CHAPTER I

Introduction
Transtextual Histories: History, Philosophy, and
Intellectual Culture

Zeive AbBnvode, TTap’ fuéas yo&p Tepl oo Adyos &mikTon TToAASS Kai
coging eivekey Tfis ofis kol TAGYNS, G5 @rAocogéwy yiiv TOAAY
Becoping elvekey gmeAfAubas viv Qv fuepos Emeipéoton pot éTfABé ot
&l Twa 0N TévTwy £ides SARLOTOTOY.

(Hdt. 1.30.2)

Athenian friend, such reports have come to us about you due to your
wisdom and your travels — that you, as one who loves wisdom, have covered
much ground for the sake of zheorie. So now a desire has come over me to
ask you whether there is some individual you have seen who is the most
fortunate of all.

So opens the famous dialogue between the Lydian ruler Croesus and the
Athenian “lover of wisdom,” Solon. Croesus’ court had already enter-
tained, we are told, many of the sixth-century Greek “philosophers,”
sophistai (1.29.1)." These intellectuals traveled extensively throughout the
Mediterranean, lecturing on cosmology, the natural world, physics and
metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, politics, and theology, in addition to
more metacritical thought on the art of speech and persuasion itself. Solon
too traveled there. He left Athens, Herodotus tells us, after setting up laws
for his fellow citizens, laws that could not be contested in his absence. His
departure was also an opportunity for him to engage in theorie — a
pilgrimage or journey beyond the polis to view a spectacle and, in this
case, to practice philosophical contemplation.”

Theorie is closely tied to autopsy and the empirical acquisition of
knowledge. Travel from the city as an eyewitness to foreign spectacles

With Ostwald (1986), 259, “The Athenians made no attempt to differentiate sophists from
philosophers.” Lloyd (1979), 86—7, (1987), 93. On the verb ¢ihocogéwv in this passage, Moore
(2019), 131, persuasively argues: “Philosophein seems to name the way of life that appears oriented
toward becoming a sophos.”

Nightingale (2001), 31-2, places Solon in the category of #heorie in which one journeys for
“knowledge and edification.”

N
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2 Introduction

brings with it the potential for intellectual transformation, which the
traveler is then able to bring back to the polis. Croesus, playing upon this
notion, attempts to inscribe himself within Solon’s expedition by bringing
his guest face to face with his great wealth. The prominence of sight in this
opening gambit is significant: He twice inquires whether Solon has seen
someone (gides . . . 1801) who was the most fortunate of all. Building up to
his self-serving question, Croesus connects Solon’s travel with his wisdom
and relies upon the philosopher’s autopsy to provide the answer to
his question.

It is for this reason all the more striking that Solon’s answer nowhere
refers explicitly to his travels or personal experience.” He responds to
Croesus’ questions but in each case declines to give an account based on
his own spectatorship. Instead, he gives a virtuoso display of wisdom,
outlining true well-being in his narration of the lives of Tellus and
Cleobis and Biton. He then clarifies that the fragile basis for human
happiness is due to the unpredictable action of the divine, which leads to
his mathematical display-piece on the years, months, and days comprising
a man’s life. Here sight is reintroduced by Solon but as a warning; there are
more things to see than one will desire (1.32.2: TOAM& uév o1 i8€iv T& un
Ti5 £6¢Me1); every day is unlike the last and no pattern emerges.* The whole
point of this performance of man’s circumscribed temporality is to show
that individual human experience provides little basis for wider infer-
ences.’ Solon rejects his host’s emphasis on sight by pointing to the
problem of appearance as opposed to reality, offering only: “you appear
to me to have a marvellous fortune” (1.32.5: Zuol 8¢ oU xad TAouTéew péya
paiveon). But the use of the infinitive with gaiveon (“you seem to be”)
rather than the participle (“you evidently are”) hints that this could just as
easily be an illusion, as in fact it will turn out to be.® And while Solon’s
final pronouncement to Croesus is often translated as “one must look to
the end of every affair” (1.33: oxoméew 8¢ xpf) TowTds XpAUOTOS TNV
TeAeuTn), it is noteworthy that the verb is not épéw but okoméw. The
latter is used not merely of sight but introspection and reflection.”

w

Ker (2000), 311-15, finds Croesus misguided in his understanding of #heorie as intellectual
sightseeing. For a negative portrayal of sightseeing, Thucydides is skeptical of the Athenian desire
to engage in theoria in the lead-up to the Sicilian expedition at 6.24.3; see Barker (2009), 256 n. 177.
For a contrasting view, see Schepens (1980), where autopsy is #/e route to knowledge for Herodotus.
The brevity of life is an obstacle to knowledge for Protagoras as well, e.g., DK 80 B 4.

Cf. 1.86.5, where Croesus reveals to Cyrus that Solon viewed his wealth only to discount it.

See Hedrick (2000), on the democratic formula, oxoteiv T8 Bouhouéve, where it refers to disclosing
information, not merely “seeing,” 132: “In several cases it is clear beyond reasonable doubt that the
use of the formula implies that people should get access to the content of the text, that the text
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Introduction 3

Its importance is clear from Croesus’ mistranslation of the sentiments of
his guest, with whom he becomes thoroughly disgusted; he judges Solon
stupid for requiring him “to look (6p&v) to the end of every affair.” The
distortion of the verb ironizes the ruler’s inability to “see” the content of
Solon’s message and understand the value of this introspection.®

In line with his identification as a philosopher, Solon’s quiet rebuff of
visual perception as the criterion for truth has an impressive pedigree
among philosophers in the intellectual milieu of the late sixth and early
fifth centuries BCE. Parmenides too rejected experience, sight, and sound
as avenues of truth in favor of judging by logos (DK 28 B 7.3—6). His
successor, Melissus, was a strident opponent of autopsy as a criterion of
truth, holding that sight is fundamentally misleading: “Hence it is clear
that we do not see correctly, and that it is not correctly that these things
seem to us to be many” (DK 30 B 8.5). And Herodotus’ contemporary,
Anaxagoras, illustrated the fragility of the sense of sight with the example
of black and white paint, arguing that adding drops of one color to the
other would, for some time, produce no change obvious to the human eye,
despite it changing color with each drop in reality (DK 59 B 21). Sight fails
to access the fine gradations that are nonetheless existent in matter.
Meanwhile, for Solon an individual’s sight fails to capture the encyclopedic
breadth of human experience.

The dialogue’s theme of human well-being is a staple in ethical debates
taking place in philosophical circles.” It is reported that Anaxagoras articu-
lated a philosophy of eudaimonie, “happiness.” When asked “who was
most happy,” Aristotle records that “Anaxagoras too seems not to have
supposed that the happy man is wealthy or powerful, for he said that he
would not be surprised if he seemed someone strange to most people.”*®
In his Eudemian Ethics, the same incident is recounted, though in this case
Aristotle elaborates on Anaxagoras’ concept of strangeness by suggesting

should somehow be read,” pace Thomas (1989), s1. This is followed by Lasagni (2018), though she
interprets it as a species of reading in this context. Thucydides uses the language of “seeing what is
clear” (16 cagts okomeiv) in his methodology chapter at 1.22.4; see Barker (2009), 262 n. 198.
Problems associated with the visual field are thematized in the preceding Gyges-Candaules episode
as well, Purves (2010), 139—40, 143—4. See de Heer (1969), 71—2, on a similar confusion of the
referents of what is 8ABios in the dialogue, which for Croesus refers to wealth and for Solon to a
human condition of a permanent lofty status that includes one’s death.

Terms used include eUSoupovin: 1.32.1; dAPlos: 1.30.1, 30.2, 30.3, 3I.I, 32.5, 32.7, 34.1;
pakopilw: 1.31.3. See Irwin (2013), 276—7, for the Athenian context of eudaimonie.

DK 59 A 30 = Arist. Eth. Nic. 1179a13—17: #oie 8¢ kai Avagorydpas oU TTAouciov oUdE Suvdotny
UrohoPeiv ToV edadpova gimcov 8T1 oUk &v Baupdosie, &l Tis &ToTros pavein Tois ToAAoTs. For the
network of terms relating to happiness in this passage in line with epinician poetry, see Krischer
(1993) and Crane (1996).
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4 Introduction

that the philosopher’s response implies that well-being should be con-
nected to a life lived according to justice or for theoria."" The de-emphasis
of material wealth and power as markers of eudaimonie in favor of a
paradoxical or strange theory of the fortunate individual has an obvious
antecedent with the Croesus—Solon interview. The theory’s connection of
happiness to a life lived for theoria suggests that Anaxagoras and Herodotus
were in dialogue with one another or — more plausibly — that Aristotle was
reading Anaxagoras’ theories in light of Herodotus’ Solon. That Solon’s
admonitions immediately precede Anaxagoras’ makes this all the more
likely (1179a9—17). Indeed, when Diodorus Siculus’ Library records the
Solon—Croesus interview in the first century, the historian clarifies that
Solon responded with the freedom of speech customary to philosophers,
which affirms that Herodotus™ lawgiver was later viewed in this light.”*

Thematically and methodologically, Solon’s interview with Croesus
touches upon important issues preoccupying intellectual culture in the
fifth century.” What is conspicuous about Herodotus” engagement is the
way in which knowledge of the past is presented as a means of answering
these questions. The identity of the most fortunate human lies in Athenian
history in the figure of Tellus, whose life unites individual prosperousness
with that of his descendants and his polis. When asked to award a second
place, Solon returns to historical exempla through the Argives Cleobis
and Biton.

I begin with the Solon—Croesus interview as its importance for the
project of the Histories is difficult to overstate. As a programmatic episode,
it provides a critical window into the horizon of expectation that what will
become the genre of historiography carves out for its audience. In this
context, the passage’s emphasis on knowledge claims, on ethics, and on
man’s place in the cosmos is conspicuous. These topics speak to the
aspirations of the Histories as a work in dialogue with contemporary
philosophical thinkers and debates. More radically, the episode enacts a
powerful metanarrative moment by using historical events to encode
philosophical debates. By modeling Solon as an internal historian who
discloses philosophical truths, the text “reads” itself. Solon’s performance
casts knowledge of Athenian and Argive history as the métier of the
sophistes: the description of Tellus’ life and death arises from Athenian

"' Arist. Eth. Fud. 1215b6-14.

* Diod. Sic. 9.2.2. Cf. 9.26.1. Identified as a philosopher at Aeschin. /n Ctes. 257; Plut. Sol. 3.1.

> Democritus’ philosophy of contentment as the goal of human life is similar, e.g., DK 68 A 167, B 3,
B 191, B 189.
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Introduction 5

historical memory. The glorious deaths of the young Cleobis and Biton,
correspondingly, develop out of Argive and Delphic tradition. Indeed, it is
the pastness of their lives that allows Solon to establish their position in the
ranks of human good fortune.”* As a whole, the exchange demonstrates
how historical memory opens up a new space for wisdom. In terms of the
debate on well-being, history reveals itself as the only space in which the
concept can be properly understood. Equally important is the way in
which the dialogue resonates with the introduction of the Histories. With
the identification of Croesus as the one most responsible for injustice
against the Greeks, Herodotus turns to images of motion and travel
(1.5.3: mpoPfoopan “I will proceed,” &mre§icov “going through”) but applies
them to his creation of the text. These metaphors serve as an introduction
to the textual journey that will unfold, with visits to cities great and
small.”> As with Solon’s journey to Sardis, metaphors of travel are lever-
aged into insight on the human condition and human well-being: as
Herodotus affirms in the opening of the Histories, “knowing as I do that
human well-being in no way remains in the same place, I will mention
both [large and small cities] equally” (1.5.4: THy &vBpwmniny v
¢mioTauEVOS eUdaipoviny oUdapud v TOUTE pévouoov ETTIMVHoOMOL
3ugoTépwy duoiws)."®

These introductory passages invite interpretation of the Histories by
exploring the past in light of contemporary philosophical debates.
Herodotus has fashioned a narrative that goes far beyond any individual
human life, and it is this breadth that allows for the identification and
analysis of wider philosophical patterns resistant to lived temporality. This
is a potentiality that Herodotus’ successor, Thucydides, will also exploit for
historiography in his celebrated “methodology,” with its orientation to the
future value of his work (1.22.4). How then can the Histories be context-
ualized? As it precedes the fixed generic conventions that inform subse-
quent historiography, modern scholars have engaged in transtextual
readings — readings that place the Histories in relation to other texts
diachronically and synchronically — to shed light on the critical methods

** Montiglio (2005), 133-6, well notes that Solon’s wandering is not presented as the source of his
knowledge about human well-being.

"5 For Herodotus’ hodological text, see Chapter 6 n. 62.

6 With Baragwanath (2008), 108, this passage “seems intended (like Solon’s observation that m&v
¢oT1 &vpwTros oupgopn, ‘everything human is a matter of chance,’ 1.32.4) rather to warn against
predictions of any sort of stability in human affairs.”
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6 Introduction

that Herodotus operated with."” By fruitfully juxtaposing the text and its
affinities to antecedent and contemporaneous literary culture, the stubborn
image of Herodotus as looking backward to an archaic worldview has
largely yielded to a deeper understanding of his cultural embeddedness.
In particular, due to the work of Rosalind Thomas, it is now widely
recognized that Herodotus operated within a mid- to late fifth-century
scientific context.”® Thomas™ research moved the needle beyond simple
intertextual parallels in the Histories with known philosophers to trace the
“similar intellectual framework” of the historian’s relationship to his intel-
lectual milieu, one to which he is viewed as actively contributing.”
In addition to providing updated discussions of passages on geography,
ethnography, environmental determinism, and the rhetorical techniques
and argumentation of epideictic performance culture, this research broke
new ground by focusing much more closely upon late fifth- and fourth-
century Hippocratic medical literature — in particular with regard to
passages in the Histories discussing animal biology and natural science.
Yet a recurring sentiment in this research is that Herodotus is “not, of
course, interested in or informed about the more abstract philosophical
arguments of the Presocratics... He is unmistakably drawn to the

'7 For transtextuality see Genette (1997), 1, “all that sets the text in a relationship, whether obvious or
concealed, with other texts.” Exemplary of this contextual approach is Luraghi (2001a). For recent
work on Herodotus and tragedy, see Chiasson (1982), (2003); Gould (1989), 74-8; Said (2002);
Griffin (2006); Sewell-Rutter (2007), 1—14. There is less work done on the Histories and comedy,
but see Nesselrath (2014), 53—61. For ethnography, see Chapter 2 n. 2. For Herodotus and medical
literature, see Moeller (1903); A. Lloyd (1975); Brandenburg (1976); Dawson and Harvey (1986);
Lateiner (1986); Althoff (1993); Thomas (2000).

Thomas (2000). Cf. Barth’s conclusion (1964), 180: “Die Kenntnis dieser Erérterungen setzt im .
Jh. unbedingt eine besonders intensive Beschiftigung mit der Philosophie voraus.” (“The
knowledge of these discussions necessarily presumes a particularly intensive preoccupation with
philosophy in the fifth century.”) Further antecedents include Morrison (1941), 12-13;
Immerwahr (1956), 280, (1966); Pippidi (1960); Lloyd (1966); Lasserre (1976); Lachenaud
(1978); Corcella (1984). For more recent treatments on philosophy and the Histories, see
Raaflaub (2002), who gives a useful overview; Wecowski (2004); Provencal (2015);
Schelske (2016).

Commenting on the methodology of her predecessors, Thomas (2000), 17, notes that prior scholars
had tended, “at least implicitly, to explain Herodotus via an earlier writer.” Exemplary of this
tendency is Maass (1887), who focused upon what he saw as the sophistic hypotext that had served
as the exemplar for Herodotus in the Constitutional Debate. After an elaborate juxtaposition of the
Debate with Isocrates’ Nikokles, he ultimately derived it from a lost text of Protagoras. Similarly,
Reitzenstein (1898), 42—63, argued that parallels between Theognis 1.43—52 Young, Herodotus’
Constitutional Debate, and the Anonymous lamblichi were evidence for an early (lost) Ionic source,
Tepi edvopias. This practice continues even with Dihle (1962), 218—20, who contended that there
is a deep similarity in Herodotus’ thought and style to the sophistic; however, at 212 he suggests
that the second speech of Demaratus to Xerxes does not answer Xerxes, so it must come from
another “sheet” (Blatt).

®
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Introduction 7

observable world.”*® The bold alignment of Herodotus alongside the
scientific and, in particular, Hippocratic medical traditions, de-emphasized
earlier and contemporary speculative philosophy. Herodotus’ relation to
these thinkers is viewed as connected to empiricism, especially in his
ethnographic and geographical interests. In line with this, Dietram
Miiller has argued that Herodotus was the first empiricist, regarding sense
perception and experience as the only valid avenues of knowledge. On this
reading, Herodotus opposed the Presocratic philosophers, who either
rejected or heavily qualified the value of the senses and proceeded by
and large by deductive reasoning, which led to seriously flawed views on
the natural world.*" Evidence of empiricism in the Histories is taken from
passages in which Herodotus is critical of his contemporaries, as in depic-
tions of the map of the world that made the earth perfectly circular and
surrounded by a river, Ocean, and that split Asia, Europe, and Libya into
equally sized landmasses (4.36.2).”* By contrast, Herodotus is seen as
approaching his inquiries with no preconceived opinions and drawing
only limited conclusions on the basis of his autopsy rather than grand
deductive theories. As Thomas stresses of Herodotus: “It is particularly the
ethnographical and geographical sections, or the sections dealing with
questions of customs in more theoretical ways, that show the Histories to
be part of this milieu.”*? This emphasis on empiricism has a long history in
secondary scholarship on Herodotus and has been a productive line of
research. However, it has often been conducted at the expense of what
might be considered “non-empiricist” philosophical debates, such as those
surrounding relativism, ethics, nature, and epistemology.** As Thomas her-
self has argued forcefully, we cannot distinguish the as-yet-undifferentiated
fields of science and medicine from the concerns of fifth-century philosophy,
and it would be surprising for this reason if Herodotus did so.*’ I suggested

*° Thomas (2000), 162.

Miiller (1981). By thinking of Herodotus as an empiricist, he follows Meyer’s lead (1899), 252.
Miiller (1981), 302—3.

Thomas (2000), 271—2, In this Thomas returns to the seminal article of Nestle (1908), 37, which
concludes: “Zu den philosophischen Problemen im strengen Sinn, zu den Prinzipienfragen, nimmt
Herodot nirgends Stellung: insofern hat er zur Philosophie iiberhaupt kein inneres Verhiltnis.
Er nimmt von ihr nur Notiz, soweit sie in die ioTopin, den Kreis der Erfahrungswissenschaften,
tibergreift.” (“Herodotus takes no position on philosophical problems in the strict sense, on
fundamental questions: to that degree he has no internal relationship to philosophy at all.
He takes from philosophy only notes, insofar as they overlap with historie, the realm of
empirical science.”)

In fact, setting these ancient thinkers into rigid empiricist/rationalist dichotomies is anachronistic;
this is a line of investigation that might be pursued in greater detail.

See also van der Eijk (2008).
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8 Introduction

above that empiricism is de-emphasized by Solon in his role as internal
historian, which encourages a more expansive approach to philosophical
thought in the text. Additionally, if Herodotus has emerged from this
invaluable research as an intellectual at home in his historical moment,
nonetheless, it remains unclear how the scientific and medical context can
help to determine the wider arc of his narrative of the Greco-Persian Wars,
which is after all the driving theme of the work.>®

This book is an exploration of the relationship of philosophy to early
Greek historiography avant la lettre as exemplified by the Histories. As we
shall see, Herodotus™ historie on Greek and foreign peoples and events
competed in the Presocratic marketplace of ideas in important ways. In the
fifth century, philosophical ideas, like market products, competed through
the agonistic display culture that characterized philosophical apodexis,
demonstration. This oral-literary hybrid created the conditions for the
quick dissemination of information and contributed to Herodotus” wide-
ranging philosophical understanding.*” After all, the sophists’ wisdom was
for sale, for those who could afford it.”® Were philosophical schools the
venues of such information in this period, one might expect a more
dogmatic sense of philosophical influence on the Histories. But following
the Greco-Persian Wars, the competitive debate style of exposition
afforded historiography — and indeed, comedy, tragedy, and medicine —
a varied set of philosophical positions to adopt, reformulate, or reject.

From the proem onward, the Histories displays an attunement to
philosophical ideas and their historical application and is thus an import-
ant chapter in the emerging dialectic on the interactions between philoso-
phy and literary culture.”® Herodotus’ inquiry into human history takes up
the challenges posed by the intellectuals of his time and in doing so

*¢ This will contrast with the marked tendency to view Herodotus’ engagement with sophistic
thinkers as superficial, e.g., Legrand 159-60, “et que ces enseignements aient fait sur lui une
impression profonde, durable, il n’y a pas apparence .... En face de la rhétorique et de la
sophistique, 'attitude d’Hérodote a été celle qui, au cours de son existence, lui fut le plus
habituelle: un complaisante réceptivité.” (“[Tlhere is no appearance that these lessons made a
deep, lasting impression on him ... in the face of rhetoric and the sophistic, the attitude of
Herodotus was the one that was most habitual in the course of his life: a complacent receptivity.”).
Here I am drawing upon Thomas (1993), 230, and her reading of Herodotus’ performance milieu:
“these [i.e., Herodotus’] oral performances were a great deal more stimulating, even antagonistic,
than scholars generally seem to envisage ... there are close similarities in style and mode of
argument with some of the very earliest ‘essays’ to be found in the disparate works collected in
the Hippocratic Corpus ... and contests of the early sophistic generation.” See also Thomas
(2000), 4.

PL. Ap. 19e—20a; Prt. 313¢c—¢; Xen. Mem. 1.6.13.

On comedy: Clements (2014); Holmes (2019). Tragedy: Billings (2021). Biography: Bonazzi and
Schorn (2016). The novel: Morgan and Jones (2007); Futre Pinheiro and Montiglio (2015).
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Introduction 9

illustrates the untapped force of historical narrative for working through
philosophical questions. Advances in philosophy are used to discuss,
explore, and shape his approach to the historical past. This preoccupation
with the theories prevalent among the Presocratic philosophers will con-
tribute to the reassessment of Herodotus’ inquiry as distant from non-
empiricist concerns.

Of course, no single philosophical doctrine is expounded in the
Histories, nor should the text be interpreted as part of any individual
“school” of thought.’® For this reason, this book presents a series of
arguments that situate the Histories alongside a diverse cast of thinkers
including philosophers, sophists, scientists, medical practitioners, and
rhetoricians — but also tragedians and comic poets, whose central role in
intellectual culture is only recently coming to be understood. Its ambition
is not to assess the philosophical merit of Herodotus” arguments; instead, it
aims to reconsider early Greek historiography’s cultural and intellectual
context, probing the consequences of its early generic indeterminacy.

The Linguistic Turn’s influence on interpretations of the Histories has
helpfully stressed Herodotus™ position as a literary craftsman. Such work
has increasingly drawn attention to the artfulness of the composition and
to the recurrence of themes and r9poi throughout the text.’” In building on
this research, I operate on the premise that Herodotus’ hiszorie does not
simply transcribe philosophical debates but integrates them so as to
develop a broader narrative project, which must be seen as having a
structural unity. In line with this, the book considers the interaction of
philosophical texts, concepts, and ideas in the narrative progression toward
the Greco-Persian Wars, as the Histories engages with these subjects not in
discrete passages alone but in broad narrative arcs. What emerges from this
approach is that while the narrator is almost entirely reticent in directly
quoting or otherwise referring to contemporary intellectuals, nonetheless
the historical narrative throughout the Histories stakes out a range of
philosophical views that place the reader in the hermeneutic position of
vicariously testing ideas and methods in a laboratory of historical action.

These principles of narrative composition are exemplified in what is
perhaps the most famous example of Herodotus’ ambitions in intellectual
culture, his excursus on the nature (physis) of the Nile River that leads it to

° E.g., Schwartz (1890), (1891), who connected the Histories to a hypothetical early, pro-Persian
sophistic movement, whose exponents were otherwise lost.

3* Beginning with Immerwahr (1956). This method was powerfully asserted by Lateiner (1984),
(1986), (1989); it has notable recent exponents in Pelling (2002), (2019) and Baragwanath (2008).
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10 Introduction

flood during the summer (2.19—27).>* It is well known that Herodotus’
recognition of the three ways that Greek intellectuals have attempted to
explain the phenomenon refers to the theories of Thales,’? Hecataeus, and
Anaxagoras. Of course, none of these thinkers is named. They had attrib-
uted the flooding to the Etesian winds, Ocean, and melting snow, respect-
ively. The Histories airs each theory and after rejecting them in turn,
Herodotus proposes his own solution to the summer flooding, but he
does so by qualifying the discussion as being “about the unseen” (2.24.1:
Trepl TG &gavéwv). His opinion is one that he has already employed to
explain Egypt’s geological change: the retreat of moisture. He hypothesizes
that evaporation occurs in the winter in Egypt due to the sun’s irregular
position in the sky during this time of year — a result of the wind. It is
evaporation that keeps the Nile from overflowing each winter, as it
otherwise would, and as all other rivers do. In presenting the theories of
his rivals and then subsequently overturning them, the histor stages a
sophistic debate, much as we expect they proceeded in the competitive
agones sophias.’* Herodotus’ admission of the question’s resistance to
empiricism situates him within a subset of contemporary thinkers con-
sidering the use of proofs outside of the realm of direct autopsy.’” His
conclusion appears to be highly original and aspires to persuade the same
audience and to accrue the same cachet as that of the fifth-century
sophistai. But Herodotus’ interest in physis does not stop here, nor does
his willingness to respond polemically to intellectual debates surrounding
it. Herodotus’ discussion of the Nile’s flooding is regularly interpreted in
isolation, as a digression from historical memory, which constitutes the
backbone of the work. As we shall see, read in light of Herodotus’
discussion of physis elsewhere, this passage contributes to a progressive
story arc for physis as a category of historical explanation. It is a concept
that plays a role in clarifying the Hellenic victory over the Persians in the
text and among Herodotus” contemporaries. This is all to say, individual

Discussed at pp. 125—7.

Apparently also espoused by Euthymenes of Massalia, FGrH 647 F 1.

For a description of the persuasive force of these displays, see DK 82 B 11.13.

Cf. Anonymous Florentinus FGrH 647 F 1 for the nature of Herodotus’ contribution in line with
Thales, Anaxagoras, Euripides, Aeschylus, Callisthenes, Democritus, Euthymenes of Massalia, and
Oinopides of Chios. Diod. Sic. 37.1 discusses the flooding, noting: ¢mwixexeipfikact oMol TéV Te
PAocdPwy Kol TEWV IoTopiké &modiBévar T&s TauTns aitias. (“Many philosophers and historians
have tried to explain its causes.”) DK 24 B 1 = Diog. Laert. 8.83 for Alcmaeon’s preface, which
similarly refers to the “unseen” and the necessity of humans to conjecture on the basis of signs.

w
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A Splendid Isolation? II

episodes will be shown to gain in significance when placed in a broader
narrative context.

Part of the difficulty of analyzing the Histories alongside contemporary
philosophical texts rests in these fields” separation into the discrete genres
of history and philosophy, which seem to operate on the basis of very
different frameworks. However, this taxonomy obscures more than it
reveals. The remainder of the introduction addresses the thorny question
of the genre of the Histories and philosophical treatises through the lens of
contemporary genre theory. Genre theory provides a valuable approach to
texts’ horizon of expectation. The Histories horizon of expectation can be
fruitfully investigated by a close reading of the proem. The proem will lead
to a discussion of the valence of the ancient terms historie and philosophia
and also to a consideration of the value of the label “Presocratic” for the
philosophers writing in the period in which Herodotus was composing the
Histories. The chapter concludes with a look at the afterlife of this rela-
tionship, to history’s competition with philosophy. This phenomenon
gestures to the way in which Herodotus’ inquiry is productive for under-
standing the longue durée of ancient historiography.

A Splendid Isolation? Historie, History, and Philosophy

We cannot overestimate the importance of Herodotus in determining the
trajectory of what will become the genre of historiography.*® Yet in spite of
an awareness of its anteriority, the Histories is often interpreted in light of
the generic expectations of later historiography, which only arose in its
wake. Perhaps most influential is the contention of Felix Jacoby, that
Herodotus™ project evolved from a geographical one to ethnography to
the telos of historical thinking, in the genre of the war narrative.’” But in
the period in which Herodotus was writing, how would audiences have
approached the text?

Genre studies provides a critical methodology for discussing the position
of texts in their historical moment. Literary genres are ordered sets of
discursive properties arising from speech acts. Through repetition, these
discursive properties create mental frameworks, or horizons of expectation,
on what to anticipate from a text. Encoding texts into patterns determines,

3¢ For studies of the historians and genre, Marincola (1999); Pelling (1999); Darbo-Peschanski
(2007), 335-426; Naddaf (2012); Kraus (2013); Thomas (2019), 19—21. For the theory of genre
in antiquity, exemplary is Farrell (2003).

37 Jacoby (1913). For a short, lucid treatment of Jacoby’s position on Herodotus, Luraghi
(2001a), 5-8.
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12 Introduction

in large part, how audiences interpret literary products. All audiences read
for genre, whether consciously or not.>® Indeed, genre is at heart a reader-
response activity. It places the audience in the position of imputing a
template to a text, a template that inevitably shifts and evolves in the
process of moving through a narrative.’” The audience’s projection of a
text’s horizon of expectation will dictate the way in which they interpret it
as a whole.** This is not to suggest that any prose genres were rigid and
inflexible. The experimentation found in such texts in the fifth century in
particular counters this possibility. Chris Pelling has rightly observed, “we
do better to think of ‘on-the-whole’ expectations . ... Many classical texts
will have worked by revising readers’ expectations as they go, continually
constructing their own ‘genre.””*" Audiences were prepared for encounter-
ing existing generic frameworks as well as innovation within them.

How, then, does a new genre, such as historiography, come into being?
New genres emerge out of existing genres, morphing “by inversion, by
displacement, by combination.”** Carolyn Miller has argued that two
metaphors — evolution and emergence — predominate in the scholarly
discussion of innovation and genre; she maintains that these metaphors
offer differing conceptions of the phenomenon.*> Emergence highlights
the innovative nature of the new genre, which arrives in its field with little
obvious precedent. It will have genetic relationships with existing genres,
but this is less relevant than its appearance as novel in relation to them.
These genres are seen as underdetermined. Alternatively, evolution implies
change over time, with an emphasis on the modification of existing genres
in the production of new ones. Variants eventually produce a new product.
The first metaphor stresses a perceived radical break, the second, continu-
ity. Miller determines that emergence-based models serve to highlight the
experience of novelty that a new work can provoke.** When a culture
identifies a work as constituting a new genre, this serves to satisfy a

I am less concerned with the awareness of the ancients of “genre”; for a negative assessment, see
Rosenmeyer (1985), 81—2. Whitmarsh (2005), has contended persuasively that in spite of the
absence of a specific term for the “novel” in antiquity, audiences nonetheless interpret it as a genre.
Frow (2005), 109-11. With Kraus (2013), 420, “monitoring the implicit, ongoing dialogue
between writer and audience/reader, seeing a literary type working through challenge or
confirmation of expectation in matters of form and content, continues to be a productive way of
understanding ancient prose genre.”

Frow (2005), 116, writes on the “contract” of the work and the set of expectations that it gives rise
to, calling these “metacommunications” (115) that the reader uses as orientation. See also Aurell
(2015) and Munslow (2015) on genre and history broadly conceived.

Pelling (2007), 80. Frameworks should not be considered “rules,” e.g., Pelling (1999), 329.
Todorov (1976), 161. 4+ Miller (2016), (2017). 4+ Miller (2016), 15.
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A Splendid Isolation? 13

function in a given community rather than having any essentializing-
objective reality. A work’s perception as fully distinctive has to be con-
sidered in line with the role that it plays in the context of related genres.
Evolution, meanwhile, provides an explanation for innovation that is alert
to interrelation. It blurs categories; at the same time, it assesses departures
from normative elements in a given genre.

Scholars considering the genre of the Histories have often pointed to the
uniqueness of the text.*> This conclusion relies upon separating the project
from contemporary and antecedent literary products and interpreting the
dearth of prose texts surviving from the fifth century as evidence in favor of
Herodotus™ distinctiveness. At heart, it is an emergence-based approach,
which presumes that the Histories exceeds its predecessors in creating a
radically unique generic product. Emergence-based accounts rely upon the
cultural response provoked by genres conceived of as new. Is there, then, a
basis for this modern conclusion if we turn to the reception of Herodotus
in antiquity? Given the absence of an overt critical discussion of the
Histories in the fifth century, we can instead assess the meta-discourse of
historiography as a genre. It is striking that Herodotus almost never plays a
role in the genre’s origin story. The seventh-century cataloger Isidore of
Seville awards the title of first “pagan historian” to Dares the Phrygian,
apparent eyewitness to the war between the Greeks and the Trojans.
Herodotus is said to be the second historian after Dares but the first in
Greece.*® In any case, the comment leads to the long tradition of inter-
preting Dares the Phrygian as the first historian. Another “first-hand”
history of the Trojan War was said to have been written by the Cretan
Dictys (FGrH 49), though he is not included in critical discussion of the
origins of historiography. The tenth-century CE Byzantine encyclopaedia,

* As Momigliano famously put it (1958), 3: “There was no Herodotus before Herodotus.” Rather
than suggesting that no predecessor existed before Herodotus, Momigliano more modestly offers
that no prior writer “did the work for him” of exploring the East and the Persian Wars and writing
this down. Lateiner (1989), 13, begins his monograph with the revealing chapter 1 title, “A New
Genre, a New Rhetoric”; on his interpretation, Herodotus’ generic model is not followed by his
successors in historiography. See also Evans (1991), 42; Boedeker (2000), 114. Kurke (2011), 367,
well discusses the emphasis on the Histories status as a new genre in the context of Herodotus’
choice of prose.

Isid. Ezym. 1.42. Racine (2016), 203—4, discusses the passage but finds that “Late Antiquity also saw
the displacement of Herodotus as the ‘Father of History’ by older or more authoritative writers.”
In fact, Herodotus’ status as “Father” was never settled in antiquity. Momigliano (1958), 13, in
thinking about Herodotus as the father of anthropology, sociology, and folklore, rightly points out
that “it is a strange truth that Herodotus has really become the father of history only in modern
times.” For a thoughtful discussion of ancient criticism on Herodotean and Thucydidean
historiography, see Rood (2020), 30-s5.
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14 Introduction

the Suda, reports that Acusilaus was the oldest historian (ioTopixods
mpeoPUTaTos).*” In discussing Hecataeus of Miletus, the Suda reveals an
alternative tradition, stating that Acusilaus’ work is spurious and that in
fact Hecataeus produced the first work of history in prose (wpé&Tos 8¢
ioTopiow Teléds e€fveyke).*® Elsewhere, the Suda records that some con-
sider Pherecydes of Syros the first author of a history in prose, while others
think it is Cadmus of Miletus.*® Pliny the Elder, at least, held that Cadmus
introduced the writing of history (7.205). More critical is Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, who observed that the first historians are bare names and
that even those apparently early historians with surviving texts, such as
Cadmus of Miletus and Aristacus of Proconnesus, are not unanimously
accepted as genuine.’® Nonetheless, prior to Thucydides, Dionysius can
name around a dozen historians outside of (and largely earlier than)
Herodotus, with the proviso that there were many others (5). The third-
century CE Latin grammarian, Solinus, awarded the Ionians the palm for
founding history, beginning with Xanthus of Lydia.’" Cicero is in fact a
rather lone voice in his famous statement that Herodotus is the “Father of
history” (De leg. 1.5). But in On the Orator, he writes that Herodotus
“adorned” (ornavit) the genre first, listing Pherecydes, Hellanicus, and
Acusilaus as the originators of Greek historiography.’* This is in line with
Greek literary criticism’s position on history’s stylistic evolution via

47 For Acusilaus as a “historian,” FGrH 2 TT 1-3, 5.

*# FGrH 1 T 1. The complexity of distinguishing history and epic is evident in the willingness of
Strabo 1.2.6 to call the works of Cadmus, Pherecydes, and Hecataeus poetic in content excepting
their use of prose. Cf. Clem. Al. Strom. 6.26.7 who attributes prose translations of Hesiod to the
“historians” Eumelus and Acusilaus, who then pass it off as their own work. Designations of historia
as being first written in prose by these figures point to the essentializing interpretation of the genre of
historiography in antiquity. For an explicit statement, Plut. E ap. Delph. 406e, where history shakes
off ornate verse for staid prose in the fifth century BCE, at a time when Lacedaemonian simplicity
came in vogue; e.g., Th. 1.6, a synchronism that might suggest an interpretation of Thucydides as
the founder of historiography.

¥ FGrH 3 T 1. Cf. FGrH 489 T 1b.

Dion. Hal. Thuc. 23. The latter in particular is a distinctive inclusion in the history of

historiography, as he was, according to Herodotus, the author of the verse poem, the Arimaspeia.

At FGrH 35 T1, he is a writer of epos that is also Aistoria. Verse does not necessarily exclude

historiography, as is clear from the second-century BCE history of Apollodorus of Athens, whose

Chronika was in iambic trimeter and recorded the events of individual lives on the basis of the

chronology of Eratosthenes, FGrH 244 T1; according to Strabo, he also wrote a Ges periodos in the

same meter, FGrH 244 T 16 = Strab. 14.5.22. Arist. Po. 1451b affirms the same principle: &in yé&p

&v T& ‘HpoddTou els pétpa Tebfivon kad oUdEv fiTTov &v ein ioTopia Tis ueTd pétpou 1) &veu pétpowv.

BNJ 765 T3; after the placement of Xanthus before Hecataeus, the list proceeds chronologically

with Herodotus, among others. See also a description of Herodotus, Hdn. 3.1.359 (Lentz) = St.

Byz. (s.v. ©@oUpior) = Page (1981), anon. CLIV: l&dos &pyains ioToping mputoavw (“lord of ancient

Tonian history”), discussed in Priestley (2014), 29-34.

5> Cic. de Or. 2.55. See also Fox (2007), 136—7.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 3.145.167.178, on 14 Apr 2025 at 22:12:09, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009338530.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009338530.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

A Splendid Isolation? IS

Herodotus. This meta-discourse on the genre of history shows that while
Herodotus could be interpreted in antiquity as a distinctive figure in the
history of historiography, he was not its “founder.” In nearly each case, he
is seen as part of a wider tradition of prose authors writing historical
narrative. There are important ideological forces that shaped this ana-
chronistic understanding of Herodotus’ Histories as another in a long line
of historical narratives, but for our purposes it is sufficient to show that the
meta-discursive reflection does not historicize the Histories unique generic
position in its fifth-century milieu.’” This is as far as an emergence-based
account can take us.

Evolutionary theories of new genres, by contrast, move away from the
reception of texts and center on their relationships — identities and depart-
ures — within a literary community.’* As Miller puts it:

If we are concerned to explain how innovation happens, under the presup-
position that stability and continuity constitute the default condition, then
evolution can help conceptualize the processes and mechanisms by which
variations come about and are replicated and propagated. (2016), 16

Because “new” genres emerge out of existing ones, it is possible to chart
generic affinities on the basis of expectations that texts generate internally,
even in the absence of meta-discursive commentary. As the following
discussion will argue, the Histories provokes strong audience expectations
as early as the proem.

The proem begins with a self-description as an exhibition of Aistorie,
“inquiry.””’ Historie comes to refer to the genre of historiography but only
in the fourth century BCE and even then not exclusively. What, then,
would the audience of the last third of the fifth century have associated this
term with?*® Around 500 BCE, the philosopher Heraclitus of Ephesus had
described the activity of Pythagoras as follows: “Pythagoras, son of

>3 For the proposal that it is only in the Hellenistic period that prose is divided into the spheres of

philosophy, history, and oratory, Sluiter (2000). The classic treatment of genre and the Histories is
Boedeker (2000), who looks to what the narrator states explicitly in relation to competitors as
generic individuation. A potential danger in this approach is that polemic may equally signal
generic affiliation.

See a variation on this formulation applied by Michalowski (1999), 89, “generic qualities were
essential properties . . . that surfaced in the way in which texts spoke to each other.” For alternatives
to evolutionary metaphors for multigenre texts, see Wells (2014).

For analysis of these terms, consult the excellent treatment of Bakker (2002), passim.

Thomas (2000), 165, aligns it with “scientific activity,” as “denoting the attempt to find out the
truth about the world without resorting to divine or supernatural explanations.” While my
conclusions differ from their own, the term is well treated by Darbo-Peschanski (2007) and

Naddaf (2012).
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Mnesarchus, became proficient in investigation (ioTopinv fioknoev) more
than all other men, and after he had made a selection of these writings he
made his own wisdom, excessive learning (roAupadiny), false artifice.”””
The fragment is frustratingly terse. Nonetheless, it is clear that the intel-
lectual labor of Pythagoras could be identified as an activity of “inquiry”
and that Heraclitus believed this took the form of searching out prose
treatises. Heraclitus is sometimes thought to denigrate this methodology of
practicing historie, as Pythagoras’ florilegium is characterized so nega-
tively.”® This may be right, or it may be that Pythagoras made a promising
start only to falter.’” In any case, it is clear that Aistorie could fall within the
realm of philosophical activity.

In a lost tragedy, Herodotus’ contemporary, Euripides, idealizes historia
as the activity of the virtuous citizen in the following terms:

Happy is the man who | has acquired an understanding of inquiry (3AB1os
doTis THs ioTopias | Eoxe udbnow) | without setting out to harm other
citizens | or to carry out unjust deeds, | but observing the ageless order of |
immortal nature, where it was formed, | for what reason, and how (AN
&BavdTou kaBopidv pUoEws | kKoo &yTpwy, Tf Te cuvéoTn | kad 81y Kod
&Tods). | Never does an interest in shameful | deeds come near to such men.
(DK 59 A 30 = TrGF F 910 Kannicht)

As for Heraclitus, Euripides’ historia is an intellectual process associated
with philosophical knowledge.®® The formula of praise connects human
well-being (8AB1os) to education in inquiry, in what is perhaps a nod to
Anaxagoras’ theories on human happiness.®" The citizen practicing historia
is opposed to those harmful features of civic participation, hostility, and

DK 22 B 129 = Diog. Laert. 8.6. The fragment is recognized as authentic in spite of Diels’ (1890),
451, suggestion that it was a forgery on the basis of its reference to early written texts. See Huffman
(2008) for an analysis of it with reference to Herodotus’ use of the term. For common features of
thought in Heraclitus and Herodotus, see Walter (2017).

At B 40, Heraclitus criticizes Pythagoras (along with Hesiod, Xenophanes, and Hecataeus) for
polymathy, or “excessive learning” (roAupadin), contrasting it with véos, “good sense.” This
generalization may at first point to a critique of method more than execution. However, inquiry
into many things is positively characterized at B 3: xpt) y&p €0 udda oGy foTopas prhocépous
&vdpas eivan (“For it is necessary for men who are lovers of wisdom to be inquirers into quite a lot of
things”), which may suggest that Heraclitus finds fault with their approach to wide learning.
Marcovich (2001), 69. For an alternative reading (and a persuasive argument for the authenticity of
B 35), see Moore (2019), 37-65.

For this passage, see McDonald (1978), 29-30 n. 56; Collard, Cropp, and Gibert (2004), 324—5;
and Bernardini (2016), connecting the fragment to sentiments in Hesiod and Pindar and as an
attempt by Euripides to out-sophist the sophists. Kannicht ad loc. notes that Aistoria is only used
here in Greek tragedy.

See Valckenaer (1767), 28—30; included as DK 59 A 30.
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A Splendid Isolation? 17

injustice. The unknown persona loguens of the fragment links inquiry to
the contemplation of the immortal nature of the world order, which is
likely to be associated with the observation of the heavens. Explaining the
location, direction, and origin of this eternal order are the activities of
inquiry, and they are ethically determined inasmuch as they lead to
virtuous civic behavior.

Another roughly contemporary reference to this terminology can be
found in the fifth-century Hippocratic On Ancient Medicine (20.1-3).
This anonymous text includes the language of Aistoria in a critique of
the physicians and philosophers (sophistai), who argue that one must
understand what a man is before undertaking the art of medicine.®> The
author maintains that this is the sphere of those like Empedocles who have
written on what a man is, his origin, and his composition. He then reverses
the order of knowledge, stating that those interested in philosophy must
begin from the art of medicine “to know accurately this information (v
ioTopiny TawTny) about what man is, through what causes he arose, and
the rest” (20.2).°*> The nod to Empedocles and those writing “on nature” is
again evocative of the association of historia with philosophical intellectual
research. Inquiry is a totalizing process of understanding the human for the
doctor, which includes in it the knowledge of the definition of man, his
genesis, and his elemental makeup. The final fifth-century reference occurs
in the latter part of the century in the Hippocratic On the Art of Medicine,
in which the physician inveighs against sophists who criticize the art of
medicine without contributing any new knowledge to it.°* Such thinkers
are accused of “making a display of their own inquiry” (1: ioTopins oikeing
gmideibw, Littré), language reminiscent of Herodotus’ exposition of inquiry
(ioTopins &médetis).®’ In contrast to Herodotus, the medical practitioner
criticizes this kind of display of knowledge as unproductive. The evidence
suggests that historia embraces a wide range of sensory activity in
research.®® By the early fourth century BCE, Plato’s Socrates confirms this

o
©

Schiefsky (2005), 63, dates VM to the last quarter of the fifth century.

Schiefsky (2005), 311, refers to it as “science: ioTopin can mean both inquiry and the body of
knowledge that results from inquiry, i.e. a ‘science.” Here it refers to the kind of knowledge of
human guos that the author associates with Empedocles.”

Hippoc. de Arte 1. Mann (2012), 40, postulates that the attack is against Protagoras.

Noted by Thomas (2000), 251, 262, “apodeixis can hover somewhere between the idea of
demonstration or proof ... and display”; Bakker (2002), 2022, gives a very persuasive analysis
of the term as distinct from epideixis.

With Thomas (2000), 167, where historie is empirical and theoretical. I agree with Schepens (2007),
40, that it includes “secing, questioning, judging, or hearing.” By contrast, Bakker (2002) has
argued that Aistorie has its roots in researched-based autopsy and that Herodotus adapts this.
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hypothesis, in a discussion of his youthful interest in the kind of philoso-
phy that his predecessors had practiced. Socrates explains that he desired
“this wisdom (taTns Tfis copias) which they call the inquiry on nature
(trept pUoews ioTopiaw).”®” He clarifies that this is the wisdom to know the
causes of each thing and why they happen; it includes an inquiry into the
things in the heavens and on the earth, the origin and dissolution of things,
and why they exist. More specifically, young Socrates ponders the nour-
ishment and death of humans; the elemental composition of thought; and
the origins of the senses, memory, opinion, and knowledge.68 Meanwhile,
Alcidamas, Plato’s contemporary, critiques the failed philosopher as one
who neglects inquiry, ioTopias (historias), as well as education and skill in
speaking (F 1.1 Avezzl). Inquiry, then, is closely linked in the fifth century
with philosophical intellectual culture; in fact, this connection persists in
the fourth century as well. It is a praxis that draws the intellectual
toward wisdom.

Thomas has thoughtfully discussed the Histories in relation to some of
the passages noted above and concluded that they signal that Herodotus’
work “belonged in the world of scientific enquiry, whether it be into
nature, or the nature of man, or as in Herodotus, the nature of the conflict
between the Greeks and barbarians in the widest possible interpretation of
that conflict.”® This points in the right direction. By considering the
Histories in light of the horizon of expectations that it constructs, it is
possible to go further. Generic self-definition relies upon existing commu-
nicative parameters to guide readers. Contemporary audiences encounter-
ing the experimental prose work that is the Histories would have attempted
to place it within a network of corresponding literary systems to make
sense of it. While the work will exceed, in many respects, contemporary
philosophical literary products, at the same time readers of the Histories
would have made sense of its appeal to historie in terms of contemporary
philosophical texts, if its uses elsewhere are any indication. The general
theme of human warfare and its causes places the audience in the position
of identifying and contrasting the project with its partners in

7 Pl. Phd. 96a.

8 For additional uses in the fourth century: Pl. Cra. 437b; Pl. Phdr. 244c. In 350, Isoc. Ep. 8.4, he
requests that the Mytilenean oligarchs permit the return of Agenor (and his brothers) on the basis of
the former’s prevailing “in the knowledge of this art” (repi THv ioTopiav Tfis Toudeias TadTns), in
this case, of music. In 339, Isoc. Panath. 246, he states that his work is full of “information
(ioropias) and philosaphia,” in a further connection of the terms.

% Thomas (2000), 167 and at 212, “Perhaps what we are seeing in the Histories too is that while the
‘genre’ of historie is still exceptionally wide, indeed not really a genre at all, certain subjects are
indeed beginning to attract particular methods and language.”
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contemporary intellectual culture.”® That is, the Histories does not create
its audience ex nihilo, it relies upon readerly competence to do the work of
situating its literary ambitions in an already-existing reading culture. This
is not to suggest that the Histories is solely in dialogue with philosophy but
that it is a key point of reference.”’

The mental framework evoked by the proem’s reference to a display of
“inquiry” continues in its statement that it does so “in order that the things
brought about by mankind (t& yevépeva & &vBpamav) not fade with
time, nor that the deeds great and marvellous (Epya peyddo Te kol
BwpaoTd), some realized by Greeks and others by non-Greeks, not be
without fame” (1.p). It may be objected that the Histories ambitious scope
of human events and deeds exhibits a breadth of inquiry that exceeds the
more restricted ambit of philosophical treatises. After all, the range of the
project led Diodorus Siculus to father the first universal history on
Herodotus:”*

Of the historians, Herodotus, beginning from the period before the Trojan
War, wrote of the common actions of just about the entire inhabited world
(Yéypage xowds oxeddv T1 T&s Tiis olkoupévns Tp&Eeis) in nine books, and
he brings his composition to an end with the Greeks against the Persians at
the battle at Mycale and the siege of Sestus. (11.37.6)

Diodorus’ identification of Herodotus as a universal historian was not
adopted, so far as we know, by other ancient readers, but it does indicate
the work’s astonishing chronological, geographical, and thematic
breadth.”’ In the proem, the Histories advertises itself as a universalizing

70

My understanding of genre and historiography has been influenced by Phillips (2000). We might
also consider that the Histories is generically signaling the medical tradition, but this is harder to
square with these treatises’ tendency to set bistoria against their own self-definition in the fifth- and
early fourth-century texts.

Both philosophers and Herodotus’ target is often Homeric epic, for which, see Burkert (1999), 104,
“The so-called Presocratics were still embedded in the older traditions and were using them, at least
as a kind of ‘scaffolding’; their constructs were helped, though sometimes also somewhat twisted, by
this pre-existing scaffolding.” For the commonalities in fifth-century historiography and poetry, see
Scardino (2007), 33-s5.

Cf. comments on Herodotus” universal project by Fornara (1983), 32; Immerwahr (1966), 16, 19,
149. For a different reading, see Alonso-Nufiez (2003), 151. Whether Herodotus was the first to
write “universal history” or not is not materially important, but on this see Fowler (2001), 97, who
contends that Hellanicus’ chronographic compilation, Priestesses of Hera, had a similarly
universal aim.

Cf. Jacoby (1913), 352—60, where Herodotus is thought to create world historiography via his
exposure to Athens. Van Wees (2002), 321, finds it intended as “a universal history of the human
race.” He cites additional bibliography at n. 1. See Fowler (2006), 31—2, on the encyclopaedic
nature of the Histories.

7
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compilation of the Greek and non-Greek past, and this pledge is kept in
the course of the narrative. Interestingly, the extant historians following
Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon, appear to reject his expansive
compass and restrict the field of inquiry to a much more circumscribed
temporal and geographic orbit.”* From the proem onward, the discursive
universalism of the Histories is a distinctive part of its generic footprint.

This totalizing program is reinforced at the conclusion of the accounts
of the learned Persians and Phoenicians on the origins of the conflict.
Herodotus distances himself from these reports and instead advances the
figure that he “knows” to have been the first to commit injustice against
the Greeks, Croesus (1.5.3).”° It is an identification that he forecasts will
lead to a discussion of small and great cities of men due to their reversals in
the span of distant and more recent history, in an observation that spurs
the famous pronouncement on the cycle of prosperity and decline:”® “So
I will make mention of both alike, knowing as I do that human well-being
(Thv &vbpwtniny Gv émioTdpevos eUSaupoviny) in no way remains in the
same place” (1.5.4). Cities and their cycles are ultimately highways back to
the human subject.”” The student of this inquiry will acquire knowledge of
the growth of human prosperity and its inevitable entropy. As it will in the
Solon-Croesus interview, here too awareness of the distant past creates a
unique kind of knowledge about human well-being.

The ambitious scope of the Histories has a parallel in sixth- and fifth-
century philosophy. Tony Long has persuasively argued that the early
Greek philosophers are united in their research into “all things.” Their
“project is not to talk about or explain literally everything, but rather to
give a universalist account, to show what the ‘all’ or the universe is like, to
take everything — the world as a whole — as the subject of inquiry.””®

7

N

Contrast too the more local ambit of the contemporaneous Foundation of Chios by Ion of Chios,
FGrH 392.

For discussions of knowledge, see pp. 168—89, 217—20.

The notion that a city’s prosperity would grow and then decay mirrors the ubiquitous concern
among philosophers on the cyclical nature of things, e.g., DK 31 B 26: &v 8¢ péper xparéouot
TreprTAOpévolo KUKMo, | kad pBiver eis BAAMAC ko alieTan &v pépet odons. (“And they rule in turn as
the circle revolves, | waning and increasing into one another in their fated turn.”) It has been
suggested that Herodotus’ emphasis on this is an expansion of Heraclitean thought, e.g., Walter
(2017), 159—60.

The adjective &vBpwnios is used in key passages in Book 1: by Solon at 1.32.1 in response to
Croesus’ complaint that his exdaimonie is being discounted; at 1.207.2, Croesus himself uses it in
his admonition that Cyrus learn the “cycle of human affairs” (xUxhos TéV dvBpwmnicov ...
TpnyudTwv) that keep the same men from prospering; and at 1.214.4 Tomyris fills up a sack
with human blood to sate the decapitated head of Cyrus.

7% Long (1999), 10. See t00 Laks (2018), 3—4.
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Distinctive to early Greek philosophy is its attempt to produce a discourse
on all things, an extensive body of knowledge. Xenophanes promises to
speak “about all things” (DK 21 B 34); Empedocles will address how “all
the things” became visible, how the four elements hold “all things” (DK 31
B 38) and in one programmatic statement rhetorically asks “who would
boast that he has found the whole (t6 & &Aov)?” (Laks-Most D 42);
meanwhile, Heraclitus polemically states that “all things happen” in
accordance with his /ogos (DK 22 B 1) and that “all things come about
by strife and necessity” (B 80); Anaxagoras begins his book by stating that
“all things were together” (DK 59 B 1), before describing the totality’s
properties; Ion of Chios starts his philosophical treatise by contending that
“all things are three” (FGrH 392 F 24a);” and after Diogenes of
Apollonia’s proem, the philosopher proposes that “all things are differenti-
ated out of the same thing and are the same thing” (DK 64 B 2).

This universalizing program is confirmed by the kinds of research
undertaken by the early Greek philosophical thinkers, research that
includes theology, cosmology, and cosmogony, as well as epistemological,
political, and ethical thought. From Anaximander onward, philosophers
wrote accounts of the universe’s order: on the generation and composition
of the cosmos (and at times, its destruction), celestial bodies, meteorology,
the generation of humans and animals, the principles of sensation and
cognition, and the origins of the social contract. Heraclitus’ On Nature, for
example, was said to be divided into three tracts — one on the universe, one
on politics, and another on the divine (A 1).%° His fragments demonstrate
this multi-disciplinarity. In one, he complains about the excessive learning
of Hesiod, Pythagoras, Xenophanes, and Hecataeus, whose education,
Heraclitus says, failed to result in intelligence.81 Without additional con-
text it is difficult to be sure what attracted Heraclitus’ criticism. In any
case, by including Hecataeus in his critique, in addition to the more
familiar philosophical figures of Hesiod, Pythagoras, and Xenophanes,
Heraclitus points to the inclusion of mythography, ethnography, and
geography in the sphere of philosophical intellectual culture already in

79 For a treatment of the philosophical content of the Triagmos, Baltussen (2007).

80 His extant fragments include reflections on, for example, epistemology, sense perception, flux, the
cycle of opposites, cosmic fire, the sun, moon, stars, eclipses, meteorology, and the human.

81 B 40 = Diog. Laert. 5.9.3: moAuua®in véov ol S18d&oker ‘HoloSov yap &v £8iage kai Mubarydpnv
oUTis Te Xevopdved Te kol ‘Exaraiov.
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the first half of the fifth century.®> His own philosophy aims to repudiate
and supplant the work of these thinkers.

Herodotus’ contemporary, the sophist Hippias of Elis, similarly displays
this totalizing research trend toward the latter part of the fifth century in
what is thought to be the incipit of his provocative and genre-bending
Collection (Synagoge). 83

ToUTWY iows elpnTar T& pev ‘Opgel, T& 8¢ Mouoadw kotd Ppayxl &AM
&M ayol, T& 8¢ Ho68w, T& 8¢ ‘Oufjpw, Té 8¢ Tois EANols TV ToINTRY, T&
8¢ v ouyypagals, T& pév “EAAnol, T& 8¢ PopPdpolst dyw B¢ ék TaVTWY
TOUTWY T& péYIoTa Kol OudpuAa cuvbeis ToUTov Kowdy kal TToAueldfi Tov
Aoyov mooopat. (FGrH 6 F 4 = DK 86 B 6)

Of these, perhaps some have been said by Orpheus, others by Mousaeus,
briefly, here and there, and others by Hesiod, Homer, and by other poets
and those writing in prose, some by Greeks and others by non-Greeks. I,
placing together the greatest and those akin to one another out of all of
these, will fashion this novel and multiform /ogos.

In its promise to include the work of these early Greek poets in addition to
other poets and prose writers, including non-Greeks, the Collection adver-
tises itself as an encyclopaedic compilation of knowledge. Like the
Histories, a selectivity principle is “greatness,” yet novelty too is thematized,
as Hippias builds a wisdom tradition in a manner that may be evocative of
later doxography. Unfortunately, the contents of the Collection have been
almost entirely lost.** We do know that it discussed, for example, the
wisdom of the famed Milesian beauty, Thargelia — a woman who Aspasia
was said to pattern herself upon — Thargelia was known for “commanding
cities and rulers” and for bringing a number of Greek poleis to terms with
the Persian king Xerxes during his invasion.®’

82 Cf. Long (1999), 9-10; Nightingale (2001), 30, “We find excellent evidence of the absence of

disciplinary distinctions in the work of Heraclitus,” citing this fragment. With Andolfi (2017), 198,
on the genre of mythography, “there is no point in separating authors who wrote genealogies,
cosmologies and periegeseis — they were all questioning the exactness of the frame inherited from the
epic tradition.” This kind of lavish inclusivity is mirrored in Strabo’s contention at 1.1.1 and 1.1.11
that Hecataeus is a philosopher, as a geographer in the tradition of Anaximander and Homer.
For the work, see Snell (1976 [1944]), 119-28; Dupréel (1948); Untersteiner (1954); Guthrie
(1969); Patzer (1986); Kerferd (1981), 48—9.

Commenting at BN/ 6 F 4 = Clem. Al Strom. 6.15.1—2, Wecowski assumes that it “treated a broad
variety of subjects, including those of antiquarian character.” I am not persuaded we have any idea
of its organization or that we can draw firm conclusions about the content it included or excluded,
in spite of the creative attempts of scholars, pace Snell (1976 [1944]), 486—90.

Plut. Per. 24.3—4. Evidently a figure popular with the sophists, cf. the speech by Aeschines the
Socratic on her, discussed at F 21 (Dittmar); she is Thargelia the Milesian “wise woman” (cog) at
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The totalizing research of the philosophers is neatly encapsulated in the
biographical portrait of Hippias that survives.*® The sources point to his
virtuoso ability to compose epic verse, dithyramb, tragedy, and elegy, as
well as prose of all kinds (A 12). In addition to the Collection, we know of
his Names of Ethne and a systematization of Greek chronology in the
Catalogue of Olympic Winners. In Plato’s Greater Hippias, Socrates inquires
what kind of discourses Hippias performs during his visits to Sparta. After
amusingly describing Sparta’s distaste for lectures on cosmology, math-
ematics, grammar, and music theory, all of which Hippias is fully capable
of delivering, he informs Socrates that they particularly enjoy speeches “on
the generations of heroes and men and of the founding of cities in
antiquity, and all ancient /ogoi (&pyoiotoyias) altogether they listen to
most favourably.”®” In addition to the familiar philosophical meditations
on the heavens, geometry, and rhetoric, it is significant that the sophist
included chronology, genealogy, and ancient history in his research pro-
gram. Beyond these speeches in Sparta and the publication of the
Collection, this is substantiated by Hippias™ apparent decision to respond
to Hellanicus’ chronological catalog, the Priestesses of Hera in Argos, with
his own catalog based on the Olympiad. What this indicates is that the
universalizing tendencies of early Greek philosophy could and did include
the study of the past in its project.’

In speaking of the early Greek philosophical inquiry into nature, André
Laks has affirmed the importance of discursive universality but has also
stressed the study of origins as equally characteristic of the Presocratics:
“On the one hand, it is directed toward a totality . .. on the other hand, it
adopts a resolutely genetic perspective (it explains the existing conditions
of things by tracing the history of its development from the orzgz'm).”89
We have already seen that the Histories promises a totalizing historical

Ath. 2.2 p. 121 (Peppink); at Luc. Eun. 7 she is included in the ranks of female philosophers; Hsch.

s.v. Oapynhic.

Comparable generic versatility is evident in Ion of Chios, who was himself recorded as writing

tragedy, comedy, lyric, dithyramb, foundation narratives, memoirs, cosmology, and the virtuoso

Epidemiae, FGrH 392 T 1, T 2, T 3. For a discussion of genre and Ion, see Pelling (2007), 77-83,

87-8, and in particular, 79, “What requires comment in the fifth century is not generic range, but

generic narrowing.”

87 DK 86 A 11 = PL. Hp. mai. 285d.

8% The sophists’ literary experimentation is well known. Protagoras’ interests are wide-ranging, much
as Hippias’. Cf. the list of his books preserved by Diog. Laert. 9.55 = DK 80 A 1. At B 8 = PL. Soph.
232d-e, it is said that in his famed treatise, Kataballontes, he taught the student how to “overthrow”
all the artisans. That Protagoras wrote on more than rhetoric and language is also evident from
descriptions and fragments of his 77uth and On the Gods.

89 Laks (2018), 4.

)
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undertaking. What of the second element Laks discusses, the inclination to
assess cause? For this, we can start by looking to the final line of
Herodotus’ preface, which turns away from the general to the specific
reasons for immortalizing the Greek and non-Greek past: “and in particu-
lar that the reason they warred against one another (not be without fame)”
(1.p xad <81 xai> 81" fjv odtiny EmoAépnoaw &AHroio).”® This summa-
tion further clarifies the scope of the inquiry by pointing to its interest in
genetic analysis. It looks to the origin of the war and to the attribution of
blame as its cause. If we turn to the early Greek philosophical corpus for
context, it must be admitted that the terms aitia (aitia), aiTios (aitios), and
Tpbdpaots (prophasis) are in fact quite rare. But a contemporary of
Herodotus’, Gorgias, in his rhetorical treatise the Encomium of Helen, lays
out the plan of his speech by stating, “I will advance to the beginning of
the coming argument, and I will set out the causes on account of which it
was likely (rpofificouan Té&s adtias, 81 &s eikds) that Helen’s expedition to
Troy occurred” (DK 82 B 11.5).”" Herodotus’ younger contemporary,
Democritus, apparently stated that “the cause (aitin) of error is ignorance
of what is better” (DK 68 B 83). Elsewhere he is reported to have preferred
to “discover one causal explanation (aiTioAoyiav) rather than become the
king of the Persians” (B 118).”* As we saw above, the author of On Ancient
Medicine aimed to demarcate the art of medicine as distinct and did so by
separating the questions of those “like Empedocles,” who inquire into
“what a man is from the beginning, and how he first came about, and from
where he was constructed” (20: &€ &pxfis & Ti 20T vBpwos, kol &Treds
gytveTo Tp&dTOV Kol OTSBev cuverdyn). The doctor clarifies that it is
impossible to know “this Aistorie on what a man is and through what
causes he arose” (81 ofas adtias yiveton) until the art of medicine has been
perfected.”” In the extant fragments, Empedocles himself never uses the
term aitia, but he is rightly interpreted as being interested in the project of
origins and causes even so. So too Protagoras and Pericles apparently spent
an entire day discussing the death of Epitimus of Pharsalus, who had been
struck by a javelin in a pentathlon. Their conversation centered on the one
who was more responsible (uaA2ov . .. aitious) for his death — the javelin,

° For causation in Herodotus, consult now above all Pelling (2019). See additionally Immerwahr

(1956); Harrison (2003); Pelling (20138).

' For Gorgias’ language of agency and responsibility, Hankinson (2001), 74-6.

9* Cf. DK 68 A 17.

93 Cf. Dissoi Logoi DK 90 8.1, where the same man should be capable of many skills including
teaching “about the nature of all things, how they are and came about” (trept puoios TéV &mrdvToow
&5 Te Exel Kad G5 EyéveTo).

©
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the man who threw it, or the presiders over the contest (DK 80 A 10). The
more common language found in the Presocratics is &pyxn (arche), “begin-
ning” or “origin.”®* The learned Persians, according to Herodotus, explain
the “beginning” (v &pxnv) of the enmity as arising from the Greek sack
of Troy (1.5.1).”°

In the period before and after Herodotus wrote, memorializing the
Greco-Persian  Wars fell largely within the province of poetic
composition.96 Indeed, its best attested thematic relatives are in epigram,®”
Phrynichus’ Sack of Miletus and Phoenician Women, Aeschylus’ Persians,
Simonides™ elegiac poetry, and shortly after Herodotus, Timotheus of
Miletus’ Persai and Choerilus of Samos’ epic Persika.”® In light of this,
beyond the rhetoric of the preface that we examined above, the Histories
medium of Ionic prose also indicates its position in the field of contem-
porary literature.”® It is true that Xenophanes, Parmenides, and, later,
Empedocles composed philosophy in verse, but this practice virtually
disappears with them. From Anaxagoras onward, the default medium of
philosophy is prose. Even Parmenides’ intellectual successors, Melissus and
Zeno, continued his project in prose. If it is correct to see the shadowy
works of Anaximander and Anaximenes as prose works in addition to the
known prose of Pherecydes and later, Heraclitus, then these mid-fifth-

?* For example, Xenophanes DK 21 B 9, 16; Anaxagoras DK 59 B 6, 12; Alcmaeon DK 24 B 2;

Antiphon DK 87 B 60, 61; Philolaus DK 44 B 2, B 4, B 6, B 13.

For war and causation, see Anon. lambl. at DK 7.5, 7.10, 7.12.

For historiography’s debt to elegy, see Bowie (2001), (2010). The most obvious precedent of
memorializing a great war comes from the /liad; for Homer and Herodotus, Gomme (1954);
Rengakos (2006); Chiasson (2012); Currie (2021); and now articles in Matijai¢ (2022). On the
ancient reception of Herodotus as Homeric, see Priestley (2014), 187—220.

Cf. the funerary inscription monumentalizing the Greco-Persian Wars at /G I’ 503/504;
noteworthy is the promise that the fallen are those “to whom bloom-bearing happiness returns”
(C: Toiop TavBais SABos EmioTpé|[eTou]). See too the tribe of Erechtheis” casualty list from
Marathon, SEG 56.430; the epitaph for the Corinthians on Salamis, ML 24; and the famous
“Serpent Column” at Delphi, ML 27.

This is not to suggest that there was no interest in Persian history outside of poetry prior to
Herodotus: Dionysius of Miletus apparently wrote the first Persian history, Persika, and perhaps a
different work entitled, Events After Darius, FGrH 687 T 1; Charon of Lampsacus is said to have
written a Persika before Herodotus, e.g., FGrH 262 F 3a; Hellanicus certainly wrote a Persika, it
may have been in advance of the Histories, FGrH 4 F s9.

Excepting Philolaus and Alcmaeon, early prose Greek philosophy is Ionic; Zeno of Elea breaks with
this tradition to use the Attic dialect. For a thoughtful discussion of early Ionic prose, see Vatri
(2017), 60—6. On early Greek historiography and its prose context, see Fowler (1996); Bertelli
(2001); Goldhill (2002); Thomas (2003); Kurke (2011), 361—431; Andolfi (2017), 196, “written
prose was the medium to challenge the most established and authoritative tradition.” Kahn (2003)
has speculated that there were a number of (lost) early prose technical treatises on sculpture,
architecture, astronomy, music, and natural philosophy; he is followed by Sassi (2018), 84-8. See
also Laks (2001). Known early prose includes geography, theogony, genealogy, and ethnography.

97
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century philosophers may have been returning philosophy to its traditional
medium."®® Prose philosophical works abandon the traditional appeal to
the Muses and in doing so cultivate a different kind of authority. This
validation is an implicit — and at times explicit — rebuke of the traditional
didactic preeminence of Homer and Hesiod. The Histories also capitalizes
on the new uses to which prose is being put."®" Like the philosophers,
Herodotus rejects the traditional authority of the Muses, creating a con-
tractual, provisional authority that is underpinned by the research of the
narrator and the adjudication of his audience.”**

The Histories must be situated in light of the expectations of the reading
community of its time."®® The preface’s generic signals place it in a literary
context that is not exactly one of splendid isolation. Drawing attention to
the proem’s horizon of expectations demonstrates its contacts with the
Presocratic intellectual tradition. The generic experimentation evident in
the philosophers in this period, as in Hippias, points to the audience’s
ability to navigate innovative generic forms. These readers were regularly
placed, as we shall see, in the position of adapting their literary expect-
ations to the flexible dynamism of Presocratic thinkers. The audience of
the Histories is in a parallel position.

Using philosophy to leverage knowledge about historiography immedi-
ately confronts the messy reality that “philosophy” itself only emerges as a
discrete discipline in the fourth century BCE."* That is to say, if generic
contextualization of the Histories has remained opaque, this is partly
because intellectual culture has yet to explicitly define itself into separate

Controversially, Osborne (1998), 29—31, disputes the early supremacy of prose as the medium for
philosophical writing and finds for verse, an argument that is resisted persuasively by Granger
(2007), 416.

Kahn (2003), 143—4; Sassi (2018), 142—51. Cf. Vatri (2017), 61, on Pherecydes, “On the one
hand, the prosaic form was instrumental to marking the difference between Pherecydes” doctrine
and its competitors . .. on the other, it seems to imply different occasions for performance (not
‘mass’ religious festivals nor poetic contests, but ‘niche’ public epideixeis . . .).”

With Marincola (2006), 15, and now relevant chapters in Kingsley, Monti, and Rood (2023). See
Nagy (1990), 217—27, for an argument that the prose of the Histories is a product of the oral
tradition. Clarke (2008), 187-8, questions the extent to which the Histories is truly distinct from
poetic treatments of history and how radical the “prose revolution” was.

For which, see now Pelling (2019), who is especially interested in its relationship to medical
practitioners, passim, but $8-79, also prose writing more generally.

E.g., Long (1999), 3; Nightingale (1995), 13—14; Sassi (2018), 175. See Sluiter (2000), 1926, for
the classification of the corpus of Plato. For a summary of the beginnings of the modern history of
early Greek philosophy, cf. Curd and Graham (2008), 14—21. It is constituted by the creation of
the sophists as a group, Tell (2014), 263: “the sophists as we know them are a Platonic design;
[that] there never existed in antiquity a group of people consistently labeled sophists.” For the
evolution of philosophia, see Moore (2019); in the Hellenistic and Roman world, see Trapp (2007).
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disciplines. No one is a “historian” but nor do intellectuals define them-
selves as “philosophers” yet either. The term “philosopher” itself makes
this clear. Its first extant use is in Heraclitus’ declaration: “For it is
necessary for men who are lovers of wisdom to be inquirers into quite a
lot of things” (xp? y&p €0 pdha ToMGV foTopas grAocdpous &vdpas
elvar)."®® References to the “love of wisdom” increase from the middle of
the century; we saw above that the author of On Ancient Medicine
attributes the questions regarding what a man is from the beginning,
how he came into being, and from what material to philosophia, issues
separate from the study of medicine proper (20). Further, Gorgias’
Encomium mentions the need to learn “philosophical arguments”
(B 11.13) in the context of persuasive rhetoric. Clearly Herodotus’
Croesus picks up on the term’s stress of the desire for learning in his
description of Solon as one who travels as a “lover of wisdom”; and
Prodicus was said to refer to the wisest individual as occupying the territory
of the “philosopher” and the statesman (Pl. Euthyd. 305c¢). Its use in the
context of “philosophy,” “rhetoric,” and “history” is reflective of the broad
intellectual project of the Presocratics and a lack of firm disciplinary
boundaries. Still, even in these early references there is an effort to define
or delimit the activity of the “love of wisdom”: it can be the knowledge
acquired by inquiry and travel; it may constitute persuasion — but is not in
the sphere of those who study the heavens or who give speeches to thrill
the masses; it can serve as the search for origins and constitution — not the
practice of medicine; and it can refer to theoretical activity — not that of the
active politician.”®® Conceptual narrowing is obvious in the Dissoi Logoi
t00, a text that begins by claiming that there are two arguments made “by
those philosophizing (bd 6V @rAocogolvvtwy) about good and bad”
(DK 90 B 1.1)."%7

> DK 22 B 35; see also B 129. Nightingale (1995), 13—21, gives a list of fifth-century uses of
@1hocogelv and its cognates; Moore (2019) is now the fullest treatment of the term and its history.
Cf. Burkert (1960); Frede (2008), s24f. Diog. Laert. 1.12, 8.8 has Pythagoras use the term
“philosopher” to describe himself, as does Cic. Zusc. 5.3, but this is likelier to be a later
retrojection. Nightingale (2004), 63, stresses the term’s generality, “philosophein does not refer to
a specialized discipline but rather to ‘intellectual cultivation” in the broadest sense.” Attempts to
demarcate it may not be successful before Plato, but in none of the following examples is
“intellectual cultivation” not specified in some way. The term is less broad than, e.g. cogla, for
which, see below.

Its ability to (as an aspiration) define an entire people’s devotion to learning is on display in the
epitaphios logos of Thucydides’ Pericles, who affirms “we [Athenians] are lovers of wisdom
(prrocogolpev) without softness” (2.40.1).

And by this time, it has made its way into comedy, cf. Ar. Eccl. 571. Laks (2018), 43—50, argues
convincingly that the terms become “quasi-technical” and an “identifiable activity” in the last third
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Philosophia arises out of the broader word for wisdom or skill, sophia,
which is the more common expression for philosophical understanding in
the sixth and fifth centuries.”®® It and its cognates are an umbrella for skill
in a given activity. It encompasses expertise in craftsmanship (7. 15.412),
the discovery and playing of musical instruments (h.Merc. s11), and
musical talent in general (F 306 MW)."* It becomes a general concept
for acute mental faculties: according to Solon, “wisdom” declines in those
over sixty-three years of age (Philo, de opif. mundi 104.16). Pindar puts it
in the province of rulers, in a fragment that describes Persephone sending
up the souls of men who become kings, who are “greatest in wisdom”
(F 133.4). Elsewhere, he claims that it is hateful “wisdom” to recount the
wars of the gods (O/. 9.38). Anaxagoras is said to have held that humans as
a whole have power to exploit animals through “experience, wisdom, and
skill” (B 21b). The word includes mastery of a craft as well as knowledge in
a more general sense. As an agent, it approaches the notion of an
“expert.”"'® The wise, sophoi, encompass a diverse cast of philosophers,
poets, musicians, doctors, scientists, artisans, and seers. For this reason, it
is impossible to separate the wisdom tradition from what will come to be
the disciplines of philosophy, science, the arts, and medicine. The cap-
aciousness of the ancient concept is perhaps most powerfully articulated by
Theognis, for whom sophia “stronger than inflexibility,” is comparable to
an octopus whose color changes with each passage to a new rock
(1.212-17 Young).

of the fifth century; and at 42, “Even admitting that no branch of knowledge is truly specialized in
the Presocratic period, one can hardly deny that a certain process of specialization can
be recognized.”

For a discussion of the soph- root and the emergence of the sgphoi, see Moore (2019), 93—104, with
a focus on the Sages or Sophoi as a sixth-century group.

See Ath. 632b—c on music and its relation to wisdom.

Bibliography on cogia, cogioThs, and girocogia is collected by Lloyd (1987), 83 n. 115; his
discussion affirms that “in the classical period you can be called cogds in any one of the arts,
painting or sculpting or flute-playing, in athletic skills, wrestling, or throwing the javelin or
horsemanship, and in any of the crafts, not just in piloting a ship or healing the sick or farming
bug, at the limit, in cobbling or carpentry or cooking.” For Herodotus as a sgphos, see Fowler
(1996), 87; Thomas (2000), 284. Herodotus often blurs “wise” (sgphos) and “cunning,” cf.
Sandanis at 1.71.2; Deioces at 1.96.1; Melampus at 2.49.2; the horse-keeper of Darius at
3.85.1; the Scythian king uses it contingently of the Persians, if they decipher his riddling gifts
to Darius at 4.131.2; Histiaeus at 5.23.2; Aristagoras at 5.50.2; Chilon at 7.235.2; Themistocles
8.110.1-3, 8.124.1. And Athenians were first in sophia at the time of the return of Peisistratus,
1.60.3. Often the sgph-root has associations of innovativeness or trickery, cf. 1.80.4; 2.20.1;
2.66.2; 2.172.25 3.4.2; 3.85.1—2; 3.111.3; 3.127.2; 4.76.2; 7.23.3; 8.27.3; 8.124.2. The Persian
armament is apparently no match for Greek sophia, 9.62.3. For trickery in Herodotus, see
Hollmann (2011), 211-44, 257-66, and 240, for a brief discussion of sophia.
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In the fifth century, the term “sophist” (copioTmis) emerges and is nearly
indistinguishable from the sophos.”"" Pindar and Aeschylus use it in
reference to musical experts (Isth. 5.28; Aesch. F 314)."" It also can
indicate an “intellectual” or “deviser,” with their respective positive and
negative valences.”"? Apparently, Diogenes of Apollonia used the term for
the natural philosophers (puoioAdyous) who he aimed his work against
(DK 64 A 4), a usage that seems to follow the author of On Ancient
Medicine’s reference to sophists as those who wrote about nature.”'*
Aristophanes’ Socrates humorously identifies the sophists as diviners,
medical practitioners, lazy long-haired dandies with rings, song-twisters
of the dithyramb chorus, quacks who call themselves astronomy experts,
and composers (Vub. 331—4). Herodotus” own usage tracks this level of
generality, though without negative connotations: the political and ethical
wisdom figures — including Solon — who visit the court of Croesus are
sophists (1.29);""° sophists teach the worship of Dionysus following
Melampus” Egyptian borrowings (2.49.1); finally, Pythagoras is a sophist
(4.95.2). The absence of fine-grained distinctions among intellectuals in
the period in which Herodotus is writing reaffirms the trouble that comes
with interpreting philosophical inquiry in isolation. Still, in spite of the
capacious research interests and the absence of hardened discursive bound-
aries in the wisdom tradition, there remain family resemblances in
philosophical-scientific treatises stretching back over a century by the time
Herodotus was composing. The swathe of natural scientific, ethical, theo-
logical, linguistic, and rhetorical 7opoi parodied in, for example,
Aristophanes’ Clouds suggests the presence of a set of diverse but recogniz-
able concerns that preoccupied intellectual culture. Moreover, the

For the identity of sophos and sophists much later, see Plut. E ap. Delph. 3 385d—e; Diog.
Laert. 1.12, who reports that Cratinus called Hesiod, Homer, and their followers “sophists.”
I follow Grote (1846-56), iii.43, in treating the negative tradition of the sophists as irrelevant for
the fifth century and as an unfortunate result of the vicissitudes of transmission via Plato and
Aristotle, who are often hostile to their fifth-century predecessors, pace Provencal (2015), passim.
The latter’s thesis that Herodotus uniformly rejects sophistic thought quite unpersuasively
retrojects Plato’s assessment of these thinkers onto the Histories.

Sophocles’ son Iophon apparently called rhapsodes sophists, Strom. 1.3.24.2 = TrGF" 22 F 1. Still
used in the fourth century, e.g., [Eur.] RA. 925, 949.

Cf. [Aesch.] PV, at 62, Prometheus is called a cogioths by Power; at 944, by Hermes; in both cases
the term is associated with his attempts to outwit Zeus. It has a positive valence at Eur. Hipp. 921;
negative at Th. 3.38.7; Eur. Heracl. 993. Sophists are associated with rhetorical manipulation
already at Ar. Nub. 1111.

Demetrius of Troezen wrote Against the Sophists around the first century CE discussing
Empedocles, which might suggest that the term continued to be used in relation to the natural
philosophers, Diog. Laert. 8.74.

Following Wilson’s text at 1.29.1 of of Te &Ahor.
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engagement of fifth-century comedy, tragedy, and medical treatises with
this material confirms these questions had a broad audience.”*®

What then are we to call this group? I have chosen to refer to it as
“Presocratic” in this book, but this language is not uncontroversial. The
word only appears in the late eighteenth century and is popularized in
Hermann Diels’ seminal edition of the early Greek philosophers, Die
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (1903).""” One virtue of Diels’ designation is
that it includes the natural philosophers and also the so-called sophists,
who should be read alongside one another. A failing is that it regularly
misses relevant material from tragedians, comic poets, and historians. But
beyond the anachronism of the designation “Presocratic” and its narrow
breadth, there are chronological and thematic problems that arise in
referring to these figures as pre-Socratic. Chronologically, the philosophers
included in Diels’ edition continue into the fourth century, following the
death of Socrates. The more pressing issue for our purposes is that in
neither content nor method are they radically different from what we are
given to understand of Socrates’ own philosophy. Thematically, they focus
on — among other things — natural philosophy and the human, subjects of
inquiry not qualitatively different from Socrates, at least according to
Aristophanes. By contrast, Plato and Xenophon agree that Socrates was
suspicious of natural philosophy, but he is not alone in this either, even if
his reasons for suspicion appear unique.""® Nor is Socrates the first to
practice the dialectic method, the discussion through question and
answer.'"? The above qualifications of Socrates’ distinctiveness may be
rejected as too extreme. But interpreting him as a watershed figure in the
history of philosophy depends largely on a Platonic reading of Socrates.
For all of these reasons, perhaps “Pre-Platonic” would be preferable or
“early Greek philosophers.”"* By convention, I continue to use the label
“Presocratic” for its ready familiarity and its ability to demarcate the figures
in the sixth and fifth centuries in what will become the fields of science and
philosophy, with an awareness that Socrates may not be quite the

Cf. Ps-Dion. Hal. Rbez. 8.11 on old comedy’s aspirations to philosophy. For the relationship of
tragedy to philosophy, see Billings (2021).

Prominent from its popularization by Zeller (1856-68). For a discussion of the moniker, see Long
(1999), 5—8; Warren (2007), 1-6; Laks (2018), 19-34; Wardy (2019).

E.g., Zeno and Melissus, in response to Parmenides. For Socrates, Pl. Phd. 96a—100a; Xen.
Mem. 1.1.11-16.

Nehamas (1999), 110-11, with reference to Pl. Gorg. 449b—c; Prt. 335a; Euthyd. 272d.

Wardy (2019), 602, identifies Plato as a “focal philosopher,” the center of a web of relationships
between thinkers that is made to constitute Pre-Platonic philosophy. Laks-Most use “early Greek
philosophy” for their Loeb series.
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Conclusion 31

transitional figure that this language presupposes and that this group
embraces a larger class than what is found in Diels."*’

Conclusion: Clio, Love of Wisdom

Genres have no essence and no clear boundaries. They survive by change
both diachronic and synchronic.”** Since their taxonomies are unstable, it
is easiest to rely upon meta-commentary to do the work of identifying
what constitutes a work’s place in a particular genre. Yet this placement is
wholly dependent upon the audience that negotiates its status. Status is
liable to shift given new and ever-changing audience expectations within a
genre. This is evident in the Histories reception as historiography but
equally in its rejection by later authors as historiography due to its
perceived failure to observe the standards of the tradition. Ctesias appar-
ently called Herodotus a liar and a Aoyotoids (logopoios), “writer of tall
tales” (FGrH 688 F 8); Ps.-Aristotle dubs him a puBoyp&eos (“writer of
legends”) in the context of his discussion of the flooding of the Nile (BNJ
87 F 79a); for Dio Chrysostom too he is a AdoyoTtroids, in a reference to his
false stories about Corinth (Or. 37.7); and Lucian uses the same term of
Herodotus’ tale that Arganthonius lived to 150 years of age, which Lucian
confirms some refer to as a mythos (Macrobii 10). So too Plutarch exploits
the negative post-Platonic conception of the sophists’ activities by arguing
that Herodotus® inquiry tracks their own practice of making the worse
account the better (Malice 855e). In each of these instances, Herodotus’
standing as a historian is undermined by the suggestion that his Histories
does not quite meet the requirements of the genre."*?

Since there is little explicit ancient critical discussion of historiography
as a genre, it is often necessary to rely on the discursive practice of
historiography as a guide, which implies certain expectations and values
about historiography as a genre. In the first section of this chapter, we saw
that the dialogue between Solon and Croesus on the nature of human
well-being serves as a metanarrative for the Histories exploration of

! For a defense of the designation as appropriate given the “spiritual watershed” of Socratic
philosophy and the fact that Presocratic philosophy does not survive intact by contrast with its
successors, see Laks (2018), 32—4.

22 Marincola (1999), 299—300, 309—21.

23 Arist. Gen. an. 756b: Herodotus is 6 yubohdyos; Arr. Anab. 5.6.5: Herodotus and Hecataeus are oi
Noyotrotof; Them. Or. ii.367¢ (Downey-Norman-Schenkl): 6 uuboypdgos. Cf. Hdt. 2.143.1,
5.125, 5.36.2. On the reception of Herodotus as a lying historian, illuminating are Momigliano
(1958); Evans (1968); Marincola (1997), 118 n. 285, 132, 227, 255-6; Priestley (2014), 209-19.
For an excellent assessment of his reputation in the Roman tradition, see Racine (2016).
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32 Introduction

philosophical questions through its reflection upon the human past.
Solon’s calculation of the days constituting a man’s life totalled them at
twenty-six thousand, two hundred and fifty. It is an impressively large
number — even if the math has been fudged. But this display-piece is only
marshalled in order for Solon to conclude that no day mirrors another, that
is, even a sage can make no prognostication on Croesus’ well-being because
of the impossibility of using individual experience as a guide. Instead,
Solon turns to Athenian and Argive history. In this way, the human past is
exploited for philosophical clarity. The remainder of the book will develop
this insight and suggest that Herodotean inquiry can be fruitfully con-
sidered as a product of fifth-century intellectual culture.

But what precisely might we gain from redrawing these generic bound-
aries? Situating early Greek historiography in its context in the fifth
century is not simply a matter of broadening Herodotus’ intellectual
affinities. These questions determine how we understand the rise of
historiography as a genre and the direction that it subsequently takes.
The poly-generic nature of historiography continues long after it has
become a discrete discipline. Diodorus Siculus, for example, opens his
universal history with a return to the issue of human eudaimonia. Well-
being is perfected, he maintains, through exposure to men founding cities,
passing just legislation, and inventing new arts and sciences for the benefit
of mankind. Above all, historiography confronts its audience with these
actions and causes the individual to move toward self-fashioning. History
is, Diodorus then proclaims, “as though a mother-city of all philosophy”
(1.2.2: Tfis 8Ans prAocopias olovel pnTpdmoAw oloaw).'** The metaphor
indicates the intellectual dependency of philosophy on historiography and
the marked priority of the latter. Diodorus’ interpretation is evidently not
responding directly to the Histories. Nonetheless, it approaches the project
of historiography from a similar standpoint, one that is responding to the
interests and the intellectual relationships that the Histories, in part,
determines. Of course, we could interpret this as history’s evolution from
generic purity to miscegenation, as an attempt to draw upon the enormous

>4 Burton (1972), 36-8, hesitantly accepts influence from Ephorus or Posidonius in chapters 1—2;
Sacks (2018), 57-8 rightly, to my mind, rejects the ascription to Posidonius, and considers the
sentiment in light of Diodorus’ commitment to parrhesia. For this passage, see Rathmann (2016),
279-80. In making this competitive declaration, Diodorus may be reworking Chrysippus, who
had humorously called the Gastronomy, Archestratus’ parodic epic poem on dining, the “mother-
city of the philosophy of Epicurus,” at Ath. 104b. Archestratus’ proem parodies, incidentally, the
Herodotean style: ioToping 2miderypa woloUpevos EAG&S1 méon (F 1 Olson-Sens = SH 132:
“making a display of inquiry for all of Greece”).
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Conclusion 33

cultural cachet granted to philosophy. Yet this commits historiography to a
generic essentialism that begs the question.

The interpretation of historiography as a genre capable of expressing
philosophical truths is, significantly, ubiquitous in the reception of
Herodotus” immediate successor, Thucydides. In making an argument
that philosophy advances a “common character,” the anonymous author
of the Ars rhetorica uses, after Plato, Thucydides’ methodological statement
on the clarity to be gained on the future by his work to make the case for
philosophy operating through history (1.22): “Thucydides seems to say
this when he speaks about history, that history is philosophy by
examples.”"** Whether or not Thucydides is in fact advocating this in
his statement on the udility of his work, his History is being understood as
doing the same work as philosophy. Likewise, the tradition in the Vi of
Marcellinus places the Athenian historian in the company of the great
sophists and philosophers, Gorgias (36, s1), Antiphon (22), Anaxagoras
(22), and Prodicus (36)."*° In those speeches that admit an answering
speech, we are told that the historian “philosophizes” (53). Despite the
dubious historical value of the ancient biography, this work represents a
critical window into the ancient reception of Thucydides, one that saw his
History as emerging out of an environment of fifth-century philosophical
thought. There is no image so revealing of this interpretation as
Marcellinus’ description of Thucydides composing his history “under a
plane tree” (25: Ud TAaTdvw Eypogev) — the locus philosophicus beginning
with Plato’s Phaedrus."*”

If Thucydidean historiography is interpreted as poly-generic, it is not
alone.”® In the second century BCE, Polybius accused Timaeus of slan-
dering others with words that he himself could be described with, asserting
that Timaeus was argumentative, a liar, and audacious. He was even
“unphilosophical” (&pirécogos).” If, as it seems, Polybius is turning
Timaeus’ criticism of others against him, then Timaeus’ insult may have

'*5 Ps-Dion. Hal. Rbet. 11.2: ToUto kai Ooukubdidns Foikev Adysw, mepi ioTopias Adywv, 8Tt kod

iocTopia prAocogia éoTiv &k Tapaderypdtwy (Radermacher-Usener).

For Thucydides and fifth-century intellectual culture, see Dion. Hal. 7huc. 24, 46; Ps-Dion. Hal.

Rbet. 11.2; Plut. X orat. 832¢; Philostr. Ep. 73; Hermog. Id. 2.11, 2.12, Rabe; £ in Ael. Ar. Orat.

124.14, Dindorf; = in Th. 4.135.2.

Cf. Hippoc. Ep. 17 (Littré) for Hippocrates’ discovery of Democritus sitting under a plane tree,

writing and reading in turn, with dissected animals surrounding his feet.

Kraus (2013), thoughtfully discusses poly-generic Roman historiography, focusing upon Caesar.

'* FGrH 566 T 19.6 = Polyb. 12.25.6. Walbank (1972), 32, speaking of the education of Polybius,
notes that in addition to Timaeus, Prusias II is also accused of being unphilosophical (36.15.5);
Walbank records the philosophers Polybius mentions, though with the caveat that his
philosophical knowledge is “superficial” (33), but his n. 4 works against this, Diod. Sic. 31.26.5.
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been levied against the historian and nephew of Aristotle accompanying
Alexander the Great, Callisthenes. We are told that Timaeus said that
Callisthenes was a flatterer and “quite distant from philosophy” (rAsioTov
&méxew  @ihocopias), writing as he did.”’° In the same fragment,
Callisthenes 75 subsequently identified as a philosopher but as one who is
struck down by the divine for his actions in supporting the impious
deification of the mortal Alexander. Elsewhere, Polybius accuses Timaeus
and his ilk of falling into the trap of the Academic Sceptics, with their
obsession over paradox and doubt (12.26c—d). This set of references to
philosophy and historiography in Polybius is as valuable as it is difficult to
parse given the fragmentary nature of all three of the historians.
Callisthenes’ identification as a philosopher by Timaeus may signal that
Callisthenes’ reputation as one — he is commonly referred to as one in the
sources — arose from self-identification in his work;"?" this would be what
Timaeus challenges or ironizes. Meanwhile Polybius’ criticism against
Timaeus as “unphilosophical” suggests the aspiration of the ideal historian
is just this. Polybius’ further warnings about the dangers of Timaeus’ turn
toward the paradoxical imply that he was concerned to interpret the
historian within the context of a philosophical intellectual culture.
Theopompus seems to have made a similar claim in the preface to his
Philippica, opposing the acquisitive sophistic activities of his contemporar-
ies, Isocrates and Theodectes, with his own self-sufficient philosophical
study (aUTdpraws ExovTas ... &el THy SxTpiBnv év T& @ihocoelv kol
@hopadsiv ToieiocBon).”>* More detailed information on this kind of
historiography is present in the philosopher Posidonius’ Histories, which
was said to be composed “no differently than his philosophy” (FGrH 87
T 12a). Indeed, he is continually referred to as a philosopher and not a
historian in spite of the historical content of both of his known published
works. A similar hybridity could be seen, we are told, in the account of one
Cleombrotus of Sparta, who composed his history as material for his
philosophy."*? This phenomenon was common enough to be parodied
in Lucian’s How to Write History, which tells of an anonymous historian of

3¢ FGrH 566 F 155.

Callisthenes’ major works include a list entitled, Pythian Victors, apparently cowritten with
Aristotle; The Third Sacred War; a Hellenica; and a Deeds of Alexander, see FGrH 124. In none
of these is his frequent designation as “philosopher” clearly warranted; though it is speculative, it is
possible that it arose from his historical works.

FGrH 115 F 25: “(he says that they) were self-sufficient . . . they always spent time in the pursuit of
wisdom and the pursuit of knowledge.”

Plut. De def. or. 410b: ouvifyev ioTopiav olov UAny gidocopias Beoroylav dHorep adTds kel
Téhos éxouons. (“He was putting together a history as the material for his philosophy, which had
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Conclusion 35

the Parthian War who established in his proem that the philosopher alone
should write history."*

Situating Herodotus in line with Presocratic culture will demonstrate
that this Aistorie contains generic miscegenation already in the fifth century
that made it receptive to the concerns of later philosophy. If this argument
is persuasive, then the above examples cannot be interpreted quite so
readily as departures from the generic purity of historiography but will
be continuing to draw on philosophy’s relationship to the inquiry into the
human past.””’ That is, historiography will be competing with philosophy
for authority in the field of Greek paideia as it comes to have its own
generic self-consciousness, but this competition is itself partly determined
by a shared discursive framework.

The aim of the book is to situate Herodotus as an active participant in
philosophical debates in the fifth century, a fact that will simultaneously
enrich a literary reading of the Histories. As one of the few complete works
of scientific historie to survive from the fifth century, this text has the
potential to deepen our awareness of the problems occupying contempor-
ary philosophical intellectuals, in particular in light of its own aspirations.
This is part of a broader effort to demonstrate the presence of philosophical
language and themes in historiography, suggesting that we should expand
our understanding of the poetics of historiography and its horizon of
expectation. The following chapters canvass debates on custom, self-
interest, nature, and epistemology in the Histories and demonstrate engage-
ment in various ways. Philosophy contributes to the nascent genre the-
matically, as in the recurrence of issues centering on relativism.
It underwrites Aistorie through aetiology, by using the circumscribed
boundaries of “human nature” as a means of explaining human action.
In addition, it orients the text methodologically, in its contestation of truth
claims and its problematization of verification. These modes of philosoph-
ical interaction should not be taken as exhaustive. That is, the book does
not attempt to consider every passage in which philosophical “influence”
has been detected. In each instance, it considers a prominent philosophical
concept or set of intersecting questions, by exploring its position in the

theology as its zelos, as he himself called it.”) See too the tradition on Nicolaus of Damascus as a
philosopher-historian, BNJ 9o T 1-2, 10b, 11b, F 78, 99, 132, 135, 137-8.

Luc. Hist. conscr. 17 = FGrH 206 F 1. Evidently, philosophy was threatened enough to respond,
challenging history’s benefits, e.g., Max. Tyr. Diss. 22.5—7 (Trapp).

E.g., Diod. Sic. 1.37: émkexeipfikaot oMol Tév Te prAocdpwv Kol T6V ioTopkddy &modiBéval
T&s TauTns oftios. (“Many philosophers and historians have attempted to give an account of
its causes.”)
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36 Introduction

intellectual tradition broadly conceived. It proceeds by close philological
reading of the Histories engagement with such debates, although
intertextuality alone will not be the barometer of interaction.

In Chapter 2, “Relativism, King of All,” we turn to Herodotus’ engage-
ment with the philosophical debate on relativism. There is a common
consensus that Herodotus supports zomos in the Histories without qualifi-
cation. By contrast, this chapter argues that this interpretation fails to
capture the complexity of Herodotus’ engagement with those figures who
use nomos as a rhetorical ploy to justify what is contrary to popular ethics.
Presocratic thinkers were likewise working through the challenges pre-
sented by those who identified 7omos as only a relative set of values as
opposed to an objective norm to be followed. The Histories’ exploration of
the problem of relating custom and law to justice takes place in the context
of the rise and expansion of Persian imperialism. As we shall see, it
implicates the despot in a relativizing of justice and constitutes a key
explanatory paradigm in the Persian attack against the Greek mainland
in the Greco-Persian Wars.

Chapter 3, “The Pull of Tradition: Egoism and Persian Revolution,”
moves to the debate on self-interest and profit and its impact on traditional
ethics. Fifth-century intellectual culture reveals a variety of positions on
how to view human action undertaken to maximize self-interest.
Herodotus’ narration of the conspiracy to dethrone the False Smerdis is
a key episode demonstrating the contest between the concerns of the
individual and the plurality, in particular in terms of the actions and
speeches of Otanes, Darius, and Prexaspes on the individual and the
community and on truth and falsehood. The chapter analyzes the conspir-
acy and its aftermath alongside, among other texts, Antiphon’s On Truth
and Sophocles’ Philoctetes. Though the Histories is seldom put in dialogue
with these works, the chapter argues that they share a common interest in
the consequences of rugged individualism for the civic body. The ascen-
sion of Darius as the Great King through self-interest establishes the
persistence of the profit motive in the figure of the ruler and its deleterious
effects on the populace.

The concentration on ethical debates surrounding custom and advan-
tage transitions in Chapter 4, “History peri physeos,” to the role of physis in
the Histories. This concept has long been neglected in Herodotus, in large
part due to the prominence of its counterpart, zomos, but also because of
the absence of a strong opposition of 7omos and physis. When it has been
treated, it has been by anachronistically viewing natural environment as
synonymous with physis. By contrast, this chapter challenges the
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Conclusion 37

assimilation of environment to physis. It argues that Herodotean physis is
characterized as a set of stable underlying characteristics that creates limits
on form and action. Significantly, environmental conditions are not
viewed as informing human physis, which is seen as stable across regional
difference, in contrast with, for example, the Hippocratic Airs, Waters,
Places. The consistency of physis removes human nature as a causal
paradigm for explaining action on, for example, the battlefield.

How does the Histories explain the success of the Greeks against the
vastly superior force of the Persians in the Greco-Persian Wars? Chapter s,
“Physis on the Battlefield,” turns to an important motif in the work, the
potential of surpassing physis. Presocratic, and later, Platonic thinkers were
equally interested in the question of whether and how one might master
human nature. In the Histories, this discussion is connected to issues of
compulsion and bravery. It becomes evident, however, that the explana-
tory power of transcending physis has its limits and that the expectations of
the historical actors in the text who refer to it are not straightforwardly
confirmed by the narrative action. The juxtaposition of speech and deed
points to Herodotus’ problematization of physis as a causal paradigm
explaining success.

Herodotus’ unique “voiceprint” has attracted much attention from
modern scholars. Chapter 6, “Historical Inquiry and Presocratic
Epistemology,” picks up this interest in the narratorial voice in terms of
Herodotus’ reticence in making firm truth claims. In line with Presocratic
thinkers reimagining the relationship of their work to truth and authorita-
tive discourse, the Histories often cultivates a resistance to epistemic
certainty. “What is said” and “what seems” are found with much greater
frequency than “what is true.” Juxtaposing the Histories with contemporary
discussions on epistemology will demonstrate the extent to which claims to
the truth were problematized as a standard of inquiry in the fifth century.

This book cannot hope to canvass all interactions between historiog-
raphy and philosophy in the period under consideration. Its focus upon
the Histories and its relation to intellectual culture looks to specific debates
and attempts to contextualize their presence in what will become the genre
of historiography. It is to be hoped that this will spur additional research.
Chapter 7, “Herodotean Philosophy,” takes the Dissoi Logoi as a case study
on the reception of Herodotus by philosophy in the early fourth century.
The treatise’s engagement with relativism and the Histories will illuminate
the early impact Herodotus made on sophistic circles, pointing toward the
role of historiography avant la lettre in the generation and communication

of philosophical insight.
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