Four Notes on Herodotus

James Diggle

1

1.66.1 olo 8¢ &v te ydpn &yodf wod TAABel 0Ok OAly® dvdpdV
ava te €dpapov avtiko kol e0BevnOnoay (v.1. e0Bnv-). “Because
they [the Spartans] had a good land and no small number of
men, they quickly grew and flourished.” Herodotus has active
evfnvéw at 2.91.3 and 2.124.1. A passive of e00evéw/e0Bnvéw is
not found until much later writers.! Read €00évn{0n}ocoav. The
corruption was prompted by gbvoundnoov at the end of the
previous sentence.

II

3.128.2-3 6 Bayalog ... PuPiio ypoyauevog moAAL Kol Tept
TOAMDV EYOVTO TPNYUATOV 6@pNYIOG ot Enéfare v Adapelov,
pett 0 Mie Exov Tadto £¢ TOG Lapdic. amikouevog 8¢ kol Opoitewm
¢ Syv éMBav v BuPriov gv éxactov neplaipeduevog £8i8ov @
ypoppotioti 1@ Paciinie émdéyesBor. “Bagaios ... had many
letters written, concerning many matters, and put the seal of
Darius on them, and then went with them to Sardis. When he
arrived there and came into the presence of Oroetes, neplotpe-
ouevog each letter in turn he gave it to the royal secretary.”

neplopeopevog has been taken in a variety of senses, all
unexampled and unsatisfactory. The active verb has the sense
“take away something that surrounds, strip off, remove” (LS]
nepropéo L1), as, for example, at 3.96.2 &g niBoug kepopivoug
m&ag xartayéet, tANcog 8¢ To Gryyog meplopéet tov képopov (“He
melts it down and pours it [gold and silver] into clay jars, then,
when the container is full, he removes the surrounding clay”).

U It i1s attested at Dem. 19.231. But the verb is inappropriate and is
generally marked as corrupt.
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neplapedpevog has generally been taken to refer to the removal
of the letters from something which contains or surrounds them:
“taking [the cover] off one’s letter, 1.e. opeming 1t (LS] I.1); “taking 1t
out of its case” (How and Wells);? “the most likely sense is that
Bagaios takes off the sheath, or the string, that envelops every
scroll before handing it to the scribe” (Asheri).? These inter-
pretations assume an unparalleled linguistic usage, and they
leave too much to the imagination—we have heard nothing
about covers, cases, sheaths, or string. Powell, in his Lexicon,*
translated “undo,” leaving unclear what process he envisaged.
In his later translation he preferred “unfold.”

Richards® proposed mpooipeduevog, which he translated
“taking out,” comparing Ar. Thesm. 419 (active mpoapeiv). This
is not suitable, since (i) the middle is unexampled in this sense,
(i1) it leaves unspecified the source from which the letters are
taken out, (i11) in Thesm. 419 the verb is used in a sense regular in
the active, of removing an item from a store-room.”

Herodotus has two other instances of the middle nept-
arpeloBat, and they have one and the same meaning (to take off
something which goes around oneself), and that meaning suits
here: 2.151.2 nepreddpevog v kovény (“taking off his helmet™),
3.41.2 nepreddpevog v ocepnyido (“taking off his signet ring”).?
Bagaios goes to Sardis “taking the letters with him” (§xwv tadto).
He carries them himself—mno other carrier is mentioned. Since

2W. W. How and J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus (Oxford 1912) I 296.
Similarly, at greater length, H. Stein, Herodotos Erklirt> 11 (Berlin 1893) 140—
141.

3 In D. Asheri, A. Lloyd, and A. Corcella, A Commentary on Herodotus, Books
1V (Oxford 2007) 510.

+J. E. Powell, A Lexwcon to Herodotus (Cambridge 1938).

5> Herodotus, transl. J. E. Powell (Oxford 1949).

6 H. Richards, Notes on Xenophon and Others (London 1907) 219.
7 See my Theophrastus, Characters (Cambridge 2004) 212 (on 4.6).

8 Other examples of this sense: PL Symp. 213A (touviog); Lycurg. Leoc. 122
(otepdvoug); Diod. 1.66.11 (repikepadaiov), 17.35.6 (tov 100 cdpatog KOGHOV);
Dion. Hal. Ant.Rom. 13.9.1 (mv pdyonpav duo tf Oxn xod 1@ {wotiipy).
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they must not fall into the wrong hands, it is natural that he
should keep them on (and around) his own person. The par-
ticiple is not aorist, as in the other two passages, which describe
a once and for all action, but is present, reflecting an imperfect
indicative,” and suggesting, with some comedy, a drawn-out
process, as he divests himself of a large number of letters, like
items of clothing, one at a time.

111

7.163.1 tobtnv pev v 000v nuéAnce, 6 8¢ GAANG eiyxeto. “He
ignored this course (of action) and adopted another.” This is the
only instance in any author of an accusative instead of a genitive
after auelelv or a compound of this verb. Herodotus has a
genitive at 2.121.y.2 and (with é€apelelv) at 1.97.1. LS] dueléo
1.3 cites, as an instance of the accusative, Eur. lon 438-439
nodog éktekvoduevog AdBpa / Bvickovtog duelet;. Here the ac-
cusative is governed in the first instance by éktexvobpevog, and,
in any case, the construction of an accusative+participle with
apelelv (in the sense of meplopav, which regularly takes that
construction) would be unremarkable (one might compare such
structures as Hom. 7l 13.352-353 #jyBeto ... douvouévoug;
Soph. 4j. 136 o¢ pév b npdocovt’ ényaipw; Eur. Med. 7475 xoi
10017 Tacwv natdog e€aveEeton / tdoyovtog;).'? An instance of
apelelv with accusative which has been cited from Pl. Leg. 908E
1s non-existent.!!

The accusative 080v cannot be an ordinary direct object. It
must depend upon a verb of motion, either to be supplied men-
tally (not a welcome recourse) or to be added as a supplement:
e.g. TouTnV pev <iévor> v 68ov nuéAnee, like 7.12.2 tovtnv 0
v 000V (“proceed on this course of action”). Similarly (with

9 See R. Kihner-B. Gerth, Ausfihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache
(Hanover/Leipzig 1898-1904) I 200; E. Schwyzer, Grechische Grammatik
(Munich 1939-1953) 11 297.

10 See Kithner-Gerth II 54-55; Schwyzer II 395.

11 Cited by H. Friis Johansen and E. W. Whittle, Aeschylus The Suppliants 111
(Copenhagen 1980) 320-322, ad 1034. They misunderstand the connection
of the words.
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literal 086¢) 1.111.1 fjie v adtVv dniow 6386v, 6.34.2 1ovteg ...
mv 1pnv 086v, 7.31 tadtyv iov ... v 080v, 8.143.2 €61’ av O
NAtog v ovtnv 680V 1. For the infinitive with duelelv see 2.66.3
auelnoovieg ofevvovor o kouopevov, LS] 1.4

v

7.223.2 ol 1 o1 BapPBopot ol duel ZépEnv mpoohicov Kol ol
apuel Aewvidny “EAAnveg, og v ént Bovdte £€odov moteduevot,
NoN ToAAD uoAlov i xat’ Gpyog eneEnioov £¢ 10 0PLTEPOV TOD
OOYEVOGC. TO UEV YOp EPLUO. TOD TEIXEOC €PUAGGGETO VO TOG
npOTEPOV MUEPOS, Ol OE LreElovteg £¢ TO. GTEWVOMOPO. EUAYOVTO.
The final battle at Thermopylae. “The barbarians with Xerxes
moved forward; and the Greeks with Leonidas, since they were
taking the field to meet their death, advanced much further into
the broader part of the neck of land than they had done at the
beginning. For on the previous days the defensive wall was being
protected, and they fought vre&iovteg into the narrows of the
pass.”

The picture is clear. Ahead of the defensive wall 1s a neck of
land, at first narrow, then broadening out. The Spartans, while
defending their wall, ventured out only into the narrow part.
But, for this final confrontation, when they know that they are
going to their deaths, they have abandoned all thought of
defending the wall, and advance into the broader part. But
urée€eyu and dre&épyopon do not mean “advance.” They mean
“withdraw, retire.” And it makes no sense here to translate (as
many do) “they withdrew to the narrow part.” The reference
cannot be to the tactic used in an earlier encounter, described in
section 211—the tactic of pretending to withdraw before the
enemy, so as to draw them on, and then suddenly turning to
confront them. This is not compatible with the language of our
passage. That the Spartans are described as advancing much
further than they did previously makes clear that what they are
being described as having done previously was advance, not
withdraw.

Powell, who understood what Herodotus is saying, gives the
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sense “sally out.”!? He attributes the same sense to two other
passages, where it is not appropriate, 1.176.1 (brne&iovreg) and 2
(Ore&eABovteg). For the former of those LS] (Uné&eyu IT) gives “go
out to meet or against one,” for the latter (bre&épyopon II) “go out to
meet,” adding, for both, “(leg. éne&-).” The changes to émne&-
(Bekker) have been generally accepted, most recently by Wilson
(OCT, 2015). In our passage, too, vrneEiovieg must be changed
to éne&lovteg, echoing éneEficav two clauses earlier.

January, 2020 Queens’ College, Cambridge
jd10000@cam.ac.uk

12 Lexicon, s.v. dne€épyopon. Similarly R. Waterfield, Herodotus, The Histories
(Oxford 1998), “they had made sorties into the narrows of the pass.” Others
who interpret correctly, in defiance of the linguistic difficulty, are G. Rawlin-
son, History of Herodotus* IV (London 1880), “they ... had gone forth to fight,”
and A. B. Butler, Herodotus VII, with notes (London/New York 1891), “they
had advanced as far as ‘the narrows in front.” ” In 1949 Powell, Herodotus,
offered the odd translation “but now they joined the battle without [i.e.,
presumably, “outside”] the narrow pass,” which appears not to square with
his proposal (in his Critical Appendix, p.714) to delete ég ta otewvdmopo.
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