HERODOTOS — INTERPRETATIONS

A number of passages in Herodotos which have all — indi-
vidually or in various contexts — come under the scrutiny of
modern expounders, shall be examined as a distinct group. On
grounds of method all strictly historical deliberations or prema-
tute allusions to ‘parallel’ passages elsewhere will be excluded?).

1.’ Amedavvduevog 0¢ 6 *Apioraydons éx tiic Endotne e dc
Tag *Adijvag yevouévas Tvedwav Gde élevidéoag, 5, 55. Herodotos,
however, now launches into a many-layered disquisition on
diverse topics?). It is not until 5, 62, 1 that he once more takes
up the theme of liberation?l; in 5, 62, 2 he finally gets down to
the task of demonstrating how the Athenians were freed from
the tyrants.

Four chapters, 5, 62—65, are devoted to this subject; the
logical skeleton of these presents itself as follows4):

1) The reader is asked to read with a copy of Herodotos before him,
since I have attempted to re-read Herodotos on the basis of Herodotos
(therefore the barring of other authors; cf., incidentally, the remarks of
Fotnara Historia 17, 1968, 423f., on the hazards of reading Herodotos
with a full knowledge of Thukydides’ view).

I hope to reassess the traditions of the tyrannicide, and Hellanikos in
particular, in the near future; cf. on Schol. Pind. ITvd. 7, 9b, Philochoros
FGrHist 328 F 115, and Ephoros, my paper in Hermes 102, 1974, 179-190.

I am grateful to Dr. E.F. Bloedow for valuable criticism, and to Dr.
C.W. Fornara for reading the finished manuscript.

2) That is, the harsh rule of Hippias after the tyrannicide; Hippat-
chos’ dream and end; Gephyraian genealogy; Phoinikian letters. Cf. the
structural analyses of Jacoby RE Suppl. 2, 307-310 (= Griech. Historiker,
1956, 58f.); Immerwahr Form and Thought 117f.; Macan ad loc.; also Benar-
dete Herodotean Inguiries, 1969, 143f. The account of Aristagoras® appear-
ance in Athens comes in 5, 97.

3) By dealing with the tyrannicide outside the account of how the
Athenians were freed, Herodotos makes it abundantly clear that in his
view the tyrannicide was but a citrcumstantial happening. Cf. Macan ad Joc.
and especially Bornitz Herodot-Studien, 1968, 26; cf. 30. élevdegog, éevdeoln,
éleviegd, are in this context recurring catchwords.

4) We are faced here with a kind of inverted account, or should one
say, reporting in inverse logical order (cf. Mary White Phoenix 23, 1969,
44 n 15). By reading backward from s, 65, 5, we discern the clearly ar-
ranged framework; the interspersed pieces of enriching information fall

13 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 118/3-4
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¢ Tvpdvvwy Eleviepddnoar >Adnaior (62, 1);

A s wvidae . .. dua toiot dAlowet Adnvaiwy puydot ... wgoo-
éntawoy ueydiwg metgduevor xatidvar te xal dlevidepotv
Tag *Adjas (62, 2);

0i >Alxucwvidar wav énl toior Iewoiotoaridnior unyavduevor

. Tov oy padotvrar ... Sowxodouijoar (62, 2);

[0l *AAxpeawidar] dvémedoy iy Hvdiny ... ngogvégew [zoiot
Aaxedapoviotor] Tag Aﬁmag elem‘;‘e@ovv (63, 1)8 )

Aaxeéaguowm 0é, ¢ opt aiel TwITO mEdpavTov dyiveto,
wéumovor > Ayyudioy (63, 2);

ueva 08 Aaxedarucvior uélw ovdlov orellavres dnémeupay émi
tac “A%pas, otpatnyov ... amodééavtes PaciAéa Kleo-
uévea (64, 1);

oltw ... Adnvaior Tvpdvyvav amarldydnoay (65, 5).

The oracles which Spartan enquirers kept receiving serve
as motivation for Sparta’s intervention (in fact, the only moti-
vation); they are authentic, therefore, in the opinion of Hero-
dotos®). These Pythian utterances were of course indispensable
in accomplishing the Spartan-aided expulsion of the Peisistrati-
dai, since the Lakedaimonians did not intervene on their own
volition. Great weight must for this reason be attached to both
the oracles and (by implication) the role of their instigators: the
verb dvameidery denotes a pivotal point in Herodotos’ account?).

The problem, however, is confounded by the inclusion of
a variant to the version Herodotos chooses to adopt as his own:

3

g v O oi > Adnpaior®) Aéyovat, oo oi dvdgeg v Aedpoior xatij-

into place by themselves; the straightforward chronological arrangement
almost obscures this. On a small scale 5, 55 ff. — commencing in an involuted
maze of information and emerging finally into flowing narrative — parallels
the design pattern of the entire work.

5) éAevdepotv Tag *Avag is the standard phrasing of the oracle’s ex-
hortations in all sources (cf. Hermes 102, 1974, 182 n 11). Cf., however,
Crahay La littérature oraculaire chez Heérodote, 1956, 284 (“cette formule ne
peut avoir été la réponse authentique”, being too direct, political, a “slo-

an’).
& 6) Cf. Bornitz Hd#-St 27; 40.

7) dvameidew is prominent in the condensed exposé 6, 123; here it
interlocks, so to speak, 5, 62—63, 1 with 5, 63, 1-65, 5.

8) Ever since the days of L.C. Valckenaer (1715-1785), the trans-
mitted text of Herodotos in §, 63, 1 has periodically come under attack.
The ‘emendation’ of Valckenaer (cf. Jacoby FGrHist 3b Suppl. Notes
357 n 3) and his successors substitutes the Spartans for the Athenians in
the Aeyduevov on bribery; it has recently been revived by Forrest GRBS 10,
1969, 281. A string of incongruities results from the ‘emendation’, since it
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puevor avémedoy iy Ilvdigy yoruaot, 5, 63, 1. Herodotos and
‘the Athenians’ are at variance concerning the means employed
by the Alkmeonidai: according to ‘the Athenians’ money changed
hands. Herodotos, however, as if to dissociate himself from the
allegation, couches it in conspicuously contrasting language:
dvdges doxyuor now are odror oi dvdpes who “hang around™ in
Delphoi; the alleged outrageous aspect of their dealings forms
a climactic conclusion of the variant?).

It has been pointed out that “there is a linguistic point ...
@v & is normally ‘resumptive after a digression’ ”19). What is
here the ‘digression’ ? We cannot turn back too far without the
vatiant appearing absurdly out of context; the preceding sec-
tion, 5, 62, 3, is indeed itself sufficiently ‘digressive’ to qualify:
a footnote!), we might say, introduced appropriately by oia
0£1%), ‘inasmuch as’13). The particles dv &j directly resume the
account of the entering of the contract for the building of the

requires us to assume that: (a) Herodotos interrupts his own account to
record a Spartan Aeyduevow, yet fails to mark clearly the terminal point of it
(there is no resumptive particle to indicate where he resumes his own
account); (b) in a passage on Athenian history, we would hear only Hero-
dotos himself and a Spartan variant without reference to any Athenian
Aeyduevov; (c) Herodotos presents the events from the tyrannicide to the
departure of the Peisistratidai from a Spartan point of view, since the re-
sumptive quality of @v &7 proves beyond doubt that the promulgators of
the Aeyduevoy on bribery are in broad terms in full agreement with Hero-
dotos (see below p. 195;197); (d) the Spartans in their own speech in 5, 91,
2—-3 have forgotten everything about bribery (see also n 47).

9) Cf. 5,62, 3; 6, 124, 1. See Immerwahr F & Th 51l

Not even Plut. zor. 860D (megi tijs “Hpoddrov xaxondelas 23) would
have gone so far as to reproach Herodotos for adopting as his own view what
‘the Athenians’ malignantly allege. See also Jacoby A#this 335 n 27, “a
variant, with a citation of the source as oi *A%yaior”, (cf. Immerwahr
F & Th 119 n 126, “’Adnvaior means all Athenians™) “accused the Alc-
meonids of having corrupted the Pythia”. The assumption of Spath Das
Motiv der doppelten Belenchtung bei Herodot, 1968, 159 n 272, that “dahinter
verbirgt sich wohl ein a/kmeonidischer [my italics] Gewahrsmann’ is surely
untenable (it may have been precipitated by Jacoby l.c. and FGrHist 3b
Suppl. Notes 357 n 3; Schachermeyr Die friihe Klassik der Griechen 62£.).
Should the passage be connected with 5, 72, 4 and the unfortunate Isagoras-
comrade Timesitheos of Delphoi?

10) Forrest GRBS 10, 1969, 279. See Powell év II, 2 (p. 387 col. 1);
01 A, V, 2 (p. 83 col. 2); &g C, IV, 3 (p. 390 col. 2; normal for “hearsay”,
without or with &7); @v IV, 2 (p. 387 col. 1; dv & may also mean “how-
ever”).

11) Bornitz Hds-St 26, rather strangely, reverses the relation.

12) Forrest 1.c. 278 writes ola 7.

13) Powell olos 5, a (p. 262 col. 1).
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temple4). To mention the contracting for the temple-building,
however, would be pointless if it were not its declared function
to explain how the Alkmeonidai persuaded the Pythia and by
this unyov ultimately succeeded in freeing Athens from ty-
ranny®). The wotds dvémerdor Ty Ilvdiny indeed constitute an
integral component of Herodotos main account, even though
they are displaced — joined up with yorjuact — into the oi Ady-
vaior Adyovoi-variant. Herodotos killed two birds with one
stone16).

2. Adiyau, éovoar xal moly peydia, Téve dmailaydeioar Tv-
pdvvaw éyévovto uéloves. dv 08 adrijior dbo dvdges EdvvdoTevoy,
Kewodévns?) ve dvio *Adnpeowvidns, 8c mep 01 Adyoy Eyed'®) Ty
ITvdiny avameioa, 5, 66, 1. The statement regarding persuasion
as it stands implies a reference to 5, 62f. Herodotos, howevet,
does not simply repeat (either himself or the Aeyduevor of ‘the

14) There is in fact no homogeneous “‘story of temple-building™ (Fot-
rest l.c. 279).

15) Bornitz Hds-St 32.

16) Bornitz Hdz-St 33 too recognizes that 5, 62 and 63 “‘sich gegen-
seitig erginzen™ (he means “einander erginzen™). His conclusions, how-
ever, are different, partly as the result of a futile controversy against Jacoby
whose English he misreads twice (33; 330 63). Since Herodotos of course
refers back to his own version, Jacoby’s remark FGrHist 3b Suppl. Notes
363 n 27 that “Herodotos could not, or would not, decide for one of them™
(cf. Strasburger Historia 4, 1955, 15 = Marg [ed.] Herodot?, 1965, 595,
“ohne zu sagen, was er davon denkt”) is superfluous. Modern interpreta-
tions often blur, or even ignore, the clear distinction which Herodotos
draws in all relevant instances between persuasion and bribery; cf., for
example, von Fritz Griechische Geschichtsschreibung 1, 334 with n 211; Stras-
burger l.c. 8 (= 584 M?); Podlecki Historia 15, 1966, 129 n 2 (“‘a sugges-
tion of bribery: 63.1, 66.1°; why does he omit 6, 123, 2?7); too superficial
Kirchberg Die Funktion der Orakel im Werke Herodots, 1965, 72; completely
obscure Benardete Hdt. Ingu. 143. Well balanced treatment Berve Tyran-
nis 70.

The verb dvameidew does not, eo ipso, suggest corruption, let alone
bribery; similarly, unyavi ot unyavdcdar are not expressions that would
occur foremost in order to denounce the crime of bribery. I do not see why
Herodotos would have specifically added yorjuaot, if dvameidery unequivo-
cally denoted bribery; nor do I see how it could be explained that he in-
serted a variant that is not at all a vatiant. The meaning of bribery is unnec-
essary in all instances (including 6, 66, 2), if not nonsense, as in the case of
5, 97, 2f. for avameiBew, or 5, 90, 1 (Ta éx T@V > Alxuewviddv & iy ITvdinp
pepnyamuéva xal T éx tije ITvdins éni opéas [sc. ueunyavmuéval!) for unya-
vaodas (the Pythia surely did not bribe the Spartans).

17) This is the first instance in which Herodotos cites the name of
Kleisthenes.

18) = Aéyerau!
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Athenians’ on bribery): he instead records yet another Aeyd-
uevov, according to which Kleisthenes himself persuaded the Py-
thia19).

3. These two different Aeydueva both represent vatriants
only in details to Herodotos’ own account: gi/ded arguments in
5, 63, 1; the actual identity of the petrpetrator in 5, 66, 1. This
leads to the conclusion that iz general terms common opinion?©)
agrees with Herodotos’ own picture of the events culminating in the
retreat of the Peisistratidai®) — or alternatively, that these Aeyd-
ueva are but random snippets of irrelevant information without
connexion and that “Herodot ist ein Esel: aber die “Tradition’ ist
gerettet” 22).

4. In book six Herodotos pronounces his disbelief that the
Alkmeonidai conspired with the Persians, fovAouévovs 976 Bao-
Bdootai Te etvaw > Adnralovs xal vmo “Irmine, 6, 121, 12%). He bases
his scepticism on three postulates. Two of these are functionally
impeccable (6, 121; 124)2*), whereas difficulties arise in the inter-
pretation of the third instance (6, 123).

19) The fact of dvaneidew obviously is not the contentious point be-
tween Herodotos and the promulgators of the Aeyduevor, unless we impute
to Herodotos a sudden and mysterious shift of opinion in favour of the
version of ‘the Athenians’.

Herodotos consistently neither associates Kleisthenes with anything
except the phylai-reform, nor identifies any individual member of the Alk-
meonid clan in the context of their efforts to expatriate the tyrants. For-
nara goes so far as to suggest that “the inference that [Kleisthenes] left
Athens is not inevitable” (Philo/ 114, 1970, 163f. n 39); this cannot be
proved or disproved (on Fornara’s attempt to read something similar into
Thuk. 6, 59, 4, Philol 111, 1967, 294f., cf. my rejoinder in RAM 116, 1973,
91fl.). The opposite view is favoured by Stanton JHS 9o, 1970, 181 (Klei-
sthenes himself leader at Leipsydrion), on equally shaky grounds. For a
correct summary of the actual evidence see Davies Azh. Prop. Fam. 375.

20) Cf. Crahay Li?t. orac. Hdt. 282f. (“tradition bien établie, par con-
séquent, et acceptée, au moins en substance, par les Alcméonides eux-
mémes, dont le nom revient 4 chaque mention de ’imposture ainsi que le
verbe avameidew™).

21) Cf. also Bornitz Hd#-St 32f.

22) Jacoby Gnomon 1, 1925, 266 (= Abh 175).

23) Repeated 6, 123, 1. Cf. the reasoning on behalf of the Alkmeonidai
of McGregor HSPh Suppl. 1, 1940, 72.

24) The reasons cited in 6, 124 may be of dubious logical value — they
do nevertheless meet the formal requirements of logical argumentation;
the argument in 6, 124 derives its logical viability from the firm conclusion
of the argument of 6, 123, 2. Cf. Powell ydp 4, d (p. 65 col. 1), on the mean-
ing of ydp in 6, 124, 1: “advancing an untenable suggestion”; one does
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Herodotos alludes, without elaborating, to an Alkmeonid
pnyav (6, 123, 1), goes on to denounce the tyrannicide?),
reiterates that Alu,uewwéat 0é smpavewg nlsvﬂegwaav, and con-
cludes, &i 1) obrol ye dAndéwg fjoav ol mv Tvdiny avanew’avrag
mgoonuaivew Aaxedapoviowst Elevdegodv Tag " Advag, ds pot mod-
Tepov dedridwtan®®) (6, 123, z) He betrays acquaintance, how-
ever, with only one unyavii of the Alkmeonidai in order to
“free”: persuasion at Delphoi??). A clause of causal quality —
stating evidence for the assertion that “they freed” — is plainly
tequired. Current exposition of the passage nevertheless postu-
lates conditional meaning of the &i dr odrol ye-clause. Yet would it
not be patent nonsense, if Herodotos had called into question
his very thesis?8)? Herodotos, to be sure, does not twaddle??).
And indeed “quasi-causal” meaning is well attested for i by He-
rodotos’ usage3?). Translations as, for example, “if at least it be

not normally advance such a suggestion before the ground has been cleared.

For a recent negative assessment of the logical qualities of 6, 121-124:
Gillis GRBS 10, 196¢, 133 fl. Cf. also Bornitz Hdr-5% 95 ff.

25) 6, 123, 2: ényoiwoar Tods vmololmovs Ieioioroatidéwr “Irmapyov
amoxtelvavteg, 000¢ TL udAdov Enavoay [Tovs Aowmods] Tvgarvedovras. I do not
see how the deletion of rovs Aowovs could alter the meaning, let alone
“reconcile Herodotus and Thucydides™ (Fornara Philo/ 114, 1970, 161 n 34;
cf. 162 with n 36). — Herodotos uses the plural tvgavvedovras anyway; by
retaining todg Aowwods, furthermore, a linguistic oddity is kept in the text
(cf. Powell Aowrids 1 [p. 211 col. 1]).

26) Powell ondéd 6, b (p. 85 col. 2; ten instances of identical or similar
phrases for a “reference backwards’ ) An excursus would have been in
order, had Herodotos not been able to refer back; or else, 6, 123 would
remain obscure.

27) Cf. Crahay Litt. orac. Hdt. 2821. (see above n 20).

28) See Pohlenz Herodot 167n1 (“die Worte VI 123 & 6] ... enthalten
keinen Zweifel. Herodot verweist ja sofort ... auf V 62ff. und will doch
nicht etwa seine frithere Darstellung abschwichen”!). By calling into
question his own account, Herodotos would also remove the formal logical
requirement (see above n 24); for it is the gi-clause alone in which Hero-
dotos hints at how the Alkmeonidai distinguished themselves as liberators.
He is also at pains to make it clear that in his own judgement the Alk-
meonidai are deserving of praise as liberators for exactly that reason (g
&yw xpivw, 6, 123, 2; cf. Fornara Philo/ 114, 1970, 161). Fornara, however,
(L.c. 156 n 16) detected a “note of caution™, “implicit” in 6, 123, 2. In a
true defence of the Alkmeonidai, a conditional ei-clause would make even
less sense: we would be at a loss in searching for someone else who might
have corrupted the Pythia. The logical contortions of Bornitz Hd?-S# 46f.
(cf. also 96) illustrate beyond doubt what difficulties conditional meaning
of the si-clause is bound to create.

29) The objection that the whole digression might after all have a
false bottom does not therefore affect our argument.

30) Powell &l A, V (p. 99 col. 2): “w(ith) v(er)bs of wonder, pleasure,
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true”, miss the point, to say the least; I therefore suggest as a
translation “when it was surely they indeed” (ot something
similarly ‘quasi-causal’).

The train of thought strung out in 6, 123 comes to a full
stop with Herodotos’ reference backwards. This circumstance
lends weight to the d@¢-clause which also stands out at the most
exposed position3'), indeed becomes the central point upon
which the meaning of 6, 123 hinges. By obeying Herodotos’
signal and consulting his full treatment of events in book five,
striking parallelism becomes evident:

(5, 62, 2) "AAxucwvidac ... (6, 123, 1) [AAxuewvidai]

QeVYOVTES dpevydy Te ToY mdvTa

IlgioioTparidag... 200V ToVG TvEdYvo s,
ady &nl Toior [letoioTpa~ &x pnyavijc e Tijc ToVT WY

TidnioL unyavduevor ... &Eélumov Il grototparidar

i Tvgawvida. [CE. 5, 65:]
(62, 2—3) [temple-building.] (123, 2) [denunciation of ty-
rannicide; cf. 5, 55; 62, 1.]

(63, 1) ... avémetdov v (123, 2) ... v [Tvdiny
AT vdiny ... mpopépewy avamelcavtes mpoaM-
uaivery
[Aaxedaiporviotod] Aaxedatuoviotot
tag’ Advag élevde- 8levdepody Tag Adijvag,
0ovY
¢ uot mpdtegoy BHedi)-
AwTard?),
etc. ... hence, without such v(er)b, guasi-causally [my italics]”. Cf. also

Stein at 5, 78: “bei Berufung auf einen einzelnen Fall als Beweis fiir eine
allgemeine Behauptung™.

31) Cf. Immerwahr F & Th 51f. It would seem incongruous if it
were a mere gracenote.

32) Such encompassing parallelism is not accidental. Our contention
that the dg-clause holds the key to the interpretation of 6, 123 has been
borne out, for unless we obey Herodotos’ signal and refer to his extensive
account in book five, all ambiguity in 6, 123 cannot be obviated. The later
passage of course represents a condensed version which is confined to the
principal issues, since Herodotos is able to refer back to book five. Cor-
roboration can also be derived from the observation that in 5, 62, 3, the
Alkmeonidai are introduced as yonudrwv &9 fjxovres without explanations
about the provenance of their wealth — these are to be found in book six
(6, 125); cf. Bornitz Hdt-St 45 n 83. Bornitz l.c. 36f. deduces from 6, 123,
1, Tov dvTa ygdvow, that this has to be read also into 5, 62, 2, pedyovreg
ITeworgaridag. The opposite, however, appears to be true in view of the
demonstrative character of 6, 123 ; I do not believe that the words vév wdvra
2@0vov in 6, 123 possess any weight other than rhetorical; cf. also my forth-
coming ‘Misgelle’ in RhM.
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5. In 6, 109, 3, Herodotos imputes to both Kallimachos
and Miltiades the notion that it is indeed possible to exceed the
fame of the tyrannicides. He in effect puts his own views and
arguments into the mouth of Miltiades: Harmodios and Aristo-
geiton are not liberators par excellence3®); defeat by the Persians is
tantamount to being delivered up to the scourge of Hippias®);
only if Athens is not ruled by tyranny is it to achieve great-
ness3). Is it not symptomatic that Herodotos did not judge it
inappropriate to submit such reasoning to his audience through
the mouth of Miltiades? Herodotos’ view of the events sur-
rounding the eviction of the tyrants does not indeed appear out
of line with that of ‘the Athenians’. It emerges, on the contrary,
that the passage 6, 109, 3, far from being contradictory3%), is fully
consistent and in accord with Flerodotos’ statements elsewhere. (There is
admittedly still an alternative ‘explanation’: “more likely it is a
mere rhetorical commonplace...”37).)

6. There is also a ‘test case’. In 5, 97, 138) Herodotos in one
masterful stroke spans the arch back to Aristagoras’ arrival in
Athens, illuminates the significance of 5, 90—96, and exposes the
historical forces. The twenty ships which the Athenians decreed
to dispatch to Ionia®®) in an undisguised act of warfare against
Persia®?) had a history, shaped by fears and ambitions, of the

33) Cf. 5, 5555, 62, 1f.; 6, 123, 2

34) Cf. 5, 96, 1; 6, 121, 1. Hippias is removed from Athens in two
paragraphs (5, 65, 2—3); how much space, on the other hand, is devoted to
his.attempts to regain Athens; cf. also von Stern Hermes 52, 1917, 354f.

35) Cf. 5, 66, 15 5, 69, 25 5, 785 5, 91, I} 5, 97, I; also 1, 59, 1! Cf.
Schmid GGrLit 1, 2, 578 with n 8; Bornitz Hdz-S¢t 93f. It is tempting to
point to the antithesis vmoxdypwor, 6, 109, 3 — dvéxvys, 5, 91, 2.

36) Podlecki Historia 15, 1966, 140 (‘“cleatly the two contexts are out
of line™); cf. Fornara Philol 114, 1970, 155; Koepp NJ/bb 9, 1902, 624 with
n 2; M. Valeton Mnemosyne NS 45, 1917, 25 n 1; Schmid l.c.

37) Podlecki l.c. See above n 22.

38) 5, 97, 1: vouillovar 8¢ Tatra xal dafefinuévoiot & todg Ilépoac év
TovTwe 01) T xadt 6 Miljoiog *Agiotaydons vmo Kleouéveos tot Aaxedat-
poviov &Eelacdels éx tijc Zndotns dmixevo & Tag *AHjvas. alry yag 1§ nélg
TV Aowéwy e’éwdo‘rsve ,uéymrov.

39) 5, 97, 3: adtaw 0¢ ai véec dopyn xaxdv &ydvovro * EAAnol te xal fap-
Bdgotot; “beginning of the evil” (Immerwaht F&Th 113).

40) When the Spartan bid to restore Hippias failed (5, 92f.), he re-
paired to Asia (5, 94f.); there he left no stone unturned to reduce Athens
to his and Dareios’ subjects-(5, 96, 1). 5, 96, 2: “Inninc e 61) Taira éngnoce
xal oi *Adnvaior mvdduevor Tatra méumovor &g Xdodic dyyélovs, odx édvres
tov¢ [Tégoas neideodar’ Admaiwr Tolow puydot. 6 ¢° Agrapoévns éxélevé opeag,
&l Povlolazo odor elvau, watadéreodar dnicw “Inminy. odx dv 07 évedéxovto
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surging Athenian demos, of Lakedaimonians and Persians, of a
Hippias, Kleomenes, and others. It must surely be the intent of
5, 9goff. to provide the psychological?) background for the
Athenian response to the representations of Aristagoras; it is
all laid down in all but singularly condensed form in 5, 97, 1.
The episode 5, goff. does not therefore represent a readily
detachable ‘digression’2).

Knowledge of the contents of 5, goff. on the part of ‘the
Athenians’ is clearly implied in 5, 97, 14%); the introductory
phrase in 5, 9o, 1 insinuates Athenian acquaintance with the
motives of Spartan policyt). Herodotos, furthermore, compels
the reader to recapitulate the circumstances of the exiling of the
Peisistratidai in 5, 62ff. (5, 90, 1). He goes on to impute a kind
of reasoning to the Lakedaimonians, which effectively parallels
his own argumentation in 5, 78 (5, 91, 1). The Spartan address,
lastly, to their assembled allies (5, 91, 2—3) scarcely represents
more than a repetition of the arguments developed in §, 90, 1-91,
1, in direct speech®%). We do not, however, detect anything here
that would go beyond, let alone contradict, Herodotos™ state-
ments elsewhere?).

(5, 62, 1) d¢i ... avalaPeiv ... (5, 90, 1) mVPduevor yap
Adyov, ¢ Tvpdrywy Elev- Aaxedaudvior
JepwInoay > Adnvaior ...

Todg Adyovs dmopepopuévovs oi *Adnator: odx évdexoudvoior 08 opu E0é00xTo éx
ToT pavegot Tolot 1léponior modepiovs eivar. Cf. below n 43.

41) Pohlenz Hdt 16 (“psychologisch™); cf. 38; 201. Bornitz Hdt-S¢#
82 is moving in the right direction.

42) It manifestly is not true that ““iiberall zeigt sich hier das innerlich
Unfertige”, von Fritz GrGeschschr 1, 362 (cf. 357).

43) vouifovaot 8¢ Tatra (5, 97, 1) implicates not just 5, 96 (where one is
tempted to think of some sort of official document, or decree — opi 80é-
doxto, 5, 96, 2, see above n 40), since 5, 96 makes sense only if the events
leading up to this situation are considered.

44) 5, 90, 1: & Tiuweiny (against Aigina; this establishes the connexion
with the preceding chapters) d¢ nagaoxevalouévoior avroior éx Aaxedaruo-
viwy nofyua éyelgduevoy éumdédiov yévero. Cf. Macan ad Joc., who wonders at
the degree of Athenian detailed familiarity asserted by Herodotos.

45) Cf., incidentally, 5, 74, 1, KAeouévnc 6¢ émorduevos meowvfoiodar
&neo xal gyoor v > Adyalwy, and 5, 91, 2, Hudag uév xal Tov faciéa Huéwy
megvfoloag, as an additional illustration for the contention that the speech
of the Spartans does not introduce new evidence.

46) On the meaning of dvane(@eww see above n 16. If Herodotos ex-
pects his readers to refer back, it must be to his own version! It may also be
noted that the significance of the remark in 5, 63, 2 (Suws xai Eslvovs ope
&dvras Ta pdhora) rests wholly on 5, gof.
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(62, 2) oi >Adxuewvidow may T0 &% TdY "Aducwvidéwv
éni roior Ieoworparidno
unyovduevor ...
(63, 1) avémedoy i Hvdimpw ... & vy ITvdipy ueunyavnuéva

»al
moopéoewy ot tag Adag Ta éx tijc [Tvding éni opéag
éAevdepoiy. TE
(63, 2) Aaxedatudvior 6¢ ... »ai tovs Heoiorparidag

séumovat "Ayyiudiov ...
ovupoeny Emotedvto Sy,

&elavra Ileoiorpatidas dte Te dvdpag Eefvovg
8¢ Adnvé v, opiot édvrag
Suwe xal Eelvovg ékelnAdxeoay
ot édvrag ta udhora.* éx Tijg énelvaw.

* (5, 91, 2) énapdévres yag wfdrlowat®?) uavrniowst dvdoag
Eelvovg ddvrag futy ta pdAiota ... TodTovs éx Tijc mavpidog éEnld-
oduey ...

7. Liberation from tyranny and the aggrandizement of the
Athenian demos are inseparably linked®); the expulsion of the
Peisistratidai cannot be divorced from the intervention of
Sparta and, therefore, from Alkmeonid lobbying at Delphoi.
Athen’s history of that era is also the history of the demos; their
ups and downs were shared equally by the Alkmeonidai®?).

47) Immerwahr F & Th 159 n 26: “xifidnloc means literally ‘alloy-
ed’. It is used of misleading oracles only [at 1, 75, 2 and 1, 66, 3]”; 5, 91, 2
““is not comparable, since there the reference is to forged oracles™; cf. Klees
Die Eigenart des griechischen Glaubens an Orakel und Seber 85 f.; Powell s.v. The
Spartans, however, might have been loath to admit that they had been
fooled by forged oracles; to have been deceived by misleading oracles
surely is less embarrassing and the attempt to rectify the mistake is much
more plausible. The meaning of xifdnioc, therefore, is the same in 5, 91, 2
asin 1, 66, 3 and 1, 75, 2, and in full agreement with the common tradition
as shown above. Only as a result of the erroneous generalization of the oi
> Adnpaior Aéyovoi-variant has the “not comparable” meaning been postu-
lated.

The same persistent generalization has caused astonishment that we
do not hear of any punitive reaction in the case of the Alkmeonidai, such
as is reported in “another similar case” (Ehrenberg Sol. Socr.? 410 n 20), 6,
66. Cf., however, Nilsson Cults, Myths, Oracles and Politics, 1951, 128f.
Verdin De historisch-kritische Methode van Herodotus, 1971, 66f.

48) Cf. above n 35.

49) This community even extends into Herodotos’ choice of words,
for example, 5, 66, 1, dwwagtedew (of Kleisthenes), 5, 97, 1 (Athens); s, 63, 1
(also 5, 66, 1 and 6, 123, 2) dvaneidew (applied by Alkmeonidai), 5, 97, 2f.
(experienced by the Athenians). The choice may, incidentally, also seem
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The information which Herodotos chooses to incorporate
appears segmented in a variety of places and contexts5%): iden-
tified as his own opinion, designated as common knowledge of
‘the Athenians’, transmitted in speeches’!) of a Miltiades or
even the Spartans. These observations oblige us to undertake
to break the circulus vitiosus of asking questions to which the
work of Herodotos is not suited to provide answers, and of
battling to refute answers that are offered to these questions
which accordingly themselves tend to assume the rdle of a ‘tra-
dition’ %2). The dilemma in method is characterized by the inven-
tion even of a principle of ‘doppelte Beleuchtung’, in order to
cope with modern pseudo-traditions 53).

The factual knowledge which Herodotos displays will
scarcely have surpassed that of many an ‘Athenian’, or even non-
Athenian®); it does not require historical genius to detect a
flaw in the exploit of Harmodios and Aristogeiton; special me-
thods of enquiry need not be employed to learn that the ex-
peditions of Anchimolios and Kleomenes were spurred on by
Delphic oracles, and that Alkmeonidai ‘hung around’ in Del-
phoi — nor does Herodotos in fact make any such claim; the
speeches of Miltiades and the Lakedaimonians, though not at all
improbable in their reasoning, fail to reveal detail which Hero-
dotos could have gathered only in Sparta or only in ‘Philaid
circles’. Inferences, therefore, concerning the identity of any
‘sources’ are inadmissible??).

Herodotos obviously cannot here be commended for hav-
ing performed a worth while dzddeéic of his gathering of factual

curious: dvvaoredew is associated with naked power (Immerwahr F & Th
206-208, and ind. s. ‘power’), adédvecdwu, representing ““a general imperia-
list phenomenon™ (Immerwahr F & Th 208 n 47), occurs in 5, 78 (Hero-
dotos himself speaks) and in 5, 91, 2 (Spartan speech), cf. 5, 91, 1.

so) Cf. Fehling Die Quellenangaben bei Herodot, 1971, 85.

s1) Cf. L. Solmsen A/P 64, 1943, 207 (= 644 M?); Fehling Quellen.
133 with n 8.

52) One especially strong modern ‘tradition’ is that strongly promot-
ed by Jacoby concerning the tyrannicide and the Alkmeonidai, A#this
161f.; Fornara Historia 17, 1968, 405 (‘“‘certainly recorded Alcmeonid
claims™); id. Philol 114, 1970, 156.

53) Spath Motiv der doppelten Beleuchtung, 1968.

54) Gottlieb Das Verhdiltnis der anferberodoteischen Uberlieferung zn
dHerodot, 1963, 132, for Herodotos” knowledge of ‘extra-Herodotean® tra-

itions.

55) To cure one evil by a worse evil, “objectivity’ has been discover-
ed; cf. Waters Historia Eingelschr. 15, 1971 (cf. my review Gymnasium 81,
1974, 104f.).
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material5%). The aim of his enquiry is clearly to penetrate the
surface of bare events; to expose the inescapable forces govern-
ing Athenian history of the post-tyrannical period; the emo-
tional, or as one might say irrational dynamics driving the Je-
mos; dvvaotedew, av&davesdau®?), threat and fear of tyranny, grow-
ing hostility of Sparta and Persia58).

It is true, “irony, pathos, paradox, and tragedy develop
from his tacit dialogue with his audience’ 5%); just as a tragedian,
however, Herodotos must also be able to rely on his audience’s
general familiarity with his themes: it is this historical knowl-
edge which alone permits the ‘tacit dialogue’ to develop. Now
the modern reader of Herodotos not only lacks this basic knowl-
edge, he is also bewildered by the involuted mode of progression,
by frequent cross references back and forth, implicitly or ex-
plicitly, by stories told in reverse order, or broken up into small
sections which reveal their significance only when read togeth-
er%%). Herodotos® work surely does not excel for its ‘scientific’
quality; it reveals comparatively little about ‘history’ as a scien-
tific discipline, yet a great deal about humanity. The simple ob-
servation that every student of Herodotos views his work in a
different light confirms that its character is truly ‘allgemein-
menschlich’, but also, as one might say, ‘weditative’ . Thus neither
the superficial reader accustomed to the pace of modern enter-
tainment, nor the methodical and prosaic scholar will gain great
enlightenment from Herodotos.

Trent University Konrad H. Kinzl
Peterborough, Ontario, Canada

56) Cf. Verdin Histor.-krit. Methode 172 (‘‘dat Herodotus een ‘ver-
zamelaar van historisch materiaal’ zou geweest zijn, is een opvatting die
slechts een gedeeltelijke waarheid inhoud™). Cf. also Cobet Historia Eingel-
sehr. 17, 1971 (especially 186).

57) See above n 49.

58) All these emotional pressures were still a reality later in the fifth
century, as is demonstrated most competently by no lesser an authority
than Thukydides, who has recourse to the very same theme to illuminate
an irrationally charged situation; his words almost epitomize Herodotos:
&mioTduevos ydg 6 Ofjuoc dxofje T IleioioTodrov xal Tdy maldwv Tvgavvida
yaldemny televtdoav yevoudvny xal meooste 090 v’ favtdw xal “Apuodiov
xatalvdeioay, GAL vmo Taw Aaxedapovioww, pofeito aiel xal mdvra vndnrwg
éAdupavev, Thuk. 6, 53, 3.

59) Cf. Fornara Herodotus, 1971, 62.

6o) Cf. Fehling Quellen. 140.



