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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






ABOUT THE AUTHORS

ELTON BARKER is Professor of Greek Literature and Culture at The Open
University. His research interests focus primarily on poetic rivalry in
Homer and representations of space and place in Herodotus. He is author
of Entering the Agon: Dissent and Authority in Homer, Historiography and Tragedy
(2009), as well as two co-authored books on Homer with Joel Christensen:
A Beginner’s Guide to Homer (2013), and Homer’s Thebes (2020). His work on
spatial analysis led to the edited volume New Worlds out of Old Texts (2016)
and to the establishment of the Pelagios Network, which is developing
digital tools and methods for scholarly research into historical places (see
the Pelagios special issue of the International Journal of Humanities and Arts
Computing, 2021).

GIULIA DONELLI holds an MA and a PhD in Classics from King’s College
London, where she currently teaches. Previously, she was a Teaching
Associate in the Department of Classics and Ancient History at the
University of Bristol, where she remains an Honorary Research Associate.
Her main research interests are Greek lyric poetry, Herodotean histori-
ography, and the early developments of Greek prose.

MARIA FRAGOULAKI is Lecturer in Ancient Greek History at Cardiff
University. Her main research interests are ancient Greek historiography,
especially Thucydides and Herodotus, kinship and international relations
in antiquity, memory and performance studies. She is author of Kinship in
Thucydides: Intercommunal Ties and Historical Narrative (2013), and co-editor
(with Christy Constantakopoulou) of Shaping Memory in Ancient Greece: Poetry,
Historwography, and Epigraphy (2020). She is currently working on a
monograph on Thucydides and Homer and co-editing (with Neville
Morley) a volume on Doing Things with Thucydides: Politics, Education,
Performance.



X About the Authors

THOMAS HARRISON is Professor of Ancient History at the University of St
Andrews. His research focuses primarily on the archaic and classical Greek
world, with particular interest in Herodotus’ Histories, Greek religious
ideas, and the interface between the Greeks and foreign peoples. His
publications include Divinity and History: The Religion of Herodotus (2000), The
Emptiness of Asia: Aeschylus’ Persians and the History of the Fifth Century (2000)
and Writing Ancient Persia (2011). He is currently working on a study of Greek
religious belief.

JAN HAYWOOD is Lecturer in Ancient History at the University of
Leicester. He is the co-author of a book on cross-cultural receptions of the
Trojan War tradition with Naoise Mac Sweeney (Homer’s Iliad and the Trojan
War: Dialogues on Tradition, 2018), and he has a co-edited with Zosia
Archibald a volume in honour of the ancient historian J. K. Davies (7he
Power of Individual and CGommunity in Ancient Athens and Beyond, 2019). He has
also published several articles and book chapters in the field of ancient
Greek historiography, and is now working on a book concerning the
sources of information that informed Herodotus’ Histories, and a separate
article on human and divine agents in the Histories. He 1s also the co-
founder of the Herodotus Helpline with Thomas Harrison, a free, online
seminar series set up in April 2020, which is open to anyone interested in
Herodotus and his world.

IVAN MATDASIC is post-doctoral researcher in Ancient History at the
University of Siena. He holds a PhD in Classics and Ancient History from
the Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa. He has held research and teaching
positions in Venice, Miinster, and Newcastle. His research interests focus
on Greek historiography, epigraphy, ancient geography, and the history of
classical scholarship in the twentieth century. He is the author of two
books: Shaping the Canons of Ancient Greek Historiography (2018) and Timachidas
of Rhodes (2020).

CHRISTOPHER PELLING 1s Emeritus Regius Professor of Greek at Oxford
University. Among his books are Literary Texts and the Greek Historian (2000),
Plutarch and History (2002), Herodotus and the Question Why (2019), and
commentaries on Plutarch’s Antony (1988) and Caesar (2011), on Herodotus
Book 6 (coedited with Simon Hornblower, 2017), and Thucydides Books 6
and 7 (2 vols, 2022). He is now working on a further Plutarch commentary,
this time on Alexander.



About the Authors X1

OLGA TRIBULATO 1s Professor of Greek language and literature at Ca’
Foscari University of Venice. She is the author of Ancient Greek Verb-Initial
Compounds: Their Diachronic Development within the Greek Compound System (2015)
and she has edited, among other volumes, Language and Linguistic Contact in
Ancient Sicily (2012). Her research interests focus on the Greek dialects and
literary languages, epigraphy, ancient bilingualism, Atticist lexicography,
and Greek theories of language correctness. She is currently the PI of the
ERC project Purism in Antiquity: Theories of Language in Greek Atticist Lexica and
Thewr Legacy (PURA).

CHRISTOPHER J. TUPLIN is Gladstone Professor of Greek at the University
of Liverpool. He is the author of The Failings of Empire (1993), Achaemenid
Studies (1997), and some 140 research essays on Greek and Achaemenid
Persian history; editor of Pontus and the Outside World (2004), Xenophon and his
World (2004), and Persian Responses: Cultural Interaction (with)in the Achaemenid
Empire (2007); and co-editor of Science and Mathematics in Ancient Greek Culture
(2002), Xenophon: Ethical Principles and Historical Enquiry (2012), and Arsama and
his World: The Bodleian Letters in Context (2020). His current major project is a
commentary on Xenophon’s Anabass.






Histos Supplement 14 (2022) 21140

7

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 Pevdéor ikela mepl Tod avdpos TovTov, TG S
’ b ’ \ ’ ’ ’ 2 ’ ’
peteéerepa aAnféa: mepl pevTol TovTOU YrWuT 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, yvauy, 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):%

[ ’ % ” ~ ¢ — e \
OPGOVTGS 86 0‘(;56(19 oL Te CL)\)\OL GTPCL’TL(,U’TCLL oL :epgew Kat ot G’Tpa’r‘l]‘yOL
b ’ \ b ’ ’ ’ b ’ b ~ \
€7TL7T)\€OV’TCL9 V77UGL O)\L'y'HO'L, 7T(1'}/XU U¢L ‘LCLVLT]V ETTEVELKAVTES QV'IT}/OV Kat
5 \ ’ > ’ ’ 5 ’ < 7 > ’

avToL Tas Vedas, €)\7TLO'CLV’T€§ U(;Seag EVTTETEWS aLp’l]o‘eLV, OLKOTQ KCLP’TCL
> ’ \ ’ P ’ [ 5y 7 ’ \ [ ~

E)\WLGGVTGS, TAS ‘LLGV '}/E TWV E)\)\/T]V(,UV OPGOVTGS O)\L‘yag veas, Tas 86 EWLVTWV

A ’ [ ’ ’ ~
77')\7766[, TE WO)\)\OL’TT)\’I]O‘L(JS Kat CLl,LELVOV 7T)\(,()OUO'CL§. KaTa¢p0V770aV’Teg TALTA

> ~ b \ ) ’
EKUK)\OUV’TO avTovsS €S l.LEO'OV.

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):

’ \ < ’ 4 ’ ¢ \ ~ ’ ’
TpLTY) B€ TUEPT Sewvov TL ToLmoapevol ol oTpatnyol Tév PapPapwy veas
< 2 ’ ’ \ \ 2 \ p—/ ’ 2
oUTw odu oAtyas Avpaiveotar kai 1o amo Eépfew Seipaivovres ok
2 ’ b4 \ < ’ b4 2 \ ’ \
avepeway €tt Tovs < BEAAqvas payms dpéat, aAda mapackevacapevor kaTa
’ < ’ 2 ~ \ ’
LETOV TUEPT)S AVT)YOV TAS VEAS.

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):

b ~ \ ’ 27 p— ) < ’ \ \ \ \
evbaiTa e TouTwy €ovTwy, ZEpENs ETOLUATAUEVOS TA TTEPL TOUS VEKPOVS
” 2 \ \ \ ’ ’ \ ’ < ~
ETEUTE €S TOV VAUTLKOV GTPATOV KT)PUKG. TTPOETOLUATATO S€ TASE" 000L TOD
~ ~ ¢ ~ 3 v ’ > \ \ ’
oTpaTol ToL €wuTol Toav vekpol €v OeppomiAnor (noav 8e kai Svo
’ < ’ ’ ¢ ’ \ \ ’
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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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dofagar aAdotov Ti etvar Tépas, KTA.

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 Tre TpuLlpns 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):*
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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.
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(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.
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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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