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PREFACE

IN these two volumes is comprised the major instalment of a
work, which should present at least the last six Books of
Herodotus, duly annotated and explained. By this issue the
editor discharges the heavier portion of his covenanted labours.
The task has been long a-doing, hindered and interrupted, as it
has been, by sufficient causes, which here to specify further might
seem to be assuming a too general expectancy of the book.
Enough now, if some friends, interested in the progress of this
work, be not disappointed in its execution; and if the public, a
somewhat critical one, to which it appeals, find it, upon the whole,
serviceable and welcome.

The increase of materials and the rising standard of method
will presently render it well-nigh desperate for any one man to
elaborate a complete edition of Herodotus upon the scale of former
editors. One must needs be not merely grammarian and historian,
but archaeologist, anthropologist, philosopher and something more
to boot, in order adequately to explain and illustrate ¢ the Father of
History,’ his work. The next commentary on ‘ The Muses,” intended
for scholars at large, will haply be undertaken by a syndicate, or
trust, in which each department of the Herodotean Museum may
be headed by an all-competent sub-specialist. But, even then,
a controlling mind will be necessary in order to bring consistency
and point to the result: meanwhile there is a chance that this
edition may still be in time to invest the middle section of
the Herodotean Histories with Introduction, Commentary and
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Appendices, not all unworthy, having regard to the present state
of knowledge and research, a place beside the accomplished
labours of a less exacting age.

The more precise relations of this edition to those others cannot
be described in a sentence. Whatever may now be the right
estimate of works even as recent as those of Larcher and of
Schweighiuser, no competent judge will expect to find a claim here
advanced to supersede the commentaries of Baehr, of Blakesley,
of Rawlinson, of Stein, each of which has merits, visible, even in
this very edition, by derivation or deposit. Of any preponderant
debt to this one or that of his predecessors the present editor
is scarcely conscious. The extent to which antecedent labours
support his own, is attested, perhaps too scrupulously, twice over,
in the Notes passim and in the Index of Authors, sub nominibus.
Though the references there accumulated betoken not seldom
dissent or criticism, they are none the less indicative of obliga-
tions incurred. A similar canon applies to the works of the
historians, Grote, Thirlwall, Curtius, Duncker, Busolt, Eduard
" Meyer and others, and, in short, to all the modern authorities at
all copiously cited. If the writer were conscious of a primary
nexus to one or other of his many creditors, this would be the
place to acknowledge it. Let critics, if they please, discover his
scientific pedigree, if he have one. His first claim is to have
focussed a good number of results, many of which are virtually
common property in the Republic of Hellenic Studies, enforcing
them by methods, to the development of which schools of recent
and living investigators have contributed. He has taken some
pleasure in accentuating the English contribution to the common
stock ; but no one using these volumes will accuse him of disguis-
ing his obligation to foreign sources. Throughout, properties have
been, to the best of his ability, assigned to the rightful owners,
after the example of that truly classic plagiary, who plundered
his friends only to give them back their goods, on the principle
that men thank yow more for restoring to them what is their own,
than if you had never robbed them at all. Tt would, however,
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be an excess of altruism, on the writer's part, to announce these
volumes as the mere exploitation of other men’s labours. So far
as he is aware, no previous commentary has applied so completely
the methods of analytic and discriminative criticism to the work
of Herodotus. Consequently, this edition should exhibit more
fully than others the structure and composition of the Herodotean
opus, should discover more systematically the problems of origin
and source, and should appreciate more nicely the varying values
of the different parts, paragraphs, and items, of the multifarious
and complex whole. Two cases, exempli gratia, may here—not
without some risk—be named in support of this claim. Though
the geography of Herodotus has been discussed again and again,
the composite and unsystematic quality of the Herodotean world
has not been so distinctly presented as it is in this work.
Again, though scholars and historians might seem by this time
to have said the last word about the battle of Marathon, the
genesis and progress of the story itself appear never to have
been so fully considered as in the present work. That considera-
tion, though in the first instance a literary exercise, is none the
less an essential preliminary to a definitive solution of the real
problems at issue. And so forth, in other cases.

This work makes no claim to multiply paradoxes. It was no
slight satisfaction to find, in the fourth volume of the collected
and posthumous Kleine Schriften of an illustrious savant, Alfred
von Gutschmid, published only in 1894, an Index Fontium and an
Ockonomie to the work of Herodotus, anticipating to some extent,
and confirming, observations and methods advocated in the
Introduction to these volumes, which was then already in type.
The laureate work of a well-known French Hellenist, M. Hauvette,
appeared after the second of these volumes was already in the
printer'’s hands, or account would naturally have been taken of
his labours. It is some comfort to reflect that his masterly
support may be utilised in the production of the portion of this
work still remaining to do. An identical remark applies to the
researches of an American scholar, Professor Herbert Weir Smyth,
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upon the Ionic dialect, to which here appeal can be made only
in support of observations upon the Herodotean style printed on
Pp. cxvii, cxx of this volume. It is matter for congratulation
that no results, however startling, brought by Mr. Arthur Evans
from Krete, or by Professor Flinders Petrie from Egypt, are likely
to invalidate the utterances in these volumes in regard to the
problems of Hellenic origines, or of Libyan ethnology.

It remains to acknowledge gratefully assistance given from
time to time towards the production of this work. Professor
Ramsay, Professor Percy Gardner, Mr. Mackinder, Mr. Walker,
and other Oxford colleagues, have kindly replied to inquiries,
or afforded light, on points of detail. Other scholars (whom the
editor is proud to claim, in one sense or other, as ‘old pupils’)
have laid him under various obligations. Professor Titchener, now
of Cornell University, made an observation embodied in a note to
5. 55, 3. A large debt to Mr. Hogarth is fully set out in
Appendix XIII. § 9. Without a suggestion, volunteered by Mr.
Arnold C. Taylor of Uppingham, the last Appendix would
probably never have been written. Mr. Tracey of Brasenose
College kindly read some of the earlier proofs of the Greek
text. The first and second Indices are mainly the work of Mr.
A. 8. L. Farquharson of University College. Other services,
not here specified, are had in grateful remembrance. The
revision of the proof-sheets, as a whole, was & labour too long
and exacting to be inflicted upon any friend, however willing.
In a work, the mere printing of which has occupied upwards of
twenty months, and which combines a very large number and
variety of types and symbols, some allowance will be granted for
an occasional lapsus calami that may have kept its place in type.
A few Corrigenda will be found after the Table of Contents in
each volume.

If irregularities in the Englishing of Greek words and names
cause any offence, let them be taken for experimental evidence of
a desire to attain the unattainable, to wit, a satisfactory trans-
literation of Greek forms. For the rest, there has been nothing
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detected, up to date, to mislead a competent reader. This result
is mainly due to the admirable work done in the printer’s office ;
and if, in other respects, the work issues well-equipped, that shows
again the high standard and the ready goodwill of a long-suffering

publisher.
R WM

Un1veRsITY COLLEGE, OXFORD,
April 1895,
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INTRODUCTION

§ 1. To appreciate the importance of the Greek text, herewith
printed and annotated, its relation to the work of Herodotus as a
whole must be duly considered. To understand the whole, it is
necessary to discover its general structure, and the sections into
which it may most usefully be sub-divided. A successful Analysis
of the full text is an essential preliminary to a just conception of
the problems connected with the sources and the composition of
the work, and with the character of the author, whether as historian
or as hero. The full exhibition and discussion of those problems
should only be attempted when the analytical criticism of the work
has been accomplished: this criticism, however, in its progress
incidentally tends to define canons and conclusions, which affect
the appreciation of the several parts of the work. Thus, although
no more than the fourth, fifth and sixth Books of Herodotus are
here immediately under review, they must be considered in the
light of principles which are to be gathered from all the nine
Books, and cannot be fully verified except by reference to the
whole work, and its every part. To enumerate or to discuss these
principles in this place would be to open up the whole mass of
problems and arguments, which should be reserved as Prolegomena
to a complete edition of the work. It must suffice to make such
assumptions or statements as may be easily verified by a general
acquaintance with the whole work, in order to concentrate
attention and criticism upon the three Books here printed, and to
elucidate their position and import, intrinsically and in relation to
the antecedent and succeeding portions of the text. The intrinsic
significance of these Books it is the more especial function of the
Notes and Appendices to elucidate: this Infroduction aims at
emphasising the relative bearings of the middle section of the
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§4 INTRODUCTION xiii

spring of 478 B.c.  The general character of the narrative corre-
sponds to these simpler and more easily fulfilled conditions. The
narrative, which is continuous and comparatively free from digres-
sions, is historical, that is, truthful in character, and the history
is to the author recent history. Criticism has indeed shown that
the traditions of the great Invasion as preserved by Herodotus have
not escaped transfiguration by the mytho-poetic faculty:! fiction
is largely blended with fact; interests, humours, fancies, pieties, &
dozen various powers have contributed to the record, and the result
is far from being the truth exacted by the historical standards of
to-day. Still, for the actual history of the war with Xerxes, and
much connected therewith, the last three Books of Herodotus
remain to us a primary and invaluable authority, a golden treasury
of evidences. But the case stands very differently with the
histories contained and offered by the first three Books. From
almost every material point of view the first volume of the work
affords truly marvellous contrasts to the last volume. Mere
general propositions are here indeed, as usually, misleading. To do
proper justice to the matter many distinctions must be introduced.
The historical value of the matter found in Herodotus’ work
varies not merely from volume to volume, or from Book to Book,
but from paragraph to paragraph, from sentence to sentence,
from line to line. Every separate story, every individual
statement is to be tried on its own merits. Distinctions must
be drawn between matters of fact of which Herodotus is the
unconscious witness, and the information which he explicitly
and professedly bequeaths to posterity: between matters of which
he had, or might have had, the express evidence of his senses, or
the testimony of good witnesses, and matters which were of
remoter evidence or origin : between traditions derived from good
Hellenic or foreign sources, and traditions in which interests
of one kind or another are latent or patent. Tried by careful
and discriminative methods a great deal, even in the first three
Books of Herodotus, remains of almost infinite value for the
modern historian—independently of the secondary value, as litera-
ture, in itself illustrative and evidential, which even the most harsh
or the most careless criticism allows that part of the work. In

1 K. W. Nitzsch’s paper, BRh. Mus. der Perserkriege, Munich, 1876, were
N. F. xxvii. 226 ff. (1872), and N. ‘epoch-making’ in this respect.
Wecklein's tract, Ueber die Tradition
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Sparta at the coming of Maiandrios, as related in Bk. 3.! Thus
it might be fairly argued that, while the explicit chronology of
the direct narrative in these Books starts with the invasion of
Europe by Dareios (variously dated from 508 B.c. up to 516 B.c%),
the implicit chronology of the continuous narrative is by an
afterthought, or by a retrospect essentially organic in the direct
narrative, carried back to 519 B.c., the three Books thus covering
some thirty years. There is nothing foreign in such a device to
Herodotus’ methods of historiography ; quite the reverse. It is
strictly parallel to the method exemplified in the first Book, where
the age of Kroisos and of Peisistratos is taken as the express
starting-point, only to be superseded by retrospects which carry
back the Lydian record to Gyges, and the Medo-Persian to
Deiokes the contemporaries of Psamatik, a century before
Kroisos. But a hitch, or rather a lacuna, occurs in the tra-
ditions preserved by Herodotus, between the final usurpation
of Peisistratos and the murder of Hipparchos. Several decades
of Athenian tradition are all but lost to Herodotus, and the
years from 529 to 519 B.c, and again from 519 to 514 B.C, are
sparsely represented by such fragments as those on the fortunes
and misfortunes of the Philaidae (6. 34-39,103), or the expulsion
of the Alkmaionidae (5. 62). It is,indeed, the sixth Book, not the
fifth or the fourth, that supplies the links between the Athenian
traditions in the first Book concerning the age of Peisistratos, and
the traditions in the fifth Book which concern the expulsion of the
Peisistratidae. The digression in Bk. 5 on Spartan affairs seems
to refer expressly back to the digression on Sparta in Bk. 12
irrespective of the notes on Spartan history that occur in the
intervening text.* But the case is different with the greater
digressions on Athens and Athenian history, in Bk. 5; they are
not expressly referred back to the digression in Bk. 1, and it is
but an accident, to all appearance, that Bk. 6 supplies, to some
extent, the missing links. Had due weight been always allowed
to this observation, it would not have been the fashion to present
the two digressions on Sparta and on Athens, in Bk. 1 and in
Bk. 5, as respectively continuous, and forming exact parallels,
The treatment of Sparta and the treatment of Athens in the two
cases are not strictly co-ordinate. The Spartan traditions are

1 5. 89-48; cp. 8. 148. 3 See note 5. 89.
3 Cp. Appendix III. 4 8. 45-47, 54-56, 148 ; 4. 146-149.
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Hellenic standpoint, and nominally, to a large extent, from non-
Hellenic sources; while the sixth Book, containing, as it does,
the record of Marathon, may seem to lean towards the latter
Books, which pile the fuller records of Thermopylae, Salamis and
Plataea upon the scantier story of the first Athenian achieve-
ment. Meanwhile, the fifth Book, the centre of this group, and
of the whole work, focusses the Hellenic interest twice over: first
in the anti-medism of the story of the Ionian Revolt, and,
secondly, in the positive and centripetal tendency of its great
passages of pure Spartan and Athenian history.

§ 11. Apart from these passages the Books may be said to
carry on the story of the advance of the Persian power ; its approxi-
mation to the great centres of Hellenism; its absorption of
Hellenic colonies ; its gains at the expense of barbarous Europe ;
its reconquest of rebel Ionmia; its spread over the Aegean; its
assault on Attica.

The geographical conditions presupposed in this theme are
remarkable as compared with those presented in the preceding
Books. Speaking generally, the scene is transferred from non-
Hellenic to Hellenic soil, and in the fifth and sixth Books the
geographical assumptions are similar to those in Bks. 7, 8, 9,
especially Bks. 8, 9. The actions are laid in familiar regions, the
description of which the story-teller may, for the most part, take
for granted. With Bk. 4 the case stands differently ; here, indeed,
as above recognised, we have geography in excelsis, but the fact has
been sufficiently discounted, and must not be allowed to destroy
the hardly-won recognition of the continuity of the fourth and fifth
Books, but should rather be employed to emphasise the special
character of this volume, into which, apparently, the author has
thrown many a thing for which he found no lodging elsewhere.
The geographical overweight is, in fact, but a further evidence
of the composite character, the transitional purpose, of this part
of the finished work. That character is not less comspicuous
when the chronological scale of the narrative is considered. In
this, his middle passage, the historian is out of the dim illimitable
vistas and labyrinths of Egyptian, Assyrian, Babylonian, Lydian,
Median, Persian history; but the chronological scale is not yet
reduced to the narrow and exact proportions which obtain in the
last three Books. The continuous and advancing narrative but
carries us, as above shown, over a period of thirty years at most;
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§11

the retrospects take us, however, much farther back towards the
beginnings of things. Not to treat the literary introduction, on
the origin of the Scyths, over seriously, the passages on the
Hellenic states present early conditions of Sparta® and of Athens?
to view; something more than a glimpse is given into the
colonial diffusion of the Hellenes? into the of the ta:4
the ever-growing communion and union of Hellenie stocks and
states are shadowed forth through the centuries® Still, even in
these matters it is at most with generations, or with centuries,
that the narrator deals, in contrast with the millenial conditions
of the historic perspectives in the first three Books, and in dis-
tinction from the brief and all but contemporary vision of events

presented in the three last Books.®

1 4, 145-149; 6. 52 fT.

26187 f.

3 On the Euxine (4. 8, 18, 76 ff., 95,
108, 108 ; 6. 33); Hellespont (4. 14, 85,
95, 144; 5. 1, 65, 94; 6. 84-30); the
West (4. 15, 99, 152; 5. 9, 43-47, 124 ;
8. 17, 22-24); Libya (4. 160 ff., 179,
197 ; 5. 42); to say nothing of Kypros
(5. 118), or of the Aegean at large.

¢ In Corinth, 5. 92; Sikyon, 5. 67;
Kyrene, 4. 159 ff.; Athens, 5. 55 fI.;
Ionia and Hellespont, 4. 138, etc.;
5. 87, etc. ; Kypros, 5. 104, 113; Italy
and Sicily, 5. 44 ff. ; 6. 28 ff., etc.

8 Cp. the celebrated text, 8. 144 73
‘EAAprcdy  &» xrA.  with the illus-
trations afforded by this volume, e.g.
consanguinity (Suaiuor) in Sparta, 4.
145-149; 5. 72; 6. 63 ff.; in Kyrene,
4. 161. Ionian phylae in Sikyon and
Athens, 5. 66 f., etc. Language and
literature (dudyAwooor), 6. 119 (riw
dpxalpr yAGooar), 6. 138 (yAdooar
rip "Arrucfp) ; 4. 155; 6. 98; 4. 87
(ypdupara 'ENNypxd); 5. 67 f. (ypdu-
para Towvwxd), 6. 27 (ypdupara 8:3d-
oxesBas) ; for the literature see §§ 16, 20
infra. Religion (Oedw 13pbpard e
xowd xal Guola), in Delos, 4. 38 f. ; 6.
97 ; Delphi, 4. 150 ff. ; 5. 92; 6. 19, 77,
ete. ; Olympia, 5. 71 ; 6. 103 ; 5. 22; 6.
70. Hellenic deities (6eol o "EANfreor),
5. 92, 93, 49. Hero-worship, 5. 47,

115; 6. 38. Common culture and cus-
toms (#0ea Oubrpowa), 4. 77, 78, 95,
108; 5. 42, 58, 67 1. ; 6. 27, 48, 86, 187,
eto. See, further, notes on the list of
Agariste’s suitors, 6. 127 ; the use of
the term ‘EANds, 5. 82, 49; 6. 106,
188. The very interest in barbarian
states and tribes, including the uncivil-
ised, implies the growing consciousness
of a common Hellenism.  Excommuni-
ostions (5. 67, 72, 88; 6. 38) are less
to the point in this connexion than
the growth of ‘great friendships,’ as
between Kyrene and Thera (4. 152),
Chalkis and Samos, Eretria and Miletos
(5. 99), Miletos and Sybaris (6. 21), etc.
In estimating such passages it is im-
portant to consider how far the highly
stimulated patriotism of the Persian wars
may have reacted on the records of the
earlier period (cp. § 17 infra); but
even after all due allowance has been
made, there remains a substantial con-
trast between the tone and effect of the
last three Books and the three middle
Books in the work of Herodotus ; the later
achievement and spirit have not by any
means wholly destroyed the perspective
of a developing Hellenism.

¢ In 6. 98 Herodotus appears to draw
s distinction between the period be-
ginning with Dareios and the twenty
generations preceding. See note ad I.



§12 INTRODUCTION xxvii

Concerning the historic quality, credibility, or truth, of the
matters in these Books it is harder to frame any general pro-
position that can be of use. The truth (as distinct from the
honesty) of the Histories of Herodotus cannot be adequately
measured from volume to volume, nor even from Book to Book;
every story, every sentence must be separately weighed. Still,
with this caveat entered, and looking at the question in the
broadest way, it may fairly be expected that the three middle
Books will hardly be found to report the objective series of
events in a manner so full, coherent, credible and authoritative as
that of the last three Books; while, on the other hand, it may
be expected that the historic truth will be found less involved in
myth, legend, fiction and error than in Bks. 1, 2, 3. More
than this admission cannot be extorted from a critical observer,
nor will such an one ever relax his vigilance over any page of
this author without disaster, for there is no page on which fact
and fiction—if so crude a distinction may be admitted for the
sake of argument—are not to be found lying side by side, or
indissolubly interpenetrated, mutually affected, not as oil and
vinegar, but as water and wine. And, when the fourth, fifth
and sixth Books of Herodotus are critically studied, they are
found to contain facts solid and objective as those preserved in
any other Books, or passages, of the work (or in any other work),
and fictions romantic, droll, purposeful and pragmatic, as comedies
of Aristophanes,’ fables of Aesop,? orations of Perikles,® or oracles
of Bakis.*

§ 12. The argument a8 given so far is sufficient to show that
in truth the main narrative in the three Books here under discussion
is a continuous and united whole, if less obviously, yet hardly less
essentially, than the continuous narrative in Bks. 1, 2, 3 (or rather
Bks. 1 and 3) on the one hand, or Bks. 7, 8, 9 on the other.
This chronological unity must be conceded in regard to the simple
and obvious story, which may be said briefly to comprise the
invasions of Europe, the Ionian revolt, the Marathonian campaign.
Considerations above urged tend to show that, even if the narrative
be complicated by the introduction of digressions and retrospects

1 e.g. 6. 125. elements may be found in the story
2 e.g. 4.132f. of Phronime, 4. 154; of Dorieus, 5.
% ¢g. 4. 1181 ; 5. 49; 6. 109. 42-48 ; of Demaratos, 6. 61, 62, 67, and

44 178; 5. 43. Notably romantic  others.
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to the volume here reprinted. The Analyses, which follow, aim
at representing the materials collected in these Books from several
points of view. The literary structure of each Book is exhibited
in such & way as to bear witness at once to the skill of the author
in composing his work, and to the appreciative intelligence of the
scholar, who marked the three existing divisions. Passages, which
contain the record of events for the period proper to the chrono-
logical scheme of these Books (519-489 B.c.), are re-grouped, within
the table for each Book, in sequences which exhibit the author’s
contribution to the history of those three decades. Passages, which
from the point of view of that chronology are digressions and
out of the scheme, are brought into juxtaposition under pro-
visional titles. Special emphasis is laid upon the detachment
of passages primarily geographical, or ethnographical, as also of
passages which present legendary, mythical, or otherwise unhis-
torical materials. It has not been considered necessary to reprint
in immediate sequence, and without regard to the division of the
Books, these various groups of sub-divisions and references: any
one who uses these tables of contents will be able, without much
trouble, to recompose their elements or items so as to obtain from
them the contexts in which the main narrative is presented, and
likewise those in which digressions of various kinds are to be
found. To pursue the classification of the traditions, preserved
by Herodotus, into still further ramifications, without regard to
evidence from other sources, whether literary or monumental, would
be to foster exaggerated ideas respecting the exclusive authority of
the Herodotean work. The primary purpose of these Analyses is
fulfilled, if they serve to elucidate the problems of the sources
and composition of this portion of the text. But one class of
notices or memoranda, those concerned with events and objects
later than the fall of Miltiades (489 B.c.), is of such supreme
importance for the determination of those very problems, that
the analytical tables of contents are to be followed by a special
discussion of all that class of memoranda, as found scattered
through this triad of Books. The elucidation of these notices
leads naturally to a consideration of the part played by after-
thought in these records of the past, and the actual historic value,
or values, of the various elements displayed by analysis. Some-
where in the course of the argument the personal equation of the
author, and his relation to the events he records, and the objects
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he describes, must be approximately stated and discussed. The
chief gain from this methodical analysis is, perhaps, realised
when we perceive an infinity of values in the work of Herodotus,
and a critical absurdity in any single or general proposition
regarding the whole, based upon the prevalent character of this
or that part, or section of a part. The curve of credibility drawn
by the higher criticism of these Histories moves from horizon to
zenith ; the degree appropriate to each of the author’s stories, or
statements, is a distinct and individual problem.

Book 4

§ 13. The fourth Book falls clearly, like the first, second,
ninth, and perhaps the seventh, into two main parts, the division
being not merely involved in the difference of subject matter, but
clearly and formally marked by the author himself. The first
part comprises cc. 1-144, and may be denominated, for the sake
of brevity, the Scythian Logi: the second comprises the remainder
of the Book, cc. 145-205, and is apparently by Herodotus him-
self named the Libyan Zogi! Two or three considerations may
have prohibited the erection of these two parts into separate
‘Books': (1) The second part is hardly of sufficient bulk to form
a separate Book, yet from the nature of the subject matter defies
incorporation with the next succeeding passages, which now form
. the beginning of Bk. 5. (2) The second ex hypothest contains a
record of events synchronous with the main course of events
recorded in the first part. (3) A curiously exact parallelism, more
pronounced than in any other of the Herodotean Books, may have
been detected underlying the literary structure of the two parts.
For, without much violence, each of the two main parts falls into
three sub-divisions or elements: I. An historical, or legendary,
retrospect or introduction (mpodifymais)? II. An excursus, or
series of digressions on lands and peoples in question, in other
words, a geographical and ethnographical element. III. The
direct historical narratives, in the one case, of the invasion of .
Europe, in the other, of the invasion of Libya, ex hypothess
synchronous, even if independent. The following Analysis em-
ploys these observations :—

12, 161 1 Cp. wpodiyynodueros 4. 145.
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Bk. 4. A. The Scythian Logi, or the story of the expedition of Dareios,
and cognate matters, cc. 1-144.
L Introductory retrospects.
i. Causa bells, c. 1.
ii. Previous history of the Scyths, cc. 2-13.
1. The Scyths and their slaves, cc. 2-4.
2. Origin of the Scyths: various accounts.
a. Native legend, cc. 5-7.
B. Local Greek legend, cc. 8-10.
7. Combined Graeco-barbarian legend, ce. 11 £
8. The version of Aristeas, c. 13.
(Notes on Aristeas, cc. 14-186.) .
(Cp. Notes on Anacharsis, cc. 76 f. Skyles, cc.
78-80. Salmoxis, cc. 95 £f)
[iii. Story of the Amagons, and their wedding with the Scyths, <
or, the origin of the Sanromatae, cc. 110-117.]
II. Geographical and ethnographical excursus.
L Geography : (a) descriptive, (b) physical.
a. 1. General description of the earth, cc. 36-45.
2. The Pontos and adjacent seas, cc. (46), 85, 86.
3. The rivers of Scythia, cc. 47-57.
4. The land of Scythia, cc. 99-101, (17-20).
b. Physical geography ; notes on climate, fauna and flora, et
sim., cc. 28-31, 58, et passim.
ii. Ethnography (local and anthropological).
1. Various tribes and nations, cc. 17-27, viz. :—
a. Of Scythia, ce. 17-20.
B. Beyond Scythia, cc. 21-27.
2. The Scyths, cc. (17-20), (46), 59-75 (-82).
3. Thracians, cc. (89-92), 93-96 (cp. 6. 3-8).
4. Tribes bordering on Scythia, cc. 103-109, (110-117).
iii. Various notes, digressions, & sim.
1. Legends of the Hyperboreans, cc. 32-35.
2. Story of Anacharsis, cc. 76-77.
3. Story of Skyles, cc. 78-80.
4. Numbers and marvels, cc. 81, 82, et passim.
IIL The story of the expedition of Dareios in person against the Scyths
(cc. 1, 83-98, 102, 118-144).
(1. Causa belli, c. 1.)
2. The march from Susa to the Istros, cc. 83-98.
i In Asia, cc. 83, 84.
ii. At the Bosporos, cc. 85-89.
iii. In Thrace, cc. 90-98.
3. The Kings (of Europe) in council, c. 102.
4. The Scythian campaign, cc. 118-144.
i From Istroe to Oaros, cc. 118-123.
ii. From the QOaros to the Agathyrsi, cc. 124, 125.
iii The fighting in Scythia, cc. 126-134.
iv. The flight of Dareios, cc. 135-142, (143).
Pause or Colophon.—Two anecdotes of Megabazos, cc. 143, 144.
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B. The Libyan Logi, or the story of the great expedition into Libya, and
cognate matters, cc. 145-205.
I. Introductory retrospect.
i Story of the colonisation of Thera from Lakedaimon, cc. 145-
149.
ii. Story of the colonisation of Kyrene from Thera, cc. 160-158.
iii. History of the Hellenes in Libya down to the death of
Arkesilaos IIL, and the application of Pheretime to Aryandes,
cc. 159-167.
II. Geographical and ethnographical excursus.
i. The coast, and ‘nomadic’ tribes from Egypt to lake Tritonis,
cc. 168-180.
ii. The Desert, Oases, and their six tribes, cc. 181-185.
iii. Manners and customs of the ‘nomad’ Libyans, cc. 186-190.
iv. Libya west of Tritonis, cc. 191-196.
Notes on the zoology, ethnology, climate, ete., of Libya, cc.
191, 197-199.
II1. Story of the Persian expedition in Libya, cc. 200-205.
i. The siege and capture of Barke, cc. 200-202.
ii. The deliverance of Kyrene, cc. 203 f.
iii. The divine judgment on Pheretime, c. 205.

The preceding Analysis is enough to show the extreme
artificiality patent in the composition of the fourth Book. This
artificiality could not be disguised by divorcing the two strictly
parallel structures now combined under one number. It may
be taken to support the hypothesis that these parts of the work,
and the whole volume or section into which they are incorporated,
were designed as a connecting link between the extreme members
of the larger trinity, into which the whole work of Herodotus, as
above shown, naturally divides. The indications of place, and to
some extent those of time, to be collected subsequently from this
Book (see § 16 infra), tend to show that the author was in con-
tact with western sources before this Book assumed its present
form. The Analysis itself suggests a considerable number and
diversity in the sources here laid under contribution. It is,
indeed, on the face of things unlikely that matters so disparate
as the histories and geographies here presented side by side had
previously been brought into juxtaposition or intimacy. The
story of the Scythian expedition is one thing; the geography and
ethnography of Scythia another. The description of Libya is out
of all proportion to the story of the Persian mission to recover
Barke. It may be doubted whether the stories of the early
colonial adventurers, and the early history of the Greeks in Libya,
stood in any connexion with the story of the Persian mission,
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until Herodotus put those as a preface to this. It is possible
that the expedition against the Scyths and the expedition into
Libya may have been mentioned together in a Greek source before
Herodotus ; it is probable that the geography of Scythia and the
geography of Libya had been described in more than one
work previously. But the literary scheme and rationale of the
Scythian and Libyan LZLogi, together with an infinity of details,
are almost certainly due to the idiosyncrasy of Herodotus. For
the further evaluation of the contents of this extraordinary
Book the reader is referred to the concluding sections of this
Introduction, to the notes on the text, and to the appendices, in
which the problems immediately connected with it are discussed.

Book 5

§ 14. The main lines of literary structure in the fifth Book are
less clear than those in the fourth, and are certainly not laid down
on the same highly-artificial plan. From one point of view the
Book is divided between a narrative of events which carries on
the general course of the Herodotean argument from the point
reached in the fourth Book, and a narrative, or set of narratives,
recounting the history of the leading Greek states, speaking
roughly, in the period covered by the Persian history in the third
and fourth Books, and a part of the fifth. If these two elements
in the fifth Book be separately envisaged, the matter may be
distributed as follows, neglectmo for the immediate purpose
some other major and minor digressions :—

A. The connected chronological narrative of the continued
advance of the arms and power of Persia, until checked by the
Ionian revolt, together with an account of the origin and early
course of this reactionary movement (cc. 1-38, 49-51, 97-126).

B. A dual excursus, inserted into the main structure of the
narrative, and breaking it up, as just above shown, into three
stages: the first digression (cc. 39-48) dealing with Sparta, or
rather with two Spartan stories (a. the story of the accession of
Kleomenes, cc. 39-41; b. the story of the adventures of Dorieus,
cc. 42-48); the second digression (cc. 55-96) on a much larger
and more complex scale, dealing with Athens, or rather, stringing
together a number of stories, the main current of which is an
important contribution to the history of Sparta, during the period,
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broken in turn by a number of digressions within the digression,
which demand further analysis. Provisionally, however, and in
the first instance the structure of the Book may be exhibited as
falling into five divisions, or stages :—

1. The advance of the Persians continued, and the immediate cause or
occasion of the Ionian revolt, cc. 1-38.
IL. Digression on Spartan affairs, cc. 39-48.
IIL Aristagoras in Sparta, cc. 49-51 (-564).
IV. Digression on Athenian affairs, cc. 556-96.
V. The alliance of Athens with the Ionians, and the conduct of the
revolt, down to the flight of Aristagoras, cc. 97-126.

From this tabulated statement it is obvious that the three parts
or divisions of the Book numbered I., IT1, V. make up a record of
events ex hypothest in time successive, in causation more or less
closely connected : while parts II. and IV. contain respectively
two records of two series of events (neglecting digressions), more
or less strictly synchronous with each other, and with the main
course of the continuous narrative in the preceding Books! But
* this five-fold sub-division of the fifth Book is so far from exhibit-
ing adequately the extreme complexity of its structure that it
may well be supplemented from a second point of view. There
follows, accordingly, an Analysis in which the two main elements
in the Book are treated severally, and each sub-divided into the
smaller parts or sections which seem naturally to suggest them-
selves, without any attempt to carry the process of analysis to a
point where the wood might become invisible, by reason of the trees.

~~ A. The connected or continuous narrative.
a. The continued advance of the Persian empire.
" i The reduction of Thrace, cc. 1, 2, 12-15.
ii. The surrender of Macedon : or, the story of the young men in
women’s apparel, cc. 17-21.
iii. The incorporation of the Propontine states and islands in N.
Aegean, cc. 26, 27.

-—

B. The Ionian revolt.
i. The immediate cause and antecedents.

1. The affair of Naxos, cc. 28-38.
2. Aristagoras in Sparta, cc. 49-51.

! With this arrangement may be three of continuous narrative (cc. 1-88,
compared the structure of Bk. 3, a8 we 61-97, 118-160), and two great excursus
have it, which consists of five parts, (39-60, 98-117), dividing the narrative.
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3. Aristagoras in Athens, c. 97.
4. The return of the Paionians, c. 98.

= il Outbreak and conduct of the Ionian revolt down to the flight
of Aristagoras, cc. 99-123.

- iii. The defection and end of Aristagoras, cc. 124-126.

iv. The intrigues and end of Histiaios, and suppression of the
Ionic revolt, 6. 1-32. ,

It will be observed that the three sections into which the first
main division of the continuous narrative is sub-divided are not
continuous in the text. They are in fact separated by a number
of small digressions, or notes; and in the first of these sub-
divisions, dealing with Thrace, the historical narrative is further
interrupted in such a way as may be most easily exhibited in the
following table :—

A. a Continued advance of the Persian empire.
i. The reduction of Thrace, cc. 1-27.
al. The Perinthians, and others, cc. 1, 2.
(wdoav wéAw kal wav éBvos TOV TavTy oiknuévwy, c. 2.)
b1, Ethnographical excursus, cc. 3-10.
1. Thrace and the Thracians, cc. 3-8.
2. Country beyond Istros, cc. 9-10.
a’. The sea-coast (N. of Aegean), c. 10.
(76 wapabfardooia, ¢ 10 ad f)
. Digression on Dareios at Sardes, cc. 11-13.
1. The tyrants’ rewards, c. 11.
2. Story of the Paionian belle, cc. 12, 13.
[3. The mission of the spies, 3. 135-138.]!
a8, Paioni, cc. 14, 15.
8. Digression on the Lake-dwellings, c. 16.
ii. The surrender of Macedon, and the story of the young men in
women’s apparel, cc. 17-21.
Excursus, or notes, on
1. The Hellenic descent of the kings of Macedon, c. 22.
2. Dareios at Sardes, cc. 23-25 (anecdotes of Megabazos, c. 23,
Otanes, c. 25).
iii. Incorporation of the Propontine states, etc., by Otanes, son of Phar-
aspes, cc. 26-27.

Passing on to the second division of the continuous narrative
(B. the Ionian revolt), a pause, or fresh start, is obviously marked

1 The story of Demokedes, 8. 129-138, It might, however, pacc Duncker, be
may, a8 Duncker (Hist. of Antiquity, placed at Dareios’ first coming to Sardes :
E. T. vol. vi. p. 270 n.) suggests, belong  the king gets him rather too easily from
chronologically to this place, and might Susa to the Bosporos, 4. 85.
have come in here, or below, co. 23-25.
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those actions were little to their credit. It is fortunate, and in
many ways significant, that the shortcomings of this brief sketch
of Spartan affairs are, to some extent, made good by Herodotus
himself in the context. Some knowledge of Spartan action and
policy during the last two decades of the sixth century, previous
to the application of Aristagoras in 499 B.c., may be recovered from
the second and larger excursus, ostensibly on Athenian affairs,
supplemented by other digressional passages in these Books, such
as the story of the Argive war,! of the Plataean alliance,? not to
speak of the earlier application of Maiandrios recorded elsewhere.®
But all these references are beside the question here immediately
considered, viz. the literary anatomy of the fifth Book. From
this point of view the express digression on Spartan affairs
resolves itself simply into two sections :—

IL Digression on Spartan affairs, cc. 39-48.
i The story of the succession of Kleomenes, cc. 39-41.
ii. The story of the adventures of Dorieus, cc. 42-48.

The material or historical aspects of these stories are more fully
discussed in the notes and appendices, and need not here be
anticipated.

Separated from the anecdotal or biographical traditions, which
do duty for Spartan history in this Book, first by a section of
the continuous narrative (III. Aristagoras in Sparta, cc. 49-51),
and secondly by a geographical appendix (on the king’s highway
from Sardes to Susa, cc. 52-54), comes the larger and more con-
siderable excursus on Athenian affairs (cc. 55-96), which is in
itself compacted of various elements, direct narrative and digres-
sion, covers or illustrates a great variety of subjects, and calls for
minute analysis. The direct narrative in this passage consists
of a sketch of Athenian history from the year 515/14 B.c. to
the year 500/499 B.C., or thereabouts ; in other words, from the
date of the arrival of Dareios at Sardes, for the ‘Scythian’
expedition (4. 1), to the date of the arrival of Aristagoras at
Athens (5. 97). But this sketch is complicated by a number of
minor digressions, or inserted notes, to an extent which almost
defies clear analysis. Nevertheless, in the following tables the
attempt is made to exhibit the structure of this portion of the

1 6. 76-84. ? 6. 108. 3 8. 148.
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Book, without prejudice to the problem, how such an admirable
disorder may have originated.

IV. Digression on Athenian affairs, cc. 55-96.
i. Main story, or series of stories (515-499 B.C).
1. The dream and death of Hipparchos (X14 B.C.), cc. 55-56.
2. The expulsion of Hippias (311/%10 Bc.), cc. 62-65.
3. History of the Athenians from the date of their liberation to the
coming of Aristagoras (neglecting digressions), 510-499 B.c.,
cc. 66-96.

The first and second sections of this main narrative are
plainly separated by the digressions on the Gephyreans, and
Phoenicians in Boeotia, cc. 57-61. The second and third sec-
tions are plainly differentiated by the pause, or title, introduced by
the author in the words ofrw wév x7A. c. 65 ad fin. So far
the analysis is plain sailing. But the third section of the main
narrative is traversed and shattered by a variety of sub-sections
digressions, asides and what not, constituting an almost desperate
chaos of pieces, the pattern of which is well-nigh inextricably con-
fused. At one point, indeed (c. 92), an oracle is needed to decide
whether the passage with which we have to deal is an article in
the main narrative, or a digression in the form of such an article ;
while at other points (c. 9; cc. 89, 90; cc. 94, 95) main narra-
tive and digression alternate with bewildering rapidity. We have
a very Proteus in hand, but it is necessary to retain a firm hold
of this body of dissolving episodes, if the secrets of its composi-
tion and origin, credibility and authority, are even to be adequately
stated and discussed. With that prospect in view the following
table may be submitted, as a fairly sufficient Analysis of the
literary structure of the passage here immediately in question.

3. History of the Athenians from 510-499 B.c., cc. 66-96.
a. Main story. b. Digressions.
(1) a. The constitution of Kleisthenes, c. 66.
b. Digression on Kleisthenes of Sikyon, cc. 67, 68.
(2) a. Attempts of Sparta and other states, including Aigina, to over-
throw Athens, cc. 69-81.
b Digression: origin of feud between Athens and Aigina, cc. 82-88.
(3) a. Project for restoring Hippias, and its failure. His retirement
to Sigeion, cc. 89-94.
b. Digression : how Sigeion came into the possession of Hippias,
cc. 94 f.
(4) The medism of Hippias, and the quarrel between Athens and the
Persians, c. 96.

-—
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Even this Analysis of the passage, elaborate as it may appear,
insufficiently exhibits the full complexity of the construction.
Two sub-divisions in particular require further elucidation, those
numbered (2) ¢ and (3) @ respectively. Further Analyses are
therefore here subjoined.

(2) a. Attempts of Sparta, etc., to overthrow Athens, cc. 69-81.
i. Appeal to Sparta against the democracy ; expulsion of the ¢ accursed ’
legislator, cc. 69, 70.
Note.—Origin of the curse: the Kylonian &yos, ¢. 71.
ii. The interference of Kleomenes, and his discomfiture : appeal of Athens
to Persia, cc. 72, 73.
iii. The great invasion of Attica by Kleomenes and its collapse, cc. 74-76.
Note.—On the Dorian invasions of Attica, c. 76.
iv, Victory of the Athenians over Boeotians and Chalkis. The anathema
and epigram, c. 77.
Note.—On the excellence of democracy, c. 78.
v. Alliance of Thebes and Aigina against Athens, and hostilities, cc.
79-81.
[Ezcursus. (2) b supra, with
Notes 1. On the adoption of Ionic dress in Attica,
2. On certain customs in Argos and Aigina, c. 88.]
(3) a. Projected restoration of Hippias, ete., cc. 89-94.
i. Reprisals of Athens on Aigina, c. 89.
ii. Alarm of Sparta, c. 90.
iii. Congress of allies at Sparta, cc. 91-93.
a. Project of restoring Hippias, c. 91.
b. Opposition of Corinth, based upon memories of the Tyrants of
Corinth, ¢. 92.
a. Story of Kypselos and his salvation.
PB. Stories of Periandros.
1. The advice of Thrasybulos.
2. The ghost of Melissa.
¢. Failure of the project, c. 93.

In regard to the somewhat confused elements which make up
the whole section denominated here 3 (@) it is elsewhere argued
that cc. 81-89 probably involve some anachronism! and it is
obvious that the speech put into the mouth of Sokles (c. 92),
which is a colossal ignoratio elenchi and in itself also obviously
inconsequent, from a more general point of view must be regarded
as a valuable contribution to the conventional legend of the
Tyrannis, current in the author’s day. On the legitimate
inferences to be drawn from the passage, and the context, as to
the sources, and the date of composition, or collection of materials,

1 COp. note ad I., and Appendix VIII.
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by the historian, it would here be premature to enlarge. But it
is difficult for an attentive reader to apply the method of pure
literary analysis to the text of Herodotus, in this important
excursus, without detecting the presence of many valuable clues
and suggestions for the statement of those problems respecting
sources and composition, upon the solution of which the historical
authority of the work, line by line, in the plain sense of the terms,
must largely depend.

Book 6

§ 15. The literary structure of the sixth Book is almost
indescribably complicated. At times the narrative might seem
to have little more unity than a batch of anecdotes, the memorial
stream of events to break into a shower of spray. The unity of
Herodotus’ work, as a whole, the inner unity of the second of the
three greater sections, or volumes, into which it may best be
divided, seem to be here in jeopardy. For something more than
a moment or two the unities of action and of interest are all but
lost in a maze of cross purposes, a mass of details, a confusion of
memoranda. For this result the nature of the historian’s subject
in the stage here reached is in part responsible. The sixth Book
brings him and us, as it were, in due course face to face with the
Hellenic aggregate, whose turn to do and suffer at the hands of
the Persians is come. In the progress of ecumenical history
the moment arrives for the Persian to assault the liberties
of Hellas, and this Book records the results of the first encounter.
But, in attacking the Greeks, Dareios was not opposing a single
and united system, political and military: he was invading
a nebulous infinity of autonomous states. This fact, once a
source of strength and of weakness to the Greeks, in war and
in peace, must ever be a source of difficulty and confusion
to historians of Greece. That the Greeks formed not a single
sovran state, but a host of independent political communities,
made it very difficult for Dareios to conquer them, and for
us, a8 for Herodotus, to relate their fortunes, and misfortunes,
in a coherent story. So long as the course of pre-Hellenic
antiquity could be depicted as a succession of great monarchies
or empires, the last of which, the Persian, gave unity to the
civilised Asiatic world, and looked at onme time almost capable
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of comprehending the whole Mediterranean basin in one political
scheme, the unity and continuity of the story could be substantially
preserved.! But at the point where, from the nature of the case
(or from the nature of the evidences), the system of ancient civilisa-
tion resolves itself into a number of co-ordinate states, the unity
of action and interest, necessary for successful literary treatment,
disappears, until the empire of the Romans for a while restores
it. It can of course be replaced in the meanwhile, to a greater
or less extent, by various devices, more or less corresponding to
the reality of things. For the actual history of the Greek states
may be substituted an abstract scheme of typical forms or stages
of social and political development, more or less true of each
state generally: but that is not history. Or a unity may be
imparted to the treatment of Greek history by elevating one or
other Greek state into leading or representative prominence, and
making a history of the many a function of the history of that
one. There is much, doubtless, in the condition of the literary
sources which has encouraged these devices; but scientific history
protests against them, as inadequate and misleading in view of
the objective order of events, and even in presence of the accu-
mulating evidences, of one kind and another. Or, again, a
transcendental unity is communicable to Greek history, when it
becomes, for a time, the record of a struggle between a league of
Greek states, relatively a Pan-hellenic union, and a single non-
Hellenic power. But every such union was partial and brief:
partial, for the forces of Hellenism were divided, scattered, pre-
occupied, and opposed ;* brief, two or three years, three or four
battles exhausting the genuine unity of the action.® In short,
the treatment of Greek history must alternate between a bundle
of monographs and a philosophic abstraction; for “only the
state has a history,” and Hellas was never a state. The genius
of Herodotus seized the opportunity afforded by the traditions of
the great Armada 4 for the historical treatment of an ecumenical
episode, which exhibited the highest instance of Pan-hellenism

1 This view, however, of oriental 3 Thue. 1. 23: 7d» 3¢ wpbrepor Epywr
history is dissolving in the light of uéyoror éwpdxfy 78 Mndwxéy, xal Toiro
fuller knowledge. Cp. Ed. Meyer, Gesch.  Suws dvotr ravpaxiaw xal wefouaxlaw
d. Alterthums, i. § 516. Taxeiar Tip xplaw Eorxe.

3 Even the defence of Hellas did not 4 Cp. ¢ peyd\y orérg, Thue. 1.
unite Hellas. See especially Hdt. 7. 18,2
145-174.
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is compounded of very disparate elements; it loses almost every
pretence or appearance of sustained or intrinsic authority, and
becomes now a mere string of unrelated adventures, now a bald
chronicle of annalistic jottings; it is buried for a time and en-
compassed by masses of purely episodic matter, which have little
or nothing to say to the Persian and his doings ; it emerges at last
into fuller view, in the story of the Marathonian campaign, only
to disappear again, as if down a katavothra, under a final pile of
Athenian anecdotes and self-interested memories. In short, the
digressional element in this Book is more conspicuous than the
element of direct narrative, and stands in a variety of relations
thereto. There are digressions involved in the direct narrative,
or at least fairly introduced as explanatory of the relations of
the Greek states to Persia! There are digressions, the object of
which is to explain the relations of Greek states to each other.?
There are digressions in which the internal affairs of Greek
states are treated on their own merits;® and there are purely
anecdotal items, or at least stories, for the introduction of which
it is hard to find any excuse, except the all-sufficient one that
they are far too good to be omitted* This classification may
not be exhaustive, and its members are certainly not rigidly
exclusive. The first two classes of excursus are obviously and
generally more closely related to the main narrative than the
two last classes, but it is not always easy to draw hard and fast
lines between them, or to say into which class a particular
passage should be inserted; nor is it always easy to draw the
line between the main narrative and the excursus in this Book.?
The general effect is to make the literary or structural analysis
extremely difficult, and a satisfactory or convincing scheme
hardly attainable. It is, however, reasonable to maintain the
distinction between the continuous narrative and digressional or
excursional matter, as far as possible; although it may have
to be admitted that even the consequent or advancing narrative

1 Perhaps the digression on the 2 ¢.g. 6. 108 (Athens and Plataea).
Athenian occupation of the Chersonese, 3 e.g. cc. 56-60, on the privileges of
cc. 34-89, or the passages on the the kings of Sparta.
medism of Aigina and the Spartan in- 4 ¢.g. c. 86, story of Glaukos; c. 125,
terferenee, cc. 48-50, 61, 73, may be Alkmaion’s wealth.
regarded as specially connected with 5 ¢.g. the story of Paros (cc. 132-185),
the continuous theme, the advance of on which see further, pp. xliv., L. f.
Persia.
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rather as an excursus or a sequel to the story of Marathon. It is
not so much the story of an expedition to Paros as the story of the
divinely ordained fate of Miltiades. Its object is less historical
than ethical. Herodotus himself shows little or no sense of its
political or military significance. In short, structurally the story
is not a contribution to the chronological and continually advanc-
ing narrative which runs through these Books, but one of a
number of heterogeneous appendices, tacked on to the story of
Marathon, forming a rather complicated finale to the sixth Book,
and emphasising all the more effectively the pause or breach
between the second and third volumes of the work. These
observations justify us in maintaining the tripartition of the
continuous narrative in the sixth Book, which is accordingly here
subsequently observed in the tables.

Bk. 6. Continuation of the main narrative.
A. L The intrigues and end of Histiaios and the suppression of the Ionic
revolt, cc. 1-32.
i. The intrigues of Histiaios in Ionia, cc. 1-5.
= ii. The battle of Lade, cc. 6-16, a note on Dionysios, ¢. 17.
iii. The capture of Miletos, cc. 18-21, including a note on the
Sybarites and on the McAvjrov GAwoss, ¢ 21.
« iv. The fortunes of the exiled Samians, cc. 22-25.
v. The last adventures of Histiaios, cc. 26-30, with a note on
Divine Providence, c. 27.
vi. The recovery of Chios, Lesbos, Tenedos, and the punishment
of the rebels, cc. 31, 32, with a note on the gayjvy, c. 31.

In regard to the first section of the Book (cc. 1-32) it must be
admitted that cc. 17, 22-25, relate matters not immediately proper
to the story of the Ionian revolt, whether from a chronological
or from a constructive point of view. But on the other hand
the matters are so short and slight in themselves, and so directly
related to the story, that it is hardly worth while to mark them
by distinct numbers in the table, even if so doing we might emphas-
ise their probably foreign origin. The first question here must
be as to the conception of the author himself; he plainly regards
these passages as parts of the narrative in place, or at the worst
as mere parentheses. So much may, indeed, be admitted, even
while we refuse to shatter the continuity of the text or story in
this section : that these manifest asides, or parentheses, serve to
betray the composite character of the narrative of the Ionian
revolt as a whole, and help to explain the chronological inconse-
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quence, or incompleteness, which is elsewhere the subject of special
examination in this volume.! The last remark has some bearing
upon the chief objection to the limits assigned in the literary
analysis of this Book to the first part, and the break between
Parts I. and II. For where exactly does the story of the
Ionic revolt end, and the next part begin ? It must be admitted
that chronologically the point fixed by c¢. 32 is unfortunate in
two directions. On the one hand, as elsewhere demonstrated, a
later point of time is reached in cc. 28-30 than in c. 32. On
the other hand, c. 31 opens with a clearly marked principium
divistonis in the indication of a date, and this principle is so well
maintained in the sequel that it forces itself into our literary
analysis of the Book as the comstitutive principle for the com-
position or recognition of the second part of the direct narrative ;
how, then, can the break between the first and second parts be
placed in c. 32 and not in ¢. 30? Simply because it seems
impossible to overlook the structural significance of the sentence
which concludes c. 32 and sums up the three conquests of Ionia.
It may further be observed that a new point of departure is
gained in c. 33 by the change of scene from Ionia to the Helles-
pont. At the same time the inconsequence or anomaly in the
analysis of the Book here admitted is not without its further
value. 'What is clear in the main narrative of the Book is the
story of the Ionic revolt and the story of the Marathonian
campaign. What is not so clear is the matter intervening
between the two. That matter is partly, indeed, conspicuous
digression ; but in part it belongs to the continuous or advancing
chronicle. So much of it as belongs to the continuous chronicle
forms the direct connecting link between the story of the Ionian
revolt and the story of Marathon. This link is, however, itself
anything but simple or easily determined. Its delimitation must,
however, be attempted before the further contents of the con-
nected narrative in this Book can be profitably exhibited in a
tabulated form. :
The chief characteristic of the portion or portions of the sixth
Book, which serve to connect the story of the Ionian revolt with
the story of the Marathonian campaign, is that they are presented
in strict annalistic form, and with a chronological severity,

1 8ee Appendix V.
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wholly remote from the method of the antecedent Books, and not
fully recovered ! even in the story of the great invasion, as told
in Bks. 7, 8, 9. We seem, in this passage, to have passed from
the historical methods of Herodotus to the historical methods of
Thucydides. The events are assigned strictly to their proper
years. The years are apparently campaigning or war years; and
even the distinctions of season are not wholly wanting.? On this
wise the annals of three years which separate the suppression of
the Ionian revolt from the expedition of Datis and Artaphrenes
are systematically given in this Book. In the case of the first
two years the method is clear. The annals of the first year (493-
2 B.c.) are indeed broken or interrupted by a digression (cc. 34-40,
on the Athenian acquisition of the Thracian Chersonese), but the
digression is 8o obvious as not to obscure the chronological sequence,
and the acts of the year are given in cc. 31-33, 41,42. The annals
of the second year (492-1 B.C.) are continuously and concisely
given in cc. 43-45. The annals of the third year (491-0 B.c.) are in
various ways more problematic. Down to a certain point, indeed,
they proceed with consistency (cc. 46-51). But then and there the
narrative becomes involved and confused with digressional matter, .
and matter anachronistic, to an almost desperate extent. An
attempt to re-establish the true sequence of events is made else-
where ®; here it is sufficient to remark that Herodotus places in
a confused and tentative fashion previous to Marathon—as is
shown clearly by the transition from c. 93 to c. 94—a good
many events which must have occurred after that epoch. With
these provisions and observations the following table may be
taken as fairly representing the Analysis of the second part of
the connected narrative in the sixth Book.

Bk. 6. Continuous narrative.
A. IL. Matter connecting the history concluded in c. 32, with the
history resumed in c. 94.
1. Annals of the year 493-2 B.C,, cc. 31-42.
i. Complete reduction of Ionia, cc. 31, 32.

ii. Recovery of the Hellespont, c. 33.
iii. Escape of Miltiades ; capture of Metiochos, c. 41.
iv. The ordinances of Artaphrenes, c. 42.

1 This observation is made on the 2 xewpeploas c. 31 ; 7¢ &ape c. 43.
Books as they stand, without prejudice to 3 See Appendix VI.
the order of their composition originally.
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2. Annals of the year 492-1 B.C, cc. 43-45.
The work of Mardonios.
i. Democracies in Ionia, c. 43.
ii. Naval and military operations in Europe, cc. 44, 48.
3. Annals of the year 491-0 B.C,, cc. 46-51 + z (or cc. 46-93, minus
digressions).
i Reduction of Thasos, cc. 46, 47.
ii. Mission of the Heralds, cc. 48, 49.
iii. Medism of Aigina, ce. 50-51.
Appeal of Athens to Sparta, cc. 61, 61, 65 f.
Intervention of Sparta, cc. 73, (86-86).
(iv. Subsequent hostilities between Athens and Aigina, cc. 87-
93.)
(Annals of the year 490 B.c. Expedition of Datis and Arta-
phrenes, c. 94 ff.)

Here may conveniently follow at once the Analysis of

A, III, The expedition of Datis ; stories of Marathon ; or chronicles of 490
BC, cc. 94-120, (-124).

In this passage the narrative as a whole is continuous, and the
sub-divisions, which naturally suggest themselves, turn rather on
the objective course of events, and upon changes of scene in the
action, than upon the character or structure of the narrative
itself. From both points of view the record of the actual battle
of Marathon (cc. 110-116) stands up as the most important
and substantial block of the story or commentary: before and
after it the passages are apparently more composite, the structure '
most disputable. Small digressions occur at three points: (1) a
note on the Delian earthquake, c. 98; (2) a longer note, on the
antecedents of Miltiades and his Strategia, cc. 103, 104; (3) a
very important note on the origin of the Atheno-Plataean alliance,
c. 108. If these digressions in the narrative proper were to be
taken as determining its structure, the following analysis might
serve as sufficient :

i (cc. 94-98, AloAéas). Story of the expedition down to the visit to Delos.
Note on the unique earthquake, c. 98.
ii. (cc. 99-103, v McATudSns). Story of the expedition down to the meeting
at Marathon.
Note on the antecedents, etc., of Miltiades, cc. 103, 104.
il (cc. 105-108, ravdnuel). Preparations for battle. Note on the Plataean
alliance, ¢. 108.
iv. (cc. 109, 110-116). Decision. The battle.
v. (ce. 117-124). Sundry notes and addenda.

The above table is, however, far from exhibiting the variety of
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the matters included in the passage as a whole, and it may be
doubted whether in this case the short digressions or notes
should be taken as the fixed points even for the literary analysis.
It seems well to supplement an imperfect and disputable Analysis
by a fuller one, based upon sub-divisions, into which the story
naturally falls, when account is taken of the course of action and
events as here recorded.

Bk. 6. Direct narrative continued.
A, III. The Marathonian campaign, cc. 94-124.
i. The commission of Datis and Artaphrenes, c. 94.
ii. From Kilikia to Samos, ¢. 95.
iii. From Samos to Naxos, cc. 95, 96.
. iv. Delos ; with a note on the earthquake, cc. 97, 98.
v. From Delos to Karystos. Persian conquest of the Kyklades,
c. 99.
vi. Siege and capture of Eretria, cc. 100, 101.
vii. The landing in Attica (Hippias), c. 102.
viii. The Athenian defence. Note on Miltiades, cc. 103, 104.
ix. Summons of the Spartans. Philippides, Pan, cc. 105, 106.
x. The dream of Hippias, c. 107.
xi. The coming of the Plataeans. Origin of the alliance, c. 108.
xii. The Athenian council of war, ¢. 109.
xiii. The battle. Retreat and return, cc. 110-116.
xiv. Losses, c. 117.
xv. Wonders, ¢. 117.
xvi. The dream of Datis : the Delian statue, c. 118.
xvii. Fate of the Eretrian captives, ¢. 119.
xviii. The arrival of the Spartans, c. 120.
xix. Problem of the shield; defence of the Alkmaionidae, cc.
121-124.

The above Analysis, in some nineteen articles or numbers, ex-
D hibits at once the action and the story, as they appear in the pages
of Herodotus ; and probably may suggest, when traced in the text,
directions in which observations must be sought for the elucidation
of the problems of source and authority. Even such an Analysis
cannot but be somewhat arbitrary and incomplete; and in particular
the passage on the actual battle (cc. 110-116), and its immediate
sequel, may seem too summarily disposed of. But in the structure
of the Book, and of this sub-division of the main narrative, the
description of the actual battle emerges in unmistakable contour.
Moreover, the problems connected with it and the immediate
context are hereafter discussed with no lack of minuteness.!

1 Appendix X.
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Here, therefore, further discussion of this topic may be postponed ;
nor can the problem of the authenticity of the text, containing
the defence of the Alkmaionids, be raised within the limits of
this Introduction.!

B. It remains to consider, in further detail, the excursus,
digressions, asides, notes or similar elements, which remain in the
sixth Book, after the three organic sections or stages of the main
narrative have been detached. It has, however, already been
observed that the elements of direct continuous narrative and of
digressional interest are almost inextricably combined in this
Book. This contagmination is especially obvious and especially
perplexing in two sections or possible sections of the Book, viz.,
that dealing with the annals of the ¢riennium (say, ce. 31 (33)-
93), and that dealing with the sequel to Marathon (say, cc. 121
(125)-140). In the other two sections of the Book, which
would exist on this hypothesis, viz., the end of the Ionian revolt
(cc. 1-32) and the Marathonian campaign (cc. 94-120), the digres-
sions or notes are comparatively short and easily enumerated. As
whatever may be the most acceptable arrangement for the
exhibition of the fundamental literary structure of this labyrin-
thine Book, these two passages must in any case be recognised as
substantial items or entities in the Analysis, it may be worth while
here to recapitulate the short digressions which they contain.

L The end of the Ionian revolt, ce. 1-32, with short digressions, notes, or
parenthetical remarks upon—
a. The adventures of Dionysios, ¢. 17.
B. The capture of Zankle by the Samians, cc. 23 f.
v. The divine warnings to Chios, c. 27.

III. The Marathon campaign, cc. 94-120, with digressions, etc., upon—
a. The earthquake of Delos, c. 98.
B. The antecedents of Miltiades, cc. 103 f.
7. The Athenian cult of Pan, c. 105 ad fin.
8. The Atheno-Plataean alliance, c. 108.

e Losses, etc., ¢. 117.

But this table leaves two other passages (II. Annals of the
Triennium, ce. 33-93 ; IV. Sequel to Marathon, cc. 118 (121)-
 140) unanalysed. The second passage, indeed, may seem to -
offer less difficulty, though it is not easy to decide where exactly
it begins, any one of the following chapters 117, 118, 121,

1 See notes ad !.
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125 being possible points of departure. Taking c. 125 as perhaps
the least unsatisfactory, the finale of the Book resolves itself into
a series of appendices as follows :—

1. Stories of the Alkmaionidae, cc. 125-131.
2. The Parian expedition, and the end of Miltiades, cc. 132-136.
3. The Athenian occupation of Lemnos, cc. 137-140.

But the long and important section, cc. 33-93, remains and
defies analysis, the continuous narrative being represented by
cc. 33, 41-(46, 48-)51, 61 ad wnit, 73, the remainder (cc.
34-40, (47), 52-72, 74-93) being devoted to digressions, in
which it is almost impossible to maintain chronological order, and
not easy throughout even to distinguish between what is Spartan
and what is Athenian history. In regard to the chief passage
(ce. 52-93), it is, indeed, clear that it begins by being purely
Spartan history, and ends by being Athenian or Aigineto-
Athenian history, but where the one passes into the other it is
not easy to determine. The turning point seems to lie in the
record of the appeal of Aigina to Sparta, c. 85, with the visit of
Leotychides to Athens, and his reputed speech to the Athenians, c.
86. Speaking roughly, the matter and stories are mainly Spartan
from c. 52 to c. 86, and mainly Athenian from c. 87 to c. 93.

Bk. 6. B. Analysis of the Excursus or Digressions, esp. cc. 51-93 (cc. 34-
40, on the Philaidae, break the annals of 493 B.C.)
Digressions on the affairs of Sparta and Athens.
i Story of the origin of the dual kingship, c. 52.
Note—On the non-Hellenic origin of the Herakleids, cc. 53, 54.
ii. Excursus on the privileges (yépea) of the Spartan kings, cc. 55-58.
Note—On non-Hellenic analogies to Spartan institutions, cc.
59, 60.
[A short passage of the continuous narrative, ¢. 61 ad init.)
iii. Story of the birth of Demaratos, cc. 61-64.
iv. Story of the deposition of Demaratos, cc. 65, 66.
(This story belongs ex hypothesi to the chronicle of the year 491-0
B.C., t.e. the direct narrative. It also contains a retro-
spective nofe on the origin of the feud between Demaratos and
Leotychides.)

v. Story of the exile of Demaratos, cc. 67-70.

(This story might seem to belong, in Herodotus’ conception, to the
chronicle of the year before Marathon: but this may be
anachronistic. The story includes a Aéyos which goes back
ex hypothesi to events 30-50 years earlier.)
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lidi
which he is writing, and the times in which he is writing.
Explicit references to his own times,! his own experiences,? occur
throughout the Books, independently of the many passages in
which a personal observation, an autobiographical reference, is
latent and problematic® Even passages expressing a personal
opinion or view are of similar significance in this connexion.*
To determine the exact dates involved in these particular
references is one of the last and most abstruse attempts of con-
structive criticism. In the final resort these passages contain
the most important evidences for the solution of the problems of
the time and place, or times and places, of the composition of the
work, as a whole, or in its several parts. The dates given or
implied in such passages are not, of course, the same, except so
far as the author’s age or lifetime be regarded as a single period
or epoch. An expression of opinion by the author carries us
down to the actual moment of composition* A statement of an
actual personal experience implies a precise day and hour in his
lifetime, if only it could be ascertained? Other references may
be less precise, and suggest some chronological margin within the
limits of the author’s lifetime.® But no such passage can be
pushed back so as to overcome the chronological interval every-
where implied between the author’s present and the past, about
which he is writing. There is not, however, in the whole of these
three Books any autobiographical passage which serves to determine
with any precision the extent of that interval, or even to what
generation the author belongs® There is, in short, no exact
parallel to such passages as occur in the first” and in the last®
volume of the work; nor even any clear proof that the author

1 In the formulae &r¢ xal és T3¢, xal

»ov dorl, Ere xal és éué, péxp éuéo, et sim.,
and, indeed, all verbs in the present,
other than the strictly ¢historic’ pre-
sent (ypdpe ypduuara, 5. 14).

? 4. 14; 5. 59.

3 Cp- § 21 infra.

4 ¢uol udv o0 woTd Néyorres, 7§ ud-
Nora Neyouéry abrds wpdoxesuar, Tdde olda,
Soxéewr éuol, et sim. passim. See further
§ 22 infra. 8till more, expressions of
intention : e.g. 4. 81 &de Ipdow: 82
draficouas 3¢ és Tov xar' dpxds #Hia Nékwy
Aoyor (cp. 5. 62), ¢t sim.

5 4, 124 70w & és éué T4 épelma dba
#v: 6. 420t (8c. Pbpor) xard xdpny Siare-
ANovae Exorres éx ToUTov TOU Xpbrov alel
&re xal & éué ds érdxbOnoar ét "Apragpé-
veos.

¢ Even the interview with Tymnes,
4. 76, and his connexion with Aria-
peithes, Skyles and Sitalkes is incon-
clusive. An exception might be claimed
for the ‘240 years after the second dis-
appearance of Aristeas,” 4. 15. But cp.
note ad .

7 3. 55.

89. 16,
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had conversed with the Marathonomachae! Other classes of
passages or references to post-Marathonian events make it plain
that he might have done so; the absence of any clear evidence
that he did is therefore all the more remarkable. The chrono-
logical hiatus suggests an important gap in the sources or
tradition.?

II. A second group of references to the author’s own days, as
distinguished from the times about which he is writing, is created
by the numerous notices of the sources from which he is pro-
fessedly drawing. It is but seldom that a reference to a source,
or authority for the writer’s statements, is made otherwise than
in the present tense. Where the reference is made in the past
tense, either the case will clearly fall under the class of passages
above noticed (I.)3 or the author is quoting a previous written
authority,* or the passage gives rise to a further problem® As
a rule, indeed, Herodotus cites his sources in the present tense ;®
his living authorities are his own contemporaries and not the
actors or contemporaries of the events which he records; or if
dead, they are still speaking. This practice of citing in the
present must not, indeed, be made the basis of a narrow inference :
it is artificial, literary, unscientific, or inexact. At most it brings
the author within his own experience into more or less direct
relation with a living tradition, or with an authority ex Aypothesi
verifiable at the time of writing. The phraseology of Herodotus
incidentally confirms this impression, which would stand even
without confirmation ; for he does not draw substantial distinction
between the Adyos he has heard at some time or other, and the
Adyos he is writing down,” nor between the moment of inquiry
and the moment of composition or record® The fundamental
distinction which remains intact throughout is the chronological

1 6. 117 is, if anything, against it.
2 See further, § 20 infra.

(Neybuevos) ; Néyorrar 4. 26, 184, 191;
5.118; 6. 14; Neybpera 6. 63; eloi ol

3 4. 16, 76, 77, 81. Néyorres 4. 27.
4 4 13 &pn: 16 Epnoe, \eye: 6. 187 7 4. 14 7oy 3¢ wepl adrod fxovor Aoyow
« « MEw. ’Apwréyy ydp Néyovar xTA.

5 E\eyor 4. 81 ; 6. 98.

¢ \yovse 4. 5, 8, 14, 15, 83, 105,
150, 154, 155, 173, 184, 187, 195, 196 ;
5. 10, 22, 44, 49, 57, 85, 86, 87 ; 6. 52,
54, 134, 137 ; Nyeras 4. 45, 184, 194,
195 ; 5. 87; 6. 54 ; &orc Noyos 4. 11, 179

8 4. 95 ws 8¢ éyd wuwwbdropac: 5. 9
Stvapar wubéoOar: b. 67 ws 8¢ éyd
draxwlaréueros edploxw. Above all the
passages 4. 36 yeAd 3¢ Odpéwr i
wepddovs ypdyarras woNods %8y . . of
ypdgovat xal roetwrwr,
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interval separating the author’s own date, whether of investigation
or of composition, from the dates of the events, which form the
principal material of his narrative. But the exact determination
of that interval is not ascertainable from his notices of the sources
from which this portion of the work is derived.

III. A third class of references to the author’s Present, or of
passages which involve dates subsequent to the battle of Mara-
thon (or to the Parian expedition), may conveniently be made
out of a large number or mass of statements referring to existing
objects, whether natural or artificial, or existing institutions
and customs, or even the present state of natioms, tribes, and
cities.

From the nature of the case this class includes a prodigious
amount of matters, but all with the common quality that they
were ex hypothesi observable, verifiable by the historian himself
and his contemporaries. Not, indeed, all equally verifiable ; and
so various and separable are the matters to be included in this
class, that it is expedient to sub-divide it. One sub-division
may contain the geographical and ethnographical passages which
form a considerable feature in the literary Analyses of these Books.
These passages contain, indeed, theory as well as fact, and errors
as well as accurate knowledge ; but this criticism does not affect
their classification in the present connexion. The historical
element in them is very small, from the author’s point of view.
He does not conceive himself as having to record changes in
geographical fact, or events in the physical history of the
earth! In the Books here in question he treats the physical
environment and conditions of history as permanent and un-
changing. Land and seas, mountains, deserts, rivers and lakes
are regarded as always the same, or as not altering sufficiently to
make the present-day description of them inapplicable to any
previous time. Climate, flora and fauna are similarly regarded.

1 The earthquake in Delos, 6. 98, is a
portent. The great convulsion of Thera
(Santorin) is uvknown to Hdt. See
note to 4. 147. There are no eclipses
recorded in these Books. Dareios’ canal,
4. 39, is hardly an exception, much less
Neco's, c. 42. The Ixvos "HpaxAéos, 4.
82, is more like one, but not important.
The origin of geographical names, 4. 45,

is not a physical problem. There is
nothing like the passage, 2. 11, on the
physical history of the Nile Valley.
Hdt. does not *‘harmonise’ his account
of the Scythian campaign with his
description of the great rivers by the
supposition that the rivers have made
their appearance since the time of
Dareios.
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Zakynthos,! Metapontion.? Such fixed points involve many others
intermediate. It may here be taken for granted that Herodotus
had visited Samos, Delos, Sparta, Delphi, Athens; and the
general character of the traditions in these Books fully bears out
these assumptions, which are also supported by particular points
or phrases in regard to those places.® It is not so easy to carry
Herodotus in person to Marathon,* or to extend his travels in Pelo-
ponnese to Sikyon®and Argos® It is not easy to make out much
of a case for his autopsy in Asia Minor,” and only an uncritical
use of his terminology can carry him into Bactria® to Ampe? or
to Arderikkal® If it is to be admitted that he may have been in
Kypros, and at Amathus, it is not on the strength of the phrase
p#éxpe éued in the fifth Book."

But in regard to the stories and descriptions in these Books,
the main problems, under this head, resolve themselves into
the question of the extent of Herodotus’ travels in the Pontos,
in Libya, and in the west.

The Pontos.—Passages already quoted, just above, guarantee -
visits to Thasos, the ¢ Hellespont,''? as, en route, towns on the Pro-
pontis, to which may be added with confidence Byzantion.'* How
far Herodotus’ excursions inland into Thrace extended can hardly
be made out. No critical reader will cite the inscription of the
Tearos," or the description of the Lake-dwellings,' as evidence in
this connexion; nor argue from the course of the Danube,'® or the
geography or ethnography of the Thracians,!” that Herodotus had
ever penetrated beyond the coast. A casual phrase on Thracian
ritual’® carries a stronger suggestion of autopsy without determin-
ing its area. Nor will any critical reader argue from the de-
scriptions and measurements of the Pontos, and adjacent waters,'
that Herodotus had in person traversed the length and breadth of

1 4, 195. tainly been to Tyre (2. 44) he may very
24,15, well have been in Kypros.
3 For reff. see p. lxxxii. supra. 12 Cp. 4. 95.
¢ Cp. Appendix X. 13 4, 81, 87.
5 5. 67. 144, 91,
¢ 6. 76. Add Elis (1) 4. 30, 5. 22 15 5. 16.
(92 3), 6. 127, ete. 16 4, 48.50,
7 5. 100 and note ad I. 17 4, 89-98 ; 5. 3-10.
8 4, 204. 18 4. 33 olda 8¢ alrds . . Tds Opnuxlas
9 6. 20. xal 7as IHaworidas yvvaixas k7A. : cp. 4. 74
10 g, 119. on kannabis.

1 5. 116. As Herodotus had cer- 4 851
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the formula in itself tends to reduce it to a mere form, implying
very little deliberate limitation. When Herodotus wishes to
mark the limits of knowledge, whether personal or general, he has
more explicit methods.! The occurrence of such formulae, whether
conventional or charged with a personal significance, goes some
way towards constituting Herodotus, for us, the father of criticism,
as he is the father of history. Such a title, however, cannot be
construed into the statement that he was the only, or even the
best, critic of his time; in this, as in some other respects, he was
probably rather behind than ahead of some contemporaries. It
is a happy accident that his work remains to represent much that
has perished of better and of worse.

Even larger than the space filled by express statements of
disbelief, doubt, or conflicting opinions in the text, is the room
assigned to expressions of constructive personal opinion, directly
or indirectly at variance with tradition, or with rival hypotheses.
Here again, from the nature of the case, the most obvious examples
concern natural facts, as distinguished from historic events or
occurrences, but examples of inference or theory, in regard to the
latter class of facts, are not infrequent. Herodotus has his own
theory to account for the absence of floods in the Danube,}? the
relation between climate and inhabitants? the relation between
climate and growth,* the great superiority of Europe to Asia and
Libya in size? and of Europe and Asia to Libya in fertility.®
Herodotus passes more distinctly into the region of historie
theory, or construction, when he expresses an opinion that the
Hellenes learnt the art of writing from the Phoenicians,” that
Egyptian armour was used in the Libyan ritual before Greek,?
that the Allelu-cry was invented in Libya? that Salmoxis lived
long before Pythagoras,!® that the men of Thera and Kyrene were
mistaken in reporting that their founder’s name was Battos.!
Herodotus allows himself some liberty in the ascription of motives

1 Boor Hueis Buer, 4. 197 (cp. 4. 20); 2 4. 50, but cp. notes ad I.
Toobrde 8¢ Eri Exw elwely, ib. ; olk Exw 3 5. 10. 44,29,
drpexéws elwetv, 4. 187 (bis) ; ook Exw 5 4, 42,

Tpoowrépw elwely TovTwr, 6. 124 ; ok Exw ¢ 4, 198.
ovuBaréobfas, 4. 45 ; poivov 8¢ TolTov TOU 7 5. 58.
worauoi xal Nelhov ook Ixw ¢pdoar Tds ° 4. 180.
myyds, Soxéw 3¢, o082 ovdels ‘EANfrwr, 4. 9 4, 189.
53; émworduevor TovTo elvar ddwaror 10 4, 96.
yevéabay, 6. 139. 11 4, 155.
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§22 INTRODUCTION cxvii

maxims. Stories of Mardonios,! of Dorieus? of Kleomenes?3 of
Miltiades ¢ had all been ethicised and pietised, that is rationalised,
in terms acceptable to the feelings of good Hellenes, before they
reached Herodotus. How much his own art or piety added in
such cases it is difficult, perhaps impossible, to determine. In the
case of Kleomenes, the actual variant of the historian himself
involves but a distinction without a difference’ The story of
Glaukos® likewise points to the source of such implicit morals; for
it cannot be supposed that Herodotus simply invented that story.
Neither in these, nor in other cases, have we the means of de-
termining the exact limits of Herodotus’ creative energy as an
author. His style is his own, as much as any word, thought,
language or method can ever be the proper and sole work of one
individual mind. His materials are all but invariably worked up
into the forms and phrases of his own style;® it is very rarely
that he presents his materials raw, or just as he obtained them.?
The speeches, as they stand in his work, can hardly be authentic,
however much of traditional matter they may directly, or indirectly,
preserve. It is not likely that any story or anecdote, as a rule,
loses in the telling, as Herodotus tells it; but that he deliberately
fabricated anecdote, legend or narrative is an_hypothesis beyond
proof.  All but the greatest achievement of his art is the work as
a whole, the wholeness of the work. But this wholeness can best

1 6. 43-45.

2 5. 42-45. It was the men of Sybaris
who reasoned : el &) uh wapéwpnte undév
xT\., that is, who argued that the fate of
Dorieus was a divine judgment. But
Hdt. only differs by exaggerating the
alternative, c. 48.

3 8. 75, 84.

4 6. 135 makes the Pythia responsible
for the moral.

8 lc éuol 3 Boxéer Tlow TabrTp O
K\eouévns Anpaphry éxrioat.

¢ 6. 86.

7 We have, indeed, practically almost
nothing of the Logographs with which
to compare it ; but the verdict of an-
tiquity comes in; cp. Dionys. Halikar-
nass. De imitatione 38 (ed. Usener, 1889,
pp. 22 f.), Ep. ad Pomp. 3 (Usener, pp.
49 fI.), Hermogenes, De gen. dicends, 2.

12 (ed. Spengel, ii. p. 421). The conscious
and deliberate contrast of style pre-
sented by Thucydides might suggest an
analogous relation between Herodotus
and Hekataios, who was by no means
devoid of style; cp. Hermogenes, op.
cit. (Spengel, ii. pp. 428 ff.). Herodotus’
‘first style’ (cp. Scholl, Fhilologus, x.
P- 76), or other styles, may be sufficiently
accounted for by the varieties of his
subjects and sources. Cp. § 20 supra,
and p. lxvii.

8 But cp. notes to 4. 13; 5. 36; 6.
187.

9 Express quotations, of course, ex-
cepted. The poetical source sometimes
shimmers through the prose ; cp. 4. 163 ;
5. 92; 6. 126. The oflicial document
sometimes shows through the more artful
texture ; cp. 5. 52; 6. 53.
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be understood when the work is regarded as a result of growth,
revision, reflection and time, almost a lifetime: not a product,
conceived as it stands, and worked out, at one time and one place,
in accordance with that single preconception. The summit of
the writer's art is to have all but completely obliterated the
evidences of that process by which his work reached its relative
perfection, rendering any and every hypothesis on the subject
apparently beyond the conditions of absolute verification. So
far as reasonable hypotheses go, they are to be reached almost
solely by a simple yet searching analysis of the work into its
constituent parts and elements, and a critical observation of the
general and special qualities and characters of the materials,
or elements, out of which the work, as a whole, has been created.
In the present edition that method is exhibited in application to
a good third of the work, in accordance with the initial principle
of division expounded above! That the exhibition is complete,
or exhaustive, is not here insinuated; nor is it to be denied that
its results, in regard to any given portion of the work, must
depend, in the final resort, on its application to the work from
beginning to end.

1§11l
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ment above indicated, in restoring the original text, not merely upon the
basis of the MSS. readings, but by the aid of copious conjecture. There are
three directions in which this work has been carried on: first, towards the
removal of glosses and interpolations, mostly short ; the only long passage, in
the books here immediately under consideration, open to grave suspicion being
6. 122, a chapter actually omitted in a (ABC). Secondly, in the direction
of marking, and supplying lacunae, a class of corruptions which editors are
tending to enlarge more and more. In the third place, an effort is being
made to purify and restore the true Herodotean dialect, not alone from the
literary sources, but also from epigraphic evidences. Whether this last device
can result in a genuine restoration of the Archetype, from which ex hypothess
all existing MSS. are descended, much more in the sure restoration of
genuinely Herodotean forms, are problems involving some previous questions,
a8, for example, the relation of the dialect of inscriptions in evidence to the
literary ‘forms adopted by Herodotus, which cannot here be pursued.
Remarks upon the constitution of the text have been introduced in the Notes
following, mainly where they seemed to be demanded by material or
historical considerations. It is assumed that every student of the text, as
such, will have at his command the larger edition of Stein (Herodoti
Historiae.  Recensuit Henricus Stein.  Berlin, 1869), exhibiting the testimonia
as well as the MSS. readings, together with the indispensable edition of
Holder (Herodott Historiae recensuit Alfred Holder. Leipzig, 1886, 188¢),
the apparatus criticus of which includes the principal emendations up to date ;
and it were well not to overlook the strictly castigated edition of van
Herwerden (HPOAOTOY ICTOPIAI recognovit Henricus van Herwerden, 4
vols. Utrecht, N. p.), which, though designed, perhaps like the archetype of
class B above described, in usum scholarum, is a monument of critical
courage, not less acceptable to the historical student than exemplary to the
textual reformer. Cobet’s recension of the text of the three Books here in
question is to be found in Mnemosyne, 1884, pp. 77 ff., 129 ff. The Index
Lectionum, at the end of volume II, exhibits the critical apparatus of this
edition in a continuous form.
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Mera 8¢ v BaBulhdvos alpeaww éyévero éml Zxifas alrod 1
Aapelov Enacis.  avlebarns ydp Tiis 'Aclys avdpdol xal ypnud-
Toy peydAwy cuvdvtwoy, émedipnce o Aapeios Ticagbar Zxivbas,
e éxetvor mpoTepor éoPBakdvres és Ty Mndicny xal viciioavres
pdyy Tods dvriovuévous Umipkav adikins. Tis ydp dve 'Acinss
Apkav, ds xal mpoTepov pov elpnras, Zxibar Erea Sviw Séovra
Tpuikovra.  Keppeplovs ydp émibuokovres éoéBalov é& Ty
‘Aglny, xaramwaicavres Tis dpxfis Mndovs* obror ydp mplv 1)
Sxvfas_dmikéobar Hpxov Tis 'Aclys. Tods 8¢ Zxibas amods-
pioavras oxte kal elkose &rea xal Sud  ypbvov -roa'mf-roug
xatiovras é T oderépny éfedéfato odx édogwv movos Tob
Mndikoi* edpov wdp dvriovpévny adiot orpaTiyy odx S\byny.
ai yap Tév Sxvbéwy yvvaies, ds o of &vdpes amicav ypdvov

1. 1. perd xrA. For the Chronology,
see Appendix III.

bl tBas airod Aapdov Daos.
Of the king in person, as of Kambyses
against Egypt (3. 1), and against the
Aithiopians (3. 25), or Xerxes against
Hellas. Compare 7. 10 ; 7. 20; cp.
Isokrates 4. 88 uera 8¢ raﬁr:r;yoo;frm
Tiis Ocrepor orparelas, #v airds Eéptns
#yayer ::.’)‘. Tn‘rrol’i, which is the read-
ing of the codices, is preferable to ad rof
(Schweig. and Blakesley), or to adrixa,
suggested by Stein, or the bald 7od
(Cogget). Cp. atrds Aapeios 5. 32, and
c. 83 infra. Introduction, § 12, p. xxviii.

2. Daors, 7.787.

dvbcbons . . ‘Aciys. On the
motives and object of the Scythian
Expedition, see Appendix IIL

&v8pdor.  But compare 7. 210 . .
w00l puév dvOpwroc elev, S\yow 8¢ ardpes.
Here d»3pdot denotes the fighting

VOL. I

population of Asia: there the fighters
of Hellas as compared with Asiatics.

5. fis v’ Acins. E. of the Halys,
cp. 1. 6, 72, 95, 177.

6. &8 xal wpérepov. 1. 103-107. The
phrase proves nothing concerning the
original order of composition.

l:;o:(fh nomad hordes had swept over
civili Asia, an dpxh of the Scyths
is hardly to be admitted (pace Guest,
Origines Celticae i. 17). The idea
illustrates a pragmatic tendency towards
artificial combinations and perspective
in historiography. There are other
misconceptions in the That
the Scyths entered Asia ‘in pursuit
of’ the Kimmerians is very doubtful;
that the Median overlordship preceded
the invasion of the nomads is certainl
not true. The number of years (28) is
also suspect. On these three points see
further Appendix I.
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HPOAOTOY MEAIIOMENH
O pdv 0082 % Deperipn e Thv tonv katémreke. s yip O

v 205

rdyiara e Tis AuBins Ticapévy Tods Bapraiovs amevéarnoe és
™w Alyvmrrov, dméfave xaxds: {doa ydp edMéwv éEélede, o5 dpa
avfpdmoiae ai Ny iloyvpal Tipwplae mpos Oedv émipfovo

5 ylvovras.

ée pév Oy Peperipms Tijs Bdrrov Towabry Te xal

TogaiTy Tipwpln éyévero & Bapralovs.

208. 2. & Atyvrrrov. If Phere-
time really rezl?:ned to Egypt and died
there shortly (circa 510 B.c.?) her fate
and story may have been told in Eiypt
with the appropriate Greek moral which
concludes it (cp. Introduction, § 22).
But she left a grandson, Battos, on the
throne in Kyrene, of whom these prag-
matic traditions take no account (except
implicite in the oracle c. 163 supra).
She can hardly therefore have been
“afraid of remaining in the Cyrenaica”
(Rawl.). Perhaps she looked to pt
not merely for political but for medical
aid. She died worm-eaten (oxwAyxé-
Bpwros), and an end so disgusting implied
(to a pious Greek) a divingﬂiludgment,
a previous transgression. e tale of
the rious, or Tiuwply és Bapxalovs, supplied
what was wanted. Blakesley ad I
fives a list of illustrious victims of the
oathsome malady.

6. s Bérrov. She was the wife
of one Battos and the grandmother of
another. Bachr suggests that she may
have been the daughter of a third. Stein

supplies ~ywaixds and compares das
homerische “Exropos 'AvSpoudxn. 1 have
not been able to discover the expression
in Iliad or Odyssey. Wesseling's note
ad l. runs: Id ::Xlem, turpem Vallae
errorem, quo Peperluns rijs Bdrrew Phere-
timae Balti filiae, per omnes editiones
sine animadversione propagari. .. Ver-
tenti Laurentio non observabatur “Exro-
pos 'Avdpoudxn, etc., ete. Vergil seems
to be the author of the phrase Hectoris
Andromache, Aen. 8. 319. Bouhier,
who was the first to take exception to
Valla's filiae (Recherches et Dissertations
sur Herodote, Dijon 1746, p. 146), only
gives a reference to * the grammarians,
among others Lambert Bos, Myster.
Ellips. Graec.,” to prove that in such
cases yuwrh is to be supplied. But cp.
R. Kiihner, Ausf. Grammatik d. gr. Sp.
§ 414. 2, who only gives the Vergilian
instance. It looks as if Wesseling had
started this hare by a lapsus memoriae.
The genitive in Hectoris Andromachen
(sic) is better taken as possessive, not as
elliptical. Cp. Conington, note ad L. c.
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Stvros fNiov: ovdéva wdp Noyov eveméa Néyers Aaxedaipoviovar,

51 é0érwv apéas amd Gahdaons Tpidy pvey 68y dyaryeiv.”

€ \
0 pey

& Kheopbvns tatra elmas e & Td olxia, 0 8¢ ApiaTayépns
AaBov ixernpiny e é Tov Kheopéveos, éoerfov 8¢ éow dre
ikeTebwy émraxovoar éxéheve Tov Kheopévea amoméuyravra 1o mas-
5 8lov: mpooeaTikee yap &) TH Kheouévei 7 Guydrnp, T odvoua
A Topyd: Toiro 8 ol ral podvov Téxvov ériryyave éov éréwv

ot 1) évéa uiny.

Kheopévns 8¢ Myew v écéheve Ta Bod-
Netar pndé émayeiv Tod mawdiov elvexa.

&badra 8y o "ApioTa-

yopns dpyero éx Séxa Taldvrwv Umioyvedpevos, v of émiTeNéay

10 v édéero.

dvavedovros 8¢ Toi Kheouéveos mpoéBawe Toice

/’ (3 2 (4 ’ ’ b} * 4 4
xpipaae UmepBdAAwy o 'ApiaTayipns, és ob mevrirovrd Te
Td\avra Umedédexto Kal T wardlov niddEato  wdrep, Siapbepée

o€ 6 Eetvos, v uy) amooras ips.”

6 Te 8y Kheopévns fjobels Tob

wadiov 1§ mapaivéoe fjie é Erepov olkmua, ral ¢ 'ApiaTaydpns
15 aral\dagero 1o wapdway éx Tis SmwdpTrs, 00dé oi ékeyévero éml
mov Er onpivac wepl Tis avodov Tis mapa Bagiréa.

52

"Exet ydp apdi 75 08 Tairy dde: orabpol Te wavrayi eioe

Baci\fjior xal xatalioies xdA\ioTai, Sid oikeopévns Te 7 0dos

dmaca rai doparéos.

Sia pév e Avdins xal Ppuyins orabuol

fain call in the Ephors, 3. 148 ; here he
is represented apparently as enforcing
it himself. 'We may well doubt if a
king had this competence. It is not
enumerated among the yépea 6. 56 ff.
61. 4. dwowéppavra ‘after dismiss-
ing.’ The immortal anecdote of Gorgo’s
astounding precocity, if true, must
obviously be traced to the lady herself,
since neither Kleomenes nor Aristagoras
can be supposed to have divulged a story,
the circumstances of which were ‘so
discreditable to both. The conduct of
Kleomenes upon this occasion offers an
interesting contrast to his youthful
virtue some fifteen years before (3. 148).
Thus men with age degenerate! Fifty
talents would be some £12,000. Was it
a bribe, or a war-subsidy ? Themistokles
afterwards, according to report, received
thirty from the Euboeans 8. 4: sixty
was all the Athenians obtained from the
Egestaians in 415 B.c. (Thucyd. 6. 8) at
that time, just emough to keep sixty
vessels on service for one month. But
it is hardly worth while to rationalise
the fifty talents, when the story as
a whole is discredited. See Appendix
VIL %8.
6. opyé. The description is remark-

able, coming so bsol;)ln after 3. 48.d The
two passages probably are independent.

53. 1. 6$t.pThis it);nerary frglen Sardes
to Susa is introduced on the somewhat
lame plea that Aristagoms was prevented
from enlarging further to Kleomenes
xepl Tijs dvddov Ths wapa Pasihéa. Had
Anaxagoras been allowed to continue, he
would hardly have spent his time on
such an itinerary, even had he been
qualified to expound it. The description
of the road is a duller replica of the
speech of Avistagoras just before: or

thaps rather the speech of A. is a

ively creation based upon the itinerary.
Cp. notes infra. The use of dugpl is
remarkable.

That the road was well provided with
guard stations (cp. c. 35 supra) would
not have been a good argument to induce
the Spartans to take to it : and so of the
gates, rivers, ete. But the fact that it
avoided the deserts (8:& olxeouérns) might
have been an inducement to the spoiler.
So Aristagoras above indicates the
countries by their inhabitants. On the
stations (orafuol) and Khans (xara-
Adoies) Baehr’s note should be consulted.

3. AvBlys. Avddr Exorrar dpiyes c.
49 supra.
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v 126

éaTdMy: éx 8¢ Tavmys oppdpevos dmorAvrar Umo Gpnixwv
avtés Te 0 'ApioTayopns Kal 6 oTpaTds adTod, oMY mWepiKaT-
npevos xal Boviopévwv Tdv Bpyirwy tmoowovdev éfiévar.

somewhat ironical expression sometimes,
Cp. cc. 43, 45 supra.
6. Ix 8 Talims dppdpevos, as just
a.b;ve, c 1251.." \ Bovhopiver
. wepixatipevos  xa .
The co-ordination is imperfect.
Thucydides 4. 102 apparently referring
to this event informs us that Aristagoras
endeavoured to effect a settlement upon
the site where Amphipolis afterwards
stood, then called Nine Ways (cp. 7. 114
wfra), dA\’ Uwd 'HEdvwr éEexpotody.
ucydides supplies chronological data
which seem to fix the event to the Joar
497 B.0. (cp. Clinton, Fast. Hell. ii.* pp.
817 fL.). is, according to our recon-
struction of the chronology of the Ionian
revolt (cp. Appendix V.), would place
the failure, and death, of Aristagoras in
Thrace, before the opening of the third
campaign inst the Ionians. How
soon after his arrival in Thrace Arista-
goras was disturbed by the Edonians is

not stated, but the interval need not be
supposed a long one. If Aristagoras left
Miletos any time during the year 497
B.C., it might be in consequence of the
successful operations against the cities
co. 116-117, or even after the great
defeats on the Marsyas and at Labraunda
(118-119). It mighteven be argued that
he fled before the fleet went to Kypros
(cg. c. 109 supra). He was gone presum-
ably before the arrival of Histisios at
Sardes 6. 1. It is remarkable that Hdt.
does not here name the wé\s attacked
by Aristagoras, much less the subsequent
attempts by the Athenians circa 466 B.C.
and 436 B.C. to colonise it (cp. 9. 75, 6.
92 tnfra). Nor does he localise the city,
nor name the Thracian tribe. This pes-
sage was presumably written after the
first and probably after the second
attempt, but it is possible that Hdt. did
not identify the spot (cp. 7. 114). Hence
too, perhaps, the precision of Thucydides.
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6 ‘IoTiaios pév vov xal Mutilqraios émolevy Tabra.

éml 3¢
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10. 8odval ol véas, bracketed by van
Herwerden.

11. Bulévrov had joined the revolt
(497 B.C. spring), perhaps under pres-
sure (5. 108), and may not have n
very ardent in the cause (but cp. c. 33
infra): or Histiaios may have given
himself out as onhthi Ionian side, or at
any ra inst the king.

z. l.be, kaf(:lw, im rfec%. The story of
Histiaios is resumed c. 26 infra.

3. ol orparmyol T. II. Of the
three generals who had been originally
entrusted with the task of quelling the
revolt (5. 116) only Otanes was left.
Perhaps Harpagos (c. 28 infra) and
ArtapE:enes the younger, or his father
(5. 123), are now in the field. The dis-
appearance of the names of the Persian
generals and admirals at this point is
noticeable.

6. mwpobupdraror, The Phoenicians
had not merely two defeats to avenge
(5. 99, 112), but the prospect of recover-
ing their quondam position in the
Ae n, ¢. 3 supra.

ﬂﬁrmou It is possible that even
Greek vessels fought on the Persian side
at Lade, e.g. the men of Kurion, 5. 113.
Cp. 7. 70. Phoenicians, Egyptinns. Kyp-
rians, Kilikians furnish the bulk of the
navy of Xerxes afterwards, 7. 89 ff. The
mobilisation of such a fleet is testimony

to the magnitude and importance of the
Ionian revolt.

veworl x., 5. 116. In the year
496 B.0. probably. The date now
reached is presumably just before the
camE:ig'n of 494 B.c. which culminated
at Lade. The great meeting at the
Panionion may be dated in the winter
495-4 B.0. The earliest possible date for
the reduction of the Kyprians would be
in the winter of 497-6 B.C. The reworl
here might almost persuade us to bring
down the year of Kypriote freedom (5.
416) into the year 496-5 B.c. Cp.
Appendix V.

7. 1. dorparebovro, imperfect.

2. wuvbavdpevor. Cp. 5. 118.

wpoBollovs, 7. 172. Stein takes
g@éwv airdv here, as ‘EX\ddos there,
objectively.

3. Havdwov. 73 8¢ Ilaridwior éorl
ris Muxdhys xdpos lpds wpds dpxTor
TeTpapupuévos  xowy  éfapupnuévos  Uwd
'Tdvwr Tlogedéwre "Ehtkwrly. % 6¢ MuxdAy
éorl Tijs welpov dxpn wpds {épupor dvepor
xarikovoca Zdup xaravriov, és Thy gulhe-
Yopevor dwd TdY wollwr “lwrves dyeaxor
oprip 19 E0evro odvopa Ilavidma, 1. 148.
The old religious focus was used for
political and military purposes. This
meeting of the Ionian representatives
to devise a plan of operation was clearly
not the first during the war: see 5.
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here posited between the political re-
form of Mardonios for Ionia in 492 B.c.,
and the supposed programme of Otanes
for Persia in 521 B.C., 80 far from lend-
ing colour to the latter, reinforces the
suspicion that Herodotus — who was
not a Hallam or a Stubbs—has mis-
understood the real or supposed action
of Mardonios on this occasion. It is
possible that the supposed ‘demo-
cracies’ of Mardonios are little more
than the ‘liberties of jurisdiction’ of
Artaphrenes c. 42. It is, however,
more probable that a further reform,
perhaps dictated by the king and
enforced by Mardonios, was made in
the local government of Ionia. The
monarchical city-governors may have
been set aside in favour of elective
magistrates, councils, and so forth.
Oligarchy and the oligarchs were at
this time anti-medic in Ionia (see c. 14
supra). The democratic tyrannis had
not shown itself perfectly trustworthy,
at least in the case of Miletos, and the
Persian satraps and generals may have
been jealous of the city despots. It
is, however, to be observed that the
tyrannis is still found afterwards in the
Greek cities subject to Persia (c. 25
supra, 7. 98 f., 8. 132) and wdvras is
plainly an exaggeration. Hdt. obvi-
ously misconceives the act ascribed to
Mardonios as well as its motive and
results. From his own point of view
his argument would have been stronger
if Gobryas, not Otanes, had been the
reputed advocate of democracy; but
Gobryas and his house were probably
too closely connected with the king to
make that possible.

15. xpfipa woAAév. Cp. xpiua .
dpdlwy 4. 81, x. 7. vedv kal welds oTpa-
70s wOANds, cp. moANdv mév xdpra we{ov
8ua dybuevos woANdy 8¢ vavrdv supra,
vague estimates which indicate the

flicial reco“r{is.A I

. 'Epérpiav xal *Abfvas. It ma
fairly be doubted whether Athens an
Eretria were as yet the ostensible or
even the secret °objective’ of the
Persian movements. Hippias was not
with Mardonios. (Thrace and Macedon,
which had evidently used the oppor-
tunity of the Ionian revolt to throw off
the Persian yoke, were likely to cost a
campaign or two.) Cp. 7. 157.

44. 2. wpboxnpa (cp. 4. 167, in a
different sense 5. 28). The account of
the wpboxnua and the real intentions of
the Persians recalls 7. 157, and em-
phasises the anachronism. The king
might very well meditate the reduc-
tion of Thasos without issuing a carte-
blanche for the conquest of Hellas or
of Europe. In any case, Thasos was an
obvious stepping-stone, if not the very
next step, westwards. Its reduction
had been already attempted if not ac-
complished by Histiaios, and he had
raised the blockade at the approach of
the Phoenicians, c. 28 supra.

6. Maxebévas. This summary ac-
count of the reduction of Macedoun is
surprising in the light of the story above
(5. 17-21) concerning the previous in-
corporation of Macedon, in the days of
Amyntas. Nothing has been said of
any revolt or secession of Macedon in
the interval: nothing is said of any
heroism of Alexander on this occasion
though he is now on the throne. It
might be that with years Alexander
had learnt wisdom, or changed his
policy : but it may be that the story
above is fictitious, or at least grossly
exaggerated. See notes ad L.

6. évrds Maxedévawv, i.c. east or
Macedon. Hdt. writes here from the
Asiatic or Persian point of view, geo-
graphically : but this cannot be taken

vertty of the genuine tradition, the
mk of o
17.°
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than 430 B.C. (c\s}). 7. 187 ; Thue. 2. 67).
11

Cp. Appendix VII. § 11.

%. w&m Tds wapabalacoiovs taken
literally must include Greek cities, and
there were Ionians and Aeolians (what,
no Dorians %) in the command of Datis,
c. 98 infra. Cp. 7. 89-95.

49. 2. wolhol piv . There
is perhaps some exaggeration here. The
Heralds may have been received in
Thessaly, Boeotia (at Delphi?), at
Argos, but there is a suspicious gene-
rality about the assertion.

4. Samos (c. 25 supra),
Chios, Lesbos, Tenedos (c. 31 supra),
Thasos (c. 47 supra) have been accounted
for. Probably we shall be safe in con-
cluding that Lemnos, Imbros (Samo-
thrace), Paros, imitated or anticipated
the prudence of Thasos and Aigina.
The inhabitants of Naxos (c. 96 infra)
and Delos (¢c. 97 snfra) hardly act like
subjects secure of protection: but the
account of Delos in particular is not
free from suspicion.

6. *A6nvato.. This appeal by Athens
to Sparta in the summer of 491 =.c.
against Aigina is a notable recog-

nition by the Athenian Democracy of
the 8 n Prostasia. If it was made
on the suggestion of Themistokles,
perhaps one of the Strategi elected
in 490 B.c., it would have been of a
piece with his action and policy ten
years later. The story of Themistokles
;nd Krios and ‘the Medimlil otl’l the
iginetans,” 8. 92, supports this
thesis. But perhaps on this oocays{:’x;
Miltiades was the leading spirit.

80. 2. Kheopérns 8'A. B. & 2. The
elaborate description of Kleomenes here
would appear to be due to one, or more,
of three causes: (1) Hdt. preserves the
superfluous detail from his source ; or
(2) does not expect his narrative to be
redd, or listened to, continuously ; or
(3) wishes to add emphasis, and to
heighten the effects of the king's re-
introduction.

10. &wdavvépevos. Cp. 5. 94. The
fact that Kleomenes retires from Aigina
to return with the other king and
claim the hostages (c. 73 infra) implies
that he admitted the technical validity
of the objection of Krios. The sto
not only ignores the law establishg






310

HPOAOTOY vI

52 Terlunras padrov 1) EdpuaOéveos. Aaxedaiuovios yap opohoyéovres
ovdevl moumTi Méyova adTov 'ApiaTddnpov Tov *ApioTopdyov Tob
K\eodalov Tob "TANov Bacilebovta dyaryeiv opéas és Tavrny
™y xdpny Tv viv éktéatas, GAN o Tods 'ApiaTodijpov mwaidas.

Speta 8¢ xpovov ol moAAdv ApiaTodiup Texelv THv cuvaixa,
T4 obvopa elvar 'Apyeiqy: Ouvyatépa 8¢ alTyy Aéyovoe elvas
Adrealwvos Tob Tigapevod Tob Oepodvdpov Tod IloAvwelkeos:
TavTy 87 Texelv 8ldupa, émidovra 8¢ Tov *ApiaTédnuov Td Téxva

voUop TelevuTav.

Aaxedaipoviovs 8¢ Tods ToTe édvras Pov-

~ ’
10 Aeboar katd vipoy Bacgihéa Tdv maidwv ToV wpeaBiTepov mout)-

cadlat.

obkwy & odeas Exew oxoTepov ENwvrar dorTe xal

opolwv xal lowv éovrwv: ov OSuvapévovs 8¢ wyvdvar, 7 xai

wpo ToUTOV, émeLpwTAY THY TexoDoav.

v 8¢ o0d¢ adThy Ppdvar

house. If this theory is to be rejected,
there will be something to be said

for re ing the Achaian (s.e. non-
Dorian) descent of both houses as
historical. There is nothing strange in

the belief that the Dorians were under
non-Dorian leaders and kings : how many
reigning houses at the present day
are of the same stock as their subjects ?
If it be said, the present state of
Europe is the result of a long and
complicated history, it may be answered
that the Peloponnesos was highly
civilised, and had a long history beﬁind
it, when the barbarous Dorian spearmen
swept into the land, and overthrew
government and culture. The term
Achaian is used above without pre-
judice: cp. 5. 72, 4. 147 ff. or
modern literature on the subject, see
Busolt, @G». @. i.2 546, K. F. Hermann’s
Lehrbuch, i.% 168 fT.

53. 2. Mrm. One might suppose
that Hdt. heard this story in Lake-
daimon itself (cp. 8. b55), but the
formula is an open one (cp. Introduction,
§ 20), and its application here does
not favour the assumption that Hdt.
was the first prose author to commit
the Lakedaimonian story to writing.
The ‘Lakedaimonian’ tradition is the
prose tradition which Hdt. may have
read in a prose authority. e can
hardly admit (vide Bihr, ad 1) that
Hdt. collected the various local tra-
ditions about Lakonia, much less that
all such traditions agreed in contra-
dicting the ‘poets.” Bihr remarks
that the poetic version is followed by
Pausan. 8. 1, 5.

8. “YA\ov, son of Herakles. Cp.
7. 204, 8. 131.

4. viv unfortunately throws no light
upon the date of Hdt.’s composition.

. Introduction, § 21.

.0 nv. eia i8 no Dorian
either, but of ¢ meian’ lin
Polyneikes being son of Oidipus, and
so on back to Kadmos. Cp. 4. 147,
5. 69, 60 mgm. Her brother is Theras,

eponym of Thers, 4. 147.
8. ém8dvra, ‘lived to see.” Cp. L. &
S. sub v. éweidov, qu. Xen. Vect. 6,

where, however, é¢p’ Hudv occurs. éx-
«3évra here seems to carry an acknow-
ledgment of the twins as his sons.

9. Tovs Tére: év Té\ei éévras (Stein) :
but the authorities could not act without
the commons : cp. c. 56 infra. Accord-
ing to 4. 147, Theras éwirpowainy elxe.

10. xard . This »éuos held

ood between brothers of the same
ouse, cp. b. 42, although, if Demaratos
be made to speak truly to Xerxes 7. 3,
it was subject to a curious qualification,
which might often cut out the eldest-

.
12. dpolwv xal owy. The first term
refers rather to appearance or (L ality,
the second to quantity or strength. But
they have an odd effect used of infants,
and a savour of the political jargon
of Agora or Lesche. an Herwerden
would reverse the order of the words.

A xal wpd Tobrov. A transparent
bit of rationalism, which should be
illuminative of other less obvious in-
stances. Van Herwerden brackets it ;
but Hdt. sometimes rationalises.

18. adrfiv. The case carries on the
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35. Bwaddpovs. Cp. Arist. Pol. 2. 9,
80, 12718 cwrplar évdufor T4 wbéee elvae
78 oraciudfew Tods Bagilels.

83. 1. Tadra the preceding, Té8e¢ the
followinﬁ. C;l)]. rafra, rdde, 5. 92 ad
init. ot that Hdt. is always so
strict, cp. 5. 93 supra.

2. Td peva. O’ ‘ENMfvay éyd

. Hdt. must not be understood
to say that he is writing this account
of the Egyptian origin of the Herakleids
from oral tradition (cp. Introduction,

p. liv., Ixxvi f.). It originated, per-
aps, among Hellenes in Egypt, of
whom some were Dorians, or quasi-
Dorian. Cp. 2. 178. Yet reminiscences
of old connexions with Egyst might
have lived on through the Dorian in-
vasion and conquest, and have at least
reinforced or prepared the way for the
speculations of the Greeks in Egypt
under the 26th Dynasty.

Between ypédw and rotrovs Blakesley
suspects a lacuna, to be filled in with a
complete genealogy, or catalogue of the
kings, which would not be identical
with the genealogies 7. 204, 8. 131.
He also suspects that Hdt. followed
Hekatajos 1in this passage. (The
yeveahoyla:, cp. Miiller, Frag. Hist.

Gr. i. ]f 25.)

3. Iepaéos. Rawlinson remarks:
‘It is strange that Hdt. should speak
of Perseus as a king of the Dorians.”
But Hdt. only speaks of Perseus as one
of the ancestors of the kings of the
Dorians. Hdt. is, however, verbally
incorrect in saying that the Perseidae
in their day were reckoned Hellenes,
as the Hellenic name apparently first
entered the Peloponnesos with the
Dorians.  Substantially he may be
right : the Perseids were not barbar-
ians.” Thucydides, however, has in

this matter stated the case more ac-
curately, 1. 8.

8. Gvnrod. Zeus was the father of
Perseus. The genealogy of his mother
Danaé, daughter of Akrisios, whose
forebears were Egyptians (cp. next c.)
carried the Perseids back to Eg{ﬂ:
Hdt. only supplies certain links in thi
chain: Lynkeus and Danaos (2. 91)
who establish a dynasty in Argos are
ancestors of Perseus. Hdt. treats the
Danaid legend, which connected Argos
with Egypt, as notorious (cp. 2. 91,
171, 182§ya.nd well he might, as there
was not only an Epic Danals, but the
dramatists popularised the legend,
though the Supplices of Aischylos is
our only trophy from their labours on
this theme. On the other side, neither
does Hdt. exhibit the connexion be-
tween Perseus and Herakles father of
Hyllos. Amphitryon and Alkmene are
both Perseids from Argos, one genera-
tion removed from Perseus. The
Hesiodic Shield of Herakles told the
story. Herakles had to serve the
Perseid Eugystheus, to whom succeeded
the Pelopid Atreus, the two being re-
lated on the female side (cp. Thuc. 1.
9). Thus the Pelopids, too, were
connected with the Perseids and Egypt.
(Menelaos in Egypt, 2. 118.) e
overthrow of the Pelopid dynasties
b{ the Herakleids (with the help of
their Dorian followers) is a return and
a recovery, not merely because the Hera-
kleids represent the elder branch of the
Perseids, but because Herakles and
Hyllos had claimed their rights and
been worsted by the younger Perseid
Eurystheus.  (Consult rticularly
Grote : Part I c. 4, and Clinton, Fast.
Hell. vol. i., especially the table on p.
101.) The kings in Sparta were not
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2. s Awpdov Bacdnlas. In
Sparta, Argos, Messenia, and perhaps
ngnth and Sikyon.

3. &\\owt. Whether Hdt. here
refers to poets, or to prose authors, or
to both, in any case this passage might
seem to indicate that one of the canons
for his own work was to avoid repetition
of stories which had already received
literary treatment. Such a canon could
not, however, be rigidly observed (cp.
c. 137 infra) and such an inference
would be misleading, cp. Introduction,
pp. Ixxxiii f. The chief story here
omitted is the legend of the expulsion
and return of the Herakleids, cp. 9. 26.
See Grote, Pt. 1. c. xvii. § 1 (vol. i.
440-452, ed. 1872). Busolt, i.? 205
note 2 for reff. That story had perhaps
been treated in the Epic poem Atgimios;
but cp. Bergk, Lit. Gesch. i. 1006 f. and
Bethe, in Pauly, R.-E. i.% 963.

56. 1. The notable passage
which follows on the <épea of the
Spartan kings (cc. 656, 57, 68) can
hardly be considered as complete or ac-
curate, and might, perhaps, have been
better arranged. It was, however, as
the author has just asserted, the first
essay upon the subject. The scheme in
Hdt.’s mind apparently divided itself
under the heads of privileges: (A) be-
fore death, (B) after death. (A) is sub-
divided into privileges, (1) in war, (2)
in peace (van Herwerden would bracket
T4 elppraia c. 57 infra as a gloss). (B)
is not sub-classified. The most direct

rallel to this passage is supplied by

enophon, Rep. Laced. ce. xiil., xv.

2. firar 8Bdkaoct seems to
imply that these yépea were of posi-
tive institution (contrast &édora: c. 58
infra), the rather seeing that these
‘Egyptians’ E\aBov 7ds Awpiéwr Bagi-
Aplas. Hdt. does not say that the
rights and duties enumerated are a
residuum surviving from a time when
the king was much more powerful ;
still less does he mean that these
privileges have been but are not now
given. The duplication of the king-
ship may have been accompanied, or
followed, by not merely a de facto
limitation and diminution of the royal

wer, but by an express contract, or

etra, on the subject. That the dual
royalty was believed to have been of
distinct institution seems implied in the

ge quoted c. 52 supra, from Thucy-
gides, 6. 16, and, indeed, in the story
ven by Hdt. of its origin just above.
he contractual basis of the Spartan
kin, h}iém was attested by the menstrual
oath, Xenoph. op. ¢. xv. 7 & 8¢ 8pxos
éorl 7§ pév Bacihel xard Tods Ths wbhews
xewpuévovs vduovs Sacevew, Ty 8¢ wo\a
éuwedoproivros éxelvov doTvpéexror Thy
Bac\elay wapétew.
vag §%0. Do these specially
concern 7& éuwoléwa, or concern them
at all? Perhaps the &yos which is in-
curred by any one thwarting the kings
on the war-trail may be connected with
their hieratic functions. Xen. op. e.
xiii. 2 represents the king as sacrificing
to Zeus dyfrwp and to Athene, when
going forth to war.

How these two priesthoods were held,
whether jointly or severally, and so
forth, is unfortunately not stated.
There was a special point no doubt in
kings (Sioyevels* diorpegeis) being in-
vested with priesthood of Zeus, who
remained a Bacd\eds even in democratic
times and places. (Cp. Aristot. Pol.
1. 2, 7, 1252b.) The Spartan kings
in particular were, as Herakleids, his
descendants, and Zeus was their
ancestor. The Herakleid kings of
Macedon had a similar relation to
the Bottiaean Zeus, and the Aeakid
dg:msty in Epiros to the Dodonaean
(Preller, Guriech. Mythologie, i.3 119).
The relation of the Athamantidae to
the Laphystian Zeus (7. 197), of the
ancestors of Isagoras to the Karian
Zeus (5. 66), and the remark of the
Hellespontine to Xerxes (7. 56) may be
compared. Add the satire on the
‘Olympian’ Perikles Aristoph. Achar.
6530 (which might partly insinuate a
charge regni appetendz).

Zeus Lakedaimon Preller (l.c.) faneci-
fully explains as the god-king from
whom the Lakedaimonian and 8
Basileia was deduced ; Zcus Uranios
as the king-god of the polity in the
heavens. With the surname Lakedai-






316

HPOAOTOY vI

mpaTovs lévar Tovs Bacihéas, Vordrovs 8¢ amiévac: éxarov 8¢
dvdpas Moyddas éml oTpatijs Puhdooew alrols: wpoBdToioe
8 xpacla. év Thau éfodino oxcooiay &y dv éOéNwar, TV 8¢
Ovopévav wdvrwy Td dépuard Te Kai Td véTa NapPBdvew odéas.
57 TadTa pév Ta éumoréma, Ta 8¢ &A\ha Td elpnvala xaTd Tdde i

Sédotau.

Hw Oualn Tis dpuorehys woénTar, mpwrovs émi TO

Seimvov ltew Tods Pacidéas, xal amo TovTwy wpdTov dpxedOar
Simhjoia vépovras éxatépp Ta wdvra 4 Tolot dNNoiot Sat-
5 Tupdveae, xal omovdapylas elvar TobTov xal Tév Tvlévtev TA

Séppata.

veounvias 8¢ wdoas xal éBdpas iorapbvov Tob pmyos

8idoclar éx Tod Snpoclov ipiiov Té\eov éxatépy és ’AmoNhwvos
xal pédipvov alplrov Kal olvov Tetdprny Aaxwviriy, xal év Tolot

aydaL waor wpoedplas éfaipérovs.

xal wpofelvovs dmodetkvivas

10 TovToLoL wpogkeichar Tos &v é0éAwae THw doTév, kal Ivbiovs

aipéealas 8o éxdrepov.

oi 8¢ I196eol elae Beompomor és Aenois,

king when actually in the field. (()ip
Thue. 5. 66, Xen. Rep. Lac. c. xiii. Hdt.
still writes as though both kings went
out to battle together, notwithstanding
his own statement, 6. 76 supra. This
observation convicts the whole essay of

anachronism.

6. dxardy. Three hundred is the
l;sual number. Cp. 7. 205, Thuc. 5.
2.

7. wpoPhrowt. The right to have
an unlimited number of victims killed
and to keep the skins and backs, may
sometimes have been a temptation to
excessive piety or procrastination (9.
61). But it might on occasion serve a
strategic purpose (c. 76 infra). Cp.
Xen. op. e xili. 2-4,

87. 2. Snpore\fis. At a state-sacrifice
the kings take the chief seats, are
helped first and to double iortions,
begin the libations, and have the skins
of the victims as perquisites. The
double portions were not, Xemophon
informs us, Wva &ix\dowa Karapdyoier
&\\’ Wva xal dxd Tolde Tiufioar Exowev el
Twa BovAorro, 0p. C. XV.

6. veopnvlas. On the first and on
the seventh days of every month each
king was supF ied, at the public ex-
pense, with a full-grown victim to offer
to Apollo, beside a bushel of barley-
meal and a quart of wine (Laconian
measure). ’ﬂle Laconian measures
were &robably the same as the Aiginetan
(cp. Hultsch, Metrologie?, p. 500). The
first and seventh of the month were

infra.

11. 8%0. Xenophon, op. ¢. xv. 5,
describes the Pytfit’ as tent-comrades
(ovoxfrous) of the kings. As Hdt.
states the number of IlY6ioc appointed
by each king, and explains their func-
tions, while he neither limits the
wpbfevoc mor explains their functions,
we are left to conclude that the Spartan
Proxeni discharged the ordinary funmc-
tions of Proxeni elsewhere but differed
in the method of appointment; that
their number was not fixed, and that
the kings combined to appoint them.
The treatment of ‘strangers’ (cp. 9.
11) might be naturally a concern of the
“war-lords’ (3. 148, 5. 50). Cp. the
jurisdiction of the woNéuapyos at Athens
and of the ‘Praetor’ at Rome.  For
instances of the Spartan wpoferia abroad,
cp. Thuc. 5. 43, 2 ; 6. 89, 2, Xen. Hell.
6. 3, 4: two cases in which the po-
tevla was hereditary, or quasi-hereditary,
and dated from before the Persian war
(cp. Meier, de Proxzenia (1843), pp. 8 f.);
two other cases, C. 1. G. 1334 f.
These representatives are not appointed
by the kings apparently, and it is
difficult to suppose that the kings had
the actual appointment of the repre-
sentatives of Athens, etc. in Sparta:
they might, however, have had a
formal congé d’¢lire. P. Monceaux, Les
Proxénies Grecques (1886), pp. 9 ff.
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debated whether Thuc. is consciously
referring to this e, and urged on
behalf of Hdt. that he does not say
that each king had two votes. This is
true ; he does not : neither does he say,
as Thucydides, that each king had only
one vote. In short, Hdt. expresses
himself obscurely, probably because his
ideas were obscure upon the subject.
His language here is capable of being
harmonised with either the erroneous
view, which Thucydides says was
common, or the correct view, which
Thucydides  substitutes. = Whether
Thucydides had this particular 0
of Hdt.'s work in view, or only the
pular and widespread error, from
which Hdt. had not emancipated him-
self, and to which, by his ambiguous
utterance here, he may have given
further circulation, depends on the
previous question whether Thucydides
was acquainted with the work of
Herodotus or not. If he was acquainted
with the work of Hdt. he was probably
referring to it, for it is significant that
in the same passage (1. 20, 3) he
corrects another supposed error which
is certainly found in Hdt. 9. 53. (The
¢ previous question’ must here be re-
served, but the weight of argument
and evidence is in favour of believing
that Thuoly;dides was acquainted with
Hdt.’s wora ')‘H\V -
v dovray. e ques-
'o?‘}:‘ whether 'Hdt. means thnl? the
Gerontes in question gave six votes in
all, or four votes in all. ¢Two for each
king and then each his own': or ‘two
for the two kings and then thirdly
(and fourthly) each his own." The

obscurity is Perhaps due, at least in
part, to Hdt.’s not contemplating sepa-
rately the cases where one king was
absent and where both kings were
absent. Nor does he state whether the
royal yroxies gave the votes by direc-
tion of the kings, as the kings would
have voted, if present, or whether they
were free to vote according to their own
judgment. Nor does he state clearly
whether each king was represented in
absentia by one or more than one relative.

88. 1. Tadra .. Té8e Cp. c. 53 supra.

88orar ix Tod xowod Tdv Zmaprin-
Téoy. .S}) c. 57 supra.

2. lwmwées, Note that all Lakonia
was lrwdowos (?). These Ixrwées are
presumably genuine mounted couriers,
not the so-called Hippeis, or 300 chosen
Hoplites (Gilbert, St. Al i. 77 =i.3 81).

4. MPnra xporlovor . . xa
veobar.  Such extravagant signs of
mourning were not in accordance with
Hellenic sentiment and practice, or at
least with the higher Athenian culture
(cp. Pericles’ Fun. Or. Thue. 2. 45).
It was an archaic or a ‘barbarous’
excess. Solon was credited with hav-
ing restricted it by statute at Athens
(Plutarch, Sol. 12), and in Plutarch’s
own time and family a supreme self-
control was to be observed in such
matters, cp. Plut. Consol. ad Uxorem
(Mor. 608 fI.). According to Plutarch
even Lykurgos had limited these de-
monstrations at 8 : Instit. Lac. 18
(Mor. 238), Vit. Lyc. 271. Cp. further:
L. Schmidt, Die Ethik der Alen
Griechen, ii. p. 114 f. and especially
Bekker, Charicles, Excursus to the
ninth scene.
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28. perawerdy, ‘a change befell.’

63. 12. dvayraldpevos. The absolute
inviolability of the oath in its literal
meaning was a first principle of morality
in its semi-conscious or prae-philo-
sophic days. But this respect for the
letter generated violations of the spirit
in two directions: (1) evasions of
obligation by a technical conformity
and a virtual breach of contract in a
ﬁo‘)d or a bad cause. Cp. the stories of

tearchos and Themison, 4. 1564, and of
the Persians and Barkaeans, 4. 201 ;
(2) observance of the oath, spite of all
consequences foreseen and unforeseen, as
in the story of Ariston and Agetos in
this passage. It was such situations as
these, in which Themison and Agetos
found themselves in presence of a
conflict of duties or obligations, which
stimulated cssuis? ; such casuis
the Hippolytos of Euripides, perplexe
between his filial duty and the obliga-
tion of his oath of sec::g, formulates in
the much misunders line (Hippol.
612) 9 yAdoo’ duduox’ B 8¢ ¢pip dvid-
poros, which earned for Euripides satire
and censure, albeit Hippolytos in the
play put'away the temptation and con-
cluded to abide by his oath : 657 f.

el ph yap Sprois Oelr &papxros 7pébny
otx dv wor’ Egxor uh ob 148" éferweir
warpl.

In later times the philosophers showed
themselves of the same mind as Hip-
polytos : Quod enim ita iuratum est ut
mens conciperet fieri oportere id ser-
vandum est: quod aliter, id si non
feceris, nullum periurium (Cicero, de
of.. 3. 29, § 107). The difficulty arose,
a8 L. Schmidt points out (Etkik der
Alt. GQriechen, 2. 8), partly from the
failure of the pre-philosophic Greeks to
distinguish between the obligation to
speak the truth, the whole truth, and
nothing but the truth on oath (dAndop-
xeiv* yevdopxeiv), and the obligation to
act in a certain way after a promise rati-
fied by an oath (ebopxeiv* éxiopxeir). See
further the story of Glaukos, c. 86 infra.

63. 3. T{rer. The date of the birth of
Demaratos might be about the year §41/2
B.C. See note c. 65 infra.

4. olxeréwv, cp. c. 137 infra. Theking
had domestic slaves, cp. c. 68 infra.

v Gbdxe xarqpéive perd rdv
pov. Pausan. 8. 7, 7 telling m
same anecdote says that Ariston was

sitting with the Ephors é BovAg. (It
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xopos loT8ot 7@ 'AwéMwr.  There were
evidently gymnastic and musical exer-
cises, and the transactions were not
confined to ome spot. Xen. Hell. 6.
4, 16 (yvuroraidiv Te ofons THs Tekev-
Talas xal To0 dvdpixol xopoi Evdov Bvros)
does not, however, prove absolutely
that the Theatre was used only on the
last day. Cp. Appendix VII. § 5.

5. does not leave much inter-
val between the deposition of Demaratos
and the occasion described.

7. Noofy: ph p’, & pdrae vabra,
iy &xpay kduwrwy | xhetyy Te woel xal
yé\wra kal Adefnv, Anthol. 7. 345. (Cp.
J. H. H. Schmidt, Synonymik, 133.)

10. puplns. Cp. pvply Syus 2. 136,
OGua uvplov 2. 148.

Kax . Cp. 8. 109. With the
formula, cp. dpxh xaxd» “EXA\nol Te xal
ﬁ:pﬂdpowl 5. 97 supra. It can hardly

said that the prophetic alternative
of Demaratos was lﬁled.

12. Oefirpov. This building may have
been on the same site as the marble
theatre, located by Pausan. 3. 14 to the
east of the Agora.

13. ¢ Ai sc. 19 épxely, god of
the family and household. Demaratos

had lost the priesthood of Zeds Aaxe-
Salpwy or of Zeds Ovpdvios (cp. c. 56
supra) but he could still sacrifice in
erson to Zeds épxeios in his own adis.
?Cp. Preller, Gr. Mythologie, 1.3 117.)

v pyrépa ddheoe  His mother,
though not young, is still alive : this
scene is not necromantic.

b 8. 2.kl¢0¢\s ;?X. rilgnkin her there-
y partaker in the sacrifice (Eidopfer, ¢
Stengel, in I. Miiller's Handbuch, v. §',
§ 77), and accursed if she forsware
herself. (Cp. Hermann, Gr. dntigg.

.2 ii. 23‘.2
3. rouddbe. Hdt. does not always

introduce his speeches with such a
qualification. p. cc. 12 supra, 86
wnfra.

5. &p8p Néyg, c. 53 supra, ‘in truth.’

rolot velkeorr. Cp. c. 66 supra.

7. ol 8 xal. There were two stories
about the birth of Demaratos, beside
the view that he was the true son of
Ariston. The paraibrepos Noyos is a
bit of rationalism, exercised upon the
genuinely mythical touch contributed
in the person of Astrobakos. Cp. note
c. 61 supra.
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2. vlow. Cp. c. 84 infra, ad fin.

lorparhynoe xrA. Rawlinson, iii.?

. 465, dates this expedition 478 =B.c.
&.e. in the same year as the e}ﬁ:sdi-
tion of Pausanias to Kypros, uc.
1. 94). Duncker, viii. 62, dates it two
years later 476 B.c., the year (= 477/6
B.C.) that witnessed the sermte organ-
isation of the maritime Allies, and the
victory of Eion (7. 107, Thuc. 1. 98),
and connects it with the efforts made by
Sparta to retain or recover her prestige
and position by working in the area of
the Amphiktyonic League against the
‘ Medizers’ (cp. 7. 213). The return
of Leotychides, his trial and exile,
Duncker dates spring 476 B.c. Busolt,
Gr. G. ii. 353, agrees with Duncker’s
date. (In "A@. woA. c. 23 the formation
of the League is dated to the year of
Timosthenes, 478/7 B.c., perhaps a
slight prochronism.)

6. dwd Biukaocrhpov {maxlels. Cp.
Introduction, p. Ixxxvi. Doubtless Hdt.
had heard in Sparta the more or less
official account of the judicial condem-
nation of Leotychides; but was the
story the truth, or the whole truth?
It may fairly be doubted, both in the
light of the story itself, and in the
light of other similar stories, perhaps
n?ts less bmil more improball)lle. So much
of Spartan history, especially of Sgarta's
inte?nal hisboryfyis mI:sde uyof the dis-
honour of her kings! uncker has
pointed out more fully and clearly than
any one else the suspicions attaching
to the stories of the end of Kleomenes,
Leotychides, Pausanias, the great and
ambitious kings of the fifth century,
who aimed perhaps at ruling instead
of merely reigning. A powerful king
was more dangerous to the Dorian
oligarchy than a weak king, and success
in foreign warfare was best calculated
to enhance a king’s power. If Leoty-
chides had really ‘conquered Thessaly’
he might have been more formidable

to 8 than as victor of Mykale,
especially with the other king a minor,
and his guardian abroad. Leotychides
was already (in 476 B.C.) a greybeard :
but ambition and masterfulness no
more than avarice decrease with years.
The charge of corruption may have
been justified, but Leotychides may
still have been sacrificed as a dangerous
politician. Hdt. does not go behind
what he has been told : still less does
he suspect any foul play in the death
of Leotychides. It probably coincided
with the confederation of Arkadia
against Sparta, cp. 9. 35, and it was
surely no accident that Tegea was
the refuge of the Spartan exile (cp.
c. 74 infra). The Persian war strained
the constitution of Sparta almost to
bursting and collapse. Success and
failure were alike fatal. Foreign com-
mands were dangerous, not so much
to the integrity of the individual
Sf)artxn, a8 to the conditions of the
oligarchic régime at home. Leoty-
chides and Pausanias, the victor of
Mykale, the victor of Plataea, were too
great for an oligarchic state: they
went the way of Kleomenes. Spartan
traditions never betrayed the Spartan
fovernment; a king is always at
hand as a scape-goat (cp. 5. 49-51).
If Leotychides really succumbed to
a bribe, Themistokles and Athenian
interests may have had something to
say thereto. Duncker assigns the pro-

sal of Themistokles to destroy the

eloponnesian fleet at Pagasae to the
winter 476/6 B.c. vol. viii. pp. 65 f.
Busolt, ii. 354 n., virtually endorses his
combination. (One might be tempted
to put it in 479 B.c., as the Pelopon-
nesians came back from the Hellespont,
cp. Thue. 1. 89-93.)

78. 1. Tére 8t carries back to the
accession of Leotychides in 491 B.c., c.
66 supra. adrixa places the seizure of
the Aiginetan hostages and their in-
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6. Névaxpwy. Far to the north of
Arkadia in the district of Azania (cp.
c. 127 infra), the home of Arkadian in-
dependence. There at the tomb of
Aipytos, first king of the land, was

rhaps the focus for a confederation
cp. Iliad 2. 603-614), which Kleomenes
now sought to revive in an anti-Dorian
and anti-Spartan interest. Cp. E.
Curtius, Peloponnesos, i. p. 163, and
History of Greece, E. T. ii. p. 205.

9. xal 8 xal fore Toubvde 7. Hdt.
writes almost as if he had been in
Nonakris, though the critical Aéyerat
(cp. 4. 184) may infect !the whole
sentence, and he by no means describes
the waterfall of the Styx in adequate
terms. Cp. the autopsy of Pausanias,
8. 17, 5, 18. 2, and for modern refer-
ences, Rawlinson, note ad I Add
‘Wordsworth's Greece, ed. Tozer, p. 384 ;
Curtius, Peloponnesos, i. 195 ; Bursian,
Geogr. v. Qricchenland, ii. 202. Van
Herwerden reforms the text by omittin,
wéhwv and 76 Zrvyds Udwp first time, an
.inserting re after Aéyeras.

78. 2. &mi roloukrA. The words sup-
port the view that the royal institution
at Sparta was based on a contract. Cp.
c. b2 supra.

4. atrica. He did not long survive
his return.

5. W In 5. 42 supra
he has been described as o’ ¢perfpys
dxpoparis Te even before his accession.

6. T oxfiwrpov. His badge of
office. Cp. Ilidtf;‘.' 100-108.

7. wpoofixovres. Cp. c. 57 sy
(rods ud\wrd oge . . wpoohrovras). But
is it credible that relatives could attach
the king’s person, without intervention
of Ephors or Gerusia ?

10v ¢ihakov. This single helot,
left to guard the mad king in the
stocks, must have reported the con-
versation, but not till all was over with
Kleomenes. With some of the details,
cE. the story of Hegesistratos 9. 37. (On
the form ¢vAakos cp. L. & 8.)

15. &médave Tpémy Towiry. There
was apparently no doubt anywhere
entertained that Kleomenes died by his
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obscurity whatever. This explanation,
however, involves the conclusion that
for the truth, the whole truth, we
must look elsewhere than to the story
of the Argive war as told by Hdt. In
this explanation the female of Ar
becomes Telesilla the poetess, who,
according to another tradition, with
the women of Argos succeeded in
driving Kleomenes out of the town,
after he had defeated the men of Argos
in a pitched battle. This story is
indeed ‘‘incompatible with the state-
ments of Herodotos,” but it does not
follow that Grote is right in concluding
that *‘the story probably grew up out
of the oracle itself.” It is possible
that the oracle grew up out of the
story, and that the story was substan-
tially true. 8o Clinton, Fast. Hell.
ii.® p. 21, 510 B.c., after quoting the
authorities for the exploit of Telesilla
(Plutarch, Virt. Mul. p. 245 D E,
Pausanias 2. 20, 8), adds : ‘“ Herodotus
confirms the fact by recording the
oracle to which it gave occasion.” The
oracle is plainly a wvaticinium post
eventum in Clinton’s opinion. That
the traditions in Pausanias and Plutarch
are from an Argive source (Sokrates of
Argos), while the story in Hdt. is in
the main Spartan, is a further sugges-
tion of Duncker's, which helps to ex-

lain the discrepancies. The fact that

krates was a late author does not
make it improbable that traditions
preserved through him are primitive or
early : every one now sees that we are
largely indebted to the latest authors
(Strabo, Pausanias, Plutarch et al.) for
our knowledge of primitive and early
traditions, legends, myths, customs,
and historic facts.

D. Two other interpretations suggest
themselves as explaining the origin of
the response—either of which gives a
much clearer sense and application :
(a) Assuming that % 64Aeia means Hera,

and 8o Argos, the verses might refer to
war between Argos and Epidauros,
with which place the serpent was earl
associated. Asklepios, if not hi
actually a serpent, might be represented
by a serpent. Cp. Head, Hist. Num.
860, Mahly, Die Schlange im Mythus
etc., p. 8. (b) Fimllz;dit may be asked
whether this oracle originally any-
thing to say to Argos and Hera, much
less to Kleomenes or Telesilla, at all?
The 8¢us was notoriously associated with
Athene (4. 189 supra, cp. 8. 41, 55), and
the victory of the female over the male
was her victory (Erechtheus, Erich-
thonios =Poseidon on the one side, and
the 8¢us or dpdxwr on the other). The
transfer of this old enigma to A.rg:u
may have been facilitated by the
Homeric use of the word "Apyeio.. It is
not unlikely that the Delphic versifiers
had a stock of such ready-made riddles
on hand.

18. Bavés, though found in Hdt.
coupled with oogés, in epic or oracular
language must be taken in its older
meaning ‘dread.’

8pis.  Stein interprets as the crest

or symbol of Argos, the enchorial
hero (’Apyeipbrrns = droxrévos).
Soph. Ant. 125, Eurip. Phoen. 1187.
As Busolt remarks (@r. @. i.% 214 n.)
the proper crest of the city of Argos
was the wolf, or wolf's-head (cp. Head,
Hist. Num. p. 866); but that would
hardly be a reason against interpreting
the 8¢xs here to stand for Argos. And it
may be added that Sepeia, or Hesepeia,
is another point of suggestion between
the oracle and the event (shy =8¢s).

&é\ueros (¢ intensive), the better read-
ing, may be taken as equivalent to the
vulgate 7péAwcros.

14. radra mwévra seems vague. Cp.
wdvra Tabra 5. 36 supra.

16. paivor. The signal may
have been given by a horn or trumpet.
Cp. L. & 8.7 sub v. onuabvw, I1. 2.
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if (1) there did not exist, outside Hero-
dotus, a tradition of the Spartan king’s
conduct on this occasion, more con-
sonant with probability, and (2) if
there were not forthco: an obvious
explanation of the silence of Hdt. and
of the origin of the Herodotean story.
The story here is ¢ the official Spartan”’
(Duncker, vii.® 75, Busolt, ii. 49 notes),
or at any rate it is a pragmatic version,
in which the facts have been manipu-
lated in a way to suit Spartan interests
and honour. Cp. notes on c. 82 infra.

81. 2. dmijke dwubvar. Cp. c. 62 supra
ad fin. Why Kleomenes should have
been in such a h to dismiss the
army, before making an attempt on the
city, keeping a picked thousand (dpi-
aréas, tical), more than enough for
protection, and less than enough for a
storm or a siege, is not adequately ex-
plained even by the story which follows
in c. 82, for the truth of which Hdt.
declines to be responsible.
3. v» "Hpawv. The temple of
Argive Hera was not in the city, but
situate some 45 stadia from Argos
(cp. 1. 81) across the plain, eastwards,
on the spur of the mountains. Cp.
Strabo, 368 ; Pausan. 2. 17 ; Bursian,
Qeogr. Gr. ii. 47 ; Baedeker, Greece, p.
253 ; and especially Waldstein, Excava-
tions at the Heraion of Argos, No. i.
(1892). The Heraion entered by Kleo-
menes was burnt down in the summer
of 423 B.c. (Thuc. 4. 183). The new
temple was a little lower down the hill,
but not enough to affect the measure-
ments of distance.

4. dmyépeve. The incident recalls

the similar adventure on the Athenian
Akropolis. Kleomenes had treated the
Athenian lady with more courtesy than
the Argive priest, 5. 72. But where
was the griestesa of Hera (1. 31) on this
occasion

83. 2. ol {ix6pol Kleomenes had
enemies inSparta : who were theyt Were
not Demaratos and his isans among
them? Cp. Appendix VII. §§ 5, 9.

The king, even in the da;
of Kleomenes, is admittedly responsible
(Vwedburos) for the military conduct of
affairs in the field : yet we are asked to
believe that the Ssamm king could
still at this time decide questions of
peace and war (c. 56 supre), i.e. of
policy. It is, however, very doubtful
whether the Ephors alone constituted
the court, which was more proba‘b;li
composed of the Gerusia, Ephors,
perhaps the other king. Cp. Pausanias
8. 5, 2 (a propos his namesake, anno 408
B.C.) Pacikei 8¢ 79 Aaxedatuoriwr &-
xaorhipiov éxdOifor ol Te bwopadbuera
Yéporres Sxrdy kal elxoowr Bvres dplBule,
xal ) TOv épbpwr dpxn, odv 8¢ alrols xal
6 riis olxlas Baci\eds Tis érépas. C&
Gilbert, Staatsalt. i.* p. 60 and c.
infra.

SwpoBoxficavra. dwpodoxia was the
convenient hypothesis to explain all
miscarriages of arms or of justice (cp.
c. 72 supra); but judging by Kleomenes’
other acts he was capable of taking the
gifts and Argos too.

3. edwerdws. From a military point
of view the criticism seems just. At
least there was nothing earthly to
excuse Kleomenes for omitting to make
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foatival of the Hylristika (Platarch,
Mor. 245), that there were still men lcft
to defend the town—sll that is likely
enough. What is more improbable is
that the Spartans after a great victory,
and after an expectation of the total
destruction of Argos, should have
turned back without attempting the
town. The matter is fully discussed
by Duncker, vii. 72 fI., and his sugges-
tions virtually accepted by Busolt, ii.
48 ff. It should be remembered that
Clinton, Fasts, ad an. 510 B.C., and
Thirlwall, Hist. ii. 291 ff., accept the
(Argive) traditions as substantially
true. On the actual losses of the
Argives see next chapter.

88. 1. &v8pév (cp. 4. 1 supra). Else-
where incidentally Hdt. gives the exact
number as 6000 (7. 148), Pausanias (3. 4,
1) as under 5000. The later Argive
tradition gave 7777, a number the
absurdity but not the origin of which
was perceived by Plutarch (Vire. Mul.
4=Mor. 245). The last number may
have been derived from sacral sources,
in connexion with the *Hybristika,’
which was brought into artificial rela-
tion to the ex%loit of the Argive
women against the Spartans, and to
the same ultimate source (in Semitic
ritual) may be due the number seven in
the truce of Kleomenes and the Argives,
and in the day of the month (*‘the
seventh,” Aristot. Pol. 8. 8, 7, 1308s,
Plutarch, Z. ¢.), on which the battle was
fought, according to tradition. So
Duncker. The most modest estimate is
probably the truest, though Argos might
probably have survived a loss of even
6000 hoplites. Accurate estimates of
the Argive citizens are for a later
period. Cp. Beloch, Die Bevilkerung
der Gr.-Rém. Welt, pp. 116 ff., Clinton,
Fasts, ii.? p. 517.

ol SoBMow. This remarkable but
brief notice of the Servile Interregnum
at Argos can hardly be other than
an exaggeration and misconception of
the relations between (Dorian) Argos
and the Perioiki (Orneatae, 8. ga)
brought about by the great disaster

<on the seventh, and the comsequent
changes in the political constitution of
%:y::u:e ({cg{ ll:luta;ch, Mor. :45).

an ykenae) may, perhaps,
be regarded, by this time, as strong-
holds of the non-Dorian elements in
Argolis. (Busolt, @r. @ i? 213,
ap, to regard them as ¢ originally”

under Dorian dynasties, how-
ever soon becoming dependent on
Argos, Mykenae not so.) e victory

of Kleomenes had benefited these places
directly or indirectly: they recovered
independence. ~ Though was
neutral in the Persian wars, Mykenae
and Tiryns sent hoplites to Plataia, 9.
28, and their names were inscribed on
the rpuxdpnros 8¢us, 9. 81. Cp. Hicks,
Manual, No. 12, Dittenberger, Syllage,
No. 1. But Ar was nursing her
strength duri er long neutrality:
in the war which ensued, though Argos
ma.i have had hard work (ubéyes), yet
Mykenae and Ti were practically
annihilated (c. 468 B.0. Duncker, viiL
128 n., 136. Bllsoltil ii.- 871, 876b:1.b, 118177,
440, separates, with great probability,
the reduction of Ti from the reduc-
tion of Mykenae, dating the latter e.
465 B.c.) The defeat in 494 B.C. may
also have left its mark upon the inner
constitution of Argos, and the ¢servile
régime’ may betoken not merely the
emancipation of the Perioiki (Aristot.
8. 3,7, 1303 8), but the enfranchisement
of a goodly number in Ar itself,
with the inevitable result of a develop-
ment of democracy, which remained
practically a permanent characteristic
of Argos, whatever its relations to other
centres in Argolis. Thus the victory
of Sparta 494 B.c. was in the long
run fatal to Spartan, to Dorian, to
oligarchic interests in Argos, and Argos
becomes thereafter a focus for the
democratic propaganda and a centre for
anti-Spartan intrigues in the Pelopon-
nesos, the clearest, but by no means the
only, glimpse of which we obtain, for a
much later period, in Thue. 5. 27 ff.
Busolt, Forschungen (1880), pp. 75
For wdrra r& xpiryuara cp. Thuc. 2. 65, 4.
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supra. But in any case Sparta would
be a better treasury, and Ionians in
Asia had not yet perhaps learnt to
regard Athens as their metropolis.

19. ‘EX\NGSa. The unity of Hellas,
as to market and as to moral culture,
is observable, as well as the inclusion
of Ionia in the term. Cp. 1. 27, and
Introduction, p. xxvi.

20. émxiviuvos, y from the wars
with the Mermnadae, cp. 1. 17, partly
erhaps from the nnis, 1. 20.

ter again there were internal troubles
in Miletos, cp. 5. 28 supra, and a good
deal of landed property changed hands
under the Parian arbitration, 5. 29
supra ; this was for two generations
before the days of Leotychides.

21. 8uér.. Van Herwerden changes
to &7,

27. é&woBobvar, infin. for imperat.
Kiihner, dusf. Gr. § 474, p. 588.

§ B 1. 29. xpévov wolhod, twenty-five
or thirty years? Perhapsin the days of
Menares, of Anaxandrides and Ariston !
Anywa{, before the days of Leotychides
himself. The words are of course only
a phrase in the story-teller’s mouth.

36. vépowr 7. 'E., i.e. he would clear
himself on oath. Cp. c. 67 supra, and
Introduction, p. xxvi.

§ YL 41. breo.  Possibly the whole
story may have been preserved in a
poetic form, from which these lines are
a duotation. Anyway, the story of
Glaukos, and the oracular response,

reserved in it, or preserving it, ex-

ibit Hellenic morality in a remarkable
phase. The observation that death
comes alike to the just and to the unjust
has been made: likewise the observa-
tion that the wicked man flourishes at
times to a remarkable extent. But these
observations, which perplex an indi-
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supra, ¢. 508 B.c. The terms here
employed seem to put the Aiginetans
wholly in the wrong. The story is
probably of Attic origin.

5. &Biuxdecdar. The implicit assump-
tion here is certainly that the ddcxia, of
which the Aiginetans complain, is the
refusal of the Athenians to restore the
hostages. It would be a wonder that,
if these hostages were in Athens, the
Athenians did not exchange them for
their own leading citizens captured in
the Theoris. They probably did. Cp.
Appendix VIIL § 5.

6. wevrernpls. The MSS. have wer-
7hpns. Schomann’s emendation is con-
firmed by R. Van Herwerden corrects
to wevraernpls. There was a temple of
Athene on Sunion (Pausan. 1. 1 ad im't.{
and there may have been a quadrennia
festival held there (vevixnxa 8¢ Tpifiper
vy auN\duevos éxl Zovwlp, Lysias, 21.
6). That the Athenians had a quin-

uereme at this date is incredible. The

rst quinquereme was not built at
Athens until after the date of the
'Abnpvalwv  wohrela. Cp. op. cit. ed.
Sandys, c. 46, p. 169 n. &v secl. Stein.

88. 2. olxér & , 5. 49. The
wording here looks like an unconscious
reference to the oracle there, and serves
to brinf the oracle down. Cp. Appen-
dix VIII. § 8.

py od. Cp. Madvig, Gk. Syntaz,
§ 211 a, win, Moods and Tenses,
§ 95, 2. 76 uh ob unx. would have been
good Greek (cp. 5. 62 supra xdv unxavw-

pevor), but the article here must be
taken with xd». Cp. 6. 49 supra, dra-
BdAhouas roxpwéesbar.

6. #Qaow. Wherefore was Niko-
dromos exiled? Had he too aimed at

tyranny? The road thereto might
lead throt:igh demagogy and ‘ Atticism.’
His second offence, if not his first, was

‘pogular,' cp. c. 91 infra. One could
wish to have light on the relation of
his policy to the treatment of the
Attic prisoners, who had, however,
been exchanged long before. Cp. Ap-
pendix VIII. § 5.

7., . xal. . s Stein
regards 131950 words as referring to two
different days. It is more likely that
Hdt.'s grammar is clumsy than that the
conspiracy was so much disjointed. You
may name the day for a coup d'édat,
but how can you say how long you will
hold out afterwards? The Athenians
were surely to be on the spot the v
day of the democratic émeute. Suc
miscarriages are not uncommon. Cp.
Thucyd. 4. 89 for a celebrated instance.

89. 3. o yap bruxov krA. This is an
astounding statement, unless it is to be
supposed that Athenian vessels were
absent on foreign service just at the
time when they were needed to assist
Nikodromos. The only foreign services
which could come into the reckoning,
on any hypothesis, would be (1) the
expedition to Ionia in 498 B.c. See 5.
97, 99. (2) The expedition to Paros, c.
489 B.C., cc. 132 ff. infra. The latter
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remark would hardly have been made
if some considerable time had not been
thought of between the escape of Niko-
dromos and the settlement at Sunion.
The one occurred before, the other
perhaps after, the battle of Marathon,
in the conception of Herodotus. But
he perhaps misconceives the chrono-
lo¥ica.l sequence of events, see Appendix
VIIL § 5.

91. 1. ﬂ)}&s, men of substance, 5. 30,

77, some of them, perhaps, returned
hostages.
bra vros. The remark proves

the presence of a democratic movement
in Aigina under Athenian auspices.
Herodotus appears to date the move-
ment before Marathon, but it is difficult
to reconcile such a concv)tion with
probability : see Appendix VIII. § 5.

5. ¥pfmoav Ixmeordvres. This cer-
tainly appears to be a reference to the
expulsion of the Aiginetans from their
island by the Athenians in the first
summer of the ‘Peloponnesian’ war,
B.C. 431, Thuc. 2. 27. As such it is
among the latest allusions in the work
of Hdt. How long after it occurred
Hdt. wrote this sage does mnot
appear, but it is obvious that Hdt. was
not acquainted with the subsequent
fate of the exiles in 424 B.C., Thuc. 4.
57. The whole chapter might be an
insertion (wapebixn 7. 171, or wpoo-

04xn 4. 30), and perhaps much more
than the single chapter. At the time
of the expulsion excuses may have been
vnnt;ingl against the Aiginetans, and
this old story raked up. The &yos
charges were much in evidence at the
time, cp. Thuc. 1. 126, 128 : but if
this story had been in circulation before
the outbreak of the war would mnot
Thucydides have noticed it !

8. , cc. 16 supra, 134
infra.

92. 2. vnvol Pbopfixovra. Had the
Aiginetans too just seventy ships? In
480 B.c. they sent only eighteen to
Artemision (8. 1) and thirty to Salamis
(8. 46) though they had some others,
ib. The seventy ships here look like
the Athenian fleet, carelessly displaced.
Cp. c. 89 supra.

doowbévres. This naval victory of
the Athenians over the Aiginetans
seems to be dated by Hdt. before
Marathon, and indeed the very same
year: an inconsequent and incredible
arrangement. Cp. Appendix VIIL. § 5.
In an{ case the Argives would hardlz
have been in a position to give muc
assistance, even without a grievance
against Aigina. Cg. c. 78 supra.

7. Swvavdoy. Sikyon had an old
grudge against Argos, 5. 67 ff. All the
more surﬁrising is it to find Siki;):
paying the fine, even heavily di
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3. HeowrpanBlwy. This is the
first mention of the Peisistratidae
actually at Susa: the date of their
appearance there is not given. Ten

ears before Hippias had been working
In the same way (3iaSd\wr) at Sardes,
5. 96 supra.

7. $hatpus wphtavra, re male gesta,
an exaggeration, and even misconcep-
tion, cp. c. 45 supra. Whatever the
reasons for relieving Mardonios of the
command, his failure was not one of
them. Perhaps he had been quite
successful enough for the king’'s plea-
sure. An absolute Monarchy cannot
more than an Oligarchy,
‘an only General.’

9. Mf8ov. That the commander-in-
chief in this expedition was a Mede, as
were Mazares and Harpagos, who had
effected the conquest of Ionia for Kyros,
1. 157 ff., may help to account for the
common Greek practice of speaking of
the great struggle as the ‘Median’
affair, and their adversary as °¢the
Mede." The Ionians associated their
first reduction, the Athenians their
first invasion, with a Mede.

10. <8> Stein suggests, van Her-
werden approves.

dvraddpevos. Was Athens to share

the same fate as Eretria? How would
that have suited Hippias, whose object
was to rule Athens as a Persian de-
pendency ! (5. 96 supra).

96. 2. 10 "Alfjwov wdblov. Homer (if
the passage be genuine—Ii. 6. 200 ff.)
in a punning humour sets Bellerophon
roaming over the Aleian (Roman) plain.
Strabo, 555, notices that the poet does
not localise it, and elsewhere (676)
himself describes its position, though
its historical associations do not
him back beyond Alexander and
Philotas. ‘‘Inland from Mallos is the
famous Aleian plain” (Ramsay, Asia
Minor, 385), watered by the 08,
which, however, has considerably
changed its course since of old.

3. woA\dv . . mis. The only fi

iven by Hdt. is 600 for the fleet.

his number has already done duty
for the barbarian fleet at Lade, c. 9
supra. Just doubled it gives the
number of the fleet of Xerxes, 7. 89,
minus seven. (The origin of that
number may, however, be ditferent,
cp. Aischyl. Persae, 341 fl.)

6. T wporépy ¥rei, c. 48 supra. The
spring of 491 B.c. is referred to.

10. W 1o 7¢ ‘E. x. s ©. The
route of Mardonios two years before,
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the ideas of Peisistratos (Thuc. 3. 104,
op. 5. 63, 69 ‘“ﬁ"“)’ and Hippias, ex-
pelled from Athens el:{v Delphi (5. 63
supra), and abandoned by Sparta (5.
93 supra), was not likely to overlook
the use to be made of Delos, after his
restoration. If there is any force in
Hrybpeve here, it should mean that the
speech was addressed to the men of
elos assembled.

7. & &8¢ bréorakrar. The
policy of the Persian Empire was
tolerant towards the deities of the
conquered, and there is no sign of
iconoclasm, or of arel?ious ropaganda
under the Achaemenids. ’l&e opposite
idea arose mainly from a misinterpreta-
tion of the story of the pseudo-Smerdis
in the light of the Behistun inscription
(e.9. Rawlinson, Hdt. Appendix, Bk.
iii. Essay ii. vol. ii.? pp. 548 ff.).
Evidences more recen go discovered
(the Kyreian inscriptions from Babylon,
inscriptions of Kambyses and Dareios
himself in Egypt) have led to a more
correct estimate. (Cp. Ed. Meyer,
Gesch. d. Alterth. 1. p. 608.) The
treatment of Delos (and Delphi) is
more significant than the destruction
of Athens, in this connexion. Even
in regard to Athens the anecdotes
show that there was no crusade against
the gods of Greece. Cp. 7. 43, 8. 54,
ete.

Over and above this general ﬁ:licy of
toleration the Asiatics would be at no
loss to identifg Apollo and Artemis
with their own Sun and Moon divinities.
The offering of Datis on the Delian
altar would please all ‘pious Ionians,
and even a genuine act of devotion may
have been not wholly devoid of a
political purpose.

12. Tpwk Téilavra, 300 T.

tght of frankincense would be in-
credible, though that is what Hdt.

seems to say, without specigmg'
whether the talents are Attic or other:
800 T. worth hardly less incredible.
Hultsch, Métrologie?, 129 rational-
ises the statement to the effect that in
the sense of the Persian [Mede?] who
made the offering, the 300 ‘ weights' of
frankincense, each of which amounted
to (betrug) a shekel [i.e. light Baby-
lonian shekel], might be regarded
as equivalent in worth to so many
shekels of gold, ¢.c. darics. “‘On this
hypothesis the value of the offering
a..:ilounted é,o eﬁt:itly one Talent of
silver.” p. Ridgway, Origin of
Currency, f{ 6. This may explain the
origin of Hdt.’s blunder, but it does
not cancel’iém‘ Why the ad

98. 3. y the advance was
made first on Eretria, why Euboea
rather than the medizing Aigina was
to be made the basis of operations
against Attica, it is not easy to deter-
mine. Perhaps the glrejudioes, or even
the superstitions of Hippias, were con-
sulted, he leading the Persians not
merely to Marathon (c. 102 infra) but
to Euboea, whence he had already
‘returned’ once in triumph with his
father, 1. 91. Perhaps the medis-
ing in Eretria (cc. 100, 101
tnfra) were already in communication
with the Barbarians. Perhaps the
advance on Euboea and the east coast
was calculated to lull the alarms of the
Peloponnesians and to retard their
assistance ; if so, the calculation was
realised. The attack on Attica was
made from the same side as if the
Mede had advanced from Thrace and
Macedon. Possibly the Aiginetans were
expected to do something for the Per-
sian, on the other side.

xal “Iwvas xal Aloéas. The Dorians,
as usual, conspicuous by their absence.
Cp. c. 32 supra.






354

HPOAOTOY v

*Aprotéptew Tob Bépkew, Tpidv Tovréwy émekijs yevebwy, éyévero
mMéw xaxd 19 ‘EMAdd. 1) éml elvoos dNNas wyeveds Tas wpo
10 Aapeiov yevouévas, Ta pév amo tdv Ilepoémwv adry yevopeva, Ta

8 am’ adrdv Tdv xopudpalwv mepl Ths dpyiis TolepedvTav.
ovdev v dewds xuwmbivar Afjhov 1o mply éodaav axivyTov.

ot

[cal

év xpnoud W yeypappévov wepl adris Hhde*
xwnjow kai Afhov dxivnrov mep éoboav.]
15 dvvatar 8¢ xara ‘EMAdda yAdooav Tadra Td olvopara, Aapeios

épkeins, Eépkns dprios, 'Aproképkns péyas aprjios.

ToUTOUS PéV

&) Tods BagiNéas de &v opbas xard yhdooav TV aderépmy

"EAApres kaléoiev.

O: 8¢ BdpBapor ws dmiewpay ék Tis Aifhov, mpoaiayov mpos

war in Greece 431-425 B.Cc. But the
argument is inconclusive. If it were
said : ‘During the reigns of George,
William, and Victoria, England has
made greater progress than during the
twenty rei previous’; such a re-
mark would not imply that the present
Queen’s rei%n was over (8 uh yévoiro).

Artaxerxes 1. reigned for upwards of
a ﬁnemtion, coming to the throne
pro

bly about 464 B.c. (Duncker, viii.
293). Ivldt. might have written as he
does here many years before the king
was gathered to his fathers. The
identification of reigns and generations
should not be pressed in favour of the
latest possible date, for it proves too
much. Three generations with Hdt.
make a hundred years (2. 142), but the
three reigns here referred to, even if
regarded as complete, fall short of the
century (521-425). The identification
of reigns and generations only shows
how loose the chronological reference
is. There is thus no necessity to
conclude that this passage was written
after 431 B.C.

9. dxooc. &\\as yevels. Twenty
generations =666} years. If these be
added to the date of the accession of
Dareios (621 B.C.) theK bring us to 1188
B.C. ; if to the date of the birth of Dareios
(661 B.C.) they bring us to 1218 B.c.,
in either case within measurable
distance of the Trojan war, the aera
of which according to Hdt. is about
1250 B.C. (2. 145). Hdt. may be taken
to say that since the days of Agamem-
non Hellas had never had such cause of
woe a8 ‘the last hundred years or so.’
It is strange to find Kyros omitted,

to say noth.in% of the wars with the
Mermnadae. The generation as distin-
guished from the reign of Dareios would
take us back nearly to the accession
of Kroisos (Herodotus' aera in Bk. 1),
but the e before us here is not
scientific but rhetorical chronology, and
it is labour lost to attempt to harmonise
it with Hdt. 't:zf;her data.

11. adréy xapudpaley wepl
dpxfis . These wi
would apply to the circumstances of
Hellas in 431 B.c. and following years,
but they would have been justified by
the events which followed the first
rupture with Sparta (c. 461-451 B.C.),
and at any rate must be taken to refer
to them.

12. ot8ly fiy dewxés. On ideal prin-
ciples it would perhaps have been still
more proper for this portent to have oc-
[ two years or so earlier, before the
Ionian revolt, before the affair of Naxos,
if not, indeed, on the first appearance
of Kyros in Western Asia in 546 B.C.

xal . . dofcayv. These words are
<()mit)ted in some of the best MSS. ABC

=a).

15. 8ivara.  These etymological
efforts are all unsuccessful, except per-
haps that arta is an intensive particle.
The modern etymologists, however,
only agree in differing from Herodotus :
see the valuable List of Proper Names
in Rawlinson, Herodotus, vol. iii.? pp.
639 fi. Van Herwerden follows \feo-
seling in regarding the as
spurious, and removes it from the text.

99. 1. ol & B. answers roiiro uév, c. 98

supra.
wpdt Tds vhoovg comes in here
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108. 2. xal adrol Would
a psephism of the Ekklesia have been
necessary to decide on this movement t
Cp. c. 100 supra. Not perhaps in
the days when Hdt. was writing, at
least il‘y adroxparia had been previously
voted to the Strategi; but in 490 B.C.
the case was g:obably different. It
may, however, be said that Hdt. does
not negative the ibility of a
Esephism on this occasion. It mes,

owever, at once obvious that Hdt.’s
account leaves details to be under-

8
?wv . . orparyyol Béxa. As the
Polemarch too went to Marathon (c. 109
tafra), or rather to Probalinthos (c
Appendix X. § 81), it appears that the
m was left without any of its regular
ilitary officers. Hdt. indeed does not
here use the words ol 3éxa orparyyol, cp.
c. 105 infra, but his main conception
of the constitutional situation is ana-
chronistic. The Polemarch was probably
leading (#ye). See c. 109 infra.

3. & 8éxaros savours of the Thucy-
didean phrase 3éxaros airls, weuwrds
abrds et sim., and carries with it the
suggestion of a technical superiority in
the Strategos named over his colleagues.
Cp. Hermann, Lehrbuch, 1. ii.® § 118,
p- 648. That Miltiades essed such
a superiority de facto is the clear moral
of the story of Marathon. Cp. Appen-
dix X. §5. It is plain, however, that
the story is coloured bty the later con-
stitutional practices of the Athenian
state, as well as by other interests.

Stein® interprets this ge to
mean that Miltiades was the last, the
order of the Strategi following the
annual order of the g;lylne (cp. c. 111
tnfra), which they commanded and to
which they belonged. (Cp. ’A6yr. wol.
c. 22.) In this case Miltiades, accord-
ing to Stein, commanded the Oineis, to
which his Deme, Lakiadae, belonged,
and this Phyle stood on the extreme

left in the order of battle. But cp.
c. 104 infra, and Appendix X. § 23.
Among the colleagues of Miltiades were
Stesilaos (c. 114 infra), Aristeides
(Plutarch, 474st. 5) and possibly even
Themistokles.

5. "OhvpméBa. The dates of the
three victories are probably OL 61, 62,
63, or OL 62, 63, 64. Clinton prefers
the latter (F. H. ii.? p. 232), Duncker
the former, Gesch. d. Alterth. vi.® p.
469.

6. Tévrd ¢‘ gained the
very same honour which before
been carried off by Miltiades” (R.). If
this is what Hdt. meant to say he took
an uncommonly roundabout way of
saying it; and was it worth saying!?
Besides, there is nothing in the text
to justify the ‘‘before.” Some have
understood éferelxacfa: in the sense
‘ transferred ' : the victory which he
won he transferred to his brother, gave
the honour to his brother, cp. =xa 3
Hewwrpdry dvaxmpuxfivas just below.
This gives a very good sense, but only
by vio! 1;ance done to t}le lvlerb. In any
case the ar of the e is
exceptionaﬁ::nnl;ut to res::::g the
correct sense of éfevelxasfa: one might
take ravryy udv Ty vicyy dveNbuerby wr
8s an accusativus and repeat
ouwéfin before 7¢ xA. The sense of
the passage would then run: «al airg
getyorr. "Ohvuwidda drvenéofas Tefpizmy
quwvéBn xal 79 Supounrply ddehpep TV
étevelracfar. Kimon won the victory,
but Miltiades had the credit of it

(With 7dvrd cp. roiro, c. 105. 1. 3 snfra.)
The ‘national’ law of the Olympic

+ meeting so far recognised the ‘ munici-

pal’ laws of the Greek states severally
as to exclude from the honours of the
dyd» citizens under drula. This at
least was the case in the fourth century.
(E‘?l. Smith, Diet. of Antiquitics3, 862 a.
ence Kimon ¢erywr and &ryos could
not have himself proclaimed victor.
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7. ol ix8pol. The Peisistratid party
can scarcely by itself at that time
have been strong enmough for such
action. If we may s;;spose that the
enemies who prosecu him on this
occasion were the same as those who
prosecuted him, more successfully, on
a later occasion, then this prosecution
was the work of a circle or clique to
which Xanthi ﬁ({)s belonged, i.e. pre-
sumably the maijonid party. Cp.
c. 136 infra, and Appendix XI.

waorhipwov, ‘a jury-court.’” The
rocedure on the second occasion was
ifferent, cp. c¢. 136 nfra. The
Chersonese was already regarded as
'Arruch v (c. 140 infra), and a ypagh
Tupawvldos, or the more general wpodocias
was known at least to the later Attic Law
(cp. Meier and Schomann, Das Attische
Process, 341 ff.). It is only remark-
able that the procedure in this case is
not by eloayyeMa, and that the Areio-
gagos has nothing to say to the matter.
ut such omissions in Hdt. are not
surprising, nor can we be sure how far
his report is discoloured by the analogies
of the Reformed Judicature of Ephialtes.
See 'Afyp. wo\. c. 25, Aristot. Pol. 2. 12,
2, 12748, Is it possible that the 3uxa-
orfpior in this case was the Areiopagos ?
If 8o, among its services in the Persian
wars (Aristot. Pol. 8. 4, 8, 13048, "Aé.
wo\.'c. 28) would have to be reckoned
its acquittal of Miltiades.
10. alpeBds iwd Tod 8fijpov, t.c. by

the Ekklesia, not merely by one of the
Phylae. But this description is almost
certainly an anachronism, though it may
suit with the subsequent presentation
of Miltiades as theegryqubv among the
Strategi at Marathon ('A6. woA. c. 22.
Cp. Appendix IX. § 13). The date of
this election might be the spring of
490 B.C., or he may have been Strategos
more than one year in succession.

108. 1. ivres ¥r bv 19 dorel. The
mission of Philippides precedes the
march to Marathon, which has already
been specified, c. 103 supra, and neither
grammatically nor materially is there
any subsequent clause answering to the
sentence introduced by wpira uér.

ol oy , ten, or more ! includ-
ing the Polemarch? On these points
Hdt. leaves us in the dark.

2. PeburnByy. orxidpr R et
scriptorum testimonia (Stein). ®uxrxidns
must be right. The form is preserved
by R, in Nepos, vit. Milt. 4, and in
Pausan. 1. 28, 4, Pliny 7. 20, Solinus
l.c. infra c. 106. Aristophanes would
never have made ‘Pheidippides’ the
son of Strepsiades, if the name had
been consecrated in the Athenian
traditions of Marathon : moreover, the
corruption from Philippides to Pheidip-
pides, for the Huepodpbuns, is easier to
understand than the reverse. .
further, Appendix X. § 3. The form

ms is guaranteed by a RV
against S (Holder), and by a variation
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8’ éxérever H) wés dryelobar. Cp. 5. 64
Appendix VII. § 8.

11. #v ydp xrA\. We must take this
passage to mean that the Spartans could
not start on the ninth, or any other
day, till full moon (15th), and not that
the full moon might have fallen on the
ninth. Did this rule hold for all
months, or only for this particular
month ¥ The ancients understood the
rule as valid generally, cp. Pausan. 1.
28, 4, Schol. Aristoph. Achara. 84,
Plutarch, Mor. 861. létein confines the
rule to the month Karneios, in which
the festival lasted from 7th to 156th.
It seems well-nigh incredible that the
Spartans should have put up with such
a hindrance to military operations every
month. The limitation of the obstruc-
tion to a single month makes it more
possible to maintain with Grote, and
against Rawlinson, the bona fides of
the Spartans on this occasion. The
great haste which they used when
they started on the 15th points to the
same conclusion. This argument of
course assumes the truth of the tradi-
tion, and that the action, or inaction,
of the Spartans has not been rationalised,
or religionised, by afterthought. Cp.
Appendix VII. § 11 ad finem.

12. pY od, cp. c. 88 supra.

107. 1. Toio 5t BapPhpowot krA. “ the
night before Hippias, son of Peisistratos,
conducted the barbarians to Marathon

he had sight of a vision as follows.’
mo. 102 supra, where Hippias has
ady led the barbarians to thon.

3. éxee & ‘Inrwins xrA. Whether
Hippias had any such dream as that
here ascribed to him; whether he
coughed a tooth out on the sand of
Marathon ; whether he conjectured that
the latter misfortune was a fulfilment
of the former visitation, and made
known this depressing conjecture to
those about him ; these are questions
which can be decided only on general
grounds. The story is not inappro-
priate to the reputation of Hippias for
Biety of a certain kind. Cp. 5. 93 supra.

is brother Hipparchos was a dreamer
too, 5. 56 supra, but the story reads
rather like a bitter jest at the exiled
despot’s expense. Cp. Appendix X. §3.

7. Tobro piv . . Todro 8& The re-
cord here seems to represent Hippias not
merely as guide, but as Fieldl-’ arshal
of the Persian forces (7& drdpdwoda
. . 4wéBnoe . . Tas réas Spuie olros . . Tolw
BapBdpovs diérasae). It is important to
observe that the ships were left riding
at anchor, not drawn up on shore. -

8. Alyhdnv, v. L AlyDewar PR, may
be identified with the island lying
almost directly between Styra, in
Euboea, and Kynossema, by Marathon :
although there is no anciens authority
for the identification.

14. broudero, ‘he caused diligent
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Lakedaimonians> were doing ¢ near the
Isthmus’ in 519 B.c.

13. radra xr\. This critical re-
mark is more in the style of an Athen-
ian politician than in the style of our
author. CF. Introduction, p. cviii.

ebvolny . . rév II. ‘objective’
genitive. Cp. ‘the fear of the Lord.’

15. ouveoTedras, sc. Tods 'Abyralovs.

17. rotoy Suddexa Oeoion. Cp. 2. 4.
In Athens the Dodekatheon embraced
Zeus and Hera, Poseidon and Demeter,
Apollo and Artemis, Hephaistos and
Athene, Ares and Aphrodite, Hermes
and Hestia. At Olympia the list was
otherwise composed. Cp. Schomann,
Gr. Alt. ii.® 135, who suggests that the
number may have been suggested by
the number of months in the year.
This altar was erected by Peisistratos
the younger. Cp. Thuc. 6. 54, 6. On
the supposed copy of it in the Louvre,
cﬁ. K. O. Miiller, Ancient Art, § 96. 22
(E. T. p. 63), Overbeck, Gesck. d. Gr.

Plastik, i.* 258. The festival was

perhaps the Panathenaic, during which
the procession halted at this altar, Xen.
Hipp. 8. 2, A. Mommsen, Heort. p. 394.

21. xaraA\éfavres. On the practice
of arbitration, cp. 5. 20. The waparv-
xbrres here is probably a mere phrase
to cover ignorance, cp. waparvyoiot
supra. On the policy of Corinth cp. c.
89 supra, 5. 92, 93. It may be observed
that the Corinthian orator in Thucy-
dides 1. 41 does mot include this
arbitration in the list of services to
Athens.

23. hB.'.zan.T}(l)p. c.53.1.6 myg;;
25. T paxy- is cannot i
be the‘rgict:ory:‘l recorded in 5. 7; mpra’:
for (1) the circumstances are different,
(2) it precedes the annexation of Hysiae,
cE. 6. 74 supra. It therefore precedes
the expedition of the Peloponnesians

there recorded.
109. 1. 8(xa al This council
of war is localised at Marathon. The
uestion before the Strategi (for the
olemarch is ¢z hypothesi not present)
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follow that the statement in the ’A6.
wo. is based on historical testimony or
tradition, as distinct from inference.
The inference made in the nineteenth
cent. P.C. may have been anticipated

in the fourth cent. A.c. Cp. Appen-
dices IX. § 13, X. § 5.
8. O\Odv seems to out the

assumption that the Polemarch had
not been present at the previous council
or debate : and so do the terms of the
speech which follows.

768¢. This speech appears to be
coloured by later ideas ; at least it may
be doubted whether Miltiades would
have shared the (later()xf)opular view of
the services of Harmodios and Aristo-
geiton to the cause of liberty (cp. Thuc.
8. 64, and the Lives, Marcell. § 2,
Anonym. § 1). The future augured for
Athens may be thought unlikely before
the event. There is, however, special
point in the allusion. These Ge-
Sh{means (5. 57 supra) were from
Pg idna, like Kallimachos himself
(Plutarch, Moral. 628),and in later times
at least the Polemarch conducted the
festival in their honour, 'Af. wo\. c. 58.
The argument of Miltiades seems rather
belated, if first urged at Vrana. (Cp.
the case of Eretria, cc. 100, 101 supra.)
It does not belong to Hdt.'s method to

inform his hearers (or readers) from
what source he derived knowledge of
this intimate conference. He is,%:ow-
ever, rarely at a loss on these occasions,
op. 4. 137, 5. 49 supra, 3. 80, etc., etc.

&v ool reappears in the appeal of
Themistokles to Eurybiades, 8. 60. Cp.
és 0¢é, éx géo infra, and with ¢ o éy.
'Af. cp. wé\v dpxatordryr, c. 108 supra.

11. Aelwovo secl. Stein.

14. wpéry. Is this prophecy or his-
to!

?
r1'y7. viv lpxopar ¢pboeyv. This in-
formation might be useful for Hdt.’s
public, but could hardly have been
necessary from Miltiades to Kalli-
machos.

19. ordow. The justice of this ex-
pectation (or reflection) is shown by
the story of the shield, cc. 115, 121-
124, and would in any case have been
obvious in the light of Eretria, c. 101,
Aigina, c. 49, and the state of parties
in Ath:‘l:.s' 1::;0{:‘

22. Oeid vepbvray, c. 11 su

25. wéls wpdry Tév bv T *m&’s’ﬁ
% wpdry 7Oy 'ENpldwr woliwr supra.

e unhistorical character of this speech
is discovered by these phrases, which not
only betray the influence of later days,
but are out of keeping even with the
hypothetical situation. On the eve of
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the movement is marked by the preposi-
tion as well as by the tense. The neuter
construction is noticeable. Cp. wdrres
érerdxaro 9. 33.

2. Td vero xald, not as at
Plataia, mgu There is no delay im-
plied in éylvero.

éwelfnoav. Who gave the word of
command ! Probably imachos. Cp.
7. 122 dwelbn iwd Eéptew.

4. T peralypiov, c. 77 supra. Eight

stades would be millia passuum.
6. whyxv Stein joins with érépepor
on the strength of 8. 10 wdyxv o¢x
paviny éxevelxarres, and understands it
in the sense haud dubie. Cp. wdyxv
. . #\wifov 4. 185 supra. (L. & S. take
it with é\efpin», and the position of the
words favours this.)
is a relative term ; the army
numbered 10,000 at least, as we must
suppose. Cp. Appendix X. §§ 25, 26.
7. . What the pace was it is
of course impossible to determine. That
thousands of hoplites in full armour
advanced the best part of a mile at a
rapid run without breaking rank (d6pdoc
wpooéutar) seems incredible (cp. H.
Delbriick, Die Perserkriege, pp. 56 ff.),
whatever single athletes after special
training and practice might have ac-
complished. et this statement is
apparently made thrice (1l 8, 7, 10) in
this chapter. A. Mommsen, Heortologie
211, suggests an explanation. Hdt.
witnessed the festival on Boedromion
6, and was persuaded, or inferred, that
Bondpbua wéurer was & commemora-
tion of this charge. The history is an
inference from the rite. On the other
hand, that a rapid advance was one of
the characteristic memories of Marathon
need not be doubted (cp. Appendix X.
§ 21Z), and Gpé,uqlvj might,l perhaps, das 8
military term, be simply opposed to
Bddny, cp. 9. 67, and X.rrim, pjsmb 5.

16. 1 (Arrian’s ususl antitheton to Sddw
is oxoudd, 8. 8, 1, 4. 23, 2, 5. 14, 1).
obre lwwov. If this means that the
Athenians had abeolutely no ecv;l.trg,
it can hardly be reconciled with the
existence of the Solonian Ilxweis, or
lrxdda Telodvres, with the alleged
supply of two horsemen from each
Naukraria (cp. 5. 71 ), and with
eneral probabilities. In the time of
erodotus the lwweis were the joy and
boast of Athens, immortalised on the
Parthenon frieze, glorified on the stage.
(1/?). von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, 4us
ydathen, Y 24, and on the number
of the cavalry, Rawlinson n. ad I., °Ad.
wo\. c. 24, S8andys’ note. But even at
the best of times the Athenian cavalry
was not a very important arm of the
service. In 511 B.c., 6. 63 supra,
and again later (Thuc. 2. 22, 431
B.C.) Athens relied on Thessalian horse-
men. But under the nis the
native cavalry had probably been dis-
couraged, for political reasons. The
conjectures ascribed to the barbarian
might fairly be taken to imply that
they on their part had cavalry present,
but no mention is made of it in the
action by Hdt. See Appendix X. §7.
obire tev. This want Athens
su[iglied apparently before the battle
of Plataia, see wo. A On the

10. wpéTor T
formula, cp. Introduycat?on, p. civ.

The Mnduch éofhs would comprise &
tall cap (which the king alone wore
upright, cp. L. & S. sub v. ridpa and

d Arrian, 4nab. 3. 25, 3), and loose
trousers (cp. 6. 94 supra, 7. 61), out-
landish articles of apparel, which might
legitimately shock the taste, but could
not damp the courage, of the Hellenes.
Van Herwerden brackets xal rovs d»dpas
Tavrny hobnuévous.

The sentence wpiro 8¢ . . daodons is
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Hadt. and the other authorities we may
conclude that he was not ome of the
Strategi. His name might have sug-
gested the dog in ithe Stoa: but cp.
o. 118 infra.

4. dpNborwy. The plural is observ-
able: cp. Il. 15. 717 d¢hacrov uerd
xepoly Exwv. A derivation is given
by Eustathius, wapd 73 ph pPadlws
@PAdgfa: (Stephanus, ed. Didot, 2679).

6. we\éxei, presumably a battle-axe,
or bill: if so, probably wielded by a
Scyth (Saka): cp. 7. 65, 4. b, though
properly speaking the wé\exus seems not
to have been a weapon of war, cp. 7. 136.

118. 1. érré. e ships had not been
beached, c.107. The numberis probably
historical : that only seven ships were
taken is an argument for the hypothesis
that a good part of the Persian forces
were already on board. It would take
some time to re-embark many thousands,
nay tens of thousands, of men, to say
nothing of horses, etc., supposing the
whole undiminished forces of the bar-
barians had been on land, when the
battle began. See Appendix X. §§ 34, 38.
Cp. H. Droysen, Die Perserkriege, p. 65.

3. vfioov, Aigleia, c. 107 supra.
They would have to round Kynosura
and go a little northwards to reach it.

4, wepuémheov, imperfect. Even if
they went all night it would have
taken them at least till the following
day to reach Phaleron.

ouhdpevor. The statement is pre-
sumably an inference from the move-
ment itself.

5. & 'AlxpewviBlov pyxavijs. Cp.
0. 121 infra.

7. lovo 48 &v 1oy vuel.  If these
words are true, and the course of opera-
tions hitherto has been correctly ren-
dered by Hdt., it follows that the
Persians did not begin to re-embark

until after their defeat at Marathon, and
that the shield-signal was not. displayed
until after their re-embarkation was
accomplished. What object it could
then have served it is difficult to
imagine. But, if the re-embarkation
of the host had already been begun, if,
say, the cavalry had been re-shi Td,
and perhaps more ; if the si ad
been shown when a number of the
Persians was aboard ; we can more easil
understand the circumstances whic
determined the Athenian attack, the
need for the hasty return to Athens,
the comparatively slight losses, and
other points which are otherwise ob-
scure. See further, Appendix X. § 8.
116. 1. wepuéwheov, as just above.
'Abnvaior 8& Some would, how-
ever, have been left on the battle-field
to guard the bodies and the spoil
Plutarch, Arist. 5, tells us that Ari
teides [who could be trusted], with his
Phyle, Akamantis, was detached for
this service. (Perhaps some of the
Plataians too remained.) The other
nine tribes marched back to Athens,
but not surely the same day. m
Marathon to Athens would be a quick
march of six to eight hours (26 miles).
Plutarch, Mor. 350, has this : Morddss
mév yap dpas és Mapabiva 19 DoTepaip
Thy udxny ovwdyas fixer els doTv perd rip
orparids remxnxds, t.e. the battle was
fought the day after Miltiades left
Athens ; and he returned, it might
seem, on the same day as the battle.
Rawlinson misunderstands this passage,
it to mean that Miltiades re-

takin
turned to Athens the day after the
battle. Even so, they would have

arrived, we may be sure, long before
the Persian fleet rounded Sunion. The
Athenian forces could not have quitted
Marathon until the Strategi were sure
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has not specified his informant (cp. 4.
76 supra, 9. 16), and likewise the time
and place of hearing. The specification,
such as it is, seems introduced not to
guarantee but to excuse or even to dis-
credit the story. Cp. Introduction, §
22. The doubt, however, need only
extend to the cause of the blindness.
Cp. Appendix X. § 8.

118. 1. Aans. It is now the turn of
Datis to dream. Ktesias indeed re-

rts that Datis was slain at Marathon

3, ed. Gilmore, § 49, ed. Baehr,

18). Cp. Appendix X. § 30. Arta-

phrenes certainly was not, 7. 74, and
c. 119 infra.

2. ﬁ\mm, 8 ].ittl«la1 N.E. of Delos.

3. Aéyeras, an_honesty or pover
in the tradition which is r?msrkrs)le. K

thrnow brouero, cp. éwoiéero owov-
Sy l’ozk‘hl éfevpe’iz c. 107 supra.

4. ’ KEX PUo-@-
pévov. Y'i“m:msubst,anco was presumably
wood1‘;>'-r£"l‘>"1't>nze.l o

6. TO, . . 6. 9 supra.

7. m({'- ﬁ%%;lasl;t: 9713)14 .

9. oy A elion in
Boeotia is not opposite Chalkis, rather
is it opposite Eretria : strictly speaking
it is not opposite either, but opposite
the coast between them, Thucyd. 4. 76,
4 Adheov . . 79 év T Tavaypalg wpds Eo-
Bowav Terpauuévor 'AxbNwios lepby. Hdt.
can scarcely have written this passage

after the Athenian disaster at Delion
in 424 B.c. Cp. Thuo. 4. 89-101.

11. dxoon. Therefore about 471/0
B.Cc. at a time when the power and
grestige of Thebes were eclipsed (cp.

. V. Head, Cotnage of Boeotia, p. 20).

The story of this statue suggests that
the Persians were not quite idle durin
the two unexplained delays reocord
above, cc. 102, 110.

Where Hdt. heard this story it is
not easy to discover. Blakesley sa
‘‘obviously from Delos.” But would
the Delians have confessed their wrong-
ful detention of the statue? 1Is it
certain that Datis bade them restore
it? As certain, perhaps, as that his
action was determined by a dream.
The G@eoxwpéwiov was perhaps Delphic.
Justice and piety may perhaps have been
the whole motive of this transaction,
but one would like to know more about
it. In 470 B.c. Delphi, or the friends
of Delphi, may have been thinking that
it was time something was done to re-
vive the power and prestige of Thebes,
as a make-weight to the growing power
of Athens, and the Delian symmachy.

119. 2. "Acinv. From Mykonos they
would have retraced their course across
the Icarian to Samos, cp. c. 95 supra.
Whether they landed at Ephesos, or
sailed with the fleet to Kp ros and
Phoenicia cannot be determined.
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geitnion this would be, according to our
calendar, Sep. 11, 490 B.c. Butit is not
credible that & force of 2000 heavy-armed
men accomplished the march in three
days (and two nights). Isokrates allows
them three days and three nights for
the 1200 stades (Panegyr. 97), which
would bring them to Athens rerapraioc
—a sufficiently wonderful performance.
They might of course be ‘in Attica’
without being ‘in Athens.” The battle
then might have been on Boedr. 17=
Sep. 12. But we cannot be quite sure
on what day the Athenians returned to
the city, nor consequently on what d;{y
the battle was fought. Cp. Appendix X.
§ 27. On the distance see c. 106 supra.
3. Sorepor 8t & 1. 0. That the
Spartans were prepared to leave Athens
to be destroyed, only feigning an excuse
(c.108), and then sent an armyat a forced
march, is unlikely. As the march, the
arrival, and the visit to Marathon seem
well attested, it follows that the re-
ligious excuse on this occasion was
enuine. Who commanded the Lake-
aimonians, and whether there were Pelo-
ponnesian supports to follow, we are left
to conjecture. Cp. Appendix VII. § 11.
5. vro. They were therefore
still unburied. The Medes (Persians)
were said to have been buried, but
Pausanias (1. 32, 5) could not find any
tomb or monument. The true Persians
b{ the way would not have thanked
the Athenians for burial ; a point upon
which Hdt. was not quite accurately
informed (1. 140), cp. c. 30 supra.
alvéovres: ea est enim profecto ju-
cunda laus, quae ab iis proficiscitur,
}ui ipsi in laude vixerunt, Cicero ad
am. 15. 6, 1. The Athenians were
not likely to forget this alvos, and the
tribute to an achievement, all their
own (10 E&pyor alTav).
131, 1. 68pa, c. 117 supra, 1. 98, etc.

obx dvbixopar Tdv Aéyov, c. 115
supra, cp. Introduction, § 22. On the
Aﬂaionidu and their family history
cp. note to c. 125 snfra. The logic of
tEe historian is at fault in this ge.
To prove that the Alkmaionidae were
waorvparvor he relates the connexion of
the family with Kroisos, the first bar-
barian who reduced Hellenes to slavery,
1. 6, and with Kleisthenes tyrant of
Sikyon, and conveniently forgets the
connexion and alliance with Peisistratos
himself, 1. 60. This excursus on the
Alkmaionidae has been suspected. Most
editors regard c. 122 as spurious.
Blakesley goes so far as to reject oc.
121-124. ’Fhis is too much or too little,
for how explain the introduction of the
sequel 125 {f. ¥ How explain the special
peculiarities of c. 1221 The dpa.s.uge
may well be an addition (by Hdt. him-
self), and in any case can have been no
integral part of the Athenian tradition
about the battle of Marathon. Cp.
APX;ndix X.§8.

xpewviBas. In 490 B.c. the head
of the family was a Megakles, who
in that year won a Pythian victory,
celebratecf in the shortest of Pindar's
Epinikia, Pytk. vii.

If the ode was composed immediately
after the Pythian festival the absence
of all reference to Marathon is intel-
ligible. The ¢@bvos to which the house
was exposed is indeed indicated, but
that feeling might be the cause not the
effect of this suspicion. If the ode
were composed in 489 B.Cc. (as Stein
says), its silence would confirm the
evil report. Cp. Appendix X. § 12.

4. KoMy «rA. The men here
glentioned ]:veria( mell‘nbers '1?1:‘ the

ouse of the Kerykes. e Pedlgree
and history may be found in Petersen,
Historia Gentium Attic. pp. 34 ff. (1880).
Cp. Boeckh, Staatshaushaltung, 1. pp.
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aspear to have read it in his text
(Stein). Cp. op. cit. c. 27. (3) The
sense and grammar are complete without
it : xal ol "AXx. c. 123 ad init. answering
to the last sentence of c¢. 121 KaX\ins
Te vy&p «rA. (4) Though Herodotean
in phraseology, the style is abrupt and
harsh, from the very multiplication of
Herodotean turns: 7rofro uér . . roiro
8¢ . . kv pripuny Eew . . dxpos . .
dveNbuevos . . et al. and also from
usages which are not Herodotean, e.g.
74 wpokeheyuéva . . Swpehy . . épavepdby.
(5) éevfepdr is an exaggeration, or not
properly justified in the context. o¢t
. . éxelvpol Te is incorrect.

In the face of these arguments it can
hardly be maintained that the passage
is of Herodotean authorship. Nor is
the forgery a clever one. Lucian would
have written the passage better.

It does not therefore follow that the
matters of fact mentioned are untrue.
The Olympian victories are likely
enough even without the authority of
the Scholiast on Aristophanes. The
wedding of the daughters would have
had more verisimilitude if the names of
the chosen bridegrooms had been added.

123. 2. dpolws wrh., i.c. duolws Tolry
# ovdév Hogov ToUTOV, * {1‘1“ a8 much as,
or even more than, this man.” Van
Herwerden suggests ol <&\\ot> "AAx.,
a reading which might seem to involve
Hdt. in the error of making Kallias
an Alkmaionid.

3. o0 mpooiepas, cp. ok évdéxopar
c. 121. The Aéyos has become a aupm’,

in the light of the ‘misotyrannic’ tra-
dition of the Alkmaionids.

4. r. w. X. Their first exile
was due to the dyos 5. 71, and dated
before the tyranny. The family had
subsequently been on good terms with
Peisistratos for a time, 1. 60. It might
be argued that (a) a distinction is drawn
between Peisistratos and ‘ the tyrants,’
(b) the tyrants are regarded not as a
series but as a clique or small dynasty
(8vvasrela SMywy dvdpdy Thuc. 3. 62) of
members of one family.

7. &b. Thucydides agrees in this
judgment on its negative side, against
the claims of Harmodios and Aristo-
geiton 6. 54, but makes little account
of the services of the Alkmaionids. Cp.
Appendix IX. §§ 3, 4.

9. Tods Aovwovs del. Wesseling.

12. &s pov mwp. t, 5. 63 supra.
Such references imply a reading im lic.

124. 4. dreryubaro. The family had
been held high in honour, but had also
been in disgrace and banishment. Its
members were not among thosecelebrated
in connexion with Marathon, nor did
that victoryapparentlydo much for their
renown. They or their partisans had
frobably attacked Miltiades unsuccess-
ully before (c. 104 supra), and almost
certainly attacked him, but that suc-
cessfully, shortly after (c. 136 infra).
There was that in the past history and
relations, in the present attitude of the
clan, which might well have seemed to
justify suspicions that, sooner than see
a rival house of the Pediaei founding
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TavTy

n0énnae, ‘Ex\jvov amdvrov éfevpov Tov dpioTov, ToUTe v
vaika mwpocleivar. ‘Olvumiov dv éovrov xai vikdy év alroiot

16. Swwdoas from Siawrdoow.

Tod Xpvorod secl. Stein.

19. 4vlpdmwe. The word is carefully
chosen (not dvépt).

7od wrh.: ‘with his mouth stuffed
full and his whole person swelled out.’
‘Was not this story a subject of pictorial
representation, or genre-work of one
kind or another ?

21. &repa . . Ixeévay, Stein reads on
the authority of the better codices ; but
the better reading is supplied by B:
érépowol pur dwpéerar obx édooost. But
cp. Schweighauser, Lexicon, sub v. dwpé-
eafa.

23. reépurmorpodficas. As Blakesley
ingeniously shows (note 281 ad l.) this
Olymgia.n victory was only with a pair.
Cp. Pindar, Pyth. 7. 13. Isokrates,
de Big. 351, and cp. Rawlinson, iii.? p.
500, n.®

126. 1. yeve b involves
& blunder somewhere. The wedding of
Agariste must have taken place before
the accession of Kroisos. See preceding
chapter. The explanation of the blunder
m? be that the friendship of Alyattes
and Alkmaion (wpdrn yeve) was suc-
ceeded by the wedding of Megakles
and Agariste (devrépn yeved), but the
substitution of the name of Kroisos for

Alyattes above has involved the ana-
chronism here: the former and the
latter story being from different sources.

2. Khaobévys &6 Zwvévios (5. 67
supra) died before the accession of
Kroisos. wvvos del. Kallenberg.

4. rote regards this story as
(mainly) a fiction invented on KEpic
lines, suggested by the wooing of
Helena, et sim. (vol. ii. 415 n.).
Whether Hdt. or his source (‘some
ingenious Athenian’) is accountable
Grote does not clearly say. Stein
suggests that the story comes from a
Pindaric poem. Cp. Kirchhoff, Ent-
stehungszeit, p. 43. If the poem was
an Epinikion (cp. Pythk. 7), to judge by
the existing samples the mythos must
have been very freely articulated and
transformed by Herodotus. Points in
the story indicate an Italiote source, or
at least an Italiote interest (cp. Ziihlke,
De Agaristes nuptiis, pp. 30 ff.) which
wouldga be sufficiently accounted for, if
the story was first coined or circulated
about the date of the founding of
Thurii. Busolt ( .

6. Guydryp. usolt (i. 494, i.? 666)
thinks Kl:i'lsq:henes had no son.

7. "O\vpwlov. The date of this
Olympiad cannot be exactly determined.
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11. Aewxtlns. Miiller, Dorier, i®
104, identifies with Lakedas a pro-
verbially effeminate Temenid of Argos
(Plutarch, Mor. 89) and penultimate
king : cp. Pausan. 2. 19, 2.

rals The appearance of a son
of Pheidon among the suitors has been
objected to on three grounds: (1)
as an anachronism. Pheidon’s date
has been put approximately from ome
to two centuries before Kleisthenes, the
Olympiad referred to below being taken
for the 8th=748 B.0., or the 28th=668
B.c. Though some of the suitors were
older than others (c. 128), none can
have been so old as this ! (2) The anti-
Argive policy of Kleisthenes makes a
suitor from Argos out of place (cp. 5. 67
supra). (8) A Dorian suitor spoils the
otﬂgwise non- Dorian complexion of
the list. Even if the anachronism
were avoidable the argument remains
against believing that a son of the
Dorian despot of Argos was among the
suitors of Agariste; but neither ana-
chronism nor imgobability proves the
unauthenticity of the poss;ge. Van
Herwerden drops xais with RSV (=8).

PelBwvos To) Td pérpa wouf)-
cavros wi. Pheidon,
‘ who introduced a system of measures
in the Peloponnesos,’ was despot of
Argos and extended his power to
Olympia, can be none other than the

eatest of the Temenid kings. It is to

observed that Hdt. ascribes to Phei-
don only the ‘measures’; Ephoros was
the first to make him author of the
¢ Aiginetan’ coinage. Cp. Busolt, Gr.
@.i. 143. Rawlinson admits a blunder
on Hdt.’s part, but accepts the theory
of there having been two Pheidons, a

theory invented to avoid the anachron-
ism (by Miiller, Aigineticorum Liber, p.
60). Butat that rate we shall want three

or four Pheidons : see following note.

Beloch, @Gr. Qesch. i. 216 n. (1898),
suggests that the introduction of
‘measures ' may have been ascribed to
Pheidon, because there was in Argos a
measure called a pheidon, Pollux, 10.
179 (ed. Bekker, p. 448). Is it mnot
much more probable that the measure
was named after the man ?

The plan of dropping the passage

Deldwros 8¢ xT\. to save Hdt. from ana-
chronism is a product of criticism s
extremis; better at once rewrite the
passage, dwd 8¢ II. Tod " 7. wals A
Peldwros 8¢ dwbyovos Tol x7A. But this
too is desperate and unnecessary. If
anything goes out, we must get rid of
the whole passage from the first ®ei-
dwros down to wais xal and read dwd 3¢
Ilehoworwioov ’Aularros x7A., mnot in
order that we may save Hdt. from
anachronism, but that we may reduce
the suitors to a dozen, and be rid of
tge Do;'ian. ButH v&vlmt reason can be
shown for curing Hdt. of parapmgmat—
tsm (cp. 5. 45), or where would the
process begin and end ?

13. @ Ty & 'th.v(g &
nke. The determination of the Olym-
piad of Pheidon is undoubtedly one of
the most fascinating problems in Greek
chronology. Neither the evidence nor
the argument can be here fully ex-
hibited. It must suffice to say that
(i) if the text of Hdt. be genuine, and the
statement correct, Pheidon would have
to be regarded as contemporary with
Kleisthenes of Sikyon. His Olympiad
would then fall into the sixth century.
(Busolt has shown indeed that if
Pheidon expelled the Eleian Agono-
thetae, as Hdt. asserts, the Olympiad
of Pheidon would fall subsequently to
Ol 72=572 B.c., Gr. Gesch. i.2 612
n.) Some recent authorities (Trieber,
Beloch) have declared for this date, and
Beloch even brings Pheidon to the
throne 585 B.c. (Busolt, I c.). This
date practically rests upon the authority
of Hdt. and in this connexion that
suthority is almost worthless. One
historical agreement might be adduced
in its favour. If Pheidon belonged to
the sixth century he might have been
the first to coin money in Greece proper
(so Ridgway, Origin of Curremcy, p.
215): but the evidence that Pheidon
coined money is also practically worth-
less: (a) The Marmor Parium, which
however dates Pheidon, and therefore
his coinage, 895 B.c.; (b) (Ephoros
apud) Strab. 376, who was probably the
author of the combination originally.
A combination is not necessarily wrong,
but against this one, the motives for
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Mantinea, Orchomenos, are not repre-
e s & 'Apably Méyera

16. *Apxably L
Hdt. does not believe this story, cp. 4.
173 supra.  Four stadii from the city
of Kleitor was a temple of the Dioskuri
(Pausan. 8. 21, 4), and their figures
appear on fifth-century coins (J. H. S.
vii. 102, Immerwahr, Kulte u. Mythen
Arkad. 229).

19. *AOnvéwy. Megakles himself was
the contemporary of Kroisos, ¢. 125 supra.

21. Hippokleides son of Tisandros was
probably a Philaid. Cf. next chapter.

128. 3. &vemwvlero. If an Epic poem
was Hdt.’s main source for the story,
probably Kleisthenes was represented
as extracting from his visitors the in-
formation given just above in the text,
c. 127. The subjects in which the
suitors were tested (dvdpayabin, dpyi,
waldevots, Tpiwos) are characteristic.

7. ovveorly. A curious word,
specially used in the sense of ‘boon-
companionship.”  Stein suggests ¢
) ounoTuiee éwepdro . . . Van Her-

werden approves of owearol (‘“‘R op-
time ) : which Holder also adopts.

8. mévra. St. suggests wdrra re
rabra: van H. reads wdrra émwrlonn
after Madvig.

9. fipéoxovro. Whom they pleased
is not stated; it would be pleasant
to believe that Agariste herself was
consulted! Van Herwerden after Bekker
inserts ol.

10. ‘IsrwoxhelSns. HipEok]eides son
of Tisandros is related to the Kypselidae
og C(irinth. At Athens h}ls father is

ainly contempor: with Kypselos
&theryof Miltialzioe:r{he Philai ,p:. 35
supra. The inference is certainl
tempting that Tisandros was a Phihitl
and that the Philaidae had connexion
with the Kypselids. The Kypselids
traced themselves back to Kaineus the
Lapith, 5. 92 supra. Lysidike the
mother of Philaios was counted a
descendant of Kaineus. Cp. Petersen,
Hist. Gent. Attic. iv.

129. 2. xataxA(ows. Van Herwerden
suggests x\iguos.
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How many talents the successful suitor
received from the tyrant is unfortun-
ately not stated.

10. wépowrt Toion . It is
not quite clear what were the marriage
laws of the Athenians in the year 570
B.0. or thereabouts. The Solonian
legislation may have been just enacted :
but our knowledge of the domestic
institutions of Athens is mainly for
the fourth century, when much was
ascribed to Solon which was of later
institution, dating even after the
Archonship of Eukleides. It is pos-
sible that at the date of the wedding of
Agariste kinship through the mother
was still strongly recognised at Athens
(cp. c. 108 supra). M‘Lennan even
argues acutely that at Athens the
system of female kinship regulated to
some extent marriage after it had lost
importance in regard to succession
(Studies in Ancient History, New Ed.
p. 223). It is remarkable that the
name of Kleisthenes is transferred from
the unrpordrwp to the fuyarpdéos (5. 67,
supra, cp. next chapter). By the strict
letter of the later law Kleisthenes him-
self would have been véos. (Cp. "Abnr.
wo\. cc. 26, 42, Aristot. Pol. 3. 5, 8,
12782.) On the other hand it can
hardly be doubted that the Solonian
legislation tended in the direction of
the patria potestas, and probably to
some extent damnified the position of
women at Athens. In that case, per-
haps, Kleisthenes was making some
concession, on his daughter's behalf, in
conforming to the Attic marriage law
of the day. He %erforms the éyyimats,
and he no doubt gave, with his
daughter’s hand, the indispensable
dowry (wpoit). As, however, this speech
is scarcely historic, but may be taken
to represent Alkmaionid tradition
about the middle of the fifth century
B.C., the formula would necessarily
suggest conformity to the growing
strictness of the domestic institutions,
though it practically proves that the
strict law anve cited cannot have been

in force at the time of the wedding.
Cp. Duncker, Ein angebliches Gesetz des
Perikles, in his Adbhandlungen, 1887.
On Attic marriage and family law gener-
ally : Texts— Petitus, Atticae,
Liber sextus (Parisiis 1635), Meursius,
Themis Attica (ap. Gronov. Thesaur. v.
ed. 1699), Télfy, Corpus Juris Attia,
Lib, ii. (1868). For further Literature
cp. Hermann's Lehrbuch, 11. i.3 pp. 1, 2.
Sge also Smith, Dict. Antig. articles
MATRIMONIUM in second and in third
edd. (an interesting contrast).

11. ixextporo & yhpos. N.B. the
tense. Cp. 5. 78 supra. E. Hruzs, Die

ng nach attischem Recht
(1892), proves that the terms éyyvds,
éyyvicfa: denote acts constituting a
legitimate marriage-contract (§ 3), and
argues, from their occurrence in this
story, that they date back to Solon (.
. 44). Cp. further, op. cit. § 6. The
mois 18 a contract between the
father (or other xdpios) and the bride-
groom : for the <yduos the presence of
the bride is necessary. The formulas
used by Kleisthenes and Megakles are
observable.

131. 2. , ¢ the name of Alk-
maijon's sons was noised abroad wher-
ever Hellenes inhabited.’

‘E\\ds, c. 106 supra.

3. s, 5. 69 supra.
Kleisthenes die without issue?
next note. Whether he was the elder of
the two sons it is not easy to determine.
The pedigree of the Alkmaionids as
given by Rawlinson, note ad ., is so far
misleading as it exhibits Perikles, Alki-
biades, ¢ al. as members of the clan
The proper genealogy of Perikles would
of course be reckoned warpéfer. Cp. c.
14 sy, He and his ancestors be-
longed to the family of the Buzygai,
a priestly house, connected with Eleusis.
See Petersen, Historia gent. Attic. pp.
131 ff., Toepffer, Attisch. Qeneal. pp.
186 f. On nthigpos see further c
136 ¢nfra. That he was among the
friends of Kleisthenes and the Alk-
maionid party seems obvious. The birth

|
|
]
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8. For wapé8ocav Cobet suggests
vy Tépov (cp. Smith, Dict. @

133. 2. cp. Smith, Dict. Geogr.
sub ». and Bent, Cyclades, c. xv).
Paros, once only second to Naxos among
the Kyklades (‘‘ traces of a vast popula-
tion in former ages’), doing a brisk
trade in its choice marble (3. 57, 5. 62),
on good terms with Miletos before the
great revolt (5. 27, 28), regarded as the
metropolis of Thasos (Thuc. 4. 104, 4),
was never more flourishing than in
the days of Miltiades, and still in the
days of Hdt. was paying 16 T. tribute
to Athens (cp. C. I. 4. i. 234),
‘“twice as much as Naxos, Andros, and
other larger islands” (Bent, dp 372).
Paros presumably had profited by the
fall of glaxos, and had made good terms
with the Persians. It is likely enough
that the Parians had taken part in
the Marathonian campaign. Athenian
tradition afterwards represented them
as unpatriotic time-servers (8. 67,
112). That Miltiades should have been
angry with a Parian for reporting evil
of him to Hgdarnes, and should seek
to avenge the insult on the whole
community, is not very probable. Was
the victor of Marathon, the hero of
the Danube, so anxious to stand well
with the Persians? Good political and
military reasons can be found for the
gg: edition to Paros. See Appendix

. § 4.

wpdrepor.  Stein suggests the addi-
tion ddixins, cp. 4. 1 supra.

6. Ilépowv. How Lysagoras the
Parian came into relations with Hy-
darnes is not stated. In regard to
Hydarnes, it would perhaps be safe to
infer that he was the commander of the
Immortals, cp. 7. 83 and passim, but
especially c. 135.

8. &xaréy. One hundred T. would
have defrayed the expenses of the ex-
pedition, perhaps twice over. (Cp.
Appendix XI. § 6.) Miltiades may have
demanded gold, c. 132 supra, though
Hdt. here thinks only of silver (even
if with Kriiger dpydpior is removed).
It was just the amount which Sikyon
had (according to Hdt.’s authorities)
paid, not long before, to Argos for an
offence, similar in kind, but surely less
in degree, c. 92 supra.

134. 1. ol wévres "ENAnves. It can
hardly be supposed that more is meant
by this expression than that Hdt. has
not met with any variant or contrary
tradition on the course of events so far.
With what follows the case is different :
he Tives, for some reason or other, a
local Parian tradition, and that tradi-
tion was at variance presumably with
the ‘pan-Hellenic’ version. But it had
local colour, it had a Delphic reference,
it had a good moral in its favour. See
further, Appendix XI. § 3. The local
Parian tradition only includes cc. 134,
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11. 8dv yép. Cp. 4. 79 supra. And
further, 7. 17 for a parallel or com-
ment to the present case: ofire és 73
peréweira obre és Td wapavrixa »iy xara-
wpotfear dworpdwwy T8 xpedv yevéolau.
To have punished the human xent
after the event might be regarded as
equivalent to attempting to prevent or
avert its occurrence. On the formula,
which here is adopted by, or from,
Delphi, op. Introduction, § 22, pp.
cxii ff.

vas. Rawlinson renders ‘‘she
was sent” ; Macaulay, ‘“she had ap-
peared.” Stein points out the true
meaning, viz. that a ¢doua, apparition,
in the shape of Timo, had misled Milti-
ades. Cp. 4. 16 (where Delphi en-
dorses the credentials of a ¢doua) and
cc. 69, 117 supra for other ¢douara.
The subject is karqyepdva, cp. xaryyh-
garo supra. iryepovls is tge proper

feminine of #yeudw, but is not used of °

rsons, while #yeudrn is a divine title.
Cp. L. & 8. sub w.)

136..2. "Afyvaitor. Hdt. recurs here
obviously to Athenian tradition: the
Parians would be no authorities on the
story of the trial.

8. Havdurmos. We may infer from
this passage that (1) Xanthippos was
the accuser ; (2) the impeachment was
draricews 7o Suov: cp. Meier and
Schomann, Der Attische 58, P. 344.
(It was a variety of the ypagi wpodosias.
At least such would have been its later
title.) (8) The procedure was by an
eloayyeNla (dxd 7ov &fuov), cp. c. 104
supra, and the reference to Plato
infra.

6. owmwopévov, cp. cgaxeNoarrés Te

100 pnpod xal cawérros infra. How his
limb should have mortified from a
sprain (owasfiva: c. 134) it is not

to understand, though the same diffi-
culty does not attend the case of Kam-
byses (3. 66 érgaxéMoé Te T doréor xal
6 unpds . . éodwy), who was wounded.
Hence the significance of the Scholion
(quoted by hr, note to c. 134) to
Aristid. p. 218, to the effect that Milti-
ades was wounded in the thigh b
a dart, launched by an unseen hand,
which struck him as he was besieging
Paros. Cp. C. Negos, c. 7 (=Ephoros)
aeger erat vulneribus, quae in oppug-
xialndo oppido acceperat. Cp. Appendix

§3

7. ol ¢Dor. It would be interest-
ing to know their names. Cornelius
Nepos has: verba pro eo fecit frater
eius Tisagoras, c¢. 7. His brother
Stesagoras predeceased him, c. 38 supra.
The omission of his service at the Istros
is noticeable (cp. 4. 137 supra). That,
however, was not a direct service to
Athens, and had besides already done
duty on a similar occasion perhaps, cp.
c. 104 supre. His acquisition of Lem-
nos might have been expected to have
served also at the previous trial. It is
just ible that the reference to it

ere 18 unhistorical, and introduced by
Hdt. as a peg on which to hang the
story of the Athenian acquisition of
Lemnos. Ed. Meyer, Forschungen, p.
16, even suggests that it was, perhaps,
Miltiades Cypsels who first uired
Lemnos (for Peisistratos), in wt;'i‘::}x case
the achievement can hardly have done
duty at either trial of Miltiades Cimonis:
but the suggestion is unverifiable.
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were never in Attica, they could not
have built the wall round the Akro-
polis: who, then, did build it? Cer-
tainly it was built in primitive prae-
Hellenic, or proto-Hellenic, s.e. ¢ Pelas-
gic,” times. The story of its buildin,

may be fabulous, and the comings an

goings of the ¢ Pelasgi’ are more or less
pragmatic : but has Meyer shown that
the Pelasgi should be reduced to the
rank of a merely regulative idea? The
last word on the Pelasgian question is
not yet spoken : cp. Mr. Arthur Evans’

forthcoming paper in J. H. . 1895.
14. 'qu&"pwvw. There is an

anachronism in calling the source b
this name. The older name (to whic
the present has reverted) was Kallirrhoé.
It was only in the days of Peisistratos
that the spot was walled in and re-
named, Thucyd. 2. 15, 5. In regard
to its exact topographic position there
has long raged a notorious controversy.
Herodotus in this passage plainly im-
E}-ies that Kallirrhoé, or rather Ennea-
unos, was outside the city (of old),
and in the direction of Hymettos. As
a general indication this site squares
with the passage of Thucydides, where
he is describing buildings and objects
outside the old xé\is, which term is ex-
plained to mean % dxpéwolis xal 76 Un’
alriy wpds wbrov ud\ora Terpauuévor.
The archaic Kallirrhog, the sources of
Enneakrunos, must therefore be sought
outside the ancient city, to the south
of the Akropolis, in proximity to the
Olympieion (éyyds odop Thuc. I ec.).
These indications place Kallirrhoé im-
licitly on or near the Ilissos, and so
lato, Azioch. 364 expressly étbrre pot
és Kuvdoapyes xal yevouévy pot xard rov
‘Idocdy . . Khewlav dpd 1dv 'Afibyov
Oéovra éwl KaA\ppbyy . . .  But Pau-
sanias 1. 14, 1 mentions Enneakrunos in
the neighbourhood of an Odeion (cp. 8.
6), apﬁarently in his tour of the Agora,
though in a passage riddled with liter-
ary digressions, and full of small topo-
graphical uncertainties. = Hence an

apparent conflict of authority between
Pausanias on the one and Thucy-
dides e al. on the other: was Ennea-
krunos in the Agora, where Pausanias
ﬁlwes it, or on the Ilissos, where
erodotus, Thucydides et al. place it?
The following points are clear: there
was a Kallirrhoé on the Ilissos, which
Hdt. and Thuc. identify with Ennea-
krunos. There was a fountain (xpfy) in
the Agora, which Pausanias identifies
with Enneakrunos. If there is any error
here, it must be with Pausanias, not
with Thucydides. The only possible
reconciliation lies in the theory that
there was a connexion between the
springs on the Ilissos and the fountain
in the Agora, a connexion established
by Peisistratos, and that Thucydides is
8 ing of one end of the agqueduct,
ausanias of the other. Dr. Dorpfeld
claims to have discovered the conduit
tn situ. See Harrison and Verrall,
Mythology and Monuments, pp. 87-91,
Curtius, Stadtgeschichte, 12 v, 87,
etc., E. Gardnoer, in J. H. §. xiii
p. 139 ff. (1898), xiv. &p 224 f.
?1894). e . . watbas del. Schaefer.
od . . olcéras. In the Homeric
poems slavery is an established institu-
tion. Does rolrov Tdv wor refer
to an age anterior to the Trojan
war? Strabo (I. c. supra) dates it to
the Boeotian invasion, t.c. after (60
years after, Thuc. 1. 12) the Trojan
war. Hdt. 4. 145 supports the view
that the expulsion of the Pelasgi took
place after the Trojan war. There is
then an anachronism in this Athenian
tradition, which seems to imply that
there were no slaves in Greece, nearly s
century after the Trojan war. On the
other hand the recognition of a period
when slavery was not, and the associa-
tion of that period with the ‘Pelasgian’
type, are significant points in Attic
tradition. It is to be noticed that the
antithesis between Athenian and Pelas-
ian is pronounced in both versions.
P. 8. 44, 1. 67.
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20. &pa seems to imply that Thoas aov. A theoria from *Pelas-
shared the common fate. Rawlinson, gic' Lemnos to Delphi, and a Delphic
indeed, translates: ‘‘in the days of resEonse so much to the advantage of
Thoas,” perhaps to reconcile Hdt. with  Athens, are suggestive traditions. The
the ordinary tradition, according to  whole story is presumably from Athen-
which Thoas was saved by his daughter  ian sources. 'lPhe oracle had not been
Hypsipyle. Cp. Apoll. 1. 9, 17. Thoas fulfilled—perhaps not even recorded—
did not finally esca (A{)oll. 3. 6, 4). when Hekataios wrote the

21. Afjpva. B?:kes ey ad l. sug- quoted c. 137 supra. The divine
gests another origin of the phrase: behest: 'Afpralowt dixas idévaxr Tavras
Afjuvos was a name of the ueyd\n Oebs, 7ds &v abrol ’Afyvaio. dixdows: pro-
to whom virgins were sacrificed, so videntially anticipates the practice of
Steph. Byz. sub v. ‘‘apparently follow- imperial Athens towards her Sym-
ing Hekataios.” Is Hdt. here then machy. The phraseology and even the
consciously correcting the derivation argument in this story smack of Attic
given by Hekataios? On ‘EAAds, cp. jurisprudence: cp. émSovkedovras . .
c. 106. 1. 8 supra. éx’ avropuwpy c. 137 supra, and its leﬁ

189. 4. Ayg. Drought and famine consequence. Political claims are a.
were common signs of divine dis- insinuated, e.g. &pxew (bis) c. 138
pleasure. Cp. 4. 151, 5. 82 supra. supra.
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14, wpds wérov wolNdv, about 140
miles. Rawlinson thinks a trireme
might have achieved the voyage atry-
pepbr, but not Bopéy dvéup. Mr. Tozer
(Zslands of the Aegean, p. 236) reports
the interesting observation that with a
north wind the current of the Helles-
Ent sets with great force towards

mnos, but towards Imbros when the
wind is 8. Still, one or other of the
terms would have been superfluous in
the original situation, when Uuerépy
stood for Attica: and Bopéy dvéuy has
the more primitive look.

140. 1. am&x&pfu mol\otoe. About
500 according to the ordinarg computa-
tion. The chronological and other re-
lations between the Persian acquisition of
Lemnos (5. 26 supra)and the ‘ Athenian,’
are not stated, nor is the problem present
to the mind of Hdt., the two stories
being told in different connexions, and
from different sources: but, if the
voyage of Miltiades was subsequeito
the visitation of Otanes, then it ay
have been from the Persians that Milti-
ades wrested the island. But see
infra. The case is a fresh illustration
of the use made for political purposes
of the mythical and legendary tradi-
tions. Cp. c. 138. 1. 6 supra.

3. twd Abnvalown. Athenian
vanity (Blakesley) represents the occu-

tion of the Chersonese by the Phi-

ids as done for Athems. But cp.
cc. 36, 39 supra, and Appendix IV. § 9.
Whatever the motive, the result was
f’ractically as vanity might have desired.

erhaps this acquisition of Lemnos ¢ for
the Athenians’ had already done duty
at the first trial of Miltiades. But cp.
cc. 104, 136 mipra. It is impossible to
follow Blakesley (note ad l.) in re-
ferring the passage which he quotes
from Charax (apud Steph. Byz. sub v.
‘Hoawrrla) to a surrender of the city of
Hephaistia by Miltiades to the Athen-
ians. Hdt. seems to imply that He-

phaistia surrendered and that Myrina
afterwards stood a siege. Steph. Byz.
drawing on Charax records that Myrina
was besieged and captured and that
Hephaistia then surrendered. By an
emendation of Valckenaer's, Hermon is
made tyrant of Hephaistia and sur-
renders it. The date of the annexation
is to be Eslnoed during the Ionian revolt
( . Meyer, Forschungen, p. 16).

p. 5. 26 supra. But the island of
course again out of the control
of Athens, or of Miltiades, cp. c. 81
supra, and Lemnians served in the
fleet of Xerxes, though the Athenian
connexion was not without effect, cp.
8.11. Later, the connexion with Lem-
nos and Imbros became s;)ecially close.
(Cp. Tozer, op. cit. pp. 237 f.)

4. 'Elawivros. On the extreme
south-(west) point of the Chersonese.
Strabo, 331, fr. 62 (ed. Teubn. ii. p.
470): only about 40 stadia distant from
8Sigeion in the Troad.

6. ™ ¥ wv. It was rather
the UwéAnyrs of their ancestors which
should have been kept in mind. On
dvamprhoxew Twd 1, cp. L. & S. sub v,

7. ‘Héawrdes . . Mvpwvaior. He-
phaistia and Myrina were the two
towns on the island, N. and W., the
former named after the god to whom
the volcanic Lemnos was sacred (cp.
Il. 1. 594). Myrina, however (the
modern Kastro), ‘‘occupies a striking
position which marks it out as the
natural capital of the island” (Tozer,
op. c. p. 240). The only remains of the
town now, ‘‘a splendid piece of cyclopean
masonry ” (ib. p. 246). The position of
Hephaistia, Tozer observes p. 268, was
convenient for commerce, but not defen-
sively strong. It appears in the Athen-
ian Tribute-lists to have paid nearly
twice as much as Myrina (not to be
confused with Myrina by Kyme). On
the traditional volcanic claims of Lem-
nos, consult Tozer, op. c.
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9. ofire The story of the ac-
quisition of Lemnos by the Athenians
is introduced by Hdt. with extra-
ordinary skill, for an artistic fpnrpose.
(1) After the miserable end of the (re-
guted) victor of Marathon these more

eroic incidents restore tone and cheer
to the narrative. (2) The story gives
Hdt. an opportunity for a Parthian shot
at Hekataios, to whom he has been a
good deal more indebted in these Books
than appears on the surface. (3) The
story forms an absolute pause in the
general course of the main history, and
an emphatic break between the sixth
and seventh Books as we have them.

As the whole work closes with a bio-
graphical anecdote (9. 122) which serves
at once to sum up the moral of the
great war (Bks. 7, 8, 9) and to link the
end with the beginning in the person
of Kyros, so does Hdt. close this
of his work, the second of his t|
volumes, with a passage which em-
hasises the superiority of truly Hellenic
?Attic) culture over the cruelty and
roughness of uncivilisation, to the de-
scription of which so much of this
volume has been devoted. If such
things are accidental, they are accidents
of genius. Cp. Introduction, § 3.
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