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EVIDENCE FOR THE DATE OF HERODOTUS PUBLICATION

In this paper I contest the usually accepted terminus for the date of the publication of
Herodotus’ Histories, namely, just prior to the production of the Ackarnians in February 425.
I argue instead that Herodotus survived the Archidamian War—basically a return, this,
to the position taken until the middle of the last century, especially in Germany, before
the work of Schoell, Kirchoff and then Meyer and Jacoby.! Further, I suggest that he
published at a date close to 414 B.c. or, at least, that his Histories reached the Athenian public
at around that time. Since even the orthodox date for his publication (426 or so) figures in
the constructions of modern scholars merely as a literary curiosity devoid of significance?—
such are the preconceptions dominating our notion of Herodotus’ ‘era’—a reconsidera-
tion of this question needs no apology if it serves the purpose of directing attention to
a matter vitally affecting our interpretation of this author.

First, a general observation. In seeking for external evidence to establish the date of the
publication of Herodotus’ Histories, we need to distinguish between possible and certain
echoes of Herodotus in the works of others. The question must constantly be asked whether
any allusion we have isolated presupposes and requires the knowledge of Herodotus’ work
on the part of the contemporary audience. For otherwise we could be misled by a coinci-
dence® or we could reach a false conclusion because some point of specific knowledge eludes
us. Of the latter the famous parallel in the Antigone of Sophocles (gog ff. with Herodotus iii
119) provides a notable example. If Herodotus had been just a little more strict with
himself in avoiding allusions to his own time, who would not suppose that his work had
been published prior to 441? What we require, therefore, is material which is calculated
to evoke Herodotus himself—the special characteristics of the man and his Histories—so as
to leave in no doubt a general familiarity with his work on the part of others.

Joseph Wells, among others, claimed precisely this when he argued that certain pas-
sages in the Acharnians represent ‘humorous attacks on Herodotus’.# For such an attack
would be a parody, and the whole point of a parody depends upon the audience’s know-
ledge of the object of it. Let us therefore examine the crucial passage (68-92), bearing in
mind the all-important distinction between a ‘humorous attack’ on Herodotus and a
humorous passage containing details found also in Herodotus.
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1 See Jacoby, PW Suppl. ii 235. 6 ff. O. J. Todd,
CQ xvi (1922) 35 f. also placed Herodotus’ death after

context by assuming a correlation between the last-
mentioned events in Herodotus’ work and the time in

the Archidamian War.

2 N. G. L. Hammond, for instance, conceives of
Herodotus as having written his account of Marathon
about forty years prior to that date (FHS lxxxviii
[1968] 28) ; Jacoby, PW Suppl. ii 358. 62 ff., supposed
that the Histories embrace a point of view acquired
twenty years before and faithfully maintained ever
after, in spite of two decades of changing conditions.
Wrong though Eduard Meyer, Forsch. ii 196 ff., seems
to have been to make Herodotus a ‘Wahl-Athener’, at
least he placed Herodotus in the proper chronological

which he was engaged in writing it.

3 For example, R. Browning, CR n.s. xi (1961)
201 f., pointed out a possible echo of Herodotus v 4in
Euripides f7. 449N. If we knew that Herodotus was
already published, this correspondence might reason-
ably suggest the dependence here of Euripides on
Herodotus. But we cannot argue from a merely
possible echo that Herodotus must have been Eurip-
ides’ source.

4 Studies in Herodotus (1923) 170. The word ‘ridi-
culed’ appears on page 171.
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It is true that in this passage ‘there are about a dozen words or expressions which can be
well illustrated from Herodotus.”> That, however, is not equivalent to a ‘humorous attack’.
What does the humour consist of? Wells stated that however sceptical we may be of some
of these resemblances ‘two passages are so definitely parodies of Herodotus that their point
can hardly be mistaken’—namely, 85-87 (with Herodotus i 133) and 92, ‘the point of which
depends on the Persian custom recorded in Herodotus i 114.’8

First, the alleged parody of Herodotus i 133.1. Here Herodotus mentioned the special
importance attached by the Persians to their birthday: 7fuépny 8¢ amacéwy pdhora éxelvny
Tydy vouilovor T4 éxaotos éyévero. év TavTy 8¢ mAéw daita T&V AANéwy Sikaredor mpotifecbar
év T ol evdaipoves adrdv Podv kal Immov kal xdunlov kal Svov mporibéarar Slovs dmrovs év
kapivowol, of 8¢ mévres adT@V Ta AemTa TOV WpoPdTwy mpoTilbéarar. If one were to assert that
Aristophanes’ eye fixed upon this passage and that it suggested to him the possibility of
making the jest he does, it would be impossible to refute the claim—though Aristophanes’
use of the comparatively colourless word ‘cow’ when Herodotus provided more exotic alter-
natives does not speak in its favour. But that Aristophanes is parodying Herodotus, that there
is any detectable humour in what is claimed to be an allusion to chapter 133, is far from
obvious. Yet unless it is obvious it has no claim to be a parody. Humour is, to be sure, all
things to all people. But what is funny about the supposed allusion to Herodotus? In fact,
I suggest, it is Wells’s formulation, not the supposed play on Herodotus, which provides a
sort of humour. In stating that ‘Aristophanes drags in the historian’s story that the Persians
were such feasters that they roasted their animals whole’? he suggests, illegitimately, first,
that the poet ‘dragged in’ the allusion (i.e. that he went out of his way to fasten on a Hero-
dotean point which otherwise he would have skipped), second, that Herodotus naively
exaggerated (is not that an implication of Wells’s word ‘story’?) a Persian trait. But Hero-
dotus did not say or even imply that the Persians were great feasters. He said that they had
a feast on their birthday. I can only ask those who compare these passages whether they
smile more broadly in virtue of that comparison, whether they believe that someone who had
Jjust read Herodotus, not a scholar who knows him intimately and who is on the watch for

5 Studies in Herodotus (1923) 172. 8 ibid. 174. 7 ibid.
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parallels, would think of that interesting but unsensational passage in 133 when watching the
Acharnians, or, finally, whether it is in the manner of Aristophanes to make jocular reference
to an author in so undistinctive a way. Not Herodotus but rather the generally prevalent
belief—cf. the proverb Mnduky 7pdmela—that the Persians enjoyed unbounded affluence and
lived the good life explains Aristophanes’ comic remark.

It is even more difficult to see how Acharnians 92 can be, as alleged, a ‘definite parody’ of
Herodotus i 114. That passage reads as follows: kal 8re &) v Sexaérys J mals, mpfjypa és
adTov Toudvde yevduevoy é£édnvé pw. émale év T kduy TavTy év TH Noav kai al Povkodiaw adrar,
é'mu€€ 85‘ [1-5’1', d’/\)\wv 'f)Al{KwV €’V (;8(2:). Kal of 'n'afSeg ﬂafgoweg GZAOV‘TO éva(f)v Bam)\e’a G{Val,
TobTov 87 Tov Tob Boukddov émikAnow maida. o 8¢ adTdv Siérafe Tods ey olkias olkodopéew,Tods de
Sopuddpovs elvar, Tov 8¢ KoV Twa adT@v dpfadudy Bacidéos elvar, Td 8€ Tun Tas dyyelias éodépew
G,SI:SOU ‘)/GIPQS, (;)S éKdUTq) é’pyOV WPOUT(I’,(T(TCOV. efg 87’) TOI;TCUV TV ‘m:u'Swv (TUFJTG,I:C(UV KTA. The mode
of Herodotus’ reference to the ‘King’s Eye’ could not be more casual or the reference
itself less important to his narrative. Both facts make perfectly plain what we could already
have assumed from Aeschylus, Persae 44 and g80: this officer, for obvious reasons, was one
familiar to the Greeks. The title catches the imagination. If parody is, as one dictionary
defines it, the ‘humorous imitation of a serious piece of literature’, then this is not a parody.
Aristophanes made humorous use of a Persian term. He did not make humorous use of
Herodotus’ use of that same term.

Since both Herodotus and Aristophanes speak of Persia it would not be surprising if
points of similarity are to be found. But no parody is indicated. Herodotus’ work is not
brought into the focus of Aristophanes’ humour; his verses do not become funnier than they
already are by the evocation of what Herodotus has written. What are believed to be the
most definite echoes do not relate to what Herodotus made salient in either the Persika or the
work as a whole; and what is most salient in Aristophanes’ humorous sketch takes its depar-
ture from non-Herodotean elements. Suspicion that there is a literary connection between
these works arises naturally because there is common ground—Persia—and because Aristo-
phanes is funny. But the suspicion should vanish when the difficulty in substantiating it is
perceived. To find possible allusions we have to ransack Herodotus’ history.® But that is
merely the first step. Granted that these verses in the Acharnians direct us to this passage and
that in Herodotus. Are the passages that have been hunted down arguably of the type
which would have incited Aristophanes to burlesque them? Are these the ones he would
probably have chosen if he intended to poke fun at Herodotus? The comic poet would
not have stumbled as badly as this.

It might be maintained, however, that the similarities between these authors at least
imply the use of Herodotus if not a parody of him. But such an assumption, since it is un-
necessary, cannot validly be used—as a parody could be used—to prove that Herodotus had
already published his work. Herodotus need not be presupposed in order to account for the
knowledge displayed by Aristophanes. Aristophanes’ sketch, after all, is the kind of com-
bination of fact and fancy that suggests not a treatise on Persia as its source but simply
utilization of the partially informed and exaggerated thinking that the gigantic and wealthy
Persian Empire must have excited among the Greeks. Persia was not shrouded in secrecy
until Herodotus published his work. Relations between that land and Athens had existed
for the past fifty years and more. There were embassies to-and-fro, Persian exiles (Zopyrus,
for instance) came to Greece as did Ionian immigrants who were acquainted with Persian
life. Athenians had fought in Phoenicia, some had taken service with the Persian. The
very occasion of Aristophanes’ humorous sketch was an embassy to Persia and it is clear that
his intention was to point the contrast between Dicaeopolis and those who capitalized on the
war. Neither Herodotus nor any special information his work must have provided figures
in the passage.

8 See Wells 173 f.
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One other place in the Ackarnians supposed to contain a reference to Herodotus is that cele-
brated explanation of the real cause of the Peloponnesian War (523-529 with Herodotusi 4):

kal TadTa pev &1 ouikpd kdmixwpia,
wépvny 8¢ Zipaibay idvres Meyapdde
veaviar kAémrovor pebvooxdrraBor 525
k30’0l Meyapiis 38v ¢
: yapijs 08vvais meduoryywuévor
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kavreblev apyr) Tod moAépov kaTeppdyn
“ENou maaw ék Tpidv AaikaaTpidv.

Perhaps, however, it would be truer to state that these lines are understood as a reference
to Herodotus because of the prior assumption—based on 68 ff.—that Herodotus is in the
play the object of Aristophanes’ humorous attack. Thus Wilhelm Nestle, for example, who
points to the obvious possibility that verses 523 fI. allude to the Telephus of Euripides, a play
that is parodied in the Ackarnians, nevertheless sees ‘no obstacle in relating the parody of
Aristophanes, with Stein, to Herodotus himself, who probably died not long before the year
of the production of the Ackarnians’.® Compare Van Leeuwen, who also asserted that this
passage is a ‘comic imitation’ of Herodotus: ‘Neque aliter opinor disputavit Telephus ille
Euripideus, quem sedulo nunc imitatur Dicaeopolis.” Herodotus has, as it were, entered
through the back door. The precondition of the usual interpretation is the belief that
Herodotus had already published his work, not inference from these lines that he must have
done so. For there is no trace of verbal similarity. Yet I think that we have a right to
expect it in a case such as this. We are dealing, after all, with a common notion. Hero-
dotus’ judgment of Helen and the Greeks who fought for her is little more than a neatly
phrased epitome of the prevailing view about the evils of the Trojan War and its ignoble
cause. What, for an audience habituated to this view of Helen and already on the watch
for allusions to Euripides, would direct attention here to Herodotus? If, perhaps, we could
believe that Aristophanes invented the whole story about Simaetha’s theft, then the assump-
tion that he intended to parallel Herodotus’ description, in his proemium, of the rapes of
willing women might be plausible. We could infer that this invention was merely a means
to permit him to write verses 528—9 to which he was incited by the substance of Herodotus’
words. But surely we have no right to doubt that some scandal of the sort actually occurred,
however irrelevant to the cause of the War. If so, it will have been this, not the model of
Herodotus, which stimulated his comic imagination.

‘Unlikely’ here, ‘unlikely’ there—it is nevertheless difficult to banish the thought that
without fire there is no smoke. Certainly these allusions can be accounted for without refer-
ence to Herodotus. But reference to Herodotus, all the same, remains a possibility. Aristo-
phanes, after all, need not make his allusions with perfect point. Such objections would, I
think, be unsusceptible of refutation were it not for the curious and fortunate fact that
Aristophanes happened to write the Birds for production in March of 414: domep Tov ypvaov
TC‘)V G’.K‘)’;pa’TOV al}‘TC‘)V MéV €,7T’ évaoﬁ Ol} Staywa')a'lcoy.ev, 6’776&,1’ 86‘ ﬂapanlfl/‘w‘LGV d’Mq) XPUU(::),
Siaywdwokopey Tov duelvw.

The chief passage is 1124-1138:
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® Philologus 1xx (1911) 246.
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The similarity and the parody need no belabouring. Herodotus’ description of Babylon,
i 179 (which probably he was the first to publish in detail), is brought into Aristophanes’
play. Itisnot merely a matter of details in common. And though in the Acharnians Aristo-
phanes’ reference to Persia finds its complete and satisfactory explanation without dragging
in the work of Herodotus, here it is plain that only the desire to parody Herodotus prompted
1127-1129. We cannot doubt it because the surrounding context is thoroughly Herodotean.
Aristophanes did not risk that the point of his allusion might be missed. The detail from
Book ii, where Herodotus claims to have measured a pyramid himself, clearly shows
Aristophanes’ identification of his author by reference to salient characteristics of his which
could not but be obvious. Nothing comparable is provided in the Ackarnians. What we
looked for there in vain we find here—verbal similarities suggestive of a general parody.
Consider that characteristically Herodotean phrase kdA\aTov é’p'yov kal peyalompeméoTaTov
(1125), and dore favudlew éué in 1135. Aristophanes has indeed evoked the nature of the
man and his work.

The implication of this parody in the Birds deserves more attention than it has received.
The general assumption that he had published some twelve years before and had already
been parodied in the Acharnians makes Aristophanes’ renewed attention to him now problem-
atical. Yet the explanations offered to account for it, when explanations there are, could not
be lamer. Wells indeed suggested that Herodotus had shortly before 414 published separ-
ately his account of Egypt.1® Even were not Book ii as early a portion of Herodotus as we
have—something I believe most scholars would today admit—the fact is that Aristophanes’
allusion to Book ii is secondary, in the parody, to the allusion to Babylon in Book i. Other
references as well (e.g. verses g61—2 with viii 77) indicate that the Hisfories as a whole, not
a given portion, were in the mind of Aristophanes at the time. Wells, however, provided
something that was an explanation. The same cannot be said for the mere assertion that
‘even in 414 his work was much read’.’* Allusions to Herodotus, when appropriate and
convenient, could of course have been made by Aristophanes at any time. But here, in the
Birds, he seems to have attempted a general parody. That fact alone provides sufficient
reason to reject the usual and uncertain inference from the Acharnians. The very logic which
has been invoked to fix the date of Herodotus’ publication as prior to the Acharnians applies
in all its force to the appearance of this parody in the Birds.

It may be objected, however, that the logic of this conclusion, if it is not assailable in its
own terms, nevertheless is based on an insufficiency of certain fact to allow a certain judg-
ment. Though it may be granted, perhaps, that the passages in the Acharnians do not
necessarily imply the use of Herodotus, that possibility cannot definitely be excluded unless
the inference I have made from the parody in the Birds is as inevitable as I suppose it to be.
Yet our ignorance of Aristophanes’ motives in 414 allows us to suppose that some special
consideration may then have presented itself which, if it were known, would permit us to
invalidate that very inference and explain in some other fashion the reason for the parody
in the Birds. There is, however, further evidence, and in my opinion it turns the scales

10 Studies 179 f. 1 Schmid-Stihlin i, 2. 591 n. 3.
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decisively. For unless we prefer to believe in a series of astounding coincidences, there is
unmistakable significance in the sudden and detectable turn in the dramaturgy of Euripides
occurring in or around the year 414, the very year of the Birds.

Let us consider first that famous allusion to Helen in the Electra (1280-1283), a play which
I would date to 414.12 The following is said of Helen by the Dioscuri:

Ilpwréws yap éx Sopuwv
rkeL haroda’ Alyvrrrov 008’ HAfev Ppvyas-
Z \ 8’ e » /. \ 4 -~
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eldwov ‘EXévns ééémepyf’ és "Ihiov.

The question that naturally arises is why, out of the blue, without the slightest necessity,
Euripides should in such an offhand way say anything quite this startling. To say that it
‘was a famous version’ ‘well enough known for him to be able to refer to it quite briefly in
the exodos of the Electra’® minimizes unduly the sheer effrontery of Euripides’ casually
flung explosive. It is true enough that Stesichorus’ palinode was famous. That is because
it was so peculiar. But no proof exists, and I dare say none will emerge, to suggest that it
was anything more than a famous curiosity until Herodotus utilized it for purposes of his
own and Euripides thereafter, in the Helen, made it dramatically respectable. Let us not
accept perfunctorily this odd and unnecessary slap to a monolithic dramatic tradition. Why,
then, the allusion in the Electra?

The commentators are unanimous in seeing this remark as a kind of forecast of the
Helen which was to follow in 412. That idea does not seem to me to be a very happy one.
Certainly in one sense it is a forecast: we can see, in retrospect, that it foreshadowed another
play that was to follow. But is it not clear that only our knowledge of the Helen permits
us to ‘explain’ this remark as a forecast? Euripides’ audience would not have understood
it in such a way nor, obviously, did Euripides intend that they should. He gave no hint.
The most that we can say, I believe, is that Euripides may already have been writing or
thinking about the Helen and that he took a certain amusement in exciting a mystification
that he knew would be dissolved in a year or two. Though by then who would remember ?

An alternative explanation lies at hand. Let us reflect on the fact that what Euripides
said of Helen in the Electra was directed to an audience which, though it knew nothing of
any forthcoming play, had indeed around that very time been treated to a parody of Hero-

dotus.

Unquestionably the Athenians had his work fresh in mind. Therefore Stesichorus’

myth by way of Herodotus’ rationalization of it was current in 414. Thus the remark

12 The Electrais generally dated to 413 on the strength
of vv. 1347 fI., where the Dioscuri announce that they
are going ‘in haste to the sea of Sicily to save the prows
of ships’. In spite of G. Zuntz, The Political Plays
of Euripides (1955) 66 f., the reference is assuredly
to the Sicilian Expedition. (For reactions to Zuntz
and criticism of his treatment of the exodos of
the Electra see A. Vogler, Vergleichende Studien zur
sophokleischen und euripideischen Elekira [Heidelberg
1967] 53 n. 8, 55-62.) However, the usual date
inferred from the passage, 413, may be less likely than
the year before it, 414. The general view holds that
since the reference cannot allude to the first expedi-
tion of 415 it must therefore refer to the second expedi-
tion sent in 413 under Demosthenes (Parmentier,
Denniston) or to the slightly earlier contingent—
winter 414/13—headed by Eurymedon (Schmid-
Stahlin i 3. 488 n. 4). But these verses do not imply
that the Dioscuri are accompanying anyone. They
are going in haste (o7ovdf)) to rescue ships already at

Sicily. That rules out Demosthenes’ force and
probably also Eurymedon’s. On the other hand,
the reference to Alcibiades, if it is that, in 1350, would
be as understandable in 414 as it would be an irrele-
vancy a year later. The tone of the passage also
better suits the condition of affairs in Sicily in winter
415/14. In fairness to Zuntz it should be added that
the part of the play of concern to me, the exodos, is
above all others the most likely to have been written
with a view to the time of the play’s presentation, and
so at the very last. We do not know when the
torso of the play was written or what Euripides’
habits may have been in this respect. But Euripides
probably did not present every play he wrote or
stage every play he did present immediately on its
completion. Only the exodos need have been geared
to the date of production when, as here, some con-
temporary allusion was intended.

13 A. M. Dale, in her commentary, xxiii, following
Zuntz, Political Plays, 65 f.
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of the Dioscuri would have been understood by the contemporary audience not as an un-
motivated and unnecessary departure from orthodoxy but as an allusion, perhaps ironic,
related to the current literary scene. We have no warrant to doubt that this was Euripides’
intention. He wrote for his audience and played upon their reactions; he was not mystify-
ing contemporaries in order to provide us with an example of a forecast, whatever his future
plans about the Helen.

That these plans probably included the writing of the Helen naturally suggests a further
inference. We are accustomed, in virtue of our perspective from modern times, to take for
granted the particular plays written by the dramatists. Often we do not question why, in
any specific case, Aeschylus or Sophocles or Euripides chose a given subject. It is not that
they did not have their reasons; it is merely that in most cases it is impossible even dimly
to conceive of what they may have been. It should be different with the Helen. Euripides
chose to present a play in 412 which broke sharply not only with the general dramatic
tradition but with his own prior characterization of Helen. If we take this fact and add it to
the other ones—that Herodotus was au courant in 414 and that Euripides was evidently struck
by Herodotus’ adaptation of Stesichorus and made allusion to it at that time—it follows
automatically that it was Herodotus who had directed Euripides’ attention to the dramatic
possibilities of the legend. Naturally he kept the eidolon and made his own innovations.
We could expect no less: Euripides was a creative artist, not an automaton.

Any lingering doubt about the influence of Herodotus upon Euripides at the very period
when, for other reasons, I have suggested that Herodotus’ work was published should be
removed by consideration of his reliance on Herodotus in his treatment of the Iphigenia in
Tauris, a play which seems to have intervened between the Electra and the Helen. In this
play too, but in a more substantive way than in the Electra, his reliance upon a portion of
Herodotus’ narrative is unmistakable. Herodotus’ description of the Taurians (iv 103), their
savage cult of Iphigenia, sacrifice of Hellenes, even their way of dealing with human trophies,
is the basis of Euripides’ treatment of these details, whatever he may have owed to local
tradition in Halae.!* T suggest, therefore, that it is here the same as with the Helen. His
reading of Herodotus incited him to write this play too. A bare statement of this kind, if it
stood alone, would perhaps appear no more or less likely than some conflicting one. Not,
however, when due weight is given to the fact that the playwright chose for two plays
of similar theme and construction subjects which Herodotus, parodied at that very time, had
given space to in rudimentary but similar fashion. It seems unlikely, under the circum-
stances, that Euripides happened accidentally to choose precisely these themes at this time.
Stesichorus and the Cypria were nothing new; Herodotus was. Surely he supplies what there
necessarily must have been: contemporary reason and incitement for Euripides to adapt
this material to dramatic form.

A few smaller details in the plays Euripides wrote at this time might similarly suggest his
sudden awareness of Herodotus.!® They, however, of little individual weight, will per-
suade no one who rejects my inference from the major points of contact already mentioned.
Let us then pile upon these what for a sceptic must become the oddest coincidence of the lot.
The creations of Euripides in the last seven years of his life—or six, if we date the Electra to

14 The less we know, it seems, about a possible
source, the more influence we ascribe to it (see, e.g.
Gregoire’s preface to the play in the Budé series, p.
97). Another factor inciting Euripides to write the
play may have been Sophocles’ Chryses (Pearson,
JSrags. 726-30), though see Wilamowitz, Hermes xviii
(1883) 257, for a cogent case against it. But we may
well be cautious before changing in fragment 727
(schol. Birds 1240) the vulgate Zopdrieiov ypvoj to
év Xpdoy (with Nauck and Pearson after Fritzsche) or

even in assuming that the scholiast correctly traced
Aristophanes’ parody to Sophocles rather than to
Aeschylus, 4g. 530. On that assumption, of course,
hangs the date or rather priority of Sophocles’
Chryses.

15 See, e.g., Electra 34-39, which Steiger, Philologus
Ivi (1907%) 585, suggested was an echo of the Mandane
story in Herodotus i 107. See also Denniston at the
word Oepudy in Electra 740 and the two fragments of
the Andromeda (412 B.C.) 152, 153N.
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413—possess qualities common to each other which also distinguish them from the plays he
wrote prior to that time. In order, however, to avoid the suspicion of having formulated
these qualities so as to make them yield a desired conclusion, let me quote part of Schmid-
Stahlin’s characterization of Euripides at this time. ‘The opposition between Greek and
Barbarian is found repeatedly in plays from the Medea on (Andromache, Hecabe, Trojan
Women,) but in such a fashion that the poet directed his sympathy to the ill-treated barbarian
who suffered at the hands of the Greeks. In the last six years of his life, on the other hand,
he emphatically took the side of Greek culture.’’® ‘It is significant that from this time
new ethical motives and techniques appear: the liking for the goodness of the common man
(adrovpyss in the Electra), of the 8odAos yewaios (paedagogus in the Electra, messenger in
the Helen) and the rescue of Greeks from barbarian captivity and surroundings ... The
position of the poet to the barbarians simultaneously was altered. They are now represented
... as unsympathetic, almost distorted, figures, as illustrations for the famous saying of
Iphigenia in Aulis (1400 f.) : BapBdpwv 8’ “ EX\nvas dpyew elkos, A o0 BapBdpovs,|ufitep,  EMijvaww,
T0 pev yap Soddov, oi 8’ élevfepor. At the same time was renewed that Aeschylean joy in
exotically coloured scenes . . .”27 (Phrygian, Oriental, Phoenician, Egyptian and Scythian).18
Under the circumstances, therefore, I do not think it a fanciful idea to attribute some of this
change in Euripides to the impact of Herodotus’ Histories upon him and to see in this rela-
tionship a momentous and pleasing example of the effect of one great artist upon another
whose different cast of mind did not preclude him from the admiration and even emulation
these plays attest.

Enough has been said, 1 hope, to justify the possibility, in terms of the external evidence,
of the publication of Herodotus’ work after the end of the Archidamian War, long enough
before 414 to have become generally known but shortly enough before it to be still suitable
for parody. It remains, now, to consider Herodotus himself. Three passages in Herodotus,
I submit, point to a time late in the Archidamian War, two of them implying that this war
was over when he wrote them. That they have been otherwise explained testifies primarily,
as I hope the reader will agree, to the necessity of bringing them into line with a ruling
dogma.

(1) vi 98. 2: Kkal Toii7o (the earthquake at Delos) uév kov Tépas dvfpdimoior T@v peAdvrwv
éoeclo kardv épmve o Beds. éml yap Aapelov Tob ‘Yordomeos kal Hépfew To0 Aapeiov kal
*Aprolépéew Tod Hépfew, Tpidv TouTéwy émefis yeveéwv, éyévero mAéw kaka TH ‘EMAS. 1) émi
€ikoot dMas yeveas Tas mpo Aapelov yevouévas, Ta pév dmo Tdv Ilepoéwy adrii yevdueva, Ta dé
am ’adTdv 7@V kopudaiwy mepl Ths dpxis molepuedvTw.

The ‘war mepl 7ijs dpxis’ is assuredly the Peloponnesian War and not the battle of
Tanagra. No Greek could have considered what we call the ‘First Peloponnesian War’ a
struggle of kopugaio: fighting for the control of Greece. The Archidamian War was exactly
that, and it follows from Herodotus’ mode of expression that he was looking back at it and
the evils it brought in its train. The perspective is not one he could have taken early in the
War but indicates, precisely as Herodotus implies, a date after the death of Artaxerxes.
For although How asserted at the passage that ‘The words do not imply that Artaxerxes’
reign was over’ it is impossible to agree. That implication would be unmistakable if the
author were anyone but Herodotus, who is not supposed to ‘refer clearly to an event so late.’1?
But it is a date that Herodotus is giving us. Normally, ‘in the reigns of Darius, Xerxes and
Artaxerxes’ would mean ‘in the sequence of time that elapsed from the beginning of the
reign of the first till the end of the reign of the last’. Herodotus’ addition that this period
was ‘three generations in a row’ confirms that meaning here. Except when yever] refers to
birth, descendants, pedigree or nationality (to use Powell’s lemmata)-—and these meanings
do not fit the present context—the term is a chronological one. ‘Through three generations’

18 i 3. 503. ‘ 18 jbid. 488 n. 2.
17 ibid. 488. 1% How ad loc.
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should mean ‘through the lifetimes of these three kings’. Secondly, Herodotus’ comparison
of the three generations with the prior twenty inevitably suggests that he was thinking in
terms of complete units, as it were, which were mutually comparable. Herodotus’ formu-
lation implies, in other words, that he had made a mental comparison of one inclusive period
of time with another. One of these periods ended only with the end of Artaxerxes. Finally,
what of the tone of this passage? Is it not clearly retrospective? ‘Those three generations
yielded more evil than any comparable period of history because of the Persian and Archi-
damian War’. This statement would be singularly inept when the third generation had
not ended and the war was still in its beginnings. Herodotus’ words are like the statement
of a man who looks at the sky after the storm clouds have been swept from it. This passage,
therefore, was written after the death of Artaxerxes and very probably after 421, when the
peace had come.

(2) vii 235. 2—3 (Demaratus to Xerxes): €éort 8¢ én’ adrfj vijoos émikeyuévy 7§ olvoud éot
Kibnpa, Ty Xidwv dvmjp map’ fuiv codwratos yevouevos képdos uélov épn elvar Zmaprujryot kara
Tis Baddoons katadedvkévar uaddov 7 Smepéyew, alel Tv mpoadokdv dm’ adTis ToodTov éoecbfar oldy
ToL éyw éényéopar, oUiTL TOV ooV oTdMov mpoedids, AL wdvTa Suoiws poPeduevos dvSpdv aTodov.
(3) éx TavTys Tis wijoov Spuwuevor doBedvrwy Tods Aaxedaruoviovs. mapoikov 8é modéuov o
édvros olkniov 0ddév dewol éoovral ToL uy Tijs dAAys ‘EMddos dAiokouévns o Tod melod Bonbéwor
Tav'*r'n‘ Ka7‘a8ovAw0€L'0ng 86‘ ’T‘F)S dM’T’S ‘EMG{SOS &O'BGV'I‘IS ';’,87] TO‘ AG.K(UVLK&V }LOI?VOV A€Z7T€’Tal..

Herodotus would most improbably have made this allusion to the cardinal importance
of Cythera unless some event justified it. We are not required to consider the possibility that
Demaratus actually made this observation to Darius (or that Chilon had stated it well
before). And those who choose to believe that Demaratus’ remark is pointless are obliged,
at the least, to find in Herodotus another example of a dire prediction—and this is one of
the most fearful of them all—made by one of Herodotus’ characters that is without issue.

The prophecy is usually explained in one of two ways. It is taken as an allusion to
Tolmides’ expedition (Macan) or as a reference to what we assume may have been a plan
of Pericles (Stein). In 456/5 Tolmides ravaged the sea-coast of the Peloponnesus, set fire to
the harbour at Gythium and captured Boae and Cythera (Pausanias i 27.5). Since
Thucydides does not even mention the occupation of Cythera when he refers to that
periplous, and since Pausanias himself alludes to it in last place, it is impossible to find in
this exploit the explanation for Herodotus’ exceedingly sombre vaticinium. The temporary
occupation of Cythera cannot have prompted the idea that it would have been better for
the Spartans for the island never to have been; what is required is something along the lines
of the prophecy contained in 235.3. As to the hypothetical plans of Pericles, it should not
be necessary to argue against what cannot be considered an authentic explanation. For it
is surely an illegitimate procedure to infer Pericles’ plans from this passage and then to
explain the passage by reference to them. Nevertheless, it is easily refuted. If Pericles had
had such a plan, we can see from the importance attached to it (ex hypothesi) by Herodotus
that it was not merely ‘a plan’ but ‘the plan’, the final stroke for the subjugation of Sparta.
It involved nothing less than the land conquest of Greece, to be achieved by keeping the
Spartans at bay by constant incursions from Cythera. Nothing could be less Periclean
than this.2°

Both theories are united in one respect: they are based on the steadfast refusal to con-
sider the one event occurring in the Archidamian War which completely justifies the con-
tention that it had been better for Sparta if the island were sunk in the sea—the capture of
that island by Nicias in 424. Thucydides describes the impact of this event (iv 55): “The
Lacedaemonians, seeing the Athenians masters of Cythera, and expecting descents of the

20 Needless to state, the conception also implies that an assumption as this would be inadmissible even if
Herodotus was so credulous as to project this alleged we were guided by that persistent misconception of
plan into an inevitable and momentous success. Such  Hercdotus as the naive admirer of Pericles.
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kind upon their coasts, nowhere opposed them in force, but sent garrisons here and there
through the country, consisting of as many heavy infantry as the points menaced seemed to
require, and generally stood very much upon the defensive. After the severe and unexpected
blow that had befallen them in the island, the occupation of Pylos and Cythera, and the
apparition on every side of a war whose rapidity defied precaution, they lived in constant
fear of internal revolution, and now took the unusual step of raising four hundred horse and
a force of archers, and became more timid than ever in military matters, finding themselves
involved in a maritime struggle, which their organization had never contemplated, and that
against Athenians, with whom an enterprrise unattempted was always looked upon as a
success sacrificed. Besides this, their late numerous reverses of fortune, coming close one
upon another without any reason, had thoroughly unnerved them, and they were always
afraid of a second disaster like that on the island, and thus scarcely dared to take the field,
but fancied that they could not stir without a blunder, for being new to the experience of
adversity they had lost all confidence in themselves’.2t Thucydides’ description is sufficient
commentary upon this passage in Herodotus. And when we recall that it is not merely
the capture of Cythera but the effects of that capture which are at issue for Herodotus as
for Thucydides, and that one effect of it was to bring the Spartans to a peace they accounted
unfavourable to themselves (as Thucydides vii 18. 2 implies), the likelihood is strong that
Herodotus wrote this passage at the end of the Archidamian War.

(3) ix 73.3: Toilow 8¢ dexelebow év Zmdpry dmd TovTov Tob épyov (their service to Helen)
dtelein Te kal mpoedpin Siateléel és Td0e alel éri éovoa, ovTw BoTe Kal és TOV TOAEpOV TOV VOTEPOV
moMolor éreot ToUTwy yevdpevov Abmvaiows! e kai Iledomovwnolowo, owopévwy v dAAY
’ATTLK'I"V AU.KGSG.LMOV[O)V, AGKEAG"Y)S (iﬂ'E’XEO'oa.L.

Not merely the aorist participle, yevduevov, which requires that we translate the phrase
as ‘the war that took place’, but the entire burden of the meaning in Herodotus’ assertion
that Decelea was unravaged during the war, make it clear that the war was over when he
wrote the sentence. Otherwise he must have formulated differently. When the future
course of events is uncertain you do not isolate something that has happened once but need
not happen again and present it in language indicating that it was always the case. That
is like an American saying in 1942 that although Pearl Harbor was bombed the Japanese
refrained from attacking San Francisco in the war that took place between Japan and the
United States. The usual assumption that Herodotus meant ésBoA7) when he wrote méAeuos
arises from a preconceived opinion, not from the natural implication of these words.

These three passages therefore, together with Aristophanes’ parody of the work in 414
and Euripides’ use of it at the same time should establish that the Histories were finished by
Herodotus and introduced to the general public a little later than we have assumed. The
chief objection to this hypothesis, I imagine, will be that Herodotus seems so unaffected by
the Archidamian War that it is hard to believe that he lived through it. That objection is
negligible, however, for its force is dissipated by the fact that he was equally silent (or
allusive) about the early years of the war. It follows that for reasons that deserve more
study than they have received, his silence is intentional—and perhaps not quite as absolute
as is generally supposed.??

CuARLES W. ForNARA
Brown University.

21 Crawley’s translation. 22 See my Herodotus (Oxford 1971) 75-91.
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