek posturing will
lead to, the slaughter of the flower of their youth, epic enough, it is true, but
not the sort of outcome that the ambassadors have in mind. So these
character-text ‘elevations’ have a habit of falling flat, something that will
recur in later narratives and events as well: Agesilaus starts off his Asian
campaign with a sacrifice at Aulis, but all 1s spoilt when the Boeotians come
up and wreck the ceremony, and anyway Agesilaus is not going to get far
before he is recalled (Plut. Ages. 6.6-10).

? The near-but-not-quite quotation and hexameter: Hornblower (1994) 66 and Dover

(1997) 106—7. On the Gelon episode more generally see Grethlein (2006), Pelling (2006) 89—
92, and Matijjasi¢ and Haywood in this volume, above, pp. 9—10 and below, pp. 75-8.
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And yet, and yet ... Things fall flat—/for the moment. Agesilaus does not get
far, in reality or in Plutarch; Alexander though will, two generations later,
and the text reminds us of that soon enough (4ges. 15). In many ways the
battle of Lade, the one that Dionysius is trying to train his rowers for,
prefigures the later battles of the Persian Wars; but those battles go Greece’s
way, not Persia’s, and not least because then the Greeks are more in tune
with Dionysius’ inspirational tone. The Spartan ambassador might be over-
cocky, but Thermopylae 1s looming, and Sparta will indeed produce heroes
on a Homeric scale. In the battle-narratives things often go badly wrong,
sometimes farcically wrong. That is particularly true in the preliminaries at
Plataeca, where discipline on the Greek side breaks down completely. So
much for all that Spartan military skill and the grandiosity of their claims.
Yet for all those false starts and stumbles, there will be fighter after fighter
who, in those Laconic phrases, ‘becomes a good man’ on the battlefield,
fights ‘remarkably’ (aéiws Aoyov), and dies a hero. That character-text
elevation was not so wrong after all: it might have given a wrong idea of the
distance still to be travelled before we see its vindication—itself a Homeric
technique®—but in the end this will indeed after all be Greece’s finest, and
most momentous, hour.

Question 9: How can Intertextuality Affect
Historical Interpretation?

Such intertextual parallels have their intratextual counterparts, with a
similar sense that events or morals are repeating themselves. Thus Xerxes’
expedition seems to re-enact aspects of Darius’ march into Scythia, while
Solon’s insights are echoed in a number of later events and other characters’
musings. True, this recurrence does not always happen. Persia does not
usually lose, and there are Babylon and Egypt and Ionia as well as the
Massagetae and Scythia and Greece. It 1s a pattern of potential recurrence,
no more, and it may also be that some aspects recur and some aspects do
not.

%0 Schadewaldt (1938) 15, “The poet deceives the listeners over the distance of the path
in front of them’. Thus Zeus’ promise at /. 11.186—94 would seem to point to success for
Hector immediately after Agamemnon’s removal from the battlefield: 284—309 seems to be
delivering on that expectation, but then Hector himself is removed, and the real aristeia
begins only in Book 15. The long-distance preparation is itself a mark of the momentousness
of what is to come.
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It 1s arguable that these qualified patterns play an important part in
historical explanation: one notices which parts of a pattern recur and which
do not, and uses these as a prompt for identifying what could have made the
difference. The procedure is theorised by the Hippocratics for isolating the
causes of disease (On the Nature of Man o; Epidemics 6.3.12; On Ancient Medicine
17-19). Historical explanation is more complicated, and the essential
singularity of each event will anyway exclude exact repeatability;*' but
something can still be done, and we can see Herodotus doing it. If the
Spartans cared immensely about Athens’ support in 480 and rather less in
479, something must have changed, and that will be the building of the
Isthmus Wall (9.8.2); or a constant rather than a variable may offer an
explanation, when one needs to invoke Corinth’s inveterate hatred of
Corcyra to make sense of their involvement in an apparently surprising war
(3.49.1). I say a good deal more about this elsewhere.*

With intertextuality too the most interesting aspects are often not what is
recurrent but what is different: I have discussed this too elsewhere,* and in
particular the way that differences can track a pattern of historical change.
My prime test-case there was once again the battle of Thermopylae, and in
particular the themes of ‘wrath’, pfjyis, and ‘fame’, kAéos, both of them very
Homeric notions. At Thermopylae though, they are refracted in a new and
different way, one that throws more weight on to the collective and less on
the individual (see also Fragoulaki in this volume). It is now the wrath of the
city as a whole that is in point, not just of the single superhero; it is now the
glory and fame not just of an Achilles or a Helen but of g00 Spartans. Things
have moved on.

Something similar can be said of Themistocles. He has more than a touch
of the Odysseus about him: recent scholarship has made that clear.’*
Evidently there 1s still room for an Odysseus figure in the world of the pols,
and 1t 1s just as well for Athens that there is. But how will the collective of the
city cope with having men as big as this? Not too well; there are enough hints
that there may be trouble ahead, for Themistocles as for Pausanias, and his
future will not be one of growing peacefully old in his grateful and
appreciative equivalent of Ithaca. Times have changed in other ways too.
This time it 1s not an Athena that plants a crucially good idea in

31 O’Gorman (2006) 102-3.

32 Pelling (2019).

3 Pelling (2006).

3 Blosel (2001) 185-6 and (2004) 158—60; Baragwanath (2008) 317.
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Themistocles” mind, it is the very human Mnesiphilus—not unlike the way
that Herodotus himself no longer has a Muse to appeal to, but human eyes
and ears and intelligence. So is this a new and godless world, rather as many
have found in Thucydides? No, not at all: the gods wil/ be seen to be active,
but in a non-Homeric way, and still leaving a very great amount for the
mortals to achieve by themselves.

Perhaps one could say some at least of the same about the relation of the
Aeneid to the Ihad, with all the reflections that prompts on how Homeric
heroism adapts to an enhanced, though not wholly new, sense of collective
responsibility; or indeed of the relation already of the Odyssey to the lhad,
with new and more devious arts necessary in a world away from the

battlefield.

Question 10: Is Intertextuality So Very Different
from Other Forms of Allusiveness?

One sort of critic tends to talk about intertextuality, another about
Herodotus’ allusions to his contemporary world; yet similar things can be
said. Plotting of historical change: yes. If Hippias warns the Corinthians that
they, of all people, will have reason to rue not strangling the infant Athenian
democracy at birth (5.93.1), those who had lived through the late 430s would
know what he meant; they will similarly catch the understated point when
Corinth lends Athens ships and Herodotus notes that ‘at that time the two
cities were on the friendliest terms’ (6.8g). When he comments how
unpopular it will be to say that Athens was the saviour of Greece at 7.139.1,
again everyone will know why, and see the paradox of how so many roles
had changed since the time that Sparta and Athens worked in unity—
fractious unity, it is true, but unity that somehow managed to pull it all off.
Believability: yes. When Herodotus notes that Corinth would not have gone
to war over Samos if it had not been for their inveterate hatred of Corcyra
(3.49.1), those who knew what had been happening in the 430s would find it
all too credible. The same goes for Athens and Aegina: could they really
have hated one another as much as Herodotus’ account so often implies?
Those who remembered the mass expulsion of 431 (Thuc. 2.27.1) or the
slaughter of 424 (Thuc. 4.57.4, noting ‘the hatred that had always existed’)
would need no convincing. Immediacy? Yes: these things still mattered
greatly, and Thucydides’ Plataecan debate (3.52-68) suggests how memories
of 48079 could still be a matter of life and death. Momentousness? Yes:
those living through the Peloponnesian War, or for that matter the decades
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beforehand when they might have heard Herodotus reciting, would need no
persuasion that the fractiousness between the Greek states that is always
simmering in the narrative was going to have very big consequences indeed;
so would the similarities, as well as any differences, that Herodotus suggests
between imperialists eastern and western. Those ‘three generations of evils’
of 6.98.2, ‘some coming to Greece from the Persians and some from
themselves as they contended for the apyxn’ would be all too clear to those
who had lived through them: ‘the’ apy7, one notices, as if there is always one
at least in prospect, and it is just a question of who will have it.

Historical interpretation is always a game for two, fitting a picture of the
past into a framework that is already part of a reader’s or listener’s mental
furniture. A large part of that mental furniture is constructed out of past
narratives, whether those are drawn from literature or from life. Stories work

‘in cahoots’.®

Question 11: Any Light on Homer Too?

Intertextuality can say something about both authors, not just one. At the
very least, it may cast light on how an author might be read, and very often
that may strike a modern reader as one-sided, even simple. As Virgil’s Aeneid
became an Augustan classic for later authors to define themselves against,
any ‘further voices’ questioning the hero or the Roman achievement could
be drowned out: ‘the Aeneid of Vergilian scholars is very different from the
Aeneid of Lucan specialists’.*® When Dio or Appian or Plutarch added a
Thucydidean patina to a passage, it could conjure up a world where politics
was always a matter of hard-headed and brutal pragmatism;* there is not
much hint of emotion, still less of any ‘humanitarian aspect’,* yet it is not
too much of a stretch to find both in Thucydides’ Mycalessus (7.29-30). In
Ajax Sophocles exploits Homeric hints to sketch a value-scheme of heroic
individualism to which Ajax subscribes and which Odysseus qualifies; but
Ajax ‘carries the implications of the heroic code to the extreme possible
point, as no-one in Homer, and perhaps no one in life, ever did’.*” What of

% T again develop these ideas further in Pelling (2019), esp. 55-7.
% Fowler (1994) 239 = Fowler (2000) 16. ‘Further voices’ Lyne (1987).
37 Pelling (2010).

% Bosworth (1993), on the Melian Dialogue—not, admittedly, a reading with which all
would agree.

% Winnington-Ingram (1980) 19.
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Herodotus’ intertextuality with Homer? Does it point not merely to ways
that Homer could be read, but to how he could be under-read?

Take that example again of Thermopylae, with ideas of pfvis and kAéos
being recast in a new, more communitarian light (Question g). It is not hard
to find some less individualistic thinking in the fliad too. The community
matters already, and it is easy enough to find passion if one lets one’s
colleagues down. Achilles feels it himself: his rage at Agamemnon has led
him to fail Patroclus and his own men (/. 18.98-126). Nor is the tension
between individual xAéos and the community’s interests absent from
Hector’s dilemma in ffiad 22: should he stay and fight, or should he return
within the walls as Priam and Hecuba plead? If Herodotus is implying a
clear-cut set of ‘heroic values’ that have now changed, is he being over-
simple about the /liad, whether or not he is over-simple about Leonidas too?

Perhaps; but also perhaps not, if we prefer to see this in terms not of
Herodotus defining this world against Homer, but of his appropriating a
tension already there in Homer and exploring it in a world that is different
but not as different as all that. Here again, similar issues come up with other
authors and genres, and we could debate Sophocles’ Ajax or Flavian
‘secondary epic’ in the same way. Virgil’s Aeneid again raises similar
questions: if an Augustan hero requires different virtues, is this because the
values of the [lad will no longer do? Or is it that the clash between the
martial and the humane is already there in the fliad, and the poem is still as
relevant and as thought-provoking as ever?

Question 12: Is Homer Already Doing the Same?

Might the Homeric poems themselves already be doing something along the
same intertextual lines? This takes us into the murky world of Neoanalysis,
and there 1s a debate about whether ‘intertextuality’ is the right word to
describe the gesture to an earlier version in a world where, probably, we
should not be thinking of fixed texts.* Still, whether or not we use the word,
it is not unreasonable to find the thing. Earlier I made very familiar points
about the way that the catalogue of ships or the duel of Menelaus and Paris
may ‘feel as if” they belong at the beginning of the war or the death of Hector

* For the debate see, e.g., the various papers in Montanari-Rengakos—Tsagalis (2012),
together with the thoughtful reflections of Burgess (2006). The opposite points of view are
clearly put by Kelly (2012) and Currie (2016). I develop some of the points in this paragraph
further in Pelling (2020b).
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‘feels as 1f’ all Troy is falling; but it may be more than that, with an
audience—certainly a seventh-century, perhaps still a fifth-century
audience—mindful of other epic poems, perhaps on the same poet’s lips or
perhaps on others’, treating precisely those themes. Much could then be
summoned up and conveyed very succinctly, with an audience very well
primed to ‘fill in the dots’; this could also—again, a very familiar point—do
something to raise a story of four days to a story of the war as a whole,
bringing out the fuller significance of these four days and their
‘momentousness’. And people might find a few extra resonances in ‘And
Zeus” will was being accomplished’ (Acos 8 éreletero BovAn, Il 1.7) if they
recalled from the Cypria, or the oral tradition that surfaced in the Gypria, how
Zeus had sought to solve the overpopulation problem by fanning up the
Trojan War (Cypr. fr. 1)—and so on. It may even be that there is some
‘Intertraditionality’ if it is right to think of Homer evoking ‘Heracles epic’,
poems embodying a bygone age of even greater individualism and one in
which the seriousness of human mortality is underplayed in the ease with
which a father god will save his son.*! At some early stage, then, it may be
that intertextuality of any sort, with any author, would have been felt as a
gesture towards Homer, an intertextuality of its own within that earlier
category of the ‘grammar of technique’: ‘ah yes, it’s doing that Homeric
thing again’. Whether that was still the case for Herodotus I rather doubt;
too much has happened in between, not least Pindar and Simonides with
their own intertextual games (even if they did not have a word to describe it:
I skirt carefully around that important issue). Maybe we should be content
to say that the technique was yet another part of historiography’s
multifarious debt to grandfather Homer. But others may disagree.

No shortage, then, of questions; and later in this volume there will be no
shortage of answers.*

* Barker and Christensen (2014); Tsagalis (2014a).

*2 My thanks to the editor and to Elton Barker for perceptive comments on an earlier
draft.
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HOMERIC ALLUSIONS IN
HERODOTUS’ HISTORIES®

Jan Haywood

t has been long been recognised—and no doubt even more so amongst

his contemporary audience—that Herodotus’ prose manner displays a

profound debt to earlier epic poetry.' This is no more clearly expressed
than in Pseudo-Longinus’ famous remark that Herodotus is homérikotatos
(‘most Homeric’).? To this, readers may add the Salmacis inscription,
discovered in 1998 and dated to the mid-to-late second century BCE, which
declares Herodotus ‘the prose Homer in the historical genre’ (rov welov ev
taroptatawy “Opmpov).” It is unfortunate then, that such a striking sobriquet
as this had not subsequently paved the way for a more extensive investigation
into Herodotus’ relationship with Homer than has historically been the
case.* Up until more recently, critical analyses had not proceeded very far

* Several individuals have contributed significantly to this paper, which emerges out of
a section of my doctoral thesis. First and foremost, I would like to thank Ivan Matijasi¢ for
hosting such a splendid workshop on Homer and Herodotus in Newcastle upon Tyne in
2019, and for providing such encouraging and generous advice during the development of
this paper. I am also grateful to Tom Harrison, Christopher Tuplin and Simon Horn-
blower, for reading and improving earlier versions of the material here presented, as well as
audiences at the University of Nottingham, University College Dublin and the University
of Leicester. Finally, I wish to thank the two anonymous readers for their helpful and incisive
comments, as well as John Marincola and all the Histos editorial team.

! For the far-reaching impact that the epic tradition exerted on Greek historiography,
see above all Strasburger (1972); Hornblower (1994) 7-15 and 64—7; Marincola (2007).

? [Longin.] Subl. 13.5. Cf. also Plutarch’s remarks on Herodotus’ bard-like delicacy and
smoothness coupled with his lack of true knowledge (Her. mal. 43), a critique which
transforms [Longinus’] positive appeal to Homer, instead including Homer in order to class
Herodotus as one of the lying poets, Kurke (2011) 385; Kirkland (2019).

* See principally Isager (1998).
* The bibliography on Herodotus’ relationship with Homer has expanded exponentially

in the last few decades but see especially: de Jong (1999); Pelling (1999) 332—5; (2006);
Grethlein (2006); (2010) 151-8; Baragwanath (2008) 35—54; Marincola (2006); (2007); Barker
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from Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ rather unsatisfying observation that
Herodotus ‘wished to provide variety within his text, being an emulator of
Homer’ <7TOLK£)\77V E’IBOU)\ﬁen 7TOL770'CLL 77\7]/ 'yp(l(ﬁ’;]l/ ‘Opﬁpov C’)])\(,L)T/;]g ’)/€VO"LL€VO§,
D.H. Pomp. 3).

This notion that Herodotus sought to lend his work variety by mimicking
Homer advances a much too simplistic picture, however, as evinced by the
wide number of recent studies that have addressed various questions
concerning Herodotus’ debt to the language and content of the Homeric
corpus. Christopher Pelling, for instance, has explored how Herodotus
adopts a distinctive approach to Homeric values, an approach that is clearly
shaped by the cultural and political realities of fifth-century Greece.’
Focusing specifically on Herodotus’ reading of Homer in the Helen /logos,
Irene de Jong has illustrated the way in which Herodotus’ account reinforces
the characteristic elements of his own research procedure (akoe, opsis, and
gnome).® Meanwhile, other scholars have centred their investigations on
certain Homeric allusions and parallels in Herodotus’ work.” For example,
Jonas Grethlein has demonstrated the tendency of various individuals or
communities to cite Homeric exempla in order to legitimise present actions;
he shows then how this is contrasted with Herodotus’ much more critical
appeals to such a mode of memory, ‘namely to highlight issues of his own
time’.? The result of analyses such as these has been a far more nuanced
appreciation of Herodotus’ approach to, and use of, the Homeric poems.’

This chapter looks to build on this greater understanding of Herodotus’
relationship with Homer by analysing a range of passages in the Histories that
offer an explicit or implicit allusion to the Homeric poems or to the Homeric
poet himself. I will argue that although Herodotus establishes clear
distinctions between his work and that of his epic predecessor, he nonetheless
intentionally sets out to demonstrate his impressive knowledge of Homer’s
texts through a series of layered engagements, which range from the

(2009) 138—43; Sammons (2012); Rutherford (2012); Currie (2020); (2021); Rozokoki (2021);
and the contributions by Said, de Jong and de Bakker in Baragwanath—de Bakker (2012).
For earlier treatments, see especially Huber (1965), Strasburger (1972).

> Pelling (2006); cf. Pelling (2019) 202—4 and 213.

% de Jong (2012).

7 E.g., Jacoby (1913) 502—4; Hornblower (1994) 65-9; Boedeker (2002) 100—9; Grethlein
(2006); Said (2012).

8 Grethlein (2010) 158-87 (quotation at 184).

9 As Boedeker (2002) 109 puts it: ‘it is no exaggeration ... to say that without Homeric
epic’s sustained narrative of great deeds behind it, the Histories would not exist at all’.
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transparent quotation by the narrator himself to the rather more esoteric
evocation of a Homeric passage, phrase or word, given in direct speech by
another character. So, alongside certain (well explored) passages that recall
the Homeric poems, such as the opening chapters of the Histories,"’ or
Herodotus’ excursus on the vast size of the Persian army (7.60—9g), the latter
clearly inspired by the Iliadic ‘Catalogue of Ships’,!' readers can perceive
specific verbal allusions to Homer across the Histories, some no doubt more
than others evoking a particular Homeric passage for Herodotus’
contemporary (and later) audiences. For instance, when the Egyptian king
Psammenitus is reduced to tears by the sight of a companion’s spectacular
fall into destitution ‘on the threshold of old age’ (émi y1paos 008p, 3.14.10),
many amongst Herodotus’ readers cannot fail to recall Priam’s speech in the
Iliad, when he laments his many losses ‘on the threshold of old age’ (et
ynpaos 00d@, 22.60)."7 Although ‘on the threshold of old age’ may have
already become a proverbial formula, perhaps even by the time of Homer,
the overlap between Psammenitus’ and Priam’s stories—each losing a son
and having a daughter taken into slavery (cf. /. 22.62)—undoubtedly
sharpens and enriches this intertext."”” But Homeric engagements in the
Histories are not limited to the evocation of particular words or phrases from
the Homeric corpus, and I will begin this examination of Herodotus’
Homeric allusions by turning to the systematic critique in Book 2 of Homer’s
presentation of Helen at Troy. In the discussion that follows, therefore, I will
suggest that Homeric allusions in the Histories are used both to reflect on the
limitations of the epic poet’s ability to convey the past accurately, thus
serving as a foil for Herodotus’ own innovative prose work, but also to draw
on an authoritative fextual source in order to shed light on certain similarities
and differences between conflict in the heroic age and the more recent past.

10 For the lliad, see Pelling (2019) 22—3 and Matijagi¢, above, pp. g—14; for the Odyssey,
see Nagy (1990) 231-3; Moles (1993) 92-8; Pelling (1999) 332—3; Harrison (2003) 242;
Marincola (2006) 14; (2007) 13—5; Chiasson (2012) 123.

" 11. 2.484—785; see, e.g., Thomas (2000) 238—9 and Nicolai—Vannicelli (2019).

2 How—Wells (1923) ad loc.; Huber (1965) 33; Pelling (2006) 88 with n. g5; (2013) 7-8;
(with cautions) Kazanskaya (2014) 172—3; Matijasi¢, above, p. 23.

' As already argued by Pelling (2006) 88. On Homeric intertexts in Herodotus, see

especially Pelling (2006); (2013) 7-13; Kazanskaya (2014); cf. the contributions by Pelling,
Barker, and Tuplin in this volume.
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I. Arbitrating Traditions

Andrew Ford has argued that, in contrast to his somewhat gnomic
appreciation of lyric poetry, Herodotus displays a real expertise in epic
poetry, and that this knowledge derives from a close and studious analysis of
the epic texts.'* It is certainly the case that in one of the best known passages
from the second book of his Histories (2.112-20),"” in which Herodotus
adduces competing Trojan War traditions, audiences can discern his
appreciation—and use of —Homer as a fixed (and presumably written?)
text.'® For it is here that Herodotus most clearly illustrates his belief that,
regardless of its poetic nature, Homer’s poetry offers a narrative based on
real, historical events."” This section of the Egyptian /logos has often been
interpreted as an extraordinary section of the Histores, particularly since
Herodotus attempts to disprove the commonly held belief, which is
reaffirmed by a surface reading of Homer’s poetry, that the ‘real’ Helen was
held captive in Troy.'?

Herodotus begins his account by stating that the Egyptian priests, those
knowledgeable authorities whom he ostensibly consults for much of his
Egyptian logos,"” told him about the events concerning Helen (2.113.1; cf.

'* Ford (2002) 148.

15 On this passage, see useful remarks in V. Hunter (1982) 52—65; Fehling (1989) 59—65;
Vandiver (1991) 124—32; West (2002) 31—9; Grethlein (2010) 151-8; Sammons (2012); de Jong
(2012); de Bakker (2012); Haywood—Mac Sweeney (2018) 117—25; Currie (2020); Rozokoki
(2021).

' Lloyd (1975) 121—9 examines the role that the Homeric tradition plays in Herodotus’
Augyptios logos.

7 On Herodotus’ firm belief in the Trojan War, partially affirmed by his Egyptian
sources, see variously V. Hunter (1982) 53—4; Vandiver (1991) 127; Stadter (2004) 33-8;
Grethlein (2010) 153; Said (2012).

18 Of course, the sixth-century lyric poet Stesichorus had already suggested that the ‘real’
Helen was never at Troy; cf. further discussion below. For the connections between

Herodotus’ and the lyric poets’ ambiguous relationship with Homer, see Donelli (2016) 12—
18.

' Fehling (1989) 50—65 argues that here, as elsewhere, Herodotus has fabricated the
entire story, in part because the Egyptians could not possibly have invented the story of
Helen’s stay in their country. Cf. West (2002) 36: ‘it is much too readily assumed that
Egyptians—and other non-Greeks—were likely to interest themselves in Hellenic legend ...
the Egyptians had no reason to regard [the Greeks] as culturally or intellectually superior’.
Regardless of this considerable scepticism, Lloyd (1976-88) 1.8g—113 provides a valuable
discussion on those passages in which Herodotus purportedly derives his information from
the priests, including many useful insights into the long-standing cultural interaction
between Greeks and Egyptians, which almost certainly would then have influenced the
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2.118.1-120.1).”” They inform him that Paris had intended to travel back with
Helen to his native Troy, but after being driven off course by violent winds
the couple landed in Egypt, where Paris would eventually be caught and
arrested, before being taken to King Proteus in Memphis. Herodotus writes
that while Paris was guilty of breaking the laws of hospitality,?' he was treated
with the highest respect by Proteus; nonetheless, he was ultimately ordered
to leave Egypt, while Helen remained in the safe care of the king (2.115.4-6).

Far from considering Homer ignorant of Helen’s true location,
Herodotus writes: ‘it appears to me that Homer knew this account’ (Soxéet
8¢ pou kat “Opmnpos Tov Aoyov TovTov mubeostac),” but did not use it, since he
‘did not consider it to be suitable for an epic poem such as the one he used’
(GAX’ 0 yap dpolws és Ty émomoiny edmpemns v).>* In support of this, he
refers directly to a passage in the /lad in which Hecabe ascends to her
chamber:

” > ¢ ’ ’ b4 ~
evll’ €cav oL memTAoL TapToLKLAOL, EPYA YUVALKDY
Yidoviaw, Tas avTos AAeé§avdpos Oeoeldr)s

4 ’ 2 \ K ’ ’

nyaye Xudovinbev, emmAws evpéa movTov,

\ < \ «© < ’ 2 ’ K ’
v odov nv BEAévny mep aviyayev evmarépetav.

And there were many-coloured robes, the products of
Sidonian women, whom God-like Alexander himself

Led from Sidon, sailing over the broad sea,

On that journey in which he brought the noble-born Helen.*

priests’ accounts of, for example, Egyptian history; cf. Moyer (2002); (2011) 42—4. Of course,
this is not to say that we should therefore too readily assume that Herodotus” account is a
verbatim report based on the Egyptian priests’ knowledge; de Jong (2012) shows the
considerable extent to which Herodotus’ hand 1s at work in this narrative, demonstrating
the prevalence here of ‘the story pattern of the enquiring king, the motif of incredulity, and
the principle of divine retribution’ (141)—all characteristically Herodotean themes.

2 Cf. Dio Chrys. 11.47—41.
2L Cf. 1l. 3.351—4. For the xenia concept in Herodotus’ Proteus passage as an allusion to

the Homeric epic, see Vandiver (2012) 146-55; for a broader investigation into the allusive
relationship between the Herodotean and Homeric Proteus, see de Bakker (2012) 118—22.

2 Greek passages from Herodotus are taken from Nigel Wilson’s OCT edition of the
Histories; all translations are my own.

 On which criteria Herodotus might have deemed suitable for epic poetry, see further
Ford (2002) 150; Pallantza (2005) 154; Grethlein (2010) 155.

#2.116.3 = II. 6.289—92. In his recent OCT, Nigel Wilson retains §§4—5 of this chapter
(though, following Powell (1935) 76, accepts that these lines could be an awkward
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So it 1s Paris’ connection with the Syria-dwelling Sidonian women that leads
Herodotus to surmise that Homer knew of his wanderings, concluding that
‘these verses’ (totar émeat) show Homer knew perfectly well of Paris’ diverted
trip to Egypt, ‘for Syria borders upon Egypt, and the Phoenicians, who
constitute Sidon, dwell in Syria’ (6;LovpéeL 'ydp ﬁ Evp[n AZ'yﬁﬂ"r({), oL 8¢
Dolvikes, OV éotl ﬁ Ydaw, év T valfy olkéovot, 2.116.6). The narrator
hardly regards these Homeric lines as being recondite; there is no suggestion
of any difficulty attached to his acquisition of this highly specific citation.
(Indeed, Herodotus cites Homer again, this time Odyssey 4, to support his
theory that the horns in an animal’s head grow more quickly in hot countries
than in cold ones, 4.29.%) And strikingly, as [ will demonstrate further below,
Herodotus deploys these Homeric lines as an effective proof for his own
idiosyncratic account of Helen’s involvement in the Trojan War.

After positing that Homer was in fact aware of the true version of events
related by the Egyptian priests, Herodotus then halts the narrative to show
that Homer cannot be the author of the Cypria: “These verses and this
passage most acutely show that the Gypria 1s not the work of Homer but of
someone else’ <KG’T(‘1 ’T(lle(l 86‘ T\a g’iTE(Z Kaz 7'0,86 76 X(,Upl:OV Ol;K ’;7’KLO'TCL &)\)\d
‘LLG,,)\LO'TG 877)\02 g’TL Ol;K QO‘Ll/lipOU T(\l Klj’iTpLCL g’ﬂ'e(l E’O'Tl C’L)\)\’ (’l’)\}\OU ’TLVO’S, 2.117).
This, he argues, is precisely because the Cypria relates that Paris and Helen
reached Troy within three days with a fair wind and smooth sea,? whereas

amendment by Herodotus, not fully worked into his text), often regarded as a later
interpolation, since §6 appears to refer exclusively to the Iliadic quotation in §3. In the
disputed §84—5, Herodotus also quotes two passages from the Odyssey (4.227-30, §5-1), which
further support his argument that Homer knew of Helen’s true whereabouts. Ultimately, it
does not matter for the purposes of the argument presented here whether these additional
quotations from the Odyssey are authentically Herodotean, since the quotation from the lliad
in §3 is beyond dispute. I am persuaded, however, by the view of Sammons (2012) 57 n. 12,
who argues that ‘the very irrelevance of the Odyssey passages argues against interpolation,
for an interpolator seeking to buttress the historian’s argument could hardly have
introduced a less helpful addition’. For the authenticity of these quotations from the Odyssey,
see now Currie (2021) 11-13, who argues that ‘the entirety of chapters 116-17 can be regarded
as genuine’ (quotation at page 13).

» Elsewhere in Book 4, note also the reference to the Awrogpdyor at 4.177-8, 183, a tribe
who first appear in Homer (Od. 9.85—97). Herodotus even writes of one Libyan tribe, the
Maéves: “These people claim to be descended from the men of Troy’ (¢aot 8¢ odrow elvac
Tév ék Tpolns avdpdv, 4.191.1); cf. Hecataeus’ reference to the Nomadic Malves (FGrHist 1
T 334), for which see Corcella (2007) ad 4.191.1.

% Tloyd (1976-88) IL.51 notes that Herodotus’ testimony contradicts later accounts on
the Cypria, and tentatively suggests that Herodotus may have confused this with another of
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the Iliad shows that Paris wandered far out of his way. Herodotus ultimately
draws his negative conclusions regarding the authorship of the Cypria from
his analysis of the Homeric verses cited in the preceding chapter. In this way,
he not only accentuates his narratorial interest in the epic canon (more on
this below), but he also shows how the close examination of a fixed text can
prove an eflective tool in addressing a controversial issue: the Homeric
Question. The very discrepancy between the message conveyed about Helen
by the llad and Odyssey on the one hand, and the Cypria on the other, is
ultimately demonstrable proof for Herodotus, who clearly expects
consistency from Homer,” that the Cypria is the work of some other poet.?
Some scholars have deduced from this brief excursus on Homer that
Herodotus displays a Thucydidean distrust of poets.* But such a conclusion
hardly seems tenable given his overall treatment of Homer and epic poetry
here or elsewhere in the Histories. Herodotus does not aim to challenge the
historical foundations of the events recorded in Homer’s poems; rather, he
implies that there are rules and limits imposed upon the epic genre which
limit its capacity to provide an exact representation of the past in comparison
to his own genre.”® He directs his criticism of poetry towards specific details
and not general ones; his account does not suggest that Homer must be

the Cyclic poems. Herodotus similarly questions the true authorship of the Epigonoi (4.32):
see further below.

# Vandiver (1991) 127 n. 3. Cf. Graziosi (2002) 194 who argues that scholars under-
appreciate how Herodotus expects consistency in Homer in a way that he would not, for
example, of contemporary dramatists.

% Currie (2021) 66 argues that this passage can be taken to suggest that the authorship
of the Cypria was more widely contested when Herodotus was writing.

¥ Legrand (1936) 145 n. 1: (‘Hérodote n’a pas plus de confiance dans les dires des poctes
en général que Thucydide (1.9-10) dans les dires d’Homere’); cf. Lateiner (1989) 9g9; Austin
(1994) 123: ‘Homer is being relegated to no more than a poet who would sacrifice historical
truth to romantic fancy’. Herodotus is by no means the first to offer a critique of Homer: cf.
already Pind. Nem. 7.20-3, Heracl. DK 22 B 42; see further Marincola (1997) 219.

% Cf. Flory (1987) 65. As Sammons (2012) 57 n. 14 notes, Herodotus’ use of mvfésfac here
and in other passages concerning the methods of the poet, implies that Herodotus believed
that the poet learnt through inquiry. Cf. also Graziosi (2002) 116—-17; Grethlein (2010) 156;
V. Hunter (1982) 54: ‘Herodotus pictures Homer as working rather like himself gaining
knowledge through enquiry ... and at times choosing among variant versions’. I am not,
however, entirely convinced by de Jong (2012) 133 n. 24: ‘[(Herodotus is] enlisting him as
much as possible in the historiographical camp’, as this seems to be going a step beyond
what is undoubtedly a clear distinction that Herodotus makes between the genres that he
and Homer are working in. Cf., however, [Plut.] Vit. Hom. 74—9o, which credits Homer as
the inventor of the {oroptkos Adyos!
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regarded with less respect or confidence, or even that Homer’s poetry
conveys falsehoods, but rather that his own innovative work, which is built
on inquiry, is one that gives readers a lucid and critical understanding of the
past.’! As Ligota has observed, Herodotus’ motivation here ‘is to show not
so much that Homer’s version is not true, as that it is out of place in a
rationalist historical discourse’.*? It is revealing that Herodotus places the
greatest trust in his Egyptian informants, precisely because they had
conducted the same kind of Zustorie that he repeatedly appeals to, relying as
they do on eyewitness accounts.” For when he returns to his description of
the priests’ account, Herodotus notes that they said they ‘inguired and knew
[much] from Menelaus himself’ (toTopinor papevor eldévar map’ adTod
Mevédew, 2.118.1).°* And again, at the end of the priests’ description of
Menelaus’ subsequent impious behaviour in Egypt, sacrificing two local
children, he reiterates that ‘the priests said that they had learnt of some of
these things by nquiry, and that they repeated with knowledge and accuracy
those things which happened in their own country’ (rodtwv 8e Ta pev
toTopior épacav émiortacbar, Ta € map E€wuTOLOL YeEVOuEVA ATPEKEWS
emoTapevor Aéyew, 2.119.3). Herodotus thus presents his own inquiry as
being derived from a series of inquiries that were informed by eyewitness
accounts.”

Herodotus’ focus on inquiry in these chapters interestingly pre-empts in
a number of respects the methods of the modern historian, whose research
in part relies on accessing original documents.*® His attitude here cannot

3! Marincola (1997) 225-6. Thucydides also questions the subject matter of Homer’s
work, criticising the historical accuracy of his work (1.9.3, 10.1, 10.3-5, 11.1-2); cf. Moles
(1993) 100. On Thucydides’ relationship with Homer, see Hornblower (1994) 645, 67—9.

32 Ligota (1982) 11.

% So V. Hunter (1982) 56—61; Fornara (1971) 19—20; Bakker (2002) 16; de Jong (2012) 128.
de Bakker (2012) 1226 further explores the similarity between the research methods of
Proteus and Herodotus in this passage, and demonstrates the persuasive power this elicits
for the Herodotean enquirer. For Herodotean Zistoriz and other events in the heroic age, see
Munson (2012) 210.

** Austin (1994) 120 n. 4 speculates that when Herodotus asked the priests whether the
Greek version of events was just a ‘foolish account’ (pdratov Adyov, 2.118.1), we may well be
detecting an oblique acknowledgment of Stesichorus (PMG 257). For similar uses of (oTopiz
in the sense of oral enquiry in Book 2, see Lloyd (1975) 88—9 (though he neglects 2.118.1).

% Cf. de Bakker (2012) 122.

% Thus Sammons (2012) 64: ‘Herodotus’ use of /kyponoiai in combination with the
resources of historical inquiry ... with an eye to discovering a verifiable truth rather than
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simply be interpreted as reflecting a straightforward preference towards his
oral informants, even though it is unequivocally clear that his aim is to show
that the priests’ account of Helen is correct.”” In fact, this passage shows him
working with numerous types of sources of information, attempting to
discern some sense of harmony across all of them. Although Homer records
a different version of events—a choice that, according to Herodotus, in no
small way reflects the constraints of his chosen genre, his central assertion is
that a close reading of the [liad nonetheless reveals that Homer was in fact
aware of the same tradition reported to Herodotus by the Egyptian priests.*®
In the Helen /logos then, Herodotus operates in much the same way that
Stephen Halliwell has proposed for Gorgias in his Encomium, not presenting
himself ‘as the exponent of a rationalizing repudiation of myth but as its
reinterpreter’.’” The point conveyed by Herodotus is that the myth must be
re-interpreted in light of conflicting evidence in order for it to gain credence
in his Histores.

Of course, the origins of Herodotus’ sophisticated re-reading of Homer’s
knowledge concerning Helen’s whereabouts during the war can be traced
back to the archaic period, notably in the so-called ‘palinode’ (or ‘palinodes’)
of the early sixth-century lyric poet Stesichorus.* Although very little of
Stesichorus’ poetry has survived, and we rely on later references by authors
such as Plato and Isocrates to determine what his ‘palinode’ (literally a
‘retraction’) might have looked like, it is clear that Stesichorus offered a
radical revisionist account of Helen’s actions during the Trojan War. For he
appears to have been the first to challenge fundamentally the Homeric

corroborating an imagined one, clearly looks forward to a tradition in the study of literary
monuments that is alive and well today’.

7 Herodotus reflects elsewhere on the bookish culture of the Egyptians: they are
considered the most logior of all nations, keeping records of the past (2.77.1; cf. PL. Tim. 23.4);
some Egyptian priests recite to Herodotus a written list of 330 consecutive monarchs
(2.100.1); cf. 2.82.2: the Egyptians keep a written record of omens and unusual phenomena
in anticipation of a similar event in the future. On the Egyptian literary tradition in
Herodotus’ age, see Lloyd (1975) 104—11.

%8 Sammons (2012) 5764 argues that Herodotus aims to show that Homer not only knew
the true version of events, but also intended to reveal this through a series of cryptic hints.
For Sammons, Herodotus interprets Homer by way of Ayponoia or ‘hidden-meanings’, a
device used amongst ancient critics; cf. Graziosi (2002) 116-18.

% Halliwell (2011) 271.

¥ See Davies—Finglass (2014) 121-6, 299—343 for text and analysis (with commentary)
respectively; cf. Allan (2008) 18—22. Davies—Finglass (2014) 308-17 weigh up the evidence
for more than one ‘palinode’; cf. Kelly (2007) 15—9.
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account of Helen by replacing the real Helen at Troy with an edolon or
phantom (PL. Resp. 9.586¢).*" In a separate fragment, also preserved by Plato,
Stesichorus states firmly that “This story is not true, You did not embark the
well-decked ships, You did not arrive at the citadel of Troy’ (o0« éo7’ €rvpros
)\O"}/Og OSTOg, | 0138’ EBGS‘ E’V V77UO'2,V El}o‘éA’LOLg, | 0138’ ZKEO He’p'yap,a TPOZGS', Pl
Phdr. 243a). Moreover, according to another anonymous fragment, Stesi-
chorus placed Helen’s eidolon at Troy, arguing like Herodotus that the ‘real’
Helen resided with Proteus (fr. go.14—5).** Similarly to Herodotus’ later
account then, Stesichorus’ challenge to Homer centres around the figure of
Helen, who is no more firmly based at Troy than she is in the Hustories; in
both works, Helen is in fact a resident at the court of king Proteus in Egypt.*

As much as these similarities might tempt one to argue for a Stesichorean
model underlying Herodotus’ account, it is important to acknowledge that
no such edolon features in his Helen logos, which is even more radical than
the narrative of the lyric poet in its insistence that no manifestation of Helen,
whether real or imagined, could be found at Troy.** What is more, almost
nothing is known of the “palinode” other than these preliminary
observations,” and it is unlikely that many other features of the poem’s
narrative, beyond its commentary on Helen’s location, substantively shaped
the Herodotean narrative. For, as I have argued, Herodotus’ logos 1s highly
idiosyncratic in its repeated emphasis on the motif of inquiry and in its
projection of a self-conscious narrator who weighs up rival, overlapping yet
conflicting traditions.*

1 For the presence of phantoms elsewhere in epic literature, see Davies—Finglass (2014)
305-6. One testimonium suggests that Hesiod introduced the motif of Helen as eidolon, fr.
358 M—W; for a thorough critique, see Davies—Iinglass (2014) §02—3.

#2 Cf. Davies—Finglass (2014) ad 9o0.15.

* The other major (surviving) literary work to deny that Helen ever went to Troy is, of
course, Euripides’ Helen, first performed in 412 BCE; see Allan (2008). This widespread
interest in Helen during the latter half of the fifth century can also be extended to include
the Gorgianic Encomium of Helen, a work that possibly predates Herodotus and sets out to
rebuke the ‘univocal and unanimous’ (poetic) interpretations of Helen’s life (Hel. g).

* As Currie (2020) 153—4 points out, the Stesichorean account of the phantom Helen is
incompatible with Herodotus’ account; this might well explain, therefore, Herodotus’
notable silence regarding Stesichorus’ version.

® Kelly (2007) 20-1.

¥ See also Haywood—-Mac Sweeney (2018) 120—3. For the contrast between the Helen
of Homer with the Helen of Stesichorus and Herodotus, see Austin (1994) 127—36.
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What emerges most pointedly from the extant Stesichorean fragments,
therefore, is the difficulty that readers face in charting the level (if any) of
Stesischorus’ influence on Herodotus. The impact of Homer in 2.112-20 is
inarguable, and I have argued above that Herodotus artfully shapes specific
lines taken from the Iliad to support his central thesis that Helen lived in
Egypt, not Troy. In contrast, while it is possible to recognise some clear
affinities between the Herodotean and Stesichorean accounts on Helen, it
remains impossible to determine the level of narratorial interaction with the
‘palinode’ in the Histories, since so little of Stesichorus’ poetry has survived
and Herodotus makes no explicit reference in this account or elsewhere to
the ‘palinode’ (or even to Stesichorus himself).”” The Stesichorean account
nonetheless forms an important locus in the elaborate, intertextual web of
mythological traditions regarding Helen that Herodotus had inherited;* so
just as his composite account unambiguously foregrounds a diverse set of
intellectual affiliations and relationships, it also obscures, marginalises, and
even erases other likely or potential connections. From this point of view, the
precise nature of Stesichorus’ influence can remain only provisional, but his
elusive ‘palinode’ surfaces as another one of those textual traditions that
Herodotus might well have shaped his account around and/or alluded to,
even though such a textual interaction goes entirely unsignalled in his work.*

In his quasi-scholastic deconstruction of Homer’s famous text, then, and
through his engagement with a well-established tradition that challenged the
Homeric version of Helen’s location during the Trojan War, I propose that
Herodotus is chiefly concerned not with denouncing Homer as a liar, but
rather with displaying his own critical acumen as an inquirer interested in
the value that different kinds of literature bring to historiographical

7 Allan (2008) 23 argues that Homer is the chief target in Herodotus’ account. While I
agree that the epic poet comes to the forefront in this narrative, readers should remain open
to other, potentially significant allusions to those texts that have since become lost, such as
Stesichorus’ ‘palinode’; cf. E. L. Bowie (2018) 56.

8 See further Allan (2008) 10—28; Blondell (2013). Given the lack of substantial evidence
concerning the content of Stesichorus’ account of Helen, however, it is difficult to sustain
West’s view that Herodotus’ account is ‘quite plainly a version of Stesichorus’ (West (2004)
89); cf. (more cautiously put) Blondell (2013) 154. For other critical readings of Homer’s
account on Helen in early lyric poetry, see Donelli (2016) 14-15.

¥ Note also Diels (1887) 4414, followed by Lloyd (1976-88) II.47, who proposes
Hecataeus as another likely source for Herodotus in this logos (based on Hecataeus’ reference
to Menelaus’ journey in FGrHist 1 FF g07-8).
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research.” Herodotus’ use of Homer as text looks to underline the
superiority of history-writing, which, through critical engagement with
others’ logoz, is best equipped to reveal the realities of the past.”’ The /logos
highlights Herodotus’ wider belief that, as Stephanie West puts it, where
non-poetic sources are lacking, ‘it might be possible to strip off fabulous and
fictional accretions and expose a sound historical core’.”?

Before leaving this passage, I would like to consider one further point,
which sheds additional light on Herodotus’ relationship with Homer here.
Irene de Jong has well demonstrated the conspicuousness of Herodotus’ own
fingerprint throughout this passage, despite the various appeals to the
priestly authorities from whom Herodotus purportedly derived his
information.”® This is no clearer than in the concluding chapter, where
Herodotus argues from probability that (2.120.2)

R \ \ [ \ 3 3 ’ QN [ 3
ov ’)/G,p 8’17 ovTw ‘}/E (;Spevoﬁ}\aﬁng ’171/ (o] HpLap,og OU8€ oL a)\)\OL <oL>
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% Cf. the rather more dogmatic formulation proffered by Ford (2002) 152: ‘in his
historicising approach, Herodotus regards epics fundamentally as texts [my italics], valuable for
their antiquity but to be critically and closely collated with other traditions and other texts’.
Though it is indisputable that Herodotus treats the Homeric poems at various points as
texts, it is far less clear as to whether the same can be said for the epic tradition  toto.

>! Similarly, Brown (1962) 262; Marincola (1997) 226; Asheri (2007a) g1.

2 West (2002) 47; cf. Munson (2012) 197, although I am not persuaded that Herodotus
displays ‘more confiden[ce]’ than Thucydides in recovering events from the heroic age;
Herodotus’ unwillingness at 1.5.3 to validate the stories told by Persians and Phoenicians
paves the way for his account, which looks to the much more recent past. The notion that
poets embellished their accounts, or veered away from the truth, is of course prevalent in
various authors predating Herodotus, see, e.g., Hes. Theog. 27-8: ‘we know how to tell many
lies that appear to be like true things, but we know, when we are willing, to tell the truth’
((8zev pevdea moANa Aéyew érdpotaw opota, | (pev &, €07’ é0éAwper, aAnbéa ynpioaotar);
Solon (F 29 IEG?): ‘many poets lic’ (moAAa peddovrar aocdol); Pind. OL. 1.28—30: ‘In a way the
speech of mortals also [goes] beyond the true word, and tales, mixed up with multi-faceted
lies, deceive’ (kal mob T kal Bpotdv | ¢atis vmep Tov arabij Adyov | Sedardaduévor heddeot
moukidots ééamardvre pdfor). For further discussion on the vast topic of ‘truth’ and the poets,
sec E. L. Bowie (1993) 11—20; Pratt (1993) 106-13; Halliwell (2011) 15—24, with further
bibliography at 13 n. 26.

> de Jong (2012).
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Surely Priam, or those others closest to him, were not so deranged that
they would wish to endanger their own lives and their children and their
city, just so that Alexander could live with Helen.”*

A little further on, by way of a final flourish, he asserts (2.120.5):

¢ \ b \ ’ b ’ ~ ’ ’ e’

ws pev €yw yvoumy amodaivopat, Tob dailpuoviov mapackevalovTos oKws
’ b ’ \ ~ ~ b ’ ’ ¢

mavwlebply amolopevol katapaves TovTo Totol avlpwmolal ToLowat, ws
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TOV peyalwy adLkpuaToy [Leyalal eLol Kal al TLpwplal mapa 7@y Bedv.

Thus I declare my opinion, that the god prepared things for them [the
Trojans], so that in complete destruction, they should make clear to all
of humanity that great injustices meet great retribution from the gods.”

In his concluding remarks, Herodotus incorporates the idea of divine
retribution—a motif that pervades his work—into his own explanation of
the Trojan War.’® In doing so, he refracts the Homeric version of the war,
reimagining the gods’ actions as being based on a set of ethical values.” This
further helps to make the Trojan War a precursor to the more recent Greek—
Persian Wars, which, as narrated by Herodotus, were at least partly the
result of the Aybris of Xerxes.”™ Such a re-interpretation of the gods’
involvement in the Trojan War betrays not only Herodotus’ refusal banally
to regurgitate any accepted reading of Homer, but also implies a more
discursive approach to his epic predecessor, to such a degree that he opens

> Cf. 1.4.3: ‘And the people of Asia, according to the Persians, when their women were
seized by force, had made it a matter of no account’ (opéas pév 87 Tovs éx Tijs Aoins Aéyovar
[époar apmalopevéwy Tdv yuvaikdv Adyov oddéva mowjoasbai). On the insupportable
grounds for the ‘cherchez-la-femme motif® as an adequate historical explanation for Herodotus
(or for Homer), see Wecowski (2004) 152—3.

% For the final clause and the focus on divine punishment as a response to criminal or
profane acts, cf. the similar sentiments expressed at 4.205; 6.84.3, 91, 139.1; 7.134—7; 8.129.3.
In this context, I find the following statement of Fowler (2011) 61 surprising: [amongst
Herodotus’ many achievements is] ‘the manoeuvre [he] adopted in order to discuss heroic
legends such as that of Helen—I mean the elimination of supernatural involvement [my italics]’;
for a more precise formulation, see Austin (1994) 135; Baragwanath—de Bakker (2012a) 18.

% See, 1.a., Harrison (2000) 102—21; Munson (2001) 183-94.

%7 Similarly, the chorus in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon (60—2) assert that Zeus Xenios necessi-
tated the fall of Troy after Alexander’s theft of Helen.

8 Cf. de Jong (2012) 140-1.
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up new possibilities (obliquely related by Homer) to explain the reasons
behind the Greek and Trojan hostilities at Troy.

2. Homer the Poet

Herodotus’ extended discussion of Helen’s whereabouts is not, of course, the
only passage to refer to Homer in the Histories. Elsewhere in Book 2,
Herodotus engages in the difficult question of dating when Homer was active
(2.53). In this passage, Herodotus is principally concerned with showing that
the Greeks had only recently acquired any knowledge of the gods (2.53.2):
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For Hesiod and Homer, as it seems to me, lived no more than four
hundred years ago; and it is these [two poets] who informed the Greeks
of the gods’ genesis and gave the gods their titles and divided up their
honours and specific skills and indicated their forms.*

Herodotus then tackles what is clearly a controversial issue, namely, the
precise order of the poets, and he brusquely asserts his belief that all of the
other poets said to pre-date Homer or Hesiod came later (ot 8¢ mporepov
7TOL77’TG,2, )\éyO,l,LEVOL TOl;T(JJV T(;)V C’LVSP(I)V '}/EVG’O'BCLL {)’O'TGPOV, EI.LOL'}/E SOKE,ELV,
eyévovto, 2.53.3).° As is characteristic of much of the Histories,*' the narrator

% Cf. Hes. Theog. 112. Modern scholarship largely conforms with Herodotus® dating of
Homer to the eighth century: Lloyd (2007) ad 2.53.1. Note Herodotus’ interest in the Greek
gods’ names earlier at 2.50.1-3, 52.1-3; cf. Gould (1994) 103—4 on the names of Greek and
non-Greek divinities in the Histories more broadly.

%0 This is a clear case of open polemic against other writers who place Orpheus (e.g.,
Damastes (FGrHist 5 F 1)) and Musaeus (e.g., Gorgias (DK 82 B 2)) before Homer and
Hesiod; further references in Lloyd (1976-88) I.247-8, 251. Cf. also Burkert (1990) 26, who
argues that the line ‘but from where each of the gods had their birth, or whether all of them
had always existed, and of what form they are’ (évfev 8¢ éyévero ékaaros T@v Oedv, ele alel
noav mavTes, okolol Té Twes Ta eldea, Hdt. 2.53.1) ‘entspricht auffillig” with Protagoras’
famous remark on the gods: ‘Concerning the gods, I have no means of knowing either that
they exist or that they do not exist’ (Ol’uc wa eldévar ot ws elaiv, oU8 ws ovk eloly 00l omolol
Twes (8éav).

%1 For a useful overview, see Marincola (1987).
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finishes by indicating the provenance of his information: he derived the first
section from the priestesses of Dodona, while the latter material on Homer
and Hesiod is the author’s own opinion.®

The passage is significant for our immediate purposes for three reasons:
first, as John Gould argued, it clearly illustrates that ‘there was no other or
earlier source [than Homer or Hesiod] that Herodotus could think of for the
shared religious perceptions and imagery of the Greeks’.%® Secondly, and
related to this, the implicit reference to others’ opinions shows that
Herodotus is actively engaging with other intellectuals in his attempt to
clarify the inchoate picture of early Greek religion.”* When seeking to clarify
the origins of Greek religious ideologies and praxes, Herodotus, like his
contemporaries, mines his knowledge of earlier poetry (including the works
of Homer and Hesiod), specifically because it is these texts that best reveal
the religious-cultural heritage of the Greeks.® Thirdly, the passage makes an
important methodological point; for Herodotus supposes that Homer was
operative some four hundred years after the time of the Trojan War (cf.
2.145.4: ITovi 8¢ TO €k ane)\é’rms ... €éMdoow E€Tea €oTL TOV Tpawikav, KaTa
okTakooia paAioTa s éue—a considerable length of time in comparison to
the few decades between the conflict that he relates. His remark thus further
demarcates the generic boundaries between his own brand of historiography
and Homeric epic, since only the latter looks to narrate in detail events from
a distant epoch.%

These boundaries are distinguished even further in an earlier passage
from Book 2, where Herodotus remarks on the muthos concerning the River
Ocean that is carried into the ‘obscure’ (apavés) and asserts that ‘Homer or
one of the earlier poets must have invented this name and introduced it into
his poetry’ ("Oumpov 8¢ 7 Twa Tdv mpoTepov yevopevwy moinTémy Sokéw
ToUvopa evpovTa €s molnaiy ecevelkaabar, 2.23). This passage forms a useful
companion-piece to Herodotus’ later remarks concerning the true version of
Helen’s whereabouts being unsuitable for epic poetry (2.116.1), since it offers
some indication of what, in contrast, (he presumes) Homer considered s

2 robTaw T4 peév mpdita al Awdwvides iépetar Aéyovar, Ta 8¢ Vatepa Ta és Halodov Te kal
“Opmpov éxovra éyw Aéyw; cf. Lloyd (2007) 228—32.

% Gould (1994) 104—75.

% Cf. Burkert (1990) 26: ‘So ordnet sich Herodot in das Diskussions-niveau seiner Zeit
ein’.

% R. Hunter (2018) 81.

% So Graziosi (2002) 112.
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suitable for epic poetry. With this talk of poets and their invented mythoz,
Herodotus reinforces a theme picked up already, namely his desire to treat
others’ reports critically and his methodological avoidance of embellished or
invented stories.®’

In addition to his concern over the date of Homer’s floruit, Herodotus is
also interested in outlining the extent of genuine Homeric authorship.
Indeed, his scepticism as to whether Homer is the authentic author of the
Cypria 1s not the only instance in which he questions whether a text is
genuinely Homeric or not. Embedded within one of the Histories
ethnographic accounts,” Herodotus writes that neither the Scythians nor
anybody else is able to speak of the Hyperboreans; he then adds, however,
that Hesiod speaks of them, ‘and Homer too in the Epigonor, if Homer really
was the composer of that epic poem’ (kat ‘Oprpw év "Emyovoio, el 879 74
eovtt ye "Opnpos TadTa Ta émea emoinae, 4.92).° While Herodotus’ attitude
1s notably more ambivalent in comparison to his outright rejection of the
Cypria as a genuine Homeric poem earlier in Book 2, this second passage
both confirms his expansive knowledge of the Homeric poems and reinforces
the way that /Austorie compels him to collect and assess various sources,
questioning others’ assumptions. And it is noteworthy too, that once again
Herodotus refers to Homer as an authority on a pertinent topic but does not
specifically set out to reject what he says is false.

It is clear, then, that Herodotean allusions to Homer and his poems in
the author’s own voice present a somewhat textured picture. Herodotus
evinces a firm sense that his aims as author are quite different from those of
his epic predecessor, notably on account of the generic gulf between
Homer’s poems and his own prose account. Nevertheless, he also emerges
as something of a connoisseur of the Homeric poems, displaying a
willingness to refer to and quote from Homer, who might even serve, as seen
in the case of Helen’s whereabouts during the Trojan War, as an
authoritative (albeit obscure) source of information.

%7 That Herodotus never uses the term muthos to denote his own work and that he
demonstrates a critical awareness towards poetic inventions shows, pace Williams (2002) 149—
71, that the epistemological gap between Herodotus and Thucydides, who famously
criticises 7o pvades (1.21.1), is not as profound as some have argued.

% Cf. Skinner (2012) 243-8, arguing for the need to see ethnography and history
intertwined in the Histories.

% Verdin (1977) 59 comments approvingly on the critical ramifications of this passage.
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3. Recalling the Homeric Past

The discussion thus far has focused on explicitly marked references in the
narrator’s own voice to Homer in the Histores; yet there are a host of
occasions in which a passage in his logos forms a less overt intertextual
relationship with a specific account in the Homeric corpus. A well-known
intertext surfaces, for instance, in the embassy scene between the Athenians
and the Spartans on the one hand, and Gelon of Syracuse on the other.”
The Spartan Syagrus takes exception to the idea of Syracusan leadership of
the Greeks against the mounting Persian threat,”! remarking (7.159):
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Surely, he would groan aloud, Agamemnon, the son of Pelops, if he
heard that Spartiates had been deprived of their leadership by Gelon
and the Syracusans.”

For many readers—both ancient and modern—this line immediately evokes
the Iliad,” when King Nestor chides his fellow countrymen for their lack of

7% On the strong intertextual links with Homer in this passage, see How—Wells (1923) ad
loc.; Hornblower (1994) 66; Pelling (2006) 8g—go; Grethlein (2006); (2010) 160—73; A. M.
Bowie (2012) 281—2; Kazanskaya (2014) 165—4. Note, however, the cautious reservations of
Boedeker (2002) 101, who argues that certain phrases may have become common rhetorical
expressions and were not necessarily intended to evoke a specific Homeric passage for the
reader. Despite Boedeker’s caveats, I am persuaded by the following axiom formulated by
Hinds (1998) 26: “There 1s no discursive element ... no matter how unremarkable in itself]
and no matter how frequently repeated in the tradition, that cannot in some imaginable
circumstance mobilize a specific allusion’.

' On the Homeric intertext serving to undermine Syagrus’ outrage here, see further
Grethlein (2006); Pelling (2006) go; Said (2012) 94; A. M. Bowie (2012) 281—2. On the
‘complex network of Spartan motivation’ behind this reference to Agamemnon, see the
valuable discussion in Zali (2011) 71-5, who illustrates conflicting, unresolved interests—both
parochial and panhellenic (quotation at p. 74).

72 Pelling (2006) 8g—go and Grethlein (2006) 489 note that the first part of the sentence
is a near-hexameter; cf. Hornblower (1994) 66, who argues that Herodotus intentionally
avoided the hexameter, contra Griffiths (1976). For hexameters elsewhere in Herodotus, see
Jacoby (1913) 502—3; Boedeker (2001) 124; Pelling (2006) go n. 40. For the significance of
[eAomid7s, see Hornblower (1994) 66.

7 In Xenophon’s Symposium, Niceratos states that he was forced to learn the fliad by
heart (Symp. 3.5); further examples of the popular consumption of the epics in Greece are
listed in Howie (1995) 143-6.
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courage 1n facing Hector by activating the memory of Peleus (7.124-5):
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O shame! For a great sorrow attends the land of the Achaeans,
Surely he would groan aloud, Peleus, the aged horseman.

While others have rightly stressed that readers should avoid assumptions
concerning intertextual relationships, unrealistically expecting Herodotus’
original audience to spot them at every turn (some intertexts being far less
marked than others, and besides that, always experienced differently by each
recipient), the wider context of this passage reveals how this will resonate as
a Homeric allusion with many amongst Herodotus’” audience.” After Gelon
states that the Syracusans would be content with leading the army or the
navy (7.160.1-2), the Athenian envoy present also protests, citing amongst
other things the strength of the Athenian navy; the envoy closes in a similar
manner to the Spartan Syagrus, by recalling an epic precedent, namely

Athens’ role in the Trojan War (7.161.3):”
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. and [Menestheus] was one of [the Athenians]|, of whom even the

epic poet Homer says was the best man who came to Ilium in ordering

and marshalling armies.”

™ Grethlein (2006) 487-8 (cautious approach to studying intertexts), 488—qo; cf. further
cautions in Rood (1998) 41. In this context, note the instructive comments of Raaflaub (1987)
233 on fifth-century Athenians: ‘[they were trained] to grasp a wide variety of poetic
allusions and moral and political ‘messages’ in the annual theatrical performances. They
had learned to understand the contemporary relevance of mythical paradigms presented to
them on stage and to recognize the importance of new variations of traditional myths
introduced with specific inventions by the poets’. Cf. also Fornara (1971) 65; Vandiver (1991)
12-13.

7 For an earlier Athenian appeal to an epic exemplum in a political situation, observe the
Athenians’ claim to Sigeum in the Troad, based at least partly on their participation in the
Trojan War, as portrayed in the /liad (5.94.2). For references to the Trojan War elsewhere
in Herodotus’ latter books, see Richardson (1993) 27; Carey (2016).

5 Cf. 1. 2.552-3: Tav adb) fyepdvev’ vios Tleredo Meveolets. | 7¢ 8 o ma) Tis dpotos
€,7TLX6($VLO§ 'ye’veT’ (iV’)\'IP | KOO"U/)?O'(IL ;,’771701)9 TE KCL;, (iVE/P(lg (iO"ﬂ'LSLa’)T(lg. Although Menestheus’
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On this occasion, the reference to Homer is explicit. Given the close
proximity between this speech and Syagrus’ earlier defence, and that both
the Athenians and Spartans are appealing to the heroic past in order to
establish their right to hegemony, readers can place more confidence that
the reference to Agamemnon’s ‘groaning’ (otpwéece), embedded in Syagrus’
speech, transposes the strikingly similar line enunciated by Nestor in the //iad

(7.125).7

Gelon’s oft-cited subsequent dismissal of the Greek envoys, ‘announce to
Greece that the Spring has been taken out of her year’ (ayyélovres 17
‘EMade o7v éx 10D €éviavtod TO €ap CLl;T’ﬁ efapaipnrac, 7.162.1)," clearly
emphasises the fissiparous nature of the Greek alliance in 480/479—a point
repeated elsewhere in Herodotus’ battle narratives, notably, the damaging
dispute over leadership between the Spartans and Argives (7.148—9), or that
between the Athenians and the Tegeans before Plataea (9.26—7; see further
below). This rather un-Panhellenic state of affairs in turn evokes the
disjointed relations between the Achaeans that occupies much of the lliad.™

attributes are slightly different in this Homeric context (namely, excellence in arranging
horses and shielding the men) than in the Herodotean passage, it is probable that the
Athenian envoy is nevertheless referring to this passage, particularly given his proud remark
that his proof derives from what ‘the epic poet Homer says’. Another possible source that
might have inspired this episode is one of the three Eion epigrams composed in the 470s,
celebrating the Athenians’ victory over the Medes at the Strymon river in 475 (‘Simonides’
XL FGE = Aeschines 3.185): &k mote Tjode moAnos du’” Atpeidnor Meveafevs | nyetro {abeov
TP(JJLK(‘)V aIJ, 7T€8£OV, | 31/ 7700, (/O‘U/’Tlpog Z(]STI A(IV(I(BV Wl;KCL XCL)\KOXLTU’)V(UV | KOO'IJ/T]Tﬁp(I ‘LLC/LX’Tlg
Z§OXOV (;Vap(l ‘LLO)\QZV. | O{)’T(Ug Ol;aé]/ (iGLKég Ae’qval:m(n KCLA&ZO'GCLL | KOO"LLTIT(‘Ig 7TOA€"LLOU T, C’LIJ4¢;,
KCL;, ’;]VOPE’TIg.

77 Indeed, Grethlein (2006) 489 notes that this is the only place in which the phrase 7 «e
péy’ otpwéete is found in epic poetry. For other appeals to myth in Herodotus’ text, see
further Zali (2011).

8 Cf. Arist. Rh. 1.7; .10, who twice ascribes these same words to Pericles, from a funeral
oration given after the Samian War of 440. For further intertextual links between the
embassy scene and the Ifiad, see Grethlein (2010) 162—4, who notes the similarity between
Gelon’s ultimate rejection of the Hellenic ambassadors with Achilles’ dismissal of the Greek
delegation sent to reintegrate him into the ranks in Jiad g. Cf. also the useful comments in
Pelling (2006) g1—2.

7 Contra Zali (2011) 74. See also Miltiades’ speech before Marathon at 6.109.3-6: ‘of us
generals, who are ten in number, the opinions are divided, some urging to attack, others
not’ (nuéwv T&v aTpaTydy Edvtav Séka Slya yivovTar al yvduaL, TGV eV KEACVOVTWY TGV de
00 ovpfaddey, 6.109.4); cf. Pelling (2013) 1011 for similarities and differences with the lliad
here.
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As Christopher Pelling observes, ‘So it happened in the Homeric past; it
happened in 480 ... overreaching hegemonic ambitions and inter-polis
jealousies were continuing to devastate Greece still’.*" In this way, the
evocation of the Homeric poems in this episode enables readers to engage
with themes and ideas that are no less relevant for the recent past than they
were in the distant past. The clear intertextual link here with Pericles’
Funeral Speech, articulated many years after this event, is also a noteworthy
feature.” It illustrates that the Histories’ temporal gaze is not restricted to the
past, but also to the present, or the ‘future-past’ within his narrative.? Just
as the evocation of Homeric heroes by the Athenians and the Spartans
bridges the gap between the ancient past and the more recent past, the
spring metaphor acts as both an analepsis and a prolepsis, inviting
Herodotus’ immediate audience to reflect too on the bleak struggle for
hegemony in their own contemporary context and how such contemporary
struggles interact with and inform their understanding of inter-poleis dissent
in the recent past.®

A similar passage to the debate between the Syracusans, Athenians, and
Spartans in Book 7, is the reported dispute between the Tegeans and
Athenians about the Greeks’ battle formation at Plataea in Book g (9.26—
8).% But while in the earlier scene it is the extradiegetic narrator that
undercuts the Spartans’ and Athenians’ appeals to the epic past by
underlining Gelon’s firm refusal to send help, in the latter passage it is the
intradiegetic narrators—the Athenians—who question explicitly the validity
of such a rhetorical manoeuvre. To begin, the Tegeans cite a longstanding
pact made with the Peloponnesians, in which the Tegeans have always been
granted the privilege to command a wing in battle, ever since their king

8 Pelling (2006) g2; cf. Pelling (2013) 12; (2020) 5-6; Baragwanath (2012) 35. I am not
persuaded by van Wees (2002) 341, who argues that Herodotus represents the ‘Spartans as
the villains of this episode’; rather, it is more the case that Herodotus portrays the Spartans
in such a way as to reflect on the (f)utility of citing ancient exempla for present purposes.

81 See Munson (2001) 218-g; cf. Grethlein (2010) 168—70; and already, Hauvette (1894)
337

8 On the complex panopticon of different times in Herodotus, see Grethlein (2010) 172.

8 Another, more explicit reference to the Atheno-Peloponnesian War occurs at 6.98.2;
cf. Fornara (1971) 32. For Herodotus’ critical view of contemporary Athens, see especially
Fornara (1971); van der Veen (1996) go—110; Moles (1996); (2002); Harrison (2009); Irwin
(2018).

8 Good discussions in Solmsen (1944) 248-50; Vandiver (1991) 64—7; Grethlein (2010)
173-86; Boedeker (2012) 18—23; (2013) 150—91; Zali (2014) 275-91. For the historicity of this
debate, see How—Wells (1923) I1.296.
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Echemus successfully defeated king Hyllus, thus excluding the Heraclidae
from settling in the Peloponnese for one hundred years (9.26.2-7).% In
response to this, the Athenians refer to various past achievements, including,
amongst others: the significant support they offered to the Tegeans in
overcoming the tyrant Eurystheus; their memorable exploits against the
Amazons; and their by no means insignificant role at Troy (9.27.2—4).
Having cited this combination of historical and mythical precedents,
however, the Athenians continue (9.27.4-75):
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But it is to no avail in recalling these things, for those powers that were
previously great may now be rather more trivial, and those who were
formerly trivial might now be much stronger [cf. 1.5.4]; now let that be
enough of these ancient matters.*®

Having thus questioned the value of appealing to ancient exempla, and
remarking on the instability of individual prosperity, as does Herodotus at
the close of the Histories proem, the Athenians resume their list of
achievements by referring to their far more recent valour at Marathon,
arguing (contra Herodotus) that they alone fought off the Persian forces,
overcoming forty-six nations (9.27.5).*” Following some brief concluding

% Grethlein (2010) notes the correspondence between the Tegeans’ ancient exemplum,
and their present situation, since in ‘in their attempt to conquer Greece, the Persians
resemble the Heraclidae who tried to push into the Peloponnese’ (174).

% Flower-Marincola (2002) 156 note that the Athenians’ rejection of ancient deeds
mirrors Herodotus’ ‘rejection of the mythical stories with which his history begins in favour
of historical time, what he himself knows’. While it is of course true that Herodotus
verbalises his intention to begin from the ‘first of whom we know’ to have committed unjust
deeds against the Greeks, it 1s not straightforwardly the case that Herodotus rejects the
mythical stories with which he opens his account. Indeed, he pointedly remarks that Ae will
not pass judgement over the truth or falsity of the Persian and Phoenician logo: that comprise
the opening chapters (1.5.3). Cf. the more measured observations of Fowler (2011) 467, 59
n. 54, emphasising the primacy of knowability’; cf. too Fowler (2009) passim, esp. 33. On the
very peculiar, un-Herodotean nature of these opening traditions, see Wecowski (2004) 149—
33

% On the Athenians’ characterisation of Marathon as a purely Athenian victory (conira
Hdt. 6.108.1), both here and in the Attic orators, see further Loraux (1986) 158—9; Zali (2014)
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remarks, Herodotus states that the Lacedaemonians unanimously voted in
favour of the Athenians’ speech (9.28.1).%

There are several important points to be made about this passage. First,
as Elizabeth Vandiver notes, these chapters indicate that by the early fifth
century BCE it was now possible to employ historical as well as mythical
exempla.® Like the fourth-century orators, the Athenians prefer to focus on
more recent achievements, elevating their significance to that of the great
deeds of the heroic past,” and even suggesting that they are more pertinent
for present purposes.”’ In so doing, the Athenians clearly look to epicise the
battle of Marathon. Secondly, the Athenians’ curt dismissal of the practice
of evoking long-gone matters for present purposes (madac@dv pév vov épywv
dAws éoTw) can certainly be read as an implicit Herodotean reflection on the
construction of memory, that is, as a metahistorical moment in the text in
which Herodotus’ readers are encouraged to reflect actively on how past
events are perceived and drawn upon in the present.”” Such metahistorical
moments of course occur elsewhere in Herodotus’ work, for example, when
he veers away from a critique of the Persian and Phoenician logo: presented
in his opening chapters, opting instead to report from the much more recent
time of Croesus onwards.” But it is also worth bearing in mind a contrary

281—2. Branscome (2013) 150—91 reads Herodotus’ variant account as a rejection of the
epitaphic tradition, which held that the Athenians alone fought at Marathon.

8 Zali (2014) 288—9 observes the scene’s forensic qualities, with the Spartans arbitrating
between the Tegeans and Athenians.

8 Vandiver (1991) 66; cf. Rood (2010) 67, noting the distorting quality of ‘claims made
on the more recent past’. For the use of historical exempla in oratorical works, see Grethlein
(2010) 127—33; cf. Calame (1999) 135—6.

9 Flower—Marincola (2002) 152.

9 So Boedeker (2012) 23. Indeed, at the end of their speech, the Athenians ask ‘do we
not, for this single deed [the defeat of Persia at Marathon], deserve to hold the right wing?’
((;P, Ol’) Bl:KCLLOL €Z.LL€‘V ZXQLV T(llenV T7‘7V TdeV C’L’]T(‘) TOleOU ‘U/OGVOU 7'013 ZP'}/OU; 9.27.6); Cf. [Dem.]
Epitaph. 8-10.

92 Grethlein (2010) 159, following Fornara (1983) 104—20, argues that given the rhetorical,
presentist nature of ancient historiography, ‘references to the past by characters invite a
meta-historical interpretation’; cf. Grethlein (2011); Zali (2014). Related to this issue, of
course, is the highly vexed question of the authenticity of speeches as reported by
Herodotus: see Solmsen (1944); Hohti (1974). Add too Schellenberg (2009), exploring the
prevalence of irony in numerous Herodotean speeches, a technique befitting his
‘congenially intrusive narrative persona’ (185).

9 Flower—Marincola (2002) 156; Said (2012) 95. For Herodotus’ account of Croesus, see
Haywood—Post forthcoming.
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example in the form of the ‘Wise Adviser’ Artabanus, who urges Xerxes:
“T'herefore take to heart the ancient saying (palaion epos), since it has been said
well that the end of all things does not reveal itself entirely at the beginning’
(és Bupov aw Baded kal To maawov Emos ws €b elpyTac, TO Wi dua Gpxq mav
T€Nos katagaiveodac, 7.51.3). It scarcely needs to be noted that Artabanus’
palaon epos echoes the sentiments of Solon’s advice on ‘the necessity of
IOOking to the end of all matters’ (mco*n‘éew Se¢ Xf”\? TAVTOS Xpﬁ‘u,om'os 7'7\71/
Tedevrny, 1.32.9);”* the outcome of Herodotus’ work shows that such advice
proves to be well-grounded, though neither recipient (Xerxes and Croesus
respectively) 1s shrewd enough to realise this in the heat of the moment. It is
not straightforwardly the case then, that Herodotus rejects the utility of
citing ancient deeds fout court (the palaion epos at 7.51.3 surely a fine example
of the gp'ya p,eyé}\a Te Kal Gw‘u,am'd that the Histories save from ObliViOH).95 But
Herodotus’ audience and their recent forebears, who were steeped in
Homeric tradition, were clearly able to offer and accept alternative
rhetorical uses of the past, in which myth could play a much more muted
role.”

While these episodes constitute only a few instances of the various appeals
to Homeric precedents and epic formulae across the Histories, they illustrate
well the complex nature of Herodotus’ Homeric allusions. It is historical
actors such as the Spartan Syagrus or the Athenians before Plataeca who, in
direct speech, evoke a Homeric saying, word, or idea in support of their
claims for legitimacy, and yet the context of such appeals at significant
moments in the Histories shows how readers should be alert to Herodotus’
role as compiler and author. The placement of Homeric allusions is rarely,
if ever, incidental, and such moments create a range of effects on the reader,
who must wrestle with the validity of, purposes behind, and effects of such
intertextual references to the Homeric corpus.

9% Grethlein (2011) 119.

% Rejecting ta palaia becomes a standard trope from Thuc. 1.22.4 onwards. For instance,
Ephorus passes over what ‘is hardly accessible to investigation’ (FGrHist 70 F g1b);
Demosthenes homes in on more recent deeds that have not yet been exalted by the epic
poets (60.9); and Strabo states that he ‘must omit most of what is really ancient and mythical’
(9.4.18). For further discussion, see Said (2007) 80; Zali (2014) 287-8.

% Similarly, Baragwanath (2012) 42-3.
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4. A ‘Most-Homeric’ War

To conclude, I have argued for a consciously critical engagement with
Homer in the Histories, identifying some of the different registers adopted by
Herodotus when he alludes to Homer and the Homeric poems. Certain
passages illustrate a pattern in which recent events are elevated to that of the
heroic deeds at Troy, although the Herodotean narrator is more typically
cautious than his protagonists in straightforwardly juxtaposing heroic events
against more recent ones.” But regardless of such prudence, Herodotus’
subtle criticism of Homer’s genre, his tendency to ratify traditions which are
in some way derived from the characteristic elements of his fustore, his
interest in the authorship of several epic works, his own close intertextual
engagement with specific scenes in Homer (often illustrative of paradigmatic
motifs concurrent in both the Homeric poems and the Hustories), all combine
to demonstrate the very pervasiveness of Homer and epic paradigms in
Herodotus’ work.”

This analysis of the various explicit and implicit references to the
Homeric corpus has illustrated not only Herodotus’ pointedly critical and
discursive approach to his epic predecessor, but also both his and his readers’
extensive poetic repertoire. The specific appeal to the Homeric past in the
Histories by various Greek states, such as that debate between Tegeans and
Athenian before Plataea, reflects the extent to which a fifth-century Greek
was steeped in the past as filtered through the poets. As John Dillon observes:

the tendency to buttress one’s arguments by adducing characters or
situations from the great store of Greek mythology, as portrayed by
Homer, Hesiod, or any of the lyric or tragic poets, is deeply ingrained
in the psyche of educated Greeks.”

97 Grethlein (2010) 171; Baragwanath (2012) 55 (‘his entry into this terrain as narrator is
more often complicating and destabilizing, alerting readers to problems surrounding the
past and its application to the present’).

% Cf. Huber (1965) 29.

9 Dillon (1997) 211; cf. Arist. Metaph. 9g94b: ‘Some people, therefore, will not accept the
statements of a speaker unless he gives a mathematical proof; others will not unless he makes
use of illustrations; others expect to have a poet cited as witness’ (of pév odv éav g
pabnuatikds Aéyy Tis odk amodéyovtar T@v Aeyovtwv, ol 8 av py mapaderypatikis, ol 8é
paptupa aétobowy emayeadar wouyTy).



Ch. 3. Homeric Allusions in Herodotus’ Histories 83

Herodotus’ exposition of Trojan War traditions at 2.112—20, illustrates
this deep familiarity with the Homeric poems (and no doubt other
unsignalled ‘sources’ such as Stesichorus’ ‘palinode’), showing that Herod-
otus regards Homer not only as a preeminent authority, but equally as a
textual rival, whose presentation of the past is open to scrutiny and
refinement. As I have argued, the metahistorical significance of this rather
academic approach to the Homeric text in these chapters is vital: in
presenting himself as weighing up Homer’s poetry against other traditions,
Herodotus accentuates the truth value of his own inquiry into the past.

Alongside the metahistorical significance generated by Herodotus’
engagement with Homer, the discussion has also highlighted how Herodotus
skilfully incorporates Homeric characters, lines, and patterns into various
speeches and /logoz, in order to reflect the way that Homer’s poetry was indeed
a distinctive, and at times integral, feature of people’s lives in fifth-century
Greece.' This point reminds me of a line from an interview with the
modernist film director Michelangelo Antonioni, who asserted that ‘we are
still living with the moral concepts of Homer’: such blurring of the
boundaries between fiction and real life holds no less true for Herodotus’ age
than it does our own. Given this, it would be truly remarkable if Herodotus
were to have presented an account of the Greek-Persian Wars which
concealed or erased any such real-life engagement with the Homeric texts
and their characters.

10 Pelling (2013) 1—3 focuses on the way that fiction informs our lives, on how narrative
codes impose order on ‘the messiness of reality’ (1); similarly, see Pelling (2000) 1667 for
example, on ‘types’ in tragedy; Damon (2010) 381 (‘historical actors ... were themselves
aware of the literary and historical precedents for their situations’).
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HERODOTUS, HOMER, AND THE
CHARACTER OF THE GODS

Thomas Harrison

t the heart of his Egyptian logos, Herodotus contrasts his fellow-Greeks’
knowledge of the gods with that of the Egyptians (2.53):

” D ’ < ~ ~ ” » v 3 ’ < ~ 7 \
evbev 8e eyevovTo ekaoTos TV Bedv, eLTe aLel oav TAVTES, OKOLOL TE TLVES
T3 eldea, ok NmLaTéRTO PRéXPL OV TPWTY TE Kal XBes ws elmelv Adyw. [2]
’ n rexp pon Xves ws Y-
¢ ’ \ \ €/, < ’ ’ ” ’
Holobov yap kat "Opmpov mAwkiny tetpakootoiol €teot Sokéw pev
’ ’ \ ’ ’ T \ 7 N\ 3 ’
mpeoPuTepovs yeveabar kal ov WAEooL ovTOoL 8€ €LoL oL TOLNOAVTES
’ < \ ~ ~ \ 2 ’ ’ \ ’ \
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’ ’ ~ 2 ~ ’ 4 b4 ’
Aeyopevor TouTwy TGOV avdpav yevesbar vVoTepov, €porye Ookeelv,
b ’ ’ \ \ ~ ¢ ’ ¢ ~ ’ \ v
€y€vovTo. ToUTwWV Ta pLev TpoTa al Awdwvides Lpetat Aéyovat, Ta 8€ voTepa

\ b < ’ ’ \ € ” 2 \ ’
Ta €s Hotodov te kat "Opmnpov exovra eym Aéyw.

But whence the several gods had their birth, or whether they all were
from the beginning, and of what form they are, they did not learn till
yesterday, as it were, or the day before: [2] for Hesiod and Homer I
suppose were four hundred years before my time and not more, and
these are they who made a theogony for the Hellenes and gave the titles
to the gods and distributed to them honours and arts, and set forth their
forms; [g] but the poets who are said to have been before these men
were really in my opinion after them. Of these things the first are said
by the priestesses of Dodona, and the latter things, those namely which
have regard to Hesiod and Homer, by myself.

Unlike other chapters in this volume, this paper does not seek to explore
specific Homeric (or Hesiodic) intertexts. (The most obvious point of parallel
with this passage would perhaps be with Hesiod’s T/eogony, where the gods
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allocate themselves their #zmai rather than having them given to them.') Nor
will it directly explore wider parallels between Herodotean and Homeric
worlds—the different ways, for example, in which gods operate in each text.?
Instead it will attempt simply to elucidate the meaning of Herodotus’
reference to Homer and Hesiod (or, rather, Hesiod and Homer) in this
passage. What is their status for Herodotus here? In what sense did they give
the gods their titles and indicate their ‘honours’ and ‘skills’ and their ‘forms’
or characters? In attempting to answer these questions, the emphasis—in
keeping with other contributions to this volume—will frequently be on the
influence of Homer and Hesiod as mediated through other authors. Like
policemen or low comedians, moreover, the two poets will almost always
feature as a double-act.

The promise ‘simply to elucidate’ such a passage should perhaps elicit a
hollow laugh. The interpretative questions that arise from this passage are
such that ‘if you are not completely confused you have not begun to
understand’.’ In broad terms, there are two interpretative routes. On the
one hand, this passage is commonly seen as sceptical of conventional Greek
approaches to divinity.* So, for example, for Scott Scullion, it emerges’

that much or all of what constitutes for us and constituted for the Greeks
the essential personality of the various gods was, on what Herodotus
explicitly calls his own view, wnuvented ‘yesterday or the day before’ by the
poets Hesiod and Homer ...

Like many other scholars, Scullion then connects Herodotus’ statement here
both with a network of other passages in the Histories (notably Herodotus’
statement at 2.3.2 that all men know equally about the divine®) and with
some select pre-Socratic fragments. He then makes a wider case that

"Hes. Theog. 111-12: “Those who were born of them, gods, givers of good things, ... and
how they divided up their wealth and how each one chose his or her @me’ (ol 7" éx T@v
éyévovro, Beol Swripes éawv | s T’ dpevos SacoavTo kal ws Tiuas StéovTo).

2 See here, e.g., the observations of Pirenne-Delforge (2020) 70-1.

% A catch-phrase of the late Oxford epigrapher and historian D. M. Lewis.

* Munson (2001) 165,

> Scullion (2006) 199—200. The italics are mine.

% For an alternative reading, that it is the names (excepted from his policy of ‘reticence’)
that men know equally, see, however, Thomas (2000) 279-80; see here the discussion of
Pirenne-Delforge (2020) 85-6.
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individual gods only rarely make appearances in the Histories in Herodotus’
own mouth, and that these rare exceptions can be explained away.

This approach is, in many ways, an attractive one. It situates Herodotus
at the cutting edge of late-fifth century thought (who could object to that?).
Moreover, this reading of 2.53 is arguably of a piece with the picture of
Homer that emerges from other passages: with the suggestion that Homer
or another early poet had invented the name Ocean (todvopa evpovra, 2.23);
or with the Helen-logos (2.112—20), where Homer is seen as serving a
distinctively poetic agenda.” There is no space here for the inspiration of the
Muses; the critical historian instead envisages the Homeric texts as a
resource to be read (and mined) against the grain of their authors’
intentions.®

The alternative approach is to attempt to reconcile the apparent
implications of this passage with ‘conventional’ Greek polytheism. “This
seems in no way to devalue those traditional sets of [divine] attributes’, I
wrote more than two decades ago, following on from the work of Rudhardt
and Gould—a claim described as ‘venturesome’ by Scullion.” This paper
ventures a more detailed attempt at making this difficult case.

I begin with the pre-Socratic parallels. A wide range of intertexts can be
adduced for our passage. First and foremost, the opening of 2.53 (‘Whence
the several gods had their birth, or whether they all were from the beginning,
and of what form they are’) is—together with Herodotus’ statement at 2.3.2
(that all men have equal knowledge)—commonly connected to the famous
fragment of Protagoras’ Peri theon:"

\ \ ~ b ”n b ’ b ¥at] € b \ b ¥at) ¢ b b \ 7Ny ¢ ~ ’

mept pev fedv ovk exm eLdevar, ovl) ws etaty ovl ws ovk eLoly oVl omotol
b ’ \ \ \ ’ ’ b ’ e’ b ’ \ \

TLves t8eéav' moAda yap Ta kwAvovTa pe eLdevac, 1 Te adnAoTys kal Bpaxvs

n ¢ ’ ~ ) ’
wv o Blos Tov avbpwmou.

About the gods I am not able to know neither that they exist nor that
they do not exist nor of what kind they are in form: for many things

7 For the Helen-logos, see de Jong (2012).

8 Cf. Pirenne-Delforge (2020) 61—2: ‘L’investigation de ’enquéteur a remplacé 'inspir-
ation des Muses’.

9 Harrison (2000) 192; Scullion (2006) 207 n. 41. Cf. Rudhardt (1992a) 88, 103-6; (1992b)
233-4; Gould (1994).

10 Protagoras 80 B 4 D-K = D 10 L-M. See, e.g., Burkert (1985) 131; Munson (2001) 165.
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prevent me from knowing this, its obscurity and the brevity of man’s
life.

The basis for supposing a connection here is partly the pattern of the
sentence as a whole, partly the verbal similarity (okotol Te Tiveés Ta eldea
omotol Twes i(déav). There is then a wider body of parallel statements that
can be drawn in: Xenophanes’ declaration of the impossibility of clear
knowledge (70 ... cages) about the gods,'' for example, or the statement of
Socrates in the Cratylus—a dialogue concerned with the thesis of the natural
appropriateness of names—of a principle that sensible men must
acknowledge in discussing the names of the gods: ‘that of the gods we know
nothing, either of their natures or of the names, whatever they may be, by
which they call themselves’ (mept Oedv 00dev Lopev, olTe mepl avTdV 0lTe TepL
TOV ovopdTwy, ATTa TOTE €auToUs Kalobow, Pl. Cral. 400e).

Next, Herodotus’ statement of the centrality of Homer and Hesiod in
Greek culture 1s also common to pre-Socratic thinkers: “The teacher of the
most people is Hesiod; they are certain that it i3 he who knows the most
things’, according to Heraclitus—before he disabuses them." ‘Since the
beginning, all have learned according to Homer’, according to Xenophanes
(e’f &pxﬁg kat’ "O‘un]pov emel ;Le‘u,aeﬁK(lO‘L WdVTeg).13 If one were to follow an
interpretation of 2.53 such as Scullion’s, i.e., that Herodotus is distancing
himself from individuated ‘Homeric gods’, one might suppose also that he
subscribed more widely to a critical stance towards the poets’ centrality.'*
Xenophanes’ famous fragments on the anthropomorphic representation of
the gods might also be woven in; these have been seen, for example, as lying
behind the statement in Herodotus’ Persian ethnography that the Persians
do not consider their gods to take human form (1.131.1-2)."”

Finally, Herodotus’ theorising in the previous chapter (2.52) on the
original state of knowledge of the gods of the pre-Greek Pelasgians,'® i.e.,
before they had acquired the names—their inchoate sense of the gods, their
calling them theo: because they had placed (thentes) all affairs in order—can

! Xenophanes D 49 I-M = 21 B 34 D-K.
'2 Heraclitus 22 B 57 D-K = D 25 L-M.
5D 1o L-M = 21 B1o D-K.

* CGf. Raaflaub (2002) 157.

' Raaflaub (2002) 157; Xenophanes, D 13 L-M = 21 B 16 D-K; D 14 = B 15. For alleged
Persian influence on Protagoras, 80 A 2 D-K =P 7 L-M.

18 For the ambivalent ethnicity of the Pelasgians, see Sourvinou-Inwood (2003).
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be connected to a whole series of broadly contemporary accounts of the
origins of human perception of the divine: Democritus’ account of how
ancient men explained heavenly phenomena as caused by the gods out of
fear;'” Prodicus’ narrative whereby ‘first the things that provided
nourishment and help were considered gods and were honoured, and
afterward those who had discovered means of nourishment, protection, or
the other arts’;'® the Protagoras myth (with the establishment of altars and
agalmata, Pl. Prot. 922a); or the famous Sisyphus fragment attributed to Critias
or Euripides,'? with its very different emphasis on a cynical individual who
invented fear of the gods so that there might be something to ‘frighten bad
men even if they do or say or think (something) in secret’.

But how should we read these intertexts? Herodotus has been seen as a
‘follower of Xenophanes’ (by Edward Hussey) or as a disciple of
Anaximander (by Peter Derow).”” Kurt Raaflaub (in the context of 1.131) has
suggested that Herodotus ‘incorporates’ into his Histories Xenophanes’
critique of Homer’s and Hesiod’s stories about all-too-human gods and of
the concept of anthropomorphic deities’.?! There are reasons for caution
over such readings, however.

First, there are perhaps particular dangers which attach to pre-Socratic
intertexts specifically. By virtue of their fragmentary nature, there is a risk
that pre-Socratic positions take on the misleading appearance of clear
doctrines. (This potential problem is exacerbated rather than assisted by the
new Laks-Most edition with its division into P[erson], D[octrine], and
R[eception].)*? As Milette Gaifman has observed in relation to Xenophanes’
anthropomorphic fragments, however, these do not ‘necessarily [constitute]

7 Democritus D 207 L-M = 68 A 75 D-K.

'8 Prodicus D 15, 16 IL-M = 84 B 5 D-K.

1 Critias, Fr. 1 Nauck = 43 F 19 7GrF = 88 B 25 D-K.

2 Xenophanes: Edward Hussey, quoted by Gould (1994) 94 n. 7. See discussion of

Versnel (2011) 120. Anaximander: Derow (1994) 78; see my discussion in Harrison (2000)
116.

! Raaflaub (2002) 157. Cf. Gaifman (2012) 97 (Persian exclusion of images ‘could be
interpreted as an implicit rejection of anthropomorphism specifically, but it does not necessitate
such a notion’).

2 Some of the difficulties of categorisation (esp. the distinction between D and R) are
explored by Mourelatos (2018), but the reviews of Laks—Most to date largely reflect the
assumed primacy of the ‘doctrinal’ (so also Graham (2018)).
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a reproof, but rather an observation on the tendency to project one’s own
appearance onto the divine’.”

There 1s then a consequent danger that the significance of pre-Socratic
intertexts may be exaggerated. The identification of parallels encourages a
sense of discovery, that we have unearthed a kind of explanatory key to one
text in another, and that we can use the wider thought of one figure to
extrapolate that of the other.?* But, to develop the example of the intertext
with Protagoras’ Per: theon, although Herodotus’ phrasing may resemble that
of Protagoras, it 1s striking that he does not follow Protagoras in all respects.
There is no evidence at 2.53 that the existence of the gods is open to question.
Scullion and Burkert in essence read that meaning into the text (again by
making the link with 2.3.2). As Robert Fowler has written, they ‘mistake
Herodotus’ reluctance to speak of theology for scepticism about the existence
of gods’.* An allusion—even if we could securely identify it as such—to
Protagoras or to Xenophanes cannot be read as an indication of wholesale
investment in a wider set of ‘doctrines’.

This is for a number of reasons. First, given the nugatory state of survival
of the pre-Socratic authors, we can hardly gauge the level or extent of any
author’s familiarity with them. Robin Lane Fox once observed to me—in
Oxonian style—that Herodotus had been to his pre-Socratic tutorials but
could not remember them very well. (Influence can indeed occur in many
ways. Books, it has been suggested, can be divided into four categories: those
that you have read, those that you have forgotten, those you have only heard
about, and those that you do not know at all.?*® In a society on the cusp of
the oral and the written, in which “publication’ of a work such as the Histories
should be thought of as a process rather than a moment,*” the notion of any
straightforward influence is confounded to an even greater extent.) Even,
then, where a reader recognises an allusion from one author to another—
with an internalised ‘I see what you did there’ (in Pelling’s phrase, above, p.
40)—, the force of such a moment of connection between author,
reader/listener, and reference-text may be as much to highlight differences
In meaning, to create a jarring eflect, as to signal a common perspective. Far

» Gaifman (2012) 79. Cf., more broadly, Tor (2017).
# So, e.g., Roubeckas (2019) 142, building on Whitmarsh (2015) 87-9r.

® Fowler (2010) 319 n. 5; see also Lloyd ad loc. (I.18), Munson (2001) 165 (‘it is not
Herodotus but Protagoras who denies the possibility of human knowledge about the gods’).

% Bayard (2007) 17 n. 1, cited by Racine (2016) 197.

?7 See, e.g., Hornblower (2005) 19-38 for a review, and esp. now Irwin (forthcoming).
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from being the passive receiver of the pre-Socratics’ ‘doctrines’, it is possible
that Herodotus may actively have been engaging in, or commenting on,
their debates.? The more that we expand the range of possible pre-Socratic
intertexts, moreover, the more likely it is that the relationship is less direct
and mechanical than a mere alignment.

I'look here at a group of overlapping areas: the evidence for Herodotus’
‘monotheism’; the status of Homer and Hesiod; and finally, as a coda, the
nature of the primordial religion that preceded the poets’ allocation to the
gods of their eponyms, honours, skills, and forms.

First, ‘monotheism’. Scullion 1s drawn to the possibility of what we might
term a Xenophonean Herodotus who distances himself from the Homeric
gods—to the extent that he suggests that there are only three occasions on
which he names a Greek god in his own narrative voice:*

The first is Herodotus’ argument that Heracles the god is primary and
taken over from the Egyptians, Heracles the hero a late derivative of the
god (2.43-5). He concludes this startling reversal of Greek tradition with
a wish for benevolence from the gods and heroes (2.45.9). This passage
may be paired with his later comment ‘I suppose, if one may make
suppositions about divine matters’ that Demeter kept the Persians who
had burnt her sanctuary at Eleusis out of that at Plataea (9.65.2). So
straightforward an application of the sacrilege model needs no excuse,
and the easiest explanation is that both here and in the controversial
case of Heracles Herodotus 1s marking and excusing speculation about
a named divinity undertaken on his own narrative initiative. There 13
finally the ‘anger of Talthybius’ (7.134—7), which Herodotus emphati-
cally counts a ‘divine matter’ (7.137.1-2). This tale, pretty clearly
invented by Athenians to whitewash their killing of Spartan heralds in
430 BCE, 1s not only very tendentious in itself but also tendentiously
narrated by Herodotus. It seems then that a strong political rather than
religious motive prompted him to endorse this story and the essential
role played in it by the Spartan patron of heralds. By my reckoning
Herodotus nowhere else chooses to speak w propria persona of named
Greek gods, and, subjective as such reckoning inevitably is, there is at
any rate a reticence here that needs explaining.

8 Cf. Pirenne-Delforge (2020) 73, seemingly conceiving of the pre-Socratic influence as
one-way.

29 Scullion (2006) 198; cf. Lateiner (1989) 66—7, Pirenne-Delforge (2020) 74 n. 50.
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Reducing the number of such instances to three involves a certain strain.
There are more cases in which the intervention of a particular god, if not
always a particular identifiable god, is strongly implied. What distinguishes
the intervention of Demeter at Plataea is that there is clear evidence to
support the case that the goddess was responsible. Similarly, in the case of
the Potidaea floodtide, the evidence points to the identity of Poseidon (8.129).
Special pleading is also required then to undermine the significance of the
three remaining instances. A political motive hardly excludes a religious one.
As for Herodotus’ expression ‘I suppose, if one may make suppositions about
divine matters’ (eZ ¢ mept T@v Oelwv mpmypaTwy dokéewv Set), this cannot
reasonably support the weight put on it, as effectively neutralising this
passage as an instance of a named god’s intervention.* Such expressions are
widespread across Greek literature. ‘If a mortal must make conjecture of the
intention of the gods ...” (el 8¢ 8et Bvyrov ovra T7s Tév Oedv oroyacashar
Swavotas, Isoc. Dem. 50). ‘If it is necessary to speculate about the gods ...’
(elmep ovv et Ta Tdv Bedv vmovoelv, Andoc. 1.137-g). What unites all these
expressions of uncertainty over theologising is that they do not prevent
subsequent speculation but are precisely a prelude to it. Isocrates’ caution
prefaces a statement of what ‘all people believe’ about the gods. Andocides,
like Herodotus, makes a trenchant judgement on the operation of divine
retribution for human crimes.

Overall, it seems, there is a strain in Scullion’s account to render the wider
fabric of the Hustories consistent with the desired picture—the picture, that is,
of a pre-Socratic Herodotus who distances himself from individual gods.
How else then can we reconcile the seeming contradiction between 2.53 and
the representation of the gods elsewhere in the Histories? The answer is, in
essence, to embrace the contradiction. Xenophanes’ ‘one god’ was, of
course, ‘One god, among both gods and humans the greatest | Neither in
bodily frame similar to mortals nor in thought’ (eis Oeds, év Te fOeolor kal
&Vep(l’)’TTOLO'L ‘lLé')/LO"Tog' | Ol’)’Té Sé'lLGS 6V77’TOZO'LV 6‘lLO£LO§ Ol’)’TG VO"IZLLCL, D 16 L*M =
21 B 23 DK). (‘How are we to explain’, as Versnel asks, ‘that the first
intransigent monist of Greek philosophy admits through the back door what
he has just previously ousted triumphantly through the front door?™)

% Contrast the position of Pirenne-Delforge (2020) 72 (‘Cette remarque ... atteste a
contrario la réserve globale ...%).

! For Xenophanes, and for the manoeuvre of embracing contradiction, see Versnel
(2011) 244—67 (quotation from p. 247).
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Herodotus’ attraction to ‘monotheistic’ usages can both be tied to context
(such terms tend to appear in generalising contexts, or where divine
intervention is being diagnosed but there is insufficient evidence to pin
responsibility to a particular divinity™) and at the same time does not
preclude a role for individuated divinities.

What then is the status of Homer’s (and Hesiod’s) characterisations of the
gods? Again, the sceptical nature of Xenophanes’ position can be
exaggerated. Xenophanes’ critique of Homer and Hesiod—his pointing out
of the morally blameworthy actions attributed to the gods (thieving,
adultery, deceit: D 8, 9 L-M = B 11, 12 D-K)—Ccan be characterised as
contemptuous of traditional piety (so, ‘deriding (émkomrwv) what [Homer
and Hesiod] said about the gods™?). But it can also be given a more positive
construction. So, according to Arius Didymus,*

Eevopavovs mpayrov Aoyos mAfev eis Tovs “EAAnvas déios ypadis, apa
madld TAs Te T@OV dAAWY TOALAs EMTANTTOVTOS Kal TRV avTOD

’ K ’ < ” \ \ 3 \ 2 ’ ’ 2 9 \
mapLoTavTos evAafeiav ws apa feos pev otde Ty aAnleiav, dokos 8 emt

~ ’
TTA0L TETUKTOAL.

Xenophanes was the first author of a discourse worthy of mention that
came to the Greeks, playfully rebuking the audacities of other people
and at the same time demonstrating his own piety, on the idea that god
knows the truth, ‘but opinion extends over all men’.

Since truth is a divine prerogative, we are freed up to express our own
opinion without fear of impiety. In a similar vein, the acknowledgement
that the names of the gods (i.e., the names that the gods use amongst
themselves) are unknowable allows for us to investigate the conventional
human names without fear of impiety (Pl. Crat. 400). Such expressions of
unknowability, however, do not merely qualify Greek beliefs concerning the
gods.

If the gods are unknowable, how does one respond? Should one, first,
desist from speculation on their nature? This is the approach credited to

32 See, e.g., Harrison (2000) 169—81; more exhaustively, Frangois (1957).

¥DiL-M=21B1D-K.

% Xenophanes D 5 L-M = A 24 D-K; cf. Heraclitus, esp. D 22, 25 L-M = 22 B 56, 57
D-K.

% Cf. Xenophanes D 49 L-M= 21 B 34 D-K.
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Protagoras and others in Plato’s Theactetus. ““My good people, young and
old™’, Protagoras 1s envisaged as saying, ‘“‘you sit here orating; you drag in
gods, whose existence or non-existence I exclude from all discussion, written
and spoken ...”" (PL. Theaet. 162d; cf. 80 B 4 D-K = D 10 L-M). But there is
also a contrary position reflected, for example, in the passing questioning of
whether one can conjecture about the gods that we saw earlier: such
questioning of the difficulty of conjecture about the gods is invariably a
formulaic prelude to precisely that, or indeed to dogmatic assertion. How
then should one act on the unknowability of the divine? Overwhelmingly,
the answer is that one should proceed with the propitiation of the gods. For
the Socrates of the Cratylus, the initial principle (‘that of the gods we know
nothing ...°) is followed by a second: ‘namely to call them, as is customary
(vopos) in prayers, by whatever name and from whatever provenance they
prefer to be called (olTwvés Te kal omobflev yaipovary ovopalopevor) since we do
not know of any other’, Pl. Crat. 400e). A fragment credited to the late fourth-
century new comedian Philemon adopts a similar stance, albeit coupled with
an expression of the futility of ‘seeking out’ the god:*®

erv VO,‘lLLgé KCL;, O‘éBOU, ZﬁTéL Sé ’Lﬁ
~ \ QN w ~ ~
7T)\€LOV ‘}/CLP OU8€V a)\)\o TOU C’I]’TGLV EXELS.
IR R R \ ’ ~
ELT EOTLV ELT OUK €0TL ©wn BOUAOU l.L(l@éLV,

¢ ~ \ ’ 9 2 N\ ’
wsS OVTA TOUTOV KAl 7TCLPOVT aeL 0’6/801).

Believe in god and worship him, but seek him not:
you’ll have no other profit than the search.

Don’t try to find out if he is or not,

but worship him always as if he exists and is present!

In Versnel’s paraphrase, ‘Stop wasting your time with worrying and
thinking’; just ‘Do as if by just performing the proper rituals’.*” Or in the
analogy of Simmias in Plato’s Phaedo, in the absence of certain knowledge,
one should ‘adopt the best and most irrefutable of men’s theories and, borne
upon this, sail through the dangers of life as upon a raft, unless someone

% Fr. 118 a—b (Kock, Comicorum Atticorum Fragmenta, 1L.515) from Stob. Ecl. 2.1.5; the
attribution to Philemon disputed by Kassel-Austin, n. on Philemon fr. 198 (VIL.317). I am
indebted here to the discussion of Versnel (2011) 473, whose translation I adapt.

7 Versnel (2011) 473.
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should make that journey safer and less risky upon a firmer vessel of some
divine doctrine (Aoyov Oecov Twvos, Pl. Phd. 85b—d).*

It is in this context then that 2.5 (and its sister passage, 2.3.2) should be
seen. Both passages may reflect pre-Socratic influence (or, perhaps we
should say, a pre-Socratic background), and yet there is no need to see a
harsh distinction between revolutionary scepticism, on the one hand, and
traditional piety on the other.* Herodotus’ comment on human knowledge
of the divine at 2.3.2 need not imply a lack of human insight (that all men
understand ‘equally badly’*); instead it may suggest that ‘they all “really
know” something’, albeit ‘an (indeterminably) equal amount’.*! The closest
parallel to Herodotus’ expression of the equal knowledge of the divine comes
arguably not from a philosophical context but from a fragment of a paean of
Pindar (Pindar fr. 61 Snell-Machler, from Stob. 2.1.8):

’r ’ b4 o© b ’
TL E)\?TECLL GO¢LGV Gl.L‘lLGV, av O)\L’}/OV TOL
b \ € \ b \ ”
am]p U’]TEP avSpog LO'XEL;
b \ b4 @ \ ~
ov 'yap 60'6 oOTTWS TA 6€(JJV
IBOU}\EI} G,’T’G, EUV(;,O'EL B O’Té(l ¢ €V£'
pat €p poTeq ¢p

Bvaras & amo ‘u,a'rp(‘)g g(ﬁv.

What do you imagine wisdom to be, which one man possesses in slightly
greater degree than another? For it is impossible that he will search out
the gods’ plans with a mortal mind, since he was born from a mortal
mother (tr. Race).

Here one man can (scarcely) exceed another in wisdom (implicitly, wisdom
in relation to the gods’ plans). But the position does not then render any
speculation on the divine otiose. Unknowability indeed, far from diluting—

% A similar pattern of thought is perhaps reflected at Eur. Bacch. 200—9.

% Cf. the comments of Rudhardt (1992a) 104 (of ‘monotheistic’ expressions): ‘Cette
tendance, contrairement aux apparences, n’est pas révolutionnaire; elle ne conduit pas au
monothéisme. Loin de briser le cadre des habitudes ancestrales, elle correspond a I'un des
traits fondamentaux de la psychologie religicuse hellénique, que nous avons déja souligné.
Le Grec saisit concrétement le dieu sous des formes et pour ainsi dire dans les incarnations
diverses, mais 1l sait que la divinité reste au-dela, profondément inconnaissable.’

% Thomas (2000) 279; cf. Pirenne-Delforge (2020) 73—4.

1 Munson (2001) 165; see also Schwab (2020) 36. Cf. Lateiner (1989) 65: that is, all men
have beliefs and rituals which satisty them, and they are inaccessible to testing for objective
truth.



102 Thomas Harrison

or somehow rendering merely conventional—the worship of individuated
gods, 1s the necessary complement to that continued propitiation. It is because of
(and not despite) the gods’ unknowability that one can proceed with
apparent and unquestioning conviction.” One can believe that the epithets,
the honours, and the skills were given to the gods by Homer and Hesiod,
and that it was they that indicated their forms—that the demarcation of the
gods was, in effect, a human construct®—and nevertheless credit these
characterisations with validity. One can believe equally that ‘God is like no
one, and on account of this fact no one knows him through an ekon’
(according to a fragment of Antisthenes™) and yet—as Milette Gaifman has
argued—~these comments do not necessarily imply the rejection of figural
images, nor do they promote an alternative.’®

Finally, some brief remarks on ‘primordial religion’. If Homer and
Hesiod first created a theogony, and gave to the gods their eponyms, their
honours, skills, and forms, what did they have before that point? Scullion
suggests reasonably that this ‘leaves a remainder we might identify as their
essential, existent personalities, but it is difficult to see what this remainder
might consist of, unless a sort of disembodied ethos.”*® Some kind of picture
can be pieced together, however, with the help of pre-Socratic intertexts,
accounts such as those of Prodicus, Democritus, and the Platonic Protagoras,
as well as his own text. What one can discern is an evolutionary model in
which an inchoate sense of the divine 1s gradually fleshed out with a more
detailed recognition of the gods*” and with the paraphernalia of worship. At
2.4.2, the Egyptians are credited with being the first to introduce altars, and
images (ayaApara) and temples. Implicitly, then, there is a previous stage of

# Cf. Harrison (2000) 188—92, and more broadly Sourvinou-Inwood (2000) 20: ‘The
Greeks did not delude themselves that their religion incarnated the divine will’.

# Contrast Scullion (2006) 199. See also here Currie (2020) 155-6, countenancing various
softenings of the meaning of the primacy of Hesiod and Homer (either that Herodotus’
statement ‘could amount to a claim that we are unable to point to any other named
individual as having created a theogony for the Greeks’, or that he might have allowed that
there were Greek poets before Hesiod and Homer, but discounted these as, to all intents
and purposes, irrelevant’).

# Clement of Alexandria, Protrept. 6.71.2.
® Gaifman (2012) 8o.
* Scullion (2006) 200.

7 Cf. 2.145-6 where Herodotus concludes that the Greeks dated the origin of Pan and
Dionysus to the time at which they first gained knowledge of these gods. I attempt to flesh
out Herodotus’ picture of the earliest human development in Harrison (forthcoming).
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development—one of which we can still gain glimpses in contemporary
foreign contexts—before any people possessed such things. The Pelasgians
of 2.52 strikingly appreciate the plurality of the gods; they then obtain a basic
level of confirmation of the names of the gods they receive from abroad from
Dodona.* Homer and Hesiod fill out that picture: with a mythological
narrative, eponyms (leading to the specificity of cult), worked-out
characterisations or forms, and the honours they receive. “The gods’,
according to another fragment of Xenophanes, ‘have not indicated all things
to mortals from the beginning. But in time, by searching, they find
something more that is better’ (o0Tot am apyis mavra BOeol Bvnroto’
l‘)’]TéSELé:aV, d}\}\d XpO’V({J CnTOGV’TGg E’¢€UP[O'KOUO'LV C’l’,‘lLGLVOV>.49 We are all, like
the Pelasgians, fumbling in the dark. And so we hold on to whatever points
of reference we can find. Do as if.

8 T will not explore here the vexed issue of the meaning of the gods’ names, discussed,
e.g., by Harrison (2000) 251-64; Thomas (2000) 275-81; Roubeckas (2019) 134; Pirenne-
Delforge (2020) 75-7.

* Xenophanes D 53 L-M = 21 B 18 D-K, from Stob. 1.8.2; 3.29.41.
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BLOODY DEATH IN GREEK
HISTORIOGRAPHY AND HOMER:

DISCURSIVE PRESENCES AND MEANINGFUL
ABSENCES IN HERODOTUS’ BATTLE
NARRATIVES®

Maria Fragoulaki

1. Introduction: Meaningful Absences

his chapter revisits the question of Herodotus” descriptions of the

dying body on the battlefield and reads them against Homer’s

different treatment of this theme, aiming to bring to light new
aspects of Herodotus’ interaction with the Homeric text. In the Histores,
deaths of warriors in battle are reported briefly, often by a single verb or with
minimal information, provided in the form of a vignette of the warrior’s
body and the wound received. In most cases there is no reference to the last
moments of the dying individual, such as his words or thoughts, the way he
falls onto the ground or loses his senses. This is in sharp contrast to Homeric
descriptions of death, which can be extensive, often providing graphic details
of the wound and the warrior’s way of dying.! This striking difference is of

* I dedicate this chapter to the memory of Ioannis-Theophanis Papadimitriou, Emeritus
Professor of Classics at the University of Athens (EKPA) and President of the Hellenic
Humanistic Society, who died on 8 May 2021, after a short illness. He was an excellent
classicist and a man of rare integrity, generosity, and fine humour. I was blessed and
honoured by his teaching, unfailing support, and friendship.

A note on translations: For Herodotus, I have used Waterfield (1998), and for Homer’s
Ihad, Murray (1924—5), with my adaptations, in both cases. Other translations are my own.

! Homeric descriptions of injury and death in combat are not found in Thucydides either
(see also below, on the word ‘blood’, aiua, below, pp- 116—22, but resurface in historical
accounts of the Roman period, such as the Alexander-historian Arrian and the Byzantine
Procopius: Salazar (2000) 159—60; Hornblower (2007) 48—50. Tragedy seems to be Homer’s
most obvious inheritor in the physicality and gruesomeness of death-scenes in the fifth
century BCE, e.g., de Jong (1991) for death in messenger speeches. The way in which the
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special importance, since the way one dies on the battlefield is intimately
connected with the heroic ethics of death, thus posing challenging questions
about the reception of Homer within the political, social, and military
context of the classical period in which Herodotus is situated, including new
technologies in war and political institutions.

The study of the absence of descriptions of death on the battlefield in
Herodotus as an un-Homeric feature is not new in the bibliography.
Important suggestions have been made as to why Herodotus, the so-called
‘prose Homer’ (SEG 48.1330, the Salmacis Inscription) or ‘the most
Homeric’ of authors ([Long.], Subl. 13.3),” departs from his predecessor so
sharply in his habits of describing death on the battlefield. For example,
Deborah Boedeker has argued for a contrast between Homer and
Herodotus using the theoretical framework of Bakhtin’s monologic vs
dialogic/multiplicity of voices. According to this view, Homer is a basically
monologic text in its commitment to the heroic honour and subjective
description of death from the dying hero’s viewpoint; by contrast,
Herodotus’ interest in multiple and competing levels of discourse bestows a
dialogic or polyphonic quality to the Histories®> Yet studies on the
complexities of motivation in Herodotus and Homer permit us to argue that
polyphonic complexity can also be sought within Homer’s world too and in
the relationship between the Homeric narrator and his subject matter.* The
complexities of Homeric focalisation can expose very different views of the
most incontestably heroic deaths, such as Hector’s. As Christopher Pelling
points out to me, ‘Hector’s death may be as good a death as one can get—
glorious, fighting for the city, eternally remembered as Homer has seen to
that—but it means something very different for Andromache’.”> On the other
hand, there are occasions when the multifocal world of Herodotus can be
‘poetically’ monologic. Again, Ove Strid has argued for Herodotus’ interest
in recording solely extraordinary deaths in some detail.® This idea too can
be complicated further, if we consider, for example, Leonidas’ death at

early historians interact with tragedy’s tropes in reporting death deserves separate
examination.

? See Matija$i¢ in this volume, above, pp. 2—4.
* Boedeker (2003).

* See, e.g., Baragwanath (2008); Pelling (2019) and (2020a) showing that the boundaries
between epic and historiographic tropes of aetiology are permeable.

> Per email of 25.9.2019.
6 Strid (2006).
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Thermopylae (on which see below, §4), which is pretty extraordinary, but is
still reported tersely; a case which shows that presence and/or amplification
is only one way to signpost the memorable and the extraordinary.’
Through linguistic and narratological analysis of Herodotus’ ‘“un-
Homeric’ descriptions of the dying body on the battlefield, this chapter will
argue that the absence of detailed information is part of Herodotus’ Homeric
allusive practice or Homeric intertextuality. As has been noted, later writers
may wave at an earlier writer, by means of a brief allusion, a sort of
shorthand, asking their audience to use the memory of the earlier writer to
fill in the details of their own story.? In modern literary and cultural theory,
this ‘waving’ and ‘filling in’ of gaps are central in the notions of reception
and intertextuality, or of the discursive space in which a work is received and
meaning is created. But as is also widely acknowledged in the bibliography,
such a network of textual discourse is complicated and elusive, and the
understanding of its mechanism 1s difficult, if not impossible, at times. Suffice
it only to note the intense discussions about texts relating to distant or foreign
systems, codes, and traditions, which deal with questions such as ‘what
happens when specific intertexts are culturally lost?” and the role of philology
as ‘an archaeology of reading’ in surmounting ‘the intertext’s obsolescence’.’
In order to address Herodotus’ Homeric intertextuality focusing on
descriptions of death on the battlefield, attention will be paid to the interplay
between Homeric presences and absences on the surface of Herodotus’
discourse. Critical discourse analysis has engaged with questions of
‘meaningful absences’ or ‘meaningful silences’ and how these might be
investigated in an empirical way, dealing with questions such as: ‘How do
we come to notice absences?” or ‘How are absences determined by what is
semiotically present?’’® For something to be perceived as meaningfully
absent, there has to be at least one thinkable alternative presence that comes
to mind. And in order for this alternative presence to come to mind, there
has to be a context in which this presence 1s possible or expected. ‘Silence
and absence are of interest to us in that they can be interpreted, and this is

7 Pelling (2006) 94: “There is indeed something magnificent about Leonidas and the three
hundred’. On descriptions of death on the battlefield in Herodotus, see also Darbo-
Peschanski (1988); Iriedrich (2002); Marincola (2018).

8 Pelling (2013a). On intertextuality and allusion, see also Machacek (2007). On Homeric
allusions in Herodotus see Matijasi¢, Haywood, Barker, and Tuplin, above, Chs 1, 3, 6, 9
(respectively).

? Allen (2000) 126.

10'Schroter—Taylor (2018) 5.
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only possible if they are relatable to an alternative presence that can be
spelled out’."!

In relation to our investigation, the many Homeric features (or presences)
of Herodotus’ narrative create a Homeric context or a suitable textual
environment, where Herodotus’ audience could construe something as
meaningfully absent. An important aspect of this open-ended negotiation of
‘Homeric’ presences and ‘un-Homeric’ absences is the experiential and
performative relationship of Herodotus’ audiences with the Homeric text;
among other things, a cultural bank of rich, detailed, and grisly descriptions
of injury and death in battle."”” This is further connected with the complex
question of orality and literacy in ancient Greece and how their interaction
determined the way in which a word remembered ‘its own path and [could
not] completely free itself from the power of those concrete contexts into
which it ha[d] entered’, in Michael Bakhtin’s words." The memory space of
a word can be vast and deep, however desperate and frustrated we might be
in our investigation of ancient texts by the feeling of building so much on
small details. Memory space can also be painful; suffice it to think how
trauma and memory studies deal with narrative and silence.'* Even in
victory, war and heroism are inextricably connected with the pain of loss.
Homer speaks a good deal about this pain and from various perspectives,
and so do the tragic poets who have been influenced by epic tropes of
heroism."” Herodotus’ war narrative is no exception.

The oral context holds an important place in the bibliography on
Herodotus, and its challenges must always be kept in mind when using tools
of philology (or the ‘archacology of reading’; see above), such as the Thesaurus
Linguae Graecae (TLG)—an invaluable tool for the modern reader. There is
no doubt that poets such as Simonides (and Homer) were quoted and studied
from memory at the level of word and particle in the classical period:

' Schroter—Taylor (2018) 6, and passim.

12 See Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) xviii on the preponderance of
the epic genre among Herodotus’ influences and debts. The accomplished, refined, and
deeply original narrative of Herodotus is also a reflection of his audience’s horizon of
expectations: Vannicelli (ibid.) xix. On the deep familiarity of fifth-century BCE audiences
with the Homeric text in relation to Thucydides, see Iragoulaki (2020b).

'3 Bakhtin (1984) 201 and Thomas (1992), esp. 101-8; in relation to Thucydides and col-
lective memory, see Fragoulaki (2020a) and (2020b).

'* See, for example, Dessingué—Winter (2016).

15 See below, pp. 143—4, on Hector’s address to his heart in liad 22. For the Homeric
background of the heroic in tragedy, see Easterling (1997).
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The intellectuals who gather for discussion in Plato’s Profagoras rely on
their collective memory to quote large portions of a complicated
Simonidean ode that they proceed to subject to extremely close verbal
analysis (3392-947a) [...] These savants are doubtless exceptional, and
the scene in Protagoras comes from one of the most literate of fourth-
century authors, but nothing in principle prevents an orally circulating
song from being carefully quoted and studied.'®

The oral memory of the text is crucial, and my aim in this discussion is to
pay attention to the literary level as a means of approaching (indirectly but
no less clearly) questions posed not only for poetry but also for fifth-century
historiography, such as: ‘the nature of the performance itself (which is very
hard to determine, but extremely important, as recent work shows); the
character and role of the audience; the relation of the written text to the
performed version; the social and political context’.!”

In my eflort to deal empirically with the question of Herodotus” ‘un-
Homeric” way of depicting death in battle, I follow specific steps, always
putting emphasis on the relational nature of meaning. I start with a brief
overview of descriptions of death in the Histories (what I call ‘Herodotus’
landscape of death’) (§2), followed by an examination of Herodotus’
descriptions or ‘typology’ of death in combat (§3), drawing a comparison
between death in combat and non-combat contexts in the text. This
comparison reveals a significant disparity within the Hustories, since in many
non-combat contexts descriptions of the dying and dead body can easily be
characterised as ‘Homeric’, in their grisliness and anatomical detail, by
contrast with the ‘un-Homeric’ description of death in combat. This
disparity within the Histories adds a further relational dimension to the
discussion of Herodotus’ ‘un-Homeric’ treatment of death in battle, which is
further established through tracing the word ‘blood’ (afpa) in Herodotus.
This linguistic element is widely used in descriptions of death in Homer (and
1s an element present in the harsh realities of war in all periods), but is totally
absent from Herodotus’ battle descriptions, although it appears (rarely) in
non-battle contexts. Focusing on the interplay between discursive absences
and presences in the construction of meaning, I also pay attention to the
intertextual potential of rare or fapax words (such as the rare word £leos in

' Ford (2002) 154.
7 Thomas (1992) 102.
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Herodotus). The same applies to the examination of specific vignettes and
longer episodes in the Histories, which to their greatest extent have been
acknowledged in the bibliography as ‘Homeric’. My discussion will be
rounded off by such a ‘Homeric’ episode, namely the battle of Thermopylae
(§4). In general, I concentrate on comparisons between battle scenes in
Herodotus and the f/iad.'® At points, a comparison with Thucydides is also
drawn, in order to put the descriptions of the dying body in Herodotus into
the wider canvas of fifth-century historiography and contemporary cultural
and ideological aspects of the heroic ethics of death. At all levels of
examination (language, narrative organisation and patterning, and themes),
I am building on existing scholarship on Herodotus and Homer, hoping to
offer new perspectives of Herodotus’ Homeric intertextuality through the
application of the methodological tool of discursive presences and
meaningful absences.

2. The Landscape of Death in Herodotus:
The Suffering and Dying Body

In non-combat scenes, Herodotus does not shun providing detailed
descriptions of the human body in moments of suffering, exposure, trauma,
and humiliation. ‘Landscape of death’ is a metaphor, used to convey the
richness and variety of death in the Historzes, also conjuring up the visual and
spatial dimensions, which are central to our examination."” Death and
suffering in Herodotus involve different contexts of death, torture, and
maltreatment of the dead or living human body, female or male: mutilation,
death in the sea by drowning or devouring by big fish, illness, cannibalism,
cructfixion, decapitation and impalement, individual and mass murders,
necrophily, human sacrifice, and suicide are some of the scenes of death and
suffering found in Herodotus. Such descriptions resemble the ‘Homeric’
mode of describing death, and their level of detail varies: more detailed
descriptions tend to surface in connection with Herodotus’ deep themes and

18 Cf. Mueller (2011) 125: “To talk about Homeric battle-scenes is to talk for the most part
about the Iliad’. There are gruesome descriptions of death in the Odyssey too, in contexts
which can be viewed as ‘alternative’ battlefields (e.g., the cave of the Cyclops or the
extermination of the suitors in Odysseus’ palace). The Epic Cycle is another influence: West
(2013) 149 and n. 35, ‘it is a typical motif that at the fall of the champion the troops turn to
flight’. Cf. the eflect of the death of Mardonius at Hdt. 9.63; Briscoe-Hornblower (2020) on
Livy 22.6.5. Saunders (1990), for wounds in the liad.

!9 On ‘death’ in the Histories, see Fragoulaki (2021).
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programmatic interests, such as characterisation of individuals and groups,
ethnography and its ability to explain history, and different systems of
political administration and their impact on individuals and groups. The
way death, of significant individuals in particular, is described in Herodotus
(and Thucydides) also relates to the early historians responding to other
contemporary prose sources regarded as precursors of biography. These
sources were likely to have contained proto-biographical material (such as
anecdotal vignettes or grisly details of an individual’s death), which would
have been filtered out or drastically recycled by the historians to suit the
purposes of their works.?

In battle-narrative contexts brief descriptions of the human body tend to
surface in the framing narrative, that is, either before or after the description
of the battle. A representative example 1s Herodotus’ version of Cyrus’
death.?! Here the Persian king died after a prolonged and difficult battle with
the Massagetans, in which many of his Persians lost their lives. Both
collective (the Persian army) and individual (Cyrus) deaths are reported by a
single verb, Scagfelpesbiar and relevrav, respectively: 7 Te 85 moAAy Tijs
[epoikijs orpatiijs adTod TavTy diedbapn kai 87 kal avtos Kdpos tedevrd
(‘most of the Persian army lost their lives there and Cyrus himself died too’,
1.214.9). Within this short death report, the shift from past tense to historical
present (Stedfapm ... Televrd) in the original text, underscores the unex-
pectedness of Cyrus’ death, adding drama to the narrative. This is a trope
characteristic of historiography and tragedy: for example, the death of the
Athenian general Lamachus in Sicily is reported in a similar manner by
Thucydides: amobvyjoker ad1os Te kal mevre 1) €€ Tav per avTod (‘he was killed
together with five or six of his companions’, Thuc. 6.101.6).? The naming of

? For example, Pelling (2016) 114-15 reads Herodotus’ ‘in a way which does not bear
mentioning’ (o0« aéiws amnyratos, 3.125.1), said of Polycrates’ death, ‘as a potential response
to something like a Life of Polycrates by Stesimbrotus of Thasos, which might have contained
graphic details about the manner in which Polycrates was killed. Ion of Chios’ Epidemiai has
been identified as another forerunner of biography: ‘his forte was the anecdotal vignette,
with an eye for the good remark and an eye for the visual’ (Pelling (2020b) g3). All this was
Herodotus’ forte too, and if we were to risk making a hypothesis based on Sophocles’
quotations found in Ion’s fragments, Ion’s biographic elements could have been mediated
to Herodotus via the tragic poet Sophocles, who was known to have been an Athenian
connection of Herodotus since antiquity (Plut. Mor. 785B).

2! On versions of Cyrus’ death, see Asheri (2007) 216.

22 Hornblower (2008) 531 cites (ad loc.) more examples of abrupt deaths in Thucydides,
also mentioning (in his introductory note) that ‘the key-moments are signalled by the
historical present ... [which] is, for Livy, as for Th., the “initiative-tense”’; for historical
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a single dying individual against the non-naming of his fellow-combatants is
another trope underscoring drama and the significance of the individual.
Cyrus (and Lamachus in Thucydides) are the only named individuals who
fall in battle, among a group of other unnamed men who fall with them. The
death of Leonidas and the Three Hundred at Thermopylae too is reported
by a present tense in a similar patterning of named and anonymous deaths
(see below, §4).

In contrast to the economic statement, ‘Cyrus himself died too’ (1.214.3),
the scene of the posthumous maltreatment of his body, which follows, is rich
in gory details (1.214.4-5):

b \ \ ’ <’ 2 ’ ’ b ’ b ~ ~
aoKov 86 7T)\’I70‘CLO‘CL aL‘u,a'rog CLVBP(,U?T’I]LOU TOFLUPLS GSLC’I]TO €V TOLOL T€6V€(JJO'L
~ ’ \ ’ ’ < \ o b ~ ’ ~ \ \
TWV HEPO'E(UV TOV KUPOU VEKLY, WS 86 6Up€, €VCL7T’I7K€ avTov T’I7V K€¢CL)\’I7V
) \ > ’ ’ \ A ~D 7 ’ ¢\ ) LN ’ ’
€S TOV AOKOV* )\U’LCLLVO‘UEV’I] 86 T(ZU VEKP({) €7T€)\€'y€ TCLSG' gvu l.LEV E‘LLG Z(UOUO‘CLV

\ ~ 7 ’ s ’ A~ \ LI €y A\ ’ QY s
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’ ) ’ < ’
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Tomyris filled a wineskin with human blood and searched among the
Persian corpses for Cyrus’ body. When she found it, she shoved his head
into the wineskin, and as she maltreated the dead body addressed it as
follows: ‘Although I have come through the battle alive and victorious,
you have destroyed me by capturing my son with a trick. But I warned
you that I would quench your thirst for blood, and so I shall.’

This 1s a story of wine, blood, and revenge, in which Tomyris, the queen of
the Massagetans, is involved (on blood, see below, §3). Herodotus has an
interest in royal women who demonstrate extraordinary cruelty, especially
in contexts of revenge, such as the Persian queen Amestris, Xerxes’ wife
(9.108-13), or the Greek queen of Cyrene Pheretime (4.162—5, 200-5).”*
Herodotus’ story of Tomyris communicates with a deeper vein of Near
Eastern stories with women protagonists.”* At the same time, in the
ethnographic spectrum of the Histories and the different shades of Otherness

present in Thucydides, see Lallot et al. (2011); cf. Basset (2011) 160: ‘an unexpected event
with heavy consequences is indeed what this tense seems to express’). For the use of
historical present in messenger speeches reporting death, see, e.g., Eur. lon 1207, with de
Jong (1991).

% On the connection between Amestris and Pheretime and ethnography’s actiological
function, see Baragwanath (2020).

? Weststeijn (2016).
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in it, Tomyris’ vengeful defilement of Cyrus’ body invites a cross-cultural
comparison with Xerxes’ punishment and hubristic maltreatment of the
Hellespont, by having its water flogged, while addressing it with words
‘outlandish and presumptuous’ (BapBapa Te xat araofala, 7.35). Clashes or
commonalities of culture suggest historical interpretations, and Tomyris’
bloodthirstiness is central to the ethnographic characterisation of the
Massagetans as paradigms of crude and deep-shaded Otherness.”

3. Where is the Blood? Meaningful Absences in
Herodotus’ Discourse of Death

In most battle scenes in Herodotus, death is usually reported briefly, without
descriptions of the wound or other details. In Homer on the other hand
details about types of wounds and anatomical details abound, and it is no
exaggeration to say that descriptions of battles in Homer are soaked in blood.
Unsurprisingly, the word ‘blood’ (afpa) itself is very frequent in Homeric
battle scenes, whereas it is totally absent from battle descriptions in
Herodotus, and scarce in his work more generally. In this section, we will
examine the interplay of presences and absences of the word afpa in Homer
and Herodotus, in order to observe the differences between the two authors
in descriptions of death, by means of this linguistic element. Before doing so,
a brief survey of Herodotus’ language of death will help us situate the
presence (or absence) of atpa in his discourse against the Homeric discourse
of death.

In Herodotus, verbs reporting the warrior’s death from different
narrative viewpoints are: mimrrew (‘fall’, metaphorically for dying; frequent,
e.g., 1.76.4, 82.7; 4.201.1; 7.210.2, 223.8, 224.1); amobvyokew (nayxy) (5.46.1);
ovvamofvyokewr (‘dying/falling together with’: 5.46.2; 7.222); amoAdvue
(7.200.1); amoddvabar (5.126.2; 7.209.2); katafaddew (7.211.3); Scadbeipev
(7.213.1); Tedevrav (5.48; 6.1, and in the Cyrus passage above);*
Sagbeipectar (1.82.8, 214.3); amokTeiveww (1.100.3); Povedeww (4.204);
katepyaleofar (7.211.2; 9.106.1); Elper Siepyaleatar (7.224.1); kataopalewy
(8.127);¥ katakpeopyetablar (7.181.1); kpeopyndov Siacmav (‘tear apart limb

» Cf. Munson (2001) 97-8, on the ‘same degree of primitivity’ between the Nasamones
and the Massagetae (:bid. 161-3).

% redevrav is often used in phrases such as TeAevrav Tod Blov (‘end one’s life’) or vodow
teAevrav (‘die of illness’); rarely in battle contexts.

27 Not of death on the battlefield in the strict sense, but the context is war-related.
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from limb’: 3.13.2); kararpavparileofar (‘suffer casualties/wounds’
7.212.1).% Some of these verbs, such as mimrewr, are found in Homer too (and
elsewhere). Others, such as karakpeopyetaBlar, kpeopyndov diacmav, and
katatpavpatileofac, are rare and their earliest appearance in the surviving
literary sources is in Herodotus.? Death in combat may also be reported
through short verbal phrases containing the noun favaros (‘death’), as in the
Thermopylae narrative: Tov péAdovra opiot éoeablar favarov (‘the death that
was approaching for them’, 7.223.4; cf. 7.219.1 for the seer Megistias) and v
et Gavd'r(p 250801/ 7TOL015‘1L6V0L (‘making a sortie to meet their death’, 7.223.2).
Comparing numbers of survivors after battle with the number of the initial
force is another way to suggest a large number of casualties and a bloody
and gruesome battle, without using the vocabulary of death or bodily injury
and suffering, e.g., in the battle of the Lacedaemonians and Argives (sixth
century BCE): vmedelmovto €€ avdpav efakooimv Tpets (‘of six hundred men
three survived’, 1.82.4). The trope is also found in Thucydides (7.87.6: oAcyoc

amo ToAA@Y €m olkov amevoarnaav, ‘few out of many returned home”).

3.1. atpa (‘blood’) in Homer and Herodotus

Let us now turn our focus to the word ‘blood’ and the presences and
absences of this word in Homer and Herodotus. A search of afua on the TLG
database yields 116 occurrences in Homer, 8o in the /liad, and 36 in the
Odyssey.” The much greater frequency of the word in the //iad than in the
Odyssey, over 50%, reflects the preponderance of battlefield scenes in the
former. The focus in the /liad may be either on collective deaths reported in
high-camera mode, or on individual deaths of named heroes in middle- or
low-camera narrative mode.”! Though individual deaths tend to stand out,
examples are plenty in each category. In addition to the visual aspect of

% Many of these verbs, such as wimrew, ovvamofvijokewv, amolvewr, amélvedar,
Siadbelpewv, rarepyaleofar, Eiper SiepydlecBar and kararpavparilesbar appear in the
Thermopylae narrative (7.201-33; see below, §4).

29 K(],T(],TPG,UI,L(ITIZEO'QCLL also in Thucydides (C.g., 7-41.4, 79.5).

%0 The word afpa alone was looked up as a TLG lemma; compounds or atpa-rooted
words have not been included in the search. Cf. Neal (2006).

' T employ Lendon’s (201%) cinematic language to describe the different heights (high,
middle, low) from which the battle narrator’s camera hangs when recording motions of
army units, groups, individuals, and different amount of detail; with Marincola (2018) 10—
13 and passim. For Homeric battle narratives, see also Fenik (1968); Latacz (1977).
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blood and imagery of massive loss of life, Homeric battle scenes contain
auditory imagery of loud sounds of weapons and human bodies (/. 8.62—5):

... aTap aomides opdaloecoar
emAnT’ aAAARoL, ToAUs 8 opupaydos opapeL.
evfa 8 dp’ olpwyn Te kal eOXwAT) TENEV AvSpdv

OAWWVTWY Te kal oA vpLEvay, pée & alpaTt yata.

They dashed their bossed shields together, and a great din arose. Then
were heard alike the sound of groaning and the cry of triumph of the
slayers and the slain, and the earth flowed with blood.*

The soaking of earth—or the water growing red with human blood—
belongs to formulaic imagery,” and blood is often found in paratactic
relationship with slaying and death.** Human blood is often described as
dark in Homer, and so is death itself.*®

When the camera zooms into individual (fatal or non-fatal) wounds, the
length and detail of descriptions vary. Often snapshots of anatomical details
and information about armour and weapons used to inflict the wound are
provided.” The variety of fatal wounds inflicted by Achilles towards the end
of Book 20 and the details and vividness of these descriptions sketch a
particularly fierce and unrelenting personality (cf. o0 yap 7t yAvkidfupos ...

2 Cf. the formulaic ‘he fell to the ground with a thud and his armour rattled around
him’, 1l. 4.504; 13.187, with Fenik (1968) 3.
B E.g., IL. 4.451; 20.494 (water: Il. 21.21); variants: Il. 21.119; 17.360-1.

1 11.164: éx 7 avSpokTacins €k 6’ alpaTos €k Te kudoupod, ‘from the man-slaying and
the blood and the din’; . 19.214: ¢évos Te kal azp,a Kkal apyadéos atévos avdpdv, ‘slaying,
and blood and the grievous groans of men’.

% E.g., adjectives such as pédas, kedawwds, kedawvedns are standard epithets of aipa: I1.
4.140, 149; 7.320; mopdvpeos used both for death and blood: 1l 5.83; 17.360, respectively
(with Kelly (2007) 236); for the darkness enfolding the eyes of the dying hero, see, e.g., IL.
4.461; 5.82—3). For blood and blood spilt in Homer, Neal (2006) 185—266. Cf. Griffin’s (1980)
91—g panorama of death in the liad.

3% Examples: ‘smote him as he rushed onwards upon the right shoulder on the plate of
his corselet; through this sped the bitter arrow and held straight on its way, and the corselet
was spattered with blood’, Il. 5.98-100 (Diomedes’ non-fatal wound); ‘he let fly a bronze-
tipped arrow ... Him Paris struck beneath the jaw under the ear, and swiftly his spirit went
away from his limbs, and hateful darkness seized him’, /l. 13.662—72 (Euchenor’s fatal
wound). For gruesome deaths and heroic ethics in Homer, see, e.g., Schein (1984); Vernant
(1991) 50—74; Rutherford (2013) 62—4.
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eppepans, 1l. 20.467-8).*” Even when wounds are reported briefly, sensory
information of astonishing vividness is provided, typical of the Homeric
physicality of death. The speed with which the metal blade gets warm inside
Achilles’ hand by the blood of the dying Echeclus is a case in point (/.

20.474-7):

... 08 Aynopos viov " EyexAov
peoony kak kepalny Eldpel TAace komnevTe,
~ 5 € ’ ’ %2 \ \ 5
mav 8 vmebeppavin Eldos atpaTi: Tov 8€ kat’ oo0E

€AAafe mopdupeos Havaros kal potpa kpatars).

He struck him square on the head with his hilted sword, and all the
blade grew warm with his blood, and down over his eyes came dark

death and mighty fate.

How fast can a metal blade get warm from the victim’s blood? There is
arguably a degree of poetic hyperbole in this sensory detail. On the other
hand, the scene surely communicates with sensory realities, not only of the
battlefield but also of animal sacrifices. From the modern reader’s point of
view, it arguably stretches the limits of modern cultural experience and
sensory imagination, and therefore the modern audience’s capacity to assess
the scene’s realism.

The imagery of blood and the descriptions of the dying body are central
to the exploration of human mortality and divine immortality in Homer. It
might be argued that blood, as human biological substance, is the single most
palpable criterion that separates men from gods, who most of the time
mingle on the battlefield and elsewhere in Homer’s world.” In the episode
of Sarpedon’s death, one of the most extensive descriptions of death in the
Iliad, the ingenious poetic handling of the imagery of blood signposts the
special significance of the dying hero, also exposing the closeness of ancient
theology and the realities of war. Sarpedon is hit by Patroclus’ spear close to

7 E.g., Il. 20.469—71: ‘He [Achilles] smote him upon the liver with his sword, and forth
the liver slipped, and the dark blood welling forth from it filled his bosom’ (Tros’ fatal
wound).

% See, for example: avalpovés elow kai afdvaror kadéovrac, ‘they are bloodless and are
called immortals’, Il. 5.342. In fact the gods have blood, but not that of mortals; and they
can be wounded, but cannot die: duBporov aipa feto, ixap, ‘the immortal blood of the
goddess, the ichor’ (5.339—40), of the episode of Aphrodite’s wounding by Diomedes; cf.
Neal (2006) 151-84.
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‘the throbbing heart’ (16.481). No information is provided about the profuse
blood loss and the quickness of Sarpedon’s death suggested by the adjective
adwos (‘throbbing’), at this point in the poetic narrative. This is unusual, in
light of similar Homeric descriptions of death from a fatal wound, as we saw.
Instead, the imagery of blood in the episode is organised in three vignettes
of displaced temporality vis-a-vis Sarpedon’s moment of death from the
wound received, as all three take place either before or after that moment.
The first vignette concerns the time before: the bloody rain-drops (16.458—
60: atparoéooas Pradas), which Zeus sends to honour his son, whose death
is still ahead in the narration. The second turns the focus to the bloody dust
(16.486: kovios dedpaypevos atpatoeaans) which the hero clutches as he falls
dead, in the few seconds following his death. The third concerns a much
later time, when the battle over Sarpedon’s corpse takes place; the hero’s
corpse 1is depicted as ‘utterly covered with missiles and blood and dust, from
his head right to the tips of his feet’ (16.639—40: BeAéeot kal alpart kal
KOV[??O'LV | E’K KGQSCL}\ﬁg EZ)\OVTO SLCL‘lL’TTépég 6,9 7TO’8CL§ C’l’,KpOUg; Cf. I6667)39

In Herodotus the presence and frequency of the word afua are totally
different. As shown in the Appendix at the end of this chapter, it is used only
fifteen times.* This is a surprisingly low number, considering the rich and
diverse landscape of death and bodily suffering in the Histories, as we saw
above (§2). None of these occurrences relates to battle descriptions. Thirteen
concern non-Greek individuals and groups, and are related to the
ethnographic vein of the work and its explanatory function, with four of
them appearing in the episode of Cyrus’ death and posthumous
maltreatment (see above, pp. 113-15). Some of the ethnographic references
of atpa concern scenes of blood rituals or human sacrifice (e.g., Scythian or
Arab customs). It may also appear in (semi-)medical scenes (e.g., the
Egyptian Psammenitus or the Persian Pharnuches); or in the Persian
Zopyrus’ self-mutilation in the siege of Babylon. Although a military aspect
may exist in some of these scenes, nowhere does blood relate to injury or
death on the battlefield.

% For the role of blood in the episode, see Briigger (2018) 21617 and passim; Janko (1992).

0 The word atpa in Herodotus was looked up as a lemma (cf. above, n. 30). In all cases
the word is used in its literal sense. But the compounds dpatpos and opaipwv (‘of the same
blood’) are used to denote intercommunal kinship (syngeneia) and not for the battlefield:
1.151.2; 5.49.3; and 8.144.2 (in a famous statement of panhellenic identity (Hellenikon). For
kinship in Herodotus, see Hornblower (2013) 213 and 164, on Hdt. 5.49.3). Other purely
poetic words for ‘of the same blood’ are odvaipos, adbacpos, adfaipwy (used in Sophocles:
LS]J, s.v.), none of which is found in Herodotus or Thucydides.
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Only in two passages in Herodotus (Appendix, nos. 14 and 15) is the word
used in relation to Greek contexts, both in hexametric Delphic oracles
received by the Greeks in relation to the battle of Salamis.*' I am not
interested here in problems of authenticity or the poetic quality of the
oracles, but in the fact that Homeric echoes and other poetic intertexts are
loud and clear at the level of the oracles’ metrical form (epic hexameter),
vocabulary, style, and imagery. For example, in the first oracle (Hdt. 7.140),
the Pythia’s bloody vision of temple roofs dripping with blood interacts with
Theoclymenus’ prophetic vision in the Odyssey (20.351-7); and oévs "Apys
(‘bitter Ares’) as personification of War is also Homeric.* Again, in the
second oracle (Hdt. 8.77), among other poetic overtones,* the polyptoton in
the phrase yaAkos yap xadxkd ovppiéerar (‘bronze shall clash with bronze’)
and alpare 8 "Aprys movrov ¢owiler (‘Ares will dye the sea red’) evoke
Homeric archetypes: yaAkope xadxos (Il. 11.351), for the clashing of bronze;
and Ares’ darkening the banks of Scamander with blood (rév viv aipa
KEAALVOV e’igppoov o’L‘u,(]b‘L ZKO'L‘u,aVSPOV | €okeédao’ (’)ff)g ’Apns, 1. 7.329730).

It 1s worth pausing to glance at Thucydides, the other early Greek
historian who communicates with Herodotus closely. Thucydides too avoids
graphic descriptions of the dying and suffering human body in battle, and
the word afpa is not found in his History.** There are only two afpa-rooted
words. The first is aiparadys (‘of blood-red colour’), used in the medical

1 On the absence of the word ‘blood’ (afpa) in Greek-related contexts in Herodotus,
see, for example, the episode of the Spartan king Cleomenes’ death, caused by self-
mutilation, which must have involved blood loss (6.75.3); or amputation scenes, such as 9.37,
involving a leg; 8.106.4, involving male genitals. Nowhere does the word atpa crop up. See
also below, the first vignette concerning Cynegirus. For Cleomenes, mutilation, and thigh
wounds in Herodotus, see Felton (2014).

*# For the oracle’s ‘epicising language’ and poetic intertextuality, including Hesiod and
Aeschylus’ Persians, see Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 468—70, who also
notes the need for a systematic study of the language of Herodotus’ oracles; Russo (1992)
125 (on Od. 20.351—7 and Hdt. 7.140).

# E.g., see Nagy (1990) on Herodotus’ implicit interaction with the poetics of kleos in
relation to the oracles he cites, and more specifically the convergences in theme and
divergences in style between the oracle in Hdt. 8.77 and Pindar’s Ol 13.6-12. Cf. Nagy
(1979), on kleos aphthiton (‘undying fame’), fime (‘honour’), and other terms/means of heroism
in poetry.

* For Thucydides’ reporting of individual and collective deaths, see, e.g., ‘He was killed,
along with five or six of those with him’ (Lamachus, 6.101.6; with Hornblower (2008) 531,
on similar brief statements); above p. 116 on 7.87.6, ‘few out of many returned’, with
Hornblower (2008) 745, for poetic and Herodotean echoes.
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context of the Great Plague of Athens to describe the intense blood-red
colour of the throat and the tongue of the person affected by the disease
(2.49.3). The plague is the only section in Thucydides (2.47.9-54) where the
diseased and dying body is described in excruciating detail, vying, it could
be argued, with the Homeric text, and coming much closer to the physicality
of human suffering in a medical-scientific context than Herodotus ever does,
whose communication with the early medical authors is much more diffused
in his work.* The second occurrence is guarwpévor (passive participle of
atparow, ‘turn bloody’), in the description of the final moments of the Sicilian
expedition. In a scene of culminating drama, we watch the Athenian hoplites
striving to drink the bloody and muddy water of the river Assinarus in Sicily,
as they are being slaughtered by the Syracusans on the river’s banks (kat 7o
Uwp €vBUs SLédbapTo, AN’ ovSev 7;0001/ ETILVETO T€ OpOD TG TNAD TLATWLEVOV,
‘the water quickly turned foul, blood mingling with mud, but the Athenians
drank on’, Thuc. 7.84.5).* It is worth noting that the later Diodorus Siculus
(first century BCE) does use the word ‘blood’ in a scene with clear epic
overtones, namely Brasidas’ fainting at Pylos: 8ia t@v Tpavparev alpatos
ekyvbevTos moANoD, kal da TodTo Avrouymoavtos avTod (‘he suffered much
loss of blood from the wounds, and as he lost consciousness’, D.S. 12.62.4).
Diodorus’ passage represents the same scene as that in Thucydides
(tpavpatiabels modda eAvmroyiymoe, 4.12.1), but the specific and explanatory
mention of loss of blood is additional. The intermediate source is probably
Ephorus (fourth century BCE), but it is not possible to say for sure whether
he or Diodorus himself was responsible for the interesting amplification.
Whoever added the words seems to have thought that Thucydides should
have mentioned blood but did not.*

The absence of references to blood in the early historians surely cannot
be viewed as an indication that hoplite warfare in the classical period became
less bloody or that it claimed fewer human lives. This chapter argues that far
from effacing, as it were, the Homeric imagery of death, the ‘meaningful’
absence of descriptions of battle injury and death in Herodotus (as defined
by critical discourse analysis) evokes the rich Homeric landscape of death
even more powerfully, in the context of historiography’s re-configured

® For the influence of medical writers on Herodotus, see Thomas (2000).

* Thucydides’ description of the slaughter at Assinarus evokes Achilles’ slaughter of the
Trojans at the banks of Xanthus in Homer, Il 21.1-16, 21, 147, 325. For Thucydides’
interaction with Homer, see Fragoulaki (2020b).

#7 T am grateful to Simon Hornblower for pointing this out to me.
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relationship with the poetics and politics of kleos and the living experience of
war in the fifth century BCE. Through the interplay between Homeric
presences and meaningful absences on the surface of Herodotus’ battle
narrative, the audience’s textual memory and imagination is activated,
against the background of fifth-century warfare realities and ideologies,
while the boundaries between poetry and prose remain distinct.

3.2. Three Vignettes in Herodotus and their Homeric Contexts

So far we have used the absence of explicit mentions of blood from
Herodotus’ battlefield as a linguistic means by which the interplay between
presences and absences in the two texts can be observed, and as revealing of
Herodotus’ interaction with Homer. In the following three Herodotean
vignettes, we will continue to examine the interplay between discursive
presences and meaningful absences as a mechanism of Homeric evocation,
by encompassing within our scope more aspects of the dying body, in
addition to blood, before concentrating on the battle of Thermopylae.

The first vignette is one of the rare cases in which some details concerning
the dying body on the battlefield are given. It concerns the death of
Cynegirus, one of the distinguished Athenians, who fell at the battle of
Marathon (Hdt. 6.113.2-114):

’ \ ~ ’ e ’ LGS N \ ’
¢€U’)/OUO'L 86 TOLOL HépO"nO’L ELTTOVTO KOTTTOVTES, €S O €TIL ’T’I]V BCL)\CLO'O‘CLV
) ’ ~ 3 (] ’ ~ ~ \ ~ \ 2
(1,7TLKO‘LL€VOL 7TUp TE GLBOV Kat E’iTE)\CL‘lLIBCLVOVTO TWY VEWV. KAL TOUTO ‘lL€V (2%
’ ~ ’ ¢ )\ ’ K )\)\ ’ 8 ¢6 ’ 5\ ’
TOU’T({) T({) 7TOV(ZU O TTo EIJ,CLPXOS a. LFLCLXOg La GLPE’TCLL, GV’I]p ‘}/EVO’,LEVOS‘
> ’ [ > ¥ ~ ~ ’ 3 ’ ~ \
CL‘}/CL@OS, aTo 8 66(1]/6 TWV O"TPCL’T’IT}/(UV ZTnUL)\E(Ug (o] @pCLO’U}\E(D' TOUTO 86
’ ¢ b ’ ) ~ ) ’ ~ > ’ ’
KUVE‘}/ELPOS o EUQSOprVOg EVGCLUTG 67TL)\CL}L/80,VO}L€VO§ TWV aqﬁ)\am’wv Veos,
\ ~ b \ ’ . ’ ~ o s ’ ’
T’I7V XELPCL ATTOKOTTELS WG)\EKGL TLTTTEL, TOUTO 86 CL)\)\OL AG’I]VCLL(,UV 7TO)\)\OL TE

\ ’
Katl OVO’,LCLO'TOL.

They harried the retreating Persians and cut them down until they
reached the sea, where they demanded fire and laid hold of the Persian
ships. During this mélée the War Archon Callimachus was killed,
fighting bravely, and one of the commanders, Stesilaus, the son of
Thrasylaus, died as well. It was also at this point that while Cynegirus,
the son of Euphorion, was grabbing hold of the stern of one of the ships,
he was fatally wounded when his hand was chopped off by a battle-axe.
A number of other famous Athenians fell as well.
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Having recorded the retreat of the Persians to the sea en masse, their cutting
down by the Athenians, and their wish to set the Persian ships on fire from
a high-level camera, Herodotus lowers the camera to the battlefield to record
the death of Cynegirus, providing some ‘contextual information’,* namely
the type of wound (loss of arm), the weapon used (battle-axe), and
topographical detail (the stern of the ship is the epicentre of action and
probably of a death in water).* Cynegirus’ death is recorded together with
those of two other named individuals, the polemarch Callimachus and the
general Stesilaus, which are reported each by a single verb (Sca¢pfeiperar and
améfave, respectively), in the usual terse manner of historiography.

The fashioning of the episode under the influence of the Homeric scene
in which Hector grasps the stern of an Achaean ship and calls the Trojans
to action with the words, ‘Bring fire!” (Il 15.716-18) has been well
acknowledged.”® But most importantly for our discussion, the episode’s
interaction with Homer has been dealt with not only in relation to what
occurs on the surface of the text, but also to what does not. One such non-
occurrence in the Cynegirus vignette is the lack of any reference to the
marshy area of Marathon. The intriguing absence of such an important
element of the battle’s topography has been viewed as a ‘deliberate choice’
meant not to spoil the evocation of the Homeric model, which does not
involve fighting in the marshes.”! By the same token, the absence of cavalry
in the fighting or the emphasis on the hoplite charge (6.112) have been viewed

8 Fenik’s term: (1968) 16—17.
* Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 211 note Hdt. 6.91.2 as the only other occasion in
Herodotus where yelp and dmoxémre are combined in a less glorious scene.

% Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 243: ‘Cynegirus is presented by Herodotus as a “modern-
day Hektor”’. Ibid. 2545 for the words wip, dprdorwr (a rare word, only in Homer and
Herodotus in the surviving literature until the fifth century BCE and alluding to /. 15.717-18
(Hector scene)), and xémrovres in the sense of ‘smiting’ (Hdt. 6.113.2) as resonating with
other Homeric passages (e.g., Il. 13.203—4 for Imbrius’ head), with Pelling (2013b) 25-6, and
Flower (1998).

°! Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 2435 also point out the logistical problems of Herodotus’
topography (‘the Greeks would by now be some way from their camp, and it is hard to see
where such fire could come from’, 255), which they attribute to Homeric influence. Cf.
Janko (1994) 306. For the marsh in Marathon, see Paus. 1.32.3, with 1.15.9 as noting that it
was depicted on the Stoa Poikile. Herodotus must have visited the Stoa in the 420s, so he
could have been aware of the marsh at least from this monument. For analogies between
this scene and Hdt. 7.224.1—3, see Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella-Nenci (2017) 576; also
below, p. 135, on 7.225.3, ‘with hands and mouths’; Wilson (2015) 151, on two post-classical
vignettes of Cynegirus’ death, in which mouth and teeth take part.
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as part of Herodotus’ strategy of constructing a Homeric background against
which his description of the battle of Marathon is placed.

Without the interference of elements alien to Homer, the Homeric
background of Herodotus’ vignette can thus be evoked through the presence
of formulas typical of heroic ideology, such as avyp yevopevos ayafios and
moAol Te Kal (’n/o‘u,otm'o[,53 and the variation on a theme-wound. Cynegirus’
arm wound activates the textual memory of alternative Homeric arm
wounds, such as the high-camera scene occurring immediately before
Hector grasps the ship’s stern (in the low-camera scene we have just seen),
where massive arm and hand amputations are described, causing swords to
fall to the ground (ZI. 15.713-15):

moAAL 8€ Ppacyava kada pelavdeTa kwmevTa
”» \ > ~ ’ ’ ” P
ala pev ex xeLpav yapadis meoov, alla 8’ am’ wpwv

2 ~ ’ e 9 <’ ~ ’
avlpdv papvapuevwy: pee 8’ atpatt yata pelalva.

And many fair blades, bound with dark thongs at the hilt, fell to the
ground, some from the hands and some from the shoulders of the
warriors as they fought; and the black earth flowed with blood.

This image of mass carnage communicates with other images of individual
deaths caused by arm mutilation. One such is that of Hypsenor, son of
Dolopion, priest of the river god Scamander. Though the scene is fairly
typical in terms of narrative patterning, the mini-narrative about the
individual’s identity and the description of his arm amputation are not (//.

5.76-83):>"
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2 Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 244 and 253, also citing van Wees (2004).

%% Gvip yevdopevos dyabés is an epigraphic formula: cf. Hdt. 6.14.3, with Hornblower—
Pelling (2017) ad loc.; ibid. 243 ‘Tlapidary words of highest praise’. On évopactol see also
8.89.1; 9.72.1. The phrases are also found in the Thermopylae narrative (7.224.1-2); see
below pp. 152-3.

> Fenik (1968) 11, 19; cf. Il 11.145~7 for Agamemnon cutting off both arms of
Hippolochus and then his head, which he rolled amid the crowd; Neal (2006).
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Meanwhile Eurypylus, son of Euaemon, slew godlike Hypsenor, son of
Dolopion high of heart, who served as priest of Scamander and was
honoured like a god by the people. As Hypsenor fled before him,
Eurypylus, Euaemon’s glorious son, rushed with his sword and in mid-
course smote him upon the shoulder and lopped off his heavy arm. The
arm full of blood fell to the ground; and down over his eyes came dark
death and mighty fate.

The words ¢dayavov, apos, and yelp also appear in the scene of Hector
grasping the stern of an Achaean ship. Both Homeric scenes are grisly with
powerful imagery of blood; Hypsenor’s in particular is intensified by the
formulaic closure in which blood and the darkness of death dominate (see
also above, in relation to /. 20.476—7).” In Herodotus, the absence of an
explicit mention of blood from Cynegirus’ massive amputation activates, I
suggest, a range of alternative presences from the rich repository of injury
and death in Homer, such as Hector’s and Hypsenor’s archetypal scenes,
where blood 1s dominant and explicit. In this paradoxical game of evocation
through absence, both audience and text partake in a cultural experience,
co-constructing meaning through relationality.

The second vignette concerns the death of Masistius, commander of the
Persian cavalry at the battle of Plataea. As in the case of Cynegirus’ death,
there 1s a shift from a high-camera collective description of the battle (‘they
fought long and hard, and the battle was eventually resolved as follows’,
9.22.1) to a low-camera description of the individual death: wounded by an
arrow 1n its side, Masistius’ horse reared on its back legs in pain and shook
off its rider. When Masistius fell to the ground, he was killed after having
fought back. Killing Masistius was not a straightforward task, Herodotus
continues, because he had a special breastplate made of golden scales hidden
under his red tunic, which was impenetrable. ‘Eventually someone realised

% Also: 1. 16.333—4; Kirk (1990) 62: “The “purple death over the eyes” is associated with
blood in all three contexts, here through aipardesoa ¢ yelp’. The more gruesome wounds
appear to be reserved for the Trojans: Salazar (2000) 130.
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what was happening and struck Masistius in the eye. This is how he fell and
died’ (émece Te kal amebave, 9.22.2-3).

In Homer the death of a hero of Masistius’ calibre would normally
involve a duel between two named and distinguished individuals. Presenting,
rather ‘un-Homerically’, the killing of a distinguished Persian as the
achievement of an anonymous hoplite (7cs), appears to be an homage to
classical period hoplite ethics. At the level of battlefield realities, there were
differences between the mode of fighting described in Homer and fifth-
century hoplite fighting, though the debate is complicated.”® What is
important for our discussion is the interaction of ‘un-Homeric’ and Homeric
elements in this episode. The fierce battle around dead Masistius (waymn oea
mepl Tob vekpod, 9.23.1) and the size and beauty of his corpse as objects of
spectacle (6 8¢ vexpos v Béns Géios peydbeos elvexa kai kaleos, 9.25.1) are
distinctively Homeric.”” As has been observed by scholars, Masistius’ fatal
eye wound could also be seen in the light of Ilioneus’ eye wound in the lliad
(14.492—9), and against the wider category of bloody head-wounds of
Homeric heroes, although, again, no explicit mention of blood is made.*®

The inability of Masistius’ golden breastplate to protect him from death
evokes the logistics of human frailty and mortality, so salient in Homer.”
Gold, bronze, or iron, the armour is unable to provide full protection to the
human body and cover all of its vulnerable parts. There is an ethnographic
dimension in the close association of the Persians with gold and their
overreliance on its power; on this occasion, its power to protect human life
on the battlefield. Xerxes’ Immortals too are decked in gold, yet despite their
valuable imperial gear, their fame, and their very name, they die at the battle
of Thermopylae (7.211; gold: 7.83). The Immortals’ death illuminates a
deeper theme of Herodotus’ narrative: the vulnerability of the Great King’s
expeditionary force, despite its superiority in numbers, abundant resources,
and use of cutting-edge technology. This subversiveness, inherent in war,

% E.g., van Wees (1994).

% The battles around Sarpedon’s and Patroclus’ corpses (1. 16.485—683 and 17.1-18.238,
respectively) are key Homeric intertexts. Flower-Marincola (2002) ad loc. for many of these
Homeric features; note their point on size (Hdt. 9.20: MakioTiov kadéovor): ‘it is well possible
that knowing their Iliad well, the Greeks purposefully called him by a name which meant
“tallest™ (139).

%% This applies to the Ilioneus’ scene too, though anatomic details, such as the eyeball
being thrown out of the skull, vividly evoke blood imagery. For the Masistius—Ilioneus
analogy, see Boedeker (2003); Aly (1921) 162—3, 2745,

¥ E.g., Griffin (1980); Pelling (2006); Baragwanath (2008).
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finds its poetic expression in Homer in the thin and often blurry line that
separates mortality from immortality, also in contexts of wounding and
death. A case in point is the post-Homeric tradition about Achilles’s death
by an arrow piercing the only vulnerable point of his body, which his divine
mother Thetis had made impenetrable to iron by dipping him in the waters
of Styx.%

The third and final vignette relates to another episode of individual
heroism in the panhellenic context of the Greek victory at Plataea. It is the
death of the Spartan Callicrates. At least one analogy with the episode of
Masistius’ death is that Callicrates too is overwhelmingly good-looking (avp
kdA\aTos €s TO oTpatomedov Tawv Tote EAvav, od podvov adTdv
AaKeSaLp,OVL’wV aAa kal T@v AAwv cE)\)\ﬁvwv, 9.72.1). His death is narrated
analeptically in relation to the narrative of the main battle, while the death
itself is reported to have taken place in the preliminaries and outside of the
battle itself (€éw T7s paxns amebave, 9.72.1). The historical narrator provides
contextual information about the weapon and the body part wounded:
Callicrates was injured by an arrow in his side while he was sitting in
position. The picture is amplified with the description of the last moments of
the hero: Callicrates was transferred outside the battlefield and died a
‘difficult death’ (€Svofavaree, 9.72.2); the verb is rarely attested in classical
Greek, and probably means a lingering and painful death.®® Callicrates is
given the ‘narratological time’ to express his regret to a named fellow fighter,
Arimnestus (or Aeimnestus) of Plataea (tellingly bearing a name related to
memory), not because he was dying, as he said, but because he was not given
the opportunity to see battle and perform as well as he knew he could and
wanted to.%

%0 The first source known to us which speaks of a vulnerable foot is first-century BCE
Statius’ Achullers (e.g., 1.268—70), though the story must have been known to his audience
already (Gantz (1993) 625-5). Cf. Hom. Hymn. Dem. 239f. for fire as another element
bestowing immortality to humans. Monsacré (2018), on the transformative power of
armour.

®! Svofavaréw is a hapax in Herodotus and very rare in general in early Greek literature
(not in Homer or other epic or lyric); next found in prose at Pl. Rep. 406b. Cf. Eur. fon 1051,
dvafavaros (adj.), ‘bringing a hard death’.

%2 In Herodotus, Philippus of Croton, who joined the Spartan Dorieus in a colonising
expedition to Sicily (end of the sixth century BCE), is a figure of distinctively archaic and
Homeric resonances, comparable to Callicrates. In typically historiographic vein, Philippus’
death is reported briefly: ovvéomero 8é Awpiér kal ouvamébave, 5.47.1—2. The paratactic
verbal construction (cuvéomeTo ... kat ouvaméfave) and the use of the same preposition (cuv-)
in the two compound verbs underscore heroic—and Homeric—companionship in battle.
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Unlike the words of Homeric heroes, usually provided in direct speech,
Callicrates’ thinking process and feelings are authorially mediated; but the
aspiration of a heroic death is similar to that of a Homeric hero such as
Hector.”® Analogous is the thinking process of the Spartan Leonidas at the
battle of Thermopylae, which precedes in Herodotus’ narrative (more on
this below, §4). The type of Callicrates’ wound and its timing in relation to
the main battle can be compared with the scene of Menelaus’ wounding by
the Trojan Pandarus’ arrow in his side (/. 4.141—7). Both Callicrates’ and
Menelaus’ scenes prefigure fighting between whole armies: in the Hustories
Callicrates’ wound takes place during Pausanias’ pre-battle sacrifices; in the
lliad Pandarus’ arrow initiates war by violating the truce. But the comparison
between the two scenes brings to light some differences too, which relate to
the ‘un-Homeric’ elements of Herodotus’ battle narrative and the discursive
category of meaningful absence, which we have been using in this discussion:
in Callicrates’ episode there is no mention of blood or a zooming in on other
parts of the hero’s body, whereas in the f/iad the image of Menelaus’ bleeding
is vivid (ad7ica 8 €ppeev alpa kelawedés &€ arel)ijs, ‘forthwith the dark
blood came from the wound’, /I. 4.140), further intensified by ‘one of the
most striking and unusual of Iliadic similes’ (£l. 4.141—5),°* occurring in the
poetic narrator’s direct address to the hero (rotol To Meveéae praviny alparte
pmpol | eduées kvijpal e L8€ opupa kaX vmeveple, ‘So now Menelaus your
well-shaped thighs were stained with blood and your shins and beautiful
ankles’, 1l. 4.146—7). Another difference between the two scenes is that unlike
Herodotus’ Callicrates, Homer’s Menelaus is healed from his wound by the
divine doctor Machaon and his soothing drugs, passed on to him by his
father, the god Asclepius, who had received them from the Centaur Chiron
as gifts of friendship (//. 4.208-19). Soon afterwards in the Homeric narrative
we watch Menelaus fighting with his usual strength (/. 5.50-8), miraculously
healed from his wound. Whether a doctor in the Greek camp at Plataea tried

Philippus of Croton is the epitome of the archaic hero: like Callicrates, he was ‘the most
handsome man of his generation in Greece’, kdAoTos T@v ‘EAvov 1év kat’ éwvtdv
(5.47.2), and in addition he was an athlete and Olympic victor, and took part in Dorieus’
colonial expedition with his own trireme (5.47.2). The idea of staying and dying together is
stated emphatically in the Thermopylae episode too (see below, §4), in both negative and
affirmative mode. Cf. Salazar (2000) 172, for the combination of handsomeness and the
aspiration of a ‘beautiful death’.

%3 Boedeker (2003) 13.
* Kirk (1985) 345.
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to soothe Callicrates while he was dying ‘a difficult death’, does not surface
in Herodotus’ narrative.*

The influence of medical authors on both Herodotus and Thucydides has
been well-acknowledged, and mentions of doctors do appear in their works,
but they are rare, generally associated with either technical contexts or
politics, and always outside action on the battlefield.® It is against common
sense to believe that doctors did not exist in Greek armies, operating on the
battlefield or in the camp. Attributing the absence of references to doctors
to the relative lack of organised medical support in Greek armies of the
classical period seems improbable.®” They could not have disappeared after
the archaic period only to reappear later.”® Doctors are mentioned in
Thucydides in the technical language of the Great Plague, where a cognate
of afpa also appears, as we saw above (pp. 120-1); on the other hand, for
example, there is no reference to doctors taking part in the expeditionary
force which sailed out for Sicily in 415 BCE, although the description of
preparations and the army’s different compartments is fairly detailed (Thuc.
6.20-3, 30-1; no mention of a doctor either in relation to Nicias’ kidney
disease and its serious repercussions, 6.102.2; 7.15.1). Operating in the same
historiographic vein, the Hellenistic historians likewise provide numbers of
casualties, but no information about the treatment of wounded soldiers.%

The appearance of physicians in the Greek historians is a topic which
deserves separate investigation. Within the limits of this discussion, I would
like to suggest that fifth-century physicians were associated with technical
and scientific contexts, which tended to surface in specific parts of the
historical narratives of Herodotus (and Thucydides). Descriptions of battles
were not such contexts, for which the historians tapped into the rich

% Hdt. 7.181.2 is the only passage in the Histories in which the treatment of wounds is
mentioned, but no mention of professional doctors is made (Salazar (2000) 170-1).

% Cf. Democedes of Croton, a Greek doctor working for the Aeginetans, the Athenians,
and Polycrates of Samos (Hdt. 3.131); and specialist doctors in Egypt (Hdt. 2.84). For
Thucydides’ description of the plague in Athens, see above, pp. 120—1. See also Thuc. 6.14
for a metaphorical use of the word tarpds (‘doctor’): Thomas (2000); Demont (2018).

57 E.g., Gabriel (2011).

%8 E.g., Xen. Anab. 3.4.30: eight doctors treating different types of the soldiers” wounds;
cf. Anab. 2.5.33, a graphic vignette of a soldier holding his intestines having suffered an
abdominal wound. The absence of vultures and animals of prey from the battlefield of
Herodotus and other Greek historians is another un-Homeric feature, discussed in Kostuch
(2018).

89 Chaniotis (2005) 96.
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mythopoetic background of the epic. Unlike their fifth-century counterparts,
doctors in Homer are semi-divine, associated with the mortal hero and his
many encounters with death. References to physicians in a fifth-century
context would have worked against the heroic tenor of Herodotus’ battle
narrative, in the same way that in the Cynegirus vignette (see above, pp. 122
4) a reference to the marshes of Marathon would have worked against the
evocation of its Homeric model, where no marshes appear. From a
narratological and allusive perspective, the absence of doctors from
Herodotus’ battlefield can be viewed as one of the ‘un-Homeric’ elements in
the historian’s engagement with the human body in descriptions of battles,
alongside the absence of anatomical details and explicit references to blood.
In a textual environment under the heavy influence of Homeric descriptions
of battles, the absence of blood, anatomical details, and doctors should be
viewed, I suggest, as meaningful absences, which enhance the resonance of
the Homeric context by effectively preventing the interference of dissonant
elements.

4. The Battle of Thermopylae (7.201—39)
and Herodotus’ Homeric Allusive Practice

Herodotus’ narrative of the battle of Thermopylae is a section with
acknowledged Homeric debts to a degree unparalleled in the work.”” “The
Persian Wars were the new Trojan War, the stuff of legendary heroism’,”
and analogies that have been drawn in form and content are many. Features
that stand out are the heroic code of Leonidas and his Three Hundred
Spartans who fell on the spot, expressed in Homeric vocabulary and
concepts—such as C’LV’I\7p 'yevép,evog &’purrog (7.224.1; cf. 209.5) and kAéos p,é'ya
(7.220.2 and 220.4)—especially in relation to Hector. It has also been pointed
out that in the narrative of Thermopylae Leonidas, the Spartan king, and
Xerxes, the Persian king, resemble each other in their singularity, and that
‘the way the spotlight singles out both leaders presents the encounter almost
as a duel, one which (at least at the level of kleos) Leonidas will win’.’”? Other

70 Boedeker (2003); Pelling (2006); Foster (2012); de Jong (2015); Carey (2016); Marincola
(2018); Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella-Nenci (2017) 547-92.

7! Pelling (2019) 202; cf. Gainsford (2013) 131: ‘On a mythological level, the heroism of
Leonidas’ Spartans at Thermopylae compensates for the Dorians’ supposed absence from
the Trojan War’.

72 Carey (2016) 83. On the battle: Cartledge (2007); Carey (2019).
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Homeric features are the battle (@fiopos) around the corpse of Leonidas, a
‘kind of narrative detail [which] is normally withheld by Herodotus’,”® or the
distinctively epic number of attempts to save the corpse from the enemy (four
times they forced the Persians back, 7.225.1). The passage is usually
compared with the struggle over the corpses of Patroclus (/. 17.2741f.) and
Sarpedon (16.485-683; see also above, pp. 1257 on Masistius), but the
numbers g and 4 are also typical of epic descriptions of offensive/defensive
movements in combat more generally.”

Building on this scholarly background, in the rest of this chapter I will
aim to contribute some new observations on the Homeric interactions of the
battle of Thermopylae, from the perspective of the typology of death on the
battlefield and human mortality and suffering at war, pursuing Homeric
presences and meaningful absences in Herodotus’ text. My examination is
organised in themes and, for parts of this discussion, focuses on a comparison
between the Thermopylae narrative and the conflict between Hector and
Achilles outside the walls of Troy in lliad 22.

4.1. Individual and Collective Death and Heroism

Like most of Herodotus’ battle narratives, the battle of Thermopylae (7.201-
39) 1s an extended episode, in which the narration of the actual fighting and
events taking place on the battlefield is restricted.” The organisation of the
narrative is complex. The focal point of the action is the final day of the
battle, when Leonidas and the Greeks, on the one side, and distinguished
Persians, on the other, fell (7.223-5). Background information and the
previous days of the fighting at Thermopylae occupy chapters 7.201-22,
while the aftermath of the battle is described in 226-39.7

In the Thermopylae episode collective and individual heroism mesh
through the heroic deaths of named individuals and anonymous groups in
the Greek and the Persian camps. Persian deaths are reported tersely at
different phases of the fighting: ot M#8o¢, émmrov moAdot, ‘the Medes fell in
large numbers’, 7.210.2; cf. Tpnyéws mepLeimovTo, ‘they were badly mauled’,
7.211.1 (again with no detailed descriptions of wounds); and ‘they [= the

7 Carey (2016) 84.

™ E.g., Rengakos (2006). For Herodotus’ shaping of the narrative of Thermopylae, see,
e.g., van Wees (2018).

7 Cf. Marincola (2018).

7 This is a broad-brush division of the narrative. For detailed presentations of the
structure, see Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 547; De Bakker (2018) 62.
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Lacedaemonians] cut the Persians down (karéfaAdov) in untold numbers.
However, a few Spartans would be lost (émmrov) during this manoeuvre’,
7.211.3. Persian casualties in large numbers are contrasted with the Greeks’
and especially the Spartans’ superior knowledge of the art of war, even when
fighting against the Immortals: ‘they [= the Lacademonians| were experts,
ﬁghting against amateurs’ <€,V Ol;K €,7TLO'TG+L€,VOLO'L l,LC’LXGO'@GL €,§€7TLO'TG,+LEVOL,
7.211; cf. 211.3). On the sixth and decisive day of the battle, which takes place
outside the wall in the broader part of the neck of the battle ground (7.223;
see below on space), anonymous crowds in the Persian army (‘barbarians’)
are reported to fall in great numbers again (émmrov mAnfel moAdol TV
BapBapwr, 7.223.3), flogged and urged to move forwards by their leaders.
This is another instance in Herodotus when death becomes an ethnographic
criterion: the way the Persians are forced to their death is meant to be
contrasted with the Greeks’ agency over their own death (see below on
Wapaxpea’)p,evof T€ Kal ATEOVTES, 7.224_.1). Within this patriotic agenda, there
1s room for cultural nuancing: from this general picture of massive loss of
anonymous ‘barbarians’ emerge deaths of individuals and smaller groups of
the Persian élite, who are singled out for fighting and falling in battle
(mimTovot évradfa dAdow Te moAAol kal ovopaoTol, 7.224.2), among them two
brothers of Xerxes, Abrocomes and Hyperanthes, whose mention is
accompanied by brief kinship material about their relationship to the King’s
royal family.

In the Greek army, Leonidas is presented as the key heroic individual
from the beginning: ‘he was admired the most, above all the other generals’
(ot dAAow arpaTnyol, 7.204). His genealogy and descent from Heracles, son of
Zeus (7.204, 208.1), create a sharp contrast with the anonymity and collective
mention of the other generals. As for the anonymous collective mention of
the Three Hundred Spartans, it is presented by the historical narrator as
deliberate non-naming: ‘I was told the names of all the Three Hundred’
(7.224.1). Here, the narratorial voice not only creates a moment of
meaningful absence of a catalogue of warriors, a distinctively Homeric
feature, but also flags it as deliberate suppression.”’

In addition to Leonidas, there are a few other named individuals in the
whole episode. But all named casualties in both camps are listed after the
statement about the stand and heroic death of Leonidas and the Three

77 For an explanation, see Fragoulaki (2020a) xxiii-xxv. Cf. Marincola (2016), on
Herodotus’ heroisation as a historian through his handling of the catalogue of the Three
Hundred, whose names he claims he has learnt.
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Hundred, in which individual and collective achievements are closely
bound: ‘Leonidas fought to the death (mimred) with the utmost bravery
during this mélée; and with him fell other famous Spartans too’ (Aewvidns
T€ €V TOUT® T TOVW TLTTEL AVT)P YEVOILEVOS APLOTOS, KAl ETEPOL LET AVTOD
ovopaaTol XaapTinTewy, 7.224.1). It is at this point that we get the statement
about the deliberate omission of the names of the Three Hundred. The use
of a single word (wimred) for the death description of the Three Hundred and
their leader 1s typical of the historiographic mode of describing death on the
battlefield, as we have seen. The verb itself is not distinctively Homeric; it is
in fact one of the most frequent words used to denote death in our literary
and epigraphic sources. But avip dptoTos resonates with heroic vocabulary
and ideology of the archaic and classical periods, whose archetypal
expression was Homer.

The statement about the death of Leonidas and the Three Hundred is
not the first mention of the Greeks’ collective heroism in the Thermopylae
episode. The first, proleptic, reference to the outcome of the battle concerns
the Greeks as a whole, and the individual pointed at as responsible is the
Greek Epialtes, and not Xerxes and his army: ‘he [= Epialtes] caused the
deaths of the Greeks who had taken their stand there’ (Scepbepe Tovs TavTy
vmopeivavras EAAvav, 7.213.1). Herodotus’ polemical authorial commem-
oration i3 noteworthy: ‘it is him I include in my written account as
responsible’ (rodtov aitiov ypadw, 7.215.1). The idea of ‘bearing’
(0mopelvavras) is repeated, in the variant karapeivavres ‘stay in place’, in
another brief statement of the heroic death of Leonidas and the Greeks
around him (Aewv[ﬁnv Kal Tovs ;LET’ aﬁ’roﬁ), which precedes the focal 7.224.1,
including the unwilling Thebans and the willing Thespians, in addition to
the Spartans: ‘they stayed and died with them’ (KaTa‘u,eL'VQVTeg ovva'n'éeavov,
7.222;78 cf. Ka're"u,ewav ‘lLOGVOL 'n'apd AaKeSaL;LOV[OLGL, 7.222).

The contextual information of the scene, describing the mental state of
the heroes and their weapons, points specifically to the Homeric text

(7.223.4—224.1):

The Greeks knew they were going to die at the hands of the Persians
who had come around the mountain, and so they spared none of their
strength, but fought the enemy with reckless disregard for their lives
(Wapaxpea’)peuo[ Te Kal C,LTéOVT€§>. By now most of their spears (Sépm'a)

78 See above, n. 62, on Philippus of Croton and the Spartan Dorieus.
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had been broken and they were using their swords (rotot éldeat) to kill
the Persians.

The Spartans’ use of their swords, after their spears had been broken,
describes fifth-century hoplite fighting and Spartan military ethics. At the
same time, in this heroic context it alludes to the typical Homeric ‘sequence
of spear followed by sword in two quick slayings’, frequent in the fliad, a
‘typical’ incident.” The word aréovres is worth pausing at, since the only
other use of the word in our sources before Herodotus is in the [liad, in
Poseidon’s address to Aeneas, urging him not to fight Achilles yielding to a
‘blindness of heart’ (aréovra, Il. 20.332).%°

4.2. The Dying and Dead Body

As in the case of Cyrus (above, §2), the only glimpse of Leonidas’ body is that
of posthumous maltreatment, reported after the main battle narrative.
Xerxes 1s described as walking through the corpses of his enemies, when
someone identifies Leonidas for him as the dead Spartan king. Then the
Persian king orders the decapitation and impaling of Leonidas’ head
(7.238.1). Once again through his ethnographic lens Herodotus comments
that such an act of brutality is normally untypical of the Persians, who
honour men who fight bravely, attributing it instead to personal animosity
<3’TL BGUL)\ébS Eépf‘l]s 7TG,,V’T(,UV 8’;7 ‘lLG,,)\LO'Ta C’LVSP(;)V E’BU’L(A’)B’U C(;)OVTL AG(,UV[S'H,
7.288.2). It can be argued that a further posthumous glimpse of Leonidas’
metaphorical body is the stone lion standing (in Herodotus’ time) on the spot
where he and the Greeks fell. The resonances of not only Leonidas’ funerary
monument but also his own name (< Aéwv ‘lion’) with lion imagery in Homer
have been pointed out in scholarship.”" As for the maltreatment of a corpse
as the result of raw emotion, the association with the archetypal Homeric
example of Achilles’ unprocessed anger and maltreatment of Hector’s dead
body on the battlefield cannot be missed.

Let us now concentrate on the culminating scene of the resistance and
fall of the last Greeks at Thermopylae. Herodotus’ description of the final
moments of the Greeks who remained alive on the rise in the pass is the

7 Fenik (1968) 6; Latacz (1977).
8 Cf. Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Coorcella—Nenci (2017) 577-8.

8 Recently Pelling (2019) 203. Cf. Baragwanath’s (2008) 77—8 apt remark about potential
‘unheroic’ associations of the lion monument, in relation to the ‘Lion-related’ name of the
Theban commander Leontiades and his medism.
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closest we get to a description of bodily injury and death on the battlefield in
the episode (7.225.9):
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In that place they defended themselves with knives, as many as yet had
such, and with hands and mouths; till the foreigners overwhelmed them
with missile weapons, some attacking them in front and throwing down
the wall of defence, while the rest surrounded them on all sides.

This vignette is about the whole group and resumes the fighting from the
death of Leonidas and other distinguished Spartans, who fell after having
used first their spears and then their swords (7.224.1). In this climactic scene
of group fighting, the short and vivid phrase yepot kat oropast (‘with hands
and mouths/teeth’) evokes a shocking and grisly range of wounds, without
an explicit reference to blood, comparable to Cynegirus’ death at Marathon
after the massive amputation of his arm (above, pp. 122-4). As suggested
earlier, Cynegirus’ death in Herodotus interacts with Homeric fatal
amputations of arms or head wounds, such as Hypsenor’s in the lliad (5.76—
82; above, pp. 124-5) or Pedeaus’ fatal head wound (/. 5.74-5), which
immediately precedes Hypsenor’s death in the narrative sequence of the
lliad; again, the ‘typical incident’ sequence ‘spear (§opv) [Pedacus]—sword
(¢paoyavov) [Hypsenor]” may be observed.®®

Two Homeric presences at the level of word in Herodotus’ scene are
worth noting: meptoradov (‘surrounded on all sides’, 7.225.3) is a hapax in
Herodotus, resonating with Homeric (and Thucydidean) intertexts. The
word is rare and a hapax also in Homer (/1. 13.551) and Thucydides (7.81.5).%
The word (i)\efo‘u,évous (7.225.3; cf. oTpaTbV TOV MﬁSwV (i)\éga(r@al,, 7.207)

8 Livy’s (22.51.9) horrible description of the morning following the battle of Cannac has
been thought to have been inspired by Hdt. 7.225.3, creating a triple association with
Homeric intertexts (de Bakker—van der Keur (2018) 330-1).

B Il 5735 ... BePAiker kedadis kata iviov 6&éL Soupls | avTikpd 8 av’ 68évTas OO
yA@ooav Tape xaAkos, | fpime 8 év koviy, uxpov 8’ EXe xakov ododowy (‘... with a cast of
his sharp spear on the sinew of the head. Straight through amid the teeth the bronze shore
away the tongue at its base. So he fell in the dust, and bit the cold bronze with his teeth’).

# Hornblower (2008) 730, with other ancient intertexts and modern bibliography.
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evokes similar language in the extensive episode of Hector and Achilles’
conflict on the battlefield in /liad 22, which results in Hector’s death and the
defilement of his corpse: the goddess Athena, having deceitfully taken the
form of Deiphobus, Hector’s brother, falsely appears to stand by Hector’s
side in his deadly combat with Achilles: ‘let us make a stand and defend
ourselves staying here’ (aAX” dye 87 oréwpev kal alefapeofa pevovres, Il.
22.231).%” The conflict between Hector and Achilles outside the walls of Troy
in lhiad 22 is an extensive episode of climactic quality,®® similar to that of
Thermopylae.

4.3. Gaze, Nudity, and the Athlete-Warrior

War as spectacle 1s distinctively Homeric. In the lliad visuality has a central
role in the way the poetic narrator delivers his story, engaging audiences
within and outside of the narrative.?” Gaze is a source of knowledge and
understanding for those partaking in the act of gazing and is often associated
with intense emotive responses. The central role of vision and gaze in the
cognitive and emotive dimensions of the war narrative is another major
‘meeting point’ between epic and historiography. In the Thermopylae
episode, the visit of Xerxes’ scout to the Greek camp to observe the enemy
and report back to the King (7.208) lends itself to examining Herodotus’
response to the epic palette in relation to key themes of his work and its
sociocultural context, namely war, athletics, and vision, and their role in the
Greeks’ ethnic self-definition vis-a-vis the ethnic Other.

There is a concentration of words related to vision and gaze in the
episode. Xerxes sent a scout on horseback to the Greek camp, because he
needed to ‘see (t8€éoflar) how many men they were and what they were doing’
(7.208.1). The Greek word for ‘scout’ or ‘spy’ is karackomos, 7.208.1 (‘one
who keeps a look out’, LSJ), deriving from oxoméw, a word related to vision.
Although the word karackomos itself is not found in Homer (the Homeric
word is the cognate emiokomos, e.g., Il. 10.38, ‘one who watches over’, LSJ),
it is frequent in tragedy engaging with archetypal episodes of espionage and

% De Jong (2012), with further bibliography.

8 Richardson (1993) 105: ‘The event towards which the action of the poem has been
tending’.

87 Clay (2011); Blundell-Cairns—Rabinowitz (2013); Kampakoglou—Novokhatko (2018);
Miltsios (2016), on Herodotus; on gaze viewing and theatricality in Thucydides, Greenwood

(2006).
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intelligence in the Trojan War and with Odysseus as an archetypal spy.*®
The visit of a mounted spy to the enemy camp is another discursive presence
in the Thermopylae episode which interacts with the epic background.®

Xerxes’ scout was ‘looking and observing’ (éfmetro 7e kal kardpa)
(7.208.2; cf. kaTidéodar, dpa, 7.208.2), but he was not able to see the whole of
the Greek camp, but only those men who were outside the recently repaired
wall. These were the Spartans, ‘some of whom were exercising in the nude
while others were combing their hair’ (rovs pev 81 apa yvpvalopévovs rTav
avdpdv, Tovs 8¢ Tas kopas kTevilopevous, 7.208.3), according to their custom,
as Demaratus explained later to the King. The scout looked and marvelled
at the sight (fedpevos ebapale, 7.208.3, cf. onwmee, 7.209.1), and tried to
understand the numbers of the enemy (épavfave, 7.208.9). He did make a
note of them, and undisturbed (‘no one paid any attention to him’, 7.208.3)
returned to Xerxes to report. The latter ‘did not know what to make of this,
namely that the Spartans were getting ready to be killed and to kill
(&Wo)\eé‘u,evo[ Te Kal o’vn’o)\éom'eg) to the best of their ability’ (7.209.1).

Xerxes’ reaction to the scout’s report is scorn and puzzlement. The pre-
battle activities of the Spartans struck the King as laughable (yeAota, 7.209.1—
2). He sends for the expatriate Spartan Demaratus ‘wishing to understand’
(€0edav pabetv, 7.209.2), but even after Demaratus’ explanation, Xerxes
reacts with laughter (yédwra, 7.209.2), finding the explanation hard to believe
(7.209.5). Xerxes’ laughter has sinister connotations, aiming to construct the
portrait of the Oriental monarch as fundamentally unable to comprehend
Spartan heroic ethics and the Greeks’ relationship with freedom at large.
Xerxes’ lack of comprehension is a hint at the failure of the Persian King’s
campaign, enhancing the capacity of the Histories’ external audience for
comprehension and foresight.”

Soon after the scout episode, Xerxes’ scorn and laughter turn into fear,
as his gaze ranges over the battle of Thermopylae. The Persian King—this
time seeing with his own eyes—is described as watching his men, including
the Immortals, falling in great numbers in their battle with the Greeks. This
unmediated vision of his men’s destruction causes Xerxes to leap from his
seat three times in fear (Onevpevov, Tpis avadpapetv ek Tob Hpovov, Seloavra,

% Wilder (2021).

8 Cf. Hdt. 9.44—5, another episode with Homeric overtones, involving Alexander the
Macedonian’s clandestine night operation on horseback visiting the enemy.

9 E.g., Redfield (1985) 115-16; Munson (2001). For the limits of Xerxes’” understanding
associated with the gaze, see Grethlein (2013) 195.
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7.212.1). The phrase resonates with the Iliadic description of Hades’ similar
reaction in the Battle of the Gods (/. 20.61-2: ‘leapt screaming from his
throne for fear’, 8elaas §” éx Bpdvov aro kai laye).”’ Once again Herodotus
situates the conflict between Greeks and Persians in a Homeric background,
reconfiguring heroism and masculinity for fifth-century panhellenic
audiences. The Greco-Persian conflict is presented as a clash of political
systems, military ethics, and cultures, also hinting at the importance of
ethnographic factors in historical understanding.

At a linguistic level, it is worth pausing at two further Homeric presences
in the scout episode in Herodotus: o’m’o)\eé‘uevo[ Te Kal amoléovTes (‘to be
killed and to kill’, 7.209.1) evokes the polyptoton OANOVTWY TE Kal (’))\)\U;Lévwv
(employing the same verb 6AAvofac) in the Homeric high-camera scene of
large-scale death on the battlefield: évba & &p’ oz,u,w'yﬁ Te Kal elsxw)\ﬁ méNev
avdpdv | oAVVTWY Te Kkal oAvpévwr, pée § alpate yata, “Then were heard
alike the sound of groaning and the cry of triumph of the slayers and the
slain, and the earth flowed with blood’, II. 8.64-5; (cf. Il. 4.450-1, and above
p. 117).” The second Homeric presence can be traced in Demaratus’ address
to Xerxes, where he refers to a rather peculiar Spartan custom (vopos),
associating it with exceptional bravery (7.209.3):

It 1s their custom to do their hair when they are about to risk their lives
(kevdvvedew T4 uxy). But you can rest assured that if you defeat these
men and the force that awaits you in Sparta, there is no other ethnic
group on earth which will take up arms and stand up to you, my lord,
because you are now up against the noblest and most royal city in
Greece, and the bravest of men.

The phrase kwdvvevew 14 uyf occurs only here in Herodotus. kwvdvvedew
alone does not crop up in Homer, but the word vy is used frequently for
the human life (also ‘soul” or ‘spirit’) leaving the body, often from the wound
itself (/. 14.518), when a warrior dies on the battlefield.” Its occurrence in

9 Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella-Nenci (2017) 563.

92 The use of 7e ... xal joining the two participles in the polyptoton structure éA\Gvrav
Te kal oMwpévorv is distinctively Homeric, serving ‘to mark an assertion as general or
indefinite’: Monro (1891) go1.

% In the formula 705 8” adfe Aoby Jux7) e pévos e (IL. 5.296, 8.123), and elsewhere: e.g.,
1.3; 5.696; 22.525; 24.168, 754.
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Herodotus side by side with xwdvvevew in this unique formulation is a
discursive presence, evoking Homeric contexts of heroic death.

Hector is a singularly significant hero in Homer, whose life (fuyn) is put
at risk in a dramatic, prolonged, and visually rich episode in /liad 22, before
leaVing hiS bOdy (36172> (T)g (’ipa 9294 €Z7TO’VTCL Té)\Og BCLVC,LTOLO KC’L)\UKAG, KAUX/;] 8’
ek pebewv mrapevn Atdoade Befnker, “As he spoke the end of death enfolded
him: and his spirit flitted from his body and went on the way to Hades’. The
climactic quality of both /liad 22 and the Thermopylae narrative have been
acknowledged.” Building on this idea, one can add that in both episodes
death comes as an inescapable fate, after a prolonged struggle, and only after
those who fall have provided ample evidence of their valour. In the episode
of Hector’s death, the idea of the warrior’s life (vy7) being at risk is
materialised through the deadly running contest of Achilles and Hector
around the walls of Troy: mept Yuyijs Oéov “Exropos tmmodapoco, ‘it was for
the life of horse-taming Hector that they ran’ (/l. 22.161). When the heroes
have completed three rounds and are about to start the fourth, Zeus opens
up his golden scales and Hector’s fate of death weighs down (/. 22.208-13).
As has been noted, ‘Hector’s fate is already decided in advance, and this is a
visual or symbolic representation of the crucial moment at which the
decision becomes irrevocable’.”

This Homeric scene provides a blueprint for the intermingling of athletics
and battlefield, with gaze playing a crucial role in the audience’s emotional
involvement and the hero’s posthumous praise. In the Ilad, internal
spectators (divine and human) have a full and painful understanding of the
events unfolding before their eyes and lament Hector’s loss, as a singularly
important death (e.g. Il. 22.424-5), in a manner befitting their human or
divine nature (Priam, Hecuba, Andromache, and the citizens of Troy: 22.25—-

% See de Jong (2012) 13-15, 59 and passim, Lateiner (1989) 125 and passim, Pelling (2019)
202—3: “The most Homeric battle of all is Thermopylae, that climax of Spartan heroism’.
In the same context, Pelling compares the fighting with the struggle over Patroclus’ body in

Thad 17-18.

% Richardson (1993) 129. The scene is said to have inspired Aeschylus’ Psychostasia, of
which only a few fragments survive, and its dramatic quality has been undoubtedly
influential: Richardson (1993) 129—g0. In Thucydides, the combination of fuyn with
kivduvos/kuwduvederv is similarly rare and distinctive (only in 3.39.8 and 8.50.5), interacting
with the Homeric theme of psychostasia, and its many intertexts, with Hdt. 7.209.3 being a
major one. Cf. Il. 8.68—74, where Zeus weighs the fates of the Achaeans and the Trojans
collectively.
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92, 405—36; Zeus and other Olympians: 166—76). In the Thermopylae
narrative, the cognitive and emotive reactions of the non-Greek internal
viewers—the Persian scout and Xerxes (viewer by proxy)—of the pre-battle
gymnastic spectacle are part of the larger schema of the heroization of the
Three Hundred. Audiences external to the narrative are guided to view the
collective death of the Three Hundred at Thermopylae, technically a Greek
military disaster, as a triumphant episode of Greek national history and to
ponder signs that foreshadow the disastrous outcome of Xerxes’ campaign
against Greece.

The role of athletics in the Thermopylae episode and their close
connection with war and spectacle further testify to culture’s role in the
historical outcome of the conflict, as presented in the Histories. As we saw,
before engaging in battle, some of the Spartans were combing their hair,
whereas others were exercising naked. The heroic world of the Homeric
epics is recognisable in both activities. ‘Long-haired Achaeans’ (kapp
kopowvtes Ayacol, e.g. Il. 2.472) is a formula describing the Achaeans in
Homer, and the double identity of the warrior-athlete is particularly
prominent in /liad 2. There we watch the Achaean warriors pausing from
war to compete as athletes at the funeral games for Patroclus, which Achilles
has set up to honour the memory of his dear departed. At the same time,
both activities, hair combing and exercising naked, were anchored in Greek
and Spartan institutions of the archaic and classical periods: Herodotus (1.82)
gives us the (fictional) explanation of the long hair of the Spartan warriors in
the context of the Spartans’ decisive victory against the Argives over Thyrea
in the archaic period (c. 546 BCE). More generally, the long hair of men past
the age of adolescence is associated with Spartan customs and identity.”” As
for the scene of pre-battle athletic activities of the Spartans outside the wall
at Thermopylae, it is the only image of nude athlete-warriors in Herodotus.”
Through the mediated gaze of the Persian scout, the historical narrator takes
pains to mention that the Spartans had laid their arms and armours against
the wall (totae mpo Tob Telyeos Ta 6mAa ExeLto, 7.208.2) and that some of them
were CXCrCiSing naked (yu;waéop,évoug (7.208.3), deriving from yu;wég

% For the divine viewing of the scene, see Griffin (1978); Richardson (1993) 108—9, 125
7; de Jong (2018) on oroskopia (viewing from a mountain) as a literary topos, signposting
detachment and superior gaze (p. 34 for ‘Homeric “ur”-intertext’); Myers (2019) 179—206.
On Homer’s poetic geography and visuality, Clay (2011).

97 Xen. Lac. 11.3; Plut. Lyc. 22.2, with Lipka (2002) 193—4.

% Athletics in Herodotus are often associated with political ambition: Munson (2001) 59—

60.
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(‘naked, unclad, or unarmed’, LS]J)). The aspect of nudity in this athletic
scene evokes Greek élite masculinity, with a special focus on practices and
institutions of the late archaic and classical periods.”

Both Herodotus and Thucydides, early in their works, associate nudity
with Greek identity. Herodotus’ remark (1.11.3) centres on the distinction
Greek vs ethnic Other: ‘for the Lydians and more or less throughout the
non-Greek world, it is a source of great shame even for a man to be seen
naked’ (mapa yap Totor Avdotor, oyedov de kal mapa <dmwact> Tolal dAlotot
BapBaporot, kal dvdpa odbivar yvuvov €s aloxvvny peyadqy ¢eéper, Hdt.
1.10.3). Thucydides, who concentrates more on ethnic differences among the
Greeks, turns the focus to the Spartans: ‘[The Spartans| were the first, too,
to strip naked for the games, to take off their clothes in public and to rub
themselves with oil after exercise’ (yvpvaleofac, Thuc. 1.6.5). The old custom
of absence of nudity is mentioned as a commonality ‘between the old Greek
and the present barbarian ways of life’ (Thuc. 1.6.6: 70 madacov ‘EAAqikov
opototporra T4 vov BapPapikd Siacrrapevov). Nudity in sport was thus both a
trait characterising the Greeks and marking them out from the non-Greek
Other, and at the same time it was a post-Homeric development, since in
Homer men compete wearing a loincloth (e.g., /I. 23.710). In Homer nudity
(through the use of the word yupvos) is associated with the warrior’s dead
body and inability to fight, because of deprivation of armour (e.g., II. 17.122,
711, weakness and shamefulness combined: 22.124-5). Priam’s words at
22.66—76, without actually including the term ypuvpvos, provide the most
powertful description of shameful nudity of a dead man’s body in war setting,
through the image of an old man’s corpse being mauled by dogs.

In the Thermopylae episode, the nudity of the Spartan athlete-warriors
was an ‘un-Homeric’ feature in a generally Homeric textual environment. It
is worth pointing out that, despite the startling effect that the unclad
Spartans had on the Persian scout and Xerxes, there is no comment on
Greek nudity by either Persian, although the sight of Greek nakedness too

9 Christesen (2014) 146, on the snapshot at Thermopylae as representative of sport and
society in fifth-century Sparta. For nude games (ay@va yupvikov) as distinctively Greek, see,
e.g., Hdt. 2.91, with Kyle (2009) 186. Papakonstantinou (2012) 1660, focusing on tombstones
from Athens, notes the association of youthful athletes with warriors and the role of nudity
in underscoring masculinity. There is plenty of visual evidence from vases with naked
athletes and semi-naked Greek warriors fighting Persians, the latter covered by oriental
trouser-suits and other distinctive attire (e.g., British Museum Collection, Numbers
1867,0508.1060 and 1866,0415.244). On the boundaries between idealisation and realism
regarding male nudity in Greek art and real life, see Osborne (1997); id. (1998) on nudity
and athletic and military élite masculinity in the classical city.
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must have contributed to the astonishment of the Oriental Other, given the
absence of nudity in Persian culture. Herodotus’ handling of the theme of
nudity in the Spartan warrior-athletes’ pre-battle activities should be viewed
as a typical example of the interplay between Homeric presences and
absences in Herodotus’ discourse. On the one hand, corporeal nudity
emerges in the narrative through the single word yvpvalesfac, anchoring the
scene 1n fifth-century Greek institutions; and on the other, the absence of the
ethnic Other’s gaze in relation to Greek nudity enables the Herodotean
scene of Spartan athletics in a war setting to resonate with its Homeric
contexts.

The Homeric resonance is further accentuated by the verb aefiAéw (epic
of afA-), used not to praise Greek performance, but to put a spotlight on
Persian ineffectiveness (‘they laboured but fared no better’, oddev dpewov
aebreov, Hdt. 7.212.1)."" Self-praise focalised through the shortcomings of
the ‘barbarian’ Other was a mechanism of Greek propaganda after the
Persian Wars, with Aeschylus’ Persians being a large-scale poetic example.
The verb afAéw (or aeA-) is rare in both Herodotus and Homer, but the
noun abov (‘prize’) is much more frequent in both authors.'”! In Homer it
1s prominent in the scene of Hector’s chase around the walls of Troy by
Achilles, underscoring the beauty and frailty of the mortal warrior-athlete’s

body within the thematic nexus of war, athletics, and the gaze (II. 22.159—
66):
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... for it was not for beast of sacrifice or for bull’s hide that they strove,
such as are men’s prizes for swiftness of foot, but it was for the life of

1% The semantic variants of, e.g., aéfAcov, deBlov, abXéw, dBAnua etc. (see LSJ]) are
associated with contests of an athletic or military kind, further testifying to the closeness of
the two spheres.

101

E.g., Il. 19.133, frequent in Book 2g; Hdt. 5.8; g.101.
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horse-taming Hector that they ran. And as single-hoofed horses that are
winners of prizes gallop lightly about the turning posts, and some
great prize is set out to be won, a tripod or a woman, in the funeral
games for a man who has died; so these two circled thrice with swift feet
about the city of Priam; and all the gods gazed on them.'”

4-4. Space and Loneliness in Death

The so-called Phocian Wall near which the Persian scout watches the
Spartans exercising and combing their hair is a crucial topographic element
in the scenery of the Greek resistance and death, but it does not really
contribute much to our understanding of the realities of the battle. Like
many topographical details in Herodotus’ battle scenes, the wall’s position
and precise function are matters of endless discussion.'” As has been noted,
‘the level of detail in [Herodotus’] description suggests the authority of an
eye-witness. He had been there’.'” Both in Marathon (another case of loose
topography) and in Thermopylae, Herodotus was able to be more concrete
with the space of the battle. The looseness of his topographical information
when it comes to battles 1s, I suggest, not so much a question of access to
information and ability to provide details, as one of shaping his battle
narrative under the heavy influence of Homeric battle scenes and tropes of
visualising landscape.

The topography of Hector and Achilles’s battle scene in /liad 22, where
the walls of Troy play a crucial role in organising space and Hector’s gradual
isolation and loneliness towards the culminating moment of his death,'®
provides a helpful Homeric background for Herodotus’ use of space in the
Thermopylae narrative. As has been noted, ‘in death Leonidas is

102 Cf. II. 22.22 where again Achilles is likened to a prize-winning horse ({mrmos deflo-
¢6pos).

1% For an updated discussion of the uncertainties, Carey (2019) 27—33; Matthews (2006)
155: ‘the Phocian Wall was at the centre of the fighting and its importance must be
understood if the fighting is to make sense’. Details of topography and chronology are often
difficult to establish in Herodotus: cf., e.g., Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella-Nenci (2017)
560, in relation to Thermopylae. On wall imagery in general, see Baragwanath (2008) 144—7.

104

Carey (2019) 25.

% For a ‘lone fighter’ type-scene, foreshadowing tragedy with Hector’s monologue
addressed to his own heart (II. 22.99-130), see de Jong (2012) 80. On the organisation of
space in Homer and the association of vision with cognition and memory, Clay (2011) 96—
109 et passim; Purves (2010), esp. 55-9, on Hector’s chase around the walls of Troy.
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characterised by a kind of tragic isolation’.'” Herodotus’ configuration of
space in which Leonidas and the Greeks move and fight magnifies the sense
of individual and collective loneliness before death. The wall provided them
with some protection until the moment of the final decision of the sortie for
death, when they went out of it advancing to the broader part of the neck (o
(i‘u,()b‘L AGO)V[S??V vE)\)\nV€§, (;)g T?‘]V 6’7T2, BGV(i'T(P ggOSOV 7TOL€I$[.L€VOL e €,7T€§7§LO'GV
€s TO €VPUTEPOV TOD avyevos, 7.223.2). In this broader space, they were much
more exposed to the enemy, and knew that death was approaching them
(emoTapevor Tov peédovra opiol €cesbar Bavarov, 7.229.4); vision and
landscape in the broader part of the neck contributed to this realisation. The
idea of a sensory understanding of death approaching nods to the Homeric
personification of Death (@avaros) and Sleep ("Ymvos) in the lliad (16.681-3),
where the twin brothers collect Sarpedon’s body to carry it to Lycia. War is
the big theme of the historians, and in their works it can appear either
personified (a violent teacher, Thuc. §.82.2) or as something that can cause
desire for sight (Hdt. 8.116.2, ‘a desire to see the war’, Buuos éyévero
6€7§O'GO'HGL ’TbV 7TO’)\€,,LOV).

Walls and buttresses are important topographical elements in staging
death in both the Homeric and the Herodotean episodes. It is worth reading
the repetition of Bavaros (‘death’) in the deadly sortie from the wall at
Thermopylae (7.223.2 and 223.4, as above) against the word’s paired
mentions in Hector’s deadly sortie from the walls of Troy to face Achilles, in
a scene of climactic isolation of the hero and his gradual realisation of
approaching death (/. 22.202 and 210; and in Hector’s final monologue 297
and 300). Throughout the episode, the Trojan Walls are important spatial
points of reference in Hector’s dialogue with his heart, as he processes the
prospect of his death. He leans his shield before a buttress before speaking
to himself (Z/. 22.97) and visualises the hypothetical uncladding and leaning
of his spear against the wall to meet Achilles and negotiate peace with him
(22.111-12).

Like the feeble Phocian Wall at Thermopylae, Troy’s mighty wall circuits
prove unable to protect Hector from death. His abandonment by Phoebus
Apollo (1l. 22.213) sets the final countdown of his death into motion. We have
already mentioned Deiphobus-Athene deceptively prompting the hero to

1% Vannicelli (2007) 316. The loneliness of the resolute warrior appears also in the story
of the Spartan Eurytus, one of the Three Hundred, who, although he could be excused
from the battle on account of his eye infection and inability to see, asked his helot to lead
him into the battle. The helot abandoned him, but Eurytus stayed and fell bravely (7.229.1).
The story is narratologically displaced, since it is provided in the post-battle chapters.
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stand and face Achilles outside Troy’s walls. Hector’s response to Deiphobus
clearly locates the latter outside Troy’s walls: ‘you have dared for my sake
... to come outside the wall, while the others remain inside’ (os érA7ns epned
EZV&K’, | Te[xeog e’fe)\ﬂeﬁ/, dAoe & évroobe p,évou(n, 1. 22.236*7). Soon
Hector realises he is alone before death, seeing that Deiphobus is in fact not
on his side: “‘Well now! Truly have the gods called me to my death’ (feot
Bavarovde K(i)\eaoav, 22.297; cf. e,'y'yljel, pot Bavaros KaKés, 22.300). This
realisation is turned to aspiration of fame and a great accomplishment,
which the poetic narrator conveys through the hero’s own words: ‘Not
without a struggle let me die, nor ingloriously (akAewds), but having done
some great deed for men yet to be born to hear’ (/l. 22.304-5). In the
Thermopylae narrative too, the Three Hundred’s gradual isolation as death
approaches is bound up with the aspiration to a heroic death. On this
occasion, Leonidas’ internal processing is mediated through the historical
narrator: ‘Feeling (foflero) his allies demoralised and unwilling to face the
danger’, Leonidas ordered them to go, but ‘it did not seem right to him to
leave’ (the Spartan Callicrates’ words too are mediated; see above, pp. 127—
9). Leonidas’ determination aims at his personal renown (kleos) and Sparta’s
prosperity (eudaimonie, 7.220.2).

4.5. Fame and Fear

The aspiration of fame (kleos) and fear are a doublet defining the epic hero’s
utterances and actions, and are also prominent in the Thermopylae
narrative. Aleos has been acknowledged as a major obvious hinge between
the world of Homer and Herodotus. The powerful and programmatic
presence of the compound axAed (a single occurrence in the text, meaning
‘being forgotten’'”’) in the proem of the Histories sets the tone for the work’s
deep and consistent engagement with future memory. The word kleos does
not in fact crop up more than four times in the Histories, but this linguistic
rarity does not suggest that kleos is not important in the work; quite the
opposite, as this discussion has also shown in relation to the word aipa
(‘blood’) (see above, pp. 11622 with Appendix, below, pp. 150—4). The
Thermopylae episode is a case in point: amid the general scarcity of the word
in the Histories, the double appearance of kleos in close textual proximity
(7.220.2 and 7.220.4), before and after the hexameter oracle foretelling
Leonidas’ death, along with the fact that this is the first occurrence of the

07 Cf. dkAeds in 5.77.1, another single occurrence; 7.228.3, kAewvoto [< kAéos] Meyiaria

in Simonides’ oracle (7.228; see below).
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word in the work, are emphatic affirmations of its importance in the
episode.'”®

The interplay between discursive presences and meaningful absences of
the word Aleos 1s combined with other means of Homeric evocation in the
Histories. At the level of narrative patterning, the short scene of the Spartan
Dieneces evokes the psyche and ethics of the Homeric hero. In a manner
reminiscent of the low-camera mode in Homer, the historical narrator
zooms into this scene and its main character, Dieneces, whose words are
imbued by a keen concern for excellence on the battlefield and posthumous
memory: ‘Such and similar words, it is said, the Lacedaemonian Dieneces
left behind as memorials’ (émea ¢paot Aupréxea Tov Aakedaipoviov Avmréofar
pvmuoouva, 7.226.2); a powerful evocation of kleos without the actual use of
the word.'"”

Kleos 1s inextricably connected with the way in which the warrior manages
the fear of death on the battlefield. Again, the combat between Hector and
Achilles outside the walls of Troy in /liad 22 is a suitable comparandum for
Thermopylae. I would like to consider the individual and collective fear of
death as a central emotion of the warrior vis-a-vis the life-threatening
conditions of the battlefield, against Boedeker’s critical background of
monologic vs. dialogic, with which our discussion started. Arguably, in the
Thermopylae episode the psychology of Leonidas and the Greeks around
him (not least the Three Hundred) points to a monologic rather than dialogic
approach to individual and collective heroism. Nowhere is fear or any
mental wobbling mentioned in the mediated thoughts of Leonidas or any of
the Greeks who stayed and died with him. The seer Megistias appears to be
equally ‘monologic’ and uncomplicated, as it were, before death: he is the
first to see the coming death in the sacrifices, but chooses to stay (7.219.1).
We do not witness any internal dialogue with himself or a decision-making

1% Tn addition to the two occurrences in the Thermopylae narrative, kleos also appears
in 9.48 and 78; four times in total in the Histories. For the oracle’s (7.220.4) Homeric
language, see Pelling (2006) 9g2—3 n. 48; Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella-Nenci (2017)
571—3; Darbo-Peschanski (2019) 165.

19T would be hesitant to accept that ‘it [= kleos] does not provide the matter for the
making of historie, namely for knowing what happened (la genomena)’: Darbo-Peschanski
(2019) 166. Aleos is pivotal in the historian’s shaping of ta genomena. As Christopher Pelling
points out to me (per email of 25.9.2019), ‘Aleos does not need to be mentioned often
explicitly because it is so present implicitly by the very act of recording: the text is
performative, conveying the kleos by what it does as much as what it says’. For kleos’ role in
collective memory, also in relation to Thermopylae and Dieneces, see Fragoulaki (2020a)
XX11—XXIX.
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process in which the option fight-or-flight is somehow considered. His choice
to die with Aleos is underscored by the poetic kAewoto Meyioria ‘famed
Megistias’ (7.228.8), the only named individual in the funerary epigrams
cited in the commemorative section of the Thermopylae narrative, following
the description of the main battle.

The basic emotion of the fighter’s fear of death—or fear of combat, a
universal sentiment—has been effaced from the narration of the battle. A
reference to the Thebans ‘staying very much against their will’ (7.222) might
be viewed as a hint towards this emotion, but very indirectly. It is only in the
post-battle section that the fear of the hoplite in combat emerges in relation
to two survivors of the battle, who are named, in contrast to the anonymous
collective bravery of the Three Hundred.!'® The first is Aristodemos, whose
‘heart failed him’ ()\Lwotpvxéorn'a, 7.229.2) and was later called o Tpéaag ‘the
man who ran away’ (7.231).“1 Like )\L'n'og[:vxéorn'a (see above on gl:vxﬁ), Tpéaag
too is an epic word, resonating with the Homeric av8pav rpecoavrwv, IL.
14.502 (cf. II. 22.143, in relation to Hector, below) and Tyrtaeus, fr. 11.14
IEG*. The other individual is Pantites (7.232) who did not take part in the
battle because he was sent as a messenger to Thessaly; back at Sparta he was
met with such dishonour (gripwro) that he hanged himself (7.232). In
Pantites’ case, loss of courage is not explicitly mentioned, but his social
exclusion and shaming are the outcomes of his inability to manage his fear
on the battlefield. In narratological terms, both combat-fear stories are
temporarily displaced in relation to the description of the battle, creating a
monologic environment of solid unshaken bravery, as it were, for the Three
Hundred and their leader.

The psychological and cognitive processes of Homeric Hector in lliad 22,
on the other hand, are much more complex and polyphonic. Hector’s
internal turmoil in the face of death and his techniques to manage his fear
on the battlefield emerge in a manner that foreshadows tragedy.''? He is
seized by trembling (éAe Tpopos) at the sight of Achilles, and he dares no
longer remain where he was (008" dp’ &r’ €rAn adf pévew); he leaves the gates
behind him and flees in fear (poBnbecs, Il. 22.136—7). Hector is then compared
to a frightened dove and his fear is stated with another variant: Tpéoe &

10 The two named individuals appear without patronymics, probably because the
commemoration is negative.

"1 On this episode see Barker, below, Ch. 6.

12 De Jong (2012) 80 on Hector’s address to his heart, reviewing fight-or-flight scenarios
({l. 22.99-130); cf. above, n. 105.
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“Extwp (22.143), with which ‘the runaway Aristodemos’ (o Tpéoas AptaTodnuos)
in Thermopylae resonates. Deceptively encouraged by Deiphobus (Athena
in disguise), Hector proclaims: ‘I will be no more afraid of you, son of Peleus

. now my heart prompts me to stand and face you’ (II. 22.250-3). At the
moment of realisation of loneliness (Deiphobus is nowhere near) and
imminent death (22.297-300), the heroic character and his total commitment
to kleos comes into its own: ‘let me not die ingloriously (axletds), without a
fight, without some great deed done (uéya pééas 1) that future men will hear
of” ({l. 22.304-75). The resonance with not only the Thermopylae episode,
but also the proem of the Histories and its programmatic akAea along with
the historical narrator’s commitment to recording ‘great deeds’ (épya
peyala), cannot be missed.

5. Conclusion

This discussion has revisited the old question of the absence of gory
anatomical details of the wounded and dying body in combat in Herodotus’
Histories, as a feature which differentiates him sharply from his poetic
archetype, Homer (§1).

We started our examination by considering the broader picture of
reporting death in the Histories, beyond and outside of the battlefield (§2). It
was observed that Herodotus does not shy away from rich and vivid
descriptions of death and corporeal maltreatment in non-battle contexts,
especially since these are often associated with the explanatory potential of
ethnographic material. Nevertheless, when it comes to battle scenes his
habits in describing the human body are different. In order to demonstrate
this, we turned to Herodotus’ descriptions of death on the battlefield (which
we named the ‘typology’ of death in battle), focusing on three vignettes,
where the imagery of death and wounding is compressed and Homeric
vestiges in them evoke models and large-scale examples in Homer. In §3, the
scarce occurrence of the word ‘blood’ (afpa) in the Histories as a whole, and
the word’s complete absence from battle scenes, were used as a means of
observing Herodotus’ Homeric allusive practice, through meaningful
absence and variation. In the final section (§4), we concentrated on the battle
of Thermopylae in Herodotus. Building on the rich and important
scholarship on the topic, we aimed at a fresh discussion of the Homeric
resonances of the Thermopylae narrative, reading it against the poetics of
kleos and key themes and institutions of archaic and classical Greece, such as
individual and collective heroism and male nudity in athletic and military
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contexts. In all this, Hector’s and Achilles’ combat in //iad 22 was used as an
illuminating comparandum.

This chapter suggested a new approach to Herodotus’ Homeric
intertextuality, using the notions of ‘discursive presences’ and ‘meaningful
absences’, borrowed from the theoretical field of discourse analysis. It was
argued that the resonance of the Homeric text in Herodotus can be sensed
not only through tangible and explicit references (discursive presences), but
also through meaningful absences. Herodotus’ un-Homeric way of reporting
wounds and death in battle was analysed as revealing of the interplay
between discursive presences and meaningful absences and a broadened,
cultural, sense of Homeric intertextuality. The absence from Herodotus’
battlefield of blood and anatomical details of the human body were central
in this intertextual discussion, and are associated, it was argued, with the
reinvention of the ideology of kleos and the human body in the political and
social realities of the Greek world in the fifth-century BCE.
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APPENDIX
Appendix: Occurrences of aiua (‘Blood’) in Herodotus
Hdzt. Extract Context
I 1.74.6 opkia 8¢ motéeTar TadTa T4 Evea Ta mép Te "EAAqes, kal mpos TovTowor, | Non-military scene.
émeav Tovs Ppaylovas émTdpwyTaL és TRV OpOXPOLNY, TO afp.a dvadei- | Ethnographic: oath exchanges among
Xovot aAAAwv. Asiatic peoples, involving blood-rituals.
These peoples formalise their treaties in the same way the Greeks do,
with the extra feature that when they cut into the skin of their arms,
cach party licks the other’s blood.
2-5 | 1.212-14 | (1) dmAqo7e aiparos, Kipe (1.212.2) Non-military/post-battle scene.
X 4 ‘Cyrus, insatiable for blood’ Ethnographic (related themes: ethics,

(2) 7 pév o€ éyw kal dmAnarov Edvra aipatos kopéow (1.213)
‘Insatiable though you are for blood, I will quench your thirst’

(3) aokov 8¢ mhjoaca aiparos avBpwmniov Topvpis €dilnro év Toiar
refvedor Tdv Tlepoéwv Tov Kdpov vékuv (1.214.4)

Tomyris filled a wineskin with human blood and searched among the
Persian corpses for Cyrus’ body

g€ 8 éyd, kard mep NmELANTa, alparos kopéow (1.214.
4 4 P 7 (o P 4.5

‘But I warned you that I will quench your thirst for blood, and so I
shall’.

characterisation): Cyrus’ posthumous mal-
treatment at the hands of Tomyris, the
queen of the Massagetans.
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3.8.1 émerta AaPwv €k Tob Lpatiov €xatépov kpokida dlelder 7@ aipari év | Non-military scene.
péaw kewpévous Mbovs émrd, TodTo 8¢ moLéwy émkaréel Tév Te Audvvoov | Ethnographic: blood-rituals of the Arabs
kal v Odpaviny. (cf. 1.74.6 above).
Then he takes a tuft of material from each of their cloaks and smears
seven stones, which have been placed between the two parties, with
their blood, while calling on Dionysus and Urania.

3.11.3 81 mavTwy 8¢ SiefeNBovTes ThV Taldwy olvdy Te Kai Udwp éoepopeov és | Non-military/pre-battle scene.
adToV €’[,L7TL6VT€S 3¢ Tob ai’p.afrog mavTes ol e’ﬂ'L’KovaL oUTW 31‘7 (eréBa)\ov. Ethnographicr human sacrifice, blood-
When they had finished with all the children, the mercenaries poured | ritual.
wine and water into the bowl, and when they had all drunk some of the
blood they joined battle.

3.15.4 vov 8¢ pmyavopevos kaka o Wappnvitos Eafe Tov pobov: amoaras yap | Non-military scene.
Alyvrrriovs 1Aw, émelte 8¢ émdioTos éyévero vmo KauPioew, afp,a Death caused by drinking bull’s blood,
Tavpov maov dmébave mapaxpipa. ovTw 87 obTos éTedebTNoE. which was considered poisonous (one
As things turned out though, Psammenitus conspired against the | version about Psammenitus’ death).
Persians and reaped the reward: he was caught inciting the Egyptians
to rebellion, and when this was made known to Cambyses, he drank
bull’s blood and died on the spot. And that was the end of him.

3.157.1 ot 8¢ BaBuAdviol opdvres dvdpa Tov év Iépopor Sokipdrator pwés Te | Non-military scene.

Kkal TV éoTepnuévov pdoTtél Te kal aipaTi avameduppévov, mayxv
eXmrioavTes Aéyeww v alnbéa ...

The sight of one of the most distinguished Persians without his nose
and ears, and covered with blood and welts from being flogged
inclined the Babylonians to believe that he was telling the truth ...

Blood loss caused by self-mutilation

(Zopyrus’ stratagem).
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10~
12

4.62,
4.64,
4.70
(x3)

(1) doovs {8’} av T@dv modeplwv Lwyprowot, 4o TGV ekaTov avdpdv dvdpa
va ... émeav yap olvov émomelowor kata TdV kedaléwv, dmoopalovat
ToUs avbpaymous és dyyos kal émeLTa avevelkavTes Avw EmL TOV OyKoV TAV
Ppvyaver kataxéoval TO atpa ToD AKtvakeos (4.62.9).

One prisoner in every hundred is selected ... they pour wine over the
prisoners’ heads, cut their throat over a jar, and then carry the jars up
on to the pile of sticks and pour the blood over the akinakes.

(2) émeav Tov mpdTov dvdpa katafdaly dvijp Lkvlys, Tob alpatos épmivel

(4.64.1).
When a Scythian kills his first man, he drinks some of his blood.

(3) Spria 8¢ morebvTar Trvbar wde mpos Tods Gv ToLéwvTar- és KUALKA
[,Le'yd)nyv KGP(I}L[V’T]V OZVOV €"}/X€’(IVT€§ afp,a UUILIL[UyOUUL T(;)V Tb ngLOV
. (4.70.2).

The procedure in Scythia for entering into a sworn agreement with
anyone is as follows. Wine is poured into a large earthenware cup, and
then the people swearing the oath mingle their blood with the wine in
the cup.

’
TAULVOULEVWY ..

Non-military scenes.
Ethnographic: Scythian customs.
(1) Human sacrifice (4.62.3)

(2) Custom of war (4.64.1)

(3) Oath-taking
(470-2)

involving  blood-ritual

13

7.88.6

meaiw 8¢ atpd Te fuee kal és PpOloww mepiile 1) vodoos
After his fall he began to vomit blood and developed consumption.

Non-military scene.
Consumption (spitting blood) caused by a
fall from horse.
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7.140.5

5 ’ ’ , \ ’ L4 ’
o pédeot, Tt kabmole; Avrwv vy’ és €oyara yains
dwpata kal woALos TpoyoeLdéos drpa kapnva.
w v Ty R
oUTe yap 1) kepalr) pevel Epmedov oUTE TO TBpA,
o0Te T6Ses véaToL 0T Wy xépes, oUTE TL PETans
AelmeTar, AAN dlnla méder kaTd yap v épeimet
- ey e ,
mp Te kal 0§vs Apns, Zvpinyeves dppa SLKw.
\ \ 3 s 2 ~ ’ > \ \ 3
moAAa 8€ kaAX amoAel TupywpaTa, Kov TO ooV oLov*
« srap \ N yos
moMovs 8 ablavaTwy viovs palepd mupt Swoet,
ol mov ViV L8p@TL peoduevoL EoTRKATL,
’ ’ \ 3 ’ ke ’
Setpart maAdopevor, kata 8 akporaTols opodoLaLy
e ’ ’ eQ ’ LA
aijia Lelav KEXUTaL, TPOLdOV KAKOTTTOS AVAYKUAS.

Fools, why sit you here? I'ly to the ends of the earth,
Leave your homes and the lofty hights girded by your city.
The head is unstable, the trunk totters; nothing —

Not the fleet below, nor the hands, nor anything in between —
Nothing endures; all is doomed. Fire will bring it down,
Fire and bitter Ares, hastening in an Syrian chariot.

Many are the strongholds he will destroy, not yours alone;
Many the temples of the gods he will gift with ranging fire,
Temples which even now stand streaming with sweat

And quivering with fear, and down from the roof-tops
Dark blood pours, foreseeing the straits of woe.

Military context.

Oracle in relation to the battle of Salamis
(hexameter, epicising language)

Homeric intertexts:

Theoclymenus’ prophetic vision (Od. 20.351-7):
a 8etdol, Ti kakdy T68e whoyeTe; VUKTL pev Dpéaw
ellatar kepadal Te mpocwmd Te véple Te yodva,
otparyn O¢ 8édme, dedaxpuvTar 8¢ mapetal,

aipare 8 éppadarar TolxoL kadal Te peodSpac:
eldwdwv de mAéov mpdhupov, TAeln 8 kal av 1),
tepévar “EpeBoode vmo {odov: éios e

ovpavod efamédwe, kakn 8 émdedpoper ayAvs.

‘Ah, wretched men, what evil is this that you
suffer? Shrouded in night are your heads and your
faces and your knees beneath you; kindled is the
sound of wailing, bathed in tears are your cheeks, and
sprinkled with blood are the walls and the fair
panels. And full of ghosts is the porch, full also the
court, ghosts hastening down to Erebus beneath the
darkness, and the sun has perished out of heaven and
an evil mist covers all.’

pédav alpa: e.g., Hom. Il 21.119; cf. alpa kedawwdv,
e.g., Il 11.829, 845, etc.
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8.77.2

XaAkos yap xadkd ovppiéetar, atpare 8 Apys

wovrov dowiber. 61 EXetBepov ‘EANGSos Npap

etpvoma Kpovidns émayer kal morvia Nik.

Weapon shall clash with weapon, and with blood shall Ares

Crimson the sea. Then freedom will dawn for Greece,
Brought on by far-seeing Zeus and noble Victory.

Military context.

Oracle, Salamis

Homenic intertexts:

xaAkos (synecdoche for ‘weapon’ in
Homer): mAayxfn & amo xadxoge xadkds, Il.
11.351 (the bronze spear rebounded from
the bronze)

Blood, Ares, and Water (Homeric
Imagery): v vdv aipa kedawdy éﬁppoov
appl Zrdpavdpov éokédaa’ 6Evs "Apns, Puyal
8" "Atdcode ratijAov, Il 7.329-30 (Cruel
Ares has darkened the banks of Scamander
with the blood of our dead, whose souls
have gone down to Hades)
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DIE ANOTHER DAY: SARPEDON,
ARISTODEMOS, AND HOMERIC
INTERTEXTUALITY IN HERODOTUS"

Elton T. E. Barker

I, I can remember

Standing, by the wall

And the guns, shot above our heads

And we kissed, as though nothing could fall
And the shame, was on the other side

Oh we can beat them, for ever and ever
Then we could be Heroes, just for one day.

‘Heroes’, David Bowie

fter his depiction of the desperate last defence at Thermopylae led

by Leonidas and his three hundred Spartiates, Herodotus records

the post-battle credits. First comes a roll call of the star performers,
followed by a record of the inscriptions set up in commemoration. Then
Herodotus recounts the story of Aristodemos (7.229):

But of two of the three hundred, Eurytos and Aristodemos, it is said,
though it was possible for both of them to have come to an agreement
either to be saved together [and return] to Sparta, since they had been

* The ideas in this chapter first breathed life in Christ Church, Oxford, where I held a
temporary lectureship under the care of Richard Rutherford. Languishing in a drawer for
over a decade after their author ‘lost his spirit’ on receiving harsh (but fair) feedback from
two JHS reviewers, that they see the light of day now owes much to the continued support
of Chris Pelling, who never lost heart that there was something worth discussing here, and
to the prodding of Jan Haywood that I should call the Herodotus Helpline. Taking the
opportunity to ‘revisit’ a failure, I am grateful for all the feedback I received there (and
subsequently) from fellow Herodoteans David Branscome, Roger Brock, Paul Cartledge,
Paul Demont, Tom Harrison, Scarlett Kingsley, John Marincola, Ivan Matijasi¢, and
Rosaria Munson, as well as from Adrian Kelly, Tom Nelson, and the two Histos referees. I
dedicate this essay to Richard, a singularly discerning scholar of Homer and Herodotus
alike, and to the memory of my former PhD student Doris Post, whose sensitive and
tenacious explorations into ambiguity helped me think anew about its value in Herodotus.
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let go from the camp by Leonidas and were lying sick at Alpeni with an
extreme eye problem, or, if they didn’t want to return, to die along with
the rest—though it was possible for them to do either of these things,
they were not willing to agree, but being divided in opinion Eurytos,
when he learned of the Persians’ circuit, demanded his armour, put it
on, and ordered his helot to lead him to those fighting; and just so the
helot led him and then fled, while Eurytos rushed into the crowd and
was killed. But Aristodemos with his spirit leaving him was left behind
(AptoTodnpov 8¢ Aumrouyeovra Aerdpbijval).

When Aristodemos arrives home, his fellow Spartans are furious with him
and shun him. Yet, according to Herodotus, he made up for it in the final
battle of Plataca.'

My concern here is with the word that I have clunkily translated as ‘with
his spirit leaving him’, Avmoguyeovra. Standard translations of this word
range from ‘swooning’ (LS] s.v. Aumoyuyia) to ‘be faint-hearted’ (the
Cambridge Greek Lexicon). The slippage from ‘fainting’ to ‘faint-hearted’ is
evident in English translations of this passage, such as by George Rawlinson
(1858) (‘Aristodemus, on the other hand, was faint of heart, and remained at
Alpent’; Aubrey de Sélincourt (1954) (‘Aristodemus, on the other hand, finding
that hus heart failed him, stayed behind at Alpeni’; or Robin Waterfield (1998)
(‘ Faint-hearted Aristodamus, however, stayed away from the fighting’).? In
contrast, Tom Holland’s 201 Penguin renders Acrogpuyéovra as ‘had passed
out’, while Andrea Purvis’ Landmark translation (2007) opts for something
in between: ‘faint and feeble’.?

! Hdt. 7.231. All translations are mine. I return to this section in its entirety (7.229-32)
below, §3.

2 So too Carey (1847—9) (‘But Aristodemus, failing in courage, was left behind’). Compare
Macaulay’s less judgemental 18go version: ‘But Aristodemos was left behind fainting.
Vacillation between fainting and faint-hearted is apparent in the two translations attributed
to Godley (1920). The Loeb Classical Library text reads: ‘But Aristodemus’ keart failed him,
and he stayed behind’. Contrast this to the version on Perseus: ‘Aristodemus, however, lost
his strength and stayed behind’.

% Scarlett Kingsley suggests to me that the trend for (mis)translating Acroyuyia in
Herodotus is established in the first Latin translation of the Histories by Lorenzo Valla (1406—
57), who glosses Aristodemus’ situation as: sed quum discreparent, Aristodemus quidem prae ignawia
remansisse: Furytus vero audito Persarum circuitione (‘but, when they differed, Aristodemus indeed
remained because of cowardice; but Eurytus, on hearing the circuit of the Persians ...’°). In
later Latin translations (e.g., Jakob Gronovius’ 1715 edition) Valla’s invention Arstodemus
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The translation of this one word is significant because it makes a
difference to what we think is going on in this passage. T'wo important recent
discussions of Thermopylae turn on this translation of Aristodemos’ loss of
spirit. John Marincola describes how ‘Eurytus heard that the battle had
begun and ordering his helot to help him don his armor, he rushed back into
the battle, where he died fighting. Aristodemus, however, did no such thing,
and returned to Sparta having saved his skiw’.* Deborah Boedeker’s para-
phrasing is even more damning: ‘Aristodamos was the sole Spartan to return
home after Thermopylae: off-duty during the battle because of an eye
ailment, /e stayed away from the final struggle rather than going bravely and
blindly to fight and die, as did his more right-thinking comrade Eurytos’.” I will
return to this polarised judgement of Eurytos and Aristodemos below, and
particularly the idea that going off ‘blindly’ into battle to die is (or could be
seen to be) thinking right.® What I want to highlight here is the agency these
two highly sensitive readers of Herodotus ascribe to Aristodemos. Implied in
Marincola’s translation ‘having saved his skin’ is the idea that Aristodemos
actively avoids battle—a point that is made explicit in Boedeker’s ‘he stayed
away from the final struggle’. That understanding is also evident in the three
translations cited above, where it is said that Aristodemos ‘remained at
Alpeni’ (Rawlinson), ‘stayed behind at Alpeni’ (de Sélincourt), and, the even
more forceful Waterfield version, ‘stayed away from the fighting’. The clause
in Herodotus, however, reads: Aptarodnuov 8¢ Avmouyeovta Aerdpfijvac,
where Aecpffvac is passive—-he was left behind’.” Determining whether he
stays or is lefi behind turns on the translation of Acvmrohvyeovra.®

quidem prae ignauia remansisse replaces the Greek of Herodotus, Apiorédnpov 8¢ Avmopuyéovra
Aedbivac.

* Marincola (2016) 227 (my italics).

> Boedeker (2003) 26 (my italics). In his important analysis of this passage (see below, §3),
Lateiner (2002) 369 translates: ‘Aristodamos, however, nearly swooning [in pain], stayed
behind’. The parenthesis ‘[in pain]’ mitigates somewhat his translation ‘swooning’ and his
use of the active voice (‘he stayed behind’) for Aevgpffvac.

® Whether or not the pun is intentional, Boedeker’s use of ‘blindly’ (cf. Lateiner (2002)
366) draws attention to the ‘extreme’ state of ophthalmia with which both Eurytos and
Aristodemos were suffering (0dfadpuiévres és 1o €oyartov, 7.229.1): it’s a bit more than ‘an
eye ailment’. See below, pp. 1967, 197-8.

7 The verb is also an infinitive, marking indirect discourse. This typical Herodotean
strategy of recording an event through a point of view other than his own is another aspect
to take into consideration: see my analysis of the passage in §3 below.

8 In her analysis of Brasidas at Pylos (Thuc. 4.12.1), Foster (2012) 194 n. 23 offers a similar
translation: “The Thucydidean kapax Acmroiuyetv 1s not easy to connect with Herodotus (who
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The issue here, and the reason why translators and critics tend to translate
Aemrouyéovra as ‘faint-hearted’, relates to the immediate fallout. Upon
arriving back home, Aristodemos is roundly abused and dishonoured (7.231).
So unambiguous is the Spartan condemnation of Aristodemos for making it
back home alive that a description of him simply ‘“fainting’ rather than
actively shunning battle hardly seems sufficient. It’s a point noticed by the
commentators like Reginald Macan:

Aemrouyéovta... always refers to physical exhaustion, a bodily faint:
Grote here renders it ‘overpowered with physical suffering’ (which is not
quite its usual force). The alliteration Acmr. Aecf7vac (which Baehr thinks
designed) 1s also bad, but helps to explain a corruptela. Valckenaer’s
emendation is also supported by Tyrtaios 10.7 [= 10.18 [EG?| pnde
(ﬁL}\O(pUXEZ’T’ C’LVSPC’LGL ‘lLapVC’L‘lLGVOL.9

The proposal to emend the manuscript readings of Avmouyéovra to
¢Ldopuyeovra has recently been forcefully reasserted by Annalisa Paradiso.
Observing that A(e)cmouyéw is accepted by all editors in this passage,' she
argues that its apparent meaning here ‘to lose one’s spirit’ out of cowardice''
contrasts with other evidence from our extant corpus of Greek literature,
where it consistently denotes a fainting that is ‘physical in sense, without any
moral connotations’.'? Because this non-judgemental sense sits ill with the
‘logical need to see a reference to desertion’® (as she sees it), Paradiso, like
Macan and How and Wells, prefers the emendation ¢tlopvyeovra. To
paraphrase the conclusion to her argument: ¢tlohvyéw should be considered
the more appropriate reading since it belongs to ‘a Spartan ethical political
vocabulary’ as represented in the poetry of Tyrtaios; its presence in

also uses the verb once (7.229.1) of Aristodemus, where it seems to indicate faintheartedness,
hardly characteristic of Brasidas here)’. I agree: it is hardly a characteristic of Brasidas, and
should make us think again about Aristodemos. I return to Thucydides in my concluding
paragraph.

9 Macan (1908) ad loc. See also How—Wells (1912) 231 ad loc.: ‘Aemrofuyéovra elsewhere

(Thuc. iv. 12; Xen. Hell. v. 4. 58; Paus. iv. 10. 3) means “swooning”, hence ¢tiofpuyéovra,
“showing a faint heart” (cf. infl), is better’.

10 Paradiso (2002) 163 n. 2.
! Paradiso (2002) 163: ‘per codardia’.

12 Paradiso (2002) 164: ‘in senso fisico, non morale’. Her argument is based on its use in
extant Greek literature, which she lists in 165 n. 6.

'3 Paradiso (2002) 167: ‘la necessita logica di vedere nel punto un accenno alla diserzione’.
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Herodotus would then indicate an explicit quotation from Tyrtaios."* Thus
profuxémw means ‘to choose life’ in the sense of ‘to desert: fittingly
Aristodemos is nick-named ‘the deserter’ (0 7pésas) when he returns to
Sparta."

It seems to me that both the commentators and Paradiso are right to draw
attention to the beats of Tyrtaios’ poetry in the background of this passage
in Herodotus. We have just read a rip-roaring account of the courageous,
but ultimately doomed, last stand of the three hundred at Thermopylae; in
picking over the bones, we now learn that the Spartans were (at least)'® a
man down: Aristodemos did not fight. Yet every Spartan knew and had been
raised on the shield rattling poetry of Tyrtaios, where young men are cajoled
to ‘fight, standing fast by one another’, to ‘make the spirit in your heart big
and strong’, and not to ‘love life when you are fighting men’."” Eurytos
embodies this spirit. He calls for his armour as soon as he hears of the Persian
encirclement of his comrades, and rushes back into battle to die. And then
there’s Aristodemos, who has the same excuse,'® but is left behind because
his spirit fails him and he didn’t want to die. No wonder the Spartans are so
angry with him when he turns up back at home after the battle’s been lost
and won, when Spartan reputation for fighting heroically has been affirmed.
He is the living symbol of someone who ‘loved life’ (ptdopvyéovra), the one
who ‘ran away’ (0 Tpéoas).'” His non-dying threatens the Spartan way of
life.?

1 Paradiso (2002) 169: ‘al vocabolario etico-politico spartano’.

15 Paraphrasing Paradiso (2002) 169, who translates o 7péoas as ‘il disetore’. I have
benefitted from discussions about Paradiso’s argument with Angeliki Douri, Clivia
Saracino, and Olga Tribulato.

'8 Herodotus also gives an account of a Pantites who apparently didn’t die in battle
either: see below, pp. 1912, 197.

7 Tyrtaios, fr. 10.15-18 IEG?: @ véor, aANL payeodle map’ aAMjlowot pévovres, | undé duyis
aloxpfjs dpxere punde $oPfov, | aAla péyav morelofe kal dAkipov év dpeal Bupdv, | unde
pLdopuyelr’ avdpdot papvapevo.

18 Or prophasis: see below, n. 139.

!9 Another echo of Tyrtaios: ‘But when men run away (rpecodvrav § avdpav), all
excellence is lost. No one could sum up in words each and every evil that befalls a man, if
he suffers shame’ (fr. 11.14—16 IEG?).

2 See especially the discussion in Ducat (2005) and (2006), to which my account owes
much. I wonder too whether Aristodemos was such an attractive figure for Herodotus to
think through and unpick Spartan ideology, especially after such a seemingly tub-thumping
battle narrative, because of his name—Auristodemos, ‘the best of the demos’ (cf. Lateiner
(2002) 369). Herodotus the punster: Irwin (2007), esp. 467, 51.



166 FElton Barker

Or so the story goes. As I argue below, the account here is a good deal
more complicated, and one critical question will be to what extent or in what
way our reading of Aristodemos aligns with Spartan judgement of him. Still,
Paradiso’s brief article helps establish some important parameters. When she
writes that A(e)umoyuyém has a uniform semantic range that means ‘to faint’
(svenire), what exactly is that semantic range??! Or, when she talks about the
logical need to see a reference to desertion (diserzione), how much of that
logical need is driven by Spartan focalisation? Do we, should we, feel the
logical need as strongly as the Spartans? More broadly, how is this section
as a whole (7.229-92) structured and how does it relate to the follow-up battle
at Plataea, which Herodotus briefly trails here? To put it bluntly: how does
reading Avmropuy€ovra, with the non-ethical implications of this word, sit with
the description of Aristodemos not wanting to die?*

The argument to adopt the emendation, ¢idopvyéovra, marks an attempt
to remove the somewhat awkward disjunction between the description of
Aristodemos being left behind and his total and utter rejection by Spartan
society. In this paper, I want to argue the reverse: that we would do well to
keep the manuscript reading of Aumohuyeovra precisely because of this
disjunction. To do so I take my cue from the D scholia to Book 5 of the /liad,
which describes ‘the fuyn leaving Sarpedon’ at line 596 with the same word
from Herodotus, A(e)cmouyén (X Hom. 1l. 5.696):

ZSZ g)\lﬂTE (ﬁvxﬁ' E,)\L’ITOl?[ile‘I]O’EV. Z (YQé,)\EL’TTO%[H;X’I]O’GV).23

The precise language that Homer uses to describe Sarpedon’s swoon is
significant, and I argue that being more precise about that language can help
us better understand the semantic range of A(e)umopuyew. That is to say, by
examining what is meant by ‘the uyxn leaving’ in Homer (and elsewhere) we
can defamiliarise the idea of ‘swooning’ and gain a better sense of its use and

2 Paradiso (2002) 167: ‘L’univocita semantica’. Similarly, when Macan writes that
Grote’s translation of Aumouyéovra (as ‘overpowered with physical suffering’) ‘is not quite
its usual force’, what is its usual force?

2 Hdt. 7.229.2: 00k éBelrjoavTos 8¢ amobvijokeww. The description that Aristodemos ‘was
not willing to die’ is a critical point for Paradiso (2002) 164, and the reason for her re-
examination of the passage (and support for the emendation).

¥ Edition: van Thiel (2014).
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implications in our passage.”* My argument will be that, where the
emendation of ¢lopuyeovra would seem to straightforwardly map
Herodotus’ text to Spartan ideology, Avmoyuyéovra more problematically
(and productively) brings this passage into contact with the /Zlad’s
representation of Sarpedon’s epic career, intertextual resonances that
unsettle and destabilise the Spartan management of commemoration along
Homeric lines.

At one level, then, this chapter is about one word, and how it may (or
may not) be in Herodotus, and what’s at stake in the choices we make about
whether or not it is. But, at another level, it is about broader scholarly
discussions on intertextuality.”® And not only its points of contact with and
differences from the idea of allusion (though that is important), but also what
it means to use intertextuality (or allusion) as a strategy for reading points of
contact with the Homeric poems, in comparison to oralist approaches that
use traditional referentiality to tease out, and apart, interplay between any
number of potential sources.”* Herodotus’ narrative straddles two distinct
literary contexts—the oral texts of early Greek poetry (composed and
performed at various institutional settings) and the written prose of
individual inquiry.?” On the cusp of a medial shift,” Herodotus potentially
affords us a glimpse of these different interpretative strategies at play. To
again anticipate my argument: I will suggest that being more precise by what
we mean when we write about Homeric (or epic) resonance and/or an
intertext (/allusion) can help us better understand how such moments work
in Herodotus, and, crucially, how they work differently. In this way I hope to
contribute both to an understanding of Herodotus’ narrative on Thermo-
pylae, particularly the contests over its memorialisation, and more broadly
to discussions of Herodotus’ interplay with Homer.

# T suspect that the common rendering of Avroyhuyetv as ‘to swoon’ doesn’t help, since
it often has gendered connotations of over-corseted Victorian ladies getting hot under the
collar for a Mr Darcy.

 See also Pelling, above, Ch. 2.

% Foley (1991) 7 defines traditional referentiality as the process by which repeated words
and phrases (and whole scenes) in early Greek hexameter poetry ‘are not simply
compositionally useful, nor are they doomed to a “limited” area of designation; rather they
command fields of reference much larger than the single line, passage, or even text in which
they occur’.

?7 Goldhill (2002); cf. Barker (2009) ch. 3.

% Barker (2021).
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1. The Living Daylights: The Departing Juyn
in Homer and Later Traditions®

As we have already glimpsed, the conjunction A(e)tmoyuyén has a counter-
part in the Homeric collocation of Aetmw with uyz. In fact, the two words
belong to a formal unit of utterance in early Greek hexameter poetry—what
scholars often term a ‘formula™"—namely, Tov 8" éAvmre Yuxn.*! This phrase,
or close variations of it, uniformly denote—with one exception—Ilife leaving
a body, whether real (rov ye Almy uyn, used by the narrator of Sarpedon,
1. 16.453), imagined (Juyn 8¢ Aédowmrev, used by Eumaios of Odysseus, Od.
14.134), or of animals (tov 8" €éAcrre vy, the sacrifice of a pig, Od. 14.426). At
Odyssey 18.91, as he weighs up his options, Odysseus ponders punching his
rival beggar at the banquet so hard that ‘his life would depart [from him]’
(@s pev Poym Almrou, Od. 18.91). As it is, so as not to arouse the suspicion of the
on-looking suitors, Odysseus only ‘lightly’ taps Iros; even so, Iros is knocked
out cold, bleeding profusely from mouth and ears. We are left in little doubt
that his life would have left him had Odysseus hit him as hard as he could.
The traditional referentiality of Aetmw combined with guy7 to signify death
is confirmed by the only other formula in which they are paired.*

Support for the view that the uyn equates in some way to the life-spirit
1s provided by Achilles when refusing Agamemnon’s offer of recompense. ‘1
have suffered many pains in my heart,” he reflects, ‘always risking my uxn
in making war’ (emet wafov aAyea Bupd | alel éuny Yuxny mapaBaropevos
molepilew, Il 9.321—2). The risk is all too real, even for a goddess’ son since,
he asserts, ‘a man’s uxn cannot come back (avdpos d¢ Puyn maAw éNbetv)
either by theft or force, once it has crossed his teeth’s barrier’ (9.408—9). In
both instances it is clear that by uxn Achilles means his ‘life’ (or, perhaps
better, ‘life-breath’), meaning that to lose it is to die. Similarly in the

» The argument here represents a much-condensed version of Barker (2011), focusing
only on those points directly pertaining to the proposed Homeric intertext in Herodotus.

%0 Foley (1997) 151-3. Bakker (1997) 48—50 describes formulas as intonation units.

3111 5.6096; Od. 14.426; cf. II. 16.453; Od. 11.221; 14.134; 18.91. There are no other in-
stances of this unit of utterance in extant early Greek hexameter epic.

2 11 16.855—7 = 22.361-3: Yuxy ... lemobo’ avdporiita kai fBnv. Used of the deaths of
Patroklos and Hektor, this collocation of Aelmw with vy occurs nowhere else in early
Greek hexameter poetry.

% On an etymological link between gvy7 and fvyeiv, meaning ‘to blow or breathe’:
Snell (1953) 9. Cf. the scholia vetera on Hom. II. 5.696, who gloss Sarpedon’s loss of uyn
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Odyssey’s shadowy Hades, Autokleia laments to her son that ‘once the Oupos
has left the white bones ... the vy flitters out like a dream and flies away’
(‘émel ke mpdra Aimy Aedk’ doréa Ouuds, | duxy 8 it dveipos dmomrapévy
memornral’, Od. 11.219-23). In this case, the departing vy is paired with the
loss of Bupos—itself another indication of a person’s life force—to fully
embody the idea of death.**

The one exception—that is, when the unit of utterance rov 8’ €Avre fuyn
means something else other than signifying death—occurs in the passage
that I mentioned above, when the scholia had glossed the uxn leaving
Sarpedon as e’)\(e)un'oglrﬁxnoev (Hom. 1l. 5.69278)2

¢ \ v 2 ’ ’ ~ ¢ ~
oL pev ap avtibeov Zapmndova Slow eTatpor
< S ] ’ \ leo ~
eLoav vTr alytoyoro Avos TepLkalel Py
> > < ~ ’ ’ > ’
ek 6 apa ot unpod Sopu petAvov woe Bupale
{pOupos Tledaywv, os ol ¢pidos nev eTatpos.
Tov € Alme uxn, kata 8 opfadudv kéxvT axAvs:
o 0 ’ \ \ \ ’
avTis & epmvuvln, mept 8€ mvorn Bopeao

’ > ’ ~ ’ ’
Z(,U‘}/péL ETTLTTVELOVOA. KAKWS K€KCL¢’I70TCL GUI,LOV.

Then his godlike companions sat divine Sarpedon

beneath a beautiful oak of aegis-bearing Zeus,

and from his thigh he pulled the ashen spear,

mighty Pelagon, who was [Sarpedon’s] dear companion.

And the spirit left him [Sarpedon], and mist poured over his eyes.
But he breathed again, and Boreas’ breath

invigorated him after he painfully gasped for breath.

The wound caused by Tlepolemos’ spear cast is such that, when the spear is
removed, Sarpedon’s guym leaves its body as if his life were departing with
the flow of blood from the open wound. The impression of a fatal wound is
made all the stronger by the presence of another unit of utterance that
(almost) always denotes death: kara 8" odpfadudv kéxvr axAvs, ‘and mist

as a loss of breath: [puym] vy évratba To mvedpa dnow. Clarke (1999) 57 defines vy more
strictly as ‘the last gasp of breath exhaled by the dying man’.

1o pév Alme Bupds and the variant Aime § doréa Bupds are unequivocal death formulae:

1l. 4.470; 12.386; 16.410, 743; 20.406; Od. 3.455; 11.221; 12.414; h.Ap. 361.
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poured over his eyes’.*> And yet Sarpedon does not die. Thus, this marks the
only instance where a departing Juyxn does not indicate death. It’s as if the
Juxn could pass the teeth’s barrier and return again.

The oddity has been noticed by the commentator Geoflfrey Kirk: “That
formular flexibility can be confusing is shown in this description of a warrior
losing and then recovering consciousness, since the soul “leaving” the body,
5.696 Aumre uxm, normally implies death (16.453; Od. 14.134, 14.426, 18.91)".%°
Kirk is right to observe the formular flexibility but confusing may be the
wrong word to describe what is going on. In fact, Homer works hard to
clarify that Sarpedon has not died after all, repeating the word for breath in
short succession in three different forms: Sarpedon ‘breathed’ (epmvivoy)
again, for the ‘breath’ ('m/OLﬁ) of Boreas ‘breathed’ (e"m'm/eiouoa) life into
him. Where an audience’s understanding of the traditional referentiality of
Tov & €lvmre Yuxn (and kara 8 opbadudv kéxvr axAvs) would, from their
knowledge of all its other instances, have created an expectation that
Sarpedon has died, Homer gives his hero second wind.”” By having
Sarpedon ‘die’ here, only to bring him back to life, the poet marks Sarpedon
out as an important figure in this Troy story.® He is preserved to play an
important role later.

We learn what that role is when we next hear of a uy7 leaving a body.
For it is precisely Sarpedon’s death that is, finally, fatally, signalled by the

% J1. 16.344 (Akamas); 20.421 (Polydoros); Od. 22.88 (Antinoos). The two exceptions are
here and at /1. 20.321 (ka7 opfadudv yéev axAvv), where Poseidon steps in to save Aeneas in
a clash of heroes and narrative traditions (sacking and surviving Troy).

% Kirk (1990) 128 ad loc. 5.696. Cf. Sullivan (1988) 158: of the thirteen examples of psyche
as an active element, twelve signify death; only this one is different.

57 Perhaps it is inevitable that the poet should draw on the language of death to denote
a fainting episode since the loss of consciousness (albeit only temporary) looks to the outside
observer like death. Still, this doesn’t detract from the lengths to which Homer goes to make
Sarpedon breathe again. The three other examples of ‘fainting’ (all in the lliad) similarly
rework death formulae (Kirk (1990) 129) to stress different aspects about the importance of
the moment: Hektor (11.349-60; 14.419—39), like Sarpedon, is revived to die another day;
Andromache’s momentary ‘death’ (22.466—74) symbolises the impact of Hektor’s death on
her and the loss of her life as she knows it. Aeneas, Troy’s great survivor (see above, n. g5),
is initially rescued by Aphrodite (5.308-17), just as all indications suggested he was about to
die: Morrison (1999) 139.

% As Adrian Kelly suggests to me, the dynamics surrounding Sarpedon’s ‘death’ are a
good example of the experience of the narrative in the flow of performance. At one point it
looks like he’s dead (which is fully traditional in the sense that he’s not going to survive the
war); at the next he lives on. This kind of excitement, and real directional shift, must have
been vital to keeping audiences in thrall.
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return of the departing soul motif. As Zeus looks down on Sarpedon
readying himself to face the Achillean Patroclus and contemplates stepping
in to save his son, Hera warns him: he can do it, but the other gods wouldn’t
approve. Instead, she suggests, he should take care of Sarpedon’s body once
its ‘spirit and years of life have left him’ (e"m\yv 87\7 TOV Ye )\L”n’y g[:uxﬁ Te Kal
ataw, 16.453). This moment is all the more highly charged given Sarpedon’s
earlier recovery, and serves now not only to ‘correct’ the formular
abnormality from back then but also to mark his death as the first fatality of
someone who had enjoyed a certain amount of airtime in the narrative.
What is more, Sarpedon’s death marks the beginning of a series of important
fatalities in the fliad. The other two, the deaths of Patroclus and Hector, are
connected not only logically—Patroclus’ killing of Sarpedon leads directly to
his own death at the hands of Hector, who in turn will be killed by Achilles
as a result—but also linguistically: the same couplet, used for the deaths of
both Patroclus and Hector, reworks the collocation et with oy for use
in the death formula ‘and his spirit flew from his limbs to Hades, lamenting
its fate, leaving manliness and youth behind’ (/1. 16.856-7; 22.362-3).

If, with one exception, the departing vy signifies death in extant early
Greek hexameter poetry, what then of its Homeric afterlife? The semantic
range of the collocation of Aetmew with uyn can be summed up briefly: all
examples point to it signifying death, whether it is Pindar’s Achilles, who
‘lost his life’ (amo Yuyav Avmav, Pyth. g.101) in war by the bow, or Aelian’s
Cercidas, who, on the verge of death, consoles his friends with the prospect
that he was going to meet Homer, Hecataeus, and others—and then ‘he
died’ (rv Yoy amervmev, VH 15.20).%

More complex is the compound with which I am concerned in this
chapter, Ale)mouyéw or Alehmofuyia.”” Overwhelmingly, outside of
Herodotus and other historiographical texts,*' evidence for this compound
comes from two traditions. Throughout the Hippocratic corpus A(€)mopvyia

% While continuing the meaning from epic, nevertheless, both examples reveal a subtle
shift in agency, as the departing $uyn gives way to the person himself or herself ‘leaving
their $uyn behind’. The finality of the soul’s departure also appears to be reinforced by the
addition of dmd, in the sense of ‘from, away’: Smyth (1956) §1684. See also: 4 Ven. 272; Thgn.
1.569; Ar. Av. 1553-8; Eur. Phoen. 1554; Xen. Cyr. 8.7.22, 26; PL. Grg. 523¢5; Phd. g1d; Plut. De
Alex. fort. 956F—337A.

* On Aetmro- compounds: Tribulato (2015) 255. With compounds of this nature, the first
member usually governs the second: so, A(elemoypuyia would literally mean ‘one who leaves
his iuxn behind’, which fits with the point in the previous note.

! Discussed briefly at the end of this chapter, below, pp. 203—4.
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occurs largely with the meaning of losing one’s consciousness, as in_famnting,
which is the primary sense attributed to it in LS]. The fifth-century de diacta
acutorum (11.13), for example, reads: ‘if intense pain is present, to continue
until the loss of consciousness (mpos Aetmoyuyiny); afterwards administer an
enema’.*” Fainting episodes of this kind may also be denoted by the
compound A(e)emofupia.®® In his discussion of bulimia, Plutarch uses both
interchangeably (Plut. Quaest. conv. 695A):

Bulimia is not, as people think, hunger, but a pathological state of the
stomach that causes fainting (Acroyhuyiav) by concentration of heat. Just
as smelling salts are useful in cases of fainting (Acmofupias), so ...

If we recall, however, that the unit of utterance rov 8" éAvmre uyn (generally)
signifies death (as Tov pev Aimre Bupos does exclusively), it is interesting to note
that there are other instances in the Hippocratic corpus where the
compounds A(e)tmopuyta and A(e)emoflupia preserve such a sense. In
Epidemics, for example, Aecmouyia serves as a prelude to death: ‘He
appeared to have lapses of consciousness (Aecmroyuyiac) ... All signs were bad.
He said he wanted something under him, stared fixedly, resisted a brief time,
and died (eredevtnoev)’ ™ It is this meaning that prevails in the Aesopic
corpus. Here, A(e)tmopuyén/Ale)mopuyia only means death, as in The bird
catcher and the viper (Gibbs 138 = Perry 115; Chambry 137):

The viper was enraged and bit the man. As he breathed his last
(Avrroypuydiv), the bird catcher said, “‘Woe is me! I was intent on stalking

someone else, while I myself have been hunted to death (ets favarov) by

another’.®

*# For dating: Craik (2015). Cf. Epid. (mid-fourth century) 5.1.25; 7.1.24, 84; Mul. 9.3; 11.4;
14.4; Ep. 16.28.

3 Aph. (c. 400 BCE): AevmoBupin, 1.23; 7.8 (or Aevmouyin? cod.: I, edd.). Cf. Ligu. (c. 400
BCE): )\eLﬂ'o@vp,L’aLg, 2.16; )\GL')TOQU‘LLLKOZO'L, 2.28. Like )\(E)LWOLLUXL'(L, )\(e)m'o@v;u:a seems to
derive from a hexameter unit of utterance, in this case the death formula Tov pev Alme Hupds:
see above, n. 34.

" Epid. 7.1.10. Cf. Ligu. 1.32: a ‘loss of consciousness—even to the point of death’
(Aevmobupias, Tadra és favarov). Similarly, Plutarch recounts an episode concerning
Xanthippus’ dog, which swam across the strait at Salamis to be with his master ‘only to faint
and die straightway’ (Aurofupnoas dmofavety ebfvs, Plut. Them. 10.6); cf. Pomp. 49.5.

® Cf. The one-eyed doe (Perry 75 = Chambry 105, élcmoiiyer); The tuna fish and the dolphin
(Gibbs 160 = Perry 113; Chambry 132, Avmofupotvra, Aevmopuyodvra). The same mortal
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These examples are particularly pertinent to the case before us since, as
recent scholarship has shown, Herodotus’ Historzes 1s in dialogue with both
the Hippocratic corpus and Aesop ‘the storyteller’ (Aoyomoiss, Hdt.
2.134.3).* While it doesn’t matter to my argument whether Herodotus
himself coins the word Ae)cmopuyéw/ Ale)cmovyia from Homer or whether
he takes it from another prose source such as the Hippocratic or Aesopic
corpora,’ it may be worth reflecting a moment on its duality in those
traditions. Without the capacity to monitor a person’s vital organs, it’s hard
to say how deep a loss of consciousness will be, how long it will last, and
whether it might be fatal or not. What we see in Aesop, and to a lesser extent
among the Hippocratics too, is a persistence of the idea that we saw in
Homer, namely that fainting is closely associated with death.” As a ‘prelude
to death’ motif, A(e)tmroypuyéw/A(e)mopuyia functions as medical knowledge
(in the form of hindsight) in the Hippocratic writers and narrative logic (in
the form of last words/punchlines) in the Aesopic fables.*

This brief survey has helped flesh out the passing remarks made by both
Macan and Paradiso about the semantic range and charge of A(e)mopvyén/
Ale)mouxia. Uses of the word consistently and exclusively denote a
corporeal loss of consciousness in all of our prose texts, which bears out
Paradiso’s gloss of Aumopuyeéw as fainting (‘svenire’) ‘in senso fisico, non
morale’. There is nothing ‘faint-hearted’ in any of the examples that we have
considered. But that is not all. On the one hand, as a compound denoting
‘the uxn leaving’ the body, it additionally has connotations of death,
especially in Aesop; this is also the sole meaning of the collocation Aeimo with
Juxn in all of Homer and early Greek poetry. On the other hand, such
mortal resonances in A(etmouyia can, I suggest, be traced back to the epic
unit of utterance, Tov 8" eAvmre Yuxn. Based on evidence from the Iliad and
Odpyssey, this phrase too signifies death, bar one exception, when, with a skilful
manipulation of its traditional referentiality, Homer has Sarpedon lose

connotations of Avroyfuyety are present in a fragment of Xenarchus® Purple-shell (Ath. 6.225¢).
Avmrouyety s also preserved in a fragment of Sophocles (fr. 496.1 TGrF), but with no context.

* Hippocratic corpus: Thomas (2000); Demont (2018); Pelling (2019) 80o-105. Aesop:
Kurke (2011), anticipated by Griffin (1990; republished in 2014); cf. Griffiths (2006) 139.

* On the other hand, it does matter to me whether we hear/read the specific case of
Tov & €\umre fuyn in relation to Sarpedon in Herodotus’ use of the compound Acmogvyia.
See below, §3.

8 See above, n. g7.

* T owe this point to Roger Brock.
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consciousness and not die. Flagging up Sarpedon’s importance for this Troy
story to the audience, Homer gives us a hero who lives to die another day.

It seems to me worth contemplating whether this arresting usage of a
traditional formula attracted Herodotus’ interest, or, at any rate, whether
using it to think again about Aristodemos’ own moment when ‘he lost his
Juxn’ (Avmohuyéw) can be a productive reading of Herodotus” Thermopylae
narrative. But before homing in on that episode in more detail, there is much
to unpack about the influence of Homer on Herodotus and the precise
relationship of the latter to the former. Indeed, it is my broader goal to use
a consideration of the Homeric influence on Herodotus’ Thermopylae
narrative and its fallout to contribute to how we can understand, define, and
better discuss Herodotus’ interplay with Homer.

2. A View to a Kill: Homer at Thermopylae

It 1s commonplace to talk about the Homeric influence on Herodotus,
though the precise nature of that influence is more difficult to pin down.”
Ancient witnesses testify to the debt Herodotus owes to Homer and to him
assuming his predecessor’s epic mantle in prose form.”' Modern critics have
been no less interested in seeing Herodotus’ evocation of Homer, and have
catalogued instances where a debt may be perceived.” A clear evocation of;,
and indebtedness to, Homer is on display in Herodotus’ opening statement.
His concern to preserve the deeds done by people so that they aren’t ‘without
glory’ (akAed, 1.praef.) headlines a critical feature of epic—to preserve the
glory of men (kAéa avdpav, II. 9.189)—that his narrative aims at repro-
ducing.” Similarly foregrounded is his concern to get to the bottom of why
Greeks and barbarians came into conflict (1.1.1), just as Homer begins his
narrative by asking which of the gods set Achilles and Agamemnon apart in
strife, and why (/l. 1.8-9).* Herodotus’ narrative of a momentous conflict

% As evidenced by the contributors to this volume.

1 *Opmyperdraros, according to Longinus (Subl. 13.9); cf. D.H. Pomp. 3. A second-century
BCE inscription from Halicarnassus proclaims Herodotus as the ‘prose (me{ov) Homer of
historiography’: Isager (1998). See Matijasi¢, above, pp. 1-2 and Haywood, above, pp. 59—
61 for further discussion and bibliography.

2 E.g., Strasburger (1972); Boedeker (2002); Rutherford (2012); cf. Murnaghan (2021).
See the discussion by Matijasi¢, above, pp. 15—22.

% Goldhill (2002) 12-13; Pelling (2019) 22—3; Matijagi¢, above, pp. 18-19.

> The question why: Pelling on Herodotus (2019); on Homer (2020).
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that pits Greeks against foreigners (1.1.1; 7.20.2) clearly recalls the Trojan
War context of Homer’s lliad,” while the inquisitive wandering Odysseus
(Od. 1.4) provides a guide of some sort for his persona as a historian (1.5.3).%
Homeric echoes can elevate the action, as in the description of the Athenian
ships as apxn kakav (5.97.3), like those apyexakovs-bearing ships of Paris (/1.
5.62-3).7 They can also pattern experience, as when the panicked reaction
of the fractious (and fracturing) Greek coalition at Salamis (8.56) to the
Persian sack of Athens is set against the backdrop of the Achaeans’ rush to
the ships in Iliad Book 2 (especially /l. 2.149-54).”

It is worthwhile asking, however, how many such examples directly recall
episodes from or moments in the /liad and Odyssep, and how many more
could equally be better regarded as conveying general ‘epic’ content, style,
motifs, or themes? Some slippage is already evident in the way scholars
describe scenes in Herodotus as having an ‘epic coloring’ or identify
Herodotus’ evocation of Homer by use of ‘poetic’ language.” As Chris
Pelling has remarked:

It is easier to make, and indeed to accept, those grand generalisations
than to be sure that ‘Homer’ is what comes to Herodotus’ listeners’
minds every time he occurs to us, or indeed that ‘Homer’ would have
meant to Herodotus what he means to us.*

% Carey (2016) 71.

%% Marincola (2007); Barker (2009) ch. 3.

7 Pelling (2006a) 79—80.

%% Pelling (2006a) 83—4, (2006b) 111; Bowie (2007) 1445 ad loc.; Barker (2009) 163—72.

% Boedeker (2001) 122 and Marincola (2006) 14 (respectively). Marincola (2006) 14
continues: ‘Herodotus’ original audience would not have failed to hear Homeric echoes when
Artemisia tells Xerxes to “put away in your heart this thing also” (8.68y.1 ~ Il. 1.297), or
when Psammenitus weeps for his friend “on the threshold of old age” (3.14.10 ~ Il. 22.60)—
my italics. This is precisely the issue at stake: would audiences have identified these
particular moments from the Homeric poems, rather than hearing the traditional
referentiality of such language? And does it make a difference if they do? I am sure that I
have also too readily conflated the two in the past.

% Pelling (2006a) 77. Urging caution when studying Homeric intertextuality in Herod-
otus: Grethlein (2006); cf. Rood (1998) 41. Haywood (above, Ch. 3) is more confident that
Herodotus’ reader would recognise engagement with Homer. My issue 1s less with the idea
of recognition than that the intertext is always (only) (a specific moment or line in) the fliad
or Odyssey. It is important to note, however, that, while Haywood is perhaps more willing to
see examples of epic motifs as proof that ‘Herodotus treats Homer at various points as text’,
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The problem is not only the point, as Chris Carey suggests, that: ‘Alongside
such specific and general glances toward Homer and Troy Herodotus also
draws on other epic cycles to shape his narrative’.®! There is also a broader
problem about how we read, or lsten to, intertextual allusions in and to early
Greek hexameter poetry.

I have already touched upon the idea of traditional referentiality in my
reading of the resonant phrase Tov 8" éAcrre uxn. There I argued that taking
evidence of its uses (and variations) in and through early Greek hexameter
poetry in toto can help us retrieve its (customary or normative) semantic
charge as conveying death. Here I want to reflect briefly on the potential
difference between listening out for a particular unit of utterance’s
traditional import and thinking of it rather as intertextuality and/or allusion.

Attempts to disentangle different interpretative strategies and why that
matters have recently been made by Homerist Adrian Kelly. Across a series
of articles Kelly addresses the ‘“WYSIATI, or what you see is all there 15’ fallacy,
by which ‘scholars are prone to filling the gaps in our evidence by pretending
that there aren’t any’. This fallacy in turn:

leads them to construct the literary history of the Archaic period around
the central pillars of the Homeric poems, and then to link those texts
with every other ... In sum, we are told that we should use the same
strategies of the Augustan poets in Rome as the model to understand
the visible beginnings of Greek literature.®

The issue with this strategy isn’t so much to do with the different textual
status of the Homeric poems, or, as Don Fowler put it, the problem of talking
about intertextuality when there aren’t texts. After all, as Fowler argues,
‘modern constructions of intertextuality in film and television, and of ancient

he is more sceptical ‘whether the same can be said for the epic tradition in toto’ (above, p.
70 1. 50).

b1 Carey (2016) 87. Richard Hunter (2004) 238 elegantly sums up the problem of how to
measure Homeric influence in later poetry: “The traditional language of epic is the basis of
the language of all subsequent hexameter and elegiac poetry, as well as a vital component
of the language of tragedy, and so Homer is immanently present in a special way in the very
fabric of much Greek poetry. Nevertheless, the conservatism of poetic language over time,
combined with the “formulaic” character of Homeric language itself, can place particular
obstacles in the way of identifying significant re-use of Homeric language by later ... poets’.

62 Kelly (2020) 269.
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theatrical intertextuality in respect of Aristophanic parody of tragedy, allow
for precisely this kind of detailed reference in performed texts’.®” Rather, it
1s the point, which Fowler glosses over here in his assertion of an intertextual
approach, that there are different kinds of referentiality at play. With respect to
Homer’s poems, performed and composed within a framework in which
traditional units of utterance—individual phrases, type scenes, story
patterns—were continually being used and reused, referentiality ‘entails the
invoking of a context that is enormously larger and more echoic than the
text or work itself”.** As Kelly argues, we shouldn’t however limit our
understanding of traditional referentiality to Homer’s poems: this interpre-
tative framework also has application to early Greek poetry more generally,
especially the poems of Sappho and Archilochus.”” Moreover—and this is
the critical point—Kelly demonstrates®® that our interpretation can be
enhanced if we take this many-to-many approach, rather than seeking to
establish a specific hierarchical relationship that limits us to a single direct
reference which only goes in one direction, regardless of whether we
conceive of that as marking allusion or intertextuality.®’

% Fowler (2000) 131-2.

% Foley (1991) 7. For the term of ‘resonance’, which aims to capture something of the
echoic nature of listening (out) for poetic interplay: Graziosi and Haubold (2005); cf. Foley
(1999) 6, 20, ctc.

% Sappho: Kelly (2020); Archilochus: Barker—Christensen (2006).

% In his discussion of Sappho fr. 1, Kelly (2020) shows that the ‘programmatic appeal to
Aphrodite can be framed and understood next to any similar action in the multitude of epic
narrative situations with which the individual audience member would have been familiar;
its appeal is not limited to Homeric cognoscenti. This kind of intertextual dynamic, drawing
on the typical situation and the range of particular stories possible within it, enlarges our
readings’ (289, my italics).

57T don’t have space here to discuss whether we would better call one-to-one mappings
between texts as intertextuality or allusion. For judicious discussions, see Lyne (1994), e.g.,
187: “The trouble with the term “allusion” is that it ... encourages us to invoke the “author’s
intention” to settle any unwelcome facts or difficulties’; and Hinds (1998), e.g., 48: getting
rid of the author ‘is (or should be) much harder to justify ... in matters involving the close
textual explication of particular phrases, lines or paragraphs’. The issue concerning my
argument here is rather with the limiting nature of only reading with a specific, one-to-one,
unidirectional reference in mind, as in Currie (2016). More nuanced is Thomas Nelson’s
forthcoming study, whose range of evidence and subtlety of analysis persuasively argues that
patterns of allusive signposting can be detected throughout early Greek poetry—a
phenomenon that he calls ‘indexicality’. It should be noted, though, that he allows for
allusive engagement between mythological traditions (so Burgess (2006); Bakker (2013)),
rather than insist on its operation between 1solated, putative fexts (so Gurrie (2016)). For a
complementary argument that lends greater stress to the heuristic framework of traditional
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Kelly himself sees a change in reading strategy occurring at the time of
Stesichorus in the generation before Herodotus.®® Yet it is worth pondering
the extent of any possible change in a written narrative such as Herodotus’,
and whether aspects of traditional referentiality may have continued to
reverberate through it.” I ask this because Herodotus himself seems alert to
differences in the epic tradition that he inherits, and aware of the Homeric
epics within that tradition as discrete entities. While sceptical about the
authorship of the Epigonoi (4.32), Herodotus rejects outright the attribution
of the Cypria to Homer (2.117) based on differences in their accounts of
Helen’s journey to Troy: he notes that, whereas the Cypria presents the
voyage as a mere three-day crossing, in the liad and Odyssey Homer
demonstrates knowledge of a much wider canvas for Helen’s wanderings
(2.116).” For the purposes of my argument, it is sufficient merely to note that
Herodotus treats the Homeric epics as internally consistent and complete
poems.” As do his characters—when at 7.161.3 the Athenians quote from

referentiality, see the introduction in Barker—Christensen (2020), in which we offer a
pragmatic (others may say inconsistent) approach to using these different concepts for
analysing Homer.

58 Kelly (2015). Another candidate for a shift in approach is Simonides: on the interplay
with Homer in his ‘Plataea’ elegy, see especially Boedecker and Sider (2001); Rawles (2018);
Nelson (2021) 136—9. Much of my discussion here on Herodotus may be pertinent to
thinking about the blanket specificity of Simonides’ engagement with Homer—(when) is he
referring to, and making play with, particular moments in the Iliad, say, or how many of his
Homeric soundings may be better explained through the framework of traditional
referentiality?

% Herodotus between orality and literacy: Thomas (1989) 15-34; cf. above, n. 27. While
there have been many insightful studies of the impact of Homer (and oral performance
more generally) on Herodotus’ composition of the Histories, the question of the impact of
oral poetics (viz. traditional referentiality) on reading Herodotus has attracted far less
attention. Pelling (2019) 59—60 is sceptical that any difference, even if discernible, would be
significant. I am less sure: Barker (2021).

70 Namely the ‘beautiful robes woven by the women of Sidon’ in Paris’ bedchamber (Z/.
6.289—92) and the travels of Helen and Menelaus to Egypt (Od. 4.227-30, 351—2). See Ford
(1997) 103; Currie (2021). Cf. Graziosi (2002) 124 n. 82, 193—5; Pelling (2006a) 77 n. 6;
Haywood (above, Ch. g), with further bibliography (above, pp. 62—7 with n. 15).

! Note especially Herodotus’ gloss on the liad’s testimony for Helen being in Sidon:
‘and nowhere does [Homer] backtrack on himself® (kai od8apf) dAAy dvemddioe ewvTdv,
2.116.2). So Ford (1997) 103: “This (correct) claim is based on the notion of the Iliad as a
definite and delimited text quite distinct from other epics.” Cf. Currie (2021) 20—7; Nelson
(2021) 122. For Graziosi (2002) 116, Herodotus uses these passages to present Homer as a
‘proto-historian’. For Haywood (above, p. 69), it is more of a case of Herodotus displaying
‘his own critical acumen as an inquirer’.
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Homer’s Catalogue of Ships, they do so appealing to the //iad as an authority
on the basis of it representing a coherent narrative, and their place (as they
see it) in it: ‘the poet Homer says that, of all who came to Ilion, [Menetheus]
was the best man in ordering and marshalling armies’ (cf. 7. 2.552).”> Within
little more than a generation, the lines that follow in Homer’s catalogue
(inking Salamis to Athens), have become so hotly disputed that the
impression is of a stable ‘text’ already in the form (more or less) as we know
it today.”®

If Herodotus knew an /liad and Odyssey as distinct and distinctive poems,
then we should feel reasonably confident about identifying and following up
any apparent references to them. But this in turn raises another, more
pressing, question: in what ways might his text be engaging with them as
distinct and distinctive poems, or (or as well as) more generally with epic
kinds of referentiality? To sharpen what we mean by Homeric interaction, I
turn again to Kelly, this time his 2015 study of Stesichorus. His key
parameters for observing, and making use of, Homeric touches relate to ‘the
level and sustained nature’ of the interaction, as well as a demonstration of
a ‘continuum’ in representation.’”* Both points suggest that

Stesichorus had access to more than just a general knowledge of the
poems, almost certainly to a written text, but also that the nature of
interaction is closer to the developed intertextuality of a later age: rather
than merely showing knowledge of the /liad and the Odyssey, or invoking

72 In appealing to Homer for authority, the Athenians are following the Spartans’ lead,
whose appeal to Agamemnon—*Surely, he would groan aloud (H ke péy’ olpwéece),
Agamemnon, the son of Pelops, if he heard that Spartiates had been deprived of their
leadership by Gelon and the Syracusans’ (7.159)—reworks Nestor’s own act of ventriloquism
(in imagining Peleus’ angst) in the fliad (7.124—5). On the lliad intertexts here: Pelling (2006a)
89—90; Grethlein (2006); (2010) 160—73; Bowie (2012) 281—2; Matijasi¢, above, pp. 9—11, and
Haywood, above, pp. 75-8.

8 II. 2.557-8, cited by Aristotle to show how the Athenians used Homer to assert their
claim on Salamis (Rhet. 1375b26—30): Graziosi (2002) 228—9. While it is arguable whether the
poems were already circulating as written texts at the time of Herodotus, Graziosi (221, using
Nagy (1989) 16) cites evidence from the Histories which implies that, however they circulated,
they cannot be altered by performing rhapsodes simply to please local tastes: Cleisthenes,
the tyrant of Sikyon, bans Homeric recitations because the poems celebrate the enemy city
of Argos (Hdt. 5.67.1). By ‘more or less’ I mean to include the minor differences in
vocabulary or structure as implied by the ferocity of the dispute over the Athenians inserting
two lines; cf. Graziosi (2002) 231.

™ Kelly (2015) 39.
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Homer as an authority figure, or even alluding to big moments in the
poems, Stesichorus seems also to be engaging a larger reading of their
themes ... in order to augment the semantic power of his own text. For
the first time that we can see, the audience is being encouraged to access
large swathes of the poem and its details, and actively to apply that
knowledge to the current composition.”

What Kelly writes here about Stesichorus I suggest applies equally to
Herodotus. Therefore, I propose considering those ‘passages where
Homeric “touches” are reasonably uncontroversial, either because they are
particularly roistering or because they come in clusters’,” or, additionally, if
there is a specific pointer in terms of vocabulary or application.”
Significantly, of all the passages in Herodotus where critics have commonly
observed Homeric ‘touches’, the most roistering, detailed, and sustained
cluster around Leonidas’ last stand at Thermopylae.

From the beginning of Book 7, Herodotus presages the epic conflict
between his new Achaeans and Trojans by recalling significant moments
from the lliad.”® While multiple origins are attributed to the conflict, none of
which are necessarily mutually exclusive (as in the fliad’s dissection of the
strife between Agamemnon and Achilles), Herodotus traces one cause back
to a dream that visits Xerxes urging him to attack Greece (7.12.1); in much
the same manner, Homer marks the explicit beginning of Zeus’ plan to
honour Achilles by having Zeus send a dream to Agamemnon urging him
to attack Troy (Zl. 2.16—34).”" Thereafter follows a series of troop catalogues
(7.61-83, 89—99, 202—4), which mirror the famous catalogue of ships later in
the same book of the fliad (Il. 2.494—759).* In both cases, it is worth noting

7 Kelly (2015) 43.
76 Pelling (2006a) 77.

77 Such as the (re)use of a Homeric hapax (see below, n. 87) or, as I suggest in this chapter,
the reworking of a striking motif] like that evoked by the unit of utterance rov 8 Elvre Yuyn
in the form Acmropuyéw. Bakker (2013) 159 similarly describes the possibility of intertextuality
within early Greek hexameter epic’s formulaic system: “The more restricted an expression
[and] the more specific the context in which it is uttered’, the higher its degree of
‘interformularity’. For a comprehensive anatomisation of markers of allusion in works of
early Greek poetry: Nelson (forthcoming).

78 Carey (2016) 89; Nicolai-Vannicelli (2019); cf. Foster (2012) 202.

79 Carey (2016) 73—5. On the multiple causes of the war and the relationship to the Iliad:
Pelling (2019) 22—39.

8 Carey (2016) 75-8; Nicolai—Vannicelli (2019).
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that the focus falls on Xerxes—his motivation and the roll call of troops under
his command—mnot on the Greeks. Herodotus’ Greeks do not straightfor-
wardly map on to the Achaeans from the /liad, nor his Persians to Homer’s
Trojans.! Herodotus’ intertextual engagement with Homer is more
complicated, and complicates any simple us-versus-them binary.*?

It is important to keep this in mind when we come to the battle of
Thermopylae. After marking the time of battle with rather non-specific
evocations of battle narratives in the lad,” Herodotus deploys more
strategically placed references which align his account of Thermopylae to
the critical moment in the /iad when Patroclus enters the fray. In particular,
it is when Leonidas falls that the Iliadic references—and here we can be
confident of targeted intertextuality—come thick and fast, marking a
renewed intensity in both fighting and reading. This 1s Herodotus ‘at his most
Homeric’.#* The battle is a ‘great struggle’ (wfiopos éyivero moAdds: 7.225 ~
1. 17.274).%° Such is the ferocity of the fighting that the bodies fall one on top
of one another (7.223.2, 225.1 ~ I/ 17.361-2). The Greeks/Achaeans defend
the corpse and repel the enemy time and again (four times in Herodotus,
7.225.1, trumping the three in Homer, /I. 18.232—3). The Greeks realise that
the battle turns to the enemy (7.225.2) as Ajax does in the [liad (17.626-33).
Leonidas’ corpse is decapitated (7.248) in a fulfilment of Hector’s wish to do
the same to Patroclus (/. 17.126-7, 18.176-6). In the background, resonances
between this Spartan Leonidas and the lion similes recurrent in the /liad no
doubt linger.*™ At any rate, Herodotus is alert to the lion within. He brings
his account of the battle to a resounding climax by picturing ‘the stone lion

81 Unlike, arguably, in Simonides’ Plataca elegy: see above, n. 68. Pelling (2019) 202
catalogues the evidence for the Persian Wars being represented as the new Trojan War.

8, g., Pelling (1997), nuancing the fundamental studies of Hall (1989); Cartledge (1993).

% Time of battle: 7.217.2, 219.2 ~ II. 11.1-2; 19.1-2; cf. 8.83.1; 9.47: Pelling (2006a) 92 n.
48. The generic nature of these references already suggests a continued role for using
traditional referentiality to think about Herodotus’ use of Homer. I explore this idea in more
detail below.

¥ Longinus 13.5 (above, n. 51). Munson (2001) 175-8; Boedeker (2003) 34—6; Carey (2016)
81—4; and especially Pelling (2006a) 92—8, to whom I owe the references that follow.

% Cf. Pelling (2019) 202-3.

8 There is a lion simile in the battle over/for Patroclus: /. 17.61—9 (describing Menelaos).
Similarly, in the oracle that Leonidas interprets (Hdt. 7.20.4, which I discuss shortly), lions
(as well as bulls) are said to be no match for the ‘Persian invader’ (the ‘grammatically
obscure’ 7év: Macan (1908) ad loc; cf. How—Wells (1912) ad loc.). The lion Leonidas: Pelling
(2006a) 92—3 with n. 48; Carey (2016) 84—5; cf. Pelling (2019) 202—3.
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of Leonidas’ (6kov viv o Albivos Aéwv €onre émi Aewvidy, 7.225.2) that marks
the spot where Leonidas’ Spartans made their desperate last stand. This brief
flash-forward to a time after, when these events have been inscribed into
stone, anticipates the next step of this narrative, which turns the focus on to
the act of memorialisation (I'll come back to this). Even this stone memorial
recalls the depiction of Patroklos’ death in the /liad: there, Homer describes
the stillness of Achilles’ (usually swift) horses, in mourning for their lost rider,
by comparing them to a grave stele (/I. 17.434-75). In terms of the level and
sustained nature of the interplay, and indeed continuity of theme—the battle
over a fallen warrior—there seems little doubt that an flad palimpsest
detailing the death of Patroclus underlies and underpins Herodotus’
depiction of the last moments at Thermopylae.?’

But to what effect? In her analysis of battle scenes in Homer and
Herodotus, Deborah Boedeker has drawn a comparison between vivid
depictions of death in the fliad, which serve a memorialisation function that
honours all equally, and Herodotus’ own more prosaic, down-to-earth
accounts, which gloss over detailed battle description in favour of the
scrutiny, and in particular the civic evaluation, of those deaths. One
exception that proves her rule is precisely Herodotus” description of the
death of Leonidas, which, Boedeker argues, ‘appropriates the more
monologic, heroic poetics of the Iliad, focused on the glorious death of an
individual’.®

It 1s worth pausing to consider this idea in more detail. At the critical
moment at Thermopylae, when the Greeks realise that they have been
surrounded, Leonidas dismisses the allies. To explain his motivation,
Herodotus turns to the precedent established by epic: this was about kleos. ‘If
he stayed there,” Herodotus writes (7.220.2), ‘great glory would be left

% Not that Herodotus’ engagement with Homer is restricted only to this episode from
Book 17 of the [had. Arguably, the most striking use of a Homeric word, since it’s a apax in
both Homer and Herodotus, is meptoradov. Used by Homer to describe Antilochus being
surrounded by the Trojans (/. 13.551), Herodotus redeploys it to describe the decisive
moment when the Greeks are surrounded (7.225.3). Thucydides also uses it, to describe the
Athenians being surrounded at Syracuse (7.81.4, again a hapax). See Allison (1997) 89—go.
Cf. Smith (1900) 74; Foster (2012) 202. For the re-use of hapax legomena in the fifth century:
Nelson (2021).

8 Boedeker (2003) 34. One should note that Boedeker is referring only to the Ifiad’s
representation of death as ‘an equalizer of sorts’ (33). Still, even allowing for that restricted
focus, its heroic poetics are more varied and more complicated: see, e.g., Warwick (2019).



6. Die Another Day: Sarpedon, Aristodemos and Homeric Intertextuality in Herodotus 183

behind (uévov € avTod kAéos peéya eleimero),™ and the prosperity of Sparta
would not be wiped away (eénleidero)’.” To mark the moment, Herodotus
quotes an oracle (in epic hexameter), which prophesies either the sack of
Sparta or the death of its king: ‘Recollecting these lines’, Herodotus
continues, ‘and wishing to lay down glory (kAéos xarabéoflar) for the
Spartans alone’ (220.4),”' Leonidas sent away the allies. With respect to these
lines, Christopher Pelling suggestively argues:

In a microcosm of that proemial interplay of heroes and writer,
Leonidas and Herodotus both have their roles in monumentalising that
kleos, one in doing, the other in describing ... Leonidas and the Spartans
are almost writing their own script, carefully ensuring that everything
looks right (hair nicely combed for these modern equivalents of the
Homeric ‘long-haired Achaeans’, 208.5).%

Kleos, the strong, if not all-powerful, motivating force for the individual in
Homer, 1s here reconfigured as the kleos of the group, to be part of a group,
one of the Three Hundred Spartans.

This, we should remind ourselves, is Leonidas’ view. Herodotus’
narrative, as ever, is less straightforward, and one may already detect
disquieting hints, unsettling any neat and univocal assessment—the fact that
Leonidas feels the need to orchestrate who stays and who goes, for one thing.”?
Above all, there is the form of the narrative to consider. John Marincola
begins an important article on Thermopylae by describing how Herodotus

¥ Translating é)elmero as passive, as Pelling (2006) 93: ‘great glory would be lgft for him’.
Equally, it could be middle (e.g., Godley (1920): ‘he would leave behind a name of great fame’),
which arguably better suits Pelling’s argument; the subsequent reference to Aéos
katabBéofar (220.4) Pelling does translate as middle (to ‘lay down the kleos of the Spartans’).
See below, p. 193 with n. 126.

9 The line resonates with Herodotus’ proem, to preserve kleos and ensure deeds did not
fade (1.praef) and has an ‘almost Gorgianic jingle’: Pelling (2006a) g3 n. 50. It’s a jingle that
Macan (1908) ad loc. finds ‘not pleasing’.

9 Reading povvev (to agree with Zmaprinréwy), where the manuscripts have potvov:
Baragwanath (2008) 69 n. 39. So Macan (1908) ad loc.: ‘[podvov]| agreeing with Aewvidyv it
would give an absurd sense’. I return to this word, and its traditional referentiality, below,
Pp. 190—4.

92 Pelling (2006a) g3—4. Cf. Pelling (2019) 203—4.

9 Pelling (2006a) g5; Carey (2016) 83 n. 31; cf. Baragwanath (2008) 68. The tension
between fight and flight is a major concern in Homeric epic and elsewhere in early Greek
poetry: Barker—Christensen (2006), esp. 17—26. See further below, pp. 194-6.
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has modelled his account on Homer, before immediately pulling himself up:
‘I say “modelled on Homer,” but it is more accurate to say that Herodotus
has retained some elements of Homeric battle narrative while doing other
things in a very different way’.”* One of the most marked differences, as
throughout the Histories, 1s his use of the first-person, his inclusion of different
voices, and, above all, his inquiry into what has (been said to have)
happened.” The process of memorialising Thermopylae, for example,
begins even before it reaches its thrilling climax: when Leonidas falls,
Herodotus interrupts his narrative to claim that he has ‘learned by inquiry’
(7.224) all the names of the three hundred who fell.” Immediately after
recounting the battle’s final throes, Herodotus turns to record who was said
to be ‘best’ (aristos).”” This honour goes to the Spartiate Dieneces, whose
laconic sayings make such a light deal of death as to leave behind a
‘memorial’ (pvyuoovra, 227).” Two more Lacedaemonians (brothers) are
cited in despatches, before a lone Thespian is mentioned. The trend
continues with the catalogue of inscriptions that follow, which retains the
(almost) exclusive focus on Sparta (228).” Following their leader’s example,
the Spartans dominate (/are seen to be managing?) the rollcall of honours.
As Pietro Vannicelli suggests, the Thespians (among others) are in danger of
being written out of the story.'"

It is in this context of memorialisation that Herodotus introduces the case
of Aristodemos.

9 Marincola (2016) 219.
% Marincola (2016) 219—20, 227. Cf. Dewald (1987); Marincola (1987); Boedeker (2003).

% Marincola (2016) 233 argues that, by stressing that he has learned by inquiry all their
names, Herodotus performs a ‘historiographical achievement’ to rank on par with the
‘historical achievement’ of the three hundred.

97 The contest over who is ‘the best’ (arisios) of the Achaeans is a critical dynamic in the
Ihiad: Nagy (1979). It is equally highly charged in Herodotus: see below, §4. I do not mean
to suggest that Herodotus’ interplay with Homer is not reflective of lived experience more
generally: Tritle (2006) 216 does well to remind us that knowledge of the lliad would have
shaped expectations in battle. See also Pelling, above, Ch. 2.

% Another Iliadic touch: Phoenix reminds Achilles that his father, Peleus, had instructed
him to teach Achilles to be ‘a speaker of words’ as well as a ‘doer of deeds’ (£I. 9.433).

% The first references the four thousand Peloponnesians, the second specifically the
Spartans and their laws. The third, though for the seer Megistias, homes in on his loyalty
to the leaders of Sparta.

10 Vannicelli (2007) 317-18 on 7.226—7; cf. Vannicelli (2018) 157.
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3. No Time to Die: Aristodemos at Thermopylae

Balancing the reports of praise and evidence of commemoration are
accounts of blame. The first records the unenviable fate of Aristodemos.
Here I quote the episode in full, since part of my argument concerns its

complex structure (7.229-g2):'"!

’ \ ’ ~ ’ ’ k4 ’ \
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Sia mpogaocty Tounvde, ol de dyyelov mepdbévra €x Tob oTpaTomedov,
eeov avTd katalaPelv Ty pd 2 ok €felny AN

A nv paxnmv ywopevny ovk eledijoar, a
UTopelvavta €v 1) 08p mepryeveatar, Tov O ocuvayyelov avTod
amKkopevoy €s TNV paymv amobavely.
) ’ o ’ [ ’ » ’ >

[231] amovooTnoas 6e €s Aakedalpova o ApiaTodnuos oveldos Te eLye

Kal aTuyLinv: macywv Oé Tolade MTiLwTO' oUTE oL TP ovdELS Evave
’ ” ’ »” ’ 3 < ’ ’ ’
YmapTinTéwy oUTE SLedéyeTo. oveLdos Te eLye o Tpeéoas AptoTodnuos
KAAEOILEVOS.
b 2 € \ b ~ 2 ~ ’ 2 ’ ~ \
[232] aAA’ o pev ev 17 ev IlAaracfjou payn avedaPe macav Ty

> ~ >
E7T€V€LX6€LO'CLV aLTLmV.

101 T print the text as in Hude (1908). The more recent OCT by Wilson (2015)
incorporates two emendations: at the beginning of 229.2 he reads el pév vov (ovvéfn) 3
podvov ... (suppl. Richards) and at the beginning of 232 Ty émeveyvetoav (oi) airinv (suppl.
Stein). Neither seems necessary, though it doesn’t affect my argument either way.
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[229] But of two of the three hundred, Eurytos and Aristodemos, it is
said, though it was possible for both of them to have come to an
agreement either to be saved together [and return] to Sparta, since they
had been let go from the camp by Leonidas and were lying sick at Alpeni
with an extreme eye problem, or, if they didn’t want to return, to die
along with the rest—though it was possible for them to do either of these
things, they were not willing to agree, but being divided in opinion
Eurytos, when he learned of the Persians’ circuit, demanded his armour,
put it on, and ordered his helot to lead him to those fighting; and just so
the helot led him and then fled, while Eurytos rushed into the crowd
and was killed. But Aristodemos with his spirit leaving him was left
behind (Aptarodnuov 8¢ Avrouyeovta Aerdbivar).

[2] Now if either Aristodemos alone had suffered many pains and
returned to Sparta, or if there was a rescue for both of them, it seems to
me that the Spartans would not have imposed any wrath on them. But
as it was, [it 1s said that] when one of them was dead, and the other held
on to the same motive, and was not willing to die, they were compelled
to be greatly wrathful with Aristodemos.

[230] Some, then, say that it was thus and with such a motive that
Aristodemos came safe back to Sparta. According to others he had been
sent on a message from the camp, and, though it was possible for him
to seize the battle while it was still in progress, he was not willing, but
waiting around on the road he survived, while his fellow-messenger
arrived back to the battle and died.

[231] When Aristodemos returned to Lacedaemon, he was abused
and dishonoured. He suffered dishonour in the following way: no
Spartan would light for him fire, nor speak with him. And they held him
in abuse, calling him ‘the runaway’.

[232] But he made good on the whole charge that was brought
against him in the battle at Plataea.

I find this a difficult passage to translate.'” The whole first paragraph (as

I have rendered it above) is one sentence, all in indirect discourse (headlined

103

by Aéyerar),' with two impersonal neuter participles (rapeov), the second of

12 The shame is lessened somewhat by the fact that Donald Lateiner uses this very
passage to exemplify ‘Herodotos’ variously paced and limber compositional techniques’:
Lateiner (2002) 364.

1% The bare Aéyerar foregrounds the issue of focalisation. Cf. Lateiner (2002) 366.
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which picks up on and clarifies the point of the first (‘though it was possible
for them to do either of these things’),'”* and a series of balanced clauses
indicated by pév and 8¢ that carefully delineate and unpick the actions and
fates of the two Spartans (Edpurov pev ..., okws 8¢ [the helot] ..., Tov pev [the
helot] ..., Tov 8¢ [Eurytos] ..., Aptorodnuov 3¢ ...).!"

The second paragraph also lacks a main verb. Its first clause—a contrary
to fact condition—is governed by Herodotus expressing his judgement
(Bokéewv €pol), in which he speculates that, had there been no difference of
opinion and action between the two men, there would have been no
repercussions. The second clause—still governed by Aéyerac?'"—states the
situation ‘as it was’. This paragraph is again structured by balanced clauses
(el pev vov ..., vV 8¢ Tob pev ..., Tob de ...), which serve on this occasion to
differentiate whether the Spartans had cause to be angry or not (Soxéewv epot
oUk av ogL LmapTinras puiviy ovdepiav mpoobheatac... | avaykalws opu éxev
pvioar peyalws Aplotodiuw).

The third paragraph (7.230) introduces an alternative story (ot 8e
responding to the resumptive ot pev vuvv ovTw), with its own pairing of
Spartans (this time Aristodemos and a nameless fellow messenger—Eurytos
again?), further indirect discourse (an implied Aéyerar), and another
impersonal neuter participle (€€eov). All this builds up to a rather different,

10* [T he resumptive repetition of the accusative absolute clauses with mapedv ... retards
the forward momentum and marks the moment of bifurcation: Eurytos to die with glory,
Aristodamos to live with shame’: Lateiner (2002) 368.

15 Lateiner (2002) 967 demonstrates both the intricate structure of, and the subtle
process of discrimination in, the Aéyerac clause: ‘Herodotos’ first sentence begins with ten
plural verbs, participles, and (number-free) infinitives for both Eurytos and Aristodamos
that continue until their shared moment of crisis, their “decision-making’’. From this point,
‘Herodotos splits their stories deploying eight singular verbs, participles, and infinitives, six
for unstoppable Eurytos and but two for unheroic Aristodamos’. Similarly, ‘plural and
“collective” nouns, pronouns, and adjectives emphasize at first their common problem and
cause’; after they go their separate ways, ‘modifiers are singular and no word is shared’.
Finally, ‘adverbs also reinforce initial homogeneity, at first “sharing” or conjunctive terms
such as Te xal, opod, dua ... When the hoplites separate, we find heterogeneity: aAAd (“but”,
here placed on the razor’s edge ...) and, in unusual profusion, Greek markers of antithesis:
IJ4€’V e 86”.

1% Tateiner (2002) g63 translates: ‘[the Spartans] say it was necessary for them to vent
their [communal] vengeful wrath on Aristodamos’. Unfortunately, he doesn’t comment on
his addition of ‘the Spartans’ (as represented by the parenthesis), and I have found no help
from the commentators either. I come back to the thorny issue of focalisation below, pp.

195-6.
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and certainly more clear-cut, depiction of an Aristodemos who was unwilling
lo fight (katadaBetv v paxmv ywopevny ovk ebedijoar, 230), not simply
unwilling #o die (00k €0eAoavTos 8€ amobvnoker, 229.2). A final clause adds
the gloss that he dallied in order to stay alive (@A)’ dmopelvavta €v 7§ 08&
meptyeveatar, 230), while his comrade retuned to battle and died. The
searing indictment that he faces when back home follows logically (7.231).

The lengthy sentences; the difficulty of determining focalisation; the
carefully balanced clauses; the intense focus on judgement—all this is quite
Thucydidean. And, as with so much of Thucydides, particularly his scenes
of deliberation, the complexity is quite deliberate. This is a passage that
we’re supposed to dwell on,'"” to worry about, to try to pick apart, just as the
Spartans discriminate Aristodemos from their ranks. We are here far from
the rapid and vivid depiction of a rip-roaring glorious ‘no surrender’ backs-
to-the-wall last man stand, and just as far from Leonidas’ wish to set down
Homeric kleos for his Spartans.

Engagement with Homer plays an important role. As we saw in §2,
Pelling demonstrates how epic fame (kleos) is reconfigured in the
Thermopylae narrative to apply to the group at large, thanks largely to
Leonidas’ management of the battle’s final movement. Following on from
this, in the passage just quoted (7.229-41) Pelling draws attention to words
like ‘wrath’ (u7jves), ‘insult’ (ovecdos), and ‘dishonour’ (arwuin). As key lexical
terms and thematic concepts in the Iliad, they have a particular association
with Achilles: here, again, Pelling notes, they are transferred to the collective.
The Spartans feel wrathful with Aristodemos and, as a result, abuse and
dishonour him; in Homer it is Achilles who feels wrath at being dishonoured
by Agamemnon, and who hurls abuse at him.'” ‘So’—Pelling writes—*the
Homeric themes are there, but indeed with a difference: and we should not talk
simply of “contrasts”, rather of more interesting “interplays” of the worlds
of then and now’.'"

Pelling’s choice of the plural ‘interplays’ is instructive. With the possible
exception of pnves,''’ it may serve our reading of the Herodotus passage if

107 “‘Herodotos’ careful syntax proves equally expressive for those who tarry to appre-
ciate’: Lateiner (2002) 364. He aptly describes how this carefully balanced structure ‘steers
us through a minefield of possible alternatives’ (367). On the agony of deliberating over
judgement in Thucydides: Barker (2009) ch. 4.

108 Pelling (2006a) 95-6; cf. Pelling (2019) 204.
109 Pelling (2006a) 6.

"% The Ifiad’s headline of pfjves (Il 1.1) advertises Achilles’ otherworldly anger as the
motivating force of the entire epic: Cairns (2003) 31-3.
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we think in terms not of a direct intertext with (or allusion to) a specific
moment or episode in the /lad, but of the traditional referentiality of the
ideas expressed here. Or to be more precise: the traditional referentiality of
each phrase and motif as specifically exemplified by their implementation in
the [liad. 1 say this in part because the idea of abuse or dishonour (ariuin) is
not limited to any one single episode involving Achilles: it is the aggregative
nature of the reference that brings to our mind Achilles.""! In part, too, it is
because these lexical items have a thematic charge in the /liad, in which each
new instance recalls previous applications, and invites comparison to
Achilles. It is not irrelevant to our understanding of Achilles (and of the fliad),
for example, that Thersites abuses Agamemnon (aping Achilles), only to be
abused himself (by Odysseus); or that Helen rains abuse down on herself and
Paris."? And the same may be true for Herodotus and for this passage here:
that is to say, being willing to listen out for the broader referentiality of these
ideas allows us to hear other voices that may have a bearing on our
understanding and interpretation of the scene. Intriguingly, the one figure
in the [liad other than Achilles on whom abuse and dishonour weight heavily
1s Sarpedon. In a famous passage in the middle of the //iad he articulates the
obligations of a leader with the opening line: I'atke 7(n 87 vai Terpnueata
padwora; (‘Glaukos, why is it you and I are honoured before others?’, II.
12.310).'" Later, as his dying breath leaves him, he calls out to his friend for
one last time: ‘I will be a thing of shame and a reproach (6veidos) for you, if the
Achaeans strip my armour’ (/1. 16.498). Sarpedon’s words are then repeated
by Athena, as she warns Menelaos lest the Trojans strip Patroclus’ armour

"1 Achilles drepos (held in dishonour by Agamemnon, as he sees it): Il 1.171. Other
instances only: /. 1.516 (Thetis tells Zeus that she will be the most dishonoured of all the
gods, should he not grant her appeal); 16.90 (Achilles warns Patroklos not to fight the
Trojans and put him in dishonour); Od. 16.431 (Penelope accuses the suitors of dishonouring
Odysseus’ house); Hes. Theog. 395 (Zeus promises all those who had been without honour
under Kronos will be honoured by him). Forms of 7eu7 in association with Achilles: 1.59,
278, 353, 350; 9.3109, 498, 514, 605, 608, 616; 16.84; 17.92; 23.649 (out of a total of 25 instances
in the fliad, and a hexameter corpus total of 74). The verb Tiudw: 8 instances related to
Achilles (out of a total of 21 in the [liad, 43 in the whole corpus). Instances of ovel8i{w/dveildea
used of Achilles: /I 1.211, 291; 20.246 (out of a combined total of 13 instances in the fliad, 21
in the whole corpus). In every case the first use is related to Achilles in his strife with
Agamemnon.

N2 J1. 2.222, 251 (Thersites); 3.242 ~ 9.460 (Helen, Phoenix); 5.438 (Paris).
113 See, e.g., Griffin (1980) 73. For criticism that it provides the ‘most lucid statement of
the Aero’s role and task’ (Redfield (1975) 99, my italics): Haubold (2000) 4—6.
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(Il. 17.556). The battle over Patroclus’ corpse, as we have seen, underpins the
last movement of the Thermopylae narrative.

I'will come back to these Sarpedon resonances shortly, but, in addition to
these words and themes from the Iliad that Pelling has ascribed to the
Spartans as a group, there is another set of epic terms that cluster around
Aristodemos himself, as Herodotus imagines a scenario in which ‘only he
[Aristodemos] had been in pain and made it home’ (podvov adynoavra
amovoarijoa, 7.229.2). These terms may again recall the Iliadic Achilles, for
whom returning home is on his lips from the start (amovooryoew, 1l. 1.60);
who complains about the many ‘pains’ (@Ayea) he has suffered in the war (/L.
9.321); and who describes how Agamemnon took a prize from him ‘alone of
the Achaeans’ (éped 8° amo povvov Ayaidv, 9.335)."'* Yet, this last example is
a good indication of why it is arguably less helpful, perhaps even misleading,
to always think of engagement with Homer in terms of an intertext or
allusion to a particular passage in the /liad or Odyssey. 1 say this because the
singularity that podvos normally indicates refers to being ‘alone’ in battle,
when one 1s exceptionally vulnerable: this is something that the singularly
divine-like Achilles need not worry about.'” Similarly, dAyea are not
restricted to Achilles but refer more broadly to the pains a character in epic
suffers,''® while amovoornoewv ironically only ever expresses the desirability
of return, never its realisation—with one telling exception: Odysseus.''” It may
also be the case, then, that Achilles’ great (Homeric) epic rival lurks in the
background here: Odysseus, the archetypal suffering (aAyew) hero, who
returns home (amovooréw), alone and vulnerable (nodvos). Again, I am not

1* In the same context (his rejection of Agamemnon’s offer), he wonders sarcastically
whether the Atreidae ‘alone of mortals’ love their women (1; podvor (;SL)\éovo" (i)\éxous ;Lepéﬂ'wv
(iv@pa’m'wv, 1. 9.340).

' As expressed by a number of heroes in battle: ‘It will be chilling if T am caught | alone
...n 70 8¢ plytov al kev adww | podvos, 11.405-6. Cf. 11.467; 12.41; 17.94, 472; 20.188; 22.450.
It is encapsulated by the Iliad’s night-time tale of the two against the one in the so-called
Doloneia ({l. 10.224-6) and the Odyssean narrator’s expressed wonder at how ‘one man
alone among many’ (podvos évi mAedveaar) could bring death to so many opponents (Od.
22.11-14). See Barker—Christensen (2020) 64-8.

16 gAyea are headlined in the proems of both Homeric epics (I 1.2; Od. 1.4). For a
discussion of the traditional referentiality of this word in the two epics, which demonstrate
a subtle but important distinction in its application and meaning: Barker—Christensen
(2008); (2020) ch.3.

"7 11. 8.499 (Hektor); 12.115 (on the Trojans); 17.406 (focalising Achilles); Od. 24.471 (on
Eupeithes). The exception is Od. 13.6, where Alkinoos assures Odysseus that he wi/l return:
Barker (2009) 111 n. 84.
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talking about a specific intertext or allusion—this constellation of concepts
never occurs together in any passage of Homer— but rather of the general
aggregative resonance of their traditional referentiality as exemplified by the
Odyssey. Judging whether (or not) we hear the echoes of the Homeric
Odysseus (and/or Achilles) in Aristodemos’ return from war will inevitably
impact on our interpretation of the passage as a whole, especially the
Spartans’ own ruling on him."® In the judgement of the historian (Soxeéev
epou), if it had been only Aristodemos who suffered pain and made it back
home, then the Spartans would not have been angry with him.

But Aristodemos isn’t alone, even if he is the only one of the two to return,
and this brings us back to his former comrade-in-arms, Eurytos. It is because
the responses of the two men differ that the Spartans couldn’t fail to be angry
(according to Herodotus or the unspecified source of the story, Aéyerac). The
epic povvos serves to bring to our attention the difference, not so much
between a Homeric world of the individual and the Herodotean world of
the collective,'? as between the ideal of (Spartan) unanimity and the reality
on the ground (as Herodotus depicts it).'"* As we read on, the not-alone
Aristodemos is further paired and compared with a nameless messenger'?!
(250), a Spartan called Pantites (252), and, finally, the Thebans (233). Each
comparison is introduced by a subtle manipulation of peév ... 8¢ clauses. The
first 8¢ introduces a different account that ‘others [say|’ (of, 230) about
Aristodemos the messenger, which contrasts to the story of his suffering at
Alpeni with Eurytos and subsequent salvation (o pév vuv ovTw, 230);
heightening the difference is the fact that his co-messenger replays Eurytos,
plunging back into the battle to die. The second 8¢ relates to a third story
(Aéyerar 8¢, 232) that picks up on the narrator’s concluding note on
Aristodemos (aAX’ 6 pev, 231) to introduce another messenger also said to have
survwved  the battle—mepiyevéofar (292) recalling the description of
Aristodemos the messenger at 2g0. This other survivor of the (not quite)

'8 Arguably, the return of an individual is a trope of particular interest to Herodotus: at
5.87, for example, the Athenians acknowledge that ‘one alone of their men returned safely to
Attica’, éva povvov Tov amoocwdévra adTdV és T’)\’]V ATTLK’)\’]V 'yevéa@m) after a battle with the
Acginetans. The precarity of being alone is even starker in this case: the wives of his
comrades stab him to death with their brooches. I owe this reference to Scarlett Kingsley.

19 Even the [liad, with its focus on war and battle, is no less interested in community:
Barker—Christensen (2020) ch. 1; cf. Haubold (2000).

120 “His offence and his punishment only make sense in the context of Thermopylae,
where the logic is that of the heroic world, not the real’: Ducat (2006) 45.

121 Unless we’re meant to think this is Eurytos again, as per Paradiso (2002) 164 n. 5.
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three hundred returns home (voorfoavra 8¢ TovTov €s Xmapryv, 232) like
Aristodemos before him (amovoorijoac €s Zmapry, 229); like Aristodemos, he
also faces dishonour (ws nripwro, 232; cf. Aristodemos maoywv 8¢ Toade
NripwTo, 231). Only this man who survived to return home kills himself.

Finally (for now), as a further point of comparison to these individual
Spartans who somehow let the side down, Herodotus introduces his ultimate
Hellenic counterpoints: ot de ©OnBatoc (233.1). The Thebans have already
had their card marked in the initial preparations for battle. After learning
about the hand-selected three hundred Spartiates, we are told that, because
they were suspected of medising, Leonidas was eager to single out the Thebans
alone of the Greeks for this mission impossible (rovTovs omovdny e€moinoaro
AewVL’Sng y,oﬁvovg cE)\)\ﬁva mapalafetv, 7.205.3)—that word podvos again,
indicating a different kind of singularity than Leonidas hopes for his
Spartans (7.220.4). The Thebans come with their very own Leonidas to boot,
Leontiades (7.205.2, 223.1). No lion this one—his men run to the Persians with
hands held out, as soon as they see them having the best of'it, and, Herodotus
keenly notes, their leader is the first in line to be branded with the king’s
marks (oriypara Pactlia, 233.2). Strikingly, Herodotus doesn’t let it lie
there but ploughs on: ‘in a time afterwards’ (ypovw perémerra) this man’s son
will be murdered by the Plataeans, after leading four hundred men to seize
their town.'?? The additional line brings us right up to the present day of the
historian, to Plataea again (compare 231, ev 77j év [1Aaracjjor payy), and to
another comparison: the Persian War has given way to the Peloponnesian
War, when Greeks fought each other, not the Persians, and when Thebans
took a stand alongside Spartans.'?*

Thus we have a series of doublets embroiling Aristodemos—Aristodemos
and Eurytos, and a nameless messenger, and Pantites, and (collectively) the
Thebans—which make singling out the man who returned home as the
‘runaway’ difficult. It is all the more problematic if we consider the extent to
which language and ideas recur during the passage. Attuned as we now are
by this point in the narrative to its dense echoes with the /llad, such
repetitions may even be felt to operate like epic resonance.'* When we read,

122 The episode is recounted at Thuc. 2.2.

123 As Lateiner (2002) 370 astutely observes, the ‘semi-conclusion (ot év vuv ovTw cwdijvar
Aéyovat, 7.230) offers one closure, but no conclusions stop the stream of history, and,
furthermore, closures in Herodotos generally open into a new picture or conflict’.

12* While an exhaustive study of podvos in the Histories is beyond the scope of this chapter
(it occurs over 160 times in its different declensions), judging from its use in the Thermopylae
narrative, it not only retains the sense that we see in Homer—to single out the subject, often
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for example, about Eurytos and Aristodemos being ‘divided in opinion’
(yvaun dieverybevtas, 7.229), we may recall the similar division among the
allies when they learn of the Persian encirclement (eayilovro at yvapac, 219),
particularly as it is constituted in the eyes of Leonidas (yvaun Sieverybevras,
220.4).'" It is because of the alliance’s precarity that Leonidas sends the allies
home—caring for them lest they die, ‘it is said’ ()\é'ye'r(u 8¢ kal ws avTos oqﬁeag
(i'zTe"zTe,u,glse Aewv[ﬁng, ‘un\y amolwvTat K7786‘u,evog, 220.1), though Herodotus
himself thinks otherwise (TG,IS’T:I] Kal pdAdov TV yvaounv mAeLoTos €lul, 220.2):
it was because Leonidas deemed they were ‘unwilling’ to share in the risk
(oﬁlc ebéovras GUVSLOLKLVSUVGIS&LV). That perceived unwillingness and what it
means might be in our minds when we read that Eurytos and Aristodemos
had been similarly ‘unwilling’ to agree (o0k efeAfjoar opodpovéerr, 229). The
Spartan pair, whom (after all) Leonidas had ‘let go’ (neperipévor, 229),
represent some kind of rerun or mirror image of that moment when
Leonidas ‘sends away’ (amémepipe, 220.1; amomeppar, 220.4) the allies.

With every repeated phrase or motif, the lion stele set up for Leonidas
(225.2) 1s slowly chipped away at. Though apparently some allies had been
preparing ‘to remain there’ with Leonidas (ot 8¢ avrév dpa Aewvidny pévew
avTod mapeskevadato, 219.2), Leonidas dismisses them anyway, so that
(according to Herodotus) ‘by him remaining there, great glory would be left
behind’ (wévovte 8¢ adTod kAéos péya elelmero, 220.2). Herodotus doesn’t tell
us precisely for whom: for the Greeks, the Spartans, or Leonidas himself?'*°
Moreover, though I have just translated this line as passive, as if kleos could
be something that is left behind simply by virtue of a deed being done, it
could equally (or more likely) be a middle construction indicating Leonidas’
voice and agency— ke would leave behind great glory’.'*” A further middle
(/passive) form swiftly follows: ‘he wished # set down glory for the Spartans
alone’ (kai BovAopevov kAéos katabéafar potvav Tmapriprewv, 220.4). If it’s
Leonidas’ agency in the creation of kleos that is being subtly exposed, perhaps

to emphasise vulnerability—but also functions to provide resonant soundings through the
narrative, as in Homer.

12> Macan (1908) ad loc.
126 Pelling (2006) 93 specifies Leonidas: ‘great glory would be left for him’. The other
translators I have consulted (see above, p. 162 with n. 2) leave the referent ambiguous. de
Sélincourt (1954) translates the line indicatively as if a statement of fact: ‘And indeed by
remaining at his post he left great glory behind him, and Sparta did not lose her prosperity,

as might otherwise have happened.’

127 See above, n. 8g.
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the manuscript reading of potvov (to agree with Leonidas), though jarring,
has value after all, as if he alone considered himself able to provide glory for
his Spartans.'?® Be that as it may, the repetition of potvos so soon afterwards
makes for uncomfortable reading. The man who ultimately isn’t potvos
(229.2), the man left behind (Aetpbivac, 229.1), Aristodemos, depicts an
alternative scenario to the vision (and manufacture) of kleos left behind by
Leonidas (eAeimero, 220.2), one where a warrior returns home from battle
unscathed and untested.

The effect is particularly jarring because we have been set up to read what
happens at Thermopylae in terms that appeared to brook no disagreement.
As mentioned above, preparations for battle are focalised from the
perspective of the Persian king, Xerxes, in a continuation of the re-telling of
the Trojan War from the perspective of the other.'” Crucially, we see Xerxes
struggling to make sense of his other, the new ‘long-haired Achaeans’, with
the help of the exiled Spartan king Demaratos to guide him. When Xerxes
baulks at the idea that the Greeks would dare stand up to his vastly superior
numbers, Demaratos replies with reference only to his Spartans, and it is a
Spartan reference: Tyrtaios, Demaratos explains, ‘doesn’t allow them to flee
from the battle before any number of men, but remaining at their post they
must conquer or die (o0k €dv pevyely ovdev mAfbos avbpwmav ek paymns, aAda
pévovras e€v 1f) TafL émkpatéewy 7 amoddvobar, 7.104.5)."%" Xerxes, still
bemused, laughs at the very idea; he’s no longer laughing when his men meet
the fierce and resolute resistance.'”” Under Leonidas’ leadership, the
Spartans perform Tyrtaios” ‘fight or die’ maxim to the man, a point all the
more sharpened when Leonidas sends away the allies—staying to fight (and
die) before insurmountable odds will be the privilege of the Spartans and
them alone (podvor)."”? Then along comes the story of Aristodemos, where
disagreement between a pair of Spartans threatens the ‘monolithic and
monochromatic views of the Spartan mentality and their hoplites’ fearsome
and fearless repute’.'*® His no-show at Thermopylae strikes at the very heart

128 See above, n. g1.
129 On the Persian focus in Book 7, including the resonances with the Iliad, see above,
pp- 180-1.

150 How—Wells (1912) ad loc. note the resonance with Tyrtaios fr. 11.3 IEG*. See above, p.
165 with nn. 17, 19.

131 Pelling (2006a) 94.
132 Leaving to one side the Thespians (and Thebans): see above, p. 184 with nn. gg—100.

133 Lateiner (2002) 367.
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of the Spartan ‘fight or die’ ideology, as established by Tyrtaios, explained
by Demaratos, coordinated by Leonidas, and enacted by his comrades. No
wonder the Spartans felt compelled to be so angry with him (avaykaios o
Exew unvioar, 229.2).'%

Within this framework, the story of Aristodemos functions as not only a
counterpoint to Spartan ‘fight or die’ ideology, but also a variant on a
Homeric type-scene: the ‘fight or flight’ episode, in which our protagonists
each represent a different choice, Eurytos for the fight, Aristodemos for
flight."” Even in Homer, the choice between fighting or fleeing is rarely
binary; being in the midst of battle is far more complicated.'® So in
Herodotus, with the added twist that the roles are reversed: Eurytos doesn’t
so much fight as leave (Alpeni); by the same token, Aristodemos doesn’t so
much flee as remain left behind. For complicating Demaratos’ ‘fight or die’
message, or its monumentalisation in the battle at Thermopylae, is the fact
that Leonidas (according to the first story) sent Eurytos and Aristodemos
away from the battle. As Donald Lateiner puts it: ‘One can argue, oppositely
[to the received view], that Eurytos’ courage was disobedient to Leonidas’
rational military command and royal order, while Aristodamos’ soldierly
obedience met outrageous social ostracism in a community of the
obedient’."”” By contrast, the second story of the two messengers who take
starkly diverging paths—one into battle, one back home—is far more
straightforwardly a depiction of fight and flight, and far easier to read in
terms that support the Spartan assessment of Aristodemos as ‘the runaway’.
Who’s telling the story, as ever in Herodotus, matters to our interpretation
of it.!%®

The complex structuring of this passage (especially 7.229); the interplay
with Homer (as viewed through the lens of traditional referentiality); the

1% Ducat (2006) 36: ‘Why “anger”? I would say that it was basically because Aristodemos
reduced the number of the heroes from go0 to 299, which is a much less satisfactory figure
since it spoiled Sparta’s claim to uniqueness: here, as elsewhere, the ideal of “zero default”
had not been attained. ... It called into question the whole system ... One might also ask
whether his conduct did not implicitly pose another question for the Spartans, one that was
much more disturbing and which could not be voiced openly: that of knowing whether the
strategic choice made by Leonidas was really the best one for the city and for the Greeks’.
Once you start asking why...

135 Lateiner (2002) 365.

136 Barker—Christensen (2006) 17—36.
157 Lateiner (2002) 366 n. 13.

1% Dewald (1987).
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intratextual echoes with the wider Thermopylae narrative; the issue of
focalisation—all of these aspects of my analysis bring me back to the problem
of the single word with which this inquiry began: Avmopuyéovra. The first
point to reconsider is the alternative reading ¢tdogpuyéovra, whose value for
interpreting this passage we are now in a much better position to assess. This
emendation has been proposed, we may recall, because of its fit with Spartan
ideology. Perhaps it fits rather too well. The reception of Aristodemos back
in Sparta (7.241) functions not only to condemn the individual who made it
back home but to reaffirm the ‘fight or die’ ideology as expressed by
Demaratos and enacted by Aristodemos’ comrades at Thermopylae.
Because he failed to abide by this nomos, the Spartans rage against him and
abuse and dishonour him as ‘a runaway’. The echo of Tyrtaios here is very
deliberate, since we are viewing—and judging—Aristodemos through
Spartan eyes. Yet, as I have suggested, of the two accounts describing
Aristodemos’ absence from battle, it is the second of the two (introduced by ot
8¢, 230) that condemns him. Considerably shorter and simpler, this story
labels Aristodemos as ‘not willing to fight’ (ééeov (1137'0:) kaTalaPetv Ty paxmy
ywopévny ovk €bedfjoar). No nuance here: this version of Aristodemos’ non-
appearance clearly justifies Spartan anger with him. By contrast, however,
in the first account Aristodemos is said to be ‘not willing to die’ (ovk
e’@e)\ﬁaam'og Se o’m’o@vﬁ(mew, 229.2). It is but a Slight difference, a small Slip
from not willing to die to not willing to fight, when the Spartan maxim is
‘fight or die’, but critical nonetheless. As we have seen, the first story is not
only considerably longer but far more convoluted. For this reason alone, that
initial version sits more awkwardly with the brutally stark treatment of
Aristodemos that follows the second. But it is also far less likely to be Spartan
focalisation, since in this version we are told of Leonidas’ judgement that the
two men—and presumably his fighting force of Spartiates at Thermopylae—would be
better off if they stayed away.

This prophasis, shared by both men,'” is their eye condition, which is so
severe that they are at their very limits (€s 70 éoyatov, 7.229.1). As we have
seen, Herodotus explains that, had they both chosen to return home they
would have had good cause: the problem is that they chose different paths.
One path takes six clauses, the other only four words. In one way, this

%9 His prophasis (229.2): an explanatory claim or justification (whether true of false), a
triggering cause—Pelling (2019) 8-10 (on Herodotus), 82—4 (on the Hippocratic corpus).
Translations which emphasise that Aristodemos makes an ‘excuse’ miss the point that this
also applies to Eurytos: they both have the same cause (the ophthalmia).
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disparity is a reflection that the former course of action requires explanation:
how would a blind man make it back to battle anyway? It also has the effect
of casting into relief the pathetic outcome: led back into the fighting, Eurytos
falls into the crowd—and immediately perishes (rov 8¢ éomeoovra és Tov
opdov Stadbapivac, 7.229.1). Whether this account signifies a display of
heroism, or alternatively questions the kind of heroism that would
necessitate/encourage an act like this, is hard to say.'* What is clear is that
it is a passive act—a rushing into battle #{ be killed—which compares,
somehow, to Aristodemos similarly being left behind.'!

Two important conclusions follow. First, we may note the physicality of
the experience. As Paradiso had also remarked, the semantic charge of
Amrouyéw describes a physical condition and has no ethical or moral
implications. The same is true of this account: it is only when Aristodemos
gets back home that moral assessment of his condition is imported by the
Spartans. Second, the impression created is that it was less important to fight
than to be seen to die, as one group, a nice neat and complete three hundred.
From this perspective, Pantites killing himself is also his parallel, another
useless death in practical terms, but one that serves Spartan ideology.'* One
could say that, simply by not being ¢tAovyen, Acrohuyew is a helpfully more
ambiguous word in context.'*

But I think we can do better. If we hear the epic undertones of Aeimw +
Jpuxm and understand its traditional referentiality as signifying death, it would
further underline the close-to-deathness of this protagonist. Additionally,
given the rich and dense interplay with the liad, there is, I suggest, a case
here for specific intertextuality with the moment when Sarpedon’s Juvyn

110 Recall the description of Boedeker (2003) (cited above, p. 163). Lateiner (2002) 368
reads the imbalance differently: ‘Eurytos receives six clauses occupying five full lines that
describe his heroism; wretched Aristodamos, however, obtains only the four final,
ponderous words (“imbalanced balance”). One of those leaden words 1s the hapax legomenon
Mmouyéovra (“swooning”, or “half-conscious”)’. This for me is the one misstep of
Lateiner’s refreshingly detailed close analysis, and one that jars with his own conclusions.

" Lateiner (2002) 368 notes how ‘their actions even receive homoioteleuton, final
rhyme: Stagbapirac and Aerdbirac’, even though he translates the latter actively.

2 See below, n. 147 on pobvos.

5 pudopuyia occurs on one other occasion in Herodotus, at 6.29, where Histaios
‘showed that he loved his life too well’ (ptdofuyiny Torqvde Tiva avarpéerar) by crying out in
Persian when he was about to be killed. Ironically, however, this only delays his death by a
paragraph, since in the very next section Artaphrenes, fearing lest his rival might escape
and again win power at the court, impales his body and sends his head to Darius (6.30). So
much for loving life.



198 Elton Barker

leaves him, only for the hero to breathe again. If this is right, then the detail
that the two Spartans suffer with a terrible eye infliction gains significance.'**
Hearing in the epic-like conjunction Avrogpuyéw the moment when Sarpedon
suffers the loss of uyn, we might also recall the description of mist being
poured over his eyes, another formula that usually signifies death. The
condition of ophthalmia suffered by both Spartans could be seen as an
instantiation of this epic death formula. They are that close to death (és 7o
€ayarov); Eurytos will soon be going blindly to his.

The most interesting aspect is the extent to which Acmrouyéw may also
bring to mind the thematic trajectory of Sarpedon in the /lad. Immediately
after showing the hostile environment that greets Aristodemos on his return
to Sparta, Herodotus comments (7.252):

a\\’ o ;Lév év T év H)\aTaLﬁ(n ;uixﬂ o’we’)\aﬁe TaAoAY 7'7‘71/ e"n’eveLxﬂeZoav

>
aLTLmV.

But he made good on the whole charge that was brought against him in
the battle at Plataea.

I noted above that the second, simpler and more damning, account of
Aristodemos’ no-show (7.230) prepares the ground for, and smooths the path
to, his absolute denunciation by his fellow Spartans at home. That ground
is suddenly cut away from under our feet by Herodotus’ judgement.'* It
stands as a bald statement, simply part of the narrative; it’s not even
expressed as a narratorial comment—a point that, paradoxically, reveals it
to be an even greater intervention on the part of the author of this inquiry.
Where the Spartan judgement insists on a simple binary image of heroism,
Herodotus demands we think again. That more complicated picture is
already anticipated by the complex structuring of this account and by the
description of Aristodemos as ‘losing his spirit’ (Acmopuyéw)—a compound

" T owe this point to Ingela Nilsson. Similarly in his account of Marathon, Herodotus
highlights the case of the Athenian Epizelos, fighting bravely when he is suddenly deprived
of his sight (@v8pa yrvopevor ayabov Tav opparwv orepnbivac, 6.117.2). Epizelos tells his own
story what happened: a phantom passed him by and killed the man next to him (117.3)—
underlining the associations of blindness with death. I owe this reference to Tom Harrison.
On the meaning (or not) of Acdzs as ‘unseen’ (aedés): Plat. Crat. 404b.

5 Lateiner (2002) g70: “7.231 points to a different outcome in the future. His open
architecture and forward marker promise a follow-up at Plataiai (7.231; see 9.71)’.
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with its roots in epic which recalls the figure of Sarpedon in the liad, a hero,
like Aristodemos, who lives to fight and die another day.

4. You Only Live Twice: Plataea

After his account of Plataca, Herodotus goes through the now familiar
accounting of deeds done. A familiar name is accorded pride of place (9.71.2—

4):

The best was by far (gpio7os eyevero pakpd) Aristodemos, in my opinion
(kata yvapas Tas muetépas), he who being the only man of the three
hundred who survived Thermopylae was held in abuse and dishonour
(0s éx Oeppomuléwy podvos Tdv Tpinkoailwv owlels elye Gveidos Kal
arpiny). The next after him who were best were Posidonios, Philokyon,
and Amompharetos, Spartiates. And yet, in the discussion who was the
best of these men, the Spartiates who were present judged that
Aristodemos, who wished to die openly (pavepds amoflaveiv) because of
the blame attaching to him, and in a frenzy left his post (Avoodvra Te
kal ekAelmovra Tv Tabw), had displayed great deeds (épya amodefaotar
peyada), whereas Posidonios who did not wish to die (00 BovAdpevov
amobvokewr) was a good man: in this way he was the better (avdpa
yevéo@aL (i'ya@év' 7000157({) TobTOV €lvat (J’L‘u,eL'V(u). But these things they
may have said also in jealousy. Anyway, these men I’ve just mentioned,
who died in that battle, all of them, except Aristodemos, were honoured.
But Aristodemos, who wished to die because of the cause mentioned
before, was not honoured (o0« erunbn).

Even the fact that Aristodemos was fighting at Plataeca should make us
question how absolute his social exclusion had been.'** Herodotus explicitly
recalls that earlier judgement here: Aristodemos, the only man—potvos
again—of the three hundred who survived Thermopylae and who was held
in abuse and dishonour for his pains. It is again his singularity that will be at

issue,'” a running sore to the Spartans, whose self-projection of a society

16 Ducat (2006) 36.

"7 As Flower and Marincola (2002) ad loc. point out, labelling Aristodemos the ‘sole’
survivor of Thermopylae sits awkwardly with the story of Pantites (7.232); cf. Marincola
(2016) 229.
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ruled by nomos leaves no room for individual action in battle.'*

In part this is what makes using epic models problematic. Heroic
endeavour, such as we see in Homer, may be grounded in collective
action,' but it is the individual hero who features. While the Spartans
concede that Aristodemos had a claim to be one of the best, they complain
that he fought in a frenzy (Avoodvra).'” What is an expression of a warrior’s
terrifying prowess on the battlefield at Troy"' becomes another stick with
which the Spartans beat the one who steps out of line. Where before
Aristodemos had been left behind (Aecgfivac), here he (over) asserts his
agency and leaves his post (éxAeimovra Tiv Tadw), as if he’s still fighting the
battle at Thermopylae, when the Spartans step outside their fortifications in
their final glorious fight to the death (7.223.9).""2 When Demaratos had
promised that the Spartans will stay in their posts (névovras ev 14 Taée,
7.104.5; cf. Leonidas at 220.2), it was with ‘winning or dying’ (emkparéeLv 7
amodvobac) in mind. Aristodemus finally accomplishes both: leaving his post
1s now the sticking point.

It is all the more striking after a battle in which the two Spartan
commanders, Pausanias and Amompharetos, fall out on this very issue. In
disbelief that a (Spartan) general could ever countenance retreat, Amom-
pharetos remains at his post (mepielyero adTod pévovras 1) exkAvmely Ty
raéw, 9.57.1). The division in Spartan ranks throws the Greeks’ strategic
withdrawal into disarray; sensing their chance the Persians attack—and the
Greeks win a famous victory. The picture that the Spartans present in their
judgement of Aristodemos is again wide of the mark, and not only in their
insistence on an ideology that the events on the ground hardly bear out. The
Spartans rank a certain Posidonios more worthy than Aristodemos because
this man ‘didn’t wish to die’ (00 BovAdpevov amobvyokerv). This made him a

”

‘good man’ and ‘in this way he was the better’ (avdpa yevestar ayalfiov:

8 Hdt. 7.104.4. A few paragraphs prior, Demaratos explicitly sets the Spartans apart:
he will speak about them alone of all Greeks (aAa mept Aakedapoviov povvwv, 7.102.2), just
before he asserts their commitment to fighting no matter the odds.

%9 See above, n. 119.
10 Flower-Marincola (2002) ad loc. note, ‘Such behaviour cannot be tolerated in Sparta,

where discipline and order are necessary for victory’. Boedeker (2003) 26 glosses Aristo-
demos here as ‘madman’, which misses the Homeric resonance.

151 Both Hector (1. 9.239, 305) and Achilles (21.542) are described as ‘raging’ (Abooa)—
the only instances in the extant hexameter corpus. Ducat (2006) 37 suggestively compares
Aristodemos to ‘a Diomedes or a Tydeus’.

192 Pelling (2006a) 6.
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T000UT® ToDTOV €lvar duelvw). No disagreement is brooked again. And yet
‘not willing to die’ is the exact charge that was levelled at Aristodemos for
surviving Thermopylae.'™ The Spartan assumption of what makes a good
man is made a question in Herodotus” account. Only Aristodemos wasn’t
honoured, Herodotus sharply notes.””* Yet in his eyes,'” Aristodemos was
the best (dptoTos), displaying great deeds (épya amodeééastar peydada)™ to
rank alongside Achilles (or Odysseus) in the final reckoning.

*

The subject of this chapter has been a single contested word. I have explored
its semantic range and used it to think about broader questions of Herodotus’
interplay with Homer. Where many of the Homeric touches in Herodotus
can be put down to, and more productively used, as examples of traditional
referentiality or, at least, non-specific resonances with the /ad, the presence
of the hapax Avmouyxeéw™ in our manuscripts suggests a prosaic reworking of
the poetic formula ‘his spirit left him’, and a specific intertext with the
moment when this utterance is applied to Sarpedon’s spirit leaving him as
he loses consciousness.

1% Similarly, the Spartan complaint that Aristodemos ‘wished to die openly’ (pavepis)
recalls the proof that Herodotus cites for Leonidas stage managing kleos: he sent away the
seer Megistes avepds (7.221).

1 Lateiner (2002) g69: ‘the Spartan ideological mind-set cannot accommodate or
comprehend either his alleged cowardice at Thermopylai or his later, stellar valor at
Plataiai’.

195 Paul Cartledge reminds me that Herodotus uses the ‘royal we’—‘in our opinion’
(kata yvapas Tas Hpetépas)—to emphasise his judgement. On the differences in judgement
between the historian and the Spartans: Ducat (2006) 36.

1% An echo of Herodotus’ opening statement, pijre épya peyda te kal bopaord, Ta pév
“EAAnor Ta 8¢ PapBapoior amodexfévra, axded yévyrar (1.praef.): Lateiner (2002) 372.

157 Intriguingly, a manuscript variant at Hdt. 1.86.3, where Croesus is on the pyre, reads
Avropuyin: Wilson (2015) 11—12. All editions of the text use fovyins: Croesus, remembering
Solon’s wise words on human fortune, ‘heaved a deep sigh, groaned aloud afier a long silence
(éx modAfjs mouyins) three times the name “Solon”. Whether we prefer govyins or
Aemrouyins doesn’t affect my argument in this chapter: what is important is the fact that the
application of Acmroipuyin here would work in a similar way to the case of Aristodemos (and
Sarpedon): a figure on the point of death seems to breathe his last—but is spared to play an
important role in the narrative, as Cyrus’ (ahistorical) wise advisor. Pelling (2006c) 156—7
poses the question what end for Croesus the reader of Herodotus might have been
expecting.



202 Elton Barker

This 1s important because so much of the preceding battle narrative had
appeared to be working to a Spartan script, as Christopher Pelling has
suggested, in which Homeric resonances bear out Leonidas’ hopes for
Spartan kleos. In the aftermath, as Herodotus brings to the fore the
memorialisation of the battle, he also turns the focus on the act of
memorialisation itself. In many ways, his account of Aristodemos 1s typical,
incorporating different logor and providing narratorial judgement: that’s the
job of a historian as he is defining it. At the same time, however, this passage
makes for a particularly challenging read: his careful framing draws
attention to the difficulty of judgement, even as the Spartans issue their
extreme judgement on Aristodemos. And yet the narrator’s sting-in-the-tale
punchline, that this man proved himself at Plataea, is an invitation, a
demand even, to read more carefully, and to read to the end."”® Hearing an
intertextual resonance with Sarpedon helps prepare for this shift, and in turn
shows how difficult it 1s (for the Spartans) to control the poetics of
memorialisation or live up to the straitjacket of ideology."® In short, this
passage helps educate us as historians to be alert not only to what happened,
but why it’s important.

Thinking with a single world has also helped to shed light on Herodotus’
engagement with Homer. It has shown that being more precise about what
we mean helps us appreciate the nature of that engagement. Using the idea
of traditional referentiality, even if limited by the extant hexameter corpus,
can help us better understand the customary meaning of a unit of utterance
and be alert to its application in Homer’s epics. More often than not, this
chapter has found that Herodotus’ Homeric turns draw on the cumulative
nature of a phrase or motif’s traditional referentiality in the fliad and Odyssey
and not a specific citation of any particular instance. In turn, such an
approach throws into relief those moments when a specific moment in a
specific text us targeted: these cases can be better described and understood
as intertextuality, in which the semantics of the target text continue to
reverberate in the host text. As a narrative on the cusp of the medial shift

1% Reading to the end: Cartledge and Greenwood (2002) 351; Greenwood (2007) 145; cf.
Barker (2000).

1% Such attempts to control memorialisation aren’t limited to the Spartans: in claiming
the right to hold the prestigious rank in the battle of Plataea, the Athenians refer to
Marathon, in which, they claim, they alone fought off the Persian forces (potvor ‘EAAvav 87
povvopaynoavtes 7é [1épay, 9.27.5). The narrative had suggested a different scenario (Hdt.
6.108.1). “The Athenians clearly look to epicise the battle of Marathon:” Haywood (above,
p- 80).
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from performance poetry to a written text, it is perhaps no surprise that both
ways of ‘reading’ are present in the Histories, working together to provide
nuance and depth to Herodotus’ reworking of epic in prose.

As a final indication of the presence, and importance, of Avrohvyéw in
Herodotus, it is worthwhile briefly reflecting on the tradition that Herodotus
establishes. For it can hardly be coincidental that Aumofvyéw keeps
reoccurring as a fapax in later historians, in the same context (a Spartan or
military setting), with the same connotations mutatis mutandis. Xenophon, for
example, recounts how the Spartan leader Agesilaos ‘lost his spirit’
(eAvmoyuymoe) after a Syracusan surgeon operated on his ankle. Though not
a fatal wound, he is out of action for the rest of the summer and throughout
the winter.'” Pausanias narrates the story of the Messenian king Euphaes,
who in battle with the Spartans lost consciousness (Avrogpuynoavra) due to
his wounds, and died not many days later (juépats de o0 moAdais
amobvioked).'® In Arrian, Alexander loses consciousness twice, so badly
wounded (and so great a hero) is he.'® Arguably most striking of all is
Thucydides (4.11.4, 12.1, 14.2):

Brasidas was most conspicuous of all (mavrav e ¢avepararos) ... In
trying to land he was knocked back by the Athenians, and after receiving
many wounds fainted away (eAcmofvymoe), and, as he fell into the
forward part of the ship, his shield slipped off into the sea. ... At the
sight of [their ships being hauled away] and suffering in pain
(mrepradyotvres T4 maber) since their comrades were being cut off on the
island, the Lacedaemonians on the shore rushed to help.'®?

In this passage there is no doubting the heroic credentials of the Spartan
warrior.'® Brasidas is accorded full Homeric honours, with an epic sounding

190 “Then however [flow of blood] stopped’, Xen. Hell. 5.4.58. The emphasis here on an
immediate limit to the extent of the loss of consciousness owes much to the ‘Hippocratic’
context of an operation. Even so, Agesilaos’ recovery is lengthy.

151 Paus. 4.10.3—4.

192 Arr. Anab. 6.10.2 Aevmouyia), 11.2 (Gore Aevmouyijoar adbus, Aevropuyia). After
describing Alexander’s recovery from the second loss of consciousness, Arrian launches into
a tirade against those who have falsely reported on this event. This narratorial intervention,
coupled with the repetition of Aewmopvyia, serves to mark out Alexander as the greatest of
heroes in this tradition, and Arrian himself as the best historian.

195 A passage famous in antiquity: cf. D.S. 12.62.4; Plut. De glor. Ath. 347B.

1% Hornblower (1996) ad loc. 4.12 notes that Brasidas is not your average Spartan.



204 Elton Barker

superlative (‘the most conspicuous—dpavepararos—of all’), while his men
collectively suffer like an Achilles or Odysseus (mepiatyotvres ¢ mabed).'” It
1s all the more interesting, then, that Brasidas is described as ‘losing his spirit’
(eAumroyoymoe), as he falls down into the prow of the ship and his shield slips
into the sea. That shield is taken by the Athenians and set up as a trophy to
mark their victory. As for Brasidas: nothing more is said; to all intents and
purposes, he appears to have suffered a fatal loss of consciousness.'® Until,
that 1s, some fifty-eight chapters later, when all of a sudden we hear of him
preparing an army for Thrace (4.70). Ultimately, he dies after storming
Thracian Amphipolis (Thuc. 5.10) in an action that will condemn his
Athenian rival to a life of writing history in exile. Like Aristodemos and
Sarpedon before him, Brasidas is saved to die another day.'®” If my analysis
of Avopuxéw is right, then the irony of using a word that had described the
shameful Aristodemos to describe the new Leonidas at (Thermo)Pylos
appears to have been too great an opportunity for Thucydides to miss.'*®

19 Brasidas’ aristeia: Howie (1992) 438; cf. Hornblower (1996) 38—61; Rhodes (1998) 215,

1% Hornblower (1996) 46: “The word for “faints” is found here only in Thucydides. The
word is éAemrogiynoe: and this is a Homeric expression and notion for swooning, though
more normally if your psyche leaves you, you are dead. But it is certainly the expression for
a Homeric swoon’—citing the example of Sarpedon.

157 Brasidas is wounded (again), rescued from the battle by his comrades, and taken back
to the city ‘barely still breathing’ (€re Eumvovy, 5.10.11)—a distant echo of Sarpedon, again?
His final breath comes after learning of his victory.

1% (Thermo)Pylos: Stadter (2012) 46-8; cf. Foster (2012).
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TRUTH, FICTION, AND AUTHORITY IN
HERODOTUS’ BOOK 8°

Giulia Donell:

his paper explores Herodotus’ reception and exploitation of poetic

frames of truth and fiction in Book 8 of the Histories." Homeric

influences operating on the level of diction, content, and narrative
topoi have been identified repeatedly in the last four books of his oeuvre.? A
convincing analogy has also been drawn in scholarship between Odysseus
on the one hand, and both Herodotus® and Themistocles* on the other. It is
within this broader framework that I seek to devote attention to a not yet
fully explored case of poetic intertextuality found at the outset of Book 8. It
1s my hope to show that unravelling this case more explicitly will enrich our
appreciation and understanding of Herodotus’ narrative of the sea battles.

* T am grateful to the faculty and students at the VIU Advanced Seminar in the
Humanities 2015-16 for their comments on an earlier version of this work, and especially to
Willy Cingano and Giambattista D’Alessio for their guidance. I have profited greatly from
the feedback I received on a much developed version of the paper at the Workshop
‘Herodotus and Homer: A Reppraisal’ held in Newcastle in 2019. My special thanks go to
Ivan Matijasi¢ for his generous help and advice. I also wish to thank the anonymous
reviewers of Histos for their constructive criticism. The responsibility for all the arguments
presented in the paper is solely my own.

'T follow scholarly convention and refer to the second Artemisium /ogos and the Salamis
logos as Book 8, even though the subdivision of Herodotus’ work in nine books is obviously
not the author’s (see, e.g., Hornblower (2013) 1—2). This account is after all a coherent
narrative unit: see Herodotus’ own words at Hdt. 7.139ff., and Asheri—Vannicelli (2003) g—
II.

? Cf,, e.g., Brown (1983) 27; Masaracchia (1977) 9—10 and 12; Flower-Marincola (2002)
4f; Irwin (2011) 397, 404 and 408; Marincola (2018).

3 Marincola (2007).

* See, e.g., Asheri-Vannicelli (2003) 19; A. M. Bowie (2007) 144—5; Marincola (2006) 20,
after Dewald (1985); Pelling, above, pp. 41, 51—2.
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Early in the account of the second Artemisium /logos, and of the Salamis
logos, Herodotus refers to the feat of the diver Scyllias, who is said (Aéyerac,
8.8.3) to have covered a distance of eighty stadia underwater when defecting
from the Persian to the Greek side. Herodotus rejects the story as
implausible, arguing that the diver in fact made use of a boat to cross the
strait from Aphetae to Artemisium. In dismissing the story, he provides his
own, prose version of a well-known poetic statement:’

AéyeTar pév vuv kal dAa Pevdéar ikela mepl Tob avdpos TovTov, TG S
’ 2 ’ \ ’ ’ ’ 2 ’ ’
peteéerepa aAnléa: mepl pevTol TovTOU YYWuT pot amodedexbw TAotw piv

b ’ 2 \ ) ’
(17TLK€O'60,L ETTL TO ApTE’,LLO’LOV.

This is not the only implausible tale that is told about Scyllias
(although there are some true stories too), but, as far as this
incident is concerned, I hereby state that in my opinion he went to
Artemisium by boat.®

Closely comparable though syntactically different lines are attested in
Hesiodic, Homeric, and Theognidean poetry.” In what follows, I propose to
assess the relevance of this spectrum of tradition to Herodotus’ version of the
statement: what 1s the quality and extent of his legacy to poetic frames of
truth and fiction?

I shall argue that although prima facie applied to a specific context, the
statement could be interpreted as relevant to the ensuing narrative of
Artemisium and Salamis more broadly. This narrative in fact addresses in a
particularly pointed way the issues involved in getting to the truth: a
remarkable series of episodes showcases deception, false or potentially
ambiguous stories, ambivalent characters, and manipulation of visual and
acoustic evidence.

The representation of sight and hearing as subject to manipulation, and
thus unreliable tools for the interpretation of historical events, has implica-
tions for the epistemological grounds of Herodotus’ own ‘methodology’, as

®> The adjective Ikelos is poetic and rare in prose; for a discussion of words from the
same semantic field in Herodotus see Zelnick-Abramovitz (2007) 64-7.

% All translations are by Waterfield (1998).

7 Hes. Th. 27-8: (Spev eddea moda Aéyew érdpotawy pota, | (Spev §' edr’ 0éwper
aAnbéa ympvoactar; Hom. Od. 19.203: loke feddea moda Aéywv érvpoowy opota; Then. 713:
008’ el petdea pev morols ervpoowy opota. Cf. below, §4.
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outlined elsewhere in the Histores: it amounts, potentially, to an implicit
challenging of oyus and akor. If set against the reshaping of this poetic
statement, however, it could be interpreted as part of a broader rhetorical
strategy, aimed at reinforcing Herodotus’ authority and persuasiveness
(mbavorys),® by making his yvapn emerge as a most valuable principle to
assess the truth of transmitted logoz.

In order to make this case, I start by surveying two programmatic
passages, out of many scattered throughout the Histories, that exemplify the
methodological framework of Herodotus’ historical research. I then focus on
the quality of the narrative of Artemisium and Salamis more specifically, and
on the ‘poetic’ statement found at its outset. Since the line is attested in the
poetry of both Hesiod and Homer, I review some of the passages where
Herodotus engages openly with them. Finally, I explore the possible
implications of this statement against the background of the preceding poetic
and prose tradition, and its relevance to Book 8 more broadly.

1. Herodotus’ ‘Method’: dyis, yvaus, tatopin, and axon

Herodotus is notoriously an extremely intrusive narrator,” who intervenes
repeatedly with methodological remarks in different sections of his work.
Although his historical method is not a consistent one, at least by modern
standards, his references to his own activity of taropiy still reveal a complex
of analytical procedures."’

Besides the obvious case of the proem,'" the Egyptian logos undoubtedly
stands out for its richness in programmatic statements.'> Within it Herodotus
refers to his criteria of oys, yvaun, totopin and akor (2.99.1):

% On intertextuality as enhancing the persuasiveness of a narrative, see Pelling, above,
p- 46

9 Dewald (1987). On ‘meta-hisiorie’ in Herodotus see Luraghi (2006).

19 Asheri (2005) xxxvii.

' On the nature of programmatic statements as ‘first bids, ones that can be renuanced
as the work goes on’, with special reference to the proem, see Pelling (2018) 199.

2 Herodotus’ authorial persona in the Egyptian logos is characterised by a strong
polemical stance towards tradition and towards his predecessors: Homer, of course, but
Hecataeus too, who in this logos is mentioned once (2.143.1—4), and only to be criticised (cf.
Lloyd (1989) 21). Elsewhere, Hecataeus is portrayed in a much more positive light (5.36,
125-6; 6.137). See, e.g., Vannicelli (2001) 211 and Cartledge—Greenwood (2002) 354f. On
Herodotus’ loquacity in talking about his job’ in Book 2, see Luraghi (2009) 443.
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’ \ ’ ” 2 \ \ ’ ¢ ’ ~ ’ 7
LEXPL [LEV TOUTOU OIfiLs T€ EUT) KAL YVWUT) KAL LOTOPLT) TADTA AEYOVTA €OTL,
\ \ 2 \ ~ 2 ’ b4 14 2 ’ \ \ k4
70 8¢ amo Tobde AlyvmTious €pyopai AOyous €pewv KaTa TA TKOVOV®

’ ’ K ~ \ ~ 2 ~ »
TPOCETTAL 86 TL QUTOLOL KAL TT)S EUTS Ol/)’LOS.

So far my account of Egypt has been dictated by my own observation,
judgement and investigation, but from now on I will be relating
Egyptian accounts, supplemented by what I personally saw.

As seen by Lloyd, oyus here is highlighted as the principal source for the
narrative up to this point,"” followed by yveun and toropin. The former is
employed in contexts where Herodotus tries to establish the truthfulness of
reported traditions on the grounds of data that he is able to assess,'* while
taroptn denotes the inquiries, the questions raised by the investigation of
hearsay.” An implication of the statement in 2.99.1 is therefore that, for the
ensuing narrative, Herodotus’ stance on the information gathered through
akon will inevitably be more passive.'®

An understanding of sight (oyus) as reinforcing the reliability of the
narrative emerges elsewhere in the Histories, most obviously in Herodotus’
emphatic references to the eyewitness quality (avromrys) of his own or his
informants’ account.'’

In the exchange with Gyges in Book 1, Candaules contends that ‘ears are
less trustworthy than eyes’ (1.8.2: ara 'y(‘1p ’TU')/XC’LVGL C,I,Vepa’)’iTOLO'L eovta
amarorepa opaiudv).'® Indeed, the lesser trustworthiness of hearing also

13 See Lloyd (1989) xviii, after von Fritz (1967) 158. Lloyd ibid. quotes examples for how,
within the Egyptian logos, difs is often used to support Herodotus’ arguments for accepting
or rejecting traditions.

'* The employment of the ‘technique’ of yvauy is often signalled by the occurrence of
verbs like Soxéw: cf. Lloyd (1989) xviii and e.g. Hdt. 2.2; 2.43; 2.50—6.

15 See Lloyd (1989) xix; Nesselrath (2017) 183-4; and Nikolaiu-Arabatzi (2018) 2248 for
a recent analysis of toropin and toTopéerv.

16 Lloyd (1989) xix.

17 See esp. Hdt. 2.29, 131.1, with Nesselrath (2017) 192; 3.115; 4.16. On Herodotus’ use of
‘claims about the visibility of what he describes [...] to substantiate his arguments’ and his
use of terminology suggesting that for him ‘the visual is associated with the acquisition of
knowledge’ see Harman (2018) 272, after Thomas (2000) 190—212, 221-8, 249—69. Similarly,
Clay (2007) 236; Katz Anhalt (2008) 277. On autopsy in Greek historiography, see Nenci
(1955) esp. go—1 and Schepens (1980).

% On the tale of Candaules and Gyges, see e.g. Katz Anhalt (2008); Nesselrath (2017)
185; A. M. Bowie (2018) 25-8; Harman (2018) 273—4, and Pelling, above, pp. 47-8. Contrast
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finds other parallels in the oeuvre: Herodotus explicitly expresses scepticism
against it on at least another occasion (2.123.1), and yet forcefully asserts his
duty to preserve reported traditions. In a famous passage from Book 7 he
maintains that if necessity coerces him to report ‘what is said’, it does not,
however, bind him to believe it (7.152.3):"

eyw 8¢ odeldw Aéyeww Ta Aeyopeva, melbesbal ye pev od mavramaoiy

> ’ ’ ~ \ 2 ’ 2 ’ \ ’
O(fJGLAa) (KaL KOl TOUTO TO €TTOS EXETW €S TTAVTA TOV )\O’}/OV)'

I am obliged to record the things I am told, but I am certainly not
required to believe them—this remark may be taken to apply to the whole
of my account.

Herodotus seems here to distance himself from his own narrative when
based on ra Aeyopeva. His yvaun thus emerges, implicitly, as autonomous
from transmitted traditions, and as a prominent tool of evaluation of the
information gathered through axo.

And yet, it is not only the reliability of hearsay that can be challenged in
the Hustories: as I explore below, oyfits too can be represented as subject to
misinterpretation or distortion.?

Therefore, although dyfis, yvaun, and toropin should ideally be combined
to produce a most accurate account,”’ as Herodotus states in 2.99.1, it is
yvau, the autonomous assessment and interpretation of what is seen and
heard, that emerges, implicitly, as the ultimate tool of evaluation of the
information collected by the historian.

The importance of yvapn comes to the fore at the beginning of
Herodotus’ narrative of Artemisium and Salamis, through a statement that,
I propose to argue, has broader implications on the narrative than its
immediate context of occurrence might suggest. A number of passages from
this narrative in particular seem in fact to challenge and problematise axo,
but also and especially oyits, as valuable principles for the interpretation of
historical events.

Xerxes’ statement at Hdt. 7.39: €0 vov 768” é€emrioTaco, as év Tolo ol Tdv dvlpamwy olkéet
0 Bupos, kTA.

!9 On this passage, see most recently Pelling (2018) 203—5.

0 See my survey of examples from Book 8 below and Nesselrath (2017) 194-5.

2 Nesselrath (2017) 184.
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2. Problematising Truth in Book 8 of the Histories

The elusiveness and partiality of human knowledge are recurrent themes in
the Histories, fundamental to Herodotus’ construction of historical meaning
throughout the oeuvre, and obviously at home in the context of a war
narrative.

Yet Book 8 in particular is characterised by a searching approach to the
problem of attaining historical truth. The narrative presents us with
characters who, despite being eyewitnesses, are deceived in what they see
(8.87-8); characters who do not trust the words of eyewitnesses who are in
fact reporting the truth (8.79-82); or characters manipulating visual and
acoustic evidence to their own advantage (8.24-5). Clandestine meetings
instigated by Themistocles, held behind the backs of the rest of the Greeks,
run through the logos like a fil rouge (8.4—5, 57-8, 75, 79—80, 110);* different
episodes of deception and stratagems are told (8.27-8); false or potentially
ambiguous stories (8.54—5)* are recounted, to be sometimes rejected by
Herodotus (8.118—20), sometimes left to the audience’s judgement.

Herodotus’ representation of characters engaged in investigations akin to
his own activity of toropin is a matter that has of course already attracted
scholarly attention. It has been observed how several kingly figures are
portrayed in the narrative as inquirers who display linguistic, geographical,
or ethnographical interests comparable to Herodotus’ own,?* and how some
episodes, including two from Book 8 in particular (8.87 and 8.9o), draw into
focus reflections on ‘the nature of historical recording and judgement’.* But
beyond allowing Herodotus to thematise the issues involved in historio-
graphical practice, several incidents in Book 8 seem in fact to undermine the
grounds of two of his historiographical criteria, namely sight and hearing.

To begin with sight (oyts), it emerges as a deceptive tool for the
anticipation and evaluation of historical events at the very outset of the
narrative on Artemisium. In seerng the limited size of the Greek fleet in

2 A. M. Bowie (2007) 93.

% See A. M. Bowie (2007) 141 on the story of ‘the new shoot from Athena’s olive tree’ as
‘an instructive and ambiguous one’.

* Christ (1994).
2 A. M. Bowie (2009) 174. See also Grethlein (2009).
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comparison to the size of their own, the Persians assume that they shall win
an easy victory (8.10.1):%
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When Xerxes’ troops and their commanders saw the small number of
Greeks ships bearing down on them, they were certain that the Greeks
must have gone mad. They too put to sea, expecting an easy victory—
not an unreasonable hope, since they could see that their ships far
outnumbered the Greeks’ and were more manoeuvrable too. And so they
confidently set about encircling the Greek fleet.

The ensuing events, however, prove them wrong (8.15.1):
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The Persian commanders were angry at the harm done them by such a
small number of ships, and they were also afraid of how Xerxes would
react, so on the third day they stopped waiting for the Greeks to initiate
the fighting and instead, at midday, when their preparations were
complete, they put to sea.

The Persians incorrectly interpret the visual evidence available to them in
the here and now, and thus respond by making inappropriate practical
decisions.

When it comes to reconstructing the ‘truth’ of past historical events, the
Persians’ ability to make sense of visual evidence proves equally inadequate:
the account of their tour of the battlefield at Thermopylae, which follows
shortly after in the narrative, also problematises oyiis. The scene has been

% Cf. also Nesselrath (2017) 193.
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aptly and yet quite unsuccessfully manipulated by Xerxes to make it such
that the totality of casualties on the Persian side would not be seen by the
sailors, and the Persian dead would thus appear to be far less numerous than
the Greek ones (8.24.1):
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While they were there a man arrived with a message from Xerxes for the
fleet. Now Xerxes had made some prior arrangements as regards the
bodies of the men from his army who had died at Thermopylae. About
twenty thousand men had fallen there, but he left about a thousand of the
corpses and buried the rest in mass graves, which he covered with earth
and leaves to disguise them from the fleet.

Indeed, the sailors do realise that the picture has been manipulated, but they
are still wrong in assuming that the dead there lying are only Spartans and
Thespians, while they are actually looking at helots too (8.25.1-2):
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Everyone was convinced that all the enemy corpses lying there were
Lacedaemonians and Thespians, but in fact they were also seeing
helots. None of the men who had come over from Euboea were taken
in by Xerxes’ ridiculous ploy with the bodies of his men, etc.

In the immediately ensuing story, narrated in flashback, oyis again proves
untrustworthy as an epistemological tool for assessing the situation at hand
and coping with it accordingly. The Thessalians react with horror at the sight
of those who are in fact nothing but Phocians covered in chalk, and
mistakenly assume that their enemy is some kind of a Tépas instead (8.27.4):
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First the Thessalian sentries and then the main army became terrified at
the sight of the Phocians, and thought they were seeing something
supernatural and ominous, etc.

The case of Artemisia’s deeds in the course of the sea-battle at Salamis
perhaps most pointedly thematises the deceptiveness and elusiveness of sight
as a valuable tool for the interpretation of unfolding historical events. The
scene is inserted in the wider context of Xerxes’ watching (fenoactac, 8.69 and
86) from a hill what he (mistakenly) anticipates will be a decisive victory at
sea.” First, Artemisia’ exploits are utterly misinterpreted, to her own
advantage, by the captain of the Attic ship who is chasing her (8.87.2—4):
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It so happened that in the midst of the general confusion of the Persian
fleet, Artemisia’s ship was being chased by one from Attica. She found it
impossible to escape, because the way ahead was blocked by friendly
ships, and hostile ships were particularly close to hers, so she decided on

7 On the ‘theatricality’ of this scene, see Katz Anhalt (2008) 272—4. Harman (2018) 276
remarks on the ‘self-important way in which Xerxes views’, which contributes to the ‘ironic
punch of the narrative’. On Xerxes’ role as spectator in other scenes of the Histories, see
Harman (2018) 277 n. 19.
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a plan which in fact did her a lot of good. With the Attic ship close astern,
she bore down on and rammed one of the ships from her own side, which
was crewed by men from Calynda and had on board Damasithymus, the
king of Calynda. Now, I cannot say whether she and Damasithymus had
fallen out while they were based at the Hellespont, or whether this action
of hers was premeditated, or whether the Calyndian ship just happened
to be in the way at the time. In any case, she found that by ramming it
and sinking it she created for herself a double piece of good fortune. In
the first place, when the captain of the Attic ship saw her ramming an
enemy vessel, he assumed that Artemisia’s ship was either Greek, or was
a defector from the Persians fighting on his side, so he changed course
and turned to attack the other ships.

Then, the Persian king’s entourage, and in fact Xerxes himself, equally
mistakenly construe Artemisia’s deeds (8.88.2):%
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It is reported that as Xerxes was watching the battle he noticed her ship
ramming the other vessel, and one of his entourage said, ‘Master, can
you see how well Artemisia is fighting? Look, she has sunk an enemy
ship!” Xerxes asked if it was really Artemisia, and they confirmed it was,
because they could recognize the insignia on her ship, and therefore
assumed that the ship she had destroyed was one of the enemy’s.

Visual evidence is thus repeatedly represented as deceptive, or easy to
distort, in the narrative of Book 8.2

To a lesser extent, the reliability of akon is also implicitly challenged in
episodes that involve the manipulation or misinterpretation of what is heard
or reported. A relevant incident comes in Themistocles’ appropriation of

% On how in this context Xerxes’ failure to get the facts straight throws into relief the
accuracy of Herodotus’ account’ see Grethlein (2009) 208—.

? For other examples of distortion of visual evidence in the Histories see Nesselrath (2017)
194-5.
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what were in fact Mnesiphilus’ thoughts and words to persuade Eurybiades
not to sail away from Salamis (8.58.2):*
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So Themistocles sat down and recounted Mnesiphilus’ arguments
as if they were his own, and added some new points as well.*!

Indeed, it is not factual truth that is at stake here: Mnesiphilus’ words are
nothing but a warning about (however likely) potential outcomes. Yet
emphasis i1s placed on how easily and deliberately Themistocles plagiarises
what he has in fact heard from someone else (mavra Ta fxovoe Mynaipidov,
€wvuTol moLevpevos), manipulating it to his own advantage.

His exchange with Aristides in 8.79-83 then contextually challenges the
reliability of both ako7 and oiis. Aristides comes as an eyewitness (avTomrs)
to inform Themistocles that the Greeks are being surrounded by the Persians

(8.79-4):
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‘I can assure you of that, because I’ve seen the reason for myself.
Neither the Corinthians nor Eurybiades will be able to sail away from
here, because we are surrounded by the enemy. You’d better go back into
the meeting and tell them the news.’

Themistocles, aware that the rest of the Greeks would not trust him,
encourages Aristides to report the news himself (8.80). The Greeks, however,
still refuse to believe the news, even though they come from an actual
eyewitness (8.81):
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% See A. M. Bowie (2007) 1445 for an understanding of this scene as entertaining ‘an
intratextual relation with the assembly in //iad 2°, and Pelling, above, pp. 51—2.

3! Translation adapted from Waterfield (1998).
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So Aristides went in to the Greek commanders. He told them that the
Greek navy was entirely surrounded by Xerxes’ fleet—so much that on
his way from Aegina he had only just managed to slip past the enemy
blockade—and he advised them to get ready to face an attack.
Afterwards, he left the meeting. Then the arguments began all over again,
because most of the commanders did not believe the news.

Ultimately, they are persuaded only by the arrival of a ship bringing ‘the
whole truth’ (8.82.1).
dmaredvrav 8¢ TobTwv Nre Tpulpns dvdpdv Tyviwy adropoléovoa ... 7]

mep 87 Epepe TV aAnbeiny macav.

Just then, while they were still inclined to disbelieve Aristides’
report, a crew of Tenian deserters [...] brought their trireme into
Salamis. They were able to give the Greeks a complete and accurate
account of the situation.

The representation of characters either utterly misled by sight and hearing
in their interpretation of the unfolding historical events, or unwilling to trust
the sight and hearing of others, problematises two of the grounds upon
which Herodotus constructs the authority of his account throughout the
Histonues.

The characterisation of some prominent figures as conspicuously
ambiguous also contributes to the conjuring of an atmosphere of deception
and ambivalence. Themistocles is of course bribed as much as he bribes (8.5),
and acts ‘with a view to two results’ (8.22.3: ém’” audorepa voéwv). Artemisia,
as seen above, kills two birds with one stone in the course of the sea-battle
(8.87.4_: eﬁTvXL'y Xpnoapévn Suma e‘wu*m\yv o’L'yaed e’p'yo’t(ra'ro). The speech that
Alexander of Macedon delivers to the Athenians is a spiralling masterpiece
of double-talk rhetoric (8.140).”

52 On the complexity and ambiguity of Alexander, see Vannicelli (2013) 68.
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Herodotus’ narrative almost subliminally elicits a rejection of the senses
as valuable epistemological tools by representing their ineffectiveness in the
context of historical events. While some single, outstanding characters take
advantage of such a state of things, almost everyone else in the narrative is
more or less helpless in the face of the partiality of human perception. Not
Herodotus, of course: it is precisely his status as authoritative narrator that
enables him to represent and highlight such helplessness in the first place.*®

In what follows, I shall suggest that Herodotus’ reworking of a poetic
statement that thematises the distinction between lies and truth is aimed at
enhancing his authorial authority at the outset of Book 8. Such enhancement
might in fact be all the more needed at this specific point in the narrative:
for not only does Herodotus’ account of Artemisium and Salamis draw
attention to the difficulties involved in attaining the truth, but this account
itself was arguably only one of many competing accounts claiming to
represent truthfully recent historical events.

3. Hesiod and Homer in the Histories

As mentioned above, Herodotus’ statement in 8.8.3 finds parallels in the
poetry of Hesiod, Homer, and Theognis. The former two are explicitly
named in the Histories: a short detour into these explicit references can shed
light on Herodotus’ stance towards them, and provide a background to his
reshaping of the line attested in the output of both.

Hesiod is introduced only twice, always in association with Homer. On
the first occasion, Herodotus remarks on their role in the making of the
Greek theogonié (2.53.2):
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% See Thomas (2018) 267 on how ‘the false stories connected with the Persian Wars
which Herodotus tells in order to refute them make it intriguingly clear that Herodotus was
alert to “false stories” about any period, showing his judgement as an impartial historian
and narrator’. On how some Herodotean tales thematise ‘the unreliability of visual
perception’ and thereby ‘address a tension in Herodotus’ own methodology between the
use of visual evidence to corroborate historiographical assertions and the difficulty of
interpreting such evidence correctly’, see Katz Anhalt (2008) 277.
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However, it was only yesterday or the day before, so to speak, that the
Greeks came to know the provenance of each of the gods, and whether
they have all existed for ever, and what they each look like. After all, I
think that Hesiod and Homer lived no more than four hundred years
before my time, and they were the ones who created the gods’ family
trees for the Greek world, gave them their names, assigned them their
honours and areas of expertise, and told us what they looked like. Any
poets who are supposed to have lived before Homer and Hesiod actually
came after them, in my opinion. Of the last two opinions, the first is the
view of the priestesses at Dodona, but the second—the bit about Hesiod
and Homer—is my own opinion.

The poets are here held up as founding authorities for the Greeks’ beliefs.**
In emphasising how recent Greek religious traditions are in comparison to
Egyptian ones, Herodotus takes the opportunity to express his opinion on
Hesiod’s and Homer’s chronology. His dating can be seen as bearing a
programmatic value: by placing Homer ‘midway’ between the Trojan War
and his own time, Herodotus seems to undertake ‘a careful balancing act
between distance and appropriation’.*> Homer is the closest extant source to
the heroic past,” but still not so close to it as to be taken as fully reliable.

When naming both poets again in Book 4, Herodotus comments on their
references to the Hyperboreans (4.52.1):
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% Cf., for Homer, Hdt. 2.116—20, discussed by Haywood, above, pp. 62—72. See Nagy
(1990) 215 on Hdt. 2.53.2; and most recently Currie (2021) 47-56.

% Graziosi (2002) 117-18.

% Similarly, Kim (2010) 23 on Thucydides’ remarks on the dating of Homer (cf. 1.3.3:

Texpnprol 8¢ paiara “Opnpos: moAAD yap Vorepov éte kal Tdv Tpwikdv yevopevos ktl.), less
precise than Herodotus’ and yet more explicitly programmatic.
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None of the tribes living there, including the Scythians, have anything
to say about the Hyperboreans. Perhaps the Issedones do, but I do not
think so, because if they did the Scythians would have stories about
them too, just as they do about the one-eyed people. Hesiod, however,
has mentioned the Hyperboreans, and so has Homer in the Epigon: (if
indeed Homer really is the author of this poem).

Here Herodotus is drawing a contrast between what the poets maintain and
what can be inferred through investigation: this passage can therefore be
seen as also bearing programmatic implications, in as much as a difference
in terms of methodology between the poets and the historiographer emerges.

Homer 1s mentioned independently too: on occasion, he figures (not
unambiguously) as an authoritative model (2.114-20) and source (4.29) for
the historiographer or for characters in his narrative (7.161.3).”” Elsewhere,
and more interestingly for my present purposes, references to his authority
can spark discussions on matters of literary criticism.” These occur either in
the form of remarks concerning the generic difference standing between
Herodotus’ own work and method and the Homeric epic tradition (2.23,
113-20), or in the form of authorship discussions (2.114-20 and 4.42, quoted
above).

Two references to Homer in particular seem to have implications on a
programmatic and methodological level. * When dealing with the flooding
of the Nile," Herodotus briefly touches on the river Ocean, dismissing it as

37 Cf. Matijasi¢, above, p. 10; Pelling, above, pp. 48—9; Haywood, above, p. 76.

% On evidence for the emergence of literary criticism in Herodotus, see Grintser (2019)
and most recently Currie (2021).

%1 do not address here the issue of Herodotus’ reference to ‘Opmnpeta émea in Hdt. 5.67:
see Cingano (1985) for discussion and more recently (and briefly) Fantuzzi-Tsagalis (2015)
11—2. Cf. Matijasi¢, above, p. 7.

¥ See Lloyd (1989) ad loc. for this theory being ‘that of Hecataeus (FGrHist 1 F g02) ...
who may have owed something to Euthymenes of Massilia (FGrHist 645 F 1(5))’; on
Herodotus’ rejection of a ‘conception of the Oceanus ... based on an older, cosmologically
grounded worldview’ see Bichler (2018) 140; on how this discussion is ‘impressive in its logic
even if it reaches the wrong conclusion’ see Pelling (2018) 203.
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non-existent and attributing the invention of its name and its introduction
into poetry ‘to Homer or some older poet’ (2.23):*

< ) \ A~ ~ ’ ] > ) \ ~ s ’ > ¥

o 86 TEPL TOU QKEGVOU )\eé:ag €S aqﬁaveg TOovV I,LUGOV AVEVELKAS OUK €XEL

b > ’ 7/ 3 [N \ >/ % A

E)\E‘}/XOV' ov ’)/CLp TLva €ywye OL8CL TOoTAULOV QKE(ZVOV eovTa, O'anpOV 86 Ui
~ ’ ’ ’ ’ % < 7 ] ’

TLVA TWV TTPOTEPOV ')/€VO‘lL€V(,UV TOLTTEWY 80K€(D TOUVOLLQ EVPOVTA ES 7TOL’I70'LV

> ’
EGéVELKGG@GL.

It is impossible to argue against the person who spoke about the Ocean,
because the tale is based on something which is obscure and dubious. I
do not know of the existence of any River Ocean, and I think that
Homer or one of the other poets from past times invented the name and
introduced it into his poetry.

Herodotus’ intended targets here are, arguably, prose competitors in the first
place:* he polemicises against the idea of making use of the river Ocean, a
poetic invention, to explain something about the real world. Yet Homer too
1s implicitly targeted, for his poetic invention is set against Herodotus” own
method, obviously to the advantage of the latter.” The contrast drawn
between the level of Herodotus” own, ‘sure knowledge’ (€ywye ol8a), and
what must remain agavés,™ and the statement that it is impossible to prove
or disprove (ovk €yet éleyyov) one who relies on ‘data’ extrapolated from
Homeric poetry, point to the marking of a generic difference between
Herodotus and Homer.

A comparable difference on the methodological and generic level then
emerges in the long excursus on Helen’s stay in Egypt during the Trojan
War (2.113—20),* where Herodotus famously reports a version of the ‘Helen
Story’ different from that of the Iliad.*® He presents it as the result of his own

* Lloyd (2010) 251 quotes, as comparanda to this kind of sceptical expressions, Solon fr. 29
W2 (7oA peddovrar dowdol) and Pind. OL. 1.28—9: 1; fadpata moAG, kal mov TL kal BpoTdv

pdtis Omep Tov aabi) Adyov Sedaidalpnévor evdeat morkidots | eamaTdvTe pibot.

2 On Herodotus’ criticism of Ionian geographers see also Hdt. 4.8 and 4.36, with
Corcella (2001) 253 and 262—4. In Hdt. g.115, Herodotus speaks of the river Eridanus as
some poet’s invention, cf. Verdin (1977) 62.

* E.g. Verdin (1977) 62; Grethlein (2010) 156.
# Marcozzi—Sinatra—Vannicelli (1994) 164 n. 5.
# Kim (2010) 30. See de Jong (2012) for a narratological analysis of this set of passages.

* See my discussion in Donelli (2016) 12-8.
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activity of toropin, and as more authoritative and reliable than the Homeric
one on the grounds of the authority and the antiquity of the informants
(Egyptian priests who claim as their source the eyewitness Menelaus),*” and
the implausibility of the canonical Homeric narrative (2.120.2—4), which is
questioned on the basis of a detailed argument from probability.*®

Besides questioning Homer’s reliability and presenting his own version of
the events as, precisely, methodologically and historically more reliable,
however, Herodotus contextually defends the poet. He claims that Homer
actually knew the ‘true’ version of the story but decided to stick to his epic
poetic purposes;* Herodotus thereby builds his argument on a striking
acknowledgement of the different degrees of ‘suitability’ of a story to a given
literary genre, according to a criterion that was later to become fundamental
in literary criticism.”

When engaging explicitly with Hesiod, and, especially, Homer,
Herodotus appears therefore to be engaging in methodological and
programmatic matters; it 13 against this background that I shall analyse
Homeric and Hesiodic intertextuality in 8.8.3.

4. Poetic (and Prose) Intertextuality

I turn now to a more detailed analysis of the poetic occurrences of the
statement echoed by Herodotus in 8.8.3.

In the Odyssey, the line figures in the context of Odysseus’ meeting with
Penelope in Book 19,”' in the form of a narrator’s comment on Odysseus’
‘Cretan lies’ (19.203):

loke Pevdea moAAG Aéywy €TVpOLOLY OpLola.

# Kim (2010) 32.
* Cf. Kim (2010) 32. See Nicolai (2012) esp. 6378, for a comparison between Herodotus’
arguments and oratorical techniques in the argumentatio.

* Pindar too emphasises Homer’s ability to distort the truth, e.g. Nem. 7.20fT.

W Cf, e.g., Verdin (1977) 61; Boedeker (2000) 105; Graziosi (2002) 113-18; Grintser (2018)
161-6. On generic ‘suitability’ or ‘appropriateness’ see Ford (2002) 19-22; on the Latin
equivalent of 70 mpémov, i.e., decorum, in ancient literary criticism, especially Horace’s Ars
Poetica, see, e.g., Russell (2006). For a different interpretation of the meaning of edmpemyjs in
Hdt. 2.116.1, see Currie (2021) 15—20.

1 On how Odysseus’ encounter with Eumaeus (Od. 14.124—) foreshadows this meeting,
see Buongiovanni (2011) g—15.
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Thus he made the many falsehoods of his tale seem like the truth.”

The linguistic and syntactical interpretation of this line is problematic, and
has been sparking scholarly debate since antiquity.”® Notwithstanding these
difficulties, the authorial stance displayed here bears comparison to
Herodotus’ own at the outset of Book 8: just as in the Odyssey the narrator
alerts the audience to the deliberate falsehood of the stories told by one of
his characters to another,” so does Herodotus highlight for his audience the
falsehood of some of the stories circulating about Scyllias (8.8.5). Homeric
intertextuality thus increases the persuasiveness and immediacy of his
authorial stance by summoning up an earlier, authoritative authorial
stance.” As seen above, Herodotus’ explicit references to Homer can, on
occasion, be programmatic in nature. More implicit Homeric echoes can
also indeed occur in emphatically programmatic contexts, for one, the
proem to the Histories (1.5.3—4), which is famously reminiscent of the proem
to the Odyssey (1.39—4).°° Homeric intertextuality in 8.8.3 might thus support

2 Translation by A. T. Murray (1919).

% In particular, the meaning of {oke has been the object of discussion since antiquity
(Russo (1985) 236): the verb is understood either as equivalent to elkale, opolov, or as
equivalent to édeye. The verb occurs in the latter meaning in Hellenistic poetry, though this
use might in fact reflect a mistaken reading of Od. 22.31 (Russo (1985) 257. West (1966) 163
compares Hom. Od. 19.203 and Hes. 7#%. 27, finding the former ‘the less satisfactory of the
two as Greek, and the less firmly integrated in its context’, since ‘if Zoke is meant in the
proper sense ‘assimilate’, then opota is superfluous, and if it bears the secondary sense
‘speak’, then Aéywv is superfluous’. More recent commentators (e.g., Russo (1985) 236—7;
Rutherford (1992) 165-6 take {oxe as a form from éloxw, ‘to make like’ (LS] s.v. élokw), on
the grounds of its other occurrences in Homeric poetry (Il. 11.799; 16.41; Od. 4.279; 22.31).

** E.g. Buongiovanni (2011) 11; Rutherford (1992) 165, who remarks on how ‘the hero’s
persuasive falsehoods associate him with the art of the poet’.

% Pelling, above, p. 41.

% Interestingly, an echo from the proem to the Odyssey (moAddv §' avbpdmav (Sev dotea
kal voov Eyvw, | moAda 8' & y' év movTw mabev dAyea ov kara Bupov) occurs in Book 19 too,
some thirty lines before the narrator’s comment on Odysseus’ Cretan lies analysed here
(19.170). The shared context of occurrence, in Book 19 of the Odyssey, of lines echoed by
Herodotus in 1.5.3—4 and 8.8.9 respectively, might suggest the programmatic nature of the
latter statement. When explicitly taking issue with Homer in a passage that is sometimes (in
my opinion, unnecessarily) considered spurious (2.116-17), Herodotus can surely refer to
sections from a same book of the Odyssey (4.227-30 and 351—2) that, at least in our version of
the poem, are separated by a larger number of intervening lines (124) than is the case here.
However, the question remains how many readers or listeners, if any, would have managed
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the case for an understanding of this authorial statement as also bearing
implications on a methodological level for the ensuing narrative, beyond its
specific context of occurrence.

In Hesiodic poetry, the line is uttered by the Muses in the proem to the
Theogony (22-8):’

al vo wo “HoloSov KCL)\’;]V edidaav o’LOLSﬁv,
” ’ J ¢ ~ e’ ’
apvas mocpaivovd EAwkdvos vmo {abeoto.

’ ’ ’ \ \ ~ ”
Tovde 8é€ pe mpwtiora Beal mpos pobov eevmov,
Modaoac ’O)\UlL’ZTLdSGS, KoDpat Acos aZ'}/LéXOLO'
"rrm‘u,éveg éf'ypav)\m, KaK e’)\é'yxea, 'ya(rrépeg olov,
” ’ \ ’ b ’ < ~
(Opev hevdea modda AéyeLy eTvpoLoLy opota,

ZS‘LLGV 8’ 637', 6,66’}\(1)[1,61/ (i)\’l]@éa ‘}/77[)150‘0,0’6(1[,,.

One time, they taught Hesiod beautiful song

while he was pasturing lambs under holy Helicon.

And this speech the goddesses spoke first of all to me,

the Olympian Muses, the daughters of aegis-holding Zeus:
‘Field-dwelling shepherds, ignoble disgraces, mere bellies:

we know how to say many false things similar to genuine ones,
but we know, when we wish, how to proclaim true things’.”®

The interpretation of this passage is much debated in scholarship, though
general consensus has it that Hesiod is here contrasting epic ‘falsehoods™’ to
his poetry, presented as inspired by the Muses.”” In the immediately
following lines (29-34), Hesiod receives from them a sceptre, a ‘divine voice’

to realise this. For arguments in support of the authenticity of Hdt. 2.116-17, see most
recently Currie (2021) 10-13.

> We might recall here that Hesiod is on one occasion (2.53.2) mentioned in the Histories
precisely for his role in the making of the Greeks’ ‘theogony’, cf. above, §3.

% Translation by Most (2018).

% These epic ‘falsehoods’ have been understood in scholarship either in general terms
(e.g., Rutherford (1992) 165; P. Murray (1981) g1, or specifically as Od. 19.203 (e.g., Bertelli
(2001) 80; Arrighetti (2006) 7—11; Buongiovanni (2011), esp. 14—5, who further connects both
passages with Od. 14.124—7, cf. above, n. 40). For a detailed discussion see Pucci (2007) 60—9
and (2009) 42—-3; Tsagalis (2009) 133—5; Ricciardelli (2018) 106—8, with further bibliography.

% Note, with P. Murray (1981) g1, that while Hesiod’s Muses contrast true to false
knowledge, the Homeric Muses grant knowledge as opposed to ignorance.



230 Guulia Donelli

(a0d7nv Beomwy), and instructions to sing of the future, the past, and the eternal
gods.®!
The goddesses play a comparable epistemological role in Homeric poetry

(1l. 2.485-486):

< ~ \ 7 ’ ’ ” ’ ’
ULELS Yyap GEGL €0TE TTAPECTE TE LOTE TE TTAVTA,

< ~ \ ’ 3 ) ’ IQ .
Tels S€ kA€os oLov akovopey ovdE T LOpLEV*

for you are goddesses and are present and know all things,

but we hear only a rumour and know nothing.®
The decisive line here runs between axon and oyis, with knowledge
attaching unproblematically to the latter. For Herodotus, instead, both
criteria are compromised, and the Muses’ prerogative in vouching for the
truth shifts emphatically to his own yvapn (8.8.9):%

AéyeTar pev vuv kal dAda Pevdéat tkeda mepl Tob avdpos ToUTOU, TA S€
perebeTepa aAnbea mepl peévror TouToU Yvaun pot amodedexn TAolw Ly
t

2 ’ 2 \ A/ ’
amkeotar emt 7o ApTepioov.

This is not the only implausible tale that is told about Scyllias (although
there are some true stories too), but, as far as this incident is concerned, I
hereby state that in my opinion he went to Artemisium by boat.

While Hesiod’s Muses declare their ability to say plausible things in addition
to true things,”> Herodotus remarks on the implausibility of the stories
circulating about Scyllias: his formulation provides the ‘converse of the

®' For an interpretation of this description of the Muses’ tasks as representing ‘the
combined role of poetry and historiography’ see Zelnick-Abramovitz (2007) 58.

52 Translation by A. T. Murray (1925).
%% Graziosi-Haubold (2005) 44fF. and (2010) 1-8.
8 Gf. Masaracchia (1977) 161.

% On érdporowr opota as meaning ‘plausible’, see West (1966) 163. Ricciardelli (2018)
108, after Krisher (1965) 163 and 166fI. and Rudhardt (1996) 29—31, understands &rvpos as
indicating a fact that has actually happened, and éAnfs as etymologically indicating a fact
that is true because unforgotten, actually happened and transmitted. Contra Tsagalis (2000)
133fI., who understands rvpa as truths that pertain to the real world, and ainféa as eternal
truths: he finds support for this hypothesis in the different verbs governing the accusatives,
i.c., Aéyew and ynpioactac.
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Hesiodic sense’.%
appropriate the poetic statement and to claim for his ypvapy the
epistemological authority to discern historical truth from falsehood. This
stance, I suggest, is called for by the challenge to the epistemological
reliability of oyfus and axo7 ‘staged’ within the narrative of the sea battles.
In Theognis’ poetry, the statement occurs in a set of lines that is
syntactically problematic (699—718):

‘Converse’ Hesiodic intertextuality enables him to

’ 20 ’ 2 \ ’ ’ N4
mAnlel 8 avlpomov apetn pla yivetar 1de,
movTely* 7oV 8’ AAAwY 0vSeV dp MV opeos, 700
K 2 b ’ \ b4 ¢ ’ b ~
ovd’ et cwppoovvny pev eyots Padapavbuos avtov,
mAelova & eldelns Liavpov AloAidew,
ooTe kal €€ Aidew molvidpinioww aviAfev
’ ’ ¢ ’ ’
metoas Iepoedovny atpviiotor Aoyos,
N4 ~ ’ ’ ’ ’
7n7e Bpotots mapexer Aniny BAarTovsa vooto— 705
” 2 k4 ~ 2 ’
aMdos 8 ovTw Tis TOUTO Y €mEPpacaTo,
<’ \ ’ ’ ’ 2 ’
ovriwva 87 Bavaroro perav vépos apdikalvyn,
€NOn &’ €s okLepov xBpov amodlipevay
i pov xap pévor,
kvavéas Te ToAas mapajelperar, alte favovTwy
Juxas elpyovoly kalmep avalvopevas 710
aAX’ dpa kaketbev malw nAvle Xiovpos Npws
€s ¢aos NeAiov adiiaL molvgpooivais—
b 2 b ’ \ ~ 2 ’ < ~
0V’ €L hevBea [L€V TOLOLS ETUILOLOLY OpOLa,
~ b4 2 \ ’ 2 ’
yAdooav exwv ayabny Neoropos avrifeov,
2 ’ 2 ” ’ ~ € ~
wkVTepos 8 etnotla modas Taxedv Apmuidy 715
\ ’ ’ ~ ” 2 \ ’
kat maldwv Bopew, Tdv adap etol modes.
2 \ \ ’ ’ ’ ’
alda xpn mavras yvouny TavTny katabesbac,

< ~ ’ ~ ” ’
ws TAODTOS TAELOTIV TTAOLY EXEL SUVauLY.

For the majority of people this alone is best: wealth. Nothing else after all
1s of use, not even if you have the good judgement of Rhadamanthys
himself or know more than Sisyphus, son of Aeolus, who by his wits came
up even from Hades, after persuading with wily words Persephone who
impairs the mind of mortals and brings them forgetfulness. No one else
has ever yet contrived this, once death’s dark cloud has enveloped him
and he has come to the shadowy place of the dead and passed the black
gates which hold back the souls of the dead, for all their protestations. But

5 West (1966) 163.
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even from there the hero Sisyphus returned to the light of the sun by his
cleverness. (Nothing else is of use), not even if you compose lies that are
like the truth, with the eloquent tongue of godlike Nestor, and were faster
of foot than the swift Harpies and the fleet-footed sons of Boreas. No,
everyone should store up this thought, that for all people wealth has the
greatest power.%’
As observed by Ferrari, the ‘ductus™
fr. 12 W2, and characterised by 008’ et in anaphora, is first expanded in two
relative clauses (703—5), then brought back to Sisyphus via aAAa (711), then
eventually abruptly resumed (008" el 713), with no apparent logical or
syntactical continuity between lines 712 and 713. Ferrari understands these
syntactical difficulties as more likely related to the extemporaneous nature
of the poetry® than to interpolation.

If this interpretation is accepted, the broader context of the occurrence of
the line strongly suggests its intertextual relevance to Herodotus’ version of
the statement. For in the Histories, the story of the diver Scyllias happens to
be framed by a series of episodes of bribery and corruption (8.4-5) that
corroborate the very yvaun Theognis advises everyone to store up (717-18):
that the only drive to human action is, in fact, money.

Indeed, different listeners or readers pick up different intertextualities,
beyond the author’s control:” yet each of these poetic antecedents involves
authorial self-references that draw attention to the author’s privileged access
to, or knowledge of, truth as opposed to falsehood.

This poetic line had already been adopted in a prose programmatic
context: the proem to Hecataeus’ Genealogies (fr. 1 Fowler) has been

% of the passage, modelled on Tyrtaeus’

57 Translation by Gerber (1999).

% Ferrari (1989) 190 n. 4; see also ibid. 191 n. 10, and Henderson (1983) on the long
digression on Sisyphus (lines 702-12).

%9 Ferrari (1989) 190 n. 4 quotes as a comparandum Achilles’ reply to Odysseus in 1/. 9.379fT.,
which presents a similar structure, with 008’ el in anaphora, and similar digressions
expanding on the main train of thought. On Theognis’ lines, see also Colesanti (2011) 21 n.

61.
70 Pelling, above, pp. 44-5.



Ch. 7. Truth, Fiction, and Authority in Herodotus’ Book 8 233

convincingly interpreted’! as ‘interfering’ both with Homeric poetry (/L.
7.76),”* and with the same passage from the Theogony seen above:

‘Exkaralos ML)\ﬁ(nog wde pobetrac Tade 'ypd(ﬁw, s pot doket C’L)\‘I]Héa elvac

O;, 'ydp Q}_:4)\)\7?1/(1)1/ )\O"}/OL WO)\)\O[ TE KCL;, ‘}/6)\020[,, (,:)§ 6,’1,02, (ﬁG[VOVTGL, €ZO‘£V.

Hecataeus the Milesian speaks as follows: I write down these things as
they seem to me to be true, for the tales of the Greeks are many and
ridiculous, as they seem to me.”?

Unlike Hesiod, however, Hecataeus relies on ‘no external authority’* to
support the truthfulness of his claims: as Fowler remarks, the Muses of
Homer and Hesiod ‘have been replaced by the personal opinion of the
writer’.” They seem indeed to have met a comparable fate in Herodotus’
Histories too. Just as Hecataeus targets the unreliability of the logo: of the
Greeks, so Herodotus expresses scepticism towards what is reported about
Scyllias (Aéyerar), thereby challenging the reliability of axon. Just as
Hecatacus places emphasis ‘on the relation between opinion (Soxet) and
truth (aAnfea)’, thereby making his personal judgement (80éa), ‘the only truth
standard’,’® so does Herodotus assert as such the authority of his yvaun. And
yet, if Hecataeus is taking ‘a critical attitude towards tradition ... a step
further’”” than Hesiod is, Herodotus is taking it to the next level still. His
appropriation of this poetic programmatic statement is in fact applied not to
the Greek mythic tradition, but to a different subject matter entirely: history,
and quite recent history at that.

' Cf., e.g., Jacoby (1912) 2738; Pearson (1939) 97-89; Bertelli (2001) 81 after Calame
(1986) 81; Corcella (1996); Porciani (1997).

2 Hom. IL. 7.76: o8¢ 8¢ pvbéopar, Zevs 8 dup’ émpaprupos éotw. According to Bertelli
(2001) 8o, this use of pvbéopar is ‘the only precedent’ [italics original] to Hecataeus’
formulation. But the verb occurs also, remarkably, in Eumaeus’ words to Odysseus in Od.
14.124—F, where emphasis is placed on how ‘wandering men’ (dvdpes arfjrac) lie and do not
want to tell (;w@ﬁo’ao’@m) the truth ((i)\n@éa).

8 Translation by Bertelli (2001) 8o.

™ Bertelli (2001) 81.

7 Fowler (2013) 678.

76 Bertelli (2001)

( 81
77 Bertelli (2001) 82.
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5. Conclusions

At the outset of Book 8, Herodotus posits his yveun as a prominent tool of
evaluation of historical truth by reworking a statement that, in both poetic
and prose contexts, had served the purpose of emphasising the narrator’s
privileged status in discerning truth from falsehood. He thereby claims for
himself an authority sitting somewhere between traditional poetic forms of
authority and the developing prose ones.

It 1s generally and rightly pointed out in scholarship™ that Herodotus
shares with the early medical writers the emphasis on the senses as reliable
epistemological tools. I have ventured to suggest, however, that in his
narrative of Artemisium and Salamis he seems to challenge, at least
implicitly, their reliability. After all, early medical writers too refer to the
intelligence (Stavoin) needed to discriminate true from false statements.” Yet
Herodotus’ resort to the poetic tradition at the opening of a narrative that
goes on to highlight, precisely, the epistemological unreliability of the senses
draws him perhaps closer to pre-Socratic philosophers than to early medical
writers.

The philosophers and Herodotus make claims about their own personal
insight and intellectual grasp: Heraclitus, in his prose—which is yet
somewhat ‘poetic’ in its being riddling, oracular-like—speaks of eyes and
ears as ‘bad witnesses’ (22 B 107 D-K), and presents the deep structure of
reality as a riddle or sign which he 1s able to crack, while ordinary people are
just puzzled by it (22 B 1 D-K). In his poem, Parmenides also questions the
senses,™ and, despite using the language of divine inspiration, also seems to
claim to have the personal logos by which he can test the ‘strife-encompassed
refutation™! (moAvdmnpis €Aeyyos) presented to him by the goddess (28 B 7.3—
5 D-K).#2 Democritus, ‘in stark contrast to the medical writers’,*® sets the
senses in opposition to ‘genuine knowledge’ (yvyoin yvapny, 68 B 11 D-K).

8 Cf,, e.g., Lateiner (1986); Thomas (1993) and (2000); Demont (2018); Pelling (2018).

79 See Lateiner (1986) 6 on the author of On Regimen 1.26—7, 2.14, 48 and 41; Clements
(2014) 129—31.

8 Lami (1991) 280 n. g2; Clements (2014) 116.

8 Translation by Kirk—Raven—Schofield (1983) 248.

8 For discussion of possible intertextual relationships between Parmenides’ poem and
both Homeric and Hesiodic poetry (including 7T4. 27-8), see Buongiovanni (2011) 1520,
with further bibliography.

8 Clements (2014) 131.
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The alternative itself, available to the Presocratics, between prose and
poetry as viable strategies of communication attests to a persisting perception
of the tension between prose and poetic forms and formulations as key to
authoritative intellectual expression. Prose developed only after centuries of
reliance on verse for the dissemination, through performance, of
authoritative public speech: no matter whether through appropriation or
rejection, implicitly or explicitly, poetic authority had still to be negotiated
by early prose writers.**

As to the question why Herodotus challenges his own methodology and
resorts to a poetic-like authority at this particular point in the narrative, my
tentative answer is twofold. First, the oral traditions he was drawing on for
his account of the Persian Wars had arguably already given an epic-like or
elegiac-like shape to the events: Simonides’ Artemisium, Salamis, and
Plataea elegies (frr. 1—4, 69, and 10-18 W?, respectively) in fact strongly
suggest this. Discussing oyius and axon in relationship to yveuy in terms that
resonate with poetic language and diction would have been, perhaps, an
almost natural choice. Secondly, the increasingly greater closeness in time of
the events reported arguably implied a plurality of competing versions of
events, each purporting to be ‘the truth’.® To establish the authority and
persuasiveness of his version, Herodotus resorted to the authoritative voice
par excellence in the competitive, traditionalist, and performative context of
Greek oogra: the poet’s voice.

% On Herodotus’ engagement with the lyric and epic tradition see Donelli (2021).

% On how, paradoxically, greater difficulties might be met in trying to ascertain the
recent past as opposed to the distant past, see Thomas (2018) 265 and 267.
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THE HOMERICNESS OF
HERODOTUS’ LANGUAGE

(WITH A CASE STUDY OF -EEIN AORIST
INFINITIVES IN THE HISTORIES)®

Olga Tribulato

1. Introduction

his paper investigates the role that language played or may have

played in the ancients’ widespread practice of equating Herodotus

with Homer. Ancient and modern scholars alike have often noted
the Homeric character of Herodotus’ word choice and turns of phrase, as
well as his frequent recourse to Homeric allusions or citations. Despite this
evident but often elusive Homericness, it is very difficult to tell whether
Herodotus deliberately made his language resemble that of Homer in terms
of phonology and morphology. The text that has reached us is replete with
epic-lonic features, but it is debated whether they are original at all, or
whether they depend on ancient editorial interventions aimed at making
Herodotus’ Ionic resemble that of Homer. This last hypothesis has been
popular in modern scholarship, but must come to terms with the almost
complete silence of ancient sources on the linguistic fabric of Herodotus’
Homericness: we simply do not know how this stylistic feature may have
been perceived in antiquity (§2). The vagueness of the ancient rhetorical and
stylistic assessments of Herodotus has had a profound impact also on the way
modern scholars have approached the language of the Histories (§3), its
transmission in papyri and medieval manuscripts, and hence its rendering in
modern critical editions (§4). A balanced conclusion on this very complex
question is to assume that Herodotus did use some Homeric features on

* T wish to thank Ivan Matijasi¢ for his invitation to contribute to this project, and Lucia
Prauscello and Aldo Corcella for their comments on an earlier draft of this piece. Unless
otherwise stated, Herodotus’ text is quoted by book, paragraph and line number from the
edition of Wilson (2015b).
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purpose, and that the initial epic character of his diction was later enhanced
by editors through the insertion of other epic features and pseudo-Ionisms,
in a way not too dissimilar to what happened in the transmission of other
dialectal authors. Historical and rhetorical sources do not give us any
information on the rationale behind this assumed transformation of
Herodotus’ text, but a look at the literary and linguistic trends of the post-
Classical age may offer new insights. The last section of this paper applies
this method of interpretation to one of the most questionable Homeric
features in Herodotus’ text: uncontracted present and aorist infinitives
in -éewv. While it is likely that these features are not original (though we will
never know for sure), it is possible that they penetrated Herodotus’ text in a
less chaotic and haphazard way than scholars have been willing to admit.

2. The Ancient Take on Homer and Herodotus:
Does it Entail Clear Linguistic Arguments?

The comparison between Herodotus and Homer—which modern
interpreters somehow often reduce to the definition of Herodotus as
opmpikaratos given in On the Sublime (13.3)—makes its first appearance in
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Before the late first century BCE we find no
attempt to equate the two authors, and certainly no detailed comparative
discussion of their stylistic features.! In the vast majority of sources that treat
both authors together, the comparison is based on a number of criteria:
similarities in the structure of their works; their recourse to fables (and hence
their trustworthiness) and ability as narrators; their choice of words
(particularly poetic vocabulary); and their talent in entertaining the
audience.”

The last three criteria appear frequently in rhetorical sources, and
treatments of Herodotus’ style in relation to Homer’s should be viewed
against the background of the broader discussions on the difference between,
and relative merits of, poetry and prose. In Poet. 1451b Aristotle declares that
the difference between the two genres does not consist in their metrical or
ametrical form: to prove his point, he chooses precisely Herodotus, whose
work ‘would be no less a history in verse than in prose’. This point is taken

! It may be noted in this respect that in [Demetr.] Eloc. 12, whatever the date of the
treatise, Herodotus is opposed to Homer: he is a representative of the ‘broken-up style’
(Bumpypévny Aééus), whereas Homer represents the ‘periodic style’ (kareorpappévny Aééis).

2 All these motifs are discussed in Priestley (2014) 187—219.
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up again by Strabo in Book 1 of the Geography, much of which is devoted to
defending Homer from those—especially Eratosthenes—who considered
him unreliable (Str. 1.2.3—40). Discussing Homer’s value, Strabo in 1.2.6
addresses the question of whether a poet can be considered a valuable
rhetorical model. He answers positively, stating that poetry and prose are
just different genres, but that poetry is more preeminent, as is shown by the
fact that the early prose writers imitated its language, while dropping the
metre (Str. 1.2.6):

¢ \ ’ < ’ ’ ~ ~ b
. 0 melos A0yos, O Y€ KUTECKEVAGUEVOS, [LUMUA TOD TOLYTLKOD €OTL.
’ \ < \ \ ~ b \ ’ \
TPWTLOTA Yyap 1 TOLNTLKY KaTaokevr) mapfAlev eis To pecov kai
> ’ 5 2 ’ ’ ’ \ ’ 5 \
€VOOKLUTTEV" €LTA EKELVYV WULULOVLEVOL, AVGAVTES TO WUETPOV, TaAAa O€
’ \ ’ ’ ¢ \ ’ \ ’ \
PvAalavtes Ta mounTika, cuveypapar ol mept Kadpov kat Pepexvdn kat

‘Exaralov.

... But prose—I mean artistic prose—is, I may say, an imitation of
poetic discourse; for poetry, as an art, first came upon the scene and was
first to win approval. Then came Cadmos, Pherecydes, Hecataeus, and
their followers, with prose writings in which they imitated the poetic art,
abandoning the use of metre but in other respects preserving the quality
of poetry (transl. Jones).

This chapter of the Geography helps us to immediately grasp the recurrent
characteristic of these ancient theories: their complete indeterminacy.
Strabo does not further clarify the features which define ‘the quality of
poetry’ (ta mounTika) in prose, i.e., whether it resides in the lexicon, or in the
‘Thythm’ of sentences, or else in given elements related to dialect,
morphology, and word-formation. Such vagueness emerges even more
strongly once we turn to Dionysius of Halicarnassus, perhaps our most
authoritative source on the comparison between Homer and Herodotus. A
case 1n point is the famous passage of On Thucydides praising Herodotus for
his ‘poetic’ style, based on a stylistic mockiAla to which Dionysius also refers
in Pomp. 3.11 (see further below):

o A ’ \ ) \ ~ ) ’ \ \ \
ovtos [Herodotus| e kara <re> miv ekdoyny Tdv ovopatwy kai kata TRV

’ \ \ \ ~ ~ ’ ~ ’ \
ovvleowv kal kaTa TV TOV GYXMUATLOUGY TOLKLALAY LOKP® 87) TLVL TOUS
b4 < ’ \ ’ ~ ’ ’ \ \
aAdovs vmepefaleTo, kal TapesKkevade T KpaTloTy) molfoel Ty mwelny

’ < ’ ’ ~ \ ’ \ ~ b ” < ’

ppaoiy opotav yeveabar melbols Te kal xaplTov Kal TS €LS AKPOV KOVONS

ndovijs evexa (Thuc. 23).
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[Herodotus] was far superior to the rest in his choice of words, his
composition, and his varied use of figures of speech; and he made his
prose style resemble the finest poetry by its persuasiveness, its charm
and its utterly delightful effect (transl. Usher, slightly adapted).

The three qualities for which Herodotus receives praise from Dionysius
remain ill-defined.” Neither is it clear whether Herodotus’ éxloyy tdv
ovopaTtwy is close to epic vocabulary,* nor do we get a definition of his poetic
style that goes beyond an impressionistic description of its ‘delightful effect’.
Dionysius compares Herodotus and Homer in other treatises, where he
elevates both as models of avvleats (Comp. 3.25-6), stylistic peaorns (Comp.
24.21-8) and pleasurableness (Pomp. g.11).° All these judgements rely on
generic descriptions of style, not language: and it is telling that when
Dionysius quotes passages from Herodotus he translates them into Attic.® In
the two passages where Dionysius mentions the Ionic dialect as a defining
feature of Herodotus” prose Homer is tellingly absent: the other point of
comparison 1s Thucydides, because Dionysius’ discussion concerns
historiographical models, not language per se.” Thus in the Letter to Pompeius
Gemunus (3.16) both historians receive praise for writing in the purest form of
their respective dialects, Ionic and Attic (Pomp. §.16):

’ ~ B ~ ’ s T \ PR ~ ” ~ \ \
7Tp(JJ’T77 TWV Cl,péT(,UV '}/€VOLT av, ’I]S X(,()pLS‘ 0U8€ TWV (1)\)\(1)]/ TWV 7T€pL TOUS
’ % ’ < \ ~ 3 7 \ \ ¢ \ ~
)\O‘}/OUg O¢€)\O§ TL, 77 KCL@CLPCL TOLS OVOI,LCLO'L Kot TOovV E)\)\’I]VLKOV XCLpaK’T’I]pCL
Ga,)COUO'Cl, SLC’L)\EK’TO ’TCLl;T 14 C’LK LBOGO’LV G,, ¢0,’7'€ oL* (H l8 > € ¢ 0

l S. TQUTTV AKp {1poTep podoTos T€ yap Tijs

"[ados dproTos kavaw Qovkvdidns Te Tis AT0(So0s.

> Modern discussions of this passage do not improve its vagueness: see, e.g., Grube (1974)
79 and Priestley (2014) 197. To state it with Grube (1974) 80, the ancient critics ‘say very little
on the essential nature and qualities of the [historiographical] genre, even of the author they
are discussing’.

*In this respect [Demetr.] Eloc. 112 is more precise, when he critically remarks that
Herodotus transposes poetic words into prose (uetdfeats, not piunois); on the passage, see
Matijasi¢ (2018) 164—5.

> The motif of Herodotus’ pleasurableness and sweetness is discussed by Pernot (1995)
and Priestley (2014) 197—209.

® Corcella (2018) 206.

7 On Dionysius’ treatment of Herodotus and Thucydides as historiographical models,
see Matijasi¢ (2018) 73-8.
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We may regard as the supreme virtue that without which no other
literary quality is of any use—language that is pure in its vocabulary and
preserves the Greek idiom. Both writers meet these requirements
exactly: Herodotus is the perfect model of the Ionic dialect, and

Thucydides of the Attic (transl. Usher).

One may choose to interpret these short statements as evidence that
Dionysius detects a special connection between poetry and the use of Ionic,
and hence that he considers both the poets and Herodotus pleasurable
because they use this dialect. However, although the connection is explicit
in later sources, especially in Hermogenes,® it is important to note that
nowhere does Dionysius tell his readers that Herodotus is like Homer
because they use the same dialect.

The more detailed theorisation of Hermogenes (late second century CE)
does not bring an improvement in linguistic precision. Differently from
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Hermogenes credits Herodotus not with a pure
Ionic dialect, but with a mixed language that the rhetorician sees as a marker
of the poetic character of Herodotean prose (/d. p. 411 Rabe):

‘Exaratos 8¢ o Miudnaros, map’ ov 87 paliora apélnrar o ‘Hpodoros,
\ ’ 2 \ ’ b ’ \ < \ b ’ ~ ’

kaflapos pev eatL kal oags, €v 8€ TLoL kal POVS oV LeTPLws T7) SLalékTw

8¢ akpate lade kal od peptypévn ypnoapevos ovde kara Tov “Hpodorov

’ < ’ ) 1% ’ ~ ’ ’
WOLKLA’”, 77TTOV ETTLY €EVEKQ ‘}/E 7'779 )\egewg 7TOL’I7TLKO§.

Hecataeus of Miletus, from whom Herodotus learned much, is pure and
clear, and in some passages also quite charming. He uses a pure,
unmixed lonic dialect, unlike the mixed variety that Herodotus
uses, and this makes his diction less poetic (transl. Wooten).

Interestingly, in On Types of Style Hermogenes uses Siadextos to refer to
(dialectal) language only in four passages, all of which are discussions of

8 The pleasurableness and poetic quality of Ionic is often recalled in rhetorical and
grammatical sources: cf., e.g., Himer. Or. 60.15 Colonna: lwviky 8¢ kal 1 moAAy Adpa kai
latpukn kal woinais; Hdn. Tlept mabdv (ex Etym. Magn.), GG 5.2 g61.11-12 Lentz on the dual
ovvoxwkote or Choer. Proleg. in Theodos. canon. verb. 40.9, 12—13 Hilgard (on imperfects such
as Tomreoxev). I discuss the ‘character’ of Ionic in Tribulato (2019). Some later sources have
a negative view of Herodotus’ pleasurableness, which they associate with his
untrustworthiness as a historian: see, e.g., the classic Plut. Her. mal. 874B, with recent
discussion in Priestley (2014) 213-16 and Kirkland (2019) 504—6.
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Ionic. The other relevant passage occurs earlier in the same treatise. Here
Hermogenes explains that Ionic is poetic by nature, although some poets
may choose to combine it with features taken from other dialects (/d. p. 336

Rabe):?

Aeééis 8€ yAuketa 1) Te TT)s apelelas tdla mapa v kabapav pnbetoav ecvar
kal €rt 1) mounTLky). TavTy Tou kal HpodoTos Tijs yAvkiTyTOS paAioTa
mePpovTikms €xpnoaTo pev kal pebodois kal €vvolats, alomep Kal MUELs
b ’ \ ’ ’ < ’ b ’ ~ 2 ’
exapaktnpilopev v yAvkvryra, Aé€er Te €kaoTy Lola Ti)s adelelas
~ 4 2 ’ 2 ~ \ ’ ~ v \
moAdaxol, womep €eAéyopev, eketbev Se paAioTa Siapkn) €axe THV
yAUKUTYTA, OTL Kal avTyy €VBUs TNV SLdAekTov TOLNTLKGS TPOELAETO
> ~ ¢ \ A 3 \ ’ 3\ CQ A ’ \ \ 7
eLmetv: 7 yap las ovoa mwoumTiky) ¢ucer €aTiv Tbela. €L Se kal AAAwY
8 A’ 2 ’ ’ Al& ,8\ ~ 2 \ \ "O \
LadékTov exprnoato TioL Aefeorv, ovdev TovTo, emel kal Opmpos kai
¢ ’ \ ¥ 2 2%/ ~ ~ 2 4 \ \ ¥ \
Hotobos kat Aot ovk oAiyol T@v moLnTdv exproavTo pev kal aAdais TLol
’ < ’ ’ \ ~ \ 27 \” A kA B L4
Aééearv eTépaw BLadéxTav, To mAetaTov p Lalovat, kat éatv 7 las omep

” ’ \ ~ \ \ ¢ ~
Edmy moLnTLKY) TTWwS, SLa ToDTO 8€ Kal Ndela.

The style that produces sweetness is the same as the one that is
characteristic of simplicity, which is similar to the pure style, and one
that i1s poetical. Herodotus, who was particularly concerned with
sweetness, used both the approaches to produce it and the thoughts that,
in our opinion, are characteristic of it, and each style that is peculiar to
simplicity, as we have already said. One reason the sweetness in his work
1s so remarkable is that he chose to use a dialect that is poetical. The
Ionic dialect, since it is associated with poetry, naturally gives
a lot of pleasure. It doesn’t really matter whether he also uses
some words from other dialects, since Homer and Hesiod and
quite a few other poets do the same thing. But they generally
use Ionic. And Ionic, as I said, has a poetic flavor, and because
of that it is pleasing (transl. Wooten).

The sources discussed so far show that the ancient comparison between
Herodotus and Homer entails reflections on style, and sometimes
annotations on word choice, but very rarely a discussion of the differences
and similarities between their languages. To our eyes, descriptions of
Herodotus’ dialect are never precise, because they lack the kind of phono-

9 On this passage see also Priestley (2014) 202—3.
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morphological information which 1is typical of a modern linguistic
assessment. As H. W. Smyth put it over a century ago,

The grammarians rarely, the rhetoricians never, busied themselves with
any possibility of difference between the idiom of the soil and that of
Ionic prose literature .... The nature of the inflections, the character of
word forms, fail to trouble Hermogenes when he sets Hekataios off
against Herodotos, or characterizes the poetical nature of the latter’s
diction."

These baffling testimonies have not eased the work of modern interpreters,
who face very complicated and interrelated issues: the fact that the
transmitted text of Herodotus mixes Ionic with epic, Attic, pseudo-Ionic,
and even Doric features; the diverging assessments of Herodotus’ dialect in
ancient sources; and the vagueness of their descriptions. Dionysius’
judgement has lent authority to modern corrections of Herodotus’
transmitted text, which have aimed to make it more authentically Ionic. On
the other hand, more conservative approaches to the text have privileged
Hermogenes’ theory that Herodotus wrote in a mixed form of Ionic,"
claiming that the perception of Herodotus as a purely Ionic author is a
product of the Byzantine age. However, one need also recall that while
Byzantine scholarship usually processes and simplifies the information
provided by ancient rhetorical and linguistic exegesis, it seldom introduces
original variations: that Herodotus was singled out as a model-author for
Ionic must be a consequence of earlier grammatical practice.'

The issue at stake is not simply whether we should consider Dionysius
more trustworthy than Hermogenes or vice-versa, but underpins larger
interpretative questions. Their different judgements may simply be a matter
of labels, reflecting the different purposes of their works. Dionysius may thus

10 Smyth (1894) 82.
' See, e.g., Thumb—Scherer (1959) 236, Priestley (2014) 203, and the review in §3 below.

'2 An example is provided by the fragments of a grammatical or dialectological treatise
transmitted on papyrus by PSI 1609 (second century CE, ed. pr. Luiselli (2018)), where the
Ionic genitive ending in -ew is exemplified with two examples (Ilépoew and Zépéew) which
are likely to have a Herodotean background. The extraordinary fact is that the simple rules
listed in the papyrus are almost verbatim renderings of rules that are common in late-
Byzantine dialectology, which advises us against drawing neat conclusions about the
supposedly more ‘sophisticated’ character of ancient grammar compared to its Byzantine
counterparts; see further Tribulato (2019) 366—7.
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be content with merely calling Herodotus an lonic author because his aim is
to define the historical canon and hence his focus is on distinguishing the
Ionic Herodotus from the Attic Thucydides. Hermogenes, instead, may be
more inclined to highlight the mockiAla of Herodotus’ Ionic because his focus
1s on what makes style poetic. Alternatively, Hermogenes’ and Dionysius’
diverging views could be indicators that the perception of Herodotus’ language
evolved over the centuries, with later scholars such as Hermogenes
becoming more aware of the literary fabric of his diction and his difference
from other Ionic authors. Or, with a more radical approach, these diverging
assessments could serve as a basis to speculate that Dionysius had access to
a Herodotean text in which Ionic was not so mixed as in the text
Hermogenes read: i.e., as has been suggested by Wolfgang Aly, that there
were different contemporary recensiones of Herodotus,” or that the text
circulating in the late second century CE had been infected by more non-
Tonic features than the text circulating earlier, perhaps as a result of specific
editorial and exegetical practices in this period."* The last scenario is
particularly difficult to assess because we know very little about the ancients’
exegetical activity on Herodotus’ text, and nothing at all about any kind of
editorial work before the Imperial age. P.Amherst 12 shows that Aristarchus
worked on Herodotus, but it is questionable that he also produced an
edition.” The grammarians Hellanicus, Philemon, and Alexander of
Cotiacum dealt with various features of the text, but they do not prove the
existence of any proper exegesis.'® In the light of these ancient
interpretations, the next section looks at the way they have influenced
modern Herodotean scholarship, crossing paths with dialectology,
epigraphy, and textual philology: the aim is to highlight some recurrent
trends that have shaped editorial practice and hence the way modern
readers of the Hustories perceive Herodotus’ language.

" See Aly (1909) 5934

* See Galligani (2001) and Lightfoot (2003) 98: ‘the texts of Herodotus available in the
second century were already full of such pseudo-lonisms and epicisms, overlaid over
whatever poetic form Herodotus himself had preferred’ (my emphasis).

" For the papyrus, see Paap (1948) 37—4o0. It is uncertain whether this work was a
continuous commentary or rather a selective collection of notes on points of interest: on the
issue, see Montana (2012), who proposes new readings for column II, and the overviews in
Priestley (2014) 223—9 and Matijasi¢ (2018) 150—1. Scholars tend to agree that Aristarchus
cannot be credited with an edition of the text, but see Hemmerdinger (1981) 20, 154 for an
opposite view.

16 For details about these testimonies see Jacoby (1913) 514—5 and Wilson (20152) xxi.
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3. Modern Approaches to Herodotus’ Language

All modern scholars agree that the dialectal confusion that reigns in
Herodotus’ text cannot be authentic. However, it is extremely difficult if not
impossible to draw a neat line between securely authentic features, possible
dialectal variants adopted by Herodotus himself to create a literary language
purposedly different from any spoken dialect, and later intrusions due to
ancient editorial practices. Consequently, the Herodotean text and its mixed
language have received competing and often radically opposite
interpretations in modern scholarship.

The idea that, by and large, the dialectal mélange of Herodotus’ language
1s authentic was relatively popular in 1gth-century scholarship. Influential
works which endorsed it include Ferdinand Bredow’s treatise on Herodotus’
dialect (1846), Heinrich Stein’s edition of the Histories (1869—71), and Wilhelm
von Christ’s history of Greek literature (1898)."” The last maintained that
Herodotus grafted some non-epichoric elements onto his East Ionic dialect
in order to imitate epic poetry as well as other literary genres, e.g., tragedy.
To be sure, none of these scholars was so naive as to take the manuscript
tradition at face value. They all recognised that certain epic, Attic, or
pseudo-Ionic features arose in the course of textual transmission, but
explained these later alterations by the hypothesis that Herodotus’ language
had been composite from the start.'®

In the same period, another interpretative approach sought an answer
not in the historian’s stylistic craft, but in the early transmission of his text.
In two contributions devoted to the vocalism of Herodotus’ dialect, Reinhold
Merzdorf criticised those scholars, including Stein, who considered the

7 Cf. Bredow (1846) 4-5; Stein (1869—71) Lxlviii—xlix, who admits some epic features as
original; Christ (1898) g33 with n. 1. The idea, however, can be traced back to at least 1838,
when the Italian scholar Amedeo Peyron published a pamphlet comparing the Greek
dialects (i.e., literary languages) with Dante’s diction. Peyron maintained that Herodotus,
in order to ennoble his prose, created a form of ‘onico illustre’ (the expression is a calque
on Dante’s theorisation of a volgare illustre (‘lllustrious vernacular’) in his treatise De vulgar:
eloquentia) by using Homer’s Tonic as a basis and mixing it with more recent Ionic features
and with Doric (Peyron (1838) 60—1). All these and later theories that Herodotus created his
own Runstsprache use Hermogenes (cf. above, §2) as evidence that this interpretation was
already ancient.

'8 See, e.g., Bredow (1846) 43—4, and his subsequent list of altered forms, ibid. 44-88;
Stein (1869—71) Lxlix.
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mixture of Ionic and Doric an authentic feature of the historian’s language. '
Merzdorf defended the necessity of tackling each grammatical and editorial
problem in its own right, because not all the fluctuations could have the same
origin. For instance, while he criticised Stein’s acceptance of typically epic
uncontracted and ‘distended’ forms such as kopowst for xopdor,” he also
made a case for accepting uncontracted verbal forms in -ee- against the
evidence of lonic inscriptions, proposing that Herodotus adopted these
elements of ‘older Ionic’ to make his diction more elegant than the ‘vulgar
language’ of everyday communication.?'

The 19th century saw a steady flow of contributions (mostly published in
Germany) dealing with elements of Herodotus’ language, though not all of
them specifically addressed the issue of its origin and authenticity.”? Because
of important and fast-paced advances in the fields of epigraphy, dialectology,
and textual criticism in this period, the study of Herodotus’ language often
transcended the boundaries of Herodotean scholarship stricto sensu and was
encompassed within broader investigations. Two milestones in this respect
are Friedrich Bechtel’s Die Inschrifien des ionischen Dialekts (1887)—a “Vorarbeit’
which would later feed into the third volume of his magnum opus, Die
griechischen Dialekte (1924)—and the grammar of Ionic by H. W. Smyth (1894).
Bechtel’s earlier work was the first complete collection of Ionic inscriptions
provided with a linguistic commentary and considerably eased the work of
scholars who were interested in comparing Herodotus’ usage with
inscriptions from lonia.” In the later work, Die griechischen Dialekte, Bechtel
endorsed the idea that Herodotus wrote in the Ionic dialect of Samos, which

19 Merzdorf (1875); (1876); see especially Merzdorf (1875) 127—9. Cf. too the review of his
work by Fritsch (1876) 105.

2 Merzdorf (1875) 130.

% Merzdorf (1875) 147.

2 Other works of this period which address the issue of Herodotus’ language though not
specifically that of its origin are Struve (1828—40), who deals with pronouns, nouns in -evs,
and the spelling of fadpa; Lhardy (1844—46), on the augment and contract verbs; Dindorf
(1844) i—xlvii, who provides a grammar of the dialect aimed at explaining the textual choices
of his critical edition; Abicht (1859), who deals with verbs in -éw; and Meyer (1868), Spreer
(1874), and Norén (1876), who all address contract verbs, and sometimes compare
Herodotus’ usage with Homer’s.

2 Tt may be recalled that at that time there was not yet a dialectological treatise on Ionic,
since Ahrens’ De Graecae linguae dialectis (1843) had not covered Ionic and Hoffmann’s Die
griechischen Dialekte in threm historischen Qusammenhange (published 1891-98), Bechtel’s Die
griechischen Dualekte (published 1921—4) and the relevant volumes of the Inscriptiones Graecae
were yet to come.
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he heightened in direct speeches and other parts through the use of epic
‘words and forms’.?* However, Bechtel also denounced the usefulness of
Herodotus’ text for a dialectological description of Ionic, acknowledging that
‘[ancient] scholars worked on making Herodotus’ language comply with
Homer’s’.* One of the examples he chose to exemplify the kinds of problems
linguists face were vocalic hiatuses and their radically different treatment in
inscriptions and Herodotus.

The dialectological focus of Smyth’s book, whose ambition was to write
the ‘missing volume’ (on Ionic) of Ahrens’ De Graecae linguae dialectis, explains
not only Smyth’s appreciation of Bechtel’s Inschriflen, but also his criticism of
previous accounts of Herodotus’ dialect, i primis Bredow’s, which was seen
to ‘rest upon incomplete and defective collations of the MSS’.* Smyth does
not deny that a number of epic features may be authentic in Herodotus—
indeed, in this more pronounced epic flavour may consist, in Smyth’s
opinion, the difference between early Ionic prose and Herodotus—but
overall he is convinced that Herodotus did not make ‘constant use of
Homeric forms as such’ and that ‘save in passages that bear the unmistakable
stamp of deliberate recurrence to epic formulae, the system of phonology
and inflection is that of the soil’.*” On the whole, Smyth championed a
balanced approach, acknowledging that not everything in Herodotus’
dialect may be ‘epichoric’ Ionic but that nevertheless this need not constitute
proof that the historian devised a highly mixed Runstsprache from the start.
Like Merzdorf before him, Smyth does not subscribe to a linguistic
interpretation of Hermogenes’ passage on Herodotus’ motkiAla, preferring a
stylistic reading.

Faith in the possibility of reaching an approximation of Herodotus’
original language based on inscriptions pervades other works with a
dialectological focus. A case in point is Albert Thumb’s Handbuch der
griechischen Dialekte (1909), later reworked by Scherer, where the testimony of

? Bechtel (1924) 10. He gives a list of passages influenced by Homer, ibid. 1q.
» Bechtel (1924) 11.

% Smyth (1894) x. For the comparison between Herodotus and the Tonic logographers,
see ibid. 89: ‘[t]here seem to be certain indications making for the conclusion that the
language of the earliest logographers was in closer touch with the idiom of the soil than that
of Herodotos’.

7 Smyth (1894) x and go respectively. See too ibid. g7-8. This interpretation is closely
followed in Miller (2013), on which see below, p. 253.
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inscriptions is used to solve some discrepancies in the text.”® Other
contributions of this period examined Herodotus’ text with a more
philological methodology. The most influential, in fact, are not specifically
studies on Herodotus but bear the stamp of two outstanding authorities:
Diels and Wilamowitz. Hermann Diels, an expert on Ionic fragmentary
literature, advanced the hypothesis (which later became standard, also
thanks to endorsement of Jacoby in his foundational 1914 RE article) that
Herodotus’ text must have become corrupt not in the Imperial age, but
already around the fourth century BCE because of the transition from the
late-archaic writing system to the Classical alphabet.?”” In the same years,
Wilamowitz too attributed the pseudo-Ionic veneer of the text to a
combination of fallacious metacharactérismos and philological activity, the
latter aimed at restoring a form of ‘authentic’ language based on ancient
ideas of what Classical Ionic should look like. According to Wilamowitz, by
the Imperial age this activity of correction and diorthosis produced the
‘horribly devasted’ text transmitted by manuscripts, with monstra such as
uncontracted dokeer and kéerar or analogical forms such as the accusative
deamotea (for Seomornr) and the masculine genitives avTéwv, Tovréwy for
avT@v, TovTwv .’

In the twentieth century there continued to be a sharp focus on the
Textgeschichte of Herodotus, which informed interpretations of his language.
Yet it would be incorrect to conclude that the idea of the mélange as a
conscious authorial choice had been abandoned. We find it used, to different
purposes and with different nuances, both in contributions specifically
dealing with Herodotus’ language and style—such as Aly (1927),”

% Cf. Thumb—Scherer (1959) 238. Another work which compared Herodotus with
inscriptions is the Thesaurus by Favre (1914). I am grateful to Aldo Corcella for this reference.

? Diels expressed this belief in a footnote in a contribution dealing with pseudo-
Pythagorean writings: see Diels (1890) 456 n. 13. For the early history of the Herodotean
text see the overview below, §4.

% Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (1884) 315. He assumed that second-century CE scholars
already dealt with a text which had been edited in an earlier age, probably around 200 BCE:
see also Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (19o4) 640. His idea was approved by Jacoby (1913) 518
(on whom see below, §4), and Hartmann (1932) g2—4, who also attributed most of the epic
forms in Herodotus to ancient philological practice, which created a ‘Phantasiedialekt’ that
modern editors ought to correct following Ionic inscriptions (Hartmann (1932) 107, 109). On
the extent of the hyper-Ionicisation of Herodotus’ text, see also Galligani (2001).

1 Aly (1927) 92 explains phono-morphological variations in certain sets of words as
evidence of the ‘insatiable receptivity’ with which Herodotus absorbed expressions from
various dialects and languages.
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Hoftmann’s Die griechischen Dialekie,”* and the Geschichte der griechischen Sprache
by Hoffmann and Scherer**—and in non-linguistic studies: i primis Jacoby’s
RE article;** Meillet’s Apergu;® and Hemmerdinger’s volume on Herodotus’
textual transmission.” This view is still upheld in Miller (2013), a recent
volume addressing the linguistic fabric of Greek literary languages. Heavily
drawing on Smyth (1894), Miller defines Herodotus’ language as a ‘variety
of literary Milesian’, a ‘high style’ which does not correspond to ‘the
contemporary spoken language’ and which yet, save for the lexicon,
‘resembles epic only in clear imitations’.”’

An attempt to combine the two interpretative approaches reviewed in this
section was put forward in Rosén (1962), a grammar of Herodotus’ language
which formed the basis for his later edition of the Histories (see below, §4 for
this work). Its underlying hypothesis is that much of the linguistic variation
transmitted by the manuscripts is authentic and paralleled in inscriptions.
Rosén dismisses the theory of a later ‘Homerisierung’ of Herodotus’ text as
based on biased arguments.”® However, he also departs from previous
scholarship in that he proposes that Herodotus’ highly composite language
1s not an artificial Runstsprache, but his personal reproduction (an ‘idiolect’) of
the dialect(s) spoken around Halicarnassus in his time.* Rosén’s grammar is
no easy reading, because of its idiosyncratic theories, technical terminology,

2 He firmly believed that Herodotus used epic features to heighten his diction: see
Hoffmann (1898) 185-6.

3 Hoffmann—Scherer (1969) 130-1.

% See Jacoby (1913) 519: ‘[w]as fiir den Stil gilt ..., gilt auch fiir die Sprache. Fiir ein
solches Werk gentigt das einfache Ionisch, dessen sich das tagliche Leben und die milesische
Wissenschaft von vor 50 Jahren in ihren knappen Aufzeichnungen bediente, nicht. Da bedarf
es emer Kunstsprache’ (my emphasis). See too Mansour (2009) 2034, discussed further below.

% Cf. Meillet (1920) 161: ‘L’ouvrage a passé par les mains des copistes sans doute en
grande partie athéniens ou du moins de langue attique; des éditeurs ont da travailler a y
rétablir le type ionien; et 'on ignore dans quelle mesure ces philologues antiques ont
procédé suivant des principes a priori et dans quelle mesure ils s’appuyaient sur de vieux
exemplaires vraiment ioniens’ (he then goes on to list some elements that find a parallel in
Homer). Other interpretations in this direction are Untersteiner (1948) 17-8; Pasquali (1952)
315, who concludes that Herodotus wrote in a very composite language that may not have
complied with “pure’ Ionic; McNeal (1983) 119—20 and (1989) 556.

% See Hemmerdinger (1981) 173—4.

37 Miller (2013) 169, 170, and 171 respectively.

% Rosén (1962) 244—5. Cf. criticism in Galligani (1995) 88.

%9 Rosén (1962) 248. McNeal (1989) approves of this view.
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and confusing presentation of data, and has met with ample criticism.*” One
point that Rosén makes, however, is useful to summarise the diverse
approaches that the topic of Homeric language in Herodotus has elicited in
the scholarship reviewed so far. As mentioned in §2, Rosén denies that the
ancients really equated Herodotus with Homer on a linguistic basis. He
rightly recalls that On the Sublime—a treatise on style, not on language—
compares the two authors as regards vocabulary and flow (vapa), not phono-
morphology.*!

Rosén’s caveat reflects well the later developments of scholarship. The
detailed grammatical methodology of 1gth-century investigations has
gradually given way to ‘linguistic’ approaches which examine the Homeric
fabric of the Histories more from a stylistic, lexical, narratological, and
rhetorical point of view than from a strictly formal one. These new
approaches have broken much ground in the understanding of the ‘Iliadic’
or ‘Odyssean’ development of the Hustories’ narrative, their use of catalogues,
Ringkomposition and direct speeches, the shape of the prooimion and its Homeric
resonances, and specific allusions or imitations in lexicon and imagery.* The
increasing attention towards the role of orality in Herodotus’ compositional
technique—a topic which does not concern language only—has also
brought back an interest in certain features of the (poetic) lexicon as markers
of orality.”

Among the recent contributions that have addressed the stylistic devices
which bring the Hustories close to epic, a special place is held by those which

* See, for instance, Whatelet (1962) 416, Collinge (1963) 717, and Schmitt (1967) 177, all
critical of Rosén’s approach to the Greek verb.

* Rosén (1962) 233. The point had already been made, though in different terms, by
Norden (1915) 40—1, who argued that Herodotus had intentionally imitated Homer, and by
Pasquali (1952) 315-6, who admitted that many epicisms may be considered suspicious, but
concluded that some other epicisms (such as unaugmented aorists and typically Homeric
iterative verbs) must be genuine.

*2 The bibliography on Herodotus’ literary technique and its debt towards epic (and not
just Homer) is now vast. Starting from classic references such as Jacoby (1913) 502—4, Schick
(1953), Huber (1965), and Strasburger (1972), works published roughly in the last thirty years
include Giraudeau (1984), Calame (1986), Nagy (1987), de Jong (1999), Rengakos (2001),
Boedeker (2002), Griffiths (2006) 1356, Marincola (2006), Papadopoulou-Belmehdi (2006),
Pelling (2006a) and (2006b), and Berruecos Irank (2015). Many other recent works on
Herodotus deal with Homer only in passing (e.g., Zali (2014)).

* On orality in Herodotus, see, e.g., Bakker (1997) 119—22, Thomas (2000) 257-69, Slings
(2002), Rosler (2002) 85-8, and Boedeker (2002). Some of the contributions cited in the
previous footnote also deal with oral strategies. An older classic 1s Lang (1984).



Ch. 8. The Homericness of Herodotus’ Language 255

re-propose, in a new methodological light, the old (and never quite exinct)
theory that entire sequences of the Histories hint at poetic rhythm, or indeed
that they consciously adopt it.** Mansour, for instance, concludes that
dactylic or anapaestic rhythms are part of the poetic elements (ranging from
‘phonopoétismes’ such as alliterations to lexical and syntactic features) which
Herodotus consciously adopts to enhance the Homericness of his style, and
which speak in favour of the essentially oral character of his prose.*
Differently, Kazanskaya, building on remarks made by Simon Horn-
blower,* champions a more cautious approach, which distinguishes
between almost verbatim citations and ‘archaic’ turns of phrase which could
have a wider background than Homer and belong to the literary and cultural
milieu in which Herodotus wrote his work. I shall return to these approaches
in the last part of the paper, where I discuss the paths through which -éewv
infinitives may have spread in the language of the Historzes.

It is now time to pause and take stock of this overview of scholarship on
Herodotus’ language and its relationship with Homer. The presence of epic
or epic-looking elements in Herodotus is an undeniable fact. What is equally
indubitable 1s that Herodotus’ text is closer to epic language than to fifth-
century lonic inscriptions. The approaches to this state of affairs diverge. On
the one hand, several scholars have defended much of what is transmitted
by the manuscripts, endorsing a view of Herodotus’ dialect as conscious
linguistic mélange. On the other hand, other scholars have more strongly
advocated the idea that our Herodotean text is heavily interpolated and that
this process of linguistic variation arose at some point in the long
transmission path of the Histories. Those who subscribe to this second view
face the problem of deciding which features are unoriginal, and how they
should be corrected. Thus, any assessment of a given phonological,
morphological or even lexical and syntactic feature in Herodotus—
especially when one is interested in its presumed ‘Homeric’ character—must
take account not only of the history of the text, but also of the ways in which
it has been edited in modern times.

* TFor earlier theories in this respect, see Hemmerdinger (1981) 170-1: ‘la prose
d’Hérodote était chantée .... St Hérodote puise simultanément dans g morphologies, c’est
pour pouvoir donner a sa prose des rhythmes dactyliques, anapestiques, spondaiques. D’ou
sa noblesse et son charactere poétique’.

* Mansour (2009) 15. See also Mansour (2007) for a shorter study.

# Kazanskaya (2013); Hornblower (1994) 66—7.
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4. Herodotus’ Language between Textual Transmission
and Modern Editorial Practices

The Histories have been transmitted by medieval manuscripts and papyri.
The medieval tradition is split into the ‘Florentine’ family, the most
authoritative witness of which is cod. Laur. Plut. 70.3 (A), a very good early
tenth-century copy, perhaps the best; and the ‘Roman’ family, the main
exemplar of which is cod. Vat. gr. 2569 (D), another good tenth-century
copy, later than A.¥ The ¢. 40 surviving papyri span a period of five
centuries, from the first century CE and to the fifth/sixth century CE, with
Book 1 being the best represented. With the possible, but controversial,
exception of P.Duke 756 + P.Mil.Vogl. 1358 (MP3? 474.110), dated to the
second/first century BCE by Soldati, there are no papyri from the Ptolemaic
period.*

The relationship between the two manuscript families, and between them
and the papyri has been a matter of ongoing debate.” Before the third
edition of Hude’s OCT (see below), critical editions tended to lend more
weight to the Florentine family because cod. Vat. gr. 2369 (D) had not been
completely collated yet.” In the classic account of Aly (19og) the Florentine
family 1s considered to descend from an ancient ‘scholarly’ recensio possibly
produced by Aristarchus.”’ Aly maintained that the Roman family, in
contrast, represented a second-century CE recensio going back to a pre-
Alexandrian vulgata, intended for school use and heavily interspersed with

7 The latter has been newly studied by Cantore (2013).

* Soldati (2005). The most recent survey is that of S. R. West (2011); see also Bandiera
(1997). Another batch of Herodotean papyri is forthcoming in P.Oxy.

¥ See Pasquali (1952) g10. Although outdated, Pasquali’s account of the intricate
problems affecting the textual transmission of Herodotus (ibid. §06—18) is still a very lucid
introductory overview. Other classic and more recent discussions of the transmission are
Aly (1909), Colonna (1940), Paap (1948), Hemmerdinger (1981), Wilson (2015a), the prefaces
in Hude (1927), Legrand (1932-54), Rosén (1987-97), Asheri (1988), Wilson (2015b), and
Corcella’s note on the text he edits for the Fondazione Valla Herodotus (the latest in
Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 6-16). In these accounts views often vary substantially:
suffice it to mention that Hemmerdinger (1981) goes as far as to reconstruct ‘I’autographe
perdu d’Aristarque’, while Wilson (2015b) ix—x refrains from giving a stemma codicum (in
Wilson (2015a) xiil he entertains the idea that the two families may go back to an early
Byzantine archetype reporting variant readings).

% See Hemmerdinger (1981) 122-3.

*! Aly (1909) 591-3. Cf. Jacoby (1913) 516-7.
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pseudo-Ionic features following handbooks which taught writers of the
Imperial age the basics of the Ionic dialect.”? Aly was already criticised by
Jacoby, who followed Wilamowitz in attributing many of the epicising and
hyper-Ionic forms to a combination of wrong metacharactérismos, Hellenistic
uncertainty over Ionic correctness, and early Alexandrian interventions on
the copies which reached the Hellenistic libraries.”® During the twentieth
century there was a gradual rehabilitation of the value of the Roman family,
which is the source of many variants accepted in the text of Legrand, Rosén,
and Wilson (on which see below).

Papyrological evidence shows that ‘already in the Imperial period
Herodotus’ text was infected with epicism, hyperionicisms, and Atticisms’.**
The conclusion is that many of the linguistic tendencies witnessed in the
medieval tradition go back to much older habits, though the lack of perfect
agreement between manuscripts and papyri shows that the division into two
families post-dates the fourth century CE and leads to the somewhat
surprising conclusion that there existed more than one ancient edition and
that consequently the transmission of the text was rather fluid.” This makes
it difficult to reconstruct or imagine both an ancient archetype of the text
and the language which it employed, which explains why the same artificial
linguistic feature may elicit very different assessments. In what follows 1
exemplify this issue by considering the case study of forms such as Zépéea
and how they are treated in the major critical editions, starting from Stein
(1869—71).%°

Despite having been published in the later nineteenth century, Stein’s
edition is still an important text chiefly because of its rich apparatus, which
is more complete than the negative one in Hude’s later OCT edition. Based
on the knowledge of Herodotean manuscripts available at the time, Stein
reconstructed an archetype of the Histores, presumed to be the ancestor of
the whole tradition.”” Since Stein believed Herodotus to have written in a

32 Aly (1909) 5934, with criticism in Jacoby (1913) 517.

% Jacoby (1913) 518.

S, R. West ap. Bowie (2007) 32.

? Jacoby (1913) 515.

% T refrain from considering the earlier editions by Dindorf (1844), Bekker (1845), and

Abicht (1869), which were superseded by Stein’s. The first two editors have played a great
role in the elimination of pseudo-Ionic forms in Herodotus’ vulgate.

%7 Stein (1869—71) Lxxxix—xliv.
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dialectal mélange, he retained those variants which he considered authentic
and not due to later scribal interference.

Because it resorts to fewer normalising emendations, Stein’s edition
appears to be more conservative than those by Hude and Legrand; at the
same time, Stein’s belief that the mélange was largely authentic makes him
less cautious an interpreter of the evidence than his successors. Let us take
as an example the case of alternative first-declension accusative masculine
forms in -nv/-ea, such as ZE€pénr and E€péea.’® The former is the regular
accusative of first-declension names in -7s, while the latter is a secondary
formation analogical on third-declension names such as Zwxparnys (whose
accusative is Zwkparea in lonic). The analogical Zépéea is attested only once
by all principal testimonies (at 7.4), and is then reported in various other
instances as a variant reading of Zepénv, especially in the manuscripts of the
Roman family. Stein accepts Eépea 7 times,” while in all other instances he
opts for ZEepénr, even when some manuscripts have Zépéea. The dialec-
tological sketch which Stein offers in the Introduction to the edition explains
the rationale behind these choices: he believes that both accusatives in -nv
and in -ea are authentic.”

Is E€péea really an ancient, perhaps original, reading or is it the result of
a later modification of the text? We may recall here that both Diels and
Wilamowitz antedated the introduction of hyper-lonic features to the
Hellenistic age, but nothing prevents us from believing that the instances of
Zeépéea go back to a much later time. Papyri are of little help, since they
transmit none of the passages in which the accusative of Xerxes’ name
occurs. The other forms for which we have alternative forms of the
accusative routinely end in -yv in the papyri, but we have one instance of
["yea at 1.8.2 in P.Oxy. 48.3372 (first/second century CE); this reading has
not made its way into the new edition by Wilson (2015b), on which see
below.®! The textual evidence is thus overwhelmingly in favour of -yv. It is

%% Apart from personal names such as Zépéns, Apralépéns, and I'oyrs, accusatives in -ea
are attested for Seomorns, kvBepvyprys, and axwakns. They are more common in
manuscripts of the Roman family, but by no means limited to them (see Legrand (1942) 218).

9 At 4.48.17 (against the testimony of ABCd), at 7.4.9 (where this reading is unanimously
attested by all manuscripts), 7.27.9 (against the testimony of ABd), at 7.139.16 (following PRz,
whose testimony he usually discards), at 7.151.7, 7.151.9 and 7.152.3 (always against R; in two
cases the name is actually Apro&épés).

59 Stein (1869—71) LIxxiii.

61 Before the publication of the substantial new batch of Herodotean papyri in vol. 48 of
P.Oxy., scholars assumed that no accusative in -ea was attested in the papyri: see Paap (1948)
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fair to say, however, that if an -ea accusative should crop up in a newly
published Ionic inscription, our perception of the artificiality and late
character of -ea accusatives would considerably change. As a parallel, we
may consider the case of the plural forms of y7, ‘earth’, which in Herodotus
have a stem in ye-. These forms were once thought to be artificial, but after
the publication of a late-archaic lead tablet from Himera (SEG 47.1431) we
now have evidence the ye- stem was also extended to the singular in some
‘real’ Ionic varieties. Although Himera’s dialect is Euboean (West Ionic) and
Herodotus hailed from East Ionic Halicarnassus, the presence of the genitive
yens in the colonial world confirms that what we find in Herodotus (whatever
is actual origin) may not necessarily be ‘bad’ Greek.*

Let us now turn to the OCT critical edition by Karl Hude, first published
in 1906 and revised two other times (the third edition, published in 1927, has
remained the reference one), which immediately distinguished itself from
previous editions for its economical apparatus. Hude constituted his text
granting more weight to the testimony of the Florentine family, but he also
took the Roman family into account because of its great number of better
readings, often coinciding with the testimony of grammarians.®® Like Stein,
at 4.43 Hude accepts Eépéea of the Roman family against E€pénv of the
Florentine; he also accepts this ‘Ionic’ form at 7.4 (no annotation in
apparatus) but, contrary to Stein, discards this reading at 7.27, where he
prefers Zépény of the Roman family, at 7.139, against the testimony of the
very same Roman family, and again at 7.151 and 7.152.%*

The next important edition of Herodotus in the twentieth century is the
ten-volume edition of Philippe-Ernest Legrand for the Collection Budé,
begun in 1932 and reprinted at several stages, which also remains the
standard translation and commentary in French. Legrand firmly believed
that both manuscripts and papyri went back to the same ancient edition,
from which he thought they diverged in a negligible way, mostly because of

91, Untersteiner (1948) 83—4, and Thumb—Scherer (1959) 270. This belief is reiterated in
more recent works as well, e.g., Mansour (2009) 179.

52 Another example discussed in the literature is the variant mpfjyua for mpfypa, which
Schulze (1926), followed by Pasquali (1952) 311, defends on the basis of epigraphic evidence.

% Hude (1927) viii—ix.

T quote the third edition (Hude (1927)), which shows the same choices as the first (Hude

(1908)). The lines in these paragraphs are sometimes different from those in Stein’s edition:
I have not indicated them to avoid confusion.
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copyists’ errors.” Although Legrand notes the higher reliability of the
Florentine family, he defends an ‘eclectic’ approach to his constitutio textus,
which leads him to privilege sometimes one family and sometimes the other
whenever a certain reading seems preferable to him.* Concerning matters
of morphology and dialect, Legrand declares his despair at reaching a
trustworthy representation of the original text.®” He tends to ‘unify’ doublets,
but admits that he may not have been consistent throughout.®® He mostly
prefers to keep (older) Ionic forms such as uncontracted verbs, and restores
them even in places where the best testimonia or indeed the consensus of all
manuscripts have a different reading.”

Concerning Zepénv/Eépéea, Legrand assumes that forms in -ea ‘ont, a
un moment donné, fait partie de la langue parlée’, but the absence of any
such form from the papyri known to him leads him to conclude that they did
not belong to the original Ionic layer of Herodotus’ language and were only
introduced into the text by ‘des copistes ioniens ... par negligence’.”” The
consequence of this reasoning is that he always corrects Zépéea to Eepénr,
even at 7.4 where, as noted, Zépéea is actually transmitted by al/l manuscripts.
Legrand thus contradicts the criterion that he applies elsewhere for other
features, where morphological variation is preserved and readings follow the
majority of testimonies.

Rosén’s edition, published in two volumes in 1987 and 1997, marks a stark
difference from all previous texts. Based on the linguistic principles set out
in the grammar (Rosén (1962)) and, from a philological point of view, on
Stein’s method,”" this edition tends to preserve the high variation
represented in the manuscripts rather than normalise it on the basis of a
preconceived idea of Herodotus’ language. Editorial interventions are scanty
if compared to the heavily normalising re-writing of ‘deviant’ forms carried
out by other editors. Despite this seemingly ‘descriptive’ approach, Rosén’s

% See Legrand (1942) 186: ‘[m]anuscrits et papyri semblent dériver tous, pour ce qui
concerne le fond du texte, d’'une méme recension, d’'une méme édition antique, qui, des les
premiers siecles de notre ére, devait étre la plus répandue; ils n’en sont, si je puis employer
une expression moderne, que des “tirages” plus ou moins exacts et plus ou moins soignés’.

% Legrand (1942) 191.

%7 Legrand (1942) 195.

%8 Legrand (1942) 200—1.

% Legrand (1942) 201—4.

0 Quotations from Legrand (1942) 219—20.
' Cf. McNeal (1989) 555.
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work is in fact the final product of a very personal wterpretation of linguistic
and compositional matters based on a strict (albeit idiosyncratic) set of
theoretical premises. Following from his idea that Herodotus’ language was
eclectic from the start, Rosén may adopt the majority variant of a certain
feature against the choice he has just made for the same feature in another
passage of the text.”? For instance, he keeps both Zépfea and Zepénv,
working from the assumption that they both existed in Ionic. He goes out of
his way to explain that the alternation between the two forms in the
manuscripts is not haphazard, but depends on ‘regular’ rules of syntactic
sandhz: simply put (Rosén’s list of rules is much more complex), Herodotus
used Zépénv before a word beginning with a vowel and Eépéea before a word
beginning with a consonant.”

Rosén’s text, therefore, represents Herodotus’ language according to a
set of standards which he believes to be genuinely Herodotean, as opposed
to the inevitable later alterations.”* This method has met with severe
criticism, for reasons lucidly explained by Corcella.” However, Rosén’s
otherwise unorthodox edition has an indubitable advantage: it provides
readers with a rich apparatus on the basis of which they can judge
manuscript readings for themselves (though errors abound).” This proves
invaluable when one is interested in the treatment of a given feature across
the whole manuscript tradition,”” something which is usually impossible to
assess through the apparatus of most of the other editions, with the exception
of some of the volumes of the Valla Herodotus. I refrain here from discussing
the textual choices made in the Valla Herodotus because the volumes have
been edited by different scholars;”™ I will consider specific points of interest

2 See McNeal (1989) 559 for examples and the ratio of Rosén’s choices.

7 His reasoning is actually more complicated and involves an amount of special
pleading: see Rosén (1962) 69—74, and particularly the last two pages on Zépéns. On the
inconsistent application of these criteria to the edition, see Corcella (1989) 245-6.

™ Cf. Rosén (1987—97) Lv.

7 Corcella (1989) and (1998).

7 Cf. Rosén (1987—97) Lxxiv. It should be noted that Rosén does not appear to have

personally collated all manuscripts, which means that his apparatus is often erroneous: see
Corcella (1989) for many examples.

7 He thus often reports the readings of Humanistic manuscripts, such as M and Q (see
the next section for examples). Rosén is much less dutiful in reporting variants in papyri: cf.
McNeal (1989) 561.

78 The Valla Herodotus begins with the edition of Book 1 by Asheri (1988); the latest
addition is Book 7 by Vannicelli-Corcella-Nenci (2017).
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when dealing with -€ewv infinitives in the next section.

Compared to Rosén’s hypertrophic apparatus, the new OCT edition of
the Histores by Wilson (2015b), which follows Hude’s but contains
fundamental new conjectures, may seem too spare to some users, though it
1s now indispensable because of its up-to-date and more trustworthy use of
papyri. Wilson’s textual choices often restore ‘correct’ Ionic forms, based on
the assumption that ‘in matters of dialect manuscripts are unrealiable’.”
However, there is no section, in either the Introduction to the edition or in
the accompanying volume of Herodotea, which defines the dialect with more
precision. Wilson also mentions that Herodotus’ language may have entailed
variation from the start, either because of Herodotus’ ‘change of mind over
time’ or of ‘free variation in Ionic’, and he is inclined to dismiss the idea that
variations are owed to ancient editorial activity since ‘specific evidence of the
alleged activity was not found—but he essentially takes no sides.*
Concerning Zépéea accusatives, Wilson admits them into his edition in only
two cases: at 4.43.19 and at 7.4.2. In neither case does he tell his readers
where this minority reading is attested and the two cases are not the same:
at 7.4 Eépéea is the only transmitted reading (as noted by other editors: see
above), but at 4.43 it is not. In general, it seems that Wilson prefers
accusatives in -nv to those in -ea, even when the latter form is supported by
a more ancient testimony: see the case of the above-mentioned I'vyea of
1.8.2, where Wilson prefers the reading I'vynv of A and the whole Roman
family against I'byea of P.Oxy. 3372.!

This overview of modern editions has provided a basis for assessing an
interesting case-study, the treatment of thematic infinitives in -éew in
Herodotus’ text. In approaching these suspiciously inauthentic features, we
should pay attention to the fact that despite the many advances in epigraphy
and philology, every edition of the Histories remains not only a modern
interpretation of the textual transmission (¢a va sans dire), but the ‘child’ of a
given editor’s preconceived idea about Herodotus’ Ionic. The guiding
principle in these editorial choices is not always the actual variant readings
in manuscripts, since these show alternative treatments of the same

7 Wilson (2015b) vi.

8 Wilson (2015b) vi.

8 Both the edition (Wilson (2015b)) and the accompanying volume of Herodotea (Wilson
(2015a)) are succinct in their elucidation of Wilson’s views of the relationship between

testimonies: Wilson also refrains from providing a stemma codicum. On these aspects see the
review by Stronk (2017).
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phonological and morphological element, and often within the same word
(i.e., one gets both contracted and uncontracted verbs, and both ¢uAetv and
¢LAéew), but an abstract idea of correctness which is sometimes based on
epigraphic evidence, as already advocated, e.g., by Bechtel,* and sometimes
on ad hoc rules.®® The case-study provided in the next section is a practical
example of how those interested in assessing the textual evidence for a
certain linguistic phenomenon cannot only work with Wilson’s (or Hude’s)
edition, but need to consult Rosén (because of his richer apparatus, if not for
the solidity of his text) and double-check this evidence against Stein,

Legrand, and the Fondazione Valla edition.

5. -¢ew Infinitives in Herodotus and their Linguistic Background

Infinitives in -eéewv are part of the large number of uncontracted forms
transmitted in Herodotus’ text, among which those from presents in -éw are
especially common: consider for instance ¢eideo for peidov, kadeopevas for
kalovpévas, or epopee for époper. Contractions and the lack of them (vocalic
hiatus) represent one of the thorniest linguistic issues that Herodotean
scholars face when comparing Herodotus’ manuscripts and papyri with
Tonic inscriptions. As a rule (the emphasis is necessary here: see below)
Herodotus’ text has uncontracted -eo- or -ev-. The latter is an orthographic
rendering regularly attested in Ionic inscriptions from about the fourth
century BCE, but sporadically evidenced also in earlier epigraphic texts.®*
Considering that epigraphic practice is conservative, it is not impossible that
Herodotus really used forms in -ev-, reflecting an earlier uncontracted stage
as /eo/. Critical editions are unanimous in leaving such sequences uncon-
tracted in -éw verbs, even when manuscripts may witness contracted -ov-. In

82 Bechtel (1924) 10-11.
8 As in the case of Rosén (1962) and (1987—97). On the dangers of this method, see A.
Corcella ap. Vannicelli-Corcella-Nenci (2017) 1-6.

8 The modern treatment of this graphic rendering has crossed paths with Homeric
philology, since -ev- appears in the oldest copies of Homer. The question of whether this
writing may represent an authentic phonological reality in Homer need not concern us
here: for appraisals of this problem, readers can consult M. L. West (1998) 104, who
considers it a mere graphic element, with no linguistic reality in the later phases of the
Homeric epics (see also West (2001) 164); and the opposite view presented (in my opinion
convincingly) by Passa (2001), namely that some instances of -ev- in the Homeric text must
be ancient. Passa (2001) 391—2, 410 also collects evidence for the use of -ev- in Ionic
inscriptions before the fourth century BCE.
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other words, all editors work from the assumption that forms with hiatus are
original and must be restored in place of contracted ones, considered to be
trivialisations. All of them also keep some forms with -ev- (e.g., motevpeva at
1.61.12 for moiedpeva, or avevpévoror at 1.165.2 for wveopevoror in Wilson’s
edition), side by side with forms with -eo- (e.g., the participle kaAeopévas in
1.165.2 Wilson).

-ee- too 1s mostly left uncontracted in Herodotus’ manuscripts. Here
however the divergence from papyri and inscriptions is more pronounced.
Papyri have many contracted forms (which may still be considered later
trivialisations based on Attic or koine contract verbs), and no late-archaic or
Classical inscription from Ionia has forms with uncontracted -ee- (an
exception being, of course, epigrams: their diction imitates poetic, and
especially epic, language). The treatment of -ee- in Herodotus may thus be
explained in both the scenarios discussed above, §3, namely:

(1) Herodotus’ original language could have complied with Ionic
inscriptions: hence, uncontracted -ee- must have been introduced by ancient
editors and copyists.®

(2) Alternatively, many (or even all) instances of uncontracted -ee- could
have been used by Herodotus to give his language a more archaic flavour:
in this perspective, the contracted forms in -ec- attested in papyri and
manuscripts could be trivialisations.®

In both scenarios, the impression is that ancient editors or Herodotus
himself adopted uncontracted -ee- to comply with its treatment in Homer.
Modern critical editions, on their part, have a higher number of
uncontracted -ee- forms than contracted -ec-.*’

Uncontracted infinitives in -€ewv are of two types. In the present infinitive
of -ém verbs, -€ewv represents a regular stage, preceding the final contraction:
thus, popeewv derives from *phore-en, a form in which the /e/ of the root has

% This view is endorsed, among others, by Bredow (1846) 319—20 and Bechtel (1924) 12.

% See, e.g., Merzdorf (1875) 147. Hemmerdinger thinks that uncontracted forms (as well
as other linguistic features) are original and depend on the fact that Herodotus’ text was
originally sung (my emphasis): cf. Hemmerdinger (1981) 170.

% Generalisations are always dangerous when it comes to the complex topic of
contractions (or the lack thereof) in the Homeric text, a topic which takes up thirty pages in
Chantraine’s Grammaire Homérique. Concerning -éw verbs, see Chantraine (1958) 39: ‘Lorsque
les deux e en contact se trouvaient au temps faible les deux graphies contracte et non
contracte sont admises par la métrique’ (e.g., in the vulgate imperfects are usually
uncontracted, but imperatives are usually contracted: this may be due to the graphic
modernisation of the text).
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not yet contracted with the /&/ (written with the ‘spurious diphthong’ e¢)
deriving from the encounter between the thematic vowel and the inherited
thematic infinitive ending (i.e., -e-en < -e-hen, a stage witnessed by Myce-
naean, < *-¢-sen).” Present infinitives in -éewv are amply attested in the
Homeric language.

The second type of -éewv infinitives are aorist formations such as Baléewv.
These are Homeric as well, but do not represent an original stage of the
language. The starting point of the thematic aorist infinitive of fadw is the
trisyllabic form *bal-e-hen (from *bal-e-sen), which regularly yields BaAetv after
contraction: in Baléewv there is one more syllable and hence the form is
linguistically artificial. The rise of these -€ewv aorist infinitives in the Homeric
language has received different interpretations. Since all these forms occur
either before a consonant or before a caesura, an older view maintained that
they arose from the wrong metacharactérismos of archaic writings such as
BAAEEN, supposedly representing the original uncontracted stage of the
aorist infinitive (i.e., fadéev + consonant). This interpretation was later
abandoned. According to Pierre Chantraine, -éewv aorist infinitives were
modelled on the present infinitives of -éw verbs: since, e.g., popéw regularly
had both ¢opetv and ¢opéewv, Baletv was accompanied by an artificial form,
i.e., Baréew.® However, Alexander Nikolaev rightly notes that ‘[i]t is unclear
why thematic aorists should have been modelled precisely on the contract
verbs in -ée/o-, given the lack of any special paradigmatic connection
between these two classes of forms’. He therefore proposes that the analogy
was triggered by another class of verbs, the infinitives of asigmatic ‘liquid
futures’ such as épetv/épéewv, ‘which likewise had active infinitives both in
contracted -etv and uncontracted -éec’.”

Nikolaev situates the creation of these analogical aorist infinitives in the
last phases of the Homeric epics, when lonic bards developed them to
replace, in certain metrical environments, old Aeolic infinitives in -éuev (e.g.,
Balépev), themselves probably covering for older uncontracted forms
(*BaXéev): this was possible when infinitives with the shape (C)VC-éuev, like
Balépev, occurred before a consonant and therefore had an anapaestic
shape which could be covered by the new analogical -€éewv.”! An important

% On the carly history of the Greek thematic infinitive ending, see Garcia Ramon (1977).
8 Chantraine (1958) 493.

9 Nikolaev (2013) 82.

9 For the linguistic details of this process, see Nikolaev (2013) 83-5.
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point that Nikolavev has contributed to stressing is that such aorist infinitives
in -€ewv were never part of epichoric Ionic. This is shown not only by the fact
that they are never found in Ionic inscriptions (or in inscriptions in other
dialects, save for some late poetic usages which will be tackled in §6 below),
but also by their absence in Hesiod, who ‘did not have access to the poetic
tradition where the thematic aorist infinitives in -éewv were available as
substitutes for contracted (and therefore unmetrical) Ionic forms in -etv’.”

Having clarified the Homeric background of both types of infinitives in
-€ew, let us go back to Herodotus. The textual tradition has -€ewv for both
the present infinitives of -éw verbs and a number of thematic aorist
infinitives. Medieval manuscripts tend to have more present infinitives in
-éewv than aorist forms, where the contracted (and regular) ending -€tv is far
more common. As already noted by Paap,” the papyri comply with this
distribution: uncontracted present infinitives in -éecv are amply attested in the
papyrological tradition, but we also get at least two aorist forms as well (see
below for these). In general, modern editors keep present infinitives such as
¢opéev uncontracted, complying with their treatment of other -ee-
sequences, but tend to discard aorist infinitives in -éewv, no matter what the
manuscripts and papyri attest to individual forms.” This, however, makes
life difficult for those who are interested in the minutiae of linguistic details
since the real situation in manuscripts and papyri is not systematically
acknowledged in the apparatus of these editions.

We can get an idea of the situation by considering how the thematic aorist
infinitives of Herodotus Book 1 are treated in the five major current editions:
Wilson (= 7LG), Hude (1927), Legrand (1932), Rosén (1987), and Asheri
(1988). There are 69 thematic aorist infinitives in Book 1. Most of them are
transmitted in their regular contracted form (e.g., Baletv) and all editors

92 Nikolaev (2013) 86. Cf. Porro (2014) 148 for a critique.

9 Paap (1948) 86—7: ‘Permulti iam, inter quos Wilamowitzius invenitur, formis, quae ee
vel eer praebent, in codicibus fere traditis fiduciam negarunt. Titulis Ioniis poetisque
contrahere solentibus et Herodotum sic fecisse putant. Sed nunc papyri nobis servatae—
eae quoque, quac ante actatem Antoninorum linguam antiquam amantem scriptac sunt—
scripturam codicum confirmant. Igitur antiquis temporibus hanc ortam esse constat’ (my emphasis).

9% Apart from Dindorf (1844) xxv, who makes a case for preserving most of the -éecv
forms, and Rosén (1962) 156, who accepts them as ‘allomorphs’ of those in -efv, most
scholars and editors have rejected these aorist infinitives: see, e.g., Bredow (1846) 324;
Merzdorf (1875) 154; Fritsch (1876) 107; Rosén (1987—97) Lix; Legrand (1942) 202; Corcella
ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 16.
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except Rosén always choose this form, even in the case of those infinitives
for which there is evidence of variation in the manuscripts. These are:

(1) amoduyetv at 1.1.18 Wilson. Transmitted by all main manuscripts
except A; accepted by Wilson, Hude, and Legrand; Rosén and Asheri
print amoguyeewv of A.

(2) Staduyetv at 1.10.1 Wilson. Accepted by all editors except Rosén
and Asheri, who print Siagvyeewv. This variant is transmitted by all
main manuscripts (see apparatus in Hude and Legrand).

(3) mepuedetv at 1.24.14 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is the
only one to note that cod. M has meptidéewr.”

(4) i8etv at 1.32.8 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is the only
one to note that codd. MQ have (eewv.

(5) mabetv at 1.32.8 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is the only
one to note that codd. MQ have maféewr.

(6) émaxetv at 1.32.37 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is the
only one to note that codd. MQ have émoyeéewv.

(7) eXetv at 1.36.9 Wilson. Accepted by all editors except Asheri, who
prints eAéewv of the codices. The apparatus of the other editions registers
the presence of the variant eAéew in different ways (Wilson and
Legrand: ‘codd.’; Hude: ‘L’; Rosén: ‘A’).

(8) ouveéeAetv at 1.36.17 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is the
only one to note that the variant cuveeléewv is attested in C.

(9) éxpabetv at 1.73.12 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is the
only one to note that codd. MQ have éxpabéewv.

(10) ovvdpapetv at 1.87.7 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is the
only one to note that cod. M has ovv8papéewv.

(11) amoguyetv at 1.91.3 Wilson. Wilson, Hude and Legrand print
amoguyetv but note the presence of the variant amoguyeewr in codd.
Rosén and Asheri print amoguvyeewr as found in the manuscripts.

(12) SuaaBetv at 1.114.12 Wilson. Accepted by all editors. Rosén is
the only one to note that dtadaféecv is transmitted by cod. M.

% Here and elsewhere Rosén registers the variants of the later codices M (16th century)
and Q) (end of 15th century), which were the basis for the Aldine editio princeps (cf. Mondrain
(1995)). These manuscripts report readings which are otherwise unknown to the rest of the
tradition: they could be later unsystematic innovations, though it is not impossible that some
of them originated in antiquity.
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Book 1 1s the best represented in the papyri, but none of the published ones
has preserved the lines in which the twelve infinitives for which there is
evidence of variation occur. It may perhaps seem otiose to check the amount
of variation that characterises a morphological class unanimously defined as
artificial and often transmitted only as variae lectiones in minor manuscripts,
but this exercise 1s useful for pinpointing the factors behind the presence of
-éew aorist infinitives in Herodotus’ text. According to Legrand, they were
introduced by ‘absent-minded copyists’ and must always be corrected.” This
approach stands in contradiction to his acceptance of other uncon-
tracted -ee- forms, which he defends because of their frequency in both
manuscripts and papyri and because he cannot rule out that these
uncontracted forms ‘ne remonte pas a Hérodote lui-méme’.”” Why can the
same not be applied to -éewv infinitives? These too were features of the
Homeric language which ancient editors (or, in principle, Herodotus
himself) could have introduced into the text according to a precise
reasoning. The comparatively smaller number of -€ewv infinitives in relation
to those in -etv may be due to linguistic normalisation in later (i.e.,
Byzantine) stages of the text. At first sight, the meagre papyrological
evidence weighs in favour of ‘normal’ -etv forms. However, as I propose
below, the distribution follows a morphological rationale that reinforces the
suspicion that at least some aorist -éewv infinitives may have already been
present in Herodotus’ ancient text.

A better look at the available evidence allows us to see that a
morphological criterion could have guided the variation in aorist infinitive
endings and that this may still be quite well represented in the manuscripts.
The aorist infinitives of Book 1 for which the manuscripts transmit variants
in -éewv mostly derive from thematic aorists which have the shape (C)VC:
(-)pvyeiv, idetv, mabetv, (-)edetv, (-)uabetv, (-)3papetv. In other words, most of
these forms comply with the epic conditions for the creation of -éewv aorist
infinitives: a root with a short syllable which, attached to -éewv, forms an
anapaest and can be accommodated across two hexametric feet. Of the
attested 12 variants in -éewv of Book 1, 6 have exactly this shape: (d¢ew,
mabéewv, eléewv, ovvefeléewr, e’K‘u,aeéew, and ovvﬁpap,éew (notice that the
compounded forms, too, could fit the hexameter). The impression,

% ‘[L]es forms en -éewv que les manuscrits des deux familles présentent ca et la ont été
calquées par des copistes distraits sur les infinitifs presents non contractés des verbs en -éw;
elles sont a corriger’: Legrand (1942) 204.

97 Legrand (1942) 202.
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therefore, is that whoever inserted these infinitives into the text did so by
applying the criteria which he observed at work in the Homeric language.

Of course, it may be objected that the 6 other infinitives (amogvyéerv
repeated twice, 8La¢v'yéew, 7T€pLL8é€LV, éWLaxéELV, and 8La)\a,3éew) do not
have a shape that would fit the hexameter; moreover, the verbs amopedyw,
Stapetyw, and SradapPave (in whatever tense) are never found in the
Homeric epics. These 6 forms, however, cease to look like an exception once
we realise that, except for eémayéewv, their uncompounded base verbs all
produce aorist infinitives in -éecv which have the required shape and are
attested in both Homer and Herodotus, namely ¢vyéewv, (8éewv, and
AafBéewv. A counter-proof that this principle is at play in the opposition
between aorist infinitives in -etv and in -éew is the fact that the g instances
of éXfetv in Book 1 never have the variant élféewv in the manuscripts,
because its cretic prosody is incompatible with the hexameter.”® A further
check on Books 2 and g confirms that eAfetv never occurs as eAféev.

The evidence collected so far suggests that the distribution of -éew
infinitives in the tradition of Herodotus’ text is not at all casual: not only does
it depend on the comparison between Herodotus’ language and Homer’s,
but the criteria governing the use of -éewv infinitives in Homer are also
reinforced in the Herodotean tradition.” Scholarship has neglected this fact.
For instance, neither Bredow nor Merzdorf,'"™ who diligently produced a
catalogue of -éewv aorist infinitives transmitted by manuscripts, noticed that
they tend to be of the ‘anapaestic’ type or, in the case of preverbed forms
that would be unmetrical in the hexameter, that they are still compounded
forms of ‘anapaestic’ infinitives. For his part, Rosén in his edition strangely
states: ‘ignoro, qua ratione vel ex historia vel e structura linguae illud Baleewv
explicari possit’.!"" As far as I can tell, Smyth is the only one to note that ‘all
of these forms are Homeric, though the prepositions do not always agree’'??

% The only forms used by Homer are éA6éuev and éXfetv: see Porro (2014) 153.

9 A similar criterion would be at play in the treatment of other verbal forms (e.g.,
opéwvTes) discussed by Galligani (2001) 2735 as concerns cod. Laur. Conv. Suppr. 207 (C),
forms which she attributes to ancient editors, not Byzantine copyists.

19 Bredow (1846) 324—7; Merzdorf (1875) 154.

1% Rosén (1987—97) Lix.

192 Smyth (1894) 499. Smyth’s statement refers to the forms ‘in which there is absolute
consensus’ in the manuscript tradition, namely BaAéewv (with compounds ouvpPadéewy,
amofaléey, vmepPaléewy), eXéey, amobavéewy, déewv, mabéewy, meaéewv (with compounds
ovpmeTéeLy, peTameaéeLy), payéewy, dmoduyéewy, Sraduyéew: see Smyth (1894) 499 n. 3.
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and that ‘Hdt. is never made guilty of an attempt to create an *é\0eewv, an
*etméewv, or an *ayayéew, forms which could not find admission into the
hexameter’.'” His conclusion is that these infinitives are ‘a signal instance of
the effort to render poetical the diction of the historian’ perpetrated by
‘pseudo-Ionicizing grammarians and scribes’.

Is it possible to lend more plausibility to this interpretation? In §2 above,
we saw that the evidence for this pseudo-lonicising activity on Herodotus’
text is non-existent, if not completely lacking. A first answer could come from
the papyri, which unfortunately do not transmit those passages of Book 1
where we have evidence of variation between -etv and -éew. In two other
cases, we have papyrological evidence for aorist infinitives in -etv which do
not have -éewv variants in the manuscripts. etmetv of 1.199.15 Wilson is also
reported in P.Ross.Georg. 1.15 (third century CE): here the lack of any variant
*elméew confirms the hypothesis that only (C)VC stems received the ending
-éewv. However, according to this rationale we would expect P.Mil. Vogl. inv.
1212 (second/third century CE) to have Aaféew at 1.187.12, but the papyrus
has AaBetv.

The results are slightly more encouraging when we turn to papyri
transmitting other books of the Histories, though the evidence is limited. We
have one case of an anapaestic Baléewv (Hdt. 2.111.8 Wilson) in P.Oxy. 3376,
frr. 257, col. 1.32, a ‘tall imposing roll’ in a ‘well-written hand’ (second
century CE);'"" and three cases of infinitives in -etv which would not scan,
were they to use the ending -éewv:

(1) mapererv of Hdt. g.72.11 Wilson, transmitted in P.Oxy. 1619, col.
37.446, one of the oldest Herodotean papyri (end first/beg. second
century CE), written in a fine hand and showing evidence of
‘considerable revision’;!®

(2) ouvayayetv of Hdt. 2.111.16 Wilson, transmitted in P.Oxy. §376, fr. 28,
col. 1.6 (second century CE);

(3) emoyxetv of Hdt. 8.5.2 Wilson, transmitted in P.Oxy 3383, col. ii.2

(second/third century CE).'%

1% Smyth (1894) 499—500.
10¢ See the description by M. Chambers in P.0Oxy. 48.3376.
15 See Grenfell’s and Hunt’s introduction to P.Oxy. 13.1609.

1% T have checked all the Herodotean papyri currently listed in MP3. Most of them do
not transmit passages where a thematic aorist active infinitive is used. P.Ryl. 1.55 does not
preserve the part of 2.107.2 where pafetv occurs; in P.Oslo inv. 1487 the infinitive dmofavety
is in lacuna.
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Four forms perhaps are not enough to conclude that the papyrological
tradition already followed the distribution posited above. It is telling,
however, that no counter-example is to be found except for AaBeiv in
P.Mil.Vogl. inv. 1212. It is also noteworthy that the reading BaAéewv of P.Oxy.
3376 1s paralleled unanimously by the medieval manuscripts.

The interpretation that we can advance on the basis of the evidence
reviewed so far is not without discrepancies, but reveals that an overarching
principle is at work in the distribution of variants or the lack of them. It seems
that, by and large, both manuscripts and papyri tend to associate (C)VC
stems (with V indicating a long syllable rather than only a long vowel), such as
é)\@-, eZ'JT-, B)\a(rr- and mePLOT-, 1O infinitives in -etv.'” There are no -éew
infinitives from these stems. An opposite tendency seems to be at work with
(C)VC stems such as éA-, pab-, dvy-: they mostly receive variants in -éewv. In
both cases, the resulting infinitive form would fit into a hexametric line. As
noted, a very telling fact is that the exceptions to this distribution all concern
compound forms of (C)VC stems. Although dvalaBéerv, dmoduvyéer,
dtadaBéewv, Sratapeery, eevpéewy, emayéew, petafaléew, ovpPalée, and
ouvdpapeery would not fit the hexameter, they are still compounded forms of
anapaestic sumplicia which do fit the hexameter. If we posit that there existed
a general rule that required one to attach -éewv to (C)VC stems, we can see
why some of their compounds may have received this treatment too.

This ‘poetic’ treatment of thematic aorist infinitives is usually attributed
to the intervention of ancient editors. However, within the scenario of
Herodotus writing in an elaborate literary language, it is not a priori
impossible that he used these infinitives himself. Given that we will never be
able to prove this last hypothesis, it may not be idle to speculate further on
the linguistic and extra-linguistic motivations that may have influenced the
ancient editors in their treatment of thematic aorist infinitives. My personal
hunch is that this characterisation of the text must have started early on and
that the second-century CE P.Oxy. 3376, with its BaAéewv, represents not the
beginming of this trend, but its consolidation. The background behind this
editorial practice may be contextualised by turning to another type of
evidence which has never been tackled to assess this question: metrical
inscriptions. Granted that aorist infinitives in -éew are literary artificial
creations and hence absent from prose inscriptions, a re-assessment of their

17 In producing these lists I have relied on the data collected in Bredow (1846) g324—7.
Spot-checks on the apparatus in Rosén’s edition confirm that Bredow’s data are sound.
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use 1n inscribed epigrams vis-a-vis the literary tradition offers some useful
insights for the interpretation of their presence in Herodotus’ text as well.

6. -¢ewv Aorist Infinitives in Inscriptions
and Post-Classical Literature

A search for -éewv infinitives (both present and aorist) in the PHI database
shows that such infinitives are completely absent from all types of
inscriptional texts until about the middle of the fourth century BCE. As one
would expect, given the poetic pedigree of both the uncontracted present
infinitives and the artificial aorist forms, infinitives in -éewv all occur in poetic
texts, mostly funerary epigrams. Present infinitives in -éew first occur around
the mid-fourth century BCE: the first attestation is éAeeiv ‘to mourn’ in SEG
35.708, a funerary epigram from Amphipolis; they have about 16 attestations
in total until the late-antique period.

The interesting fact is the date-range of the attestations of the aorist
infinitives. The first known example, wafléewv, occurs in the so-called Delian
aretalogy of Sarapis (/G XI.4 1299), an inscription in both prose and
hexameters composed towards the end of the third century BCE to celebrate
the history of this Egyptian cult at Delos.'” The hexametric part (Il. 30—94)
consists in a hymn to Sarapis composed by one Maiistas. As one would
expect, its language is heavily influenced by the Homeric Runstsprache and at
the beginning of line 69 (7 7¢ xp7 mabéewv) mabéewv occupies the same metrical
position as in 1l. 17.32 (= 20.198).

The second example occurs in a public funerary epigram from Thera for
a priest of Apollos Carneios, Admetos Theokleidas (/G XII.g 868, 1. 8), which
can be dated to the late second century or early first century BCE based on
other inscriptions mentioning the same person. The language of the epigram
is not particularly Homeric, which shows that -éewv aorist infinitives had
slowly become acceptable in metrical inscriptions even outside an epicising
context.'"”

1% Engelmann (1975). For the dating, see now Moyer (2008) 102.

1% The epigram, preceded by a prose text in Doric, runs as follows: o) pdvov edyobpev
Aakedaipovos ek Baoilijov | évva 8¢ Oertalins éx mpoysvwy yevouny, | odlw 8" Adurgrov kat’
” T I e nw ; o
{oov kAéos ws dvop’ eVx@. | el 8¢ Svw AelmovTa TpinkooTod ETeds pe | Ocvkeida maTpos voopioe

N ;T e , , sy y o
Moip’ 6Mo7), | TetAaTw ds TlnAeds s mpomatwp [T]e Dépns: | 00de yap dp[ke|ow Eoyev: émel

, N \ . 1N e e s ,
mavrws av vméorn | Sis Bavée<t>v [ad]Tos [(B]vT é[pu<é>] Aevmdpevos.
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The number of -éewv aorist infinitives starkly increases in Imperial poetry
on stone. etotdeewv occurs in [Smyrna 549, a funerary epigram for a woman
named Paula dated to between the first and the second centuries CE.""” The
epigram is not the best example of Greek poetry, but this adds to the
impression that these artificial infinitives had become common trade even
for less skilled local poets.

The next attestation, again of tdéew, occurs in line 13 of a late second-
century CE funerary epigram in eleven elegiacs from Pamphylia, mourning
Konon who died away from home.'"" This carefully composed epigram,
detailing the places to which Konon travelled before meeting an untimely
death, employs all the typical features of the Homeric Runstsprache, such as
mrodw (1. 1), the participles with diekiasis yedowoav (1. ) and elgopowv (1. 16),
the unaugmented aorists d¢€ato (1. 8), Oikev (l. 12), mpoowriéaro (l. 15) and
dvvaaa (1. 17), the Ionic genitive singular nyepovijos (l. 11), and accusative
plural yovqas (1. 13) to mention only the most notable. In L. 19 the infinitive
(déew occurs within what is probably an allusion to an Odyssean passage,
whose emphatic repetition of 7Tp£V it imitates: ... 0 &’ dpﬂTo’LKT’qg, 7Tp2,V Xpévov
E’K’TG)\E’O‘GL, | 7Tp2,V 7TC’LTP77V ZSéew He 76 SeleépOV 7’78% 'yovﬁag, | ';7’p7TCLG€V o <Cf

Od. 4.475-7: 0b yap Tou mplv poipa ¢idovs T  (déewv kai tkéabar | olkov

1% A later date, to the mid-second century CE, was proposed by Keil: see ISmyma, p. 253.
The text runs as follows: Téxvov éuov TadAa, pOvibn Saxpdois ge Bodaa / Tota Tis dAkvwy
matdas ddvpopévy. | kwdal 8 avrayotor méTpar kal TUvPos amexhis, | s Tov Eudv TokeTdy
éofeoev nelov. | del 8 ws Nuofn mérpivov dakpy maow opdpac | avlpamors dy<é>wv mévbos
Exovoa povy. | & dde kal Salpwv, pkpov pébes is dos éNbetv | matdav éuqy Tadlav, Sols Sé
pou elowd<é>ewy. | o0 go. DPepoedovny T6de pépperar 0vdé s Ady | v Téoov TANTHIZEZY
matda éuny kat dvap. In line 8 the engraver incised the ‘normal’ infinitive EIZIAEIN, but
metre clearly requires eloidéewv.

" Ed. Bean/Mitford 1970, no. 49: Bypvrov 16 mapoibev 6te wréAy ﬁ)\eov és é[abApv] |

. o o \ , , \ / y N , o,
Pwpaikis povons elveka kal vopipwv, | éAmopny yedowoav Exmv kal Salpova mkpd|v], | ovkér
» v, ” <, 13y . ” ) p ”
éml matpny fAvbov querépmy. | 4AXL pe mpdtov E8exto Sikacmolipor pédovra | doTu
[adawerivys dpxapos apdiémov: | ketbev 8 Avtidyoro pidn woAis, éx 8é u éxelvns | Belbuviv
Y , ” ) , , o - ) . p
ayaln 8éfato pumrpomodist Evlev éuov arrfesor voov kal emidpova pijrv | Képros ounAukins

\ 3 ’ ’ ’ ’e < ~ ~ ¢ Qy € , \
moAAOV ayacoauevos | ouvkabedpov Onfins Netdwidos fyepovijos | Ofxev. o 8 apmaktys, mplv

Xpovov éxteléoar, | mpiv maTpny (8éewv pe 1O debTepov N yovijas, | jpmacev ééamivys els
Axépovt’ Aldms. | TyA[obe(?) 8] épxopevds(?) pe marnp mpoomTiéaTo xepal, | vekpov émi éewvijs
kelpevov eloopowv. | aAa kal ws Netdov Te péyav kal wévTov dvuooa, | avti yapwy oTovaydv

~ ” 2 , ’ s 3 5 rQr ’ B A - , ®

TobTov Eyer<v>(?) pe Tago[v]. | pyryp 8 adt’ 68VvoL memappévn év xBovi kiTar: | ketpe 8 wde
Kovav aviyp Mobonor pepndds, | uxny és paxdpwv vijooov éxwv ayabnv. |/ dAAd, marep
Tpditde, py Tég00v 680peo’ kat yap dptoTor | waides émovpavinmv fAvbov els Aldy.
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ebkTipevov kal anv és matpida yatav | mplv y’ o1’ av Alydmroro, duumeTéos
TOTAROLO ...).

A similar rhetorical construction, with a repetition of mpiv, characterises
the two lines of IGBulg V 5930, a third-century CE funerary epigram for a
mother and her small son from Nicopolis ad Nestum, which features the
artificial infinitives eloudéerv and mabeew.'? The epigram employs several
typically epic phono-morphological elements: lack of contractions and
omission of the augment, genitives such as €o (l. 2) and epeto (1. 6), the form
oz’)’uop,a (l. 6), etc.

The later attestations of thematic infinitives in -éewv amount to eleven
forms, almost all in funerary epigrams. Apart from the verbs which already
occur in earlier epigrams, later inscriptions also contain exgvyeewv (TAM V.2
840, Lydia, 253/254 CE) and expabéery (Marek, Kat. Pompeiopolis 29, undated):
the latter shows that this artificial ending could be paired with verbs that
have no epic pedigree (the first attestation of expavfave is in Herodotus).'"?

It is likely that the increasing use of -éew aorist infinitives in Greek
epigrammatic language depends on trends which had arisen in other literary
milieus already in the Hellenistic period. As mentioned in the preceding
section, despite being a Homeric feature, these infinitives are prominently
not common in poetic language outside the Homeric epics. They never
feature in Hesiod, being confined to the pseudo-Hesiodic poems.''* They
later resurface in Hellenistic hexameter poetry, with the first examples in

12 §épkeo ofjua, pépiate, kal elpeo 1is kape TovTo. | ‘Eppoyévns mobéwv pe, xapil{opevos 8’
€o maldl | Ok edmAokdp<w> ¥’ Gy fpmace Moipa kparawy | mplv yapov elowdéewy, mpiv
avépe Aékrpa ovvadsa, | mplv uxiy mabéew Tu, dxTjpatos és Beov nAev. | el 8¢ Béders kat éueto
Kkal viéos obvou’ dakoboar, | kADOi, ¢pidos' Téke[o]s Ampoodiveos Adowov kijp, | adrap éyw
Marpava, mods 8¢ pow Emdero Nikn, | ketpar 8 év0[ad’] Eywye obv viél maidi TéT[apT]os.

"% The other seven attestations are: (1) favéewv: IScM III 148, funerary epigram from
Kallatis, Scythia Minor, third/fourth century CE; (2) favéew: IC I xviii 177, funerary
epigram, Lyttos, third century CE (cf. SEG 15.566]1]); (3) mabéewv: Milet V1.g 1408, very
fragmentary epigram, Miletus, fourth/fifth century CE; (4) maféewv: Bernand, Inscr. Métr. 61,
funerary epigram, Hermopoulis Parva (?), Egypt, fourth/fifth century CE; (5) eloidéerv,
Bavéew: MAMA V R 28, funerary epigram from Nakokleia, Phrygia, undated; (6) favéecv:
MAMA V Lists 1(1), 182.85, funerary epigram from Dorylaion, Phrygia, undated; (7)
elo]udéew: TAM 11 913, fragmentary epigram, Lycia, undated.

1* See Nikolaev (2013) 85-6. The forms in the pseudo-Hesiodic poems amount to eight
(ibid. 87).
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Callimachus,'” followed by Apollonius Rhodius and Pseudo-Theocritus.!'®
The distribution of -éewv aorist infinitives in these three corpora vis-a-vis that
in Aratus and Nicander, who have none, suggests that we may be dealing with
a specific trend in Hellenistic hexameter poetry that includes compositions
close to Homer in subject-matter, but excludes ‘didactic’ poems.

If we zoom forward onto the Imperial age, we witness a very different
situation: -€ewv aorist infinitives are much more common. Oppian is so fond
of these forms that he uses them sixteen times, against only one instance of
a present infinitive (popéewv at 5.505). Dionysius Periegetes too confines -éewv
to thematic aorists. The evidence from prose texts is unfortunately less
useful. Modern editions of Hippocrates, Megasthenes and other authors
associated with Ionic prose routinely print -éewv for present infinitives of -éw,
but mostly -etv for aorist thematic forms. To assess to what extent this
faithfully reflects the textual tradition is beyond the scope of this paper, but
-€ewv aorist infinitives are definitely attested as variae lectiones in many
manuscripts, in a similar way to what we observe in the tradition of
Herodotus’ text."'” A telling fact is that the text of Lucian’s On the Syrian
Goddess has at least two securely transmitted aorist infinitives: Aaféewv (21) and
maféewv (25). In principle we cannot be certain that these infinitives go back
to Lucian himself, but their authenticity is very likely. Discussing the matter,
Lightfoot identifies two factors that may account for Lucian’s use of such
epicising traits: on the one hand, ‘the frequent lack of differentiation between
epic and Ionic prose’, on the other hand ‘the fact that the texts of Herodotus
available in the second century were already full of such pseudo-Ionisms and
epicisms, overlaid on whatever poetic forms Herodotus himself had
preferred’.!'® She therefore agrees with those scholars who rule out the
possibility that -€ewv aorist infinitives may be authentic in Herodotus.'?

15 Hec. fr. 926 Pfeiffer = 77 Hollis (a8’ dpedes favéewv krA.: the infinitive, accepted by all
editors, is a correction of R. Bentley); Dian. 63 (001" dvry (8éew xtA.); and Del. 135
(épBaréew 8lvyowy krA.), all Homeric forms.

16 Apollonius has 22 forms, not all of them Homeric (e.g., xapéewr, onpavéewv,
dvaoyeféev), against only 4 present infinitives. In the Theocritean corpus aorist infinitives
of'this kind are only attested in the spurious /dyll 25, which employs epic language (elot8éewv:
1. 44; (8éewv: 1. 184 and 222).

17 See Porro (2014) 145 n. 2.

18 Lightfoot (2003) 98.

19 Lightfoot (2008) 199—42 also shows how in this treatise Lucian sides with Aretaeus in
the treatment of both contract verbs and aorist infinitives, but not with other Ionicising texts
such as the pseudo-Herodotean Vita Homeri or Arrian’s Indica.
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Both the epigraphic and literary evidence reviewed in this section show
that -€ewv aorist infinitives were a ‘trendy’ feature of epicising poetic language
as well as Ionicising prose of the Imperial period, but that their use outside
strictly epic hexameter poetry had already begun in the early Hellenistic
period. All of this does not prove beyond all reasonable doubt that
Herodotus’ text acquired its -éecv aorist infinitives in the Imperial age, but it
certainly proves that in this period they received special attention as Ionic
(and not just epic) features; it also suggest that -€ewv aorist infinitives could
have entered Herodotus’ text already in the Hellenistic age.

The evidence from the variae lectiones in medieval manuscripts, paired with
the meagre evidence from papyri, shows that the vast majority of -éecv aorist
infinitives which first entered Herodotus’ text preserved the prosodic pattern
allowed in hexametric poetry. A final point that I wish to discuss concerns
precisely the question of metrical sequences in Herodotus’ text. Hermogenes

makes a statement on this point, which has greatly influenced modern
scholarship (/4. p. 408 Rabe):

¢ \ ~ ~ ¢ ~ b ~ ’ \ ’ \ \ \
oL yap mAetoToL Tawv pubpdv avT® kata Te Tas ovvbnkas kal kata Tas

’ ’ ’ b \ b \ ’ \ e’
Bacets SakTuALkol TE €LOL KAl AVATALOTLKOL OTOVOELAKOL TE KAL OAWS

’
oepvoL.

Most of his rhythms, which are created by the word order and the
clausulae, are dactylic and anapaestic and spondaic and, generally
speaking, solemn (transl. Wooten).

As we saw 1n §3, the idea that Herodotus purposely used metrical patterns
in his prose has been entertained by several scholars. For example,
Hemmerdinger maintains that the text was actually sung,'* while Mansour
positively concludes that

Hérodote ne connait peut-étre pas les rythmes habituels de la prose
classique, reposant notamment sur des clausules spécifiques; mais 1l fait
en revanche un large emploi de clausules dactyliques, ainsi que
d’ouvertures de phrase et, plus largement, de séquences entieres
revétant cette forme rythmique, et ce a tous les niveaux discursifs et
narratifs de son oeuvre.'?!

120 Hemmerdinger (1981) 171.

12 Mansour (2009) 448.



Ch. 8. The Homericness of Herodotus’ Language 277

However, if we look at the contexts in which -éecv aorist infinitives occur as
variae lectiones we realise that their ideally suitable metrical shape almost never
fits a hexametric (and hence, ‘epic’) sequence. Going back to the infinitives
of Book 1 (see above, §5), these comprise 6 non-metrical forms which contain
a cretic (amoduyeewv twice, daduyeewv, mepideeLy, émayeely, dtalafPeeLy)
and 6 forms with an anapaestic shape, g of which ((deewv, eAéew,
ouvdpapéerr) do not occur in prosodic contexts which may form a hexameter
or part of it.'"” We are left with two examples which, with some good will,
could be seen to make up a dactylic sequence. The varia lectio mabeewv of 1.32.8
Wilson, which occurs after the sequence moA\a 8¢ kat, produces the second
half of a pentameter (moAAa 8¢ kat mafeewv). However, the first part of the
sentence (v yap 7@ pakp®d xpovw moAAa (Lev €oTi (Oelv/i8eewy Ta u) Tis €Bedel)
does not yield a meaningful metrical pattern. The varia lectio cvveéeléewv of
1.36.17, part of the sentence kal Siakelevoopar Tolol lobol elvar ws
mpoflupoTaroiol cuvebelety vuty 70 Onplov ex Tis ywpns, could be said to form
a sequence of three dactyls with the preceding and following words
(mpoBuporaToior guvefedéewv vuiv), but it is hard to see the point of the
dactylic rhythm in this context.

The impression, therefore, is that these -éewv infinitives were not
inserted (be it by ancient scholars, Byzantine copyists, or perhaps
Herodotus himself) to specifically imitate epic prosody. This validates an
observation that Simon Hornblower makes in passing, namely that ‘it is a
noticeable feature of such [epic] echoes that they often avoid perfect
metricality’.!?

The origin of -€ewv aorist infinitives in Herodotus remains uncertain. On
balance, it seems safer to assume that they are not originally Herodotean.
However, they certainly represent an important feature through which
Herodotus’ text could hint at epic style, broadly understood. They prove the
extent of Homer’s influence on Herodotus’ language and its ancient

122 The passages are: Tas pév 87 mAedvas T@v yuvaikdy amoguyetv, Ty 8¢ Tobv avv dAApoL

. - S T T P , , oy
apmactivar (1.1); 0 pev 87 ws ovk €dvvato Siaduyety, v eTotpos (1.10); ametAnbevta de Tov
Aplova és amopiny maparrioacar, émeldn adL obTw Sokéol, mepLLdelv avTov év Tf okev) mdon

, S PN - s Y <y Cgen ,
oTavTa €v Totol €dwAloloL aeloal' aeloas O UTedeékeTo ewvTov (1.24); mpiv 8 av TedevTroN,
b ~ \ ’ ” k4 9 k ’ ’ \ ’ ~
€moyety unde kaéewy kw oABiov, aAl’ edTuxéa (1.52); kaTepyaceatar Ty TempwpevnY potpav
k4 ’ ’ b4 b ~ \ ~ b ’ b \ \ ” ~ ~
advvata €0t amoduyetv kal Oed (1.91); €éxéleve avTov Tovs adlovs waidas StadaPetv,
mbopévav 8¢ Tédv maldwv o Kipos Tov matda Tpmyéws kdpTa mepitéome paotiyénv (1.114); 6k7
yap (0voece arpateveatar Kipos, dunyavov nv éxetvo 1o Evos Sraduyelv (1.204).

123 Hornblower (1994) 67.
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reception, but they also help us to define its borders, since they do not seem
to have been used to make the text prosodically more poetic. Perhaps editors
should give these variae lectiones more credit.



Bernand,
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POET AND HISTORIAN: THE IMPACT OF
HOMER IN HERODOTUS’ HISTORIES®

Christopher J. Tuplin

his volume 1s devoted to the relationship between Herodotus and

Homer. Since it is obvious that Herodotus refers to Homer and self-

evidently reasonable to feel that the entire Herodotean enterprise
has a Homeric quality, it is not easy to address the topic without fairly rapidly
starting to engage in quite detailed commentary on Herodotus’ text, and this
1s exemplified by the other essays that appear in the present publication. The
essays by Barker and Donelli offer new mmplicit intertextual connections
between Homer and Herodotus, while that by Fragoulaki comments on an
absent intertext or an intertext that consists in absence. Tribulato deals with
what turns out to be the elusive issue of the version of Ionian dialect found
in (the manuscripts of) Homer and Herodotus—a different sort of implicit
intertextual relationship between the two writers. Harrison considers
Herodotus’ remarks on the role of Homer (and Hesiod) in creating the
familiar image of Greek gods, while Haywood examines the wider category
of which those remarks are an example (i.e., explicit Herodotean allusions
to Homer). All of these essays have methodological elements, of course, but
only that by Pelling comes close to making methodological comment a
central focus. And yet it would perhaps be misleading to characterise it too
strongly in such epistemologically heavy terms. What it does is pose a series
of practical questions about the manner and significance of (allusive)
intertextuality, and these are as much the analytical result of the practice of
intertext-searching as a road map or model for that enterprise: the discussion
1s persistently open-ended and non-prescriptive, and the conclusion looks
forward to the rest of the volume for answers. So, here too, illumination of

* Tvan Matija%i¢ was kind enough to invite me to provide some closing remarks at the
end of the Newcastle conference, but the notes I made for that purpose went missing shortly
afterwards, and there is therefore no recoverable intertextual connection between those
remarks and the present chapter. Translations in what follows are my own.
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the Homer-Herodotus relationship comes precisely from examining the
details of Herodotus text.

The present essay is resolutely in the same tradition. I start in §§1—2 with
some comments on ancient responses to the relationship between Homer
and Herodotus (something also touched on by Tribulato) and on Herodotus’
explicit references to Homer (the topic of Harrison and Haywood), but the
bulk of the essay (§3) deals with allusive intertexts (like Barker, Donelli,
Fragoulaki and Tribulato). In this section I have attempted to bring within
a single expository framework a wide variety of such intertexts—some
relatively visible in the existing literature (including other parts of this
volume), some less so or not all.! §4 attempts a summary.

I. Ancient Reception

The Homeric character of Herodotus’ Histories is a topic that engaged the
interest of some ancient literary critics and grammarians, and it is proper to
consider what they made of it. But their comments turn out to be of limited
value.

1. There is nothing unique about Herodotus’” Homeric quality. One can
readily assemble a dozen other authors who are sometimes spoken of as
having Homeric qualities. Were some more Homeric than others? Well,
Pseudo-Longinus famously calls Herodotus ‘Opmnpikdraros, but he does so
in a question: was Herodotus alone ‘Ounpikoratos? The answer is no: one
must also consider Stesichorus, Archilochus, and, above all, Plato. So
although the question attests a view that Herodotus was very Homeric, its
answer attests that not everyone thought that he was exceptionally so. And
in laying particular stress on Plato Pseudo-Longinus was not alone. For
Cassius Longinus (fr. 15 Prickard (Excerpta g)) wrote that Plato was ‘the first
who excelled in transferring Homeric grandeur (dyxos) to prose’ (o mparos
(’ipLO'T(Z 7Tp69 77\7]/ 7TE,C77V )\égLV TbV ‘OIJ/UPLK\OV 6"}/KOV I.LETEVé’)/K(I’)V)*WhiCh may
mean that all earlier ‘Opmnpikol such as Herodotus were simply less
successfully Homeric, and certainly means that none of them could self-
evidently claim to be the best at being Homeric.

! My survey will certainly have missed items that are already in the literature, not least
because this essay was entirely produced during the Covid-19 pandemic and with only
patchy access to publications not availably digitally: the digital reach of the University of
Liverpool library is good, but not all-embracing.
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2. The reasons for assigning Homeric quality to Herodotus or other
authors are of rather a general nature, when they exist at all.

Having insisted upon the point, Pseudo-Longinus actually provides no
precise explanation of what it was that made Plato so specially Homeric. In
the preceding lines Plato exemplifies the road to sublimity through imitation
of (indeed inspiration by) earlier prose and poetic writers. Elsewhere the
author speaks of Plato’s oykos kal peyadompemns oepvorns (12.9), says that he
is clever at oxnfpara (though sometimes uses them inappositely, 29.1), and
puts him alongside other top writers (Homer, Demosthenes, and others
unnamed) as one whose faults are tiny in comparison with their virtues (36).
There 1s no clear demonstration that these virtues are Homeric. In 13, the
Homeric borrowings that Ammonius listed are unexemplified, and we are
merely told that competition with Homer benefitted Plato’s philosophic
dogmas and conferred a poetic quality. Archilochus is an author who can
blaze with unruly brilliance and divine inspiration but also fall flat (33.5): he
is thus better than the poets who write impeccably—a characteristic he
shares with Homer (who makes mistakes: §3.4). So perhaps being Homeric
simply means being an exceptionally good writer—in fact, one capable of
the sublime? It is, after all, to Homer, Plato, and Demosthenes that the
aspirational writer should look as models for the sublime (14), and Herodotus
1s, of course, capable of that quality (18.2), though Pseudo-Longinus
generally cites him for use of specific (and entirely normal) stylistic tropes
that are normally done well despite some lapses of judgement>—another
great author with occasional faults.

Meanwhile to say Herodotus is a prose Homer (Salmacis inscription: SEG
48.1330) or Sappho a female one (Anthologia Palatina 1.65) or Sophocles the
Homer of Tragedy (Diog. Laert. 4.3) tells us nothing. To say Homer and
Archilochus are the best poets, but write different sorts of poetry also tells us
nothing (Dio Chrys. 33.11; Philostr. 7§ 6.620 is no better). To associate
Stesichorus, Alcaeus, Sophocles, Herodotus, Demosthenes, Democritus,
Plato and Aristotle with Homer because of shared stylistic pegorns (D.H.
Comp. 24) 1s to speak very generally, to declare Herodotus and Plato the best
imitators of Homer’s pikry appovia (half way between avornpa and ndeta
appovia) and cite Herodotus 7.8 (Xerxes’ speech proposing the war against
Greece) as an example is only slightly better (D.H. Dem. 41). More detailed

2 Herodotus can make poor choices of words ([Long.] Subl. 4.7, 43.1) but he is cited for
good examples of rhetorical questions (18.2), word order (22.1-2), vividness (26.2: saying ‘you
go to ...”, not ‘one goes to ..."), periphrasis (28.3), expressively vulgar vocabulary (31.2), and

hyperbole (38.4—5).
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are the propositions that Thucydides imitated Homer in otkovopia, choice
of vocabulary, 7 mepl v obvleowv axpiPeia, force, beauty, and speedy
narrative (Marcel. Vit. Thuc. g5) and that Sophocles achieved Homeric
charm through character-drawing, variation, and skilful use of émvonpara
(Vat. Soph.)—yet almost too detailed, since in the end these passages simply
say that the authors were globally stylistically similar. More modestly
Empedocles was Homeric in diction (especially metaphor and poetic usage)
(Arist. Poet. fr. 70 = Diog. Laert. 8.57)) and Hippocrates in producing clear
expression of thought through use of ordinary language (Erotian 31.1).

In many of these cases, of course, a fuller and more nuanced scholarship
may underlie the surviving banal summaries. But, when we are looking at
fully preserved original texts and at comments specifically about Herodotus
(as with Dionysius), things are not much different. We are told that
Herodotus ‘wished to provide variety within his text, being an emulator of
Homer’ <7TOLK£)\77V E’BOU}\ﬁen WOLﬁGaL 77\7]/ 'yp(l(ﬁ’;]l/ !Opﬁpov ‘C’)])\(,UT?‘]S ’)/€VO"LL€VO§,
D.H. Pomp. 3), something he (like Plato and Demosthenes: Homer is not
mentioned here) did in terms of periods, clauses, rhythms, figures, and
accents (Comp. 19), that Herodotus (who is attractive and beautiful: Comp. 9)
excelled in choice of words, in ovvbeots, and variety of oxnuariopara, and
made prose resemble 73 kpariory mounoer (which might include Homer,
though that is not said) on account of persuasiveness, charm, and extreme
pleasure (7%uc. 23), and that Homer and Herodotus share an ability to make
simple vocabulary effective by correct atvfeacs (Comp. 3, and cf. 12).

We thus have a rather bland overall message: Herodotus avoids
monotony and obscurity, puts text together nicely, and produces something
persuasive, charming, and pleasant to read that has something of the quality
of poetry>—and in this he is Homeric. As before there is the feeling that
being a Homeric writer is simply being a good writer and that the
judgements on display here are more to do with the special canonical status
of Homer in Greek literary history than with the distinctive characteristics
of Herodotus or any of the other putatively Homeric authors. The ancient
commentators do not, of course, think all of their putatively Homeric
authors are interchangeable: the dykos of Plato and force-of-nature quality
of Archilochus (both implicitly or explicitly Homeric in Pseudo-Longinus

3 Cf. Heracleodorus, F 10 (Herodotus produced a woinua because his work is enchanting
to hear) and Hermog. /d. 2.4.15 (Ionic has a poetic flavour, and Herodotus’ use of it—albeit
in mixed form—gives ‘sweetness’). Amidst all the praise of Herodotus there is something
almost refreshing about Aristotle’s judgment that Aééis elpopévn is ugly (andas): Arist. Rh.

1409a27-31.
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and Cassius Longinus) are not features of Herodotus and, indeed, feel rather
inconsistent with the blanket association of Homeric authors with peoorys in
Dionysius. But the real problem is this. Most of us would surely say that,
among all the authors canvassed here, the one who provides a reading
experience most obviously like Homer is Herodotus: but this is something
that the ancient commentators entirely fail to convey.

One further observation. The Homeric qualities under discussion in the
ancient literary critical tradition are to do with style rather than content. A
rare specific exception is the claim in Heraclitus, Allegoriae 18.1 that Plato took
aspects of his description of the parts of the soul ‘as it were from the spring
of Homeric epic’: so, for example, the hypocardiac position of the thumos
comes from Od. 20.17, though quite what it has to do with Odysseus” words
(rérAafl 87, kpadin) is not immediately apparent. The general perception
that both Homer and Herodotus told lies must also count as a comment
about content—a topic I shall not pursue here.* Rather I stress that there is
no sign of a perception among ancient commentators of the sort of allusive
intertextuality that modern commentators take for granted. Perhaps they
were just acting in the spirit of Aristotle’s criticism of Homeric scholars, who
see minor similarities but overlook important ones (Arist. Metaphys. 1093a27),
and so ignored things they considered trivial compared with the business of
rhetorical pedagogy that is the real basis of ancient literary criticism. But
unless we are completely deluding ourselves in this matter, we have to say
that their reactions to the Homeric Herodotus are seriously deficient.

2. Explicit Reference to Homer and the Trojan War

Ancient commentators surely did notice that Herodotus sometimes cites
Homer (and even makes in-text characters do so), and it is a phenomenon
we have to assess, even if they appear uninterested. This might be
approached from various perspectives, but the salient thing here is how
Herodotus judged Homer in relation to the enterprise he himself was
engaged in. The principal issue s the inter-relation of truth, lies, and rational
utility. Since ancient commentators did remark on Homer’s lies, this is a
topic that has some overlap with their concerns.

* But note that some saw that it was not all lies: Strabo 1.2.9-10, 17 (citing Polybius).
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Homer found the name Ocean and introduced it into poetry (motnots:
2.23)." But Ocean is something for which there is no evidence (4.8), which is
laughable (4.56), and which cannot be used in discussion of the origins of the
Nile: anyone (e.g., Hecataeus?) who explains the Nile in terms of Ocean ‘has
linked his tale to obscurity and cannot be refuted’ (és agaves Tov pibov
avevelkas ovk €xel €leyyov: 2.23). Whether or not Ocean actually exists (in
this passage Herodotus merely affirms that he does not know that it does), it
cannot be deployed in geographical speculation. In this case, then, Homer
1s not cogent evidence for the existence of Ocean and what he says cannot,
therefore, be used in rational debate.

But this is a unique example. For the most part Homer is a perfectly
usable resource for rational argument. This is even so (in a rather special
sense) when he positively lies about the past. The claim that Helen was at
Troy is untrue and implausible, and only adopted because judged more
seemly for epic poetry (2.112—30).° But the discussion of this matter, which is
unlike anything else in Histories, does supply Herodotus with an excellent
object with which to display rational analysis, if also (at the end) moral
comment.” More normally, Homeric material is a tool to use on other
subject matter. Sometimes what Homer says is presumed to be true, as with
the information about Libyan sheep (4.29; cf. Hom. Od. 4.85) from which
Herodotus draws an inference about Scythia.” Sometimes it is affirmed to be

> Herodotus says ‘Homer or one of the earlier (mpérepov yevouévav) poets’. But for
Herodotus there are no poets before Homer. Ocean is in Homer and Hesiod who are jointly
the first poets. Ioinats (for poetry) recurs at 2.82, in reference apparently to Hes. Op. 765—
828. Heraclitus attacked Hesiod’s scheme of days (Plut. Cam. 19), saying all days are the
same, but Herodotus expresses no view and it is not clear that being in poiésis is eo ipso
damning. For the disconnect between name and substantive existence cf. immediately
below (gods, Eridanus).

% Edmpemijs has overtones of niceness of appearance, so seemly or decent, not just
suitable? Compare 2.47.3: a logos that it is not edmpems to report—ethically, not just
intellectually, wrong. The story may be more attractive (Marincola (2006) 22), but can one
translate és T‘l"]V e’ﬂ'Oﬂ'OLL/?]V eﬁﬂ'pewﬁs (Hdt. 2.116.3) in that way?

7 Unlike anything in Herodotus: E. Bowie (2018a) 55. For other comments on this
passage seec Haywood, above, pp. 6172 and Donelli, above, pp. 226—7. A comprehensive
discussion of the Helen passage (2.116-7) and of that about the gods mentioned below (2.53)
now appears in Currie (2021).

8 Matijasi¢ (above, p. 8) compares Thucydides citing Homer’s “EAAyves. — The
fecundity of Libyan sheep is thematically linked with the Helen-Menelaus—Egypt topic. It
is as if it is something that stuck in Herodotus’ mind when reading what Homer said about
Homeric heroes in Egypt in pursuit of the argument in 2.113—20.
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true: that Paris went to Sidon (2.116; cf. Hom. /. 6.289—92) is validated by
the Egyptian priests’ information about Helen. Sometimes truth is marked
as uncertain: the deaths of Priam’s sons can be used in an argument about
Helen’s absence (2.120.3), even though the fact is qualified with e ypn 7
ToloL €émomoiolat xpewpevov Aéyewv.! Sometime truth is immaterial. This is
relatively banally the case in 2.117 or 4.29: in the former a passage in Cypria
1s cited that proves the author is not Homer (so Herodotus believes Homer
is self-consistent),'” in the latter the fact that Homer (in Epigonoi) and Hesiod
mention the Hyperboreans is an indication of their existence (even though
the attribution of Epigonoi is queried),'" but nothing more specific is said
about the Hyperboreans that could raise issues of truth or falsehood.'” More
interesting is 2.53, the famous passage about Homer, Hesiod, and the gods."
But it is only more interesting because the subject matter is more important.
The fundamental situation is the same. Homer and Hesiod made a feoyovin
for the Greeks,'* gave the gOdS e"iTwVU;L[aL, distributed their TL‘u,aL' and TéxvaL

9 The epopoioi must include Homer (in whom, at least rhetorically, all fifty died: I1.24.493—
502). The comment is not a response to perceived tension between using Homer’s
information and a whole element of his Trojan War story (Helen’s presence at Troy) being
false, merely a small display of judiciousness in a discourse about sceptical reading of
sources. (The same trick occurs in 7.20 on the numbers of the Trojan War expedition £ata
ta legomena.)

1 Not a view shared by all readers.

! Their report is stronger evidence than the silence of Scythians and Issedonians. Her-
odotus 1s not worried that Hyperborean is a patently Greek name, presumably created by
a Greek source: contrast the Eridanus (see below, n. 14). Yet in both cases there is ancillary
evidence from the actual arrival of material objects from far-off places.

12 Ts the post-Trojan Wars birth of Pan (2.145) deduced from the absence of reference to
him in Homer?

'3 See Harrison, above, pp. 91-103; Haywood, above, pp. 72—4.

'* What is the force of mowjoavres feoyoviny? In g.115.2 the name of Eridanus is Greek,
not barbarian, V1o 7Tom77'éw 8¢ Twvos 1TOLT]0€’V and this casts doubt on (KaT?]yopéEL) claims that
there is an Eridanus that flows into the northern sea. The name is created by a Greek poet
and is not reliable evidence that the thing exists, because the Greek poet may have created
it for no good reason. (In the same way when Homer ‘found’ the name Ocean, there was
no guarantee that whoever originally made it did it for good reason.) But the uncertainty is
not inherent in the verb motetv. Nor is being in moinois inherently a proof of untruth (see
above, n. 5). Nothing else about the terminology here demands that Homer and Hesiod just
randomly invented their data out of thin air. The gods are already there, so to say, with
names imported from Egypt (and used by Pelasgians). Homer and Hesiod provide further
information about them, potentially because they have inspired knowledge—which is prima
facie what Hesiod says at the start of Theogony.
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and indicated their e/8ea. Whether or not the information they provided was
true, Herodotus knows that many people take it to be true (and not only in
literary contexts) and, for the purposes of his chronological and
developmental analysis, that is sufficient to make the information relevant."
It is the presence of the information in the poetic texts and its relationship to
later behaviour that matters. This neither demands nor precludes that it is
true,'® but either way Homer (and Hesiod) can inform rational discussion.

Herodotus’ assumption that Homer provides processable information is
shared by characters within his text. Sometimes such characters find the
information unpalatable (Cleisthenes of Sicyon’s attitude to Homer’s praise
of Argives)'” or profess to find it irrelevant (the Athenians at 9.28). But both
they and others assume that Homer (and the wider Trojan War tradition)
can have contemporary impact,'® whether they are alluding to Homer’s text
as text' or adducing the information that he or other epic poets provided.*
Most of these cases figure in the discussion of allusive intertextuality later in
this essay*'—inevitably since those characters who do name Homer provide
a context for those who do not, and those who do not are certainly engaging
in an intertextual activity of some sort in their own name and/or as figures
manipulated by the author. When information is involved, the presumption
of the in-text characters is evidently that the information is true or will be
accepted by others as true.?

15 The same principle applies to use of the Trojan War as a chronological marker to
establish that Greece is young compared with Egypt (2.145). The combination of 2.53 and
2.145 places Homer 400 years after the Trojan War. See Haywood, above, pp. 734, and
below, p. 347.

' Harrison, above, p. 93, rightly argues that 2.53 does not require Herodotus to be
adopting a radically sceptical view about traditional Greek religion.

17 5.67. Hornblower (2013) 200 is surely right that Homer is in question here.

18 The Cleisthenes passage specifically thematises the impact of (rhapsodic) performance.

' E.g., 6.11 and 7.159 (see below, pp. 333, 337)-

2 Pelling, above, pp. 45, 48, notes the distinction. The Athenian ambassadors in 7.161
do both. Deployment of other Homeric or Trojan War cycle information: 1.3—4; 5.65, 67,
94; 7-43, 171; 9.26-8, 116. A special subset is the assertion of epic-era origins by ethnic groups
in 4.191 and 7.13 (and cf. 5.122 and 7.91 for similar Herodotean assertions about the post-
Trojan War diaspora). An interesting by-product is 6.52: the Spartans, ‘agreeing with no
poet’ claim Aristodemus (not his sons) brought Spartans to Sparta. Poets are natural
historical sources.

*! See below, pp. 300, 304, 306, 307-8, 315, 324, 3334, 3378, 344 366.
22 The Athenians set aside Trojan War evidence as less relevant than Marathon, not
necessarily less true. On this see below, p. 340. Their position is analogous to that of
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Is Herodotus’ position on the matter theoretically distinct? Herodotus
himself does not think truth necessarily matters (see above) when one is
deploying Homer, so he cannot rationally think that his in-text characters
think otherwise: they might deploy Homer’s facts thinking them not true if
they think that doing so will work. But in choosing to report that someone
deployed Homer in a political argument, he also opens up an intertextual
proposition for his reader. How does the issue of truth-value play in that
context?

One might say that Herodotus is seeking to contextualise the in-text
situation by trading on the status of the Homeric text rather than on the
truth of its contents. That is a distinction that 1s perhaps in principle a propos.
The case of Archidice (see below, pp. 316-17) suggests this, since it involves
an intertext with the Helen of /. 6.356-8 who, according to Herodotus in
2.113-120, did not actually exist. So an intertext can exist with what is mere
epic-genre story-telling. But it is a rather playful piece of intertextuality
(albeit on a relatively serious topic), and one could maintain that Helen’s
non-existence is part of the joke.* What about other cases? What exactly is
Herodotus trying to do by creating an evocation of Homer through an in-
text character—or indeed in any context? Is there (sometimes) a claim that
our take on something that happens in the time-frame of Historzes 1s affected
by the fact that something similar happened earlier? That would require the
truth value of the Homeric item to be comparable with that of the more
recent one, and be part of a strategy for justifying the accuracy of the story in
Histories (and therefore the status of Historzes itself). Or is it just that the more
recent event is more interesting/special because it realises or riffs on what
was previously a story (true or not) in a culturally high-status source? That is
indifferent on truth value, and is part of a strategy for justifying the unportance
of the story in Histories (and therefore, again, the status of Hustories itself).

But in the end how much does accuracy actually matter? As we shall see,
the opening of Histories thematises what the historian (claims he) knows as
against what Persians say emerges from stories about a more distant past,
but he also assimilates himself to Odysseus (which may make one wonder
about some of the newer stories) and does not affirm that the old stories are
not true, only that he does not have a certain grasp on them. Moreover, he

Herodotus in 1.1-5: he prefers what he krows to be a start of injustice over instances that are
historiographically more vulnerable (but not affirmed to be false). See variously Flower—
Marincola (2002) 156; Haywood, above, pp. 79-8o.

% And perhaps her wish in the liad passage that she could not be dol8upos has some
impact on the idea of not really being at Troy in the first place?
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only affirms that he knows Croesus was the first source of harm. He makes
no general programmatic statement about searching for historical truth as
we might see it.

So the answer may be that accuracy is negotiable and that, from Herodo-
tus’ point of view, intertexting with Homer is not predicated on Homer being
imagined as providing an entirely truthful report about the past. That would
be in line with the cases where in-text persons appeal explicitly to Homer or
Trojan Wars, and there is no reason to imagine that when such persons
engage in allusive intertextuality the presuppositions are any different.

In short: Herodotus knows perfectly well that the stories and information
found in Homer (and other epic poets) may not be true, that other people
quite possibly share this knowledge (even if he can identify examples that
most people have not noticed), and that neither he nor they need necessarily
worry about this fact when using Homer to construct an argument. Homer
1s there and it is perfectly fair to deploy him. Whether it is always prudent to
do so is (as we shall see) another matter.

3. Allusive Intertextuality
3.1. Homer at the Start of Histories

The opening of Histories makes clear allusions to Homer. There is a structural
analogy in the way that both Herodotus and Homer begin with prefatory
lines which pose a question about causes of strife that are answered
immediately at the start of the main text; and there is a lexical connection in
the wish to prevent human activities from being axAea: kAéos is a Homeric
concept that is only evoked in deliberately limited contexts in Herodotus (see
below) and clearly carries a special charge. Moreover, the work is
Herodotus’ amédeés and the deeds that are not to be axkAed are 7a pev
“EAAnoe, Ta 8€ BapPapoiot amadexBévra. There is an overlap between author
and subject and an implicit claim to kleos for the author.?* There is no such
explicit claim by Homer in the lliad proem, and Homer is generally an
invisible entity by comparison with the ever-present Herodotean ¢go. But
Iliad and Odyssey do contain some incitements to reflect upon the potential
fame of Homer,* and we are entitled to see the implicit incitement to think
about Herodotus’ fame in that light.

2 This is true whatever one makes of the subtleties in Nagy (1987).

» De Jong (2006): some arguments are not quite logically compelling but the overall
contention seems sustainable.
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But the more we see apodexis in terms of the competitive performance
culture of fifth-century intellectuals, the more we realise that Herodotus’
fame may not only be a Homeric issue. And this is not the only un-Homeric
element in 1.0-1.%° The cause of strife does not lie with the gods in Herodotus
(even though Herodotus does not in general write about a world from which
gods are absent), the [liad proem itself has nothing about kleos (rather it
highlights suffering and death), while Herodotus’ proem also speaks of
human actions not being & xpovw eéirnia (non-Homeric language®), refers
to Greeks and barbarians (in the Iliad opening it 1s just the Achaeans’ sufferings
that are highlighted: elsewhere, of course, it is another matter), speaks of erga
whose ambit will turn out to be quite wide (and not purely martial), and, of
course, has no Muse,? only human /istoriz carried out by the proudly and
un-Homerically named Herodotus of Halicarnassus—which is why the
authorial ego is so much more on show.? If aklea and the ‘what was the
cause/the cause was’ structure do evoke Homer, the effect is nonetheless to
mark distance and claim distinctive status for Herodotus as author. The
conflict (erzs) highlighted in the fliad proemium resulted (via the working out
of that ers in the actions of Achilles and others) in the fliad, which also
preserves the kAéos ddburov of the likes of Achilles. The cause of Greek—
barbarian warfare highlighted in the Histories proem resulted (via the
working out of that conflict in the actions of very many people) in Hstories,
which also preserves the £leos of the erga of men. But though these are parallel
enterprises and indeed connected ones (since some people think the events
of the Iliad are part of the cause of the events of the Hustories), they are also
distinct ones.

A couple of pages further on, Homer reappears in a clear echo of the
opening of Odyssey—-clearer even than the echo of lliad 1.1—7 in Hdt. 1.0-1,
since a precise phrase is reproduced (1.5.3). As he passes through the cities of

% T use 1.0 to refer to the proem, whose separation from the book-chapter scheme is as
irritating as the insistence that a speech can only occupy a single numbered chapter
(Hornblower (2013) 2).

?7 Nagy argued that it was semantically equivalent. Moles (1999) 51 mooted an image
from the non-epic world of inscriptions (cf. Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 8), but preferred the
idea of families dying out (cf. Moles (2007) 267), which s an epic possibility.

% That the books came to be named after Muses is ironic: see Matija%i¢, above, p.
4.

% 1,086 times according to Dewald (1987), albeit often to create alternative voices to the
narrator’s.
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men, Herodotus is an actual and virtual traveller like Odysseus (who both
travels and produces narration of travel) and perhaps shares his fame.

But as before, there is difference: Herodotus does not suffer pains (aAyea)
or fail to preserve his ketairoi.*® Instead the perpeteiai of the hero are displaced
onto the historian’s subject matter’’—and the displacement claims an
important status for the topic: his knowledge of the mutability of avfpwmivy
ebdawpovin means his Odyssean traverse of cities covers optkpa kal peydada
dorea. His journey is arguably more wide-ranging (for all that Odysseus saw
the cities of many men) and his experience is more structured. The fact that
he knows about human happiness both corresponds to and differs from
Odysseus’ knowledge of moAA@v avfpwmav ... voov, and one might sense that
his journey (journey’) transcends that of Odysseus. The importance of the
theme is visible in the fact that it has already been trailed in 1.1-4: when o
was stolen, Argos was the leading city of Greece—still true in the /lzad (where
the Greeks are often Apyetoc) but not true in Herodotus’ time, even if Argos
had not become as negligible as Mycenae (an ancillary point that might
strike some readers, given Thucydides’ highlighting of it). And this links with
what may be seen as another distinction between Herodotus and Homer
(and Odysseus): although cities change status in the Homeric world (Troy
anyway) and the contrast between earlier and current heroic generations is
a Nestorian trope, Herodotus arguably lays claim to a longer chronological
and historical perspective than occurs in the Homeric world. (Nestor, after
all, recalls a world that was in his own lifetime.)

Another question then arises. Odysseus 1s a slippery character
(moAdTpomov is foregrounded in Odyssey 1.1) and knows how to tell plausible
lies.” Does this have a bearing on our reaction to Herodotus-Odysseus?
Should we expect him not always to be straightforward—perhaps to tell us
things that are not really true without providing direct markers of scepticism?
One’s attention is certainly drawn to the fact that no part of 1.0—5 explicitly
thematises truth-telling.” Reporting true things may seem implicit in the
insistence on what /e knows about the first harmer-of-Greeks and on the

% The stories of political activity and exile in the biographical tradition are precisely not
in Hustories.

31 Marincola (2007) 38.
52 And 8.8.3 is a sign Herodotus is aware of this (below pp. 306—), should we need one.

% Another thing not overtly thematised is the provision of pleasure. But that is perhaps
implicit in the posture of being a poet, for poets do enchant (Od. 1.337), and there is pleasure
in tales of suffering, at least when it is over (Od. 4.100-3, 594-8; 15.398—401; 23.306—).
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preservation of the fame of human erga. But ‘what I know’ is a solipsistic
version of ‘truth’ and the analogy between Herodotus’ fame-preserving
enterprise and Homer does raise questions about truth even aside from the
Odyssean angle. Both ancient and modern readers have considered Homer
a liar or an unreliable narrator,** and Herodotus himself (2.112—20) identifies
a big untruth in the fliad. Later Herodotus will explicitly say that his
reporting something does not entail his belief that it is true, and his
deployment of explicitly identified Homeric material makes no assumptions
about truth (above, §2). Odysseus told lies to disguise himself, to entertain
(but also instruct) the Phaeacians, and for sheer devilment (Laertes: Od.
24.235-314), Homer picked versions of the past for genre suitability. So what
1s Herodotus’ motivation in this area? The question is left open, but we
realise that the reasons for apodexis and historie stated in 1.0 may not
exhaustively explain what Herodotus is up to.” But there is another more
positive angle too. Odysseus’ mendacity is an aspect of his problem-solving
capacity: that is important in Odyssey 1.1-10, where it stands in contrast to the
hero’s eventual failure to save his /Aetairor or secure a good nostos—even the
‘versatile’ Odysseus was worsted. How does this play in Herodotus? If
Herodotus will tell tales, is his unravelling of evidence and application of
gnome actually also supposed to be Odyssean?®

Herodotus, then, is alter Homerus and alter Odysseus. He 1s a poet who is not
a poet (or, as 1.1-5 might be said to show, a logzos who 1s not a logios—at least
not one like other logiw*’) but who claims authority to do the sort of things
Homer did on a different (and human) basis—and perhaps the fame that
Homer earned by it. He is a traveller who displaces the personal experience
of reversal from himself onto the story he tells. He both associates and
detaches himself from Odysseus: his text-Odysseus travels intelligently
through an extraordinary range of men, his understanding of eudaimonie
resembles and extends Odysseus’ understanding of the noos of men—and
truth may be what he chooses to assert that it 1s. At a first reading of Histories
1.0-1.5 one cannot imagine all the places, real and metaphorical, the work 1s
going to go to, but intertextual Homeric links have been used to frame

3 Arist. Poet. 1460a18-19; Pind. Nem. 7.21—9; Baragwanath (2007) 48, 51; Irwin (2014).

% Baragwanath’s perception that Herodotus particularly follows the manner of Homeric
in-text narrators rather than the primary narrator (Baragwanath (2008) 49-51), and is
always inclined to indicate non-omniscience, is worth reflecting on here.

% For another question provoked by 1.5.3—4 (nostos) see below, pp. 3034, 309—10.

%7 Coontrast Nagy (1987). Pindar (Pyth. 1.92—4; Nem. 6.28—30, 45—7) effectively makes aoido:
and logiot parallel: Herodotus transcends both.
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important programmatic points and offer the reader a prospectus that will
be validated in the books that follow.

3.2. Preliminaries to an Extended Search

Those books in turn contain many more examples of allusive intertextuality.
Before turning to them, some preliminary observations.

1. We are interested in things that go beyond the general Homerisation
implicit in the contents of 1.0 and 1.5.34. One can expect Homeric flavour
almost anywhere; the question is where this phenomenon acquires greater
substance. One is looking for things that do something more (reinforcing,
dissonant, question-provoking, or whatever) than simply feed the default
linguistic and compositional quasi-Homeric nature of the enterprise—and
one is looking for things that it is reasonable to think the author meant or
hoped that we would see.” But it is difficult to decide @ priori whether, e.g.,
verbal things that are a little special, perhaps because they involve hapax
legomena, are likely to be significant markers in themselves, and investigation
suggests that some are and some are not—though the latter may still occur
in contexts that have other intertextual markers. It i1s certainly true that
intertexts can be created by different sorts of feature. It is also true that the
theoretically separate questions (is there any intertext? if so, what does it
signify?) are not always separable in practice, and that the role of consonance
and dissonance in making an intertext work can be quite variable.

2. When an intertext consists solely in the use of Homeric language, there
may be no distance between target and receiving text, and the effect is simply
to colour the receiving text. But that need not be the case even with
language-based cases, because the language may evoke a particular Homeric
context and there will necessarily be some distance between that context and
the receiving context; and that principle will apply to all intertextual cases
that, for whatever reason, evoke the content of Homeric text(s). The force of
the intertext in such cases (the majority) depends on how the distance
between the two contexts plays to the reader. It may reinforce how we would
otherwise read the receiving text (accentuating the message of the text or

% On that issue see Pelling, above, p. 43. Matijasi¢, above, p. 15, defines intertexts as
‘verbal echoes, metrical sounding, similarities of subject matter, parallels in narrative
structures and so on, that an author employs to wtentionally evoke another passage or series
of passage from a previous author, without however involving explicit references’ (my
italics). Among important broader features of the interaction between Homer and
Herodotean historiography not directly explored here are the concern with causation
(Pelling 2020a) and the prevalence of oratio recta.



Ch. 9. Poet and Historian: The Impact of Homer in Herodotus® Histories 301

simply adding colour or grandeur) or it may disrupt that reading (e.g., by
problematising the message or creating a mismatch between epic colour or
grandeur and the receiving context) or it may do a bit of both.* The effects
(and scale) of reinforcement or (especially) disruption and the mechanism by
which they are achieved may come in various forms (they may, e.g., focus
rather narrowly on the target and receiving passages or involve wider
contexts in one or other author), but one should perhaps avoid over-
analysing or over-categorising the process as something existing in its own
right: each case should in the first instance be seen on its own merits, even
though there may also be an intratextual relationship between different cases
that is of importance.

3. Homeric colour, whether relatively intense because of a specific
allusion or intertext, or generic because of the overall flavour of epic
narrative, co-exists with un-Homeric manner. 7.219—22 has a strong quasi-
Homeric assertion about Leonidas and kleos at its heart (see below, pp. §15—
6, 354) but it 1s written as a discussion of which version about the departure
of non-Spartans from Thermopylae one should believe. That has little or no
resonance with Homeric manner.*” The passage is an exemplary
amalgamation of analytical historian and epic poet. This sort of thing goes
on all the time.

4. The Homeric allusions of 1.0 and 1.5.9—4 are in the historian’s voice.
But elsewhere intertexting sometimes occurs in the voice of in-text
characters, and sometimes at least in circumstances in which allusion to a
Homeric text is something we can imagine the in-text character actually
doing.*! We have seen that the validity of allusive intertexting is not

% The importance of dissonance is noted by Harrison, above, p. 6.

% Homer does not quote sources or openly wrestle with their divergence. Hom. Od.
12.389—-90, where Odysseus quotes a specific source (Calypso told me this having heard it
from Hermes), is unusual: passages such as . 4.374-5, 6.151, 9.524, Od. 3.211-3, 4.200—2 (In-
text characters alluding to anonymous on dit sources) are not really the same. (E. Bowie
(2018a) 66 thinks other poetic narrators had source citation on the rather uncertain strength
of Mimnermus, fr. 14 IEG?*: Totov éu<éo> mporépwy mevfopar.) Of course Herodotus mostly
tells his story as unmediatedly as does Homer, though he is certainly not an omniscient
narrator (cf. Baragwanath (2007) 49-51).

* Any Greek might theoretically riff on Homer. Did Herodotus want us to imagine any
particular ones doing it deliberately? That he did is necessary in the special case of the Greek
name for Masistius (below, p. 324). One might judge it fairly certain with Syagrus (below,
P- 837), likely with Hippias (below, p. 344), plausible with Dionysius (below, pp. 333—4) and
(perhaps) Socles (below, pp. 341—-3), and possible for the Athenians in Books 8 and g (above,
P- 334), the Spartans in Book 8 (n. 149), Pausanias (below, pp. 361—2), and the Coan woman
(below, pp. 360-1). It will not be true with Histiacus, where Herodotus is also playing
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undermined 2 se by doubts about Homeric truthfulness (see §2). But might
it be problematised by the way in which it is done? If in-text characters offer
intertexts that are self-undermining (i.e., have unintentional implications),
and especially if it 1s historically plausible that the in-text character might
have alluded to Homer, does that raise doubts about the practice in general
or the historian’s practice in particular? Does Herodotus want us not just to
enjoy the intertexts he creates in his own voice but also to worry about them?
Is the practice of intertexting (not just the content of some intertexts)
intrinsically dissonant? Do we assume that the historian at least always knows
how to intertext without creating unintentional dissonances? Or do we recall
that the alter Odysseus of 1.5.3—4 may not be a wholly straightforward traveller
through the sea of text? The unpredictability of intertextuality is more
specifically illustrated by the next point.

5. The opening of Histories inscribes a Trojan War/Persian War compar-
ison into the work: the Persian War (as an event) is a continuation of the
Trojan War, with Persians as Trojans fighting Greeks as Achaeans, and the
idea recurs at 7.43 and 9.116—20 (in the latter case prefigured in 7.33). And
the Persian War (as narrative) is insistently given an allure of the Trojan War
(as narrative) by the various explicit and implicit connections that exist
between Herodotus’ text and Homer. It is moreover clear that deployment
of the analogy reflects something found in fifth-century public discourse.
Two questions arise.

First, what is the comparative stature of the two wars? 7.20 (on the size of
forces involved) is the closest approach to an explicit comparison, but it is
anything but clearly stated, and indeed seems to shy away from the issue.
Implicitly the sheer geographical extent of 7.61-99 probably more than
compensates and makes the new Trojan War much grander. For Herodotus’
stature as a historian, of course, the Trojan War is only part of the issue. The
opening pages of Histories present an author who embraces both l/iad and

intratextual games (below, pp. 335-6). Thersander’s report of conversation with a Persian
is tricky: is the intertext plain enough i se for us to judge that Thersander is using Homer
to give weight to his report? I suspect not: this is Herodotus constructing a Homeric scene
out of Thersander’s information: see below, pp. §12-3, 355, 362. And we should probably
not even ask whether the Persian was supposed to be deliberately alluding to Homer. That
is a question we might at least ask about other non-Greek figures, but there is no reason to
answer it affirmatively. Mardonius doubtless knew of Sparta’s reputation, but it is
Herodotus who makes him use the significant word kleos and I cannot see it mattered to the
historian that we might imagine Mardonius actually used it (below, p. 357), and that surely
applies elsewhere as well. — The distinction between narrator and in-text character is noted
by Pelling, above, pp. 45, 48.
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Odyssey—and 1t 1s plain fact that Histores is not only a treatment of the new
Trojan War, even if its ostensible range is not War and Aftermath, as in the
two Homeric poems, but Background and War. But the real range is a more
complicated question, and the combination of 5.97.3 and 6.98 (see below,
pPp- 346-7) arguably shows that Herodotus claims the new Trojan War to be
greater (and longer-lasting) than the old, just as Thucydides claimed the
Peloponnesian War to be greater than both the Trojan and Persian Wars.*?

But, second, is comparing the two wars a valid or sensible activity? There
are grounds for uncertainty.

The fact that Persians are represented as using the analogy does not in
itself damage its validity for Greeks. It is true that their use is not marked
very positively*® and that their right retrospectively to lay claim to pre-
Persian Asia and a duty to avenge its sufferings is weak compared with the
Greeks’ right retrospectively to lay claim to pre-modern Greece and a right
to resist Asian aggression. But if the Persians choose to cast themselves as
losers (and perpetrators of injustice), that in fact tends to reinforce Greek
entitlement to use the analogy to cast themselves as winners (and victims of
injustice). But there are other counter-indications.

(a) Many victorious Achaeans suffered difficult or disastrous nostor. If the
opening of Histories marks Herodotus’ text as both flad and Odyssey, the
reader cannot ignore this perspective. The most visible bad nostos within the
Histories story-line is that of Xerxes, one that is marked by murderous intra-
familial relationships and distantly at least calls Agamemnon to mind (thus
inverting the expected Persian-Trojan pairing: on this see immediately
below). But the future difficulties of Pausanias and Themistocles are evoked
too (5.32; 8.109), and Herodotus invites the reader to think of the longer term
politico-military fall-out of the events of 48079, sometimes in passages that
involve Homeric intertexts. But, if the entire troubled post-Trojan War era
(which involved bad inverted-nosto: for surviving Trojans as well) is undif-
ferentiatedly called to mind by the Trojan War/Persian War assimilation,

*2 Both authors generally regard any past, present, and future they deal with as in a
single spatium historicum, though Herodotus might subdivide the past in terms of the accuracy
with which things can be known (2.154), and his general time-frame is longer than Homer’s,
if mostly closer to him than in his view Homer’s subject matter was to Homer. The first
Dorian incursion into Asia (3.44—48, 56) is not a counter-indication (pace Meissner (2004)
226), since Herodotus need not regard Homeric Spartans as Dorians. (Vannicelli (1993) 29
argues that the proto-Dorians are Homeric Hellenes.)

* Artayctes is sexually corrupt, Xerxes’ gambit did not work, and Herodotus side-lines
the Persian view of the causative relevance of Helen for Persian attacks on Greece. And see
below, p. 315 for Persian hypocrisy in this matter.
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that means that the self-congratulatory equation of Persian War and Trojan
War has unwelcome consequences and may be of questionable wisdom.

(b) If supposed Persian allusions to the Trojan War are not
enthusiastically endorsed by the historian (n. 43), there are also in-text Greek
allusions that raise questions: see below, pp. 33740 on the Gelon Embassy
and the Tegean-Athenian debate.

(c) There are implicit intertexts that cast Greeks as Trojans and Persians
as Greeks: 1.88; 3.14; 5.97.3; 6.70, 113-14; 7.238; 9.70, 99.3. If the merit of the
assimilation consists in its marking Greeks as winners and Persians as losers,
any disturbance of that relationship seems unsettling, at least from a Greek
perspective. The fact that the Greeks destroyed Troy and think they can lay
claim to places like Sigeium on that basis (whereas the Persians at the time
of writing have no stake there) hardly means that Greeks are simply entitled
at will to be Trojans as well as Achaeans. In the light of the argument above,
it seems rather clear that such cases invite us to question the good sense of
the assimilation.*

6. Finally, we should acknowledge that searching for Homer can induce
tunnel-vision. Other intertextual targets were available.* They may indeed
already be present in 1.0 and 1.5. The historian as display-artist is in
competition with other performance intellectuals; and the historian as
traveller probably intertexts in ways we cannot see so clearly with other
authors who represent the travel-enquiry-knowledge nexus, e.g.,
Parmenides, Democritus, and specially Hecataeus.* Herodotus conjures up
a diverse Hellenic world (involving numerous poles, great and small)—a
virtual description of the Greek oecumene—and he does the same for the
barbarian world. Histores is, one might say, an encapsulation or evocation of
the whole oecumene that joins the descriptive enterprise of Hecataean periplous-
literature with the narrative enterprise of Homer.

But non-Homeric intertexts can also be found in more modest forms. A
choice example is 1.187.2. The message on Nitocris’ tomb said that a later

* See below pp. 33740, 345-8, 351, 3545, 35660, 3612, 368—9.

® E.g., non-Homeric epic (Carey (2016); below, n. 180), Stesimbrotus (Pelling (2016);
(2020b) 92, 96), pre-Socratics (Harrison, above, pp. 947, 98, 101-2), epinician poetry—for
fame is a Pindaric thing (and kleos a Pindaric word) and 1.0 could be channelling Nemean 6—
and tragedy (notably Aeschylus’ Persians). Stesichorus surely lurks in 2.112-30 (above, p. 292)
and Bacchylides perhaps in 1.86-8. For Archilochus see below, n. 144.

* Avip molvmdavis (FGrHisi 1 T 12), and himself a Homeriser: Hornblower (1994) 13.

See Marincola (2006) 26. Hecataeus may be an unspoken intertext in the passage on Ocean
(above, p. 292).
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Babylonian king could remove the gold it contained if short of money, but
must not do so unless the shortage was really dire: ov yap dpewov. It duly
remained akcvnros until Darius became king. The tag o0 yap dpewor takes
us to Hesiod’s Works and Days (750), a warning that twelve-month and twelve-
year-old children should not sit on akwgrocoe (i.e., tombs or the like). This is
Herodotus (not Nitocris) playing a little game, and it is a game that has an
intratextual pay-ofl. Darius twice ends a speech o yap duewov during the
events that led to his becoming king (3.71.2, 82.5). So Nitocris speaks like
Hesiod, and Darius speaks like Nitocris—and these are the only four
occurrences of o0 yap duewor (apart from a citation of the Hesiod passage)
until the time of Lucian, so we are not dealing with casual coincidence. And
the point? The upshot of the Nitocris story is that Darius broke into the tomb
and found no money but only another message calling him dmAnoros
xppaTov kal atoxpokepdis. His use of the tag recalls this episode (in the past
in the text, though still to come in real time) and surely colours the reader’s
reaction to Darius’ keenness to murder Smerdis and espouse monarchy:
eliminating a usurper without delay and maintaining ancestral custom may
be his asserted motives, but there is something else too—something
concordant with what we discover very shortly after his elevation to the
throne, namely that the Persians called him ‘retailer’ (kamnlos: 3.89).

3.3. Opening Themes Pursued Elsewhere

So non-Homeric intertexts can be fun.*” But our business is with Homeric
ones. We return to the search for significant Homeric allusions beyond the
confines of the opening of Histories. A good place to start is with themes
already present in 1.0-5,.

Methodological statements
Two passages belong under this heading.

1. The first is 5.65.5. Having recounted the fall of the Athenian tyranny,
Herodotus turns to what happened between then and the arrival of
Aristagoras. He Will I‘CCOrd 50‘0, Sé é}\éUeEP(DeéV’TGg gp»fav ';i g'TTGGOV (ié:LO’XPECL
amnynocos, thus echoing Odyssey 8.490, where Demodocus is praised for
recording ooo’ €péav 7’ émallov Te kai 600’ epoynoav Ayatoi—a reference to
the quarrel of Odysseus and Achilles.* The historian thus reminds us that,

* For fun in Homeric intertexts see below, pp. 364-5.

* Hornblower (2013) 194.
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like Demodocus, he is alter Homerus, and uses the reminder to mark a new
era of Athenian freedom that will lead (via the energising effects of uségoria in
78) to Sparta’s failure to reinstall Hippias, the embroiling of Athens and
Persia, and Aristagoras. Hippias® return to Sigeium in 5.93—4 closes a loop
with the first exile to Sigelum in 5.64. The passage is a sort of new preface
for a long patch of text that is rich in significant Homeric intertexts (see
below, pp. 341-8) and to a degree for the whole second half of Histories,* and
the intertext is thus used (in intratext with 1.0) to mark an important
historical and literary-structural point. That the quarrel of Odysseus and
Achilles lurks in the background is not inappropriate to the inter-Hellenic
strife that will ensue.

2. The second 1s 8.8.3—4, identified and discussed by Donelli elsewhere in
this volume. Her view is that the passage (1) evokes celebrated poetic texts
about the true and the false-but-like-truth,” (2) asserts gnome as a criterion for
distinguishing the two, and (3) acts as a programmatic statement ahead of a
number of episodes problematising what is seen and what is actual.

Each of the intertexts is distinct. In Homer Odysseus is straightforwardly
a liar. Some of the stories about Scyllias were of similar character (stories
told by an Odysseus) and Odysseus did some heroic swimming at times. So
Scyllias 1s a quasi-Odysseus figure. (I return to this below.) Theognis makes
the cleverness that dresses lies up as truth a boon that is still not as valuable
as money. Donelli notes a general thematic link with references to money
and bribes in the opening part of Herodotus’ Book 8. (Scyllias’ acquisition
of khremata from the Pelion shipwrecks may be noted in particular.)
Meanwhile in Hesiod the issue is the poet’s authority. Hesiod pictures the
Muses as capable both of lying and truth,”’ though he presumably thinks
they have picked him as a channel for the truth. In Homer the Muses know
the truth because they were present whereas mortals only hear rumour and
know nothing (/l. 2.485-6). At the start of Histories the Muses are replaced by
historie and the historian affirms what /e knows. In the present passage gnome
either replaces the Muses as a source of truth or permits the historian to

* This fits with Hornblower’s view of the relationship of Book 5 to Book 1 (Hornblower
(2013) 4-9).

% Hom. Od. 19.208 (Odysseus {oke etdea moda Aéywv érvpoiawy opota); Hes. Theog. 22—
8; Thgn. 699—718. D.H. Lys. 18 uses Od. 19.203 as a description of Lysias’ skill in producing
convincing narratives. The Odyssey passage was much cited in antiquity and is much dis-
cussed in modern literature, as is the Hesiod one.

! Which is doubtless why some things in a poem may be false: though Homer’s lies
about Helen (2.112—30) are apparently conscious and deliberate.
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adjudicate between truth and falsehood, both of which could be the product
of the Muses. In any case the passage re-affirms that we are in a Muse-free
world in which, pace Homer, mortals (especially Herodotus) can have some
control over rumour. That can stand as an important message in its own
right—but Donelli’s position is that Herodotus chooses to re-assert the
human historian’s authority just here because specious falsehoods are going
to start appearing and we are to notice the author’s (Odyssean?) skill in
manoeuvring his way through them.

Perhaps the series starts sooner than Donelli observes. Herodotus does
not say that Scyllias told the story about swimming from Aphetae, but it is
hard to imagine that he is not the source. But if we are dealing with an
Odyssean liar, we have to reassess the other information he brings about a
storm off Magnesia and the despatch of a squadron to circumnavigate
Euboea. There are potentially interesting complications here. Were reports
about the storm accurate? Herodotus says the Greeks at Artemisium thought
the Persian fleet did not look as if it had been battered (8.4). Was there really
a circumnavigating squadron? Moderns have often been sceptical. (It
disappeared in another convenient storm.) Scyllias had (allegedly) rescued
lots of goods after the storm—but also purloined some for himself. Odysseus
would have done no less, one may feel, but should we trust anything he says?
The fact that there were also true stories associated with Scyllias does not
entirely eliminate the doubt. Herodotus explicitly applies critical gnomé to
Scyllias” swimming feat. Perhaps the intertextual echoes implicitly criticise
his other reports.

Programmatic Themes
Four themes call for attention here.

1. The role of women in historical causation. In 1.1-5 Herodotus sets aside
explanation of Greek-barbarian conflict in terms of the theft of women. But
the theme is partly revived in the story of Candaules’ wife. There are two
distinct types of intertext here, one involving structure as well as content, the
other just content. The first (in two forms) makes her a quasi-Homeric start
both to the story and to the text of Histories, one that preserves the
importance of sex as a driver for historical events but also, by offering a
female victim who has powerful agency (though no name), marks the
difference between Homeric epic and the ‘modern’ world of Herodotus.*

°2 (1) Candaules’ wife’s initiatory role in the history of the Mermnad kingdom (Gyges’
usurpation is a start that is closed by Croesus’ fall in a fated loop: so Candaules’ wife marks
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The second exploits a famous Homeric story (again involving sex) to give the
Mermnad dynasty an epic Charter Myth in which (once again) Candaules’
wife has a degree of direct agency lacking to the queen in the original story.”
It thus reinforces the effect of the first intertextual connection: the prefatory
material of 1.0-5 establishes Histories as a work for which Homer will be
important: CGandaules’ wife provides a powerful example of this (and of the
dissonant way in which it will sometimes work) at the outset of the main text.

2. Wandering and eudaimomie. Candaules’ wife underscores the Iliadic
perspective of 1.0-5. The Odyssean one is underscored by the meeting of
Croesus with Solon, a wanderer who speaks about eudaimonie. The
intertextual and intratextual strands that this sets off are quite complicated.

In the first instance we have an analogy between Solon in Lydia and
Odysseus in Phaeacia.” Solon is treated less well than Odysseus: Odysseus’
story earns him return home with treasure, Solon’s story earns him dismissal
without treasure (and no return home). Phaeacia is one of the points at which
the long-suffering Odysseus for once prospers (albeit precisely by rehearsing
his sufferings), whereas in Lydia the Solonian Odysseus fails to prosper by
telling stories of good fortune, albeit stories whose dark shadow is that
prosperity may only come with death. The episode thus underlines the
programmatic observation of the Herodotean Odysseus in 1.5.9—4—an
observation that transmutes the sufferings of the Homeric Odysseus into a
theme of (broadly) political history for Hustories, the changeable eudaimonie of

an important moment in the greater scheme of things) apes Helen’s initiatory role (and
carlier that of the other rape-victims) in the history of the Trojan War—a structural parallel
invited by 1.1-5 which has rehearsed the epic analogies. (2) Candaules’ wife’s initiatory role
in the (main) text of Hustories and its explanation of strife between Greek and barbarian apes
Briseis’ role as the cause of Achilles’ wrath and so of the lliad—a structural parallel imnvited
by the structural analogy between 1.0—5 and the opening of Zliad. In both cases Candaules’
wife is a sex-object but with great agency compared with Io or Helen. Histories has many
agent-women (Hazewindus (2004)), and she is a marker for a different world: see Pelling
(2006) 85.

% Il 6.145—211: Proetus (told falsely of a sexual attack on Anteia by Bellerophon) is
offered a ‘Kill him or die yourself’ choice by Anteia (the guilty inventor of the false
accusation). Candaules’ wife has been the innocent object of actual sexual attack and offers
the unwilling attacker the same choice (kill Candaules or die). Proetus takes the kill option
(though executes it in a roundabout and unsuccessful way, and Bellerophon ends up sharing
half a kingdom), Gyges does so also, carries it through, and ends up as king. This time the
parallel is not structural but one of content.

> Moles (1996) 265,
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the cities of men—and evokes questions about nostos and final destinations.

Both of these themes can be pursued further.

2.1 The nostos theme 1s already implicit in the opening of Histories. Quite
apart from the fact that the Trojan War cannot be evoked without
prompting thought about nostoz (see above, pp. 303—4), Herodotus cannot be
Odysseus without the question of his nostos arising. Odysseus travels, gets
home and puts things there back as they should be. Does Herodotus do that
in any sense? Does the journey that is the text end in that sort of closure for
the traveller-historian? Is the disorder begun by Croesus (which is the
starting point of the text-journey) brought to resolution? At first sight, the
answer is at best yes-and-no. In these terms there is no clear nostos-closure.

Another approach is to broaden the discussion. As wanderer, Herodotus
has three notable metanarrative pairs, Arion, Solon, and Democedes, the
first two of whom come very close together in his text, and realise the nostos
issue in Herodotus’ Odyssean identity soon after the work’s opening. Two
are said to excel at what they do. Solon by contrast 1s one of many sophustar
who came to Croesus and 1s not explicitly praised as such, but perhaps his
exceptionality is taken for granted. In any event is seems fair to say that, if
these figures are Herodotean avatars, Herodotus is claiming status for
himself. (That is pertinent to the theme of author’s £leos lurking in the proem
and in the assimilation to Odysseus: above, pp. 296-300.) All three are
encountered in connection with autocratic courts. Professionally speaking,
Arion corresponds to Herodotus the aoidos (qua Homer imitator), Democedes
to Herodotus the Hippocratic,” and Solon to Herodotus the sophistes and
moraliser. Arion is a voluntary profit-seeking wanderer who has a
remarkable nostos to his working base (not his home). Democedes is a
voluntary and then involuntary profit-seeking wanderer who secures a true
nostos to his actual home town. Solon is a voluntary/involuntary non-profit-
seeking wanderer who has no narrated nostos—a fact underlined by the
Odysseus—Phaeacia intertext. Solon 1s Herodotus’ closest metanarrative pair
(because of the intratext with 1.5.3—4, because Solon is the one who is not
professionally implicated in an autocratic court, and because Herodotus is
actually more sophustes than singer or doctor), so this fact is important. One
could say that Arion is an early first run of the nostos question which certainly
has resonance with the opening of Histories (Arion is poet like Homer and
traveller like Odysseus so embraces both Herodotus’ characters). But his
successful nostos 1s trumped by the Solon story with its blatant intratext to

% Thomas (2000); Pelling (2018).
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1.5.3—4 (Herodotus 1s particularly Solonian) and absence of nostos. But later we
have Democedes, who makes a successful home run from an autocratic court
in the context of a voyage of investigation—so he is also a very Herodotean
figure (see below, pp. 317-18). Perhaps the message here is that Austorie can
bring you home. But perhaps the message overall is still that successful nostos
1s unpredictable: Democedes was very lucky.

Two further observations can be made. John Moles detected a larger
setting for the Solon—Croesus episode. Lydia resembles Athens as a
destination of sophustar, and Athens may also resemble Lydia—Phaeacia in
being vulnerable to blinkered and self-satisfied enjoyment of prosperity:
Alcinous foresees a possible disaster which indeed comes to pass, but Croesus
still has no inkling of what will happen to Lydia even after Solon’s remarks
and the fate of his son. The Athens—Lydia link does not depend on there also
being a Lydia—Phaeacia link, but that link provides another example of
disaster—and (importantly) it is a fundamental change that may cut the
Phaeacians off from the sea: for it is Phaeacia that adds the maritime
perspective that is lacking in the story of Lydia (Croesus is not a thalassocrat)
and enhances the analogy with Athens. If the reader’s mind is carried
beyond the end of Histories, then we are into the proleptic strand of
Herodotus’ text in which (see above, pp. 303—4) the difficult nosto: and
inverted-nostor of Trojan War survivors provide a dark intertextual
commentary on contemporary Greece.”

But if we stick with the actual text of Histories there may be another sort
of answer. Almost the last thing Herodotus says is that Persia is Avmp7.>” The
word 1s a hapax in Herodotus and in Homer (Od. 13.243), where it describes
what Ithaca is not. Ithaca is also Tpnyeta (as is Persia) and not edpeta, unlike
(one imagines) the comfortable medias that the Persians foreswore and so
presumably like Persia in this respect as well. It is a land that produces
remarkable (aféoparos) corn and wine in plenty, but Odysseus at least is
proof that it is not a soft enough land to produce soft men. So (being ayafy
kovpotpogpos: Od. 9.27) it is a land that, pace Cyrus in g.122, can produce
Kap'm‘)v Gw‘u,aofrév (Cf. &66’0(;5(17'01/) and (,1’V8p€§ (i'ya@o[. Histories thus ends with
an allusive comparison between Persia and Ithaca. But why? A way of

% Cf. Friedman (2006) for whom Herodotus senses a disjunction between 480/79 when
some degree of Hellenic cohesion existed and the time of composition when it did not (or,
if it partially did, it was in the tyrant city’s rule of an imperial space), thus accentuating the
absence of nostos and an abiding nostalgia.

%" Noted without comment in Flower—Marincola (2002) 314 and Asheri (2006) 344.
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underscoring how deeply Persia was home to Persians and the importance
of Cyrus’ advice? A way of acknowledging that Persia did produce dvdpes
ayabol? A way of asserting that Greece was better at doing so in relatively
benign circumstances? A way of asserting that Persian conditions were not
quite as unbenign as Cyrus pretends? All these ideas can be in play. But
perhaps it also functions as a sphragis-like allusion to the homeland of
Herodotus’ avatar, Odysseus. In one sense, at least, the wandering text Aas
reached home.’®

2.2 The eudaimonie theme of 1.5.3—4 and the Solon—Croesus episode have
further ramifications in Histories that are marked by Homeric intertexts, but
ones drawn from /liad rather than Odyssey. Four passages come into question,
best treated in two pairs: (a) 7.457, 9.160, and (b) 1.88, 3.14.

Shortly after Xerxes visits Troy,” he and Artabanus have a famous
conversation about the shortness and painfulness of human life, in which
contentment is so fragile that everyone sometimes wishes to be dead (7.45
7). This clearly echoes the theme established in 1.5.3—4 and continued in the
story of Croesus, in both cases with some Homeric colour (notably in the
Solon—Croesus episode, but also the Adrestus—Atys story: see below, pp.
340—1). Moreover Artabanus tells Xerxes to heed the malawov €mos about
ends (7.51.3), using a Homeric turn of phrase (és fupov av Baded)® but also
echoing Solon: he does so banally and inappropriately (Solon was making a
point about human happiness, whereas Artabanus applies it to the question
of Ionian loyalty to Persia) but that piece of characterisation (Artabanus’ last
hurrah as a consistently sententious speaker) does not prevent an intratextual
echo of Solon’s more profound point.®! There is a skein of interconnections
here, and some find another specifically Homeric one. The spectacle of the
Persian enemy displaying a sense of human frailty has been thought to recall
the meeting of Achilles and Priam in /liad 24, in which both acknowledge a
dark future, fixed by the gods and ineluctable: it is as though Xerxes and

%8 T forebear to discuss how this theme relates to Herodotus’ alleged exile and eventual
settlement at Thurii.

9 Cf. Matijasi¢, above, p. 13.
60 Cf. Matijagi¢, above, p. 26.

%1 The same turn of phrase is used by Artemisia in another disparaging comment about
Xerxes’ subjects (‘good masters have bad slaves’: 8.68y.1): ‘this august phrase introduces her
coda on Xerxes’ excellence’ (A. M. Bowie (2007) 158). Perhaps there is an intratextual link
here, but it is modest—and even more so when the phrase is used of a Persian soldier at
Sardis (1.84).—Mepvedpeta (7.47.1) might be another tiny bit of Homeric colour (Stein
adduced Od. 14.168-9).
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Artabanus momentarily reach out to the enemy Greek reader as Achilles
and Priam momentarily reach out to one another.”? We are at an important
moment in the story,” and Herodotus has marked it with a conversation
ranging over philosophical, strategic, and practical issues. An evocation of
the pause in hostilities in f/iad 24 (and an invitation to a moment of empathy
with the invader) would not be inappropriate and its presence 1s made more
likely by the fact that a similar thing will happen before the final battle on
Greek soil.

This 1s another famous passage. Thersander and an unnamed Persian
dine together before Plataea, and the Persian weeps at the prospect that few
of his fellows will survive the battle to come—something well known to many
but spoken of by none because it has been fixed by god and cannot be
changed (9.16). The scene is intratextually linked both with the Demaratus—
Dicaeus conversation before Salamis (8.65)°* and with the Artabanus—
Xerxes conversation: Xerxes notes that everyone in the army will be dead in
100 years, the Persian says much of the army will be dead tomorrow; and
while Artabanus does not profess to Anow the expedition will fail (whereas the
Persian does know the battle will be lost), his gloomy strategic analysis is
unrefuted. The foreboding of the unnamed Persian is the foreboding of
Xerxes and Artabanus, and the intratextual link takes us back to Croesus—
Solon and 1.5.9—4. But the scene is also a variant on Homeric guest-reception
tropes (dine first, then ask questions), contains Homeric words or turns of
phrase,” and, like 7.45—7, can resonate with the Achilles—Priam meeting of
lliad 24. The Persian weeps because one cannot change a known (deadly)
future if the gods have decreed it; Achilles says mourning is pointless as it
changes nothing (Zeus doles out good and evil from jars, and sorrow is
always part of the mix) and both Priam and he are going to die. Thersander

52 Cf. Gould (1989) 134.

03 Xerxes is about formally to start the war on Greece by leaving Asia and about to swap
an ignored Persian adviser for an ignored Greek one in the shape of Demaratus—who
presumably joined the expedition around about now from his home in the Caicus valley.

%% There will be an unavoidable Persian defeat, and a voice from 76 fetov proves it, just
as at Plataca there will be a Persian defeat éx Tob feob and Persians are bound by dvayxain.
At Salamis Dicaeus is not to say a word on pain of death, at Plataca there is no point in
speaking (nobody wants to believe those who speak reliable things).

% See Flower—Marincola (2002) 130, 132 on petievar moAda T@v Sakpbwv (16.3: cf. Sdkpvov
nre xapdle (Od. 16.191; cf. 23.33)), 68vwn (16.5: hapax here in Herodotus), dvayxaiy
évdedépevor (Il. 2.111) and exbiorn (Il 1.176, etc.). dvaykaiy évdeiv also occurs in the
Candaules’ wife story (1.11.8), another Homeric intertext (above, pp. 307-8).



Ch. 9. Poet and Historian: The Impact of Homer in Herodotus® Histories 313

did not die, of course, and about the Persian we do not know (though it is
implicit: it makes him a grander and more tragic figure); only the Persian
weeps, whereas both Achilles and Priam do so, his weeping is caused by the
unchangeability of future but is not something that should be banished
because it cannot change the future, and the Persian and Greek are not
enemies (even if some would think they ought to be), so they do not perfectly
map on to Achilles and Priam. But differences notwithstanding, the
resonance ¢ undoubtedly there. Moreover, although in both Herodotus
passages there is only explicit reference to the death of Persians, the scene in
Iliad 24 looks beyond the end of the poem to disaster and death for both
Achaean and Trojan, and the intertext should be understood as a sombre
one for Greeks as well as Persians.®

The lhad 24 scene is also evoked twice more. One occasion is in itself
rather slight. When Croesus has been miraculously saved, Cyrus and those
with him look upon the Lydian king with wonder just as Achilles and /s
companions marvel at the sight of Priam who has miraculously appeared in
their midst (1.88). The existence of other allusions to the Achilles—Priam
meeting (not least the one still to come in Book §: see below) makes this a
more convincing allusion than it might otherwise seem. The intertext (as
often) involves both similarity and difference. Enemies find common ground
in both cases (Pelling (2006) 86), there is a miraculous element, and the
actuality or prospect of the fall of a great kingdom i1s a shared setting. But
Croesus’ amicable relation with Cyrus has a future (and the miracle and the
wonder it evokes is substantively instrumental in that), whereas that of
Achilles and Priam does not (and the miracle—Priam making it past
Achilles’ security detail like a fugitive murderer—is instrumental only in
creating a meeting).” The sense that Cyrus and Croesus may one day end
up suffering or dead is not strongly evoked (though anything involving
Croesus 1s charged with the idea of changeable fortune), but the intertext
perhaps gives an extra emotional charge to the moment, and it certainly
accentuates the fact that the outcome of defeat is quite good for Croesus—
indeed surprisingly good, especially for readers who think they know that

% Herodotus insists that Thersander told the story before Plataea happened and that he
(Herodotus) heard it from Thersander, presumably very much later. But that 1s an assertion
about truth-value and there is no special reason to attribute the Homeric colour to
Thersander (either in 479 or in later retellings) rather than to the historian, especially as its
force 1s much tied up with links elsewhere in Histories, not only those just mentioned but also
1.88 and 3.14. See above, n. 41.

57 On fugitive murderers cf. below, pp. 340-1.
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Croesus did not survive the Persian conquest.”® If eudaimonie is vulnerable, it
1s also unpredictable: Croesus’ fate exemplifies both characteristics, and the
contrast between text and intertext serves to underline the point.

Another defeated king does not fare so well. The Egyptian Psammenitus
1s stoical at the enslavement of girls and at his own son’s execution, but
breaks down on seeing an elderly man begging. This, he explains to
Cambyses (and Croesus), is because the suffering of a prosperous man (éx
TOAGY Te Kal eﬁSaLp,évwv) reduced to penury ‘on the threshold of old age’ is
a piteous sight (3.14). The tag appears thrice in Homer, including at /. 24.486
where Priam uses it in calling to mind the wretchedness of Achilles’ father
Peleus.” The points of contact with Iliad are divided between two figures in
Herodotus, Psammenitus (who loses a son, like Priam and Peleus, but is
himself relatively young) and the anonymous Egyptian (who is in a poor state
on the eve of old age like Peleus), and, in pitying the man on the eve of old
age, Psammenitus is channelling Priam’s sense of solidarity with Peleus.
(Peleus’ son is still alive, but only for the moment.) But a common element
1s Priam, and Psammenitus’ temporary survival and later death parallel
Priam’s survival in [had 24 and later death (see below). In these terms
Cambyses and Croesus, who are moved by the story, resemble Achilles (and,
appropriately, Cambyses had killed Psammenitus’ son) and, since we are
outside the wall of Memphis, the Egyptian capital becomes a sort of parallel
for Troy.

From that one might go on to the cherchez la femme causation for Cambyses
attacking Egypt (5.1-2: shades of 1.14?) and the bad nostos that Cambyses
was going to have (3.61-6) and see the whole Persian attack on Egypt as a
quasi-Trojan War.” The fall of Egypt s the end of an ancient and great
kingdom, as was that of Troy. That in turn leads in two directions. (1) The
fall of Egypt matches the fall of Lydia—and the presence of Croesus ensures
that we recall this and the faint intertextual link with /liad 24 in 1.88, in which
Cyrus also becomes Achilles. (2) According to the Persian logior Persia
attacked Greece as flagbearer for Troy. But in Lydia and Egypt it turns out

%% See West (2003) 418—27.

%9 1. 22.60 rehearses the sufferings of old Priam up to death in an attempt to stop Hector
fighting Achilles. Od. 15.348 speaks of the extreme unhappiness of Laertes on the threshold
of old age. These parallels probably also contribute to the impact of use of the phrase.

7% Clould one even note the transgressive killing of the Apis bull—shades of Iphigeneia
or Polyxena (though they are not Homeric stories) or even the Cattle of Helios (see below,
p- 330)—and indeed Cambyses’ Achilles-like mistreatment of Amasis’ corpse (cf. below, pp.
355, 361)?
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that they were busy destroying Troy themselves. We have here an example
of the reversal of polarity in Persian War/Trojan War analogies already
mentioned above (pp. 302—4), in this case drawing attention to Persian
hypocrisy.

Meanwhile the intertext has another effect, which is to underline the
difference between the fates of Psammenitus and Priam: Psammenitus (who
showed pity for the impoverished Egyptian) later turned against the person
who pitied him and was (one may feel justly) killed, whereas Priam (who
showed pity for his enemy’s father) did not but was later (one may feel
unjustly, and certainly piteously) killed—and by his pitier’s son, though
admittedly not in Homer.”! Formally it is Psammenitus who deploys the
intertext and retrospectively his doing so seems rather inappropriate. Here
too there 1s perhaps a warning against facile comparisons.

That said, nobody could deny that both the fall of Lydia and Egypt and
the Persian defeat in Greece exemplify human eudaimonié failing to stay in the
same place (1.5.4), and for the historian to mark them with allusions to one
of the most affecting passages in Homer is to accord such events a solemn
status that befits their historical importance.’ It also binds Persia’s successes
under Cyrus and Cambyses together with her failure under Xerxes and
points up the contrast between them.

3. Fame. Two topics arise here.

3.1 Herodotus’ aim 1is that the great and wonderful works of Greeks and
barbarian should not become aklea. Presumably Histories achieves this, but
the word kleos and its cognates are for the most part conspicuously absent
and, when they do appear, it is almost always associated with the Spartans.
Leonidas remained at Thermopylae to ensure kleos for himself and for the
Spartans (and—in another link to the theme just discussed—to avoid the
wiping out of Spartan eudaimonie), Mardonius tauntingly contrasts Spartan
behaviour at Plataea with what is to be expected kara xAéos, and Pausanias
won kAéos ... péytatov EAMjvov Tév nuets (dpev for saving Greece (outdoing
even Leonidas).” Less positively, Cleomenes’ attack on Athens led to the
infamous dissolution of his own army (5.77): akdeds is not only, as
Hornblower (2013) 222 remarks, a strong word for a very unusual event, but

! Psammenitus plays out the full Homeric analogy when he need not have done, a fact
underlined by the intratextual link with Croesus.

72 Asheri (2007) 412 notes the general parallel with Hdt. 1.86—9o, but not the intertextual
aspects. For those see Pelling (2006) 87—9; Haywood, above, p. 61.
pects. For th Pelling (2006) 87-9; Haywood, above, p. 6

78 4.220; 9.48.3, 78.2 (cf. 8.114).
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precisely the right strong word because it denies the distinctively Spartan
achievement of good kings. (It also comes conjoined with another
Homerism: the episode was, as Herodotus says, the fourth Dorian attack on
Athens, and readers of Homer know that the fourth attack is one in which
the attacker always fails.”* Herodotus marks the moment carefully as another
stage in the upsurge of post-tyrannical Athens.)”

But there is one more (indirect) appearance of kAéos in Herodotus.
Rhodopis, we are told, was so kAewvs) that all Greeks had heard of her, while
Archidice was also aoidipos even if less meptdeaynvevros than Rhodopis
(2.135). There are some remarkable words here. Aoidipos is a near-hapax in
Herodotus™ and /apax in Homer, where it appears in an iconic passage—
the complaint of Helen that the gods have fixed things so she and Hector
will be aol8upor to later generations (Il 6.356—8). Aoldipos also occurs in
Homeric Hymns, Stesichorus, and Pindar (including the opening line of the
Athens poem), but it is not unreasonable to think the Iliadic passage (about
a beautiful woman) specially pertinent. KAew is a Herodotean /apax and
unknown in Homer: but given the resonances of kAéos for both authors, the
application of kAewos to a courtesan is striking. Ilepideaynvevros is a hapax
in Greek texts until two entries in Hesychius and then some late Byzantine
uses (all ultimately derived from Herodotus). Archidice is variously the
subject of song and (lewd?) comment in men’s meeting places, but Rhodopis
has epic kAéos, as well as other poetic connections: she was manumitted by
Sappho’s brother, and presumably figured in what Sappho wrote about him.
She also made an unparalleled moiqua, viz. the pvyuetov consisting in a pile
of spits at Delphi. IToigpua never means poem in Herodotus (1.25.2; 4.5.2;
7.84), but, if the joke is not quite direct, it is hard to feel that it is not there.
Why does Herodotus do this with Rhodopis and Archidice? I suggest that
he is provoked to it by the absurd Greek idea that one of the pyramids was

™ In Il. 5.438, 16.705, and 20.447 the fourth attack results in Apollo intervening and
forcing the Greek attacker to desist (in two cases spiriting the target away or hiding him in
mist). In 71. 16.786 Patroclus’ fourth attack results in his death at Apollo’s hands. In /I. 22.208,
as Achilles chases Hector past the Scamander for the fourth time (slightly different from the
fourth-attack formula), Hector’s fate i1s decided by Zeus. Henderson (2007) 308 notes the
trope of the fourth attack without pursuing the point fully. See also below, n. 171.

7 On that pattern see below, pp. 41-8.
76 The only other use of doi8tpos in Herodotus is the statement that Linus is do(S¢pwos in
Phoenicia, Cyprus, and elsewhere (2.79), though with different names in different places

(Maneros in Egypt)—piquant in terms of the theme of preserved fame: preservation is poor
if you cannot even get the name right.
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built by Rhodopis.”” He identifies Rhodopis’ true memorial (the Delphi spits:
unparalleled but not a pyramid) but then playfully makes her (and Archidice
for good measure) into quasi-epic heroines as his own version of an
extravagant misrepresentation of the women. And there is perhaps a further
undertone. Helen represents being aoidcpos as the undesirable by-product of
divine ordinance. Perhaps being a hetaira 1s not entirely a good way of
becoming famous, even if Rhodopis at least shows every sign of having
relished her fame. Moreover, as Herodotus’ purpose is to ensure that the erga
of mankind are not aklea and his work opens with women as sex-objects,
Rhodopis and Archidice have some larger pertinence.”® Herodotus perhaps
relished the chance to draw playful attention to the peculiarities of fame and
of people’s reaction to it. Only Spartans achieve kleos in Herodotus, but one
courtesan can be kleine like a warrior and another aoidimos like the woman
who caused the Trojan War.

3.2 Next, the historian’s fame, a theme already hinted at in 1.0 (and with
a Homeric perspective). It i1s well known that there is an intratextual
connection in Herodotus between the historian and certain in-text
characters who engage in or organise investigation of a sort not categorically
very different from the ones he engages in. These in-text performers of fustorie
(though not necessarily described with that term) include: (a) Solon,
Hecataeus, and other geographers; (b) Egyptian priests; (c) various rulers; (d)
Pythius who understands his wealth arpexéws (a very Herodotean word); and
perhaps (e) Socles who effects change by deploying historical narrative based
on experience that gives rise to correct gnome (5.92a.2).”” Solon and
Herodotus sing from a similar ethical song sheet (instability of eudaimonie),
while other professional investigators are apt to be regarded with disdain:

77 For a speculative explanation of the association of small pyramids with prostitutes see
Quack (2013).
8 E. Bowie (2018a) 57.

7 For the theme see Christ (1994); Demont (2009). The Aistor- root occurs in the following
passages: 1.0, 24.7 (Periander about Arion), 56.1, 2 (Croesus asking who are most powerful
Greeks), 61.2 (Pisistratus’ mother-in-law about sex life), 122.1 (Cyrus’ real parents about his
survival); 2.19.3, 29.1, 34.1 (Herodotus’ enquiries about Nile), 44.5 (Herodotus about
Heracles), 99.1 (Herodotus about Egypt), 113.1, 118.1 (Herodotus about Helen), 119.3
(Egyptian priests about the Menelaus story); §.50.3 (Periander questioning Lycophron,
presumably about his silence), 51.1 (Periander asking his elder son what Procles had said),
77.2—5 (eunuch officials questioning Darius and his companions); 4.192.3 (Herodotus about
animals in Libya); 7.96.1 (giving commanders’ name not necessary for kistore), 195 (Greeks
interrogating prisoners). Note the interesting contrast in 1.119.3 between what one knows by
toTopin and events in one’s own environment that one knows arpexéws.
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professional rivalry is an issue. Non-professional investigators are often rulers
or politically effective non-rulers (Socles), though Pythius is just very rich—
and a warning story about not making too much out of knowledge? So
Herodotus the investigator is analogous to a positive model like Solon, better
than some other examples (like Hecataeus), and appropriates the power-
status of rulers—as he appropriates or outdoes Solon and geographers.

What is remarkable is that this intratextual relationship also has an
intertextual aspect. For there are people within the Homeric text who do
what Homer does—the professionals Phemius and Demodocus, and the
non-professionals Odysseus (narrating his travels), Achilles (/. 9.186-91,
singing kAéa avdpdv) or indeed Helen weaving a picture of the war (£l .125—
8). Bards are the professional tool by which kAéa avdpav are disseminated:
they are crucial to the world-view of the ruling class of the Homeric world—
though what they do can be done by members of that class themselves.
Homer performs the same professional task for those individuals, but
(actually) in a different world in which these particular people no longer exist
and perhaps their whole class and environment does not either. He is
preserver of enduring time-transcending fame (kAéos d¢firov). And perhaps
he partakes of the kleos that his in-text analogues can acquire.?” The purpose
of the in-text character/author analogy i1s to make claims for the poet
(Homer) that the poet does not explicitly make for himself—including
perhaps that the profession of poet still exists even though everything else
about the world has changed: i.e., it is not just that the individual poet may
lay claim to kleos but also that the profession he represents can claim an
immortality that others can only have if the poet confers it. In other words,
the poet (Homer) gets the better of the heroes he sings about. That a hero
like Achilles will perform as a bard tends to underline the status of the bard
(whether then or now); and, while Achilles may play at being a bard, the
bard intrinsically appropriates the status of Achilles. So the in-text poets
reinforce the status of Homer as poet, just as the in-text investigators
reinforce the status of Herodotus as investigator.

Is the significance of Herodotus’ use of in-text investigators to raise his
own status increased by the fact that he is doing something that Homer did
by using in-text poets? That is, in observing the analogy are we seeing not
merely something that might have suggested to Herodotus the idea of having
in-text investigators but also something that should be appreciated as
another aspect of Herodotus as Homeric author? The answer 1s, I think, yes.

8 Cf. de Jong (2006).
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The Homeric example makes the poet as such more powerful than the
heroes of the past: he controls their fame both in reporting it and (as a class)
in having a longevity that they do not and eflectively appropriating their
status. Herodotus’ aim in creating a /istorie-related version of this Homeric
gambit is to generalise the implications of the analogy between Herodotus
himself and investigative rulers beyond specific investigative analogies into a
claim for the profession of investigator: the investigative Homer-Odysseus
appropriates and excels the status of the people he writes about. Homer’s
use of in-text poets elevates the status of the real poet into an exclusive
category. Merely by casting himself as investigator-Homer Herodotus
already potentially taps into that claim; but, by creating his own version of
the author/in-text poet analogy, Herodotus both underlines the analogy
between himself and the poet and enriches its content: the historian-ruler
analogy rather cunningly realises the poet-ruler analogy that is implicit in
Homer’s construction of the poet. This 1s a genuine intertextual act: there 1s
already a historian-ruler analogy which gives Herodotus a particular sort of
status, but the existence of a similar analogy in Homer underlines the
analogy’s existence and increases its force. The Homer intertext gives extra
value to what is already a status-enhancing intratext.*!

4. Ethnography. As a new Odysseus Herodotus traverses cities, small and
great. The primary stress in 1.5.3—4 is on variability of eudaimoniz and status,
but the Homeric intertext means we cannot neglect ‘knowing the mind of
many men’, something Odysseus achieved nter alia by travelling in some
rather strange places. That Herodotus’ ethnographic discourse is part of

8 In this spirit one might also ponder whether the presence of in-text characters in
Herodotus who allude to or intertext with Homer is itself an intertext with anything in
Homer. In-text figures in Homer certainly allude explicitly to events outside the main
narrative as do those in Herodotus and the richness of the digressive texture of Histories
(whether it be a reference to epic-era events or those of the historical era lying outside the
main narrative thread and whether it be done by Herodotus or by in-text figures) is in very
broad terms reminiscent of Homer—in fact part of the general Homeric quality of the
Histories and of Herodotus” posture as alter Homerus. But pursuing anything more specific
than that is tricky. For example, that there might be an intertext between Herodotus’
practice and the existence of in-text figures in Homer who intertext allusively with other
texts (Pelling, above, p. 55), though not an impossible proposition, threatens a muse en abime
which I prefer to avoid. Perhaps in any case one should acknowledge—even insist—that
the peculiar status of Homer in the literary world where Herodotus worked is precisely
something that nothing had in the literary world in which Homer worked. For Herodotus,
Homer and Hesiod are the beginning: there is nothing before them at all and nothing above
them except the Muses. But it must be conceded that intertextual connections between the
Ihad and Odyssey might be a fruitful line of enquiry.
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what answers to this is hardly controversial, and the relationship is largely at
a rather general level.

Something more specific is suggested in Elizabeth Irwin’s study of the
Ethiopian logos in Book 3. This argues that (a) there is an intertext with the
Odyssean Cyclops, (b) it reverses the moral polarities of the original, and (c)
it does so not to say anything about Cambyses and Ethiopia but to suggest
that Odysseus’ Cyclops narrative misrepresents a truth that would be more
like the truth about Cambyses and the Ethiopians. So this is in the first
instance an intertext about how to read Homer, not Herodotus; and, since
the exercise 1s analogous to Herodotus’ explicit critique of Homer in 2.112—
30, it might be seen as parallel to the problematisation of Homer’s Trojan
War as a discursive analogy for modern conditions (see above, pp. 302—4 and
below, pp. 33740, 3458, 3512, 3545, 350600, 3612, 368—9). But Irwin is
primarily concerned with a different discursive analogy, that between the
Cyclops island and Sicily: undermining the Homeric view of the former is
supposed to problematise its (putative) use as a justification for making the
latter the target of Athenian imperial ambitions.*

But perhaps one can stay closer to Herodotus and recover something
from the intertext that bears on Cambyses. The unenlightened outsider who
encounters distant places that have wunciwilised characteristics but assert a
claim to the moral high ground may be inclined to accentuate and demonise
those characteristics. Odysseus’ account of the unsocialised, if idyllic,
pastoralism of the Cyclops on an island that seems to cry out for proper
(Greek) occupation perhaps follows that script. But, if the parallel is noted,*’
the reader may feel it enriches our understanding of Cambyses’ mind-set.
Cambyses’ entanglement with Ethiopia involves both the inclination to
appropriate what belongs to others and sheer curiosity. If one does not read
Odysseus’ story as an untrue travesty (as Irwin would have it) but takes it
more at face value, it validates Cambyses to the extent that Odysseus is a

8 Irwin (2014). The claim that Homer knew the whole of the alternative story about Paris,
Helen, Menelaus, and Egypt a la Euripides additionally leads Irwin to propose that the
explicit critique in 2.112—30 (above, p. 292) also implicitly attacks Menelaus for Greek crimes
against innocent foreign environments and provides another critique of Athenian
imperialism targeting distant places—relevant because the imperial targets might include
non-Greeks, e.g., Carthaginians. (De Jong (2012), by contrast, reckons that, although
Herodotus attributes the alternative story to Egyptian priests and implies its existence since
the time of the Trojan expedition, it is so fundamentally imprinted with Herodotean
intellectual and narrative characteristics that it must largely be a Herodotean confection
and so cannot have been known to Homer.)

8 The Odyssean echo in the Ethiopian king’s bow-stringing test (Hdt. .21—2) may help.
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validating figure but warns of coming disaster: Odysseus’ curiosity (‘I wanted
to see the owner’) and appetitive tendency (‘I wanted to get gifts from him’)
are exactly what causes the trouble. Both Odysseus and Cambyses barely
escape, the former having lost comrades (who are eaten), the latter soldiers
(who eat one another).

Suspicion about the truth of Odysseus’ tales (already noted as a necessary
concomitant of the comparison of historian and Homeric hero: above, pp.
298—9) characterises another reaction to Herodotean ethnography, John
Marincola’s reading of Book 2.%* Even in a serially digressive author, Book 2
does stand out as a self-contained discourse heavily marked by the voice of
authorial ¢go, and the suggestion that—with Odyssey g—12 in mind—we might
read it as an attention-grabbing epideixis containing some real oddities for
any Greek audience (e.g., Menelaus/Helen/Egypt reported by Egyptian
priests), some (deliberate?) inconsistencies or trigger-warnings, and (in
general) an account that is as poetic as it is analytical, is at least heuristically
lluminating. Of course, not all ethnography in Homer is in the voice of the
mendacious Odysseus,” so ethnography in Herodotus is not necessarily
unreliable and the historian does generally distance himself from the more
outlandish wonders:* but even Menelaus mixes apparently down-to-earth
narrative with the tall tale about the mastering of Proteus, so one can never
be quite sure.

But there is also another and larger perspective (and not only for Book 2).
This 1s not just about Herodotus reading and responding to Homer. The
ethnographic element of the Herodotean enterprise is at home in a social,
intellectual, and literary culture for which Odyssey (in particular) is a
fundamental point of reference with its presentation of various forms of the
Other and its engagement with those forms on the part of Greek
protagonists. So there is a real analogy between Odysseus and Herodotus,
and the Greek consumers of Herodotus were not only trained to notice it
but had their own role in such an analogy. Not everyone could or did write
Herodotus, but he emerges in a society aware of identity issues and one of
the constitutive components of that awareness is the cultural authority of
Homeric epic and its reciprocal relationship with actual contacts with the

8 Marincola (2007) 51-67. Elements of the argument could also extend to Book 1 on
Babylonia or Book 4 on Scythia.

% Marincola’s list includes items in the putatively unproblematised voice of Eumaeus,
Athena (Od. 13.242: though she s pretending to be someone else), Menelaus, and the
narrator (on Phaeacia): Marincola (2007) 68—9.

% Fehling (1989) 96-104.
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outside world. In this context there is an intertextuality that transcends the
personal choice of the historian. And perhaps not only in this context: could
Herodotus have conceived Histories at all without the narrative model of
Homeric epic??’

3.4. Further Categories

The examples discussed so far are related in one way or another to themes
highlighted in the opening pages of Histories. I move now to cases of which
this 1s not (or not so obviously) true.

Compositional Types

As a narrative about war and political conflict (often of a personalised sort),*
contextualised in a wide geographical and chronological canvas, and with
an end that is not quite an end,*® Histories has a very generalised literary
relationship to lliad and Odyssey. It is also conceived on a comparably large
scale: the Homeric poems taken together are only about 7% longer than
Herodotus. And although the discursive variety between, e.g., the opening
half of Book 2 and the narrative parts of Histories is far greater than anything
in Homer, the generally Homeric effect is reinforced by various narrative
tropes and by such features as oratio recta, annotatory or explanatory
digression, ring-composition, non-linear chronological arrangement,
explicit or implicit foreshadowing, repetition, and multiple (including
internal) focalisation. But the compositional component most obviously
redolent of Homer, while not being in detail significantly Homerised, is the
catalogue.

There are ten catalogues in Herodotus, mostly of troops (6.8; 7.60—99,
202—4; 8.1, 42-8, 72-3; 9.28-30, 31—2),” of which the Persian catalogue is
much the grandest. It resembles Homeric catalogues in the consistent
provision of names of commanders and numbers of ships. (The latter also
occurs in other Herodotean catalogues, and those for Thermopylae and
Plataea provide numbers of soldiers—which does not happen in Homer—
but contingent-commanders are patchily named elsewhere.) Moreover there
are 29 contingents in Homer and 29 etinos-contingents (and commanders) in

% Cultural authority: Skinner (2018) 216—22. Narrative model: Romm (1998) 13-18;
Boedeker (2002) 109; Rutherford (2012) 34; Haywood, above, pp. 82—3.

% See Raaflaub (2002) 180 for the political aspect of Homer.
8 Rutherford (2012) g1—2.

9 The others are of Persian nomoi (3.9o—6) and Agariste’s suitors (6.127).
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Herodotus, and the 1207 ships of the Persian fleet amusingly outbids
Homer’s fleet tally by just one ship—though that case is confused by the fact
that 1207 is already the total in one reading of Aeschylus. The presence of
various sorts of (more or less mildly digressive) annotation is a feature shared
by lliad 2 and the Persian catalogue and to a rather slighter degree other
Herodotean catalogues.

But there are differences. Herodotus give greatest space to a catalogue of
the enemy. That catalogue consistently pays attention to armaments and
weaponry, which is not true in Homer (in either catalogue) or in other
Herodotean Greek catalogues. The sense of ethnic diversity central to the
Persian catalogue and mildly present in Herodotus’ Salamis and Isthmus
Wall passages (with their remarks on Greek ethno-history or ethno-
assignment) is quite absent in the Homeric Greek catalogue and barely
present in the Trojan one (the Carian entry being the strongest example).
Greek readers of the Homeric Greek catalogue would enjoy references to
places they had heard of and the odd way its contents related to what they
knew of the current geography of Greece, whereas in the Herodotean
Persian catalogue they were mostly dealing with places they had not heard
of—which might also, of course, be an occasion for enjoyment, albeit of a
different kind. The geographical order in the Homeric Greek catalogue
(Boeotia first) works differently from Herodotean Greek catalogues, while
the Persian army list uses types of weaponry as an organising principle, and
such other geographical grouping as there is recalls Homer’s arrangement
only inasmuch as it involves occasional jumps across the map, though the
placing of heartland peoples at the start matches the Trojan Catalogue. The
Persian nomos-list’s consistent west to east arrangement has its least poor
analogue in the catalogue of Agariste’s suitors! The narrative frames the
Persian army-list in terms of the organisation of troops into national
contingents after they have been counted. That in Homer frames the
catalogues in terms of the drawing up of troops for battle. That is
occasionally reflected within the catalogue (Phocians to left of Boeotians;
Salamis ships beached next to Athenian ones) but essentially the catalogue
1s not a description of battle disposition in the way that is true of some other
Herodotean catalogues.

In short, the presence of catalogues globally 1s a tribute to the catalogues
of Iliad 2 that exhibits a mixture of similarities and contrasts. The intertextual
significance 1is relatively simple: Herodotus’ catalogues are a historical
marker of important events and a compositional marker that his text is an
epic narrative. The contrast between the celebration of ethnographic
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diversity in 7.60—99 and the relative absence of such things in Homer reflects
the different subject matter (and offers the reader a different sort of
entertainment) and the non-Homeric ethno-historical issues in the Salamis
catalogue remind us that the Greek world of 480 differs from the Homeric
one, but such dissonances do not alter the basic consonance of narrative
type. And the 29 contingents and 1207 ships are a nice gesture for the reader
to take the trouble to look.

Unusual Intertexts

Intertexts comes in various shapes and sizes, but some are decidedly unusual.
The catalogue of Agariste’s suitors (just mentioned) is part of a narrative
widely recognised as having a Homeric feel,”’ but this may be because
Cleisthenes of Sicyon was a man sensitive to the power of Homer (he once
tried to ban Homeric poetry because of its pro-Argive bias: 5.67) and had
planned it thus:* it is the event that is an intertext, not Herodotus’ report of
it—which does not prevent him using it to add lustre (and also critique?) to
the lineage of Cleisthenes the reformer and Pericles (the lion-like grandson
of Megacles).” Also wholly external to Herodotus is the fact that the Persian
Masistius was called Macistius by Greeks (9.20). Homeric pjxioros is a word
for giants. Masistius was impressively large in stature (9.25.1). So perhaps the
Greek sobriquet is a pseudo-dialectal adaption of the Homeric word to
Masistius’ actual name—not just an intertext put into the mouth of an in-
text character by an imaginative historian, but an actual intertext from the
real world, and even one that betokens respect for an impressive adversary
(cf. below, p. 356)."

The reference to the Lotophagi in 4.177 is odd in a different way. They
are the only people Odysseus encounters in Odyssey 9—12 whom Herodotus

9 Griffiths (2006) 136; Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 276.
9 Murray (1993) 212-13.

9 The absurd story of Alcmaeon (involving Croesus) and Megacles’ link to the tyrant
Cleisthenes (even if he was a Homeriser—or is that too a little absurd?) make an odd
endnote to Herodotus’ ostensible defence of the Alemaeonidae as tyrant-haters who could
not have been pro-Persian in 49o0. Is there a subtext here running counter to the surface
argument, one to which Pericles the lion and future ‘first man’ (Thuc. 2.65.9) also
contributes? Do Alcmaeonids belong to a pseudo-Homeric world of tyrants?

% Giants: I1. 7.155 (the tallest and strongest adversary Nestor ever killed), Od. 11.309 (Otos
and Ephialtes). Large and beautiful leaders: Flower-Marincola (2002) 145. Intertext from
the real world: 1bid. 139.
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mentions and their story is not as famous in antiquity as some of the others
in those books,” but it would be hard to encounter them without thinking of
the Odyssey.”® Yet Herodotus produces a matter-of-fact entry (like others in
the Libyan logos) in which he says nothing about Homer. His description of
the lotus—it is the size of a mastic berry and sweet as a date, and the
Lotophagi make wine from it—might be said to hint at Homer: Homer says
only that it is peAtndéa, but that is a word often applied to wine. But it is a
very faint hint. A more prominent fact is that Herodotus’ Lotophagi are next
to the Machlyes who also eat lotus (but not exclusively) and live by Lake
Tritonis—about which we then hear that the Argonauts were driven there
by a storm off Malea (179), the same location of the storm that drove
Odysseus to the Lotophagi (Od. 9.80). So Herodotus has not only not adduced
Homer; he has actually linked the Lotophagi (or strictly some not-quite-
Lotophagi) with the Argonautic cycle. This must be deliberate.”” What is the
motive? (1) He simply pretends to be unaware of a Homeric connection and
proudly produces an Argonautic one instead. (2) He is playing a Homeric
game in the spirit of 2.112-g0 (see above, pp. 292—4): his quiet correc-
tion/extension of Homer’s information about the lotus proves that he knows
Homer’s story, but he has chosen a different story involving Argonauts,
although not presumably because it 1s more decent (euprepes) for historie (any
such criterion being surely satisfiable by either version). Or (3) his silence
amounts to an implicit view that the story of Odysseus visiting Lotophagi
was simply untrue. So in any event a literary game/pleasantry, but perhaps
with an intratext to doubts about Homeric veracity—one resembling Irwin’s
reading of the Ethiopian logos and Marincola’s of Book 2.

% Tuplin (2003) 117.

% The polis and demos (!) of the Cimmerians in Od. 11.14 is not evoked in any of Herodotus’
references to the historical Cimmerians. Their baleful destructiveness may help account for
Homer’s location of them near the Underworld (Lanfranchi (2002); Xydopoulos (2015) 119—
20) but that is a different matter.

9 Another absent intertext or intertext consisting in absence: see above, p. 287. The
absence of the marsh at Marathon (putatively visible in the Stoa Poikile) has been construed
similarly (Pelling (2006) 243): the Homeric quality of Marathon is underlined by excluding
a feature that would not have Homeric resonance. So too, perhaps, cavalry and hoplite-
fighting: Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 244; Fragoulaki, above, pp. 125—4.
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Jokes

The absent Lotus-Eaters verge on being a joke.” Some items come even
closer. I have already commented on Rhodopis and Archidice (above, pp.
316—7), which surely comes into this category, even though it is making a
serious point, and other pieces of humour will be encountered later.” Two
further examples may be noted here.

At the turning point in the Masistes story, Xerxes is forced to assent to
Amestris’ demand for the wife of Masistes, whom she will shortly mutilate.
The word used is karavever, the sole occurrence in Herodotus of a verb
associated in Homer with the assent of gods (especially Zeus). The context
makes this a faint evocation of the relationship between Zeus and Hera, but
casts Xerxes as a supreme god who has lost autonomous agency.'™ It does
not add much to the already ghastly story, but this is almost our last sight of
Xerxes and it is a sardonic final twist to occasional implicit and explicit
assimilations of the Persian king and Zeus (and his court and Olympus)
earlier in Histories.""!

There is a comparable effect at 8.98. In Herodotus no snow, rain, heat,
or darkness prevents the speedy delivery of Persian messages. In Homer (Od.
4.566) no snow, storm, or rain spoils the easeful existence of those in Elysium
but instead a refreshing zephyr blows in from the Ocean. The rapid transit
of Persian post has all the untroubled ease of a permanent beach holiday for
the heroic dead. This absurd comparison confers a delightfully satirical
superhuman gloss on the system at a moment at which it is being used to
report Persian failure.'”

% Tt will certainly wrong-foot the reader: after a string of obscure Libyan tribes comes
one that seems gratefully familiar—and it is not acknowledged as such.

9 See below, pp. 364-5.
10 Flower—Marincola (2002) 297.

101 See below, pp. 333, 3357, 343. — Xerxes’ relations with his wife contrast with the
politically productive relations of Darius with Atossa in a more cosily domestic setting: §.134.
Perhaps there are distant echoes here also of Zeus and Hera (Hart (1982) 22), even with a
slight hint of Iliad 14 where Hera takes Zeus to bed to stop him watching the fighting: for
Atossa in bed with Darius diverts him from his existing military plans. And Atossa elye 70
mav kpatos (7.3), so here too the Great King’s agency is compromised.

12 A. M. Bowie (2007) 187.
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Eluswe Intertexts

Echoes of Homer can seem to be present without there being any very clear
intrinsic pay-off. Examples involve Homeric grammatical forms, Homeric
words present only once or twice in Herodotus, Homeric turns-of-phrase,
and even allusions to particular Homeric passages. Some may contribute
additional colour to contexts that already have other Homeric features
(further examples of that phenomenon occur elsewhere in this discussion),
others are free-standing signs that Herodotus’ lexicon and style is epic-
flavoured. I consign a number of examples to a footnote,'” but note here a
few of the more tantalising cases.

The Homeric phrase avamAfjoac kaka occurs in Herodotus’ description of
the Thracian Trausi, who mourn a new-born ooa pwv det émelre eyévero
avamAfjoar kaka (5.4). The general sentiment intratextually chimes with the
variability-of-eudaimonie theme, a theme that has Homeric intertextual colour
elsewhere (see above, pp. 297-8, 299—300, 3089, 311-15, 354, 367). Is the

presence of avamAfjoar kaka a sufficient trigger to see this passage as also

195 Grammatical forms: use of perfect/pluperfect of melfw to mean ‘trust’: 9.88. On the
infinitival imperative see below, p. 333. Rarely used Homeric words: oméwves (9.50, 51) epicises
Sparta’s provision-fetchers but has no particular significance. Kaparos (9.89) is at best a faint
Homerisation of the Persians’ hard nostos. On ¢udogpoaivy (5.92y.2), morapds Kaiiorpios
(5.100), and dmes (8.143.2; 9.76.2) see below, pp. 342, 348, 360 (n. 189). Turns-of-phrase: Stein
thought ava 7” &v8papov kai éBAacTov (Syracuse under Gelon) had a Homeric flavour. A
distant parallel with I[. 18.56, 437 on Achilles (Pelling (2006) g1) would be contextually
appropriate (see below, pp. 337-8), but I think there is nothing here but default Homerising
linguistic flavour. So too otds Tis dvip éyévero (6.122.3), as compared with Od. 4.242
(Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 269). dpa pAlw oxidvapéva (8.23) is surely in that category. (The
marking of dawn/daybreak is a Homeric narrative feature found elsewhere too: 8.83; 9.47)
On és Bupov Baldew see above, p. g11. Particular passages. The use of émppeiv in 9.38.2
(émppedvtav v ‘EAMjvov of the medising Greeks) and 11, 11.724 (ta 8 éméppeov Ebvea meldv
of Pylians going to relieve the siege of Thyroessa) is unique in each author (though
Herodotus uses ouvéppee of ships going to Salamis: 8.42.1), but reading the passages together
produces no obvious point. Artabanus’ vision of Mardonius torn by birds and dogs (7.106.3)
perhaps evokes the phrase’s prominent use in /l. 1.4 (and may even be piquant in view of
1.140, though Mardonius is not a magus: cf. Boedeker (2002) 102), but I see it as a small
Homeric flourish (in a characteristically sententious speech) that is simply a sign that further
Homerica are in the offing (see below, pp. 349-50) and a passing marker of the epic quality
of the war to come. (But see below, n. 183 on omens for Mardonius’ death.) The testing of
Phocian alkz in 9.18 has no particular point as event or intertext. The snake-woman in 4.8—
10 detains Heracles against his will until he has fathered three children. E. Bowie (2018a) 62
thinks this evokes Odysseus and Circe/Calypso (does the bow-drawing test Heracles sets
the children help draw attention to Odysseus?), but, if so, there seems no obvious pay-off.
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specifically evocative of Homer? Perhaps so: if Herodotus means us to see
that, although the Trausi are unusual in taking a sombre view of life to the
point of counter-normal rituals, the underlying idea 1s not alien, he may be
trying to give the point special validation by invoking Homer.'"*

At Artemisium the two fleets separate éTepa)\Kéwg o’vywwlo‘uévovg (8.11.3).
This 1s one of two uses of a Homeric word that (apart from a single instance
in Aeschylus) does not recur until Nicander. The Homeric sense is ‘victory
won with another’s help’ or ‘victory won by the side that was losing’ (five
occurrences) or ‘capable of turning the tide and giving victory’ (/. 15.738:
STpos éTepa)\Kﬁs). ;uixn éTepa)\Kﬁg in 9.103.2 1s a battle evenly poised and
needing an intervention to decide it (one was forthcoming from the
Samians), and a similar sense can apply in erepalkéws aywvilopévous,
though, since the Persians reckoned the battle did not turn out as expected
(moddov mapa 86éav aywviaapevor), there may even be a hint that the Greeks
had been winning against the run of play. But there is no real intertext here,
merely some Homeric flavour from an exceptionally unusual word, shared
by Homer and Herodotus but used by Herodotus in a slightly un-Homeric
sense. Or if there 75 an intertext, it lies in the pleasure a discriminating reader
might get from noticing that Herodotus has given the word a slightly new
meaning.'”

At 913 Mardonius G,,VEK(,!’)XGUé e Ol’)”TE €,7Tﬁl.LCLLV€ Ol’)’Té E’O‘[VGTO 'y’ﬁV T”;]V
Arrkny. The distinctive combination of a word connoting truce-making
and the sole Herodotean appearance of muacvewv perhaps evokes 11 3.299:
whoever first damages (muaivew) the oaths of a treaty will suffer.'”™ Over
winter 480479 Mardonius hoped the Athenians would do a deal with him,
so he maintained a truce and did no harm. When no deal was made, he
burned Athens and retreated. Do we say that, in realising the Athenians will
not make a deal and burning the city, Mardonius is breaking a
(metaphorical) oath and will therefore suffer (at Plataea)? Or that the
Athenians have broken a (metaphorical) oath and must therefore suffer (in
the burning of their land). Or that, since there were no oaths, nobody should
suffer (so burning Athenian land was unjustified)? Or just that the Homeric
passage came into Herodotus’ mind essentially randomly?

10* Suggested intertext: Gould (1989) 133. The phrase also appears in 6.12 and 9.87.
19 In this regard see below, n. 189 on dms; p. 333 on dyopdpac.

1% Flower—Marincola 2002 (123) note that mypaiverv is Homeric (the root is quite com-
mon) but make no further comment.
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After the Battle of Ephesus ‘those who survived scattered (eskedaotinoav)
to their cities. So on that occasion they fought (rore pev 87 ovrw Nywvicavro),
but afterwards the Athenians entirely abandoned the Ionians ..." (5.102.3—
103). Hornblower (2013) 286 draws attention to 1. 24.1-2: Ao7o 8 ayawv, Aaol
8¢ Boas eéml vijas ékaotou | éokidvavt’ iévar. The conjunction of scattering and
reference to an agon might suggest that the latter is not there in Herodotus
simply because the death of a games-competitor (Eualcides of Eretria) is
mentioned in the previous lines.'”” But the statement that Simonides praised
Eualcides does rather distract attention from Homer to another poet, and
comparing the dispersal of survivors from a bloodbath at Ephesus with the
orderly conclusion of Patroclus’ Funeral Games is odd. If one were sure that
there is an intentional allusion, one could say that there is an implied contrast
between the Achaeans, who will win the war of which Patroclus’ Funeral
Games are a sad side-issue (especially as Achilles has now returned), and the
Ionians, who may try to treat the ‘Games’ at Ephesus as a side issue but lose
their Athenian allies (who refuse to help despite repeated pleas: shades of the
earlier Achilles?) and will eventually lose the war. But this feels a little forced,
and the echo of /. 24.1 may not really be an allusion—unless the wider
context within the passage sits says otherwise (see below, p. 348).

In Herodotus 6.9.3, 8.109.4, and 8.118.3 we encounter the Homeric use
of 7s in affirmative exhortation.'” Is this more than just a casual grammat-
ical feature? Homeric examples occur in pre-battle narratives as is the case
in Herodotus 6.9.3, but whereas the Homeric cases are uncomplicated
(Agamemnon exhorts the Achaeans to prepare their weapons for battle and
Achilles exhorts the already keen Myrmidons to fight with GAxepov 7rop), the
Persian leaders exhort exiled Ionian tyrants to benefit the royal house by
asymmetrical non-military methods (secret communication and threats
designed to undermine the enemy’s morale). Might there be a contrastive
intertext underlining the Persians’ already advertised lack of confidence in
their own troops?'”™ That Herodotus s doing something deliberate is
suggested by the passages in Book 8, which are also about serving the king.
In 8.118.9 the king himself exhorts fellow-travellers on a foundering ship to
leap to their deaths to save his life—a metaphorical battle against the forces
of nature and an exhortation not to preparedness for combat but to self-

197 “The mention in 102.3 of the agonistically successful Eualcides might have exerted an
unconscious pull towards this choice of verb’: Hornblower (2013) 286.

108 J1. 2.382—4; 16.209. Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 95 mention only the latter.

1% They are frightened by the Ionians’ 53 ships, even though they have 600 (6.8.2—9.1).
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destruction.'"” And in 8.109.4 Themistocles exhorts his fellow-Athenians to
rebuild houses and plant seed and not to fight Xerxes at the Hellespont—
thus storing up credit with the king in case he should ever have to flee
Athens! The intertextual message of all three passages could then be that
serving the Persian ruler is not like serving a Homeric king, does not involve
actual battle, and may involve treachery. But one has to wonder how many
readers Herodotus might have thought likely to spot these intertextual and
intratextual links simply on the basis of a grammatical feature. The fact that
two are quite close together and belong within in the same narrative episode
(Xerxes’ return to Asia) is perhaps a help, but the case remains debatable.

Finally in this section we come to an echo that cannot (one feels) fail to
be an allusion, but is hard to interpret.'''.

At 9.93—5 Herodotus tells the story of the seer Evenius. The starting point
1s the death of a flock of sheep belonging to Helios, and that inescapably
evokes the slaughter of the Cattle of Helios—a crucial episode in Odyssey,
mentioned in the poem’s opening lines, doubly predicted by Circe and
Tiresias, and responsible for Odysseus’ final travel disaster and loss of all of
his companions. Even though Herodotus may need a seer story to retard the
narrative here as a parallel for that in 9.43-7, he could not choose this one
without realising that Homer would come to the reader’s mind.'"?

Both Evenius and Odysseus fall asleep by divine will and Helios’ animals
are then slaughtered (by wolves and Odysseus’ companions respectively).
Neither 1s culpably responsible, both survive and (after suffering) prosper:
Odysseus loses his companions and fails as a leader, but gets home; Evenius
loses his sight, but gets a home and a divine skill-—and in undertaking to be
apmveros already lays claim to the special quality of those who feel pipes.!''?
There is a further interaction in that the blind seer Tiresias warned Odysseus
of disaster if the Helios cattle were killed: that tends to underscore the
Odysseus—Evenius link; and the agreement between Delphi and Dodona
perhaps echoes that of Circe and Tiresias.

1% One may remember the Herodotean Xerxes sending waves of troops to predictable
death at Thermopylae.

" The case was discussed by Carmen Sanchez-Maias in a paper presented at the
Newcastle conference but not included in this publication.

12 That said, Flower-Marincola (2002) 266 and Asheri—Vannicelli (2007) 303 note the
link with 9.33—7, but not the Homeric intertext.

113 See below, p. 854 on 7.229.2. duiveros is unknown in Greek literature until the 2nd
c. AD, except thrice in Aeschylus (4Ag. 649, 1036; Supp. 975).
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But the mapping of the two stories is not perfect. (1) If Evenius
corresponds to Odysseus, the Apollonians are prima_facie the Companions:
but they come out of it much better than the Companions. (2) The divine
will that causes Odysseus’ problems is less opaque (we know him to be the
object of competing divine wills throughout) than that which causes the
death of the Apollonian animals (for which no explanation is supplied).
Odysseus understandably senses divine will in the situation from the outset,
the Apollonians understandably do not: for why should the gods attack their
own (which 1s not what happens in Odyssey)?

Given these dissonances one might say the intertext shows two things.
First, divine will is inscrutable: you may not spot its presence and it may do
unexpected things. Second, divine punishment does not fall as one expects:
the wolves are not punished at all (which only makes sense when it turns out
that they are agents of divine will), Evenius initially suffers unjust punishment
(and 1s unable to demand the sort of recompense Tisamenus gets in the
structurally parallel tale), and the Apollonians get away with things rather
well, despite having acted against divine will.

Since the Helios cattle incident is vitally important in Odpssey, its inter-
textual use ought not to be casual. How do we explain it?

1. One possibility is that it underscores the contrast between the heroic
and the modern world, a theme encountered elsewhere and one implicit in
the whole Herodotean Homeric enterprise. But in order to construct a
contrast between an epic story about an individual (Odysseus) and a modern
one about a collective (Apollonia) one has to see both the Apollonians and
Evenius in corresponding to Odysseus, and that is not easy.

2. Contextually the story marks the Greeks’ decision to advance to Asia.
Stadter sees this as an important moment where understanding the inscru-
tability of divine will (i.e., the difficulty of divining what it is) is pertinent.
The message of story and the intertext is that the advance into Asia may not
have been in accordance with divine will.''*

3. Stadter’s reading entails questioning the correctness of the mantic
advice given by Deiphonus. But the Evenius story and its intertext are a
celebration of mantic skill (the Apollonians erred because they assumed they
knew what was what and did not consult oracles, and only got things right
when they asked Delphi and Dodona, while in the Odyssey the seer Tiresias
and magician Circe know the score from the outset) and in principle
underline the authority of Evenius and his son—who might indeed take from

1* Stadter (1992).
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his father’s story the point that the mantis must, like everyone, be very careful
in practising his art. So one could argue that the story actually affirms the
authority behind the decision to go east. In fact, if there is uncertainty about
the son’s interpretation, it lies not in the Evenius—Odysseus stories but in the
suspicion that Deiphonus was not Evenius’ son in the first place—a suspicion
tossed in by Herodotus at the end with extraordinary casualness. So Stadter’s
proleptic political reading might be correct, but not for the reason he
alleged—and without the intertext itself being complicit in the proleptic
reference in the same way.

This is an unsatisfactory situation, and it is complicated by the fact that
the Evenius story is not the only mass slaughter of grazing animals in
Histories. When the Greeks withdrew from Artemisium (despite an earlier
undertaking that they would not), Themistocles had them slaughter
Euboean sheep and goats (since it was better for Greeks to take and eat them
rather than leave them for the enemy)—a disaster great enough to have been
foretold in a Bacis oracle that Euboeans had ignored (8.19—20). Blosel detects
an intertextual connection with the Cattle of Helios,'"® and, if that is correct,
it is relatively easily interpretable as a comment on the behaviour of
Themistocles, who in this story is not the clever Odyssean we might normally
expect (and who is visible in other parts of the opening of Book 8) but plays
the role of Odysseus’ companions. The imputation is that he behaved as
wrongly as they did and (presumably) that sooner or later he will be punished
for it: none of them got home and, one day, he will be forced to flee from his
home into Persian exile (cf. above, pp. 303, 330). The incitement to see the
incident as a Cattle of Helios story is not as strong as in the Evenius case—
the animals are not sacred, though they were the subject of an oracle—but
it is not negligible. But the easy availability of a possible interpretation only
underlines the uncertainty in the Evenius case.

Self-undermining Intertexts

The possibility that in-text characters might be ascribed self-undermining
intertexts was mentioned earlier. Some further examples follow.''®

115 Blosel (2004) 158—60.

' Leutychidas’ story about the dreadful fate of a dishonest man (6.86) is ironic, given
his own association with dishonesty (6.66, 72), and this irony has been compared with
Antinous’ admonitory allusion to the drunken centaur Eurytion in Od. 21.299—301 (Antinous
will shortly die, and with a cup of wine in his hands: Od. 22.8—20): Hornblower—Pelling (2017)
203. But Leutychidas is primarily guilty of hypocrisy rather than a bad choice of Homeric
Intertext.
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1. A new moment in the narrative leading to Marathon is marked by
Darius firing an arrow in the air, instructing his servant to repeat ‘Master,
remember the Athenians’, and uttering a prayer that has no precise verbal
parallel in Homer but is in a Homeric grammatical form (infinitival
imperative) found in prayers to Zeus and in content most closely resembles
Agamemnon’s prayer in /l. 2.413 that he will destroy Troy before the day is
done (5.105).""" Darius does not request such immediate success, but his
prayer is like Agamemnon’s in that it is not answered as he would wish. For
the salient thing about /I 2.413 is that Zeus says no: he accepted
Agamemnon’s offering but repaid it with movov apéyaprov (420). That is a
nice (and even amusing) point for anyone who notices the echo—perhaps
made easier by a string of Homerisms since 5.92: see below, pp. g41-8.'"®

2. At 6.11-12 we find a speech by Dionysius of Phocaea. The event is
(sardonically?) marked at the start by Herodotus’ sole use of ayopdpac
(applied to an Ionian gathering) in a form that occurs only once in Homer
(albeit in a different sense) in reference to an assembly of the gods,'"” but the
vivid Homerism is Dionysius’ assertion that things are on a razor’s edge (et
évpod ... akpdjs)—also a hapax in both Homer and Herodotus (who uses other
phraseology in comparable crucial moment passages).'’* The critical
situation in /iad 1s that the Trojans have reached the wall round the Achaean
ships (provoking already the failed embassy to Achilles in /lzad 9), and Nestor
uses the words in fhad 10.173-6 when waking Greek leaders to urge
inspection of the guard-posts and an operation to spy on the Trojan camp.
(Are there after-echoes here of the secret communication between enemy

"7 Darius knew his Homer!” (Hornblower (2013) 292).

18 One might compare Xerxes at Troy in 7.43. He casts himself as Priam and ignores

the fact that Homer’s Athena supported the Achaeans. Since the visit is surrounded by 1ll
omen (preceded by a disastrous storm and the Scamander unprecedentedly running dry,
and followed by a night-time panic), things do not look good. The visit to Troy was, of
course, meant to have much more positive implications: see Haubold (2007), esp. 53-8.

19 Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 96, noting that it prepares the way for the more striking
allusion to come.

120 6.109.3; 8.60a, and 118.3. These are all ‘it’s up to you moments’: Miltiades in the first
speaks of freedom—but also of possible Athenian power (which Themistocles does not in
8.60a—Dbut he is seeking to persuade a Spartan commander); the third passage is Xerxes on
his sinking ship, which is presumably a sardonic intratextual comment on a contrast with
Themistocles? (See also above, pp. 329—30, for another indirect Themistoclean aspect of
this passage.) See also 8.74 (those at Isthmus built a wall dre mept T0b wavros %8m {Spdpov}
féovres) and g.60 (Pausanias to Athenians: dydvos peylorov mpokeyrévov Exevlépmy elvar 7
dedovdwpévny v ‘EAdada).
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camps in 6.9-10?) The spy operation has its successes, but in the longer term
the Achaeans’ situation gets worse, so the overtones of emt §vpod axpdjs are
not encouraging. Dionysius changes the stakes from life and death in Homer
to freedom and slavery (an intertextual assertion of their equivalence), but
his plan—not inspections and espionage but the hard labour of military
training—faﬂs through Ionian softness: 7iva 8aL‘u,6vwv Wapa,Bo’W'reg Tdde
avamipmAaper, they say, Homeric (if not exclusively) in the use of
avamipmAavar and speculation about the action of daimones. Dionysius is
made to look a fool and his use of Homer (and echo of Nestor—famous for
good organisation of troops!) underlines the point: he is right that there is a
crisis, but the Homeric tag does not bode well for its resolution.

3. At g.11 the Athenians complain that they are wronged by Sparta and
bereft of allies (ynret ovppaxwr). The use of yprec—a hapax in Herodotus,
and rare in classical authors (once each in Eupolis and Plato)—gives a rather
personal colour to the situation, and there is a particular echo of a famous
passage of lliad 6 (460—5) in which Hector imagines the captive Andromache
in Argos grieving the loss of the heroic husband (6s dpioredeoke payeotac |
Tpawv trmodapwr) who could have protected her from slavery.'?! Athens, the
latter-day Andromache, has now abandoned the high tone of 8.144 (7o
‘EXqvikov) and is threatening to join the Persians in inflicting slavery on
other Greeks.'” That sits awkwardly with Andromache’s earlier declaration
of a peculiar family bond with Hector (he is father, mother, and brother to
her as well as husband)—shades of 70 ‘EAAqvikov?—and with Hector’s
insistence that honour requires him to fight even in a doomed cause.'*”’
Herodotus’ Athenians will later claim nutv marpaiov €ati €éobar xpmoToiat
alel mparrowar elvac (9.27), but they seem to have forgotten such values for
the moment. The intertextual effect is not to justify the Athenians (deprived
of protecting Spartans they have no option but slavery) but to denounce
them. And the twist is that this is the Athenians speaking: they are
denouncing themselves. But we should not leap to (the wrong sort of)
judgement. What they are proposing is awful—a plan whose presentation
tramples on one of the most moving passages in the /liad. But it is a thought

121 Flower—Marincola (2002) 120. Asheri—Vannicelli (2007) 188 notes the Homeric word,

but not the Andromache context.

121 doubt Provencal’s claim ((2015) 253) that 70 ‘EAAgvekdv is an intertext with the Shield
of Achilles.
123 J1. 6.444-6: émel pdbov Eupevar éoblos | alel kal mparoror pera Tpdeoor pdyeodar |

S / , T U T U
GPVULEVOS TTATPOS TE [LEYT KAEOS 1O EUOV aVTOD.
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experiment whose purpose is to be rejected, and the Homeric overtone is
there to underline that point.

4. In 7.103 Xerxes starts his response to Demaratus’ improbable claim
that the Spartans would march against him with only a thousand men with
the words Aqudpnre, otov épbéytao émos, thus using a formula associated in
Homer with the outraged complaint of a god (usually Hera) about something
said by another god (usually Zeus). The norm in the Homeric cases is that
the complainant does not persuade the other party to change tack and the
status quo 13 maintained: the only exception is when Zeus has proposed
something entirely absurd—ending the war and letting Troy survive or
saving Sarpedon or Hector from their fated death. One might say that, since
Demaratus’ claim is extraordinary,'** the fact that he does not back down at
Xerxes’ complaint in itself breaches the Homeric norm, but it is certainly
true that Xerxes’ use of the speech formula is quite out of line. In Homer the
formula is used by one god to another who is either of equal or (normally)
higher status. Demaratus is far too weak a figure to be addressed in this way
by the Great King—or he should be: but the point of the intertextual
colouring is to indicate that in this context Demaratus is the more powerful
figure to whose solemn assertion of what he knows about Spartan character
Xerxes can only respond with a faintly absurd bit of arithmetical bluster.
Moreover, although Xerxes affects amused astonishment (he replies with
laugh—generally a bad sign, as Lateiner (1977) noted), Demaratus had
feared Xerxes’ anger, and the intertext may hint that Xerxes is actually more
angry than he is prepared to admit. (The divine complainants are normally
genuinely angry, and even the mock outrage of Hera in /I. 14.330 is a little
strained, given that Zeus has just given her a long list of his adulterous
lovers.) So, the effect of Xerxes’ use of otov épféyéao Emos is to make him
look weak and hypocritical.

The significance of the passage is underlined if one takes account of two
others in which Herodotus uses the formula. In both it is in the mouth of a
Persian functionary speaking to the Persian king, so the power relationship
1s correct, at least in theory. In the first Megabyzus expostulates about
Darius’ award of Myrcinus to Histiaeus, and he succeeds in making the king
change his mind—which, intertextually speaking, rather nicely establishes
that the award had really been entirely improper and unwise. In the second
we have (also rather nicely) Histiaeus himself outraged at Darius’ suggestion

124 Tt resembles the boast Agamemnon attributes to drunken Argives (. 8.230—4) who

are now terrified of Hector (cf. Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 419). But
Demaratus is stone-cold-sober serious.
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that he bore some responsibility for the Ionian Revolt. The reader knows
that this is entirely true, but Histiaeus successfully placates the king (despite
bluntly telling him that the revolt was the king’s fault, because had ‘deported’
Histiaeus in the first place) and persuades him that he will travel to Ionia,
put everything right, and conquer Sardinia without changing his clothes.
This brazen performance bamboozled the king (8:.€8a)e), and in achieving
this Histiaeus outdid the goddess Hera:'® for when Hera rejects an
accusation (1.552; 8.462; 18.361), Zeus nonetheless gets his way; and when
she makes a proposal odogpovéovoa (that they should return to Olympus to
have sex), it 1s refused. Darius, by contrast, emerges as an easily manipulable
version of the supreme god: so the power-relationship between Histiaeus and
Darius is not as correct as it looked initially.

Taken together, the three passages chart a downward curve in the Ersatz
Olympus that is the Persian royal court: Megabyzus speaks urgently but
rationally'® and the king is sensibly persuaded; Histiaeus is an absurd show-
off and chancer who tricks a manipulable king; and Xerxes cedes the high
ground (moral and otherwise) to a Spartan king, who is unmoved by his
prissily arithmetical protestations.'*’ It is altogether a model example of what

1% Compare Socles: see below, p. 342. In this case Histiacus is not undermining himself]
but undermining Darius.

126 Hornblower (2013) 291 detects an attempt to suggest court rhetoric in this speech and
that of Histiaeus, noting the redundancy of kat ﬁpépng kat vuktos and moAAos ... moAAds
(5.23.2) and ’;’} ‘U/é'y(l ’;’} O'}LLKPO/V and 7TC/LVT(], e 7T(iVT(JJV (5.106). And K(Iz ”;”,Le/p”r]s KCL;, VUKTég iS an
actual Persian phrase (DB §7), so Greeks whom it ‘struck ... as specially appropriate in a
Persian context” (Hornblower (2013) 120) were right. (It recurs in the alleged letter of Xerxes
to Pausanias in Thuc.1.129.3.) But there is still a real contrast between Megabyzus’ sobriety

and Histiaeus’ extravagance. Demaratus is also sober (see above, n. 124).

27 Demaratus’ stature as an adviser was arguably Homerically marked when he first
came to Asia (6.70). He arrives as an exile and ex-ruler and is received grandly, with gifts of
land and cities, having previously shone in Sparta éyoiot Te kai yvopnoe. Homer’s Phoenix
arrives as an exile in Phthia, 1s given riches and a people (laos) to rule over (. 9.482—4), and,
when Achilles (whom Phoenix nurtured from childhood) goes to Troy, he accompanies him
with the task of making the young man, lacking experience of war or counsel, into a ‘speaker
of words (uobwv pyrijpa) and doer of deeds (mpnkrijpa Epywv)’ (9.443). Demaratus, having
provided a clinching argument for the throne going to Darius’ fourth youngest son (7.5: an
act of nurturing?), accompanies the young (but not entirely inexperienced) Xerxes to war,
where he acts as an expert on matters Spartan and spokesman for an ideology opposed to
that of the Persian monarch. His analysis and advice are unsurprisingly always rejected.
That is also (of course) Phoenix’s undeserved fate in Iliad 9, and we are never told how much
Achilles’ prowess owed to Phoenix’s instruction of him in words and deeds. But the
Demaratus—Phoenix assimilation tends to ascribe to Demaratus extra authority for the true
things he will say to Xerxes. Any implicit assimilation of Xerxes and Achilles is another



Ch. 9. Poet and Historian: The Impact of Homer in Herodotus® Histories 337

intertextuality can achieve: the downward curve is there anyway, but giving
it a pseudo-Olympian colour both underlines the point and increases our
enjoyment of it.'*

5. There 1s also a great deal to enjoy in the Greek embassy to Gelon in
480 (7.159-61).'%

There are two Homeric intertexts in 7.159. The primary intertext is with
1liad 7.124: Peleus would groan at the Greeks’ cowardice in face of Hector.
Nestor’s complaint is prompted specifically by Agamemnon dissuading
Menelaus from fighting Hector: eventually lots are cast and Ajax wins. Ajax
was the best hero after Achilles (/I. 2.768), and Nestor’s reference to Peleus
has already evoked the absent Achilles, especially as he then describes the
mission to Peleus’ court to recruit Achilles for the Trojan War. Syagrus’
reapplication of the words to a Spartan Agamemnon is thus mal a propos
because the intertextual passage (a) shows Agamemnon devaluing the
Spartan Menelaus and (b) reminds us that Agamemnon was responsible for
the absence of the figure whom the Achaeans really need, viz. Achilles. That
did not show Agamemnon’s leadership at its best; and, if his view that
Menelaus was not up to fighting Hector was a better bit of leadership, it is
not one that can properly be deployed by Syagrus.

A secondary intertext follows on from this. The allusion to Nestor has
evoked one sort of embassy in search of military help. But fliad g offers a
more prominent one, sent to Achilles as the Achaeans’ military crisis
deepens. This reinforces the fact that Syagrus’ approach casts Gelon as an
Ersatz Achilles—an awkward and unintentional consequence given Achilles’
heroic primacy and additionally mal a propos because leadership is not an
issue in fliad g (Achilles is offered gifts but not even a share of leadership)
whereas it i1s central in Syracuse. Achilles’ response leaves open the
possibility that he will fight if Hector directly threatens the Myrmidons.
Gelon did indeed fight (on the same day as Salamis) in his own defence. But
he refuses the Greeks’ appeal because the Greeks did not help him earlier
(Carthage, Dorieus, emporia) and he will not be subordinate to those who

reversal of the standard Achaeans—Greeks/Trojans—Persians script, albeit one that
highlights Achillean pig-headedness. Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 182 note the verbal parallel
with 1l. 9.443 without further comment, save that Thuc. 1.139.4 also echoes Phoenix.

128 For a different ‘Olympian’ Xerxes one might note how Salamis plays out beneath his
repeatedly mentioned gaze—rather as Iliadic battles are surveyed by (partisan) gods.

129 That intertextuality can be fun is noted by Pelling (2006) 77 and 86. This case (which
might qualify for Pelling’s adjective ‘roistering’) is discussed in Pelling (2006); Grethlein
(2006); (2010) 162—4; and Haywood, above, pp. 75-8.
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rejected his plea and now, having remembered him,'® nonetheless insult
him (arpin: 158.4; Syagrus’ words as vfpiopara: 160.2). This seems like a
counterpart to Agamemnon’s insult to Achilles, and reinforces the Gelon—
Achilles link. Yet, unlike Achilles, Gelon is prepared to make a compromise
and share leadership. Syagrus’ approach is doubly mal a propos but the
intertext also underlines that he is still more successful than he deserves to
be because the Sicilian Achilles whom he has called into virtual existence is
not quite as unbiddable as the original one.

But the Athenians then reject Gelon’s compromise with a Homeric
argument of their own which matches and indeed outdoes Syagrus. The
Spartans have a problem: they cannot say that Homer reports that Sparta
supplied the overall commander at Troy because he does not. So they are
bound not to mention Homer and to resort to an indirect allusion (albeit with
a verbal quotation). But the Athenians can proudly quote Homer explicitly
and say smugly that Homeric authority means that no blame attached to
what might look like boasting."*! And yet they do not entirely get the better
of Syagrus. Syagrus scored an own goal by choosing a passage in which the
actual Homeric Spartan king’s inadequacy is thematised and Agamemnon’s
leadership at least debatable. But the Athenians do the same by choosing
one that actually says that Menestheus was best at organising troops except for
Nestor, who was older. They have quoted their source selectively or even lied
about its identity: for what they say Homer says (and the annotation about
there being no shame in mentioning it) recalls one of the ‘Simonidean’
epigrams about Eion: if that is a genuine mid-fifth century text, then
Athenian misuse of Homer has a pre-Herodotean precedent. But in any
event the real Homeric text (the thing they claim to cite) undermines their
supposedly unnegotiable claim to undivided naval leadership.

Gelon’s response brings a third allusive intertext, not with Homer but
with Pericles: loss of his support means that the spring has gone out of the
year. Since Pericles used the phrase of the Athenian war-dead (Arist. Rhet.
13652 and 1411a), whereas Gelon refers to an army that does not exist, Gelon
perhaps speaks tastelessly and shows he has mastered the art of intertexting

B0 yvijoris (yéyove) (Hdt. 7.158.3) is Homeric (once: Od. 13.280), a Herodotean hapax
here, and otherwise just twice in Sophocles before the Hellenistic era (when it is still not
common). In Homer Odysseus and a Phoenician crew are too tired to be pvijoris 86pmov,
and they then abandon him with his goods while he sleeps. There is no specific intertext in
Herodotus, just use of Homeric vocabulary.

131 A unique example of implicit and explicit Homeric allusions working together within
the same discourse.
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(and even of leadership: Grethlein) as badly as his antagonists. But the
evocation of Athenian losses in the future days of imperial power acts as a
sphragis-like activation of a theme already present in 15961, antagonism
between Sparta and Athens about leadership. That thematic strand is in the
spirit of evocations of the topic (and associated kaka) earlier in Histories."*

What does this all amount to?

1. Syagrus and the Athenians use Homer to claim primacy over a non-
Homeric rival (the Athenians even add remarks about their antiquity and
autochthony). This is not effective in the world of the meeting in Syracuse
because, although willing to compromise (unlike his Homeric equivalent
Achilles), Gelon is not cowed or impressed by the visitors’ wish to live in the
Homeric past. Perhaps that is a direct critical comment on subsequent fifth
century discursive assimilation of the Trojan and Persian Wars—a theme
encountered elsewhere in intertextual contexts.'*

2. But things are also problematic in the metaworld of intertext. The
Spartans’ primary intertext with Homer casts Agamemnon in a debatable
light (a good leader because he knows Menelaus’ limitations? a bad leader
because he alienated Achilles? a leader from a generation less good than that
of Peleus and Nestor?) and undermines the Agamemnon-Sparta
identification (the real Spartan is Menelaus, whose inadequacy is a central
point in the [liad passage). The Athenian allusion to Homer is inaccurate,
again evokes the inferiority of the Agamemnon-Menestheus generation
(Nestor was better than Menestheus), and prompts a non-Homeric intertext
that evokes later hegemony struggles and provides a dark proleptic setting
for the 480 debate in Syracuse—one that chimes with much else in the
narrative about difficult Spartan—Athenian relations. In fact, the intertexts
the two parties are assigned are so poor as to be almost a joke at their
expense. Syagrus’ allusion hardly deserved to work and, even if the
Athenians’ one did (which is barely the case), the naval hegemony they
yearned for would end in tears. The (or one) reason discursive assimilation
of Trojan and Persian Wars is questionable is that Homeric analogies are so
liable to be self-defeating and are in any case only a mask for Realpolitik. In
7.159—62, then, Homeric intertexts are (a) an object of comment i se and (b)
a means of revealing the blind and mendacious manners of politicians
engaged in the fight for hegemony.

132 See below, pp. 347, 368.
133 See above, pp. 302—4; below, pp. 345-8, 351-2, 3545, 356—60, 3612, 368—9.
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So far as the Athenians go there is a coda in Book 9. At 9.26—7 the
Tegeans and Athenians debate their right to be posted on the left wing. The
Tegeans appeal to a privilege going back to the return of the Heraclidae.
The Athenians respond with mythical claims of their own from the Funeral
Speech repertoire, concluding with a very perfunctory reference to Troy
(their contribution was a good as anyone’s), but then sweep all this ancient
history aside as irrelevant compared with their achievement at Marathon. It
is as though they have learned the lesson of the Gelon embassy—except that
Marathon was, of course, no basis on which to argue for leadership at sea.
In fact, 9.27 just emphasises that the ambassadors in 480 had a rather weak
hand: until Salamis Athens had no proven claims as a maritime power, and
Homer was no substitute. Once Salamis (as well as Marathon) had hap-
pened, Homer was unnecessary. But later-fifth-century Athenians did not
learn and act on that lesson, and Herodotus uses another Homeric intertext
to make that point, as we shall see below (p. 352).

3.5 Important Historical Episodes and Developments

We have already noticed the intertextual marking of important historical
moments in the case of the fall of Lydia and Egypt (above, pp. 319-15). There
1s much more to be said under this heading.

1. Lydia
In the case of Lydia this was the end of a story (the history of the Mermnad
dynasty) that also began with a Homeric intertext (the wife of Candaules:
above, pp. 307-8), and there are in fact other Homeric moments in between.
The Solon—Croesus episode has already been discussed (above, pp. 309-11).
At its conclusion Herodotus announces that Croesus was seized by éx Oeod
vépeots. The word is only here in Herodotus and is Homeric. There is no
intertext with any specific passage, but it injects Homeric (or generally
poetic) colour to mark a strong interpretative statement about the next story-
line and its connection with the previous one. The next story-line is the death
of Croesus’ son Atys, and it begins in a Homeric manner: reception of a
guest, a variant on the dine first/ questions second trope in which purification
stands for dinner, Croesus’ formulaic question about Adrestus’ origins (again
adjusted: ‘whom did you murder?’), and the very fact that fugitive murderers
are a Homeric trope. Later on, the boar-hunt is not without epic overtones.
This is the second reception-of-guest story in succession (it is neat that the
message of Solon s fulfilled by the arrival of another guest) and the Homeric
overtones of the first are further realised here. But there is more. Fugitive
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murderers are particular associated with Peleus’ court. So is Croesus
momentarily figured as Peleus? He s, after all, about to lose a son, albeit in
a freak (yet presumably fated) accident rather than in the warfare from which
he has strenuously sought to protect him. This notion is reciprocally
supported by the view that, when Cyrus and his companions observe
Croesus with wonder, it recalls Achilles and his companions observing Priam
with the wonder occasioned by the arrival of a murderer (above, p. 313). The
alert reader is thus given a hint that the fugitive will become a companion to
Croesus’ son (as Phoenix and Patroclus were to Achilles) and that that son is
in danger. That might be a bit of a stretch at a first reading/hearing. But
once the story unfolds, the sense of fate at work is retrospectively enriched
by the idea that there is a sort of pattern.

The rise and fall of Mermnad Lydia is thus accompanied by Homer
throughout. This phenomenon has parallels elsewhere, as does the basic
principle of marking important historical moments intertextually.

2. Athens From Tyranny to War with Persia—and Beyond

The most remarkable sequence of Homerisms is the one in the second half
of Book 7 that accompanies the narrative from Athens’ liberation from
tyranny to the onset of the Persian Wars proper.'** We have already noted
the second preface at 5.65 (above, pp. 305-6) and Cleomenes’ ignominious
failure in Attica in 5.77 (above, pp. §15-16). The next stage is the speech of
the Corinthian Socles in 5.92.

The speech breaks the silence in a cowed assembly (an established
Homeric trope'®) and is followed by a rerun of the same trope: the allies had
been quiet but after Socles’ intervention they spoke (5.93). It consists of the
telling of an elaborate story (or several interconnected stories) in the manner
of Phoenix in /liad g, but also of Nestor on more than one occasion (especially
as they are stories about Socles’ own city and in that sense about his own
past), Achilles on Niobe (24.602-17), and Diomedes on Bellerophon (6.155—
05).'* The speech contains several Homerisms. The Homeric ‘loose the
knees’ embedded in an oracle is perhaps not particularly significant. But the

'3 An exceptional example of the principle that intertexts can come in clusters (Pelling

(2006) 77).

135 Also used in 7.10, noted by, e.g., Pelling (2006) 101. Hornblower (2013) 249 compares

Od. 8.532—3, which 1s a similar focusing device, but not particularly close.
1% Gould (1989) 56; Hornblower (2013) 247. The compositional device recurs in Herod-

otus on a smaller scale in the speech of Leutychidas in 6.86 (see above, n. 116). Johnson
(2001) examines them in tandem.
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speech opens with 7 87 (a common Homeric speech opener found only here
in Herodotus), contains the only Herodotean use of ¢idodpoovvy, a word
that also occurs just once in Homer, rehearses the story of Periander and
Melissa (which Richardson links with Andromache’s idea to burn Hector’s
clothes, ‘not for your profit ... but as a source of honour in the sight of Trojan
men and women’),"”” and ends with a plainly Homeric speech-trope tore
l‘)'lLZV KOPLVG[OUg V43 Ol; O'UVG,LVE,OV’TCl,g.l38 ThiS iS a HomeriC SpCCCh bOth il’l
essential conception and some aspects of content. How are we to interpret
this?

1. Socles’ speech is an example of Homerically coloured political history.
In that respect it is analogous to the Hastores itself. It can thus be set alongside
other examples of an analogy between Herodotus and in-text characters (see
above, pp. 317-19)—and it may also express Herodotus’ own political
view.'*

2. If the Homeric analogy for the Periander/Melissa story is recognised,
it points up the difference between that pair and Hector/Andromache and
supports the denunciation of tyrants.

3. The use of ¢idogpooivy is harder to call. It expresses the reason for
which Labda (wrongly) imagined the Bacchiad hitmen had come to see the
child: ¢udopposivy Tob matpos (Eetion? Amphion?) The sole Homeric
occurrence of the word is in a yap duewov line-ending of the sort Herodotus
plays with in Book 3 (above, p. 305) and it occurs during the embassy to
Achilles in /liad g that is also home to the speech of Phoenix to which Socles’
speech as a whole 1s formally analogous. These are both signs that the word’s
appearance is not accidental. Moreover, the precise context is Odysseus’
recollection of what happened when he and Nestor went to fetch Achilles to
the Trojan War'*—another scene in which people come to get a child
(albeit one older than Cypselus). But what Odysseus says is that Peleus told
Achilles that ¢idogpoovvy is better than the peyadyprop Oupos and spirit of
épus that he is showing in his quarrel with Agamemnon, and the relevance
of this to Labda’s situation is opaque.'! Are we invited to link peyayrap

137 Richardson (1993) ad II. 22.510—14.

138 With guv- nicely substituted for ém-, as Hornblower (2013) 267 notes.
139 Moles (2007).

110 9.256: the episode recurs in 7.124-8 and 11.765-91.

"I Hornblower says that it is from a speech Achilles dismisses as insincere, so the reader
should infer that the men were insincere (as they were). But Achilles does not dismiss the
speech as insincere: Friedrich (2011).
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Bupos and epes with the Bacchiads? That might be appropriate but adds little
to our existing understanding of them. Or, if Cypselus stands for Achilles, is
it his future peyanrwp Bupos and épus that are evoked? But that seems a bit
tortuous. Perhaps the word is just a largely unconscious sign that Herodotus’
mind has been on the embassy scene.

4. The final Homerism is, by contrast, easier—and important.'* The
trope casts Socles as a god addressing the Spartans as though they were Zeus.
These are more disconcerting equations than those arising when Persians
use the otov &mos trope (above, pp. 335-7)—a trope that appears at the start
of some speeches that end with the phrase Socles uses, a fact that
demonstrates that we are right to treat both as intentional allusions. But it
seems likely that Socles is claiming the authority with which Athene or Hera
challenge Zeus and that we are to approve of his doing so. And he actually
claims more authority. In Homer speakers say ‘do it if you want, but we shall
not approve’, but in Herodotus Socles does not: rather he just says ‘are you
going not to stop but to continue trying to restore Hippias contrary to
justice? Be assured that the Corinthians do not approve’. The truth is that
Spartans are not Zeus, cannot do what they want, and are indeed powerless.
This is why there is no narrator comment at all on the Spartan reaction to
Socles’ speech, only a report of the response of other allies—which is what
settles things. The Spartans are marginalised. Socles 1s successfully claiming
more authority than Athena or Hera and exposing Spartan weakness: they
are would-be Zeus with none of his power. (We recall that the otov &mos
passages also question the power of a Zeus-like ruler.'*)

The Socles intertext varies Homer in another way. The Homeric cases
are about war and death continuing as they are fated to (whether explicitly
in the passage or not: the reader of Homer knows there is no way the Trojan
War is suddenly going to end), whereas Socles is arguing for a war to stop
and maintaining that its not doing would be contrary to the natural order."**
So he uses the Homeric trope to a non- or counter-Homeric end and that
perhaps adds to force of his achievement. In any event, however, the
intertext is one that greatly reinforces Socles’ authority and the effectiveness
of his denunciation of tyranny.

12 See Pelling (2006) 1023, Hornblower (2013) 267.
143 See above, pp. 335-7.

" Affirmed at the start in a topsy-turvy trope that is not Homeric: Hornblower (2013)
250 moots Archilochus.
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The Homeric colour continues after Socles is finished. Defeated, Hippias
retired to Sigeium, a place that was tied both to Cypselid history (the
Pisistratids had it thanks to Periander) and to Homeric history: for the
Athenians affirmed that they had as much right to Sigeium as any of the
Greeks who fought alongside Menelaus to punish the abduction of Helen.
The implication is that defeat of Troy gave all participating Greeks a right
by conquest to Trojan territory (5.94). Athens fought Mytilene on that basis
and it was the arbitration of that war by Periander that established Athenian
control. Hippias’ bolt-hole thus exemplifies the use of Homeric history to
establish a claim, just as Socles’ speech exemplifies the use of Homeric text
to win an argument (and the Gelon embassy exemplified using it to lose one).
But Hippias also copies Socles more exactly: for he says that the Corinthians
will yearn (émmobnoewv) for the Pisistratids when the time comes for them to
be hurt by Athens (5.95.1). In doing so he echoes Achilles’ forecast that
sufferings at the hands of Hector will lead the Achaeans to yearn (mofletv) for
Achilles," just as Socles echoed Athena or Hera when denouncing Spartan
support of tyranny. Socles (as we saw) actually trumped the authority of
Athena and Hera, and Hippias does something similar. For, whereas
Achilles simply accompanied his statement with an oath, Hippias claims the
extra insight due to his knowledge of oracles. Achilles makes what he says
true by mere assertion—which he can do because what happens lies in his
own hands: he can choose to fight whenever he wishes. But Hippias is
speaking of a future beyond his own time, one only accessible by informed
prediction. Enhanced Homeric authority 1is thus claimed both for
Corinthian (and Spartan) hostility to tyranny and for the prospect of painful
Corinthian—Athenian conflict—and extra weight is given to the opportunity
inescapably offered to the reader to contemplate post-Histories history.
Herodotus sometimes does that explicitly, in the various proleptic references
to events down to the 420s: here at least there can be no doubt that he is
implicitly inviting us to see the content of his text from the perspective of a
later world."*

And what is he inviting us to see? Perhaps an Athens freed from tyranny
that has become tyrannical and one whose poor relations with Corinth
characteristically involved conflicts over territory—Megara (which Athens
defended from Corinthian encroachment: Thuc. 1.103), Aegina (which

1% Pelling (2006) 103.
6 Hornblower (2013) 267: Hippias’ prediction ‘is the best card in the hands of the

“irony” school of Herodotean interpreters’.
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Corinth failed to defend, suffering a major defeat in the process: 1.105) and,
most notoriously, two places further afield that Corinth claimed as hers
(because they were colonies) but Athens had acquired as subjects (Potidaea)
or as allies (Corcyra). The cosy territorial relationship between Athens,
Corinth, and Sigeium in the days of actual tyranny stands in contrast to an
uncosy relationship in the days of metaphorical tyranny. Moreover there is
potential Homeric colour to both sides of the comparison. Imperial Athens
could claim that her power, which went back to her willingness to fight the
barbarian and protect the Greeks after 478, was rooted in an ongoing Trojan
War. Perhaps she had as much right to Potidaeca as she had had to
Sigeium—a right that the Corinthians /ad recognised. But anyone inclined
to that reading (based on Athens as avatar of the Achaeans at Troy) might
be given pause by the next Homeric intertext just three chapters later. The
ongoing Trojan War was ultimately an artefact of the Persian attacks on
Greece, and the next intertext disrupts the putative Athenian script by
providing a different Homeric take on Athens’ role in the origins of those
attacks.

The Athenian ships sent to Ionia in 499 were, Herodotus says, the start
of evils for Greeks and barbarians (5.97.9): this channels three Homeric
passages, but most notably lliad 5.62—4.'*" The reference to the start of evils
contrasts with the stress at the beginning of Histories on the start of crimes
(the mythological crimes involving women and what Herodotus takes as the
real first crime, that of the Lydian conquest) but it also picks up on something
implicitly present at or near the outset of the work: for the passage evokes
the kaka involving Miletus and Naxos in 5.28-90 and those evils in turn are
the second in a series of evils for Ionia that began either with the Persian

7 J]. 5.62—4: the dpyexdkous ships which were an evil to all the Trojans and for their

builder since he did not know 6éogara. Note that dpyexdrouvs is a distinctive Homeric hapax
absent except in //. 5.62— related contexts until the Roman era. /l. 11.604: Patroclus comes
out of his hut at a call from Achilles: xaxod 8’ dpa ol méAev apy. Il 3.100: Menelaus says
that Argives and Trojans have suffered much eivex’ éujs €pidos kal Adefdvdpov évex’ apyis
(codd.: drms Zenodotus). The intertextual link is widely recognised. (It was already noticed
by Plutarch in Her. Mal. 24, 861B.) A similar idea is expressed by Helen in Z/. 6.356, a high-
profile passage where she also says Zeus created an evil destiny (kaxov pépov) so that we shall
be aotdepor to later generations (cf. above, pp. 295, 316): elvex’ éueto kuvos kal Aleéavdpov
évex’ drps—and it is identical if one adopts Zenodotus’ reading of apxyfs for drps. On 8.142.2
see 1. 149. E. Bowie (2018a) 59 notes a further use of the trope in Hdt. 2.139: his daughter’s
death was the start of evils for Mycerinus—a story whose sexual content recalls another
starting point, Candaules’ wife (see above, pp. 307-8).
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conquest of the region'*® or perhaps even with its first enslavement by Lydia.
And yet there 1s still a contrast, because those were evils for Ionia and what
we now have are evils for Greeks and barbarians. That much increased
ambit extends the most direct Homeric intertext, where the ships are an evil
for Trojans, and one of the secondary ones (the start of evil for Patroclus),
but is matched in //iad 5.100 where Menelaus says that the Argives and Trojans
have suffered much elvex’ euijs €pidos kat Adefavdpov evex’ apxns.'** So the
mixture of intratextual and intertextual features mark how important a new
stage we have now reached.

But that is not all. Menelaus’ perspective is historical (Paris started
something and both parties have suffered between then and now), but
Herodotus (like the other Homer passages) is prospective. The Homer
passages look forward to the annihilation of Troy and Patroclus. That is a
large weight for the undefined future evils of Greeks and barbarians to bear.

The conventional script about the Persian Wars would surely be more in
line with the Homeric originals—defeat (though not annihilation) for Persia
and victory for Greece. Herodotus’ change is not casual. But is he just
alluding to the fact that bad things happened to Greeks along the road to
479 (perhaps particularly to the Athenians whose city was destroyed)? That
he is not limiting himself in this way is suggested by the observation in 6.98
that a Delian earthquake after Marathon portended kaka in the time of
Darius, Xerxes, and Artaxerxes, some of it due to the Persians and some to
Greek koruphaot fighting about arkhe. That is another explicitly proleptic
Herodotean comment about the post-Histories world, like Histiaeus’ remark
in 5.93, and given the proximity of that remark to 5.97.3, it is clear
interpreters are correct to understand the ambit of the apyn kakdv to extend
far into the future—and to take it that the punning ambiguity of arkhe invites

8 Hornblower (2013) 125.

149 This may be connectable with Hdt. 8.142.2, depending on the text one adopts. The
Spartans say to the Athenians: you started this war oddév ﬁp,éwv Bov)myéwuv, Kal Trepl Tﬁg
vpetépns apyis (codd.: dpynv Schaefer) o aywv éyévero. With dpyiis we have a play on words
‘about your beginning’/‘about your rule’ (proleptically), an allusion to II. 3.100 (if the MS
reading there is accepted, which on this scenario it should be, since it is supported by
Herodotus), and an intratext to 5.97.3 (where both apyn = beginning and dpyn = empire
can be felt to be in question: Hippias’ warning has prepared the reader for that), and the
effect is to support the message of 5.97.3 about the evils to which fight for hegemony will
expose Greece. With apynv there is no play on words (unless one supposes Herodotus used
apxmv in the hope of evoking dpyy—virtually inciting us to read wepl Tijs vperépns dpxs)
and no intertext with Homer: but in content, if not form, there may still be an intratext with
5.97.3. For another intertext affected by textual uncertainty see below, n. 168.
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thought of the Athenian empire or at any rate the struggle about arkke in
6.98. In 6.98 Herodotus described the evils as worse than those suffered by
Greece in twenty generations and that accords with the intertextually
implicit seriousness of the evils for Greeks and barbarians unleashed by the
Athenian and Eretrian ships. Appropriately, twenty generations takes us
before the time of Homer (400 years away: 2.53), so the evils to come outdo
those since his time, though not perhaps the ones he records (which lie 8oo
years away: 2.145).""

In these terms it 1s also appropriate that the basic intertext with /. 5.62—
4 (and the secondary one in //. §.100) controvert the simple Persian War/
Trojan War script by equating the Athenians with the Trojans: Athens is
bringing disaster on herself not only because of the city’s destruction in 480
but also because of the longer-term Greek evils of which she will be part.
That 1s, of course, an aggressively dark reading of fifth-century Athenian
history, at least until after 413. For those who believe Herodotus wrote after
that date the situation is straightforward; for those who do not, it is more
interesting: the fight for arkhe inflicts damage on both sides, and power is in
any case a disaster waiting to happen because eudaimonie does not stay
permanently in one place (1.5.94). One wonders whether Herodotus knew
that the Spartan Melesippus alluded to Homer at the outset of the
Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 2.12.3-4). Thucydides professed to have realised
from the outset how momentously greater than the Trojan or Persian Wars
that conflict would be. Perhaps the combination of 5.97.3 and 6.98 reflects a
similar realisation on Herodotus’ part.

There is more than one way to react to this disruption of the New Trojan
War script in the context provided by Hippias® warnings. (1) The Athens—
Troy assimilation casts the Athenians as (bluntly) wrongdoers and indirectly
links Athens and Persia: that is appropriate since the Hippias section has
invoked Athens’ future role as tyrant city. (2) 5.97.3 embraces Athens among
the Greeks and barbarians who will suffer terrible things in the post-Persian
Wars future: so the Athenians will be losers (like the Trojans) as well as
winners (like the Achaeans). (3) Perhaps 5.92—4 has not only been displaying
examples of the deployment of Homer as a tool of argument about
contemporary politics but setting us up to question the wisdom of that
enterprise—1in which spirit we might go on to observe that, although in the

150 20 generations at three to a century (2.142) falls short of 800 years. But Hornblower—

Pelling (2017) 219 envisage that Herodotus means the Trojan War or the return of the
Heraclidae 8o years later (Thuc. 1.12). If the arithmetic is stretched anyway, one might as
well go for the former option. But maybe we should not stretch it.
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short term we may admire Socles’ authoritative dismissal of Spartan support
of tyranny, his posture nonetheless undermined, if not himself personally,
then his city. These three reactions are not inconsistent. Perhaps it would be
wiser of the Athenians not to talk about the Trojan War.

Herodotus and Homer have thus brought us some way from the heady
excitement of Athens” empowerment by liberation and uségoria, and the dark
story of Athens’ progression from suffering tyranny to exerting it is suffused
by a Homeric colour that makes it an epic tale in its own right.””! Nor does
that colour disappear after 5.97. We have already noticed Darius’ inter-
textually futile prayer for revenge on Athens (above, p. 333) and, in the light
of the larger pattern, we may now be more tempted to detect a deliberate
allusion to /l. 24.1 at 5.102.3-103.1 (above, p. 329). In the same vein there is
one more passage that perhaps deserves mention.

As the Ionians, Athenians, and Eretrians march to Sardis they go along
the River Cayster. Hornblower imagines some of them recollecting the
comparison between the Achaean host and the birds of the Cayster valley in
lliad 2.459-65."? Should the reader be doing that too? Does mention of the
Cayster evoke Homer as strongly as, e.g., Lotus-eaters or animals belonging
to Helios (above, pp. 3245, 330)? When Aristophanes makes an embassy to
Persia pass that way (Acharn. 68), Olson for one does not see a Homeric
element, merely the place’s position on the Ephesus—Sardis—Persia route,
and that is prima facie all Herodotus had in mind."”® But the Cayster is absent
from surviving texts between Homer and Herodotus, and the richly
Homeric material of 5.92—7 might prime the reader to notice the name’s
Homeric resonance. What does it add if it is there? The Homeric simile
evokes the huge number of troops pouring from the ships and huts onto the
plain—an army that had been all for sailing home but for whom war is now
sweeter than leaving (2.4534). Perhaps, then, it is a sardonic comment on
numbers and aspirations and a hint at the rapidity with which the Athenians,
who came in ships, will go away again—a faint proleptic warning compa-
rable with the one that might be read into 5.102.3-103.1 (above, p. 329).

151 The same was true of the history of Mermnad Lydia: above, pp. 340-1.
192 Hornblower (2013) 283.
195 Olson (2002) 93.
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3. Xerxes Goes to War
If the Athenian ships were the start of evils, another major point in the
development of those evils was Xerxes’ decision to invade Greece, and the
series of dreams (involving figures standing over the dreamer in the manner
of Homeric gods)"* and assemblies linked with mobilisation for war in 7.12—
17 evokes lhad 2, where (in somewhat peculiar circumstances) troops are
eventually massed for the first actual fighting in the poem.

There is a difference of scale (there are four dreams and four assemblies
in Herodotus, only one dream and three assemblies in Homer'), but there
are many thematic links: a general willingness not to fight; the idea of the
same dream coming to different people (the real Nestor says if anyone else
had reported a dream like this we would say it was false, but since the
commander-in-chief has had it, it must be real); a dreamer initially doing
opposite of what the dream said; a warner figure who changes his mind
(elaborated out of the two guises of Nestor, though #ey were both in favour
of war); the potential deceptiveness of dreams; and even the testing of an
assembly with a false message—Xerxes’ announcement to the second assem-
bly is effectively like that as he is going against what the first dream said.

There are two sorts of intertextual point here. The first is general in
nature: the epic paraphernalia once again adds colour, weight, and sense of
occasion to a crucial historical moment, and indeed lodges the definitive
decision to go to war in a transcendent realm: the rational argumentation of
self-interested parties is replaced by a different sort of discourse. Xerxes first
decides on war and then changes his mind, moved by Artabanus’ arguments.
But that he changes it back again is entirely due to dreams. The second is
more specific and concerns the matter of deception.

Agamemnon’s dream in Homer is explicitly deceptive (though Nestor—
whom the dream impersonated—thinks it is not). But the situation in
Herodotus is less clear. Xerxes’ third dream is plainly wrongly interpreted
by the magi, but seems to tell the truth (Xerxes as ruler is going to suffer a
reverse.). Carey insists that the earlier dreams are deceptive: it is the
expedition that will be disastrous, not—as the dream says—the failure to
have an expedition."”® The dreams do indeed say that not attacking Greece
will be disastrous for Xerxes: the first dream threatens not to forgive Xerxes

15 0d. 20.92 and elsewhere: Hornblower (2013) 174; Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—
Nenci (2017) 3o1.

195 Herodotus is generally very fond of dreams: Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 235.
1% Carey (2016).
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if he changes his mind; the second dream says Xerxes will be laid low if he
does not mobilise; that is reiterated by the Artabanus dream which also
threatens Artabanus with punishment if he tries to deflect 70 xpeov.
Artabanus infers that there is a S(IL‘U,OV[‘I] 6ppﬁ, that qﬁ@opﬁ TLS Qeﬁ)\aTog 1s
going to overtake the Greeks, and that Xerxes must do what the god says.
Xerxes makes no comment, but then accepts a false magian interpretation
of a plainly off-putting dream. Herodotus makes no comment at all. But
there seems to be no undertaking that the expedition will be successful, and
Artabanus’ inference that it will be can be as wrong as the magt’s
interpretation of the third dream. All that is certain is that Xerxes’ survival
in power right now depends on the expedition happening. Agamemnon was
told he would capture Troy. This was false. He then told the army that he
had been told he would not capture Troy. This was also false. But the upshot
is that the war continues, and Odysseus reminds everyone that Calchas’
prophecy puts victory in the tenth year. What Agamemnon had been told
was false now but not false in perpetuity. What Agamemnon told the army
was false now and in perpetuity. But what Calchas said is a plausible inter-
pretation of the omen, is taken as true by Odysseus, and can be taken as true
by anyone because ten years are not yet up. The situation in Herodotus is
different. What Xerxes is told is true now (he has to attack) but it has no future
ramifications once the attack is undertaken. The inference of Artabanus is
not authoritative (he is not a Calchas figure) and the view of the magi (who
are Calchas figures) about the final dream, though taken to be true by Xerxes,
1s manifestly false.

The situation is clear in Herodotus’ text without further additions. But
the intertext tends to underline the point by offering a story in which there
is a clear and authoritative prophecy of success—the thing that is lacking in
Herodotus. The crucial proposition that Xerxes was structurally compelled
to go to war whatever the outcome—a proposition almost entirely articulated
through the dream sequence—is thus greatly reinforced when one sees the
matter through the intertextual perspective of lfiad 2.

4. Battles
War entails battles, and they are a natural focus for Homeric colour in a
work presenting itself as a new fliad. There are certain recurrent narrative
features that recall Homer in very broad terms,"’ though there is no trace

157 Marincola (2018). Battles with Persians are long (6.113.1; 9.62.2, 67, 70.2, 102.3, 119.2)
like day-long Homeric battles.
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of the prolonged aristeia of a specially heroic individual:"® we are not in that
sort of individualistic world, just as we are not in a world of physiologically
vivid death™ or, concomitantly, obituary digressions.'®® But the degree to
which Herodotus adds more specific Homeric character varies.

Apart from erepadkéws aywvi{opevouvs (above, p. 328) and a rather plain
catalogue of Greek forces, Artemisium has little to offer.

Mycale is intratextually linked with Artemisium by use of eérepadxkns and
involves non-Persian barbarians who (in quasi-Homeric terminology) ‘no
longer turned to aA«x7’, but is most notable for the word épkos—not so much
for its use to designate the actual Persian palisade (9.96.3, 97: also called
Telyos 1n 9.102), since Homer never uses it in that way (and in particular does
not apply it to the Achaean wall), but for the statement that the Persians used
their shields to make a €pkos, which recalls Homer’s statement that the
Greeks sought to protect their wall épket yalkeiw (Il 15.567). As the Persian
shields were made of wicker, there is contrast as well as similarity here: we
have heard before (at Plataea: 9.62) that, compared with Greeks, Persians do
not lack valour but are at a disadvantage in equipment, and this small
intertextual allusion (almost a joke?) reinforces the intratextual point. Of
course, if the Persians are compared with the Achaeans, we have another
case in which the Greeks are assimilated with Trojans.'*!

1% Post-battle round-up passages identify those who fought best but that is not the
same—or is the closest approach possible in the post-epic world? The occasional naming of
individual fighters (usually as casualties) in the battle-narrative proper is part of the
background Iliadic colour. But the Persians’ capture and celebration of the heroically
wounded Pytheas (7.181) is not really a Homeric incident.

199 See Boedeker (2003); Fragoulaki, above, Ch. 5.

1% The closest formal approach is 7.224, a five-line note on Abrocomes and Hyper-
anthes, sons of Darius by his niece Phratagune, a lady who inherited the whole of her
father’s estate—which matches the often genealogical character of Homeric passages. 6.114
famously does not say who Cynegeirus was. Post-battle round-ups do afford the chance of
elaborating about particular individuals, though characteristically about ones who are not
dead. These can be stories about what happened in the battle (Epizelus (6.117); Eurytus
(7.229); Ameinias (8.93); Adeimantus (8.94); Aristides (8.95); Aristodemus (9.71); Callicrates
(9.72); Sophanes (9.73—4)) or at other times before or after (Dieneces (7.226); Aristodemus
(7.229—31); Sophanes (9.75)). The Sophanes passage is particularly striking, with elements of
mythological history, strange behaviour (Sophanes’ anchor), and prolepsis to the 460s and
the Peloponnesian War.

161 See below, p. 356 for more on the (actual) wall.
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And this is also true at Marathon.'® The climax of the Marathon
narrative is plainly Homeric: not only does it contain the only Herodotean
instances of the Homeric use of kémrrewv in reference to battle violence,'®® but
the calling for fire (something hardly readily available at Marathon?), the
arm wounds, and the word délacrov (only ever encountered here and in
lhad-mspired passages) channel lliad 15.713-15, iIn Hector’s assault on the
ships at the height of the post-Wrath crisis for the Achaean cause. Moreover,
Hector was grabbing what had been Protesilaus’ ship, just as the Persian
ships at Marathon are the first to have landed in heartland Greece. And yet
(as in 5.97.3) this heroic picture casts the Athenians as Trojans. The Trojan
assault was, of course, ultimately unsuccessful, and the Persians will be back:
both Trojan and Persian Wars continued. That is one point that may be in
Herodotus’ mind. But the Athenians paired Marathon with the capture of
Troy in the Stoa Poikile,'** and it seems inescapable that Herodotus is again
taking a rather high-profile opportunity to comment a little sceptically on
fiftth-century use of the Trojan/Persian War script.

There 1s also an element of Homer-based critique in the treatment of
Salamis. News of capture of the Athenian acropolis caused a commotion
(thorubos) in which some Greek commanders at Salamis board their ships for
flight, while the rest held a meeting, decided to defend the Peloponnese, and
boarded their ships (to leave next day). The thorubos is contextually out of
place in Herodotus, and a clear signal that an liad 2 parallel is at work
here:'® as with the fire at Marathon, an intertext deforms the historical
record in a rather specific manner.'®® The crisis is stemmed by Mnesiphilus
acting through Themistocles—a mundane alternative to Athena and
Odysseus. In the ensuing assembly, Themistocles clashes twice with
Adeimantus, responding to his barbs with witticism (59) and insult (61), in
scenes that have been felt to echo Odysseus and Thersites.'” The references
to beating and to Themistocles being apolis (and thus inferior) give colour to
this: if so, Themistocles is the Thersites figure, even though as Mnesiphilus’

162 See Pelling (2006) 255; (2013) g—11; Fragoulaki, above, pp. 122-5.

195 J1. 11.146; 12.204; 13.203. The point is noted by Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 243, 255.
1% Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 28 note the pairing, but not the dissonance.

19 Pelling (2006); A. M. Bowie (2007) 145; Blosel (2004) 236—41.

1% T distinguish this from, e.g., the way the dream sequence in Book 7 substitutes literary
fancy for actual political and strategic discussion or the doubts one might have about the
historicity of the Candaules’ wife story.

157 Asheri (2003) 261.
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agent he echoes Odysseus. Perhaps this complicates and enriches the figure
of Themistocles;'*® or perhaps it shows that any intertextual relation between
Iliad 2 and these events is general and impressionistic—a suggestion that the
difficulty of establishing sensible strategy at Salamis has something in
common with the absurd (self-inflicted) disorder of /iad 2.

Moreover lliad 2 may not be the only thing lurking in the background.
Underlying the arguments at Salamis is creation of a wall at the Isthmus, a
counterpart to the wooden walls of the fleet but also to the crisis in fliad 7
onwards centring round the Achaean wall and defence of the ships: walls,
crisis, and ships are thus recombined in a different fashion. The Herodotean
situation disjoins wall and ships, whereas in Homer the wall can protect the
ships, and the point of intertext is to underline the disjunction: the Isthmus
walls are no good for protecting ships—and so no good for protecting
anything else.'® Thinking along these lines, one is then tempted to associate
the clandestine night-time episodes involving Sicinnus (who goes to the
enemy camp) and Aristides and the Tenians (who in a sense come with infor-
mation from it) with the events of /iad 10, when the Achaean wall crisis has
worsened and Greeks venture into the Trojan camp to return with infor-
mation and booty.!”” Once again any echoes remain of a generic and impres-
sionistic sort, and the Greeks of 480 will resolve the immediate crisis forth-
with, whereas there is still a long while to go to anything similar in the fliad.

So Herodotus s giving Salamis an epic quality befitting its importance:
there were two moments at which Salamis was nearly abandoned—first in
response to fall of the Acropolis (when some commanders rush to the ships
and the rest make an assembly decision to withdraw the next day) and
second in response to Persians advancing towards Isthmus and its wall-

1% Thersites recurs in Book 8. At 8.92.2 (Polycritus speaks to Themistocles) the presence
Ofe’ﬂ'eKepTo‘uﬁ(re and O’VeLBlZwV brings us close to 1. 2.25576 and the fact that €’7T€K€pTO‘LLT}O'E
1s a Herodotean /apax and that 2.255-6 1s from an episode already evoked in the pre-Salamis
narrative suggests deliberate allusion, especially as there are plausible evocations of
Thersites in 8.59-61 (Themistocles = Thersites) and 8.125 (Timodemus = Thersites). This
is not fatally damaged by emending oveidilwv to dvetdilovra, though with the latter both
Polycritus and Themistocles become Thersites-like and the overtones of the intertext (and
the place of this passage among the others) would be a bit different. (For another intertext
affected by textual uncertainty see above, n. 149.) That Themistocles comes out in three
Thersites-evocations variously as Odysseus, Thersites, and Agamemnon is perhaps a tribute
to his slippery quality. He was channelling Odysseus’ companions at the start of Book 8
(above, p. 332); and cf. also above, p. 330 for his dubious role in another intertext.

199 Cf. below, p. 356.

170 An episode already evoked earlier: see above, p. 333.
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under-construction (when a new assembly is held)—and both provoke
Homeric intertexts. But Herodotus is also seeking to underline what a
dangerously close-run thing it all was and how much the Greeks themselves
were responsible for this. And it should not be forgotten that he has already
used the bizarre episode in lliad 2 to suggest something similar about the
original Persian decision to attack Greece. Homer does not always exist to
make Greeks beautifully heroic: he can be used to establish that both sides
can end up looking like headless chickens.

Things are a little different at Thermopylae, where a good deal of the
narrative fulfils a simple agenda of investing Thermopylae in general and
Sparta and/or Leonidas in particular with epic colour.'”! There are mostly
no dissonant complications, though the marking of kleos as communal (as
well as individual) 1s a reminder that we are in a post-epic world (see above,
p- 815), as in a different way is the attribution of p7jves to the Spartans collec-
tively (7.229.2) rather than to a god or exceptional individual as in Homer
and normally in Herodotus.'? (In a nice intratext the Athenians describe
their anger at Sparta’s dilatoriness in 479 with the verb punvin: 9.78.2.)
Another programmatic theme from the opening of Histories resurfaces:
Leonidas’ kleos 1s paired with the preservation of Sparta’s eudaimonie (7.220.2).

More disturbing is the description of the Spartans as aréovres (7.229.4)—
a hapax in Herodotus and in Homer (1l. 20.332), where Aeneas would be feav
aréovra if he fought against Achilles, a better man and one more beloved of
gods: so a specific passage of Homer seems in view that carries the overtone
of affront to the gods. Perhaps this is an acceptable exaggeration to capture

71 Apart from items noted just below, attention has been drawn at various times to the
catalogue (7.202—4), a Homeric dawn (7.217.1), a time-indication from peacetime (7.223: Carey
(2016) 86), a hint of long-haired Achaeans (7.208), the naming of casualties mid-battle (7.224),
the fight over Leonidas’ body (7.225), the four attacks followed by failure (7.225: cf. above, p.
316), and the lion-statue (7.225.2) as an evocation of Homeric lion similes. FFor these and other
items (including the double-fapax mepioradév and various complexities in 7.229-34) see
Fragoulaki, above, pp. 13048; Barker, above, pp. 174-84. I am less persuaded that 7.219
recalls the panicking Greeks of 1liad 2 (Pelling (2006) g8), though it s an episode used elsewhere
(see above, pp. 349-50, 352—9). For another Jfiad 2 analogy one could look to g.117: straight
after a reference to Protesilaus, we have the Greeks wanting to abandon the siege of Sestos
and go home, for all the world like the Greeks of fliad 2. See Boedeker (1988) 34.

1725.134.1, 137.1-2 (hero Talthybius), 169.3 (the dead Minos), 197.3 (god). The Athenians’
wrath in 5.84 is about religious deficiency. See also above, p. §30 on the duveros Evenius.
Spartan wrath is directed against Aristodemus. On the intertext (Acmoghuyéovra in 7.229.1)
which links him to Sarpedon and chimes with Herodotus’ disapproval of the Spartan
reaction to his death at Plataea, see below, pp. 359—60.
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the circumstances of self-immolation—or perhaps it is simply true, since it is
evident that the gods have willed the defeat at Thermopylae.'” Either way it
turns the Spartans into Trojans. The same happens both with Fragoulaki’s
enticing suggestion that the final act at Thermopylae echoes Hector’s death
outside the walls of Troy (above, pp. 1346, 139, 142-8) and with Xerxes’
decapitation of Leonidas’ body (7.238): in the [had such behaviour is the
reserve of Greeks and Leonidas thus becomes a Trojan—and of questionable
rank: for the maltreatment of Hector’s body is different and decapitation is
limited to lesser persons. (Pausanias will later disavow this feature of Homeric
Achaean behaviour (above, p. g61) as barbarous, but that actually
intratextually validates the idea that Xerxes was inflicting Achaean indignity
upon a Trojan.) It appears, then, that Leonidas and the Three Hundred
provide another example of inversion of the New Trojan War script: they
achieved Homeric kleos but at this point they were, after all, on the losing side.
The case is provocative, but not, perhaps, quite as provocative as that of the
Trojan Athenians at Marathon. The Athenians’ victory was only provisional
(above, p. 352), but assimilation to Hector in a moment of triumphant success
is more disruptive than evocation of Hector in his hour of tragic failure.

Finally we reach Plataea, the battle with the largest number of discrete
Homeric intertextual allusions. Some have already been noticed: Ther-
sander’s conversation with an unnamed Persian; the Persian—Phocian stand-
off; Masistius’ alternative identity as Macistius; the Athenian—Tegean
dispute; the use of é’iTLppEéV’T(,UV in 9.38 and oméwves in 9.5071174fand one
might add ddnv éyewv in 9.39."° Such things contribute to a persistent drip
of Homeric colour, but they are individually of varied intrinsic significance,
the Thersander conversation and Athenian—Tegean argument being much
more thematically significant than the others (of which adnv éyewv is perhaps
the most interesting)—and #iewr significance is as much for their intratextual
connections elsewhere in Hustories as for their commentary on Plataea. (Both,
of course, come from the preliminaries to the fighting.)

One element of the actual fighting may actually be labelled as Homeric.
9.70 announces that, when the Persians fled to their palisade, a retyopaxin

173 Vannicelli ap. Vannicelli-Corcella—Nenci (2017) 576.
17t See above, pp. 312-3, 324, 327 (n. 103), 340.

175 &8 elyov krelvovres: this is the sole Herodotean example of a word that Homer uses
when saying that Greek heroes (Achilles, the Ajaxes, Teucer) will give their Trojan
adversaries their fill of war (13.315; 19.423): the assimilation of the slaughter of easy non-
combatant targets to epic battle is a bitter joke that plainly criticises Persian behaviour.

Flower-Marincola (2002) 180 note the Homeric word but not the intertextual point.
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eppwpeveatepn ensued. This is the first use of the noun in surviving Greek,
and it 1s very tempting to think its appearance presupposes use of the word
as a name for Iliad 11 (first attested in Pl. Jon 539b) and that the final act at
Plataea 1s thus officially a Homeric event. If so, it is one in which the Greeks
have again become Trojans, just as the Athenians did at Marathon. And that
intratext is specially appropriate since it was specifically the Athenians who
made the Plataea assault successful, even though (in another intratext) it is
the Tegeans who enter the stockade first. Meanwhile the passage displays a
third pair of (Homeric) intratexts when the statement that none of the
Persians ‘remembered aixn’ when the stockade was breached recalls not
only the Phocians in 9.18 (who did have a share in aAx7) but also the Persians’
non-Greek subjects at Mycale who ‘no longer turned to aAx7’ (9.102.3) when
their wall was overrun. The Mycale passage has its own verbal allusion to the
Ihadic tetkhomakhié (see above, p. 351) and is the only Herodotean event that
literally matches Homer in having an attack launched on ships protected by
awall: in Book 8 it was the disjunction of ships and wall that was thematically
significant (above, p. 353), at Marathon there was no wall, at Magnesia there
was no attack (though the commanders feared one: 7.191), and at Plataca
there are no ships. All of these passages belong together in the intratextual
metanarrative, and one must stress again Herodotus’ persistent interest in
an episode that equates 480 Greeks either with Achaeans at their weakest (in
Book 8) or with temporarily rampant Trojans.'”®

Three passages turn the Homeric spotlight on the Persians.

Masistius 1s unheroically floored by a bowshot and despatched by an
anonymous adversary,'”” but his fate involves a Homeric fight over his body,
the closest Herodotus approaches to the gory tastes of Homeric narrative (he
1s killed by a stab in the eye), and ritual mourning that befits the death of a
hero (even if its mode is distinctively Persian), and his adversaries may have
meant to salute him with the name Macistius (above, p. 324).

The colloquy of Mardonius and Artabazus (9.41) can certainly be
compared generically to those of Hector and Poulydamas in /fiad 12.200-50
and 18.243—313, where Hector disregards sound advice'’*—particularly the
latter where Poulydamas advises retreat within walls that even Achilles cannot
storm. Poulydamas has the skill to see future as well as past (he reads omens,

176 From the perspective of 1.0, it is nice that the Achaean wall will have world-wide kleos
(7.451) and eventually be utterly destroyed (12.13-33).

177 Fragoulaki, above, p. 125-7.
178 Flower—Marincola (2002) 181; Asheri (2006) 236.
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and this informs his comments), and Herodotus says Artabazus could
evidently see the future (‘foresaw more’): and there have already been
predictions (9.16). In the first episode Hector articulates the eis olwvos dptaTos
apdveoar mept marpms principle, while Mardonius speaks of following the
nomos of the Persians. Omens favouring defence (not attack) figure in the
immediately preceding narrative; and 9.42 is about oracles (including the
manipulative use of one by Mardonius). The intertext marks a crucial strategic
choice in Homeric manner, without creating any notable further complexities.
Mardonius remains Trojan and perhaps (because he corresponds to Hector)
at least mildly heroic.

Seven chapters later Mardonius issues taunts and a challenge (9.48—9).
The contents and result of his taunt are generically Homeric:'® heroic
accusations about false boasting are echoed by Mardonius’ remark that
others falsely boast on Sparta’s behalf,'™ he contrasts the Spartans’
behaviour with what is expected kara kAéos (the Homeric virtue largely
confined to Spartans: above, pp. 315-6), the verb mr@wooovres (only here in
Herodotus) is absolutely appropriate,'®! and the Spartans’ silent response is
Homeric (Diomedes (twice), Deiphobus, Paris) as well as Laconic. The
ensuing challenge to the Spartans specifically recalls Paris’ challenge of
Menelaus in /liad §. That does eventually result in a fight (from which Paris
is rescued by Aphrodite); and the Persians and Spartans do eventually fight
at Plataea in a sort of monomakhia, recalling the Athenian monomakhia at
Marathon.!® Mardonius is thus assimilated to Paris, and both lose, but
Mardonius emerges from the intertext as the more heroic figure, one who
wants to fight and whose death helps to provide some sort of closure. The
Paris challenge, by contrast, was embarrassing. Paris’ initial challenge
resulted in his running away when Menelaus stepped forward to answer it
and it is only resumed when Hector has denounced his cowardice
(appropriately in a taunt speech) and reissued it on the penitent Paris’ behalf;
and, when Paris has been defeated, the Trojans break the truce, full-scale
war continues, and the challenge has settled nothing.

179 Taunts by enemies: II. 8.148—9, 160-71; 13.446—54. Taunts by one’s own side: /. 3.99—
57; 4-338-48, 870-400; 7.96-102; 8.228-44; 11.385-95.

180 €’K7T(1'y)\€0‘lL€’VUJV (;)g Ol,)/Té ¢€l§'y€7’€ E’K 1TOA€/}LOU Ol,)/Té TC’L&LV éK)\EZWETe. Thls is a rare and
peculiarly Herodotean verb, also used in 7.181 and 8.92, both describing Persian admiration
of the courage of the Aeginetan Pytheas.

181 Tt appears in taunt speeches in /. 4.340, 370—1 and seven times in descriptions of poor

battle performance.

182 The Tegeans (9.62) are side-lined: 9.65 makes it ‘the Spartans beat the Persians’.
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Mardonius thus emerges as a better version of Paris and even a
simulacrum of Hector.'® The tone of what he says is triumphalist (and that
continues in his further taunting remarks at 9.58, which pick up on both of
the previous passages)—ironically so, in view of the outcome—but the
Homeric hero is not given to measured discourse, and, if readers feel that
Mardonius is eventually somewhat redeemed from the manipulative and
self-centred figure we saw at the start of Book 7, that is the product not just
of what is said of his role in the battle (9.63)—the leader who can inspire his
troops wherever he appears on the battlefield (itself a Homeric trope?)—but
of the Homeric intertexts that precede it.'**

What about his Spartan adversaries? Four individuals are in question,
Amompharetus, Aristodemus, Callicrates, and Pausanias.

Perhaps Amompharetus’ joke for the benefit of the Athenian messenger,
replacing a voting pebble with a rock requiring two hands to lift, is a nod
towards Homeric heroes and big rocks,'™ but on the whole the
Amompharetus scene (9.53-7) has only at best rather general echoes of
Homeric heroism. His eventual willingness to abandon his position is not
un-Homeric (Homeric heroes sometimes retreat or are made to do so by
their guardian gods), but it may make one think by contrast of Leonidas: that
comparison has been in the air since Mardonius’ comment on Sparta’s false
kleos in 9.48 (see above, p. 357)—and it is a comment he will repeat (9.58) in
reference to the retreat of which Amompharetus becomes part.

The Callicrates episode (9.72) has been compared with the wounding of
Menelaus in lliad 4.127—219.'% That episode is a huge set-piece—lots about
his attacker Pandarus and his bow, a fine simile describing the wound,
Agamemnon’s despairing speech, medical treatment by Machaon, and so

185 His death is foreshadowed as befits an epic hero (7.100.3; 8.114.2; 9.64.1), and there is

a certain heroic quality when he envisages dying nobly in a great cause (kadds Tedevrijoac
TOV ﬁéov ﬁwép ;Le'yd)\wv aiwpn@évmt) in 8.100.1. Flower-Marincola (2002) O—II see him as a
Hector-like character with the moral failing of being an agent of imperialism.

'8 Another potentially Homeric Persian is Zopyrus, whose exceptional and exception-
ally rewarded dyafoepyin involved a self-mutilation that recalls Odysseus’ trip to Troy (Od.
4.242—64). Zopyrus secured Babylon whereas Odysseus only spied on Troy, but his role in
its fall is recounted in an adjacent passage (Od. 4.265-89), so Zopyrus and Odysseus are
globally comparable in their respective spheres, though Zopyrus (excelled only by Cyrus) is
the more remarkable. But see West (2003) 428-33, reminding us that non-Homeric epic and
the inventions of Zopyrus’ family may be more directly instrumental here than Homer.

'% Flower—Marincola (2002) 205, citing /. 5.302—4. And a suggestion that Athenians are

not real heroes?

18 Fragoulaki, above, pp. 127—9.
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forth—occurring at a crucial moment in a part of lliad already evoked in
Mardonius’ challenge. So it is memorable, and the description of someone
wounded by arrow before battle might call it to mind. But there are
differences: Callicrates was wounded during the pause while Pausanias
sought good omens to start fighting, whereas Menelaus is wounded during a
truce. Unlike Callicrates, Menelaus is not sitting when hit (he is last heard of
striding around looking for Paris), though the rest of army is presumably still
seated since the duel. Menelaus was a unique (specially chosen) victim,
Callicrates one of many (cf. 9.61.3), though that is not highlighted in 9.72.
Callicrates regrets that he will not now perform the great deeds he is capable
of: that half-resembles Agamemnon’s fear that the death of Menelaus will
mean both abandonment of the war on Troy and the loss of both Helen and
Menelaus’ body, but Callicrates’ dignity is at odds with Agamemnon’s
extravagantly misplaced apprehension, just as the brevity of the whole
account is at odds with a Homeric set piece that is at times comical and
altogether a bit over the top. If we do think of Menelaus, we may allow that
it adds some weight to the incident, but we shall also (maybe more
powertfully) be led to reflect that the modern world is not the Homeric one
(see below, p. 467) and to feel enhanced sympathy for Callicrates’ banal but
real death.

Sympathy and contrast with the modern world are also elements in the
more complicated case of Aristodemus, the disgraced survivor of
Thermopylae who redeemed himself in death at Plataca. In the Spartans’
view Aristodemus was at fault for fighting crazily (Avoo@vra: 9.71.3). This is
the only Herodotean occurrence of a state of mind Homer attributes to
Hector and Achilles'®—on both occasions, oddly enough, in passages
dealing with attacks on walls, the topic of the previous chapter in Herodotus.
It is a state of mind unacceptable in the modern Spartan world, especially as
Aristodemus also broke ranks to achieve great deeds,'™ and he is denied
recognition as the best of the Spartans who fought at Plataea. From this
unsympathetic perspective there is once again a difference between Homer’s
world and the present, and it works against Aristodemus’ claim to be a
Homeric hero.

187 [1. 9.237—9, 353 (the Adooa of Hector who rages madly because he trusts in Zeus) and

21.542 (the Adooa of Achilles when he might have captured Troy had not Apollo intervened)

188 Eoya amodéfacbar peydla, exactly in the spirit of the Herodotean programme: e
épya peydda Te kal Owpaoctd ... amodexfévra drAed yévnrar (1.0). But in the Spartan view
such acts fall short of becoming an avip ayafos.
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But the Spartan perspective is not the only one nor, as Barker points out
elsewhere in this volume (above, pp. pp. 1667, 16974, 189—90, 1979, 201
4), 1s Avooavra the only intertextually significant word in the story of
Aristodemus. Herodotus’ Aristodemus fainted at Thermopylae but survived
disgrace to fight another day and die heroically (7.229). Homer’s Sarpedon
loses consciousness in [liad 5 but recovers to fight again and eventually die at
the hands of Patroclus. An intertextual connection between these stories is
triggered when a Herodotean hapax (Avmoypuyeéovra: 7.229.1), describing
Aristodemus’ faint, evokes a unique Homeric use of rov de Alme oy to
describe Sarpedon’s temporary loss of consciousness (//. 5.696), and it is a
connection that claims a great deal for Aristodemus, given Sarpedon’s status
in Ihad, not least because of his ideologically programmatic speech about the
heroic leader’s duty to his community (12.410-28). The Spartans disdained
Aristodemus twice, once for fainting and not wanting to die and then for
dying when he plainly wanted to die (9.71). But Herodotus explicitly
disagrees with the Spartans’ post-Plataea judgement (mooting phthonos as its
cause), and through the intertext he arguably rates Aristodemus as one of
the greatest and most tragic of Homeric heroes — though, of course, in a by
now familiar reversal, he is not a Greek hero: for Sarpedon is a Lycian and
the buttress of the city of Troy (éppa méAnos: 16.549).

So far then, while Mardonius can claim some Homeric quality, the
Spartan cases have been less straightforward—even contentious. And, even
with Pausanias, things are not entirely different.

While the slaughter is going on, a female suppliant comes to Pausanias
dressed in gold and other finery, the name of her father reveals a xenia-
relationship, and the woman is spared from slavery.'®™ Some detect here
overtones of the meeting of Diomedes and the gold-armoured Glaucus in
Iliad 6.119-236, where discovery of a xema-relationship prompts gift-
exchange rather than fighting.'" If so, the rather notable absence of any
stories about Pausanias’ personal valour to Plataea (he is seen here ‘directing’

'8 The lady uses a Homeric turn of phrase, describing the Persians as people who have
regard (6ms) neither for daimones nor gods and echoing the Athenians’ reference to
Mardonius’ lack of opis for gods and heroes (8.143.2). "Omis occurs only in these passages in
Herodotus and, although it is used in a non-Homeric way—in Homer fedv dmis means the
watchfulness of gods over men and their wrongdoings, whereas in Herodotus it 1s the respect
men (should) show to the gods (a consequence of Homeric feaw émis)—the link and verbal
colour are clear. But there is no more particular intertext involved.

1% That Leutychidas’ story about a different Glaucus in 6.86 is intertextually linked with
this passage seems unlikely (Hornblower—Pelling (2017) 202). See also above, nn. 116, 136.
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things during a massacre'’") is partly compensated by a story that associates

him with Homeric heroes who chose not to fight for honourable reasons
(thus adding to his stature) and displays him behaving chivalrously to a
woman (though, in xenia terms, he had little choice). But it is also another
case of a famous Homeric scene (like the wounding of Menelaus, but much
more dignified, notwithstanding Glaucus’ moment of madness at the end)
transmuted into something proper to the real world of 479.

When the fighting is finally over, Pausanias is celebrated for xAéos
peéyiorov ‘EXov 7év nuets dpev for saving Greece (echoing—but
exceeding? and also not communalising?—the kleos of Leonidas in Book 7
and his ‘saving of Greece’ in 8.114.2) and given prizes of women, horses,
money, and camels, a list in which the women in particular recall the
Homeric world'”? and the camels insist upon the contemporary one. But
then (In a moment that also intratexts with Leonidas) Pausanias is shown
rejecting impalement of Mardonius’ corpse in revenge for Xerxes’
mutilation (decapitation) of Leonidas’ body, declaring such behaviour more
suited to barbarians, and in this he is entirely rejecting the /liad model. As
already observed (above, p. 355), in the lliad corpses are mutilated by Greeks
and in fact only by Greeks (Trojans threats of this sort are never fulfilled), but
Pausanias will not play the role of an Achaean. His position is more in the
spirit of Od. 22.411-18, where Odysseus rejects any gloating over dead
enemies who have been adequately punished for their sins (as Leonidas has
now been revenged). But those with precise recollection of Odyssey 22 will, of
course, understand that Pausanias’ attitude is in part a tribute to Mardonius’
status: Odysseus 1s protective of the dead suitors, but the serving women are
hanged and Melanthius is gruesomely mutilated. (When the Athenians
indulge in barbarian behaviour towards Artayctes they have a Homeric
precedent, but only if Artayctes, as a sinner against the shrine of a Homeric
hero, is deemed to have forfeited the rights due to an aristocratic
opponent.)

As a pendant to the Achilles-like prizes, Herodotus reports Pausanias’ use
of the accoutrements of Mardonius’ royal tent to make a comparison
between Persian and Spartan dining. The king concludes the demonstration
describing the poor Greek fare that the Persians unaccountably wished to

1 Alemewv is the word Homer used of Odysseus getting the army back to assembly in
Iliad 2—stafI-officer terminology? The passage is formally part of the post-battle round-up,
not the battle narrative itself.

192 E.g., the gifts for Achilles in /. g.122—-30: tripods, talents, cauldrons, horses, gold, and
women.
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appropriate as 8iacra ollvpn (9.82.3), using a Homeric poetic adjective
proper to war, grief, and human wretchedness (but not food) that is found
only here in Herodotus and not again until the second century AD—a final
darkly humorous epic flourish for the depiction of Pausanias the hero, and
one that underlines how un-Homeric Spartan diaita 1s. No hero would have
eaten like that or thought it consonant with his status, and once again it turns
out that the Spartans of 479 are not really Homeric heroes.

In fact, the only way in which that is absolutely not true in the Plataeca
narrative is the fact that Pausanias wins unparalleled kleos. The Thersander
story in a sense prefigures Plataea as a final epic showdown, and it can be
said that the Achaean hero Pausanias wins out over the Trojan hero
Mardonius. But, although the narrative is one of epic proportion and literary
presence, Herodotus has used intertexts to maintain a distance between the
plain of Plataea (and especially the Greeks on it) and the plain of Troy.
Ironically it is the Athenian assault on the stockade that comes closest to
being a Homeric event—and it is one of those that confuses the Achaean—
Greek and Trojan—Persian categories.

4. Concluding Remarks

We are dealing here with a topic where the devil is in the details. But some
more general observations are possible by way of summary.

1. Intentionality can be an issue (see above, pp. 300, 323, 32792, 34293,
348, 354 (n. 171)). But the plentiful use of hapax legomena (both unique
Herodotean use of Homeric words and Herodotean use of unique Homeric
words and occasionally both) argues a discriminating knowledge of Homeric
language that favours the possibility of quite slight linguistic hints (syntactical
as well as lexical) being picked up,'” and intratextual phenomena (cf. n. 197),
including the adjacency of strong and faint allusions (e.g., pp. §32, 348), can
assist the spotting and validation of relatively slight intertexts. In any case,
there is no doubt that allusive intertexts do exist. If ancient commentators
did not notice them, they were being blind, and if they did notice them but
thought them uninteresting, their judgement must strike us as awry.

19 For hapax and near-hapax uses see above, pp. 310, 316, 326, 328, 333, 334, 342, 348,
351, 354> 357, 359, 360, 362, 366 and nn. 64, 103, 130, 147, 168, 171, 175, 189. One may also
note the deliberately restricted use of two iconic Homeric words, kleos (above, p. §66) and

meénis (above, pp. 330, 354)-
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2. The number considering the size of the text is not perhaps very large.'"*
Whether it is larger than for any other target in Herodotus or for any other
prose author intertexting with Homer is a matter for investigation. One
suspects the answer is yes in both cases, though the issue may be complicated
by later authors intertexting with Homeric Herodotus.

3. The relatively small number of specific intertexts in Herodotus means
that they sit within a wider text that is (a) all in a sense Homeric inasmuch
as 1.0-5 marks the Histories as such and the work’s very general character-
istics—long, leisurely, and digressive narrative about war and politics in
many different settings—concur, but (b) often obedient to different literary
and intellectual agendas. They are small islands in a large sea.

4. The target texts are not evenly spread across the entire Homeric
corpus. There are several uses of [liad 2 and 24 and of the middle books of
Iliad (where the Achaeans are under pressure) but little sign (apart from 24)
of the phase in which Achilles is back in the fray. Specific intertexts with
Odyssey are less numerous (even though 1.5.94 makes the work
programmatically fundamental) and relate to fairly limited parts of the work.
The intertexts are also not spread evenly across the text of Herodotus.
Scholars have been not as generous in alleging non-explicit Homeric
intertexts in Book 2 or 4,'” though both contain notable explicit references.
Of course, full-blown ethnographic description is probably not going to
engage with Homer in detail. But even in the historical narrative parts of
Histories Homer’s detailed impact seems comparatively small until we reach
Books 5-9. Those are the books of the Persian War proper, and that is
probably not coincidental. But one should acknowledge the possibility that
modern readers have not looked for intertexts with the same attention in all
parts of the work, because they have started out with certain assumptions
about where they will be found.

5. Where intertexts do occur, they are found in association with
important points in the structure of the text (above, pp. 296300, 3057,
309, §10—11, §11-15, 941, 945) and/or important events or trains of events
in the narrative (above, pp. 306, 311-15, 323, 329, 331, 34062). It is
Herodotus’ judgement of what belongs in this category that results in a
dearth of cases in Books 14, apart from the Lydia sequence (above, pp.
309-10, 3301, 340-1), Cambyses in Egypt (above, pp. 31415, 920-1), and

19 The dataset underlying this essay involves about 115 passages of varying extent.

1% The intertext-of-absence in 4.177 seems clear (above, pp. 324—5). I am uncertain about
4.9-10 (above, n. 103) and about the impact of analogies or contrasts between Scythian habits
and Homeric material noted by Skinner (2018) 220 (drinking) and Hartog (1988) 161 (booty).



364 Christopher J. Tuplin

some weaker touches in Darius’ early reign,'” and also leaves something
of a gap between the battle of Lade (which ends a long sequence of material
stretching back to 5.65) and Marathon. Once we reach Book 7 what count
as important events come in a more continuous sequence, at least from
Thermopylae onwards, and even the period between Salamis and Plataea
attracts intertexts—which is to say that it is regarded as important in its
own right.

6. There is a very important element of intratextual connection between
intertext-marked material.'”” In some cases this helps to validate the
recognition that an intertext is present at a particular point. The way in
which a particular linguistic feature can mark a number of distinct passages
that turn out to have a coherent message is striking (see, e.g., above, pp. 327
30, 335~7), as 1s the recurrent use of /liad 2 and 24.

7. Intertexts can be in the narrator’s voice or that of one of the in-text
characters. They can trade on language (words and phrases), literary
structure, episode-types, speech-types, other compositional elements,
intratextual linkage, subject-type, or narrative content'**—and these are not,
of course, mutually exclusive categories—and they can target (i) a specific
Homeric passage (or perhaps two distinct specific passages at once: above,
PpP- 3078, 337, 360), (i1) a set of Homeric passages (defined by language or
)% or (ii1) a more generic Homeric feel (though in practice this last
category 1s probably only an extended, if fuzzy, version of the second one).
Their tone or effect can be notably jokey, sardonic, or even satirical (above,
PP- 31719, 323, 326, 333, 339, 346, 348, 351, 352, 359), and a wider range of
cases may claim to display a certain degree of humour (e.g., above, pp. 335
8) or to be a source of enjoyment (above, pp. 302, 3045, 325, 328, 336-7).
But there is also tonal neutrality or positive sobriety, and, although the

content

% An intratextual link to a Hesiodic intertext (above, p. 305), the no-more-than-
generically Homeric catalogue of tribute-nomoi (above, n. go), Atossa (above, n. 1o1), faint
Homeric echoes in g.127.2-128.1 with /I. 10.303 (Hector invites volunteers) and /. 3.316,
7.161-83 (the use of lots in passages reflected elsewhere in Herodotus: above, p. 337), and
the case of Zopyrus (above, n. 184). The big intertextual show-piece of the accession
narrative is the constitutional debate which belongs to an entirely non-Homeric part of
Herodotus’ intellectual tool-kit.

197 AbOVC, pp 3017 3057 305767 3077 3087 3097107 3127 3137 3157 3177 3187 3197 322737 3277
329, 331, 3357, 3401, 343, 344, 346, 3467, 348, 351, 354, 355, 350, 361.

1% This includes absence of content: Lotophagi (above, pp. 324—5), physiologically vivid
deaths (above, p. 351).

19 One may stand out as particularly telling: above, pp. 31214, 3357, 345-6.
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representation of Persian decision-making at the start of Book 7 is in one
sense absurd, it is not a joke. Intertexts can add colour, weight, grandeur, or
emotional charge (above, pp. 301, 311, 312, 927, 335, 3401, 343, 344, 347,
348, 349, 354, 359). And even when we are invited to smile, we are generally
also invited to see a serious point.

8. The way intertexts work is quite variable. All intertexts involve
juxtaposing distinct discursive environments. But the degree of contrast
beyond that default distinctness may differ; and the way in which any
contrast plays in terms of the point the intertext is meant to make and the
extent to which it either reinforces or disrupts the message of the surface text
(which may itself not be unnuanced) is variable.

Most intertexts serve to reinforce the message of the surface text, though
that judgement depends a bit on how one defines that surface message.
(There may be a danger of circularity here.) They can do so by virtue either
of analogy or contrast or a bit of both.?” Slight contrasts need not disturb
the reinforcing quality. Both modes can appear separately in cases that
thematically run in parallel (e.g., above, pp. 324-8). The precise mechanisms
that generate a contrast are variable, though not so much so that precise
categorisation would be worth the effort.

Not infrequently something is revealed by an intertext that is not
immediately so obvious (or obvious at all) in the surface text. That something
1s rather often negative, though that judgement is subjective: whether the
revelation that freedom or slavery amounts to life or death (above, p. 333) 1s
negative rather than heroic is debatable. It is a certainly a feature of
intertexts that they may make the reader think of unarticulated aspects of
the surface text/situation (e.g., above, pp. 289—9o, 304, 3067, 350). Often
these additional perspectives do go along with general reinforcement of a
surface message. But on other occasions they may be the principal effect of
the intertext, which in that case is disruptive rather than reinforcing.
Particular categories here are warning signs unnoticed by the actors in the
story (above, pp. 312, 320-1, 329, 3312, 339, 3445, 345 0) and cases in
which they undermine themselves (above, pp. 301-2, 305, 33240, 348). The
link between Herodotus” Odyssean character in 1.5.3—4 and the presence of
a Persia-Ithaca intertext in g.122 is a particularly charming example (above,
pp. g10-11): the mere fact that the intertext is there in the final lines of

20 Analogy: above, pp. 304, 3056, 309, 31011, 31415, 317-19, 320—1, 321, 322—3, 324,
330, 332, 333, 348, 349, 351, 353, 354 Contrast: above, pp. 306-7, 308, 309, 312, 315, 323,

325, 326, 329, 333, 335, 338, 349, 351, 357, 358. Both: above, pp. 341-3, 349-50, 355-6.
Classification is this sort is a bit crude and subjective.
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Histories and relates to one at the start of the work is far more important than
its precise meaning in the context in which it is placed.

9. Sometimes it is hard to say what an intertext is about either because
there may not be an answer (above, pp. 3245, 327-8, 329, 942) or because
the answer is ambiguous (above, pp. 309, 520, 325, 428)—though ambiguity
might be a point in its own right (above, n. 168)—or because, though an
answer can be found, Herodotus’ intention in articulating it remains unclear
(above, pp. 331—2). More normally, however, one (thinks one) can recognise
that a point is being made and why. (That 1s, of course, implicit in the
judgements about reinforcement and disruption in the previous paragraph.)
It must be acknowledged that there is a significant element of subjectivity
involved, and that any exposition of identifications and explanations of
intertexts, including this one, runs the risk of imposing distinct form on what
is by nature an elusive activity.?!

Each individual intertext can in principle work independently as an
invitation to the reader to view something from a different perspective and
be amused (in the broadest sense) and/or instructed by the sight. But certain
themes do emerge, which is unsurprising given the phenomenon of
intratextuality and the linkage of intertexts with important moments in the
narrative.

Some intertexts establish or reinforce basic things about Herodotus and
his programme (including an elusive attitude to truth), giving him Homeric
identity and status, while affirming distinctness and, if not superiority, then
at least a human intellectual authority more appropriate to the world in
which he was writing (above, pp. 296300, 3057, 31011, §15-19).

Then there are themes arising from the author’s programme. Fame only
rarely plays out in literally Homeric terms (kleos), and for that reason is
particularly notable when it does (above, pp. 2967, 301, 315-18, 354, 357,
361). But that both Herodotus’ own fame and the wonderful things he
preserves from oblivion are generally not so classified symbolises rather well
the historian’s claim to be doing something Homeric but in his own way. It
1s analogous to the shifting of perpeteiar from the actual experience of the
Odyssean historian to the material through which he passes (above, pp. 297
8), and (once again), although that theme (the vulnerability of eudaimonie)
plays out through Homeric passages (above, pp. 297-8, 299300, 3089,
31115, 927, $54), it i3 omnipresent in other guises. Another programme-

21 See Pelling, above, pp. 44—5. Olga Tribulato’s essay (above, Ch. 8) exemplifies in a
special case the mayhem that can result when people take a view about intertextual relation
and then (literally) adjust the text to make it work better.
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related theme (women, sex and historical causation: above, pp. 307-8), recurs
in Homerised form: the ‘fame’ of Rhodopis and Archidice (above, p. 310),
the distasteful tale of Periander and Melissa (above, p. 342), Xerxes’ loss of
agency to a woman in a sex-centred story (above, p. 426), the manipulative
Homer-quoting Artayctes mistreating women at the Protesilaum (above, n.
43), and (more decorously) the faint Olympian court overtones of Atossa and
Darius (above, n. 101).

These last three items also belong in another thematic cluster, the
Homerisation of Persia: we see Persian success (above, pp. 314-15), grandeur
(above, p. 322) and even a touch of epic heroism (above, pp. 924, 356, 357,
361),2? but also Persian hypocrisy (above, pp. 303, 315) and weakness (above,
PP- 313, 320-1, 326, 330, 333, 3357, 34950, 351, 354). And Homeric
treatment is also, of course, applied to the other major national players in
the story.

Sparta comes out of it badly before the end of Book 7 (above, pp. 315, 341)
and at the start of Book g (above, p. 354), but shines at Thermopylae and
Plataca: and yet in the latter context Spartans are persistently marked as
non-Homeric (albeit meritorious) and that even affects Pausanias, for all that
he has the Homeric accolade of kAéos péyiarov ‘EX\pvov tév nuets (dpev.
They belong (or see themselves as belonging) to a modern, not a Homeric
world. Although it may seem unfair to Aristodemus (above, p. 359), this
attitude is not necessarily bad, if it means suffering a dignified death rather
than being part of an epic circus (above, p. 359) or (more seriously) setting
one’s face against the mutilation of a dead adversary’s corpse (above, p. 361).
Perhaps valuing community against extravagant individualism (already seen
at Thermopylae, where kleos 1s for the city, not just Leonidas: 7.220.2, 4) is a
good thing, and helps account for the strange way in which it is Mardonius
who plays the more uncomplicatedly Homeric role. But that also draws
attention to a final twist in the Spartan theme. Aleos at Thermopylae was
communal, but Pausanias’ kleos is strikingly not marked in that way.

22 Tg there (provocatively) originally a touch of this in Xerxes? Mardonius wanted a good
logos among men for Xerxes ‘best of Persians, past, present, and future’ (7.5,9); Carey (2016)
82 notes that the singularity of Leonidas (with his long genealogy: 7.204) matches the
singularity of Xerxes, who has xaAdos kai péyefos (7.187—and a genealogy too (7.11), albeit
shorter; and Xerxes wanted to leave pvyudovva (7.24), which are a bid for fame—and even
kleos (cf. above, pp. g15-17)?—of a sort also encountered at Thermopylae (7.226.2). Desire
for power and for profit won by risk-taking (7.24,50) is not a necessary disqualification for
Homeric status. But Xerxes is probably doomed from the outset (above, pp. 349-50) and
develops both intertextually and otherwise as an increasingly unappealing figure.
Mardonius perhaps ends better than he started, Xerxes certainly worse.
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Herodotus and his readers know that Pausanias later (allegedly) went to the
bad by trying to become a quasi-Persian (5.32). The story of the two dinners
at Plataea has often been seen as a proleptic hint at that development.
Perhaps the management of Pausanias’ fame and Mardonius’ heroism are
part of a similar strategy.

Contrast between the Homeric and contemporary fifth-century world,
present by default in all intertexts and sometimes more specifically
thematised (above, pp. 297, 307, 317, 3223, 331, 351, 354, 358-61),"” is
relevant to Athens and two final interconnected themes.

The longest coherent sequence of Homerisms has a persistently Athenian
focus or reference (above, pp. 305, 341-8), and the Athenians figure in
Homeric intertexts at many other points as well (above, pp. 303, 305-6, 310,
315, 320, 324, 328, 329, 332, 334, 340, 3524, 357, 361). Some of these
intertexts are neutral or positive moments from the point of view of Athens’
reputation: they are beneficiaries of the Homeric fourth-attack principle and
Darius’ illjudged prayer, they describe Mardonius as without regard (opzs)
for the gods, and deploy Homer rather shockingly (but effectively) in
complaining about desertion by Sparta, something that also evokes their
Homeric ‘wrath’. (Whether their impalement of Artayctes is a justified
divergence for Pausanias’ non-mutilation principle is more debatable:
above, p. 361.)

But the rest of the intertextual material is another matter. Athens faces
disaster like Phaeacia, provides troops who scatter in un-Homeric fashion,
and 1s the home of the intertextual shape-changer Themistocles and (if Irwin
is to be believed) the target of a critical reading of Odyssey 9. Above all, the
city figures at high-profile moments that intersect with inversions of the
expected Trojan War/Persian War parallel to produce Achaean Persians
and Trojan Greeks (above, p. §04) and proleptic forays into Greek history
after the end of Histories. Both intersections associate the Homerisation of
Athens with awkward topics: Athens’ future history as a successful
competitor for hegemony (even a tyrant city*!) and the propriety of overt
linkage between the Trojan and Persian Wars in public political discourse.
Herodotus’ Athenians sometimes do not want to be Homeric (their own
achievements need no epic gloss or precedent: 9.28), but high-profile
passages make them produce bad (and ieffective) claims to be quasi-

205 Cf. Haywood, above, pp. 75-81; Pelling, above, pp. 48, 512, 54; Fragoulaki, above,
pp- 122, 149.

2% Hippias’ remarks do invite that specific gloss by linking the future Athens with her
Pisistratid predecessor.
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Achaeans or actually turn them into Trojans: one of the latter category
concerns the very event that the Athenians of .28 claim renders epic
precedent irrelevant (an event they actually celebrated publicly with a
Homeric gloss) and another specifically associates the inversion with
proleptic reference to Athenian arkhe.

Nobody can be truly Homeric in the modern age. The closest to an
unequivocal Homeric achievement within the Histories, measured by the
acquisition of kleos, 1s the Spartan one at Thermopylae and that of Pausanias
at Plataea, but the former is rooted in annihilation (and involves role-
inversion) and the latter is under a shadow from future history. The
Athenians do not achieve kleos and future history throws a significantly larger
shadow on their Homeric pretensions—to the point that they might do
better not to nurture them.

10. Which does, of course, raise a question about the historian himself.
He has pictured the Histories itself as a Homeric achievement, albeit one for
which he does not explicitly award himself kleos and which is distanced from
the original in various ways. Is he entitled to do that? Is it prudent to do it?

Athenians who associated Marathon with the capture of Troy or their
achievements more generally against Persia with those of the Homeric
Achaeans were investing a large amount of Hellenic cultural capital in
modern politics and warfare. If the results were disturbing, whether for
subjects of Athenians rule or for the Athenians themselves (since eudaimonié is
vulnerable), that cultural capital was in danger of being badly disfigured.
And since the results of politics and warfare will always be viewed negatively
by some parties, this is always a danger in comparable circumstances. The
historian was not trying to conquer the world (or even just the Aegean), but
he was trying to stake out a claim in the metaphorical world of Greek
literature. Was there less risk that anyone might think that the result
dishonoured Homer? In principle no. But Hustories betokens a degree of
authorial self-confidence that guarantees that, if Herodotus contemplated
that question (as logically he should have done), he judged the risk extremely
small, and in the event he was clearly justified. That the story-line of Historzes
could properly constitute an epic narrative of heroic events was always
unlikely to be disputed by many Greek readers: in those general terms it was
itself part of the cultural capital of classical Greece. More specific intertextual
features were not intended to dictate attitudes but to provoke questions and
highlight what remain unresolved ambiguities: intertextual worries about
Athens (and invitations to contemplate her post-479 history in other less
Homeric passages) coexist with the ringing but admittedly controversial
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endorsement of the Athenian stance and contribution in 480 (7.139). Historie
does not provide black-and-white answers. As an investigator Herodotus
took on a role sometimes performed by men of power in the world of politics
and warfare (above, pp. 317-19). But he could fairly claim to be performing
it in a way that was both more far-reaching and more disinterested: everyone
can be the object but no one is the target of his questioning. And, if people
said that he was a teller of tales and even (in the manner of Plutarch) a biased
teller of tales, he had at his disposal the reasonable rejoinder that he made
no programmatic claim to be a truth-teller and that his advertised models,
Homer and Odysseus, were just the same.
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