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A COMMENTARY ON HERODOTUS
With Introduction and Appendixes

By W. W. How (Fellow and Tutor Of Merton College) and
J. Wells (Warden of Wadham College, 1913-1927)

Note to the Electronic Edition

A Commentary on Herodotus was originally published in 1912 in two volumes by
Oxford University Press, and was revised, with additional notes, in 1928. It is an
extraordinary work of scholarship, and still the only complete English language
commentary on Herodotus. Although it is undeniably out-of-date in places, it just
as undeniably continues to be the essential companion for the study of Herodotus’
Histories.

My goal in creating this electronic edition was to provide readers with a version
which is complete, accurate, and easy to use. Portions of the underlying text were
derived from the incomplete electronic edition developed by the Perseus Project,
to which I am grateful. (The Perseus edition is available under a Creative
Commons 2.5 Generic, Non-Commercial, “Share Alike” license.) The remainder of
the running text was scanned and converted to text using Abby FineReader
software, while the various tables, charts, and diagrams were recreated manually.

The resulting text was then proofread line by line against the Oxford and the
Perseus editions, enabling me to identify and correct errors originating in the
earlier texts along with any new errors from my digitization. To enhance the
usability of the new text, it was reformatted, and the inconsistent systems for
enumeration, citation, and abbreviation were standardized. A list of the cited
ancient authors and works, along with their abbreviations, has been added to the
prefatory matter. To aid in navigation, the text is bookmarked by the book and
chapter number of the Histories, or by appendix and section. To insure a readable
and consistent appearance, I chose a standard Microsoft font, Palatino Linotype,
which contains a full set of polytonic Greek characters in all styles, including bold
and italic. For a handful of ancient Phoenician characters, I have used the
Alphabetum font developed by classicist Juan-José Marcos, which is the most
complete Unicode font available for classical languages.

Two elements of the printed edition have not been reproduced. The first is the
maps, omitted because they do not scan well, and because better versions are
readily available online as well as in a variety of inexpensive historical atlases—
and especially in the forthcoming Landmark Herodotus, edited by Robert Strassler
(Pantheon). The second missing element is the original index, omitted because it is



not thorough (as the authors acknowledged), and because it locates entries by
reference to the page number of the printed edition, rather than by reference to the
book and chapter of the Histories. I hope that the capability of full text search will
more than offset this omission.

Undoubtedly, despite my care, there are still errors and inconsistencies in this new
edition. I will be grateful if you report these to me, so that I may correct them.
Also, I can provide the complete text in Microsoft Word .DOC or .DOCX formats,
with style tags, to anyone who wishes to create a yet better edition for future
readers—who I hope will continue to find both enlightenment and delight in the
Father of History.

— Chuck Bennett, San Clemente, October 2007

contact: clbennett@cox.net

Preface 1912

This commentary on Herodotus was planned and begun by Mr. H. D. Leigh, of
Corpus Christi, in conjunction with Mr. How, more than ten years ago. At the time
of his too early death, Mr. Leigh had written notes and excursuses on the first
book; but unfortunately they were found to be on too large a scale for the present
work, although the material collected in them was most valuable, and was largely
used. Thus for the book as it now is we are entirely responsible. We have been
frequently interrupted by more pressing duties, and we fear that in a work the
composition of which has thus been spread over many years, some inconsistencies
may have crept in undetected. The readers of the Clarendon Press have earned our
sincere gratitude by their zeal and care in removing blemishes of form, but for any
graver faults that remain we can only ask indulgence.

The commentary on books i-iv, with the corresponding appendixes, has been
written by Mr. Wells, that on books v-ix, also with the appendixes, by Mr. How.
We have each read and re-read the other's work, but the ultimate responsibility for

the views expressed rests in the first volume with Mr. Wells, in the second with
Mr. How.

Since the book is intended principally for the use of undergraduates, we have
prefixed short summaries of the subject-matter to the various sections of the notes,
and for the same reason we have, where possible, quoted English translations of
foreign works, and have referred to antiquities readily accessible in museums at
Oxford and in London. But we have not hesitated to add many references to
foreign works and periodicals, in the hope that they may be of use to more
advanced students and to teachers.

A commentary is of necessity to a large extent a selection from the work of others,
and on every page our debt to our predecessors is manifest. Here we can only
acknowledge our principal obligations. Of commentators, Stein and, in the later



books, Macan have been of the greatest assistance to us; Rawlinson has also been
of use in a less degree.

In the Oriental history we owe very much to Maspero, and in the history of the
Persian War to Grundy and to Munro. Throughout we have derived much benefit
from the learned labours of Busolt, and still more from the masterly and
comprehensive history of E. Meyer. Nor must we forget our large debt in
anthropology and antiquities to the untiring industry of Frazer.

The plans of Thermopylae and Plataea are based on those in The Great Persian War,
by the kind permission of Dr. Grundy and Mr. John Murray. So many friends in
Oxford have given us help on particular points that to give a catalogue of such
obligations might be tedious, but special mention must be made of the kindness of
Mr. H. R. Hall, of the British Museum, who read through the whole of the notes on
book ii and appendixes ix, x, and made many valuable suggestions and
corrections. He cannot, however, be held responsible for any of the views finally
expressed.

It will be seen that our notes are almost entirely on the subject matter of
Herodotus. We have accepted Hude's text, only discussing critical problems where
they seriously affected the sense. As to points of grammar and translation, such
notes only have been given as seemed necessary to help an ordinary scholar to
understand the text.

In the spelling of names we have adopted definitely the old system. It is less
correct, at least in appearance; but so many names, such as “Croesus,” “Cyrus,”
and “Lycurgus,” have by their use in literature become English that consistency is
impossible, or at any rate would be too dearly bought.

The index is not an index to the text, a want already supplied by Stein and by
Hude, but to the commentary. As it is supplemented by many cross-references,
only the more important notes have been indexed.

Preface 1928

Owing to the high cost of making changes on stereotyped plates we have only
been able in this second impression to correct a few obvious errors and to append
some additional notes (to which references are given) dealing with work done
since 1912, and one longer essay on “Arms, Tactics, and Strategy.” For permission
to reprint this from the Journal of Hellenic Studies (1923) we have to thank the
Council of the Society.
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Note A: The Composition of H’s Work.

[Integrated into the introduction, at the end of § 10.]
Note B

[Integrated into the commentary atn. 1. 4. 2.]
Note C: Gyges

[Integrated into the commentary at n. 1. 14. 4.]
Note D: Lycurgus

[Integrated into the commentary at n. 1. 65-8.]
Note E: The Eclipse of Thales

[Integrated into the commentary atn. 1. 74. 2.]
Note F: The Ionian Colonization of Asia Minor

[Integrated into the commentary at n. 1. 142].
Note G: H’s Account of Babylon

[Integrated into the commentary at n. 1. 178-83.]
Note H: Herodotus n Egypt

[Integrated at the end of appendix ix.]
Note I: H's Account of the Scyths

[Integrated at the end of appendix xi.]
Note J: The Pelasgi and the Etruscans

[Integrated at the end of appendix xv.]
Notes to Vol. 2

[The short additional notes for vol. 2 are not lettered, and are all integrated into
the text of the commentary at the relevant places.]

List of Ancient Authorities

Ael. Aelian
N.A. De Natura Animalium On the Nature of Animals
V.H. Varia Historia Miscellany

Aen. Tact. Aeneas Tacticus

Aesch. Aeschylus
Ag. Agamemnon

Cho. Choephoroe Libation Bearers



Eum.

Pers.

PV.

Sept.

Supp.
Aeschin.

In Ctes.

In Tim.

De Fals. Leg.

Ath. Pol.
Alcm.
Ammon.
Diff
Andoc.

De Myst.

Anth. Pal.
Anth. Plan.
Antiph.

Tetr.
Ap. Rhod.
Apollod.
App.

B. Civ.

Mith.

Syr.
Apul.

Flor.
Ar.

Ach.

Av.

Eleusinioi
Eumenides

Persae

Prometheus Vinctus
Septem contra Thebas
Supplices
Aeschines

In Ctesiphon

In Timarchus

De Falsa Legatione
Athenaion Politeia

Alcman

Ammonius grammaticus

Persians

Prometheus Bound
Seven Against Thebes
Suppliants

Against Ctesiphon
Against Timarchus
On the False Embassy
Constitution of Athens

De Adfinium Vocabulorum Differentia

Andocides

De Pace

De Mysteriis
Anthologia Palatina
Anthologia Planuden
Antiphon
Tetralogiae

Apollonius Rhodius

Apollodorus mythographus

Appian
Bella Civilia

Apuleius
Florida
Aristophanes
Acharnenses

Aves

On the Peace with Sparta

On the Mysteries

Tetralogies

Civil Wars
The Mithridatic Wars
The Syrian Wars

Acharnians

Birds



Eccl.
Eq.
Lys.
Nub.
Pax
Plut.
Ran.
Thesm.
Vesp.

Archil.
Arist.

Ath. Pol.
Eth. Nic.
Gen. An.
Hist. An.
Metaph.
Meteor.

Mir. Ausc.

Oec.
Poet.
Pol.
Pr.
Rhet
Vent.

Aristid.

Panath.

Anab.
Peripl.
Ind.

Ath. Pol.

Athen.

Ecclesiazusae Assembly Women
Equites Knights
Lysistrata

Nubes Clouds

Pax Peace

Plutus Wealth

Ranae Frogs
Thesmophoriazusae

Vespae Wasps
Archilochus

Aristotle

Athenaion Politeia Constitution of Athens

Ethica Nicomachea Nicomachean ethics
De Generatione Animalium
Historia Animalium
Metaphysica Metaphysics
Meteorologica

De Mirabilibus Auscultationibus

Oeconomica

Poetica Poetics
Politica Politics
Problematica Problems
Rhetorica Rhetoric
De Ventis

Aristides [citations are to Dindorf edition, 1829]
Panathenaicus Panathenaic Oration
Arrian

Anabasis

Periplus Maris Euxini

Indica India

Athenaion Politeia Constitution of Athens

Athenaeus



Athenag.
Leg.

Bacchyl.

B.I.

Caes.
B. Afr.
B. Civ.
B. Gall.

Callim.
Hymn 4

C.C.

Cic.
Amic.
Att.
Div.
Dom.
Leg.
Nat. D.
Off.
Sen.
Somn.
Tusc.
Verr.

Claud.

Cons. Stil.

Clem. Alex.

Conon

Ctes.

Athenagoras

Legatio pro Christianis
Bacchylides

The Behistun Inscription
Caesar

Bellum Africum

Bellum Civile

Bellum Gallicum

Callimachus

The Cyrus Cylinder
Cicero (Marcus Tullius)
(Laelius) De Amicitia
Epistulae ad Atticum

De divinatione

De Domo Sua

De Legibus

De Natura Deorum

De Officiis

(Cato Maior) De Senectute
Somnium Scriponis
Tusculanae Disputationes
In Verrem

Claudianus

De Consulatu Stilichonis
Clemens Alexandrinus
Stromateis

Conon Mythographus
Ctesias

Assyrica

Indica

Persica

Hymn to Delos

On Friendship

Letters to Atticus

On Divination

On His House

On the Laws

On the Nature of the Gods
On Duties

On Old Age

Dream of Scipio
Tusculan Disputations
Aguainst Verres

Claudian

On the Consulship of Stilicho

Clement of Alexandria

Assyria
India

Persia



Dem.
Aristoc.
Aristogit.
De Cor.
De Fals. Leg.
De Halon.
De Rhod.
De Sym.
Epit.
Eubul.
Lept.
Meid.
Phil. 3
Timoc.
Timoth.

Dio Cass.

Dio Chrys.
Or.

Diod.

Diog. Laert.

Dion. Hal.
Ant. Rom.

De Praec. Hist.

Dem.

Dinarch.

Pomp.
E.LH.
Erot.

Voc. Hipp.
Eur.

Alc.

Andyr.

Demosthenes

Aguainst Aristocrates

Against Aristogiton
De Corona On the Crown
De Falsa Legatione On the False Embassy

On the Halonessus

On the Liberty of the Rhodians

Oratione de Symmoriis On the Navy
Epitaphius Funeral Oration
In Eubulides Against Eubulides
In Leptines Aguainst Leptines
In Meidias Against Meidias
Third Philippic
In Timocrates Against Timocrates
In Timotheus Against Timotheus

Dio Cassius

Dio Chrysostom

Orationes Speeches
Diodorus Siculus

Diogenes Laertius

Dionysius of Halicarnassus

Antiquitates Romanae

De Demosthene

De Dinarcho

Epistulae ad Pompeium Geminum
The East India House Inscription
Erotian

Vocum Hippocraticarum

Euripides

Alcestis

Andromache



EL
Erechth.
Hec.
Heracl
Hipp.
Hyps.
LA.
LT.
Med.
Or.
Phoen.
Supp.
Tro.
Euseb.
Chron.

Praep. Evang.

Eust.
Gal.

Gell.

N.A.
Harp.
Hec.
Hec. Abd.
Hell.
Heracl. Pont.
Hermog.
Herodian

Hes.

Op.

Electra

Erechtheus

Hecuba

Heraclidae
Hippolytus
Hypsipyle

Iphigenia Aulidensis
Iphigenia Taurica

Medea

Iphigeneia in Aulis

Iphigeneia in Tauris

Orestes

Phoenissae Phoenician Women
Supplices Suppliants

Troades Trojan Women
Eusebius

Chronica

Praeparatio Evangelica
Eustathius

Galen

In Hippocratis de Natura
Aulus Gellius

Noctes Atticae
Harpocration
Hecataeus of Miletus
Hecataeus of Abdera
Hellanicus Lesbios
Heraclides Ponticus
Hermogenes

Aelius Herodianus (and Pseudo-Herodian)
Hesiod

Eoae

Opera et Dies Works and Days



Sc.

Theog.
Hesych.
Himer.

Ecl.
Hippoc.

Aer.

Aph.

Morb.

Morb. Sacr.
Hom.

II.

Od.
Hor.

Hyg.
Fab.
Hymn. Hom. Ap.

Hymn. Hom. Dem.

Hymn. Hom. Ven.

Hyp.
Epit.
Isoc.
Aeropag.
Arch.
Antid.
Bus.

Demon.

De Perm.

Scutum

Theogonia

Hesychius (of Alexandria)
Himerius

Eclogae

Hippocrates

De Aera, Aquis, Locis
Aphorismi

De Morbis Popularibus
De Morbo Sacro
Homer

Iliad

Odyssey

Horace

Carmina

Hyginus

Fabulae

Hymnus Homericus ad
Apollinem

Hymnus Homericus ad
Demeter

Hymnus Homericus ad
Venerum

Hyperides
Epitaphius
Isocrates
Aeropagiticus
Archidamus
Antidosis
Busiris

Ad Demonicum

De Bigis

Shield
Theogony

On Airs, Waters, and Places
Aphorisms

On Epidemics

On the Sacred Disease

Odes

Homeric Hymn to Apollo

Homeric Hymn to Demeter

Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite

Funeral Speech

On the Chariot Team



Nic.
Panath.
Paneg.
Philip.
Plataic.

Itin. Anton.

Jer.
Joseph.
Al
Ap.
B.J.
Jul. Pollux
Justin
Juw.
Livy
Epit.

Longin.

De Subl.

Lucian

Bis Accus.

Demon.

Dial. Mar.
Dial. Mort.

Her.

Luct.

Pisc.
Lucr.
Lycurg.

Leoc.
Lys.

Alc.

Epitaph.

Nicocles
Panathenaicus
Panegyricus
Philippus

Plataicus

Antonini Itinerarium
Jerome

Josephus
Antiquitates Judaicae
Contra Apionem

Bellum Judaicum

Julius Pollux (s.v. Pollux)

Justin Martyr

Juvenal

Livy

Epitomae

(Dionysius) Longinus
De Sublimitate

Lucian

Bis Accusatus sive Tribunalia

Demonax

Dialogi Marini
Dialogi Mortuorum
Herodotus

De Luctu

Revivescentes sive Piscator

Lucretius
Lycurgus

In Leocratem
Lysias

In Alcibiades
Epitaphius

Panathenaic Oration

Panegyric

Antonine Itinerary

Jewish Antiquities
Aguainst Apion
Jewish War

Epitomes

On the Sublime

Dialogues of the Dead

On Funerals

Against Leocrates

Against Alcibiades

Funeral Oration



Macrob.
Sat.
Marm. Par.
Mela
Men.
Nep.
Milt.
Them.
Hann.
Nic. Damasc.
Ow.
Fast.
Her.
Ib.
Pont.
Tr.
Oxyr. Pap.
Paus.
Petron.
Sat.
Philoch.
Philostr.
Her.
V.A.
Phot.
Bibl.
Pind.
Isthm.
Nem.
Ol
Pae.

Peri Sekou
Macrobius
Saturnalia
Marmor Parium
Pomponius Mela
Menander
Cornelius Nepos
Miltiades
Themistocles
Hannibal
Nicolaus Damascenus
Ovid

Fasti

Heroides

Ibis

Epistulae ex Ponto
Tristia
Oxyrhyncus Papyri
Pausanias
Petronius
Satyrica
Philochorus
Philostratus
Heroicus

Vita Apollonii
Photius
Bibliotheca
Pindar

Isthmian Odes
Nemean Odes
Olympian Odes

Paeans

On the Sacred Olive

The Parian Marble

Heroines

Letters from Pontus

Sorrows

Satyricon

Life of Apollonius



Pyth.
Pl
Alc.

Ax.
Charm.
Crat.
Crit.
Euthd.
Grg.
Hipparch.
Hipp. Maj.
Lach.
Leg.
Menex.
Phdr.
Pit.
Prt.
Resp.
Symp.
Theag.
Tim.
Plin.
H.N.
Plin.
Ep.
Plut.
Ages.
Alex.
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Artax.

Cam.

Pythian Odes
Plato
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Apologia
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Charmides
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Euthydemus
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Hipparchus
Hippias maior
Laches

Leges
Menexenus
Phaedrus
Politicus
Protagoras
Respublica
Symposium
Theages

Timaeus

Pliny (the Elder)
Naturalis Historia

Pliny (the Younger)

Epistulae
Plutarch
Agesilaus
Alexander
Aristides
Artaxerxes

Camillus

Apology

Hippias the Elder

Laws

Statesman

Republic

Natural History

Letters



Cat. Mai.

Cat. Min.

Cic.

Cim.

Consol. ad Apoll.

Conv. Sept.
Sap.

Crass.
De Def. Or.
De Glor. Ath.
De Is. et Os.
De Mal.
De sera
Lyc
Lys.
Mor.
Pel.
Per.
Reg et Imp. Aph.
Quaest. Graec.
Quaest. Rom.
Quaest. Conv.
Sol.
Them.
Thes.
Poll.
Onom.
Polyaen.
Strat.
Polyb.
Pomp.
Porph.

Cato Maior
Cato Minor
Cicero

Cimon

Convivium Septem
Sapientium

Crassus

De Defectu Oraculorum
De Gloria Atheniensium
De Iside et Osiride

De Malignitate Herodoti
De sera Numinis Vindicta
Lycurgus

Lysander

Moralia

Pelopidas

Pericles

Quaestiones Graecae
Quaestiones Romanae
Quaestiones Convivales
Solon

Themistocles

Theseus

Julius Pollux
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Polyaenus
Strategemata
Polybius
Pomponius Mela

Porphyry

Cato the Elder
Cato the Younger

The Dinner of the Seven Wise Men

On the Failure of Oracles

On the Glory of the Athenians

On Isis and Osiris

On the Malice of Herodotus

On the Delays of Divine Vengance

Greek Questions
Roman Questions

Table Talk
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Abst.
V. Pyth.

Procl.

Procop.

Goth.

Pseudo-Scylax

Perip.
Ptol.

Geog.
Sall.

Cat.

Tug.
Scym.

Sen.

Ep.
Q. Nat.

Serv.

Sext. Emp.
Math.

Soph.
Aj.
Ant.
EL
O.C.
O.T.
Phil.
Trach.

De abstinentia

Proclus
Eudemian Summary
Procopius

De Bello Gothico

Periplus

Ptolemy (mathematicus)

Geographia
Sallust

Bellum Catilinae or De
Catilinae Coniuratione

Bellum Iugurthinum
Scymnus (of Chios)
Seneca (the Younger)
De Ira

Epistulae

Quaestiones Naturales
Servius

In Tria Virgilii Opera
Exposito

Sextus Empiricus
Adversus Mathematicus
Sophocles

Ajax

Antigone

Electra

Oedipus Coloneus
Oedipus Tyrannus
Philoctetes

Trachiniae

On Abstinence

Life of Pythagoras

Geography

War with Catiline or On the

Catilinarian Conspiracy

Jugurthine War

On Anger
Letters

Natural Questions

Commentary on Virgil

Against the Professors

Oedipus at Colonus
Oedipus the King



Steph. Byz.
Stob.
Strabo
Suet.

Aug.

Calig.
Tac.

Agr.

Ann.

Germ.

Hist.
Theoc.

Id.
Theophr.

Char.

Hist. PI.
Theopomp.
Theogn.
Thuc.
Val. Max.
Varro

Rust.
Vell. Pat.
Verg.

Aen.

Ecl.

Geor.
Xen.

Ages.

An.

Ath. Pol.

Cyr.

Stephanus Byzantius

Stobaeus

Suetonius
Divus Augustus
Gaius Caligula
Tacitus
Agricola
Annales
Germania
Historiae

Theocritus

Theophrastus
Characteres

Historia Plantarum
Theopompus Historicus
Theognis

Thucydides

Valerius Maximus

De re rustica

Velleius Paterculus
Virgil

Aeneid

Eclogues

Georgics

Xenophon

Agesilaus

Anabasis

Respublica Atheniensium

Cyropaedia

Divine Augustus

Life of Cnaeus Julius Agricola
Annals
Germany

Histories

Idylls

Characters

History of Plants

On Rustic Affairs

Constitution of the Athenians
The Education of Cyrus



Hell.
Hier.

Lac.

Mem.

Oec.

Vect.
Zenob.

De Equitandi Ratione

Hellenica

Hiero

Respublica Lacedaemoniorum

Memorabilia

Oeconomicus

De Vectigalibus

Zenobius

On the Art of Horsemanship

Constitution of the
Lacedaemonians

Economics

On Taxes

List of Principal Modern Authorities

[N.B.— The works most frequently used have been quoted simply by their
authors’ names; in other cases the titles have been abbreviated, as given in this list.
Where a book has been used only once or twice, the title has been usually given
either in full or at least with sufficient fullness for the reference to be traced. See
also i. 155, 302, and the first or last paragraphs of the appendixes, for books used
on special parts of H.’s work.]

H.

B. or
Bevilkerung

PL.G.

KI. Sch.

A.G.H.

Abbott, E.
Bahr, I. C. F.
Ball, C.J.
Barth, H.

Beloch, J.

Berger, H.
Bergk.
Blakesley, J. W.
Boeckh, A.

Bury, J. B.

Herodotus V, VI. 1893.
Herodotus. 4 vols. 2nd edit., 1856-61.
Light from the East.

Wanderungen durch die Kiistenlinder des
Mittelmeeres. 1849.

Griechische Geschichte. vol. 1. 1893.

Die Bevilkerung der griechisch-romischen Welt.

Erdkunde der Griechen. 2nd edit., 1903.
Poetae Lyrici Graeci. 3rd edit. or 4th.
Herodotus. 2 vols.

Kleine Schriften.

Die Staatshaushaltung der Athener. 3rd edit.,
1886.

Greek History. 2 vols. (the smaller edition in
one vol. is quoted by page only).

Ancient Greek Historians.



Griech. Staats.

Dind.

G.C.

P. or Paus.
G.B.

S. or Sicily.
Athens.
G.S.
N.C.G.H.
Hist. Coin.

G.C.A. or Gr. St.

G.PW.
Thuc.

Athens
Prolegomena

Dict. Bib.

H.N.
Hicks.

G.C.or HG.C.

G. and R.C.

Busolt, G.

Curtius, E.
Dindorf, W.
Dittenberger.
Duncker, M.

Farnell, L. R.
Frazer, J. G.

Freeman.

Gardner, E. A.

Gardner, P.

Gilbert.

Goodwin.
Grote, G.
Grundy, G. B.
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Introduction

[The Life by Rawlinson (vol. i), or the De vita et scriptis Hdt. of Bahr (vol. iv), is still
worth looking at, as giving the evidence and the older views. A good criticism of
modern theories will be found in Hauvette, Hérodote (Paris, 1894). The best general
estimate is perhaps that of A. Croiset, Hist. de Litt. Grecque, vol. ii (2nd ed.).]

§1

The life of Herodotus in tradition. The main source of our information as to H.,
apart from his works, is the notice in Suidas! (s.v.): “H., the son of Lyxes and Dryo,
a man of Halicarnassus, was born of parents in good position, and had a brother,
Theodorus; he migrated and took up his abode in Samos, because of Lygdamis,
who was tyrant of Halicarnassus next but one after Artemisia; for Pisendelis was
the son of Artemisia, and Lygdamis of Pisendelis. At Samos then he both became
familiar with the Ionic dialect and wrote a history in nine books, beginning with
Cyrus the Persian and Candaules king of the Lydians. He returned to
Halicarnassus and expelled the tyrant, but when later he saw himself disliked by
his countrymen, he went as a volunteer to Thurium, when it was being colonized
by the Athenians. There he died and lies buried in the market-place. But some say
that he died at Pella. His books bear the title of the Muses.”

To this notice must be added the statements in Suidas (s.v. Panyasis) that he was
the nephew or the cousin of Panyasis, the epic poet and “marvel-seer”
(tepatookomog), and that Panyasis was also of Halicarnassus, and was put to
death <p. 2> by Lygdamis (see also § 3). Finally there is the familiar date of his
birth, 484 B.C., given by Gellius.2

Some of these statements are demonstrably incorrect, e.g., that H. wrote his
history in Samos, and that he learned the Ionic dialect there,® and it has been
maintained that all the account of Suidas is based on mere inference, not on
definite evidence, and was made up by the Alexandrine scholars of the third
century B.C., out of combinations from H.’s own book. It is unlikely, however, that
there was no genuine tradition as to an author whose work at once became so
widely famous (see § 29).

We may then assume as accurate the following traditional facts, confirmed as they
are by the indications of his work.

§2
Facts that are fairly certain.
(1) That H. was well born and a native of Halicarnassus.*

(2) That he was connected with Panyasis, who was the poet of Hercules and of the
story of Ionian colonization; his <p. 3> influence may be traced in H.’s history (cf.
especially ii. 43-5, iv. 8-10, and i. 142-150 respectively).



(3) That he lived for part of his early life in Samos, a fact which is borne out by his
special familiarity with, and favour for, that island (cf. iii. 60 and passim).

(4) That he took part in the colonization of Thurii, and that he died there. This
latter point is disputed, e.g. by Meyer (F. i. 199), but may be accepted for the
following reasons:

(a) The famous epitaph in Steph. Byz. (s.v. ®ovgiot) on his tomb in the market-
place—

‘Hpodotov AvEew kpUTITEL KOVIS T)0E OavovTa
Tadog pxaing lotoping mevTavLy,

Awoléwv BAaoTOVTA TTATENG ATTO, TWV YAQ ATATTOV
HHOV DTteKTTEOPLYWV BoVPLoV €o)e TATONV.

—is itself later, but raises a presumption that he died at Thurii.

(b) It is difficult to understand the prevalence of the name, “the Thurian” (cf. i.
1.1 n.) unless H. died and was buried there.

(5) The most important fact of all recorded by tradition is the date of H.’s birth; this
may be accepted, as being entirely in agreement with his own testimony; he never
speaks as a contemporary of the events he describes, but he always implies that he
knew personally those who were contemporary. He stood to the men of Salamis
and Plataea exactly as Thackeray (born in 1811) stood to the heroes of Waterloo,
when he wrote Vanity Fair in 1848.

§3

Herodotus and the tyrant of Halicarnassus. One important point in the traditions
has so far not been dealt with, that H. was expelled by Lygdamis and that in turn
he took part in the expulsion of the tyrant. These statements might well be mere
inferences from the dislike of tyrants shown throughout his work (app. xvi), but it
is more natural to accept them as facts and to connect them with the <p. 4> state of
things indicated in the contemporary inscription from Halicarnassus (ut sup.).
There we find recorded an agreement between Lygdamis and his subjects, in
which, apparently after political troubles, a compromise® is arrived at whereby the
tyrant is continued in authority alongside of the popular assembly.

The name of Panyasis occurs in this inscription (1. 16). Its exact date is uncertain;
but the compromise did not last, as we find Halicarnassus free (with no despot
mentioned, CIA i. 226; Hicks 33) in the first Athenian quota-list of 454 B.C.

Various combinations are made of the traditional facts and of inferences from the
inscription; perhaps the easiest is to suppose that H. was banished in the troubles®
which preceded the reconciliation thus recorded, and that he had his revenge in
expelling the tyrant later.

§4
The evidence for Herodotus’ life from his history. There are two other pieces of
traditional evidence which are important, but they must be discussed in



connection with the two great problems as to H.’s life which are raised by his
work. These problems are: (1) The dates of his travels; (2) The date of the
composition of his work.

To some extent these problems are themselves connected, but not entirely. In
discussing them, the assumption will be made that H. speaks the truth, and that
his indications as to his own movements may be trusted.” <p. 5>

His travels. (1) Egypt. What information then does H. give us as to his movements?
The first group of inferences is as to his Egyptian visit.® This may be dated almost
certainly after 449 B.C., how much later must be discussed presently. It may also be
inferred with some confidence that H. had been in the Euphrates valley before he
was in Egypt, for (ii. 150. 1 n.) he uses a story as to Nineveh to confirm his
information as to Lake Moeris.

(2) Scythia. The next inference that we can form as to H.’s travels concerns Scythia.
He speaks (iv. 76. 6) of conversing with Tymnes, the “agent of king Ariapeithes.”
As Ariapeithes succeeded Idanthyrsus, the enemy of Darius (ca. 512 B.C.), and as
his own life ended by violence (iv. 78. 2), his reign is not likely to have lasted after
460. Probably, therefore, the Scythian voyage is the earliest distant one of H.,° a
conjecture which is the more probable since there was a close commercial
connection between the Aegean and the Pontus. If we might trust the restored text
of Suidas (s.v. EAA&vucog) that Hellanicus diétouie ovv Hpoddtw maox
AAeEavdow T Makedovwv Baoidel, we should have a confirmation of this early
date'?; for Alexander died ca. 454 B.C. H. might then have visited Macedonia on his
way to or from Scythia.

(3) Cyrene. The commercial connections of Samos especially extended to Cyrene
(cf.iv. 163 n.), and so we should naturally connect H.’s visit to Cyrene with his
Samian period. A slight indication of the date of this visit has been seen in <p. 6>
the oracle which limits the number of the Battiad kings to eight (iv. 163. 2 n.). This
must have been forged after the death of Arcesilaus IV, i.e., not earlier than about
460 B.C. But H. may well have heard the oracle later, and no certain inference is
possible.

§5

Herodotus at Athens. (1) His recitations. So far there has been no trace of H. in
Greece proper, or Athens. But that he was familiar with this city and must have lived
some time there, is evident both from constant allusions in his works and from
traditional evidence. This, so far as it bears on his migration to Thurii, has been
already noticed; the other two points in it omitted above must now be discussed.

The first of these is as to his recitations at Athens. Syncellus, the chronologer,
definitely states that H. étiur|0n maoa tng Adnvaiwv BovAng émavayvoig
avtoic tag BiBAovc. This event is dated by Jerome in 445 B.C., by the Armenian
version 446. There is no reason to doubt this fact, which is partly confirmed by the
statement of the fourth-century Athenian historian, Diyllus, that H. déka téAavta



dwoeav éAafev AOnvwv Avitov to Pripropa yodpavtoc.! Such recitations
would be the natural method for H. to publish the results of his labours, and they
seem to be clearly referred to <p. 7> in the words of Thucydides (i. 22. 4); he
contemptuously says that his own history is not composed as an aywviopa €g o
napaxonua dxovery and may lack charm é¢ dxpoaotv, owing to “the absence of
the mythical elements.” The date 4464452 is fully consistent with all we know of
H.’s life. We may therefore accept the fact of H.’s Athenian recitations at this
period.

§6

(2) His friendship with Sophocles. The second traditional fact which has been so far
omitted is the supposed intimacy of H. with Sophocles. The evidence for this is
partly the poem?!® addressed to H. by the poet about 445 B. C., partly the
correspondences'* in the works of the historian and the tragedian. Certainly these
are much more than accidental in two passages at least, if the texts in their present
form are original, and the friendship of the two great writers may well be a fact.

§7

His visit to Thurii. H., however, whatever his relations with leading Athenians,
was not in sympathy with the dominant tendencies of the Athens of his day. His
interest was in the wide world of the East; the Athenians were devoting
themselves to the politics of Greece proper; his enemy was the barbarian, theirs
the Lacedaemonian and the Corinthian; his sympathies were for ionyopin in the
old sense, theirs for democracy in the new sense, his belief was in the <p. 8>
religion of the past, theirs in the philosophy of the present; his very style was
different in dialect and structure. Hence it is not surprising that H. did not remain
permanently in Athens; if for no other reason, so great a traveller was not likely to
be willing to remain quiet. But we can fix with some definiteness the date of his
leaving Athens, and at the same time suggest a plausible reason for his departure
for the West. In iii. 160. 2'> he mentions the desertion of the Persian prince of the
royal blood, Zopyrus, to Athens; his arrival seems to have happened early in 440.
He died in the following year, but H. never mentions this, though it is his habit to
complete the story of his incidental characters in this way. The omission is most
naturally to be explained by his own departure for the West, where he never heard
of the Persian’s death. And the quarrel between Athens and Samos, the two cities
to which H. was most attached, may well have been the deciding motive which
made him start on his travels once more. How long H. was in the West is one of
the uncertain points of his history, as is also the question whether part of his
Eastern travels, and especially his Egyptian visit, fall after 440 B.C. These points
will be touched on in answering the question, “Where did H. write his history?”
But there is one more point as to his life which is important.



§8

His probable return to Greece proper. Did Herodotus return to Greece proper
and to Athens after his departure for Thurii? The usual view is that he did so
return,'® and the following reasons may be given for it:

(1) He refers, evidently as an eye-witness (v. 77. 4), to a brazen quadriga which
stood at the entrance to the Athenian Propylaea; if this could be identified with the
famous building <p. 9> of Mnesicles, we should infer with certainty that his return
was after 432 (but cf. v. 77. 4 nn.).

(2) There are in his later books a number of references to comparatively
unimportant facts,'” which would hardly have been known to him had he not
returned to Athens.

Hence we may fairly assume that H. was in Athens in 431430 B.C., even if we
believe him to have returned to Thurii later.

§9

The date of his death. The date of his death must remain uncertain, but in view of
the fact that he mentions no event which can certainly be dated after 430, and that
he seems not to have heard of the destruction of the Aeginetans in Thyrea (424
B.C.),'8 it is natural to place his death in the first five years of the Peloponnesian
War. Certainly that war was a death-blow to the ideals that H. embodied in, and
sought to commend by, his History.*°

§10

Where did Herodotus write his history? To turn now to the question, Where did
Herodotus write his history? The traditional accounts, that he wrote it at Samos
<p. 10> (Suidas, ut sup.) or at Thurii,?® have long been given up. A new method of
investigation was employed in Kirchhoff’s famous paper read before the Berlin
Academy in 1868. This laid stress on two principles : (1) that H.’s work was not
composed at one time, a point which had been already recognized (e.g.,
Rawlinson, i. 24 seq.); (2) that the indications of H.’s own work are the best
evidence for settling the question.

(1) Kirchhoff’s theory. It will be well therefore to summarize Kirchhoff’s argument,
since it marks a new departure, although it must be added that his results have
been accepted by many with a confidence which they are very far from deserving.
His main points were (pp. 26—7)2:

(a) H.’s history was written in the order in which it at present stands.
(b) The first two books, and bk. iii as far as chap. 118, were written in Athens.
(c) The next section, to some point in bk. v before chap. 77, was written in Italy.

(d) H. finished his work, as we have it, after his return to Athens late in 431, and
was interrupted, perhaps by death, while he was still writing it, about 428 B.C.



Kirchhoff lays stress on the fact that there are no allusions to the West in the first
part of H.; but he overlooks the important passage i. 163 seq. (this of course might
be a later addition). The most that can be said is that there is a presumption that
the present order of the History was original.

In support of his second point, the break in bk. iii, he argues:

(1) H., ini. 106. 2, 184, makes promises which are never fulfilled; these would
naturally have been fulfilled after iii. 160. Again, in i. 130. 2, H. refers to a
Median revolt which would naturally have been described in the latter part of
bk. iii, but is not. The inconsistencies need explanation, and Kirchhoff (pp. 6, 13)
maintains that this may be found in H.’s migration <p. 11> to Thurii, which
made him forget his promises and previous intentions.

(if) The frequent references to Athens in the first two books point to that city as
their place of composition (e.g., i. 29. 1, 98. 5; ii. 7.1 seq),?? and H. is proved by i.
51. 4 (see nn.), and by tradition (ut sup.), to have been in Greece proper between
450 and 440.

(iif) The gap in the history must be placed after iii. 119, because of the
correspondence between that chapter and the Antigone of Sophocles, which was
produced in the spring of 441 (pp. 8-9), while the chapters which follow, with
the story of Democedes (iii. 125, 129 seq.), are clearly full of Western elements.

As to all these arguments it will be sufficient to point out that unfulfilled
promises? are found in many writers, and that there is no need to postulate a
change of abode to explain them.

The references to Athens are far from proving residence there, and the passage of
the Antigone is gravely suspected of being a later interpolation (cf. iii. 119 nn.).

With regard to Kirchhoff’s third point, the Western origin of the middle part of
H.’s work, there is no doubt that iv. 99 was (in part at any rate) written in the West,
while other passages, e.g., iv. 15, imply residence in the West at some time; but all
these might be later additions, and the bulk of bks. iv and v might have been
written anywhere.

Kirchhoff’s fourth point, the return to Athens, is supposed to be proved by v. 77. 4
(ut sup.), and to be exactly dated (pp. 18-9) by the fact that H. never heard of the
earthquake of Delos which happened in the spring of 431 (Thuc. ii. 8. 3; cf. H. vi.
98). <p. 12> This date is confirmed by the quotation from Pericles in vii. 162 (but
see nn.).24

Finally, Kirchhoff thinks that we can see H. at work in 428, for he refers to the
sparing of Decelea when Attica was ravaged, in ix. 73. 3, though he had previously
failed to mention this in connection with Decelea in ix. 15 (pp. 20-2). This ravaging
Kirchhoff identifies with that of 428 B.C., and dates the two chapters by reference
to it.



Kirchhoff’s theory is ingenious in method, but it assumes the most important point
it sets out to prove, viz., the present order of the work, and it is far too absolute in
details; its further argument that H.’s work is unfinished will be discussed later.

(2) Bauer’s theory. The theory of A. Bauer? is the opposite of Kirchhoff’s. He holds
(p. 171) that H.’s work was originally composed in parts, of which the account of
the campaign of Xerxes (bks. vii-ix), though not necessarily the earliest, was
composed at Athens about 445 B.C. From Athens he travelled to Scythia and then
composed his Scythian history; finally (about 440) he went to Egypt, and
published bk. ii on his return, which made him so unpopular,?® owing to its frank
criticism of Greek ideas (see below), that he had to leave Athens for Thurii. Here
he conceived the plan of uniting the existing A6yot into one general work (p. 173);
at Thurii he carried out this as far as the middle of bk. v, and then returned to
Athens and completed the revision.

The minute proofs by which this order is established, it is impossible to follow in
detail, nor are they very convincing. Broadly speaking, they are of two kinds :

(a) H. in his later books mentions persons and places already mentioned in the
earlier books as if they were <p. 13> unfamiliar; e.g., in bk. vii, Darius, Mardonius,
Demaratus are formally introduced to the reader (p. 129 seq.).?”

(b) In the earlier books, topics dealt with in the later books are described with the
fulness of additional and sometimes inconsistent knowledge: e.g., the Aethiopians
in vii. 70 are simply the Aethiopians of Homer: in ii. 29, iii. 17 seq. H. has much
fuller information about them (p. 44).

It must be said, however, that a large part of the inconsistencies which Bauer
notes?® are trifling and such as could easily be paralleled in many long books, even
in the present day, or that they are not inconsistencies at all, but simply differences
of treatment, due to difference of context.

Against all definite theories such as those of Kirchhoff and Bauer, it cannot be too
strongly urged that they are based on the quite misleading analogy of modern
book production. An ancient prose work was never published in our sense; an
author might leave off writing it and allow his friends to have copies made: if he
chose to rehandle or expand any part of his work, he could at any time do so
without the formality of a new edition. This is an obvious truism, but it is
neglected in such arguments as those summarized above.?

[Additional Note A (1928): The Composition of H.’s Work. Professor Jacoby (in PW viii,
Supp.-Band 379f.) puts forward an elaborate theory as to the composition of the
work of H. He argues:

(1) That H. originally intended to write a I'c ITepiodog after the manner of
Hecataeus.

(2) That he borrowed from Hecataeus the form of his Adyot, which were made up
of four parts, discussing for each nation (a) the land, (b) the history, (c) marvels, (d)
laws. (But J. himself has to admit that the form of the Adyot is most varied.)



(3) That these A6yot were delivered by H. as érudeieig in various parts of Greece.
(An unhappy suggestion, for most of the Adyoi, as we have them, are quite
unsuited for popular delivery.)

(4) That H. then came to Athens, and, under the influence of the Periclean circle,
and probably of Pericles himself, became an “Athenian by adoption” (a Wahl-
Athener), and set to work to make up his A6yot into a history, glorifying the
Athenian empire and especially the Alcmaeonidae.

(5) That he began this work comparatively late, and left it unfinished, and that he
died at Thurii; J. even doubts if H. returned to Athens about 430. It is obvious that
this elaborate framework is a matter of inference. Two of the arguments for it may
be quoted:

(1) J. thinks (p. 338f.) that in his account of Lydia in bk. i H. is combining two
independent Adyol, one on “Croesus,” the other on “Lydia generally.” He points
out that while Croesus in i. 6 is spoken of as the first conqueror of Greeks, his
conquests have only one vague chapter given to them (chap. 26), while the exploits
of earlier kings are told at some length. J. also claims that there are three distinct
endings (chap. 91. 6, chap. 92. 4, and chap. 94. 7 (p. 339)) to the Lydian section; the
argument is ingenious, but unconvincing. It is clear that there is some
inconsistency in H.’s arrangement, but surely many other explanations can be
given of this as likely as ].’s and much less revolutionary.

(2) J. thinks (p. 444) that in the excursus in bk. vi on the Alcmaeonidae, two
different sources may be traced: chaps. 121-4 come direct from the informant,
almost verbally; chaps. 125-31 are H.’s own composition. There is an obvious
difference of style in these two passages, but equally obviously it is due to
difference of subject not of source. An ingenious refutation of J.’s views about the
work of H. being unfinished and his partiality for Athens (pp. 27f.) will be found
in F. Focke, Herodot als Historiker (1927, pp. 27f.). Speaking generally, the most
valuable part of Jacoby’s 315 pages on H. is the criticism of his “style” (§ 31, pp.
486 £.). ]. well says, “H. is the earliest great champion in the contest which
established decisively the supremacy of prose in the Greek literature of the
future.”]

§11

Peculiar tone of bk. ii. There is, however, one <p. 14> part of Bauer’s argument
which seems fairly convincing; he lays great stress (pp. 46-54) on the anti-Hellenic
attitude which H. takes up in bk. ii.%* In that book the ordinary story of the Iliad is
set aside as a patatog Aoyog (118. 1); the dependence of Greek religion on Egypt is
emphasized (50. 1), even the management of the Olympic games is treated with
scarcely veiled irony (160. 1). This list might be extended almost indefinitely. But if
the tone of bk. ii is really different from that of the rest of H.’s work, this fact may
well be connected with another obvious difficulty as to it. It is hard to conceive an
author possessed of the literary skill and sense of form which H. undoubtedly
had, deliberately composing it in its present place on its present scale. If, on the



other hand, we suppose that it was written by itself when the rest of the history
was practically finished,? and then introduced into its present place later, both the
difference of tone and the difference of scale explain themselves. It seems not
unlikely, therefore, that bk. ii is the latest part of the work of H.

§12

Priority of books vii-ix. One more view of Bauer’s may be accepted with some
confidence, viz., that the last three books were the earliest composed. This point
has been elaborately re-argued by Macan.?? Apart from the consideration of the
separate passages, he points out a striking peculiarity in the references to events
later than the battles of Plataea and Mycale; of these, in the last three books, the
great majority refer to events before 456 B.C., three or four to the years 431430,
while only one (vii. 151) falls in the interval.3® <p. 15> The most natural
explanation of this curious distribution is that H. was composing the story of the
invasion of Xerxes before 445 B.C., and probably before 450, that he came to
Greece, and gave recitations from this part of his history at Athens, and then laid
his work aside.

§13

Conclusions as to order of composition. If this theory is adopted, we have three
tixed points for the composition of H.’s history: (1) The priority of vii-ix, written
before 445, and perhaps a little earlier; (2) The lateness of bk. ii; (3) A revision—at
any rate of the later books —at Athens during the early years of the Peloponnesian
War. Beyond this it is impossible to go, though it is tempting to connect bk. iv
especially with the stay in the West (ut sup.). North Africa concerned the
inhabitants of Italy and Sicily more than it did those of Greece proper; and it
might even be suggested that it was the Pythagoreanism of Croton3* which sent H.
back to the East to study these doctrines at their source.

[Note. — The present division of the books of H. dates from Alexandrian times: it is
tirst used by Lucian (Her. chap. 1, i. 833). For H.’s own divisions of his work cf. v.
36.2n,; alsoi. 75 and 107 f., and vii. 93. The whole subject is well discussed by
Mure IV. 474 f. and V. 623 {.]

§14

Is Herodotus” work finished? Part of Kirchhoff’s theory which he has since re-
stated® was the adoption of the old view that the work of H. was unfinished. This
has been maintained on two grounds: (1) There are in H.’s work three unfulfilled
promises®: i. 106. 2, 184, and vii. 213. 3. (2) The capture of Sestos is no real end to
the Persian Wars; this must be found in the battle of the Eurymedon, if not in the
“Peace of Callias.”

But these arguments really prove nothing. Two of the unfulfilled promises refer to
the Aoovglot Ad6you, perhaps these were actually written as an independent work
and have perished (cf. app. ii, § 6); but even if this is not the case, the fuller <p. 16>
accounts would certainly have been introduced somewhere in the first three



books; they could have had nothing to do with events after 479 B.C. The third
instance —the promised story as to Ephialtes—might have been introduced in
many places in the history, and its omission is a mere oversight.3” Whether 479 B.C.
is a good ending to H.’s history is an arguable question. It might fairly be said that
as the year of the last campaign of united Greece, and of the last defensive
campaign,®® it is the natural point at which to stop. But such a priori arguments are
unnecessary. There is no doubt that both H. and Thucydides looked on the events
of 480-479 (tax Mnodwka) as distinct from the following struggle.?® To ignore this
recognized distinction, and to suggest that H. breaks off in 479 merely by accident,
is simply to encumber a subject, already difficult enough, with an unnecessary
hypothesis.

§15

The travels of Herodotus. Few points in the narrative of H. are more interesting
than his travels, which have made him in some ways the father of Geography, as
well as of History. He may with good reason be called the Marco Polo of Antiquity.
It is unnecessary here to describe in detail the journeys of H.%’ Certain points as to
their date have already been indicated. Here, then, it will be sufficient to discuss
briefly their probable motive, the indications in H. by which we can determine
their extent, their main outlines, and their characteristics. <p. 17>

Motive. As to their motive, it is plausible to suggest that H. travelled as a merchant,
at any rate in the North and the East. The following points may be noticed:

(1) He is careful to mention articles of commerce, not only the more exciting cassia
and cinnamon (iii. 110-1, but ordinary wares, e.g., different kinds of linen (ii. 105),
hempen garments and horns in Thrace (iv. 74; vii. 126), salt fish in South Russia (iv.
53. 3), sweetmeats at Callatebus (vii. 31).

(2) He is fond of describing methods of transport, e.g., the boats on the Euphrates
and on the Nile (i. 194, ii. 96), and specially mentions their freight capacity. So too
he is familiar with all the apparatus of a seaman’s life, e.g., the plummet (ii. 5, 2),
the pitch of Pieria (iv. 195. 3).

(3) He notes how far a river is navigable, e.g., Euphrates, i. 194. 5; Nile, ii. 96. 3 (cf.
also chap. 29); Dnieper, iv. 53. 4.

(4) He mentions curious forms of trade, e.g., iv. 24, the “seven interpreters” of the
Trans-steppe caravan route; iv. 196, the “dumb commerce” of West Africa.

(5) He uses what seem to be trade terms, e.g., the “Lesbian bowls” (iv. 61. 1), the
“Argolic bowl” (iv. 152. 4)

Such indications may be merely accidental; whether H. like Solon (Plut. Sol. 2)
began life as an éumopog it is impossible to decide; what is certain and important
is that his attitude to trade and commerce is that of older Greece, not that of the
Periclean circle. “The Greeks have learned to despise handicraft” (ii. 167. 2) he
notes; but this is not his own point of view.



§16
Criteria of extent. The evidence by which the extent of H.’s travels will be
determined will be differently estimated by different interpreters :

(1) The places which he tells us definitely he has visited are few, and the mention
of them is largely accidental, just as is the mention of personal informants; the
most important are Elephantine (ii. 29), Tyre (ii. 44), the Arabian frontier of Egypt
(ii. 75). <p. 18>

(2) To these must be added the places where he implies that he speaks as an
eyewitness, e.g., the Euphrates valley (i. 183. 3, 193. 4), Exampaeus on the Dnieper
(iv. 81. 1).

So far there can be no doubt for those who believe in H.’s veracity; but—

(3) the third class of evidence for H.’s presence will be interpreted variously, i.e.,
the vividness and accuracy of his descriptions. To take two instances: a visit to
Cyrene may be inferred with fair certainty from the account of the threefold
harvest (iv. 199 n.) and from the minuteness of the account of the statute of Ladice
(ii. 181. 5); so too the evidence for a visit to Susa is (apart from H.’s vivid
description of Persian customs and dress, cf. i. 131-40 and especially vii. 61 nn.)
the minute account of the Eretrians at Ardericca (vi. 119. 2, 3).

(4) Of Cyrene and of Ardericca H. uses the phrases (frequent also elsewhere) &g
éué and péyxot éuev 4; but these do not always imply the eyewitness; no one
would now conclude that he had been in Bactria, though he speaks of the
Barcaean exiles there étt kai €g Eué.

§17

The most important journeys. Assuming then the accuracy of these criteria, we
find that the most important journeys of H. are the following (H.’s journeys in
Greece and the Aegean islands are assumed):

(1) In Asia Minor his visit or visits to Sardis. He had travelled from Ephesus to
Sardis (as we can judge from his elaborate account of the tomb of Alyattes (ut
sup.)), and back to <p. 19> Smyrna. He had also perhaps been as far east as
Celaenae (but see vii. 26. 3 n.), and had reached the Royal Road by another route
from the Maeander valley by Cydrara (vii. 30-1).

(2) He had travelled by ship from the west to the east of the Black Sea (iv. 86) and
had been in Colchis (ii. 104. 1); this voyage would have been along the south coast.
Probably it would have been a different coasting voyage which gave him his
familiarity with the southeast and east of Thrace shown in iv. 89-93, and brought
him to Olbia. Whether it was on the same voyage that he visited Thasos (vi. 47. 2)
and took the opportunity of a journey inland to the dwellings on Lake Prasias (v.
16), it is impossible to say. From Olbia he saw Exampaeus (iv. 81. 2) and a Scythian
royal tomb (ibid. 71-2 nn.), though probably not among the Gerrhi.



(3) It is probable that H. had not himself traversed the Royal Road (v. 53); the
measurements he gives are Persian, and he speaks from hearsay (viii. 98. 1) of the
Persian post. Nor is there any proof that H. was ever north of Mount Taurus. On
the other hand we can conjecture his starting-point for his overland journey to the
Euphrates; the importance he gives to the Mariandynian Gulf (iv. 38. 2), and his
details as to Poseideum (iii. 91. i, vii. 91) point to this town as being familiar to
him. Once the Euphrates was reached, he was again on a definite trade route (i.
194), and his course to Babylon was easy; his descriptions, however, are, to speak
mildly, confused (i. 185 nn.).

(4) It is natural to suppose that from Babylon H. continued his journey to Susa (cf.
vi. 119. 2, 3); that he went thence north to Ecbatana is not likely, though some see
the avtonngini. 98. 5, 6.

(5) H. had entered Egypt both by sea and by land; this at least is the natural
inference from ii. 5. 2 and iii. 5, 6. As he himself tells us that he went to Tyre to
inquire about the Egyptian Hercules (ii. 44. 1), it is probable that he returned <p.
20> to Egypt by the land-route along the coast of Syria. Here we can trace him in
the neighbourhood of Beyrout (ii. 106. 1 n.), at Cadytis (iii. 5. 2 n.), and at Papremis
(iii. 12. 4). For his travels in Egypt itself cf. app. ix.#2

(6) That H. had been to Cyrene is almost certain from the fullness and accuracy of
his knowledge of North Africa. He seems to have sailed along the coast from
Tripoli at any rate to the Cinyps (iv. 192.) But his description of an oasis (iv. 181. 2)
does not show the eyewitness, and there is no evidence that he had seen Carthage.

(7) H.'s personal familiarity with the West was probably limited to South Italy and
Sicily; no doubt it was on his way there that he saw the pitch-wells of Zacynthus
(iv. 195. 2). The chief places where we seem to trace the traveller are (besides
Thurii), Croton (v. 45), Metapontum (iv. 15, 18-20), Tarentum (iv. 99. 5), and in
Sicily, Syracuse, Gela (vii. 153), and Egesta (v. 47. 2).

The travels of H. are those of a true Greek; he goes as a rule by water, and does not
under ordinary circumstances quit the coast. He travels, too, under the protection
of the order*® established by the Persian Empire, and draws his information from
his own countrymen, settled in the dominions of the Great King.

§18

Written evidence. The evidence used by Herodotus may be classified under three
heads, Written, Oral, and <p. 21> Archaeological: each of these kinds must be
considered separately. The travels of H. are specially interesting as having enabled
him to collect the materials of his history from the most various oral sources, and
to some extent to use his eyes in seeing the scenes of the events he describes. But it
is certain also that he had some written evidence; poetry is continually quoted by
him; he knew his Homer as an Englishman used to know his Bible#; he not only
quotes most of the poets,*® but says confidently*® that the Lacedaemonians in their
account of their royal house (vi. 52. 1) are 0poAoy£ovteg oVdEVL TONTH.



In one case the obligations of H. to a poet are really important. Whether he used
the MiAnjtov dAwoic of Phrynichus cannot be proved, as no fragment of it
survives, but he certainly used the Persae of Aeschylus.#” Unfortunately the
historian borrows from the tragedian not the description of the battle, in which
Aeschylus was a combatant, but the scenes in the Persian court, where his story is
imaginary. One mistake of the poet, however, is avoided by the historian; the
counsels of moderation put by Aeschylus inappropriately in the mouth of Darius,
are more suitably given by H. to Artabanus and Artemisia.

When H. so continually uses poetic evidence, it is certainly <p. 22> curious that he
quotes only one prose-writer by name, Hecataeus (vi. 137. 1). This solitary
mention does not prove that H. used no other prose-writer; it might as well be
argued that H. had only six (?) personal informants, because he mentions no
others (see below). It is natural to suppose that the discussion and refutation of
various views as to the Nile flood (ii. 20 seq.) are directed against written errors.
But at any rate the silence of H. as to prose-writers raises a presumption that he
was largely independent of their help, and this is confirmed by general
probability; without adopting the ultra-sceptical views of Paley,* who holds that
“Thucydides did not know of any written history,” it may be affirmed that the
generation to which H. belonged itself marked the transition from a public
educated on poetry to one in which prose began to assume almost an equal share
in culture.

§19

Herodotus and previous prose-writers. This, however, is hardly the prevalent
view; H.’s debt to literary sources, not only poetical but in prose, is now thought to
be considerable.* It is worthwhile therefore to consider the testimony of ancient
writers, and to test their evidence, so far as is possible, by the surviving fragments
of the works of H.’s predecessors.

There are four main testimonies as to H.’s obligation to other prose-writers:

(1) Ephorus (frag. 102, FHG i. 262) pvnuovevet (EavOov) wg maAatotégov 6vtog
kat ‘Hpodotw tag adoopag dedwkotog.

(2) Dionysius of Halicarnassus (De Praec. Hist. vi. 769) writes: H. twv mpo avtov
ovyyoadéwv yevopévwv, EAAavikov te kat Xaowvog, v avtnv vrtéOeowv
TIOEKDEDWKOTWV, OUK ATIETQATIETO, AAA ™ EMIOTEVOEV AVTWV KQELOOOV TL
eEoloewv.

(3) Porphyry (ap. Euseb. Praep. Evang. x. 3; FHG i. 21) says that H. in his second
book toAA& Exataiov tov <p. 23> MiAnoilov kata AEELY HeTVEYKEV €K TG
Tepu)ynoews Boaxéa magamourjoag, and goes on to quote H.’s accounts of the
phoenix, the hippopotamus, and the crocodile-hunting (ii. 73, 71, 70).

(4) Suidas (s.v. Exataiog) says that H. “profited by” Hecataeus, a statement also
found in Hermogenes (De Gen. Dicendi, ii. 12).



It will be noticed that all these statements, except that of Ephorus, are very late,>°
and belong to a period when forgers had been busy with the older names of Greek
literature.>* We are therefore confronted with the double difficulty: (i) The works
of the predecessors of H. have survived, if at all, only in the scantiest fragments,
and (ii) we have no guarantee that these really come from sixth-century authors,
and are not late forgeries.

Bearing these difficulties in mind, we may proceed to compare the work of H.
with the authors from whom he is said to have borrowed.

(1) Xanthus. So far as Xanthus is concerned, there is clear evidence that H. was
largely independent of him; Dion. Hal. (Ant. Rom. i. 28) distinctly says that
Xanthus made no mention of the Tyrrhenian migration to Italy (H. i. 94 n.). and
that he called the son of Atys, “Torrhebus” not “Tyrrhenus.” It is probable too that
the story of Gyges in Xanthus was different (cf. app. i, § 8). So, though there may
have been resemblances between him and H., we quite fail to trace them.

(2) Charon. The same is true as to Charon of Lampsacus. He is quoted twice by
Plutarch (De Mal. <p. 24> chaps. 20, 24) to refute the stories of H. as to Pactyas (i.
160. 3 n.) and as to the capture of Sardis (v. 102 n.). Tertullian also quotes him as
telling the same story as H. about Astyages (i. 107).52

On the other hand, H. was obviously unfamiliar with his work on Lampsacus (cf.
vi. 37 n.). Possibly there is a reference to him in vi. 55, where H. says that he will
not speak of the way in which the Heraclidae obtained kingship at Sparta; but
even so the passage would only prove that H. had not used him there.

(3) Hellanicus. Of the other writers mentioned in the quotations above, Hellanicus
may be dismissed as being probably junior to H.; at any rate he was still writing in
406 B.C.5® The most obvious resemblance between him and H. is frag. 173 as to
Salmoxis (cf. H. iv. 93); but there it is clear that either Hellanicus, or more probably
a forger, has stolen a Herodotean story wholesale.

§20

Hecataeus. There remains, however, the crucial instance, Hecataeus, in whose case
the charge of plagiarism against H. is definitely made.> It is worth while,
therefore, to collect the passages which bear on the relations of H. and Hecataeus.
These fall into three classes:

(1) Passages where Hecataeus is mentioned by name: vi. 137. 1 (as a writer from
whom H. differs); ii. 143. 1 (as a somewhat vain and ignorant traveller); v. 36. 2,
125 (as a prudent statesman). <p. 25>

(2) Passages where views attributed by ancient writers to Hecataeus are
mentioned for censure: ii. 21 (the circumambient Ocean, frag. 278); iv. 36 (the same
point, and the Hyperboreans); probably ii. 15-6 (the opinion of the Ionians that the
Delta only is Egypt.®® Inii. 5. 1 (“Egypt, the gift of the river”), and ii. 156. 2 (the
floating island of Chemmis, frag. 284), there is a tone of self-assertion on the part
of H., but not of censure.



(3) Finally, there are the passages quoted above as “transferred” by H.

Diels’ theory. The view now usually held as to these is probably that of Diels
(Hermes, xxii), which may be summarized as follows:

(1) Hecataeus as a traveller and geographer had a wider range than H.

(2) H. on his travels used the ITeplodoc I'ng of Hecataeus freely as a guide-book,
testing his sources wherever possible.

(3) When H. read parts of his work at Athens, he introduced quotations from his
guide-book; some of these were afterwards rewritten, but some (e.g., those quoted
by Porphyry) remained in the original form.

(4) There is no question of plagiarism. Aristotle quotes verbally these very
passages from H., without mentioning his name, and only correcting a few of the
mistakes (see ii. 70. 71 nn.). (It may be remarked, however, that the quotations of
Aristotle are not a parallel case, for he was writing a book of a completely different
kind from that of H.)

Diels points out that H.’s own words, especially ii. 5. 1, imply that he was
following some previous source. He adds that the forms of the Egyptian words in
Hecataeus are more correct (e.g., X¢upLg, ii. 156. 1; see n.) than those in H.

“Hecataeus” probably a forgery. The whole point is <p. 26> of some importance, for, if
H. borrowed freely without acknowledgement in bk. ii, he may well have
borrowed elsewhere, and it is easy to conjecture obligations of H. to Hecataeus,
though impossible to prove them.5¢

Many scholars, however, including the great Cobet, have held the view that the
genuine ITeplodoc I'ng of Hecataeus perished early, and that the “borrowings” are
borrowings not by H. but from H., on the part of a forger in the third century B.C.
The following points may be urged:

(1) Diels’” arguments quoted above prove nothing. A clever forger would introduce
into his work any phrases or views which H. attacks or seems to attack, and, as he
may well have been an Alexandrine, he would naturally correct, if he could, H.’s
Egyptian transliteration (which sorely needed such correction).

(2) It is difficult to conceive how passages such as are supposed to have been
“borrowed” could have found place in a universal geography of two (or at most
three) books. The ITepiodog of Hecataeus probably was a bald list of names like
the work of Pseudo-Scylax.

(3) If Hecataeus really wrote an important book of foreign travel, it is curious that
Aristotle never refers to it, though that master of Greek knowledge refers to H.
and to the earlier Ionians frequently.

(4) We know that Callimachus considered the geographical work that passed
under the name of Hecataeus, in the third century, to be a forgery, wholly or in
part, although Eratosthenes, his successor in the Alexandrine library, believed in
its genuineness.



The matter must be left uncertain,” but the a priori improbability remains that
Herodotus, who had certainly travelled in Egypt, should have troubled to borrow
from another a <p. 27> description of what he could as easily have seen for
himself. Whatever we may think of the diffusion of prose literature in the fifth
century, Diels” theory of Hecataeus as a “traveller’s handbook” requires much
more proof than can be given for it. The rolls, whether of papyrus or of parchment,
would have been a bulky addition to the luggage of H.

§21

Herodotus and written sources: summing up. To sum up the whole question: If
there were an easily accessible prose literature in fifth-century Athens or Samos,
H. ought certainly to have studied it; perhaps he did so. But in view of his own
silence, and of the uncertainty of the connections traced between him and his
predecessors, it is more natural to conclude that he collected the mass of his
information, apart from poetry, by word of mouth, when he could not use his own
eyes. Had his sources been largely literary, we should have had clearer evidence of
the fact. H. was too successful a writer to be popular; many would have been
eager to point out his obligations.

Foreign official documents. There is, however, one kind of written evidence which H.
certainly used. In some way that we cannot explain, he had obtained access to
Persian official documents, which he incorporates in his history; of this character
are the accounts of the Persian satrapies (iii. 89-97), of the Royal Road (v. 52-3),
and of the Persian army list in bk. vii. This evidence is of the highest importance. It
must, however, have come to H. through a Greek source, for he knew no language
but his own%®; there were many Greeks in the service of Persia, and we have one
instance at least of a Persian grandee Hellenizing himself, Zopyrus (cf. iii. 160. 2
n.).

§ 22

Oral tradition. The dependence of H. on oral <p. 28> tradition for most of his
evidence is usually accepted®’; but the point is so important that his language on
the subject must be carefully examined. He himself always uses the phraseology of
“speaking” and “hearing,” but this in itself is not decisive; for (1) he refers to his
work as a Ad6yog and to different parts of it as Adyor.®° (2) He uses pnut and Aéyw
of evidence drawn from written works (e.g., vi. 137. 1, Hecataeus; iv. 13. 1,
Aristeas). (3) He makes not only inscriptions (iv. 91) and oracles (v. 60) “speak,”
but even a letter (i. 124. 1). (4) Hearsay (axon)) is used for any report, written or
verbal, as opposed to the author’s own sight (0, ii. 29. 1).

The use of Aéyw, axovw and such words, however, raises a presumption that the
sources of evidence were generally oral, and this presumption becomes stronger
when these verbs are used in past tenses, which imply actual conversations.
Moreover, H.’s narrative, though it rarely gives the names of his informants,
continually implies that he is repeating a tradition heard on the spot (e.g., at Tyre,
ii. 44. 2). It may be noticed, too, that the phraseology of “speaking” and “hearing”



occurs most frequently in those portions of the history where H. is least likely to
have had written evidence (cf. especially bks. ii and iv, on Egypt and Scythia).

Effect on his history. The fact that his evidence was largely oral has a very important
bearing on the character of the narrative; this represents the popular traditions of
the past, whether the remote past of Egypt, as told in the streets of Memphis or in
connection with the shrines of Ptah (cf. app. X, § 10), or the recent story of the
Persian wars, as narrated by the Greek combatants to their children.

Informants named by him. H. himself on three occasions <p. 29> certainly gives us
the names of his informants; these are Archias the Spartan (iii. 55. 2), Tymnes at
Olbia (iv. 76. 6), and Thersander of Orchomenus (ix. 16. 1). It can hardly be fanciful
to see in these, representatives of three different kinds of evidence —as to sixth-
century Greece, as to foreign lands, and as to Ta Mndwa proper; but beyond this
we cannot go, or even suggest why H. names these three especially.6!

§23

Archaeological evidence. H. is much more free in mentioning the works of art or
other objects from which he derived, or in connection with which he heard, the
stories that make up his work, than in naming his actual informants. There is
hardly a country within the wide range of his travels to whose monuments he
does not refer. At Cyrene were statues sent by Amasis and Ladice (ii. 182. 1, 181.
5), at Metapontum one to Aristeas (iv. 15. 4). In Scythia tombs of the kings (iv. 71.
1), a great bowl at Exampaeus (iv. 81. 3), at Byzantium the bowl of Pausanias
(ibid.) and inscriptions of Darius (iv. 87.1), in Thrace another such inscription (iv.
91. 1) and lake dwellings (v. 16). In Lydia, the tomb of Alyattes (i. 93), an inscribed
boundary stone of Croesus (vii. 30. 2), and the supposed memorial of Sesostris at
Kara-Bel (ii. 106). In Palestine, a similar monument (ibid.) and the temple of
Melcarth at Tyre (ii. 44. 2). In Babylon the tomb of Nitocris (i. 187) and the temple
of Bel (i. 181, 183). In Egypt we may mention—at Sais, the supposed memorials of
Myecerinus’ family (ii. 129f.), the genuine monuments of Amasis (ii. 175), and the
tombs of Osiris and of the Saite kings (ii. 169, 170); near Memphis, the Pyramids
(ii. 101. 2, 125-7, 134, 136, 149), and the <p. 30> Labyrinth and lake of Moeris (ii.
148-9). It must, however, be noted that H. could not read inscriptions in any
foreign language, and was at the mercy of his guides (cf. ii. 125. 6 n.).

For Hellenic lands it is impossible to give a complete catalogue, but beside the
long list of offerings at Delphi, Samos, and elsewhere noted below, we may add
the following: At Tegea, Spartan fetters and the manger of Mardonius (i. 66. 4, ix.
70); at Aegina, prows of Samian ships (iii. 59. 3); at Thebes, offerings of Croesus (i.
52, 92) and three tripods inscribed with Cadmean letters (v. 59, 61); at Delos, tombs
of Hyperborean maidens (iv. 34. 2, 35. 4); and in the temple of Ephesian Artemis,
pillars offered by Croesus (i. 92. 1). These last, like the offerings of Micythus at
Olympia (vii. 170. 4 n.), and the trophies set up at Athens for a victory over Thebes
and Chalcis (v. 77. 4 n.), have a special interest because fragments of them have
been discovered by modern excavators.



It is worth while to notice three or four points as to this class of evidence.

War monuments. (1) The historian of the Persian War would naturally examine the
monuments which commemorated the fallen (cf. vii. 225. 2, 228 for Thermopylae;
ix. 85 for Plataea); it is therefore all the more strange that he does not mention the
YwEog at Marathon in vi. 117. Under this head come the trophies dedicated, e.g.,
three Phoenician triremes at the Isthmus, at Sunium, and at Salamis (viii. 121. 1),
the statues of Poseidon at the Isthmus and of Zeus at Olympia (ibid.), and above
all the famous tripod at Delphi (ix. 81. 1 n.).

§ 24

Temples. (2) It is a commonplace to say that the temples were the museums of the
old world, but this fact has an important bearing on the sources of H.’s history;
e.g., many facts were derived by him from the Samian Heraeum¢®? and <p. 31>
from the temple of Ptah at Mempbhis (cf. ii. 101. 2; 110. 1 nn.). Delphi especially
furnished H. with many stories. He was familiar with the past history and the
present arrangements of the oracle (cf. especially i. 50-1). His Lydian history is
only the first of a series of narratives derived largely from this source.®

Temples as record offices. (3) It is difficult not to think that temples, especially
oracular temples, were record offices as well as museums. Obviously the
responses so eagerly sought would be carefully kept by those who gave them, if
only in their own interest; and a collection of oracles would be a source from
which the inquirer could write the history of the past, partly as it had been, still
more as the keepers of the oracle wished men to think it had been.®

The following responses may have been taken from a Delphic collection, since
they are quoted in full: those given to Croesus (i. 47, 55, 85), to the Spartans (i. 65.
2), to Miletus and Argos (vi. 18, 77. 2; vii. 148. 3), the warnings to Siphnos (iii. 57.
4), to Corinth (v. 92), and to Athens (vii. 140-1), and the series concerned with the
colonization of Libya (iv. 150f.). The Pisistratidae left at Athens a collection of
oracles (v. 90. 2); in their collection were some ascribed to Musaeus (vii. 6. 3). H.
may have used some such work of Musaeus or Bacis; cf. viii. 77. 2, 96. 2 (Salamis),
ix. 43. 2 (Plataea), viii. 20. 2 (Euboea).

Lists of officials. (4) Perhaps under this head may be put the lists of kings and
priests which were the beginning of Greek secular official records. H. shows a
knowledge of the list of <p. 32> the Spartan kings twice over (vii. 204; viii. 131. 2),
but he only once (viii. 51. 1) uses these lists for the purpose of dating his events as
Thucydides sometimes does (ii. 2, v. 25) those of archons and priestesses.

§ 25

Herodotus’ use of his evidence. The manner in which H. uses his evidence varies
greatly. With regard to the mythical period of Greek history, it is interesting to see
that he has it all mapped out in his mind as the background of subsequent events.
The traditions current later were already definitely formed; Greek history is
represented as beginning with a period of great migrations (cf. viii. 73, and vii.



161. 3 for Athens as the exception); Greek civilization is due to foreign influences
(ii. 52, Greek religion, and v. 58, the alphabet). The whole tradition of the “Return
of the Heraclidae” is implicit in i. 56, viii. 43, 73 (cf. also vi. 52), while the ulterior
results of this Dorian migration are given in i. 145-7, v. 76. Finally, to give one
more instance, the history of mythical Athens is told in viii. 44.

All this H. accepts without question. Homer is to him a witness who does not
“contradict himself” under ordinary circumstances.®> Moreover the mythical
history has already been spaced out chronologically in generations (cf. v. 59; ii. 44.
4; and app. xiv, § 2).

At the same time H. is conscious that there is a difference between historic and
prehistoric periods; in iii. 122. 2 (see n.) he contrasts Minos and Polycrates as
belonging to different categories; in this respect Thucydides is less scientific than
H., for he, without any reserve, turns Minos into a prehistoric Pericles (i. 4).

§ 26

Rationalization of myths. In spite of his acceptance of the myths, however, even
H. cannot escape the tendency to rationalize them, by changing the elements of the
marvellous <p. 33> which they contain into commonplace matter of fact. This
tendency was to be fully established in the next generation. A good example is ii.
57. 2, as to the priestesses of Dodona, who “chattered like doves.” H. presents a
curious instance of the mixture of the theological and the positive attitude when
(in vii. 129. 4) he blends Poseidon and earthquakes in one geological theory.

Two or three other points as to H.’s treatment of the myths deserve notice:

(1) He confuses the mythology of Greece and of the East; he is ever ready to find
an Oriental source for Greek beliefs and worships; e.g., ii. 43, the Egyptian origin
of Hercules. This is characteristic of his whole attitude; he is one of those of whom
it might be said, “If you've "eard the East a callin’, you won't ever ‘eed naught
else.”

(2) He objects to his countrymen’s habit of introducing themselves everywhere (iv.
96. 1, the story of Salmoxis); but he himself does this in his derivation of the names
of the Persians and the Medes from Perseus and Medea respectively (vii. 61. 1).

(3) The clear division in his mind between the mythical and the historical period
makes it easier for him to overlook the inconsistency of his Pelasgian views (see
app. xv, § 3), and to hold that peoples, barbarians in his own day, were survivals of
the general stock of the prehistoric Greeks (i. 57. 1).

§ 27

The historical period. Outside the mythical period, the procedure of H. is
different. He sees that history is a matter of evidence; hence his anxiety to record
accepted traditions, and where possible, the origin® of divergent accounts, and the
reasons or proofs urged on either side (v. 45. 1). Above all, he at times
distinguishes clearly the different kinds of evidence on which different parts of his



narrative rest. <p. 34> Thus, in speaking of Egypt, he distinguishes the description
of the land and people, where he relies mainly on his own observation (6{c) and
inquiry, from the past history, drawn principally from Egyptian report (ii. 99.1).
Further, he shows a perception of the nature of evidence in discriminating
between that part of Egyptian history which rests on the witness of the priests (ii.
142. 1) and the story of the Saite Kings, for which there is independent
confirmatory testimony (ii. 147. 1), doubtless that of the Greek settlers. Finally,
considerations of probability (cf. iii. 9. 2, 45. 3; viii. 8. 3) or the actual evidence
adduced occasionally lead to a decision, express (iv. 12) or implied (cf. viii. 94),
between two conflicting stories, though more often H. leaves the matter doubtful,
refusing to judge between opposing authorities (cf. iv. 154; v. 85f.; vi. 14, 32f., 134,
137). These attempts at balancing evidence give him some title to be called the
“first critical historian,” for he has grasped the principles that “eyewitnesses” are
all-important (iii. 115), and that it is necessary to test and examine all evidence.
However defective to us seem his criteria, the fact remains that he had criteria, and
that his narrative was a critical one, as judged by the standard of his own day. It is
necessary to emphasize this general point because it is often overlooked, while of
necessity H.’s weaknesses must be set forth in detail. The most important of these
weaknesses may be classified as follows:

§ 28

Weaknesses of Herodotus as a critic of evidence. (1) H. is more prepared to
accept marvels in the accounts of remote ages and remote places. His principle of
being guided by the evidence of eyewitnesses was obviously impossible for
remote times, and for remote places H. seems unconsciously to relax his standard.
So of the floating gold dust in West Africa (iv. 195. 2) he says, ta 0¢ A¢yetat
vodyw: ein d’ av mav; and not unnaturally he is prepared to believe that the
“ends of the world” have the most remarkable products (iii. 106 seq.). But even in
describing these, he has still an indefinable instinct <p. 35> which makes him reject
monstrosities (iv. 25. 1; 191. 4 n.); he is “the broker of traveller’s winnings, insatiate
after some new thing, unerring by instinct rather than by experience to detect false
coin.”¢”

(2) He is full, especially as to the periods that precede the fifth century, of stories
which are amusing and instructive as to the ideas of his contemporaries, but of no
historical value, at any rate in the strict sense of “historical.” Gyges and Periander,
Psammetichus and Amasis are real persons; but they had become to the Greeks
the centre of a cloud of fable, in which the real facts were obscured, if not lost.

The tendency to throw character into a story was an innate part of Greek dramatic
genius.® It has been well said that the beginnings of the Greek novel are to be
found in H., but interesting as this is from the literary point of view, the fact
impairs the historical value of H.

(3) H.’s lack of a chronological framework involves him in inconsistencies,
especially as to the sixth century. Owing to the absence of this, the historical



perspective of his story is frequently distorted. The most famous instance is the
story of Solon and Croesus (i. 29 seq.); for others cf. app. xiv, § 6.

(4) Finally, H. was himself conscious that his criteria of truth were deficient. Hence
the principle so definitely laid down by him in vii. 152. 3 eyw 0¢ 0pelAw Aéyerv T
Aeyoueva, el@eoBal ye puév ov mavranaowv oPelAw; this is repeated in ii. 123. 1
in different words. He himself gives this maxim a general application to his whole
history, and emphasizes it by a curious antithetical style, very unlike his usual
phraseology. The failure to remember this principle has often led to H. being
charged with credulity, where he himself was incredulous (e.g., by Sayce, p. 28, as
to ii. 29). But the meaning of the maxim has <p. 36> been entirely distorted in
Nitzsch’s®® famous article, where it is maintained that H. did not venture to modify
or blend different A6yot, but set them down side by side regardless of their
inconsistency. This theory makes H. a mere scissors-and-paste historian; but it is
clear that he did his best to compare and combine, though naturally he was not
always successful in uniting divergent traditions.

§ 29

Success of the history of Herodotus. The history of H. seems to have taken at
once a leading place in Greek literature. Apart from the parodies of Aristophanes
(cf.i. 4. 2n.), which are good proof how familiar it was to an Athenian audience,
the attitude of Thucydides is sufficient evidence. That the historian of the
Peloponnesian War did not like his predecessor is clear;”? it is also pretty clear that
he underestimated him; but he wrote his own history to continue that of H., taking
up the story at the capture of Sestos. Perhaps it was a literary fashion to write
down predecessors; Hecataeus certainly did it, and H. in his turn depreciated
Hecataeus. We have evidence of the same fact in the next generation; Ctesias, the
Cnidian physician at the court of Persia,” wrote his Persica, professedly from
native records, to contradict H., whom he calls {evotng kat Aoyomowdc. There
may well have been some personal motive (they both came from Greek towns in
Caria) to explain <p. 37> the virulence of Ctesias’ mendacious attack. On the other
hand, Xenophon pays H. the compliment of imitating his phrases.”

It is not necessary to illustrate the use of H. by Ephorus, Aeneas Tacticus, and
others in the fourth century. It is sufficient to quote the great authority of Aristotle,
who not only quotes H. seven times by name, but refers to him frequently without
naming him, both in his works on natural history (cf. p. 25), and in his account of
Athenian history in the Ath. Pol.

The fame of H. has continued to be a battle-ground ever since, wherever classical
literature has been studied. Manetho,” the Egyptian priest, in the third century
B.C., accused him of having moAAx twv Atyvnttiakwv UTU dryvolag épevopévov;
Lucian, in his Vera Historia, puts him, with Ctesias and many others, among those
who suffer the severest punishments in the Isle of the Wicked, because they did
not write the truth. (Ver. Hist. ii. chap. 31; ii. p. 127.)



The reputation of H. has survived all these attacks; but his greatest admirers
would admit that certain points have been fully established against him; these
must now be stated. It is natural to speak first of the attacks on his impartiality.

§ 30

The impartiality of Herodotus. (1) The Persians. His general equity and candour
should never have been questioned, though some critics have attributed to him the
“malignity” exhibited in their own censure. A striking proof may be found in his
fairness to foreigners and to enemies; he is free from the ordinary Greek contempt
for barbarians; he extols the maritime and engineering skill of the Phoenicians (vii.
23. 3, 44, 99. 3), the monuments of Egypt and Babylon (i. 93. 2), the natural
products of the ends of the earth (iii. 106-14). He derives the Greek alphabet from
Phoenicia <p. 38> (v. 58), and coinage from Lydia (i. 94), measurement of time from
Babylon (ii. 109. 3), and exaggerates the debt of Greece to Egypt (see § 26) and to
Africa (iv. 180, 189). This freedom from national prejudice shows itself in his
generous estimate of the Persians; he emphasizes their truth (i. 136. 2, 138. 1) and
devoted loyalty (iii. 128. 4, 154f.; viii. 118. 3) and ascribes their defeat to inferiority
in arms and discipline, not to lack of valour (ix. 62. 3). Even the Greek retainers of
the great king, Demaratus and Artemisia, are depicted as counsellors whose
foresight is justified by events (vii. 101f., 234f,; viii. 68f., 101f.).

(2) The Greeks generally. If Herodotus recognizes the merits of the enemy, he is
equally clear-sighted in refusing to see a hero in every professed patriot. For this
he has been bitterly attacked by Plutarch,” whose main thesis is that any stain on
the fame of those who saved Hellas from the barbarian must be due to the
“malignity” of the historian. No doubt Plutarch detects certain errors in
Herodotus, and adds from his reading facts of value, but this unsound principle
vitiates his whole method. He rejects any hint that the policy of Sparta was selfish
or calculating (cf. chaps. 22, 25 with H. iii. 47, vi. 108), or that Argos was open to
censure (chap. 28; cf. H. vii. 139 and below). Although Plutarch makes one or two
good points against the treatment of Thebes and Corinth in H. (see below), yet the
absurd accusation that he is too modest in his praise of Athens, diminishing the
glory of Marathon by underestimating the number of the slain, and of Artemisium
by representing it as a drawn battle, shows us the worthlessness of the critic’s <p.
39> judgement. H. exercised discretion in recognizing the dissensions by which
Greece was torn, and in rejecting the extravagant claims of local patriotism; the De
Malignitate, in fact, is valuable if indirect testimony to H.’s good sense and
fairness.

(3) The Corinthians. But if H. is not blinded by the glamour of patriotism, he does
not wholly escape the influence of the political sympathies of his own day.”> He
felt warm gratitude to the cities which gave him a home, Samos and Athens, and
at these he learned many of the traditions embodied in his work. His very
simplicity predisposed him to place a ready confidence in his authorities and to
accept as trustworthy the stories and beliefs current among the men with whom



he lived. This leads him to palliate the treachery of the Samians at Lade (vi. 13),
and, more frequently, to become the mirror of Athenian prejudice. Among the
states that fought at Salamis Corinth played no inglorious part, as was admitted
on all hands (cf. viii. 94 nn.), and H. records this; yet he represents the Corinthian
admiral, Adimantus, as having to be bribed by Themistocles to fight at
Artemisium (viii. 5. 2), and also as his chief opponent in the Greek councils of war.
But these dramatic scenes seem to owe their origin to a misinterpretation of the
purpose of Themistocles’ message to Xerxes, which was not to compel the Greek,
but to induce the Persian, to give battle in the Straits of Salamis (cf. app. xxi, § 2). It
would seem that Adimantus, whose pride in the part he played in the war is
proved by the names of his children, as well as by his epitaph and other
inscriptions (Plut. De Mal. 39), has had to suffer in the Attic tradition for the sins
against Athens of his son Aristeas, who took a leading part in stirring up the
Peloponnesian war (cf. vii. 137. 3 n.).

(4) Thebes. Yet more striking are the differences in the measure meted out to states
that favoured the Mede. Thebes <p. 40> is assailed with peculiar bitterness. If she
sends four hundred men to Thermopylae, they go and stay only under
compulsion (vii. 222); though they surrender at the first opportunity, they are by
Xerxes’ orders branded as slaves (cf. 233. 2 n.). This curious method of
encouraging partisans of Persia must surely be an invention of Attic spite (Plut. De
Mal. 31, 33), sharpened by the (probably mistaken) tradition that the Theban
leader at Thermopylae was Leontiades, father of the man who opened the
Peloponnesian war by attacking Plataea. Nor will H. accept the plea, later urged
by the Thebans, that their Medism was the work of a narrow clique (Thuc. iii. 62),
not of the whole people; he makes the oligarchic leader (ix. 87) Timagenidas
declare that the whole state Medized, and insists on the zeal of the Thebans for the
Persians (ix. 40, 67).

(5) Argos and Thessaly. But with the faults of Thessaly and Argos H. deals tenderly;
they had joined hands with Athens in 461 B.C., and might do so again.”
Ungquestionably the Thessalian princes had been foremost in inviting Persian
intervention (vii. 6. 2, 130. 3; ix. 1), and the whole people had gone over when
Xerxes reached their borders. Yet in their case H. admits a plea not allowed the
Thebans; the betrayal of Greece is ascribed to the nobles alone, the people do but
submit to necessity when the Greeks, by refusing to defend Tempe, surrender
Thessaly to the Persian (vii. 172. 1, ix. 1). Yet more remarkable is the case of Argos.
The Argives warned Mardonius of Pausanias’ march against him (ix. 12. 2);
indeed, their neutrality was, under the circumstances, a proof of Medism (viii. 73.
3). Yet H. inclines to accept the Argive apology, with its insistence on gloomy
oracles and on the unjust claims of Sparta to hegemony (vii. 148.4), though the <p.
41> common report spread through Hellas, that Argos was in alliance with Xerxes,
was confirmed by the reception accorded later by Artaxerxes to the Argive
embassy at Susa (vii. 150. 1).



Yet though H. according to his principle (see § 28) records the pleas for Argos
current at Athens, he does not conceal his opinion that the dealings of Argos with
the Mede were a stain on the city’s honour, only palliated by the misdoings of
others (vii. 152, viii. 73). Nor does he paint the Thebans wholly black; he praises
the valour of their horsemen at Plataea (ix. 67-9), and records a striking instance of
self-sacrificing patriotism in their leader Timagenidas (ix. 87. 2). To the
Corinthians moreover, except Adimantus, he is in general favourable; twice they
foil unjust Spartan projects for the enslavement of Athens (v. 75, 92), once they
reconcile Athens and Thebes (vi. 108. 6); in the Persian war they contribute large
contingents both to the fleet (viii. 1. 1, 43) and army (ix. 28. 3), and at Mycale
behave with distinguished gallantry (ix. 105).

(6) Athens. Herodotus does not wholly surrender his judgement to Athenian
prejudices. He surely does right in extolling the “freedom” which encouraged her
citizens to devote their whole energies to her service (v. 78), and in defending their
claim to be considered the saviours of Hellas (vii. 139. 2 n.) Some exaggeration of
their valour at Marathon (vi. 112. 3), heightened by contrast with the slowness of
Sparta (viii. 40. 2; ix. 7), is easily pardoned. The most elaborate lauds of Athens
(vii. 161. 3; ix. 27) would seem to be a reminiscence of the funeral orations in the
Ceramicus,”” and are suitably put into the mouth of Attic orators. But H. does not
hesitate to censure as well as to praise; he represents the Athenian people as
suffering tyranny gladly, and as gulled by the childish fraud of Pisistratus (i. 60. 3),
or the glib tongue of Aristagoras (v. 97. 2); he condemns their cruelty to the Persian
heralds (vii. 133. 2), and implicitly their retention of the Aeginetan hostages (vi.
86); he <p. 42> tells us that Athens set the example of appealing to Persia (v. 73),
and admits that up to the day of Marathon there were waverers in her army and
traitors within her walls (vi. 109. 5, 115 nn.).

§ 31

Alcmaeonid tradition in Herodotus. This recognition of Athenian shortcomings
may be due in part to divergent traditions drawn by H. from the records of the
two great rival houses, the Alcmaeonidae and the Philaidae. The triumph of
democracy and the ascendancy of Pericles had favoured the prevalence of the
Alcmaeonid tradition, which is in the main followed. In two points, at least, it
would seem to have led him into error; the attempt to clear the house of the guilt
incurred by Megacles in the slaughter of Cylon’s partisans, leads to a falsification
of the early history of the Athenian constitution (cf. v. 71. 2 n.), and the supposed
disproof of Alcmaeonid treachery at the time of Marathon will not bear
examination (vi. 121f. n., app. xviii, § 6). Yet H. does not always accept the
Alcmaeonid tradition; the victories of Cimon over the Mede had kept the memory
of the Philaid Miltiades green, so that the stories” of his attempt to rid Hellas of
the Persian king at the bridge (iv. 137), of the taking of Lemnos (vi. 136), and above
all of the crowning glory at Marathon, have their place in the history of H.



The character of Themistocles. Both of these noble houses, Whig and Tory, united
against the upstart democrat Themistocles (vii. 143. 1), and unless the almost
unanimous verdict of antiquity is rejected, he was his own worst enemy by his
vanity (Plut. Them. 22) and his greed (ibid. 25 ad fin.). Accordingly we find H.
somewhat unfavourable to the most brilliant of Athenian statesmen. The creation
of the great navy, and the plan of fighting at sea, could not be denied him, but the
final resolve to fight at Salamis is ascribed (in part) to the advice of Mnesiphilus
(viii. 57 n.), and the glory of the victory <p. 43> is dimmed by the victor’s attempt
to secure himself a refuge at the Persian court (viii. 109. 5). In fine, the ambition of
a great leader is represented as mere self-seeking, his cleverness as cunning (viii.
110), while his greed for gain is exaggerated (viii. 4, 5, 112) and emphasized by
contrast with the uprightness of Aristides. Thucydides does not deny the moral
failings of Themistocles, but he has a juster appreciation of his originality as a
statesman (i. 138).

We may sum up that, if now and then there are traces of malice and calumny in
the work of H., they come from an over-faithful reproduction of the stories told
him, and not from any native malignity; his own judgements are just and even
generous; the bent of his mind is towards excess rather than defect of charity.

The question of the impartiality of H. is largely a moral one; the criticisms on his
intellectual failings may be more briefly stated; four of these must be emphasized.

§ 32

Intellectual defects in Herodotus. (1) His history is too theological. It is written, at
any rate in part, to point a moral, and is a sermon on the text, “pride goeth before
a fall.” His general views on religion will be discussed later; here it may be said
that in his case the religious machinery is not, as with Livy’s” “prodigies,” a mere
ornament introduced when any striking point is to be emphasized; it is essential to
the narrative. And it is necessary to point out that H. is a man of his time, a
contemporary of the pious Nicias and of the men who went mad at the mutilation
of the Hermae. Moreover, the very nature of his sources (see p. 31) made emphasis
of immediate divine action inevitable. When his evidence is good, H. is not afraid
to suggest an alternative explanation for the accredited miracles of his day (cf. vii.
189. 3, 191. 2); but the fact remains that with H. the philosophy of history is wholly
theological. <p. 44>

(2) Fondness for the marvellous. The second charge against H. is that he has a foolish
fondness for the marvellous; even in his own day this was obviously a joke against
him,8° and it has always been so; he was certainly in Juvenal’s mind when he wrote
“Quidquid Graecia mendax Audet in historia” (Sat. x. 174). This charge is of
course true, especially in the matter of numbers; H.’s estimate of the Persian army
(vii. 185-6) is hopeless.?! It is true that nothing is so difficult to estimate as the
numbers of a crowd or an army, and figures to the ordinary man have little
meaning or importance; but H.’s mistake is a deliberate one; though it does not
invalidate his testimony as to the facts of the Persian war, it must always remain a



serious count against him as a historian. And, indeed, it must be frankly stated
that H.’s attitude to the world of history and of nature is like that of the
Elizabethan navigators. He and they had seen so many marvels which were real
that they were quite prepared to accept other marvels on hearsay, which the
superior knowledge of later times has shown not to be real. But modern science is
much kinder to H. in this matter than was the “critical” attitude of the early
Victorian scholars; Mure spends many pages (iv. 382-92) in enumerating the
marvels of H., and concludes: “it could hardly fail that a man who believed such
stories, would become the butt of humorous or malicious persons”; yet some of
the very stories that he quotes with contempt are now used by anthropologists like
Tylor and Westermarck as most valuable materials for reconstructing the primitive
history of mankind.

(3) Contradictions in the history. Little need be said as to the contradictions in the
work of H., of which some critics make much. They are bound to exist in a work
drawn <p. 45> from many sources and written at many times and in many places;
but their importance has been much exaggerated. The best known instance is
perhaps vi. 112. 3. H. here is writing dramatically; he means just what Creasy?®?
means when he writes : “(Marathon) broke the spell of Persian invincibility, which
had paralysed men’s minds”; neither statement is literally true; both give a correct
impression. (Cf. also viii. 132. 3 n. and i. 71, contrasted with i. 126. 3-5.)

(4) Failure to appreciate real causes of events. The last and most serious charge that is
brought against the work of H. is his weakness in tracing the real relation of
events; he continually confuses the mere occasion and the cause®?; he has nothing
of the greatness of Aristotle, who knows that (Pol. v. 4. 1, 1303b) y{yvovtat ai
OTAOELS OV TEQL IKQWV AAA™ €K HIKQWV, OTaolklovot d¢ mept pueydAwv. Hence
H. is always laying stress on personal activity and motive, and understands little
of the great movements of which persons are only the expression. The best
instance perhaps is his treatment of Cleisthenes, the Athenian legislator (cf. v. 69
nn.); the measures which founded the first true democracy are put down to
imitation of a maternal grandfather! It is only necessary to compare Aristotle’s
penetrating analysis of the same facts (Pol. vi. 4. 19, 1319b), an analysis as
illuminating for modern Reform Bills as for ancient, to see the difference between
the insight of the real historian and the uncertain vision of the childhood of
history. Similarly the chief battles of the Persian war dissolve away into a series of
isolated combats and romantic incidents, because H. has little grasp of tactics or
strategy, though he appreciates two great causes of the Persians’ defeat—the
inferior arms of the land troops (vii. 211. 2; ix. 62. 3) and the overcrowding and
consequent confusion in the fleet (viii. 16. 2, 86). <p. 46>

In fact, with H. everything is personal; this is illustrated by the dramatic way in
which he tells his story. To him is first due the custom which prevailed so long in
history, both ancient and modern, of putting imaginary speeches in the mouths of
real persons. Such a method was natural to a Greek trained on poetry; it says



much for the conservatism of mankind that it prevailed so long after the
conditions of its origin had disappeared.

§ 33

Merits of Herodotus’ history. But to recognize H.’s weakness on this point is only
to say that history with him was not born complete and at once. It may be claimed
with confidence that his merits far outweigh his defects. Three points must be
insisted on :

(1) As has been said, he really does attempt to test various kinds of evidence and
to estimate their degrees of value. This is the foundation of history. Perhaps
Hecataeus had done this before him; he certainly seems to adopt a critical attitude
in the well-known opening of his history: tdde yoadpw g pot dANOEa dokéet
etvar ot yag EAANvwv Adyotr toAAol te kat yeAotot (frag. 332); but how far this
claim was justified, we do not know. All we do know is that H. is the first writer
who has survived to give us real history.

(2) Even if in this he were anticipated by Hecataeus, his second merit is all his
own; he is the first to construct a long and elaborate narrative, in which many
parts are combined in due subordination and arrangement to make one great
whole. This is well brought out by Dionysius of Halicarnassus in his contrast
between H. and Thucydides (Pomp. chap. 3; vi. 774): copeBnke e pev
(Thucydides) piav Omo0eotv AaBovty, MOAAX omoat péEn to € cwpa: T de
(H.) T ttoAAac kat ovdév Eokviag vioBéoelc mpoeAopévew oVUPWVOV € Cwua
niertomkéval; the whole comparison is worth reading, whatever we may think of
the critic’s preference for the elder historian. The elaborate structure of H.’s work
and the skillful parallelism between its <p. 47> various parts have never been
better shown than in Macan’s analyses.

(3) So far we have dealt with H.’s claims on the student of history in the strict
sense. But it is for another reason that the world generally values him most highly;
he is one of the great story-tellers of mankind; to him, as to Tacitus or to Macaulay,
all can be forgiven, for they are never dull. This gift looks the easiest of all for a
historian; it is in reality the rarest. And in his case the merit is all the greater
because he was a pioneer; to quote Dionysius again (Thuc. chap. 23; vi. 865), H.
tirst gave prose the attractiveness of poetry, mageokevaoe M) kpatloT MoMoeL
Vv meCnv podotv opotav yevéoOal.

§ 34

Herodotus as a portrayer of character. It is needless to illustrate the charm of his
narrative. In his character sketches, however, the success is rather artistic than
scientific. Often he shows inconsistency in his judgements; for instance, he never
determines whether Cambyses and Cleomenes were insane by nature and
throughout their lives, or were visited with madness as a punishment for impiety.
Even of Xerxes H. does not give us a comprehensive judgement: he brings out
individual traits, but does not combine them into a character. Xerxes shows a royal



liberality to those who have done him service (vii. 29. 2), a royal mercy to captured
spies (vii. 146. 3), and surrendered heralds (vii. 136. 2). He recognizes the loyalty of
those who give him frank (e.g., Artemisia, viii. 69; Demaratus, vii. 237), if
unpalatable, advice; and though unable to brook opposition (vii. 11. 1), will after
reflection apologize for his anger (vii. 13. 2) and acknowledge his error. But there
is a dark side to the character of this typical sultan; his pretended courage (vii. 50.
1) fails him under defeat (viii. 103. 1); if he listens to the advice of counsellors, he
never follows it unless it agrees with his own inclination. In spite of a fear of the
supernatural (vii. 191. 2, 197. 4), which drives him even to human sacrifice (vii.
114. 1), he cannot refrain from insults to the gods (vii. 35. 2). Oriental barbarities
<p. 48> are sparingly recorded (vii. 35, 38. 9), but there is no reason to doubt that
incest and murder stained the Persian, like other Eastern courts (ix. 107). Rather it
is to be feared that the noble traits in the character are fictitious; certainly the
scenes where H. carries psychological portraiture furthest, the interviews with
Artabanus and with Demaratus, are most open to suspicion; here if anywhere we
have to do with dramatic invention, not tradition.s4

Characters more remote from the historian’s day are painted with a yet freer hand.
In the case of Croesus, a certain epic unity had been given the tradition before it
reached H.; he, in his interview with Solon, shows the overweening pride of a
barbarian, but his sorrows teach him wisdom. Yet the change of character does not
involve inconsistency; there is a trace of the old pride in his longing to taunt
Apollo with perfidy, just as the later nobler Croesus is revealed in his forgiveness
of Adrastus for his son’s death. But this unity is not the result of adherence to
historic fact, but rather the work of creative imagination.

§ 35

Herodotus’ theological attitude. But it may well be said that literary art with H. is
largely a means of religious teaching. The history of nations is but the grand stage
on which may be seen the workings of Divine Providence. That H. was not
unaffected by the questioning spirit of his age has been noticed above; he says that
the whole scheme of the Greek Pantheon is the work of the poets (ii. 53. 2); he also
seems to contrast Greek anthropomorphism unfavourably with Persian nature-
worship (i. 131. 1), and he sees its impure elements, e.g., the rites of Dionysus (ii.
49, 1; iv. 79). But all this rationalistic criticism does not lead him to deny either the
existence of the gods or their intervention in human affairs. Their appearance on
earth is rare (vi. 105. 1), but the indication of their will by dreams, omens, and
oracles is frequent and <p. 49> incontestable (viii. 77). The historian frankly craves
pardon for anything that may seem to detract from the honour of the gods (ii. 45.
3).

§ 36

His religious pessimism. But while the manifestations of divine power are almost
as frequent in H. as in Homer, the gods are further removed from men; there is
more unity, less personal caprice, in their action. H. does not find it easy to trace



the principles of divine rule; in this he differs from the thinkers of the preceding
generation, who had boldly “justified the ways of God to men”; every play of
Aeschylus is a complete theodicy; but H. shares the half-conscious pessimism of
the masses, who could not rise to the ethical conceptions of Aeschylus and Pindar,
and who were oppressed by the apparent injustice of the world, by the riddles of
life. H. then resigns himself to accept facts which are beyond mortal
comprehension. In Nature, indeed, God appears as a principle of order (ii. 52.1),
and Providence is kindly in the balance it maintains (iii. 108. 2), but this very
principle of balance presses hard on the individual man. The doctrine of Nemesis
is set forth in the story of Croesus in its crudest form; God will have none exalted
but himself.®

It may seem strange that the piety of H. did not revolt from such a view of the
Deity. But we must remember that while mere prosperity did in itself provoke
divine jealousy, yet as a rule it was accompanied by pride and presumption (cf. i.
32.1nn,, i. 34. 1), and frequently by guilt, personal or inherited (i. 91.1). And in the
most striking cases, those of Croesus and Xerxes, the application of the doctrine
had been already accepted by his countrymen as a historic fact. In these parts of
his narrative (bks. i and vii-ix), H. uses the stronger and more human words
$OO6vog and vépeoig, but vaguer and more abstract <p. 50> expressions, such as
tiolc and dixn in the story of the Scythian expedition or of the Ionian revolt.8¢

H., like Sophocles, saw that in this world the innocent suffer as well as the guilty,
and refused to explain away what was inexplicable. Hence in both writers there is
a profound sadness,®” due not to weariness of life, but to a sense of the limitations
of man’s lot. In Periclean Athens there was still that religious faith which alone can
produce great art, but it had lost the triumphant certainty of Aeschylus, and had
not yet been re-established by Socrates and Plato.

The doctrine of Nemesis. The doctrine of Nemesis profoundly affected the history of
H., it supplied a theological solution for moral and political problems, and so often
prevented him from seeing the real springs of events. Thus he cannot be accounted
a scientific or philosophical historian. His credulous piety, his love of anecdote and
romance, his inaccuracy in statistics and chronology, above all, his lack of military
knowledge and of political insight, made it impossible for him to forestall
Thucydides. Yet if H. is something less than a historian he is also far more. He is
the prince of biographers and story-tellers, he is a great geographer, and a still
greater anthropologist. In spite of many mistakes in details, his panorama of the
ancient civilization (bks. i-iii), and of the more primitive barbarism (bk. iv) of the
world, remains among the most instructive as well as the most delightful of
histories. If his account of the Persian wars is permeated with patriotic and
religious feeling, yet we gain from its warmth and colour a deeper insight into the
heart and mind of Hellas than if we had only the cold dry light of criticism to
guide us. And throughout, the broad sympathies and the sterling honesty of an
indefatigable seeker after truth more than compensate for defects in critical



acumen. To none of his many successors does History in the largest sense owe
more than to its founder and father, Herodotus.

Notes

[Two additional notes were appended to the introduction in the print edition of
1928. The first of these is here integrated into note 33 below, and the second is
integrated into the text at the end of § 13.]



1. Suidas’ Lexicon contains notices of events as late as the eleventh century A.D.,
but no doubt much of it is far earlier in date.

2. Noctes Atticae 15. 23, on the authority of Pamphila, a learned lady of the time of
Nero. Diels (R.M. 1876, xxxi. 1 seq.) argues that this and other literary dates
probably depend on the calculations of Apollodorus, who reckoned a man’s birth
forty years before some famous event in his life. So H.’s birth (p. 49) is calculated
from the foundation of Thurii (444-443 B.C.); Thucydides’ (471 B.C.) from the
beginning of the Peloponnesian War; that of Thales (624 B.C.) from the eclipse of
585. The argument is ingenious, but mainly important as emphasizing the fact that
Greek chronology, especially so far as it concerns private persons, has always been
a matter of calculation, not of definite record.

3. The two contemporary inscriptions of Halicarnassus (cf. Hicks, No. 27) are Ionic,
not Doric (cf. i. 144. 3 n.). H., moreover, wrote his history in Ionic, because it was
the established literary prose medium of his time; his contemporary, Hippocrates
of Cos, also a Dorian, did the same. Hence his language is called by Hermogenes
(De Gen. Dic. ii. 12) Tog mouwciAn, i.e., it was a literary blend of the various Ionic
dialects (for which cf. i. 142, 3, 4); it became, owing to the success of his work,
Tadog doplotog kavwv (Dion. Hal. Pomp. chap. 3, vii. 775).

4. But cf. i. 1 n. Some have conjectured a relative of H. in “Herodotus the son of
Basilides” (viii. 132. 2). But the name is a common one; Bahr (iv. 401-3) makes a list
of about twenty.

5. Cf. the similar compromise at Cyrene, iv. 161-3.

6. Stein (pp. iii, ix) dates these 468-467, because the seventy-eighth Olympiad is
mentioned in Suidas as important in the life of Panyasis, and Euseb. Chron. writes
(under the year 468) Hoodotoc AAucapvnooevg loToployeadog éyvwolleto.

7. For the discussion of crucial instances as to H.’s veracity cf. his statements about
Chaldea (i. 178 seq. nn.), and about Elephantine (ii. 29 nn.); it may be added at
once that a belief in it does not imply a belief in his accuracy. The chief modern
assailant of H. is Professor Sayce (H. iiii. 1883). For answers to this attack cf.
Edinburgh Review, April 1884 (Sir R. Jebb), and A. Croiset in REG vol. i (1888).

8. For the evidence cf. app. ix, § 1.

9. Duncker connects the visit to Scythia with the expedition of Pericles to the
Pontus, perhaps in 444 B.C. (cf. Busolt, iii. 585). As H. makes not the shadow of an
allusion to Athenians in the Pontus, the suggestion can hardly be called happy.

10. The MSS. read Apvvta, and this seems to agree better with the following
words, “in the times of Euripides and Sophocles.”

11. FHG ii. 360, quoted by Plut. De Mal. chap. 26. This is obviously the origin of the
fiction of Dio Chrys. Or. 37 (p. 456) that H. “rewrote” his history of the behaviour
of the Corinthians at Salamis (cf. viii. 94 nn.) because the Corinthians would not
“buy reputation” by paying him. A similar fiction is the legend that H. was



offended by not being allowed to open a school at Thebes (Plut. ibid. chap. 31).
H.’s recitations have also given rise to the famous legend of his triumph at
Olympia, when (Lucian, Her. 1-2) he recited his works to assembled Greece,
became “better known than the Olympic winners,” and won the title of the Nine
Muses for his books. Suidas (s.v. ®ovkvdidns) improves on this by making the boy
Thucydides moved to tears, and complimented by H. because doya 1) Puxr) mpog
tx paOnuata. There is an amusing confutation of the whole story in Mure, Gk.
Lit. iv. 258 seq.

12. Meyer (F. i. 200) rejects it as a false combination, and puts the date of the grant
to H. about 430. His reason for this is that it was proposed by Anytus, whom he
identifies with the accuser of Socrates; “his admiration for H. corresponds to his
persecution of Socrates.” This is ingenious though not convincing; but Meyer’s
further conjecture that “H. may have served Athens diplomatically, perhaps in
negotiation with Persia,” is mere guessing of a most unlikely kind. The
extravagant figure of “ten talents” weakens the value of the evidence of Diyllus.

13. Plut. Mor. 785, An seni sit Resp. gerenda, chap. 3.

14. The most important are between iii. 119. 6 and Ant. 904 seq.; and ii. 35. 2 and
O.C. 337-41; cf. also i. 32. 5 and O.T. 1530; iv. 95. 4 and EI. 62—4; i 31. 4, vii. 46. 3—4
and O.C. 1225 seq.

15. For the dates and for the importance of Zopyrus cf. iii. 160. 2 nn. and JHS xxvii,
“The Persian friends of H.”

16. Hauvette ingeniously maintains the contrary (pp. 47 seq.) but he is not
convincing.

17. These are, chronologically arranged,
(1) The attack of the Thebans on Plataea under Eurymachus in 431 (vii. 233. 2).

(2) The expulsion of the Aeginetans at the end of 431 (vi. 91. 1).
(3) The sparing of Decelea in the wasting of Attica (431 or 430) (ix. 73. 3).
(4) The execution of Aristeas and the Lacedaemonian envoys in 430 (vii. 137. 3).

The general reference to the evils due to the rivalry of the leading Greek states (vi.
98. 2) might have been written before the Peace of 445 and in any place.



18. Thuc. iv. 57. H. must surely have mentioned this in vi. 91 had he heard of it. It
has been inferred from his language in vii. 235. 2 that he knew of Nicias’
occupation of Cythera in 424 B.C. But this passage has also been taken to prove the
exact contrary —and this is the more probable view.

19. The view that H. lived till the last decade of the fifth century is now generally
given up. The best statement of it is in Mure, iv. 538—47. It is based on the facts
referred to in i. 130. 2 and iii. 15. 3 (cf. ii. 140. 2) and on the wording of vi. 98. 2, vii.
137. 3, ix. 73. 3 (see nn.).

20. Plin. H.N. xii. 4. 18 “urbis nostrae CCCXmo anno auctor ille eam condidit
Thuriis”; the exact date is amusing,.

21. References are to 2nd ed., published 1878.
22. Other instances are i. 192. 3; ii. 156. 6, 177. 2.

23. As H. in iv. 159 does fulfill (though not very satisfactorily, see nn.) a promise
given in ii. 161. 3, Kirchhoft’s supposed lapses of memory on his part are only
partial.

24. vi. 121-31 is also brought by Kirchhoff (somewhat arbitrarily) into connection
with Pericles’ condemnation in 430 B.C. (p. 46).

25. Die Entstehung des Herodotischen Geschichtswerkes, Vienna, 1878.
26. For this unpopularity cf. Suidas and H.’s epitaph (ut sup.).

27. It is not only that they are described by the addition of their patronymic; this
might be done for emphasis, e.g., Pausanias gets this distinction as late as ix. 64. 1;
but, to take one instance out of many, Demaratus’ past is summarized (vii. 3. 1) in
a way which seems needless if bk. vi had been already written.

28. eg., ii. 148. 2 and iii. 60. 4 (as to Heraeum), i. 105. 1 and ii. 157 (as to
Psammetichus), i. 3-4 and ii. 118 (as to Helen), ii. 164 and ix. 32. 1 (as to warrior
castes of Egypt).

29. Hence it is impossible to conclude anything from cross references, e.g., in iii.
80. 1 and vi. 43. 3. That H. was referring to criticisms on his own work seems
certain (though Bauer (p. 11) has the improbable theory that H. is censuring the
incredulity of other writers as to a source common to himself and to them); but the
criticism may well have been evoked by his own recitations.

30. A similar attitude may be traced elsewhere, e.g., iv. 36. 2, 95-6; but it is not
nearly so marked as in bk. ii; in this book, however, the contrast between Greece
and Egypt (chaps. 35-6) gave especial reason for it.

31. The repetitions in ii. 1 and iii. 1 look very like an attempt to piece together
independent works.

32. pp. xlv-Ixvii (1908).



33. Ibid. pp. lii-liii. [Note. — These are the events subsequent to the capture of
Sestos mentioned in books vii-ix, with dates:
1. Transfer of naval hegemony to Athens (478), viii. 3.

2. Story of Masistes (478 ?), ix. 108 seq.
3. Capture of Eion (476), vii. 107.

4. Expulsion of Persians from Thrace (Doriscus is not taken till after, at earliest,
465), vii. 106.

5. Defeat of Tarentines by lapygians (473), vii. 170.
6 and 7. Battles of Tegea and Dipaeeis (between 473 and 470), ix. 35.
8. Death of Hermolycus in the war of Carystus (ca. 470), ix. 105.
9. Flight of Themistocles to Persia (466), viii. 109.
10. Expulsion of Micythus from Rhegium (466), vii. 170.
11. Death of Sophanes at Datum (465), ix. 75.
12. Third Messenian War (464), ix. 35, 64.
13. Death of Achaemenes in Egypt (460), vii. 7.
14. Capture of Halieis (Between 460 and 455), vii. 137.
15. Battle of Tanagra (457), ix. 35.
16. Peace of Callias (ca. 448), vii. 151.
17. Death of Amestris (ca. 430), vii. 114.
18. Theban attack on Plataea (431), vii. 233.
19. Sparing of Decelea (431), ix. 73.
20. Execution of Lacedaemonian ambassadors (430), vii. 137.
It will be obvious that many of these dates are only approximate.

This note has been based on Macan (1908) p. li, but neither his exact dates nor his
order has been altogether followed. He collects some fifteen other passages in
these books, in which reference is made to rewards or punishments on the Greek
or the Persian side, and to monuments commemorating those who fell in the war.
But it is obvious that these prove nothing as to the date of writing books vii-ix;
they could only have been mentioned in these books, whether written first or last.]



34. Cf. ii. 81. 123 and iv. 95-6 nn.
35. Sitz. Berl. Acad. 1885, 301 seq.

36. It must be admitted, too, that viii. 137 is a very meagre fulfillment of v. 22. 1;
contrast i. 75. 1, carried out in 107 seq., and other instances.

37. Kirchhoff thinks it would have formed part of the story of Leotychides in
Thessaly ca. 476 B.C.; but H. actually tells this in vi. 72, without a hint that he
intends to tell it more fully later.

38. This seems to be H.’s own point of view. The campaign of 478 is el tng
éxetvou (ITépoov) viii. 3. 2.

39. For H. cf. ix. 64. 2, the Messenian rebellion of 464 B.C. is peto ta Mnoducd: for
Thuc. cf. i. 18. 3, 23. 1. Meyer, F. i. 189 seq., argues convincingly for H.’s work being
finished.

40. Cf. shortly Rawlinson, i. 8-11, or more fully Bahr, iv. 423-33; for Asia cf. the
special study by Matzat (Herm. vi. 392 seq.).

41. It is interesting to note, however, that in the majority of passages where H. uses
these or similar phrases he admittedly speaks as an eyewitness; such are i. 52, 66.
4,92.1, 93. 2 (?), Thebes, Tegea, Delphi, the tomb of Alyattes; ii. 154. 5, the docks at
Bubastis; v. 77. 3, Athens. In two other cases this would be admitted by the
majority of critics: i. 181. 2, Babylon; ii. 181. 5, Cyrene. In two cases the phrase &1t
&g eué refers to what H. can hardly have seen: iv. 124. 1, the forts on the Oarus; iv.
204. 1, as to Bactria.

42. It would be very interesting if it could be assumed with safety that the vase
bearing the name “Herodotus,” found at Naucratis in 1903, was dedicated by the
historian (JHS xxv. 116).

43. Some have seen a difficulty in H.’s travels through the Persian Empire, because
he had attacked his native prince, who was a dependent of the Great King. They
postpone his oriental travels, therefore, till after 450 B.C., in order that the traveller
may at any rate have the advantage of the “Peace of Callias.” But there were far
too many Greeks in the Persian service all through, for any Greek to have
difficulty in Asia Minor, in Syria, or even at Susa itself.

44. Cf. Mure, iv. 558 seq., for a list of parallels. Perhaps even more striking is the
use of the Epic machinery; cf. Macan (1908) xlviii. Longinus (de Subl. 13. 3) well
calls H. “Ounowwtatoc” along with Archilochus and Plato.

45. He denies the Homeric authorship of the Cypria confidently (ii. 117), of the
Epigoni doubtfully (iv. 32). He quotes Hesiod (ibid.), Olen (iv. 35. 3), Archilochus
(i. 12. 2) Alcaeus (v. 95. 2), Sappho (ii. 135. 6), Solon (v. 113. 2), Aristeas (iv. 13),
Simonides (v. 102. 5), Pindar (iii. 38. 4), Phrynichus (vi. 21. 2), Aeschylus (ii. 156. 6),
not to mention oracle-writers like Musaeus, Bacis, and Lysistratus (all in viii. 96).
He also mentions Aesop (ii. 134. 3), Anacreon (iii. 121. 1) and Lasus (vii. 6. 3).

46. For a similar confident verdict cf. ii. 156. 6.



47. For H.’s obligations to the Persae cf. Hauvette, pp. 125-6.
48. JP v. 224; Paley even denies that Thucydides had seen the work of H.
49. Cf. Macan (1908) pp. Ixxiii seq.

50. Dionysius belongs to the first century B.C., Hermogenes to the second century
A.D., Porphyry to the third.

51. So Galen twice over says (e.g., Hippoc. de Nat. Hom. xv. 109) that under the
Alexandrine and Pergamene dynasties (i.e. the third and second centuries B.C.)
forgeries of works bearing famous names became profitable and common. The
Letters of Phalaris is an instance which should be familiar to every Englishman,
from Macaulay’s essay on Temple.

52. Frag. 4, FHG i. 32. Charon also (frag. 3) mentioned the disaster of Mardonius at
Mount Athos, but the “white doves,” which were a feature of his story, are
unknown to H. (vi. 44; cf. i. 138. 2 n.).

53. Frag. 80 (FHG i. 56) refers to the enfranchisement of the slaves after Arginusae.
Frag. 74, as to Theseus and Helen, is clearly a different tradition from ix. 73. 2.

54. This charge is elaborated by Sayce (xxi seq.), who tries to prove that H. “drew
without scruple on the work of the writer he desired to supersede .”

55. Perhaps we may add i. 146. 1, as to the purity of Ionian blood.
56. e.g., cf.i. 193. 3, 198 nn. for such a supposed borrowing.
57. For a full discussion cf. JHS xxix. 41 seq.

58. For his ignorance of Persian cf. i. 139; of Egyptian, ii. 125. 6, 143. 4; and for the
whole subject Meyer, F. i. 192 seq.

59. For the contrary view cf. H. Panofsky, de Historiae Herodoteae fontibus (1885),
criticized by Hauvette, pp. 170-6.

60. e.g., vi. 19. 3 £étépow0O1 TOL AGYOUL, and passim. For a collection of instances cf.
Macan (1895) Ixxv, and (1908) Ixxi.

61. H. seems also to have spoken to the “three priestesses” (ii. 55. 3) he names at
Dodona; but they only told him a legend of more than doubtful truth. Dicaeus the
Athenian (viii. 65. 1) does not seem to have told his vision to H. personally. The
attempt to make him a written source for the story of the Persian War (Trautwein,
in Hermes, 1890) is ingenious, but quite unconvincing.

62. It was clearly at Samos that H. heard the story of the discovery of the West (iv.
152), the details as to Darius on the Bosphorus (iv. 88), and part at least of the fate
of Polycrates (iii. 133. 1), and learned something of the foreign relations of Samos
in the sixth century (i. 70. 3; ii. 182. 1). In the market-place there he read the names
of the patriotic Samian leaders at Lade (vi. 14. 3).

63. We may mention especially beside the offerings made after Salamis and
Plataea (ut sup.), the Corinthian and the Siphnian (i. 14. 2 n.; iv. 162. 3) treasuries at



Delphi (iii. 57. 2 n.), and the Argive, the Lacedaemonian and the Phocian offerings
there (i. 31. 5, 51. 4; viii. 27. 4).

64. Cf. i. 13. 2 for a clear prediction post eventum.
65. ii. 116. 2. Contrast Thuc. i. 9. 4 for depreciation of Homer’s testimony.

66. Thus in the account of the foundation of Cyrene he distinguishes the part
resting on the evidence of Theraeans only (iv. 150. 1) from those where this is
supported by Cyrenaean evidence (cf. also iv. 5, 12; vi. 75, 84).

67. Myres, A. and C., 124.

68. For a similar tendency elsewhere cf. Freeman’s Essay (vol. i) on The Mythical
Element in Early English History.

69. RM xxvii, p. 226 (1872). For criticism cf. Hauvette, pp. 133 seq.

70. For a full account of Thucydides’ criticisms of H. cf. Hauvette, pp. 65-76. The
most important points of divergence are Thuc. i. 20. 3 and H. vi. 57. 5; ix. 53. 2, as
to Spartan kings and the Pitanate A6xog; Thuc. i. 126. 8 and H. v. 71. 2, as to Cylon;
Thuc. ii. 8. 3 and H. vi. 98, the earthquake at Delos; Thuc. ii. 97. 6 and H. v. 3. 1, as
to extent of Scythia. We may perhaps add Thuci. 14. 3 and H. vii. 144. 2, the
purpose of the fleet of 482 B.C.; and Thuc. i. 138. 3 and H. viii. 58, the story of
Mnesiphilus, where some see in Thucydides a vindication of Themistocles (oUte
neopaOwv ovte empuadwv) against the depreciation of H.

71. For the reckless inventions of Ctesias cf. notes passim, and Xenophon’s
refutation of his claims to diplomatic activity after Cunaxa (Plut. Artax. 13).

72. Cf. Hauvetfe, p. 4.

73. FHG ii. 566, frag. 42. The justice of the charge is obvious, but Manetho himself
fares little better with some modern Egyptologists.

74. The De Malignitate Herodoti may be ascribed provisionally to Plutarch (cf.
Hauvette, p. 98f.). Its extreme bitterness of tone, which seems inconsistent with his
free use of H. elsewhere, may be due to misplaced Boeotian patriotism. There are
many minute correspondences both of language and of fact between it and the
Lives, and the tendency to hero-worship pervades both alike. It is interesting as
the first instance in literature of the slashing review; of its author, as of Croker, it
might be said, “He meant murder but only committed suicide.”

75. On this whole subject cf. Meyer, F. ii. 196-229.

76. It may be noted, however, that H. in one case is severe on Phocis (viii. 30), in
spite of its Athenian leanings, and still more so on the Athenian ally, Corcyra. For a
different estimate of the attitude of Argos cf. Grundy QR 418 (1909), p. 128.

77. Cf. Meyer, F. ii. 219f.

78. Possibly these were pleas used at his trials; cf. Macan (1895) p. Ixxxvi; and in
general, Nitzsch, RM 1872.



79. But cf. Fowler, Religious Experience of the Roman People, p. 316, and Lect. XIV
generally, for a different view of Livy.

80. Cf. Ar. Av. 1130 with ii. 137.1, and i. 4. 3 n.

81. 5,283,220! It should be noticed, however, that the Greek contemporary estimate
of the fighting men (3,000,000, vii. 338) exceeded considerably that of H. Cf. app.
xix, § 3 for whole subject.

82. Decisive Battles, p. 47.

83. Plut. De Mal. 21 makes this point well against the explanation of
Lacedaemonian policy in iii. 47; but see app. xvi, § 10.

84. Cf. further Brims, Das literarische Portrit der Griechen, pp. 71-114.

85. Cf. 0 Octov mav pOoveQOV te Kat tapaxwdeg, i. 32. 1 nn.; also iii. 40. 2; and
vii. 10. 1; vii. 46. 4.

86. Macan (1895) cxiv. seq.
87. Cf. Meyer, F. ii. 254f.; Soph. O.C. 1226f.



Commentary
Book I

Opening

The opening sentence embodies the title in the work. Cf. the opening words of
Hecataeus (frag. 332) ‘E. MiArjolog wde puvOettat and Thuc. i. 1. ®ovplov (see
critical apparatus) seems to have been the usual reading at the end of the fourth
century (cf. Duris of Samos, frag. 57, FHG ii. 482). Plutarch (Mor. 605) writes H.
AAkaQvaooéws lotoing amodetéig 1de: moAAot petaypddpovory Hooddtou
Bovpiov, petwknoe yag eig @ovplovg, which seems to be intended to reconcile
the two traditions. The Alexandrine librarians, however, must have had good
reasons for restoring AAwk. in the text. (For H.’s birth, etc., cf. introd. §§ 1-2.)

ioToping: properly “inquiry,” and so the “result of inquiry” (ii. 99. 1); only once in
H. = “history” (vii. 96. 1) in the modern sense. Croiset (Litt. Grec. ii. 589) well says
that the word “marks a literary revolution”; the Aoyoyoadot had written down
the current stories, the historian sets out to “find” the truth.

The reason given for writing is characteristic of H.; he is the born chronicler, and
his interest is in the past: Thucydides (i. 22. 4) is the scientific historian, and his eye
is on the future —T@V yevopévwy 10 oadeg OKOTELY Kal TV HEAAOVTWV TTOTE
avOLC KaTta T0 AVOQWTILVOV TOLOVTWV Kal TapamANoiwyv éoecOal.

The €0ya are the permanent results, “monuments,” etc.

T Te AAAa is in loose apposition to T yevopeva and €oya.

i.1

oi Aoytot (= “skilled in history”) cf. ii. 3. 1. H.’s story is decidedly Greek, and not
Persian, in colouring: cf. vi. 54; vii. 150. 2 for a like (supposed) Persian
acquaintance with Greek myths; a similar knowledge is attributed to the
Egyptians ii. 91. 5. Such combinations certainly come from Greek sources, not
native ones.

®oivikag. The name (whence Lat. “Poenus”) seems to be pure Greek; it certainly
occurs in places where there is no trace of foreign influence; e.g., the harbour
®owvikovg, near Erythrae (Thuc. viii. 34), a stream near Thermopylae, etc. (Meyer,
ii. 92). As applied to a race, it may well be a colour name, “Red men”; cf. AiOioy
and “White Syrians” (6. 1 n.). This derivation, however, is not inconsistent with it
being also a foreign name. The old connection with “Fenchu,” supposed to occur
at Karnak in the inscriptions of Thothmes III, is now given up; others see in the
name the Egyptian “Punt,” the land of South Arabia and East Africa. This last is
the view of E. Glaser, Punt und die Siidarabischen Reiche (1899), who holds that from
this “original home” (p. 62) the Phoenicians spread both north (see below) and
south to Mashonaland and Socotra; he says (p. 65) the gods of Phoenicia can be
almost all easily recognized as South Arabian. This derivation would agree with



the legend of their migration from the shores of the Indian Ocean (vii. 89. 2),
which first occurs here; for a later version cf. Strabo, 766 (based on Androsthenes,
a seaman of Alexander), who says that the islands of Tyros (v.1. Tylos) and Arados
(now Bahrein) in the Persian Gulf claimed to be the mother cities of the Phoenician
towns; he elsewhere (35) rejects the story. Justin (xviii. 3) actually professes to give
their route when migrating: for a discussion of these passages cf. Maspero, ii. 63
seq., who accepts the general fact of the migration from the southeast, and dates it
soon after 3000 B.C., on the evidence of ii. 44. 3. General probability confirms this
northwest movement of the Semitic peoples, though Meyer (i. 356) rejects the
whole story. The position of the Phoenicians, wedged in on the narrow strip of
coast, shows they were the earliest among the Semitic migrants (cf. the position of
the Celtic peoples in Wales, Brittany, etc.). But beyond this all is uncertain.

"EQuOonc Oaraoong (cf. ii. 8. 1 and passim). H. means by this all the water
southeast and south of Asia; our “Red Sea” was its western limit, and has the
special name of ApdafLog kOATOG (ii. 102. 2 and passim); beyond it to the
southwest lay 1) votin OdAaocoa (iv. 42. 3); the Persian Gulf proper has no special
name in H. (cf. i. 180. 1, where the Euphrates runs into the EouOon 0aAacoa). The
name “Red Sea” is Egyptian, and is derived perhaps from the colour of the sand.

[2] The pre-eminence of Argos in early times is an inference from Homer, and even
more from the Cyclic poems, e.g., the Thebais and the Epigoni (cf. v. 67 n.). Hellas
did not obtain its name till after the Dorian invasion (cf. i. 58 nn.).

¢dopTov. For the scene here described cf. Od. xv. 416 (Poivikeg) pvot’ dyovteg
aOvouata vii pedadvn.

[3] That Io was the daughter of Inachus was the usual form of the legend (cf.
Apollod. ii. 1. 3; FHG i. 125; who gives two other forms). The cow-headed 10 of
Argos is another form of Hera (cf. Homeric epithet fowmic; but see Farnell G.C. i.
16), and represents the cow-goddess of an early race; this animal-worship was not
understood, and so was explained by a myth. Io, whose descendant, Danaus,
migrates from Egypt to Argos, was identified with Isis; the identification was
probably due in part to similarity of name, in part to the resemblance of the
horned maiden, Io, to Hathor-Isis (see ii. 41. 1 n.). This identification may be
subsequent to the foundation of Naucratis, but more probably belongs to
Mycenaean times. H. rationalizes the old myths into plain matter of fact (cf. ii. 56—
7 for the similar treatment of the myth of Dodona and introd. § 26).

i.2
The usual Greek myth (not in H.) was that Io was turned into a heifer, and
wandered till she came to Egypt, where she bore Epaphus (Apis; cf. ii. 38. 1 n.).

Baoréog. Homer calls him “Phoenix” (II. xiv. 321), but H. gives the usual form
“Agenor” (iv. 147. 4; in vi. 47. 1 we must translate @acov tov Poivikog “Thasus
the Phoenician”).



Konrteg. This is H.’s own suggestion; the usual form of the legend was that Europa
bore Minos and Rhadamanthus to Zeus in Crete; he means that, if this were
properly interpreted, it would agree with the Persian version here told; “these
would then be Cretans.” The words tavta pev xktA. imply that the balance of
criminality now was equal; hence the Greeks were really to blame for the next act
of aggression.

[2] paxcpn). “A ship of war” is emphatic; it was an organized raid.

taAla: ie., the winning of the Golden Fleece.

i.3
OevtéQn): translate “the next generation”; the children of the Argonauts took part
in the Trojan War. H. counts inclusively.

i.4

[2] vopiCerv, “they (i.e., the Persians) thought.”

avorjtwv. H. probably saw the humour of this argument; but this part of his
history gave offence. It was parodied by Aristophanes (Ach. 524 seq. ¢k TolWV
Aokaotolwv), as to the origin of the Peloponnesian War; and Plutarch (De Mal.
11) is very angry at the “passive resistance” imputed to the much-respected Io,
and that “the fairest and greatest exploit of Greece, the Trojan War, should be put
down as afeAteola” (“fatuity”). For other parodies of H. cf. Ach. 82—-6 with 133. 1
and 192. 1; Av. 552 and 1124 seq. with 179. 1 (Babylon), Av. 1130 with ii. 127. 1
(measurement of pyramid), Av. 1142 seq. with ii. 136. 4, Nub. 273 with ii. 25 and
(perhaps) Av. 488 with vii. 14. These references prove how soon the work of H.
became well known.

[Additional Note B (1928). It will be noticed that all the parodies but one (Nub. 273)
come from two plays, produced eleven years apart, the Acharnians (425 B.C.) and
the Birds (414).

In Studies in H. (pp. 179-82) I have argued that this grouping is not accidental, but
that, as the first lot of parodies come at a time when it is almost universally agreed
that H. had recently been in Athens, so it is not unnatural to suppose that there
was some reason for his being made again a butt by the comic poet after eleven
years of almost complete silence. That reason, I suggest, was that H. had only
published his book ii shortly before 414 B.C. Some scholars had already argued
(see pp. 13-14) that its disproportionate length, and the change in mental attitude
that it reveals, pointed to a date for it different from that of the rest of H.'s work,
though, I must add, not so late as that which I suggest. I have also tried to show
that the story of Helen, as told by Euripides in his play of that name (412 B.C.),
tends to confirm this later date. Of course it is usually maintained, as I myself did
in 1912, that H. died early in the Peloponnesian War; but the only reason for this is
his silence about later events, a silence which can perhaps be explained by the fact
that he had again gone to the West, and also by his general attitude of depression
about Greek affairs (see Studies in H., 181 ad fin.). Why should he have referred to



the Sicilian Expedition? It may well have been to him only the greatest of the
disasters which otaoig éudpipAog brings on a nation (cf. viii. 3).]

Agcinv. For the Persian claim to Asia cf. ix. 116. 3.

i.5
[2] £é8eAovtnv. For this form of the story cf. Od. xv. 420 seq.
[3] éne&wv: translate “dealing with.” The phrase used (with which cf. oratione

obire), and the reference to Od. i. 3 mToOAA@WV avOpwnwv dev dotea, suggest the
author’s wide travels.

H.’s religious feeling shows itself at once; he desires not only to record men’s
“great deeds,” but to show the instability of human fortune (cf. chap. 32 nn.). The
idea was a commonplace with the Ionian philosophers, e.g., Xenophanes det &’ €v
TAVTQ Pipvel ktvovuevov o0déV (RP, 84), and with the Greeks generally, e.g.,
Soph. Trach. 132 seq.

i. 6-94
The Lydian history (of course, with digressions, especially chaps. 56-68).

i.6

H. ignores the upper course of the Halys, where it flows from northeast to
southwest; it was its lower course which formed the boundary of the Lydian
Empire; cf. chap. 72 for a fuller account of it.

By “Syrians” H. means the North Cappadocians (i. 72. 1), called by Strabo (542,
737) also “the White Syrians,” in contrast to the darker Syrians of the Levant. Some
have distinguished Voot (= “Cappadocians”) from Xvgot (= “the inhabitants of
Palestine”), but the variety of spelling seems due merely to copyists. The name is
probably a corruption of “Assyrian”; H. (vii. 63) actually uses it of the Assyrians,
and says “Syrian” is the Greek, “Assyrian” the barbarous form. When the Greeks
came in contact with the empire of Assyria in the eighth century, e.g., from Sinope,
they began to use the term of all its subjects; the name first occurs in Pindar, frag.
173 (in Strabo, 544), the Amazons XUglov evpuaixpav diemov otpatov, which
Strabo says refers to the settlement at Themiscyra near Amisus.

[2] mowrog. H. shows real insight in seeing that, though the complete conquest of
the Asiatic Greeks by Lydia was brief, it was an event of first-rate importance, as
the “beginning” of the subjection of Greeks to barbarians.

[3] For the Cimmerians cf. 15 nn.

i.7

[2] Nicolaus Damascenus (FHG iii. 383) calls Candaules “Sadyattes.” Hesychius
(s.v. Kuvaryxn) says that KavoavAag = Hermes or Heracles (cf. Hipponax, frag. 1,
‘Eoun xvvayxa, Mnoviott kavdavAa); in this case “C.” may be a cult-name,
assumed by the king in addition to his own (cf. the new names taken by Popes).



Hall (JHS xxix. 19) points out that the name MvpctAog (“Mursil”) has been found
by Winckler at Boghaz Keui as that of a Hittite king. He suggests that the name,
which is that of Pelops’ charioteer, tends to confirm the old tradition that Pelops
was an immigrant into Greece, and to show that perhaps in the fourteenth century
B.C., Greece was subject to a Hittite dynasty.

Ladiwv. H. almost always follows (cf. iii. 120. 1 n.) the Persian usage in calling
the Lydian satrapy by the name of its capital.

AAxaiov. H. is the only writer who mentions Alcaeus as the son of Heracles,
though both the grandfather of Heracles and Heracles himself (Diod. i. 24) are
sometimes called Alcaeus.

The Greeks identified the Asiatic Bel, in Cilicia (Meyer, i. 484) and perhaps in
Lydia called “Sandon” (cf. i. 71. 2), with Heracles, because he was a lion-tamer and
a bow-bearer; he was probably a sun-god, though Meyer (see above) makes him a
vegetation-god.

H.’s list, then, may be a piece of genuine native tradition with Graecized names; at
the head of it appear two great deities, Heracles and Omphale, representing the
sun-god and Ashtoreth. But H. is inconsistent in vii. 61, where he makes Perseus,
an ancestor of Heracles, rescue Andromeda, the granddaughter of Belus. It is more
probable, however, that Heracles has no proper place in the genealogy, and is
brought in by a piece of Greek syncretism, because the 60VA™ (§ 4) was supposed
to be Omphale. The genealogy itself seems hopelessly confused; the (otherwise
unknown, see above) son of a Greek hero is father of a Babylonian god and
grandfather of the eponymous hero of Nineveh.

While, however, the form in which the genealogy is presented is Greek, it may
represent a real tradition of early connection with the East. This can hardly have
been with the great kingdoms of the Euphrates valley, for Assurbanipal states that
when the ambassadors of “Gugu of Luddi” arrived at Nineveh (RP'i. 68), “the
king’s very fathers had not heard speak of its name”; but it may have been with
the Hittite empire in Asia Minor, as was suggested by Sayce (ad loc.) as long ago
as 1883. Hogarth says (I. and E., 75): “it may well be that the rock monuments near
Smyrna are memorials of a definite political occupation by the power of the
Hatti.” Garstang too (p. 63) is disposed to accept H.’s traditions as having elements
of truth in them.

Ninus was, according to the Greeks (Ctesias Assyrica ii, p. 390), the founder of
Nineveh; but his name does not appear on the monuments.

Belus is properly a common name, “lord,” but became identified with the chief
god of Babylonia (cf. Hastings Dict. Bib., s.v. Baal).

[3] This dynasty traced back its descent to the god Mnv (JHS xix. 80); it has a more
genuine sound than that of the Heracleids above. The dynasty was:



Manes

Cotys Atys
(iv. 45. 3) (i.94.3)
| | |
Asies Torrhebus Lydus
or Tyrsenus
(i.95.5)

If Cotys be rightly connected with the Thracian goddess Cotytto, whose rites
(Strabo, 470) were like those of the Phrygian Cybele, then the genealogy may
represent the combination of the European (Cotys) and the Asiatic (Atys) elements
(app. i, § 4); but all this is most uncertain.

Mniwv. For “Maeonians” cf. app. i, § 8. Homer only knows this name (II. ii. 864; x.
431, etc.); the earliest occurrence of “Lydian” in a Greek author is in Xanthus, frag.
1. The identification of Maeonians with Lydians was not always accepted (Strabo,
572). Assuming its truth, however, it may be conjectured that the Lydians
represent rather the European element in the people, the Maeonian the Asiatic.
Radet (p. 59) thinks that the statement on the monuments of Assurbanipal (ut
sup.) means only that the Luddi were unknown by that name; he therefore connects
“Lydian” with the rise of Gyges; but this is very doubtful. “Maeonian” survived as
a tribal name (vii. 77), and as the name of a city (Plin. H.N. v. 111) and a district on
the upper Hermus (Strabo, 576, 628), including the Kataxexavuévn.

[4] doVANG. The usual story (Apollod. ii. 6. 3) is unknown to H.; it called Omphale
a daughter of Iardanus (whose name may be Semitic, cf. “Jordan”), and made
Hercules her bought slave. Later writers, especially the Roman poets, make him
assume women’s dress and do women’s work. Meyer (i. 487) considers that this
story is based upon the special Anatolian rites of the great nature-goddess, in
which her worshippers cut themselves in sympathy with her sorrows, and even
unsexed themselves (cf. story of Attis); so, too, maidens sacrificed their chastity to
her (cf. 93. 4; 199 nn.). But if this is the origin of the myth, it is curious that its
special feature, the woman'’s dress, etc., appears only in late versions. It seems
better, therefore, to compare the story of Hercules serving Omphale with that of
Apollo serving Admetus, and to explain both as a sort of atonement by service; the
price of blood shed is worked off in this way.

Whence H. derived the figure 505 is a puzzle. According to some it is a calculation
based on the average length of a reign; if a generation was taken at 335 years (ii.
142. 2), a reign might average 22%2. R. Schubert (Kon. von Lyd., 8) adds the five
generations of the Mermnadae (c. 13) to the 22 here, and allows an average of 25
years per generation, thus getting (27 x 25 =) 675 for the total. Deducting the 170
years of the Mermnadae, he gets the 505 given to the Heraclidae (cf. app. xiv, § 5).



This is plausible, but only one thing is certain, that the figures have no historic
value.

i.8

Gyges is called son of “Dascylus” (Nic. Damasc., frag. 49; FHG iii. 383), a name
which suggests “Dascyleum,” a town on the southeast of the Propontis, which
gave its name to a Persian satrapy. This connection agrees with the Northern
origin suggested for the Mermnadae (app. i § 8), and would explain why a town,
otherwise unimportant, was made a centre of Persian government, as being the
origin of an earlier royal house.

vUmegetiOeto, “communicated” (cf. 107. 1); it governs also 10 €idog,
vnepematvéwv being added epexegetically.

It is curious that the only other story of Candaules also implies aesthetic
enthusiasm; he bought a picture by Bularchus of the “proelium Magnetum” for its
weight in gold (Plin. H.N. xxxv. 55). Radet (p. 131) accepts both stories. It is safer to
reject both; but if the “battle of the Magnesia” be a reality and be that against the
Cimmerians, their raids must be antedated.

[2] Some suppose H. to be imitating Heraclitus (frag. 15) 0¢pOaApol twv wtwv
axpBéoTeQol paQTuEEG; but the sentiment is a common one (cf. “seeing is
believing”) and the verbal resemblance nil. The gnomic character of the story is
obvious; cf. OKOTtéELV TIVA T £€XVLTOV.

i9
aoxnyv, “at all,” put first for the sake of emphasis (cf. iii. 39. 4); but in ix. 60. 2
aQxMVv = “to begin with,” and this may be the sense everywhere in H.

[2] The door “stood open” for light and air; the present participle (for the past) is
common in H.

i.10

[3] “Even for a man,” much more for a woman. For the contrast of barbarian and
Greek feeling cf. Thuc. i. 6. 5 and Plato Resp. v. 452c, who points out that it was
only recently the Greek ideas of propriety had changed.

i.11

dortav. These visits to the queen are purely Greek; a Lydian queen would be
secluded in the harem.

[3] évdéerv. Cf. I1. ii. 111 Zevg pe péya Koovidng dtr évédnoe Paget).

[4] aigéetan: asyndeton used for colloquial effect; cf. Téw wxai, “just in what way,”
for another vivid colloquialism.

i.12
[2] It is quite in accordance with Eastern usage that the usurper should take the
wife of his predecessor. Cf. 2 Sam. xvi. 21-2 (Absalom and David), and iii. 68. 3.



toU kal. The editors bracket these lines, which disturb the connection, and the
technical iapPw TolpéTow is suspicious; H. (47. 2 et al.) uses tévw. But Crusius,
PW (s.v. Archilochus), accepts them as genuine. The line of Archil. (frag. 25) is 00
pot ta I'vyew tov moAvxovoov péAet (cf. Arist. Rhet. iii. 17, 1418b).

i.13

The decision of the Pythia may perhaps be historic; Gyges’ gifts were probably
given for a good reason (cf. anémeupe, “he duly sent,” 14. 1); but the prophecy of
future vengeance is clearly post eventum. H.’s simple faith (A6yov ovdéva kTA.)
might almost be irony. Cf. viii. 96. 2 for a similar instance of an oracle, if not
conveniently remembered, at least only understood, after fulfillment.

i. 14

This chapter, and still more chaps. 50-1, are important as illustrating the sources of
H. (cf. introd. § 24). It may be noted, however, that, while he repeats the stories of
the Delphic sacristans, he tries, here as elsewhere, to exercise his critical faculty
(14. 2; 51. 3, 4); he did not reproduce his information mechanically (as Nitzsch
maintains, R.M. 1872, introd. § 28), but blended one story with another.

[2] Important states had their own treasuries, where the dedicated objects were
under the national charge. The importance of Corinth is seen in the fact that
foreign kings put their offerings under its care (so Midas below; Croesus, 50. 3;
Euelthon of (Cypriot) Salamis, iv. 162. 3). For this treasury cf. Frazer, P, v. 295; its
remains were discovered by the French in 1893. For the treasuries at Olympia and
elsewhere cf. Dyer, JHS xxv. 294 seq.; no foreign treasury is known but the oikog
Avdwv at Delos (ibid. 309). For Cypselus cf. v. 92 n. This passage illustrates the
constant endeavour of tyrants to conciliate important shrines; so the mediaeval
tyrants in Italy sought confirmation of their usurpations from the Holy See or the
Holy Roman Empire. After the overthrow of the Cypselids Delphi permitted this
change in the dedications, but the Eleans refused to allow it at Olympia (Plut. De
Pyth. Or. 13).

[3] The kings were alternately “Midas” and “Gordias” (cf. the place-names
Mideum and Gordium. For Phrygia and Midas cf. app. i, § 7).

neokaTiCwv. oo is emphatic, “sat for judgement and gave justice.” Cf. 97. 1.

Emwvupinv: cogn. accus. with kaAéetat For I'vyddacg cf. 94. 1 n.; the Doric form
is retained.

[4] kai: as well as his successors. The attack on Miletus was unsuccessful, and
Gyges seems to have entered into friendly relations with the city; he “allowed” it
to plant Abydos on the Hellespont (Strabo, 590). No doubt the common danger
from the Cimmerians led to this attempt to guard the northwest entrance into
Asia. Gyges was also repulsed at Smyrna (Paus. iv. 21. 5, and Mimnermus, frags.
13, 14). Stein takes 10 dotv as emphatic, the “lower town” as opposed to the
citadel. For the history generally cf. Theognis, 1103—4 0Bo1s kai Mayvntac
anwAeoe kat KoAopwva kat Zuvovnv.



Gyges attacked the Greeks at the mouths of the great river valleys, i.e., Maeander
(Miletus), Cayster (Colophon), Hermus (Smyrna); the Lydian kings naturally
wished to obtain the trade outlets to the Aegean. H.’s account of Gyges’ campaigns
is very insufficient; he also conquered the Troad (Strabo, 590), and Caria seems to
have been subject to him; perhaps also he took Magnesia (on the Hermus: Nic.
Damasc. frag. 62).

[Additional Note C (1928): Gyges. Professor Ure has expanded his article in the JHS
of 1906, into an interesting volume (1922) on the Origin of Tyranny.

He suggests that Gyges owed his position of king to his discovery of coinage: “the
monopoly in stamped pieces of electrum brought the first tyrant to the King's
palace” (p. 152).

His theory has not been generally accepted, but he rightly draws attention to the
importance of the “seal” (odonyic) in the story as told in Plato; the first coinage
was “the placing of a seal on lumps of electrum that had been weighed” (p. 150).

In my Studies in H. (p. 19£.) I have discussed further my statement (app. i, § 8) that
the accession of the Mermnadae had something to do with the increased vigour of
the Lydian attack on Greece. I have even suggested that Gyges was a Cimmerian,
admitted as a defender into Lydia before he fell in its defence: this would explain
the appearance of his name “Gog” in Ezekiel's prophecy, as leader of the northern
hosts. This suggestion has not been generally accepted.]

i.15

The Cimmerians of fable (cf. Hom. Od. xi. 15 seq. o0dé mot” avtovg / HéAlog
daébwv katadépretal axtiveoowv) lived in perpetual darkness; cf. our
“Cimmerian,” a use as old as Milton’s L’Allegro, “In dark Cimmerian desert ever

dwell.”

For the Cimmerian invasion in H. cf. also chaps. 103, 105-6, and (especially) iv. 11—
12. It is an event of the greatest importance; the main points as to it may be
summarized under four heads.

(1) Its course. The Cimmerians seem to have lived originally in South Russia (cf. iv.
12.1 and “Crimea”): they were expelled thence by the Scythians, who were fleeing
“across the Araxes” (probably the Volga) from the Massagetae (iv. 11. 1). This
“common tradition of Greeks and barbarians” (iv. 12. 3) may well be true; it is in
accordance with all analogy. As to the route, however, which the Cimmerians took,
opinion is much divided. H. is clearly wrong in his details: (1) he brings the horde
along the east coast of the Black Sea, which is impossible, owing to its precipitous
nature; (2) he combines the original expulsion of the Cimmerians from Europe
(end of eighth century) with the Scythian raids of the last quarter of the seventh
century (c. 103 nn.).

As to the accuracy of his general view, there is much uncertainty. It used to be
maintained (e.g., Meyer, i'. 452, 463; but he has now altered his opinion so far as to
bring the Cimmerians from the East, i. 473) that the Cimmerian and the Scythian



raids were quite independent movements, different in direction and different in
date, which H. or his informants wrongly combined. Some of the most modern
orientalists, however (Maspero, iii. 342 n.; Prasek, Gesch. der Med. et Pers., 1906,
113-14), accept H.’s chief point, that both Cimmerians and Scythians entered Asia
Minor from the northeast. The Cimmerians settle round L. Van, the Scyths round
L. Urumiah; then, under Esarhaddon, the Scyths drive the Cimmerians west into
Asia Minor (Prasek, p. 120). This view may well be right in the main; it explains
the importance of Sinope as a seat of the Cimmerians (cf. iv. 12. 2). But it is
extremely probable that another body of Cimmerians was at the same time
entering Asia Minor from the northwest (cf. iv. 11. 4 n.); they held Antandrus for a
century (Arist. in Steph. Byz. s.v.), and they were accompanied (Strabo, 61, 647) by
the Treres, a Thracian tribe (Thuc. ii. 96. 4). This invasion from the northwest may
be compared to that of the Gauls in 278 B.C. (See Note I, at the end of commentary
on book iv.)

(2) Its date. In the time of Sargon (722-705) we hear of the Gimirrai and ISkuza
(“Cimmerians and Scyths,” Prasek, p. 115) north of the kingdom of Ararat; both
Esarhaddon (681-668) and Assurbanipal (668-626) speak of victories over the
Cimmerians. It is in connection with them that the Assyrian monuments mention
Gyges, who was on the throne of Lydia when they appeared, and who, warned by
the god Assur in a dream, sought Assyrian aid against them (RP! i, p. 68).
Revolting from Assyria later (cf. ii. 152. 3 n.), he was killed by them. Sardis was
taken about 657; Strabo (627), quoting Callisthenes, makes it taken twice, which is
doubtful. H. wrongly makes the Cimmerian invasions begin under Ardys; the
reason is that his earlier Lydian kings are antedated. The date for the Cimmerians
in Eusebius—1078 B.C.—is explained by the confusion of them with the Amazons
(cf. Diod. ii. 44; perhaps we have a trace of this confusion in H. iv. 110).

(3) Its relation to the Greeks. Magnesia was captured (Archil, frag. 20), but Ephesus,
encouraged by Callinus (frag. 3), successfully resisted the hordes (Strabo, 647-8)
vov O’ émt Kippeplwv otpatog éoxetat opoipocoywv. H. rightly says it was “a
plundering raid,” not a conquest (i. 6. 3). In fact, it may be said to have benefited
the Greeks by breaking for a time the Lydian power; so the Mongols of Timour, by
their victory over the Turks at Angora (A.D. 1402), postponed for half a century the
fall of Constantinople.

(4) General effects. Asia as a whole suffered more than the Greeks. The Bithynians,
formerly a European tribe (vii. 75. 2), now settled in Bithynia; the Phrygian
kingdom received a blow from which it never recovered; the old kingdom of
Urartu disappears, and the Armenians (and perhaps also the Cappadocians,
Prasek) come on the stage of history. It was an early “wandering of the nations.”

Perhaps even more important was the blow to the great Assyrian Empire.
Although its diplomacy made use of the Scyths (c. 103 n.), yet the raids of these
northern barbarians in the seventh century were one of the causes of its overthrow.



Of the effect produced by these early “Vandals and Huns” we have a clear trace in
the contemporary Isaiah (v. 26 seq.) and in Ezekiel’s picture (c. 39), drawn early in
the sixth century, of the army of destruction from the north; by a curious
confusion, Gyges, the victim of the Cimmerians, has become “Gog,” the “prince of
Meshech and Tubal,” i.e., of the Moschi and Tibareni, part of the invading hordes.
The best short account of the Cimmerian invasion is Busolt, ii. 461-4, who does not
accept H.’s combination.

i. 16
[2] For the Median war and the general policy of Alyattes cf. chaps. 73—-4 nn. He
was the founder of Lydian greatness, extending his power to the Halys.

ktioOetoav, “colonized from”; it was previously an Aeolian city. Smyrna was
destroyed as a city, and only inhabited kwundov (Strabo, 646); it does not occur in
the Athenian tribute-lists, but its coins begin again in the fourth century, at least
tifty years before its re-founding by Antigonus and Lysimachus, ca. 300 B.C. (Head,
H.N. 591). The Lydian conquest was generally merciful; but Smyrna, commanding
as it did the outlet of the Hermus valley, was too formidable to be spared.
Clazomenae also was attacked in order to secure this valley. The defeat of Alyattes
at Clazomenae must have been after his capture of Smyrna; it lay further west on
the gulf of Smyrna. All these later campaigns are after the Median war (cf. chap. 73
and Busolt, ii. 469).

i.17

For the “flutes, lyres, and oboe of high and of deep note” see Dict. Ant., s.v. tibia
and lyra (for mnitic). The avAdg differed from the flute (cvory€), in having “a
mouthpiece in which a vibrating reed was fitted”; it seems always to have been
played in pairs. Varro (in Servius on Verg. Aen. ix. 618) says the Phrygian “tibia
sinistra duc (foramina habet) quorum unum acutum sonum habet, alterum
gravem,” i.e., it had the two octaves in the same instrument.

The mnkric is condemned by Plato (Resp. 399) as being moAvx0pdog; it was akin to
the Lydian pudyadic, which had twenty strings.

Gellius (i. 11), mistranslating H., speaks of the musicians, male and female, as
“lascivientium delicias conviviorum”; Meyer (ii. 390) thinks the reference is to
organized movements of cavalry, controlled by music (cf. Thuc. v. 70 for military
music). But the point is simply that the Lydian raids were easy and un-resisted.

[2] 6 6¢ T e In antithetical sentences, especially when the first is negative, H.
often puts the subject in the second before the 0¢, even though (as here) both
sentences have the same subject (cf. 66. 3).

i. 18
The Limeneion seems to be the coast district in which lay the four (Strabo, 635)
“harbours” of Miletus.



[2] The words o pév vuv . . . évtetapévag interrupt the narrative, and Stein sees
in them one of the later additions of H. to his work; but the passage reads more
like a first draft than an afterthought.

[3] Chios, commanding the sea approach to Erythrae, was its natural enemy; it was
also a rival to Samos, which was the perpetual trade competitor of Miletus. Hence
the alliance of Miletus and Chios is natural; cf. Thuc. viii. 17.

i.19
Acoonoing. Athena Assesia is probably a local deity adopted by the Greek settlers;
this seems indicated by her cult epithet, for which cf. the place-ending “-assus”

(app- i, § 4).
[3] It would be usual in prose to have motv &v after the negative, but H. usually,
like Homer, writes 7). Cf. Liddell & Scott s.v. B. II. 2 a.

i. 20

The mention of Delphi confirms the inference, probable on other grounds, that H.
is writing from Delphian sources. As usual, at any rate in his early history, H.
prefers a religious motive; probably it was the pressure of Median aggression on
the east (cf. 16 n.) which compelled Alyattes to leave the Milesians alone.

The asyndeton emphasizes the confident reliance (oida) of the historian on his
oracular source; to the “further” statement of the Milesians he does not commit
himself, though they might be supposed to be well-informed about their own
country. Cf. Macan (1895) civ. for the use of oida in H., which is used alike for
what he has seen himself, for what he has been told, and for mere inferences.

ITepiavdgov. For P. and Thrasybulus cf. v. 92; the mediation of P. is probable, for
he had friendly relations with both parties (cf. the scandalous story of iii. 48, and
the Lydian offerings in the Corinthian treasury at Delphi, chaps. 14, 50), and
Corinthian trade suffered from the war.

i.21

[2] The ostentation of plenty in a besieged city is common in picturesque history
(cf. a similar story of Bias at Priene, Diog. Laert. i. 5. 83, and the deliverance of
Perugia from Totila the Goth by this means, at the suggestion of St. Herculanus);
but Miletus, having command of the sea (17.3), probably had really suffered little.

i.22
[4] Eetvovg implies only friendly relations; cuppdxovg is stronger, an offensive
and defensive alliance (cf. 69. 3).

i.23

The Lesbians are quoted as the countrymen of Arion (of Methymna); there was a
variant of the story (Lucian, Dial. Mar. 8) placing it in the Aegean, when Arion was
returning to Methymna. For tyrants as patrons of art cf. app. xvi, § 3.



[5] Arion’s date is the end of the seventh century. Meyer (ii. 373) makes him as
mythical as Orpheus or Marsyas, and Crusius (in PW s.v. 840) suggests that his
name simply = “prizewinner,” but his reality may be admitted, although the only
poem attributed to him (Ael. N.A. xii. 45; Bergk, PLG iii. 80, describing the miracle)
is a forgery. H. is wrong in attributing the d100pappog to him; the word occurs in
Archilochus (ca. 680-640, Crusius in PW, s.v., p. 490), frag. 77 ¢£ao&at péAog Oda
dOveapPov, otvew ovykepavvwOels Ppoévac.

Perhaps Arion elaborated the dithyramb and arranged it antistrophically for a
chorus (cf. dwalavta); the invention of kUkAL0L Yool is ascribed to him by the
older authorities, e.g., Hellanicus (frag. 85; FHG i. 57; but others assigned them to
Lasus (ibid.)). If this be so, the fact underlying H.’s view as to the origin of the
dithyramb at Corinth would be that the choric Dionysus song developed in north
Peloponnese (Crusius in PW ii. 841; cf. v. 67 n. for such choruses at Sicyon). So
Pindar (OL. xiii. 19) attributes the dithyramb to Corinth, although the scholiast to
this passage says he attributed it elsewhere to Naxos and to Thebes; all these
places were connected with Dionysus. Its proper subject was Atovooov yéveoig
(Plato Leg. 700b), but it was extended.

Arist. (Poet. 4, 1449a) says tragedy begins amo twv éEapxovtwv tov dt0voappov
(“eEapxetv . is practically a synonym for dwdaokerv d.” Bywater). Solon in “his
elegies” is quoted as saying tng Toaywdlag mowTov doapa Apiwv eloT)yayev
(RM 1908, 150).

i. 24

[4] The ¢dwAwx were seats in the vessel’s stern, for the steerer and others in
command, on a raised deck, though Torr (Anc. Ships, 57 and n.) says this was not
always the case.

[5] Totou is subject of avaxwonoay, attracted into the dependent clause.

For 60010¢ vouog cf. Bergk, PLG iii. 7, and for its familiarity Ar. Eq. 1279. It was
attributed to Terpander and especially used in the worship of Apollo. Arion’s song
was an act of worship; it is this religious element in the story that commends it to
H. The 60010¢ vopog was in solemn and measured rhythm; cf. the fragments of
Terpander (ut sup.) for its spondaic character.

[6] The story of the dolphin is probably connected with a familiar coin type—a
hero riding on a dolphin—e.g., Taras at Tarentum (Hill, G. and R.C. 175, pl. 11); so
too Arion on the later coins of Methymna (Head, H.N. 561). At Corinth also
Melicertes was represented on a dolphin. It cannot be accidental that all these
places, Tarentum, Lesbos, and Corinth, come in H.’s tale. The story is told at length
in Plut. Conv. Sept. Sap. 18 seq., where other dolphin stories are told, of Hesiod’s
murdered body, and of Enalus of Lesbos (cf. Frazer, P, iii. 398, for these stories). H.
no doubt heard it at Taenarum, in connection with the Arion monument (§ 8),
which may have been dedicated by the poet; Pausanias (iii. 25. 5) saw it, and
supports H.’s account by the story of the dolphin of Poroselene. The Taenarum



monument bore the inscription d0avatwv mopnaiot Aptova KvkAéog viov Ex
LikeAoL meAdyovg owoev oOxnua tode, Ael. N.A. xii. 45. A small figure of this
kind was actually found at Taenarum (Frazer, ut sup.).

An early inscription found at Thera was restored by Boeckh thus [KukAetdag
KJukAnog adeA[dp]e[twt Apiwv]L Tov deAdic [cwoe pvnuoovvov téAeoev]. Kaibel
(Epig. Graec. 1086) says “ingeniose haec Boeckh mihi lusisse videbatur”; cf. Roehl,
IGA 453, for a different restoration. Even were B.’s restoration accepted, the
inscription would only be parallel to H.'s Kadunx yoappata (v. 59). It will be
noticed that H. does not commit himself (§§ 1, 8) to the story.

i. 25

[2] The bowl-stand was the only Lydian dedication remaining at Delphi when
Pausanias (x. 16. 1-2) visited the shrine; he describes it as “in shape like a tower,
broader at the base . . . the sides are not each in a single piece, but the iron cross-
bands are arranged like the rungs in a ladder.” Athenaeus (210c) quotes
Hegesander, a Delphian, as saying that on it were figures of animals in relief.

Glaucus was a contemporary of Gyges (Eusebius); this work therefore was made
some time before its presentation (cf. vii. 27 n., the golden plane-tree). For Glaucus
cf. Overbeck, Schriftquellen, 263-72. Frazer (P, v. 313-14), who has a good note on
“welding” and “soldering,” explains k0AANOLc as “welding,” i.e., the beating of
two pieces of white-hot iron into one, without any uniting substance. Murray (Gk.
Sculpt. i. 81-2) translates “soldering,” i.e., uniting two pieces of metal by
interposition of a third of different metal; but no method of soldering iron was
known till quite recently. The art of welding was known in Egypt very early.

i. 26

Alyattes had tried to gain Ephesus by marrying his daughter to its tyrant Melas;
there was always a strong Asiatic element there (cf. the character of its temple
worship, 92 n., and the exclusion of its citizens from the Apaturia, 147. 2).
Pindarus, however, the next tyrant, though nephew of Croesus, was head of the
patriotic party; his exile was made a condition of the terms granted to Ephesus on
its submission (Ael. V.H. iii. 26).

[2] For symbolic dedication cf. Thuc. iii. 104 (Polycrates and the island of Rheneia)
and Plut. Sol. 12 (the supporters of Cylon).

£otu in singular, though the subject is plural, a oxfua ITtvdapucov. For the site of
Ephesus cf. v. 100 n.

[3] Grote points out (iii. 260 n.) that the “two generations” of otdoic (v. 28 n.)
before the Ioniian Revolt explain the failure of Miletus to resist further.

i.27

[2] For Pittacus, the aiovuvrjtng of Mitylene, cf. Arist. Pol. iii. 14. 9, 1285a (with
Newman'’s notes, iii. 267 seq.), and his life in Diog. Laert. i. chap. 4. He really
belonged to the generation before Croesus, i.e., 600-570 B.C., as he was a



contemporary of Alcaeus; Diog. Laert. i. 4. 79 says that he died in 570, having been
tyrant ten years and having survived his tyranny ten years more. For the
chronological weakness of H. on the sixth century cf. app. xiv, § 6.

Winckler (A. F. i. 511f.) finds the name of Pittacus on an inscription of
Nebuchadnezzar, as an ally of Amasis, and thinks that P. anticipated the Eastern
policy of Polycrates (cf. iii. 39 nn.). This would agree with the fact that one of the
Lesbian exiles, brother of Alcaeus, Antimenides, an enemy of Pittacus, is found
serving as a mercenary at Babylon (Strabo, 617).

Pittacus and Bias were both reckoned among “the Seven Sages” whose sayings
form one of the “sources” of H. Cf. chaps. 29, 74 nn.; for them cf. Holm, i. 3446,
and Meyer, ii. 441. For Bias cf. Diog. Laert. i. 5. 82-8; his wisdom was proverbial,
Hipponax, frag. 79. He is said to have composed a poem of 2,000 verses, showing
how Ionia “could prosper” (cf. 170. 2 n., where H. tells us he advised the Ionians
to emigrate in a body to Sardinia). He was of Priene, and arbitrated between his
city and Samos in the quarrel which was constantly renewed from the sixth to the
second century (cf. Hicks!, 152, 1. 22 for his name in the famous inscription as to
this quarrel, now in the Ashmolean). H.’s story here is unhistorical; it is a piece of
Gk. proverbial philosophy, which was fathered on any sage, just as Oxford stories
are attributed to successive holders of an office. Croesus had good reason for
inaction in the west, when affairs on his east frontier were so threatening (cf. i. 75.
1).

[3] ai yag (only here in H.) is Homeric. “Sons of the Lydians” is also poetic (cf. iii.
21. 3).

[4] &owpevor is unnecessary, but added epexegetically after the parenthesis
émelte . .. véac: it is made (by an anacoluthon) to agree with the subject of this
parenthesis.

i.28

The Cilicians are not “within the Halys” at all. The larger part of these conquests
were the work of Alyattes; but H. uses the aorist participle with ¢xw, a
construction which implies not only the act, but also the state resulting from the
act.

The last four lines are probably a gloss that has crept into the text (Stein), for:
(1) The mention of the Lydians as “subdued” is absurd.

(2) H. omits here tribes he knows elsewhere, e.g., the Caunii (c. 171), and inserts
the ®vvoi, whom he knows nothing of in vii. 75.

(3) The list includes the XaAvPeg, who were always placed east of the Halys till
Ephorus, probably identifying them with the AAiCwvot of the Catalogue (II. ii.
856-7), brought them to the west of it. Strabo 678 (cf. also 552) refutes this error,
but makes no mention of a similar mistake in H.



i.29

The order of the words &AAoL te ot (not ol te aAAot) shows H. did not consider
Solon a copror|g; he uses the word (ii. 49. 1) of the followers of Melampus and (iv.
95. 2) of Pythagoras. The word here has, of course, no bad sense, though the causal
participle (axpalovoag tAovtw) reminds us of the reproach of venality made
against the sophists.

wg ékaotog, “on whatever grounds each might come,” opposed to Solon’s
Oewoln); the optative is distributive. Ephorus (Diog. Laert. i. 1. 40) said that all the
Seven Sages except Thales met at the court of Croesus. H. knows nothing of this
fiction.

The truth of his story as to Solon and Croesus was early doubted, and it is now
universally given up, on chronological grounds, though Plutarch (Sol. 27) declined
to surrender a story “so famous and so becoming to the character of Solon,”
because of yoovucol Tiveg Aeyouevol kavoveg. Solon’s legislation is put in 594 B.C.
(or perhaps in 591, Ath. Pol. 14. 1), while Croesus came to the throne in 560 (or
later); hence the Athenian’s travels belong to the generation before Croesus. Of the
travels there is no reason to doubt; they probably were mentioned in Solon’s
poems (cf. v. 113. 2, the praise of Philocyprus at Soli). A similar chronological
mistake occurs when H. makes Solon borrow a law from Amasis of Egypt (cf. 30.
1;ii. 177. 2 n.). Early attempts (e.g., by Clinton) to save the credit of H. are refuted
by Grote (iii. 150-1).

Were the general chronology of H. for the sixth century less weak (cf. app. xiv, § 6),
the story of this meeting might be defended by adopting the later form of the
tradition (Diog. Laert. i. 2. 50-1), that Solon’s travels were after the usurpation of
Pisistratus, i.e., after 560; D. L. improves on H. by making Solon say that Croesus
in all his glory was not arrayed like a pheasant and a peacock. This date is given in
a fourth century (?) philosophical dialogue (Oxyr. Pap., iv. 72 seq.), which also
synchronizes the tyrannies of Pisistratus and Periander (cf. v. 95 nn.); but this only
proves that H.’s mistakes had gained wide acceptance. It is best to look upon the
tale as a piece of popular philosophy, in which Croesus and Solon are introduced
as illustrations, on ethical and not on historical grounds.

The fact that H. tells us nothing of the laws of Solon is a good instance of the
danger of the “argumentum ex silentio”; it is over-subtle to suppose, as some have
done, that H.’s informants suppressed the constitutional work of Solon, in order to
exalt the credit of the Alcmaeonid Cleisthenes as the founder of Athenian
democracy. The explanation of the omission is probably that H. has no interest in
constitutional history.

neodaotg includes the real as well as the ostensible cause. Translate “having set
forth, as he said, to see the world.”

[2] Plutarch (Sol. 25) says the laws were to be valid one hundred years; the
exaggeration is characteristic of later Greek historians.



i. 30

Aiyvntov. It is probably true that S. visited Egypt. The story is embellished by
Plato (Tim. 24); he says that Solon learned from the Egyptians about the lost
continent of Atlantis. Cf. 29 n. and ii. 177 n. for Solon and Amasis.

[4] eV nkovong for the more usual €V €xw (cf. our “farewell”). Elsewhere (as just
below and 102. 2) it has a genitive with it. flov = “in substance,” but the Gk.
standard of wealth was not the Lydian (wg ta mtap’ fjutv). Cf. Psalms cxxviii. 5-6
for a similar idea of happiness.

[5] Grote (iii. 71) by a mistranslation assumes that the battle was against the men
of Eleusis, and uses this passage to prove the lateness of the union of Attica. This
latter fact is probable on other grounds (cf. Thuc. ii. 15. 1), but the battle here
mentioned was almost certainly against the Megarians at the border-town of
Eleusis (for this war cf. 59. 4 n.).

£0aav, étipnoav. The two clauses go together; Tellus was honoured, as were
the dead of Marathon, by burial on the spot (cf. Thuc. ii. 34. 1 for the usual custom
of burial at Athens). Paus. i. 32. 4 says ot MapaOwviot oéfovtat tovtoug ot i
TV HaxNV anéBavov, owag ovoualovteg, which may imply that the Athenians
did not so worship them. It is not necessary here to think that Tellus received a
nowov (cf. i. 67 n.; v. 47); this would be inconsistent with the simplicity of the story,
which lays stress on the happiness of an ordinary man who did his duty.

i. 31
noetEéPato, “had moved” (to inquire further). T kata tov TéAAov, “as to the
matter of Tellus,” is an ordinary accusative of respect.

[2] The element common to this story and that of Tellus is “the glorious end,” but
there is a note of pessimism in this one; this may be characteristic, not of Solon, but
of H. himself (cf. introd. p. 49 and L. Campbell, Religion in Gk. Literature, 183). But
cf. Solon, frag. 17 mavtn & aBavatwv adpavng voog avOpwnowoy, and also frag.
14 00dE paxag ovdelc éAetat PEOTOS, dAAn TtovNEOL / Tavteg Soovg BvnToug
NéALog kabooa.

For Greek pessimism in general cf. ibid. pp. 113, 115, 275-6.
For Cleobis and Bito cf. Paus. ii. 20. 3, and Frazer iii. 193 for other references.

For the Heraeum cf. Paus. ii. 17. The site has been explored by the American
School since 1892 (cf. Waldstein’s The Argive Heraeum, and a summary in Frazer, P,
iii. 165 seq.). It stood on the road from Argos to Mycenae, about three miles south
of the latter. The temple was burned in 423 (Thuc. iv. 133). As the site is a rocky
terrace above the plain, the feat of strength was considerable; but H. avoids the
absurdity of making Bito on another occasion carry a bull on his shoulders (Paus.
ii. 19. 5).

[3] 6 Beb6 here = “Hera.” But it is often used in an abstract sense (cf. vii. 10 ¢). H.,
though a polytheist, is, like Sophocles, not uninfluenced by the philosophic



tendencies which were affecting Greek religion in the sixth and fifth centuries; he
is, perhaps, also influenced by Persian religion (c. 131 n.). For the monotheistic
tendency of Pindar cf. Campbell, ut sup. pp. 171, 183f. For a good note on H.’s use
of 0 Oedg kTA. cf. Macan (1895), cxi. n. 3.

apewvov . . . tefvavat. The sentiment is common in Gk. literature (cf. Butcher,
Some Aspects of Gk. Genius, p. 134); perhaps the best-known example is Soph. O.C.
1225 seq., with its parallel in Theog. 425 seq.; cf. too Bacchyl. iii. 47 Oavelv
YAVkiotov, said by Croesus himself, and 1. xxiv. 525-6.

WS ya émekAwoavto Oeol detdotot potolot,
Cwey dxvupévolg, avtol ¢ T akndéeg elot.

Death is welcomed as an escape from troubles. This is different from the doctrine
of the Pythagoreans, who taught that death was a good, as delivering the soul
from the prison of the body. The Thracian Trausi (v. 4. 2 n.) are credited with the
same idea as Solon.

A similar story to that of Cleobis and Bito is told of Trophonius and Agamedes
(who received death as a reward from Apollo for building his temple at Delphi)
and of the poet Pindar (Plut. Consol. ad Apoll. chap. 14, pp. 108-9).

[5] Homolle discovered these statues at Delphi (cf. Frazer, v. 563). The
identification was disputed, but the actual inscription has now been found, and
“confirms most strikingly the accuracy of H.” (BPW 1911, 789-90); cf. also
Philologus Ixx, 312-13, for the conjecture ‘Hoaiovode), and JHS xxxi. 300 for a brief
summary.

i. 32
$»0Ooveov. The thought is as old as Homer; cf. Od. v. 118 oxétAol éote, O¢ol,
CnAnpoveg €Eoxov AAAwV.

Other instances in H. beside the story of Croesus are that of Polycrates and the
whole account of Xerxes (iii. 39 seq.). It is one of the main motives of his history
(cf. introd. pp. 49-50), as being the cause of the changes of fortune (i. 207. 2) which
he has to record. Since the Greeks conceived their gods in their own likeness, it
was natural that they should make them tyrants; cf. ptAéet 6 Oeog tax Vtegéxovta
koAovewv (vii. 10 e) with the ToUg OtepdxoLS TV dotwVv Povevewy of the tyrant
(v.929).

For other parallels cf. Hesiod, Op. 6 0elax &’ doilnAov piviOet kat adnAov déet,
and Aesop’s answer to Chilon (Diog. Laert. i. 3. 69) that Zeus was T pév 0ynAa
tamevav T d¢ tamewva Upawv; also S. Luke i. 52, and Hor. Odes i. 35. 2—4.

The idea gradually became purified and moralized, so that it is no longer mere
prosperity, but the pride bred of it, which the god hates. This form of the belief is
found in H. (34. 1), but it occurs even earlier in the tragedians; cf. the magnificent
lines of Aeschylus (Pers. 821-2):



UPoLs yap éEavOovo’ ékdpmwoe OTAXLV
atng 60ev maykAavtov eEapa O€goc.

In this form it may be compared to the teaching of the Hebrew prophets, e.g., Isa.
x. 12 “I will punish the glory of his high looks.”

Plato, Phdr. 247a excludes ¢pO6vog from the Octog x0p0¢; so too Arist. Metaph. i. 2
oUte 10 Oclov PpOOoVeQOV EVvdExeTAL elval, AAAX KATA TNV TTAXQOLpLioY TTOAAX
Pevdovtat aowdol.

$OO6vog originally included all the m&On Avmnea excited by prosperity in others;
Aristotle (Eth. Nic. ii. 7. 14) distinguished them into ¢pOo6voc, véueoig, and
éruxapexaxia, cf. introd. p. 49 and Rhet. ii. chaps. 9 and 10 (with Cope’s notes).

[2] T@ pakow xeovw, “the whole duration of human life” (cf. v. 9. 3 for a
different sense).

The Greek “limit,” like that of Psalm xc. 10, varied from seventy to eighty years (cf.
iii. 22 for the latter, and Solon frag. 27 (line 17) and 20 oydwkovTaétn poioa kixot
Oavarov for the two limits respectively).

[3] éviavtog (v. Liddell & Scott s.v.) is any season of time (cf. Od. i. 16 €tog NAOe
TEQIMAOUEVWV eviavtaV); here it is made 360 days, a rough average between the
solar and the lunar year (for the length of these and for the Calendar generally cf.
ii. 4 nn.).

H. makes a mistake as to “intercalary months”; if they were ever inserted every
other year, then the ordinary months were strictly lunar (i.e., 29%2 days), and made
up only 354 days (not 360, see above): it is more probable, however, that there
were only three intercalary months in eight years. H.’s calculation would give an
average of 375 days a year.

[4] ovudoen. Tr. “man is altogether a thing of chance”; cf. vii. 49. 3 for the
sentiment, and Heraclitus’ famous mdvta get, ovdev pévet.

[5] This Solonian paradox is discussed by Aristotle (Eth. Nic. i. 11). Cf. Soph. O.T.
1528 seq. for an almost verbal repetition and introd. p. 7; but the idea is a
commonplace of Greek thought.

Join petpiwg €xovteg Piov (partitive genitive): the contrast between the “wealthy
unhappy men” and “the lucky men of moderate means” is forced and not
consistent with the omnipotence of chance; if H. meant that wealth is not
evdatpovia (as Aristotle, in Eth. Nic. x. 8. 9-11, where he refers to this passage), he
certainly fails to say so; if he means that a man may be unlucky (&tvxrc) though
wealthy, he is elaborately stating the obvious.

AamnEog kTA.: for some of these conditions (wv ovk &vev) necessary to happiness
cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. i. 8. 16; T0 €0 {njv combined for a Greek the two ideas of “good
life” and “good living” (i.e., prosperity).



[8] The insufficiency of man causes the formation of the moAg (Plato Resp. ii. 369
seq.); the mMOALS is to be avtdokng, Arist. Pol. vii. 4. 14 seq., 1326b; but Plato (Resp.
370e) sees (as Solon here) that no moALS can supply all it needs.

[9] mogeiCove. Cf. vii. 46. 4 for the sentiment, and iii. 40. 3, where mpdpoLlo¢ is
again used.

i. 33

The change of subject from Solon (¢xapiCeto) to Croesus (&dmoméumetad) is harsh
(though not without parallel; cf. 31. 1), and so is the non-correspondence of ovte,
oUTE.

i. 34
oABwwrtatov. For the thought cf. 32. 1 n.

[2] éméotn. For the phrase and idea cf. Il. ii. 20, the dream of Agamemnon.

The name Atys is that of the Phrygio-Lydian deity, Attes or Attis, clearly connected
with the Syrian Ate (whose female double is Atargatis; cf. Meyer, i. 487): the cult
itself is probably of Hittite origin and is closely connected with that of Adonis
(Thammuz; cf. ii. 79. 2 n.). Frazer (G.B.2 ii. 130-7) describes the cult, and says that
Attis is “a deity of vegetation whose divine life manifested itself in the pine tree
and the spring violets” (used in his ritual). According to one form of the legend
Attes was killed by a boar, according to the other form (current in Pessinus) by
self-mutilation (Paus. vii. 17. 10-12); this latter story is immortalized in the Attis of
Catullus. Attes is both son and lover of the great mother-goddess, Cybele. For the
worship of the mother and the son in Asia Minor cf. Ramsay, C.B., 87, 264. The
swine, originally “the sacred victim,” typical of the god himself, has become by
false interpretation the enemy of the God (Farnell, G.C. ii, p. 646). The interest of
the story, from the historical point of view, is that H. (or his informants) has
introduced a cult-myth into history; it has received a Greek colouring, for the steps
taken to avert calamity are the means of bringing it to pass. (Cf. the myth of
Oedipus.) The fact underlying the story seems to be that Croesus had a son, Atys,
who died young. For Atys’ son, Pythius, cf. vii. 27. 1.

[3] oi: an Ethic dative; but it is used by H. also as a sort of possessive pronoun, e.g.,
iii. 14. 7 t@v ovumotéwv ot

i. 35

Phrygia had probably been conquered by Alyattes (cf. app. i, § 7); but Winckler
(A.F. ii. 141) thinks the story here implies that it was still independent: Aeschylus
(Pers. 770) speaks of its conquest by Cyrus as distinct from that of Lydia.

[2] The rite of purification (as performed by Circe for Jason and Medea) is
described in Ap. Rhod. iv. 693 seq.; among other ceremonies a sucking pig was
slain, and the blood poured on the guilty hands. The rite never occurs in Homer; it
first appears in Gk. literature in the fragment of the Aethiopis of Arctinus, where
Achilles is purified for the murder of Thersites. The old view was (Grote, i. 25) that



the idea of purification was not Greek and was introduced from abroad; the usual
modern view (Harrison, Prolegomena) is that the chthonian worships, with which
rites of purification were connected, were pre-Homericg, i.e., pre-Achaean, and
deliberately ignored by Homer in the interests of the Olympian deities. Cf. Frazer,
P, iii. 53 seq. for rites of purification generally.

For the similarity between Greeks and Lydians cf. app. i, § 5.

[3] The name Adrastus seems to refer to the goddess Adrasteia (= “Necessity”; cf.
Aesch. P.V. 936); for her connection with Nemesis cf. Farnell, G.C. ii. 499-500; he
shows that she was a form of Cybele, who, “through a misunderstanding of the
name,” acquired the character, really foreign to her, of “a stern goddess of justice.”
The Phrygian and the Argive Adrastus (cf. v. 67 n.) are both the victims of
“inevitable fate.”

i. 36
xonua with gen. is a colloquialism common in H. and Aristophanes. Cf.
XEWWVOS X0. ddpoontov vii. 188, and Nub. 2 10 x0. TV VUKTQOV 6CO0V.

i. 37
[2] H., like a true Greek, gives the Lydians an &yood and calls them “citizens.”

i. 39
T0 goes with AéAn0¢, as well as with pavOaveig, as an accus. of respect (tr.
“wherein”).

i. 42
[2] 0deidw . .. xonoToiot A striking instance of tragic irony.

i.43
[2] H. lays stress on the significant name; cf. 35. 3 n.

i. 44

[2] Zeus is invoked in a triple character, as the god who enjoined purification from
unintentional guilt, and as the protector both of the hearth and of the rights of
friendship; this (i.e., three attributes of one god) is a sort of intermediate stage to
the idea of three gods with different attributes.

é¢niotiov. The suppliant actually took refuge in the hearth when appealing to
Zeus é¢miotioc. For cult titles cf. Farnell, G. C. i. 35.

Croesus not only asks for vengeance, but himself has a grievance against heaven;
this he gives up (45. 2), just as he accepts Apollo’s explanation in chap. 91. “The
ways of god to men” are “justified” in the wisdom which Croesus learns by
experience.



i. 45

[3] dovevg pév. The rhetorical turn is to be noted, and the contrast between
Adrastus’ royal birth and the disasters which had befallen him. ¢ovevg is of
course not literally true, but the exaggeration is natural. So Euripides makes
Hecuba (882) call the murderer of her son Ttov ¢pov povéa.

i. 46

Croesus was the brother-in-law of Astyages (74. 4); but he had other than personal
motives. The power of Persia was a menace to all the secondary powers (cf. 77. 2
for their union), just as that of Media had been under Cyaxares (cf. 73. 3 n. for
diplomatic interference with Media). Moreover, Lydian trade was in danger from
the uncivilized Persians (cf. 71. 2).

[2] For wholesale consultation of oracles cf. viii. 133—4.

For Greek oracles in general cf. Myers’ brilliant essay in Hellenica, and Boucher-
Leclercq, Divination dans I’ Antiquité, vol. iii.

For the locality and oracle of Dodona cf. Frazer, P, ii. 159-60, for Zeus of Ammon
ii. 42 n.

Abae in E. Phocis; for its oracle cf. viii. 27, 33 n., 134, and Paus. x. 35 (with Frazer,
v. 436 seq., who describes the present state of the ruins).

For Amphiaraus and Trophonius cf. viii. 134 nn. The temple of Apollo at Didyma
(cf. 157. 3 for description of it, 158 for its Medism (?), and vi. 19. 3 for its
destruction in 494 B.C.; also 92. 2 nn.) was 22'2 miles from Miletus; it was often
called “of Branchidae,” from the priestly family (cf. toUg Boayxidac 158. 1), in
whose charge it was; the name of the mythical founder, Branchus, has been
connected etymologically with the Sans. Brahman, Lat. flamen. Some see in Apollo
of B. a pre-Greek god (Meyer, i. 483; Paus. vii. 2. 6). Its site was explored by
Newton (Essays, 75 seq.), who brought (1858) from its Sacred Way to the Br. Mus.
ten great seated figures of priests, which are interesting as showing Egyptian
influence on Greek art in the sixth century (cf. Frazer, P, iv. 126). One of them, that
of Chares (No. 14), is probably the oldest extant Greek portrait. The explorations
were resumed by the Germans in 1899.

i. 47

ovyyealpapévovg, “causing them to be written down for them,” i.e., by the
nipodr)tng, who put the answer of the moopavtic (vii. 111. 2) into proper shape,
usually into hexameters (cf. chap. 174 for iambics); here, however, the Pythia or
mieopavTIS seems to have given her answer in verse directly, without intermediary.
In later times, from third century onwards, prose was the usual medium. As the
answers were given all together, once a year originally, and once a month later
(Plut. Quaest. Graec. 9, Mor. 292), it is obvious that the mpodntng was all-
important. Cf. Frazer, P, v. 235 for the inspiration of the moopavTic.



[2] péyagov is always used by H. in a religious sense, though in Homer it means
simply “chamber” or (mostly in plural) “house” (cf. aedes). Perhaps the
Herodotean sense is the original one; the word may be connected with Semitic
maghar (“cave,” Robertson-Smith, Relig. of Sem. p. 200). This use survives in the
Hnéyapa or “caves” into which pigs were thrown at the Thesmophoria (Paus. ix. 8.
1 and Frazer, v. 29). For an underground shrine (of Palaemon) cf. Paus. ii. 2. 1.

pnéyagov is the temple itself as opposed to the tépevoc (cf. vi. 134. 2), and
especially the shrine proper, where stood the image of the god (ii. 141. 3); it
sometimes seems to be used interchangeably with advtov (cf. vii. 140. 1 and 3). It
is, however, used for the whole building (not merely the shrine), ii. 143. 2. The
“shrine” at Delphi was at the west end of the cella, and beneath was the chasm into
which it is said the priestess went down to divine (Frazer, v. 352-3; but cf. Oppé,
JHS xxiv, for good reasons against believing in “the chasm”).

[3] The d¢ is common in oracles (cf. 174. 5 and passim); it marks off an answer
from a preceding one given to other inquirers (ut sup.).

For a like claim to omniscience cf. Pind. Pyth. 9. 44 seq.

XOaAxOv, cogn. acc. Cf. II. iii. 57 Adwvov €000 x1twva, “with brass is it (the tortoise)
clad above”; cf. 48. 2 for explanation.

i.48

ngooieto. This verb is more often used by H. with a personal subject, e.g., 135. 1
Eetvika vopawa [Tégoat mpootevtay, but here of the thing, tr. “none took him” (cf.
our “I take it” and “it takes me”). This second use is found in Aristophanes, e.g.,
Eg. 359, Vesp. 741. Some see in the remark as to Amphiaraus (c. 49) a tradition
inconsistent with the statement here. But the story —no doubt a Delphic one —is
consistent; Apollo alone gave a complete answer, but the neighbouring shrine of
Amphiaraus did well enough to save its credit.

neoagevxeto: he “worshipped,” recognizing in the oracle the power of the god. If
the whole story is not simply a Delphic invention, we must suppose that Croesus
was “working the oracle” for the benefit of his Greek allies.

[2] avtog is emphatic; Croesus carried out his own plan, so as to keep his secret to
the last.

i. 50

navta: 3000 of every kind (cf. the idiomatic mavta déka, iv. 88. 1). The account of
this holocaust is like that given by Lucian (Syr. D. 49, p. 485) of the spring sacrifice
at Hierapolis; the offering of Croesus, however, is the provision of a feast for the
god on a great scale, with all the furniture of the costliest, while that in Lucian
leads up to self-mutilation in ecstatic frenzy.

[2] The mAtvOog or “ingot” was square; they were “beaten out” with the hammer
(cf. 68. 1 for ¢ENAavve); these MunAitvOix were about 18 by 9 by 3 inches. H. no



doubt takes all these measurements from the inventory of Delphic treasures, and
therefore is calculating by the Greek mrjxug, not the Persian (cf. 178. 3 n.).

toltov 1), “2Y2 talents”; for this colloquial commercialism cf. Latin sestertius,
German drittehalb, etc.

Agvkov xgvoov: AektEov, a natural alloy of gold and silver, obtained from the
washings of the Pactolus; it was also made artificially later. It consisted of at least
20 per cent. of silver to 80 of gold (cf. Plin. H.N. xxxiii. 80 “ubicumque quinta
argenti portio est, electrum vocatur”); the usual proportion of silver was 27 per
cent. Its value was to that of silver as 10 to 1 (that of gold to silver was reckoned at
13.3 to 1, cf. iii. 95. 1 n.), and so it was the first metal used in coins (cf. 94. 1 n.), for
convenience of calculation as well as for its greater durability (Head, H.N.! xxxiv).
Stein thinks that, as electron ingots of this size, if solid, would weigh more than
two talents, these were hollow. The number he explains by the arrangement of the
pedestal; the lion stood on the “four ingots of pure gold,” under which were three
stages of electrum ones, 15 (5 by 3), 35 (7 by 5), and 63 (9 by 7) respectively (i.e., 4 +
15+ 35+ 63 =117). The “ingots” were melted down by Phayllus in the Sacred War
(Diod. 16. 56, who makes them 120, and mentions statues of a lion (cf. 50. 3) and of
a woman (51. 5) as meeting the same fate).

[3] The lion was the beast of Cybele and Sandon, and appears as a type on early
Lydian coins (cf. Hill, G.C. pl. I. 7); nearly half the coins found at Ephesus (1904-5)
show it (Hogarth, E. p. 90). For its place in Lydian mythology cf. 84. 3 (the story of
Meles’ lion cub), and in Anatolian art JHS xix. 46—7 (with fig.); a stone lion from
Branchidae of this date is in the Br. Mus. (No. 17).

The temple at Delphi was burned down in 548 B.C. (Paus. x. 5. 13; cf. ii. 180. 1 n.;
for the restoration and the general history of the temple cf. v. 62 n., and Frazer, P,
v. 328 seq.)

i.51
This chapter is most interesting as showing the familiarity of H. with Delphi.

[2] For the Croesus bowl in its “angle” cf. viii. 122. 1. Stein thinks the reference is
to the projecting “angle,” formed by one of the two antae, with which the walls of
the cella ended in front towards the mpdvaog.

Yao. H. knows its size, because it was filled at the Theophania, a spring festival,
which commemorated at Delphi the reappearance of the Sun-god.

[3] For Theodorus cf. Murray, G.S. i. 74 seq., where his works are enumerated and
his originality discussed. He and Rhoecus (iii. 60. 4 n.) dtéxeav xaAkov mpwtot
Kal aydApata éxwvevoavto (Paus. viii. 14. 8); cf. also Plin. H.N. xxxiv. 83. For an
early instance of bronze casting at Samos cf. iv. 152. 4. Theodorus was the maker of
Polycrates’ ring (iii. 41. 1 n.), and also of the golden plane-tree (vii. 27. 2, though H.
does not give his name in this case); he probably was a contemporary of Alyattes.
Overbeck (Schriftq. 274-93) distinguishes an elder and a younger Theodorus.



For ceremonial sprinklings cf. Tylor, P.C. ii. 434; the vessels stood, like modern
holy-water stoups, by the entrance.

dbapévwy ... Aéyovteg: the anacoluthon is very harsh. Kirchhoff argues (1) that
the falsification was official, (2) that a motive for such complaisance towards
Lacedaemonians is found in 448 B.C. (Thuc. i. 112. 5); therefore H.’s visit must have
been about 447. The gaps in this argument are obvious. It is interesting to see H.
exercising his critical faculty on the Temple records.

[5] ovk énionpua: Liddell & Scott “without an inscription” (as opposed to
éruyéyoarntal § 3), not, as Stein, “indistinguishable”; this implies that most of the
articles bore the name of Croesus as giver.

agtoxomnov. The step-mother of Croesus attempted to poison him, and his life
was saved by his “baker” (cf. Plut. Mor. 401e, De Pyth. Or. chap. 16, and chap. 92
for the conspiracy of Croesus’ step-brother, Pantaleon).

i. 52
t0 EuoTov should be a genitive absolute, but as it is a part of the aixur) it is
attracted into the same case (cf. ii. 41. 4).

i.53
For the temple of the Ismenian Apollo cf. 92. 1 n.

The Parian marble (app. xiv, § 6) dates this embassy 555 B.C., which Busolt (ii. 460
n.) makes the year of Croesus’ accession.

There seems to be no difference in sense between the subjunctive and the optative
here; they are both deliberative; cf. i. 185. 6, where the optative precedes, for a
similar change.

[2] We may suppose that the liberality of Croesus was intended to secure the
Lacedaemonian alliance through Delphic influence.

[3] The oracle ran Kpotoog AAvv dixag peyaAnv aoxnyv kataAvoet (Arist. Rhet.
iii. 5).

i. 54

The staters were rather more than 25 per cent. heavier than darics, and therefore
worth about £1 8s. each. Plutarch, however (De Sera 12, p. 556), makes Croesus
propose to give a larger sum —"four minae” = about £16.

[2] The mtpopavteior was the right of either consulting the oracle on behalf of
others (Homolle) or of consulting the oracle before ordinary visitors, whose
positions were determined by lot; the analogy of mpoedpiat makes the second
explanation preferable. The whole question is discussed in REG xiii., p. 281 seq.,
which sums up on the whole against Homolle’s view. dtéAeix was freedom from
taxes for Lydians consulting the shrine; the mpoedota was the right to front places
at the Pythian and other festivals (cf. ix. 73. 3 for such rights). These honours and
similar ones (e.g., Teodkiar and éyxTnoic kat yng kat owkiag, which corresponds



to the yiveoOai AeAdov of this passage) are found in inscriptions at Delphi (e.g.,
Dittenberger, 484, 662; the former of these is in favour of Sardes—"as an ancient
friend”). Radet (p. 217) compares the decree in honour of Croesus with the rights
given by the Amphictyons to Philip in 346 B.C.; it made him a member of the
Hellenic world (cf. Jebb, Essays, p. 223, for similar grants at Delos).

i. 55

évedopéeto, “filled himself full of,” i.e., “used to the full”; cf. Plut. Cic. 19 un
dokoln g e€ovotlag ayav éupopelobat, (Cic. feared) “lest he should be thought
to abuse his authority” (against the Catilinarians).

[2] For explanation of this oracle cf. chap. 91. 5.

nodaPé. The effeminacy of the Lydians was later (cf. app. i, § 4 and chaps. 79. 3,
155); but they had already developed a luxurious civilization (cf. chap. 71. 2, the
story of Sandanis).

i. 56-58
A digression on the races of Greece. With this generally cf. app. xv.

i. 56

[2] A Dorian himself, H. identifies the Dorians with the Hellenes. Hellas was
originally a district in Thessaly, closely connected with Phthia and ruled by
Achilles (I1. ix. 395), whose followers are “Myrmidons and Hellenes” (II. ii. 684).
But in the Catalogue (ii. 530) it is also used as a general name, ITavéAANveg (cf.
ka0’ EAA&Dda kal péoov Agyog, Od. i. 344 and passim—a verse condemned by
Aristarchus as an interpolation). “Hellas” was already used in a general sense by
Archilochus and Hesiod (Strabo, 370), i.e., in the seventh century, and had become
established in this sense before 580 B.C., when two “Hellanodicae” (cf. IGA 112)
were appointed for the Olympic games; but the date depends on the reading in
Paus. v. 9. 4, 5, which is a little uncertain (cf. Frazer, P, i. 584; iii. 489). Thucydides
(i. 3) describes the transition from the special to the general sense; this was
probably due to the influence of the myth of Achilles; as the Greeks, by contrast
with the barbarians, became conscious of their own similarity, it was natural they
should assume the name of the people whose chief was the hero of the national
epic and the type of heroic manhood. The adoption of the name may be connected
with the spread of Dorian influence (cf. ZeUg ‘EAAGviog and ABava ‘EAAavia in
the o1)toa of Lycurgus, Plut. Lyc. 6).

The origin of “Hellenes” is uncertain; it may be connected with the YeAAol, the
priests of Zeus at Dodona (Il. xvi. 234, where Achilles prays to this god). This is
partially confirmed by Aristotle (Meteor. i. 14, 352a), who says that “ancient
Hellas” was meot Awdwvnv. For the whole subject cf. Busolt, i. 196 seq. Bury has
an ingenious theory that the name received its first great extension in connection
with the Achaean colonies in Magna Graecia (JHS xv. 236); but his proof is by no
means complete.



This chapter (with chap. 145, and viii. 43 and 73) is interesting as showing that the
story of the Dorian Invasion was fully developed in H.’s time: he assumes its main
points and even refers to details, e.g., vi. 52, ix. 26. 3. The questions as to it may be
summed up under two heads:

(1) Evidence for reality of Dorian Invasion.
The oldest evidence for it is Tyrtaeus, frag. 2 (in Str. 362):

ZeLg HoakAeldaig tvde 0édwice TOALV®
olowv &pa mEoAtmovtes Epuveov fvepdevta,
evpelav [TéAomog viioov aducdpeda.

(Cf. Pind. Pyth. i. 63 seq.) Beloch (RM xlv) argues that the story is an invention,
based on mistaken etymologies (e.g., of “Naupactus”) and unhistorical
combinations, to explain the difference between Homeric Greece and Historic
Greece. His arguments are briefly these: (a) The evidence is late; there is nothing as
to the migration in Homer (but Homer is equally silent as to Greek migrations to
Asia Minor which are pretty generally accepted). (b) Race names are very late
(Thuc. i. 3; but this argument confuses name and fact: races exist as distinct,
though their general names may be late). (c) There was no real gap between
“Mycenaean” and historic times, e.g., a Dorian column is found in the Lion Gate at
Mycenae. The transition was gradual, but the Greeks, not understanding such a
process, invented a catastrophe. (This argument is not admitted by archaeologists
generally; it makes the Mycenaean culture too late; cf. Busolt, i. 116 n.)

Arguments for the historic reality of the invasion are (cf. generally Meyer, ii. 47):
(a) Modern archaeological research tends to vindicate the accuracy of Greek myths
in their general outlines. (b) If tradition is ever good evidence, it would be so for an
event of such importance. (c) Tradition is confirmed by the existence of subject
classes (probably subject races) in many parts of the Peloponnese. (d) The Dorians
always looked on themselves as being new-comers in the Peloponnese. (¢) The
tradition explains such facts as resemblance of Dorian and Aeolian dialects

(Busolt, i. 195) and the connection of the Lacedaemonians with Doris, which is of
great importance in historic times (Thuc. i. 107. 2).

It must be frankly admitted, however, that we know nothing of the details of the
Invasion.

(2) Main points as to Dorian Invasion.

(a) As to its origin. It was part of a general movement from the North, connected
with the Phrygian migration (vii. 73), and perhaps (but remotely) with the
invasions of Egypt under the Nineteenth Dynasty (cf. app. x, § 8).

(b) As to its course.

(1) The invaders were of mixed race; all probability (cf. the invasion of the
Cimbri and Teutones) confirms tradition on this.

(if) Doris was a stage in the progress of part of the invaders.



(iif) Some of the conquerors came by sea (cf. the local tradition as to Solygeius
(Thuc. iv. 42. 2) and the Temeneion near Argos (Strabo, 368)).

(iv) The conquest was gradual, and may have been assisted by the discontented
elements in the population of the Peloponnese.

(c) As to its ultimate results. It was part of a series of movements. Thucydides (i. 2. 3)
connects it, though not causally, with the conquest of Boeotia; and it may have led
to the migration to Asia Minor (c. 145).

[3] TO pév: obviously the Pelasgic race, although this sense is inconsistent with
what H. says of Pelasgians in Asia Minor (146. 1) or of those in Attica (vi. 137); he
writes too absolutely, having in view only the contrast between the mass of the
Athenians, who were oV petavaorat (vii. 161. 3), and the much-wandering
Dorians. These are placed first in Phthiotis, because this was the traditional home
of Deucalion, the Greek Noah, the grandfather of Aeolus, Xuthus, and Dorus. H.
may be following the post-Homeric epic, “Aegimius.”

Histiaeotis was in northwest Thessaly; H. transfers it to the northeast (the district
really of Thessaliotis (57. 1)), probably in accordance with Cretan tradition (for
Dorians in Crete cf. Od. xix. 177). The invaders of Crete must have originally lived
on the sea coast.

Kadpeiwv. For the Cadmeans cf. v. 61. 2 n.; as there it is said that the Cadmeans
fled to the Illyrian Encheleis, their migration must have been to northwest; hence it
is obvious that the legend placed the Dorians in northwest Thessaly (not
northeast).

ITivdw. P. is one of the towns of the Dorian Tetrapolis, the others being Erineus (cf.
viii. 43 and Tyrtaeus, ut sup.), Boeum, and Cytinium (Strabo, 427); it lay on a river
of the same name on the southeast of Mount Oeta; for it cf. Pind. Pyth. i. 65 éoxov
0" ApvkAag 0ABot ITevdoBev opvouevol. Others (less probably) take Pindus to be
the mountain chain, i.e., H. would bring his Dorians from northeast to northwest
Thessaly and then later (¢vOevTev a001c) to their home in Doris.

Maxedvov. Stein doubts whether H. means to connect the Dorians with the
Macedonians (cf. viii. 43), arguing that H., if he had believed this, would have
explained the unusual form (Makedvéov) by the common one (Maxedawv). It
seems, however, as if H. must have been thinking of the claim of the Macedonian
kings to be Argives (cf. v. 22. 2; viii. 137); but this would prove nothing as to
connection of the races. He may be referring to some unknown tradition,
connecting the Dorians in northwest Thessaly with their Macedonian neighbours
to the north; e.g., Myres (JHS xxvii. 178) shows that in the Homeric Catalogue the
strip of coast between Mount Olympus and the Axius is unaccounted for; he
argues that the Dorians (unknown to Homer except in Od. xix. 177) had already
reached this.

Agvomnida. D. was the original name of the lower part of the Pindus valley, which
in historic times was Doris (viii. 31; cf. Strabo, 434). The Dryopians originally



dwelt on both sides of Mount Oeta, and south as far as Parnassus; they are said to
have been expelled from the coast by the Malians, and by Heracles from the
Pindus valley (Apollod. ii. 7. 7). Heracles was especially honoured by the Malians
(vii. 176. 3), and in the east of Central Greece generally (Meyer, ii. 166). Here the
Dorians learned his worship, and made his son Hyllus to be adopted by king
Aegimius, and so to be the ancestor of the Spartan kings. The expelled Dryopes
settled at Hermione and Asine in the Peloponnese (viii. 73. 2), at Styra (viii. 46. 4),
and Carystus in Euboea (Thuc. vii. 57. 4); also in Cythnus (viii. 46. 4) and in Ionia
(146. 1). For an account of the Dryopes, based in part on cult usage, cf. Paus. iv. 34.
6.

oUtwe: i.e, they get their Dorian name when they conquer the Peloponnese. This
is probably wrong; “it is native in the upper Cephissus valley” (Meyer, ii. 47).

i. 57

For H.’s Pelasgian theories and for the relation of Pelasgi to Hellenes cf. app. xv.
He here tries to infer the original language of the whole people from survivals in
his own day; his method is scientific, whatever may be thought of his results.

Konotwva. If this is read, Creston is a town in Thrace, north of Chalcidice, on the
high ground between the Axius and the Strymon; this district is called
Konotwvwn (vii. 124. 1; cf. Thuc. ii. 99. 6 I'onotwvia). This reading is open to
objections: (1) Creston is not definitely mentioned as a town elsewhere except in St.
Byz., who is quoting H. (2) H. calls the inhabitants of the district Konotwvaiot (v.
3. 2), not Konotwvutat as here. (3) The only Pelasgians in this district are in the
Athos peninsula (Thuc. iv. 109. 4), and these are definitely called “the Tyrsenians
who formerly settled in Lemnos and Athens”; but H. distinguishes the people here
from the Tyrsenians and from the Pelasgians “who lived with the Athenians.”

Hence Niebuhr conjectured Kootwva and Kpootwvintatin § 3, i.e., Cortona in
Etruria, originally an Umbrian town, which H. distinguishes from the famous
Croton in South Italy by the words Umep T. This conjecture has been widely
accepted (e.g., by Meyer, F. i. 234); the reasons are:

(1) Tvponvot everywhere in H. means “the Etruscans.”

(2) Dion. Hal. i. 29, quoting this passage, kat yop or) . . . €v pvAaxT) (3), reads
Kootwvimrtaty, and (i. 18 seq.) describes the migration of the Pelasgians to Umbiria,
where they made Cortona their chief town (cf. Hell. frag. 1 for the same tradition;
but Hell. identifies the Pelasgians and the Etruscans).

(3) The reading Konotwva, it is suggested, is a later correction, based on an
inaccurate remembrance of Thuc. iv. 109.

For the objections to this conjecture cf. Myres, JHS xxvii. 195 seq.; he argues 1) H.
is unfamiliar with Italy, and would not compare an Italian town with Aegean
peoples; 2) he knows this part of the Aegean coast-line well; 3) the passage of
Thucydides really confirms H. It may be added that the MSS. agree in giving
Konotwva. For H.’s familiarity with North Italy cf. 196. 1.



Thessaliotis lay west of Olympus and Ossa (cf. 56. 3 for Dorians there); it was more
often called “Pelasgiotis.”

[2] Placie and Scylace lay east of Cyzicus on the Propontis (here called
“Hellespont”; cf. iv. 38. 2 n.). For the expulsion of “Pelasgians” from Attica cf. vi.
137 n., from Lemnos, vi. 140, and app. xv, § 5.

[3] xapaxtnEa. H. uses this word of the four Ionian dialects (142. 4); from this

parallel Thirlwall (i. 53) argued that H. meant here that “the Pelasgian language
...sounded to him a strange jargon, as did the dialect of Ephesus to a Milesian,
and as the Bolognese does to a Florentine.” This is ingenious, but the Pelasgian

question cannot be settled so easily.

i. 58

amooxLo0év. The sense of this word is shown in iv. 56. 1, where H. uses it of a
river separating from another; so in 143. 2, of the “separation” of the Ionians of
Asia Minor from the rest of the Ionians. Obviously, therefore, H. thought his
“barbarian” Pelasgi closely akin to the Hellenes. In 60. 3 H. says t0 ‘EAAnvucov
amexlOn TovL PaoPdoov €0veog, i.e., marked itself off as somewhat superior.
Thucydides (i. 3. 2) carries the process a stage further; the development is not
“spontaneous,” but the result of “contact with the ¢pvoic of the genuine Hellene”;
T. s’ “explanation of the transmissibility of culture is to be sought not in
physiology but in psychology” (Myres, A. and C., 152). Whether &moox1o0év here
implies local or ethnical separation, it is impossible to decide, but probably the
latter.

puévrou: contrasted with pév, growth as compared to language.

neookexwenkotwv. Thucydides (i. 3) also speaks of the “Hellenes” absorbing
Pelasgic and other peoples; among these “others” are the Minyans of Orchomenus,
the Abantes, the Dryopes (146. 1), etc.

i. 59-64

The account of the tyranny of Pisistratus, one of the most valuable of H.’s
contributions to sixth century history; for it cf. app. xvi, §§ 5-8. It should be read
with Arist. Ath. Pol. chaps. 13. 3-17, an account based in part on H., but with many
additions (cf. Busolt, ii. 302 n. 2). For H.’s general judgement of the Pisistratidae cf.
v. 78 n.

i. 59

Kkatexopevov kai 8. These words have been attacked as unfair; but it must be
remembered that they are a description of Athens, as Croesus would hear of it ca.
550 B.C.; as such they are too compressed, but in the main accurate; Athens was
“held down” by P, and the fact that it was “torn asunder” gave him his
opportunity.

[2] Chilon was ephor at Sparta about 560; Sosicrates said of him mpwtog
elonynoato épodpouvg toic Pactrevot mapalevyvovat (Diog. Laert. i. 68); this is



taken by some (e.g., Niese in PW s.v Chilon) to mean that he established the
ephorate; but more probably it only implies that he greatly increased its power. A
fragment of a second century author (Rylands Papyri, No. 18) says of him with
King Anaxandridas that tvoavvidac katéAvoav; it goes on to mention Hippias of
Athens and Aeschines of Sicyon, apparently as put down by these two (cf. Plut. De
Mal. 21, and app. xvi, § 10); but the fragment breaks off suddenly. This tradition
may well be true in the main, though the chronology is inaccurate. For his
connection with the Lycurgean discipline cf. chap. 65 n. He was reckoned as one of
the Seven Sages (cf. 27. 2 n.), and Plut. (Mor. 35f) says a collection of his pithy
sayings was extant. Cf. vii. 235. 2 for his practical wisdom.

[3] Tw AOyw, “making himself the champion of the cause of”; Adyog is partly the
“account” to be taken of his partisans, partly what could be urged in their favour.
Stein thinks there is an implied opposition to £€0yw, “nominally” he was for others,
really for himself; but this is forced. Myres (A. and C., 165) says: “the phrase
suggests that it was not a district, but a region that was in question—a region
above the corn level.” He adds that any one from the Acropolis in spring can
“recognize the abrupt change from emerald green to purple and brown, which
tells where mtediov and cornland end, and the goats of the Umtepdkoia begin.”

The rise of these factions was the natural result of the Solonian changes, which had
broken down the traditional rule of the Eupatridae. The local divisions, on which
the factions were largely based, are reflected in the myth of the four sons of
Pandion (Strabo, 392); but no doubt the main struggle was between the old landed
aristocracy and the rising mercantile class.

The ntapaAia is the southern half of Attica, the triangle terminating in Sunium, the
ntediov is the southwest of Attica, the basin of the Cephissus and the Thriasian
plain. Cf. Thuc. ii. 55. 1 ot ITeAomovvnjoloy, émeldn) étepov to tediov, mapgnAbov
&g v [aoaAov ynv kadovuévny péxot Aavoeiov, where the Athenians have
their silver mines.” Ure (“Origin of the Tyrannis,” JHS xxvi. 136) suggests that the
Awaxplot are not local, but are “the mining population of Attica” supporting “the
great mine-owner, Pisistratus.” But, not to speak of the evidence of Thucydides (ut
sup.), there is no reason to think that any large section of the Athenian population
was employed in the mines at this time, even if free men ever worked there, which
is very doubtful; Solon, frag. 13. 49-50, quoted by Ure, refers to manufactures not
to mines.

H. differs from Ath. Pol. 13. 4 in making the third faction later than the rest (it
certainly would be organized later); he also gives its name differently, Oteoduiotot,
not dudkotot (cf. Plut. Sol. 29 for the latter form).

For Megacles cf. the story of Agariste’s wooing, vi 126 seq.; for the Alcmaeonid
family cf. 60. 2 n.; his great-niece was the mother of Pericles, whose second son
was called “Paralus.” Lycurgus was an Eteobutad; to this aristocratic faction
belonged the Philaidae; cf. vi. 35 seq. for the story of their chief, Miltiades.



The faction of Pisistratus was in east and northeast Attica; his own deme, ®Aaidat
(Plut. Sol. 10), lay near Brauron some twenty miles south of Marathon; cf. chap. 62
for his strength in this region. Near Brauron was discovered the otr)An of an
Aristion, who may well be (Bury, pp. 192-3) the man of that name who proposed
(Ath. Pol. 14. 1) the tyrant’s bodyguard.

[4] 5110ev shows the statement is false; cf. 73. 5. The mToAvOpovANTOV altnua (Plato
Resp. 566b) for a bodyguard was the first step to tyranny.

otoatnyin. H. probably uses this word in a non-technical sense, but even if he
meant it to be technical, it would prove nothing; he is often anachronistic in his
constitutional details; cf. vi. 109 n. There is no evidence for the existence of the
otoatnyot before Cleisthenes, except in the more than suspicious “Constitution of
Draco” (Ath. Pol. 4); if they existed, they were mere subordinates of the Polemarch.
For the tyrant owing his rise to distinction in war cf. Arist. Pol. v. 5. 6-8 (1305a)
with Newman’s note. For the chronology of the wars with Megara cf. Busolt, ii. 217
seq. Some (e.g., Sayce) have supposed that H. makes here a mistake similar to that
as to Croesus and Solon (cf. chap. 29 nn.), introducing Pisistratus into a war that
really belongs to the previous generation. Others (e.g., Beloch, i. 327) make
Pisistratus the conqueror of Salamis, not Solon; but apart from Solon’s own poems
(frags. 2 and 3) all tradition gives the conquest to the older man. It is more natural
therefore to suppose that the Megarian war, victoriously ended by Solon (Plut. Sol.
10), had been renewed during the confusion at Athens that followed his legislation
(cf. Ath. Pol. 12), or perhaps even before his legislation, as Plutarch (chap. 12)
definitely states, and that the struggle with Megara was finally ended by
Pisistratus; Justin, ii. 8, describes the capture of Nisaea by him, though without
naming the town.

The inscription discovered in 1884 may perhaps refer to the settlement of Salamis
after the conquest by Pisistratus; but others date it at the end of the sixth century
(cf. Hicks, pp. 6-7; Busolt, ii. 444 n. 2).

[5] These “clubmen” (kopuvndopou), fifty in number (Plut. Sol. 30), were not called
by the usual name of a tyrant’s guard, dogupogot.

[6] axgomoAwv. Cf. Mayor, Juv. x. 307 n., for this first step to tyranny

Pisistratus was unlike the usual tyrant (iii. 80. 5), cf. app. xvi, § 5. H. forms a just
estimate of the home, but not of the foreign (app. xvi, § 8) policy of Pisistratus.

The tipat are the members of the two Councils and the archons; the Pisistratidae
atel tiva EmepéAovTo oPwv avtwv £v tailg agxals etval (Thuc. vi. 54. 6).

i. 60

[2] Tr) otAou Stein translates “harassed by the attacks of his own party,” and cf.
61. 2; but “troubled by the party strife” is simpler. The willingness of the
Alcmaeonid family to marry with, and to restore, a tyrant is very inconsistent with
their character as “tyrant-haters” in vi. 121, 123; cf. app. xviii, § 6.



[3] émet is to be taken closely with téte ye, “at that time when the Greek race had
long been separated.” It is noticeable that here, as elsewhere, H. holds inconsistent
views as to the Pelasgi; they are “barbarians,” but they become Hellenes without
difficulty.

[4] The story of the sham Athene is one of the most curious in H.; he is shocked by
it, and introduces sarcastic touches (e.g., oxnua olov Tt épeAAe) into it; but he
completely believes it. Grote has an excellent note (iv. 32) on the contrast between
the views of the sixth and of the fifth century, implied in H.’s criticism here; he
compares the contrast of views as to a combat of champions in H. i. 82 and Thuc. v.
41. As H. had met possibly the sons and certainly the grandsons of men who had
seen the restoration, and as he carefully sifted his traditions as to the Pisistratidae
(cf. v. 55. 1 n.), it is safer to accept the story, as e.g., Grote, Curtius, Busolt (ii. 321),
and others do. Cf. vi. 105. 3 for Athenian acceptance of the supernatural (Pan and
Philippides). Somewhat similar acts are that of Telines (vii. 153) and the share of
St. Catherine in the return of Gregory XI to Rome in 1376. Beloch, however (RM
45,1890, whom Meyer, F. ii. 248, follows), rejects the whole story as a “poetic
variation of the historic tradition of the victory at Pallene.” The argument is as
follows: the victory was gained at the temple of Athene Pallenis (c. 62. 3); hence
Athene was metaphorically said to have restored Pisistratus. The metaphorical
version grew into a myth, perhaps with the assistance of a commemorative
monument—this suggestion had been made by Stein before Beloch—and then the
fiction found a place in history, side by side with the real fact. Beloch concludes
that Pisistratus was only restored once and expelled once, and that the intrigue
with Megacles belongs to the first usurpation.

It argues almost greater credulity to suppose that history and myth could become
thus inextricably mixed in the course of two generations than to accept the story of
Phya. It may be noted that there is independent fourth-century evidence for the
story in A.P. 14. 4 and in Cleidemus (Athen. 609¢; FHG i. 364), who makes Phya
wife of Hipparchus.

This passage is very significant for Greek stature: this “daughter of the gods
divinely tall and most divinely fair,” was only about 5 feet 10 inches.

navoTAin: i.e.,, with helmet, breastplate, spear, and shield, as in the familiar
Athene statues; cf. iv. 180. 3 for the investing of a mortal with these attributes of
Athene.

[5] The demes were pre-Cleisthenean, though he gave them political importance
(v. 69. 2 n.); here and in 62. 1 they = “the country districts” as opposed to 10 &otv;
they were the strongholds of Pisistratus, who had the peasants on his side, as
opposed to the landowners and the trading class; cf. 59. 3 n.

i. 61
[3] mtooadéaro, “were under obligations to”; cf. iii. 140. 2. The friendship of the
Thebans for the Athenian tyrant is very noticeable; the continuous rivalry of the



two great cities in middle Greece through the fifth century was the result of the
diplomacy of Cleomenes; cf. vi. 108 nn.

[4] For Lygdamis cf. Arist. Pol. v. 6. 1, 1305a 41, with Newman’s note; he had
become tyrant as leader of the people in avenging an aristocratic outrage (Athen.
348). Apparently he lost his tyranny (this is implied here) and was restored by
Pisistratus (64. 2). If we may trust Polyaenus (i. 23) he had assisted Polycrates to
obtain the tyranny of Samos, thus forming a link between the two great Ionian
tyrants. He seems to combine the two characters of democratic champion and
well-born condottiere. For his fall cf. Plut. De Mal. chap. 21.

For the curse cf. v. 71 n.

i. 62

H. gives two notes of time as to the Pisistratid rule, in this passage and in v. 65. 3
(that it lasted thirty-six years): Aristotle (Pol. v. 12. 5, 1315b 32) gives it thirty-five
years, and to Pisistratus himself seventeen; Ath Pol. 17. 1 gives him nineteen years.
There are numerous other data in Ath Pol. chaps. 14-17, but they are hopelessly
confused; see Sandys on Ath Pol. 14. 3 for a discussion of the subject.

The ultra-sceptical view is that of Beloch (i. 328), that the traditional dates are
merely based on calculations of generations, one for Pisistratus himself and a half
for his sons, i.e., 33 + 17 = 50 years in all, and that one-half of his rule is given to
exile. Rejecting this argument as a not very probable guess, we may take the
following dates as approximate: First tyranny, 560-559, archonship of Comeas
(this traditional date is accepted even by Beloch). First exile, 555. Second tyranny,
550. Second exile, 549. Third tyranny, 539. Death, 527. Expulsion of Hippias, 510
(Thuc. vi. 59. 4). But certainty is impossible.

MapaOwvog. In the Diacria where his party was strong. Cf. 59. 3 n.

[3] ¢ TwvTO oLVIGVTEG, “intending to join battle.” Pallene lay south of Mount
Pentelicus, commanding the pass between it and Hymettus; here the road from
Marathon on the northeast joins that from Brauron on the southeast of Athens. The
place was the scene of the mythical battles between the Athenians and Eurystheus
(Strabo, 377) and between Theseus and Pallas (Plut. Thes. 13); this latter battle, like
the one here (cf. the oracle), was decided by a surprise.

[4] For @¢in moun) xoewpevog cf. iii. 77. 1; iv. 152. 2; H. obviously looks on P. as
favoured of heaven.

Apodilvtog 6 Akagvav. Some propose to read 6 AxapveUg, because Plato (Theag.
124d) calls him 1jpuedamdg, i.e., an Athenian; but the Acarnanian mountaineers
were famous seers (cf. vii. 221, Megistias, and the prevalence of second-sight
among the Scotch Highlanders). Stein suggests that Pisistratus may have given
him citizenship, and compares for this ix. 33 seq.

XOMNOMOAGYOG (cf. vii. 6. 3) may mean either the seer himself or the collector of
oracles (cf. Thuc. ii. 8. 2). The Pisistratidae were closely connected with oracles (cf.



£k TV Aoylwv 64. 2) and seers; they had a collection of oracles (v. 90. 2), and were
friendly with Onomacritus the Orphic teacher (vii. 6. 3 n.). Pisistratus himself was
nicknamed Bacis (Schol. Ar. Pax 1071). This connection, like their temple-building

and encouragement of cult, was a convenient support of their rule (cf. app. xvi, §
7).

i. 63
agtotov: here the midday meal; the “siesta” or games follow it.

[2] avapipacac. Helbig (Les Intrteic Athéniens, p. 191) thinks the phrase indicates
that the young men were serving as mounted hoplites, not as cavalry; he thinks (p.
231 seq.) Athens had no real cavalry till the period 478-457 B.C.

i. 64

Ath. Pol. 15. 3 mentions a general disarmament. This seems hardly consistent with
Thuc. vi. 56, 58. The passage here gives two of the distinguishing marks of a
tyranny, direct taxation of citizens and a mercenary force.

ovvodolat is rare for mpooddoloL. avTOOeV: the reference is to the mines of
Laurium and to the land-tax of 10 per cent. (Ath. Pol. 16. 4), reduced by P.’s sons to
5 per cent. (Thuc. vi. 54. 5).

Ltouuovoe. Ath. Pol. 15. 2 tells us that Pisistratus during his second exile made
money from the regions round Mount Pangaeus,” i.e., near Amphipolis, where
Philippi was founded later. The mines here are to be distinguished from those of
Zxkamtr) “YAn opposite Thasos, and owned by that island (vi. 46. 3). The mention
of the Thraceward “revenues” agrees with the conjecture, probable on other
grounds, that Thucydides the historian, who had possessions in that region (iv.
105. 1), was connected with the Pisistratidae; but cf. Grundy. Thucydides, p. 16.

For a tyrant’s hostages cf. iii. 45. 4.
[2] For Delos cf. vi. 97 n., and app. xvi, § 8 for general foreign policy of Pisistratus.

[3] pet” AAkpewvidéwv. As Alcmaeon was agent of Croesus (vi. 125), there were
other reasons than those given by H. (59. 1, 65. 1) for Croesus not seeking Athenian
alliance.

i. 65-68

A digression on Lacedaemonian history, containing accounts of (1) Lycurgus (chap. 65),
(2) the foundation of the Lacedaemonian hegemony, especially the war with Tegea. (For the
questions as to Lycurgus cf. especially Meyer, F. i. 213-86.)

(1) Lycurgus a “heroized god.”

The historical reality of Lycurgus is often denied (e.g., by Meyer (ut sup.); Busolt, i.
578; Gilbert, G.C.A., 15; Bury, p. 135) because:

(a) The evidence for him is late; apart from Simonides (Plut. Lyc. 1) H. is our oldest
witness; the fragments of Tyrtaeus never mention him; yet it is equally hard to



believe either that Tyrtaeus would have said nothing of Lycurgus, had he ever
existed, or that any mention of him by Tyrtaeus, had there been one, would have
tailed to be quoted when the subject was so much discussed.

(b) The statements as to Lycurgus are contradictory (cf. 65. 4 for variations of date);
and his work was attributed by Hellanicus to Eurysthenes and Procles (frag. 91;
FHG . 57).

(c) His name (i.e., “Wolfheart,” Meyer, ut sup. 281, or “Light-Worker,” Gilbert) is
suspicious, as are also those of his father (Eunomus or Prytanis, Plut. 1), and of his
son (Eucosmus, Paus. iii. 16. 5).

(d) He was worshipped as a god at Sparta (see below), and Meyer (ii. 277) denies
that we find mortals deified in Greece before Alexander; but this is doubtful.

(e) Greek legends tended to ascribe all institutions to some lawgiver; cf. Solon,
Zaleucus, etc. “The omnipotence of law” is a “strange Greek superstition”; “they
have no sufficient conception of the way in which things are stronger than men,
and the passive resistance of circumstances stronger than the insight and will of an

individual” (Oncken, Arist. Staats.-Lehre, i. 244-5).

Meyer (F. i. 279) goes so far as to suggest that the legend of Lycurgus as founder
grew up “gradually after the Persian wars, when the Spartans became conscious of
the peculiar character of their native institutions.” He is “borrowed from the
original population, like the cults of Helen, the Dioscuri, and Agamemnon” (ibid.
p. 282). Hence Lycurgus is a “heroized divinity”; Gilbert makes him a form of
Apollo Avkelog, Meyer (ibid. 282, following Wilamowitz) and Busolt of Zeus
Avxaiog (the “Wolf-Zeus”), an Arcadian god. Grote, Curtius, Holm, and others,
however, make

(2) Lycurgus a real man.

(a) Because of the analogy of similar legends; Charlemagne, Roland, and
Archbishop Turpin are historical persons, however much their story was
embellished in the Chansons de Geste (cf. the discussion as to the historical
existence of King Arthur, EB ii. 651).

(b) The peculiar character of Spartan institutions is best explained by the
dominating personality of some individual, who did not invent them, but who
systematized them and rendered them permanent. Holm (i. 188) well compares
the part played by the Doge Gradenigo in settling the Venetian constitution, Reich
the foundation by great personalities of the religious orders in the Roman Church.

(3) Lycurgus a historical fiction.

A further difficulty arises from the archaeological discoveries of the British School
at Sparta since 1906: these show that the city was a centre of art down to after 600
B.C., and then almost suddenly ceases to be so. It is possible that the Lycurgean
aywyr) actually dates from this period, and was the work of a reformer (perhaps
of Chilon, cf. 59. 2 n.), who attributed his drastic innovations to a supposed ancient



founder, or that at any rate an old and weakly enforced discipline was
reintroduced in a stricter form. (For this latter view cf. Dickins in Class. Quart. v.
241.) Such a view would account for the absence of genuine tradition as to
Lycurgus, while it satisfies the main argument for his existence, viz., that a strong
personality is needed to explain so peculiar a development.

If, however, we accept the personality of Lycurgus (Frazer, v. 606, goes so far as to
say “It should never have been called in question”), it must be admitted that we
know nothing of him; H.’s account is not real history; it is only valuable as the fifth
century official Lacedaemonian account of history.

[Additional Note D (1928): Lycurgus. The third view as to the personality of
Lycurgus (p. 86 ad fin.), viz., that he is a “historic fiction,” put forward as covering
a very real change that revolutionized Sparta, is now often adopted, but by no
means universally (Busolt, e.g., Staatskunde, pp. 648f., rejects it). It was suggested
independently by Mr. Wade Gery (CAH iii. 562), by V. Ehrenberg in his Neugriinder
der Stadt. and by myself in Studies in H. (pp. 36tf.). The arguments for it are:

(1) That the narrative of H. himself clearly implies that the revival of
Lacedaemonian success in the sixth century was connected with the legislation of
“Lycurgus.” But if this was so, the official date given by H., i.e., about 1000 B.C., is
impossible.

(2) The extraordinary change in Sparta in the century between 650 and 550 B.C., as
revealed by archaeology, requires some extraordinary cause to account for it.

(3) About 400 B.C. the ablest statesman in Sparta, Lysander, tried to revolutionize
the constitution by forged oracles (Plut. Lys. 25-6). Surely it is possible that two
hundred years before, an able statesman tried to save his country by a fiction,
sanctioned by oracles. The whole question is argued at length in Studies in H. pp.
46-53. The view further adopted there (pp. 36—43), that the motive of the
“Lycurgus fiction” was the danger from an anti-Dorian reaction in the
Peloponnese, has not been generally adopted. It seems to me, however, the most
probable explanation, and I venture to connect it with the great tyrants of Corinth,
the Cypselidae.

Mr. Wade Gery's explanation of the cause of the revolution (CAH iii. 562f.) is that it
was the fear of the Helot population, increased as it was by the conquest of
Messenia. He thinks that the change was advocated in the Evvopia of Tyrtaeus, a
work of his old age, as the war odes had been a work of his youth. To me it seems
incredible that the problem of the origin of the Lycurgean constitution (which was
much discussed by the Greek historians) should have remained a mystery, had a
poet, whose works were familiar to all, not only made definite reference to the
change of constitution but even warmly advocated it.]

i. 65
Leon, father of Anaxandridas and grandfather of Cleomenes, and Agasicles, father
of Ariston and grandfather of Demaratus, ruled between 600 and 560 B.C. “The



other wars” are probably (1) those connected with the overthrow of the
Cypselidae after 585 and of other tyrants (cf. Thuc. i. 18. 1), (2) those against Argos
and (in alliance with Elis) those against Pisa (cf. Busolt, i. 705-6).

[2] kai introduces the second cause of Lacedaemonian hegemony, i.e., they had
overcome their difficulties; they had recently defeated Tegea, and they had “also”
before this got a good constitution. Thuc. (ut sup.) seems to refer to this passage;
he dates the change “a little more than four hundred years before” 404 B.C.; but he
pointedly omits Lycurgus.

ampoopeiktor. The exclusiveness of Sparta is made pre-Lycurgean; this is
doubtful; H. makes the Minyae to be received (iv. 145) as citizens in the earliest
days; in the seventh century the Ionic Epos and Aeolic music came in (cf. the
stories of Terpander and Alcman). It was only in the sixth century that
exclusiveness was intensified or more probably introduced.

[3] The oracle as quoted in Diodorus (vii. 12) ends with the lines

Nkeg O evvoulay alteVHEVOS altaQ Eywye
dWow TV 0K AAAN €mtixOovin moALg EeL

These are probably a later addition.

®¢eov. For his tegov cf. 66. 1 n.; Plutarch (Lyc. 31 Bvovowv we 0e®) speaks of his
divine honours; he is mentioned as a god in inscriptions, e.g., CIG 1256. But all this
does not disprove his original humanity.

[4] It is worth while to tabulate the more important differences between the
Herodotean and the other accounts of Lycurgus:

(1) H. denies that he derived his institutions from Delphi; but this was the usual
fourth century account, e.g., Xen. Lac. viii. 5 and Plato Leg. 624; cf. 691e. Meyer (F. i.
231 seq.) ingeniously ascribes this later view to King Pausanias (408-395 B.C.), and
maintains that the verses of Tyrtaeus (Plut. Lyc. 6) which assert it are a later
forgery.

(2) H. makes Lycurgus guardian of Leobotes, his nephew, i.e., he is an Agiad and
his date is about 1000 B.C. But Simonides (Plut. Lyc. 1) makes him a Eurypontid
and uncle of Charilaus (king 884 B.C.); so too Arist. Pol. ii. 10. 2, 1271b. Plut. (ibid.)
also quotes Aristotle for a third date, i.e., Lycurgus is put in the eighth century;,
and made to organize “the Olympic Truce” (on the strength of the inscription on
“the quoit at Olympia”). No wonder Timaeus thought there were two Lycurgi.

(3) H. makes him legislate as regent, Ephorus (Strabo, 482) at a time when
Charilaus was actually king.

(4) H. gives him the whole Spartan constitution; but see below for other dates for
the Ephorate and Gerousia.

It may be added that the one point on which traditions agree, viz., that he
legislated as uncle of the king, was an obvious guess; for his name was not on the
royal list, and yet men felt he must have been a Heracleid.



koopov. The well-known Spartan dywyr is implied; H. gives this to Lycurgus as
a matter of course.

For a comparison of the institutions of Sparta and of Crete cf. Arist. Pol. ii. 10
(1271b seq.). Ephorus (Strabo, 481-2) argued elaborately for the priority of Crete;
but his view as to the similarity of the two constitutions is criticized by Polybius
(vi. 45-6); there is not sufficient evidence to decide the question. The institutions
are in each case the expression of “the warrior life of a conquering primitive
people” (Oncken) surrounded by enemies and hostile subjects.

[5] édpOAa&e. The “security” was an oath to observe the laws till his return (Plut.
Lyc. 29); this is probably borrowed from the story as to Solon (chap. 29. 2). So, too,
the statement that he travelled is considered by some to be an invention copied
from the genuine travels of the Athenian.

The évwportin, i.e., “sworn brotherhood,” was the smallest tactical unit of the
army, containing in 418 B.C. about thirty-two men (Thuc. v. 68. 3), at Leuctra “not
more than thirty-six” (Xen. Hell. vi. 4. 12); but the number no doubt varied.

ToKAdag, “companies of thirty.” For conjectures as to their nature of. Hermann,
Staats-A. i. 197. n. 4; perhaps the word is a gloss to explain évwpotia (a case of
“obscurum per obscurius”). The number “thirty” occurs again in Sparta in the
Senate, and perhaps in the number of the wBat (Plut. Lyc. 6 ad init.; sed incerta
lectio).

The ovooitia were originally military organizations, the band of warriors united
by the common meal.

€pogovg. Three views are taken as to H.’s statements about the Ephors and the
Gerousia:

(1) That both statements are right; Ephors and Gerousia were part of the primitive
constitution, and so associated with Lycurgus. Cf. Xen. Lac. chap. 8 for Ephors,
chap. 10 for Gerousia; Isocrates, Panath. 165-6. Meyer (F. i. 246) accepts this view;
holding that Lycurgus has no historical reality, he identifies his supposed
institutions with the primitive constitution.

(2) That the first is right and the second wrong. Clearly the yépovteg are the old
council of chiefs and pre-Lycurgean; but the Ephors may be definite officers,
created by Lycurgus to superintend the aywyn).

(3) That both statements are wrong. The Ephorate is assigned to a date later than
Lycurgus, i.e., the reign of Theopompus: for (a) Aristotle (Pol. v. 11. 2, 1313a) tells
the story of his answer that he left the kingship eAdttwv but moAvyooviwtéoa (cf.
Plato Leg. 692; Plut. Lyc. 7, Cleom. 10). (b) The list of ephors begins 755-754 B.C,, i.e.,
in the reign of Theopompus (but this date, if it be historical at all, might refer to an
alteration in the power of an old office). Meyer (F. i. 250) argues that the post-
Lycurgean date for the Ephorate is due to King Pausanias (cf. 65. 4 n.) and the
constitutional struggles at Sparta early in the fourth century. Owing to the



authority of Aristotle (ut sup.), it displaced the earlier view and was generally
adopted.

All we can say for certain is that (1) the Ephorate is found in the colonies of Thera,
Cyrene, and the Tarentine Heraclea, and so may have been an early institution in
Sparta, their reputed untedmoAic (but cf. iv. 145 nn.); (2) that the office was closely
connected with the aywyn. For the whole subject of the Ephorate cf. Busolt, i. 555

seq.

i. 66

ooV eioapevol. Pausanias (iii. 16. 5) adds oia 01 Oe; this is implied in iQov; a
hero had only a téuevoc or a fjowov; Frazer (P, ii. 153—4) gives the differences; the
Nowov faced west not east, and évaryiCetv (not Ovewv) is used for the sacrifices in
it, i.e., the worship was chthonian, not celestial.

Agxadwv. The earlier Arcadian war is important as a turning point in the policy
of the Lacedaemonians; the stubborn resistance of the highlanders of Central
Peloponnese made them give up attempting complete conquest (which they had
carried out in Messenia), and be content with a hegemony over dependent allies.
Pausanias (iii. 7. 3 et al.) puts this war in the time of Charilaus (884-824); but it
really belongs to the beginning of the sixth century (65. 1).

[2] The Arcadians were considered (probably rightly, cf. the survival of the Iberian
Basques in the Pyrenees) as of the race of the aboriginal Pelasgians (viii. 73. 1 n.);
hence the epithet “acorn-eating,” which implies a primitive civilization (cf. Lucr. v.
939) before the days of agriculture. Cf. the epithet mpoogéAnvoy, Plut. Mor. 282;
Quaest. Rom. 76; Schol. ad Ar. Nub. 398.

Tegea lay in the southern part of the great eastern plain of Arcadia. Being
surrounded with hills (Frazer, P, iv. 422), it is compared to an ogxrjotoa: so
Epaminondas called the Boeotian plain ogxrjotoa moAépov (Plut. Mor. 193e; Reg.
et Imp. Apoph. 18).

oxoivw. The reference to allotments is proof of land assignment as an early
Spartan institution. The later story that the land was divided equally by Lycurgus
(cf. Plut. Lyc. 8) is a manifest fiction; but the poem of Tyrtaeus, quoted by Aristotle
(Pol. v. 7. 4,1307a 2), refers to the fact that &iovv dvadaotov motetv v xwoav.
Early Sparta, like early Rome, had agrarian troubles, and solved them in the same
way —at the expense of its neighbours.

[3] xifdnAoc: properly of false coin; used by H. especially of oracles (cf. 75. 2; v.
91. 2). There is a double meaning in the “juggling” oracle (cf. Macbeth, v. 8. 19-20:
“And be these juggling fiends no more believed That palter with us in a double
sense”); opxroacOat might be referred either to the “dance” of triumph or to
00x06, a “row of vines,” and so to slave labour. Again the land might be
“measured” (diaxpetorjoacOat) by the Lacedaemonians as conquerors or as
captives.



[4] médac. No doubt the “temple of Athena Alea” was the source of the story;
Pausanias (viii. 47. 2) saw the fetters there in the second century A.D. For the
“fetters” as evidence of Lacedaemonian overconfidence cf. similar story of
Armada (but see Froude, xii. 380). For this temple cf. H. ix. 70. 3; it was burned in
395 B.C. (Paus. viii. 45), but restored on a magnificent scale with sculptures by
Scopas, Frazer, P, iv. 425-6. For the name “Alea” cf. Farnell, C.G.S. i. 274.

i. 67

The traditional dates for Anaxandridas and Ariston are 560-520; 560-510. This
second Arcadian war (ca. 550 B.C.) is historical; but it is interesting to see that H.’s
account is made up of oracles and legendary details (cf. the similar account of the
tirst Aeginetan war, v. 82-7, which is a little earlier in date).

[2] Perhaps there is a confusion between the famous Orestes and an Arcadian hero
Oresthes (cf. ix. 11. 2 n. Ogéo0O¢iov). Pausanias (viii. 5. 3) makes the former
migrate from Mycenae to Tegea, but this is probably a late invention. The
discovery of supposed relics is no doubt a fact; we may compare the legend as to
Alexander’s body (Ael. V.H. xii. 64), and the removal of the bones of Theseus to
Athens (ca. 470 B.C.; Plut. Cim. 8). The present translation is the consecration of the
Lacedaemonian hegemony in Peloponnese, as the later one is that of Athenian
hegemony in the Aegean.

For the work of Delphi in unifying local cults cf. Paus. viii. 9. 2 (the translation of
the bones of Arcas from Maenalus).

Two ideas underlie the Lacedaemonian policy:

(1) They were consciously aiming at identification with Achaean traditions (cf. v.
72. 3, vii. 159).

(2) The local hero’s remains were the talisman that secured the land’s security (cf.
Soph. O.C. 1522 for their concealment, and Tylor, P.C.4ii. 150).

The discovery of gigantic fossil bones (Frazer, P, ii. 483) probably is the origin of
this and similar stories; the almost mediaeval character of the tradition (cf. the
translation of St. Mark'’s relics to Venice in the ninth century) reminds us how far
removed from their predecessors and from the mass of their countrymen were the
rationalist Athenians of the fifth century and later.

[4] kait TUmog kTA.: here the “sound” is “the echo of the sense.”

nn o a reference in part to the idea that the iron age was the last and worst; but
also (cf. 68. 4) to the fact that iron is the material of deadly weapons.

érmutagoBoc. The finder of the hero’s bones would by their aid become the
helper, i.e., “patron” of Tegea.

[5] The Spartan royal bodyguard were called Intmteig, although we only hear of
them serving on foot; we are expressly told (Strabo, 481) that they differed from
the Cretan intrteig in having no horses; the name is a survival from early times (cf.
nvioxot and mapafatatin Theban Sacred Band (Diod. xii. 70) for a like survival).



This is more probable than that they were mounted infantry, like the early
Athenian intmteig (cf. 63. 2 n.), who used horses as a means of transport, but fought
on foot. There was no genuine cavalry in Laconia till 424 B.C., when & 10
€lw00g (Thuc. iv. 55. 2) a corps of 400 horsemen was set up.

The Spartan “horsemen” were three hundred in number, cf. vii. 205. 2 (though this
corps at Thermopylae was perhaps specially selected), viii. 124. 3; Thuc. v. 72. 4. In
vi. 56 the king’s bodyguard is only one hundred. H. seems to imply that they
served by rotation; perhaps thirty were enrolled each year, one from each wf31).
Some see in this the explanation of tomkdg (65. 5); if this be so, perhaps the five
seniors among those serving their last year were dyaBoegyot and had civil
functions. Xenophon (Lac. iv. 3) speaks of a special body of three hundred, chosen
each year by three inmayoétat nominated by the ephors; if these three hundred
are the “knights,” the change in method of election may be a mark of the increased
power of the ephors in later times.

i. 68
érupet€ing. The detail of a “truce for intercourse” comes in to explain how Lichas
could be in Tegea.

egedavvopevov (cf. 50. 2); the surprise at the working of iron is a very primitive
feature that has become incorporated in a sixth-century myth.

[2] xaAkeVg is used even of an iron-worker; cf. Lucr. v. 1287 “Prior aeris erat quam
ferri cognitus usus.”

[3]1 Cf. II. i. 272 and H. ii. 91. 3 for the great stature of early heroes; a tall mortal
might be six feet; cf. Ar. Ran. 1014.

[5] éx A6 yov mAaotov, “banished him on a fictitious charge”; the prosecution
was a pretence to secure Lichas admittance to Tegea. As an alien he had no
£yktnoig yng there, and so was compelled to “hire” the court.

[6] 10N ¢ odu: an exaggeration, although Lacedaemonian hegemony was
established over Arcadia by 550 B.C.

i. 69

[2] This is the earliest instance of the recognition of Lacedaemonian headship in
Greece. Later instances, chronologically arranged, are: i. 152 (Ionians, c. 546 B.C. In
the same chap. the Lacedaemonians themselves also claim it); vi. 108 (the
Plataeans, 519 B.C., but see n. ad loc.); iii. 148 (Maeandrius, c. 514 B.C.); vi. 84 (the
Scythians); v. 49 (Athens against Aegina, 491 B.C.). All these lead up to the
recognized hegemony against Xerxes, vii. 161. 2; viii. 2. 2.

[4] Thornax lay to north of Sparta (Frazer, P, iii. 322). Pausanias (iii. 10. 8) says the
gold was used to decorate the statue of Apollo Pythaeus at Amyclae, which was
similar to that at Thornax but more important; he describes (iii. 19. 2) it as a brazen
pillar about 45 ft. high, with head, feet, and hands, i.e., it was a primitive cult-
statue, marking transition from the aniconic age.



i. 70
Cwdia = Loa, “figures,” not of animals alone, in relief round the rim: H. had seen
it in the Heraeum (cf. iii. 47. 1 n.).

i. 71-92
Story of Croesus resumed (after digressions of chaps. 56-70).

i.71

[2] By the story of Sandanis H. illustrates dramatically, after his manner, the
contrast between the simplicity of the early Persians (Strabo, 734) and the luxury
of the older kingdoms; in his own day (cf. § 4 [T¢ponot yao ktA.) the Persians had
become notorious for luxury (cf. chap. 135). Such contrasts are characteristic of
Oriental history (cf. the Moguls in India).

oxvtivag. For Persian dress cf. chap. 135 nn.

[3] o0 ovka O¢, “not even figs,” the commonest fruit in the East.

1. 72
For Kantmtadoxkar cf. 6. 3 n.

[2] H. rightly recognizes the importance of the Halys, which is the ethnic frontier
in Asia Minor (cf. app. i, § 1); its change in direction from southwest to northwest
is implied in &vw; it rises in “Little Armenia.” The Armenians, who were ®ovywv
arowcot (vii. 73), had already spread beyond the Halys.

For H.’s Cilicia cf. iii. 90. 3 n.

MaTtinvouve. The passages as to the Matieni may be summarized as follows (cf. T.
Reinach, REG vii. (1894) 313 seq.):

(1) They are placed on the southwest of the Caspian, though not touching it
(Strabo, 514; in 509 S. puts them in Media), but had originally a greater extension
to the southwest; so Xanthus, frag. 3 (FHG i. 36) places L. Urmiah (L. Matianus)
among them.

(2) This wider sense is the usual one in H.; the Matieni (iii. 94. 1), are grouped with
the Saspeires (southeast of Trapezus) and the Alarodii (in valley of Araxes) in the
eighteenth satrapy; so the Araxes rises éx Matimvav (202. 3).

(3) But their name extends even more widely, e.g., Mount Zagros = “Matienian
Mountains” (189. 1), and in v. 49. 6, 52. 4-5 Matiene fills the whole space between
Armenia and Susiana, and is crossed by the Royal Road in thirty-four stages; i.e., it
includes what H. elsewhere calls “Assyria,” and = modern Turkish and Persian
Kurdistan. But H. is inconsistent: for in v. 52. 4 he makes the Greater Zab rise in
Armenia, though its source, being southeast of that of the Araxes, should be in
Matiene.

(4) Quite different is the meaning in the passage here and in vii. 72. 2, which put
the Matieni on the bend of the Halys, near the Paphlagonians.



Reinach conjectures they were once a widespread race, reaching from the Halys to
near the Caspian; but they were cut in two by Armenian immigration, and so
survived at two ends of their former home; perhaps they may = the “Mitani” of
Tell-El-Amarna tablets. Of the four uses of Matimvot (2) is the official name, while
(3) is the older geographical name of the whole region.

Lvpiovg Kannadokag. H. sometimes puts the general name first (as here and in
vi. 20), sometimes the special name (Agkddeg [TeAaoyol 146. 1).

[3] mévre: this estimate is repeated ii. 34. 2, where Sinope is given as the northern
limit; but the distance from Sinope to the Mediterranean is about 350 miles, while
Asia Minor is 300 miles across where narrowest. Moreover, the route across Asia
Minor is through difficult country. Similarly Pliny (H.N. vi. 7) gives the distance as
“200 miles.” Some suppose that H. has confused with the ordinary time for the
journey the “record” of Persian couriers (cf. viii. 98. 2 for their relays).
Pheidippides (vi. 106. 1) is credited with about 140 miles in two days, and
Rawlinson (ad hunc loc.) says a modern Persian courier covers 50 miles a day. But
H. is speaking simply of an e0Cwvog, i.e., expeditus, and he elsewhere calculates a
day’s journey at 200 stadia, i.e., about 23 miles (iv. 101. 3). We can explain the
mistake easily if we suppose that H. misunderstood his informant; it was “about
tive days’ journey” from Sinope to the northern boundary of the Persian Cilicia (iii.
90. 3); H. took the distance as referring to the southern boundary. Meyer (ii. 287)
thinks the mistake proves that there was a direct road across Asia Minor here. H.
is followed in the mistake by the Pseudo-Scylax (Perip. 102).

i.73
[2] YapBEadg is any connection by marriage, here a “brother-in-law” (74. 4); H. as
usual gives a personal motive; for other reasons cf. 46. 1 n.

[3] The story may be true in outline (cf. Morier, RGS vii. 242, for wars in the East
caused by nomad migrations). No doubt many Scyths remained in Media, when
the main body had been expelled or annihilated (106. 1 n.). The story of the
Thyestean banquet (§ 5), however, is suspiciously reminiscent of the story of
Harpagus (c. 119) and of the myth of Tantalus.

For the Scythian bow cf. iv. 9. 5 n.; cf. Plato Leg. 795a, who says the S. were
ambidextrous in its use, and Jer. v. 16 “their quiver is an open sepulchre.”

i. 74
Night battles were rare in ancient warfare (cf. Thuc. vii. 44, the attack on Epipolae);
this one is not the “eclipse battle” (see below).

[2] This date is one of the few definite points in the history of the period; it is fixed
as May 28, 585, by the astronomers; the other eclipse of the period, that on Sept.
30, 610, was only partial in Asia Minor. The later date (585) is given by Pliny (H.N.
ii. 53) and (approximately) by the ancient chronologers, Eusebius and Jerome. It
suits also the circumstances:



(1) The fall of Nineveh ca. 606 had enabled Cyaxares to extend his power
northwest, and so brought him into contact with Lydia.

(2) Labynetus (i.e., Nebuchadnezzar) did not begin his reign till 604.

It used to be argued (e.g., by Stein) that H., because Cyaxares was conqueror of the
Scyths, had wrongly introduced him here, and that Astyages began to reign in 594
B.C. But the revised Median chronology (app. iii, § 6) makes all the dates nine years
later, and so the account in H. becomes possible.

Thales is the Merlin or Michael Scott of Greek sixth-century tradition. It has been
maintained that this prediction is impossible, in view of what we know of his
scientific theories; Stein thinks that he can only have explained the phenomenon
afterwards. But H., who rejects the story as to his engineering (75. 6), accepts this
one. Thales’ prediction may have been based on Chaldean calculations (cf. Burnet,
Early Gk. Phil. 35).

[Additional Note E (1928): the eclipse of Thales. Dr. Fotheringham, lecturing on
“Historic Eclipses” (Oxford Astronomical Papers, vol. vii, pp. 22-3) points out that
the eclipse of 585 B.C. was visible only in the southern half of Asia Minor. The
battle must therefore have been fought, not near the Halys, but somewhere near
the Cilician frontier, on the line of the “Pisidian Road.” (For this road he refers to
Sir W. Ramsay's paper in JHS xl, pp. 89-112, where it is argued conclusively that
this must have been the line of Xerxes’ advance.) The position of the battle
probably led to the choice of the Cilician ruler as mediator (i. 74. 3). The last
Syennesis (IV) is ruler at the time of the Anabasis (Xen. An. i, chap. 2), but a native
dynasty went on till the fall of the Persian (E. Babelon, Les Perses Achae. p. xxiv). In
JHS xxxix, pp. 180-3 Dr. Fotheringham explains how the prediction could be made
by means of a "cycle" (¢€eArypdc).]

[3] ovpPiBacavtes. No doubt the mediating princes were glad to limit the
dangerous growth of Cyaxares’ power.

Syennesis (like “Pharaoh”) is a title (probably Semitic) borne by the native rulers
of Cilicia (v. 118. 2; vii. 98); they seem to have submitted voluntarily to Cyrus, and
so were allowed to retain their kingdom (cf. app. vi, § 7); they were dependent or
independent as the central power was strong or weak (ix. 107 n.). The dynasty
disappears at the beginning of the fourth century. For Labynetus cf. app. ii, § 5.

[4] émaAAdayrv. We know of no Median queen in Lydia; the “mutual” element
may have been furnished by Nebuchadnezzar’s marriage with a Median princess
(c. 185 n.).

avaykaing = necessitudo; ancient diplomacy believed as firmly as modern in
marriage alliances, and with as little reason.

[6] For the resemblance cf. 35. 2 (purification) and app. i, § 5.

opoxooin, “the outer skin”; cf. the proverb for superficiality, o0d¢ dmttetoat g
opoxootac (Plato Ax. 369d). For the blood covenant cf. iii. 8. 1 n.



i. 75
év toiotl omiow. For this promise fulfilled cf. chaps. 107 seq.

[3] Ttag éov0oag, “the (then) existing bridges”: for a bridge on the Great Road cf. v.
52. 2. Garstang (Hitt. p. 28) places the bridge near Cheshme Keupru, where the
road from Caesarea to Angora re-crosses the river.

[5] For final use of optative with &v (Homeric) cf. Goodwin, M. and T. p. 117 (ed.
1889).

i. 76

katd: not “near” but “on the line of.” For H.’s rough attempt to construct
geographical “parallels” cf. ii. 34. 1 and app. xiii, § 4. Pteria is probably Boghaz
Keui, within the bend of the Halys (lat. 40°), about 60 miles northeast of the
bridge; the exploration of the ruins began by Winckler in 1906 has brought to light
a mass of tablets in cuneiform script, partly in Babylonian, partly in a language as
yet untranslated (cf. King and Hall, pp. 468 seq.); they include fragments of
diplomatic correspondence with Egypt and the East, of the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries B.C. The “Royal Road” (cf. v. 52 nn.) crossed at Pteria the road
running north and south from Sinope, via Mazaca and the Cilician gates, to Tarsus
(Ramsay, A.M., 33). The early importance of Pteria probably determined the
direction of both these roads, neither of which follows the easiest line for a
through route. It seems to have been the capital of an Anatolian kingdom which
we may call “Hittite”; for the history of this cf. Garstang, Hitt., 315 seq.; for a
description of the ruins of Pteria, ibid. pp. 197 seq., well illustrated with
photographs.

[2] H. emphasizes the guilt of Croesus as aggressor, to justify his later overthrow
(cf. 130. 3). Garstang (pp. 33, 199) seems to think that the Hittite power survived
till the capture of Pteria by Croesus, but this is very doubtful.

i. 77

Later writers (Just. i. 7; Polyae. vii. 8) say that Croesus was defeated. H.’s story
may be due to Lydian vanity, but is probable in itself. Croesus found he had
advanced too far; perhaps he had expected Egyptian cooperation at Pteria; at any
rate he may well have thought that Cyrus would not attack him, with Babylon and
Egypt hostile in flank and rear.

[2] AapvyvnToc. Not the Labynetus of 74. 3, but Nabonidus, the last Babylonian
king (cf. 188. 1 n.).

[3] éc xoOvov gntoév. No doubt he had summoned his allies before, though H.,
dwelling on the personal element, omits to mention it.

[4] Eervikdg, “so far as it was mercenary.” The Lydian kings depended for infantry
on Greeks and Carians; the Lydians were horsemen (77. 3). This disbanding may
be an invention; but Croesus, not expecting to be attacked, may have wished to
save the expense of an army through the winter; H. is at least consistent.



i. 78
[2] For the genitive after £¢ cf. Plato Prt. 325d eig ddaokaAwv méumovteg; but the
TV before éEnyntéwv is unusual.

There were three places called Telmessus—in Pisidia, in Caria, (about seven miles
from Halicarnassus), and in Lycia; probably the last is here meant (cf. 84. 3). Arrian
(Anab. ii. 3. 3) says the gift of prophecy was hereditary there. Cf. Head, H.N. 698,
for Apollo on the (late) coins of Telmessus.

[3] A&AA60Ogo00v. For the interpretation of the well-known struggle in Attica
between Poseidon, whose symbol is the horse, and Athene, whose fosterling,
Erechtheus, is “earth-born” and snake-like in form, cf. viii. 41. 2 and JHS xix. 215.

i. 79
[3] TovTov TOV XeOVOoV. H. adds this, because the Lydians of his own day were a
proverb for effeminacy. Cf. app. i, § 4 (and Bacchylides iii. 23 dapdoinmog Avdia).

i. 80

For the topography of Sardis cf. Perrot et Chipiez, v. 249-50, and 84. 3 n. Its citadel
(Telxog, § 6) stood on a spur projecting north from Mount Tmolus, with which it
was connected by a low ridge; this rises very sharply to the height of about 600
feet, fully justifying H.’s account of its inaccessibility (chap. 84). Round it flow two
rivers, the gold-bearing Pactolus on the west, and on the east a perennial stream,
H.’s Hyllus. The &otv lay on these (84. 5) between the toAc (84. 3, i.e., the
“citadel”) and the rivers. cvpErnyvuoL gives the personal touch of one who has
seen these mountain streams.

One branch of the Hermus flows from the Murad Dagh, a ridge west of Pessinus,
from which town Cybele’s aniconic image was brought to Rome in 204 B.C. On this
ridge she was worshipped as “Dindymene” (Hor. Odes i. 16. 5); for other local
names cf. Strabo, 469, and for another cult-statue of her in high places cf. the
“Niobe” of Mount Sipylus. She had a temple in Sardis (v. 102. 1). For her worship
generally cf. app. i, § 2.

[2] For Harpagus cf. 109. 3 n. and app. iv, § 4.

i. 82-3
The Lacedaemonian Conquest of Thyrea.

The narrative of H. (§ 3 fonOnodvtwv) seems to imply that Thyrea was now
conquered by the Lacedaemonians for the first time; they had, however, begun
their aggressions on Argive territory before this, for H. (vii. 235. 2) implies that
Cythera was theirs soon after 600 B.C. The conquest of the east coast may well have
been gradual. The chronologers speak of a Lacedaemonian victory in Thyrea
under Polydorus in 718 B.C., and Pausanias (iii. 2. 2) puts the conquest of Cynuria
down to Echestratus (1059-1025); but these are probably inventions. The Argive
chronology seems to have been artificially constructed in periods of fifty years,
reckoning back from the Battle of Mantinea in 418; we have 718 as here, and 668,



their victory at Hysiae. For a short epitome of Busolt’s excellent notes (i. 595-7) on
these dates cf. Bury, ii. 468.

The Thyreatis remained a bone of contention in the fifth century; for the
negotiations of 420 B.C. cf. Thuc. v. 41, with its implied reference to this passage.

i. 82

[2] H. is Elizabethan in his impartial spelling. Cf. MaAéwv here with MaAénv of
iv. 179. 2. Thyrea was the northern part of Cynuria, which certainly once belonged
to Argos (viii. 73. 3 n.).

éomépnv. The east coast of Laconia does lie west of Argolis; but H. ignores the fact
that it also lies south (for his weakness in orientation cf. vii. 176. 3 n.; ix. 14.

ai Aowmai. Several small islands lie off Cythera (Strabo, 363); hence there is no
need to see an echo of the well-known line, II. ii. 108.

[3] For the combat of picked warriors cf. ix. 26. 3 and the legend of the Horatii
(Livy i. 25). An historical instance is the conflict on the North Inch of Perth in 1396,
so well described in Scott’s Fair Maid of Perth. The Spartan three hundred may be
the Hippeis (67. 5 n.), but this is very doubtful.

[5] Pausanias (x. 9. 12) says the Argives dedicated an offering at Delphi for the
victory; but his narrative is inconsistent (Frazer, P, v. 265, 637).

[7] kataxelpapevol. The story is suspicious, as it looks like an attempt to explain
a difference of custom between kindred peoples; the Greeks originally all wore
long hair (kdon kopodwvteg Axauot), and the conservative Spartans may have
retained the custom, which died out elsewhere merely from motives of
convenience. Certainly in fifth-century Athens xopav was a sign of Laconizing
(Ar. Av. 1281-2).

The custom of cutting the hair as a sign of grief (ii. 36. 1; Il. 23. 141), and of wearing
it long as a sign of pride (cf. Absalom), is a well-authenticated one. Cutting the
hair and the flesh for mourning (for the combination cf. iv. 71. 2) was forbidden to
the Jews (Deut. xiv. 1). The hair was regarded as the symbol of the man; so a
priest’s tonsure is a sign of dedication. For the whole subject of hair cf. Tylor, P.C.
ii. 400f.; Robertson-Smith, Rel. Sem. p. 323; and Hastings Dict. Bib., s.v “Hair.”

[8] Pausanias (ii. 20. 7) makes Othryades killed by an Argive. Chrysermus, a
Corinthian writer of unknown date, said that he, left on the field seriously
wounded, set up a trophy with an inscription in his own blood (FHG iv. 361); this
is a mere embellishment on H.’s narrative.

i. 84
[2] For a like capture of Sardis (by Antiochus in 215 B.C.), owing to over-
confidence, cf. Polyb. vii. 15 seq.

[3] éotL. H. as an eyewitness uses the present. There were two kings called
“Meles” (Nic. Damasc. frags. 24, 49; FHG iii. 371, 382). For the defence of a fortress



by magic cf. the burial of King Lud’s head at Ludgate (Geoffrey of Monmouth, iii.
20), the removal of which by the over-confidence of a later king enabled Caesar to
take London.

American explorers have been digging at Sardis since the beginning of 1910. They
have discovered a great temple of Artemis, with a dedicatory inscription in Lydian
of some length, but so far nothing that throws light on the earlier history of the
city. Cf. JHS xxx. 361, xxxi. 301.

tov Aéovta. The germ of the story may be a genuine native myth for the lion was
the sacred beast of Sandon, the Lydian sun-god (cf. 50. 3 n.).

£01L O¢ mEOg, ktA. Translate, “It is the part of the citadel (toAwog, cf. 80 n.) facing
Tmolus.”

[4] For a similar clue given by the besieged cf. Livy v. 47. 2.

i. 85
érudoalopevos: H. unites a finite verb with a participle frequently, perhaps for
emphasis (cf. 129. 1).

The son of Croesus became a proverb for silence, just as Croesus himself did for
self-inflicted misfortunes (PG ii. 686).

[2] &pdic Eupevar = abesse.

i. 86

The chronologers give Croesus fifteen years, but H. does not reckon the last year
(as unfinished), perhaps because he wished to bring out the coincidence of the
“fourteen days” and the “fourteen years.”

For the date of the capture of Sardis cf. Busolt, ii. 459-60. The usual date, 546 B.C.,
is that of Eusebius and most of the chronologers; the Parian Marble, however,
made it 541, and this date seems to have been that given by Xanthus: between
these two dates it is impossible to decide. Duncker (iv. 326) put it in 549, as he
thought it must have preceded (cf. 90. 4) the burning of the Delphic temple (548,
50. 3 n.), but this conjecture has not been generally accepted.

As to the fate of Croesus we have two contradictory traditions:

(1) That he perished. Bacchyl. iii. 23—-63 (Ode to Hiero, 468 B.C.; Jebb, pp. 195-7, 256~
61) makes the pyre voluntary; Apollo carries Croesus off to the land of the
Hyperboreans. This is confirmed, as to the voluntary nature of the act, by the
Louvre amphora (No. 194, figured JHS xviii. 268, where it is dated ca. 500, and in
Bury, p. 228). The authority for this tradition is therefore slightly the older.

(2) That he was spared. We have this in three main forms: (a) That of H., supported
by Ephorus (Diod. ix. 34; cf. also Nic. Damasc. frag. 68 (FHG iii. 407), who adds
embellishments of his own). (b) Xen. Cyr. vii. 2 makes Croesus spared to be the
adviser of Cyrus, but omits all marvels. (c) Ctesias (chap. 4. 64) says nothing of the



pyre, but makes Croesus saved by other marvels, and adds that Cyrus gave him
the town of Barene (near Ecbatana).

There is, apart from the miraculous elements, the further objection to the story that
Cyrus, as a fire-worshipper, would not have polluted the sacred element (cf. iii. 16.
2). It may be argued that, not to speak of the possibility of mad freaks like those of
Cambyses, Cyrus’ beliefs sat lightly on him (cf. the C.C., RP? v. 166-8, for his
behaviour to the Babylonian gods, and Tac. Ann. iii. 62). But the objection, though
not itself decisive, is serious.

To return to the main difficulty: it is hard to believe that Croesus perished (as
Maspero holds, p. 656), in defiance of the independent evidence of Ctesias and of
H. The latter also tells stories of Croesus later (chaps. 155, 207, iii. 14, 36) which
could hardly have gained currency as to a dead man; they seem, moreover, to
come from sources different from those of the Lydian history. The explanation
then of Bacchylides’ story may be that he gives, as Jebb shows, a Delian version of
the facts. Croesus was, so to speak, canonized as a model of piety (this is implied
in his being represented on a vase at all, CR 1898, p. 85), and so a myth had grown
up around him; cf. for his religious character Pind. Pyth. i. 94, his prtAopowv
QAQETA.

We may then reject the evidence of Bacchylides, and assume that Croesus
survived; but it is difficult to decide the further points:

(1) Meyer, il. 503, thinks his pyre was a solemn act of self-devotion; cf. for
instances of voluntary burnings vii. 107 (Boges), vii. 167 (Hamilcar), 1 Kings 16. 18
(Zimri), and the legend of Sardanapallus, the last king of Nineveh (FHG ii. 505).
This is the most probable view; it is supported by the oldest evidence, and
consistent with Cyrus’ religious beliefs.

(2) Noldeke (EB° xviii. 566) accepts the pyre as the act of Cyrus, of course
discarding the miraculous embellishments.

(3) A less probable view is that the whole pyre story is an invention, due to the
confusion of myth with history. This view makes Croesus to be confused with the
sun-god, Sandon, who perishes in fire (cf. Hercules on Mount Oeta), just as his son
was confused with Atys (34. 2 n.).

[2] bic émta. The “twice seven” (the sacred number) boys are a religious touch.

[3] &vevewtkapevov, “fetching a deep sigh.” Cf. II. xix. 314 of Achilles; the meaning
is defined by the synonym avaoteva&ac.

[5] oixx &1), “with such and such words.” H. spares his readers the repetition of
what they have read in chap. 32.

oVd¢V TL paAAov, “referring to all mankind just as much as to himself.” The ovxk
(not in MSS.) must be restored, or the sense would be “just as little” (cf. iv. 118. 3
and Thuc. vi. 82. 3 for omission of negative).



negreéoxata. H. adds this touch to explain how Croesus could talk at such length
on a burning pyre.

i. 87
&l Tt oi. An echo of the prayer in Il. i. 37 seq.; for similar echoes cf. pitov v (§ 4)
and II. ii. 116, 88. 1 and II. xxiv. 631.

[2] Bacchylides (iii. 55) makes Zeus send the rain.

[4] The aversion to war is characteristic of H. Cf. v. 97. 3 and viii. 3. 1.

i. 89
oi évogwn): i.e,, to the prejudice of Cyrus.

[3] For dedication of a tithe of spoils cf. vii. 132. 2 n. and Livy v. 21. 2, 25. 5
(Camillus at Veii).

i. 90
avaptnuévov, “ready.” For the Persian belief in royal blood cf. iii. 15. 2 n.

[2] oi: i.e., T Oe: dat. after émnyogéwv (which is a &m. Aey.).

i.91

TV mempwpévnv: the answer is significant for the theology of H. Not only men
(cf. iii. 43. 1; ix. 16. 4) are bound by Fate, but gods also (vii. 141. 3), in so far as they
cannot save their worshippers (cf. Apollo in Euripides” Alcestis). If this be H.’s
meaning, it is an advance on the early idea that the gods themselves were ruled by
destiny, which survives in the Prometheus of Aeschylus. But there was a growing
tendency from the beginning of the fifth century to identify Fate and the will of
Zeus, who is thus exalted above all subordinate deities (cf. vii. 141. 3).

niéumntov. The reckoning (“fifth” from Gyges) is inclusive; for the bearing of this
and of the “three years of grace” (§ 3) on Lydian chronology cf. app. i, § 9.

[2] Ao&iag is Apollo’s title at Delphi; cf. Aesch. Eum. 19 Awog mpopntng eoti
Ao&iag mateds. The old derivation from Ao&dg, “crooked,” referring to his “dark”
oracles, is unlikely in an official title. Some derive from the root AYK, i.e., “light-
giver”; others connect with aAe&itmpotog, i.e., “averter.”

[5] For the birth of Cyrus cf. chap. 107 seq.

[6] Um6, with dative, as the Persians were not so much directly ruled by the Medes
as “in bondage under” them.

i. 92

H. here winds up his Lydian history. This chapter shows Croesus in a new light, as
a cruel Oriental prince (§ 4), and also gives a non-Delphian account of his oracular
success (contrast chap. 49). It clearly comes from another source. As it is not likely
to be a later addition, it is probably a fragment of H.’s original material, which he
has not worked into harmony with his narrative.



The temple of Ismenian Apollo (cf. viii. 134. 1; v. 59) was just outside the city of
Thebes, on the hill of St. Luke (Paus. ix. 10. 2 and Frazer, v. 40). Tripods were
especially dedicated at it ( Pind. Pyth. xi. 4 Totm6dwv Onoaveov). Divination at it
was by inspection of fire and ashes (cf. Soph. Ant. 1005-11). Every eight years it
was the scene of the Daphnephoria, familiar from Leighton’s great picture. Golden
“cows” were perhaps dedicated (as a symbol of fertility) to Artemis, as
representing the great “Mother Goddess” (cf. app. i, § 2).

For the Artemision cf. Hogarth, Excavations at Ephesus, 1908, especially pp. 5-8,
245-6. The earliest shrine was probably at Ortygia, under Mount Solmissus, to the
south of Ephesus; this was no doubt earlier than the Greek settlement (cf. Paus. vii.
2. 6, who rejects the statement of Pindar that it was founded by the Amazons; but
ntagBévol were always associated with the cult); the earliest, near the city itself,
dated from about 700; this was destroyed by the Cimmerians ca. 660 B.C. The next
two temples followed rapidly, and then the famous one, which owed so much to
Croesus, was begun about 550. It seems not to have been finished till about 430,
and was destroyed by the arson of Herostratus in 356. Pliny (H.N. xxxvii. 98) states
that the Hellenistic temple which followed had 127 columns, “a singulis regibus
factae” (obviously in contrast to at moAAat here). Hogarth (pp. 327 seq.) points out
that the “many-breasted” Artemis as a coin type seems to belong to Roman times,
not to be archaic.

Croesus’ name can still be read on an Ephesian column-base in the Br. Mus. (Cat. i.
29; Hicks, p. 7).

Athena’s temple at Delphi stood near the entrance to Apollo’s; hence the epithet
“of the fore-shrine,” which is confirmed by inscriptions (Ditt. i. 186). The same
epithet is used of Athena and Hermes, in reference to the shrine of the Ismenian
Apollo (Paus. ix. 10. 2).

For A. Tlpovaia at Delphi cf. viii. 37. 2 n., Aesch. Eum. 21, and Paus. x. 8. 6 (Frazer,
v. 251). The epithet later was made [Tpdvowa with an ethical significance (Farnell,
G. C.1i. 306).

[2] H. had not seen the offerings at Branchidae; they no doubt perished when the
temple was destroyed in 494 B.C. (cf. vi. 21 n.); the story that they were
treacherously handed over to Xerxes by the people of Branchidae (Strabo, 634),
who for this were massacred later by Alexander (Curtius, vii. 23; Strabo, 518), is to
be rejected. On the similarity of weight and form, and on the supposed lack of
Croesus-inscriptions (but cf. 51. 5 n.) at Delphi, C. Niebuhr founds the wild theory
that Croesus never gave gifts to Delphi at all, but that the Branchidae offerings
were feloniously transferred thither, about the time of the Ionic Revolt (Mitt. der
Vorder-As. Gesell. 1899, 27-8). The whole article is a tissue of guesses and uncritical
assumptions.

Aavdog. His name was Sadyattes; cf. Nic. Damasc. frag. 65, FHG iii. 397, who says
that he offended Croesus when crown prince by refusing a loan; Croesus then



vowed to devote his property to Artemis, if he ever became king (cf. étt mpdtepov
§4).
[3] Pantaleon may have been the elder, as Croesus was born in the twenty-third

year of his father’s reign (cf. 25. 1 and 26. 1). For the conspiracy cf. 51. 5 n.;
Pantaleon perhaps had some Greek support, as being & Tadoc.

[4] The kxvadog was an instrument of torture, like a fuller’s comb; probably it
resembled the mediaeval wheel for breaking criminals. Cf. Plato Resp. 616a &7’
AOTIAAKO WV KVAUTITOVTEC.
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Owparta. H. says nothing of the volcanic region, 1) kataxekavuévn (Strabo, 628),

in northeast Lydia, though it had been described in the work of Xanthus (cf.
introd. § 19).

katadegopévou: ie., by the Pactolus (v. 101. 2).

[2] onua. The “Tomb of Alyattes” lies on the north edge of the Hermus plain. It is
one of more than sixty mounds (called Bin Tepeh), of which three are
conspicuously larger than the rest. Perrot et Chipiez (v. 265 seq.) make the largest
rather more than 1,200 yards round, and not quite 400 in diameter; this falls a little
short of H.’s measurements (§ 5), viz., about 1,280 and 440 yards respectively. The
base (konmic) is hewn in part out of the native limestone, above which comes a
wall of large blocks; H. does not notice this difference of construction. This base
holds together a truncated cone of earth, of which the upper part is faced with
bricks. A rectangular chamber inside contained bones of men and animals which
had been burned. The onua is referred to by Hipponax. frag. 15 AttaAew (v. 1.
AAvattew) TOpPov kal onpa I'vyew, and briefly described by Strabo (627).

[3] ovgot, “record-pillars.” These were phallic in shape, set up on the flat top; two
of them have been found, one in situ; but they bear no trace of an inscription.

[4] mogvevovTal. Many see in this custom a religious significance, e.g., Ramsay,
C.B., 94-5, 115; Radet compares the worship of Mylitta (c. 199 nn.), a view which is
supported by Aelian, V.H. iv. 1, and Strabo, 532, who definitely compares the
Lydian custom to that in the temple of Anaitis in Armenian Acilisene—noble
maidens kata-mogvevOeloag MoALY xeovov taa 1) O, peta Tavta didoobatl
TIOG YAHOV, OUK ATtaélovvtog 0vdevos. Ramsay quotes an inscription of the
second century A.D., as to a woman of considerable position, TaAAakevoaoa katl
Kkato Xenouov, and no doubt such religious prostitution had been more common
in early times. But there is no good evidence that it was ever universal in Lydia;
and the custom itself may be paralleled in countries of quite different religions,
e.g., in Japan. L. Oliphant (Lord Elgin’s Mission (1857-9) ii. 496 says: “No disgrace
attaches to women who have been brought up in this manner (i.e., as courtesans),
and they generally make good marriages.” No doubt the custom in Lydia was
mainly confined to the lower classes, who may have been of a different race (cf.
app. i, § 4). For freedom of choice in marriage cf. Westermarck, chap. 10.



[5] T'vyain: now L. Colve; for the name cf. app. i, § 8.

i. 94

naganAnoiotot. For the similarity cf. app. i, § 5. The statement as to the
invention of coinage is usually accepted as in the main accurate (G. F. Hill, G. and
R.C., 7, Hist. Gk. Coins, 1-2, 18-20; Head, H.N. 643). Pollux ix. 83 quotes
Xenophanes (flourit ca. 540) for the same statement, but he quotes also four
divergent views. Bars and rings of metal of uniform weight had been used in
Egypt and Babylon, but these needed frequent reweighing; coinage begins when
some authority issuing coins guarantees the value by a stamp. The invention was
natural for the Lydians, who, as “the Phoenicians of the land,” held the outlets of
the great Eastern trade-routes. So the Aeginetans, the “peddlers of Greece Proper,”
were the earliest coiners there. P. Gardner, however (B.A.P. iii. 110 seq.), thinks the
earliest coins were probably of Asiatic Greek origin, perhaps struck privately by
temples or bankers.

The earliest Lydian coins date from the reign of Gyges; cf. ['vyadag xovodg,
Pollux iii. 87, vii. 98; both passages imply that Gyges struck coins of gold of
peculiar purity; but the earliest coins were really of electrum (cf. 50. 2 n.); they
were oval in shape, with a type on one side and punch-mark on the other. B. V.
Head (in Hogarth, E.) considers that eleven of the seventy-eight Lydian coins
found at Ephesus in the temple deposit are at latest of the time of Gyges; but he
thinks they were issued privately and not by the king; the earliest royal Lydian
coins were those of Alyattes, whose name perhaps can be read on some of them
(H.N. 645).

Croesus introduced a gold and silver coinage, stamped with the confronting heads
of a lion and a bull. The Aeginetans had anticipated him in silver (Hill, G.C., 20
and pl. 1); but the statements of Ephorus, that Pheidon first coined silver in Aegina
(Strabo, 376) and that he invented gold and silver coinage (Strabo, 358), are
probably merely embellishments of H.’s statement as to his measures (vi. 127. 3 n.).

H. then may well be right as to the priority of the Lydians, but he omits the early
electron coins, in view of the more famous issues of Croesus, and he is wrong in
saying the Lydians were the first to coin “silver.” For the standards cf. Hill, G.C,,
18.

kannAot. This statement as to “retail trade” is, taken literally, false; such trade
was familiar in Egypt and Babylon much earlier; but the Lydians were
proverbially a nation of shopkeepers; cf. the proverb Avdoc kammAevet (PG ii.
510). Radet, pp. 295f., gives a brilliant picture of the wealth and vice of Sardis.

[3] For this ethnic genealogy cf. chap. 7.3 n.
For Tyrsenus Xanthus (frag. 1; FHG i. 36) read Torrhebus. Cf. introd. p. 23.

[4] The same story was told of Palamedes at Troy (Soph. frag. 380). For Greek
games cf. W. Richter, Die Spiele der G. u. R.



KkvPou differed from dotoayadol (marked on four sides only) in having pips on
all six sides. Athenaeus i. 19 rightly corrects H.’s tale as to the Lydian invention of
games; Nausicaa’s ball play is familiar.

[5] For a similar migration to relieve over-population, and determined by lot, cf.
Livy v. 34 (the Gauls); it is a usual motive in primitive history.

[6] The Umbrians are vaguely extended by H. iv. 49. 2 to the “river Alpis,” i.e., to
the Alps. The story, here first given (cf. app. xv, § 6), of the Lydian origin of the
Etruscans is familiar, especially from Horace (Odes iii. 29. 1 and passim). It was
rejected with contempt in the early days of criticism (cf. Mommsen, R.H. i. 128
seq.), and the Etruscans were brought into Italy by land from the north. Modern
archaeology is now accumulating evidence which confirms Greek tradition; it
tends to show that native Italian civilization in the north developed without
interruption from abroad, while Etruscan civilization in Central Italy was
introduced by sea (like that of Carthage), and resembles that of the later Aegean
periods, e.g., in its Cyclopean walls. (Cf. A. and A. pp. 304 seq. and (for a fuller
statement of the evidence) app. i, § 13.)

i. 95-140
Median and Persian History.

This is one of the most interesting divisions of the history of H. He describes (1)
the unification of Media (95-101) and its history till Cyaxares (101-6). (2) The early
history of Cyrus and the fall of Media (107-30). (3) The customs of the Persians
(131-40). For the sources of (1) and (2) cf. app. iv, § 4; for (3) H. uses his own
observation as a visitor to Susa (cf. introd. § 17). The important facts are given in
the appendixes (ii-iv) on Assyria, Media, and Cyrus, with especial reference to the
narrative of H.

i. 95
oegpuvovv. For the anti-Achaemenid prejudice of H.’s source cf. JHS xxvii. 40.

[2] The pres. part. doxdvtwv shows that the Median kingdom arose before
Nineveh fell; but H. is wrong in implying that the Medes took the lead in revolt
because of their bravery; it was to their remoteness from Nineveh they owed their
comparative freedom. The kwg (kal kwg oUtot) indicates that he knows no details.

i. 96
For Deioces cf. app. iii, § 3. The story here is historical only in three points:
(1) H. rightly conceives the Medes as previously without unity.

(2) The foundation of Ecbatana was at once the symbol and the cause of union; but
H.’s contrast of kata kwpag (§ 2) and &v moAopa (98. 3) is Greek.

(3) He gives the true Oriental colour in laying stress on the importance of Deioces
as judge; but the other details, e.g., the tyrant’s “friends” (97. 2), the body-guard
(98. 2), the spies (100. 2) are parts of the ordinary Greek “Tyrant’s progress.”



i. 97
neokatiCwv: an Oriental touch, cf. v. 12. 2 n.; justice was administered “in the
gate” (cf. Ruth iv).

[2] katnrovTwYV, present circumstances.” The word is frequent in H., cf. iv. 136. 1;
viii. 19. 2 émti TolotL kaTrKOLOL TIET) Y HAOL.

i. 98
[3] megrotéAdovTag, “attending to this (town), etc.”; Deioces is described as
carrying out a kind of ovvolxioic.

AyBatava is usually identified with Hamadan, “where the passes of Mount
Zagros emerge, uniting Iran to the basins of the Euphrates and Tigris” (Maspero,
iii. 326); this was certainly the later Ecbatana. Sir H. Rawlinson’s view that the
Ecbatana of H. lay to the northeast in Media Atropatene (Rawlinson ad loc.) has
not been generally adopted. The name (Pers. Hangmatana) means “place of
gathering.”

[4] This description of the citadel is partly fact (Perrot et Chipiez v. 769). It was
usual to have concentric lines of fortification; M. Dieulafoy has traced two only at
Susa, but these were each very complex (ibid. p. 767). H.’s “sevenfold” defence,
however, is an embellishment, due in part to a confusion with the Mesopotamian
terrace-temples or Ziggourats, e.g., the great temple of Nebo at Borsippa (181 n.),
in part to the desire to bring in the sacred number “seven.” The colours of the
seven circles are no doubt connected with the planets (Rawlinson quotes a parallel
from the Persian poet Nizami, RGS x. 127), but the order in H. is wrong. The effect
was mainly produced by glazed bricks (cf. the frescoes in the Louvre from Susa),
but also by a lavish use of the precious metals (cf. Polyb. x. 27. 10 for the riches of
this very town, Ecbatana).

[5] The circuit of Athens was about 60 stades (Thuc. ii. 13. 7); it is the citadel (99. 1)
which is compared to this. Diodorus (xvii. 110. 7) gives that of the town of
Ecbatana as 250 stades. Some have seen in this passage a proof that H. had himself
been at Ecbatana; Kirchhoff argues from the comparison with Athens that the
early books were written there (introd. § 10 a); but neither of these inferences is
probable.

i. 99

The ceremonial of an Eastern Court is, of course, far older than Deioces. Stein
takes TouTO ye as limiting kai dntaot to mtvewy, i.e., none might spit in the king’s
presence, but those nearly connected with him might smile; it is impossible,
however, to get this sense out of the words; xai adds emphasis to &naoy; cf. 133. 3
n. for the wickedness of spitting.

i. 101
For the position of the Magi cf. app. viii, § 3. The Median tribes seem to have been
originally local; H. uses the same word, yévea, of the Persian tribes (125. 3) which



certainly were so (cf. for the situation of the ITagntaxnvotiii. 92. 1 n.). Ammianus
(xxiii. 6. 32 seq.), in the fourth century A.D., gives a full account of the Magi, and
speaks of them (§ 35) as “inhabiting towns without walls” in Media, where they
live “protected by religious awe.” But the local tribe had an especially religious
development (cf. the tribe of Levi in Palestine), and the priesthood was confined to
its members; so among the Parsees to this day only the son of a Dastur can be a
Dastur (Darmstetter, SBE iv. p. xlvii). Perhaps some of the tribes were non-Aryan.

i. 102

The conquest of Persia by the Medes is disputed, because it is inferred from the
B.I. that the title “king” was borne by the Achaemenids as far back as Teispes I
(perhaps ca. 675), and Cyrus calls his three immediate ancestors “great king” (app.
iv, § 1); but this does not disprove H.’s statement, for apart from the possibility of
filial flattery, in any case Persia must have been dependent on Media in the time of
the next king, Cyaxares; and the reference in Ez. 38. 5 to Persia as an ally of Gog
(ca. 580 B.C.) is too late and too vague to prove anything. All we can say is that H.’s
statement may be true; but it quite lacks confirmation, and may be an invention of
Median vanity (Prasek, i. 137; cf. app. iv, § 4).

[2] kateoTEédeTO; it is important to notice the inceptive imperfect; H. knows the
real founder of the Median Empire (103. 1, 2) was Cyaxares.

tote: H. antedates the break up of the Assyrian Empire; Phraortes died ca. 625
B.C., and Assurbanipal’s reign (ca. 668-626) seemed to leave Assyria as strong as
ever; Babylon had been humbled (648), and Elam wiped out (ca. 640). But the
mistake is venial, for the strength of Assyria was exhausted (app. ii, § 4). The
conquests of Phraortes may have been really aided by the Assyrian victory over
Elam.

i. 103

Otétale. H. does not mean that horse and foot were previously mixed up with
each other (cf. app. iii, § 4), but that Cyaxares first organized his tribal contingents
as a regular army.

[2] For the eclipse battle cf. 74. 2 n.

[3] For the Cimmerian-Scythian invasions in general cf. chap. 15 nn. H.’s chief
mistakes here are that:

(1) He confuses the original migration with the later raids. The Scyths were already
in the earlier part of the seventh century settled south of the Caucasus round Lake
Urmiah. It is probable, however, there were new bands of invaders from the
northeast (cf. 104 nn.).

(2) It is probable the Scythian attack on the Medes was not accidental (see below).

(3) He makes too definite the “rule of the Scyths”; as he himself says, the “28
years” (106. 1; iv. 1. 3) included the whole time of their wanderings.



For these later Scythian raids cf. Zeph. i (ca. 630-620 B.C.); Jer. i. 13-14, “I see a
seething pot and its face is towards the north”; and Maspero, iii. 472 seq.
Rawlinson (i. 399) quite underestimates their importance.

Protothyes is probably the Bartatua of the monuments, to whom Esarhaddon gave
his daughter in marriage. If the Assyrians really called in the northern barbarians
as allies, they paid in the end dearly for the temporary relief, while the Medes
suffered little, as they were protected by their mountains; it was like the inviting of
Germans by the Sequani (Caes. B. Gall. i. 31). The name of Madyes, too, is
confirmed by the monuments; Strabo (61) couples him with Sesostris and others as
a leader of ot émi TOAV éxToTUIOUOL.

i. 104

tomkovta. The distance (about 300 miles) is a little more than that across Asia
Minor (about 250 miles), to which H. assigns only five days (72. 3 n.), while here
he allows thirty days, a far more probable estimate. H.’s distances are not actual
measurements, but are only estimates based on the usual time taken for the
journeys. Here, on the Black Sea coast, a great detour would be necessary.

For the Saspeires northwest of Media and south of the modern Georgia, cf. iii. 94
n. H.’s words here and in iv. 37 seem to point to the fact that one of the great roads
of the Persian Empire ran from Ecbatana, past Lake Urmiah, into the upper valley
of the Araxes, where the Saspeires lived, and thence over the mountains, to the
Phasis valley and the Black Sea.

[2] Kavkaolov 60og. There are only two roads across the Caucasus:

(1) The “Caucasian Gates,” nearly in the centre, where the modern road past
Vladikavkas runs.

(2) The road on the west of the Caspian, past Derbend, where the railway runs;
probably H. means this second road. Stein, however, thinks neither of these can be
called “much longer,” and so brings the Scyths east of the Caspian. This was
probably the actual route of part of the invaders, but H. clearly did not know it.

i. 105
For ITaAawotivry Zvgin cf. iii. 5. 1 n.

[2] For ovgavin A. cf. chap. 131 n.; at Ascalon she was called Derceto, and her
image was half woman, half fish.

[3] muvOavopevog. For H.’s question cf. ii. 44. 1, where he says that he had
travelled to Tyre to ask a similar question. For the temple at Paphos cf. JHS ix. 193
seq., and for that of Cythera, Paus. iii. 23. 1; the statue in the latter was a Eoavov
wnAopévov (Frazer, iii. 338) which recalls the martial side of the goddess Ishtar.
The temple was the oldest in Greece to the goddess. For the Phoenicians in Greece
cf. iv. 147 n.

[4] OlAeav vovoov. The disease, described by Hippocrates (Aer. 22), is said by
Arist. (Eth. Nic. vii. 7. 6) to be hereditary in the Scythian royal families. Littré



(Hippoc. ii, p. xl seq.) is inclined to follow Rosenbaum, Gesch. der Lustseuche, vol. i.
(1839), that the OnjAea vovoog is mawepaotia; this is the usual meaning of the
words among the ancients, and the vice was thought hereditary. He admits,
however, that this explanation does not correspond to the description of the
disease in Hippocrates, and it is not a natural explanation of H. here. In iv, p. x,
moreover, Littré quotes some curious cases of impotence described by the great
French surgeon, Larrey, in the army of Syria (1799 A.D.), which seem to fit the
words of H. much better than Rosenbaum’s explanation.

apa te ought properly to follow the Aéyovot ot X.

For the évdoeec cf. iv. 67. 2.

i. 106

The “twenty-eight years” are a piece of unexplained tradition; the old explanation
that they are the interval between Cyaxares” accession and the fall of Nineveh
breaks down, because we now know Cyaxares came to the throne in 625 not in 634
B.C.

The first xwolc is an adverb, the second a preposition.

The Scyths were mere destroyers, and have been compared to the Huns of the fifth
century A.D. (cf. Jer. vi. 22-3 for the description of them).

[2] katapeOvoavTes. The story is doubted by some (Meyer, i'. 465, who
compares the legend of the Nibelungen-Lied); others accept, e.g., Noldeke (EB°
xviii. 563, s.v Persia), who quotes parallels from Oriental history; there is nothing
unlikely in it.

The capture of Nineveh took place c. 606. The strength of its fortifications is well
described by Maspero, iii. 468-9.

év étépotot. For the unfulfilled promise cf. introd. § 14; for the Aoovotot Adyor cf.
app. ii, § 6.

[3] ¢ BapvAwving poigne. This is the only hint in H. that Babylon had a share
in the overthrow of Nineveh; his informant knew this, though he himself did not.

For Astyages cf. app. iii, § 5.

i. 107-30
The story of Cyrus; his birth and upbringing (107-22); his overthrow of Astyages (123
30).

i. 107

avta €kaota, “the truth in detail,” as opposed to the dream; cf. Gen. chap. 41
and Daniel passim for “interpreters of dreams,” a genuine Oriental feature. This
dream is by Ctesias (Nic. Damasc. frag. 65; FHG iii. 399) transferred to Cyrus’
mother. The name of Mandane is otherwise unknown. H. is wrong in making
Cyrus the grandson of Astyages, and Ctesias equally wrong in saying (chap. 2. 64)



4

that he married Astyages’ daughter, Amytis. H. is right as to the name of Cyrus
father (111. 5), though he does not know that he was a king.

i. 108
Justin (i. 4) tells the same story of Astyages” dream.

[4] mapaxonon, “disregard”; cf. viii. 20. 1 taQoaxQNOALEVOL TOV XQNOUOV; Vii.
223. 3 (used absolutely of the Spartans at Thermopylae).

naeaPaAln, “strike aside,” and so “deceive”; cf. the more common
nagakQovecOaL.

[5] pvAacoopeOa d¢, not te, to show that the second clause is the more
important.

i. 109

Koounow must be supplied to ™yv; cf. vii. 62. 1.

[3] ovyyevnc. Harpagus is of royal blood himself (oikrjiov 108. 3).

amnaig. Xenophon (Cyr. i. 4. 20) gives Astyages a son, but H. is confirmed by the

silence of the monuments.

i. 110
The name Mitradates is clearly connected with the god Mithra (131. 3 n.); so in the
Romulus legend, the herdsman Faustulus with the god Faunus.

Kvuvw. The dog was a sacred animal among the Iranians (140. 3 n.), and no doubt
in the original legend the hero is suckled by a bitch as was Sargon of Accad; Justin

(i. 4) gives both stories, the “canis femina,” and the nurse “cui Spaco postea nomen

fuit.” For the rescue by the sacred animal cf. app. iv, § 5. For the rationalization
(122. 3) cf. Livy, i. 4. 7 (the she-wolf (lupa) becomes Acca Laurentia, a lupa by

profession). This version of the story is Greek, but whether H. or his informants be
responsible for it, it is impossible to say. For Xmakw, which H. seems to be right in
calling “Median,” cf. Liddell & Scott s.v kOwv.

[2] H. means the north part of Media, Atropatene, which is mountainous and
wooded; but the statement that the rest is flat (kmtedoc), even by comparison, is an
exaggeration. Hecataeus (frag. 172; FHG i. 12) says meot v Yoxavinv OdAacoav
oUpea VYNAa kat dacéa VAo, on this resemblance among others Prasek (Klio, iv.
205) bases his theory that H. borrowed this part of his story from Hecataeus, but
the borrowing is probably the other way; cf. introd. § 20.

i. 111
ToKOov is loosely dependent on év ¢poovtidL
[5] The names, Cambyses and Cyrus, are correct (cf. 107 n. and app. iv, § 3).

i. 112
For the beauty of the babe cf. the story of Moses (Ex. ii. 2; Heb. xi. 23).



undepun téx v, “in no way”; cf. ix. 57. 1 i0én téxv).

i. 113
[2] mooBookwv. A &m. Aey.; “under-herdsmen,” because they feed the flock away
from (lit. “in front of”) the homestead.

[3] botegov. Strabo (729) says Cyrus was first called “Agradates.”

i. 114

[2] 6pOaApov. The “eyes and ears” of the Great King (cf. Xen. Cyr. viii. 2. 10) were
thought by the Greeks to be a sort of spy system (cf. 100. 2), but this is an
exaggeration. The “eye of the king,” however, was a real officer, in constant
attendance on him (cf. Aesch. Pers. 980, and “Pseudartabas” in Ar. Ach. 92).

ayyeAiag: cf. iii. 84. 2 for éoayyeAevs, a chamberlain admitting to audience with
the king.

[3] Artembares, in the other version of the story, is the eunuch cup-bearer of
Astyages, who adopts Cyrus (Nic. Damasc. frag. 66; FHG iii. 398).

i. 116
[3] If reading povvog p. is right, it is modelled on Homeric oi60¢v oiog (Il. vii. 39).

[5] katéPBarve is used with a sort of zeugma here. Tr. “he had recourse to prayers
and (ended by) urging him.” For the use of the part. keAevwv cf. 90. 3.

i. 117
[3] Ovyatei. “A murderer in the sight of your daughter.”

[4] Harpagus (110. 3) had threatened the herdsman in the name of the king. As this
was an invention, he softens it down, and proceeds to justify it. The whole speech
is very dramatic.

[5] In 113. 3 he sent “spearmen”; some see in the “eunuchs” here a trace of another
version (cf. 95. 1) and even profess to find the character of Harpagus different (e.g.,
in chap. 119). This is over-subtle.

i. 118
[2] draBePAnuévog, “being set at variance with”; cf. v. 35. 1.

i. 119
[3] ebtvka, “ready,” a rare word except in Aeschylus; cf. Supp. 959.

i. 120
el ¢néCwoe. The aorist with et implies that the child’s destiny could not now be
realized, as they believe that he had been put to death.

[3] maga opkga. Translate: “For in small things indeed have some of our oracles
issued, and that which concerns visions altogether ends in weakness.” This



utterance is dramatic, but, even so, it is curious in so strong a believer in oracles as
H.

i. 123
[3] The Persian control of the roads is transferred back to the time of the Medes.
Cf. v. 35. 3 n,, vii. 239. 3, for similar secret messages.

unxavnoapevog (“having prepared”) is explained by avaoyioag and anotiAac.

i. 124
¢dovéa. For a parallel to this idea that the murderer in intention is a murderer in
reality cf. Soph. O.T. 534.

i. 125

[3] Xenophon (Cyr. i. 2. 5) makes the Persian tribes twelve, a number to which he is
partial in the Cyropaedia; but the authority of H. is preferable. Meyer (iii. 10) lays
stress on the “fundamental importance” of H.’s account here. Spiegel (Eran. Alt. ii.
238) says, “The inscriptions as well as the Avesta show us that H. was right as to
the tribal divisions of the Iranians.” It is interesting to contrast H.’s contemporary
list with the artificial one in Strabo (727), in which the Achaemenidae and the Magi
are inserted. The distinction of rank and privilege (cf. iii. 93. 2 n.; the Sagartians
pay tribute) among tribes has parallels in H. (iv. 20. 1, the Royal Scyths as opposed
to the “Husbandmen” and the “Nomads”), and elsewhere (cf. the “Golden Horde”
among the Tartans). Stein suggests that §§ 3, 4 are a later addition by H.

The Pasargadae (cf. iv. 167. 1) gave their name to the capital under Cyrus and
Cambyses. It is identified with Murghab, in the mountains to the northeast of
Persepolis. That city was founded by Darius, as Pasargadae was too out-of-the-
way for a capital. The name, “Persepolis,” however, does not occur till
Macedonian times.

For the identification of Pasargadae and Murghab cf. Perrot et Chipiez, v. 443-5.
The view of Oppert, that Pasargadae is to be placed southeast of Shiraz, is
impossible, as it removes the site too far from Persepolis.

At Murghab is a building known as “the tomb of the Mother of Solomon,” which
is usually identified with the tomb of Cyrus (for a defence of this traditional view
cf. Curzon, Persia, ii. 74 seq.; for the tomb itself, P. et C. v. 597-607, with picture).
The tomb is in seven tiers, with a chamber on the top, and answers to the
description of Cyrus’ tomb in Arrian (Anab. vi. 29. 4-8). On one of the pillars of the
palace at Murghab is a figure which once bore an inscription, “I am Cyrus the
king, the Achaemenian.” Difficulties have been raised as to this figure, because the
head-dress is Egyptian, and the four wings and the fringed garment are usually
called Assyrian (cf. 135. In. for Persian borrowing). But E. Herzfeld (Klio, viii. 63—4)
says the dress is Elamite, and so suitable to Cyrus; and Curzon (ut sup.)
ingeniously shows that the description of Arrian implies that the body of Cyrus
was buried in Egyptian fashion, i.e., like a mummy; he refers doubtfully to iii. 2,



the story of Nitetis, as explaining how this could be. The identification, therefore,
of the figure with that of the great Cyrus may be accepted.

Magpadiot. We have a Maraphian in command against Cyrene iv. 167. 1. The
Achaemenidae were a “clan” (¢ponton) of the royal tribe.

[4] The nomad “Sagartians” are Persian “in speech” vii. 85. 1 and partly in dress,
and yet, as (iii. 93. 2) part of the fourteenth satrapy, they paid tribute. It may be
suggested that the nomad Persian tribes took no part in the national rising under
Cyrus, and hence forfeited their privileges.

The name of the I'eguaviot (cf. for the change Aypatava and Expdatava) seems
to be found in Carmania (now Kerman), the district to the east of Persia, where H.
(iii. 93. 2) places the Ovtio, who also form part of the fourteenth satrapy. The
Mardi (Strabo, 508 Apapdot) were mountaineers to the southwest of Persepolis;
the cragsman Hyroeades (84. 2) was a Mardian. The other tribes are only
doubtfully identified; some connect the Dai with the Dadicae (iii. 91. 4), and the
Dropici with the Derbicae (Strabo, 514), but these tribes are much too remote.
Aesch. Pers. 774 seq. inserts Md&pdog and Magadis in his list of Persian kings.

H. is only repeating what he has heard; but he is right in laying stress on the
nomadic tribes; large parts of modern Persia are desert, or habitable only at certain
seasons (for its shape cf. Réclus, Geog. Univ. ix. 144), and the Ilyats or nomads are a
considerable part of the population.

i. 126

The promises of Cyrus (e.g., § 5) have been thought by microscopic critics to be
inconsistent with the account of Persian simplicity in chap. 71, but each is true in
its place.

i. 127

The account of H., that the victory of Cyrus was rendered easy by treachery, is far
more like the real facts as told in the Annalistic Tablet (cf. app. iv, § 1) than the
long and picturesque version of Nicolas Damascenus (frag. 66; FHG iii. 405-6,
probably from Ctesias); cf. app. iv, § 4.

[2] BeoPAaPrc. H., as a pious Greek, believes “Quem deus vult perdere prius
dementat.”

i. 128
[2] &oel: ie., in Ecbatana.

i. 129
[4] The “slavery” is only that of contrast; the Medes to some extent shared the
Persian rule (app. vi, § 3).



i. 130

naeeg 1) kTA. For the chronology of this passage cf. app. iii, § 6. H.’s usage, as well
as the general sense, seems to require that the 128 years should be inclusive of “the
Scythian rule”; he puts a deduction, which has still to be made, after the words
limited (cf. vi. 5. 3), a deduction already made, before them (ii. 77. 5); but he is not
quite consistent.

[2] The Median revolt here referred to was long supposed to be that against Darius
Nothus in 408 B.C. (Mure, 1859, iv. 540-2, argues ingeniously for this), and so to
prove that H. lived on till nearly 400 B.C. But it is now generally thought that the
revolt is that of 520 B.C. (cf. B.I. col. 2), for the following reasons:

(1) Darius in H. always means D. Hystaspes (except in ix. 108. 2, where it is the
name of a son of Xerxes).

(2) There is some point in Median “repentance” after 30 years; after nearly 150
their repentance is impossibly tardy.

(3) It is usually thought that H. was dead before 420 B.C. (introd. § 9).

[3] maong tng Aoine. H. resumes his connection before going on to his excursus
on the Persians. He means that the victory over Croesus was the beginning of a
career of conquest which made Cyrus “lord of all Asia”; but he writes very loosely,
for Babylon and Bactria were subdued later, and it is not certain that Cyrus ever
conquered Phoenicia at all (cf. iii. 19. 3 n.).

i. 131-40

The manners and institutions of the Persians. This section is one of the most valuable
in H.; for a summing up as to his account of the Persian religion cf. app. viii. (The
Zendavesta is quoted from Sacred Books of the East, vols. IV (part I), XXIII, XXXI; the
references are to pages in the introductions unless otherwise stated.)

i.131

ayaApata kTA. This passage is accurate in the general sense; there were no cult-
statues in Persia (but see below), and the Persians worshipped in the open air;
Dinon, a fourth-century writer (frag. 9, FHG ii. 91), affirms this, adding Oewv
ayaApata pova To g Kat to VdwE voullovrtes. They had, however, huge altars
on the hill-tops (cf. Maspero, iii. 591, for picture of those at Nakhsh-I-Roustem),
and there were others in temples (cf. further in app. viii, § 4), on which the ever-
burning fire was maintained. H. here gives the strict theory of the religion, but
there were inconsistencies in practice. For a similar belief and a similar
inconsistency in Germany cf. Tac. Germ. chap. 9 contrasted with chaps. 7, 40; we
might add that there is a similar reasonable inconsistency in Christianity. H. is on
the whole confirmed by the usage of the Parsees, among whom the word for fire-
temple (Dadgah) seems to mean also the place for any object (e.g., for the dead or
the dog). Spiegel, Avesta, vol. ii, p. Ixiv (1859).



avOpwmnodvéag. Ormazd (cf. figs. in Maspero, iii. 577, 681) is represented e.g., on
B.I as a form, human to the waist, proceeding from the winged disk, the symbol of
eternity and omnipresence; this was borrowed from Assyria (cf. 135. 1), which
perhaps had in turn borrowed it from the winged sun-orb of Egypt.

[2] Ati. H. naturally speaks of the supreme as “Zeus”; he is quite right as to the
worship on the mountain-tops (see above), but writes loosely in identifying him
with the sky; “Ormazd clothes upon himself the firm stones of the heavens (as his
robe)” (Yasna, 30. 5; xxxi. 31); “the sun and the star are his eyes” (ibid. 68. 22, p.
324); but the strict creed had spiritualized him, and distinguished him from his
attributes, cf. Yast 13. 1, 2; xxiii. 180; Ahuramazda speaks, “I maintain that sky,
there above, shining and seen afar, and encompassing this earth all round.” But
“many features, though ever dimmer and dimmer, betray his former bodily, or
rather sky, nature” (iv. 58).

For invocations addressed to the sun and the moon, along with the waters, cf.
Vendidad, Fargard 21, iv. 231-4. H. is quite right in laying stress on the sacredness
of the four elements.

[3] t) Ovpavin). This passage is important in three ways:

(1) It illustrates Persian borrowing from foreigners (135. 1); they had mixed with
their dualistic creed many alien elements. The worship of the Oriental love-
goddess Anaitis was combined with the old Iranian worship of Ardvi Stira by
Artaxerxes Longimanus (465—425) (Berosus, frag. 16, FHG ii. 508; he calls him tov
Aapetov Tov ‘Qxov, but this must be a mistake). The king set up her statues for
worship in Ecbatana and Susa, though previously the Persians &ydApata Oewv
oL EVAa kat AtBoug VrteAn)paoy woTeg ‘EAANveg, ovde pnv (Pdag kat
Lxvevpovac, kabameo Altyvmtior, dAAX UE Te kat VOwE ws prtAdocodot. For the
worship of Anaitis, which was especially established in Armenia, cf. Strabo, 532.
For the quaint story of her worship in Skye cf. Boswell’s Johnson, v. 218 (B. Hill’s
edition). For Ardvi Stira, originally “the holy water spring,” cf. Yast 5; xxiii. 52 seq.

(2) H. makes a strange mistake in confusing this worship with that of Mithra, the
god of heavenly light, “who foremost in golden array takes hold of the beautiful
summits” (Yast 10. 4; xxiii. 123). Mithra, at first only closely connected with the
sun, was later identified with him (cf. the frequent inscription “Deo invicto Soli
Mithrae”). His worship became most important in the later developments of the
Persian religion; Artaxerxes Il is the first to invoke him and Anaitis, along with
Orrnazd. His feast was a solemn festival, at which the Persian king was expected
to get drunk (Duris, frag. 13, FHG ii. 473). For Mithraism in Roman times, when it
was a formidable rival to Christianity, cf. Dill, Roman Society from Nero, 585 seq.; it
was the special religion of the legions (cf. R. Kipling’s fine poem in Puck of Pook’s
Hill). H. seems to have been misled by the likeness of the names “Mylitta” and
“Mithra,” and perhaps by the fact that they were both heavenly divinities (see
below for Mylitta).



(3) The passage shows the close connection of Aphrodite with the Babylonian
Mylitta, the Assyrian Ishtar, the Phoenician Astarte; whether there was actual
borrowing, or whether independent cults were assimilated, it is impossible to say;
probably both were the case (see below). Ishtar was the queen of the gods, at once
warrior goddess and goddess of generation, the destroyer of life and its renewer.
From Assyria her worship spread to Phoenicia (cf. 105. 2 n. for her temple at
Ashkelon), and thence to Cyprus (for her temple at Paphos cf. Tac. Hist. ii. 2-3;
105. 3 n.). Her shrine at Cythera was founded by Phoenicians (105. 2 n.), and was
the oldest in Greece (cf. her epithet KvOépewx in Od. viii. 288). For the rites at her
temple in Babylon cf. chap. 199 n.; for impure ritual in Greece (at Corinth only)
Strabo, 378, and Athen. 573. She was identified at once with the evening star, “the
star of love,” and with the moon (cf. Milton, P.L. i. 439, “Astarte, queen of heaven,
with crescent horns”); this later identification was probably due to a confusion
with Isis and Hathor, who are represented as supporting on their horned heads
the solar disk; these symbols were mistakenly interpreted as the crescent and the
full moon. That the Greeks were conscious of the partially foreign origin of
Aphrodite is shown by her epithets Kumoig (I1. v. 330), Kvmpoyevr|g (Hesiod), etc.;
for these cf. Od. viii. 362.

There may have been an original native goddess in Greece who was identified
with the Oriental goddess; so at Mycenae are found naked female figures with
hands on breasts, and in some cases with a dove (cf. Schuchhardt’s Schliemann,
tigs. 180-2), which may well be independent of direct Oriental influence. The
Greeks took over from the East her title of Ovgavia without understanding it:
hence they attempted to distinguish Aphrodite O., the goddess of pure love, from
A. mavdnuog (Paus. ix. 16. 4; cf. Xen. Symp. 8. 9-10 for the supposed contrast in
their worships); but this is a later and artificial explanation. (For the evidence cf.
Driver, Hastings Dict. Bib., s.v Ashtoreth, and more fully Farnell, C.G.S. ii. 618 seq.)

The name Mylitta is probably the “bilit” or “belit” of the Assyrian inscriptions =
“lady,” i.e., the feminine of Baal or Bel = “lord.”

Aliat (cf. iii. 8. 3) = Al Ilat, “the goddess.” What was originally a common noun
became a proper name; so “Astarte,” properly an epithet signifying fruitfulness
(Deut. vii. 13), became the name of a goddess.

i. 132

Ovaoin. For the resemblances of the “manner of sacrifice to the rites of the Ali
Allahis in modern Persia” cf. Rawlinson, ad loc.; the open air sacrifice, the
“myrtle,” the “hymn” (étaodn}v), the “boiling of the flesh,” and its distribution to
the worshippers all occur in the modern rite. There can be no doubt that H. had
watched a Persian sacrifice. Strabo (733) gives a fuller description, based partly on
H., and partly on what he had seen in Armenia.

H.’s object throughout is to contrast Persian and Greek customs; this will explain
his verbal inaccuracies. The victim is not burned as in Greece, but H. writes
loosely (cf. 131. 1 n.) in saying “no fire is kindled”; there was fire in the Persian



sacrifices, but it was fed with wood; there were no “libations” of wine; but the
sacred water (“zasthra,” SBE iv, p. 69) was sometimes poured (cf. vii. 54. 2 (Xerxes
at the Hellespont), 188. 2 n.); the fillet (¢otepavwpévoc) was not a Greek otépuua,
which was always intertwined with woolen threads.

ovAn ot For the sacred “barley” and its mooxvois cf. 160. 5, and Gardner and
Jevons, G.A., 250. The meal offering of barley went with the burnt offering, as
bread goes with meats in a meal (cf. Lev. ix. 17 R.V.). Another contrast is that the
Greeks sacrificed bare-headed but for a garland, the Persian wore his “tiara.”

kaBagov. The idea is double, partly a place free from pollution, partly one where
there is no obstacle to sacrifice; cf. vii. 183. 2 10 éumodwv €yeyovee kaBaov.

[2] amaAdg, “fresh”; cf. ii. 92. 4 amaAa kat ava. wv marks the apodosis.
[3] For the Magians cf. 101 n. and app. viii, § 3.

oinv dn. Translate “for such they say the invocation is”; H. does not profess
himself to have understood the incantation. Darmstetter (iv. 53) says, “H. may
have heard the Magi sing the very same Gathas which are now sung by the
Mobeds in Bombay.” The hymns invoke Ormazd and his ministering spirits and
dwell upon their attributes; they are not a “Theogony” in the Hesiodic sense (ii. 53.
2n.).

0 Ovoac. Greek usage left a portion for the priests. Strabo (732) says the Persian
god’s share was the life ({vxn) of the victim.

A0Yo0g aigéel. More often without an object (cf. vi. 124. 3); “as reason takes him,”
i.e., as he pleases.

i. 133
O0Aovg kTA. Aristophanes (Ach. 85-7) parodies this passage; cf. 3. 2 n.

Cf. ix. 110. 2 for the royal birthday.

Ta Aemta: i.e., sheep and goats; mpoPatov includes, especially in Ionic Greek, all
beasts of the herd that “go before” the shepherd.

[2] The Greeks, like the moderns, had their “dessert dishes” (¢7ti- poorjpata)
served up after the solid food (ottay, cf. amo delmtvov); the Persians had them, not
“as one course” (aAédu), but at intervals during the meal. H. Rawlinson (ad loc.)
compares the fondness of the modern Persians for sweetmeats (but these are now
served before the meal).

[3] Anything that left the body became separated from life and so unclean. For the
strange rules of the Avesta on these subjects cf. Fargard, xvii, as to paring the nails;
ibid. xviii. 40-9, as to the urine (iv. 185, 197).

[4] The first part of this custom is ascribed by Tacitus (Germ. 22) to the Germans; he
gives the reason “Deliberant dum fingere nesciunt, constituunt dum errare non
possunt” (cf. Mrs. Nickleby, “Wine in, truth out”). Lack of humour in historians
has erected into a system what was merely due to excess.



For Persian drinking cf. Curzon, ii. 506, (The Persian) “is not a tippler but a toper,
not a drinker, but a drunkard,” quoting other authorities for the same view.

i. 134
H. Rawlinson compares the devotion to etiquette among the modern Persians,
“the Frenchmen of the East”; the salute, however, now is never on the lips.

The prostration of an inferior is familiar in the East (iii. 86. 2); it was as repulsive to
the Greeks as the Chinese “kotow” to Doyle’s “Private of the Buffs.” Cf. vii. 136. 1,

and the refusal of Callisthenes to prostrate himself before Alexander (Arr. Anab. iv.
10. 5 seq.).

[2] &pioTovg. The Persian Shabh, till he was deposed, was called “the centre of the
Universe.” H., however, makes too systematic the conceit common to all nations,
civilized as well as uncivilized.

Two points must be distinguished:
1. The Persian system of graduated respect.

2. The Median system of graduated rule, which H. compares to it (§ 3 ad fin. “in
the same way as the Persian show degrees of honour”).

As to (2) H. is again too systematic, but he represents accurately the broad facts of
the contrast between Persian and Median rule; under the Medes, the subject
kingdoms paid tribute or sent gifts, while they still ruled their own dependents;
under Persia, all districts alike were under the satraps, and in direct relation to the
great king (iii. 87 seq.).

[3] The sentence is carefully balanced; kai twv 6povEwv answers to paAa (= pa’
avtig, “in their turn”) twv éxopévav.

nEoéParve YaQ KTA. is variously explained:

(1) Rawlinson refers t0 £0vog to the Persians; but this is incorrect in fact and spoils
the antithesis.

(2) Stein takes it of the Medes; translate “The race went forward thus ever from
government by themselves (&oxov) to government through others”
(¢rmitpomtevov); but it is hard to get this sense out of émtitpontevov, which =
“administering” (iii. 36. 3) or “being regent for” (655); the above sense would
require émtoémov, i.e., “deputing” (trv &oxnv), and the ellipse would be harsh.

(3) It is simplest therefore to make to ¢0vog distributive, “each nation took its
place in order as ruler and administrator.” This sentence then simply repeats
generally what H. has already said more definitely above; it may be a gloss, and
Kriiger brackets it.

i. 135
Hellanicus (frag. 169; FHG i. 68) says the Persians learned the practice of castration
from the Babylonians; cf. H. iii. 92. 1.



£¢00nrta. H. describes the “Median” armament (oxevr)) of the Persian “Immortals”
in vii. 61 (see n.); the real Persian dress was of leather (okvtivn), and its main
teature the trousers (71. 2); such a dress, fitting closely, is worn by the common
soldiers on the monuments, while the king and his attendants have a long flowing
dress. (Rawlinson, ad loc., gives pictures.) Cf. Strabo, 525, for the borrowing.
Curzon, ii. 633, speaks of “(Persian) imitativeness long notorious in the East.” He
also agrees with chap. 134 as to Persian conceit (p. 628).

ntawoti: the vice was older and is denounced in the Vendidad (Farg. 8. 5; iv. 102);
Greek influence may have helped to spread it.

i. 136

noAAovg naidac. Cf. Vend. Farg. 4. 47; iv. 46, “He who has children is far above
the childless man.” Large families were both commended for religious motives
(Ormazd is the Lord of Life), and politically were all-important to a small ruling
caste.

[2] inmevewv. Xenophon (Cyr. i. 3. 3) says that Cyrus made the Persians a nation of
horsemen; this is thought by some (e.g., Meyer, iii. 9) to be a pure invention; it is
argued that Xenophon, as a cavalry officer, wished his countrymen to develop that
arm of their forces; hence Cyrus’ supposed development is merely an object-lesson
to the Greeks. But as the Persians were largely a race of mountaineers, cavalry can
hardly have played much part among them till Cyrus began a career of conquest.
Hence Xenophon may be right on this point.

&An0iCeaOat. The importance of “Truth” is brought out in the B.I. i. 10, “The lie
became abounding in the land”; iv. 13, (Ormazd helps Darius) “because I was not
wicked nor was I a liar” (cf. also col. iv. 4, 5, 6, 8). The liar is a “Mithra-drug”; he
offends against the all-seeing sun-god, who is the guardian of contracts (cf. 138. 1).
For a transgression of the rule as to Truth cf. iii. 72 n. H. is right in crediting the
Persians with the virtues of chivalry.

i. 137
undéva is both subject and object; this double use of a word is frequent in H. (e.g.,
viii. 142. 3).

For compensation in mitigation of punishment cf. Sandoces, vii. 194. 2. The
principle was extended to religion; in modern Parseeism every offence and every
good deed has a price, and so a balance is struck (SBE iv. 99 n.).

i. 138

Aristotle (Hist. An. iii. 11, 518) describes the Aevkr), which seems to have been a
mild form of leprosy. Leper isolation was general in the East; cf. Lev. xiii. 46 for the
Jews, who (like the Persians) looked upon the disease as the symbol and the result
of moral evil. The Vendidad is a Persian Leviticus, and is mainly comprised of
laws of purification (cf. Farg. 5. 21; iv. 55); “Purity is for man, next to life, the



greatest good.” Savage analogies are numerous; cf. Tylor, Prim. Cult. ii*. 429 for
“Lustration.”

[2] Charon (frag. 3, FHG i. 32) spoke of “white doves” in connection with
Mardonius’ expedition in 493 B.C. (described in vi. 44-5) (cf. introd. § 19); perhaps
these doves belonged to the Phoenician sailors. H. here seems to connect them
with leprosy.

&g motapov. The prohibition is due to respect to the element, water (cf. chap. 140
for respect to the earth, and vii. 113. 2 for worship of rivers). So in later
developments of the religion, the Magi are said to have deposed a king for
building bath-houses; bathing smacked of heresy (SBE iv. 90 n.).

i. 139

H. is at his weakest as a linguist (cf. explanation of royal names, vi. 98. 3 n.); yet he
seems to have valued himself on this score. He makes two remarks on Persian
names, which are both inaccurate:

(1) That they all have a certain meaning. ocwpa is variously taken (a) by Stein, in a
general sense, “individuals (32. 8) and their honourable nature”; (b) by Macaulay,
“their bodily shape” (which is simpler). Whichever sense be given, H. is too
absolute; nor is he consistent; cf. vi. 98. Some Persian names referred to deities (cf.
Mithradates, “given by Mithra”); others to personal appearance (Otanes, “fair of
body”); others (e.g., Darius, “possessor”) to position, etc.

(2) That all names end in S. This, in the first place, ignores all feminine names.
Even of men’s names, it is only true of the Greek forms; in Persian, s (sh) was
retained after i or u, e.g., Darayavaush = Darius, but not otherwise, e.g., Vistacha
(Hystaspes), where, however, the final a2 was not written.

For the interesting statement as to the Greek alphabet cf. Roberts, Gk. Epig. p. 8
seq. The Phoenicians had four signs for sibilants, each of which was borrowed in
part by Greece:

(1) The hard Samech (No. 15 in the Phoenician alphabet; sign ¥ ), probably =
“Sigma.” Others, however, make “otyua” (“the hissing letter”) a genuine Greek
word (from oiCw).

(2) The lingual Tsade (No. 18; sign: V).
(3) The palatal Shin (No. 21; sign: W ).
(4) There was also the soft Zazin (No. 7; sign: I ).

Of these the name Tsade survives in Zeta, while “Samech” was transferred to the
place of “Shin.” The sign of Samech and its place in the alphabet after Nun (No.
14; sign: 1), were left to the later Xi.

For “San” cf. Pind. frag. 79. H. probably means by “San” the M of the old Dorian
inscriptions, while his “Sigma” is the § ¢ of the older Ionic ones.



i. 140

The dead body had passed under the control of the evil spirit Ahriman; hence it
had to be kept from the elements fire, water, earth. This custom of burial still
prevails among the Parsees. For the precepts of the strict Mazdean creed cf. Vend.
Farg. 6. 44 seq. (iv. 73); the corpse was fastened down to prevent polluting
fragments being carried away. Heraclitus, who seems to have been acquainted
with Mazdeism, left his dead body to be torn by dogs. Meyer, who quotes other
instances (i. 12), thinks that Zoroaster has simply embodied in his creed the
original usage as to the dead among the primitive Iranians (ibid. 579). Cf. SBE iv.
91 for a description of the Parsee “Dakhmas,” first called “Towers of Silence” by an
Irish journalist in Bombay (cf. letter in Times, Aug. 8, 1905).

H. is quite right, however, in saying that these rules of burial were not observed by
the ordinary Persian.

[2] d¢ wv, “at any rate”; this concession was made by the Persians to the strictness
of their creed; for “covering with wax” cf. iv. 71. 1.

[3] The dog was sacred to Ormazd (cf. its part in the Cyrus legend chap. 107 n.);
there are rules for the care of bitches in pup in Farg. 15, iv. 176 seq. On the other
hand, it was a meritorious act to kill the creatures of Ahriman (ibid. 166). Other
creatures also were sacred to Ormazd, e.g., the “water dog” (otter), and the
“prickly dog” (hedgehog), because it killed so many of the creeping things of
Ahriman.

i. 141-76
The Persian conquest of the Asiatic Greeks. This continues the general narrative from
chap. 94.

i. 141

totot avtoiot. The Ionians had paid tribute to the Lydians (27. 1), and had had
their walls dismantled (see below teiyea 7t.); this is more probable than Stein’s
view that previously the citadels only had been fortified; the fact that a citadel
could still resist when a town was taken (chap. 15) does not prove the town itself
was unfortified (cf. 163. 4 n.). The Ionians now have to serve in war also (171. 1).

avAntnv. The fable is part of a collection bearing Aesop’s name. For it cf. St. Matt.
xi. 17. For Cyrus’ invitation to rebel cf. 76. 3.

[4] The long resistance of Miletus to Alyattes (c. 17 seq.) must have been known to
Cyrus, who therefore allowed it favourable terms. Perhaps it obtained trade
privileges; the southern route, down the Maeander and past Miletus, would be
more used, if Sardis on the Hermus, and Phocaea, just north of the Hermus
mouth, had suffered.

i. 142
“Jonians” was the general name of the Greeks in the East (for the whole question
of the Ionians cf. especially Busolt, i. 277 seq., and Meyer, F. i. 127 seq.); cf. Persian



“Yauna” in the B.I., and “Javan” Gen. x. 2; also vii. 9. 1, and Aesch. Pers. 178
Tadvwv ynv oixetat méooat OéAwv. It was this stock that first came in contact
with Orientals. So “Frank” was used in the East of all Crusaders. As to the origin
of the name “Ionian,” two views are held:

(1) That it developed in Asia Minor, and was gradually extended to the islands
and Attica. “The central part of the Aegean formed in language, commerce, and
civilization a closely connected whole, whose unity found its clearest expression in
the great fair at Delos” (Meyer, ut sup. 133), though its original home was the
Asiatic mainland.

(2) That it was brought to Asia from Europe by the most important tribe among
the immigrants, which was connected with part of the population of Attica.

This latter in the main is H.’s view (chap. 147), and may be accepted for the
following reasons:

(a) The four Ionian tribes are found in Attica (v. 66. 2 n.), and are proved by
inscriptions to have existed in Delos and in Teos; as we have inscriptions also as
to them in Cyzicus and in Perinthus, we may infer their existence in Miletus
and in Samos (Busolt, i. 279).

(b) The festival of the Apaturia is found in Athens and in the Ionic cities of Asia
Minor (not in the Orientalized Ephesus and Colophon (147. 2)). But the
Athenian cult of Apollo tatowog (in spite of Plato, Euthd. 302c) is not found in
Ionia (Farnell, G.C,, iv. 161).

(c) Attica is Ionic very early. Cf. II. xiii. 685, and Solon (Ath. Pol. 5) calls it
noeoPutatny yaiav Taoviac. It was as head of the Ionians that Athens took
part in the Amphictyonic Council.

[Addtional Note F (1928): the lonian colonization of Asia Minor. The connection
between the Ionic cities and Athens, generally accepted in antiquity, has been
much questioned by recent scholars.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (Sitz.-Ber. Preuss. Akad. 1906, i, p. 63f.) argues that the
immigrants had nothing to do with Athens, but were a new race, formed by a
mixture of “tribes thrown in all directions,” in the period of the Great Migrations;
the Philistines became a nation in the same period. So far as any special outside
connections can be traced in Asia Minor, they are with Crete. He argues that
Miletus had only three tribes, of which only one was identical with an Attic tribe,
and maintains that the usual tradition, as given by H., is a reflection of the
greatness of the Athenian Empire. He argues further (ibid. p. 38f.) that the Ionian
League was originally political. His whole theory is discussed at length in my
Studies in H. (pp. 1-18), where I show that it is impossible to account for the wide
acceptance of the tradition, were it not based on facts. “Athens bulked much less
large in old Greek views than in those of modern historians” (p. 11). But W.-M.’s
destructive argument may well be right on the connection with Achaia (Hdt. i.
145); this part of H.'s story met with much less general acceptance; he also may be



right in maintaining that the curious marriage custom of Miletus (H. i. 146) is a
survival of the time when the aristocracy there was, as in Sparta, a military caste.
In the same article I have discussed the theory of Lenschau (PW ix. 1869f. s.v.
Iones) that a large part of the immigrants came direct from Pylos, and that there
was originally war between the Pylians and the Ionians. This view is based on the
seventh-century poem of Mimnermus, speaking of Colophon (Bergk, PLG ii, frag.
9, quoted in part by me in note on i. 150); this begins

Nueig dnvte ITVAov NnAnov aotv Atmovrec.

But surely it is needless to take this so literally, and a direct voyage from
Southwest Peloponnese, round Cape Malea to Asia Minor, is most improbable.

Sir William Ramsay's book on “Asianic elements in Greek civilization” also
contains valuable material bearing on this part of H.]

At the same time it is possible that there was a survival of pre-lonic population in
Attica. Ion in the legend comes from abroad (cf. viii. 44. 2), from the later Achaia,
originally called Aegialus (Paus. vii. 1. 1; H. vii. 94); Euripides (in the Ion) gives
him a native mother, Creusa. For the strife of races in Attic myth cf. 78. 3 n. The
peculiar feature in Attica, however, is that the two races amalgamated before
history begins.

As to the first view, viz., that “Ionian” rose in Asia Minor, three theories may be
briefly mentioned:

(1) Curtius’ famous paradox (Die lonier vor der Ion. Wanderung, 1855) was that the
Ionians came into Greece from Asia Minor. This is accepted by Holm (i. chap. 7),
but it contradicts all tradition; and the fact that the Ionians always were confined
to the coast points clearly to their having reached it by sea.

(2) Meyer maintained (ut sup. p. 150) that the settlement of Ionia took place in
Mycenaean times. But the almost complete absence in Ionia of the “stirrup vases”
and of the gems, so characteristic of Mycenaean civilization, is against this (Busolt,
i.277 n.).

(3) Bury (EHR 1900, p. 288 seq.) thinks the name “Ionian” was borrowed by
immigrants from a pre-Greek population in Asia Minor; cf. the possible
identification of the “Yaunna,” allies of the Hittites against Rameses II in the
thirteenth century B.C. (app. x. § 8), with “Ionians.” But there is no sufficient
evidence for this view.

kaAAiotw. Cf. the view in Arist. Pol. vii. 7. 2-3, 1327b that the Greek race owed to
equable climate the fact that it was at once ¢vOvpov and diavontikov, a mean
between the reckless Northerners and the cowardly Easterners. Hippocrates (Aer.
12) claims for Asia mavtog toopowpin in natural advantages. The konoig twv
woEwV gives netolotng; but he goes on to admit that courage and endurance
cannot be expected in a region so favoured.



[3] Toomovg Ttéooegac. H. is probably more trustworthy in his linguistic remarks
here than as to non-Greek tongues; but there are too few early inscriptions for us
to be able to refute or to confirm him.

Miletus, with Myus and Priene, lay on or near the Latmian bay:.

[4] o0d€v. Stein thinks H. is exaggerating here, and is preparing the way for his
attack on the purity of Ionic blood (chaps. 146-7). But the words only mean that
the dialectic peculiarities of each group were different; that all spoke Ionic is
assumed.

Erythrae lies opposite Chios.

i. 143

[2] The antithesis to kat” &AAo pév is never directly given; but is implied in § 3,
i.e., “these twelve cities formed the Pan-Ionium.” H., in explaining the reason for
this separate policy, loses his construction.

aoBevéotartov. H. is accused of anti-lonian bias (cf. v. 69. 1; vi. 13. 1 n.), as a
Dorian and as an admirer of Periclean Athens. But he especially limits his
statement here to the second half of the sixth century (tote), of which it is true, if
we except Samos; the greatness of Miletus in trade and in politics was already
largely a thing of the past.

Meyer (F. i. 129 seq.) denies that in the fifth century there was any inferiority
attached to the name “Ionian”; he says (p. 131) that H. is simply trying to explain
why the Athenians, who are the representatives of the Ionian race (cf. Solon in Ath.
Pol. quoted on chap. 142), are never called so as a people. It is clear, however, that
there was some contempt in “Ionians” in the fifth century (cf. iv. 142; Thuc. v. 9. 1
(Brasidas), vi. 77. 1 (Hermocrates), viii. 25. 5—with Hauvette, REG 1888, 257 seq.),
no doubt because, as Hermocrates says, they had been subject to barbarians, and
because of their increasing Oriental admixture; so the Ionian dress is imposed on
the Athenian ladies as a punishment (v. 87. 3). The name too was being specialized
for the inhabitants of the Lydian and north Carian seaboard (cf. the “Ionian” circle
in the Athenian Empire, and the inscription as to Tanagra (Paus. v. 10. 4), which
distinguishes Athenians from Ionians).

Athens was playing a double and inconsistent part; on the one hand she was
championing Ionism (ix. 106. 3; Thuc. iii. 86. 3—4, vi. 82); on the other she was
enslaving her Ionian kinsmen; but it must be remembered that the Ionic Apaturia
was always celebrated at Athens (c. 147. 2 n.), and that the Athenians retained the
“Ionic” tribes, at least for religious purposes.

i. 144

neocoikwv. Among these may be mentioned Carpathos, Syme (174. 3), Calydna,
and Nisyros (vii. 99. 2). Melos, Thera, and Phaselis (ii. 178. 2 n.) were too remote to
join in the festival.



The Triopian peninsula (cf. 174. 3) lay just north of Cnidus (Thuc. viii. 35. 2); its
temple was the centre of the Dorian Amphictyony.

[3] dux Tt TNV TNV aitinv. H. no doubt tells the Halicarnassian story. At best it
was an occasion, not the cause of exclusion, which was no doubt due to the Carian
and Ionian admixture at Halicarnassus. (Cf. Hicks, p. 41, and introd. p. 2.) That
town was the furthest point to the north of Dorian colonization, which crossed the
Aegean by way of Crete, probably in the tenth century, and spread up the coast till
it met the tide of Ionic migration.

Lindus, Ialysus, and Camirus were the three cities in Rhodes, synoecized about
408 B.C.

i. 145

Here as elsewhere (cf. 56. 3 n.) H. accepts the usual tradition of the Dorian
migration and its results. That the colonization of Ionia was connected with that
early “wandering of the nations” is probable; that it took place all at once, as H.
implies, is most unlikely. Whether any great mass of the colonists came from the
north of Peloponnese, as is stated here and also by Strabo (383, though with
variations), is very uncertain.

The arguments for this last point are (1) the common number, twelve states; (2) the
supposed connection of Poseidon of Helice (II. viii. 203) with P. Heliconius (but see
148 n.); (3) the fact that Attica is a very natural pier of embarcation for
dispossessed tribes. On the other hand, (1) and (2) may well have led to the
invention of the tradition; and the noble genealogies of Ionia were traced back to
Pylos (Strabo, 634, quoting Mimnermus) and not to Athens. This last point,
however, is consistent with the tradition, which made Melanthus of Pylos king at
Athens. On the whole, the balance of probability is for the traditional view, but it
is possible that there was direct emigration from Argolis to Ionia: cf. the
prominence of Hera-worship at Samos and at Argos.

KoaOuc. This Crathis did not dry up in summer (&évvaoc); H. is interested in it
from its namesake at Sybaris (v. 45. 1), which was not so permanent.

Bovga. The tribe Bwopelg, found at Cyzicus, Perinthus, and elsewhere, may
possibly be connected with this town.

i. 146

pnwoin. H.s argument is that the number “twelve” is determined by history only,
not by exclusive and superior purity in the Dodecapolis. He is obviously attacking
someone (introd. p. 25); cf. for a like acerbity of tone ii. 16. 1. Paus. vii. 2. 3-9 gives
additional details as to this migration.

ABavreg. Aristotle (in Strabo, 445) said this tribe were Thracians, who passed
from Abae in Phocis to Euboea.

Muwvoar. The Minyans settled in Teos (Paus. vii. 3. 6), the Cadmeans (but cf. v. 61. 2
n.) in Priene (ibid. vii. 2. 10) and in Colophon (ibid. vii. 3. 1-3, where the oracle



was connected with the daughter of Tiresias), the Dryopes in Styra (ibid. iv. 34. 11),
the Phocians in Phocaea (Paus. vii. 3. 10). These statements it is impossible to test;
they may rest on genealogical evidence.

No other tradition connects the Molossi (Thuc. i. 136. 2) who lived in the east of
Epirus, north of Ambracia, with Asia Minor. Probably the reference is to some
forgotten story, connecting Dodona (cf. Aesch. P.V. 829) with the migration to the
East. Pausanias (vii. 4. 2) makes Ionians from Epidaurus (not Dorians) settle in
Samos. The &AAa éOvea are probably not Lydians and Carians (as Stein), but
other Greek tribes from Hellas proper; H. mentions the admixture of native races
below.

anodaopuot. Cf. ii. 103. 2 anodaocapevos. H. lays stress on the fact that Phocaea
was founded by a part of the Phocians, who left their home by a voluntary
migration, not from external compulsion; in this it resembled the later colonies,
and not its contemporary foundations. The Arcadians are called “Pelasgi,” because
they were avtox0oveg (cf. viii. 73. 1) and not immigrants, cf. 66. 2 n.

[2] mouTtavniov. For connection with Athens as a test of Ionism cf. 147. 2. H.
writes as if prehistoric migrations had been carried out with the ceremonies of
colony-founding in his own day; for the “common hearth” cf. Frazer, iv. 441-2. The
argument is again directed against Ionian pride of birth; even the purest-blooded
of them had foreign wives and foreign rulers (147. 1); but the claims of Athens as
U1 TEOTIOALS are asserted.

[3] Pausanias (vii. 2. 6) tells the same tale shortly. H. here seems to be
incorporating in his argument a piece of very early custom. Among some savage
tribes, e.g., the Caribs in North America, the wife neither eats with the husband
nor calls him by his name (cf. Frazer, iv. 116). The myth of Cupid and Psyche
preserves in a curious form this primitive separation of husband and wife. There
may have been some strange survival of this at Miletus, but it can hardly have
been as absolute as H. states.

i. 147
For Glaucus cf. II. vi. 119 seq.; for his Eevia with Diomede, ibid. 215 seq.; the story
may well reflect some early connection of Greek settlers and native princes.

For the Pylian families at Athens cf. Busolt, i. 287, n. 3, who thinks (following
Toppfer, Att. Geneal. 225 seq.) that the story of their migration to Asia via Attica is
an Athenian invention; he argues that Peloponnesian wanderers would have gone
directly by sea to Asia, which is most unlikely. It is true there never was a yévog of
Nelidae at Athens; but then tradition was unanimous that the family had again
migrated. For Pylians at Athens cf. v. 65. 3, Hell. frag. 10 (FHG i. 47), Paus. ii. 18. 9.

For the Kavkwveg cf. iv. 148. 4 n. Homer (Od. iii. 357 seq., speech of Athena as
Mentor) distinguishes the Caucones from Pylos, but puts them near at hand.

Ko6dgov. The rulers of Miletus were traditionally Nelidae, descended from Nileus
the son of Codrus (ix. 97; Paus. vii. 2. 1).



ovvaupotégovg seems to imply a double kingship, the arrangement so familiar
at Sparta (cf. vi. 51 n.). Kingship disappeared as a form of government in the
eighth century or even later (cf. Busolt, ii. 455, n. 6, for its disappearance), and
authority passed into the hands of an oligarchy claiming descent from the founder.
Strabo (633) says that even in his own day the Codridae at Ephesus were called
“kings” and had honorary privileges.

[2] The Apaturia (see Toppfer in PW s.v.) was the festival (in the month
Pyanepsion) of the Phratries at Athens, at which new members were enrolled; cf.
Schol. Ar. Ach. 146, where its three days are described, and Xen. Hell. i. 7. 8 (its
fatal influence on the trial of the generals in 406 B.C.). Various deities were
connected with it, especially Zeus Phratrios and Athena Phratria. The derivation
from the amndatn of Melanthus is an etymological legend; it really = dponatogw,
the gathering of “fathers” (cf. dxottic). We can trace the festival widely, e.g., in the
Aegean, at Cyzicus, and at Olbia; but the only inscription found as to it comes
from the Crimea (? Phanagoria), IGA 350.

No doubt the cause of the absence of the Apaturia at Ephesus was the Orientalized
character of that city; it was divided into five tribes, which are independent of the
four Ionic tribes (c. 142 n.), except that one of its five had a sub-division “Argadis.”
Its worship of Artemis too was full of Eastern elements (cf. Strabo, 641). So
Ephesus takes little part in Ionic revolt (vi. 8 n.; 16. 2).

For an Oriental party in Colophon cf. Thuc. iii. 34. 1.

i. 148

The Panionium was in the territory of Priene (Strabo, 384, 639), three stades from
the sea. It is identified at Tshangli, between Ephesus and Cape Trogilium (Leake,
A.M., 260), at the northeast corner of the promontory; here the name has been
found on an inscription (cf. Dittenberger, 189).

‘EAwtkawviog would naturally mean “of Helicon,” and Farnell (C.G.S. iv. 29 seq.)
argues that the neighbourhood of Mount Helicon must have been “long the
abiding home” of the Ionians, where they came in contact with the Minyae. There
was a ‘Imtrtov kprjvn, a fountain of the Poseidon horse, Pegasus, near its top (Paus.
ix. 31. 3). If Farnell’s view is right, the worship of Poseidon at Helice in Achaia (c.
145 n.) would have been only an isolated local cult.

IMaviwwvia. This religious amphictyony (cf. Freeman, Federal Government, p. 185
seq.) is as old as Homer (II. xx. 404). It never developed into a complete political
union, though it tended to do so (c. 170 n.). We have instances of united action in
141.1, v. 108. 2, vi. 7. Thucydides (iii. 104) pointedly ignores this festival when he
speaks of the gathering of the Ionians at Delos; but Strabo (ut sup.) says it was still
celebrated in the time of Augustus. Thucydides’ festival was for the megiktioveg
vnowwtat, not for Ionians only.

[2] Tovuro: i.e., that the names end in a. Cf. chap. 139 n. for Persian names.
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For the Aeolian migration cf. Busolt, i. 272 seq. It was tradition ally four
generations earlier than the Ionian (Strabo, 582), and like it was connected with the
Dorian invasion. It was, however, an even more gradual movement, and neither in
conduct nor in results had it the unity which is attributed (no doubt in
exaggeration) to the Ionian migration. There is no reason to doubt the tradition
that connects the Aeolians especially with Thessaly and Boeotia (Thuc. iii. 2. 3; vii.
57.5; viii. 5. 2, 100. 3); this is supported by the likeness of the Lesbian and the
Boeotian dialects (e.g., broad vowels mwvw for mivw, feminine endings in 1 and
w; Busolt, i. 195, n. 2). The name Aeolis is used in four senses:

(1) A district in southwest Thessaly (Apollod. i. 7. 3; FHG i, p. 111; H. in vii. 95. 1
alludes to this sense).

(2) The district of Calydon in Aetolia (Thuc. iii. 102. 5).
(3) The twelve old Aeolic towns given here by H.

(4) All the settlements in the northern half of the west coast of Asia Minor, about
thirty in number. Cyme and Lesbos were the untooméAeic (Strabo, 622).

The name “Aeolian” (first used in Hes. Op. 636 —of Cyme) perhaps arose in Asia
Minor, and was transferred back to Greece proper; it seems to be used of all
“colonies” which were neither Dorian nor Ionian. The name may be connected
with aidAog, “glancing, changeful.”

For the identification of the “old” Aeolic towns cf. Bahr, ad loc., and Ramsay, JHS
ii. 271 seq. Except Cyme, they were unimportant; only this town (Head, H.N., 552)
and Pitane (ibid. 537) issued coinage before the fourth century. They lay on or near
the coast from south of the Hermus to the Caicus.

®Doikwvic: so called to distinguish this Cyme from other towns of the same name;
®. is said to be derived from Mount Phricius over Thermopylae (Strabo, 621), but
this is probably a mere invention; the epithet was shared by Larisa.

Angtoau: a form of the oft-recurring “Pelasgic” Adoplooa.

[2] For fjxewv cf. 30. 4 n.

i. 150

Smyrna was Ionian before the twenty-third Olympiad (Paus. v. 8. 7), i.e., about the
end of the eighth century. H. is confirmed by a poem of Mimnermus, who says
(we Ionians) kelBev O’ dxtrevtog amogvvuevoL Totapolo / Oewv BovAr) Zpvovnv
elAopev AloAda (Strabo, 634). Strabo, however, himself represents the town as a
colony of Ephesus; this is obviously an Ionian invention to justify their aggression.
The town, however, lying more than ten miles south of the Hermus, and having
Phocaea on the coast between it and Cyme, belonged naturally to the Ionian
sphere.
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The Ida region stretched from the Gulf of Adramyttium to the Propontis.

[2] The “Hundred Isles” lay between Lesbos and the mainland. Strabo (618) says
their number was estimated at from twenty to forty, and that the name means
“Islands of Apollo,” from his epithet "Exatog; Strabo quotes “Peloponnesus” for a
similar nasalization of o.

[3] The words detvov oVdéV take up 143. 1.

i. 152

The appeal is neither to king (as in iii. 148. 1) nor to “the authorities” (&oxovteg,
iii. 46. 1 m.), but to the whole people; this detail alone proves the story
unhistorical; it is an invention to show the contrast between Ionic luxury and
Spartan simplicity.

Xenophanes (frag. 3) attacks the mavaAovoyéa pagea of his countrymen, the
Colophonians, afpoovvao d¢ pabodvteg dvwdeAéag maga Avdwv. For the
Spartan constitution and policy in the sixth century cf. app. xvii. For
Lacedaemomian headship cf. 69. 2 n.

Dwratéa: for this leadership cf. 141. 4 n., and position of Dionysius at Lade (vi.
11).

i. 153
tiveg éovteg. For the contemptuous question cf. v. 73. 2 (Artaphrenes), v. 105
(Darius after the burning of Sardis); it is most appropriate here.

The words put into Cyrus’ month bring out dramatically the contrast between the
town life of the Greeks and the village life, feudal in its arrangements, of Persia;
the rich Persians lived on presents or the produce of their land. Cf. Xen. Cyr. i. 2. 3—
4 for a fancy picture of the éAevOépa dyopa (i.e., “free” from trade) in Persia.
Aristotle (Pol. i. 9, p. 1257) analyses the prejudice against t0 kamnAwov in his day,
when the Greek attitude to trade had changed greatly from that of H.

[3] This passage is the best instance of the division of power among the officers of
the Persian Empire (cf. Xen. Cyr. viii. 6. 1 and app. vi, § 7). Tabalus commands the
garrison (cf. Mithrines at Sardis in Arr. Anab. i. 17. 3), Mazares (chaps. 156-7) the
tield forces, while Pactyas has civil authority. If koutCetv = “manage,” this sense is
common in Homer, e.g., . vi. 490 tax 0~ avtng éoya kOue, but rare later; Pactyas
would then be a satrap with limited powers. But kopuiCetv may have its ordinary
sense, “bring,” i.e., to Ecbatana. In any case the position and behaviour of Pactyas
resemble those of Harpalus under Alexander.

[4] Justin (i. 7) makes the Babylonian War, Ctesias (2. 3. 64), the wars with the
Bactrians and Sacae, precede the attack on Sardis; the order of events in H. (73. 1
n.) is more probable. Justin (ibid.) has an absurd story that all Greece was coming
to attack Cyrus, had he not spared Croesus. For the subsequent conquests of
Cyrus cf. chap. 177 n.
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Cyrus quotes a proverb of Stasinus vijmiog 0¢ matéoa ktetvag madag kataAeinet
(Arist. Rhet. i. 15; 1376a 6).

[3] avapa&ac. Cf. Od. xix. 92 kepaAr dvaua&eig, usually translated “you will
wipe oft” (tr. avapdoow), i.e., “suffer for in your own person”; but Stein derives
from av-apdyw, i.e., “heap up,” which he thinks is supported by ¢péow here.

[4] Cf. app. i, § 4 for the aetiological legend.

i. 156
[2] avdoa Mndov. It is noticeable that Medes already were being employed in
high office (cf. app. vi, § 3).

i. 158
[2] A kinsman of Aristodicus was tyrant in the next generation (v. 37. 1).

i. 159
[3] Tovg otEOVOOVG. Cf. Psalms Ixxxiv. 3 for birds in a temple. Ael. V.H. v. 17
records that the Athenians put a man to death for killing a temple sparrow.

[4] For the oracular teaching that sin of intention is equal to sin of act cf. vi. 86
(story of Glaucus).

i. 160

[3] moAwovxov. Cf. Ath. Pol. (5. 82. 3)—a more common form. For other references
to her as guardian deity cf. Farnell, G.C. i. 298, 398 seq. Plutarch (De Mal. 20, FHG i.
32) quotes “verbally” the account of Charon of Lampsacus: Ilakting wg émvOeto
neooeAavvovta Tov otatov tov ITepoucdv, yxeto Gedywv aQTL eV €ig
MitvAnvny, éntetta d¢ eig Xiov kat avtov ékpdtnoe Kvgog. In this account, as
Plutarch says, ovdev ayog mpootétointay; but Charon’s silence is not inconsistent
with the account here (cf. introd. § 19).

[4] Atarneus, a fertile district (vi. 28. 2), had belonged to the Mysians (viii. 106. 1).
The dense population of Chios (Thuc. viii. 40. 2; Beloch, Bevdlk., pp. 233—4) made it

important for the island to secure a food-supply on the mainland. The Chians still
had Atarneus in 398 B.C. (Xen. Hell. iii. 2. 11).

Xweoc must be taken twice over, with Atapvéog and with Mvoing (cf. 137. 1 for
another double construction; but the one here is very harsh). For the position of
Atarneus cf. vii. 42. 1 n.

[5] For the ovAat cf. 132. 1 n. The price of blood might not be used for sacred
things (cf. St. Matt. xxvii. 6).

i. 161
Magnesia above the Maeander valley (cf. iii. 122. 1), not the northern Magnesia by
Mount Sipylus in the Hermus valley.



i. 162
avopw teaméln. For the Thyestean meal cf. chap. 119.

[2] The Persians had learned Assyrian methods of attack, and so were more
formidable than the Lydian cavalry; for mounds against the wall cf. pictures in
Maspero, iii. 241, 250, and Thuc. ii. 75-6.

i. 163-7

The story of the Phocaeans. This digression is invaluable, as giving us our earliest
evidence of the “Barbarian Reaction” in the West, which kept the Greeks out of
Corsica and west Sicily, and prevented the west Mediterranean from becoming a
Greek lake. It was checked for more than half a century by the Deinomenidae, at
Himera in 480 B.C. (vii. 166) and at Cumae in 474. For the whole subject cf. Bury,
pp- 296 seq. These chapters are well discussed by Clerc in the REG xviii. 143 seq.;
he proves that the later traditions (Antiochus, frag. 9; FHG i. 183; Timagenes, ibid.
iii. 323) are mistaken, which attribute the foundation of Massilia, in whole or in
part, to the exiles fleeing from Persia. This later date has been supported by Thuc.
i. 13. 6; but the order of events in that chapter need not be chronological.

i. 163

newTr). Phocaea as leader is attacked first; cf. 152. 1 for a Phocaean spokesman.
Harpagus changed the plan of campaign; Mazares had attacked the Ionian towns
of the south (c. 161). The Thalassocracy of Phocaea is variously dated 602-560 and
577-533 B.C. (Myres, JHS xxvi, pp. 102-3). Cf. Thuc. i. 13. 6 for their foundation of
Massilia (which H. does not mention, though he knows the town: v. 9. 3), and for
their “repeated victories” over the Carthaginians; by this colony they secured the
“tin-route” across Gaul. For their coinage cf. Hill, G.C., 8-11; Head, H.N. 587-9; it
was both early and widespread. The coins of Phocaea, with those of Mytilene and
Cyzicus, formed the chief currency for the coast towns of west Asia till the time of
Alexander.

oi katadéEavres. H. rightly lays stress on the Phocaeans being “openers-up” (not
the discoverers; cf. iv. 153. 2 for Samians at Tartessus) of the West. Their activity
gave the name to the “Ionian” sea, south of Italy. Myres (ut sup., p. 102) refers
these voyages to the last half of the eighth century, but Tartessus was a “virgin”
market in 630 B.C. when Colaeus discovered it.

Adinv. The Adriatic Sea (cf. iv. 33. 1), named from the Etruscan town of Adria,
near the mouth of the Po (Livy v. 33. 8).

‘Ipnoinv: only mentioned here by H. (but Iberians among other western peoples:
vii. 165. 1); probably he means northeast Spain near the Ebro. The Greeks had a
colony here, Rhodae (now Rosas) near Emporiae; Strabo (654) ascribes it to the
Rhodians before the first Olympiad, an impossible date; he adds that it was
afterwards colonized by the Massiliots. Probably his statement is a mere
etymological guess, and Rhodae was connected from the first with Massilia (and
so with Phocaea), which certainly owned it later.



Taptnooov: the region at the mouth of the Baetis, probably the Tarshish of the
Old Testament (but cf. Hastings, Dict. Bib. s.v., where the evidence is fully given,
for a different view). It was the Eldorado of the ancients (cf. Strabo, 146, for its
gold, silver, brass, and iron); Stesichorus (Strabo, 148) sang of the &cgyvedolot
ntacyad of the Tartessus river. Cf. Meyer, ii. 428-9, for the whole subject.

[2] The Phocaeans, like the Elizabethan navigators, were buccaneers (cf. 166. 1 and
Dionysius of P, vi. 17 n.) as well as traders; hence the character of their ships. The
penteconter was the main Greek ship-of-war in the sixth century, although
Thucydides (i. 13. 2-3) says that the Corinthians were building triremes by 700 B.C.
(this is his meaning, in spite of Torr, A. S. p. 4, n. 8). The Samian and the Phocaean
navies were mainly composed of penteconters; they had, however, a few triremes
(Thuc. i. 14. 1). H.’s details as to Samos (contrast iii. 39. 3 and 44. 2) confirm this
view, that the navies of the period were mixed. Thucydides further seems to
suggest that large fleets of triremes were first formed in Sicily and at Corcyra. The
lighter penteconter would be used in preference for a long voyage or for a piratical
raid. In the penteconter there were twenty-five oars a side; but the principle of
superimposed banks may be as old as the Homeric Catalogue (II. ii. 510—the
Boeotian ships have 120 men each; cf. Thuc. i. 10. 4). For its use in Phoenician
warships as early as 700 B.C. cf. Torr, p. 4, and figs. 10 and 11.

[3] The longevity of Arganthonius was proverbial (cf. Anacreon, frag. 8, in Strabo,
151); that he reigned eighty years is accepted as prope certum by Pliny (H.N. vii.
156), who gives (154-5) an amusing string of instances, ending in “Tyriorum
regem DC. atque, ut parce mentitus, filium eius DCCC.”

<ta>mavta, “in all,” as opposed to mavta, “quite.”

[4] AiOwVv peyaAwv. The wall obviously had been seen by H. (cf. 141. 1 n.).

i. 164
KaTewoal, “consecrate,” as a sign of submission, which was to be at once
material and symbolical.

[2] BovAevoaaBat. Probably Phocaea was actually besieged, and these
negociations took place during an interval in the siege. Harpagus’ offer can hardly
have been genuine, for Cyrus had refused to accept submission on terms less
favourable to the Greeks (c. 141). The Phocaeans on their part were probably
seeking to gain time, so as to be able to escape by sea.

i. 165

The Chians were friendly with the Milesians (18. 3 n.) and the league trading East,
the Phocaeans with the league trading West (cf. iii. 59. 4 n.). The Oenussian Islands
lie between Chios and the mainland.

¢k Oeomomiov. This passage throws interesting light on the policy and methods
of the Delphic oracle. The Pythia not unnaturally wished to secure for Hellenism
one of the keys of the west Mediterranean (cf. v. 43 for a similar attempt in west



Sicily). For this Delphic policy cf. Curtius ii. 3742 (though he exaggerates it);
Holm (i. 232) thinks the oracle simply sanctioned projects suggested to it by
would-be colonists. But probably it also originated projects itself (cf. v. 42. 2 n.).

[3] pvdgov. Cf. Hor. Epod. xvi. 17-26, and for a similar sanction to the Delian
league Ath. Pol. 23 ad fin.

i. 166
Kvgvov. Antiochus (frag. 9, FHG i. 183) says that some of them also went to
Massilia; but (see 163 n.) AAaAiav should be read in that passage for MaooaAiav.

negiotkot: probably the native Corsicans, who appealed to Carthage and Etruria
for help.

Tvoonvot. The Etruscans were at this time at the height of their power; not
improbably they ruled Rome in the sixth century; the Romans, on becoming free,
made a treaty with Carthage in 509 B.C. (Polyb. 3. 22). The occupation of Alalia was
a direct challenge to the Etruscans, and no doubt it was the common danger from
the Greeks which led them to form the commercial treaty with Carthage spoken of
by Aristotle (Pol. iii. 9. 6; 1280a).

[2] A Cadmean victory was a proverb, derived from the mutual slaughter of the
two sons of Oedipus, Eteocles and Polynices, in the war of “the Seven against
Thebes.”

EupoAovg: acc. of respect; lit. “they were bent back as to their beaks.” Cf. 180. 2
éANAatal tovg dykwvag; the great danger to the ancient warship was that, in
ramming another, it often disabled itself; cf. especially Thuc. vii. 34. 5, 36. 2-3.

i. 167
Agylla, the later Caere in south Etruria.

[2] For the oracle teaching mercy and atonement for blood guilt cf. Myers,
Hellenica, p. 455; for the curse on offspring cf. vi. 139. 2 n.

o¢t: the dead Phocaeans. The atonement consisted in setting up Greek games in
their honour as heroes; the connection of funeral games with the dead is as old as
1l. xxiii; for other examples cf. Frazer, ii. 549-50. For évayiCw (“hero-worship”) cf.
ii. 44.5; v. 47 n.

[3] Oenotria (Strabo, 209) is the toe of Italy “from the Sicilian strait to the Tarentine
Gulf.”

“YéAn: i.e., Elia or Velia, so famous in the history of philosophy. For “paltering in a
double sense” on the part of Oracles cf. iii. 64. 4 n.

[4] Kvgvov: a son of Heracles (Servius on Verg. Ecl. ix. 30). Heracles is the pioneer
of Greek enterprise, cf. v. 43; there is no need to conjecture €Aog ¢ovta, in
reference to the fact that Velia was founded in a marsh (Dion. Hal. i. 20).
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The name “Abdera” is perhaps Phoenician (Strabo, 157). Abdera coined with the
griffin of Teos as type, but it followed the Phoenician heavy standard (Head, H.N.
253 seq.). The town was famous as the birthplace of Democritus and Protagoras,
yet its people were proverbially stupid (for their idea of wit cf. vii. 120). For the
site cf. vii. 126 n.

Timesias had founded it about 653 B.C., driven from Clazomenae by his
undeserved unpopularity (cf. Ael. V.H. xii. 9); for the formula ovk anovnro cf. Od.
xi. 324; for hero-worship of a founder cf. Thuc. v. 11. 1 (at Amphipolis).

i. 169
éxaotog, ékaagtot. H. emphasizes the weakness of Ionia, i.e., the absence of
union.

[2] viioove. H. is thinking of the bigger islands, Chios (iv. 138. 2), Samos (iii. 44. 1,
but Samos was really independent iii. 120. 3); he himself says that of the Cyclades
oLOeUlx 1V OO Aaeiw (v. 30. 6); and in 174. 3 he implies that the Persian power
“stopped on the shore.” Chios had territory on mainland (160. 3 n.), so too had
Lesbos, but H. here is speaking of “Ionians” only.

As the Ionians had command of the sea they could still meet at Mycale.

i. 170
For Bias cf. 27. 2 n.; Mahaffy (G.L. i. 198) thinks a fragment of his poem urging
migration is preserved in Theognis, 757-68.

[2] Sardinia was barred to the Greeks by Carthage; hence, on the principle of omne
ignotum pro magnifico, they exaggerated its size; the Italian official figures are for
Sicily 9860 square miles, for Sardinia 9187 (EB! xxv. 20, xxiv. 210). Cf. v. 106. 6,
Pseudo-Scylax Perip. 114, and Timaeus (in Strabo, 654) for the mistake, which has
been revived by Freeman (Sicily, i. 2, 241). Strabo (123) was the first writer to give
the real proportion. Cf. v. 124. 2 for another proposal to conquer Sardinia. Corsica
was already (c. 165) partially held by Phocaeans.

[3] @oivikog. Plutarch (De Mal. 15) attacks this statement, as “making Thales
barbarian”; H. only means that he was descended from the Thelidae, original
settlers of Miletus, who were descended from Cadmus. As the father of Thales
bore a Carian name (Examius, Diog. Laert. i. 1. 22), he probably had non-Hellenic
blood in him. Thales’ proposal shows the practical wisdom for which he was
ranked among the Seven Sages (27. 2 n.); he alone of these was also a philosopher.
His proposal was to secure united action by a genuine federal government (cf.
Freeman, F.G., 187-90). Thucydides (ii. 15.2) uses almost the same phrases of the
supposed work of Theseus in Attica, and H. seems to think the proposal of Thales
was for complete political unification, as he says the cities were to be mere
“demes”; but Thales can only have meant that the £v fovAgvtrjpolov was to control
foreign relations.



Teos was not chosen only for its central position; its insignificance would prevent
it being dangerous to the independence of the federated states. So Washington
(not New York) was made capital of the United States.

i.171

Of the Carians and Leleges may well be quoted the words of Strabo (322), when,
after describing the wide diffusion of the Leleges, he says (speaking of northwest
Greece): “Now that most of the land has become desolate, and the settlements and
especially the cities have disappeared, even if a man could give a definite account,
he would do nothing useful, owing to the uncertainty (&do&ia) and to the fact that
the peoples have disappeared, a movement which began long since.” The best
English accounts are those of Myres and Paton, JHS xvi. 264 seq., and (of the
Leleges) of Holm, i. 63—4, 72. The following are the most important points as to the
two races:

(1) In Asia Minor.

(a) In Homer (II. x. 428-9) Dolon places them both with the Lycians, Mysians, and
Phrygians among the allies of Troy. In the Catalogue (ii. 867) the Carians are
BapPagodpwvoy, and inhabit Miletus.

(b) Leleges are placed by Homer at Pedasus in the Troad (II. xxi. 86-7), but do not
occur in “the Catalogue.”

(c) Strabo (321, 611) tells us that ancient “tombs and forts” in Caria were called
“Lelegian.”

(d) Philippus, a Carian writer of the third century B.C., makes the Leleges serfs of
the Carians; Plutarch (Quaest. Graec. 46; Mor. 302) says that the survivors of the
Leleges were serfs at Tralles.

We may conclude they were genuine tribes on the Anatolian coast, of whom the
Carians were the later comers and the conquerors. The two races were often
identified, especially as the Carians seem to have adopted the speech of their
subjects; for two races in Caria cf. 171. 6.

(2) In Greece proper.

(a) Carians are traced at Megara (citadel called “Caria,” Paus. i. 40. 6), in the
Argolid at Epidaurus and Hermione (Strabo, 374, quoting Aristotle), at Athens
(Isagoras, H. v. 66. 1). But the last instance proves nothing, and the first may be
connected with the later military importance of the Carians.

(b) Leleges are mentioned continually as early inhabitants, e.g., by Strabo, 321-2
(quoting Arist.), in Acarnania, Aetolia, Boeotia, etc. This is probably invention
based (i) on the fact that the Leleges, like the Pelasgians, are merely a prehistoric
stop-gap; where nothing was known they were put in; (ii) on resemblances of
place-names in Caria and in central Greece (Busolt, i. 185. 4 n.), e.g., Abae in Caria
and in Phocis.



We may conclude that there is no sufficient evidence for the presence of Carians
and Leleges in Greece proper.

(3) But it is not unlikely that the primitive population of Greece and of Anatolia
was really akin; we find place-names ending in -vOoc, -nda (and perhaps -acoog,
-aca) common to both regions, and a number of words “earthy of the soil,” e.g.,
BoAwvOog, with a similar termination (cf. Conway’s list, BSA viii. 155). We may also
compare the primitive cist-graves of Assarlik in Caria with the pre-Mycenaean
graves in the Cyclades. So the double axe was a symbol of the Carians, but
perhaps they and the Cretans borrowed it equally from some earlier people. (For
this view generally cf. Mackenzie, BSA xii, p. 217 seq.) The double axe seems to be
the symbol also of the Hittite god, Tesub.

(4) The races in the islands. Greek theory made the Carians native in the islands (171.
2; Thuc.i. 4. 1, 8. 1, though with differing details). Thucydides seeks to confirm
this by archaeological evidence; but the weapons found in the island-graves do not
resemble the Carian weapons of chap. 171. Probably, therefore, the native tradition
is right (171. 5), that they were originally a mainland people, and the Greek
tradition is a mere inference from the Thalassocracy of Minos. There were Carians
in the islands, however, in the ninth and eighth centuries (see below).

(5) The theory once maintained that the Carians were the authors of the
Mycenaean culture (e.g., by Kohler and Diimmler) must be abandoned, in view of
the facts that hardly any Mycenaean remains are found in Caria, and those found
show the culture in its decadence (JHS xvi. 265).

(6) For the affinities of the Carians with the Indo-European races cf. app. i, § 4. The
Carians seem to have been the advanced guard of the tribes that invaded Anatolia
from the north at the end of the second millennium B.C. Conway (ut sup. 156)
thinks the Carian names may belong to the Indo-European family of speech. If this
be denied (with Kretschmer), we may suppose the conquerors adopted the
language of the conquered earlier population.

It is to this later conquering element we must attribute: (2) The Carian
Thalassocracy (Myres, JHS xxvi. 107-9). There were Carians in the islands at the
time of the Greek settlement (171. 5). (b) The characteristic Carian weapons (171. 4
n.). (c) The Carian mercenaries of the seventh century (ii. 152. 5).

[4] Tol€a é€evonuata. This passage is of great importance for our knowledge of
Greek armour. The difference between the weapons of Homeric and those of later
times is well known; H. here attributes three changes to the Carians, who were
prominent as mercenaries in the seventh and sixth centuries (cf. Helbig, Hom. Ep.,
344; Archil. frag. 24; and ii. 152, 154, v. 111. 1). The statement is repeated by Strabo
(661), who says (662) the Carians ka0’ 0Anv émAavriOnoav v EAA&da, piobov
otoatevovtec. Pliny (H.N. vii. 200) also credits the Carians with greaves. H. has
grasped the difference between the huge body-covering shield (jvte mopyoc;
Lang, Homer and his Age, 110f. compares the shields in the Bayeux Tapestry and
refutes the theory that they were only used in a chariot) and the round shield of



manageable size, borne on the left arm. Some (e.g., Tsountas, p. 193) think he is
wrong as to the “badges,” and refer to the “stars” on Mycenaean shields and the
well-known shield of Achilles of II. 18. E. Curtius, however (Ges. Abh. ii. 89),
accepts the statement of H., who is probably referring to some particular form of
badge, which was specially Carian.

With regard to Aodpog and dxavov Strabo (661) quotes from Alcaeus Aopov oelwv
Kapkov, and from Anacreon, Kapucoepyég dxavov.

The Aodog is frequent in Homer (I1. vi. 469, Hector’s boy éxAtvOn . . . tapprjoag
XAAKOV Te 10 Aodov intriioxaltnv), as H. must have known. Hence he may be
referring to the later form of crest which fits right on the helmet, as opposed to the
earlier form which was raised on a kOpBaxog (Il. xv. 536); the two forms of crests
are seen in the Euphorbus plate (Brunn, Griech. Kunstg. (1893), tig. 114). With the
later form comes in the more frequent use of cheek-pieces to the helmet, which, by
hiding the face, would make “badges” more necessary.

The dxavov (or oxavn) is used by the Schardana on the Egyptian monuments of
the thirteenth century (Helbig, Hom. Ep., fig. 124, at Ipsambul); the “shield-band,”
therefore, may have been borrowed by the Carians from an earlier Anatolian race.
The “band” (of metal, wood, or leather) was placed across the diameter of the
shield from rim to rim (cf. picture in Dict. Ant., s.v “Clipeus”); the shield also had
a grip (mooma&) of leather running round inside the rim. Hence mopma and
oxavov are used as convertible (Schol. to Ar. Eg. 849). They were, however,
properly distinct; the conservative Spartans used only the téona& till the third
century (Plut. Cleom. 11).

The Oxava may be the Homeric kavoveg (II. xiii. 407; Helbig, 324-57), but it is
more probable these latter are the 0&[3dot of Hesych. (s.v), the stiffening rods in
the centre of the leather shield. Cf. Leaf, Iliad, vol. i, app. B, for this and other
points as to Homeric armour.

niegikeipevol. We have a shield hung from the left shoulder (cf. II. xvi. 106 6 &’
QAQLOTEQOV WHOV Ekapvev [ Eumedov aiev Exwv odkog) represented in the famous
hunting scene on the dagger-blade from the fourth grave at Mycenae (Helbig, fig.
125); Reichel (Hom. Waff., 10) elaborately explains the working of the shield. In II. v.
7957 (cf. Il. v. 98), however, Diomede has his shield teAapwv on his right
shoulder.

This early shield also had a “grip,” which H. takes for granted; this omission
hardly justifies Helbig’s criticism, “H. either did not understand the old use or has
expressed himself obscurely” (p. 323).

To mepuceipevol supply teAapwvac. The reason for placing the “shield belt” on
the left shoulder was that the sword belt had to be on the right one (II. xiv. 404-5),
as the sword itself was on the left side, so as to be drawn more easily.

[5] botegov: i.e., at the time of the Greek colonization, about 1000 B.C.

t@w avTw. The Greek story made them Leleges originally (§ 2).



[6] For Zevg Kaouog cf. v. 119. 2 n.; it is curious that while he is worshipped by
Mysians and Lydians also (§ 6), Z. Xtoatiog is Carian only.

i. 172
Caunus lay in south Caria: it was in the Rhodian mepaix. Thucydides (i. 116. 3)
also distinguishes it from Caria.

Kkat’ fAkinv, “according to age and affection.” H. puts this in to show the
drinking bouts were not tribal.

[2] nBNdGV, “in full force” (vi. 21. 1).
Calynda lay to the southeast on the Lycian frontier.

éxkPaAAewv. For this expulsion cf. Tylor (P.C. ii. 199) who says the Australians
“annually drive from their midst the accumulated ghosts of the last year’s dead.”
So too the modern Greek will discharge firearms to drive away an earthquake.

i.173

The Lycians are as great a racial and linguistic puzzle as the Carians. Their
language is usually thought to be Indo-European, on account of the resemblance
of its inflexions to those of Greek; but it has not yet been satisfactorily explained,
and its connection with Greek is very doubtful, Meyer i. 476.

The name “Lycian” may be explained: (1) As that of a conquered Anatolian tribe.
Cf. the Luka of the great Egyptian invasions (app. x, § 8), and the sea-roving Lukki
of the Tell El-Amarna Tablets. (2) Or, more probably, as a Greek name derived
from a confusion of Apollo Avkeiog (the wolf god) with the deity of Patara
(Farnell, G.C. iv. 113). The geographical position of the Lycians on the sea-coasts
seems to confirm the tradition of their origin as immigrants ¢k Korjtng. They
borrowed much from Greece, including partially their alphabet, but retained their
nationality and political individuality (for the Lycian League cf. Freeman, F.G., 208
seq.). Their abundant coinage is evidence of great prosperity in fifth and fourth
centuries (Head, H.N. 688 seq.).

[2] This Sarpedon is grandfather (Diod. v. 79) of the Homeric hero, the leader of
the Lycians (II. passim).

Milyas (iii. 90. 1) is in historic times the high ground northeast of Lycia, as far as
Pisidia (Strabo, 631). As no Lycian remains are found here, it was inhabited
probably by a distinct people (cf. Arr. Anab. i. 24. 5 €0TL pev TG HeEYAANg
Dovyiag, ovvetéAel 0¢ e¢ TV Avkiav, o0TwG €k PacAéwg peyaAov
TETAYUEVOV).

“Solymi” seems to be the name of the original inhabitants, who were driven into
the mountains; so in II. vi. 184, 204, they are enemies of the Lycians. Strabo (631)
says the neighbouring tribe, the Kabaleis (iii. 90 n.), were thought to be “Solymi,”
and Steph. Byz. (s.v ITiowia) says the same of the Pisidians.



[3] The name TeppiAatis confirmed by quotations from Hecataeus and Panyasis
(frag. 364, FHG i. 30; iii. 236), and by the TRXMAI of the Harpagus obelisk in the
British Museum.

The aetiological myth as to the name “Lycians” is part of the expansion of the
Theseus story (Aegeus was the human father of Theseus), which accompanied the
rise of Athenian power under and after the Pisistratidae (Bury;, i. 213).

[4] For explanations of, and parallels to (e.g., Tacitus, Germ. chap. 20), this
interesting survival of primitive usage cf. Westermarck, chap. v; he argues that it
does not prove (as McLennan thought) a time when promiscuity was the rule and
paternity uncertain. In many most primitive tribes (W. gives a list, pp. 98 seq.)
kinship through males was the rule. Kinship through females may be based on
various ideas, e.g., the fact that “paternity is a matter of inference, maternity of
observation” (Maine), on the closer connection between mothers and their
children, or on primitive polygamy. It is confirmed for Lycia by II. vi. 196-206;
Sarpedon, the sister’s son, is chief, and the male heir, Glaucus, subordinate.

Probably the usage belongs to the primitive Anatolian stock; cf. app. i, § 3.

i. 174

[2] Aaxedarpoviwyv. Strabo (653) brings the Cnidians from Megara. Tr. “As their
territory lies towards the sea, being called Triopion, beginning from the
Chersonese of Bybassia”; 10 is neuter from attraction of the predicate Totomtiov.
Properly Towomiov is the name only of the extreme point.

[3] oi Kvidiot takes up ot of § 2; but the whole section is a model of confusion. It is
to be noticed that H., as a Halicarnassian, knows the Cnidian territory minutely.

[5] The oracle, for which H. does not vouch (cf. w¢ avtot kTA.), looks like an ex post
facto excuse for non-resistance. The isthmus still shows traces of the unfinished
cutting.

i. 175

For Pedasus cf. v. 121 n. This part of Caria was again the only one that resisted at
the time of the Ionic revolt (v. 119-21); this may be connected with the fact that the
Leleges were especially at home here.

toic. This portent is mentioned again (viii. 104 n.) in almost the same words, but
as having only happened “twice”; if both passages be genuine, they clearly prove
that bk. i was written later, but the words in bk. viii are probably a gloss.

i. 176

ovvnAtoav. A like desperation was shown against Brutus in 42 B.C. (Appian B.
Civ. iv. 80, who says it had been shown also against Alexander in 334: this is
obviously wrong; cf. Arr. Anab. i. 24. 4).



[3] éxdnuéovoar. For a parallel in the Fabius who survived the Cremera (477 B.C.)
cf. Livy ii. 50. Some explain their absence by their having gone up into the hills in
the summer.

Harpagus seems to have become hereditary satrap of Lycia (though there were
also native rulers; cf. vii. 98 n.). A descendant of his, Karmis (?), was ruler there
about 430 B.C., and is commemorated on the Xanthian Stele in the British Museum
(1. 5, Hicks, No. 56, pp. 96-7; Meyer, iv. 683, refers it to 413 B.C.): it is suggested that
the “triquetra” of the Lycian coins may be a pun on the family name (comtayn=a
hook); but Head (H.N. 688) makes it a solar symbol connected with the Apollo
cult.

i. 177-216

Resumption of story of Cyrus. Description of Babylon (177-83). Works of Semiramis
and Nitocris (184-7). Capture of Babylon by Cyrus (188-91). Description of Babylonia
(192-200). Geographical position and customs of Massagetae (201-3, 215-16). Cyrus’
expedition against Massagetae and his death (204-14).

i.177

Prasek (i. 224-5) interprets H. as placing the wars in the east against the Bactrians,
Sacae, etc., before the attack on Babylon. This is against the order of names in 153.
4, and also against probability (cf. also 190. 1 n.); the passage here obviously gives
no chronological evidence. That Cyrus, however, extended his rule to the Jaxartes
is likely in itself, and is confirmed by the list of satrapies in the B.I. (app. vii, § 1). It
is confirmed too by the position of Kyra, which claimed to be his foundation, on
the river Jaxartes (Strabo 517), and by the story of the Arimaspi as evegyétat of
Cyrus (cf. viii. 85. 3 n.); they saved his army on the north borders of the Gedrosian
desert.

i. 178-183

For ancient Babylon the main authority is the East India House inscription of
Nebuchadnezzar, 619 lines long (quoted as E.ILH. from RP?iii. 104 seq.). The best
English account is that of Pinches, in the Enc. Bib. (s.v Babylon). H. is our oldest
Greek witness; Sayce (introd. p. 28 seq.) denies that he ever visited Babylonia, but
this view has not been generally accepted. Cf. Baumstark in PW (about 1896) s.v
Babylon, “that [H.’s statements] really rest on his own observation, should never
have been disputed. But it is also indisputable that in them what the writer has
himself seen and what he was told by his oriental guides, is mixed up in a
suspicious way” (ii. 2689). F. H. Weissbach, however, Das Stadtbild von Babylon
(1904, Der Alte Orient V), produces a plan of Babylon based on recent German
excavations (still going on), which differs entirely from the account of H. or of any
other Greek writer; Weissbach (p. 15) indeed claims the support of Berosus, who
says (FHG ii. 507) that Nebuchadnezzar OmtegeBdAeto toelS pev g €vdov
TiOAewg meQBOAOVG, TEELS d¢ Tr¢ €Ew, but there is no trace of mep(BoAoL on W.’s
plan. This plan, not to mention other difficulties, represents Babylon as having no



defence on the west except the river Euphrates, which is absurd. It is therefore
ignored here.

[Additional Note G (1928): H.’s account of Babylon. The older accounts of the
topography of Babylon have been rendered out of date by the explorations of the
Deutsche Orient-Gesellschaft, which began in 1899 and were continued till the
Great War. An account of the results of these by Dr. Koldewey, the Director, was
published in 1912, under the title of Das wieder-erstehende Babylon; an English
translation of this was published in 1914 as The Excavations at Babylon (to this
translation references will be made). But a much clearer conception of the results
can be obtained from the late Mr. L. W. King’s History of Babylonia, vol. ii, chap. 2
“The City of Babylon.”

A shorter but very useful account is found in the late Professor Haverfield’s
Ancient Town Planning, pp. 20-7; only it must be understood, as he explained to me
in a letter of Sept. 28, 1915, that his plan on p. 24 is a plan of what has been found,
not a complete conjectural restoration.

Mr. King's chapter is indispensable to any serious student either of H. or of the
Old Testament, and I take the opportunity here of acknowledging my obligations
to it. A good account of previous exploration in Babylonia from the earliest times,
is given in Rogers, History of Babylonia and Assyria, i. 84f.; the account of the
English merchant, John Eldred, who visited Bagdad in 1583 (Hakluyt, vi. 1f.) is
worth comparing with that of H., for they both approached the region by the same
route, i.e.,, down the river, and (probably) had the same motive, i.e., trade.

The name Bab-ili, “gate of the gods,” was probably originally that of the ancient
fortress, which stood at the gate of the famous Esagila temple of Marduk (King, p.
28); cf. for this chaps. 181, 183 nn. For the importance of the site of Babylon
commercially and strategically, as commanding the great water-ways from Asia
Minor to the Persian Gulf cf. King, i. 5.

The excavations prove that the enormous extension given to Babylon by H., and to
a less extent by the other ancient writers (the passages are printed in full at the end
of Koldewey’s book), is a mistake. The remains of the walls which have been
traced on the left bank of the river give an extent of from five to six miles; there are
also small traces of walls on the other side of the river, which, as H. rightly says,
“divided the city in the middle” (chap. 180. 1). But even assuming (which is
unlikely) that the two divisions of the city were about equal, the extent of the walls
would be only about eleven miles, not, as H. says, about fifty-five. There can be no
doubt that H. is repeating the figures given by his guides, which he had no means
of checking, and which he does not profess to check (contrast his account of the
pyramid, ii. 127. 1). At any rate, Babylon was much larger than any city H. had
seen, or could have seen, in Greece.

The only dimension of the walls which H. could easily estimate —that of breadth —
seems to be given with tolerable accuracy, for the wall was a double one (each part
being about 24 feet thick), with a gap of about 40 feet between the two, filled with



rubble to the top (King, p. 25). The broad summit, as H. says, was wide enough for
a chariot “to drive round” on it (chap. 179), a feature which rendered possible a
rapid concentration of the defending forces (King, p. 26). A further feature in
which H. is confirmed is the facing of the outer wall with baked bricks (Koldewey,
p. 3); these have gradually disappeared, because the old walls were used as a
quarry for building material (Koldewey, p. 10). The use of “brass” for the gates
and “lintels” (vtépOvea, chap. 179) is partly confirmed by a bronze lintel from
Borsippa, now in the Br. Mus. (King, p. 27 n.). The great temple of Esagila (ibid. p.
72f.) is the Zeus temple of H. (chap. 183); the lavish use of gold described by him
corresponds to the description given by Nebuchadnezzar in the E.ILH. inscription.
On the great tower of this temple, the E-temen-anki, King and Koldewey differ;
the Englishman defends the explanation of H. (cf. n. on mbgyog, chap. 181. 3),
which he argues is to some extent confirmed by a picture on a Chaldaean
boundary stone (pp. 78-9) and by a fragmentary inscription (pp. 80-1). The
question of the real shape of the ziggurat can, however, be settled only by
excavating the great mound of Birs-Nimrud.

H. also is quite right (chap. 183) in putting the altars of Belus outside the temple
(King, p. 61, who compares the exterior positions of the altars in the Jewish
Temple).

A further point on which the excavations have confirmed H. is on the relative
positions of the great buildings. He says the “palace” and the “temple of Zeus”
(chap. 181. 1) were on opposite sides of the river, but the Kasr and the Esagila,
which now certainly represent these, are both on the left bank; there are, however,
clear traces that the river has changed its course, and that the temple was formerly
on the right bank (King, pp. 37-8). The explanation given by me (p. 141) as “the
most probable,” must now be given up.

Perhaps, however, the general layout of the city as revealed by the excavations, is
the most important point in which H. is confirmed. He lays great stress on the
“straightness” of the streets; King agrees with this and says (p. 85), “the main
arteries run roughly north and south, parallel to the course of the Sacred Way,
while others cross them at right angles.” No doubt H. was especially impressed by
the great processional street, spanned by the Ishtar Gate. As Haverfield says (p.
27), “the germ of Greek town-planning came from the East.”

For the beauty of Babylon as a city cf. King, p. 5, and the coloured illustrations in
Koldewey, pp. 38, 43, 45. With regard to the customs of Chaldaea, it may be noted
that H. is confirmed by Lenormant (La Magie chez les Chaldéens, 33f.) in his state-
ments (chap. 197) about illness: “Medicine,” L. says, “was not a rational science as
among the Greeks.” But H., as usual, is too absolute; the exorcist and the physician
both practised; cf. Sayce, Hibbert Lectures, 317. The evil customs of the “Temple of
Aphrodite” (chap. 199), i.e., Ishtar, are, says Professor Langdon (Tammuz and Ishtar,
74), only too well confirmed by the inscriptions.]



i. 178

H. includes (cf. iv. 39. 1) under “Assyria” the whole region between the Iranian
plateau, Armenia, and the desert; this province (for its history cf. iii. 92. 1) is called
“Assyria” also in the Minaean inscriptions (from South Arabia, which go back to
ninth century B.C.). Hence in his Acovpiot Adyot (cf. app. ii, § 6) H. includes both
the Assyrian and the Babylonian Empire (chaps. 106, 184). The confusion was
natural, owing to (1) H.’s ignorance, especially of Assyria. (2) The identity of their
religion and culture. (3) The fact that Babylon was often a vassal of Nineveh. But
the two empires were historically and ethnographically distinct. We may compare
the similar identification of Medes and Persians by the Greeks.

AAAa moAiopata: this is correct; the land is full of ruins. Cf. a striking passage in
Layard, Nineveh and Babylon (1853), p. 245, beginning “On all sides, as far as eye
could see, rose the grass-covered heaps, marking the site of ancient habitations.
The great tide of civilization had long since ebbed, leaving the wrecks on the
solitary shore.” This refers to the district west of Mosul, i.e., near the site of
Nineveh.

[2] péyaBog and pétwmnov (= “side”; elsewhere kwAov) are both accusatives of
respect. éo0ong TeToywvou: a bold anacoluthon.

gixoot kai ékatov. There are four main questions as to the walls of Babylon:

(1) Are the two walls, outer and inner, mentioned by H., the Imgur Bel and Nimitti Bel of
E.LLH. viii. 43-6? Their identity is accepted by Baumstark (ut sup.), Maspero (iii.
563), and others, but denied by the recent excavators, e.g., Weissbach (p. 12). This
point does not affect H.’s narrative.

(2) Had H. seen either or both walls?

(a) Berosus (FHG ii. 508) says that Cyrus “arranged to destroy the outer walls,”
because Babylon was “troublesome and hard to take.” But this statement seems
inconsistent with the fact that he entered the city peaceably as a deliverer (app. iv,
§1).

(b) H. himself says (iii. 159. 1) that Darius t0 telyog TegLeile kal Tag mMOAAG
naoag anéoniaoe. This is usually explained as referring to the outer wall, and
meaning that this had ceased to exist before H.’s visit. H. then either would be
describing the outer wall from hearsay (Baumstark), or (as Lehmann, Klio, i. 274;
cf. H. iii. 150. 1 n.) incorporating whole passages from Hecataeus (cf. the tenses of
éveotaot 179. 3, and kettai 181. 5). But there is no good evidence that Hecataeus
had ever been in Babylon, or that H. copied him (introd. § 20), and either
alternative seriously prejudices the credit of H.

(c) It is more natural to suppose, as the words OAac . . . anéonaoe in fact imply,
that Darius simply dismantled the outer wall. He left Babylon in the state which
Scott (in Quentin Durward) describes at Liége. To remove such enormous masses of
brickwork entirely would have been at once difficult and needless. H. throws in



touches which rest mainly on hearsay (e.g., 179. 3, the presence of the “brazen”
gates), but he had seen enough of the wall to warrant him describing it as existing.

(3) The extent of the walls.

(a) H.’s figure of 480 stades is supported by the statement of Philostratus,
supposed to be derived from Hellanicus (see PW ii. 2693).

Oppert’s attempt to trace the line of this great square on the modern site is now
given up; Weissbach (p. 30) says it is fifty times too big; but Nikel (Herodot und die
Keilschriftforschung (1896), 25-7) points out that the extent of the ruins (roughly
tifteen miles by twelve) corresponds to H.’s figures, which are accepted by
Baumstark and Lehmann (ut sup.). If this is right, the outer wall included the
neighbouring town of Borsippa (cf. 181. 2 n.), which had also a wall of its own.
Many, however, maintain Borsippa was quite separate from Babylon, following
Berosus (FHG ii. 508). The recent excavations render somewhat doubtful the
enormous size of Babylon; but as Lehmann points out (ut sup.), even if their
results were more certain than they are, the literary tradition is very strong, and
walls of brick might disappear, leaving little or no trace (cf. 179. 1 n.).

(b) The figures of other Greek writers are smaller, e.g., Ctesias (Assyrica frag. 5.
397) gives 360 stades, Strabo (738) 365 stades, Cleitarchus (in Diod. ii. 7; he was
one of the historians of Alexander) the same; Bahr (Ctesias, 401-4) collects all the
evidence. These are taken as being the extent of the inner wall, which (Abydenus,
FHG iv. 284) lasted down to the time of Alexander.

Of course all this vast area was not inhabited. At any rate H. is only giving the
estimate he had received; he could not have measured even one side (contrast ii.
127.1). For the size of Babylon cf. Arist. Pol. iii. 3. 5 (1276a) fjtic éxet meQryQadrv
HaAAov €0voug 1) mMOAews: 1) Y€ paoty éaxdwkviag Tolitnv 1uéoav ovk
alo0€o0at Tt péog TS MOAewc.

(4) The height of the walls. H.’s estimate, about 335 feet by 85, to some extent agrees
with that of Ctesias, who gives 50 fathoms (i.e., 300 feet, Diod. ii. 7).
Nebuchadnezzar describes his wall as “mountains high” (E.LH. viii. 51; cf. Jer. li.
53), and Xenophon makes the ruined wall of Nineveh (with its base, xonmic) 150
feet high and 50 feet wide (An. iii. 4. 10-11; perhaps he is including the mound on
which it stood). Strabo (738, with whom Diod. ii. 7 and Curt. v. 1 agree), however,
makes the wall of Babylon only 32 feet thick and 75 high (90 in the towers). H.
probably follows the exaggerated figures of his guide. Maspero (iii. 563), who
gives a picture of a conjectural restoration, makes the height of Nimitti Bel, the
main wall, 30 metres, i.e., not quite 100 feet), and says it “resembled rather a chain
of mountains with battlements and towers than a boulevard of man’s handiwork.”
H.’s wall is not broad enough for stability in proportion to its height, and it is
possible that he even underestimated its thickness; that of Khorsabad, which is
much lower, is nearly 80 feet thick.



He is quite right in saying that there was a walled ditch (178. 3; 179. 2) in front of
the outer wall, and that inside there was a second wall “of less extent” (181. 1
otevotepov). For the walls generally cf. E.LH. col. 8. To sum up, it may be said
that H. gives a striking impressionist picture of this great scheme of fortification,
but that it is incorrect in details.

éxexoounro. Babylon was undoubtedly the most splendid city in the East, when
the great works of Nebuchadnezzar were complete. Cf. ELH. passim and Dan. iv.
30.

[3] For the “royal” and the “ordinary cubit” cf. F. Hultsch, Metrologie (1882),
especially pp. 46, 388. H. illustrates the Oriental measures from the Greek; but to
us the process is reversed, as we know the Oriental measures, from measurements
of Babylonian bricks and buildings, better than the Greek. The “royal cubit”
(which was practically the same as the Egyptian royal cubit, though a fraction
longer, ibid. p. 552) is calculated at from 525 to 532 (or 533) millimetres; the Greek
cubit, therefore, being in the relation of 8 to 9 (the “finger” is 7/10 of an inch), was
from 466.6 to 473 millimetres. Stein, however, says the relation is 7 to 8, not 8 to 9,
basing this on the length of the Attic ell, i.e., 462 millimetres. The Samian cubit was
the same as the Egyptian ell (ii. 168. 1); of this there were two kinds, the “royal,”
about 527 millimetres (Hultsch, 355), the smaller about 450. That the Samian
corresponded to the former, i.e., the longer ell, has been finally proved by the
measurements at the Samian Heraeum (ibid. p. 551).

i. 179
éAxvoavteg mAivOovg. Translate “having moulded enough bricks”; it

corresponds to énAlvOevov above. The passage is parodied in Aristophanes’ Aves,
552; cf.i. 3 n.

Babylonia, owing to the absence of building stone, was the special home of brick-
work. Crude bricks were used inside the walls, and even the baked bricks, from
their larger size, were inferior in hardness to Roman, and to good modern, brick.
Hence the wall was liable to be destroyed by water (cf. the tradition as to the fall of
Nineveh (Ctesias Assyrica frag. 16. 437; Diod. ii. 27), and to become in ruins a
shapeless mass (cf. Lehmann, ut sup.). It was to hinder destruction by water that
the “mats of reed” (tapoovg x.) were “stuffed in” (dxotopalovtec), but really at
much more frequent “intervals” (di&) than H. gives.

[2] aopaATw. On “bitumen” for “mortar” (téAua) cf. EB s.v, and Gen. xi. 3 (A. V.
“slime”); it was used mixed with clay. The inscriptions (E.L.H. cols. 7 and 8)
confirm H. as to this.

odopwv, “layers.” Cf. ii. 127. 3 tov mpwtov dopov (in the pyramid of Chephren).
[3] Eoxata: absolute; “the edges” of the wall.

oiknuata. These “one-storied chambers” (called mVgyot in iii. 156. 1 and Strabo,
738, and mpopayxewveg in iii. 151. 1) served as guard-houses; no doubt they were
machicolated.



neQLEAaoy, “to drive round” (not “to turn”). This, too, Aristophanes parodies
(Av. 1125-9).

é¢vegtaolt. For the tense see above. The gates were probably “plated with brass”;
hence maoat is distributive “all of them.”

[4] H. reckons a day’s journey on the flat at 200 stadia (iv. 101. 2), i.e., about 23
miles; but Hit lies only about 125 miles north of Babylon. Matzat (Hermes, vi. 445)
suggests that the explanation of H.’s larger figures lies in the river windings at
Ardericca (185. 2 n.); the road, he thinks, would follow the river. Hit is still the
chief source of bitumen for Babylonia; there are two springs, one cold and one hot;
“the whole place is redolent of sulphuretted hydrogen” (Peters, in EB!! s.v. Hit).

i. 180

[2] dykwvac. Literally “is carried down as to its angles,” i.e., “is carried down at
an angle.” The river rampart (aipaou), i.e., a rougher kind of wall) and the city
wall made a salient angle, excellent for purposes of defence.

éruxapmnal. “From this point the return-walls stretch in the form of a rampart
along each quay” (xelAog): mapatetvel is attracted into the singular to agree with
atpaou). The quays (Diod. ii. 8) were 160 stades long; parts of them were
discovered by the French explorers in 1853; the bricks bear the name of
Nabonidus. H. (186. 2) attributes them to Nitocris, the mother of the last king,
Labynetus (188. 1 n.), who in part corresponds to the historic Nabonidus.

The Euphrates was navigable by sea-going ships up to Babylon (Strabo, 739).

[3] The streets were some of them (&tAAa) parallel to the river, others were cross-
roads (¢mikagotay, cf. iv. 101. 3) leading to it; the latter were merely “alleys” or
“wynds” (Aavpat). Streets which ran parallel to the river could hardly be
“straight,” but H. exaggerates this feature, from their contrast to the winding
streets of a Greek town.

[4] muAidec. H. carefully distinguishes these “little gates” from the main oA« of
179. 3.

i. 181
[2] T paoiAnia. The question of the palaces and temples of Babylon is one of the
most disputed in H. The following facts may be taken as fairly certain:

(1) That there were three palaces: (2) That on the right bank built by
Nebuchadnezzar, in which Alexander died. (ta mépav Pacidewa, Plut. Alex. 76;
Arr. Anab. vii. 25. These authorities are specially important as quoting ai faciAeiot
Ednuepldec as to Alexander’s last days.) (b) That on the left bank, close to the
temple of Merodach (cf. E.IH. viii. 31 seq.). (c) Another built by Nebuchadnezzar
to the north. As this was built in fifteen days (E.L.H. cols. 8 and 9, and Berosus,
FHG ii. 507) it was less important.



(2) That there were two pre-eminent temples, that of Bel Merodach or Marduk in
Babylon proper, on the left bank of the river (the “Esagila”), and that of Bel Nebo
in Borsippa, on the right bank of the river (the “Ezida”).

(3) That one palace (viz., 1b above) has been proved to be identical with the
mound of El Qasr, and the “Esagila” temple (less certainly) with Tell Amran.

(4) That Xerxes destroyed the great temple of Bel-Marduk in the centre of Babylon
(Arr. Anab. vii. 17. 2); Strabo (738) calls it 6 Tov BrjAov tddog, but this is obviously
the terraced tower, the ziggurat, the most important part of the Esagila.

There are, then, two main difficulties in the account of H.:

(1) He mentions only one palace and one temple, although in this there is a lower
shrine k&tw vnog (183. 1), distinct from the great ziggurat of chap. 181.

(2) He claims to have seen the temple; but if, as is probable, Xerxes had destroyed
the Esagila, he could not have seen it.

Three explanations may be given (disregarding that of Sayce, that H. had never
been in Babylon):

(1) Baumstark in PW thinks the “palace” of H. is that on the right bank, and that
he does not mention the palace on the left bank, because he considers it part of the
Esagila temple; it actually was close to it (see above). How H. could describe a
temple which had probably ceased to exist, Baumstark does not explain;
presumably this is one of the “suspicious confusions” of which he speaks.

(2) Hommel (in Hastings, Dict. Bib. s.v Babel) says that Arrian and Strabo were
mistaken. Because Xerxes removed the statue from Esagila (cf. 183. 3), they
thought he had destroyed the temple. This explanation is possible; a brick building
dismantled about 480 B.C. would speedily fall into decay, and though H. might
have seen it in fair repair ca. 450 B.C., it might well need rebuilding, as Alexander
proposed, in 323 (Strabo, Arrian, ut sup.).

(3) The most probable explanation, however, is that of Lehmann (Klio, i. 273-5),
that by the “temple of Belus” H. means the Nebo temple in Borsippa. H. distinctly
says his temple was on the other side of the river (¢v T@ étéow) from the palace;
and as both Marduk and Nebo were called Bel (“Lord”), H. may well have
confused them, and transferred the story of the statue to the Nebo temple. In fact it
is not unlikely that the priests told him falsely that the perished statue had been in
their temple, though it had never belonged to them. It will be seen (184 n.) that H.
had special knowledge of the Nebo temple, and that he carefully avoids saying
where the statue had stood; he leaves it ¢v T tepévei (183. 2).

The Borsippa temple is the best preserved of the ruins of Babylon, because of the
imperishable material, blue slag, of which its uppermost story was formed. The
present mound, Birs-Nimrud, is 153 feet high; its circumference is given variously,
by Rich, 762 yards; by Rawlinson, 694 (ii. 582); H. gives 811 (four stades, § 3) for
the lowest story, or rather for the brick platform on which it was raised. It may be



noted that H. does not give the absurd height (606 feet) which Strabo (738) gives to
the tddpog BrjAov. The igov, which is eight stades round (dvo otadilwv mavn), is
the sacred tépevog in which the tower stood.

It will be noticed that H. says nothing (in this agreeing with E.ILH.) of the famous
hanging gardens attributed to Nebuchadnezzar by Berosus (FHG ii. 507); cf. 185. 1
n.

[3] mbEYoc. For the eight stories cf. the Cyrus tomb at Murghab (125. 3 n.). H. is
undoubtedly describing a tower with one story set upon another, each decreasing
in size, and thus the ziggurat is usually restored (cf. Rawlinson, ii. 583—4, for
picture). But Meyer, i. 380 n., says it was a rounded cone, with a sloping way
winding about it to the top; he follows E. Herzfeld (Samarra, 1907), who gives a
beautiful picture of the still-existing minaret of the Samarra mosque, which, he
claims, embodies the idea of the old ziggurat. The form is certainly very primitive,
and Herzfeld maintains that the sun-burned bricks were not strong enough for
such a tower as H. describes. The Babylonians had, however, kiln-baked bricks as
well, and there is no sufficient reason for describing H.’s view as mistaken.

[5] For the table of Bel cf. the story of Bel and the Dragon in the Apocrypha; for the
deity consuming his offerings cf. viii. 41. 2 n. and Tylor, P.C. ii. 380 seq., who
quotes parallels among modern savages. For divine amours cf. Josephus, A.]. xviii.
3. 4 (of Anubis at Rome); and Strabo 816 (at Thebes). The carvings at Luxor and
Deir el Bahari support the story (cf. ii. 143. 4 n.). It is possible, however, that H.
may be misled by Egyptian titles; connected with the temple of Amon were his
“singing women,” chief among whom was “the wife of the god.” These are to be
distinguished from the tep6dovAol, and were often women of good position, e.g.,
Psammetichus I made his daughter “wife of the god”; cf. Erman, Egypt, 295-6. If
these are referred to, H. is wrong is saying (182. 2) they were unmarried. Frazer
(Kingship, 170) considers H.’s evidence very important, as bearing on the supposed
“divine” origin of kings; he thinks the human bride was one of the “brides of
Marduk” referred to in the code of Hammurabi.

XaAdaiol. The original home of this people was on the Persian Gulf (the
“Chaldeans” of Xen. An. v. 5. 17 are a different tribe near Armenia, though
Rawlinson, ad loc., thinks them the same); thence they pushed north,
amalgamating with the earlier inhabitants. Their prince, Merodach Baladan II,
ascended the throne of Babylon in 721 B.C.; the rivalry between his house and race
and the priests of the older races was one of the great causes of the weakness of
Babylonia (cf. 185. 1 and app. ii, § 5). By a curious change of meaning, the Greeks
later called the wise priestly class “Chaldeans,” and so a tribal name became a
caste name (cf. “Magi” 101 n.). For this use, which is not native, cf. Daniel
(passim), Strabo 739, etc., and for Roman times Mayor, ad Juv. x. 94.

i. 182
[2] Patara lay on the coast just east of Xanthus; Apollo was at home there for the
six winter months, at Delos for the rest (cf. Hor. Odes iii. 4. 64 “Delius et Patareus



Apollo”). So he was supposed to be away from Delphi for the three winter
months. For the periodical migrations of the gods cf. Frazer, P, iii. 58. When the
god was away, he naturally could not divine (cf. the irony of Elijah, 1 Kings xviii.
27).

i. 183

ayoApa péya. H. does not make it clear whether this statue is the same as the
one destroyed (§ 2); probably it was not. Lehmann (B. W. fiir K. P. 1900, 964 n. 6)
considers that H. is here borrowing from Hecataeus (cf. 178. 2 n.); he quotes
Xx00vov éketvov (§ 2) in proof (but see below). H. here records an important fact
(as Lehmann points out), though he does not understand it. The god’s statue was
the symbol of the independent existence of Babylon, and the king at the beginning
of the year (in the month Nisan) solemnly grasped the hand of Bel-Marduk, thus
acknowledging his supremacy. A conqueror by doing this conciliated the
prejudices of the Babylonians, owning himself a native king. So in our earliest
important Cassite inscription (before 1000 B.C.) a Cassite king records that he
brought the statue of Marduk back to Babylon, and becomes “king of Babylon”
(Winckler, Der Alte O. vi, 1904, pp. 23—4). So too Cyrus, in the Cyrus Cylinder (app.
iv, § 1 and RP? v. 167), professes that he rules by the grace of Marduk. Xerxes,
giving up this policy of conciliation, removed the statue, and so “destroyed the
personal union between Babylon and Persia”; Sennacherib had done the same, but
his successors had restored the temple and statue of the god. It is to be noted that
Xerxes’ title changes at the same time; in 485 B.C. he is “King of Babylon and the
lands,” afterwards he is “King of Persia and Media” (Meyer, iii. 80). Apparently
the change of policy was provoked by Babylonian rebellions which began at the
end of the reign of Darius (so Darius is said “to have intended” (¢t fovAevoac) to
take the statue; cf. Klio, vii. 447-8, for new inscriptions as to these rebellions).

[2] éxetvov, “at that time,” i.e., when Cyrus conquered Babylon.

i. 184
H. undoubtedly confused the kings of Babylon and Assyria (cf. 178. 1 n.). For his
Acovglot Adyol cf. app. ii, § 6.

Lepigapis. For this queen cf. inscriptions of “Kalach” (BMG p. 31) now in Br.
Mus. She was a Babylonian princess, the wife of the Assyrian Rammannirari III
(812-783 B.C.), and seems to have introduced the worship of Nebo into Nineveh;
hence H. no doubt heard of her name at the Nebo temple. Her real date almost
corresponds to the “five generations” of H., i.e., 167 years before
Nebuchadnezzar’s accession, 605 B.C. (see below) = 772. It is noticeable that H.
gives none of the wild Greek fables as to the mythical Semiramis (cf. Diod. ii. 5
seq., following Ctesias), which make her a sort of Assyrian Catherine II,
distinguished equally in war and for sensuality. No doubt in these stories is
reflected the double character of the goddess Ishtar (cf. 105. 2 n.). Berosus censures
the Greeks (FHG ii. 507) for saying that she founded Nineveh. For Semiramis cf.
Lehmann in Klio, i. 256 seq.



The xwpata and the accompanying canals were a well-known feature of
Babylonia from the time of Hammurabi (cf. app. ii, § 1) onwards; they were
needed at once to control the floods of the river (Strabo, 740 seq., a very interesting
passage), and for the irrigation which was essential to the life of the country; it was
the filling up of these canals which has turned one of the most thickly populated
regions of the Old World into the waste of to-day. Their defensive use (cf. 185. 1 n.)
was only secondary. The remains of thirty or forty canals are still passed in a day’s
journey (Nikel, p. 9). For Alexander’s care of the canals cf. Strabo, 740-1. For canals
in Babylonia generally cf. Winckler, Hist. of Bab. (tr. by Craig, 1907), pp. 135-9.

i. 185

No such queen as Nitocris is found either in the Babylonian inscriptions or in
Berosus; H. perhaps misheard the name, and assimilated it, when he wrote, to the
Egyptian name with which he was more familiar; Lehmann (ut sup.) sees in it the
consonants of the Persian form of Nebuchadnezzar, i.e., “Nabukadracara,”
sounded “tracara.” Others, however, think that it was not the ignorance of H., but
his informants’ prejudice (cf. 181. 5 n.) which is responsible for the suppression of
all mention of this great king; they consider that in the priestly tradition the works
of Nebuchadnezzar were attributed to his wife, who was a Median princess,
Amuita, the daughter of Astyages (Berosus, FHG ii. 505); this marriage is probably
referred to i. 74. 4 n. She is said to have suggested the famous “hanging gardens,”
from a longing for her Median mountain home (cf. 181. 4 n.). H. confuses her with
the mother of the last king, Nabonidus (“Labynetus,” 188. 1); this lady seems from
the “annalistic tablet” to have been an important person (RP? v. 160). Hence in H.
the works of the great Chaldaean king are given to one composite queen.

npoepvAafaro. This motive is probable in itself (but see below), and is
confirmed by E.LLH. (vi. 39-56); Nebuchadnezzar knew the value of loyal alliances.
He also made the great “Median Wall,” 100 feet high (Xen. An. i. 7. 15), from the
Euphrates to the Tigris, at the point where the two rivers approached each other
most nearly. H. does not mention this, probably because it did not quite reach the
Euphrates (Grote, iv. 137 n.); his knowledge is mainly confined to Babylon and
what he could see from the river.

[2] ¢ Tov Evdntny, the reading of all MSS., must mean that travellers from the
north became involved in a labyrinth of canals at Ardericca, from which it took
them three days to get clear into the Euphrates. It is usual, however, to omit £c, in
which case H. means that a traveller on the Euphrates passed the same village
three times in three days; in this land of marvels he accepted this statement from
some waggish fellow-traveller, who hoaxed him. H. probably travelled straight by
boat from Thapsacus to Babylon (cf. Grote, ut sup.), and the villages he passed
were no doubt as much alike as castles on the Rhine to-day. Matzat (p. 445),
however, very ingeniously tries to prove that H.’s statement is possible. The river

4+

runs thus, 123 each bend being fourteen to eighteen miles long (+ = site



of Ardericca; 1, 2, 3 = the position of the boat on three following days). He finds a
confirmation of these windings in 179. 4 (g. v.), the distance of Is from Babylon.

If Ardericca be a real place, it may be Idikara (cf. Ptol. v. 17. 19), about fifty miles
above Sippara, where the course of the Euphrates was much diverted on account
of rapids. The “Ardericca” of vi. 119 (near Susa) is a different place.

[4] éAvtov. The “reservoir” (cf. iv. 173. 1) at Sippara, also the work of
Nebuchadnezzar, is meant; it lay “along, a little distance from the river.” But really
it was not “far above” Babylon; H. is either making a mistake, or he is calculating
by the time spent on his journey down stream; he writes as if his boat had made
the circuit of the reservoir (meplodog, § 6), which can hardly have been the fact.
Abydenus (frag. 9, FHG iv. 283) makes it 40 parasangs, i.e., 1,200 stades, in
circumference and 20 fathoms deep. There is no trace of this reservoir now, but an
inscription of Hammurabi says, “I set a marsh around and dug a canal and made a
protecting quay” (at Sippara).” This work was renewed by the father of
Nebuchadnezzar (V. Scheil, Sippara, 1902, pp. 23, 65). It was intended for irrigation
(cf. the reservoir at Assuan), but no doubt could also be used to flood the country
against an invader. This must be the meaning of dpvyua tav éAog (§ 6), but H.
has quite failed to understand his informant, and so his own account is most
obscure. He seems to confuse the canals, along which his boat may well have
travelled, with the great “basin” which he only saw, and the uses of which were
described to him.

€6 10 VOwQ, “to the water level”; the phrase is Chaldaean (E.I.H. vii. 60).
[5] konmida. Abydenus (ut sup.) speaks of “great sluice-gates” (¢xetoyvwuoveg).

H.’s account bears all the marks of an eyewitness; but possessed as he is by the
Median terror, he pays no regard to the pacific use of the reservoir; hence he
contradicts himself; he thinks of it as a marsh (see above and cf. 191. 3), but also as
navigable.

[7] kata tovto. Translate “In this way she wrought (in that part of) her country
where were the entrances, and the shortest way from Media”; cf. iv. 136. 2 for T
ovvtopa. The territory of Assyria was now in the Median hands (cf. for its being
called “Media” Xen. An. ii. 4. 27), and so the natural line of attack (¢of3oAat) would
be down the right bank of the Tigris.

i. 186

tavta pév. Translate “These were the defences with which she surrounded (her
city) by digging (ex f&0eoc), but she took advantage of them to add such a
supplementary work (mapevOrknv) as” (the river wall and bridge).

[2] Sayce (ad loc. and p. xxix) is very angry with H. for his mistake in speaking of
“huge stones” in Babylonia; but Nebuchadnezzar makes the same mistake (!)
(E.LH. ix. 24). Of course the stones were brought down the Euphrates from the
north. Xenophon (An. i. 5. 5) speaks of a village on the Euphrates, where



millstones were made for sale. Diodorus (ii. 8), who gives the bridge to Semiramis,
makes it 5 stades long and 30 feet wide.

[3] These EOAa were no doubt a sort of drawbridge in the middle, pulled up on
both sides; this feud (kAémtolev) between the two river banks may be an
unconscious echo of the rivalry between Babylon and her suburb, Borsippa.

i. 187
[2] Lehmann (Klio, i. 259) says the inscription uses the phraseology of the royal
monuments; the o0 yap duewvov, however, is quite Greek.

[3] The presence of a dead body made the gate impassable for a Persian. Some see
in the mention of “gates” a contradiction to iii. 159. 1, but it is purely verbal (cf.
178. 2 n.). The story is a curious one; for treasures buried with the dead cf.
Josephus, A.]. vii. 15. 3, pp. 392—4, who says that Solomon buried David with great
treasures, and that when the tomb was robbed by Hyrcanus and by Herod, they
took away great wealth, but failed to find the real royal treasure. Lehmann (W. fiir
K.P. 1900, p. 962) sees in H.’s story a confusion of Darius and Xerxes (cf. iii. 150 n.);
he follows Aelian (V.H. xiii. 3), who tells a similar story, with additional marvels, of
Xerxes violating the tomb of Belus. But A.’s version has every mark of being an
explanation of o0 yap &pewvov, and Lehmann’s theory is at best only possible.
Stein thinks the tale may have arisen from a misunderstood inscription. All we can
say for certain is that we see in it the Babylonian hatred of their conquerors.

i. 188

The last king of Babylon was called Nabonidus (556 B.C.); he was no relation of
Nebuchadnezzar (died 562); between them were three kings, of whom H. knows
nothing.

The Choaspes is the “river Ulai” of Daniel viii. 2. H. here gives an interesting
point; the water of other lands was impure for the worshipper of Ormazd; hence
the Choaspes water was taken both for drinking (“boiled”) and for preparing the
Haoma (cf. Indian Soma) libation (cf. vii. 54. 2 n.); for the earthly plant used for
this, which corresponded to the white immortality-giving Haoma, cf. SBE iv. 69.

i. 189

The Gyndes is the Diyala, which runs into the Tigris from the northeast about fifty
miles from Babylon; this identification is clear from v. 52. 5, where it is the next
river to South.

For the Matieni cf. i. 72. 2 n. and iii. 94. 1. The Dardanians are otherwise unknown.

‘Qmuv. H. mentions Opis because it is the highest point of navigation from the sea
up the Tigris (Strabo, 739). Opis, which lay nearly fifty miles north of the Diyala, at
the junction of the Physcus and the Tigris (Xen. An. ii. 4. 25), was the scene of the
Macedonian mutiny in 324 B.C.

ovuyroag: literally “rub together,” and so “obliterate.” Here = “sucking down.”



[3] katéTewve: ie., his army. “He extended it.” Maspero (iii. 635) accepts the story
as partly true; Cyrus, he thinks, with the main army turned the defensive works
on the north of Babylon, by lowering the water in the Tigris and the Gyndes. (Cf.
Caes. B. Civ. i. 61 for a similar operation on the Sicoris in 49 B.C.) There was one
battle (RP? v. 162) near Opis, as H. says (190. 1), and it was immediately followed
by a revolt in Akkad (i.e., N. Babylonia). Meantime Gobryas, marching down the
left bank of the Gyndes with a portion of the army, took Babylon by treachery,
while the main defensive force was resisting Cyrus. In the same way Prasek (i. 229)
accepts the story of chap. 191 as describing the preparations to intimidate the
capital, and force a capitulation.

Even if these views be correct, the story told to H. was completely misleading; the
city was taken by treachery (app. iv, § 6). But it is more likely that H. is partly right
(as thus suggested) than that the whole narrative is an invention borrowed from
the irrigation works on the Gyndes (as Sir H. Rawlinson, ad loc.). The form it takes
is religious in colouring; “white horses” were sacred to the sun (iii. 90. 3 n.; cf. vii.
40. 4); hence the offending river is divided into as many channels (360) as there are
days in the year.

i. 190

The war lasted longer than H. thinks; it perhaps began in 546 B.C., as the annals of
Nabonidus seem to speak of an attack on Akkad (i.e., N. Babylonia) from Elam in
that year (RP? v. 161); but the record is much mutilated.

[2] mpoeaa&avto. The use of this word in viii. 20. 1 seems to show that it is from
npooattw, “they packed up beforehand,” not from mocoayw (as
Schweighduser); cf. v. 34. 1 n.

i. 191
[2] anaoav. Used loosely for “the main army,” as two other contingents are at
once mentioned.

[3] éAoc. Cf. 185. 4, 5 nn.
vmovootnoavtog, “when the river had sunk” (cf. iv. 62. 2).

[6] For Aristotle’s account of the capture of Babylon, which even exaggerates the
one here, cf. 178. 2 n.

0otnv. The “feast” agrees with the well-known story in Dan. v.

neowtov. H. calls it “the first” capture, in contrast to that by Darius (iii. 158). No
doubt, however, he heard in Babylon nothing of Assyrian captures, e.g., by
Assurbanipal in 648 B.C.

i. 192-200
The account of the Babylonian land and people.



i. 192

teodnv. This general payment in kind is not mentioned in iii. 90-5; the only corn
contribution there (91. 3) is that of Egypt. The omission of the corn-tax in bk. iii
goes to show (what is antecedently probable) that H. is there quoting an official
document, drawn up for one special purpose, not giving an account of the whole
revenue system. The corn contribution here mentioned corresponds to the Roman
(1) frumentum in cellam (for the governor and his suite); but this was paid for; (2)
annona militaris (for the soldiers in the province); (3) annona civica, i.e., for Rome,
from Egypt and Africa (Marquardt, Staats-V. ii. 189, 232-3). For contributions in
kind in Persia cf. Theop. frags. 124-5 (FHG i. 298) and Meyer, iii. 51.

[2] For the use of Aoovgin cf. 178. 1 n. For oatpanninyv cf. iii. 89. 1 n.

This Tritantaechmes, who was clearly satrap of Babylon when H. was there, is to
be distinguished from the nephew of Darius (vii. 82); for his father Artabazus cf.
viii. 126 and ix. passim

[3] As the péduuvoc held 48 yotvikeg, the “artaba” held 51, i.e., about 13 gallons. A
xotvié of wheat was a man’s daily allowance, vii. 187. 2. For its size cf. vi. 57 n.

[4] For the hunting dogs see Rawlinson, ad loc. (with illustration).

Ctesias (Ind. 5, p. 248) says they were able to cope with a lion, a characteristic
exaggeration. M. Polo (ii. 19; i. 400) says the Great Khan had about 10,000 hunting
dogs.

i. 193

H. is describing the Babylonian plain proper, i.e., the southern part of
Mesopotamia; at the present time the Euphrates and the Tigris unite in the Shat-
El-Arab, but originally they reached the sea separately.

vetat. Rain, which is abundant in Assyria proper, falls in Babylonia chiefly in the
winter and spring, and then as a rule not in large quantities. Willcocks’ table
(Irrigation of Mesopotamia, 1910, p. 68) shows that from May to October the land is
practically rainless, in the other six months the rainfall is about eight inches, fairly
evenly distributed. So far as rain is concerned the country is not a desert like
Egypt, but rather a “steppe region capable of sustaining millions of sheep” (p. 10).
Grote (iii. 295) lays stress on the accuracy of H. in contrasting the light rains here
with practically rainless Upper Egypt (iii. 10 n.). H. is quite right in saying that
while the scanty spring rain (tovto) “causes the corn to sprout, the crop ripens
from irrigation.” His description of this is accurate, if we remember that he is
contrasting the natural (avtov Tov otapov) Nile flood with the artificial
Babylonian system. The present Euphrates, however, now that the canals are gone,
floods its banks from March to July, when the Armenian snows melt.

knAwvrniowot, “by swipes worked by hand” (cf. vi. 119. 3), i.e., the shadoufs
which are still used in Mesopotamia and Egypt (cf. Maspero, i. 764, and 340 for
illustrations). Colonel Chesney (Survey of Tig. and Euph. 1850, ii. 653) describes it as
a wooden lever, 13-15 feet long, revolving on a post 3—4 feet high with a bucket at



the end, balanced when full by a weight at the other end. From the top of the bank
the water was distributed over the fields in artificial channels.

[2] For the canals cf. chap. 184 n. The canal here is the “royal canal” restored by
Nebuchadnezzar, which ran southeast from above Babylon to the Tigris, near the
later Seleucia.

nEog NALov Tov xetpegvov. The ancients divided the sky into:
avatoAn and dvoun tonueowvr) = E. and W.
avatoAr] and dvour) Oeowvr) = NE. and NW.
avatoAn and dvoun xewpeowvr) = SE. and SW.

(cf. Arist. Meteor. ii. 6 ad init., where a diagram is given). Here 1jAtoc = dvatoAn
(cf. vii. 70. 1 ot &m0 1)Aiov AiBioTteg).

[3] H. is contrasting broadly and rightly the treeless cornland of Babylonia with
Greece.

Strabo (742 ad fin.) says “three hundredfold,” without H.’s careful limitation.
Lehmann (Fest. fiir Kiepert, 1898, pp. 305 seq.) argues that the accounts of H. and of
Strabo are borrowed independently from Hecataeus (cf. chap. 199 n.). His
arrangement of the two accounts in parallel columns is useful, though his
argument quite breaks down.

$UAAx, “blades.” Ancient (e.g., Theophrastus, Hist. PL. viii. 7. 4) and modern
writers confirm H. as to the fertility of Babylonia; so Chesney (ii. 602) says “those
portions which are still cultivated, as round Hillah, show that the region has all
the fertility ascribed to it by H.” An inscription of Assurbanipal claims, with
perhaps pardonable exaggeration, that grain grew five cubits high, and that the
heads were five-sixths of a cubit (Winckler, Hist. of Babylonia (E.T.), p. 138).

[4] to. .. éxopeva, “the various kinds of corn already mentioned”; the perfect
artiiktat has been thought to refer to a previous description by Hecataeus (see
above). It is, however, only a picturesque anticipation of criticism; cf. Matzat, pp.
438-9.

onoapwv. Layard (Nineveh ii. 423) confirms this; cf. Xen. An. iv. 4. 13 for this and
other substitutes for olive oil (in Armenia). It was made from the “sesame” seed.

doivikes. H. is quite right as to their abundance.

Kkapmodpogor marks the contrast to those in the Aegean regions, which do not
ripen their fruits. Cf. Theop. Hist. PL. iii. 3. 5.

Dates were a main article of food in Babylonia; for the manifold uses of the palm-
tree cf. Strabo 742, who says they were 360 in number, and EB xx. 642 s.v

[5] H. here rightly describes the process of fertilization of figs, éotvaouoc
(Theophr. Hist. PL. ii. 8. 1; cf. also Arist. Hist. An. v. 32). The caprificus or wild fig
produces inedible figs which are inhabited by the fig-wasp; the female wasps,



hatched in these figs, make their way from them, laden with pollen, to the young
tigs of the ficus or fig proper, in order to lay their eggs in them; they pollinate their
flowers, and thus fertilization is effected. H. wrongly thinks the purpose of the
process was to prevent the fig falling off. He is wrong, too, in transferring the
process to palm-trees; fertilization in these is rightly described by Theop. (ut sup.
ii. 8. 4) Otav &vOn 10 dEEeV ATOTEUVOLOL TV otAONV €’ 1)¢ TO dvOog evOULG
oTeQ €xeL, TOV TE VOUV KAl TO AvO0g Kal TOV KOVIOQTOV KATAOEIOVOL KATA TOV
KkaQToL tN¢ OnAceiag. He too, however, gives the object wrongly, i.e., to prevent
the falling off of the fruit.

The process is represented on the monuments (cf. BMG 36, and Maspero, i. 555, for
picture).

H. obscures his meaning by using different words faAavog and kapmog for the
same thing, and wrongly substituting 6Avv0Oot, “the untimely figs,” for éotveol,
i.e., fici caprifici.

i. 194
H. is always interested in means of navigation (cf. ii. 96).

These round skin-covered boats (ktuifah) are still used on the Lower Euphrates, but
not of the size described here; the largest, however, can still carry a camel (cf. for
their construction the British coracles, for a full description, Chesney, ii. 639 seq.,
and for a picture, Maspero, i. 542). H. does not mention the rafts on skin-bladders,
which are now more used on the Upper Euphrates. Both kinds are alike in sailing
down stream only, and in being broken up and sold (all but the skins, see below)
when the voyage is over. The rafts are always, the ktifahs only usually, broken up.

[2] H. omits to mention that the boats are usually smeared with bitumen.

ovUte mEUuvnv: the usual processes in shipbuilding, “distinguishing
(&morpivovteg) the stern and narrowing the prow,” are not used.

KaAaung, “straw,” not for packing, but for stuffing in the interstices of the ribs
(vopéac).

¢dowvikniove. It is the casks that are of palm-wood; grape wine was imported (cf.
193. 3), but Babylonia had plenty of palm-wine (193. 4).

[3] The two men stood facing each other; but in the picture (ut sup.) there are four
men, sitting in pairs opposite each other. We may cf. with H.’s account, the
lightermen on the Thames, one of whom pulls (¢0w) while the other backs (¢€w);
the object was to guide the boat, which was carried by the current. For other
explanations cf. Macaulay, ad loc.

Kkai, “quite five thousand.” This would give a burden (yopoc) of about 125 or 175
tons, according as the Attic or Aeginetan talent is taken.

[4] &’ wv éxnov&av. This form of tmesis is common in H. (but always with
aorist) in describing customs, etc. Cf. ii. 39. 2 and passim.



i. 195

H. gives five pieces of Babylonian dress: (1) The tunic reaching to the feet; this was
frequently flounced and fringed (cf. picture in Maspero, iii. 546). The warlike
Assyrians wore it shorter. (2) The upper woolen tunic; this is often concealed by
(3). (3) The white cloak thrown round the shoulders. (4) The open shoes. For the
“Boeotian shoes” cf. Dicaearchus, Perieg. 19 (GGM 1i. 103), who says they were
VokAwTOg (“with an edge laced over the foot,” Liddell & Scott), “so as to leave the
feet almost bare.” The Babylonians, however, generally went barefoot. (5) The high
cap; see above or Rawlinson, ad loc., for pictures.

H. is right as to their long hair and their fondness for cosmetics.

[2] oponYida. The “seals” are the well-known Babylonian cylinders which were
so used (cf. BMG 156 seq. with pictures). The Babylonians frequently (but not
always) are shown carrying staves; the heads of these are often elaborately
wrought.

i. 196
Information as to the Veneti (distinguished as ot év tq Adotr), v. 9. 2) must have
reached H. in Italy.

énoiéeto. H. uses the past tense, as the custom was discontinued (see below).
Strabo (745), however (so too Nic. Damasc. frag. 131, FHG iii. 462; and Ael. V.H. iv.
1), uses the present, copying H. loosely. The Babylonian contracts speak of the sale
of brides, but no trace is found of this fixed custom. For marriage by purchase cf.
Westermarck, 391-5.

[2] ovvowknot. They were sold “for marriage,” not for slavery.

[4] amodégerv: i.e., the poorer classes of buyers might “return” bride and dowry
together.

[5] The decay of prosperity in Babylon may well be partially the cause of the fact
that the collection of 2,500 private contracts in the Br. Mus. does not extend
beyond the reign of Darius I (Meyer, iii. 81). For its supposed result here cf. the
Lydian custom, 94. 1.

i. 198

The connection of ideas in H.’s mind seems to be that sickness suggests death, and
death suggests the beginnings of life. Lehmann, however (cf. 193. 3 n.), says Strabo
preserves the order of the original (“Hecataeus”), putting together the various
kinds of impurity (from the dead and from sexual intercourse, 745). But Strabo is
even more confused than H., for he interpolates (746) his account of “dress”
between his accounts of sickness and of death.

For the ideas of the Babylonians as to death and for their burial rites cf. Maspero, i.
683 seq. For the use of honey as a preservative against corruption cf. 140. 2 (the use
of wax in Persia); Lehmann says (ut sup., p. 314) that in the same way the bodies of
dead Shiite Mahometans are sent to Kerbela, covered with saffron. For a similar



use of honey in prehistoric Greece cf. Busolt, i. 66 seq.; cf. also vi. 58. 3 n. For the
Egyptian Opnvou cf. ii. 79 n.

i. 199

H. is obviously writing as an eyewitness, and his account is of great value
anthropologically; but he is mistaken in making universal one single set of rites,
those of the goddess Nana at Erech. He may also be confusing the iepddovAot
attached to the temple (see below oV 0 &QyVoloVv) with the ordinary
worshippers. For the custom cf. Strabo (745), who inaccurately condenses H. and
adds katd t Adyov, and Baruch vi. 43. Lucian describes the same custom from
personal inquiry, but as an exception, in speaking of the Adonis worship (Syr. D.
454, chap. 6); women there could escape the rite by cutting off their hair. For other
instances cf. 94 n.; W. Robertson Smith, Kinship? etc., 297, Westermarck, 72 (who
thinks the custom not a survival of communal marriage but connected with phallic
worship as a late development); and especially E. S. Hartland (Essays presented to E.
B. Tylor, 1907, pp. 187-202), who considers the custom a “puberty rite,” belonging
to a primitive stage of ideas, and only connected later with the worship of Mylitta;
he quotes many parallels among modern savages.

Women as a rule in Babylon had a position which, for a Semitic people, was high;
the system of dowry, paid to the parents and secured to the wife (cf. 196. 4),
gradually emancipated her; she could hold property and make contracts.

[2] Owpuryyos. The “cord” is a symbol of their service due to the goddess.
[3] For Mylitta cf. 131. 3 n.

[4] Anoowwoapévn, “having discharged her sacred duty to the goddess” (cf. iv.
154. 4).

[5] For Aphrodite in Cyprus cf. 105. 2 and Hor. Odes i. 3. 1. Justin (xviii. 5) speaks
of this custom there, when telling the story of Dido.

i. 200

natouad, “clans.” H. refers to the dwellers in the marshy regions along the lower
course of the rivers and on the Persian Gulf. Diodorus (iii. 22) gives an interesting
account of the methods of fish-catching there. H. exaggerates their fish diet.

For the pounding of dried fish “with pestles” (Ortépolot) in a mortar (6Apov) cf. iv.
172. 1. The pala is a soft cake, softened with water, the &ptog (a superior form)
was baked.

i. 201
For the Araxes, i.e., the Jaxartes or Syr-Daria, see below.

Aavtiov: a primitive attempt to express longitude; the expression Toondoveg
avdpeg is poetic; H. is perhaps borrowing from the Agipuaomea of Aristeas (iv. 13
n.). For ZxvOwov cf. app. xi; for the Issedones, iv. 26.



i. 202

H.’s account of the Araxes is a characteristic specimen of his geographical
knowledge (and ignorance). He mentions it (1) here, where it rises among the
Matieni (cf. 72. 2 n.) and (a) falls with one mouth into the Caspian, (b) loses thirty-
nine others in marshes; (2) in iv. 40. 1, flowing east, it forms with the Caspian the
north boundary of his Asia; (3) iv. 11. 1 the Scythians are driven across it by the
Massagetae into Cimmeria.

He is combining four rivers: No. (1a) is the Aras, which unites with the Kur and
flows into the S.W. Caspian; in H.’s day the Aras flowed into the Caspian direct
(Hermes, 1884, p. 169); No. (2), and perhaps No. (1b), are a confused account of the
two great rivers of Central Asia, the Oxus and the Jaxartes, which flow northwest
into the Aral Sea; probably at this period the Oxus also flowed into the Caspian. H.
has inverted their direction and combined them, misled by his information (right
in itself) that some of the rivers of Central Asia lose themselves in swamps (cf. EB!
ii. 735). The East of the world was to H. unknown sandy desert (iii. 98. 2). No. (3) is
the Volga. It is quite possible that the “marshes and shoals” may be a confused
account of the great Volga delta, and not of the Central Asian rivers, as suggested
above.

The name Araxes probably survives in “Aroxolani” (Jornandes, chap. 74), i.e., “the
Alani of the Araxes.” “Rha,” Ptolemy’s name for the Volga (v. 9), is probably a
different word. H.’s confusion may be pardoned when we find Aristotle (Meteor. i.
13. 15, 350a) making the Tanais a branch of the Araxes (which he rightly makes to
rise in Mount Paropamisus). So Alexander and his army thought the Jaxartes to be
the Tanais (Plin. H.N. vi. 16. 49); Arrian (iii. 30. 7, 8) corrects this mistake, but
makes the Jaxartes rise in the Caucasus. Even in our own day the head-waters of
the Congo were thought by Livingstone to be the source of the Nile (cf. ii. 33. 1. n.).

[2] t1) 6du). For this primitive form of smoking cf. iv. 75, the vapour baths of the
Scythians. Probably some kind of hemp is meant; the Cannabis sativa is indigenous
in Central Asia; hashish is still prepared from Cannabis indica.

[3] H., in making the Araxes rise in the same region as the Gyndes, is (quite
needlessly) supposed to be misled by a forced analogy between the many mouths
of the Araxes and the canalization of the Gyndes; these rivers, though at their
nearest point 250 miles apart, and at their sources much more, both do rise in the
watershed between Mesopotamia and the Caspian basin.

The number “forty” probably is a round number meaning “very many”; so “Kyrk”
(= forty) is used in Turkish. We may compare without irreverence the “forty” of
the Old Testament (Gen. viii. 6 and passim).

[4] H.’s knowledge of the Caspian is one of his geographical triumphs; subsequent
writers, except Aristotle, to the time of Ptolemy (second century A.D.) thought that
it was a gulf of the Northern Sea, as the Persian Gulf is of the Southern; Alexander
(Arr. Anab. vii. 16. 2) was preparing to test this theory when he died. Even after

Ptolemy mediaeval cartographers returned to the old blunder (Tozer, A.G. p. 367).



uia éovoa. This was known since Necho’s circumnavigation of Africa (iv. 42). The
name “Atlantic” occurs first here, but was obviously already familiar. For the
“pillars of Hercules” cf. ii. 33. 3 n.

i. 203
In ii. 11. 2 the Red Sea is forty days by “rowing”; if we assume that H. knew the
real length of that sea, i.e., 1,200 miles, we have an average of thirty miles a day.

Hence his figures here are too small, at any rate for length; for the Caspian is about
750 miles long and 280 wide.

UYmnAoTatov. Aristotle (Meteor. i. 13. 15, 350a) limits this by saying the Caucasus
is the highest of the mountains of the East; both he and H. were ignorant of Mount
Demavend, which rises to the south of the Caspian, 3,000 feet higher than the
Caucasus (to over 20,000 feet).

[2] éudavéa. Cf. Xenophon (An. v. 4. 33, an eyewitness), who records this lowest
stage of degradation among the Mossynoeci (cf. iii. 94. 2), at the southeast corner
of the Caspian (cf. Ap. Rhod. ii. 1025); Theopompus (frag. 222; FHG i. 315) relates it
also of the Etruscans. But among modern savages it is, to say the least, very rare
(Crawley, Mystic Rose, p. 180).

i. 204
amnerpov. H. well describes the great plains of N.W. Asia.

i. 205
[2] For towers at a bridge-head as a protection cf. Caes. B. Gall. vi. 29.

i. 207

naOnpata. For the antithesis cf. Aesch. Ag. 177. Croesus, by a dramatic irony,
gives fatal advice to his patron, just as Adrastus (chap. 35 seq.) unwillingly had
returned evil for good to himself.

[2] The possibility of disaster is euphemistically expressed, to avoid words of evil
omen.

[4] éxeivw, “the course above,” i.e., the advance of the Massagetae, if victorious.
TwuTo is explained by étt vikrjoac . . . Topvouog, i.e., both Cyrus and his enemies
would use their victory to the full.

[6] The stratagem is related by Polyaenus (Strat. viii. 28) of Tomyris, queen of “the
Amazons,” against Cyrus; this version is equally appropriate and equally
unhistorical with that of H.

i. 208
€d1dov, imperfect, “he proposed to give.” Cf. for the Persian custom vii. 2. 1, the
appointment of Xerxes as successor.

i. 209
For the genealogy of Darius cf. app. iv, § 3.



For the wings cf. the figure on the tomb at Murghab (125. 3 n.).

[3] For the primitive belief that a man was responsible for acts done in dreamland
cf. Tylor, P.C. i. 438 seq.; the soul was supposed to go abroad in sleep or trance; cf.
the old belief that it was unlucky to turn a sleeper over for fear the soul should not
tind its way back. Here it is combined with the later and more general belief that
dreams foretell the future. For a somewhat similar combination cf. “the dreams” of
Joseph (Gen. xxxvii. 5 seq.).

i.211
[3] Spargapises recurs (iv. 76. 6) as Spargapithes, the name of a Scythian king; it is
perhaps of Aryan derivation.

i. 214

[3] Other authorities give Cyrus thirty years, e.g., Ctesias (8, p. 66), Justin (i. 8),
Dinon (frag. 10, FHG ii. 91). H.’s exact figure is more probable; Cyrus therefore
began to reign in 558 B.C.

[4] For a similar outrage on the dead cf. the treatment of Crassus” head after
Carrhae (Dio Cass. xl. 27 the pouring in of molten gold).

i. 215

Sir H. Rawlinson thinks the odyaoig = the khanjar of modern Persia, a short
curved double-edged dagger; but in vii. 64. 2 it is explained by &&tvn; it must
therefore be a weapon for hacking, not thrusting, probably like the Gurkha
“kukri.” Gold is abundant both in the Ural and the Altai Mountains (cf. iv. 26 n.).
The Massagetae were still in the Bronze Age.

i. 216

yuvaika. Strabo (513) simply repeats H.; for a similar custom among the
Agathyrsi cf. iv. 104; among the Nasamones, iv. 172. 2 n.; M. Polo (ii. 47; ii. 54, 56)
found it in Caindu (i.e., Yunnan), where “a hat” was hung up as a sign that a
stranger was in possession. For its bearing on the theory of communal marriage cf.
Westermarck, p. 72 seq. There is clear evidence for a system of marriage among
the Massagetae, but they were polyandrous, ibid. 454 seq. Myres (A. and C., 155)
says: “It can hardly be accident that every one of the strange marriage customs
which H. mentions happens to be typical of a widespread type.”

[2] Tn¢ yap émBuunor). For the omission of &v cf. iv. 46, and Goodwin, p. 208 (§
540).

000G &AA0G is explained by the following; for the same custom among the
Indians cf. iii. 99. 1; among the Issedones, iv. 26. 1 (where see n.).
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daughter of Cyrus). H. lays stress on the name and lineage of the mother of

Cambyses, because the Egyptians made him the son of an Egyptian princess (iii. 1
n.).

[2] The mention of Ionians connects this book with i. 141-76; cf. the mention of
Amasis (iii. 1), which links together bks. ii and iii.



H.’s custom is to give some account of the manners and the past history of each
new people, as he brings it on the stage of his history; but this account of Egypt,
even more than that of Scythia in bk. iv, is out of all proportion to the rest of his
history. Hence the idea that it was composed separately, probably after the rest,
and only later incorporated in his general scheme (cf. introd. § 11).

ii. 2

That the Egyptians were the oldest race in the world was a general belief; cf. Arist.
Pol. vii. 10. 8, 1329b, and Diod. i. 101, who says the Nile, toAUyovog v, was a
special cause of the priority of the Egyptians. Antiquity and nobility of race were
supposed to go together.

[2] émitexvarar. Frederick I of Germany and James IV of Scotland are said to
have repeated the experiment of Psammetichus, and to have proved by it that
Hebrew was the speech of Paradise.

£ Ta motpvia: a constructio praegnans, “to take to the flocks and rear.” Toodprv
tou)vde (cogn. acc.) is explained by the following participle, évteiAdpevoc.

TNV weEnv, “at the proper time.” The dative with év would be more usual; but cf.
AKUNV, KALQOV.

[3] Bexdg: in the Ionian dialect = “bread”; cf. Hipponax, frag. 82 Kvmotlwv Bekog
dparyovot kapabovoiwv tveov. This story is frequently referred to, e.g., in Ar.
Nub. 398 BexkecéAnve (cf. i. 4. 2 n.). Even in ancient times the word Pexdc was
explained as onomatopoetic, from the cries of the goats. Ramsay has recently
found it on a Phrygian inscription (Jahreshefte des Ost. Arch. Inst. in Wien, 1905,
Beibl., p. 95 seq.).

[4] The Phrygians were generally considered a recent people; cf. vii. 73 for their
immigration from Europe.

[5] The Egyptians certainly attached great importance to the cries of children; but
H.’s story sounds like a Greek invention, a protest against the Egyptian claim to
priority, which he elsewhere accepts. The Egyptians could have claimed ekog as
evidence for their own antiquity, for it resembles one of their words for “oil.”

‘Hoaiorov: i.e., Ptah; cf. iii. 37. 2 n. One of the sacred names for Memphis was
Het-Ka-Ptah, i.e., “temple of the Ka (i.e., the “double”) of Ptah,” from which name
some have derived Atyvntoc. “Memphis” (= Mennefert, the good place) was only
the profane name of the city.

For the temple’s importance as a source of H.’s information cf. app. x, § 10, and
introd. § 24.

uartoaa: this is perhaps a hit at Hecataeus; for H.s critical attitude to his
countrymen cf. chap. 45 nn. Bury (A.G.H. p. 51) thinks H. would have written
"Towveg, had he meant to criticize Hecataeus, and that he really is here borrowing a
point from that writer. But there is no evidence for the borrowing, and it is not
likely in itself. It has been argued that this second version is the original form of



the story, which H., as a philo-Egyptian, has softened down; on the other hand, the
more brutal story may well be only an attempt to rationalize the older legend.

ii. 3

Memphis, Heliopolis, and Thebes represent the three chief forms of the older
Egyptian worship, i.e., of Ptah at Memphis, of Atum or Tumu (the Sun) at
Heliopolis, and Amen-Ra at Thebes.

Memphis perhaps was founded by Merpeba, the sixth king of the First Dynasty,
who was combined with Mena the first king (King and Hall, 91-3). Its age was
proverbial in Egypt. Even when, under the “new Kingdom,” Thebes became the
capital, M. was a second capital. Its ruins were largely used for building Cairo,
about fourteen miles to the south of which town it lies, on the left bank of the Nile,
under the rubbish heaps of Bedrashen.

Thebes. The usual Egyptian name of the town was Nu, “the town” i.e., of Amen-
Ra (cf. Hebrew No, Jer. xlvi. 25, and No-Amon, Nahum iii. 8); the Greek name is
from the less common Apet. Thebes first became a royal residence under the
eleventh Dynasty. It remained important till the seventh century B.C., when it was
sacked by the Assyrians; from this it never recovered. Its most important temple
was that of Amen-Ra at Karnak; H. (chap. 143 nn.) calls it a temple of Zeus.

Heliopolis. Its sacred name was House of Ra, i.e., the Sun-God,; it is the Hebrew
On. Its ruins are near Matarieh, which is six miles NNE. of Cairo, and about four
miles E. of the Nile; when H. speaks (9. 1) of the dvamAooc from Heliopolis to
Thebes, he is writing loosely. Heliopolis was important as a religious, and not as a
political, centre. H. rightly speaks of its inhabitants as “most skilled in tradition”
(Aoywwotatou); from it were said to have come the teachers of Pythagoras, Solon,
and Plato. Strabo (806) describes it as a seat of learning, though in his day it was
only a show-place.

[2] Oelax are contrasted with avOowma (4. 1); for similar scruples cf. chap. 86—
the account of the embalming —and passim.

ioov... é¢niotacOat The meaning of these words has been much disputed.

(1) It is clear that avt@v refers to divine things, not merely to the divine names (as
Bahr); H. did not think all men knew equally the names of the gods.

(2) Wiedemann’s explanation, too, must be rejected. He argues that H. means that,
since all men agree as to the gods, it is only necessary to mention their names
(which differ in different races), and then men will understand each other. But this
statement again is not true; H. does not think all men’s knowledge of divine things
is equal; on the contrary, he thinks Greek knowledge much inferior to that in
Egypt (cf. e.g., 43. 2 as to Heracles). (3) The usual explanation (e.g., Stein’s) is that
loov =just as much, i.e., “just as little”; since men really know nothing of divine
things (cf. ix. 65) they should not laugh at each other’s beliefs. This pessimistic
view would be quite in accordance with H.’s general attitude (cf. introd. § 36), and
may be compared to Xenophanes' sentiment (frag. 14, RP, p. 80) o0d¢ tio€otat



eldws apdt Oewv. (4) But this explanation does not take account of the character of
the passages where H. lays stress on his silence (see below); in view of these
Sourdille (R. pp. 2-26), who discusses the whole subject at length, maintains that
the reference is to the “mysteries.” Since these, H. thinks, are virtually the same in
all countries (cf. 81. 2, 123. 2, 3), to describe the Egyptian mysteries would be to
reveal the secrets of the Greek ones. Hence H. is careful only to touch on them (cf.
65. 2 avtwv énpavoag, avaykaln katalapBavouevog); he will describe details,
but not relate the ipog Adyoc which explained them. The following are the
passages in bk. ii where H. is religiously silent: 46. 2 (the goat-footed Pan), 47. 2
(the sacrifice of swine), 61. 1, 132. 2 (the sacred mourning at Busiris), 65. 2 (animal
worship, the most important passage), 86. 2 (embalming), 170. 1 (the tomb of
Osiris at Sais), 171. 1 ta detknAa twv maOéwv (of Osiris) 1 kaAéovot pvotrow
Atyvmrtiot. In 48. 3 (the phallic ceremonies for Dionysus), 51. 4 (the Samothracian
Hermes), 62. 2 (the feasts of lights at Sais), 81.2 (wearing wool), though he refuses
to tell a ipog Adyog, he does not especially refer to his silence. It will be noticed
(see nn.) that most of these passages refer to Osiris.

ii. 4

tov éviavtov. (1) The Problem of the Calendar. The difficulty of all calendars is to
reconcile a lunar and a solar system of reckoning; by the former the year consists
of 354 days, by the latter of about 365Y4. The exact figures are:

days hours | min. | sec.
a lunation 29 12 44 3
a lunar year 354 8 48 36
a solar year 365 5 48 48

The calendar had to be regulated (a) in order to secure the proper recurrence of
feasts (hence month-names are often taken from festivals; cf. Curtius, H.G. ii. 23f.
for the connection of Delphi and the calendar). (b) To regulate civil procedure. Two
problems arise: (i) to adjust the civil month to the motions of the moon; (ii) to
adjust the lunar month and the solar year.

(2) Greek Solutions. The Greeks adopted a lunar reckoning, making the months
alternately of 30 and 29 days; this was arranged by Solon (cf. Plut. Sol. 25, and
Liddell & Scott s.v. €vog). It is said that he tried further to rectify the error thus
arising from the shortness of his year (which was only 30 x 6 + 29 x 6 = 354 days),
by inserting an intercalary month every other year (dwx toitov €teoc, for which
phrase cf. 37. 2 dux toitng Nuéeng, and iii. 97. 3). H. here and in i. 32. 3 definitely
asserts that this was the Greek system in his day.

Others, however (e.g., Stein), argue that H. has misunderstood the system; an
intercalary month every other year would give 738 days in two years, instead of
730%2. Hence they argue that the real system in H.’s time was to introduce three
(not four, as H.) intercalary months in every period of eight years; this would give



a fairly accurate result, i.e., 354 x 8 + 90 = 2922 = 8 x 365%4. This seems really to have
been the arrangement in H.’s own day; but the date of its introduction is uncertain.
Unger argues (I. Miiller, Handb. der klass. Alt.-Wiss. i. 569-70) that the eight-year
period existed from quite early times, at any rate from the eighth century, as is
shown by myths and customs (Plut. Mor. 418), and (presumably) that the three
intercalary months in each period are also early; Solon may have used this system.
The calendar was further adjusted by Meton in Periclean times, who introduced a
nineteen-years' cycle. For a brief account of the whole subject cf. Abbott, Outlines of
Gk. Hist. pp. 10 seq.

(3) Egyptian Solutions. The Egyptians were the first people who definitely adopted
a solar year of twelve months with thirty days in each; this began July 19
(according to the Julian calendar), i.e., 1st of Thoth according to the Egyptian,
which was about a month in advance of the real solar year. On this day Sirius
(Sothis) is first visible in the morning, in the latitude of Memphis (cf. dotowv).
This coincides with the beginning of the rise of the Nile (19. 2 n.). Five days were
added (¢marydpevar) at the end of the year. So far H. is right; but he quite fails to
grasp the methods by which the Egyptians tried to reconcile this year of 365 days
with the real solar year of 365%4 days (roughly) (cf. 6 KUkAOG . . . &G T@ULTO
ntagayivetat). This is not surprising, as scholars are not agreed even now as to
their methods.

Brugsch says they had anticipated the Julian calendar, and to every fourth year
added an extra day, i.e., making it a leap year. Certainly J. Caesar was said to have
derived his calendar from Egypt (Dio Cass. xliii. 26). This view seems to be a
mistake. Ptolemy Euergetes (238 B.C.), by the decree of Canopus, tried to introduce
this (i.e., the Julian) system, but in vain. The Egyptians, however, recognized that
their common year and the real year (the “Sothic year”) did not agree, and that the
“common year” grew later and later; hence the calculation of the “Sothic period”
(kvviKog kUKAOG) of 1,460 years (= 1,461 “common years”), at the expiration of
which the mistake had rectified itself (4 day per year for 1,460 years = a year of
365 days). The first “Sothic period” is said to begin 4241 B.C. (but cf. app. x, § 2).
Hence the date of the arrangement of the calendar is fixed for this year, “the first
certain date in the world’s history” (Meyer, i, §§ 159, 195-7). Cf. also BMG pp. 182
seq. for a short but clear account of the Egyptian calendar.

The five “extra days” can be traced on the monuments as far back as the 6th
Dynasty.

[2] dvwdeka Oewv. For the Egyptian Pantheon in H. cf. chap. 145 nn. Here he
only means that the names of the twelve chief gods of the Greek Pantheon were
Egyptian (chap. 52). For the pictures of the Egyptian gods cf. BMG pp. 123 seq.

Cwa (cf. i. 70. 1 n.); not the hieroglyphs (which the Greeks did not borrow), but
“figures” of animals, men, plants, etc., e.g., on the scarab, worn as amulets; these
were largely exported to Greece.

Miva: cf. chap. 99 n.



[3] ®nPaikov vouov = the southern part of Upper Egypt, the later Thebais. H. is
not consistent here with his own statement (chap. 99) that Menes founded
Memphis; that town lies some way “below” (¢évepO¢), i.e., north of, L. Moeris (for
which cf. chap. 149 n.). The legend also is exaggerated; but “it contains the truth
that Lower Egypt remained a land of swamps far later than Upper Egypt” (Erman,
E., 16). For vouov cf. 164 n.

ii. 5-18
The origin (5, 10-14), dimensions (6-9), and boundaries of Eqypt (15-18).

ii. 5

OnAa yag 1. This passage naturally means “I should have seen this for myself,
even if | had not been told.” The phrase dwgov t. 7., however, is attributed by
Arrian (Anab. v. 6—doubtfully) to Hecataeus; hence some see in it a proof that H.
used the work of his predecessor as a guide-book; but cf. introd. § 20.

The Greeks were quick to observe the action of rivers in forming deltas; cf. chap.
10 and Thuc. ii. 102. H. is quite right that Egypt is alluvial deposit; this is true of
the whole country up to the first cataract; but the process of silting up had taken
far longer than he supposes (e.g., some place it at 74,000 years). The elevation of
the ground is now very slow —only four inches in one hundred years.

&6 tnv. The words mark off one part of Egypt, i.e., the Delta.

T katumeOe . . . mAdov. This clause also refers to Atyvmtog, being roughly
parallel to é¢ tnyv "EAAnvec v.; it marks off a second part of the country which is
also “a gift of the river.” The construction is adverbial. Translate, “(this is true)
with regard to the parts,” etc.

TOLWV T|pueQéwV: see 8. 3 n. for this limit.
£0t1L O¢ Etegov. This refers to the following sentence.

[2] &t kai Nuéone. H. calls a day’s tAovg 540 (9. 1) or 700 stades (iv. 86); either of
these figures is far too much here; a depth of eleven fathoms is reached some
twelve or fifteen miles from the coast near Aboukir.

Both facts in § 2 are quoted to show the effect of the Nile on the coast, viz., the
presence of alluvial mud and the small depth of water.

ii. 6
unkoc. H. (in chap. 7. 1 and chap. 10) continues his proof that Egypt is alluvial,
but digresses here to give its dimensions.

oxotvot. Properly a “rope,” cf. Eng. “cord” and “chain” as measures. The extent of
a oxolvog was uncertain, probably because it was a practical measure, not strictly
a measure of length (cf. Germ. “Stunde”). Strabo (804) says that it varied from 30
to 120 stades. H. gives it a uniform value of 60 stades, and so is inaccurate in his
results; here he exaggerates, and makes Egypt, which has really only about 2200
stades of sea-coast, to have “3600.” It is noticeable that “60 stades” was the



estimate of a oxotvog from Thebes to Syene (Artemidorus in Strabo, 804), which
confirms H.’s statement that he had been south of Thebes (29 nn.).

Lehmann (WKP 1895, pp. 180-2), however, explains more elaborately H.’s errors
here and in chaps. 9, 149. He argues (1) that the oxotvog = the parasang = 30
stades; (2) that H. has taken the figures from his source —probably Hecataeus—
and has wrongly doubled the size of the oxotvog; (3) that perhaps this mistake is
due to the confusion of the smaller and the larger “kaspu” —Babylonian measures
of one and of two parasangs respectively. His proof may be given in the following
table:

H. H. corrected Reality as crow flies
Breadth of Egypt: | 3,600 st. 1800 st. = 357.1 km. 355-360 km.
Thebes to
Elephantine: 1,800 st. 900 st. =178.2 km. 182 km.
Heliopolis to
Thebes: 4,860 st. 2,430 st. =482.09 km. | 490.4 km.
Lake Moeris
(chap. 149): 3,600 st. 1,800 st. 2,000 st. (Pliny v. 50)

It is not certain, however, that measurements “as the crow flies” were made before
Eratosthenes (ca. 230 B.C.), and the fact that in Egyptian land measurement “all
angles were treated as though they were right angles” (Lyons, Survey, p. 48) does
not inspire confidence; there is no evidence that Hecataeus or any other Greek
before H. had attempted to give measures for Egypt. H. certainly seems to speak
in chap. 9 as if he were measuring along the river.

tov [TAtvOwvrtew. Plinthine lay near the later Alexandria, on the Mareotic Lake;
H. (18. 2) mentions Marea as one of the border towns towards Libya.

LegPwvidog. This lake (now dry) lay parallel to the sea on the east side of Egypt
(cf.iii. 5. 3 n.). It was much feared for its swampy shores, which were said to be
covered with drifted sand, and so to engulf the unwary; cf. Diod. i. 30 and Milton,
Paradise Lost, ii. 592—4:

A gulf profound as that Serbonian bog
Betwixt Damiata and Mount Casius old,
Where armies whole have sunk.

The army of Darius Ochus in 350 B.C. was said to have perished thus. It lay under
Mount Casius, the real boundary of Egypt and Syria (158. 4); this was a sand dune
of no great height, the modern Ras el Kasrtin, crowned with a temple to Baal (cf.
the Baal-Zephon of Exodus xiv. 2, 9); Pompey was killed at its foot.

[2] Parasang (cf. v. 53 n.) in H. and Xenophon = 30 stades = 4 Roman miles; thus it
corresponds to modern Persian “farsang” =3 %2 to 4 English miles. Other writers



estimated it variously from 30 to 60 stades (cf. Strabo, 518), while Agathias (sixth
century A.D.) made it as small as 21 stades.

ii. 7

0006 éc ‘HAlov moOAw: i.e,, sailing up the Pelusiac arm, which is the natural
approach to Heliopolis; like a true Greek, H. went everywhere he could by water;
by this route his measurement of 1,500 stades is roughly right. In chap. 9 he is
found to give the distance from the sea to Heliopolis as 1,260 stades (i.e., 6,120
from the sea to Thebes, less 4,860 from Heliopolis to Thebes, = 1,260); but in that
passage he is reckoning directly north and south, in estimating the size of Egypt.

The reference to Athens (cf. 156. 6; 177. 2) is one of the passages on which
Kirchhoff bases his theory that bk. ii was written at Athens, but of course it proves
nothing. (Cf. introd. § 10.) For the altar and its use as a starting-point for
measurements cf. vi. 108. 4 n.

The town of Pisa had been destroyed in 572 B.C.; the distance here given by H. is
very exact.

[2] The negative ur is due to idea of prevention in diddpogov (quominus pares sint).

ii. 8

000¢ magaTtétatal. H. is quite right in remarking that the mountains begin at
Heliopolis, but his conception of them is very vague; he gives them an extension
(Lakpdtatov) from east to west of “two months’ journey.”

tavtr): “the mountains cease at the quarries, and bend back to the sea.” This is the
most natural translation of the passage; but others translate “ceasing at the parts
mentioned (i.e., at the Red Sea), bend back,” i.e., are double. The quarries are still a
conspicuous feature in this region.

Aamo novg. Stein thinks H. says “from east to west,” because he is reproducing
Phoenician information; cf. émuvOavounv (but see below).

[2] T0 mEog ABune. H. does not accept the name of “the Libyan mountain” (cf. §
3 ad fin. A. kaAeopevov); to him it is “the Egyptian mountain on the side of
Libya,” as opposed to t0 tng Apaing 6poc.

Pappw. This drifting of the sand is well seen at the Sphinx, of which only the
head is left exposed.

teomov, “direction” (cf. i. 189. 3).

[3] we eivar AiyvmTov, “so long as it is Egypt” (cf. A. éovoa below in same
sense); i.e., H. thinks that the land becomes wide again when Egypt ceases and
Nubia begins. Others refer these phrases to the breadth, not the length of the land,
meaning that beyond the Nile Valley on east and west lie Arabia and Libya, not

Egypt.

kal déka: these words are inserted without MS. authority to make H. consistent.
It is calculated that he gives the whole distance from Heliopolis to the frontier as



13% days; for from Heliopolis to Thebes, reckoning 540 stades a day, is 9 days
(chap. 9. 2); from Thebes to Elephantine is 35 days more (“1,800 stades,” chap. 9.
2); from Elephantine to the frontier is 12 oxotvot, which, according to his usual
method of calculation (chap. 6. 1 n., i.e., 9 oxotvot to the day’s journey), make 1%5;
i.e., 9+3% + 1Y =13% in all. This change of reading also would explain H.’s
strange statement (below) that Egypt becomes “broad again”; he would mean the
same as in chap. 29. 3, i.e., that where Egypt and Aethiopia join, at the island of
Tachompso, there is a “smooth plain.” Of course this is not accurate
geographically, but H. does not pretend to have seen the country beyond
Elephantine (chap. 29. 2).

It is usual to alter the reading; but the mistake (of omitting 0éka) is as old as
Aristides (ii. 343), i.e., as the second century A.D.

If the reading be not altered, three explanations of H.’s mistake are possible, not to
mention the drastic measure of arguing that he had never been up the Nile beyond
the Fayim at all (chap. 29 nn.):

(1) That H. never left his boat, and hence was misled by a merely temporary
widening of the Nile valley; of these there are several; we may compare for such a
mistake his strange statement as to Ardericca on the Euphrates (i. 185 n.).
Measurements were always difficult to ancient travellers; so Strabo (789), a trained
geographer, says that the maximum width of 1} motapia Atyvrntoc is 300 stades,
which is nearly three times too much.

(2) Wiedemann argues that H. is misled by a theory of Hecataeus (?), that Egypt
was like a double axe in shape A—A (cf. Pseudo-Scylax 106, GGM i. 81). This
theory was based on symmetry, and there is supposed to be another fragment of it
in chap. 28. 3 (see n.), the statement that the Nile flowed north as well as south.
But (2) Hecataeus could not have held this theory, for to him only the Delta was
Egypt (chap. 16. 1 n.); (b) if Hecataeus had held it, surely H. would have been
eager to refute a view so absurd (cf. chap. 45 n.).

(3) Anew and very ingenious explanation of H.’s geography of the Nile Valley has
been given by Sourdille (H.E., 112 seq.). He maintains three points:

(a) That the “Arabian mountain” is conceived of as running in two directions,
practically at right angles to each other, starting from the “quarries.” He translates
chap. 8. 2 tavt Affyov kTA. “The mountain ceases on this side and makes a bend
towards what I have said” (he means the EouOor) 0&Aaocoa in its northern
extension, i.e., the Red Sea proper); “in its most extended part (i.e., that from east
to west) it would take, as I learned, two months” journey from east to west, and its
eastern end would produce incense.” He argues:

(/) That as the “Arabian mountain” is described at first as running north and
south, its course after its “bend” (dvakapmtet) must be different, i.e., east and
west.



(i1) paxpotatov must refer to the “length” east and west of the chain, not (as
Stein) to its “broadening” out in the south.

(iif) H. clearly distinguishes two parts of the “Arabian mountain” in § 2; he
mentions one part of the T0 mpog AUng 0pog as running south, tetapévov
TOV AUTOV TEOTIOV Kol ToL Apafiov ta mEog peoapBoiny ¢péoovta; this
implies that there was another part of the Arabian mountain that did not “run
south.” Sourdille points out that H. always gives a direction as from east to
west, even though (as here) the starting-point is in the west; also that the
mention of the “spice-bearing regions” (chap. 8. 1) at once suggests Arabia (iii.
107. 1).

For the geography generally of this part of the mountain chain, cf. chap. 73. 1 n.
and chap. 158. 2-3, where he mentions the “gap” in the mountains, running east
and west, through which the canal of Necho passed. This explanation is almost
certainly right.

(b) That the reading tecoépwv is right. Sourdille points out that the Ethiopians
(chap. 29. 4) hold ta dmto EAepavtivng; hence the conjecture “fourteen” carries H.
outside Egypt (cf. chap. 8. 3 n.). Retaining “four,” he thinks that to évOevtev avTIg
evpéa refers to the Fay(im. This really is only one day south of Heliopolis; but H.
clearly thought it much further south; for:

(1) He obviously conceives it as bordering on the “Thebaic nome” and as “seven
days” voyage from the sea (chap. 4. 3).

(if) The branch of the Nile, the Bahr Y{istif, which waters the Fay(im, finally
leaves the Nile almost exactly “four days’ journey” above Heliopolis, near the
modern SiGt. If H. conceived this as running west, instead of north and south,
we can understand how “Egypt” appeared to him to broaden out “four days”
above Heliopolis (cf. chap. 150. 1 n.). He certainly did not realize that it ran
parallel to the Nile, as a branch of it, for he says (chap. 17. 3) the Nile above the
Delta flows €ig €wv.

(iif) This seems confirmed by what H. says as to Egypt being “the gift of the
Nile” (chap. 5. 1). The priests told him this was so as far as L. Moeris, i.e., as far
as the source of the Bahr Y{istif mentioned above. H., however, tacitly corrects
this by adding “the land above the lake for three days’ journey” as €tegov
tolovToV, i.e., he thinks the Nile deposit begins, not “seven days from the sea,”
but further up still where the Bahr Y{is(f first leaves the Nile, near Farshiit,
“three days’ journey” above Si(it. This explanation is possible; it saves the
veracity of H., but at the expense of his geographical intelligence.

7

(c) That in this misunderstanding lies the explanation of H.’s statement that the
Nile overflows “for two days’ journey, more or less, on each side” (19. 1).

What the canals of the Nile do, that it does itself. The Bahr YsiGf on the west and
the canal of Necho on the east have the extension here mentioned, which is
obviously wrong if attributed to the Nile itself.



Ailyvntog éovoa: this word has a double construction—it is the subject of the
sentence, and yet goes especially with ¢ovoa.

owmkooiwv. This breadth, about twenty-three miles, is too great. In the four days’
journey above Heliopolis, the widest place is only about fifteen. The mistake is
natural, as H. kept mainly to the river and had to judge distances by the eye.

ii. 9

évvéa. H. here allows 540 stades (4860 + 9) for a day’s journey; at this rate the
whole distance from the sea to Elephantine up stream would be done in 6120 + 1800
+ 540, i.e., 14% days. But in chap. 175 the voyage down stream only to Sais takes
twenty days.

Two explanations may be given of the discrepancy: (1) Wiedemann'’s (doubtfully)
that H. went up stream by an unusually fast boat, a fact which would partly
explain his scanty knowledge of Upper Egypt; the figure in chap. 175 is that of a
heavy-laden cargo boat. (2) (More probably) the figure here is a mere calculation,
based on the supposed rate of “nine schoenes a day”; the figure in chap. 175 is that
of an actual voyage. Sourdille (H.E., 109) thinks the “nine days” the official
estimate for a fast government boat (cf. viii. 98 for the post system); H. has taken
this as if it were the normal speed. The journey from Heliopolis to Thebes by boat
usually now takes over twelve days (Stein).

[2] ouvTiOéuevor kTA., “if we put together the number of stades in Egypt.” The
words have no construction. In any case H.’s figures are too big, owing to his over-
estimate of the oxotvog (cf. 6. 1 n.); from Thebes to Heliopolis is really 421 miles,
not 552 (as H.).

ii. 10

At Ilion the rivers are the Simois and the Scamander, in Teuthrania the Caicus, at
Ephesus the Cayster and (to the south) the Maeander. At Ephesus the sea has
receded about three miles (Leake). The whole subject is dealt with in Strabo (691),
who calls the plains motapwv yevvuata, quoting H. (cf. Thuc. ii. 102; but his
prophecy, that all the Echinades would become mainland, has not been fulfilled).

[2] H. gives the five mouths in chap. 17; he omits here the Bolbitic and the Bucolic
mouths as artificial.

ii. 11

For the EpuOon BaAaoon and the Apaprog koATog cf.i. 1. 1 n.

[2] eigeoin. H. uses this measurement of the Caspian (i. 203. 1 n.); for a “day’s sail”
cf. vii. 183. 3 n. His calculation seems to suit the length of the Red Sea (which is
about 1,200 miles), but his breadth is much too small; he seems to have confused
the northwest arm, the Gulf of Suez, and the main sea. The former averages 30

miles in breadth, but the sea itself varies from 130 miles in the north to 250 in the
south (EB xxii. 970).



[3] Tov pév: in loose apposition to étegov kOATov: H. then forgets his
construction, and goes on to mention again the other gulf, i.e., the “Arabian Gulf.”
The two gulfs, the Red Sea and that which is now Egypt, are conceived as “boring
together,” so as to make their “ends” (Lvxovg) nearly meet, but “missing” each
other by “a little strip of land.”

[4] Tt puv kwA Vel H. seems, from his rhetorical tone, to be answering some
criticisms on his geological views. Probably he allows “20,000” years, because this
was roughly his conception of the duration of Egyptian history.

ii. 12

H.’s geological remarks in this chapter are mainly right (cf. 5. 1 n.), and show his
excellence as an observer. The coast of Egypt does “project” (mpoxetpévnyv),
“shells” are frequent, the “salt efflorescence” on the monuments is well known,
and the soil is black and “friable” (katagenyvupévnv). The sand, however,
extends much more widely than he says.

[2] The Egyptians called their land Qemt or “Qem,” “the black” (cf. Bible “Ham”),
hence alchemy = (properly) “the Egyptian art.”

ii. 13

For Moeris cf. chap. 101 n., and for his date app. xiv.

0te Twv ... nkovov. These words seem to imply that some interval had elapsed
between the time when H. heard the statement and when he wrote this passage;

Meyer (F. i. 156) concludes that H. was in Egypt about 440 B.C., and wrote bk. ii
about 430.

The height of the Nile flood was measured at Memphis, just above Rodah near
Cairo, where the Nilometer now stands. A scanty Nile rises 20 feet or less, a good
one from 24 to 27. The sixteen child figures on the well-known Nile statue in the
Vatican symbolize a rise of 16 cubits (24 feet), i.e., a good Nile.

nnxeacs: H. seems to take the cubit as 18%2 inches (as in Greece), not as 21 (the
royal cubit, cf. i. 178. 3 n.).

H. is wrong in saying the height of the inundations had altered so much in historic
times; perhaps he has confused geographical variations (i.e., at different parts of
the Nile) with historical ones (i.e., at different periods).

el un ... &vapn: for omission of av cf. iv. 172. 2, and Goodwin, § 468.

[2] v oUtw 1] xwen. Translate “If this land rises in height proportionately (to its
rise in the past) and duly makes (amodwot) a like increase in extent,” then it will
be reached by the flood water with more difficulty. H. ignores the fact that the
river-bed rises proportionately to the river-banks.

[3] &mootgodn: properly an “escape from,” so a “resource” (viii. 109. 5). Here
used oddly with gen. = “a resource for getting water.”



For the contrast between artificial irrigation and rainfall cf. Deuteronomy xi. 10—
12. For rain in Egypt cf. iii. 10. 3 n.

ii. 14
In this chapter H. exaggerates the contrast between Egypt and Greece (cf. chap. 35
nn.). It was only in parts of the Delta that the plough could be dispensed with.

[2] Sheep are represented on the monuments of the “Old Kingdom” as treading in
the seed (cf. Breasted, p. 92), and swine also on one tomb at Thebes (BMG p. 95)
tread out the corn. Quite recently a monument has been discovered at Dra abu’l
Naga which absolutely confirms H. (Ann. du Serv. des Antig. xi. 162 seq.). Cf. also
Eudoxus (in Ael. N.A. x. 16), and Pliny, H.N. xviii. 168, who says the custom had
been given up in his time.

amnodwvrjoag, “completely treading it out” (lit. winnowing). Other animals were
also used. Cf. Deut. xxv. 4, 1 Cor. ix. 9 for oxen among the Jews.

ii. 15
H. is here probably attacking Hecataeus (FHG i 22, frag. 295), who seems to have
thought that the Delta only was Egypt.

amno ITegoéocg. The usual identification of the “watch-tower of Perseus” is with C.
Aboukir, in which case it would lie outside the Delta. Strabo (801) places it near the
Bolbitic mouth, which is probably right. In that case H. is wrong in making it the
extreme west limit of the Delta (Sourdille, H.E. 58-9).

twv [InAovotakwv. Pelusium was the east gate of Egypt (cf. 141. 4 and 154 n.,,
where H. describes the planting of the Greek mercenaries of Psammetichus there.
The estimate of “40 schoenes” is nearer right than H.’s 60 (6. 1 n.).

Cercasorus is about four miles north of Cairo; the Nile now divides a little lower
down.

Aeyovtwv: agrees with Twovwv, but is parallel to Aéyovtec, which goes with ot
daol.

Canobus lies about fifteen miles northeast of Alexandria, at the northeast end of
Aboukir Bay, the scene of Nelson’s great victory in 1798. It was said to have been
founded by Menelaus, in memory of his pilot, who died there of snake-bite (Tac.
Ann. ii. 60); at any rate, it was a comparatively recent town. It was famous for its
temple of Serapis, and still more for its vice (cf. Juv. vi. 84; Sen. Ep. 51). It is to be
noticed that Greek myths in Egypt were especially connected with the northwest
corner of the Delta (cf. 178 nn.): so we have the watch-tower of Perseus (15. 1),
Archandrus (98. 2), and Helen (113. 1) in these parts.

[3] H. adopts the view that Egyptian culture began up the Nile and came down
stream “gradually” (U7to-); this was inevitable, as he thought the Delta so
comparatively recent; it was also supported by the fact that “Thebes” only was
mentioned by Homer. He is confirmed by the First Dynasty tombs at Abydos



(King and Hall, pp. 591.), though the buildings of Thebes belong to the “Middle”
and the “New Kingdom.”

niepipetoov. This figure, 6, 120 stades, for the “circumference” of the Thebaic
nome, was given to H.; it is not the result of his own measurements. But its exact
recurrence here and in 9. 2 is suspicious.

ii. 16

H. has refuted the Ionian view, that Egypt was only the Delta (15. 1) in the
preceding chapter; he now proceeds to argue that it is inconsistent with the
accepted doctrine that there were three continents (ot paot totar pogax ktA.: cf. iv.
45.5). He seems to think that if Egypt were the Delta, it was in neither Asia nor
Libya (see below), but a “fourth” part. His argument, however, is very obscure.

AoyiCeoOai, “they cannot count,” as they ignore the Delta.

[2] TovToVv TOV AGYOV. The argument seems to be; Egypt is enclosed by the Nile,
therefore the Nile cannot be the boundary of Asia and Libya, as this would leave
Egypt unaccounted for.

t1) Ao the dative is curious. Cf. a similar use of xwgiCw in iv. 28. 2.

ii. 17

H. states two geographical positions in this chapter: (1) that Egypt is one and
indivisible (not, as the view of the Greeks would imply, half in Asia and half in
Africa); (2) that the boundaries of Asia and Africa are (not the Nile, but) the
boundaries of Egypt. To which continent H. would assign Egypt he leaves
uncertain (cf. iv. 39 2 n.).

Katadovmnwv: the first cataract, i.e., the furthest to the north; for it cf. 29. 2 n.
[4] For the Nile branches (otopata) cf. 10. 2 n.

The number of “branches” (otopata) is usually given as seven. Of these the
“Tanitic,” i.e., the second from the east, between the Pelusiac and the Mendesian,
is not named by H., who calls it “Saitic.” Cf. Strabo (802) 10 Tavitikov 6 tiveg
Zaltikov Aéyovot

Three explanations are given: (1) the simplest is that of Stein, that beside the well-
known “Sais,” there was a second town of that name in the eastern Delta. But
there is no monumental evidence for a second “Sais.”

(2) Wiedemann seems to suppose that the Saites claimed the Canopic arm, on
which their town stood, as their own, and that H., misled by them, counts it twice
over, under its real name “Canopic,” and under its supposed name “Saitic.”

(3) Sourdille (H.E., 53) thinks that the Tanitic arm was called “Sanitic,” and that H.,
not recognizing its connection with the Tavitng vouoc of chap. 166, confused the
unfamiliar name with the familiar Zattikov. We may compare the probable
confusion in “Nitocris” (cf. i. 185. 1 n.).



The order from east to west is: (1) Pelusiac (or Bubastic), (2) Tanitic (or Saitic?), (3)
Mendesian, (4) Bucolic, (5) Sebennytic, (6) Bolbitinic (or Rosetta), (7) Canopic (or
Naucratic).

ii. 18

™6 épuewvtou: cf. 104. 1 for a similar touch of complacency as to Colchis. If the
modern theory (cf. introd. § 11) is held that bk. ii is the last composed by H., this
“oracle of Ammon” must be one of his latest pieces of information.

[2] Mapéng: the frontier garrison of Egypt (cf. 30. 2 n.) on the west under the Saite
dynasty, on the well-known Mareotic Lake.

Amoc: a place called “Apis” lay (Strabo, 799) twelve miles west of Paraetonium
and five days’ journey from the oracle of Ammon; it was over 150 miles due west
of Alexandria. But this place is obviously too remote to be the “Apis” mentioned
here, which probably lay a little south of Naucratis.

As Isis (to whom the cow was sacred) was especially worshipped in this region,
Wiedemann thinks the reason given here improbable, and that the real question
was—should they join Inaros in revolt or remain loyal to the Great King? This is a
probable date for the oracle, but the two explanations are consistent; Inaros
belonged to the Egyptian party among the Libyans, who abstained from cow-flesh
(cf. iv. 186); but these Libyans wished to be free from Egyptian restrictions, and
hence were unwilling to join in the revolt.

ii. 19

Ovo nuegéwv. Sayce says (JP xiv. 260) that it is only in the region of the FayGim
that the Nile rises so much; “H. (wrongly) assumed that what was true of one part
of its course might be true of other parts.” However, H. may still be speaking of
the region of the Delta, and mean that not only the Delta, but the adjoining
country, was flooded. For a more elaborate explanation cf. 8. 3 n.

[2] The date of the rise of the Nile varies with the place; it begins at Khartoum
early in April, but at Cairo about the end of June; H. therefore is fairly right in his
“summer solstice”; so, too, is he in his statement that it rises for “one hundred
days.” As he does not notice its changes of colour, first green, then blood-red, it is
inferred with some reason that he did not himself see the beginning of a Nile
flood.

[3] The statement that no winds “blow from” the Nile has been much attacked
(e.g., by Sayce), because it has been understood to mean that no breeze is felt on
the river; but H. himself tells us of the Etesian winds (20. 2) and of the “fresh
wind” (96. 3) up the Nile. He means (cf. chap. 27) that there are no breezes down
the Nile, i.e., from the south, whence the Nile flows; this is practically right. In five
months (from June to October) scientific observation shows that the wind blows
from this direction only about one day in twelve (Sourdille, H.E., 111), and from
the south (speaking strictly) less than one day in thirty.



ii. 20

&l ur 6oov: sc., pvnodnoouat, “except in so far”; the views (chaps. 20, 21) of
Thales and Hecataeus, H. thinks, need no refutation, although he proceeds to
refute them. H., as usual, is contemptuous of his countrymen.

[2] Thales of Miletus (Athen. ii. 87) attributed the rise of the Nile to its being held
back by the Etesian winds. H.’s refutation is sensible; the winds blow from the
northwest, and so would have affected equally the rivers of Africa and of Syria.
But it must be admitted that neither land has “many rivers,” and of the Syrian
ones, the Orontes flows southwest, and so would not have been affected. In Africa
H. knew of the Cinyps and the Triton (iv. 175, 178 nn.).

ii. 21

The theory that the Nile flowed from the circumambient Ocean (cf. chap. 23 n.)
was widely held. H. is probably refuting Hecataeus (cf. FHG i. 19, frag. 278 for his
view); but the Egyptian priests gave the same explanation of the Nile flood (Diod.
i. 37).

AOyw eimetv: not “so to speak,” but “more marvellous to state.”

ii. 22

The view that the Nile rose because of melting snow is called by H. by far the
“most attractive,” but also “especially inaccurate.” It was held by Anaxagoras
(Diod. i. 38) and his pupil, Euripides (frag. 230), but can be traced further back, in
Aeschylus (frag. 304)

€v 0’ 1jAlog mupwmog éxkAdupag xOovt
TrKEL TTETOALAV XIOVar Taoa O’ eVOAATG
Atyvmtog &yvov VAHaTtog TANQOUUEVT).

It is very near the truth. The Nile rises partly because of the heavy rains on the
Abyssinian plateau, partly from the melting snow on the mountains round the
Great Lakes; the former are brought down by the Blue Nile, the latter by the White
Nile, which meet at Khartoum. H. rejects the theory because: (1) “It flows from the
hottest lands to those of which most are colder,” as is shown by the warmth of the
winds. (2) Upper Egypt was rainless (cf. iii. 10. 3 n.), and Aethiopia must also be
so; but snow is always followed by rain within five days (§ 3). (3) The inhabitants
are black from the heat (§ 3). (4) The birds do not migrate from Aethiopia, as they
would do were there winter there (§ 4). H. tries to apply critical tests to a fact
which seems to him insufficiently supported by evidence, and so arrives at a
wrong conclusion (cf. iii. 115. 1 n. for similar criticism).

[4] kat 600V wv, “ever so little.”

ii. 23

adavég. The reference is clearly to a definite person, i.e., Hecataeus. H. means
that the theory of the circumambient ocean is, as we should say, outside the region
of science. It was based on various kinds of evidence:



(1) Homer, II. xviii. 607-8, speaks of Ocean as encircling the shield of Achilles. The
theory may have been Phoenician in origin (Tozer, A.G. p. 21), but (2) it suited the
Greek notion of symmetry; Delphi was the centre of the earth, and the Ocean
supplied a natural circumference. (3) Facts were supposed to confirm it; the
Greeks knew of water in the furthest west and south, and the Caspian was
supposed to be an arm on the North Ocean; cf. i. 202. 4 n. for H.’s rejection of this
view. Berger, pp. 36, 41, asserts that H. is wrong in deriving the theory of the
Ionian physicists from Homer; but his assertion is neither proved nor probable. H.
rightly rejects the theory of the circumambient ocean as unsupported by evidence.
For a similar rejection of a priori geography cf. iv. 36. 2 n.

ii. 24
agxaing: i.e., the sun’s “usual course,” direct east and west. To H. the earth is a
flat surface, over which the sun moves in an arc (cf. iii. 104 n. and app. xiii, § 3).

xetpwvwv. The theory that the sun’s course was affected by storms was adopted
by Democritus, who applied it also to the moon and stars. Cf. Lucr. v. 639 seq.

Qui (sc., aer) queat aestivis solem detrudere signis
Brumales usque ad flexus gelidumque rigorem.

ii. 25

H. now states “more fully” the theory sketched in chap. 24 (¢v éAaxlotw
dnAwoat). The sun “in the winter is blown out of his course by the storms” (24. 1)
from the north, and so “crosses over the upper parts of Libya.” Hence evaporation
there is abundant (§§ 1-2) and so the Nile loses its water; the south and southwest
winds blowing from this quarter are wet, but part of the moisture “remains with”
the sun (§ 3, see below). When “the winter storms begin to be less severe” (§ 3), the
sun returns to his normal course, and then “draws water from all rivers equally.”
Hence in the summer the Nile is like all other rivers in the amount of evaporation
from it; but in the winter “it alone suffers from the sun,” and so its course is
“lower than in the summer” (§ 5). In fact, H. thinks the normal height of the Nile is
its summer flood, and the low Nile of the winter is the exception.

This theory is referred to in Ar. Nub. 273, and is attacked by Diodorus, i. 38, and
Aristides, ii. 341, who rightly say that if it were true, other African rivers ought to
show the same phenomenon.

aiBpiov kTA. Evaporation is assisted “as the air is clear and the soil dry, even
without cool winds.”

[2] Tkovot, “waste,” i.e., the water drawn up from the Nile. The “south and
southwest winds” are wet in Greece, but are not really so in Egypt.

[3] UtoAeimeoOau, “to let some remain behind with himself,” i.e., as nourishment.
This is the theory of Thales that the sun and the stars were fed by water; later, the
Stoics adopted it in the form that the sun was nourished by the sea ( Cic. Nat. D. ii.



15 “cum sol igneus sit Oceanique alatur humoribus”); cf. for it Milton, P.L. v. 423—
5:

The sun, that light imparts to all, receives
From all his alimental recompense
In humid exhalations.

[4] Téwe: i.e., in the winter = TtovTOV TOV XQOVOV below (§ 5); the land “being
soaked with rains and furrowed with channels,” lets the rain flow into the rivers,
unlike the &Aeewvr) xwon (§ 1) in Libya.

oi pév: the rivers of the north as opposed to the Nile.

ii. 26
TOV TAvTN): i.e., in Aethiopia.

ii. 27

H. applies his theory to answer his other question why there is no wind from the
river (19. 3 n.); he thinks no wind from the south could be expected, as it was too
hot. It is needless to add that H. knew nothing of the causes of winds.

w6 KAQTa is emphatic from its separate position.

ii. 28

The name “Nile” is probably Semitic = “river,” the native name was Hapi; for an
image of the river-god cf. BMG p. 12. The source of the Nile was an insoluble
problem till the latter half of the nineteenth century. H. wisely gives it up, but
narrates a story which he heard on good authority, but thinks was meant “as a
joke” (maiCewv). His narrative is attacked in two ways.

(1) He is accused of believing the story which he definitely rejects, e.g., by Strabo
(819 'HEod. pAvael fidLoHUA TL T AOYw TNV TeQateiav mpoodpépwv. Cf. Mure, iv.
387). This charge simply proves the carelessness of his critics.

(2) The second charge is more serious, and is as old as Aristides (ii. 344-5): If H.
had been on the spot, how could he repeat a story so obviously false? Three
answers may be given: (2) Stein thinks H. simply refers to the narrow bed of the
river at Syene; but this explanation cannot be got out of the text. (b) Perhaps
Sourdille (H.E., 227 seq.) is right in saying that H. thought the town on the island
“Elephantine” and Syene opposite to be only one town; this he called
“Elephantine” and frequently mentions; Syene, on the other hand, he never
mentions except here. He may well therefore have thought Syene to be some place,
unvisited by him, away to the south; hence the Saite’s story might be right, and he
gives it and criticizes it. (c) Hauvette’s (pp. 16, 17) view, however, is preferable, that
H. means maiCev to indicate definite rejection of the story, which he still goes on
to criticize. It may be noted that H.’s account made so great an impression that
Tacitus (Ann. ii. 61) puts “angustiae et profunda altitudo nullis inquirentium
spatiis penetrabilis” among the wonders of Egypt, to which Germanicus “gave his
attention.”



A further point arises—what did the Saite really mean? Probably “he was
speaking what (he meant to be) true” (§ 5 ywvopeva). Three views may be
mentioned: (1) Maspero thinks (E.M. iii. 382 seq.) that H. has taken as geography
what was really mythology. In the Ritual of Embalmment the dead is addressed,
“He (the Nile) gives thee the water which has come from Elephantine, the Nile
which has come from the two gulfs, the Nou which has come from the two rocks.”
A bas-relief has been found at Philae representing the Nile god in a cavern under a
rock, pouring out two Niles (cf. BMG p. 8 for picture). Maspero further explains
“Krophi” and “Mophi” to be “Qer Hapi” (cavern of the Nile god) and “Mu-Hapi”
(water of the Nile god). He thinks that the priest also said that there were two
Niles, one of Egypt, and one of Ethiopia; of these the former flowed along the right
bank, the latter along the left. H. misunderstood his informant, and supposed the
“Nile of Ethiopia” meant the Nile flowing towards Ethiopia, as opposed to the
Nile of Egypt. (2) The BMG makes the two Niles the rivers of Upper and of Lower
Egypt respectively. (3) Breasted (pp. 55-6) says there was supposed to be an
underground Nile, by which the sun returned at night to the east; some thought it
came up again as the Indus; this was connected with the real Nile at Elephantine,
which was originally the limit of Egyptian knowledge to the south.

Maspero’s view is probably nearest to what the Saite said. It is quite needless to
see the influence of Hecataeus (cf. 8. 3 n.) in the story.

Yoapuatiotng: the temple treasurer; this Saite was probably the only high
official whom H. met. For Athena cf. 62. 1 n.

[2] Syene: now Asstian; its name “Suan” is as old as the Sixth Dynasty. Under the
Ptolemies it succeeded Elephantine as the capital of Upper Egypt; it was the
Roman frontier garrison-town; cf. Tac. Ann. ii. 61 “claustra Romani imperii.”

[4] For the inquiring turn of Psammetienus I cf. chap. 2.

ii. 29
avtontng. This statement is especially attacked as untrue by Sayce (ad loc. and
introd. p. 27; also in JP xiv). His arguments are (answers are added in brackets):

(1) Elephantine is an island —not a town [it is both, cf. Artace iv. 14. 2, and in
Egyptian records is frequently called “a town”].

(2) H. makes Amasis bring stones from Elephantine (175. 3 n.); the red granite
quarries were really at Syene (cf. “Syenite”). [But Egyptian sources also call granite
“stone from Elephantine.”]

(3) H. could never have been at Thebes, or he would describe the great buildings
there. [The argument ex silentio is always most untrustworthy; cf. also 143. 2 n.]

(4) Had H. been at Elephantine he would have known more of the Nile’s course
above it. [But cf. notes on following chapters, which show that his knowledge was
really considerable.]

Sayce’s attack is usually held to fail completely.



Elephantine = “Elephant town,” because here the Nubians brought their ivory for
tribute (iii. 97. 3) or to exchange it for Egyptian products.

[2] H. is quite right in his description of the way in which a boat is towed up the
tirst cataract—"from both sides” (dwx-; appotéowOev is really superfluous); he
does not give the exaggerated difficulties which later writers ascribe to the
cataracts, e.g., that the dwellers around were permanently deaf from the noise
(Cicero, Somn. 5). “The foaming rapids of the Great Cataract are now things of the
past” (Baedeker, 335), owing to the Nile Dam built just above.

[3] For the rest of this chapter cf. E. Sparig, Herodot’s Angaben iiber die Nillinder
oberhalb Syene’s, Halle, 1889. He seems clearly right in identifying Tachompso with
Djerar, an island south of Dakkeh, some 78 (Murray, p. 519 and map) miles from
Syene; H. here, as usual, reckons the oxotvog at 60 stades (cf. Strabo, 804, and 6. 1
n.), which gives about 80 miles for the distance. This was the natural boundary of
the two nations (§ 4); just below Djerar was Hierasykaminos, the southern limit of
Egypt under the Ptolemies. H. makes no distinction between the first cataract,
which begins just below Philae, and the Nile above it.

Others, however (e.g., Wiedemann), wrongly identify Tachompso with Philae;
Strabo (818) calls Philae kouvr) katowkio AlOWOTwV kat Atyvmtiov. oxotvog is
then explained as the space a man could tow before being relieved, i.e., about 500
yards; cf. Jerome (on Joel iii. 18) “In Nilo solent naves funibus trahere, certa
habentes spatia, quae appellant funiculos.” But this identification of Tachompso
with Philae is not what H. says, and it leaves his “four days” quite unexplained.
The distance from Syene to Philae could really be done in rather more than five
hours, but perhaps the boatmen demanded such a fee of H. that he imagined it
must mean a four days’ journey. At all events he never went up the cataract.

There is no lake either at Philae or at Djerar; but the Nile widens out above Philae,
and at various places south of that island.

[4] H. does not give the time spent on “the lake,” i.e., between Philae and the
second cataract at Wadi Halfa (where the boat was left dmtof&c). If this be
reckoned at four days, H.’s account gives 60 days from Syene to Meroe, i.e., 4 days
for the rapids, 4 days for the lake, 40 days’ land journey, and 12 more by boat
again. This corresponds to the estimate of Timosthenes, admiral of Ptolemy
Philadelphus (60 days from Syene to Meroe, Pliny, H.N. vi. 183); “this is a very fair
approximation to the truth” (Bunbury, i. 302).

[5] oxomeAor kTA.: the obstructions on the river, beginning with the second
cataract just above Halfa. The river in modern times is usually left here by
travellers; the railway from Halfa runs to Abu Hammed, where the Nile turns
southwest; the caravan route went straight across the desert from Korosko, 90
miles below Halfa.

[6] The “island” of Meroe later was formed by the Nile and the Atbara (Astaboras),
just south of Berber, and ruins of pyramids have been found in this region at



Bakarawiya, south of the junction of the two rivers. H., however, probably means
the town of Napata, the northern capital of the Aethiopian kingdom, which lay
(near the modern Merawi, which preserves the name) some thirty miles southwest
of the fourth cataract, under the “holy mountain,” Gebel Barkal. (So Sparig, and
Hall in Murray, p. 552.)

H. had certainly never heard of the River Atbara (cf. iv. 50. 1), and the southern site
for Meroe seems inconsistent with (30. 1) the statement that Meroe is only half
way to the “Deserters.”

If, however, Meroe be Napata, then the “twelve days’ voyage” must be explained
as not continuous, as H. had been told, but made up of two parts, one from just
below Djerar (ut sup.) to Halfa, and one from El Debba (south of Dongola) to
Merawi.

Aia. There is a temple of Amon (i.e., Zeus) at Napata, where he was worshipped
in a ram-headed shape. H. is quite right in speaking of the theocratic character of
the Ethiopian kingdom; the oracle at Napata chose the king (cf. Diod. iii. 5. 6 of the
later Meroe). As Ethiopia had been conquered by kings from Thebes, the Theban
deities naturally were more prominent there, and the high priests of Amon,
expelled by the 22nd dynasty from Thebes, had retired to Ethiopia (Maspero,
Annuaire des E.G., 1877, p. 126 seq., gives interesting details as to the working of
the oracle).

ii. 30
iow: i.e., in 60 days; this estimate may well be exaggerated. As usual H. becomes
less accurate as he gets further away from his own observations.

The Deserters. Some moderns (e.g., Wiedemann) have doubted the whole story,
but it is now generally accepted. Maspero (iii. 498) points out that in the seventh
century the military Mashauasha disappear from the monuments; he considers the
divisions of ii. 164 seq. to be the new army arrangements of Psammetichus. For an
interesting parallel under Apries to the desertion cf. statue of Nesuhor, in Louvre,
with its inscription (Klio, iv. 152 seq.; Breasted, R. iv. 989 seq.).

Eratosthenes (in Strabo 786) calls these deserters Zepfottay, i.e., émmAvdes. They
are variously placed in Abyssinia, on the Blue Nile, or in Sennaar (Bunbury), about
150 miles south of Khartoum, or where the Sobat joins the White Nile, about 400
miles south of Khartoum. It is in the last region that the Nile ceases to flow west
and northwest and turns north (cf. 31 n.).

Aopay. The translation “left” is a popular explanation, perhaps given by an
interpreter; the real meaning of the word was “forgetting,” i.e., it = “runaways.”
But the word for “left” in Egyptian is very similar in sound (Spiegelberg, Z.A.S.
xliii. 95).

[2] The number 240,000 is doubtless much exaggerated.



Elephantine, Marea, Daphnae are the three gates of Egypt towards Ethiopia, Syria,
and Libya. For Marea cf. 18. 2 n. and below. Daphnae has been identified as Tell
Defenneh, near L. Menzaleh, between the Delta and the Suez Canal; it lies on the
Pelusiac arm of the Nile (now a canal). (Petrie, E.E.F. iv. (1888) 47.) Here the earliest
remains belong to the Ramesside age; but the fort was founded by Psammetichus
I, and the oldest finds in it were mainly Greek (ibid. p. 48); then from the sixth
century Greek remains disappear (p. 52). All this agrees with H.; cf. 107. 1 for
Sesostris (i.e., Rameses II; but cf. app. x, §§ 5, 7) at Daphnae, and 154. 3 for the
planting the Greeks on the Pelusiac arm, and their subsequent removal by Amasis.
H., however, distinguishes Daphnae and “the Camps,” whereas Petrie makes them
the same; probably both are right; one of the military “camps” lay outside the
native town, but continuous with it. Daphnae guarded “the great highway into
Syria” (Petrie ut sup.); cf. 141. 4 tav¥t) eloiv ai eoBoAatl.

[3] £t ém’ éuev: this reference to the Persian garrisons seems to show that H. was
in Egypt after 454 B.C. (cf. app. ix, § 1). The garrison at Marea was given up,
because the Libyans to the west were completely reduced (Stein, cf. iii. 91; iv. 167
seq.); this reason is more probable than that of Krall, viz., that the defence of the
west was entrusted to native princes, e.g., Inaros and Thannyras (iii. 15). Sourdille
(H.E. p. 3) thinks that H. had been told generally that “the Persian garrison system
was the same” as the Egyptian, but says nothing special as to Marea, because he
had not verified the statement as to the garrison there personally, as he had done
at Elephantine and at Daphnae. This explanation seems over-subtle.

€6 AiOomtinv. One of the points attacked in the story is the implication that the
fugitives traversed the whole of Egypt. The story is at least consistent; it would not
be easy to stop “240,000” armed and organized runaways.

[4] dé€avta. The grossness here (cf. 162. 3, the reply of Amasis) belongs to the
story of a guide, catering for Greek taste; the native Egyptian had far too much
respect for royalty to answer thus.

[5] Wiedemann denies that Egyptian influence on Ethiopia is so late; he considers
that the story was invented to explain Egyptian influence in that country, and
points out that Ethiopia had been conquered, as far as the second cataract, under
the 12th Dynasty, not to mention later relations (cf. app. x, § 9).

ii. 31
tecoéQwv. Cf. chaps. 29. 4, 30. I nn. for the figure.

0éet 0¢ &mo kTA. These words are taken two ways:

(1) The usual view, e.g., Rawlinson’s, is that H. means the Nile was flowing from
east to west at the furthest point at which he knew of it, i.e., in the land of the
Deserters.

(2) But this is not the natural sense of the passage, and it is better to suppose that
H. conceives the Nile as flowing from the west in all its course above Elephantine
(Bunbury, i. 266, 303), because:



(a) He compares it with the Danube, chap. 33.

(b) Europe is “beyond comparison” the broadest of his continents (iv. 42. 1 n.); but
this could hardly be the case, if Africa were more than four mountains “broad”
from north to south, as explanation (1) would make it.

(c) When Cambyses attacks the Ethiopians, at “the end of the world,” “on the sea
to the south of Africa” (iii. 17. 5), he does not march up the Nile, but plunges into
the deserts just south of Thebes. Obviously, then, the Nile is here conceived as
coming not from the south but from the west. Some have tried to identify the
Ethiopians with the Deserters, but this is flatly contradictory to H.

H. is at any rate consistent in this mistake. Its origin is no doubt the fact that the
Nile from 21° to 23° S. Lat. flows northwest, and almost down to Philae (which is
about 24°) is a little west in direction.

ii. 32

The story of the Nasamones (cf. Bunbury, i. 306) is a good instance how valuable at
times is a traveller’s tale; it reaches H. third-hand, and hence is naturally
untrustworthy in detail; but in its main point it seems to be true. There is nothing
impossible in a “well-equipped” native expedition crossing the Sahara and
reaching the Niger, which at its nearest point comes within about 1000 miles of the
oasis of Fezzan. That Negro land was really reached seems probable from the
following points: the natives were entirely strange in speech (§ 6), black (§ 7), very
small (§§ 6, 7), “all wizards” (chap. 33. 1). The story is accepted by R. Neumann
(pp- 78 seq.) and by St. Martin (pp. 17-18), who, however, brings the explorers
northwest to the oasis of Wargla in the Algerian Sahara.

Kvgnvaiot. That H. had been in Cyrene is almost certain (cf. introd. § 16).
Etearchus is probably a Greek form of the Nubian Taharka.

Appwvog. The oracle of the ram-headed (cf. chap. 42 for the origin of the figure)
Zeus was one of the most famous of antiquity. Croesus consulted it (i. 46),
Lysander (Plut. Lys. 20), and above all, Alexander the Great; for it cf. 18. 2; iii. 25 It
was in the oasis of Siwah, a great caravan centre. H. is always careful to
distinguish it from its parent oracle, that of the Theban Amon, who was also ram-
headed. For the connection of Cyrene and Zeus Ammon cf. the ram-headed god
on the coins of Cyrene, Head, H.N. 865, 868.

[2] For the Nasamones cf. iv. 172, 182. They had most of the trade with the interior
in their hands, and were also well known as freebooters; hence they were a likely
people to turn explorers.

Lvgtwv: the greater Syrtis, as always in H.; he does not know the lesser one.
[4] T pév (sc., oikéovat): the construction changes to maprkovot maaA.

pooninv: the Mediterranean Sea.



LoAoevtog (cf. iv. 43. 4); Cape Spartel on the coast of Morocco (near Tangier);
others make it Cape Cantin (in latitude of Madeira).

ta O¢ UméQ: adverbial, as is tx katOTeEOE; for the threefold belt of North Africa
cf. iv. 181 n.; for the Libyans iv. 168 seq.

[5] Cépugov: properly “westward”; but if it be translated strictly, the travellers
would have had nothing but deserts and ultimately the Atlantic before them (see
above). The word, however, is decisive against the theory of the journey, which
makes the explorers only reach some river running into Lake Tchad; this would be
due south of the Fezzan.

[6] The story of the “little men” (cf. iv. 43. 5), the Pygmies, is as old as Homer (IL.
iii. 3-7), and recurs repeatedly in ancient writers. It was much doubted by modern
writers till the explorations of Du Chaillu, Schweinfurth, and others proved
completely the existence of these dwarfs, both north and south of the Equator (cf.
Rev. Hist. 47 for a collection of the evidence on the subject by Monceaux). This is
one of the best-known of the many instances in which H.’s “credulity” has been
shown to be scientific. H. does not exaggerate their smallness as other writers do;
their average height is said to be about 42 feet. Dwarfs from the south were
favourites at the Egyptian court as early as the Old Kingdom (cf. Breasted, A.R. i.
351, of the 6th Dynasty).

[7] The “swamps” (éAéwV) are characteristic of all Central African rivers, and are
abundant on the Niger. The town has been supposed to be Timbuctoo, but this
was only founded about 1000 A.D.

Crocodiles were supposed to be peculiar to the Nile. So Alexander (Arr. Anab. vi.
1. 2), seeing crocodiles in the Indus, thought that he had found the source of the
Nile.

ii. 33

H.’s theory that the Nile rose in West Africa never had much popularity till Roman
times; it was held by the learned Juba of Mauretania (Plin. v. 51). We may compare
it with the theories of forty years ago, which identified the Lualuba, when
discovered by Livingstone, with the Nile, till Stanley proved it to be the upper
waters of the Congo. H.’s view is based (cf. also 31 n.) on (1) the supposed analogy
of the Danube; cf. chaps. 33, 34, and especially ¢k twv lowv pétowv; as the
Danube flows across Europe from the west, so the Nile is supposed to flow across
Libya; (2) the story of the Nasamones.

[2] Toiot éudavéot: this is one of the maxims of Solon—1ta dpavn Toic pavepoig
texpaipov; te has no corresponding kat; chap. 34 continues the account.

[3]1Totgoc. H. is much interested in this river, which he describes again in iv. 48—
50 (where “it is the greatest of all rivers that we know”; cf. also iv. 99). Here he
supposes it to rise in the extreme west of Europe. This view was held also by
Aristotle (Meteor. i. 13 éx d¢ g ITver)vng (TovTo O’ €0TLv 0QOC) €oVOLY O TéE
"Totoog kait 6 Taptnoodc: the Ister then “flows through the whole of Europe”). It



is difficult to see how the Greeks reconciled it with their knowledge of the Rhone,
but it is suggested that this was looked on as a southern offshoot of the Danube.
Older geographers had made the Ister rise in the Rhipaean mountains, among the
Hyperboreans; H. rightly ignored this mythical explanation, but his information
was insufficient for an accurate account.

IMuenvn: an old town at the foot of the Pyrenees (now Port Vendres); its trade
passed to Massilia, and its name was transferred to the neighbouring mountains
(cf.iv. 49. 2 n. for a similar transference of AAmic and Kaopmig).

KeAroi. H. derives his information, indirectly at any rate, from he Phoenicians,
and therefore speaks of the Celts as being “outside the Pillars of Hercules,” where
the Phoenicians found them.

The “Pillars of Hercules” are not found in Homer, but in Pindar (OL. iii. 44) they
occur, as the limit of the world; by H.’s time they had been definitely fixed. For the
legends connecting Heracles with the W. cf. iv. 8 seq. The name was partly due to
the identification of Heracles with the Tyrian Melcarth, partly to the tendency (Tac.
Germ. 34) to give him “quidquid ubique magnificum.” Strabo (169-72) discusses
the legends as to them; but Pomponius Mela (i. 5. 27), as befits a Spaniard, is the
tirst to give an accurate account of them. So far as they are a reality, they
correspond to Calpe and Abila (i.e., Gibraltar and the African Ceuta).

The Kynesioi (Kvvnrteg, iv. 49. 3) are placed by Avienus (201 seq.) on the
Guadiana. Their name disappears early from geography.

[4] Totginv: near the modern Kustendji: it lies some sixty miles south of the St.
George’s mouth of the Danube.

ii. 34

avtin kettat. H. seems to be trying to construct a rough parallel of longitude (cf.
app. xiii, § 4). If he meant that the Ister mouth is about opposite the west mouth of
the Nile he is right (they are each about 28° E. Lat.); but his arguments are wrong,
for Cilicia Trachea is east of all the Nile mouths and Sinope further east still.

[2] mévre. Cf.i. 72. 3 n.

¢&roovoOat. H. ends with the statement with which he began The comparison is
based on the love of symmetry which he tries in vain to banish from his geography
(cf. app. xiii, §§ 2, 7); but this does not lead him to distort the facts he knows, e.g.,
he rightly says that the Ister (iv. 99. 1) runs into the sea tpog €vpov, though
obviously this direction does not suit his theory here.

ii. 35

H.’s account of Egypt, chaps. 35-98. This is the most valuable part of bk. ii (cf. app.
ix, § 4). It opens with the famous paradox that everything in Egypt is the reverse of
what it is elsewhere (§ 2). This point is borrowed by Sophocles (O.C. 337 seq.), who
makes Oedipus contrast his daughters and his sons.



@ MAVT’ €Kelvw Tolg €V AlyUTTw VOUOLS
dvow katetkaoévte kat Blov ToodAac.

(For the relations between H. and Soph. cf. introd. p. 7.) But it must be added that
there are no verbal similarities in the two passages. The point is made by other
Greek writers, e.g., Anaxandrides (Athen. 299), a comic poet ca. 370 B.C., draws an
elaborate contrast between Greece and Egypt; his illustrations are from the
treatment of animals, e.g., Bovv mEooKLVELS, éyw d¢ OVwW TolG Oeolc. It is even
more exaggerated later, e.g., by Diod. i. 27 (as to incestuous marriages).
Nymphodorus (a third-century writer, FHG ii. 380) absurdly puts the
topsyturvydom down to Sesostris, who wished to make his subjects effeminate
and so prevent their demanding liberty.

As so large a part of the details furnished by H. are on religious matters, it may be
worth while to sum up here the main points in which his account of Egyptian
religion is defective or erroneous (cf. Sourdille, R. pp. 367—401):

(1) It quite fails to bring out the importance of certain cults, e.g., of Ptah, of Ra (the
Sun), of Hapi (the Nile), of Thoth (Hermes, who is only mentioned chap. 67,
‘Eopéw moALg), of Hathor (Aphrodite).

(2) It has far too much uniformity. H. speaks as if all Egypt had the same beliefs;
“but no people is so destitute of the systematic spirit as the Egyptians.” But cf. 43.
2n.

(3) The religion is made too Greek:

(a) It is distinctly anthropomorphic; twyaAua is made everywhere the centre of
the temple worship, and H. seems to have conceived of this as usually in
human form (46. 2); correspondingly the theriomorphic character of Egyptian
religion is underestimated.

(b) Greek ideas, e.g., of mysteries and oracles, are wrongly introduced. (Some,
however, maintain that the Egyptians really had mysteries in the Greek sense of
the word; cf. 171. 1 n.)

(4) The magic, which is so marked a feature of all Egyptian religion, is ignored.

On the other hand, H.’s merits as an observer are now recognized. Erman, the
leading German Egyptologist, writes (R., 175): “Where our Egyptian sources fail
us, we receive for the first time help from outside; about 450 B.C. H., an
indefatigable and careful observer, travelled in Egypt. He observed exactly those
things which are of special interest to us.” He proceeds to sketch later Egyptian
religion, mainly from the data given by H. (pp. 176-81).

[2] T&x MOAA & mavTa, “in almost all cases.”

ai yvvaikeg: the monuments certainly show women marketing and men
weaving, but these are the exceptions: H., struck by the contrasts to Greece, forgets
to notice they are only occasional in Egypt.



KkEOxknV: the “woof” pushed home to its place in the warp (otrjuwv) by the
kepk(c. This was done from below by the Greeks and Romans, and from above by
the Jews (cf. John xix. 23, the seamless coat of Christ, “woven from the top”); the
Egyptians used both methods, more usually the latter; H. is so far right, but they
also used horizontal looms as well as perpendicular ones. For pictures of weaving
see Wilkinson, i. 317; ii. 170 (horizontal), 171.

[3] T &xOea kTA.: this contrast is wrong; all that can be said is that some loads
were carried by men “on their heads,” e.g., the baker in Gen. x1. 16, while the

women probably carried their babies “on their shoulders,” like the modern
Fellahin (cf. BMG p. 78).

¢o0iovot: the Egyptian upper classes certainly did not eat out of doors; H. only
saw the Egyptians of the streets.

[4] H. is struck by the fact that he heard of no women in Egypt in positions like
that of Hera’s priestess at Argos, and he (as often) generalizes from a single point.
But he himself knew that there were women in the temples, cf. i. 182. 5 n.; ii. 54. 1.
He is quite wrong in his statement; two contrary instances may be quoted; women
under the Old Empire especially devoted themselves to Neith and Hathor, while
under the Saites, the “consort of Amon” was the nominal ruler of Thebes.

Wiedemann has a more elaborate explanation. As the Egyptians called all the
dead, men and women alike, “Osiris,” and made them male, he thinks that H. was
told this, but misunderstood it, and, transferring it from the other world to the
present one, supposed that no woman could appear before the gods as priestess.
Wiedemann is very fond of charging H. with confusion; he seems to estimate the
historian’s capacity by his own.

teéderv kTA. Sons at Athens were, as usually in Greece, required to care for their
parents; a law of Solon fixed dtipia as a penalty for neglecting this duty (Diog.
Laert. i. 55). In Egypt the duty of seeing to a parent’s grave was certainly imposed
on sons; the law in chap. 136 implies this. H. is supposed to be referring to the
comparative independence of Egyptian women (BMG p. 77), who were able to
incur obligations on their own account; struck by this contrast to their dependent
position in Greece, he states, in an exaggerated way, that daughters alone had
duties to their parents. But this explanation seems very far-fetched.

ii. 36

Evowvrat. H. says (37. 2) the priests shaved their whole body every third day; of
this there is no evidence on the monuments, but other authorities confirm it (e.g.,
Diod. iii. 3 (vaguely) and Plut. Mor. 352; De Is. et Os. 4), and it is probable, in view
of the extreme cleanliness of the Egyptians. He is too absolute in saying that all
Egyptians shaved (téwg ¢Evonuévou); in fact he himself says (iii. 12. 3) that in few
countries are bald men so rare as in Egypt. Probably some classes, e.g., the priests
of the New Empire, completely shaved (Erman, E. pp. 218-19), and most had their
hair very short. But soldiers wore their natural hair, and so did artists, if we may



trust the curious self portrait of Hui (of the time of Amenophis III, eighteenth
dynasty, Z.A.S. xlii. 130).

kekaBat. So Achilles (11 xxiii. 141) cuts off his hair on the death of Patroclus.
ixvéeeTatl: sc., kndog, “whom the grief concerns.”

[2] Only the lower classes in Egypt live with animals, and this is true of other
countries as well; H.’s generalization is quite wrong.

O0Avga. Liddell & Scott, s.v.,, suggest “rye,” but leave the question of its identity
with “spelt,” Eewx (s.v.), open. Wiedemann thinks it = “durra,” which is often
represented in the monuments, while “spelt” is absent from them. H. here (cf.
chap. 77) again generalizes wrongly from his guide; the lower classes in Egypt eat
bread made of “durra”; wheat and barley were both also used by the upper
classes, but (BMG p. 82) wheat only “rarely” by the lower.

[3] ®vowot. The monuments (e.g., the bakery of Rameses III, Erman, E. p. 191; but
the work was also done by hand) show us dough being kneaded with the feet, as
is still done in the south; Strabo, 823, also confirms the statement as to clay and
dough. Dung is still collected for burning in Egypt, and in other eastern countries
where wood is scarce.

ta aidoia. H. says (with Strabo, 824, and Diodorus), probably rightly (cf. app. ix,
§ 4), that all Egyptians were circumcised, Josephus (Ap. ii. 13) says only the priests.
H. (104. 2, 3 nn.) is certainly wrong in saying that only the Egyptians with the
Ethiopians and Colchians, who had learned it from them, practised the rite &m’
apxng; it was widespread among both Semitic and non-Semitic tribes. Its
primitive nature is shown by the use of “flint knives” (Exod. iv. 25; Josh. v. 2, R.V.).
Some scholars hold (with H.) that it was introduced on sanitary grounds
(kaBapelotnrog €vexa); but no doubt originally it was a religious rite, by which a
male was initiated as a full member of the nation or clan (cf. Encyc. Biblica, s.v).
The Egyptian evidence, which is comparatively scanty, is well summarized in
Hastings (Enc. Rel. iii. 670-6); the majority of scholars seem to interpret it as
showing that the rite was general in Egypt; some, however, think it refers only to
the priests. It is curious that only once do the monuments lay any stress on
circumcision, i.e., in describing the repulse of the uncircumcised “peoples of the
sea” by Merenptah; even here the interpretation is disputed.

£xeL= pooéet; in 81. 1 the two garments worn by men are described as a linen
klOwv round the legs, and a woolen over-cloak. Roughly speaking, this is
confirmed by the monuments, but only for members of the lower classes. H. is
much too absolute. So far as men are concerned, he omits the cape introduced
under the New Empire, and he quite fails to notice that the ktOwv round the legs
was often worn double (Erman, E. pp. 205-7). As to the Egyptian women, it is true
that they, down to the eighteenth dynasty, wore only one close-fitting dress; but in
H.’s day two, and sometimes three, garments were worn. The servants and the



women in the fields, however, wore only one (Erman, E. pp. 212-16). It is from
these that H. generalizes.

[4] kaAovc: H. is right that the Egyptians fastened the “sheet” of their vessels (for
these cf. chap. 96) inside. Torr (p. 80), however, says the k&Aog (Att. k&kAwg) is a
“brailing rope”; these ran across the sail from the yard.

voappata. Egyptian writing is generally from right to left; but in drawing the
individual signs they usually began on the left (cf. avtol paot émi de&id). H. is
speaking of the direction of the writing as a whole, the natives of the formation of
each special letter. He does not mention the older forms of Greek inscriptions,
which are from right to left, or Bovoteodpndov, though he must have seen them.

There were really three kinds of Egyptian writing: (1) The hieroglyphic, in which
the symbols are still recognizable pictures; this was sometimes from left to right,
and sometimes up and down (like Chinese). (2) The hieratic, a shortened form of
this; a few symbols remain as before, most become purely conventional. (3) The
demotic, which developed still further out of the hieratic, and was known by the
Egyptians as “the book script,” while the two first were “the Gods’ script.” The
enigmatic, which was invented under the eighteenth dynasty, is only a way of
writing hieroglyphs in cipher. H. fails to distinguish between (1) and (2), as he well
might.

For Egyptian writing cf. BMG p. 36 seq., where an interesting account of the
decipherment (pp. 41f.) is given, with a picture of the famous Rosetta Stone.

ii. 37
OcooePBéec: the religion (or superstition) of Egypt was proverbial. H. rightly lays
stress on their cleanliness and their elaborate ritual.

xaAxéwv. The Egyptians did use vessels of bronze, but also of gold, silver, glass,
etc. H. again generalizes from insufficient data.

[2] megAtapvovrat. For shaving and circumcision cf. 36. 1, 3 nn.

[3] Awvénv. It was forbidden to enter a temple wearing a woolen garment (81. 1);
H. is right as to the priests wearing linen and sandals of papyrus. Cf. Exod. xxxix.
27-9 for the linen garments of the Jewish priests.

Aovvtat Chaeremon (frag. 4, FHG iii. 498; Chaeremon was an Egyptian priest(?)
of Strabo’s time, Strabo, 806) says they washed thrice daily; the difference between
him and H. may well be due to variety of rituals. The symbol for a priest in the
hieroglyphs is a man washing.

[4] &yaOda. The priestly colleges possessed lands of their own, to the extent (Diod.
i. 21) of one-third of all Egypt; from these they and the sacrifices were maintained.
H. means by ovUte . . . dantavavtat that no individual priest had to keep himself.
For the priests’ property and privileges cf. app. x, § 9, and Erman, E. pp. 298f.

koewv. Plut. De Is. et Os. 5 says the priests did not eat sheep or swine flesh.



oivog. H. says (77. 4) there are no “vines” in Egypt; here and elsewhere (e.g.,
chaps. 60, 121) he speaks of wine as common. As he mentions the importation of
wine (iii. 6. 1) there need be no inconsistency. But certainly the monuments (cf.
Erman, E. pp. 198-9) show an extensive cultivation of vines in Egypt, and certain
kinds of its wines were famous, e.g., the Mareotic (Hor. Odes, i. 37. 14). Cf., too,
Gen. x1. 11; Psalms Ixxviii. 47. Probably, therefore, H. is mistaken in chap. 77.
Others, however (e.g., Brugsch), accept his statement, and argue that the
monuments belong to a period before H., and that in his day Greek competition
had killed vine-growing in Egypt. This may be partially confirmed by the present
state of things there; grapes are still grown, but wine is not made, as “Egypt is
already amply supplied with cheap wines from every part of the Mediterranean”
(Baedeker, p. lix).

ix00wv. H. is right that the priests were forbidden to eat fish. This food might not
be offered in sacrifice; hence the Pythagorean refusal to eat fish may have come
from Egypt; for it cf. Plut. Quaest. Conv. viii. 8; Mor. 728f. But fish was a frequent
article of diet among the Egyptians generally, as H. rightly says (77. 4).

[5] kvapove. H. is right that the priests did not eat beans; cf. the Pythagoreans
again, and Juv. XV. 174 (Pythagoras) “ventri indulsit non omne legumen,” with
Mayor’s notes for parallels. Diogenes Laertius (viii. 24, 34), in speaking of this
Pythagorean abstinence, quotes Aristotle as giving various reasons, the most
probable of which is that beans aidotoic eiotv duotot. The aversion to beans is
supposed by some to have been derived by Pythagoras from Egypt (cf. 123 nn.);
but it is common in many primitive civilizations, e.g., in India and in early Rome,
where beans were supposed to tend to unchastity, while on the other hand they
were especially used in funeral banquets; cf. Plut. Quaest. Rom. 95, the introduction
to which (Carabbas Library, by F. B. Jevons, pp. 86-94) has an interesting discussion
of the meaning of the superstition; he connects it with “sympathetic magic.” The
Flamen Dialis might neither touch nor name beans; cf. Fowler, Rom. Fest. p. 110.
For recent discussions, cf. Gruppe, Myth. Liter. (1908), pp. 370-1.

towyovot: cf. i. 71. 3, “munch” (like animals), i.e., things uncooked.

apxLepeve. H. is right here; there were grades of rank among the priests; the
highest were in later (i.e., Ptolemaic) times the high-priest or prophet, the overseer
of the ritual, and the scribe (28. 1).

TOUTOV O MAilG. Stein takes this to mean that the son was admitted “into the
college,” but “in the lowest position.” This, however, is not what H. says, and
there seem to be clear cases on the monuments of son definitely succeeding father
(as other Greeks, e.g., Diod. i. 88, besides H. state). But this was not the rule, and
H. as usual generalizes too much.

ii. 38
Emadouv: i.e., Apis (cf. chap. 153), the holy calf of Memphis, by which the god,
Ptah-Socharis-Osiris, was represented on earth. H. gives in iii. 28. 2, 3 (cf. aAAw



AOYw, § 2) an account of his origin and marks. It was from the time of the twenty-
sixth dynasty that the Apis-cult became especially important; under the Ptolemies,
as Serapis, he was the chief god in Egypt. The Greeks identified him with
Epaphus, son of Zeus and Io (cf. Aesch. P.V. 850-1); but, apart from Aelian’s
contradiction (N.A. xi. 10), this is obviously mistaken. An account of the Apis is
given in Maspero, pp. 37-9. They were buried in the Serapeum at Memphis,
rediscovered by Mariette in 1851-2.

Any beast that bore the same marks, e.g., the “black hair” (Plut. De Is. et Os. 31;
Mor. 363, says “white or black”), was holy and could not be sacrificed. So red cattle
were properly used as offerings (cf. Numb. xix. 2, the “red heifer”); but great
freedom was allowed, as the monuments show. H.’s account is confused; he seems
to mean that no beast could be sacrificed that had black hairs or that had the
marks of an Apis; if it had neither of these sacred features it was marked as
Ovouov.

kaBaov here = “fit to be sacrificed,” but below (§ 3) “without the marks of an
Apis.”

[2] tetaypévoe. The title of these priests was “web” (i.e., pure). The opoaryiotr|g
was appointed for the work of inspecting beasts.

The tongue of Apis was marked beneath with a “beetle” (scarabaeus).
kata pvov: e, not “double,” as in an Apis.

[3] The “seal” used to mark the beast was a kneeling man with hands bound and a
knife at his throat. (Plut. ut sup. p. 363.)

onuavteida: cf. Cic. Verr. I, 4. 26, 58 for “cretula” used for seals.

aonuavrov: because the “unmarked” beast might have been sacred, death was
the penalty for killing it.

ii. 39
avtov: i.e., on the altar; but the Egyptians had no altars in the Greek sense.

[2] keivn = 1) éxetvov. Cf. 40. 2 koAinv kelvnv for construction.

dégovat is superfluous, as it is repeated (pépovteg) in one of the two parts into
which the sentence is resolved. The usage of transferring “curses” to the head of a
sacrificed beast may be illustrated from the Jewish scapegoat (Lev. xvi. 21). Plut.
De Is. et Os. 31 mentions it of red oxen, but H. is wrong in supposing it to be part
of all Egyptian sacrifices, for in early times the head and the haunch were
especially chosen to be placed on the tables of offerings. Hence Erman (R., 180)
thinks the curse was an innovation, due to foreign (i.e., Semitic) influence, as was
also the burning described in 40. 3.

[4] &AAov 00devoe. H. is wrong in making the refusal to eat the head universal;
but it was sometimes given away (Wilkinson, pl. xi), and it certainly appears less
often than other joints (ibid. ii. 28).



ii. 40

H., in chap. 39, has described the libation and the killing which are common (he
thinks) to all sacrifices; he now goes on to the “cleaning out” (¢£aipeoic) and the
“burning” which vary; he describes them in the case of a sacrifice to Isis, for to her
worship obviously the chapter refers (cf. 61. 1 n.); her festival is the “greatest”
though that of Bast (chap. 59. 1) is “most popular” (rpoOvpotatv).

tavtnv really refers to 6ptrv, but grammatically to daipova. ot in place of the
relative tn: cf. i. 146. 1 (twv and odi); H. avoids repeating the relative when used
in a different case.

[2] katevEapevol: cf. 39. 2 for imprecations; but katevxouaL may be used of
prayer for blessings.

KolAinv: translate “clean out its belly”; for this sense of é£apéw cf. 86. 4; iii. 6. 2.
Kelvnv = v ketvov.

€€ wv eidov. H. (cf. i. 194. 4) often uses this tmesis of the empiric aorist, in
describing customs, etc.

00¢Uv. The Greeks offered the “rump,” the Egyptians reserved it.

[4] amotUPpwvtal: “when they have done mourning,” not “beating themselves,”
as Macaulay. Cf. 73. 4 amomeipn0n for force of amo, and 42. 6, 61. 1 for tvmTovTAy,
but in these places it has an accusative.

Ta: i.e., the parts not burned, i.e., legs, rump, etc.

ii. 41

The cow was the living symbol of Isis-Hathor, represented sometimes as a cow, at
others as a woman with a cow’s head, at others as a horned woman. She was
worshipped all over Egypt (cf. the emphatic mavtec Opoiwg). The Greeks usually
identified her with Demeter, but also with other goddesses. Isis is important in the
Egyptian pantheon as the sister and wife of Osiris, and mother of Horus. H. is
quite right that in Egypt (as among the Hindoos) cows were not sacrificed.

[2] Cf. i. 1 for Io’s story; H. avoids the usual Greek mistake of confusing her with
Isis. Some make “Io” to be Egyptian = “the moon goddess,” but “the moon” is
masculine in Egyptian.

[3] o0’ &vng. For the separateness of the Egyptians cf. Gen. xliii. 32, the feast to
Joseph's brethren.

[4] OamTovaot. It is wrong to say that dead cows were thrown into the river; this
was only done when they were given to crocodiles. On the other hand the heads of
oxen are found buried as H. describes. He is wrong in saying they were all
removed to Prosopitis (cf. chap. 67 for a similar mistake); but his account of the
composite burial is clearly confirmed by the mummies, which often contain the
remains of several beasts, e.g., one found at Ab{isir was made up of seven



(Maspero, Caus., 247). Erman (R., 177) says generally in reference to animal burial
“H. is certainly correct in these facts.”

TO KEQAG . . . ApdOTEQA: in apposition to époevac.

[5] Prosopitis. This island lay between the Canopic and the Sebennytic Niles and a
canal, in the south of the Delta. The Greeks made their last stand there, after the
suppression of the revolt of Inaros (Thuc. i. 109. 4).

Aphrodite corresponds to the Egyptian Hathor; her symbol also was a cow; her
chief temple was at Denderah. Her name is probably found in “Atarbechis,” which
may well be the A¢poditnc moAg of Strabo (802), in the Prosopitic nome.

ii. 42

A16¢. Originally a local god, Amon became, with the rise of Thebes, the great god
of Egypt, and was identified with the sun, as Amon RA. The Greeks therefore
naturally called him “Zeus,” and this was the more easy as the ram was sacred to
Zeus (cf. Farnell, G.C. i. 94-5). From his oracle at Thebes, which was itself of little
importance, was derived that of Zeus Ammon in the oasis of Siwah (chaps. 32 n.,
55).

For Amon’s temple at Thebes cf. 143 n. He is occasionally represented as
kolompodowTtog (cf. Perrot et Chipiez, i. 395), but it is not his usual form.

[2] 6poiwe. Various as were the cults of Egypt, Osiris and Isis were worshipped
everywhere, at any rate in later times, i.e., in the days of H. This was partly due to
political influences, i.e., the decline of Thebes which worshipped Amon, and the
rise of Sais, partly to the confusion of Osiris with the sun-god (cf. Sourdille, R. 58—
62). Osiris was usually identified by the Greeks with Dionysus, but also with Zeus,
Hades, Eros, and other gods. The main points of resemblance to Dionysus are: (1)
Osiris is originally a corn god (cf. Frazer, Attis, etc. pp. 268f.; but Egyptologists
doubt this); (2) his mutilation by Set is parallel to that of Dionysus by the Titans;
(3) his resurrection cf. Plut. De Is. et Os. chap. 35, p. 364 opoAoyet tax Titavika (in
the story of Dionysus) toic Aeyopévorg Oolpdog diaoTaao oIS Kal Talg
avaPlwoeot.

There is a marked similarity between the Dionysiac AvOeotowx and the rites of
Osiris; both were a combination of joy and of mourning, of Shrove Tuesday and of
All Souls” Day (cf. Maspero, Caus., 276-9, who discusses Foucart’s theory that the
rites of Dionysus were Egyptian in origin; but against this see Farnell, G.C. v. 174
seq.). For the Osiris myth cf. 62 nn.

Mendes lay in the northeast Delta, near the Mendesian arm of the Nile; it was an
important seat of the cult of Osiris; for his worship there cf. 46 n.

[3] HoaxAéa. The Egyptian Heracles is variously identified with Shu, the burning
sun, or with Chunsu, a moon-god, the god-son of the Theban triad.

KkoLov éxdeigavta. No native authority confirms H.’s story, which seems to be an
attempt to explain the ram-headed figure of Amon. Wiedemann thinks it



borrowed from Hecataeus, but there is no reason to believe this. It is not unlikely
that the story may be connected with the meaning of the name “Amon,” which =
“the concealed one” (Manetho in Plut. De Is. et Os. 9; Mor. 354). At any rate the idea
is Greek; so Pythagoras, when initiated in Crete, put on a black fleece (Porphyry V.
Pyth.).

[4] dwvnv: “using a speech between that of the two nations.” Cf. Th. vi. 5. 1 for
the full construction.

[5] v énwvopinv énowrjoavto forms one idea, “called themselves,” and so
takes cogn. acc., tobvoua, cf. kaAéetal énwvoumy (i. 14. 3 n.).

[6] Brugsch says this feast is part of the great festival of the Theban Amon, which
lasted five days; but there is no evidence on the monuments that the ceremony
described by H. took place then. The ceremony seems to rest on the Egyptian idea
that a god must die when he has begotten a son; Amon therefore, in the form of
his ram, is killed when he has seen his son Heracles. Legrain (R. de T.E. xxviii. 1.
46) found many sheep bones at Karnak, so far confirming H.’s statement.

For tomtovtat tov koov cf. 40. 4 n.

ii. 43

For the “twelve gods” and the “eight gods” (§ 4) cf. chap. 145 n. To H. the Greek
Heracles is a mortal, the son of Amphitryon; he neglects the story that he is son of
Zeus, according to his usual practice (cf. vi. 53. 2 n.). He makes the name Egyptian;
the usual derivation was “he to whom Hera gives glory.” H. here does what later
was usual among mythologers, i.e., multiplies personalities to explain variant
legends; so Varro actually counted forty-three bearers of the name “Hercules.”

[2] oi Oépevor for ol €0evto, i.e., the poets, Homer and Hesiod (chap. 53).

oi yovéeg. Heracles’ parents were both descended from Aegyptus, brother of
Danaus, who came from Egypt (chap. 171). For the genealogy and its importance
in H.’s chronology cf. app. xiv, § 2.

[3] The argument is: had the Egyptians learned any divine names from the Greeks,
they would have been those of the sea gods, Poseidon and the Dioscuri, but these
are unknown to the Egyptian pantheon; a fortiori then it is unlikely that they
learned that of “Heracles.” The words cote toUtwv . .. HoakAéog restate more
strongly the preceding argument.

[4] The reign of Amasis, 570-526 B.C., is mentioned, as marking the end of
Egyptian independence.

ii. 44

This passage is interesting as one of the few in which H. tells us as to himself; we
infer from it with some certainty (1) that he was in Egypt before he went to Tyre;
(2) that he was a man of wealth, able to travel in pursuit of special knowledge.

The Heracles of Tyre is Melcart, the Baal of the Old Testament, a sun-god.



[2] otnAaL. The importance of columns in early worship is well known; cf. Evans,
Mycenaean Tree and Pillar Cult, JHS 1901, and 1 Kings vii. 21 (Jachin and Boaz).

opagaydov. This “emerald” was famous as the largest on record (Theoph. de
lapid. 25), who adds et pr) Pevdr)c opapaydoc. It is impossible to believe in so
large a stone; perhaps it was a piece of green jasper or malachite. What is certain is
that Wiedemann is wrong, who supposes it to have been a forgery of glass, and
this in one of the richest temples of the East! Whether the light was really that of
the emerald (as Stein) or due to reflection (as Larcher), can hardly be decided.

Aapmovrtog péyabog Stein explains = péya0og (acc. resp.) ToooUTOL WOTE
AduTmev Tag vokTag; but some conjecture seems necessary.

[3] &AAo. This second temple was probably founded by Thasian merchants; for
Thasos as a Phoenician colony cf. vi. 47 n.

kat emphasizes tévte: “at least five”; cf. v. 59 for a similar reckoning of five
generations from Cadmus to the period before the Trojan War, and app. xiv, § 2.

[5] At Sicyon Heracles was worshipped (Paus. ii. 10. 1) both as a god and as a hero,
with variant ritual. The Athenians claimed to have first worshipped him as a god
(Diod. iv. 39). H. carefully distinguishes between Ovewv (for gods) and évaryiCetv
(“inferias offerre,” for heroes, cf. i. 167. 2).

ii. 45

Kkal AAAa answers to kat 60€ 0 pvBog in next line. H.’s scornful attitude to his
countrymen is characteristic; in this book we may compare chaps. 2
(rationalization of story of Psammetichus), 16 (as to the boundaries of Egypt), 20-2
(as to the rise of the Nile), 134 (as to Rhodopis), 143 (as to the genealogy of
Hecataeus). There is no need to suppose that he is borrowing here from
Hecataeus, who expresses a similar view in his genealogies, cf. frag. 332 (FHG i.
25) ot yap EAANvwv Adyot moAAotl te kat yeAotot. H. would be especially glad to
reject a story attributing human sacrifices to Egypt.

0 pvBogc. The story of Busiris, to which H. here refers, occurs first in Pherecydes
(frag. 33, FHG i. 79), and was made by Euripides the subject of a satyric drama; it
occurs frequently in classical writers. Busiris is really the name of a town (“house
of Osiris”), 59. 1, 61. 1.

Katagxovto: i.e., by cutting the lock of hair.

[2] H. seems right in denying that human sacrifices were performed in Egypt in
his day; no exact representations of them have been found on the monuments, and
the massacre of captives before a god after a victory is only a partial parallel. There
are, however, traditions as to them in the past; cf. Diod. i. 88 (there were human
sacrifices T0 maAaov at the tomb of Osiris) and Porph. Abst. ii. 55 (Amosis put
down the custom at Heliopolis). Manetho (in Plut. De Is. et Os. 73) speaks of
human sacrifices “in the dog-days,” but uses the past tense; cf. Frazer, G.B. ii. 255,
for their meaning. More valuable evidence still is given by the figures of slaves



(Ushabti “answerers”) found in the tombs of the wealthy. (For a fine collection of
these in the Ashmolean see Guide, p. 87.) No doubt originally the slaves
themselves were killed with their masters.

Probably the “Nile bride,” a noble maiden, who is said to have been thrown into
the Nile annually before the canals were opened (Maspero, i. 24 and n.), was a
similar symbolic representation of an old custom.

[3] evpévera. H. fears that he may be thought to be depreciating the divine
Heracles.

ii. 46

on refers back to 42. 2; for the “eight gods” cf. 145 n.

[2] aiyompoowmov: translate “with goat’s head and a he-goat’s legs”; todyog is
used because aif is common in gender, see below oéBovtal mavtag tovg atyag
KTA.

10tov: a weakened comparative; cf. Latin non erit melius; the meiosis is
characteristic of Greek courtesy; cf. 47. 2; i. 187. 2 for similar uses.

aiyac. H. and other Greeks (e.g., Diod. i. 84; Pindar see below) say the beast was a
goat, and they are confirmed by the nome coins (cf. Br. Mus. Cat. Alexandria, p.
347); the monuments, however, show the beast as a ram. Perhaps the monuments
are wrong (Sourdille, R., 166); cf. the mistake of representing both wolf and dog by
a jackal.

The beast was the incarnation (not the symbol as H. thinks; cf. obtL Tolovtov) of
Osiris, considered as the giver of fruitfulness; so it is called “the lord of maidens,
the begetting ox.” H. is wrong in connecting it with Pan; the confusion is due to
the fact that Min of Chemmis (chap. 91 n.), whom the Greeks usually identified
with Pan, is goat-headed.

TOUTWV: i.e., TV aiywv; the sentence repeats oéovtat KTA.

€k O¢ ToVTWV Elig, si vera lectio, translate “Of the he-goats there is one especially
honoured, and when he dies, great mourning,” etc.; but this is very harsh.

[4] avadavdov. The “marvel” was in the openness of the act; the Greeks believed
that unnatural intercourse with animals regularly took place in secret at Mendes.
The story is as old as Pindar (frag. 215; Strabo, 802). The fact is probably true, and
was due to the belief that the ram was the god incarnate (cf. the Jewish
prohibitions against such abominations, Lev. xx. 15-16).

ii. 47
ant’ wv éBarde: cf. 40. 2 n., and kat’ v éxdAve (§ 3).

utaov. H. is quite right as to the dislike of swine; they are very little represented
on the monuments (but see below).

€ovteg: concessive, “although they are.” Cf. chap. 164 for caste of swineherds.



[2] Manetho confirms the fact of this swine offering at a lunar festival. Selene (=
“Nekhebet”) was the deity of El Kab, and on a tomb there large herds of swine are
mentioned. (Ann. du Service des Antig. xi. 163). Others suppose that ZeArjvn here =
Isis; cf. 41. 1 n. for her horns. H. is obscure here; he says that swine’s flesh was
eaten in honour of Dionysus, but in chap. 48 he seems to imply it was sent away
uneaten; perhaps then the flesh was eaten in honour of Dionysus and Selene
together, but not of Dionysus alone.

evmpenéateQog. For the comparative cf. 46. 2 n.; for the sentiment, i.e., reverential
silence, cf. 3. 2 n. Plutarch gives the story (De Is. et Os. chap. 8, p. 354) that Typhon
was pursuing a pig when he found the coffin of Osiris, and scattered its contents;
he says, however, this story was rejected by many, and it is obviously a later
invention.

katayiCet (cf. 44. 5 n.) implies that it was a funeral sacrifice, i.e., connected with
the dead Osiris.

[3] otautivac. This offering of symbolic “dough” cakes is a genuine native
custom, and is found elsewhere, e.g., among the Chinese the poor make paper
votive offerings (cf. too Plut. Luc. 10 for it at Cyzicus). For such symbolism cf.
Tylor, P.C. ii. 405.

ii. 48

dopmin: the evening meal; hence Schweighduser translates “the eve of the feast.”
This was the name of the first day of the Apaturia, which began with a meal at 6
p.m. The Egyptian day began at midnight, not 6 p.m., and Stein translates “the
closing feast” (i.e., the d0pmov here ended, not began, the festival). But H.'s words
“they keep the rest of the feast” imply that he at least thought that the dopmov
came first.

[2] For phalli at the Greek Dionysia cf. Farnell, G.C. v. 125, and Ar. Ach. 260-1. For
their meaning, as assisting the powers of nature by sympathetic magic, cf. EB!! s.v
Phallicism.

vevov strictly should be a gen. absolute; but as t0 aidoiov is a part of the
ayaAparta, it stands in loose apposition; cf. i. 52 n.

[3] For the igog Adyoc cf. Plut. Mor. 365; De Is. et Os. 18 uévov t@v pegwv Tov
Ooipwog (cf. 62 n.) v "Iotv ovy evEelv TO AldOIOV . . . AVt ékelvov pipmpa
ToOMoAaEVNV kaBtegwoatl Tov aAAdv, @ kat vov éoptdlety Tovg AtyvTtTiovg.

ii. 49
éEnynoapevog, “taught”; cf. katnynoapevog below.

atoekéwg refers to whole clause, not to any special word; translate “to speak
accurately.”

oodlotal: his descendants, e.g., Amphiaraus, and still more the Orphic teachers
(cf. 81 n.) of Greece, e.g., Onomacritus.



Melampus was placed in the fourth generation after Hellen. According to later
writers he was an Egyptian or had travelled in Egypt; H. does not carry his
rationalization of the myth so far.

TMOLEVOL T TOLeLOL: an euphemism for the obscenities of the Dionysia, which
Heraclitus (frag. 127) had called avawéotata.

[2] ovotnoar. H. excludes the miraculous elements of the story (e.g., in Apollod.
i. 9. 11), which make Melampus learn his lore from young snakes and from
meeting Apollo. H.’s argument is as follows: the similarity of Dionysiac worship in
Greece and Egypt might be explained by three hypotheses (cf. &v 1v below for one
apodosis): (1) the Greeks might have borrowed from the Egyptians; (2) the
resemblance might be accidental (cf. cvumeoetv, “agree by mere chance”); (3) the
Egyptians might have borrowed from Greece. Having accepted (1), H. proceeds to
refute (2) and (3); (2) is rendered impossible by the facts that Dionysiac rites were
not “like any other Greek rites, opdtoona, and were known to have been
“introduced lately” (vewortt); (c) he rejects without argument (o0 pev ovde Prjow).

toig "EAANOL = toic twv EAAN VWV tedT0LC.

vewaorti. The recent origin of the rites was shown by legends like those of Lycurgus
and of Pentheus; that Dionysus was a later element in the Greek pantheon is
usually accepted by scholars; cf. Farnell, G.C. v. 87-92.

[3] Cadmus was usually placed three generations earlier than Melampus; he was
the grandfather of Dionysus. Perhaps it was this which determined H.’s choice of
legend; he wished to make the introduction of the new rite into Greece coincide in
time with the birth of the god. Cadmus, as Stein says, was said to be (iv. 147 nn.) a
Phoenician, not an Egyptian; but H. obviously thinks Cadmus must have known
the rites of Egypt, as it was a neighbour of Tyre; so (chap. 116. 1, 2) he proves that
Homer knew Paris had been in Egypt, because he mentions his visit to Sidon.

kaAeopévnyv: cf. Thuc. i. 12. 3 for the Greek tradition that Boeotia did not receive
its name till sixty years after the fall of Troy, i.e., long after the time of Cadmus.

ii. 50

ovvopata. H. does not mean that the actual name came from Egypt; he himself
continually mentions the difference of name, e.g., Amon and Zeus (chap. 42). But
the name of a deity involved his personality, and so H.’s position is that the Greek
deities were defined, and their attributes and cult settled, by Egypt; for name-less
gods cf. Fowler, Rel. Exp. of Rom., 119. H. is merely giving the inferences of himself
and others, not genuine tradition; deeply impressed with the antiquity of Egypt,
he was prepared to derive everything from it.

nuvvBavouevog: e.g., at Dodona (chap. 53. 3). H. contrasts his “inferences”
(dokéw) with the results of inquiry.

[2] Broadly speaking, H. is right that there are no Egyptian equivalents for these
Greek divinities. For Poseidon and the Dioscuri cf. 43. 2; the Egyptians hated the



sea, and had no sea deities. H.’s statement is quite inaccurate on one point only;
the Egyptian Maa, the goddess of justice, corresponds to Themis. It is true that an
inscription at Philae (CIG 4893) equates Hera with Satis and Hestia with Anukis;
but Satis is really quite unimportant in the Egyptian pantheon, and Anukis is only
important in Upper Egypt.

For the Libyan origin of Poseidon cf. iv. 188.

[3] vopiCw is here used with dative on analogy of xodopat H.’s statement as to
the absence of hero worship is accurate only in the sense that there was no
subordinate order of demigods in the Egyptian pantheon corresponding to the
Greek 1oweg. But for the birth of mortals from gods cf. chap. 143 n., and the god,
Imhotep, whom the Greeks identified with their Asclepius, had been actually a
physician under the third dynasty.

ii. 51

‘Eouéw. The ithyphallic Hermes, as a god of fruitfulness, was represented at the
street corners in Athens (Thuc. vi. 27. 1); Pausanias (iv. 33. 4) says the rest of
Greece learned this form of statue from the Athenians. It is true that there were no
such statues in Egypt.

For H.’s views on the Pelasgians cf. app. xv; he uses the name here of the later
Pelasgian settlement in Attica (as in i. 57. 2), not of the original Pelasgian
inhabitants of Greece.

[2] These later Pelasgians began to be considered Greek after their settlement in
Attica; the Athenians “already ranked as Greeks” (for teAetv g cf. vi. 53. 1).

The Cabiri (cf. Daremberg and Saglio, s.v) are one of the most difficult subjects in
mythology. The name is probably connected with kaiw = “the burners”; so
Aeschylus’ tragedy on the subject seems to have borne the name of Kaewot
Others connect the name with a Semitic root = “mighty,” and derive the Greek
Cabiri from those of Phoenicia, which became familiar to the Greeks as the
figureheads of galleys. (So Bloch in Rosch. ii. 2540.) But the Phoenician Cabiri were
eight in number, those of Greece vary from two to four. Probably then the Cabiri
belong to the early stages of Greek religion and are in this sense rightly called
“Pelasgic.” They were worshipped in many places. e.g., Lemnos, Thebes (cf.
Frazer, v. 136 seq., for their temple there), as local genii, subordinate to the
Olympian gods; so H. makes them (iii. 37) the “sons of Hephaestus.” But in
Samothrace they had remained “cosmic deities of the first rank,” and were
identified with Hermes and Hephaestus. As the symbol of the ithyphallic Hermes
shows, they were connected with fruitfulness. Some have identified the Cabiri
with the Phoenician ITatdikou (iii. 37. 2 n.), also used as figure-heads, but H.
expressly distinguishes them, in spite of their likeness. He had obviously been
himself initiated in their mysteries (cf. Ar. Pax 277-8).

[3] mootegov: i.e., before they were driven out by the Samians (Strabo, 457).

ta in loose apposition to Adyov. The obscene story is referred to Cic. Nat. D. iii. 22.



ii. 52

The Pelasgi worshipped divine powers, without having definite names for them
(cf. 50. 1 n.), e.g., the sun, but not Apollo. So Preller (Rom. Myth. i. 48, 3rd ed.) says
of early Roman religion, “most of the names of the oldest Roman gods have such a
shifting indefinite meaning that they can hardly be regarded as proper names”; he
quotes this passage in illustration.

£€0vov d¢ mavta: translate “in all their offerings called on gods.”

Oeovg. H. forgets that he himself had proved (i. 57. 2) that the Pelasgi were
BaoPaoov YAwooav tévteg; his derivation from the root of tiOnut is as worthless
as that of Plato (Cra. 397d) from the root of Oéw (“I run”).

[2] For the oracle of Zeus at Dodona cf. Il. xvi. 233 ZeU ava, Awdwvale,
[TeAaoywé (cf. app. xv, § 2). It was admittedly the oldest in Greece; this fact is one
of the arguments for the view that the Greeks entered their country from the
northwest, not from the east. For the oracle cf. P. Gardner (N.C.Gk.H. chap. 14),
Frazer (ii. 159-60), and Farnell (G.C. i. 38 seq.). Zeus, who is prominently an
oracular god nowhere else in Greece proper, had the titles of Nduog (i.e., a rain
spirit) and E0devdQog, i.e., he lives in the tree and speaks in its rustling. (For tree-
worship cf. Tylor, P.C. ii%, p. 218; and Evans, JHS 1901.)

ii. 53

This chapter is most interesting for estimating H.’s own views. It is clear that: (1)
he has definite opinions as to chronology; Homer and Hesiod are contemporaries
and four hundred years before his own day. (2) He recognizes the importance of
Homer and Hesiod as fixing the canon of Greek mythology. Cf. his predecessor
Xenophanes mavta Oeoic dvéOniav ‘Ouneog 6' Hotodog te / ol mAeloT’
EpOeyEavto Oewv abepiotia €oya. It is not fair to blame H. (as Strabo does, 43)
for not distinguishing the systematic theogony of Hesiod from the poetic
treatment of Homer; this distinction is irrelevant to his point of view here. (3) He
clearly distinguishes them from the other epic poets (cf. chap. 117). But on the
other hand it is equally clear that: (1) his date is his own, not based on tradition
nor universally accepted; (2) he does not realize that Homer and Hesiod simply
gave form to ideas which had been gradually taking shape before their time, and
that they embodied former lays in their works; (3) still less has he any doubts of
the historic reality of the events described by the poets.

To sum up, his opinions have no objective value for the solution of the Homeric
question, interesting though they are as showing the ideas of an educated Greek in
the fifth century.

[2] énwvupiag: i.e., patronymics, e.g., Koovidng, local names, etc. Others make a
contrast between Oeoyovinv (Hesiod) and énwvupiag ktA. (Homer), explaining
énwvupiag as = such epithets as yAavkwmic; but this seems forced. For the whole
point cf. Hes. Theog. 73 (ZeUg) €0 d¢ éxaota ADavdtolg diétalev O kal
ETEPOAdE TIHAG.



[3] mgotegov:ie., Linus, Orpheus, Musaeus.

T mowra: i.e., chap. 52, as opposed to his own special views in this chapter (53).
H. is careful to distinguish tradition from his private inference (cf. emphatic éyw).

ii. 54

Sourdille (H.E. 184) well summarizes the differences between Greek and Egyptian
oracles, of which H. is quite unconscious. (1) All Egyptian gods, not seven (cf.
chap. 83) only, could prophesy; (2) but their responses were for king or priest, as
representing the people, not for all, as in Greece; (3) nor had they a special
Havtelov, apart from their ordinary temple. The oracles H. speaks of in Egypt
were those of Greek settlers.

xonortneiwv. H. proceeds from the Greek gods to the Greek oracles; some of
these also in Greece he thinks of Egyptian origin. The story which he gives of the
founding of Dodona is a rationalization of the myth (given in chap. 55). Sayce
maintains (JP xiv. 275) that the “priests in Thebes” that H. talked with were
“ciceroni” connected with some temple of the Theban Amun in the north of Egypt,
and that H. never was in Thebes itself. Though there is no reason to doubt H.’s
veracity, the story is clearly of Greek origin; H. may have heard it in Greece, and
his guides would answer in the affirmative all his “leading questions”; the
mention of “Phoenician robbers” is certainly more suited to Greeks than to natives
of Upper Egypt. But Sourdille (E. pp. 175-89) thinks that there was probably a
Greek community at Thebes, which had set up an oracle professing to be that of
the Theban god (cf. 57. 3 n.); to this H. applied, thinking in all good faith that it
was native (cf. the repeated emphasis laid on his informants, 54. 1, 55. 1), though it
was really Greek.

The story as to the “priestesses” is an attempt to turn myth into history; it
substitutes natural causes for the supernatural ones, which were, to those among
whom the myths grew up, the real essence of the narrative. For a criticism of such
rationalizing in H. and in Thucydides cf. Grote, i. 381 seq.

ii. 55
npopavTies. In Homer (1. xvi. 235) those in charge of the oracle are men,
vrtodpntay; Strabo (329) says women were appointed later.

[2] dnyov: cf. 57. 3 n.

[3] H. seems to have met these priestesses himself. Cf. introd. p. 22.
ii. 56

™6 EAAGDOg depends on ég Oesompwrtove.

NG avTNG TavTnc emphasizes the fact that the country was the same though the
name changed; cf. i. 144. 1.

[2] medvxkvin: the “natural” oak is a feature in all the stories.

[3] katnyroato. The change to oratio recta is odd.



ii. 57

nieAetada. “To speak like a bird” was a Greek expression for speaking
unintelligibly. Cf. Aesch. Ag. 1050 diknv xeAwddovoc dyvwta Gwvnv Bdopagov
KekTnNUéVn, (contemptuously) of Cassandra, and Ar. Ran. 681 Oonxkia xeAwdwv, of
Cleophon. Various suggestions are made to explain H.’s unusual rationalism; there
is supposed to be a reference to the fact that the aged were called in Epirus mtéAeiot
(Hesych.); others suggest that the priestesses were called “doves” metaphorically
(cf. the title péAtooaur for the priestesses of Ephesian Artemis), and that the myth
grew up to explain the title. Such suggestions are ingenious but unnecessary. H.’s
conjectures are quite in accordance with Hellenic ideas, and also quite valueless.

[3] At Dodona the voice of Zeus was heard in the leaves of the oak; cf. Od. xiv. 327-
8 dpoa Oeolo / &k doLOg LPkopolo Alog BovAnv éntakovoat. So at Thebes the

wind blew always in a prophetic grotto except for one day in each month (Hellan.
frag. 152; FHG i. 66).

iowv. There were two kinds of divination from sacrifices, viz., dt éumowv and
tegoorortia (watching the fire and examining the entrails); no trace of either has
been found in Egypt.

ii. 58

H. proceeds to another borrowing, that of processions, etc.

There are many points of resemblance between the religious festivals of Greece
and of Egypt. An important part of these in the latter country were the processions
(moumat) in which the image of the deity was taken to visit (moooaywyat) another
deity; others explain mpooaywyn = mpoocodog, i.e., the procession to the temple
with sacrifices, etc. For the whole cf. Claudian (Cons. Stil. 570 seq.):

Sic numina Memphis
In vulgus proferre solet: penetralibus exit
Effigies, . . .

... Nilotica sistris
Ripa sonat.

0¢ &pa = the more usual 0’ v, i.e., whether the divination be like or not, “at all
events” the festivals have much in common.

ii. 59

H. now proceeds (chaps. 59-63) to describe six famous festivals: these were
celebrated throughout all Egypt on the same day (62.2); but every district in Egypt
had its special festivals. The fact that H. says nothing of the festival of the rising of
the Nile is urged (Sourdille, E. p. 7) with good reason as showing that he arrived
in Egypt after the inundation had begun; cf. 19. 2 n.

ovk anaé. H. shows the inferiority of Greece; there, of the four great festivals, the
Olympian and the Pythian came once in four years, and the Isthmian and Nemean
twice in the same period, i.e., only six festivals in four years.



Bubastis, now Tell Basta (¥ mile south of Zagazig), was a town in the East Delta
on the Pelusiac Nile. It was the capital of the twenty-second dynasty. H. obviously
had a weakness for it (cf. 40. 1 n.); he calls its temple “the most attractive” that he
knew (137. 5); cf. also 154. 3 for the planting of the Greek mercenaries near. The
goddess worshipped here was Bast; H. and other classical writers give her the
name of her town, instead of her own. He wrongly identifies her with Artemis; she
had more in common with Aphrodite, e.g., in the licentious nature of her festival
(60. 2). She was represented with the head of a cat, like Pacht in Middle Egypt, and
Sechemt at Thebes and Memphis.

ii. 60

No confirmation is found on the monuments for this feast at Bubastis; but there
was a similar one for five days, in the month Thoth, at Denderah, the details of
which correspond closely to the description here.

The k@oTaAa and flutes are genuine Egyptian instruments; kootaAa = “rattles”;
others translate “cymbals”; H. does not mention the oelotpov, which is the most
common of all. Clapping of hands, to mark time, was as common in ancient as it is
in modern Egypt.

[3] ki makes the figure more emphatic (cf. 44. 4). The number is exaggerated;
Wiedemann well compares the 70,000 pilgrims who, according to Mohammedan
belief, go to Mecca every year, and whose number is made up by angels, if it
would otherwise fall short.

ii. 61

Busiris. There were several places of this name, i.e., “town of Osiris.” H. (59. 2)
says this one was “in the midst of the Delta,” i.e., he probably means the capital of
the Busiris nome, on the left bank of the Sebennytic Nile.

neotegov. Cf. chap. 40; for tomttovtar cf. 40. 4; it takes an accus. ad sensum here as
in 42. 6.

tov: Osiris, whom (as usual, cf. 86. 2; 132. 2) H. does not name.

[2] The Carians were the mercenaries of Psammetichus (152. 5). They may have
brought the usage of self-mutilation into the Egyptian rite; cf. for it the “prophets
of Baal” at Mount Carmel (1 Kings xviii. 28); it was expressly forbidden to the Jews
(Lev. xix. 28).

ii. 62

The ruins of Sais lie near Sa el Hagar, about half a mile east of the Rosetta Nile.
Neith, “the mother of the sun,” who was especially worshipped at Sais, was
identified with Athena; like her, she has for emblems (on the coins of the Saitic
nome) an owl on her right hand and a lance in her left. Her worship spread widely
under the twenty-sixth dynasty, when Sais was the capital of Egypt. In her
attributes and her representation on the monuments she is another form of Isis;



hence her feast, here described by H., is a part of the mourning for Osiris (like that
at Busiris, chap. 61).

[2] T AVxva. For this “feast of lamps” cf. Plut. De Is. et Os. 39 Bovv didxovoov (cf.
132. 1) ipatio péAave egipaAlovteg eémi mévOet g Oeov (Isis) detkvioovot for
four days; then on the 19th of Athyr (November) the body of Osiris is found with
loud shouts. Cf. Juv. viii. 29 “Exclamare libet populus quod clamat Osiri Invento”
(cf. Mayor’s notes for references). The lights, then, are to assist the goddess in her
search; the story is splendidly used by Milton in the Areopagitica, where he
compares the search for Truth to the search of Isis for Osiris. Others, however, see
in the “lights” simply a reference to Osiris as “lord of the Sun” (Bahr). Brugsch
and Sourdille (R. 85-7) identify the “feast of lights” with another Osiris feast, that
in the month Choiak, at the time of the winter solstice. Cf. Inscrip. of Denderah, R.
T. E. et A. iii. 49, iv. 27 for the “34 boats” and their “365 lights.” As the feast
described by H. is clearly connected with Osiris, either of these views is more
probable than that of Maspero (p. 794), that it is the Egyptian “All Souls Day” (the
17th of Thoth) that is here referred to. The festivals of chaps. 61 and 62, though
both Osiris feasts, are probably distinct from each other.

éupadrov: a “vessel” full of salt steeped with oil; hence the wick burned slowly. It
seems better to explain it thus than to suppose a reference to the oil of the

oA wVTIOWx (chap. 94), which is separated from the moisture it contains by the
use of salt (cf. Plin. xv. 25 “sine igni et aqua sale aspersum exprimitur”).

For the story of Osiris cf. Plut. De Is. et Os. chaps. 13-19 and Erman, R., 32 seq.
(mainly from Egyptian sources). It is, briefly, as follows (the references in H. ii are
inserted after each point): Osiris, the beneficent ruler and civilizer, was killed by
his brother Set (Typhon). (For Osiris” maOea cf. chap. 171.) His wife, Isis, set out to
search for his body, leaving her son, Horus (Apollo), at Buto to be protected from
Set (chap. 156). The body of Osiris was found, but Set again obtained possession of
it, and cut it into fourteen pieces, which were only rediscovered by Isis after long
and patient search (cf. chaps. 47, 48, 62 nn.). Wherever she found a part she erected
a tomb; but the various members were reunited, and restored magically to life by
the jackal god Anubis. As Osiris, however, could not rule a second time on earth,
he became lord of the other world, Amenti, “the hidden place” (cf. chaps. 86 n.,
123). His son, Horus, after a long struggle, defeated Set (iii. 5) and reigned in his
stead (chap. 144)

Almost all these points are referred to by H., but always with reserve (cf. chap. 3
n.). It is noticeable that H. thinks of Osiris as buried at Sais (chap. 171), and never
even mentions Abydos in Upper Egypt, which was especially considered his tomb,
and where, accordingly, wealthy Egyptians had themselves buried,
drAoTipovpévoug opotadoug eivat Tov owpatog Ooipwog (Plut. ut sup. chap.
20). For the whole Osiris myth in H. cf. Sourdille (R. chap. 3, especially pp. 87-9).



ii. 63

Buto, a town in the northwest Delta on the Sebennytic Nile, was probably near the
village of Ibtu; cf. Petrie (E.E.F. xxvi. (1904-5), pp. 36-8); it was famous for its
oracle (cf. chaps. 152, 155). Leto is the Egyptian Uat, the patron deity of the Lower
Delta.

Papremis (cf. chaps. 71, 165 for the “nome” of Papremis) was the site of the battle
in 460 B.C., when Inaros defeated Achaemenes (iii. 12.4); its exact position is
uncertain, but Sourdille (E. p. 90 seq.) shows that probably it was the original
native town which was absorbed later by the Greek Pelusium (so Rhakoti was
absorbed by Alexandria). His arguments, briefly, are: (1) identity of position;
Papremis was on the Egyptian frontier, on or near the Nile (Diod. xi. 74); H. says
Pelusium is “the entrance” into Egypt from the east (141. 4, the story of Sethos); (2)
the Coptic name of Pelusium is “Peremoun,” which may well be derived from
Papremis; (3) mnAovolov is a Greek adjective, and was probably the name of the
settlement of the mercenaries in the territory of Papremis (cf. 165 n.). It is
noticeable that H. never calls Pelusium a “town.”

H. says the god worshipped here was Ares (59. 3); whom he means is uncertain.
Some explain “Ares” as the Egyptian Anhur (Greek ‘OvovgLg), the son of Ra; he
stands in Ra’s boat, and clears his course of snakes and hippopotami; his title was
“foe-smiter.” More probably, however, Ares = a form of Set, i.e., Typhon (Sourdille,
R., 188 seq.); for (1) they have a common character of violence. (2) The
hippopotamus, sacred in Papremis only (chap. 71), was the symbol of Typhon
(Plut. De Is. et Os. 50); of it the Greeks said ) untoi Bia ptyvvobai, which
explains the story told by H. below. (3) Papremis was somewhere in the northeast
Delta, near the Serbonian Lake (cf. iii. 5 n.).

émi ta €rega i.e., opposite those in the entrance.

[2] Transference of “shrines” of this kind is represented on the monuments, both
on men’s shoulders and (as H. says) on “four-wheeled wagons.” Erman (E., pp.
278-9) quotes a picture from a grave at Thebes, commemorating the return to life
of Osiris, in which the ceremony is followed by a battle (mAny1v) as here; cf., for
similar car-battles in northwest India, JRAS, 1884, p. 29.

[3] ovdéva. For a similar miraculous escape from wounds in a religious ceremony
cf. iv. 180. 2.

[4] amoTtodov: i.e., brought up apart from his mother. The story may be an
explanation of the Egyptian title “ka-mutf,” i.e., husband of his mother, applied to
Amon and other gods; but probably it is a Greek invention (see above).

ovppeiéan, coitum habere; cf. iv. 114. 1; the sense elsewhere in H. is colloqui (e.g., iv.
151. 2). He probably uses an ambiguous word designedly, though the sensus
obscenus is clear.



ii. 64

H. fears that the story which he has just told may lead to depreciation of Egyptian
morals; he therefore hastens to point out that they do not practise such rites as
those of Mylitta (i. 199; though even there é£w tov igov, § 3). He is right in his
general statement, but there were exceptions; cf. i. 182 n. (at Thebes). The reason
he gives for the licence of other countries is a Greek speculation; he does not
understand the real meaning of the impure Semitic rites (for which cf. i. 7. 4 n.; ii.
48.2n.).

[2] Animals were supposed to act on direct impulse from the gods, and to show
their will (Tac. Germ. 10). This mention of animals skillfully forms the transition to
the next division of H.’s work (chaps. 65-76), the account of the “Sacred Beasts.”

ii. 65

[2] éovoa: concessive; for the beasts of Libya cf. iv. 191. Egypt is comparatively
free from beasts, owing to the extent of cultivated land and the small amount of
waste.

€ovta agrees with Onpiax understood from OnEwwdnc. Strictly taken the words
mean that all beasts were sacred everywhere in Egypt; but this is absurd, and
inconsistent with H.’s own details. The respect paid varied from nome to nome; cf.
Juv. xv. 36 “numina vicinorum odit uterque locus.” H. quite fails to distinguish the
various kinds of animal worship (Sourdille, R., 235 seq.): (1) animals worshipped
by individuals as fetishes. Of this class there is little evidence, though no doubt
such worship was widely spread among the lower classes; (2) individual animals
supposed to be gods incarnate. Cf. chap. 46 (the goat at Mendes); iii. 27-8 (Apis at
Memphis; (3) whole classes of animals sacred to a god. Strabo, 803, distinguishes
these clearly, O¢ol pév oV vouiCovtat iegot d¢. Most of H.’s details refer to (3). For
animal worship in general cf. 75. 3 n.

aveitat properly “are let go”; hence avinut is used either with i0og (as here) or
without (cf. Plato, Leg. 761c aAoog avelpévov = “consecrated”).

devyw: cf. for this reserve 3. 2 n.

[3] The office of “caretaker” of the beasts was certainly not always hereditary: H. is
too absolute.

[4] evxdc. The “vows” are obviously for the restoration of children’s health; so
Diodorus (i. 83) understood this passage; he mentions the various kinds (not “fish”
only) of food given to the beasts, and that land was set apart for their maintenance.
Rob. Smith (Kinship?, p. 179; Rel. Sem. p. 330) compares the Arabian sacrifice

“acica”) at birth of a child, when its head was shaved and a sheep sacrificed for it;
by devoting its hair it was admitted into the family.

[5] To &’. The antecedent for this is TovToU understood with 17 {numn.

ipwv. Cic. Tusc. v. 27, 78 implies that it was a capital offence to kill an ibis, a snake, a
cat, a dog, or a crocodile. Diodorus (i. 83 ad fin.), who was himself present, relates



that Ptolemy Auletes was unable to save from death a Roman who had
unintentionally killed a cat, although he and his people alike were at the time most
anxious for Roman friendship.

ii. 66

H.’s good sense suggests the difficulty that animals protected so strictly would
multiply unduly, and to meet this he accepts an explanation which, though
fictitious in itself, is based on two rightly observed natural facts; these are that it
might be thought, from the noise she makes, that the process of impregnation is
painful to a she-cat, and that tom-cats do in some cases kill their young, if they
seem to attract the mother’s attention too much.

[3] It is quite true that cats will run into a burning house.

[4] éoaAdovtal. . . tavTa de yivopeva. This should either be a genitive absolute
or the sentence should end toic Atyvmtiog ¢oty; but the events described in the
participle ywvopeva and in the verb kataAappdaver are looked on as identical (cf.
vii. 157. 2 &ANg pév ktA.).

[5] Evgwvrar: H. forgets his own generalization (36. 1) that the Egyptians, unlike
other men, let their hair grow in bereavement.

ii. 67

For Bubastis cf. 59. 1. A great cemetery has been excavated there, with many
bronze figures representing cats, and also cats’ skeletons; but they were very rarely
mummified there (Naville, Bubastis, 54); H. is right that dead cats were transferred,
but it is not true that all cats were brought to Bubastis, for similar cemeteries have
been found at Sakkara, at Beni Hasan, and elsewhere; the mummied cats at Beni
Hasan were brought to Europe a few years ago and sold as manure. Cats were
honoured all over Egypt in ancient times as they are to this day.

H. makes a like exaggeration as to “sparrow-hawks” (ionkac) and “ibises,” the
mummies of which have been found in many places besides Buto and
Hermopolis; he himself (chap. 65 ad fin.). implies that these were sacred birds
everywhere.

Kkvvac. Dogs, wolves, and jackals were sacred to Anubis, the dog-headed god,
who was (like Hermes) Yvxomoumndg; hence a jackal is often represented as
guarding the door of Hades. Mummied dogs have been found at various places,
but at Cynopolis, the chief centre of their worship, the great majority of the
mummies are of jackals; H. puts the three kinds together.

For the worship of “ichneumons” and “field-mice” (pvyaAag) cf. Strabo, 812, 813;
it is confirmed by the monuments.

ionkac. The “sparrow-hawk” was specially honoured in Egypt; it was sacred to
the sun; Osiris also is represented by a sparrow-hawk. So, later, its picture stood
for “god” in the hieroglyphs.



‘Eouéw = Egyptian Thoth; his chief city, Hermopolis, was near the modern
Ashmunén, some 180 miles south of Cairo; there were others of the same name.
Many ibis mummies have been found there.

[2] dpkTove. The bear only appears on the monuments as a present from foreign
nations. As, however, it certainly was found in North Africa, Sayce is not justified
in saying “it did not exist in Egypt,” still less in gratuitously suspecting H. of
confusing it with the hyena. A “bear” of the archaic period is figured in BMG (p.
86).

H. is right that the Egyptian wolf is much smaller than the European variety.

ii. 68

For the supposed borrowing by H. in this chapter and in chaps. 70, 71, 73 from
Hecataeus cf. introd. pp. 22-6. It has been thought that the style in chaps. 68, 69
resembles that of chap. 73, and “shows the epitomator” (C. Miiller, on Hec. frag.
294; FHG i. 22). But, if Porphyry’s statement be worth anything, it implies that the
description of the crocodile is not borrowed, since only “the capture” of it is
mentioned by him. Full of marvels as H.’s account is, he is moderate compared to
his successors, e.g., Seneca (Q. Nat. iv. 2. 13) tells a marvellous story, on the
authority of an eyewitness, the Roman prefect Balbillus (Tac. Ann. xiii. 22), of a
battle between crocodiles and dolphins at the Heracleot mouth of the Nile.

unvag. The crocodile does not hibernate; but it is much less seen in the winter,
when apparently it lives for long periods without food.

[2] To moAAGv. H. is quite right here; the crocodile sleeps on shore by day in the
summer.

Aristotle’s description (Hist. An. v. 33, 558a 17-24) is worth comparing with that of
H.: 6 8¢ moTtduog kQOKODEIAOG TiKTEL HEV O TOAAR, T TAElOTA TteL £ENkovTa,
AgUKQ TNV X00av, kal EmkaOnTard’ Nuéoag éEnkovta (kKat ya kal Blot xpovov
TOAVV), €€ eAaxlotwV O’ W@V LoV HEYLOTOV YIVETAL €K TOUTWV" TO HEV YAQ
@OV 0V HELOV €0TL XNVELOV, KAl O VEOTTOS TOVTOL KAt AdYOV, avEavopevog 0&
vivetat kat émtakaldeka rxewv. Aéyovot ¢ Tiveg OtL Kal avEdvetal E€wg oV
(1. The whole of the latter part of the passage is borrowed, in several cases
verbally, from H. Aristotle (ibid. i. 11) also repeats the statement as to the crocodile
“not moving its under-jaw,” and (ibid. 9. 6) the account of the tooxiAog; the verbal
similarities are not so marked in these passages. In ii. 10 Aristotle inserts most of
H.’s other particulars, i.e., as to the crocodile’s habits by day and night, as to its
eyes and teeth, and as to its claws and skin. In this last passage the resemblance is
again most marked. For the relations of H. and Aristotle on this subject cf. Diels,
Hermes, xxii. 430-2, where the passages are given in full.

éntakaideka. Some ancient writers give even larger estimates, e.g., Phylarchus
(frag. 26, FHG i. 340) speaks of one just over forty feet. The Nile crocodile only
reaches fifteen feet in length, but further east another species is often over twenty
feet long, while one monster of thirty-three feet is on record; EB!! vii. 479.



YAwooav. The tongue of a crocodile is very small; it is more accurate to say with
Pliny (H.N. viii. 89) “linguae usu caret.”

ovde kivéel. This statement, like that as to “no tongue,” was often made in
antiquity, but is of course wrong; the crocodile raises its head to bite, and so
presents the deceptive appearance of moving its upper jaw.

[4] TvdAOV. Aristotle (ut sup.) corrects to pavAwg; both statements are wrong, for
the crocodile sees excellently in water.

teoxiAog. The service rendered by the Tpo)(Aog seems to be a genuine piece of
native information. There are no leeches in the Nile, but eyewitnesses say that the
“Spurwing” actually does pick flies and other morsels out of the crocodile’s
mouth. Curzon (Monasteries of Levant, p. 150) says he has seen a crocodile warned
of danger by a kind of plover (“ziczac”). For the whole subject cf. letters in
Spectator, Feb. 13 and 20, 1909. The toox(Aog became a proverb for those who
serve the great through fear, PG ii. 691.

ii. 69

The crocodile was sacred to Sebak or Sobk, who was represented with a crocodile
head. As the calf Apis was the incarnation of Ptah, so was the sacred crocodile,
Yovxog, at Arsinoe (called by the Greeks “Crocodilopolis”) in the Fay(im, an
incarnation of Sebak. (Cf. Strabo, 811-12, for an account of a visit to this creature
and how it was fed.) The crocodile was worshipped at many other places, but H. is
right in mentioning specially “those that dwell round Thebes and L. Moeris,” and
in making the people of Elephantine especially hostile (but see Sayce, JP xiv. 268—
9).

[2] &gtriuata. The holes bored for these “pendants” can still be seen in the skulls
of mummied crocodiles. AiBog xvtr) was a kind of glass, an older name for DaAoc.

Onxnot. The labyrinth (ii. 148. 5) was built partly for the burial of the sacred
crocodiles. The most extensive finds of mummied crocodiles have been near
Monfal(t, some 220 miles south of Cairo.

[3] The Egyptians called the crocodiles “em-suh” (“that which is born of the egg”);
hence the name xdaua, in which the aspirate has become prefixed. For the Ionic
name, kpokodelAoy, cf. alligator, i.e., the Spanish al lagarto (“the lizard”).

ii. 70
For the bearing of chaps. 70, 71 on the relations of H. and Hecataeus cf. 68. 1 n.,
and introd. pp. 22-6.

OeAeaor: sc., 6 Onpevtrg; supplied from ayoat.

Kat wv énAaoe: cf. 40. 2 n. In spite of its sacredness the crocodile was hunted in
some places, e.g., at Tentyra (Ael. N.A. x. 21). Crocodiles are now seen only
occasionally, even as high up as Abu Hammed, i.e., above the Third Cataract
(Baedeker, p. 322).



The hippopotamus now is not seen north of the Third Cataract, but the
monuments show that it was once found even in the Delta; Hogarth (A.A.L., 100)
says there is good evidence for one having been killed there in 1818, and traditions
of it still survive in the marshes. H. is wrong in his negative statement, for it was a
sacred animal in some places, e.g., Thebes, though hated in others as the symbol of
Set (Typhon); there seems no other trace of its connection with Paprensis. Of H.’s
description it can at best be said that it is highly impressionist. The hippopotamus
has not a “cloven hoof,” nor has it a “horse’s mane” and “tail” (it really is almost
hairless); and it is much bigger than an ox. But its teeth are prominent, the lower
ones are often over five feet long, and it is certainly owuoc. The resemblance to a
horse can be well seen in Dugmore’s photographs (Camera Adventures, 1910, p. 90).
H., or his informant, however, must have had a very flying glimpse of behemoth.
Aristotle Hist. An. ii. 7, 502a 9-15, copies H.’s account almost verbally without
naming him; he corrects him by substituting épiov 06¢ for the “horse’s tail,” and
by half-concealing the tusks (Omtopavopévouc); on the other hand he says that the
hippopotamus is only “as big as an ass,” which is a change for the worse.

Euotov is the part, “the shaft,” dxovtiov the whole. The hide was more frequently
used for whips, the well-known “Kurbash,” and for shields.

ii. 72
évdQLeg: perhaps = a kind of ichneumon; “otters” are not found in the Nile.
Strabo (812) says that the “Lepidotus” was honoured by “all the Egyptians alike,”

with cows, dogs, cats, sparrow-hawks, and ibises. It was also called kvmpivog =
“carp.” Wilkinson thinks it = the “dog-fish” of the Nile.

£yxeAvv: there is no trace on the monuments of the “eel” being considered holy;
but the Greeks certainly jested at the Egyptians’ respect for it, e.g., Anaxandrides
(in Athen. 299; cf. 35 n.).

xnvaAwmnekas. The “vulpanser” was sacred to Keb (who was compared to the
Greek Koovog), the god of the earth. Mummies of it have been found at Thebes.

ii. 73

The account of the phoenix is one of the passages which Porphyry says was stolen
by H. from Hecataeus (cf. chap. 68 n.). The phoenix is usually said to correspond
to the “bdin” (or “bennu”) of Egyptian theology. It was represented on the
monuments as a “heron,” and was the symbol of the rising sun, and also of the
resurrection. It was especially reverenced at Heliopolis. Round this symbolic bird
grew up a great mass of myth (cf. e.g., Plin. H.N. x. 2; Tac. Ann. vi. 28). H.
reproduces one specimen of this, but expressly says that he does not believe it. The
later and more familiar form of the story is that the phoenix came to Heliopolis
and burned itself on the altar, and that from the ashes the new phoenix arose; it
was this myth which was used by the Fathers to illustrate the Resurrection (cf.
Clemens Rom. ad Cor. i. 25-6). Manilius (in Plin. ut sup.) connected the life of the



phoenix with the “great year” (of 540 years), after which “significationes
tempestatum et siderum easdem reverti.”

Ol étéwv. Pliny (ut sup.) gives 540 years’ “interval,” Tacitus (ut sup.) 500, but says
some gave 1,461 years, i.e., a “Sothic period” (cf. chap. 4 nn.); there is no trace of
these huge figures on the monuments. It need hardly be said that the phoenix
became a proverb for age (PG ii. 712).

[2] The bennu of the monuments has not these gorgeous colours, which Pliny (ut
sup.) repeats; some suppose that H. is confusing it with a golden pheasant. Sayce
says this passage proves that H. had never seen the monuments; it only proves
that H., like other men, made mistakes.

nepynou, “outline.” It is impossible to say where H. got his idea of the likeness
to the eagle.

[3] Agaping: i.e., the region of the rising sun, where myrrh is found (iii. 107).

ii. 74

H. here speaks of the cerastes, a snake about two feet long; it has been found
mummied at Thebes. Maspero (M.A.E. ii. 405) says a serpent was looked on by the
lower classes at Thebes as the embodiment of Miritskro (Merseker), goddess of
healing; H. may have been misled by this into calling it not venomous, which is
quite wrong.

ii. 75

Bovtovv: this is not the Buto mentioned in chaps. 59, 63 (which was in the
Northwest Delta). It is doubtfully identified with Amt, near Tanis, in the Northeast
Delta (E.E.F. v. 37, 1888); here Uto (Uat) was certainly worshipped. But Sourdille
(E. p. 76 seq.) argues ingeniously that the words here show Buto was outside the
Delta (in “Arabia”) and off H.’s main route. He thinks that H. conceives the
serpents as coming from the south, and turning west, through “a pass” (¢00An),
along the line of the canal described in 158. 2-3. Hence he places Buto somewhere
near the Bitter Lakes. The “great plain” of § 2 then is that north of the Wadi
Tumilat (158. 2 n.).

ntegwtwv. The “winged snakes” are mentioned again in iii. 107 as guarding the
frankincense trees; cf. for the belief in them, Isaiah xxx. 6, where “the viper and the
fiery flying serpent” are mentioned among the terrors of the “land of trouble and
anguish” to the south. Probably the snakes are a reality; Strabo says the region
near the Bitter Lakes was full of serpents, which lay hid in the sand; but their
“wings” are a mere traveller’s tale. Sayce supposes that H. is trying “to give
probability and local colouring by telling the tale in the first person; he compares
the valley of the roc in the Arabian Nights. But H. simply says that he saw a
number of snake bones piled up, the rest of the story is what he was told.



Other explanations are: (1) that of Brugsch, that “locusts” are meant. The ibis
certainly kills locusts; but in no other point does the explanation fit H.’s
statements.

(2) The story is supposed to have a mythological origin. The goddess of Buto was
represented as a snake with hood inflated and with wings; but the representation
is certainly not that of a “water-snake” nor are its wings “like those of bats” (76. 3).

(3) Sourdille (E. p. 75) suggests that the tree-lizard of the East, which has a collar
which it expands, was once found in the region east of Egypt, and may be the
“winged snake.”

[3] Whether the sacred ibis really kills snakes or not is disputed; at all events the
Greeks thought that it did. Cf. Diod. i. 87 (also 86) for this and other explanations
of animal worship; he gives a list of creatures worshipped by the Egyptians
because they were useful; cats and ibises are both mentioned as killing snakes. It
need hardly be said that this explanation of animal worship is an afterthought; its
origin is to be sought in the superstitions of primitive peoples (cf. 65. 1 n).

Sourdille (R., 251) sums up (with regard to H.’s account of the worship of animals):
“the striking point is not the inaccuracy of the points related; a great number of
them agree with what appears to have been the case; but they are too generalized,
too systematized” (cf. 67. 1 nn.).

ii. 76

H. is singularly accurate in his description of the two kinds of ibis (cf. EB® s.v.), but
is wrong in saying that the black kind was the sacred one: the Ibis religiosa is not all
black, but white with a black head, neck, etc., as H. describes the common ibis. The
black ibis only appears to be black at a distance; seen close, it is dark chestnut in
colour, with a brilliant gloss in parts. Strabo says the sacred ibis was in his day a
perfect nuisance in the streets of Alexandria.

KkQEE: the “corncrake” is really smaller than the ibis.

ii. 77-98

An account (with digressions) of the manners of the Egyptians (avtwv, chap. 77. 1), as
contrasted with the animals already described.

ii. 77

onewgopévnv. H. contrasts “cultivated” Egypt (i.e., Upper Egypt and the south
parts of the Delta) with the marshes of the Delta (chap. 92).

Hvrunv: not “practising the memory,” but “caring for the records of the past.” For
Aoywrtatot cf. i. 1. 1; “most skilled in history.”

[2] ovouaiCovot. The medical papyri fully confirm this prominence of “purging”
in Egyptian treatment.

[3] Aipvac. For the healthiness of the Libyans and its alleged cause cf. iv. 187.



oV petaAdacoovot. H.'s view is that of his contemporary, Hippocrates; cf. Aph.
iii. 1 ai petafolal twv woéwv pHaAota tiktovot voonuata. For the accuracy of
his statement cf. EB? vii. 302 (s.v. Egypt): “The climate of Egypt, being remarkably
equable, is healthy to those who can bear great heat”: the daily range of
temperature in the Libyan desert is 35°, but in Egypt the range is less (Baedeker, p.
Ix). Even in classical times, consumptive patients were sent to Egypt (cf. Pliny (the
younger) Ep. v. 19, who sends his freedman Zosimus).

[4] agrodayéovor: cf. 36. 2 n. and Hec. frag. 290 (FHG i. 20) Atyvmtiovg
aQToPayovs pnotv eival, KVAANoTIAG é00iovTag, Tag d¢ kELBAg elg TTOTOV
KATAAEOVTOG.

aumelot. For absence of vines cf. 37. 4 n. Diodorus (i. 34) says the Egyptian beer
was called CvOoc; it was considered to be as necessary for the dead in the other
world as for the living in this. Aristotle (Ath. Pol. x. 418) noted that a man drunk
with wine lay on his face, while beer laid him on his back.

[5] T d& &AAa: translate “which they consider to belong to the class of birds or
fishes.” For salting birds cf. Wilkinson, fig. 99, i. 290.

ii. 78

vexQov. Plutarch (Mor. 357; De Is. et Os. chap. 17) and Lucian also mention this
custom. It has not been confirmed by the monuments, but Maspero (AEG, 1876, p.
186) points out that the little wooden figures, so common in museums, of a
mummy on a bier “exactly correspond to the description of H.” The lesson which
it was intended to teach (¢¢ Tovtov 0péwv KTA.) is found in native poems; cf. the
two versions (time of the New Empire) quoted by Erman, E. 386-7, e.g., “cast
behind thee all cares and mind thee of the joy, Till there cometh that day when we
journey to the land that loveth Silence.”

For the same lesson elsewhere cf. 1 Cor. xv. 32, and Petronius Satyricon 34, where a
“larva argentea” is shown to the guests.

Yoadn): i.e., by painting, £0yw by the shape of the wooden figure. Stein says the
figure was that of Osiris, the lord of the dead; for every righteous man became “an
Osiris” on death; cf. 86. 2 n. for H.’s silent reference to Osiris in his account of
embalming: Plutarch, however (ut sup.), says “it was not a memorial of the
passion of Osiris,” but rather “a reminder xono0Oat Toig maEovoL Kat &TtoAaveLy
WG TAVTAG AVTIKA HAAX TOLOVTOVG E00EVOLG.”

ntavr cannot here = “in all directions” as usually; translate “quite, altogether.”
ii. 79
natpiotot: the conservatism of the Egyptians was as marked as that of the

Chinese; for an even stronger assertion of this cf. 91. 1. Here H. proceeds (chaps.
79, 80) to add two apparent exceptions.

éna&ia here and in vii. 96. 2 must = “worthy of mention”; but in vii. 96
ntapapépvnuat immediately precedes.



[2] The Greek Linus corresponds to Adonis, the Syrian Tammuz (cf. Ezek. viii. 14
“the women weeping for Tammuz”), the Lydian Atys, the Mysian Hylas; cf. H.’s
remark “his name varies from tribe to tribe.” All these were conceived of as
beautiful young men, beloved of the goddess, and perishing untimely. The story is
said to be a sun-myth (Sayce, s.v. “Tammuz” in Hastings Dict. Bib.). Frazer,
however (G.B. ii. 115 seq.), with more probability, says it represents “the death and
resurrection of vegetation.” For the connection of the reaper’s song with the myth
cf. ibid. pp. 253-8. If Frazer is right in explaining the story of Osiris (ii. 137 seq.) in
the same way; it is only natural that Linus-Maneros should have been introduced
into the Osiris myth (cf. Plut. De Is. et Os. chap. 17). For Adonis worship, which
was especially a female cult, cf. Theoc. Id. 15 and Milton, PL. i. 446 seq., of
Tammuz

Whose annual wound in Lebanon allured
The Syrian damsels to lament his fate
In amorous ditties all a summer’s day:.

Linus, who was worshipped in Argos, was said to be the son of Urania, killed by
Apollo from jealousy of his voice (Paus. ix. 29. 6-7); but there are other versions of
the story. The name is as old as Homer (II. xviii. 570), who makes it a reaper’s song.
In Hesiod (frag. 132) it has a wider extension; he says of dowot

TLAVTEG HEV BENVoLoLY €V eldamivalg Te X0oig Tg,
agxouevol de Atvov kat Arfyovteg kaAéovot.

It is said to be the Eastern cry, “woe unto us,” raised at the festival; the Greeks first
borrowed this as aiAtvov (cf. Soph. Aj. 627), and then, by a mistaken etymology,
interpreted it as “alas for Linus.”

wvto6. Asthe context shows, H. means the “same person,” not name.

[3] H. (chap. 99) calls the “first” king Menes, and perhaps he is meant here; others
suppose a reference to some earlier god-king. The name “Maneros” does not occur
on the monuments; perhaps it means “come thou back” (maa-ne-hra, a formula
which occurs in the Book of the Dead).

povvnv. There were certainly other “hymns” in Egypt; probably H. refers to the
“tune”; the monotony and uniformity of all oriental popular songs is well known;
from their sad character they reminded the Greeks of the Linus song.

ii. 80

For the Lacedaemonian custom cf. the story in Cic. Sen. 18, of the Lacedaemonian
envoys setting the Athenians an example of respect for old age. Respect to parents
is a frequent subject in the papyri; it is so common, however, among all nations
(cf., e.g., Levit. xix. 32 “Thou shalt rise up before the hoary head”), that it seems
strange H. should deem it worthy of notice.

[2] In early Egypt complete prostration had been usual, but under the New
Kingdom only the lower classes practised this, while the higher made a deep



reverence, as here described. H. had seen this in the streets, though he did not mix
with the upper classes (cf. 36. 2, 3 nn.).

ii. 81

KtOwvag: for dress cf. 36. 3 n.; for the KaAaoioleg 164. 2 n.

[2] The Orphic rites spread widely in sixth century Greece; their popular character,
as opposed to the exclusiveness of the old worships, led to them being patronized
by the tyrants; Onomacritus, “the Orphic apostle” (Busolt, ii. 364), was a friend of
the Pisistratidae (vii. 6. 3 n.); so too Cleisthenes, tyrant of Sicyon, encouraged the
worship of Dionysus (v. 67. 5), with which the Orphic rites were closely connected.
(Cf. Gomperz, Gk. Thinkers, ii, 137.) For the Orphic doctrines and their relation to
those of Pythagoras cf. Gomperz (ibid. chaps. 2 and 5; Busolt, ii. 362 seq.): a shorter
account is given by Bury (pp. 311-18). The teaching was at once cosmological and
religious; the latter is the more important. The Orphic sect taught the doctrine of
metempsychosis (cf. 123. 2 n.); they laid stress on the worship of Chthonian
deities, and on initiation into mysteries, and on other methods of purifying the
soul from sin. Gruppe, however, in Rosch. iii. 1105, s.v. “Orpheus,” denies that an
“Orphic sect” can be proved; there were, he thinks, numerous associations, the
members of which looked on Orpheus as their founder, and followed similar
practices, but these were disconnected and were no “more united as a sect than
modern vegetarians or wearers of Jager clothing” (pp. 1107-8).

‘Opdiroiot: neuter here, “Orphic Rites”; there is an antithesis between
kaAeopévolot and €ovay, they were “called Orphic” but “were really Egyptian,
brought by Pythagoras from Egypt” (cf. 53. 3 for disbelief in a primitive Orpheus).
There is no contradiction between this passage and the statement as to T« el Tov
Awovuvoov in 49. 2; H. means that Melampus brought Dionysiac mysteries from
Egypt, Pythagoras copied rules of life.

ii. 82

peic. Each month in Egypt was consecrated to a god, from whom sometimes its
name was derived. The days of the month too were assigned, the first to Thoth, the
second to Horus, the third to Osiris, etc.

H. is right that horoscopes were much cast in Egypt. The day on which a man was
born determined his fate, e.g., a man born on the 9th Phaophi would live to be old,
on the 23rd would be killed by a crocodile; no child born on the 23rd of Thoth
could live, etc. Cf. Papyrus Sallier IV, now in the Br. Mus., for a calendar of this
kind.

oi é¢v momot, “those who have employed themselves in poetry”; the
contemptuous reference is to books like Hesiod’s Works and Days, and also to the
oracular poems attributed to Orpheus and Musaeus.

[2] Téparta, “prodigies,” i.e., for forecasting the future, as the context shows;
although no collection of prodigies has been found in Egypt, there is abundant



evidence that they were observed and explained; but such collections were more
frequent in Chaldaea.

ii. 83

H. is right in saying that in Egypt there was no official prophet like the Pythia at
Delphi; the gods themselves communicated their will through dreams (cf. Gen. xli
for those of Pharaoh), but cf. 54. 1 n.

For Heracles cf. 42. 3 n.; for Athena 62. 1 n.; for Ares 63. 1 n.; for Apollo chap. 156;
for Artemis 59. 1 n.; for Zeus 42. 1 n.; for Leto chap. 156.

ii. 84

The Egyptians are already famous as physicians in the Odyssey; cf. iv. 227-32
Helen has drugs from Egypt where mAciota ¢pépet Celdwog apovpa / phopaka.
Maspero (p. 89) doubts whether H. does not exaggerate; there were general
practitioners as well as “specialists”; for an Egyptian oculist cf. iii. 1. 1.

For Darius’ Egyptian physicians and their drastic methods of treatment cf. iii. 129,
132.

Egyptian medical science goes back to the Old Kingdom, e.g., in the Br. Mus.
Papyrus 10059 some prescriptions date from the time of Cheops; it was a curious
mixture of sense and magic, e.g., it was believed that a decoction of a black calf’s
hair kept off grey hair. A specimen of it is the famous papyrus edited (1875) by
Ebers. It greatly affected European medicine; Erman (E. 364) quotes a curious
instance of an old Egyptian prescription for determining the sex of an unborn
babe, which survived down to late in the eighteenth century.

ii. 85

kot wv énAdoato: cf. 39. 2 n. The practice of mourners smearing themselves
with mud is still found in Egypt; that of uncovering the upper part of the body,
and “girding themselves up” below the breasts, is seen on the monuments. Cf. for
it Homer, II. xxii. 80 kOATOV &viepévn, étéondt de palov avéoyev of Hecuba.
Diodorus (i. 72) gives a similar account of the mourning for the Egyptian king.
There are resemblances also in the burial ceremonies of the Spartan kings, which
H. (vi. 58. 2) compares to those of barbarians in Asia.

[2] oUtw. The funeral procession is represented on the monuments much as H.
describes it.

ii. 86

Embalming was connected with the Egyptian idea as to the soul, the Ka; the
continued existence of this depended on the survival of the body; if the body
perished, the soul perished. No doubt the means of preventing this were originally
suggested by the dry air and sand of the desert, which parched the flesh and
prevented decay; then artificial means were invented; Anubis was said to be their
author (cf. Maspero, i. 112, 178 seq.). H.s account of embalming is on the whole
very accurate; it should be compared with that of Diodorus (i. 91), which is



somewhat fuller, and with Budge, The Mummy, 1893, pp. 173-84. It may be noted:
(1) Mummied bodies are found exactly as described, some preserved by bitumen
and some by saltpetre. (2) They have a hole bored from the “nostrils”
(LvEwTEwV) to the brain and an opening in the “flank” (Aamtaonv). (3) Obsidian
or flint knives (A(Ow) are frequently found in graves with mummies; for the use of
these primitive implements in religious ceremonies cf. Josh. v. 2 (R.V.), “knives of
flint” for circumcision. (4) The linen wrappings and the “wooden figure (E0Atvov
TOTIoV) in form of a man” are familiar in all museums. (5) H. is often too absolute
in his statements; he makes invariable what was only usual. (6) It is curious that he
makes no reference to the Book of the Dead, the formulae of which were at first
inscribed on the coffin, while later the whole collection was bound up inside the
bandages. For the various forms of this and other funeral literature cf. BMG pp. 58

seq.
katéatatl, “set themselves to this very thing”; cf. kat(Cw in 126. 1, but there the
local sense is more clearly present.

téxvnv. Diodorus (ut sup.) says the calling was hereditary, and H. implies the
same; this was usual, but not an absolute rule.

[2] ok 60olov: the reference is to Osiris; the mummy was made like him, in order
that the dead man might obtain access to the realm where he ruled (cf. Maspero, i.
182 seq.); the dead man in fact became an Osiris. H. declines to mention the name
“in regard to such a matter,” cf. chap. 3 nn. for parallels to, and explanation of, this
religious reserve; Wiedemann thinks H. omits the name “because he had no clear
conception of Egyptian mysteries.” This is incredible; H. was familiar with
hundreds of names in Egypt, and yet we are to suppose that he did not recognize
that of Osiris, the most familiar of all.

Oevtéonv: Diodorus says that the best embalming cost a talent of silver, the
second twenty minae, the third very little; there were more varieties than he and
H. describe.

[3] oUtw: i.e., “by a crooked iron,” corresponds to the éyxéovteg dpaouaxa. “The
skulls of mummies are found to contain absolutely nothing” (Budge), which
confirms H.

[4] é€etAov: translate “they clean out the belly completely”; cf. 40. 1 n. ¢€etAov is
taken up by éxkkaOnjoavtec. The viscera extracted were placed in four jars,
popularly but wrongly called “Canopic jars,” each covered with the head of a
genius, a son of Osiris (cf. Erman, E. p. 306, for picture).

[5] vndvVv = koA inv above. For the spices cf. iii. 107 seq. It is curious that H. does
not mention the “asphalt” employed; perhaps he thought it merely a foundation
for the more expensive materials. “Frankincense” was not used, because it was
sacred to the gods.

omiow: they “sew up the back passage,” i.e., to prevent the entrance of air.



Altow is either “saltpetre” (Stein) or “soda” (Wiedemann); the object of this
pickling was to remove the moisture and fat, and to harden the skin. The Papyrus
Rhind agrees with H. as to the length of time for embalming, “seventy” days; it
seems, however, to have varied; cf. Gen. 1. 3 for “forty” days (in the case of Jacob).

[6] owvdovog is the general word, Buootvn gives the special material, “linen”; H. is
right, as the bandages were universally made of linen (Budge, p. 190).

koppt. “Gum” exuding from the acacia is mentioned, 96. 1. No doubt the finer
sorts for embalming were imported.

[7] The mummy was kept “upright” for a time, till the death sacrifices, etc., ceased;
then it was transferred to a lower “vault,” where it was laid down. The vaults of
the rich were often hewn out of the hills, because of the dryness of the air there. It
seems probable, however, that in the Fayim the mummies were kept above
ground, owing to the dampness of the soil.

ii. 87

okevaCovot. The Greek is much compressed; H. means okevdlovot (vekQoig)
ToU¢ T MoAvTEAéoTata okevalovot, while the second sentence really = twv ta
HEéoa POVAOUEVQY . . . PEVYOVTWYV (TOVS VEKQOVG) OKEVALOVOL.

[2] kédgov. A sort of turpentine seems meant; H. has, however, misunderstood the
object of its use; this was to check corruption till the Atrgov had done its work. The
discharge (¢£ielot) was that of humours generated before the “pickling” was
complete. H. was misled by the fact that in a mummy only skin and bones are left,
and inferred the cause wrongly.

£€domnv is used instead of Omiocw 0d0¢ (cf. 86. 5), for variety.

éonobnoavreg: i.e., by means of kKAvotnpec.

érudapovreg, “checking.”

ii. 88

ovpopain: oil made of radishes; cf. 77. 2 for its purpose. Here, too, the work of
preservation was done by the Attpov.

ii. 89
oV magavtika: this delay in embalming women is confirmed by archaeology; cf.
report of E.E.F,, 1908, p. 19.

ii. 90

Tovtovg. Constructio ad sensum with 6¢ 0’ &v KTA.

[2] For the sacredness of the dead drowned or destroyed by a crocodile cf. Griffith,
Z.A.S. x1vi. 132, and Nat. Home Reading Mag., June, 1904; the evidence is later than

H., but the belief may well be earlier than the surviving evidence. Ael. N.A. x. 21
says mothers even rejoiced when their children were killed by crocodiles.



ii. 91

The visit to Chemmis, which H. here implies, is denied by Sayce ad loc., and (more
in detail) JP xiv. 267-8. He argues (1) Chemmis is not near Neapolis (Kenneh), but
eighty-four miles away; (2) the description of the temple and its statues is quite
un-Egyptian. He is answered by D. D. Heath (ibid. xv. 227 seq.), who points out
that H. is describing a non-Egyptian building; it may be noted that he uses
TEOTVA, not the usual mpomvAawa. Heath conjectures that H., writing from
memory, has put “Chemmis” for “Coptos,” which latter town is close to Neapolis.
It is probable, however, that Neapolis is wrongly identified (see below).

Xéppig: now Akhmim (not the island of Chemmis in the Delta; cf. chap. 156), used
to be called by the Greeks “Panopolis,” as being the shrine of “Chem” or “Min”
(the hieroglyph is variously read), who was usually identified with Pan, as being
ithyphallic and “on account of his Priapic nature.”

Néng moAtoc: this is usually thought to be Neapolis (now Kenneh), which lies
opposite Tentyris on the right bank of the Nile; but it may well have been quite a
different town, on the site of the later Ptolemais; this last was only about six miles
from Chemmis.

LoOV here = tépevog, the whole sacred enclosure (so Heath, who well compares, i.
181. 2, that of Belus at Babylon); it is called below t@ meQiBeBANEVW.

ITepoéoc. The identification of Perseus with “Chem” it is impossible to explain for
certain; perhaps it was connected with Chem’s title “Peh’resu,” which sounded
like “Perseus.” At all events it is as baseless as the story that (vii. 61) the Persians
derived their name from this hero. The whole story is Greek in (1) the idea of an
anthropomorphic god, who leaves his temple and can be traced by his footsteps;
(2) the organized games; (3) the character of the prizes. There must have been a
Greek settlement at Chemmis; but Maspero’s (iii. 649 n.) suggestion that it may
really have belonged to the time of the “Philhellene” Amasis (cf. Hec. frag. 286,
FHG i. 20 for possible similar Greek settlements on islands in the Nile, called
“Ephesus, Chios, Samos,” etc.) must be rejected, as quite inconsistent with ii. 178.

For games in the worship of Chem at Edfu cf. Lepsius, D. iv. 42 b (vol. ix); but they
are quite un-Greek in character.

The footstep of Heracles stamped in rock by the Tyras (iv. 82) was also “two
cubits”; cf. that of Buddha in Ceylon, which measures about 5%2 by 2% feet, or that
of St. Peter in the Domine Quo Vadis Chapel at Rome.

[4] €xovta, “extending over every kind of contest,” i.e., the “meeting” embraced
running, jumping, wrestling, javelin, and discus.

[5] Aavaov. According to Greek story Lynceus was the nephew and son-in-law of
Danaus (cf. Hor. Odes, iii. 11. 37f.), and four generations removed from Perseus.
The connection of the Perseidae with Egypt is a genuine Argive legend, not like
the late invention (Diod. i. 29) which makes the ynyevnic Erechtheus come from
Egypt to Athens. Perrot and Chipiez suggest (L’Art Mycénéen, 77-8) that perhaps



soldiers of fortune belonging to northern tribes, who, after having served in Egypt,
were expelled and settled in Argolis, were considered to be Egyptians; but this is
the merest conjecture. Genuine Egyptians certainly never settled in Greece. No
historical conclusions can be drawn from the legends, though for other reasons
early intercourse between Egypt and the Aegean, especially Crete, is certain. Cf.
JHS xii. 199 seq. (1891) and E. Meyer i. 172, 228, 291, 510, 520-3.

H. (vi. 53. 2) lays stress on the Egyptian ancestry of the Spartan kings, as
descendants of Perseus; this all Greeks affirmed. He is supposed by Panoffsky (p.
55) to be here (ii. 91) borrowing from Pherecydes, who told the story of Perseus (cf.
trag. 26, FHG i. 75); but there is not the least evidence for this.

éxpepadnrota, “because he was thoroughly familiar with.” The participle is put
out of place for emphasis.

ii. 92-95
The customs of the inhabitants of the marshes as opposed to those of 1] oTtelpopévn Aty.
(chap. 77.1).

(For this part of Egypt cf. Hogarth, A.A.L., 99 seq.)

H. is right in treating of the marshmen separately; the marshes had a distinct
history, and were a refuge for those expelled from Egypt, e.g., the blind Anysis
(137.2), Psammetichus (151. 3), and Amyrtaeus (140. 2). So in Roman times they
made the “Bucolic” rebellion (A.D. 172). They were less civilized and cleanly than
the other Egyptians, and H. exaggerates their resemblance (toiot avtolol vopoiot
Xoéwvtat).

ii. 92
pir): monogamy seems to have been the rule in Egypt, though Diodorus (i. 80)
says rightly that all but the priests had as many wives as they pleased. Kings and

wealthy men, however, had a numerous harem; e.g., Rameses II had nearly 200
children.

ovvotkéet. We should have expected the participle (cf. i. 85. 1).

[2] This lotus (Nymphaea Lotus) is to be distinguished from the Cyrenaean lotus (cf.
96. 1 and iv. 177 n.), which is that of Homer. It is of two kinds, the white and the
blue; it was actually cultivated for food. Theophrastus (Hist. PL. iv. 8) describes the
method of obtaining “the fruit”; he, like H., compares the head (kwdV«x) in size to
“the poppy” (unkwvt) and the root to a “quince” (unAov). The lotus was used in
the ritual of the dead, and so became a symbol of immortality.

[3] émecéwe, “moderately”; a ama& Aey. in H. We should expect éovoq, but it
and the predicate otpoyyvAov are attracted loosely into the gender of péya0oc.
Stein, however, makes otpoyYyVUA0V a substantive = “a round body.”

[4] &aAA«: the Nymphaea Nelumbo of Linnaeus, known as the “Egyptian bean” (cf.
towktd, “kernels”). It does not grow in Egypt, nor is it found on the older
monuments; probably it was introduced by the Persians. It is represented in the



famous Nile statue of the Vatican. H. is wrong in saying that the k&AVLE grows on a
separate stalk, right as to its rose colour.

[5] éméterov. H. lays stress on the “annual” growth of the papyrus, because only
the young shoots could be eaten; the old were too wooden. It was once so common
that it is the hieroglyphic symbol of Lower Egypt; its growth was restricted later,
to enhance its price (Strabo, 800), and it has now disappeared. H. only refers
indirectly to its manifold uses; for these cf. 37. 3, shoes; 96. 3, sails; 7. 36, cables; v.
58. 3 n., writing material.

Otadpavél, “red-hot”; cf. iv. 73. 2, 75. 1, of the stones used in the Scythian vapour-
bath; but there vl and €k mvEA¢ are added.

ii. 93

ixOveq. That fishes migrate to the sea for breeding is of course a fact; to it has been
added this strange myth, which Aristotle (Gen. An. iii. 5, 755b 6) rightly calls
e0NOn xat teBovAnuévov and shows to be impossible; 6 Yoo dog 0 dLx TOL
OTOMATOG €L0LWV €1l TNV KOl (pépel, AAA’ oVK €ig Tag LoTépag; he attributes it
to Hoddotog 6 nvboAdyoc.

[2] The eggs are compared to “millet seeds” (kéyxowv); translate “by a few grains
at a time.” It would have been simpler if H. had written either T@v wwv xkat’
OAlya or TV K€Y XowV kat OAlyoug.

[4] d1). Stein says this particle and the use of the optative after a present show that
H. is speaking “ironically,” and that he does not accept the purpose of the fish as a
real fact.

[5] yivetan and mipmAatar are coordinated, as frequently in H., for the sake of
vividness, though the former is really subordinate.

H. is wrong both in his facts and in his inference. The parts furthest from the Nile
fill first not last, and the fishes are brought by the water, which comes through
channels and not by irrigation. From these inaccuracies Sourdille (E. p. 7)
concludes that H. was in Egypt only after the Nile rise had begun.

ii. 94
oi mepl Tax €Aea is the same as ot €v toig éAeot (chap. 92).

oA kvnEiwv: the castor-oil plant, Ricinus communis; H.’s name is due to the fact
that it grows in Cyprus.

ayowa, “of a wild kind,” opposed to the Egyptian variety described.

ii. 95

kwvwnag. H. rightly lays stress on the number of flies in Egypt, but it is not likely
that he is right as to their being unable to fly high; men slept on the roof for
coolness.



[2] Stein accepts H.’s statement that the fishing-net was used as a mosquito curtain,
Wiedemann denies it, and F. L1. Griffith says “it is beyond belief” (A. and A., 192).
It may be true; but more probably H. confuses the fishing-net and a coarse
mosquito curtain.

ii. 96

H., like a true Greek (may we add, like a Greek merchant?), is always interested in
boats and navigation. Cf. the similar description of the skin-boats on the
Euphrates (i. 194). The peculiarity of these B&oideg is that they were built up of
short pieces of wood, and hence had not the ordinary framework (vopevot, “ribs,”
§ 2) of a Greek ship. Stein, however, is clearly wrong in saying they were “rafts,”
with low sides; they had a keel (tood7tig, § 3) and a high stern and prow, as is
shown in the tomb picture of their building (Lepsius, D. ii. 126, vol. iv), at Beni
Hasan.

For models in Br. Mus., Third Egyptian Room, cf. BMG p. 102. H. mentions no
iron, perhaps intentionally; in this case the “barides” would resemble the ironless
boats of Ormuz on the Persian Gulf, which M. Polo (i. chap. 19) describes.

axavOn: the Mimosa Nilotica (“acacia”), so called dix T0 axavOwdeg GAov TO
dévdoV elval MATNV TOL oteAéxoug (i.e., on the main stem) Theoph. Hist. PI. iv. 2;
he says dwdexamnxvg €€ avtng é0éPog VAN téuvetal (i.e., beams “for
roofing”). It is of two kinds, 1] péAawva . . . donmrog, d10 kal €v tals vavmnyiaig
xowvtat As a rule, however, the timber from it was much shorter, and hence the
“baris” was built in the way described below; Egypt was destitute of proper ship’s
timber. Nile boats are still built of acacia planks. Uni, fetching alabaster (Breasted,
i. 323) from Hatnub, builds a boat of acacia, nearly a hundred feet long and fifty
wide. Noah'’s ark was built of acacia wood (Gen. vi. 14 “gopher wood”).

For the “Cyrenaean lotus” cf. iv. 177 n.

nAvONOOv. The short pieces (E0Aa) were arranged “like bricks,” i.e., in alternate
layers, so that their joins might not come together.

[2] yopdove. The “long bolts at frequent intervals” (Ttukvoug) were, so to speak,
the string, on which the short pieces were “strung”; they were driven in vertically
to the layers.

meQLelQw is a Amal Aey.

Cuya. The “cross-pieces” served at once to hold the framework together, and as a

sort of deck.

aguoviag; the “joins” were “caulked” with the fibre of the papyrus, which would
then be fixed with tar.

&v wv énaxktTwonv: for the aorist and the tmesis cf. 39. 2 n.

[3] tndaAlov. As a rule a Greek ship had two steering oars at the stern, “fastened
to the sides just below the gunwale”; but in the “barides,” the “steering oar passed
through the after end of the keel” (Torr, pp. 74-5).



lot: it was not usual to find acacia wood of sufficient length for a mast; but cf.
Theophrastus, ut sup.

oV dvvartan: H. is quite right in saying that the vessels were not sailed up stream,
and in implying that they were usually “towed.”

[4] 600M. The framework of the “crate” was of “tamarisk wood,” over which a
“wattle of reeds” was worked. The object of this was not (as H. says) to catch the
current, but to keep the vessel straight as it drifts with the stream; steering is of
course impossible with a drifting boat, as boat and stream are moving at the same
pace. Chesney (ii. 640) describes an almost exactly similar method of guiding with
the skin-boats of the Euphrates (cf. i. 194 nn.).

AiBog tetonuévog: the original form of anchor (cf. Hom. Od. xiii. 77); here by
lessening the speed of the boat it made it possible to steer with the mndaAov (§ 3).

armiet: i.e., the boatman.

érudégeaOaur: i.e., the “crate” is “on the surface,” so opposed to the AiBog, which
is év Buvoo.

[5] Baouwv: an Egyptian word, used by Aeschylus (Pers. 554 et al.) of Persian
vessels.

tadavtwv: about 1/40 of a ton; cf. i. 194. 3, those on the Euphrates are of “5,000
talents burden.”

ii. 97

The comparison to “islands” is made by other ancient writers (e.g., Strabo 788) and
is quite accurate; so too is the account of the cruise in flood-time, if it is understood
to mean that the canals were at that time full; by these only could a man sail dux
HEOOL TOL Ttediov.

[2] ok oUtog. The predicate, “the usual course,” is implied. H. first states this for
the part above Naucratis, and then, in the words éc Navkoativ ano OaAdoong,
makes the same statement for the part below Naucratis, repeating dwox ediov. For
Cercasoros and Canopus cf. 15. 1 nn. The sites of Anthylla and Archandropolis are
uncertain.

From this chapter Sayce infers (JP xiv, p. 260 seq.) that H. was in Egypt at the time
of the inundation, which is right; he even fixes the date of his arrival at Naucratis
(about July 20)! But he also infers that H. was in Egypt only during the inundation,
which is a good instance of an argument with an undistributed middle.

ii. 98

For similar assignments to the royal family cf. Xen. An. i. 4. 9 (Syrian villages for
the Queen Mother’s Cwvr), and ibid. ii. 4. 27). They were also given to private
individuals, e.g., Themistocles received Lampsacus, Magnesia, and Myus, to
provide his table (Thuc. i. 138. 5; Plut. Them. 29). Cicero (Verr. I11, 33, 76) quotes
“Persian gifts” as familiar.



[2] Agxavdgov. Pausanias (ii. 6) makes him son (not grandson) of Achaeus (cf. vii.
94, where Danaus and Xuthus, father of Achaeus, are synchronized); hence some
have proposed to translate Tov ®0iov “the Phthiotian”; but the order of the words
makes this impossible. It is idle to force consistency on independent legends.

ii. 99

With chap. 99 begins the third part of book ii, i.e., the history of Egypt. This
divides (at chap. 147) into two parts: (1) the story of Egypt as told by the Egyptians
themselves, and (2) that which is based in part on the evidence of other nations,
i.e., the story after the opening of Egypt to the Greeks by Psammetichus. H.
recognizes the difference in the evidence for these two parts, though he does not
appreciate how great it was (cf. chap. 147 n. and app. x, § 10; introd. § 27).

Miva. The Egyptian form MNA left the vowel to be supplied; hence the various
forms Mnvng (Manetho), Mnvag (Diodorus), Mivaiog (Josephus). Menes was long
considered an invention, and used to be quoted as an instance of H.’s credulity;
but the tomb of the king (Aha) identified with him was discovered in 1897 at
Nagada near Abydos (Petrie, i. 17), and more fully explored in 1904 (King and
Hall, pp. 57, 64). He seems to have united the crowns of Upper and Lower Egypt,
and so to begin a new epoch (ca. 3400 B.C.).

TOUTO pév: repeated in § 4 TovTo pev €v avte, and answers to tovto d¢ at end of
chapter.

anoyepvowoal, etc., lit. “dammed off,” i.e., by diverting the river’s course (§ 2)
and “making it a new channel” (0xetevoat), he secured the site for building
Mempbhis.

TOV MEOG pecdapPeing, ktA.: translate “he made with dykes the bend (which lies)
to the south.” The Nile makes a great bend to the east, fourteen miles to the south
of Memphis; but “it is impossible to say if there is any truth in H.’s tradition”
(Maspero, p. 53). Breasted (p. 37; cf. also E.E.F., 1905, p. 39) accepts it, and Murray
(pp- 188-9) shows that its distance from Memphis here given is very accurate.

[3] £t kai vov. H.’s words imply that the Persians were in undisputed possession
of Memphis (cf. app. ix, § 1). There is no trace of lakes near Memphis; H. may be
misled by the Nile flood filling the canal, the Bahr Yissf; its dry bed can still be
seen to the north and west of Memphis. But Diodorus (i. 96) speaks of the
Acherusian lake near Memphis, the circuit of which city he makes seventeen
miles, and Murray (ut sup.) accepts this as a fact. Cf. 97. 2 for the time of H’s visit.

T0 igov. This temple —that of Ptah—is most important as the probable source of
H.’s information as to Egyptian history (cf. app. x, § 10).

ii. 100

pUPAov. These lists, which recorded a king’s stature, character, and deeds, as well
as the length of his reign, are mentioned by Diodorus (i. 44); on them Manetho
based his history. (For them cf. app. x, § 1.) Where H. obtained his “330” it is



impossible to say; on it he bases (142 n.) his calculation as to the length of Egyptian
history; but, apart from other difficulties, H. is wrong in making the kings all
succeed each other; no doubt several of the dynasties were contemporary.

AiOiomnec: chap. 137 mentions an Aethiopian invasion, that of Sabacos; but these
“18” seem to be different.

[2] For Nitocris at Babylon cf. i. 185 n.; for this Egyptian queen cf. F. Petrie, i. 105,
and Hall, JHS xxiv. 208-13. Nitocris is placed by Manetho at the end of the sixth
dynasty; he calls her evpoopotatn twv kat’ avtyv, Eavor) v xoowdv, and
attributes to her the third pyramid (cf. 134 nn.). But her very existence seems
doubtful; the Neterkara of the sixth-dynasty monuments was probably a king, not
a queen. (For the origin of the confusion see Hall, ut sup.) There was also on the
Turin papyrus a Queen Neitakerti, who may be the original of H.’s Nitocris;
perhaps she belongs to the period of confusion under the fifteenth to the
seventeenth dynasties; but there was no trace of the story told by H.

The name may be connected with Nitocris, who was made priestess of Thebes by
her father, Psammetichus I (cf. for her, Cairo Museum, No. 673, p. 208, E.T.); H.
had heard much of this Saite house.

[3] karvovv, “ostensibly she handselled it.”

[4] omodov: she would be choked by the ashes. Ctesias (48, 51, 52, pp. 76-7)
mentions this as a Persian punishment used by Darius Ochus; cf. also Val. Max. ix.
2.6, and Ovid, Ibis 317.

ii. 101

Twv AAAwV BaoctAéwv: dependent as a sort of possessive genitive on kat' ovdev
Aaumpotnrtoc. Others, e.g., Kriiger, suppose the accusative toug dAAovg B. is
attracted into the case of the dependent clause (cf. toiotin i. 24. 5), and translate
“the other kings were in no way distinguished” (lit. “were at no point of
distinction”).

Probably H. means by “Moeris” the great king Amenembhét III (cf. app. x, § 5) of
the twelfth dynasty (for his portrait cf. BMG p. 218; for the construction of Lake
Moeris see chap. 149 nn.). Diodorus also calls him Moeris, Manetho, Aduaoic or
Aapaois. He received a nickname from this lake (probably to distinguish him
from other kings, called “Amenemhét”); but his real name, in its Greek form
nao(o)ne, had a somewhat similar sound (Z.A.S. (1906) 43, p. 86). His date is
probably 1849-1801 B.C.; hence it is clear that H. is wrong in placing him only ten
generations before Psammetichus (cf. app. xiv, § 3).

[2] mpomvAaia. The entrance to the Egyptian temple was through a pylon in the
outer wall, i.e., a gate flanked by towers, shaped like truncated pyramids; the
court inside was full of pillared halls; the pylones and the pillared court inside,
leading to the wall of the actual temple, together form the moomvAaa. H.
mentions four of these in this temple at Mempbhis, to north (here), to west (chap.



121, Rhamsinitus), to east (chap. 136, Asychis), to south (chap. 153,
Psammetichus).

ii. 102-110
The story of Sesostris.

ii. 102

Sesostris has been variously identified. Of the Greeks, Diodorus (i. 53) puts him
seven yeveal (i.e., “dynasties”) after Moeris, thus identifying him with Rameses II;
this has been very largely accepted. Cf. Tac. Ann. ii. 60. But it is better to suppose
that his name at any rate is that of the great conqueror of the twelfth dynasty,
Senosret III (Usertesen), who was the first invader of Syria. Manetho (FHG ii. 560)
puts “Sesostris” at this date. With his name, however, were associated (Meyer, i.
281) some of the later glories of Thothmes III and Rameses II (cf. chaps. 106, 107
nn.), and the whole was developed into a mythical figure, which bears even less
resemblance to the truth than the mythical Alexander to the real Alexander.
Maspero, however (p. 267 n.), explains the name = “Sestouri, a nickname for
Rameses II (Greek writers used this in place of the Pharaohs’ real name); cf. the
loose use of “Caligula” for the emperor Caius.

[2] Strabo (769) is more definite and says Sesostris penetrated south to the straits
of Bab-el-Mandeb (Ae1or)), and crossing them, returned through Arabia. All this is
fiction; the only Egyptian campaigns to the south were against the Nubians (chap.
110 n.); the North Stidan was occupied; Senosret II also conquered some of the
Semitic tribes in North Arabia (F. Petrie, i. 172-3). Egypt did not fully establish its
rule on the Red Sea till the time of the Ptolemies.

[3] H. cautiously gives his authority for the conquests of Sesostris to the north and
east; Strabo (769) takes him over “all Asia”; Diodorus (i. 55) makes him cross the
Ganges and overrun all India to the ocean; no doubt this detail was invented to
make him outrival Alexander, just as he is made to conquer the Scythians (chap.
103) in order to surpass Darius (chap. 110). Really, however, no Egyptian
conqueror ever penetrated beyond North Syria except Amenhotep II, who actually
crossed the Euphrates.

[5] It was an Egyptian custom to set up columns in record of conquest, but the
addition of sexual emblems (given more fully, Diod. i. 55 et al.) is a Greek
invention.

ii. 103

H. seems to be referring to actual monuments in Thrace, but unluckily he does not
say what they were; the conclusion he bases on them is obviously false, but this
does not prove (cf. 106 nn.) that he had not seen them.

ii. 104
It has been inferred from this passage that H. was twice in Colchis and twice in
Egypt, which is unlikely, if not impossible. He may well have seen Egyptians in



Asia Minor, before his travels in the Black Sea, which almost certainly preceded
his visit to Egypt (cf. introd. pp. 14, 19).

[2] peAdayxooec. H. has already (57. 2) said the Egyptians were “black”; this was
the usual Greek idea (so Aesch. Supp. 719); it is an exaggeration of the “brown”
colour; the Colchians were “black” in the same sense; so Pind. Pyth. iv. 212 (376)
calls them keAawvawmec. The hair of the Colchians was short and curly, as
contrasted with the lank locks (e0OUTELXEG, Atist. Gen. An. v. 3, 782b) of the Scyths.
H.’s ideas of Egyptian appearance have been somewhat confused by the numerous
negro slaves he saw in the streets of Memphis. As the Egyptians themselves
shaved wholly or in part (36. 1 n.), the “woolly hair” is the more inexplicable.
Various attempts have been made to find a basis for H.’s “discovery” (vorjoag
nipoteov) of the identity of the Colchians with the Egyptians (cf. Wiedemann, p.
408); the least improbable is the suggestion that the Persian king had deported
Egyptians to Colchis. But it is most likely a mistake altogether.

For circumcision in Egypt cf. 36. 3 n. H.’s method —to infer identity of race from
similarity of custom—is modern, though its sufficiency is doubted; here certainly
his conclusion is wrong. His information as to Phoenician usage in Greece (§ 4) is
curious.

[3] Zvgtot oi &v ) [IaAauortivr). For these cf. iii. 5. 1 n. H. does not distinguish
the Jews from the other inhabitants of Palestine; the Philistines were not
circumcised (cf. 1 Sam. xvii. 26 and passim), nor all the Phoenicians (Ezek. xxxii.
30). Josephus (A.]. viii. 10. 3), however, is wrong in saying the Jews alone in
Palestine practised the rite. For Zvototin general cf. i. 6 n. H. here extends them
beyond the Halys to the river Parthenius, which lay in the very west of
Paphlagonia, though in i. 72 he kept them east of the Halys.

For the Macrones who live on the southeast of the Black Sea cf. iii. 94.

ii. 105

H. seeks to confirm his point by reference to the similarity of Egyptian and
Colchian manufactures. His familiarity with Greek trade-names is interesting (cf.
introd. p. 17). Some have proposed to read Zapdunvikov, supposing the Colchian
linen was imported via Sardis; but Pollux (v. 26) quotes H. for Zagdovucov Atvov.
It is more probable that some Colchian word had been wrongly changed to the
familiar Zapdovikdv; of course the linen had nothing to do with Sardinia. Strabo
(498) says the Colchian linen was famous (te0pUANTaL); the passage implies a
criticism of H.’s Colchian theories.

ii. 106

avTtog wEwv. At the mouth of the Nahr el Kelb near Beyrut there are three
monuments cut in the face of the limestone rock, on one of which the name of
Rameses II can be read; they commemorate the victorious campaigns of his early
years (e.g., “year 4”). Beside them, in contempt, Esarhaddon has cut the account of
his conquest of Egypt (ca. 670 B.C.; cf. Breasted, pp. 424, 556). They are figured in



Lepsius, D. iii. 197. There is no trace of the aidoia on them now, nor is it likely
there ever was.

[2] In the pass of Karabel, south of the road from Smyrna to Sardis, two
monuments have been found, of which one (figured in Rawlinson) corresponds to
H.’s account. For it cf. Garstang, pp. 171 seq. The road from “the Ephesian territory
to Phocaea” is clearly not the road along the coast, but one more inland, round
Mount Sipylus.

[3] méumng: translate “4%2 cubits high” (not “2%2” as Sayce). Cf. i. 50. 2 ToitoV
NurtaAavtov = “2Y; talents.” The oruOapun is 12 “fingers,” i.e., half a cubit; others
make it only 10 fingers, i.e., 7%2 inches. The figure is really about 7 feet high.

H. has misplaced the weapons; the bow is in the right hand, the spear in the left;
woavTwg, the rest of the dress “corresponded,” being both Egyptian and
Ethiopian; the bow was especially the Ethiopian weapon, cf. vii. 69. The dress,
however, is not really Egyptian; the high cap and the shoes with points turned up
are “Hittite.”

[4] The inscription (now illegible) is above the figure in the corner, not on the
breast. It is not likely that H. or his guide could trans late it, nor is the rendering
here (“with my shoulders”; others conj. 6tAowot) at all in epigraphic style.

[5] Memnon is not the Egyptian king whose musical statue was famous (cf. Paus. i.
42. 3; Frazer, ii. 530; Tac. Ann. ii. 61), but the king of Ethiopia, son of Aurora, who
came to help Priam (Od. iv. 188; xi. 522); cf. “the Memnonian palace,” v. 53;
“Memnonian Susa,” v. 54. 2; “Memnon’s road” (Paus. x. 31. 7, though Frazer, ad
loc., argues this was not H.’s “Royal Road”). The original Memnon is identified by
Robertson Smith with Adonis, a god “first dead and then alive” (cf. EHR, 1887, p.
307), and became the centre of many strange myths; for the birds at his grave cf.
Ael. N.A. v. 1 and Frazer, P, v. 387. The stories of “Memnon” belong to a later stage
of mythology, when men placed the Homeric “Aethiopians” in Africa; but the
name is Egyptian.

If, as is possible, the myth of Memnon is a reflection of a great Anatolian “Hittite”
empire, the view rejected by H. was correct. The statue at Karabel certainly
resembles those at Boghaz Keui and elsewhere; it probably is that of the Hittite
war-god. The great Egyptologist, Lepsius, however, like H., thought the figure
Egyptian.

Ramsay (H.G.A.M., 60) thinks H.’s topographical details are impossible, and
considers that he never went “more than a few miles from the coast” (of Asia
Minor), and so had never seen the monument he here describes; H. had been told
there were three roads to Sardis, viz., from Phocaea, from “the Ephesian territory,”
and from Smyrna, and that two of them were marked by monuments, i.e., the
Karabel relief and the “Niobe”; these three roads H. confuses and makes into two.
This criticism of Ramsay’s is not usually accepted; but even if H. has confused the
roads, it does not follow that he had never traversed them. If Ramsay be right that



H. never left the coast, the historian would be convicted of a serious suggestio falsi;
though he does not say distinctly that he had seen the Ionian monuments, he
certainly implies that he had done so and that he had traversed the roads.

The whole chapter is most interesting as showing: (1) the care of H. to use
archaeological evidence; (2) his mixture of accuracy and inaccuracy in the use of it;
the latter is easily explicable, considering the difficulties under which his
observations were conducted; the figures are high up above the road; (3) his
ignorance of history before the seventh century. He has no idea of the limitations
of Egyptian power, or of the existence of great Anatolian powers in the past.

ii. 107

The story of Sesostris’ brother seems to be quite unhistorical, though it occurs in
different forms in Diodorus and in Manetho; the latter (Joseph. Ap. i. 15) identifies
Sesostris and his brother with Aegyptus and Danaus. Perhaps the harem
conspiracy against Rameses III when old (Breasted, pp. 498 seq.) may be the origin
of the story; but there is no resemblance in details, and it is more probably an echo
of the myth of the strife of Set and Osiris (62. 2 n.).

ii. 108

[2] oi: ethical dative. For a pronoun’s transposition cf. ot y&o pe ktA., i. 115. 2. This
use of captives to carry out public works is historical (cf. Exod. i. 11); some of the
works are mentioned in chap. 110.

For a picture of a colossus thus dragged cf. Rawlinson, ad loc. For a list of the
buildings of Rameses II cf. Petrie, iii. 72 seq. The canal system, to which H. refers
in i. 193 and iv. 47, for comparison with Babylonia and Scythia, is not the creation
of any individual king; irrigation was essential to the very life of Egypt. What H. (§
4) gives as cause is really effect; the cities were built on canals, not the canals made
for the cities.

ovk ékovreg, “without intending it.” Diodorus (i. 57) makes this the main motive.
H. is not happy in his remark 10 . . . inmaotunv, chariots and horses do not appear
on the Egyptian monuments before the eighteenth dynasty.

[4] 6xwg Te (if Te be read) only occurs here; cf. olog t¢, émette (this last only in H.).
H. is right that the “spring” water in Egypt is “somewhat brackish”
(mMAatvTégolot).

ii. 109

It is true that all the land of Egypt, except that of priests and soldiers (so H.
himself, chap. 168), was held of the king and paid to him one-fifth of the produce;
the Jewish story attributed this arrangement to Joseph (Gen. xlvii); there is no
reason for assigning it to any one king (Meyer, i. 224, puts it as early as the fourth
and fifth dynasties). Probably, however, there was a basis of truth for the tradition
which connected land taxation with the conquering Sesostris; as kings developed a



spirited foreign policy, the burden of taxation on their subjects was organized and
increased. H. is wrong as to lots being equal.

[2] Translate “might pay in future in proportion to the rent fixed” (cf. érutalavta
artodoer)v above); i.e., rent was diminished in proportion to the amount of land
lost, but the rate of assessment was unchanged.

[3] The mOAoc was a concave, hemispherical “dial,” so called from being shaped
like the vault of the sky; on this a shadow was cast by the yvouwv (a “pointer”),
which marked the time of day by its direction, and the chief seasons of the year
(the solstice, equinox, etc.) by its length at midday. The period from sunrise to
sunset was divided into “twelve parts,” which of course varied in length with the
season of the year. Diogenes Laertius (ii. 1) says Anaximander invented the
Yvapwv: but this need only mean that he introduced it from Egypt. It is most
natural to suppose (cf. Dict. Ant. s.v. Polus) that H. is speaking of one “compound
instrument.” Others, however (e.g., Dict. Ant. s.v. Horologium), think that he
means to distinguish the yvouwv and the méAoc. Both certainly were used
independently of each other; the yvwpwv was the earlier, in the form of a pillar,
which measured time by the length of its shadow. That geometry was an Egyptian
invention was the general belief of the Greeks. For the whole subject cf. the
Eudemian Summary (based by Proclus, ca. 450 A.D., on the history of Eudemus, ca.
330 B.C.). This is translated in Gow’s Hist. of Gk. Math., pp. 134 seq. (a short
paraphrase in Smith, D.B. s.v. Euclides). According to this (for other evidence cf.
Gow, p. 131) geometry was invented because the Nile floods destroyed all
ordinary boundaries (cf. Strabo 787 for the same statement). Thales introduced
geometry into Greece; but it was the Greeks who made it a science; in Egypt it was
confined almost entirely to the practical requirements of the surveyor (Gow, 126).

ii. 110

Cf. 102. 2 n. and BMG 213 seq. for the campaigns of the twelfth dynasty in the
south; the rock temples of Abusimbel witness the activity of Rameses II in Nubia;
but many other Egyptian kings beside Senosret III and Rameses II gained victories
over the Nubians.

avdoiavrtag. At Mitrahineh (near Memphis) are two colossal statues of Rameses
IT lying overthrown; the larger of these is about forty-two feet, which corresponds
to H.’s “thirty cubits” (Baedeker, p. 141); for cast of its head cf. BMG 245. For other
statues in the temple at Memphis cf. 121. 1, 141. 6 n., 176. 1.

[3] The story of Darius’ concession is an invention of Egyptian vanity; but it is
characteristic of his conciliatory policy (cf. vii. 7. 1 n.).

ii. 111

Depwg is simply the title “Pharaoh” turned into a proper name (cf. its use in
Genesis, passim). The story of H. is merely “a satire on the truth of women,” and
the town of “Red Earth” (§ 3) is a purely imaginary place; Diodorus (i. 59), who
tells the same tale, calls it Teoax fawAog. Maspero (C.P, pp. xlii. seq.) points out that



the tales in the papyri are equally unfavourable to feminine chastity; but, like the
similar tales of mediaeval Europe, he thinks them due mainly to male unfairness.

[2] oxtwkaidexa: cf. 13. 1 n. for height of Nile rise.

The disgusting remedy is a genuine piece of Egyptian medicine; Maspero (Caus.,
p. 315) suggests that it was employed for the natural ammonia in it, and thinks it
was sometimes really effective.

éxkatov. The obelisk now at Heliopolis is only sixty-six feet high, but a great part
of it is buried by the rise of the soil level; it was erected by Senosret I, of the twelfth
dynasty (Baedeker, p. 117). The largest obelisk in the world, that before the
Lateran, is over a hundred feet high, and no doubt still larger ones have perished;
but H.’s figure, 150 feet, is suspiciously big.

ii. 112-17
Homer and Egyptian history.

ii. 112

The words, “a man of Memphis,” imply that Proteus was of a different family
from the previous kings. Homer (Od. iv. 126) makes Polybus king in Egyptian
Thebes at the time of the Trojan War, and Manetho (FHG ii. 581) identifies him
with the last ruler of the nineteenth dynasty, whom he calls ®ovwoic. Diodorus (i.
62) follows H. Perhaps H. has confused an Egyptian title, Prouti, with the familiar
“Proteus.” It is suggested that, as Proteus is a sea-god in Homer (Od. iv. 385), H.
may have identified him with the fish-god (Dagon) of the Tvpiwv otoatoTedoV
(112. 2). At any rate, H. does not commit the absurdity of Diodorus (ut sup.), who
explains the famous transformations of Proteus as a myth due to the Egyptian
custom of the king wearing lion skins and other articles on his head, to inspire
terror and reverence.

[2] In 154. 1 otoatomeda is used for the Greek settlements on the Pelusiac Nile; the
alien quarter in a town was of the nature of a camp. Aphrodite is called Eetvr) to
distinguish the Phoenician Astarte from the Aphrodite of Egypt (Hathor, cf. 41. 5
n.). H. is probably wrong in identifying her with Helen (cf. vi. 61 n.).

This temple of “Proteus” was found by Petrie (1907-8). As H. says, it lies south of
the Ptah tépevog, and the only tablets of Hathor found were dug up here; this
agrees with his statement as to the “foreign” Aphrodite (E.E.F,, 1908, p. 15). The
temple seems also contemporary with the date that H. gives for the Trojan War,
i.e., the thirteenth century B.C. (145. 4 n.).

ii. 113

H. is supposed to have borrowed this story of Helen in Egypt from Hecataeus (cf.
Diels, Hermes, 22). In the fragments attributed to that writer, Menelaus is certainly
brought to Egypt (frag. 287, FHG i. 20), and Helen is in some way connected with
Canopus (frag. 288). But H.’s account differs in important details; e.g., he does not
mention Pharos (contrast frag. 287), and his story of the slaves has nothing to do



with frag. 318. We know there was a great variety of legends about Helen (cf.
especially Stesichorus, frag. 32, who said that only a phantom of Helen was taken
to Troy). Hence the connection of H.’s story with Hecataeus is at least unproven.

For the Canopic Nile cf. 15. 1 n. There was a “curing station” (taouxelat) also near
the Pelusiac Nile (ibid.).

[2] H. seems to have visited this temple, but no Egyptian parallel has been found
for such a general right of asylum as H. speaks of. The temple, however, is a
reality (cf. Strabo, 788, who makes it one of the western boundaries of Egypt).

[3] The name ®wvic comes originally from Od. iv. 228 (cf. chap. 116. 4), where the
wife of @wv makes presents to Helen; his name was combined with the early
town, Thonis, on the Canopic Nile (Strabo, 800), and he was made an Egyptian
official.

ii. 116
[2] magemoinoe: he “introduced an inconsistent digression”; in this sense the verb
is a &ma& Aeyoduevov.

avemodiae, “he never corrected himself”; lit. “cause to step back”; this passage
indicates clearly H.’s implicit belief in Homer.

[3] These lines are in Iliad vi (289 seq.); only bk. v is now called the “Prowess of
Diomede”; hence H. clearly did not know the present division into 24 books.

[4] The passages from Odyssey iv (227 seq., 351-52) are probably interpolations;
there is no reference to them below. And the presence later of Menelaus and Helen
in Egypt is (to say the least) a very indirect proof of the wanderings of Paris.

ii. 117

[3] H. rejects the Homeric authorship of the Cypria, as later he doubts it of the
Epigoni (iv. 32 ad fin.). The Cypria told the origin and the first part of the Trojan
War; the main figure in its action was Aphrodite, hence its name.

ii. 118

It is characteristic of the later rationalization of the Epic story that as much stress is
laid on the treasures as on Helen herself; for a like contrast between Homeric
romance and the common sense of H. contrast II. iii. 156 seq. and chap. 120. 1.

ii. 119

In the story of the misconduct of Menelaus there may be an echo of early struggles
between Egypt and the races inhabiting Greece and the Aegean (cf. the story of
Odysseus as to the raid against Egypt, told to Eumaeus, Od. xiv. 257 seq.). But it is
more probably an Egyptian invention, a retort to the Greek charge of human
sacrifices (chap. 45) brought against Egypt. So it is quoted by Plutarch (De Mal. 12),
in connection with the story of Busiris, as a mark of the “philo-barbarism” of H.
Plutarch also says Menelaus was much honoured in Egypt.



[3] The sacrifice of Iphigenia is a familiar parallel. '/Evtoua motetv is used in vii.
191 for sacrifices to allay a storm, but nothing is there said of their being human.

There was a “harbour of Menelaus” in Libya (iv. 169. 1).

ii. 120

[3] ok €0t 6tE OV = numgquam non, “on every occasion.”

For the scepticism of ¢l xor] tt Totot émomooiot kTA. (so unlike H.) cf. Thuc. i. 9. 4
el tw tkavog (sc., Homer) texpnowwoat and the sayings of many other Greeks,

e.g., Solon, frag. 29 moAAx Pevdovtar aowot. The whole chapter is an instance of
Greek rationalizing criticism.

ii. 121

Diodorus (i. 62) makes Remphis succeed Proteus; he does not tell the tale of the
thieves, but only that the king was famous for avarice. The kings of the twentieth
dynasty almost all bear the name “Rameses” (III to XI), from which H.’s
“Rhampsinitus” is formed by the termination “nitus”; this seems to correspond to
the name of Neith, the goddess of Sais (Maspero, A.E.G., 1877, 133). With this
imaginary king, whose name blends Theban and Saite elements in an impossible
way, H. combines Rameses III, who certainly was a temple-builder at Memphis; he
was also renowned for his wealth (cf. BMG p. 250); his treasuries can still be seen
at Medinet Habu (Baedeker, p. 322). So far history confirms the framework into
which H. has introduced a popular tale; for the prevalence of robberies of royal
tombs under the twentieth dynasty cf. BMG p. 250. The tale itself is one of the
most familiar pieces of universal folklore; we may compare it to that of Ali Baba
and the Forty Thieves, or to that of Trophonius and Agamedes (Paus. ix. 37. 3, who
gives an almost exact epitome of the first two parts, 2 and b, of the story of H.). A
list of twenty-eight variants of the story, from all parts of the world, is given by
Frazer (P, v. 177). The king’s daughter’s question, the device of the thief, and the
marriage that ends the story, all show that it belongs to fairyland, not to the world
of reality.

For a further discussion of it cf. Maspero, C.P,, pp. xl. seq., 180 seq., who maintains
that it is, if not Egyptian in origin, at least thoroughly “egyptianized.”

0¢00g, xetpwva. The identification of these statues is more than suspicious; the
Egyptians divided the year into three seasons, not two, those of the inundation, of
growth, and of the harvest. And only one instance is known in Egypt of symbolic
statues of this kind (Sourdille, R., 215).

ii. 121a

For treasure houses of this kind in Egypt cf. the twelve crypts at Dendera
(Baedeker, p. 244), the entrances to which were once closed by movable stones;
also Maspero, ut sup.

[3] ovx ég paxonv, “at once.”



ii. 121d

nodewvag. In the plural, the “ragged ends of a skin,” where the feet and tail have
been; hence, in the singular, the mouth of a bottle, formed by one of these ends
being left open while the others were sewed up. This end was “tightly bound
round” (amappévovuc. Liddell & Scott, however, seem to take this = “hung on the
ass”). The ass-driver, pulling at the skins, as if to pull them straight (¢ tilomag
avta), looses the ends.

[3] kataokevalerv, “repack” the ass’s burden, the balance of which had been
spoiled.

[6] For this mark of insult cf. 2 Sam. x. 4 (Hanun’s treatment of David’s embassy).
Wiedemann shows that some of the Egyptian soldiers, especially the police, wore
beards, and that H. therefore is not to be charged with introducing a foreign detail
into the story.

ii. 121e
dewva motéerv, “showed himself very angry” (cf. iii. 14. 6); more common in the
middle voice = “to think it shameful” (cf. 133. 2).

ii. 121f
The vanity of the Egyptians was proverbial, and this touch brings it out clearly.

ii. 122

ovykvBeverv. For the Egyptian fondness for dice cf. BMG p. 87; they were buried
in the tombs (ibid. p. 178). For the bringing up of a token from the lower world cf.
Maspero, C.P,, 118-19; Satni in the tomb wins the magic book after playing a game;
the tale is preserved in a Ptolemaic papyrus.

Plutarch (De Is. et Os. chap. 12) says that Hermes won from Selene (Isis), when
playing at draughts, a seventy-second part of each day, and that out of these the
five “intercalary days” (cf. 4. 1 nn.) were made up.

avtnueEov. For the offering of the “new garment” to the goddess cf. 1 Sam. vi. 7.

[3] AOkwv. Perhaps H. means “jackals” (cf. 67. 1 n.). Erman (R., 177; cf. p. 15) sees
a reference here to the two Wepwawet gods, the jackal-headed “guides” of the
dead.

ii. 123

vnokettar ktA. For this principle, so often forgotten by H.’s critics, cf. vii. 152. 3.
Demeter and Dionysus are Isis (chap. 41 n.) and Osiris (chaps. 42 nn., 62. 2 n.). H,,
having introduced the subject of the world below, brings in another doctrine as to
life after death, which he thought the Greeks had borrowed from Egypt. Whether
metempsychosis was really a doctrine taught in Egypt is uncertain. Wiedemann
rightly says that it is inconsistent with the preservation of the body by embalming,
and that the number 3,000 is quite insufficient for Egyptian ideas; he therefore
supposes that H. confused the doctrine of immortality, which in a certain form (cf.



Maspero, M.A.E. i. 48 seq.) the Egyptians undoubtedly held, with that of
metempsychosis, and wrongly attributed the latter to Egypt. H. would be the
more likely to do this, as the Egyptians believed the souls of the blessed could at
will take any form they pleased (Sourdille, R., 365). Gomperz (Gk. Thinkers, i. 126~
7) considers the doctrine of metempsychosis rather Indian than Egyptian, and
seems to believe that the Greeks had been brought into relation with the Indians
by their common subjection to Persia. He also quotes Egyptian doctrines as to the
changes of the soul’s abode, which H. may have misunderstood.

[2] The number 3,000 recurs in Plato Phdr. 249a, but only for the “truly philosophic
soul.” Empedocles, who is certainly referred to in ot botegov, gives “30,000 years”
(woat frag. 115, ed. Diels) as the period for the purification of sinful souls. By ot
nipotepov H. means probably the Orphic teachers (cf. 81. 2 nn.), and certainly
Pythagoras (cf. iv. 95-6). Whether Pythagoras was in this matter the pupil of
Pherecydes, “qui primus dixit animos hominum esse sempiternos” (Cic. Tusc. i. 16.
38) is doubtful (cf. Gomperz, i. 542). H. avoids censuring Pythagoras by name,
perhaps because he was a Samian (but cf. i. 51. 4 for similar reticence).

The doctrine of metempsychosis was widely diffused in the sixth century, and it is
possible that it may have been taught at Croton before Pythagoras came there, by
the mysterious Orpheus of Croton (cf. Gruppe, in Rosch. s.v. Orpheus, p. 1131,
who accepts H.’s statement that it was an Egyptian doctrine).

ii. 124-36
The pyramid-builders.

ii. 124

Their names, Khufu, Khafra, and Menkaura are correctly given, but their
chronological position (2840-2680 B.C.) is entirely wrong; they belong to Manetho’s
fourth dynasty, while H. puts them after a king of the twentieth dynasty, and only
three generations before Psammetichus (666 B.C.). For explanations of H.’s mistake
cf. app. x. § 10, or (better) Petrie’s ingenious theory (JHS 28. 275) that H. composed
bk. ii in twelve divisions of about equal length, and that chaps. 100-23 (two
sections) have been wrongly placed before chaps. 124-36, which should really
precede them; the order should be roll 7 (207 lines), chaps. 124-36; roll 8 (222
lines), chaps. 100-15; roll 9 (224 lines), chaps. 116-23: the coincidence in number of
lines is at any rate very curious.

For casts of the statues of the pyramid-builders in the Br. Mus. see BMG, pp. 196,
199, 200; that of Chephrén is “one of the leading examples of ancient art” (Petrie, i.
54).

kataxkAnicavta. This impiety is contrary to the monuments, on which “Cheops”
tigures as a temple-builder. “What H. relates is only the copy of a popular story”
(Maspero, p. 77). The sufferings of the Egyptian people under the pyramid-
builders had coloured tradition as to them. H. as a Greek would be the more ready
to accept the accusation of impiety, because the mere building of such gigantic



masses offended the Greek sense of moderation. Similarly, in the story in the
Papyrus Westcar (now in Berlin), Chufu impiously appeals to the magicians to
defeat the will of the god Ra. Cf. chaps. 126, 128 nn.

[2] éAxewv. For the transport of great masses by human labour cf. Breasted, i. 694
n., the colossal statue of Thuthotep (under the twelfth dynasty) drawn by 172 men
in four double rows (picture, ibid. 159).

[3] kata déxa. This must mean that a gang of 100,000 worked for three months,
and were then relieved by another gang. For relays of workers cf. 1 Kings v. 13-15,
and for forced labour ibid. ix. 21 (both of Solomon). Meyer (i. 233; so too Petrie,
Pyramids, p. 210), however, thinks the three months are those of the rising of the
Nile; the blocks were cut all the year round, but transported during the period
when field-work was impossible. Petrie says: “Such a scale of work would suffice
for the complete building in twenty years as stated by H.” H.’s informant may
have meant this, but if so H. certainly misunderstood him.

Oéxa étea. The pév corresponds to the d¢ of § 5; the road and the “chambers” (§ 4
olknuAaTwv) took ten years, the pyramid itself twenty.

TG 000V. Two roads can still be traced, one to the first, the other to the third
pyramid; their object was to serve as an inclined plane, up which the stones could
be dragged from the Nile level to the edge of the plateau, which is a hundred feet
above the plain (cf. 7t tov Aodor).

nvpapic: an Egyptian word = “a building with a sloping side”; BMG p. 170.

[4] diwouxa. H. had never been inside the pyramid; a connection with the Nile is
impossible, as the underground chamber in the centre of the pyramid, though a
hundred feet at least below its ground level, is yet thirty-six feet above the river
level. H. gives further particulars as to the “channel of masonry” in chap. 127. 2.
Sourdille (H.E. p. 12) thinks that H. has, by a confusion of memory, attributed to
the pyramids of Gizeh the subterranean water which is really found under other
pyramids, e.g., at Hawara, near the Labyrinth.

[5] H.’s measurements of the pyramids can best be estimated from the following
table (fractions are neglected):

‘ Petrie ‘ Herodotus | Diodorus (i. 63) ‘ Pliny
Great Pyramid

Length of side
(average) 756 800 700 883
Height (original)
(present 451) 481 — > 600 —
Height (along (approx.)
sloping side?) 720 800 — —




Second Pyramid

Length of side 706 600 —
Height (present “40 feet in size inferior to the other”
469) 472 (chap. 127.3), i.e., along sloping side
Height (along (approx.)

sloping side) 670 — —

Pyramid of Mycerinus

Length of side 346 280 300 —
Height 215 — — —
Height (along (approx.)

sloping side) 330 280 (but see 134.1 n.) —
It seems to be generally agreed that this is the height given by H.; it is
calculated as 19/20 of the base.

The modern figures are taken from Murray’s Egypt, pp. 170 seq. It is there pointed
out that “nine modern writers have equally (with the ancients) varied in their
calculations.” Petrie sums up (ut sup. 159), “the accuracy with which H. states
what he saw and relates what he heard, the criticism he often applies to his
materials . . . all this should prevent our ever discrediting his words, unless
compelled to do so.”

ii. 125

H.’s account of the building of the pyramid is creditably free from marvels:
contrast the stories in Diod. i. 63 of the “mounds” by which the stones were taken
to the top, etc.

Kkpoooat: cf. iv. 152. 4 and vii. 188. 1 with nn. for the derivative mpdékpoooot.
Translate “some call “battlements,” others “steps” (literally “altar steps”).” They
are called otoixog below (§§ 2, 3), when the whole “row” of them is taken into
account.

[2] Tovg émidointove. “The rest of the stones,” i.e., to fill up the triangular gaps
between each “step.” The great pyramid when finished presented a smooth
surface, though in the present day the stripping off of most of its stone covering
(here described, §§ 2-5) has made it once more “like steps.”

unxavnot. Petrie writes (ut sup. p. 212): “for the ordinary blocks of a few tons
each it would be very feasible to employ the method of resting them on two piles
of wooden slabs, and rocking them up alternately to one side and the other by a
spar under the block, thus heightening the piles alternately, and so raising the
stone.” He goes on to show how this method could be applied to the largest blocks
in the pyramid, of fifty tons and upwards. But the explanation of Choisy (L’Art de
bitir chez les Egypt., 1904, p. 80 seq., with pictures and diagrams) is better, viz., that



the stones were raised with “ascenseurs oscillants”; these resemble in shape the
wooden framework, used to support temporarily arches in England; ancient
models of them are in the Br. Mus., the Louvre, and at Cairo (cf. app. ix, § 4).

[4] tooavtal H.’s good sense has made him put first what is obviously the right
alternative; the constant shifting of one “contrivance” from row to row is
impossible.

[5] H.’s description is right, whether we suppose that the whole pyramid was
planned and carried out at once (cf. Petrie, ut sup. p. 163, for a discussion of this
question), or that a pyramid grew with the length of its builder’s reign, being
continually extended. This “accretion” theory of Lepsius is now in favour again. In
either case the “step formation” must come first, and then the “filling up of the
angles” (¢£emouiOn).

[6] ovopain. For the use of the “radish” as a purge cf. chap. 77. 2; the “onions and
garlick” were for relishes not “food” (outia, § 7).

€U pepvnoBad. It can hardly be inferred from this, as some have done, that H.
trusted his memory in his observations, and made no notes. He only wishes to
emphasize the accuracy of a surprising statement. Diodorus (i. 64) and Pliny here
repeat H. Maspero (A.E.G., 1875, p. 18) explains this strange inscription as a prayer
to Osiris, scribbled by an Egyptian tourist, that he might obtain the blessings of
food, etc., and mistranslated by the guide. It would be a kind of parody of the
inscriptions usual on tombs, praying that Osiris would give (such blessings) to the
departed.

It is simpler (with Murray, ut sup., p. 163) to suppose that the royal inscription was
mistranslated; the onion plant was the hieroglyph for “nesut” (“king”), and the
papyrus and the lotus were used in spelling his titles as “Lord of Upper and
Lower Egypt.” But if this be the explanation, H.’s memory as to the exact place
failed him; there were no official inscriptions on a pyramid, except close to the
entry of the actual tomb-chamber; this one must have been in a temple near. Some,
however, have thought that H.’s guide was as unable to read hieroglyphics as H.
himself, and that he concealed his ignorance by a complete invention, which he
meant also to be a joke.

[7]1 To &AAov supply some word like értdveov (out of oikodopeov) by zeugma.
OokOTe is causal; cf. 6te (= “since”), iii. 73. 1.

ii. 126

oxooov dn tu: the words that follow seem to show that this phrase implies
uncertainty on the part of H.; cf. i. 157. 2. He is confirmed by the monuments
(Breasted, A.R. i. § 180) in saying that one of the three small pyramids near the
Sphinx, to the southeast of the Great Pyramid, is that of the daughter of Cheops;
Vyse, 2. 183, says its workmanship is similar to that of the Great Pyramid.

The rest of the story is a fable, to cast discredit on the pyramid-builders (cf. i. 93
and ii. 121 for similar stories as to the “Tomb of Alyattes” and as to Rhampsinitus).



As Maspero points out (A.E.G., 1875, p. 21) the story-tellers of Memphis took the
great names of history and “made them odious and ridiculous.” He compares the
romance of Setné (or Satni) for a similar motive, i.e., the sacrifice of a woman'’s
honour to obtain an end otherwise unattainable. In this tale too Rameses II (under
one of his names) and Menephtah both figure, but the latter has become a distant
ancestor instead of a son (ibid., 1878, p. 171, where the story is given almost in full,
pp. 142-69). H. himself may have heard it in Egypt.

ii. 127

The Chephrén pyramid is a little larger than H. says. It is hard to believe that a
king who reigned fifty years could be succeeded by a brother who reigned fifty-six
years. The monuments give the name of Tetfra between, who seems to have been
quite unimportant. Maspero (p. 76) suggests that Chephrén was his brother, and
so really the son of Cheops. Manetho (FHG ii. 548) gives Souphis (= Cheops) sixty-
three years, Souphis (= Chephrén) sixty-six years, Mencheres sixty-three; these
tigures are absurd; Meyer (i. 234) gives Cheops twenty-three years, on the
authority of the Turin and other papyri.

The words tavta yao . . . Xéoma (end of 2) seem to be a later addition: they
interrupt the antithesis g pev o . . . Omodeipag d¢. The words tavta . . .
guetonoaunyv are parodied by Aristophanes (Av. 1130). Diodorus (i. 64) tells us
there was an dvaBaoig up one side of this pyramid.

[2] oixkuata. H. does not mean there were no “chambers” at all in this pyramid,
but that there were none like those surrounded with water, which he was told
(wrongly) were under the pyramid of Cheops (chap. 124). As a matter of fact there
were two chambers under that of Chephrén.

[3] AiOov AiBromukov: the red granite of Syene; H. is right, for “the first layer”
(d6pov) of stones was faced with this material, as was also the second.

NG €TéENG: genitive after the idea of comparison in OOPAC; TWLTO pPéyabog, “to
attain the same size,” is added to explain vTtoBdc. éxouévnv is local here.

ii. 128

notpévog. This story may contain the one reference in H. to the conquest of Egypt
by the “Hyksos” or Shepherd kings. For the extent of their rule and for their
chronology cf. app. x, § 6, and BMG pp. 224 seq. The Egyptians called them
“Shasu” (“robbers”); hence “Hyksos,” “the rulers of the robbers.” Their rule was a
time of oppression and degradation, and so may have been blended in popular
memory with the times of the pyramid-builders. H.’s informants suppressed all
mention of this conquest. Possibly “Philitis” is connected with “Philistines,” a tribe
which may have formed part of these invaders.

ii. 129
avoiéatr. Contemporary evidence confirms H.’s tradition of the piety of Menkaura.
Of course, however, the temples were not “opened,” for they had never been



closed (cf. 124. 1 n.). It need hardly be added that his justice, in which “by gifts
from his own purse he satisfied the wrath of him who found fault after the
sentence,” is a popular myth.

[3] A coffin, of which the lid bears a cow’s head, has been found of the time of
Chephrén (Lepsius, D., ii. 14, vol. iii); there is no evidence, however, of its
occupant’s rank, nor even that it was a human being’s. Lepsius says that queens
were identified with Isis, whose symbol the cow is. For a picture of Isis with horns,
and the sun between them (132. 1), cf. Maspero, i. 132.

ii. 130

av1n 1) Bovge. The pyramid-builders had nothing to do with Sais, and H. has
wrongly introduced them into a rite which clearly was connected with the story of
Osiris (cf. Plut. De Is. et Os. 39, quoted on chap. 62). For a mummy, no doubt that
of Osiris, in a sacred cow, cf. R. de T. iv. 26; but it is only about 18 inches long (not
life-size, as in chap. 132). It used to be thought that Psammetichus II had the
second name of “Menkaura,” and that H. was referring to some monument of his;
but this theory is now given up.

[2] yvpvai. The Egyptians never represented women in statues quite naked; but
the linen fabrics were so fine and clinging as to be transparent. For such a dress cf.
tigure in Erman, E., 214, and Maspero, C.P, 124; Maspero adds in a note that the
linen fabrics in the museum at Cairo quite confirm the tradition (cf. the “Coae
vestes” of the Romans).

ii. 131

The chapter is interesting as a specimen of H.’s attempts at criticism; Egyptian
wood statues, being made in pieces, like dolls, were particularly liable to lose their
forearms.

[3] The xai simply emphasizes 1ueig; there is no reference to other travellers (e.g.,
Hecataeus, suggested by Wiedemann).

ii. 132

[2] See 62. 1 n. for the connection of Neith, the goddess of Sais, and Isis. The
ceremony is part of the festival of Osiris (cf. TOv ovk ovopalouevov Oeov, and the
bringing out of the cow symbolized Isis” search for Osiris.

For tomtwvral cf. 39. 4 n.; for religious silence cf. 3. 2, 86. 2 n.

ii. 133

[3] ovvtayxvvew: intrans. here as in iii. 72. 1. Mycerinus was to have reigned
forty-four years (“150” with Cheops and Chephrén); H. does not tell us in what
year the oracle came, so that the actual length of his reign is uncertain.

[4] AOxva moAAG. The “many lights” are borrowed from the Osiris festival (see
above); for the Avxvokain cf. chap. 62 nn.



Matthew Arnold’s poem on Mycerinus is well known. As Wiedemann says, the
endeavour to cheat the oracle is a Greek trick; but the mention of the marshes as
“places of pleasure” (¢vnpntiowx) is quite in accordance with Egyptian usage. The
sarcophagus and the wooden coffin of Mycerinus, with portions of his mummy,
were found in this pyramid by Vyse in 1837; the former was lost on its way to
England, but the coffin and the mummy are in the first Egyptian room at the Br.
Mus. (No. 6647, Case B; BMG p. 201); it has been held that the coffin is a late
restoration of the Saite period, Z.A.S. xxx, p. 98, but this is doubtful.

ii. 134

The genitive modwv depends on katadéovoav in the usual way; TAé0pwvV is
probably to be taken with kwAov, “on each side of three plethra”; but the
construction is curious, as is also the deliberate anacoluthon of ¢ovong.

teteaywvou: cf. i. 178. 2. Petrie (ut sup. p. 160) explains doubtfully the
discrepancy by referring H.’s figure (280) to “the base of the limestone part,”
which really was 275 feet.

H. is right in saying that half the pyramid was cased with “red granite” (AtOov
ABlomikov).

[2] Podwmog. H. shows his usual sense in rejecting this preposterous attribution,
which is made by Diodorus (i. 64, as an alternative) and by Strabo (808); he shows
it is contrary both to probability and to chronology. Two explanations are given of
the origin of the story:

(1) It has been held that additions were made to the pyramid by a later queen (the
Nitocris of Manetho, cf. 100 nn.), and that the Greek fiction as to Rhodopis was a
version of the story of her work.

But “the Manethonian story of Nitocris and the pyramid is an impossibility” (Hall,
JHS xxiv. 208).

(2) It is more probable that we have here an adapted popular story. The modern
Arab tale that the third pyramid was haunted by a beautiful naked woman, who
drove men mad, may easily be very old; perhaps it is connected with the “red
painted” face of the Sphinx and its inscrutable smile. This may be the explanation
of the Greek fiction which we have here, and, in a modified form, of Manetho’s
version (cf. 100 nn.).

Rhodopis was a real person; her name seems to have been Doricha (though
Athenaeus, 596, denies this). Greek fancy played about her, as it did later about
Phryne and Thais, e.g., Strabo (ut sup.) attributes the “shoe” part in the Cinderella
story to her.

[3] d1€dele: used impersonally in an intransitive sense (cf. iii. 82. 3). The sentence
beginning émeite ydo is an anacoluthon.

[4] The story of Aesop is told by Plutarch (De Sera chap. 12, 557a). Croesus had
sent him to distribute four minae to each of the Delphians, but Aesop sent back the



money to Sardis; enraged at this, the Delphians unjustly condemned him to death
for sacrilege, and executed him. Afterwards they suffered from “strange diseases,”
until they made atonement by paying compensation to ladmon. The story was
obviously unknown to H. (cf. i. 54), and also that of Aesop’s residence at the court
of Croesus (Plut. Sol. 28 ad init.).

Myers (Hell., p. 454) quotes this passage and vi. 139 as proofs of the higher
morality of Delphi, which cares for the lives of women and slaves.

Tradition credits Aesop with written works; but the passage as to his yéAowx (Ar.
Vesp. 566) seems only to imply oral tradition; at all events the fables that bear his
name have been held, since Bentley, to be forgeries. It has been denied that Aesop
is a real person, but the evidence of H., who may well have met at Samos some of
the family of Jadmon, is conclusive against this scepticism.

ii. 135

&6 Atyvntov. No doubt Rhodopis was brought to Naucratis, with which both
Samians and Mytilenaeans had a special connection (178. 2, 3); it was famous for
its étaipat (Athen. 596).

[2] we eivar Podwmiv: translate “for a Rhodopis, but not enough for her to attain
to,” etc.; cf. iv. 81. 1 for construction; but it is very harsh.

[3] TovTO TO = TOLoVTOV OloV; cf. iv. 166. 1.

avaBetvat, “to attribute to her” (cf. 134. 2); the word is used = “dedicate” three
lines below.

[4] H. is obviously writing as an eyewitness, and this part of the story may be
Delphic tradition. The altar of the Chians was found by the French in 1893, on the
spot indicated by H.; to judge from Pausanias it was in this part of the precinct
that dedications were most numerous; cf. ix. 81. 1 and Paus. x. 14. 7 with Frazer, v.
309-10 and 631.

Bouvmogovg: large enough to roast a whole ox. For the magnificent feasting of
Delphi cf. i. 51. 2. Athenaeus (ut sup.) says the “spits” were megiBontor and
quotes Cratinus as to them.

[6] Charaxus was a wine merchant; for a new fragment of Sappho “chiding” him,
but apparently not for this amour, cf. Class. Rev. xxiii. 103-104.

ii. 136

Menkaura was succeeded by two nameless kings and then by Shepseskaf (Meyer,
i. 235). Diodorus (i. 65) makes Bocchoris succeed Mycerinus, and (i. 94) says that
he “settled the laws of contract”; he also (ibid.) mentions Sasyches as the second of
the lawgivers of Egypt (see below). This last may be the king meant by “Asychis,”
but if so, he is out of place, for he seems to belong to the second dynasty. H.’s
confusion is unexplained.



[2] Amodetkviva (sc., Tiva): “that a man might by assigning . . . on these terms”
(oUtw).

tvde ... Cnuinv. If H's account be right, this “penalty” is the real point of the
law; the “whole grave” was transferred to the creditor, though he could not
disturb mummies already placed in it. But Erman (R. 190) thinks that the reference
may be really to the perpetual charge of graves vested in the class of xoaxvtai,
who were paid a stipend; these charges were hereditary sources of profit, and so
could be alienated or pledged by their holders.

[3] éx MAivOwv. What pyramid H. means is disputed. Stein, on account of the
reference to the Aiuvn (§ 4), thinks one of the brick pyramids by Lake Moeris is
meant; there are also two brick pyramids at Dahshfir, some twenty miles south of
Gizeh.

[4] mAivOoug eipuoav. This passage is parodied by Aristophanes (Av. 1144-6).

ii. 137-41

These chaps. contain a distorted version of Egyptian history during the time of the
great Assyrian conquests. At this period an Ethiopian dynasty ruled in Thebes,
though native Egyptian princes, under the protection of Assyria, held their
ground, as H. says (cf. chap. 152 n.), in the Delta. H. turns the twenty-fifth dynasty
(725-667 B.C.) of Manetho into a single king, Sabacos (137. 1); there were at least
four kings in it, of whom Shabaka was one; the last, Tanut-Amen, was expelled by
Esarhaddon. Popular tradition remembered only Sabacos; he seems to correspond
to “So, king of Egypt” (2 Kings xvii. 4), who incited Hoshea of Samaria to resist
Assyria, and so brought about his destruction. It is needless to say that H., here as
elsewhere, completely fails to appreciate the greatness of Assyria (see chap. 141
n.).

ii. 137

Avvowv. Manetho (frag. 64-65) says Bocchoris of Sais preceded the Ethiopian
conquest. Two suggestions are made to reconcile H. with Manetho. (1) That
Bocchoris is called “Anysis” by H., from the name of his town, while Manetho calls
him a “Saite” from his nome (so the eleventh dynasty is called “Theban,” though
really from Hermonthis). (2) It is simpler to suppose that Anysis was not a king,
but only a local chief, like Necho the father of Psammetichus (152. 1).

The site of Anysis is very variously identified, e.g., by Sayce with Hanes (?
Heracleopolis Magna), near the Fay(m (JP xiv. 283). It may be the same as Anytis
(chap. 166), which seems to be in the Delta.

[2] For the marshes cf. chaps. 92 seq. nn.

[3] The account in H. is based on two facts of Eastern life: (1) Imprisonment as a
punishment was unknown; the criminal, however, became a state slave for shorter
or longer period. (2) Town sites are usually higher than the country round; the
mud houses rapidly fall into ruins, their remains are not removed, but levelled as



a foundation for their successors. Greek imagination, however, always attributed
the result of a long process to an individual act. For a curious result of this rise of
height cf. 138. 2; the temple is below the city level. A similar feature is often seen in
modern churches, but on a less scale.

[5] For Bubastis cf. 59 n. The “city” at Bubastis is contrasted with the temple.

ii. 138

The temple was excavated by M. Naville for the E.E.F. (1887-9); an account of the
results is given in the eighth memoir (1891; also in part in the tenth, 1892). The
destruction had been so complete that no light is thrown on H.’s account of the
buildings; but M. Naville confirms his accuracy as to (1) the island-like nature of
the site; (2) the depressed position of the temple; “the account is clearly that of an
eyewitness” (p. 3); (3) the direction and the length of the road (§ 4) which is
traceable (p. 60). H. is partially mistaken in assigning the smaller temple to Thoth;
his name occurs in the inscriptions, but the building was probably a treasury
(ibid.).

[4] Hermes, i.e., Thoth. He was connected with the worship of Osiris (cf. Diod. i.
15-16), and was identified by the Greeks with Hermes as being {vxomoumnog. For
pictures of him in the judgement hall of Osiris cf. BMG p. 140.

ii. 139
téAog: not “end of” but “completion of”; translate “final departure.” Cf. the
Homeric téAog Oavatolo.

[2] mgddaorv: in the unusual sense of “suggestion.” Cf. Soph. Trach. 662 émti
npopaoel ONEog (v.l. moopavoet).

oxooov refers to the participle doEavta, not to the main verb ékywonoetv.

[3] Wiedemann says that this story of voluntary retirement by the last Ethiopian
king is found on the monuments; but really the Ethiopians retired before the
Assyrians.

ii. 140
This chapter is important for H.’s chronology.
(1) For its bearing on the date of Amyrtaeus (cf. iii. 15 n.).

(2) H’s figure, “more than 700” (§ 2), hopelessly contradicts the data given
elsewhere. Anysis is divided from Psammetichus I only by the reign of Sethos; as
Psammetichus succeeded 663 B.C., Anysis would have died about 700. But
Amyrtaeus belongs to the middle of the fifth century (see above), and so the
interval should be 250, not “700” years.

It has been proposed to alter the text; but it is clear that H. has combined variant
traditions without being aware of it. (Cf. app. xiv, § 3.)



[2] If this island had a real existence at all, it is obvious that it must be as hard to
identify it as it was to find it; we can only say that it is conceived of as in the Delta
region.

ii. 141

Neither Manetho nor the monuments know the name of Sethos; and the repulse of
Sennacherib from Egypt probably belongs to the reign of Tirhaka (701-667 B.C.).
Sethos may have been a local priest, ruling in Lower Egypt under the Ethiopian,
and turned by popular tradition into a king; but probably “Sethon” is indeclinable
and = “Setne,” the popular form of the priests’ title; for this turning of a title into a
proper name cf. 111. 1 n. (Griffith, High Priests of Memphis, 9). The name “Satni” is
common as that of the hero of various popular Egyptian tales.

Atyvnriwv: a constructio ad sensum, as if H. had written aAoyint éxewv. For the
warrior caste cf. chap. 164.

[2] The mention of Arabians here (and below) may well be right; Sennacherib, like
Cambyses later (iii. 5), probably had Arabian guides across the desert. Josephus,
however (see below), blames H. for the statement.

[3] The parallel to the account in 2 Kings xix is very marked, but the childishness
of H.’s tradition is in strong contrast to the dignified simplicity of the Jewish one.
The sudden break-off in Sennacherib’s inscription (the Taylor cylinder now in Br.
Mus.) confirms the fact of the disaster to his army. For the mouse as a symbol of
plague cf. 1 Sam. vi. 4-5 and Iliad, i. 39, where Apollo, as sender of plague, is
invoked as “Sminthian” (from ouivOog, a mouse). There is an interesting Egyptian
parallel in the vision of Ptah seen by Merneptah, before his victory over the
Libyans and their allies (Breasted, iii. 582); “but the form of the inscription éc éué
and the pointing of the moral are both Greek” (Griffith, ut sup.).

[4] Pelusium; cf. 154 n. Josephus (A.]. x. 14) says that H. recorded a siege of
Pelusium by the Assyrians; this would naturally have come in here.

[6] Here, as elsewhere (cf. i. 24. 8), a votive offering has determined the form of the
tradition. The statue had originally nothing to do with the events described, but
represented the god Horus, to whom the mouse was sacred; the Greeks explained
it from the legends of Apollo. Strabo (604) tells a story of mice eating okUTIva T@WV
OmAwv, at Amaxitus in the Troad, where (at Chryse) Apollo was commemorated
by a statue of Scopas, with a mouse under his foot. Spiegelberg however (Z.A.S.
43, 94), thinks that the story was older than the statue, and was attached to this by
Semitic settlers (cf. 112. 2 Tvgiwv oTEaTOTTEdOV).

ii. 142

Chaps. 142-6 are a digression, before the history of the twenty-sixth (Saite)
dynasty. H. urges three points, the two first of which he has already made: (1) the
antiquity of Egypt (cf. 2. 1 n.); (2) the obligations of Greece to Egypt for its
Pantheon (cf. chaps. 49-50 nn.); (3) the mistaken views of the Greeks as to the
human origin of their gods. The figure 341 H. obtains by calculation, i.e., he counts



after Menes (chap. 99) and “the 330 kings enumerated from a roll” (100. 1 n.), the
10 kings whose reigns he describes (102-41), i.e., 1 + 330 + 10 = 341. He confirms
his calculation by the list of High Priests at Thebes (143. 2).

The calculation is worthless, for (1) even if we knew the source of the “330” and
could trust it, many of the kings were contemporary with each other. (2) H.’s “10
kings” are counted twice over; they were already included in the “330.” (3) It is
absurd to suppose that a king’s reign averaged a generation (cf. i. 7. 4 for a lower
estimate). (4) H. knew the priesthood was in his day hereditary (37. 5); but he had
no right to assume it had always been so. Stein well compares the calculation with
an attempt to estimate the duration of the Papacy from the portraits of the Popes at
San Paolo.

[2] pooua. For this calculation cf. app. xiv.

é¢rmudoinwv. H. is wrong in his arithmetic; 41 x 33%5 = 1,366%3, i.e., 26%5 more years
than he gives (cf. i. 32. 4 n. for another miscalculation).

[3] UoAoinolot: the Saite kings who ruled after Sethos.

[4] By these words H. means: “the sun rose four times away from his previous
quarter” (as he explains, évOa te vov . . . katadvva), i.e., had changed his place
of rising four times, rising in the east for two periods and in the west for two. For
belief in this phenomenon cf. Plato, Pit. 269a, who connects it with the story of
Thyestes. H.’s own views about the sun (chaps. 24-5) are quite as impossible. But
H.’s Egyptian informant must have meant something different, i.e., that from
Menes to Sethos there were four “Sothis periods” (complete or incomplete) of
1,460 years each (cf. 4 nn.). Only at the beginning of a period did the time of the
calendar correspond to the real time; hence the sun might be said to “rise four
times (only) from his proper place.”

Umo tavta, “during this period” (cf. ix. 60. 3 for U70). H. refutes by implication
his countrymen’s beliefs in a Golden Age, in a Deluge, etc.

ii. 143

This passage is important as illustrating (1) the fact that H. used the I'fjc mepiodog
of Hecataeus as a guide-book. (2) His somewhat depreciatory tone to his
predecessor. The word Aoyomoidg, however, is not itself contemptuous. (3) The
origins of Greek chronology (cf. app. xiv, § 4).

éxrardéxatov. The figure seems small; there were twenty generations from
Leonidas, the contemporary of Hecataeus, to Zeus (vii. 204).

[2] é0v péya. It is strange that H. only refers in this cursory manner to the gigantic
buildings at Thebes (Karnak); this is one of the passages used by Sayce to prove
that H. never went (p. xxvii) up the Nile beyond the Faytim. Sayce also affirms
(ibid. and nn. here) that the statues seen by H. were at Memphis, not at Thebes; of
this he gives no proof. (For his argument cf. 29 nn.) It may be taken as certain that
H. had never been in the great pillared hall with its 140 columns; only high



officials were admitted to this; but he may well have been in the chambers on the
south of the great court. H. has been partially confirmed by M. Legrain’s discovery
of a number of statues at Karnak in 1904 and 1905; over 16,000 objects were taken
out of a pit, of which 600 were statues; only some of these, however, were of
priests, and wood was the exception, not the rule, as material. Cf. R. de T. xxvii. 67;
xxviii. 148. Wood, however, is a material which perishes easily, and we may accept
the summing up of Sourdille, who (H.E., 190-8) discusses the whole subject fully,
“it is at least certain that many priests obtained permission to dedicate their
statues, that some of these were of wood, that inscriptions enable to follow for
generations the history of many families” (p. 198). H., in fact, as usual, generalizes
too much from data correct in themselves.

Too0VTOVG: i.e., 341 (142. 1); H. writes loosely, meaning a number corresponding
to the number of kings. Hecataeus actually would have seen 345, for he visited
Egypt some 140 years (i.e., four generations) after the time of Sethos (the 341st
king).

[4] o0 dexdpevol: this is too absolute (cf. Sourdille, R., 56). The Pharaohs were by
title the “sons of Ra,” and stories of divine fatherhood occur on the monuments,
e.g., Amenophis III is son of Amon at Luxor. H., in fact, contradicts his own
statement elsewhere (cf. i. 182. 1 nn.). In Egyptian, migwpic = “the man,” here
wrongly translated “the gentleman.” The mistake spoils the point of the priests’
answer, viz., that mortal had been born of mortal, without a god coming in, for this
long period. Whether the mistake be due to the interpreter’s vanity, or to H.’s
desire to outdo the family distinctions of Hecataeus, must remain uncertain.

“Piromis,” as a proper name, may have been familiar to H., for it occurs in an
inscription from Halicarnassus, 1. 17 (Newton’s Essays, p. 427, 1. 17).

ii. 144

tolovtovg: of human shape, and so mortals.

[2] Manetho (frag. 1) puts Horus last of the first set of god-rulers (145 n.), not, as
H. here, just before mortal rule; by a similar mistake H. puts Osiris among the last
set of god-rulers (145. 1). But the Turin Papyrus and the monuments alike put
immediately before Menes the “Horus worshippers” as rulers (Meyer, i. 192),
which explains H.’s statement here. Horus, as the god of light, was identified with
Apollo. For his story and that of Osiris cf. 62. 1 n.; for Osiris, also 42. 2 n.

ii. 145

Chaps. 145-6 must be read with chaps. 43-5; they illustrate (1) H.’s pseudo-
chronology for early times; (2) his fondness for correcting his countrymen; (3)
above all his views on Egyptian religion. He divides the Egyptian pantheon into
three classes, the eight original gods, the twelve others born from them, and a
third series, of indeterminate number, born from the twelve. He seems to mean
this as a classification of Egyptian gods in general (145. 1); but if this is his
meaning, he is inconsistent, for he says elsewhere (chap. 42) that only Isis and



Osiris were worshipped by all the Egyptians. He further identifies these gods with
the rulers of Egypt before the period of Menes (rpdtegov twv dvdowv TovTWV,
144. 2). The origin of his information may have been chiefly Memphis, for it is the
temple of Ptah (Hephaestus) to which he continually refers (cf. app. x, § 10); but he
also refers to Mendes (46. 1). How far Egyptian tradition really underlies these
statements of H. is disputed. Brugsch (Religion der Alten A., p. x) explains the
“eight” as corresponding to the eight original “cosmogonic” deities, while the
“twelve” are made up by the addition of Thoth, the “thought” of the original god
personified, and of the divine Triad of Toum, Hathor, and Harpocrates (the father,
mother, and son). H.’s third series of gods he explains as local gods, to whom
“special worships were founded after the pattern of the cosmogonic twelve (p. xi).

It will be seen at once that, if this were the real Egyptian view, H. has reproduced
it very inaccurately; but Maspero (M.A.E. ii, 184-7, 237 seq.) rejects Brugsch’s
whole system as “an attempt to get from polytheistic texts a monotheistic
theology.” It must suffice to say here (1) that the usual division of the Egyptian
pantheon was into three “nines,” of which the first was far the most important; the
“enneads” of Heliopolis were the best known; (2) that H. is wrong in putting
Osiris in his third class (chap. 145); he belonged to the great “ennead”; (3) that he
is right, according to Egyptian ideas, in making the gods to have been rulers of

Egypt.

Sourdille (cap. 2) criticizes H.’s views on Egyptian religion generally; he sums up:
“H.’s starting-point is really Egyptian (e.g., the threefold division), his
development rests on conceptions entirely different” (p. 54).

For the calculations and inconsistencies of this chap. cf. app. xiv, § 2.
[2] meooOe: cf. 43. 4.

[4] Eopéw. The oldest authority for this scandal against the virtuous Penelope is
Pindar (Servius on Verg. Georg. i. 16). It was this Pan who was reported “dead” by
the mysterious voice in the Aegean during the reign of Tiberius (Plut. De Def. Or.
17, Mor. 419).

ii. 146

apdpotégwyv: ie., Dionysus and Pan; there is no construction, but égt may have
fallen out before mtpeott. If the text be sound, however, audotépwv must mean
“the Greek and the Egyptian views”; translate “A man can adopt whichever of
these two,” etc.

amodédektal: i.e., that Pan is the Egyptian god of Mendes (chap. 46), and that
Melampus brought the worship of Dionysus from Egypt (chap. 49).

el pev yap xtA. H's argument is that the cases of Heracles on the one hand and of
Dionysus and Pan on the other were not parallel (katd mep ‘H. ktA.). Heracles
(chap. 43) was the son of Amphitryon, who after a long life had been identified
with an Egyptian god; but as to Pan and Dionysus, their stories (§ 2) showed they
had never existed as men. They had not become “famous” (pavepot) like



Hercules, and so “taken the names of gods who had existed before.” The Greeks
therefore, he thinks, borrowed them from Egypt, and made the date of the
introduction of their worship (&7’ o0 émvOovto kTA.) into the date of their birth.
Stein ingeniously shows that this actually was done in the worship of Dionysus;
Melampus, its mythical founder (49. 3), was a contemporary of Labdacus; for their
respective great-grandsons, Amphiaraus (cf. Od. xv. 241 seq.) and Polynices, were
both among the “Seven against Thebes.” But Labdacus and Dionysus were
contemporaries, as both grandsons of Cadmus; therefore to the Greek genealogers,
Melampus would be a contemporary of Dionysus (cf. app. xiv, § 2).

[2] év T AiOwomin: iniii. 111. 1 H. says the Arabs say that cinnamon grows “in
the land where Dionysus was brought up” (i.e., Ethiopia). Cf. iii. 97. 2 n. for the
Ethiopians who worship Dionysus round Nvon 1) igr): also 29.7 nn. It is noticeable,
however, that H. only gives the connection between Dionysus and Ethiopia as the
belief of Greeks and Arabs, not as his own.

ii. 147-82
The history of Egypt under the Saite dynasty, when the Greeks had renewed their
intercourse with it.

ii. 147
H. rightly emphasizes the change in the character of his sources (147. 1; cf. 154. 4
and app. x, §§ 10-11).

[2] avev BaoiAéog. H. for once drops his Egyptian sympathies and ironically says
the natives “though freed” could not get on “without a king.” Diodorus (i. 66) calls
the state of Egypt dvaoxia.

dvwdeka. There is no trace of this “dodecarchy” on the monuments; Diodorus (ut
sup.) repeats the figure, and adds that the twelve 1yeudveg ruled fifteen years,
and that the victory of Psammetichus was at Momempbhis. H.’s story seems to
correspond to the broad facts, though it has been made too symmetrical, and
adorned with religious motives by his priestly informants at Buto. The number
“twelve” is probably a Greek interpolation; Maspero (iii. 488 n.), who compares
the “twelve great gods” (chap. 43) which the Greek version gave, says the
monuments give us the names of more than twenty petty rulers at this time. The
rivalry of chiefs at this period in the Delta is illustrated by a contemporary demotic
romance published in 1897 (cf. Petrie, iii. 321 seq.). Lying between the Assyrian
and the Ethiopian conquerors (cf. apps. ii, § 3; x, § 9), they had gained a state of
semi-independence.

For Necho, perhaps the chief of them, cf. 152. 1 n.

ii. 148

AapoovOov. The name is Greek, perhaps connected with Aavoa (an “alley”); for
the connection cf. Burrows, Discoveries in Crete, 117 seq., 228, and v. 119. 2 n. It
properly belongs to the great pre-hellenic palace of Knossus; as there was a direct



connection between Minoan civilization and the twelfth dynasty culture, the
Greeks were justified in their comparison.

The building here described by H. (also by Strabo 811) was originally built by
Amenembhét III (101. 4 n.), and was continued by his daughter (queen 1791-1788);
only their names have been found among the ruins, and no trace of the work of
the twenty-sixth dynasty. H. is therefore wrong in attributing it to the “twelve
kings”; but most classical writers are also wrong (e.g., Strabo). Manetho (frag. 35;
ii. 560), however, rightly gives it to a king of the twelfth dynasty, calling him
“Lamares” which seems to be one of the names of Amenemhét III (cf. Meyer, i. 281
n.). The “Labyrinth” was considered one of the “seven wonders of the world”; it
was not only a temple, but also the seat of government; each nome had its own set
of chambers in it.

Kookodeidwv . .. moAw. For this town cf. 69. 1. It lies close to the modern
Medinet-el-Faytim. Strabo (811) says the Labyrinth was 100 stadia from it.

Non, “so far,” with Adyov pélw (cf. Liddell & Scott s.v. L. 5).

Although the Labyrinth has perished its foundations remain, and their area is
“enough to include all the temples of Karnak and Luxor” (Petrie, i. 188); they
measure 1,000 feet by 800; it was identified by Petrie in 1888; for a description cf.
his “Hawara,” E.E.F,, 1889, pp. 5-8.

[2] For the temple at Ephesus cf. i. 92. 1 n., for that of Samos, iii. 60. 4 n., where H.
says it was “the greatest of all temples we know” (i.e., of Greek temples). For the
bearing of this passage on the date of H.’s visit to Egypt cf. app. ix, § 1.

[4] The chief differences between the accounts of H. and of Strabo are:

(1) H. says there were twelve avAadi, Strabo (787, 811) implies there were more—
one for each of thirty-six nomes; but he also seems to give the number as twenty-
seven.

(2) H. says the “courts” had “openings facing each other” (§ 4), Strabo that they
were ¢’ éva otixov, and that they opened on a long wall.

(3) H. says nothing distinct (but cf. § 7) of the absence of wood or of the monolithic
roofs, Strabo nothing of the “underground chambers” (§ 5).

It would be impossible to construct a building according to the description of
either H. or Strabo; and it is obvious that a “labyrinth” defies description, at any
rate by a mere visitor led through part of it as was H. (§ 5). It is therefore needless
to attempt to account for the contradictions, etc., by supposed later additions to
the Labyrinth during the 450 years between the visits of the two travellers.

Kkataoteyot. The courts were “covered in,” not open as usual; H. conceives them
as arranged six a side, along a corridor, from which, being no doubt higher, they
were lighted. Stein compares the pillared hall at Karnak, where also the walls and
pillars are covered with “figures carved on” (tVTtwv &yyeyAvupévawv (§ 7); cf. 136.
1). H. is right that the main feature of the building was the great number and the



equal size (speaking generally) of its chambers; there was not the usual great
central court, for it was not dedicated to any one deity (cf. Petrie, ut sup. p. 7).

[6] oteyéwv seems to be the same as oikr)pata just below, i.e., the minor
“chambers” as opposed to the “courts.”

elArypot, “the goings this way and that,” not “winding ways.” The maotadeg are
“pillared corridors” between the “chambers.”

[7] Cwa, “hieroglyphics”; cf.i. 70. 1 n.
For the pyramid at Hawara cf. Petrie, i. 184 seq.

ii. 149

Lake Moeris (for the name cf. 101 n.) “was the natural basin of the Fayim oasis,
regulated and utilized by Amenemhét III” (Petrie, i. 192, with whom Breasted, pp.
1934, agrees). The Fay(im in its lowest parts is over 120 feet below the sea level,
and was originally filled with water by the Nile; some parts of it, however, e.g., the
site of Arsinoe, were inhabited even under the Old Empire, and more of it was
reclaimed by the great kings of the twelfth dynasty, especially Amenemheét III. He
also regulated the flow of the Nile, using the lake to hold the surplus of the high
Nile, and then letting the water go as it was wanted. In fact his work was an
anticipation of the Barrage and the dam at Assouan. Owing to the rise in height of
the Nile valley on the east side, Lake Moeris gradually became useless for
controlling the Nile flood, but the work of reclamation was greatly extended under
the Ptolemies. Only the Birket Kar(in is now left, on the northwest of the district;
this lake is thirty-four miles long.

The topography of Lake Moeris was finally settled by Major Brown (The Fayiim
and L. M., 1892); for a good summary cf. Grenfell and Hunt, Faytim Towns (E.E.F,,
1900, pp. 1-17); they say H.’s “mistakes, such as they are, are those of an uncritical
eyewitness”; while Strabo, on the other hand, claims to have seen what had ceased
to exist 200 years before his time (p. 8).

Other views of Lake Moeris are briefly: (1) that of Linant (published 1843), who
tirst explored the district, that Lake Moeris was on the east side of the Fay(im, held
up by huge dykes. This, though long accepted, is now given up. (2) Maspero (p.
131) and Meyer (i. 293) both deny that the lake had anything to do with the
regulation of the Nile flood. It will be noticed that H. says nothing as to this.

é€axootot kai toloxiAtot. This figure—about 400 miles—is much exaggerated;
the size of Lake Moeris is estimated by Petrie (Hawara, p. 2) at about 130 miles; the
coast-line is about 180 miles.

[2] Xerpomointog. H. is wrong in calling the lake “artificial.” Strabo (811) rightly
says that it is a “natural” (pvowd) reservoir, but that the sluices (kAeiOpa) by
which the water is controlled were artificial.

&v péor). The nose of one of these colossi, which were not “in the middle of the
lake,” but on its east edge, is in the Ashmolean at Oxford (Room II); it is in finely



polished quartzite; their pedestals are still at Biahmu, 4%2 miles north of Medinet.
They were statues of Amenemhét III, probably about 39 feet high, or, with their
pedestals, 60 feet. H. had only seen the statues from Arsinoe across the lake, and
had accepted the greatly exaggerated figures of his guide. (Petrie, Hawara, p. 60
and pl. xxvi).

[3] Nissen (Metrologie, p. 889, in I. Mii., Hand. der A. W. i) says that dixatat here =
“of full length,” as opposed to the short stade of “148” metres used by H. in
reckoning marches. But H. really seems always to reckon the stade at the same
length, i.e., about 200 yards. dikatai eiot really = ioat loy, i.e., “are equivalent
to

4

[4] The canal (dwwovxa) is the Bahr Y{sif, which leaves the Nile about 200 miles to
the south, just below Sifit.

[5] Here as elsewhere (cf. app. ix, § 1) the orderly arrangements for government
seem to imply that the Persians were in peaceful possession of Egypt. Sayce (F.
Petrie, Illahun, Kahun, 1891, pp. 40-1) gives a translation of a Ptolemaic papyrus as
to the revenue from the “fish-pots.”

ii. 150

The interest of this chapter is the light that it throws on H.’s comparative method,
and also on the date of his travels. It is natural to suppose that he heard the
Nineveh story, presumably in Chaldaea, before he was in Egypt (cf. introd. p. 5).

tetoappévn. The “lake lies north and south” (149. 1); but it had some extension to
the west. Translate “with its western parts turned inland along the mountain
which lies south of Memphis,” i.e., the Libyan chain, which starts above Memphis
and runs south.

[2] 6oV ypaTog: of the lake (149. 2), not the underground channel, as to the
existence of which H. does not commit himself; he seems to distinguish it (in § 1)
from the lake by adding kai.

[3] Sardanapallus, so far as he is historical, is Assurbanipal (cf. app. ii, § 3), the last
of the Assyrian conquerors; Ctesias (Assyrica frag. 15, p. 429) wrongly made him
the last king of Nineveh, a compound of effeminacy and desperate bravery, as he
is represented in Byron’s drama. The story of the treasure-house is that of
Rhampsinitus over again (cf. chap. 121).

ii. 151
This chapter obviously owes its colouring to Greeks; the fulfillment of an oracle by
the persons who try to evade it is a common feature in these myths.

[2] xvvénv. The origin of this folk-tale is perhaps found in the name “Psamtek.”
This seems = “son of a lion”; but it was also explained as “drinking-bowl maker,”
Petrie, iii. 321. Stein, however (cf. 162. 1 n.), thinks Psammetichus was wearing the
“royal helmet,” and incurred suspicion by using this for a libation.



ii. 152

Manetho (frag. 66; FHG ii. 593) gives three kings of the Saite dynasty before
Psammetichus I; of these the third was Necho, father of Psammetichus; he
represented one of the families which divided the rule of North Egypt; the centres
of the other were Tanis and Bubastis (Maspero, iii. 378-9, 489). Necho is mentioned
in Assurbanipal’s Annals (RP!i. 57 seq.; B.M.G.A., 221-2, with picture of the
cylinder) first among the twenty kings set up by Esarhaddon in Egypt (ibid. 61);
they were expelled by Taharka, but restored by Assurbanipal (p. 62). When they
revolted against Assyria, Necho alone was restored to his throne (p. 64). There is
no mention of his being killed by the Ethiopians, but it is probable. H., here as
elsewhere (137. 1 n.), combines all the Ethiopian kings into one; for Necho is
mentioned by Assurbanipal in 667 B.C., while Sabacos (Shabako) died before 700.
Necho really fell before Tanut Amen, who shared the power of Taharka, the last of
the four Ethiopian kings. Cf. for his stele Breasted, iv. 919 seq.

[3] xonopoc. Under this oracular form is concealed the important part played by
Greek mercenaries in the rise of the Saite dynasty. We learn from the Assyrian
inscription (RP! i. 69) that Gyges of Lydia sent help to Psammetichus, who was
also encouraged to throw off the Assyrian yoke by the revolt of Babylon under
Shamashshtimtikin (Maspero, p. 572).

ii. 153

KoAooooi. Egyptian architecture did not employ caryatides. H. means square
columns adorned with a statue in front, probably of Osiris, as in the Ramesseum.
For Epaphus cf. 38. 1 n.

ii. 154

For the “camps” at Pelusium and for the “remains” there (§ 5) cf. 30. 2 n.; for
Bubastis, 59 n. The rivalry between Ionian and Carian made separate camps
desirable.

[2] éounvéec. The “interpreters” formed one of the seven “classes” (chap. 164).

[3] Amasis came to the throne at the head of a native reaction (163. 2); he therefore
removed the foreigners from their important post on the east frontier; but he saw
that the support of the Greek mercenaries was necessary, and so attached them
more closely to his own person. If we may trust a demotic chronicle in the Louvre,
Amasis assigned the mercenaries some of the lands and revenues of the temples of
Bubastis, Memphis, and Heliopolis (Revillout, RE i. 59); cf. iii. 16 n. For the double
policy of Amasis, giving back with one hand what he had taken away with the
other, cf. the treatment of Naucratis (178 nn.). Steph. Byz. (s.v. mentions 10
Kapwkov, the Carian quarter, in Memphis, with its mixed population.

[4] &rtoexéwe: cf. 147. 1 n. The word dAAGYAwooog occurs in the great Abusimbel
inscription (cf. Roberts, Epigraphy, i. 151f.) for the “mercenaries,” Greek and other,
of Psammetichus II, as opposed to his native troops; the former are commanded
by a special commander, Potasimto (cf. Maspero, iii. 537-8 nn.).



nowtot. For the Egyptian dislike of strangers cf. 91. 1; H. has never heard of the
Hyksos (cf. app. X, § 6) or of Libyan settlements in Egypt.

[5] 6Axot. Liddell & Scott take these = “the fixed capstans” of the docks: more
probably it = “the slips,” on which ships were built or repaired.

ii. 155

For the town and oracle of Buto cf. 63. 1 n.

[3] Each side of this shrine was a monolith, and a square of sixty feet (tovtolot, “in
these respects,” i.e., height and length). These dimensions seem incredible, both on
general grounds and because the shrine would be the same height as the portico.
For a still existing monolith shrine set up by Amasis cf. 175. 3 n.

naoEodida: probably not the projecting cornice of the roof but the “gable” (10
HETAEL TOL 0QOPOL Kal ToL otéyoug, Pollux i. 81).

ii. 156

devtépwy, “of the things next in importance,” as opposed to Owpaototatov.
The floating island is mentioned in frag. 284 of Hecataeus (FHG i. 20) é¢ott
Hetaoin kal mepLmAéel kat Kivéetal €mit Tov Bdatog (cf. introd. § 20). Hecataeus’
form of the name, Xéufig, is nearer to the Egyptian “Chebt” than the form here,
Xéupuc. It is hard to detect in this passage “the mocking tone” towards his
predecessor which Diels (Hermes xxii. 420) imputes to H. The idea of floating
islands was familiar to the Greeks, e.g., Delos; a modern instance on a tiny scale is
the island in Derwentwater; but it need hardly be said that the “astonishment” of
H. is justified.

[5] The Egyptians did not conceive of Bubastis as the sister of Horus; either H.
himself infers the relationship from that of Apollo and Artemis, who were
identified with them, or (more probably) he is telling a local Greek myth, heard by
him in Egypt.

[6] It is interesting to note the confidence with which H. speaks of “all preceding
poets” (cf. vi. 52 n., introd. § 18). Aeschylus is only mentioned by him here; the
tragedy in question is lost; Pausanias (viii. 37. 6) repeats the charge. The harsh
word fjontace may perhaps be significant of H.’s jealousy of Aeschylus, as being
before him in his discovery of the relationship; it is more natural, however, to
suppose that H. forgets his Orientalism, and speaks with resentment of a
distortion of the usual Greek mythology.

ii. 157

The long reign of Psammetichus is confirmed by Manetho (frag. 66; ii. 593) and by
the monuments. For his portrait cf. Br. Mus. Egyptian Saloon, No. 20. The capture
of Ashdod, though not recorded on the monuments, is historical. Egypt had
learned the danger of having Assyria as her immediate neighbour; now that
power was breaking up, it was the policy of the Saites to extend their influence
over Syria. The length of the siege, however, is a difficulty; it has been explained as



a confusion in tradition, i.e., Psammetichus is made to take after “twenty-nine
years” the town which he really took in the twenty-ninth year of his reign. But this
is pure conjecture, and it is more probable that Psammetichus took advantage of
the Assyrian weakness caused by the Scythian inroad (i. 105 n.), in which case his
aggression in Syria would belong to his later years. The figure “twenty-nine” is
probably an exaggeration due to Egyptian inaccuracy.

ii. 158

Otwevée. Necho’s naval projects were part of his scheme of resistance to the new
power of Babylon, which had risen on the ruins of Assyria. The cities of Phoenicia
were always hostile to the great Eastern empires, and it was obvious that the naval
force of Egypt would be doubly effective in supporting them, if the Red Sea fleet
could join that of the Mediterranean. We may compare the increase in the power
of Germany due to the Kiel canal.

The Nile canal was first made by Sethos I (nineteenth dynasty, 1326-1300 B.C.; cf.
Petrie, iii. 13); it was represented in one of the scenes in the hall at Karnak. It had,
however, silted up by Necho'’s time. The work of Darius is confirmed by
inscriptions (Hogarth, A. and A., 184) found between the Bitter Lakes and the Red
Sea; Darius says, “I ordered to dig this canal from the Nile which flows in Egypt to
the sea which begins with Persia. This canal was dug” (Weissbach and Bang, 1893;
Die Alt-Pers. Keilinsch., 39; Meyer, iii. 60 adopts this view); the inscription was
formerly translated in the opposite sense, to mean that Darius gave up his work
(so Prasek, ii. 111). The canal was again rendered navigable under the Ptolemies,
and with some variation of direction by Trajan (but this is uncertain); it finally was
closed in the eighth century A.D. The remains of the canal at Belbés show that it
was some 50 yards wide and 16 to 17 feet deep; cf. vii. 24 (the Mount Athos canal)
for the breadth—"two triremes abreast.”

[2] nkTal. It was from the Nile to the Bitter Lakes; here it turned almost at a right
angle, following thenceforward pretty much the line of the Suez Canal. The part of
it running west and east was on the line of the “Fresh Water Canal” (dug 1858-63);
it was made along the natural depression, the Wadi Ttimilat, through which Lord
Wolseley advanced in the Tel el Kebir campaign of 1882.

Patumus is the Pithom of Exod. i. 11, about ten miles west of Ismailia, the
Egyptian Pi-tGmi (i.e., place of the god Ttimi), and has been excavated by Naville
(E.E.F, 1903, 4th ed.). For “Arabian” cf. 8. 1 (“the Arabian Mountain”), for the
geography generally 8. 3 n.

KkatVuneEOe in both cases = “south of.” The subject to dpwovktatl is “the canal,”
and ta mEoOg A. €xovta is an accusative of respect, with Tov mediov tov A.
depending on it as a partitive genitive. Some, however, make ta mpoc Agapinv
&xovta subject.

[3] paxpn) is almost equivalent to a participle = “extending.”



[4] dAnagri. H. repeats this “exact” figure (which = about 115 miles) in iv. 41, but it
is too great; the narrowest part of the isthmus is only seventy miles “from sea to
sea.” Strabo (803) gives “1,000 stades” from Pelusium to the Red Sea; this road
measure may be the cause of H.’s mistake. But Posidonius made it even greater,
putting the breadth at “less than 1,500 stades.”

[5] The figure “120,000” is doubtless exaggerated; Mehemet Ali lost only 10,000 in
making the Mahmidieh Canal (from the Nile to Alexandria). Strabo (804) says the
canal was stopped by Necho’s death.

ii. 159

H. is perhaps anachronistic in making Necho’s fleet (in the seventh century) all
“triremes”; but Thucydides (i. 13. 2) says triremes were built at Corinth in 704 B.C.,
and the Cypselids were connected with the Saite dynasty (cf. the name
“Psammetichus” among them).

[2] év Tt OdéovTL, “as he needed them”; it would have been natural to mention
here the story of the circumnavigation of Africa (iv. 42 nn.).

MavydwAw. The battle was really fought at Megiddo, where the coast-road comes
out on the plain of Esdraelon: here Thothmes III had beaten the Syrian
confederates nearly 1,000 years before. H. confuses this name with “Migdol,” the
border fortress of Egypt on the northeast (cf. Exod. xiv. 2; Jer. xliv. 1).

éviknoe. The campaign is described in 2 Kings xxiii and 2 Chron. xxxv. The
“good” Josiah was of the Prophets” party, which urged submission to the powers
of the Euphrates valley; there was, however, always a philo-Egyptian party in
Judaea.

Kadvtiv. Only mentioned here and in iii. 5. 1, where H. describes it as “about the
size of Sardis” (Hec. frags. 261-2 speaks of Kavvutic and Kagdvtog). It has been
identified with Jerusalem, and its name explained as = “the holy” (cf. the present
Arab name “El Kods”); Necho perhaps took Jerusalem (2 Chron. xxxvi. 3). But it is
clear from iii. 5 that Cadytis was on the coast, at the south end of the road from
Phoenicia to Egypt; and H.’s comparison with Sardis. which may rest on his own
observation, would certainly not suit Jerusalem, in the days of humiliation after
the return from the Exile. Gaza, on the other hand (certainly captured by Necho),
was always an important station of the trade-route from Egypt to Syria, and had
special connection with Arabia; cf. G. A. Smith, Hist. Geog., 182-3.

Some consider that H. is wrong in placing the capture of Gaza in this campaign;
Maspero, however, thinks that it was taken on Necho’s return from the Euphrates
(cf. Jer. xlviii. 2, “the flood from the north,” which overwhelms the Philistines). It is
noticeable that H. knows nothing of the defeat at Carchemish (604 B.C.; cf. Jer. xlvi.
2) which Nebuchadnezzar inflicted on Necho.

[3] €001 This dedication was a compliment to his mercenaries, many of whom
were Carian. The Branchidae temple (cf. i. 46. 2 n.) had been plundered by the



Persians before the birth of H. (v. 36. 3), but there is no need to suppose that he got
this fact from Hecataeus.

éxkaidexa. Manetho gives Necho only six years (frags. 66-7: FHG ii. 593-5);
funeral monuments, however, in the museums of Florence and Leyden confirm H.,
showing that Necho died in the sixteenth year of his reign. Some (needlessly) try
to reconcile the two figures by making Necho rule nine years as regent with his
father.

ii. 160

Psammis is called on the monuments Psamtik (like his grandfather), by Manetho
(ut sup.) PappovOic. His coffin (now in the museum at Gizeh) is too small for an
adult (Z.A.S. xxii. 80); the early death thus implied agrees with his short reign. His
most important act was an expedition against Ethiopia (161. 1); it is to this that the
graffiti at Abusimbel belong (cf. 154. 4 n.).

The story of the Eleans (transferred by Diod. i. 95 to Amasis) is interesting as
showing how completely the Greeks had the English ideas of “sportsmanship,”
and how strange these were to other nations; for the impartiality of the Eleans cf.
the repartee of Agis in Plut. Mor. 215, and more generally Athen. 350.

ii. 161

[2] mévte kai eikoot. Manetho (frag. 66) gives Apries nineteen years, i.e., 589-570
B.C.; but he reigned nominally with Amasis for three years (chap. 169 n.). H.’s
“twenty-five” is by any reckoning excessive.

Tugiw. After the second capture of Jerusalem (586 B.C.) Nebuchadnezzar besieged
Tyre in vain for thirteen years. On the retirement of the Babylonian, Apries’ fleet
gained the victories here spoken of; this early success of sea-power is more
probable than Josephus’ story (x. 11) that Nebuchadnezzar conquered Egypt and
killed the king “in the twenty-third year of his reign” (i.e., 582-581); the Jewish
historian probably misinterpreted the prophecies (cf. Jer. xliii. 8~13 and Ezek. xxx.
10-19). Nebuchadnezzar, however, in a fragmentary inscription (for which cf. 27. 2
n.), mentions a campaign, perhaps victorious, against Amasis in 568 B.C., and
Wiedemann thinks that Egypt was overrun by the Chaldaeans as far as Syene; to
this invasion he referred the inscription of Nesuhor (cf. 30. 1 n.), and he still
maintains his view, though the Nesuhor inscription has been proved to refer to a
revolt of an Egyptian garrison and not with a Chaldaean war. The question must
be left open (as by Meyer, i.! 497); on the one hand the silence of H. as to such a
defeat is easily explicable by the vanity of his Egyptian informants, and Egypt
would have been an easy prey, being weak from internal divisions (chaps. 162-3);
on the other hand, the prosperity of the reign of Amasis renders a Chaldaean
conquest unlikely.

[3] mgodaoiog = “cause” (i. 29. 1). For the fulfillment of this promise cf. iv. 159; the
“cause” was the offered alliance of the Libyan tribes against Cyrene; Apries, true
to the policy of his family, was extending his hold along the Mediterranean coast.



[4] No doubt Apries sent his “Egyptian” troops, because his Greek ones could not
be trusted against Greeks. The contemporary inscription (169 n.) seems to confirm
H. as to the motives of the Egyptian army; “Haunebu (Greeks), one knows not
their number, are traversing the North land . . . he (Apries) hath summoned them”
(King and Hall, p. 434).

ii. 162
Kkuvvénv. The royal “helmet” is familiar on the monuments.
[3] The whole conspiracy has considerable resemblance to Jehu’s (2 Kings ix); but

the superiority of the Jewish narrative in dignity and vividness is marked (cf. 141.
3n.).

ii. 163

[2] Momemphis lay on a canal from the Canopic (the western) arm of the Nile to
the Mareotic Lake. For the rivalry of Egyptians and natives cf. 154. 3 n. Marea was
the frontier post on the west (30. 2 n.).

ii. 164

Yévea. H. states his belief in the Egyptian caste system still more clearly in vi. 60,
and it was generally believed among the Greeks, though the actual divisions vary,
e.g., Plato (Tim. 24) gives three, iepelg, dnuioveyot, and paxipot, of whom the
dnuovpyot are divided into vopeic, Onoevtal, and yewoyot; Diodorus (i. 73—-4)
gives the same division, putting texvitati for the Onoevtat (cf. also Isoc. Bus. 15—
16; Strabo 787; all, however, make the priests and the military the two first). The
Greek belief was too systematized; as a matter of fact there was no strict division
of hereditary castes; members of the same family could belong to different classes.
But it is true that certain functions were hereditary (e.g., Brugsch enumerates
fourteen royal architects in succession from one family at this period), and that the
“soldiers” and the “priests” were separated from the mass of the people; so too
were certain degraded callings, e.g., that of swineherd (47. 1). Possibly the
hereditary tendency grew stronger in the last days of Egyptian independence,
under the Saite reaction (Meyer, i.! 470-1).

[2] oi paxpor. Maspero (iii. 499 seq.) thinks that this organization was the work
of Psammetichus after the desertion of his warriors (30 n.); also that the
Hermotybies represented his hereditary supporters, and were perhaps of Libyan
origin, while the Calasiries were pure Egyptians and had been supporters of the
rival house in the Egyptian Delta. The names given by H., however, do not
altogether bear out this division, e.g., that of Nathos is placed by Stein in the
Egyptian Delta. It is impossible to settle the question, for several of the nomes are
differently identified, e.g., those of Chemmis and Papremis (63. 1 n. and iii. 12),
and some names in the second list are otherwise unknown.

Three points as to the division are probable: (1) it did not include the Greek
mercenaries. Hence Gutschmid’s view must be rejected that the name Aapaoeig,
given by Aristagoras (Steph. Byz. s.v.) to the Hermotybies, is connected with



Labara in Caria; (2) that it lasted till Persian times, cf. ix. 32. 1 for the divisions in
Mardonius” army; (3) the organization was, at least mainly, for Northern Egypt.
“Thebes” (166. 1) alone represents Upper Egypt. The strength and the danger of
the Saites alike lay in the Delta.

Spiegelberg (Z.A.S. 1906, xliii. 87-90) says both KaAaoipteg and ‘Eguotvpiec are
Egyptian words and = “young men” and “riders” respectively; KaAaotgteg was
used originally of Nubian troops; but in H.’s day the old sense was forgotten, and
both names were applied to infantry. From the KaAaoigteg the “fringed robe” (81.
1) derived its name, but fjurtvpiov (“apron,” Ar. Plut. 729) is a Greek word, not
Egyptian (as Pollux vii. 71 wrongly says).

vopwv. This division dates from a very early period, Breasted (p. 30) says from
pre-dynastic times; it lasted till Roman times. “The nomes were sharply
distinguished by religion, customs, and historical development,” Meyer, i. 177.
Under the Old and the Middle Kingdoms, the power of the nomarchs had become
largely hereditary. For a list of the nomes and an account of their organization cf.
Maspero, pp. 25 seq., or BMG pp. 16-17, but H.’s lists correspond to neither. The
number is variously given by Greek writers; the Egyptians sometimes fix it at
forty-four, twenty-two for each part of Egypt. For the nomes cf. Steindorf, Die
agyptischen Gaue (1909), who thinks the divisions varied greatly at different
periods (cf. CR xxv. 56).

ii. 165

Xeppitnge. The position of this nome between “Saite” and “Papremite” seems to
show it was in the Delta, and connected with the island (chap. 156) in the Buto
lake, not with the town in the Theban nome (chap. 91). The number 160,000, like
the “250,000” of chap. 166, is excessive. It is probably only an instance of the
weakness of ancient statistics; Wiedemann, however, accepts it as including not
only the standing army, but the reserves of “veterans,” etc., who were settled in
the soldier nomes, and who could be called up, if necessary, for land defence.

ii. 167

H. is the founder of the comparative method for the study of politics, but he has
made enough progress with it to see that a prejudice against handicraft, being
common to almost all nations in a primitive stage, is not, of necessity, a proof of
borrowing. The only thing he is sure of is (cf. 8" wv = “at any rate”) that the Greek
prejudice is general; for it cf. Arist. Pol. vii. 4. 6; 1326a the Bdvavoot are not a real
part of the city, and vii. 12. 3; 1331 A the favavoog is not to come unsummoned to
the éAevOépa dyopa. In Laconia the manual arts were practised by Perioeci; cf.
Strabo 382 for the téyvat dnuovoyucat of Corinth.

ii. 168

Yéoea: for the corresponding privileges of the priests cf. chap. 37. Diodorus (i. 73)
says that one-third of the land was set apart for the warrior caste; each warrior
received his allotment, which returned to the general stock on his death (cf. 168. 2



ovdapa wvutol). In the Revenue Laws of Ptolemy Philadelphus (3rd cent. B.C.;
edited by Grenfell, 1896), the land is measured in dpovpaut as here.

nnxve. Cf.i. 178. 3 n. where H. distinguishes the “royal” from the ordinary cubit,
as being three fingers longer. The Egyptian (i.e., Samian) cubit was 525
millimetres, the “royal” 532.8.

[2] év meprToomn: cf. iii. 69. 6. The land was held on a sort of feudal tenure.
AAAov: if this is read (see critical apparatus) it must mean “another thousand.”

AQUOTHQ = KOTVAN, i.e., nearly half a pint.

ii. 169

H.’s account is shown to be very incomplete by a contemporary inscription which
is unfortunately much mutilated and variously restored (cf. Petrie, iii. 351, and
Breasted, iv. 996 seq.); it describes the battle as fought in the “third year” of
Amasis. H. has blended in one two defeats of Apries; he had been allowed
nominally to continue on the throne (the joint rule is marked by various
monuments); then he rebelled with the Greek mercenaries, and was killed. Cf. 161.
4 n. H. is correct in saying that he received royal burial, and that there was an
interval between his first defeat and his death.

[2] For the proud confidence of Apries cf. Ezek. xxix. 3.

[5] The Egyptians were fond of imitating plants in the capitals of their columns;
the lotus and the papyrus on these are more common than the palm; cf., for a
popular account, Baedeker, cxxxiii seq. (with illustrations).

TOV igov. Iniii. 16. 1 Amasis’ tomb seems to be in the palace. Probably temple and
palace formed one continuous building; cf. 130. 1, where the sacred cow at Sais is
in “a chamber of the palace.”

oLEa Ovpwparta. Some translate a double table or platform (cf. OVgn), 96. 4); but
probably “a double door,” i.e., a door with two leaves.

ii. 170

ovk 6otov. The reference is to Osiris (cf. 3. 2, 86. 6 nn.). There were graves of
Osiris (the Greek “Serapea”) all over Egypt, wherever parts of his body had been
found (62 n.); another explanation was that Isis buried coffins of Osiris in many
places to deceive Typhon (Strabo 803). These stories are late inventions; the real
explanation is that as the cult of Osiris became a sort of general worship in Egypt,
various local deities were identified with him.

[2] Aipvn). Such artificial pools were common in Egyptian temples; over them the
funeral bark was rowed in grand funerals. The pool at Delos, to the north of
Apollo’s temple, has been discovered in the recent French explorations there (cf.
PW iv. 2471). H. had clearly been in Delos before his Egyptian visit.



ii. 171

pvortnota. For the real meaning of these cf. Farnell, G.C., iii. 130-1. In Egypt and
in Greece alike they were marked by the four elements of secrecy, sacrifice,
dramatic mimicry, and the communication of a tepog Adyoc. But some, including
H. probably, and certainly Plutarch (De Is. et Os. 35; Mor. 364), have thought that
they contained also doctrines of great importance, e.g., as to immortality; this is
very doubtful. Cf., for the relations of Greece and Egypt in this matter, Sourdille,
R. pp. 305-6, and for the supposed derivation of the Eleusinian mysteries from
Egypt, Farnell, iii. 141-2 (who rejects the view, cf. 42. 2 n. for a similar theory). For
a description of Osiris rites cf. chaps. 61, 62 nn.

[2] eboTOpa KelOOw: probably a fragment of an old hymn. The ®eopodpooia was
really a feast of the sowing time; it was celebrated in Attica from the 10th to the
13th of Pyanepsion (end of Oct.). H. also speaks of it at Ephesus (vi. 16. 2); and it
was at the @eopodogiov (vi. 134. 2) of Paros that Miltiades was seized with his
mysterious panic. The festival was that of married women only; for it cf. B. B.
Rogers, Thesmophoriazusae, introd., or Farnell, G.C. iii. 85 seq.; for similar
festivals cf. v. 61. 2. H. derives it from Egypt because he identifies Isis with
Demeter; to Isis, as to Demeter ®copodpdpog, was attributed the introduction of
agriculture and settled law (Diod. i. 14); but it is not likely the worships were
connected; similar rites arise independently in different races.

For Danaus cf. 91. 5 n., for H.’s views on Pelasgians app. xv, for the Arcadians ovxk
eEavaotavrteg, viil. 73. 1.

ii. 172
Liwovd. Now Es-Seffeh, a village near Sais; hence Amasis is often called “Saite.”
onuotnv. The monuments speak of Amasis as brother-in-law of Apries; but he

may have been a “man of the people,” and this connection formed after his
accession.

[3] The story of the “foot-pan” is referred to in Aristotle (Pol. i. 12. 2, 1259b) and
frequently elsewhere, especially in patristic literature; it is purely Greek, alike in
the political and in the social ideas underlying it.

ii. 173

H. in iv. 181. 3 gives a fourfold division of the day, 60000¢, ayoong mAnOvovong
(vii. 223), pecapPotin, amokAwvouévng fuéeng; from iii. 104. 2 (dyooenc dlaAvolog)
it is clear that “market time” was about 9 to 11 a.m. péxot 0tev = puéxolg, cf. i. 181.
3.

[3] T T0&a kA : this saying has become a proverb —"Neque semper arcum tendit
Apollo” (Hor. Odes, ii. 10. 19). Greek fancy wove a web of legends round Amasis,
as round Croesus and many other historical persons of the sixth century (cf. i. 29.
1; app. i, § 9). H. as usual avoids the exaggerations of later writers, e.g., that
Amasis was a great magician. His account is confirmed by a fragmentary demotic
chronicle (cf. 154 n. and RE i. 66 seq.). The character of Amasis would appear the



more shocking to his subjects, as the Egyptian king was a religious person, whose
life was a round of regular routine (cf. Diod. i. 70 for his obligations, a sketch
which Diodorus rightly says (69 ad fin.) is based on native records).

The repetition of the subject 6 ye is Homeric.

ii. 174

The stories in this chapter also are Greek in their mixture of knavery and
shrewdness. The behaviour of Amasis may be compared to that of Prince Hal, as
Henry V, to Chief Justice Gascoigne and to Falstaff in Henry IV, part two, act v
(scenes 2, 5).

ii. 175

Only huge mounds now remain at Sais which mark the ancient inclosure; but H.’s
description is confirmed by Champollion, who says, “this ‘circonvallation de
géants’ surpasses in height the largest works of the same kind.”

The colossi stood before the portal, the sphinxes guarded on each side the
approach. H. rightly notes that in Egypt the sphinx (unlike the monster of
Oedipus) had a man’s head. The reality of such creatures was firmly believed;
Strabo (775) quotes Artemidorus that among the Troglodytes there are sphinxes,
dog-headed men, and other marvels.

[2] elxcoot: for this estimate cf. 9. 2 n. For the red granite quarries of Syene cf. 29. 1
n.

[3] As the shrine was lying on its side, H. has given the height as length, and the
breadth as height. A smaller monolith chamber of Amasis still exists at Thmuis in
the Delta, about 23 feet high, 13 wide, and 11%2 deep (for picture cf. Maspero, iii.
643).

ii. 176

Maspero, iii. 641, gives a picture of an Osiris lying on his stomach with head
raised, which may perhaps give an idea of this “recumbent colossus”; the
statuette, however, is only about 6 inches high. Wiedemann thinks H. means the
colossus had never been raised into position; but this is not what he says. Strictly
Urnttiov must = “on its back.”

ii. 177

evdarpovnoat The age of Amasis, as the last king of independent Egypt, was a
golden age; Diodorus (i. 31) gives the number of “considerable villages and towns
in old times” as over 18,000, and as over 30,000 under Ptolemy Lagus.

[2] Oavatw. This law, “the most drastic poor law on record,” is a great
exaggeration of the Egyptian custom of taking a sort of census of inhabitants and
their occupations; but such a punishment for idleness is impossible, though
Plutarch (Sol. 17) says that at Athens Draco made death the punishment for dovyic,
and that Solon, here as elsewhere, modified his severity. Pollux (viii. 42) gives the



penalty as dtipia, and some (e.g., Theophrastus, Plut. Sol. 31) transfer the law to
Pisistratus, who did his best to encourage industry (Ath. Pol. chap. 16). The law, in
its milder form, is in the spirit of Solonian legislation, as shown in his law that all
sons were to be taught a trade (Plut. Sol. chap. 24); but if it had anything to do
with him, it could not have been borrowed from Amasis, who became king 570
B.C., more than twenty years after Solon’s legislation (cf. app. xiv, § 6). There was a
law against idleness later at Athens (cf. Dem. Eubul. 1308, § 37).

&c aiel simply means “they follow it still,” a statement which, though untrue, H.
may well have believed.

ii. 178

In this chapter (as in chap. 154) there is a contradiction as to the policy of Amasis;
he gains the throne at the head of a native reaction, and yet is a “philhellene.”
Probably both aspects of his policy are true, and their fundamental and inevitable
inconsistency ruined at once his reputation (chaps. 172—4 nn.) and his country; the
Saites depended on foreign arms to defend Egypt (iii. 11), and yet these very
defenders were hated by the Egyptians. It may be added that H. probably derived
much information from the Greeks of Naucratis; to them at any rate Amasis was
an undoubted benefactor.

Among the Hellenic friends of Amasis were Solon (cf. 177), Polycrates (iii. 39), and
Pythagoras (introduced to him by Polycrates), Diog. Laert. viii. 1. 3.

£dwke Navkgativ. This passage raises two distinct questions: (1) Did the Greeks
settle at Naucratis before the time of Amasis? (2) When did H. think they settled
there?

To take (2) first. This passage by itself might mean that the colony at Naucratis
dated from Amasis; many, e.g., Hogarth (BSA v. 46), think this the “natural
interpretation.” But H. (135. 1, 5) implies the earlier presence of a Greek
community at Naucratis, and his whole story of the Saites implies that the Greeks
had free access to Egypt before the limitations of Amasis. H.’s authority then is at
least doubtful as to the date of Naucratis.

As to (1) Strabo (801) says mAevoavTeg €l PAPUHUNTIXOV TOLAKOVTA VALOL
Moot (kata Kvaapnv 0’ ovtog 1)v tov Mndov) Katéoxov € T0 OToHa TO
BoABitwvov eit’ éxPavteg ételxoav 10 Aex0ev ktiopa (i.e., 0 MiAnolwv tetxog
just mentioned) xoOvw 0’ dAvamAevoavTeg €C TOV LAITIKOV VOOV
katavavpaxroavtes Tvagwv moAwv éxtioav Navkoativ. This may well be a
piece of genuine tradition, that Miletus took a prominent part in assisting
Psammetichus; Inarus would be one of his rivals, possibly one of “the
dodecarchy.” For further evidence that Miletus founded Naucratis cf. Athen. vii.
283; for the Greeks in Egypt before Amasis cf. chap. 154 nn. and Steph. Byz. s.v.
‘EAAN VIOV

The archaeological evidence is variously interpreted. Petrie and E. A. Gardner,
who explored the site in 1884-6, held that the early date was proved, E.E.F. 1886-8,



Naucratis; cf. P. Gardner, N.C.G.H., 187 seq.; on the other hand, Hogarth, who
resumed the digging in 1899, maintains that nothing had been found inconsistent
with the later date, of about 570 B.C., which Hirschfeld and others had always
maintained on epigraphical evidence (for this cf. Roberts, Greek Epigraphy, 159 seq.,
323 seq.).

The site of Naucratis was conclusively identified by Petrie at Nebireh on a canal
from the Canopic Nile, outside the Delta.

[2] The Hellenion was identified by Petrie with an enclosure capable of holding
50,000 men, to the south of Naucratis (cf. P. Gardner, ut sup., pp. 209-10 for a
description); this, however, was in the Egyptian quarter of the town, and was
probably a native fort to overawe the strangers. The real site was discovered in
1899 on the north of the town (BSA v. 42 seq.). In this were found a number of
dedications to O¢oic tolg ‘EAANjvwv or EAANvioig; this unusual form marks the
composite character of the colony, which was forced into unity in face of their
barbarian neighbours; cf. v. 49. 3, 92. n 5 for the only other uses of EAA1viog in
plur., both in impassioned appeals to Greek sentiment. The lists here are
interesting as indicating the comparative commercial importance of Greek towns
in the seventh centurys; it is to be noted that Aegina is the only representative of
old Greece.

Podog: the towns of Lindus, Ialysus, and Camirus, not synoecized till 408 B.C.

[3] mgootatac: these were the “consuls” or trade representatives of the towns;
the magistrates of the city were perhaps called tipovxotr (Hermias, FHG ii. 80-1, an
interesting passage as to the feast to the Grynean Apollo in the prytaneum at
Naucratis). The officers of the towns probably stood to the magistrates as the
heads of the trade-guilds to the authorities of a mediaeval town.

0oau d¢ aAAau: religious and trade privileges were closely connected.

ii. 179

T0 maAadv: in the days of Amasis, as contrasted with H.’s own day. Naucratis
was the treaty port, as Canton and Nangasaki were originally in China and in
Japan.

meQLAYeLy: by internal navigation, over canals and the various arms of the Nile.

ii. 180

katekan). For the burning of the Delphic temple cf. i. 50. 3 n. H., by adding
avtopatog here, refutes, perhaps intentionally, the story that it was set on fire by
the Pisistratidae (Philoch. frag. 70; FHG i. 395).

éméPaAAe: impersonal here with a construction like €dee; used personally it takes
the dative.

[2] otvntnEine. The Egyptian “alum” was the best; it was used in dyeing;
Wiedemann suggests that it was used for making the wood fireproof. Stein thinks



that apyvoliov is to be supplied to puvéac: more probably H. intends to contrast the
liberality of the king with the meanness of the Greeks.

ii. 181

The alliance with Cyrene was a natural reversal of the policy of Apries.
Wiedemann says the story of the marriage is a fabrication; his reasons are: (1) The
uncertainty as to the bride’s parentage (but this really confirms the story’s
accuracy; a fiction would have left no doubt on the subject). (2) The improbability
that Cambyses would give up a valuable hostage, when intending to attack
Cyrene. (3) The fact that Ladike is not mentioned on the monuments. It is always
dangerous to reject a well-authenticated tradition on merely a priori grounds;
Maspero, iii. 646, accepts it.

[2] Battov. Stein thinks Battus II, “the happy,” who came to the throne about 574
B.C. (iv. 159), is meant; but the dependent position of Ladike seems to agree rather
with the circumstances of Battus 111, iv. 161.

[3] &moAwAévar. The tense expresses proleptically the certain doom.

[5] H.’s details go far to prove that he had seen the statue.

ii. 182

eixova. “A portrait made like with painting,” probably a picture on wood, such as
are found on mummies of the Graeco-Roman period. It was no doubt the work of
a Greek artist. We may compare the Egyptian portraits in the National Gallery
(nos. 1260-70), though these are of the second or third century A.D.

Owonka. For the corselet cf. iii. 47. 3 n.; the groundwork was linen threads with
“figures (Cooa) embroidered in gold and cotton”; cf. Ezek. xxvii. 7 “fine linen with
broidered work from Egypt.”

t1 “Hon. For the Heraeum cf. iii. 60. 4.

[2] Aivdov. The real reason for this dedication was that the usual trade-route from
the Aegean to Egypt was by Rhodes (cf. chap. 178; Thuc. viii. 35. 2) and Cyprus.
Phaselis (178. 2) was important on this route.

Kvmov. H. knew nothing of the conquest by Sargon, 709 B.C. (5. 104 n.); Amasis
was the “first” Egyptian to conquer Cyprus.

As H. introduces his long digression on Egypt with a reference to the conquest of
the Greeks (chap. 1. 2), so he skillfully concludes with a similar reference.



Book III

iii. 1
The o1 refers back to ii. 1, after the long digression on Egypt.
The personal motive is characteristic of H. (cf. introd. p. 45); the alliance of Egypt

with Lydia (i. 77) and mere lust of conquest (i. 153. 4) were fully sufficient causes
for the attack on Egypt.

For the Egyptian doctors cf. 129. 2 (their failure against Democedes) and ii. 84.

iii. 2

The law that the Persian king should only marry from the families of “the Seven”
(84. 2 n.) may not yet have been passed; but Amasis knew his daughter would be
regarded as a sort of captive; the chief wives were always Persian. The story that
Cambyses was the son of an Egyptian princess was given by Dinon (flourit ca. 360
B.C.) and Lyceas of Naucratis (FHG ii. 91; iv. 441); that of H. in chap. 1 is even more
incredible; a daughter of Apries would have been at least 40 in 529 B.C.; Ctesias
(frag. 8. 225) for once agrees with H. The story of chap. 2 is due to the vanity of a
conquered nation (as H. saw), claiming a share in its conqueror (cf. app. iv, §4); but
all the variants are probably derived from Egyptians, who wished that their own
country should have a share in suggesting its own conquest. The princess is the
heroine of Ebers’ famous romance, Eine degyptische Konigstochter.

iii. 4

No doubt the story of Phanes was familiar to H. from his childhood; the name
(which is not a common one) is read on a vase found in many fragments (now in
the Br. Mus.) by Petrie (Naukratis, 1886; E.E.F, p. 55, pl. 33).

Aafiwv BaciAéa. H. wrongly considers the Arabians as one nation; Cambyses’
ally would be simply a powerful chief.

For the dangers of this desert cf. the sufferings of the retreating French in 1799
(Lanfrey;, i. 297).

A unique coin found at Halicarnassus and now in the British Museum bears the
inscription paevog éut onua, “I am the sign of Phanes.” It is at least as early as
525 B.C., and may have been struck by the mercenary captain to pay his men. But it
is more usually connected with Ephesus, and the inscription is then translated “I
am the sign of the bright one”; cf. Head, H.N. p. 571.

iii. 5
For Kadytis cf. ii. 159 n.
The Palestine Syrians are here distinguished by H. from the Phoenicians (so too in

ii. 104); their lands also are distinguished in i. 105 (probably), iii. 91. 1, and iv. 39. 2;
in ii. 106. 1 he applies the term to include the coast north of Mount Carmel. But the



most important reference is vii. 89, where H. distinguishes the “Syrians in
Palestine” from the Phoenicians, and then goes on (§ 2) to use “Palestine” of all the
coast land, including Phoenicia, “as far as Egypt.” He never uses it of Phoenicia
alone. Here he means “Philistines,” who were still powerful in his time (Zech. ix.
5); it is true that he says they were circumcised (ii. 104. 3), but he says (ibid.) the
same of Phoenicians. Either the neighbouring tribes had begun to copy the Jews in
this rite, or H. confuses the Jews and the coast peoples. He cannot have meant by

the “Palestine Syrians
unimportant.

the Jews” only, for they were at this time very

[2] The ancient geographers did not usually extend “Arabia” to the Mediterranean,
nor does H. himself in iv. 39. He means here that the ends of the trade routes from
Arabia to the Mediterranean were under Arabian control (cf. iii. 107 seq. for this
spice trade); he writes tov Apafiov, “in possession of the Arabian,” not tn¢
Aopaf3ing, For the Arabs of South Palestine as dependent allies (not subjects) of the
Persians cf. 88. 1 n.

Jenysus must have been a little further from Egypt than the once important port of
Rhinocolura (Strabo 781), as Titus marched from Pelusium (a day west of Mount
Casius) to Rhinocolura in three days (Joseph. B.]. iv. 11. 5), and H. allows “three
days” from Mount Casius to Jenysus. Its name has been traced in “Khan Jtnes,”
the traditional site of the casting-up of Jonah; but this is too far from Egypt, and its
name “resting place of Jonah” obviously dates from Mahometan times.

For Mount Casius and the Serbonian Lake cf. ii. 6. 1 n.

[3]1 The Egyptians called the Serbonian Lake Tupwvog éxmvoat (Plut. Ant. chap.
3), and Strabo (763) describes it wg av Céovtog Ldatog, and says dvapuoaTat
Kata kKapovg atditovs. Typhon, the hundred-headed (Tudpawg KiAlg
éxatoykoavog, Pind. Pyth. viii. 16) son of Tartarus and Gaia, was placed by
Homer, II. ii. 783 eiv Aptpowc—probably in Cilicia. Afterwards his burial place was
transferred to Etna (Pind. OL. iv. 11), and to other volcanic regions. When he was
identified with the Egyptian Set (ii. 144. 2 n.), it was also placed in Egypt.

iii. 6
[2] The “demarchs” were local headmen, under the nomarchs (cf. ii. 177. 2 n., and
for the nome names ii. 164 n.).

H.’s story is confirmed by the name “Ostrakine” (Joseph. ut sup.) which, lying
half-way between Mount Casius and Rhinocolura, was “waterless.” Steindorf in
1904, visiting the oasis of Siwah, came upon a collection of broken pottery which
he thought might be the remains of a water store such as that described here.

nadaidv: sc., kégapov. Translate “being emptied (éEapedpevog) is carried where
the former jars have been carried.”



iii. 7
oafavreg: sc., képapov. Others less probably supply éo3oAn)v, i.e., “having
provided the invasion with water.”

iii. 8
The fidelity of the Arabs is still proverbial. Cf. Kinglake, Eothen, chap. xvii, p. 202
(ed. of 1864).

TV BovAopévwv: in loose apposition to apdpotépowv ktA. The employment of a
mediator is an Oriental characteristic (cf. Heb. viii. 6).

daxtvAove. For touching “thumbs” with blood, etc., cf. the cleansing of the leper
(Lev. xiv. 25, 28).

AtOovg €mtta. The number “7” is of course sacred. For stones as a witness cf. Gen.
xxxi. 45-8, “Galeed,” and Josh. xxiv. 26—7. On the whole of this passage, so
important anthropologically, cf. Robertson Smith, R.S., 315-16, and Tylor, P.C. ii.
381. By the mixture of blood the stranger was admitted to fellowship with the
tribe, or if an Arab of a different clan (&otog), to fellowship with the clan. No
doubt, in the rite originally, the parties tasted each other’s blood; the idea was that
“the blood is the life.”

The gods appealed to are in H. the common gods of the race; but the touching of
the stones goes back to an earlier time, when “the new tribesman has to be
introduced to the god” (of the particular tribe). For other instances of blood
covenant cf. Lydia, i. 74, Scythia, iv. 70, Armenia, Tac. Ann. xii. 47, and, among the
Balonda on the Zambesi, Livingstone, Travels (1855), p. 488.

[3] Twv TotxwvV TNV koveEnv. For the Arab hair cutting cf. Jer. ix. 26 R.V. “those
that have the corners of their hair polled, that dwell in the wilderness” (cf. also
Lev. xix. 27). The custom was forbidden to the Jews because the heathen dedicated
their hair to their gods (Robertson Smith, ibid. p. 325). Translate “they cutitin a
ring (TteprtpdxaAa used adverbially), shaving round under the temples.” It was in
cutting the hair on the temples that the Arabs were different from the Greeks.

Orotalt is explained (Movers, Phin. i. 337) as “ignis dei,” i.e., the sun or the star
Saturn; Alilat (i.e., Al-Ilat, “the goddess”) is at once the moon and the evening star.
The pair correspond to the Baal and Ashtoreth of the North Semites; they are at
once heavenly deities, and the powers of destruction and reproduction. Robertson
Smith, however (Kinship, 298 seq.), says that they are the great nature goddess and
her son (and husband) Dusares. H. (i. 131. 3 n.) gives a list of the various names of
the goddess, to which we may add “Argimpasa” (4. 59). For other unconvincing
explanations of “Orotalt” cf. Gruppe, Myth. Liter. (1908), p. 579.

iii. 9

[2] There is no “great river” running into the EouOon 0&Aacoa (here = “Red Sea”;
but cf. i. 1 n.). The conduit of skins, however, seems to be a distorted version of a
real fact. Chesney (Euphrates Exped. ii. 657) says it “represents the primitive



Kanat,” i.e., subterranean water-course, common in Western Asia; Elphinstone (i.
398) says he has heard of them thirty-six miles long. For these (between Media and
Parthia) cf. Polyb. x. 28 and (in the desert of Kerman) M. Polo i. chap. 20 (i. 124).

iii. 10

The “Psammenitus” of H. and the “Psammicherites” (or Psammecheres) of
Manetho (FHG ii. 594) are both transliterations of the Egyptian name “Psamtik.”
The Greeks varied as much in their rendering of Oriental names as English
scholars do in dealing with Indian ones.

Ctesias (9. 66) calls him Amyrtaeus, confusing him with the fifth-century rebel (15.
3 n.); in his story, Combaphes, a eunuch, plays the part of Phanes and “betrays the
bridges.”

[2] The length of the reign of Amasis is correctly given; for H.’s accuracy in Saite
chronology cf. app. x ad fin.

[3] Maspero (iii. 660) quotes the Egyptian story that the French invasion of 1797
was foretold by rain at Luxor; he adds that he never heard of rain at Luxor during
six winters there. Rain, however, is now more frequent in Upper Egypt; cf. Budge,
Stdan, i. 71, where he gives a gruesome story of the effects of a storm in 1887. At
Thebes it rains a little three or four times a year.

iii. 11

[3] épmovteg d¢ tov aipartos. For the blood pledge among the Scyths cf. iv. 70.
Stein conjectures that this “brotherhood of the sword” was connected with the
worship of the Carian Zeus Xtoatioc. For a similar ghastly pledge among
desperate men cf. Sall. Cat. 22. For human sacrifices before a battle cf. the doubtful
story of Themistocles before Salamis (from Phaneas, Plut. Them. chap. 13); for the
whole subject of human sacrifices among the Greeks cf. vii. 197 n.

iii. 12
[4] midovg, “felt caps,” added to explain tixpac: cf. a&ivag cayaois (vii. 64).

Wilkinson (ii. 74) says that both the monuments and modern experience confirm
H.’s statement as to the hardness of Egyptian skulls.

For the whole passage cf. introd. § 5 and app. ix, § 1; it dates H.’s visit to Egypt as
in or after 460 B.C.

iii. 13
[3] oi mgooexéec. i.e., the Libyans west of Egypt; for their names and customs cf.
iv. 168 seq.

For the surrender of Cyrene by Arcesilaus III cf. iv. 165 n.

iii. 14

[2] Cf. the foreboding of Hector as to Andromache (II. vi. 456 sq.) and Lord
Leighton’s picture.



[5] For the seven royal judges (Pers. Databara = Oeoplop6oog) cf. app. vi, § 2 and
chap. 31. Their office was as dangerous as it was honourable (v. 25; vii. 194). They
are to be distinguished from the seven “princes of Persia” (cf. iii. 70 n.), though the
number (like “twelve” in the various juries of mediaeval England) constantly
recurs, e.g., Cyrus (Xen. An. i. 6. 4) summons a court of the seven noblest Persians
to try the traitor Orontas.

As the Mytilenaean trireme had a crew of 200 (cf. vii. 184. 1) the number of
Egyptians executed was 2,000 (200 x 10).

[10] émi yrjeaog 00w is probably an intentional echo of the words of Priam (II.
xxii. 60).

iii. 15

[2] The custom seems to have been usual in the East; so Pharaoh Necho appointed
Jehoiakim to be king over Judah (2 Kings xxiii. 34), and Nebuchadnezzar,
Zedekiah (ibid. xxiv. 17).

[3] Inaros, the Libyan king (12.4 and Thuc. i. 104, 109-10), rebelled in 460 B.C.; his
rebellion was the cause of the disastrous Athenian expedition (459-454). Ctesias
(chap. 36. 73) tells us that after his surrender his life was spared for five years; but
he was then given up to the Persian queen-mother, Amytis, who impaled him in
vengeance for his killing her son Achaemenes.

The names of Thannyras and Pausiris have not been found on the monuments, but
these seem to show some of the Egyptian royal family as governors. The general
control, however, was given to Aryandes (iv. 166).

Amyrtaeus was ruler of Lower Egypt, and took part in the revolt of Inaros; the last
certain mention of him is in 449 B.C. (Thuc. i. 112), when he was still holding out in
the Marshes (cf. ii. 140); he may be the “king of Egypt” (Plut. Per. 37) who sent
corn to Athens 445-444, but Philochorus (frag. 90; FHG i. 399) says this came from
Psammetichus, king of Libya, the son of Inaros. The old view, that he is the
“Amyrtaeus” of the twenty-eighth dynasty (405-400 B.C., Man. frag. 70; FHG ii.
596) is impossible, not so much because of the length of reign (cf. ii. 140 for a
curiously exact parallel), but because this second Amyrtaeus was succeeded by
another native dynasty, not by a Persian nominee, as H. here states.

[4] aipa Ttavgov. This was the fabled cause of the death of Themistocles (cf. Ar.
Eg. 83—4 and Plut. Them. 31); the blood was supposed to coagulate and choke the
drinker (Arist. Hist. An. iii. 19).

iii. 16

According to the inscription on a statue (the Naophorus) in the Vatican, set up by
Uza-hor-ent-res, admiral of Amasis and Psammetichus III (RP, x. 49; cf. Petrie, iii.
361-2), Cambyses at first paid respect to the goddess Neith, cleansed her temple,
and restored her revenues, which had been alienated for the Greek mercenaries.
This was a reversal of the policy of Amasis (ii. 154 n.), and along with the outrage



on his mummy was an appeal to the party in Egypt which had hated him. It was
also the usual Persian policy towards the religion of subject peoples. Cf. Cyrus in
Babylon (C.C. 27 seq. in RP?, v. 167), and also his attitude towards the Jews (2
Chron. xxxvi. 23).

This inscription, however, is not inconsistent, as some maintain, with H.’s story of
the outrage on Apis (chap. 29), which took place after the disastrous expedition
against Ethiopia; it speaks of a period of “great woe in all the land,” and Uza-hor-
ent-res himself left Egypt (perhaps fleeing from Cambyses), and was recalled by
Darius (§ 7). Moreover, panegyrics on a monarch’s piety are apt to be misleading
(cf. “our most religious and gracious King, George IV,” though the parallel is only
a partial one). Maspero, therefore (iii. 668 seq.), accepts H.’s narrative as to
Cambyses (as does also Meyer, i.! 508 doubtfully); but it is rejected by many as due
to Egyptian hatred of their conqueror; Duncker (vi. 170) argues that Egypt would
never have remained quiet, had its religion been outraged thus. (See further chap.
29 nn. and app. v, §3.)

tadnga: cf. ii. 169 n.; the name of Amasis is found to have been erased in several
monuments at Sais and elsewhere.

[2] For the impiety of polluting fire by burning a dead body cf. app. viii, § 4, and i.
86 n. (the story of Croesus); i. 131. 2 n.

[5] NAwcinv, “stature” (cf. Matt. vi. 27).

The mummy of the queen of Amasis from Thebes is in the British Museum; the
gilding on it shows it was not burned.

iii. 17-26

Expeditions of Cambyses to south and west. It will be at once obvious how much less
H. knows here of the country south of Egypt than he does in ii. 29 seq. For the
explanation of this cf. introd. p. 14.

The “long-lived Ethiopians,” as described by H., are a mythical people (cf. chap.
20). His account of them is partly based on Homer (II. i. 423; Od. i. 23, Tot d1xOa
dedaiatal éoxatol avdpwv, with whom Zeus (I1.) and Poseidon (Od.) go to feast),
partly on travellers’ tales (chap. 18); its exaggeration is natural, as they live at the
end of the world to the southwest (iii. 114); so they are “the tallest and fairest of
men” (cf. the beauty of Memnon and auvpoveg, II. i. 423; Od. xi. 522). The
tradition of the Egyptian priests would agree with this; Napata was the seat of a
strict theocracy; cf. Diod. iii. 5 for the priestly control of the Ethiopian kings. But
the Ethiopians who “border on Egypt” (iii. 97. 2 n.) were a real part of the Persian
Empire, now probably conquered by Cambyses (cf. app. v, § 4).

iii. 18

For the “table of the sun” cf. Pomponius Mela, iii. 87, who repeats H., and Paus. vi.
26. 2, who treats it as an impossible fable. It is probably a misunderstood myth; the
Egyptians spoke of a “meadow of offerings,” to which the souls of the dead came



to eat; this was easily turned into a fact, as food was actually left on the tombs
(Maspero, iii. 667 n.). The informants of H. give this myth a Greek colouring by
bringing in the sun, and he is the more ready to believe the tale because of the
Homeric “feasts” of the Ethiopians (see above)

Heeren (African Nations, i. 327 seq.) finds a foundation of fact for the story in the
record of Cosmas (sixth century A.D.), who says the traders in the land of Sasu
exposed joints of meat in dumb commerce for gold (cf. iv. 196 for similar
methods). This explanation is interesting, but the evidence of Cosmas is too late
and doubtful to be accepted. Vases, with animals (not men) feeding from an altar-
like table, were found (1909) at Karanog in Nubia, which may perhaps be
explained by the “table of the sun” (Woolley and Maclver, Karanog, 1910, p. 56).
The same explorers (ibid. p. 55) confirm H.’s statement that Dionysus was
worshipped at Meroe (ii. 29).

nooaoTtiw, like the “changing officials,” is a Greek touch.

iii. 19

TxOvodaywv. The “fish-eaters” are placed by Pausanias (i. 33. 4) on the south
coasts of the Red Sea; cf. Diod. iii. 15-20 for a marvellous account of them. The
Persian messengers went “from Elephantine” to “fetch” them, as the place whence
the caravans started southeast from the Nile.

[2] oV épaoav mowrjoewv. Cf. viii. 22. 1 for a mother-city claiming of her colonies
the piety here shown by the Phoenicians.

[3] Grote (iv. 142) supposes that Cyrus had received the submission of the
Phoenicians (so Xen. Cyr. i. 1. 4); but H. (iii. 34. 4), probably rightly, makes the
Persians say that Cambyses mpooektnoOat tv 0dAacoav. This annexation
explains in part (cf. app. v, § 2) why Egypt was not conquered till the fifth year of
Cambyses. It is noticeable that Tyre, which had resisted Assyria and Babylonia
desperately, yielded without a struggle to the Persian power, probably because
under it local autonomy and religious institutions (chap. 16 n.) were respected.

Cyprus revolted from Egypt (ii. 182. 2) to Persia.

iii. 20

The gifts resemble those sent to noble Persians; cf. iii. 84 n.
The aAaPaoctoov was a pear-shaped vessel without handles.

[2] Tov av . .. kgivwotr péyrotov. Nic. Damasc. frag. 142 (FHG iii. 463) adds the
interesting fact that succession was usually in the female line; but failing a proper
heir, the most handsome was selected.

iii. 21
[2] katomTar. For the fear of spies cf. Gen. xlii. 9.



[3] To&a. For the Ethiopian bows cf. vii. 69; the unstrung bow was the symbol for
Ethiopia in the hieroglyphs. Bruce (Travels, iv 42, ed. of 1805) says the Abyssinian
bows are so adorned with bands of hide that in the end they become unbendable.

iii. 22
[4] 0ydwrovTa d¢ Eten. Cf. Psalms xc. 10 for this limit of life.

avédegov: sc., Ewvtovg. For this sense cf. i. 116. 2 aveverxOeic.

iii. 23

Sparig ingeniously explains the longevity of the Ethiopians by the African
counting only five months to the year. Speke (Discovery of Source of Nile, 1863, p.
511) found this in Unyoro on the Upper Nile, and perhaps the same short
reckoning prevailed earlier on the Middle Nile.

[3] A similar “lightness” is attributed to an Indian river, the Silas (Megasthenes,
frag. 19; FHG ii. 415).

[4] médn ol xovoénor. The whole story is a traveller’s tale; but gold was once
produced abundantly in Ethiopia.

iii. 24
€€ DaAov. Perhaps H. means some form of transparent porcelain; but probably the

marvels here described are as fictitious as Cinderella’s “glass” slipper.

yvWYwoavtes. The “whole” plastered body was adorned with “painting”
(Yoadn), not merely the front.
[3] The plastered and painted mummy “appears in everything like the “naked

ey

corpse”” (aVT® T VEKLL).

[4] Antagxopevor. The “offerings” to the dead are a touch of reality in the fancy
picture; cf. Budge, The Mummy, 328.

iii. 25
For the facts in this chapter cf. app. v.

iii. 26

‘Oaotv moAwv. H. here uses “Oasis” as a proper name for the so-called “Great
Qasis,” that of Khargeh, which lay on the parallel of Thebes, “seven days’ journey”
away (the figure is fairly right). For the oases cf. iv. 181 nn. H., however, is
hopelessly confused; the Oasis of Ammon, that of Siwah (cf. ii. 32; iv. 181. 2 nn.),
was much further north, in the latitude of the Fay(im, from which it could be
reached in fourteen days. It is most unlikely that the Persians attacked it from the
“Great Oasis.” Perhaps H. had heard of the small oasis, which lies near the “Great
Qasis,” and confused it with that of Siwah. St. Martin, pp. 40-1.

As to the nature of the “Aeschrionian tribe” it is impossible to speak definitely. The
Etym. Mag. (s.v. AotvntadAaia) speaks of two tribes, the Astypalaean and the
Schesian, which may be parallel to the “Aeschrionian”; certainly Aioxoiwv is



found as a proper name at Samos. On the other hand, the four Ionic tribes (v. 66. 2
n.) were almost certainly found there; two of them occur at Perinthus, a colony of
Samos (Busolt, i. 279 n.). It is very curious to find Greeks 400 miles from the sea,
and Dahlmann thinks H. is misled by some similarity of sound: it is safer,
however, to accept so definite a statement about emigrants from a city which H.
knew well (cf. introd. p. 3 and iii. 60 nn.).

Strabo (791) compares oases to islands, and the familiar legend of the “isles of the
blest” might well occur to a Greek traveller. But Spiegelberg (Z.A.S. 42. 85-6) has
shown that H.’s derivation is meant to translate an Egyptian word, though it is
inaccurate, and that it was derived from a native. Maspero (M.A.E. ii. 422) says the
idea that the oases were homes of the dead is a very old Egyptian one.

[3] votov péyav. The modern view is that the simoon is deadly because it dries
up the wells, not because it buries with sand. Duncker (vi. 166), however, quotes
an instance early in the last century of a caravan, 2,000 strong, perishing in a sand-
storm. As the Ammonians are found among the subjects of Darius, probably the
expedition succeeded (cf. app. v, § 4).

iii. 27
For the Apis cf. ii. 38 n.

iii. 28

[2] “Which is not hereafter allowed (oin; cf. i. 29. 2) to conceive again in its womb.”
The mother-cow was kept in a stall near the Apis stall (Strabo 807). The Egyptians
thought the Apis was conceived 6tav Gpwg €0eloT) YOVIHOV &ATIO TG OeA VNG Kal
kaOdymrtat foog dpywong (Plut. Mor. 718; cf. ibid. 368).

kaTioxewv: intransitive; “comes down upon.”

[3] H.’s account of the Apis is confirmed by the statues (cf. Rawlinson for picture),
although Aelian (N.A. xi. 10) says that the Egyptians called it “insufficient,” for
there were really twenty-nine signs; cf. Plin. H.N. viii. 184 for one of these
“candicans macula cornibus lunae crescere incipientis.” Mariette (Maspero, p. 37)
says “the beetle, vulture” (not “eagle”), etc., did not really exist (cf. etxaopévov),
and well compares the dragon, lyre, and bear seen by the astronomers among the
stars. The MSS. reading tetodywvov is usually altered to t1 Totywvov, to make
H.’s account correspond with the rest of the authorities.

In colour the Apis was “black” (as H. says), not white with black spots as Plut. (De
Is. et Os. chap. 43; Mor. 368), or moAvxpov¢ (as Ael. ut sup.).

iii. 29

Plutarch (De Is. et Os. 44) says Cambyses killed the Apis, and gave the carcass to his
dogs; H. as usual avoids these later exaggerations. But many modern historians
(e.g., Brugsch, ii. 299-300) reject the story altogether, because an Apis otrjAn (No.
354 in the Louvre) represents Cambyses as adoring the bull-god; this belongs to
the sixth year of his reign. Maspero (iii. 668 n.), however, accepts H.’s story.



Wiedemann (Gesch. Aeg., 1880, p. 229) argues that the faulty execution of the Apis
monument just mentioned shows it was executed secretly by the priests;
moreover, its evidence is contradicted by another Louvre “column,” set up under
Darius to commemorate an Apis born in the fifth year of Cambyses; he (p. 230)
conjectures that this second monument was deliberately antedated, so as to ignore
the cruel death of the last Apis; this hypothesis is probable, because it explains
how two sacred bulls could be represented as existing at once, a thing in itself
impossible.

iii. 30

éuavn. H. records, without accepting, the supernatural explanation of madness;
he gives a natural one, chap. 33. As to Cleomenes’ madness, he, among various
explanations (vi. 75 seq.), inclines to the supernatural (chap. 84).

Luéedwv. His real name was Bardiya; Aesch. (Pers. 774) calls him Mardos. For the
change from Bardiya to Mardos cf. Megabates (Mega = the Persian Baga). The
initial . was added because the name was confused with the real Greek name
Luépdig (for which cf. Arist. Pol. 1311b 29), on the supposed analogy of ouucQog
and pukoc. Ctesias (8. 65), who calls him “Tanyoxarces” (which seems to be a
nickname, Maspero, iii. 655), makes him satrap of Bactria and some adjacent
districts, but this statement is of little value. For a full analysis of the various
versions of his story cf. Duncker, vi. 175 seq.; but his results are very doubtful.

The B.I. (i. 10) puts the murder before the expedition to Egypt. It obviously was
kept a secret, for otherwise a pretender would have had no opportunity (cf. Perkin
Warbeck’s personation of the young Duke of York); this secrecy explains the
divergence of traditions. Ctesias (10. 67) makes the murderer personate Smerdis
for five years, by arrangement of Cambyses, and then seize the throne on his
death. This, however, is an impossible solution of what is the real difficulty, i.e.,
how did the heir apparent disappear unnoticed?

[2] 6Yrv. For a similar dream-warning against a dangerous man cf. i. 209.

iii. 31

v adeAdenv. Cyrus and Cassandane (ii. 1) had three daughters, Atossa (see
below), this nameless one, the “Roxana” of Ctesias (chap. 12. 67), and Artystone,
the favourite wife of Darius (iii. 88; vii. 69).

[2] Incestuous marriage is praised in the Avesta, and was freely practised under
the Sassanians; instances occur in other Persian kings, e.g., Artaxerxes Il married
two of his own daughters (Plut. Artax. chap. 23). This “Persarum impia religio”
(Catullus, xc. 4), however, was mainly the practice of the Magi.

For the royal judges cf. 14. 5 n.
[5] The immutability of Persian law (cf. Dan. vi) has passed into a proverb.

[6] AAANV: Atossa, who was successively the wife of Cambyses, of the pretender
Smerdis, and of Darius (chaps. 68, 88). For her influence cf. vii. 2; her name has



become proverbial for a reigning Sultana (cf. Pope, Moral Essays, ii. 115 seq.); her
sons were Xerxes, Masistes (vii. 82), Achaemenes (vii. 97), Hystaspes (vii. 64).

iii. 32

[2] éxeive: i.e., Cambyses. These stories are often said to be inconsistent with the
general narrative of H., which makes the murder of Smerdis a secret; but a mere
suspicion, such as must have been current, would be fully sufficient to explain the
sister’s reproach.

[3] Opidaxa. The parabolic “stripping of the lettuce” is quite Eastern.

iii. 33

The ipr) vovoog, epilepsy, was supposed to be specially divine, from its
resemblance to the ecstasies of the diviners. Hippocrates (Morb. Sacr. 1) denies that
it is more supernatural than other diseases; H. himself here seems inclined to be
sceptical.

aewkég: here and in vi. 98. 3 = “improbable.”

iii. 34
ayvyeAiag. For the office of chamberlain cf. i. 114. 2 n.
[4] Oaraocoav: cf. 19. 3 n. Duncker (vi. 185) sees in the story of this murder an

invention of “poetical justice,” which punishes Prexaspes for killing the son of
Cyrus, by slaying his own son.

iii. 35
[4] émiokoma: i.e., OOTE TUXELV TOV OKOTIOV.

“The god himself,” i.e., Mithras; “the arrows of the sun” are a familiar figure.

[5] énti kepaAnv, “on their head”; i.e., head downwards (cf. émti k. pépecOa,
chap. 75. 3). Stein and Rawlinson, however, translate “to the neck,” and this is a
more usual form of punishment in the East. For burying alive generally cf. vii. 114
n.

iii. 36
[4] Kgotoog . . . €0¢ee €Ew. Cf. the similar escape of David, 1 Sam. xviii. 11, and for
seizing occasion to punish old offences cf. 1 Kings ii. 32, 44.

[6] katamoifeaBar: a favourite word with H. (cf. iii. 156. 3; v. 105. 1; vii. 17. 2),
always in future and with a participle to express act: “shall not with impunity.”

iii. 37

[2] Haiotov ... igov. For this temple cf. ii. 101. 2 n.

For the ITatdixkot and the Kafewpol cf. ii. 51 n. The name of the Ilataikol was
perhaps connected with that of Ptah, but this is most uncertain (cf. Rosch., iii.

1676). They were fat dwarfs with gorgon-like features; cf. Perrot and Chipiez, iii,
tig. 21, p. 65. Aeschin. In Ctes. 190 uses Ilatawkiwv = a trickster. H. here confuses



the image of Ptah (Hephaestus) with those of the Khnoumou, “the sons of Ptah”;
these were dwarfs, with bent legs, long arms, and a huge head. Ptah himself was
represented as a mummy, with head and hands free.

iii. 38

This chapter is most characteristic of H. and of the general Greek attitude to
religion; cf. Xen. Mem. iv. 3. 16, the well-known answer of Delphi, given
repeatedly, that the gods were pleased with worship vouw méAewc.

Strabo (805) says that he saw traces of the outrages of Cambyses on the temples of
Heliopolis. The mad king was even credited with the destruction of the statue of
Memnon, though this was really ruined by an earthquake in the time of Augustus.
Cambyses, to Egyptian imagination, played the part that Cromwell is credited
with in English cathedrals.

Zeno later declined to condemn nations that ate their dead; burial, he held, was a
matter not of principle but of convenience. The point illustrates well the
cosmopolitanism of the Stoics.

[4] KaAAartiag. For a discussion of this cannibalism and for modern instances cf.
iv. 26 n.

The name Callatiae (from Sans Kala = black) points to the aboriginal inhabitants of
India; they are otherwise unknown except for a vague reference in Hecataeus
(frag. 177, FHG i. 12); perhaps they are the same as the ITadaiot of chap. 99.

The passage from Pindar (frag. 169), which H. here quotes, is preserved in Plato,
Grg. 484b, where it refers to a “natural law” that “the stronger should rule the
weaker.” vouog 0 mavtwv Pactdevs / Ovatwv te kat dOavatwv:—ovtog d¢ O,
dnotv—ayeL duaiwv 1o Pratdtatov / vreptata xewol. H., quoting from memory;,
gives the passage a more general sense. Myres, A. and C., 157, says that vopog is

“the formal expression of what actually happens . ..”, “it answers to our law of nature
... amore or less accurate formulation of the actual course of events.”

iii. 39-60

The story of Polycrates. H. explains its disproportionate length in chap. 60; the story
bears throughout marks of his personal observation, e.g., chaps. 39. 4, 54, 60 (cf. for
H.’s knowledge of Samos elsewhere, 146. 2, and for the Heraeum, introd. § 25, p.
30). The connection of events in Samos, however, with the course of Persian
history was closer than H. suspected; Amasis had endeavoured to protect Egypt,
in accordance with the usual policy of the Saite dynasty, by forming a league of
maritime states; but the desertion of Cyprus and the submission of Phoenicia to
the Persians (19. 3 n.) changed the balance of power, and Polycrates went over to
the side of the stronger. H. ignores the real reasons of the policy of Polycrates, and
gives us instead a story illustrating the Nemesis attendant on good fortune (chaps.
40-3), which hides the treachery of Samos. But even in H. (chap. 44) it is made
clear that Polycrates was really the aggressor against Egypt.



The date of Polycrates” accession is about 532 B.C. as given by Eusebius (cf. Busolt,
ii. 508); we know that (1) he died before Cambyses (chaps. 125-6), i.e., before 521
(cf. chap. 66 n.); (2) Thucydides (i. 13) speaks of him as Tvpavvav ént Kaupvoov,
which renders impossible the statement that he “flourished” not later than 550 B.C.
(Diog. Laert. ii. 1); (3) Eusebius (Armenian Version) gives the sixteen years of
Samian “rule of the sea” as from 531 to 515, i.e., to the fall of Maeandrius (cf.
Myres, JHS xxvi. 91, 101, for slightly different figures). Alexis of Samos (frag. 2;
FHG iv. 299) says that Polycrates had gained his influence by lavish liberality.
Polyaenus (i. 23) describes how he seized the city during a festival (cf. Cylon at
Athens, Thuc. i. 126) and was victorious by the aid of Lygdamis (cf. 120. 3 for a
curious detail as to his conspiracy). His friendship with Lygdamis (cf. i. 61) and his
enmity to Lesbos (cf. 39. 4 with v. 94) are the proofs given for his supposed
friendship with Pisistratus.

iii. 39

énavaotag might imply a revolution against any form of government; but it is
probable that an oligarchy was ruling in Samos, having been restored after the
overthrow described in Plut. Quaest. Graec. 57; Mor. 303 seq.

[2] For Syloson’s story cf. iii. 139 seq.; his son bore the family name Aeaces (iv. 138).
[3] For the use of penteconters, not triremes, cf. i. 163. 2 n.
to&0tas. These “bowmen” were “native Samians” (45. 3).

[4] vijowv. Cf. Thuc. i. 13. 6 for the conquest of the islands by Polycrates, and iii.
104. 2 for the honour paid to Delos. The rivalry of Samos and Miletus was
perpetual (cf. the events of 494, 440, 412-404 B.C.), and probably explains the
variations in the general foreign policy of both states.

iii. 40-43

The story of the ring of Polycrates is one of the best illustrations of the doctrine of
Nemesis (cf. pOovepov below and in i. 32. 1 n.). Diodorus (i. 95) rationalizes the
story by making Amasis break off the alliance because he (Polycrates) dislikes
tyranny. Reinach (R.A. 1905, vi. 9) thinks H.’s story is a development of the yearly
custom of throwing a ring into the sea as a claim of lordship (cf. the “Marriage of
the Adriatic” at Venice, Byron, C.H. iv. 91); he quotes i. 165, vii. 35, but these are
irrelevant. Cf. Cook, CR xvii. 409 for a similar wild suggestion.

iii. 40

[2] évaAda€ mopnoowv sums up TO PEV TL EVTUXEELV . . . TTOOOTITALELV.

[4] For the attempt to avert great calamities by small ones cf. Livy v. 21. 15, the
prayer of Camillus, “ut eam invidiam lenire quam minimo suo privato
incommodo publicoque populi Romani liceret.” He fell as he prayed, and
interpreted the mishap wg yéyovev avt@ kat’ VXNV OPAApA HuKQOV ETT
evtuxla peylotn, Plut. Cam. 5. But, like Polycrates, he did not escape subsequent
disaster.



ax¢o. The present implies that the “remedy” was to be repeated, “if good luck
hereafter did not befall him in due alternation with misfortunes.”

iii. 41

odonyic. The stone in the ring was engraved, as Theodorus (i. 51. 3 n.) was a
gem-cutter as well as a metal-worker; Paus. viii. 14.8 (cf. Frazer, iv. 237) implies
that it was an emerald; hence Pliny (H.N. xxxvii. 4) is repeating a guide-book
legend when he says that the ring was given by Augustus to the temple of
Concord, and that the stone was a sardonyx. As Theodorus had been dead for half
a century, the ring was to Polycrates an irreplaceable heirloom.

iii. 42

[2] Cf. Juv. iv. 45 seq. (the fisherman’s gift to Domitian) for a grandiose parody of
Herodotean simplicity. Mahaftfy (Soc. Life, p. 169) quotes the invitation to the
fisherman as illustrating the simplicity of Greek court life; but the whole story is a
folk tale (cf. Frazer, ut sup.), and the details can hardly be pressed.

iii. 44

[2] Tovg Uwnteve paAtota. For the employment of dangerous citizens on
foreign service cf. Miltiades in the Chersonese (vi. 35. 3, though H. there gives a
religious motive) and vii. 222 n. So Napoleon used Spaniards in the north of
Europe (Oman, Penin. War, i. 367 seq.), who would have been dangerous at home.

tow)eeot. The mention of “triremes” seems inconsistent with 39. 3, and is tacitly
corrected by Thuc. i. 14 ¢patvetatl. . . tavta (i.e., early naval powers, including
that of Polycrates) . . . Toutr)oeot pév OALyac Xowpeva, mevTnkovTools O €Tt kal
ntAololg paolc EEnotupéva. In the story (41. 2, 124. 2) a penteconter (not a
trireme) is used.

iii. 45
“At Carpathus,” i.e., they had put in at this island, which lies between Rhodes and
Crete, at the southeast exit from the Aegean.

[3] Tovg am’ Aiyvnttov. The variety of traditions is remarkable; probably the
story of the victory of the aristocrats is due to Samian vanity.

[4] Umomgnoat. For the tyrant holding the families of his subjects as hostages cf.
Shakespeare, Richard III, v. iii. 61.

iii. 46

oi agxovreg, “authorities” (cf. vi. 106 n.); i.e., the kings and senate as well as the
ephors who, even in the sixth century, were beginning to usurp the control of
foreign affairs (cf. ix. 7 for the first definite instance, in 479 B.C.). For the Spartan
government and policy at this period cf. app. xvii.

émdeAnOévar. For this “laconic repartee” in the original Doric cf. Plut. Mor. 232d;
on p. 223 he gives it to Cleomenes.



[2] BvAaxkw meQLeeyaoOau: translate “they had used “sack’ needlessly,” lit. “they
had been superfluous with the ‘sack’”. The rude brevity of the retort is
characteristic. Others (e.g., Grote, iv. 169) translate “your wallet is superfluous,”
i.e., the words alone were enough. (Cf. Theophrastus, Char. 13 for mepiepyia.) The
story is told by Sextus Empiricus (Math. ii. 23) of the Chians, seeking leave to
import corn from Laconia. Some think this the original occasion, and find here an
instance of the composite nature of H.’s history (cf. chap. 80 nn.); but the Chian
story is probably an invention based on H.’s narrative, and it is difficult to think
that Chios needed to import corn, or that Laconia could export it, before 500 B.C.
The version of H. is therefore preferable.

iii. 47

This passage is interesting as the only definite reference in H. to the Messenian
wars (cf. v. 49. 8). It supports the later tradition that the second Messenian war had
an international character, Argos, Arcadia, and Pisa being allies of Messenia
(Strabo 362), Elis (Strabo 355), Corinth, and Sicyon (Paus. iv. 15) of the
Lacedaemonians. Thucydides (i. 15) is thought to deny this by implication when
he writes éxkdnpovg otpatelag MOAD ATIO TG EAVTWV €T AAAWYV KATAOTQODT
ovk ¢Enoav oi 'EAANveg, except in the Lelantine war. Busolt (i. 606 n.; cf. also p.
580 n.) therefore sees in the introduction of Corinth and Sicyon a reflection of the
political grouping of the fifth century (e.g., at Mantinea 418 B.C.). But Samos would
be exceedingly likely to assist the Lacedaemonians, as allies of Corinth, and
Thucydides systematically depreciates the importance of Greek history before his
own century.

KkQE1TNEOG. For a description of the bowl cf. i. 70. 1. The story well illustrates H.’s
tendency to confuse occasions with real causes. There is no reason to doubt that
the theft of the bowl (which H. must have seen at the Heraeum) was a provocation
to the Lacedaemonians; but for the attack on Polycrates the Lacedaemonians had
motives of general policy: for these and for their attitude to tyranny cf. app. xvi, §
10. Plutarch (De Mal. 21) for once makes a point when he asks motov yap éveka
Owoakog 1 tivog kpatnEog £tépov KupeAdag e€éBatov kTA. (cf., however,
Grote, iii. 43 and appendix ut sup. for a criticism of Plutarch’s list of tyrants
expelled by the Lacedaemonians).

[3] apmedovn éxaortn. Pliny (xix. 12) says the “distinctness” of the “threads” in
the Owon& was so often tested by sightseers that “parvas iam reliquias superesse
hac experientium iniuria.” For the work cf. Ezek. xxvii. 7, “fine linen with
broidered work from Egypt.”

Amasis was trying no doubt to induce the Lacedaemonians (avtotot) to join an
anti-Persian league (cf. i. 46 n.).

For the dedication at Lindus cf. ii. 182. 1.



iii. 48

The chronology is inextricably confused (cf. app. xiv, § 6). The “insult” was about
550 B.C., and yet it is in the time of Periander, who died ca. 585. Plutarch (ut sup.
chap. 22) puts the events “three generations” before Polycrates, and tells us from
independent sources (Dionysius of Chalcis, flourit ca. 350; frag. 3, FHG iv. 396) that
it was Cnidians (not Samians) who restored the boys to Corcyra; he confirms this
by an appeal to honours granted by Corcyra to Cnidus. H. may have been misled
by his Samian informants. The tyrant’s brutality, however, may be accepted as a
fact, characteristic of the Oriental leanings of the Cypselidae. (Cf. app. xvi, § 4.)

[3] ottiwv . .. égyovtwy. For starving out suppliants cf. Thuc. i. 134. 2; for the
Samian evasion of their obligations to the Corinthians, under colour of a religious
festival cf. Judges xxi. 19, the Gibeonites at Shiloh.

iii. 49
owadogot. For the standing feud between Corinth and Corcyra cf. Thuc. i. 13. 4,
38.

iii. 50-53

For H.’s account of the Cypselidae cf. v. 92 nn. and app. xvi, §§ 3—4.

The historical facts in these chapters are—(1) that Periander killed his wife; (2)
conquered his father-in-law Procles (52. 7); this conquest is important as probably
being the occasion of the independence of Aegina (v. 83. 1); (3) reduced Corcyra to
subjection; (4) (probably) that Lycophron ruled for a time in Corcyra; (5) that

Periander left no son to succeed him; his successor was Psammetichus, son of his
brother Gorgus (Arist. Pol. 1315b 26).

The rest of the narrative is romantic embroidery, moral tales such as the Greeks
loved, which may be called “the beginnings of the novel” (cf. Nitzsch, RM 1872, p.
228). The style, especially in chaps. 52 and 53, is characteristic of the age of the
“Seven Wise Men” (cf. i. 27 n.), among whom Periander was reckoned; the
proverbs “Obstinacy (1] dprAotiuin) is an evil thing,” “Do not heal evil with evil”
(53. 4, see below), etc., are not adornments, they are the real base of the story.

iii. 50
For horrible details as to Melissa cf. v. 92 g. Periander had killed her in a fit of
jealousy; this is darkly hinted at (52. 4).

iii. 52

For the knjovyua cf. Soph. O.T. 236 seq.
iii. 53

[3] dtapoenOévta, “spoiled”; cf. i. 88. 3.

[4] For the proverb un 1o kakw t0 kaxov iw cf. Soph. Aj. 362 and Thuc. v. 65. 2
(Agis) dxvoeitat kKakov Kak@ laoOat.



ta ¢ruetkéotega. For the contrast of justice and equity cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. v. 10 10
ETUEKEG . . . EmMavopOwua vopipov dikaiov, and (still better) Rhet. i. 13 10 mapa
TOV YEYQAUHUEVOV VOLIOV DLKALOV.

iii. 54

The town of Samos lay on the south slopes of “the hill” Ampelus, which is some
700 feet high (H. says 900, chap. 60. 1), and which stretched away to the west
above the plain; at the southwest extremity lay the Heraeum. The Lacedaemonians
attacked both by sea, i.e., on the south, and by land (kata Tov émdvw moEyov), on
the north or northwest. H.’s familiarity with Samos is noticeable (cf. chap. 39).

[2] ¢éme&ENAOov. This sortie may have been made to protect the Samian water
supply (cf. 60. 1 n.).

iii. 55

[2] Agxin. H.’s mention of his informant here (cf. introd. § 23, p. 28) throws light
on the character of his evidence; his account of the siege is based partly on local
Samian tradition, partly on the family tradition of Archias.

Pitane was the aristocratic kwpn (= the Attic dnjpoc) at Sparta; the others (Paus. iii.
16. 9) were Mesoa, Cynosura, Limnae (cf. Thuc. i. 10. 2 for the survival of the
KQUOAL).

For the Adxog ITitavritng cf. ix. 53. 2 n.
étipa. Archias was €é0eAompoevog (Thuc. iii. 70) of Samos at Sparta.

The significance and the recurrence of the names are to be noted. Plutarch De Mal.
chap. 22 says that Archias had a tomb dnpooia kateokevaouévov: this no doubt
was set up after the fall of Polycrates by the Samian aristocrats.

iii. 56

oountai, “has gone abroad” (AéyeoOaul is epexegetic); cf. iv. 161.

&g v Aginv: gives one reason why H. lays so much stress on “this first
expedition”; it was part of the long struggle between Europe and Asia. The
“second” is that of 479 B.C. (ix. 96 seq.). The addition of “Dorians” is emphatic; the
Achaean Lacedaemonians had taken part in the Trojan war.

[2] kataxovowoavrta: cf. for “gilded” kiFdnAot otatnoec CIG i. 150, p. 237.

iii. 57

Siphnos, one of the Western Cyclades, was assessed at nine talents’ tribute in 425
B.C., a large amount in proportion to its size; it had previously paid three talents
(Hicks, nos. 48 and 64). It was the only island that was allowed a mint in the
Confederacy of Delos (Holm, ii. 228), and this privilege was withdrawn during the
Peloponnesian war (Hill, Sources?, p. 425).

[2] For the mines of Siphnos cf. Paus. x. 11. 2, who tells that they were submerged
because the Siphnians failed to pay their tithe to Apollo, and Bent, JHS vi. 195-8.



The treasury at Delphi (cf. Paus. x. 11. 2) was discovered by the French explorers in
1893, and the remains fully confirm H.: “the building is more lavishly decorated
than any other found at Delphi” (Frazer, P, v. 272 seq.). Homolle, the French
discoverer (ibid. 629), now assigns the treasury to the Cnidians, not to the
Siphnians (but see Dyer in JHS xxv. 314-15).

The style of sculpture exactly agrees with H.’s dating.
Otevépovro. For division of mine profits in the ancient state cf. vii. 144 n.

[3] That increased display of wealth was likely to tempt raiders and called for
special “precautions” (poaooacOdat), was an obvious prophecy.

[4] IIapiw: the earliest known instance of the use of Parian Marble. Cf. v. 62. 3.

iii. 58

[2] In Homer piAtomtdonog and dporvikomdonog only occur twice each; the ships
are usually black, cf. Torr, A. S. p. 37; the “red” colouring came in with the
development of the Euxine trade; cf. piAtog Livwmikr).

iii. 59
With the purchase of Hydrea cf. the attempt of the Phocaeans (i. 165. 1) to
purchase the Oenyssian Islands.

Hydrea lies to the south of the Argolic peninsula, while Cydonia is on the
northwest of Crete; both acts were probably part of a movement to isolate Aegina
and to extend the relations of the Corintho-Samian alliance (see below). For a
similar attempt at Cyrene cf. iv. 163 n. The Aeginetans resented this trespass on
their preserves (for their friendly relations to Crete cf. the proverb Kong moog
Atynviimv); hence they “joined the Cretans” to expel the intruders, and secured
their hold of Crete by a colony at Cydonia (Strabo 376). This connection explains
the hostility of the town to Athens (Thuc. ii. 85. 5).

[2] kai TOV . .. vNov. The words are probably a mistaken addition, as Dictyna was
a native goddess.

[3] kampiove. The Samian vessels were called Vomtowoeot (Plut. Per. chap. 26), and
were supposed to resemble pigs from their heavy build.

t0 1g0V. For this temple, whence the famous Aeginetan marbles came to Munich
in 1812, cf. Frazer, P, iii. 268 seq. It was first assigned to Zeus Panhellenius, then to
Athena; but A. Furtwangler (cf. his splendid book on Aegina, Munich, 1906), who
excavated it in 1901, has proved by inscriptions found in situ that it was dedicated
to Aphaea. This goddess (Paus. ii. 30. 3) was also connected with Crete, and hence
the dedication here for a Cretan victory is most appropriate to her. Furtwangler
would read Adaing (for AOnvaing) here; he points out that Pausanias knows
nothing of an “Athena” temple in Aegina, although he quotes another passage of
H. (v. 82 seq.) in the very next section (ii. 30. 4).



[4] Amphicrates seems to have been of the family of Procles, who led to Samos the
Ionians expelled from Epidaurus by the Dorians (Paus. vii. 4. 2). For the overthrow
of the monarchy at Samos cf. Plut. Quaest. Graec. 57, where he speaks of the
subsequent hostility between Samos and Megara, a member of the Aeginetan
commercial league. Our scanty references to these early wars in the Aegean all
tend to establish the theory of the rivalry of two great trade-leagues; Miletus,
Aegina, Megara, and Eretria, trading mainly with the northeast, are ranged
against Corinth, Samos, and Chalcis, whose main sphere is the west (cf. v. 99. 1 n.).

iii. 60

Epnxvuva. H., apart from his interest in Samos (cf. introd. p. 3), made it his object
to describe great works everywhere (cf. i. 93. 1). For Samos generally cf. V. Guérin,
Patmos et Samos, 1856.

dguypa. The object of the “tunnel” was to bring the water from the other (i.e., the
north) side of Mount Ampelus; the “channel” in it (kAAo dpvyua) is not quite
“thirty feet” deep at the outlet, and decreases in depth as it approaches the spring
from which it issues; this was to give sufficient fall for the water, but H. had of
course only seen the outlet on the south side; as the boring was begun on both
sides, the engineering skill required was very considerable. The work is a good
instance of the way in which the tyrants “courted popularity by providing for the
needs of their people,” and may be compared with the contemporary aqueduct of
Pisistratus (cf. E. Gardner, Athens, 26-7). The tunnel was discovered in 1882 (cf.
Mittheil. des Deutsch. Archaeol. Instit. 1884 (Athen.), 163f., with two plans, or Tozer’s
Islands of Aegean, 167 seq.). On the whole the accuracy of H. is strikingly
confirmed, though he exaggerates the length of the tunnel, which is really about
1,100 feet.

[2] cwAn)vwv. Remains of the “pipes” have been found, both leading from the
spring to the hill, a distance of some half mile, and in the tunnel itself through the
hill.

[3] xwpa. The mole extended from the western horn of the Old Harbour and more
than half closed it. Its remains can still be seen about six feet below the surface. H.
is right as to its length, but the sea at present is only ten fathoms deep (Guérin, pp.
203-4).

[4] vnog péyrotos. H. means of Greek temples: those of Egypt were larger. The
Heraeum was 346 feet long and 189 broad (Leake, Asia Minor, p. 348, makes it 350,
but other estimates are given; Guérin, p. 225), which is larger than any known
Greek temple in the East, except that of Ephesus, which was finished later; H. (ii.
148) mentions these two temples as “notable” Greek works. The temples at
Acragas and Selinus are about the same size; the Olympieium at Athens was on a
larger scale, but remained unfinished till the time of Hadrian. Pausanias (vii. 5. 4)
says the Heraeum was “burned down” (kataxavOnvat) by the Persians, but that
Bavpa 1V VO TOL TVEOG AEAVUAOUEVOV.



For Rhoecus cf. Murray, G. S. i. 74 seq.; he was connected with Theodoros (i. 51. 3
n.). His name has been found on a sixth-century vase at Naucratis. He probably
began the temple half a century before, and it was finished under Polycrates. For
these éoya IToAvkpdartewa cf. Arist. Pol. 1313b 24 who says they were intended to
produce doxoAia kal mevia twv aexopévwv; he does not mention the desire to
provide wages for the poorer classes, though no doubt this motive was present
with ancient (cf. Plut. Per. 12) as well as with modern despots. Aristotle compares
them with the Pyramids and with the buildings of the Cypselidae and the
Pisistratidae. The building policy of tyrants from the days of Cypselus to
Napoleon III's “Haussmannization” of Paris is a commonplace of history. The
Samian Alexis says (FHG iv. 299) that Polycrates also developed the agricultural
wealth of his island. For his commercial and industrial activity cf. Ure in JHS xxvi.
pp. 132-3.

iii. 61-87
The death of Cambyses, the rising of the Pseudo-Smerdis, and the accession of Darius. For
the real history of these events cf. app. v.

iii. 61

The B.I. mentions only one pretender, “Gaumata,” and of course says nothing of
his resemblance to Smerdis; on this point, which is probable in itself, H. is
supported by Ctesias and Justin (i. 9); it is not inconsistent with the caution spoken
of in 63. 2, 68. 2. The B.I. (i. 11) confirms H. as to the usurpation being unopposed.
Justin has the name “Cometes” right, but gives it to the chief plotter, not the actual
pretender, whom he calls Oropastes. H.’s “Smerdis” is required to explain the
prophetic dream, cf. 30. 2, 64. 1. “Patizeithes” is probably a title = “Padishah.”

iii. 62

No Ecbatana is known in Syria, and the attempts to explain the name (see
Rawlinson ad loc.) are unconvincing. The religious coincidence is more than
suspicious.

iii. 64

[3] The curved scimitar (&kivdkng) needed a “cap” (ukng) to guard its point; the
same accident happened to Perseus with less fatal results; hence the name
Muvknvaut (Paus. ii. 16. 3).

The coincidence (as to the position of the wound) is also suspicious; cf. the legend
that Salome, who danced off the head of St. John, was herself beheaded by floating
ice. The B.I. (i. 11) says: “Afterwards Cambyses, killing himself, died,” which
seems to imply suicide.

[4] xonotngov. It is odd that Cambyses should pay attention to an Egyptian
oracle; but the whole story of “the fiends which palter with us in a double sense,”
is clearly invented, cf. Shakespeare, 2 Henry IV, iv. 5 (ad fin.) (following
Holinshed):



It hath been prophesied to me many years
I should not die but in Jerusalem,

Which vainly I supposed the Holy Land.
But bear me to that chamber, there I'll lie;
In that Jerusalem shall Harry die.

A similar story is told of Julian the Apostate.

aga is emphatic, “as is now proved”; cf. iv. 64. 3 and passim.

iii. 65
[3] TOo péAAov ... artoteémerv. The fatalism has a true Oriental ring, as well as
being characteristic of H.; cf. i. 91; iii. 40 seq.

[5] Tipweéerv: the parallel to 32. 2 upsets Meyer’s theory (see app. v, § 2) that
chaps. 32 and 65 come from “different sources.”

[6] BaoiAniove. Histiaeus (v. 106) swears to Darius by these. So Darius in the
Persepolis inscription invokes Ormazd and “the gods of his race.”

For the theory that the conspiracy was Median cf. app. v, § 6.

[7] For the threefold curse of unfruitfulness cf. vi. 139. 2 n.; Soph. O.T. 25-7, 269;
and Deut. xxviii. 17-18; cf. also the oath of the Amphictyons (Aeschin. In Ctes.
111).

iii. 66

[2] énta Etea kai mévte prpvag. Manetho seems to give Cambyses ten years
(frag. 68), Ctesias eighteen (xii. 67). A Babylonian contract has been found (SBA vi.
484) dating from the eleventh year of his reign, which shows that Cambyses was
associated with Cyrus as king of Babylon (cf. C.C. i. 35; RP? v. 168, and Meyer,
Forsch. ii. 471). So far as the length of his sole rule is concerned H. is right, and is
confirmed by the Apis Stelai (Wiedemann, Gesch. Aegyp. 1880, 219-20), and by the
Canon of Ptolemy, which gives Cambyses eight years (including, of course, the
seven months of the usurper, 67. 2).

iii. 67

B.IL i. 13 confirms H. that the conspiracy succeeded for a time. It says nothing of
the popular acts of the Pseudo-Smerdis, but they are probable in themselves; cf.
the constitutional character of the reign of Richard III for similar conduct in a
usurper.

iii. 68

Pagvaomew . .. maig. For the position of Otanes see chap. 84. He was the son of
Socris (not of Pharnaspes, B.I. iv. 18). H.’s mistake may perhaps be due to a
confused tradition as to his ancestor (abavus) Pharnaces, who married Atossa, the
aunt of Cyrus, probably the grandfather of Cyrus “the great” (Diod. xxxi. 19).
Meyer (iii. 18), however, rejects this whole pedigree as a late fiction. From him



descended the royal house of Cappadocia; Diodorus and Ctesias (14. 67) substitute
for “Otanes” his son Anaphas or Onophas (H. vii. 62).

[2] H. wrongly lays the scene at Susa (cf. 70. 3), because it was to him, as to all
Greeks and Jews (cf. Neh. i. 1), the capital of the empire (v. 49 n.); the B.I. (i. 13)
puts the final struggle at Sictachotes (Sikayauvatish), a Median fort.

The “Acropolis” is the BaoiAnov tetxog of 74. 3.

[3] Kappvoew yuvauéi. This was usual in the East; cf. chap. 88. 2 and Absalom’s
conduct 2 Sam. xvi. 21.

[5] dréomerge. In view of these precautions, the ease with which Phaedymia
communicated with her father is strange; H. is telling merely the popular tale.

iii. 69

[5] T wta anétape. For such mutilations cf iii. 118, 154, and ix. 112, and the
rigorous justice of the younger Cyrus (Xen. An. i. 9. 13; also B.I. ii. 13); no
mutilated person could ever reign. Perhaps the story is based o