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INDEBTEDNESS TO HECATAEUS IN 
HERODOTUS II 70--73 

Saara Lilja 

In the course of an investigation, which I shall publish in the near future, 
into the style and syntax of the earliest Greek prose fragments, the question 

arose as to whether chapters 70, 7 I and 73 in Book II of Herodotus can be 
regarded as real quotations from Hecataeus. 

We have ancient testimony on the matter: Porphyrius cites an earlier gram
marian Polio, who says that Herodotus took II 70, 7 I and 73 from Hecataeus 

uara As~tv, which expression is, however, moderated by f3eaxsa naeanot1}aa~ 
(Eusebius, Praep. ev. X g). >>Dies begriindet den Zweifeln Neuerer gegeniiber 
H. DIELS>>, 1 whose famous article >>Herodot und Hekataios>> was published in 

I887 (Hermes 22,41 r-444). In 1924, this subject was discussed at some length 
by Hermann FRANKEL in his article >>Eine Stileigenheit der friihgriechischen 
Litera tun>. 2 FRANKEL's view that the three passages in question are >>kaum 
veranderte, wortliche Entlehnung>> from Hecataeus (p. 88) has been endorsed 
by SNELL and by PoHLENZ. 3 LEGRAND, too, speaks in connection with those pas
sages of >>purs et simples emprunts>> (In trod. to Book II of Herodotus, p. 23), 
and LESKY in his History of Greek Literature says that in then1 >>we seem to 
catch very clearly the tone of Hecataeus' simple, flowing narrative>> (p. 220). 

jACOBY, in his RE article on Hecataeus published in I9I2, ascribes to the 
style what Hermogenes says of the relationship between Hecataeus and 
Herodotus- ~ Exaraloc; o MtAijatoc; nar/ oiJ o~ paAtara wrpsAr;rat o eHe6ooroc; 
(II.lo., p. 4II, I2 ff. RABE)- but understands that Porphyrius is thinking 
rather of >>sachliche Abhangigkeit>> (RE VII, cols. 2675 f.). Nor are Herodotus 

1 The quotation is from ScHMID, Gesch. d. griech. Lit. I: 2, p. 628;n. 2; one of the doubters 
is STEIN (Introd. to his edition ofHerodotus, sth ed., p. XL, n. 3). 

2 This article (in Nachrichten v. d. Gesellsch. d. Wissensch. zu Gottingen, Phil.-Hist. Kl., I924, 
63- I27) will be meant in subsequent references to FRANKEL; but see also his Dichtung und 
Philosophie des fri.ihen Griechentums, New York I 95 I, pp. 446 f. 

3 SNELL, >>Bericht i.iber Herodot>>, Jahresbericht ii. d. Fortschr. d. klass. Altertumswissenschqft 
220, I929, I -36, esp. 2 I f.; PoHLENZ, Herodot: der erste Geschichtschreiber des Abendlandes, 
Leipzig I937, p. 51. 
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II 70, 71 and 73 printed as quotations proper in jACOBY's FGrHist I A I 

(fr. 324 b), the second edition of which was published as late as 1957. Of 
those that do not believe that Herodotus took anything word for word from 

his predecessor, we may mention MYRES, who writes: >>There is no reason to 

suppose either that he had not read Hecataeus, or that he copied from him>>.l 
FRANKEL makes some acute observations on the style ofHerodotus II 70, 71 

and 73 and comes to the conclusion that these passages are from Hecataeus. 
But he admits that one important point has been left out of consideration: 

>>Eine eigene Untersuchung iiber das Vorkommen der einzelnen Besonder
heiten bei Herodot ha be ich allerdings nicht angestellt» (p. 87, n. 4). For other 
purposes, I have studied all nine books of Herodotus from a stylistic point of 

view2 and in this I have tried to look out for those characteristics that FRAN

KEL considers to be genuinely Hecataean. Only a few details out of1nany, to 
illustrate each characteristic, can be dealt with in this paper, for a minute 
discussion of the subject would call for an independent investigation - and 

m~ch more space. 
While the possibility of Hecataeus' influence is present throughout Book II 

of Herodotus as well as in large parts of Books Ill and IV, the later books, 
apart from a few mostly short geographical descriptions, supply us with more 
trustworthy specimens of Herodotus' own style. In Book I, where Hecataeus 

should perhaps be taken into consideration as a possible source in more passages 

than is usually done, it may be that we meet Herodotus' style in its earliest 
phase.3 Further, an important point is that the >>normal» style of Herodotus 
is by no means uniformly homogeneous, for certain stylistic features may be 

due to the requirements of certain contexts. To take an example, not only are 
we to distinguish narrative from geographical and ethnological description, 
but also, among the narratives, accounts of battles, let us say, from simple story

telling. Or, to take another example, in speeches and dialogue some particular 

device of style may serve to characterize the speaker or speakers. 

FRA.NKEL first deals \vith Herodotus II 70, its opening sentence excluded, 

and the latter part of II 73, from newrov rfj~ fff.J/V(!VrJ~ cpov nA.aaactv onward. 

1 MYRES, Herodotus: Father of History, Oxford 1953, p. 7· 
2 This was done, for purposes of comparison, in connection with my above-1nentioned study 

of the earliest Greek prose writers, including Hecataeus, whose style, then, is familiar to me. 
3 As is well known, there are still greatly conflicting views as to the gradual development 

of Herodotus' work. 
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In these technical descriptions of crocodile-hunting and of the phoenix-bird's 

manner of enclosing his father in myrrh, he calls attention in the first place 

to the unnecessary use of pronouns and the superfluous repetition of nouns 

{pp. 87-89). 
As for the repetition of nouns, those examples that FRA.NKEL cites fron1 

Hecataeus, ovesa ... Elll OE ro'iatv OV(!E(JlV (fr. 29 I) and E(JTl vijao~ ... 
lart oi fj vfjao~ (fr. 305) ,1 are not strictly parallel. In these cases, where a 
preceding principal cl a use is ·followed by another principal cl a use introduced 

by oi, instead of by a dependent relative clause, the repetition serves as an 

additional connective, but in Herodotus II 70 and 73 we do not find any 
instance of this kind of repetition. Elsewhere in Herodotus there are a great 

many instances of the repetition of a noun as an additional connective, most 

of which occur in geographical descriptions, so that the influence of Hecataeus 

must be taken into account. 2 It seems that in his later books Herodotus prefers 

the paratactic type of sentence structure without the repetition of a noun, 

such as £~ T~V vijaov ... fj oi E(Jit (IX 5 I)' 3 but only a thorough investigation 
could give more definite results on this matter. 

Though most of the instances in Herodotus of the repetition of a noun as 

an additional connective occur in geographical descriptions, there are enough 

others. For instance, in I 3 I Solon tells Croesus how Cleobis and Biton, the se

cond happiest men,slAxov T~V afla;av, Elll rfj~ apa;n~ oi acpt wxisro ~ pfJrne, and 
in I Io8 we are told of Astyages' vision, how he dreamt that there grew from 

his daughter a vine, cpvval apnsAov, T~V OE apnsAov Entaxs'iv T~V :> Aatnv niiaav. 
These two examples from the first book illustrate the fact that Herodotus often 
employs the repetition of a noun to make his subject more impressive or solemn, 

especially when he is narrating a vision or a miracle or the like. In another 

typical example from Book I, where the Pythian priestess repeats with em

phasis reta yae lrsa ... varseov TOl(Jl ETE(Jl TOVTOl(Jl (I 9 I)' the repetition does 
not serve as a connective. Such is the case also in VIII 65, where we are told 

of the miracle that Dicaeus and Demaratus saw: los'iv oi xovtO(!T01J ... 
anof}wpaCstv TE acpsa~ TOV 'XOVlO(!TOV and, after a few words, xai ne6xars cpwvfj~ 
auovstv, xa{ o[ cpalvsa{}at T~V cpwv~v slvat ... 4 In the later books of Herodotus 

1 A further example from Hecataeus is ovesa· EV o£ TOlrJlV OVQS(Jt (fr. 292 a); see ]ACOBY, 

FGrHist I A 1. 
2 Note that the above examples from Hecataeus are geographical, too. 
3 A few lines further on, the noun is repeated ( vf;aor; os)) but then follows again ovvopa os ot. 
4 The narrative use of xal in the latter citation is another trait to be noted - whether 

archaic or popular, compare infra, p. go. 
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we find considerably fewer instances of this device, one probable reason being 
that there are fewer similar passages in them.1 

Let us now have a closer l.ook at Herodotus II 70 and 73, where the repetition 
of a noun, as has been pointed out, never occurs as an additional connective 
and which certainly are not such solemn passages as have been dealt with in 

the previous paragraph. In the two instances that we find in II 70, Es piaov rdv 

norap6v . . . £ni TOV xslABOs TOV noTOflOV and £naxovaas os rij s rwvij s . . . Zsrat 
xara r~v rwv~v, the repetition serves to make the description of the crocodile

hunting n1ore clear and precise; in II 73 first cp6v and then nar11e are repeated 
several times each, 2 but then the technical manoeuvre in this chapter is more 

complicated. 
Does Herodotus employ repetition for the sake of clearness in those books 

that are not suspected - or are suspected only slightly - of being influenced 

by Hecataeus? The difficulty lies in the fact that in his later books very few 

passages can be compared with II 70 and 73· Here are two examples from the 
last book: Masistius' armour is described with the words ivros {}dJer;xa . .. 
xarvnsef}s os TOV {}dJer;xos' and then follows TVnTOVics os Ss TOV fJW(!1]Xa 
(IX 22); after the battle of Plataea one of the sights to be seen among the 
Persian corpses was yva{}os xai TO avw rifs yva{}ov 3 (IX 83)- As for the 
first book, FRXNKEL points out that there is no repetition of nouns in I 9, 

which is a passage comparable to II 70 and 73 (pp. 88 f.). I do not find that 
this passage, where in direct speech Candaules gives Gyges detailed instruc
tions which will enable him to see unobserved the beauty of the queen, is 

quite parallel. But if we examine the technical description in I I 79 of the build

ing of the wall of Babylon, we shall find the use of repeated >>leitwords>>, the 

first being nA{v{}os and the second one TctXOs: £nA.lv{}svov ... 8A.xvaavTcs oi 
1'{} 1:' \ ~ \ I ~I 11{} '\ \ - ' I nAtV ovs tuavas ... uta T(!tr;uovra uopwv nAtv ov ... avro ro rstxos . . . t:navw 

os rov rslxsos ... niet~ rov rstxsos. 4 

There is another point which connects Herodotus I I 79 with II 70. In the lat
ter passage there is an instance of the unnecessary use of pronouns in lxwv 
oiA.raua Cw~v ravrr;v rvnTBl, and in I I 79 EAUV(JUViEs os nA.lvfJovs [uavas wnrr;aav 

1 One of the more conspicuous instances of repetition in Book VII happens to occur in a 
geographical description: rovr;, norattovr;, rovrovr;, xai near; roiat noTafiOL(Jt TOVTOt(Jt (I !29). 

2 FR.A.NKEL appropriately calls a word which is repeated at short intervals a >>Leitwort>>. 
3 This is the MSS' reading; MACAN suggests yvd{}or;, xard TO avw [r?]r;, yvd{}ov]., but the 

repetition is here natural for the sake of clearness; for the possible xaTa see STEIN, ad.loc. (in 
the text he has xai) . 

4 At the end of this passage there is one further instance of repetition: ol'>t~para ... ro 
fiSGOV oe TWV olXrjfiaTWV. 
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avra~ has the same superfluous addition of a pronoun as object. Such use 

of pronouns serves to 1nake a technical account more accurate,! thus cor

responding to the repetition of nouns in similar passages. Another example, 

from II 73, is XOlA~vavra rd cpdv . .. E~ avrd ivrt{}ivat. In fact, xaraa:naaavr£~ 
ra~ JlcVTYJXOVTE(!OV~ £a{)ifl£VOl rixva XTA. (I I 64) seems to represent the normal 

style of Herodotus; E~aenaaavra ... OEATOV ... yeacpclV i~ avr~v (VIII I 35) 
occurs in a solemn context, where Mys is writing down the words of an oracle. 

FRA.NKEL points out that in Herodotus II 70 and 73 the whole is constructed 
of remarkably small and independent items (p. 88). There is no great difference 

in this respect between these passages and the account in I I 79 of the building of 

the wall ofBabylon. But the geographical description in the latter part of I 179 
gives a striking example of the >>Hecataean>> manner of connecting tiny units 

loosely together: E(Jil o£ aAAYJ JtOAl~ ... ''!~ OVVOfla avrfj. lv{)a iari naTaflO~ 
ov flEya~. "I~ Xal rip noTaflcp rd OVVOfla. ia{JaAAcl o£ o1Jro~ E~ TOV Evcpef;rnv 
norapdv rd r}is{)eov. o1Jro~ JJv o ''!~ norapd~ xrA. 2 When dealing with the problem 
of Herodotean sources, PEARSON writes in connection with Hecataeus: >>No 

fragments relating to Babylonia are preserved, so that this region must be 

excluded entirely from the discussion.>>3 Does Herodotus I I 79 possibly bear 

witness to the direct influence of Hecataeus? It can be said for the present 

that the construction out of small units,4 together with the superfluous use 

of nouns and pronouns, seems to point to that direction. 
FRA.NKEL says that in Herodotus I g, which represents the author's normal 

style, there is >>kein einziger Fall von einern ohne Not gesetzten anaphorischen 

Pronomen>> (p. 88) and, on the other hand, that one of the characteristics of 

Herodotus is >>die ausgiebige Verwendung der vor- und ruckweisenden Pro

nomina>> (p. g I). In my opinion there is here a certain inconsistency. I fully 

understand that when he compares Hecataeus' style with contemporary Attic 

vases (p. 8g, n. 6), FRA.NKEL has in· mind the minute description of details, and 

that the abundant occurrence in Herodotus of forward and backward pointing 

pronouns serves >>den Zusammenhang unbedingt sinnfallig zu machen>> (p. 91), 
but actually the latter use of pronouns seems to me as unnecessary as that 

1 Compare nA.f}aavrsr; niiv ro JCAOlOV roiJro dntsiat~ in I 194, where rovro is the MSS' 
reading; an especially illustrative example is &f.la~loar; ... uaraoeovrsr; in Ill I I 3· 

2 In the excluded part of this last sentence the repetition of {}(!6!-lfJovr; daqxiAT01) ... 
aaq;akr:or; is in particular to be noted. 

3 PEARSON, Early Ionian Historians, Oxford 1939, p. 76. 
4 Among other passages in which the whole is composed of small items we may mention 

the description of the Pontic tree (IV 23) and that of bringing up asphalt, salt and oil (VI I 19). 
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found in those pieces which are suspected of Hecataeus' influence. I should 

think that both these kinds of the superfluous use of pronouns originated in a 

common stylistic prototype, whether it be defined as belonging to popular 

speech1 or as being an archaic feature. 2 Another thing, then" is that this 

archaic or popular characteristic may have been consciously developed by 

Herodotus for artistic purposes. 

In Herodotus II 70 there is one further instance of pronouns unnecessarily 

added: TOVTO oi not~aar; ... fl~ not~aar; OE TOVTO. The repetition of pronoun 

is here accompanied by the repetition of the participle in the negative; these 

are, moreover, arranged chiastically. We find a similar instance in I I 26, in 

Gyrus' speech to the Persians, where both a participle and its object, this time 

an infinitive, are repeated: {JovAOflEVotat flEV EflEO nc,{{}c,a{}at ... flTJ (3ovAOflEVotat 
oi EflEO nc,{{}c,a{}at. Repetition serves a rhetorical purpose here, and likewise 

in VIII 6o, where Themistocles' passionate appeal to Eurybiades culminates 
• h d ::> I I fJ 1 I '{) I \ ~\ ::> I Ill t e WOr S Ol'XOTa flEV VVV OVILEVOflE~'Ol(Jl av {}WJiOl(Jl ... flt} uE Ot'XOTa 
{JovAEVOflE~'OlrJl. 3 

Next, FRA.NKEL makes a very interesting observation: in Herodotus II 70 the 

dragging ashore of the crocodile is described by using two different aspects of 

this action, i.e. first the durative o[ oi EA'XOV(Jl and immediately thereafter, in 

a frequentative £nc,av clause, the effective £nc,av oi s~EAxva{}fJ £r; yfjv, in

stead of the simple o[ oi £~iAxovat £r; yfjv, and in II 73 we find the same 

variation of the aspect of an action in 7CEl(!iJ.rJ{)at aVTO (se. the egg of myrrh) 

cpoeiovra, EnEav OE anonEl(!rJ{}fl. FRANKEL says that this is a construction 

>>wie Herodot sie wohl nicht kennt>> (p. 8g). I have found only one exact 

parallel in Herodotus: 'XalOflEVWV OE rwv l(!WY rvnrovrat navrcr;, Encav OE 
anoTVVJWVTat ( II 40). But there is a more or less similar instance of this phe

nomenon also in IV 7 I, which describes the Scythians' manner of burying 

their kings: o[ oi acpt snovrat £r; rovr; Ji(!OTE(!OY ijA{}ov. incav OE navrar; 
nE(!tiA{}wat. 4 This latter example resen1bles those £ncav clauses that express 

1 So it is at least from the point of view of modern languages, but >>volkstumlich>> is, as 
FRANKEL remarks, >>ein sehr vieldeutiges Wort>> (p. 92, n. I); for the narrative use of ual see 
supra, p. 87, n. 4· 

2 FRANKEL calls attention to the archaic mode of omitting the subject in the insdv clause 
which opens the description of crocodile-hunting in II 70 (p. 8g, n. 2); a parallel is insav {)van 
in II 47· 

3 Neither of these examples is accentuated by chiasmus, but compare f}avxlr;v p,ij aysw_, 
w~ ayovrt flSV o[ f}avxlr;v in VIII Io8, where Eurybiades' opinion is presented in indirect 
speech. 

4 In IV 6 I' on the other hand, xai OVTW f3ov ~ 1:8 swvrov i~S'lpcl forms a parenthesis, the 
narrative proper being taken up with insav os S1jJrJ{}fi rd: X(!ea. 
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a result reached after several successive phases of the activity, such as in II 87, 

after a detailed description of the second-best method of embalming, ensav 

os TafJTa nou]awat, and in II g6, which deals with boat-building, vavnJ]ycVflS-
I I~ ~ \ ~\ - I I I YOl T(]O'ltOV TOlOVuc ... snsaY us TqJ T(}O'ltqJ TOVTqJ YaVJt1)Y1JGWVTal. 

Since one of the above citations is from an ethnological passage in Book IV 

and all the others from technical descriptions in Book II, it is tempting to 

assume that the change of the aspect of an action in frequentative ensav 

clauses comes from Hecataeus, and FRA.NKEL takes this for granted. However, 

neither such variation of aspect nor a single ensaY clause is found in those 

fragments of Hecataeus that are preserved, nor is there any instance of the 

insav connection we are dealing with in the other early prose fragments. 
Only once do we find en~v in the Athenian Pherecydes, but this clause is not 

frequentative: ~'HAlOs ... olowatY avTWl (se. Heracles) TO oinas TO xevasov, 

0 avTOV EffJO(]cl ... enijv OVV1)l UTA. (FGrHist 3 fr. I 8) .11-,he difficulty lies in the 
fact that the fragments of the earliest prose writers are too scanty to allow any 
convincing conclusions. 

It is interesting to note that by far the greatest number of instances of ensav 

in frequentative clauses (48 in I04 pages) are found in Book II ofHerodotus,2 

Book IV coming next (36 instances in 95 pages), and the third, a long way 
behind, being Book Ill (I I instances in go pages); at the other end stand the 

last two books, which never use the frequentative insav. 3 Books II and IV 
of Herodotus, then, form a special group as regards their exceptionally fre

quent use of insav in frequentative clauses in general, and, in particular, in 
those insav clauses that indicate the shift from one aspect of an action to 
another. It is, of course, possible that this hints at the influence of Hecataeus, 

though in the extant fragments there is no parallel of either phenomenon. Or 
should we rather formulate, as in the case of the superfluous use of pronouns, 
that we may have to do with a characteristic of popular speech or with an 

archaic feature? A thorough investigation into the history, in prose and poetry, 

of insav ( = en~v, etc.) might help us to solve this problem. 4 

1 The Athenian Pherecydes has also enst three times, but it occurs relatively more often 
in the Syrian Pherecydes, who has ens{ twice and enstof} once; Acusilaus and Heraclitus never 
use this conjunction in any form. 

2 The numbers of pages are those of the Bibliotheca Teubneriana edition; the occurrences 
of ensav are from PowELL, A Lexicon to Herodotus, Cambridge I 938. 

3 In the sense 'as soon as', on the other hand, ensav does occur in Books VIII (4 times) 
and IX (twice), but never in Book II. 

4 An important point is, of course, that the ensdv connection in question naturally belongs 
to such descriptions of local customs and processes as abound in the very books II and IV. 
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In this connection I want to touch upon a peculiarity in Herodotus II 70 
which FRANKEL does not mention: when the crocodile is drawn ashore, we are 

told that the hunter xar:J JJv lnAaas avrov rov~ ocpf}aA.pov~. KDHNER and GERTH 

point out that a tmesis of this type, where JJv ( = oi5v) separates prefix and 
stem of con1pound verbs which are in the aorist of habitual action, is most 

often preceded by an ensav clause (II: I, p. 537); such is the case in our pas
sage, where ensav oi e;sA.reva{}fj e~ yfjv precedes it. By far the greatest number 
of instances (thirteen) of this tmesis, which is peculiar to Herodotus, occur in 
Book II, 1 next, but this tin1e a long way behind, comes Book IV with its two 

instances, whereas in Books I, Ill and VII there is only one instance in each. 
The fact that in Books Ill and VII tmesis of the type rear~ cbv lnAaas 

occurs in a speech, possibly as a device for a special rhetorical effect, 2 seems 
to corroborate BECHTEL's view that this phenomenon originates in. the usage 

of lyric poets (Die griech. Dialekte Ill, p. 265). But most of the other instances 
occur in prosaic technical descriptions and so rather support STEIN, who speaks 

of >>Nachahmung eines popuHiren Gebrauches>> (ad I 194 of Herodotus); this 
is indicated also by the occurrence of this tmesis in Epicharmus, 3 which 
further shows that it is not purely Ionic. On the other hand, rear~ oi5v l{JaAsv 
in the Frogs of Aristophanes (I 04 7) is no proof of popular speech, as is gen
erally asserted, for it is Aeschylus who is here speaking mock-solemnly. As for 
the very frequent use of a tmesis of this type in Book II of Herodotus, ALY 
says cautiously: >>Fast ist man geneigt, an den Mann zu denken, der materiell 

der Fuhrer gerade durch das II. Buch war, an Hekataios.>>4 Only it must be 
stressed, as above in the case of the special kind of ensav clauses, that there is 

no parallel in the fragments of Hecataeus, nor do we find any in the other 
fragments of the earliest Greek prose. 

FRANKEL compares the connection nEt(!aaf}at ... ensav oi anonEl(!rJ{}fj in 

Herodotus II 73 with entcpotr{j. acpt . .. cpotrav found in the first part of that 
chapter (p. 8g, n. 3) - he considers this first part to be genuinely Herodotean 
(p. go). >>Ahnlich, aber nicht gleichartig>>, says FRA.NKEL; I should specify that 

entcpotr{j. acpt has an effective force, whereas cpotrav oe rerA., which is added 

1 The occurrences are from PowELL's Herodotus lexicon. 
2 Is there any significance in the fact that both speeches are delivered by Persians (Darius 

in Ill 82 and Artabanus in VII 10)? 
3 BECHTEL, too, points out that tmesis with the habitual aorist occurs in the Hippocratic 

corpus (op.cit., pp. 266 f.), which for the most part represents the common everyday language. 
4 ALv, Volksmarchen, Sage und Novelle bei Herodot und seinen Zeitgenossen, Gottingen 

192 I, p. 268. 
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parenthetically, indicates the action as a whole. In the same way, the firm 

resolution roiat aJv AauEOatpDvlotat loo~E avrovr; ano'XTElVat, in IV I46, is 
followed by the parenthetical conlment 'XiElvovat oi rovr; av 'XTEfvwat AauEOat

flOVlOl vvur6r;. In VIII 38 we find the change from the effective ansurEtvav 

to the durativeurcfvovrar; (a few lines further on), whereas 'XTEfVEl . .. anO'XTE{var; 

os in Ill I 26 shows how difficult -- and sometin1es impossible - it can be to 
make a definite distinction between a simple verb and the corresponding 
prefixed one, as they are so frequently linked together by Herodotus.1 I think 
that the author's conscious aiming at variation contributes to this interchange 

of verb and prefixed form. 
The last-mentioned 'XTElVEl ... anO'XTElvar; Os is an example of the repeti

tion, frequent in Herodotus, in which a predicate verb is repeated by using the 

corresponding participle: IJeaa{}n ... seaa{}s[r; oi SVOfttCE ... ravra VOftlCcvv 

(I 8). This type of repetition is regarded as a device for connecting two sen
tences more firmly together, but it may arise partly from a desire to accentuate 

different aspects of a verbal action, also in cases where the participle is not 
prefixed. I shall take two examples out of many. In I 6o we are told that 
Pisistratus' enemies drove him out, s~EAavvovat fllV, the historic present direct
ing attention to the initial stage of the action; after a parenthesis the narrative 

is. taken up with Ol oi E~EAaaavrc:r; Ilstafarearov, where the aorist participle 
indicates that the final point was reached. The other example is from IX 92: 

I \ r1 ~ ,..., ,..., ~ \ I 2 'J(l(JilV TE 'Xat O(!'Xla E'J(OlEVVTO ... TaVTa UE 7(0lrJGaVTEr;. 

The distinction between different aspects of an action in Herodotus II 73 
comes out clearly also in the variation of fPS(!W and fPO(!SW, to which FRANKEL 

refers (p. 8g, n. 4): the phoenix moulds an egg of myrrh O(JOV TE ovvaror; SGTl 

<pS(!Etv, the effective aspect implying that the bird must be able to carry the 
egg to its destination (Egypt), whereas fPO(!SW in the phrase nEt(!da{}at avro 

qJO(!SOVTa indicates the initial phase of carrying, i.e., lifting. Another instance 
of such variation is found in the story of the Indian ants3 (Ill I 02): the 

durative avaqJO(!SOV(Jl rijv 7pdflflOV is distinguished from the effective ij OE 

1p6.flflOr; ij avacpE(!OflSrVYJ. 4 In this passage the possibility of Hecataeus' influence 

1 Here~ are~ some such combinations: saaruxvec,a{}at - dntxop,evovc; (I I)' S~1]Ql{}ttcOV -
dgtfJfleovrc,c; (II 143; cf: VII 6o), dnc,nvv{}dvc,ro - nvfJoflBVoc; (III 154), dntovrac; -lovrc,c; 
(VI 34), ngoa~taav - lovat (IX roo). 

2 I presupposed tha( both the historic present and the narrative imperfect here have an 
ingressive force; for some interesting observations on this so-far unsolved question, see KoLLER, 

}>Praesens historicum und erzahlendes Imperfekt>>, Museum Helveticum 8, 1951, 63-99. 
3 Or marmots, or whatever animals are here meant by J-tVQft1]XBc;. 
4 All MSS have dvaqJB(!Op,evr;) but they vary between dvarpoeeovat and dvaqJieovat. 
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must be taken into account, but such is not the case in VI 61, a Lacedaemonian 

story of how Ariston n1arried a third wife. Here we are told, in the popular 
fairy-tale style, how the nurse carried the child every day- icpo(!EE -to the 
shrine of Helen, and ho-vv one day a woman appeared to her and asked her 

what she was bearing - cpE(!Et -in her arms, the answer being w~ nato[ov 
I 1 fPO(!EEt. 

Let us once more return to the passage nstefia{}at ... insav os dnonster;{}fj 
(II 73), where attention is first directed to the test which is going on and then 

to the final point of activity. FR.ANKEL cites raetxsvovat iJftiea~ l(3ooro]xovra ... 
lnsav Oe naeiA.{}wat ai lf36ofl~xovra from II 86 as a parallel and continues: 
>>dagegen I 46,1, wo Hekataios nicht in Betracht kommt, ln[ ovo [:rsa - flETa 
oi ( ohne die umstandliche Wiederholung) .>>2 I have not found any other 
example in Herodotus of the repetition of a time definition in an lnsav clause, 3 

though those lnsav clauses in II 87 and g6 that have been dealt with (see 
supra, p. g r) are comparable. On the other hand, the detailed repetition of 
the type ln!> lrsa nivrs - lxrcp oe lrsr (Ill 59) is common enough,4 

another type being ovo lriwv Ots;sA.D6vrwv retrcp srs i' (IV 42). And in VI 

I 26, after l~ l;r;xoar~v fJflE(!rJV, the time definition lv lvtavrip is made more 
precise by means of the repetition and rfj~ l;rJxoarfj~ ... iJflier;~. 

One further point in Herodotus II 73 is picked out by FRANKEL: newrov, 
flETa oi, OVTW 0~ describe the bird's gradual method of proceeding (p. 8g). 
A striking parallel is found in the account of the most perfect manner of em

balming (II 86): newra flEV, flETa oi, £nstra, rai5Ta Oe not~aavrs~, and -
after lnsav oe naeiA.{}wat ai lf3ooflf}xovra, which was mentioned in the pre
vious paragraph - lv{}svrsv. 5 Another illustrative example is from a 

geographical description in IV I 00: anoxA.r;tsrat ij l:xvDtx~ vnd newrwv 
, Aya{}veawv, flETa oi - EnEtia oi - TEAEvra[wv os MsAayxAa[vwv. In these 

passages the possibility of Hecataeus' influence is present, but the list in 
Book IX of the five great victories that Tisamenus helped the Spartans to 

1 Book I gives two further examples: otacpoesst - cpeeovat (88), naeacpoeisrat - naea
cpieotro ( 1 33). 

2 The quotation is from FRANKEL, p. 8g, n. 5, which ends with >>eine genaue Untersuchung 
habe ich nicht angestellt.>> 

3 True, we have noticed that Herodotus uses this conjunction infrequently in most of his 
books (see supra, p. 91). 

4 Also in Book VII: ini rela lrsa - TeTa(!Tq) os BTe'l (I). 
5 After iv{}svrsv note further TlOtEVVTat ... notr;adpsvot oi (for which see supra, p. 93); 

ravra os non]aavrs~ in this list corresponds to insav os ravra not~awat in II 87 (for which 
see supra, p. 9 I). 
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win shows that precision of this kind was not strange to Herodotus: cl~ pev xai 
Jl(!OYT:Os (se. aywv)- EJlt ~£- flSTa ~£- EJlt ~£- vaTaTOs (IX 35). 

Lastly, FRA.NKEL makes some good observations on the description of the 

hippopotamus in Herodotus II 7 I (p. go). This piece does in fact deviate more 

conspicuously than II 70 and 73 from the normal Herodotean style. Only it 
n1ust be added that a reliable comparison cannot be made, since all those 
passages in Herodotus where an animal is equally minutely described are 

suspected of being influenced by Hecataeus.1 A striking parallel is the descrip

tion of the ibis in II 76: flEAarva ~ElVWs naaa, axsAEa oi qJO(!EEl yc:eavov, 
neoawnov oi is ra flaAtara intyevnov, fltya{}os oaov xet~. This list of character
istics is made up of tiny items equivalent to those found in II 7 I; qJO(!EEl belongs, 

though not necessarily, to neoawnov, but no longer to flEya{}os. In II 7 I' on 
the other hand, I would rather connect both ove~v Znnov xai cpwv~v and 

piya{)os with sxov and consider xavAtooovras cpaivov to be parenthetical. 2 

It is time to draw conclusions and answer the question of whether Herodotus 

II 70, 7r and 73 can be regarded as direct quotations from Hecataeus. We 
have seen that most of the peculiarities that characterize these technical de
scriptions occur elsewhere in Herodotus but less frequently, and son1etimes, 

as in the case of repetition, in especially solemn passages which have to do 

with visions, miracles and the like. Book II as a whole differs frorn the author's 
)>norn1ah> style, among other things in the frequent use of lncav clauses, some 
of which express a shift from one aspect of a verbal action to another, and in 

the frequent occurrence of tmesis of the type xar' dJv snAaaE. Unfortunately, 

these two characteristics never occur in those fragments by Hecataeus or by 
any other early prose writer that are preserved. 

One or two exceptional features would not prove anything; the essential 

point is that in Herodotus II 70, 7 r and 73 there are so many peculiarities 
within a small space. Another important thing is that we have ancient testi
mony on the matter. Of course, all ancient information is not reliable- in our 

case some doubts may arise fron1 the fact that Eusebius cites Porphyrius, who 
cites Polio, of whom we know nothing- but since this testimony is supported 

by a number of stylistic peculiarities, we are more ready to believe it. What, 

1 PoHLENZ points out that Herodotus himself is chiefly interested in animals only >>weil 
sie fi.ir die Lebenshaltung des Menschen Bedeutung haben>> (op.cit., p. 51). 

2 Also &n:Aat f3o6s is parenthetical; sxov ... piyaDos can be compared with P,V(!fl1}XBr; 
fhcy6.1Jsa sxovrsr; (Ill 102). 
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then, does f3eaxsa naeanoo]aas mean? If it n1eans that Herodotus skilfully 
moulded the joins in his own fashion, 1 we have the right to consider the 

technical descriptions themselves as quotations (xara AE~tv) from Hecataeus. 

But f3eaxsa naeanor!;aas may mean that Herodotus has also made some changes 
in Hecataeus' descriptions. Accordingly, it is safest not to regard them as 
word for word quotations, especially if one is dealing with an investigation of 

minute details of style, such as the order of words. 

I am, however, optin1istic enough to think that a very thorough stylistic 
analysis of the work of Herodotus, chiefly intended to illustrate the many 

different elements of the complete whole and their possible sources, n1ight 

also throw more light upon this special question. 

1 His way of moulding the joins is very well characterized by FRANKEL (pp. go -g2). 




