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The Audiences of Herodotus: The Influence of Performance on the Histories

Thesis directed by Professor Peter Hunt

Scholars have long recognized that Herodotus wrote his Histories when literature was
often researched, composed, and circulated by oral rather than written means. Like his
contemporaries, Herodotus gave oral demonstrations of his expertise (in Greek, epideixeis) in
widely diverse settings across Greece. Most modern scholarship, however, treats Herodotus’
Histories as fundamentally unrelated to these performances, assuming instead that, in the
Histories, Herodotus wrote for a single, broad, and Panhellenic readership. My dissertation
argues that significant portions of the Histories in fact follow Herodotus’ earlier oral
performances closely—sometimes so closely that the original audience and historical context can
be identified. In my dissertation, | analyze three Herodotean battle narratives (Plataea, Salamis,
and Thermopylae) where anomalies in composition appear to reflect these narratives’ origins as
oral epideixeis with specific original performance dates. In short, my proposed original
performance dates match the compositional context of Greece in the mid-fifth century BCE
better than the traditional ‘publication’ date two decades later. If we recognize that Herodotus’
text reflects widely differing historical contexts, not only can we place Herodotus more
satisfactorily in the oral culture of fifth-century Greece, we can also see how closely Herodotus
engaged with the regional politics of his time. My approach thus challenges entrenched
assumptions about the composition of the Histories, significantly improving our current
understanding of Herodotus’ personal bias, his historiographical method, and his intended

audience.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION: EPIDEIXEIS AND THE HISTORIES

Modern scholarship has largely abandoned Jacoby’s separatist theories.! Attempts to
chop the Histories into a series of discrete ‘lectures’ (logoi)? have given way to comprehensive
analyses of a presumably unitary text that seek to extrapolate the tangled threads of Herodotean
composition.3 Yet the complexity of Herodotus’ text continues to defy simple explanation,
precluding straightforward interpretations of the author’s true convictions. Did Herodotus
admire or fear Athens?* Are the Persians noble paragons or savage barbarians?®> Most recent
scholars—relying on such tools as narratology,® source-criticism,” and reader-response®—have
reached the conclusion that such questions miss the point, that Herodotus intentionally
problematized his text to invite audience engagement. While this conclusion is elegant (and

even productively applied), it simply cannot explain every quirk and whim of Herodotus’ text.

! Jacoby 1913: esp. col. 330-33.
2 E.g., Cagnazzi 1975.

¥ E.g., Kurke 1999: 31. “The ideological workings of the Histories can only be teased out of a careful reading of its
shifts, slippages, and ironic refractions.” Nagy 1990: 215-338 considers Herodotus’ narrative as an ‘ainos’; cf.
Munson 2001: 5-8.

*E.g., Fornara 1971b: 37-58. “He is too detached to be an Athenian propagandist and too complex to permit his
intent to be extracted by inference from an isolated passage” (ibid. 58).

* E.g., Dorati 2000.

®E.g., Lateiner 1989; Munson 2001.

"E.g., Luraghi 2001; Giangiulio 2005. Cf. Hornblower 2002.
8 E.g., Baragwanath 2008.



On the contrary, some sections of the text seem quite distant from this unifying characteristic.’
To supplement this interpretation of the Histories, then, I propose to revisit Jacoby’s theory of
‘lectures’—not in its original form, of course, but adapted to recognize the fundamental unity of
the text as we have it. In short, | argue not that the Histories is wholly made up of ‘lectures’, but
partially: I aim to detect the presence of original performance audiences woven into the fabric of
the Histories. By recognizing how Herodotus’ career as a performer shaped his final product
(i.e., the complete, written Histories), we can better understand the vacillating seeming-whims of
Herodotus’ narrative and place significant portions of the Histories in their original political,
chronological, and modal ‘publication’ context.

The most surprising conclusion that this method produces is that Herodotus’ text does not
all belong to the same political, chronological, and modal context. In particular, I isolate three
sections (for which I use the term epideixis, discussed below) that imply a different audience,
time, and modality from the written Histories. Although this conclusion runs counter to a
scholarly preference to date the Histories to the 420s BCE (or later),™ it actually corroborates
recent work on oral tradition, wisdom-performance, and Herodotus role therein.'* Essentially, if
Herodotus’ narrative is complex and multi-faceted—even self-contradictory at times—this result
is at least partially the product of the varied compositional contexts that produced it. The
Histories, then, would represent a ‘final text’ that is conceptually unitary but nonetheless

includes a number of smaller, discrete ‘performance texts’.

° Examples identified below, §Project Overview. Such narratives, contrary to the Herodotean tendency observed by
(e.g.) Dewald 1999: 223-33, seem to conform to rather than resist a partial and partisan authorial strategy.

19 For the early 420s, see Cobet 1977, 1987 and Sansone 1985. Cf. Stadter 2012a: 2 n.4. Fornara 1971a, 1982 dates
the text to the 410s. References to events in the first years of the Archidamian War occur at 6.91; 6.98.2; 7.137;
7.233.4;7.235.2; 9.73. Cobet 1971: 59-78 discusses all references to events after 479 BCE. Hereafter, all other dates
will be BCE unless otherwise specified.

1 Esp. Thomas 2000.



Wisdom-Performance and the Histories

To understand the Histories, we must attempt to peel back the layers—a sort of
archaeology of the text as it survives to us—seeking to identify not only the context of its
publication (i.e. ‘final text’), but also the context of the Histories’ oral foundations (i.e.
‘performance texts’). This stratification reflects the significant changes in Greek literary culture
that occurred during Herodotus’ lifetime. The first half of the fifth century was fundamentally
different from modern times, being dominated by orality and the textual uncertainty that
accompanied it. The early fifth century Greeks were in a world of transition, trying to figure out
what was, what could be, and what they should do about it.” From this contemplation came a
culture of wisdom, which soon produced the phenomenon of wisdom-performance.*® Each
performer propounded his own brand of wisdom, or ‘sophiée’, and few had any awareness of the
categories to which we now assign them. From this chaotic world of wisdom-performance, the
term ‘sophist” arose. The term is most familiar from its use by Plato and the post-Socratic
philosophers, but in Herodotus’ own time the term still lacked its professional sense—Herodotus

himself uses the term only to mean ‘teacher’ or ‘purveyor of wisdom’ (e.g., Hist. 1.29.1).**

12 E g., Baragwanath 2008: 20 “The truth had not yet been categorized; the sophists were engaged in experimenting
with manifold ways of attaining and presenting it; everyone claimed to possess it.” Thomas 2000: 101 has “We are
perhaps at a point where ideas about knowledge and truth are on the move, different and competing conceptions
coexist of how to get at the truth, the unknown, from the poets, from experience and evidence of experience, to
schematic or abstract theories, all with their own plausibility, none quite satisfying or sufficient by itself to jettison
all the rest.” Cf. Lloyd 1987; O’Grady 2008: 11.

B3 Cf. Lloyd 1987. Wisdom-poets like Solon and Theognis gave way to an increasingly diversified array of thinkers:
thinker-poets like Xenophanes coded the riddles of the universe into elegiac couplets; rhetoricians like Protagoras
and Gorgias propounded the fundamentals of argument and speech-making; thinkers like Pythagoras developed
theories of geometry and mathematics; physicians like Hippocrates claimed to understand the human body and how
to cure illness. To these we might add the logopoioi like Aesop (cf. Thuc 1.21.1, citing logographoi) and those
whom Herodotus calls logioi (Hdt. 1.1.1), presumably priests and local tradition-keepers. Even praise poets,
rhapsodes, and bards—such as Simonides, Pindar, and Bacchylides—explicitly participated in this culture of
knowledge and wisdom performance (e.g., Pind. OI. 1.116).

1 0°Grady 2008: 10. Indeed, | would argue that Herodotus ought to be considered a ‘sophist” himself—not in the
later sense of ‘rhetorician’ and ultimately ‘youth-corruptor’ (i.e., ‘Socrates’ in Aristophanes’ Clouds), but in the
proto-sophist sense of ‘wisdom-performer’. Hereafter, all references to the Histories will omit author and work.



It follows that any distinction between sophistry and history as it applies to Herodotus is
anachronistic. Even if Herodotus deserves his designation as “father of history” (patrem
historiae, Cicero De Leg. 1.5.1), his work shares much with the broad culture of wisdom-
performance that produced him. Simonides, for example, dealt with recent history in elegiac
couplets (the very Persian Wars which Herodotus records);' the poet Panyassis, Herodotus’ own
kinsman and a fellow Halicarnassian, also recorded his clan’s history in verse.'® Nor was
Herodotus unique in writing prose, for Hecataeus (another lonian ethnographer whom Herodotus
engages directly as logopoios, 2.143.1) and many others also composed historical prose.'” In
essence, it is better to think of Herodotus as an excellent and innovative participant in the fifth
century wisdom-performance culture than to privilege his status as inventor of a new genre.*®
Herodotus was as much a ‘sophist’ as he was a ‘historian’.

Testifying to this connection, Rosalind Thomas has convincingly demonstrated how
Herodotus engaged much the same discourse as the natural philosophers and medical experts of
his day.'® She places Herodotus in context with pre-socratics and sophists like Parmenides,
Anaxagoras, and Diogenes of Apollonia,? thus supporting her impression “that a large range of

thinkers are delving into the question of the nature of man, and Herodotus was among them with

15 persica F 11-17; cf. Kowerski 2005, Flower and Marincola 2002: 315-319.

1% |onika (T 1, PEG 13, 27/28, and 30); cf. Matthews 1974: 26-31. Stadter 1997: 19 emphasizes the significance of
family connections in the context of North Carolina oral tradition and extrapolates to the relationship between
Panyassis and Herodotus.

7 Fowler 1996 provides a full argument against considering Herodotus as the earliest and most unique successor of
Hecataeus of Miletus.

18 Cf. Plut. Them. 2, describing the Athenian Mnesiphilus (mentioned also by Herodotus, 8.57.1): “He was neither

an orator nor one of those called philosophers of nature. Rather he made a practice of what was called Sophia but
was in reality political shrewdness (deinotes) and practical sagacity, and so perpetuated what one might call a school
which had come down in succession from Solon. His successors combined it with the art of forensic eloguence, and,
transferring their training from action to speech, were called Sophists” (tr. Guthrie 1971: 35).

9 Thomas 2000: e.g. 28, 149, 165.
%0 Thomas 2000: 196.



his extensive curiosity about the whole of the known world — to its limits.”*

Thomas’ analysis
prudently confines itself to more technical ‘scientific’ matters, but this apparent blending of
genres within the Histories is not so much unique to Herodotus as it is a product of the
intellectual climate of the early-fifth century.?? If one acquired a specialty of knowledge, the
proper course of action was to put that knowledge into a talk and perform it. By connection with
the notion of ‘sophié’ as knowledge broadly-defined, such a performance would therefore earn
the performer a designation as ‘sophist’.

It is from this world of wisdom-performance and proto-sophistry that I (and Rosalind
Thomas®) take the term ‘epideixis’, a term-of-art that came to demarcate an oral demonstration
of wisdom, knowledge, or any other techne.** Inasmuch as this term hearkens to the practice of
the later sophists, it is admittedly somewhat anachronistic in its application to Herodotus. Still,
lacking an official designation from Herodotus or his contemporaries, the term will suffice: after
all, the description ‘epic’ is no less applicable to Homer for its later development. But in fact,
Herodotus gives us something like an official name for his work in his preface: ““Hpodotov
AlMkapynocéog iotoping amodesig 110e” or, “the following is a demonstration (apodeixis) of the

inquiry of Herodotus.”® Apodeixis is not to be confused with epideixis, as Egbert Bakker has

2 Thomas 2000: 158.
22 Cf. Lloyd 1987.
2 Thomas 1993; 2000: 168-212.

| have used the Attic spelling in deference to common scholarly practice (in particular, Thomas 2000); the
Histories generally employs the lonic form (epidexis; cf. apodexis in the preface). Herodotus’ original dialect is a
thorny issue and far from settled (See McNeal 1983). Epideixis is generally used of shorter displays of learned skill
(techne), such as rhetoric (e.g., Aristophanes, Knights 349), poetry (e.g., Pindar, Fragmenta 32; Plato, Laws 658b),
and acquired ‘wisdom’ (e.g., Plato, Euthydemus 274a; Xenophon, Symposium 3.3). For the idea of epideixis in
Herodotus, see Thomas 2000: esp. 249-69.

% Hereafter, all translations will be my own unless otherwise indicated. Cf. Purvis 2007: “Herodotus of
Halicarnassus here presents his research.” | have avoided translating the city of origin in deference to the variant
®ovpiov (Ar. Rhet. 1409a27-28).



recently demonstrated,?® but we also ought not to confuse the written Histories (for which
Herodotus uses apodeixis) with its oral foundations (which I and others have associated with
epideixis). The Histories themselves were a demonstration of an entirely different magnitude, a
landmark achievement and thus worthy of a slightly different designation;*’ by comparison, an
epideixis is a momentary, fleeting performance piece—an agonisma, to use Thucydides’ term
(dydviopa, 1.22.4).2 Essentially, in the absence of texts (or at least people willing to obtain and
read them), collected wisdom would have been ‘demonstrated’ by performance. Thus, until
Herodotus’ career culminated in his “iotoping am6deéic,” Herodotus would have relied on a less

grand (but far more common) unit of composition, the epideixis.?

26 Bakker 2002: 21-28; Ribiero 2010: 81-137. See Nagy 1987: 177. “In the context of the prooemium, and also in
other Herodotean contexts where apo-deik-numai in the middle voice is combined, as here, with the direct object
ergon / erga ‘deed(s),’” it is to be translated simply as ‘perform’ rather then ‘make a public display of.” Thus in
Powell's Lexicon to Herodotus we can find 29 contexts where apo-deik-numai, in combination with direct objects
like ergon / erga, is translated as ‘perform.””

21 Cf. Bakker 2002: 25.

% Incidentally, | have not chosen to use the term ‘agonisma’ in deference to the clearly pejorative and dismissive
connotation with which Thucydides imbues it; yet such might nonetheless be an accurate characterization of
epideixis, as scholars have frequently supposed. Cf. Hornblower 1991: 61-2 (81.22.4). Objections have been made
to considering Herodotus’ genre in these terms (e.g., Johnson 1994: 232-40), resting primarily on the observation
that axovw could equally refer to the act of reading on account of the ancient practice of reading aloud, but given the
context just outlined and the connection of Herodotus to the world of the sophist, | find such arguments
unconvincing and unnecessary.

 Of course, his participation in the epideixis mode needn’t restrict Herodotus even to the broadly-defined ‘sophist’
category: as | have demonstrated, genre in the early-fifth century was far less restrictive, a construct placed on
literature by a later age. This fluidity of genre is wonderfully exemplified in the Histories’ own resistance to simple
categorization. Rather than a ‘sophist’, for example, Gregory Nagy (1987: 179) argues that Herodotus in his preface
situates himself among the logioi he cites. Nagy further parses this title by constructing a parallel between logioi
and aoidoi (poets), arguing that both were equally concerned with the preservation of glory beyond death and that
both of the resulting genres were fundamentally intended for public display: “Accordingly, I find it anachronistic to
interpret logioi as ‘historians’” (1987: 181). Another title is logopoios, mentioned above as referring to Hecataeus
and Aesop; Leslie Kurke, tracing “Aesopic fable elements,” has observed a “tension between Herodotus’ roles as
histor and as logopoios that runs through the text of the Histories” (2011: 369, 380). Cf. Murray 1987 (2001): 25. “It
is hard to resist the conclusion that he would have described himself as a logopoios, like Hecataeus (2.143; 5.36,
125) and Aesop (2.134).” These classifications, however, ultimately fall short, much like the descriptor ‘sophist’:
such categories are simultaneously too restrictive and too indeterminate. Herodotus could easily have gone by any
or all of these titles; conversely, the title might have been inconsequential. Ultimately, what matters (both for my
thesis and for our understanding of Herodotus as an artist) is the common element: whether logios, logopoios, or
‘sophist’, Herodotus was fundamentally a performer. For Herodotus’ placement in an ‘oral’ culture, see Aly 1921:
esp. 1-30; Luraghi 2005.



This characterization of Herodotus as performer has often been challenged because of the
lack of reliable testimonia corroborating Herodotus’ engagement in such a practice.*® One of the

1,3 who

first and enduringly influential critiques of these sources comes from Enoch Powel
placed this evidence into three categories: the ‘Thucydides’ tradition, the ‘sophist’ tradition, and
the ‘mid-fifth-century’ tradition.®* Powell’s objections to the ‘Thucydides’ tradition begin with
Thucydides’ own awareness of Herodotus—or rather, lack thereof: Powell argues that the
evidence found in Thucydides’ own work (esp. 1.22.4) does not convincingly imply awareness
of the Histories. Although many have connected Thucydides’ designation ‘agonisma’ with
Herodotus, Powell argues that the passage cannot be convincingly tied to Herodotus any more
than to his peers, the sophists whose practices | have outlined above.*® Yet Thucydides appears
to have been extremely familiar with Herodotus: chronologically, Thucydides’ Pentekontaetia

picks up almost exactly where Herodotus left off (The Battle of Mycale, Thuc. 1.89.1), and

furthermore Simon Hornblower has demonstrated that, in his speeches at least, Thucydides relies

%0 The most recent concerted effort to deny the influence of oral performance on the Histories comes from Résler
2002: esp. 84-85; Rosler relies largely on Johnson 1994, who in turn relies on Powell 1939. Even Rosler, however,
does not object to Herodotus having had an earlier career as lecturer-logographer. Therefore | will concern myself
mostly with the objections of Johnson 1994, and in particular his reliance on Powell 1939. Priestley 2014: 19-50
aptly questions the reliability of the biographical tradition much as Lefkowitz 2012 has questioned that surrounding
the Greek poets, but she stops short of denying its plausibility. Priestley (2014: 21) does point out, however, that
unlike the biographies of the poets, “most of the [Herodotean] traditions in fact have little to support them in the
Histories. And while it is true that it is not possible to infer much biographical information from Herodotus’ first
person statements, it is remarkable that much which could have been inferred does not feature in the extant
traditions.” Her explanation relies on the interests of local traditions in appropriating a connection with Herodotus,
but it does not exclude the possibility that some traditions were grounded in truth (see e.g. her discussion of Thurii’s
claim, 2014: 25-34). Cf. Asheri, Lloyd, and Corcella 2007: 1-2, 6-7.

%! Johnson 1994: 241. “Powell both conveniently collects and effectively disposes of these tales.”

%2 powell 1939: 32-36. Cf. Johnson 1994: 241-42. The designations are my own. Although scholarship has
generally moved beyond Johnson and Powell’s objections without addressing them directly, I have not found any
extended defense of the biographical tradition (other than Ribiero 2010: 151-161, which focuses almost entirely on
Lucian). For the fascinating yet ultimately inconclusive treatment of the evidence by Jessica Priestley (2014: 19-50),
see n.29 above.

% The original connection was made by a Thucydidean scholiast (§1.22.4) in the Hellenistic period (possibly
Aristarchus). Cf. Priestley 2014: 200-201. This passage is treated at length by Johnson 1994: 232-40.



on Herodotus almost exclusively for events that occur before 470.3* Of course, Thucydides’
apparent awareness of Herodotus could be the product of retrospective revision, and the dating of
Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War is easily as embattled as that of the Histories,* but if we
acknowledge Thucydides’ pervasive and programmatic awareness of Herodotus, we may at least
suspect that Thucydides was aware of Herodotus’ Persica material before its final publication in
or after 428.%° Such awareness would most likely have come from some sort of oral presentation
of the material, presumably a performance by Herodotus himself.

Powell’s second objection to the ‘Thucydides’ tradition is to the unreliability of a story in
Marcellinus, a late Roman biographer who gives us a Life of Thucydides. Marcellinus tells the
story of a child Thucydides weeping at one of Herodotus’ performances:

eaivetor 8¢ nl Tdv ‘Hpododtov ypovmv yevopevog, &l ve 0 nev ‘Hpodotog pépvnton

Mg OnPaionv eicforiic eig v [TAdtarav, Tepi g ioTopel @ovkvdidng &v Th

devTéPQ. AéyeTon O€ TL Kol To1oDTo, 611 ToTe ToD Hpoddtov tag idiag icTopiag

EmOEIKVOPEVOL TaPOV TH] dKkpodoel Oovkvdidng kal dkovoag £ddkpvoey: (Vit.
Thuc. 54)

It is clear that [Thucydides] was born in the times of Herodotus, since Herodotus
recounted the advance of the Thebans at Plataea, about which Thucydides writes
in his second book. And something like this is said too, that once, when
Herodotus was performing (epideiknumai) his own histories, that Thucydides
was present at the performance and while listening he broke down in tears.

Powell dismisses Marcellinus’ story on the grounds that “the temptation to invent it and thus
bring the two historians into personal contact is easily understood.”’ Such traditions are indeed

common, but Marcellinus’ story does not conflict with but rather corresponds to what is known

* Hornblower 1996: 129-34. “Virtually no factual historical detail in a Thucydidean speech [from before 470 BCE]
is not already known to us from Herodotus” (Hornblower 1996: 123). Cf. Stadter 2012b: 41. See also Zali 2014: 30.

% Badian 1993: 73n.2, for example, suspects a late composition date for the Pentekontaetia, which he terms “an
insertion.”

% For more on Thucydides’ debt to Herodotus, see Foster and Lateiner 2012: esp. the contribution by Philip Stadter
on Thucydides as a ‘reader’ of Herodotus.

3" powell 1939: 32.



about the exchange of ideas in the fifth-century BCE (especially in comparison with Marcellinus’
far more writing-reliant times), implying that some element of truth, at least, could be preserved
here.®® 1t is almost impossible to say with certainty what elements of so late a story are reliable;
it cannot therefore bear much argumentative weight.*® But ultimately the story exists and is
compatible with our knowledge of the fifth-century world of wisdom-performance, especially in
its use of epideictic terminology (e.g., émdswvouévov), and so at least should not be dismissed
out-of-hand.

The second category which Powell identifies is that of Herodotus-the-performer (i.e.
‘sophist’) as substantiated primarily by Lucian, whose Herodotus inaugurates the historian’s
career with a public performance (of the entire Histories!) at the Olympic festival (Herodotus
and Aétion, 1):

gviotovtatl odv OAD pmia T0 peyaia, Kol 0 'Hpodotog todT’ ékeivo fiKew ol

vopicog Tov Kapdv, o pdAota £yAlyeto, TANBOLGAV TNPNCAG THV TAVIYLPLY,

amovtayofev 1101 TAV ApicTeV cuvelheyUEvaV, TopeAbmv £¢ TOV OmoBOdopoV 00

Beatnv, AAL dyoviotiv Tapeiyxev Eavtov Olvumiov dowv tag iotopiog Kot kKnAdv

TOVG ToPdVTaG, Aypt Tod Kol Movoag kKAnOfval tac BiPAovg avtod, évvéa kol
a0Tag 0VoNG.

The great Olympian games were at hand, and Herodotus thought this the
opportunity he had been hoping for. He waited for a packed audience to assemble,
one containing the most eminent men from all Greece; he appeared in the temple
chamber, presenting himself as a competitor for an Olympic honour, not as a
spectator; then he recited his Histories and so bewitched his audience that his
books were called after the Muses, for they too were nine in number.*°

| discuss this passage further in the context of festival performance below (Chapter 1V), but for

now | will address only Powell’s objection, which is simple: the mention of book divisions is

% As to the implied date being roughly mid-fifth century and therefore much earlier than the generally accepted
publication date of the Histories, | will address the objection of anachronism below.

% See (e.g.) the relevant concerns raised by Priestley 2014: esp. 45-47 regarding the inventions of such narratives.
“Tr. Kilburn 1959 (Loeb).



clearly anachronistic, since as late as the 1* century BCE (i.e., in the ‘Lindian Chronicle)
Herodotean book divisions were not yet standardized.** Powell’s point is not unreasonable, but
one minor element needn’t disqualify the usefulness of this remarkable story. Johnson admits as
much, and goes on to argue that Lucian has co-opted the traditional milieu of the sophist as the
foundation of his story.** But by my analysis above, the ‘traditional milieu of the sophist’ is
exactly what we would expect from Herodotus.

Indeed, several other ancient sources similarly testify that Herodotus ought to be
considered part of the world of the ‘sophist’. Plutarch is our source for two of these: he cites
Diyllus the Athenian (4™ c. BCE)* for a story that Herodotus received ten talents in thanks from
the Athenians (862a-b) and cites Aristophanes the Boeotian (also probably 4" ¢c. BCE) on the
Thebans’ refusal to offer Herodotus any such honorarium (864c).** First, the story which
Plutarch attributes to Diyllus:

AL TODTO Y Bon0el 1@ ‘Hpodotm mpog Exeivny v dafoiny fiv €xet,

KoAakeHG0g ToVg ABnvaiovg dpydplov ToAD Aafelv Tap' avTdV. ... 8T pévtol

déka Tahavta dwpeav Elafev €€ AOMVAY AvHTov TO YNEIGHA YPAWYOVTOC, AVNPp
AbBnvaiog, oV TV TapnueEANUEVDV &V ioTopiq, ATvALOG ElpnKev.

At least, there is something here to help Herodotus against the charge he bears of
getting money from the Athenians for flattering them...But it is an Athenian,
Diyllus, no negligible historian, who says Herodotus received, upon the proposal
of Anytus, a prize of ten talents.®

“ Blinkenberg 1915: 4, 24. See also Diod. 11.34.6. On the division of the Histories into books, see Legrand 1932:
224-27; cf. Priestley 2014: 192.

“2 Johnson 1994: 250.

*% Diyllus lived from 357 to 297 BCE and wrote a history in twenty-six books following after Ephorus (Bowen
1992: 125). Cf. BNJ 73 F 3. Jacoby (FGrH 2 C Kommentar: 113) raises doubts about the payment of money, but
suggests that as the son of the Atthidographer Phanodemus, Diyllus likely found a document recording the honor.
Hammond 1937 argues that Diyllus was an important source for Diodorus Siculus; Hammond 1991: 407 defends the
historian’s competence on the basis of F1 and F4.

* For both dates, see Bowen 1992: ad loc.

5 All translations of Plutarch, De Mal. are from Bowen 1992.
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Powell again dismisses this story on a technicality—that the sum of ten talents was inconceivable.
And indeed, the sum is enormous; but it is not unthinkable.*® Pindar, for example, is said to have
received almost two talents for a single line (Isocrates, Antidosis 166). Also, such a small detail
needn’t disqualify the whole story as evidence: historians mistake or exaggerate numbers
regularly (Herodotus himself is among the most guilty), and the complications of currency
exchange—or even his desire for a nice, round number—might explain such a mistake.*’

Rather, we ought to consider how Diyllus’ story resembles two other accounts, yet
without any apparent derivation therefrom—accounts which Powell asserts (without evidence or
argument) do not even “merit attention.”*® The first, mentioned above, is also included in
Plutarch (De Mal. 864c-d) under the authority of Aristophanes the Boeotian:*

Apiotopdvovug ¢ 100 Botwtod ypdyavtog 6Tt xpripato pev aitioog ovk EAafe

napa OnPaiov, Entyelpdv 6¢ T01¢ VEolg daAéyesBat kai cuoyoAdlely VIO TV
ApYOVIOV EKOAVON Ol dypoikiov anT®V Kol picoioyiov.

Aristophanes the Boeotian recorded that Herodotus asked the Thebans for money
and failed to get it; when he tried to talk to their young men and to share their
studies, he was prevented by the authorities because of their crude and anti-
intellectual nature.

The other account (from Dio Chrysostom, a 1% ¢. CE Greek orator) records the Corinthians’
refusal to compensate Herodotus after he had performed his material (Orat. 37.7):

‘Hpddotog 6 Aoyomordg dg LA Adyous pépwv EAANViKovg dALovg Te kol
Kopvbiovg 00démm wevdeic, avd’ dv NEiov mapd Thc moleng ooy dpvucart.
dtopaptav 8¢ kol ToHTov oV Yap N&iovv ol Duétepotl mpdyovor d0Eav dyopalev:
peteckevOoEY EKEva O TavTe Emotaueda, Ta mepl TV ZoAopiva Kol TOV
Adsipavtov.

“® Bowen 1992: 125, Loomis 1998: 89-90, S. West 1999: 111, and Priestley 2014: 48 all accept the amount as
plausible (allowing for some possible exaggeration of course).

* Loomis 1998: 240-50; cf. Priestley 2014: 44-50.
“8 powell 1939: 33.

9 Cf. Bowen 1992: 130. “Though [Plutarch] cites him with confidence both here and in 33/867A, we have no
measure of the man’s worth.”
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Again, Herodotus the historian also paid you a visit, bringing tales of Greece,
and in particular tales of Corinth—not yet fallacious tales—in return for which he
expected to receive pay from the city. But failing of obtaining even that—for your
forebears did not deem it fitting to traffic in renown—he devised those tales we
all know so well, the tales about Salamis and Adeimantus.>®

We have, then, three independent sources, albeit two preserved in Plutarch, testifying to
Herodotus performing—or at least attempting to perform—in three different cities (Athens,
Thebes, and Corinth) with three different results (ten talents, no interest, and a refusal to pay).
Jessica Priestley has cautioned that such stories suspiciously resemble common practice in the
Hellenistic period,® but such resemblances needn’t negate the possibility that such practices
began in the fifth century. If Herodotus’ inclusion in a pay-for-performance ‘sophist’ world is
accepted, these three stories provide a diversified testament to Herodotus’ career (both successful
and not) as an itinerant performer—as well as his willingness to shape his performance pieces
around tendentious premises. I therefore find Powell’s complete disqualification of the ‘sophist’
tradition unjustified.

Finally, Powell’s third category consists of three late sources (Jerome [Ol. 83.4],
Eusebius [OI. 83.3 (sic)], and Syncellus [Chr. 297]) that all include the same event in their
annals: the Athenians voting to give Herodotus an award in the mid-440s (to this might be added
Diyllus’ reference to Anytus above, who can be dated to the same period).”® Admittedly, these
sources might easily be derivative from the same source (or even from one another):> they all

give different dates in the mid-440s, but the difference might be no more than a function of genre

* Tr, Crosby 1962 (Loeb).
> Priestley 2014: esp. 49.
°2 Cf. Davies 1971: 40-1; S. West 1999: 111; Priestley 2014: 47.

% Priestley 2014: 47 n.115, while noting that Avitov is a conjecture for avtitod to, proposes Diyllus himself as a
possible candidate.
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or an attempt to ‘correct’” and therefore improve upon their predecessors. But the validity of the
original story needn’t therefore be dismissed entirely.

Powell dismisses the testimonia as “chronologically impossible, for the parts of the
history that could alone deserve a reward were not written till fifteen years later.”> But the
premise of my thesis is only that Herodotus performed some of his work before the Histories
were published, and | may therefore disregard the terminus post quem argument (all such
evidence occurs outside the epideixeis).>® In fact, | will argue that the Plataea narrative in
particular (and its implied Athenian audience) can be dated precisely to the early 440s, just a few
years before the Athenians reportedly rewarded Herodotus. When combined with an apparent
reference in Sophocles’ Antigone (904-20), a text that is dated to 442,>® and Athens’ role in
settling Herodotus” later place-of-residence (Thurii) at almost exactly the same time (444/3),”" |
consider it entirely likely that Herodotus was both active and prominent in the Athenian world of
the mid-440s and that, therefore, Powell’s objection that these stories are chronologically
impossible is ultimately unfounded. The biographical tradition, then, despite being far from
secure, nonetheless is consistent with several recent independent conclusions about Herodotus’
milieu and methods and therefore deserves consideration as at least being ‘plausible’.

The mounting non-biographical evidence for Herodotus’ oral performances corroborates

this conclusion. Oswyn Murray, by isolating narrative traditions within the Histories (especially

% powell 1939: 33.
% 6.91: 6.98.2; 7.137; 7.233.4; 7.235.2; 9.73.

% Cf. S. West 1999: esp. 112: “What is clear is that Herodotus’ work had made a notably favourable impression at
Athens in the 440s, and though, even if Herodotus repeated his lectures to many different groups, only a small
proportion of Sophocles’ audience can have heard him, the content of his lectures may well for a time have been the
talk of the town. Though we should not look for subtle effects of intertextuality, it is not unreasonable to suppose
that Sophocles expected some members of his audience to be reminded of Herodotus’ account of Persian affairs
under Cambyses and Darius.”

%" See Priestley 2014: 28-34, which problematizes this biographical note but ultimately neither confirms or denies it.
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those of mainland Delphi and of lonian story-telling culture), argues that Herodotus’ “literary
personality...is a product of the Greek oral tradition.”® J.A.S. Evans, citing Herodotus’
methodology, his connections with the logioi, and his apparent defensiveness against live
audiences and their objections, similarly advocates for a performance background: ““All of this
suggests that, before the Histories were written down and published in its finished form, long
passages existed in a prepublication state as oral history.”®® Philip Stadter, in his comparison of
Herodotus to the living oral traditions of North Carolina, offers his own (unproven) hypothesis,
that “the text we have is not a transcription of an oral performance or performances, but is based
on stories conceived and developed for oral performance and in an oral performance tradition.”®
Marco Dorati has argued on the basis of Herodotus’ inconsistent portrayal of the ‘barbarian’ that
Herodotus was concerned to impress live audiences rather than a reading public.®* And finally,

Brill’s relatively-recent Companion to Herodotus contains no fewer than four articles that

assume (and argue for) a performance background.®® Thus Herodotus’ background as an oral

% Murray 1987 (2001): 21. He affirms this conclusion with a few qualifications in his ‘revisitation” of the article
twelve years later: “His Histories was certainly ‘a work based on oral tradition, rather than simply composed using
oral sources’ (Luraghi, p. 1); but I still suspect that in its generic composition it was also oral.” (Murray 2001: 318).
Murray 2001: 323 expands this point, saying: “Within the text as it is preserved, there is a conflict between an
imagined ‘immediately present’ audience of Herodotus, which is an audience here and now in this city (once
perhaps physically present, now represented by the individual reader), and a wider audience, for whom the written
text was composed, which is all of the Greeks.” For Delphi, see Murray 1987 (2001): 31-33 and more recently,
Kindt 2016: 16-54; for lonian storytelling, see Murray 1987 (2001): 33-34.

% Evans 1991: 99; cf. 100-101, 145. He concludes (1991: 109): “The sort of contrast we make between oral and
written history is a modern one, and anachronistic when applied to the fifth century B.C.”

%0 Stadter 1997: 16.

® Dorati 2000: esp. 178. “La ricerca di una coerenza su lunghe distanze non entra a parte dei suoi obiettivi, perché &
sopprattuto al contesto immediato e alla sequenza breve che lo storico rivolge la sua attenzione.”

62 Bakker, de Jong and van Wees 2002: contributions in favor of recitation include Bakker (esp. 28-29), Moles (esp.
33-34), Slings (esp. 63), and Raaflaub (esp. 150-53); but see Résler’s contribution, which argues against Herodotus’
delivery of lectures (although Résler [2002: 80] still admits the possibility of Herodotus having been a logographos).
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performer may generally be considered a communis opinio, even with the uncertainties
surrounding the biographical tradition.®®

But the question of what exactly is meant by ‘oral performance’ remains largely open to
debate. Johnson, for example, assumes that “those who think that Herodotus’ logoi reflect a
series of lectures would, | suppose, imagine that Herodotus stands before the crowd and begins
with the words, ‘Hpodétov @ovpiov iotoping anodetic ide.”** Stewart Flory has argued that
Herodotus simply could not have performed the entire Histories as a unit: even if he were able to
persevere through the fifty-plus hours that the recitation would require, no audience would
endure such a protracted event—not even the great Panhellenic festivals would have provided
enough time.®® Yet even Flory agrees that Herodotus likely had some type of performative or
recitative background.®® It follows that, if Herodotus did perform his work, the performances
would have been selective, discrete narratives, much shorter than the mammoth undertaking that
the entire work would have required. Thus, it is more likely that Herodotus initially composed
short works rather than long, intended for oral presentation rather than written publication.

The Case for Unitary Composition
This likelihood was the basis for the standard model applied to Herodotean studies for the

majority of the twentieth century: namely, Felix Jacoby’s ‘scissors-and-paste’ theory (“Arbeit

8 Other scholars who affirm that recitations were given by Herodotus include Corcella 1992: 446-8; Thomas 1992:
123-7 and 2000: 4-17; Hornblower 1996: 25-8; Stadter 1997a and 2014; Dorati 2000: 17-52. For a recent survey of
this trend, see Evans 2009. Earlier collections of evidence for recitation appear in Parke 1946: 80-92 and Canfora
1971: 658-60.

% Johnson 1994: 246. Johnson’s assumption is hardly very open-minded.

% Flory 1980: 14; cf. pp. 27-28 below. The calculation is a conservative one based on the ratio 3 OCT pages = 10
minutes. Stephen Evans 2009: 11 (citing Honko 1998) has in fact observed that a fifty-hour performance has been
attested by comparative anthropology, but he stops short of arguing for a single-sitting performance (Evans 2009:
15).

% Flory 1980: 17, 26.
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mit der Schere”).®” In his own attempt to understand Herodotus’ shifting style in terms of the
biographical tradition outlined above, Jacoby proposed a Herodotean methodology whereby the
Histories resulted from a stitching together of lectures written up for oral performance—a
collected volume of sorts.?® This approach became known as the ‘separatist’ theory, the most
dramatic expression of which came as late as the 1970’s, when Silvana Cagnazzi actually
divided the entire Histories into a “Tavola dei 28 Logoi di Erodoto,” which ‘logoi’ might have
been performed individually or in serial order.®

Yet in spite of this theory’s initial popularity, some scholars insisted on the ‘unity’ of
Herodotus’ Histories and therefore rejected Jacoby’s ‘lectures’. Such rejections of Jacoby’s
theory remain popular today,”® often assuming the form of simple, lexical proofs derived from
the text as it survives. One of the first to object was Enoch Powell, who dismissed Jacoby’s
vision as a “chimaera” because of the existence of [1] cross-references and programmatic
statements,”* and [2] the use of grapho which he observes scattered throughout the Histories.”
Yet Powell applies these arguments inconsistently. For the first point, the presence of a ‘cross-
reference’ in the Histories depends on the definition thereof; Powell’s identification of cross-
references, for example, requires no more than Herodotus’ redundant treatment of the same event.
To give an example from the material that I will identify as epideictic below, Herodotus at 7.231

refers to Aristodemus’ later “accounting” (avéilape) for his desertion at Thermopylae by his

®7 Jacoby 1913: col. 361.

% Jacoby 1913: col. 242. “Das ist eine Annahme, die bestitigt wird durch die Komposition des Werkes, das seine
Zusammensetzung aus urspriinglich selbstandigen ‘'Adyor’ bescheidenen Umfanges deutlich verrit...” For Jacoby’s
separatist theory in general, see §19: Die Logoi als kompositionelle Einheiten (cols. 330-33) and §27:
Zusammenfassung tber den Entwicklungsgang des H.; seine Exkurstechnik (cols. 379-92).

% Cagnazzi 1975: esp. 387. She provides the complete table in summary at 421-23.

0 E.g., Rosler 2002: 83-85; cf. Evans 2009: 11-12.

™ Powell 1939: 1-3.

"2 powell 1939: 31-32. A chart of Powell’s cross-references is included in his Appendix I. Cf. Résler 2002: 88-90.
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bravery at Plataea, an occurrence which is indeed mentioned at 9.71.3. Yet no explicit mention
or expectation of Herodotus’ treatment of the same event at 9.71.3 is included at 7.231, and only
the most oblique expectation that the reader is familiar with earlier Herodotean narrative is
implied by 9.71.3. Furthermore, if we modify Jacoby’s scissors-and-paste theory to include
some but not all of the Histories, some passages could belong to a later formulation of the text
(or “final text’) that is indeed unitary—as | argue is the case with 9.71.3—without negating the
possibility that other parts of the surviving text did belong to a composition that resembled
Herodotus’ ‘lectures’ (or, by my own formulation, ‘performance texts’ or epideixeis). Thus there
is every reason to believe that, when he wrote down the Histories, Herodotus was fully aware of
which ‘lectures’ he was going to use and equally aware of what they included. Indeed, such
‘lectures’ would have been his most secure and well-known text.”®

Secondly, the presence of graphao in the Histories has been one of the most frequently
repeated arguments against the possibility of Herodotus’ text being intended for oral delivery: if
Herodotus intended the text to be spoken aloud, why would he have included a verb of writing?"*
Yet under scrutiny, any number of arguments can alleviate this critique. Most simply, prior to
the intense development of literacy in the ancient world, grapho was not at all restricted to the
act of writing. Nor were written works meant solely for reading: even the most literary works
appear to have been read aloud. Compositions like the speeches of Demosthenes and Isocrates,
which were certainly intended to be delivered to a live audience, include the same first-person
form of grapha.”™ Herodotus® use of grapha, then, can be explained by the flexible and

multifarious usage that grapho enjoyed in a culture transitioning from oral to literate. For

" On the issue of cross-references issuing from within the epideictic narrative—an extremely rare occurrence, but
also one that is generally problematic for my thesis—see my discussion of ‘authorial intrusions’ below, pp. 31-35.

™ More recently, see (e.g.) Résler 2002: 88-90.
8 E.g. Isoc. 15.56; Dem. 9.76, 18.27; cf. Plato, Phaedrus 227c.

17



example, in accusing Ephialtes as the betrayer of the Greeks at Thermopylae, Herodotus states,
“since Ephialtes was the one who led the Persians along the mountain path, | declare his guilt
here.” (&AL’ 'EmidAtng yap €Tt 6 TEPIMYNGAUEVOC TO OPOG KaTd TNV ATpandV, TOVTOV iTiov
Ypaoo, 7.214.3).° But performance in the courtroom is precisely the context evoked here: the
indictment of Ephialtes is thus couched not in the same terminology as the rest of the narrative
but in specific legal phrasing.”” In essence, we may translate todtov aitiov ypaeo as “and so I
am registering him as guilty.”"

A more successful argument against Jacoby’s scissors-and-paste theory has taken the
thematic unity of Herodotus’ Histories as proof of its unitary composition. These efforts began
in earnest with Max Pohlenz, who observed Herodotus’ explicit declaration of a unitary theme:
“Die Erbfeindschaft zwischen Europa und Asien.””® But in spite of Herodotus’ explicit
allegiance to this theme, its application is superficial and often overlooked, even in Herodotus’
most explicitly programmatic episodes (e.g., the tangents on Athens and Sparta [1.56-68] in the
Croesus logos, which itself can be taken as an extended prologue of the Histories).®® Henry
Immerwahr, amending Pohlenz’s observed theme to encompass the general expansion of Persian
power, supports Pohlenz’s main argument more successfully with a shrewd analysis of the
structure of the overall Histories, demonstrating that Herodotus did have a specific organization

in mind.®* Taking this structure as evidence that the whole came before the parts, he argues that

the Histories therefore existed first in a written form which could then be presented orally. Yet

"® Other examples of grapha within the Histories include 1.95.1; 2.70.1; 2.123.1; 2.123.3; 4.195.2; 6.53.1. All
translations are my own unless otherwise indicated.

" Cf. Munson 2001: 222-23. Cf. Searle 1982: 3-4.

"8 A salient parallel can be found in the modern colloquial substitution of ‘Thomas says..." for ‘Thomas writes... .
" Pohlenz 1937: esp. 1-20.

% L ateiner 1989: 122; Dewald 1999: 223-33.

& Immerwahr 1966. See also, Immerwahr 1954, 1956, and 1960.
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for all his structural analysis, he gives no reason that pre-existing oral compositions couldn’t
have been inserted or adapted to suit the new agenda.®® Furthermore, Immerwahr’s division of
the text into links of a chain is often forced to unify extremely protracted narratives (e.g., Unit
11: Books VII through 1X) on the force of relatively minor transitional phrases or episodes.®®
His organizing principles are therefore blunt and—however clever—ultimately fail to prove the
unifying, integrated place of every episode in the Histories.?* While Immerwahr’s argument that
the Histories is thematically unified remains significant and at least partially convincing, then,
his larger project—to tie every episode within the Histories to that theme on purely structural
evidence—fails under the weight of its own ambition. Even if his project had succeeded, it
would be practically impossible to argue definitively that the overarching organization came
before the constituent parts: the parts might equally have inspired Herodotus to demonstrate his
conclusion by creating the collected Histories as an apodeixis, a monument to his life of wisdom-
gathering.®

Later scholars found Immerwahr’s thesis convincing but his methods lacking, and so
sought to change their proof. Donald Lateiner, for example, compiles a list of Herodotus’
methods, themes, and patterns, all of which are supposedly applied throughout the Histories—

Herodotus’ use of legetai,® for example, or his treatment of epic poetry.®” This list is explicitly

8 Cf. de Laix 1966: 121.
8 Immerwahr 1966: 238-305.
8 Cf. Drews 1969: 91.

8 Cf. Lang 1984: 4. “Just because it is possible to identify a skeleton of causation, it is not necessary or even
desirable to believe, as Immerwahr does, that the narrative was constructed in this way, that it was conceived first as
a causally articulated skeleton and then fleshed out with narrative.”

8 | ateiner 1989: 22.
87 | ateiner 1989: 99.
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intended to “refute the idea that his work is a hodge-podge of oral reports.”® But while
Lateiner’s study is both useful and indeed convincing to some degree, the connections that he
observes prove only that the whole text was written by the same author (or even just with the
same authorial style!), and not necessarily at the same time: it would be not only unsurprising,
but rather entirely expected for Herodotus to maintain many of the same compositional and
historiographical habits throughout his life. Furthermore, the unity which Lateiner seeks to
prove is itself piecemeal: many of the trends are concentrated in one part of the Histories and
entirely absent in other parts. Legetali, for example, never occurs in Herodotus’ Salamis and
Plataea narratives after the opening chapters, and almost all of Herodotus’ explicit references to
epic poetry (twelve out of thirteen) occur in the first four books.?® Lateiner’s effort to show that
the entire Histories follows a single design, then, may even reveal how distinct some parts of the
narrative are from others.

Another recent approach to the question of unity may be found in the argument that the
end of the Histories in fact serves the function of a conclusion (and is not as incomplete as it
may appear to be). Elizabeth Irwin, for example, has placed Herodotus’ concluding chapters in
the context of the Histories’ beginning and even in the context of the outset of the Archidamian
War.® Similarly, Charles Fornara (1971a, 1981) and David Sansone (1985) use Herodotus’
multiple references to events at the beginning of the Archidamian War to argue for a terminus
post quem that would apply to the entire Histories. But these works all assume that the whole
Histories must conform to a single dating or a single agenda—in essence, that the entire

Histories conforms to a line drawn between discrete points. Yet none of the passages that | have

% Lateiner 1989: 58.
% For a more in-depth treatment of Lateiner’s various ‘unifying phenomena’, see Conclusion, pp. 194-95.

% |rwin 2013. Cf. Boedeker 1988; Herrington 1991; Dewald 1997.
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isolated as epideictic include material from the beginning, the end, or any of the passages
commonly used to secure a terminus post quem.” Therefore, we may consider references as
part of the unitary whole—the ‘final text’—without assuming that everything included between
the bookends is the product of the same compositional method and date.

Ultimately, however, the common thread through all of these scholarly works is that the
final product is intended for unitary consumption, and | do not reject that thesis. Thus when
recent works such as those by Emily Baragwanath (2008) and David Branscome (2013) operate
under the assumption of textual unity, they do so correctly. Rather, | am proposing a refinement
to the separatist position. | do not argue, like Jacoby and Cagnazzi, that the Histories is nothing
more than a series of lectures strung together; nor do | suppose, like Immerwahr and Lateiner,
that the whole of the Histories was composed at once, the product of one all-consuming design.
I argue only that Herodotus incorporated discrete, pre-existing compositions into the broader
unity with minimal adaptation. So while I accept that the final manuscript—itself a reflection of
the published, complete Histories—is in fact intended by Herodotus to stand as a unit, this
conclusion does not contradict a complex archaeology of composition.

Audience-Based Analysis

In order to understand the complex composition of the Histories, then, we must recognize
two divergent scholarly approaches, both of which have proven their validity through productive
application by numerous scholars over several decades. Simply, extensive scholarship has
shown how Herodotus was both intimately enmeshed in an oral, epideictic culture—thus dealing
in the short oral performances that the separatists argue constitute the Histories—and yet he also

promulgated a unitary and explicitly-literate work, created “lest the actions of men become faded

! Most strikingly, Irwin 2013 begins her ‘end’ precisely where I set the end of the Plataea narrative, 9.71; Dewald,
Boedeker, and Herrington all begin their treatment of the ‘end” a few chapters later. References to events in the first
years of the Archidamian War occur at 6.91; 6.98.2; 7.137; 7.233.4; 7.235.2; 9.73.
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in time” (g pnte 0 yevopeva €€ avpormv @ ypdve EEitnia yévnrar, preface). Is it possible,
then, to reconcile Jacoby and Pohlenz at last, to claim that the Histories were both a product of
his career as oral performer and a unitary, literate composition? In this section, | will seek to
demonstrate how their arguments—with only one slight modification—are in fact entirely
compatible.

In the debate between separatist and unitary, oral and literate, one theory has enjoyed
continued attention. In 1958, Richmond Lattimore considered the constraints of ancient book
writing—practically a priori—and determined that it would be extremely impractical (and
therefore unlikely) for Herodotus to revise his work in the modern sense. Thus, Lattimore
proposed that Herodotus would have used a “progressive” method of composition that entailed
composing ever in a forward direction:

Such a method of writing—to begin at the beginning and write straight on to the
end, never working backward—was, | believe, the natural way to write at the time
when Herodotus was writing. It was, | believe, the method followed by the
predecessors of Herodotus in the fields of narrative and exposition, by Homer,
Hesiod, and the elegiac poets; also, | believe, probably by the logographers,
philosophers, and tragic and lyric poets as well. There are two good reasons for
this. There is the fact that composed literature comes first and writing comes
second; that the written piece is not for the reader to read to himself but for the
writer, or his representative, to read from to others; that the writer therefore
naturally thinks of himself as a speaker who, when he has contradicted himself or
got his parts in the wrong order, cannot go back to correct or transpose, but must
make the correction as he goes forward. There is also the fact that writing straight
ahead is mechanically the easier way to write. In the time of Herodotus, writing at
its easiest could not have been easy. We do not know exactly what writing
materials he had, but we certainly know some of the writing materials he did not
have. He did not have what we would call good paper, good ink, good scissors, or
a good eraser. He did not have a set of identical sheets of paper and so he could
not, if he found something objectionable on page 8, take it out and write a new
page, number it 8, and put it in the stack where it belonged. He could not, in case
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he needed to add to page 8, make a new page called 8a, and insert it. It was
probably very bothersome to erase...”

‘Edits’ and ‘revisions’ would consequently be made in stride, as the need arose; tangents and
supplementary information would be provided parenthetically in the main body of the
narrative.”® These are the very phenomena which Lattimore observes throughout the Histories.*
Lattimore therefore places Herodotus on the border between oral and written composition—
essentially, Herodotus wrote down a work that he considered in fundamentally oral terms. The
result is a strung-together style that reflects a forward-oriented approach to composition.

Lattimore’s theory has several implications, some of which he explores. First, it explains
how Herodotus sometimes seems to correct himself a few chapters later.”> According to
Lattimore, these ‘corrections’ would have occurred during the process of writing, and so ought to
be considered a product of the literary side of composition. The progressive style also accounts
for the tangled web of cross-references in the Histories (and especially those that remain
unfulfilled).® Lattimore’s observations thus take into consideration the incredible challenge that
such a mammoth undertaking would have presented for Herodotus: at the least, his Histories
must have been conceived and fully laid out before he started writing.

But perhaps the most significant implication is for dating Herodotus’ composition of the
texts. Lattimore reasons in his conclusion:

The latest event which is absolutely datable and referred to in his work is the

seizure and execution of Aristeas and other ambassadors in 430 B.C. (7.137.3;
Thuc. 2.67). He died, therefore, at some time after this date; but if my view about

% Lattimore 1958: 9. Many scholars have shown some degree of support for Lateiner’s argument (e.g., Evans 1982:
17; Flory 1987: 15; Dewald and Marincola 1987: 38; Thomas 1989: 47 n.10; Kindt 2006: 34 n.3; Skinner 2012:
244). Still, see the objections of Johnson 1994:229 n.4.

% Lattimore 1958: 10.

% Lattimore 1958: 10-15.
% Lattimore 1958: 10-12.
% Cf. Powell 1939: 1-3.
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composition is right, he lived long enough after it to complete 7.138-9.122, which
was therefore composed after 430 and probably composed at Thurii or elsewhere
in the Greek West.”

Here | must make only one distinction that Lattimore overlooks: there is a difference between
‘composition’ and ‘writing down’. If Herodotus had been active as an oral performer prior to
writing down the Histories (a possibility which Lattimore fully endorses),*® he would have
possessed any number of pre-existing compositions—whether we call them lectures, logoi, set-
pieces, agonismata (cf. Thuc. 1.22.4), or epideixeis. Without disagreeing with Lattimore on
when the Histories were written down, then, 1 would propose the following: rather than re-
composing narratives that he had already composed and performed, Herodotus would have
incorporated or even relied on those performances when his narrative reached that point.
Essentially, why couldn’t Herodotus have performed an epideictic ‘Thermopylae’ narrative
before he even conceived of assembling the apodeictic Histories?

The question arises, however, whether such a pre-existing composition could have been
preserved long enough to be included in Herodotus’ ‘final text’. Thankfully, plenty of evidence
exists for both oral and written preservation of texts. As early as the sixth century, the Homeric
poems began to be written down:* Aristophanes testifies to the practice of writing down tragic
scripts in the late-fifth century (Frogs 52-53); the Attic orators wrote down lengthy speeches for
their clients to be delivered from memory at trial.’® Yet if Lattimore’s thesis (and my

modification to it) is correct, Herodotus would not have written the pre-existing epideixeis into

% Lattimore 1958: 19. All three of my epideixeis identified below fall within the limits of 7.138-9.122 which
Lattimore singles out.

% |attimore 1958: 19.
% E.g., Nagy 2003: 2-7.

100 ysher 1976 gives a detailed overview of Lysias’ arrangement with his clients, arguing that the final result is
completely Lysias’, even if intended for delivery by the client. Cf. Trevett 1996: esp. 425, who argues that
Demosthenes’ speeches as we have them are no more than Demosthenes’ working drafts, written in preparation for
delivery before the assembly and unrevised prior to their ‘publication’.
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the narrative until at least the 420s, almost two decades after external evidence (the biographical
tradition, outlined above) and internal evidence (see Chapters II-1V, Dating the Epideixis)
suggests he began performing those pieces. Since | argue that the epideixeis are preserved in a
form that is very close to the original, modified only by minor insertions (authorial ‘intrusions’,
discussed below), | expect that the most dependable and likely mechanism for Herodotus to have
preserved the epideixeis so precisely and faithfully over so much time and space was for him to
have written them down.*®™ And if such a narrative existed, having been refined, re-used, and
tested in front of numerous audiences, wouldn’t it have eased the challenge of compiling the
mammoth Histories to fall back on these perfectly serviceable—and possibly even famous'>—
pre-existing written compositions? Such a practice would not just be possible; it would be
preferable.'®

| therefore suspect that Herodotus—presumably having retired to Thurii—collected the
fruits of his sophistic labor into the framework of a massive, freshly-undertaken project, the
revolutionary apodeixis of Herodotus’ inquiries that we have come to know under the title
‘Histories”.® This work would not have been a ¢ greatest-hits album’, a simple serial collection
of performance-pieces (agonismata) that were unrelated to each other except in their authorship.
Rather, the Histories represents a unified masterpiece which incorporates the refined final

products of Herodotus’ career as wisdom-performer. These ‘lectures’ (epideixeis) were not the

primary substance of the Histories then, as Jacoby’s scissors-and-paste theory has it, but rather

101 cf. Worthington 1991: 55-64, who considers the likely process for Demosthenes. For an ancient discussion of
the process of memorization and recitation, see the lively banter between Socrates and Phaedrus (Plato, Phaedrus
esp. 227d-228b). 1 do not intend to deny the possibility that Herodotus kept the epideixeis solely in his memory (per
Evans 2009: 11 citing Honko 1998); I only suggest that such a practice is less likely and ultimately unnecessary to
posit.

102 attimore 1958: 19 n.37; Flory 1980: 26. Cf. S. West 1999: 112.
103 See, for example, the discussion of prepared texts at the beginning of Plato’s Menexenus, esp. 235d.
104 Such, at least, is the supposition of Rosler 2002: 81-82, “An Old Man Takes to Writing.” Cf. Lattimore 1958: 19.
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their foundation, the origin of the larger project, which Herodotus keeps always in sight. Thus
the separatist and unitary approaches, with their respective understanding of Herodotus as a
fundamentally oral or literate author, in fact complement each other: Herodotus stood astride
such boundaries, equally a master of the oral and a pioneer of the literate.

Herodotus’ inclusion of set-pieces in the Histories, however, would have resulted in an
interesting problem: what of the audiences that these performances were originally given to (and
presumably customized for)? Herodotus shows keen awareness of his audience throughout the
Histories, both explicitly (e.g., 7.139.1) and through his subtle manipulation of their reactions.'%®
Furthermore, the biographical tradition—which I have argued cannot be entirely dismissed—
testifies to at least two audiences, at Athens and at Olympia, both in the mid-fifth century, that
patently differ from the general audience (presumably a Panhellenic ‘readership”) of the unified
Histories.'®® 1 would argue, then, that Herodotus’ original compositions would have been as
aware of their intended audience (and its political, cultural, and ideological context) as was his
final product, the Histories. If my adaptation of Lattimore’s compositional theory is correct, this
awareness of specific audiences would have been imported into the written Histories whenever
Herodotus relied on those pre-existing compositions. A new method of analysis then becomes
available: audience-based analysis, whereby Herodotus’ narrative is considered not in its later,
broader, literary context but instead with a narrow, culturally- and ideologically-charged
awareness that is demanded of a performance piece intended for a specific audience in both time

and space. If Herodotus had such a specific audience in mind, it would have shaped his

composition every bit as much as his sources or personal bias. Thus, just as a number of recent

105 E g., Baragwanath 2008: 22-26.

196 For Athens, see Fornara 1971b: 38-59 and especially on 7.139.1, which passage plainly implies that this
statement, at least, is not intended for an Athenian audience. For the festival context, see Davison 1962: esp. 155; cf.
Lattimore 1958: 19 n.31.
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scholars have productively engaged a new brand of source-based criticism to better understand

Herodotus’ complex sympathies and apparent bias,'®” we might recognize that the audience

would have affected Herodotus’ presentation of his raw source material. If discrete audiences

fossilized within the framework of the larger Histories can be identified, we can better

understand the authorial motivations and strategies that shape the narrative as it survives to us.
Methodology

With this strategy in mind, | will lay out my methods for identifying and analyzing
portions of the Histories that exhibit an epideictic background. To begin, the passages identified
ought to be of significant length: any number of small or tangential passages might arguably be
founded in an epideixis, but without a sustained commitment to a specific audience that
demonstrably transcends the influence of sources, bias, or even a momentary authorial whim,
such an investigation would be inconclusive. Rather, the ideal evidence for an epideictic
background would be found in the presence of performance-length pieces that are unified by
themes, subject, and an apparent concern for the interests of the same audience, but remain
distinct and capable of standing on their own, apart from the later framework of the unified
Histories.

First, then, we must consider the expected duration of a ‘performance-length’ piece. In
order to gauge spoken length in terms of performance equivalence, three metrics may be used:
Rome (1952) calculates an approximate rate of 130 words per minute; Flory (1980: 14) provides
a total of fifty hours which can be divided by a percentage calculation; and my own
experimentation has confirmed Flory’s conservative metric of roughly 3 OCT pages = 10

minutes. When applied to the texts discussed below, all of these approaches produce results

197 Notable collected volumes include Luraghi 2001 and Giangiulio 2005; see Hornblower 2002: esp. 373 for a
succinct summary and defense of the new, “looser” Quellenforschung.
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within ten minutes of each other, so I will use Rome’s as the most precise unit of measurement
(words per minute). Applying this metric to contemporary texts that we know were intended for
live performance, such as Athenian drama, funeral orations, and other epideictic literature (e.g.,
the Hippocratic corpus) produces the following results: Lysias’ Funeral Oration and the funeral

oration in Plato’s Menexenus would both have taken roughly thirty minutes;'%

the Hippocratic
Airs Waters Places (generally dated among the earliest of the Hippocratic treatises) would have
taken about fifty minutes and the Epidemics almost an hour and a half; intended for an Athenian
audience in the 450s, Aeschylus” Agamemnon would have taken approximately sixty-five
minutes to recite straight through, and the other plays from the Oresteia a little over half of that.
All of these examples are as near to Herodotus’ floruit as can be expected given the dearth of
surviving texts from the period, so | propose that a suitable length for such a performance would
have been approximately one hour, give or take thirty minutes.®® In the actual result, by the
standard applied above and using the limits determined in the chapters that follow, the
Thermopylae epideixis would have taken forty-five minutes to recite straight through, Salamis
sixty-five minutes, and Plataea seventy-five minutes.

Within that space, there ought to be a demonstrable authorial strategy that transcends the
vicissitudes of the chapter-to-chapter text. For instance, one story may show evidence of a
Delphic source, another may have its roots in a Phocian source,**° but both stories should support
a common authorial strategy, be it the support of Athenian ideology (Chapters Il and I1) or the

defense of the act of medism (Chapter V). Such a sustained authorial strategy would be all the

more remarkable for the rarity of its occurrence in the Histories: almost any Herodotean

198 pericles’ funeral oration in Thucydides certainly reflects the genre of funeral oration in many ways, but
Thucydides generally abbreviates his speeches making this speech less useful for chronological comparison.

199 This result tallies nicely with the longer examples considered by Pernot 2015: 82.
10 E g., Bettalli 2005.
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‘position’ that can be supported by some parts of the Histories can equally be undermined by
other parts.™'* This authorial strategy, then, must be internally coherent, but likely will contradict
statements that fall outside the epideictic material: thus Aristagoras’ embarrassing manipulation
of the democratic process (5.97.2) seems incompatible with the unabashed favorability toward
Athens and the democratic process that Herodotus promulgates in his narrative of the Battle of
Salamis (Chapter 111). Such an authorial strategy will be the most important factor in
demarcating the epideixis and identifying its intended audience.

Other characteristics might be expected if the text was indeed originally composed
independently from the final Histories. Since Herodotus would have been aware of the pre-
existing compositions when he was composing the outer narrative, we might expect a number of
references to the material in the epideixeis to appear in the non-epideictic text (e.g., 5.23->8.136),
but few (or rather, none) in the epideixeis referring to the framing narrative. Secondly, if the
epideixeis were composed for an earlier time than the final form of the Histories, we might also
expect to see the narrative reflect a different historical context: for example, whereas references
to and awareness of the Archidamian War reflect the compositional context of the framing
narrative, the epideixeis will only mention events up to the time of their original composition. In
fact, references to events later than the 440s are found in abundance on the edges of the
epideixeis (e.g., 7.133.2; 7.233.4; 9.73.3), but not in the epideictic material itself.

Finally, in detecting bias and contemporary concerns, we must guard against
deterministic assumptions brought on by our knowledge of how history actually turned out. For
example, scholars frequently attribute any juxtaposition of Athens-as-sea-power and Sparta-as-

land-power to the context of the Archidamian War, since that period historically provided the

L E.g., Fornara 1971b: 10, 19; Kurke 2013: 367. “In the wake of the recognition that Herodotus is ‘before history,’
literary scholars, too, have begun to acknowledge the sheer weirdness and uncategorizability of Herodotus’s text.”
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starkest example of that contrast.**? But already in the 460s (and arguably even during the
Persian invasions themselves) the roots of that trend were manifest, so—short of explicit
references to specific events and policies—such a contrast could be the product of several
different historical contexts. Ultimately, though, these epideixeis should reflect a fundamentally
different compositional context and motive from the larger apodeixis of the Histories.

Once the presence of such a passage is determined, the second task will be to delimit the
beginning and end of the epideictic material. Such a locus might be marked by several narrative
features: [1] a sudden, non-sequitur shift in subject, especially to the point of awkwardness, such
as occurs at the beginning of the Salamis epideixis when Herodotus moves abruptly from a story
about the Spartan Princess Gorgo to a list of participants at Artemisium (with an emphasis on
Athens) without even a gesture toward transition beyond a simple pév...5¢ (7.239-8.1);**% [2] a
clear shift from one prolonged authorial strategy to another, such as when Herodotus concludes
his Atheno-centric narrative of Plataea (wherein the Spartans are mocked and practically
censured for their incompetence and cowardice) with a catalog of Spartans exhibiting heroism
(9.71-72); and [3] simple textual markers, characteristic of Herodotus’ own style, whereby he

signals the end of one unit and the beginning of another (generally accompanied by some form of

pév &)

For this last, I will consider Johnson’s objection that such ‘seams’ are simply
undetectable and that such markers as mentioned in [3] above inherently contradict the

possibility of oral performance (inasmuch as the pév...6¢ implies a conscious effort by the author

Y2 E g., Flower and Marincola 2002: §9.60.

113 Admittedly, the identification of such shifts is a somewhat subjective task that may be affected by our own
distance from the original audience. However, simple motivations that are attested broadly throughout the Histories
(e.g., the creation of a fluid and easy-to-follow narrative) may still be assumed with confidence.

114 See Hammond 1982: 75; Munson 2001: 20-44. For uév &1, see. Denniston 1954: 258.
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to shape the text for publication).'> By the mechanism | propose, such markers are easily
explained, having been added later as part of the ‘final text’. The question that Johnson raises of
whether such a concluding sentence ought to be considered integral to an epideixis, then, is
ultimately immaterial: Herodotus could easily have added the pév upon writing the epideixis into
the Histories, concerned as he was with continuing the narrative. The programmatic sentences
themselves may even be considered part of the ‘final text’ rather than the ‘performance text’.
The pév o1 construction, then, does not represent the precise beginning or ending of epideictic
material so much as it indicates a transitional mindset in the author.**® By the same token, not
every pev on will be significant, just the occurrences that are accompanied by an obvious,
programmatic declaration, reflecting a shift from framing narrative to pre-existing

117

composition.”" Herodotus’ use of uév on, then, is only one possible element of many that will

help to determine the precise limits of the epideictic material.**®
We must recognize, however, that Herodotus might not play by the rules. After all, he
was making up the rules as he went. | recognize that this presents a problem for proving my

thesis, inasmuch as Herodotus proves inconsistent in his practice surrounding the epideictic

material. But Herodotus’ goal in writing the Histories was not so much to frame his pre-existing

115 johnson 1994: 247. Indeed, Johnson’s misled selection of an “obvious” conclusion to the Croesus logos (Avdoi
pev on vmo Iéponot €ded00Awvto, 1.94.7) can similarly be explained by Herodotus’ inclusion of non-epideictic
material after the epideixis is finished; once that possibility is recognized, the phrase “That is the story of the empire
of Croesus and the first conquest of lonia” (kota pév 01 v Kpoicov te dpynv xai Toving tv tpdtmyv
KataoTpoerVv 0y ovtm, 1.92.1) provides such a clear marker of the narrative’s conclusion as to be a title.

118 Munson 2001: 25-27 shows the specific value of such transitional, programmatic statements in terms of the
Herodotean “metanarrative,” a term which I count as the province of the later, apodeictic Herodotean narrator.

17 Cf. Munson 2001: 25 on the use of the “summary conclusion.”

18 In some sense, where exactly to begin and end these large sections of narrative is inconsequential: the removal of
a few chapters from the beginning or end makes the quantity of text handled no less significant. Furthermore, these
limits are inevitably somewhat arbitrary: there is no reason that Herodotus could not have begun to rely on his pre-
existing composition after he had already passed its original starting point, and there is equally no reason to assume
that Herodotus would continue to rely on the narrative all the way through to its original ending. Any demarcation
chosen for the current treatment, then, need not be considered to have been the original start or end of Herodotus’
epideixis.
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compositions as to create a new and transcendent work;™® he used the pre-existing compositions
in the process. The sections that we are discussing, then, may be almost entirely original
material but still include some authorial efforts to smooth the narrative or otherwise adapt its
functionality to the larger narrative. The original epideixeis would not have shown any
awareness of the larger project, but the version that survives in the ‘final text” might: when
Herodotus felt that the epideictic narrative was too dissonant or redundant with the larger project,
he would have changed it, whether by adding something or taking something out. Such, at least,
is the process that my amendment to Lattimore’s theory would imply.**® | propose to designate
such a mechanism as a “metanarrative [authorial] intrusion” (or just, ‘intrusion’), following the
narratological usage employed by Rosaria Munson.*?*

For the purposes of this investigation, I will concern myself only with the intrusions that
are problematically dissonant or incompatible with the authorial strategy that characterizes the
narrative before and after the insertion. That is not to say that there are no other intrusions in the
epideixeis; in fact, such authorial intrusions are typical of Herodotus’ style.*?* Rather, | am only
concerned here with intrusions that prove problematic to my thesis by their existence in the
epideictic narrative. Although nothing beyond a possible preference to keep the epideixeis intact
would prevent Herodotus from interjecting quite frequently, problematic intrusions are
thankfully extremely rare in the narratives | have isolated—no more than one significant
authorial intrusion occurs in any given narrative, and these are no more than a sentence in length

(a few additional marginal and offhand references to the outer narrative also occur). These

119 Bakker 2002.
120 cf, Lattimore 1958: 10-15.

121 Munson 2001: esp. 38-39. Munson uses the term “gloss” similarly, but I find its application to be overly broad
for my purpose here.

122 ee Lattimore 1958: 10-13 for a few examples; Baragwanath 2008: 22-26 also explores this phenomenon in
terms of reader response.
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specific authorial intrusions, then, will be identified by their fulfillment of their primary function,
to smooth the seams between ‘performance text’ and ‘final text’.

Given the circumstances under which authorial intrusions might occur, two categories are
obvious. The first would be ‘self-referential’.**® If Herodotus had already found occasion to
include a list or calculation elsewhere in the Histories (whether in the same form or in an
updated or expanded form), he might avoid redundancy by simply referring the reader to that list
rather than repeating the tedious material in full. This happens only twice in the epideictic
material I have identified, and both occurrences replace a lengthy list and calculation with the
phrase, “as I said before” (¢ xai mpdtepov €ipédn, 7.184.3; g kol tpdtepov dednimtat, 9.32).
Such passages, especially since they are extremely rare, are easily explained inasmuch as the
writer of the ‘final text’ would have been fully aware of—and therefore concerned to avoid—
such redundancy, even though a ‘performance text” would not originally have included such a
phrase.

A second type of intrusion may be termed ‘problematizing’ and is closely related to the
most common form of authorial intrusion in the Histories: Plutarch considered such intrusions to
be evidence of Herodotus’ malice toward certain parties in his narrative (e.g., de Mal. Her. 855c;
863a); Lattimore calls them “corrections-in-stride” and attributes their presence to the

“progressive style” that he observes;'?*

Baragwanath considers them evidence of Herodotus’
concern with provoking a complex reader-response.'® In many ways, ‘problematizing’
intrusions prove to be the most problematic for my thesis, inasmuch as—»by their nature—they

challenge the prevailing authorial strategy. Yet these intrusions are easily identified by their

123 Again following Munson’s terminology (2001: 32-34).
12 Lattimore 1958: 10.

125 Baragwanath 2008: 22-26. Cf. Munson 2001: 39-40, which classifies such intrusions as an “explanatory gloss.”
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dissonance with the surrounding narrative and are furthermore demonstrably out-of-place, often
directly contradicting Herodotus’ own commentary before and after their occurrence. For
example, Herodotus’ proclamation that the Phocians medized “for no other reason than their
hatred for the Thessalians” (kat’ dALo pev ovdév. . .kata 6 10 £xHoc 10 Oeccordv, 8.30.1)
draws no support from—and possibly contradicts—the story of their hostilities against Thessaly
that precedes it (8.27-29), the noble suffering of the Phocians at the hands of the Persians that
follows it (8.32-33), and even the explanation that Herodotus has the Phocians provide
immediately thereafter: “They were simply unwilling to betray Greece” (dAL’ ovk Ececbat
éxovTec elvon mpoddtan Tiic ‘EAAGS0c, 8.30.2).2%° Whatever their function, then, such
‘problematizing’ intrusions are the established practice of the Herodotean narrator and therefore
ought to be considered an interpolation in the ‘final text’, not present in the original
‘performance text’.

Finally, a third type of authorial intrusion may be suggested, although it is perhaps less

parenthetical than transitional.*?’

These intrusions may be called ‘marginal’, since they occur on
the edges of the epideictic material. Presumably, these are again a function of the proposed
writing-down method; Herodotus was more likely to adapt his material to the framing narrative
when that narrative was more present in his mind (i.e. at the edges). To use Jacoby’s scissors-
and-paste terminology, it stands to reason that the youngest element of any such process would
be the glue—the place where epideictic narrative meets framing narrative. In practice, this

expectation is confirmed in the passages that are most securely part of the ‘final text’: the

material immediately before and after the epideixeis contains many of the Histories’ references

126 See my discussion, Ch. 111, pp. 95-97.

127 5ee Munson 2001: 27-32 on Herodotus’ careful attention to the “rhetorical value of introductions and
conclusions.”
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to events of the Archidamian War (e.g., 7.133.2; 7.233.4; 9.73.3), refers the reader to other parts
of the Histories (e.g., 7.171.2, 8.3.1, 9.71), and advances Herodotus’ larger critique of Athenian
imperialism (e.g., 8.111, 9.71-122). Itis in these margins, as he prepares to enter or leave off
from his epideictic material, that the ‘final text’ asserts itself over the ‘performance text’ and
Herodotus is therefore most at pains to smooth the seams and connect the disparate projects.
Project Overview

My thesis isolates three sections of the Histories that conform to these expectations by
virtue of their length, structure, themes, bias, and lack of problematic authorial intrusions: the
battle narratives of Thermopylae (7.172-233), Salamis (8.1-89), and Plataea (8.133-9.70). The
first narrative that | isolate, the Battle of Plataea, covers what was by all contemporary accounts
a Spartan victory. Despite explicitly recognizing this fact in his Histories (9.64.1), however,
Herodotus seems far more intent on praising Athens, even to Sparta’s detriment. This pro-
Athenian slant is more surprising in the context of the framing narrative: immediately before and
after Plataea, Herodotus adopts an opposite authorial strategy—ypro-Sparta and anti-Athens. This
idiosyncrasy, | argue, reflects a shift in audience. Specifically, Herodotus’ version of Plataea
seems to have been intended originally for an audience of Athenians, so much so that the
narrative consistently legitimizes claims that were popular in Athenian funeral oration.*”® The
narrative privileges the actions of the Athenians throughout, and Athens is the only major Greek
state whose heroism is unquestioned. For almost eighty chapters, Athens receives no slander—
not even by implication—and even the chapters that do not directly involve the Athenians are

nonetheless relevant to their interests.

128 | oraux 1981 (2006): 112-16 on 9.27; Bowie 2007: §8.144.
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Even more surprisingly, closer inspection suggests that Herodotus’ Plataca was not only
written for a different audience than the rest of the Histories, but for a different time. If we
assume that the intended audience was indeed Athenian, Herodotus’ sympathetic portrayal of
certain states (and his harsh portrayal of others) recalls a distinct political alignment—on one
side, Athens, Phocis and Macedon are portrayed well, while on the other Sparta, Corinth,
Thessaly and Thebes are disparaged, at times even reviled. This alignment is unique in the fifth
century, confined to the early 440s—a period marked by the beginning of Pericles’ hegemony
and the Second Sacred War. By the beginning of the Archidamian War, however, the Phocians
were allied with Sparta against Athens (Thuc. 2.9) and Macedon had “from an old friend and
ally been made an enemy” of the Athenians (énemoAéumto SO0 TPdTEPOV KOl OILOG GBIV,
Thuc. 1.57). Thus Herodotus seems to have written his Plataea narrative for an audience of
Athenians in the early 440s.

In my second chapter, | argue that Herodotus’ narrative of the Battle of Salamis shows
evidence of an intended audience that is similar to Plataeca’s. The main polis protagonist is
Athens; the main individual protagonist is an Athenian—perhaps one of Athens’ most famous
citizens, Themistocles.’® Once again, we see the same alignment of nationalities—Phocis in
particular is portrayed very positively, as are Aegina, Plataea, and Thespiae (all of whom were
on good terms with Athens in the early 440s), while Sparta and Corinth, both instrumental to the
victory at Salamis according to other historians (and even Herodotus himself, 8.93.1), seem
thoughtless and utterly unhelpful in comparison with Athens.**® Just as with the Plataea
narrative, then, Herodotus’ portrayal of the Battle of Salamis reflects an Athenian audience of the

early 440s.

129 See Ch. 111, pp. 117-18 for a defense of Themistocles as ‘Athenian cultural icon’ in the mid-fifth century.
B0 E g., Plutarch, De. Mal.870e; Diod. Sic. 10.14-18. Cf. Marincola 2007a: 119.
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Since Athens’ significant contribution to Salamis was a generally recognized historical
fact, of course, it is more difficult to demonstrate conclusively that Herodotus’ narrative of
Salamis was written with a specific Athenian audience in mind. Still, Herodotus again plays up
the Athenian role to the exclusion of others—even the Aeginetans, who were supposed to have
earned the aristeia from the other Greeks."*" Herodotus furthermore portrays the controversial
Athenian cultural icon Themistocles as an unambiguous hero, when not twenty chapters later he
treacherously places his own self-interest before the Hellenic cause (8.108). But most
convincingly, the narrative emphasizes a number of subjects that would have been particularly
interesting for an Athenian audience: [1] rhetorical speeches are frequent and well-developed, [2]
there is much discussion of naval strategy and achievements, [3] the topography of Athens and
her allies—of Phocis in particular—features throughout (esp. 8.31-34; 49-55), [4] the connection

of ships, walls, and men (a nexus of Athenian ideology)**

is repeatedly emphasized, and [5]
specific Athenian rites and beliefs are emphatically affirmed in terms that were particularly
relevant in the mid-fifth century. Herodotus’ narrative of Salamis, just like his Plataca narrative,
is better suited to an Athenian audience of the early-440s than any other Hellenic audience.

The Salamis and Plataea narratives therefore reflect the audience we would expect
following Diyllus’ testimony that the Athenians rewarded Herodotus for such a service (Plut. De
Mal. 862a-b; see discussion above). The third chapter considers the possibility of the other
attested ‘audience’ of Herodotus—the diverse assembly of Greeks at a Panhellenic Festival

(Lucian, Herod. 1). Herodotus’ narrative of Thermopylae, I argue, would have been particularly

suitable to an audience gathered at the Pythian Games. In large part, this argument rests on the

131 pritchett 1974: 283-86, on the authority of 8.93 and 8.122; see also Diodorus Siculus 11.27.2. Cf. Marincola
2007a: 119.

132 Dougherty 2014: 130-70.
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favorable and widespread inclusion of the Amphictyonic Council (which was responsible for
hosting the festival) and its members in his telling of Thermopylae. Specifically, Herodotus
resists the prevailing “Spartanocentric” version™ by elevating the roles of the other Greek
defenders—and especially Thespiae—whereas for those Amphictyonic members who fought
alongside Persia at Thermopylae, Herodotus seeks to explain and exculpate their medism.
Almost every member of the Amphictyony did eventually medize, after all (cf. 7.132.1)."** By
developing representative-champions of each group that participated in the Amphictyonic
council, Herodotus overlooks or mitigates the charge of medism against these states and allows
the noble actions of the few to stand for the true intentions of each group as a whole.

This Thermopylae epideixis, however, is more difficult to date than the others. For one,
the political alignment that the narrative reveals (that of the Amphictyony) actually remained
fairly consistent not just throughout the fifth-century but well beyond. Furthermore, there is very
little evidence concerning the shifting political sympathies of the Amphictyony as a whole, nor
do we have a nuanced understanding of any state outside Athens. But what evidence we do have
points—as might be expected—to a mid-century audience: Herodotus’ treatment of Thebes
suggests an ascendency of other states in Boeotia (especially Thespiae), which applies best to the
mid-fifth century; the concern with promoting Delphi and an apparent Amphictyonic sympathy
with Sparta (and not Athens) suggests the context of the Second Sacred War; and finally, the
charge of medism was still potentially damning in the mid-fifth century, but less so as the

century progressed (when Athens and Sparta both actively sought the support of Persia in the

133 vannicelli 2007; cf. Branscome 2013: 178. Ancient evidence of such a tradition may be found in Diodorus
Siculus 10.5-11 and Simonides F 11. For these sources, see also Flower 1998. Further discussion in Ch. IV, pp.
164-66.

134 cf. Baragwanath 2008: 203-27.
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Archidamian War).**> Thus, like the other epideixeis, Herodotus’ Thermopylae seems perfectly
adapted to an audience in the mid-fifth century, in this case gathered at the Pythian Festival.

In total, then, I isolate three full-length narratives that stand apart from the rest of the
narrative and furthermore seem to be aimed at pleasing a specific audience. By allowing that
audience and its allies a major role in the story, by avoiding criticism of that group while heaping
it on enemies, by engaging themes which that specific audience would appreciate, by including
relevant local mythology or ethnic traditions, and—perhaps most strikingly—by promoting local
ideology and political interests (like Herodotus’ promotion of democratic ideology in the first
two epideixeis or his defense of medism in the Thermopylae epideixis), Herodotus produced
narratives that would have been greatly appreciated by their respective audiences. And yet, these
portrayals would not have been welcomed by a Panhellenic readership, as Herodotus knew well
(cf. 7.139.1). These narratives, then, were composed for entirely different audiences—distinct
from the late-fifth century Panhellenic readership, embroiled in the Archidamian War, and wary

of Athenian imperialism—that the unitary Histories ultimately addresses.**

135 Compare Herodotus’ many references to medism (and especially in the epideictic material) with Thucydides’
sole reference to a state’s medism, a defense by the Thebans that they were not responsible for their actions when
they medized on account of a different government being in charge at the time of Persia’s invasion (3.62-64). Of
course, medism continued to be a political black eye and an ideological talking point throughout the fifth century (as
the story in Thucydides indeed illustrates); | point out only that the stigma of working with the Persians had greatly
diminished. Cf. Myres 1936: 97-99; Vickers 1985: 12-17, 25-26.

138 For a Panhellenic readership, see Fornara 1971b; Grethlein 2010; Irwin 2013.
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CHAPTER II

THE BATTLE OF PLATAEA: 8.133-9.70

Herodotus himself confirms that Plataea was thought of as a primarily Spartan victory
(viknv dvarpéetar kaAriotnv anacémv T@v NUeig Wdpev Iovoaving 6 Kieopppdtov tod
Ava&avopidew, 9.64.1). Nor was Herodotus unique in this judgement: among contemporary
sources, the Serpent Column (erected from the spoils of Plataea) lists Sparta first among the
allies,! and Simonides begins his commemorative battle elegy by drawing a parallel between the
Spartans and the Homeric heroes of the Iliad.? Yet in the Histories’ telling of Plataea, Sparta is
generally marginal and ineffective, while Athens—a polis whose claims to greatness at Plataea
are tenuous at best, almost solely attested by Herodotus—assumes the role of chief protagonist.
Athens is involved in every major action; Athens is most willing to engage elite troops, whether
Persian or Theban; Athens is even admitted—by the Spartans themselves—to be the most
qualified to fight against the Persians. That the Spartans ended up engaging the Persians was a
mistake: the Persians wanted to fight the Spartans, but the Spartans didn’t want to fight the

Persians (9.46-48). Following Herodotus’ story, the audience is left wondering whether Greece

! For the Serpent Column, see Meiggs and Lewis 1969: 27; Yates 2011: 75-77, 150-54, 187-201; Stephenson 2016:
esp. Ch.3.

? Despite its fragmentary nature, Simonides’ elegy (F 15.25) is clear as to the context of this comparison (especially
considering that this particular fragment contains an invocation of a muse). | am not aware of an argument to the
contrary, and many take this reading for granted. Cf. Flower and Marincola 2002: 315-17; Kowerski 2005. For
later sources confirming this general perception, see e.g. Plutarch, De Herodoti Malignitate; Diodorus Siculus
11.55.5 (following Ephorus? Cf. Marincola 2007a: 119).
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in fact got lucky—it should have been Athens facing the Persians, and had it been so the victory
would have been all the more secure. In this chapter, | propose that Herodotus’ tendency toward
Athenian interests and bias in his Plataea narrative reflects an Athenian audience.

This inference also allows the detection of a specific historical context for the Plataea
episode’s composition. Throughout the fifth century, Athens was deeply involved in Hellenic
politics, meaning that the polis relied on a network of allies to compete with their rivals. No
doubt Athenians would have celebrated Herodotus’ positive portrayal of themselves; that he
would portray Athens’ allies in the same light would only add to their pleasure. And if
Herodotus took pains to portray Athens’ rivals and enemies negatively, the Athenian audience
would be all the more appreciative. By determining when Athenian attitudes would match the
apparent sympathies of Herodotus’ Plataea narrative, then, we may assign the narrative to a
specific historical context, both in time and space. As I will show, the evident alignment in this
narrative (especially that of Athens, Phocis, and Macedon) applies nowhere else during
Herodotus’ lifetime so well as in the mid-fifth century. My aim in this chapter, then, is to
explain Herodotus’ otherwise unaccountably Athenian version of the Battle of Plataea by
identifying its original epideictic audience.

Setting Limits (8.133-9.70)

For the reasons set out in the introduction (pp. 27-35), | will begin by demarcating a
functional beginning and end of the epideictic material based on the observable presence of the
factors outlined above. First and foremost, | will rely on the presence of Herodotus’ surprising
pro-Athenian authorial strategy to delimit the narrative. However, other factors (some already
anticipated in the introduction, pp. 28-30) deserve consideration in noting the transition from

framing narrative to epideixis: [1] as Athens is portrayed positively, we would expect her
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constant rival, Sparta, to be portrayed less positively in the epideixis and therefore the
delimitation ought to include as few unambiguously positive statements about Sparta (and its
allies) as possible; [2] the epideixis’ status apart from the rest of the Histories leads us to expect
minimal cross-references to parts of the Histories that fall outside the epideictic material; and [3]
the epideixis’ apparent earlier composition date (defended at length below) suggests that the
epideixis should not include references to events that occur later than their original performance
date in the early 440s. In short, the Plataea narrative chosen for analysis should resemble and
rely on the rest of the Histories as little as possible.

Following these criteria, the more secure limit is the endpoint, which can be placed with
confidence at 9.70. In that chapter, the Athenians are praised for their “valor and perseverance”
(4pethi te koi Mmapin, 9.70.2)° as they overthrow the wall of the Persian camp, a task to which
the Spartans had proven unequal; but then in the next chapter (9.71), Herodotus explicitly marks
the Spartans as better fighters than the Athenians and then the Athenians receive almost no
mention for thirty-three chapters. The only exception comes at 9.73, where an Athenian is
mentioned in the context of Sparta’s successful plundering of the Athenian countryside during
the Archidamian War; the inclusion of this very event (which must have followed the war’s
beginning in 431/0; cf. Thuc. 2.18-23) further corroborates the late composition of 9.73 and
implies that the chapter cannot be part of the original epideixis. By the end of the ninth book, of
course, the narrative focus returns to the Athenians—Dbut only for Herodotus to warn of an
increasingly imperialistic Athens and the dangers of tyrannical hegemony, a message which

again evokes the historical context of the Archidamian War and so contradicts the criteria for

® This latter term, Awapin, is attested only twice in classical Greek—here and at Hdt. 9.21.2, where it is again
coupled with “apetii.” Although in this instance the word is used by a Megarian herald, it introduces one of the
most pro-Athenian episodes in the Plataea narrative, the death of Masistius. The more common verb form (eight
total occurrences in the Histories) occurs twice in the Plataea narrative at 8.144.4 and 9.45.2 and applies to the
Athenians on both occasions.
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recognizing epideictic material.* Before 9.71, then, Athens is praised and Sparta is slighted, with
almost no reference to the outside narrative or mention of the later events of the Archidamian
War; but after 9.70, Sparta plays a prominent role throughout and Athens is practically absent
until it is heavily criticized—precisely for its role leading up to and in the Archidamian War. So
the last words of 9.70, quantifying those who died at Plataea, mark a clear end to the epideictic
material.’

The beginning of the epideictic material is less clear. If the presence of pév on as a
transitional formula carries any significance (see Introduction, pp. 30-31), the most obvious
beginning of the epideictic material is 8.133, where the narrative abandons its earlier subject (the
standoff between Greeks and Persians in the Aegean) in favor of an entirely new narrative that
leads directly into the Battle of Plataca: Mardonius’ preparation to invade the mainland by land
(oi pév 1) "ExAnvec Emheov ¢ T Afjdov, Mopdoviog 8¢ mepi v Oeooarinv éxeipale, 8.133).°
However, nothing in the following three chapters (8.133-35) significantly conforms to or
digresses from the authorial strategy identified for the Plataea narrative above; only at 8.136 does
Herodotus include a familiar pro-Athenian theme, that had the Athenians gone over to the
Persians, the war surely would have gone in the barbarians’ favor (8.136.3). This is the very
same theme marked by an apologetic admission of its disagreeableness to Herodotus’ audience

earlier (7.139.1), but no such apology attends its inclusion here. Wherever the epideictic

* For this reading, see Boedeker 1988; Dewald 1997; and Irwin 2013.

> At this point, | must also temper the certainty of my delimitations by pointing out that my suggestions here are no
more than an educated guess; limits may be placed earlier or later following separate criteria (e.g., if the presence of
uév 81 is more convincing, we may place the end of the epideixis at the end of 9.69), but ultimately the most
important observation is the sustained authorial strategy observed.

® This delimitation is especially likely if we accept the interpretation of Evans 1991:68, whereby the narrative of
Plataea is structured around the ‘tragic’ figure of Mardonius.
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material begins, then, it must surely include 8.136, and 8.133 makes the most sense on the
narrative and grammatical level.

Furthermore, the material immediately before 8.133—Ilike the material after 9.70—is not
at all concerned with Athens but with Artabazus (8.126-30) and the Spartans (8.131-32). Where
Athens does enter the narrative (a little earlier, in the aftermath of Salamis), its role is
imperialistic and foreshadows the later Athenian policy that would figure so heavily leading up
to and during the Archidamian War (again resembling the material following 9.70): the Athenian
hero Themistocles (a “proto-type of Pericles™” who has just played a major, heroic role in what |
will offer as my next example of an epideixis, the narrative of Salamis) is blatantly accused of
currying the favor of the Persian King and ruthlessly attacking other Greek cities for his and
Athens’ profit (8.110-12), measures which the city of Athens has in fact approved (although
Themistocles’ deceptiveness shares the blame on this occasion, 8.109).% This negative,
imperialistic portrayal of Athens, like that at the end of the Histories, serves to criticize Athenian
policy leading up to and during the Archidamian War and therefore conflicts with the authorial
strategy and compositional context identified for the Plataea narrative. We see that the transition
at 8.133, then, produces much the same effect as 9.70.

Within these limits, only two short sentences in almost eighty chapters conflict with the
identified authorial strategy. These insertions may be marked as ‘authorial intrusions’ (see
Introduction, pp. 32-35). The first is ‘self-referential’, a brief “as I mentioned earlier” (g kol

wpdtepov dednimtar, 9.32) which cites a previous calculation of Persian soldiers at 8.113. We

" Evans 1991: 76.

& Deception, it must be observed, is an insufficient excuse elsewhere in the Histories; indeed, Herodotus counts it as
a major fault of the Athenian democracy (5.97.2). Other mentions of Themistocles in the material preceding 8.133
are no more flattering to Themistocles or Athens, recalling the unanimous resentment of the Greeks against
Themistocles (8.124) and associating Themistocles with selfishness by recalling his closeness with Sparta in their
honoring the victors of war (8.125).
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needn’t look far for an explanation: it could easily have occurred to Herodotus to refer to his
recent calculation of Persian troops as a testament to the accuracy of this number. In fact, this
passage in the epideixis might have originally included a similar (the same?) calculation,
prompting Herodotus to intervene here merely to avoid repetition. Either way, the statement
bears the expected qualities of a ‘self-referential’ intrusion.

The second authorial intrusion, however, is inherently more problematic. At 9.64.1,
Herodotus includes a remarkably pro-Spartan statement, one which also refers to the outside
narrative twice (an oracle cited earlier at 8.114 and a genealogy listed at length at 7.204):

gvBadta §j T€ dikn 10D POVOL ToD AemVIdE® KT TO Y¥PNOTHPLOV TOIGL

2ropTTnot €K Mapdoviov EXeTEAEETO Kol VIKNV AVOLPEETAL KOAAMOTNV ATacE®mY

TV Nueic dpev [Mavoaving 6 KieouPpotov tod Ava&oavdpidem: TdV 68

KatvmepOE o1l mpoydvev Ta ovvopata lpntot £ Aswvidnv: @vtol yép oet
TOYYavovet £6vtec. (9.64.1-2)

And so justice was exacted from Mardonius for the murder of Leonidas according
to the oracle which the Spartans received, and Pausanias—son of Cleombrotus,

son of Anaxandrides—achieved the greatest victory known to us; | have given the
full progeny with that of Leonidas above, since they happen to be the same.

This statement is markedly dissonant with the surrounding narrative: the resounding praise that it
unhesitatingly confers on Sparta and Pausanias is surrounded by a narrative that has continuously
discredited both the Spartan regent and questioned the quality of his soldiers. In this narrative,
Pausanias is never even mentioned in the context of combat—only his pietistic hesitance (9.61-
62) receives any treatment; Leonidas, by comparison, participates heroically in the action at

Thermopylae (7.224.1).°

° Cf. Flower and Marincola 2002: 213-14. “Some have suggested that Pausanias was consciously manipulating the
omens and that his delay was actually motivated by strategic considerations, i.e. he was waiting until the enemy
were fully committed to a fight at close quarters in order to neutralize the Persian superiority in cavalry and archers
([How and Wells 1928] I1. 314; Hignett 1963: 336; Burn [1962 (1984)]: 530, 538), but religious and strategic
considerations are not necessarily mutually exclusive.” See also Cartledge 2013: 116; Nyland 1992: 84 n.15;
Immerwahr 1966: 295. For a rejection of the view that the Greek withdrawal was a deliberate ploy to trap the
Persians into a premature advance, see Pritchett 1985: 134-37. | expand on this argument below, pp. 71-75.
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Furthermore, the proclamation that Pausanias had won “the greatest victory known to us”
comes immediately after the explicit attribution of his victory not to Spartan valor but rather to
the deficiencies of Persian armor, saying that the Persians “fought against armed men despite
being unarmed themselves” (mpog yap omhitag E6vieg youviteg aydvo énoedvto, 9.63.2).
Meanwhile, the sentence that follows the apparent intrusion completely undercuts this
momentary Spartan achievement by attributing the killing of Mardonius to a “celebrated man in
Sparta” (avdpog év Zndptn Aoyipov, 9.64.2)—notable for dying in the Spartans’ ineffectual
Stenyclerus assault during the helots’ revolt against Sparta in the 460s. This revolt, which
Athens eventually sympathized with openly (inasmuch as, much to Sparta’s chagrin, they gave
the revolting helots sanctuary at Naupactus following the war, Thuc. 1.103.3), in fact represents
the precise historical moment when Athens became alienated from Sparta (prompted by Sparta’s
much-resented refusal of Athenian troop-assistance in the revolt), and may even have begun with
the anti-Spartan intrigues of Pausanias himself (Thuc. 1.132.4)."° That the “celebrated” Spartan,
Arimnestus, died in the company of three hundred other Spartans may admittedly evoke the
heroic stand at Thermopylae;'* but the parallel could equally serve to emphasize that that defense
was ineffective rather than heroic. Indeed, Herodotus draws out the negative element of the
comparison by concluding his reference with the statement that “he and his three hundred men
were killed” (a0tog € dmébave kol oi Tpikoctot, 9.64.2). This immediate return to an
unfavorable authorial treatment of Sparta accentuates how the marked praise of Sparta and
Pausanias in the first sentence of 9.64 does not agree or belong with the surrounding narrative.

The momentary lapse in authorial strategy ought therefore to be marked as a second authorial

10 Cf. Kagan 1969: 73; Badian 1993: 163-70. For the conflation of Helots and Messenians, see Luraghi 2002.
1 See (e.g.) Baragwanath 2012: 298; Ruffing 2013: 204.
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intrusion, presumably intended to prevent redundancy and to effectively tie this otherwise
epideictic narrative of Plataea to the larger Histories as quickly and effectively as possible.

Outside of these two instances, the eighty-one chapters of narrative between 8.133 and
9.70 consistently and completely conform to the criteria for the authorial strategy set out above.
This remarkable circumstance argues for isolating the intervening chapters and treating them as
distinct from the framing narrative of the ‘final text’, presumably because Herodotus originally
composed the material as an epideixis for a specific Athenian audience (which I will identify
below).

Pro-Athenian Bias in Herodotus’ Plataea Narrative

Within these boundaries, Athens is clearly Herodotus’ protagonist. At several points in
the narrative, Herodotus conspicuously and unnecessarily celebrates the Athenians’ valor and
value on the battlefield. When the Megarians are in trouble, for example, the Athenians are the
only ones brave enough to come to their aid; in the process they kill a Persian nobleman,
Masistius, who appears to have been given prominence for the sake of this anecdote alone (9.20-
25)." Nor is this the only occasion when the Athenians stand their ground where all others flee.
For one, they faithfully remain by the side of the Spartans as Pausanias attempts to convince a
subordinate officer that his decision to retreat from the Persians rather than stand and fight is not,
in fact, motivated by sheer cowardice (9.54). This bumbling mishap actually ignites the final
battle, where the Athenians take on a valiant corps of Thebans who resist so trenchantly that
“three hundred of their first and finest died at the hands of the Athenians” (tpimkdoiot avtdv ot

Tp®dTOL Kal AploTol EvOadta Enecov Vo AOnvaionv, 9.67). There is no mitigation of Athenian

12 Burn 1962 (1984): 517 goes so far as to suspect this passage of being influenced by Athenian propaganda; cf.
Flower and Marincola 2002: 138-39. Petropoulou 2008 further demonstrates just how charged Herodotus intended
this episode to be. Cf. Tuite 2006: vii, who nicely demonstrates the importance of Herodotus’ epic framing;:
“Equating Masistios’ corpse to the bodies of Patroklos and Hektor, the historian transforms the battle at Cithaeron
into an epic duel, in which the Athenians play the role of a collective epic hero.”
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valor here, as with the Spartan success against the “naked” Persians (youvijteg, 9.63.2); it may
also be worth noting that the Athenians here defeat 300 elite troops, where Sparta is remembered
for losing 300 elite troops when they defeat the Persians (9.64.2) and, of course, at Thermopylae
(7.224.1).* Indeed, the Greeks rely on the Athenians—and not the Spartans—to the end of the
battle. Herodotus characterizes the assault on the Persian camp:

Eog n&v yap dmfjcoy ol AOnvaiot, oi §” HHvovTo Koi ToAAD TALoV ElyoV TGV
Aoxkedopoviov AoTe 0VK EMOTAUEVOV TEYYOLOYEELY" OC OE opL ABnvoiot
npocfABov, obtw O1 ioyvpn yiveto teryopayin kol xpOvov Emi TOAAOV. TEAOG O
apethi 1€ Kol Mmapin EnéPnoav Abnvaiot Tod telyeog Kai fipimov, T o1 £6EXE0VTO
ot "EAAnvegs. (9.70.2)

Until the Athenians arrived, the defenders baffled the Spartan attempts to assault
the wall, unskilled as they were in seigecraft; but once the Athenians joined them,
a violent and protracted assault began. In the end, by their courage and
persistence the Athenians mounted the wall and tore it down, whereupon the
Greeks poured in.

Thus the valor and value of the Athenians at Plataea is emphasized, often to the detriment of the
Spartans and in relatively peripheral circumstances, which might otherwise have been omitted.
These Athenian acts of valor are even more remarkable considering that the central
narrative contains so few successes by others. The ignominious contribution of most of the
Greek allies is summed up nicely by the Spartans at 9.60.1:
&vdpec ABnvoiot, dy®vog peyicTov TPoKEEVOL EeLBEPTY slvan 1 Sdedovimpévny

v ‘EALGSa, podeddpedo Hd TV cuppdywv NUelg te ol Aakedopoviot Kod
VUETG 01 ABNvoiotl VTTO TV TOPOLYOUEVIV VOKTO OLOOPAVI®V.

Men of Athens, as the greatest battle of this conflict looms, determining whether
Greece will be free or enslaved, we have been betrayed by our allies—both of us,
Spartans and Athenians alike—who have run off in the night.

As to Sparta, Athens’ only plausible rival in the narrative, a number of factors diminish their role.
Most strikingly, Herodotus has the Spartans themselves repeatedly acknowledge and validate the

preeminence of the Athenians. From the beginning of the Plataea narrative, the Spartans

13 See n.11 above.
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recognize that they are lost without Athens and are willing to assume a remarkably humble and
suppliant position in order to convince Athens not to join with Persia (8.142). The Athenians,
with great fanfare and rhetorical flourish, reassure Sparta that Athens would never abandon the
Greek cause (8.143-44)—at which point Sparta promptly reveals its true self-interested nature
and abandons Athens to her fate in order to improve their own defenses at the Isthmian Wall
(9.7), which is itself a vain act without Athenian support (as Chileus the Tegean points out to the
Spartans shortly thereafter, 9.9.2). Sparta also decisively upholds the Athenian assertion that
their victory at Marathon proved them more worthy to assume the honored left-flank than the
Tegeans (9.28.1). Herodotus then characterizes this battle position as “last—or in fact pretty
well first” (tehevtoiot 8¢ kod mpdtor, 9.28.6), explicitly equating the honor of the Athenian
position with that of the Spartans on the right wing. And the Spartans later attempt to defer even
this honor to the Athenians before the final battle, balking at the prospect of facing the Persian
foe (9.46). Even on the edge of the final battle, the Spartans use superlative praise of the
Athenians in yet another plea for Athenian assistance: “We recognize that you have been our
most eager allies in the present war” (cuvoidapev 6& DUIV VIO TOV TAPEOVTO TOVOE TOAELOV E0DGL
ToAAOV TpoBupotdrotot, 9.60.3).° If by some mistake the Spartans had previously been thought
to be the most important or best fighters at Plataea, Herodotus makes it clear that Sparta itself
rightly yielded that honor to the Athenians.*®

In fact, the Spartans hardly contribute anything at all. | have shown above how Sparta’s

only real contribution, the defeat of the Persians, is specifically undermined by the narrative

14 See Denniston 1954: 305 for the translation of 82 kai as “or in fact pretty well...”.

> Tr. Marincola 1996, who keeps the sense of the original Greek more faithfully than Purvis. Cf. Masaracchia
1978: 182 (8§9.60).

16 Solmsen 1944: 249 remarks on how Herodotus’ version of Plataca balances Athenian and Spartan contributions.
| hope to have shown here that the narrative is not balanced but rather entirely one-sided, in favor of the Athenians.
Cf. Nyland 1992: 88.
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surrounding the Spartan success as well as its unfavorable comparison with Athens’ own valor
(9.63.2; see p. 46); I survey the many examples of Sparta’s incompetence and faintheartedness
below (pp. 70-75). But for now, a comparison of the deaths of Mardonius (the commander of the
Persian forces who dies at the hands of the Spartans, 9.63) and Masistius (an otherwise
insignificant Persian nobleman who dies at the hands of the Athenians, 9.22-24) may epitomize
the gap between Herodotus’ portrayal of Athens and of Sparta. When the Spartans Kill
Mardonius—whose death is marked only by the phrase “When Mardonius died...” (®g 8¢
Mapdoviog anébave. .., 9.63.2)—the Persians neither resist nor attempt to recover the body but
instead turn coward and flee. By contrast, after Masistius’ death (described in vivid and graphic
detail, 9.22.1-2), the Persians fight fiercely and heroically, conceding the corpse to the Athenians
only at great cost to themselves (9.22.3-23). And when news of Masistius’ death reaches the
Persian camp, the entire army mourns, and once more the episode is imbued with vivid detail:
névbog énomoavto Maciotiov Tdcd T€ 1 oTpoT Kol Mapddviog HEYIGTOV, GOENC

T€ OVTOVG KEPOVTEG KOl TOVG Tmovg kai T Volvylo Olp®YT| T€ YPEDIEVOL
anAéte dracov yap v Bowwtiny katelye nyo... (9.24)

The whole camp grieved for Masistius—and Mardonius especially—shearing
themselves and their horses and their oxen and lifting up a boundless wail; the
echoing cries filled all of Boeotia...

Mardonius receives no such treatment. It is clear whose life the Persians (and Herodotus’
authorial strategy) valued more: Mardonius may have been in command, but his lieutenant
Masistius was the more impressive Persian. Although Herodotus could easily have given equal
glory and embellishment to either episode—indeed, the death of Mardonius would seem to
require more embellishment—only when the Athenians are involved does he choose to elaborate.
Thus although the Spartans are not entirely absent from the battle, they are hardly its most

conspicuous participants.

50



Other Greeks do fight well, but each of these groups serves a clear function in a pro-
Athenian narrative. The Thebans, for example, fight courageously, remaining loyal to their
Persian allies until the very end of the battle (9.67-68). But no Greek would mistake Herodotus’
narrative as pro-Theban: they were fighting for the wrong side, after all. Rather, their valor here
serves only to glorify their opponents, the Athenians. The only other Greek state that fights
proficiently and courageously in the Plataea narrative is Tegea, Sparta’s closest ally. At first,
this positive portrayal of a Spartan ally may seem to work against Athenian interests. But every
positive Tegean action equally serves to discredit the Spartans: the Tegeans argue that they
deserve the place of honor in battle precisely because they have bested the Spartans (9.26.3-5);
they boldly engage the Persian foe while the Spartans balk at unfavorable sacrifices (9.62.1); a
Tegean even ridicules the Spartan policy of building the Isthmian Wall, pointing out that it is
useless without the support of the Athenians (9.9.2). The Tegeans, then, serve one major
purpose: to make the Spartans look foolish by contrast. Thus the only polis in Herodotus’
Plataea narrative that is portrayed positively for its own sake, without qualification or ulterior
function, is Athens.

A positive portrayal of Athens, however, is not enough on its own to establish an
Athenian audience. One could argue, for example, that the Athenians did fight bravely and that
Herodotus merely reports this. But no other account of Plataea fails to honor Sparta above
Athens: Thucydides names Pausanias “the hero of Plataca” (v peydlo a&iopatt K0 TOV
EAMvov 6ua v [Thatadowy yepoviay, 1.130.1); Polybius singles out the Spartans for
“championing the freedom of the Greeks” (dtaywvilopevol mepi thg TV EAMvov élevbepiog,
6.49.4); Simonides too apparently made Sparta the hero of his account, implicitly comparing

them to Achilles and possibly even placing the Dioscuri beside Pausanias at the head of the
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march (F 11).}" Diodorus Siculus (11.30-31) and Plutarch (Aristides 11-19) clearly rely heavily
on Herodotus but nonetheless exhibit no hint of disfavor toward Sparta. Even Aeschylus
attributes the victory at Plataea directly to “the Dorian spear” without mentioning Athenian
participation (mélavoc aipatoceayng / mpog yi| [Mhatoudv Awpidoc Adyyng vmo, Persae 816-17).
Among other patriotic Athenian sources, the best that is said of the Athenians at Plataea is that
they “stood in array of battle” with the other Greeks (mopatagapévovc, Demosthenes 18.208) or
that “in this exploit, at last, the Lacedaemonians cooperated with the Athenians” (Kotvov 1o
Todt0 Aakedopoviov e kai Adnvaiov, Plato Menexenus 241c).*® Herodotus has made an
authorial choice to portray the Athenians better—and the Spartans worse—than any other
surviving historian or poet that does not rely on Herodotus himself.

Secondly, Herodotus might simply favor Athens generally. But the Plataea narrative’s
pro-Athenian bias is not consistent throughout the Histories. The anti-Athenian material
collected at the end of Book Nine,* the disgraceful actions of Themistocles after Salamis (8.109-
12), and the plain recognition of anti-Athenian sentiment in his audience at 7.139.1 all reflect
authorial strategies that are altogether incompatible with that evident in Herodotus’ Plataea. Are
we to believe that Herodotus was continuously reversing his opinion of the Athenian polis as he
progressed? Charles Fornara sums up the complexity of Herodotus’ text: “He is too detached to
be an Athenian propagandist and too complex to permit his intent to be extracted by inference

from an isolated passage.”?® Rather, | maintain that Herodotus is biased toward the Athenians

17 Cf. Hornblower 2001: 140-42.
18 Cf. Lysias 2.46; Aeschines 2.75.
19 Cf. Irwin 2013: esp. 23-26.

% Fornara 1971b: 58.
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here and not elsewhere in the Histories because his original audience for this section was
Athenian.

Third, scholars frequently explain Herodotus’ problematic account of Plataeca by blaming
sources, although the identity of those sources is much debated. Most often, these sources are
identified either as Athenian propaganda or as rank-and-file Athenian citizens.?* But this
explanation is simplistic. Herodotus had great command over his material and used a wide range
of sources; he needn’t have followed propagandistic accounts uncritically.?” Indeed, Herodotus
(and his audience) would have known much more about this famous battle than the stories he
tells here. Herodotus would have been familiar with at least one well-known account of the
battle that was favorable to the Spartans—Simonides’ battle elegy.?® Furthermore, Herodotus
includes a number of Greek and Persian perspectives in the narrative (he even explicitly cites
Thersander of Orchomenus, 9.16.1), implying that he was in no way limited to Athenian sources.
And the content of Herodotus’ account is reflective not of close personal experience such as
might be gained from Athenian veterans (although some such narrative is included, e.g. the battle
over Masistius, 9.22-24) but rather of the political wrangling that followed the battle.?* The pro-
Athenian slant, then, cannot be attributed solely to Athenian propaganda.

A different source-based argument has been offered by Ray Nyland, who explains
Herodotus’ odd rendering of the battle by arguing that Herodotus relied not on Athenian sources,

but rather on medizing sources like those from Thebes, Phocis, and Macedon.?® While Nyland’s

2L E.g., Grundy 1901: 472, 510; How and Wells 1928: 2.308 (ad. 9.46); Burn 1962 (1984): 531; Hart 1962: 102-104;
Masaracchia 1978: 182 (89.60); Flory 1980; Waters 1985: 84. Cf. Nyland 1992, esp. 95; Boedeker 2001: 131.

22 Cf. Lang 1984: 16-17.

2% Cf. Boedeker and Sider 2001; Kowerski 2005.
2 Cf. Nyland 1992: 81, 90.

% Nyland 1992: 95.
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conclusions are no doubt valid to an extent—Herodotus clearly had access to sources familiar
with the Persian army—there is no cause to limit Herodotus’ scope of inquiry so severely. For
instance, Nyland argues that Herodotus was unfamiliar with Athens’ role in the battle because
Aristides’ role in the slaying of Masistius is minimized here but prominent in other historians.?®
But if that is so, where had Herodotus heard the vivid detail that he includes in the Athenian
assault on Masistius and his Persians in the first place? No Greeks of any nation were included
on the Persian side of this attack. Secondly, are we to believe that Herodotus collected stories
from all across the Hellenic frontier, from Macedon to Thebes, from Argos to Orchomenos, but
once he had finished collecting this information he neglected to consult with any Athenians (or
Spartans, for that matter) for their version of events? And that even without this Athenian
perspective, his narrative still managed to favor the Athenians unilaterally? If Herodotus had
wanted to include different perspectives on Plataea, he surely could have done so; collecting
stories was, after all, something that Herodotus excelled at. Rather, we should conclude that
Herodotus himself chose to include any Athenian bias that is detectable in the Plataea narrative.
The historian was no less bound by his sources here than anywhere else in the Histories.

An explanation must be sought, then, which recognizes that source-material is not a
sufficient explanation for Herodotus’ historiographical stance and its favorability toward
Athenian interests throughout the narrative of Plataea. The simplest explanation is as | have
suggested: an Athenian audience. No other audience would be so delighted at the prominent role
that Athenians play in this victory which was generally claimed by Sparta; no other audience

would have so enjoyed the humbling and often derisive attitude toward the contributions of the

% Nyland 1992: 90-92.
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other allies. The material that Herodotus chooses to include in this version of the famous battle,
then, was skillfully chosen and shaped to suit a specific audience of Athenians.
Pleasing an Athenian Audience

But more than just an Athenian bias would have made Herodotus’ narrative suitable to an
Athenian audience. As might be expected, his version of Plataea would have been interesting,
intelligible, credible, and otherwise unobjectionable to Athenians as well. The feature of the
Plataea narrative that would have appealed most to an Athenian audience is its consistent
showcasing of rhetorical expertise.?” Herodotus’ Plataca narrative includes a number of
prominent and well-formed speeches that would have been greatly admired in the vibrantly
democratic Athens. There are a greater number of prolonged speeches in this narrative and the
Salamis narrative (for which I will argue a similar Athenian audience) than can be found in the
rest of the Histories combined.?®

Two speeches in particular stand out for their inclusion of arguments that would have
been familiar to the Athenians. The first comes at the beginning of the epideictic material, after
Alexander of Macedon brings word that Mardonius seeks a truce with the Athenians and Sparta
sends an embassy to Athens out of concern that the city would agree to such a truce (8.140-42).
Athens responds to both embassies with a strange but masterful speech that blends benevolence
and contempt. While the Athenians appreciate the concerns that Alexander and Sparta are

expressing, they assert that they would never ally themselves with Persia against Greece: “But

27 Cf. Wallace 1998; Yunis 1998. Whether the practice of rhetoric was formally defined in Athens or had been fully
transferred from Sicily by the mid-fifth century is immaterial: our Athenian sources attest to the importance of
democratic institutions like the funeral oration and the agonistic court speech already in the mid-fifth century.
Aeschylus” Eumenides (458 BCE), for example, contains a complex system of court-like arguments, which the play
cites as the predecessor of contemporary Athenian practice. Rhetorical exhibition was certainly already much
admired in Athens by the middle of the fifth century (and perhaps before: cf. Knudsen 2014).

% |f the count is made by speech groups, this portion of the Histories—amounting to roughly 10% of the whole—
contains 5 of the 9 major rhetorical episodes in the Histories (56%). By an individual speech count, the tally is 7 out
of 16 (44%). Cf. Lang 1984: 80-131.
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know this now, if you somehow missed it before: as long as one Athenian remains, we will never
come to terms with Xerxes.” (énictac0é te obtm, €l pun Kol TpdTEPOV ETVYYXAVETE EMOTANEVOL
got' v kai ei¢ meptii AOnvaiov, undapd oporoyncoviog Nuéac Zépén, 8.144.3). Twice they cite
loyalty to the Greek cause on the basis of their shared culture, religion, and traditions (8.143.1,
144.2); twice they cite the Persian destruction of temples and shrines, the same temples and
shrines which the Athenians refused to rebuild after the war as a sign of their dedication to the
Greek cause (8.143.2, 144.2).* These same concerns are in fact closely mirrored by a mid-
century Athenian invitation to peace among the Greeks that was promulgated by Pericles no later
than 447: Pericles proposed a Panhellenic assembly (c0ALoyov) to “deliberate about holy places
that the barbarian had destroyed, and about the sacrifices they [the Greeks] owed” (Tovg
BovAevoopévoug mepi TV EAAvik®V iepdv, O Katénpnoav ot BapPapot, kol tdv Bucidv, O
dpeilovoty, Plut. Per. 17.1).%® Such rhetoric would have been familiar, welcome, and effective
if delivered to an Athenian audience.

A second speech, the Athenian defense of their heroic right to face the Persians (9.27), is
equally impressive and reiterates many of the same themes as the Athenians’ reply to the
Spartans and Alexander. In fact, the speech is so customized for an Athenian audience that—
according to Nicole Loraux—it practically epitomizes the genre of Athenian funeral oration.

The Athenians lament the inadequacy of speech for the occasion, a tactic observable in almost

%9 Boersma 1970: 43-44; Meiggs 1972: 504-507; Ferrari 2002: 28; Rhodes 2016: 149. Cf. Yates 2011: 92-93: “The
restoration of a temple within a state is a state matter. It needs a state explanation with or without recourse to an oath.
| believe the decision not to restore temples makes most sense from a commemorative point of view. For thirty years,
and in some cases longer, temples within Athens and throughout Attica were left charred and in ruins. Even in the
imperial period Pausanias can point out two Athenian temples that showed the marks of Xerxes’ invasion (10.35.2).
Like Berlin’s Kaiser-Wilhelm-Gedéachtnis-Kirche or Coventry’s St. Micheal’s Cathedral, such memorials would
have had immense power, drawing particular attention to the devastation wrought on Athens.”

% Tr, Kagan 1969: 110. Stadter 1989: 201-204 provides a summary of relevant scholarship and defends both the
decree’s historicity and its terminus ante quem of 447.

*! Loraux 1981 (2006): 103.
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every surviving example of the funeral oration.** Among mythical achievements, the Athenians
cite their archetypal victory over the Amazons (famously depicted on the Parthenon and the
shield of Athena Parthenos; also included in funeral orations),*® their offering of sanctuary to
Eurystheus (commonly paired with the Amazonomachy in funeral orations), and their
intervention in the Oedipal strife at Thebes to bury the body of Polyneikes and the Argive heroes
(the subject of Euripides’ Suppliant Women and also a frequent inclusion in funeral orations);*
as Loraux states, “For the authors of the epitaphioi, these [latter] two episodes are an opportunity
of recalling this generosity, this compassion for the weak and oppressed, which both tragedy and
rhetoric agree are a principle feature of the Athenian character.”*® The Battles of Marathon and
Salamis were also frequently cited by funeral orations,®” and although Herodotus here leaves out
the latter (presumably due to its chronological proximity to Plataea and its irrelevance to land-
combat), the Athenian claim of superior valor in this passage ultimately rests on the validity of
Athenian success at Marathon: “Wouldn’t we be justified in assuming this position on the
grounds of this one deed alone?” (Gp’ oV Sikauoi ipev Exstv TadTV TV TEEW GO TOHTOL
povvov Tod £pyov, 9.27.6). The speech is practically a collage of arguments that were popular in

Athenian funeral orations (i.e. the epitaphic topoi).®

%2 Gorgias F6; Hyperides 6.1; Plato, Menexenus 237a2; Demosthenes 60.1, 2; Lysias 2.2. Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006):
312-14.

% Lysias 2.4; Demosthenes 60.8; Plato, Menexenus 239b. Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 208-209. See also Meiggs 1963;
Hurwitt 1999:224; Stuttard 2013: esp. 121-124.

% Lysias 2.11-16; Demosthenes 60.8. Cf. Kierdorf 1966: 83-99; Loraux 1981 (2006): 95.
% Lysias 2.7; Gorgias F 24; Demosthenes 60.8.

% |oraux 1981 (2006): 106. Loraux further notes (106n.§) that “With the exception of Pericles, who touches on the
theme but takes a position of self-interest, all the epitaphioi treat this topos.” She cites: Gorgias F 6; Lysias 2.14, 22,
67; Plato, Menexenus 242b; Demosthenes 60.7, 11, 28; and Hyperides 6.5.

3" Marathon: Lysias 2.21; Thuc. 2.34; Plato, Menexenus 240c-241b. Salamis: Lysias 2.34, 36, 42; Plato, Menexenus
241a-c, 245a. Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 195.

% For more discussion on topoi, see Flower and Marincola 2002: 152 and Grethlein 2010: 177. For the funeral
oration and its role in Athenian public ideology, see Bosworth 2000; Hesk 2013; Shear 2013.
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Yet the Athenians’ speech at 9.27 does even more than a traditional funeral oration could
have: by placing Athenian claims directly against the Tegeans’, Herodotus allows the Athenian
argument not only to assert Athenian valor and heritage, but to refute other Greek claims to such
honors as well—an ideal argument for a nation that founds its imperialistic ambitions on
benevolent guardianship. Compared to the Tegean record fighting Greeks—however
successful—the Athenian success at Marathon against the invading barbarian seems grand and
noble by comparison. Thus the Athenian case against the Tegeans would have appealed to an
Athenian audience for more than just its flattering content: it also represents a rhetorical coup
and furthers the imperialistic ambitions that Athens and Pericles envisioned for the Delian league.

Two other examples of rhetoric are worth mentioning, although they are not delivered by
Athenians. First, Alexander the Macedonian, whom Herodotus consistently portrays in a
positive light, opens the narrative with a speech that Emily Baragwanath argues is meant to be
convincing (8.140);* that the Athenians are not persuaded is a tribute to their own heroic resolve
rather than the fault of Alexander’s speech. And second, the Phocian general, Harmocydes,
delivers a battle exhortation that both exhibits a subtle perceptiveness in its character
assassination of the Thessalians and pronounces a valiant adherence to Hellenic ideals in the face
of death (9.17.4).° Thus even the speeches of non-Athenians—both delivered by mid-century
allies of Athens—promote an Athenian agenda and furthermore serve to satisfy an Athenian

audience by their keen manipulation of rhetoric.

% Baragwanath 2008: 229. Badian 1994: 120 calls this speech “Alexander’s most conspicuous act of medism,” but
as | will argue below, this judgment is obviated explicitly in the text by both Spartans (8.142.5) and Athenians
(8.144.3). In general, Badian’s argument that the reader/audience is intended to perceive the importance of the
“subtle silences” that imply Alexander’s role in the treaty between Athens and Persia in 508/7 rests overmuch on an
argument from silence (as might be expected). It cannot be demonstrated that Herodotus intended his audience to
uncover the meaning behind his ‘silences’, and so the historiographical argument (if correct) equally points in the
opposite direction, that Herodotus was attempting to avoid criticzing Alexander 1.

%0 On battle exhortations as a primarily literary device, see Hansen 1993. See contra Pritchett 2002.
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Herodotus also showcases the cleverness of the Athenians on several occasions. For
example, when the Spartan retreat is interrupted by one of their own officers’ objections, the
Athenians hold their ground and send messengers to the Spartans rather than retreat with them,
“knowing full well how the Spartans tend so say one thing and do another...” (¢émotduevor o
Aoxedarpoviov epovinato ¢ GALe ppovedvimv Kai dAla Aeyovimv, 9.54.1). Their perceptive
resolve once more affirms Athenian loyalty to the Greek cause and simultaneously questions
Sparta’s own trustworthiness by comparison (cf. 8.144.1). Similarly, when the Athenians predict
that a Persian invasion will follow directly on the heels of their refusal of Mardonius’ offer
(8.144.5), Herodotus manifests their prediction immediately (9.1); Sparta, however, proves less
perceptive and fails to bring aid to Athens in time (9.6-9).** The Athenian response to Sparta’s
inaction is harsh and frankly surprising in light of their earlier conviction not to give in to the
barbarians: “The Athenians, since they have been wronged by you and have no remaining allies,
will make peace with Persia however they are able” (Adnvoiot 6¢ ®g adikedpuevol KO VUEDY
YNTEL 1€ cLUUb®V KataAboovtal T@ [TEpon ovtmg dkmg dv duvmvtar, 9.11.1). As Emily
Baragwanath shows, however, this apparent Athenian “volte-face” does not represent a betrayal
of Athens’ earlier conviction and loyalty to the Hellenic cause; rather, the Athenian messengers
are leveraging the Spartans with a clever rhetorical ploy—simultaneously calling the Spartans
out for their selfishness and demonstrating how desperately they need the Athenians—and it
works.*? Such insight and cunning would have been celebrated at Athens, especially in its

application here.

* The alternative explanation for their failure to appear, that they failed to provide assistance as a callous betrayal of
their promise to bring aid to the Athenians, is still entirely plausible by Herodotus’ account (see esp. 9.8.2).

“2 Baragwanath 2008: 234-39; Van der Veen 1996: 105 n.266 observes that scholars have largely neglected “the
importance of 9.11 as the complement of Athens’ democratic pretensions.”
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Several of Herodotus’ anecdotal episodes would also have pleased an Athenian audience.
First, Herodotus manifests Athens’ conviction to stay loyal to the Hellenic cause in the episode
concerning Mardonius’ second embassy to Athens, dispatched “with the hope that they would
give up their foolishness now that all Attica was occupied and under his control” (éAnilwv ¢
oQENG VINCELW TG AYVOUOGUVIG (OG S0PLIAMTOV §0V0ONG TAOTG THS ATTIKNG XDPNG Kol E00oNg
fion v’ Eovtd, 9.4.2). Upon the presentation of this embassy, a certain Lycidas—an Athenian—
urges acceptance of Mardonius’ proposal. The Athenians then exact the terrible consequence
that they had earlier threatened upon Alexander if he should be foolish enough to advise them to
accept Mardonius’ offer a second time: they stone Lycidas to death on the spot (9.5.2; cf.
8.143.3). Nor does the episode stop there, but in a rage the Athenian women marshal themselves
in heroic fashion to find and stone Lycidas’ entire household (9.5.3), an act which Flower and
Marincola characterize as “a display of female daring” that “indicates the presence of supreme
danger.”®® The Athenians clearly mean what they have said and are resolved to remain on the
side of Greece no matter the cost.

A second incident indicates an Athenian audience both by its appealing content and by its
cultural idiosyncrasy. When the Spartans order a general retreat, they are checked in their
intention by a dissenting Spartan officer, objecting on account of the shame he felt at his
commander’s orders: “Amompharetus, son of Polias, the commander of the Pitanate brigade,
refused to flee the strangers, being unwilling to bring shame on Sparta” (Apougdpetog 8¢ 0
[ToMadem Aoynyéov tod IMiravitem Adyov ovk &pn Tode Ectvoug pevéeadar 00dE Ekav elvat
aioyvvéey v Zndptnyv, 9.53.2). No doubt this insubordination by a ranking Spartan officer

would have delighted the Athenians on its own; yet Herodotus further adapts his narrative to suit

3 Flower and Marincola 2002: §9.5.3.

60



an Athenian audience. As a symbol of his conviction, Amompharetus picks up a large rock and
drops it at Pausanias’ feet, declaring that “with this pebble, he cast his vote not to flee before the
strangers” (tavt i Yoo yneilesbot Epn un eedyev 1ovg Egivoug, 9.55.2), an incident which
John Marincola calls: “Dramatic but inaccurate: voting pebbles were used at Athens, not at

Spar‘[a.”44

To an audience used to dropping pebbles in a jar, the symbolism of this Spartan’s
‘vote” would have been obvious: his single vote outweighs all the rest (as is the case, in fact,
since he alone is denying the Spartan army their retreat).* To an audience that votes by
acclamation (as at Sparta) or another method, however, the anecdote would not have carried the
same force. Besides, a Spartan audience probably would not appreciate one of their best acting
as an Athenian—while openly defying his regent and commander, no less.* The simplest
explanation for Herodotus’ approach here is an intended audience that would fully appreciate the
episode’s significance (viz. the Athenians).*’

Finally, Herodotus’ concern to adapt his narrative to an Athenian audience is even
evident on a more subtle scale—in his explanatory glosses. For example, when pointing out a
mountain pass to the Persians, the Boeotians call it “Three Heads” and Herodotus immediately
adds to this that “the Athenians call it Oak Heads” (tag Bowwtoi pév Tpeic Kepalac karéovat,
Abnvaiot 6 Apvog Kepakag, 9.39.1). Yet there are no Athenians present in the narrative, and

this pass, which Herodotus describes as situated on Mt. Cithaeron, lies on the border between

Boeotia and Megara, not Athens. Presumably, Herodotus has no reason to include the Athenian

4 Marincola 1996: 599.

** Flower and Marincola 2002: 205 point out that yfjpoc can refer to a vote without a pebble, but this usage would
defeat the humor of the event.

% Cartledge 2013: 20 calls Amompharetus’ actions an “odd, out-of-national-character Spartan act.” Flower and
Marincola 2002: 201 point out that a similar incident in the Peloponnesian War resulted in the exile of two Spartan
polemarchs (Thuc. 5.71-3).

47 Cf. Baragwanath 2012: 309-10, which attributes Amompharetus’ stubbornness to an “over-amplified expression”
of Spartan mythicizing, “never to abandon one’s post in battle.”
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nomenclature except to more precisely specify the intended pass to an audience that names it
differently—the Athenians. A second authorial gloss is included to explain the Spartan use of
the word “Eeivoc” for the more usual term, “BdpPapog” (9.11.2), and indeed the same
information is soon thereafter put to use in the aforementioned story of Amompharetus, who
twice uses “Eeivoc” to refer to the Persians (9.53.2, 55.2).* This gloss would be unwarranted if
Herodotus were telling the tale to Spartans, and would probably have seemed banal to those
familiar with them, i.e. other Peloponnesians. The Athenians, on the other hand, were apparently
poorly informed of Spartan custom and might have appreciated such a gloss (e.g., Thuc.
1.20.3).* 1In this way, marginal oddities within Herodotus’ text further suggest the presence of
an Athenian audience.

Unfortunately, even the presence of all these elements is not enough to prove that the
audience was strictly Athenian. For now, however, it is sufficient to note that Herodotus’
inclusion of these elements, which are at least well-suited to an Athenian audience, would have
made this epideixis welcome and effective in Athens, even if perhaps in other poleis as well. But
the same was certainly not true of all Greek poleis. Had Herodotus performed this version of
Plataea at Sparta, for example, where the battle featured heavily in local ideology, the audience
would surely have objected vociferously and perhaps even violently. Besides, would Herodotus
have so composed his Plataea narrative for the ‘final text’ when he knew how objectionable pro-

Athenian content could be to its intended Panhellenic readership (cf. 7.139.1)? In the end, given

*8 Scholars have suspected this passage of scribal interpolation (see Flower and Marincola 2002: §9.11.2; Wilson
2015), but in conjunction with its later application, mentioned here, | expect that the insertion ought to be considered
original.

* Ironically, here, Thucydides—an Athenian himself—may be betraying his own ignorance concerning the Spartan
Pitanate lochos (for a summary of the argument, see Kelly 1981; cf. Hornblower 1991: 58). It bears mention that
Herodotus’ lexical gloss hardly proves that the intended audience was Athenian, since any number of other Hellenic
states might also have lacked the same knowledge; it does, however, imply a non-Spartan (and maybe even non-
Peloponnesian) audience.
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the fulfillment of the criteria enumerated above, we can at least conclude that Herodotus’ version

of Plataea is composed for Athenians or audiences that were sympathetic to them—but certainly

not the Panhellenic audience for which Herodotus is generally supposed to have written.
Identifying a Political Alignment

Other elements in the Plataea narrative may confirm this audience more precisely.
Following the numerous indications cited above that Herodotus’ target audience for the Plataca
narrative was indeed Athenian, we may attempt to place the narrative in a specific historical-
political context by recognizing that Athens would have wanted to see its allies portrayed well,
its enemies portrayed poorly, and its rivals portrayed at least unsympathetically. In fact,
portrayals of poleis throughout the Plataea narrative are consistent: Phocis and Macedon are
sympathetic and brave, defended against the charge of medism; and on the other hand, Sparta is
marginalized, poleis like Corinth and Megara are portrayed as cowards, and still others (Thebes
in particular) are denounced as traitors to the Greek cause. By analyzing the portrayal of each
non-Athenian polis in Herodotus’ Plataea narrative, we may detect a defined and consistent inter-
polis political alignment which will in turn allow us to identify the historical context of the
intended Athenian audience. This alignment, given an Athenian audience’s affection for their
allies and disdain for their enemies, will help establish a chronological context for the epideixis’
composition.

The positive portrayals of poleis in Herodotus’ narrative, though few, are emphatic and
unwavering. These positive portrayals are all the more remarkable considering that both non-
Athenian cases of positive portrayal in this narrative, Phocis and Macedon, were in fact fighting
for the Persians, not the Greeks. But Herodotus goes out of his way to emphasize that both cases

of medism were not only exceptional but excusable. To begin, the Phocians’ grudging
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capitulation to the Persians stands in stark contrast with the ready medism of the Thessalians
(9.1) and especially of the Thebans (e.g. the convivial banquet that directly precedes the pro-
Phocian narrative, 9.16.1). Herodotus makes it clear that the Phocians joined the Persians only
under the yoke of necessity: their reluctance is so pronounced that Mardonius decides to
massacre the Phocian contingent rather than risk their betrayal of the Persians in battle (9.17.3).
This action prompts the Phocian commander Harmocydes to declare as he prepares to resist:
“But let them each discover what happens when barbarians contrive to murder Greeks!” (dAAa
HoBéTo TIg anTdV OTL £6vteg PapPapor En’ "EAnet dvopdact povov Eppayay, 9.17.4).
Herodotus thus explicitly aligns the Phocians with the Greeks—and against the “barbarians”—in
spite of their actual medism. In the end, Mardonius is so struck by their valor that he recognizes
their worth and recalls his attack (9.18.3), saying: “Take heart, O Phocians—for you have proven
yourself to be useful” (dapcéste, ® Pokées: dvdpsc yap dpdvnte £6viec dyadoi, 9.18.3).

When listing the troops arrayed for battle on the Persian line, Herodotus further assures
us that, although there was a Phocian contingent within Mardonius’ forces, a significant Phocian
faction did not medize at all:

00 yap @V amavtec ol Pokdsc Eundiiov, GALA Ttveg adTdV Kai Té EAMvev

nV&ov mepi oV [opynocdv kateinpévor, kol EvOedTey OppdUEVOL EQePOV T Kai
nyov v 1€ Mapdoviov otpativ kai tovg pet’ avtod £oviog EAlvov. (9.31.5)

Of course, not all of the Phocians medized, but some served the Greeks well from
their stronghold on Parnassus, and attacking thence they plundered and harried
Mardonius’ army and the Greeks who were with him.

Of course, Phocian resistance to medism may well have been a historical truth: Herodotus

mentions that the Phocians refused to medize elsewhere in the Histories (8.30.1). But the very
same passage reminds us how differently Herodotus might have portrayed their choice. Just as
Herodotus narrates the Phocian decision not to join the Persians, Herodotus doubts their loyalty

to Greece, claiming that they resisted medizing “for no other reason—as far as | can determine—
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than their hatred for the Thessalians” (ovx éundilov, kat' dAlo pEV 00OEV, MG EY®
cupuporidpevog eupiokm, kKot 6 10 ExBoc 10 Oeccardv, 8.30.1). This sentiment runs directly
counter to that of Herodotus’ Plataea narrative, where Phocian resistance is determined and
heroic.”® Just as with Athens (7.139.1), then, Herodotus’ portrayal of Phocis contradicts his
authorial strategy elsewhere in the Histories.

The only other positive portrayal of a Greek state in the Plataea narrative is given to
Macedon (as represented by its monarch, Alexander). Paradoxically, the very fact that Macedon
is a monarchy (and not a legislative government, like the other Greek states) allows Herodotus to
portray Alexander favorably. When Mardonius is searching for an emissary to convince Athens
to his side, he selects Alexander not only for his longstanding friendship with Athens (mp&&evog
1€ £l kol evepyétne, 8.136.1),> but also because of his status as a monarch, related to the
Persians by marriage.®® This puts Alexander in an awkward position. Upon his arrival in Athens,
he explains his presence and his distasteful message by attributing his words to Mardonius and

compulsion (8.140.a.1-2). But when he speaks for himself, he speaks warmly and of his

% And to that of its context, for that matter. | argue below (Ch. 111, pp. 95-97) that this statement is in fact another
authorial intrusion (in the Salamis epideixis), similar to those identified above; this does not, however, imply that it
was not the sentiment of the authorial Herodotus who was writing the Histories down in the 420s—this intrusion
reflects a genuine Herodotean attitude every bit as much as, e.g., his statement against a favorable portrayal of the
Athenians does (7.139.1).

> Badian 1994: 121-26 argues that the very foundation of this benefaction (euergesia) was Alexander’s role in
arranging the Athenians’ treaty with Darius in 508/7; however, as Badian admits (1994: 123 n.16), such a
relationship may equally be explained by Macedon’s longtime role in (e.g.) supplying the lumber for Athens’ ship-
building. Badian rejects this argument on the grounds that this benefit is too “obvious and relevant” not to be
mentioned (1994:123), but his objection may be handled by two possible explanations: [1] that for an Athenian
audience the explanation would have been so obvious or taken for granted as to have become irrelevant by the mid-
fifth century; or [2] that the nature of Macedon’s service to Athens was more general than one or two good deeds
and would therefore be tedious to enumerate at length. Even if Macedon’s role in arranging the treaty with Darius is
accepted as one of the reasons for Macedon’s friendship with Athens, Herodotus avoids mentioning it when—had he
been interested to show Athens’ hypocrisy (as he is elsewhere in the Histories, e.g. 8.112, 9.120.4)—he certainly
might have done so.

>2 Note that the reference to a connection by marriage here makes no mention of the relevant context of that
marriage which Herodotus has narrated earlier in the Histories (5.21.2). In fact, Herodotus’ portrayal of Alexander I
and Macedon is generally positive throughout the Histories (esp. 5.17-22), although not always (e.g., 6.44.1); more
important here is the later passage’s seeming unawareness of the earlier passage (and yet the earlier [5.22.1] does
point forward to the later [8.137-139]).
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goodwill: ostensibly, it is only fear for his ally’s wellbeing that prompts him to advise Athens to
collaborate with Persia (8.140.8.3). And indeed the Spartans, whose embassy is present solely to
prevent Athens from being persuaded by Alexander’s concern, recognize the validity of
Alexander’s excuse, if with a characteristic laconicism: “Tyrants do tend to work with tyrants”
(tovt® pev yap tadto TomTén E0TI TOPAVVOS YaP MV TVPAVVE® cuyKaTepyaletar, 8.142.5).
The Athenians also appear to understand Alexander’s dilemma, dismissing Alexander kindly as
“our proxenos and friend” (¢6vta npo&evov e kol gilov, 8.143.3).

Furthermore, when it comes to the battle of Plataea, any ambiguity over Alexander’s
allegiance is removed. Alexander personally appears before the Athenians and, citing allegiance
to his own Greek heritage (a defense of which Herodotus has given earlier in the narrative,
8.137-39), he warns the Athenians (note: not the Spartans) about the Persian attack planned for
the morning:

fiv 8¢ UiV 6 mOAep0g 8d€ KaTh vOOoV TeElevTHoT|, Lvnodijvai tva xpn Kol Eped

érevBepaorog Tépr, Oc 'EAMvov giveka Epyov obtm mapdfoiov Epyacpat KO

npobuping, €0éhmv HUIv INAdGat TV didvotay v Mapdoviov, va ur Emmécwat

Vv €€amivng ol BapPapor un tpocdekopévolot Km. gipl 6& ALEEAVIPOC O
Moxedmv. (9.45.3)

But when this war is over, remember to do something for my freedom; for the
sake of Greece | have undertaken this perilous duty, purely out of good will, lest
Mardonius’ plan allow the barbarians to take you by surprise. | am Alexander of
Macedon.

Just like Harmocydes the Phocian, Alexander emphatically declares his allegiance to the Greek
cause, emphasizing the distinction between Greeks and Barbarians (EAAqvov giveka; BapPapot).
Herodotus” meaning is clear: although Alexander medized, he did not do so of his own free will

(épéo élevbepmoioc mépt), and when the time came, he risked life and limb for the sake of
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Greece (EMMivov giveka).”® In the event, Alexander’s warning alone allows the Greeks to
prepare for the Persian assault before the morning (9.46-47). Thus Macedon is defended against
the charge of medism and proven to be a brave, valuable, and dedicated proponent of Hellenic
freedom.

On the other hand, Herodotus derides many of the other Greeks. Thebes and the rest of
Boeotia are given the opposite treatment from Phocis and Macedon: they are repeatedly
denounced for their overeager, inexcusable medism.>* Herodotus says of the Thebans:
“Medizing wholeheartedly, they were carrying on the war eagerly” (undiCovtec peydime,
npoBOu®C Epepov TOV TOAEpOV, 9.40); he further records the Thebans inviting the Persians to a
banquet (9.15.4), where he describes the familiar bonhomie between the two peoples: “He even
sat them not apart, but a Persian and a Theban on each couch” (kai cpemv 00 Ywpic EKoTEPOLS
KATvat, aAla TTépony te kail OnPaiov €v khivy ekdotn, 9.16.1). On several occasions, the
Thebans gratuitously advise the Persians, showing their eagerness to help the invader’s cause
(9.2.1, 39.1, and 41.4)—and they offer good advice, at that: in two of these instances (9.2.1 and
9.41.4), their advice not to engage the Greek forces and to try to subvert the Greek nations with
riches is ignored, to the immediate detriment of the Persians (i.e. their loss at Plataea); in the
third, their advice is taken and results in disaster for the Greeks (9.39.2).

Nor do the Thebans lose their resolve when at last face-to-face with a Greek enemy: in
the final battle, while the sympathetic Macedonians attack only half-heartedly before breaking

away and the Persian second-in-command Artabazus himself refuses to engage the Greeks before

> Badian 1994: 118 casually remarks that Alexander I “had nothing to lose by this bold manoeuvre.” Yet I think
this observation is patently false: had he been caught in his treachery, he would surely have suffered some
consequence, possibly even execution—the Persians were capable of punishing even their most generous
benefactors (cf. 7.39.3).

> Medism was an extremely serious accusation at the time, as | show below (Ch. IV, p. 180; cf. Thuc. 1.95.5, 3.62).
This charge may even have been true, but probably would have been obviated had Herodotus expected a Theban (or
Theban-allied) audience (consider his treatment of Phocis, for example).
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“fleeing at a run by the quickest route” (tnv Toyictv £tpdyale pevywv, 9.66.3), the Thebans and
Boeotians “fought eagerly and did not conscientiously retreat, such that three hundred of their
first and finest troops fell to the Athenians” (ovtot eiyov TpoBopinv ovk dAyMVY payduevol te kai
oVK €0gloKkakéovTeg, oUTM AOTE TPIKOGIOL OVTMV 01 TPATOL Kol dprotol EvBadta Enesov HIO
Abnvaiov, 9.67).>° Herodotus is so concerned with maintaining the image of the Boeotians as
medizers that when Mardonius cuts down Boeotian trees for his palisade, he emphasizes that
Mardonius was not acting out of any hostility toward the Boeotians, but purely to satisfy his need
for lumber (9.15.2)—an act which stands in immediate contrast with the destruction in Athens
where “if anything happened to be left upright, whether wall or house or temple, he knocked it
all down and collected it in piles of rubble” (&{ ko 1 dpBOV v THV TEWEOV T} TdV OlknUdTOV 7
TOV pdV, Tavta Katafoaiav Kol cvyydoag, 9.13.2). Through the whole of the Plataea narrative,
the Thebans and Boeotians are deliberate and eager enemies of Greece.

The Thessalians and Argives are also singled out for their medism—if somewhat less so
than Thebes—despite a generally favorable treatment of their medism in the Thermopylae
narrative (see Chapter IV, pp. 172-75).%° Herodotus says of the Thessalians:

10161 0& OeaGOAING NYEOUEVOLGL ODTE TA TPO TOD TEXPNYUEVA LETEUELE OVOEV

TOAAG 1€ paAdov Enfjyov tov [1€pony, kai copmpoénepyé e Ompné 6 Anpiooiog

EépENV pevyovta Kol T0TE €K ToD @avepod maptjike Mapdoviov Emi Tnv EALGSa.
(9.1.1)

Now the leaders of Thessaly did not repent of their service to Mardonius—far
from it! They actually urged the Persians to advance. Thorax of Larisa not only
provided an escort for Xerxes as he fled Greece, but now openly encouraged
Mardonius against Greece.

% Although it might be objected that even under these circumstances it was admirable to stand one’s ground,
Herodotus elsewhere in the Histories includes é0elokaxém without any pejorative sense; on the contrary, the action
seems quite sensible—even admirable—under comparable circumstances (1.127.3, 5.78). Similarly, tpofopiny
evokes Herodotus’ numerous assertions that the Thebans medized “eagerly” (cf. Flower and Marincola 2002: §9.67).

% For Thessaly, see 7.172-74; for Argos, see 7.148-49.
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Despite the opportunity that Xerxes’ retreat provided, the Thessalians remain steadfast and eager
allies of the Persians—much like the Thebans—thus negating any excuse of ‘necessity’ that
might have applied earlier. The Thessalians are still loyally at Mardonius’ side on the cusp of
the battle, when he mocks the Spartans to them (9.58.1).

The Argives too are portrayed as medizers: seeking to curry favor with Mardonius, “they
chose the best of their long-distance runners and sent him as a messenger to Attica because they
had promised Mardonius to keep the Spartan army from marching out” (zéumovot kfpvka TOV
NUEPOIPOU®Y AVELPOVTEG TOV AploToV &G TNV ATTIKNV, TpdTEPOV 0WTol Mapdovie vode&apevot
oynoew Tov Zraptiitnyv un €€var, 9.12.1). Like the Thebans and Thessalians, then, the
Argives receive no excuse for their medism (such as Phocis and Macedon receive) but are
denounced as eager traitors to the Greek cause.

Herodotus is not much more favorable to those who fought on the Greek side (with the
exception of Athens, of course). By far the most prominent among these is Sparta. Sparta
remains a significant player throughout the battle—to portray them otherwise would surely
undermine Herodotus’ historical credibility—but they are generally weak and indecisive, and
their only major contribution is severely diminished by authorial speculation (9.63.2; discussed
above, p. 46). This less-than-favorable portrayal is particularly significant because it should be
S0 positive: the Spartans more than any other Greeks could be portrayed positively. They were
the ones that fought the Persians, they killed Mardonius, they were generally agreed to be the
best Greek fighters on land, and their regent-general, Pausanias, was officially the leader of the

united Greek forces.
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But Sparta is entirely overshadowed by Athens in Herodotus” account. Indeed, the
Spartans are not merely displaced; they are inconsequential, even mocked.”” Pausanias, the
Spartan supreme commander, plays almost no tactical role in Herodotus’ account. The only time
Pausanias is more than a figurehead, he chooses to retreat and finds himself in a war of words
with an insubordinate officer of his own army, Amompharetus (9.53-55, discussed above pp. 60-
61). Herodotus takes the opportunity to include Amompharetus’ characterization of Spartan
actions as cowardly flight and “a disgrace upon Sparta” (pev&ecOat. . .aioyvvéey TV Znaptny,
9.53.2). Even with Herodotus’ explanation that Amompharetus hadn’t been at the council and so
didn’t understand the motivations for the retreat, this episode is highly critical not only of
Pausanias’ cowardly decision to withdraw—the Athenians, like Amompharetus, “held their
ground, unmoved and unafraid” (eiyov dtpénog spéog avtovg, 9.54.1)—but also of Spartan
discipline and Pausanias’ ability to command obedience from his own soldiers.

Furthermore, the Spartans in Herodotus’ narrative are consistently impotent and
indecisive, and are twice explicitly abused by the Persian army for being so. As the Greeks array
themselves for battle, Mardonius taunts the Spartans for attempting to switch places with the
Athenians so as to avoid facing the Persians:

) Aaxedotuoviot, VuEic 1 Aéyeobe glvar dvdpec EproTtol HTTO TAV THide AvOpOTOY

... TOV 8" &p’ v 00dEV AANBEG” TTpiv Yap T) cvppiEat NUéag £G xEpdV T VOUOV

amkéstat, Kai 61 eevyovTag Kol oTActY EKAsimovtag vuéac idopey, &v

AbBnvaioloi e Vv mpdmEPOY TOELVUEVOVS OV TOVGS TE VT SOVAMV TV NUETEPOV
TOUGCOUEVOVG. TADTO OVIAUMDG AvOp@dV dyaddv Epya... (9.48.1-3)

O Spartans, you are supposed to be the best fighters, at least according to the
people who live around here. ... But now it seems that none of this is true. Before
we have even joined battle, we see you’re already running away and abandoning
your post; you’re hiding behind the Athenians, hoping to face our slaves instead.
Brave men don’t act like this.

%" Herodotus’ negativity here is even more striking considering the preponderance of pro-Spartan anecdotes
elsewhere in the Histories (e.g., 1.56, 7.102-04, 209-232, 9.71-72, 78-79).
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Whether the audience considers the Spartans to be acting correctly on the basis of the Athenian
arguments at 9.27 or not, by including Mardonius’ mockery here Herodotus explicitly challenges
Sparta’s traditional claim to supremacy in land warfare.”® That the source of this abuse is a
Persian and that Mardonius furthermore proclaims the Spartans to be cowards who are shirking
their duty—a judgement which resonates convincingly with the surrounding narrative—only
serves to make the criticism all the more poignant. And although the second occasion when
Mardonius taunts the Spartans (9.58) serves also to make Mardonius’ impending failure more
poignant, the content of his abuse is no less valid and its validity is no less evident in its new
context, directly following the scathing criticism of the Spartan decision to retreat by
Amompharetus (9.53-57). The Spartans (and especially Pausanias) appear as little more than
cowards; they are unheroic and unworthy of praise.

In fact, Sparta’s only major contribution, the rout of the Persian forces, nearly ends in
disaster. After being attacked by the Persians as they retreat, they wait for the sacrifice to turn
out propitiously while their soldiers die helplessly (9.61.3)—not until the Tegeans throw caution
to the wind and attack without the Spartans do the omens turn out favorably and the Spartans
enter the fray (9.62.1). This is not a simple illustration of Spartan piety. For one, though
sacrifices before battle were standard, the Spartans in this case might easily have been overrun if
not for Tegean intervention; the Tegeans, on the other hand, waited for no propitious sacrifices
and were granted a favorable outcome nonetheless. Although the Spartans were indeed
notoriously observant of omens, they were not so rigid as to ignore necessity; as Goodman and
Holladay put it, “[Sparta] was devout, but not to the point of extinction.” On the contrary, on

one occasion the Spartan general Anaxibius actually proceeded with his attack in the face of

%8 Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 143.
% Goodman and Holladay 1986: 160.
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unfavorable omens (Xen. Hell. 4.8.36). That Anaxibius’ attack was unsuccessful is irrelevant;
what matters is that a Spartan commander took the liberty of ignoring the omens in the first place,
and under considerably less pressure than Pausanias. Furthermore, the nature of our sources is
such that generals who succeed in spite of unfavorable omens (or generals who are forced to
manipulate their seers into producing favorable omens) are unlikely to be reported.®® Rather, this
instance is the only recorded instance of any Greek general refusing to respond to immediate,
mortal pressure from an enemy for the sake of omens; if omens were regularly observed so
rigidly, we might expect that an army would be overrun for that reason at least once in recorded
Greek history.®! Rather, the Spartans hesitated to join battle with the enemy and engaged only
after the enemy line was broken by the Tegeans.®

Indeed, modern scholarship has often suspected Pausanias of consciously manipulating
the omens, but scholars generally prefer a latent strategic explanation, presumably based on

Sparta’s reputation for courage.®® | suspect such sentiment may be misguided, since Herodotus

% Cf. Diod. 13.97.5-7; Goodman and Holladay 1986: 156 n.26. “If a Spartan could do this we can be sure that other
Greeks did. Of course, we are unlikely to be told of this in cases where generals ignored omens and got away with it.”
See also, ibid. 155-56: “It is puzzling to know if this was truly typical of Greek armies and, if so, why there is so

little trace in our sources...Perhaps some generals kept tighter control over their soothsayers or were more adroit at
concealing, or interpreting, the omens.” For the possibility that Plato has confused this battle with Thermopylae, see
Flower and Marincola 2002: 216.

® The nearest example of Greek troops suffering under duress for the sake of observing oracles occurs under the
command of the notoriously devout Xenophon, who refuses to issue a sortie when under siege (Xen. Anab. 6.4.19-
25). On this occasion, although the Greek forces endure much hardship, they are never in danger of being overrun.

82 Cf. Plato, Laches 191c. “Rather than stay and fight, [the Spartans] fled; but when the ranks of the Persians had
been broken...” (00K €0éAev pévovtag mpog adTovS Hhyeohat, AALL EedyeLy, Eneldn &” EAvOncav ai Ta&els TV
[epodv). Admittedly, this incident is listed by Socrates as an exception to the definition of courage whereby the
soldier stands his ground (v tf] Ta&el pévov pdynrot toig ToAepios, Laches 191a); yet the negative force of their
initial action (pevyew) and their ultimate passivity (éA00noav) remains valid. At the least, Plato’s Socrates fails to
mention Herodotus’ explanation of omens, implying that a positive account needn’t include such an explanation
even in antiquity. Plato’s notoriously pro-Spartan sympathies (e.g., Cri. 52e5; Smp. 209d; Rep. 544c, 545a, 547d-¢;
Laws 631a) suggest that he might have included the religious element had it been considered more pro-Spartan. Cf.
Irwin 1992: 62: “[Plato’s] admiration for Sparta is excessive and misguided, but still highly selective and critical.”
Flower and Marincola 2002: 216 suspects that Plato has confused Plataea with Thermopylae here.

8 Cf. Flower and Marincola 2002: 213-14. “Some have suggested that Pausanias was consciously manipulating the
omens and that his delay was actually motivated by strategic considerations, i.e. he was waiting until the enemy
were fully committed to a fight at close quarters in order to neutralize the Persian superiority in cavalry and archers

72



has not portrayed the Spartans as ‘courageous’ for almost eighty chapters. On the contrary—
presumably under Pausanias’ orders—they have many times delayed (e.g. 9.8.1), grown
frightened in the face of danger (e.g. 9.46.1), and retreated (e.g. 9.53.1). As we have seen,
Mardonius brazenly mocks the Spartans for their cowardice (9.48, 58); and even Sparta’s own
officers are ashamed at Pausanias’ failure to engage the enemy (9.53.2). So rather than assume
that Pausanias here is performing an act of unparalleled piety in the face of mortal danger and the
destruction of all Greece, we may far more reasonably attribute Pausanias’ failure to engage the
Persians to cowardice.

Furthermore, Herodotus’ Plataea narrative seems particularly concerned to undermine
Sparta’s claim to piety. Even before the battle begins, Herodotus implies that the Spartans used
their religion as an excuse to avoid danger: he associates the Spartan failure to send promised aid
to Athens with their observance of the Hyacinthia—an excuse which resonates with Sparta’s
previous refusals to send aid on account of the Carneia, both before Marathon (6.106.3) and
Thermopylae (7.206.1). But Herodotus at the same time mentions Sparta’s efforts in building
the Isthmian wall (9.7), then explicitly prefers this latter explanation for Sparta’s failure to help
Athens—and in blatantly incriminating terms:

008’ &y €inelv 10 aitov 81’ 6 Tt dmkopévov uev Are&avdpov 1od Makedovog &

ABMvag omovdnv peyaAny énomoavto pn undicor Abnvaiovg, 10te 8¢ Hpnv

gmomoavto ovdepiov, GAlo ye 1| 6T 6 ToOuog ot Eteteiyioto Kol £60keov

ABnvaiov €11 6éecot 0vdév- Ote 08 AAEEAVOPOG dmikeTo € TNV ATTIKTV, OUK®
AmeTeTEL10TO, £pYAlovTo 08 peydlms katappmdnkoteg tovg [1époag. (9.8.2)

I can’t think of a reason why the Spartans tried so hard to keep the Athenians
from being convinced by Alexander of Macedon’s embassy and medizing, when
they didn’t seem to care at all on this occasion except that maybe the wall across
the Isthmus was now complete and they thought they no longer needed the

([How and Wells 1928] I1. 314; Hignett 1963: 336; Burn [1962 (1984)]: 530, 538), but religious and strategic
considerations are not necessarily mutually exclusive.” See also Cartledge 2013: 116; Nyland 1992: 84 n.15;
Immerwahr 1966: 295. For a rejection of the view that the Greek withdrawal was a deliberate ploy to trap the
Persians into a premature advance, see Pritchett 1985: 134-37.
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Athenians. Back when Alexander was in Athens, the wall hadn’t been finished
yet, but their fear of the Persians sped up their work a lot.

Herodotus’ cynical explanation is then ratified by the successful argument of Chileus the Tegean,
who convinces the Spartans to march by pointing out that the wall itself is useless without the
Athenians (9.9.2). At the least, Sparta appears manipulative and self-interested, and it is hard to
avoid the further implication that Spartan ‘piety’ is only an extension of that self-interest.

The Plataea narrative’s treatment of the two battle-prophets further complicates Sparta’s
claim to piety.®* In the first anecdote, Tisamenus, the seer of the Spartans and—according to
Herodotus—the secret to their subsequent successes in battle (9.35.2), initially refuses to serve
the Spartans. Tisamenus only joins the Spartans after he has manipulated them into offering both
him and his brother full citizenship, a concession which Herodotus claims is unparalleled in all
of Spartan history (9.33-35). The story of the Persians’ seer, Hegesistratus, whom Herodotus
praises as “the most noteworthy of the Telliads” (t@v Teladéwv £6vta Aoyumtatov, 9.37. 1),%°
is even more unfavorable to the Spartans: Hegesistratus cuts his heel off and tunnels through a
wall to escape Spartan captivity (9.37), eventually serving the Persians “eagerly, on account of
his hatred for the Spartans” (zpogfBuvpéeto katd 1€ 10 Exbog 10 Aakedoipoviov, 9.38.1). Thus
Sparta’s association with seers in the Plataea narrative is profiteering and ill-advantaged at best:
one seer agrees to join Sparta only at great cost to them, the other hates the Spartans so much that
he joins with the Persians to spite them. In the end, Pausanias’ failure to act in the face of the

Persian attack (9.62) simply cannot be explained solely by his concern to follow the seer’s advice.

8 Cf. Munson 2001: 59-70. For a general treatment of “The Seer in Warfare,” see Flower 2008: esp. 153-87.

® The Telliads are a famous family of Elean seers. Cf. 8.27.3-4, where the eponymous Tellias leads the Phocians in
their victory over the Thessalians.
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Far from the heroes of Plataea, then, the Spartans are self-interested cowards who hide behind a
veneer of piety.*®

Herodotus also portrays the other Greek allies in a negative light, although they are
decidedly less prominent in the narrative. In fact, the other states are so absent from the Plataea
narrative that Plutarch accuses Herodotus of “malice” on that count (xakon6siag, De Mal. 872b-
e). Prior to the very end of the battle, Herodotus only mentions “the majority” (ol moAloi) of
Greek forces when the allies disobey orders in the midst of a fearful retreat:

VOKTOG 01 YIVOUEVTG KOl £000MG THS DPNG £G TNV O GLVEKELTO OPL

anodrdocesOat, EvBadta depBévteg ol TOALOL ATAUAALAGGOVTO, £G LEV TOV YDPOV

€G TOV GLVEKELTO OVK €V vO® €YoVTEG, 0l 0& O¢ EKvnOncav Epevyov AopevoL TV

innov tpog v [Aataéwv ToOAY, pedyovteg 08 amkvéovton émi 10 "Hpatov. ...
amkopevol 6¢ EBevto mpod tod ipod Ta dmAa. (9.52)

With night coming on and the hour of departure at hand, the majority of the allies
packed up and left—not to the designated rally point, though. They were happy
to go anywhere if it meant escaping the Persian cavalry! Some fled to the city of
Plataea, and in their flight they came to the shrine of Hera ... where they set down
their shields.

Then we hear nothing of any other Greek ally until the Corinthians and Megarians learn of the
Persian rout and haphazardly march back toward the action to loot the Persian camp (9.69.1), and
then the Megarians are slaughtered by the Thebans as a result of their disorder (9.69.2). Thus the
only praiseworthy Greek state to fight against the Persians at Plataea is Athens itself. Every
other ally is fearful, incompetent, and self-interested.

This analysis, then, results in an alignment which remains remarkably consistent
throughout Herodotus’ Plataea narrative: on the one hand, Athens is portrayed most positively,

with Phocis and Macedon also receiving unambiguous praise despite fighting for the Persians; on

% Thucydides (1.95.1-7) offers a similar portrayal of the Spartans in their mismanagement of events during their
brief hegemony following the Persian War (which is replaced by the Athenian-led Delian League). It is possible, if
my dating is correct, that Herodotus’ account is taking advantage of those relatively recent events to lend credibility
to his negative portrait of the Spartans.
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the other hand, Thebes, Boeotia, Thessaly, Megara, and Argos are all portrayed negatively. And
somewhere in the middle of the spectrum—but still certainly on the negative side—Sparta is
criticized and robbed of any real praise, which it might otherwise have deserved. Assuming an
Athenian audience, this historical political alignment actually allows us to infer a surprisingly
specific date for the epideixis.
Dating the Epideixis

The first observation that can be made about this alignment is that it is clearly not that of
the Archidamian War, the period to which the Histories are generally dated.®” A number of
elements have led scholars to date the Histories to this period: most incontrovertible are the
several passages referring to events that happened within the Archidamian War itself,*® but other
factors contribute—especially Herodotus’ patent disapproval of Athenian imperialist policy and
the notable tension between Athens and Sparta that is present throughout the work.*® Of these
three elements, the first two are entirely lacking in the epideictic material;” for the third, | have
shown that the Plataea narrative unilaterally favors Athens over Sparta, a historiographical stance

that is uncharacteristic of Herodotus’ treatment of the two Hellenic superpowers elsewhere in the

% For the early 420s, see Cobet 1977, 1987 and Sansone 1985. Cf. Stadter 2012a: 2 n.4. Fornara 1971a, 1981 dates
the text to the 410s.

% References to events in the first years of the Archidamian War occur at 6.91; 6.98.2; 7.137; 7.233.4; 7.235.2; 9.73.
Cobet 1971: 59-78 discusses all references to events after 479.

% E.g., Boedeker 2001: 131-32 attributes the palpable strife between allies in the Plataea episode as evidence of a
date in the 430s or 20s; she does not consider the clear delineation of allies and enemies, nor the fact that Phocis is
portrayed in a very different light from its allies in the 420s. She also neglects to acknowledge that such was the
atmosphere from almost the first years after the Persian Wars, and certainly by the time of the mid-5" century.

" Herodotus does not mention any events of the 430s and 420s within the epideictic material as I've defined it—
which his reference to Spartan invasions of Attica in 9.73 shows he might have done had he wished. Indeed, the
circumstance was ripe: it is surprising that Herodotus makes no mention of Plataea’s later destruction in an account
which is otherwise eager to include anything of interest to the Athenians.
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Histories.”" Thus the material that | have identified as epideictic entirely lacks the elements that
scholars have traditionally used to date the Histories as a whole.

But more than just the lack of these three elements suggests that the traditional dating of
the 420s cannot apply to Herodotus’ narrative of Plataea: when considered in a pro-Athenian
context, the unambiguously and unwaveringly favorable portrayals of Phocis and Macedon alone
make this date highly improbable. Phocis in the 420s was allied with Sparta, and actively at war
with Athens and its allies (Thuc. 2.9, 3.95, 5.32.2), and Macedon (under Perdiccas) had “from an
old friend and ally been made an enemy” of the Athenians (ITepdikkac te 6 AheEbvopov
Makeddvav Bactleds Ememorépumto Evppoyog Tpotepov kai ¢idog @dv, Thuc. 1.57; cf. 2.80.7). If
Herodotus were composing in the context of the Archidamian War, he ought to have portrayed
Phocis and Macedon as he does their allies of the time—Sparta, Thebes, and Corinth. Simply,
the above-observed political alignment does not match any political alignment in the 420s.
However, this exact alignment does exist in the mid-fifth century, in the conflicts surrounding the
Second Sacred War (449-47). Following what little is known about political alignments in the
mid-fifth century, every negative portrayal of a Greek state in the Plataea narrative has as its
target an Athenian enemy or rival in the early 440s and every positive portrayal is of an Athenian
ally at the same time.

This remarkably circumscribed period suits the entirety of the observed political
alignment quite well.”> Athens’ chief continental ally during this period was Phocis (portrayed
positively in the Plataea narrative), whom they supported to control the Delphic Oracle. Sparta

attempted to wrest Delphic control from Phocis—and actually briefly succeeded in doing so

™ E.g., Fornara 1971b: 90. “With his sympathy for Athens and for Sparta he could see neither side as the villain of
his day; in spite of Athens’ empire he could not simply fix the blame for the present crisis on that state.” Cf.
Lateiner 1989: 133-35.

"2 For the following reconstruction, see Thuc. 1.112-114; cf. Hornblower 2011: 28-29, 35-37.
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without directly confronting the Athenians—but upon Sparta’s departure from the area Pericles
immediately invaded Boeotia and reclaimed the Delphic seat for Phocis. This claim (and the
attendant Athenian intervention) was challenged by Thebes (portrayed negatively in the Plataea
narrative), who led a Boeotian League against Athens’ Delian League and ultimately defeated
Athenian forces under Tolmides at the Battle of Coronea in 447, effectively ending the Athenian
presence in continental Greece until the Archidamian War some fifteen years later.”
Immediately thereafter, the year 446 saw the revolts of Euboea and Megara from the Delian
League and a Spartan invasion (following the conclusion of the five-years peace), at which point
Athenian policy shifted toward consolidation of their sea-empire, more or less abandoning any
claims to the land empire—and thus to their alliance with Phocis—which they had pursued at the
beginning of the 440s.”

Macedon too was an important ally of Athens in the mid-fifth century. Despite being
largely uninvolved in the Second Sacred War (at least, to the extent of our knowledge), Macedon
represented an invaluable source of lumber for ships and other resources that were vital to the
maintenance of the Athenian empire.” Macedon also provided an important foothold for Athens
in the north, where Pericles sought to extend and fortify Athenian influence in the mid-fifth
century.”® As to why Macedon is included in a pro-Athenian version of Plataea at all, however,

the murky evidence for Macedon in this period allows only speculation. Still, the mid-fifth

" For the “bottom-up” nature of this Boeotian cooperation in the mid-fifth century, see Mackil 2014: 51-54.

™ This shift is traced in detail by Kagan 1969: 189. See also Robinson 2011: 194: “The picture that emerges, then,
is of a defensively motivated and, at best, inconsistently applied Athenian preference for democratic factions and
governments, arising most often in the context of helping to keep hold of allied cities.”

® Cf. Badian 1993: 138-39.

"® Badian 1993: 122 calls Athens’ interests in the north in the early mid-fifth century the “northern policy of Athens’
expanding ambitions.” Consider, for example, Athens’ foundation of Drabescus (c. 465), of Brea (c. 446) and of
Ampbhipolis (c. 437). Cf. Borza 1990: 137-38. For an in depth consideration of the testimonia surrounding
Drabescus, see Badian 1993: esp. 86.
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century was a fertile period for Macedon: Pindar, for example, was commissioned to write an
encomium to Alexander | in the mid-fifth century (F 120) and Dio Chrysostom (Orationes 2.33)
further implies that such patronage was typical of Alexander during this period. It may well be
that Herodotus participated in that trend.”’

Regardless, Alexander’s death shortly thereafter threw Macedon into a period of
turbulence and transition.”® During this period, Athens would have been keenly interested to
reaffirm ties with Macedon, and also to reinforce Macedon’s claim to supremacy in the region.
Indeed, the Athenian tribute lists bear witness to an increased interest in the area around the time
of Alexander’s death.”® But this was certainly not the case by the 430s, when Macedon was
actively working against Athenian interests: possibly in the failure of the Athenian colony at
Brea (c. 438) and certainly in Spartan successes in the northern theater of the Archidamian War
(e.g. Thuc. 1.57.2, 2.80.7).% For an Athenian audience, Herodotus’ portrayal of Alexander I in
this narrative suits the Macedonian instability that was characteristic of the early 440s far better
than it does Macedon’s well-attested hostility toward Athens in the 430s and 420s.

Herodotus’ portrayal of Sparta too is appropriate. Assuming an Athenian audience, it is
surprising that Athens and Sparta are not in fact opposed to each other in this narrative. If
anything, Athens is a loyal and helpful ally of Sparta in the name of Greece—in spite of Spartan

disregard for their Athenian ally’s plight. Certainly some degree of rivalry between the two

" Cf. Borza 1990: 130-31. There is even a late tradition that Herodotus entertained the Macedonian court in the
years following Alexander’s death, though it is admittedly problematic (Suda §EALdvicog; cf. Priestley 2014: 35).

"8 The date and circumstance of Alexander I’s death is uncertain. Hammond 1972: 2.103-104 proposes 452 as the
most likely date; Borza 1990: 133-34 prefers 454 based on the accession date of 494 (1990: 103 n. 16). Regardless,
Macedon (and therefore Athens’ relations with it) would have been unstable during this period and greatly in need
of reinforcement.

™ Meritt, Wade-Gery, and McGregor 1939: 3.308-25 (with numerical tabulation on p. 312); see also the discussion
by Borza 1990: 135-36. Without a strong allied presence in the north, the region could grow markedly unstable for
the Athenians. Consider (e.g.) the destruction of Drabescus, which Badian 1993: 86 dates to this precise period of

instability (453/52).

8 Kagan 1969: 182-90; Borza 1990: 137; Badian 1993: 171.
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states is implied by Herodotus’ narrative, but if we consider the entire scope of the fifth century,
it is clear that there were few periods after the Persian Wars when the Athenians were not openly
opposed to Sparta—or at least highly belligerent in their attitude. Even immediately after the
Persian War, tensions between Athens and Sparta over how to administer the war in lonia
produced significant strife between the two states (e.g., Thuc. 1.90-92); by the mid-460s, Sparta
so distrusted Athens that she sent home the Athenian hoplites whom Cimon had led out to assist
Sparta in the Helot Revolt.®" This dismissal sorely offended the Athenians, and after ostracizing
Cimon (who generally sympathized with Sparta) Athens thenceforth embraced an anti-Spartan
policy.

As | have suggested, though, the portrayal of Sparta in Herodotus’ Plataea narrative is not
in fact hostile to Sparta. Herodotus’ version of the Spartans’ role in the battle is unimpressive
and faultfinding to be sure, but the significance of Sparta’s contribution at Plataea is still
acknowledged, and Herodotus is never as openly critical of Sparta as of the other Greeks. This
attitude reflects an atmosphere of rivalry, no doubt, but not the intractable open hostility of the
Archidamian War—nor, for that matter, does it reflect the context of the First Peloponnesian
War (c. 460-451).% There was a period following the First Peloponnesian War, however, which
did in fact reflect this slightly-less-than-hostile rivalry: the period of the five-year peace
contracted between Athens and Sparta in 451, a peace which both Sparta and Athens kept with

remarkable diligence—so much so that the Spartans delayed their invasion of Attica into the

8 Kagan 1969: 24, 74; Badian 1993: 90-96; Hornblower 2011: 22-25.

8 For the date of the truce negotiated by Cimon, see Badian 1993: 18. Corinth was an ally of Sparta during this war
and conceived their “deadly hatred against Athens” during this period (10 6odpov picog fip&ato TpdTOV £G
ABnvaiovg, Thue. 1.103.4).
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summer of 446 (thus missing the opportunity provided by the revolts of Euboea and Megara),
presumably in order to observe the midsummer implementation of the truce in 451.%%

The period following 451 saw Cimon’s return from ostracism and likely marked a
corresponding resurgence of his Spartan-cooperative policy.** According to Ernst Badian’s
reconstruction of events, even after Cimon’s death in 450/49, Pericles continued to pursue “his
own version of a Cimonian policy,” replacing his “activist foreign policy” with a program of
Athenian imperialism and consolidation of Athenian power.2> The only conflict between Sparta
and Athens between the years of 451 and 446 was the “cold” Second Sacred War, in which
Athens supported Phocis whereas Sparta backed Thebes and Delphi—but the two superpowers
never faced each other directly, at least not in our historical records.®

This historical context reflects the Plataca narrative’s portrayal of Sparta and Athens
more closely than the Archidamian War does, even though scholars have often found evidence
for the latter. For example, Michael Flower has argued that the Spartans’ request for Athenian
aid at 9.60 is Herodotus’ own plea to Athens and Sparta to reconcile and cooperate as leaders of
Greece: “For now, it is clear what we must do: defend each other to the best of our ability” (viv
oV dédokTar T &vOedTev TO momTéOV NIV, ApVVOpEVOLG YAP TH Suvapeda EploTa TEPIGTEALEY
afhove, 9.60.2).%” But this plea better suits the tumultuous political climate of the mid-fifth
century—when reconciliation was still conceivable and (under the waning influence of Cimon)

Pericles had not yet fully re-committed to his anti-Spartan policy—than that of the early 420s,

8 Badian 1993: 59. See also Hornblower 1991: §1.114.

8 Badian 1993: 17-24; Kagan 1969: 74, 106-107. Cf. Hornblower 1991: §1.112.2-4.
8 Badian 1993: 25. Cf. Hornblower 2011: 34-35.

% Thuc. 1.112-113; Plut. Per. 21.1. Cf. Stadter 1989: 223; Hornblower 2011: 28-29.

8 Flower 2000: 78-80. See also Boedeker 2001: 131-32; Flower and Marincola 2002: 211. More recently, see
Marincola (forthcoming): 20, who doubts the importance of the political context altogether in favor of a literary
explanation.
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when Sparta and Athens were already openly and intractably at war. So, assuming an Athenian
audience (as demonstrated above), Herodotus’ portrayal of Sparta in the Plataca narrative best
reflects the period of 451-446—the period in which Athens’ and Sparta’s rivalry had cooled to
an uneasy truce between two superpowers hoping for a lasting peace.

Herodotus’ treatments of a few less-prominent states, however, are not as easily
understood in this context. First, the Thessalians had recently allied themselves with Athens
(461/60), but soon thereafter they betrayed that alliance in favor of Sparta at the Battle of
Tanagra (457), and so had certainly earned Athenian disfavor.?® Second, Herodotus’ positive
portrayal of Tegea, Sparta’s chief Peloponnesian ally, has already been discussed at length (see
above, p. 51): suffice it to say that Tegea allows Herodotus to belittle Sparta through the mouths
of their own ally. Third, as illustrated above, Argos is cited in the Plataea narrative for its
medism—medism which was perhaps not as shameless as Thebes’, but plainly medism
nonetheless (9.12.1). This negative portrayal is surprising in an account composed for a mid-
century Athenian audience because Argos was traditionally an enemy of Sparta and had been
allied with Athens since the 460s.%° However, Thucydides (5.14.4) confirms that Argos entered
a thirty-years peace with Sparta in 452/1; in so doing Argos would have terminated their alliance
with Athens and perhaps even contributed to Athens making their own truce with Sparta one
year later.® Considering how little we truly know about this period, the Plataca narrative’s
somewhat-negative portrayal of Argos seems sufficiently compatible with Argos’ vacillating

allegiance to Athens during the mid-fifth century.®*

% Thuc. 1.107.7; Diod. 11.80.2. Cf. Badian 1993: 16-17, 102 n. 50.
¥ Kagan 1969: 74; Hornblower 2011: 85-90.
% This date is well defended by Kagan 1969: 105.

%! Besides, as Lavelle 1986: 150 points out, “The historian [Herodotus] was not at all well-disposed toward the
Argives.” Perhaps this prejudice had formed already in the 440s.
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Finally, Megara, who has the unfortunate distinction in the Plataea narrative of
performing even worse than Corinth (9.69.2), was in fact part of the Delian league in the mid-
fifth century.”® Megara’s treatment is hardly the worst given to the Greek states in the Plataea
narrative, but it is certainly not very favorable. Still, the Plataea narrative itself indicates that the
relationship between Athens and Megara was more complicated: for example, Athens’ heroic
defense of the Megarians earlier in the narrative—“When the others refused, the Athenians
stepped up” (00 Boviouévmv 8¢ @V dAlwv ABnvaiot vredéEavto, 9.21.3)—implies that the
Athenians at least still saw themselves as benefactors of Megara.** However, all was not well
with Athens and Megara’s relationship. In 446, after Athens’ defeat at the hands of the Boeotian
League at Coronea (447), Megara promptly revolted from the Delian League (in apparent
collusion with Sparta, who invaded Attica shortly thereafter, and Euboea, who also revolted in
446 but had no historical role at Plataea).

However, the Athenian defeat at Coronea also marked the end of the Sacred War and thus
Athens’ loss of interest in Phocis and Boeotia. If the explanation for Herodotus’ positive
portrayal of Phocis is accepted, 446 is one year later than the latest likely dating for the rest of
the epideictic material. But we may easily surmise that a reciprocated hostility between Megara
and Athens existed even before Megara’s revolt from the Delian League. For example,

Thucydides records that Athenian enemies had been congregating in Megara before the revolt

% Thuc. 103.4; Diod. 11.79. Cf. Hornblower 2011: 25-32. Herodotus’ negative treatment of the Corinthians, who
“conceived a deadly hatred against Athens” in the early mid-fifth century (xai Kopw8ioig pév ovy fikiota, anod 100de
T0 6P0odPOV picog fip&ato mpdtov &g ABnvaiovg yevésBat, Thuc. 1.103.4), is unproblematic for either historical
context, inasmuch as this hatred is maintained down to the beginning of the Archidamian War and beyond (Thuc.
1.68-71; this picture is complicated somewhat by the Corinthian speech before the Athenian assembly [Thuc. 1.40-
42], but the Corinthians’ rhetoric here may easily be explained as strategically targeted to convince the Athenians).
For the dating, see Badian 1991: 101 n.46.

% Note that this rhetorical stance fits Athens’ ideologically-charged characterization of their imperial ambitions,
discussed above p. 57 n.36.
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(1.114.1); Pericles moved so rapidly to suppress both revolts in 446 that such insurrection must
not have been entirely unexpected.*

Finally, the political atmosphere in Athens during this period, beginning to be dominated
by the ambitious Pericles, is similarly reflected in the Plataea narrative. Cimon had instituted a
number of propagandistic building programs before his ostracism in the 460s; following Cimon’s
return from exile and subsequent death in 450/49, Pericles—a long-time rival of Cimon’s—
instituted his own propaganda campaign. Pericles’ program, remarkable for its grandeur and
scope, initiated such projects as the Parthenon (c. 447) and the Odeon (c. 446); this latter was
part of a larger program that featured the performing arts, the scope of which was far-ranging
and highly propagandistic.” And Athens certainly had need of such propaganda if her control of
the Delian League was going to be preserved. Following the Peace of Callias in 449,%° Athens’
allies increasingly began to question the importance (and nature) of the anti-Persian alliance.
Pericles would have wanted to remind everyone of Athens’ role as benefactor and guardian in
the Persian Wars and further to assert how much Athens deserved its place of honor as the
leaders of the Hellenic alliance represented by the Delian League. Herodotus’ narrative of
Plataea would have done just that.”’

But Herodotus’ narrative was more than a simple reminder of Athenian services to the

Greeks during the Persian Wars: in this telling of Plataea, Sparta—Athens’ only viable

% Hornblower 1991: 185. Although Thucydides does not narrate Athens’ invasion of the Megarid in detail,
inscriptional evidence confirms Pericles’ rapid response (ML 51 = Fornara 101; see also Diod. 12.5.2).

% Meiggs 1963; Wallace 1998: 218: Hurwitt 1999: 157-59, 216. Cf. Miller 1997: 218-42; Stuttard 2013: esp. 121-
124. See also Flower and Marincola 2002: 28-29 (citing Castriota 1992: 63-72) on the possible Athenian
commission of the Plataean temple of Athena Areia.

% | am persuaded by the arguments of Badian 1993: 1-72 on the historicity of this Peace.

" Admittedly, this ideological strategy may have applied as late as the Archidamian War as well: the narrative of
Thucydides suggests that Athenians were still using the Persian Wars to prove this point in 431 (e.g., Thuc. 1.73-75;
cf. Hunt 2010: 192-97). It is nonetheless relevant that Pericles initiated this strategy in the 440s.
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competition for the role of Greek hegemon—is not only self-serving and incompetent, but also
cowardly and ultimately incapable of keeping the unified Greeks together. This notion of a
unified Greece (and Athens’ commitment to support it) was particularly important to Pericles
during the mid-fifth century, as evidenced by his attempt at convening a Panhellenic embassy to
discuss a project of an inter-Hellenic peace and to set Athens up as the leader of the movement
(Plut. Per. 17.1; c. 449).% Sparta’s rejection of Pericles’ invitation single-handedly frustrated
Pericles’ efforts and simultaneously added fuel to Pericles’ ideological fire—Herodotus’
portrayal of Sparta as self-interested and lacking the qualifications to lead Greece would have
resonated powerfully with Sparta’s concurrent refusal to cooperate. Taking advantage of this
state of affairs, Pericles launched his first Panhellenic propaganda campaign, portraying Athens
as at the forefront of a unified Greece. What could have suited his purposes better than a highly
tendentious narrative, tailored to Athenian interests, that could be performed as part of Pericles’

2%° Thus the historical context of the

arts-initiative in Athens and maybe even around the Aegean

Second Sacred War and of the early stages of Periclean imperialism suits both the larger themes

and the smaller details of the Plataea narrative far better than does that of the Archidamian War.
Conclusion

Following this alignment and my analysis of the implied political context, then, I would

conclude that the Plataea epideixis as | have identified it best suits an Athenian audience of the

early 440s: after Sparta and Athens had contracted an uneasy five-years peace; before Athens’

% See Stadter 1989: 201-204.

% Herodotus’ apparent authorial strategy in the Plataca narrative aligns so well with Periclean policy in the early
440s, in fact, that we might even suspect a Periclean commission of Herodotus—or at least some expectation of the
reward attested by Plutarch De. Mal. 862b. If the impetus for Herodotus’ project did in fact come from Pericles, it
may be pointed out that Herodotus’ prose version of Plataea would have represented a remarkable democratic
counterpoint to the traditional aristocratic verse presentations of history (e.g., Simonides’ own version of Plataea).
Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 88. See also Kowerski 2005: 61, 95 on Pausanias’ possible role in commissioning the
Plataea Elegy.
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loss of interest in Phocis and Boeotia following the Battle of Coronea; and concurrent with
Pericles’ early efforts to establish the Athenian right to hegemony over the Delian League by
citing Athens’ past services to the Greek cause, especially in the Persian War. Considering the
highly defensible scholarly consensus that dates the rest of the Histories to the early years of the
Archidamian War, the best available explanation for the apparent performance context of the
Plataea narrative is its derivation from a separate, original composition intended for an earlier
audience—an epideixis which Herodotus then included in his generally-unified, apodeictic

exposition of historié.
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CHAPTER IlI

THE BATTLE OF SALAMIS: 8.1 - 8.89

Herodotus’ narrative of the Battle of Salamis also shows broad favoritism toward Athens.
The main polis protagonist is Athens; the main individual protagonist (an element which Plataea
mostly lacks) is an Athenian—one of Athens’ most famous citizens, Themistocles—and the
narrative again manifests Athenian ideology and interests. In fact, for almost ninety chapters,
Athens is practically the only Greek state that performs significant deeds or receives praise from
Herodotus. The only other positive portrayals of Greek states are all of Athenian allies in the
mid-450s—some are familiar from the Plataea narrative (e.g., Phocis and Macedon) while others
appear only in the Salamis narrative (e.g., Aegina, Plataea, and Thespiae)—and once more,
Athenian enemies from that period receive negative treatment (e.g., Sparta, Corinth, and
Thessaly). Following the example set by Plataea, then, | propose a similar mid-fifth century
Athenian audience for the Salamis narrative. On the other hand, a Panhellenic readership would
have found Herodotus’ version of Salamis unpalatable, especially after at least two decades of
aggressive Athenian foreign policy in her administration of the Delian League (if we follow the
generally assumed publication date in the 420s).

Inasmuch as Athens’ significant contribution to the naval battle at Salamis was a
generally recognized historical fact, of course, it is more difficult to demonstrate conclusively

that this specific narrative was written with an Athenian audience in mind. Yet other elements
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imply that Herodotus’ audience for this portion of the Histories was indeed Athenian. For one,
the interests of the passage are again aligned with those of Athens: rhetorical speeches are
frequent and well-developed, there is much discussion of naval strategy and achievements, the
topography of Athens and of her allies—Phocis in particular—features conspicuously throughout
the narrative (esp. 8.31-34; 49-55), and major tenets of Athenian ideology (especially their
reliance on the ideological nexus of ships, walls, and men)* are promoted widely. It may also be
significant that oracles and other types of religion are more prominent here than in other parts of
the Histories:” the very same Sacred War that saw Phocis and Athens allied represented an
Athenian attempt to replace the Delphians, who had recently been given charge of the oracle by
Spartan military action, by returning control of the oracle to Phocis.® Furthermore, during the
same period Athens was embarked upon a propaganda campaign coopting the political-religious
power instantiated in Delphi and other oracles.* Once again, then, Herodotus’ narrative of
Salamis, just like his Plataea narrative, is suited to an Athenian audience of the mid-fifth

century.’

! Cf. Dougherty 2014.

2 Arguably, an interest in oracles could apply equally to all Greece, both geographic and temporal, but two elements
suggest that the Salamis narrative’s specific treatment of oracular religion most suits an Athenian audience in the
440s: [1] all oracles either explicitly concern Athens or provide information directly relevant to Athenian interests
and [2] Athenian policy in the 440s was particularly concerned with this type of religion. See below, pp. 130-33.

® Bowden 2005: 137 points out that religious arguments would have been critical to Athens’ promotion of their
policy in the Sacred War (c.449) and so would have been well recognized among the Athenian populace.

*Plut. Per. 17.1, 21.2-3. Cf. Stadter 1989:201-204; Figueira 1993:214-15; Hurwitt 1999: 157-59; Stuttard 2013:
121-24.

® While we may detect a similar compositional context for both of these epideictic narratives with some certainty, it
is more difficult to determine which narrative came first. Neither narrative refers to the other or builds on the other
in any significant or discernible way. Yet the two are clearly related, sharing not only a common audience but also
several themes, topics, and concerns. We may also consider that the Salamis epideixis has an obvious function for
an Athenian audience whereas the choice to compose a Plataea epideixis favoring Athens is surprising to say the
least—as | have shown in Chapter 11, the role of the Athenians in this mostly Spartan victory is minimized or even
omitted in most other historians of the classical period. By this standard, then, it stands to reason that the success of
the Salamis narrative inspired a second, more polemical piece challenging the Spartan claim to the Battle of Plataea.
But such a hypothesis is pure speculation; without clear references between the two narratives, the primacy of one or
the other is ultimately unprovable.
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Setting Limits (8.1-89)

Using the same criteria as with the Plataea narrative (see Ch. Il, pp. 41-42), we may
delineate the beginning and ending of the epideictic material associated with Herodotus’ Salamis
narrative. The more secure limit—the beginning—can be found at 8.1, which inaugurates the
story of Artemisium and thereby directly foregrounds the battle of Salamis. In fact, this chapter
begins with perhaps the single roughest transition in the Histories. From an anecdotal story
about the Spartan queen, Gorgo, and her clever uncovering of a secret warning about the Persian
invasion sent by Demaratus (the former king of Sparta who has taken refuge with the Persians in
exile; 7.239.4), Herodotus suddenly begins a catalog of Greek ships gathered at Artemisium:
“The following Greeks made up the fleet ...” (o1 6& EAMvev £¢ TOV VOUTIKOV 6TPATOV TaOEVTEG
foav 0ide, 8.1.1). The transition is smoothed only by a pév ... 8¢ clause (todta psv 1 obtm
Aéyeton yevéoBau, 7.239.4) and does in fact feature the noted transition-marker: pév 6n coupled
with a conclusion that points backward in the narrative without any relevance to what follows
(see Introduction, pp. 30-31).°

The narrative following 8.1 has almost no relevance to the Spartan material that preceded
it aside from its inclusion of the minor Spartan contribution to the catalog of Greek forces and a
brief admission that a Spartan was in fact leading the forces—and this admission is immediately
undercut by the explanation that Athens had yielded this position “because they were greatly
concerned for the survival of Greece and knew that if they quarreled over leadership, Greece
would be destroyed” (uéyoa te moedpevor mepieivar v EALGSa Kol yvOvVTES, €1 6T001460V01 TEPT
TNE Nyepoving, a¢ aroréetar 1| ‘EALGG, 8.3.1). Herodotus then confirms Athenian thinking with a

statement that emphasizes the importance of the Athenian decision to defer—Their assessment

® Munson 2001: 25 calls such sentences “summary conclusions,” but this particular transition is so blunt that it
cannot be explained by Herodotus’ attention to the “Rhetorical value of introductions and conclusions” that Munson
considers (2001: 27-32).
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was right on, for internal strife is worse than being unified in war by as much as war is worse
than peace” (0pOa voedvteg oTdoig yop ELPLAOC TOAELOV OUOPPOVEOVTOC TOGOVT® KAKIOV £6TL
8o morepoc eipiivne, 8.3.1).” He also points out that the Greeks eventually did give control to
Athenians as a result of Pausanias’ mismanagement of and hybris against other Greeks during
the continued Hellenic effort against the Persians (8.3.2).8 This latter assertion further evokes
the precise function that | have argued these epideixeis serve: to validate and justify the ongoing
Athenian claim to hegemony in (and after) the war against the Persians. Thus Herodotus moves
from a pro-Spartan anecdote—with almost no relevance to the conflict at hand—into a polemical
pro-Athenian defense of their benevolent choice not to assume command over the Greeks at
Artemisium.

Only two elements make these three chapters less than ideal as a starting point for the
epideictic material. The first is the seemingly anti-Athenian statement that, “should Sparta not
lead them, the allies refused to follow Athenian leadership; they would rather abandon the
upcoming expedition entirely” (ot yap coppoyot ook Epacay, fjv un 6 AGKmv 1yepoven,
Abnvaiolot &yecbat yeopévolot, aAAd Adoey 0 péAlov Eoecbat otpdtevpa, 8.2.2). As I have
shown above, however, this statement serves as an ideal springboard both to argue that Sparta
was poorly suited to such a command and to explain the reality that a Spartan was in fact
commanding the navy (and of course, even this authority is preempted by Themistocles in the
narrative immediately following, 8.5). Furthermore, the “allies” who rejected Athenian

command would hardly have been expected to act otherwise from a mid-fifth century

" Note how this sentiment tallies with that of 9.60.2 (see Ch. I, pp. 81-82).

8 Cf. Munson 2001: 214-17. Badian 1993: 132 states: “It is clear that the actual Athenian tradition, on which his
interpretation undoubtedly depends, made no effort to deny that it was Athenian intrigue that had led to the allies’
“voluntary” submission to Athens and that Pausanias’ behavior was used as a convenient pretext. In Herodotus’ day
the Athenians were probably rather proud of it.”
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perspective: the Corinthians and the Spartans especially were on bad terms with the Athenians
throughout the fifth century and it is unlikely that their opinion mattered much to an Athenian
audience.® Indeed, in 449, Pericles’ invitation of Sparta to a Panhellenic summit met with much
the same treatment. In this historical context, that Sparta and the other allies gathered at Salamis
refused Athenian leadership betrays those states’ unwillingness to set aside their differences for
the sake of the Greece, a policy which Athens—Dboth in the narrative and in the early 440s—
explicitly and proudly champions.

The second problematic passage, however, includes a plain reference to the Sicilian
embassy which is narrated earlier in the Histories at 7.157-62: “Even before the embassy to
Sicily...” (mpiv ] kol &g ZikeAinv méumety éml cvoppoyiny, 8.3.1). Inasmuch as it refers to
material outside the epideixis, this phrase does not conform to the criteria for identifying
epideictic material. Yet this statement matches the neatly parenthetical form of the other
authorial intrusions and is by no means necessary for the sense of the passage. Still, it is not
noticeably dissonant with its context like the other intrusions, nor does it serve to avoid repetition.
We might proceed, then, by ignoring the first three chapters and beginning the epideictic material
at 8.4—which is in fact a serviceable starting point—>but to do so would ignore the clear
suitability of the first three chapters to the epideictic program; furthermore, the contrast between
8.3 and 8.4 pales in comparison to the remarkably jarring transition between 7.239 and 8.1. On
balance, the first chapter of Book Eight is the better place to begin the epideictic material.

If we consider the context of this insertion, then, we may observe first that this statement
has the plain markings of an afterthought: it does not begin the sentence, but rather follows after

the phrase, “For there had been discussion from the beginning...” (€yéveto yap kat' apyoc Aoyoc,

® For Corinth, see Thuc. 1.103-106: “[Athens’ occupation of Megara in ¢.459] was the principle cause of the
Corinthians conceiving such a deadly hatred against Athens” (koi Kopw6ioig pév ovy fikiota 4o todde 10 6podpov
picog fip&ato mpdtov &g ABnvaiovg yevésOat, 1.103.4); cf. Badian 1991: 101 n.46. For Sparta, see Ch. 11, 79-82.
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8.3.1) and it precedes the narrative of the Athenians being denied leadership over the fleet.
Furthermore, the narrative that follows this parenthetical statement provides our best evidence
that the aside is compositionally out of place: the story here directly contradicts the military and
political circumstance that is evoked by the cross-reference. There, the Athenians are in fact in
command of the fleet (7.161.2); here they are not. The insertion here, then, would represent an
(unsuccessful) attempt to bridge that gap—an afterthought meant to make the epideictic material
more compatible with the framing narrative. The appropriate beginning of the epideictic
material, then, should be identified as 8.1, with this small phrase in 8.3.1 being identified as a
‘marginal’ intrusion.

The end of the epideictic material is less plain. Just as with the beginning, there is a
simple ending that would be generally uncontroversial: 8.89 ends with the trophé of the Persian
troops, the deaths of several Persian nobility, and the rout and destruction of the Persian fleet.
This chapter also precedes four chapters which are blatantly favorable to the Aeginetans, often at
the expense of the Athenians: the Aeginetans rescue a sinking Athenian ship (8.90.2), they
destroy ships that get away from the Athenians (8.91), they taunt Themistocles with their
manifest non-medism (8.92.2),'° and they are finally recognized for outmatching the Athenians
in valor (8.93.1). After almost ninety chapters of narrative containing absolutely nothing that
would be objectionable to an Athenian audience (or even any significant non-Athenian as
protagonist), suddenly Herodotus seems to have switched his sympathy to Aegina, giving only
pro-Aeginetan information and demoting Athens to a marginal role. Considering the sudden and
pronounced nature of this shift, then, we may safely mark the end of 8.89 as an obvious shift

away from the epideictic material.

10 presumably in response to Athens’ historic claims that Aegina had medized (6.49.2); cf. Irwin 2010a: 412-14.
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Yet, as with the beginning of the epideictic material, there are three further chapters
which would also provide a fitting conclusion. However, these three chapters (8.94-96) not only
include a pro-Corinthian statement which contradicts our epideictic criteria (8.94.4) but also
follow after the pro-Aeginetan passage outlined above and thus are not directly attached to the
epideictic material. Still, in these three chapters, we may observe an apparent reprise of the
epideictic material’s major themes: a pro-Athenian and anti-Corinthian story (8.94.1-3), an
Athenian hoplite attack—also recorded by Aeschylus (Persae, 447-64)—under the leadership of
the “best man” of the Athenians, Aristides (dvopog dpiotov, 8.95), and the fulfilment of an
Athenian oracle involving Athenian women and the Athenian shoreline (8.96). This last passage
is furthermore an apt conclusion: the quotation of this oracle, marked as the final oracle of the
narrative by a reference to other oracles that were included in the epideictic material (dote
amomemAfoOot TOV xpnouov TovV 1€ dALOV TAVTA TOV TTEPL THE Vowpaying tadtg sipnuévov Bakidt
kai Movecaio, 8.96.2), is followed by a recognition of Xerxes’ departure: “But this was to
happen after the king had been driven back” (tobto 8¢ EueAde dmeldoavtog Baciiéog Ececbat,
8.96.2). Following this chapter the break is clean: there are no more mentions of Athens or
Themistocles (or Aegina, for that matter) for another twelve chapters. And when the former
protagonists do finally return to the narrative, the previously inept Eurybiades corrects the
previously heroic Themistocles’ blunder (8.108.3), Themistocles is accused of working to curry
favor with Xerxes (8.109.5), and Athens votes to affirm Themistocles in his imperialistic,
Persian-favorable policy, attacking Greek nations for profit rather than pursuing the Persian
retreat (8.110.1). We may be sure, then, that no more epideictic material follows 8.96 until the

beginning of the Plataea narrative at 8.133.
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Yet the question of whether we ought to consider 8.94-96 epideictic in spite of the
intervening Aeginetan material remains unanswered—perhaps even unanswerable. If we would
mark the limits of the material which most clearly suits the epideictic narrative strategy, then, our
limits will be 8.1-96 with 8.90-93 marked as intrusive Aeginetan material and 8.94.4 marked as a
second ‘marginal’ intrusion; if we prefer more conservative limits, we may define the Salamis
epideictic material as ending with 8.89. To avoid growing overly speculative, then, in this
chapter I will conform to these latter conservative limits and mark any evidence from the less
secure chapters as such whenever they do in fact enter the investigation.**

Within these limits there are a number of interesting passages that deserve consideration,
but only one that will be marked as a ‘problematizing’ intrusion: 8.30.1-2. That passage, like
9.64.2, plainly clashes with the narrative on every level, serves an obvious corrective function,
and is cleanly limited to a brief and parenthetical inclusion. At 8.27, Herodotus begins a seven-
chapter narrative of Xerxes’ invasion of Phocis. In this narrative, Phocis is consistently
portrayed very positively: a triumphant rival of Thessaly (8.27-28), a champion of the Greek
cause (8.30.2), and a tragic stalwart in the face of Persian aggression (8.32-33). In the midst of
this consistently and emphatically pro-Phocian passage, Herodotus includes a statement that calls
into question the entire surrounding narrative: “The Phocians alone of the men in this region
refused to medize, and for no other reason—as far as | can determine—than their hatred for the
Thessalians” (o1 yap Pwkéeg podvor T@v Tantn avpOmmv 00K EuNdov, Kot AL HEV 0VOEY,
O¢ £Y® ovuPfoarrlopevog evpiockm, kKatd 6 TO £x0oc 10 Ococordv, 8.30.1). Herodotus continues:
“Had the Thessalians supported the Greeks, | expect the Phocians would have medized” (&i 6¢

@eocorol o EAMvev noéov, g époi dokéety, Epndilov av ol Pokéeg, 8.30.2). These two short

1 For another section of the Histories possibly related to this epideictic material (7.139.2-144), see Appendix [a].
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sentences plainly undercut any pro-Phocian reading that this section might otherwise have
justified, prompting skepticism of the entire passage. If this brief aside were originally part of
the epideixis, it would denote an audience that was significantly different from that of the Plataea
narrative, where the Phocians are consistently portrayed positively and even heroically.

But this passage is demonstrably out of place—on several levels—when considered
against the seven chapters of narrative immediately surrounding it. First, Herodotus attributes
the Phocians’ choice to their hatred of the Thessalians, but it seems rather that the Thessalians
are consistently the resentful aggressor—not just here (8.27.1, 8.28), but in the Plataea narrative
(9.17.4) and even in the Thermopylae narrative (7.176.4). The epideictic Phocians, rather than
exhibiting an implacable hatred for the Thessalians, only ever appear as steadfast defenders of
their own lands; the implacable hatred on all occasions is Thessalian, not Phocian. Presumably
we might infer that the hatred Thessaly felt for the Phocians was reciprocated, but that reading is
not in any way implied (except by the authorial intrusion, of course). Ultimately, Herodotus’
anecdote about Thessalian aggression provides very poor evidence for his claim that the
Phocians hated the Thessalians so overwhelmingly that they chose to side with Greece and suffer
the destruction of the Persian advance.

Just as these two sentences undercut the pro-Phocian tone of the surrounding seven
chapters, the narrative immediately thereafter undercuts Herodotus’ argument that the Phocians
refused to medize purely out of hatred for the Thessalians. Simply, the result of their refusal to
medize is profoundly ruinous. The Phocian country is devastated (o1 6¢ Bappapot Ty ydpnv
nacav Encdpapov v Pokida, 8.32.2); twelve significant Phocian cities are burned (Herodotus
lists them all by name: katd pév Ekavoov Apopov moAv, katd 6& Xapdopav koi "Epwyov kai

Tebpmviov kai Apeikaiay kol Néova kai [Tediéag kai Tpitéag kai EAdteiav kai Y dpmolv Kai
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[Mopamotapiovg kai APag, 8.33); their most holy sanctuary is plundered and set on fire (koi
10070 T0 POV cLANcaVTEG Evémpnoay, 8.33); and their wives are raped to death (yvvaikdg tvag
diépBelpav poydpevol vro TAnbeog, 8.33). By refusing to medize, the Phocians brought upon
themselves a destruction that was likely far worse than they would have suffered even at the
hands of the Thessalians. There is no narrative of resistance; surely this result was expected.
Are we to believe that the Phocians chose devastation, death, and widespread ruin rather than
fight on the same side as the Thessalians—a role which they in fact eventually assume at the
Battle of Plataea (9.17.1)? And this when Herodotus never once (outside of this sentence)
asserts Phocian hatred for Thessaly? Rather, if we overlook this brief interjection, Herodotus has
provided a perfectly sufficient reason for the Phocian choice to suffer in the narrative itself:
“they were simply unwilling to betray Greece” (6AL" ovk Ecec0at £KOVTEC slval TPodoTaL TG
‘EAMGdoc, 8.30.2). Phocis, like Athens, suffers the slaughter of its people and the devastation of
its countryside, homes, and temples for one preeminent reason: the good of all Greece.

This more likely conclusion directly contradicts Herodotus’ earlier statement that Phocis
resisted medism only for the sake of its hatred of Thessaly. Perhaps, following much the same
impulse that prompted him to include a disclaimer before the pro-Athenian passage at 7.139.1,
Herodotus chose to include this aside because he felt the narrative had grown too pro-Phocian
and thus unfavorable to any possible readers who would resent such a bias. Perhaps Herodotus
merely sought to engage the audience further by complicating motivations that are otherwise
fairly straightforward and heroic.'> Or maybe he even sought to throw a later reader off the
epideictic scent, as it were, cultivating the appearance of objectivity by undercutting an overtly

pro-Phocian section. Whatever his motivation, this interjection plainly does not suit its context:

12 Cf. Baragwanath 2008: 22-26 on Herodotus’ manipulation of reader-response.
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the theory that Phocis medized only out of hatred for the Thessalians is poorly supported by the
preceding narrative and completely overthrown by the narrative that follows. We may mark this
short aside, then, as a ‘problematizing’ intrusion much like 9.64.1: a corrective impulse that
seeks to complicate a narrative which is otherwise perfectly suited to an Athenian audience of
the mid-fifth century.

Beyond this short passage, the entire Salamis narrative is perfectly compatible with an
epideictic performance to Athenians in the early-440s—just like the Plataea narrative. Still, a
number of other passages deserve consideration. Whether because of ambiguity or because of
differing assumptions about the Histories’ compositional context, these passages have received
little scholarly notice, and that often contradictory. For example, at 8.44.2, Herodotus marks the
Athenians as descendants of the Pelasgians. Two lines of scholarship have used this passage to
argue against an Athenian audience, but from entirely opposite angles.** Rosalind Thomas,
citing Herodotus’ much earlier remark that the Pelasgians originally spoke a non-Greek language
(1.57.2-3), concludes that Herodotus means to argue that “the Athenians were originally
Pelasgians but joined the Greeks later and changed their language appropriately.”14 Thomas
argues that such an observation contradicts the Athenian belief that they were autochthonous and
thus would not have been popular with an Athenian audience.™ Yet the Pelasgian heritage of the
Athenians seems to have been uncontroversial for fifth century Athenian audiences, finding
expression not only in Aristophanes (Birds 1355) and Thucydides (1.2-3), but also in the mid-

fifth century plays of Aeschylus (e.g., Suppl. 250-70).

13 Shapiro 1998: 131 interprets this passage as a claim to Athenian autochthony.
 Thomas 2000: 120; cf. Georges 1994: 137.
'> Thomas 2000: 122.
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On the other hand, Angus Bowie in his commentary goes so far as to argue that their
Pelasgian heritage was so well-known to Athenians that “they would not have needed to be given
the information in § 2.”*® Of course, this argument raises a new and entirely different set of
issues with ascribing this passage to an epideictic context suited to an Athenian audience.
Against Bowie, then, we may point out that two of the three sources cited above—Aristophanes
and Aeschylus—were certainly intended for Athenian audiences, so that it seems unfounded to
argue that Athenians had no interest in hearing of their Pelasgian heritage. If a poet composed a
verse for Charlemagne evoking his Roman ancestry, would the Holy Roman Emperor be bored
or pleased? Rather, Athens in this time period was increasingly interested in their heritage.
According to Alan Shapiro, it was precisely “the needs of the democracy and the growing
importance of Athens in the Delian League” which prompted the Athenian belief in their
autochthonous heritage to solidify in the first place.!” Believing that they were both
autochthonous and descended from the Pelasgians, mid-fifth century Athens developed a
renewed pride in their heritage. Not only would Herodotus’ mention of the Pelasgians be
unobjectionable to the Athenians, it is perfectly in step with the mid-fifth century cultural
program of Athens.

Next, the only positive action that is not taken by Athens, Phocis, or Macedon occurs at
8.84.2, where Herodotus records the Aeginetan version of the first encounter with the Persians at
Salamis as competing with the Athenian version. Aegina was in fact a submissive member of

the Delian league in the mid-450s;'® after Athens’ subjugation of the island in c. 457, Athenian

'® Bowie 2007: 134.
17 Shapiro 1998: 130. Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 210, on the importance of the autochthony theme in funeral oration.

8 Diod. 11.78-79; Badian 1991: 102 n.47. Figueira 1993: 216 cites IG I 38 and the influence of “Athenian friends
like Thoukidides” in the early 440s; cf. Powell and Meidani 2015.
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attitudes toward Aegina are consistently more dismissive than hostile.*® Yet the inclusion of an
Aeginetan alternative here is startling, especially since it seems to challenge Athens’ claim to
initiating the battle.?® Still, the narrative itself advances the Athenian version: the Athenian
account is more detailed (e.g., the inclusion of the ship’s captain, Aminias of Pallene, 8.84.1); the
Athenian account is explained in straightforward, naval terms—“When the Athenian ship
became entangled and was unable to withdraw, at last the others came to the aid of Aminias and
thus joined the battle” (cvumiexeiong 6 Tiic veoc Kai 00 duvapévev droliayival, obT® o1 ol
aAlol Apewvin BonBéovteg cvvéuoyov, 8.84.1)—whereas the Aeginetan version relies on heroes
and miraculous portents (@doua ot yovoikog Epavn, 8.84.2); and lest the portentous apparition
elevate the Aeginetans by its holy association, the figure expresses marked indignation toward
the Aeginetans, accusing them of “backing water” (mpOuvnyv avakpovecbe, 8.84.2), an action
which a Thucydidean scholiast glosses as portending a panicked rout.?* Furthermore, the
Athenian version is immediately confirmed by Herodotus’ description of the battle order at
8.85.1: the Athenians face the Phoenicians, whose ship Aeschylus attests was the first attacked
(Persae 409-11)—an attestation which Athenians would recall immediately (especially if
Aeschylus reflected popular tradition rather than vice-versa) but might easily go unnoticed with a
different audience.”? The Aeginetans, on the other hand, go entirely unmentioned until the

anecdotes gathered after the epideictic narrative (8.90-93). Reading this passage in its immediate

19 Pericles reportedly called Aegina “the pus of Piraeus” (Mjunv tod Hepoudg, Plut. Per. 8.5) around this time, and
the Athenian Thucydides notoriously neglects Aegina in his history (cf. Dion. Thuc. 15; Irwin 2010b: 426-28).

2 In fact, Irwin 2010a; 405-406 argues that this alternative fact implicitly foregrounds the triumph of Aegina over
Athens as heroes of Salamis which is realized in 8.91-93 (immediately following the epideixis).

21 Schol. Thuc. §1.50.5; cf. Bowie 2007: 174.

22 Of course, Aeschylus’ account is itself Athenian, but that Herodotus echoes Aeschylus here only serves to endorse
the Athenian version and ensure that Herodotus’ audience—if it was indeed Athenian—would understand the
implication of the stated battle order.

99



context,” then, Herodotus has provided this competing account of the battle’s inception not to
compete with the Athenian version but to refute the Aeginetan one; the apparition’s incredulity at
the Aeginetans balking in the face of the Persians only strengthens this refutation.

Finally, at 8.68.a Artemisia reminds Xerxes that Athens’ role in the Ionian Revolt was in
fact the primary reason for the Persian invasion of Greece in the first place. Yet this assertion
doesn’t seem to have been objectionable to the Athenians. In fact, the notion of Xerxes’ invasion
as a reprisal for Athens’ success against Darius appears in Aeschylus’ Persae (472-75) and can
even be found in the epideictic material leading up to Plataea (8.142.2). And inasmuch as
Athens successfully repelled the Persians both at Marathon and at Salamis, ultimately no blame
could be attached to them for carelessly endangering Greece. Therefore the only truly
problematic passages in the Salamis narrative are the authorial intrusions at 8.3.1 and 8.30.1-2
identified above; every other passage conforms to or manifestly exhibits the expectations
inherent in a historical narrative written for an Athenian audience in the mid-fifth century—the
same audience as Plataea.

Points in Common with the Plataea Narrative

Inasmuch as the Salamis and Plataea narratives apparently share the same audience, some
overlap with my analysis of Plataea in Chapter Il is inevitable. For the most part, then, I will
simply review the elements shared between the two narratives without repeating an explanation;
the reader may refer to Chapter 1l for more detail. Before discussing shared characteristics,
however, we should also address a shared objection: the question of sources.** No one has
questioned Herodotus’ sources for his narrative of Salamis primarily because, historically,

Athens seems to have played a major part in the battle. We must note, however, that Aegina,

2% Rather than that of 8.90-93, pace Irwin 2010a: 406.
% See esp. my discussion of Nyland 1992, Chapter 11, pp. 53-54.
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who provided a significant contingent for every naval encounter and ultimately received the
prize for valor in the decisive battle from the Greeks (8.93.1),%° merits no mention in almost
ninety chapters of narrative leading up to—and including—the entire battle of Salamis (with the
sole exception of the parenthetical aside addressed above, 8.84.2). Rather than celebrate or even
acknowledge Aegina’s valuable role in these naval battles, Herodotus relegates all Aeginetan
contributions to anecdotal additions at the end of the narrative—after the major action has
already occurred and the Persian forces have been routed. By analogy with the Plataea narrative,
then, we might explain this lack of Aeginetan material by positing limited Aeginetan sources,
assuming that Herodotus had access only to Athenian sources and was ignorant of any major
Aeginetan stories that merited inclusion in the thick of the battle narrative.

But that Herodotus had access to no competing versions of these hugely important battles
in which so many Greeks took part again surpasses belief. At the least, Simonides is supposed to
have written a lyric version of the Battle of Artemisium and an elegiac version of the Battle of
Salamis; Lawrence Kowerski even argues that these two poems are one and the same with the
‘new Simonides’ elegy which has been thought to narrate only the Battle of Plataea.?® With
regard to Aegina specifically (which by all rights ought to have figured more prominently in any
narrative of the Battle of Salamis), Herodotus surely had access to Aeginetan sources. Being
members of the Delian league as well as having a short and secure naval path to Athens,
Aeginetan citizens visited Athens regularly and vice-versa. Their prominent role in maritime

trade further guaranteed their presence in most ports around the Mediterranean. Whether living

% The award appears to have been historical. See Pritchett 1974: 283-86, on the authority of 8.93 and 8.122; see
also Diod. 11.27.2. Cf. Marincola 2007a: 119.

% Kowerski 2005: 21-61.
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in the Aegean or Italy, Herodotus would have had no trouble gathering Aeginetan stories about
the battles of Artemisium and Salamis.?’

Furthermore Herodotus’ own narrative offers plenty of evidence that he knew stories
involving the Aeginetans: the Aeacidae whom the Greeks unceremoniously send for at 8.64
feature prominently elsewhere in the Histories (5.82-89) but receive almost no notice here;
8.84.2 shows that Herodotus was in fact aware of a story wherein the ships sent to retrieve the
Aeacidae led the charge at Salamis, and Herodotus could easily have included some of the
Aeginetan-favorable anecdotes collected at 8.90-93 in the first telling of the battle had he wished.
He has simply neglected to do so. Instead, only the Athenians are singled out for any real
bravery or distinction in the thick of the events (8.84.1, 8.85.1, 8.87.2); even when Aegina is
mentioned, it is explicitly secondary to Athens (8.84.2, 8.86). Herodotus knew (or could have
discovered) any number of Aeginetan versions of events, and with that he surely could have
woven them into the narrative—after all, Herodotus’ wonder-seeking narrative often
incorporates such parenthetical and tangential anecdotes.”® He did not include Aeginetan stories
in the main narrative because it did not suit his audience.

The clear beneficiary of Aegina’s marginalization is Athens. Just as in the Plataea
narrative, Athens is by far the most celebrated of the Greeks in Herodotus’ narrative of
Artemisium and Salamis. At Artemisium, the Athenians are the first to take a Persian ship
(8.11.2), and despite already supplying more than three times as many ships as any other Greek
nation at the outset, the Athenians further provide a critical reinforcement contingent which itself
outnumbers the next greatest contribution of ships and inspires the Greeks to fight with renewed

vigor (8.14.1-2). On two separate occasions Herodotus singles out the Athenians as the best

%" Figueira 1993: 79-85.
28 Cf. Munson 2001; 8-17.
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fighters of the day without mentioning any other Greek participant (8.11.2, 8.17; cf. 9.71); when
at last the Greeks are forced to retreat, the Athenians are the last to leave their post (8.21.2; cf.
9.54.2). And despite Eurybiades’ authority, Themistocles’ opinion prevails in every major
tactical decision (e.g., 8.4.2, 8.74.2-83.1). The distinction and narrative importance of Athens in
this telling of the Battle of Artemisium contrasts starkly with Herodotus’ narrative of the battle
as it occurred earlier in the Histories (7.192-95; see also Conclusion, pp. 190-92), where the
Athenians contribute almost nothing at all. Without a doubt, Athens is the hero of this story
from the beginning.

And as the narrative progresses toward the final conflict at Salamis, the Athenian
contribution is reiterated and enhanced. From the gathering of the navy before Salamis, the
Athenians are singled out for providing “the greatest number of ships and the most seaworthy by
far” (véag 6& moA® mheiotog € Kol dplota TAeovcac mapeiyovto Abnvaiot, 8.42.2). The
superlative size of their contribution is again emphasized two chapters later: “The Athenians
provided more ships than all the rest, one hundred and eighty ships all by themselves” (Abnvaiot
HEV TTPOG TAVTAG TOVG BALOVE TaPEYOLEVOL VENS OYOdMKOVTA Kol kaToOV, podvol, 8.44.1). Even
the wrong-headed Athenians who stubbornly refuse to leave the Athenian Acropolis on the
authority of their misinterpretation of the Delphic oracle fight resolutely and inventively against
overwhelming Persian numbers, nearly staving off the Persian attack despite their clearly
insufficient resources—both in numbers and in fortifications (8.52). And by the eve of the battle,
Herodotus has Themistocles assert “that so long as they had two hundred fully-manned ships,
Athens could claim a city and land better than anyone’s—for none of the Greeks could repel
their attack” (@¢ €in kai TOMC kai yi| péCmv §j mep Ekeivorot £o0T” Gv dNKOGLUL VEEC QL EOGL

TEMANPOUEVAL 00dapoVS Yop EAAA vV avtodg Emdvtag anokpovoesbat, 8.61.2).
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Of course, Themistocles quickly neutralizes any suggestion that the Athenians in fact
would attack other Greeks by asserting his concern first and foremost for the well-being of
“Hellas” (dvatpéyeig v 'EALGda, 9.62.1), an assertion that closely parallels Athens’
imperialistic-benefactor ideology.?® Instead, if the other Greeks do choose to abandon Salamis,
he threatens, “we’ll just pack up our families and go to Siris in Italy” (fueic pev ag &yopev
avaraPovec Tovg oikétog kopevueba ¢ Xipwv v év Ttalin, 8.62.2)—a rhetorical ploy very
similar to that found in the Plataea epideixis, 9.11.1. Herodotus explicitly confirms the validity
of this argument, both in his own opinion and the opinion of the Greeks at Salamis:

TadTo 8¢ OgpotokAéog Aéyovtog avedidaoketo EvpuPiadng dokéev o€ pot,

appwdncog poAota Tovg AOnvaiovg avedddcKeTo U oPeas ATOAMTOGL, TV TPOC

oV Tobpov aydyn toc véag dmolmoviov yop ABnvaiov ovkéTt £yivovto
a&opayot ot Aowroi. (8.62-63)

Themistocles’ speech changed Eurybiades’ mind. It seems to me that he was
especially afraid that the Athenians take off if he led the ships to the Isthmus—
and without the Athenians, the rest wouldn’t match up in a battle.

This passage mirrors the Tegean argument at the beginning of the Plataea epideixis (9.9.2) and
Herodotus’ own conclusion earlier in the Histories (on which occasion he explicitly worries that
the argument may be too pro-Athenian for his audience, 7.139.1-2). The Athenian contribution,
then, is consistently and emphatically honored to the exclusion of every other Greek nation, both
through Herodotus’ characters and the voice of the narrator himself.

Other features of the Plataea narrative occur in the Salamis narrative. For example,
several of the funeral-oration topoi that feature at 9.27 (see discussion in Chapter Il, pp. 56-58)
are also rehearsed in the Salamis narrative. Herodotus especially emphasizes the Athenian
funeral topos of autochthony by recording Athens’ ancestral claim to having been Pelasgians

(8.44.2; see above, pp. 97-98). He achieves much the same end with his enumeration of “Ionians

# oraux 1981 (2006): 106.
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descended from Athens” ("loveg and ABnvéwv yeyovoteg, 8.46.3) and even with the story of
Erechtheus and the competition between Poseidon and Athena for the patronage of the city
(8.55).%° On the other hand, the Spartans are “a Doric and Macednian tribe, emigrating last from
Erineus, Pindus, and Dryopis” (Ampikov te kai Makedvov E0vog, €€ Epiveod te kai [Tivdov kal
Mg Apvomidog Votata Opunbévreg, 8.43)—the Dryopian region which is elsewhere called “the
motherland of the Peloponnesian Dorians” (untpomolic Aopiéov tédv év [ehonovwniow, 8.31).%
Later, the contrast with Athenian autochthony is made explicit when the Spartans are called
“immigrants” (émiAvda, 8.73.2).% In addition, Herodotus’ portrayal of the Persian siege of the
Acropolis evokes the Amazonomachy (8.52),*® as does the Athenian rout of Artemisia (8.87-
88).3* In fact, in addition to being popular in funeral orations, both of these topoi are depicted on
the Parthenon, which was begun at roughly the same time as my proposed date for the Plataea
and Salamis epideixeis (c. 447).% Indeed, Herodotus’ Atheno-centric version of Salamis itself
was likely similar to that celebrated in funeral orations.*®

Second, the apparent political alignment of the Salamis narrative—judged by positive and
negative portrayals—is almost identical. Once again Herodotus gives consistently positive
portrayals of Phocis and Macedon alongside Athens, and negative portrayals of Athenian

enemies from the mid-fifth century like Sparta, Corinth, Thessaly, and various other

% E g., Demosthenes 60.27. Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 210-11.

81 Cf. Thomas 2001: 225. “It is worth wondering whether it was perhaps developed in part precisely to counteract
the problem that the Dorians seemed to have a more illustrious Greek ancestry. Autochthony, whether taken
literally as meaning born from the earth or simply as meaning indigenous, original, could be a powerful claim to
greater antiquity.”

%2 Note also that the Dorians’ Macedonian origins further corroborate the story of Macedon’s Greek ancestry
included in the Plataea epideixis at 8.137-9 and at 9.45.3.

¥ Aeschylus, Eumenides 685-90; cf. Krentz 1997: 64-65.

% Lysias 2.4; Demosthenes 60.8; Plato, Menexenus 239b. Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 208-209.
% Meiggs 1963: 38-39; Hurwitt 1999: 154-88 ; Stuttard 2013: esp. 120-124.

% Lysias 2.34, 36; Plato Menexenus 241a-c, 245a. Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): esp. 94-100.
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Peloponnesian states. | have already shown how unwaveringly positive the Salamis narrative’s
portrayal of Athens is. If any nation could be said to share the spotlight with Athens in this
narrative, it would be Phocis. Beginning at 8.27, Herodotus marks the Phocians as heroic, both
by their valorous and steadfast repulsion of their Thessalian opponent (8.27-30) and by their
uncompromising martyrdom for the Greek cause (8.30-33). I have treated Herodotus’ heroic
portrayal of the latter above (pp. 94-97); his portrayal of Phocis’ war with Thessaly is equally
impressive. Herodotus introduces the Phocians into the narrative by way of Thessaly’s hatred
for them—a hatred that resulted from Phocis’ repeated frustration of Thessalian aggression
(8.27.1). Herodotus describes every positive detail of this resistance, unsatisfied with merely
marking their victory. In the first confrontation, Herodotus emphasizes the imbalance of forces
(an imbalance rivaled only by the present conflict of Greeks against Persians): six hundred
Phocians kill over four thousand Thessalians and put many more to rout (8.27.3-4). But perhaps
more importantly, they succeed by a clever stratagem that is inspired by a prophet—none other
than the eponymous Tellias (cf. 9.37.1)—and when they meet with success, they donate all of
their plunder in spectacular form, half at their local shrine and half at Delphi (8.27.4-5). A
second episode further exhibits Phocian cunning, recounting how the Phocians obliterated a
Thessalian cavalry attack by placing wine jars in a covered pit and baiting their charge (8.28).
Thus not only are the Phocians led to victory by their astute enactment of religious advice, they
also make their own luck, using cunning and trickery to achieve victory over a numerically
superior foe. These characteristics directly parallel the hero of this narrative, Themistocles, who
correctly interprets and implements an oracle from Delphi (8.51.2; cf. 7.143.1-2) but equally

relies on his own cunning and trickery to execute that divinely-inspired policy (e.g., 8.75).
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Herodotus’ positive portrayal of Phocis is not only pronounced, it perfectly complements the
thematic strategy of the Salamis narrative.

Macedon too is once again portrayed favorably, although Alexander’s role in the Salamis
narrative is much smaller than in the Plataea narrative. In fact, Macedon (like Phocis) needn’t
have been included at all, since it plays no necessary role in the events leading up to the naval
battle. That Phocis and Macedon are featured so prominently, then, implies an authorial choice
to include them. Thus when Alexander of Macedon goes to great lengths to “safeguard” (écwlov,
8.34) the medizing Boeotians, we may marvel at this monarch and minor Hellenic player doing
so much to help protect Greece and its people. Herodotus further emphasizes Alexander’s
benevolence by contrasting it with Boeotia’s markedly less excusable medism: “And so he saved
them, desiring to make it clear to Xerxes that these Boeotians sympathized with the Medes”
(Bowlov 6¢ 11ide, OTilov Povropevor mogey EEpEN 611 10 MNdwv Bolwtol ppovéoiey, 8.34).
Following directly after the ravaging of Phocis—heroically endured because Phocis “was simply
unwilling to betray Greece” (6AL" ovk Ecec0u £kOvTeC sivar mpodoton Tiig ‘EALGSoc, 8.30.2)—
this juxtaposition with Boeotia calls into question the motives of the other Boeotians in medizing
while allowing Alexander to rise above them: he clearly has the interests of Greece in mind, but
his unique status apart from the non-monarchical mainland Greeks exposes him to other
obligations as well. Herodotus thus appears to include Macedon here for much the same reason
as in the Plataea narrative, anticipating many of the themes that arise in the Plataea epideixis: in
this short anecdote, Alexander’s allegiance to Xerxes is overlooked and implicitly excused (cf.
8.142.5), Alexander appears again as a friend and protector of the Greek cause (cf. TpdEevov te
Kai eilov, 8.143.3), Alexander’s unexpected loyalty serves to emphasize the disloyalty of the

other Greeks (cf. 9.43), and ultimately Alexander cares enough for Greece that he will risk his
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own wellbeing (in this case standing in the way of Xerxes’ otherwise unchecked ravagers) to
preserve Greeks and their interests as much as he can (cf. 9.45.3). Thus Macedon’s inclusion
here, though brief, is very much in line with its portrayal in the Plataea epideixis.

In a similar vein, many of the same nations that feature negatively in the Plataea epideixis
again receive harsh or reproachful treatment. The Corinthians are represented by Adeimantus
who, in his proposal to abandon the Athenian refugees to their fate and his subsequent rhetorical
dismantling by Themistocles, proves himself a treacherous and unworthy ally of Athens (8.61; cf.
8.94).%" Thessaly is condemned by its speech against Phocis wherein they place personal politics
over the good of Greece (8.29); subsequently, Herodotus twice emphasizes Thessaly’s traitorous
role in guiding the barbarians through Phocis and Boeotia (8.31, 8.32.2). Thebes and Boeotia
figure less in the Salamis narrative than in Plataea (as might be expected considering the
predominantly naval subject material), but their appearances are marked and negative
nonetheless: Herodotus emphasizes that “every single Boeotian medized” (Bowwtd®v 8¢ ndv 10
nAn0oc €unodile, 8.34) and the Thebans further inform against Thespiae and Plataea, prompting
Xerxes to burn both cities (8.50.2).*® So every city that is portrayed negatively in Herodotus’
Plataea narrative is also portrayed negatively in Herodotus’ Salamis narrative.

Sparta too plays much the same role as in the Plataea narrative. The state that has just
stood heroically against the Persian aggressor at Thermopylae now seems irrelevant and
indecisive—just as at Plataea.® We may compare the Spartan admiral Eurybiades to Leonidas

from a few chapters earlier: the latter authoritatively makes every decision for the Greeks

3" For an ancient objection to Herodotus’ treatment of Corinth in the Salamis narrative, see Plutarch, De Mal. 870d-
871a.

% Note that Herodotus does not allow the Thebans the excuse they provide in Thucydides: that their government
was under a tyranny when it medized and so the demos of Thebes was not responsible (Thuc. 3.62).

% For a discussion of how this portrayal matches Athens’ framing of Sparta in the mid-fifth century, see Ch. 11, pp.
79-82.
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(7.220.1) and fights heroically to the bitter end (7.224.1); the former is repeatedly preempted in
his attempts to retreat in the face of the Persian threat (usually by Themistocles, e.g. 8.5 and
8.59). Herodotus even points out that Eurybiades is not descended from Spartan royalty (8.42.2),
and that Eurybiades is given authority only because Athens allowed it, “being solely concerned
with the survival of Greece” (o1 AOnvaiot péyo memompuévor tepieivar v ‘EAAGSa, 8.3.1). Like
Pausanias at Plataea, Eurybiades does little more than cling precariously to his shadow of
authority, consistently balking in the face of the Persians and failing to provide the Greeks with
any real plan of action.

Nor does Sparta herself contribute anything significant to the Greek cause: despite
providing ten ships at Artemisium and sixteen at Salamis, no specific action of any Spartan other
than Eurybiades is recorded (with the sole exception of the exiled Demaratus, 8.65). In the final
battle, the Spartans are given no distinction but that they faced the unimpressive Ionians, “a few
of whom—following Themistocles’ orders—pretended to flee in fear” (€0ehokdkeov pévrot
aOTAV Kotd Tog OgpiotokAéog Evtodag OAlyot, 8.85.1). And even still, the rest of the lonians
were extremely successful: Herodotus claims that he “can actually name many of the captains
who captured Greek ships” (£xm pév vov cuyv@dv ovvouaTa TPINPAPY®V KOTAAEENL TOV VENG
‘EMnvidag ELdviov, 8.85.2). If Themistocles’ clever stratagem had not worked, if the Ionians
had attacked in full force, or if the Spartan position had been more important for holding the
Greek line, the battle might not have turned out so favorably for the Greeks. In spite of Sparta
having sole command over the naval forces, then, the Greeks receive no real benefit from the
Spartan presence at Salamis.

Finally, several states feature in the Salamis narrative that have no appreciable role in the

Plataea narrative. These too conform to an Athenian political alignment from the mid-fifth
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century. I have discussed Aegina’s role in the narrative and its membership in the Delian league
above (pp. 98-100); other members such as Lemnos (8.11.3), Croton (8.47), Tenos (8.82.1), and
Chalcis (8.46.2) are also treated positively by Herodotus.*® The Plataeans, perhaps the most
steadfast Athenian mainland ally,* participate admirably but modestly at Artemisium (8.1.1).
They miss the actual naval battle at Salamis, however, being forced to attend to the evacuation of
their own city (8.44.1). Of course, Herodotus records this absence not as a criticism but to
underscore the fact that the Plataeans did not medize: the Plataeans are twice singled out for
being one of only two Boeotian cities which refused to medize (8.50.2; 8.66.2). The other city,
Thespiae, about which very little is known, nonetheless appears to have had similarly good
relations with Athens in the mid-fifth century (e.g., 1G I3 23); yet the Thespians fought with
Thebes against Athens during the Archidamian War (Thuc. 4.133.1).* Finally, Athens’ mid-
fifth century ally Egypt receives distinction for their naval valor at 8.17; admittedly the
Egyptians are fighting for the Persians, but the Athenians could hardly have held it against them
inasmuch as Egypt was then a long-standing member of the Persian empire (since the conquest
of Cambyses, 3.13; cf. Herodotus’ treatment of Alexander in the Plataea episode above, 9.50).43
On the other hand, Doris and many states from the Peloponnesus (none of whom figured
significantly in Herodotus’ Plataea narrative) are given negative portrayals. Marked as the

“motherland of the Peloponnesian Dorians” (untpoémoiic Awpiéwv tdv &v Ilehomovvion, 8.31),

“0 For Lemnos and Chalcis, see Kagan 1969: 119; for Croton, see Robinson 2011: 109; less is known of Tenos, but it
is consistently on the list of Delian League tributaries and its neighbor Andros received an Athenian cleruchy in
447/6 BCE (Plut. Per. 11.5; Paus. 1.27.5). For the list of Spring 449, see 1G 1° 263.

! From the late-sixth century (6.108) down to the Archidamian War (e.g., Thuc. 2.9.4).

*2 Little else is known of Thespiae in the fifth-century; see Lewis 1992: 96-97, 116 n.74 (CAH, vol. 5) for some
inconclusive speculation about Thespiae’s Athenian sympathies in the mid-fifth century.

% At 8.68y, Artemisia besmirches the Egyptians as “of no use at all” (tdv 6peldc éott 00dév), but such a deceptive
comment would be entirely in line with the character of this emulous Halicarnassian queen, especially considering
that the Greek audience would have known of the Egyptian revolt from Persia that followed soon thereafter (c.460).
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Doris would have stood directly in Xerxes’ path; yet “when the barbarians entered Dorian
territory, they did not pillage it—for the Dorians had medized” (tovtv ov v Awpida yijv odk
éotvavto éoPardvteg ol BapPapor undlov e yap, 8.31). The Peloponnesians too receive
rough treatment. Herodotus emphasizes the betrayal felt by the Athenians upon their return from
Artemisium:

JOKEOVTEG YapP EVPNGELV l:Iskonovanioug mavonpet &v i Bowwtin dmoxkatnuévoug

1OV BapPapov, TOV pev eDPOV 0VOEV €OV, o1 ¢ EmuvBdvovto TOV ToOUOV avTovg

teéovrag, oc v [elomdvvnoov mepl TAeiGTOL T€ TOEOUEVOVS TTEPIETVAL KOl
TaOTNV £XOVTOC £V QLAOKT], T AL 0& amévar. (8.40.2)

For although they expected to find the Peloponnesians occupying Boeotia against
the barbarian in full force, they found nothing of the sort. Rather, the
Peloponnesians were still working on their wall, prioritizing the survival of the
Peloponnese over everything else.

The general treatment of the Peloponnesus here implicates all Peloponnesians in the same guilt:
the inability to consider the needs of Greece over their own (cf. 8.3.1; 9.7-9). Herodotus later
emphasizes this guilt by calling out those who would not even come to help build the wall: aside
from Sparta, Corinth, and the other Peloponnesians who—despite abandoning Athens to its
fate—at least were concerned enough to work on the Isthmian Wall, “the other Peloponnesians
just didn’t care that Greece was in danger” (tf] ‘EALGSL kKivdvvevovon: toict 6& GALOIoL
[Tehomovvnoiotot Euele 00Oy, 8.72). Thus the Peloponnesus as a whole is characterized
negatively: some only abandoned Athens to its fate, but the rest were so complacent in the face
of the Persian advance that Herodotus condemns them outright: “If | may speak freely, their idle
neutrality amounted to medism” (&i 8¢ éhev0épmg EEoTt elmely, £k TOD HECOV KATAIEVOL

gundiov, 8.73.3).4

* For a discussion of Argos (who enters the Salamis narrative only by implication, under the broad category
‘Peloponnesian’), see Ch. II, p. 82.
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On the other hand, the lonians and Aegean Islanders are shown as clearly medizing
despite their presence in the Delian League during the mid-fifth century. This treatment
probably reflects both historical reality and some degree of resentment felt by the Athenians that,
even though Athens provoked Persia on their behalf, the lonians nonetheless failed to resist
Xerxes in any real way and ended up fighting against Greece in the end (cf. 8.22.2).*° Still,
Herodotus mitigates the blame by treating the lonians mostly as a unit—a unit which is plagued
by factionalism and misgiving at the prospect of advancing against its mother country (e.g.,
8.10.2-3, 8.19.1, 8.22.2, 8.85.2). Essentially, Herodotus allows the confusion of circumstances
to conceal any opprobrium that might otherwise have been assigned, choosing instead to include
all lonians and islanders in a single group, of which some medized but others remained aloof as
much as circumstance allowed. The only lonian nation that Herodotus truly singles out is Samos
at 8.85, yet he mentions Samos only this once in the entire Salamis narrative. Furthermore, in
this instance the blame falls solely on two individuals whom Herodotus marks as particularly
favorable to (and favored by) the Persians: “I record only these two because, for this deed, the
Persians set up Themestor as tyrant of Samos while Phylacus—recognized as a ‘benefactor of the
King’—was given a great estate” (todde <6&> givexo pépvnuot T1oHtov pobvev, 6t Ocounotop
pev S TodTo TO Epyov Zapov Etvpdvvevce katootoaviov Tdv [epcémv, DOAokog 6&
e0epYENC Pasihéog veypaen kol xdpn E8opRon moAAf, 8.85.3).*° Thus although they clearly
fought on the wrong side of the battle, Herodotus nonetheless generally excuses the lonians by
not accusing them, allowing them to remain nameless and innocuous. Just as in the Plataea

narrative, then, every state and city that is mentioned—and there are many—either fits the

* Compare their characterization here with Herodotus’ narrative of the Ionian Revolt (esp. 6.9-18).

“® It may also be significant that Samos revolts from Athens and the Delian League in 440/39 (Thuc. 1.115-17).
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observed political alignment of mid-fifth century Athens or in some other way serves Herodotus’
authorial strategy.
Pleasing an Athenian Audience, Part 11

In many ways the Salamis narrative is even better suited to an Athenian audience than
Plataea. Most obviously, its subject matter—the Battle of Salamis—was itself central to
Athenian identity,” and | have already shown how the Salamis narrative again propounds
Athenian ideology (see above, pp. 104-105). Five other prominent subjects would also have
appealed to a mid-century Athenian audience: [1] rhetoric and its effective deployment, [2]
naval and maritime subjects, [3] local topography, [4] the interdependence of ships, walls, and
men, and [5] local and oracular religion.
[1] Rhetoric

Even more than Plataea, the Salamis narrative features clever rhetoric and lengthy
speeches.”® The practice of crafting public oration was especially well-entrenched in Athens by
the mid-fifth century: Nicole Loraux dates the rise of the funeral oration no later than 464,° and
Robert Wallace and Harvey Yunis both observe rhetoric’s popularity in Athens by 450—even if
not necessarily as a distinct ‘genre’.> Pericles in particular is associated closely with the
sophistic movement as early as 446.°* Though the study of rhetoric is traditionally believed to

have originated in Sicily following the overthrow of the Deinomenids (c. 468), sophists and

" As in (e.g.) Aeschylus’ Persae. See also, Lysias 2.34, 36; Plato Menexenus 241a-c, 245a. Cf. Loraux 1981
(2006): esp. 94-100. Salamis’ status as a naval battle and its proximity to Athens contributed to this canonical status.

“® Cf. Ch. 11, pp. 55-58. Admittedly, interest in rhetoric was a widespread phenomenon, common in all corners of
the Greek world. Other interests of the passage will help narrow our focus, but for now I argue only that an
Athenian audience would be interested in the deft manipulation of rhetoric as showcased in the Salamis narrative,
even if other poleis might as well.

*° Loraux 1981 (2006): 43-117.
%0 \Wallace 1998: 205; Yunis 1998: 231.
51 plut. Per. 13; Wallace 1998: 215, 218.
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rhetoricians from across the Mediterranean would have been drawn to the vibrant democratic
culture of Athens, and Athens in turn appreciated their craft immensely.

The Salamis narrative contains two of the six examples of prolonged rhetorical exposition
included in the Histories (Plataea includes another two of these six).>® Themistocles’ speech at
8.60 seeks to convince the Greeks to fight at Salamis rather than retreat. The argument is
complex and rhetorically wrought. His first display of rhetorical expertise in fact comes before
he begins his speech. Themistocles initially brings his grievance to Eurybiades, but when he
addresses the larger council of Greeks, he recognizes the demands placed on him by a new
audience: “For with the allies present, he knew it was a bad idea to blame them. So instead, he
used a different argument” (mopedvtov yop TOV GLUPAY®V 00K EPePE 01 KOGUOV 0VOEVL
kaTnyopéev: O 8¢ hov Aoyou gixeto, 8.60).>* He begins by encouraging the Greeks to “just
listen, considering each side in turn” (avtifeg yap éxdrepov axovoag, 8.60.a)—a sophistic
phrase including a use of GvtiriOnpu that evokes the highly rhetorical concept of antithesis.>
Then he follows this rhetorical formula, presenting the opponent’s argument first by outlining the
disaster that retreat would bring (8.60.a)) and comparing this result with the benefits of remaining
to fight at Salamis (8.60.B).>° Themistocles even concludes with an obligatory gnomic utterance:

“Everything tends to go as planned for men who plan well; but without good planning, the gods

52 Cf. Wallace 1998: 214.

%3 I have defined “prolonged rhetorical exposition’ as a persuasive speech unit spanning a greater narrative space
than a single chapter (counting alpha-numerals), and have counted speech groups as one unit (the other two
examples are the Persian debates over government [3.80-82] and the Greek invasion [7.8-11]). Other prolonged
speeches (e.g., that of Socles at 5.92) perform more of a narrative function, analogous to Odysseus’ role as
secondary narrator in the Odyssey (Books 9-12). For detailed evaluations of rhetoric and discourse in Herodotus,
see Lang 1984: 132-49; Zali 2014: 317-26.

** Incidentally, this display of audience awareness is remarkably parallel to the tactic which | am arguing Herodotus
adopted in his epideixeis.

* Cf. Dem. 21.175; Isoc. 12.2; Arist. Rhet. 1410a22. See also Plato Gorgias 461e4; Eurip. Heraclidae 153, Electra
1049, Orestes 551.

% See (e.g.) Aristophanes, Clouds 940-44.
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won’t likely support mortal intentions” (oikdta pév vov BovAevopévolot avOpdmolot ®g 10
gnimav €0€Ael yivesBar pn 8¢ oikdta fovievopévolot ovk £0EAel 000E O Be0g TPoo WPEELY TTPOG
T0¢ avOpomniag yvodpag, 8.60.y). An Athenian audience would immediately have recognized
this speaker as a crafty and deliberate rhetorician.

But Themistocles is not disparaged for his rhetoric like ‘Socrates’ in Aristophanes’
Clouds: he is a good sophist. He is a hero of métis, like Odysseus.>” He takes and distributes
bribes to the profit of all Greece—but also profits himself (8.5); he sows suspicion in the Persian
ranks through his written message to the lonians (8.22.3, cf. 8.85.1); he brings his rival
Mnesiphilus’ excellent point to Eurybiades, but presents it as his own and thus appropriates
credit for himself (8.58.2); he correctly interprets the cryptic oracle from Delphi (8.60.y,
8.62.2);%® he pretends to turn traitor to force the Greeks’ hand, an act which ultimately brings
about the success at Salamis (8.75); and in the end he restrains himself from announcing the
fruition of his plan to get the Persians to surround the Greeks, knowing that Aristides is more
likely to be believed by the Greek commanders (8.80.2). Themistocles even intervenes on behalf
of the passive Eurybiades to prevent a departure of Greek forces (8.5, 8.54) just as his
counterpart Odysseus had stemmed the frenzied departure of Achaeans on behalf of the passive
Agamemnon (1l. 2.185-210). Discerning and clever yet bold and strong, Themistocles is

presented as an Odyssean hero extraordinaire.™

%" See Detienne and Vernant 1978: esp. 3, which defines pfjtig as “a type of intelligence and of thought, a way of
knowing; it implies a complex but very coherent body of mental attitudes and intellectual behavior which combine
flair, wisdom, forethought, subtlety of mind, deception, resourcefulness, vigilance, opportunism, various skills and
experience acquired over the years.”

*8 See also 7.143; Appendix [a] provides an epideictic analysis of this section and argues that it is closely related
to—perhaps even to be identified with—the Salamis epideixis.

> |rwin 2010a: 408-409 associates Odysseus with Athens and Ajax with Aegina, then argues that the Salamis
narrative (specifically 8.90-92) represents a “nice reversal of the myth [of Achilles’ armor] as mapped on
contemporary events.” (Irwin 2010a: 408). However, prior to 8.90, the Salamis narrative is unilaterally a
reenactment of the myth, with Themistocles proving far superior to any other rival (including the Aeginetans)
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But, as with Odysseus, it is Themistocles’ skill with words that truly sets him apart. His
entreaties to Eurybiades allow him an opportunity to make his argument (8.58.2); when given the
floor he delivers a considerate, well-developed, and convincing speech (8.60, see above); he
responds with ease to the threatening ridicule of Adeimantus the Corinthian (8.61.2); and his
arguments explicitly succeed, convincing Eurybiades and the other Greeks (8.62-63). And like
Harmocydes in the Plataea narrative (9.17.4), “Themistocles exhorted his troops better than
everyone else” (mponyopeve €d Eyova PV £k Thvtov OsuictokAiéng, 8.83.1), again by appealing
to the best form of human nature on the grounds of logic (Gvtitifépeva, 8.83.2).%° Ultimately,
his words keep the Greek commanders in their position at Salamis, leading to the victory of the
(reluctant) Greeks and driving Xerxes back to Persia with the majority of his forces. Thus, rather
than making the weaker argument stronger, Themistocles’ rhetoric makes the better argument
stronger.

This view of rhetoric as useful—even crucial—may actually help to date this heroic
portrayal of Themistocles. Citing mid-century evidence like Sophocles’ understanding of
technai (Antigone 360-70), Robert Wallace has argued that 430 BCE marks a watershed moment
for rhetoric’s public perception in Classical Athens:

Democratic Athens did not create the sophistic movement, but certainly

welcomed it, elite and demos alike. ... In this earlier period, down to about 430,

the sophists were actively involved with the democracy, and on the whole they

were a benevolent force, working for the good of society. ... After 430, by

contrast, the sophists were less involved with Athenian politics, and they were a
more negative intellectual force in the democracy.®*

primarily on account of his metis. Cf. Plut. De Mal. 869f. Marincola 2007b: 30-31 argues that Themistocles is the
“clearest example” of an Odyssean figure in Herodotus’ Histories.

60 7ali 2014 252.

81 Wallace 1998: 214. Wallace productively applies this conclusion throughout his article, going so far as to
associate the skillful deployment of rhetoric with Pericles’ cultural agenda (1998: esp. 218).
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Thus Themistocles’ role as a good sophist—particularly if combined with an Athenian
audience—helps place Herodotus’ portrayal of the hero in the context of the mid-fifth century,
prior to rhetoric’s increasing disfavor later in the fifth century. He is portrayed as an Athenian
hero exhibiting expertise in Athenian traits to save the Athenian people in a way that later
became unpopular and stigmatized, but before was celebrated and novel.

Still, Themistocles’ later life prompts us to reconsider whether this positive portrayal of
Themistocles would in fact have been appreciated by an Athenian audience. Themistocles’
relationship with Athens is confusing at best. After the Persian War, Themistocles was popular
throughout Greece and not just in Athens. But in the end Athens actually ostracized
Themistocles in the late 470s.°% Of course, ostracism is not necessarily a mark of opprobrium,
and this ostracism appears to have been a shrewd political action brought about by a coalition of
formidable political rivals, initiated in reaction to Themistocles’ immense political power and
popularity at the time.®® Furthermore, Themistocles’ pro-Athenian actions during his ostracism
(subverting Peloponnesian states like Elis and Argos against Sparta) probably worked to increase
his popularity back home in Athens. Unfortunately, these actions also earned him the enmity of
much of the Peloponnesus and resulted in harsh prosecution by Sparta. Because this prosecution
was enacted under the authority of the Hellenic League, Athens was powerless to prevent
Themistocles’ resulting exile from Greece.** In the end, even though he died in the service of
Persia, Themistocles appears to have been restored to popularity at Athens as something of a

Periclean prototype.®® Later in the fifth century, Athens even retrieved his bones from Persia so

%2 Thuc. 1.135.2-3. Cf. Forrest 1960: 238; Badian 1993: 88-89.

% Thuc. 1.135-138; Diod. 11.54-56; Plut. Them. 23-29. Cf. Kagan 1969: 55; Hornblower 2011:85-86.
® Forrest 1960: 221-29; Kagan 1969: 52. However, see Robinson 2011: 29 who prefers O’Neil 1981.
% Evans 1991: 76 n.116.
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that he could be laid to rest in Athenian soil.®

Thus Themistocles came to represent the
quintessential Athenian, skilled in all types of cleverness—and in rhetoric especially.®’

Yet Themistocles is not the only skillful rhetorician in the Salamis narrative. Artemisia’s
advice to the Persian King, for example, is even longer than Themistocles’ speech at 8.60,
presenting—Ilike Themistocles—the benefits of her plan against the disastrous results that she
expects from the present course (8.68). Like Themistocles, she begins her speech by recognizing
the unique demands of her audience, urging Mardonius to “speak to the King for me, and tell
him that I—whose actions were neither cowardly nor negligible in the battle off Euboea—say the
following...” (gineiv pot mpog Paciiéa, Mapdovie, ¢ £yd Tade AEyw, oVTE KOKIGTN YEVOUEVN €V
ot vavpayinot thot tpog EvPoin obte éldyiota dnodeEapévn, 8.68.a). She recognizes that it is
the King, not Mardonius, whom she has to impress, and so uses evidence that applies specifically
to Xerxes and not Mardonius to make her point. Again like Themistocles, she ends her speech
with a gnomic utterance: “Good men tend to have bad slaves, whereas bad men tend to have
good slaves” (toiot pev xpnotoict TV avOpOT®V Kakoi 00 0L PIAE0VGL YivesHat, Toiot 88
kakoiol ypnotoi, 8.68.y).°8 And as to her speech, even though it does not ultimately convince
the King, it is nonetheless expertly crafted: the first part of her speech is grammatically and

logically complex, while the second part is direct and effective in its candor.®® Furthermore, the

Greeks would immediately recognize her advice—to wait for the quarrelsome Greeks to disperse

% Schol Aristoph.: 37 (1.84); cf. Evans 1991: 91 n.11; Baragwanath 2008: 293 n.9; Bldsel 2012: 232. See also Frost
1980: 10. “[The Athenians] would have remembered Themistocles with appreciation. His ambition, his quick wits,
his ability to make a little money on the side—these were all qualities they admired.”

%" E.g., Lys. 2.42. Cf. Avezzii 1998; Hesk 2013: 56. Whether this picture of Themistocles equally suits a mid-420s
Athenian audience is immaterial, since the rest of the narrative reflects an earlier composition date; here I only argue
that Herodotus’ treatment of Themistocles reflects the interests of an Athenian audience. Still, some facets of
Themistocles’ portrayal suggest an earlier date: for example, Blosel 2001: 186 points out that Themistocles’ rough
treatment of Euboea (8.19) would have been shameful to an audience of Athenians in 420; not so in the 440s, when
Euboea actively revolted against Athens.

% Indeed, the speech is full of gnomic utterance: cf. Lang 1984: 59.

%9 See Bowie 2007: 152 for a more in depth analysis of the speech’s structure.
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(8.68.p.1)—as valuable and a marked improvement on Xerxes’ eventual course of action.
Xerxes’ failure to heed Artemisia’s advice comes not from any inadequacy of the queen’s speech
so much as from the failures of her audience, Mardonius and (through him) Xerxes.

Still, Artemisia at first seems an odd heroine to offer to an Athenian audience: after all,
she fought for the Persians against the Greeks. But such an allegiance seems not to have been
particularly damning for monarchs, inasmuch as Alexander | too receives the benefit of Athenian
respect and even praise in the Plataea narrative (8.143.3). Besides, on closer examination, many
of Artemisia’s attributes make her an ideal choice. Her gender-charged rhetoric (8.68.0.1) and
effectiveness in battle (8.87-8) serve to emphasize her remarkable status as female warrior,
recalling the popular Athenian story of the Amazonomachy that was featured on the Parthenon (a
building commissioned and begun around the mid-fifth century) and in funeral orations.”® In fact,
this same connection is made explicit several decades later, when Aristophanes associates
Artemisia with the Amazons in his Lysistrata (675) and Thesmophoriazusae (1200)—references
that by themselves imply a certain appreciation for Artemisia among Athenians. Whether this
appreciation was the result of Herodotus’ efforts or merely an affinity that Herodotus is here
taking advantage of, Artemisia must have been popular with Athenian audiences. Even
Artemisia’s name serves to celebrate the Athenian success at Artemisium, which she evokes as
described earlier in the epideictic narrative (8.9-10, 14, and 16) by referring to it explicitly in her

speech (8.68.a.1). All this, along with her shared Halicarnassian nationality with Herodotus,

" For the Parthenon, see Meiggs 1963: 38-39; Hurwitt 1999:224; Stuttard 2013: esp. 120-124. For funeral orations,
see Lysias 2.4; Demosthenes 60.8; Plato, Menexenus 239b; cf. Loraux 1981 (2006): 208-209.
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makes Artemisia a perfect heroine for this narrative—and an ideal complement to Themistocles.
Athenian audiences would probably have reveled in the exploits of the clever pair.”

[2] Naval and Maritime Subjects

Since interest in rhetoric was such a broad phenomenon in fifth-century Greece (albeit
highly concentrated in Athens), a second criterion will help narrow the focus: an interest in ships
and maritime excellence. Athens was the premiere naval power of the fifth-century, dominating
its Aegean empire with an overwhelming force of triremes, so it stands to reason that naval and
maritime details would suit an Athenian audience (per Ps.-Xenophon [Old Oligarch], Const. Ath.
1.19-20). Of course, as with rhetoric, interest in naval matters was by no means exclusive to
Athens: other Greek states such as Corinth and Aegina were port cities with large navies too, if
not as large as Athens. But when combined with an interest in democracy and rhetoric, an
interest in naval and maritime details limits the likely candidates to a list of one—Athens. Eric
Robinson has argued convincingly against the common misconception (dating back to the Old
Oligarch, Const. Ath. 1.2) that democracy and a navy go hand in hand. Rather, he comes to the
conclusion that Athens was in fact the only attested mid-fifth century democracy that also
constituted a significant naval power.”? So the combination of these interests is in fact highly
suggestive of an Athenian audience.

Indeed, the narrative’s concern with naval matters is quite apparent. Admittedly, the
Battle of Salamis was first and foremost a naval battle, so some discussion of ships and naval
warfare is inevitable. However, Herodotus includes three naval elements that transcend the bare

requirements of a sea battle narrative: [a] the specific and expansive catalogues of Greek ships (a

™ Admittedly, Herodotus attests a certain Athenian resentment toward Artemisia at the time (for her gender, 8.93.2),
but Artemisia’s heroization would have served to endear her—a sort of enemy-celebration—and her status as
woman warrior served equally to recall the Amazons, a popular Athenian propaganda narrative.

2 Robinson 2011: 236.
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well-known Homeric device but largely unparalleled in the Histories); [b] a discerning inclusion
of specific naval tactics; and [c] a lively engagement with demonstrations of swimming skill (or
lack thereof). All three elements have no necessary place even in a naval battle narrative unless
Herodotus expected his audience to have an interest in naval and maritime affairs.

[a] Although Herodotus elsewhere tallies the Persian ships (7.89-99), only in the Salamis
narrative does he extensively catalogue a gathering of Greek naval forces. Before Lade,
Herodotus only gives the numbers briefly as a description of their battle formation (6.8); in the
narrative of Artemisium preceding Thermopylae, only three Greek ships are listed despite the
entire fleet being present and even engaging the Persians (7.179; 7.194). In fact, the catalogue
that precedes Artemisium is only a precursor of that in the Salamis narrative, giving the Salamis
narrative not one but two catalogues of Greek ships (8.1-2; 8.42-48). The first list admittedly
lacks extensive detail (although it is still the second-most pointed and extensive in the Histories),
but the list before Salamis contains more length and detail than any other list of Greek forces that
Herodotus gives, on land or at sea.”® Furthermore, both catalogues are sensitive to subtleties in
naval terminology and are careful to distinguish between triremes, triaconters, and penteconters
(a distinction paralleled only by the Persian catalogue, 7.97). Thus these catalogues represent an
abiding interest in naval assemblies, much like Homer’s own catalogue of ships (ll. 2.484-877).

In fact, although the second catalogue is much shorter than Homer’s, it nonetheless
imbues the forthcoming battle with heroic expectations—an epic echo that the Athenians (whose
role in the Homeric catalogue was notoriously slight, 2.546-56) would surely have appreciated,

especially since Herodotus’ catalogue noticeably privileges the Athenians as promachoi.”* Both

3 Bowie 2007: 88-90, 133.

™ Marincola (forthcoming): 20. Note also that, like Homer’s, the Salamis catalogue proceeds by geographic region
(Bowie 2007: 133). On Herodotus’ relationship to Homer in general, see Rengakos 2006; Bowie 2012: esp. 271.
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catalogues in the Salamis narrative praise the Athenian contribution above all others: the list
before Artemisium counts the Athenians first and notes that they not only provided more than
three times as many ships as any other Greek state but also furnished ships for the Plataeans and
Chalcidians (8.1.1); and before the Salamis catalogue, the Athenian contribution is again
mentioned first and singled out not only for its quantity, but also for its quality (moAA®d mAeiotag
1€ Kol dplota mthwoveag, 8.42.2). Thus, although a catalogue of ships might be appreciated by
all Greeks alike for its evocation of Homeric precedent, these particular catalogues would be
especially welcome to Athenians.

Still, the Salamis catalogue is also markedly shorter than that of the Persian forces in
Book Seven (7.60-99) and so might be considered less significant by comparison. If the Salamis
narrative should be isolated as epideictic, of course, such comparisons are rendered invalid: the
only relevant precedent would be that of Homer, and the Salamis catalogue would not have
suffered for failing to equal such lofty competition. Yet the apparently lesser scope of the
Salamis catalogue may also be explained by performance constraints. Both of the longer
catalogues serve as introductions to much larger conflicts (Homer to the Trojan War, the Persian
catalogue to Xerxes’ entire invasion), but if Herodotus wished to include the entire narrative of
Salamis in a single epideictic performance, he would have needed to limit this catalogue’s length.
Thus Herodotus effectively scales the catalogue to his present narrative (appx. six percent of the
epideixis),” evoking the epic flavor of the Homeric catalogue of ships without using too much
narrative space.

[b] Discussion of naval tactics in Herodotus is also remarkably confined to the Salamis

narrative. In the rest of the Histories, Herodotus includes a specific naval tactic only once: the

"™ The lliad catalogue represents appx. 3% of the total work, while Herodotus’ catalogue of Persian forces comes to
appx. 5% of the last three books. See Appendix [a] for the possibility that 8.1-89 does not in fact represent the
whole epideixis; if so, the epideictic catalogue may in fact be closer to the proportion of the other two catalogues.
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breakthrough maneuver as performed by the Greeks at Lade (d1éknhoog, 6.12.1 and 6.15.2). The
Salamis narrative, by contrast, contains a wealth of naval tactics. Not only does Herodotus
recount the Greek use of the same breakthrough maneuver as at Lade (51éknhooc, 8.9),”° he also
mentions the use of tactical symbols (cOvOnua, 8.7.2; éonunve, 8.11.1), an encircling maneuver
(éxvihodvto, 8.10.1),”" a hedgehog maneuver (npdta pév avtimpepot toict fopPapotot
yeEVOUEVOL £ TO PECOV TAG TPOUVOS cuvryayov, 8.11.1), and the act of ramming the enemy’s
vessel (EuBarier, 8.84). These latter three tactics are narrated only here in Herodotus and imply
an audience with a certain technical sophistication in naval maneuvers—a sophistication which
many Athenians would have acquired in their years of naval service.”

[c] Finally, the Salamis narrative appears to take a certain pleasure in Greek swimming
expertise. At 8.8, Herodotus tells the story of the Chalcidicean diver Skyllias, who is said to
have deserted to the Greeks at Artemisium by “swimming underwater through the sea for almost
nine miles” (otadiovg paAoTd k1 TOVTOVG £G OYdDKOVTA d1i T BaAddoong de&ehbdv, 8.8.2).
Although Herodotus hesitates to believe this and other stories about Skyllias, his inclusion of the
story here implies that he expected his audience to be interested nonetheless. Similarly, at 8.89.1
Herodotus relates—almost smugly—how many Greeks survived the wreck of their ships at
Salamis because they could swim, but the Persians died due to their own inability (8.89.2). This
latter story in fact seems rather suspect, considering how many of the Persian forces were
composed not of mainland Persians but of the seafaring lonians, Egyptians, and Phoenicians.

This anecdote, then, must serve primarily to extoll Greek ability in swimming, an observation

® Bowie 2007: 101 marks this maneuver as “relatively new” and points out that “it required considerable skill and
practice to get right.” Cf. the Ionian disgruntlement at training for the breakthrough maneuver, 6.12.2-4.

" Whitehead 1987: 179.
"8 Cf. Ps.-Xenophon, Const. Ath. 1.19-20.
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that would presumably be most appreciated by Greeks who could in fact swim.” By contrast,
the rest of the Histories mentions swimming only once: at 8.129.2, where Persian land forces
drown in a sudden flood tide.*® Thus the Salamis narrative’s interest in swimming seems
relatively unique when compared to the rest of the Histories.®

[3] Athenian and Phocian Topography

The topography of Athens is also featured heavily in the Salamis narrative, especially in
the Persian siege of the Athenian acropolis (8.52-55). The Persians besiege the Acropolis from

299

“the neighboring hill, which the Athenians call ‘Areopagus’” (T0v kotavtiov TG dKpoTOAIOG
Oyxbov, Tov AOnvaiotl kadéovost Apnov Tayov, 8.52.1) in a passage that closely mirrors Aeschylus’
mid-fifth century description of the Athenian Amazonomachy (Eumenides 685-90);%? “the

temple of Aglaurus, the daughter of Cecrops” (katd o ipov tiig Kékpomog Buyatpoc Ayladpov,
8.53.1) is used as a geographical marker, but without any explanation for a non-Athenian
audience which likely would have been unfamiliar with this particular space;®® Herodotus also
assumes knowledge of the Shrine of Erechtheus when he narrates the miraculous story of the

olive tree’s rapid re-growth—and he does so while evoking the same story of Athena competing

with Poseidon for patronage of Athens that is depicted on the Parthenon, the construction of

™ Cf. Hall 1994: 56. “[The Greeks had] a cultural pride in their prowess in the water, and a conviction that it was
one of the many features which signified their superiority over non-Greek peoples and enabled them to beat them in
sea-battles.” See also Bowie 2007: 98-99.

8 The presence of this anecdote may even be explained by its closely following the Salamis narrative: if the method
of final composition is as | have proposed, the story of Persians drowning due to their lack of swimming ability at
Salamis would have been on Herodotus’ mind as he wrote down this later passage.

8 Of course, whether Athens had any great interest in swimming is difficult to determine, but considering its
location on the Aegean and the importance of its navy we may at least consider such an interest likely.

82 Krentz 1997 64-65.

& Other examples of such descriptions rely on larger, more geographical markers like mountains or rivers (e.g., Mt
Tmolus at 1.84.3, Mt Aegaleos at 8.90.4). Most narratives of besieged acropolises however contain practically no
geographical detail whatsoever (e.g., Lycia 1.176.1, Samos 3.143-147, Sardis 1.15, 1.154, 5.100, Susa 3.79.1).
There is some controversy concerning this particular sanctuary of Aglauros, but I find Dontas (1983: 58-61)
ultimately convincing in his defense of Herodotus’ knowledge of Athens here. Cf. Podlecki 1977: 259; S. West
1985: 285 n.30.
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which was begun in the mid-fifth century (8.55).%* Thus even when the narrative is darkest for
the Athenians, Herodotus uses landmarks to evoke and celebrate the eventual Athenian triumph
and the continuity of its rites and customs.

Herodotus assumes familiarity with Athens outside of the siege too. For example,
Herodotus recounts an annual ritual with a snake and a honeycomb that takes place on the
Athenian Acropolis (8.41.2-3); he also recalls the Eleusinian festival in a prophetic sign
witnessed by the Athenian Dicaeus (8.65.4). He uses an Athenian name to identify the
“Scironian Road” (tiv Zkepovida 636v, 8.71.2)% and mentions the local landmark “The
Hollows of Euboea” as though its location were well-known (ta Koila tfic Evpoing, 8.13).
Herodotus even casually refers to topographical markers like Phalerum (8.66.1), Psyttaleia
(8.76.1), and Piraeus (8.85.1) which would have been familiar to the Athenians but less so for
other Greeks. These details and anecdotes are not only most suited to an Athenian audience,
they might even be cryptic or unintelligible to an audience unfamiliar with Athenian customs and
geography.®

The geography of Phocis is similarly featured earlier in the Salamis narrative as a
function of Xerxes’ destructive progress through territory that he considers hostile.?” The brief

aside on Phocian history that Herodotus includes as a prologue to the Persian invasion features

8 Meiggs 1963: 38-39.

8 Bowie 2007: 161 (ad loc) traces the history of the path’s designation: “Named after Sciron the Megarian who, in
Athenian tradition, treacherously pushed travelers to their deaths along that path. The Megarians also had a
polemarch of that name who was supposed to have opened the route, but his relation to the road is unclear and the
Athenian tradition better explains the road’s name.” At the least, the name would have added significance to
Athenians, even if to Megarians as well. Cf. Pausanias 1.44.6-10.

8 Against the objection that these anecdotes would be uninteresting to an Athenian audience who was already
familiar with these stories, see my discussion of 8.44.2 and Athenian fascination with their own heritage and culture
above, pp. 97-98.

8 Herodotus has many invasion narratives in the Histories (e.g. 1.6.3, 15-18, 103.3; 2.161; 3.25, 144-47; 4.87-143;
5.1-16, 100-101; 6.92.1; 7.118-19), but—excepting the Scythian invasion (4.87-143), which doubles as an
ethnography—this is by far the most detailed, both in geography and in narrative.
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important Phocian sites like Mt. Parnassus (8.27.3), the sanctuary at Abae (8.27.4), and the pass
of Hyampolis (8.28). Similarly, the geographic arrangement of the cities that were sacked by the
Persians not only showcases Herodotus’ knowledge of Phocian geography but also implies that
the audience too would have had that knowledge. Beginning with 8.32.1, Herodotus’ narrative
proceeds in geographical order from Tithorea, “an isolated peak which overlooks the town of
Neon” (1} kopvor <n> kata Néova o kewévn én' éwvtiig, 8.32.1), to Amphissa on the plain
of Crisa, to the Cephisus River, and following its banks the Persians sack—still in geographical
order—Drymus, Charadra, Erochus, Tithronium, Amphiclaea, Neon, Pedieis, Triteae, Elateia,
Hyampolis, Parapotamii, and Abae, with an additional recognition of Abae’s renown as a
sanctuary of Apollo (8.33).2% Then, after a brief hiatus, Herodotus resumes his geographically-
organized list of sacked Phocian cities with the cities of the Panopeans, the Daulians, and the
Aeolians (8.35.1). Herodotus has clearly concerned himself with staying faithful to the
geography of a region that would have been relatively unknown to many Greeks; but this
territory and its faithful description would be immediately recognized by those who lived and
travelled there regularly (i.e. Athenians and their Phocian allies).

The combination of these two geographical descriptions reflects an Athenian audience of
the mid-fifth century in two ways. First, as I’ve shown in Chapter Il (pp. 77-78), the pairing of
Athens and Phocis is outdated by the late-fifth century, when Phocis had joined the Spartans
against the Athenians in the Archidamian War. The mid-fifth century is the only time when any
particular audience would care about both Phocis and Athens. Second, it may seem that
Herodotus’ blow-by-blow recounting of the painful and tragic destruction of Phocis and Attica

would have been unwelcome or embittering to an Athenian or Phocian audience, but in fact the

8 Only Hyampolis of these is even remotely out of order—and that only just. It should be mentioned, however, that
the location of Tritea is unknown; a second city of that name in Ozolian Locris does not appear to have been sacked
nor does it apply to Herodotus’ narrative here.
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Athenians were proud of what they and their allies had suffered at the hands of the Persian
invasion. The ruins of the temples and monuments which were burned in the Persian War were
not only preserved by the Athenians, they were memorialized and forbidden to be rebuilt.®
These ruins were a testament to Athens’ (and probably Phocis”) refusal to medize, a point of
particular pride in the mid-fifth century when issues of medism were of great importance to
individual poleis’ standing in the Greek community (cf. 9.13.2).*° Thus Herodotus, by validating
a specific mainstay of mid-fifth century Athenian ideology, describes the details of the Athenian
and Phocian countryside in a way that Athenians would not only appreciate but celebrate.

[4] Ships, Walls, and Men

Another motif in the Salamis narrative, again unique in the Histories (except at 9.9.2 [in
the Plataea epideixis] and 7.139-144 [see Appendix [a]]), is the effectiveness of a navy as the
primary means of a state’s defense, and on the other hand the ineffectiveness of walls without a
navy to back them up. Thus Eurybiades is entirely persuaded by Themistocles’ assertion that
“the whole war depends on the fleet” (16 wav yap Muiv tod Torépov eépovat ai véeg, 8.62.1);
thus Themistocles cows Adeimantus the Corinthian by arguing that, even lacking a physical city,
“so long as they had two hundred fully-manned ships, Athens could claim a city and land even
better than theirs—for none of the Greeks could repel their attack” (¢ €in kai ToALg kol yi

uéCwv 7 mep €keivolot €0’ v OINKOCLUL VEEG OQL EMGL TEMANPOUEVOL 0VSAUOVS Yop EAAMvev

8 Boersma 1970: 43-44; Meiggs 1972: 504-507; Ferrari 2002: 28; Rhodes 2016: 149. Cf. Yates 2011: 92-93: “The
restoration of a temple within a state is a state matter. It needs a state explanation with or without recourse to an oath.
| believe the decision not to restore temples makes most sense from a commemorative point of view. For thirty years,
and in some cases longer, temples within Athens and throughout Attica were left charred and in ruins. Even in the
imperial period Pausanias can point out two Athenian temples that showed the marks of Xerxes’ invasion (10.35.2).
Like Berlin’s Kaiser-Wilhelm-Gedéachtnis-Kirche or Coventry’s St. Micheal’s Cathedral, such memorials would
have had immense power, drawing particular attention to the devastation wrought on Athens.”

% See, for example, Pericles’ mid-century attempt to organize a Panhellenic congress to discuss “the Hellenic
sanctuaries which the Barbarians had burned down” (mepi t®v EAAnvikdv iepdv, 6 katénpnoav ot BapPapot, Per.
17.1); cf. Stadter 1989: 201-204.
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avTovG movtag dmokpovoechat, 8.61.2); thus the oblique reference to the famous oracle
(&oMwvov telyoc, 8.51.2; cf. 7.141.3) that describes the wall—rightly interpreted as ships—as
“impregnable” (dvaiwtov), a term of utter confidence that in fact does not appear in the famous
oracle cited at 7.141.3.%* So the argument of the Plataea narrative, that the Isthmian Wall is vain
without Athens to defend the sea (9.9.2), applies equally to the Salamis narrative, and this
section too must be intended for an audience that trusts physical walls only so far as it trusts its
ships and the men who row them.

Although Athens was far from the only city in fifth-century Greece to rely on walls for
defense, only their ascendant navy allowed the Athenians to vaunt the walls as true security: after
the long walls were built (c. 460), a siege of Athens would be almost entirely ineffective so long
as Athens had access to the sea.®* Until the end of the fifth century, no other polis could match
Athens’ power at sea, and so Herodotus’ validation and celebration of sea-power suits an
Athenian audience far better than any other fifth-century polis. In fact, Pericles’ famous refusal
to meet the Spartans on land was first applied in the Archidamian War, when Athens had
consolidated its naval forces and—after a period of significant naval setbacks and unrest among
its maritime allies—restored its unchallenged naval supremacy in the Aegean.”® Without such
absolute confidence in Athenian naval power, Athens could not have been as confident in their
Long Walls as they were at the outset of the Archidamian War.

But the late-fifth century was not the only time that Athens relied on its ships, walls, and

men: the same attitude characterized the mid-fifth century, when the first two long walls were

%L Cf. 7.141.3, “tetyoc...E0Mwvov.” T argue in Appendix [a] for the association of the oracle logos (7.139-144) with
the Salamis epideixis. The later passage does not depend on or explicitly refer to the earlier discussion of the oracle
in any way, but the ancient reader would certainly have gained from the context and detail that the earlier passage
provides.

%2 Conwell 2008: 37-54.
% Krentz 1997: 61-62.
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initially built.*® Indeed, the outer walls take for granted a complete control of the sea, since there
is a large space between Piraeus and Phalerum where a navy might be able to land a force if they
were unchallenged by an Athenian fleet.” The construction of the outer walls, then, relied on
the unquestioned Athenian naval supremacy that followed the destruction of the Persian fleet at
Eurymedon (early 460s) and Athens’ steady consolidation of power over the Delian League.
Thus the long walls would ensure that Athenian food supplies, especially grain from the black
sea, would not be interrupted even if a land invasion succeeded. After 446, however, Athens
built a third wall—a middle wall—which action David Conwell convincingly argues reflected
the collapse of confidence that Athens felt in its navy and naval allies during that period.*® Not
until the failure of the Sicilian Expedition in 413 was Athenian confidence in its navy again so
low. Thus such a confident attitude toward the value of a navy—combined with so dismissive of
an attitude against walls without a navy—suits two audiences: an Athenian audience of the
Archidamian War, and an Athenian audience of the mid-fifth century.

Furthermore, Carol Dougherty has argued that this very ideological nexus—that of ships,
walls, and men—became a cornerstone of Athenian ideology in the years following the Persian
Wars, especially observable in Athenian tragedy.?” Aeschylus twice invokes the theme of ships,
walls, and men in his plays of the mid-fifth century. Persae (472) uses precisely the same
concept of citizens as a city’s only meaningful wall that Herodotus featured (8.61): “As long as
there are men, the city [Athens] stands secure” (avdpdv yap dvtov Epkog €oTiv acparés, Persae

349).%8 Likewise, his Seven Against Thebes (dated to 467) emphasizes the equation of ships with

% Krentz 1997: 62-65.

% Conwell 2008: 55-60.

% Conwell 2008: 74-77.

°" Dougherty 2014: esp. 131-32.

% Tr. Benardete, in Grene and Lattimore 2013.
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walls by its recurring nautical imagery (758-65, 795-98).%° In fact, the imagery remained potent
into the later fifth-century: Sophocles closely imitated Herodotus’ wooden-wall imagery in his
Oedipus the King (dated c. 429; lines 54-57), presumably because his Athenian audience would
recognize and appreciate its potency.’® Therefore, although it is difficult to assign this thematic
association of ships, walls, and men to a specific historical context, its consistent and confident
usage in Herodotus strongly implies an Athenian audience; at the least, Athenians would have
appreciated Herodotus’ use of the motif.

[5] Local and Oracular Religion

One final element of the Salamis narrative may help determine a mid-fifth century
composition date as well as an Athenian audience: its concentration of local religious lore. The
Salamis narrative contains more references to the prophets Bacis and Musaeus than any other
comparable stretch of the Histories and more citations of non-Delphic oracles than the rest of the
Histories combined: three out of five occur in the Salamis episode, and a fourth occurs in the
Plataea narrative.'®* Non-Delphic oracle-givers (chresmologoi) and prophets are also given far
greater attention and respect in this narrative than anywhere else in the Histories: Herodotus
celebrates the role of a Phocian diviner in battle at 8.27.3-4 much as he celebrates Hegesistratus
and Tisamenus in the Plataea narrative (9.33-37)—in fact, Tellias is the eponymous patriarch of
the tribe of Telliads, of which Hegesistratus is “most noteworthy” (t@v TeAAadéwv £dvta

Aoywotatov, 9.37.1). The confirmation of one oracle of Bacis even prompts Herodotus to

% Dougherty 2014: 145-46.

199 pougherty 2014: 148-49. Although the later date of this tragedy is compatible with a publication of the Histories
just after the start of the Archidamian War, its use as a reference here implies popular familiarity with the theme
(inasmuch as tragedy was performed for the general population of Athens). Either Herodotus’ treatment of the ships,
walls, and men reflected an established Athenian portrayal of Salamis, or Herodotus’ version of the motif was in
some way distributed widely prior to 429 (i.e., by public performance).

191 This tally includes the oracle in the possible epideictic material at 8.96. The fifth oracle is recorded in the
Croesus narrative at the beginning of Book One, which itself shows signs of epideictic composition (see Appendix

[b])-
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generally affirm the entire genre of the chresmologoi, inasmuch as he “cannot deny the truth of
such oracles” (ypnopoiot 8¢ ovk &ym avtiléyew dg ovk eioi dAndéeg, 8.77.1).29 The Salamis
narrative, then, contains a remarkable affirmation of and preoccupation with Boeotian and
Phocian religion—appropriate for an Athenian audience in the midst of fighting the Second
Sacred War in Boeotia on behalf of the Phocians (see Chapter I, pp. 77-78).

Nor does the Salamis narrative ignore the Delphic Oracle, control of which constituted
the primary contest of the Second Sacred War.*®® Only in the Salamis episode does action
actually occur in Delphi as it does at 8.35-39, where Herodotus explicitly celebrates the power of
that sanctuary and the validity of its authority by recording multiple divine occurrences (which
ultimately succeeded at protecting an entirely undefended shrine, 8.37). Furthermore, Herodotus
explicitly attests to Phocis’ piety and dedication to the oracle of Delphi by recording their
dedications to Delphi after their defeat of the Thessalians (8.27.5). As with Bacis and Musaeus,
then, Herodotus’ treatment of Delphi is well suited to the sacred-war context identified in the
first chapter and furthermore includes anecdotes that would legitimize Phocian control over the
Delphic sanctuary.

Furthermore, Herodotus’ attitude toward religion here is inconsistent with his approach
elsewhere, which tends to dismiss or at least refrain from engaging questions about the veracity

of mystical events.'®

I cited above the remarkably blanket confirmation that attended Herodotus’
rendering of an oracle of Bacis (8.77.1); this instance is by no means the limit of such sentiment
in the Salamis narrative. Whereas Herodotus is generally quite skeptical of even the most

unremarkable portentous occurrence, the miraculous events at Delphi (involving the spontaneous

192 A notable departure from his usual, more skeptical stance (see below, pp. 131-32). However, see Bowie 2007:
166-67 for a summary of the objections made to this passage’s authenticity.

103 Thyc. 1.112-113; Plut. Per. 21.1. Cf. Stadter 1989: 223 ; Hornblower 2011 : 28-29.
104 | ateiner 1989: 64-67; Gould 1994: 92.
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movement of armor, thunderbolts, falling rocks, and the appearance of two giant phantoms, 8.37-
39) receive no word of skepticism or distancing such as the legetai that Herodotus often
employs; rather, he uses legein only as a confirmation of sorts, to identify the names of the two
phantoms (tovtovg 8& Tovg Vo Agdpoi Aéyovat sivon Emtympiovg fpwac, POAAKOV Te Ko
Avtévoov, 8.39.1). Herodotus furthermore attests to the physical evidence from this conflict as
remaining observable even in his own day (81t xai £g péag foav coot, 8.39.2). Similarly, the
portentous dust storm that arises on the plain of Eleusis (8.65) and the phantasm of a woman that
admonishes the retreating Greeks before the battle (8.84.2) are both recorded without
skepticism.'® Herodotus even explicitly attributes the storm before Artemisium to divine will:
“All this was done by the gods so that the Persian numbers might be closer to the Greeks’”
(émo1éeTo te mav VO ToD Be0D dKwg av EElcmbein 1@ EAANVik® 10 [Tepoikov unde moAld nAéov
gin, 8.13). To these we might add Herodotus’ discussion of the feud between Athena and
Poseidon for the patronage of Athens (8.55), which is depicted on the Parthenon,*® and a
prophecy’s glorification of Nike (8.77.2), who is closely associated with Athena and the subject

of another Acropolis temple begun in the 440s.*%’

Thus Herodotus’ respect for and trust in
religious forces of all brands stands out in the Salamis narrative, especially considering his
general policy of disbelieving—or at least questioning—divine intervention elsewhere in the
Histories.'%

Such respect and trust in the divine suits the context of the mid-fifth century sacred war

well, as | have shown, but the same cannot be said for attitudes of the Archidamian War later in

195 See also in the possibly-epideictic post-Aeginetan material, where Herodotus implicitly believes that the boat
which restrained the Corinthian retreat was “sent by some god” (xéAnta Ogin mountj, 8.94.2), presumably Athena
Skiras, and that the oracle of Lysistratus of Athens was fulfilled by the wreckage on the Colian shore (8.96.2).

106 Meiggs 1963: 38-39.
7 Hurwitt 1999: 160-61. Still, the dating of this temple remains controversial, as Hurwitt dutifully admits.
108 Cf. Munson 2001: 197-201. On religion in Herodotus, see Mikalson 2003 and Scullion 2005.
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the fifth century. After Sparta disrupted Athenian plans and re-established the Delphians as
guardians of the Pythian oracle, Athens became less concerned with oracular religion, relying
more and more on their own local religious observances (e.g., the Eleusinian Mysteries, the
Thesmophoria, etc.).'®® Of course, Athens hardly ceased to care about the Delphic Oracle—
plenty of evidence indicates that Delphi remained important in the Athenian mindset">—but
many of the religious themes and initiatives adopted by Athens in the mid-fifth century gave way
to more practical, secular strategies in the later fifth century.™*! It seems that Delphi too inverted
its position toward Athens, changing from remarkably pro-Athenian in the mid-fifth century—
when the oracle described Athens as an “eagle in the clouds for all time” (aietog év vepéinot
yevioeon finato mévta, P&W 121)—to pro-Spartan on the eve of the Archidamian War.**? And
as to the prophecies of Bacis, Musaeus, and Lysistratus which are so celebrated and revered in
the Salamis narratives, Athenian perception of ‘oraclemongers’ and traditional religion in the
late-fifth century was a different matter altogether: oraclemongers were scorned as profiteering
good-for-nothings and such prominent figures as Plato and Thucydides proved remarkably
cynical with respect to theology and the divine.**® Thus once again Herodotus’ narrative of
Salamis, just like his Plataea narrative, is far better suited to an Athenian audience of the mid-

fifth century than to any other Hellenic audience.

109 Osborne 1999: 330; Bowden 2005: 62; Scott 2010: 101. “It seems that Athens’s disillusionment with Delphi,
perhaps understandably, grew considerably during this period.” (Scott 2014: 134-35). This may have been a
function of the war itself, which often cut off Athenian access to the oracle.

10E g., Xen. Anab. 3.1; Plat. Apol. 21a. Cf. Bowden 2005: 60, 64.
11 cf, Bowden 2005: 54.
112 parke and Wormell 1956: 53-4; Hornblower 1991: §1.107.2.

13 For mockery of oraclemongers, see e.g., Aristophanes, Frogs 1032-35. Cf. the story of the Athenian
oraclemonger Onomaocritus earlier in the Histories, where he encourages Xerxes to invade Greece by suggestively
applying his trade—an action more in line with late-fifth century sentiment. For the general attitudes of literary
Athenians like Thucydides and Plato, cf. Fontenrose 1978: 145-65; Morgan 1992: esp. 231-32; Bowden 2005: 35.
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Conclusion

Although any of these topics on its own may be insufficient to identify both audience and
date, their combined evidence is remarkably instructive: to sum up, the Salamis narrative’s
portrayal of rhetoric indicates at least a democratic audience, and (if Athenian) probably prior to
430; its naval interests, if combined with the portrayal of rhetoric, help limit the ‘democratic
audience’ to only Athens; the geographical focus of the narrative indicates an audience that is at
least highly familiar with Athens, Attica, and Phocis, probably in the mid-fifth century; the
ideological nexus of ships, walls, and men again reflects Athens, but throughout the fifth
century; and the concern with oracular religion (again, if the audience can be assumed to be
Athenian) reflects a mid-fifth century audience and the context of the Second Sacred War. Thus
the prominence given to these five subjects and the occurrence of many of the same elements
that helped date the Plataea epideixis (especially its apparent political alignment) combine to
imply a specific audience: as with the Plataea narrative, Herodotus composed his version of the

Battle of Salamis for Athenians in the mid-fifth century.
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CHAPTER IV

THE BATTLE OF THERMOPYLAE: 7.172 — 7.233

My methodology to this point has been to identify passages that exhibit a demonstrable
Athenian slant, uncharacteristic of other parts of the Histories—such that it would have been
unpalatable to a late-fifth century Panhellenic audience—and to ascribe those prolonged sections
to the obvious audience: Athenians. But Athens was by no means the only important polis in
mid-fifth century Greece. Furthermore, if Herodotus was in fact a ‘wisdom-performer’, he
would have performed not in only one city, but in many, travelling the Greek world in search of
willing audiences and patrons. Therefore we may reason that other sections of the Histories
were influenced by non-Athenian audiences. Such, I argue, is the case of the Thermopylae
narrative, which reflects the interests and sympathies of a mid-century Amphictyonic audience,
most likely gathered at the Panhellenic Pythian Festival. This non-Athenian audience thus
provides a contrast not only with the framing narrative of the Histories, but also with the
epideixeis identified in Chapters Il and I1l, further illuminating Herodotus’ methodology and
authorial approach to the Persica material.

In general, however, seeking such an audience presents difficulties. First, Greece was a
large and complicated place: the task of cycling through every possible candidate for a
Herodotean performance venue and matching each with some as-yet-unidentified part taken from

the whole Histories would be herculean, if not impossible. So our methodology will instead be
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to isolate a specific, likely audience for Herodotus and consider which passage might suit that
audience. The second difficulty, however, is far greater: we have very little historical or literary
information about any non-Athenian state in the mid-fifth century, and most of the information
that does exist comes from Athenian sources. Thus our best source for the Pentekontaetia, the
roughly fifty years that fell between the Persian Wars (where Herodotus’ narrative ends) and the
Peloponnesian Wars (the subject of Thucydides’ history) is Thucydides himself, in the fewer
than thirty chapters that preface his treatment of the later conflict." This source, even if it
weren’t written by an Athenian, would inevitably skew toward an Atheno-centric perspective,
especially since Thucydides chronicled those years to explain the rise of Athens and Athenian
power (Thuc. 1.89.1). Almost all other sources are either late, fragmentary, or heavily-
influenced by Athenian sources, leaving mainly inference and material evidence to fill in the
gaps. Thus any analysis of non-Athenian audiences in the Histories must be equal parts cautious
and open-minded. Given these difficulties, | proceed not from the immediate observation of an
audience in the text, but rather from an exploration of Herodotus’ most likely performance
venues. In the end, I will argue that Delphi—specifically the Pythian festival—would provide
the ideal performance context for Herodotus’ narrative of Thermopylae.
Performance at a Panhellenic Festival
Aside from Plutarch’s transmission of Diyllus (discussed at length in the introduction, pp.

10-12),2 the only other direct testimony we have of Herodotus performing his art features a

! Thuc. 1.89-117. As to non-historical evidence, we have several Athenian tragedies which may be dated to the mid-
fifth century (e.g., Aeschylus, Agamemnon, Libation Bearers, Eumenides; Sophocles, Ajax, Antigone.), but no such
works survive from other Greek cities. Archaic elegy provides the most varied evidence for non-Athenian culture in
Ancient Greece, but almost all of it dates to the 6™ and 7" centuries BCE and is thus unreliable for the present period
at best. Pindar, at least, composed during the mid-fifth century, but his surviving poetry is commissioned to
celebrate individuals, and invariably elites, resulting in an inevitably incomplete picture of the cities involved; still,
his poetry may be our best contemporary non-Athenian source for the period and so will be treated at length below.
For the problems associated with our Atheno-centric material record, see Osborne 1999.

2 Plut. Her. Mal. 862a-b.
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performance at a Panhellenic festival.®> Lucian records a remarkable and enchanting story of
Herodotus performing at Olympia (Herod. 1-2):

mievoog yop oikobev gk g Kaplag 000 tii¢ ‘EALAS0G £6K0TETTO TPOG EAVTOV
Ommg Av TayloTa Kol AmpayovésTaTo ETIGUOG Kol TEPBONTOG YEVOLTO Kol 0 TOG
Kol T8 GLYYPApIATIO. TO UEV 0DV TEPIVOSTODVTA VDV Hév Adnvaiolg, viv 88
Kopwbioic avaywookew 1§ Apyeiotg 1| Aakedaploviolg v @ UEPEL, EpYMIES Kol
HaKpOV MYETTO Elvol Kol TPV 0D WKpdy &v Td To100Tm Eoecbot. odkovy NEiov
StaoTav TO TPayUa 0VOE KATd dlaipecty oVT® KAt OAlyoV dyeipelv Kol GLAAEYEWY
MV YvOdo, EmefovAieve 0, €l duvatov gin, aBpdovg mov AaPeiv tovg "EAAnvag
8mavtag. dvictavtor oby OAMdumia o peydia, koi 6 ‘Hpddotog todt ékeivo fixety
ol vopicag ToV kopdv, ob pdiiota &yAlxeto, MARBoveaV TPRGAC THY TAVIYLPLY,
amovtoyofev 1om TV dpictev cuvelkeypévayv, TopeAbmv £ 1OV OmceBodopov o
Oeatnv, AL’ dyoviotiv Tapeixev Eavtov OAvumiov Gomv Tag iotopiog Kol KnAdv
T0VG TapdvTag, dypt Tod Kai Movcag kKAnBijvar tag BifAovg avtod, évvéa kol
avtag odoac. [2] o ovv dmavec adTOV HdecOV TOAD HAALOV | TOVG
‘Olvpmiovikeg adTovg. koi o0k Eottv doTig dvikoog v 100 ‘Hpoddtov dvopatog —
ot pgv avtol dxovoavteg v Olvumig, ol 0 TAV EK TH TAVNYVPEMS NKOVI®V
movOavopevor kai £l Tod ye @avein povov, £detkvoto av ¢ daktorg, OdTog
gkelvog Hpddotdc €otv 0 tag pdyag tag [epokag Taoti cuyyeypaedc, 6 Tog
vikag LAV VUVNCOG.

As soon as he sailed from his home in Caria straight for Greece, he bethought
himself of the quickest and least troublesome path to fame and a reputation for
both himself and his works. To travel round reading his works, now in Athens,
now in Corinth or Argos or Lacedaemon in turn, he thought a long and tedious
undertaking that would waste much time. The division of his task and the
consequent delay in the gradual acquisition of a reputation did not appeal to him,
and he formed the plan I suppose of winning the hearts of all the Greeks at once if
he could. The great Olympian games were at hand, and Herodotus thought this
the opportunity he had been hoping for. He waited for a packed audience to
assemble, one containing the most eminent men from all Greece; he appeared in
the temple chamber, presenting himself as a competitor for an Olympic honour,
not as a spectator; then he recited his Histories and so bewitched his audience that
his books were called after the Muses, for they too were nine in number. [2] By
this time he was much better known than the Olympic victors themselves. There
was no one who had not heard the name of Herodotus—some at Olympia itself,
others from those who brought the story back from the festival. He had only to

¥ Some scholars, of course, consider many more possible performance venues to be likely, e.g. Stadter 1997: 33.
“What occasions did Herodotus or other Greek storytellers have for performance? Our information is restricted, but
the possibilities are almost endless: basically, wherever men or mixed groups gather and wish to be entertained or
informed.”
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appear and he was pointed out: ‘That is that Herodotus who wrote the tale of the
Persian Wars in lonic and celebrated our victories.**

As compelling as Lucian’s narrative is, this source is intensely problematic.”> For one, Lucian
lived in the second century CE, well after Herodotus himself; this chronological gap surfaces
most in Lucian’s reference to Herodotus’ nine book divisions, which were not Herodotus’ own
and hadn’t become standard even as late as the 1® century BCE.® Furthermore, Lucian’s style is
jaunty and often satirical, prone to favor a good narrative over historical proof.” But even more
problematic, Lucian records Herodotus performing the entire Histories—a task which (given the
Histories’ length of nearly twice the two Homeric epics combined) would have taken at least
fifty hours and required an almost impossible display of endurance (that is, if we take Lucian’s
story at face value and assume Herodotus performing alone).® These numerous, entirely
legitimate objections have prompted scholars as early as Enoch Powell to believe of this story
that “the account of the recitation itself ... has no great claim to be received.”®

But some elements of the story ring true. For example, the most common objection

suspects that Lucian must have been conflating his knowledge of sophists as itinerant wisdom-

*Tr. Kilburn 1959 (Loeb).
® The value of this source as evidence is defended in the Introduction, pp. 9-12.

® On book divisions, see Petrie 1908: 276-76; Legrand 1932; Wallinga 1959: 204-53; Brown 1965: 72-75. Cf. Flory
1980: n.10; Johnson 1994: n.32. The earliest reference to a division into nine books is Diod. 11.34.6. For a
Herodotean papyrus dating from before the surviving book divisions, see Snell 1929: 2-4; Welles 1939: 208. The
‘Lindian Chronicle’ (dated to c. 1* cent. BCE by Blinkenberg 1915: 4) also uses an alternative book division,
referring to an event in Book Three as Book Two: «Hp6dotog ... £v tdit B tdv ioto[pi]av» (29, C 38).

7 Jones 1986: 46-67. Indeed, Lucian often treated Herodotus in particular with derision (e.g., Lover of Lies 2.14 and
True Story 2.5; 2.31), although his regular emulation of Herodotus implies some esteem. Cf. Kirkland
(forthcoming): 3.141-51, especially 145 regarding the beginning of Herodotus and Aétion 1.

® Flory 1980: 14. However, see Evans 2009:11 citing Lauri Honko 1998, whose study has observed even longer oral
recitations given in India. The objection still holds, however, that no Greek festival known to us would have been
long enough for the full performance.

° Powell 1939: 33. See introduction, pp. 7-13.
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performers in the early fifth-century with a story about Herodotus;'® fourth- and fifth-century
sources alike consider Panhellenic festivals to be great destinations for wisdom-performers and
sophists.** Plato’s Hippias Minor describes such a scene of sophist-epideixis, again set at
Olympia and almost as vivid as Lucian’s:

Kai yop v Sewva motoinv, & Ebdike, el Olvuniale pév eic mv tédv EAMvov

maviyvpty, dtov o O duma 7, del émavidv oikodev & "HAMog eic 10 iepov

Tapéym LotV Kod Adyovta &t &v TiI¢ PovAnton GV &v pot eig dnideiéy

TOPEGKEVAGHEVOV T, Kai Amokpivopevov ¢ Povlopéve 8Tt dv Tic Eptd, Vv 82

v ZoKpatovs Epdtoty evyouut. (Plato, Hip. Min. 363c-d)

Why, Eudicus, it would be strange conduct on my part, if I, who always go up to

Olympia to the festival of the Greeks from my home at Elis, and entering the

sacred precinct, offer to speak on anything that anyone chooses of those subjects

which | prepared for exhibition, and to answer any questions that anyone asks—
should now avoid being questioned by Socrates.*

Hippias’ description of sophistic performance, though somewhat less grandiose, resembles
Lucian’s narrative closely; Lucian may even have had this facet of sophistry in mind. But this
resemblance actually lends credibility to Lucian’s account. First, Lucian has laid out this
narrative as a rejection of the itinerant sophist’s methods as inefficient—"“collecting his
recognition by degrees, scraping it together little by little” (00d¢ xatd daipestv oVt Kat' OAiyov
dyeipew kol cuAAEyewy v yvotv, Herod. 1)—so the sophistic model surely was not the full
inspiration for Lucian’s narrative. And second, Herodotus’ engagement with the world of
sophist-epideixis has now been extensively documented by Rosalind Thomas and has gained

general acceptance by scholars.®® Herodotus’ participation in this world of sophistry makes it

19°E g., Johnson 1994: 240, 242. “The emphasis on paid lectures and exhibitions at Olympia arouses the suspicion
that the details of the stories are importations from traditions surrounding the sophists.” For a fuller treatment of this
objection, see introduction pp. 7-13. Cf. Priestley 2014: 41.

! Guthrie 1971: 35-45. E.g., Gorgias presented at both Olympia and Delphi (Guthrie 1971: 42).

2 Tr. Fowler 1939 (Loeb). For the possibility that such epideixeis could be narrative in nature, see Plato, Hip. Mai.
286a-b; Stadter 1997: 33-34.

13 See Introduction, pp. 4-5, and esp. Thomas 2000: 249-69. Hornblower 2004: 33 has even considered “the
possibility of local, oral performance, perhaps of certain highly finished episodes” for Thucydides, speculating
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likely that he engaged both modes of performance, itinerant and festival."* So, what once was
cause to disbelieve Lucian’s may actually contain an element of truth. At the least, we cannot
dismiss Lucian’s testimony of Herodotus’ performance at Olympia casually.*®

This possible kernel of truth in Lucian’s story, then, warrants a consideration of the
Panhellenic festivals as potential performance venues for Herodotus. Lucian’s own story,
whether reliable or not, conveniently assembles many of the festivals’ advantages. First, citizens
from all over Greece would have been in attendance (a0pdoovg mov Aafeiv Tovg “EAnvag
amavtag, Herod. 1), a somewhat rare event in a society so fragmented and decentralized as
Ancient Greece. This particular advantage was significant on two levels: [1] in an age before
mass media, there was no better opportunity to establish your reputation in so many places at
once—imagine the diverse array of individuals, smoldering with enthusiasm for Herodotus’
story-telling, returning to their homes and sparking each city’s desire to hear more from this
great Greek historian; and [2] no audience would be so capable of appreciating a story of
Hellenic triumph as a Panhellenic audience—and after all, Hellenic history was Herodotus’
calling card, his true innovation (despite being paired with more traditional foreign ethnography
in his Histories).*® Prior to Herodotus, ‘history’ had been either ethnographic or poetic (or
possibly both, e.g. Panyassis’ lonika). Herodotus, at least in his Persica, offered something truly

new: a Hellenic history in prose. By performing a multi-ethnic work—in which all (or at least

further that “the Olympic festival might be a suitable recitation context.” On the general reception of Thomas’
argument, see the recent companions to Herodotus, both Brill (eds. Bakker, de Jong, and van Wees, 2002: esp. the
contributions of Bakker, Slings, and Raaflaub) and Cambridge (eds. Dewald and Marincola, 2005: esp. Thomas,
Luraghi, and Griffiths). Cf. Evans 2009; Grethlein 2010: 151.

 Indeed, although festivals were widespread, they were also fairly infrequent: the itinerant performer would not
have relied on single, annual performances to support himself the whole year through.

5 E.g., Zelnick-Abramovitz 2014: 178 finds “no reason to doubt [the] veracity” of Lucian’s story. | consider her
opinion somewhat credulous, but still a movement in the right direction: some elements, at least, may be believed.

16 |_ateiner 1989: 211.
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most) of Greece plays the hero—to an audience assembled for a Panhellenic event (and
furthermore presumably induced to a Panhellenic frame of mind by the festival itself),
Herodotus would have given his Persian War material its best chance to succeed.

Second, Lucian’s Herodotus observes that “those gathered were the very best” of their
citizenries (amovtoydbev 71oM TAOV dpictmv cuvelreyuévov, Herod. 1), perhaps even in a formal
capacity (i.e., the ‘aristocrats’).}” These were precisely the people that Herodotus needed to
impress, inasmuch as they were both influential and wealthy and so capable of inviting
Herodotus to be their guest and perform for them.*® As discussed in the introduction, we have no
direct evidence of Herodotus’ own itinerant career (unless we count the far-ranging nature of his
own Histories as evidence),'® but such a process of courting and receiving artistic patronage is in
fact extremely well-attested elsewhere in a mid-fifth century Panhellenic context: Pindar, the
epinician poet.

Of course, Pindar performed his works after the festivals, not during them,? and he is a
poet celebrating the specific triumph of one man rather than a proto-historian celebrating the
general triumph of all Greece, but some of what we know about Pindar tallies nicely with the
concept of wisdom-performance outlined above.?* First, Pindar successfully lived the itinerant
career, contracted by patrons ranging from Libya to Tenedos. And once there, Pindar seems to

have relied on the hospitality of his host to expand his wealth and livelihood—as Simon

17 Cf. Davies 2007: 63.

'8 A salient parallel of this process may be found in Plato, Hip. Mai. 286a-b, where Hippias claims to have
composed and performed an epideixis (although he calls it a “logos”) for the Spartans and for Eudicus of Athens.

19 Redfield 1985. But cf. Fehling 1971: esp. 168-70; Fornara 1971b: 19; Podlecki 1977; Armayor 1980.
2 This conclusion remains undecided, however (see e.g., Currie 2004: 17).
2 For the following, cf. Lefkowitz 2012: 61-70.
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Hornblower suggests to explain Pindar’s affinity for Aegina?—which was precisely the practice
of sophists.”® Secondly, Pindar and Herodotus seem to have moved in much the same
aristocratic circles: not only do both artists treat many of the same citizenries, they also name
many of the same individuals.?* Likewise, their techniques and sources appear to have shared
much in common: Herodotus explicitly used Pindar’s peer, Simonides—and possibly even
Pindar himself—as a source.?® Furthermore, Pindar explicitly situates himself in this culture of
wisdom-performance, declaring himself (e.g.) “eminent in wisdom among Greeks everywhere”
(npépaviov ogig kad’ “Erkavag é6vra mavtd, Ol. 1.116).%° Thus, with due caution, Pindar
may give us some sense for what a narrative composed for a festival audience might look like.

In particular, four elements of Pindar’s poetry could easily be deployed in a
historiographical context. First, Pindar relies on the mythical, the gnomic, and the epic to make
the recent past more grand. For example, the victory of Diagoras of Rhodes is celebrated with a
story about the epic Rhodian, Tlepolemus (O. 7);*’ similarly, the Aeginetans are often celebrated
by their connection with the Aeacidae, whose hero cult was central to Aeginetan identity (I. 5; N.
3, 4, 8). Pindar evokes these locally celebrated myths, glues them together with gnomic

universalisms, and ultimately asserts that the glory and honor of such gilded heroes of the epic

22 Hornblower 2007b.

% On the lives of the Sophists, see Plato, esp. Hippias Minor and Gorgias, and, among modern scholars, Guthrie
1971: esp. 35-45 and O’Grady 2008: esp. 9-20.

# Hornblower and Morgan 2007: 4, for example, cites overlap with both Aegina (see Hornblower 2007a) and
Thebes (Asopodorus: compare Isthmian 1.34 and Herod. 9.69); cf. Hornblower and Morgan 2007: 13, discussing
Battus son of Aladdeir (Pythian 5.93 and Herod. 4.150-64) as indicative of the “shared world of Pindar and
Herodotus.”

% Hornblower 2004: 23; see also scholarship on the ‘new’ Simonides, (e.g.) Boedeker and Sider 2001.
% Cf. (e.g.) N. 3.9; P. 2.56.

" Kowalzig 2007: 224-66. For Tlepolemus’ connection with Rhodes, see Il. 2.655-6; Diod. Sic. 4.58.7-8. Cf.
Kurke 2013.

% pfeijffer 1999: 206-16; Hornblower 2007a. Cf. Hdt. 5.83, 8.83-84.
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age has continued down even to his day, evidenced in the athletic achievement of the honorand.?
Such a practice is readily discernible in Herodotus” Thermopylae passage, which regularly
connects the Greek combatants with the mythical past through methods as diverse as geography
(e.g., 7.193), lineage (e.g., 7.204), religious observance (e.g., 7.189), and literary allusion (e.g.,
7.225).

Second, Pindar extends his praise of the individual honorand to his family and close
associates. Thus Pythian 10 celebrates not just Hippocleas, victor in the boys’ diaulos at Delphi,
nor just his family, but all of the Aleuads (the powerful aristocrats of Thessaly, cf. 7.172.1).%
Yet it is also important to note that Pindar is careful not to speak against others. He summarizes
his policy in comparison with the acrimonious Archilochus:

gue OE ypedV

QEVLYEV OAKOG AOVOV KOKOYOPLAV.

100V YO £KOG EDV TO TOAN &v duoyavio

yoyepov Apyidoyov Bapvrdyorg ExBecty 55

TOVOUEVOV: TO TAOVLTETV O€ GLV TUYQ

noTHoL 60Qiag dpiotov. (Pythian 2.52-56)
But | must

flee the persistent bite of censure,

for standing at a far remove | have seen

Archilochus the blamer often in straits as he fed on 55

dire words of hatred. And possessing wealth that is

granted by destiny is the best object of wisdom.**
Pindar is in the business of building up, not tearing down—and indeed, such an approach is

advisable when relying on the patronage of many different parties. It is no surprise, then, that the

Thermopylae narrative follows the same principle, conferring widespread praise on the Greeks

#E.g., N. 3.40-42; cf. Pfeijffer 1999: 210.
%0 p. 10.3-9; cf. Stamatopoulou 2007: 309-310 for a discussion of the significance of this particular instance.
1 Tr. Race 1997. (Loeb).
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(and especially the Spartans), which then trickles down to individual states—only one state
(Thebes) receives any criticism at all.*

But when it comes to local politics, Pindar readily reflects his patron-of-the-moment’s
agenda, advancing a subtle propaganda that could profoundly affect the perception and
promotion of the honored regime. Kathryn Morgan, for example, has illustrated Pindar’s
concern to validate Hieron’s control over Sicily;* Leslie Kurke has argued that a central function
of epinician was “to bind the various interests of the athlete’s polis, oikos, and aristocratic

peers”;*

perhaps the most dramatic example may be found in Barbara Mitchell’s demonstration
of how Arcesilaus IV of Cyrene drew on Pindar’s Pythians 4, 5, and 9 to outdo his aristocratic
rivals, recruit colonists, and distance himself from his medizing past.*> Pindar’s poetry was not
merely decorative. Rather, it served as compelling political propaganda, deployed by the
honorand as one more weapon for advancing his personal agenda. In the same way, Herodotus’
Thermopylae narrative addresses one of the most significant political issues facing those who
dwelt around Thermopylae—medism—by implicitly excusing all states alike.*®

Finally, despite catering to the immediate demands of the occasion, Pindar is also
concerned to ensure that his poetry remains accessible to a broad audience and therefore to re-

performance in different settings. This concern is most evident from Pindar’s oft-repeated claim

that he will bring his honorand immortal fame with the power of his song (e.g., Ol. 1.82-5, Isth.

%2 See below (§Group Identities: The Boeotians, Thespiae, and Thebes, pp. 166-70, and §Dating the Epideixis, pp.
178-80) for a possible historical explanation for Thebes’ treatment here.

% K. Morgan 2015.
¥ Kurke 1991: 257-62.
 Mitchell 2000: 94-95. Cf. C. Morgan 2007: 224, 262.

% See below, §The Medizers: Thessalians, Malians (Trachis), Magnesians, Phthiotian Achaeans, Perrhaebians,
Aenianians, and Dolopians.
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4.36-45)." And indeed, such a concern with the suitability to repeated performance of a piece
largely explains why we know so little about Pindar’s original performance contexts: he takes
care to avoid mentioning such details lest a later audience (or readership) find such references
inaccessible or alienating.®® If Pindar, like Homer, wished to convey immortal fame upon his
subject, then his poetry must in effect become not a fleeting thing, but—to borrow a phrase from
Thucydides—a “possession for all time” (ktijpua £¢ aiei, 1.22.4). And indeed, despite catering to
the immediate demands of the occasion, Herodotus’ Thermopylae narrative too remains
accessible to a broad audience and therefore to re-performance in different settings.*

Herodotus” Thermopylae narrative, then, resembles Pindar’s poetry in [1] its use of the
mythic, epic, or gnomic to magnify the glory of recent events, [2] its extension of praise to
peripheral associates and his corresponding avoidance of criticism or offense, [3] its subtle
advancement of local propaganda, and [4] its concern with suitability for reperformance. But
Herodotus’ circumstance of performance would have been different in many ways too. For one,
we are assuming that Herodotus is performing at the festival, not after it.*> Thus Herodotus’
audience wouldn’t have been from one specific city-state (as was the case for Pindar) but from
all over Greece. So, rather than the achievement of a single city or family, Herodotus would

have needed a subject that all Greeks would have been interested in—such a subject as Greece’s

3" For a full discussion of this theme, see Currie 2004.

%8 Carey 2007: 200. “In a world without a significant readership or book market, repeat performability was critical
and vagueness about specifics of performance was a useful way of promoting this.” Of course, Pindar is more
constrained than Herodotus because his intricate metrical structures would have made even minor alterations tedious.
Indeed, this difference between the authors may be responsible for the ability to detect Herodotus’ original audience
in the first place, since Herodotus’ prose narrative was more malleable and therefore he was less concerned to avoid
audience-influenced material in the first iteration, relying on extemporaneous alterations to avoid awkwardness.

¥ Cf. Thuc. 1.22.1. See also Nagy 1987: 181: “In short, the language of Pindar makes it explicit that logioi are
parallel to aoidoi ‘poets’ in their function of maintaining the kleos ‘glory’ of men even after death, and it implies
that this activity of both logioi and aoidoi is a matter of apodeixis ‘public display.” ... Accordingly, I find it
anachronistic to interpret logioi as ‘historians.””

0 But see Currie 2004: 17.
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defense against Persia, for example. And presumably Herodotus’ festival audience would have
had a more diverse economic background as well: the impression that we get from Plato (Hipp.
Min. 363c-d) is one of sophists performing in the open, inviting all comers (and therefore not just
rich patrons). Still, prohibitive distance might have prevented some of the poorer Greeks from
attending such a Panhellenic festival. Travel in the ancient period was uncertain, difficult, and
often quite dangerous. Considering the constant demands of common occupations (e.g.,
agriculture) and the cost of supplies, transportation, lodging, and even baggage-handling
(presumably provided by slaves), few of the working poor could have journeyed to a distant
sanctuary or festival with any regularity.** Thus a general Panhellenic festival audience would
have been composed of two main components: the wealthy—from all over Greece and the
Mediterranean—and a contingent of less affluent locals who had made the more manageable trip
to the festival from surrounding districts.

| have now established the value of the Panhellenic venue for wisdom-performance, with
particular interest paid to the conventions Pindar employed to please a similar audience and to
the type of people who might be gathered there. It is notable, however, that the Pindaric odes
come from all four Panhellenic festivals. Lucian shows Herodotus performing at Olympia, but
what of the other festivals? As | have suggested, the Pythian festival too might equally be
considered a likely performance place for Herodotus—perhaps even more so than Olympia—on
account of Herodotus’ close relationship with Delphi. Whether citing the Delphians in his
narrative (e.g., 1.20), praising them for their bravery in the face of the Persian invasion (e.g.,
7.178), breaking with his usual policy of skepticism toward divine interference (e.g., 1.87, 8.37-

39), or simply describing the sanctuary with the loving attention of an enthusiast (e.g. 1.50-51,

1 Casson 1994: 65-94. “Thus, as late as the end of the fourth century B.C., travel in and around Greece was neither
easy nor particularly pleasant” (1994: 94). Casson does point out that these difficulties hardly discouraged all
travelers, but the poor would have faced greater obstacles than the rich.
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8.39.2), the Histories shows both familiarity with and affinity for the Delphic sanctuary.* If it is
likely that Herodotus performed at Olympia, it is even more likely that he performed at Delphi.

What, then, would have been the specific make-up of an audience gathered to hear
Herodotus at the Pythian festival? First, we may consider Pindar’s Pythians for potential patrons
gathered in the audience (inasmuch as anyone honored by these poems had by definition
attended the games): these include the Sicilian Deinomenids, the Acragians (also from Sicily, a
polis founded by Gela), the Cyreneans (Libya), the Aeginetans, the Athenians, the Thebans, and
the Aleuads of Thessaly. These same wealthy individuals might easily have attended or known
of Herodotus’ performance, so we might consider this list when considering Herodotus’
narratorial sensitivity. But ultimately, the audience that would have most concerned Herodotus
would have been the locals—Delphians and others from surrounding poleis. They were the hosts
of the festival, after all, and the groups most represented in the audience would have been those
who made the trip from the surrounding country.

For the Pythian festival, we also have the advantage of an established, historically-
attested confederation that represented this group of locals and furthermore sponsored the event:
the Delphic Amphictyony, literally the “dwellers-around” of the sanctuary. This group was far
from homogeneous, and even the list of nations remains somewhat murky for the early Classical
period,* but we may still approximate the membership of this group by relying on a list of
fourteen compiled from later sources, namely Aeschines (2.116), Pausanias (10.8.2), and

Theopompus (FGH 115 F63): the Delphians, the Phocians, the Thessalians, the lonians, the

2 Murray 1987: 32 actually suggests Delphic storytelling as a model for Herodotean narrative-composition.
*% Londey 1990: 59-60 gives a likely list for the fourth century. Cf. Hornblower 2007b; Bowden 2003: 70-72.
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Dorians, the Boeotians, the Locrians, the Perrhaebians, the Dolopians, the Phthiotians, the
Magnesians, the Aenianians, the Malians, and (least-attested) the Oetaeans.**
Setting Limits (7.172-233)

These nations shared very little in common. Yet, in the context of the Persian Wars, one
characteristic unites them: almost all of them fought for the wrong side. The list of medizers that
Herodotus gives at 7.132.1 lacks only the lonians, Dorians, and Delphians, and even these
groups had members that did medize.* If Herodotus wanted to please an Amphictyonic
audience, then, he would have avoided awkward, incriminating anecdotes that featured his
audience as ‘the bad guy’ (as is S0 often the case in the Salamis and Plataea epideixeis). No
Persica-related narrative would have been more compelling or easier to spin favorably for this
group than the first: the combined Hellenic effort to resist the Persians at the Battle of
Thermopylae—after which most of the Amphictyony had switched sides.

Given a Pythian/Amphictyonic audience for the narrative of Thermopylae, then, two
criteria should be set to identify epideictic material: [1] the positive portrayal of Amphictyonic
members, and especially of Delphi, the host of the Pythian festival; and [2] a positive authorial
stance on cooperation with the Persian enemy (viz. medism). With these criteria in mind, then, |
will consider two phrases that could be used to delimit a serviceable beginning for the epideictic
material, both programmatic statements that use Herodotus’ characteristic transitional phrase pév
on and that furthermore mark a major transition in the Histories’ narrative: [1] “These were the

oracles the Athenians received” (ta p&v 61 ypnotipla tadto toict ABnvaiolot £yeyovee, 7.145.1)

* Bowden 2003: 71; Cf. Sanchez 2001: 37-41, 518 (although this table does not quite correspond to the texts).

*® Jonians: the East lonians and many Aegean Islanders fought at Salamis (e.g., 8.85); Dorians: most prominently,
Doris itself medized (8.31, 8.66); Delphi: although he does not substantiate the accusation explicitly, Herodotus
provides the tools to suspect Delphi of Persian sympathies in his failed-embassies narrative, analyzed below (pp.
149-53).
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and later, [2] ““And so the Pythia restrained the Cretans by reminding them of these things,
although they wished to help the Greeks” (Kpfjtag pév o1 1 [Tvbin dYmouvicaca tadta Eoye
Bovlopévoug Tipmpéety toiot "EAAnot, 7.171.2). To choose between these two summary
conclusions,*® I will consider whether the narrative that falls between them—the four failed
embassies of the Greeks—suits the epideictic criteria outlined above.

At first glance, the earlier limit (7.145.1) seems quite acceptable: the narrative in question
deals with a related subject (the unsuccessful embassies between the Greek allies and other
Greek states to request aid against the Persians at Thermopylae) and furthermore [1] features
Delphi repeatedly and with apparent deference; and [2] rationalizes the failure of these nations to
join the Greeks, inasmuch as each embassy explains the embassy’s failure in understandable and
therefore sympathetic terms.*’ Furthermore, several of the patrons of Pindar’s Pythians too play
major roles in these embassies—the Deinomenids (7.153-167), the Acragrians (7.170.1; also
their founding mother-city, Gela, 7.154), and the Athenians (7.161)—such that the material
included might have caught the ear and fancy of some of the wealthier members of the audience.
And lastly, considering that both the Plataea and Salamis narratives begin with embassy scenes
(Plataea’s is protracted, 8.136-144; Salamis’ is shorter, 8.3), this beginning would establish a
common narrative element between the three epideixeis.

But the narrative between 7.145 and 7.172 is complicated.*® To begin, in order to please
an Amphictyonic audience, Herodotus ought to have kept Delphi’s role in these embassies

positive, or at least neutral. In truth, he nearly does so: except for a few chapters and phrases in

%6 Cf. Munson 2001; 25.

*" Baragwanath 2008: 210-22 observes a number of commonalities between this section and the later narrative of
Thermopylae, the issue of sympathy for medizers’ plight being foremost among them.

*8 The embassy scenes have often been the subject of intense scrutiny, recently by Cataldi 2005 and Baragwanath
2008: 210-22.
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this narrative, Delphi acts as a wise adviser and guardian of the Greeks, by protecting Argos
(7.148) and Crete (7.169) from their own enthusiasm to fight the Persians by citing previous
service to the Greek cause or, in the case of the Deinomenid Gelon, by providing a neutral
ground and therein safeguarding great wealth in a perilous time (7.163). But this last example
manifests the problematic nature of these embassies: the ‘great wealth’ safeguarded at Delphi for
Gelon is in fact tribute, intended for Xerxes if the Greeks should fail (7.163.2). To be sure,
Herodotus gives Gelon plenty of excuses—he even synchronizes (and thus associates) Gelon’s
victory at Himera against the Western “barbarians” (Bappapot, 7.167.1; viz. Carthaginians) with
the Greeks’ victory at Salamis. But the reader knows all along that Gelon is in fact ready to
surrender to Xerxes in a moment, and thus the pro-Hellenic appeal of the episode is tarnished—
and Delphi’s role as guardian of the money intended as tribute for Xerxes is at the center of that
blemish.*

The other failed embassies are similarly problematic. For Argos, Herodotus gives good
reasons for the decision to stay out of the conflict at first: foremost, that the Delphic oracle
advises them against joining (7.148). This advice, Herodotus implies, reflects consideration for
recent Argive hardship, since they had just recently sustained huge causalities in a conflict with
the Spartans. Therefore the Argives were unable to support the effort without risking their
wellbeing after the war, regardless of the outcome. Thus far, Delphi’s advice seems sound. But
Herodotus then includes a scathingly incriminating story about the Argives actively undermining
the Greek position by communicating directly with the King (7.149-50; cf. 9.12), which
Herodotus supports with circumstantial evidence (7.151) going so far as to rationalize the

Argives’ betrayal of the Greek cause in general but nonetheless suggestive terms (7.152.2):

9 Cf. Priestley 2014: 166. “Although Herodotus refrains from explicit comment, it is clear that this mission is
included to illustrate a duplicitous side to Gelon’s character...”
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gmioTapon 0& TocodToV dTL £l TAVTES AVOP®TOL TA OIKM L0 KOk £G LEGOV
ovveveikaey aALaEacHat BovAdpevol Toict TANGI0IGL, EYKOYAVTEG GV £C TA TRV
TEAOG KOKA AOTAGIOE EKOGTOL AOTAV ATOPEPOiNTO OMiow TO E0MVEIKAVTO.
(7.152.2)

But I do know this, that if everybody went to market, as it were, to exchange their
own personal troubles for others’, after considering their neighbors’ lot they
would be all too happy to return home with their own.

Even if Herodotus is sincere, the reader cannot help but question the sincerity of the Argives
generally, which in turn casts doubt on Delphi’s motivation in allowing them the “excuse”
(mpogactg, 7.150.3) for staying out of the conflict.

The third embassy, sent to Corcyra, does not include Delphi but showcases a
disingenuous cowardice that colors the reader’s response to the other failed embassies. Like the
Argives and Gelon before them, the Corcyreans at first seem to be genuinely committed to the
Greek cause, and for a perfectly sensible reason: “If Greece fell, they would certainly become
slaves on the following day” (fiv yap c@oAf], o@eig ye 000V dALO §j dovAedoOoVGL Tf| TPDOTN TOV
nuepéov, 7.168.1). But Herodotus immediately undercuts this noble resolution. With deception
in their hearts (¢ALa voedvreg, 7.168.2), they deliberately fail to reach Salamis in time for the
battle, “waiting to see how the war would turn out” (xapadokéovteg koi 00Tol TOV TOAELOV TH
neoéetal, 7.168.2). Like the Argives, then, the Corcyreans rely on an “excuse” (mpogactc,
7.168.4). Simply by its association with the other failed embassies, the Corcyrean guilt further
casts suspicion on the others.

This suspicion reaches fruition with the final embassy, sent to the Cretans. Again, there
is nothing immediately suspicious about this embassy: like the Argives at the beginning of the
embassy series, the Cretans receive advice from the Pythia not to engage the Persians and
reasonably decide to follow it (7.169). But the reader has been conditioned by the disingenuous

cowardice that has characterized the previous three episodes to notice the incriminating

151



difference between the Argives’ situation and the Cretans’: the Argives lost their soldiers in a
recent war, but the Cretans are advised against joining the Greeks on account of their losses
following the Trojan War (7.169.2). The oracle (and thus the Cretans’ pretense for failing to
assist the Greeks) refers specifically to the legendary King Minos’ death at Camicus, which
Herodotus attests to have occurred during Minos’ wanderings in Sicily in search of no less a
figure than Daedalus (7.170.1). The narrative thus prompts the reader to suspect the Cretans’
motives in withholding their support as contrived—and possibly to suspect Delphi for once more
providing the excuse.>

Modern scholars have often followed Herodotus’ lead: H.W. Parke, Charles Hignett, and
Robert Parker (among others) have all developed independent cases against Delphi on the
evidence provided by these chapters.® This suspicion has been challenged: Jon Mikalson, for
example, adamantly insists that there is simply no evidence that the Greeks suspected the
Delphic oracle in any way following the Persian War.** But the fact remains that these scholars
were able to reach an extremely negative conclusion about Delphi by relying almost entirely on
the evidence surveyed above. In truth, to read these chapters as favorable for Delphi is nearly
impossible. Whether Herodotus actually suspected Delphi of Persian sympathies or not, the
oracle’s implication in these deceitful proceedings is enough to contrast markedly with the
portrayal of Delphi as protector and even savior of Greece that Mikalson accepts—a portrayal
that is in fact on display in the Thermopylae narrative not ten chapters later (7.178, discussed at
length below). It follows that the series of embassies fails to meet our guiding criteria for

identifying epideictic material: despite its superficial promise, the narrative from 7.146 to 7.172

% After all, to cite a Hellenistic source, “All Cretans are liars” (Kpfjtec éel yedotay, Callim. 1.8-9).
> pParke 1956: 1.165-79; Hignett 1963: 439-47; Parker 1985: 317-18.

%2 Mikalson 2003: 121. Cf. Bowden 2005: 27. “[Delphi’s medism] is entirely a modern fabrication: there is no scrap
of evidence that any individual or state in antiquity thought that Delphi was acting for the Persians.”
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neither portrays Delphi in a positive light nor truly excuses medism and therefore could not have
been pleasing to a Pythian/Amphictyonic audience without significant revision (or perhaps un-
revision?). If the Histories transmits unaltered epideictic material intended for an Amphictyonic
audience, then, its inclusion must begin with the transition from the embassy scenes to the battle
narrative proper: 7.172.

The end of the epideictic material, thankfully, is much clearer: it must come at the end of
7.233, after which Herodotus concludes with the phrase, “And that’s how the Greeks fought at
Thermopylae” (ot pév 1 mepi Oepuonvrog "EXinveg obtwg ywviocavro, 7.234.1). We see in
this phrase a clear marker of a narrative ending, further highlighted by Herodotus’ distinctive use
of the transitional pév o1 (see Introduction, pp. 30-31). Even more convenient, the phrase acts as
an effective and illustrative title for the sixty-two chapters of preceding narrative. Of course, the
last sentence of 7.233 admittedly contains a reference to the Archidamian War (the Theban
attack on Plataea [431/0], 7.233.4); but in fact, the transitional sentence itself functions as a
(meta)narrative signpost and so presumably belongs to the framing narrative rather than the
epideixis.>® The epideixis, then, would have ended with the branding of the Thebans, possibly
supplemented by a concluding remark more suited to the epideictic mode (e.g., ‘The End”). This
ending is both obvious and suitable, and so may be used with some confidence. Thus by
assuming a Pythian audience for the epideictic material related to Thermopylae, we may arrive at
the limits 7.172-7.233.

It may be noted, however, that while this passage’s length is still significant, the resulting

epideixis would be somewhat shorter than the epideictic sections argued for Salamis and Plataea

% Cf. Munson 2001: 25 on the “summary conclusion.” Furthermore, such a reference may well be permissible for
the Thermopylae narrative, inasmuch as no precise date can be established on the paucity of evidence we have
concerning the Amphictyony in any period, much less in the mid-fifth century (see the section on ‘Dating the
Epideixis?’ below).
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(forty-five minutes as compared to sixty-five and seventy-five, respectively).>* There are several
possible (albeit speculative) explanations for this. First, even if 7.172 may be reliably marked as
the beginning of the epideictic material, it may not be the original beginning of the epideixis but
rather simply the locus that Herodotus identified as expedient to transition to his pre-written
material. If more suitable narrative is sought, | have shown how the material that | have
identified above as incompatible with the Pythian audience assumed for the Thermopylae
epideixis (the embassy narratives, 7.145-171) contains much that, with a few modifications,
would have met our criteria perfectly: if we suspect only a few later authorial modifications, we
might easily posit an original narrative in which [1] Delphi was the hero and [2] furthermore
provided legitimate excuses to several non-participants in the war, which would have
foregrounded a narrative that defended many of the Amphictyones’ eventual choice to medize
excellently. It may be, then, that the embassy scenes represent an adaptation or reinvention of
earlier material that was originally part of the epideixis. Second, the possible inclusion of more
original material is implied by Herodotus’ unfulfilled promise to treat the Athenadas narrative
later (7.213.3; discussed below, pp. 158-59); since Herodotus chose to omit his story about the
killer of the traitor Ephialtes here, the length of that narrative must have been long enough to
distract from his authorial strategy. There could be other valid explanations too. In any case,
these two possibilities provide enough justification to conclude—if only as a reminder of the
complexity and uncertainty involved in such textual archaeology—that either narrative, if it were
originally part of the epideixis, could easily have compensated for the difference in length

between this collection of epideictic material and lengths of the Salamis and Plataea narratives.

% Cf. the lengths of known epideixeis and other comparable performance pieces listed in the Introduction, pp. 27-28.
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Of course, even without these explanations the length of this epideictic material is not
prohibitively short. Compositions vary in length. The same can be said for almost any genre,
and the variance here is no more than, say, the variance between Aeschylus’ Agamemnon and his
Eumenides, two plays written for and performed at the same festival on the same day.>® Perhaps
Herodotus gauged that an Athenian audience was better prepared for a long narrative than a
public that had not been conditioned by tragic festivals and funeral orations; or perhaps the
audience would have simply walked away from the performance thinking, “Well, that was a
short one!” Either way, the identified limits of 7.172-233 provide sixty-two chapters of
epideictic material, which certainly would have produced a performance of sufficient length.
Ultimately, Thermopylae’s length is close enough to the narratives of Salamis and Plataea that
they may yet be considered to represent the same genre.

As to authorial intrusions, in the chapters identified above Herodotus makes only two
references to the outside narrative,*® both directly comparable to the intrusions identified in the
Salamis and Plataea narratives. In fact, the first intrusion is almost exactly the same as that at
9.32, even in its wording. In counting out the Persian troops gathered at Thermopylae,
Herodotus says: “These boats numbered three-thousand in total—as I mentioned earlier—
which implies a total of 240,000 men on board” (cuveAéyOn 8¢ TadTo Td TAOIN, MG KOL TPOTEPOV
ipé0n, tpioyilior fiON OV &vdpeg dv elev év adToiol Téooepeg pupradec kai eikoot, 7.184.3). The
aside here, “as I mentioned earlier” (¢ kai tpodtepov €ipédn), differs only in the verb from the
intrusion in the Plataea narrative (gip£0n instead of dedniwtar, 9.32). And just as at 9.32, the
insertion here serves a clear purpose: to refer to earlier computation and avoid repetition which

might otherwise be tedious. Less than one hundred chapters earlier Herodotus has made many of

%5 A convenient summary of the scholarship is provided by Robson 2009: 17-20.

% Omitting the last sentence of 7.233 identified as ‘marginal’ above, p. 153.
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the same calculations already (7.89-99), calculations which, as at 9.32, provide the basis for the
totals included here. Herodotus is either avoiding repetition or, if my suggestion for the tally at
9.32 is correct, he used the arithmetic that he had already completed for this epideixis in an
earlier and more apt spot, then simply referred the reader to that arithmetic rather than repeat
himself.>” Furthermore, the total which occasions this intrusion isn’t actually fully equivalent,
counting as penteconters generally what Herodotus had earlier included as not only penteconters,
but also triaconters, light boats, and horse transports. That the epideictic version is the simpler
one implies that Herodotus has either omitted detail to avoid repetition or that he had learned of
more detail by the time that he was writing down the first tally. Either way, the epideictic
version seems to have been composed before the earlier, more extensive count.

The second authorial intrusion, however, falls under the category of ‘problematizing’,
and so must be treated at length. At 7.209.2, Herodotus includes in Demaratus’ spoken response
to Xerxes’ inquiry about the Spartans a brief but certain reference to an earlier interaction
between the two at 7.101-104:

HKovcag PV Kai TPOTEPIV pev, evte Opuduey émi TV EALGSa, mepi TV dvpddv

TOVTOV" AKOVOAG OE YEAMTA e EBgv Aéyovta Tf) Tep Opwv ekPnooueva <td>
nprypota todto. (7.209.2)

You asked me about these men before, when we were just setting out against
Hellas, and you laughed at me when | told you what to expect.

While this statement’s status as intrusion is obvious inasmuch as it patently refers to narrative
that comes from outside of the epideictic material (7.101-104), it is far less dissonant with its
context than the problematizing’ intrusions at 8.30.2 and 9.64.1.%® Still, under close scrutiny,

this short sentence produces a number of irregularities in the text. First, at 7.209, Demaratus has

> See Ch. II, pp. 44-45.

%8 In fact, this ‘problematizing’ intrusion may be more appropriately classified as ‘self-referential’ like the intrusions
at 7.187.3 and 9.32, with Herodotus having modified the language to suit the circumstance of being spoken by a
character (Demaratus) rather than by the narrator.
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no reason to fear reproach from Xerxes, even with the context of 7.101-104: the King asked him
about a custom which his former countrymen were performing, and Demaratus’ reply is no more
than factual. Yet Demaratus’ prefatory remark implies that he fears the same reprisal that he
suffered after his earlier speech, which was much longer and more controversial. Demaratus’
response here simply does not warrant the fear expressed in the first sentence. This disconnect
prompts the inference that Herodotus has here imported a sentiment that was not originally
included in the passage. And indeed, in the event, Xerxes’ reaction betrays no recognition of the
opening of Demaratus’ speech, overlooking Demaratus’ trepidation and only expressing
astonishment at his assertion that the Spartans were in fact preparing to fight (compare 7.105,
where Herodotus makes a point of observing Xerxes’ flat reaction).

Second, Demaratus is introduced in the Thermopylae narrative as though the audience
were unfamiliar with him: “Demaratus son of Ariston was in the camp” (Anudpnrtov 1ov
Apiotovoc, Eovta év Td otpatonédw, 7.209.1). If the audience recalled the earlier conversation
which Xerxes and Demaratus shared (as is clearly implied by the intrusion), there would be no
need to introduce Demaratus thus. Rather, it should be assumed that Herodotus here recognized
that the earlier incident at 7.101-104 would have affected Demaratus’ reaction to this enquiry
and therefore modified his portrayal of Demaratus to match this shift in perspective. The third
conversation between Demaratus and Xerxes, which Herodotus records after the epideictic
material (7.234-35), further suggests Herodotus’ satisfaction with this character and his desire to
explore the relationship between these Spartan and Persian kings more.>® It is likely not a
coincidence that the two contributions that Demaratus makes outside of the epideictic material

are protracted—even long-winded, exploring the exiled king’s character in depth—while the two

% On the series of interactions between Xerxes and Demaratus, see Branscome 2013: 54-104.
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statements that Demaratus makes within the epideictic material (the second is in the Salamis
epideixis, 8.65) are brief and uncontroversial, adding little more to the narrative than a token
Spartan perspective. Herodotus includes this aside to harmonize Demaratus’ speech here with
his speech earlier in the book, but otherwise does not disturb his original epideixis.

Two other passages deserve mention, although in the end they prove perfectly compatible
with the epideictic context. First, immediately after Herodotus declares the Thessalians
unwilling to medize (7.172.1), they send messengers to what must be the same meeting of Greek
representatives that sent out the embassies earlier (7.145.2). This common ground may seem to
tie this chapter to the preceding chapters, but the anecdote at 7.172.1 not only introduces the
meeting as though it were unfamiliar to the audience, explaining how “representatives of Greece
were chosen from the cities which valued Greece’s safety” (mpofoviot i ‘EALGSOC
GpalpNUEVOL OO TAV TOAM®V TMV TA Gpeive ppoveovsiéwv mtepi v EALGSa, 7.172.1), it also
further specifies a detail about the meeting which is omitted in the first mention: the location of
the meeting “at the Isthmus” (év & 1® Tobu®d, 7.172.1). Without the preceding narrative, this
brief setting of the scene is both succinct and necessary; if taken together with the last thirty
chapters, however, the description is either repetitive or confusing, implying that there may have
been a second meeting (which met at the Isthmus) in addition to the first which sent out the
embassies. This reading is further justified by a second reference to the meeting’s location at the
isthmus upon its dissolution (dtaAv0évtec £k 100 Tobuod, 7.177), a reference which recalls the
meeting mentioned at 7.172.1 rather than the one mentioned at 7.145.2.

The second passage worthy of discussion is remarkable not because material appears to
have been inserted into an epideixis, but rather the opposite: it seems as though Herodotus may

have removed the story of Athenadas, the killer of Ephialtes, with the expectation of rehearsing
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the story later in the text (7.213.3): “This Athenades killed Ephialtes for a different reason, which
| will explain in a later story” (6 8& AOnvadng odtog dmékteve uév Emditny 8t A v aitiny,
v &yom v toiotl dmobe Aoyorst onpovém, 7.213.3). Nothing about this phrase is incompatible
with the epideictic mode of oral performance. In fact, Herodotus’ designation of the material as
‘logoi’ matches the context of ‘story-teller’ (logopoios) better than it does that of the Histories as
“exposition of research” (iotoping amodeic, preface). The phrase “tnv &ym €v toiot dmiche
Adyoilot onuavém,” then, might better be translated as “I’ll tell you that story some other time...”.
This particular unfulfilled cross-reference, the only one of its kind in the Histories,* implies only
that Herodotus knew the story but didn’t include it: the promise to tell the story later is included
here not because Herodotus meant to include it in his Histories, but because he intended to tell
that story on a separate occasion (as story-tellers are wont to do).®*
Pleasing an Amphictyonic Audience

Having set the limits of 7.172-233, then, let us return to our two criteria for a narrative
that would be well-received by a Pythian/Amphictyonic audience: [1] positive portrayal of the
Amphictyony and its members; and [2] a favorable spin on medism. To begin with the first
criterion, we should revisit the list of members given at the outset of this chapter in greater detail.
Only three lists survive in the ancient sources: two are from the fourth-century BCE, Aeschines
(2.116), an Attic orator, and Theopompus (FGrH 115 F63), a historian from Chios; the third is
from Pausanias (10.8.2), a periegetic writer of 2" century CE Rome. Although each source
provides a different list to fill out the well-attested canonical number of twelve Amphictyones,

all but the Oetaeans are attested more than once—according to epigraphic evidence, the Oetaeans

8 There are, however, two similar references to ‘Assyrian logoi’. See Macan 1908: § 7.213.

81 Cf. Stadter 1997.
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were not sending hieromnemones at least by the mid-fourth century,® so | find it likely that
Aeschines (the only source which includes them) simply failed to subsume Oetaea under one of
its more powerful neighbors, Aeniania or Thessaly. Furthermore, the divergent genres and
historical contexts of these sources suggest that their agreements and differences alike result
from the whims of variant tradition rather than political malice or corrective polemicization.
Therefore, the following list can reliably be said to include every historical member of the
Amphictyony: the Delphians, the Phocians, the Thessalians, the lonians, the Dorians, the
Boeotians, the Opuntian Locrians, the Perrhaebians, the Dolopians, the Achaean Phthiotians, the
Magnesians, the Aenianians, and the Malians.®® | will examine each of these nations in turn.

Group ldentities: The lonians and Athens

In fact, some of the Amphictyonic members are better labeled ‘ethnic groups’ than
nations: the term ‘lonians’, for example, better reflects an assertion of common heritage than it
does a common region or polis. Greeks of lonian descent spanned the Aegean, though most of
our sources (including Herodotus, 8.44.2; cf. 1.145-47) place their origins in Athens. It is
unclear whether the designation of ‘Ionians’ on the list of the Amphictyones refers to the whole
or simply to Athens and Attica—the political reality probably changed as power shifted®—but it
seems likely, considering Athens’ proximity to, interest in, and influence on the Amphictyony,
that in practice Athens stood metonymically for the lonians.®®> Whatever the political reality,
Herodotus would have welcomed such metonymy for his purposes in the Thermopylae narrative,

inasmuch as most of the eastern lonians (due to their proximity to Persia) joined Persian service

%2 |ondey 1990: 59-60 provides a summary of the serial mid-fourth century inscriptions that list nations sending
hieromnemones.

8 Cf. Hornblower 2007b; Bowden 2003: 70-72. Sanchez 2001: 37-41, 518 summarizes the archaeological evidence.

% E.g., as Athens gained authoritative control of the Delian League (c.440), they might even have been considered a
valid representative of the lonian nation.

% parke and Wormell 1956: 2.121; Hornblower 1991: §1.107.2. Cf. Hornblower 2007b.
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at an early stage of the conflict. Thus by the battle of Thermopylae, the eastern lonians at least
were fully committed to the Persian side. If Herodotus sought to downplay the significance and
culpability of medism in this narrative, he could use Athens as a convenient representative-
champion of the lonians in this account.

And Herodotus does just that. Although—in a noticeable contrast with the Salamis and
Plataea narratives—the Athenians are by no means the heroes of Herodotus” Thermopylae
narrative, they nonetheless figure prominently and with distinction—at least, as much as their
role in the naval conflict of nearby Artemisium (i.e. not the actual battle of Thermopylae) might
allow. Though Herodotus could easily have focused here only on the land battle and saved
treatment of Artemisium for later,® he twice features the Athenians in his account leading up to
Thermopylae. First, they provide one of the three ships that the Greeks post to watch for the
Persians (7.179), in which capacity they perform their function admirably and in fact feature as
the final note in a tricolon crescendo of naval achievement: the ship from Troezen is captured
straightaway and with little distinction (7.180); the ship from Aegina is captured too, but with
such brave resistance that one of the marines is given the individual aristeia for that day (&vopog
apiotov yevopévou tavtny v Nuépny, 7.181.1); and finally, the Athenians prove themselves
fastest and most resourceful of the three ships by escaping the clutches of the Persians altogether

and making their way back to Athens over land (7.182).5” As a token of how much less

% Indeed he actually does reengage the material in his Salamis narrative, see Chapter I1I. Furthermore, the material
there is decidedly redundant with his narrative here (see Conclusion, pp. 190-92).

¢ However, see Irwin 2010a: 399-405, who makes the charming observation that the passage “reads almost like an
ethnic joke: ‘Three ships get chased by the Persian guard, a Troizenian, an Aeginetan, and an Attic one...”” (2010a:
399). Still, [1] 1 find the ‘joke’ model to be somewhat anachronistic, since tricolon crescendos tend to apply the
same portrayal to all three elements, only with increasing intensity; and [2] as | explain above, there is nothing
cowardly or incompetent about the Athenian actions here. The Aeginetan ship’s valor may be worthy of celebration
(cf. 2010a: 400), but the Athenian ship performs its function admirably and without loss of life. As to the
“inadequacies in the Athenians’ behaviour” (their failure to go fight at Thermopylae rather than returning to Athens,
2010a:404), any number of explanations may be worth considering, among them that these sailors were not trained
or armed as hoplites. In sum, I find no reason to suspect this passage of being negative toward the Athenians.
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concerned Herodotus is with the Athenian audience in this narrative, it may be noted that in the
Salamis and Plataea narratives, the Athenians never once “flee” as they do on this occasion
(pevyovoa, 7.182)—even in serious peril (e.g., 8.4-5; 9.54.2). But although Herodotus
celebrates Athens less in his Thermopylae narrative, this story of maritime prowess nonetheless
confers considerable and even unexpected honor on the Athenians.

Herodotus’ inclusion of the Athenian claim to have summoned Boreas is similarly
significant yet comparatively lukewarm. On this occasion, Herodotus favorably relays the story
of how Athenian prayers contributed to the storm that destroyed so many Persian ships (7.189.1).
In telling the story he refers both to Athens’ divine lineage in naming Boreas their “son-in-law”
(youppodv, 7.189.2) and to the continued guardianship of that godhead, since Boreas had also
destroyed Mardonius’ fleet (embarked against Athens) two years earlier near Mt. Athos
(7.189.3).°® But he is careful to place this recognition in context, refusing to commit to the truth
of the Athenian claim: “As to whether Boreas fell on the barbarians harboring there for this exact
reason, [ can’t say...” (gl uév vov o1 tadta toict PapPdpoict Oppéovot 6 Bopi|g Enéneoe ovk
&y einelv, 7.189.3). Admittedly, such an avoidance of conclusions about divine matters is
typical of Herodotus,® but he displays no such reticence two paragraphs later when recounting
“the Hellenes” invoking “Poseidon Soter” as the true beneficent deity (toiot & "EAANGt ... 0ol d¢
¢ émvbovro, [Tooedéwvi Totipt evéauevot, 7.192). So again, Herodotus gives Athenians credit

for their participation, but exhibits significantly less pro-Athenian slant than in the Salamis and

Although Herodotus here is admittedly less positive toward Athens than in the Salamis and Plataea narratives (see
below), there is no reason to suspect any malice toward the Athenians on this occasion.

® Herodotus narrates these events earlier (6.44.2-3), but with a decidedly different tone and with no mention of
Boreas Soter or even Athens. Though it should not be pressed as an argument from silence, it is nonetheless worth
pointing out that this reference provided Herodotus an opportunity to make reference to another part of the Histories
which he fails to make (i.e., perhaps because the epideixis was originally independent).

89 | ateiner 1989: 64-67; Gould 1994: 92. Cf. Scullion 2005.
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Plataea narratives. The contrast is instructive. In the latter two accounts, Herodotus’ audience is
more or less entirely Athenian; for Thermopylae, the Athenians constitute only a part.

Group ldentities: The Dorians, Doris, and Sparta

Unlike the lonians who had no eponymous polis or region, the Dorians came from Doris,
located between Thermopylae and Delphi and therefore ideally situated to be counted among the
‘dwellers-around’ that constituted the Amphictyones. The title ‘Dorians’ therefore might
plausibly refer to the ethnic group or to the current inhabitants of the region. Yet several
arguments belie the latter conclusion. Most simply, there were really only two dominant ethnic
groups in Greece: the lonians were one, the Dorians were the other. So, the presence of one
ethnic group on the list implies that the term ‘Dorian’ refers to the other. But perhaps more
importantly, the same argument that numbered Athens as one of the lonians (their interest in and
influence upon the Amphictyony) implies that Sparta was numbered among the Dorians: namely,
Sparta was demonstrably interested in and influential on the power of the Amphictyony
throughout the fifth century, and therefore likely had some official connection therein.”

Plutarch records the Spartans attempting to expel medizers from the council to gain influence
over their votes in the aftermath of the Persian Wars (Them. 20); the Spartans defend the Dorians
and Delphians against the Phocians in the 450s and 440s, culminating with their part in the
Second Sacred War; and in the 430s, Sparta settles Heraclea Trachinia in the region, presumably
with the intention of securing their influence on the Amphictyonic proceedings.”* Whether the

designation ‘Dorian’ referred to the ethnic group or directly to the Dorian homeland, Sparta’s

" Hornblower 2007b: 49-51, which responds to Lefévre 2002: 436-44.

™ Hornblower 2004: 264. “[Thucydides’] spare account of the Second Sacred War (1.112.5)...should be seen as part
of a longer process of which the Spartan foundation of Heracleia Trachinia in 426 was a part (Thuc. 3.92)—an
attempt to increase Spartan leverage in the amphiktiony at Delphi.” But see Londey 2013: 138-39 for a strategic
explanation. In fact, both concerns were likely and furthermore compatible in the contested atmosphere of the late
fifth-century.
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influence on and interest in the Amphictyony must have been enabled by their claim to Dorian
heritage.

This conclusion is also reflected by Herodotus’ choice to treat the Dorians as he did the
lonians, allowing the bravery of a representative-champion to overshadow the medism of others
in the ethnic group. Like the eastern lonians, Doris was notorious for its medism (8.31, 66). So
rather than bring up this blemish on the Dorians, Herodotus instead celebrates the Spartan
triumph and ultimately their heroic sacrifice. And there is no doubt that Herodotus’
Thermopylae is pro-Spartan. Despite providing one of the smallest contingents from among the
Greeks, the Spartans are always listed first when participants in the battle are recognized (7.202;
7.211.3; 7.226.1); most of the minor anecdotes concern Spartans acting in valiant defiance of the
odds (7.208; 7.226); Leonidas above all is given prominence in this narrative, marked as the “by
far the most admired” of the Greeks (0 6¢ Bopalouevog udiota, 7.204) and celebrated for his
resolve in the face of death (7.220.2); and Herodotus even has Demaratus praise Sparta as “the
finest kingdom and city in all Greece—and the best men” (Baci\ninv 1€ xoi TOAY KeAMGTNV TV
év "EXAnot mpoopépeat kod dvdpag dpiotove, 7.209.4).”% Herodotus’ Thermopylae narrative is
extremely favorable toward Sparta, which state may therefore be considered—Ilike the Athenians
for the lonians—a representative-champion of the Dorians.

In fact, the tradition is so pro-Spartan that we might suspect a Spartan bias. But on the

contrary, Pietro Vannicelli has recently argued convincingly that Herodotus’ narrative of

2 And indeed, Thermopylae contains a greater concentration of references to Hercules than any other part of the
Histories: if the Egyptian logos is set aside (a section which has its fair share of oddities and treats Hercules as a
major link between Greek and Egyptian cultures, see Appendix [b], pp. 218-19), these twenty-six chapters contain
more than a third of Herodotus’ references to Hercules. The cult of Hercules is mentioned once (7.176.3); the
mythology surrounding Hercules is mentioned twice (7.193.2; 7.198.2); and that Leonidas traces his lineage back to
Hercules is mentioned three times, each time with added emphasis (7.204; 7.208.1; 7.220.4). The only reference to
Hercules in the Plataea and Salamis epideixeis, by contrast, is both marginal and unfavorable, as an aggressor
accessory to the Malian conquest of the Dryopes (8.43). Cf. Diod. 4.37.1-2; Strid 1999: 51-66; Bowie 2007: §8.43.
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Thermopylae actually resists a prevailing “Spartanocentric” version that was better known in
fifth-century Greece.” Of course, Herodotus’ narrative does not diminish Sparta’s glory; nor
should it be expected to, inasmuch as the inscriptions that the Amphictyones dedicated at
Thermopylae equally exhibit a pro-Spartan bias (7.228.1-2).”* But Vannicelli argues that
Herodotus’ narrative serves to problematize the story told by those inscriptions: in short, the very
presence of the Thespians at the final battle contradicts the first inscription cited by Herodotus,
which celebrates only the role of “four thousand Peloponnesians™ (€x [Tehomovvdcov yiAiboeg
tétopec, 7.228.1) and entirely overlooks the ‘dwellers-around” who also fought at the battle.”
There is, however, a simple explanation for the inscription’s omission: when the Amphictyones
established this inscription, they could simply have been celebrating non-Amphictyonic aid, a
thank-offering for the remarkable cooperative effort that went into defending Thermopylae
(which, incidentally, neighbored the very seat of Amphictyonic power, 7.200.2).”° However, by
the mid-fifth century, in part thanks to the efforts of Sparta itself, the dominant narrative of
Thermopylae seems to have become that of Leonidas and his three hundred, to the exclusion of

other participants.”” Herodotus’ narrative reflects just such a context: the same pro-Spartan bias

8 vannicelli 2007: 320; cf. Branscome 2013: 178.
™ Cf. Molyneux 1992: 175-179.

™ Vannicelli 2007: 319. See also S. West 1985: 287-89, which explains the oddity of the inscription by adducing
Herodotus’ desire to include “a peculiarly impressive tricolon” (1985: 288).

" Indeed, Strabo records the presence of five stelai in his time, and the sole inscription he transmits similarly lacks
ethnic specificity: the Locrians mourn “those who perished in defense of Greece against the Medes” (to0cde mo0el
@Oévoug vrep ‘EANGSOG dvtio Mndwv, 9.4.2).

" Vannicelli 2007: 321. “This divergence...reflects a fundamental problem: the total or partial eclipse, in the
celebrations of the battle, of the contingents that were not Spartan; or to be more precise, the Spartanocentric
character of the celebrations as reflected in epigrams fixed in stone at a time quite different from when Herodotus
wrote.” Pausanias (3.14.1) implies that the tradition of Leonidas received particular attention from the Spartans in
the mid-fifth century, probably in the mid-to-late 440s. On this reading, see Connor 1979: esp. 26-27. Cf. Richer
1994: 74-75 n.135: “Personnellement, nous inclinons d'autant plus a conserver la mention de quarante ans que c'est
le méme intervalle de temps qui, selon Pausanias (3.13.1), s'est écoulé aprés la mort de Castor avant que les
Lacédémoniens ne vouent un culte aux Tyndarides; il nous paraitrait naturel que le modéle mythique ait pu inspirer
la réalité historique.” Lawrence Kowerski (2005: 61, 95) suggests that a similar impulse is behind the “New”
Simonides fragments, which he argues in fact reflect a Persica commissioned by Sparta and/or Pausanias. A
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that inspired the Amphictyones to set up the inscriptions in the first place remains, but there is an
additional effort to recognize other Amphictyonic participation as well—and in particular, that of
the Boeotian polis Thespiae.

Group ldentities: The Boeotians, Thespiae, and Thebes

Which brings us to the Boeotians. Unlike the Dorians and lonians, the Boeotians were a
geographically-defined (i.e., not ethnic) group. But despite their occasional unity under political
bodies like the Boeotian League, the Boeotians were almost as diverse and factious a group as

the Amphictyony itself.”

Hegemony of the region generally fell to Thebes, but Thebes’
leadership was often challenged—qgenerally by Thespiae, but also by Tanagra, Orchomenus, and
Plataea—immediately after the Persian Wars,”® during their occupation by Athens and the
democracy that accompanied that period (457-447),%° and even late in the Peloponnesian War
(again by Thespiae, 414).2" If Thebes and Thespiae represented the Boeotians as Athens and
Sparta did the lonians and Dorians, then it is no surprise that both states figure prominently in
Herodotus’ narrative. What is surprising, however, is Herodotus’ singularly unfavorable

treatment of Thebes, to which we will return.?? For now, though, let us consider Herodotus’

treatment of Thespiae.

Spartan in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata (1254-59) testifies to the continued importance of Leonidas in Spartan traditions
of the Persian War, even in Athens as late as 411.

"8 Emily Mackil (2014: 46-59) has argued convincingly that the fifth-century Boeotian League was in fact a
decentralized federation, built from the bottom up rather than relying on the power of any dominant state.

™ Rockwell (forthcoming): 4.74-79. “There is almost no information about Thebes for a couple of decades
following the Persian Wars. Because the Thebans had sided with the Persians at the battle of Plataea, they probably
lost their ability to persuade any of the Boeotian communities to follow their lead in war or politics” ([forthcoming]:
74).

8 gee discussion in Robinson 2011 54.
8 Thuc. 6.95. Cf. Robinson 2011: 55.

8 |t is probably not a coincidence that the only group included on the Amphictyonic Council that has two major
representatives has one negative and one positive. Thebes would have provided a valuable foil for Thespiae and the
other Ampbhictyonic states (see below, pp. 169-70).
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If anyone gained from Herodotus’ resistance of the prevailing Spartanocentric tradition, it
was Thespiae. As Vannicelli’s reading implies, the Thespians are explicitly given equal kudos
with Sparta for their contributions in the final conflict (7.226.1).%® They are even given an
individual aristeia to match the Spartans’ (7.227). Thespiae is the only state (other than Sparta)
to receive such praise. Even the Peloponnesians seem cowardly and self-interested by
comparison (7.207; cf. 7.228.1); the Thespians alone remain by the Spartans until the bitter end.
And if Herodotus sought a Boeotian exemplar that could by its elevation diminish the shame of
the other Boeotians for their medism, Thespiae was the perfect candidate: not only did the
Thespians refuse to retreat in the face of death, Thespiae itself was in fact one of only two
Boeotian poleis that never actually medized (7.132.1).2* Herodotus thus installs Thespiae as a
worthy representative-champion of all Boeotians, a shining example to eclipse any guilt that
might otherwise have been assigned to the rest of Boeotia.

But if Thespiae is a shining example of Boeotian resistance to medism, Thebes certainly
is not. Admittedly, Herodotus’ account is more favorable to Thebes than it might have been:
after all, when Leonidas invited the Thebans to fight with him and thus defend themselves
against charges of medism that were already circulating, the Thebans chose to fight (7.202;
7.205.3). Furthermore, the Thebans remain by the side of the Spartans for the duration of the
battle, presumably fighting alongside the Spartans and other Greeks the whole time. In the end,
the Thebans are one of only two nations to stay with the Spartans until the final conflict, when

they—somewhat understandably—surrender to Xerxes rather than being killed to a man (7.225).

8 See discussion above of Vannicelli 2007: esp. 316-18.

# The other polis was Plataea, which does not figure in this account. Herodotus probably had no cause to dwell on
both poleis separately in an account that was apologetic toward medism, for fear of incriminating other poleis by
comparison. He had a sufficient representative-champion in Thespiae and so had no need to mention its less-exciting
rival, Plataea. Compare this reticence with my analysis of his treatment of Athens and Phocis in the Salamis and
Plataea narratives above, pp. 67-69, 105-107.
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If judged by their actions alone, the Thebans are very nearly as heroic as the Thespians and
Spartans, failing in their courage only at the last instant.®

But the Thermopylae narrative insists on doubting the Thebans’ motivations. From their
first appearance in the narrative, the Thebans are marked as grudging supporters of the Greek
cause at best: however the phrase “éAla ppovéovteg” (7.205.3) is translated, it contains an
element of suspicion—in fact, Herodotus has just recently used a similar phrase of the
Corcyreans in the heat of their treachery (&ALa voedvtec, 7.168.2).% Then, prior to the final
battle, Herodotus claims that “the Thebans remained unwillingly and against their will, for
Leonidas held them back, acting as if they were hostages” (tovtmv 6¢ Onpaiot pev dékovieg
guevov Kol oV fovAdpevot. Kotelye Yap opeac Aewviong &v opunpmv Ady® molevpevog, 7.222), an
allegation which is all the more peculiar for how strategically unsound it would have been for
Leonidas to maintain hostages that outnumbered his own troops in an unfavorable and
furthermore hostile environment—and that when he expected that he and those who remained
with him would die anyway.?” But the tricolon of inevitable Theban medism reaches its peak
with the final chapter identified as part of the epideictic material, when the Thebans surrender to
the Persians and proclaim themselves eager medizers—on which occasion Herodotus comments,
“truer words were never spoken” (Aéyovteg 10V aAn0écTaTov TAV Adyov, i¢ Kai undifovot kai
YRV T€ Kai VOwp &v mpmtotot Edocay <v> Boaotdél, 7.233.1). Herodotus is clear: the Thebans

medized intentionally, even enthusiastically.

® Indeed, Herodotus is much harsher with the Thebans later in the Histories (e.g., 9.2, 9.16, 9.38, 9.67, and 9.69).

% The shared phrasing needn’t signify direct intertext here, but may nonetheless strengthen the case for the embassy
scenes as originally part of the epideixis.

8 Leonidas himself was surely aware of this likelihood (cf. 7.220.1; 7.221). Indeed, if the Thebans had left with the
other Greeks, what could Leonidas or anyone else have done about it, being out-flanked and out-matched by the
Persians already? Plutarch lists a number of other objections as well (De Mal. Herod. 865b-867c); cf. Macan 1908:
§7.233.
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Herodotus’ indictment of the Thebans furthermore contradicts another major account of
Thermopylae: that of Diodorus Siculus, which presumably derives its authority from Ephorus.®®
Rather than denounce the Thebans, Diodorus claims that the Thebans who fought at
Thermopylae represented a faction that disapproved of the Theban choice to medize and
therefore came to fight at Thermopylae in defiance of their polis (Diod. 11.4.7). We might be
tempted to doubt Diodorus (indeed, on the strength of Herodotus’ narrative, many have), but
Michael Flower has convincingly defended him—and through him, Ephorus—as credible.*® In
fact, Flower’s defense favors Diodorus’ radically different version of the Spartans’ final stand (a
night attack from which the Thebans were absent, Diod. 11.10; cf. 7.233).”" We are left with the
unmistakable impression that Herodotus’ version of Thermopylae might have been much more
favorable to the Thebans if he had wished. By the end of the Thermopylae narrative, then, it is
hard to argue that the Thebans are heroes in any capacity—at least, not in Herodotus’ version.

So the question is why Herodotus chose to denounce Thebes for medism in an account
that is otherwise generally apologetic toward that offense. The most obvious answer would be
simple historicity—that Herodotus is just repeating what his sources told him—but even if
Flower hadn’t called Herodotus’ authenticity into question here, | have shown how Herodotus
includes several unnecessary, even unwarranted criticisms of the Thebans that he might
otherwise have avoided, regardless of his sources. A second possibility is that Thebes’ flagrant

medism both before and after Thermopylae made them a target and essentially unsalvageable for

% Flower 1998.
8 Cf. Thuc. 3.62; Bowen 1992: §865a.
% Flower 1998: 365-68 provides a summary of such attempts.

° Flower’s argument ultimately rests on the use of circular arguments regarding the archaeological evidence,
Herodotus’ obvious use of literary models, and—perhaps most convincingly—the practical advantages of the night
attack in understanding the Spartans’ choice to remain while sending off the other Greeks (i.e., through their
participation in the Crypteia, every Spartiate theoretically had some training and experience in night combat ).
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narrative effect, and so Herodotus simply could not credibly include them in a positive light.
This conclusion, if true, might point to a mid-fifth century date, since after the Battle of Coronea
in 447 Thebes was not only powerful again, but also generally accepted back into the fold of
Hellenic politics (much to Athens’ dismay; see “Dating the Epideixis” below).”” Third—and
perhaps most attractive—the internal evidence of the Thermopylae narrative suggests that the
choice might have been politically motivated in favor of Thespiae, though such a claim is
destined to remain unprovable due to our lack of evidence. But regardless of any political
context, Thebes provides a brilliant foil for Thespiae and Sparta, magnifying their loyalty and
courage in the face of death by comparison, as well as providing an example of unambiguous
medism and thus somewhat redeeming those Amphictyones who medized less eagerly. In the
end, Herodotus appears to have chosen Thespiae (and rejected Thebes) to function as a
representative-champion of the Boeotians, just as he featured Athens in place of the lonians and
Sparta in place of the Dorians.

The Other Defenders: Phocis and Locris

Yet Thespiae was not the only other nation to resist the Persians at Thermopylae. The
very presence of future medizers like Phocis and Opuntian Locris on the list of nations that
fought at Thermopylae (7.203) asserts their initial unwillingness to abandon the Greek side.
Herodotus comes to the defense of Phocis in particular. Leonidas charged the Phocians with
guarding the Anopaea Pass, and it is this pass that the Persian Immortals eventually used to out-
flank the Hellenes. Therefore the Phocians might easily have been blamed for the entire disaster.
Yet Herodotus effectively portrays the Phocian failure as an understandable—even noble—

mistake: upon the arrival of the Persians, “they fell back and headed for the peak of the mountain,

%2 Thuc. 1.113.4. Cf. Mackil 2014: 51-59; Rockwell (forthcoming): 4.78-79.
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and there prepared to die” (oiyovto pevyovtec £mi 10D Opeog TOvV kKOpLpPoV, ... Kol
TOPECKEVASUTO MG Amoledpevot, 7.218.3). However much the Phocians failed in their task,
Herodotus’ account is far less damning than it might have been—we need only consider his
treatment of the Thebans to see how Herodotus might have framed this episode differently.
Furthermore, earlier in the Thermopylae narrative Herodotus recounts a story of Phocian
resourcefulness against the Thessalians (7.176.4) that greatly resembles Herodotus’ pro-Phocian
account of their resistance against the Thessalians in the Salamis episode (8.27-29). Even if
Herodotus’ portrayal is not nearly as superlative here as in the other two epideixeis, he
nonetheless favors the Phocians and has made a concerted effort to excuse them for their failure
at the Anopaea pass.

According to Herodotus, neither the Phocians nor the Locrians had anything but the best
intentions when they came to fight at Thermopylae: on the contrary, both came to the aid of the
Greeks “in full force” (mavotparii), 7.203.1). In fact, it was the Phocians and Locrians who were
betrayed. Disappointed in the Greeks’ promise “that these troops were simply the first wave, and
that the rest of the allies would arrive any day now” (avtoi pév fikotev Tpodpopot tdv dAlwv, ot
8¢ Lowmol TV cuppdxwV TPocddKIpoL Thcav siev Nuépny, 7.203.1), the Locrians and Phocians
“grow furious” (nepionepydévtwv) at the Peloponnesians’ cowardly decision (katappwdEovtecg)
to return to the isthmus and guard their own homeland (7.207). Herodotus thus allows the
Phocians and Locrians a brief share of the glory, thereby excusing them for their later medism.

The Medizers: Thessalians, Malians (Trachis), Magnesians, Phthiotian Achaeans, Perrhaebians,
Aenianians, and Dolopians

The remaining Amphictyones, however, were already fighting for the Persians at
Thermopylae. If Herodotus were composing for an Amphictyonic audience, he surely would

have wanted to avoid that fact. His strategy for handling this indelicacy relies on [1] oblique
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reference and [2] empathetic portrayals of medism. Thus, although all of these nations are
included among the Persian forces in Herodotus’ account (7.185.2), the Thessalians are the only
ones that receive significant treatment by Herodotus as medizers. Like Thespiae, Sparta, and
Athens for their respective groups, Thessaly serves as a representative-champion for the
medizers. In this case, then, Thessaly is defended as a proxy for the actions of the less prominent
states.

And Thessaly does indeed receive a profound defense from the very beginning of the
epideictic material: “The Thessalians medized first, but only under the yoke of necessity”
(Oeocatol 88 Dmd avaykaing O TpdTov Euidioay, 7.172.1).% This “necessity” is given various
proofs throughout the Thermopylae narrative, whether by the impressive tally of Xerxes’ forces
(7.184-86),% the story of Persian horses proving far superior to Thessalian horses, i.e. the pride
and foundation of Thessalian military might (mv0épevog ¢ dpiotn in tdv év "EAAnot, 7.196),
or even the rough treatment of the Thebans—who apparently did not medize quickly enough—at
the end of the epideictic narrative: “The Persians killed some on the spot, and—on Xerxes’
command—they branded the rest with the mark of the King” (tob¢ pév tivag kai dnéktevoy
TPOGLOVTAG, TOVG 0 TAeDVAG aVT®dV KeEAeLovVTog ZépEem EoTiEav otiypota Baciina, 7.233.2).
The wrath of the King was not to be taken lightly, and so the argument from necessity was a

strong one.

% | have followed Emily Baragwanath’s translation of ond évaykaing here (2008: 223); see ibid. for further
discussion of this passage. Herodotus also mentions that the Aleuadai were the true cause of Thessalian medism,
and that the rest of Thessaly in fact resented that stance. This potential excuse is handled differently here than
elsewhere in the Histories: in non-epideictic passages, Herodotus makes no mention of the internal divide (7.6.2;
7.130.3); in the Salamis and Plataea narratives, on the other hand, the Thessalians and Aleuadai are of one mind and
even actually conflated with each other (8.29; 9.1; cf. 8.31; 8.32.2; 9.58.2).

% Cf. Baragwanath 2008: 205-10 for a discussion of 7.60-99, the earlier tally to which 7.184.3 refers, and the reader
response which such a list conditions.
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But the greatest argument against condemning the Thessalians for their medism comes
from their remarkably evocative—almost tragic—pleas to the Greeks for help. | just mentioned
the anger and betrayal felt by Phocis and Locris when the other Greeks abandon Thermopylae
(7.207); Thessaly faces a similar betrayal before Thermopylae when the Greeks abandon Therme
(7.173.3). Facing this dire predicament, the Thessalians implore the Greeks: “It is not right that
we alone should die for you, simply because our lands lie further north” (o0 yap tot
TPOKOTNUEVOLS TOGODTO TTPO THG GAANG EALGSOG povvoug Tpd Duéwv del amoArésbar, 7.172.2).
Again, Herodotus emphasizes their peril by twice evoking the same avayxain that featured at
7.172.1: “But if you do not wish to help us, you can’t force us to stay—for no force is greater
than sheer inability” (Bon@éswv 8¢ pr BovAdpevol avaykainy Huiv oddepiov oloi 6 ote
TPOGPEPELV" OVIAUA VAP AdVVAGING avaykn kpéocmv v, 7.172.3). Thus, when the
Thessalians are at last forced to medize, “deserted by their allies” (§pnuwbévteg cuppdywv,
7.174), Herodotus allows that “in the end, these men proved themselves most useful to the King”
(dote év Toio1 TP yHOoL EPaivovto PactAél dvopeg E0vieg ypnolumtatot, 7.174)—an
unfortunate ‘actual result’ (as Herodotus’ use of &dote with the indicative makes clear) which
was not in accordance with the wishes of the Thessalians but rather reflected the quality of the
nation that the Greeks had lost.”® Even still, Herodotus makes sure to record Xerxes’ suspicion
of his new allies, expecting them to turn on the Persians as soon as they see a sign of weakness
(7.191.1).%° But the Thessalians ultimately stay loyal to the Persians out of fear—and who could

blame them? At least, such is Herodotus’ implied argument.

% Macan 1908: §7.174; cf. Baragwanath 2008: 225.

% Contrast this suspicion with Thebes’ actions at Plataca, where they prove the most loyal supporters of the Persian
enemy (in direct contrast to the Phocians and Macedonians, who are useful to the Greek cause even as unwilling
fighters on the Persian side).
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Thus Thessaly proves a worthy representative-champion of the medizers who, by their
insignificance and general “lack of power” (cf. advvacing, 7.172.3), are even more constrained
by necessity (avoykaing, 7.172.1) than their far more powerful Thessalian neighbors. When the
others are included on the list of Xerxes’ recently recruited land forces shortly thereafter
(7.185.2), the reader is easily able to supply a pardon. Even the order of Herodotus’ list advises
against too harsh a judgement: the Perrhaebians, Aenianians, Dolopians, Magnesians, and
Achaeans are lumped together with nine other nations—a list which is motivated neither by
geography (like the list at 8.33) nor by diligent precision (the last item on the list is collective,
“whoever was dwelling in Thrace” [6cot Tii¢ T@pnikngt v moparinv vépovrar, 7.185.2]), but
rather by its rhetorical argument: these Amphictyonic members were not the only—nor the
largest—nations to be pressed into the service of the Persians.

Thus Herodotus avoids including the medizers in the action. But he nonetheless finds
other ways to incorporate these nations in the narrative. Much as he did in the Salamis and
Plataea narratives,”” Herodotus once again plays to the home crowd by including local landmarks
in the narrative. The Malians would have enjoyed the idyllic narrative-tour that Herodotus takes
through their homeland, past the Trachinian Rocks and along the Spercheus and Dyras rivers;
this last is celebrated as “the river that rose to help Hercules as he was burning” (tov Bonbéovta
® ‘HpoxAéi koaopéve, 7.198.2). The Magnesians would have enjoyed Herodotus’ description of
the Ovens of Pelion (7.188.3) and especially his etymology of the local port of Aphetae, whence
(Herodotus claims) the Argonauts set sail for Colchis, leaving Hercules behind (7.193.2). And
the Phthiotian Achaeans would have enjoyed Herodotus’ inclusion of the Grove of Alus,

similarly accompanied by a mythical story about “how Athamas the son of Aeolus conspired

7.Cf. Ch. 11, pp. 61-62; and Ch. 111, pp. 125-26.
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with Ino to bring about Phrixus’ death” (dg ABduag 6 Aidrlov Eunyavicato Opi&p popov civ
‘Tvot Bovievoog, 7.197.1). Herodotus’ narrative of Thermopylae thus overlooks the medism of
these nations in favor of frivolous, yet delightful and mythologically-significant surveys of local
geography.

The Pythian Host: Delphi

The only remaining Amphictyonic member is also the most germane to a Pythian
festival: its Delphian hosts. Delphi receives ample praise in the Thermopylae narrative. Despite
being “completely terrified” (katappwdnkoteg, 7.178.1; the same word used for the
Peloponnesians who abandoned Thermopylae, 7.207), the Delphians consult the oracle, which
advises them to “pray to the winds” (dvépoiot ebyecbat, 7.178.1). The Delphians, in response,
choose to resist their terror and, by reporting the oracle to the Greeks, they materially fortify the
Hellenic resolve:

Aghgoi 8¢ Se&dpevor 1o povtiov tpdta pév EAAMqvov toict Bovlopévoiot sivol

ErevBépotot EENyyethav Ta xpNGOEVTA 0V TOIGL, Kol GO OEVAG KATAPPWOIEOVTL TOV
BapPapov EEayysihavtes yapwv adavarov katédevro. (7.178.2)

As soon as the Delphians received the prophecy, they sent the message to the
Greeks who were fighting for their freedom—even though they were deathly
afraid of the barbarians. For this act, the Greeks extolled the courage of the
Delphians and promised their eternal gratitude.

The last four words— é&ayyeilavteg yapv abdvatov katébevto—even scan as a hexameter,
implying that Herodotus is either quoting an external verse (and thus evoking the celebration of
the Delphians there) or that he is adding gravity to the anecdote by employing a poetic mode.
Herodotus’ Delphians are brave, pious, and have the interests of the Greeks at heart—compare
this to the anti-Delphian suspicions (or at least, negative implications) that Herodotus weaves

into the embassy scenes (see above, pp. 149-53).
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After such an emphatically positive portrayal as Herodotus gives the Delphians in the
Thermopylae narrative, the oracle that Sparta must either lose a king or be destroyed (i uéya
dotu €pucvdeg v’ avopdot Tleposidnot / wépBetan, ) TO pEv ovyl, de’ HpakAiéovg o0& yevéOing /
nevOnoel Pooidf] pOipevov Aakedaipovog odpog, 7.220.3) seems critically interested in the safety
and preservation of Greece: without this oracle, Herodotus implies, Leonidas might easily have
abandoned Thermopylae with the others, sealing the fate of all Greece. The Delphians within the
Thermopylae narrative are not just absolved of all suspicion, they are celebrated for their critical
role in the defeat of the Persians.*®

The Collective Amphictyony

Thus, apart from Thebes, every member of the Delphic Amphictyony is given a favorable
role in Herodotus’ narrative of Thermopylae. Even the mention of these states is remarkable
considering that most enter the Histories only here and at 7.132.1, where they are categorically
denounced for medism. This blanket positivity alone is worth noticing in the Histories:
Herodotus almost never allows an unambiguously positive portrayal to last longer than a chapter,
much less for sixty-two. In fact, the other most noticeable examples of a sustained positive
portrayal in the Histories are his accounts of Salamis and Plataea—which | have also explained
in terms of epideixis—and although the Salamis and Plataea narratives are consistently favorable
to the Athenians and their allies, Herodotus still unrestrainedly mistreats other Greeks throughout
those two narratives.

Most of all, then, it is this collection of positive portrayals that implies an Amphictyonic
audience. Itis hard to attribute the corresponding alignment of nations to any other circumstance.

Indeed, the list of positive and sympathetic portrayals in the Thermopylae narrative is an

% Cf. Mikalson 2003: 121.
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unexpected grouping for any period in Greek history: these nations hated each other. Thessaly
was constantly waging wars against Phocis, as Herodotus’ own account attests (7.176.4; 8.27-
29); Phocis regularly challenged Delphi for control over the Pythian Oracle (thus the Second
Sacred War in the early 440s); Boeotia fought with Athens and the lonians almost as much as
they fought with Sparta and the Dorians (especially in the 450s); and, of course, Athens and
Sparta were practically arch-enemies.*® 1t would be next to impossible, then, to instantiate this
group from a political or military alignment, but a Panhellenic religious institution like the
Amphictyonic council explains the grouping perfectly.

Furthermore, the Amphictyonic council is remarkably well-represented in Herodotus’
Thermopylae narrative: the Thermopylae narrative includes the only instances of the
Amphictyony acting on its own authority in the Histories.'® In describing the region around
Thermopylae, for example, Herodotus mentions the Amphictyonic council as an aside, marking
the “seats of the Amphictyones” (85pat eici Augiktvoot) and the sanctuary of Demeter
Amphictyonis—which incidentally (along with the Pythian Oracle) represented the charge and
raison d'étre of the Amphictyonic Council (7.200.2).2* Likewise, Herodotus singles out
Ephialtes as the traitor of the Greeks by noting that he was later accused by the Amphictyones
themselves (7.213.2), and Herodotus furthermore personally advances the judgment of the
Amphictyonic Pylagoroi as being the representatives of all Hellenes:

ToDTO HEV Yap TOOE YP1 oTabudcachal, &t ol 1@V ‘EAMvev ITviayépor

gmexnpovéov ovk €ni Ovn 1€ Ko KopudaArhd dpyvprov GAA’ ént Emditn @
Tpnywio, Tavimg Kov 10 dtpekéotatov Thouevor. (7.214.2)

% For the numerous examples of these trends, see Hornblower 2011.
199 The only other two mentions of the Amphictyony concern the rebuilding of the temple at Delphi (2.180, 5.62.2).

101 Cf. Macan 1908: §7.200. “The Amphiktyons met twice a year at Thermopylai, as at Delphi. The ‘seats’ were
doubtless sub Jove. ... These sacred buildings would at least have required repair after 480 B.C., though there was
no reason why the Persians should injure them any more than Delphi itself. They were perhaps restored at the time
of the attempted revival of the Amphiktyony.”
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For it must be considered that the Pylagoroi of the Greeks did not put a ransom
on Onetas or Corydallus, but only on Ephialtes the Trachinian, presumably having
investigated the matter thoroughly.

The Amphictyones here are responsible and conscientious, fulfilling their duty as stewards of
this sacred place by denouncing and pursuing the man who betrayed the Greeks to the Persians.
This was much the same duty discharged by the Amphictyony’s erection of the monuments and
inscriptions at Thermopylae (7.228.4), the very inclusion of which furthers Herodotus’ pro-
Amphictyonic authorial strategy. This climactic display of the Amphictyones fulfilling their
duty furthermore reveals an Amphictyonic concern with preserving the kleos of those who
fought at Thermopylae—the very cause which Herodotus’ narrative promotes. The Thermopylae
narrative, then, is uniquely positive toward the Amphictyonic council and its members. It would
have been well received by an audience gathered at the Pythian Festival.

Dating the Epideixis?

Given the paucity of evidence surrounding both the mid-fifth century and the members
and nature of the Amphictyony, however, establishing any specific historical context with
certainty will be difficult, if not impossible. But it may still be worthwhile to consider what
evidence there is. First, Herodotus’ choice to portray the Thebans negatively implies that
Herodotus could reliably predict that his audience would share his negative opinion of Thebes.
Historically, Thebes was shunned after the Persian War and, soon thereafter, Athens dominated
Thebes until the Battle of Coronea in 447, at which point Thebes returned to its role as a major
player in the inter-Hellenic political world.*® Therefore, when combined with the clear favor
that Herodotus shows to Sparta and Thespiae (the latter of which was effectively subjugated

under Thebes in the 430s but was especially resurgent during Thebes’ occupation by Athens in

192 Rockwell (forthcoming): 4.74; cf. Mackil 2014: 51-59. “The emphasis immediately after Koroneia was on
Boeotia as a whole, and the unity of the Boeotians” (Mackil 2014: 51).
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the 450s), Herodotus’ treatment of Thebes suggests that the period between 457 and 447 would
provide the most receptive climate for a performance of the Thermopylae narrative at the Pythian
festival.'®

It may also be worth considering the Thermopylae narrative’s effort to mitigate the
charge of medism, as demonstrated above. The opprobrium associated with medism diminished
as the decades passed, and by the late-fifth century Greeks were more concerned about who
could get Persia to support them financially than about who had fought for Persia in the past.'*
In the mid-fifth century, then, the Thermopylae narrative’s concern to excuse many of these
states from their medizing past might have had greater force. By defending medizers, Herodotus
would be attempting to justify the ongoing inclusion of medizing states in Greek politics, an
increasingly common practice in the mid-fifth century—especially for Athens and Sparta, who
used such states as pawns to secure their hold on the Boeotian plain and, perhaps more
significantly, to influence the Amphictyonic Council and the Pythian Oracle.’® To forgive and
forget was in the best interests for many Greeks at that time, and especially for those who would
have gathered at the Pythian festival. Conversely, by the late-fifth century, their medism had
largely been forgiven and forgotten.'®® Considering the dating established for Herodotus’

Plataea and Salamis epideixeis, then, | (tentatively) propose the mid-fifth century as the most

likely historical context for Herodotus’ performance of the Thermopylae narrative at a Pythian

103 Byt ultimately, such political lines are blurred and messy, not only because of our lack of non-Athenian evidence,
but also because the contemporary political relationships were themselves blurred and messy.

104 As evidenced by (e.g.) the many Spartan attempts to solicit Persian support at the outset of the Archidamian War
(Thuc. 1.82.1; 2.7.1; 2.67.1) and the Persian King’s own reciprocation (Thuc. 4.50.1). Following the failure of the
Sicilian Expedition, Persian intervention became a mainstay of the conflict (see esp. Thuc. 8.5.5, 8.6.1 [Sparta]; and
8.47.2, 8.53.3 [Athens]). See Bagnall 2006: esp. 252-78.

105 Especially in the “cold” Second Sacred War, see p. 81.

196 The sole mention of states medizing in Thucydides, for example, is the Plataean denunciation of Thebes (3.56.4)
and the Thebans’ response (3.62), which actually goes on to argue that supporting Athens amounts to a comparable
betrayal of Greek freedom (3.63). Thuc. 1.89.2 obliquely refers to the Ionians’ former allegiance to the Persians.
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Festival.’®” However we date the epideixis, though, the indication of an Amphictyonic audience
remains as stable as that council’s state membership through the fifth and fourth centuries.
Conclusion

In sharp contrast with Herodotus’ Salamis and Plataca narratives, then, the Thermopylae
narrative reflects not an Athenian audience but an Amphictyonic one, most likely gathered at the
Panhellenic Pythian festival. The Thermopylae epideixis thus provides a remarkable contrast
both with the framing narrative of the Histories and with the other epideixeis alike. When
portrayals of states like Athens are decidedly less favorable than in the Salamis and Plataea
narratives, whereas portrayals of medizers like Thessaly are noticeably more sympathetic, we
may explain these apparent contradictions in Herodotus’ sympathies by adducing an epideictic
background. Due to the limited nature of non-Athenian evidence, however, a precise dating of
the Thermopylae epideixis is less possible than in the cases of the Salamis and Plataea narratives.
Still, several factors including the narrative’s negative portrayal of Thebes, its otherwise
apologetic stance toward medism, and its avoidance of any reference—direct or obliqgue—to the
late-fifth century conflicts suggest a date in line with those of the Salamis and Plataea narratives:
the mid-fifth century. Therefore we may suspect that Herodotus produced his Thermopylae

narrative and incorporated it into the Histories using much the same process as proposed for

197 Of course, nothing in the Thermopylae episode absolutely precludes a later date either. Therefore it would be
imprudent to assume that any particular reference should or should not be considered part of the epideixis based on
dating alone. Indeed, the yet-undetermined status of the material from 7.145-7.172 (discussed above, pp. 149-53)
may bear on the dating too: the general theme of the embassy scenes is similar to the factiousness between Greeks
that characterizes the Plataea episode (Chapter I1), but with a patent disapproval of both Spartan and Athenian pride
coupled with the judgmental tone of warning that surfaces in particular in the concluding books of the Histories
(which have been interpreted convincingly in the context of rising Athenian imperialism). The embassy to Sicily in
particular evokes the atmosphere at the outset of the Archidamian war, especially in its foreboding narrative of
Sparta and Athens’ unwillingness to relinquish their respective command of the Hellenic land and sea forces (7.159-
61). Of course, we needn’t assume that the Archidamian War was Herodotus’ intended referential target here,
inasmuch as the Spartans and Athenians were engaged in a similar rivalry for practically the entire duration of the
fifth century. Herodotus might easily have provided the same commentary in the 450s when Sparta and Athens
seemed on an equally irreconcilable collision course. But ultimately it seems prudent to conclude that, while certain
factors suggest a performance context in the mid-fifth century (similar to that of the other two epideixeis), the state
of our evidence simply does not allow a clinching argument in either direction.
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Salamis and Plataea, albeit for a different original audience: an epideictic performance that was

later incorporated into the final text, Herodotus’ Aistories apodexis.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The composition of the Histories was complex. Even first-time readers notice the
disjunctions and contradictions that practically define Herodotus’ style. Scholars from Felix
Jacoby to Nino Luraghi have attempted to explain Herodotus’ style in terms of methodology, but
Arnaldo Momigliano’s famous proclamation remains true: “The secrets of his workshop are not
yet all out.”" By attempting to apply Rosalind Thomas’ theory that Herodotus was deeply
engaged in the epideictic wisdom-performance culture of the mid-fifth century to the Persica
material,> however, | hope to have opened up one more of those secrets. In order to truly
understand the Histories, we must first understand their context. By my reading, that context is
neither monolithic nor straightforward, but a mismatched collage of times, places, and even
modalities. The Histories itself may have been complete, written, and unitary, but its epideictic
roots helped shape—and indeed are preserved in—the final text.

On several levels, the results of my argument are not surprising at all. For example,
despite the occasional skeptic,® scholars have long suspected—based on testimonia (e.g.,

Plutarch De Mal. 862b), literary echoes (e.g., Soph. Ant. 904-20),* and Herodotus’ connection

! Jacoby 1913; Luraghi 2001; quote from Momigliano 1966: 129.
2 Thomas 2000: esp. 249-69.

*E.g., Podlecki 1977.

* Cf. S. West 1999: esp. 111-12.
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with the Athenian-led colony at Thurii (c.443)—that Herodotus had an intimate familiarity with
Athens in the mid-fifth century.®> Similarly, for almost two millennia the tradition of Herodotus-
as-performer was completely accepted as perfectly in line with the ancient practice of performing
history that developed in Herodotus’ own time.® This evidence has rightly been questioned as
mostly circumstantial and therefore an unworthy foundation for any comprehensive theory of
composition.” However, by detecting mid-fifth century epideixeis within the text of the Histories
itself—two of which epideixeis reflect an Athenian audience, the other an audience gathered at a
Panhellenic festival—I hope to have effectively substantiated the tradition that Herodotus was
active as a performer in the mid-fifth century.

For this argument, | have relied on several angles of textual analysis: most prominently,
[1] historical, [2] ideological, [3] cultural, and [4] narratological. [1] My historical analysis,
especially that of the Salamis and Plataea narratives, questions the common assumption that
Herodotus’ concern with Athens should generally be read against the background of imperialist
ambition and rivalry against Sparta that characterized the years leading up to the Archidamian
War (a reading which is admittedly justified in its application to other passages, e.g. the
conclusion of the Histories).® Rather, the apparent sympathies of these narratives for not only
Athens but Phocis and Macedon as well—combined with a lukewarm rendering of Sparta as
bumbling and deceitful but not outright malicious—far better reflect the context of the mid-fifth
century, when Phocis and Macedon were closely allied with Athens, not engaged in open conflict

with Athens under Spartan leadership. A similar historical context can be observed in the

> See (e.g.) Fornara 1971a: 38-59; Moles 2002. Cf. Priestley 2014: 44. “Few would want to deny that Herodotus
spent some time at Athens.”

® Lucian, Herodotus 1; cf. Zelnick-Abramovitz 2014: 183.
" See (e.g.) Johnson 1994; Résler 2002.
8 E.g., Irwin 2013: esp. 23-26.
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Thermopylae narrative, especially in its elevation of Thespiae over Thebes (which was under
Athenian control during the mid-fifth century, but quickly rose to prominence thereafter). Thus
all three epideictic narratives best reflect a historical context in the mid-fifth century that is
ultimately incompatible with the rest of the Histories on the evidence of not only clear
evocations of the hostilities surrounding the Archidamian War but explicit references to events
of the war as well.?

[2] My ideological analysis has revealed (for example) remarkably divergent narratives
of medism: in the Athenian epideixeis, states like Athens and Phocis that resisted medism are
celebrated for their willingness to stand up to the Persian threat. The terrible consequences that
both states were willing to endure for the sake of Hellenic freedom are repeatedly and
emphatically emphasized in both the Salamis and Plataea narratives as a counter-example to the
medizers’ argument from necessity—what ‘necessity’ could be greater than the loss of a city, the
pillaging of temples, and even the massacre of citizens? Yet this is the very argument that the
Thermopylae narrative is most concerned to deflect.'® Other ideological evocations that feature
repeatedly include the various, diversely-appropriated forms of piety (which feature heavily in
all three narratives) and the topoi of Athenian funeral orations (which recur in the Athenian
narratives).'

[3] These same topoi coincide with the Salamis and Plataea narratives’ numerous
invocations of Athenian democratic culture that are almost entirely lacking in the Thermopylae
narrative. For example, the epideixeis that | have identified as serving an Athenian audience

feature numerous long and complex expositions of rhetoric—mostly by Athenians. In the

® References to events in the first years of the Archidamian War occur at 6.91; 6.98.2; 7.137; 7.233.4; 7.235.2; 9.73.
10 cf. Baragwanath 2008: 203-39.
1 Cf. Loraux 1981 (2006).
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Thermopylae narrative, by contrast, the only two speech acts that last longer than two or three
words are barely a third of the length of the longest Salamis and Plataea speeches (for Salamis,
8.60 and 8.68; for Plataea, 8.140, 8.143-144, 9.7, and 9.27). Furthermore, the speeches in the
Thermopylae narrative serve primarily [a] to defend Thessaly for its medism (7.172.2-3) and [b]
to praise Sparta for its resolve in battle (7.209.2-4)—both themes that are explicitly challenged in
the Athenian epideixeis. At the least, Herodotus’ Histories commits itself to extended evocations
of largely incompatible cultural frameworks in different parts of the text, a result which is best
explained by different intended audiences.

[4] Finally, I have shown how the epideictic narratives can be read independently
without compromising their narratological integrity.'?> For the most part, the beginning and
ending limits of these narratives are clearly demarcated in the text by programmatic statements
often accompanied by pev on (as is the case with 7.172, 7.233, 8.1, and 8.133); the two limits
without pev o1 (both endings of the Athenian epideixeis, 8.89 and 9.70) are nonetheless
accompanied by suitable concluding statements and followed by material that directly
contradicts the authorial strategy of the preceding narrative. And within these limits (which
isolate almost fifteen percent of the complete text of the Histories), there are only four short
‘authorial intrusions’ that run counter to the identified narrative strategies—7.209.2, 8.3.1, 8.30.1,
and 9.64.1, all of which can be shown to directly contradict the surrounding narrative—and only
two quick, easily-explained references to the outside narrative (g kol Tpotepov €ipébn, 7.187.3;
and mg kol Tpotepov dednrwtat, 9.32). None of the three narratives make any unambiguous
reference, oblique or explicit, to the Archidamian War or the events preceding it. Although the

limits | have set are not necessarily the original beginnings and ends of the epideixeis, the

12 For this brand of narratology, see the summary of Munson 2001: 20.
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narratives that fall between those limits have almost no reliance on or awareness of the ‘final text’
which surrounds them.

If large portions of the Histories reflect specific original performance audiences that
differ from that of the unitary whole, then we can attribute the shifting and often contradictory
authorial strategies that characterize Herodotus’ narrative style to the compositional process
rather than a confused author or that author’s over-reliance on specific yet diverse sources. Of
course, my approach does not replace source-based criticism but rather complements it:
Herodotus chose his sources and stories based not just on their historicity or entertainment value,
but also on their resonance with his audience—which was not always a single Panhellenic
readership, but sometimes one of the many specific audiences that correspond to Herodotus’
prolonged and far-ranging career as a wisdom-performer, wherein he adapted his narratives to
specific chronological and political contexts.

As a result, audience-based analysis may have a number of implications for modern
scholarship. First, it clarifies Herodotus’ role in the world of sophistic wisdom-performance and
thus elaborates on Rosalind Thomas’ theories about Herodotus” intellectual milieu.*® Similarly,
it provides a new perspective on the world of Hellenic oral storytelling, which Wolfgang Aly,
Philip Stadter, Nino Luraghi, Leslie Kurke, and so many others have explored.** We may
observe in particular that Herodotus wrote for single audiences, even if he intended to perform
the same epideixis (perhaps in a slightly modified version?) for different audiences later. The
epideixeis also provide us a sense for how long such performances might last and how easily
they might be adapted to different contexts. We may also gauge how ready an audience might

have been to accept favorable adaptations to common narratives—even if these adaptations

13 Esp. Thomas 2000.
4 Aly 1921; Stadter 1997; Luraghi 2001; Kurke 2011.
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contradicted prevailing authority. And the very possibility of historical narrative being presented
in the world of epideixis and wisdom-performance reminds us that—unlike in the late-fifth
century, when a fairly narrow definition of ‘sophist” had emerged (e.g., Aristophanes, Clouds)—
there was no clearly defined limit on the mid-fifth century concept of ‘wisdom’: mid-fifth
century Greece boasted a truly open-minded and vibrant culture of wisdom-performance, where
any knowledge or methodology (techne) constituted a fair contribution. Thus our understanding
both of Herodotus as performer and of the genre of wisdom-performance in general can be
updated by analysis of these discrete examples.
Comparing the Epideixeis with Each Other

If these narratives did originally exist as epideixeis, then a comparison of the three
narratives can further help us understand the epideictic mode—at least, as Herodotus defined it.
Unsurprisingly, the epideixeis nearest each other in authorial strategy are Salamis and Plataea:
they share an emphatic endorsement of democratic ideology, a credulous opinion of divine
intervention and oracular religion, and an almost identical alignment of positive and negative
portrayals of specific cities. | have explained this similarity as a function of their similar
audience, both in time and space (mid-fifth century Athens). The most productive comparison,
then, will likely be between the two Athenian epideixeis and the third epideixis, Thermopylae,
which was written for a dramatically different audience (viz. Amphictyonic attendees of the
Pythian Festival). In fact, despite the difference in performance context, the Salamis and Plataea
epideixeis not only engage the same themes and arguments as the Thermopylae narrative, but
follow many of the same narrative patterns as well—even if they are applied rather differently.
These common elements reflect the similar compositional methods, political environment, and

performance context which the epideixeis share; yet a number of differences still arise from the
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difference in audience. By analyzing this contrast, we may better understand both the original
audiences and Herodotus’ motivations in constructing his epideixeis.

The narratives of Salamis and Thermopylae in particular have more in common than we
might expect given their different audiences. The action of Thermopylae and Salamis takes
place on a remarkably similar arc, matching up in narrative order on as many as fifteen points.™
In both narratives, [1] the initial action between Greeks and Persians occurs at Artemisium: a
small, preliminary skirmish between Persians and Greeks (7.179-83 in the Thermopylae
narrative corresponds to [hereafter, ~] 8.11 in the Salamis narrative), which is followed by [2] a
decision to retreat (7.183.1~8.4.1). Following this battle, [3] a storm decimates the Persian fleet
(7.190~8.12-13). Both narratives then include [4] a more significant naval battle between
Greeks and Persians (7.194-95~8.14-16). After this battle is concluded, both narratives include
[5] a detailed advance of Xerxes and his forces, described almost as tourism in both cases (7.196-
198~8.31-34); [6] both advances mark the religious impact of the advance by the inclusion of a
local shrine (7.197~8.33). Following Xerxes’ occupation of Greek territory, [7] the Greek forces
are enumerated at length in both narratives (7.202-203~8.43-48). At this point, the Salamis
narrative actually reprises Xerxes’ advance—through Attica this time—where Thermopylae does
not, both in [*5] its topographical quasi-tourism (8.49-51) and [*6] its inclusion of a religious
sanctuary (8.54). Most likely, this divergent reprise upon reaching Athens reflects the interests
of the Salamis narative’s Athenian audience.

After Xerxes sacks Athens, events return to their parallel structure. In both narratives, [8]

the Peloponnesian proposal to fall back to the isthmus is overridden by Greeks whose territory

would be lost by that action: Phocians and Locrians before Thermopylae (7.207), Athenians

15 Cf. Immerwahr 1966: 257-67, who compares only Thermopylae and Artemisium. In fact, Immerwahr meets with
less success in his attempts at finding parallel constructions, focused as he is on unifying the entire Persian Wars
narrative (Books 7-9) rather than studying the battle narratives independently.
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before Salamis (8.60). After this discussion, [9] there is an episode featuring Demaratus in both
narratives (7.209~8.65). Then [10] a traitor is identified (7.213~8.75, although the ‘traitor’ in the
Salamis episode—Themistocles—is a false one). Next [11] the Greek debate about whether to
stay and fight is summarily ended by a message that the Persians have surrounded the Greeks
(7.219~8.79-81), followed by [12] the decisive argument of one man who resolves to stand his
ground: Leonidas at Thermopylae (7.220) and Themistocles at Salamis (8.78). Both episodes are
further accompanied by [13] an oracle that is proven true by subsequent events (7.220~8.77).
And at last, [14] a decisive culminating battle is fought (although the action is remarkably
circumscribed in both cases, 7.223-24~8.84-86), after which battle [15] Herodotus catalogues the
death of brothers of Xerxes (7.224.2-225.1~8.89). Considering Michael Flower’s conclusion
that Herodotus’ account of Thermopylae, at least, is less credible (and thus more adapted) than
Ephorus’,'® these parallels most likely reflect literary affectation rather than historical reality.

Furthermore, the events of both battles are almost exclusively dominated by a similar
narrative force: the actions of one central—practically Homeric—protagonist. At Thermopylae,
Leonidas leads the troops (7.204-206), makes the important decisions (7.220-22), and ultimately
dies with the most fanfare (7.224-25); at Salamis, Themistocles convinces the allies to stand their
ground (both at Artemisium [8.4-5] and at Salamis [8.56-63]), is the only one to take proactive
measures during the Greek retreat (8.19-23), and is also the only one who sees the danger of
retreating to the isthmus (8.60), finally taking matters into his own hands when he tricks the
Persians into attacking (8.75). Indeed, Artemisium is explicitly compared to and synchronized
with Thermopylae in the Salamis narrative (8.15): each force fights for the sake of the other

(although incidentally only the Greeks at Artemisium succeed in their intention, a difference

18 Flower 2000: 373, 379. Cf. Dillery 1996: esp. 234-35.

189



which may again be explained by the presence of an Athenian audience). Thus we may observe
that, on as many as fifteen discrete points as well as in their plot arc and character motivations,
the narratives of Thermopylae and Salamis—for almost their entire lengths as identified in
Chapters 11l and IVV—are remarkably parallel.

Yet for all their similarities, Herodotus’ narratives of Thermopylae and Salamis are
ultimately incompatible as consecutive episodes in the Histories—a result that | believe reflects
their epideictic background. Many have observed the similarities between the two battle
narratives, but rarely have scholars noted their incompatibility beyond a mention of curiosity.’
Yet much of Herodotus’ Salamis narrative repeats, repurposes, or even directly contradicts his
Thermopylae narrative. At 8.4.1, for example, the Greeks “arrive” (dmkopevor) at Artemisium,
although the Thermopylae narrative makes it clear that (for that narrative, at least) the Greeks
were already present in force. Despite attempts by translators to smooth Herodotus’ transition
here—for example, Purvis translates the phrase, “the Hellenes who had come to

Artemision...”®

—Herodotus’ meaning is clear enough: “kai emphasises éni Aptepiciov ...
amkopevol: ‘these Greeks who had finally arrived at Artemisium,’” as Angus Bowie points
out.’® The grammar allows no other reading than that this arrival is intended as the Greeks’ first.
But even if the text weren’t clear, the immediate reaction of the Greeks thereafter is to
balk at the forces of the Persians and consider retreat, surprised by their sheer magnitude (8.4.1).

This surprise is simply incompatible with the events of the Thermopylae narrative, where the

Greek forces have already arrived—and encountered Persian forces—not only once, but twice

"E g., Vannicelli 2007: 318-21 discussing the different totals given for the dead at Thermopylae at 7.228.1 and 8.25.
The variation has no bearing on my present discussion beyond the simple contradiction, which implies a different
method of reckoning and a different authorial motivation for the two passages (which circumstance would be
unlikely if the Histories were truly ‘unitary”).

18 Strassler 1996: 602.
19 Bowie 2007: 93.
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(7.175, 7.192; naval encounters occur at 7.179-82 and 7.194). During this second conflict, the
Greeks even manage to take hostages who give further details of the Persian force: “The Greeks
asked these men what they wanted to learn about Xerxes’ army, then sent them off in chains”
(tovtovg oi "EAnveg, é€iotopricavieg T Eoviovto Tubéchat anod tiig EépEem oTpaTig,
amonépumovaot dedepévoug, 7.195). The Greeks in the Thermopylae narrative, then, have already
been to Artemisium twice and are furthermore fully informed of the nature and size of the
Persian forces. And even the information of the hostages would have been unnecessary for the
sort of revelation that the Greeks experience at 8.4.1: with even a moment of clear weather, the
Persian forces at Aphetae would have been visible as soon as the Greeks reached Artemisium.?
The narrative at 7.195-96 admits no other possibility than that the two forces were present in
those places and therefore aware of each other already, and therefore directly contradicts their
“arrival” coming first at 8.4.1.

Rather, as the Salamis narrative proceeds, it becomes clear that Herodotus is narrating the
same events over again—a second version of the same Battle of Artemisium. As | have already
pointed out, both narratives recount a divine storm which lasts three days and wipes out a good
portion of the Persian fleet (7.190-92~8.12-14). In both narratives, the Greeks fearfully consider
retreat at first (7.183~8.4.1), then resolve to defend Artemisium only after being encouraged by
news of the storm and its decimation of the Persian ships both in harbor and circling Euboea
(7.192~8.14.2). The only real variance between the two narratives here is that before
Thermopylae the Greeks do in fact retreat from Artemisium, whereas before Salamis
Themistocles convinces the Greeks to hold their ground. This variance might easily be

explained by a difference in audiences: no doubt an Athenian audience would have objected to a

% Depending on which locations are accepted, the distance across the strait could have been as little as five miles.
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retreat to the Euripus—a move which they probably would have recognized for the strategic
blunder that it was because of their familiarity with the waterways of the region?*—and
furthermore would have celebrated Themistocles’ successful persuasiveness in keeping the
Greeks faithfully at their posts (much like the Spartans at Thermopylae). The proper reading of
these two narratives is plain: the Greeks did not arrive, retreat or almost retreat, and then finally
resolve to defend Artemisium following a storm’s decimation of Persian forces twice; Herodotus
is merely narrating the same events for two different audiences.

Remarkably, though, despite exhibiting many of the same authorial strategies and
agendas as Salamis (enumerated above), the Plataea narrative shares almost none of the narrative
parallels observed between Thermopylae and Salamis. This result has an easy explanation: if
Plataea and Salamis were in fact intended for the same audience, Herodotus wouldn’t have
wanted to reproduce his first epideixis too closely for fear of becoming tedious or redundant.
This initial result of the comparison of the three epideixeis, then, prompts three interesting
conclusions: [1] that Herodotus is capable of relying on a proven model when composing his
narratives; [2] that he is equally capable of varying his narratives to suit the circumstance of his
performance; and [3] that Herodotus was concerned to change his narrative order when
presenting to a repeat audience. These conclusions provide some limited corroboration for the
audiences identified in Chapters Il and 11, and they provide some insight into Herodotus’
methods. | expect that further close comparative analysis of the epideixeis will be productive.

Comparing the Epideixeis with the ‘Unitary’ Histories
My thesis also has implications for our understanding of Herodotus as composer of the

Histories. Combining my dating of the epideixeis and my proposed method of composition, |

2! The Greek retreat to Euripus would have exposed the troops at Thermopylae to an uncontested landing by the
Persians behind Thermopylae, thus obviating the need for the narrative of Ephialtes and the Anopaea path.
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would argue that Herodotus began not with the grand design of the Histories but rather as a
story-teller. This argument has already been proposed for Herodotus as an ethnographer;? my
own investigation into Herodotus indicates that he was also interested early on in performing
battle narratives. It is difficult to say which came first—his concern with ethnography or with
historiography—»but we may assert with some certainty that both preceded the larger work of the
Histories, which for Herodotus represented his masterpiece (apodeixis), the culmination of his
career as a histor, a traveler, and an oral performer.

Such a chronological reorganization has a significant impact on our understanding of the
Histories’ composition: by implication, the foundational performance unit of the Histories would
be the epideixis (rather than the more circumscribed logos or, on the other end of the spectrum,
the “skeleton” of the unitary whole).?® The themes and philosophies of the Histories were not
the product of isolated literary reflection on Herodotus’ part but rather grew out of his
engagement with the turbulent mélange of cultures, genres, and identities that suffused the late-
archaic world. We can see Herodotus as intensely embroiled in an intellectual movement, not a
man apart or a sudden genius on a promontory but a participant in a larger discussion that
pervaded early Greek thought.?*

In fact, the nature of the compositional method that | am proposing should allow us to
trace the development of Greek identity in the text itself. If my theory is correct, Herodotus’ text
represents (at least) two distinct chronological moments: one in the mid-fifth century (the

composition of the epideixeis) and another after the beginning of the Archidamian War (when

2 E.g., Fornara 1971b: 1-23.

28 |Lang 1984: 4. “Just because it is possible to identify a skeleton of causation, it is not necessary or even desirable
to believe, as Immerwahr does, that the narrative was constructed in this way, that it was conceived first as a
causally articulated skeleton and then fleshed out with narrative.”

24 Cf. Fowler 1996.
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Herodotus wrote down the Histories in their current form). Therefore, we might observe an
evolution of Herodotus’ authorial persona in the gaps between epideixis and framing narrative.
For example, by comparing Herodotus’ two writing styles, we can detect differences that would
theoretically correspond to different stages in Herodotus’ career. Donald Lateiner’s monograph
The Historical Method of Herodotus (1989) conveniently compiles a number of Herodotus’
rhetorical and historiographical devices—a compilation which is intended, incidentally, to
“refute the idea that his work is a hodge-podge of oral reports.” Yet many of Lateiner’s ‘proofs’
have little or no application to the epideixeis, and other stylistic features are much more common
in the epideixeis and occur rarely in the rest of the Histories. Some idiosyncrasies found
disproportionately in the epideixeis (which on my interpretation represent Herodotus’ early style)
include: [1] the otherwise common use of Aéyetou is surprisingly rare in Salamis and Plataea (in
fact, it never occurs within eight chapters of the epideixeis’ limits);?® [2] the majority of
individually identified sources come from within the epideixeis;?’ [3] fewer instances of
Herodotus polemicizing against other Hellenic writers occur in the epideixeis;*® [4] both
Herodotean uses of Athenian epichoric chronology occur in the epideixeis which show evidence

of an Athenian audience;?® [5] elsewhere in the Histories, Herodotus “never chooses sides”

between Athens and Sparta (whereas my first two chapters demonstrate that Herodotus does

% |ateiner 1989: 58. While Lateiner’s study is both useful and indeed convincing to some degree, the
commonalities that he identifies prove only that the whole text was written by the same author, not at the same time:
it would be not only unsurprising, but rather entirely expected for Herodotus to maintain many of the same
compositional and historiographical habits throughout his life.

% I.e., where ‘marginal’ authorial intrusions occur and the narrative remains transitional; however, Aéyetoan has its
normal frequency in the Thermopylae narrative. Ibid. 22.

2 1hid. 83.
2 1hid. 104.
2 hid. 117.
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precisely that in his Salamis and Plataea narratives);* [6] among the twenty-three criticisms of
Persian tyranny which pervade the Histories, only two occur in the epideixeis, and these both
deal with Xerxes’ and Mardonius’ tragic isolation (particularly surprising since all three
epideixeis feature Persian tyrants as enemies of the Greeks);* and finally, [7] Herodotus seems
less reluctant to engage questions of divinity than in the rest of the Histories, especially if the
first half of the Egypt logos may be considered an epideixis (see Appendix [b]).*? Lateiner’s
effort to show that the entire Histories follows the same rhetorical structure, then, in fact reveals
just how distinct the epideixeis are from the framing narrative.

A similar method may be applied to common themes and topics in the Histories. For
example, the epideixeis display a deep, almost reverent fascination with the Persian ‘barbarian’.
Not that the rest of the Histories avoids discussing Persia; rather, when the rest of the Histories
treats the Persians, the stories are ethnographic, salacious, and prone to displays of barbarism and
brutality. In the stories just outside of the Thermopylae, Salamis, and Plataea narratives alone,
Pythius’ son is quartered in brutal fashion (7.37-39), eighteen Thracian children are buried alive
(7.114), Xerxes commits flagrant adultery with the noble Masistes’ wife (whom Xerxes’ own
wife subsequently mutilates, 9.107-13), and Xerxes himself mutilates the corpse of Leonidas
(7.238).%% By contrast, the epideixeis seek to understand Persian motivation, exploring the
Persians’ emotions and psychology much as Aeschylus did some twenty years earlier in his

Persians.®* In the narratives of Thermopylae, Salamis, and Plataea, the Persians are worthy

% |bid. 133; cf. 135, examining the inconsistent characterization of Sparta.
%! Ibid. 170; 172-79.
% Ibid. 200-203.

% |n the framing narrative, Pausanias responds to a suggestion that he mutilate Mardonius’ corpse in retaliation by
making this contrast explicit: “Such acts better befit barbarians than Greeks” (ta mpénetr paiiov BapPapoict moev
f mep "HAAnoy, 9.79.1).

% Bridges 2015: 11-45.
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adversaries, not exotic curiosities.®*® Of course, this same fearsome Persian power is deployed
differently by Herodotus for different audiences: in Thermopylae, it helps the reader understand
the choice to medize; in Salamis and Plataea, it gives the reader that much more respect for
Athens, who resisted the choice to medize in the face of such danger. The respect and awe given
to the Persian, then, would have been an attitude assumed across Greece, but the differences in
its deployment reflect the ideologies and political circumstances of the discrete audiences. As
the fifth century wore on, however, Greeks came to know and thus ridicule their Persian enemy
(or in many cases, ally), which led to what Margaret Miller calls a “general interest in and desire
to laugh at the East.”®® The different attitudes of the framing narrative and epideixeis, then, may
reflect shifting Hellenic attitudes toward the Persians from the mid- to the late-fifth century.®’

In a similar vein, all three narratives take very seriously the practice of Greek religion and
its effect on the Persian advance. The storms which decimate the Persian fleet in both narratives
(7.190~8.12-13), for example, are both recognized explicitly as the will of the gods (7.189~8.13).
Likewise, Delphi is given a prominent and favorable position in both accounts (7.178~8.35-39).
Seers and oraclemongers play a much larger role in these narratives than elsewhere in the
Histories too—Herodotus goes so far as to confirm the value of the seer Tisamenus to the
Spartan army (9.35) and elsewhere to explicitly confirm the truth of oracles generally: “Indeed,
when Bacis speaks so plainly, I dare not disbelieve in oracles, nor can | suffer such disbelief

from others” (toladta pev kol obtm Evapyiémc Aéyovtt Bakidt <61”> avtihoying ypnoudv mépt

% Bowie 2007: 6-11; cf. Dorati 2000. Such a narrative choice might be rendered specifically significant in the
context of the recently concluded Persian War in ¢.450 and the common justification of Athenian hegemony during
this period, the Persian threat.

% Miller 1997: 28. Athenian portrayals of the Persian ‘other' appear to shift from semi-reverent curiosity in the
earlier half of the century to a fashionable exoticism in the 420s (cf. Miller 1997: 255-56; Grethlein 2010: 92).

¥ Cf. Munson 2012: 244. “Thucydides’ ignore-the-barbarian brand of Hellenocentrism reflects the geopolitical
situation of his time and a post-Cimonian and Periclean focus on Athenian predominance in Greece and the Aegean,
which sees Thrace and the coasts of Anatolia as the virtual eastern and norther borders of the empire.”
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oDTe a0 TOG Aéyely TOAUE® oVTe map’ GAA®VY Evdékopat, 8.77.2). In the epideixeis, then,
Herodotus eschews his typical “reticence” about attributing results to a divine will—compare,
for example, Herodotus’ frequent cynicism involving the bribery and manipulation of oracles
elsewhere in the Histories (e.g., 5.62-63, 90; 6.66, 75, 84, 123).% Might Herodotus have
expected more receptivity to the idea of divine influence in a mid-fifth century performance
context than in a late-fifth century readership of ‘published” work? Such an expectation would
have been reasonable in comparison with late-fifth century Athens at least, when Athenian
perception of ‘oraclemongers’ and traditional religion had soured significantly.** Or perhaps the
difference is the result of different modalities, with skeptical views of the gods being confined to
the elite intellectual Greeks who would read Herodotus’ Histories while the epideixeis were
intended for lower-class audiences.*® Whatever the explanation, the observable difference in
attitudes toward divine matters between the epideixeis and framing narrative is remarkable.
Finally, in the Athenian-oriented narratives of Salamis and Plataea, Herodotus portrays
the ideals of democracy—and especially its interest in rhetorical skill—much more positively
than elsewhere in the Histories (e.g., 5.97.2). This more positive take on the institutions of
democracy may reflect the difference that Josiah Ober notices between oral and written sources
in the fourth century.** Still, as Nicole Loraux points out, prior to 440 we have almost no
explicit testimony for a collective Athenian idea of democratic ideology—although she
demonstrates that something like it must have existed.* If my thesis is correct, then, these

sections of Herodotus’ Histories can offer a rare glimpse into the Athenian democratic mindset

% Cf. Lateiner 1989: 64-67 and Gould 1994: 92, who characterize Herodotus’ attitude toward divine subjects thus.
% See Ch. 111, n.113 above.

0 E.g., Hedrick 2007: 284 considers philosophy and empirical science as alternative “competitors” of religion.

! Ober 1989:160-61 uses Plato and Isocrates as representative examples thereof.

*2 Loraux 1981 (2006): 103-109.
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of the mid-fifth century, substantiating Loraux’s conclusion that the topoi common in Athenian
funeral orations remained remarkably stable from the mid-fifth century on.*?

Herodotus’ narratives, then, were intimately enmeshed not only in the culture of wisdom-
performance, but also in contemporary political debates. These epideixeis were tendentious and
powerful arguments, tailored to the opinions and concerns of his audience. This fact will not
surprise any close reader of Herodotus. Numerous scholars have shown how elsewhere in the
Histories (and especially in the final chapters of Book Nine) Herodotus engages the controversial
situation surrounding the Archidamian War: he is sharply critical of Athenian administration of
the Delian League, implicitly comparing them to Persia and warning them against a policy of
unrestrained imperialism (a policy which was arguably justified before the peace with Persia, but
after—with the suppression of revolting Delian League members beginning in 446—became
transparently deliberate).** Clearly Herodotus was willing to engage contemporary issues,
shaping his ‘history’ as a commentary on his own times. My analysis shows that Herodotus was
no less interested in such commentary when he wrote and performed his narratives of
Thermopylae, Salamis, and Plataea: rather than the scattered and tenuous connections with the
Archidamian War that scholars have read into these three narratives,*® we see Herodotus
engaging with contemporary mid-fifth century politics on a profound and pervasive level
throughout his epideictic work.

In this sense, Herodotus’ Histories can be seen to contain many layers, both

chronological and thematic, into which the variegated opinions and attitudes of fifth-century

*% See esp. her analysis of Hdt. 9.27. Loraux 1981 (2006): 112-16, 195.

* |.e., the peace with Persia in 449 removed the very raison d'étre for the Delian League. Cf. the Boeotian defense
of their own medism by pointing out that supporting Athens amounts to the same betrayal of Hellenic freedom
(Thuc. 3.63). This peace’s historicity is well defended by Badian 1993: 1-72.

* E.g., Flower and Marincola 2002: §9.60.
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Greece have been deposited. My audience-based approach thus enables a sort of archaeology of
composition, a methodical investigation into the shifting sands of Herodotus’ prose. As I
understand it, Herodotus’ elusive prose is at least partially the product of two factors: [1] his use
of the (updated) progressive compositional method (see Introduction, pp. 22-24), wherein he
imported pre-existing epideixeis into a freshly conceived masterpiece (apodeixis); and [2] the
very difficulty of negotiating the transition from oral to written culture that produced the
progressive style in Herodotus in the first place. The process of combining these two projects
left visible seams in the text, seams which help to identify parts of the text that were composed
earlier than the rest of the Histories. As a result, Herodotus’ prose ebbs and flows, bobs and
weaves, adapting itself to the needs of the present audience in some parts, concerned with
posterity, imperialism, and Panhellenism in others, but nonetheless unified throughout by a
concern to preserve for posterity “the great and marvelous achievements of Greeks and
Barbarians” (§pya peydia te kol Oopoaotd, Ta pev "EAnct, ta o6& BapPapoiot arodeyféva,

preface).
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APPENDIX

IDENTIFYING FURTHER EPIDEICTIC MATERIAL

It remains to investigate whether traces of the compositional method that produced
Herodotus’ Thermopylae, Salamis, and Plataeca epideixeis exist elsewhere in the Histories. Such
material may exist in two forms: [a] epideictic material that may once have belonged with the
epideixeis identified above but has been separated in the final text; and [b] epideixeis that are
distinct from the three identified above that, although perhaps different in nature and subject,
may yet have been performed apart from the rest of the Histories (whether in the context
proposed for the three epideixeis identified above or in another context altogether).

[a] Related Epideictic Material (7.139.2-7.144)

For the first, there is a passage (7.139.2-144) that—although separated from the Salamis
narrative by most of the seventh book—nonetheless parallels the Salamis epideixis closely, both
thematically and aesthetically: so closely, in fact, that it could serve admirably as an introduction
to that epideixis. Several elements recommend joining this passage with the epideictic material,
such that we may indeed wish to consider the passage as prefatory to the Salamis epideixis itself.
On a strictly aesthetic level, the beginning sentence is marked by a programmatic statement
which separates the following narrative from what preceded it (and one which explicitly marks
the upcoming material as pro-Athenian, 7.139.1); the final sentence is similarly marked by a

programmatic statement—including another pév d—which cleanly signals the end of the
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episode: “These were the oracles the Athenians received...” (td pév o1 ypnotpio TadTU TOIoL
Abnvaiowot €yeydvee, 7.145.1). The passage is thus clearly delimited as a unit. And this unit
furthermore contains no problematic authorial intrusions, no references to outside material, and
no references to later events, making it an excellent candidate to be identified as epideictic text in
everything but its separation from the related Salamis narrative.

Two further observations about this end limit mark it as a possible preface. First, the
programmatic statement marks the entire preceding narrative as to do with oracles, when the last
chapter in fact dealt with Athenian preparation for the war effort. Such a seam implies an author
who is trying to fit this episode into the larger Histories and in so doing is removing the episode
from its original setting. Second, the final phrase of this apparently prefatory material, marking
Athens’ choice “to meet the barbarian assault by placing everyone on ships, trusting in the
Pythia—and in any of the Greeks who cared to join them” (éxi tnv ‘EALGSa. TOV BapPapov
dékeaBon Thiol viuoi mavonuet, T® 0e®d mebopévoug, duo EAAvov toict fovAiopévolot, 7.144.3),
neatly matches the beginning of the Salamis epideictic material as identified above: “The
following Greeks were gathered in the fleet. The Athenians provided 127 ships...” (o1 8¢
BEA VoV &g TOV vauTicdv otpatov toxdévieg foav oide, 8.1.1). The threads of naval action,
Hellenic allies, and the unrestrained magnanimity of the Athenian commitment to the effort
against the Persian aggressor are all maintained, incidentally making the transition from 7.144.3
to 8.1.1 much smoother and more effective than the existing transition from 7.239.4 considered
in Chapter Il (p. 75). When paired with the pleasing and programmatic thesis statement found
at the beginning of this section—“If the Athenians had lost heart and abandoned their country, no
one at all would have tried to resist Xerxes at sea” (ei A6nvaiol KOToPP®INCAVTEG TOV EMOVTA,

Kivouvov EEEMTOV TNV GPETEPNY, ... KOTA TNV OdAaccay 000l AV ETEPAVTO AVTIEDUEVOL
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Baowéi, 7.139.2)—the case for attaching this section to the epideictic material found in Book
Eight becomes quite strong.

Furthermore, this section suits the Salamis narrative in other ways as well. The narrative
is extremely pro-Athenian—so much so that Herodotus felt compelled to apologize at the outset
for including it (7.139.1)—portraying the Athenians as the saviors of Greece, dedicants of the
Delphic Oracle, and followers of a great leader, Themistocles. This concern with Themistocles
further connects the passage with the later epideictic material which features Themistocles at
almost every turn, always characterized in precisely the same manner as he is here: resourceful,
clever, and wise (7.143-44). Outside of the epideictic material and this passage, Themistocles
never again receives so generous a characterization from Herodotus. These positive portrayals of
Athens and Themistocles, with particular emphasis on Athens’ critical and pious role in the
resistance against Persia, match the epideictic program of the Salamis narrative perfectly.

Both this passage and the epideictic material concerning Salamis are also eager to portray
the Delphic Oracle in a positive light: the single largest oracular response in the Histories is
recorded here, in a context which emphasizes the oracle’s critical function for Greece and
especially Athens (7.140-41). Such a portrayal dovetails nicely with Herodotus’ portrayal of the
miraculous defense of Delphi by what appears to be the god himself (8.36-39) and Athens’
involvement with the Oracle up to and during the Second Sacred War (449-47). And indeed, the
very oracle which is recited at 7.141.3-4 is referred to twice in the epideictic narrative (8.41, 51).
Neither reference uses any of the same terminology as the oracle cited at 7.141 and the oracle
itself seems to have been fairly well-known in Athens,* so there is no need to combine this

prefatory section with the Salamis epideixis on a strictly functional level, but such a background

%6 Cf. Dougherty 2014: 149.
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would add much to the impact of these references, evoking the performative political context and
adding religious significance. Much like the questionable concluding material that falls outside
of my conservative delimitation of the epideictic material (8.94-96), then, this section (7.139.2-
144) is unnecessary for the larger argument but suits the themes, form, and function of the
Salamis epideixis perfectly. We may, then, mark this passage as a possible—even likely—
extension of the epideictic Salamis material.

[b] Other Possible Epideixeis

Although the three epideixeis identified above all relate a major Panhellenic battle in the
Persian Wars, there is no need to assume that Herodotus limited his epideictic performance to
such narratives. In fact, the scholarship of Rosalind Thomas focuses much more on the earlier
books than on Herodotus’ Persica, and (e.g.) the Egypt logos is often identified as apparently the
earliest-composed section of Herodotus’ Histories.*” But we ought to consider briefly the other
battle narratives that do occur in the Histories, encouraged by the nature of the other three
epideixeis. The final battle in the Histories is at Mycale; however, it is not only extremely
circumscribed, but also proves to be an integral part of the apodeictically-motivated anti-
imperialist conclusion of the Histories.”® The only other viable candidate, then, would be the
Battle of Marathon and the narrative of the lonian Revolt which precedes it. Yet the narratives
of the lonian Revolt and Marathon actually represent something of a counter-example: where we
would expect to see widespread and consistent Athenian bias, there is instead a choppy narrative
full of lengthy tangents and exotic logoi.*® The story darts from one topic to another, and the

major Athenian accomplishments are remarkably circumscribed—the sack of Sardis takes only

*"E.g., Powell 1939: 7; Fornara 1971b: 1-24; Vannicelli 2001. Cf. Jacoby 1913: col. 262-67, 331-32.
*8 Irwin 2013: esp. 23-26.

#9 Cf. Irwin and Greenwood 2007, who divide Book Five into twelve sections, each with its unique interpretation
provided by a different scholar.

217



three chapters while the narrative surrounding the Battle of Marathon lasts no more than fifteen.
While Athenians are often featured in Books Five and Six, they are given as much negative
attention as positive; in addition, positive and negative portrayals of Sparta, Thebes, Aegina,
Corinth and many others are equally common, reminding us of how the other battle narratives
could have been composed (instead of with the uniform authorial strategy demonstrated above).
Nor is there any significant isolatable section that might be dated to an earlier compositional
context than the final unitary text: many parts of Books Five and Six are remarkably germane to
the context of the Archidamian War, and there are numerous cross-references to the outside
narrative scattered throughout (e.g., 5.36; 6.77). Small portions of the text may originally have
been influenced by mid-fifth century Athenian ideology and propaganda, but if Herodotus ever
composed an lonian Revolt or Marathon narrative, very little of it remains intact in the Histories.
As it stands, the evidence is far too slim to assert an epideictic background with any
confidence.*

Much of the rest of the Histories deals less with Greece and more with Persia and other
foreign cultures, making the task of isolating political alignments or contemporary diplomatic
agendas through subtle displays of bias and focalization more difficult and ultimately less
reliable. However, armed with a theory of epideictic background, we may consider the
possibility of an epideictic influence on several other sections of the Histories. The most evident
possible epideixis occurs at the beginning of Herodotus’ second book, detailing the ethnography
of Egypt. Perhaps the feature which most commends this section to examination is the presence

of clear delimitations at roughly the same lengths as the three epideixeis examined above: the

0 E g., the speech of the Corinthian Socles to the Spartans (5.92); cf. Baragwanath 2008: 307.

*! Besides, given their modest nature, these passages may reflect nothing more than an awareness of Athenian
propaganda, which Herodotus would certainly have retained from his earlier career. These passages provide no
internal evidence for dating beyond their reference to details and themes included in the other epideixeis.
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sudden introduction of Psammetichus and Egypt (2.2.1) marks a clear beginning,> while a
marked methodological statement (2.99.1) separates the previous narrative from what follows.*®
This section shares many of the tendencies which have been observed in the earlier epideixeis.
In addition, it seems less integrated into the apodeictic project than other parts of the Histories.
This last observation has prompted a number of scholars to assume that the Egyptian logoi were
originally independent and therefore among Herodotus’ earliest works—possibly even the
foundation of his cultivated historical method.> If we assume that this section was in fact
written as an epideixis, we may further speculate as to a mid-fifth century audience which would
be glad of the information contained in them: the very same Athens which spearheaded a six-
year expedition to aid Inarus in his attempt to supplant Persian rule over Egypt no earlier than
460.>> Whether during or after this expedition, Athenian interest in Egypt would undoubtedly
have been very high.>® Ultimately, however, inasmuch as the sections do not deal much with
Greek material, it is difficult to isolate an audience with confidence.

A second passage that deserves consideration is the story of Croesus which opens the
Histories. It has often been observed that the Croesus logos in many ways anticipates and ties in

to the larger project of the Histories. The point has been proven well and I do not argue against

%2 Marked also by the connective formula koi 8%, which Denniston (1954: 248) assigns near equivalency with p&v 8.

%% This very fact prompted Jacoby (1913: col. 426) and after him Cagnazzi (1977: 391-93) to begin and end their
‘lectures’ (logoi) at these same limits, albeit with an added division halfway through (2.34/5); cf. Johnson 1994: 247.
Cagnazzi also identifies a second lecture (her third) between 2.99-182. While superficially rejecting the notion of
‘lectures’, Johnson (ibid.) plausibly assumes that these Egyptian lectures could have been presented as a series.

> Beginning with Powell 1939: 7; cf. Jacoby 1913: col. 262-67, 331-32. See also Fornara 1971b: 1-24; Vannicelli
2001. Per Fornara 1971b: 23: “The presence, therefore, in Herodotus’s Histories of such a book as Il provides all
the evidence that is necessary to show his progression from something like a conventional historian concerned to
give a broad picture of the political, intellectual, religious and social life of a people into an artist imaginatively
harnessing this material to higher purposes.”

*® Badian 1993: 101-102; cf. Kagan 1969: 81.

% A second advantage to understanding parts of Book Two to predate the rest of the Histories is the removal of
confusion about Herodotus’ claims to autopsy in Egypt: perhaps he visited twice, with more widespread inquiry the
second time around. Cf. Armayor 1980; Redfield 1985.
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it.>” However, the Croesus logos also shares a number of qualities with the identified epideixeis.
The section forms a narrative unity, clearly delineated by a marked introduction of Croesus at the
beginning (Kpoicoc v Avdog pév yévog, maic & Alvdttew.. ., 1.6) and a concluding statement
at the end: “And that’s the story of Croesus’ empire and the first subjugation of Ionia” (katd pév
o1 mv Kpoicov 1€ dpynv kol Toving v apdmyv Katactpoenyv £oye obto, 1.92.1).® The
narrative within these delineations once more would require the same spoken length as the other
epideixeis.”® Though thematically the story does look forward to later narrative, only one explicit
reference is made to the external Histories, and that parenthetical (the same as the proposed
Egyptian epideixis). However well the Croesus logos serves to introduce the Histories, then, it
stands equally well on its own as a masterpiece of narrative and #istorie.

It seems not overly speculative to suggest that the Croesus logos could have been
performed apart from the Histories, even if it was written with and for the apodeictic Histories.
This potential epideixis may even have provided the inspiration for the Histories—or vice-versa.
There is no obvious historical audience aside from the Panhellenic readership that applies to the
rest of the Histories.®® It is my opinion that the Croesus logos ought to be considered intimately
related to the monumental undertaking (apodeixis) of the Histories—by Lattimore’s theory,™ it
would have been among the very first words written down in the final text—Dbut also as

fundamentally influenced by Herodotus’ background as an epideictic performer. Possibly the

" E.g., Dewald 1999: 223-33. Cf. Lateiner 1989: 219. “If Croesus had not existed, Herodotus would have had to
invent him.”

*% Pace Johnson 1994: 248, who assumes the end of the Croesus logos at 1.94.1. This assumption is both
unnecessary and overlooks clear textual markers to the contrary. Ironically, Johnson uses this unsuitable division as
an example of how impossible it is to find a clean ending to a story in Herodotus.

> Appx. 85 min, see Introduction, pp. 27-28.

% Some relatively weak traces of aligned interests and portrayals indicate that the audience may have been Athenian,
but the evidence is far from conclusive, nor is an obvious historical context observable. Further research, however,
may prove worthwhile.

81 |_attimore 1958; see Introduction, pp. 22-24.
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Croesus logos may have served as a representative narrative for the final text of the Histories, a
‘preview’ of sorts that Herodotus could recite to introduce his work without having to read aloud
the whole fifty-hour text. It seems likely enough that the same epideictic background that | have
detected in the battle narratives has also influenced the first logos of the Histories, implying that
Herodotus’ participation in an epideictic performance culture did not arise suddenly, as the first
historian was in the midst of composing his Histories, but well before he began the final
undertaking. By the time Herodotus began his apodeixis, the epideictic background was

ingrained enough that it influenced his final text—even when the text itself was not taken from a

pre-existing epideixis.
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