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Introduction

Edith Foster and Donald Lateiner

When earlier classicists and ancient historians read Thucydides,
they were mindful of the Herodotean templates. For instance, the
continental exponents of scientific philology in the nineteenth
century took for granted that the two historians could not be inter-
preted separately. Thus, Ernst Friedrich Poppo (following the
example of his predecessor, K. W. Krueger), begins his commentary
on Thucydides (written between 1875 and 1886) with a remark on
Herodotus.' Moreover, his treatment of the introductory chapters of
Thucydides offers many further references to Herodotus, both as
a paradigm for Thucydidean prose, and also because the text of
Herodotus offers relevant remarks on the historical events.” To these
observations one might object that the beginning of Thucydides’
History treats ancient history, and that therefore the relation between
Thucydides and his predecessor is exceptionally evident in these
passages; however, if we examine Poppo’s remarks on Thucydides’
plague narrative, a passage often considered to represent Thucydides

' Oovkvdidns Abnvaios Evvéypape- Simplicitatem veterum qua solent nomina
sua in principiis scriptorum commemorare exemplis illustrant interpretes, ex
quibus unum Herodoteum Hpoddrov Aikaprnooijos ioTopins dmddeéis 1jde pro-
ferimus . . . (Scholars elucidate the direct style of the ancient writers, in accordance
with which they were accustomed to memorialize their own names, by comparison to
the most important examples, from which 1 bring forward only Herodotus . . . ).

? Further notes to Herodotus in Poppo’s commentary on the first ten chapters of
Thucydides’ Archaeology: as a prose example, ad loc. 1.1.2, 1.2.4,1.7,1.9.2,and 1.9.4;
for historical background, ad loc. 1.2.6, 1.3.3, 1.4, 1.6.3, 1.8.1. For further Herodotean
passages in the Archaeology, cf. Hornblower (1996), 138-9; On the close relation of
the historians’ prose style, cf. Dover (1997).
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at his most ‘scientific’, approximately the same density of cross-
references to Herodotus is revealed.’

An assumption that there was a close connection between the two
authors informed these commentaries despite the fact that they were
formulated during a period in which some readers held the elder
historian suspect as the ‘Father of Fables’, and crowned the younger
with the laurels of ‘scientific history’, so that the two became heroic
opponents, the figures of an antithesis in which Thucydides’
impersonal and analytical text shone incandescent light upon
Herodotus’ rambling incapacity. Disqualification of Herodotus was
de rigueur, especially among scholars studying Thucydides, and, if
anything, the contrast gained in unjustified sharpness during the
early twentieth century. For example, Abbott (1925), 10: ‘Herodotus
has been called the “Father of History”; in truth he is only the
father of story-telling: the first and most lively of our special
correspondents . .. 21: his celebrated Logoi ... further vitiated by
careless inaccuracy, love of exaggeration, addiction to entertaining
anecdote, and indiscriminate acceptance of ancient lore—all of
which properly belongs to a rudimentary age,” or Cochrane (1929),
46: ‘When Thucydides wrote, there lay before him the researches of
Herodotus, a panorama, so to speak, of all varieties of political
experience ... full of keen and penetrating observation, but so
interlarded with the picturesque and the metaphysical that, while
they provided the material for intelligible classification, they did not
approach the point of classification itself.’

This repetitive zero-sum style of critiquing the two first historians
was a reflection of an ancient view we are about to discuss, and has
now been largely abandoned.* Scholars now hypothesize a more

* Poppo refers to the Hippocratic corpus and the Lucretian translation, but cites
Herodotus as a control for important and otherwise perhaps easily miscontextualized
concepts. See, for instance, his remarks ad loc. 2.51.1: ‘“rjv (8¢av non speciem, sed
modum atque habitum significat, ut 4.55.2. Herod. 1.203, 2.71(rnv (8éav refers
not to the appearance, but the manner and form [i.e. of the disease], as at 4.55.2, cf.
Hdt. 1.203 and 2.71)’, ad loc. 2.51.2, on Thucydides’ famous quotation of Solonian
wisdom (Hdt. 1.32.8: sua év 00dev adrapkés ... ), or ad loc. 2.51.6, ‘3is . . . ok
émrdpBaver . .. cf. Herod. 7.115 émdaBaw Aoyuds 1ov orparov épberpe; ad loc.
2.52.2: o0devi k6opw ... Hac formula utuntur Herodotus, Procopius, alii rerum
scriptores. Cf. 3.108.3, 7.23.3, 7.40.3, Herod. 3.113. . ..

* For further explication of ‘the overriding view that Thucydides despised
Herodotus, and treated his work almost as a travesty of history’ (Rogkotis 2006,
58), and the recent about-face on this issue, cf. Rogkotis (2006). In addition, a useful
and brief critique of the scholarship on Thucydides that most insisted on aligning
him with modern historical positivism is provided in Stahl (2003), 13-15. As
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positive relationship between Herodotus and Thucydides, just as
they also recognize the important ancestry of Homer for both (see
Chapter 2 below).

If this reassessment has taken a long time to emerge (as we now
think), two problems must be kept in mind. First, ancient judge-
ments on Herodotus made it easier throughout subsequent history
to slight Herodotus’ achievement. Thucydides, as Philip Stadter and
Catherine Rubincam point out in Chapters 3 and 5, was Herodotus’
first and most important successor in large-scale historiography;
moreover, the similarity of their subjects and themes provoked him
to stake out his own contrasting territory.” What good luck for
Thucydides to have a predecessor he could emulate, and from whom
he could take his bearings! What bad luck for Herodotus to have the
historian whom subsequent history accepted as the paradigm of the
genre for one’s first epigone and critical reader!

Moreover, subsequent ancient critics frequently and explicitly
expressed negative opinions about Herodotus—a feature absent
from Thucydides’ anonymous polemics. Well-known examples are
found in Aristotle (uvfoAdyos, gen. anim. 756b6), Plutarch (de
Herodoti malignitate),’ Josephus (moAXa Tov Hpdédorov éXéyyet T
Alyvrriakdv vn’ ayvoias éfevouévov, Ap. 1.14), Lucian (6 un Ta
aAn07 ovyyeypadds, Ver. Hist. 2.31), and Aulus Gellius (Herodotus
homo fabulator, Noct. Att. 3.10.11). To these critical (and decon-
textualized) remarks should be opposed the positive assessments of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (cf. e.g. Dem. 41, de Thuc. 5 and 23), who
also praises his countryman’s subject, structure, and arrangement as
superior to those of Thucydides in ad Pomp. 3 and 6.” In addition,

demonstrated by Poppo’s treatment (cf. notes 1 and 2), the tendency to oppose the
two historians, while common, was never universal. Cf. Macan (in high old age, cf.
419) in CAH V (1935), who gently demurred from this prejudice: ‘The due appreci-
ation of Herodotus and Thucydides as artists may have suffered sometimes from two
contrary misconceptions; the one, regarding Herodotus as a mere child of Nature,
creating indeed a great work, but almost in sport, unconscious of design and inno-
cent of forethought: the other, regarding Thucydides as a sheer incarnation of sci-
ence, or at least of the scientific spirit, and repudiating on his behalf the charge of
literary artfulness, as derogatory to his conscience and his achievements’ (CAH V
410). Cf. Strasburger (1955); but forceful condemnation of Herodotus continued, cf.
e.g. Meiggs (1972), 287-8.

* Cf. Lateiner (1989), ch.10, and Parke (1946), 80-92.

® However, cf. Pelling (2007) for a review of Plutarch’s ‘spectrum of different
attitudes’ (162) to Herodotus, some of which are very positive.

7 Cf. Momigliano (1966), 27: ‘Dionysius is in fact the only ancient writer who
never said anything unpleasant about Herodotus.’
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Cicero, for whom Herodotus was the pater historiae, must be
included among Herodotus’ supporters, although he also has less
flattering things to say.® Positive or negative, Cicero’s remarks witness
to Herodotus’ fame; indeed, Lucian went so far as to posit that
Thucydides responded as much to Herodotus’ high reputation as to
Herodotus’ historical method (Hist. consc. 42).°

The contrast governing the reception granted the two historians is
usually clear: both were famous, but Thucydides earned a reputation
for trustworthiness (although his difficult style has always annoyed
readers; cf. e.g. Dion. Hal. de Thuc. 30-2), and could therefore
be named as a model by subsequent historians (e.g. Polybius, 8.11.3
and 12.25a, or Nepos, Life of Themistocles 1.1 and passim), and, as
was customary among the ancients, even more often imitated than
named (Sallust, Julius Caesar, Tacitus). Herodotus, as we have just
seen, was critiqued on grounds of substance, although praised for his
style (e.g. Dion. Hal. de Thuc. 23; Lucian, Hdt. 1). Ancient imitation
of Herodotus, who became the preferred model for Hellenistic his-
toriography (Hornblower 1995, especially 65), was therefore not as
overt, despite the fact that it was probably as pervasive as imitation
of Thucydides." Overall, this meant that modern perception of
Herodotus’ importance lagged behind, while his reputation as a
wonderful teller of tales undermined his respectability.

The relatively equal fame, but unequal reputation, of the two
historians in modern times is visible from the period following
the appearance of the Aldine text of Herodotus in 1502."" Henri
Estienne’s (=Henricus Stephanus) Apologia pro Herodoto of 1566,
perhaps meeting the preconceptions resulting from ancient criticism,
and perhaps also the criticisms of more recent times,"” defends
Herodotus as a pious author who did not knowingly lie to his

8 Cf. Samotta (Ch. 13) and Stahl (Ch. 6) in this volume; Momigliano (1966), 127.

° In a formulation that responds to the previous paragraph (Hist. consc. 41),
where Lucian has declared that historians should be fearless, incorruptible, and
independent, he argues as follows: O & odv Bovkvdibns €0 udAa 7007’ évopolérn-
gev kal Siékpwvev dpeTiv kai kakiav ovyypadikiiy, pdv udAora favualduevoy
76v HpéSorov dype To6 xai Moboas kAnbivar adrod td BiBAia. He saw both
historians as desiring fame, cf. also the opening story of his Herodotus.

' Cf. Pelling (Ch. 11), Baragwanath (Ch. 12), and Samotta (Ch. 13) in this
volume.

' Cf. Kramer (1980).
"2 Cf. Momigliano (1966), 139.



