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Abstract

As remarked by John Gould, ‘Herodotus and religion’ is a vast subject that has provoked
much discussion amongst scholars. Thomas Harrison has made a strong contribution to this
area with his Divinity and history (2000), in which he comprehensively engages with
Herodotus’ approach to religious matters. The purpose of my thesis is to analyse in particular
the extent to which Herodotus’ ideas about divinity correlate or conflict with the ideas of
other fifth-century (BCE) writers, specifically the sophists and pre-Socratic philosophers.
This is an approach to Herodotus that has not been pursued at length since Wilhelm Nestle’s
contribution at the turn of the twentieth century in his 1908 article Herodots Verhdltnis zur
Philosophie und Sophistik. It is also important because Herodotus has only recently again
been reconsidered by scholars to be a contributor to the development of theological ideas in
the ancient world, despite the fact that he was writing squarely in the midst of the fifth
century, a time when all domains of understanding were being re-evaluated by Greek
philosophers and scientists. In this way I hope to shed light on the notion that Herodotus was
engaging on some level with the significant theological ideas in circulation in his lifetime, a

proposition worthy of deeper and updated research.

The scope of this thesis is then as follows:

In chapter 1 I will address the various critiques of Herodotus’ theology analysing the
ancient through to the modern literary critics. This is important because I can then determine
what shortfalls and assumptions pervade the existing research and what I can contribute that

1S new.

In chapter 2 I will discuss the concepts of copdc and copiotrg, explicating the
original meanings of these terms, specifically that cogog referred to a broad range of
individuals with special understanding, and that copioti|g meant a purveyor of knowledge,
and not only a ‘Sophist’ in the later sense of the term, meaning a professional teacher. I will
look at Herodotus’ account of Solon as cogdc, especially in terms of Solon’s travel and
collection of cultural knowledge. In comparison I will consider the extent to which Herodotus
himself is copdc/copiomc. Finally, I will look closely at the practice of display, dnddei&ig
that display of knowledge through oral presentation at Olympia was a goal of the copioc,



and that Herodotus actively participated in this display culture. This is important in order to

address the misconception that he was simply a storyteller.

In chapter 3 I will pinpoint Herodotus’ theological methodology, meaning the manner
in which he gains knowledge that ultimately crystallises his attitude to the divine. More
precisely, I will elucidate Herodotus’ self-proclaimed reliance on his own eyewitness
account, judgement and inquiry, dyic te €un| kal yvoun kai iotopin. In as much as Heraclitus
also explicitly relies on these empirical techniques, I will compare this philosopher’s attitude
to the divine with Herodotus. I will also compare the Hippocratic writers’ empirical
methodology in a more general sense, as these figures do not inquire into the divine, although
comparing their methodological similarities to Herodotus further facilitates my argument that

Herodotus was undeniably a proponent of the ubiquitous inquiry culture of the fifth century.

Then, to further explicate how Herodotus relied on his own inquiry and judgements I
will examine three cases where Herodotus looks at both divine and mundane accounts of
historical three specific individuals’ transformations. I will analyse Herodotus’ judgement
about the accounts of Salmoxis’ return from death, Rhampsinitus’ descent into the
underworld, and finally the onset of Cleomenes’ madness. In exploring each of these
accounts I can affirm the consistency of Herodotus methodology, centred on his personal

judgement.

In chapter 4 I will explore Herodotus’ research into specific Egyptian accounts, and
how travel and inquiry facilitates his conclusions about the divine. I will focus on the
accounts of Helen of Troy as described by Egyptian priests, as well as Heracles, and how
Herodotus challenges the Hellenocentric versions of these accounts. In the process I will
compare Gorgias’ similar challenge to existing narratives. I will then discuss theories of
nature, VG1g, as postulated by the lonian pre-Socratics, focussing on the Nile’s flooding, and
the manner in which Herodotus engages with these theories, ultimately positing his own. In
this way I can edify the argument that Herodotus demonstrates an authentic capacity to

engage with the intellectual conversations of his day.

In chapter 5 I will explore epistemological limitations in theology, and the fact that
Herodotus is clearly aware of these limitations. I will compare his tacit awareness of the

limits of inquiry with Xenophanes, Prodicus and Protagoras, in as much as these figures



explicated the difficulties in human beings attaining reliable knowledge of the gods. I will
also make clear how these figures challenged the traditional narratives of the Olympian gods
propagated by the poets. Following this discussion I will analyse Herodotus’ reliance upon
witnesses, paptoupec, and evidence tekunpia, upon which he founded his judgements. This is
important to further strengthen my argument that Herodotus was conducting consistent

empirical inquiry, by showing his awareness of the limitations of inquiry.

Within the realistic constraints of this thesis I will mainly focus on the Histories book
2, since Herodotus’ general methodology is explicated in this book, nothwithstanding the

passages mentioned above.

My overall focus is to re-evaluate and demonstrate beyond mere plausibility that
Herodotus was an authentic contributor to both intellectual culture and ancient theology. This
is a challenging task considering the diversity of Herodotus’ scope of subject matter, which
must be acknowledged for a fair treatment of his work to be undertaken. Ultimately I wish to
show that Herodotus is not merely a writer of history of his own fashion, but that he is also

actively engaged in the theological conversation of his time on a nuanced level.



Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION - CRITICISM OF
HERODOTUS’ THEOLOGY

It is initially necessary to determine Herodotus’ place in the ancient theological literature in
order to begin to establish the extent of his contribution to knowledge in this field. Literary
criticism of Herodotus is vast, spanning back to ancient reception, and opinions on
Herodotus’ credibility and importance in the canon of ancient theology have historically been
divided. Therefore the scope of chapter 1 engages with the categories of writers and genres of
subject matter as determined by ancient theorists, in order to shine light on where Herodotus
fits in the schema. The chapter then turns to the modern dichotomy of religious traditionalist
as opposed to innovator of theological ideas, which often forms the basis of contemporary
scholarship. It is valuable to present these pervasive arguments to gain a comprehensive view
of the literary reception of Herodotus’ theological investigations, so we might find a clearing

to locate him within.

As the proclaimed ‘Father of History,” Herodotus has proved himself to be a
contentious figure for ancient writers and modern scholars alike. This contention arises from
the sheer diversity of Herodotus’ work itself, as Herodotus was compiling an encyclopaedic
account of the known world as perceived by a fifth-century Ionian Greek writer. The fifth
century was a time of profound change in Greek thinking about all aspects of knowledge,
where there was a re-evaluation of beliefs about the world. A number of significant groups
are important in this shift — the Hippocratic writers, the pre-Socratic writers and the sophists.
These individuals are anachronistically sorted into neat milieu by modern scholars, while
Herodotus is often excluded and sits apart as an anomaly. Xenophanes’ poetry in the sixth
century, and many more writers’ works in the fifth century displayed a significant break with
the epic poets as the authoritative voices of truth, especially regarding the role of the gods in
the affairs of the world. Human knowledge was becoming partitioned into domains of
specialists in different fields. Plato articulated such differentiations when his Socrates divided
literature into three different modes in the Republic: that which only presents speech uttered
by characters (tragedy and comedy), that which consists in the author’s reporting of events
(dithyramb and lyric), and that which combines the two (epic).' Later in the Poetics Aristotle

differentiated subject matter between pre-Socratic Empedocles, and Homer, acknowledging

P &p’ obv 0Oy fitot GmAf] SuyHost fj S10 pAoEg Yryvopév fi 81’ AUeOTéP®OV TEPUivovsLy;
‘Do not they [fabulists or poets] proceed either by pure narration or by a narrative that is effected through
imitation, or by both?’ (Republic, 392d)



the metered form to be the similarity, while the subject matter was different.” Herodotus
himself acknowledges content that is more fitting for different genres when he critiques
Homer’s rendition of the Helen of Troy story, Herodotus arguing the epic poet chooses one
more ‘suitable’ ednpemng, for the epic genre (2.116.1). In this we see Herodotus tacitly aware

of genres and appropriateness of different subject matter for different literary forms.

While it was appropriate for sophists and pre-Socratic individuals to discuss the nature
of the divine or the gods, Herodotus sits apart as an anomaly, essentially creating a ‘pre-
disciplinary’ prose genre,’ on account of which he would later receive criticism for the
inclusion of the divine according to later standards of history, for example in Lucian’s desire
to keep the genres of history and poetry separate (Lucian, Quomodo historia conscribenda
sit, 8.10—11). Often, however, this is anachronistic, it was common intellectual currency of
the time to engage with concepts of the divine, regardless which medium one was working in

— art, poetry, or large-scale prose.

The rejection of the divine is articulated most clearly in no other than Herodotus’
successor Thucydides when the latter writer explains in his methodology that he will exclude
fantastical elements from his own account, which is an implicit dig at Herodotus. Thus, the
later historian announces at the beginning of the History of the Peloponnesian War that the
accuracy (axpiPeiq) of the reports he collated for his History will be ‘tried by the most severe
and detailed tests possible’ on account of the absence of story-telling (10 pun pobddec, 1.22).
This assertion of a new authoritative medium of ideas is also asserted by Pericles in his

funeral speech in Thucydides’ History when the statesman asserts:

Kol 00OEV mPocdedpevol ovte ‘Ounpov Enavétov ovte 6oTig Emect eV TO avTiKo

TEPYEL TOV O Epymv TNV Dmdvolay 1 aAnBeia PAdyeL.

0088V 8¢ Kooy éoty Opfipe kai Eumedokhel AV 10 pétpov, 810 OV uév momthy dikotov KoAgiv, tov 88
QULGLOAOYOV HAAAOV T) TOM TN V.

‘But Homer and Empedocles have nothing in common except the metre, so that it would be proper to call the
one a poet and the other not a poet but a scientist’ (Poetics, 1447b).

? Kurke (2011) 362. Compare Lateiner (1989), especially chapter 1: ‘A new genre, a new rhetoric,” 13-51.
Heraclitus is also an important figure who was establishing prose as an authoritative medium for theological
investigation.



We do not need the praises of a Homer, or of anyone else whose words may
delight us for the moment, but whose estimation of facts will fall short of what is

really true. (2.41.4)*

Amongst other opinions of ancient writers, Aristotle labelled Herodotus a mythologos,
or storyteller, (Gen. An. 3.5.756b 6-7). Aristotle too in the Poetics asserts that poetry deals

with universals, while history deals with particulars. Regarding Herodotus, Aristotle remarks:

gin yop v to ‘Hpoddtov &ic pétpa 1edfvon kai o0&V fttov v &in ictopioric
LETA HETPOVL T) AVEL PETPOV: BALD TOVTW SLOPEPEL, TM TOV PEV TA YEVOUEV
Léyetv, TOV 8¢ ola dv Yévorto. 810 Kol PILOGOPMOTEPOV KOi GTTOVSAOTEPOV
noino1g iotopiag Eotiv: 1 P&V yap moinoig pdAlov ta kaBorov, 1 6 ictopia

10 ko~ EkaoTov Aéyel.

You might put the work of Herodotus into verse, and it would still be a species
of history; it consists really in this, that the one describes the thing that has been,
and the other a kind of thing that might be. Hence poetry is something more
philosophic and of graver import than history, since its statements are of the
nature of universals, whereas those of history are singulars.

(Aristotle, Poetics, 1451b 4—8)5

Aristotle does not reject the presence of the divine in history during his discussion of genres.
The philosopher’s only concern is the difference in subject matter between poetry and prose.
He essentially concludes by implication that Herodotus is cataloguing data, and not
addressing serious philosophical matters. Second-century, common era Roman, Lucian of
Samosata further delineates what is appropriate to each genre, thus advancing Thucydides’

standards for history:

péyo totvov pdAdov o0& vmépueya todto Kokdv, € un €ideln T yopilewv ta
iotopiog Kol Td moMTIKTG, GAL™ énelcdyel 1] ioTopig T THG £T€POC KOUUMUOTO,
OV udOov Kai TO £yKMoV Kol TG &v ToVTolg LTepPOAd,

So it is a great deal — all too great a fault — not to know how to keep the

attributes of history and poetry separate, and to bring poetry's embellishments

* Translations of Thucydides, Rex Warner (1972).
> Translation, Ingram Bywater (1920).



into history — myth and eulogy and the exaggeration of both. (Lucian, Quomodo

historia conscribenda sit, 8.10-11)°

In Herodotus” work these clear delineations of history and poetry are not present and
poetic resonances abound. For Herodotus, poetic elevation is clearly a means to make

important events more memorable, and his borrowings from the epic tradition are clear, most
explicitly in the desire that human beings’ deeds not be forgotten é£itnAa yévnrat, nor go

without fame, dxAed (1.1), renown, KAéog being the primary motivation of Homeric heroes.’

However, the poetic elements lead ancient critics to label him the ‘father of lies,’
mendaciorum patrem,® an adage that has persisted into modern scholarship.” Plutarch went
further to write a full polemic against Herodotus, De Herodoti malignitate, wherein Plutarch
attacked Herodotus’ conclusion about the divine that Herodotus puts into the pronouncement
of Solon. Plutarch, referring to Solon’s response to Croesus about human fortune: 6 82 eine
‘© Kpoice, émotduevov pe 10 Ogiov miv €0v @Oovepdv Te Kol Tapay®dOec EmMelpoTic
avBpommiov tpnyudtov népt,’ ‘Croesus,” replied Solon, ‘I know God is envious of human
prosperity and likes to trouble us; and you question me about the lot of man’ (1.32.1).

Plutarch thus makes the criticism of Herodotus:

10ig 0¢ 0goig Aowopolduevog &v 1@ ZOAWVOG mpocomeim tadt’ elpnkev:
“Q Kpoice, émotduevov pe 10 Ogiov ndv 40v @bovepdv Te Kol Topoy®ddEg
EMEPOTHS AvOpOTNiV Tpayudtov TéPL’ - 6 yap avTog EPpOveL Tepl TAV Be®dV 1A
26hovi TpootpPopevog kakondewav T PAacenpia tpootidnot.

Abusing the gods in the persona of Solon, he says as follows: ‘Croesus, you ask
me — who understand that the divine is completely jealous and disruptive — about
human affairs.” By attributing to Solon his own ideas about the gods he

compounds his blasphemy with malice. (De Herodoti malignitate, 858a)"°

® Translation, Melina Tamiolaki in Ruffell (ed.), (2017) 270-271.

7 Boedekker (2012) 99. Compare Pelling (2006) 78.

¥ Holland (2013) xxi, remarks that the first instance of this view is found in Petrarch’s Rerum memorandarum
libri, 4.26. The adage also appears in the sixteenth century humanist, Juan Luis Vives’ book Libri XII de
disciplinis: ‘Quem verius mendaciorum patrem dixeris, quam quomodo illum vocant nonnulli, parentem
historiae’ London: William Stansby (1531, rpt. 1612) 87.

’ For example, the title of J. A. S. Evans’ (1968) article: ‘Father of history or father of lies: the reputation of
Herodotus.’

' Translation Lionel Pearson (1927).

10



On account of Herodotus’ statements about the gods, Plutarch accuses him of
Braconuio, blasphemy and kokonOewo, malice. But this polemical either stems from
Plutarch’s own Platonic views about a wholly good deity (6 0gdc Gyaddc),' alongside the
accusation that Herodotus had inappropriately represented the gods.'” Thus ancient critics
accused Herodotus of falsehood, not only in his claims about fantastical worldly phenomena,

but also in the theological views Herodotus presents in the narrative passages.

For instance, Lucian parodically condemns Herodotus, accounting in his fantastical
journey, A true story that he encounters his predecessor Herodotus in a Dante-esque realm for

liars:

npocetifecay 8¢ ol mepmyntal kKai ToVg £xdotmv Plovg kol Tag duaptioc ¢ aig
KoAdlovtor kol peyiotag anac®dv Tipmpiog VTEUEVOV Ol WYELGAEVOL TL TAPA TOV
Blov kol ol pny & GANOT cvyyeypoapodtes, &v oig koi Ktnoioag 6 Kvidiog fv kol
‘Hpddotog kai AA0L TOALOL. TOVTOVG 0DV Op®V Y0 YPNOTAC EIXOV €iC TOVMIOV
TG EATIONG: OVOEV YAP EUOVTD YEDOOG EIMOVTL GUVNTUGTAUNV.

The guides told the life of each, and the crimes for which they were being
punished; and the severest punishment of all fell to those who told lies while in
life and those who had written what was not true, among whom were Ctesias of
Cnidos, Herodotus and many more. On seeing them, I had good hopes for the
future, for I have never told a lie that I know of. (Lucian of Samosata, 4 true

story, 2.31) 2

This criticism is exemplary of the many anachronistic attempts to dismantle Herodotus’
project, by applying later standards of what constitutes history. The inclusion of such

fantastical elements led twentieth-century scholars to question Herodotus’ general credibility.

1 o0d” Gpo, v & &yd, O Bedc, Emedn ayadog, Tavtmv dv &in aitiog, ¢ oi moAol Aéyovotv, GAAY OAiywV pév
T0i¢ AvOpdTOIG 0iTlog, TOADY 8¢ Gvaitiog: ToAD yap EAATTI® Tayabd T@V Kak@®V NUlv, Kol TdV pev ayaddv
00déva dALov aitlotéov, TAV 08 Kak@®V GAA" dtta Sl {nteiv Ta aitio, AL’ o Tov Ogdv.

‘Therefore, since the god is good, he is not — as most people claim — the cause of everything that happens to
human beings but only of a few things, for good things are fewer than bad ones in our lives. He alone is
responsible for the good things, but we must find some other cause for the bad things, not the god.’

(Plato, Republic 2.379c, translation C. D. C. Reeve)

Anthony Ellis illuminates Plutarch’s own Platonic biases: ‘Plutarch’s theological criticisms of Herodotus are,
then, intimately connected with Plato’s criticisms of Homer and ‘the poets’. Indeed, at the end of his On the
Malice of Herodotus Plutarch even likens Herodotus to a bard (40190¢), a term which in Plutarch’s mind may
have had Platonic theological overtones’ Ellis (2015) 27.

"2 Marincola (2015) 79.

" Translation A. M. Harmon (1913).

11



For instance, Detlev Fehling has rigorously dismissed Herodotus’ references to sources that
the ancient writer frequently mentions, when the German scholar concludes that Herodotus
intentionally fabricated elements ‘for the sake of a good story.”'* Criticisms arose from
Herodotus’ inclusion of fantastical stories, such as dog-sized ants in India (3.102—5). Such a
critique does not dismiss the narrative art that Herodotus was capable of, but it does dismiss
historical credibility. On the other hand, Herodotus was labelled ‘most Homeric’ by Longinus
(névog ‘Hpododotog Ounpicmtatog €yéveto, On the sublime 13.3), an adage exemplary of the
broad trend of the Hellenistic literary critics to associate writers with Homer as a father figure
of Greek literature. Cicero’s proclamation above, that Herodotus is the ‘father of history,’
pater historiae (De legibus 1.5), does similar service essentially locating Herodotus next to
Homer as father of a ‘family’ of literary figures."> While these myriad views of Herodotus
attribute him the status of an adept storyteller, or a literary founding figure on par with

Homer, he remains an elusive figure.

The contrast in subject matter in passages of the Histories makes arriving at a
conclusion all the more difficult. The more fantastical passages of the Histories contrast with
Herodotus’ more philosophical passages, such as the Croesus logos in which the travelling
statesman Solon famously discusses human fortune and nature with the Lydian king Croesus.
On account of this diversity of writing, historian Edward Gibbon remarks in a footnote to 7he
decline and fall of the Roman empire that Herodotus ‘sometimes writes for children and
sometimes for philosophers.’'® Gibbon sees Herodotus alternating in rhythm between story-
teller and philosopher, while John Gould, perhaps more astutely, sees a synergy of narrative
art and intellectual acumen when he remarks: ‘Herodotus' conception of historical thought as
embodied in traditional stories 'raises (rather than lowers) the level of reasoning.'” One might
think of Protagoras’ use of fable in Plato’s dialogue the Protagoras where Zeus sends

Hermes to give human beings the gifts of a sense of justice and concern for others:

Zev¢ oVv Seloog mepi T@ YEveL UGV | dmdlotto wiv, Epufiv méunet &yovra gig
avOpdIovg 0ida TE Kad dikny, v elev mOAe®V KOGHOL T€ Kai deGpOiPIAiog

cuvaymyol.

' Fehling (1989) 201.

'3 Priestley (2014) 190-191.

' Gibbon, The decline and fall of the Roman empire, chapter 24, note 52.
7 Gould (1989) 41.

12



Zeus feared that the entire race would be exterminated, and so he sent Hermes to
them, bearing reverence and justice to be the ordering principles of cities and

conciliation. (Plato, Protagoras, 322)18

Thus the use of myth and profound thinking about nature and culture are not mutually
exclusive; story telling does not automatically imply naiveté;' however, arguments still

occupy the scholarship.

Tom Holland notes that a division still pervades the study of Herodotus. Holland
posits two positions: on the one hand, Herodotus was a ‘cutting-edge intellectual, with
perhaps an old-fashioned fondness for detecting the hand of god — or rather gods — at work in
the histories’; on the other hand, Herodotus is considered to be ‘a conventional religious
practitioner and believer [...] with an enlarged vision and a mind open towards naturalistic or
even quasi-scientific explanations of human and natural phenomena.” Holland sees
Herodotus’ treatment of Spartan religion as ‘even-handed,” when he describes the Spartans’
piety towards the gods over human opinions (at 5.63 where the Spartans drive their friends,
the Peisistratids from Athens on account of an oracle at Delphi’s instructions, and at 9.7
where the Spartans turn down an offer from the King of the Medes to return their land in
favour of bowing before ‘Zeus of all the Greeks’ and thus they choose not to betray Greece).
Holland remarks that sceptical or secular historians choose to see the Spartans as using
religion as a pretext. Holland notes that Herodotus maintains his impartiality of judgement,
and Holland himself, perhaps in Herodotean fashion, remains impartial about Herodotus’

. . . . 20
views, and does not go into a deeper discussion.

Holland, like many others, gestures at the argument as it stands, which is clearly still
on scholars’ mind, yet he passes quickly over it in his introduction. There is a binary
established here where Herodotus is determined to be either an intellectual with residue of
old-fashioned ideas still appearing in his writing, or on the other hand a fully-fledged

traditionalist who accepts the narrative of the gods as the poets so vividly represented it. Even

'8 Translation Benjamin Jowett (1956).

' Compare the ending of Plato’s Republic in his Myth of Er narrative about the afterlife consequences of moral
action. Ronald R. Johnson (1999) argues that the myth completes the whole project of the Republic ‘fulfilling its
functions on a number of levels’ 12. Julia Annas (1992) on the other hand sees the Myth of Er as a ‘lame and
messy ending’ to an otherwise impressively unified book’ 353. Surely the Myth of Er fits in with Plato’s myth
of the metals (414b—415¢) in the Republic, or the creation myth in the Protagoras (321-322).

** Holland (2015) xxv—xxvi.

13



so, Holland implies that Herodotus is open-minded to what he calls ‘quasi-scientific’

explanations of the world.

Traditional belief can be defined simply as the full acceptance of the pantheon of gods
as determined by Hesiod and Homer, and the offices and roles these gods had. Hugh Lloyd-
Jones remarks that in the Histories, ‘the part played by the gods in the action of the history
indicates that the author’s religious outlook resembled that of the early poets.’*' Parts of the
Histories that include, for instance, Persian criticisms of the Greek anthropomorphic gods,
does not make Herodotus himself a sceptic,?” a title often attributed to Herodotus’
contemporary, Xenophanes. Likewise, for Lloyd-Jones, the abstraction of particular gods to
the terms such as 0 0gd¢, T0 Belov, 6 daipwv, 10 darpdviov undermine Herodotus’ traditional
beliefs in the pantheon. Furthermore, Lloyd-Jones concludes that Herodotus’ respect and
tolerance for Persian and Egyptian religion does not undermine his own beliefs as a Greek.>
What we see in Lloyd-Jones’ analysis then is that Herodotus can maintain traditional belief
systems while investigating other cultural expressions of belief. Furthermore, Herodotus
employs abstract terms while maintaining the belief that the Olympian gods are operating in
the world. This would align with Holland’s notion of Herodotus’ being ‘a conventional
religious practitioner and believer [...] with an enlarged vision and a mind open towards

. . . . . . 24
naturalistic or even quasi-scientific explanations of human and natural phenomena.’

In relation to the quasi-scientific argument, German philologists portray Herodotus to
be a writer who was familiar with the language of the time, but who lacked true
understanding. Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf summarily dismisses Herodotus’
acumen: ‘In fact he has neither political understanding nor historical sense nor a solid and
proper Weltanschauung, but rather oscillates between rationalism and superstition. The

. . . . . 25
Ionian science is alien to him.’

In a similar vein, Nestle depicts Herodotus as a sort of naive
collagist who utilises collected impressions, but only at the surface level: ‘Herodotus learned
and borrowed much material from the sophists and, at times, also from the Ionian

philosophers, but their thoughts and knowledge remain merely ornaments to his work, and he

! Lloyd-Jones (1983) 63.

*2 Lloyd-Jones (1983) 64.

> Lloyd-Jones (1983) 64.

** Holland (2015) xxv—xxvi.

* Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1905) 56. Compare the similar perspectives of Felix Jacoby (1956) who in one
instance says of Herodotus: ‘His critical sense still stands in children’s shoes.” Translation from the German:
Baragwanath, Emily and de Bakker, Mathieu (2012) 6.
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’26 These German scholars

does not incorporate them into his personal outlook on life.
attribute a certain sophistication of artistic composition to Herodotus, but they deny him
credulity or critical acumen. Consider also Detlev Fehling: ‘There were doubtless many other
professional story-tellers in that period who never advanced beyond oral narrative, whereas

Herodotus crowned his work by committing it to writing.”>’

Fehling thus considers Herodotus
a revolutionary of sorts, in that the ‘professional story-teller’ was the first to preserve his
displays in an extensive prose work. However, Fehling’s overarching project is to refute any

historical veracity to Herodotus. I shall discuss these accusations in due course in this thesis.

Donald Lateiner grants Herodotus more credibility, at the expense of the ancient
figure’s religiosity, when he adopts a thoroughgoing secular approach establishing the
argument that Herodotus often comes to a rational conclusion about phenomena utilising:
‘historicist, down-to-earth, political analysis, the sort of explanation expected from a modern

. . 28
historian.’

For Lateiner, human and worldly affairs are most important to Herodotus:
‘Herodotus' main concern is not religion and the supernatural, but the phenomena of
terrestrial experience.’” Lateiner’s thesis therefore downplays the presence of the gods, when
he argues that the ancient writer was merely using language and motifs that were familiar to
his audience.’® Lateiner says of Herodotus: ‘For his audience, ticig was a more convenient
and familiar way of linking events than the original historiographical analysis of cause that

Herodotus invented.”*!

The implication of this statement is that Herodotus panders to his
audience’s enjoyment of storytelling, rather than challenging their presuppositions about the
world, and that Herodotus merely adopts divine phenomena as motifs in service to the
narrative. As an overarching statement Lateiner claims: ‘Herodotus eschews theology as

such, since he does not regard it as suitable for his iotopin.”** This view of Herodotus gives

*® Nestle (1940) 513. Translation from the German: Baragwanath, Emily and de Bakker, Mathieu (2012) 6.
However, Nestle grants a more perceptive Weltanschauung to Herodotus in Herodots Verhdltnis zur
Philosophie und Sophistik.

*" Fehling (1989) 251.

8 Lateiner (1989) 204.

¥ Lateiner (1989) 204.

%% See also, Lateiner (1986): ‘Herodotus is dedicated to thorough observation, verification, and non-theological
explanation ‘(11

3! Lateiner (1989) 141.

32 Lateiner (1989) 250. Lateiner refers to 2.3.2:

T pév vov Bgiol TV dammynudtov oia fkovov ovk gipl mpdBupog éényéeoBon, EEm 1 Té 0dvOpaTa ADT@Y LoDVOV,
vopilmv mavtag avBpodmovg icov mepi adT®V €nictachot ta & av Entpuvnobém avt@v, VITd Tob Adyov
gEavaykalopevog énpuvnodncopat.

‘I am not anxious to repeat what I was told about the Egyptian religion, apart from the mere names of their
deities, for I do not think that any one nation knows much more about such things than any other; whatever I
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credence to his intellect, while it also suggests that Herodotus merely utilises the gods as
devices, and not as an object of serious inquiry. Lateiner similarly emphasises Herodotus’
empirical, observation-reliant approach when he compares Herodotus’ methodology to the
Hippocratics, a comparison that gives Herodotus credit for his observations of phenomena,
but in Lateiner’s view, Herodotus assumes an almost entirely atheistic stance. For instance,
Lateiner concludes that Herodotus shares with the author of 7he sacred disease: ‘a desire to
describe accurately, explain and record for other investigators, all without recourse to the
supernatural.”> Lateiner makes astute observations concerning Herodotus’ empirical method,
but all at the expense of any consideration of the divine, but this approach goes astray as it
attempts to modernise Herodotus’ more nuanced view of phenomena that allows for multiple

causes.

Thomas Harrison is acutely aware of this secularisation of Herodotus when he notes
that modern scholarship has turned to portray Herodotus as ‘increasingly ingenious.’
Harrison notices the shift from a depiction of Herodotus as ‘uncritical,” a figure who is
‘almost sinisterly clever, creating patterns of reciprocity, setting up expectations which he
then subverts, manipulating his characters and their preoccupations like puppets.”** Various
scholars present arguments that define Herodotus as an acute intellect of his time, a figure
who created a work of highly intentional composition. Harrison in particular cites Immerwahr
who sees the repetition of the motif of advisor figures elevated to the status of ‘sage’ in the
text to be an indication of Herodotus’ ‘excessively ingenious’ approach.’ Harrison compares
Donald Lateiner, who defines patterns of laughing tyrants in the Histories. Lateiner
concludes that when Herodotus presents a tyrant such as Xerxes, whose laughter augurs the
tyrant’s own demise, he ‘imaginatively and soberly develops a pattern and creates

3 Thus Harrison concludes that for Lateiner ‘there is apparently no

expectations in us.
aspect, however small, of the Histories that has not been fashioned with care by the author.”®’
Harrison therefore critiques scholars who attribute to Herodotus an excessive ingenuity.
Lateiner polemically replies to Harrison’s lack of structured analysis of Herodotus’ theology

retorting that ‘having positioned himself against most modern scholars but also against straw-

shall mention on the subject will be due simply to the exigencies of my story.” This reticence is important and I
shall discuss it in the light of Protagoras B4, in section 5.1.

33 Lateiner (1986) 11.

** Harrison (2000) 1.

%% Harrison (2000) 2. Lattimore (1934) 34.

*® Harrison (2000) 2. Lateiner (1977) 182.

3" Harrison (2000) 2.
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men systematisers, Harrison acknowledges that Herodotus has no consistent ‘coherent
theology’ for him to reconstruct, and that Herodotus cannot be viewed in isolation from
predecessors and contemporaries.””® What is evident here then is an argument concerning
Herodotus’ intellectual acumen, with respect to the author’s intention either to include the

divine as a real cause of historical events, or as a mere trope to develop his stories.

John Myers elevates Herodotus in another manner when he compares the skill of
Herodotus to Greek painters and sculptors in terms of the intentionality, patterns and
structures of the work, defined by Myers as a ‘pedimental structure.” On account of this skill
Myers proclaims that ‘Herodotus has so completely united the substance of history with its

form.’’

By drawing parallels between Herodotus and Heraclitus, Myers makes the bold
claim that Herodotus is the only ‘pre-Socratic’ writer whose work is preserved in full.*” More
specifically, Myers sees Herodotus using the common language of the time that is shared
with contemporaries such as Heraclitus and his contemporaries, ‘other earlier Greek
thinkers,” whose project was to determine the cause, aitin beginning dpy1|, and nature @UG1G,
of phenomena. These common terms include @¥o1c, poipa, oYM, ticic, TO Belov, dikn, apyn,
and most importantly, aitin as seen in the proem: ‘why the two peoples fought with one
another.” These terms that Myers sees as having a technical usage for other pre-Socratic
writers, for Herodotus are: ‘used more freely, and more nearly in their primary sense.’*!
Accordingly, Myers sees a commonality in how early Greek thinkers understand the world
through the shared use of these terms, while one use is more technical and fragmentary in
Heraclitus’ work, Herodotus’ use is broader and general, yet Herodotus’ extended prose work
is embedded within a context of fragmentary writers; fragmentary here refers to the eclectic
nature of Herodotus’ subject matter and interests, and how smaller passages have been
synthesised into a whole. Myers suggests that Herodotus was utilising the common speech of
his day in a manner this is ‘in no way consistent,” and that Herodotus seems to apply his
thinking alternately between the gods, the human moral realm, and nature. He states that
Herodotus ‘seems to have combined beliefs in an immutable order of nature and human fate:
and in human initiative and responsibility; a moral order as well as a physical nature. That the
world is intelligible admitting analysis by human reason, and synthesis by human

imagination, was no discovery of Herodotus. But the background of early Greek thought,

¥ Lateiner (2002) 372.
3 Myers (1999) 87.
0 Myers (1999) 43.
* Myers (1999) 46-7.
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"2 Myers also

against which he should be displayed, is fragmentary, like his own statements.
adds that Herodotus had ‘beliefs’ in an order of both the human realm and also in the

physical, both of which interests concern many fifth-century individuals.

Wilhelm Nestle makes more explicit connections between Herodotus and the currents
of thought of the fifth century in his Herodots Verhdltnis zur Philosophie und Sophistik
(1908). Nestle makes the argument that if Herodotus’ work does not qualify as philosophy
per se, there is still very much a very prevalent Weltanschauung (world-view) a superordinate
(tibergeordneten) concept that incorporates both religion and philosophy. Moreover, Nestle
acknowledges that Herodotus is practicing ictopin in the broadest sense, encompassing all
fields of knowledge in Herodotus’ time.” Nestle does not explore the meanings of the term
iotopin at length, which opens a space for my research. He outlines that it would be difficult
to attribute a philosophical system to Herodotus, but he aims to determine ‘if and how much
Herodotus has been touched by the spiritual currents of his time’ (geistigen Stromungen
seiner Zeit). Nestle sees Herodotus importantly putting an anthropological focus to his
research (anthropologische).** He also makes strong connections of Herodotus with
Xenophanes in terms of research into fossils — epistemological evidence found through travel.
Furthermore, Nestle argues that Xenophanes and Herodotus have the common disposition in

that they both “distrust the poets.”*

He also determines that Xenophanes and Herodotus both
show a similar restraint to making claims about the divine (Zuriickhaltung dhnlich).*® He
further notes a striking parallel between Herodotus’ account of the Persians not having
anthropomorphic forms of worship (1.131) with Heraclitus’ criticism of worship practices
(B5)."” Nestle acknowledges Herodotus’ implicit critique of Anaxagoras’ account of the Nile
flooding (2.22), indicating the notion that Herodotus was engaging with contemporary
theories.*® He makes further connections with the sophist eristic debating methods in the

dialogues of the Histories such as the debate between Croesus and Solon (1.30), the Persian

constitutional debate (3.80), and the conversation between Xerxes and Artabanus (7.46).*

*2 Myers (1999) 47.

* Nestle (1908) 4. Translations of Nestle’s German are my own.

* Nestle (1908) 5.

> Nestle (1908): ‘Misstrauen gegen die epischen Dichter* (8).

¢ Nestle (1908) 8.

7 Nestle (1908) 9.

8 Nestle (1908) 11.

* Nestle (1908): ‘hort man deutlich den Ton der sophistischen Eristik aus diesen Debatten heraus’ (15).

18



Nestle conjectures that of all the sophists, Herodotus likely had acquaintance with
Protagoras,”’ especially due to their mutual relationship with the colony Thurii. Moreover,
Nestle makes the link between the creation myth of Protagoras in Plato’s Protagoras (321B)
to Herodotus® observations of natural order in Arabia (3.108).”' He is a lot more hesitant to
propose an acquaintance of Herodotus with Gorgias, claiming there are ‘only small and
uncertain traces’ of evidence,’” citing similarities in tropes of speeches.” With Prodicus,
Nestle makes the connection of the sophist’s euhemeristic religious tendency (B5): ‘a
fetishistic worship of life-promoting things,”** with Herodotus’ descriptions of how the Greek
gods received their names and attributes from the Egyptian versions. He makes a connection
to a further sophist, Critias, and his Sisyphus fragment (fr. 19), to Herodotus’ descriptions of
how cultural practices that benefit mankind were established — Nestle using as an example
Glaucus of Chios inventing welding (1.25).> In his conclusion, he determines that Herodotus
shared with the sophists the desire to look outside the Greek customs, thus determining a
broader idea of what constitutes a human being — ‘the essence of man as a family”>® — through
Herodotus’ examining foreign customs, voppo BapBapucd in order to determine what is due
to pvotic and what is due to vopdc, thus “planting the seed for a cosmopolitan attitude.”’ He
ultimately concludes that Herodotus ‘has no internal relation to philosophy at all.”>® In
contrast to Hecataeus, whom Nestle deems has a ‘consistent rationalism’ (konsequenten
Rationalismus), Nestle argues that Herodotus presents a ‘mixture of belief and criticism’
(Mischung von Glauben und Kritik),” and that his conception of history remains as
‘religious-moral’ (religiés-moralisch).”® He further concludes that there are unmistakable
traces of the influence of contemporary sophists in Herodotus.”' He argues that we see in
Herodotus the same interest in origins — of culture, languages, religious and political

institutions — as the sophists.®> He sees a pessimistic streak in Herodotus, showing Herodotus’

%% Nestle (1908): ‘Am néchsten liegt es von vornherein, an eine Bekanntschaft, und zwar sogar an eine
personliche, mit Protagoras zu denken’ (16; 37).

> Nestle (1908) 16.

> Nestle (1908): ‘nur geringe und unsichere Spuren’ (16).

>3 Nestle (1908): ‘Keim zu der kosmopolitischen Gesinnung gepflanzt’ (19).

>* Nestle (1908): ‘eine fetischistische Verehrung der das Menschenleben fordernden Dinge’ (22).

>3 Nestle (1908): ‘das Wesen des Menschen als Gattun® (35).

%% Nestle (1908) 36.

" Nestle (1908) 36.

>¥ Nestle (1908): ‘insofern hat er zur Philosophie iiberhaupt kein inneres Verhiltnis® (37).

% Compare Hauvette (1894): ‘Partout dans son livre on trouverait ce mélange de scepticisme et de foi’
“Throughout his book we find this mixture of skepticism and faith’ (35). My translation.

60 Nestle (1908) 37.

¢ Nestel (1908): ‘unverkennbare Spuren des Einflusses der zeitgendssischen Sophisten’ (37).

62 Nestle (1908) 37.
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depth of thought to extend beyond mere naiveté, and that he ‘sought to gain knowledge
through doubt.”®

Nestle presents a thoroughgoing analysis of Herodotus’ connection with his
contemporaries, utilising many pieces of evidence I also wish to address. He makes insightful
observations about Herodotus’ attitudes and potential associations with other figures. I wish
to push Nestles’ argument further by looking in more detail into Herodotus’ methodology

when he researches the divine in particular.

For Henry Immerwabhr, the order of the world emerges also in patterns in the Histories.
Immerwahr argues that Herodotus recognises rise and fall, and that ‘the pattern of such order
is neither theological nor moral, but existential.”®* For instance, a tragic story consisting of a
pattern of UPpic, kOpog, and subsequent &, is tragic only on the micro scale for the
protagonist of the particular story, while on the macro level those forces (Vppig, K6poc, and
dtn) are used as a motif with the function of maintaining order and furthering cycles of
growth and decay.® In similar fashion, Immerwahr sees the role of the gods as motif
maintaining the order both in the human world and in nature. His approach then, grants
Herodotus an intellectual acumen and a rational approach to his understanding of the gods. In
this there is a duality though: as Herodotus gives scope to popular traditions about the gods —
including popular traditions and individual divinities — he also ‘rationalises the gods into a
semi-abstract ‘divine’.”®® Thus Immerwahr deduces that traditional notions such as particular
divinities that had an undisputed power, in a sense defined by traditional belief systems, now
become abstract forces that maintain the order of things. Immerwahr therefore concludes that
‘the idea of function as the main criterion distinguishes Herodotus from previous thinkers (as
it did Heraclitus and Sophocles). Therefore traditional ideas found in Herodotus have a
tendency to be reduced to abstractions considered merely in relation to their effect on the
historical process.’67 Thus, for Immerwahr, a concept such as, for example, ticig, becomes
more a force that propels historical action, forsaking the term’s moral connotation. In sum,

Immerwahr sees Herodotus as a rationalist that identifies ‘constantly recurring irregular

%3 Nestle (1908): ‘die durch den Zweifel zum Wissen zu gelangen suchte’ (37).
% Immerwahr (1986) 307.
% Immerwahr (1986) 310.
% Immerwahr (1986) 311.
7 Immerwahr (1986) 324.
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268

cycles.””” This does not exclude the gods but rather incorporates them into cycles of rise and

fall. This is perhaps an application of what Myers calls ‘synthesis by human imagination.”®

This ‘synthesis’ makes it difficult for us to clearly discern the layers of Herodotus’
writing to determine his proximity to the lonian milieu whose proponents have unique
intentions, language, and views concerning the divine. The Histories are a sum of disparate
episodes and themes. As a result, they oftentimes appear fragmentary, as is common with the
works of the pre-Socratics. Herodotus shifts from a more traditional narrative with religious
and tragic elements that fulfil functions of furthering the narrative, as Immerwahr argues,
such as the example of the Atus—Adrastus—Croesus narrative. Immerwahr defines the
composition of the Atus—Adrastus—Croesus narrative to be ‘truly organic in the sense of
tragedy’"” due to the structure of each part of the sequence and its consequences. Specifically,
Croesus becomes the tragic hero of the story who tries to outwit the oracle but who accepts
the murderer Adrastus into his house, ultimately leading to the death of Croesus’ son. The
tragic realisation is then determined for Croesus. ' At other points Herodotus shifts to a more
analytical mode when he is investigating cultural practices of religion and foreign belief
systems. This is most prominently displayed in book 2 where Herodotus collects reports from
the Egyptian priests about the genealogy of the Greek gods, and contrasts these with the
traditional Greek stories. He then positions himself to make his own judgement. This
analytical mode where Herodotus weighs up different accounts is markedly different from
when Herodotus simply presents a tragic narrative of Croesus, Atus and Adrastus in book 1.
We therefore see the multi-faceted nature of the work clearly in this contrast, which makes

the role of this ‘father of history’ all the more elusive.

Anthony FEllis deals with this by proposing that Herodotus ‘makes full, creative and
repeated use of two quite distinct personas.” The first persona is a ‘mimetic’ style of an
omniscient narrator, following in the epic tradition from Homer. The second persona entails

an ‘empirical’ approach by an ‘epistemologically cautious, Hippocratic style narrator, who

% Immerwahr (1986) 152.

% Myers (1999) 47.

" Immerwahr (1986) 71.

"I Pelling (2006) following Vernant (1982) and seeing elements of the both tragic and Homeric spirit in
Herodotus argues that the fifth century provided the combination of circumstances that facilitated the coinciding
of the heroic code of values and ‘a new sensibility for the community and rule of law’ that he determines made
tragedy the dominant fifth-century genre. For Pelling, ‘the role of interventionist gods are distant, but not too
distant from everyday experience’ at that historic moment (75).
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remains a very human inquirer.”’’> According to Ellis, Herodotus employs the narratorial style
when presenting interlocutors in a dialogue, such as Solon and Croesus. At such time the
characters’ discussion reveals general truths; when Herodotus employs the inquiry mode, this

is in order to deal with particular truths ‘in a strongly empirical style.””

In this way Ellis
determines that Herodotus can employ different literary styles to suit different subject matter.
This notion reflects Aristotle’s that ‘poetry is something more philosophic and of graver
import than history, since its statements are of the nature of universals, whereas those of
history are singulars’ (Aristotle, Poetics, 1451b 4-8). While Ellis sees the potential for
Herodotus to employ both methods, other critics determine that the domain of ‘history’ is
more limited. In chapter 3 I will explore nuances of the Greek term ictopin that is often

translated ‘history,” since, [ will argue, it in fact has a range of meanings.

Thus the question arises regarding the role of history. Momigliano sees the
responsibility of history to report on conflicts that are catalysts, specifically: ‘wars and
political revolutions, because they produced consequential changes.” On the other hand
Momigliano does not think it is within the sphere of history to engage with theological ideas
about the world, or to systematically explore human nature (pvoig). For Momigliano, the
divine as it appears in history, for example as intervention in human affairs, is merely an
example of ‘exploitation’ of the general trend of Greek thought in the fifth century.
Furthermore, according to Momigliano’s position there is a ‘lack of interest’ in theology
displayed in texts such as the Histories, which becomes more explicit in later Hellenistic
historians, such as Polybius for whom, according to Momigliano, forces such as
‘Toyn (fortune)... represented an elegant way of avoiding any serious religious or
philosophical commitment.” This comment is of interest with respect to the prominence of
TOyn in Thucydides, for whom the force becomes personified and perhaps fills the space
where the Olympian gods are absent.”* Momigliano’s view of ancient history is that it must
be empirical and ‘compatible with the use of evidence,’ relying on ‘criteria of reliability,” and

is not interested in metaphysical thought. ”

Momigliano clearly downplays any serious engagement on the part of historians with

respect to theology. Rather, he sees the primary concern of historians to be the reportage of

2 Ellis (2017) 104.
¥ Ellis (2017) 116.
™ Sorensen (2014) 38-9.
> Momigliano (1978) 7.
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warfare and political events, as they ‘produced consequential changes,’ the relevance of gods
to men is relegated to the ‘other sciences.’ I think Momigliano makes a sound statement
about the inconsistency of divine activity in the Histories, but I would argue that when he
claims that there is an ‘implicit acceptance, or exploitation, of the general trend of Greek
thought in the fifth century,” he actually does a great disservice to Herodotus’ acumen and
contribution to fifth-century inquiry into the divine. Why would Herodotus be so preoccupied
with the nature of the gods in book 2 if he were utilising divine motifs only as pastiche for
historico-political events, as a form of literary chameleon? Momigliano claims that historians
tend to avoid theological matters, through the use of notions such as Toyn as they, he claims,
are more concerned with ‘reliability.” This is proclaimed by Thucydides who announces that
he will eliminate the story-telling element, pvO®ddeg for ‘those who desire an exact
knowledge,” capég oxoneiv (1.22.4).”° But the scope of Herodotus® investigation is broader.
Momigliano makes the error of anachronistically imposing his own modern conception of a
historian onto Herodotus. But perhaps Herodotus defies categorisation to an extent worthy of
our investigation. In the course of this thesis I shall unveil the fallacy of this categorisations

of writers, as this approach compromises Herodotus’ scope as a multi-disciplinary writer.

The overt attempt to categorise Herodotus as a ‘historian’ ignores his polymathic
tendency as he touches on natural science, ethnography, theology, politics, in turn and to
different extents. The climate of the fifth century was more akin to a conversation with a
milieu of intellectuals and writers, all considering topics of the day, with a shared currency of
ideas. At this historical moment specialisation was not yet determined. It is only later that
divisions of specialist knowledge are articulated more explicitly — such as ‘sophist.””” This
was a time of exploration in both the physical world, journeys to other places, and also
exploration in the domain of ideas. However, due to this diversity, the fact that a writer could
more accurately account some observations such as the geography of a place, but
inaccurately account for another category of human understanding such as the nature of the

gods, causes modern scholars some consternation.

7® Momigliano (1978): ‘Thucydides basically did nothing more than reinforce the strictness and coherence of
Herodotus' criteria by preferring contemporary to near contemporary history and by refusing to tell anything
which he did not consider absolutely reliable, whereas Herodotus had considered it legitimate to report with a
warning what he could not vouch for directly’ (5). We must take into account, however, Thucydides’ own
emotive aaccounts such as his dramaic description of the plague in book 2 of the History of the Peloponnesian
War.

" The term ‘sophist’ is explored in detail in chapter 2.
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John Gould determines that the ‘part played by religion’ in the Histories causes a
‘recurring unhappiness’ for modern scholars. From Gould’s perspective, scholars appear to
be let down by Herodotus in one of two ways. Either, he determines, they find it difficult to
accept the incredulity of Herodotus’ acceptance of divine phenomena as it occurs on a
seemingly superficial level — they expect him to be more sceptical. Or, they are let down by
his inclusion of religious phenomena which contrasts with his ‘usual sharpness of

observation.”’®

Gould criticises scholars whose expectations are let down by Herodotus’ perceived lack
of rigour in his theological investigations. Gould presents the expectation of scholars that
Herodotus must have a consistent acumen that is applied to all subjects of his Histories. A
further expectation is that Herodotus must necessarily be a sceptic, and that, by considering
the divine, he somehow discredits himself. Some scholars grant that Herodotus acknowledges
the reality of religious phenomena, but that he separates these phenomena from his main
historical project. For an example of this view, consider Lateiner who claims Herodotus
‘detects a pattern of divine action, but he suggests that it is distinct from historical causation,

his particular concern.””

This is clearly not the case when in the major battle scenes of the
Histories significant historic events are accompanied by significant religious phenomena.
Harrison sees a further ‘insidious approach’ of scholars who, Harrison asserts, see Herodotus
as consistently sceptical. That is to say they do not take into account Herodotus’ attitude
towards individual instances of religious phenomena, where he might alternately express
belief at one moment and scepticism at another.® Particular accounts that may include
scepticism do not necessarily correlate to an overarching scepticism. It is important to note
that there was a multiplicity of ways in which the divine was conceived and represented, and
that religion was practiced by fifth-century Greeks. This is a central consideration I will take

into account in this thesis. Denis Feeney explains this multiplicity of the divine for the

Greeks:

" Gould (2013) 183-184. A more even-handed way to deal with this would be to consider Ellis’ (2017)
proposition that Herodotus consciously employs different personas for different purposes — switching from a
narratorial mode (general ideas about human nature) to an empirical mode (specific observations) when needed.
7 Lateiner (1989) 200.

% Harrison (2000) 13.
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There was no one frame of mind appropriate to the reception of all the varied
forms of literature in which a Greek of the Classical or Archaic period might

hear talk about the divine.®'

The ancient audience was able to accept a god in both tragedy and in other forms of literary
or artistic representation. Likewise Greeks could conceivably turn their intelligence to
matters of divinity without an outright move to atheism or the rejection of divine causes. As
Feeney puts it: ‘there is no belief without disbelief.”®* Divine power is expressed in so many
ways that its articulation in a text as vast as the Histories becomes a sliding scale; there is no
single representation. At times Herodotus presents an account of the divine and then proceeds
to rejects it (Cleomenes’ madness, book 7), accept it as evidence of the divine (oracles and
the appearance of a heralds staff in book 9), or present dual causes (Poseidon/an earthquake
causing the gorge, book 7), or perspectives from accounts he has gathered on a particular
account of divine phenomena (accounts of Heracles’ divinity, book 2), all of which
approaches to the divine I shall address in turn. Thus the divine manifests itself in oracles,
retribution, and epiphanies, to name a few examples. Versnel expresses this amorphous

nature of the divine:

What did ancient man see when he saw a god? Sometimes he saw a god,
sometimes a human shape, sometimes a phantom, sometimes an animal form,
sometimes he had a hallucination of light or a vision of bliss and sometimes he
did not see anything at all but was none the less aware of the divine presence

which is too overwhelming to be described.*

Just as the divine is described in vastly different forms at various points in the text, so
too does Herodotus’ judgement upon the divine shift: as he reflects on certain occurrences of
the divine, while at other times he excludes the divine from his narrative when he deems it
inappropriate to discuss. Thus, a crossover of traditional belief and judgement upon divine
phenomena creates a tension in Herodotus’ writing, between what we might call the
traditional and the contemporary/rational attitude to the divine. As John Gould expresses it:

‘Greek religion is not theologically fixed and stable, and it has no tradition of exclusion and

*! Feeney (1998) 22.
52 Feeney (1998) 22.
% Versnel (1987) 53.
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finality: it is an open, not a closed system.”®

Thus we might conceive of different degrees of
belief or acceptance of the divine in an account depending on each individual context, and

which all contribute to a rich investigation of the world and display of human research and

inquiry.

1.1 Innovation and the tradition

These different views require elaboration. The traditional view of the gods is very apparent in
Herodotus’ narrative, most poignantly at moments where significant historical events such as
at the naval battle at Euboea towards the end of the war. Here there is an imbalance of the
naval fleets and Herodotus claims that the storm that dashes the Persian fleet onto rocks is an
act of god to ensure parity and Greek success (8.13). At other times when some individual
acts hubristically, retribution always follows according to divine providence. This concept of
dispersing benefits on the one hand, and retribution (Tic1c) on the other resulting in calamity
(Am)® clearly articulates the view of divine providence (IIpovoin) that is important in

Aeschylean tragedy.*

We also see these beliefs in Homeric epic, no more clearly articulated than in
Achilles’ speech to Priam in lliad 24.525-33, where the Achaean hero vividly describes
Zeus’ dual jars of happiness and misery from which the father of the gods dispenses justice to
human beings. The motif of misery following an individual character is seen clearly in the

story of Atus in the Histories.

On a community-wide scale divine justice is articulated when a god brings too
ambitious individuals or too large armies to a lower level. This is most exemplary in Xerxes’
whole campaign and is voiced at the start of book 7 in Artabanus’ warning to the Persian king

that god always smites great creatures with thunder to bring them low (7.10). This is what

¥ Gould (1985) 8.

i id, daipovec,

£€0e0’ delmTov Kakov

Stampénov, olov 8édopkev Ata.

‘Alas, alas, you powers divine, you brought ruin upon us, unexpected, unmistakable to see, as is the glance of
calamity’ (1005-1007). Translation, Herbert Weir Smyth (1926).

56 1f Tig Gyt ody OpduEY TPOVOi-

0101 T0D TEMPO®UEVOL

YABGGOV &V TOYQ VEL®V;

‘Was it some power invisible guiding his tongue aright by forecasting of destiny?’ (Aeschylus, Agamemnon,
683—685). Translation, Herbert Weir Smyth (1926).
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Immerwahr describes as a representation of the divine working in a traditional way as it does
in Homer and the tragedies, again the DBpic—opoc—én pattern. The scholar sees these tragic
patterns as a way to ensure balance in political activity and also nature. However, his view
displays too great a desire to impose overarching patterns in all of the Histories. Herodotus is,
of course, interested in these patterns of rise and fall when he states in book 1 that he will
report of cities that were once small that are now great, and vice versa (1.5), and when we see
how the divine clearly plays a role in these reversals, for example, when Apollo/the storm
saves Croesus from the pyre or when the Lydian king’s refusal to believe in universal fortune
results in the fall of the Lydian empire.®” These motifs of divine cycles seem to suggest that
Herodotus is a thorough traditionalist when it comes to religious matters, but only to the
extent of attributing causation of specific events he has recorded to divine forces; it is not

Herodotus’ intention to lay out a full general theory of historical causation.

It is important to consider how traditional religiousity was affected, if at all, by
intellectual/critical attitudes to the gods that became prominent in fifth-century. This is
important since we are interested in Herodotus’ connection to the pre-Socratics, and any
parallels that might be visible in their respective theological investigations. E. R. Dodds cites
Xenophanes as a key figure in this cultural shift in the fifth century as a key player who
establishes the culture of ‘scientific humility’ wherein individuals distinguish between what
is knowable and what is not. Dodds differentiates Xenophanes’ ‘private faith in god ‘who is
not like men in appearance and mind’,” and knowledge of the gods; that is to say one may
have a pious attitude to a particular god, while also holding opinions about the existence of

the gods in general.*

Dodds shines a light on the epistemological focus of fifth-century theological
investigation. Most importantly Dodds makes explicit the rise of ‘scientific humility,’
understood as the tacit recognition of the limits of human knowledge. But Dodds is perhaps
anachronistic and applying modern Christian values when he attributes a ‘private faith in
god’ to Xenophanes. Rather, Xenophanes displays a henotheistic tendency when he

acknowledges one superior god among many:

%7 We might consider the notion of ‘overdetermination’ where two causes are present, for example Dodds (1951
rpt. 2004) considers Homer’s Diomedes who remarks that Achilles will fight ‘when the 80uoc in his chest tells
him to and when a god rouses him’ (Dodds’ italics) 16.

% Dodds (1951, rpt. 2004) 181.

27



gic 0e0¢ &v 1€ Ogoiot kai AvOpOTOIGL HéYIGTOG,
oVTL dépag Bvnrtoicty Opoitog ovdE vonua.
One god, greatest among gods and men,

in no way similar to mortals either in body or in thought. (B23)*

Here Xenophanes clearly expresses henotheistic inclinations, not monotheistic faith. Ivan
Linforth also cautions against applying modern Christian monotheistic viewpoint to ‘the
mind of a polytheist,” especially regarding instances where Herodotus uses 0edg instead of

the name of a particular Olympian.”

It would be more accurate to speak of a conviction that a certain divinity existed, since
Greek polytheism was essentially amorphous; religious practices had multiple gods as loci.
Therefore, any attempt to rationalise religion would be dispelled. Simon Price explains that:
‘there was no articulate body of belief for philosophers to reject.””! Unlike Christianity, with
its dogmas, Greek religion lacked formal priesthood and was influenced by Hesiod and
Homer to a large extent. There was only the notion of ‘acknowledging the gods whom the
city acknowledges.”” Price recognises the nebulous nature of Greek religious practice, with
only commonly accepted ideas about the gods and appropriate ways to relate to them, but this
has not been formulated into a system through the priesthood. It was not atheism, but the
threat to the moA1g by believing in different gods than those accepted by moAig that led to the
condemnation of Socrates (Apology, 24). Criticism and belief of the gods could go hand in
hand,” as seen in the case of Xenophanes. It can be conjectured that the common practice of
religion, or a certain degree of religious reverence can accompany new fifth-century attitudes.

Consider Walter Burkert’s view:

With the rise of philosophy, the most original achievement of the Greeks in
shaping the intellectual tradition of mankind, change and revolution is finally
seen to irrupt into the static structures of Greek religion. It is tempting
henceforth to dramatise intellectual history as a battle with successive attacks,

victories, and defeats in which myth gradually succumbs to the logos and the

% All translations of the pre-Socratic philosophers are by Kirk, Raven and Schofield (1983).
% Linforth (1928) 223.

! Price (1999) 126.

%2 Price (1999) 126.

3 Nestle (1908) 37.
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archaic gives way to the modern. And yet from the point of view of the history
of religion this is a strange battle: the decisive turn seems to have been taken
from the very beginning, but it remains without effect in practice. The picture of
the religion as practised changes hardly at all, in spite of the deeds of all the

intellectual heroes.”

Burkert depicts ‘intellectual heroes’ who conquer the tradition. Using dramatic language
Burkert cautions against modern scholars determining intellectual revolutionaries who
attempt to violently ‘irrupt into’ and overturn a static religion. Burkert rather suggests that
religion retains its practices — albeit in a reactionary way in Burkert’s language — when he
says ‘in spite of the work of ‘intellectual heroes.” In this way the emergence of an
intellectual culture is not synonymous with a linear progression from mythology to a ‘more
rational’ Adyoc.”” What is arguably most important is the shift in thinking about the divine
that occurs, that the divine can now be an object of rational investigation. With the rise of a
culture of investigation, there is also a parallel rise in prose writing, which becomes the
authoritative medium for presenting knowledge.”® This is important because we can see a
general language of Ionian science that articulates new intentions of writing — to discover

what is knowable about the divine.

The fifth century was characteristic for the emergence of a cultural climate of rigorous
testing of traditional ideas; however, this critical culture to a certain extent also depends on
the traditional culture. As Thomas Harrison puts it: ‘critiques of traditional ideas may in some
sense give focus to those ideas, but they also surely depend upon those same ideas.””’ The
status of the divine was held up to new criteria of judgement rather than being dismantled
entirely; there was no Nietszchean ‘God is dead’ moment. Rather, a culture arose which
stands out prominently in literary history due to this new methodology that recognised, on the
one hand, epistemological and sensory limitations, while on the other hand the primacy of
one’s own judgement as important considerations in determining truth. In this climate of
investigation individuals became interested in all kinds of empirical phenomena. In his

treatise On nature (Ilepl pvoewg), Empedocles articulates these methodologies:

 Burkert (1985) 305.

% This idea of linear progress is also the central doctrine of Nestle’s (1940) Vom mythos zum logos.

% Xenophanes, Parmenides and Empedocles also stand out as figures that still compose in hexameter, assuming
the traditionally authoritative voice of the poets.

°" Harrison (2006) 134. Harrison’s italics.
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AL &y’ 6Bpet mhom maddun, Tt OfjAov EKacTtov,

e Tv' Sy Eymv miotel TAEOV 1) kAT AKOLNV

1} dKonV £pldoVTTOV VIEP TPAVAOLOTA YADGON|S,

pnte L TdV GAA@V, 6mdon TOPOG £0TL VoTioat,

yoiov mioty Epuke, voel 8’ 1) dfjlov EkacTov.

Come now, observe with all your powers how each thing is clear,
neither holding sight in greater trust than hearing,

nor noisy hearing above the other passages of the tongue,

nor withhold trust from any of the other limbs,

by whatever way there is a channel to understanding,

but grasp each thing in the way in which it is clear. (B3, 9-13)

Thus pre-Socratic and sophistic thinkers also acknowledge the limitation of human senses
and judgement in the investigation of many subjects.”® Trust, mioTig in the senses becomes a
concern and the hierarchy of reliability of each of the senses. The objects of fifth-century

investigation are also vast.

Herodotus stands out as an exemplary individual whose interest is turned in
encyclopaedic fashion to many subjects. Thus, early in the twentieth century English essayist
Thomas de Quincey saw the title ‘historian’ to be restrictive when we describe Herodotus. De
Quincey says: ‘Herodotus ought least of all to be classed amongst historians. That is but a
secondary title for him; he deserves to be rated as the leader amongst philosophical
‘polyhistors;” which is the nearest designation to that of ‘encyclopaedist’ current in the Greek

»99

literature.””” For de Quincey it is demeaning to allocate titles to Herodotus such as a ‘fabling

1% 1t is a misconception that since Herodotus was engaging

annalist,” or a ‘scenical historian.
with many facets of human knowledge he lacked critical acumen or was an unspecialised
writer, or that the inclusion of the divine in his account discredits him as a fabulist, or

undermines his accuracy.

%I will deal with many passages relevant to this topic in due course in this thesis such as Protagoras B4,
Heraclitus B101A, and Xenophanes B34.

% De Quincey (1890) 96-97. For a more modern comparison, Michel Foucault (2002) notes that the eighteen-
century naturalist mathematician, cosmologist, and encyclopédiste, Georges-Louis Leclerc, Comte de Buffon
was amazed to find encycloaedic knowledge of a serpent in the writings of his predecessor, Ulisse Aldrovandi.
" De Quincey (1890) 99.
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When we consider the inclusion of broad subjects in a text such as the Histories we
would benefit to consider that there is an appropriate way to engage with each individual
example of subject matter. In terms of empiricism and the encyclopaedic account of the
knowable world we can consider the reflection of Aristotle about broad learning.'”' When

Aristotle considers the political science, which relies on the other sciences he explains:

neMOeLUEVOD Yap €otv €ml Ttocotov TakpPeg €mintelv kaf’ Exoactov.
It is the mark of an educated man to look for precision in each class of things
just so far as the nature of the subject admits (Nichomachean Ethics,

1094b.24).'

Aristotle takes into account the intersection of different knowledge domains and how one
might achieve exactness in each individually to achieve the political greater good. But we
must hesitate to apply the same standard of accuracy dxpipewa (here, taxpipec), to Herodotus,
since fifth-century thinkers saw exactness as a difficult goal to achieve, but it was a goal
nonetheless. For instance, in argumentative techniques, dxpifeia is cited by Gorgias in his
defence of Palamedes’ alleged treason. Gorgias addresses his interlocutor: [Totepa yép pov
KaTNYopeig el0a¢ akpPdg 1 0o&almv; ‘Do you accuse me, knowing accurately what you say,
or imagining it?’ (Blla, 22). Thus in the context of arguments one can challenge another
individual based on accuracy of their claim, in a very judicial manner, as an important

component of a competition, &y@v of ideas, Protagoras allegedly instituted.'”

In empirical research the early researchers of the manifold fields of human knowledge
that were newly being investigated did not see lack of exactness as a barrier to research.

Consider for example the Hippocratic writer of On ancient medicine:

oD Nt 8¢ O€lv o1l TODTO TNV TELVNV OG 0VK £€0DG0V 0VOE KOADG (nteopévny
™V dpyainv droPdilector, el un &xet mepi mavta dxpifeav, ALY TOAD pAALOV
S 10 &yydg olpon 10D dtpekecstdrov SvvacOar fkev Aoyloud &k moAAfig
ayvooing Bavpdley ta EEevpnuéva, g KOADS kol dpBdg EgvpnTatl Kol ovK Ao

TONG.

" Heraclitus is also critical of broad learning in fragment B40.

12 Translation, W. D. Ross in Aristotle II. Great books of the Western world. (Mortimer Adler, ed.) 1990.
' DK 80 Al; Diogenes Laertius, Lives of eminent philosophers 9.52.
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I declare, however, that we ought not to reject the ancient art as non-existent, or
on the ground that its method of inquiry is faulty, just because it has not attained
exactness in every detail, but much rather, because it has been able by reasoning
to rise from deep ignorance to approximately perfect accuracy, I think we ought
to admire the discoveries as the work, not of chance, but of inquiry rightly and

correctly conducted. (On ancient medicine, 12.10-16)""*

The practitioners of the medical art accepted a degree of inexactness in their inquiries,
but this does not render the art, t€yvn, itself redundant or undermine the credibility of its
practitioners. The Hippocratic writers based their understanding on their observations, and
their personal judgement. Self-reliance was imperative,'* and the subsequent discoveries that
one achieved would then be scrutinised by one’s peers. Like Herodotus, the Hippocratic
writers also engaged with vast subject matter, confined within the broad categories of the
medical conditions of human beings, while Herodotus had much broader interests
encompassing geography, ethnography and the divine, to name just a few categories.
Therefore, we are able to see Herodotus as a multi-facetted writer. At times he reports about
divine phenomena that are purported to have occurred, at other times he maintains a sceptical

stance.

We also see Herodotus making it clear to his audience when he wishes to either include
or exclude his findings about the divine. In this way Herodotus arguably demonstrates a
critical acumen in accordance with fifth-century methodology and thinking, that is to say a
methodological reliance on one’s senses and judgement about any subject of investigation,
while still being critical of the senses’ capacities. As the subject matter of our inquiry the
divine is manifested in Herodotus’ Histories in many manners that require as many ways of
appropriately discussing each one. There are many manifestations of the divine in the
Histories. For example: allusions to specific deities in the pantheon of gods, the manifestation
of the divine in epiphanies, the role of the divine in accounts of retribution, divine power in

oracles and in dreams. Divine activity is central to human action in the Hisftories. J. Enoch

194 Greek text and translation: Jones, W. H. S (1959).

1% Rihll (1999) identifies this self-reliance: ‘One of the features of Greek science is that most of its practitioners
were autodidacts. Even those who studied under a philosophical giant seem, with very few exceptions, not to
have been content to follow a path laid down by a predecessor’ (4). Compare Lloyd (1987): ‘Egotism, to be sure
is not necessarily connected with innovativeness, but the two often go together in early Greek philosophy,
especially in claims to set forth the truth that had eluded everyone else’ (60). Compare also Thomas (2000), 243.
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Powell notes that Herodotus mentions a god (6/f] 0gdc) or gods 272 times.'*® Different
appearances of the divine are more or less accessible to empirical, sense-reliant ways of
understanding the world. Thus the divine is very prominent in the Histories, but Herodotus’

treatment of the divine needs to be explored.

The goal of this thesis is to determine Herodotus’ proximity to the fifth-century theologians —
the individuals categorised as the sophists and pre-Socratics; their methodology, theories
about the gods, and challenges to the traditional views of the gods. Individuals termed
‘sophists’ were prominent in the wider Hellenic world propagating new ideas, through their
travel and display of knowledge. I wish to locate Herodotus in two ways, physically, in terms
of both where he travelled, and then compiled and presented his research, and also to locate
him in terms of engagement with the intellectual conversation of the day. Ultimately I hope
to shine a new light on Herodotus’ way of treating the divine in it’s true context — the vibrant
fifth-century culture wherein individuals were reconsidering all domains of knowledge, based
on empirical understanding, and also argumentative stringency, asserting one’s Adyoc. Thus I
will proceed in chapter 2 — according to the focussed goals outlined in my abstract (pages 4—6
above) — analysing the meanings of the terms co@dg, and cogiotig. I will then look closely at

the practice of display, dnddei&ic.

1% powell (1938 rpt. 2013) 166.
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Chapter 2. THE X0®0X AND THE DISPLAY (CEITTIAEI=IY)
OF KNOWLEDGE

In this chapter I will discuss the concepts of copdc and cogpiotic, explicating the
original meanings of these terms. I will look at Herodotus’ account of Solon as co@dc,
especially in terms of Solon’s travel and collection of cultural knowledge. In comparison I
will consider the extent to which Herodotus himself may arguably be considered
copoc/copiotig. Finally, I will look closely at the practice of display, dnddei&ig that the
sophists, and evidently, Herodotus actively participated in to purvey their knowledge, thus
facilitating me to challenge the assumption that he was a fabulist. I will look firstly at an
ancient account of Herodotus’ later-life residence at the colony of Thurii, a significant place

to locate him displaying his knowledge.

Herodotus announces himself as ‘Herodotus of Halicarnassus’ at the beginning of the
Histories, however Aristotle attributed him the title ‘Herodotus of Thurii’: ‘Hpoddtov

21971t is attested that Herodotus was born in

®ovpiov {0’ ioTOping dmodoelis, Rhetoric 3.9.
Halicarnassus and moved to Thurii, a colony whose constitution was drafted by Protagoras
and commissioned by Pericles. This is cited in the Byzantine historical encyclopaedia Suda,
under the ‘Herodotus’ entry'® where it is described that Herodotus travelled extensively and
located himself in this Panhellenic colony in whose foundation Protagoras participated by
drafting the constitution, and to which contemporary intellectuals joined.'® Herodotus

arguably settled in Thurii and finished writing his Histories there.''

This is important
because we can locate Herodotus in close proximity to the milieu of intellectuals around this
time on account of his travel. Travel to large civic centres allowed individuals to present a
display, anddei&ig of the results of their inquiry, which was the primary intention Herodotus
described of his Histories (1.1). This was also the traditional practice of rhapsodes and poets
who would present at Olympia, and many individuals utilised such displays in the fifth
century to publicise their works. Propagation of new understandings of the world was crucial

to the fifth-century milieu and differentiated them from mere writers, which is important for

advancing the argument that Herodotus was involved with this milieu and its practices —

%7 Goldhill (2002) however, contests that this is an error on Aristotle’s part (11).
1% Suidae lexicon; ex recoginitione Immanuelis Bekkeri (1854) 482-3.

199 Asheri, et al. (2007) 5.

"0 provencal (2015) 31. See also Priestley (2014) 28, and Kerferd (1981) 150.

34



Herdotus being exemplary as an individual presenting his ideas publicly for critique and

applause, and not merely a peripheral figure writing stories to be read.

A notable comparison is with Prodicus who wrote his Choice of Heracles, as a display
piece to appeal to audiences. This not only points to the intention to revise traditional
understanding of a myth and to re-appropriate is as analogy in an intellectual experiment, but
also points to the primacy of verbal presentation of ideas, and wide audience appeal.

Xenophon recounted that Prodicus gave a display of knowledge to a large audience:

kai [Tpodikog 6€ 6 coPog &v 1@ cvyypdupott @ tepl Hpakiéovg, dmep o kai
TAeloTO1G EMdEiKVLTAL, OCAVTOSTEPL THG APETHG AmopaiveTal.
And Prodicus the wise expresses himself to the like effect concerning virtue in

the essay On Heracles that he recites to throngs of listeners. (Memorabilia,
2.1.2nH)M

Whether or not Prodicus recited his Heracles from memory, or used a written text as an
aid is disputed,''” but what is important is that an oral display of knowledge was enacted,
gmdeikvutar. Prodicus is here described as copdc, and it is appropriate for a Gopog to impart

knowledge in this performative way as a display piece, énidei&ic and not just as writing.

To be 6opog one had unique knowledge to impart to the world, and from copog we also
have the term copiotg; these two terms require clarification. Diogenes Laertius explains that
the term cogiotng was originally interchangeable with co@dc: ol 0¢ copoi kai copioTol
gkolodvto, ‘Sophists was the other name for the wise men’ (Lives of eminent philosophers,

113

prologue, 1.12)." ~ Kerferd determines that cogiotg is ‘clearly related’ to copdc (‘wise’) and

14 Kerferd notes that it became established in the lexica to establish an

cooia (‘wisdom’).
historical progression of the meaning of the term co@iotig (derived from, cogilopon):
initially ‘master of one’s craft, adept, expert;’ then ‘wise, prudent or statesmanlike man’ as of
the seven wise men; and finally the term is formalised — ‘Sophist,” meaning precisely one

who gave lessons for money.'"” Kerferd argues that Aristotle anachronistically schematised

" Translation, E. C. Marchant (1923).

"2 Thomas (2000) suggests that in these scenarios text was a memory aid for speeches (254).
'3 Guthrie (1971) 28.

"4 Kerferd (1981) 24.

5 Kerferd (1950) 8, (1981) 24. The categories appear thus in LSJ’.
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the history of the term cogiotig in accordance with the philosopher’s desire to create a
model of historical thought progressing from the particular to the universal.''® Kerferd makes
the distinction that the terms co@dg and copio can apply to a range of skills, while copioTg
applies specifically to those individuals who function as sages, the exponents of knowledge
in early communities, the term applying ‘to poets, including Homer and Hesiod, to musicians
and rhapsodes, to diviners and seers, to the seven wise men and other early wise men, to pre-
Socratic philosophers, and to figures such as Prometheus with a suggestion of mysterious
5117

powers.” ' We see the first rendition of the term, as one who is ‘skilled’ in an art in Pindar’s

writing:

peAéTay 08 COPIoTOIG
AW¢ Exatt TpdoParov cePriopevot.
They [viz. ‘heroes,” fipwec] who are honoured by the grace of Zeus provide a

theme for skilled poets.118 Pindar, Isthminian, 5.28-29

Hesiod also uses the term cecopiopévog to describe expertise in seafaring.'”” Thus for
earlier poets the term indeed refers to aptitude in certain domains, in the cited passages:
poetry or sailing. The term took on a more specific designation with Diogenes of Apollonia,
another contemporary of Herodotus who assigned the natural philosophers, puclordyor this
title copiotai before it was revised to the specific grouping of professionals.'?’ It is important
to note that individuals did not allocate themselves the designation ‘sophist,” or ‘philosopher’
in the fifth century. However there existed a culture where one could label their
contemporary a co@totg, with whom they compared themselves to, and with whom they

. .. . sy 121
often competed in a competition of ideas, an dy@mv.

The later meaning associated with professionalism is seen in Hippias Major, discussing Prodicus:
€mdeifelc moovpevog kal toig véoigouvmv yprpata Erafev Bavpaoctda dca.

‘...by giving exhibitions and associating with the young, he received a marvellous sum of money’ (282c).

1o Kerferd (1981) 24, Tell (2011) 24.

"7 Kerferd (1950) 8.

"8 Translation, Hugh G. Evelyn-White (1914).

"9 Hesiod, Works and days, 649. Although, in this instance, Kerferd conjectures that the term refers to
knowledge rather than skill (1950) 8.

2 D1 (< A4) Simplicius. Physica, p. 151.24-29 = DK 64A4.

[. . .] iotéov dg yéypoamtar pév mAgiova 1@ Aloyével TovT® cuyypappata (dg antog &v @ Ilepl phoemg Euviodn
Kol TPOG PLGLOAGYOVG AvTEIPNKEVAL AEY@V, 0D KaAET Kol aTOG GOPLOTAG.

[. . .] one must know that this Diogenes wrote a number of treatises, as he himself says in his On nature, when
he says that he wrote a reply against the natural philosophers, whom he himself calls ‘sophists’ [or: ‘wise men,’
cooilotdg]. Translation André Laks (2016) 226-227.

2! Brunschwig, et al. (2000) 8.
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Exemplary of this culture of competition is Xenophanes is described by Kirk, Raven
and Schofield as ‘a critic, primarily, with an original and often idiosyncratic approach; not a
specialist but a true coiotig or sage, prepared to turn his intelligence upon almost every

122 In this sense the word takes on the

problem [...] which is why Heraclitus attacked him.
additional aspect, namely that one who is co@dg displays one’s knowledge and is therefore
open to scrutiny. Thus, it is more than skill that the term entails, but the privileged access to
knowledge about the society, or gods, to which the cogiotig has access that is important.'*?
It is also important that the term did not originally have derogatory connotations, but was one
of praise of special individuals, often suggesting that one had powers of divination, thus
granting these individuals cultural authority of knowledge about matters such as the gods —

241t follows that

and they were honoured accordingly, as in Pindar above (Isthminian, 5).
cogilotai, as public figures, can skilfully contest their contemporaries’ coeia. This awareness

of one’s public copia is visible as early as in the elegiac poetry of Theognis:

Kvpve, copilopéve pév épol oppnyig émikeicOm

10160 €mecty, AMGEL D’ OVTOTE KAEMTOUEVQL,

000¢ TI¢ AAAGEEL KAKIOV TOVGOAOD TaPEOVTOG,

©de 8¢ mhic Tig Epel- ‘Oehyvidog dotv Emn

100 Meyapéwg mhvtog 6¢ Kat avOpmdmovg Ovopastod,’

GoToloy 0° 0V TAGLY ASETV dVVOLLAL:

Let the seal of the wise man, Cyrnus, be set upon these lines, and they shall
never be filched from him, nor shall evil ever be changed with their good, but
every man shall say ‘these are the lines of Theognis of Megara, famous
throughout the world,” albeit I have not yet been able to please all my fellow

townsmen. (Theognis, Elegiac poems, 19-24)'*

Here, Theognis implores his beloved, Cyrnus to maintain the poet’s ‘seal of wisdom’
(coplopéve pév éuot) and not let it be replaced by inferior quality (kdxiov TovGOLOD
nopeodvtog). Theognis also makes explicit his historical inability to please all of his people

with his poetry. Here we see Theognis at the point that Leslie Kurke argues is ‘the moment of

122 Kirk, Raven and Schofield (1983) 168.
12 Kerferd (1981) 24.

124 Kurke (2011) 98.

125 Translation, J. M. Edwards (1931).
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120 We see here a sixth-century example of

overt competition in the quality of wisdom.
display and critique of wisdom. In the dialogue the Protagoras, by Plato, Protagoras also

makes explicit the various individuals who practiced the sophistic art from ancient times:

gy 8¢ TV cOoQIOTIKNY TEXVMV  enui  p&v  eivol  moAoudv, TOVG O
petayelplloévoug oty TdV ToAMdY Avopdv, pofovpévoug 10 éraybeg avtis,
npdoyNue TotgicOat kol TpokoAdTTEGOaL, TOVG PEV Toinoty, olov ‘Ounpdv te Kkai
‘Hoiodov kai Zipmvidny, todg 8¢ av teletdc Te Kol ypnoumdiog, Tovg auei te
‘Opeéa kai Movcoaiov- &viovg 84 tvag flonuon kol yopvaotikhy, olov "Tikog te
0 Toapavtivog kai 6 vdv &t ®vV 0vdevog fttv coplotng Hpodduog o
InAvpupplavog, 1o 6¢ apyoiov Meyapedc: povoikny 0& AyaBokAng te 0 VUETEPOG
TPOCYMUO £TOMCATO, PEYOS OV coPlotie, kal [TuBokAeiong 0 Kelog kai dAiot
ToAAOL.

Now I tell you that sophistry is an ancient art, and those men of ancient times
who practised it, fearing the odium it involved, disguised it in a decent dress,
sometimes of poetry, as in the case of Homer, Hesiod, and Simonides sometimes
of mystic rites and soothsayings, as did Orpheus, Musaeus and their sects; and
sometimes too, I have observed, of athletics, as with Iccus of Tarentum and
another still living — as great a sophist as any — Herodicus of Selymbria,
originally of Megara; and music was the disguise employed by your own
Agathocles, a great sophist, Pythocleides of Ceos, and many more. (Plato,

Protagoras, 316d—e)

Here Plato’s Protagoras suggests that here have been sophists from very early times in
Greece, but that the negative connotation of being labelled a sophist (pofovuévouvg to
gmoy0ec avtiic) due to the association with being a practitioner (petoyeiplopévoug) of the
sophistic art (copiotiknv té€yvnv), prevented such individuals from taking on the term
voluntarily.'*” Grote makes the accusation against Plato, who he argues took the term sophist

out of circulation, divorcing it from its original meaning, and attaching the negative

126 Kurke (2011) 107.

"2 Kurke (2011) takes this to be ‘partly tongue-in-cheek’ on Plato’s part (108), while Grote sees a more
‘unfriendly spirit’ of Plato here (1872) volume 8, 312. On the other hand, Kerferd sees Protagoras wanting to
attach himself to an honorable tradition (1981) 24. Notwithstanding these views, the passage shines light on the
history and diversity of ‘sophistic’ practice.
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connotation to it.'*® Later in the dialogue, on the other hand, Protagoras readily asserts that
the term pertains to himself, even proudly stating: kai OLOAOY® T&€ GOQEIGTHC £ivon Kai

129
Here we

nondevey avlpomovg ‘I admit that I am a sophist and that I educate men’ (317b).
have a key predicate — that the cogiotg is a teacher."’® Sophists were, as Jacqueline de
Romilly puts it, ‘masters of thinking masters of talking,” and as Thrasymachus put it himself,

131

‘wisdom is my profession,” 1 0¢& t€xvn coein (A8).” Kerferd determines that this is

significant: that Plato’s Protagoras here is using the term in its later sense of a teacher of

132

virtue. ”” What is important is that Protagoras traces the tradition back to the didactic roles of

the poets who were expected to provide practical instruction and moral advice.'*?

Furthermore, in the Hippias Major, Socrates speaks of Prodicus’ professionalism, thus
adding another predicate and formalising the term GOPLOTIG:
Emdei&elg morovevog kal Toig véoicovvav yprinata Elapev Bovpacta 6o “...by  giving
exhibitions and associating with the young, he received a marvellous sum of money’ (282c).
But, the term cogiotrg arguably had meanings beyond the Platonic definition of professional,
and Hakan Tell contests copiotg was still applicable to groups of individuals other than
those contained within the ‘artificial demarcation’ of professional teachers that Plato
categorised."** For example, in Aristophanes’ Clouds (360-361), the chorus announces that
Prodicus and Socrates are the pinnacle of the astrological sophists (petempocogiotati).
Accordingly, as mentioned above, Kerferd notes that from the fifth century onwards — if we
look beyond Plato’s later strict delineation of the term — co@iotig became a broad term
encompassing a diverse range of individuals."*> The common feature is that each is a public
figure with special practical skill, T€xvn or understanding, copia to share, while sometimes

we may grant, also being a paid professional.

"% Grote (1872, volume 8): ‘Plato not only stole the name out of general circulation in order to fasten it
specially upon his opponents the paid teachers, but also connected with it express discreditable attributes, which
formed no part of its primitive and recognised meaning, and were altogether distinct from, though grafted upon,
the vague sentiment of dislike associated with it’ (315).

'2 Guthrie (1971): ‘his boast has an element of bravado: it needs courage to declare oneself a sophist’ (34).
Compare Thrasymachus (B8).

" De Romilly (1992) 1.

P! De Romilly (1992) 1.

132 Kerferd (1950) 9.

133 Guthrie (1971) 29.

B4 Tell (2011) 33.

135 Kerferd (1981) 24.
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George Grote articulates that a sophist ‘in the genuine sense of the word, was a wise
man — a clever man — one who stood prominently before the public as distinguished for

d,136

intellect or talent of some kin Furthermore, Grote cautions against a broad-brush

approach of categorising sophists into one camp, since their doctrines, methods, or tendencies

differed; what was consistent was their commitment to teaching.'”’

We might expand on this
to include travellers who stood as before rulers of foreign kingdoms to present their
knowledge, as well as presenting before the broader public, as I will examine as exemplary in

the encounter between Croesus and Solon.

The criticism of their professionalism thus eventually differentiated the sophists as a
category unto themselves, and not only that they received payment for teaching, but also for
performance. Simon Goldhill describes that ‘the new intellectuals known as Sophists were
celebrated for their set-piece rhetorical displays, often on paradoxical subjects, which were

delivered often to large audiences.”'*®

Herodotus is said to have won accolades for giving
public readings in Athens in 445/4 BCE,"’ for which the council paid him ten talents.'*
Eusebius attests for this in his Chronicle: "Herodotus was honoured when he read his books in
the council at Athens' Herodotus,” (cum Athenis libros suos in consilio legisset, honoratus

est)."!!

To an extent, the notion that Herodotus too received payment for his display of
knowledge aligns him to the sophists who were itinerant travellers imparting their knowledge
for payment.'** It also shows two sides of Herodotus: the prose writer and the orator. In
contrast, and as an implicit criticism of Herodotus, Thucydides wanted his prose to stand by
itself: ktfjud te €g aiel paAdov | dAyovicpa £ 0 Tapaypfpa akovew Euykettal, ‘My work is
not a piece of writing designed to meet the taste of an immediate public, but was done to last
for ever’ History, 1.22.3. The pursuit of an dy®viopa, a competitive prize often for athletic

prowess or adept horsemanship, makes the presentation of a Adyog analogous to other public

13¢ Grote (1872) Volume 8, 312.

57 Grote (1872) Volume 8, 332-333.

138 Goldhill (2002) 12.

9 Provencal (2015): ‘Herodotus' public reading in Athens occurred about the same time as Protagoras was
commissioned by Pericles to compose a constitution for the Panhellenic colony of Thurii, which Herodotus is
reported to have joined, and where he finished his work and life’ (31). See Lucian, Herodotus 1-3.

10 provencal (2015) 15. Also attested by Asheri, et al. (2007) 3—4.

"I This event is dated to the year 445/4 (Eusebius, Chronicle, book 1, 83.4).

142 Plutarch accuses Herodotus of: ‘that charge Herodotus bears of flattering the Athenians to get a lot of money
from them’ gxeivnv v dofoiny, fiv &xel kohakevsog Tovg Abnvaiovg dpydplov ToAVAAPETY map’ avTAOV.

De Herodoti malignitate, 862a.
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displays of prowess, one’s display of mind is equally impressive as the physical displays of

cavalry and athletes.'*

Protagoras makes explicit this connection between displays of prowess of the mind and

144
9

physical competitions, as it is known that an alternative title to his work Truth, ™ was also

referred to as katafdariovieg (Adyor), a metaphor for wrestling, meaning ‘arguments that

overthrow others.”'*’

Protagoras also famously aimed to make the weaker argument stronger:
Kol 70 TOV Tt 88 Adyov kpeitto motely todT Eotwv.'*® This notion of striving for a prize in
argumentative contest became a central doctrine for Protagoras as he entitled another work
The art of controversy, Téxvn éprotucdv.'*’ Strife, £pig is necessary to convey one’s Adyoc.
This strife often took the metaphorical connotation of a physical competition, an dyodv, hence
Thrasymachus’ work entitled Knock-down arguments, YnepBaiiovtag [viz. Adyovg] (B7),
and, similarly, Protagoras’ Refutations, Kotapdilovteg [viz. Adyor] (B1), both titles

containing an overt physicality perhaps inspired by Greek wrestling. Beating one’s opponent

at an argument was thus very tangibly represented.

Although Herodotus does not employ sophistic techniques in the presentation of his
AOyoc, he is clearly aware of the Sophists’ eristic technique as it is used by figures such as
Xerxes in these characters’ debates with others. Herodotus himself does not employ the
technique as his own narrative style, but it is the voice of a character, or as Irene de Jong
would see it, ‘focalised’ by a character in the narrative.'*® Consider Xerxes’ debate with

Artabanus in book 7:

el 8¢ épilov mpdc mav 10 Aeyduevov un 10 PéPatov dmodétels, ocpaiiectan

0peilelg év avtoict opoimg Kai 6 VevavTio TOVTOIGL AEENC.

' For example, Xenophon outlines the aptitudes of cavalry riders who aim to present aesthetically pleasing

displays of feats:

xai 611 pév tadta ok gifiopévor ToEly ol inmsic sicty olda- yryvdokm 8& &ti dyadd KaikoAdd kai Toic Osotoic
Ndéa €otat. aicBavopat 8¢ kai A0 dy®VvicpaTa TOVG ITTENG KEKOVOVPYNKOTAG, EMELON Ol inmapyot ikavol
€yévovto meloat & BovAndncav.

‘I know that our cavalrymen are not accustomed to these movements: but I am sure that they are desirable and
beautiful, and will delight the spectators. I am aware, too, that the cavalry have exhibited other novel feats of
skill in days when the cavalry commanders had sufficient influence to get their wishes carried out.’
Xenophon, On the Cavalry Commander, 3.5. Greek and translation, E. C. Marchant (1925).

144 < in the beginning of his Truth,” 4pyopevoc tijg AAn6eiag, Plato Theaetetus, 161c.

145 Guthrie (1971) 183. Compare Thrasymachus’ text entitled: vmepBdihovieg Aoyot (B7).

16 Aristotle, Rhetoric 11.24, 1402a23.

"“7DK 80A1. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of eminent philosophers, 9.52, 55.

8 De Jong (2014): see the section on ‘Embedded focalisation’ § 3.2.
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If you dispute whatever is said to you, but can never prove your objections, you
are as likely to be wrong as the other man — indeed there is nothing to choose

between you. (7.50.2)'*

In accompaniment to eristic techniques voiced by his historic character Xerxes,
Herodotus utilises the technique that Diogenes Laertius in his Lives of eminent philosophers
credits that ‘Protagoras was the first to maintain that there are two sides to every question’"’
Kai mpdtoc Epn 800 Adyoug ivar mepi movtdg Tpdypatog dviikeévoog Aot (9.51), and
further that Protagoras was the first to institute contests in debating, Adywv dydvog (9.52; DK
80 A1) and also that he wrote a work entitled Opposing arguments, Avtiloyidv (9.55). The
Persian constitutional debate in book 3 won by Darius, and within which the contestants put
forth arguments for and against monarchy, oligarchy and democracy demonstrates

Herodotus’ familiarity with the sophistic technique of presenting arguments, while he does

not make an explicit personal judgement.'”!

Fifth century intellectuals such as Protagoras — and also traditionally, poets such as
Pindar — gained renown for the recitation of their works at Olympia each year to complement
the displays of physical prowess performed there. Lucian of Samosata acknowledged the
renown Herodotus gained from presenting his written works at the Olympic games, in a
fashion identical to the sophists (Herodotus, 1-2). Lucian reports of the skill level of
Herodotus, and how he was distinguished from his imitators, due to the myriad beautiful,
popio koAd elements of his writing. Moreover, Lucian describes how Herodotus travelled
from his Carian home to Greece with the intention that find the quickest way to win a
brilliant reputation for himself and his works in front of the broadest audience, énionuog xoi
nePPONTOC Yévolto Kol avTd¢ Koi td cvyypappdrtie. Lucian goes further to explain that
Herodotus had the ambition of impressing all of Greece at once, rather than by winning

acclaim in a piece-meal fashion across the different city-states in turn. Therefore he recited

9 All Greek text of the Histories is from the Oxford Classical Texts, Herodoti Historiae (2015). Unless
specified, all English translations of the Histories are by Aubrey de Sélincourt (2003).

" Translation R. D. Hicks (2005). We of course, find debate and dissent in Homer’s liad book 1 between
Achilles’ and Agamemnon.

I Provencal (2015) 38. Compare Hornblower (1987): ‘He has been called the only fully surviving pre-Socratic,
and there are frequent signs that he was alert to the intellectual movements of the third quarter of the fifth
century, in particular to the habit of dialectical arguing and of treating debate as a 'contest like a political or a
legal ay®v’ or duel’ (16). Also compare Nestle (1908): Hort man deutlich den Ton der sophistischen Eristik aus
diesen Debatten heraus. ‘One often hears the tone of sophistic eristic from these debates.” (15) My translation.
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his works at the Panhellenic Olympic Games, achieving great success. Lucian describes

Herodotus’ intentions and the outcome of his recitation:

napedov ¢ tOv OmeBodopov o Beatnv, AL AYOVIGTNV TAPEYEV £0VTOV
Olopmiov dowv tdg iotopiag Kol KnA®V Tovg Tapovtag, dypt tod Kol Movoog
KIndfjvor tag PiProvg adtod, &vvéo kol odtag odoac. f§dM odv Bmavteg
avToV ooV TOALD paAAov 1 ToLg OAvpmiovikag oHTovg.

Then he appeared in the temple hall, bent not on sight-seeing, but on bidding for
an Olympic victory of his own; he recited his Histories, and bewitched his
hearers; nothing would do but each book must be named after one of the Muses,
to which they correspond. He was straightaway known to all, better far than the

Olympic winners. (Lucian, Herodotus 1-2)'>*

Herodotus is here also depicted as singing, and not just recounting the victories of
Greece in a Panhellenic celebration, 0 tdg vikag Mudv duvicoc. This surely exemplifies
Herodotus’ debt to Homer, and the desire to convey a sense of victory, in the competitive
mode of Olympic athletes and intellectuals who would demonstrate their prowess as the

153 It also demonstrates

Olympic Games, the latter category including Pindar and the Sophists.
the impact Herodotus had on his audience, his presentation being described with the
ambivalent participle knA®dv, ‘bewitching.” Herodotus’ Panhellenic renown undoubtedly
made its way into the Athenian intellectual conversations of the day. Asheri makes this

explicit:

It is not to be denied that Herodotus' public readings were renowned in
intellectual circles at Athens and that Sophocles in particular was impressed by
his views on the barbarians as well as by his ethical and religious ideas. Ancient
sources do not mention any contact with Pericles... it remains true, however, that
Herodotus' Athens was also Pericles' Athens, as well as the Athens of Sophocles,

Euripides and Protagoras.'>*

152
153

Translation Fowler and Fowler (2014).

For Pindar as agonistic poet see O’Sullivan (2015). Plutarch in his De Herodoti malignitate — referring to
Diyllus of Athens’ record (FGrH 73 F3) — also mentions that a certain Anytus proposed to offer Herodotus a
payment of ten talents for his recitation (862b). Payment for a recitation connects Herodotus to the professional
culture of the sophists.

154 Asheri, et al. (2007) 4.
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It cannot be denied that Herodotus ideas had an impact on the intellectual milieu of Athens,
and that a connection with Sophocles was likely.'”> Herodotus was familiar with the
prominent motifs and theological ideas inherent in tragedy, which I will analyse in terms of
tragic understanding, dvayvopiolg, which individuals such as Croesus must endure on the

way to becoming Go@ac.

Indeed, the Croesus-Solon interaction in book 2 becomes the vehicle through which
Herodotus can demonstrate Solon’s display of cogia.'>® This pays homage to the traditional

57 Indeed, travel

notion the archetypical travelling observer exemplary in Homer’s Odysseus.
to distant places was synonymous with gaining a new understanding of the world,"”® as the
seven sages travelled to consult the oracle at Delphi. Herodotus refers to cogiotai on
multiple occasions: Solon and the sages who visited Croesus at Sardis (1.29.1), Pythagoras
(4.95.2), and Melampus and his followers, which individuals are said to have introduced
Dionysus to the Greeks (2.49.1). As I have discussed, the original designation of the word
was to one who was an exponent of knowledge."” Solon is cited by Plutarch as a figure in

unbroken line of cogiotai who became teachers of political and practical arts, téyvor.'® We

see here the crystallisation of professional sophists:

HaALov obV &v TIg TPoGEy oL Toic Mvnoipilov oV Opictokiéa Tod Ppeappiov
AotV yevésBar Aéyovotv, ote PriTopog dviog obTe TV PUOIKMDY KANBEVTOV
PLLOGOPV, GAAYL THV TOTE KAAOVUEVIV GOPlay, oDGaY 8& SEVOTNTO TOMTIKTY
Kol OpacTNPLOV GUVEGLY, EMITNOEVILO TETONUEVOL Kol dStoacm®lovTtog domep
aipeotv &k 1 00yNG Amd LOAWVOG: iV 01 HETA TADTO SIKAVIKOIG ENVTES TEXVOLG
Kol HETOYOyOVTEG A0 TV TPAEEWMV THV AoKNGV €Ml TOLG AOYOLS, GOPLoTAL

TPOGNYOPELONGOY. TOVTM HEV 0LV HON mOAMTEVOLEVOC TANGialey.

133 Darbo-Peschanski (2017) 81.

"% De Jong (2014) determines this direct expression of historical characters’ thoughts and emotions in a text as
‘embedded focalization,” which she argues Thucydides and Herodotus use amply (170).

137 Compare Christopher Pelling (2006): ‘Already there is an elevation of Herodotus himself as his subject: he is
the new Odysseus, a man who has travelled and talks about those travels, as well as the new Homer; the ‘things
put on display’, dmodeybévta, of the people he writes about are matched, indeed dependent on, his own ‘putting
on display’, dnode&ig. And that insertion of his own person not just into the proem but also frequently into the
narrative, partly as the one with the insight and knowledge to give authority (no need for the Muse for him,
then), partly as the one whose curiosity and human understanding are so infectious — that is an important new
step’ (79).

8 Kurke (2011) 112.

9 Tell (2011) 24.

10 Kerferd (1950) 9.
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Rather, then, might one side with those who say that Themistocles was a disciple
of Mnesiphilus the Phrearrhian, a man who was neither a rhetorician nor one of
the so-called physical philosophers, but a cultivator of what was then called
‘sophia’ or wisdom, although it was really nothing more than cleverness in
politics and practical sagacity. Mnesiphilus received this ‘sophia,” and handed it
down, as though it were the doctrine of a sect, in unbroken tradition from Solon.
His successors blended it with forensic arts, and shifted its application from
public affairs to language, and were dubbed ‘sophists.” It was this man, then, to
whom Themistocles resorted at the very beginning of his public life. (Plutarch,
Themistocles, 2.4)

Here Plutarch determines Mnesiphilus as the teacher of Themistocles, a figure that does
indeed receive mention in the Histories (8.57). We see the differentiation between the
physical philosophers, in that Mnesiphilus cultivated copia — although Plutarch downplays
this as cleverness, dgwvotnta — in political and practical sagacity. Plutarch also determines
how the sophistic art has changed from focussing on public affairs to language. This is
important since persuasion, nel® and likelihood, &ikdc become key focuses of sophistic
writings.'®' The crucial aspect, moreover, is the role of Solon instigating the communication
of copia via Mnesiphilus to Themistocles. We see such a depiction of Solon in a different
light when we see his interaction with Croesus in book 1 of the Histories, where see the

co@lotng as the travelling wise man engaging in a dialectic narrative.

To look at the works of another figure, Isocrates cites Solon as the original figure to
receive the title ‘sophist,” as Isocrates also describes an earlier time when sophists were

respected individuals:

obrovy &ni ye 16V mpoydvev obTmg lyev, GAAA TOVG HEV KOAOVHEVOVS GOPIGTAG
€0avpalov Kol Tovg cuvovtag avToig ECNAovv, TOLg 08 GLKOPAVTOS TAEIGTOV
Kak@®v aitiovg vopulov eivar.

HEYIOTOV 08 TEKUNPLOV: ZOA®VO LEV VAP, TOV TPATOV TAV TOMTOV AafovTa TV

gnovopiay todmy, tpostdtny NEincav THC mOLemC lvar,

1! Plato, Gorgias 453a; Gorgias (B82 11a).
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Things were not like that in the time of our ancestors; on the contrary, they
admired the sophists, as they called them, and envied the good fortune of their
disciples, while they blamed the sycophants for most of their ills.

You will find the strongest proof of this in the fact that they saw fit to put Solon,
who was the first of the Athenians to receive the title of sophist, at, the head of

the state... (Isocrates, Antidosis, 15.313)

In this piece, Isocrates cites Solon to be the original sophist, and an original context
within which sophists were praised. In the analysis of Herodotus’ Solon I hope to determine
the extent to which the notion of the travelling cogiotig reflects Herodotus’ own
inclinations, encompassing his own travel, collection of impressions, and subsequent desire
to display his discoveries as a copodg. Further to this, my analysis endeavours to reveal
similarities in Herodotus’ theological project that mirror his contemporaries’. Thus I turn now
to the Croesus Adyoc to analyse in more detail Solon’s display of cogia, and also roles as

teacher, that makes him exemplary as copiotc.

2.1 Croesus and Solon — co@ioTi|g, travel, display and understanding

A prime example of a travelling copiotg in the Histories is Solon. Croesus recognises Solon

to be wise when the Athenian visits the Lydian king in book 1. Croesus addresses Solon thus:

Eelve ABnvoaie, map™ Muéag yap mepl 6€o AOYOG GmiKTO TOAAOG Kol co@ing
etvekev Thig ofig kol TAAVNG, OC QUAOGOQPEMV YRV TOAANV Bewping eivexev
gnedlolag: viv av fuepog énetpéoBon pot nfil0é oe &l Tva §on maviwv eideg
OAPLOTOTOV.

Well, my Athenian friend, I have heard a great deal about your wisdom, and how
widely you have travelled in the pursuit of knowledge. I cannot resist my desire

to ask you a question: who is the happiest man you have ever seen? (1.30.2)

Croesus respects Solon on account of his wisdom and wanderings: co@ing ivekev TG
ofg kol mhdvng, and the Lydian king desires to make an impression upon Solon through his
own display, amodeiig, namely of his material wealth. Herodotus intends to contrast the

materialistic ideology of Croesus with the more austere, philosophical view of Solon. This
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aligns with Plutarch’s account of Solon, who entered a career in commerce, not to make

money, but to travel the world:

Kaitot eociv &viol molvmepiag &veko poAAov Kol iotopiog 1 ypnuUATIGHOD
mhovnOfivorn 1oV ZOAmva. Goiag PV Yap v OLOAOYOLUEVAS EPUCTHC,
And yet some say that he travelled to get experience and learning rather than to

make money. For he was admittedly a lover of wisdom. (Plutarch, Solon, 2.1)

Plutarch depicts Solon as a lover of wisdom, cogiag épactng, and also, importantly for
this thesis, that he preferred learning, ictopin rather than wealth, — iotopin draws a parallel
with Herodotus who outlines his project in the proem to be a display of inquiry: icToping

amode€ig (1.1).

Croesus instructs his attendants to display to Solon ‘the richness and magnificence of
everything,” &medeikvuoay mhvta £dvta peydia te kol dOAPo (1.30.2). This act does not
persuade Solon, for whom the person who completes a life well, televtficel Tov Biov €0
(1.32.7), must be considered the most fortunate. Solon’s first candidate is Tellus the
Athenian. Tellus’ fortune consisted in a healthy state of his city during his lifetime, further
that he had noble children and grandchildren, that he had a life of prosperity and comfort as
an Athenian, and that he ended his life in battle followed by a public burial. Herodotus’ use
of moAAd te kol OAPia to describe Tellus (1.31.1), echoes the description of Croesus’ wealth
above. This makes the contrast even stronger between the two concepts of fortune realised in
either material wealth or a life that ends well.'® Solon then proceeds to grant second place to
the Argive brothers Cleobis and Biton. These brothers had adequate wealth and physical
strength, the latter leading them to win prizes at games. They won fame by escorting their
mother by dragging her cart to the temple of Hera over a distance of five stades. After
receiving acclamation from their people and lying down to die after feasting, statues of them
were erected to celebrate their excellence. Croesus was offended by being judged less
fortunate than these humble individuals. It is not until Croesus has encountered great

misfortune, with the killing of his son Atys during a boar hunt:

12 Harrison (2000) 34.
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petd 6& XoAwva oiyopevov Eafé €k Beod véueoig peyain Kpoicov, g gikdoat,
811 évopce £ovtov givar avOpomov drndviov OAPidTatov. adtike 84 oi gbdovtt
gnéon dvepog, 6¢g ol v aAndeinv Epatve TV PeEALOVTI®V YevEGHUL KaK®V KaTO
TOV OO0

After Solon’s departure nemesis fell upon Croesus, presumably because God was
angry with him for supposing himself the happiest of all men. It began with a
dream he had about a disaster to one of his sons: a dream which came true.

(1.34.1)

This summary beginning to the Atys/Adrastus Adyog, as a stylistic motif is, for Irene de
Jong, a placeholder for a chapter heading, which would be, in the act of oral presentation, a

163 This observation fits

reminder device, whether the oration be from memory or a reading.
nicely with the argument that Herodotus presented his Adyog in the manner of the sophists,
with markers to assist him in the flow of his speech, implying that it plausibly was recited.
After losing his son and his empire, Croesus understands that Solon is truly copog.'** But this
realisation is only crystallised after the Lydian king is faced with impending death on the lit
pyre, saved by divine intervention. Croesus becomes a mythical figure in the Greek
imagination representing the wealthy individual who must find a new understanding of
fortune based on more aspects of existence than the accumulation of wealth.'® Thus, in a
comparison with a poetic representation, this divine intervention at this crucial moment is

articulated explicitly in the poet Bacchylides’ Ode 3 to another wealthy king, Hieron:

GAL™ Emel detvod mupOg

Aopumpov didifcoev pélvog,

Ze0¢ émotdoa[g pelaykev |0Eg vépog
ofévvoev EavOa[v prdya.

dmotov 00dEy, & TL B[edV pé]puva

' De Jong (2014): “The narrative begins with a summary announcement of what is to come. This is the header
technique that we find throughout the history of Greek narrative and that can be considered the oral counterpart
of our modern-age chapter heading. After all, Herodotus’ Histories most likely started life as a series of public
lectures, and verbal signs must structure the text for its hearers (or, even after the text had been written down,
function as the paratextual apparatus which was as yet largely lacking)’ (174).

" Ellis (2015): ‘A prominent idea associated with divine 86vog in the fifth century [...] was that no
individual, empire, dynasty, or city could enjoy perpetual good fortune without suffering some reversal’ (23—
24). Compare the Aeschylean notion of learning through suffering, mé0et pabog (Agamemnon, 177).

1% Croesus also appears on his pyre on a red figure vase by fifth-century potter and painter Myson. Paris, Musée
du Louvre G197; ARV* 237, 238, 238.1; Addenda® 201; BAD 202176.
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TeEVYEL T0TE AdAoyevig ATOAL®Y

eépov &g YrepPopéovg yépovta

GLV TOVIGOVPOLS KATEVOGGE KOVPOLG

ol evoéPetav, Ot péyiota Bvatdv.

But then,

just as the luminous force

of fearsome flame leapt up, Zeus

covered it over with black cloud

and the gold-red fire was suppress’d.
Nothing defies belief if care of the gods
has contrived it: next Apollo, Delian-born,
carried the old man off to Hyperborean lands,
there to live with his light-limbed girls

because of actions of piety! (3.53-62)"%

Zeus and Apollo are explicit agents ensuring the safety of Croesus — a reward for the
king’s piety. The direct reciprocity between gods and mortals is less explicit in the Histories,
however. In Ode 3, the religiously pious formula for Hieron is that ‘in submitting himself to
the Olympic judgement of Zeus he has changed gold and pleasure into virtue and active

glorification of god.”'®’

In the fashion of the poets, Bacchylides calls on Demeter, Kore, and
Klio for inspiration and authority to account for the story of Croesus. Herodotus, on the other
hand, relies on his methodology ictopin that entails referring to reports. Hence the Lydians

provide the account of Croesus’ salvation:

gvBadta Aéyeton VO Avddv Kpoicov pabovrta v Kopov petdyvooty, dg dpa
névta pev dvopa ofevvivia 10 TOp, SuVAUEVOLS 0 OVKETL KATAAAPETY,
gmPooacHor 1oV AtoAhwova Emikaiedpevoy, €l i ol kexapiopévov €€ anTod
€0wpn0n, Tapactiivar Kol pooachor pv €k 10D Tapedvtog kaKod. TOV UV
dakpvovta Emkaréectar TOv Bedv, €k 0¢ aibping Te Kol vIveRIng GLVOPAUETV
gEamivng vépea kail yeludva Te Kotappayfvor kai Doar Bdatt Aapotdtm,
KatacPecOfjval e TV TUp1V.

The Lydians say that when Croesus understood that Cyrus had changed his

"% Translation Anne Pippin Burnett (1985).

17 Burnett (1985) 75.
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mind, and saw everyone vainly trying to master the fire, he called loudly upon
Apollo with tears to come and save him from his misery, if any of his gifts were
pleasant to him. It was a clear and windless day; but suddenly in answer to
Croesus’ prayer clouds gathered and a storm broke with such violent rain that

the flames were put out. (1.87.1-2)

The report of the Lydians, Aéyetor dmd Avddv, aligns with Herodotus’ general methodology

18 50 that, as narrator, he can make a

and puts him at a critical distance to the event,
judgement upon the account’s validity. In this instance, and in stark contrast to Bacchylides,
no epiphany of the god occurs, but an abrupt change in weather directly after the prayer of
Croesus. Herodotus is careful not to make the explicit connection between gods and event;'®
however, this does not prohibit the affirmation of the gods within the narrative. Herodotus

explains that this constitutes a divine proof for Cyrus:

oVt o1 pabdvia Tov Kdpov mg €in 6 Kpoicog kai Oco@iirg kai avnp dyadoc,
This was proof enough for Cyrus that Croesus was a good man whom the gods

loved. (1.87.2)

Thus Croesus becomes in a way co@O¢ through his own realisation. Sophocles’ maxim

voiced by the chorus about human life is near identical to Solon’s admonition to Croesus:

dote BvnTov dvta keivny Vv Televtaioy iV

nuépav Emekomodvia undév’ OAPiletv, mpiv dv

téppa Tod Pilov mepdon UNdEV AAYEVOV TabOV.

Look upon that last day always. Count no mortal happy till
He has passed the final limit of his life secure from pain.

(Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus, 1528—1530)

Compare Herodotus, where Solon recommends to the Lydian king to look to the end in

all affairs:

1 Dewald and Marincola (2006) 22.
1 Dewald and Marincola (2006) 22.
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&l 8¢ mpdg TovTOoIoL £T1 TELELTHGEL TOV Piov €D, 00TOG €KeETvVOg TOV GV (NTéelg, <6>
OAProc kekAfioBon GEog Eoti- mpiv & Av TELELTN O, EMGYETY, UNOE KOAEEWY K®
OAProv aAL™ edTLYEa.

Now if a man thus favoured dies as he has lived, he will be just the one you are
looking for: the only sort of person who deserves to be called happy. But mark
this: until he is dead, keep the word ‘happy’ in reserve. Till then, he is not
happy, but only lucky. (1.32.7)

The key here is the completion of life, tehevtaiov/tehevtion tov Biov, and how
humankind is subject to variable fortune. Happiness dABog, must be held in check and not be
allocated to a person until he has died and can no longer be affected by fortune. These
parallel modes of understanding reality of human suffering and fortune clearly indicate the
connection between the Sophoclean and Herodotean view of historical agency.'” Catherine
Darbo-Peschanski notes the importance of this agency, where protagonists, such as Oedipus
and Croesus must find out the truth of matters through a revelation, going from ignorance to
knowledge, through inquiry.'”" Irene de Jong also identifies this tragic element in Herodotus
when she states: ‘this mortal blindness suggests that Herodotus’ world is primarily a tragic

' However, in another fragment attributed to Euripides, iotopin is attested as a method

one
to understand truth and is celebrated as a way to discover contentment, dAPiog, and the
‘ageless order of nature,” pvoemg kOGHOV aynpwv. Euripides depicts it as a peaceful process,

not meant to harm one’s country. It is rather a philosophical search for meaning:

OAProg doTig TG ioTopiag

goye padnou,

UTE TOAMT®V €l TNUOGHVIV

T’ gic adikovg Tpa&elg Opudv,
AL dBovaTov kabopdV POGEMC
KOGLOV AyNpOV, 1T T€ CLVESTN

Kol Omn Kol dnwg.

101G 0€ TO10VTOIS 0VOETOT’ AiTYPDV.

Happy is he who has learned from inquiry,

0 Darbo-Peschanski (2017) 82.
! Darbo-Peschanski (2017) 100.
2 De Jong (2014) 191.
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not because he searches for pain for his countrymen
nor some other unjust deeds,

but because he seeks out the ageless order

of immortal nature — where

it came together, where it came from

and how.

Such men never harbor

a love of shameful deeds.

(Euripides, Fragment 901, 7GrF; Clement, Stromata, 4.25.157)

Thus we see the acceptance of ictopin as a way to access contentment, OAB1oc, and the
benefit of nations. This parallels Solon’s argument of fortune with Croesus, when the
travelling statesman determined who was most fortunate, 6Ap10c. Knowledge gained through
iotopin is not malevolent as it was depicted by Heraclitus, namely leading to koxoteyvin.'”
The desire for iotopin clearly defines one’s project in becoming co@og, as exemplary in the
figures of Solon, Euripides, and Herodotus. It is now necessary to turn to the process of
iotopin itself, and what constitutes the process of research for those seeking cogia. This will
allow us to gauge the proximity of Herodotus to his contemporaries with respect to their
empirical approach to the question concerning the nature of the divine. We will then see more
clearly how Herodotus employs a specific methodology when he investigates the divine,
which he also utilises in his investigations of natural phenomena. By comparing similarities
and differences between Herodotus and his contemporaries, we will be in a better position to
gauge the extent to which his project is exemplary of a rigorous questioning of theological
assumptions synonymous with the fifth century. As a starting point, I wish to address
Heraclitus’ methodology, in particular his expression of ictopin and its applications. In this
way | hope to gain a new perspective on Herodotus’ intentions and methodology, in the

process challenging the assumption that he was simply a writer of history.

173 See below, section 3.1
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Chapter 3. TXTOPIH AND THE DIVINE —- HERODOTUS AND
HERACLITUS

Totopin is an important idea that is integral to our understanding of Herodotus’ central
methodology in approaching the subject of the divine. I will look further at ictopin and how
it is undertaken by Herodotus in accordance with his reliance on his own eyewitness account
and judgement, Oy te €un kol yvoun. I will go further to compare this distinct methodology
with Heraclitus, who also investigates the divine in his fragements, and also the Hippocratic
writers, who, although not focussing on the divine, help us understand ictopin methodology.

We firstly require a definition of ictopin.

In order to understand ictopin we need to look at the related noun iotwp, which is
derived from Fictwp, believed to be etymologically linked to id€iv, ‘to see,” and also €idévan
‘to know.” Therefore {otmp is often translated as ‘eyewitness.”'’* Alternatively, however,
{otmp as it appears in the //iad (18.501) translates as ‘one who knows law and right, judge’ in
LSJ)’, a figure who is an arbitrator of judges and is represented within Hephaestus’ bronze

shield of Achilles:

Aol o iv dyopt] Eoav aBpoot- EvBa 6& VeTKOC

DOPOPEL dV0 & dvopeg Evelkeov glveka TOVNG

AvopOc amopiuévon: O pev ebyeto mhvt dmododval

MU® TPavokwv, 0 & dvaiveto unodsv EAécOat:

dpoom & iéctnv éni iotopt meipap EAécOa.

Aol 0" AUEOTEPOLGY EMNTLOV AUPIG Ap®YOL-

The people were assembled in the market place, where a quarrel
had arisen, and two men were disputing over the blood price

for a man who had been killed. One man promised full restitution
in a public statement, but the other refused and would accept nothing.
Both then made for an arbitrator, to have a decision;

And people were speaking up on either side, to help both men (18.497-502).""

174

Floyd (1990) discusses the various etymologies.
175

Translations of the Il/iad by Richmond Lattimore (1951).
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The term iotwp here stands in as one who makes a final decision, in a legalistic manner, with
an audience to corroborate the decision as a service for the people, Aooi. At another point in
the Iliad a iotwp becomes an eyewitness of events. In a dispute in the funeral games for
Patroclus, Aias and Idomeneus have an argument about which horses are in the lead.

Idomeneus decides that Agamemnon should act as a witness, {ctop:

Alav veikog dpiote kaxo@padic AL e ThvTa

deveal Apyelwv, 6Tl To1 vOOg E6TIV ANVIG.

debpo vuv 1j Tpimodoc mepdmpebov NE AéPnrog,

iotopa 6" Atpeidnv Ayauépvova Bsiopev Guow,

onndteparl mpdcl’ inmot, tva yvang dmotivov.

Aias, surpassing in abuse, yet stupid, in all else

you are worst of the Argives with that stubborn mind of yours. Come
then,

let us put up a wager of a tripod or cauldron

and make Agamemnon, son of Atreus, witness between us

as to which horses lead. And when you pay, you will find out. (23.483-487)

Here then Agamemnon is not passing judgements on others’ arguments but becomes the
observer of events, relying on his own judgements. There is then a disparity of meanings
between judgement upon opinions or statements and first-hand autopsy.'’® iotwp does not
appear in Herodotus’ text, but the noun ictoping appears in the proem, while the verb
iotopém appears 17 times along with verbs expressing similar processes, povlave ‘to learn’
or ‘to become aware of a fact” appears 149 times, and wovBdvopou, ‘to inquire,” appears 277

times, strongly indicating that icTopém has a specialised, or rarer meaning.'”’

We have examined the root of ictopin in the noun ictwp as it appears in epic poetry. In
the fifth century ictopin becomes more crystallised to represent a scientific or empirical
process, and iotopin represents the project of fifth-century writers and thinkers. For example
in Plato’s Phaedo Socrates describes his youthful learning as an ‘investigation into nature,’

nePL PUGEMG 1oTOPiaV:

176 Floyd (1990) postulates a third possibility that ictep derives from e, ‘to sit.” Thus the iotwp gathers the

old men and makes them sit down to hear the facts (161). However this etymology is very specific to this scene
in the Iliad (18.501) and is less helpful for our investigation.
7 Connor (1993) 4. Statistics are from J. Enoch Powell (1938 rpt. 2013).
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gy yap, Een, @ KéPng, véog dv Bovpacstdc dg éneddunca toadng Tiig copiag
fiv 81 karodot mepi pvoEmG icTopiay: VIepHPAvVOg Yap Lot 880KeL etvar, £idévar
T0G aitiag EkdoTov, dud Ti yiyvetotl Ekactov Kol o1 Ti dmoAlvton Kol 01d Tl EoTt.
When I was young, Cebes, I was tremendously eager for the kind of wisdom
which they call investigation of nature. I thought it was a glorious thing to know
the causes of everything, why each thing comes into being and why it perishes

and why it exists (Plato, Pheado, 96a8).'”

There are many important points in this passage of Plato. Firstly, the term ictopiav appears
as part of a programmatic aim, namely to find out the original ‘causes of each thing,” tdg
aitiag ékdotov. This parallels nicely with Herodotus’ approach. Not only is the nature of a
thing important, pvcewc, but also the causes of each thing, aitiog, and though not mentioned

here, the origin épyn, of each thing is also important.'”

A clear methodology is explicit in
ékdotov, in that the term implies a systematic procedure of investigating many different
phenomena and their individual causes. Nature was a common interest at this time, and we
know Empedocles also wrote a work entitled [1épt pOoewg (DK 31 Al), as did Anaximander
(DK 12 A7) and Heraclitus (DK 22 A1)."™ In these works, understanding how each thing
came about, 10¢ aitiog ékdotov is centrally important. I suggest that this piece of Socratic
dialogue displays the methodology and intentions synonymous with how Herodotus

understood icTopin.

Similarly, the Hippocratic writers emphasise iotopin, in outlining their methodology,
appearing twice in Precepts 13, where personal medical observation is prized over opinions

and theory.''

More explicitly, the Hippocratic treatise On the art makes a statement about
the art of medicine, wherein we see the establishment of one methodology and the criticism
of others, a mark of sophistic polemic, and prioritising one’s account, here rendered

‘knowledge,” over others:

'78 Translation of Plato by Harold North Fowler (1996).

" Derrida (1982): “Is not the quest for an archai [sic] in general, no matter with what precautions one
surrounds the concept, still the ‘essential’ operation of metaphysics?’ (63).

180 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of eminent philosophers, 1X, 5. Kirk (1970 7; Kirk Raven, and Schofield (1983)
102-3).

81 L ateiner (1986) 11.
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Eioiv tveg ol t€yvnv memoinvion 10 1ag T€)vag aioypoemelv, O HEV olovTatl oV
T0DTO S1amPNGGOUEVOL O €YD Aéym, AAL™ ioTOping oikeing €midel&v molebpuevol.

Some there are who have made an art of vilifying the arts, though they consider,
not that they are accomplishing the object I mention, but that they are making a

display of their own knowledge [sic]. (Hippocrates, On the art, 1)'*

Here the Hippocratic writer is expressly criticising ‘others’ and their personal display of
knowledge, ictoping oikeing émnider&wv. Similarly, in the Hippocratic doctrine On the breaths,
the writer mentions how they will ‘by the same reasoning proceed to facts and show

(¢mdeifw) that diseases are all the offspring of air.”'®

This emphasis on display of
knowledge, émnideigig echoes Herodotus’ proem almost verbatim, to which we shall turn
shortly. Furthermore, against their opponents, the Hippocratic writer firmly posits his own
position, 0 &y® Aéywm: ‘the thing which I say.” This is also methodologically representative of
the new turn to lonian inquiry and the trust in human perception, in parallel with the critique
of others’ use of knowledge, expressed with the very unique phrasing: 10 tdg TEYXVOC
oioypoeneiv. ' ** This critique of the use of knowledge is also uncannily reflective of
Heraclitus’ critique of polymathy. This modality within which an authoritative first-person
narrator presents a ‘clear and uncompromising criticism’ of other perspectives is stylistically
comparable to the early medical writings.'® The polemical nature of the text and the
assertion of one’s own knowledge also establishes a strong link to the methodology of the

sophists.'*

Theodor Gomperz even makes a radical jump when he claims that the strong
polemical nature of the medical text suggests that Protagoras was the writer.'*” We need not
subscribe to this bold argument, however it does service to our argument that there was a
shared modality of talking about knowledge in the fifth century, a modality that could be

applied to various fields of inquiry.

'82 Greek text and translation, Jones, W. H. S (1959).

183 On the breaths 5. Translation, W. H. S. Jones (1959).

184 Lloyd (1987): ‘Thus while itself an exhibition piece, this treatise attacks others who also claim to make an
énidei&ig’ (61).

'%5 Thomas (2000) 243.

1% Jones (1959): “The two most striking characteristics of The Art are an attenuated logic and a fondness for
sophistic rhetoric’ (187).

%7 Gomperz (1949): ‘The conjectural identity which we have thus ventured to establish is rendered highly
probable by the fact that the dialect, style, and tone of the treatise recall the very epoch, surroundings, and
personality of Protagoras himself, down to countless notable echoes of his particular mode of speaking, as
imitated in Plato’ (468).
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The practice of ictopin in Herodotus’ writing has been long debated, and scholars have
argued recently that Herodotus’ method of ictopin is derived more from the adjudication of
material from sources that he has consulted, than from his own firsthand observations.'** Put
simply, this perspective asserts that Herodotus primarily reports on what others have seen and
heard, over and above his own perceptions. We must identify for ourselves whether
Herodotus writes from the vantage point of judge, or witness, based on his own statements
about his method, and also based upon textual evidence from his inquiries.'®” One aspect that
is agreed upon is the importance of travel in Herodotus’ ictopin. Travel was a standard
practice for a new breed of intellectuals, iotopeg, who were portrayed as stepping beyond the

boundaries of traditional learning."”’

Their process, Herbert Granger argues, was identifiable
by their establishing a critical attitude towards the tradition of poetry and lithology.
Furthermore, they relied on firsthand research, derived from travel to distant places and
collecting information from unfamiliar cultures, thereafter integrated their discoveries into

their work.'”!

Travel is crucial for these figures, iotopec, and Hecataeus is perhaps one of the key
early examples of a iotwp. In their travels they may encounter first hand data through sensory
impressions, or consult other individuals who have local knowledge. This is the reason for
Herodotus’ respect for foreign narratives that contradict the Greek versions. To use Frangois
Hartog’s metaphor of a mirror to the Greeks themselves: ‘The mirror of Herodotus is also the
eye of the iotwp who, as he travelled the world and told of it, set it in order within the context
of Greek knowledge, and, in so doing, constructed for the Greeks a representation of their

192 .
>*““In this sense Herodotus

own recent past; the {otmp became both rhapsode and surveyor.
becomes a mirror to the Greeks within which they determined what it was to be Greek and
also ‘otherness.” Herodotus’ statements at one moment reflect the extent of the Greek

worldview; at the next he revises and reconsiders traditional views.

'8 Floyd (1990) 1601, and Granger (2004) 238, subscribe to this bias.

"% Thomas (2000) makes a pertinent point that to retain the original meaning of ictop as arbitrator from the
lliad may be anachronistic: ‘Rather, he is distinguishing precisely his own inquiries and sources of knowledge
in exactly the language that was favoured by the early Hippocratic writers and no doubt other contemporaries’
(164-5).

1% Granger (2004) 235.

I Granger (2004) 235.

12 Hartog (1988) xxiii—xxiv.
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The fact is that iotopin takes on multiple meanings; it includes both personal
observation, and the corroboration of others’ views. John Gould expresses a similar
observation when he argues: “Iotopin meant many things for Herodotus, among them and

above all perhaps travel and the active pursuit of data.”'”?

The prototypical pre-Socratic, Thales exemplified learning through travel receiving an
education in Egypt and returning to Greece with his new knowledge: @alAfic... prhocopncag
8¢ &v Aiydmto NAev gic Milntov mpesPutopog, ‘Thales... having practiced philosophy in
Egypt came to Miletus when he was older.”'* As a result, we see what was described earlier
as scientific humility, and we also see a tacit acceptance that other cultures may have more
specialist knowledge in particular domains than is available to the Greeks. Another example

is Xenophanes who discusses his long life of extensive travel in Greece:

N & éntd 1° oot Kol £ENKOVT EvianTol

BAnotpilovteg Eunyv epovtid’ v’ ‘EALGSa yRv:

&K yevertiic 8¢ 101” foov &ikoot mévte T TPOG TOIG,

ginep €yo mepl TdVS” 01d0 Aéyety ETOU®G.

Already there are seven and sixty years

tossing my thought up and down the land of Greece;

and from my birth there were another twenty-five to add to these,

if I know how to speak truly about these things (BS).

Knowledge was an assemblage of collected impressions and opinions retrieved from
abroad and compiled in Ionia, as opposed to the later formulation of philosophical ideas in
the Athenian school.'”” We might sum this up in terms of a reliance upon inductive
knowledge as opposed to deductive, that is to say individual impressions and experiences
lead to a conclusion about phenomena, rather than a general theory created a priori that is

then applied to phenomena. Another aspect to consider in this approach is to understanding is

13 Gould (1989) 11.

1% Aetius 1.3.1. Compare DK 11 A 11: ®@a)fig 8¢ mpdrov eig Afyvmrov €0V petiyayev eig v EALGSa
v Bsopiov tadmv (sc. v yeopetpiav)... ‘Thales, having first came to Egypt, transferred this study
[geometry] to Greece...’

5 Thomas (2000): ‘Modern Athenocentrism tends to underestimate the importance of East Greece. In
simplified terms, such a view sees Athens not only as the center of intellectual life, as indeed it was, but also the
only place where intellectual activity was thriving in the second half of the fifth century’ (10).

58



196 In this sense iotopin takes the

the model of Adyor embedded within an overarching Adyog.
form of a final judgement of collected reports. Catherine Darbo-Peschanski thus defines
iotopin as a ‘judged judgement.” Sometimes this judgement is in an epistemic sense,
sometimes in a judicial sense, meaning there is not one discrete way of conducting ictopin.
Therefore, for Darbo-Peschanski, ictopin is an original judgement upon phenomena, which is
then the object of another judgement by a second authority, ultimately leading to a judgment

on the ‘just’ or ‘real.”'”’

Here we see the multi-faceted nature of Herodotean ictopin. Sometimes it is epistemic,
meaning relating to what is knowable, while at other times it takes the judicial meaning of
passing judgement upon judgements; reports embedded within the final report, which is never
really closed off. Ultimately, it relies on the judgement of the recipient of the text: ‘the reader

or hearer, located outside of it.”'*®

This is why Herodotus remains a contentious figure in the literary tradition since
antiquity. Fehling voices his frustration at the lack of neat, objective facts, especially with
respect to Herodotus’ sources in Egypt when the scholar says: ‘Herodotus’ ictopin is not

scientific research.’ '’

This critique is surely anachronistic. Fehling does, however,
generously grant that Herodotus’ method is proto-scientific, at least. Fehling says: ‘In some
of the methods ostensibly employed a vision of avenues only later opened to science.”**’ But
the Hippocratic writers, being more neatly aligned with the progress of medical science, were
using the same lonian terminology and reliance on, and understanding the limitations of the

senses — all factors comparable to Herodotus.

But ioctopin arguably goes beyond scientific research, even while utilising the same
methodology. Robert Fowler excludes Herodotus from his milieu to an extent when he

claims: ‘He was not a sophist, but he was a thinker, and he profited from discussions with

5201

other thinkers.’”” Fowler determines that there was a discussion with other thinkers by

¢ Darbo-Peschanski (2013) 79.

7 Darbo-Peschanski (2013) 79.

8 Darbo-Peschanski (2013) 78-79.

1 Fehling (1989) 259. Leslie Kurke (2000) cuts the Gordian knot redressing the question whether Herodotus
travelled at all: ‘I would contend that this is a sterile debate, in which both sides apply to Herodotus an
anachronistic standard of accuracy or truth. We must accept the fact that we simply cannot reconstruct in detail
exactly where Herodotus travelled from his text’ (134).

% Eehling (1989) 259.

2T Eowler (1996) 80.

59



Herodotus’ language, and that from such engagements Herodotus was able to bring the old
science of iotopin, critical inquiry, up to date through the employment of the new critical
tools he had to new subjects of inquiry. But Fowler falls into the trap of applying the
distinction of the formal group of teaching professionals to Herodotus, when I have shown
the term had more wide-ranging applications, but essentially referred to a public purveyor of
knowledge, who was engaged in the intellectual conversations of the day. Whether or not
individuals had direct contact, the similarity of their methods and goals is evident in their

language.

This is crucial for our investigation, since ictopin is not moored to one particular
subject matter; it rather refers to a shared language of ictopin in the fifth century. But when
Fowler makes a distinction between sophist and ‘thinker’ he makes a weak categorical
division. As I showed in chapter 2, the term ‘sophist’ entails certain actions and interests,
namely, travel and public display of knowledge — Herodotus was arguably a key proponent of
that. Burnet notes that at this early developmental stage the term ictopin simply meant a
curiosity about the world, and a desire to collect ‘scraps’ of knowledge from the broader
fifth-century Mediterranean world.> Thus the definitions of both sophist and ictopin have
scope in terms of their meanings, in the broader cultural context, beyond the categorisation

determined in the texts of Aristotle and Plato.

When considering how ictopin is important for Herodotus’ investigation of the divine
it is valuable to look at his own intentions as expressed in the proem. Herodotus begins his

work by announcing his overall goals:

‘Hpododtov AAlkapynocéog iotoping amooellg fjoe, ™G unte 1 yevopeva &5
avBpoTV T® Xpove EEltnAa yévntal, ute Epya peydio te Kol OOHOoTA, TO HEV
"EAMnot Ta ¢ PapPdpoiot dmodeyBévta, axied yévnta, Td te AL Kol <om) ko>
oU fjv aitinv émoAéunocav dAARLotot.

Herodotus, from Halicarnassus, here displays his inquiries, that human

achievements may be spared the ravages of time, and that everything great and

2 Burnet (1920): “The words Oswpin, pthocoein, and iotopin, are, in fact, the catchwords of the time, though
they had, no doubt, a somewhat different meaning from that they were afterwards made to bear at Athens. The
idea that underlies them all may, perhaps, be rendered in English by the word curiosity; and it was just this great
gift of curiosity, and the desire to see all the wonderful things — pyramids, inundations, and so forth — that were
to be seen, which enabled the Ionians to pick up and turn to their own use such scraps of knowledge as they
could come by among the barbarians’ (14).
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astounding, and all the glory of those exploits which served to display Greeks and
barbarians alike to such effect, be kept alive — and additionally, and most

importantly, to give the reason they went to war (1.1).

This recent translation of Tom Holland is insightful in that ictoping adheres to a more
original meaning of ‘inquiry,” rather than the trans-literal rendition we are familiar with,
‘history,” For the Ionian writers. Totopin, or inquiry, was the method of researching and
understanding the world. dxAed is important here, and clearly shows inheritance from Homer,

203 Moreover, Herodotus has, as Lloyd

and the desires of the Homeric heroes for xAéoc.
describes, a ‘predilection’ for the wondrous, 6mpoctd.”** As we have seen, inquiry has
multiple meanings ranging from relying on one’s senses and looking into matters for oneself,
and making judgement upon received statements. Just as the divine has multiple
representations and meanings, so too could the methodology of ictopin, entail judgement and

observation.

Herodotus therefore, in the mode of a co@dc, travels out around the world and collects
his own impressions, and also records the reports of others; however, as a disclaimer in book

7 Herodotus makes clear that he is not obliged to believe what is told to him:

EY® 0¢ 0peilm Aéyev Ta Aeyopeva, meiBechal ye pév ov mavtdmoacty 6@eilw, Kol
pot Todto T €mog £xETm £G TAVTA AdGYOV:

Although it is incumbent on me to state what I am told, I am under no obligation
to believe it entirely — something that is true for the whole of my narrative.

(7.152.3)

This statement reveals Herodotus’ attitude and desire to collect broad reports, and it

also reveals that he can position himself at a critical distance to what is reported to him.**

206

The burden of belief rests upon the reader/audience.” We don’t see the credulous

9% See especially, Pelling (2006).

2% Lloyd (1975) 141. And in Metaphysics Aristotle says it yap 10 Oavpdlew ol &vOpmmor kai viv kol o
npdtov fip&ovio elocoesely, 'it is owing to their wonder that men both now begin and at first began to
philosophise' (982b).

*%% Hartog (1988): ‘At all events, the important point is that the principal narrator is alone mobile. He may at one
time or another occupy any positions of the discourse. From being the narrator, he can turn himself into the
recipient of the narrative and then, when he feels so inclined, switch back to being the narrator’ (292).

2% Darbo-Peschanski (2013): “The situation becomes clearer when the researcher leaves the task of judging to
his reader-auditors, after having explicitly judged the reported stories himself.” Darbo-Peschanski’s italics (84).
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traditionalist in Herodotus here. Further, he states that this applies to his whole narrative, so
we discover a general methodology to his inquiry. As a result of this method, t& Aeyopueva,
the Aoyot of others, regardless of their veracity, are an object of iotopin.”’’ Herodotus’
obligation is to state what is told, in a truly inclusive and encyclopaedic fashion, but he is not
obliged to believe it ‘entirely.” Herodotus’ reservation to believe reports shows the
Aristotelian discernment mentioned above, specifically the ability to apply domain-specific
exactness to Agydpeva, reports, entailing a certain extent of acceptance, or challenge to these
received reports, as made explicit by Herodotus in his statement above (00

navtdmact ogeilw, 7.152.3).

Herodotus’ methods of inquiry are articulated most clearly at the start of book 2 where
Herodotus is investigating the gods of Egypt. Here he places highest importance upon his
own eyewitness account, judgement and inquiry (dyig te £un kol yvoun kol iotopin, 2.99);
of secondary accuracy, if he cannot be an eye-witness, Herodotus draws on hearsay evidence
(dxom, 2.29). Direct perception then, and one’s own judgement are the primary guides, while
others’ accounts can be taken into consideration, but not without intellectual scrutiny. The

full passage is worthy of analysis:

LEYPL LEV TOVTOV dY1G TE £UN Kol Yvoun kol iotopin Tadto Aéyovoa £0Ti, TO 0
amo Todde Alyvmtiovg Epyopat AOyoug EpEmV Katd Td KOVoV: TPOGESTAL OE

TL QVTOToL Kol THG UG dyioc.

Up to this point I have confined what I have written to the results of my own
direct observation and research, and the views I have formed from them; but
from now on the basis of my story will be the accounts given to me by the
Egyptians themselves — though here, too, I shall put in one or two things which I

have seen with my own eyes. (2.99.1)

Here inquiry, ictopin, is combined with Herodotus’ own assertion of his judgement, or
opinion, yvoun, and observation dyig. In this case yvoun refers to the limited, human

capacity to judge what is perceived, 0 aicOntd, often for Herodotus judgement takes the

Compare Hartog assuming the voice of Herodotus (1988): ‘I am neither over-credulous nor a liar, so you can
believe me. [ am free, but equally, so is the addressee’ (293).

7 Darbo-Peschanski (2013): ‘As for accounts other than his, attributed more or less precisely to specific
sources, they may aspire to the truth, but once they are taken up by the narration, they are never given
categorically as true. Even when they are debated and the narrator intervenes to pass a favorable judgment on
one or another among them, this is not enough to proclaim them as true’ (83).
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form: €poi 8¢ dokéet, that is to say, what ‘seems’ to his judgement the most reliable account,
when he critiques different perspectives (for example when Herodotus explores the causes of

Cleomenes’ madness in book 7).2%

Research into both the ability and limitations of
judgement, yvoun is clearly a concern for fifth-century thinkers. Compare Herodotus’
predecessor, Heraclitus who also determines that yvoun is important, but for whom there is a

higher judgement associated with wisdom:

&v 10 co@dv- EmiotacBal yvounv, Okn EkvPépvnoe mhvio O TAVTWV.
The wise is one thing, to be acquainted with true judgement, how all things are

steered through all. (DK B41)*”

Reliance on one’s own judgement is paramount for inquirers. For example, at times
when Herodotus also grants the Egyptians room to provide him accounts, Herodotus will,
however, once again, add his own observations: tfig éufig dy1oc. This is in a sense a hybrid
method of collecting and comparing data from one’s own observations and the accounts of
others. How this method plays out in terms of approaching the divine as an object of inquiry
must importantly be addressed in this thesis, in particular, how the things reported are
confirmed or refuted by eyewitness accounts. Also the ramifications of dy1g in personal fate
become significant in key narratives in the Histories. We must recall that the primary
intention of Herodotus’ writing the Histories is that human achievements not be forgotten a¢
pnte T yevopeva €€ avOpoTmv T@® ypdve e&itnAa yévntal, and similarly that deeds of human
beings alike achieve lasting renown, kAéog (1.1). Therefore the divine may arguably play a
specific role in the remembrance of human achievements. To draw parallel evidence to many
of these notions, including remembrance, reliance on the senses, and the nature of inquiry
into the divine I will compare the methodology and theological outlook of another Ionian
writer, Heraclitus of Ephesus. This is a significant way to determine the role of personal
observation and how epistemological evidence affects theology in the fifth century. In this
way [ hope to shine a new light on Herodotus’ methodology and aims in his own
investigation of the divine. This is important as [ aim to determine Herodotus’ proximity to

the theologians of his own time.

2% Compare Xenophanes B34.

2% Compare B32: &v 10 co@ov podvov AéyecBar ovk £0éhet kai €0€her Znvog Gvopa. One thing, the only truly
wise, does not and does consent to be called the name of Zeus. The key distinction of the fragments here is that
in B41 wisdom is the thing to be possessed, while in B32 10 copov refers to the possessor (Kirk, 1970, 393—
394). According to Charles Kahn, the wise, 10 co@ov is for Heraclitus, the unique divine principle of the
universe (Kahn, 2001, 115).
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3.1 Heraclitus — iotopin, dyic, yvoun

Herodotus and Heraclitus share the Ionic prose writing form, although they differ in many
ways. On the one hand Herodotus wrote the first wholly preserved, extensive prose work in
the Western world, while on the other hand Heraclitus wrote pithy, esoteric maxims, for the

latter gaining him the title ‘the obscure’ — oxotewoc, and later obscurus.*"

Both figures,
however, represent an important break with the tradition of poetry, inspired by the muses
being the traditional and authoritative vehicle for articulating ideas about the divine and the
world.*'' Both writers are comparable for their methodology of ictopin, and Heraclitus

readily applies this to the divine as an object of inquiry.

In similar fashion to Herodotus, Heraclitus puts great importance on human senses,
and he also defines his distinct, but similar methodology. He states: ‘The things of which
there is seeing and hearing and perception, these I do prefer’ (dcwv Oyig dkon padnoig,
todta &yw mpotuém, BS5SS). Heraclitus asserts himself emphatically as the one making
judgements on dyic, dkon and pdOnoig, just as Herodotus himself emphasises the importance
of his own eye-witness accounts (tfg éufic dyiog, 2.99). The emphasis on Oyig and ducon
echoes Herodotus, and the key idea that becomes apparent is the centrality of the writer who
is also the judge in relation to the inquiry object. Heraclitus furthermore places great

importance on his systematic account of the world, the Adyoc, in his opening statement:

100 8¢ AOYyov ToDd' €6vtog del agvvetor yivovtor GvBpomor kol mpdcobev 1y
axodool Kol AKoVGOVTES TO TPATOV: YIVOUEVAOV YOP TAVIOV KOTA TOV AOYOV
Tovde dmeipoiotv €oikact, TEPOUEVOL Kol EMEmV Kol Epymv TOOVT®V, OKOl®MV
Ey®m omyeduat kotd VoV dwpémv Ekactov kol epdlmv kg &yel. Tovg O
dAlovg avBpomovg AavOdver okoca E£yepBévieg molodoly, Okwomep OKOGO
ebdovteg EmAaavOdvovtat.

Of the Logos which is as I describe it men always prove to be uncomprehending,
both before they have heard it and when once they have heard it. For although
all things happen according to this Logos men are like people of no experience,
even when they experience such words and deeds as I explain, when I

distinguish each thing according to its constitution and declare how it is; but the

219 Aristotle, De mundo, 5,396b 20; Cicero De finibus 11, 5, 15. See Kirk (1970) 8.
I Granger (2007) 404.

64



rest of men fail to notice what they do after they wake up just as they forget what

they do when asleep (B1).

Heraclitus shows a high level of criticism about human beings’ perception of his
account, his Adyog, while we saw earlier that he emphasises the importance of the senses.
Heraclitus also accuses human beings of forgetting the Adyog, despite claiming that he gives a
comprehensive account of ‘each thing’ (éxactov). The term dSwupéwv also draws an
important parallel with Herodotus. Kirk recognises that Herodotus uses dwopéw 12 times in a
literal sense of dividing up, and more importantly 6 times in passages where Xerxes is
engaged with an interlocutor — here the term refers to making judgements. "> Although
sensory perception is important one must have judgement and understanding too, therefore

Heraclitus states:

KaKol papTVpEC vOpdmotsty deOaipol kai dta BapBapovg yuydc Exovimy.
Evil witnesses are eyes and ears for men, if they have souls that do not

understand their language. (B107)

Heraclitus then determines that sense perception must not only inform, but also accompany
understanding. Ethnographic difference is implicit in the expression Bappdpovg yoydg, which
strongly suggests Heraclitus’ exposure to non-Greek cultures and ways of thinking about the
world synonymous with the travelling intellectual of the Ionian enlightenment; however,
Heraclitus himself did not pursue ethnographic research at length, and was in fact critical of
those who did. He chose a more introspective object of inquiry, when he focussed on the
youyn. Fragment 107 also expresses the important notion that the senses and one’s judgement,
the yoyfi must operate closely together, and not be foreign faculties to one another.”'? There
must be a unity of perception and cognition/emotion concerning what one perceives. There is
a clear interest in the effect of seeing on the mind in the fifth century, as displayed in
Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen, when the sophist states, in his argument about the powerful
effect seeing is capable of producing: 610 6¢ g dyewg N Yoy Kdv Toig TpdMOLS TVTTOVTAL,
‘through sight the soul receives an impression even in its inner features’ (B82 11a.15).'* A
further example, and in competition to Gorgias, Isocrates wrote his own rhetorical piece,

Helen, and here again the primacy of vision is very important. What is also significant, and

212 Kirk (1970) 41-2.

13 Nussbaum (1972): “yoyn as the connecting and knowing faculty, Adyoc as the primary object of knowledge’
(14).

*!% Translations of Prodicus, Protagoras, and Gorgias by Rosamond Kent Sprague (2001)
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echoes Heraclitus, is the same use of pdaptug, witness, for the one who sees. Isocrates extols

both Helen’s virtue, and also that of the mythical-heroic founder of Athens, Theseus:

mv O yevvnleicay pev vmod Aldg, Kpatnoacav o0& TOwTNG GPETHS Kol
ocOEPOCHYNG, TAOG 0VK EMOVEIV ¥p1N Kol TV Kol VORULEY TOAD TV TOTOTE
YEVOUEVDV  OlEVEYKETV: 00 yap ON HAPTLUPE Y€ TIGTOTEPOV OVOE KPLTNV
ikavotepov &Eouev €nayayéoBor meplt 1@V EAévn mpocoviwv dyabdv Tig
Onoéwmg dwovoiag.

As for Helen, daughter of Zeus, who established her power over such excellence
and sobriety, should she not be praised and honoured, and regarded as far
superior to all the women who have ever lived? For surely we shall never have a
more trustworthy witness or more competent judge of Helen's good attributes

than the opinion of Theseus. (Helen, 10.38)*"

In contrast to Heraclitus’ xokoi pdptopeg ‘evil witnesses,” here paptopd ye motdtepov, and
‘more trustworthy witness.’ In both cases the writers consider the reliability of the senses and
the disposition of one who perceives. This is significant since the arguments make explicit
the notion of epistemological veracity, that is to say whether one perceives clearly or not. The
analogies of both the mythical figures Theseus and Alexander travelling and receiving
impressions of foreign people, notably the overpowering beauty of Helen, are apt analogies
for the notion of the fifth-century travelling inquirer gaining impressions of other culture, and

thus acquiring new knowledge.

Heraclitus goes further to explain the ideal scope of inquiry:

ApT) Y0P €D pbAa TOA®Y ToTopag PIAoGOPOVG &vpag Etval.
Men who love wisdom must be inquirers into many things. (B35, Clement,

Stromata, V, 140, 6.)

We see here again the terminology and goals of the lonian inquiry culture, human beings
must be iotopag, inquirers, and we also see how curiosity exploring different subject matter
is important, hence the connection of ictopag as predicate with @ilocdeovg. Herodotus

clearly aligns with this statement with his diversity of subject matter. In terms of practitioners

13 Translation, George Norlin (1980).
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of iotopin, Heraclitus acknowledges Pythagoras to be the one who practices ictopin above

all, and what it taught the mathematician:

[MuBaydpng Mvncdpyov ictopinv flokncev avOpOT®V HAMOTO TOVIOV Kol
gxhe&apevog tadta Emomoato £0vtod copiny, Tolvpadeiny, Kakoteyviny.

Pythagoras, son of Mnesarchus, practiced inquiry beyond all other men and
selecting these made them his own — wisdom, the learning of many things, artful

knavery. (B129)

Paradoxically then for Heraclitus, inquiry produces wisdom (co@in), learning of many things
(molopadin), but also the ability to deceive (koxoteyvin).>'® This critique of individuals who
acquire broad learning pre-empts Plato’s critique of the sophists, where the philosopher
critiques the sophists’ avarice and desire for moneymaking,”'’ showmanship (Hippias minor
363c—d), and their use of knowledge. For example, Plato creates a character of Protagoras
who then accuses Hippias of defrauding his students by teaching them arithmetic, geometry,
astronomy, music and poetry, instead of excellence (Protagoras, 381e). Broad learning is
spurious, exploitative, or even seen as dangerous. Moreover, Lucian in his critique of
Alexander of Abonoteichus, a Greek mystic and Pythagorean, identifies this same cultivation

of Kaxoteyvin:

OAG YOp EMvONGOV 1ot KOl T AOYIGUD S0THTMGOV TOIKIAMTATIY TVA YUYNG
KpAGV €K WYeDO0LVE Kol 0OAMV KOETIOPKIDY KOl KOKOTEXVIDY GUYKEUEVNV,
padiav, ToAunpav, tapdforov, prromovov éEepydoactat ta vonbévta, Kai
mBavnyv kol a&0miotov kol VKokpttikny Tod Bedtiovog Kol 1@ VavTIOTAT

g fovAncemg gotkviay.

In sum, imagine, please, and mentally configure a highly diversified soul-blend,
made up of lying, trickery, perjury, and malice; facile, audacious, venturesome,
diligent in the execution of its schemes, plausible, convincing, masking as good,
and wearing an appearance absolutely opposite to its purpose.

(Lucian, Alexander the false prophet, 4)

*1® Compare above the Hippocratic writer’s (On the art, 1) criticism of the misuse of tévnv: Eiciv tiveg ol
TéYVNV TETOINVTOL TO TAG TéYVOG aioypoenely, ‘Some there are who have made an art of vilifying the arts’ when
they have made it their own language.

*4pology 19d, Euthydemus 304b—c, Hippias Major 282b—e, Protagoras 312¢—d, Republic 10.600d,

and Sophist 222d-224d.
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Lucian identifies kaxoteyvin as one of the attributes of the mystic, who has pursued
polymathy and is ‘masking as good,” vkoxpiriknv oD Bertiovoc. This scathing critique of
chameleon individuals who have multiple talents, but who also deceive others is strikingly
similar to Plato’s derision of the sophists. The use of knowledge becomes the focus of the
critics, and a suspicion and fear of diverse learning and skill, particularly in persuasion. The

mystical and secretive context of Pythagorean learning arouses suspicion.

In similar fashion, Heraclitus is highly critical of too broad a scope of inquiry. He
directly critiques other individuals whom he sees as generalists. That is not to say he didn’t
respect their skill as inquirers, but the fact that they are generalists. A further point of
contention is the manner of learning ‘many things,” that Heraclitus is critiquing. Kirk, Raven
and Schofield read tadta to be a general overarching term, but for other scholars tadta
reverts to To0TAG TAG GLYYPAPAS, as per the original manuscript, thus the teaching refers to
studying prose texts, rather than pursuing one’s own inquiry.”'® However it is ambiguous
which texts are referred to, the earliest known prose texts being those of Anaximander, and

219

Anaxamines of Miletus and Pherecydes of Syros.”~ Despite this argument in scholarship,

Heraclitus goes on to dismiss ‘much learning,” moAvpafin.

Heraclitus therefore says:

1 moAvpadin voov (Exewv) od dwdoker Holodov yap dv €5idaée kai [TuBaydpnv
avTic 1€ Zevo@dved (te) kol Exotaiov.

The learning of many things does not teach understanding; if it did, it would
have taught Hesiod and Pythagoras, and again Xenophanes and Hecataeus.

(B40; Diogenes Laertius, Lives of eminent philosophers, 9.1)

This passage demonstrates the ability of fifth-century writers to criticise each other’s
methodology, and keep each other accountable, just as earlier writer Hecataeus critiques his
predecessors Homer and Hesiod in the opening fragment of his own work (FGrH 1 F 1), and
as Thucydides implicitly criticises Herodotus when the later historian announces at the

beginning of the History of the Peloponnesian War that the accuracy (dxpifewa) of the reports

8 Granger (2004) 246, and Kahn (1979) 113, support this version; Kirk, Raven and Schofield amend the
manuscript to tadta, as they believe the phrase tadtag tdg cvyypaedag ‘sounds un-Heraclitean and spoils the
rhythm of the sentence’ (1983) 217.

21 Kahn (1979) 113.
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he collated for his History have been ‘checked with as much thoroughness as possible,’
duvatov akpiPeia mepi xdotov EneEeAdmv (1.22.2), while maintaining the absence of story-
telling, t0 un poOddeg, (1.22.4). Egotism and the assertion of one’s Adyog over and against

competitors was synonymous with the fifth-century intellectual climate.”*

This primacy of
the €y® is further emphasised when writers refer to themselves by their proper names when
they introduce their work, an authorial technique inherited from the poets.”*' Heraclitus
criticises writers who acquire their learning from traveling and encountering other cultures in
ethnographic research, particularly Xenophanes and Hecataecus whose methods of travelling
inquiry correspond with Herodotus. Heraclitus’ inquiry, on the other hand, is of the self:
(80ulnodunv éuewvtov) ‘I searched out myself” (B101, Plutarch adv. Colotem 20, 111 8c). In a
Sophocles fragment we see a similar philosophical perspective about inquiry and the divine
that expresses a recognition of human epistemological limitations: AL o0 yap Gv T0
Oeia, kpurtovtev Bedv, kai pdboig dv, ovd el mavt EneEéABolg oxon®dy, ‘Since the gods
conceal all things divine, you will never understand them, not though you go searching to the
ends of the earth’ (Fragment 919, 7GrF)**2. Heraclitus also expressed a similar sentiment,
indicating that true ‘nature,” @Vo1g is concealed from human perception: @VGIG KpOTTEGOHAL
QuAel, ‘the real constitution of things is accustomed to hide itself” (B123). Thus similar
sentiments exist about what can be concluded from inductive inquiry about the divine, that is

to say collected perceptions of the world. For Heraclitus, it is sufficient to conduct self-

inquiry.
Heraclitus’ inquiries into theological matters lead him to boldly conclude:

&V 10 60OV podvov AéyecBat ovk €0Aet kal £0€Ael Znvog dvopa.
One thing, the only true wise, does not and does consent to be called by the

name of Zeus. (B32; Clement, Stromata, 5.115.1)

This is a radical shift from polytheistic thinking as it demythologises the divine, for he
loosens the name Zeus from the ‘one thing, the only true wise.” This one wise thing is at

other times associated with the thunderbolt (td 6¢ mavta oiokiler kepavvog ‘Thunderbolt

% Lloyd (1987): ‘Egotism, to be sure is not necessarily connected with innovativeness, but the two often go
together in early Greek philosophy, especially in claims to set forth the truth that had eluded everyone else’ (60).
> Lloyd (1987) 58-9.

222 Translation, lorwerth Eiddon Stephen Edwards (1984).
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steers all things,” B64, Hippolytus Refutation of all heresies IX, 10, 6) and at other times with
the Adyoc (B1). Naming then only gestures at the real ‘one thing.’

Heraclitus acknowledges the existence of the Olympian gods and their respective
domains, but he differentiates these from &v 10 copov podvov — thus he also displays a clear

henotheistic tendency. Of these gods he theorises:

gl un yop Atovoce mopmhv émotodvo kai Buveov dopo aidoiowstv, dvaudéotato
glpyaot dv- ®LTOg 6¢ Aldng kal Atdvucog, dte@ paivovtat kol Anvailovoty.

For if it were not to Dionysus that they made the procession and sung the hymn
to the shameful parts, the deed would be most shameless; but Hades and

Dionysus, for whom they rave and celebrate Lenean rites, are the same. (B15)

Here Heraclitus acknowledges conventional notions of the gods and traditional religious
practices. From his perspective the gods validate these practices. In B15 too Heraclitus
enigmatically equates Dionysus, the god of life, with Hades, the god of death.’’ Again
Heraclitus is revising the traditional importance of names by making the two gods
replaceable. There is also a strong parallel with Xenophanes who claims &ic 0cog &v 1e
Beoiot... péyrotog (B23). Thus both figures acutely recognise cultural practices that surround

the divine, without doing away with the divine itself.

As shown above, Heraclitus’ method of inquiry is founded on reliance on the senses
accompanied by understanding and focussed searching of oneself. Yet we gain little
understanding into what Heraclitus accepts and rejects in his working process of inquiry. This
is where a comparison with Herodotus’ method is of great value. We know now that
Herodotus is similarly reliant upon his own judgement, and what he sees and hears and
thinks, just as Heraclitus did, and a method that we have seen is intrinsic to ictopin. In
Herodotus we get extensive passages of prose that reveal his process of inquiry as he goes,
and we get a clear sense of his critical acumen in rejecting and accepting his source material.
This is perhaps the best evidence of ictopin as a process, particularly in the sense of how
evidence is corroborated, measured up, and how this evidence is refined towards a final

judgement.

22 Kirk (1970) 121. Kirk, Raven & Schofield (1983) 209—10.
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3.2 The ambiguous status of Salmoxis

A key example of Herodotus’ judgement at work is identifiable in the story of Salmoxis in
book 4. This story is optimal for our investigation since it encompasses ethnography with
ethnocentric bias and considerations about divinity in a succinct story. For instance, Hartog
argues that in this story is instrumental in Herodotus displaying ‘otherness’ as determined by

224

the Black Sea Greeks in the story.””" Burkert also argues that there is an ethnocentric bias to

the story towards the opinions of the colonist Black Sea Greeks as they display pride in

. 225
Greek cleverness of Salmoxis’ deeds.

Herodotus in recounting Darius’ conquest of the
Thracians focuses his attention on a people called the Getans, who are obstinate to Darius’
conquest but end up being enslaved. Herodotus proceeds to discuss the features of the
Getans’ belief system: firstly, they believe in no god but their own and that that they taunt
Zeus by waving their fists and shooting arrows into the sky when there is lightning, and,
secondly, they suppose that they are immortal and that upon death they do not die but go to a
divine spirit named Salmoxis. According to Herodotus, the Getans sacrifice one of their
people to Salmoxis by impaling the sacrificial victim, who is thrown into the air by two men
and who lands on three spears held by specially nominated individuals. This victim becomes
a messenger and if he should die as a result of his skewering the Getans believe it is a

favourable portent. On the other hand, if the messenger survives he is considered to be of low

moral character.

Herodotus brings in another report about Salmoxis, when he recounts that certain Greek
people who live beside the Hellespont and Euxine had informed him that Salmoxis was just a
human being, in particular a slave on the island of Samos, and also a student of Pythagoras.
Herodotus reports this counter story of the Greeks who tell that this very human Salmoxis
held banquets for the Getans, and having plied them with wine and food, told them they
would be immortal, before retiring to a secretly constructed underground lair for three years,
only to appear again after this time and display his fabricated rebirth. Herodotus’ final

judgement of the story is important in displaying how he inquires into the divine here:

€Y® 0& mepl PEV TOVTOL Kol TOD KOTAYo{ov OIKAIATOG OVTE AMGTED OVTE

OVTIGTEV® TL ANV, Sokém 88 ToALoiot ETect TpOTEPOV TOV TAAUOELY

> Hartog (1988) 61-2.
3 Burkert (1972) 157.
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todtovyevésHatl [TuBaydpewm. ite 08 £yévetd Tig ZaApo&ig dvBpomoc, it

goti Saipmv t1g FEtot 00Tog &mydPLOC, YOPETM.

I do not myself, however, feel particularly strongly about the credibility or
otherwise of the underground lair — indeed I actually think Salmoxis lived long
before the time of Pythagoras. But no matter whether he really was of mortal

origin, or a native deity of the Getans, I take my leave of him. (4.96.1-2)

The passage exemplifies ictopin as we have been defining it and shows how Herodotus
practices it. Firstly, there is a lack of eyewitness evidence for Herodotus so he must rely on

hearsay when he notes his source who supersede the account of the Getae themselves:

¢ 6¢ £yad muvBavopot tdv Tov EAAcmovtov kai [1évtov oikedviwv EAAMvov,
I myself have heard a very different account of Salmoxis from the Greeks who

live on the Hellespont and the Black Sea (4.95.1).

Herodotus’ process is identified in the verb movBdavopor. His ability to compare the accounts
of the Getae with Greek sources allows Herodotus to reach his own conclusion. Herodotus
lays out the possibilities: (A) Salmoxis is immortal, a doipwv;**° (B) he is a student of
Pythagoras and a human being imitating an immortal, and (C) his own perspective: Salmoxis
in fact lived before Pythagoras and may or may not have been divine. yapéro, ‘I take my
leave of him,” is contentious and frustrating for scholars as Herodotus does not desire to
pursue the topic at length, and what we are left with is a broad investigation, weighing up
different possibilities. There is clearly both scepticism here and belief contained within an
open-minded consideration of options. The divine is not excluded from historical action, but
it is not considered the source of resolute truth either. Darbo-Peschanski makes the astute
point about these multi-possibility Adyot, presented by Herodotus, namely, that he does not
reach a synthesis or conclusion point, and the open-ended nature of the possibilities

essentially implicates the audience as the final judge, or iotwp.**’

What I intend to focus on here is what the story reveals about the culture of Ionian
travel and the propagation of new ideas. According to Herodotus’ report, Salmoxis travelled

firstly to his native country Thrace where he found the people living in ‘great poverty and

% Hartog (1988) notes that Soipmv assigns an ambiguous status locating one in a space between gods and

humans, which somewhat downplays his status as opposed to 0g6¢ (86).
" Darbo-Peschanski (2013) 78-9.
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ignorance’ (kakoPiwv... Kai vmaepovestépav, 4.95). Thereafter he travelled to Greece and
associated with Pythagoras, a figure described as co@iotrg, where he gained ‘an insight into
Ionian ideas and a wiser way of living than was to be found in Thrace’
(tov ZdApo&y todtov Emotapevov dloutdy te Tadaxal fi0ea Babdtepa 1 katd Opnikag, 4.95).
This experience ultimately leads Salmoxis to construct his hall and begin entertaining the
Thracians and teaching them about their immortality. Herodotus is happy here to report of
Salmoxis’ propagating ideas about immortality, while preferring to exclude the names of
Greek proponents of immortality doctrines from his own inquiries in Egypt
(TdV €Yo €1dm¢ Td ovVOUATO OV Ypho, 2.123.2-3). Herodotus candidly describes Salmoxis’
exploits but does not pass strong judgement upon the mysterious historical character’s use of

religious knowledge.

In order to take into full account I find it important to consider Herodotus’ open-ended
conclusion about Salmoxis in the light of Heraclitus’ criticisms of Pythagoras. Heraclitus
claimed that Pythagoras was a key practitioner of ictopin, which taught him cogin,
noivpabin, but also kakoteyvin. The accusation of deception, kaxoteyvin, that Pythagoras
learnt may, by Heraclitus’ terms, arguably be represented in the story where Salmoxis in the
mode of a charlatan presents himself as immortal to the Thracians, a result of travel and

28 Herodotus also describes Pythagoras as co@uotij [TvOaydpn

broad learning, moAvuafin.
(4.95.2). Herodotus does not make any accusations, and through his own practice of ictopin
and moAvpaBin gains broad learning of cultural practices and beliefs without subscribing to or
rejecting them; despite that, we see him applying a cultural bias towards Greek ways of life

and teaching traditions of the non-Greeks.

The above discussion leaves a few questions unanswered: was Heraclitus xenophobic?
Did he reject Pythagoras’ ideas about immortality, or did he simply criticise the manner in
which these ideas were propagated? While Herodotus, Pythagoras, Salmoxis, or even
Xenophanes seek knowledge from travel and consulting human sources of knowledge,

Heraclitus argues that the yoyn is an inexhaustible object for ictopin, when he says:

¥ Compare Lucian’s critique of Alexander of Abonoteichus, whom the ancient historian considers to be a
charlatan posing as a divine figure: Alexander made predictions and gave oracles, employing great shrewdness
in it and combining guesswork with his trickery (4lexander the false prophet, 22). Translation, A. M. Harmon
(1936).
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Yuyfig meipata idv ovk Gv €Ee0poto TacaV EMTOPELOUEVOS 0OV oVT® Pabiv
AOyov Eyet.
You would not find out the boundaries of the soul, even by travelling along

every path: so deep a measure does it have. (B45)

Fragment B45 makes explicit that exploration is important for Heraclitus, but that it is
done in an introverted, reflective way, rather than through ethnographic research, or travel
abroad.”” In fact, true judgement would not need to extend to the outer world when study of
the yoyn is essentially the same as study of the outside world. In some way this reflects one
possible reading of Protagoras’ assertion that man is the measure of both being and non-being

DK 80 B1).2*° Thus Heraclitus says:
y

&V 10 600V, énictacHol yvounv, 6kn ékuépvnoe mavia S TAVTOV.
The wise is one thing, to be acquainted with true judgement, how all things are

steered through all. (B41)

Here Heraclitus asserts his own notion of wisdom, &v 10 co@dv, that judgement, yvoun, sees
the universality of all things, and their interrelation. Thus for him woAvpa6in may merely be
quibbling with minutiae when the wyuyn is sufficient enough. For Heraclitus the yoyn
represents the capacity for self-knowledge and learning, to develop the yoyn means language
is important: PBapPdpovg yoyas (B107) do not comprehend the world, so learning the
language of the soul — how the mind works — the senses then make the world intelligible to
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the understanding.”” When knowledge is used to deceive others, then it is dangerous

kaxoteyvin (B129).

3.3 Rhampsinitus’ descent into the underworld

The story of the ruler Rhampsinitus provides further evidence of Herodotus’ attitude to the
divine and an instance where he explores reports of a figure with alleged divine powers.

According to the report, he periodically descended into the underworld to play dice with

*%% Granger (2004) notes that Heraclitus’ ethnographic scope only ever extends to his kinsfolk from Ephesus in
fragment B121 (256).

2% Kirk, Raven and Schofield (1983) 203.

21 Nussbaum (1972) 15.
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Demeter and Hades. A festival was thus instituted to mark this event. The full account runs as

follows:

petd 6¢ tavta Eleyov TodTov TOV Paciiéa {wov kataPfvar kdto £¢ TOV ol
"EXAnveg A1dny vopilovot givar, kaxeidt cuykvPedety tff AfunTpL, Koi Tol pév
vikdv a0tV T 6¢ 660060l V1™ avTHG, Kol pv TaAy dve dnuéodot ddpov
gxovta map’ avThG YEPOUAKTPOV XpVoeoV. amod ¢ ThHg Papyivitov katafdcioc,
oO¢ T dmiketo, OpThHv 81 Avayswy Aiyvrtiovg Epacav, Ty kai £yo oida £t
Kol €¢ €ue émredéovtag adTovg: oL pEvTot € ye 010 tadta 0ptdlovst Exm ALyew.
Papog 8¢ adTNUEPOV EEVDEHVAVTEG Ol ipéeg Kat AV Ednoav £vOc EnvTdv pitpn
TOVG OPOAALOVG, AyayovTeg O v Exovta TO PAPOG £G OGOV PEPpoLGAV £G IpOV
AMpuNTpog anTol AmaAAdGGoVTOL OTIG®: TOV OE ipéa TODTOV KOTAOEOEUEVOV TOVG
0PBIALOVG AEYOVGT DTTO dVO AVK®V AyecBat &g TO POV THG ANUNTPOS ATEYOV THG
mOMog £ikoot 6Tadiong, kol avTig Omicm &k Tod ipod amdyetv py Todg AKovg &g
TOLTO YLpPiov.

Another story I heard about Rhampsinitus was, that at a later period he
descended alive into what the Greeks call Hades, and there played dice with
Demeter, sometimes winning and sometimes losing, and returned to earth with a
golden cloth which she had given him as a present. I was told that to mark his
descent into the underworld and subsequent return, the Egyptians instituted a
festival, which they certainly continued to celebrate in my own day — though I
cannot state with confidence that the reason for it is what it is said to be. The
priests weave a robe, taking one day only over the process; then they bandage
the eyes of one of their number, put the robe into his hands, and lead him to the
road which runs to the temple of Demeter. Here they leave him, and it is
supposed that he is escorted to the temple, twenty furlongs from the city, by two
wolves which afterwards bring him back to where they found him. (2.122.1-3)

There is a parallel with the Salmoxis story where a figure descends into the underworld and
returns to benefit his people. Herodotus distances himself from the account of Hades,
referring to his own peoples’, the Greek, account thus: "EAAnvec Adnv vouilovot givar,

‘...what the Greeks call Hades.” In this way of describing the account the Greek belief is
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framed as the belief of ‘the other.” Herodotus thus recognises ethnographic bias, even in his

own peoples’ beliefs.*>

Herodotus then expresses ambivalent emotions:

TV Kol &yo o1da &t kai &¢ Epe émredéovTag avTovg, 0O péviot & ye did tadTo
optalovot Exm Adyev.

...which they certainly continued to celebrate in my own day — though I cannot

state with confidence that the reason for it is what it is said to be (2.122.2).

Herodotus is emphatic about the continued celebration of the festival: &y oida, but he then
expresses uncertainty about the events upon which the festival is celebrated. In this case,
compared with the account of Salmoxis, Herodotus does not have access to a contrasting
account, against which he can make his own final judgement. Herodotus’ certain knowledge
about the formal proceedings of the festival suggests that he may have attended the festival or
that he had an unnamed source from whom he gained the knowledge. In both the narratives
of Rhampsinitus and Salmoxis parallel motifs appear: firstly, the xatdfacic and return of a
special individual, and secondly, the detailed description of a rites surrounding the figure that
must be performed by an elected member of the worshippers; for Salmoxis it was a sacrificial
victim who would become a messenger into the spiritual world, here it is a blind-folded
figure that is lead to the temple and back by wolves. Herodotus again expresses a degree of
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incredulity at this account, or rather leaves it to his sources: Aéyovot.”” Ultimately,

Herodotus takes leave of the whole account, as he does at the end of the Salmoxis narrative:

10161 L€V vov O’ Atyurtiov Aeyopévolot ypdobom dtew Ta Totadta mhovd ot
guol 8¢ mopa mévta TOV Adyov mdkertan GTL Td AeyOpeEVa VT EKACTMV AKOT)
YPaP®.

Anyone may believe these Egyptian tales, if he is sufficiently credulous; as for
myself, [ keep to the general plan of this book, which is to record the traditions

of the various nations just as [ heard them related to me. (2.123.1)

If we return to the Ionian methodology we have established and apply it to this case

about the divine we see Herodotus rely mainly on hearsay, here dkofj from reports. Autopsy,

2 Nestle (1908) 36.

33 Fehling (1989) credits Herodotus to have travelled to sites when a religious structure is linked in the account
to what different races of people say, Aéyovot: ‘“When they [namely, Aéyovot reports] are linked to a monument
they can also be taken as part of Herodotus’ own eye-witness observations (dyig)’ (73).
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Oyic is implicit in the mention of the temple, and the final judgement yvoun, is left for the

audience. Darbo-Peschanski makes the importance of this explicit:

Herodotus does not give his opinion explicitly, which is perhaps a way of
showing that he does not at all favour the story put forward, but invites us to
think that the version he has chosen to report is meant not only to be read or
heard but also to be judged. The story functions as miotig (a word that suggests
the adjective mbavog, cited above, which belongs to the same lexical field, and
to the legal vocabulary as well), that is to say, as a proof meant to induce belief

in the reality of what it states, because it will be judged to be convincing.***

Thus Darbo-Peschanski establishes that Herodotus is an impartial presenter of his results of
inquiry. But he is not dogmatically presenting a view. The very openness asks the audience to
apply their own yvoun, based on presented evidence. Accordingly, the audience becomes the
establisher of the final Ad6yog. Herodotus here maintains his sense of purpose: to record,
vpbow. He does not shy away from the task of engaging with reports of the divine,
T Aeyopeva, and his encyclopaedic, Ionian imperative is seen in the noun ékdotwv. Here
again, ko is the primary source of data. The more concrete data obtained from dy1g are the
continuation of the ceremony as it is traditionally practiced, and also the monuments
associated with the religious customs, the residue of the divine origin of the
story. Knowledge obtained from ¢ is ideal, but reports form a secondary source of data.
This resonates with Heraclitus, for whom the ‘eyes are more accurate witnesses than the
ears,” 0@OoApol [tdV] dtov axpiPéotepor paptupeg (B101A). Furthermore, Gorgias
recognises the power of dyig to make impressions on the mind, and strike great fear or desire
in the seer: o 0¢ Thg dyewg M Yoy Kav 10i¢ Tpomolg tuvmodtal, ‘through sight the soul
receives an impression even in its inner features’ (B82 11.15). For Gorgias, the impression
left on the mind (yvyn), can be fear (p6Poc), or desire (§pwc). Gorgias concludes about these

two effects that even the impact art has on men:

% Darbo-Peschanski (2013) 84. Compare Harrison (2000): ‘Herodotus speculates over ‘divine matters’ in the
same breath as he expresses concern over the validity of such speculation. It is not then that Herodotus considers
any attempt to venture an opinion concerning the divine worthless [...] only that such an opinion requires some
accompanying statement of reservation, that speculation should be attempted in the sure belief that certain
knowledge is impossible’ (190).
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OVt 10 pev Aomelv 1a 0¢ mobetv mépuke v dyv. [ToAld 8& TOAAOIG TOAADY
Epota kol Tobov évepydaletal TPAYUATOV KOl COUATOV.

Thus it is natural for the sight to grieve for some things and to long for others,
and much love and desire for many objects and figures is engraved in many men.

(B82 11a.18)

The awareness of the effect of seeing and being seen as a powerful force to persuade
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becomes an important theme in the fifth century.”” Thus direct perception is the most

reliable, and powerful — although still inherently flawed — way to obtain data for inquirers.

3.4 Cleomenes’ madness — judgement upon causes

A third case in which Herodotus employs critical acumen yvéoun, a crucial element of
iotopin, is when he analyses the Adyoc of a Spartan king, Cleomenes, who reportedly goes
mad (VréloPe pavin vodoog, 6.75.1). Herodotus makes judgements upon the potential causes

of this madness.

Herodotus determines multiple ethnocentric biases on the story before making his own

judgement. They are as follows:

¢ Hev oi moAlol Aéyovst EAnvev, 6t v TTuBinv dvéyvooe ta mepi
Anpapitov {yevopeva} Aéyswv, ag 6& ABnvaiol Aéyovat,

oot € 'Edevciva éoParav Ekelpe 1O TEPEVOS TOV BedV, OG 0& Apyeiot,

Ot € 1pod aT®V ToD Apyov Apyeiwv TOVG KOTAPLYOVTOS €K TG LAyMS
E€ayvEémV KaTEKOTTE Kol aTO TO GAGOG €v dAoyin &xwv évémpnoe.

Most people in Greece say that that was a punishment for having corrupted the
Priestess at Delphi and inducing her to say what she did about Demaratus; the
Athenians, however, put it down to his devastating the sacred land of Demeter
and Peresphone, when he marched to Eleusis; while the Argives maintain that is

was the punishment for his sacrilege when, after a battle, he fetched the Argive

3 As a further comparison, Isocrates, in his Helen, depicts Theseus, the founder of Athens as the superior
beholder péaptopd ye motdtepov of excellence, dpetn and sobriety, co@pocvvr; accordingly, Isocrates sees
image as important in political action, namely for a politician putting oneself on display in a community. See
Kampakoglou, and Novokhatko (2018).
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fugitives from the holy ground of Argos, and cut them to pieces, and then

showed such contempt for the grove itself that he burnt it down. (6.75.3)

Herodotus begins with a popular account, what ‘most people’ [sic], oi moAloi Aéyovot say
was the case,”® namely, that Cleomenes corrupted an oracle against his enemy, Demaratus.
The Athenians attribute it to him committing sacrilege of the goddesses’ shrine
gkelpe 10 TéPEVOC TV Bedv — a common pattern of behaviour that demands retribution in the
Histories — and finally the report of the Argives demonstrates the conclusion that Cleomenes’
madness resulted from the slaughter of fugitives seeking refuge in a sanctuary, in which act
Cleomenes also caused double sacrilege by destroying the site. The common thread in all of
these arguments is that Cleomenes committed some kind of sacrilegious act, dAoyin either
against the gods, O¢oi or the cultural institutions that surround the gods, namely the sanctuary,

ip6c. Cleomenes’ own people deny the role of the divine in the Adyoc. The Spartan story runs:

avtol 6¢ Zraptifital eact €k darpoviov pev ovdevog pavipvar Kieopévea,
Yxvonot 6¢ opnoavtd P akpntomdTny yevécshot Koi £k ToLTOV pavijvat.

His own countrymen, however, deny that his madness was a punishment from
heaven; they are convinced, on the contrary, that he lost his wits because, in his
association with the Scythians, he had acquired the habit of drinking his wine

neat. (6.84.1)

This argument denies any sacrilegious behaviour, obviously in a nationalistic attempt to clear
the reputation of their ruler. Rather, the Spartan opinion places blame on cultural influence of
the Scythians and the uncultured custom of drinking unwatered wine, usually associated with
barbarians or satyrs.”>’ This rationalisation removes any attribution to divine causes and does
not allow for double-causes of the divine and another cause, as is sometimes the case in
Herodotus’ Adyoc. Herodotus takes a stance on the matter and makes a judgement that it was
in fact a result of a divine retribution, €uoi d¢ dokéet ticwv, for what Cleomenes did to
Demaratus (6.84.3). Herodotus presents Adyot from different perspectives. These perspectives
present ethnocentric biases. The Spartans prefer to place blame on the Scythians, and clear

their ruler of any impious action that may be the cause, thus they use rationalised causes in a

% Both Tom Holland and Aubrey De Sélincourt translate oi moA)oi to be ‘most,” whereas ‘many’ would seem

more accurate, thus granting a broader range of perspectives to the Greeks.
7 As partaken by Silenus, in Euripides’ Cyclops.
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biased way. Both the Argives and Athenians cite transgressions of religious customs. Holland
sees this as Herodotus displays ‘piously favouring’ the divine explanation over against the
Spartans’ ‘secular explanation,” in Herodotus’ recognition of the importance for universal
respect for oracles. It is difficult, however, to extricate the final judgement from ethnocentric

bias or socio-political context.**®

Herodotus does not cite one specific god, but attributes the cause to a more general
form of divine retribution, ticig, proceeding from his observation of what happens to people
in general in the world, what it seems to Herodotus, £poi 8¢ doxéer,”” and crystallising these
observations into a general theory of causality. The notion of vopog is important here, where
different people identify causes in accordance with their biases. Herodotus, however, sees the
defilement of sanctuaries and corruptions of the Pythia to be a transgression of a universal
vopog. We are reminded of Heraclitus® pronouncement about a universal divine law that
nurtures mankind: tpépovtot yap mdvteg ol avOpmmELOL VOO VIO £vOG ToD Beiov-, ‘for all the
laws of men are nourished by one law, the divine law’ (B114). This demonstrates a clear
impulse of Ionian thinking where the divine and vopog are intertwined and not mutually

exclusive. Herodotus’ result of inquiry is over and above cultural relativism.>*

In comparing Herodotus’ methodology, consisting of reliance on his own eyewitness
account, judgement and inquiry, dyig te £un kol yvoun kol iotopin, with both Heraclitus and
the Hippocratics it is clear that personal observation was crucial in the process of inquiry,
whether the object of inquiry be medical topics or the divine. This comparison has intended

to make explicit the more general methodology of the fifth century.

Furthermore, the analysis of the accounts of Salmoxis, Rhampsinitus, and Cleomenes

clearly demonstrated Herodotus’ willingness to apply his critical acumen to what is reported

% Holland (2014) 686, footnote 67. Harrison (2000): ‘That Herodotus offers, even if only to reject, a non-
divine explanation for Cleomenes’ end in parallel to the divine causes still has important implications; the
conclusion that a vengeful deity lies behind a particular misfortune is made as a result of a process of deduction
that could easily have ended in an exclusively human cause; a disaster that is divinely motivated looks no
different than one that is not” (106—107). In contrast, compare Lateiner (1989) who sees Herodotus to be more
reluctant in presenting a divine cause: ‘Herodotus positions himself somewhere in between, endorsing the
concept that Cleomenes ‘got what he deserved’ for abusing Demaratus, but not endorsing the hypothesis of
divine intervention’ (204).

% Also in Xenophanes B34.

240 See Harrison (2000) on the discussion between moral and ethnocentric relativism — they are not identical
(217). However, I have discussed how there is an ethnocentric bias in some of Herodotus’ accounts.
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to him. He here showed impartiality to different accounts, both mundane and divine, before

making his final judgement.

The notion of a universal divine vopoc, gestured at by Heraclitus, is explored further in
Herodotus’ Egypt excursus, where Herodotus’ investigations offer him data from his own
observations and also from interviewing the Egyptian priests. Chapter 4 therefore focuses on
Herodotus’ iotopin of Egypt. This is valuable for our investigation, as Herodotus is able to
gain understanding of the Egyptian view of the gods, patterns in the animal kingdom,
narratives of figures such as Helen of Troy and Heracles, and also of the Nile’s flooding. The
investigation of animals and the Nile is useful for my argument, as it demonstrates
Herodotus’ methodology and kinship to pre-Socratic thinkers, who endeavoured to see
universal patterns in both theology and the study of nature. The Egyptian excursus also offers
Herodotus the opportunity to reformulate existing Greek narratives, since he gains an
awareness of ethnographic bias. Ultimately, the analysis of Herodotus’ Egyptian inquiries in
chapter 4 will ideally offer more evidence to further edify my thesis that Herodotus was an
exemplary travelling intellectual who relied on his own perceptions and formulated a
personal judgement about the divine. This ultimately aims to demonstrate that self-aware
judgement is a key aspect of fifth-century theology, and that Herodotus is a practitioner of

this nuanced way of investigating the divine.
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Chapter 4. PATTERNS OF TIXIX AND &' YXIX
IN THE IONIAN WORLD

Herodotus’ Egyptian journey further displays his inquiry methodology and his willingness to
challenge both existing accounts of natural phenomena and also cultural narratives of historic
individuals. His observations of animals in Egypt reveal universal laws, vopoi, of nature,
@volg, closely resembles the theories posited by the Ionian @ucioAdyor. Following
Herodotus’ consideration of universal laws of nature, the chapter discussion then
encompasses Herodotus’ challenge to the Hellenocentric narratives of the Nile, Helen of
Troy, and Heracles. Thus we see Herodotus as aware of ethnocentric bias, and important
consideration when determining him to take a lucidly critical, rather than credulous stance on
the reports conveyed to him. This all adds to our understanding of Herodotus’ research

methodology.

The integration of ticig in the order of the world is clearly evident in the theories of
Anaximander (B1) and Heraclitus (B94). This is important to investigate because judgement
and observation are of equal importance to both Heraclitus and Herodotus. And my argument
is that Herodotus is actively engaging in inquiry culture, and applying this methodology to
the divine and how it operates in his Adyoc. The Ionian inquirer and the scientist similarly
recognise patterns in the world, although those individuals categorised as pre-Socratic
philosophers assert a universal, a priori theory of patterns. Herodotus utilises the same
vocabulary, but prefers to describe unique events where he deems cyclical patterns are
present. His intention is not to create a theological metaphysics, but primarily to describe
human deeds, where the divine plays into these deeds it is considered, and each case is

treated in turn.?*!

In the case of Cleomenes, a general sense of justice, ticig, does not require
Herodotus to cite a particular Olympian god, rather the divine in general is present as a force.
In this account Herodotus demonstrates his ability to consider both secular and divine causes
of Cleomenes’ madness, demonstrating that to Herodotus either cause is feasible. According
to Harrison, Lateiner grants that dual causes are acknowledged by Herodotus but Harrison

accuses Lateiner of considering Herodotus to use the divine to pander to a pious audience:

‘Explanations based on ‘divine vengeance’ have symbolic value for any god-fearing

I Gould (1987): ‘But these are specific cases and do not constitute a ‘theory” of human historical experience at
large’ (81).
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audience, but they always allow and often coexist with other, non-theological causes.’*** I

disagree with Lateiner’s main premise where the divine is seemingly used decoratively for
audience appeal. This undermines the role of the divine as a ‘real’ cause that Herodotus can
consider critically. At times divine and non-divine causes co-exist, that is true, but at other

times Herodotus favours one cause over another.

Herodotus and his contemporaries perceive the physical universe describing it in moral
or judicial terms, although, as Lateiner notes, Herodotus does not search for a single mythical
or theological root cause.””> Observations that have tragic overtones are often voiced by
characters in narrated scenes such as Croesus who advises Cyrus about the cycle of fortune,
based on his own experience, but the whole sequence does not have fatalistic overtones.
Croesus maintains agency to act and make decisions, many of which are for the Greeks
morally acceptable, such as Croesus demonstrating proper Eevia towards Adrastus, and also
when Croesus shows respect to Delphi. In Croesus’ particular case though, a tragic outcome
plays out and he acutely perceives the cycle of fate. In Aeschylean fashion, Croesus’ warning
to Cyrus is derived from an d&vayvopiolg the former Lydian king has undergone:
Ta 0¢ pot madnpata ovta aydprra padnuato yéyove, ‘I have learned much from my cruel
misfortunes’ (1.207.1).>** Croesus then proceeds to warn the ruler about the nature of human

fortune:

el pév a0dvortog dokéelg eivar Koi oTpatiic ToloTNg dpyety, ovdEV dv £in
TPy YVOUOG £pé oot dmopaivecOar: &1 & Eyvoxog 8Tt EvOpomog Kai oV €i¢
Kol ETEPOV TOIDVOE Apyels, kelvo TpdTOV PAbe OC KOKAOG TOV AvOpmTninV
€0TL TPNYUATWOV, TEPLPEPOUEVOS OE OVK €3 el TOVG ADTOVG EVTUYEELY.
Doubtless, if you think that you and your men are immortal, there is little point
in my telling you my opinion; but if you recognise the fact that both you and the
troops under your command are merely human, then the first thing I would tell
you is that human life is like a revolving wheel and never allows the same

people to continue long in prosperity. (1.207.2)

2 Harrison (2000) 107. Compare Lateiner (1989): 203.
* Lateiner (1989) 204.
* Echoing the Aeschylean notion n60et péog (Agamemnon, 177).
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Croesus’ reflection is not one that determines the world to be highly moralistic; rather, he
recognises that fortune is cyclical, k0kAog. On this, de Jong argues: ‘his downfall therefore is
not simply the result of culpable behaviour, and this makes it difficult to call Herodotus a
moralist.”** Similarly, Immerwahr states: ‘The pattern of such order is neither theological
nor moral, but existential.”**® With Herodotus this terminology becomes the tools to describe

the process of change in the world, but the overtly moral, didactic element to it recedes.

In similar fashion in terms of the use of terminology, Heraclitus identifies strife as the
force that ensures an ordered universe. He says: €idévar 6& ypr 10v moAepov 6via Euvov, kai
dtknv &pv, kai ywopeva mévto kot Epv kol ypemv. ‘One must know that war is the common,
and justice is strife, and that all things come into being according to strife and need’ (B80).
War is identified as the explicit articulation of strife and order amongst mankind: IToAgpog
Tavtov pev Tatnp €otl, Tévtov 8¢ Pactrleds, Kol Tovg HEV Beovg E€de1Ee Tovg 0¢ dvBpdTOLG,
TOVG HEV O0VAOVG €moince Tovg 08 €levBépovg. “War is of all things the father, and of all
things the king; some he makes gods and some again men; some he makes slaves and some
again freemen’ (B53). Furthermore, he identifies a reciprocal justice in war amongst beings:
aBdvatolr Bvnroi, Bvnrol abdvator, (dvteg tOV €keivov Bavotov, tOv 0¢ ékeivov Plov
tefvedtec. ‘Immortals—mortals, mortals—immortals, they live each other’s death and die each
other’s life’ (B62). Even nature is subject to the same order: "HAlog yap ovy bmepPnoetan
pétpa- €l 0 U, Epwvoeg pv Alkng €mikovpot éEgvpnoovoty. ‘The Sun will not overstep his
measure; if he does, the Erinyes, the handmaids of Justice will find him out’ (B94). This
justice ensures a flow of worldly phenomena that Heraclitus likens to fire: k6cpov 16vde, 1OV
adTOV Amdviav, odte Tic Oedv, obte AvOpdnmV émoincev, GAL v del kai Eottv koi Eotan mhp
aeilwov, antépevov pétpa kai amocPevvopevov pétpa. ‘This world-order [the same of all]
did none of the gods or men make, but it always was and is and shall be: an everliving fire,
kindling in measures and going out in measures’ (B30). Heraclitus’ notion of justice develops

upon Anaximander’s.

Anaximander says that the origin of things is: [...] étépav TvdL @Ootv dmepov, &€ fig
Bmavtag yivesBorl Todg odpavodg Kol Tovg &v anToig KOGHovG: 8E v 88 1 Yévesic 8ot Toig

ovot, kai v @hopav &ig todta yiveshor katd 1O Ypedv: S186vor yap odTd Siknv kol Ticw

** De Jong (2014) 191.

% Immerwahr (1986) 307. But compare Lattimore (1939): ‘But Croesus is wise only after the event, when he
has suffered, and his expression of this, as has often been pointed out, is Aeschylean, the thought is also
Herodotean’(31).
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aAMA0Lg THG ddikiag katd TV Tod Ypodvov td&w. ©...some other apeiron nature, from which
come into being all the heavens and the worlds in them. And the source of coming-to-be for
existing things is that into which destruction, too, happens, according to necessity; for they
pay penalty and retribution to each other for their injustice according to the assessment of
Time’ (B1).**’ Anaximander and Heraclitus determined cyclical patterns where justice 8ixn,
are intertwined with strife, &pic and retribution, ticig, all in accordance with necessity, Kotd

T0 YPEDV.

These pre-Socratics have distilled these terms that have moral, human overtones into
universal forces of nature, just as the modern notion of gravity is universal and irrefutable,
retribution, tiotg, is universal to the Ionian outlook. Such principles, Eric Voegelin postulates,

were ‘transferred by Herodotus to the process of history.”**®

We clearly see that these terms
such as tioig are almost scientific for the Ionian mindset when Herodotus describes balance

in nature, such as in the mating habits of flying serpents to be discussed presently.

4.1 The divine and balance in nature

To Ionian thinkers, retribution, ticig, and strife, &pig, are simply principles of nature, voig —
growth and decay. The divine ensures that balance is maintained in nature. The divine does
not disrupt natural processes but alternately limits and facilitates them. For example,
Heraclitus observes the functions the sun, that it has a determined time to shine daily and a
set proximity to the earth. If the sun were to overstep his measures Vmeppricetan pétpa, then
strife, personified here as the Epwvdeg would bring the sun back to its natural place, doing
service to Justice, Aikn; order and balance implies divine sanction. Such thinking suggests
direct observation of natural processes articulated in the language of tragedy. The presence of
the 'Epwvbeg implies that if the sun were to present phenomena differently it would require
retribution, ticic. But here the workings of the divine that provide a moral function in tragedy
become aspects of nature; the lonians are concerned with the way things show themselves in
the natural world. The divine is more of a function ensuring continuity and order in both

human and cosmological affairs: ‘the main concern of the divine is the maintenance of

247 Voegelin (2000): ‘The names of Anaximander and Heraclitus are never mentioned by Herodotus.
Nevertheless, it will be appropriate to recall them now, for the conception of historical dynamics emerging from
Herodotus clearly continues the conception of cosmic dynamics developed by the Ionian philosophers’ (410-
411).

8 yoegelin (2000) 411.
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balance.’**

The phrase Herodotus uses in the speech of Miltiades is Oedv Ta ioa vepovimv,
‘if God gives fair play’ (6.109.5), in this context applying to the fate of armies in war; but the
principle of balance is determined as a universal in nature and culture. Thus in his

observations of the animal kingdom in Egypt Herodotus observes:

Kol kwg Tod Belov N Tpovoin, domep Kol 0ikdg €oTl, <Eaivetar> éodoa con,
Oca PEV yap yuynv te Oelhd Kol dMAM, TODTO HEV TAVTO TOADYOVO TEMOINKE,
tva un émkinn xatecBopeva, 6ca 8¢ oxéTAlo Kol avinpd, OAtydyova.

And indeed it is hard to avoid the belief that divine providence, in the wisdom
that one would expect of it, has made prolific every kind of creature which is
timid and preyed upon by others, in order to ensure its continuance, while savage

and noxious species are comparatively unproductive. (3.108.2)

According to Herodotus, divine providence, Bgiov 1| Tpovoin ensures balance amongst

the various species of the animal kingdom.>°

He goes so far as to posit the likely
involvement of the divine in nature: oik6g €ott. Furthermore, this divine providence, mpovoin
has the very human attribute of sentience, coon|. Likelihood (oikdc/eikdg) as a measure is a
common trope in the persuasive writings of fifth-century figures, where propositional
arguments relied on likelihood as a means to convince the reader/listener of an argument, or
at least impress them with the intellectual prowess displayed in the formulation of the
argument.””' This process is exemplary in Gorgias’ Encomium for Helen where the writer
outlays his project stating: ol mpoOfcopar tag aitiac, o’ 8¢ eikdc Nv yevéshor OV THC
‘EAévng gig v Tpoiav otolov, ‘I shall set forth the causes through which it was likely that
Helen's voyage to Troy should take place’ (B84 11a.4). Gorgias cites powers beyond human

control: oy and &pwc. Utilising deductive reasoning, Gorgias gives two options:

"H yap Toyng PovAnuact koi Oedv Poviedpoot koi "Avaykng ymoeicpocwy

gnpatev a Enpasev, 1j Plon apracdeioca, | Adyoig meiobeion, <ij Epmti GAodoo™>.

** Immerwahr (1986) 312.

»% Immerwahr (1986) 324.

»1 provencal (2015) 78. Antiphon also appealed to &ikdg in his arguments, for example First tetralogy, 2.1.2.
Aristotle formulated that the probable is that which generally happens and this is the basis of persuasion
(mBavdg), the goal of rhetoric: tO pév yap gikdg €Tt 10 OG €l TO TOAD yvopevov, ‘for that which is probably is
that which generally happens’ (Rhetoric 1.2.1; 1.2.15)
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For either by will of Fate and decision of the gods and vote of Necessity did she
do what she did, or by force reduced or by words seduced (or by love

possessed). (B82 11a.6)

Gorgias ultimately defends Helen, concluding: fA0g yép, dg QAOe, TOYNG GypedLOGLY,
0V Yvouns fovievpacty, kol Epmtog avaykaic, ov Téxvng Tapackevaic, ‘for she came, as she
did come, caught in the net of Fate, not by the plans of the mind, and by the constraints of
love, not by the devices of art’ (DK84 11a.19). Gorgias thus determines the likelihood (gik6c)
that forces that acted upon Helen are more powerful than human contrivances. Furthermore,
Gorgias outlays a more general law of nature, one common in sophistic thought, that the

stronger, by nature, rule the weaker:

[TEpuke Yap ov 1O kpelcoov Vmd 10D flocovog kmrdeshar, GALd TO oGOV VIO
100 Kpelooovog dpyxecBar kai dyecBor, kol tO pev kpeicoov nyeichat, 10 O
nocov énecdat. Ocdg & avOpmmov Kpeicoov kol Piat kol copiat kai Toig EALOILC.
Ei obv tfjt Tomt xoi @ Oedn v oitiav dvadetéov, (7)) v ‘Erévnv tiig
dvokieiog dmoAvTtéoy.

For it is the nature of things, not for the strong to be hindered by the weak, but
for the weaker to be ruled and drawn by the stronger, and for the stronger to lead
and the weaker to follow. God is a stronger force than man in might and in wit
and in other ways. If then one must place blame on Fate and on a god, one must

free Helen from disgrace. (B82 11a.6)

Gorgias’ conclusion — according to likelihood, €ikd¢ — and also his appeal to perceived laws
of nature, népuke, facilitate his argument about the power of €pog on the yuyn. This leads to
Gorgias’ acquittal of Helen. This habit to theorise about the hierarchy of nature was a
common philosophical trope, wherein the divine ordered nature in an intentional way, and
accordingly distributed numbers of creatures according to each’s natural capacity. We can
draw a strong parallel concerning the idea of balance in nature between the Histories and
Plato’s Protagoras™” when Protagoras describes Epimetheus’ distribution of attributes to

each species:

2 Nestle (1908) 16.
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Ko TOIg HeEV OAyoyoviay TPosHye, 101G 6 AvaAMoKOUEVOLS VIO TOVT®V
noAvyoviav, cotnpiov T® yével mopilwv.

And some he made to have few young ones, while those who were their prey
were very prolific; and in this manner the race was preserved.

(Plato, Protagoras, 321B)

What is important is the notion that an overarching mpovoin that is copn has determined the

balance of different species.”>’

In Plato it is very schematic, substantiating the workings of an
intelligence that plans out the shape of nature. In contrast, Herodotus proceeds in accordance
with the empirical principles of iotopin — the observable and the mechanisms of nature, as it
were for other Ionian thinkers who relied on sensory information. For instance the
Hippocratic writer of On the sacred disease establishes that the divine element of the disease
does not differentiate it significantly from other diseases: 10 d¢ véonpa todto 00dEV Ti pot
Sokel Og10tEPOV Elvar TV Aowmdv, GALL pOotv Exet v kol To BALA VOST|LOTO, KO TPOPACLY,
‘But this disease is in my opinion no more divine than any other; it has the same nature as

. . . T . 254
other diseases, and the cause that gives rise to individual diseases.’

What is important to
the Ionian mindset is what data is available about each particular phenomenon; from the
collation of this data one can conjecture about the unity. For Herodotus, the interactions of
animals he observes, or learns about from reports, affirm to him that there is some
overarching ordering principle that he calls providence, tpovoin. Thus for Ionian thinkers the

notion that natural and divine causes could be co-existent sat happily in their theories. It was

3 Emmons (1991): ‘Herodotus, whether he drew directly on Protagoras or merely repeated ideas that educated
people were debating in his time, accepted a teleological view according to which a balance of physical strength
and population is maintained in the animal kingdom by a system of complementary strengths and weaknesses’
(207). Compare Kerferd (1981): ‘It seems certain that Herodotus either drew on what Protagoras had written, or
at least upon the source used by Protagoras, when he mentions the prolific nature of animals liable to destruction
in contrast with strong and courageous animals such as lions which produce relatively few offspring’ (150).
Also, see Immerwahr (1986) 324.

Hesiod described the natural law of the stronger ruling the weaker in his Works and days, with his story of the
hawk ruling the nightingale. Hesiod concludes on this example of the stronger ruling the weaker:

aopov &, 6 K €0€AN mpog Kpeicoovag avTipepilewv:

vikng te otépetan TpdG T aioyeoty Ghyen TAGYEL

He is a fool who tries to withstand the stronger,

for he does not get the mastery and suffers pain besides his shame (Works and days, 210-211).

Compare Callicles’ argument in Plato’s Gorgias, where he argues that the strong should not have restrictions on
their power:

GAAY TadT” EoTv & Aéyw. ToDTO Yap olpat £y® TO dikatov sivan gHosl, 10 Bedtin Svio kai ppoviudtepov Kai
apyew kol TAéov Exev 1@V eaviotépmv. ‘Why, that is my meaning. For this is what I regard as naturally just —
that being better and wiser he should have both rule and advantage over the baser people’ (Gorgias, 490b).

% On the sacred disease V. in Jones (1959) 150-1.
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entirely possible to combine causal factors in a theory; namely, the gods could be present as a

cause in harmony with natural causes.””

Thus inquiry into natural causes does not diminish the effect of the gods/divine in
natural processes. In this instance the divine plays a role in maintaining the balance of
species, although the phraseology has a moralistic tone echoing tragedy. A clear example is
Herodotus’ descriptions of the winged serpents. Their population is regulated through their
specific mating habits. In this account the language echoes Anaximander’s broad notion of
justice. Being a predatory creature, nature must necessarily keep their population restricted.
Hence once the male and female have mated the female bites through the neck of the male,
which is in turn avenged by the female’s young who gnaw out her insides:

3

N 8¢ Onea tiov Tomvde dmotiver, ...and the female, too, has to pay for her behaviour’

(3.109.2). Retribution, ticig, parallels Anaximander’s notion that all beings pay each other

justice dikn, in due time (B1).>°

Although this appears as a form of retribution, similar to the moral device in tragedy,
we must remember that this is the context of animals, for which the moral notions inherent to
tragedy do not apply, more important is the recognition of cycles in nature and how the
divine plays into these cycles. According to his account, Herodotus observed some data about
the serpents though his own autopsy: dmucopevog 8¢ idov 66téa dpimv, ‘On my arrival I saw

skeletons of winged serpents’ (2.75.1).%

Furthermore the Adyog of the serpents and the
balance of animal populations in general relies on implicit sources in Arabia:

Aéyovot 8¢ kai t68e Apépiot (3.108.1).2°" Thus we have dual evidence of icTopin in sight and

3 Lloyd G. E. R. (1979) 29. Dodds (1951 rpt. 2004) also notes that to the ancient mind there could be the
simultaneous acceptance of a ‘direct’ and an ‘indirect’ cause, i.e. a physical cause and a divine cause. He uses
the example of Patroclus in the //iad 16.816 — Homer attributing his death to Euphorbus (direct) and also Apollo
(indirect). Dodds terms this ‘overdetermination’ (7).

**How and Wells, vol. I. (1991): ‘Herodotus’ vivid imagination conceives the serpent pair as a sort of
Agamemnon and Clytemnestra’ (291).

»7 Compare the list of attributes of the winged serpents including: sacred attributes related to Zeus, physical
description, observation of the snakes’ remains, and accounts of the snakes’ interactions with Ibises in the pass
from Arabia to Egypt (2.74-76).

% These source citations do not satisfy Fehling (1989) who believes this assumption that the whole account
comes from the Arabians is a disingenuous tactic: ‘From all the evidence collected here we may conclude that
Herodotus intends his audience to understand his source citations as in principle extending over his whole
account. We can also see that his general remarks on obtaining information, in which he speaks only of ictopin,
inquiry, and never of reading, fit in with this view. Remarks of this sort, like other source-citations, are made in
conformity with the same fiction’ 154. I argue that this does not deter us from investigating the extent to which
Herodotus is carrying out the methods of ictopin as he has outlaid them. He would arguably mention ancient
textual sources if they were relevant to his own writing, and indeed he implicitly refers to Hecataeus’ accounts,
for instance Herodotus’ critique of Hecataeus’ map of Ocean (4.10).
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sound, and a result of inquiry that the divine is likely, oikdc éoti, at play in observable

patterns in nature.

In the context of large-scale human endeavours the divine also plays a role in pattern
formation. Historical action reaches a heightened level in book 8 in the naval battles at
Artemisium and Salamis, and at the same time divine activity is a prevalent feature of the
narrative. At the beginning of book 8, before the naval battle commences, nature ensures that

the Persian does not outweigh the Greek fleet:

Kol ToUTOIoL PV TolnTn <> Vog €yiveto, toiot 0¢ Tayfeiol avTdV TEPMADEY
EdBotav 1 odt mep dodoo vOE mOAOV My Tl dyprotépn, 10600T) 66m &V
neAdyel @epopévolot énémimte, kol 10 TEAOG oL €yéveto Gyopl. MG Yap On
TAMOLGL OVTOToL <O> YEWMV TE Kol TO DOmp €neyivero €odot katd Td Kolha tiig
EvBoing, pepdpevorl 1@ mvevpatt koi ovK €106teg T €pépovto EEEmmTov TPOg
TOG METPAG: EMOLEETO TE AV VIO ToD Be0d OKkwg dv E5lombein 1@ EAAvViK® 10
[Tepowov unde ToAAD AoV &in.

For the Persians at Aphetae it was bad enough at night, but it was far worse for
the squadron which had been ordered to sail round Euboea, for they were at sea
when the storm caught them. Their fate was miserable: just as they were off the
Hollows of Euboea the wind and rain began, and every ship, overpowered and
forced to run blind before it, piled up on the rocks. God was indeed doing
everything possible to reduce the superiority of the Persian fleet and bring it

down to the size of the Greeks. (8.13)

This seemingly miraculous culmination of natural events results in circumstances that
have a tragic overtone for the Persians: kai 10 Téhog ot &yiveto &yapt.”>” However, the
overall function of the divine on a national scale of peoples is also to maintain balance.”*
Similarly, narrators within the dialogue themselves acknowledge this role of the divine. For
instance, the formulaic expression used before both the battle of Lade and Marathon echo
shared cultural beliefs that the divine serves the function of equalising. Before Lade, the

Phocaean commander Dionysius makes a speech to hearten the Ionians thus:

% For example &yaptv appearing in the chorus’ lament in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, line 1545. Compare éyapty

appearing also in Orestes’ lament to Iphegenia in Iphegenia in Tauris, line 566.
% Immerwahr (1986) 307.
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"Enti Evpod yap dxpfc Exeton uiv to mpiypato, dvépeg Toveg, fi etvau éAevdépoiot
A Sovloiol, kai TovTOlGL MC dpnmétnol viv v Vuelc fv pdv Podincbe
tahamopiog véékesOat, O mopoypfipa uev mévog VUiV otat, oiol te 88 Eoecbe
vmepPordpevol Todg dvavtiovg etvor Ehevlepor- el 88 podoxin te kol draéin
dwyproncde, ovdepiov VUEwV Exm EATida ur oV dmoew {Ouéag} diknv PactAEl
TG AmooTds1og. AAL™ €uol te mifecsbe kail épol VpEag aToLS EmTpédyate: Kol LUV
&ym, Bedv 10 ioo vepovimv, vmodékopor 1| o0 ovupifewv TOLG TOAgpiovg
cuppioyovtog moALOV éhaccminoectat.

‘Fellow Ionians,” he said, ‘our fate balances on a razor’s edge between being
free men or slaves — and runaway slaves at that. Come then: if you are willing to
submit for a while to strict discipline and to spend a few laborious days, you will
thereby be enabled to defeat the Persians and keep your liberty. If, on the other
hand, you continue to live soft and to go as you please, then I see no hope
whatever of your escaping punishment at the king’s hands for your revolt. Now
take my advice; put yourselves under my orders, and, if heaven gives us a fair
deal, I promise you either that the enemy will refuse battle altogether, or, if he

fights, that he will be soundly beaten’ (6.11.2-3).

over high-spirited human beings.

Homer similarly employs this phrase in Nestor’s speech in //iad book 10:

GAAQ pého peyain xpewd PePinkev Ayorovc.

VOV yap on tavtesov €mi Eupod ToTatan kg

1 péda Aoypog dAeBpog Ayaioig e Pidvat.

But this difficulty is very great that has come to the Achaeans,
Since for all of us the decision now stands on the edge of a razor

Whether the Achaeans shall have life or sorry destruction. ({/liad, 10.172—4)

This speech is powerful in many ways and is indicative of Greek ideology. Dionysius puts it
to the Ionians that the result of the choice for them, is to be free men (éAevBepoi) or slaves
(dovAoi). Their subsequent action is also reliant on the gods’ willingness to maintain fairness
(Bedv ta Toa vepdvtwv). This is a key rebalancing function of the gods in the Histories, and

one that features in moments of crisis, where the gods usually favour those who are reverent
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The employment of the phrase £ni Eupod dxkpfic is used by both writers to add gravity to each
character’s speech, with great focus on the importance of human decision in determining the
fate of the people. Herodotus is consciously employing poetic style in order to heighten the
drama of the situation. Direct reference to Homer is difficult to establish, but the parallel

between Homer and Herodotus here is striking.*®'

To a strong degree Herodotus is a
traditional story-teller, and is versed in the techniques that compelled the powerful plots that
embed in social memory and give the Greeks their strong sense of identity. Compare
Miltiades who makes a similar speech to Callimachus before the battle of Marathon,

concluding:

fiv 08¢ cvpuPdrwmpev mpiv T Kol caBpov Abnvaiov peteEetépoiot €yyevésbat,
Oedv T8 Toa vepdvimv olol e eipdv mepryevésOor T GuUPOAT.
But if we fight before the rot can show itself in any of us, then, if God gives us

fair play, we can not only fight but win. (6.109.5)

These parallel remarks, then, coming from different speakers in the text voice the
commonly held belief concerning the divine in large-scale military engagements. The
important point is that the notion of balance, 6e®v td o0 vepdviwv, generated by the divine
plays into human group affairs, just as it did in the animal kingdom. In the human accounts
there is more of a tragic, emotional tone. The issue for our investigation of ictopin
methodology is that there is no personal observation or account of oral sources, to which
Herodotus refer. Thus these accounts do not align as closely with ictopin, in spite of the light
they shine on Herodotus’ general worldview, and desire to amplify acts that bestow glory on
the Greeks. Rather, in this case, Herodotus utilises the divine as a potent literary device to

. . . . . 262
underscore his accounts of particularly dramatic historical events.

On the level of personal actors in the narrative, the divine can also have a levelling
effect, manifesting as divine p06voc. Most famously is the hubristic ambition of Xerxes that

leads to retribution.

1 On the parallels of these passages see Hornblower (1987) 29. Compare Boedeker (2012) 101. Also see
Pelling (2006) 80.

%2 Immerwahr (1986): ‘Herodotus’ belief in ‘the divine’ does not exclude his conventional belief in religious
traditions, although he does not believe in such traditions fully, nor blindly. At the same time, the dramatic use
of religious stories has a function quite separate from the author’s faith [sic], in that it raises the level of action
in the last battles above the rationally comprehensible’ (312).

92



Opag Td vVIepEyovTa (Do MG KEPaVOL 0 Be0¢ 000 €0 pavtalesOat, TO O& GLKPA
o0&V v kviler 0pdg 0& Mg €g oiknuata T0 LéyloTa aiel kol 0évopea T0 TotadTo
AmTooKNTTEL TO PEAEN. PIAEEL Yap O BedG TG VItep€yovTa ThvTo KOAOVEWY. OVT® O
Kol 6TPOTOg TOALOG VIO OAiyoL drapbeipeTal Katd TodOvdE: Enedv ot O B0
pOovricag eoPov EuPdain fi Ppovtrv, St dv Epddpnoav dvating Envtdv. od Yap
€0 ppovéety péya 0 B0 GAAOV T} E@LTOV.

You know, my lord, that amongst living creatures it is the great ones that god
smites with his thunder, out of envy of their pride. The little ones do not vex
him. It is always great buildings and the tall trees which are struck by lightning.
It is God’s way to bring the lofty low. Often a great army is destroyed by a little
one, when God in his envy puts fear into the men’s hearts, or sends a
thunderstorm, and they are cut into pieces in a way they do not deserve. For God

tolerates pride in none but Himself. (7.10.1¢)

In the personal warning of Artabanus the important message that one best not overstep one’s
bounds becomes apparent. This warning also echoes Heraclitus when he claims: "HAwog yap
ovy vrepPnoetar pétpa- €l 6& pn, Eptvoeg pv Atkng €nikovpot €é€gupricovsty. ‘“The Sun will
not overstep his measure; if he does, the Erinyes, the handmaids of Justice will find him out’
(B94). Furthermore we are reminded about Heraclitus’ critique of those who ignore his Adyoc
(B1), and also those who have barbarian souls that cannot hear: ‘Evil witnesses are eyes and
ears for men, if they have souls that do not understand their language,” kaxol pdptTvpec
avOpdmoioty debaipol kol ato PapPapovg yoyog xdvimv (B107). Not to listen to wise

advice leads to one’s demise.

We have looked at the divine playing a balancing role in nature, on a militaristic level
between the forces of the Greeks and Persians; the divine also plays a role of rebalancing the
actions of individuals. This is where the retributive force of the divine, ticic, comes into play.
Pheretima is an individual who commits reprehensible deeds against the people of Barca,
brutally mutilating the men and women of that city. Thus Herodotus describes the unhappy

end of her life that she receives as a consequence:

00 pév 0088 1) Depetiun ed v {OMV kotémhete. O Yop N tdyota &K TG
APing tetcapévn tovg Bapkaiovg dnevootnoe £g v Alyvrtov, anébave

Kak®¢g (oo yap eOAéwv EEECeoe, (g Apa avBpdmolct ai Ainv ioyvpai Tipwpion
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pOg Bedv EmipBovor yivovtar: 1 pev on Depetiung tiig Battov totadtn te kol
o000 TIHpin £yéveto €¢ Bapkaiovc.

Peretima’s web of life was also not woven happily to the end. No sooner had she
returned to Egypt after her revenge upon the people of Barca, than she died a
horrible death, her body seething with worms while she was still alive. Thus this
daughter of Battus, by the nature and severity of her punishment of the
Barcaeans, showed how true it is that all excess in revenge draws upon the anger

of the gods. (4.205)

Here, tiowg takes the form tewsapévn. Beyond the traditionally didactic message
embedded in the story, we can see the more general concept of balance that the Ionian
inquirer mind could see as present in different subject matter. Just as the 'Epwieg checks the
Sun for Heraclitus, Pheretima is subject to tioig for her deeds. In human affairs portent
dreams transmit the same message, as to Hipparchus in a dream with a foreboding message

about his subsequent assassination by Harmodius and Aristogeiton:

TANOL Aéwv dTAnta modmv TeTAnoTL Boud-
0VOEIG AVOpOTOV AOIKAV TioV 0VK AmoTEioEL.
Oh lion, endure the unendurable with an enduring heart;

no man does wrong and shall not pay the penalty. (5.56.1)*%

This pithy and axiomatic statement rings of the cycle of retribution determined by
Anaximander: d136vat yap avtd diknv kol tiowv dAAA0Lg THe ddikiag Katd Ty Tod Ypovov
ta&w. “...for they pay penalty and retribution to each other for their injustice according to the
assessment of Time’ (B1). The divine merely brings behaviour back into its proper place,
whether that is the meteorological behaviour of the sun or the moral agency of a human
being. In the light of our investigation into ictopin culture, and the desire of writers to make a
cohesive Adyog, scholars argue that Herodotus at times leans towards an over-schematisation
of phenomena, especially in cases where sense data is not as readily available. As Lateiner

puts it: ‘Although Herodotus can fall victim to the probable or the neatly schematic, he

263 Note the Homeric resonances of retribution here:

gopev Enerr’ ‘OdVGTa PETH KTAUEVOIGL VEKVGOLY,

aipatt Kol A0pe tenaiaypévov dote Aéovra,

There she found Odysseus among the slaughtered dead men,
Spattered over with gore and battle filth, like a lion. (22.401-2)
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prefers what can be seen or heard.”**

In terms of the inquiring Greek mind, Lloyd argues that
‘it had a marked predilection for rational order which tended to find expression in terms of
balance, antithesis and symmetry. It also liked linear patterns and, where possible, sought out

a single source for multiple phenomena.’>®
g plep

Herodotus, however consistently relies on inductive processes of inquiry and
. . .. . . 266 . , . .
observation, and avoids reductionist schematisation.”” The rational order, Adyoc, is embodied

27 a5 is clearly seen

in 8ikm, which maintains the ‘physical and moral order of the universe,
in Heraclitus’ account to the sun (B94). Perhaps in certain accounts of individuals such as
Pheretima, Herodotus’ programmatic desire for a cohesive AO0yoc overrides a stringent

comparison of sense data and reports received.

We can argue that Herodotus is basing his judgement on analogies of the functioning of
balance as perceived similarly in nature, large-scale groups of people, and for hubristic
individuals such as Pheretima or Xerxes. As Lateiner puts it: ‘To icov, or ticig, the most
common historical principle voiced by the author, applies as much to the historical realm as

268
to nature.’

Lateiner expands on this notion further when he says: ‘the correspondence
among the sub-human, human, and supra-human world is a coherent ‘demonstration’ of how
things happen, of the processes that we witness.””® Seeing cause and effect in certain
instances is different from imposing a general theory of a priori cause and effect on the
world. Herodotus sometimes falls prey to the latter tendency in a desire for over-
schematisation, symptomatic of the pre-Socratic desire to map out causes and rules that

describe all phenomena.”’”® More consistently, however, his conclusions follow his results of

inquiry.

On the one hand we have Herodotus, who is for the main part acting as an empiricist,
while working with shared cultural understandings of the world; while on the other hand, we

have Heraclitus making bolder, more philosophical and axiomatic claim — still maintaining

26% Lateiner (1989) 193.

% Lloyd (1975) 151.

2% In contrast, H. D. F. Kitto (1991) saw the Greeks imposing patterns of thought over observation: ‘Therefore
the Greek tended to impose pattern where it is in fact not to be found, just as he relied on Reason where he
would have been better advised to use observation and deduction’ (187).

7 Lloyd (1975) 150.

268 I ateiner (1989) 195.

299 ateiner (1989) 195-6.

1% Lloyd (1975) 152.
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the importance of sense perceptions, with the proviso that our minds, yvyai, are receptive.
Both observation — with cognizance of the epistemological limitations observation — and
theorising about the world come into play for the Ionian mindset,”’ but as we see with
Herodotus, more examples of evidence are available for us to examine his overall
methodology of observing events in the world, involving consulting experts, considering
cultural accounts, and making a final judgement, or leaving the final judgement open to the
audience. The collection and display of evidence is most strongly seen in Herodotus’

Egyptian excursus.

4.2 The divine in the icTtopin of Egypt — Heracles, Helen, the Nile

Egypt provides a rich source of iotopin for Herodotus, in terms of the divine, and the role of
the divine in the development of Greek and Egyptian religion, and also the importance of the
divine in relation to natural phenomena in the Egypt region. Here, Herodotus’ concerns are
with sameness and difference, specifically to Greek culture. His point of reference is the

Greek. Thus the reader must be aware of ethnocentric bias.?’?

Herodotus’ key sources here
are the Egyptian priests, however, as is his fashion, Herodotus also adds his own
observations. Herodotus has multiple sources to draw on for his inquiry, mainly the priestly
class. Herodotus then conducts his inquiry towards religion, based on his meetings with the

priests:

o1 yap HlomoAitou Aéyovtar Alyvrtiov etvon Aoyidtotot. T pév vov Ogia tédv
dmymuétov ola fikovov, ovk eipd TpdOvpog dEnyéecdou, EEm

1 T& oOVOpaTA ATV podvov, vouilwv tavtag avipamovg icov tepl avTdV
éniotacOar: Ta & av EmpvnceBém avtdv, Vo ToD Adyov Eavaykaldpuevog
gmyvnoonoopat.

It is at Heliopolis that the most learned of the Egyptians are to be found. I am not
anxious to repeat what I was told about the Egyptian religion, apart from the
mere names of their deities, for I do not think that any one nation knows much
more about such things than any other; whatever I shall mention shall be due to

the exigencies of my story. (2.3.1-2)

ok Empedocles (B3), Xenophanes (B34), Democritus (B125).
%7 Vasunia (2001) 94.
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The omission of information in book 2 is significantly more prominent than the rest of the
Histories,”” the book in which divine matters are discussed the most. Herodotus puts a lot of
trust in these particular sources, namely, those from Heliopolis, but the extent to which he
chooses to report on divine matters, O¢ia, reaches only the surface level, the names of the

gods."

The power of the Adyog is evident in this passage, as the most learned Egyptians are
Aoywwtartot, which is a significant term, since they are the most erudite, or skilful with the
Adyog, and we have seen how Herodotus is compelled by the contingencies of his own

’ C N ~ A7 275
Adyog: “Omo 10D Adyov.’

This reminds one of Heraclitus’ emphasis on his own Adyog (B1).
Herodotus’ omission is based upon the assumption that his contemporaries/readers have an
existing understanding of religious practice, and that there exists a universal knowledge about
such affairs. Herodotus continues to report from his sources that the Egyptians first brought
into use the names of the twelve gods, which the Greeks inherited, and also that the
Egyptians established altars, images, stone carvings, and temples to these gods (2.4). The
evidence then is the physical representations of the gods in physical cultural artefacts, and

also the religious practices that persist to his day.

4.2.1 Revising the Heracles narrative

Herodotus demonstrates his inquiry method clearly in the case of the (multiple versions of)

Egyptian Heracles.*’®

Herodotus reports that a certain Heracles attached to an Egyptian
ceremony where the Thebans slaughter a ram to Zeus is considered a member of the pantheon
of 12 gods (2.43.1). Moreover, Herodotus makes explicit that he cannot glean any
information from Egypt concerning the Heracles with whom the Greeks are familiar
(tod £tépov demépt Hpaxréog, Tov "EAAnveg 0idact, ovdauf) Alydntov £duvactny dkodoat, 2
43.1). In an inversion of the Hellenocentric view, Herodotus concludes that Greeks took the
name for their Heracles from the Egyptians. He accepts as evidence, texunpio, the
mythological genealogy — that Heracles’ parents, Amphitryon and Alcmene, were both
Egyptian (2.43.2). The account goes further to explain that the Egyptians included Heracles

in their pantheon of twelve for seventeen thousand years before the reign of Amasis.

Herodotus edifies his conclusions by consulting various priests about the age of temples to

" Harrison (2000) 184.

274 Compare Protagoras (B4) and Xenophanes (B34).

> Lloyd (1976): ‘Adyiog in pre-Socratic philosophy may be used of the outstanding intellects who have
furthered man’s progress along the road to civilisation’ (16).

7 Lloyd (1976): ‘The entire excursus is of great interest in revealing Herodotus’ methods’ (200).
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Heracles in three locations: Tyre in Phonecia (2300-years old, ipov ‘HpaxAéog dyov, 2.44.1),
a Thasian-built temple, and a Phonecian-built temple. He draws the conclusion that a cult to
the god Heracles did in fact exist five generations before, Herodotus claims, Heracles the son

of Amphitryon came to Greece:

T PEV VoV ioTopnuéva OnAol capémg taiadv Bedv Hpoakiéa £6vta.

What my researches clearly demonstrate is that Heracles is a very ancient god
indeed (2.44.5).2"7

The results of his inquiry, & ictopnuéva, reveal proof that Heracles was in fact an
ancient god, while Herodotus also challenges the traditional Greek timeframe stating that this
Heracles existed five generations before Heracles, the son of Amphitryon came to Greece.

Herodotus goes even further to critique the stories of the Greeks about Heracles:

Aéyouot 8¢ moAAd Kol dAAa avemiokénTwg ol "EAAnvec: edndng 6¢ adtdv Koi 6o
0 ndBog ot OV et 10D ‘Hpakdéog AEyovot, Mg adTov dmkdpevov &g Atyvmtov
oTéYavTeG 0l Atydmtiol VO Toumhig EEfjyov g Bucovteg T@ Al

The Greeks tell many stories with no thought. One of the silliest is the story of
how Heracles came to Egypt and was taken away by the Egyptians to be
sacrificed to Zeus. (2.45.1)*"®

Herodotus dismisses this story, on evidence that the Egyptians only restrict sacrifice to
certain animals, and that they clearly do not endorse human sacrifice. This critique clearly
echoes Herodotus’ predecessor, Hecatacus when the earlier logographer critiqued the Greeks
for their telling ridiculous stories. The important term in Herodotus’ rebuke of the Greeks is
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the adverb dvemoxéntmg, the Greeks tell stories ‘with no thought.’””” This lack of critical

acumen does not align with Herodotus’ fifth-century ideal of personal observation, looking

71 prefer the Holland translation here. De Sélincourt translates: ‘The result of these researches is a plain proof

that the worship of Heracles is very ancient’ (my italics). This misses the mark for maAaiov
Beov HpakAiéa €6vta, which is clearly defining the status of Heracles as a god.

> Compare Protagoras B4.

%7 Vasunia (2001) suggests this shows Herodotus’ “clear and unambiguous denial’ of any possibility of human
sacrifice (187). Vasunia also sees literary reversal in Herodotus’ account: ‘Herodotus thus reverses the ethnic
logic of the story, not only by repudiating the likelihood of human sacrifice in the socio-religious context of
Egypt, but also by imputing to a Greek hero the very actions that the canonical narrative, despite his history,
represents as characteristically Egyptian’ (188). Vasunia thus sees more than a pure historic account here, and
more innovation on Herodotus’ part.
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closely at matters which is the definition of okéyic — a term closely akin to ictopin. The
Hippocratic writers also considered okéyic important in defining the medical art. The writer
of On ancient medicine states: €mei 10 ye ebpnpa p€ya te Kol ToAAG oKEWY10G TE Kol TEYVNG,
‘Nevertheless the discovery was a great one, implying much investigation and art’ (On
ancient medicine, 4). Furthermore, the trend in the fifth century was to revise and challenge
traditional narratives, often individuals would reformulate traditional narratives to become a
display piece. In a comparative — although pardoic — example here, Isocrates defends Busiris,
the king that was to sacrifice Heracles, in a sophistic treatise, where Isocrates recounts all the
benefits to society the would-be human sacrificing king provided such as the caste system,
government, advanced civilisation, religion and philosophy.”® Thus intellectuals challenge
the truth-value of traditional narratives. In the context of the Hippocratics and the pre-
Socratics the reliability of an account is challenged; in the case of the sophists a traditional
narrative is reinterpreted as a thought experiment, and a display of intellectual prowess
displaying encomia and paradox, as seen in Isocrates’ Busiris and also in Gorgias’ Encomium

of Helen.

This shared sense of a critical vantage establishes the role of {otwp as the judge of all
preceding Aoyot, and of one who asserts a new Adyoc.”®' Ultimately Herodotus sums up his

iotopin of Heracles with a plea for forgiveness:

Koi el PEV TOVT®V ToGaDTO MUV €IMODGL Kol Topd TV Bedv Kol Tapd TdV
NPO®V eLpEVELN ETN.
And now I hope that both gods and heroes will forgive me for saying what I

have said on these matters! (2.45.3).

This plea by Herodotus is of interest since it at first glance portrays traditional piety and
respect for the gods, and it also implies that Herodotus has overstepped what is appropriate to
mention in these matters, although in a perhaps ironic tone. This contrasts with his overly

cautious approach when he only desired to mention the names of Egyptian gods, and not the

%0 Wooten and Kennedy (2001) 73—74.

2 Exataiog MiMiolog Gde podsitar t6de ypaom, dc pot dokel aindéa eivar: of yap EAMveov Adyot mordoi te
Kol yeAolot, @G Epol paivovral, eiciv.

‘Hecataeus of Miletus thus speaks: I write down what I think is true, because the stories told by the Greeks are,
in my opinion, ridiculous and countless’ (FGrH 1 F 1).
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282 The extent to which there was a

surrounding religious practices concerning these deities.
transgression is unknown to a modern audience. In the ictopin of Heracles Herodotus
demonstrates a desire to extend research by consulting multiple sources in order to
corroborate his knowledge about the subject. The god version of Heracles cannot himself
become an object of inquiry, and the passage of time is also prohibitive. Herodotus does note
outright that the human hero Heracles did appear in Greece, and in this statement he accepts
the historical facticity of the hero. Herodotus presents tekunfpia in the fashion of a judicial
argument, while also meeting the limits of his inquiry, due to time, source knowledge, and
also his own reticence about certain matters.”® These limitations of inquiry prove frustrating

284
for some scholars.

Yet, these scholars are too stringent in their demands for systematic and
consistent evidence. We have seen the extent of ictopin here, where Herodotus does not
settle on one source but travels to seek more learned individuals, Aoyidtotor as we saw
earlier. Furthermore, this account does not suggest agnosticism on Herodotus’ part, but rather
an enrichment of the history of religious practice and understanding. However the challenge
to the nationalist discourses, even when Herodotus goes so far as to mock the Greeks, and on
the other hand, his appreciation of foreign accounts gained him the pejorative @ilopapPapog

from later writer pseudo-Plutarch (De Herodoti malignitate 12; Moralia 857a).

This approach to knowledge, based on discovery and consultation of sources, is
synonymous with the new understandings, with travel and the active pursuit of data.”® And

Herodotus does not shy away from challenging the traditional narratives of Heracles.**°

4.2.2 Helen of Troy — challenging the mythical past

Another key instance of Herodotus challenging the accepted mythology results from his
consultation with the priests at the Phoenician temple of foreign Aphrodite in Tyre, where he
received an alternative account about Paris and Helen’s voyage to Troy from Sparta. The

alternative story runs that Helen and Paris were located in Egypt, rather than Troy upon the

82 Compare Herodotus’ reluctance to mention the reason behind the Egyptians representing the god Pan as a
goat in paintings (2.46.2).

%3 Compare Protagoras B4.

%% Bakker (2012) argues about this particular result of ictopin, that it is ‘not first degree, absolute knowledge
based on perception, but relative knowledge, an approximation of the facts of the matter, based on the pretended
first-hand knowledge of others’ (my italics) 16. Fehling (1989) goes further to present a complete dismissal of
the veracity of Herodotus’ sources in Egypt. These scholars are too stringent in their demands for systematic and
consistent evidence. They do not take into account Herodotus’ own admission of source limitation at times.

% Gould (1989) 11.

¢ Lloyd (1976) 203.
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arrival of the Greeks at the Trojan citadel (2.118). Thereafter, according to the account
Menelaus travelled to Egypt and committed sacrilege by sacrificing Egyptian children in

287

order to obtain favourable winds out of the country (2.119).”"" Herodotus organises this

report within an inquiry framework:

TOVTOV 0 T LEV iotopinot Epacav Eniotachal, Td 6¢ Tap’ £®VTOICL YEVOUEVQ
ATPEKEMC EMOTAPEVOL AEYELY.

They told me that they had learned of some of these events by inquiry, but spoke
with certain knowledge of those which had taken place in their own country.

(2.119.3)

Herodotus places significant trust in the sources here to ‘speak knowing accurately’
atpekémg émotdpevol Aéyewy, about the phenomena, yevopeva, of their own country.
Herodotus demonstrates his readiness to challenge the accepted history, based upon his own
inquiry and judgement derived from his sources. In the particular case of Helen, the reader
might readily think of Stesichorus’ Palinode (in Plato’s Phaedrus, 243a) and also Gorgias’
Encomium of Helen in the manner in which this other prominent fifth-century writer, Gorgias
challenged the historico-mythic tradition of blaming Helen articulated in the sophist’s own

thought experiment.**®

The blame in Herodotus’ story is placed upon both the Greeks and
Trojans: firstly Paris, whom Proteus addresses as ‘villain,” ® xdxiote dvdpdv, for stealing
Helen from Menelaus, betraying &evie and ‘committing a most profane deed’:
Eewimv Tuyov Epyov dvocidtatov £pydoao (2.115.4). Secondly, Menelaus is blamed, who
despite being offered great hospitality, Eewvimv fjvince peydriov (2.119.1), proved himself to
be an ‘unjust man towards the Egyptians,” by conducting human sacrifice,

Mevéremg avip Gducoc £¢ Aiyvrtiong (2.119.2).%%

Therefore Herodotus makes a summary
statement that reminds one of traditional reverence towards customs sanctioned by the divine,
and the consequences of hubris. Herodotus concludes that the besieged Trojans did not have

Helen in their city and so he concludes:

GAL" o0 yap etyov EAévny dmododvor o0& Aéyovst avtoict Thv dAndsinv énictevov ol

"EAMVEG, OC PEV €YD YvOUNV droeaivopat, Tod dapoviov Tapackevalovtog, OKmg

7 A clear parallel narrative is Agamemnon’s sacrifice of Iphegenia in the Trojan War myth.

%% Compare Euripides’ Helen, in which text Helen pines away in Egypt while a phantom of her is in Troy, a
similar desire to revise the traditional narrative as Gorgias.

%% In the literature Agamemnon’s sacrifice of Iphegenia is a notable parallel transgression.
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TavOAEDPIN ATOAOEVOL KATOPOVEG TODTO TOIGL AVOPAOTOIGL TOMOW®GL, O TAV
peyOAmV adiknudtomv peydiot gici Kol ol Typmpiot Topd v Bedv. Koi TadTo pev
1] époi dokéet eipnrat.

The fact is, they did not give Helen up because they had not got her; what they
told the Greeks was the truth, and I do not hesitate to declare that the refusal of
the Greeks to believe it came of divine volition in order that their utter
destruction might plainly prove to mankind that great offences meet with great

punishments at the hands of God. This, then, is my own interpretation (2.120.5)

Herodotus relies on his yvopn here in this particular inquiry into the history of the origin of
the Trojan War, namely, the abduction and displacement of Helen, which he takes as
historical. The Histories, of course begin with the abduction of women as the cause of the
fighting between Greeks and barbarians, firstly lo, then Medea, then Helen (1.1-3).
Herodotus, however re-establishes the account of Helen based on his deduction and from
reports from his sources, resulting in his presenting a specific role of the divine, that is to say
the divine sanction of Eevia, and divine punishment of its transgression, exemplified in
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Homer’s Odyssey.”” In addition to revising the narratives of historico-mythic individuals,

Herodotus also turns his critical acumen to theories of nature.

4.2.3 Herodotus’ critique of accounts of the Nile’s flooding

Another important instance where Herodotus revises an explanation of worldly phenomena
historically determined by the poets, is when he considers the various causes of the Nile’s
annual flooding, in which passages he applies his yvopun to various accounts. Divine causes
are not mentioned per se, but his critique of the poets, and implicitly, other thinkers is useful
for our argument, since this revisionism and testing of ideas is a common fifth-century modus
operandi. This chapter of book 2 demonstrates Herodotus’ awareness of the various theories
in circulation at the time, and his willingness to challenge existing theories. Daniel W.
Graham describes Herodotus as a key proponent of this methodology: ‘Herodotus should be
interesting to us because he was not just a chronicler, but a researcher well-versed in the

5291

philosophy and science of his time. Lateiner also suggests the same when he proposes

that Herodotus’ investigations in Egypt in book 2, resulting in revisions of existing accounts,

% provencal (2015) notes that although Herodotus does not use the phrase explicitly the Homeric notion of a

violation of the universal vopog of Zevg Egiviog is evident (85-86).
! Graham (2003) 291.
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are ‘by far the most polemical.”*”* We see this acumen clearly when Herodotus begins his
inquiry, critiquing the absence of source information. Regarding the annual flooding of the

delta, Herodotus comments:

gmépyeton 8¢ 6 Nethog, émeav TANOVY, 0O podvov tO Aérta AAAA Kol TOD
A1Bokod te Aeyopévov ympiov etvar kai oD Apafiov dviayd ol &mi Svo
nuep€wv EKatépwOL 036V, kail TAeDV £TL TOVTOL Kai EAUGGOV. TOD TOTAUOD O
QVO10G TEPL OVTE TL TAV IpEwV 0UTE GAAOV 0V0EVOC TapalaPelv dvvacOny.
npoBupog 6¢ Ea tdoe map avTdV TVOEGHAL, & TL KatépyeTar pev 0 Nethog
TANBVOV Ao TpomEmV TAV Bepvémv apEduevog Emi EKOTOV NUEPAG, TELAGOS O
€G TOV Ap1OLOV TOVTE®V TAV NHEPEMV OTIcM ATEPYETOL EMAEIT®V TO PEEBpOV,
HoTe PpoydS TOV YEMVOL GrovTa SIOTELEEL EDV LEYPIG OV ODTIC TPOTEDY TRV
Depvéav. TOVTOV OV TEPL 00SEVOC 0VSEV 010¢ Te £yevouny mopolafsiv {mapd}
1OV Alyvntiov, ioTopémv avTodg fvtiva dvvapy &gt 6 Nethog Ta Epmoiy
TEPLKEVOL TAV FAL®V TOTOUGV: TaDTA TE 01 TA AeAeypuéva fovAdevog idévart
16TOpeoV Kol O TL a¥POS ATOTVEOVGOG LODVOG TAVIMV TOTAUDY 0V TOPEYETAL.
About why the Nile behaves precisely as it does, I could get no information from
the priests or anyone else. What I particularly wished to know was why the
water begins to rise at the summer solstice, continues to do so for a hundred
days, and then falls again at the end of that period, so that it remains low
throughout the winter until the summer solstice comes around again in the
following year. Nobody in Egypt could give me any explanation of this, in spite
of my constant attempts to find out what was the peculiar property which made
the Nile behave in the opposite way to other rivers, and why — another point on
which I hoped for information — it was the only river to cause no breezes.

(2.19.1-3)

Thus Herodotus cannot rely on either ‘informed’ reports of priests or of the general local
people and therefore must pursue his own inquiry. Herodotus’ inquiry process is explicit here
in the repetition of the verb: ictopéwv—ictopeov, as is his zeal to find out causes: TpdOvpog.
The object of his inquiry is the nature of the Nile: pvoig. Herodotus is critical of ‘certain

Greeks,” ‘EAMvov pév tiveg who wish to display their cleverness coein (2.20.1), with three

2 Lateiner (1987) 97.
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theories they put forward about the Nile’s flooding, the first parallels Thales’ theory about the
Nile, the second stems from Hecataeus, and the third, Anaximander. Herodotus critiques

these theories in turn based on his own deductive process.

Herodotus begins by systematically refuting one of the theories of the flooding that
was created by the pre-Socratic figure Thales, namely that the summer north winds
(tovg émnoiog dvépovug) cause the water to rise by checking the flow of the current towards
the sea (2.20.2)*” However, when Thales cites the winds as the cause, they are merely a
coincidental seasonal occurrence at the same time as the Nile rises, and Herodotus notes that
on some occasions the winds have failed to blow yet the Nile still rises, and also that the
other rivers in Syria and Libya are not affected by the winds. There is, here, a clear instance
here of one inquirer critiquing the conclusion of his predecessor. Lloyd notes that Thales’

account ‘is the first sign of the application of Greek rationalism to the problem.”**

The second theory that Herodotus critiques is Hecataeus,” that Herodotus dismisses

due to its, non-empirical, mythical basis.*”

This theory postulates that the Nile behaves in the
way it does because the great mythical Ocean, Qkeavdg that encircles the world affects it
thus. Herodotus dismisses this theory due to the lack of observable evidence. For him it is
both ‘less rational,” dvemotnuoveotépn (namely, than Thales’ above), and ‘legendary,’
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Bopaciwtépn (2.21).7 This process clearly demonstrates Herodotus criticising the yvoun of

other inquirers.*”’

The third theory, in contrast, is grounded in purely natural explanation, for Herodotus,
‘most plausible,” émewceotdrn but nevertheless, ‘furthest from the truth,” pdiicta Eyevotan
(2.22.1). It essentially posits the notion that the Nile swells on account of melting snow. This
theory derived from Anaxagoras,”® and adopted by the tragedians,”” which indicates the

shared currency of ideas at this time regarding theories of natural processes the pre-Socratic

% @ufig Todg tnoiog Gvépoug ofeton mvéovtog THt Alydmtot dviimpoodmovg Enaips Tod Neihov 1oV ykov
1l 1O TG £KPOoag aTOD TijL TAPOLONGEL TOD AVTITOPTKOVTOG TEAGYOVG AvakoTTesOart.

‘Thales thinks that the Etesian winds, blowing straight on to Egypt, raise up the mass of the Nile’s water
through cutting off its outflow by the swelling of the sea coming against it.” (DK 11 A16; Aetius IV, I, I)

% Lloyd (1976) 98.

% Lloyd (1976) 100; Lateiner (1987) 97; FGrH 1 F 302.

% ateiner (1987) 97.

*7 Lloyd (1975) 87.

»SDK 59 A91.

% The theory is alluded to in Aeschylus Suppliant Maidens 559, and fragment 300; Sophocles fragment 797;
and Euripides Helen 3, and fragment 288.
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researchers developed, and which Herodotus was clearly engaging with while through
inductive processes he comes to his own conclusion. Herodotus’ focussed refutation of this
theory of the melting snow causing the flooding demonstrates his willingness to challenge the
accepted status quo doctrine of the tragedians and the currency of this particular model of the

flooding of the Nile in circulation in Athens at the time.*”’

Herodotus refutes the theory
arguing with reference to his own evidence, simply that the winds blow hot from that region:

ol Gveplot TapEXOVTaL TVEOVTES A0 TAV YWPE®V ToVTE®V Beppot (2.22.2).

Here Herodotus cites climate as the greatest proof, péyiotov paptoplov — presenting
evidence being a key fifth-century method of advancing one’s argument, in the refutation of
one’s predecessors/contemporaries. The argument of melting snow does not meet criteria of
likelihood: 006¢ oikdg. Herodotus is thus collating and presenting source evidence as he is
able and as it appeals to his sense of likelihood, oikdg (Attic: €ikdc), a common fifth-century

manner of structuring an argument utilised by Gorgias in his Encomium of Helen.

Herodotus goes on to systematically dismantle the argument by providing multiple
pieces of evidence. In addition to the warm winds, he argues that the region is devoid of ice,
and that when it snows it usually rains within five days, which never happens in Egypt;
moreover, that the native people are black, because of the hot climate; and lastly, that hawks
and swallows remain there throughout the year, not migrating away from the cold, while

cranes migrate to Egypt to escape the cold of Scythia.

All of these factors lead Herodotus to conclude that the outer edges of the known
world in this direction towards Ethiopia must be hot, which made it impossible for Herodotus
to imagine a more temperate zone beyond this region,*”' displaying the convictions of the
time and the limits of knowledge. Lloyd argues: ‘this does not, in any way, detract from
Herodotus’ claim to rationalism; for rationalism is nothing but the establishment of a point by
self-consistent argument from principles which induction leads one to accept as sound.””"
What is important about Lloyd’s statement is that he shines a light on the rational process that

Herodotus is undertaking, and the way in which Herodotus gathers data and constructs an

argument he can test against others’ theories.

L loyd (1976) 101-102. Nestle (1908) 11.
1 Lloyd (1976) 103.
%92 Lloyd (1976) 103.
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No one individual has access to the ultimate empirical truth about the flooding of the
Nile. Knowledge is still axiomatic at this time, meaning certain views were presented and
subscribed to different degrees or challenged and rejected. The entire investigation
demonstrates Herodotus’ practice of ictopin: ‘drawing on observations, local information,

393 Herodotus then returns to refute the Ocean

and ‘obvious’ inferences to evaluate theories.
theory again. This theory has a mythical basis from Hecataeus’ geographical conception of

the world.

0 0¢ mepl 100 Qreavod AEEag ¢ apaveg TOV udbov dveveikag ook Exel EAeyyov: oD
Yap tvo Eymye 01do motopdv Qieavov 86vta, ‘Ounpov 8¢ fj tva v mpdTepov
YEVOUEV®V TOMTEMV O0KEM TOVVOLA VPOVTO £G ToiNGLY €oeveikachat.

As to the writer who mentions the Ocean in this connexion, his account is a mere
fairy-tale depending upon an unknown quantity and cannot be disproved by
argument. I know myself of no river called Ocean, and can only suppose that

Homer or some earlier poet invented the name and introduced it into poetry

(2.23).

This refutation demonstrates important innovations in Herodotus’ technique. Hecataeus’
udbog relies on unapparent factors, doavég. Herodotus is unable to fully refute the account,
but it is “unfalsifiable,” & eyyxoc. David Furley posits that this is a rare usage of the term on
Herodotus’ part, the only instance in fifth-century literature or earlier where the term &\eyyog
appears to establish unfalsifiability as a criterion for demarcating scientific theories from

others.***

What survived a process of judgement, against the Adyog, was to be considered
unfalsifiable, that is to say what is consistent with one’s observations.’® In this instance, for
Herodotus, the existence of Ocean is falsifiable, since his travels and inquiries have not
displayed evidence that the mythical Ocean does indeed exists. Herodotus’ use of &\eyyog
clearly reflects fifth-century trends of argumentative techniques. Gorgias employs the term in

his defence of Palamedes:

39 Graham (2003) 295.
% Eurley (1989) 7. Also, Thomas (2000) 168.
3% Furley (1987) 166.
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Kai yap o0d” antdg 6 katyopog ovdepiay dmddeiéy sipnkev Gv eipnkev: obtmg
Aodopiav 0Ok Eyovoav Ereyyov O AOYog anTdL dhvaTOL.
For not even the accuser himself has provided any evidence of what he has said.

Thus his speech has the impact of abuse lacking proof. (B84 11.29)

And furthermore:

uNnode tag aitiag T®V EAEYY®V TPOKPIVELY,
...avoid paying more attention to words than to actions [viz. ‘the unfalsifiable’],

(B84 11.34)°

Ultimately, for Gorgias, the term most clearly refers to testing a thing’s nature, or a person’s
truthfulness.”®’ Gorgias utilises the term as part of his argumentative rhetoric. Parmenides
utilises the term earlier than both Herodotus and Gorgias, here strictly as refutation of

opinions that oppose truth:

Kpival 0& AOY® oAV pv EAeyyov

€€ €uébev pnbévra.

podvog 6 €t udbog 6d0io

Aeimetan o¢ EoTv:

Judge by reason the strife-encompassed refutation spoken by me. There still

remains just one account of the way, that it is. (DK28 B 7.5-8.2)

Here, for Parmenides, there is clear establishment of the truth, that refutation, &\eyyoc
clears the way for, by utilising A0yog as a measure. Herodotus, on the other hand can only
establish unfalsifiability, in his own use of &\eyyoc when he addresses the story of Ocean.
Inasmuch as it is pdOoc, the account loses its value for iotopin.’”® Herodotus never

endeavours to establish the ultimate truth;**’ rather he establishes a conclusion based on

3% Alternative, more literal translation by me: ‘Do not choose the causes before the unfalsifiable.’

7 Lesher (1984) defines the development of the usage of the term: ‘In the philosophers of the late fifth and
early fourth century, &ieyyog shows a full range of applications, from contests and testings, to cross-
examinations, proofs, and refutations’ (9—12).

% Wardman (1960) 404.

3% Graham (2003): ‘Herodotus takes a critical stance to meteorological theories, geographical reports, and
schematic cosmology. But he does not have any systematic theory of his own to replace the philosophical
theories with’ (302).
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likelihood, oixkog, fully aware of the limitations of the human senses and judgement.
Herodotus does, however assert a challenge to other thinkers, his contemporaries and
predecessors, and revises their theories. In this way we can think of intellectual culture as a
conversation, or a competition, an ay®v or contest of ideas of which the pre-Socratics,
sophists, and medical writers, undertook alike in their respective fields of inquiry.’'’

Compare another attack by Herodotus on the theory of Ocean in book 4:

1OV 8¢ Qreavov Moy pev Aéyovaot and nAiov dvatoréwv dpEapevov Yy mepi
nacav pEEy, EPYM & OVK ATOJEIKVIOTL.
Legend says that Ocean is a great river running from the east all round the

world; but there is nothing to prove this. (4.8.2)

Here again there is the clear distinction between merely expressing an idea, and
demonstrating a proof of it.’'' The very use of the verb ‘to display’ here, dmodeucviot, echoes
the proem and Herodotus’ intention to present an danddei&lg of his inquiries. This is a
conscious intention of fifth-century individuals. Consider Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen where
the writer states: 0€1 ¢ Kai d0EN O€i&an T0lg dkovovat, ‘It is necessary to offer proof to the
opinion of my hearers’ (11a 9). To demonstrate, 6€iot, knowledge is important, not just to

record facts.

When Herodotus does advance his own idea about the Nile he therefore uses the same
amodéEachan to indicate that he will demonstrate rather than just ‘say,” Aéyw. However, he

also advances with caution and an awareness of the limitations of human understanding:

€1 0& Ol LEPWYANEVOV YVAOLOG TAG TPOKELUEVOS OVTOV TEPL TAV APAVEDY YVOUNV
amodéEactal, ppdom St & TL pot dokéel TANBVecHan 6 NeThog Tod B€peog: v
YEWEPVIY OPNV Amelavvopevog 6 Aog €k ThHg apyaing 0te&ddov Vo TV
YEWDOVOV EpyeTot ThHg APumg ta dvo.

If, after criticising these theories, I must express an opinion myself about such a
matter so obscure as the reason why the Nile floods in summer, I would say (to
put the whole thing in the fewest words) that during winter the sun is driven out

of his course by storms towards the upper part of Libya. (2.24.1)

19 loyd (1987) 90-91. Thomas (2000) 170.
" Thomas (2000) 224.
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Herodotus leads into his own definition with an apology and an awareness of epistemological
difficulties regarding the subject.’'” Herodotus goes further to explain his position, namely
that the sun evaporates the water as it passes over Egypt as there are no breezes to counter the
heat. Therefore Herodotus takes the inundation period to be the norm, while when the Nile
evaporates that is the change to its normal state. Herodotus goes on to state that the
evaporated water becomes rain in neighbouring countries, while it does not rain in Egypt in
summer so that river evaporates, while the others swell. Furthermore the Nile is more
susceptible to evaporation in the winter than the other countries. Therefore the Nile is lower

in winter than other prominent rivers in the region.

This section has addressed geographical theories, more than theories about the divine.
But for the thesis it offers valuable evidence and insight explicating how Herodotus actively
engages with the trends of intellectual culture of the fifth century, and how the mythological
perspective is not rejected outright, but proven to be unfalsifiable. What is important is that
Herodotus is not merely inventing stories, but demonstrating his methodology, while
consciously acknowledging the limitations of human knowledge. Herodotus also

demonstrates the revisionist approach synonymous with the fifth-century milieu.

This revisionist approach of course gained fifth-century writers much criticism from
later writers, most explicitly visible in Plato’s attack on the sophists (for example,
Protagoras, 381e), and Aristotle (The generation of animals, 756b7) and Plutarch’s (De
Herodoti malignitate) attacks against Herodotus. The important feature of the research of
these fifth-century individuals is their re-examination of traditional views, and their

establishment of new perspectives distilled from multiple sources.

Herodotus possessed the critical acumen to turn his ictopin into a novel form that
would encompass new subject matter, in the case of Heracles, and Helen respectively
Herodotus focuses on gathering and making new judgments upon Adyot are understood in
various forms across the Mediterranean, and in the case of Heracles this results in
determining a more ancient origin and broader geography of hero-worship practices. In the

case of Helen of Troy, Herodotus sums up the story as told by Homer, compares it against his

*12 Lloyd (1976) 104.
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sources in Egypt, and concludes that Homer excluded the story intentionally since it was less
‘suitable’ edvmpenn|g, for epic poetry (2.116.1). Herodotus therefore passes a judgment about
what is appropriate for different media — poetry/prose.’'> Herodotus then establishes his final
judgement about the divine, tod daupoviov and t@v Bedv, where he deems appropriate for his
iotopin, largely based upon the reports of the priests, rather than Herodotus’ own
observations. The particular names of gods are not mentioned, other than in the context of
when Herodotus outlays a history of the religious practice of gods. Herodotus tends towards
what Provencal describes as ‘belief and a certainty of divine participation in human affairs

£.2>'* In terms of fifth-century thought of Heraclitus, we

based partly on reason, partly on belie
can see a similar abstraction of the divine and an association with law, vépog. In part of

fragment 114 Heraclitus proclaims:

&LV voo Aéyovtag ioyvupilecBar xpn @ EuvD TAVIOV, OKOCTEP VOU® TOAG Kol
TOAD 1oYVPOTEPMG TPEPOVTOL YOP TAVTIES Ol AvOpdTEIOL VOUOL VIO £VOG TOD
Belov- kpatel yop tocodtov 0KOcoV £0€AeL Kai EEapKel Taol kKal teptyiveTal.

Those who speak with sense must rely on what is common to all, as a city must
rely on its law, and with much greater reliance. For all the laws of men are
nourished by one law, the divine law; for it has as much power as it wishes and

is sufficient for all and is still left over. (B114)

In Heraclitus® view there exists a dynamic process where a singular, universal divine

31> Therefore in this example vopoc does

law feeds and keeps alive all laws of human beings.
not entail cultural relativism but points towards a universal principal that all human beings
are reliant on. This perspective reflects the thinking of the sophistic Anonymus lamblichi
treatise, wherein law is crucial to social order (ebvopic) and power (kpdtog): obt® @aivetan
Kol a0TO 10 Kpdrtog, dmep O KpATog €0Ti, d1d 1€ TOD VOUOL Koi 01 TNV dlknv cmlopevov.
‘Accordingly, it appears that power itself, the real power, is preserved by law and justice’

(DKS82, 6 p. 100, 5.5).

In contrast, the famous investigation of vopog performed by Darius reveals details

about different vopor concerning death rituals of two different peoples, specifically Greeks

313 Compare Stesichorus’ defense of Helen in his Palinode.

1% provencal (2015) 272-273.

1% Compare Heraclitus® henotheism in B32. See also the divine vopot in the chorus of Sophocles’ Oedipus
Tyrannus that are of god, which no human being created or can put to sleep (863-871).
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whom he asked what payment it would require for them to eat their dead parents, which
proposition disgusted them, and then according to the account certain Indians, who do eat
their dead, would not think of cremating their own dead when Darius asked them (3.38.3-4).

This incident leads Herodotus to reference Pindar:

oUT® pév vov tadta vevopotal, kol 0pOdc ot dokéet [Tivoapog morfjcat vopov
mévtov Poctléa eroac iva.
One can see by this what custom can do, and Pindar, in my opinion was right

when he called it ‘king of all.” (3.38.4)

Here vopoc is attributed the status of king, Pacthevs,’'® in contrast above for Heraclitus and
Herodotus’ view from inquiry, vopog is associated with the universal and god. Herodotus
does not challenge the traditional religious views but researches the origins of cultural
practices surrounding the religions, thus substantiating new meanings to the traditional views
of the gods. This revisionist approach included investigating the origin of the names of the
Greek gods in Egypt. For Herodotus, travel and personal observation leads to his revision of
previous narratives, but with this reliance on personal inquiry the inquirers realise the limits
of personal observation in supplying a total understanding of the world — the humanness of

knowledge about the divine becomes apparent.

This chapter aimed to reveal the systematic approach that Herodotus utilises in his
inquiry, iotopin, that is to say, gathering evidence, texunpia from one’s observations and
sources; questioning what is unapparent, deovég and others’ theories, yvopag; striving to
advance what is unfalsifiable &\eyyoc; and ultimately establishing the primacy of one’s
Adyog. In the broader context I examined how this is a culture of argumentation and
challenging others — what is dgoavég, does not stand up to refutation. Therefore, with
Herodotus’ reliance on empirical knowledge in mind, I intend to discuss the limitations of

human understanding in the investigation of the divine in the next chapter.

1% In Plato’s Gorgias (484B), this Pindar quote is utilised by Callicles in an appeal to nature that the stronger
rule over the weaker.

111



Chapter 5. SENSORY LIMITATIONS AND SOURCE
RELIABILITY IN TEXTOPIH

5.1 Deducing the origins and forms of the gods

In the previous chapter I pinpointed how Herodotus revised in turn the Greek narratives of
both the genealogy of Heracles, Helen’s abduction to Troy, and also the flooding of the Nile.
Herodotus’ iotopin established these conclusions through consultation with local, so-called
learned individuals, Aoyudtatot. With respect to the divine in particular Herodotus deduced
from inquiry that there were two versions of Heracles in Egypt. There was one version that
was a divinity, and another that was a human being. With respect to Helen of Troy,
Herodotus determined from the priests that she was in fact waylaid in Egypt, rather than
Troy, and the divine punished the Trojans for Paris’ transgression of universal vopog
pertaining to the practice of Eevia. iotopin was enacted through consultation and judgement,
rather than direct perception of the divine. This inability to perceive the divine first-hand is
clearly a limitation of iotopin into the divine as an object of inquiry. This is mainly due to the
separation of time between Herodotus’ inquiry and the ancient occurrences accounts that his
sources provide him with. However, in the process of consultation Herodotus placed trust in
particular sources. This reiterates the importance of critical acumen in the fifth-century
culture wherein one accepts or rejects the Adyor of others. More often than not we see
criticism of others and the establishment of a new Adyoc to be the dominant trend. The author
emphatically asserts his own presence as an authority. Herodotus’ predecessor, Hecataeus

offers such a criticism:

‘Exotaiog Milcloc @S pudeitor t4de yphoo, Hg pot dokel aAndéa eivar- oi yap
‘EAMvov Adyot molroi e Kol yedoiot, ®G Epol eaivovtal, eiciv.

Hecataeus of Miletus thus speaks: I write down what I think is true, because the
stories told by the Greeks are, in my opinion, ridiculous and countless.

(FGrH 1 F 1)*"7

This criticism of stories relates not only to the nature of the stories as laughable,

veloloy, but also the excessive quantity of the stories, Adyot moidroi. This is also very evident

317 Compare Herodotus: Aéyovot 88 morld koi 8Aha Gvemiokéntog of “EAAveg, e0nOng 88 adtdv koi &8¢ 6
puobog oti tov mepi 100 HpakAéog Aéyovat (2.45).

112



in Heraclitus’ critique of Hesiod, Xenophanes,3 18

Pythagoras and Hecataeus (B40), and also
Heraclitus’ critique of much learning moAvpafin, xaxoteyxvin (B129). This vitriol of
Heraclitus takes the learning of these other individuals as a target, and I suggest it implies
Heraclitus is criticising the misuse of knowledge, and that the accumulation of knowledge
also gives one the power to deceive others, perhaps in cases when one presents false
accounts. Heraclitus of course asserts that one must listen to his own A6yog (B1). These are
the clear signs of intellectual engagement between writers and their respective Adyotr. While
with Heraclitus and Hecataeus there is a clear critique of others in the establishment of one’s
own Adyog, in contrast Herodotus cites sources upon whom he relies due to their expertise,
thus expressing some humility of personal knowledge. Furthermore, Herodotus often refutes
a source in favour of another, and also excludes certain results of inquiry from his Adyoc. In
these ways Herodotus comes up against limits of inquiry or establishes his own boundaries
based on what is appropriate to include in a Adyog, demonstrating his discernment and

preferences.

Fifth-century thinkers agree upon these common limitations of knowledge in the
investigation of the divine in general, yet they encounter limits in different ways. Herodotus
relies on the expertise of priestesses in his investigation into the origin of the gods in book 2.

The passages concerning the origins of the gods are important and worth quoting in full:

g€0vov 8¢ mavta mpdtepov ol Ilehaoyol Beoiot Emevydpevol, ig &yd &v Awdadvn
oida dxovoac, dmovouiny 8¢ odd’ obvopa &moledvio oddevi avtdv: o Yap
aKnkdéechy K®. B0V 0 TPOCOVOUAGAV GO0 Amd ToD TovTOoV OTL KOGU®
0évtec TO MAVTO TPAYHATA Kol TGOS VOUAS Elyov. Emeito 88 ypdvov moALoD
deEeABovtog émvbovto €k Thg Atlydmtov dmkdpeva Td ovvopato TdV Bedv TV
dAov, Awovdocov 0¢& UVotepov mOAAD E€mvBovto: kol peTd  ypdvov
gxpnomprdlovto mepl TV ovvoudTeV &v Amddvn: TO YOp o1 HOVIOV TODTO
vevopotal dpyodtatov tdv &v “EAMnct ypnompiov eival, koi qv tov xpovov
todtov podvov. mel v Sypnotnpiélovio &v i Awddvn oi Ilelacyol &i
avéAwvtol Ta ovvopata T And tdv PapPdpwv fikovia, Avelle TO HOVTHLOV
xp0cOatl. amd pév on tovtov 10D Ypoévov EBvov Toict ovVOHNGL TAV Bedv

ypedpevol: mapa o0& [lehaoydv "EAAnveg £€edéEavto Dotepov.

1% Compare, in turn, Xenophanes’ critique of Hesiod and Homer (B11). We have a critical dialogue of voices in
the texts.
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In ancient times, as I know from what I was told at Dodona, the Pelasgians
offered sacrifices of all kinds, and prayed to the gods, but without distinction of
name and title — for they had not yet heard of any such thing. They called the
Gods by the Greek word theoi — ‘disposers’ — because they had ‘disposed’ and
arranged everything in due order, and assigned each thing to its proper division.
Long afterwards the names of the gods were brought into Greece from Egypt
and the Pelasgians learnt them — with the exception of Dionysus, about whom
they knew nothing till much later; then, as time went on, they sent to the oracle
at Dodona (the most ancient and, at that period, the only oracle in Greece) to ask
advice about the propriety of adopting names which had come into the country
from abroad. The oracle replied that they would be right to use them. From that
time onward, therefore, the Pelasgians used the names of the gods in their

sacrifices, and from the Pelasgians the names passed to Greece (2.52.1-3).

In this passage Herodotus acknowledges that religious practices precede the names and the
recognition of human beings of the offices of the gods. The general term that human beings
use for the beings to whom they worship is Oeoi. Herodotus etymologically traces the general
name of the gods, 0eoi, to Bévteg, and that these gods had put everything in its correct

319
order.

Thereafter the gods are represented more individually with names, associated
offices, and more specific practices of reverence connected to each god. At this moment in
cultural memory the key point is that the Greeks understand individuality and separateness of

320

the gods,””" since Herodotus, in a contradictory fashion obviously knew that the Egyptians

have equivalent, and not identical names to the Greek gods, a fact made clear later in book 2:

Aiyvrtioti & Andihov pdv Qpog, Anufinp 8¢ “Ioic, Aptepig 8¢ BovBaoctic.
In Egyptian, Apollo is Horus, Demeter is Isis, Artemis is Bubastis. (2.156.5)

This ambiguity reflects a broader fifth-century concern with the names and nature of
the gods, and importantly, the limits of human beings’ abilities to know about them. In

particular it is important to mention Prodicus, for whom correctness of names was an

% See below on an analysis of Prodicus B5.
320 Lattimore (1939) 359-360.
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important part of understanding.**'

On the other hand, the pre-Socratic Democritus believed
that names were assigned according to chance, and that natural names are non-existent (DK

68 B 26).*** Heraclitus attacks this problem in his own unique way:

&V 10 60OV podvov AéyecBat ovk €0Aet kal £0€Ael Znvog dvopa.
One thing, the only true wise, does not and does consent to be called by the

name of Zeus. (B32, Clement, Stromata. V, 115, 1)

Heraclitus prefers the paradox that the one wise thing, &v 10 co@dv podvov, does and does not
want to be called Zeus. In this way the divine is at one moment ineffable, but at another a
name may stand in to identify it and make it intelligible, Znvdéc. The name remains, but the
anthropomorphic details have been sheared off. We see the question of naming paper in
Psammetichus’ experiment in book 2 where the ruler isolates children and ensures they are
not exposed to language in order to discover what language might come to them naturally
when they utter their first word. The result is Bexog, which is Phrygian for ‘bread,” thus
Psammetichus believes that Phrygians are the original people of the land (2.2). Herodotus
takes this as the account from the priests, and rejects Greek accounts that Psammetichus had

the tongues of the mothers cut out: "EAANveg 0 Aéyovot A e patona ToAAd (2.2.5).

Herodotus goes further to explain how the Greeks came to know the origins and forms

of the gods, namely, through the descriptions made by the epic poets:

&vOev 8¢ dyévovto Ekaotog tdV Oedv, ite aiel oav mhvteg, oxoiol Té Tveg T
€ide0, 00K fmIcTéATO PéYPL OV TPMONV TE Kol ¥0EG (g eimelv Aoyw. Hoiodov yap
kol Ounpov MAkinv 1e1poKociolct €tect doké® WHeL TPECPLTEPOVG Kol OV
mAéoct: ovtol 8¢ eiot oi momoavteg Beoyoviny "EAAnct kai toict Ogoict Tog
gmovopiog o6vteg kol TdG te kol TéYVOS OleAdviec Kol €lden avTOV

onuvavteg. ol 8¢ mpoTEPOV TomTol AeyOpUEVOL TOVTOV T®V AvOpdV yevéchal

2 pdtov yap, de enot Ipddikog, mepi dvopdtov opddTTog nadsiv dei ‘First of all, as Prodicus says, you have

to learn the correct use of words’ (Plato, Euthydemus, 277¢; DK84A A16). Similarly, according to Plato,
Protagoras also allegedly taught correctness of names as part of his repertoire: Amapeiv ypn TOV AdEAEOV Kai
deiclar avtod 616a&at og v OpBOTNTA (TAV OvopdTOV) TTEPL TOV TooVTOV fiv Enabev mapa [Ipmtaydpov ‘you
[Socrates to Hermogenes] must entreat your brother and ask him to teach you the correctness [viz., of names] in
such matters which he learned from Protagoras’ (Plato Cratylus 391 B—C; DK80 A24). Furthermore, Protagoras
asserts that the greatest part of a man’s education in poetry is: £6Tiv 8& 10910 T8 VIO TAY TOMTAY AEYOUEVOL OTOV
T elvon cuvidvan & te OpBdC memointan kai & 1 ‘being able to understand the utterances of the poets, whether
correctly or incorrectly expressed... > (Plato Protagoras 339A; DK80 A25).

322 Thymt &po ko 00 @voet T dvoporta, ‘therefore, names are due to chance, not nature.’
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votepov, Euotye O0KEEY, £YEVOVTO. TOVT®V TU HEV TPATA ol Awdmvideg ipeion
Aéyovot, Ta 0¢ Dotepa td ¢ Holodov te kai ‘Ounpov &yovra yd Aéym.

But it was only — if I may so put it — the day before yesterday that the Greeks
came to know the origin and forms of the various gods, and whether or not all of
them had always existed; for Homer and Hesiod’> are the poets who composed
theogonies and described the gods for the Greeks, giving them all their
appropriate titles, offices and powers, and they lived, as I believe, not more than
four hundred years ago. The poets who are said to have preceded them were, 1
think, in point of fact later. This is my personal opinion, but for the former part
of my statement on these matters I have the authority of the priestesses of

Dodona. (2.53.1-3)

Once again, Herodotus cites his local sources on sacred matters, the priestesses, ip€iat, in
order that he might collate ethnographic perspectives on matters. Herodotus’ new view then
contradicts the previous account of the poets being the creators of the names of the gods, and
he supplements the account in which the Pelasgians simply consult the oracle at Dodona
about the appropriation of Egyptian gods for themselves. Perhaps this demonstrates the active
impulse to determine origins and make causal connections, synonymous with the goals of
fifth-century inquiry.*** Myres acknowledges this general trend of Herodotus to search for the
beginning, dpyy, namely the search for causes.’>> And this search necessarily meets its limits

when the divine is the object of inquiry.

Herodotus’ trust in localised sources differentiates him from some of his
contemporaries who made the limits of inquiry very explicit when these individuals talk
about the limitations of all human beings’ capability to perceive and know the truth. Take as

a strong example the agnosticism of Protagoras when this fifth-century sophist proclaimed:

nepl pHEV Be®dv 0Ok Exm €idévarl obB' ¢ eictv, oV¥0' MG ovk giciv: TOALYL Yap TO

KoAvovta gidévar, 1 T adnAdTNG Kol Bpaydg dV 0 Piog Tod avOpmTov.

32 See below Xenophanes’ (B11) critique of Homer and Hesiod’s creation of the gods.

¥ Lloyd (1975) sees this as a potential post hoc ergo propter hoc fallacy, that is to say the assumption that
because b comes after a, a must have caused b. therefore if the Egyptians had a more ancient pantheon of gods,
then the Greeks necessarily must have inherited these (147-148).

323 Myres (1999) 54.
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Concerning the gods I cannot know either that they exist or that they do not exist,
or what form they might have, for there is much to prevent one’s knowing: the

obscurity of the subject and the shortness of human life. (DK 80 B4)

This admission by Protagoras rings of agnosticism due to very defined constraints. Time is
clearly a constraint for Protagoras with respect to the investigation of the divine: Bpaybg dv 6
Biog T0d avBpmmov. We saw this enacted with Herodotus who consulted priestesses who have
expertise in such matters, but the original object of inquiry is beyond the reach of a human
lifespan. Protagoras also admits that the subject is too obscure to investigate, adnAdtng.
Similarly, another significant pre-Socratic fifth-century figure Xenophanes, discusses these

limitations similarly:

Kol 1O P&V 0DV Gapeg oDTIC dvip 18ev 0084 Tig EoTan
€100G apel Oedv te Kol doca ALy Tepl TAVIOV:

el yap kol 0 PEAIoTO TOYOL TETEAEGUEVOV EIAV,

adTOG BpmC 0Dk 018e* 6K0¢ & &Ml TAGL TETVKTAL.

No man knows, or ever will know,

the truth about the gods and about everything I speak of:
for even if one chanced to say the complete truth,

yet oneself knows it not; but seeming is wrought over all things. (B34)

Time is an important theme in Xenophanes’ reflections, in terms of the present and future, an
inquirer cannot know, nor ever will know clearly, capéc, about the divine, dupi Oedv.
Xenophanes grants the possibility that one might be able to say the complete truth, ta
pndAloto tHyol teteAecpuévov eimwv, yet he argues that this will not grant the speaker
knowledge. Perhaps he is alluding to the utterances of oracles here, or the poets.’*® The

327 Thus there

universal principal in all human perceptions/conceptions of the divine is d6koc.
are comparable elements of agnosticism and determined limitations in both Protagoras’
admission of adnAdtng kol Ppayvg and Xenophanes’ admission of dokog. To these figures,
the poets’ formulations of the gods are not formulated from the self-aware vantage of one

who takes into full account the limitations of the human perceptive faculties. The poets may

326 Compare Plato’s critique of the rhapsodes in the fon.
327 86Kog appears as instrumental in Gorgias’ methods too: 81 8¢ kol 86&n deiton Toig dkovovot: ‘It is necessary
to offer proof to the opinion of my hearers’ (Encomium of Helen 11a 9).
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create a beautiful semblance of the gods, but this is still d6koc. Xenophanes’ admission of
human limitation does not mean that the poet may embellish human understanding about the

gods, when they anthropomorphise them. Thus he states:

ndvta Beoig avédnkav ‘Ounpdc 6 ‘Holoddg te,

6cca map avOpmmolcty dveidea kal yoyog EoTiv,

KAEMTEWY pOXEVELY TE KOl AAANAOVG ATATEVELY.

Homer and Hesiod have attributed to the gods everything that is a shame and
reproach among men, stealing and committing adultery and deceiving each

other. (B11)

Despite Xenophanes’ own practice as a poet who composed in hexameter, he determines that
the traditional approach to the gods is unacceptable. This proclaimed agnosticism on both
Xenophanes’ — while he is dogmatic at other points (B23) — and Protagoras’ part bars the
divine as an object of investigation due to both time, and the inadequacy of human beings’

perceptions, essentially undermining human expertise in this field.

This recognition of what can and cannot be understood is expressed famously in

Protagoras’ dictum:

TavToV xpNUdTeV pEtpov €oTiv dvOpomog, T®V HEV SvTwv O¢ 0TV, TOV O& OVK
SVTOV G OVK ECTLV.
Of all things man is the measure of all things, of the existence of the things that

are and the non-existence of the things that are not. (B1)

This fragment essentially admits of human limitation; where the poets could invoke the muse
for higher knowledge, human beings’ understanding proceeds from the sensory world.
Heraclitus goes further to claim that the senses are in fact deceptive ‘Evil witnesses are eyes
and ears for men, if they have souls that do not understand their language,’ kool pdptovpec
avOpdmototy 6@Oaiuol kai ato BapPapovg yuydc éxdviov (B107). However, he also states:
‘The things of which there is seeing and hearing and perception [sic], these I do prefer’ 6cmv

328

dy1g dkon padnoic, tadta £ym mpotwém (B55).”" We also saw Heraclitus’ pointed criticism

about human beings forgetting émAavOdvovrtal (B1) the Adyog when they hear it as if they are

2% [ prefer the translation of uafnoig as ‘learning.’
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asleep. Likewise in B107 the senses are even foreign to the mind, speaking a different
language: PapPdpovg yoyoc. Nevertheless, Heraclitus is committed to inquiry and reliance
upon the senses. More specifically, for Heraclitus the ‘eyes are more accurate witnesses than

the ears,” d¢pBaipol [TOV] drov akpiBéotepot paptupeg (B101A).

Alcmaeon, another pre-Socratic figure would go further to bar human beings

completely from understanding of the divine.

nePl TOV AQavE®V [Tepl T@V BvntdV] caprvelov pev Bgol Eyovrt, d¢ 6
avBpomolg tekpaipecoat. ..
Concerning things unseen the gods see clearly, but so far as men may

conjecture... (B1)

This admission of Alcmaeon dismisses the human ability to make judgements,
reflecting Parmenides’ assertion of an ‘unshaken heart of well-rounded truth’ (AAnfeing
gvKVKAL0G dTpepsc top), which sits diametrically opposed to human beings’ opinions based
on their perceptions (Bpotdv 36&ac).”*’ Similarly, Xenophanes asserts his henotheistic view,
that is to say his belief prioritising one god over against other acknowledged gods,

differentiating this primary god from human beings:

gig 0e0¢ &v 1€ Ogoiot kai AvOpOTOIGL HEYIGTOG,
oVTL dépag Bvnrtoicty Opoitog ovdE vonua.
One god, greatest among gods and men,

in no way similar to mortals either in body or in thought. (B23)

Xenophanes’ god is inconceivable since the deity’ mind and form are so different than human
beings: ‘All of him sees, all thinks, all hears’ odAog 0pd, 0OAOG 8¢ VOel, odAoc 8¢ T  dicovel

(B24). Notably, Xenophanes’ god still maintains a masculine aspect, while Heraclitus’ is

329 . . 1 .
Xpem 8¢ o mavta mubéchot

Nuév AAnOeing edxvkAE0C ATPEPES TTOP

16¢ Bpotdv d6&ac, Toig oK Evi TioTIg GANONG.

It is proper that you should learn all things, both

the unshaken heart of well-rounded truth,

and the opinions of mortals, in which there is no true reliance (B1.28-30).

Compare Lloyd (1975): ‘The philosophy is, therefore, adamantly opposed to the empiricist elements in
Heraclitus and the thoroughgoing empiricism of Herodotus’ (158).
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neuter: 10 co@ov podvov (B32). Thus for Heraclitus the divine has become more abstract in
this fragment, while for Xenophanes the there is still a trace of the notion of a male, the father
of gods, Zeus. However, at other times Heraclitus interchanges a masculine noun such as in
his statement about divine law: tpépovtor yop mhvieg ol avOpmmEIOL VOLOL VIO £VOS TOD
Oeiov-, ‘for all the laws of men are nourished by one law, the divine law’ (B114), or his
thunderbolt analogy: ta 6¢ mavta oilakiler kepavvog ‘Thunderbolt steers all things,” B64.
Furthermore, Xenophanes’ god does not move from place to place like the Olympians gods,

and is somewhat unshaken, atpepeg like Parmenides’. Xenophanes’ god stays still:

aiel 0 &v TadTd PipvEL KIVOOUEVOS OVOEV

000¢ petépyectal pv Emmpénel GAAOTE GAAT).

AL dmdvevbe TOVOL0 VOOL Ppevi ThvTo KPadaiveL.

Always he remains in the same place, moving not at all;

nor is it fitting for him to go to different places at different times,

but without toil he shakes all things by the thought of his mind. (B26 + 25)

Xenophanes rejects Homer and Hesiod’s conception of the Olympian pantheon, and that his
own ‘one god’, gig Oedc, stays still yet has the capacity to shake all things, névta kpadaiver.
This surely demonstrates a debt to Homer where Zeus assents to Thetis’ request to assist her
son Achilles, and when the father of gods and men does, he sets the plan in motion and,

d.**° Therefore, Xenophanes cannot fully cut ties

shakes all Olympus with the nod of his hea
with the tradition, and faint traces of the Olympian gods remain in his revised conception of
them, which is displayed as henotheism, that is to say the existence of other gods is not
denied, but one god is asserted as mightiest amongst these: &i¢ 0g0¢ &v 1€ Ogoiot... péy1oTog
(B23). Xenophanes is also critical of different cultures’ representations of the gods, and thus

he is aware of cultural relativism, and ethnocentric bias in relation to the divine:

Aiblomég e (Be0vg 0PETEPOVG) GLUOVG PLEAAVEG TE

Opfikég Te YAALKOVS Kol Tuppovg (pact TEAEGOL).

330 3 . PR , ~ ’
7 koi kvavénotw &n” depvot vedoe Kpoviov:

apppociot & Gpa xoitol ENEPPOGAVTO HVUKTOG

Kpotog an’ abavdrtoro: péyav 6 EréhEev "Ohvumov.

The son of Cronos spoke, and bowed his dark brow in assent,
and the ambrosial locks waved from the king's immortal head;
and he made great Olympus quake. (//iad, 1.528-30)
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The Ethiopians say that their gods are snub-nosed and black, the Thracians that
theirs have light blue eyes and red hair. (B16)

Thus Xenophanes expresses the basic notion that gods arise naturally in each culture’s
imagination as a mirror for that culture. By use of analogy to species in the animal kingdom,
Xenophanes then goes beyond his ethnocentric critique to then in turn critique

anthropomorphism of the gods:

AL el xelpag Exov Poeg <immot T >NE AéovTeC

1 Ypayou xeipecot kal Epya teAeiv Gmep dvopeg,

inmol pév 0’ inmoiot, Poeg 8¢ 1 Povoiv opoiag

Kol <ke> Oedv 10€ag Eypagov kal oAt Emoiovv

101000, 016V e KodTol Sépag elyov <EKAGTOL>.

But if cattle and horses or lions had hands,

or were able to draw with their hands and do the works that men can do,
horses would draw the forms of the gods like horses, and cattle like cattle,

and they would make their bodies such as they each had themselves. (B15)

Xenophanes takes the formula that human beings merely create gods in their own
image. With the premise that other species would be able to create images if they could
complete works in the fashion that humans can, &pya tekelv. This particular
acknowledgement of human skill, téyvn is a common theme for fifth-century thinkers,
articulated most clearly perhaps in Plato’s Protagoras myth of Prometheus where humans
receive particular skills from the gods (Plato, Protagoras, 321-22). With téyvn, human
beings could then reciprocate and make works, &pya telelv to create images of these gods,
10éag &ypapov. Xenophanes’ attitude rationalises individual cultures’ religious practices.
Herodotus takes a different stance to ethnographic difference. Herodotus acknowledges that
the gods have different representations in cultures as a result of his ethnographic research, but
he does not apply a dismissive stance to these different cultural practices,”' as Xenophanes

has a propensity to do. Herodotus describes the Persian religion thus:

3! Linforth (1926): ‘He did not deny the existence of the gods of foreigners [...] it never seems to occur to the
Greek traveler to deny their existence [...] His polytheism is of an unlimited capacity, and admits quietly and
without criticism whatever gods are worshipped by men anywhere in the world’ (2).

121



[Tépcag 82 oida VOOt T0101610e Ypempévone, dydhpoto peév Kol viodg Kol
Bopovg o0k v vOU® motevpévoug 10pvectat, AAAL Kol TO1G1 TOlEDOL Lopinv
EMUPEPOVOL, MG UEV EUOL OOKEELY, OTL OVK AVOPOTOPLENS VOGOV TOVG BEOVC
Katé mep ol "EAANveg ivat. o1 88 vopilovot Au pév &mi 1o VymAdToTa TdV Opémv
avafaivovteg Buoiag Epdetv, TOV KOKAOV TTAvTa TOD oVpovod Ala KOAEOVTEG:
Bvovot 6 NM® te Kol ceAvn Kol yij Kol Tupl kol DOt Kol AVELOIGL. TOVTOLGL
pev omn Bvovot povvorst apyfidev, Empepadnract 08 kal T Ovpavin Bvewy, Tapd
1¢ Acovpiov pobovies kai Apafiov. karéovot 6& Acovplot v Agpoditny
Moatta, Apdfrot 0& AMdar, [Tépoar 0& Mitpav.

The following are certain customs which I can describe from personal
knowledge. The erection of statues, temples, and altars is not accepted practice
amongst them, and anyone who does such thing is considered a fool, because,
presumably, the Persian religion is not anthropomorphic like the Greek. Zeus, in
their system, is the whole circle of the heavens, and they sacrifice to him from
the tops of the mountains. They also worship the sun, moon, and earth, fire,
water, and winds, which are their only original deities: it was later that they
learned from the Assyrians and Arabians the cult of Uranian Aphrodite. The
Assyrian name for Aphrodite is Mylitta, the Arabian Alilat, the Persian Mitra.
(1.131.1-3)

Herodotus outlays the basic cultural practices of the religion, vopotr, which we have
seen are important sources of observation evidence, the cultural archaeology.”* He includes
the common phrase: ¢ pév époi dokéetv, thus asserting his own judgement capacity as the
framework for what is knowable. He then proceeds to determine the key difference to the
Greek conception of the gods, in that the Persian gods are not anthropomorphic,
avOpomopuéac.”> However, they worship the same Zeus, A who is connected with the

entire sky domain of the world.***

Their original objects of worship are natural forces and
celestial bodies. They later learned other practices surrounding Uranian Aphrodite from other

cultures. This passage demonstrates Herodotus’ respect for other cultural practices, and is

32 Mikalson (2003): ‘Most of what Herodotus attributes to the Persians are practices, not the beliefs lying
behind them’ (156).

333 Nestle (1908) 9.

% This worship of abstract nature resonates with Prodicus’ idea of divinity where humans believed ‘anything
else that sustained life... everything that is useful’ to be gods: mavta 0 @@elodvta Tov Piov [...]
gbypnotodviov ékactov (BS).
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perhaps an instance where he sees religious practices as changing processes that become
more sophisticated over time. That is to say the culture originally worships a natural force,
which then becomes crystallised as a particular god who is then connected with that domain
in nature or culture. We may compare Herodotus’ account of the Pelasgians adopting the
Egyptian gods’ names and offices (2.52.1-3). In contrast, Heraclitus prefers to maintain the
thunderbolt as the ultimate form of god (B64). Therefore in the mind of some pre-Socratic
individuals the articulations of the gods by the poets which deities are also celebrated in

religious customs must be superseded by a more abstract divine power.

An important comparison must be made with the sophists at this point. For instance,
Prodicus considered that human beings derived the gods from the aspects of life that benefit
humankind. This is an intellectual inversion of Herodotus’ narrative where the poets assign

offices to the gods. The account of Prodicus’ theory reads:

[Ipddwcog 0¢ 6 Kelog "fiAov,” onoi, ‘Koi ceAnvny Kol ToTapovg Kol Kpnvag Kol
KaBo6Aov Tavta Td OeelodvTa TOV Plov UGV ol madatol Beovg Evoucay o1 Thv
an’ avtdv oeéiela, Kabdrmep Alyvmtior Tov Nethov,” kol Sk TodDT0 TOV pHEV
dptov Afjuntpoy vopsdijval, Tov 8¢ oivov Atdvucov, 10 8¢ Héwp Moceddva, 1o
0¢ mop “Hoeoiotov Kol 101 Tdv 0ypnoToHvIOV EKOCGTOV.

Prodicus of Ceos says: ‘The ancients considered that the sun, the moon, and
rivers and springs and anything else that helped sustain life were gods, because
of their usefulness; for instance, the Egyptians considered the Nile a god.” And
thus bread has come to be called Demeter, and wine Dionysus, water Poseidon,

fire Hephaestus, and so on with everything that is useful to man. (BS)

On account of these observations, Prodicus (and others who presented similar views about

335 Cicero lamented

the gods) were ‘called in derision atheists’ oi émikAn0évteg dBeo, (BS).
this act of Prodicus’ reducing the gods to benefits of life, the stoic philosopher imploring:
quam tandem religionem reliquit? ‘What has he left us of the gods?’ (B5).”*® Prodicus’ view

was purportedly taken a step further whereby human beings who could provide social benefit

333 Sextus Empiricus, Against the mathematicians, IX, 51. But compare Guthrie (1971): ‘to believe that wine
and bread are gods is of course not atheistic, it is precisely the belief which Prodicus said ‘the ancients’ had and
from which religion arose’ 242.

336 Cicero, On the nature of the gods, 1,37, 118.
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would themselves become gods. Cicero mentions the philosopher Persaeus who advanced the

next step to assign godlike status to human beings who could benefit society:

Persaeus... eos esse habitos deos, a quibus aliqua magna utilitas ad vitae cultum
esset inventa, ipsasque res utiles et salutares deorum esse vocabulis nuncupatas.

Persaeus... says that they are held to be gods who have discovered some
significant alleviation of life's daily wants; moreover, even that these useful

things or protecting devices themselves are called by divine names. (B5)>>’

This rationalisation of the establishment of the gods in the cultural imagination and the
benefits to mankind clearly resonates with Plato’s representation of Protagoras. He created
the origin myth of mankind, wherein the great benefactor, Prometheus, stole both the
mechanical arts from Athena and Hephaestus and fire with them and distributed these to
mankind, «Aéntelt Heaiotov kai AOnvag mvévieyvov copiov ocbv mopi, while Hermes

distributed reverence and justice, aid@® te kai diknv (Plato, Protagoras, 321-22).%%

The important difference between Parmenides on the one hand, and Herodotus,
Xenophanes and Heraclitus, on the other hand, is that these three latter figures accept the
flaws of human perception, that is to say the ability of the eyes to perceive, or of sources to
give faulty accounts. Xenophanes clearly acknowledges the role of semblance and personal
judgement in the process of determining truth value when he says: ‘Let these things be
opined as resembling the truth’ tadta ded0dcbw pev €owcodta toig €rvpotot... (B35), with

likelihood, éikdc being a key aspect of fifth-century argumentation, as I have discussed.

Parmenides on the other hand asserts that truth is beyond what is semblance. Prodicus
goes further to define a utilitarian value from religious practice. Critias is another important

figure who reflected on the social functions of religion:

TVIKODTE Lol SOKET

<"-> uKVOG TIG Kol GOPOG YVOUNV Gvip

337 Cicero, On the nature of the gods, 1, 15, 38. Compare the euhemeristic views of Socrates in Plato’s Phaedrus
229b—d where Socrates justifies a girl, Orithyia who was playing on a cliff and blown away by a gale, where the
gale is rationalised by Socrates as a deity, Boreas. See Nestle (1908) 22.

% Compare the mythical figure Palamedes who was determined to be a cultural benefactor, for instance by
creating certain letters of the alphabet (See Hyginus, Fabulae, 277).
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<Be®Vv> d€0g Bvnroicty eEgvpeiv, OTWG

ein 11 6gipa 101G Kakoiot, kKav AdOpq

TPAGCOSV T} AEYOOV 1| povAGT <ti>.

I think that then <missing word> some sound and clever-minded man invented
fear <of the gods> for mortals, so that evil people would have fear, even if they
were acting or saying or thinking <something> in secret. (Fr. 19 [Snell] 11—

15)339

Here Critias is represented as a figure who acknowledges the use function of the gods
for social cohesion, as a benign deceit, atheistic, but not hostile to religion. Thus, scholars
argue that just because an individual provides an explanation for religious practice, it does
not mean they reject it.>* Similarly, Herodotus acknowledges the diversity of cultural

practice but without rationalising it away and defining purely human origins.>*'

Ultimately, Herodotus’ judgment, yvoun/mg pev éuoi dokéety, based on evidence is the
thoroughgoing technique that is always represented as the basis for knowledge, and is the
process facilitating himself and other pre-Socratic figures to actively advance human
knowledge as iotopec. This early instinct towards empiricism pre-empts the modern scientific
approach where researchers can produce a ‘negative’ result, which does not make the
research process itself a failure. Heraclitus therefore repeatedly metaphorically calls the
senses witnesses, pnaptopes (B107; B101A). More comprehensively though, and in contrast
to Heraclitus, Herodotus presents his evidence, texpnpia and also reports from specialist
individuals, Aoyiowtatot. It is important now to examine Herodotus’ evidence collecting

process.
5.2 Witnesses and evidence — paptopec, TeEKunpLo

Where divine matters are unclear, adniotng to Protagoras, Herodotus makes explicit:

Many things make it clear to me that the hand of God is active in human affairs.

3% Translation, Patrick O’Sullivan (2012).

% O0’Sullivan (2012) sees this higher level of thinking in Critias: ‘Critias fr. 19 gives us much to ponder in its
sophisticated, ambivalent, and considered take on religion’ 185. Compare de Romilly (1998) 194. See also
Nestle (1908) 35.

*! Cicero critiqued Persaeus for his defining the gods as created in terms of their pure use value for humankind
(On the nature of the gods, 1, 15, 38). On connections of the Critias fragment with Herodotus see Nestle (1908)
35.
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OfjAa d1 ToAAoiot Tekunpiolst €ott Td Ogio TV TpNypdTov. (9.100.2)

The explicit reliance upon evidence, texunpia distinguishes Herodotus from the other figures
who make unevidenced statements about the divine. For Xenophanes, 66xog, semblance
prevents one knowing clearly, capég, but it does not prevent the apprehension of some
knowledge. It is important to compare Herodotus to Xenophanes here:
vopilov tavtag avlpomovg icov mepl avtdv €mictacOar, ‘For I do not think that any one

nation knows more about such things than another’ (2.3.2).%*

Alcmaeon (B1), Xenophanes
(B34), Protagoras (B4) and Herodotus (2.3.2) individually, acknowledge the limitation of the
human senses.’* Protagoras sees a difficulty in the shortness of human life. Herodotus
accounts for this by consulting knowledgeable individuals, Aoyidtatot, from which source he
came to clear conclusions about the divinity Heracles:

T PEV VUV ioTopnuéva Aol caeémg moladv Oedv HpaxAiéa €6vta. “What my researches

clearly demonstrate is that Heracles is a very ancient god indeed’ (2.44.5).

This blatantly contradicts Xenophanes’ claim that, no one can or will know clearly
about the gods, and all he speaks of: xoi 10 p&v odv coageg odtic dvip 1dev 00dé T1g otan,
€0 apel Bedv te Kol doca Aéym mepl mavtov: (B34). This statement excludes human
beings from knowledge about the divine, or grants the authorial status to speak about the
gods to Xenophanes alone, Aéym, which strongly echoes Heraclitus when he haughtily
disregards his own inattentive audience (B1). Whereas for Herodotus all human beings have
equal knowledge or ignorance about the gods, the extent of this knowledge is not explicitly

mentioned.

What is most prominent in the Heracles inquiry is the primacy of judgement based on
reports. The only available examples visual evidence are the elaborate temples dedicated to

Heracles. Thus judgment based on hearsay appears to produce the central data results of

%2 Nestle (1908) 8.

% Compare Plutarch’s Life of Pericles, where Plutarch uses an example of an unusual natural phenomenon — a
deformed ram’s skull — being presented to both a seer (pndvtig) and also Anaxagoras, in order to show
Anaxagoras’ capacity as a natural philosopher. Plutarch thus attributes equal understanding to natural
philosopher and diviner: éxdlve 8 0084v, oipol, Kol TOV PUOIKOV EMTLYXAVEW KO TOV HAVILY, TOD W&V TRV
aitiav, 100 8¢ 10 TéAOG KOADG Ekhapfdvoviog: VmEKETO Yop T HEV, €k TivOv YE€yove Kol TG TEQEULKE,
Bewpiioat, T® 6¢, Tpog i yéyove Kai Ti onpaivel, Tposimelv ‘And yet, in my opinion, it is no absurdity to say that
they were both right, both natural philosopher and diviner, one justly detecting the cause of this event, by which
it was produced, the other the end for which it was designed. For it was the business of the one to find out and
give an account of what it was made, and in what manner and by what means it grew as it did; and of the other
to foretell to what end and purpose it was made, and what it might mean or portend’ (6.3).
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inquiry. This appears to contradict Heraclitus’ model of inquiry, which we have seen bears
striking resemblance to Herodotus’, when, for Heraclitus the ‘eyes are more accurate
witnesses than the ears,” 0pBaApol [tdv] dtev akpiPéotepor pdptopeg (B101A). Heracles
did, in Herodotus’ view appear in Greece, in which account we have to conjecture there were
human witnesses. But according to Herodotus, this building of the temple dedicated to him in
Thasos was five generations before his appearance in Greece (2.44.4). At this point, we might
conclude that the separation of time strongly limits dyic in the process of inquiry into the

divine then, despite Ionian figures placing the highest trust in their personal observations.>**

The more empirically accessible, visual evidence we see in both Xenophanes’ and
Herodotus’ that displays their mutual interests in the visible world, travel and geographical

change is fossils:

KOYYOAA T€ @avopeva €ml Toiot Opeat,

I have seen shells on the hills (2.12.1).

Ot év péon yij Kol Opectv vpickovtal KOYyoL,
Shells are found inland and in the mountains (A33; Hippolytus, Refutation of All
Heresies, 1.14.5).

Although these geological excursions differ in their more tangible subject matter from the
study of the divine, which, of course, is important to both writers, this evidence demonstrates
the results of their very comparable inquiry processes, comprised of travel, observation,
corroboration of evidence and final judgement.’* The results of inquiry offer both Herodotus
and Xenophanes evidence to form their own judgements about geological shifts in coastlines
over time. What is more problematic for our investigation into the collection and judgement
upon evidence, and especially evidence for the divine, is when Herodotus presents accounts
of tangible evidence from his own eyewitness account that amounts to evidence of the
seemingly fantastical and unnatural. A problematic and notorious example of this in Egypt is
the account of flying serpent creatures that migrate from Arabia to Egypt annually and battle

with Ibises. The physical appearance of both these species is described in great detail,

% Harrison (2000): ‘Belief in divine epiphanies depends on their happening in some far-away place, to a friend
of a friend or a very long time ago’ (91).
% Nestle (1908) 7.
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however one species is historically verified while the flying serpent is entirely fictitious
(2.74-76). Thus, while we have established so far that dyig is the preferred way to
knowledge, the process of ictopin produces a range of results, some ‘negative’ when we
analyse these through a modern a critical lens. What then, are the tekufpia that make it clear

to Herodotus that the divine is active in human affairs?

The quote in book 9 (9.100.2), referenced above suggesting that the divine is active in
human affairs, here in the case of two coinciding and significant Greek—Persian battles,
points towards the following forms of evidence: The piece of physical evidence Herodotus
cites is that a herald’s staff appeared xknpvkniov €pévn, on the edge of the beach (9.110.1).
This is dy1g, personal observation by an individual in the war. Herodotus can only account

for it as a story of another’s observations.

The second piece of evidence presented is that rumour enun, fled through the Greek
ranks at Mycale that their other Greek forces had defeated Mardonius at Boeotia (9.110.1).
The final piece of evidence is that both battles at Mycale and Plataca were fought near a
temple of Demeter (9.101.1). Herodotus takes both the fact that for him, both battles were
won on the same day accompanied by a rumour that emboldened one army, and also that both
battles were fought near shrines to be sufficient coincidences to assure him of divine’s role in
human matters (9.101-102). These moments of crucial Greek victories, and the support of the
Greek side of the battle, are often accompanied by divine coincidence or assistance, and
Herodotus refers to merely reported accounts in these narratives. The lack of evidence and
the fantastical nature of the divine at these points would seem to fulfil a task of asserting
Greek identity at such times of crisis, rather than being a genuine reflection of inquiry into

the divine and the results of inquiry, that is to say, the divine supports historical progress.

Immerwahr argues that there is a distanciation of the author from the text at such
points, when he argues that ‘the dramatic use of religious stories has a function quite separate
from the author's faith (sic.), in that it raises the level of the action in the last battles above the

rationally comprehensible.’ **°

This statement assumes that Herodotus is intentionally
deceiving his audience for effect, and as a result it would unfavourably and unfairly colour

Herodotus’ inquiry process. This statement is also readily refuted by Herodotus himself at

¢ Immerwahr (1986) 312.
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another section in book 9. At this point in the battle the line of the Persian troops is broken by
the Lacedaemonians, and they attempt to flee into a temple of Demeter, in which instance

Herodotus notes an unusual result:

Oduo 88 pot kg Tapd Thg ANUNTPOC TO GAGOG LOOUEVOY 0DSE €1 £pavn

1@V [epoéwv ovte éceABaV g TO TépEVOG 0VTE Evamobavav, mept e 10 ipov

ol mAeloTol év 1@ PePiw Emecov. dokém OE, €1 TL mepl TV Belmv mpnyndtov
dokéev O€l, 1) 0e0¢ a0TN GPENG OVK EJEKETO EUmpnoavtag {10 ipov} 10 v
"Elevcivt avdxtopov.

It is a wonder to me how it should happen that, though the battle was fought
close to the holy precinct of Demeter, not a single Persian soldier was found
dead upon the sacred soil, or ever appears to have set foot upon it, while round
about the temple, on unconsecrated ground, the greatest number were killed. My
own view is — if one may have views about divine matters — that the Goddess
herself would not let them in, because they had burnt her sanctuary at Eleusis

(9.65.2).

Herodotus clearly states his own belief or opinion dokém, however with the disclaimer
reflecting whether one may have opinions about the divine, € 11 tepi 1@V Oeiwv TpnypdTov
doxéetv Ogl, that the goddess herself was the active agent in deterring the Persians from the
sanctuary (9.65.2). The use of the verb dokém demonstrates Herodotus’ personal opinion that
the Olympian gods exist and are indeed active in human affairs. But at the same time his
opinion is cautioned with the disclaimer: &i T mepi 1@V Oelwv Tpnypdtov dokéety o€l “if one
may have views about divine matters’ (9.65). This has led scholars to interpret that such
matters are incapable of being furnished with proof, and therefore Herodotus has included the
account with the disclaimer. Lateiner in particular sees a reluctance here on Herodotus’ part
to account for the unaccountable, and that ‘under pressure he threw out a merely divine
explanation.”**’

In contrast Herodotus displays more confident assertions about the role of the divine in
events when he examines the formation of a geological phenomenon — a gorge in Thessaly

through which the river flows. Herodotus describes the formation:

*7 Lateiner’s emphasis (1989) 67. Compare Lateiner’s overarching thesis that ‘Herodotus eschews theology as

such, since he does not regard it as suitable for his iotopin’ (250).

129



avtol pév vov O@socorol poot Mocedémva motficar Tov odAdva 5’ 0D Péet

0 [Invede, oikdta Aéyovteg. dotig yap vouiletl [Tooewdémva v yijv oelew kai

0 S1estedTo VIO oEIopHod Tod Hod TovTOL Epyal elvar, Koi dv Ekeivo iSmv gain
[Mocedémvo motfcol £6TLYap GeIGUOD Epyov, O ol aivetal eiva, 1
JLIoTACIS TAV OPEWV.

The natives of Thessaly have a tradition that the gorge which forms the outlet for
the river was made by Poseidon, and the story is a reasonable one; for if one
believes that it is Poseidon who shakes the earth and that the chasms caused by
earthquake are attributed to him, then the mere sight of this place would be
enough to make one say that it is Poseidon’s handiwork. It certainly appears to

me that the cleft in the mountains had been caused by an earthquake (7.129.4).

Herodotus describes the cleft in the mountain vividly, implying his own observation
and judgement on the peculiarities of the land formation in this area. In parallel he accounts
for the formation with divine causes when he refers to Poseidon’s particular association with
earthquakes. The conclusion based upon judgement is that an earthquake had caused the cleft,
and therefore for Herodotus, it follows that Poseidon was indeed likely, oikotng, responsible.
With reference to this particular example, this duality of causes divides scholars, who on the
one hand see Herodotus allowing for a duality of causes,’*® while others claim that Herodotus
‘explains’ events that are caused by the divine, but with less seriousness than events caused

by human beings.**

If we consider this example in the light of appropriateness of
description applied to the divine and geology as fields of knowledge we arguably see
Herodotus complete a successful synergy of knowledge. Poseidon is of course directly
connected to earthquake activity. The formation of the cleft in the mountain is exemplary of a
change due to an earthquake, and a result that Herodotus might compare with other

geological features he has observed. These data inform the event in a complementary manner.

The proponents of the Ionian inquiry culture vigorously take into account 66koc,

semblance when one researches the truth (namely Xenophanes, B34; Alcmaeon B1). In the

* Harrison (2000) 95. Compare G. E. R. Lloyd (1979), who acknowledges events that are ‘doubly determined’
by both divine and natural causes, where the former works through the latter (32). That is to say, the divine must
either replace natural causes or be an addition to these causes. Lloyd sees that as a result, Herodotus does not
have a universal theory of nature, but treats cases differently. So in Pheretime’s death at 4.205 there are dual
causes, but this is not always the case, and at times Herodotus prefers one cause to another; he doesn’t have a
unified theory. See also ‘overdetermination’ in Dodds (1951 rpt. 2007).

% Lateiner (1989): ‘Human agency and human actions keep their centrality’ (199).
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case of the battles at Mycale and Plataca, Herodotus allows opinion to permeate his method
and what he allows to be included in his Adyog. Hearsay, dkor, prominently forms this
account where rumour, ¢nun, spreads through the army. Herodotus never mentions his
source though in this account, and the appearance of the herald’s staff is remote from
Herodotus and thus the account presents a mythical quality. In contrast, the report of the
earthquake chasm presents Herodotus with direct evidence from observation: dyic with the
account the Thessalians gave him, in which he infers divine activity is causal and
complementary to geological events. To reiterate, the purpose of comparing these cases is to
examine the presence of evidence in ictopin. In both instances Herodotus does cite a

particular Olympian god, and not simply a generic form of ‘the divine.’

Another significant example of natural phenomena and the divine in synergy features
Poseidon at the moment when the Persians, under Artabanus wished to besiege Potidaea.
Thereafter the Persians wished to cross to Pallene and an exceptionally low tide that lasted a
long time presented them with an opportunity to do this. However, when they attempted the
crossing a large tide surged back in killing the Persians who couldn’t swim, while Potidaeans
in boats dispatched the remainder. Herodotus reports that the Potidaeans attributed this to the
fact that these Persians had previously desecrated both the town’s shrine and statue of
Poseidon. Herodotus accepts their account:
aitiov 82 Todto Aéyovteg e0 Aéysv Euotye dokéovat, ‘Personally, I think their account is the
true one’ (8.129.3). It would be rash to make a neat dichotomy between purely divine and
geological causes — which is a very modern perspective.”” The argument that Herodotus
‘rationalises’ natural phenomena is an entirely modern and anachronistic perspective that
does not take into account the ancient attitude that could accept dual causes — natural and

soe 351
divine.

In the case of the Potidaeans and Thessalians, Herodotus relies on the knowledge of the
individuals who purport to have more understanding of the history of the local geography.
For him their Adyog has credibility. Thus the natural events of the areas — extreme tides and

earthquakes are for them, logically associated with Poseidon. And we have seen in these two

% Harrison (2000) 97.

31 Lloyd (1979) argues that Herodotus addressing the role of Poseidon ‘endorses, but rationalises the Thessalian
story’ when the god creates the rift (30). Though does this rationalising undermine the role of the divine? Lloyd
later states that if one was to retain dual causes for an event, that is to say divine and geological, this would
require consideration thus: ‘if maintained, [the divine] had now to be seen either as the suspension of nature
(that is, in later terminology, a miracle) or as in addition to it’ (31-32).
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cases that have more tangible, geographical evidence, that Herodotus is more assertive in
integrating these Aoyot into his overarching Adyoc, than in the case based on pure hearsay, as

we saw in the coincidence of battle victories at Plataca and Mycale.

Thus, travel and collating perceptions of the world, passing judgement on reports,
revising the tradition, all leads Herodotus to display his understanding — a mode synonymous
with the fifth-century project of propagating new ideas. This chapter has aimed to
demonstrate how Herodotus relies on sources of evidence, texunpia as a basis for his claims
about the role of the divine in the world. Herodotus is fully cognisant that 66ko¢ affects
human knowledge, and often he is dealing with the residue of historic events and making
judgements on these, fossils, reports of past events, geological formations, the causes of
which he passes a judgement upon, based on what seems likely to him, oik6tng and clear,
ofjloc. Herodotus often refers to those who he deems know best, Aoyubtarot,
and oikota Aéyovteg, trusting in local sources. Where they give accounts about the divine, he
can happily sit these alongside purely naturalistic accounts, thus creating a multifaceted
account. Ultimately, the result is the Herodotus is willing to engage with existing accounts,
and come to his own evidenced, rational conclusion, without forsaking the possibility of

divine involvement in the phenomena he investigates.
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Conclusion

In this thesis I have analysed the tools of Herodotus’ inquiry, ictopin, into the divine through
his reliance upon travel, consultation of sources and personal observation, in very comparable
fashion to the Hippocratic writings, and also Heraclitus. Clearly, ictopin is a process, where
perception and judgement (dyic, dxor, and yvoun) form the base of Herodotus’
understanding pertaining to how the divine operates in specific instances in the world.
Furthermore, in Herodotus’ own judgements and revisions of existing narratives we see clear
signs of contemporary attitudes, specifically the desire for a contest of ideas, an daydv
amongst fifth-century individuals, and also the use of allegories. There is a tacit awareness

that one’s Adyog about the divine is open to scrutiny.

Synonymous with this desire to present new understanding, Herodotus stands out not
as only a significant writer, but also as a master in oral presentation, dm6dei&ic, in the fashion
of the sophists and poets of his time, a time when the non-Greek becomes a fascination, and
knowledge about other cultures makes Greekness even more vivid. Thus personal
observation makes one copdc, and Herodotus stands out as self-aware of his own identity and
the ethnocentric biases of the Greeks. There is cross-pollination of ideas about the divine in
the fifth century, and within the mottled nature of Herodotus’ writing, through his own
observations and conclusions about the divine, based on his travel and in the public display of
his knowledge he reveals himself as cogiotig — closely mirrored in his representation of
Solon — when we consider the broader context of Herodotus’ life and mode of research

outside the Histories themselves.

In the fifth century the gods have receded from being the epiphanies as represented by
the poets, but they are still present in the cultural imagination of the Greeks, and connected
with universal law, vopog. Herodotus does not reject the divine but rather applies the tools of
inquiry to accounts of divine causation that are presented to him on his travels; at times these
accounts are retained, at other times rejected for Herodotus’ own conclusion. The gods add to
the richness of history, especially for underscoring moments of human achievement, and
conferring glory to these achievements, kAéoc. Thus Herodotus contributes his own notions
about the divine to a broad conversation about the nature of the divine, within which many

individuals are contributing ideas and challenging one another in an dy@v.
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Modern secular or monotheistic perspectives are constraints that lead the reader to
struggle to grasp Herodotus’ art, and to make anachronistic, dismissive conclusions about
Herodotus. The inclusion of the divine in ‘history’ does not sit well with such views. Yet I
have endeavoured to demonstrate in this thesis that Herodotus’ scope is far broader than
retelling human political strife in the Persian war. Herodotus had a polymath’s desire
(molvpadin) to explore origins and cultural universals and differences in all the facets of the

human experience. As Gary Saul Morson states:

‘To read Herodotus is to appreciate the amazing variety and diversity of the
world, which we may search and probe endlessly. As in Montaigne: nothing is of
a piece, there are always surprises, we are inconsistent, all patchwork and

motley.”*>?

The allegorical representation of Herodotus’ Histories as patchwork is useful for considering
the diversity of subject matter. We might consider a depth dimension also however, when
Herodotus looks towards causes and the origin, apyn, of phenomena. I have argued that
Herodotus is clearly utilising the language and methodology of inquiry, relying on his
judgment and perception, which was an early, pre-disciplinary form of empiricism. He
certainly presents knowledge in an inconsistent manner, but this does not detract from the
overall effect, which is to embed in cultural memory the wonderful phenomena of human
beings and the world, Badua. Marincola frames this nicely when he says that: ‘in accepting
this imperfect truth with all its gaps, suppositions, and best guesses, Herodotus may be said to

inaugurate a new method of learning and understanding.’**’

Furthermore, passages such as the constitutional debate illustrate the notion that
presenting knowledge orally which was celebrated by the sophists, was also a mode of
displaying understanding, which Herodotus also valued, and which I have argued he
famously partook in, by presenting texts in Athens, and by his association with Thurii. This
relocates Herodotus from his commonly accepted locus as father of prose, to locate him in

very close proximity to the sophists, their interests, and practices.

2 Morson (2005) 99.
333 Dewald and Marincola (2006) 24.
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Whether or not he did meet with other thinkers of his time, he was engaged in a
‘conversation,” with the mode of knowledge synonymous with the life of the travelling
intellectual. Provencal goes further to make the bold claim that Herodotus would have settled

down in Thurii and enjoyed intellectual life in old age with the other thinkers of his time:

‘We might sum the matter up by entertaining the notion that it would have been
as fitting for Herodotus to have taken every opportunity offered by his stay in
Athens and his retirement to Thurii to engage in prolonged dialogue with
Protagoras as to have enjoyed with Sophocles the intellectual companionship of

a like-minded friend.”>>*

This may be a radical claim, but whether personal contact was made or not, we can
assert that Herodotus had a place in the milieu of thinkers, inquirers of the fifth century, and
that he was not a storyteller standing alone creating fabulae about the gods. He was able to
turn his mind to great political matters but also touch upon the metaphysical, if only lightly.
Thus his importance in the ‘conversation’ of ancient Greek theology must not be
downplayed. It is the complexity and the scope of Herodotus’ research that makes his
theological content demand more attention, where we might identify not a binary of believer

versus sceptic, by rather uncover nuanced layers within the text.

I have endeavoured to contribute to Herodotean scholarship by going into more depth
concerning Herodotus’ relationship to the milieu of his time — particularly the sophists and
pre-Socratics, a relationship that is often glossed over. I have aimed to identify how his
general methodology and investigation into the divine mirrors others’ methodologies in many
ways. This does not detract from the uniqueness of Herodotus’ accomplishment. I have
argued that he was a more serious contributor to ancient theological speculations than

Plutarch’s albeit critical assessment of his work suggests.

% Provencal (2015) 257, and earlier when he suggests that ‘of all the sophists, Herodotus is most likely to have

had personal acquaintance with Protagoras. Generally, they share with other fifth-century intellectuals a
common rationalism inherited from the earlier Ionian tradition of scientific inquiry and a common humanism
that belongs to their own time’ (31). Compare Nestle (1908) 16; 37.
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