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Herodotus on Human Nature: INTRODUCTION.

The broad aim of this inquiry is to explore Herodotus' interest in

‘human nature' ( to anthropinon ), in other words to measure him by the

standard offered us by the contemoporary sophistic movement and by his
immediate successor, Thucydides, whose chief preoccupation this is. I

take 'human nature', in the sense which Thucydides and the sophists seem

to have given it, to include human péycho]ogy at all levels from individuals,
through the polis, to nations and empires, I shall be asking to what extent
Herodotus 1is sensitive to the psychological complexities of individuals,

in particular to the contradictions and paradoxes in their behaviour, to
what extent he is interested in the mechanisms of human social and political
1life, and whether in his 1ntekest in the phenomenon of empire he shares

with Thucydides a concern with its psychological motivation. I suggest

that in asking these questions we are doing no more than Herodotus' contem-
poraries would have‘been inclined to do ( cf. Ch.III, Introd. }, so that

the exercise would be instructive even if the results turned out to be

entirely negative.

In Tooking at Herodotus from this angle, [ deliberately avoid two
traditional Tines of inquiry. [ do not attend to the question of metaphysical
causation in Herodotus - not because it is a question that can be left
out of any complete picture of the work, but because it seems to me that
undue emphasis on this issue has obscured much of impbktance. There is
a great deal to be gaﬁned from exploring naturalistic explanation in Herodotus,
even if the only result were that we were driven back again to metaphysics.

I be]iéVé_however that the result need not be so negative, and that it

may well be possible to account for the basic conception of the work in
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naturalistic terms and accept that metaphysical explanation works on a
different level, not fundamentally interfering with human choice and the
workings of human psychology, while nevertheless forming an indispensable

part of the work's background.

The other approach I intend to avoid is that of asking to what extent
and in what manner Herodotus is or is not a historian - a question appropriate
enough for students of the history of historiography but one that must
be asked with extreme circumspection by those attempting to explain
what makes Herodotus work precisely what it is and no different. That
Herodotus did not call himself a historian, that he could hardly even have
thought of doing so, is self-evident: we may easily be applying false standards
if we try to udderstand his intentiens in those terms - even if we are
agreed, as many are not, as to what exactly makes a historian anyway!

I would not deny that the work does possess certain characteristics which

may cautiously be called 'histbrica{'; notably its abpreciation of the
problems of évidence, reconstruction, verification; but I would argue that k
if we content ourselves with identifying them as the first blooms of a

new 'historical sensibility' we are foresaking the chance of understanding
their true nature. I‘suggest that Herodotus' appreciation of these methods
is something he owes to his contact with the sophistic movement, which

is the first known context for the more or less systematic discussion of

the use of evidence. It is important to note, moreover, that Herodotus'
grasp of the problems of evidence and reconstruction is not confined to the
historical past, but may be ecually impressively evidenced in his treatment
of problems of ethnography or even geography - which may well indicate that
it was not his concern with the historical past alone, or even in the first
place, which gave Herodotus these 'historian's skills', as is usually

supposed. That Herodotus' history is to some extent sophistic in inspiration

js another hypothesis I shall explore in what follows.
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Although my main theme is Herodotus' stuay of human nature, the inquiry
breaks down intc a number of smaller discussions. Ch.I.i offers an exp]oration*
of what I take to be Herodotus' interest in instructive paradox. It has
often been thought that there are ‘1nconsisténcies' in Hercdotus' presentation
of character which show the influence of hissources: it is argued that
in the case of many of his protagonists he has not adeguately synthesized
discrepant reports and that this has left his accounts uneven and contradictory.
I argue that this is to misunderstand Herodotus' methods and interests.

There are clear cases where he seems to have introduced a 'contradiction’

on nis own initiative, when there was very likely none in his source(sj,

and others where the contradictions offered by his material have been played

up by him for particular effect. This suggests a keen interest in paradoxes

of motivation and behaviour, as well as an insight into the.velativity:of our
judgements of men's actions and characters. There begins to emerge a picture
of a subtle and sophisticated Herodotus with a taste forrparadox and.
equivocation and an interest 1in the complexities of human psychology and

the uncertainties of moral juégement. Ch.I.iiilshows,how such an understanding
of Herodotus can illuminate the extended and seeming]y confused narrative

of a complex character Tike C]eomenes.’

Ch.II, which forms the central core of this study, is devoted to the
theme of freedom in its various aspects within the work. [ should emphasize
that I have not principally set out to show that freedom is a central theme
for Herodotus; rather I have taken as a focus for the study of Herodotus'
interests and methods a motif which, whether deliberately or not, Herodotus
has recurred to throughout the work. I believe it will em;rge that Herodotus'
thinking on the subject of freedom is ponsistent wherever it is introduced,
that in a number of places the theme dominates the narrative and that those

places are usually moments of key importance in the work's design; it is

of no great consequence for my argument, however, whether we decide that
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this makes freedom a central theme of the whole work.

Ch.II.i argues that the histories of Median and Persian Tiberation
{ cf. (B).1 and 2 ) and empire are constructed in accordance with a historical
model ( cf. (A).1 ): this happens in these two cases, as in that of Athens
(cf. Ch.II.1i.A, etc. ), to involve freedom (.liberation ), but in its
simplest form, as 111ustfated by the case of post-Lycurgan Sparta { cf. (A).2 ),
it is merely an observation of the psychology of any form of political
success. In applying the term 'model’ to Herodotus' accounts here I am
indicating what I take to be the source of his ﬁethod, namely the political
and sociological theorizing of the sophists ( c¢f. (A).1 ). The Spartan
case ( cf. (A).2 ) offers an opportunity for detecting Herodotus in a wilful

distortion of the evidence to illustrate a particular historical process.

Ch.IT.i1 1illustrates the application of the same model in the case
of Athens' Tiberation from the tyranny of the Peisistratids. The main
emphasis of this section, however, shifts to‘the discussion of Herodotus'
attitude to the Athenian democracy as revealed in the narrative of the
1iberation and its consequences. I deal here in some detail with the problem
of Herodotus'Vsupposeq '"Alcmeonid source' ( cf. ji.B-C ), which I take
to be a hindrance to a proper understanding of this narrative. I also
examine what Herodotus' narrative of the early years of the democracy implies
about his attitude to the democracy of his own day, and whether it is meant

to imply anything to the reader ( cf. ii.D-H ).

Ch.II.ii1. treats the narrative of the Persian Wars ( the Tiberation
of Greece ), exploring what seems to be Herodotus' equivocal attitude to
Greek heroism and idealism in the pursuit of freedom. Here again particular
attention is given to the question of Herodotus' sources in an attempt

both to understand the originality of his interpretation of those events
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and to guestion traditional assumptions as to his dependence on the prejudices

of his informants. 1 Took at the possib]e importance of Herodotus'\gontemporaryﬁ
perspective, that is, how and to what extent his account is written 1in

the light of the experience of the Pentekontaetia and the outbreak of war

between Athens and Sparta. Important here tdo is his attitude to Athens

as revealed in the narrative and his brief comments on it ( cf. 7.139 and 8.3 ):
is the narrative an objective, dispassionate account, or an apology for

and/or encomium of Athens, or a éritique of the city's record - or something

between any of these?

Ch.II1 re-examines the question of Herodotus' relation to the sophistic
movement and argues that his dependence on Ionian intellectual traditions
has been exaggerated and his nearness to the sophists unrealistically minimized.
I argue that the influence of the sophists is one of;the most important
~ingredients in the conception of the work, in terms both of its interests

and its methods.

The appendices deal with problems of Milesian political history arising
from the argument of Ch.II.i.A; with the relative importance of priestly and
family traditions and of polis-traditions in Herodotus' source material;
with the case for Herodotus' source-fictions ( see below ); and with the

‘composition problem' ( see below ).

The brunt of this inquiry is the detailed analysis of extended contexts,
especially in the long central chapter ( II ). I wou]d‘suggest that if
Herodotean criticism is to progress, more and more attention needs to be
given to exploring how Tlarge sections of text are put together, with consideration
not merely of the structure and literary presentation but also Herodotus'

use of his sources; how, if at all, he wants the readef to interpret the

implications of particular passages; and whether those interpretations




—" e

1ink them with other passages. We need to employa regular questionnaire

in dealing with any passage or context. Why did Herodotus say it thisrway?
Could he have said it any differently? Does he have reasons of his own

for putting it this way, i.e. can we understand the passage with reference
to some method we have found him employingelsewhere or some theme he explores
elsewhere? To what extent are we forced to explain what he has said /in
terms of his sources, i.e. is he speaking or interpreting for himself,

or has he, whether voluntarily or not, reproduced what his sources .told him?
It is not always clear how to answer such questions and in many cases there
may be no way of knowing any more than the fact that we do not know the
answers. Nevertheless by this method we may often be able at the very

least to rule out certain possibilities and clear away false assumptions.
For example, if we consistently discover thatherodotus does not seem constrained
by his.sources, as I shall argue we discover even in.those places where

such a view has previously been most strongly advocated, we may at the

very Teast require that . 'source-explanations' be invoked only where all
other options have been ruled out. It is my contention, however, that it

is occasionally possible to return much more positive answers, and to see
guite clearly what options were available to Herodotus, how he chose between
them, what use he made of his chosen material and why he should have chosen
to shape that material in the way that he has. Even if comp]ete certainty
is not possible we may well find that certain types of hypothesis fit

the evidence comfortably time after time, and it is from these that we

can begin to build up a clearer picture of Herodotus' methods and interests:

I have not, of course, concucted this inquiry without critical preconceptions,
and to some degree I have used the analysis of contexts to argue for a
new hypothesis of Herodotus' methods and interests. My fundamental hypothesis
is that Herodotus shows a sophisticated literary technique ( esp. e.g. in
his taste for paradox, or his manner of involving the reader in the inquiry )

and a reasonable critical acumen in his use of sources, so that he uses
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his material much more than his material uses him. Both the§e claims have
been defended throughout Ch.s I and II. The additional assumption that
Herodotus owes his sophistication in part at least to the sophists is argued
for in Ch.III. I trust that I have kept a satisfactory balance between
using the evidence to show the correctness of these assumptions and using
the assumptions to explain the evidence; the Tatter procedure, though of

Tess obvious heuristic value to begin with, acquires greater justification
the more it is discovered that the hypothesis successfully accounts for

the evideﬁce and the more the various supposed objections to the hypothesis

are shown to be unfounded.

I have left out of account the supposed 'composition problem', which
might be thought to have a major bearing on any attempt at contextual analysis:
if the work is not a simgle original conception but a composite of several
different layers conceived at different times and for different purposes,
are we not in continual danger of bringing together contexts which were
never conceived as belonging together? The simple answer to this is that
it is hardly possible to use with any profit a hypothesis over whose reality
there is such serious doubt and within which so much disagreement over
detail is possible ( cf. App.IV ). If, however, having ignored the ‘developmental’
hypothesis, we discover that detailed and extended analysis offers positive
signs of a unified conception, we have gone a long way towards proving
that we were right to ignore it. At any rate, I would suggest that Ch.II
provides clear evidence that the Median and Persian histories of Book One, the
Athenian and Spartan histories of Books One and Five, and the Greek narrative
of Books Six to Nine all share the same basic assumptions and have every
appearance of having been conceived as organic parts of the work they now
occupy. As I shall argue in App.IV, however, I believe more positive arguments
againstkfhe devé]opmenta] hypothesis will emerge once Herodotus' position
in relation to the sophists and his Ionian ‘predecessors' has been re-assessed,

as I shall begin to do in Ch.III.
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It may be useful briefly to set out where my assessment of Herodotus
stands in relation to the modern Tliterature, both where it overlaps with
what others have said and where [ have fundamental disagreements with certain

other major critical approaches.

In assessing Herodotus' techniques of equivocation and allusive exposition,
as well as his attitudes to the Alcmeonids and Periclean Athens, 1 owe most
to a remarkable article by H? Strasburger (1965) ( cf. Bibliography for the
works cited here ), which from a narrow starting-point contrives to say
a great deal of fundamental importance for the reading of Herodotus. Strasburger
himself borrowed much from an excellent monograph by F. Focke (1927), at
least in relation to things Athenian in Herodotus; and both these authors
were followed by C.W. Fornara (1971) 1ﬁ an impressively argued essay, which
further illuminated the way in which Herodotus' historical narrative could
oe said to offer a commentary on the events of his own Tifetime. The theme
of Herodotean equivocation, which all these writers share, is most amply
documented by T. Spath (1968) in a dissertation devoted to 'double illumination’
in Herodotus, which has much in common with the argument of my Ch.I - though
it came to my notice too late for me to discuss adequately there ( cf. Ch.I,
Endnote ). This work is, to my mind, vitiated considerably by its failure
to treat contexts in any detail, merely Tisting passages rather than explaining
how they are meant to be read. Another study which owes much to Strasburger's
approach, that of H.-F. Bornitz (1968), avoids this failing and shows well
the value of close contextual analysis ( one of the few systematic attempts
at this approach! ), as well as offering some acute arguments on the issue
of Herodotus' sources ( esp. the supposed influence of Philaids and Alcmeonids
in the Athenian history ). I should add here that I believe there is much
to be gained for an understanding of the character of Herodotus' 11ferary

judgemenfs, both explicit and implied, from a Tittle regarded ancient critical

work, namely Plutarch's De Malignitate Herodoti ( cf. now G.B. Philipp,

Gymnasium 89 (1982) 67ff, for a new estimate of the value of this work as
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historical criticism )}. Plutarch, I would suggest, is an invaluable test

of how Herodotus' work sounds to a Greek ear - not a contemporary ear, to

be sure, but one much better attuned to Greek Titerature and culture than

ours can hope to be; in addition, Plutarch is often a shrewd critic of
Herodotean distortion and bias. Plutarch's opinibn that Herodotus is frequently
malicious, and malicious.  on his own initiative, is one that it is well

worth taking seriously, as I hope to show.

The importance of naturé]istic explanation in Herodotus is well explored
in a dissertation of L. Huber (1963), who rightly stresses that divine
causation is not such as to preclude a developed interest.in human choice
or in the political interpretation of history. Huber does not, however,
make anything of the sophistic connexion, any more than does V. Hunter (1982),
in a lengthy comparison of the historical methods of Herodotus and Thucydides.
Hunter rightly stresses the many things these two have in common but scarcely,
if at all, hints at a sophistic common denominator. The theme of Herodotus'
relationship to the sophists is very poorly served in the modern literature
and even the treatments of the question by W. Nestle (1908), W. Aly (1921)

and A. Dihle (1962) fall far short of what I take to be the correct balance.

By far the most exciting contribution to the study of Herodotus' methods
is 0. Fehling's controversial discussion (1971) of his use of source-citations
( contrast H. Verdin (1971), for a pedestrian traditional treatment ).
Fehling's work is in my view of such importance for the understanding of
Herodotus that it requires rather more detailed discussion here ( cf. also
App.IiI, for an illustration of the strength of Feh]iné's case ). It is
not surprising that his radical thesis has not been readily accepted, but
I see no 1ndicatibn that its almost complete neglect in the literature has
been warranted by anything approaching a satisfactory counter-argument
( see Bibliography for reviews.). Fehling argues that Herodotus' source-

N\
\
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citations are from first to last a conscious fiction, that is an affectation
of methods and principles, and that this fiction follows certain regular
and clearly observable rules. I doubt whether the fiction is as generalizable
as Fehling suggests, but it seems to me that he has proved beyond doubt

its widespread occurrence and its ‘regularity’.

Fehling himself concludes that his discovery shows Herodotus not to
be the historian he is traditiopa]]y supposed to be, bu? rather an ancient
equivalent of a Boccaccio or a Chaucer, an accomplished story-teller, with
a stock repertoire of devices to give his narratives circumstantial authority,
to distance the teller from the incredible tale, and the 1ike. I would
suggest a different interpretation of the phenomenon: Herodotus' affectation
of method is meant as an advertisement of his intellectual rigour, his appreciation
of the problems of evidence and oral reporting, the same affirmation of
method that we find in Thucydides { at 1.20-2 ). I would argue that this
interest in method is a facet of both authors' involvement with the sophistic
movement { cf. Ch.III ), which could be said to have pioneered the systematic
assessment of evidence and the uses to which it could be put - although it
should be conceded that Pindar, er example, shows more than a rudimentary
appreciation of the problems of oral tradition in the First Olympian! However
this may be, Fehling's demonstrationcould lead us to a new estimate of Herodotus'
use of oral traditions: if he is as aware as Fehling has shown him to be
of the problems of using such material { cf. e.g. 2.3.1, for the technique
of cross-checking independent witnesses; with App.IIl ), and, in particular
in his construction of source-fictions, of how it is that partisan bias
operates ( cf. e.g. the fictional bias introduced into" foreign versions
of Greek stories at 1.1-5 and 2.112-20, etc. ), it makes much Tess sense
to follow the traditional critics in supposing that Herodotus is habitually
the puppet of transparently prejudiced informants. In other words, Fehling's
arguments can be used to show that Herodotus has a sophisticated awareness

of the pitfalls of oral reporting, so that we should be mugh more cautious
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than critics hgvebeen in the past about explaining any and every 'aberration’
or 'contradiction' in the work as being due to his inadequate defence against

the distortions of his sources.

Moreover, Fehling's picture of a wilfully dissimulating Herodotus need
by no means be confined to the source-citations - though it may be felt
that Fehling himself has allowed himself too free a rein in generalizing
the hypothesis. At any rate, we need no Tonger be constrained in the
interpretation of Herodotus' text by the dogma that he never wrote anything
he did nét himself believe to be true - or at least nothing he -had not heard
someone represent to him as being true. T shall be arguing that’there are
places, besides the sourqe-fictions, where Herodotus indulges in wilful
dissimulation, i.e. where he tries to persuade the reader of the truth of
something he knows to be false ( cf. esp. Ch.I.7i.4; II.1.A.2; II.71.A;
and App.I ). It remains true, however, that this is not a type of explanation
that one should have recourse to lightly and without sound argument: Herodotus
is clearly aware that the truth is in principle something that deserves

to be told, even if it is not always convenient to him to tell it.

[t will be apparent that I am out of sympathy on several counts with
those interpretations of Herodotus whiﬂh pre-suppose that he must be judged
as a historian: such an assumption 1ead§; [ believe, to a misunderstanding
of the design of the work ( more than haif the content is not history at
all! ), of Herodotus' methods and the inspiration for those methods ( i.e.
their peossible sophistic origin: see above ), of his attachment to historical
truth. It is not that I consider the label entirely fhappropriate, merely
that many important discussions seem to me to have been 1ed into error
by taking that label as fheir starting-point, without being sufficiently
aware of the ways in which it may be misleading. Chief among such studies

is that of F. Jacoby (1913), which purports to concern itself with the whole
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of Herodotus, but which shows a negligent impatience with all those many
aspects of the work which cannot be thought deserving of the name history.
The same criticism applies to a lesser extent to the otherwise illuminating
discussions of e.g. 0. Regenbogen (1930), M. Pohlenz (1937) and K. von Fritz
(1967), to name Qn]y the main adherents of this approach, the first two

. . 2
‘unitarians' and the Tast an 'analyst'..

Even less do I sympathize with those critics who insist that Herodotus
can only be understood as an 'archaic' writer, a naive Ionian story-teller
with an incurable weakness for digressions. Such critics ( e.g. Frdnkel
(1960), Howald (1923) and (1944), and more recently Drexler (1972); and to
some extent also Focke ) argue that the work is essentially without unity,
and that its digressive style, which allows any 'main thread' to become
temporarily quite forgotten, can only be interpreted as primitive and archaic,
and far removed from the 'classical' standards of a writer like Thucydides
( but cf. e.g. Thucyd.1.128-38; 2.96-7; 6.1-5; 6.54-9 ). Not only does
such a view fail to do justice to the complexity of Herodotus' writing as
revealed by almost any close analysis of contexts, it also greatly overplays
the largely chimerical notidn of 'Ionian naivetd': there is almost no evidence
that earlier Ionian prose literature had the qualities which this theory
presupposes for it, and there is good evidence to suppose that the very
vqua]ities that have been classed as Ionian in Herodotus may in fact be sophistic

( cf. Ch.III )!

A more recent extension of Frdnkel's observations on the style of Herodotus
is to be found in the work of H. Immerwahr (1966), which argues the importance
of 'structure' for the understanding of Herodotus ( cf. also, in a different
way, the eccentric theories of Myres (1953) ). It is suggested that we
need to ‘anatomize the work into its supposedly constituent Togoi ( rigidly
marked off, we are told, by the device of ring-composition; for which cf.

van Otterlo (1944) and now Beck (1971) ), in order in some obscure way to
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appreciate its thought. 1 can only say that I find such emphasis on structural
division at the expense of the continuum of sense to‘obscure a great deal

more than the Tittle, if anything, that it illuminates. There seems to me
11tt]e'ev1dence that we need to gain access to any kind of alien aesthetic

before being able to read Herodotus.

I have not thought it necessary in what follows to cite exhaustively =
from the massive secondary literature on Herodotus, nor to engage in detailed
discussion of approaches radically different from my own, except insofar
as such discussion helps to focus my own argument. Apart from this I have
merely indicated where I am in general agreement with others, leaving room
to discuss the ancient evidence, and above all the text of Herodotus, as

fully as possible.

'NOTES.

(1) Cf. also J.W. Boake, Plutarch's historical judgement, with special
reference to the De Herodoti Malignitate, Diss. Toronto (1975).

(2) For the dangers of this anachronistic assumption, cf. the polemical
Forschungsbericht of F. Hampl, Grazer Beitrdge 4 (1975) 97-136, who finds
fault with most modern approaches for failing to beware of ‘them.
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SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY.

In the text and notes I have.tended, for economy and clarity, to
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CHAPTER ONE

HERODOTUS ON HUMAN NATURE



Herodotus on Human Nature, Part i

A]. The dedications made by Croesus to sanctuaries other than Delphi

and the shrine of Amphiaraos were made, says Herodotus, from the property of
an enemy of the Lydian king, who before Croesus' accession plotted

to secure the kingdom for Pantaleon ( 1.92.2f ). When finally Croesus
secured the kingdom through his father's gift, he took revenge on the
anonymous agitator by torturing him to death: the instrument of torture

was a knaphos, a sort of wheel with spikes1. Even before that, adds
Herodotus, Croesus had appropriated the man's property and dedicated it.

And that, he says, concludes the account of Croesus' dedications: we

pass immediately to the Lydian ethnography. ( 1.93.1ff ).

The story has a remarkable impact: to hear so casually and as it
were parenthetically of this incident from Croesus' past gives the
reader a most unexpected jolt. ‘How are we to understand that the man
whose piety to the gods has just been so painstakingly described,
whose piety indeed Apollo himself appears to have rewarded, not only
by saving him from the pyre, but also by de1ayiﬁg as far as he ¢0u1d
the year of Croesus' doom - how are we to understand that this man
could indulge in an act of such horrifying cruelty? Herodotus may
indeed have known or might have been able to discover an alternative
version of this story. Nicolaus of Damascus seems to preserve for us,
presumably frothanthusz, a parallel version of this episode
( Nic.Dam.FGH 90F65, with Jacoby, Komm. ), in which Croesus, while
Vnot yet king, tries without alerting his father's suspicions to
raise a‘Targe sum of money, and approaches a wealthy merchant by the
name @f'Sadyattes. This latter hesitates to provide the loan and

points out that Alyattes has many sons from whom Croesus might cbtain
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money if he asked. There and then Croesus makes a vow to Artemis that,
if he becomes king, he will appropriate Sadyattes property and dedicate
it to the goddess; and this in time he duly does, in fulfilment of his
vow. The story looks outwardly so different that it might well be ‘
unconnected with Herodotus' own; but if the stories are the same, and
we could assume that Herodotus has access to the alternative version,
vhe has chosen the version far less creditable to Croesus and less
obviously in harmony with his own portrait elsewhere. There is rather
more of piety in the Croesus who confiscates the man's property in
fulfilment of a vow, however petty the cause, than there is in the
Croesus who for revenge on a political enemy not merely confiscates

his property but tortures him to death in barbaric fashion. We cannot
do more than guess here; but if we are right, Herodotus' inconsistency

seems perverse indeed.

The story has attracted surprisingly Tittle critical attentions,
but How and Wells offer a fairly predictable view of the matter, and
one with which most traditional commentators would be Tlikely to agree:
fThis chapter shows Croesus in a new light, as a cruel Oriental prince

It c]eaf]y’comes from another source. As it is not Tikely to be
a later addition, it is probably a fragment of Herodotus‘ original

material, which he has not worked in harmony with his narrative".

If How and Wells are right, then Herodotus has not been at all
careful in assembling his material, and he has very little desire to
make coherent sense of it: he merely records what was told him,
without discrimination, without selection, without manipu]ation4.

Can we “infer from this story that this is so? Is Herodotus impervious
to the inconsistency which the reader senses so strongly between the

Croesus of this story and the Croesus of all that has gone before? Or




should we not believe that the opposite is true, that so far from being
an unfortunate accident, the episode has a carefully calculated purpose?
“Consider again its position: Herodotus is bringing to a close the first
major narrative section of the work and is about to begin his brief
Lydian ethnography, non-narrative and cooling the emofiona] temperature.
The catalogue of Croesus' dedications seems.to be winding down the
~narrative interest, so that the Sadyattes-story, coming right at the
close, has the effect of a dramatic and unexpected climax. Followed

by nothing further of narrative interest for a wh11e, it stays in our
minds, working its disturbing effect. If this is an inept parenthesis,

it is very inept; if it is ca1éu1ated, it is very finely calculated.

We have seen Croesus in success ( e.g. the Solon conversation at
1.30-3 ) and disaster ( e.g. the death of Atys at 1.34-45; and defeat
by Cyrus at 1.86-91 ), ard we have observed closely his reactions to
both. We think we know Croesus' character: brashly self-confident
( 1.34.1 ) ambitious for empire, and at times cynically ambitious
( 1.26.3) butvab1e to moderate his ambition in respohse to good
advice ( 1.27.5 ); immoderate in his grief for his son ( 1.46.1 ),
but stoically philosophical at his own fate ( 1.86.3 ); incautiously
testing the oracles and provoking disaster ( 1.46.2ff, 53.1ff, and
85.1ff ); unable to comprehend what he sees as Apollo‘s ungratefu]ness
( 1.90.4 ), but, when the god explains, prepared to admit his error
( 1.91.6 ); a man who learns from his disaster and offers far-sighted
advice to'his recent adversary, solicitous to the last for his
country's welfare ( 1.88.2ff ). withvthe exception of his somewhat
sudden access of wisdoms, there is nothing in the character of Croesus
up to this point that we cannot readily understand; the righteous
Croesus of Bacchylides and Pindar6 has become a character of some

depth and complexity, while remaining essentially sympathetic. The
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ambition and folly we have seen him display do not as yet alienate our
sympathy7. In the debacle between Croesus and the unfamiliar Cyrus,

our affections are with the man we already know and in whose fall we are
made to share. It has served Herodotus"' purpose to present an  attractive:
Croesus8 wifh whose tragedy we can identify - but he will not leave ft
at that. Into an apparently dry and impassive éata}ogue of Croesuél
offerings, Herodotus fnsinuates a narrative detail which abrupt]y
undercuts the jdea we have formed of his character so far. Herodotus -
reminds us that this man is as typical as any of the type of implacable
Oriental despot: we are not talking here about Greeks, he implies, but
about barbarians. The surface appearance { in which the Greekness of
Croesus has seemed to be emphasized ) hides that horrific propensity

to cruelty which all barbarian autocrats seem to share. Suddenly

and unexpectedly his immoderation comes into sharp focus: his cynical
ambition, his boastful se]fwconfidence; even his excessive grief, and
later perhaps the barbarity of the plan he suggests to Cyrus in the

war with Tomyris ( 1.207.6: even:as sage adviser his barbarian

cruelty intfudes itself ); The horror of oriental barbarity, which is
one of the work's most-insistent themesg, surfaces here with |

disturbing effect: and the shock has been most carefully engineered.

The effgct of the passage can be compared to that which Herodotus
contrives for the’end of the work, when he brings to an end the narrative
of Xerxes' doings with the gruesome story of Amestris' revenge ( 9.108-13 ),
which some commentators have felt to be in disharmony with the
substantially sympathetic treatment of Xerxes in the rest of the wor-k]0 -
although it should be added that Xerxes here merely connives at Amestris’
barbarity, so=that the story does show him to be characteristically weak.
This final reminder of the alien character of oriental manners achieves on

a larger scale what the story of Pantaleon doesfhere]].
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This story is a useful test-case: either we are'meaht to be
shocked by it or it is an accidental oversight. If it is an acchent;
then Herodotus is a mere collator of stories with no very serious
pretensions: he'will have formed no clear conception for himself of
Croesus*® character and will have simply been guided by the bias of his
sources, as he moves from anecdote toranechte.' If we have been
satisfied with the portrait so far, then we have been satisfied with
an illusion. We can be thankful for this/uncritical reporting of

conflicting traditions regardless of consistency, because this will

confirm for us the rea]ffy 6%7Héfodotﬁ§'mh}§tbf}§?AEhe existence of
discrepant, inconsistent accounts could be taken as evidence that he
did indeed seek out the oral traditions he claims to have consu]ted12.
What we cannot admire however is his intelligence as a reporter - and
we cannot be happy to ca]T the result history. We are told to expect
of a historian that he will gather facts in support of a coherent
mode1, modifying the model as he goes along in the Tight of new facts,
but always with coherence as a touchstone °. This is something that,

on the traditional view, Herodotus will have signally failed to managé.

If however we take the other option, a number of important results
follow. If the supposed inconsistencies in Herodotus' reporting turn
out to be deliberate and designed effects, we no longer have the same
justification for supposing that he is capable of being muddled by
conflicting stories. Indeed this traditional view of Herodotus should
seem a lot less tempting, if we accept the arguments of Fehh’ng]4
on his use of source-citations: if Herodotus knows as much about bias

and distortion as he can,be seen to do in the construction of his

source-fictions ( see Introduction ), he must have been alert to the




distortions in genuine oral traditions and is less likely to have been
their unwitting dupe. What is involved here is the questien of the kind
of reporter we want to suppose him to be: how dependent is he 6n the
limitations and distortions of his evidence, and how much editorial

control is he capable of imposing?

This chapter examines the ways in which Herodotus manipulates
inconsistencies in human behaviour in the interests of instructive
paradox. We will see that he uses paradox to teach us about human
nature, about the way we judge motives and actions, about the relativity
of moral judgements. To a certain extent this aspect of the work has
been touched on by othef ﬁbmméﬁfétors. Stfégga;dér, in his 1mportah£ N
article on Herodotus and Periclean Athensj5; argues against the view that
he shows partisanship: for any particular individual or state ( in
particular neither to the Alcmeonids nor to Athens ), pointing out
that he is careful to take a balanced view of human Tife, setting
the good against the bad and giving equal weight to them both]6. In
another direction, studies of characterization in Herodotus have noticed
that there are certain figures in whom contradictory qualities are
consciously combined. For example, Reinhardt saw Xerxes as actually
characterized by weakness and vacillation: the inconsistencies of his

]7. The case to

behaviour show us the sort of king he is meant to be
be arguéd here, however, differs frbm both these approaches: it will
be suggested that Herodotus is neither interested in distributing
praise and blame even-handedly ~ indeed, it is wrong to think he is
at all anxious to be 'fair' - nor concerned only with particular

problems of characterization, and only a few cases at that. Rather,

he establishes certain general rules about human nature, some of which



apply to all men, others only to men who are prosperous and successful
above the common rénk, notably kings and tyrants. Human nature, he
suggests, is itself paradoxical - as a general rule -~ and people

behave in ways which seem and sometimes are contradictory. Matters

are complicated still furthér, hoWeverg by the nature of human judgement:
we judge the behaviour of our fellow men differént]y at different times,
according to the "perspective" we ourselves adopt. What follows is

the discussion of a number of passages which in different ways throw
light on this problem. I will treat first of all some passages which
have a 'programmatic‘ Charactér for this question, to establish that
there is indeed a case to answer. These are followed by three further
extended examples, the narratives of Maiandrios. Deioces, and the Spartan

heralds at the court of Xerxes, and the first part of the chapter ends

by applying the conclusions reached to the treatments of Miltiades and
Themistocles, with an attempt to assess the traditions available to
Herodotus here; and finally the second part of the chapter does the

same service for Cleomenes.



2. Consider first Herodotus' treatment of the bravery of Telines, a
distant ancestor of the tyrant Gelon (,7.]53 }. This man was reported
to have resorted to Gela a displaced faction, relying on no human

agency, but on nothing more than a collection of sacred objects.
18

9

Herodotus expresses surprise ( S%ud wou &v ual to¥to yéyove .. )
not least because, he says, one would have expected such an action to

be the work of a stout heart and courageous disposition ( 153.4 ):

0 5‘8“ Xe’&ier'roc\c Tpodg TAC Z‘L,"uye‘fA\Cﬁ’g\ T oﬁun”ro’pw\) o fjnevochCa TodTwY
;{fzé(pUHAéVdL %nxuépﬁn; Te :uch ﬁ&Xduérepog 4vhp. . Herodotus seems to be
making surprisingly heavy weather of this - until we realize that

human nature and its paradoxical manifestations are an abiding interest
of the work. Telines' behaviour in this instance seems to belie his
nature as otherwise observed by the Sicilians. Herodotus draws our
attention to the paradox, but offers no solution of it. But the implicit
moral is clear: we should be cautious about assuming we can predict

with any accuracy what a particular individual is and is not capable

of, merely by reference to his perceived character. Human beings have
resources for good and bad, strong and weak actions]g, which 1in our

usual hasty judgements of character we are inclined to ignore. Human
nature is such that it can always surprise us both favourably and
unfavourably. We cannot confidently decide which actions in a man's

1ife are truly ‘characteristic' of him, nor indeed whether we have

always understood the real nature of his actions.

Herodotus is however infuriatingly undogmatic about the reasons
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for the paradoxes of human nature. It is left quite unclear how he
would want to interpret the conduct of Telines here, whether we are to
understand that the Sicilians had misjudged his true nature, or whether
there is some mysterious reason ( e,g. divine assistance? ) for his
otherwise unaccduntabTe bravery. He Teaves us to judge the paradox

for ourselves. Herodotus likes to affect 'dispassionate observation',
apparently leaving the record to speak for itself without commentary
from him. It is significant that he never goes in for the detailed
descriptions of character that we find in, for example, Thucydides'
character-analyses of Themistocles or Peric]eszo. His relative
reticence is 1ikely to be a borrowing from Homer, who avoids extended
authorial commentary and allows character to emerge through speech

and actionz]. The few scant judgements on character that we do find

in Herodotus, moreover, seldom turn out to be as simple or naive as they
at first appear. We can be told that a man 'behaves justly' or that he
‘has a reputation for just behaviour', only to discover on the very next
.page some action that flatly contradicts that assessment. Herodotus is
virtudlly never tempted to comment explicitly on the resulting paradox;
Telines is only a partial exception since the author offers no 'solution'
to the paradox. Often he will dbstinate]y comment instead on some
detail which seems to us to require least attention, affecting unconcern

with the problem that seems to us most to cry out for attentionzz.

We Took next at an episode which revolves intricately around the
paradox that a man can behave 'justly' one moment-and 'unjustly' the
next, without necessarily changing his character in anything but a
superficial sensé. After the death of Cleomenes ( 6.85.1ff ), an
embassy of the Aeginetans comes to Sparta to tax Leotychidas with his
failure to return the hostages held in Athens. ‘A Spartan jury decides

that Leotychidas has done wrong and allows him to be taken away by the
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Aeginetans'as,surety against the return of the hostages. Before they
leave, however, a Spartan named Theasides speaks up to warn them that

the Spartans have acted in the heat of the moment ( QEEEi.)’ and the
Aeginetans must be on their guard lest they change their minds at some
later time and decide to visit dire destruction on the islanders. The
Aeginetans see the logic of this and agree on a compromise: Leotychidas
is to come with them to Athens and try to arrange the release of the
hostages. ‘The Athenians, however, put forward excuses whyf they should
not give them up: the hostages were entrusted to them by both Spartan
kings, and they cannot be returned at the request of only one of them.
Accordingly Leotychidas sets about persuading them of the injustice

of their refusal - and he does so by means of an anecdote apparently
current at Sparta23. The story runs as follows ( 6.86a.2ff ): a Spartan
named Glaucus, son of Epikydes; three generations before Leotychidas'
time, had a great repuﬁation for virtue: ¢4 te dA)a u&yﬁifﬂgﬂﬂ@;uvﬁﬁg i
ol 67 nol duodeLv dpLota Suratooduns mépl mdvtwv doou Thy Aanedoluova
ToBTOV TOV Ypdvov olmeov. It chanced that a man from Miletus, hearing

of his reputation, decided to déposit half his fortune with him for
safe-keeping. Time went by and the children of the Milesian came and
presented their tokens and asked that the money be returned. Glaucus
now, however, deniéd all knowledge of the deposit, and, feigning fairness,
sent theh away with the promise that he would give the matter thought and
if he femembered return the money; if not, he would observe the custom
among the Greeks 1in such matter524. He then approached the Pythia and
asked whether he might perjure himself and keep the money; predictably
the oracle warned him against setting short-term advantage above long-
term consequences: the sin would be visited on his children. When he
asked the god's pardon, he was told that to seek his approval of a sin
came to the same thing as committing 1t25. Although Glaucus returned

the money, the consequences of his action speak for themselves: Sparta
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now knows no descendants of Glaucus, no hearth that bears his name, he
and his family have been wiped out root and branch. The moral, says
Leotychidas, is that one should return what is entrusted to one for
safe-keeping, and not to hesitate, even in thought, to make a proper
restitution. The‘Athenians listen to his story, but send him away

empty-handed.

Herodotus' use of this story has not appealed to the critics
( e.g. How and Wells ad loc. ): “the beautiful tale of Glaucus, with
1ts high moral, is strangely placed in the mouth of a man who had
reached the throne by corruption of the Pythia ( cf.6.66.2f ), and
who was himself corrupt ( cf.72.1f ). Neither this nok the inexactitude
of the parallel between Glaucus and the Athenians induces Herodotus to
sacrifice so good a story"26.\ On the contrary it is hard to believe
that the story does not ideally suit its contexf27: it is relevant
to more than just the Athenian case. The miscalculation of putting
the narrative into the mouth of Leotychidas is in fact a significant
irony: unexpectedly we discover a man whose almost every‘action so far
has involved deception and fraud delivering a sermon on the virtues of
honesty. It is by a false oath ( c¢f.6.65.3 ) that Leotychidas hopes
to oust his rival Demaratus from the kingship;‘the bribery of the Pythia
which secures his claim is undertaken by Cleomenes ( 66.2 ), but is
connived at by Leotychidas himse1f28; Moreover his deception does him
no good: Herodotus goes out of his way to tell us the fate of Leotychidas
and his family, and does so in pointed terms ( 71;1?1). His son,
Zeuxidamus, never came to be king of Sparta: he died before his father
did - though.he left a son, Archidamus. Leothychidas then took a second
wife who bore him no male offspring, but only a daughter, Lampito, whom

Leotychidas married off to Archidamus. This is perhaps not quite the

complete extinction of his family that Glaucus suffered, but no first
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generation male heir survives to take over the kingship from his father.
Herodotus could not deny that Archidamus succeeded his grandfather -
but he does not mention the fact: Indeed, says Herodotus ( 72.1 ),

not even Leotychidas was to live out his life in Sparta, but he payed
the retribution that was owing to Demaratus: caught accepting bribes
from the Thessalians, he was exiled from Sparta and his housé raised to
29

L
Vo
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the ground ( 6.72.2 ) - a familiar enough punishment for such offenders

but one distinctly reminiscent of the fate of Glaucus® hearth at Sparta.

The unexpectedness of the erstwhile villain delivering a moral
lecture which so closely applies to his own case 1is itself paralleled
in an unexpected twist in the narrative itself. We are introduced to
Glaucus as a man with a reputation ( the narrétor vouches for no more
- than his reputation ) for honesty ( dikaiosyne ), an honesty indeed
that not only distinguishes him among his fellow-Spartans but which
attracts the notice of a man as far away as Ionia.’ Such pronounced
emphasis on Glaucus' virtue is not altogether dramatically necessary:
the story works just as well without our needing to know so very much
about his moral probity. Clearly the shock of discovering that Glaucus'
deception so belies what has been expected of his character must be
something that Herodotus considers important. There is obviously a
sense in which the Athenians, like Glaucus, have tarnished the
reputation they seem to have won, when in the name of Greek freedom
they denounced the medism of Aegina to the Spartans ( 6.49.2,-n®$ﬂ76p€0v TV
AlyLvnTéwy T&;gmgﬁgfgpr tpo8dvteg Tnv EAAdSQ “zjf their present
conduct is quite without honour. But the Spartané too are here
suspected of a preparedness to renege on an agreement, which is much
closer to that of Glaucus. Certainly they respond with what seems Tike
complete fairness, when they bring Leotychidas before their courts and

find him guilty of hybris: but Theasides comes forward to remind us
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that the decision has been taken in the heat of the moment and the time
may come when Sparta will decide differently and bring down destruction
on Aegina. It is a hazardous business to argue from past behaviour to
future behaviour: people after all change, and, Tike Glaucus, can in time

come to make a nonsense of their reputation for virtue.

Change is clearly a leitmotiv of Herodotus' entire work. "Cities
once great have become small and the small great, and human fortune
never continues always in one stay" (A1.5.4 ). So too, "every human
affair should be judged for the way it turns out in the end" ( 1.32.9:
groméeLy 8¢ xpn navTc’)g.,,sXpﬁuaTos THv TeAleuthv  xfiv. drnofhoeTaL ).

Hasty judgements of a man's Tife, Solon reminds us, can always be
confounded in time. The Athenians make a similar point in their speech
claiming priority over the Tegeans at Plataea ( 9.27.4 ). "“There is no
point in bringing up ancient history", they say: wal y&g 8v xpnotol

té1e é8vteg HuTOL VOV Bv elev ¢AuupéTepou~naL wdte édvteg gralpol

VOV 8v elev &pecvovEQSO. These words, with their-similar antithetical
phrasing, clearly echo the sentiment at 1.5.4, and are surely a reminder
of Herodotus' programme: not only does history bring about reversals

in the fates  of men and cities, but time itself also causes their
characters to change, both for the worse and the better, and the work

is full of examples of such change, as we shall see. And yet as far as
character is concerned Herodotus is cautious about invoking change as a
reqgular explanation of paradox and jnconsistency: to a great degree men
behave differently at different times because they have always had it in
them to do so, and they merely allow certain of their natural attributes

to influence them at the expense of others.

3. So far we have examined the importance of paradox as it is related

to the generality of men. There is however a further programmatic



~15-

passage we must consider, which shows us how we are to take the paradoxical
behaviour of men in power, the tyrants and the despots. Such men are for
Herodotus in a sense merely ordinary humanity writ large, beings in whom

the peculiarities of human nature can be the more easily discerned because

 of their eminence3]. However as Artabanus observes to Xerxes ( 7.16a.1 )

the king is subject to unusual pressures which cause him to behave in ways
that he might otherwise not. Artabanus likens the king to the sea, which,

though it is thought to be the most providential to men ( khresimotaten ),

when a squall blows up is caused to forget its own nature ( nveduatd
paoL GvE€uwy éunlnTovia ol TepLopdv gloL THLLEwUTRS YpdoSal )32.
Artabanus is warning against the unthinking acceptance of bad advice: the
kfng who is bad1y advised is as dangerous as the sea in Sstorms, he implies.
But the image also suggests other things about the way Herodotus
understands the characters of monarchs. Like the sea they have as great

a potential for good as for harm, indeed, like the sea, their very greatness
means  that the good and the harm they do is capable of being equally
extreme. Like the sea, too, not only are their moods unpredictable, but
in either extreme unrecognizable as manifestations of the same nature.

True, this is to extrapolate far beyond what Artabanus intends, but

we may justifiably use the image as a key to Herodotus' way of thinking.

A few pages after this, we are presented with a most vivid and

alarming demonstration of the unpredictability implied by the sea-image.

When Xerxes is encamped at Kelainai in Phrygia, he and all his army are

entertained by a Lydian named Pythios ( 7.27.1ff ), who offers his

entire fortune to the king33. Xerxes is pleased ( hestheis, 7.28.3.),
and instead of accepting the gift, offers Pythios enough money to bring
his fortune up to a round total. "Neither now nor in the future will you
regret what you have done", he says34. A few pages later, however, we

come across Pythios again ( 7.38.1ff ), this time frightened at the
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portents for the expedition, and asking Xerxes a favour, a small favour
to the king but great to him. The king promises him he will help; but
when Pythios reveals that he wants to withdraw the e]desf of his five
sons from the expedition, Xerxes is incensed ( ethymathéa 7.39.1 ).
"When I myself am taking part in the expedition against Greece together
with my own sons and brother and relatives and friends, how dare you,
my slave, speak to me of your son? Know that a man's thymos is lodged
in his ears, and that when it hears things it likes it fills his whole
body with delight, but when it does not it becomgs inf]amed35‘ When
you did good and promised more, then you could not boast yourself more
generous than me; noQ you have turned to shameful thoughts, even so you
will suffer less than you deserve." Xerxes orders that Pythios' eldest
son be cut in half: through the two halves of his body the army is to

march on its way36.

The barbarity of Xerxes' anger is the diametric opposite of his
generosity and goodwill. Not only are the two balanced halves of
Herodotus' narrative designed to bring this out, but the king's own
speech ( 39.1f ) draws attention to the contrast, Xerxes of course
affects to see his punishment of Pythios as magnanimously lenient, but
that is the irony of his position: the reader is left in no doubt that
his anger was as immoderate as his benevolence. Clearly there is no
contradiction here37: Herodotus has deliberately confronted us with
these two extremes of Xerxes character and invited us to make of them
what we may. If we know how to look, we can indéed see them as
manifestations of the same essential nature. Like the sea, the king
may be as bountiful as he may be destruﬁtive, and the greater and more
powerful he is, the more overwhelming will be both his generosity and

his angef38.
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The observation of these extremes of autocratic behaviour takes
a number of different forms. Xerxes in particular exhibits a curious
and unsettling combination of piety and impiety in his attitude to
the divine. Having, for example, destroyed the Athenian Acropolis
( 8.53.2 ), he orders a sacrifice 'after the Athenian custom' on the
same spot on the very next day ( 8.54 ). Herodotus speculates whether
Xerxes had been commanded to do this in a dream or whether his conscience
pricked him for having destroyed the shrine ( elte xal €v8duLdv ot

éyéveto épmpricavte 16 Lpdv ). Herodotus offers us the same dubitatio

in describing the offering Xerxes made when he crossed the Hellespont

( 7.54.2f ), when he dedicated the cup, krater and sword to the sea:

he cannot say for certain whether this was a dedication made to the sun,
or whether Xerxes repented of his action in whipping the Hellespont

( olrte €l ﬁe{euélnaé ol 15v ‘ExAfdonovtov paotiydoavte ). Herodotus
typically is frustratingly vague about how he wants tQ interpret

both thése actions, Whéther or not he wants to inV@ke ‘conscience’

to exp]ain the paradoxical behaviour which they seem to involve. The
tyrant's change of heart is something we keep meeting in Herodotus39:
the most e1aborafe and impressive example is Cyrus‘ decision to rescue
Croesus from the pyre ( 1.86.6 ), on rea]iéing "that he was destroying
another man 1like himself, a man who had but recently been b]essed with
good fortune like his own, and also fearing fetribution for his act and
calling to mihdAthat nothing in human affairs is secure against change“40.
Cyrus" change bf heart is symptomatic of the tyrant's condition.

Whatever his reasons for the original decision to burn Croesus - and
Herodotus offers us severa14], his change of heart implies that what

he has done is wrong and ill-considered. The cruelty of the tyrant
presUbbbses that he is somehow set apart from other men and that the

ordinary rules do not apply to him: accordingly he acts on whim rather

than on principle. Only sometimes do conscience and scruple set in and
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he remembers that he is indeed a man like other men42

, that maybe he
will suffer at some other hands what his victims suffer at his. It is
clear from this passage that Herodotus is indeed interested in the
psychology of tyrannical excess, although he is sufficiently cautious
about the hazards of judging human nature to avoid being dogmatic about
the reasons for particular actions. The same is likely to be true
about the passages above: the reésons Herodotus is really interested in
are the psychological ones, the promptings of conscience, but for
caution's sake he hedges his bets. 1In both cases his very hesitation
is meant to suggest to us something about human nature and our
appreciation of it: he invites us to consider whether we can tell if
the apparent changefn Xerxes was a matter of externals, or a real change
of heart, prompted by conscience. Like the case of Telines, the
behaviour of Xerxes on these two occasions may or may not be a paradox

of character: the solution is Teft to the reader's own judgement.

4.  Whether or not men like Xerxes and his fellow-tyrants and despots
can change for the better is a question that Herodotus leaves undecided43.
What he does want us to observe, however, is the corrupting influence

of absolute power itself. Otanes, in the constitution—debate44 is

made to utter another programmatic commentary on the ‘'inconsistencies'

of autocrats, or at least a democrat's reflexions on the matter. Otanes
argues that tyranny is such that even the most virtuous man finding
himself there will no longer behave as he used t045 ( 3.80.3 ):1%@; vdp dv
10V dpLotov avsplv mdvtwy otdvta €g TadTny THY &pXﬁQpéuTas'fmv 2w9dTuy
vonudTwy OTﬁGELE. éyylvezar uév ydp ol BBpLg 10Td THY TapedvTwy

GdyodBv, 99vos 6& dpxASev Eupdetal  AvIpdTwL. . You would
expect“abman who had everything to behave ungrudgingly, but he does not.

The tyrant is envious towards the good and delights in the bad: he is

impossible to strike the right note with ( dvapuootdtatov 6¢ mdvrwv,
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80.5 ) in that if you praise him in moderation, he grudges that it is
not enough, but if you praise him too fulsomely, he grudges that he is
being flattered. Otanes' analysis is subtle and well-observed: it is in
the nature of tyranny to induce irrational, contradictory behaviour, and
it will corruptieven those whose habitual disposition is to respect
virtue; buf at the same time this irrationality has its roots in a
passion which is common to all men by nature, namely EDEEQERE’ the

envy which inspires the doubt fhat one is not respected by other men as
one would like to be. ‘In other words, tyranny 1fse1f is an institution
which if properly studied can actually tell us something about the
general human condition, inasmuch as it contributes to an aggravation

of the passions which we all in different degrees share. On this
interpretation Herodotus' interest in tyrants and despots takes on a

new importance: they become exemplars of the extremes of behaviour of
which all human beings are ultimately capable, extremes of cruelty and‘_

injustice as well as of magnanimity and virtue46

. Certainly tyrants

by the nature of their positions come to think differently, to conceive -
themselves elevated above the common rank of humanity; but this
psychological change only exacerbates in them the contradictory impulses

to which all human nature is prey.

The corruption of success, the way power, prosperity, even freedom,
can affect human nature for the worse - these are themes which give
Herodotus' work an essential unity, as we shall see in the central chapter.
We may turn next to two striking examples of the pattern of corruption
outlined by Otanes, in which Herodotus is careful to keep before us the
paradoxes involved in and occasioned by the pursuit énd acquisition of
abso]Ute power. On the death of Polycrates ( 3.142.1ff ), the rule of
Samos devolved upon Maiandrios, who had been put in charge during the

tyrant's absence. What Maiandrios did on finding himself in this position,
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Herodotus wants us to note carefully, as is clear from his striking
introduction. "When he learned of Polycrates' death, he would have
liked, had he been allowed, to behave with exemplary kegard for justice
and the public interest" ( 7T@L SunatotdTwi Gvéphvy Bovioudvwe

yevéodaL odn éEeyévero )47. Maiandrios attempts without ‘success to
resign the tyranny. His first action was to set up an altar of Zeus
Eleutherios; and he then assembled all the people of Samos, and reminded
them that Polycrates' power had devolved upon him and that he was now in
a position to rule over them. "But I will do my best not to do what

I find fault with in another ( cf.n.66 ). It did not please me when
Polycrates lorded it over men who were his equa1s48, nor could I approve
such behaviour in any man. He has now played out the fate appointed

for him, but I now hand over the rule of Samos to the peop]e49 a

nd
declare the rule of equality ( 1sonom1é50). A11 I claim for myself is
the sum of six talents from Polycrates' treasury and the priesthood of
Zeus Eleutherios" ( 3.742.4 ). The speech leaves us with an impression
of a man attached to the ideals of equality, restraint, piety, and

prepared to give up a golden opportUnity for private advantage in

order to uphold-these~ideals.

But at once a Samian named Telesarchus stood up, and accused him of

not being worthy to rule over them anyway, and demanded that he give

an account of the money he had already appropriated. Maiandrios'
response is récorded by Herodotus without any hint of surprise. He
realizes that if he lets go of power, someone else will set himself

up as a tyrant in his stead; and, deciding not to abdicate, he summons
the Samians one by one on the pretext of giving én account of his
financial dealings, and forthwith arrests and imprisons them.. From

51

that point on things go from bad to worse™ , and when Maiandrios falls

i11 his brother Lykaretes, ambitious himsélf for power, puts all the
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prisoners to death ( 3.143.2 ): o0 yap &, g oluacy, éBodrovto elvar
€xed8epou, comments Herodotus laconically. When Syloson comes with
the Persians, Maiandrios and his party agree to hand over the island
and withdraw into exile. He is then, however, peréUadeﬁ,by his mad
brother Charﬂeos52 to change his mind and allow Charileos to take
revenge on the Persians, while he escapes to safety. Maiandrios
agrees, says Herodotus ( 3.146.1 ), not because he was so foolish

( odn £g ToUto dppocdvng dmuuduevos ) as to believe his forces could
get the better of the King's: dXAd ¢Sovdcag nErdov ZulooHvtu el
amovntt: Enerie amoidudeodar duépatov Tﬁy méAvv. - By provoking the
Persians he wished to render Samos as weak as possible and in that
condition give it over to Syloson, well aware that if the Persians
suffered harm they would become more hostile ( ®pooeunixpavéesdor )
towards the Samians, and confident that he had for himself a safe
escape-route from the island, by way of a secret tunnel he had had
built from the citadel to the sea. There follow scenes of destruction
as terrible as anything in Herodotus: Otanes deliberately forgets
Darius' instructions and orders his troops to kill both man and child
( 3.147.1f ),-andvhalf the army lays siege to the citadel, while the
othér'half s]aughteré anyone that comes in its way, both inside and
outside sacred places ( an emphatic way of underlining tHe horror ).
The Persians finally destroy the island and hand it over to Syloson
without inhabitahts, a terrible fate for a Greek city. The gods
however take note ( or seem to ): for, later, Otanes populates the

island again, when apparently prompted to it by heaven ( 3.149 ).

Herodotus proceeds by implication only, but it is clear enough what
he intends: Maiandrios' decision to renounce his democratic intentions
and keep the tyranny in his own hands may have been reasonably

motivated in the first place, but once the decision had been made,
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even Maiandrios., "who wanted to become the most just of men", found
himself involved in betrayal and injustice - just as Otanes predicted
such a man would end up. First we see him deceiving the first citizens
of Samos into giving themselves into his hands - a typical tyrannical
deception53 - then hahding over Samos to Syloson and the Persians,

the very tyranny from which he had attempted to free the island when

he took over power from Syloson's brother, Polycrates. Fina11y,.on

bad advice; he decides to allow Charileos to incite the Persians to
retaliation in the full knowledge that this would be disastrous for

the island, so that it should be left an empty prize for his rival.

It might be arqued that Maiandrios' 'double character' is a result
- of Herodotus cobbling together, whether consciously or not, a tradition
favourable to the tyrant with one hostile to him. This approach has
not, however, been- favoured by commentators; indeed a recent

study of Herodotus' Samian SourcesS4 seems unaware of any problem

here, when it concludes that “Hérodotus aristocratic source must have been
favourable to Maiandrios or we cannot explain the attribution of high
motives to him". But such a view is both discouraged by the evidence -
the greater part of the account, from the denunciation by Te]esarchos
onwards, is in material detai] most unflattering to Maiandrios - and
methodologically flawed, since we must surely allow for the possibility
that Herodotus has a free hand in the attribution of motive. The more
natural explanation is that his Source was hostile to the tyrannical
usurper, Maiandrios,rand that Herodotus himself has supplied the motive
( imb SLraLoTdTwl &vépmvVBoulouéku‘yevéceau oOu éngéYETO ) which

causes his account to be paradoxical.
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Certainly there may have been at Samos a sanctuary of Zeus
Eleutherios, and it may conceivably have been set up by Maiandrios;
but even this need not imply that the historical Maiandrios actually
intended resigning the tyranny, but merely that he meant to contrast
his own administration with that of Po]ycrate555. At any rate we
cannot conclude from the existence of such a cult that the Samians
in Herodotus' day continued to think kindly towards its initiator.
We can more easily imagine that Herodotus' Samian (?) informants
represented Maiandrios' attempted resignation as a mere pretence -

a reasonable inference from his subsequent atrocious behaviour -
and that Herodotus decided on hiskown initiative that matters
were ( 6r ought to be: ) more complicated. Moreover for him the
Samians are not coerced by an aggressive tyrant, but rather

pathetically throw away the chance of 'freedom'56

, a point which

he underlines in another authorial inference ( 3.143.2 ): o0 ydp &1,

bs oluaol, éBovrovto elval &éxedSepou. In other words, by the use of
inferences as to motives, Herodotus steers an independent course through
the currents of his source-material. He accepts the facts which the
Samian polis tradition, with its anti-tyrannical bias, offers him, but
interprets them in his own way: Maiandrios' freedom speech and his
motives are Herodotean free invention; and at the same time he inserts

a counterweight to the bias of his source: the Samians were wrong to

denounce Maiandrios, having failed as they did to recognize freedom

when it was offered them.

It is reasonable then to suppose that this is yet another example

of the model we are studying and that the ‘'paradox' of Maiandrios'
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behaviour has been deliberately contrived. Herodotus characteristically
leaves the inconsistency to speak for itself, but comments at some
Tength on an aspect of Maiandrios' motivation which does not immediately
strike us as requiring detailed explanation. What we most expect some
comment on is Méiandrios' spite, his determination to do Samos the most
harm he can, which strikes us so forcibly after Herodotus' explicit
observation that he wanted to behave most justly. Herodotus, however,
avoids this topic and remarks instead on the practical reasoning

behind his betrayal of the Samians, even to the bathos of explaining

in detail about his escape tunnel. The words odu ég toUto -

&ppooduns amurduevos  at first sight seem to be about to introduce a
comment on Maiandrios' lack of sophrosyne, but instead turn into an
observation about his level-headed and cynical calculation of the
chances of escape; there seems to be a deliberate play on the ambiguity

of the word aphrosyne here®’ .

There is something of a parallel to the behaviour of Maiandrios
in the story of Deioces ( 1.96-101 ), a story generally agreed to be
the product of literary imagination rather than oral tradition, at
the very least in its detailed design58; and certainly its essential
coherence can hardly be doubted, so that here we have an example of
Herodotean paradox which cannot easily be argued away in terms of the
influence of conflicting sources. Indeed in this case the paradox

is indisputably an integral part of the story.

Deioces was a clever man, begins Herodotus ( 1.96.1ff ), who
conceived ‘a desire for tyranny over the Medes, and devised the following
plan. “Even before, he had been highly regarded in his village, but
now he began to practise justice with even greater zeal and application;

and this he did although there was much lawlessness throughout Media,
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and knowing that injustice is a foe to justice ( 8ti téL Sumalwl 1O
48Luov morduLdv €oTL )59. We then trace the rise of Deioces through his
magistracies, in which he is upright and just "since he 15 wooing
absolute power" ( 96.2, ofa wvduevos dpxfv ), through his abdication
of responsibi]%ty at the moment when he sees his victims are properly
ensnared ( 97.1f ), through the resumption of gﬂg@igb( 97.2 ), to the
assembly of the Medes at which, as Herodotus guesses, it is the friends
of Deioces who are the loudest in their denunciation of the times and
their clamour for a king ( 97.3 ). Deioces is put forward and praised
by many ( 98.1 ) and finally chosen king. Then Herodotus describes at
some length ( 98.2-99.1 ) how Deioces had built for himself the city of
Ecbatana and the further precautions by which he kept himself at a

distance from his subjects60

, so that his contemporaries, those who

had been brought up with him and came from no less distinguished
families and were not inferior to him in nobility, should not see him,
envy him and plot against him, but so that he should appear to them
different. Maiandrios"' observation onrthe injustice of tyranny which
presumes to elevate the tyrant artificially above men who are his equals
( 3.142.3, above ), offers a striking commentary on the significance of
these details for Herodotus. Once in power Deioces was severe in the
administration of justice ( 100.1, fiv 13 &Cxaiov gurdoowv yarends ),
dealing with suits by means of written petitions and replies; amd if he
found anyone guilty of wrongdoing, he would punish him according to his

deserts ( 100.2, wnat’ aflnv éxdotou ddiufiuatos ésuralev ), and he had

spies and informers through the length and breadth of his kingdom.

Deioces' case is similar to that of Maiandrios in that both make
an effort to behave justly and both end up behaving tyranically; but
Deioces'’ practice of justice is self-interested and directed almost

from the start, paradoxically, to the pursuit of absolute power, and
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hence it seems no more than a pretence. Yet though Herodotus stresses
that Deioces behgves throughout with ulterior motives, the matter is not
as simple as that. Even before the awakening of his ambition Deioces
had had a good reputation ( 96.2, éwv nal mpdtepov &6uLuoS ) SO thaf
his behaviour poses a tricky conundrum: he is apparently a just man who
decides to make use of justice for an unjust purpose. Deioces practises
justice "knowing that injustice is its foe", which, difficult though it
is to interpret ( cf.n.59 ), must imply that he actually believes in

the Tmportance of justice for its own sake. Once in power, he becomes
even more meticulous than ever in the administration of justice:
normally autocrats are found to 'take justice into their own hands'

and hence pervert it ( cf.3.80.3-5 ), but Deioces surprisingly avoids
doing so. Instead of the usual arbitrary despotic punishments, which
bear no relation to the gravity of the crime6], he imposes penalties
‘precisely in accordance with guilt'. His administration of justice

may seem insufferable and a denial of freedom ( especially his 'secret
police' ), but it is still justice fairly dealt. There are two clear
paradoxes here: the paradox of Deioces' just behaviour for unjust ends,
and the paradox of a tyrant metiéu1ous]y devoted to the preservation of
justice62. We think we know what Deioces is 1ike, when Herodotus tells
us so explicitly that all he does is undertaken with absolute power in
view; and yet there are elements in his behaviour which confuse and
provoke. Herodotus seems to be letting us in on Deioces' motivation,
but when we look closer we see much that still calls for explanation.
Herodotus keeps his character at a certain distance and challenges us

to make sense’of him, if we can63. The man who has the ambition to gain
the tyranny of the Medes is also the man who is strong enough to be

able to impose justice in the interests of social order ( see further

Ch.II.i.B below ).
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5. We should turn next to a slightly different type of paradox, the
paradox brought about through 'perspective' or the manipulation of

context. A particular individual, or a particular quality or action
of an individual, can be made to take on a quite different appearance
according to 1t§ context. By this means Herodotus can illustrate thé

'relativity' of our judgements of human nature itself.

The embassy of the heralds Sperchias and Bulis to the court of
Xerxes ( 7.134ff ) well exemplifies these confusing changes of aspect.

The daring64

of the two heralds ( says Herodotus ) was something to
wonder at ( 7.135.1, Sduatos 4&¢n ). as were their words. For on their
way to Susa they were met by Hydarnes, the satrép of the Asian seaboard:
Hydarnes offered them his hospitality and asked them why they did not
become friends of the king. "Consider how the king rewards good men:

look at me and my position. You too if you gave yourselves to the king's
service ( for he holds you to be good men ) might each rule over Greece
with the king's dispensation". The heralds reply that Hydarnes'

advice does not take account of their condition, which is so different
from his: he has full knowledge of what it is to be a slave, but

no experience of freedom, and cannot tell whether it is sweet or not65.
If he did know freedom he would recommend they fight to defend it nbt
with spears but with axes ( i.e. to the last gaép-). At Susa and before
the king they refuse to be cajoled or pushed into the required
proskynesis: it is not customary ( &v véuwe ) for them as Greeks to
offer obeisance to a mere mortal and that is not why' they héve come.

They explain to Xerxes (136.2 ) fhat they have been sent by the Spartans
to pay the penalty for the Persian heralds killed as Sparta. To which

Xerxes replies that he will not behave like the Spartans: they confounded

the Taws ( nomina ) which are binding for all men, when they murdered

the heralds; but he himself will not do what he has blamed them for
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doing™ ", nor, by killing them in return, free the Spartans from their

guilt.

The story affects us unexpectedly, and it does so by a manipulation
of perspective. The device of reflexion ( c¢f. Ch.IIT n.105 ) is used
three times in succession: the Spartans point out to Hydarnes that, not
being free, he cannot appreciate what freedom means to them; and at Susa
they reflect on how proskynesis Tooks to them as Greeks - a matter of

Greek nomos; Xerxes reflects back to the Spartans how their murder of

more compelling and serious one this time, in that the nomos in question
is binding for all men equally. The Spartans may have scored two points,
but Xerxes scores the last one, and it seems to count at least double,

if not more. The moral advantage is all his: men have a moral duty

to behave just]y; but they have no moral duty to be free. Freedom is
something that is morally neutral in Herodotus: fine as it may be, it is
in essence no more than an expression of self-interest ( see Ch.II.passim ).
It is the brash and selfish arrogance of free men that the Spartans -
for all their daring - stand for, when made to face the just reproof

of Xerxes,

Unexpectedly Xerxes here stands for wisdom and justice: for all his
own barbarous injustices, he can justly throw the wrongdoing of the
Greeks in their faces. This is not however some puppet Xerxes, dressed
up to serve a purely dramatic purpose. We must ask ‘what is meant by

his megalophrosyne? The only other place where Herodotus uses this
67

word™" is in the description of Xerxes' excavation of the Athos
peninsula, undertaken ( 7.24 ): peyaroppooduns elvenev ... €3éAwv Te
s8vaucy drodeluvuodal  ual pvnudouvva  ALTEoDol, - for Herodotus an

act of the same symbolic significance as the bridging of Hellespont.
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Arrogant, hybristic pride and self-glorification are the faults of
Xerxes at the one extreme; but the same word may express the same

characteristics in completely different guise68.

What is excessive

and immoderate in his behaviour over Athos becomes restrained and sober
in conversation with the Spartan heralds: in the same man is the capacity
for both extremes of behaviour and by a startling pun Herodotus

contrives to express them both with the same word69. That this is a

reasonable interpretation of the passage is shown both by Critias' use

of the word megalophrosyne as an admirable quality of Cimon ( DK 88B8.1 ),
111ustrating that the word is inherently ambiguous, and by a story told
of the younger Cyrus in Xenophon ( Anab.1.4.8 ). Cyrus allows two

men who have wronged him to go free, even though their families are in
his power: “Let them go“, he says, “el6dtes 81 nanlovg eloL mepl

%

hudsi § nuels mept énelvouvg "

Obviously here Cyrus' magnanimity is a
paradigm of upright behaviour, and this confirms our interpretation of

Xerxes' megalophrosyne in the case of the heralds as magnanimity rather

than boastfulness. Needless to say, what is in Xenophon the virtuous
clemency of a uniformly 'good king', is not such a simple matter in the
case of Herodotus' Xerxes, whose barbarous and despotic side is otherwise

much more prominent.

The passage as a whole then offers a characteristic inversion through
‘perspective’. Qur appreciation of the Greek attitude to freedom changes
from admiration to something more qualified, when it is brought up against
the ( itself unexpected ) 'justice' of Xerxes. Or in other words, we see
Greek freedom 'in perspective' through seeing it in a differenf, unusual

context70. As for Xerxes himself, the paradox of his mega]ophrosyné

has to do with another sort of perspective: in different contexts we

see different aspects of the same qualities in his nature.
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6. This latter type:. of paradox is one we also meet in our last two
examples in this section, Miltiades . and Themistocles. On these two
heroes of the Persian wars success confers something like the same
eXaggerated pre-eminence as attaches to Herodotus' tyrants and despots,
and there is c1e§r1y a sense in which their good fortune "goes to their
heads' and turns them from heroes into scoundrels. But here too,
especially in the case of Themistocles, change is in some ways not
really change at all, but the emergence of the same qualities in

a different guise.

Miltiades, the hero of the hour at Marathon, is suddenly seen in
quite a different Tight in the aftermath of the Greek victOry71. We
have approved, or thought we approved, his appeal to Callimachus on
Athenian freedom ( 6.109 ), but our sympathies are at once’a]ientated;
when, after the battle, he turns his attention to the reduction of
Paros ( 6.132 )72. Herodotus here underlines the ambiguity of
Miltiades'  position, when he says that “"even before;' Miltiades

was highly regarded, and now he went from strength to strength” ( xal

To6Tepov eVSOULUEWY ... T8Te pdAAov alfeTo ). The word*ggﬁahésfﬁéi
has consistently ambiguous overtones in Herodotus, since when an
individual rises to a certain eminence; or when a people grows to. a
certain strength, almost invariably he or it start to overstep the
limits of moderation. Empires grow at the expense of the liberties of
others, and when individuals rise to positions of power and influence
they abuse the trust of others, jugt as we saW‘DeTbces, for example.

do in Media ( cf, ChaII,i;B ). There is an instructive parallel

here with the rise of Peisistratus to the tyranﬁy*( 1;59;4f‘): having
formerly won acclaim ( ;o4repov ebéouuuﬁédg ) for his generalship

in the war with Megara, he managed to deceive the people into giving
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him the bodyguard with which he eventually came to power ( cf. Ch.IT.
ii.A ). 1In the same way Miltiades uses this opportunity to 'deceive'
the Athenian people ( see below ), whose acclaim he has won for his
past record and for his recent achievement at Marathon. Thus

once shamefully abuses that trust in pursuit of his own interests. The

words tdre pEadov allEeto encapsulate the essence of this paradox.

And yet Herodotus is also concerned to point out that the Athenians
are content with being deceived, and this stretch of narrative is an
iateresting reflexion on their aspirations in the aftermath of Marathon,
quite as much as those of Miltiades. He told them that he would Tead
them to a place where they could without effort procure gold in
abundance. The process of persuasion and the nature of the expedition
clearly have something in common with the episode of Aristégoras’
embassy at the time of the Ionian revolt ( 5.97 ). The Athenians, for
all that they are 'lovers of freedom', are most interested in easy
profit for themselves: they withdraw from the Ionian revolt, as soon
as they see Aristagoras' promises will not come true so easily; and they
soon turn their freedom—ffght'at Marathon into an excuse for private
gain., The expedition against Paros has indeed an ostensible
justification73, that the Parians had sent a trireme in the service of
the Persians to Marathon ( 6.133;T }; but when Herodotus tells us
later that Miltiades on his return was proSecuted'for\fégéiéf‘( 136.1 ),
the reason we naturally infer is that he failed eithér to bring back
any money or to capture the island ( 135;1, obte yphuato AfnvaloLoei. ©i
dywv olte Ndpov mpooutnoduevos ). Moreover we are also told that Miltiades
failed ‘to tell the people where he meant to sail to ( 6.132, o0 gpdoag
opL ém’ fiv ¢nLotpatedoetal x@pnv, GAAG @ag oOTOUS HATATAOUTLETV fiv

¢ v 74 . ] L _ A
ol Emwvtatr ) ., and moreover that he had a private grievance against
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- one of the Parians who had slandered him to Hydarnes ( svaBardvra ).

It is significantrthat Herodotus has here dredged Qp a grievance from
Mi1t1ades"past75 which reminds us that the champion of Athenian freedom

at Marathon had previously been tyrant in the Chersonese and in league with
Persia. at least until the 1nc1dent at the Danubé bridge, and probably even
after ( see below ). Herodotus has not chosen to disquise the ambiguities
in the character of the historical Miltiades, but presents them in their
most disturbing form.

76

He has moreover framed the heroism of Miltiades at Marathon with

his treason trials at Athens, the first ( 6.104.2 ) in which he is called

to account for his tyranny in the Chersonese77

, and the second { 6.136.1f )
brought by Xanthippus after the Parian expedition., for betraying.the
Athenian people ( apate ). The first trial brings home the paradox of his
flight from the Chersonese to become the hero of Athenian freedom

after his tyranny, and reminds us that if Miltiades' enemies had had their

way. Athens would have lost her champion, and herself succumbed to the
"tyranny' of Persian rule. Earlier Herodotus had told us how Miltiades

was sent to the Chersonese by the Peisistratids, by whom he was well treated,
despite what they mhad done to his father ( 6.39.1 ), reflecting the fact
that he and his family were indeed at this stage hand-in-glove with .

the tyrants78. The irony of the second trial is underlined by Herodotus

in his 'report' of the apology spoken for Miltiades by his friends ( 136.2 ),
who appealed to his services at Marathon ( moAAd énipepvapévor ), and also
to his capture of Lemnos and punishment of the Pelasgians. Herodotus'
reconstruction of theftria] here is as likely to be h{s own work as that of

a source: there is nothing unusual or particularly memorable about such

a defence by appeal to past services, indeed we would have been surprised

if such a defence had mot been inveked. The point of this recon-

-struction is, however, easy to appreciate: to contrast the two
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sides of Miltiades' life, his services to the Athenian people and his

deception of them over the affair of Paros79.

The Parian affair reflects no credit on either Miltiades or the

Athenians; both show a decidedly unattractive appetite for profit
( pleonexia ), which distinctly upsets the glorious effect of Marathon.
And yet it is clear that Herodotus means to prefigure this development
in Miltiades" brave words to Callimachus even before the batt]e; If we
turn back to this speech ( 6.109.3ff ), we can see, in retrospect at least,
that fine a thing though freedom is, it has nothing very much to do with
morality and a great deal to do with self-interest and the appeal of
profit. "If you do what I say", says Miltiades ( 6.109.3 ), "and
Athens survives, it is possible for her to become the leading city in
Greece" ( otln 1é éotL mpdtn TV 'EAAnviSwv moAlwv yevéodair ). And
it is the same message with which the speech c]oses ( 6.109.5 ): "if you
do what I say, your fatherland will be both free andbthe'first city in
Greece ( - a prediction now, merely a possibility! - ); but if you do what
the otherssay, you will have the opposite of all the good thihgs
( agatha ) which I have mentioned”. Miltiades" ambition for the future
of Athens is what dominates the speech, and that ambition is something
that the reader of Herodotus can only view with alarm: he cannot forget
how Miltiades' prophecy came true and by what process the Delian
League was transfofmed into the Athenian empirego. The promise of
becoming the "first city in Gfeece“'is only comprehensible as a promise
about power, just as the 'good things' mentioned by Miltiades are clearly

the prizes of empire.. Thus the future of Athens after Marathon is a
mirror of what happens. to Mi]tiadest.thelpowef and influence they win
from their heroic fight for freedom leads them to a much more ominous
and sinister ro]e;_and from the freedom-fighters they turn into imperialists.

The Parian affair is just the the beginning of this mucﬁ'greater




development. Miltiades is at once the spokesman for the admirable
determination of the Athenians to resist ens]avement(and for their
ambition for power and profit; and in a sense both he and the Athenians
are paradoxically fighting for both thingé at the same time. It is

no mistake that this is Miltiades the tyrant speaking: the ambiguity
of his character is the same ambiguity that attaches to the Athenians

with their democracy-tyranny ( see Ch,II passim ).

The question of what source-materials Herodotus used for his
Miltiades-narrative, is more complicated than it has sometimes been
made to seem. Certainly the hypothesis that Herodotus follows a
Philaid source for whatever in the story is complimentary to Mi1t1ade§3
is wholly unnecessary8]. We know firom the Attic comedy, for example,
that in Herodotus® day Miltiades was popularly remembered as one of the
old, illustrious, but dependab]e; democratic heroes; as evidenced in
particular in his resur?ection, along with Aristides; Pericles and others;
in Eupolis*® Demoi, to help restore the Cfty to rights82, Thus we need
invoke no esoteric family source to explain the parts of‘HerodOtUS'
narrative which are complimentary to him: there can have been few to

question that he was indeed the ﬁero of Marathon and Athehian freedom,

In particular there is no reason to accept the traditional view
that Herodotus' account of Miltiades' speech at the Danube bridge in
favour of liberating Ionia by withdrawing the support of the Ionian
tyrants from Darius, is in any sense Philaid fictiony designed to
provide an apology for Miltiades' tyrannical past83. He is depicted
by Herodotus as merely lending his voice to the plan presented by

the Scythians, not, as we would expect if this were indeed an apologetic

fiction, calling for the liberation of Ionia on his own initiative.
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Miltiades remains for Herodotus a tyrant who owes his position to Persian
support84. Thus Darius later takes no reprisals against his son,
Metiochus, when the Phoenicians capture him ahd brihg him to court, but
rather treats him with honour ( 6.41.4: cf. his equa]]y‘misguided
treatment of the twofold traitor, to Greece and to the king, Histiaos:
6.30.2 ). Thbugh Miltiades is indeed hounded out of the Chersonese by
the Phoenician fleet ( 6.41.1ff and 104.1 ), we are not told the reason.
On the contrary Herodotus, as some commentators have found curious85,
surprisingly fails to mention any involvement of Miltiades with the
Ionian revolt, which he may well in reality have assisted. Indeed;
as we saw, Herodotus seems to want to imply by his mention of the
grievance of Miltiades against Lysagoras of Paros, for having
'"denounced' him to Hydarnes, that he had until recently kept up

'friendship' with Persia, even if only dup]icitous]y86.

It follows from this that we cannot expect to be able to extract
a Philaid apology for Miltiades out of Herodotus® narrative of his
life. We should not however pretend on the other hand that the
‘contradictions" of his career are an original insight of Herodotus,
Miltiades was indisputably a tyrant in the Chersonese, and he was

indisputably prosecuted in the Athenian courts after the Parian
| 87

expedition, and those things are likely to have been well known
What is important here however is Herodotus® emphasis: he need not have
so sharply juxtaposed the shadier sides of Miltiades® 1ife with his
glorious achievement at Marathon. Nor, more particularly, did he need
in describing the Parian expedition to insist on Mi]tiades“‘ﬁ?ﬁfﬁﬂjﬁﬁi
of the demos ( i.e. not explaining the target of the expedition ); or
oh his squalid appeal to their instinct for quick and easy profit.
These are interpretative details supported by Herodotus on his own

initiative. The story of Lysagoras on the other hand is unlikely to
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have been 'imagined’ by Herodotus. although the malicious interpretation
of it here may be his own work. By making this a secret grudge,
Herodotus implies that Miltiades had reason to feel guilty about his
relations with Persia: moreover the story transmitted to him may have
made more of the service to Greece involved in his treachery to the

Great King, which Herodotus' version has entirely disguised.

Herodotus' Miltiades is clearly not the straightforward,
old-fashioned Athenian hero, whom Aristophanes and Eupoiis bracket
with Aristides, whose statue stood at Delphi beside Apollo and Athene
together with the heroes of the Athenian tribe588, or with Themistocle;

in the Theatre at Athens89

» or who was seen leading the Athenians to
victory in the Stoa Poikile. Herodotus was, like Aristophanes and
Eupolis, sufficiently distant from the events of 490 and before, to
be able to see Miltiades' career in simple heroic terms; but it is
just this simple picture that He has gone outof his way to complicate

with shadow and perspective. The material was no doubt there to assist

him in this - but he surely had to work to uncover it.

7. The case of Themistocles is similar, if somewhat more comp]icatedgo.
In both cases Herodotus shows no concern to play down the contrast
between the glamour of their defence of Greek freedom and the squalor

of the ambitions to which their success encourages them. Insofar as we
can recover it, the popular memory of Themistocles in Herodotus' day
resembled somewhat that of Miltiades, although the negative sides of

his 1ife had not been forgotten, neither his cupidity nor his eventual
flight to Persia. Although Themistocles does not merit resurrection in
Eupo]fé' Demoi along with the other worthies of old, perhaps because
"though a wise man, his fingers were too itchy forgo]d'gl, he receives

a remarkable laudation from the sausage-seller in Aristophanes'
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Knightsgz. The Paphlagonian has just tried to claim that he has done
more for the city than ever Themistocles did, at which his opponent
protests that Themistocles filled the city full of good things, 'kneading

it intd one with the Peiraeus', that is building the Long Wa11593.

“You
dare to compare yourself to Themistocles", he ends up:: xdretvog pev
pedyeL ThAV Yiv, oU &  'Axuiielwv dmopdttet . This reference to
Themistocles' 'bad end' dught not to be perjorative if the contrast
between the old hero of the democracy and the new grasping demagogue
is to be consistent; and this may indicate the beginnings of an
apologetic tradition for Themistocles' career, in which his disgrace
came to be blamed on the phthonos of the democracy. In Plato's
Gorg1a594, Socrates argues ( unexpectedly ) against the 'popular'

view advanced by Gorgias and the Callicles that men 1ike Themistocles
were indeed heroes of the democracy ( e.g. 503C: Callicles speaking ):
¢ 6¢€; Geprotouréa odn &ﬁgi&etg “dvspo Ayasdv yeyovdte nal Kluwva

not MuATiddny uol Mepuuréa TOUTOVL TOV VEWSTL Ierxé/\g!{m!"‘f??fk:o@ noLL

oV dudnoas; Lysias Tists Solon, Themistocles and Pericles as men whom
the ancients chose as Tawgivers,\in the belief that their laws would
match their charactersgS. In the philosophical schools indeed
Themistocles came to be adopted as a paradigm of the wise statesman96.
A1l this certainly, does not 1imply anything Tike a univocal tradition
favourable to Themistocles in the Tate 5th and early 4th centuries, nor
would it be reasonable to expect such a tradition for any historical
figure of the Persian Wars generation, least of all one whose career
was as obviously flawed as that of Themistocles.  Itidoes however
suggest that by Herodotus' day Themistocles had become sufficiently
remote in the popular memory to be remembered with more indulgence than
animosity. Indeéd there was an obvious and simple reason why.this should

have been: the Athens of the radical democracy, with its abrasive,

ambitious demagogues, clearly came to be contrasted with the Athens
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of the generation that won the war against Persia and achieved the
earliest successes of the empire, the contrast, in short, which we

observe in the passage of Aristophanes discussedvabove.

The Herodotean picture of Themistocles however has received varied
and somewhat contradictory critical comment. Podlecki( p.68 ) speaks
the majority opinion when he treats Herodotus' portrait as essentially
unsympathetic: "Where Herodotus ( or his informants ) stood emerges ...
from the insinuation and damaging innuendowith which he tells his version

of the story. He Tines up squarely on the side of those97 ..

. who,
although they could not ignore Themistocles in the events of 480,
nevertheless did all they could to belittle his contribution and

besmirch his name”98. Podlecki argues that it was this Herodotean

malice that Thucydides' study of Themistocles was meant to answer99.
On the other hand, Fornara argues the opposite view that there is
nothing malicious about Herodotus' treatment of the hero of Salamis,
but that it is rather uniformly balanced and sympathetic ( p.69 ):
"The challenge to his skill was to create a believable character who was
capable of being at once the saviour of the Greeks in Xerxes' War and
the presumed traitor of not very long after". Thé present discussion
shares the opinion of Fornara that the portrait is complex and
coherently conceived, while differing on some details and on a general
principle: for me the measured po]arities of Herodotus' account of
Themistocles are a part of a much wider picture, the picture of the

contradictions in all human behaviour, which find their most exaggerated

expression in the lives of great influential men.

Before we illustrate this aspect of Herodotus' portrait, it will be
worth examining two well-known problems of the account, which have led

many commentators to the conclusion that he has been confused by a




source hostile to Themistocles.

The problem of his introduction of Themistocles at 7.143.1kas
aman - Eg mpdtovg vewotl maplwv  calls for some comment here. It
is traditiona]]j supposed that this 'understatement', the absence of a
fanfare for the hero of Salamis, shows the influence of a tradition

hostile to Themistoc]esloo.

Certainly it contradicts somewhat Herodotus'
own notice shortly after to the effect that Themistocles had already
initiated an important policy decision in having the silver of Laurium
used to build up the fleet for the war against Aegina ( 7.144.1f ), as
well as the external evidence which suggests he held the archonship

in 493-210], and the unequivocal testimony of the ostraka, which show
that he was already a 'candidate' for ostracism in the same year as
Megacles ( i.e. 487-6 ), as well as in the year of Aristides' ostracism
( 484-3 or better 483-2 )102. Indeed Herodotus' own narrative later
also shows us that he knew the confrontation between Themistocles and
Aristides which resulted in the Tatter's ostracism, to be an important
element in Athenian politics of befofe the war ( 8.79.1ff ). Attempts
to resolve the difficulty by arguing for example that the archonship
was at this stage an office of youth103, whether or not they are
historically sound, hakd]y counterbalance the ewidence of the ostraka
and Herodotus' own evidence for the conflict with Aristides. We can
however provide an account of Herodotus' literary intentions here which
will resolve the difficulty. In the first place, we should remember
that Herodotus' general rule, borrowed from Homer ( See above ), is to
avoid character judgements, except where they are to serve a precise

narrative function104.

Hence he is deliberately reticent here, perhaps
even provocatively so. The paradoxes of Themistocles' character and
Tife are to emerge through action. On the other hand, we should ask

if Herodotus has a particular purpose in disguising the extent of



Themistocles' earlier political career at this point, when other
references show that he is not ignorant of it. The answer seems to

be that we are invited to note the fortuitousness of Themistocles'
akme cofnciding with the moment of Athens' and Greece's greatest

need. In the séme sort of way, Herodotus .seems. to remind us of the
Tucky chance of Miltiades' emergence as the hero of Marathon, when he
might have succumbed to the plotting of his political enemies ( see
above ): so too he will later point out the good fortune of Leonidas'
emergence as the hero of Thermopylae ( 7.204-205.1 ), when he might
never have been king at all ( wtnoduevos nv Bactinlnv év Imndptnt

¢ dnpoodondrouv ). In other words, Herodotus has knowingly distorted
the shape of Themistoc]és' career to make a particular dramatic effect.
At any rate, even if this 1line of interpretation is rejected, it does
not mean the 'source-explanation' is the right one. It is hard to see
that there is anything malicious about this introduction ( cf. n.100 ),
nor has Herodotus glossed over Themistocles' earlier ( fortuitous: )
political triumph over the fleet for Aegina ( 7.144.1, etépn ¢
BeuLoToHAEL yvdun Eunpoode tadtng ég HaLpdv AploTeuse ), so that

he is clear in his own mind that Themistocles had already made at
least one valuable contrfbution to the political welfare of Athens
before the crisis of 480. We cannot be happy to argue that in one and
the same passage Herodotus is both misled and not misled by a source

hostile to Themistocles.

The other controversial problem of Herodo.tus-I account of
Themistocles is the part played by Mnesiphilos, the man who gives the
advice that battle must be joined at Salamis or Greece will be lost,
advice-which the Athenian general appropriates without a word ( 8.58.1,
0062V ‘Tpds TabTe dueLdduevos ) and proceeds to put before Euribiadas

as his own, though with many additions ( 58.2, gwvtod n0b€dhevog;
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nal dAra moAird mpeotidels ). This episode, and Herodotus' treatment
of it, have been thought to represent a deliberate slur on Themistocles,
an attempt to deprive him of the glory of having saved the day at

Sa1amis]O5.

As we shall see later, Herodotus does “intend  the story
to qualify the part played by Themistocles here, but it is quite clear
that qualification is the most it can achieve. Even if the story
detracts from the.origina11ty of Themistocles' planning, Herodotus by
his subsequent elaborate dramatization Teaves us in no doubt as to the
remarkable abilities of Themistocles in carrying through his intentions
in the assembly of the allies at Salamis, and in decisive action when
the time came when words alone would no Tonger suffice. Thus if he
lacks the same quality of foresight, in its widest sense, which
Thucydides so much admires in him ( 1.138.3 ), he honetheless possesses
- through Herodotus' explicit characterization, we must observe - the
ability which Thucydides is most emphatic about commending: uaL'Té
gbunav elnelv, 9loéws ugv suvduel, peA€Tng éé,Bpaxﬁéﬁ%p updiuofogléﬁ
o9tog altooxedidzeLy 1o 6€4vta €yéveto. .. This summétion of his
character could well describe the briT]iant intellectual manoeuvring

by which, with every twist and turn of events, Themistocles in Herodotus*
account finds a new way of carrying with him the fearful and imdecisive
assembly at Salamis ( see Ch.II.iii, for a detailed analysis ).

For this side of Themistocles' character we are wholly dependent on the
elaboréte speeches which Herodotus has improvised to illustrate the
vacillations of the Greeks before Salamis. Only on the unrealistic
view that these speeches were dictated to him by some” source favourable
to Themistocles, can we avoid the conclusion that Herodotus' ambivalence
towards the hero of Salamis involves an element of paradox. (And see

especially on 8.110.1 below ).
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This element of paradox emerges most clearly from the narrative
of the immediate sequel to Salamis. On the day after the battle, the
Greeks pursue the Persian fleet as far as Andros, where they pause to
debate their strategy. Themistocles ( 8.108.2 ) argues at first that
they should sail by way of the islands and pursue the fleet to the
Hellespont, where they should destroy the bridgesf Eurybiadas argues
the opposite, and points to the danger of trapping the Persian army in
Europe ( 108.2ff ), and the rest of the Peloponnesian generals agree.
Themistocles however then does a complete volte-face ( 109.1ff ) and,
turning to the Athenians, starts arguing Eurybiadas' case to them.

“In addition", he says, "our victory was a lucky chance: let us not
pursue the Persians further. It is not we who have defeated them but
the gods and heroes who begrudged that one man should rule both Aéia
and Europe, a‘man both impious and wicked, who treated holy things and
profane with the same contempt, burning and overturning the images of
the gods, who even whipped the sea and sent down shackles into its
depths. Let us stay in Greece and restore our homes and our crops,

and when the spring comes, let us sail to Ionia and the Hellespont".

- And this Themistocles argued, says Herodotus ( 109.5 ), because he

wished to lay up credit with the Mede, so that should any misfortune
befall him at Athens, he might have a refuge: ‘which indeed came to
pass‘. 1In saying this, Themistocles deceived the Athenians ( 110.1 ),

106 and having been shown

having in the past had a reputation for wisdom
to be truly wise and of good counsel ( »alL mpdtepov 560 YHEVOS eﬁyab
009dS €dvn é&v dAng€uc cogds Eﬁ‘ﬁaﬂi€589gxos ), so’that they weke

now prepared tb listen to what he had to say. Herodotus then describes
how he sent Sikinnos and others secretly to the king to explain that he

had done him a service ( 110.3 ) by preventing the Greeks from destroying

the bridges.




There is a very obvious structural parallelism in the story here:
the original mission to Xerxes before the battle, in which Themistocles
had feigned treason towards the Greeks ( 8.75.1ff ), is bélanced by
a second mission‘( with the same messenger, cf. 8.110.2, v nal
zéuuvvog 6 oluétng adtus éyéveto ) after the battle, in which he claims
both to have acted in the interests of the king ( and has not ) and to
be acting treasonably towards the Greeks ( and is ). Moreover the
second embassy clearly cannot be historical: Themistocles can hardly
have hoped to deceive the Great King again so soon, to mention not the

least of the possible objections107.

How much of this contrasting

parallelism is due to Herodotus and how much to the tradition before
him? Clearly we cannot talk of outright Herodotean invention, since
Thucydides, Ktesias and ( more obviously independent ) Aeschines of
Sphettos provide us with early testimonies to the prevalence of the

‘tradition outside Herodotus 108.

And yet we should not be too hasty
here. For Ktesias, the second embassy is only a device of Themistocles'
( with Aristides: ) to secure Xerxes' flight from Europe ( xal ¢elyeu
E€pEng BOUATIL TdALV nal TéXVﬂL’ApLOT€C50U nal Beutortoikdovg ). In
Aeschines the Socratic, Themistocles is said to have been unable to
persuade the Athenians ( sic ) to dismantTe the bridges, but then to
have sent the message to Xerxes pretending he had saved him. Similarly
in Thucydides ( 1.137.4 ), Themistocles writes to Artaxerxes that he
has done ' most harm to the king's house of all the Hellenes, but also
still greater good', a claim he supports with reference possibly to
the mission to Xerxes at Salamis ( mpodyyeroiv tfic dvaxwphoews ) and
clearly to the second mission ( thv t@v yegupdv, RV Geuslis
npoosnouﬁoa%o, T6T€;§Lfaﬁf%ygiépf sudrvosv ). Are we'ob1iged to conclude
that the Ktesias-version is the apologetic answer to an invention of

the tradition hostile to Themistocles, the Tatter independently finding

its 'way into Herodotus, Thucydides and Aeshines? Or could we not say
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that Herodotus initiated the malicious interpretation of an originally

favourable story ( as preserved by Ktesias ) and that his account

influenced ( directly or indirectly ) those of Thucydides and Aeschines]og?
Even if we do not accept that it was Herodotus' idea to make of

the second mission not a bland doublet of the first but a pointed

contrast, we are obliged to note the extraordinarily detailed drama-

tization of this episode. We are given a full account of this debate

at Andros, with a lengthy report of Eurybiadas' speech against the

proposal of Themistocles ( 8.108.2-4 ); a description of the state of

mind of the Athenians ( 109.1 ), followed by Themistocles' speech to

them, again at length ( 109.2-4 ); an account of their reasons for

trusting his advice ( 110.1 ); and finally a paragraph on the mission

to Xerxes ( 110.2-3 ), together with the speech of Sikinnos ( cf. 8.75.2 ).

A11 this dramatization, speeches, inferences as to motive and disposition,

is surely free invention by Herodotus; the fullness of the account

indeed lends support to the view that it had sufficient authority to

influence the tradition followed by Thucydides and Aeschines. On any

explanation of the origins of this version of the story, however,

Herodotus is clearly concerned to point up in the greatest detail the

twists and turns of Themistocles® career. For Herodotus, no .less than

for Thucydides, Themistocles is the man who both saved the Greeks at

Salamis and betrayed them when he subsequently went over to Artaxerxes:

this story, with its explicit reminder of Themistocles® medism ( {& TEP

&v nal éyévefo )» forms the bridge between these two sides of his life.

Moreover it underlines that Themistocles is indeed the same man all

through: on both occasions that he uses the diplomacy of Sikinnos

( and indeed on a third as we11; cf. 8.112.1 ) he is exhibiting the

same pppprtunﬁsm.__ The same quality that won the victory for the Greeks

at Salamis is used writh equal foresight to provide himself with a
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retreat from the disfavour of his countrymen. Those who argue that
Herodotus has been blinkered here against an appreciation of Themistocles'
virtues by .a hostile source, must face the paradox that at the very
moment of describing his deception of the Athenians he goes: out of his
way to remind us 6f, and commend inxhis own person, that genuine wisdom
and foresight which had won him their trust ( 8.110.7, &edvn &dv

danséws copds Te nol eBBourog ).

Herodotus moreover offers us an impressive and characteristic
irony here, when he puts into Themistocles"' speech to deceive the
Athenians an interpretation of the Greek victory which showsﬁhﬁﬁil?ty,
insight, piety and restraint. The Greeks; he argues, should see
their achievemnt in perspective; the lesson is clearly a Herodotean
one]]OE Needless to say, however; Themistoc]es is one of the people
least appropriate as the mouthpiece of such sentiments, and least of
all Herodotus® Themistocles. The immediate context; the second
mission of Sikinnos to Xerxes; forcibly reminds us that this
Themistocles’is duplicitous, ambitious, rash and treacherous: even
these very words of piety’are”meaht“to'decéfve. We have in short little
choice but to accept the irony of this speech as Herodotean. His
source at the most can have told him no more than that Themistocles
deceived the Athenians into refraining from destroying the bridges]]]:

the rest, with its lesson of piety and restraint, is surely Herodotus*

own elaboration.

8. We are now in a position to see that this sort of paradox is a
deliberate and characteristic device. Herodotus makes a habit of
having the ‘wrong' people say the 'right' things. A character can

be made to deliver an opinion that is penetratingly true or strikingly

upright, whose ‘behaviour otherwise ‘speaks only of blind misjudgement
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or a complete disregard for truth. We have already met two examples
of this, in Leotychidas' lesson on honesty delivered to the Athenians

( 6.86 ), and in Xerxes' lesson on justice to the Spartan heralds

( 7.136 ). Indeed the work's final chapter is a variation of the same
device ( 9.122 ): Cyrus, the founder of the Persian empire, the man
who initiated the nomos of Persian expansion ( cf. 7.8a.1 ), himself

M2 The

warns the Persians against the dangers of that expansion
particular examples which most closely parallel this speech of
Themistocles', are the various anecdotes of Pausanias' conduct after

Plataea, whose ironies were well observed by Fornara]]a.

In the story

of the concubine of Pharandates ( 9.76 ), of the interview with Lampon

of Aegina ( 9.78-9 ), and of the luxury of Mardonius ( 9.82 ),

Pausanias is made to speak for}He11en1c piety and restraint in

opposition to Persian excess - the same man, who, as all Herodotus'
generation will have known, so soon after succumbed to all the temptations
of Qrienta] despotism.( cf. Thucydides 1.130.1f, with Herodotus 5.32;

see further Ch.II.iii )113a_

Before drawing conclusions about the nature and variety of the
paradoxeé used by Herodotus 1in his treatment of character and action,
I wish to look at one more examp]e; on a larger scale, which will
show the techniques operating on a broader canvas, that is between

episodes rather more than within them.
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Herodotus on Human Nature, Part ii: Cleomenes.

1. Herodotus' narrative of the doings of Cleomenes is commonly
criticized as being the confused synthesis of discrepant materials.
Jeffery, for example, has this to say of C]eomenes]]4:

"Nearly all our knowledge of his reign comeskfrom

Herodotus, and ( inevitably in a non-consecutive

narrative covering so wide a range in space and

time ) the account is disjointed, one piece appa-

rently from a favourable source, another from an

unfavourable. The most hostile sources would be

the true queen's Agid next-of-kin, and the family

of the Eurypontid king Damaratos''S ... the most

favourable, his mother's family and the Eurypon-

tid next-of-kin of Latychidas ...".

At first sight this is a reasonable attempt to explain Herodotus'
text, but it is a kind of interpretation which offers little credit
to his intelligence. It assumes that despite the importance, both
literary and historical, which he clearly attaches to Cleomenes, he
has been unable to form any coherent model for his character to help
him in selecting and presenting his material, and instead has botched
it together in desperation at the complexity of the task. It is true
that the scissors-and-paste~theory:dees haverassuperficial-attraction
in this case, because of the apparently confusing way Herodotus has
laid out the story, scattered about in some disorder and without a
simple connecting narrative chain. To say that the presentation of
Cleomenes is 'disjointed', however, will not do if it means anything
more than that chronological order is d%sturbed and that the narrative

comes in the form of episodes]]G.

Stylistically and aesthetically the
Cleomenes stories do have a considerable coherence; indeed it is clear
that Herodqtus has gone out of his way to eiaborate the part played by
Cleomenes to give a “focus to long stretches of Greek hisfory ( 5.39-76

and 6.50-34 )11/,
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In this respect Cleomenes can be said to do for -Herodotus' Greek
history what his Persian or Lydian kings do for his oriental history]]8.
The story of Cleomenes indeed uses certain themes from the narratives
of Herodotus' oriental kings. As we shall see, for example, Cleomenes'
encounter with the river Erasinos ( 6.76.1f ) has an obvious similarity
with the 1rreverént treatment of rivers by eastern imperialists, and in

particular there are important correspondences with Cambyses. Both are

suspected of madness ( Herodotus uses the same word hypomargoteros of
119

each: -3.29.1, with 6.75.1 ), both die from self-inflicted wounds
and the madness of both, as well as their violent and prémature deaths
are traceable to acts of sacrilege ( see below ). fhese correspondencés
of detail suggest strongly that it was indeed Herodotus' intention to
make a coherent unity of the Cleomenes story, to be comparable with the

tragedies of his oriental dynasts.

In Books Five and Six, the various strands of Greek history in fhe
two or three decades before the Persian Wars have been worked into a
complex and impressionistic embroidery. The narrative is discontinuous,
selective, chronologically disjointed - buf we emerge knowing all we
really need to know. The danger of this whole fabric falling apart is,
in part at least, aVoided by Herodotus' deployment of the figure of
Cleomenes. The one character bestrides several key areas of Greek
history at this period: the emergence of Athens from tyranny and her
~growing dominance over her neighbours, the medizing of Aegina, the
crushing defeat of Argos, and .less specifically, the continuing and
growing tension between Sparta and the rest of the Greek world, both
her enemies and her allies, as We]] as Sparta's changed position in
international affairs, as reflected in her response to overtures from
Ionia ( Maiandrios, Aristagoras ). All this is essential for ou

understanding of the background to the events of the Persian Wars




..4 9...

themselves and the dispositions of the protagonists on the Greek side.
In this Cleomenes is made to stand for the Spartan body politic: the
inscrutable machinery of the Spartan state has de]iberate]y'been given a

human face by Herodotus to simplify and clarify the exposition.

2. Moreover the narrative of Cleomenes' doings is itself held together
by a strong element of patterning. The main pattern is the recurrence
of the motif of 'intervention', diplomatic and military interference

in the affairs of other states by Cleomenes and the Spartans: (a) the
two expeditions to remove thé Peisistratids at Athens ( 5.62.2ff );

(b) the intervention at the instigation of Isagoras to remove Cleisthenes
and his party from Athens ( 5.70.1ff ); (c) the abortive invasion
mounted by Cleomenes to punish the Athenians for their treatment of him
on his previous 'visit' ( 5.74.1ff ); (d) a further abortive mission
against a free Athens which 1ntekrupts the war with Aegina, an attempt
to restore Hippias ( 5.90.1ff: not explicitly described as being led

by Cleomenes ); (&) then Cleomenes' first abortive expedition to Aegina
( 6.50 )3 (f) the second successful mission with Leotychidas,

( 6.73.1ff ); (g) and finally the invasion of the Argolid ( 6.76.1ff ).
Herodotus shows us that he is indeed thinking in terms of patterns‘
here, when he says of Cleomenes' unsuccessful expedition against

Athens ( 5.76 = (c) above ) that this was the fourth time that the
Dorians had come to Attica, twice in war ( 6lg énl moréuwt ) and twice
with friendly purposes ( xal 6ls én’ dyaS®L ): the settlement of Megara
in the time of Codrus, the two times that they camé todrive out the
Peisistratids ( the first under Ankhimolios had been a failure; 5.62.2ff ),

. . . . 120
and now Cleomenes"® invasion of Eleusis Oh

We are entitled to infer that
he sees the same contrasts and comparisons in the rest of the sequence.
Herodotus uses the theme of intervention as the basis for variations:

success and failure, goodwill and aggression, just and unjust causes,
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pure and impure motive.

The expedition to remove the Peisistratids is in outward appearance
commendably motivated and carried off without abuse. The Spartans could
be justly proud of their reputation for ridding the Greek states of
tyranny ( cf. 5.92a.1 ), and, as we have just seen, Herodotus himself
describes the expedition ( in contrast with the later full-scale
invasion ) as undertaken for the good of the Athenians ( én’ dyodde,
5.76 ). But Herodotus has of course let it be known that the Spartans
had been encouraged by a false oracle from De]phi]z], and that in marching
on Athens they were disregarding their ties of gueét-friéndship with the
Peisistratids ( 5.63.2 ). In other words,.even at this stage Herodotus
has introduced disturbing cross-currents into the narrative of the
liberation ( see further Ch.II.ii ). The superficial impression
however is that Cleomenes is indeed acting here in the best interests
of the Athenians]zz. And yet the very same Cleomenes responds but

a few chapters later to a call from Isagoras to help expel Cleisthenes

and set up a narrow oligarchy ( 5.70.1ff ).

Herodotus'introduces this episode by mentioning two seemingly
gratuitous details, which however turn out to have particular point for
the interpretation of the narrative: (i) that Isagoras had become friends
with Cleomenes from the siege of the Peisistratids, and (ii) that rumour
had it that Cleomenes slept with Isagoras® wife. By mentioning thé
circumstances under which Cleomenes and Isagoras had become friends,
Herodotus means to draw our attention to the way that the present
enterprise contrasts with the Tiberation of Athens from tyranny, in
which both of them had played a part. By mentioning the rumour of
Cleomenes' adultery, Herodotus casts a smear over both the adulterer and

the cuckold, and we are invited to connect private with public morality:
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just as Isagoras lets another man into his bed, so he gives another man

responsibility in the private affairs of his c1ty123.

Further Cleomenes'
conduct of the mission, especially by comparison with the previous one,

is excessive and harsh. Having secured the removal of C]eisthenes and

his family by dredging up the Cylonian curse, as instructed by Isagoras

( 5.70.2 ), he nonetheless ( oV6év focov ) makes his way to Athens

( 72.1 ), and drives out 700 other families as guilty of the curse; under
instructions from Isagoraé. He then sets about removing the boule and
putting the constitution inte the hands of 300 of Isagoras' stasiotai.

But the attempt is resisted and Cleomenes and Isagoras having siezed the

Acropolis are besieged and then forced to surrender' 2t

Cleomenes' third expedition te Attica {( 5.74.1ff ) is motivated,
so Herodotus tells us, by nothing more than private enmity: émuotdpevog
ntepLuBplodal €neot xal Epyoror 1’ “ASnvalwv. We are told indeed
that he did not explain to the Peloponnesians why he was assembling
them ( od gpdzwy &g 10 cuiréyel ), but that his intention was td
punish the Athenian demos and set up Isagoras as tyrant. There is an
instructive parallel here with the behaviour of Miltiades after Marathon,
where Herodotus again-showsus a general with a pfivate grudge who witholds
his true intentions from the army ( cf. 6.132; oV gpdoos opL €1 fv

)125. The same Cleomenes who in the first

énbchafEGGETab Xéphb
expedition had freed Athens from the tyrants, in the second had supported
an oligarchic, anti-democratic factibn, in this third attempt at
interventicn plans to restore the very condition of tyranny he had, with
such apparent justice. helped to remove. As it happens Cleomenes is

faced with a revolt at Eleusis, when the Corinthians change their minds
and decide that what they are doing is wrong ( ds o0 movoev & &Cuara );

and they are followed by Demaratus ( 75.1 ), whom we judgé also to be

acting on right principle, since Herodotus goes out of his way to tell
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us that he had previeusly held no grudge against Cleomenes ( odn éav
svdgopos €v TdL mpdofe xpdvwL ). The alienation of sympathy for
Cleomenes is something that Herodotus is careful to chart: in the first
expedition he had acted with the support of both the Spartans ( gtpatnydv
. 4no6éEavtes ) and the majority of the Athenian people; in the second
he appears to be acting unofficially ( o0 oUv peydimu xevpl ) and withdut
the support of the body of the Athénfans; in the third ( od ¢pdzwv &c
10 ovAréyeLr ) he loses the support even of the Peloponnesian allies and
of his fellow-king, Demaratus. He is no longer a disinterested champion
of freedom but rather a self-willed and despotic leader, acting on
nothing better than private animosity. The parallel with Miltiades is
clear: both men are paradoxically 1ncohsistent in their championship

of the ideal of freedom, both seem to deteriorate in the same way.

That Herodotus is sensitive to the paradox of Cleomenes first
championing Athenian freedom, then plotting tc re-impose the,tyranny,
can be inferred from what he hés Socles of Corinth say when the Spartans
as a whole try to undo the work of the liberation ( 5.92a.1 ). "Surely
the heavens will change p]aces\with the earth, and men take to Tiving
in the sea and fishes on the land, now that the Spartans, of all people,
are destroying 'isocracies' and preparing to set up tyrannies" ( see
Ch.I1.ii ). It may be true that the Spartans were cheated by the
Alcmeonids into betraying their friends the Peisistratids ( see above ),
but Herodotus does not let us forget that they claimed credit for their

action, and thus fully deserved: the charge of inconsistency.

The same kind of reversal marks Cleomenes' behaviour over Aegina: in
the first expedition to the island Cleomenes appears to be actirg in the
best interests of Greece in attempting to punish the medizers among the

Aeginetans ( 6.50 ), and indeed Herodotus explicitly says later that
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his action is commendable at this moment ( 6.61.1 ): &6vta &v v Abylvne

126

wol Howvd THY 'EAASL Gyadd wpoepyagduevov He is indeed accused

byrkrios ogﬂécting on br{bery ( 50.2 ): "he is acting without the
authority of the Spartan assembly, bribed by Athenian money; if not, he
- would have come-to arrest them in company with the other king". But
(adds Herodotus) Krios said all this on instructions from Demau"a’cus]27 -
who was plotting meanwhile against Cleomenes at Sparta, as wé are told
soon after ( 6.51; cf. 6.61.1 ). On a first impression the accusation of
bribery seems unfounded, and Cleomenes seems indeed to be acting on

good principle for the safety of Greece; but neither Cleomenes nor
Herodotus attempts to refute the charge, and.nothing that is otherwise
said implies that it is not true. Though wé do not perhaps suspect
duplicity of motive on a first reading, we might well reconsider when

we are told later about Cleomenes' bribery of the Pythia. Herodotus

has merely planted the doubt: he puts the burden of interpretation on

the reader.

Cleomenes' settlement of the Aegina question is then interrupted
by his own plot to depose Demaratus ( 6.51-72 ), in the course of which
narrative we come to change our minds about his motives towards Aegina.
At 6.51 we hear that Demaratus was plotting against Cleomenes at Sparta
while the latter was in Aegina; at which point we are inclined, since

we have not yet heard enough about Demaratus' grievance]28

, to sympathize
with Cleomenes, who after all seems to be acting altruistically and 1in
a good cause. After a digression on the origins of the Spartan dual

129 that Demaratus was‘plottingbagainst

kingship, we hear again ( 6.61.1 )
his fellow-king while the latter was in Aegina: only this time we are
told explicitly what we had suspected before; that Cleomenes was
occupied with the common interests of Greece ( see above ) and that

Demaratus was motivated not so much by sympathy for the Aeginetans as by
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envy and jealousy ( o0 Alytvntéwv oUtw xnéduevos & 996vwL wal

2 . 130
aynu xpeduevog ) T

It is interesting however that Herodotus should put
it this way, allcwing that perhaps the Aeginetans did deserve sympathy.

No doubt Cleomenes was acting in the common interest of Greece, but his
action was certainiy an infringement of>the 1ibérties of another Greek
state, and perhaps not even a Spartan satellite ( cf. n.133 ). We are
beginning to see that Cleomenes' action is less simple than it at first
appeared. Indeed it is from this‘point that things start to change, as

we find out that, on his return ffom Aegina, Cleomenes sets about trying
td depose Demératus ( in turn as it wére ): there is no explanation here
of his motives, and we’p1uhge straight into a discussion of his'pretext,ké
with a digression on the amours of Ariston ( 6.61-4 ). When that is

err, Herodotus tells us ( 6.64 ) that it seemed fated for Ariston's
indiscretion teo come to light and deprivé Demaratus of\the kingship,
and that Demaratus had on this account violently fallen out with

Cleomenes ( Kxeousvét 5beéxﬁanu ueydiws ) even before, when he had led
the army back from Eleusis ( cf. 5,75.1 above ), and especially now that
Cleomenes had sailed against the Aeginetans. We cannot tell whether

this connexidn between Demaratus' behaviour at Eleusis and the

beginnings of his quarrel was actually made by Herodotué' source or
whefher it was his own inference]3]. Either way he has carefully chosen
his moment to bring it to our attehtion, since it now clearly makes a
difference to our appreciation of the quarrel between the two kings. At
Eleusis Demaratus had gone against Cleomenes "not from any previous
grudge", as Herodotus had made clear at the time, but following the lead
of the Corinthians who realised that "what they were doing was not justf.
By making this connexion here and not earlier as he might have done,
Herodotus‘makes us begin to see Demaratus' quarrel with Cleomenes in a

different 1light: opposing Cleomenes at Eleusis had been a just thing

fof him to do and did not deserve the hostility of Cleomenes. There is




_55_

then a symmetry in Herodotus' juxtaposition here: Demaratus' good deed at
Eleusis is balanced by Cleomenes' good deed at Aegina; so that just as
Demaratus seems to be wrong to use the occasion of Aegina to plot against
Cleomenes, so Cleomenes seems to be wrong when he dates his hostility to
Demaratus from the occasion of Eleusis. Herodotus goes on to say next
that it was Cleomenes' desire to pay back Demaratus (65.1, 6pundels

&v &EOTﬁvUG%uQ" . ) that decided him to band together with Leotycﬁidas;
and he does so on the understanding that Leotychidas will fo]]owvhim
against the Aeginetans ( én’ &L e ... &€petal ol én’ AlyiLvidtag )_‘ By

now this soundsrmuch more sinister than it did a couple of pages before
(6.61.1 ). It is not on]yrtﬁét fﬁe means ( the treacherous depositioh

of Demaratus ) affect our approval of the ehd ( the 'deserved' punishment
of the Aeginetans ), but the end itself begins to seem not quite the same.
Tﬁié suspicion is confirmed when we Tearn next ( 6.73.1 ) that when |
Cleomenes had succeeded against Demaratus, he at once took Leotychidas

to Aegina, smarting with anger at(the insult he had received from the
islanders: seLvéy TLvd ool EYHOTOV SLG TOV nponnkanuoﬁbv Exwv ]32_
Cleomenes 1is either not after all or not any more acting on principle,
but on private animosity. There is an obvious péra]]e] with his expedi- "
-tions to(Athens: in both cases he starts with an apparently good cause

( freedom at Athens, the common good of Greece at Aegina ) and ends doing

no more than settling a private score; in both cases he feels he has

Aegina ).

Once the Aeginetans have been forced into handing over the hostages
( 73.2 )]33, Herodotus tells us that Cleomenes and‘Leotychfdas deposited
them with the Athenians, or rather "with the people most hostile to the
Aeginetans, the Athenians‘ ( és fobg ¢x9Cotouvg Alyuvitniol “Agnvalous ).

In other words, this was no true parathéké, but one which had the interests
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of the 'deposit' least at heart: the Spartans hoped ( Herodotus surely
implies ) that the hostages would get a rough time. If we have not
already gUessed that this was a vicious act, we realize as much when
( 6.85.1f ) after the death of Cleomenes the Spartans put Leotychidas
on trial, at the instigation of the Aeginetans, and find him guilty of

criminal brutality ( perihybristhai ). And this is where for the Spartans

at least Cleomenes' intervention in Aegina "in the common interest of
Greece" has its ignominious end, with Leotychidas forced to argue for

what is effectively a reversal of the whole enterprise.

If this is the right way to read Herodotus' portrait of Cleomenes,
then we have much less reason to look for contradictions in his account
as evidence for the influence of rival sources. When at 6.61.1
Herodotus delivers an obviously favourable commentary on Cleomenes'
action in Aegina, when he was "acting in the common interests of Greece"
( xowvd THY 'EAADSL Gyadd mpoepyazduevov ); he is clearly exercising
his own editorial voice, rather than borrowing the judgement of a source.
If indeed a source had supplied him with such a judgement, and he felt
it to be inconsistent with his own model of Cleomenes' character, he
could just as easily have left it out altogether, and at the most have
said nothing more than he did at 6.51, a passagé which the present one
recapitulates in amplified form ( cf. n.129 ). Indeed the judgement at
6.61 is structurally quite independent of the two narrative panels of
Cleomenes' activities in Aegina ( at 6.50 and 6.73 ), and itself merely forms
a part of a link-passage, bringing Cleomenes back to Sparta for his
contest with Demaratus, after the digression of the Spartan dual kingship
( 6.51-60 ). We can hardly go so far in source-analysis as to postulate
that eVen~Heroddtus‘;link-passages depend for their sentiments on the
prejudices of his informants. The conclusion that Hérodotus himself

has intruded this surprising commendation of Cleomenes action is



_5'{-

irresistible.

This passage can help to explain the other favourable impressions
of Cleomenes. Its principal effect is one of perspective, of contrast
between the ignobility of Demaratus' plotting and the desirability
( to put it no.stronger ) of Cleomenes' action on behalf of Greece:
seen against the background of the threat from Demaratus, Cleomenes'
action appears admirable and uncomplicated. But the effect 1sﬂcertainjy
one of perspective only: it is not that Cleomenes bécomes a different
sort of person, but that in the right context his actions can take on
a surprising aspect; indeed it is Herodotus' point that an- unexpected
variety of behaviour can come from the same character, without his

necessarily ever changing.

3. Herodotus adopts the same sort of trick of presentation for his
first introduction of Cleomenes. When Maiandrios flees from Samos and
the Persians, he comes to Sparta to get help ( 3.148.1f ). He has his
gold and silver goblets polished and displayed, and invites Cleomenes
son of Anaxandridas, king of Sparta, to his house. Cleomenes wonders
at the goblets ( dmeSéuacé te nal 2Eemifooeto ) and Maiéndrios tells
him to take as many as he would 1ike. But though Maiandrios twice and
three times repeated his invitation, Cleomenes behaved most justly

( 3.148.2, Suraudratos dvbply ylverar ), in that he did not think

134. Realizing that

it right ( odx &5unatou ) to take what was offered him
if Maiandrios approached others of the Spartané, he would éucceed in

getting help against the Pérsians, he went to the ephors and said that
it would be best if the Samian stranger left the Pe]oponnéses lest he
persuade either himself ( Cleomenes ) or any other of the Spartans to

do wrong ( naxdv yevéosar ). The ephors agree to his request and

order Maiandrios out of Sparta.
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Clearly much of the force of this story is in the contrast between
Maiandrios and the Spartan king. Cleomenes' behaviour elicits from
Herodotus the comment that he acted most justly ( simaidtatos avépiv
YCVETGL )» and the words remind us of what he said of Maiandrios himself
only a few pages before ( 3.142.1 ), that Méiandrio; wanted to behave
most justly but was prevented from doing so ( tdu SunatotdTwl GVEETV.
Boviouévwt yevéodal oOn €Eeyéveto 3 c¢f. Ch.I1.i ). There is an
unmistakable irony here which the echo ( guaranteedkby the proximity
of the two passages ) underlines: we are encouraged to reflect how far
‘Maiandrios has come from his starting-point and to wonder whether
Cleomenes is not going to go the same way. The irony for Cleomenes is
that though he rejects bribery here, he ends up using bribery himself
in the most shameful of circumstances ( 6.66.2 }, corrupting the
promantis at Delphi to secure the removal of Demaratus. Herodotus
possibly knew that he could count on his reader's %ami]iarity, at least
in vague terms, with the corruptibility of Cleomenes, so that there is

meant to be a -surprise effect in this first introductien.



4. We next meet Cleomenes when Herodotus reports the arrival of another

ambassador to Sparta ( 5.39.1ff )]35

. It is clear that the interview with
Aristagoras ( 5.49.1ff ) is in narrative terms an elaboration or
amplification of the interview with Maiandrios: the same ingredients are
common to both scenes - the Ionian ambassador with shady motives, suing for
Spartan assistance against Persia, but with an ambition to restore himself
to power in his own city; the offering of temptation, in Maiandrios' case
gold and silver, in Aristagoras' case the riches of all Asia, which despite
the insistence of the ambassador is resisted by the Spartan king136. As an

elaboration, however, the Aristagoras’'scene is both more involved and more

closely observed than its model.

Herodotus at first delays the report of the interview itself, so
that 1t comes a number of pages after the first mention of Aristagoras’
arrival ( 5;39.1 with 49.1, a sort of ring ). In the course of these
pages Herbdotus has been building up a negative picture of Cleomenes:
he becomes thereby the unworthy successor to Anaxandridas, who by
contrast with the relatively uncomplicated hero Dorieus cuts a poor
figure. Again the trick of perspective is characteristically Herodotean:
the ~object of our attention changés before our eyes as the fie]d of
vision shifts to take in a different set of relations. Thus Cleomenes is
re-introduced at 5.39.1 as the successor to Anaxandridas, od wot’
Gvspayadlny oxav ( sc. thv BactAniny ) dAAG $oTd yévos. Herodotus

then plunges straight into the digression on Anaxandridas’ bigamy



50

( 5.39.2-41.3 ), with its bizarre consequences for Cleomenes' parentage.
The king's second wife is the first to bear child ( Cleomenes ), while
the first wife, hitherto barren, immediately after, 'as it so happened',
bears three children in succession, Dorieus, Leonidas and Kleombrotos,
and the second wife bears no more children after Cleomenes. Herodotus
strains after paradox and irony here. He tells us that Anaxandridas'
bigamy was 'wholly un-Spartan® ( cf. 5.40.2 ), so that although

C1eohenes succeeded by right of primogeniture, as was the custom

( cf. 5.4.2, with 6.52.3 ), Herodotus seems to imply that if his
father had observed Spartan custom he would never have been born in the
first place and Dorieus would have been king instead. Herodotus is
particularly interested in the confusions and contradictions of royal

137: such confusions suggest to him

succession, and especially at Sparta
that kingship itself is arbitrary and that it is by no natural right

that one man becomes king rather than any other. This is especially
evident in the case of Dorieus and Cleomenes. Herodotus returns to the
subject of Anaxandridas' successor ( 5.42.1 ) by observing that
fC]eomenes, as they say, was half-mad" ( see below ), while "Dorieus

was the best of his contempbraries and knew that by rights he should have
been king" ( ed te Anlotato wat’ dvépayadinv adtds oxfowv ThY

BaouAntnv; ¢f. 5.39.1 ). In other words, despite his natural advantage
Dorieus 1is overlooked in favour of C]eomenes, who is by contrast an

unworthy successor to the kingship138.

After a digression ofi the adventures of Dorieus after Teaving
Sparta ( 5.42.2-47.2°), Herodotus returns to Cleomenes yet again, once
more contrasting him with his half-brother ( 5.48‘): "if Dorieus
had put up with being ruled by Cleomenes and had remained at home, he
wou]d.have been king of Sparta; for Cleomenes ruled no. great length

of time, but died childlesls except for one daughter, Gorgo" ( ol ydp
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Tuva 1oAAdY xpdvov ApEe & Kieondvng, GAX’ dnéave dmnais, Suyatépa

podvny Aundv ). These words have caused considerable difficulty: it has
seemed that Herodotus has been misled by the hostility of his source(s)
towards Cleomenes into saying something not only historically inaccurate]39
but which seems even to overlook the importance of Cleomenes in his own

narrative]40.

There are however clear objections to this interpretation,
besides the obvious one that it credits Herodotus with the most extreme
short-sightedness. First an ad hominem argument: the inaccuracy of
Herodotus' historical claim may not on his terms be as glaring as it
seems to us. We cannot know how long he actually believed Cleomenes’
reign to have been, and he may have been relying here on an imprecise

calculation of the chronology of the reign]4].

Accordingly he may have
been influenced into believing the reign to have been a short one by the
consideration that when Cleomenes died, his brother Leonidas was still
young enough to succeed him - and even in the prime of 1ife, to judge

142

from Thermopylae - just as Dorieus might have done™'~. Clearly however
143

2

the point is not so much that the reign was short in terms of years
and Herodotus does not attempt to give the length of it in years. Indeed
this absence of a precise measurement may well be the clue to the |
understanding of what Herodotus 1srdoing here. If he had actually been
told by his source that‘Cleoménes' reign was shért, but without a figure, .
we should have expected him to have tried to test the statememt against

his own facts and suppTy the length of the keign from his own calculations.
It is hard to see how he can have been happy to accept such a report
without question, when on his own evidence Cleomenes' réignvcovers such

a wide range. The answer seems rather to be that he avoids giving a
precise figure, because he is aware that to do so would spoil the effect

he is trying to produce. Indeed we may infer that he is being deliberately
evasive from the form of words he has chosen at this point: o0 ydp TuLvo

moAAov xpdvov  looks very much 1ike hedging. The effect of the’Ei§]44
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is to intensify the adjective, so that we should translate "not a very
long time”, with a stress on the 'very'. 1In other words Herodotus seems
to be admitting that the reign was indeed relatively long ( for his
purposes! ), though not of the longest; but for the enclitic, however,

he would be saying something much less defensible.

What effects Herodotus means to secure by this sleight of hand can
be seen if we compare how he reports the death:of Cambyses ( 3.66.2 )s
"who ruled in all for 7 years and 5 months, and died childless, with
neither male nor female issue® ( Baculeboavta: v Ta mdvta €ntd £Ten

ol mévTe pfivag, drovde 68 TO mapdrov £dvto £poevos nal Sfreog ydvou ).

The similarity with Cleomenes is obvious - except that in Cambyses'
case Herodotus is not constrained to gloss over the exact 1ength of the
reign in years. -Both kings reign for only a short.time and die without
male issue: Herodotus could not of course dispose of Gorgo, although he
pointedly emphasizes that she is his only child, and female at that
( cf. 5.48, with 51.1 ). 'Cambyseg and Cleomenes, as we said earlier,
complement each other in Herodotus' account - and we can now see that that
includes the significance of their premature and childless deaths, both

‘ péyingfa fitting retribution for their crimes against gods and men. We
can compare also the fate of Leotychidas, Cleomenes' partner in crime:
as we have seen, Herodotus goes out of his way to report how Leotychidas
failed to live out his Tife as king at Sparta ( 6.72.1,00 uév o008
Aevtuxiong MafEYﬁpa év mdptnt ) and how he left no male heir, ( 6.71.2,
"Leotychidas' second wife bore him no male heir: éx tiis ol Epoev UEQ
yivetal ov6év, Suydtnp 6% houmutd ). There is an obvious parallelism
in the falls of Cleomenes and Leotychidas in Herodotus' account; and of

course both suffer for the same= crimes, both in Herodotus' judgement

S
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paying retribution for the wrong they did Demaratus]45.

Herodotus' "surprising inaccuracy" is thus not surprising, if we

appreciate his use of perspective here 146

, both in the anticipation of
Cleomenes' crimes and the appropriateness of his violent and premature
death, and in the contrast between Cleomenes, the man who is king by
virtue of his birth but deserves not to be, and Dorieus, the man who was
never king but deserved to be by merit. Herodotus invites us to compare
the reign of Cleomenes with what Dorieus might have achieved had he been
king, indeed with what his true brother, Leonidas, actually did .

achieve when Cleomenes died ( cf. 7.205.1v). From this point of view the
reign of Cleomenes was no more than an inglorious interlude: the glamorous

adventures of Dorieus in Libya and Sicily ( disastrous though they are:

5.42-7 ) serve in part at least to elaborate this comparison.

5. When, immediately after, we turn back again to Cleomenes, resuming
the story of his reception of Aristagoras ( 5.49.1 with 39.1 ), we are
disposed to him quite differently from but a few pages before. We are
no Tonger in a position to accept him as the uncomplicated hero of the
Maiandrios-story: we have been reminded of the tradition of his madness,
and that in point of virtue ( gndragathie ) he 1s'defic1ent in the
qualities of the good king. The comparison with Dorieus has made

us see him as weak. Aristagoras' temptation speech turns out to be

a test of that weakness - although not altogether straightforwardly.

The speech itself ( 5.49.2-8 ) introduces into the Greek history
an opportunity for comparing the different attitudes of Greeks and
orientals to conquest. It is a clear variation on the familiar pattern
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of the warning speech as delivered to eastern kings but a temptation

to territorial ambition rather than a warning against it. As many
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'warners' do ( cf. esp. Sandanis at 1.71.2ff ), Aristagoras supports his
argument with a sort of Hecataean ethnographic description of the enemy.

He observes that the Persians are an easy prey ( 49.3 ), since they fight
with bows and short spéars and go into battle weafing trousers ( anaxyridas;
cf. 1.71.2: a detail also highlighted by Sandanis ) and oriental headdfesses:
oUtw elmeTées xetpwdfval elot. He goes on to describe in some detail
the riches of all the different peoples of the Persian empire, and uses

his map as an aid to exposition ( 49.5 ): éeLnvis 6¢ Ereye tadra &g

rﬁé Yiis Thv meplodov. We are obviously reminded at this point of Hecataeus,
and not only Hecataeus the author. Only a few chapters earlier, Herodotus
reported how the great geographer had addressed the Ionian confederates

to argue the folly of revolt from Persia ( 5;36.2 ): nataréywy Td TE

29vea mdvto THV fipxe AapeTos wual Thv 8Vvaurv adrtodl. It is clear that
Herodotus wants to show Aristagoras turning Hecataeus' warning on its

head: both use the same evidence to argue quite opposite points of view.

Men Tike AriStagoras, implies Herodotus, see only what they want to see -
and more dangerous still try to persuade others to see things the same

way. There is of course something a little artificial in Herodotus'

putting Cleomenes here in the position of an oriental king, tempted

to engage in territorial ambition on this sca1e148.

To envisage a Spartan
king at this moment in history as a potential conqueror of the entire
kingdom of Asia is an improbable conceit, even for an Aristagorasg and
especially when we realize that all Aristagoras can really be asking for

is that Sparta help liberate Ion1a149. But the work as Herodotus has,
conceived it invites such comparisons; and besides we are here also looking
beyond Cleomenes and Sparta at the Athenians and Athenian democracy,‘which

the comparison much better suits ( cf. Ch.II.ii ).

The first thing Cleomenes does on hearing Aristagoras' speech is to

put him off for three days ( 49.9 )]50; rather than rejecting or accepting
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the proposition at once. When the time comes for him to give his decision,
he asks Aristagoras how far Susa is from the-sea ( 50.1 ): and Aristagoras
makes a surprising blunder ( té@Ala éwv cogds xal SuaBdilwv éxelvov.eld ):

he should not have told the truth if he wished to lead the Spartans into
Asia, but he did, éxp]aining that the journey took three mohths. Before
Aristagoras could describe‘thé journey, Cleomenes ordered him to leave
Sparta before sunset: "you are saying something the Spartans will not

hear of ( o0¥8éva y&prké¥9v7§65néa7§éygug Aauséaﬁuovtocdg ), asking to

lead them three months' joJrﬁey from the seaf. The abruptness of Cleomenes”
interruption ( 6napndoa§bT6v ...Ykévov ) and the firmness of his

dismissal ( wmpd 88vrog HAlou ) show not that he is doubtful whether the
Spartans wi]]vagree]S] but that he himself as a Spartan will not hear of
it, any more than any Spartaﬁ would. What Herodotus appears to be making
him say is that there is a Spartan tradition which nothing will make them
break, which would hold them back from any enterprise.of this kind.
Aristagoras should have knoWn, “if he wanted to lead the Spartans into
Asiaf, that he should have made the expedition sound no different from

152} The same attitude of mind causes. the

a march into Tegea of Messenia
Spartans to delay at the time 6f Marathon ( 6.106.3, dé%vata 6¢ cgou HAv

10 mopavtlra moLfeLv Talta ob Bovdoudvorol Adelv 1oV vduov ). It is also
the attitude of mind which distinguishes the Spartans from thesAthenians;.
for whom Susa is not too distant a goal even now, even if only in their
imagination ( cf. Ch.II.ii, on 5.97.1-3 ). It is also the attitude of
mind which distinguishes the Spartans from the Persians, for whom it is

the never-réTentihg drive to extend their empire which-has the force of
tradition, as Xerxes reminds them at Z.8a.1: oft’ . adtds natnyfcouat

vduov tévée &v VuTv TLdelg mopadeEduevds Te alTdL YpRHoouaL. The natural
drive of 'successful people to extend themselves is not absent in Sparta

by any mean5153, nor indeed in Cleomenes of all people. But the Spartans

are not the people to overreach themselves in the way the Pérsians o¥ the
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Athenians seem to be. After Cleomenes' rejection of Aristagoras'
proposition, the Athenians' acceptance comes to seem all the more

significant154.

C]eomenes thué far stands for the Spartans as a whole: the picture
of the limitations of Spartan ambition that emerges from this scene is
clearly of importance for our understanding of their conduct during the
Persian Wars. We see the Spartan character from a different aspect from
that afforded us in Book One, where they seemed prepared to assist Croesus

against the Persians.

So far then we have seen Cleomenes tempted, and tempted all but
successfully by the promise of an easy conquest of the Persian empire;
but we have seen him hold back, as he remembers that he is after all a
Spartan, bound by Spartan tradition. But Herodotus does not leave it at
that. The second interview closes with Cleomenes retiring to his house,
but Aristagoras follows him there, and asks to be heard as a suppliant,
and tries to get Cleomenes ﬁo send away his daughter, Gorgo ( "his only
child and aged between eight and nine", Heroddtus reminds us ).
Cleomenes, however, bids him speak as he wants and not to hold back on
the child's account. Aristagoras then offers the king money if he will
db]ige him, starting at 10 talents; and as Cléomenes repeatedly nods his
refusal, he keeps raising the sum, until at the moment when he promises
- 50 ta]ents]55, the little girl cries out, "Father, the stranger will ruin
you, unless you get up and go'". Cleomenes is pleased with her advice

and retires to another room, while Aristagoras leaves Sparta for good]56.

We need to approach this scene with careful attention to the tone:
after the hyperbole of Aristagoras' proposition ( nothing short of the

conquest of all Asia ), the bathos of Gorgo's childish interruption. That
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it takes a warning from his eight year old daughter ( not even a son )

to make Cleomenes realize the danger of his position, is an effect both
piquant and a little humorous: it is amusingly incongruous that so
momentous a decision should be taken on the advice of a child. And

yet 1f is also ominous. Herodotus, to be sure, does not say of Cleomenes
that he was ready to accept Aristagoras' 50 talents; yet that he does not
retire. until warned by Gorgo, clearly tells us something about his
character. Fascinated by the tehptation of so much money, he loses

sight of what it is he should be doing. In this scene we detect
something we did not notice in the interview with Maiandrios, where we
saw only the positive.side of Cleomenes' choice: his resistance to
temptation seemed the action of an upright man, and Herodotus told us so;
we were not encouraged to -dwell on the possibility of his dishonesty. In
the present scene the negative side predominates: here we see the
resisfance to temptétfon not so much as an éct of virtue, but as a
decision which very nearly turned out otherwise. After this scene we

are much hetter prepared to see Cleomenes faltering and making the

wrong decisions. Thus the final interview, by contrast wifh the previous
two, tells us somethingabout Cleomenes himself as a man, rather than

merely as a Spartan]57.

The episode as a whole involves a near paradox: Cleomenes very nearly
~goes back on his previous decision, which seemed so firm and resolute.
Herodotus here invites us to observe the contrast between Cleomenes

as king of Sparta with public responsibilities and Cleomenes the private
individual with ambitions of his own. Just as in the Athenian and
Aeginetan episodes discussed above, here too we see a conflict between
Cleomenes as a responsible monarch, acting in the best interests of others
( the Athenians, the Greeks as a whole, the Spartans ), and Cleomenes as

a man with all too obvious weaknesses, The blood runs to his head and he
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ends up thinking only of himself, of private revenge or private-profit]sg.

Cleomenes' decision will later be seen in the perspective of the
Athenian decision to succumb to Aristagoras. When Herodotus comes to
reporf that decision ( 5.97.2 ), he comments that it appears to be
easier to deceive the many than to deceive one man ( moAdoVs ydp olue

EL)

éEvuu ebnetéotepov SLaBdirery A €va ), inasmuch as Aristagoras was

unable to deceive C]eomenes, but was successful with the 30,000 Athenians.
Herodotus implies here that kingship may possess an advantage over
democracy: it may happen that a king is mdre proof against deception or
temptation than a democratic assembly. Darius observes ( 3.82.2 ),

in similarly apologetic terms, that:if the monarch is the best man, his
judgement will be best and he will be blameless in his control of the
people ( yvdunu ydp Tovadtni ( sc.dplotni ) Xpedpevos EnvTpoerevol

v duwudtws toY mAAYeoc )3 while under such a man secret plans-would
have the best chance of keeping out of the reach of public enemies

( ouy@Ltd 16 Bv Boureduata énl Suopevéas &vspag oﬁTw pudivota ).
Cleomenes' action appears to fit Darius' general description, exemplifying
the ‘efficiency' of monarchy as a form of administration ( it is an
advantage of sorts that the 'secret' negotiations with Aristagoras go no
further than thevking; cf. Maiandrios, 3.148.2 ) and Herodbtus acutely
observes its apologetic potential: if you want to justify kingship against
democracy, here is a good opportunity, he implies. And’yet when we pause
for thought his example starts to look curiously unsatisfactory: we have
seen Cleomenes'decision at close-quarters, and from that standpoint the
taking of it had seemed much less straightforward = indeed it might |
easily have gone the other way. What Darius' arguments ignoré is: the
question of what happens if the king is not the best man. Although

the Cleomenes episode seems to show that even a king not renowned for

excellence can come to the right decisions, it also makes us see that it




—69~

will not always be 50159.

6. We turn finally to the episode in Cleomenes' 1ife which Herodotus
places last in sequence and out of chronological order]60, the Argos-
exﬁeditioh ( 6.76.1-84.1 ). Herodotus is not of course principally
concerned to give an account of’Cleomenes;vhis main task is to outline

the course of Spartan and Athenian history in the years before the |
Persian Wars, and from that point of view Cleomenes is only of incidental
interest. And yet, és we have seen, the character of Clebmenes\does also
seem to be a focus of interest in its own right, so thét the Argos-
episode deserves its importance because Cleomenes has become intrinsically
interesting, and it deserves to stand where it does because it forms a
fitting climax to the 'Cleomenes-story'. The narrative has the

character of a miniature‘oriental campaign-narrative of the unsuccessful
kind ( cf. e.g. Croesus' campaign against the Persians, Cyrus' against

the Massagetai, Cambyses against the Aethiopians, etc. ). For example

the expedition is undertaken because of an oracle which promises Cleomenes
the capture of Argos ( 6.76.1 ), an ofac]e which however proves misleading
in that the grove not the city was meént ( 6.80 and.82.1f ). We may
compare, for examp]e; the great expedition of Croesus against Persia

with its famous misleading oracle ( 1.53.3 ), that to march against Persia
would mean the destruction of a great empire ( cf. 1.91.4 )16]. Herodotus
thus rounds offhis account of Cleomenes with a story which brings together
elements of the tragic stories of thé oriental kings. Thisfis not the
place to give a detailed account of the Argive episode, except insofar

as it illustrates the paradoxical oppositions of Cleomenes' character.

Another motif of the oriental campaign-narratives crops up in
Cleomenes' éncoUnter with the Erasinos ( 6.76.1f ). Reaching the river

with his army, he sacrifices to it; but when the omens will not allow him
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to cross, he declares that he respects the Erasinos for not betraying its
people, but that the Argives will eveh so not escape him: dyaodautuév

gon ToY Epaocivou 06'Ep0§L@6VTOS ToUg ToALHTAS,  Apyelous HEvTOoL 008’

ws xavprioevy  ( cf. 1.128.1, the threat to Cyrus of the impious Astyages ).
Cleomenes' address to fhe river parallels, in particular, Xerxes' address
to the Hellespont, when it destroys his bridge in a storm ( 7.35.2 ).

Though Cleomenes commits no dutrage against the Erasinos to compare with
Xerxes' flogging of the Hellespont, and though he respects the sanctity

of the river even to the extent of marching round it ( 76.2 ) rather than
croésing 1t]62, even so like his oriental counterparts he refuses to
observe the spirit of the game. As has often been recognized Herodotus
treats rivers as limits of spheres of authority and the crossing of rivers
for aggressive reasons as having symbolic importancef those who disobey
the rules and encroach into areas where they do not belong are playing

a dangerous game163.

In speaking to the Erasinos as he does, Cleomenes
reveals that he will Tet nothing stand in his way; and yet, unlike Xerxes,
he tempers his arrogance with superstition and will not actually cross

the river at all. The difference is revealing: Cleomenes' character

( far more than Xerxes' own: see above ) is a paradoxical mixture of the

blasphemous and the superstitious.

Consider his behaviour at the Argive Heraion ( 6.81 ): informed by
the priest that he may not as a stranger sacrifice there ( ol Sotov
elvar Eedvwr adtddL 96sLv ), he gets his helots to Tead the priest from
the altar and flog him, before entering the temple and performing the
sacrifice. The action seems at first sight to be that of a Cambyses: we
remember thét the Persian king had forced entry into the temple of the
Kabeiroi ( 3.37.3 ):ic 10 od depLtdy EoTL ovévar dxdov ye A 1dv {p€a
But whereas Cambyses entefed the temple to burn the images and revile what

he found there ( moAAd udraoué¢ag ), Cleomenes at least appears to have
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entered the Heraion for devotional reasons164; Defending himself in the
Spartan courts shortly after, he gives his own account of this episode,
which Herodotus is in doubt as to how to interpret ( 82.1 ): olte et
pevsduevos olte el dAndda Adywv, €xw copnvéws elrau, Eregess’ dv...

He believed that by taking the grove he had fulfilled the oracle, and
did not think fit to make an attempt on the city until he had sacrificed
and Tearnt whether the god meant to deliver the city to him or stand in
his way. The omen he received in the Heraioh, a flame shooting from the
breast of the‘goddess, he interpretéd as meaning the god was against him:
had the flame come from the head it would have meant that he should take
the city citadel and all, but the omen from the breast meant that all

the god wished had already been accomplished. So saying, he persuaded the
Spartans: nuotd e nol oludta €68uee ... AfyeLv nol &néguye TOAAOV TOUS
sLdnovTag. - Cleomenes' defence ( Herodotus implies ) may, for all we
know, have been mere sophistry and his enemies' charge of bribery

( cf. Krios at Aegina, 6.50.2 ) mayAhave been the real reason why he

did not take the city ( 82.1 ): Herodotus affects to leave the matter
open. Yet, as so often, the slant of his narrative suggests that he has

a particular interpretation in mind]65.

The unexplained entry into the
Heraion becomes comprehensible only when supplemented by Cleomenes'
account of its purpose: by mentioning it at all ( he could easily have
Teft it out in the first place ) and by explicitly telling us in the
narrative that his purpose was to perform a sacrifice Herodotus has
predisposed us to accept CTeomenes' explanation. Moreover his elaborately
pious observances here seem to accord with what we have been to]d of his
behaviour at the Erasinos: his superstitious exactitude is brought out

in his precision of detail over the 1nterpketation of the portent.
Moreover by drawing our attention to. the possibility that Cleomenes'

defence was not the whole story, Herodotus in fact contrives to draw

our attention to something else, the irony that Cleomenes should invoke
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the will of the gods in relation to his horrendous impiety at the grove

( 6.80 ), wh{ch he had set alight with the Argives trapped inside in full
knowledge of its sanctity, and the irony that his pious desire to discover
the will of the god should involve him in an outrage against the priest

of Hera. .

It may have been that the historical Cleomenes was a man of such
contradictions, with a superstitious nature, but given to acts of
senseless outrage against gods and men; but Herodotus has his own purpose
in so depicting him]66. He has after all gone out of his way in recounting
Cleomenes' defence to the Spartan courts in such detail ( can we credit his
sources with such elaboration? ) and we are ‘entitled to ask why that detail
is so important - especially when the trial came to nothing. The best
explanation .1s that it illustrates not Cleomenes' ready duplicity, but
rather the complexity of his superstitious nature. Herodotus is interested
to show us something of Cleomenes' psychology - if only darkly and by
implication. For us the omen he witnesses in the Heraion seems to
have an ominous and sinistermeaning ( e.g. the displeasure of the god
at the burning of the grove ), but for Cleomenes, blind as he is to his
own inconsistency, it seems.something quite different. All the same,
Herodotus is careful not to force this explanation on the reader: he
cannot say for certain whether Cleomenes' aécount of his behaviour at
the Her;ion was truthful or not. As so often, the paradox may have either
Aa simple or a complicated explanation: Cleomenes may after all be nothing

but a rogue, but it remains possible that the apparent contradictions

of his character have a deep psychological cause.

7. Does this mean that Herodotus does not really know how he wants to
understand Cleomenes? It has been thought, for example that he has in

particular not firmly decided on whether Cleomenes was in all respects
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and at all times mentally deranged167. At 5.42.1, for the purposes of

contrasting him with Dorieus ( see abové )s he reports the view that
Cleomenes was indeed insane ( & pev 6n Kieopévig, s Aéyetat, Av Te

o0 gpevionc duporavic Te, O 68 AwpLeVc Fv THV MACKWY TEVTWY TEBTOS v )
but he is obviously ‘wary of committing himself to that view. In
reporting the way in which Cleomenes 'went mad' on his return to Sparta
just before his death, he admits that the king had already éhown signs
of insanity ( 6.75.1 ): naterddvta 8¢ adtina OnéraBe pavin voloog,

édvta nal wpdtepov Vmouapydtepov ( cf. 3.29.1 and 145.1 ). However it
is clear that here too Herodotus is concerned to avoid saying that

Cleomenes was wholly mad from the beginning: the word hypomargoteros

means only 'half-insane', and Herodotus is not going to tell us which
of the actions we have seen Cleomenes perform showed him to be mad and
which not168. There is no question of Herodotus being unsure about how
to judge Cleomenes and so dodging the responsibility of deciding; he is
rather indulging in his customary evasiveness in such matters, and
refraining from a simple, all-inclusive character judgement. 'Madness'

is no more a complete explanation of Cleomenes' character than was the

dikaiosyne which he showed in the interview with Maiandrios.

lle should draw a distinction between Herodotus' not having been able
or sharp enough to make up his mind on the issue of Cleomenes' madness,
or any other aspect of his character, and his deliberate reticence. The
preceding analysis has made it c]ear.that he is unlikely to have been
intellectually incompetent in this regard. Rather, as we observed in
the first part of this chapter ( cf. e.g. Telines ), he seems deliberately
to cU]tivate the impression that he is not the sort of person to commit
himself unwarily to such judgements about character. Possibly he is
even sceptical as to whether it is sensible to talk in such terms. Hence

it is not that he is unclear about how to interpret his own characters,
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but rather that he deliberately avoids simplifying. It is his conscious
choice to offer us only the external evidence, a man's actions at any one
time, and to show how difficult it is to make simple inferences about what

is hidden.

8. The paradoxes treated in this chapter have been of various kinds, but
not so various that they cannot be subsumed under a common formula. They
all in diffefent ways explain themseTves in terms of an interest in

human nature or our appreciation of it - a formgta which is in fact less

open-ended that it sounds.

The image of the sea, which we saw Artananus apply specifically to
Xerxes and to other tyrants, is appfopriate‘in different degrees to all
men: a man's nature ( physis ) is often prevented from showing through,
sometimes for the better, usually for the worse, by external 1nf1uences;
and his behaviour, like that of the sea, is frequently inconstant and
unpredictable as a result. It fo]]owé fhat a man's actions ( and a king's

par excellence ) taken individually are not always a sure guide to his

nature: we need to take a long view of human 1ife, to see individual
actions in the widest ppssib]e perspective, not to judge until we know
all. Often however, such broad knowledge is inaccessible to our intelli~
~gence, and the contradictions and paradoxes are all we have. At other
times we do begin to see behind the paradoxes and discover that apparently
contradictory actions are merely manifestations of the same essential

nature.

We saw moreover that Herodotus often seemed to be creating paradoxes

on his own initiative( cf. esp. Maiandrios, Cleomenes ), and often also
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doing his best to bring them out where they a]réady existed in the
tradition ( cf. e.g. Miltiades, Themistocles ), whether through the
imputation of motive or the interpretation of action. In other words the
perplexity is not his but rather one he is trying to instil in the reader.
Moreover his inferences and interpretations almoSt always involved either
surprising charity or distinct malice, and in neither case is it enough
to argue that his brief is to be even-handed. Indeed as far as malicious
inferences are concerned there is much more to be said for the view

advanced by Plutarch in De Malignitate Herodoti that he uncharitably

makes the most of faults and weaknesses by any deVice he can; and indeed

we shall have arnumber 3% furfhe%rocéégibns torappealwto th%g jddgeﬁé;£ of
Piutarch's. It is clear, however, that Herodotus makes an equal effort in fhe
opposite direction, to bring out as sharply as possible whatever he can that
is admirable even in such evident rogues as C]eomenes; In thus accentuating
with equal determination both 1light and shade, and often in contriving to

set them in the most alaring opposition, Herodotus is not indulging a

taste for balance, but rather striving after paradox and surprise.

| It is also clear that Herodotus is less concerned with explaining
the reasons for these paradoxes than with showing that they are everywhere
in human experience. Certainly he does occasionally offer or suggest
reasons, change of heart, psychological deterioration or improvement, the
pressure of individual circumstances; but more often he simply challenges

us with the inadequacy of our own appréciation of human nature.

We should conclude, however, by observing that Herodotus is only
really interested in paradoxes of a.certain kind, not all the trivial
inconsistencies of human behaviour. They have to do with moral and
political problems, problems of an ethical nature, in particular problems

of power and success, and the contrary pull of justice and profit. This
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observation leads us conveniently to the next chapter, a discussion of

Herodotus' equivocal attitudes to freedom and its consequences.

It may be useful, finally, to set out some of the critical principles
which have emerged from this chapter.

(1) Herodotus has in principle a free hand in the composition of speeches]69,

170

and even more important in the ascription of motive and the judgement of

character and action.

(2) Accordingly, apparent 'inconsistencies' between a person's words, ascribed
motives, or Herodotus' judgement of his actions or character and the actions
reported of him ought in principle to be paradoxes of Herodotus' own devising,
and are unlikely to reflect merely - if at all- contradictions in his source

material.

(3) The same principle should further be applied to passages which are
thought to reflect the prejudices of Herodotus' informants but which do not’
show 'contradictions'. We should hesitate before assuming that Herodotus

is reproducing the prejudices of a source in those places where the only
evidence for that assumption is a speech or an ascribed motive or a Herodotean
judgement of action or character. This application of the principle will

become important in what follows, especially in the argument of Ch.II.iii.

(4) We should be wary of mistaking Herodotean irony and understatement for

]7]. Herodotus deliberately involves the reader in the

confusion on his part
interpretation of character and action by leaving or introducing contradictions
or paradoxes unresolved, by expressing uncertainty as to the understanding of

motive]72, by limiting commentary to externals or superficial details and thus

provoking the reader to question what he has left out.




-T7=

(5) We have also seen that Herodotus is often concerned with 'dramatic’
effects, effects which depend on the manipulation of context, on an
appreciation of how the reader is likely to react to hearing certain things
at certain moments and not others. We have chiefly been occupied with
surprises or paradoxes in this chapter, but we have also noticed the
influence of 'perspective' in the setting of context against context.

A consequence of this ‘dramatic' technique is that the critic must be

careful not to disturb contexts, hot to invoke sharp structural divisions

at the expense of the continuum of sense, and not to bring together at random
elements which Herodotus has presented in a carefully chosen order and

at carefully chosen moments. It is this principle of attending to contexts
and the order of exposition which justifies the extended and somewhat

minute contextual ahalyses which follow in Ch.II. The temptation to
extrapolate 'Herodotus' thought' by merely collating passages is considerable -
and I have succumbed to it in some degree in Ch.III; but it is important

to bear in mind the Timitations, and even the hazards of such an approach.



CHAPTER TWO

FREEDOM
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Freedom: Introduction

Herodotus' work takes as its starting-point ( 1.5.3 ) the moment
when the Greeks were first 'enslaved' ( 1.6.3 ): mpd 6& tfic KpoCoou &pxfic
1dvtes "EAAnveg fhoav éiedSepol , and reaches 1fs climax in the 'liberation'
of Greece in the Persian Wars. Eleutherie thus forms the basis ¢f the
narrative arch which spans from‘Croesus to the defeat of Xerxes, and indeed
it is eleutherie which at least on one level defines the 1imits of Herodotus'
narrative. All that came before Croesus falls outside Herodotus' sphere
of interest, as nhe himself tells us, because until his reign the freedom
of the Greeks remaineduntouched, while from that momeat on the work plots
in an unbroken series the successful and attempted enslavements, liberations,
re-enslavements, not only of the Greeks but of almost all the peoples
of the known world. From this point of view, a notorious problem of the
Croesus—narrativé comes to seem less acute, namely why it is that Croesus
is explicitly singled out as the first man to wrong the Greeks" ( 1.5.3,
Tp®Tos UndpEas a6Cuwv €pywv €s ToLs “EAAnvas ), when Herodotus can go
on to recount acts of aggression against the Ionians by all his predecessors

after Gyges ( 1.14-25 )1,

The problem disappears if we appreciate that .
Croesus' adikia, in which he is distinguished from his predecessors, is
that he enslaved the Greeks, while the othersmerely fought against them
in an unsystematic way, without the determination to enslave them, or

at least without that consequence. What Herodotus is interested in is

not mere aggression but rather systematic subjugatiOni( katastrephesthai ),

involving the removal of liberty, often symbolised in the imposition of

tribute on the vanquished. The adikia of 1.5.3 is explained in Herodotus'

amp]ifiéation at 1.6.2-3: odtogc 6 Kpotoog RapBdpwv mpdrTog ThV nuels
Usuev Tods uEv roteotpédato SEAARvwv ég ¢dpou dmoywydv ... mpd 6E THS

Kpotoov dpxfic ndvrtes "EAAnves Roav éieldepou.
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Indeed the work might crudely be described as a catalogue of enslavements
and liberations both successful and unsuccessful. We are continually reminded
of how the catalogue is proceeding by the use of explicit sign-posts: e.g.
1.169.2, oftw 60 16 Sebrepov 'Iwvin £6e600Awto; 1.191.6, nal BoBuAdv uEv
obtw tdte mphtov dpalpnto ; 3.159.1, BoaBurdv pév vuv oltw TO SedTepov
alpé¥n 3 5.116, Kduprol ...E&viauTtdv éredSepot yevduevol adtig € véng nate-
sesoBrwvto 3 6.32, oltw 60 10 TplTov "Iwves natedoudddnoav ;3 7.7 { Xerxes )s
Alyvurtov mioav ToAAdV SovroTépnv motdoas N &nl Aapelou vy §.105, odtw Gﬁ
10 dedtepov ' Iwvln &md Nepoéwv dnéotn; andcompare 2.182.2 ( Amasis ), -
etie 6& Kdmpov mpitos dvipdtwy ol nateotpédpato €5 pdpov dnaywynv,
an action which is significant in the same way that Croesus' subjugation
of the Greeks of Ionia is significant, that is as an act of imperialism,

involving the denial of Tiberty.

we may consider briefly an entry in the catalogue which receives the
most freguent and insistent mention, namely Ionia. By drawing such explicit
attention to the progress of the series Herodotus invites us to take note
of a pattern, and to read as a coherent sequence the enslavement of Ionia
oy Croesus, its reQens1avement oy Cyrus, its attempted Tiberation in the
Ionian revoit, its re-enslavement byDarius, and its liberation after Myka1e2.
The Leitmotiv of an enslaved Ionia provides Herodotus with one of the
subsidiary themes of the expedition of Xerxes: how do these Iconians, whom
we have followed from their first ens1avehent by Croesus, think and act
when, as 'slaves' of the Persian'kingS, they are called upon to join in
the enslavement of their fellow-Greeks ( cf. e.g. Artabanus at 7.51.2 }?
Already in the Scythian expedition of Darius Herodotus has considered at
length { 4.133-42 } how the same.Ionians reacted when offered their freedom
by the Scythians { cf. esp. the Scyths' derisive estimate of their will to
freedom at 4.142 }s while in Book One he again concentrates on the lack of
resoive of the Ionians when faced with the threats and promises of Cyrus

( cf. e.g. 1.141.1ff and 170.1ff ).




-81~

As we can see from this example eletherie is much more than a mere
~connecting thread in the narrative: it is a theme for discussion and reflexion. .
Why is it, Herodotus asks, that for some péop]e freedom is more important
than for others? Wny do some people value freedom differently at different
times? What does the pursuit of freedom involve and where does it lead?
What is the mentality which distinguished the free from the enslaved and

how is it produced?

It would be wrong to suggest that these interests dominate everywhere,
or that they assume an equal importance wherever they do appear; but ‘it
could be claimed that in some small degree it is the issue of freedom
which 1inks Herodotus' narrative with his ethnographic interests. 1In
some notable cases Herodotus seems to suggest that the answer to why certain
peoples are more strongly motivated. to secure or preserve their freedom
1ies in their cu]tureq. Thus, for example, he has the Scyths resist enslavement
by Darius in the name of their culture ( 4.127.4 ): &seondtas 6& €uovg €yo
Alo te voulzw Tov éudv mpdyovov nol “Totlny Thy Inuvdéwv Baoclrelav podvoug
elvar. Their success in resisting Darius is ascribed by Herodotus explicitly
to their primitive romadic 1ife, which -a possible pun -he calls their aporie
( cf. 4.46.3, udc -oOn Bv elnoav odtor duaxol te nal dmopol mpoouloyelv;
cf. 4.83.1 and 134.7 )5. In a different way, Croesus advises Cyrus to turn
the Lydians into musicians and‘shopkeepers ( 1.155.4 ): nal taxfus opfag,
& BaoLrel, yuvaluas Gvt’ &vspdv S¢eal yeyovdtas, Wote oU6EvV SeLvol Tol
€oovtal uh anootéwor. With a change in their culture they will put aside
thoughts of trying to recapture their freedom and become docile and submissive.
If we read the ethnographies exclusively as a cata]oghe of the growth of
Persian might6, we Will not fully explain their purpose; indeed the Massagetai
and the Scyths, for example, do not in fact become subjects of Persia at all,
so that on this explanation their respective ethnographies are out of place.
A better general description of the ethnographies might thus be a catalogue

of which nations respond in which ways to threats to their freedom. There
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are indications that this is indeed the way Herodotus is thinking from his
occasional asides. Thus we hear of the Carians { 1.174.1 j that "they
submitted to Harpagus without performing any brilliant exploits, nor did
~any of the Greeks who dwelt in Caria behave with any greater gallantry".
The Perinthians ( 5.2.1 ) succumbed to Megabazus "after a brave struggle
for freedom"; but the Thracian Satrai, "so far as our knowledge goes,
have never yet been brought under by anyone, but continue to this day

a free and uncbnquered people, unlike the other Thracians” ( 7.111.1 ).

I ‘have no wish to exaggerate here; there are.many other themes in
Herodotus besides freedom, and even in places where it is at issue, it
may often be onTy of subsidiary interest. There is, however, no other
theme which so clearly dominates the major narrative episodes of the work,
which is the subject of so many debates and speeches in all parts of the
wo?k7. From the enslavement of Ionia in Book One to the Tiberation df
Greece in the last three books, the issue of imperial subjugation and
domination is the work's central narrative concern { cf. Ch.II1.i.B and iii );
while the related theme of the internal domination of a people by a group
or individual { that is tyranny ) contributes to themajor narrative role
given to Athens' emergence from tyranny to democracy in Books Five and

Six ( cf. Ch.ILi1i), balancing the interest of the eastern narratives

in the phenomenon of despotism ( cf. Ch.II.i.B ).

The present chapter is devoted not so much to an illustration of
the thematic importance of freedom, however, though this will emerge from
the range of examples discussed. I shall concentréte»rather on showihg
the complexity of Herodotus' handling of the theme, both in his analysis
of the psychclogical, social and political effects 6f freedom, and in
his ethical evaluation of the means to liberation and its conseguences.
In the latter case we shall see that he expleits the same technigues of

paradox and equivocation as we found in his treatment of character in
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Chapter One. The relevance of this discussion to our central theme of
Herodotus' study of human nature is this: having observed Herodotus' inquiries
into the psychology of individuals, it is now necessary for us to see him at

work in analysing the psychology of groups, of states and of nations.

To ask why Herodotus should have given the them of freedom such a
prominent place in his work might be thought superfliuous: the 'theme' is
after all given him by his choice of subjects(s),?%hé_PeWSiansgmpjre
and its antecedents, and its attempts to enslave the Greeks. As we have
suggested, however, he is perhaps more than incidentally interested in
freedom, so that it might well be that an interest in the theme helped guide
his choice of subject(s) in the first place. Thus it is worth inguiring
whether in this interest he was influenced by the experiences of his own
lifetime. To judge from Thucydides, the Peloponnesian War was fought above
all, at least in terms of propaganda, over the issue of freedom, the Spartans
and their allies claiming that they were 'Tiberating' the Greeks from
"enslavement' to the imperial power of Athens, the tyrannos that was
threatening to subject the whole of Greece to itself. Thus, for example,
the Corinthians stir up the Spartans in just these terms ( Thucyd.1.124.3 ):

?at hv nadeoTnuutav év THu "EAADSL tdpavvov nynoduevol én@ TEoLY

Suoluws nafeotdvol, Gote THY eV 767 dpxelv, THY 6& SLavoeladol,

nagachGéygSa éne}%dv?eg, u%L avtol TE &ubv§6vmg 5 AOLTOV OLUBUEV

noL Toug vIv SebovAwpevovs EAANVAS €XEVIEQWOWHEY .

We may thus suggest that Herodotus' interest in the growth of eastern
empires is in some measure to be explained in terms of his experience of
the Athenian empireg. It is as though he is trying to understand the

phenomenon of empire; which so influenced the affairs of Greece in his

lifetime, through an analysis of these eastern models ( cf. Ch.II.i.B.3 )19.

Reflexion on what freedom had come to mean in his own lifetime may
also have led Herodotus to an ironic disenchantment. On: the one hand

there was the Athenian empire-democracy ( cf. Ch.II.i.B.3 ), paradoxically
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at the same time the embod%ment of political freedom and the tyrant that

was enslaving the rest of the Greek world. On the other hand there was

Sparta with her Peloponnesian allies who professed themselves 1ibérators,
committed to freeing the Greek states from the tyranny of Athens (. cf.

n.8 above ), but at the same time enemies of political freedom and supporters

of oligarchy ( cf. e.g. Thucyd.1.19 ). It may be these factors that contributed
to Herodotus' disenchantment, but whether or not this was so, his equivocal
attitude to freedom is clear: he is aware that the word eleutherie will

have a strongly emotive sound, one to which his audience would be expected

Oa; but his brief, as we shall see, is not

to respond wholly favourab1y1
to give unthinking praise to every expression of the will to freedom,

but rather to explore on the one hand the weaknesses of certain forms

of freedom and on the other the omincus strengths of other varieties,

and in both cases to lay stress on the undesirable consequences of the
condition. The traditional view that Herodotus is in all things a passionate
devotee of 'the ideal of freedom'11 will not at any rate stand close examination:
it will emerge that he is much more concerned that people should conduct
themselves 'justly' than that they should chase freedom and its conseguences

at any cost. Freedom turns out to be an expression of self-interest ( cf.

esp. 5.78, with Ch.II.ii.E, below ), and self-interest and 'justice' often

enough run counter to one another'?. To allow one's appetites free:rein,

which is what freedom for Herodotus usually leads to, is to involve oneself

in ambitions which wrong others, and if only for that reason Herodotus‘

enthusiasm for freedom is significantly qualified.

The present chapter falls into four parts: the first ( I1.i.A ) dfscussing
(1) the theories of society, politics and psychology which are the basis
for Herodotus' analysis of the workings of freedom, with (2) a detailed
treatment of his narrative of the Lycurgan reforms at Sparta; the second

part (:11.i.B ) treats the examples of (1) Media and (2) Persia to illustrate




Herodotus' model of liberation from imperial domination; the third

analyses the model of liberation from political domination ( II.ii ), with
‘reference to the example of the liberation of Athens from the tyranny of

the Peisistratids, illustrating the equivocation of Herodotus' account

and questioning the case for the Alcmeonid source in relation to these events;
the final part ( II.iii ) treats the narrative of the liberation of Greece,

with particular attention to the shortcomings of Greek freedom.
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Freedom, Part i.A: The Psychology of Success.
{1) The Model.

In the closing chapter of the work Herodotus has Artembares urge the
Persians to expand and to claim for themselves a new homeland to. suit their
new destiny ( 9.122.2 ): olndc 68 dvdpag dpyovtag Tovalta mouéeLve uéte
Yoo &n nol mapéEel udAiiov R 8Te ve dvSpdnwy Te MOAAEV &pyouev ndong
te 1tHs 'Adlng. Herodotus has here taken ué back to the moment when the
Persians have elevated themselves from poverty and enslavement to power
and riches ( cf. 1.89.2 ): the change has inspired in them confidence,
ambition, presumption. They now think themselves superior enough to spread
themselves yet further, beyond the confines of Persia: it is reasonable
( oikos ) that they should do so, now that they have reached this plateau
of success. Artembares' words recall Atossa's incitement to Darius to

extend the empire ( 3.134.2f ):

olnds 6¢ €otu dvdpa nal véov xal ypnudtwy peydiwv deondtnv ¢alvesdol

L anodeLnvluevoy ... Vv Ydp dv TL nal dmodéEaro Epyov, £ws véog £b¢

niLnlnue adEovopévwl yap TiL oduatl cuvadgovtal nal ol @pévec, 1

ynpdorovTtL &€& ouyynpdorouoi, xal €< Ta npfyunata mdvta dmauBidvovral”
There is an obvious and most 1ikely intentional parallelism here between the
respective conditions of Darius at this moment and Persia at the stage when
Artembares gave his advice: both have reached their.akmé, the moment when
their powers are at the full, and it follows, seemingly by a natural law,
that such moments can be expected to be turning-points. We may assume
that cities and peoples, 1ike men, at the moment when their growth is assured

will feel the encouragement of ambition, the encouragement to throw their

weight about and to encroach on the liberties of others.

These two passages are a useful introduction to a pervasive Herodotean
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pattern, a pattern we must explore before turhing to our main theme of
freedom. As we shall see, Herodotus' narrative seems to obsekve that freedom
under the right circumstances will bring about an access of confidence,

a presumption of superiority, which Teads peoples and states to throw off

old limitations and to begin to encroach on the freedom of others. This

is however to look at the problem too narnmowly: the same psychological

change can also be induced by different kinds of stabilizing political

or social success, and indeed, as we shall see, freedom on its own is not
always sufficient to set these consequences in train, although it is often

an essential contributory cause. Sb, for example, in the case of Media,
freedom on its own does not at ‘once stimulate growth; it needs first the
stability engendered by a major political change brought about by the tyranny
of Deioces ( cf. Ch.I1.1.B.1 }. Herddotus thus looks out for moments of
change which induce political or social well-being after periods of disorder,
oppression, poverty or weakness, changes which lead to a new psychological
aisposition, to growth, expansion, ambition, aggression. The acquisition

of freedom is merely a special case of this more general rule, a particular
type of successful change, which in the right combination with other factors
produces the same results of a growth in confidence and ambition. We need

to understand the general rule before the special case.

The existence of such a pattern in Herodotus has been recognized often
enough beforelq, but only as a sort of metaphysical process, something

divinely ordered, to do with the cycle koros-hybris-ate, with the envy

of the gods towards those who are outstandingly prosperous. I believe
however, that this is to misconceive Herodotus' thOugthuite seriously;

I would suggest rather that his primary concern in the pattern under discussion
is with its implications for human nature. In the fivst place Herodotus
hardly ever, if at all, explains historical processes in terms of metaphysical

14a

patterns Certainly there is talk, significantTy confined to speeches,
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of the envy of the'gods which cuts short human prosperity ( cf. e.g. 1.32.1;
3.40.3; 7.10e, 46.4 }, of the incontrovertible necessity of the fate~ ordered
by the gods ( cf. 9.16.4 ), and even of the 'cycle of human affairs' which
will not allow the same men to prosper indefinitely ( cf. 1.207.2 ). Herodotus
indeed echoes this last sentiment in his preface ( cf. 1.5.4, tnv dvdpwrnlnv
v énrotduevos eVdaLuoviny oddand év TdLTHL pévovoav ... ), though without
explicitly claiming a metaphysical validity for it and only advancing it
as a personal intuition of the way the world is.  Certainly he does voice
in his own person views about divine causation, but they are limited to
observations about particular acts of intervention in particular situations:
the gods arrange that particular impieties shall be punished ( cf. e.qg.
1.34.1; 2.120.5; 6.84.3; 7.137.1 and 2; cf. 9.65.2 ), they give notice
of how some particular event is to turn out ( cf. e.g. 1.210.1; 6.27.3,
98.1; 9.100.2 ), or, as in their destruction of thé Persian fleet by storm
off Euboea ( cf. 8.13 ), they assist human endeavours by levelling the
odds as particular crisis points - this last a clear sign that divine
intervention is in many.respects merely partial, leaving roomkforifreedom
of choice inimen ( see below ). In addition he may speak of how 'such
and such a man was destined to end badly', or the 1ike ( cf. e.g. 1.8.2;
2.161.3;5 4.79.1; 9.109.2; cf. 5.92d.1; 6.64; 8.53.1; with e.g. 5.33.2,
a passage which suggests that the formula may be to some extent merely

a fagon de parler - "Naxos was not after all to be destroyed" - rather

than a revelation about the workings of fate ): but in such cases he offers

no explanation of the logic of fate, merely stating that this was how things
were, or seemedléb( Thus it is wrong to assume of any pattern in Herodotus
that it is necessarily metaphysical: moreover, even fhe 'cycle of human
affairs', which is hot, however, a pattern that Herodotus advances in his

own voice, is a decidedly vague process, at best an observation of the
1nstab11ity of human prosperity not an explanation of that instabi]itylS.

Nowhere does Herodotus give any clear suggestion that he believes in metaphysical
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laws determining the course of human history; on the contrary, he confines
divine intervention to particulars, never allowing it to explain patterns

or processes ( cf. further Ch.III.F ).

Returning to the pattern under discussion, it is clear that if any
divine intervention is involved, it operates only at a late stage in the
process, if at all: the gods will perhaps punish those who become too prosperous:
as Herodotus' speakers explain ( not necessarily on his behalf ), through
envy of their prosperity. Thus there are some signs that the gods mean
the. Persians to Tearn a lesson at the hands of the Greeks: they have been
too successful, too ambitious, too impious and unjust16. Herodotus' pattern,
however, is not so much concerned with the catastrophe which sometimes
brings such prosperity to an'end, and indeed two of the main .illustrations
of the pattern, Athens and Sparta { below ), suffer no such reversal, at
least within Herodotus' narrative: he is rather concerned with how states
achieve prosperity and what are the immediate psychological consequences
of that prosperity, areas in which he observes no metaphysical pattern
but only the workings of human nature. Only once is it suggested that
the gods have anything to do with the ambition attendant on prosperity,
and the suggestion comes from Xerxes, talking of the nomos of Persian
expansion ( 7.8a.1 ): aAdd $eds 1e oltw dyet nal adToTou MUty TOAAY
enérovor ouvpgépetat €nl 16 duevvov. - It is surprising, if Herodotus assumes
this divine elment to be of primary importance for the understanding of
nis pattern,that he leaves it until now to mention it, and that he merely
gives it to one of his characters to speak. More important, however, is
that even this fohmu]ation allows that divine guidanéé is only part of
the explanation, and that the Persians ‘have themselves had to attend to
many things to assist the-.process', a clear indication that if there is
a divine element in Herodotus' understanding of the process of Persian

growth, it operates at the level of 'over-determination'17, with the result
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that men are free to choose, and it is human nature which regulates how

they choose ( cf. 7.139.56 ). It may then be that Herodotus' pattern interlocks -

to some extent with the old pattern of koros-hybris-ate; perhaps indeed

he is, in part at least, exploring the psychological implications of that
nattern, long familiar in Greek thought but not until this period treated
ksystematica11y aﬁd reductively for what it could show about human nature
( see below ). But, as we shall see, the pattern is wholly comprehensible
without the divine and without metaphysics, and in every case that is how
Herodotus sets it out; a who11y naturalistic explanation Of the historical

process.

Accordingly in describing this Herodotean explanation I propose not
to use the word pattern, which sometimes has metaphysical overtones, but
rather the expression 'historical model', which has what I think are much
more appropriate overtones, appropriate because of the influence on Herodotus
of sophistic thought ( cf. Ch.IIT1.B, for a full defence of this position ).
The sophists, I would argue, were the first Greek thinkers to approach

systematically the study of human nature, heretofore left largely to the

poets, and hence the first to inquire seriously into the nature of human
society, the political and social life of man. A new confidence in handling
ideas of human psychology and the laws:of probability led the sophists

to gttempt constructs of the way human society worked, 'models' of the
mechanics of social change, from experiments in reconstructing the early

social life and development of man to abstract  theories of political change

( cf. the metabole politeion; with Ch.III.H ). It is appropriate to speak
of 'models’ here,bin the sense in which social scientists and historians
nowadays use the term, to describe provisional theoretical constructs which
reduce and simplify complex processes and systems and so assist in the

ordering and interpreting of otherwise intractable datals.

Before considering
how this applies to Herodotus, let us make a comparison with Thucydides'

Archaeology, which both has clear points of contact with Herodotus' thought
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and where it is reasonable to suppose that sophistic influence is at work]9

The idea that stability is-a necessary precondition of growth is the
principal Leitmotiv of the Archae51ogy. The theme is stated at the outset
(1.2.1): ‘

patvetat yap 1 vov EAXds norovpévn od ndirau BeBalws olrovpévn, dAra
~ M ~
petavactdosts Te ovool T TpdTepa ol paLdlws €rooToL TNV EQUTHV
. /
dmorelnovrtes Brardpevolr vnd Tuvwy alel TAeLdvwy.

The shape of the excursus depends on the idea that Greece advanced from

its primitive beginnings through successive stages of political and social
consolidation to ever-increasing prosperity and mi]ftary capacity, or put
another way, that various political and social hindrances had to be overcome

before each advance could be achieved.

First comes Minos ( 1.4ff ), 1ike Herodotus' Polycrates an imperialist
thalassocrat, whose achievement is the suppression of piracy, which
had prevented the growth of stable communities; then comes the growth
of maritime cities ( 1.7ff ), which build themselves walled towns,
and Tike Agamemnon ( 1.9ff ) take it upon themselves to assert their
hegewony gver the weaker states ( cf. 1.8.3 ): ol Te Suvatdtepol
T[EDLOUGLOLS €XO\)T€§ TEpOG&TIOL&U\)TO UT[T]MOOUS TOLS €)\OLGGOU§ EO}\ELS

__ But even after the Trojan Wars there were still disturbances ( staseis )

harmful- to growth ( 1.12.1, Sote uh fhovydoacay aUEn%nvuu )s but when
these died down ( 1.12.4, pdiis te év moAAGL ypdvwl fouvxdoaoa n ‘EAAS
nat oVnéty dvuotauévny cf. 1.2.1, above ), there came colonies; ’
and then with the advent of greater wealth ( 1.13.7, Suvatwtépas &8
yuyvopéung tHg ‘EAAdSoc wal T@V Yenudtwy Tthv ntfiowy €ty pdAiov H -
1pdtepov moroduévns ) began the age of tyrannies. Cities 1ike- Corinth
began to acquire fleets in the true sense ( I.13.2ff ) and there
occurred the first sea-battles ( 1.13.4 ); Corinth tno became powerful
and rich through trade ( 1.13.5 ). Cities with fleets began to extend
their sway over others ( 1.15.1, loxUv 6& nepremoufoavrto Opws ovx
éxaylotny ot mpoogoxdvtes adtols xpnudtwv Te Tpooddwl nol AAAWY

doxfiL ), but still there were few important confrontations by land

( 1.15.2f ). Moreover there were further hindrances to growth ( 1.16,
éreyéveto 8¢ dAroLs Te GAXOFL nwAlpaTa un aVENSHvaL )s in Ionia

the Persian conquest, elsewhere the repressive and unambitious character
of .tyrannies ( 1.17 ), although Sparta exceptionally was always free
from tyrants, despite an early period of stasis, and helped to remove
them in other cities ( 1.18.1 ). The Persian Wars saw the two greatest
powers of Greece come together on the same side.( 1.18.2 }; but the
sequel saw them draw apart and grow 1ndependent1y greater until they
came to confront one another, with Athens developing through her allied
fleet and her tribute the. greatﬂst m111tary capab111ty yet seen ( 1.19,
nol €Y€V€TO adToTg &g Tovée OV nokeuov11u6ua napaonsun uebzwv a

G¢ T8 HpdTLOTA TOTE HETO GupaLgvols TRg Euppaylns Avenoav

The Archaeology is something of a maze, with a number of different

routes leading through it, and a greater number of blind alleys; but the
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central pattern of change bringing stability and so inducing growth and
ambition is clear enough to fol]owZI. Clear too is that Thucydides is

here indulging in theoretical construction: his 'model' tells him how the
historical process ought to work and he sets about assembpling the right
material to illustrate it, and indeed interpreting the available material

to accomodate it. Hence, fo? example, because the process of development

ought to be rectilinear according to hismodel, without major events duplicating
themselves ( see below ), he is compelled to argue away the evidence of

Homer for the scale of the Trojan expedition, and even to reduce the importance
of the Persian Wars. Such a model is unmistakably sophistic by influence:

the curious assumption that important events in human history tend to occur
once and for all is one that clearly dominates sophistic recpnstructions

of the eér?y history of man, which oddly presuppose that cultural inventions
are by and large made in only one place and at only one time. The simplifi-
cation:of human history involved here, which reduces the random stuff of

human éxperience to processes which are readily cbmprehensib]e, if somewhat

at the expense of truth, clearly reflects a perception of the usefulness

of theoretical constructs.

My contention is that Thucydides' Archaeology shares with Herodotus
the stimulus of this new way of thinking. What both have in common is
the perception that the social and political 1ife of man is something
that 1ehds itself to rational analysis, that certain critical events in
‘the Tife-cycles of states and nmations pre;ipitate certain other predictable
consequences, that there can be:such a th%ng as an elementary science of
social change, byi]t on the study of probability and Human nature. In
dddition Thucydides' model here clearly corresponds quite closely with
our Herodotean model, notably in its appreciation pf the psychology of
social and po]itica] stability. That Thucydides is not, for example,

'borrowing' from Herodotus here, can be inferred from a comparison of the
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Anonymus ~Iamblichi, a sophistic text of the late 5thc, which incorporates

an analysis, sjmp]istjc it may be, of the'positive social effects of eunomia
and the ill-effects of anomia ( Anon.lamb.7 = DK II1.403-4 ), displaying

obvious points Qf contact with fhe Herodotean model, though c}ear]y independent.
No doubt there is a danger of ‘exaggerating the amount of system and intellectual
discipline invo]ved in these texts, but it is surely right to insist on

the extent to which Herodgtus, in cohpany with Thucygides4and the éophists,

has progressed in the rational analysis of human nature and human institutions,
and the extent to which they all conduct their inquiries along parallel

lines, exploring the same themes and constructing similar models for the

purposes of interpretation ( cf. Ch.III.B, for the argument of this paragraph ).

The overlaps between the Archaeology and the Herodotean model are
not hard to detect; in particular, besides a common interest in how societies
eVo]ve and grow through processes of successful change, both éee the same
result to the expansion of cities and states, namely aggression against
others. This appears in a numbervof places in the Archaeology ( cf. e.qg.
1.8.3 and 1.15.1, above )}, where the states which are the most successful
in achieving stability and prosperity are the first to dominate otherszz,
but it also emerges from the final direction taken by the excursus. Thucydides
concludes by settjng out the process by which, at the end of his sequence
of the advance of the Greek states, Athens @nd Sparta emerged as the two
most powerfu]yforces and came to confront one another in the greatest of
all warszg. As he says later ( the arcanum of his history of the war )
it is Athenian growth which at last inevitably forces Sparta into war
( 1.23.6 ): fobg ASnvaloug Nyolual ﬁeydxoug yeyevhuévoug nal @dBov
mapéyovtas Tote Aanedaluoviols dvayiddal éc 16 morenetv ( cf. 1.88 ).
This is precisely the pattern which Herodotus pbserves in the case of both
Persia and Athens in the work. Croesus is roused from his mourning over
Atys by the threat of Persian expansion, inasmuch as it is a thregt to

his own empire which he must if possible stifle ( 1.46.1 ): el wnws &%varto,
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1oLy ueydioug yevéodal Tols Mépoas, natalaBelv adtiv aldiavoudévny Tnv
§Yvapuv. So too the Spartans have reason to fear the rise of Athens
( 5.91.1 ): toVc "ASnvaloug dpwv adEavoudvovs nal oVSauRS €TOLROUS

2 » , » P 24
¢évtag meldeodoL oglol ... ( see Ch.II.ii.D, below )

. 0Or again
Nitocris faced with the, threat of Media realizes that its empire is at
once 'great' and restless ( 1.185.1 ): tnv MAswv 6pdoa dpxnv weydAnv .

Te nal ovn &tpeplrouvoav. Herodotus almost invariably associates the process

of megas ginesthai or auxanesthai with aggressive expansion. A state

or nation may be or become megale or eudaimon in a more or less neutral

sense, that is in terms of its material prosperity alone ( cf. e.g. 1.5.3? ),
but this simple connotation is surprisingly rare in Herodotuszs.’ Bias
promises the Ionians that removed to Sardinia they will have the chance
to prosper ( 1.170.2 ): &ﬁuxxdx%évTag éwéag Sovioodvng eddaLNoVATELY,
viowy Te &nacéwy peylotny vepouévous ual Gpxovtas dAAwv . THe Ionians
are to escape slavery and achieve prosperify in a material sense, as owning
a vast territory, but also in an 'imperial’ sense,tby extending their
authority over others. - Typically the 'prosperity' or 'greatness' of a
state is seen as a threat to the security of others. The equation is
particularly clear in the case of Polycrates, whose 'growth' is measured
in terms of his aggression and imperialism ( 3.39.3 ):

xpdvwl 6& SACywl adTlra Tol MoAvrpdTeos TG mpRyuaTa nlEeto xal Av

BeBuwpdva dvd Te “Iwvinv xal tnv dAAnv “EAAdSac Suovu yidp (9doere
otpatedeodal, ndvta ol &xdpee edTuxEws2®,

Growth, prosperity, success of any kind,‘a1most invariably for Herodotus
involve people in ambition, in the desire for gain ( pleonexia ), or at
the.very least the desire to interfere with or 1mpdse‘upon neighbouring

states. This is an observation of the psychology of success, as emerges

clearly from the example of the Aeginetans who are encouraged by their
prosperfty to wrong the Athenians ( 5.81.2 ): Alyuvfitat 6& eddatuovint
neydinu éﬁup%évTeg27 ... wérenov dnfpuntov A%nvaloiol éndgepov.

There is an analogy here between the psychology of groups and the psypho]ogy
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of individua]sZB.

Having arrived in his narrative at the climax of Cyrus'
imperial career, just before his final, fateful expedition against the
Massagetai { 1.201.ff ), Herodotus pauses to consider the psychology of
his ambition ( 1.204.2 ):
ToAAd Te ydp ULV ol ueydia Td émoelpovra xal émotpdvovta AV , TpETOV
E%v,ﬁ‘yévegug, Té 69néeuv’nkéov TL eqvau év%pén?UQ?,’éedTepa 8¢
n EUTUXLN N HATO TOUgG EOA€UOUS YEVOUEVYN® OUNL YAp L9dcels
otpatedeodal 6 KUpos, dufdxavov fiv éxetvo 10 &Hvos Slaguyetv ( cf.
Polycrates at 3.39.3, above ).
Among the many reasons inciting him to further conquest ( and note that
Herodotus is aware here that motivation is apt to be complex: cf. Ch.I.i
and ii ), Herodotus singles out (a) Cyrds' presumption that he is a man
above other men, and (b) the encouragement of eutykhia. These two reasons
are to some extent parallel: the presumption of superiority is, as we
have seen ( Ch.I.i )}, for Herodotus characteristic of all tyrants and
men of odtstanding eminence, who presume or pretend that they are different
from others - although, of course, the peculiar circumstances of Cyrus'
birth and childhood encourage this presumption in him more than in most
others of his kind ( cf. 1.126.6, with 122.3 ). The second explanation
is thus»in part a corollary of the first: Cyrus assumes that his good
fortung will never leave him, in that he is ( so he thinks ) a man specially
favoured by heaven or fate, and this encourages him ( as it does the Aeginetans,
above ) to 'push his luck' even further. Herodotus supports his own
psychological analysis here with the speech he gives the barbarian queen
Tomyris shortly after ( 1.206.1ff ). Tomyris calls upon Cyrus to "stop
puréuing your present course, for you cannot know whether it will turn
out favourably for you. Stop and rule what you have and be content to
let us rule what we have". But she knows her advice Wf]] not prevail:
odn &v éserrdoerg ﬁwd%ﬁnnbou nuolde Xp&c%uu dAAd mdvTtwg pdidov H
6L’ hovxCng elval 30.' Herodotus suggests that Cyrus is so blinded by

his own success that he will no-~ longer reflect on whether his ambition

is prudent, will no longer listen to cautionary advice: he is not content
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to Tet his neighbours 1live in peace, and nothing will stop him in his
restless pursuit of further gain. The aggressive confidence inspired

by success is almost inevitable, human nature being what it 1531.

This idea of the cumulative effect of eutykhia js something which
much concerns Thucydides, as for example in his comments on the Athenian
ambition in Sicily ( 4.65.4 ):

oUTw TAL mapolUont edtuxCal xpduevol AECouv cmbcb unéev évavtiododal

(,Cf. ﬂdt }.294-?, above ) ;--‘QCTCQ 6" v n mopd Adyov THV nkeﬁvwv

eumpayla avtols UmoTLdeloa Coxbv T éAnldog.

Thucydides could almost be describing the Persian appetite forfconquest
as represented by Herodotus! What Thucydides describes here is the same
process that the Spartans had earlier warned the Athenians against in
urging them to make peace at’the time of Pylos ( 4.17.4 ):

Vutv y&p\eOTuxCuv ThY Tapolooy €E€0TL HoADS 9€090L, ... Hal uf

L

Tadety dnep ol an%wg TL aya%ov quBavovTeg va av%pwnwv ale
mAéovos éanlsu dpéyovtar Sua 10 T& mapdvra evTUYMoGL .

Again there is a clear similarity with the advice given by Tomyris to

Cyrus: in both cases the advice goes unheeded because of that quality

in human nature which causes one to be carried away by any initial success
and to hope that one's winning streak will continue indefinitely. It

is the same warning again és Artabanus woices to Xerxes at 7.49.4: ednpn&lng
5¢. o0 £otL dvdpdnolol obseula mAngdon ~( "for who is ever sated with
success?" )32. This further correspondence between Herodotus and Thucydides
suggests that we have to do here with a modern psychological rationalization
of a traditional idea. There is no doubt that both authors were long
anticipated by the poets ( cf; e.g. Solon F13.72f West: ol yap vov fHuéwv
TAeToTov &xovot Blov,/ Sumidolov oreddovoL TCs v nopéoeLev dnavias; ),

Who well knew that the ambition for prqfit, once set in motion, gathered

an 4nexorable momentum which carried its victim on to disaster. But there

is surely something new in the precise observation of the psychology of

the process, of the nature of the connnexion between eutykhia and elpis.

If Herodotus and Thucydides are in a sense only making explicit something
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that the Greek poets had Tong understood, that is still surely a significant
advance. Herodotus' account of Cyrus' motivation at 1.204.2 and 206.1ff
above shows the sort of psychological precision which was not usual until
the sophistic movement brought its techniques of reductive analysis to

the study of human nature. If this seems exaggerated it is worfh reflecting
that such analysis is still evidently something of a novelty for Thucydides
and Euripides: to be explicit about the workings of human nature, even

if the insights themselves are such as the poets had sensed as far back

as Homer, had just now become an excitingly new intellectual challenge.
Phaedra's ruminations on the psychology of gigéi_in Euripides' Hippolytos

( 373ff"), to take an extreme example, could hardly have been written

by any earlier poet ( cf. Ch.III.G, for the argument of this paragraph ).

This brings us back to an earlier point: in some degree Herodotus'
and Thucydides' model of the-psychology of prosperity is merely a restatement

of the koros-hybris-ate cycle, making explicit what had always been felt

but never quite so clearly expressed about the role of human nature in
that scheme. 1In the clear articulation of such things 1ies the novelty

of their thought.
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(2) The case of Sparta.

The clearest and most elaborate example of Herodotus' model of the .
tendency of successful change, not:linked to freedom, to lead to prosperity
~and stability and thence to expansion and aggression is the case of 'post-
Lycurgan Sparta'. It is clearly intended to have a programmatic quality:
it. forms part of a sequence of examples which are set out early in the
work to introduce the reader to the model in fts various possible applications.
The Spartan example belongs together with the case of Peisistratid Athens
which precedes it, as we can see from Herodotus' linking of the two at
1.65.1 ( see below ), where Croesus' envoy discovers "the Athenians repressed
and divided by the tyranny of Peisistratus ( cf. 1.59.1 ), whereas the
Spartans had just escaped from great evils, in the form of extreme political
division". In other words Herodotus sets ouf first the negative side
of his model, showing the way in which a repressive political regime will
inhibit growth and stifle ambition: Peisistratid Athens is no fit candidate
for an alliance with Lydia ( cf. Ch.II.ii.A ); in Sparta by contrast we
are offered the positive side of the'model in its clearest form. Later
in Book One Herodotus js to set out the joint model, with the‘added.factor
of successful change stimulated or accompanied by the acquisi£1on of freedom:
again he unfolds the theme in a twofold exposition, first Media, then
Persia, with the advantage that he can explore both the example of the
Jjoint model ( success-plus-freedom )} which has the most important consequences
for the ensuing course of the work ( Persia: liberation leading to embire Y,
and the complications gf the joint model which show up the weaknesses of
unqualified freedom ( Media: before and after Deioces ). I shall offer
a brief discussion of these two examples in the second part of this section
( Ch.II.i.B ), since both are important for Herodotus as analogues of
Greek affairs later, most particularly of democrafic Athens. The case
of Sparta deserves detailed attention here, since it is Herodotus' own

introduction to the full version of the basic model of successful change
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leading to prosperity and thence to aggression. 1 believe it can be shown
that Herodotus has in this instance been over-enthusiastic in his application
of the model and is distinctly more concerned ﬁo accomodate the facts

to his theoretical construct than to modify or‘jettison the model in the
interest of the facts. If such a hypothesis is correct, it would suggest
that for the purposes of his exposition Herodotus has press-ganged Sparta
into serving as an éxamp]e of the model, despite a certain unsuitability

for the role. I suggest also that Herodotus' consciously cavalier proceeding

here is responsible for a notorious chronological puzzle in the account.

He begins by contrasting Sparta with the Athens éf the tyranny which
he has been describing immediately before ( 1.65.1 ):
ToUg pév vov “Adnvalous torabta T8V Xpdvov TOTTOV ... HaTéXOoVTa,
Tovg 6& Aanedatpovlous éu randv peydiwv negevydtag nal £4vtas NN
THL moAfuwl uatLnepTEpous Teyentéwv.
The parallelism seems to suggest that the great evils which the Spartans
have escaped are similar to those which are sti]] besetting Athens, that
is political troubles. It might be objected that Herodotus is thinking
that &x nau®v peydiwv nepevydtas is amplified by téL moAéuwi
natuneptépovs ( cf. 1.67.1, noata pev 6n tov tpdrepov TSAEHOV CUVEXEWS
alel nonds dé€9reov mpds ToVs Teyerdtas )3 but Herodotus does not seem
otherwise to think the 'disaster' quite so serious: it is after all only.
a 'defeat away from home' and more of an injury to Spartan pride than
a danger to the state. The next sentence seems to confirm this:
&nl yap Afovtos Baoliedovtos mal SHynouwAdos év Emdptni ToVs dAAoug
noréuove evtuxfovtes ot Aanedarpdviol mpos Teyertag podvoug
zpooéntatov ( n.b. note the imperfect here ).

‘It does not seem consistent with a condition of kaka megalathat the Spartans

should be at the same time ( as the imperfect shows ) successful ( eutykheontes )

in all their other wars and only unable to make headway in one war of
aggression. In other words we should accept that Herodotus' programmatic

opening somewhat confusingly proposes two separate things about the Sparta
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of the mid-6thc: (i) that she had ( recently? ) escaped some unspecified
troﬁb]e ( the parallel with Athens suggests political trouble ); and (ii)
that she had subsequently after a brief series of setbacks achieved success
in her war with Tegea. As we read on, the words é&nl ydp Adovrtog ... and
the rest turn out to be an explanatory parenthesis clarifying, briefly
for the moment, the sense of 1mL moAépwe natuneptépovg, while Herodotus
first of all sets himself to expand on the first limb of his programme
((i.e. én nausv peydiwv megevydtag ) at 1.65.2:

Tb 6¢ 1L mpdéTepov ToUTwY ol noKeVOUBTATOL Acav. oxeddv ndvTwv

EXAdvwv natd Te ogfag adtods nol Eelvoiol dmnpdouelxtoL. ueTdBaiov

6¢ Bde &g edvoulnv.
It is most natural to assume that the waxovoidrtatou xtr. picks up the
nand peydia of the opening sentence. The complex interlacing of this
paragraph is clearly not best designed to help the reader find his feet,
something to which the disagreements of modern commentators bear witness.
On the other hand Herodotus himself is demonstrably not confused, and,
as we shall see, it seems likely that he has deliberately engineered this
effect to prevent the reader asking awkward question. . The precise relation
between the two escapes ( from anomia and from the Tegean troubles ) is
eésy to miss.

The manner of this first escape ( uetéBarov 8¢ &se és edvoulnv )33
is then described. 'There was a man called Lycurgus, who enjoyed high
repute among the Spartans' ( 1.65.2, tadv ImapTuntéwv Sonluov Gvépde ) -
we are told here nothing more than this about him, neither when he lived,
nor whether he held any prominent position in the state. Lycurgus went
to Delphi ( we are not told why ), where he was addreésed in extravagant
terms by the Pythia ( 65.3 ) as beloved of the gods and almost a god himself:
Herodotus quotes a full four lines ( or possibly all ) of the orac1e34.

Only thén; and then only indirectly, does he explain the connexion between

Lycurgus and the 'change' at Sparta ( 65.4 ):
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some say that besides this the Pythia gave Lycurgus the ‘constitution’
which the Spartans now observe, but the Spartans themselves say:
AunoUpyov enttponedoavto AcwBdtew, ddeigLbéou uev ewutol,
BaoLiedovTos 8¢ ImaptinTtéwv, én Kodtne &yaydodoL tadrads.

And he concludes ( 1.65.5-66.1 ):

bs yvop énetpdmevoe deLOTu36, petéotnoe 1o vluiuo ndvto ual €oliate
tadto un mapoRalvelvd7 [...]. oltw wév petaBardvtes edvourdnoav.

( with which he finally picks up the allusive uyetéBarov 6& e &g
ebvoulnv of the opening.

Herodotus' reluctance to identify Lycurgus or to explain outright -
that he was the author of Spartan eunomia ( this last is almost hidden
behind the citation of sources ) is not the least of the curiosities
of this elusive exposition. It is clear, however, that Herodotus wants
principally to create the impression that Lycurgus' reforms, through;which
Sparta achieved eunomia, took place at some time unspecified but not too
distant before Sparta's conflict with Tegea, an intention which finally
becomes clear ( or seems to ) as he now at last draws the threads together

(1.66.1 ):

oVtw uEv petaBardvtes edvouridnoov, THL 8& AunoVpywl TeAeLTAGAVTL

Lpov cebodvevol oéRovtal peydiws. ota 68 &v Te ydpni dyosfc nol

TARSeT To0u dAClywy Avspdv, dvd Te E8papov adTCno Hal e0Feviidnoov.

uol 61 opL oduéTL dnéypo nouxlnv dyelv, dAAS natagpovicavTes

"Apuddwv npfoooveg eEvap... ; and there follows the Tegean narrative.
Soon ( autika ) after the reforms, we understand, Sparta shot up and flourished
and no Tonger as before ( ouketi ) abstained from aggression towards her
neighbours. The pattern, and in particular the rapidity of this Spartan
growth, is a familiar one ( cf. Polycrates at 3.39.3, ypdvur 6& dAlywt
dQTgua ... T mpdynata ndEeto, ntA.3 and with the wording of the present

passage cf. esp. Gelon's Syracuse at 7.156, ol 6& mapavtlra dvd Te

gspauov nal £pAoctov ). It is clear that this element of rapid growth

after theconso]idation is important to Herodotus' model, almost certainly
on the analogy of the growth of plants and animals. The metaphor in
anadraméin is clearly that of plant growth, a metaphor assisted by the

hint of "good soil" in khorei agathé138: thus the thought behind the mode]

is presumably that we may compare societies which have just undergone
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important change to young plants and animals, whose most extensive growth
occurs in their earliest years { cf. P].Legg.788D, ws N mpwtn BAdoTn
TaVTOS ThLov moAL peylotn nal mAelotn gdetor ). The analogy works on
the same principle as Atossa's observation to Darius at 3.134 ( above ):
Herodotus infers that just as a man has his most ambitious thoughts when
his physical body is young and strong, so too a society can be expected
to be most ambitious at a stage when it has only recently undergone a
successful change, as it were recreating a new 1ife itself. However,

it is Herodotus' very insistence on rapid growth here which seems to be

responsible for the passage's apparent chronological contradiction. The

‘trouble over Tegea with which Herodotus began ( 1.65.1 ) was meant to

occupy the reigns of Leon and Agasikles, that is the generation before
Anaxandrias and Ariston and the embassy of Croesus ( ¢.550 ), which is
Herodotus' point of entry into Spartan history. And yet Herodotus' date

for Lycurgus 1is on his own evidence elsewhere by no means shortly before
Leon and Agasikles: Leobotés, his ward, belongs on the evidence of Herodotus'
own list of Agid kings ( 7.204 ) to the 8th generation after Heracles

and the 10th generation before Le0n39.

Andrewes40 tries to solve the problem by explaining it as a false
combination of two discrepant stories:

"When he asked the cause of the existing eunomia of Sparta, the Spartans
replied in all sincerity that it was due to the workings of the Lycurgan
system. They did not insist on the fact that this system had not always
worked harmoniously and it is likely that he heard elsewhere the story
of the 7thc troubles of Sparta. In Sparta he could find no other news
of their cure than that the Spartan eunomia was due to Lycurgus. So

he jumped to the conclusion that these disorders had preceded Lycurgus,
and that it was the institution of the Lycurgan-.system that had put

down the kakonomia".

While this 1ngeniou$ answer is the only one that comes near to both accepting
the intentions of Herodotus' Greek and reconciling it with possible historical
fact, ff’w111 not do. Herodotus' own 1ist of Agid kings shows us that
he knew when Leobotes 1ived; and even if he had forgotten the fact at

this point, or had not yet learnt it, we are forced to assume on this



—~133-
view that he here parrotted the name of Leobotes from his { Spartan? )
source without once stopping to think what it meant for his chronology,
let alone trying to check the datum. In principle we would expect Herodotus
to have further identified Leobotes, for example as the son of Ekhestratos,
or somehow to have placed him in time. If he did not know anything about
him, his lack of inquisitiveness.is surely reprehensible and certainly
surprising; but if he did know ( and it seems he did ), his reticence,
as we shall see, becomes quite understandable. Moreover Herodotus gives
no indication that he is thinking of a 7thc stasis such as this theory
supposes his non-Spartan sources must have described to h1m41. It seems
on balance that we must face the paradox that he is aware of what he is

saying.

From what we have said so far it should already be clear where thé
answer lies: Herodotus is in fact smoothing over an unavoidable complication
of chronology in the interests of his theoretical model of Spartan growth.

He must make it seem as though the interval between Lycurgus and Tegea

is not as large as he knows ( or rather believes ) it to be, because he
wants to make Sparta's Arcadian imperialism appear the result of her rapid
growth, a growth brought about by the change to political stability { from

kakonomotatoi to eunomia ). Faced with what he evidently takes to be

the unescapable ‘fact' that Lycurgus, the regent of Leobotes, belongs
some 400 years before his point of departure ( the reigns of Leon and
Agasikles ), he must minimize the interval. He is guilty of contriving
the impression of a close relation in time, and hence a cause-and-effect
relation, between Lycurgus and Tegea. As we have noficed, he omits any
explicit mention of when Lycurgus Tived 1in relation to his starting-point
and delays the mention of Leobotes as long as possible. Indeed given
that the rapidity of Spartan growth consequent on her acquisition of

eunomia is obviously so important to Herodotus' model, the absence of

any explicit mention of how long this process took in terms of years is
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surely significant. His uneasiness is evidently betrayed in the words
(1.65.2 ): 10 628 &1L npdtepov ToVTwy Hal uoxovopdTaToL Hoav. - 0On

the present analysis, Sparta's change of constitution is dragged into
Herodotus' accountvby the scruff of its neck, since its relation in time

to the early 6thc can be for him no excuse for its dinclusion: the only
reason for its mention, given Herodotus' knowledge of the date of Leobotes,
is the illustration of his theoretical model. "Even before this" is a
distinctly cagey introduction, and surely calculatedly inexplicit, even
though the reader requires to know what precise relation in time exists
between Lycurgus' reforms and the reigns of Leon and Agasikles in order

to be able to assess the relevance of the excursus. Herddotus_canby contrast
get away with the word autika later on ( 1.66.1 ), where the range of
meaning of 'soon' can be much freer, where indeed the word can be excused

as a 'relative' measurement of time: how quickly do we expect states to
grow? At this earlier point however any more precise detail as to the -
degree of the interval ( e.g. ypdvwr dAlywL / o0 moAdotoL £Teot mpdTepov
Todtwy ) would be an outrageous deception, and perhaps specific enough

to give away the sleight-of-hand.

It is a necessary corollary of this interpretation that Herodotus
cannot know anything of a 7thc ( or even a 6thc ) Spartan constitutional
re-organization. If he had known ( say ) that Sparta escaped political
disaster sometime before 650 under the auspices of Theopompus and Polydorus
through constitutional reforms preserved for us in Plutarch's Great Rhetra
and reflected in the poetry of Tyrtaeus ( cf. n.41, above ) - if he had
known all this, he would most certainly have made USé»of it; but as it
is he surely knows hothing of the kind. Obviously such a report would
have suited his purposes ideally, providing him with a delightfully short
interval between a successful constitutional change and the Tegean conflict -

and he need never have bothered with Lycurgus and Leobotes.
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This interpretation of the crux at least does justice to Herodotus'
common sense, whereas any other approach inevitably ends up accusing him
of faulty joinery and a confused inability to make coherent sense of his
source material. Moreover we can understand precisely why the exposition
unfolds as it does: the obscurity of the passage is calculated rather

than accidental.

- It seems likely that Herodotus' decision to break into Spartan history
at the time of Croesus' embassy ( i.e. c.550 ) has involved him in difficulties.
His model of Spartan growth will not comfortably fit the facts he has.
Most surprising indeeed is that he does not here mention either of the
Messenian Wars ( of the 8thc and 7thc ) nor Sparta's imperialism in the
creation and subjugation of the Helot serf population. Herodotus, interested
asvhe is in enslavement and serfdom, ought, we would think, to have treated
this most striking example and taken some side in what was surely a current
debate among those concerned with the problems of s]avery42. His silence
here is certainly not due to ignorance ( cf. e.qg. 3.47;1, the Samian exiles
claim the Spartans owe them a favour: 8tu gqp.npétspotﬁaﬁmot vnuol
éBordnoav énl MeconvCovgb43. With his date for Lycurgus we might have
expected to have heard of the successful conquest of Messenia instead
of the considerably less notable success over Tegea ( see below ). Indeed
it is possible that the words ToVg &Adovs moréuocug edtuxdovres at 1.65.144
are a desultory acknowledgement of this greatest feat of Spartan militarism

( and cf. below on the use of the word katestrammene at 1.68.6 ). Herodotus

evidently does not feel at liberty to stretch himself thus far: Lycurgus
and Tegea must be telescoped and the remarkable events of the Messenian
‘conquest squeezed out of the picture. The reason for this reticence may
well be that he suspects his readérs will be more certain that they know
when the Messenian Wars took place and how Tong a period that conflict

lasted, than they would be of the antiquity of Lycurgus; so that had he
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mentioned Messenia in its proper relation to Lycurgus as he saw it, he
would have risked showing them that his interval between the reforms and
the reigns of Leon and Agasikles was much greater than he is trying to

pretend.

His choice of Tegea in particular as the turning-point in Sparta's
imperial destiny may have been based on a number of considerations: he
may, for example, have been attracted by the element of peripeteia in
the story, which the Messenian Wars lacked. There is also the parallel
with Athens to be considered: the Athenians have the confidence to accept
the overtures of Aristagoras and commit themselves to an eastern-adventure
partly as a result of a political change ( the democracy of Cleisthenes )
and partly as a result of a recent victory in a local war, that against
the Boeotians and the Euboeans ( cf. 5.78, in Ch.I1.ii.E ); Herodotus
may have chosen Tegea as similarly a recent local war, which the Messenian
Wars could not have been. He may also have wanted to show the impetuosity
of the new Spartans, suddenly embarking on an ambitious project, which
initially turns against them, but which before long they conclude in their
favour; again the Tong drawn out war of attrition against the Messenians

fits this psychological model less well.

Messenia is a lost opportunity in another sense. Herodotus' model
requires Sparta to have grown into an imperialist power with aggressive
designs: Messenia was the best possible example of such a development,
but Herodotus has had to abandon it and make do with the Tegean Wars,
which are far less satisfactory for his purposes45; ‘The climax of the
Spartan history here is nonetheless a picture of Spartan imperialism,
with Tegea in the foreground ( 1.68.6 ): |

v;ﬁdtkfmﬁtoérou 100 ypdvou, Snws meLpdLato SAATRAWY, TOAABL

ratunEpTEPOL THL ToAEuGLYE éyCvovto ol Aanedaiudviou” nén 6¢ oou
xob B moAAD Thig NMedomovvdcou fiv nateoTpoupévn.
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This last sentence provides the appropriate climax for Herodotus' account:
Sparta has conquered herself an empire in the Peloponnese. But as a historical

fact, and even perhaps as a summary of what he has told us, this is a
dishonest exaggeration. It would be propér no doubt to describe the

Messenians as katestrammenoi ( but Herodotus has failed to mention them ),

but not Sparta's other Peloponnesian neighbours and allies; and least

of all, even on Herodotus' own evidence, the Tegeans. The word can only
mean 'reducea by conquest to subject status', scarcely Timited even to
'defeated in war', and most emphatically not 'subsumed into their alliance’,
as modern historian have hoped it might. It is the word to describe the
imperial conquestsvof Lydia ( e.g. Croesus' empire at 1.28, wateotpaupévev
oxeb0v TdvTwv T@vV Evtdc “Alvos moTauod olunuévev ) or Persia ( e.g. the
Perinthians reduced by Megabazos at 5.1.1, od BouAOLEVOUS bnnudous elval
Aapelov nateotpédavto )3 and indeed at 6.44.1 Herodotus varies the verb

katestrepsanto with the periphrasis npdg TotoL budpyovoL Sodrovg

tpooentiioavto. [t is what Athens did to her allies in revolt ( cf. Thucyd.
1.75.4, %ol tuvev xal 760 &mooTdvTwy naTecrpauuévwv ) but it could not
describe merely Athenian or Spartan hegemony in their respective Leagues.
But in the case of Tegea47 it seems clear that Sparta's victory was in
historical fact more negotiated than 1mposed48. Whatever we are to make
of Herodotus' account of the Bones of Orestes, it seems probable that

what lies behind it is a shift in Spartan policy "from aggression to peaceful
co-existence, and from 'Helotization' to diplomatic subordination" ( cf.
Cartledge p.139 ), with a new appreciation of the need for propaganda

to replace Coerciongg. -For Sparta's other main.neighbours 'subjugation' .
seems equally improbable at this time. Corinth is perhaps brought into

an alliance; but the defeat of Argos in the batt1e.for the Thyreatis is

on Herodotus' own evidence 1ater50

; while the deposition of Aeschines
of Sieyon is possibly not so ear1y51,and only by a strenuous effort of

the imagination can it be considered an act of ‘'conguest'. Indeed there
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is general agreement that the Peloponnesian League was the creation of
diplomacy rather than military subordinationSZ: its members were 'allies'

of Sparta, even though they may after a certain date ( but not perhaps

as early as this? ) have promised to"fo11ow wherever the Spartans led
them'53. In short it seems that Herodotus has chosen his vocabulary to
suggest the growth of a Spartan imperialism which in the terms envisaged

and for the time in question was, as he himself surely knew,a plain travesty
of the truth. Indeed the very absence from his account of any realistic
supporting evidence for such an ambitious claim is the best proof of its

audacity54.

Sparta's change from anomia to eunomia brings an access of confidence,

which lead her to prosperity, to a new openness towards the outside world,
and to an ambition for conquest. Previously the Spartans had been
HOHOVOUBTATOL ... OYXESOV TdvTwy "EAAAvwY xatd Te oglag adToVS Hal

gelvoLoL anpdouelntol, that is internally diyided and hostile or wary
towards the outside world. Whether or not this model ofbchange is either
historically accurate or authentically reported, we are hardly in a position
to judge54a. The suspicion that Herodotus is not telling the whole truth,
or at least not the Spartan version of the truth, is encouraged by the
consideration that his model evidént]y owes much to contemporary political

theory. Ryffel has well observed the appearance of metabole-theory in

. e . . 5 .
this account of a transition from anomia to sunomia 5, with Lycurgus as

the benevolent epitropos who restores the essential components:of a stable
social life, the'same theoretical pattern that inspires Herodotus' narrative
of Deioces in Media ( cf. Ch.II.i.B.1 ), and which he shares with the

Anonymus - Iamblichi ( Anon.Iamb.7.14 ).

Comparison with Thucydides, moreover, reveals a possible theoretical

background to Herodotus' conjunction of kakonomiq?6 and ameixia. Thucydides
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describes the early weakness of the Greek world as both caused by and
manifested in its inability first to form stable communities, through

the aggregation of neighbours with common interests of security or profit,
and later to contract alliances with other states, and consequently its
indbility to mount 'international enterprises', especially wars of any
scale ( cf. e.g. .1.2.2, o08” éniueryvidvtes ddels drrdrous, etc.; see above )57.
Herodotus' Sparta clearly follows the same pattern: her early ameixia

( what evidence did he have for it? ) contrasts with her disposition after

the reforms, inher readiness both to exert her authority in the Peloponnese

and to contract an alliance with Croesus and Lyd1a5$ ( 1.69.3 ): Aodnoav
e THU ATCEL TEY AuSHV nal &moudoavto Sprio Eeuving mépu nal cuupaxins

( cf. e.g. Thucyd.1.18.2; with Agamemnon's symmachy which he led against
Troy at 1.9.1ff ). Spartatggs begun to have the self-confidence, the
belief in her own importance in the world, which was the inevitable result

of her political consolidation, and which led her to become the foremost

state in the Greek world.

Herodotus' account of early Sparta then is in large part constructed
in accordance with a particular theory of social change, and it is meant
to stand as an exemplum for that theory, a key instance of the historical
model which influences much of importance in the rest of the work. In
an appendix I shall be considering how the same model has radically influenced
the narrative of Milesian politics in the yeérs leading up to the Ionian
revolt ( 5.28ff ), involving Herodotus in the same kind of distortion
as we observed in his treatment of Lycurgus here ( cf. Appendix I ).
If my interpretation of these two passages is right, it has important
consequences for Herodotus as 'historian'. He appears_ in these instances
to be more interested in offering models of human behayiour than in diligently
and faithfully recording 'the facts' as near as he can divine them. This

is not, of course, to say that he has no antiquarian interests, no desire
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to get at the facts for their own sake, only that in a contest between
historical reporting and his desire to 'make sense' of human nature it

is historical reporting that will lose out. There is a sort of 'truth'

in both activities, to be sure, but Herodotus' making sense of human nature,
to judge from these examples, is not historical truth, an essential honesty
to what actually happened. There is perhaps an analogy with, say, Plato's
reading of Greek and Persian history in Laws 111, where the facts are

of distinctly less importance than the lessons to be drawn from them,

58&; but the closestanalogy, as

lessons about society and human nature
we have seen, is undoubtedly with Thucydides' Archaeology, which uses
and to some extent abuses the materials of history in pursuit of a theory

of growth and power.

We turn now to a consideration of how Herodotus' model works in the
cases of Media and Persia, where an added ingredient is the acquisition
of freedom. We should add that the absence of freedom from the Spartan
exemplum is not a significant absence: the model in its basic form meré]y
concerns itself with the psychology of success, and includes any form
of successful political change. The addition of freedom is an embellishment
of this basic model: a successful liberation is itself a form of successful
change which, with the right political advantages ( eunomia ), produces
an even more dramatic restlessness and émbition, given the confident

psychological dﬁsposition of free men.
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Freedom, Part i.B: Imperial Domination.

(1) Media.

The Tiberation of the Persians.fromservitude to the Medes marks a
turning-point not only in their own fortunes but also of all the other
peoples of the known world. To explain the process of Persian growth
requires Herodotus to go back a long way, not merely to the beginnings
of their empire, but back beyond that to the time when the Persians were
subject to Media, and even earlier. Having concluded his description
of Cyrus' conquest of Lydia ( cf. 1.94.7, Avsol uiv &% Ond NéponioL
¢6e500 wvto ), Herodotus tells us that we have up to now been looking
at the phenomenon of Persian empire too narrowly ( 1.95.1ff ):

énLdlrntol 88 6n 1o évdeltev MUty 6 Adyos 1dv Te KUpov SoTig

gov THV Kpoloou dpxnv xatetie, nol tovg Iépoag Stewl TpdTwl

fydoavto 1fis Ac¢ns. ... ( Herodotus' version of the Cyrus-story is

one which avoids. excessive glorification ) ... ’Acovpluwv dpxdvtwy

s dvw "Aclns én’ &tea elnool nal mevinudova, mpdrot &’ adTiv MAdoL

fpEavto dnlotacdaLe xal xws odToL mepl THs EXdudeplng nayxeoduevor tolou

"Acouploiot éyévovto dvbpes dyaSol ual dnwodpevol THY Souvioolduny

Exevdepddnoav. petd 8¢ TodToug nal Ta dAra E9vea Enolee ThUTO

TotoL MAdoLouL. &8vtwv 8¢ adtovduwy tdvtwy dvd Thy Anevpov Hbe

adtis €5 Tupavvlbas Tepufitfov. duhp &v Tolou MASoloL éyéveto

gogds ... ( and Herodotus plunges straight into the narrative of

Deioces ‘).

This passage is surprisingly compressed and elliptical: wehave scarcely
adjusted to one programme before another establishes itself, and then another
( see below ). 1Initially we expect simply to be retracing the story of
the Persian empire and its origins under Cyrus; but that story is deferred
until Tlater, and emerges only out of the narrative of the Median empire
( 1.117ff ). We do not, of course, know that this will happen as we read
the present passage. Possibly, if Aeschylus knew or believed in a continuity
between the empires of Media and Persia ( cf. Pers.765ff ), Herodotus

is not asking too much of his readers to appreciate the logic of this step;

he does not, however, assist that connexion of thought by any very obvious
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means here. Instead we are suddenly plunged back to the time of the
Assyrian empire and the liberation of the Medes from that empire: in other
words Herodotus begins not with the beginnings of the Medjan empjre,which
are deferred until after the narrative of Deioces { cf. 1.101ff ), but

with a moment of liberation. The asyndeton ’Acoupluwv dpxdvtwv wti. is

made perplexingly abrupt by the absence of any clear anticipation that

this is to be Herodotus' direction. I would suggest that Herodotus is
dbing more here than simply 'telling the story from the beginning', retracing
his steps to a more or less arbitrary starting-point: rather by carrying

us back in this enormous stride to the Median 11beration.he is compelling
us to take note of a continuously recurring process, inviting us to see
that empires grow out of other empires, the new growth precipitated by
moments of 1iberation. We go back not, as we had expected, to the origins
of Cyrus and the Persian empire but to a much earlier point in the sequence
that led to that moment: to understand the continuity of the process of
imperial growth we need to see how it originates, where the turning-points
come that decide which people will give the process new direction - and
these turning-points are marked by successful liberations, by the choice

of eleutheria on the part of a formerly subject people.

‘In reality the Tiberation of Media was clearly a long drawn out process,
to judge from the Assyrian records, and was undoubtedly accompanied rather
than followed by the revolts of other subject peoples: there was a sequence
of risings by various peoples over many generations, risings frequently
quelled and revivingSg. The simplification may be that of Herodotus'
sources60 rather than his own, but it clearly serves‘the purposes of his
'model’ here to have a Median liberation taking place once and for all
and to have the VMedes take the 1n1tjat1ve in freeing themselves, the first
of a11‘the subject peoples of Assyria to do so. Nor can we mistake his

. 61 |
emphasis here: the sentence xal nws-éxevdepddnoav is both a redundant

elaboration of fpgavto anfotacSar in the previous-sentence and redundantly
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emphatic in itself, making absolutely chéar by gratuitous repetition that
the revolt involved the Medes 'fighting for their freedom'sz, "fighting

bravely for that freedom‘63

, 'throwing off their ens]avement‘, and 'achieving
‘their freedom'. It is true that beyond this opening paragraph Hérodotus
never again uses the word eleutheria in connexion with the Medes; but

[ find it hard to believe that he should have Taid such heavy stress on

a motif which was to have no further significance in their story. In

a sense it is self-evident that the story of Median empire cannot begin

63a; but for that purpose

while the Medes are sti]] enslaved to Assyria
the colourless apistasthai would presumably have been enough. Herodotus'
emphasis here surely implies that their freedom is more than a mere preconditibn
of that future growth. I.suggest we are meant to see something of a causal
connexion between the Medes' heroic initiative and their future empire,

which is after all the focal point of Herodotus' narrative here, the reason

for his having come back this far. The logic of that connexion is presumably
this: in being the first to see freedom as their goal and showing the

fortitude to achieve it the Medes displayed the beginnings of a psychological

disposition which marked them out from the other subjects of Assyria,

a presumption of their own worth‘whféh”étampédwtﬁéﬁgéggéﬁpiré-bdildeﬁéﬂ§ﬁmihéik7
own right. As we shall see, this connexion between the disposition to freedom
and tc empire emerges much more clearly in the case of Persia, which Herodotus

is surely in some sense anticipating here.

It is worth noting that for Herodotus to lay such stress on the
freedom of the Medes here as of the Persians 1atér is not an immediately
obviou; thing for him to have dome. There is no indication that the Greeks.
were at all conscious of the freedom of these peoples, at least not before
Herodotus, although the freedom of Persia~ does figure in philosophical
texts Tater ( see (B).2, below ). For Hippocrates, for example, Asia

is clearly the archetype of a land without freedom, where the inhabitants
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( with the exception of the Ionian Greeks ) are all tyranneuomenoi ( cf.

Airs 16.16ff, etc. ). It is a common Greek presumption reflected, for
example, in Herodotus' account of what the Spartan heralds said to Hydarnes
( 7.135.3 ): unlike themselves he has no experience of freedom, whether

or not it is sweet. Euripides has Iphigeneia give the sentiment an out-
rageously chauvinistic expression at IA 140C-1: BapBdpwv &' “ErAnvag

doxeuvy eluds, dAr’ o0 BapBdpovs,/ ufitep, ‘EAAdvwve 10 ugv yap Sollov,

ol &  éxed%epor. . It is worth noting too that in Aeschylus' potted history
of these two peoples there is no suggestion that either one of them was
ever in any sense free (Pers.765ff ). [Indeed it is hard to imagine in
what context the Greeks might have been moved to express such an idea
before Herodotus, In other words his model of Median and Persian empire
by no means takes the line of least resistance, but rather involves a

surprising insistence on the element of freedom.

That Herodotus has laid such stress on Median freedom here makes the
interpretation of the sentence &dvtwv 6¢ adtovduwv-mepLHirdov all the more
difficult. If we look back at this sentence from the immediately ensuing
narrative of Deioces, it seems reasonable to suppose that the 'tyranny'

‘which is ‘returned to' is his tyranny over the Medes, and for this reason

Stein emended the MSS text tyrannidas to tyrannida here: in other words

Herodotus 1is turning from the Asians asa whole to the Medes who alone

are the subject of peri€lthon. However if we read merely the sequence

that Herodotus has set out, the most natural dnterpretation of this sentence
is rather different: the immediate context encourages us to understand

here some programmatic statement about empire. The Aésyrian empire is
disintegrating, there is 'autonomy' throughout Asia, and this is how they

( sc. the peoples of Asia ) returned to tyrannies, lost their freedom

again through empire: the peoples of Asia came to be ruled once more by
'tyrannies' ( we may keep the plural of the MSS ) in the sense that Herodotus

is about to explain, that there arose in Media a dynasty of tyrants who
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led the Medes to re-enslave the former subjects of Assyria. The genitive
absolute which becomes the subject of the main verb is a common enough
idion§4; the subject of the plural verb periélthon is simply hbi ana tén
€peiron. However we read the sentence it involves a certain sleight-of-
hand: this is obviously a transition to the narrative of Dejoces' tyrannis,
the internal domination of the Medes by a man who did not himself build
an empire ( cf. 1.101 )5 but that tyranny is not wholly equivalent to
the condition which it is supposed to replicate, the external imperial
domination of the peoples of Asia by the Assyrians, which is only a tyrannis
in an extended sense. The logic of Herodotus' proceeding here takes some
time to become apparent, but it is clear that what he is doing is once
again re-adjusting his immediate programme: instead of heafing at once
how the peoples of Asia lost their freedom to the Median empire we hear
how the Median tyranny which was to produce that empire itself originates.
Herodotus expects us to see that eastern empire is a function of eastern
despotism, the ambitions and appetites of the imperial people finding

their expression through the person of their tyrannos.

It might nevertheless be objected that Deioces does establish a‘tyranny
first of all over the Medes themselves, and that in that sense he must
be depriving them of the freedom they earlier won in their fight against
Assyria. That being so there would be no question of their empire being
in any sense a function of their freedom, as I suggested earlier that
it was meant to be. I believe, however, that Herodotus positively discourages
such a reductive extrapolation. In the first place we would still be
Teft with his forceful emphasis on the element of freedom in the Median
revolt, where no such emphasis was necessary in purely narrative terms;
the'on1y way round this would be to suggest that there is an irony in
the Medes once again losing their freedom so promptly, but Herodotus does
anything but encourage us to see such an irony. As we saw, the natural

implication of the sentence &dvtwv 8¢ adtovSuwv-tepLfirdov is that the
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peoples of Asia as a whole came to be ruled by tyrants through the establishment
of a Median dynasty under Dejoces: this does not exclude the idea that

the Medes lost their own freedom in the process, but it certain]y does

not invite us to focus on that idea. In the narrative that follows we

hear how by various means Deioces compelled the Medes to achieve unity,

to respect justice, and indeed to show deference to him as a tyrannos -

but nowhere is there the slightest reminder that this meant the loss-

of their freedom; this is logically entailed, to be sufe, but Herodotus

in no way brings it out. That silence is not, I think, accidental: the
theme of the Deioces-episode is how the Medes achieved political stability,
the stability that gave them a firm base for empire { see below ), and
Herodotus would 1ike if possible to leave us with the impression that

théy achieved this on top of their freedom from Assyria, not at the expense

of that freedom.

Where ‘the Medes as a people stand under the dynasty founded by
Deioces 1s’shownuby,what Hercdotgs\makes\the~magi say to Astyages about
the consequences for the Medes if Cyrus were to emerge as king. They
have, they say, a vested interest in ensuring the preservation of Astyages'

rule { 1.120.5 ):

nelvws PEv Yo dAroTpLoltat é¢ Tov matda ToUtov mepiloloa édvTo
Téponv, xal huels &6¥tes MAdoL Souroduedd te nal Adyou olSevds
vuvdueda mpds Mepodwv, €dvtes Eelvoue ofo 6 éveoteltos Bacuidoc,
¢dvtog moalhitew, noal dpyouev 1O u€pos nal TLUAS wpog ofo peydrog
gxouev. :
To be sure, Herodotus does not have them.claim that the Medes enjoy freedom:
to.-be able to do that he would have needed a hard struggle against the
evidence and the prejudices of his Greek readers ( see above ). But he

has them be wholly explicit about the participation of the Medes in the

arkhe of their own tyrannos: they enjoy a position quite different from
that which would be imposed upon them by a Persian king ( but cf. (B).2,

below ), when they would indeed be slaves rather than masters ( doUlosyné
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as opposed to arkh® ). If we may accept what the magi say as a rational
analysis of the Medes' status ( cf. also Astyages' rebuke to Harpagus

at 1.129.4, vov 6& MAdoug pév ... SoVrovg dvutl SeomoTéwv yeyovéva,

Tépoas 6& SoVious édvtas 10 mplv MAGwv viv yeyovéval Seondtas ), rather

than merely f]éttery of a king who was hated and feared { contrast 1.123.2
and 130.1 ), it is clear that Herodotus means to differentiate the condition
~of the Medes under the Median empire from the condition of its subjects
proper. They are not enslaved in the same way: they have as much interest

as the king in the prizes of empire.

Thus if pressed as to his meaning in 1.96ff Herodotusvwould presumably
say that whereas the Medes did in one respect lose their freedom under
Deioces, they retained their freedom in another respect; they lost their
internal freedom but retained their freedom from imperial domination,

a freedom which meant they shared in the arkhé& established by the Median

tyrants. It may well be, however, that Herodotus is not happy to be so
pressed, but would rather like us to take without too much question tﬁe
conjunction of freedom from Assyrian domination and political stability
as provided by Deioces and not observe too closely that Deioces' tyranny'

took away the political freedom of the Medes.

If on the other hand Herodotus would 1ike us to understand that the
Medes ]ost their freedom to a certain degree, that would not be inconsistent
with a pattern he observes elsewhere, and although it is not an interpretation
he seems to encourage, it does give an added point to what he goes on
to tell us. We may invoke here the analogy of Athénién freedom: as Herodotus
is to show, the immediate consequence of 1liberation form the Peisistratid
tyranny is for the Athenians to return to the condition of stasis ( Isagoras,
Cleisthenes ) which had likewise prevailed ( Megakles, Lykurgus, Peisistratus )
before Peisistratus deprived them of their freedom ( cf. 1.62.1 ). The

Athenians do not achieve the necessary stimulus to grow until they acquire
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a new form of constitution under Cleisthenes { iségorié ), which enables
" each citizen to identify the common interest of the state with his own,
if we may so extrapolate from Herodotus' commentary at 5.78 ( cf. further
in Ch.II.i1.E ). It is isEgorié which is apparently the cause of Athens'
new-found confidence, which has her defeat the Boeotians ahd Chalcidians
and soon leads her on to more ambitious projects. It seems, despite our
earlier Yeservations, that there may be a sense in which in Media too
fréedom on its own is insufficient to promote growth but is rather a cause
of her anomia, just as Athenian freedom led initially to‘§E§§i§ and on]y
after a political settlement to growth. The idea that an excess of freedom
can lead to anarkhia { cf. P1.Rep.560E, on democratic freedom; and Legg.694A,
for Persia's 'moderated freedom', below ) may perhaps be in Herodotus'
mind here. 1t is not, however, necessary to force this connexion of thought64a.

Whether or not we take the view that Deioces' tyranny represents
a limitation of the anarchic freedom of the Medes, it remains of interest
here to follow the further course of Herodotus' narrative, since it so
clearly offers another illustration of the model of the psychology of
political stability which Herodotus was at such pains to set out in his

Spartan narrative earlier ( cf. (A).2 ).

The tyranny of Deioces arises out of the anomia which exists throughout
Media, apparently in the aftermath of the Tiberation ( 1.86.2 )}: Zodong
dvoplns moAArfg dva tnv MnouxdAv. As is clear from the nature of Deioces'
solution, this anomia is reflected in two different problems. Deioces
first of all brings a stable system of dikai to replace the adikiai ( a
pun here? ) of the Medes towards one another ( cf. Ch.1.i.4 ), that is
he combats the lawlessness of the Medes which is destructive of social
life. Let us appoint a king, say the Medes ( 1.97.3 ): nal oltw #

Te ydpn edvourdoetal ual adTol TPOS Ep?a Tpedueda ovs6e On’ dvoulng

dvdotatoL éoduedo . The other aspect of Deioces' solution is the unification
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of the Medes ( cf. 1.101, synestrepse: below ), a sort of synoecism which
replaces the fragmented community 1life - of the.Medes up to this point.
Herodotus has made it clear that the Medes live in villages, apparently
with no common organization ( 96.2, xatouunuévwv natd xduac 5 cf. 97.2,

IR S »
OVO TAS HOUGS ).

In reconstructing the problems of Media before Deioces, Herodotus
is clearly drawing on ideas generated in the later 5thc by sophistic
speculation, ideas of how human society looked before the advent of social
and political order65. Media's anarchic autonomy has obvious points of
contact with the disordered and self-destructive life of primitive man
as conceived in these sophistic reconstruction, in the fragmentation of
the community into sma]T, disunited settlements ( cf. 1.96.2, natouunuévwv
nOTE HOURS )66, in the instability caused by mutual distrust ( cf. 1.97.3,
01’ dvoulng dvdotatou )67, and in the threat to prosperity ( ibid., o0
yap TédtwL TEL mapedvTl ppeduevol Svvatol eluev olnfelv THV ¥xdpnv )68.
Again too the disadvantages of gﬂg@jg_heré are the same as those listed
by the Anonymus Iamblichi ( cf. Ch.II.i.A ), in particular the debilitating
effects of mutual distrust within the community ( cf. Anon.Iambl. 7.8,
with 7.2 ). It is obvious that Deioces performs the same service for
Media in.  saving her from lawlessness and rapine as Minos, in Thucydides'
Archaeology, does for early Greece in ridding the seas of pirates, both
promoting stability and strength for future growth: the common theoretical

preconceptions are hard to miss ( cf. (A).1l, on the Archaeology ).

It is not, of course, clear whether Herodotus invites us to make
a connexion between Media's liberation from Assyria and a return to the
social conditions of primitive times69, or whether we must suppose the
Medes had been subject to such lawlessness and disunity’eveh before that

liberation. Given that a crisis develops ( cf. 1.97.2 ) which precipitates
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the solution of Deioces, it seems more acceptable to suppose the former,
that the complete freedom of the Medes following the.Tliberation is what
provoked the condition'of anomia; but it must be admitted that this is

at best an elliptical suggestion on Herodotus' part.

It is, however, instructive for our purposes, whether or not we continue
to invoke the motif of freedom, that Herodotus is working here with ideas
from contemporary theoretical reconstructions of the origins of human
society: this is clear confirmation that his model is indeed a construct
derived from reflexion on modern theories of the mechanisms of human society
( cf. (B).3, below ). He is also drawing here on the theory of the metabole
politeion, whose influence we detected less clearly in his narrative of
the reforms of Lycurgus ( cf. Ch.II.i.A.2 ), and which is further reflected
in the Anonymus Iamb]ich170. Deioces, 1ike Lycurqus, and even more like
Peisistratus, as we shall see ( Ch.II.ii.A ), takes power into his own
hands and rescues his people from the perils of anomia; all three in different
degrees manage to bring about the desirable condition of eunomia { cf.

1.97.3 ), the condition of the society in which the people obey the 1aws71,
and which brings with it the consequences of mutual trust and peaceful
and profitable co-existence. As the Anonymus sets out the theory, the

emergence of a tyrannos or epitropos is the only possible release from

the condition of anomia, in which there is no respect for the laws or
for justice ( cf. 7.14 ): 8tav odv tabra 14 660 &x To® mARDovs éxAlmne,
& Te Véuog nal n &6Cxn, TéTe A6N els &va dmoywpelv Thv &mnLTpomnelav

. 72 . . . -
TodTwy nol QUAKNAY .~ "Men cannot live without nomoi and dike", says

this writér73; and Herodotus' account of Median anomia makes the same

point, describfng as it does the breakdown of all social order prior to

the tyranny, and for Herodotus too tyranny is paradoxically a satisfactory
solution. Yet it is clear that he does not mean to approve it unequivocally

for that. The debate on the evils of anomia ( 1.97.2f ), in which, as
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Herodotus surmises, the friends of Deioces were the principal speakers,
leads to the Medes ‘persuading themselves to be ruled by a king' ( tavtd
unL Aéyovtes melBouoL twutoLg BaocLAedeosdal ). But Herqdotus does not
say that they arrived at the only possible solution - and indeed they

do not get what they expect, for although they speak of basileus, it is
clear from Herodotus' vocabulary throughout the passage that what they

get is a tyrannos.

‘Protagoras', in Plato's myth of the origins of human society, saw
men escaping their early asocial lawlessness through the 'discovery' of
gigé_and Eigééy in other words ( if we may so interpret the parable )
through an understanding of the need for a social contract or consensus,
with the citizens respecting each other and the community ( cf. P1.Protag.

V74

322BE ) Herodotus' model as applied to Median anomia offers a much

less optimistic solution: the social contract is bypassed by the ambitions
of one strong and determined individual, who may after all assist the
common good, but who does so for the wrong reasons ( cf. Ch.I.i.4, for

the paradox of Deioces' euergesia). Herodotus would clearly not rule

out the Protagorean so]utioﬁkas a possible variant of his model: at Sparta,
for example, the abuse of tyranny is ayoided through the benevolent actions
of an epitropos, who is, however, a man pretérnatura]]y upright, who is
even honoured Tike a god for his disinterested safe-guarding of the state

( cf. 1.65.3 and 66.1; with (A).2 ). 1In general, however, Herodotus seems
to believe, with Thucydides and certain of the sophists, that human nature
being what it is there will almost always be strong individuals within
states and powerful states in the wider world who wiT] aspire to rule

for themselves, in despite of justice, wherever and whenever they are

given the opportunity75. Again it is instructive that we can interpret
Herodotus' model with reference to contemporary theories of the political

process and of human nature.
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Deioces' unification of Media ( cf. 1.101, cuvéotpede )76 both seems
to involve another contemporary political theory,and clearly ties in with
other observations in the work on the importance of unity as an ingredient
of political strength contributory to prosperity, and indeed prosperous
freedom. Thucydides' account of Theseus' synoecism of Attica has very
striking points of contact with Herodotus in these passages ( 2.15.2 ):

EneLdn 8t Onoevg éBaclrevoe, yevduevos uetd 100 Evvetol nal Suvatds

wd 1e dAAa drendounce v xdpav nol natardoas TEV dAAwv 1tdiewv Td

Te ROVAEVUTAPLO Hal TAS dpXds €< Tnv vov méiLv odoav, &V BouvieuThpLov

GnodelEag nal mputavetov, EvvdLrioe TdVTag, KAl VePOUEVOUS TG aLTHV

EXJOTOUS GTEP HaL Tpo ToU Nvdyrace uLdL ndier tadtni XpdoSal,

A dndvtwv A6n Evvrerodvtwy € avtnv ueydAin yevoudvn mapesdsn o

Onoéws Tolg €meLta.

Both Theseus and Deioces, 1ike Minos ( above ), are wise and powerful
dictators: both contrive to produce a unified state with a new potential
for growth. It is tempting to suppose that though Theseus' synoecism
was an old story, it was given a rew theoretical currency in sophistic
speculation of the Tater 5thc, presumably in discussions of the political
strengths of monarchy77. Deioces compels. the Medes to build a single
citadel ( 1.98.3 ): Avdynaoce €v ndéAioua moidoacSol xal ToUTO TepLoTEAAOVTAS
THv dAAwv nooov émiudiecdal.  In other words the Medes are to give up
their dispersed villages and focus all their attention of Ecbatana, with
its many concentric walls a graphic symbol of unity and strenth. We may
compare especially the advice of Bias to the Ionians that they should
sail to Sardinia ( 1.170.2 ) and found 'one city of all the Ionians’
( mérLv plov utlrevv advteov ‘Tdvwv ), and closer still the advice of Thales
to the Ionians to set up a single council-chamber ( 1.170.3, &v

» 77a - - ~ ”» ’ 1] ’ hl Y
BoOvAELTNPLOV ) at‘JEQS:ZTuS drxroc méatog olueoudvas undev nooov
watd mep el 6fipoL etev. The Ionians were>search1ng for the best way of
coping with their 'freedom', that is trying to avoid disunity in the

hope of resisting enslavement by Persia. We may perhaps invoke this analogy

to suggest that unification in Media too was a solution to the problems

of freedom: the Medes are required to sacrifice their regional 1ndependence78
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which had apparently been a contributory cause of their anarchy ( above ).

At any rate it is again striking that Herodotus' model can be found drawing
on what seems 1ike a current political theory: the importance of geographical
unity as providing political unity and the strength needed for the state

to grow and prosper.

The clearest commentary on the present passage js, however, Herodotus'

remark on the disunity of the Thracians ( 5.3.1 ):

el 6¢ U1’ &vos dpyouLTo ( sC. 15 Z%voc ) 3 gpdveol natd Twutd,

apaxdv e dv eln nal moAAdL npdtiotov mdvTwy E8véwv natd yvdunv

™mv suﬁv, aAXG yap TodTo dropdv ool nol Guixavov ud xote éyyévntaie

elol 8e natd TodTo do%evéec.
What the Thracians lack is unity, either the unity that comes from autocratic
rule, the rule of one man 1ike Deioces, or the unity that comes from consensus;
accordingly they end up weak and are overwhelmed by the Persians, whereas
if unified they might have been stronger than any other nation on earth.
Theoretical speculation about the Thracians illustrates what happens to
the Medes in practice: originally weakened by disunity ( whether or not
that was a function of their 'excessive freedom' ) they had a choice of
finding a consensus or appointing a king; and once Deioces had brought

them unity, they began to emerge as an imperial power, 'invincible and

by far the strongest nation' at Teast in Asia.

The next stage in Media's growth is the ambition for empire, where
the correspondence with the Spartan version of the model is particularly

evident. When Deioces is succeeded, as Herodotus has it ( in defiance

/8

of history? ) e, by his son Phraortes, the Median arkhé is pushed forward,

ironically claiming as its first victims the Persians, who will themselves

later bring about the overthrow of the Medes ( 1.102.1 ):

K b ~ 3 rd 3 9 ~ » Id
TopadeEduevos O¢ ( SC. TNV apxnv ovr arexpldito pouvvwy MAdwv
8oxeLv, dAXa oTpatevoduevos ént Tovg Népoas mputoLol Te TodToLOL
énedfiuato nal mpdtovg Mhswv Omnudouvg énolnoe.

Phraortes is "not satisfied with rU]ing over only the Medes" and so begins
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his imperial expansion. The expression is of course closely paralleled -
in the words which we saw Herodotus use earlier of the Spartans, after

the reforms of Lycurgus had brought them prosperity ( 1.66.1 ): nol &4

oL ovnétL drméypa houxlnv dyewv, - describing the restlessness which

led them to attempt the conquest of Tegea, which stood in Herodotus' account
for the 'imperialism' by which they came to subdue 'the greater part of

the Peloponnese' ( cf. 1.68.6, with Ch.I1.i.A.2 ). In both cases Herodotus
observes that same psychology: the confidenée inspired by a political
success bringing stability and unity, leads to the ambitioﬁ for territorial
expansion, the presumption of superiority ovér neighbours ( cf. Nitocris'
perception at 1.185.1, thv Mdswv 6pdbu doxtiv peydAnv Te ual olu

dtpeplrouvoov.

From this'beginm’ng79 Phraortes goes on to extend the empire over

the whole of Asia (.1.102.2 ):

&n’ & xou &1’ dAxo Ldv Z8vog, €g 8 otTpatevoduevog €ml TOUS

*Acouploug #ab Acoupluwv todTous ol Névov elxov nal Apxov mpdrepov

' b ’ > e & ? ’

tdvtwv, tdte 6¢ fioov pEHOUVWHEVOL HEV oLUPAYWV ATE GRECTEWTWY,

dAdwc HEVTOL EWUTHV €0 THOVTES ..
In the generation after Dejoces, Media has become confident, powerful
and ambitious enough to march against its erstwhile master, Assyria,
a fact which Herodotus' fulness here is calculated to emphasize. Phraortes
himself is killed in trying to capture Nineveh, but his son, Kyaxares,
who was "said to have been more warlike than his predecessors" ( 1.103.1;
i.e. the ambition for empire gaining momentum from generation to generation;

cf. 7.8a.1, on Persian expansion ), is successful after an interruption

from the Scyths ( cf. 1.104.2 ).

Media's attack on the ancient empire of Assyria is clearly an important
turning-point in Herodotus' narative. His model of imperial growth { cf.
1.95.1ff, above ) seems to require that new empires. grow at the expense

of those which had formerly infringed upon their liberties. The thought
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behind this seems to be that the energetic liberation of the future imperial
power encourages the disintegration of the old empire through the secession
of its subjects and allies, who, seeing it weakened by the original act"

of Tiberation, no TQnger see the same reason for loyalty ( cf. e.g. Aesch.
Pers.584ff ); meanwhile, the new power grows at the expense of the old

and lays claim to the empire which has been there for the taking since

its Tiberation.

If it is right to see freedom ( the result of Tiberation ) as an
important ingredient in Median growth, we should observe a parallel with
the analysis of the psychological advantages of free men in the Hippocratic
'Airs, Waters, Places' - and assuming that Herodotus does also intend.
the tyranny of Deioces to be seen as a qualification of Median freedom,
we may point to an important contrast. Hippocrates supposes that freedom
alone ( besides climate and environment, of course ) is what contributes
to the strength of the peoples of Europe and tyranny to the weakness of
those of Asia ( cf. Airs 16.16ff, 23.30ff; with 24.19ff ), and sees no
need to qualify his remarks. In this entirely positive estimate of the
potential of freedom Hippocrates is surely nearer to the beliefs of most
ordinary Greeksso. Herodotﬁs by contrast, though clearly accepting the
premiss that free men are psychologically better disposedvto be wariike
than men demoralized by enslavement ( perhaps a ‘'sophistic theory' in
this clearly articulated form? cf. Ch.III.C ), as shown by his remarks
of the freedom of the Athenians ( cf. esp. 5.78, with Ch.II.ii.E ), is
nevertheless concerned to observe ( if we may so extrapolate ) that men
who are free withouf qualification ( cf. Xerxes' eXpréssion at 7.103.4:
dverpdvor €g 10 £xeddepov , below ) are weaker still than those who, though
they are free in one respect, have accepted a Timitation of their freedom.
As we shall see, this perception of the weakness of a people who will

make no concessions in their freedom is one of the main themes of the
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last three books, the narrative of the Greek defence against Persia:
Xerxes' criticism of Greek freedom in the Demaratus-dialogue ( cf. Ch.II.

i11.D ) turns out to be not wholly without point.
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(2) Persia.

If Herodotus was less than explicit about the importance of freedom
to his model of Median growth, it plays a much more prominent role in
his account of the Persian empire and its origins. Let us consider first
an anecdote ( a Herodotean invention? ) which offers an important insight
into what it is the Persians are doing when fhey choose freedom. Cyrus
stimulates their appetite for rebellion by an expefiment (1.125-6 ):
on one day he has them labour at:clearing a large piece of scrubland,
and on the next entertains them to a Tavish banquet. He then puts a
choice to them ( 1.126.5f ):

Boudopévolol nev éuéo meldecdal €otu Tdbe Te nal GAda nupla

Gyadd, olséva mdvov Souvrorpemnda €xovoi® un Bouroudvoiol && Eépdo

1el9ecdat elol Upty wdvou thu ¥duzhv mapamidorol dvaplSuntou.

vov By éuédo meLdduevor ylveode €redfepor.
On the one hand Cyrus excites their sense of the ignominy of their
‘enslavement' to the Medes: they,:the Persian nobﬁ]ity ( cf. 1.125.3 ),
are suffering the indignities of slaves - metaphorically, at least.
On the other hand, and much more obviously, he is tempting them with
the promise of 'good things'. If all Cyrus is doing is 'persuading the
Persians to revolt' ( cf. 1.124.2 and 125.1 ), it is sufficient that
he should point out to them the undesirability of their present condition
( cf. 1.127.1, douevor €revdepolvto, ral mdial SeLvdv mouvedpevor URO
Midwv dpyecSoL ) he could have observed merely that they would be
better off not being ruied by the Medesf Instead he makes a point of
designating that condition as e]eutheria; and in addition interpreting
e]éutheria in terms of material profit. In Herodotus the neuter plural
adjective agatha consistently denotes the rewards. of empire or of tyranny,
~ the incitement of profit which leads men to aspire to rule over othersSl.

In other words in choosing freedom the Persians choose to pursue the

prizes of arkhé: there is no talk of the heroism of fighting for one's
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freedom here, and even the suggestion that their enslavement to Medes 1is

a disgrace to them82 is distinctly muted. Thus the Persian liberation
means the beginnings of Persian empike:,the Persians choose freedom because
it promises them the luxuries of empire. As Harpagus had promised Cyrus
only just before, in words which clearly anticipate this passage ( 1.124.2 ):
o8 vuv, Hv BovBAnt éuol melSecdar, Tfic mep  Actudyngs dpyet Xépﬁg,

tadtng andong dpEelc.

It may perhaps be that the Persian model necessarily differs from
the Median example because Herodotus is unable to suggest that the Persians
first freed themselves and then only gradually came round to becoming
an imperial power: he was saddled wfth;the fact, already well enough
known to Aeschylus ( Pers.765ff ), that in defeating Astyages Cyrus at
once became the heir to the Median empire. But it is clear that Herodotus
does. .want to suggest how in making the choicé for freedom the Persians
are showing the beginnings of a psychological disposition which will
carry them steadily on to a much bigger empire, and an empire which is

truly of their own making.

In the first place it is repeatedly stressed that the original moment
of their liberation marked the beginning of their imperial aspirations,
even if the element of freedom is not always exp1ic1t1y brought out.
Croesus is the first to see the consequences of Persia's overthrow of
Astyages ( 1.46.1 ): #, ’Actudyeos ... fiyenovin wataLpedelon ... Hal
&% thv Nepoéwv mphyuata adiavdueva. He is concerned as to how he might
“stop the growth of Persian power before it becomes (too) great". Herodotus
clearly pointSOut here that Persian empire grew by a process which began
with thé moment of liberation rather than being an instantaneous acquisition:

the absence of any mention of freedom here is not an important omission,

for this is too early for that idea to make any sense to us. The same
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sense of process is brought out much later by Xerxes, again with reference
to the same point of départure ( 7.8a.1 ):

- &vépeg Népoat, olT’ avTds matnyhdoouat vépov Tévée &v LUTV TLHElS
rapadeEduevds Te oOTHL yprooual. o yap €yw muvsdvouoal THV
npecBuTEpwy, ovSaud uw NTeeploapev énelte mapeidBopev TNV Ayepovinv
tivée mopa MAGwv, Kdpou naterdvios 'Actudyea( cf. 1.46.1 ).

Significantly perhaps, as we shall suggest, Xerxes too does not mention '
the word 'freedom' here, but the perception that the Persians have seen
themselves as empire-builders, driven on by a restless ambition, ever

since the defeat of Astyages by Cyrus is an important ingredient in Herodotus'
account of the rise of Persia. It was that moment which gave the Persians .
their empire: Xérxes has forgotten, perhaps, that that moment also have

the Persians their freedom. Finally Herodotus reiterates the significance
of this moment at the very end of the work, which returns us to an early
but unspecified stage in Persia's imperial history. Artembares argues

that the same moment of the overthrow of Astyages ( 9.122.2, émnel Zels
MéponuoL NMyenoviny 8uL60T, 4udpEv 68 col, Kipe, naterdv  Aotudyea ) set

the Persiéns on the path to empire: they must now change their place

of habitation to one better suited to their imperial destiny as masters

of all Asia; Cyrus, however, warns that‘to do so would be for the Persians
to abandon the role of master and accept subject status gnceagain ( 122.3 ):
rapacrevdrecdal b oOHETL GpEovTas GAA’ &pgoﬁévoﬂg;“ - The Pérsians appear
to accept his advice ( 122.4 ): dpxelwv 1e elrovto ... udidov K ...

drdoioL Soudederv. They see their future as either a return to subject
status or mastery over others: there is no middle coursé,,and as a 'free'
people ( not subject ) they will be an imperial people. In the three
exémp]es just gquoted Herodotus does not talk explicitly of freedom, although
in the last example it is natural enough to understand that the condition
of 'not being ruled' entails being free. But these passages establish

that here as.much as in the case of Media Herodotus is thinking of empire

as a process which has its beginning at a moment of successful change.

That we are meant to think of freedom as an essential ingredient of that




-130-

change is clear enough, and it is clear too that as in the Median case
there is also an internal political ingredient to the success of that

change.

Unlike the Medes, of course, the Persians acquire freedom .and. the
political advantage of monarchy in reverse-order, Cyrus already being
their king before the liberation. Herodotus, however, actually seems
to want to lessen that difference in that he has the Persians choose
Cyrus .as their prostatés in order to gain their freedom, while we hear
nothing of Cyrus' former kingship over them; so that we see them acquiring
freedom and the key to - political stability almost simultaneously { 1.127.1 ):
NépooL pév vuv mpootdrew €mLAaRdpuevol &ouevOL ExevdepoBvTo, nal TAAGL
SeLvdv- Ttoveduevotl Ond Midwyv dpyeodar 83. There is no mistakihg the nature
of Cyrus' service to the Persians: he both gives them their freedom and
puts in their hands the prizes..of empire. This fact is not lost on the
Persians; on the eve of Cyrus' fateful attack on the Massagetai, Hystaspes
hails him as the champion not only of Persian liberation but of Persian
empire as well ( 1.210.2 }: 8¢ dvtl uev &o0dAwv €nolnoag &revdépoug
Népoas elval, Gvtl 8¢ dpxeodal On’ dAAwv dpyelv andvTwy. | Hystaspes
the Persian knows that the Persians are masters because they are free,
and that they are free because they acknowledge the rule of one man
( ibid. ): un eln dvhp Népong Yeyovis 6otLs ToL émLBoudedoere, @ man
who could think otherwise is no Persian (cf. 7.2.3, Xerxes' claim to
succeed Darius is supported by the consideration that he is the grandson
of Cyrus: nal 81U XOpog eln 6 ntnoduevos Tolol NéponioL ThHv €xeudeplny ).
Darius, Hystaspes' son, makes the point rather more éharp]y in his defence
of monarchy in the constitution-debate ( 3.82.5 ):

#6%ev Hutv f éxevdepln éyéveto xoal TeD 66vTog; ... Exw TOCVULV

yvdunv Huéas Erevvepwdévtos 6Ld Eva dvdpa TO ToLoUTO
TEPLOTEARELY .
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Herodotus has particularly contrived that we refJect on the merits
and demerits of Persian monarchy in this debate, which is made to focus
around Otanés‘ proposal fhét they now abandon that constitution and give
the people some form of political freedom ( cf. 3.80.2, ég uéoov
Méponitot xatadelvat ta mphAypatas; for the meaning of the expression,
cf. Majandrios at 3.142.3 ); Otanes does not, howevér, épﬁ@k of eleutheria,
only of isonomia, perhaps'because the trump card of freedom is being
saved for Darius to play. Darius' reminder that the Persians acquired
their freedom through ‘one man', Cyrus, possibly has a certain paradoxical

flavour.in the context of the debate84

: Otahes seems to be arguing that
the Persians might be more genuinely free if they were to do away with

the rule of one man. ‘As we have seen, however, there is c]ear]y‘more

to Darius' claim than this: the Persians wou]dlindeed never}have been

free without Cyrus, and they have surely become great through.the political
strength given them by monarchy. Implicit in Darius' argument, and perhaps
also in Herodotus' narrative, is the thought expressed by Isocrates in

his defence of monarchy ( Nicocl.23 ):

tolito p&v ydp Thy 1@y Nepodv &¥vanty anovies (opev Tnkbudﬁxnv T
uéyedos yeygvnuévny 00 SLa Eﬁv va~&v6pmv gpdvunoLv, GAX’ StL
HEAAOV TEV  AAAwY TNV Baoguielav TLubaot.
It is one of Darius' themes that monarchy is the strongest and most efficient
form of government ( cf. 3.82.2 and 4 ), a contention apparently borne
out in some degree by Herodotus' narrative of Deioces, whose monarchy
resolved the problems of Median anarchy ( freedom? ) and clearly gave
them the strength necessary for empire. Thus it may be that we are meant
to understand that the success of Persian freedom too depended on its
being moderated by the monarchy of Cyrus, who_joiht]&rgave the Persians

freedom and the prizes of empire.

It may well be that Herodotus is here influenced in some degree by

reflexions on the role of Cyrus the liberator in contemporary justifications
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of monarchy. Certainly Cyrus is familiar in this guise in the 4thc85:

for example, Antisthenes ( F19 Caizzi ) compares him to Heracles as a
euergetés of his people, clearly as a bringer of freedom to them as Heracles
was in a diffferent way to the Greeks; and closer still, Plato 1n the

Laws commends the regime in Persia in the days of Cyrus ( Legg.694A ):
MépoaL ydp, STe uev 10 pétpLov udAlov Sovielas Te naﬁ érevdeplog Hyov

s

1l Kdpov, mpiTov uév éredSepol &yévovto, &melto 6& dAAwv ToAABY deondtol.

(M

Plato's sequence here, which very probably shows sophistic influence,
could well help to explain Herodotus' account of Persian freedom and
empire, if, as we suggested, the monarchy of Cyrus is meant to provide
the Persians with a means for moderating and directing their freedom
to a successful end, as indeed we also suggestediﬁeiqqesl tyranny may .

have been for the Medes.

It is not clear whether Herodotus wants:.the reader to observe that
though Cyrus did givé the Persians their freedom in the sense that they
were no longer subject to the Medes, this did not give them freedom in
a political sense, so that their liberation meant only that they were
now ruled by a Persian not by a Median king. It may rather‘be, as Plato
has it ( above ), that we are meant to think that the Persians under
Cyrus did enjoy some measure of political freedom, as for éxamp]e the
Athenians possibly do under the first tyranny of Peisistratus ( cf. 1.59.6,
with Ch.II.ii.A ). But Cyrus, the 'fafhef‘ of his people ( cf. 3;89.3,
he was so called, St fintds te (Av) nol dyadd opuTndvTa ¢unyovioaTo;
cf. 1.126.5, abdve ), was succeeded by Cambyses, a monarch who had a
very different idea of his political role, and was th]y a despotes
( cf. 3.89.3, he was so called, 8tu yarends te Av nal SAlywpos ).

Thus in the constitution-debate, while Darius appeals to the example
of Cyrus who gave the Persians their freedom as a, reason for continuing
with the monarchy { 3.82.5, ywp¢g te todtou matplous vdpoug uh Adelw

Zyovtas €b ), he is offering no satisfactory answer to Otanes, who had
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appealed to their more recent experience of monarchy as a reason for
putting an end to the institution ( 3.80.2, el6ete udv ydp thv KouBdoew
BBoLv &1 8oov EneEfirde, ueteoyhnate S& nal THS Tol udyou VBpLog ).

This suggests that after Cyrus' death the Persians came to be ruled by
a despotes rather than a basileus, and were thus robbed of any political

freedom they might originally have had.

This, then, might explain the difference between Darius' respect
for freedom and Xerxes' contempt for it. The conspirators are still
near enough in time to Cyrus to appreciate that the Persians enjoyed
a certain degree of political freedom under his rule; Xerxes is that
much further away, and the monarchy has progressed that much further
in the direction of despotism. In his conversation with Demaratus
( cf. Ch.II.iii.D ), he cannot appreciate that the freedom of the Greeks
would not make them weak and degenerate ( 7.103.4 ):

Vo uev vap €vog upxouevOL ( cf. 3.82.2 and 5; and 5.3.1, in
(B).1, above ) uuTa TpOﬁov OV nueTepov YevouuTi tv. éebuabvovTeg
oUtoV nuu Topd TRV EwWUTHV @Ucbv auebvoves Hal Loeev avuyuucouevou

udo Tbe ¢c mAeUvag éxdoooveg é8vTese dveludvol 8¢ ég TO €Aaeldepov

o0 Av moLfoLev tolTtwy oVS€TEPQ.

-—l

Even Demaratus' account of Spartan freegom.1imited by nomos, which the
Spartans fear even more than Xerxes' subjects do him ( 7.104.4 ), reduces
the king to the same disbelieving laughter ( cf.7.105 ). Like Darius,
Xerxes identifies the 'rule of one man' as a Persian nomos ( cf. wnata

Tpdmov TOV nHuétepov )7 which in Darijus' words = ‘has served them well in

the past' ( cf. 3.82.5, above ); but Xerxes' way of looking at the institution
has a very important difference. Darius, as we saw, argued that as monarchy
had given the Persians their freedom it deserved their continued respect;
but Xerxes argues almost the opposite: monarchy alone can produce strength
and it does so because it doesaway with freedom. The freedom which Darius
remembered as the great bounty bestowed on the Persians by Cyrus, and

which Hystaspes recognized as the root of their imperial greatness, has
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become for Xerxes a dangerous cancer, inducing nothing but a debilitating

feebleness.
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(3) Conclusion.

We must finally consider whether Herodotus had any contemporary ' =
inspiration to assist him in evolving this model of the consequences
of freedom. [t seems likely, in particular, that the example of the
Athenian democracy came to give a new focus to the connexion between

eleutheria and arkhé. The paradox that the democracy, the embodiment

of political freedom, was at the same time through its empire a tyrannis
was one that appears to have gained a strong ho1d86. We can see from
Thucydides that Athens was at the time of the war commonly accused of
being a tyrannos by her enemies ( cf. e.g. 1.122.3 and 124.3 ), a charge
admitted in the famous words of Pericles ( 2.63.2 ) that the empire was

a tyrannis which she could no longer safely give up, and also echoed

by Cleon in the Mytilene debate ( 3.37.2 ). In Aristophanes, moreover,
the demos is a tyrannos both in relation to the outside world and within
the state itself; thus the chorus of the Knights plays on the role of
Demos as tyrannos ( Eq.1111ff. ): & Afipe, wardv y° &xeis/ dpxidv,

8te ndvtes dviSownol 8eslacl o, dofzep &vdpa TUpavvov; and Bdelycleon
in the agon of the Wasps ( 546ff ) sets out to show thatthis father's
claim that as a dikast he enjoys the powers and privileges of a king is
misconceived both in relation to the influence he enjoys within the state
and the profit he derives.from the empire. There are 1ess’obvious parallels
from Thucydides which perhaps point in the same direction87. Alcibiades
( in words which could almost be an echo of Darius at 3.80.5 ) justifies
to the Spartans his earlier support of the Athenian democracy ( 6.89.6 ):
SvantoUvTes €v L oxdpate peyCotn n mdiig Etdyyove ﬁdt ExeuSepwtdTn

odoa nat Omep €6€EaTd TLg, T0TTO EUVOLATELTELY. The same conjunction -
is perhaps made by Thucydides himself in his discussion of the difficulty
experiehéed by Theramenes and his supporters, a hundred years after the
fall of the tyrants, in abolishing the democracy ( 8.68.4 ):

XOAETOV y&p AV TOV ’A%nydﬁwv 87OV ... EAeudeplos malool, xal
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o0 udvov uh Omhnoov Svta, SAAS uol UmEp AuLou ToU ypdvou
adTov darwy doxelv elwddTatl,
Thucydides seems to mean that it was the more difficult to separate
the Athenians from their freedom because while free they had controlled
an empire, which might entail the view that empire is an expected corollary
of freedom. It may be, however, that there is 1ittle more here than

a rhetorical play on the eleutheria-arkhe contrast, as also, for example,

in Ps,~Xenoph.Athpol. [.8: 6 vdp 6fitos BoYretal ovu edvopoupévns Thg
térews aVTdS SovieleLv, GAA’ éredSepos elval nal &pxebv.(‘ Whatever

the value of this latter group of examples, it seems probable thatthe
model of the Athenian empire-democracy assisted the clearer articu]ation
of the idea that it was in some sense a law of nature for free men to
rule others and to want to rule others, as well as the related idea that

arkhe was the supreme form of freedom89.

There is aTso some indication that the idea acquired currency in
sophistic circles in discussion of society's restraints on individual
liberty. 1In Plato's Gorgias,\forexamp1e the sophist is made to assert:
that the value of a rhetorical education such as he provides.. is that
it both gives a man freedom and enables him ( through the power of oratory )
to rule over others in the state ( P1.Gorg.452D ): altiov duo pév
Exevdeplog adtoTs T0Cs dvdpdmols duo & ToU dAlwv dpxelv év THL
abTolU mdAeu. Gorgias here introduces into the dialogue the theme of
power which will become the central issue in the second part: Callicles
is to argue later that it is both natural and just that thqse who are
in a position to do so should exercise, and even abuse their authority
.over others ( cf. e.g. 491Dff ). Callicles, it is true, does not, 1ike
Gorgias, explicitly speak of such people.as 'free', but he comes very
near to it in his simile Tikening the natural ruler to a Tion ( 483E-484A ),
whOnrthesociety tries to bind with laws but who is able to break his

bonds and show his true nature: ¢ngvoactds dvegdvn Seondtns nuétepos
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6 600A0g, nal évrabda &Eerdudev 1O Tiig ¢605Qg sCuaLov. The man who
is by nature eleutheros will not put up with being ruled by others and

will instead exert his right to rule over them90.

Clearly the evidence does not go far enough to allow us to argue,
what would seem plausible a priori, that Herodotus was in some degree
assisted in the formulation of his joint model by contemporary discussions

of the role of eleutheria in promoting a pre-disposition to arkhe. If

this were so, however, it would be merely another indication of influences

we have detected throughout in Herodotus' construction of his model and

its various transformations. We notice that in treating both Lycurgan

Sparta and the Media of Deioces Herodotus showed the influence of contemporary
thinking on the social and political value of eunomia ( cf. e.g. Anon.

Iambl. ), as well as some points of contact with the metabole politeion

theory, with regard to the means by which societies‘may escape the vicious

effects of anomia. We also saw that Herodotus' reconstruction of the

condition of Media before the tyranny of Deioces appeared to use an idea
from sophistic discussions of the social 1ife of early man. If we are
right in detecting these influences, this  hasimportant consequences

for outr understanding of Herodotus' historical method, and we may use

that evidence as justification for our use of the term 'model’ to describe
the patterns we. have been analysing. It seems likely that reflexion

on ideas of how societies function and evolve, which were very much in

the air while Herodotus' work was in gestation, led him to approach the
reconstruction of past events with a degree of system which he would

not otherwise have attained. Apprised of the possﬁbi]ity that there

were such things as laws of social evolution which could be learnt from
the study of human nature, he could look at the diverse histories of
Media, Pérsia, Athens, Sparta and the rest with a professional eye,
conscious that there might be similar processes at work in those histories,

underlying tendencies, sequences, that would roughly duplicate themselves
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at different times and in different places, given the constant of human
nature ( cf.Thucyd.1.22.4 and 3.82.2 ). However, his evidence will have
been diffuse, confusing, contradictory and lacunose, given the remoteness
in time, and often place, of the events he was studying. Accordingly,

we may conjecture, he evolved an adaptable model with variants, which
would help him in selecting, organizing, simplifying and interpreting,

a model inspired by reflexion in part perhaps on his historical material
for the rise of Persia ( freedom from Media leading to empire ), in part
on his familiarity with theories of social evolution, and in part, surely,
on his contemporary experience of how the state of Athens, having earlier
undergone a liberation and successful political change ( cf. Ch.II.ii" ),
and having led the Greeks in a successful fight of liberation égainst
Persia ( cf. Ch.Il.i1i ), had emerged in a remarkably short time as an
imperial power. Having established the outlines of his model, he could
use it to reconstruct such events as he had 1ittle or no evidence for,

as he surely does with the Media of Deioces ( see (B).l, above ), and
finally when he came to assemble his work to make sense to a reading
public, he could, where necessary to his exposition, re-interpret certain
historical sequences to turn them into better illustrations of the model
itself, as he surely does with Sparta ( cf. Ch.I1I.i.A.2 ), and also

very probably Miletus ( cf. Appendix I ). We can imagine that Herodotus
started out using hissmodel as an aid to interpretation, and, having seen
the attraction of bringing order to the confusion of the historical past,

was soon carried away into wanting to prove the correctness of the model,
9]

even where this did violence to the facts at his disposal

If we have correctlydivined the origin of the model for Herodotus
as being in part reflexion on the rise of the Athenian empire, we may
have uncovered part of the reason for the equivocation in his evaluation

of the theme of freedom ( cf. Ch.II.ii and iii ). In other words, having
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seen that Athens owed her rise both to a successful liberation from tyranny
and to her role in the liberation of Greece from Persia, and that that

rise had led seeming]y inevitably to empire, he was encouraged to reflect
that while attachment to the ideal of freedom was in some respects admirable,
it could all too easily involve a pre-disposition to seek dominion over
others, a paradox which could only logically be resolved on the assumption
that the will to freedom is 1ittle more than an expression of self-interest,
which was 1likely to Tead sooner or later to injustice against others

( cf. Ch.II.ii1, for a fuller treatment of this inrelation to the Persian

Wars narrative ).

We also tentatively suggested that Herodotus laid some stress in
the cases of both Media and Persia on the-equgtidn“freedom-p]us—tyranny
equals empire", though comparison with what he says of the Thracians
does reveal that he can accept an alternative route to ( imperial? )
strength through consensus ( see (B).l, above ). It may be that in the
parallel between Athenian and eastern empire Herodotus would want to
draw a distinction in the political sphere between the heavily qualified
freedom of the latter and the complete or near complete freedom of the
former. If, however, his model was indeed partly fnspired by the history
of Athens itself, might it not be that he saw the Athgnian empire as
itself the work of a 'tyranny' in some sense or other? There are indeed
two possible ways in which hemight have thought this, not necessarily
unrelated. He may have accepted the view ( a-common one surely? ) parodiéd
in Aristophanes, as we saw above, that the demos itself was a tyrannos,
wielding a form of corporate 'absolute power' through the assembly and
the law-courts. We may note that the analogy between extreme democracy
and tyranny is well established by the‘4thc, as for example in Aristotle's
Politics ( esp. e.g.1313B32ff, et saepe ). On the other hand, Herodotus

may have felt, with Thucydides, that Pericles, working through and on
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behalf of the demos, was himself approaching the status of tyrant ( cf.
Thucyd.2.65.9, 2yCyverd te AdywL udv Snuonpatle, Zpywl &8 Omd 10T

npdtov &vdpds doxt ). as indeed the comic poets exaggeratedly pictured
him on occasion ( cf. e.g. Cratinus F240K; with Ch.III, n.139 ); and
clearly Pericies? in the second half of the 5thc at jeast, was to a great
extent personally rg§ponsib1e for having turned the Delian League into

an empire. Herodotus obviously tells us:&mo1itt1e of his views on the
empire-democracy to enable us to decide this question, and he may after
all believe the Athenian version of freedom with empire was achieved
through consensus not tyranny ( cf. 5.78? ): but does not his remark

on the impressionability of the demos at 5.97.2, where paradoxically

the assembly is made to seem more a creature of whim even than an autocrat

( cf. Ch.IL.ii ), perhaps suggest that he accepts the demos-tyrannos

analogue?

Finally, as we shall Suggest ( cf. Ch.II.ii1.K ), when Herodotus
shows the sequence of empire succeeding empire.to depend on moments of
energetic liberation by the future imperial power, as in the way in which
the Median empire succeeded the Assyrian empire, he may in some respect
be influenced by his view that the liberation of Greece from Persian
imperialism by the Athenians Ted to Athens herself 'succeeding' to Persian
empire, séeking to exercise her hegemony over states once ruled or claimed
by the Persian king. Of course, the influence may'have worked in the
opposite direction, but either way it is hard to feel we are pressing
an analogy to which Herodotushimself was not sensitive. It is hardly
likely that he would not have used his and every Greek's experience
of the Athenian: empire as a 'model' ( in a less specialized sense )
to help explain the empires of the east, or equally that study of those
more distant examples would not have helped him to a better understanding

of the disturbing and dramatic phenomenon of Athenian empire itself.
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Freedom, Part ii: Political Domination ( Athens ).

Herodotus' treatment of the Tiberation of Athens from the tyranny
of the Peisistratids, the work‘s central illustration of the theme of freedom
from political domination, is prepared at some length in Book One { 1.59-54 )
and spans a fair space at the centre of the work ( 5..55-97 ), including
a paragraph of unusually explicit ecommentary on the significance of Athenian
freedom { 5.78 ), and culminating in an action which Herodotus singles
out as a turning-point of great importance from the point of view of the
work's design { 5.97.3 ): oadtat 8¢ al véeg dpxn nondv éyévovto “Errnol
Te nal BapBdpouou. The Homeric echo here suggests that these ships have
the grandeét possible consequences, like the ships built for Paris by Meridnesl,
which caused the most momentous of wars and thereby changed the world.
Herodotus surely offers us here a pointer back to his original programme
{ Proem ): 1d te & o xal 6u° By altinv &nordunocav dArfrolou’. NMoresover
as the sending of the ships is shown by Herodotus to be directly linked
to Athens' acquisition of freedom from tyranny, we are obliged to conclude
that without the Tiberation there would have been no incitement of Persia,
no Marathon, no Salamis, none of the consequences immediate and remote
of the Persian Wars. Thus the 1iberation of Athens, 1ike the Tiberations
of Media and Persia { cf. €Ch.II.i.B ), is a turning-point which produces
important and disturbing consequences; and once again there is no question
of Herodotus expressing or even implying anything Tike unequivocal enthusiasm
for this glorious event and its concequences. As we shall see, there is
no warrant for the orthodox view of the narrative of the Tiberation and
its sequel as expressed for example by von Fritzzz "ein gewaltiges Crescendo
des Preises der Freiheit und der Verurteilung jeder Unterdriickung". This

view is encouraged by the hypothesis that Herodotus is an outright admirer
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of Athenian freedom and democracy, which does not square with this narrative

and turns out to be too hasty an inference from 5.78 ( cf. (E) below ) and

7.139 ( cf. Ch.II.iii.E ). There is nothing new in questioning Herodotus'
attachment to the democracy3, but the liberation-narrative has not yet been
systematically analysed for the Tight it throws on his equivocation. This

chapter analyses the tyranny itself, the liberation and the rise of the democracy
until the Ionian revolt, attending to (a) Herodotus' attitude to the democracy

énd (b) the problems of the supposed 'Alcmeonid-source’ for the account.

(A) Peisistratus.

Our first encounter with Athens takes place early in the work, as
befits the city which is to precipitate the confrontation between the Greeks
of the mainland and the Persian empire which is the work's climax. Athens
is introduced here ( 1.59.1 ) as a state important enough to be ranked

alongside Sparta, as the foremost city of the Ionikon genos/( cf. 1.56.2,

with 1.143.2 ), although at the time of this first encounter we find her
temporarily weakened by the tyranny of Peisistratus. It is worth looking
at this episode more closely, since it appears to combine two contrasting

theories of tyranny in a surprisingly original interpretation of Peisistratus.

Croesus' envoys learn that, in contrast to the Spartans who had recently
escaped from political difficulties and had begun to expand dramatically
( 1.66.1, with Ch.II.i.A.2 ), the Athenians were being prevented from growing
by the oppression of the Peisistratid tyranny ( cf. 1.65.1 ):

ToVg pév vuov ASnvaloug ToLalta TOV Xpdvov TOTTOV ... KATEXOVTA,

ToVg 8¢ Aanedatpovloug éxn mandv peydiwv megevydtag  ( cf. 1.59.1,

notexduevdy te nat Suveonoouévov ... V10 IetovotpdTov ... ToUTOV

0V xpdvov tupavvedovtos ASnvalwv.).

This picture of the Athenian tyranny has an obvious parallel in Thucydides'

description of the age of tyranny in Greece in the Arcaheology ( 1.17 ):
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In the states that were governed by tyrants, the tyrant's first thought
was always for himself, for his own personal safety, and for the advan-
cement of his own family. Consequently security was the chief political
principle in these governments, and no great action ever came out of .
them - except perhaps against their nearest neighbours ... o¥tw””
novtoxddev n ‘EAAGS éml moAlv xpdvov natelxeto udte nouLvii

govepOV uUndev natepydreovol, uatd néiels Te dtoiuotépa elval.

Both accounts picture tyranny as a form of repression ( katekhomenon/kateikheto )4,

which shows itself in a Tack of adventurousness in military matters5. Herodotus
implies here‘that it was due to the repression of the Peisistratid tyranny that
Athens was unable or unwilling to assist Croesus, while later at 5.78 he describes
how under the tyranny the Athenians had been "no better in war than any of their
neighbours", but how, freed from the tyranny, "they became by far the foremost

of them"; and indeed the sequence started there Teads them first to seek friend-

ship with Persia ( 5.73.1f ) and finally to end up its enemy ( 5.96.2, see

below ).

But Herodotus characteristically has a surprise in store. Having begun
the section by telling us of the harm done to Athens by the tyranny of
Peisistratus ( 1.59.1, natexSuevdv te nal Siecmacuévov ), a sombre effect
heightened by the ominous story of the prophecy of Chilon, warning Hippocrates
against bringing up a son ( 1.59.1-3 )6, and having described the devious and
then violent means by which he secured power for himself ( 1.59.4-6 ),
Herodotus suddenly changes tack with an unexpected piece of commentary
( 1.59.6 ):

gvsa 60 6 Tewolotpatog fpxe  A¥nvalwv, olte TLpds tag éoloag

cuvtapdEac oute d€ouia HeToAAdEaS, &nC Te TOTOL MOTECTEWBOL EVEUEY

v 1ALV noouéwy KOADS Te Hal €D.
The effect is clearly one of deliberate paradox, of a kind with those we
considered in Chapter One. Despite what we have heard to far, nothing of
which has led us to expect anything of the sort, this first tyranny of Peisistratus
turns out to be not only mild and constitutional, but even ‘admirable' ( cf.
nooudwy noddc te nat € ). Not to change any of the established ordinances

of the city, a point which Herodotus so firmly emphasizes, is contrary to

all we expect of tyrants ( cf. esp. 3.80.5, with e.g. 5.67-8 and 6.127.3, etc. ).
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Peisistratus emerges here as a guardian of the constitution, an upholder

of order, even a saviour of Athens from the perils of anomia7.

In this last detail it becomes clear that Herodotus is applying to
his reconstruction of Peisistratus' first tyranny the same theory of political
change that we discovered in his treatment of Deioces in Med1a8. Like
the latter tyranny that of Peisistratus emerges as a solution to the problem
of anomia, or rather, as it is in this case, stasis. The word stasis runs
like a Leitmotiv through the account of the rise of Peisistratus9 ( 1.59.3 ):
otacLazdvtwy Tiv mapdiwy xal TEV €x ToU medlou ‘Afnvalwv, Hol THY UEV
TpoeoTeE®Toc MeyorAdog ... T&V && Avnolpyou ..., notagpovioas Thv Tupavvisa
fyetpe tpltnv otdoLy ... Both this tyranny and that of Deioces later conform
to the pattern set out by the Anonymus lamblichi ( 7.12ff ):

vlveTat && #at N Tupavvls ... oOu €& dArou TLvds B dvoulac.  Some

men think, wrongly, that tyranny arises in some other way, and that

men are deprived of their Tiberty through no fault of their own,

but because the tyrant forces himself upon them, but they are mistaken

For when these two things depart from the citizen body, namely

"law' and 'justice':( § te vépog wmal H 8¢un ), then the guardianship

of these will revert to one man. '
Society cannot long survive without these safequards, the authorargues,
and the inevitable solution to the disaster of lawlessness is 'tyranny!'
or the rule of one man. Thus though tyranny is an indubitable evil, at
the same time, paradoxically, it can serve a vital purpose in safeguarding
social justice when all else has failed. Both Deioces and Peisistratus
clearly perform this function, Deioces in his precise attention to the
administration of justice ( cf. e.g. 1.100.1, fiv 10 &Cuavov guidoowv

yorends, with Ch.1.i ), Peisistratus in ensuring the stability of the

constitution in a time of grave political unrest.

Both tyrants, however, share other characteristics; both begin with
good reputations ( cf. 1.59.4, npdtepov eddontufoas v THL mpds Meyapag
vevopdvnu otpatnylne ... 5 with 1.96.2, &y tfiv twutod nal mpdtepov

sdnuuoc. )» and both make unscrupulous use of their reputations to win the
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people's trust, employing deceitful stratagems to secure power. Peisistratus
persuades the people that he has been attacked and wounded by his enemies,
and on the basis of his reputation they are deceived ( éZamatndels ) into
giving him a bodyguard ( 1.59.4-5 ), while, as we saw earlier, Deioces
persuades the Medes that they cannot do without him as a guardian of justice.
In both cases the aspjring tyrant finds a way to bring home to the people

the perils of anomia/stasis; but in both cases too, though the people:-bring

tyranny on themselves by showing particular favour to one man, they get
more than they had bargained for, inasmuch as the tyrant is a man with

a burning ambition for personal power ( cf. 1.59.3, natagpovioag Tnv
Tupavvisas With 1.96.2, Zpacdels Ttupavviéos ), a man who will do anything
to win his:-prize. 1In both cases Herodotus carefully balances the paradox
that though the 'tyrant' solves the problems of anarchy, he is at the'same

time a 'tyrant', with all the unscrupulous ambition that that implies.

Herodotus' treatment of Peisistratus, however, differs from that.of
Deioces in that there is more than one tyranny involved; and this enables

10. The first stage

him to oppose the two sides of the problem more sharply
of the tyranny is the one which draws the favourable judgement, but this

comes to an end when the stasiotai of Megakles and Lykourgos join together

to drive him out ( 1.60.1 ): oUtw név Hevolotpatos £oxe 1O Tplitov  Adrvag

nat THY Tupawvisa ob nw udpta éppliwpévny Exwv dréBare, ol §& €Eerdoavtes
MevoloTpatov adtLs éx véns én’ daifiouol éotaclacav. It appears from this

that the golden age of Peisistratus' tyranny was nothing but a brief interlude,
a period when the tyranny had not yet taken‘root, a period which Herodotus
contrasts sharply with the third and final stage ( 1.64.1 ): oﬁTw‘éﬁ
Tevolotpatos 1O Tpltov oxbv 'Adhvas Epplrwoe THv Tupavvisa L The

unrooted tyranny was a desirable conditfon for Athens, we infer, since

it brought a temporary respite from stasislz, but also just because it

was 'unrooted', not yet a real threat to freedom, as it later became.
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It thus seems that Herodotus applauds the first stage of tyranny as a compromise
between the anarchy of stasis ( unqualified freedom ) and the repression

of full autocracy.

After an.account of the second tyranny, whose main interest in Herodotus'
narrative is to show the pattern of shifting allegiances and enmities between
Peisistratus and the other two parties to Athenian stasis ( cf. n.12 ),
we come to the third tyranny, and we are left in no doubt how things>have
changed for the worse. Whereas Peisistratus seized power the first time
by means of an internal coup, supported by one faction from within the
city and with a bodyguard of the citizens, the third attempt is an act
of military aggression mounted from outside with foreign troops ( mercenaries,
and allies from Thebes and elsewhere ), a calculated attempt to deprive
the Athenians of their freedom. Indeed Herodotus seems to observe a distinction
between the first and third tyrannies which Aristotle in the Politics was
to draw between the good and bad forms of monarchy, namely that a 'king'
has a bodyguard of the citizens but a tyrant a bodyguard of foreign troops13
"Kings rule according to law and over a willing people, but tyrants over
unwilling subjects; and so the former are protected by their subjects,
the latter against them". The first tyranny of Peisistratus was supported
by a bodyguard of Athenians chosen from the citizen body and willingly
conferred by them ( cf. 1.59.5, ¢ && 6fipog ... Edwné ol fmv SoTdv noTaréEog
4vspac )» but the third tyranny is both established and maintained by assistance
from foreign mercenaries { cf. 1.61.4 and 64.1 )14. The distinction is

not made in Aristotle's account of Peisistratus in the Athenaion Politeia,

so that the Politics passage may well not be meant to refer to Peisistratus
at all: it is thus possible that Herodotus is here drawing on a sophistic

theory of tyranny-kingship which also influenced Aristotle in the Politics.

Herodotus differs from the Athenaion Politeia in other details of
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Peisistratus' administration. For Herodotus the: tyranny was set on a
firm footing ( rooted )} both by the use of mercenary troops and by the
organization of revenues ( 1.64.1 ): éppCzuwoe thv Tupavvlsa ErnuxolpoLol
Te moAAoToL xal xenudTwv cuvddoLol, TiHY HEV aOTasev, THV GEV&EG Ztpuudvog
notapod cuvidvtwy. The local source of revenue here ( Tdv pév adtdfev «.. )
seems to be the land tax of 10 per-cent mentioned in the Athpol. ( 16.4-5 )
in an anecdote to illustrate the mildness of Peisistratus' ru1e15; Herodotus,
however, must intend quite the opposite effect when he mentions taxation

alongside mercenaries as a bulwark of the tyranny, without any hint of

the 'mildness' of Peisistratus' exactions.

Similarly where the Athpol. concentrates on the creative achievements
of the reign, Herodotus has nothing of the kind. We are told instead how
Peisistratus took hostages from among the children of the Athenians who
remained rather than going into exile at once16; and Herodotus ends the
episode with the striking summation ( 1.64.3 ): xal euoCotpatos uév
Etupdvveve “Afnvéwv, ASnvatol &€ ol pev €v THL udynu €nentduecav, ot
8¢ odTiv pet’ TAAnpewviSéwv €gevyov éu THs olunlng. There is a deliberate
variation on his summary of the first tyranny here ( cf. 1.59.6, &vda

81 6 Mevolotpatoc Apxe  A%nwatlwv  ): this is no longer a 'reign' ( as-

of a basileus ) but a 'tyranny' proper, with all the pejorative overtones
18

2

of the word17. Moreover the last words on the tyranny are 'death and exile'
an unnecessarily melodramatic conclusion ( as if all the Athenians suffered
death or exile! ) but unmistakable in its effect. We could have inferred
without Herodotus' help that some Athenians must have fallen at Pallene,
but his reminder of this and of the exile of the remainder is a determined
effort to bring home to us the cost of the tyranny. Now, finally, we see
what he had meant by describing Athens under.the tyranny as naiexduevdv

Te nal Sueonaoudvov at the time of Croesus' embassy: the words apply bn]y

to the third tyranny, when Athens was held down by mercenary troops and
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repressive taxation, and torn apart by a murderous civil war that brought
death to some, for others exile, for others the capture of their families

for hostages.

The shape of Herodotus' account of the Peisistratid tyranny as a whole,
however, differs. in an important respect both from what our other two
main witnesses, Thucydides and Aristotle, describe, and from what our other
evidence suggests was the shape of the tradition accessible to him. While
it shares the common view that the tyranny degenerated from good beginnings,
it disagrees significantly as to the moment of change. Thucydides and
Aristotle are in no doubt that the change took place with the murder of
Hipparchuslg, not before; on the contrary they appear to agree that the
entire reign of Peisistratus, as well as the early part of Hippias' tyranny,
had been a ‘'golden age'. And though there is some disagreement in the
other sources as to whether the murder of Hipparchus or the death of Peisistratus
was the more important turning-point, there is no version which fo]fows
Herodotus in putting the moment of change as early as the lifetime of

Peisistratus and between his first and third tyrannies.

Indeed there is good reason to suppoée that Herodotus' account of
Peisistratus is quite idiosyncratic in this respect, and the other evidence
seems to be unanimous in its favourable estimate of the founder of the
dynasty, if not so uniformly well-disposed towards his sons. Two pieces
of evidence call for special attention here; the first is that Peisistratus
appears among the ancient worthies of Athens reca]]ed from the dead in
Eupolis' Demoizo, an unequivocal testimony to the affection with which
his reign was regarded in the second half of the 5thc; and the second is
Aristotle's observation that the tyranny of Peisistratus was proverbially
a golden age ( Athpol.16.7 ): 6.d nal moArdnlfus €19p[UAdo]uv ws [A]

) >3

MevovotodTou Tupavvls & énl Kpdvou Blos eln ( Thalheim's text ). The
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same judgement is to be found in the Ps.-Platonic Hipparchus, where however
it is applied to the years before the murder of Hipparchus ( 229B ):

tdvtwv dv ThV moraldv fuovoas Oti Ttadta pdvov Td £Tn ( sc. the

three years after the murder ) tupavvls éyéveto év 'AS%dvais, tov &’

dxrov xpdvov &yyds Tu €rwv Admvoalol womep émt Kpdvou Baciiedovtos.
Wilamowitz arguedzl that while the discrepancy between these two texts
shows their independence, they nonetheless have a common source: Aristotle
remembered, or rather misremembered, the phrase from the teachings of the
Academy, where the memory of the Peisistratids was re-established in discussions
of the ideal monarchyzz. But this seems not to be justified by either

passage. Despite the dilapidation of the text of Aristotle at this point

( cf. Rhodes (1981), ad loc. ), it remains clear that he is referring to
23

a poputar memory of the Athenians, an old proverbial saying df the people™™;
and in this he is supported by Ps.-Plato, who has Socrates speak of the
golden age of Hipparchus' reign as a tradition he has heard from ancient
authorities. Unless both authors are dressing up a scholarly fiction as

a popular tradition, we are justified in claiming that there was an early,
proverbial tradition that the reign of Peisistratuys was an 'age of Kronos',
which Ps.-Plato has ( for his own purposes ) consciously misapplied to

his idealised Hipparchus. Accordingly there is nothing new or artificial

in the enthusiasm of the 4thc sources for the reign of Peisistratus, and

it is not the product merely of a scho1ar1y re-habi]itation24. Peisistratus’
name is never mentioned in Aristophanes, who only ever uses the name of
Hippias to express his character's proper democratic horror of tyrannyzs.

In the orators too, with only one exception, attacksS.. on the tyrants are
directed exclusively at the 'Peisistratids', that is the sons of Peisistratus,
rather than Peisistratus himse1f26. Thus the extra-Herodotean tradition
offers a surprisingly unanimous verdict on Peisistratus, and nowhere is

there any indication that any other cource made the distinction between

the tyrannies of Peisistratus himself that Herodotus makes here26a.
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It is unlikely that Herodotus is following a source unfavourable to
the tyrant, and indeed, as we have seen, he allows himself an ungrudgingly
favourable judgement of Peisistratus, which almost outdoes Aristotles in
its enthusiasm - except that he restricts its application to the first
tyranny only. Moreover the way he differentiates the third tyranny is not
so much by reporting different facts from those in Aristotle, but for the
most part simply by the use of different emphases and his own inference.
Thus he highlights the sinister after-effects of Pallene, drawing out the
details which are not excludedby Aristotle's account but which are not
there brought to the fore: the taking of hostages, the flight and exile
of the defeated party, even the losses in battle ( see above ). Similarly,
as we saw, where Aristof1e and Thucydides mention taxation to illustrate
the mildness of the regime, Herodotus uées the same fact to illustrate
its repressive character as a means :0f consolidating the tyranny. The
contrast between Peisistratus' original citizen-bodyguard and his later
mercenary bodyguard may, as we suggested, be imported by Herodotus not
from the tradition - it is absent in the Athpol. - but from sophistic theory:
a theoretical notion of the difference between tyranny and monarchy contributing
to Herodotus' reconstruction. What makes Herodotus' account different
is 'interpretation'; indeed the subt]ety of what he has done seems to have
eluded both Thucydides and Aristotle, who thaugh both to some extent dependent
on his account, seem unaware that they are diverging from it, or rather
simplifying it - although Thucydides may perhaps be consciously eschewing
that part of Herodotus' account which he knew to be divergent from the

prevailing tradition, which he himself found no reason to doubt.

A good deal depends on whether Herodotus has re-interpreted the tradition
here: if it were not that he described the third tyranny as repressive,
there would be no ground for introducing the Athenian excursus in the way

that he does. 1If he had accepted in full what seems to have been the unanimous
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judgement of the tradition, namely that the entire reign of Peisistratus
was a golden age, he would have had no occasion to describe Athens at the
time of Croesus' embassy ( c.550 ) as oppressed, weakened and divided,

nor to contrast its condition with that of Sparta, a state that was weak
and divided with one that had but recently found eunomia and strength.
Herodotus clearly wanted to contrast an Athens under the tyrants which

was weak and oppressed with an Athens liberated from the tyrants which

was suddenly strong and flourishing. Since, however, he had chosen to
introduce his first Greek narrative; and hence his first account of Athens,
as early as the fall of Croesus, he was faced with a problem. His first
excursus on Athens would have to deal with the reign of Peisistratus, who
unlike his sons, especially Hippias, was credited in the tradition w1th

an almost unassailable reputation for mildness and openness.  How was

he then to elaborate the contrast he wished to make? The answer appears
to be that he modified his account of Peisistratus accordingly, retaining
the tradition's favourable judgement, but restricting its application to
the first tyranny only, and then describing the final stage of the tyranny
in suth a way as to make it seem truly repressive.and debilitating. Only
by this means could he retain his model and accomodate the main demands

of his evidence.

Having done this, he need no Tonger concern himself with the ill-effects
of the tyranny when he returns to it in Book Five; and indeed his description
of the last years of Hippias is confined to a word or two, and he makes
no use of the contrast between Peisistratus and his sons which so much
occupies the attentions of the other sources. We hear that the murder
of Hipparchus did nothing towards ending the tyranny ( 5.55 ): peta Talta

. ~ ~ ¥ S a ~
Etupavvedovto Afnvatol én’ &tea téooepo oVSEV Hooov GAAG nal udAAov

"8 wpd ToU; and we hear that it was the Alcmeonids who initiated the

real liberation ( 5.62.2 ): ‘Innlew Tupavvebovtog Mol EUTLAPALVOUEVOV

*ASnvolouou. And that is all: Herodotus is here concerned to get on with
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the task of describing the liberation, not the evils of the tyranny, which

he has already worked out in Book One27

This interpretation depends on whether or not it seems likely that
the difference between the first and third tyrannies is Herodotus' own
contrivance. If we assume that his information comes from a non-esoteric
source, that it merely reflects the prevailing Athenian polis-tradition
of the late 5thc ( cf. Appendix II ), such a Herodotean re-interpretation
seems plausible, given the evidence for that tradition. It could, however,
be objected that Herodotus is reproducing the interpretation of an esoteric
source, that is a family whose ancestors co-operated with Peisistratus
in the first and/or second tyrannies and not the third. If such were
the case, however, we would rather expect to see the family in question
figure in the narrative, unless we believe that Herodotus borrowed such
a family's apology but happened to discard any mention of the members
of _the family it was designed to vindicate. Unless we do adopt this
somewhat improbable alternative, there remains only one suitable candidate
here, namely the Alcmeonids, who indeed collaborated in the second tyranny,
and, as Herodotus explicitly mentions ( cf. 1.64.3, above; with 6.123.1 ),
were in exile during at least the third tyranny27q. There are, however,
clear objections to this identification of Herodotus' source: the tyranny
whose mildness Herodotus commends is the first, set up in opposition to
Megaktes and Lycurgus, not the secohd in which Megakles collaborates;
Megakles' collaboration is distinctly unattractive { cf. n.12 ), and it
is hard to detect any note of apo1ogy in Herodotus' account of his dealings
with Peisistratus; finally, it seems curious that Herbdotus should have
relied -exclusively on one source, and one so obviously likely to be partisan,
for a narrative of such central importance to the work's design. As we
shall see later ( cf. (B) and (C) be1owr), the hypothesis of an Alcmeonid

source for Herodotus' Athenian history is very hard to reconcile with
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his narrative as it stands. Thus the balance of probability favours the

view that Herodotus' account of Peisisrtatus is idiosyncratic in relation

to the prevailing Athenian polis-tradition because it has been 'reconstructed'
by him out of that tradition for the purposes of accomodating his model

of Athens under the tyranny to the demands of chrono]ogyzg.

(B) The Liberation.

The account of .the Tliberation with which Herodotus resumes his Athenian
history in Book Five ( 5.55ff ) is a lengthy and involved piece of exposition,
which moreover studiously avoids any straightforward glorification.

This reticence is not usually noticed for what it is, but it both poses
considerable difficulties for some of the main critical orthodoxies and
suggests that what we said about Herodotus' attitude to freedom and liberation
in the last section ( Ch.II.i.B ) applies here too, namely that he is

very far from evincing the uncomplicated enthusiasm with which he is so

often credited.

The first unusual thing about Herodotus' account is that his treatment
of the tyrannicides, Harmodios and Aristogeiton, is clearly in some sense
a polemic against a.popuTar1y,hé1d view, in much the same way that Thucydides'
treatment of the same question undoubtedly is, although the Tlatter does
not quite address: itself to the same misconceptions. Thucydides observes
( cf. 1.20.2, and 6.54.1 ) that "even the Athenians do not have reliable
traditions about their own tyrants" ( odlte a@TobganeﬁvaCoug Tepl THV
ooeTEpwy TUPAVVWY 05t Tepl ToU yevopdvov dupuLBes ovdev Adyovtag ), which
Dover and Andrewes are surely right to take as meaning not that they mistakenly
supposed'the tyrannicides to have actually ended the tyranny at once by

their murder of Hipparchus, but rather that Thucydides has certain points
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of disagreement about the precise details and circumstances of the murder
of Hipparchuszg. Indeed that the memory of the 1iberation by Cleomenes
and the Spartans was alive in some form in the Athens of the late 5thc,

is clear from Aristophanes who refers allusively to those events in the
Lysistrata ( 1150-6 ) as a matter of common know]edgeso. On the other
hand it is apparent that the tyrannicide 'myth', the belief that it was
the heroism of Harmodios - and Aristogeiton which, if not immediately,

then at ]east eventually 'liberated' Athens, was assiduously nourished

by the democracy, almost as it were as a 'charter myth', a story told

and retold to perpetuate the democracy's sense of its own corporate identity.
Indeed the state puts public money into sustaining the 'myth': the statue-
group of the tyrannicides sculpted by Antenor, possibly as early as 50931,
replaced by the work of Kritios and Nesiotes in 477-6 ( Marm.Par. ), bears
an inscription recording that Harmodios and Aristogeiton "brought a great
1ight to the Athenians, when they killed Hipparchus ... and set their

“32; an inscription of the 430's records a decree for

fatherland [free]
the maintenance in the prytaneion at public expense of the descendants

of the tyrannicidesBB. In addition the heroism of the tyrannicides was
remembered in a series of skolia, which, despite the aristocratic associations
of the genre, had by the end of the 5thc clearly become the property of

the democracy, as we can see, for examp]e,'from the way Aristophanes in

the Lysistrata has his chorus of tyrant-fearing gerontes {( good democrats

all, fearful of revolution and Sparta ) echo them ( 632f, xal gopfow 10 ECgos
10 AoLmdv €v ulpTou uAwSC,/ dyopdow T B €v Tolgudmiois €Efig “AploToyelTovl )34.
Herodotus is aware of the power of the 'myth' at Athens, as we can see from
his having Miltiades promise Callimachus at Marathon that if he follows

his advice, he can win for himself a memory "more glorious than ever

Harmodios and Aristogeiton left behind them" ( 6.109.3 )35.

We shall have more to say on the history of the 'myth' in a moment;
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we must look first at Herodotus' treatment of it. He begins with a nicely
contrived surprise ( 5.55 ):

When Harmodios and Aristogeiton killed Hipparchus, the brother of

the tyrant Hippias, petd Tadrta étupavvedovto 'ASnvalol én’ Eteq

téooepo 006V Hocov dAAY ual pdiiov N mpd Tob.
The structure of the sentence withlits opening epei-clause leads us to
expect that Herodotus is going to go straight on to the liberation: after
petd tadte we anticipate for example €ievSepddnocav “AdnvaloL  {o answer
YEVOUEVOS Tpo&vvmv ®6e éxevsépas  in the previous sentence, and the
continuation &tupavvedovto ol8ev hooov falls on the ear with distinct
bathos. Then after briefly describing the dream of Hipparchus and his
murder ( 5.56.1-2 ) and digressing on the origins of the Gephyraioi ( see
below ), Herodotus recurs to his original subject with the dismissive
resumption ( 5.62.1 ): 6eU 68 mpos ToﬁfOch ZrL dvaraBetv TOV not’ dpxds
fua AfEwv Adyov, Gg Tupdvvwy €ievdepddnoav “ASnvatod. _ Emphatically
he points out to us that the business of Hipparchus' murder and murderers
has been a red-herring: these questions bear no relation to the real business
of the liberation, indeed the murder only aggravated the tyranny of Hippias
without bringing its end any nearer ( cf. 5.62.2, above )36. In the Tight
of the importance attached by the democracy to the 'myth' of the tyrannicides,
and the belijef that it was their action which 'really' brought down the

tyranny, Herodotus' dismissive attitude to the whole question is surely

deliberately deflationary.

Moreover not only does he deny all importance to the .action of the
tyrannicides, he also appears to be making a pointed -observation ébout
their family in the accompanying digression ( 5.57?61‘). Though the
Gephyraioi themselves ( 5.57.1, &g pgv adtol Aédyouvsu ) claim to come
from Eretria originally, Herodotus tells us that his independent research
has shown him that they are in fact Phsenicians who came over with Cadmus,

n

were twice expelled from Boeotia ( 57.2 ), first by the Argives and then
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by the Boeotians, and only then settled in Athens. The Athenians accepted
them as citizens, &nl ontotol ... <o0> WOAAGY Tewv nal odu dEramnyhdtwy
EMLTAEQVTES EDYEO%GL§7. After digressing further on the Phoenicians'
introduction of the alphabet to Greece ( 58.1-61.2 ), Herodotus returns
to the Gephyraioi ( 61.2 ):

"and they have temples set apart for their own special use in Athens,

which the other Athenians are forbidden to enter, including a temple

of Demeter Achaia, in which secret rites are performed"..
Why should Herodotus be concerned to make so much of the Phoenician origin
of the Gephyraioi and their alien, or non-Athenian status? Whether or
not it is as he says, he at least claims to have done independent research
( bc 88 éya dvamuvsovduevos evpluw ) with the pUrpose of correcting the
family's own account of its originsBS, and evidently he wants the information
he has 'unearthed' to seem more than incidentally significant. The explanation
that most readily occurs is that he is further discounting the claims
of the tyrannicides to be Athenian national heroes: the Athenians, he
implies, have in their folly elevated. to thisbrank two men whose heroism
was merely a wasted effort, and who are scarcely even citizens of Athens
in the first place, not even Greeks but Phoenicians, immigrants ( epelydes )
with no - settled home, least of all .in Athens. The malicious implication
of the passage is well noticed by Plutarch ( MH 23.860DE'): "AprotoyelTova
uévtol oOnétL uOMAwL Hol Hauis, GAXA’ dvtinpus &uLd TUAGY els doLvlunv
ézeradver, Tegpupalov yeyovéval avénadev. -  Plutarch's sensitivity as

a Greek to this slight on an Athenian hero of the first rank is 1nstruct1vé39.

But 1is Herodotus thinking for himself, or does he rather have the

“story of Harmodios énd Aristogeiton from a source determined to discredit

the tyrannicide 'myth' and advance a different interpretation? The orthodox
answer to this question is unequivocal: his source is the Alcmeonid family,
who had ‘their own reasons to want to depreciate the c]aims'df the tyrannicides
and to establish their own claim to have’been, with the help of Delphi

40

and Sparta, the saviours of Athens This explanation, so widely and
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unquestioningly credited, deserves close examination, since it implies

a view of Herodotus quite opposed to the one advanced here. Whether or

not we hold that he was a puppet of the Alcmeonids, that he should have
depended as unéritica]]y on the information they fed him as the theory
demands,‘presupposes the Tack of any gquiding intelligence: he is merely
concerned to present the facts, or rather some facts, without any serious
attempt to accomodate them to his own interpretative models. The Alcmeonid-
source theory is a hindrance to a proper understanding of what Herodotus

is doing in his account of the liberation.

The theory involves some quite surprising and unnecessary contradictions,
and it is clear that it is not because of its value for explaining Herodotus'
text that it has remained so widely held. Even external considerations
tell emphatically against it. Certainly there is a superficial plausibility
in the Alcmeonids having had an interest in reminding the world through
Herodotus of their part in the Tiberation, since the family is clearly
in pfonounced political decline  throughout the 5thc from the Persian Wars
onwards, with no member of the main branch ho]djng any major office in
the period41. And yet the theory is clearly not held in relation to the
Alcmeonids in general, but really only one member. of the family, and only
a member on the distaff side at that, namely Peric]es42. The attraction
of the theory, apart from the supposed evidence of the A]cmeonid’excursus
( cf. Ch.III.E ), is the view that Herodotus had some kind of contact
with the 'Periclean circle' and perhaps with Pericles himself, and hence
contact with Alcmeonid traditions. Since however the question facing
the critic of Herodotus then becomes ‘what thaditidnsiﬁs Pericles, who
is incidentally an Alcmeonid, likely to have sponsored?', the problem
takes on guite adifferent aspect. While it is Comprehensib]e that a
disenchanfed, politically 1mpoyerished Alcmeonid might have had an interest

in undermining the tyrannicide 'myth' and asserting the dubious claims
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of his own family to have liberated Athens, the same cannot be true of
Pericles, who throughout his political career is without doubt a democrat,
hated and feared by the aristocrats and q]igarchs ( 1ike Thucydides,

son of Melesias, of course ), who could see that it was his influence

which was systematically destroying their traditional power and prestige

within the state. True, Thucydides suggests that Pericles was rather more

the leader of the demos than herwgs led by it ( cf. 2.65.8-9 ), but he

does so>in the same breath as observing that his leadership was extraordinarily
altruistic; we need only turn to the two great speeches of Pericles in
Thucydides' Book Two ( 2.35-46 and 60-4 ) to see that the essential characteristic
of the man for Thucydides was his attachment to the democracy above all
interest of private profit ( cf. also 2.13.1‘), an attitude he hoped all
Athenians would share with him. Indeed it is surely significant for his
1ack‘of interest 1n¢bdlstef1ng the claims of his Alcmeonid cousins that,

as we have said, no other Alcmeonid appears in any prominent political

position in the period of his ascendancy.

In other words if we merely confine our attention to the Alcmeonids
as disgruntled aristocrats,rit seems natural for our 'Alcmeonid source'
to be hostile to the traditions of the democracy and the tyrannicides
in particular; but when we realize that the theory of the 'Alcmeonid source'
is held in the first place largely because of Herodotus' supposed relations
with Pericles, we are faced with the dilemma that Herodotus' account attacks
Qnegyfthe central traditions of Pericles' own democracy. Thus we may
conclude that the 'Alcmeonid source' theory can only stand satisfactorily
if we treat the Alcmeonids as separate from Pericles himse]f, and there

will be many who will fegl‘that that leaves the thepry unacceptably impoverished.

We are perhaps not entitled to bring into the argument the probiem
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of the tyrannicide skolia ( PMG 893 and 896 ) which hail the tyrannicides
as bringers of isonomia to Athens ( 1ov 1épavvov ntavétny / loovduouvs T’
ASMvas érounodTny ). An attractive theory of Ehrenberg ( with help
from Vlastos ) argues that the songs originated in the propaganda of
Cleisthenes, who coined the word isonomia as the watchword.of the new

43; the theory, if corkect,'wou1d lead to the conclusion

democracy of 507
that the tyrannicide 'myth' was originally at least assisted by the Alcmeonids
themselves, something which may be reflected in the early erection of

the Antenor statue-group44. Even 1f‘this is right, however, it remains
possible that the Alcmeonids came to kegret their championship of the
tyrannicides, at a time when their own political decline had set in after

the disgrace of Marathon45. On the other hand if that did Tead them to

argue the line adopted by Herodotus,we still surely need to assume that

they did so-in opposition to Pericles, both inrejecting the tyrannicide

'myth' and also in insisting on a version of the liberation which gave

a prominent part to both Sparta and Delphi, two parties with whom Pericles

was Tittlein sympathy46.

Allowing that an 'Alcmeonid source' for the narrative of the Tiberation
is still possible on external grounds, with the limitation that it would
almost certainly have to be anti-Periclean, we may proceed to Herodotus'
treatment of the 11beration‘1tse1f, before attempting a final resolution

of the question47

After the murder of Hipparchus the tyranny of Hippias continued as

before ( 5.62.2 ):

“Inmlew TUPAVVEDOVTOS Kol EuTLKpoLVOUEvoL “ASnvaloulol §La 1OV ‘Imnndexou
sdvatov Arnuewvisal yévos édvrtes “ASnvalol nal geldyovtes letoloTpatldag,
EEELTE opL dua toTou dAlolou A%nvubwv uydot neupwpevouob HOTO TO

chupov o0 nposxwpes, dArd mpooénTaLov ueyakwg TevpdpevoLl natLévol Te

HOL sxeu%epouv tac ASHvas, A€b¢06pbov T0 unep Havoving TbeboavTeg,
ev%aUTa ol Axnuewvbéuu nav ént Tolou HeuouoTpuTbénuob unxavaevou

nup AUQLMTUOVNV OV VNoV uuo%oUvTab 0V év Ask@Oucb, TOV viv eovTu,

wdte 6& olnw, TOUTOV eEouuoéounGuu, ota 8¢ yxpnudtwy ed fmovtes Hal

&dvtes dvdpes &SnLuoL dvénadev ETL, TOV vnov éfepydooavto 10T TopoBECYNOTOS
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ndAitov, td Te dAla nol ovyrelruévou ool Twplvou ACHou moLdeLv TOV

wndv, Taplov Td Eumpocde adTol €Eemolnoav. ©g dv &1 ol “Adnvatol

AéyouoL, obtoL ol dvépes €v AergpoloL noathuevol dvémeivSov ThHv

Tuscnv xphuaoL, Sunws EAdorev Imaptintéwv dvépeg elte (6wl o1drwL

elte dnuocdwl otéiwL xpnoduevol, TpogépeLy o@b'T&g "A%Avag éxevdepodv.
It is important to see this passage as a single whole to be able to unravel
its train of thought, over which there is no little disagreement. The
structure of the Tong first sentence of this paragraph ( ‘Innlew -
égounodoufioar ) gives some important clues as to how Herodotus wants to be
understood. The Alcemonids first of all attempt, in concert with the
other exi]es48, to return to Athens by means of force ( watd 16 (oxupdv );
but this combined military effort meets with disaster, at which point
the Alcmeonids, keeping up the struggle on thejr own by any means they

49

can, accept the contract to build the temple at Delphi The run of

alone and using guile ( mEkhanSmenoi ) 0. There are several possible antitheses

here: the Alcmeonids working (a) in concert with the other exiles, and (b)

on their own, to secure their return (a) by force and (b) by guile; possibly

too we should contrast their efforts (a) as 'liberators' ( meipduevor natiévar
te nal éAevdepodv Tac 'ASAvac ) and (b) as mere rivals of the Peisistratids,

trying to gain a political advantage by whatever means they can ( ndv éntl

- , . 51
totou Tevovotpatldnuol unyxavduevou )~ .

It is-not absolutely clear what precise functioanerontus ascribes
to the temple-building, although there can be no doubt, as we have just
said, that it  does form some part of the 'plot' of the Alcmeonids to
get the better of the PeisistratidSSZ. Herodétus' reference back to this

)53 tells us that

passage in the Alcmeonid excursus ( as also at 5.66.1
the family's claim .to have liberated Athens depends on their having been
the ones who 'persyaded' the Pythia { 6.123.2 )i el 5ﬁ-06foc ve GAn9éws
Foov ol Thv Tusinv &vaneﬁoavfsg, IS ﬂou npdTepov-éeéﬁAwf&u. ~ This

does not take us much further, although it leaves us in no doubt that

Herodotus believes he has proved that the Alcmeonids achieved their end
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by some form of persuasion of the Pythia, which resulted in her giving

an artificial or contrived response to the Spartans. Indeed Herodotus'

own narrative later has the Spartans discover that they had been tricked

or cheated by the Alcmeonids into betraying their friends the Peisistratids
( cf. 5.90.1, ta éx t&v 'Alupewvidéwv €g tnv MTudlnv peunyovwuéva ), and
his form of words there shows that he understands that there was in fact
something for the Spartans to find out,something which gave them legitimate
cause for their grievance. It has been felt, however, that Herodotus

is here offering us two alternative versions of how the Alcmeonids brought
their influence to bear at Delphi. It is argued that he presents first

the version that it was bx their lavish temple-building, the fact that

they completed the work with Parian marble rather than tufa as arranged,
that secured them the support they wanted, and secondly a contrasting
‘Athenian version' which has them bribe the Pythia with money. The first
version is thus that of the Alcmeonid source itself, and the second the

malicious rejoinder of the Athem’ans54

Even if this were correct, it would still leave us with a wholly
unsatisfactory case for the Alcmeonid source, as we shall see in a moment;
but there are good reasons for rejecting this: interpretation. The most
conclusive objection is a linguistic one: the connexion at 5.63.1, wg
o s N . . . .55 .
@v_6n 'A%nvaTol Aéyouou 1s progressive, not adversative , and a progressive

connector of this sort could not introduce a varjantversion, especia]]y

in view of Herodotus taste for mark1ng variants by pronounced oppos1t1ons55a.

The source-citation is used here only for emphas1s, to mark the climax; the
Athenians are cited as the sourcebecause this is an Athenian narrative56,

and the one source is surely meant to cover the whole narrative, not merely
this one deta1157, Powell ( s.v.dvII.2 ) classes the present example

of the particle group under the heading "resuming after a digression",

and this is no doubt right; the digression concerned is the information

( 5.62.3 ) that the Alcmeonids built the temple more magnificently than
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was required of them, and the dv &4 picks up the unxavduevor of the previous
sentence. On this view Herodotus' account implies that the Alcmeonids'
acceptance of the témp]e-contract wa$ part of a plan to get a foothold

at Delphi, but only part: 1} was while they were at Delphi engaged in

this work ( cf. év AskmotouvuatﬁuevOL ) that they had the opportunity

to bribe the Pythia, something that they had hoped to be able to do from

the first. The alternative 1nterpretat%on mentioned above is on the other
hand open to further objections than simply its failure to make sense

of Herodotus' Greek. It also requires us to make a connexion which Herodotus
in no way assists, namely that it was sufficient for the Alcmeonids to

make a charitable display of their wealth in order for the Delphic administration
to take the hint and arrange for the Pythia to give a certain response

to the Spartans. This Teap of ?he imagination passes over far too much:

did the Alcemonids intimate what they would 1ike Delphi to do for them,

or did the official divine the best way of helping them of their own accord?
If there is fea]]y an 'Alcmeonid se]f—jystification’ here, it is absurdly

mealy-mouthed.

As we said, however, it acﬁua]]y makes no great difference if we
do accept this supposed 'A]cmeoﬁid version' or not; the case against the
‘Alcmeonid source' thereby loses no great force. On either view that
theory offers us the unpalatable conclusion that the way the Alcmeonids
of Herodotus' day chose to reassert their claim as the true liberators
of Athens was by bringing down on their own heads the charge of having
corrupted the Pythia, whether straightforwardly by money or indirectly
through the temple-building, either way a unxdvnua résu]ting in 'persuasion’
( é4vaneloavtes ). Plutarch ( MH 23.680CD ), commenting on 5.66.1, is
quick to notice the unflattering implication of Herodotus' narrative:
HOAACOTOL pev Zpywl nal dunatotdtwy ( SC. the liberation ) wmpoodntwv

doefruatos SLaBorfv TnAixodrou xal pavdrovpylfuatog. Indeed we need only
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Herodotus himée]f to remind us that the merest attempt to corrupt the

Pythia was the most serious of religious crimes: for example, it was thought
by many Greeks ( 6.75.3 ) that Cleomenes met his gruesome end because

of his corruption of the Pythia to secure the deposition of Demaratus

( cf. 6.66.2f )58. Whatever form of persuasion the Alcmeonids are to

be thought of as having used, P]utarch's observation still.stands; indeed,
on the analogy of Glaucus ( cf. 6.86g.2, with Ch.I.i.2 ), the very act

of thinking of trying to influence the Pythia, whether by money or not,

was enough to incur divine displeasure.

It is worth remembering that there was another way for the Alcmeonids
to have lodged their claim without bringing this charge of 'impiety' on
their own heads. It is probable that the 4thc witnesses to the tradition
of the liberation preserve nothing of the historical truth and much anachronistic
consipuctionsg, but it is instructive to note how it is handled in Isocrates
and Demosthenes, both of whom are genuinely protective of the Alcmeonids
to the extent of elevating them to the rank of heroes of the democracy.
In the Antidosis (232) Isocrates has Cleisthenes borrow money from Delphi
to effect the triumphant return of fhe exiles ( Adywt meloas ToUs 'Auguurdovag
SaveTaal Tiv 10T 9e0T ypnudtwy adtdi ), and the story is the same in

Demosthenes ( 21.144 ). 1t may well have been an anachronism for a 6thc
60

political faction to secure its return to power by hiring mercenaries .,
but we can readily imagine that this story, fiction or not, was in circulation
at the time of Herodotus' inquiries - and such a story was very probably
initiated by the Alcmeonids themse]veé ( in self-justification? ), if

in the 4thc it was the version told in their favour. “1f we need to ask

what the Alcmeonids might have told Herodotus if he had spoken to them,

it is surely more Tikely to have been this story of borrowed money than

any of the shady dealings of Herodotus' own account. As for the temple-

building, moreover, we have the evidence of Pindar's encomium of the
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Alcmeonids in his epinikion for Megakles ( Py.7.7ff )61:

For = in all the cities of Greece the fame is bruited of those citizens
of Erechtheus, who in divine Pytho made thy temple, Apollo, a marvel
to behold.
Pindar, prompted by considerations of what his dedicatee would Tike to
hear, makes no attempt to confuse this act of magnificent charity of the
Alcmeonids with any corruption of the Pythia or with an effort at securing
the removal of the tyranny at Athens. It could be that he is observing
a judicious silence on a delicate matter - but even that is surely a
reflexion of the wishes of the commissioning family. vAre we to believe
that in Herodotus' day the Alcmeonids were happy to complicate the magnificence
of this act of charity by an admission that it was not disinterested and
was directed at trying to influence the Pythia? It is possible indeed
that Herodotus' tradition represents a slander of the Alcmeonids, possibly
not yet current in Pindar's day, to which the 4thc version preserved in
Isocrates and Demosthenes might be an apologetic answer. However, I can
see no means of arriving at the truth of how historically the Alcmeonids
actually Tiberated Athens ( if théy did at al1? ) or of what they originally
said of their part in those events. A1l that is clear is that they can

hardly have claimed at any stage the role Herodotus ascribes to them here.

Significantly the part played by the Alcmeonids is restricted almost
entirely to their act of corruption - although Herodotus perhaps characteris--
tically plays up the paradox that this corruption also invpived an act
of magnificent 'piety'62. At any rate there is no celebration.«
of anything approaching bravery or heroism on their part. Leipshydrion
is mentioned only as the scene of repeated military disasters, and Herodotus
offers no commentary on the heroic sacrifices of the liberators. By contrast
the Alcmeonids and the other exiles made much of their own heroism, to
judge from two famous skolia, the one celebrating the sacrifice at Leipshydrion

( PMG 907: olaT Aeudp¥sprov mpodwodtatpov, / otovs dvspas dndreoas,
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udyeodaL / ayadods te nal edmatpldag, /ol 11’ E£6eLiav olwv matépwv

€oov )63, the other the particular bravery of a certain Kedon who'may

or may not have been an Alcmeonid ( cf. Ar.Athpol.20.5 = PMG 906: EyxeL
not Kfdwvi, &udrove, und’ &nuaidov, / el xpn 1ols &yadolg dvdpdoLy

64
).

olvoxoelv What Herodotus advertizes instead are the Alcmeonids’

machinations, intrigues, deceptions - and there is nothing that is intrinsically

glamorous in the role of agent provocateur. They merely set in train

the events which lead to the Tiberation: their participation is important
as a beginning, but the Tiberation itself is the work of Sparta ( see
below ). Indeed after the bribery of the Pythia they disappear from the
scene until after the Tiberation: Cleomenes enters the city at 5.64.2,
duo "A%nvalwy ToToL BouvioudvoLoL elval ékeu%épouou,.‘ an expression which
does not explicitly exclude the Alcmeonids, though it hardly includes

them with any emphasis.

It has been worth Tabouring this discussion at such length, since

it has important consequences for the way we think about Herodotus. The
'Alcmeonid source' theory has had considerable influence. on the orthodox
reading of Herodotus: he has been thoughtwhether wittingly or unwittingly
to be reproducing substantially the judgements and .interpretations of

a source, without making any serious effort at interpreting the material
for himself, let alone getting clear in his mind why the version he has
chosen is preferable to any chef which he might have known or been able
to discover. However since this key passage for the 'Alcmeonid source'’
has turned out so positively against its influence, we may begin to doubt
whether it is ever Tikely to be a satisfactory hypdthésis( ( cf. Appendix
II, against the widespread use of esoteric sources in Herodotus ). What
his actual sources may be and what exactly they told him are in my view
prob]ems’Which do not lend themselves to such simple resolution: Herodotus'.

freedom of choice and interpretation, both factors ignored to a large
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extent by the traditional source-criticism, makes it hard to identify

any consistent bias, let alone determine where it derives from. I take

it, however, that Herodotus derives his information, though not, of course
his interpretation, from the 'source' he in fact names, that is the
'‘Athenians', the aggregate of Athenian opinion ( Cf. also Appendix II,

on Athenian polis-traditions ): there are no facts here that an Aristophanic
audience or a typical jury would not have known in some form, to judge

from the historical knowledge presupposed in comedy and oratory.

We have seen Herodotus deflate the 'myth' of the tyrannicides and
then adopt a thoroughly equivocal line towards the part the Alcmeonids
had to play in the affair; and what of Sparta's role in the Tiberation?
The first we hear is that the Spartans decided to obey the repeated instructions
of the Pythia and send an army against the Peiéistratids ( 5.63.2 ): ouwg

) ’ 2 2 b ’ h b ~ ~ » L) ~
ot Eelvoug o@L €6VTOS TO UEALOTO® TO yop ToD 9eol mpeoButepa €MOLEUVVTO

D))

A 10 THV dvépmv65. Herodotus need not have added the explanatory tail

to this sentence,'but he does so to underline an unfortunate irony. The
Spartans' treachery to their friends seems to them necessary because the
god wills it - and yet, of course, we know theirmistake, that they have
been deceived into doing wrong by the scheming of the Alcmeonids. In
other words Herodotus here too insists on the negati?e side of a positive
~action: the Spartans do not consciously do a right action in Tiberating
Athens, except insofar as they grudgingly obey the will of the god as
they see it - indeed he is far from suggesting that they are motivated
by any sort of idealism, or even altruism - but rather they are seen as

unconsciously doing a wrong action in betraying theirifriends66.

Nor is the liberation itself described as a glamorous victory.
Indeed we hear first of all at some length ( 5.63.3-4 ) of the disastrous

failure of Anchimolius, and even the successful expedition of Cleomenes
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is treated with reserve. The siege of the Peisistratids proves an unforeseen
setback ( 5.65.1 ): "and the Spartans might not have" removed the tyrants.

at all, but would have perservered with the siege for only a few days

and then retired home". Only a chance occurrence ( syntykhie; cf. Ch.I,
n.122 ). gives them the opportunity to enforce submiséﬁgn: the children

of the Peisistratids, who were being sent outside the city for safe-keeping,
fell into the hands of the besiegers. Herodotus is not prepared to describe
the triumbh of freedom as a glorious victory: the whole business ends

in a miserable and undignified capitulation. By contrast the Spartan
liberation is an affair for much tub-thumping in Aristophanes' Lysistrata

( 1150ff. ), the same events acquiring a completely different emphasis.

On any account we miss any clear note of celebration in Herodotus' exposition,

however restrained.

- What more than anything undercuts thé glory of Sparta's achievement,
however, is her almost immediate, and by degrees increasingly aggressive
renunciation of it. We have already said something about this in connexion
with Cleomenes ( cf. Ch.I.ii.2 ), and we shall consider this change of
heart in mgre detail in a moment. We may observe here that nowhere in
the whole account of the Tliberation itself does Herodotus show any:clear
enthusiasm for the means by which the 'glorious end' of Athenian democracy
was achieved. No single party involved emerges with straightforward honour
from this narrative, not the tyrannicides, not the Alcmeonid, not the

Spartans.

(C) Cleisthenes.

First we must look at the immediate consequences of the Tliberation
( 5.66.1 ): ’A9%Fvai, foDooat noab molv ueydiar, tdre dnoAdaxeloal

tupdvvwy éyévovto uégoves. Quite how Herodotus wants us to understand
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this programmatic openinj remains for a long while obscure. Indeed the
immediately ensuing narrative of the political troubles ( stasis ) which
followed the liberation. -does little to confirm the view of Athens' greatness,
however that is to be 1nterpreted67. Herodotus in fact seems to be playing

a trick on the reader: alerted to expect signs of growing prosperity or
strength, we.hear of nothing but civil strife, plots, factions, exiles,

coups, the very opposite of prosperity.

Freedom is no immediate solution to Athens' problems, indeed it looks
at first sight distinctly 1ike a retrograde step. We are introduced first
of all ( 5.66.1 ) to the warring of two new dynasts, Cleisthenes and Isagoras,
Cleisthenes, the Alcmeonid, whom we are told was the one who bribed the
Pythia ( &g mep 61 Adyov E&xeir thv Mudlnv dvaretoat ). The reminder68
15 well-timed and most unflattering: this man whose contribution. to the
Tiberation of Athens was decisive turns out after all not to have been

68&, but in order that he:might win power for

a liberator through altruism
himself. He and Isagoras are linked in a struggle for power ( 5.66.2 ):
obtouL ol &vépes éotaclocov mepl Suvduros, €ocoduevog && & Kieroddung

0V SHuov npooeTaLpCCETubsg._ With these words we find ourselves as it
were back in the time before the tyranny, when again there was stasis,
between Megakles ( the unscrupulous Alcmeonid! ) and Lykurgus, and a third
party, Peisistratus, who like Cleisthenes now was not content to play

the game by thé rules ( cf. 1.59.3 ): ouaréEas 8& oTaoidtag uol TiL Adywi
v Unepanpluv mpooTdg. Cleisthenes and Peisistratus have in common_
that in championing their respective 'factions' both are making use of

an expedient to suit their private ends. Herodotus uhmistakab]y makes
Cleisthenes' championship of the demos an afterthought, a stratagem to

get the better of his aristocratic opponent. So far as the comparison

with Peisistratus extends it is hardly flattering to Cleisthenes, the

democrat.
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Whatever we think of the historical importance of Cleisthenes' champion-
ship of the demos70, there 15;]1tt1e:dQUbtthat Herodotus' reporting of
it is decidedly uncharitable. It is perhaps the most outstanding weakness
of the 'Alcmeonid source' theory that it cannot hope to explain this attitude
of Herodotus to the joint hero of the Alcmeonid house and the Athenian
democracy, whose claims the family must have been concerned to advance
with all the persuasiveness at their disposal. Indeed this is surely
a powerful argument against the theory:if the Alcmeonids could not influence
Herodotus in this, they could not influence him in anything. This is
not, however, an argument against Herodotus' use of the traditions of
the Athenian demos ( cf. Appendix II ), for his malicious:interpretation
of Cleisthenes is, as we shall see, clearly his own work. The facts are
surely such as any Athenian might have been able to remember, but they
have been transformed by Herodotus' jaundiced ‘inferences as to the motives
of Cleisthenes and his avowedly personal interpretation of the 'true
character' of the reforms ( cf. 5.67.1 and 69.1, below ). Logically,
it is true, Herodotus could have applied such techniques to a version
of the story told him by the Alcmeonids, but it is surely perverse to
press that logic: if he had heard an Alcmeonid version he did not like,
he would surely have turned to another source to correct it; but there

is clearly no good reason to invoke any esoteric source here.

Not only does Herodotus advance a malicious interpretation of Cleisthenes'
struggle with Isagoras, he is also unwilling to give due credit to the
reforms. Although he has singled out the central work of the reforms
in the re-organization of the tribes, he has done so for reasons not wholly
connected with historical truth, as we shall see; and at the same time

he has failed either to mention anything else ( 5.66.2 and 69.2 ) or
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in any way to interpret_ the re-organization politically. The reader

is given no assistance in working out the relation between Cleisthenes'
championship of the demos and his re-orgaﬁization of the tribes, although
Herodotus offers a great deal of help in interpreting the 'character'

of the reforms ( see below ). We may advance various trivial explanations
for this reticence, such as that the complexity of the constitutional
details baffled him, or that their ser#ousness had been misrepresented

to him by a source hostile to Cleisthenes. And yet Herodotus is clearly
in no real doubt that the reforms did represent the beginnings of the
democracy, as he makes clear, for example, at 6.131.1: ( Kievo$évng )

8 Tas QuAds xal Tnv Snuonpatlny Adnvaloilol wnotaothoos 70a. Indeed the
narrative makes it clear that it is Cleisthenes' activity which sets the

democracy in motion, whether by conscious design or not.

The answer Ties in Herodotus' own interpretation and the deliberate
idiosyncracy of his exposition. As we saw, the championship of .the demos
is made to seem nothing but a stratagem to outstrip his rival, Isagoras
( cf. 5.69.2, €oooluevos 6€ ... Tbv sHiuov npooerabpﬁcs{au ), and it
may even be that Herodotus' decision to record the reforms as taking place
before the exile of Cleisthenes, rather than after, as Aristotle has 1t71,
may be influenced by a desire to interpret them as nothing but a weapon
in the struggle against Isagoras72. The most remarkable indication of
Herodotus' intentions, however, is his lengthy comparison between Cleisthenes
and his homonymous maternal grandfather, the tyrant of Sicyon ( 5.67.1 ):

ta¥ta && Sondelv éUOL’éHLUéETO 6 Kievoddung 06{05 wdv wuTtod

untporndtopa Kheto§éveo 1OV Zunuiivos tdpavvovs; and cf. 5.69.1, ¢ ot

60 “ASnvaTos Kiero$évng ... SorfeLv épol nal ovrtog Umeplddv "Iwvas,

o A ¥ Al 2 » » h) » 3 by 11 I
tva un oplol at adtal fwoL guial ol ~Iwotl, TOV Sudvuuov
Khevodéved éprudoarto. '

In both the introduction and the conclusion to the excursus Herodotus
makes clear that he is advancing his own interpretation, namely that the
Athenian Cleisthenes had the same motives as his grandfather and that

he consciously copied him in his reforms. However while both 'reformers'
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canvat a pinch-be seen to have the racial motives Herodotus ascribes to
them, the tyrant is anti-Dorian but the grandson anti-Ionian, so that
the resemblance or 1m1tét10n’ison1y superficial at best. True, Herodotus
seems to be elaborating in the Athenian case a point he made in dealing
with the Ionians in the excursus of Book One ( 143.3 ):

The other Ionians, besides. those in the twelve cities, including

the Athenians took a dislike to the name ‘'lonian' - and even to this

day I believe that most of them are ashamed of it.
The reasons why he should want to raise this point here is perhaps the
paradox that though the Athenians now despise the Ionians. .they are ready
almost at once to conclude an alliance with them on the basis of consanguinity
( cf. 5.97.2 )73,

The general dimprobability of the imitation is, however, perhaps a
clue to Herodotus' 1ntent10ns74: he is forcing the comparison for the
light it throws on the ‘character' of the Athenian reforms and the 'motives'
of the Athenian reformer, or rather the light that it can be made to throw
by association. He does not in any way stress the paradox of being able
to compare the Athenian democratic reformer with his tyrant grandfather:
on the contrary, the tyrant's arrogant behaviour is set on a level with
his grandson's, to the discredit of the Tatter. Indeed it is the very
machinery of the democracy, the tribe reforms ( cf. 6.131.1 ), which
Herodotus singles out as the '1mitation‘75, so that we might almost say
that he concentrates. on this detail of the Athenian reforms at the expense
of all others in.order to focus the comparison as sharply as possible.
The result is atrivialization of whatever it was that Cleisthenes did:
he shares the same blood with the tyrant who gave the Sicyonians the
abusive tribe-names, Hyatai, Oneatai and Khoireatai ( 5.68.1 )76. Herodotus
does not berhaps find the same . arrogant disregard of ‘things human and
. divine in the Athenian as in the tyrant ( cf. e.g. the Pythia's judgement
at 5.67.2 ), .though it may be significant that he is shortly to recount

the affair of Cylon in such a way as to suggest the same characteristics
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of high-handedness in his Alcmeonid family ( 5.71 )77; he has, however,

thrown enough mud merely by inviting the comparison, and Cleisthenes does

not escape unbesmirched78.

It is fhus surely probable that Herodotus has deliberately avoided
any detailed discussion of how the democracy came about ( see above ),
anything about the politics of the demes, the powers of the new boule,
the dissolution of the old aristocratic monopoly of the state. This is
perhaps to expect too modern an awareness from him, but it remains that
he misses out much that he might, even on his own terms, have said, given
his interest in suchmatters elsewhere ( cf. e.g. 1.65, Lycurgus at Sparta;
4.161, Demonax at Cyrene; or the Parians at Miletus, 5.28-9 ). Instead
he approaches his subject from an unexpected angle. Cleisthenes on Herodotus'
eccentric interpretation was not a disihterested reformer, but a self-
interested dynast playing at reform in the interests of factional advantage.
He arrives at.this interpretation, moreover, by avoiding narrative exposition
as far as possible: he wants to avoid allowing the facts to tell their
own story. Instead of hearing what it was that Cleisthenes actually did
to establish democracy and political freedom at Athens79, we are told
that ( 5.69.2 ), 1ov “A%nvalwv 6fiuov wmpdtepov dnwouévov 1é1e ndviws mpdg
v €wutoT poTpav npooe%ﬁuaTogo. Cleisthenes was a haughty aristocrat,
who previously had scorned all contact with the common man, but was prepared
to admit the demos into his faction when he could see no other path to
advancement ( cf. n.69, above ). Herodotus' loaded inferences are designed
to point the paradox of the aristocrat turning democrat. The ' piquancy
of the account would have been Tost if he had descended to mere narrative!
Indeed it is perhaps this same desire to avoid heroizing Cleisthenes which
leads Herodotus to drop his name so suddenly from his narrative as soon
as this eccentric account of the reforms is over. His responsibility
for the democracy is made to seem largely accidental and unintentional

( here at least; contrast 6.131.1, above ), whereas any reasonably objective
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account of the reforms would have to admit that their complexity and elaboration
shows long-term constitutional planning, and even perhaps a genuine desire

to promote greater political equality, whether or not minor advantages

for the Alcmeonids were built into the triba1 re-organization ( cf. n.70,

above ).

Looking back over the narrative of the liberation and of Cleisthenes’
setting up of the democracy it is possible to see a consistent line of
interpretation: Herodotus, with his insistent talk of Athenian eleutheria
( cf. 5.55, 62.1, 62.2, 63.1, 64.2, 65.5; and also 5.78, 91.1 and 91.2 ),
is not concerned to paint a straightforward picture of heroic Tiberators
or the glorious effects of freedom; rather there is a certain paradoxical
tension between the abstract desirability of freedom as a goal and the
complications in the way in which this particular case it is actually
achieved and in what it leads:.to. As we saw ( in (B) above ), Herodotus'
interpretation leads us to a picture in which none of the candidates for
the title of liberator emerges wholly attractively either in their motives
‘or their actions. Similarly the immediate effect of freedom for Athens
is a recurrence of factional struggle ( cf. stasis at 5.66.2, 69.2, etc. ),
which it apparently takes the political reforms of Cleisthenes to quell.

In this role Cleisthenes performs a similar function to that of Peisistratus
in his original tyranny ( cf. (A) above ), or that of Deioces in Media

~( cf. Ch.II.i.B.1 ); and he is no different from these two in providing
Athens with political stability for motives of personal advantage - Herodotus
is unable to show what advantage Cleisthenes actually secured in the long-
term, but that does not prevent him denying any altruism fo his championship
of the demos. To the extent that this is meant to be a narrative about
eleutheria ( and that claim could, of course, be contested, given Herodotus'
lack of éxp]icit commentary ), Herodotus' message is this: the motives

of liberators.are not necessarily altruistic and much more likely to be
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those of self-interest; and the mere fact of liberation, given such
considerations, is more 1ikely to pose new problems than to effect an

immediate recovery in the state concerned.

(D) Persia and Sparta.

The first action of the new democracy is its resistance to the attempts
of Cleomenes and Isagoras to take away its freedom ( cf. 5.72.2 ):
dvtiotadelong 68 THS BoUATg nal oV Boviopévng melHeodau. It is surely
right to understand that, whether mistakenly anot81, Herodotus sees the
boul€ here as the organ set up anew by Cleisthenes, although he does not
bring this out. There may even be a pun here in BouAfig/Bovionévns, the
boul€ standing for the determination to resist re-enslavement. Like the
Milesians faced with the return of Histiaos after the fall of Aristagoras.

( cf. 6.5.1 ), the Athenians are unwilling to resign what they have won,

otd Te &ieudegilng yeuvoduevol.

The recall of the exiles coincides with thé decision to send ambasssadors
to Sardis ( 5.73.1 ) "in the hope of concluding an alliance with Persia,
since they well knew that they had incurred the settled enmity
( éumemorepdodar ) of Cleomenes and Sparta". Artaphrenes, however,
responds to these overtures with the same aloofness ( and almost the same
words ) that Cyrus had used to the Spartaﬁs in Book One, when they had sent
an embassy to him to demand that the king harm no city of the Greeks
on ~pain of their displeasure. Artaphrenes demands»( 5.73.2 ) "who these
Athenians are that they seek an alliance with Persia, and where in the
world they live"; Cyrus had asked ( 1.153.1 ) "who these Spartans were,

82

and what their numbers were that they were sending him such a command""".

The parallelism is very likely deliberate: the presumption of the Athenians
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here following their successful liberation .directly corresponds to that
of the Spartans. after the political settlement which had givgn them the
leadership of the Peloponnese and led them to contract an alliance with
Croesus ( cf. Ch.II.i.A.2 ). In both cases, however, this presumption

is abruptly put into perspective by Persia. Artaphrenes, moreover, demands
earth and water of the A?henian envoys, who are rash enough to agree and
who suffer disgrace for this mistake when they arrive back in Athens

( 5.73.3, attlog peydiag elyov )83.

This is not the end of the matter, however, for just before repofting
the arrival of Aristagoras at Athens  Herodotus tells us of another embassy
to Sardis, in which the Athenians demand of Artaphrenes that he pay no
attention to Hippias and the Athenian exiles ( cf. 5.96.1f, odn éivteg
toVs ITépoas melSeofal "ASnvalwy toCtol guydou )84. This time Artaphrenes
is even Tess receptive and tells them that "if they want to be safe, they
should receive Hippias back". The Athenians are not prepared to accept
these terms: odu évéenouévorol 6¢ oou €6€6outo én 10U avepoD ToToL
MéponuoLl moAieploug elvat. We haVe arrived in these words at the decision
on which the whole of the rest of the work turns: the conflict with Persia
has at Tast been set in train. Herodotus is clearly concerned to emphasize
here that the confTict between Athens and Persia is precipitated by the
democracy: it is the democracy which first provokes the attention of Persia
( cf. 5.73.1ff ), and it now finds that it has woken its natural enemy,

the natural ally of the exiled tyrants.

The picture of the Athenian democracy which émefges from these two
episodes is a somewhat disquieting one: Herodotus does.nothing to encourage
us to take its provocation of Persia as an act of admirable self-confidence,

and from what he does tell us we could as well interpret it as mere folly.




-176-

Indeed we are later told that the democracy was responsible in sending
ships to Asia for bringing great misfortune to Greece, if we may so
unravel the implications of 5.97.3 ( below ). We should not indeed
exaggerate the effect of this account - it is at most a matter of emphasis
and omission - but in showing the democracy perform such a complete volte-
jggg;towards Persia Herodotus is surely aiming at a disconcerting irony.
We do not expect the sahe emphasis on Athens' preparedness to ally herself
with Persia { against Sparta? ) as on her decision to make an enemy of

the barbarian: indeed an account truly swmathetic)to Athens might have
taken care to pass over the original embassy, with its possible implications
of treachery to Greece. The inconsistency of Athens' attitude to Persia

thus highlighted does not recdound to her credit.

Athens' new identity also brings her into conflict with other states
in the Greek world, and most notably with Sparta. The conflict with Sparta
was singled out as the reason for her turning in the first place to Persia:
ArLotéoato yap ogloL AaredaLuovlous Te ol Kieouéveo éumemoAeudodol
( see above ). The Peisistratids had been close frieads of Sparta ( cf.
5.63.2, 90.1 and 91.2, above ), and besides the new democracy had already
made an enemy of Cleomenes by zexpelling him from Attica. Herodotus is
at pains throughout this episode to show that the hostility between Sparta
and Athens which was to dominate the affairs of Greece in his own day
had its origins in the establishment of the democracy, whose growth the
Spartans had paradoxically assisted by helping to overthrow the tyranny.
Herodotus observes in detail how the Spartan§ gradually realize the folly
of their original intervention at Athens ( cf. e.qg. 5.91.2, cuyyLvdonouey
adtotoL Hulv o0 moudoaoct dp9dc ) and how their mood changes from anger

and injured pride to fear and open hostility.

Almost immediately before the arrival of Aristagoras, Herodotus
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introduces an episode directed in part at Teast at showing us the implications
of Athenian freedom and growth through Spartan eyes. The Athenians are
interrupted in their cold war with Aegina by the news that the Spartans
are about to act against them ( 5.90.1 ). The Spartans, Herodotus explains,
have discovered that they have been tricked by the Alcmeonids and the
Pythia, and they now regret. what they have done: 8tu Te dvdpag Eelvoug
optou &€dvtac éEeaniduecav €x tiic énelvwv, xal STL ToUTa Tolhoaot xdpug
ovéenla égalveto mpds ~Asnvalwy ( cf. 91.2, SAuwL dxaplotwl Tapedduouey
v téAvv). In addition they are encouraged to act by the oracles brought
from Athens by Cleomenes ( 5.90.2 ): Aeydvres moAdd 1e nal avdpola Egecdat
avtotol £¢ ‘Agnvalwv ( cf. (H) below ). Herodotus thenicontinues ( 5.91.1 ):
then, when they saw that the Athenians were growing in strength
( adEavouévous ) and were no longer minded to be subservient to Sparta
( #al ol6auds étoluovs édvtas meldeodal oelol ), and realizing that -
a free Athens would be 1ikely to.become equal in power to them ( ws
Eredvepov pev &6v ... lodppomov THL €wutdv Av ylvoLTo ), but that
in the grip of a tyranny it would be weak and ready to submit to their
authority ( satexduevov && VMO TLPaVVESOS GOVeVES Hal
TeLSopx€eodal £ToLUOV )s they sent for Hippias.
‘The speech to the assembly of the allies which follows immediately puts
a rather different complexion on the matter ( 5.91.2 ):
shuwL dyaploTtwl mopeddnapev Tnv méALv, o¢ érnelte &L nufag
érevdepwdels dvénvde, Hudos ueEv xal Tov Baolida nuéwv mepLuBploag
eEéBore, 68Eav 8¢ gdons abEdvetol, WOTe ExpepodfinaoL pdALoTo HEV

. ~ N N
ol meploLrnol oVTHY BoLwtol nal Xainiudéeg, tdyo 8¢ TuLg nal &AAos
EnuadioeTal apapTdv.

The Spartans pretend to the allies that they have acted throughout -
in the best interests of the Athenians, and that iﬁ return they have met
with nothing but ungrateful and contumacious obstinacy: the demos is -
incapable of manifesting\\rl kharis, in this the Spartans are in accord
with Gelon of Syracuse ( cf. 7.156.3, vouloas &fpov elval ouvolunua
dxapLTATATOV )85. And yet of course Heradotus' own narrative shows the
Spartan account to be in some measure a misrepresentatidn of the facts:
they exaggerate>the1r responsibility for the democracy ( &fuwu ﬁupséénuusv

v mdAiuwv ), which even Herodotus admits was the work of Cleisthenes, and
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their assistance of its growth ( 6u’ nuéag dvéuudbe ), which Cleomenes

did his best to prevent, while passing over the true circumstances of
Cleomenes' intervention, which was mereof a wrong done by the Spartans

to Athens than the other way around ( cf. Ch.I.ii.2 ). Thus Herodotus

here contrasts their public and private reasoning: in reality they fear

the growth of Athens as a threat to their own power, but in public they
speak only of wrongs done them by the democracy. This contrast tells

us something about the Spartans and their role as 'liberators'. They
presume the right to hegemony over the Greeks without regard fof the autonomy
of other states, and they are cynically prepared to use any means available
to maintain or regain influence over an independent state. Most serious

of all, they are here prepafed to restore a tyranny to Athens, the very
tyranny they had helped to remove, something which the speech of Socles
reminds us is not only wrong in princ1p1e86 but which involves the Spartans
in the betrayal of an ideal they have always stood for in the past ( cf.
5.92a.1 ). "The heavens will change p]aces,with the earth", says Socles,
"if the Spartans are now going to dissolve free constitutions and set

up tyrannies, than which man has devised nothing more unjust or b]oody”.
The Spartans' attachment to the ideal of freedom, so Herodotus is at pains
to underline, isnot all it seems. Though they pride themselves on having
liberated Athens, we see now that they did so involuntarily and against
their better interests, and that they repented of it as soon as they
realised that a free Athens was much more of a threat to them than an

Athens under tyranny.

The passage also contributes to the story of the Athenian liberation.
The Spartans reveal, through the motivation ascribed to them by Herodotus,
that they have hitherto regarded Athens as something of a dependent state,
whose destiny they themselves could control through:the Peisistratids.
The outcome of the debate is that they now lose all such power over the

Athenians, and Athenian freedom becomes that much more complete. If we
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compare here Her‘odotuskl model of the growth bf the eastern empires ( cf.
Ch.I1I.i.B ), the consequences of such a 'Tiberation' become clear: just

as Media started to pose a threat to Assyria after having thrown off her
vassa]age to the old empire, so Athens becomes a threat to Sparta once

she is no longer dependent upon her ( cf. Aegina and Epidaurus at 5.83.1f,
below ) - and, though Herodotus doesnot follow through that conclusion
here ( see‘be]ow )» 1ike Media, Athens goes on to win an empire of her

own at the expense of Sparta and her hegemony.

Herodotus does not draw out the full implications of the model here
( and cf. 5.78, below ), and even the interpretation of Athenian growth
which he gives here to the Spartans, while it stresses the ominous consequences
of the liberation of Athens, étops short of Tooking forward to an Athenian
empire; it does, however, have obvious points of contact with the eastern
model. The Spartans confirm what Herodotus had promised when introducing
- this section ( 5.66.1 ), that "Athéns freed from the tyrants grew greater®.
Under the tyranny the Athenians were repressed ( katekhein ) and submissive
( meuSapxéeosol EtoLuov ), and thus no threat to Sparta or anyone else;
but the 1iberation and the democracy changed all that. Athens' 'greatness',
1ike the 'greatness' of any state or nation in Herodotus ( cf. Ch.II1.i.A.1 ),
involves a threat of expansion, of encroachment on the liberties of neighbouring
states or nations. The Athenians, so the Spartans have it, are putting
on airs and throwing their weight around ( 8dgav 6&¢ ¢doas adidvetar ),
that is they are acquiring the presumption, natural in free men, that
they are better than their neighbours and deserve to dictate to them.
The . Spartans give particular weight to the examp1elof; what has Jjust
happened to the Boeotians and Chalcidians, an example which should be
a warning to others. There is no reason to suppose that Herodotus means
this observation to be an empty and meaningless attempt by the Spartans

to rouse the allies to panic. Although Herodotus' narrative clearly
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condemns what the Spartans claim about their own behaviour, it by no means
contradicts their interpretation of the character of the Athenian democracy.
Is Herodotus aware of the psychological impact this will have on the
reader, and does he consciously avoid offering any correétive to these

Spartan _criticisms of Athens?

I would suggest that Herodotus' proceeding here is complicated by
a desire to avoid direct commentary on the vices and virtues of the Athenian
democracy, something which he sensitive]y avoids . throughout the work
for reasons I shall be advancing later ( cf. Ch.II.iii.L ). This whole
passage on the rise of the democracy ( 5.66-97 ) does in some respects
contain elements which suggest.a positive estimate of the new Athens:
an inattentive Athenian reader, convinced of the rightness of his city's
destiny from this period to the present, might well have seen nothing wrong
here; but there are enough hints to alert one less partisan: the courage
and decisiveness of the new democracy is merely the positive side of a
charaéter whose darker aspects are the aggressiveness and presumption of
superiority which turned the city into an empire. These hints are, to
be sure, given only 1ndirect]y - ‘through such things as oracles ( cf.
5.90.2 and 93.1-2 in (H) below; with e.g. 8.141.1, in Ch.II.i7i.1 ),
through speeches such as that of the Spartans here, through analogies
( the model of freedom leading to empire; and Aegina, see (F) below ),
through omissions ( cf. esp. on 5.78, below ). These things taken together
Teave 1ittle doubt that a close reading cf the text is meant to reveal
a critjque of Athenian democracy, its aggressiveness and presumption -
but™ that critique is far from forthright. In certain respects and from
a certain perspective indeed Herodotus is conceding positive qualities
to the democracy: judged merely from the Athenian point of view, freedom
is a thing to be prized beyond measure - but Herodotus is not content

with that point of view only, but is concerned rather to reflect how




-181~

that freedom looks for the rest of Greece - and that yields a very different
answer. He is thus applying here the same techniques of perspective and

equivocation that we discovered in Chapter One.

(E) Boeotia and Chalcis.

This element of equivocation is clearly seen in his treatment of
the Athenian double victory over Boeotia and Chalcis which so worries
Sparta in this debate, a marrative sequence on which Herodotus hangs his
own commentary on the significance of Athenian isegorie at 5.78. Cleomenes,
in his campaign of revenge against the dmeos, has the Boeotians attack
Oence and Hysiae and the Chalcidians ravage Attica, while the Spartans
themselves march on Eleusis ( 5.74.2 ). The Athenians are not overawed
by the acute danger that faces them ( wualrep dugLRorilnt éxduevor )87,
and instead of 1osing their heads they‘act decisively and, as events prove,
successfully; moreover even.in this hour of danger they show a strong
determination for revenge on their enemies ( Boiwtdv uev xal Xoinitséwv
¢oldtepov €ueirov uviunv toudesdar ). As soon as the Spartan expedition
is ignominiously broken up ( 5.77.1 ), the Athenians do indeed turn to
thoughts of revenge ( t¢vuoSaL Bourduevou ), and they march against the
Chalcidians. When the Boeotians rally against them, they are ready..
to change their plan and attack the Boeotians instead; and they win a
notable victory, slaughtering many of the enemy ( govedoovtes ) and

taking 700 hostages. And not content with that, they cross the same day

to Euboea88 and join _  battle with the Chalcidians "with the 1like success;
whereupon they left four thousand cleruchs upon the lands of the Hippobotai"
( cf. 6.100.1 )%?.

Herodotus ends his account af‘the two battles by describing how the

prisoners were ransomed ( 77.3 ), how their fetters were dedicated on
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the acropolis and how a tenth of the ransom went towards the dedication

of a bronze chafiot ( 77.4 ), whose proud inscription he records. We

happen to have fragments of the base Herodotus must have seen ( Meiggs/

Lewis no.158 ), as.we11 as part of a much earlier base ( Meiggs/Lewis

no.15A ) which it is clear must have been destroyed or removed by the

Persians in 480. Evidently a replica was set up later at a time when

the earlier victory seemed once more topical, either after the crushing

of the Euboean revolt, or more probably after OQinophyta ( c.457 ), that

is before Coronea could take the lustre off a victory over the Boeotians.90

At any rate we can assume that this double-victory wés a glorious memory retold
as an early anticipation of the illustrious sucéesses'of the Pentekontaetia.
In recording these dedications then Herodotus would seem to be echoing
Athenian propaganda, with the Athenians, as the inscription has it, "quenching
the hybris of their proud enemies". Certainly he comes here very close

to an opposite estimate of these events to that which he gives the Spartans,
and it is widely thought that the remarkable paragraph which follows at

5.78 reinforces this interpretation.

Herodotus chooses just this moment to introduce his most explicit
commentary on the consequences of Athens' new-found freedom, and to explain
the significance of the victories over Boeotia and Chalcis ( 5.78 ):

*Asnvatol pév vuv nlEnvto® SnioT 6€ o0 xat’ Ev polvov. dAAS mavtayfi
i tonyopln wg €oTl ¥pfiua omouvdatov, el nol 'A%nvatol Tupavveuduevol
peEv ovdaudv THv o9fag meprouredvtwy foov T ToAfuua duelvoug,
Sdroaraydévtes 68 TupdVVWY UOKEBL TpdTOL €yévovTo. énAol &v TolTo
81 nateyxduevol pev é%erondueov bg deondtnu €pyarduevou,
erevdepwdévtev 6 adTds ExnoTos EwuTiL TpoeSuudeto naTepydieoal.

Herodotus is rarely so forthcoming in his appraisal of action, and he picks

his moments carefully; moreover he is above all very precise about what
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he wants to say and not to say. Most commentators, however, assume without
argument that he is here expressing enthusiasm for democracy - whatever
he may be given to say or imply e]sewheregl. But without doubt such an

interpretation rests on a misunderstanding of the Greek: in saying that

isegorié is proved to be a khrema spoudaion Herodotus is emphatically

not sayingithat it is "a good thing", whatever complexion we give to that
expression. Certainly the word spoudaios can in certain contexts mean
'excellent', though not clearly 'excellent' in a moral sense. Thus Xerxes
is pleased with Artemisia's advice ahd deems her spoudaie, that is a good

or useful adviser ( 8.69.2 ); the bald Scyths live in a place where the
pastures are not spoudaiai, that is fertile for crops ( 4.23.4, with

4.198.1 ); the most expensive and prized method of mummification is described
as the most spoudaios ( 2.86.2; cf. 86.3, G6e 1a omovdaldrarartapuLyedovol ).
The reference in all these cases is clearly to values quite distinct from
moral ones, although 'prized' would perhaps suit all the contexts. There is
however, another sense of spoudaios to refer to something of importance

or moment: thus Candaules entrusts Gyges with his confidence in o
omovdaLéotepa Tiv Tpnyudtwy (“1.8.1 ); the Persians debate ta omovdaiéotata
iy mpnypdtov whilst drunk ( 1.133.3 }. 1In both cases Herodotus means
"matters of importance or moment", and in neither case does excellence

of any sort enter into it. The present example ( 5.78 ) moreover clearly

belongs to this second class: khrema / pregma spoudaion is an expression

for "a thing that deserves careful and serious attention®, "sobriety",

one might almost say, hence the paradox of 1.133.3. The expression can

be paralleled in the Ignic of Theognis' elegies, where its character as

a formula of popular speech emerges clearly:
e.g. Theog. 64-5, xpfiua 6& ovuuelEnis undevl und’ o6TLoTY / onouvdalov;
or 69-70, phmote, Kdpve, naudL mlouvvos BoBieve obv &vspl,/ edt’ .

"3y omouvdatov mphyn’ €9€anis teréooal 3 and cf. 642-3 and 644-5, moilotl

1dp #pntiipL Aol ylvovtal €tatpol,/ €v 6& omovdalwl TphyHate
ndvpdtepor { with which cf. again Hdt 1.133.3, for the contrast of
sobriety and drunkenness ).

Democracy then is "a thing to be taken seriously "; so far from expressing
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enthusiasm, Herodotus is showing palpable reservegz.

His proof that democracy is to be taken seriously consists in the
events just narrated, the victory of the Athenians over their 'neighbours',
the very same evidence the Spartans are later to advance to illustrate
the danger fhat Athens now poses for the rest of Greece ( 5.91.2, above ).
Under the tyrants the Athenians were no better than their neighbours
in war, but once freed from the tyranny they became by far the foremost
among them ( paxp&i mpmtoL ). Becoming Eré;gé.is no doubt a desirable

condition for the Athenians, but it is a matter of grave concern to others.

It may be instructive here to contrast Herodotus' equivocal account
of the 1iberation and its consequences with a parallel account from
Isocrates ( De Bigis 27 ). The context is a panegyric of the Alcmeonids,
who were responsible, Isocrates says, for expelling the tyrants:

"and they set up that famous democracy, which trained the citizens

to such a pitch of bravery that they defeated single-handed the barbarians

who came to enslave the whole of Greece, which enabled them to win

such a reputation for justice that the Greeks willingly put into

their hands the hegemony of the sea; in short they made the city

so great both in military might and in other respects that those

who called Athens the 'capital of Hellas' and who were accustomed-

to make other such extravagant claims seemed to be telling no Tess

than the truth".

We cannot, of course, directly compare Isocrates and Heroddtus, the effusive
flourishes of an orator and the reserved manner natural to the ‘'historian';
but a number of important questions suggest themselves. Why does Herodotus
not take the obvious course and illustrate the ‘'bravery' of the democracy,
1ike Isocrates, with reference to the Persian Wars? Why does he choose
rather the example of a double-victory gained over Fé]]ow—Greeks? There

was nothing to stop him delaying this exceptional commentary until his
account of the Persian Wars - he might, for instance, have 1ncdrporated

it at 7.139 ( cf. Ch.II.iii.E.2 ) - and nothing to stop him looking forward

to Athens' role in those events in the present commentary. Why, finally,
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if he is genuinely enthusiastic about the democracy can he find no word
to say, here or anywhere, of its qualities of 'bravery' ( not even in
7.139! ), 'justice', and devotion to the cause of freedom on behalf of
others 92&? Herodotus is arguing an a]most‘\identica1 case to that of

Isocrates, that Athens owes her 'greatness' to democracy ( isegorie ),

but in his version everything is distinctly cool and dispassionate.

The contrast between Herodotus and Isocrates is of more than -
incidental interest, since it is clearthat Isocrates' speech contains
elements of an epainos of Athens and her constitution which must have
been familiar to many 5thc Gréeksg3. Thucydides' Periclean Funeral Oration,
for example, sets 1tse1f‘the task of describing ( 2.36.4 ): dnd 6 olas
Te énLtndedoews fidgopev én’ adtd ( sc. theempire ) wal ned’ olag
roAvtelac nol Tpdmev €& otwv ueydia éyéveto . Pericles is made to extol
the freedom enshrined in the democratic constitution and pervading all
aspects of Athenian life, the freedom that entitles the city to be called

the paideusis He]]ad0394. There 1is certainly much in this speech that

is Thucydidean and much that we might think ought to belong is exc]uded95;

and yet in historical reality Pericles, as one of the founders of the

radical democracy, must have had an interest in keeping before the ggmgg

the virtues, adyantages and successes of the Athenian constitution ( cf.
Aristoph.Hipp.732ff and 1340ff, with Thucyd.2.43.1 ). Plato's Menexenus

( 238Bff ) illustrates that the praise of the politeia was indeed a traditional
element of the Funeral Oration at Athen396: ol T1@vée mpdyovolL dLrouv

ToALTelaV HUTAOHEVATIPEVOL, hS 0pd%s fxeL &Ll Bpaxfwy £mLpvncdfival -

even though in this 'parody' the democracy is unexpécted]y praised as

an aristokratia. Aspasia, like Isocrates, also makes a connexion between

the freedom enjoyed by the Athenians intheir constitution ( cf. Thucyd.
2.37.2 ) and the city's defence of Greek freedom in the mythical and
historical past ( 239AB ): &v mndonu éreudeplal tedpoppévol ... olduevol

setv Umep This érevdeplas nal "EAAnouv Umep ‘EAAfvwv udyeodau nol BapBIpoLg
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12 dndvTuy By EAAGwwy O/, These texts suggest that the Athenians,

and others accustomed to their state rhetoric, were familiar with hearing
the praises of their free democratic constitution, which gave their political
life a noble liberality ( cf. esp. Thucydides, above }°C, and which

encouraged them to champion freedoms of others wherever they were threatened.

At any rate we may reasonably assume that Herodotus.wi11 have béen
familiar with such panegyrics of the Athenian democracy, and more important
that he could have assumed an even better acquaintance in an Athenian
audiencegg. What he leaves out is likely to have been observed: it will
have been seen by the attentive reader that he singles out as the sole
achievement of Athenian democracy its brute powerloo. A1l the attractive
associations of Athenian eleutheria as celebrated in Athenian oratory
have been purposely discarded: Herodotus tells us nothing of the nobility
and justice of a free constitution. And not only does he avoid this in
the present passage: nowhere in the work either in narrative or speeches
does he allow himself to break silence, beyond perhaps Otanes' Tonely words
of praise for isonomia in the abstract ( 3.80.6; but cf. n.134,‘ below ).
On the contrary, as we have seen, we are soon to be presented in a épeech
of the Spartans ( 5.91 ) with a . harsh denunciation of Athenian democracy,
its arrogance, pride and aggression, and shortly after that ( 5.97.2 )
with an explicit reservation expressed in Herodotus' own person ( see

below ).

The second half of Herodotus' pronouncement in 5.78 ( &nioT &v
Ta0TS ... ) concerns the psychology of freedom: "under the tyranny the
Athenians played the cowarleI, since they were labouring on behalf of
a masfér, but once free each man was eager to prosecute his own interests".

The argument implied here corresponds closely, as has been widely recognized,
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with the account of the psychology of freedom given in the Hippocratic
"Airs, Waters, Places' ( 23.34ff ):

at vdp duyal ( sc. Tiv Tupavvevouévwy ) SedodAwvtal ol ol

BoUiovtaL Tapanlvduvvedely eéndvtes elufit Umep dAroTplng Suvduiosg.

809b ?é %OTdeUOL - OFEB éwur@v’y&p T0D§ ?Lvéﬁvoug gtpiﬁvrab

UL OUX QAAWY - upo%puguvrgp EHOVTES HAL €S TO SELYOV EPYXOVTOL.
What the author of that treatise is really referring to is unmistakable
if not stated, as his pointed opposition of Europeans and Asiatics makes
clear: this is an argument about the Persian Warsloz. The Greeks defeated
the Persians at Salamis, Plataea, Eurymedon and the reét, because they
were free ( autonomoi ), while the Persians were ruled by despots103
Indeed it is.clear that wherever and whenever the theory precisely originates
( cf. Ch.ITI.C ) its original inspiration must have been this victory
of Greek freedam over Persian despotism, and it is reasonable to assume
that Herodotus' readers will have been familiar with it in some form.
Herodotus, however, has transferred it out of its originai context to apply
not to the freedom of the Greeks as a whole which gave them victory over
Persia, but to the particular freedom of Athens liberated from tyranny.
Once.more we must observe that Herodotus has palpably 'misplaced' this
paragraph: the argument would have fitted naturally into the narrative
of Marathon or Salamis, but instead he has made the surprising choice

of introducing it here, and here only, to apply to the narrative of a

Greek civil war.

In Airs, Waters, Places, of course, we can readily approve what it
is that free men strive so heroically to achieve, since it is clear that
what they are fighting for is either the defence or the attainment of

liberty, liberty from Persian domination. In Herodotus, however, things

are quite different: what the Athenians now labour to achieve ( katergazesthai:
used absolutely, but implying some object? ) is not freedom, for he has
deliberately avoided all connexion with the struggle againstPersia, but

something it is much Tess easy to admire objectively. The context s,
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of course, a victory of the Athenians in a war against fellow-Greeks -

and there is no indication that any 'enthusiasm' for Athenian democracy on
Herodotus' part overrides his distaste for such wars. The work as a whole
shows him to consider the enmities. of the Greek states to be a great
evil, productive of the most foul hatreds, the most shameful injustices,
the most horr%fying érue]ties ( cf. e.g. 8.27-33, with Ch.II.iii.A.1 ).
His view of Greek civil war appears to be given in the generalization

at 8.3.1, if we may so render it: "for civil war is worse that concerted
war in the same degree that war itself is worse than peace" ( ordoug

yap €ueuiog morfuov ouogpovéovtos tocodtwi uduidyv éotL Sowt mSAepog
etprtvngs with Ch.II.i37.G.1, and P1.Rep.470B )103a' We must not, however,
exaggerate here: the Athenian victory is after all a question of self-
defence not unprovoked aggression ( although the Spartans later affect

to see it rather differently at 5.91.1 ), even though it is a war carried
into Boeotia and Chalcis, and in the latter case involving a somewhat
"imperialist' act in the imposition of a cleruchy on the defeated enemy

( cf. n.89 above ). From that point of view at least it is perhaps not

a matter for censure; on the other hand it is not a matter for praise,
unless we are meant to see things exclusively through Athenian eyes -

and Herodotus does not encourage that. His perspective is rather that

of to Hellenikon ( cf. 7.139.5, 145.2 and 8.144.2; with 7.9b.1f, in Ch.II.

ii1.D.1 ), which shows any hostility between Greek and Greek to be a misfortune

(cf. e.g. 6.98.2, with Ch.II.jii.C.1 ).

It remains to be said, however, that this 'message' is hardly made
exp]igit here: indeed it seems that Herodotus a]mos£>comes close to accepting
the Athenians' own'view of the victoryvover Boeotia and Chalcis. It is
only by the 'misplacement' of his commentary and the omission of any clear
moral approval for the Athenian action that we canrbe expected to see

anything wrong here. As we shall see later ( cf. Ch.II.jii.L ), this
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reticence is not 'a historian's objectivity', but rather a subtle calculation
of his audience's responses: the true balance of his account is only meant
to become clear to the attentive reader, who takes the trouble to reflect

on his emphases and omissions.

(F) Aegina.

The episode which immediately follows this commentary and which leads
right up to the account of Sparta's planned intervention ( 5.90.1, above ),
describes how Athens came to be involved in hostilities with Aegina
( 5.79-89 )104. The Thebans want revenge on Athens for their humiliation,
and on advice from Delphi they send for help from Aegina. The Aeginetans
are ready to help ( 5.81.2 ): eddatuovint te ueydint énapdévres nal

Ex9pns madoific dvapvnodévres éxodong €s Admvalovs, - and they Taunch

an akerytos po]emos105 against the Athenians, making raids along the coast

of Attica to coincide with Boeotian offensives by land ( 5.81.3 ). The
remainder of the episode is not, however, taken up with a narrative of

these present hostilities, and any Athenian reaction is forestalled first

by an oracle from Delphi ( cf. 5.89.2f )106 and then the threat of a Spartan

offensive against them ( 5.90.1ff )107; Herodotus rather embarks on a

piece of ancient history, the origins of the ekhthre palaie between Athens

and Aegina ( 5.82.1¢f, with 89.1 )19, The story of hostilities between

Aegina and the Athenian democracy, however, is to be resumed later in
Book Six, with the affair of Aegina's medism, Cleomenes' intervention,
the issue of the hostages ( cf. Ch.I.ii.2 )., Aeginetan reprisals against
Athens ( 6.87 ), Athens' unsuccessful attempt to stage a democratic coup
in Aegina through the exile Nikodromos ( 6.88ff ), and the beginnings

of outright war.




~190-

The significance of this war between the Athenian democracy and Aegina
is explained in part at least by Herodotus himself at the beginning of
his narrative of the Greek defence .against Xerxes’( 7.144.1ff ). On
the one hand it stands for the dissensions of the Greek states which the
allies patch up hastily but uneasily in the face of the Persian threat
(cf. 7.145.1, foav 6& mpds TuLvas nal Grlous Eyxexpnuévol, & 6& By
uéyuotos “ASnvalordlime nal Alyuvdtnuou )3 in other words, it is one of
the stories of Greek division and mutual hostility whose shadow hangs
ominously over the narrative of the Greek defence ( see Ch.II.iji ).

On the other hang, paradokica]]y, it is just this war between two Greek
states which somewhat accidentally ‘'saves Greece in her hour of need'.
Herodotus has just commmended Themistocles' suggestion that the silver
from the mines of Laurium should be put to use to build ships for the
war against Aegina, a policy which has a- providential but unforesegn
result ( 7.144.2 ): oStog yap 6 ndrepos ocvotds fowoe 1dte THY ‘EAAdSO,
dvayndoos Saracolovs yevéodal ~Asnvalovg 109. For the ships were not
used for the purpose which caused them to be built, &¢ 6éov 8¢ o¥tw

THiL "EAADSL éyévovto.- It was the crisis of war with Aegina which turned
Athens into a sea-power - and this in turn saved Greece in the war with
Persia. At Salamis, for example, the two fleets which combined to inflict
most harm on the Persians were those of Aegina and Athens, which also

by common consent won the prize for valour in the battle ( cf. 8.86 and

91-3, esp. 93.1 ).

However, the significahce of the Aéginetan war in making a sea-power
of Athens is perhaps not something that simply came to Herodotus as an
afterthought when writing his narrative of the Greek defence against Persia
but rather an idea that helps to give shape ahd purpose to the Agginetan

narrative from the beginning.
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We Tearn for instance that when they were called in by Thebes against
the Athenians, thg Aeginetans managed to inflict much harm on the sea-
board of Attica ( 5.81.3 and 89.2 ), thereby causing greattrouble to the
Athenians. Similarly in the narrative in Book Six, Aeginetan reprisals
for the affair of the hostages take the form of maritime ferrorism, the
seizure of an Athenian theoric ship sailing off Cape Sunium ( 6.87 ).

The attempted coup against the ruling oligarchy in Aegina comes to nothingr
when- the Athenians fail to turn up on the appointed day with the necessary
ships ( 6.89 ): od yap &tuxov €6VoaL véeg ool dELduayol TALoL AlyLvntéwv
ovuBaretv. Indeed the Athenians have to negotiate the purchase of 20
ships fromCorinth before they can take the offensive. Even after the
initial successagainst the islanders their inexperience in naval matters
again catches them out ( 6.93 ): AlyuviitoLr 6¢ éoPoL dtdutolol A9nvalolot
oUpRAASVTES TRLOL VNuoL évﬁnnoavllo. In other words, the narrative of

the war shows the Aeginetansbgiving the Athenians a lesson in the value

of naval power. Herodotus presents his material in such a way as to bring
out this issue, focussing‘on the deficiency of Athehian naval power at
this period, a state of affairs so different from that which was later

to obtain.

The episode is perhaps also meant to show us something about the
nature of sea-power and what it does to the Aeginetans and the Athenians.
The theme of sea-power 1n‘particu1ar gives point to the parenthesis on

the ekhthre palaie, with its account of how Aegina herself emerged as

a thalassocracy atan earlier time. In the distant past the Aeginetans
were’subject to Epidaurus, ( 5.83.1 ): Alyuvfitar "Entdavpluv firovov 1d Te
gaa nal 8Crac duaBalvovtes £¢ 'Enldavpov €6(8oodv Te nal €AduBovov mop’
dAAAAwY ol Alyuvfitau 111. But the Aeginetans decided to:revolt: td 6&

N ? » 2 * ‘
4o “ToUse véac Te mnEduevou nal dyvwpoodunl xenodpevol ATEGTNOOY GTO

v 'Emuéovpluv. Their fleet moreover gives them an advantage over the
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Epidaurians ( 5.83.2 ): dte 8¢ &dvres Sudpopor gsnifovto avtodc,

fote 60 daraccoxpdropes édvtes ... The words thalassokrateo, thalassokratia,

and the rest do not appear in any writers before Herodotus ( cf. 3.122.2,

with n.117 ), and the 'idea' of thalassocracy first receives clear expression

towards the end of the 5thc113. It obsesses the 01d Oligarch in his account-

of the Athenian empire-democracy ( cf. Ps.-Xenoph.II.1-16, e.g. II.2,

A vae 9dratto v THL pfowi, ol 8& wupatolvres SaracoonpdTopés eloLy ),
and it occupies an important place in Thucydides' Archaeology, as well

as providing him with a major theme of the narrative of the Peloponnesian

War itself ( cf. e.g. Thucyd.2.60-4 )114. As both these examples show

115

and as all later discusisons appear to confirm™ ™", the idea of thalassocracy

clearly took shape 1njd1rect response to the rise of the Athenian empire,
a model which finally made sense of Minos, Polycrates, the Phoenicians

and the rest116.;A1though Herodotus nowhere uses the words of the Athenians

( contrast 7.144.2, tha]assioys not thalassokratoras ), it is hardly likely
that hé can attend to the growth of Athenian naval power in the way that

he does in the Aeginetan episode and not be 1nteres&ﬁ,:as the 01d 0OTigarch
and Thucydides are, 1n;the significance of that naval power for the future
rise of the empire117.; Accordingly it seems probable that in discussing

Aeginetan sea-power in the ekhthre palaie episode he is offering us a_

model for Athens' own development through sea-power: there is an analogy
between Aegina freed from the imperial tyranny ofiEpidaurus ( cf. n.111 )
and Athens freed from the tyranny of the Peisistratids, and perhaps Sparta
( see above ), both states aggressively asserting their independence.

In ‘other words, Herodotus has found another way of commenting indirectly

on the implications of Athenian freedom.

If this is so, it becomes significant that what the Aeginetan fleet

-

enables them to do it to inflict harm on other states with impunity ( cf.

5.81.3 and 89.2 ), and the independence which their fleet gives them leads
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them to behave in a way that is arrogant and overweening. Their seizure
of the statues of Damia and Auxesia from Epidaurus ( cf. 5.83.2, with
6.87 )’and their rejection of the Athenian overtures tofthqm are acts

of arrogant provocation-( cf. 5.84.2, &€gacav oploL Te nal 'AdSmvaloiot
elval o06ev mpfiyna; cf. Athens' own behaviour over the Aeginetan hostages
at 6.86.1 and 86d ). It is the same self-confidence that 1éads them to
respond to Theban invitations and attack Athens ( 5.81.2 ): eddatuovint
to1e ueydAnt énupsévTeg. - Perhaps it is this qga1ity of arrogance that
is meant by Herodotus' curious use of the word dgnémosyné to describe
their attitude when, having built their fleet, they seceded from Epidaurus
( 5.83.2, above ), the opposite of sophrosyne, with all that implies of

self-willed disregard for othersll8.

If it is right to see the Aeginetan
story as a pqﬁadigm ( in miniature ) of the rise of Athens after the liberation,
we may be meant to mark the Tesson that an independent thalassocracy feels
at liberty to do what it pleases and is no respecter of the rights of
others. In other words, Herodotus has in mind that Athenian tha]ggsoéracy
was not merely something that saved Greece in the Persian Wars, but also
what gave the democracy both the power and the presymption to impose its
will on others. It:is worth noting that Herodotus' paradox at 7.144.2

is clearly something he has Strained to achieve: it is hard to believe
that Themistocles' qdyice to build up the f]eet»héd in reality nothing

to do with the threat of Persia, which can hardly have been thought to
have receded for good after Marathon. But Herodotus wants to suggest
that the only object of building the fleet was to gain an advantage over

a Greek neighbour, an inference which has an qnattractive resonance for
anyone aware of the advantage the fleet was to the ehpire as an instrument

of repressionk( cf. also Ch.II.iii.H.1, oh 8.61.2 ).
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(G) The Ionian Revolt.

For Herodotus, Athens' participation in the Ionian revolt is a rather
different illustration of the consequences of the liberation, but one
which is no less equivocal. Plutarch was certainly right to object to
the somewhat uncharitable tone of Herodotus' account, which is a far cry
from Athenian propagandallg, though clearly rather more subtly critical
than Plutarch makes it ( MH 24.861AB ):

"He does all he can to misrepresent and disparage the exploit; he

has the impertinence to say that the ships which the Athenians sent

to support the Ionians were 'the beginning of disaster' ( dpyenduovg

ToAuRoas mpoceumelv ), because they attempted to free all those
great Greek cities from the barbarian"120,

This reserve should not be put down to mere kakoétheialZl. We have seen

that democracy brought an astonishing access of confidence to the Athenians,
without which they would never have responded to the overtures of Aristagoras
as they did; but it is a confidence which has the direct result of endangering
Greece. Admittedly Herodotus does not explicitly level such a criticism

at the Athenians - and I would suggest that to do so would be to go against

a principle he has set himself ( cf. Ch.II.iii.L ) - but by association

at Teast their involvement in the revolt can be seen as a reprehensible
folly. The ships they seht were the arkhe kakon for. the Greeks and the
barbarians ( 5.97.3 ): that could be taken purely objectively as a statement
of historical fact, but it is also possible, with Plutarch, to extrapolate

an accusation of criminal responsibility. Moreover, we saw that Athens'
original decision to make an enemy of Persia ( cf. 5.96.2 ) had been preceded
by an attempt to make an ally of her for protection against Sparta ( cf.
5.73.1 ): and if we follow through the implications of that, it is not
possible to see Athens' involvement in the revolt as a heroic defence

of Greek liberties, but only as a further act of selfish opportunism ( see

below ).
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What Plutarch should even more have bridled at is Herodotus' account
of Athens' withdrawal from the alliance ( 5.103.1 ): uetd 6¢ ’A%nvatou'
pev 10 mapdrav droiurndvres ToUs Iwvas éniuxaleoudvou opfas moArd Su’
dyyérwv ApLoTaydpew odn E£pacav Tiuwphioelv ogu.  Athens' participation
in the revolt is clearly devalued by this uncomfortably close scrutiny
of her desertion of it. The Athenians simply get cold feet: they realize
at last that their ambition has led them too far. No ties of blood,eno |
claims of loyalty, no Ture of profit even ( cf. 5.97.1-2 ), can get them
to stay now. Herodotus offers no explanation or exoneration of their
behaviour, but his language is too forceful ( 10 mapdrav aroAimdvres .
enunoreouévou ogéag moArd ) to count as detached and objective narrative.
The completeness of their abandonment of the Ionian cause can only be
assessed subjectively - and they may after all have had an acceptable
reason for their 'desertiqn', which Herodotus does not have the patience
to record. His words serve to sharpen our doubts about the expedition:
what sort of decision was it in the first place that led the Athenians
to send 20 ships to Asia, if they could so soon so completely abandon
the enterprise, at the first sign of trouble?

Herodotus' commentary on the decision itse1Fl2?

shows that he considers
it i11-considered and far from creditably motivated. Aristagoras' appeal
succeeds at Athens, even fhough:it failed at Sparta ( 5.97.2 ):
TOAAOUS Yoo obue elval e0netéotepov SLapdileLy fi €va, el Kieouévea
utv 1oV Aanedatpdviov potvov odn ofds. te. éyéveto SLaBdirevv, Tpels
8% pouprdsas Afnvalwv émolnoe tobro ( cf. Ch.I1.i1.5 ).
The 'corruptibility' of the multitude is a theme we encounter also in
Megabyxos' attack on democracy ( 3.81.2 ): xiss y&é &v yuvdonou 8g olt’
£6L6dXIM olUte elbe naidv oL6EV olnfiov, wHfeL Te éumeoiv T4 npﬁyuaTa
dvev vdou, yeuvudppwt Totauiit Uuerog; The demos which forces all before
it Tike a stream in torrent might almost be a description of the Athenian

democracy here ( see below ). An intsructive parallel can be made here

with Aristotle ( Pol.1286A31ff ), who uses almest exactly the same terms
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to contrast the merits of constitutional 'democratic' government with
the deficiencies of monarchy:
"a large body of men is less easily corrupted than the few; in this
respect it resembles a large volume of water, which is not so easily
fouled as a small quantity. Whereas the judgement of a man in the
throes of anger or some other passion is bound tobe obscured, a great
number of persons_are most unlikely to be simultaneously led astray
in this manner".
Aristotle argues from common sense, and an imprecise analogy, that the
judgement of one man is less reliable than that of a large assembly. °
Herodotus, by contrast, argues a less obvious position by appeal to 'history':
the Athenians were persuaded where Cleomenes was not. It is possible
that Herodotus is here offering a paradoxical reply to some such defence
of democracy or criticism of monarchy as that voiced by Aristotle here.
To some extent his 'criticism' of democracy here may be meant to substantiate
the stern denunciation of Megabyxos, a view which laid stress of the irrational

impressionability of the 'mass' in moments of political cr1515124

; but

the passage could as well pass as a mere paradox, a lightly ironic observation
that the way things turned out here seemed to goagaihstecommon sensé expectation.
It is easy enough to extrapolate a criticism of the institution of democracy,

and of the Athenian version in particular, and Herodofus is surely content

that this should be so; but he has clearly held back from making such

a criticism explicit.

Athenian propaganda will surely have made out that her participation
in the Ionian revolt was a high-minded decision to defend Greek freedom,
eclipsed only by her heroism in the Persian War5125. And yet Herodotus
distinctly avoids any such suggestion, and he even leaves any mention
of freedom out of Aristagoras’ speech ( contrast 5.49.2-3 ). As we have
seen earlier, it seems to have been a staple theme of Athenian oratory
that the democracy was so attached to the ideal of freedom that she made

allies of the weaker rather than the stronger, in despite of her own advantage,

because of her hatred of oppression ( cf. e.g. Isocr.Paneg.52-3, with
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P1.Menex.239AB ). Thus an Athenian audience would not have been entirely
happy to hear that the democracy was 'deceived' into the depision to

help the Ionians against her better interests by the unscrupulous Aristagoras.
His 'deception' of the Athenians is almost certainly a Herodotean 1nferénce
rather fhan a reported fact, especially if his sources are Athenian here.
Moreover it {s on this inference that his commentary depends: the democracyr
is susceptible to gilded promises. Herodotus suggests that it is indeed
profit rather than idealism which sways the assembly behind Aristagoras.‘

Of the arguments he puts forward ( 5.97.1f ), profit ( nep; THY SyadHV

Hv &v tht "AoCnu) and the ties of blood ( dc of Murforou tiv “ASnvalwy

elol droukot xual otudc ogéag eln pdeoSal 6uvauévoué uéya ), it is clearly

the promise of profit which is the deciding factor: xal odsdv &tu Qﬁu

126

A)

bnloxeto ola ndpto Seduevog, &g 8 dvénelod ogeag

Herodotus' account of Athens' involvement in the revolt is the nearest
he comes to showing his hand in relation to the Athenian democracy. His
obvious reserve here shows that it was right to doubt that the real purpose
of 5.78 was to express enthusiasm for Athenian democratic freedom; in
particular 5.97.2 is a striking counter tkohatgver was conceded in that
earlier passage. If democracy meant that "each man was eager to prosecute
what he saw as his own interest" ( 5.78\), the real implication of that
becomes clear when we set Athens' activities in mainland Greece alongside
her behaviour over the Ionian reovit: the appetites of the democracy are
in no sense admirable, and the Athenians are not motivated by a new love
of freedom ( except their own! ) but rather by the ambition for power
and profit. Indeed Herodotus surely intendsa distasteful contrast between
the enthusiasm and decisiveness with which they set about dominating their
neighbours and the ignominious ha]f—heaftedness they show in helping their
fellow-Ionians achieve freedom. At any rate, the present passage is surely
an almest unsuperable obstacle for those who wish to see in Herodotus

an out-and-out admieese of Athenian democracy - although here again we
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should be cautious about trying to see an explicit, full-frontal attack,

and concede that whatever there is of criticism is only indirectly conveyed.

(H) Conclusion.

On a close reading of this account of the rise of the democracy it -
is clear that Herodotus is throughout Tooking beyond the end of his own
narrative to the experiences of his own Tifetime. The democracy 'set
up by Cleisthenes' is surely for him the same politeia which came to
have such an influence on the rest of the Greek world in the period after
the Persian Wars; for there is no indication that he wants us to remember
that in historical reality the democracy was not created with a bang

127

in 508-7 but evolved gradually oVer many years : the constitution of

Kleisthenes is 1 &nuwoupatén ( 6.131.1 ), the democracy which the reader

~would know from his own day128.

This sense of continuity is brought home by the two oracular pronouncements
which frame the narrative of the Peloponnesian Congress. The Spartans
are encouraged to act against the democracy by the oracles brought back
from Athens by Cleomenes ( 5.90.2 ): Aéyovtes moArd Te nal dvdpoia
ZoeodaL avtotou €& “Adnvalwv. It is not Herodotus' way, as a rule,
to report oracles which will not be fulfilled, and it is clear in this
instance that the reference must be to the events of the Pentekontaetia
and Athens' attempts after the Persian Wars to wrest the hegemony of
the Greeks from Spartalzg. Herodotus allows the reader to infer that

the Spartans were justified in anticipating that it would be the new

democracy which would cause these oracles to come true. Clearer still
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is the effect of the prediction ascribed to Hippias at the end of the

debate. Failing in his attempt to persuade the allies of Sparta to overthrow
the democracy and restore his tyranny, he turns abruptly on Soc]és the
Corinthian, whose denunciation of tyranny has just swayed the assembly

( 5.93.1 ): ‘Innﬁns 88 avTOV duelBeto Tols adTols éminaréoas Seolg

gnelvwl, i p&v Kopuvetovs ndivota ndvtwv Eninofoely Melovotpatlsac ,

otav opL finwou Hudpatr al wdpral dvidosal b1’ ASmvelwy. Hippias

knew what he was talking about, adds Herodotus, "inasmuch as he had unrivalied
knowledge of the 0rac1es? ( 5.93.2 ). This final observation shows that
Herodotus means the hrophecy to have come true130, and intends the reader

to recognize as muchs; it is a,peculiar rider if the application of the

oracle 1is uncertain. Moreover it had clearly 'come true' by the time
Herodotus was writing, to the extent that the affairs of Corcyra and
Potidaea, both of them clashes between Corinth and Athens, precipitated

the Pe]oponnesiqn War. That Hippias is said to call on the same gods

as Socles here .is surely more than circumstantial realism. Socles had

just called on the gods of the Greeks ( 5.92e.5 ): énbuapTupdue%d T€

~ e ’ 131 \ 2 s
é¢nunareduevor LUty Peols ToVs ‘EAAnviovug uh #aTLoTdvoL TUpavvCsag

¢s tds méALs. And to call on the theoi Hellenioi is to invoke the unity
of He11é5132: Socles is speaking in the name of the common Greek interest,
the right of each state to its own freedom and independence. In calling
the same gods to witness, however, Hippias counters with a move urgent
appeal to the common interest of the Greeks: the course advised by Socles,
that the Spartan should respect Athenian sovereignty, will in time come

to endanger the whole of Greece133. The referencelis obvious: the Athenian
empire was a threat to the independence of all Greeks: Corinth will regret
the 1oss of the Peisigtratids "most of all", but that means that the

rest will regret it too. In other words, we are made to see Athenian

freedom ( cf. Media and Persia, with Ch.II.i.B ) as a threat to the freedom

of others. The drama of the Congress illustrates a characteristic Herodotean
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dilemma: if we agree that freedom is a most desirable thing, then surely
it is right to let Athens retain her independence; but if the consequences
of Athenian freedom are unacceptable, as Herodotus c]ear]y means to remind
us they are, what then? Surely there is a sense in which Socles' fine

words are seriously misguided?

Certainly tyranny is a great evil, though perhaps for Herodotus
not quite the unmitigated evil that it is for Socles ( 5.92a.1 ): 10D
oUte d6undtepdy €oTL oV6EV nat’ dvdpdinouvs olTe ubdb@onTepOV.‘ﬂ Moreover
the abhorrence of tyranny is no sound argument in itself for democracy,
which Megabyxos could argue was every bit as bad ( 3.81.1 ):

buliov yap dxenlov o0&V EotL dEuvetdTepov oV6E UBpLoTSTEPOV.

noaltou tupdvvou VBpLy gedyovtas &dvdpas ég 6¥uou duordotou VBpLY

necely éoTl oV6auds dvaoyetdy.
Of course Megabyxos' denunciation of the akolasia of the demos is no more
a guide to Herodotus' own views of democracy than is Sparta's denunciation
of the hybris of the Athenian demos ( cf. 5.91.2, above ). He can indeed
make Otanes speak with equal vigour in favour of democracy, in that it

bears "the finest name of all, isonomia"134

( cf. 3.80.6 ). There are

a number of ways of dealing with this apparent conflict of views, although
trying to decide whether Herodotus himself was a democrat or an oligarch
is not the best course. In particular we have noticed that he is capable
of distinguishing different forms of the same constitution, at least

in the case of tyranny ( cf. (A) above, on Peisistratus ). Accordingly
if he shows reservations aboutl particular forms of democracy, that shows
nothing about his attitude to the principle of democratic isonomia.

Thus we.may‘suggest that Herodotus would distinguﬁsﬁ between an ideal
form of democraticfisonomia135 and the form that democracy tends to take
in the real world. In the séme way there is an ideal form of monarchy

which has the interests of the state most at heart ( cf. Peisistratus'

first tyranny at 1.59.6; and the monarchy of Darius' description in 3.82 )
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while in real life this tends to take the form of tyranny, which puts
the interests of the rulerabove all else { cf. Ar.Pol.1310B40ff, etc. ).
It may be that this Aristotelian type of classification is somewhat alien
to Herodotus' thinking, although it could be suggested that the constitution-
debate can argue for three different constitutions with equal force because
each speaker is commending the ideal form of constitution and condemning

its bad transformation.

Herodotus' attitude to the Athenian democracy is complicated by
his appreciation that,though itself the embodiment of political freedom,
it was responsible for the enslavement of other states ( cf. Ch.II.i.B.3 ),
that the democracy was itself a tyranny. There is, moreover, a characteristic
equivocation in his treatment of the fréedom represented by Athenian
democracy. There is a certain attractiveness in the qualities of courage,
- confidence and self-assurance which seem to accrue to the Athenians after
the liberation: their actions have a dignity which those of men ruled
by tyrants could not have. It could be argued that this picture of the
democracy 1is the‘dominaﬁt impression of the narrative of the affair of
Roeotia and Chalcis ( cf. (E), above ) up to 5.77, and indeed Herodotus
is there clearly conceding something at least to Athenian propaganda.
But those same qualities have their darker sides, arrogance, presumption
and aggressiveness, which Herodotus allows the Spartans to denounce without
thereafter reminding us how the Athenian had earlier looked. Herodotus
has Teft enough hints in this passage that the Athens which we now see
Tiberated from tyranny is itself soon to become a tyrannos - and he offers

no signs that he approves of that transformation.
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Freedom, Part iii: The Liberation of Greece.

(A) Introduction.

1. In the period between Artemisium and Salamis ( 8.27.1 ) Herodotus
cdescribes an embassy of the Thessalians to the Phocians, the former now
enthusiastic medizers, the latter as yet still loyal to Greece. The motive
of the Thessalians, says Herodotus, is a hostile one: &te opL évéyovTeg
atel xdrov, dnd 6& 100 YotdTou Tpduatos wal td udpta . This latest defeat
is then forcefully described: the Thessalians had invaded Phocis with

their whole army but had suffered a severe setback ( &ooddnoav ... nab
nepL€odmoay tonxfws ... éiuvpdvavto dvnréoTwg Y. The details of this

e¢rim internecine struggle are here set out at length ( 8.27.2-29.1 ).
Herodotus then records the speech of the Thessalian envoys to Phocis in

oratio recta ( 29.1f ):

Q @wueeg, n6n TL uaAon vaobuaxeeTe un szvab duotoL Nutv. npoc%e TE
Yap év TototL YEAAnoL, Soov xpovov éxetva Uty fvéave, mrdov abeb MOTe
Uuswv emepoue%a, VOV Te Topd wa BapBapwb T000UTOV 6uvaue%a bote én’
nubv E0TL NS yng ecTepno%ab uab npog nvépanoéboao%ab Uueag
nuets uévtol 16 mEV €XOVT€S o0 pvnounaréopev

What the Thessalians require in return for this 'kindness' is a qift
from the Phocians of 50 talents, for which they will undertake to divert

the Medes from Phocis. The Phocians, explains Heroddtus, were alone of

the peoples in this part of Greece not to medize ( 36.1f ):

#a1  dAAo pev ovdév, &g éy& GUuBuXXouevog abpbcuw, uaT& 6& TB
Ex90gs Thv Beooardv. el 6 Becoalol Ta ‘EAAfvwv nUEov, wg &uotl
Gousebv, eunéugov av ol dwndecg.

And the Phoc1ans refuse to hand over any money

napexebv T€ opL @eccakoucb ouobws unébzebv, el dAwg BouAOLaTo'
GAX" o0n €oeodar exdvrtes elvat npoGOTaL s "EAAdSos.
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At this self-righteous reply the Thessalians in ahger lead the barbarian

into Phocis ( 31 and 32. 2 ), so that the land is quite overrun, "for

that was how the Thessalians led the army. Wherever - they occupied, everything
was put to fire and the sword, and they burnt both the cities and the

shrines ... and some women were raped so many times that they died".

Herodotus' fuliness of detail leaves the reader in no doubt as to the
ruthlessness, barbarity and horror of the Thessalians' revenge dn their

neighbours and fellow-Greeks. v o

Certainly it is necessary to the story of Xerxes' expedition to know
that Phocis was overrun because of the Thessalians' hostility towards
their neighbours, and-the pre-history of their enmity is a helpful supp1emen€1
But what an extraordinary parable Herodotus has made of this episode!
Not only does he embellish the narrative with two highly charged speeches,
but he also does a quite rare thing for him in contributing his own commenrtary
on the episode. We have suggested earlier that Herodotus' judgements
are in principle unlikely to be supplied him by his sources, and that where
he intrudes them he is breaking a general rule of 'objectivity', presumably
borrowed from the narrative styles of epic which has no need for such
devices. Indeed Herodotus 1is quite explicit in claiming the malicious
1nterprétation for his own here, which indicates that the rule applies

here tooz. So what does he want us to wunderstand from this episode?

Thessaly and Phocis are each jealous of the other's position ( see
7.237.2, below ) to the point of fanatical and obsessive hatred. Phocis'
Toyalty to the Greek cause, according to Herodotus ' ma11cious interpretation,
is motivated by nothing more than the perverse desire to do the opposite
of her rival. When they speak of their unwillingness to betray the Greeks
( &AX"bﬁu goeooL endvres elval mpoddtaL Tfic ‘EAADGos ), Herodotus
has made sufe that we know their fine words reflect nothing more noble

than the desire to score points off the Thessalians. It is simply a sham
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idealism. The Thessalians, needless to say, with their hope of turning
their medism ( cf. 7.172.1ff ) to private profit, and then their atrocities

against the Phocians, come off even worse.

In the midst of an account of the Tiberation of Greece from Persian
servitude3 this story of Greek rivalry and the cynica1 motives of the
loyalist state 1sbnot a lTittle disturbing4. Not merely the inclusion
of the episode, but its considerab1e length and elaboration, show clearly
that Herodotus' narrative of the liberation is far from simply = panegyric
in intent. The loyalists may say they are fighting for the common interest
of Hellas - but how often can we believe them? The simple fact of 'loyalty':
to the Greek cause, Herodotus seems to imply, can disguise ﬁotives not
remotely admirable: we should not be deceived by the glamorous sound of
the word 'freedom' into thinking that its adherents will inevitably be
spotless heroes. The analysis of freedom in Herodotus thus far has shown
that we should not be surprised at this unsettling equivocation. The message
of this episode is that the Greeks not only do not forget their mutual
enmities in the face of the Persian 1nvqsion, but can even use the occasion
to further those enmities and inflict as much harm as they know how on
their fellow-Greeks. Perhaps the most prominent theme of the narrative
of the liberation ( after, if not actually alongside, the theme of Greek
heroism! ) is that of the rivalry between Greek and Greek. No doubt
the antagonism of Thessaly and Phocis is an extreme exampTe of this - though
Herodotus has certainly made jt seem as extreme as possible by the use
of speeches and commentary; but, as we shall see, Herodotus misses few
opportunities to illustrate the theme, even in deaTihg with the most heroic
defenders of Greek liberty, the Spartans and the Athenians. Whatever
evidence offers itself of Greek rivalry and disunity before, during or
even affér the invasion of Xerxes, Herodotus does his best to‘bring o

to the fore.
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2. The reason for this jaundiced harping on a theme that runs so counter
to the spirit of the liberation, is not far to seek. Herodotus was planning
and writiné his work at a time when the rivalries endemic to the Greek
nation of city-states had blown up into the most suicidal confrontation

that the Greeks had yet seen. Moreover some observers clearly felt that

it was the very outcome of the heroic fight against Persia which had

laid the foundations for that confrontation. The Athenians proudly defended
their empire with' the tale of their services to Greece in that earlier o
time, and themselves admitted, what their critics reflected most ruefully,
that their inheritance of the hegemony after Mykale and their energetic
campaigns of revenge on the Mede had put them in the position of power

they now enjoved ( see below ). With thoughts 1ike these in the air,

a man of Herodotus' thoughtfuldisposition could not have approached

the subject of the Persian Wars with impartial equanimity, concerned merely
to Catalogue the heroic achievements of the defenders of Greek Tiberty,

as it had much earlier been possible for Simonides and even Aeschylus to

do. His perspective makes such a proceeding hardly credible: he is simply
too far removed in time for such an uncomplicated attitudes. The Persian
Wars and their consequences had become such powerful weépons of rhetoric

and propaganda that scarcely any writer of the time, of whatever persuasion,
could have resisted the desire to draw from those events some lesson either
of justification or of censure; and there is no reason to suppose that

Herodotus was any different.

Fornara has well shown that: the traditional view of the matter,
as argued most influentially by Jacoby, that the narfative of the Pers{an
Wars is Herodotus' apo1ogy for Athens, the democracy and the empire, is |
most unsatisfactory. He suggests instead, as Focke and Strasburger had
ear]iek“agreed, that the narrative embodies a subtle and elusive criticism
of Athens, and indeed of the Greeks as a whole, a criticism which took

account of the divisions and emmities of that earlier period which . _
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had such disastrous consequences in the intervening years. Fornara does

not, as we shall be doing, consider the part that Herodotus' habitual

taste for paradox and equivocation has to play in all this6, nor does

he illustrate the way in which Herodotus is here bringing to a climax

the theme of freedom which has played such an important part in the rest

of the work. The 1mportance of this theme in the last three books is,

however, well discussed by von Fritz both in his article "Die gr.Eleutheria

bei Herodot"’ and less happily in his "Griechische1Gesch1chtssChreibUHg“.

However his ideas about the development of Herodotus' thought and method

and the various stages of this which he supposes have left their mark

on the book we have, prevent him from seeing that the theme of freedom

unites this climax of the work with all that has gone before. Furthermore

I cannot who11y agree with von Fritz about how Herodotus'actua11y came

to treat the story of the liberation as he did. He rightly observes

that the narrative is full of stories illustrating the Timitations of

Greek freedom, but he concludes that the character of Herodotus' account

is simply a reflexion of the character of his material and the stories

he was told ( cf. art.cit.p.24 ):
"ein Produkt kollektiver Selbsterkenntnis in dem Sinne, dass die
Griechen nicht direkt, sondern vermittelst der Geschichten, welche
sie von einander erzdnlten, sich ihre Schwdchen gegenseitig vor Augen
fUhrten und dann in Gegengeschichten wiederum ihre eigenen Vorzlge
herausstellten und den vermeintlichen oder wirklichen Schwdchen
gegenlberstellten".

Herodotus' part in all this is confined to gathering, selecting and

imaginative arrangement: his theme, in other words, is entirely made for

him by the character of his source-material.

There 1is certainly a prima facie case for supposiﬁg that the memory
of the Persian Wars in the Tater 6thc was indeed in some circumstances
coloured by the efforts at mutual recrimination and self-justification
of the participants. Thucydides reminds us of what could be done. There
is, for example, the defence of the Thebans against the Charge of treachery

levelled at them by the Plataeans ( 3.62.1Ff ):
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éneLdn 8¢ nal 6 BdpRapos AAZev &l Thv ‘EAAddo, gact udvor
~ L]
BoLwt®dv oV undloal, xal todtwi udiiota adtol Te dydAAovTaL, ol
€ ~ ~ ~ ~
nuds AoudopoloLy ... 8AASY Te émoiudoate 0068 TdTe THV ‘EAARVWY Svena

pudévor oV undloavtes, GAA° 1L 006’ 'ASnvatol, Vuels 6% TOTS WEV
9 N ~ ~
TalTd BoudduevoL moielv, Tols 6t Tavavtiad.

The propaganda of the Persian Wars is, moreover, partfcu]ar]y prominent

in discussions of Athens' position ( see esp. 1.72ff, with 1.86.1, discussed
below )}, as when Athenian speakers refer to the subject as a stock justifi-

cation of the empire, with which they will not tax their audiences

( cf. 5.89, from the Melian dialogue ): fiuets tolvuv ofte adtol net’ dvoudtwv kel

ws N Sunalws TOV Miisov natardoavtes dpxonev R ddunoduevol viv enegepxduedal

also.6.83.2 ( Euphemos at Camarina )! Hot OU ua}\}\bengﬁpgﬁq‘&jg ﬁ Tf)v

BdpBapov pdvou naderdvres elndtws dpyxouev B én Ercudeplal THL

T@vée pdAiov B Tiv guprdvtwy Te ual THL Huetépoal avTBY uLvduvvedoavies.
Such passages indeed suggest that we might know more of the propaganda.-
of the Persian Wars in the debates of the period, if we did not have to

rely so much on the wayward and eclectic reporting of Thucydides9

Herodotus, however, is drawing on a much wider range of memories
than those so contentiously evoked in the jaundiced political rhetoric
of “his day; though, as we shall see, he sometimes chooses to recall the
uses to which the Pefsian Wars were put in contemporary debate. There
is indeed some reason to suppose that the dominant popular memgry of the
Persian Wars was of a glorious struggle of national unity, in which the
Greeks rivalled one another only to see who could do the mdgt good for
Hellas ( cf. Hdt 8.79.3, below; with Isocr.Paneg.85, nepl uiv tfic uouvﬁgr
owtnplag Opovoolvteg, 6@6fsp0b 8¢ tadtng alTLoL yevﬁoov{ab, REPL
todTou mouedpevol THv Guiiiav ). It is worth, for instance, remembering
the phrases that ring through the epigrams of the Persian Wars ( see Page,
Epigr.Gr. Simonides, no.s V-XXIV; and now Further Greek Epigrams, for

full commentary ). There it is the proud claim of each state that its

sacrifice was undertaken 'on behalf of Hellas' ( e.g. ):
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VIII.3f: ‘Exxdéb y&p cneuéovTeg ekeu%epbnv repLetval
neCued’ dynpdviwt XpwUSVOL euxoybnu.
X1.3f: ev%aée @ouvbocag vaag nab Népoas.eadvtes
not Mridovg Lapdv ‘EAAdSa pucdueda
( cf. Me1ggs/Lew1s no.24 ).
XVI.1f: “EAADSL nal Meyapelouv ekeueepov fiuap GéEeLv
- b€u€VOb %avaToU notpav eéegaue%a
XX(a).4: ‘EAAdS0 uh maoav SoviLov F fuap (6eTv
( cf. Meiggs/Lewis no. 26 ).
XXI.1: ‘EAATvwv npouaxouvTeg "ASnvatol Mapadive .
KXTII.1: ... ¢%upévous Ondp ‘EArdSoC ...

Aeschylus' version of the exhortatory shout of the Greeks at Salamis in
the Persae has an even more pronounced appeal to national unity ( 402ff ):

. & matées "EArdvwv, Ote
€devdepolte matpls’, EAevdepodic 6
1o Téas yuvalxas 9ediv Te matpdLwy &6n
9Minas te mpoydvwv: viv HmEp Tdvtwy dydv.

The shrines of the ancestral gods and the graves of the ancestors are

meant as a reminder that all the Greeks are fighting together as one people,

united by common interests, common religion, history and cu]turelo. In

Aristophanes, besides the numerous references to Athens' unique achievement
at Marathonll, there are two revealing passages in the Lysistrata, which

clearly appeal to the idea of Greek unity in and through the Persian Wars.
The chorus of Spartan men celebrates the achievement of peace in the play

and the union of Sparta and Athens by appeal to the old story ( 1247ff ):

opuaov

ng nUpoavbwg & Mvauouva

TV T euav Mwav dtug

oléev aué 1ds 1’ Acavalws,

ona tol pev én’ 'Aptaurtlol
npéupoév ogLoeluelol

EOTTG uaAa Ths Midws 1’ évluwv,
aue 6 ad Aewvuéas

ayev Sumep ToC uanpmg

9dyovtas old 16V 46dvta ...

The memory is appropriate because it represents a glorious common achievement:
the community of purpose shown then, it is hoped, will now be revived,

so that Spartans and Athenians may again live and work tgge el

with one another as in those golden days. The same sen
expressed in a slightly different form earlier by Lysistrata, the reference

being rather to war with Persia than to the Persian Wars themselves ( 1128ff ):

AaBo¥oa &° Uulic AoLdopfioal Bovioual

oLVl SLnalws, /ol puds én xé€pviBog




w20 G

Bmuobg TepbppoCVovTES WoTEP Evuyyevelg

‘OAvutlooLy, €v Idiaig, TuddL, mdoousg

ebmoup’ &v dAdoug, el pe unudvewv o,

Ex9pdv mopdvtwy BapBdpwl grpateduaTl

YEAANVOS GvSpag nal méievs &ndAivte.
Lysistrata stresses the shaming contrast between the battles Sparta and
Athens are now fighting against fellow-Greeks and the battles they might
vet fight, united, as they once were, against the common enemyg’Persialz.
The implication here, as in the previous passage, is that the war with
Persia was a triumph of the spirit of national unity, which all honest
Greeks would wish might be retrieved today. The message is the same as
that of, say, Isocrates' Panegyricus, only without the carping at Sparta's

contribution which occasionally infiltrates 4thc Athenian rhetoric in

its recreation of the Persian Wars.

We need not, however, rely solely on literary evidence. We may remember
the dedications of the Greeks after the Wars ( cf. Page, Simonides XV ):
tévée m0%’ "EAAnves NCunc #pdtel, Zpywl “Apnoc,

Népoac &Eerdoavrtes €revdfpal "EAADSL HOLVOV
L8pdoavtasALdg Bupdv “Eievdeplov,

and inparticular the famous Serpent-Column at Delphi, with its proud record

of the names of all those who had fought in the war13

. We:should remember

too, if it is historical, Pericles so-called 'Congress Decree''( Plut.Per.17 )14,
in which the Greeks are called together to join in a programme of national

unity, to discuss the problem of the Greek temples which the barbarians

had burnt, the sacrifices which they still owed on behalf of Greece in
fulfilment of the vows made to the gods when they fought the barbarians,

and the sea, that all should sail in security and maintain the peace.

perhaps. the authenticity of the decree is too doubtfuT;.but if we are

to trust it, then we need not be too cynical about its interpretation:

if it was to make any political sense and was not merely an empty gesture,

its appeal to the Hellenic unity established in the war with Persia cannot

have sounded impogs{51y anachronistié, even after peace had been concluded
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with the barbarian. The decree envisages that the Greeks are to pledge
their unity in the same terms that they had used during the warlS, though
presumably this time acknowledging the hegemony of Athens rather than

Sparta16

In short the evidence could be taken to peint to the existence of

a myth of national - unity in the war with Persia, which even the cynical

politics of the later 5thc did not wholly eradicate17. Naturally general-

ization is foolhardy, but it seems reasonable to suggest that the popular
memory of the Persian Wars in the late 5thc was still predominantly positive
rather than negative. Indeed a view diametrically opposed to that of

von Fritz is advanced by Murray ( 1980 ), whom it may be useful to quote,

as much as a warning against over-simplification as a corrective to the
opposite extreme ( p.268 ):

"The subject in Greek eyes was the most important event of their
past, the vindication of the freedom of the city-state against oreintal
despotism, Oral tradition preserved an account typical for successful
war: it rightly glorified the protagonists, and emphasized the great
odds against which they had fought; it presented a unified picture
of an event which symbolized Greek unity; although Athenian, Spartan
and Corinthian stories have their different slants, they do not seem
to have contradicted each other, and there is no sign that Herodotus
was forced to distort their versions in order to create a coherent
account. Indeed there was every reason to remember the great event,
for the participation of individual states in it became the basis
of inter-Greek diplomacy for the next two centuries; constant reiteration
might improve a city's record, but in the competitive world of Greek

___ _politics it could not seriously distort it: the factual record is

in its essentials accurate" ( my underlining ).

Clearly the truth shares both these aspects, as we shall see in what follows ©.

Herodotus' account of the liberation of Greece is then a complex mixture,
equivocal and ambivalent, consciously selecting from the recriminations .
and self-glorifications of the Greeks, and ungenerous towards Greek heroism,
idealism and love of Tiberty. There are to be sure glorious events and heroes,
the Athenians at Marathon, the Spartans at Thermopylae - but Herodotus is as
much interested in the psychology of the medizers as of the Tloyalists, as much

in what led up to and followed the moments of heroism as in the moments
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themselves, and he is much concerned to qualify both his praise { cf.
e.g. 7.139, below ) and his blame ( cf. e.g. 7.152, below }. This is
| not to say that he is concerned merely to be even-handed; indeed the example
of Thessaly and Phocis which we considered at the start shows him to be
quite capable of the most malicious inferences even about the Greek loyalists.
Rather he is interested in pointing up as sharply as possible the ironies
and paradoxes that surround the story of the liberation, in bringing home
the moral uncertainties that underlie the Contemporary Greeks' arguments

about their own and each other's actions in that drama.

(B) The Ionian Revolt.

Herodotus' narrative of the Persian Wars has often been thought to
be something of a separate entity, largely detachable from the rest of
the worklg. But this view misses much of importance, not least since
the theme of freedom, here broughtto a climax, has been prepared at length
in the rest of the work, but also because there is clear prefiguring of
the narrative in two major episodes of the previous books, name1y‘Dar1us'
Scythian expeditiohzo and the Ionian Revolt. The Scythians share with
the mainland Greeks the distinction of being the only major people ( with
the exception of the Massagetai, who are smaller meat ) successfully to
resist Persian enslavement, and the parallelism of the two 'liberations'
is clearly brought out by Herodotus, through the construction of bara]]e]
episodes and motifs ( cf. n.71 and 169 below ). We will concentrate here
on the Ionian Revolt, which raises prob]ems of interpretation similar

to those we shall encounter in the narrative of the liberation 1tse1f21.

It is widely argued that Herodotus shows no signs of approving of
the Ionian Revolt, that the entire account is essentially negative and

unflattering. In particular it is claimed that he has been influenced
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by sources concernéd to devalue the revolt as far as possible, for example,
the Athenians, who supposedly wanted to excuse their own part in the
proceedings and to argue that the Ionians were constitutionally weak and
needed the protection of their empire, or the Samians, who for the most
part betrayed the Ionian cause at Lade ( see below ) and wanted an excuse
for their own treachery. I would suggest rather that Herodotus' account

is equivocal, appreciating that it was at least potentially admirable
for the Ionians to have tried to Tiberate themselves from Persia, but
insisting that the weaknesses and vices of the individual participants
led rather to a shameful exhibition of cowafdice, self-interest, treachery,
and above all disunity. I would also suggest that this interpretation
reflects an attempt to fit the narrative of the revolt into the jig-saw
cf the work as a whole, and the narrative of Greek affairs in particular,
thereby, of course, anticipating certain themes of the liberation of
Greece itself: it is thus an interpretation arrived at in despite of the

sources not imposed by them.

The self-interested motives of the instigators of the revolt,
Aristagoras and Histiaios, do not need much illustration. Histiaios is
for Herodotus so 1ittle a champion of Ionian freedom that he appears first
of all améng the Ionian tyrants at the Danube bridge arguing against accepting
the Scythian invitation to liberate Ionia. from Darius ( 4.137.2 }: "We
tyrants owe our positions to Darius and his power; if it is destroyed,
none of us will be able to retain his throne". It is by a calculated
irony that Herodotus shows his decision to stir up the revolt to be motjvated
by the same self-interest ( 5.35.4 ): detained by'Dafﬁus at Susa, he had
high hopes of being sent home if a revolt were startedy ud 8¢ vedtepdv Tu
movedone Thc ‘EAAES0oc oUdapd &¢ adthv Afeuvv Etu Eloylreto. . In Aristagoras'
case‘1t4is the failure of the Naxian campaign, in which he has seen it

as his interest to interfere on behalf of the Naxian exiles and to secure
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the assistance of Persia ( 5.30.3,'6 8¢ émnitieEduevos Gg, Av 6L  adtod
natéABwoL ég tnv wéALv, dpEet ThHg NdEou )22, which determines him

to end his agreement with Artaphrenes and start the revolt ( 5.35.1f ):

he was finding it hard to fulfil his promise to Artaphrenes and resented
the éXpeﬂditure to which he was committed over the expedition, and, having
fallen out with Megabates, feared he might lose his position in Miletus;
dppwdéwv Te TodTwy ExaotTa éBovieleto &ndoTacuv. Hence the man whom
Artaphrenes had warmly praised as a benefactor to the Persian king ( 5.31.4,
oL £g olrov 1OV Bagirdos éonynths yuvéar mpnyudtwv dyad@v ), changes

his mind completely and becomes a traitor to Persia. Herodotus observes
the same irony in both his and Histiaios' positions: both are loyal to

the P@rsi&nrking an@ dispoyal out of the same motive of self-interest.
Moreover just as‘therelis”no v{rtue %nrthe{rrééfVicéitérthé Mé&éﬁiibéfius
is pathetically mistaken at 6.30.1f; cf. Xerxes at 7.52.1 ), so there is
nothing to admire in their decision to liberate Ionia. It is no