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CHAFTER ONE

THE MAKING OF HISTORY:
HERODOTUS’ HISTORIES APODEXIS

Egbert J. Bakker

Action, in so far as it engages in founding and preserving political
bodies, creates the condition for remembrance, that is; for history.
Hannah Arend, The Human Condition

Most readers of Herodotus” work call it History, or the Histories. The
name is doubly motivated. Not only does it follow Herodotus him-
self in the way in which he refers to his own literary and intellec-
tual achievement; it also views Herodotus through the tradition of
which we have made him the ‘father’. As the term historia (or his-
toriz as Herodotus would have pronounced it) comes closer to us on
its long way from the fifth century BCE through Greek Antiquity,
it becomes more and more closely associated with wiiting, as appears
from its joining with the verbal root graph, to form such composite
concepts as historiggraphos or histeriographia. Such ‘writing of history’,
however, is quite alien to Herodotus’ understanding of kistoriz. ‘History’
for him is not an object of study, something you write, or write
abour; it is an intellectual tool and a2 communicative activity. The
essential link for him is not with graph but with another verbal idea,
as appears from the most famous mention of Aistoriz in history, in
the Proem to Hercdotus’ Histories:!

I

‘HpoGétov ‘Adxopvnootog igtoping anddefic ibe, bg pnte té yevopevo €
dvBpdnawv i xpdve eEitnAa yévnton, whte Epyo peydiie 1e kol Bopoord, ti
uév "EAdne, ti 8¢ BapPipoiot dnodeyBivro, drhed vévnten, 1é 6 &hha vod

3

&1 fiv aitiny émoiéuncay cAlAioc.

This is the apodexis of the historiz of Herodotus of Halicarnassus, put
forth to prevent what has been made to happen by men from fading

! Translations of passages from Herodotus in this chapter are my own.
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with time, and (to prevent) great and marvellous deeds, some accom-
plished by Greeks, others by barbarians, from losing fame, and in par-
ticular through what «itiz they came to war with each other.

There are blanks left in the translation: this chapter, in dealing with
Herodotus’ /istoriz as the prehistory of our notion of ‘history’, does
not want to take too much for granted. So we will make the mean-
ing not only of kisterig, but also of apedexts, the object of investigation.
The latter term is the action noun of the verbal idea apo-dzk, which
will concern us in particular. Our main source of informaton will
be the evidence that Herodotus® Histories provides itself as it has come
down to us through the ages. And the first evidence we have to face
is the interpretation of the Proem as the primary context of hustorizs
apodexis.

Herodotus® first sentence, to begin with, seems to lack precision
in the way in which it delimits the work’s subject. While Thucydides
tells us exactly that his subject is the Peloponnesian War, and that
he started working on it from its very beginning, Herodotus does
not tell us that the subject of his work i1s the Persian Wars. What
he indicates is at the same time much broader than that subject—
erga megalz ‘great accomplishments’, for example, can be understood
as including ‘monuments’, ‘architectural achievements’—and nar-
rower: according to the wording of the Proem, his Austorié will con-
cern not so much the war itself as its aitig, another term, usually
translated as ‘cause’, whose interpretation is at stake.

Nor does the narrative itself seem to do much to remedy the prob-
lem. Its long ‘digressions’ and varied subject matter have prompted
various hypotheses concerning the unity and publication of the work,
each betraying in its own way the preconceptions of the time. The
lack of a clear focus on a well-defined subject has been explained
as due to genetic factors. The work as we have it was seen as show-
ing signs of an intellectual development by which Herodotus passed
through various stages, from the travelling geographer and ethnog-
rapher who wrote the Egyptian logos that is now our Book Two, to
the historian who left us Books Seven through Nine, and who, it
was thought, had made much progress toward the Thucydidean ideal
of the objective historian.? The tension between history and geog-

2 Most authoritatively Jacoby {1913} 275 ff;; of. De Sanctis (1926), Powell (1939),
Latte (1958) 7 {‘Er hat nicht als Historiker begonnen, sondern ist es geworden’);
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raphy, between the present and the past, was resolved through the
history of the work itself.

This ‘analytic’ standpoint provoked, on the analogy of the Homeric
Question, a ‘Unitarian’ reaction on the part of scholars who viewed
Herodotus’ work as historical ab ove: for them, geography and ethnog-
raphy are part of the overall historiographical conception of the
Histories.® The ensuing ‘unity’ was not unproblematic, and often it
was necessary to depict Herodotus as somehow incapable, or, rather,
‘not yet’ capable of making the distinctions and decisions that are
normal for historiography as we understand it, or to impose on him-
self the kind of limitations we associate with purposeful writing. A
variant version of this idea presents us a Herodotus who is capable
of those things, but who is hampered by the constraints of an ‘archaic’,
paratactic way of expression (Immerwahr (1966) 7). In more recent
times, ‘archaic style’ and its associated concepts has come to be
replaced by ‘orality’,* and the supposed lack of focus in Herodotus’
choice of subject matter is seen as simply due to the fact that the
intellectual context in which he wrote was ‘predisciplinary’, unfa-
miliar with the modern boundaries between geography, anthropol-
ogy, and history.?

In all these cases, the implicit question seems to be whether
Herodotus was the first historian, a good or bad historian, merely
a historian avant la lettre, or a historian at all. Herodotus is set against
some modern notion of ‘history’, a norm to which he either con-
forms only in the course of his intellectual development, or not (vet)
quite, in some way or another. In part, the modern reception of
Herodotus has been the search for attenuating circumstances. It is
only in the most recent research that the terms ‘historian’ or ‘history’
have come to be charged with cultural weight. The Herodotus that
emerges is viewed in a way that entirely suppresses any modern
notion of ‘history’—not without new controversy, as we shall see.

Fornara (1971a);, an analytic reading of Herodotus’ first sentence itself is offered in
Hommel (1981).

* E.g., Regenbogen {1930b); Pohlenz (1937}, Immerwahr (1966), Cobet (1971),
Drexler (1972). For the problem of unity in the Histories, see de Jong, this volume
{Ch, 11).

* E.g., Lang (1984); on ‘oral strategies” in Herodotus, see also Slings, this volurne
{Ch. 3).

® Evans (1991} 3, Thomas (2000) 161 ff. See also the problem of Herodotus’
‘reliability’ as discussed by Cardedge and Greenwood in this volume {Ch. 15).
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Interpreting the Proem

Any attempt to understand Herodotus’ notion of ‘history’ must start
from Herodotus’ own use of the term AistoriZ in the Proem, to which
we now return. At stake is not only the term’s lexical value, but also
the way it functions in the syntax of the Proem. This rich sentence
is best taken as a tripartite structure, beginning with a phrase char-
acterizing the work as a whole, and inscribing the name of its author
in it {1), followed by two negative purpose clauses of parallel struc-
ture in which the work’s intended achievements are specified (2a and
b), and rounded off with an indirect question that has at first sight
an unclear relation to what precedes {3). Following the analysis of
Tilman Krischer, we can present the construction as follows:®

1. ‘Hpodétov ‘Akixapvnooiog iotoping anddebic #ide,

2, ag a) pare (o) Th yevopeva
B) 2E dvBporav
() @ xpéve Elmie yEvnan,
b} pnte (o) Epyo peydha te xoi Qopootd,
(B} & piv "EAAnoy, 16 8¢ Bappdporot
dmodexDévia,
(Y) bxhed yévnton,

2=

3. 14 te GAA xod 8l v aitinv énoAduncay dAANAowo.

Krischer has pointed out that the problematic final colon (3) is best
explained when we assume that Herodotus’ proem is modelled in
its syntactic articulation on a typical epic Proem. The last clause, 3
in the presentation above, reaches back to the first clause, thus com-
plementing it and ensuring the coherence of the Proem.” Furthermore,

® Krischer {1963) 139—00; cf. Nagy (1990} 217, the latter analysing colon 3 as
an indirect question; cf. Erbse (1956) 215, who analyses it as a relative clause {see
also Lang (1987) 204); critical grammatical discussion in Drexler (1972) 3-11. A
different articulation of the sentence is presented in Hommel (1981) 277 ff. Erbse
{1992} 123-5 reviews the scholarship on the Proem, rightly pointing out that any
attempt to see the Proem as announcing the content of the Hisiones is likely to cre-
ate confusion.

7 Compare the proem of the ffiad, where 1. 6 ££ ob 8% 1d npéro Sreotfimmy Epicovte
‘from the moment ai which they siood first apart in quarrel’ picks up pfviv &Geide,
Bect of the first line. See Krischer (1965) 162; Nagy (1990) 220-1 n. 34; on Homer
specifically, see Bakker (1997c} 293. Krischer notes that the indication of Herodotus’
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just as in epic, the final clause of the proem provides the link with
the beginning of the narrative proper: it contains the word aifitn
‘cause’, which is picked up in the first sentence beyond the proem
in the form of aitious ‘guilty’, ‘responsible’:®

Hepaémv pév vov ol Moo Golvikog gltiovg poaoi yevéaBar 1iig Swapopfig-
(1.1

Now the chroniclers of the Persians claim that the Phoenicians have
been responsible for the conflict {it: ‘difference’).

Beyond syntax and stylistics, the important semantic and conceptual
consequence of Krischer’s analysis is that the semantic nuclei of the
first and last clause, histories apodexis and astizn, are connected with
each other: Herodotus’ project is the kisioriz of an aitig, whatever
sense we will attrtbute to these terms in the final analysis.® A fur-
ther Homeric echo can be detected in the colz () and (y) of 2b:
great deeds and their connection with Alos. This important detail
will concern us later on.

But if the Homeric reminiscence is unmistakable, so is the paral-
lel with more contemporary stylistics. The two purpose clauses in
the middle {2a—b), with their symmetrical internal structure (isocolon}
and their identical closing sounds (homoioteleuton), conform to the
style that had become popular in sophistic contemporary rhetoric,
mainly due to the Sicilian orator Gorgias."

Herodotus’ Proem, then, displays a curious mixture of old and
new. We may ask whether this co-existence of epic and sophistic
elements is confined to stylistics or extends into thought and menta-
lité as well, The latter possibility is rejected by Krischer ({1965) 165),

name and the characterization of his work functionally occupies the slot of the
invocation of the Muse(s) in the traditional epic proem (on the relation between
iotopin and the Muses, see pages 27-28 below). Doubts as to the epic connotations
of Herodotus’ syntax in Hommel (1981) 281 n. 44, who analyses (pp. 284-7) the
final colon as a later addition, an editorial intervention on Herodotus® part to make
the Proem reflect the new historical turn the work has taken in the course of its
development.

® Krischer (1965) 160, Nagy (1987) 180; of. Lateiner (1989) 15. The first epic
parallel is the proem of the fiad, in which the phrase Suxotiy épisavte “the two
of them stood away from cach other quarrelling’ in line 6 is picked up by Epd
in quarrel’ (8) in the beginning of the narrative.

* For a different interpretation of the Proem, and of aitin in particular, see van
Wees, this volume (Ch. 14) p. 321.

1 Kennedy (1963) 64—5; on the influence of sophistic rhetoric on Herodotus® style,
see Jacoby (1913) 333; Aly (1921) 286-96; general remarks in Lateiner (1989) 19.
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who holds that the epic parallel testifies to Herodotus’ acknowledg-
ing epic as a stylistic and literary model, not his continuing the
Homeric tradition of conferring kleos to the heroes of the past. Yet
the position of Herodotus between the poetic tradition of the past
and the intellectual developments of the present is by no means clear.
In particular the meaning of the crucial phrase Aisiories apodexis
has recently become the center of a controversy that fully confirms
Herodotus’ enigmatic status.

Historizs apodexts 1s usually rendered with such expressions as ‘pub-
lication of research’ or ‘public exposition of an inquiry’."! It remains
to be seen, however, whether these translations are of much help.
‘Publication’ is no less a culturally determined concept than is ‘his-
tory’ or ‘research’, and we may ask what it might have meant for
Herodotus® work to have been ‘published’ in its onginal intellectual
context. The notion of publication, in fact, becomes increasingly
important in recent research, suggesting that the old controversy
between the analytic and the unitarian approach has never been
really resolved. Exactly what is being ‘published’ according to this
phrase: an ethnographical core or the work as we have it? And what
does ‘published’ mean? Does apodexis apply to the work as a whole
or to the oral delivery of its parts? Some scholars have recently
endorsed the latter possibility, arguing that ‘publication’ is an anachro-
nistic concept that does not capture the reality of the reception of
Herodotus® ‘fnguiry’ by its original public. Rather, they argue, we
must think of ‘prepublication’ of *work in progress’ in the form of
lectures.'

The idea of Herodotus presenting his work orally, for which there

" E.g., ‘performance [literally, ‘display’] of the enquiries’ (Gould {1989} 17}
‘demonstration of his research’ {Lateiner (1989) 7); ‘public presentation’ (Nagy (1990)
217); ‘exposer son enquéte” (Payen (1997) 82). "An6dekrg, the Ionian form for amdder-
g, is just as éniderlig (Enibeig) a nomen actionis derived from the verbal root Setk-
‘show’, ‘display’, ‘point’. In Herodotus’ Ionian, another verbal root, dex- (for Attic
Seyx-) ‘receive’, ‘accept’, yields in principle the same form {cf. éxdefv (Hdr 7.3.3));
aorist forms of either verb are also identical: (dmedéfato from (dno)deivvooBon and
(&)edéato from (EE)6éxopan). Some scholars (most recently Rosén (1993)) actually
go so far as to view amdBeki; as a form of amo-Séxopon, which would tum Herodotus
into a receiver of established tradition, rather than one who expounds original, indi-
vidual research. See Erbse’s (1995) reaction. Nagy (£987) 176 n. 3 speaks of a
‘conflation’ of the two verbs. See also the comments by Lang (1987) 203 and Nagy’s
reply {(1987) 209).

'? Evans (1991) 90, 99-100, Thomas {1992) 125-6; (1993); (2000} 257-60 {see
further below).
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is some ancient anecdotal evidence,” has been entertained in par-
ticular by Rosalind Thomas, who has sought to locate Herodotus’
work in the world of early scientific discourse as is evidenced by the
mode of presentation of many of the treatises in the Hippocratic
corpus. Herodotus’ work, especially the Egyptian logos, she argues,
displays the same agonistic and combative tone that G. E. R. Lloyd
signals in the early Hippocratic writers and that must go back to
sessions at which knowledge was transmitted, and contested, orally.'

Thomas’ notion of the publication of Herodotean Aistorié envisages
oral presentation and reception of ideas, while explicitly allowing for
the existence of written texts. Such a blend of the spoken and the
written is the realm of rhetorical epideixss. According to a recent
account, this term denotes ‘the displaying or revealing {orally) of
what was already in existence beforehand’—that is, the discourse
written.”® This idea of “display’ is for Thomas very close to Herodotus’
apode(tjxis, which she conceives of as the kind of proof characteristic
of the sophistic and rhetorical milieu of the end of the fifth century:
the emphatic assertion and demonstration of one’s own Fistoriz ‘research’
conducted in competition with others. One of the treatises in the
Hippocratic corpus opens in fact in a particularly suggestive way
from the point of view of Herodotus’ Proem:!®

Eiol tiveg ot tégvny nenoinvoo 1o 1ég téyvag aloypoereiv, dg uév olovial oi
tobto Swmpnoodpevol, oby O &y Aéym, GAL” iotoping oikeing énibaifiv
nowebpevor. (Hipp. De arte 1)

Some there are who have made an art of vilifying the arts, though
they consider, not that they are accomplishing the object I mention,
but that they are making a display of their own knowledge.

For Thomas, the parallelism between historiés . .. epideixin here and
Herodotus’ own historiés apodexis ‘provides the most vivid suggestion
that Herodotus’ opening sentence had contemporary connotations
within the contemporary quest for knowledge. It also implies that
the ideas of proof and demonstration might rapidly imply or shade
into display, and then into the display lecture. Herodotus seems then,
in his very first sentence, to be using the fashionable language of

¥ E.g, Lucian, Heredotus 1 {on Herodotus performing at the Olympic Games).
Cf. Pohlenz (1937) 208, Powell (1939) 32 ff; critical discussion in Johnson (1994).

"* Thomas (1993); (2000) 249 ; Lloyd {1979 86-98; see also Homblower (1987) 20.

> Cole (1991) 89.

¥ Tr. Jones (1923) 191.
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the time, language which had precise connotations in a period where,
increasingly, any display of erudition and knowledge could be made
in an oral presentation, an epidexs’."’

It remains to be seen, however, whether the preverbs ape- and
epi- are so casily interchangeable; but before we tum to that ques-
tion, we need to address an alternative modern approach, rejected
by Thomas, which seeks to situate Herodows® project, not in con-
temporary scientific thought, but within the perspective of the gen-
eral Greek preoccupation with the past. Herodotus in this perspective,
put forward by Gregory Nagy in particular, is not so much a scientist
as a logios, a master of prose narrative, whose funcdon it is, along
with the aeidos, the epic poet, to confer kleos. Nagy characterizes
Herodotus’ work as ‘the product of conventions in an oral tradition
of prose’.!® In this account, apedexis is not ‘proof” or ‘display’, nor a
one-time event, a display lecture or gpideivs, but a ‘public presenta-
tion’, a performance, a link in a chain of transmission starting with
the events in the past and ending with the public exposition of
Herodotus® Austorz.

The Proem, in fact, invites us to pay more attention to Herodotus’
interest in the past than Thomas would allow. There is a concern
with kleos, expressed in the two parallel negative purpose clauses,
whether or not we consider that concern to be epic In mentality.
The second of those two clauses (2b, B), furthermore, contains a sec-
ond occurrence of the verbal idea apo-detk. The crucial attribute of
the ‘great and wondrous deeds of Greeks and barbarians’, whose
kleos should not be lost, 15 that they are apodekhthenta, which Nagy
translates as ‘performed’." For Nagy, there is a relation between the
achievements of the past and Herodotus’ apodexis in the present: ‘per-
forming a deed is the eguivalence of publicly displaying a deed
because it is ultimately being publicly displayed by the History of
Herodotus’.™® Apodexis, then, according to Nagy, is the proclamation
of kleos in an ongoing oral tradition, as against the insistence on

Y Thomas (2000) 262-3; cf. (1993} 242-43,

® Nagy (1987) 175; (1990} 224, arguing on the basis of a parallelism of Aéywog
(glossed as ‘masters of speech’, iid. 223) and do1ddg. See also Hartog (1991) 285
{English tr. p. 276), referring to Havelock (1963) 55-4 n. 8.

15" Nagy (1987} 178.

% Thid.; see also Erbse (1956) 211, who stresses the parallelism of iotoping dndédekig
and Epyov danddefig, on which, see further below, pages 24-28,

S
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proof, display, and personal achievement that is inherent in Thomas’
account of the term.

Herodotus could hardly have been pulled in two more different
directions. Against Thomas’ modern saentific Herodotus, firmly rooted
in contemporary intellectual debate, we have Nagy’s conception of
a prose storyteller who subsumes the preceding epic tradition. The
term apodexis is crucial for either position, but neither ‘proof/dispiay’
nor ‘public performance’ exhausts its semantics, as we will see, In
fact, both positions leave aspects of the term unexplored that make
possible a more integrative interpretation, vielding a Herodotus whose
‘proof” in the present, is not incompatible with his rendering of
the past. .

Yet in spite of the apparent difference between Thomas’ and
Nagy’s positions there is agreement in that both take apodexis to refer
to the oral delivery of Herodotus’ work, and in this they are not
alone among modern authors.™ As we begin to understand more of
the composition, publication, reception, and transmission of discourses
in times other than our own, to say that there is an ‘oral’ compo-
nent to prose works of the fifth and fourth centuries comes close to
being a truism. True, for Herodotus” work in particular we can be
more specific and the case for at least an oral reception is easier
than in the case of Thucydides or Xenophon”® As Thomas notes
herself, Herodotus’ own voice is abundantly present in the form of
the grammatical first person, most often in the ethnographical pas-
sages, but not infrequently in the narrative sections as well?® There
is a constant concern with the marking of the beginning and end of
sections, and on numerous occasions Herodotus refers back to what
precedes, using the ‘real time’ temporal adverbs proteron ‘earlier’ and

! Eg., Gould {1989) 17; Evans (1991} 3; Hartog (1991) 285; assessment of the
‘orality’ of the term in Moles {1999) sect. 8. It is worth pointing out that this whole
discussion (inciuding the controversy between Nagy and Thomas) suffers from a
fundamental and persistent ambiguity in the use of the term ‘oral’, in that it refers
both to the ‘mentality’ or ‘conception’ of a discourse (‘oral’ vs. ‘literate’) and to its
mode of presentation (‘oral’ vs, ‘written’). For discussion, see Bakker {1999a) 29-37.

# See, e.g., Pohlenz (1937) 208-10; Lang {1984); Munson (1993).

% Thomas (1993) 240-1; Dewald (1987) 150 as well as Ch. 12 in this volume.
Thomas uses the first-person verbs as an argument against the idea of the ‘oral sto-
tyteller’, who she thinks is much less present in the text. Signs of speaking in Homer,
however, may be less straightforward, but they are unmistakable once noticed; see
Bakker (1997a). Against Thomas’ and Dewald’s stance with regard to the first per-
son in the Histories, see Svenbro (1993) 150, who approaches the first person in
Herodotus and other historians as a necessary fiction’.
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husteron later’, the same adverbs that are also used for the temporal
relationships between the events recounted in the narrative.* We are
surely enitled to infer from these apparent attempts at monitoring
the information flow that Herodotus is working hard, noticeably, to
facilitate the reception of his work to a listening public.”

But all this is not our point. The question is whether the idea of
the oral delivery of logoi is expressed as such by the noun apodexis.
Does Herodotus refer in the opening words of what must be the
published, ostensibly written version of his work, to its oral delivery?
Or if that work s, as an integrated whole, meant to be orally deliv-
ered afier all, would not a reference to its own, oral, mode of pre-
sentation be redundant? If apodexis merely refers to the medium of
presentation, why is the term present at all, and did not Herodotus
simply call his work ‘historie’? The second occurrence of the verbal
idea apodeik- in the proem may help us realize that there is more to
apodexis than what meets the eye at first sight, and that Aistorizs apodexis
is a phrase consisting of two key terms in Herodotus’ intellectual
and conceptual vocabulary. It also invites us to study Herodotus’
own use of those terms in some detail, and to bring that internal
evidence to bear on the interpretation of the proem. A survey of
Herodotus’ own use of the nouns kistorié and apodexis and the verbs
historeein and apodexasthai reveals that historigs apodexis, far from being
a mere title or a characterization of the ‘medial’ aspects of the work,
is a bold, even provocative, expression stating nothing less than the
communicative purpose and ambition of Herodotus” work. What it
says was apparently new and not obvious, and sufficiently marked
for the subsequent historiographical tradition to avoid it studiously.”
In the following sections, we will first deal with Aistorié and then with
apodexis; a picture will emerge in which these terms are not only two

# On beginning and end of sections, see Immerwahr (1966) 52-8; Dewald (1987)
164—5. The importance of the particles pév 8# . . . 8¢ in this process is demonstrated
in Bakker (1993). On peinting hackward and ahead, see also de Jong, this volume
{Ch. 11) pp. 259-263.

> Three times a forward cross-reference remains unfulfilled. It is to be noted
that in these cases Herodotus does not use Yotepov (2.101.2, referring to 2.149.1),
but an explicit mention of Adyor (1.106.2 év tzépoict Aéyoron, on the fall of Nineveh;
1.184 év toiol Acovpioist Adyowot, on the Babylonian kings; 7.213 év tolot dmabe
Adyoror, on the death of the traitor Ephialtes). Are these references to parts of the
work that were never written or to lectures that were never incorporated in the
final redaction? Cf. Nagy (1990) 235 n. 9%. See also Rasler, this volume (Ch. 4,
note 17} and Cobet (Ch. 17, note 40).

% Hornblower (1987) 8-11. But see pages 31-32 at the end of this chapter.
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constituents of a famous syntagm, but also two interrelated concepts,
whose semantics, and pragmatics, blend to form a unified whole.

Historie: Interrogation and Difference

The abstract noun Aisiorié as well as the verb fistores are etymologi-
cally related to the verbal root wid-/weid-/woid- ‘see’, *know’. This
might yield the idea of gathering knowledge through actual percep-
tion, autopsy, as the central meaning of histori?” Such a meaning
would seem to be in concordance with the idea of Herodotus the
critical researcher that has recently been proposed by Thomas, as
we saw. Her understanding of Aistorié presents us with a Herodotus
who is not sifting traditions and probing the past, but investigating
natural phenomena in the present, such as the nature of the mysterious
Nile.* Again we may contrast Thomas’ views with those of Nagy,
who sees in JistorZ an essentially juridical concept: the investigation
of the cause of the war between Greeks and barbarians.® This high-
lights the relation between Aistoriz and aitiz, which, as we saw, is
something the syntactic articulation of the Proem invites us to do.
This relation is, in fact, more significant than is commonly sup-
posed, since Herodotus is not the only contemporary writer 0o pre-
sent his Aistorié in this way. We can observe that in early medical
and scientific writings there is a mutual expectancy between historia
and aifia. 'The author of the Hippocratic treatise On Ancient Medicine,
for example, states that knowledge about ‘nature’ (phusis) is impos-
sible without knowledge of man, and that the latter involves ‘historiz
to know {awdena) what man is and through what cause (4’ hoias aitias)
he comes to be what he i’ {ch. 20). Similarly, Socrates in the Phaedo
(96a) tells that in his youth he had a passion for ‘natural science’
{peri phuseds historian) which he specifies as *knowing (eidenar) the
causes (aitias) of each thing’. In the scientific treatises of Aristotle,
especially those dealing with ‘natural history’, the connection be-
tween Aistoria and aitia is also well attested.™® Apparently, histori¢ is

2 Snell (1924) 59~71, Nagy (1990) 250, Dewald (1987) 155 n. 18; Darbo-Peschanski
(1987) 184 (recherche sur le terrain®; Thomas (2000) 164.
* Thomas (2000} 161-7.
“M Nagy (199G} 259-62,
E.g., De Caelo 208b2; Hist. an. 491al1-12; Incesst an. 704b7-11; Pan
646a8-12; 696b14—17. “ ki
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not for Herodotus alone the search for what ‘causes’ the subject of
investigation.”!

The difference between the natural historians and Herodotus the
historian is that for the latter 2iti# is not a matter of nature or the
human body but of human behaviour (we recall the fz genomena ex
anthrépin of the Proem). And so the ‘cause’ of the researcher’s object
of study does take on the sense of ‘guilt’ or ‘responsibility’. In fact,
the agent noun from which Aistoriz morphologically derives, Rastor {or
istar), is used in that very semantic sphere. The term does not occur
in Herodotus, but is attested in archaic poetry and inscriptions in
the sense of Gudge’, ‘adjudicator’, or ‘witness (to an oath).* Even
though Herodotus never uses the term, his work shows, as Robert
Connor ((1993) 9) has noted, ‘a remarkable similarity to the way has-
tores functioned in early Greek society’.

Just as apodexis, then, historié can and has been used to push
Herodotus into two almost mutually exclusive directions: the search
for a guilty, ‘responsible’ agent in the conflict between the Greeks
and the barbarians, as Nagy would have it, and the critical geog-
raphy and ethnography advocated by Thomas, notably in the Egyptian
logos. For the assessment of the difference between the two positions
it is relevant to observe that Thomas® account obscures the fact that
the direct object of Herodotus™ /ustariz of Egypt, both grammatically
and notionally, is not the land or its mysterious river, but people
interrogated, informants: it is the Egyptans themselves who tell
Herodotus about the wonders of their land.** This is not to deny
that Aistorié in contemporary medical writing may pertain to the
authority of the researcher having seen for himself, but from this 1t
does not follow that Herodotus’ project is identical to the natural

3 On witfy in Hippocratic and other contemporary texts, see also Sauge (1992)
957 ff,, who stresses, even for scientific texts, the link with aivelv (3lkmv) ‘demand
satisfaction {from an accused party)’. See further below, p. 18.

2 Attested usage of letwp/iotep: £l 18,501, 23.486; Hes. W&D 792; Soph.
E. 850: Plat. Crat. 406b3; Hipp. Oath 2 (it is ironic that the term should be used
in the Hippocratic oath in this juridical sense). See also Nagy (1990) 250-9. In
Dewald (1987) 153 f. the notion of Afisir is used metaphorically, as a narratological
function: the authorial persona of the Histories; cf. her more recent views in Ch.
12, pp. 271-2 below. See alse Cardedge and Greenwood, this volume (Ch. 15
note 21},

% E.g., the investigation of the Nile: iotopéwv abrobe fivewa Sovogny Exen & Nethos,
92.19.5; ¥heyov. .. pot... iotopéovey, 2.113.1, Cf already Pohlenz (1937) 44 (‘die
eigentliche iotopin, das Verhér von Augenzeugen, von derm, was nur durch Hérensagen
iiberliefert ist’).
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and medical science of his day, as Thomas implies; rather, we have
to m,_.HoS. for the possibility that Herodotus borrows contemporary
ﬂa.ddEowom@ to establish the authority of an enterprise that is entirely
r._m own: H:<nmmmmmbm the past, and scrutinizing the traditions that
give access to it, instead of receiving and accepting them wholesale.

Herodotus often stresses his ‘having seen’, most frequently and
conspicuously in his account of his researches of the Egyptians and
the Scythians, but the proper term in his vocabulary for autopsy and
observation is not Aistoriz or its cognate expressions. That concept

nmn.wnEmh< be contrasted with autopsy, as a means to gain infor-
mation through Aearing:*

a>;mé 5t o;..umme.@n o08ev edvvipny rubéoBon, dddi Tooévle piv ko éni
HopoTaTOV enubdpny, péxm ptv EAepaviivig ndiiog abromne EABav, o &'
omd 10010V drofj #8n ioTopéav. (2.29.1) ’

I have not been able to learn anything from anyone else, but this
much I have further been able to gather as far as I nos_.a having
come mysell as far as the city of Elephantine as an nMns.pg“nmm and
beyond that peint making my researches through hearing, ’

Yet fustoriz is not merely a matter of listening either. In another well-

_ﬂoss passage, Herodotus contrasts historiz as enifical listening, along
Lo o

with opsis ‘seeing’ and gnomé ‘opinion’, to the more passive reception

of accounts (fogoi) as he heard them:

, oy, L v, . P ,

mmmutm Hev TobT00 Qwig Te € kel YU Kot iotopin Tabra Agyouod goni, 10
£ dnd ,Smmm >s,..caﬁo¢n Epyonon Adyong épéwv katd té fkovov: ntpocioTon

8¢ Tt abroion Ko thig Eufig Syog. (2.99.1)

Up to that point my own observation as well as my judgment and my
nquiry are at the basis of what is said, but from now on I will be
presenting Egyptian accounts as 1 heard them; still, there will be an
element of personal observation in it. v

Histonig, then, seems to be looking through the eyes of one’s infor-
mants and making up for their imperfect point of view by the power
of .E.m_m:ﬁa and discrimination. Needless to say, kistoriz is the inter-
rogation of specially selected informants, and aims at proving or dis-
proving their view of the truth. The concept is therefore obviously
ooawnnnﬁnn_ with knowing, but it does not necessarily involve actual
seeing as source of knowledge. For this reason, another etymology

* On this passage, see also Sau ;
X ge (1992) 252; on th t .
Cartledge and Greenwood, this volume AO_N. 15}, p. mum.bnx prssage (230.0) see
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has recently been proposed by Edwin Floyd, who derives historig (and
histér) not from the root wid- but from the verb hizem “to seat”.®® This
yields the idea of convening two or more parties and listeming to
what they have to say. This would certainly suit the earliest occur-
rence of histor at Iliad 18.501, in the description of the juridical scene
on the Shield of Achilles, where the juridical sense of fjudge’, ‘arbiter’
is particularly clear.

We do not have to decide whether or not the aliernative ety-
mology is linguistically correct to see that the semantic wdea behind
it provides a plausible interpretation of Herodotus’ own conception
of historiz. The core of the concept is not so much seeing yourself
as acquiring knowledge through the interrogation of others who have
seen, and who therefore know, or claim they know. This applies to
the characters in the narrative no less than to the narrator: they,
too, may be interested in what is beyond perception, remote in space
or time. Croesus the Lydian king, for example, ‘inquired’ (historedn)
which of the Greek states were the most powerful, and in doing so
(historeon) found out that the Lacedaemonians and the Athenians were
dorninant at the time (1.56.1-2). And the Egyptian priests claimed
they had secure knowledge about Menelaus® stay in Egypt through
their own ‘investigations’ (Aistoriisz, 2.119.3).

The result of Croesus’ and the Egyptian priests’ investigations is
selfevident and incontrovertible, as in the case of some of Herodotus®
own researches. Concerning the guestion as to the real nature of
Heracles, for example, Herodotus can report that ‘the results of the
investigation (ta historémena) indicate clearly (delo: sapheds) that Heracles
is an old god’ (2.44.5). It remains, however, that fstor is not first-
degree, absolute knowledge based on perception, but relative knowl-
edge, an approximation of the facts of the matter, based on a judicious
assessment of the pretended first-hand knowledge of others. Sometimes
Herodotus states explicitly that his inquiries have yielded only par-
tial and limited results: ‘so far as I have been able to reach in my
investigation’® And the /ogoi resulting from an investigation may be

% Floyd (1990) i61. Floyd bases his objections to the traditicnal etymology pri-
marily on the rough breathing on {otop, latopie (which is not easy to harmonize
with the verbal root Fi5-). As Rosén {1993) 146 n. 1 points out, however, the col-
location of the suffix -Twp with a reduplicated present stem g-ewv (<*si-sd] is not
without problems either.

8 9.34.] én boov paxpdratov iotopéovta fiv EEwkéofar; 4.192.3 Boov hpele
ioTopéovies &ml paxpbiatov olof te Eyevipeon tEuctobo.
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L )
no:.munnbm. There may be ‘difference’ between them, as he informs
us in his discussion of the number of Scythians:

:vs)-m‘oﬂ 8¢ aw Lxubémv odx oidg e Eyevéuny drpekéme TuBécBar, dALG
Broupbpong Adyoug mepi tod dpBuod fikovov (4.81.1)
As for the multitude of the Scythians, I have not been able to learn

mbu&_w_mm about it with precision: I heard different versions about their
number.

Ena.oﬁ_ogm, fistoriz may aim, among other things, at knowledge about
subjects of scientific interest, such as the sources of the Nile or the
mwawmamv_é of Scythia, but its basic material is language, lgoi. And
E.h%nm proceeds through judgment and discrimination, as an implicit
dialogue between the opinions of the researcher and those of his
informants.

muw.%&mu as Herodotus® History implicitly informs us, is always a
question to which the information solicited is a response; it there-
fore always provides a context for whatever the interrogated infor-
mant rmm to say. For an illustration of this idea, let us return to the
U.m.m._:zﬁm of the narrative. We saw already that the idea ait- (aitin
aitious, ‘guilt(y)’, ‘responsibility/responsible’) serves as conjoining &m&om
rﬁ_nsw the Proem to the narrative and setting the latter in motion.
Since the Proem explicitly links Aistori€ to the aitiz of the war, we
can safely assume that historié is at work from the very start of the
narrative. Even though the investigation into the mythical ‘cause’ of
the conflict is a dead end for Herodotus himself, soon to be aban-
.mosg_ for more meaningful research, it does provide a basic insight
into the semantics, indeed, pragmatics, of kistoriz. To repeat the first

sentence of Herodotus’ account proper, as it emanates from the
Proem:

ﬂmwﬂwe< Hév vuv ot Mmor Goivikae alvlovg paci vevéobot tie Sopopfic-

Now the oerE.n_n..m of the Persians claim that the Phoenicians have
been responsible for the conflict (lit: ‘difference”).

H._gn. nObEnﬁ. between the Greeks and the Persians is reformulated as
a RSEEQ., literally, a ‘difference’, ‘variance’. We can imagine what
the Persian logiol ‘say’ (phasin) as a response to a question of the

¥ E.g., Dewald (1987); Connor (1993},






