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SUPPLEMENTARY PAPER

Aspects of Historical Causation in Herodotus*

HENRY R. IMMERWAHR

YALE UNIVERSITY

1. INTRODUCTION

Thucydides is, for modern scholars, the originator of a strict pat-
tern of causation, and his statements about causes in the famous
chapters of the first book are one of the main reasons for his popu-
larity with historians of the nineteenth and the present centuries.
By contrast, Herodotus has long had a reputation as a mere story
teller. We have learned, however, in recent years to observe how
much Thucydides owes to Herodotus, and the question has arisen
quite naturally whether this is true also of patterns of causation.
At the present time Herodotus is a controversial author. There
exist two main trends of thought, the one seeing in him a mere re-
porter of traditions, the other interpreting him as a philosopher of
history. The question of causation cannot be considered without
taking sides in this controversy, and the discovery of patterns of
causation in Herodotus has naturally strengthened the argument
of those who attribute historical thought to him. The truth is that
the reporting of traditions (admittedly the historical method of
Herodotus) leaves a great deal of leeway to the historian to express
his vision of history and his rational concepts as well. Tradition
itself incorporates some of these, and in claiming historical principles
for Herodotus, we do not prejudice at all the question of his original-
ity — how much he owes to tradition and how much he has added
to it. This question is irrelevant if we consider merely the work in
its present form.

* This paper is a much expanded version of a paper read at the annual meeting in
1951 under the title: ‘‘Herodotus on the Causes of the Persian Wars.”” Much of the
revision was done in 1955-56 during the tenure of a Morse Fellowship from Yale Uni-
versity. I want to thank Professor Francis R. Walton for suggestions regarding the

style of the present paper; a referee of the Association for several detailed criticisms;
and Miss Katherine Lever for some general observations.
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242 Henry R. Immerwahr [1956

The notion of causality in history, which has exercised historians
particularly since the last century, is really a metaphorical notion
taken from natural science. Herodotus, although he is an empiricist,
is certainly not a scientist in the modern sense, and it is dangerous
to apply to him scientific notions developed only in our own time.
The observations Herodotus made in ethnology, geography, and
history were not simply factual, but they included a great deal of
what we today would call speculation: the workings of the divine,
of abstract forces like custom, virtue, presumption, and others, as
well as the observation of general laws, or rules, like the idea of
balance, or the mutability of fortune. Herodotus’' Histories are
not merely a scientific work; they contain also elements of myth in
which events are important not only because they have had certain
effects on other events, but also as symbols expressing certain
truths. We have nevertheless the right to ask of Herodotus what
his thought of causation was, but we must be prepared to use this
term only as a general guide and not too precisely. By eléements of
causation, we shall therefore mean those elements in historical situ-
ations and events that serve to tie them together and thus to ac-
count for at least a part of a later complex of events in terms of at
least a part of an earlier complex.

Causation, then, becomes a word expressing the historian’s
methods of tying events together, and this is the primary task which
forced Herodotus, in order to be a historian and not a mere teller of
tales, to develop some kind of a rational system for the connection
of events. In studying causality in Herodotus we must therefore
consider it from two points of view: (a) what did it contribute to his
own understanding of history? and (b) what has it contributed to
the structure of the work? I shall consider causation equally under
both aspects.

The difficulty of the subject has necessitated a kind of disjointed
approach, for we are asking a question that has its origin in modern
terminology. Beginning with a word study of ait:é, we find that it
is not, as has been thought, the equivalent of the modern word
“cause’”’ and that Herodotus in fact has no single word for causation.
It is the modern reader who, in trying to understand Herodotus
within his own frame of reference, puts together a number of traits
of the work which to Herodotus were known only intuitively. The
interpretation of the proem will give the outline of the complex
character of causation in Herodotus. A survey of minor causes
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Vol. Ixxxvii] Historical Causation in Herodotus 243

will show the relative unimportance of those causes that play an
overwhelming part in modern historical writing. The main part of
the paper consists of a survey of the major units of the work and of
the part causation plays in each one of them, showing the close con-
nection that exists between events and their causes. Finally, the
unity of the conception of causation inherent in the whole work be-
comes apparent in the interpretation of the Persian council scene
at the beginning of the Seventh Book. It is in fact in the great
scenes of that book that a unified interpretation of Herodotus can
be found, and the present paper is thus complementary to another,
on ‘‘Historical Action in Herodotus” (TAPA 85 [1954] 16-45), in
which I have tried to show the unity of the metaphysical conception
in Herodotus by an interpretation of the three scenes in which
Artabanus plays a part: the Council, the dream scene, and the con-
versation at the Hellespont.

2. ArtiE AND CAUSATION

In the Preface to his Histories Herodotus uses the famous phrase
that his inquiry will show, among other things, ‘‘for what reason”
Greeks and Barbarians fought with one another. The Greek phrase
8 4y alriny is controversial both in meaning and significance. Some
scholars have thought it merely a connective phrase,! to start the
story ‘‘somewhere” as in the proem of the Odyssey. K.-A. Pagel,?
in a brilliant dissertation, firmly established that causation is indeed
a key idea with Herodotus, but he restricted its meaning to the
revenge motif as a basic factor in human action in war. This re-
striction is surprising in view of Pagel’s other discovery, the idea of
balance in history, by which the ups and downs caused by vengeance

! F. Jacoby, RE Suppl. 2, s.v. ““Herodotus,” cols 334 f., who however goes on to
emphasize the relative importance of that phrase. Others deny this altogether: see
W. Schmid, PkW 52 (1932) 1001-1006, and Schmid-Stahlin, Gesch. d. griech. Lit. 1.2
(Munich 1934) 586, note 1 (but cf. 593 f.). Similarly, F. Focke, Herodot als Historiker
(Stuttgart 1927) 5-6 and 48-9. E. Howald in Hermes 58 (1923) 131. See Odyssey
1.10.

2 K.-A. Pagel, Die Bedeutung des aitiologischen Momentes fiir Herodots Geschichis-
schreibung, Diss. Berlin 1927. Schmid-Stihlin (above, note 1) 571, and notes 3 and 5,
follow Pagel closely, as does M. Pohlenz, Herodot der erste Geschichtsschreiber des Abend-
landes (Leipzig 1937) 94-96. However, numerous criticisms were expressed shortly
after the dissertation appeared; see W. Aly in PEW 49 (1929) 1169-72; F. Focke in
Gnomon 8 (1932) 181-83; B. Snell in Jahresberichte fiir die klassische Altertumswissen-
schaft 220 (Leipzig 1929) 14 and 18; F. Hellmann, Herodots Kroisos-logos (Berlin 1934)
7-8. More recently, A. Maddalena, Interpretazioni Erodotee (Padua 1942) 59-63; cf.
33 and 39 f.
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244 Henry R. Immerwahr [1956

are equalized. Balance, however, may be operative also where
vengeance is not involved,® and thus it demands a conception of
causation more comprehensive than the mere ait?é concept can
furnish. Pagel had here the means of constructing a comprehensive
interpretation of Herodotus’ philosophy of causation, and the reason
he failed in this was simply his dependence on Jacoby’s view of the
composite character of the work, a view which made a unified inter-
pretation of the Histories impossible. Since then, there have been
attempts by others to explain the work of Herodotus in its present
form, irrespective of its origins, for it is felt today that the genetic
problem of the Histories in itself does not hold the key to the under-
standing of the work as we now have it.* A reinterpretation of
Pagel’s findings is therefore in order.

Pagel’s survey is restricted entirely to the Greek word aitié,
which according to Powell’s Lexicon® occurs 51 times in the Histories.
In Powell’s listing, it means ‘‘reason why'’ 22 times, ‘‘charge, fault,
blame’ 22 times, and ‘‘alleged reason’’ once.® But an analysis of
the passages shows that this classification obscures the real issues.
Aitié is used only in a human (ethical) context, and nearly always
in cases where blame is attached to an action.” Even in the meaning

3 This is denied, e.g., by Schmid-Stidhlin (above, note 1) 571, note 5, for whom
tisis is the only instrument of balance (cf. also 555, note 5; 571, note 7; 579-80). How-
ever, in Pagel’s prime example, the famous passage in which Herodotus speaks of the
balance established by the divine in the animal kingdom (3.107-9), only the vipers and
winged snakes are held in check by a process involving vengeance, but the hares and
lions are not; therefore, vengeance is only one of the factors operative in achieving
balance. In the same way, there are historical processes that achieve balance without
the use of vengeance; e.g., the equalization of the Persian and Greek fleets at Artemi-
sium (8.13) is of this nature. See also Maddalena (above, note 2) 10.

4 The main exponent of this view is Pohlenz (above, note 2); I owe much to this
work even where I do not quote it specifically.

5 J. E. Powell, A Lexicon to Herodotus (Cambridge 1938).

6 To the meaning ‘‘blame” add six instances of aitié used with &xew to make a total
of 51.

7 A single exception appears in 2.91, 6: Perseus passes through Egypt for the pur-
pose of bringing the Gorgon’s head from Libya: xar’ airiny miv kal "EXqves Néyovor,
oloovra & ABims v Topyods kepaliy; here no blame is attached to the action. This
passage is cited by Aly (above, note 2) who also adduces 3.139 and 7.213 {. for the mean-
ing of “‘reason why,” but the latter two cases seem to me to involve responsibility. Aly
is misled by these and by some other passages (which he does not cite) to conclude also
for the proem that there aiti¢ means simply ‘‘reason why'’ without the assumption of
responsibility; he adds that it cannot there mean guilt, because &ANNotor would then
imply that the Greeks were also guilty despite their victory over the Persians. In this
paper, I shall try to show that this is exactly what we do find. Herodotus closely fol-
lows general Greek usage in his use of aitié (see LSJ, s.v. airia). The meanings

This content downloaded from 129.187.254.47 on Mon, 11 May 2020 18:54:50 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Vol. Ixxxvii] Historical Causation in Herodotus 245

‘“reason why'' the cause is always based on human motives, and
(with one exception) unfavorable motives: hence its close connection
with the idea of vengeance. There is a close correspondence be-
tween the meanings ‘‘motive’” and ‘‘charge or blame,” and the force
of the verb airiasfa is strongly felt in the noun. Whether the
charge, or the motive, is a true one, or merely pretended, is not indi-
cated by the word astié alone, and Powell’s single instance of astié
= ‘‘alleged reason’ is wrongly classified. Of the Persian campaign
into Libya Herodotus says, referring to the murder of Arcesilaus by
the Barcaeans, atry uév vov airin mpdboxnua 7o Noyov éyivero (4.167, 3);
clearly aiti¢ here means, not ‘‘cause,” but ‘“accusation.” Further,
aiti¢ is never used in aetiological contexts, although these are numer-
ous in Herodotus, and although airws ‘‘responsible’” occurs a few
times in this sense.® Ait:é, then, has a very special meaning in
Herodotus: it indicates the fact that a historical event is due to
human action, or has a human purpose or motive. Hence in the
famous opening phrase 8.’ v airiny éroNéunocav dAMhowst, Herodotus
does not put the problem of general historical causation in the
modern sense, but asks simply: ‘‘whose responsibility was the war?”’
or ‘“who is to blame?’® This is borne out by the next sentence:
Iepoéwy pév vuv of Aoywor Poivikas aitiovs pacl yeveshar Tis diagopis, i.e.
the Phoenicians were to blame, and by Herodotus’ own statement in
1.5, 3: (I shall name the man) ‘“whom I know to have started with
unjust deeds,” i.e. Croesus is named as the first aggressor against the
Greeks.

Aitié, then, implies guilt. Where no guilt is present, Herodotus
has available the term prophasis, a word of uncertain etymology,

‘‘blame’’ and ‘‘responsible action’’ are apparently earlier than the meaning ‘“‘cause,’”’
which in philosophy does not seem to appear before Democritus (Diels-Kranz, Die
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker,” B 11b-k, 83 and 118). See P. H. De Lacy, ‘“The Problem
of Causation in Plato’s Philosophy,” CP 34 (1939) 97-98. Differently, J. L. Myres,
Herodotus Father of History (Oxford 1953) 54-55. See also K. Deichgriber, Der listen-
sinnende Trug des Gottes (Gottingen 1952) 27; Ph.-E. Legrand, Hérodote, Introduction
(Paris 1932) 54.

8 Lists of aetiological passages in Schmid-Stdhlin (above, note 1) 604, note 8 and
606, note 3. However, in 2.20 ff. the sun as the cause of the Nile floods, and the Nile
itself, are personified; the same is true of the lion cub in 3.108, 4. That leaves only
four passages for the use of aitios for really abstract causes: 2.108, 3 (where the gender
is feminine) and 7.125; 4.30, 1; 4.43, 6 (where the gender is neuter). Myres, (above,
note 7) 57, comes to much the same conclusion concerning the use of aiti¢ and aitios,
although he does not present the evidence.

® A airiny occurs sixteen times in Herodotus, and in each case the action is retali-
atory or blameworthy; see Powell’s Lexicon (above, note 5) s.v. alriy.
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246 Henry R. Immerwahr [1956

but which means basically an act of setting forth, a professed motive.
A motive thus announced may be a false one (a pretext) or it may
be a true one brought forward in explanation of an action for which
there is also another, ulterior, motive (an excuse), and this action
may be either shameful or merely prudent; hence prophasis in
Herodotus need not carry with it the assumption of guilt. When
the professed motive is a lie, Herodotus indicates this by calling the
prophasis a fabrication, mwpboxnua Tob Aéyov (6.133, 1, cf. 4.167, 3), as
he does also in the case of aitié. In these instances there is of course
an ulterior motive as well, and prophasis is the immediate excuse.
Aqdtié and prophasis coincide in the immediacy of the assumed or pro-
fessed motivation as compared to other, more remote, causes and are
therefore sometimes, though not often, used nearly synonymously.
In 2.139, for instance, the Ethiopian ruler of Egypt sees a dream
figure advising him to murder the priests of Egypt; this he considers
a ruse by the gods so that they may have a prophasis for his destruc-
tion, but he knows that the end of his fated rule of 50 years has come,
and leaves peacefully and unharmed.®* Similarly in 9.42, Mardonius
knows of a prophecy that the Persians will perish if they destroy the
Delphic sanctuary ; but he will not destroy it, and will not perish, at
least not on account of this aitié. Yet his defeat is nevertheless
fated, and a contrast is implied, both for the Ethiopian and for
Mardonius, between the immediate occasion and the necessity of
the end of rule. In the story of Scyles, who is punished by the
Scythians for his worship of the Greek god Dionysus, his death is
called a necessity, and the immediate occasion is called a prophasis
at the beginning of the story of the discovery by the Scythians of
his worship more Graeco (4.79, 1), but an aitié after that story has
been told (4.80,2). In the same way, the Libyan campaign is intro-
duced by the promise of telling its prophasis (4.145, 1), but after the
story of Pheretime and Arcesilaus has been told, it is called (in the
passage cited above) the aitié of the Persian campaign (4.167, 3),
and is characterized as a pretext (mpbéoxnua Tob Aéyov) and contrasted
with the real reason, Atwr karacrpodh.’ Furthermore, both for

9 [ translate 2.139, 2: “When he had seen this vision he said that the gods seemed
to him to be showing it to him as a pretext....” Differently Stein ad loc., and J.
Wackernagel, Vorlesungen iiber Syntax 2 (Basel 1924) 240.

10 Other stories show the same contrast between fate and either prophasis or aitié
(aitios), especially the accounts of the overthrow of Apries (2.161, 3) and of Miltiades’
ill fortune at Paros (6.135, 3). Recently, a number of word studies have been made on
the use of aitia and prophasis in Thucydides: see especially, G. M. Kirkwood in AJP 73
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Scyles and for Pheretime, one may say that the element of guilt is
introduced in the course of the story, whence prophasis is changed to
aitié after the story has been told. This is true especially in 4.167, 3,
for there we had previously learned that the Barcaeans had accepted
the collective guilt for the murder of Arcesilaus. Both prophasis
and aitié, although differentiated in meaning under the aspect of
guilt, are identical in their contrast with other, more substantial
motivations, among which a basic hostility (é¢yxoros or the like), the
desire for conquest ({uepos v#s), and fate are conspicuous. It is im-
portant to realize that Herodotus never uses aitié or prophasis for
these more important causes, and that the two terms therefore form
only a limited guide to his conception of causation. This is especi-
ally true of Oriental designs of conquest, which make use of aitiaz,
but many of which are not basically motivated by them as are many
wars among Greeks.

Yet the determination of immediate motivation, including
blame, clearly has at least two important functions in Herodotus’
work: it explains individual action, and it contributes greatly to
the understanding of history in general by enabling the historian to
set off individual events from each other and thus to achieve an in-
telligible structure in the presentation of his material. These are
two functions causation has in modern historical writing as well.
Pagel erred in confining Herodotean causality to the revenge motif
merely because Herodotus has no single word covering the whole
range of causation. It is necessary to go beyond the author’s
vocabulary and ask what Herodotus means by causation in terms
that are intelligible to us. In this way, we may justify Cicero’s
dictum that Herodotus is the ‘‘Father of History.”

3. THE PROEM: 1.1-51

Herodotus’ proem is easily identified as a unit by the asyndeton
of Ch. 6 (which begins the historical narrative with Croesus), and

(1952) 37-61 and L. Pearson in TAPA 83 (1952) 205-223; I largely agree with Pear—
son’s conclusions, but I think that in Thuc. 1.23, 6 prophasis in the meaning of “‘psy-
chological motive” nevertheless indicates the true cause of the Peloponnesian War.
For Thucydides, psychological motives are in fact the true causes of human events and
he conceives of some of them as permanent. Pearson gives the pertinent bibliography,
among it J. Lohmann in Lexis 3 (1953) 20-29, who defines prophasis as antecedent
(prophainomenon) ; Herodotus gives no support whatever to this interpretation which
has found favor with H. Diller in Gromon 27 (1955) 10. Cf. also H. Bischoff, Der
Warner bei Herodot (Diss. Marburg 1932) 25, note 1.

11 The following bibliography on the proem is selective: Jacoby in RE (above,
note 1) cols. 333 ff. and in RE, s.v. ‘“Hekataios,” cols. 2737-41, passim; Pagel (above,
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248 Henry R. Immerwahr [1956

by its own internal structure: after a heading (‘“This is the result of
the inquiry of Herodotus of Halicarnassus,” etc.), the discussion
turns on asté. First comes a Persian account: Ilepoéwy uév wvuy
oiNoyeor . . . pagi ... (1.1,1) = olrw uév Ilépoar Neyovor yevésBar
(1.5, 1), which is contrasted with é¢ in 1.5,2 of the Phoenician
version; then the two are lumped together (1.5, 3): rabra pév v
Tlépoar Te kal Poivikes Neyover, and are contrasted with 8¢ of the
author’s own opinion: é&yw 8¢ mepl pév TobTwy ok E€pxopar épéwy, etc.,
which is further elaborated by yap and & in 1.5,4. Thus the formal
structure of 1.1-5 is as follows:

(1a) Heading:. .. {oTopins amédefis . . . 8 v alriny émoléunoar dAAHoLoL.
(2) Persian account of alriot.

Phoenician variant.
(1b) Herodotus’ own opinion of the airios and on the cycle of fortune.

To this formal scheme corresponds a unified train of thought: first
the views of the author, then those of Persians and Phoenicians,
then the author again. In sections la and 1b, Herodotus’ method is
shown to include two principles: (a) to fix the responsibility for the
war (and, we might add, for events in general), and (b) to be ob-
jective or, as he puts it, to ‘‘go through small and large cities alike,”
since prosperity is liable to the cycle of fortune. These two state-
ments are directly connected by the use of participles (enuivas
———, tmwebiov ——— , in 1.5, 3) and between them they should give a
comprehensive view of Herodotus’ manner of presenting history.
In the Persian account (1.1-4), the blame for the Persian War is
placed by Herodotus’ informants first with the Phoenicians who

note 2), ch. 1; G. De Sanctis in RFIC n.s. 14 (1936) 1-14; E. Howald, Vom Geist antiker
Geschichtsschreibung (Munich 1944) 35-37; W. Aly, Volksmdirchen, Sage und Novelle bei
Herodot und seinen Zeitgenossen (Gottingen 1921) 59-60; Focke (above, note 1) 1-14
and 55, note 75; Hellmann (above, note 2) 15-23 and 23-29; O. Regenbogen, ‘“Herodot
und sein Werk,” Antike 6 (1930) 246 f.; Schmid (above, note 1); Schmid-Stdhlin
(above, note 1) 586, note 1 and 602, note 3; M. Pohlenz in NGG, Philol.-Histor. Klasse,
1920 (Berlin 1920) 56-67 and 68-69; Pohlenz (above, note 2) 1-9; E. Schwartz, Das
Geschichiswerk des Thukydides (Bonn 1919) 20, note 1 and Awntike 4 (1928) 19; W.
Schadewaldt in Antike 10 (1934) 160-61 and 163-65; J. E. Powell, The History of
Herodotus (Cambridge 1939) 54; F. Pfister in PAW 52 (1932) 1112-13; R. Walzer in
Gnomon 6 (1930) 585-87; Focke in Gnomon (above, note 2) 178-181; Maddalena
(above, note 2) 32, note 1; Myres (above, note 7) 30 and 66 ff.; Legrand (above, note 7)
227-35; W. A. A. van Otterlo, ‘‘Untersuchungen iiber Begriff, Anwendung und Entste-
hung der Griechischen Ringkomposition,” Mededeelingen d. Nederl. Ak. v. Wet., N.R.,
part 7 No. 3 (Amsterdam 1944) 139, note 3.
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started a series of ravishings of women:

A. Phoenicians rape Io
B. Greeks rape Europa
B’. Greeks rape Medea
A’. Paris of Troy rapes Helen.

A + B are a complete cycle of vengeance: radra uév 83 ica wpos ioa
oo yeveoBar (1.2, 1). The second series (B’ + A’) is in reverse and
thus the fault of the Greeks, as the Persians point out (¢bid.); the
rape of Helen was in retaliation for the rape of Medea, and the cycle
should have been complete again. Instead the Greeks start a new
cycle:

B’". The Trojan War, to be followed by:
A”. The Persian War, as the reader immediately supplies.

Some conclusions may be drawn from this brief analysis of the
proem :

1. Events can be connected in two meaningful ways, the first of
which is the chain of acts of vengeance originating at a certain point
(it has an épx1), but which need not have an observed end (Greeks
and Persians are still enemies when Herodotus writes). The other
is the cycle of the ups and downs of human affairs, which does not
have a known beginning and end, but proceeds in phases.

2. As Pagel saw, the astié concept leads immediately to the
tisis concept; both ideas are contained in the Persian account, and
are accepted by Herodotus who merely shifts the blame. For the
Persian account blames the Greeks, who actually went to war for
the sake of a woman, while the Phoenicians (the true first offenders)
had merely committed a private wrong. Herodotus ridicules this
account, perhaps because the Trojan War belongs to the mythical
period of history, which is outside the historian’s knowledge,!? but
more probably because he wishes to put the blame on the Asiatic
side. Thus Herodotus here clearly defends his own nationals against
the accusation that they were ultimately responsible for the Persian

12 Pohlenz (above, note 2) 7 and note 2. However, in 7.20, 2 the Trojan war is
listed among the wars 7@v juels tduev, although this knowledge is called traditional (xaré
Td Aeybueva) and is thereby implicitly distinguished from direct knowledge, which
would be based on observation or the interrogation of witnesses. Pohlenz has over-
stressed the point; Herodotus does not by any means follow a general rule that the
mythical period is unknowable. Cf. also Schmid-Stéhlin (above, note 1) 626, notes 2
and 5.
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Wars. In the Lydian narrative he further implements this opinion
by showing how Croesus subdued the Ionians for no good cause.
But as the narrative progresses, it becomes clear that the Greeks,
and especially the Athenians by their participation in the Ionian
Revolt, assume a definite, though minor, responsibility as well.
The proem and the Croesus story deal only with the beginning of
the hostility and are not Herodotus’ final word. We note that the
tisis idea arouses in the historian a nationalistic attitude to be
tempered later by a more objective one.

3. Having named the first aggressor, Herodotus speaks immedi-
ately of the cycles of fortune, an observation which at once en-
genders a more detached attitude in the historian of the wars, since
both sides in the struggle would of course be affected equally by this
cycle. Furthermore, by equalizing the three successive cycles of
vengeance of the Persian account, Herodotus also alludes to the
idea of balance, or equilibrium, in history.* Although here men-
tioned in connection with vengeance, the idea of balance may trans-
cend both the single act of vengeance and the single cycle of fortune.
Balance is a kind of regulatory phenomenon by which history main-
tains itself constantly through cycles of prosperity and destruction.
The same idea is basic to the structure of the whole work, which
begins when Croesus, by conquest and alliance, breaks the equili-
brium between East and West, and ends when this equilibrium is
momentarily re-established through the breaking of the Helle-
spontine cables (9.114, 1; 121). The beginning of the interaction
between Asia and Europe is a disturbance of their equilibrium, for
they are meant to be separate, as is stated in the Persian account
(1.4, 4) and reaffirmed at the end of the work (9.116, 3). The unity
of the work consists partly in the fact that it deals with the disre-
gard by the kings of the East of a principle said to be traditional
with the Persians.

4. The conflict between involvement and detachment on the
part of the historian, or, in other words, the conflict between a
nationalistic and a “philosophic” type of history, is not resolved by
the proem, nor anywhere else in the Histories. Instead, the tension
between these two antithetical attitudes furnishes much of the
interest of the work. In the proem, each of them is connected with
a different group of causes: aitié (as immediate motivation) and

13 See Pagel (above note 2) 30-33, and ff.
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tisis on the one hand, and the expansionism of the Oriental mon-
archies on the other. Other combinations, however, are possible, as
will be seen in section 5.

5. This view of the workings of history strongly affects the pres-
entation of the subject of the work in the proem, which extablishes
at the end of the Persian account (1.4, 4) a basic hostility (an &6pn
mahavh as it is called in the Aeginetan Logos, 5.81, 2). The begin-
ning of this enmity, in the Persian view, is the Trojan War (1.5, 1),
while in Herodotus’ view it is the attack of Croesus on the Asia
Minor Greeks. Hence, in the phrase 8.’ fjv airiny érohéunaar &AAHAoiot,
‘“who was responsible for the beginning of the fight between Greek
and Barbarian’'! the ré\euo referred to are all the struggles between
Greeks and barbarians from Croesus to Xerxes. The Persian Wars
are not mentioned in the proem except by implication: the Médika
are the culmination of a long struggle which is one phase in the
cycle of fortune.

4. TypPEs oF CAUSATION

The analysis of the proem has shown a number of contrasting
features of Herodotus’ historical view, which are there reduced to
the tension between human motivation and the overall view of the
cycle of fortune. However, there are, in addition, incidental causes
which appear throughout the work in a seemingly haphazard man-
ner. Herodotus knows of many reasons for events, among them
political causes such as Croesus’ fear of the growing power of Persia
as a cause for his preparations for war (1.46, 1), or Sparta’s fear of
the growing power of Athens (5.91, 1) as the reason for her abortive
plan to restore Hippias to power.!®* The Spartans fight Argos over
a piece of !and (1.82, 1). There are religious causes such as the
oracle which without further explanation told (or permitted?) the
Paeonians to fight Perinthus (5.1, 2), or the serpents which caused
the Neurians to leave their land (4.105, 1) ; economic causes, such as
the flourishing state of Sparta leading to ‘‘restlessness’ and war
against Tegea (1.66, 1),'¢ or the need for money which caused the

14 For the meaning of the aorist émrohéunoav see Stein’'s commentary. Cf. Pohlenz
(above, note 2) 5.

18 The same motif recurs in 1.185, 1 (Queen Nitocris watches the “‘restlessness’’ of
the great power of the Medes).

16 This motif also recurs several times, since it has a connection with the idea of
hybris; cf. the state of Persia before the Scythian expedition (4.1, 1), the prosperity of
Miletus before the attack on Naxus (5.28) and of Aegina before the undeclared war with
Athens (5.81, 2).
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attack of Samian fugitives on Siphnos (3.57 and 58).!" The
Athenians who remained on the Acropolis during Xerxes’ invasion
did so partly because of poverty (8.51, 2). Some events are ex-
plained by population movements due to attacks by neighboring
peoples (cf. 4.13 and 4.11, of the Scythians). It is not the purpose
of this paper to give a complete list of these minor causes, but to
point to some underlying principles.!* For all these cases have in
common that the cause is merely a matter of historical observation,
and does not involve either the #isis concept or any conception of
fate. It is characteristic of Herodotus’ view of causation that these
minor causes are often added to what are to Herodotus more im-
portant reasons for action. A well-known example concerns Mar-
donius’ decision to attack at Plataea. This is explained by Herodo-
tus as due to stubbornness (9.41, 4), and only later, in a speech by
the Macedonian Alexander to the Athenian guards, do we hear that
Mardonius was running out of food (9.45, 2). Herodotus fails to
explain how this was possible when there was a fortified camp and a
retreat at Thebes, nor does he mention the food shortage in its proper
place when Mardonius is about to make his decision.

Minor causes, furthermore, are often reasons for a state of mind,
which in turn causes the event. The ethical, or psychological,
element in Herodotean causation is so strong that, from this point
of view, there is no distinction between a private quarrel and a
national one. "Eykoros — a grudge — may be borne by an indi-
vidual against another (9.110, 1), but it also causes wars (6.73, 1:
Cleomenes at Aegina; 6.133, 1: Miltiades at Paros) and is twice
used in connection with public injuries between nations (3.59, 4 and
8.29,1). Private reasons may cause great events: Syloson wants to
be restored in Samos (3.139 f.), the Peisistratids in Athens (7.6,
2-5), Pheretime wants to avenge her son (4.162 ff.; 205), Democedes,
the Greek physician from Croton, loves his liberty so much that he
leads a Persian expedition of spies into Greece (3.129-138).1® These
motives are climaxed by the behavior of Themistocles, whose
patriotism is surpassed only by his selfishness. The importance of

17 Cf. the prosperity of Naxus as a factor in the Mileto-Persian attack (5.28).

18 It also is not the purpose of this paper to discuss the connections established by
Herodotus between stories by means other than causation. Material can be found in
Jacoby in RE (above, note 1) cols. 380-92; Schmid-Stihlin (above, note 1) 604-5;
H. Friankel, Wege und Formen friihgriechischen Denkens (Munich 1955) 86.

19 Cf. the Egyptian doctor who becomes involved in the events leading to Cam-
byses’ Egyptian campaign (3.1, 1) and Phanes who helps Cambyses on his way (3.4 ff.).
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personal motivation accounts for the mention of women causing
wars, as in the proem, for Cambyses’ Egyptian campaign (3.1 ff.),
and in the Darius-Atossa scene (3.134 ff.). In each case themotiva-
tion is absurd, and the cause a ludicrous one. As the Persians them-
selves say in 1.4, 2-3, one should not pay too much attention to
women. The ‘““Helen motif,” as I would call it, is a travesty of
ethical motivation in Herodotus.?

Because of the incidental nature of political or economic causes,
vengeance is for Herodotus the prime ethical cause; it is also the
primary means for tying events together.2! In addition, there is a
corresponding connecting motif of gratitude which makes allies of
nations in war, e.g. the Spartans support a Samian faction elepyecias
ékrivovres (3.47, 1); or in peace, as in the cooperation of Samians and
Theraeans in Libya (4.152, 5);2 or private gratitude may lead to
war, as in the case of Darius’ reinstatement of Syloson in Samos for
the gift of a cloak (3.139-40), or in Pheretime’s demand for inter-
vention in Libya (4.165-67). In this last instance three motives
are combined: Pheretime wants to avenge her son; she enlists the
assistance of the Persians who had benefited by Arcesilaus’ sur-
render of Cyrene; and these entreaties fall on willing ears, since the
Persians are anxious to conquer Libya anyway (4.167, 3). This
passage points the way to an understanding of the relations of
vengeance (and the similar motif of obligation) and expansionism.
Pheretime’s arguments are merely the provocation of a power al-
ready intent on conquest. The provocation motif will appear
later to be of great significance in the conflicts between Greeks and
Persians.

It is important, therefore, to distinguish between fundamental
and incidental causes in Herodotus, and it is clear that expansionism
is more basic (because it is more persistent) than vengeance. It
will be shown in the following section that in a good portion of the
narrative (the campaigns of the Mermnad dynasty in Asia, includ-
ing Croesus’ Greek campaigns; the Median and early Persian con-
quests of Asia) vengeance is nearly absent, and expansionism is the
only operative motive. Already for Croesus, expansionism is a

2 This is Myres’ cherchez la femme motif ; see Myres (above, note 7) 16 and 135.
A. Hauvette, Hérodote historien des guerres médiques (Paris 1894) 187, says that Herodo-
tus is joking when he has the Persians discuss the raping of women.

21 Pagel (above, note 2) 17 and 43.

2 Cf. 1.18, 3 (Chians and Milesians); 1.69, 3 — 70, 1 (Spartans and Croesus);
5.99, 1 (Eretrians and Milesians).
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tradition which he follows blindly because it is at the same time his
own irrational desire. Personal desire and necessity imposed by
tradition coincide and, in Croesus’ case, may be contrasted with a
free decision motivated by vengeance, or by other causes presup-
posing action and counteraction. Causation, in Herodotus, is thus
connected with his views on the nature of historical action in its
nexus of freedom and necessity, which I have treated elsewhere.?
The exact relations between these factors will be clarified in the
course of a discussion of the major actions of the Histories and their
causal connections.

5. THE GROWTH OF ASIATIC POWER

The unity of Herodotus’ work lies in large measure in the fact
that he has treated the struggle between East and West primarily in
the context of the historical development of the East. This idea
has as its corollary the theme of the growth and decay of an Oriental
power driven by its own expansive desire, a cause which thercfore
acquires a fundamental importance for the structure of the work.
In this Oriental aspect, the Histories are similar to, and were cer-
tinly influenced by the Persians of Aeschylus, in which the Graeco-
Persian conflict is seen from the Oriental point of view.2*

The theme of the rise and fall of the East also explains to a large
extent the present position of the Logos of the Rise and Fall of the
Mermnad Dynasty, or Croesus Logos (1.6-91). As has been noted
repeatedly by scholars, this logos would find its chronological place
at the point of Croesus’ conquest by Cyrus (1.130, 3 = 141, 1),
and various reasons have been assigned for the shift (if such it was)
of this portion of the narrative to the beginning of the work.?®
The main reason, however, can be found by an analysis of the struc-
ture of the first part of the Croesus Logos, the History of the
Mermnadae before Croesus (1.7-25). This section is introduced
by a mention of Croesus at the height of his power (1.6), i.e. at a

23 TAPA 85 (1954) 32.

2¢ Hauvette (above, note 20) 125, note 2 and 284; Pohlenz (above, note 2) 184-85
and 231; TAPA 85 (1954) 27-30.

25 T do not want to discuss here the question whether this ‘‘displacement’ is original
with the work or indicates a change of plan. See, among others, De Sanctis (above,
note 11); Powell (above, note 11) 9 ff., 24 and 52; Jacoby in RE (above, note 1) cols.
337-341; Pohlenz (above, note 2) 10; Focke (above, note 1) 11; Schmid-Stdhlin
(above, note 1) 585, note 3; Hellmann (above, note 2) passim; van Otterlo (above,
note 11) 143-44.
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point reached in the narrative only at 1.28. The initial statement
mentions two factors about Croesus:

(1) He ruled all Asia west of the Halys river,
(2) He was the first to subdue the Greeks systematically.?®

These statements are repeated in chiastic order at the end of the
history of the Mermnadae where they are separated from each other
by the story of Croesus’ plan to attack the Greek islanders (1.27):

(1) Conquest of Asia Minor Greeks, 1.6, 2 = 1.26.
(2) Empire over Western Asia, 1.6, 1 = 1.28.

It is clear, therefore, that the Croesus Logos (1.6-91) is put first
for thematic reasons: the conquest of the Greeks initiates the theme
of the East-West conflict, and the mention of Croesus’ empire initi-
ates the theme of the rise of Asiatic power. The latter theme, by its
outer position in the chiastic order, is marked clearly as the more
important of the two, for it leads directly to the Persian logoi.
The East-West conflict is subordinated to the theme of Asiatic ex-
pansionism ; the latter is the main theme of the work.

The Croesus Logos proper deals with the downfall of Croesus
from the height he had reached at the beginning of the account of
his rule (1.29-91); it is introduced by the Solon and Atys episodes
(1.29-33; 34-45). The first (or planning) section of this logos de-
scribes Croesus’ testing and consultation of Greek oracles with the
resultant investigation of Athens’ and Sparta’s power (1.46, 2 —70);
it is framed by the first of a series of statements concerning the
causes of Croesus’ war with Cyrus:

I (1) Croesus became aware of the destruction of Astyages by Cyrus,
(2) he noticed the Persians were gaining in power,
(3) his plan was to destroy their growing power before they became
really powerful (1.46, 1; the last statement briefly repeated, 1.71,
1).

Croesus’ fear, the psychological motive which seems so similar to
Thucydides’ truest, but unavowed, motive for the Spartan decision

26 Systematically: karesTpéfaro...és ¢épov dmaywyhy, 1.6, 2. See Pohlenz
(above, note 2) 11 and notes. At the end of the Croesus Logos, the conquest of Ionia
by the Lydians occupies again the inner position (1.92, 1), while the conquest of Lydia
by the Persians (through which the unity of Asian empire was achieved) has the outer
position (1.94, 7 = 130, 3 = 141, 1).
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to fight Athens,?” is here combined with other causes in a thoroughly
un-Thucydidean fashion. One of these is not completely intelligi-
ble at this point: for the downfall of Astyages affected Croesus by
reason of a family relationship which is explained only later, in 1.73,
2-75,1. Croesus realized that a new power had usurped the throne
of his former friend and ally, and this alone constituted a direct
threat. He further realized that the Persians had grown from ser-
vants to be masters of Eastern Asia, and he knew that they would
continue to grow. So far, it was a matter of self-protection. But
the second and third sections of the logos of Croesus’ downfall
(which deal with Sandanis’ advice, 1.71-72, and with the account
of the relations between Astyages and Croesus, 1.73,2-75, 1) are
framed by a partially repeated set of motivations (1.73, 1 = 1.75,
2), seemingly at odds with the main motivation of 1.46, 1:

II (1) Croesus, through v#s {uepos, wished to add to his portion of empire
(by conquering Cappadocia, and no doubt even Persia).
(2) He was made confident by the oracles he had received.
(3) He desired to take vengeance on Cyrus for the treatment of
Astyages.

The inconsistency concerns the first of these reasons: was Croesus’
war an offensive or a defensive one? According to Herodotus, it
was both. This is a logical point of view, for destruction of Cyrus
meant the acquisition of his empire: whoever won would unify
Asia.?® To these complex reasons, a third group is added: at the
end of the last section of the logos (dealing with the campaign and
capture of Croesus, 1.75,2—-90), the Pythia, upon the request of
Croesus, gives two other reasons for his downfall:

IIT (1) The curse on the house of Gyges,
(2) Croesus’ misunderstanding of the oracles.

Of these, the curse had of course been present throughout the nar-
rative (cf. 1.13, 2); one may therefore think of this reason as all-
embracing.

27 See above, note 10.

28 It seems to me that in this way the inconsistency can be resolved; differently
Powell (above, note 11) 9 ff., who uses it to build up a theory of the origin of the work.
Similar combinations of offensive and defensive motivation occur elsewhere in Herodo-
tus:in 7.5, 2 Mardonius tries to persuade Xerxes to attack Greece (a) to gain fame, and
(b) as a preventive war. In 9.97, the Persians prepare their position at Mpycale both
for the offensive and the defensive; the parallels suggest that the text issound. Pohlenz
(above, note 2) 202 and note 1 also attempts to combine the causes in the account of
Croesus. For a different treatment of this group of motivations see W. A. A. van Ot-
terlo (above, note 11) 143.
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Now it is possible to combine all these elements into a total
picture, somewhat as follows: Croesus was doomed to be the last of
the Mermnadae (III 1), but the exact form of his destruction was
due to a variety of factors among which the basic motive was
Croesus’ irrational desire for expansion (II 1). Two additional
factors appeared immediately before the campaign: fear of Persia’s
power (I 2-3) and desire for vengeance on Cyrus (I 1 and II 3).
Finally, in the course of his preparations, Croesus misunderstood the
oracles (II 2 and III 2); thus até led him to destruction.

Yet Herodotus himself does not anywhere bring all these elements
together in this fashion, but uses the individual features of causation
for structural purposes and does not isolate them from the events
with which they belong. First, an immediate factor — fear —
when Croesus takes notice of the Persians, introduces the planning
section ; secondly, the main complex of expansionism, overconfidence,
and vengeance is implicit in the preparations and campaign sections;
finally, the metaphysical contrast of necessity and free will closes
the Croesus Logos. There is an increase here in depth of under-
standing which parallels the organization of the action. Thucydides
would have rejected it: only the first (and to Herodotus, most
ephemeral) cause would have been really acceptable to him. This
increase in understanding, together with an intimate connection of
causation and events, is more important to Herodotus than either
consistency or the logical analysis of causation. Among the causes,
vengeance (and thus ait#é) is subordinate and partial ; expansionism
is more pervasive, since it runs through the whole Croesus Logos;
but fate and a#¢ are raised even above that.

The richness of causation of the downfall of Croesus contrasts
strongly with the absence of causation in the earlier section on the
history of the Mermnadae before Croesus. The reason, in part, is
that Croesus is the arché of the Histories, but a more important con-
sequence of this construction is that it shows Croesus, the first rep-
resentative of Asiatic power, subduing his enemies (including the
Asiatic Greeks) without any need for external motivation, merely
according to his will to power. The accusations against the Greeks
(aitiai) are therefore clearly labeled as fabrications.?? Will to

2 Herodotus 1.26, 3; cf. a similar statement about the Assyrians in 1.76, 2. Croe-
sus’ purpose was empire (1.6, 2 = 1.27, 1, f. also 1.28), his motive expansionism ; hence
he also planned to subdue the island Greeks (1.27 f.). Aggression was traditional in
the Mermnad dynasty: e.g., Alyattes had ‘‘received’’ the war against Miletus from his
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power, of course, is the same as expansionism, and elsewhere the
Greeks are never attacked without external motives: in the Croesus
Logos, these themes are implicit in the description of events, and
their causal nature is not indicated. The Lydo-Persian war, on the
other hand, is a different matter. It is the cause of the overthrow
of a dynasty, and of the unification of Western and Eastern Asia.
Changes of dynasty are to Herodotus major fixed points in the
progress of power, and he always points up the conditions of action
which lead to such events. This he does by proemial statements at
the beginning of the main sections, or by aitié-sections such. as
1.73-75, 2 in the Croesus Logos. The unification of Asia is there-
fore seen not as a natural development, but as a violent act which
forms the basis for Cyrus’ further expansion. The guilty party is,
however, Croesus, not Cyrus: this point could be brought home only
by putting the Croesus Logos first, since Croesus is the main actor
here. This interpretation agrees fully with the structure of the
beginning of the logos in which the East-West conflict is sub-
ordinated to the theme of the course of Asiatic power.

In the story of Cyrus, the patterns established by the Croesus
Logos are followed in a more elaborate form. Here also Asiatic
expansionism proceeds without the mention of the vengeance
motif*®® either in the course of Median conquest or of Cyrus’ own
campaigns in inner Asia. Asia is Persian domain (1.4, 4 = 9.116,
3) and specific causes for conquest are not needed. Cyrus simply
campaigns against the nations ‘‘who were in his way”’ (1.153, 4);
he enters upper Asia Minor ‘‘subduing each nation, and omitting
none’’ (1.177). Herodotus shows that Persia, through its conquest
of Lydia, had become the champion of Asiatic expansionism, with
Cyrus the Founder at once carrying the process of conquest nearly

father (1.17, 1 = 18, 2). For the same reason, Gyges' attacks on Miletus, Smyrna,
and Colophon (1.14, 4), similar attacks by Ardys (1.15) and Alyattes (1.16, 2) including
the Milesian war (1.17 ff.), and Croesus’ subjugation ot the Asia Minor Greeks (1.6, 2;
26, 1 and 3; 27-8) are all introduced without specific motivations. Thus Croesus’
actions are based on tradition, but at the same time they are his own irrational
desire.

3 A single exception is 1.103, 2, where Cyaxares captures Nineveh riuwpéwr . . .
76 marpi, who had fallen during an unsuccessful siege of the city. At the same time,
however, Cyaxares is merely completing a ‘‘received’’ war of aggression, although Hero-
dotus does not say so specifically. The war is therefore not primarily motivated by’
vengeance, and Pagel (above, note 2) 17 makes too much of this single instance. See
further, Bischoff (above, note 10) 19-20. Harpagus’' Ionian campaign will be dis-
cussed in section 6.
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to completion. This is the meaning of the phrase that through the
conquest of Lydia Cyrus ‘‘came to rule over all of Asia.”’3

The causes of this Persian achievement are symbolized in the
stories of Cyrus’ birth, survival, and accession. Cyrus was exposed,
but he survived through divine fortune as he himself believed
(1.126, 6), and thus he seemed to be under the tutelage of the gods
(1.124, 1 — Harpagus’ letter to Cyrus). On the human level, his
accession was in large part brought about by Harpagus who was
intent upon vengeance on Astyages the king of the Medes. At the
same time, Astyages ‘‘had to come to a bad end’’ (to use a Herodo-
tean phrase).’? The causal connection is therefore largely on a
metaphysical level: Cyrus’ good fortune and Astyages’ fate are the
basic factors, to which is added Harpagus’ vengeance. Metaphysi-
cal causation is also the main basis for Cyrus’ motivations of the
campaign against the Massagetae, in which he met his death.s
Cyrus undertook it, driven on by ‘‘his origin, the belief that he was
more than a mere man,” and secondly by his luck in warfare:
wherever he went to war, ‘‘that nation was unable to escape him”
(1.204, 2). Thus Cyrus’ divine fortune becomes the cause of his
downfall, for it arouses in him the blind belief that he is not subject
to misfortune.®* Because of this, he thinks of himself as ‘‘inescap-
able,” as the ‘‘fate” of his enemies.3®* At the same time, his downfall
is due to the vengeance which Tomyris is taking for her son.

Cambyses is seen by Herodotus primarily as the son of a great
father whose policies he carries out, for a campaign against Egypt
had already been planned by Cyrus (1.153, 4). Cambyses’ pro-
jected campaigns against Ethiopia, Ammon and Carthage have no
aitié sections; the offensive behavior of the Ethiopian king does not
cause the attempted campaign. The campaign against Egypt is the

31.130, 3. The phrase is much discussed in connection with the question of the
original position of the Croesus Logos; see above, note 25. I take the aorist #pte in
the same meaning as éroAéunoar of 1.1 and as §yfoaro in 1.95, 1; see above, note 14.
Further Bischoff (above, note 10) 42.

% This is implied by his having two dreams concerning the offspring of Mandane,
1.107, 1 and 108, 1-2.

3 Cyrus’ unsuccessful wooing of queen Tomyris (1.205, 1) is not a true cause of
this war, but an attempt to conquer the Massagetae peacefully.

3 Cf. the words of Croesus to Cyrus (1.207, 2) and Cyrus’ words about himself
(1.209, 4).

% In 1.204, 2 Cyrus’ luck is described in words suggesting acts of fate: ékp vyap
fboee orparetesfar 6 Kipos, aufxavov fv éeivo 6 &vos daduyetv. This recalls, e.g.,
the words of the Pythia in 1.91, 1: 7 mempwuévny poipav &dtvaré éori dmwopuyely xal
0ed and similar passages. Cf. Hellmann (above, note 2) 69.
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first Persian campaign with an a:t7é section ; this follows directly upon
the ethnographic logos on Egypt (3.1-3). * Amasis had insulted the
royal house of Persia by sending the daughter of his defeated enemy
to be the mistress of the Persian king.?¢ This motif (the ludicrous
nature of which is apparent in its similarity to the Helen motif)
must, I think, be considered subsidiary to the unexpressed cause of
Cambyses’ campaign, namely that he had received the war from his
father.?” Its prime function is thematic: it emphasizes dynastic
pride, a pride which is completely destroyed by Cambyses when he
exterminates the members of his own family and thus leaves no male
offspring upon his death. However, a minor motif is added to this,
for the spurious marriage was engineered by an Egyptian doctor
whom Amasis had mistreated by sending to Persia, away from #is
family (3.1, 1); he was intent on vengeance on Amasis. The
Egyptian campaign has an aitié section, partly for geographical
reasons, for Egypt, in all probability, is not part of Asia to Herodotus
and thus does not ‘‘belong’’ to the Persians.?® But more important

36 Herodotus tells three versions of this story, but in each one the dynastic motif is
paramount : in the first version, Cambyses is furious because his concubine is not the
daughter of the present king of Egypt; the second version is rejected by Herodotus be-
cause the Persians see to the purity of their line of succession, and because he knows
that Cambyses was of pure descent; in the third, the honor accorded to a concubine is
felt to be an insult to Cambyses’ mother that calls for vengeance.

37 The motif is clearly stated for Alyattes’ war against Miletus; see above, note 29.
It is, I believe, implied also for Cyaxares’ campaign against Nineveh (above, note 30)
and especially for Xerxes’' war against the Greeks.

38 In 2.17, 1 Herodotus says that the area of Egypt is the boundary between Asia
and Libya; see Stein's commentary. His whole interest in this section (2.17, 1 - 18, 3)
is to prove that Egypt is a unified geographical and ethnic concept, and that the bound-
ary between Asia and Libya cannot be the Nile, as this would split Egypt into two parts.
In 4.39, 1 he states that the southern peninsula of Asia ends »éuw near the canal of
Darius, i.e. near the Suez canal, cf. 4.41. This region is a decisive point also for the
stories of the circumnavigation of Africa (4.42) and of Arabia (4.44); when Cambyses
marches into Egypt, the story of the waterless desert (a river story in reverse, as it
were, 3.4, 3—17,2) emphasizes once again the break between Asia and Egypt. This
would seem to indicate that Egypt is not in Asia, and the statement in 3.88, 1 that
Cambyses ‘‘reconquered’’ Asia must refer to wars not elsewhere mentioned in Herodotus
rather than to the Egyptian campaign; see also How and Wells ad loc. There are even
more definite indications that Egypt is not in Libya: for these, see Ph.-E. Legrand,
Hérodote, Index analytique (Paris 1954), s.v. AiBln, especially Hdt. 2.18, 2; 4.197-98;
and 4.41. The answer to the problem is that Herodotus does not care much about the
exact boundary between Asia and Libya (cf. 2.19, 1 and 3.115, 1) and that earlier Ionic
speculation had considered at least the Delta as a separate geographic entity (Jacoby,
FGrHist 1, 328-29). Hence Herodotus merely indicates that Egypt lies between Asia
and Libya and stresses the ethnic difference more than the geographical. He also does
not stress the fact that Ethiopia is clearly in Libya (3.17, 1). All this contrasts strongly
with the emphasis on the distinction between Asia and Europe. See generally, How
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is the ethnic difference: Egypt, by virtue of its civilization (its
nomot), is sufficiently different from Asia to make the conquest of it
an extraordinary event for which a special reason was required:
therefore, an aitié section is appropriate.

A full analysis of the structure of the following Darius Logoi is
beyond the scope of this paper. The pattern of the Croesus and
Cyrus Logoi may however be followed here also: (1) Accession
(there is no section on Darius’ origins), here connected with the
Revolt of the Magi (3.61-87); (2) Height of Power (3.88-117); (3)
Campaigns, ending in this case in frustration (cf. 7.4) rather than
defeat. The element of fate is confined to the last speech of
Cambyses (3.65, 3), but the element of vengeance is strong, both in
the story of the original six conspirators (3.73, 2) and that of Prex-
aspes (3.74-75). Darius himself is the clever man who is lucky as
well, a view which is symbolized in the story of the neighing of the
horse: originally intended as a divine judgment, it is turned to
victory by Darius’ clever groom. Victory is then confirmed by a
thunderclap (3.85-86).

Thus the Accession Logos establishes a favorable view of Darius.
By contrast, the Campaign Logoi emphasize Darius as a despot,
limited and frustrated. Symbolic of this view is the Darius-Atossa
scene which forms a prelude to the campaigns proper (3.133-34).
Darius brags to his wife about his plans to conquer Scythia (3.134,
4). The motivations are personal : as Atossa puts it to him, he is to
show the Persians who is their real master, and he must prevent
idleness and unrest. Yet in this very scene Darius is shown to be
the slave of his wife who incites him to fight a war against the
Greeks, a request to which he accedes in some measure. The course
of Darius’ campaigns shows further that most of his plans to enlarge
the empire miscarry. Successes are minor, or consist of the pacifica-
tion of revolts; but Scythia, Libya, Mt. Athos and Marathon are
failures. In Darius, the Persian empire finds its limits. These
limits, by and large, are the confines of Asia.

There are no suitable campaigns of Darius in Asia to test the
idea that such campaigns against non-Greeks have no aitias added ;
his major campaigns, so far as they are aggressive, are in Libya and
and Wells’ Commentary 2, 317. Also J. O. Thomson, History of Ancient Geography
(Cambridge 1948) 66 and note 1; Myres (above, note 7) 34 and 154; RE Suppl. 4, s.v.
‘“Geographie,” col. 555. Differently, Jacoby in RE s.v. ‘‘Hekataios,” cols. 2704-5, cf.

2681-2. Legrand, Index analytique, proposes conflicting solutions, s. vv. 'Acin and

ABim.
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Europe. The emphasis on objective motivation in the majority of
these campaigns is, however, indirect proof of the correctness of our
contention.®® Causation assumes a major role as soon as Persia
oversteps her native domain. The significance of the Scythian
Logos lies partly in this fact; it presages the Graeco-Persian wars
in this respect. The logos opens with an até section in which the
campaign is explained as vengeance for the earlier rule of the
Scythians in Asia (4.1-4), a vengeance which becomes operative
through excessive wealth; the ethnographic logos follows. The
Campaign proper (4.83-143, 1) is in two parts which are separated
by a geographical picture of Scythia, and by a council of the Scy-
thians and their neighbors (4.102-20). In this council scene (4.118-
19) which may be compared to the Greek councils before the inva-
sion of Xerxes, the Scythians try to enlist the help of their neighbors.
They point out that Darius’ aim is not vengeance, as he professes,
but conquest of all that is in his way (3.118, 5). In opposition to
this, the majority of the Scythian neighbors believe that vengeance
is all Darius desires. ‘‘You invaded their country without us and
ruled the Persians for the time which the god gave you to rule; the
Persians, driven on by the same god, are paying you back in kind”
(4.119, 3). In their view, vengeance is a direct instrument of fate,
for the cycles of vengeance are directed by the divine. The neigh-
bors are wrong, of course, in their optimistic estimate of Darius’
intentions, but cycles of vengeance equalized by the divine through
allotment of time are indeed a possible Herodotean principle.!

3% More precisely, the campaigns against Perinthus (5.1-2) and the Thracians
(5.3-10) have no aitié sections, but the campaigns of Otanes against the Greek cities
near the Hellespont have the sentence added that ‘‘he enslaved and subdued them all,
accusing some of having failed to join the Scythian expedition, and others of harming
the army of Darius on its return from the Scythians’ (5.27, 2; cf. a similar statement
in 4.144, 3). The words immediately preceding, however — airin 8¢ Tolrov #de —
probably do not belong with this sentence, but once introduced an explanation of the
death of Lycaretus which is not now extant; see Stein’s commentary; Pohlenz (above,
note 2) 15, note 1; J. Wells, Studies in Herodotus (Oxford 1923) 118 f. For the Paeon-
ians (5.12 - 17, 1), see the end of this section. The main wars in favor of my argument
are the Scythian, Libyan, and Greek wars.

4 Compare 7.20, 2, where the vengeance motif is re-emphasized.

41 See above, note 3 on the winged snakes; also the p