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INTRODUCTION

The technical means of expressing Oratio Obliqua (Indirect Speech)
in'Classical Greek are richly varied.  Yet the question as to whether any
of these alternative means may serve in some way to suggest the sub-
jective relationship of the reporter to the person and/or speech reported
has hitherto been avoided, or the position has been taken flatly that

! Citations in Herodotus are given according to the traditional books, chapters, and
paragraphs, and, when this would seem useful to the reader, to the page-lines in Hude’s
Oxford edition. The following abbreviations have been used for volumes cited more
than once: Arndt-Gingrich="W. F. Arndt and W. F. Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon
of the New Testament (Chicago and Cambridge 19594); Blass-Debrunner =F. Blass
u. A. Debrunner, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechischen (Gttingen 19549);
Denniston =]J. D. Denniston, Greek Particles (Cambridge 19542); Immerwahr=H. R.
Immerwahr, Form and Thought in Herodotus (Cleveland 1966); Jacoby=F. Jacoby,
“Herodot” in RE Suppl. II (1913) 205-520; KB=R. Kiihner u. F. Blass, Ausfiihrliche
Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, Elementar- und Formenlehre, in zwei Binden
(Hannover 18903 u. 18923); KG= R. Kiihner u. B. Gerth, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik
der griechischen Sprache, Satzlehre, in zwei Binden (Hannover u. Leipzig 18983 u. 19043);
Kriiger, KA II=K. W. Kriiger, Kritische Analekten II (Berlin 1867); Kriiger, R=
K. W. Kriiger, “Grammatisches Register” in @OYKYAIAQY EYI'TPA®H, 1l 2
(Berlin 18612) 305-21; Kriiger, S I=K. W. Kriiger, Griechische Sprachlehre fiir Schulen,
Attische Syntax (Berlin 1873 5); Kriiger, S II=K. W. Kriiger, Griechische Sprachlehre fiir
Schulen, Poetisch-dialektische Syntax (Berlin 18713); Laird, Intr. = A. G. Laird, “Intro-
duction,” in Herodotus, Books VII and VIII, edited by C. F. Smith and A. G. Laird (New
York, Cincinnati, Chicago 1908) 1-73; Legrand, Intr.=Ph. -E. Legrand, Hérodote. His-
toires. Introduction (Paris 1956); Powell, Lex. = J. E. Powell, Lexicon to Herodotus (Cam-
bridge 1938 and Hildesheim 1960); Rehdantz-Blass= C. Rehdantz u. F. Blass, “Indices,”
in Demosthenes, Neun Philippische Reden I 2 (Leipzig 18864); SCG = B. L. Gildersleeve and
C. W.E. Miller, Syntax of Classical Greek, Parts I and II (New York, Cincinnati, Chicago
1900 and 1911); Schmid-Stihlin="W. Schmid u. O. Stihlin, Geschichte der Griechischen
Literatur 1 2 (Miinchen 19592) u. I s (Miinchen 19642); Schwyzer=E. Schwyzer,
Griechische Grammatik, Allgemeiner Teil. Lautlehre. Wortbildung. Flexion (Miinchen
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Classical Greek possesses no means to suggest reserve or comment on
the part of the reporter.2 I have in a recent publication attacked this
position systematically, and with the aid of a copious collection of
examples made the point that the intrusion of oblique infinitives into
certain O.O. constructions where they do not regularly occur indicates
an attempt on the part of the reporter to indicate reserve vis-a-vis the
reported speaker, to put distance between himself and the report, to
avoid responsibility for the matter or opinion therein represented.?
This principle will, if it can be rigorously proven, amount to a valuable
new tool for the exegesis of Classical authors, for it will establish that
many passages contain an expression of critical reserve on the part of
the authors which has hitherto been overlooked.# It will also—as has

19532); Schwyzer-Debrunner=E. Schwyzer u. A. Debrunner, Griechische Grammatik,
Syntax und Syntaktische Stilistik (Miinchen 1950); Stahl =]J. M. Stahl, Kritisch-historische
Syntax des griechischen Verbums der Klassischen Zeit (Heidelberg 1907 u. Hildesheim 1965);
Stein, Einl. =H. Stein, “Einleitung,” in Herodotos erklirt von H. Stein, Buch I (Berlin
19627) II-LXXXIII; STT=G. L. Cooper, III, Zur Syntaktischen Theorie und Textkritik
der attischen Autoren (Ziirich 1971).

2 So for instance KG 2.543.4.1: “Wihrend also das Deutsche in dem Konjunktiv ein
Mittel besitzt, den Zweifel des Berichtenden an der Wahrheit des Berichteten anzudeuten
fehlt der griechische Sprache ein derartiges Mittel durchaus; sie beschrinkt sich darauf,
die Aussage rein objektiv wiederzugeben.”

3Cf. STT 65~74: “O.0. Infinitive in Nebensitzen und in der Mischkonstruktion
nach ér¢ bzw. s and 75-83 “Uberginge zwischen O.0O. und O.R. in lebendiger
Darstellung.”

4 Doubtless Herodotus stands especially to benefit from such a development.
Immerwahr 7 has well stated: “The best method of studying Herodotus seems . . . a
close investigation of narrative structure, and of the stylistic means by which this structure
is wrought.” The particular difficulty on which the study of intrusive infinitives gives
leverage has been well explained by Immerwahr s: “Herodotus. .. differs from
Thucydides in constructing his account not directly on the basis of evidence, but by
combining existing traditions which incorporate such evidence. When he began to
collect information, such traditions were still in good part oral. Consequently, what he
regarded as the principal way of gaining access to the past was in fact oral traditions,
and . . . his own contribution . . . consisted in the combining and arranging of traditions,
with the result that his own work became henceforth a living tradition for the present
and future . . . This does not mean that Herodotus was uncritical, or that he accepted *all that
was told’” (my italics).

This last point is almost invariably missed or misunderstood by the beginner, and the
situation is not set entirely to rights by the simple citation of the several passages in
Herodotus of the same general kind as 2.123.1(10-12) Toior pév vuov dm’ Alyvrriev
Aeyopévoiar xpdobfw Srew Ta Towabra mbavd éoTi éuol 8¢ mapd mdvra Tov Adyov
vmékeTar ST T Aeydueva Om’ éxdoTwy akof] ypdgw and 7.152.3(27-28) *Eyw 8¢
Sdeidw Myew 76 Aeydueva, melbeobfal ye pév od mavrdmaot Speldw, kal pow o674
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already been suggested in STT 65-74—allow a fresh approach to a
considerable number of plaguing textual problems, especially to the
extent that the phenomenon admits of precise description. It must be
admitted, however, that what has appeared thus far on the subject is
in two important respects short of the ideal. In the first place it has.
been limited in the main to Attic authors, where the intrusive infinitives
are rather rare as compared to Herodotus.5 And also no author has

ye 76 émos €xérw és mdvra Tov Adyov (The former citation is given by Jacoby 408—
see on this important summary of the positivistic approach to Herodotus Fritz Hellman
in Herodot, eine Auswahl aus der neueren Forschung, herausgegeben von Walter Marg
(Miinchen 19652) 40-41—and by Legrand, Intr. 84 (“De la crédulité et du sens critique
d’Hérodote”). 'The latter citation is given by Jacoby 408 and by Legrand, Intr. 83).
The significance of such statements is hardly borne in upon the student until he or she
perceives how this works out in Herodotus’ practice. One good way to approach this
practice is through compositional analysis of the sort of which Immerwahr has made
himself a leading exponent. Another would be a close study of the belief-inhibiting
effect of Herodotus’ use of particles. Powell, Lex., an admirable work, makes an
exhaustive study of Herodotus’ particles convenient. But the beginner might be well
advised to confine himself to a review of the 27 carefully culled examples of ironical
&7 in Denniston 229-34—all gems, to the 12 citations for 87fev Denniston 265-66, and
the 20 examples of kov(=mwov) Denniston 491-95. The approach taken here is neither
lexical like Denniston’s nor compositional like Immerwahr’s, but takes a middle road
between the two in concerning itself with sentence form. In my opinion this method
surpasses any other in its particular insistence upon the point of Herodotus’ sophistication
and critical sense—the very matters which seem so often to cause the serious early student
of Herodotus the most difficulty. '

5 Herodotus’ particularly frequent resort to these constructions has been often remarked
upon. Cf. for the infinitive intrusive in subordinate clauses Kriiger, S I 65.4.3; KG
2.550.5; Stahl 665.3: *“Das erste Beispicl begegnet uns bei Sophokles, und dies ist in
der Dichtung das einzige. Sonst ist der Gebrauch der Prosa eigen, zeigt sich am
haiifigsten bei Herodot, der ihn verhiltnismissig am Sftesten in synthetischen Neben-
sitzen ausser den relativen hat, demnichst, aber schon seltener bei Thukydides, in der
spiteren attischen Prosa nimmt er ab, von Lysias, Isaios und Isokrates liegt keine derartige
Stelle vor”; Laird, Intr. 64. It may be further noted that Kriiger, R s.v. “Infinitiv 5" 315
lists 12 examples in Thucydides, whereas my examination of Herodotus has revealed 77
examples (Stein on 1.24.11.29 f. gives 14 examples). Cf. for the infinitive intrusive
after 7¢ and/or s Kriiger, S165.4.3; KG 2.357.3; Stahl 651.4; Laird, Intr. 64 and Stein
on 1.207.11.4. For the free use of the oblique infinitive as a narrative verb form—
which seems to be a peculiarity of Herodotus—I know only one mention in a grammatical
authority, Kriiger, S II 65.11.2, who cites two of the five passages with the explanation:
“Der oblique Infinitiv tritt ein von einem bloss vorschwebenden Aéyovow abhingig.”
Stein’s remark on 1.86.13(= Hude 1.86.3(22)) moiéew, “erg. 576 Avddv Aéyerar (c.87,1),
ein beim Berichte einer Volkssage natiirlicher Ubergang in indirekte Erzihlung” is

almost equally unappreciative, and the parallels he adduces are not only incomplete but
also ill-sorted and partly dissimilar.
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been as yet treated exhaustively. Naturally there is the question of
conventionalization. It would be conceivable that these constructions
while often significant would still in other cases be used only loosely.
Or it would be thinkable that some particular author might resort to
these uses so often that they would become a mere mannerism on his
part.® If this happens anywhere it would certainly be in Herodotus.
Therefore this author has been chosen for closer study. He shows a
further advantage for this essay in his use of oblique infinitives as
narrative verb forms without any ruling verb or other introductory
expression. This usage is apparently confined to Herodotus and
seems, like the two idioms already studied in Attic, to be invariably
significant of reserve on the part of the author.?

6 A familiar example of such a development would be Isocrates’ peculiar use of the
plural of abstract substantives. Cf. for an accurate description of the practice usual in
most Attic prose KG 1.17¢: “Die Prosa unterscheidet streng den Gebrauch der Singular-
form von dem der Pluralform, indem durch jene stets der wirkliche abstrakte Begriff,
durch diese stets einzelne Akten, Fille u.s.w. der abstrakten Thitigkeit bezeichnet
werden, oder der abstrakte Begriff auf mehrere bezogen wird..,” which, however,
needs the corrective codicil of SCG I 62 §142: “In Isocrates the plural is so marked a
mannerism, and is so often suggested by the avoidance of hiatus, that it is not necessary
to insist on sharp distinctions in that author.” The present study indicates that the
extensive intrusion of the oblique infinitive in Herodotus does not necessitate any such
proviso to the general theory of the intrusive oblique infinitive set up in STT 65-83.
Herodotus uses this idiom so often simply because such a large part of his work is based
upon semi-historical oral reports, reports which he is too critical to transmit without
some indication of the reservations he has about substantial accuracy in the material
he must base his history upon.

7 As was pointed out in note § above this phenomenon has received hitherto no
kind of adequate description and illustration. It is not to be confused with the free
succession of oblique upon dependent imperatival infinitives, which has traditionally
been described or rather glossed by supplying ruling verbs suggestive of the appropriate
sense for the infinitive. Cf. STT 44; Stahl 649.2; KG 2.544.2.1 and 2.567.1; Kriiger,
S16s.11.7and I1 65.11.2.  This usage, while it certainly occurs in Herodotus, never has
here the harsh dazzling brilliance of the Thucydidean examples, which are no doubt still
best documented in Kriiger, R s.v. “Erginzung” 311. Still, cf. Herodotus 1.170.2(5)
Biavra dvpa Mpimpéa, 8s exédeve kowd o1éAw "lwvas depfévras mAéew és Dapd

\ v
Kkai émeta moAw plav krilew mdvrwv "Idvov, kol obrw (sc. épn) dmallaxfévras
4 . - .
odéas Sovdootvns edSaipuomjaew, . . . More common in Herodotus than such a switch

after a verb of commanding is the gentler reorientation felt when an infinitive plainly
representing Oratio Obliqua succeeds upon a semi-imperatival infinitive dependent upon
a verb of judgement or opinion, e.g., 2.64.2(4) oi pév yap dAot oxeSov mdvres
avfpwmoc, ahyy Alyvrriov kal ‘EMijpwv, ployovrar év ipoiat. . ., vouilovres
avlpdrmrovs €lvar kard mep ta dMa kmijvear kal yap (sc. dao) 76 dAa krijvea
opdv kai dpvifwy yévea dxevdueva év 1€ ToioL vnoict Tdv Oedv kal év Toloe
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Although it will involve some repetition of the theory already
expounded in STT 65-83 it will be necessary to explain each of the
three “expressive” forms of the intrusion of the oblique infinitive,
before analyzing and discussing the examples which Herodotus
offers. The three types are (1) the oblique infinitive intrusive in
subordinate clauses, (2) the oblique infinitive intrusive after 7 and/or
ws—which case is only invariably strongly “expressive” when the
intrusive infinitive intervenes as the first verb form after the relative
adverb, and (3) the oblique infinitive used freely as a narrative verb
form. The body of the article is divided into three parts, one part for
each of these three forms of intrusion.

PART I THE OBLIQUE INFINITIVE INTRUSIVE IN
SUBORDINATE CLAUSES

As has been explained in STT 65 ff. and as any school grammar
makes clear, the usual procedure for turning a complex sentence into
infinitival O.O. is to change the verbs of the principal clauses into
infinitives while leaving the verbs of the subordinate clauses in finite
forms. These may or may not be changed in respect to mood and
tense depending on the rules for the sequence of moods and tenses, and
otherwise show their oblique character only by shifts in person. There
is, however, an alternative procedure—licit but never really rcgular—
according to which the verbs of subordinate clauses also, not just of
principal clauses, are changed into infinitives. Two explanations
suggest themselves for this facultative construction. Either the
infinitive may be thought to have intruded into the subordinate clause
in a mechanical way so as to assimilate the verb form of the subordinate
clause to the surrounding infinitival verb forms of the principal clauses.

Tepéveat 2.144.2(s) "Hdn dv 16 al elrdves floav, Torovrous (ie., kadods kayabods)
dmedelkvvoay opéas mdvras €dvras, fedv 8¢ moMov dmalaympévovs. T6 8¢
mpoTepov T@Y dvdpdv TovTwy feods elvar (sc. éXeyov) Tods &v Alydmrew dpyor-
Tas, . . . The oblique infinitive used as a narrative verb form, which is discussed further
in Part III of this paper, differs from these infinitives (i.e., from evdaiporicew, opav,
elvar) inasmuch as no preceding direct verb form initiates Oratio Obliqua, and also
because the ironic or withdrawn attitude of the author is, if anything, still more pro-
nounced in these other examples.
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Or the intrusion may be considered as being an intensification of the
oblique relationship of the whole complex sentence, an intensification
which is effected by the use of that verb form, the infinitive, which is
most characteristic of O.O. in all the clauses of the sentence, both
principal and subordinate, not just in part of the sentence, i.c., in the
principal clauses only. This alternative is the explanation advocated in
STT 66: ““Skepsis, Distanz, Reserve hat man mit dieser Konstruktion
mitherauszuhdren.” The reporter shrinks from identifying himself
sympathetically with the original speaker even to the extent that use of
the personal verb forms in the subordinate clauses would imply.8

81t is this matter of the sympathetically or psychologically acceptable character of the
reported speech which is decisive for Herodotus. Naturally it is often the fantastic
or incredible turn of a report which causes the historian to turn away from the most
usual forms of O.O., but it may be merely a sense of offended delicacy—whether this be
real or merely affected—which causes the author to make the switch. It must also be
emphasized that Herodotus is capable of reporting something which he plainly quite
disbelieves in Oratio Recta. Straightforward belief and straightforward disbelief
are psychologically and therefore stylistically far more closely related to each other
than irony is to either. Cf, e.g., 7.214.1(27 ff.) "Eoti 8¢ érepos Aeyduevos Adyos,
s 'Ovirys 1€ 6 Pavaydpew avijp Kapvorios kai KopvBaddos Avrikupeds elot oi
elmavres mpos PBaotdéa TovTovs Tovs Adyous kai mepiyymaduevor TO Spos Toiot
ITéponat, 00dauds éuovye mards: . .. AN’ EmdArys ydp éoti 6 mepuyynoduevos

76 6pos kal kata T dTpamdy, TodTov aitiov ypddw.

There are a number of speeches and dialogues in Herodotus also, most of which the
author cannot possibly believe he is reporting with strict literal accuracy, and which he
nevertheless reports in O.R. The reason for this is simply that such speeches and
dialogues have an inherent dramatic and artistic believability which does not depend
upon their literal accuracy. It is no doubt a condition of the acceptability of O.R. in
these passages that the reader or audience understands that Herodotus cannot possibly
have known the actual words of the supposed original discourse.  Stein, Einl. XXX VIII-
XXXIX brings this out very nicely: “Im Gedankengehalt wie im Ausdruck sind sie
(d.h. die Reden und die Gespriche). .. eine freie Ausdichtung Herodots . . . Indes. ..
geben sie der Erzihlung jenen reizvollen Anschein wahrhaften Lebens, der den priifenden
Leser immer fesselt ohne ihn taiischen oder taiischen zu wollen. Denn wie der ‘allhor-
ende’ Dichter weiss dieser Erzihler das intimste zeugenlose Gesprich wie die lingst
verklungene Rede fernwohnender Barbaren, als wie von ihm selbst erlauschte, mit dem
treuherzigen Tone eigenen Glaubens vorzutragen. Er darf eben bei seinen Zuhdrer
eigenen Unterscheidung voraussetzen zwischen der Wahrheit der Geschehnisse und der
Dichtung der zugefiigten Reden.” Actually Stein may with this further remark, “In
Ton und Sprache halten sich diese Reden auf der gleichen Linie volkstiimlicher
Gemeinverstindlichkeit, ohne sich der besonderen Weise der redenden Person je nach
Volksart, Stand und Gemiitsart mit charakteristischen Ziigen anzupassen,” go a shade too
far. It is hard for instance to believe that the speeches exchanged between the Athenian
ambassadors and Gelon of Syracuse in Book 7 are entirely uncharacteristicc. SCG I
56 §15 and I 7 §20 notes the regular use of & with the vocative at 7.160.1(23) and
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The argument offered to support this view is in the main material,
i.e., passages with intrusive infinitives are cited in which it plainly is
the case that the reporter would wish to avoid responsibility. These
examples fall into two groups. In the first division (STT 66-67) fall
relations of dreams, myths, and unlikely reports. This first category is
thus made up of reports for which the reporter feels no hostility but
only a certain bemused and incredulous detachment. In the second
group fall the reports to which the reporter experiences reaction, they
are retellings of accounts given by the speaker’s opponent (STT 67-68).
Now these two principal categories were set up originally merely to
illustrate the sense of the construction under discussion. Yet they do
turn out to be quite close to being a satisfactory framework for dealing
with all of the examples one encounters even in a systematic and
exhaustive study of Herodotus. Naturally a certain elasticity and
readiness to adapt to the purposes and practices of the individual author
are called for. This would be true for Attic authors and it applies to
Herodotus also. Turning first to some of the less obvious examples in
Attic we will see what sort of difficulty might be expected in the most
awkward cases. First consider Plato, Republic 6.490c (Zwkpdrys)

7.161.1(8) and the passionate omission of ¢ in 7.158.1(19) and 7.162.1(28). And it may
be further remarked that in dialogues between persons who stand in a formal hierarchical
relationship to each other the distinction is frequently insisted upon by a form of the
personal pronoun supported by ye. (For ye attached to pronouns suggesting a contrast
between persons, cf. KG 2.171 and 2.174.6 as well as Denniston 121-23 and esp. 122,
on the range of this function of ye in dialogue.) So, e.g., 1.42.1 (Adrastus to Croesus)
"2 Baoiled. . .éywye. . .ad. . .omevdeis. . . Tou 5.106.3-4 (Histiaeus of Miletus to Darius)
Baoted, . . .épBéyéao. . .ad elpnkas. .. éywye. . .ob...dKrjkoas, & Pacided, pdfe
...épydoao... s.111.3 (Attendant to Onesilaus) "2 Bacied, .. .ad émrdooys. ..
épotye 7.9.y (Mardonius to Xerxes) cot...d Baotled, .. . &ywye 7.11.1. (Xerxes to
Artabanus) Aprdfave,...€ls...0c...70t. .. uovye. . .ae0 7.103.1-4 (Xerxes to De-
maratus) Anpdpyre, .. .ép0éyéao. . .dye, elmé...od dijs...av...0é.. . a¢.. 0D ..
ToL. . . €ywye. .. od Ayets 9.79.1-2 (Pausanias to Lampon of Aegina) "2 éeive Alywijra,

..0€v...udpTnKas. . .0v. . .mpocéMys Euovye. . .ovpuBovdevoys. .. iobi. While
these parallels may be profitably consulted by the student as illustrations of the fun-
damental dialogue principle in Herodotean narration (exhaustive treatment in Schmid-
Stihlin I.2.644), they are also of interest to the textual critic as showing the correct
reading at 3.35.3-4 (Cambyses to Prexaspes) elmeiv (sc. ov Kapgvony) mpds rov marépa
70D ma1dos yeddoavta kal mepiyapéa yevopevov- “ Ipiifaomes, ds pév Eywye od
paivopar. . . 8HAd 7oL yéyove: viv 8¢ pou elmé, Tiva eldes Moy mdvrwv dvBpdmwy
obrws émiokoma Tofevovra;” (éywye codd. Kriiger S 1 44.3.10 éyw) 7€ Dobree,
Dindorf, Kriiger, Stein, Hude, Godley, Legrand).
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‘HBovpévys 81 dAnbelas, odk dv mote, olpar, daipev adrjj yopov
kak@v drolovifjoar.—(A8eipavros) Ilds ydp,—(Lwrpdrns) AN’
Uyiés 1€ kai Sikaiov Hfos, & kal owppootvmy émeabar.— Opbis,
¢ (sc. 6 Adeipavros). Now Socrates does not here have reference
to any particular tragic tale such as he refers to in the example from
Republic 3.408c, cited in STT 67, which clearly falls into the first cate-
gory “dreams, myths and unlikely reports.” But Socrates has allowed
his language to become so figurative and his personification so plastic
that he feels called upon to treat his own expression ironically as a poetic
fancy and so he allows the infinitive émreofla to intrude into the relative
clause where émerar would be expected. Looking at it another way,
however, one could find that he was rejecting his own argumentation
as far fetched. In that case the example would fall under the second
category of “contentious and casuistic argumentation.”

An example which might well fall under the second category would
be Thucydides 4.98.1-5 of Afnvaio....épacav...Bowwrovs. . .
aMdoTpiois iepols. . .émeAddvras. . .olkela viv kextioBar. kal
avroi (i.e., Afnvaior) el pév émi mAéov Svvnbijvar Tijs éxelvawv
kpatfioos, Toor’ v éxew:...U8wp Te (sc. tepov) év Tf dwvdyky
kwijoat, Y ok avrtol UPper mpoohéabar, dAX’ ékeilvous (i.e., Tovs
Bowwrods) émi v oderépav éNBdvras duvvduevor Pidlecba
xpfiofac.  (Suvnbivar codd. pl., edd. pl. Suvnfeier recc. ali. Kriiger).
It is not that Thucydides really cares to treat the Athenians as the
enemy. It is only that the argument they offered in answer to the
Boeotians who had alleged Athenian profanations during hostilities
of the temple at Delium is so shoddy and in every respect self-secking
that Thucydides suffers a collapse in his sympathetic capacities with the
result that he puts his report into a form (Svvyfivas for édvvifnoav
and mpogbéabar for mpooéfevro) which registers the alienation he feels
for the thought.9 It would, to be sure, be possible to choose to take the
whole thing as a kind of degenerate mythology of the kind in which
imperialistic policies involve states, and so to classify the passage under

9 Any thoughtful and decent person would have to feel this way about the Athenian
argument—Gomme refers to it in his commentary on the passage on one page (568) as
“highly sophistical (and unnecessarily long-drawn out),” on the next (569) as “this
sophistical stuff,” on the next (570) as “not the whole truth,” and on the next (571) as
“this argument of words.”
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the first heading. When the sense of the construction is so patent it is
not helpful to argue too much about alternative classifications.

Indeed there will always be some examples which more or less defy
classification, and are nevertheless for all that still perfectly comprehen-
sible.  So, for instance, Aristophanes, Aves 1677-82 (IT.o0éraipos) *Ev
& TpBalld mav To mpdypa. Ti ov Aéyeis; | (TpBarrds) Kardn
kopavva kal peydia Baocidwad | Spriro mapadidwue. (‘HpakAis)
mapadoivar Aéyet. | (ITooeddv) pa Tov Ai’ovy odrds ye mapadoiva
Aéyer, | el un Badilew domep ai xeMddves (sc. ov Badilovow). |
(IT.oBérarpos) odrotv mapadodvar rais yehddow Aéyet. (Badilew
RV® Ald, Hall-Geldart Badilo. y’ B Badiler y° Willems, Coulon-
Van Daele ex schol. BaBdlet y° Bentley, Kock) Does Poseidon prefer
the infinitive to any of the alternatives suggested by scribes and scholiasts
because he is arguing against the Triballian? Perhaps, although his in-
terpretation of the strange utterance makes the Triballian out to be
supporting Poseidon’s position. More likely the infinitive expresses
general alienation and incredulity at the outlandish person and speech
of the tribesman.1° The striking and important point is this: whatever
the awkwardness which may attach to the classification of specific
examples—and in Herodotus there is amazingly little of this—there is
simply no example of this idiom which does not upon examination
convince as to the fundamental point. 'When a Classical Greek author
uses this form to report speech he is seeking to avoid responsibility for
what he or his assumed character reports. Moreover, any chance that

10 Doubtless the Triballian’s statement was understood by the audience as = 7 kaAqv
KkpnY kal T peydAny Bacilelav Tois Spviot mapadidwue. Poseidon however inter-
prets weydAny Bagilelav tortuously as= u1j ye Bdoav or u1) ye Badicacav or some such
thing (see the scholastic commentators ad loc.) and resolves the participle, considered as
conveying a stipulation, into a conditional clause, taking it that the Triballian consigns 7
Baailela to the birds only if she has the swallow-like characteristic of not being able to
hop—these birds being popularly supposed to perch and fly only, but not to hop. Since
she is not as a matter of fact to be thought of as restricted in her locomotive potential in
any way, Poseidon thus secures an interpretation which is favorable to his side of the ar-
gument as to whether the gods should surrender rule to the birds. The most substantial
difficulty in the passage is the explanation of the final remark of Pisthetairos quoted. I
think it does not essentially respond to or derive from Poseidon’s remark at all. Rather
I take it that the Triballian has been illustrating the meaning of his statement by means
of barbarously obscene gestures intended to suggest the fate of 7) BagiAela in Cloud-
cuckoo-land, and it is with reference to these that Pisthetairos makes his remark and
thereby simply trumps Poseidon’s desperate and befuddled exegesis.
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this is merely a fortuitous impression, which is without demonstrative
force, is precluded by the mass of examples. Consider just those from
Herodotus. They are arranged here according to formal criteria and
provided with a few textual remarks where these seem called for:

Infinitives in subordinate clauses in O.O. arranged alphabetically according
to the introductory adverb or pronoun.

Lot 3.55.2(3) Tadivar  3.156.2(20) ovpBovAeioar !

i1z 2.64.2(5) elvar  2.172.5(9) elvar  3.105.1(22) mpoAauBdvew
3.108.1(3) yiveolar

11 3.156.2(20) katoikti{eT0, pas Smo Aapeiov memovhévar 7 émemdvlee S’ éwvrod,
nafeiv 8¢ radra 867 supBoviedoal of draviardval Ty arpatiy, . . .(oupBovAedaal
codd., Stein, Legrand, Godley ovuBovAevoar Stephanus, Dindorf, Kriiger, Hude).
Nothing could be paleographically easier than Stephanus’ change to an optative by a
mere switch of accent.  But there is no reason to make even such an easy departure from
the MSS when the reading they give is, as is the case here, a construction which is
defended by so many parallels. Notice also that the speech of Zopyrus which Herodotus
here reports is known by him and by his readers to be an absolute fiction.

'z A further possible, yet quite uncertain example is 1.129.3-4(9-14) AoTvdyns 8¢ uw

dmépawve 76 Myw oraidTardy Te kal ddikdrarov édvra mdvrwy dvlpdmav,. . . €
VoS S oA T - ¥ ’ Y ’, [ S W) e
yap 81) deiv mdvrws mepibeivar dANw Téw T Baogi\niny kal un adrov éxew, Sikaid-
Tepov etvar Mrjdwv Téw mepiBaleiv Tobro 76 dyabov 7 Ilepaéwy- (Seiv PDRSV,
Dindorf, Kriiger, Legrand, Hude 8¢ov ABC, Stein) There is certainly nothing the matter
with the infinitive in a conditional clause. Moreover in the semantic analysis of these
passages which follows in the text of the article this passage would fall clearly under the
same argumentative or casuistic rubric as, e.g., 5.84.1(20-22) of 8¢ (sc. *Emdavpiot)
dmépawov Myw ds odk ddikoier Saov uév yap xpévov elyov Ta dydAuara & 74
XOpN, émredéew Ta ovvéfevto, émel 8¢ éarepfigfar adrdv, ob Sikaiov elvar
dmodépew €r, .. .In addition the association of ydp with the infnitive, if correct, is
also a familiar phenomenon, which comes up often in the examples of Part III of this
paper. But on the other hand 8éov has a lot to be said for it too. It has a better MSS
group behind it than 8eiv, which gives what is actually almost a banal construction in
Herodotus. And 8éov is as Kriiger ad loc. correctly remarked, citing Kriiger, S I
56-3.2 and . 62.1.4, entirely defensible. One would only have to take it predicatively
with mepifleivar and éyew so that it would have the same relation to these as oikds and
Sixaiov have to éyew at 7.3.3(13) obire oikds ein obire Sikaiov dAov Twa 76 yépas
"€ew. The only difference is that in the passage under discussion the copula is not ex-
pressed. That is no problem—especially when the predicative word is a participle.
See in Herodotus directly above at 1.120.3(11) €l 7apedv adr® Baoléa yevéabar.
It has seemed best, because of the uncertainties which attend this passage, to exclude it
from consideration.

Another passage which would come here if the most commonly printed text were
followed is 7.229.2(11) € puév vov Jv podvor Apiorddnuor dAyrjoavra dmovoaricar és
Zmdprn 7) Kal Spod adewv dudorépwy iy kopudiy yevéalar, Soxéew éuot odk dv
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évba 3.23.4(11) 8edéollar  9.41.2(1) éoevnreiyfau

évletrer 4.8.3(26)13 amkéofar

émel 4.10.1(6) avlpwlivar 4.33.4(4) dmovooréew $5.84.1(22)
éorepobar  7.3.3(15) vouileafar 7.150.3(5) maparau-
Bdvew 8.111.3(11) €ivar

emeldr)  3.26.3(10) lévau

émeite  1.94.5(8) dwmévar  2.42.3(25) Aumapéewt  2.118.3(15)

o Zmaprujras pijyw oddeplav mpocbhéabar- viv 8¢. . . (vuv v podvov ABCP, Excerpta
Constantiniana, Kriiger vuv podvov DRSV, Legrand vuv 4 podvov Stein, Hude, Godley
vuv ouvéfn 1) podvov Richards). But there is no need to desert the better tradition here.
As Richard’s conjecture and Kriiger’s remark ad loc., “7jv stattgefunden hitte, geschehen
wire; sonst nicht leicht so” show, the difficulty which has been felt is the interpretation
of v. However the use of forms of elul especially in the third person as substantive
verbs and the wide range of translation possibilities which result are well enough known.
Cf. KG 1.38.4; Kriiger, S I 62.2.2, and, most especially SCG I 31-32 §§62-63 (position
at head of sentence). In English we would best render: “if it had been the case that, if
it were in fact the case that.” But even if there were need for some change the infinitive
alone could not be left in the el clause here, because there is no example of an infinitive in
a subordinate clause anywhere in Herodotus, or any other author so far as I know,
dependent on a form of Soxéw; nor is there any case of such an infinitive after a first—or
a second—person verb form or a virtual first person verbal phrase such as oxéew éuol.
(Stein’s interesting note on this passage says nothing about this difficulty.) The reason
for these limitations in usage is simple. Herodotus uses the infinitive in subordinate
clauses in O.O. in retelling semi-historical accounts, and then the verb which initiates
0.0.,, if there is one—the construction sometimes occurs in association with the free
narrative infinitive—is a third person form, personal or impersonal, of Aéyw, (Aéyovart,
éo7i Adyos, Adyos Aéyerar, k).) or, rarely, a third person form of ¢nuf, or, inisolated
instances, a third person expression. Never does Herodotus, or any other author, use
this idiom in the relation of his own thought. Dubiety may be well expressed by making
one’s thoughts succeed upon an initial verb or expression of opinion. But the attempt to
give one’s own thoughts at the psychological remove which the infinitive in subordinate
clauses in O.O. implies would simply be a kind of literary schizophrenia which does not
lie in the Classical scheme of things.

13 4.8.3(26) *Evfedrev Tov “Hpaxdéa dmxéobar és iy viv Zxvbucy ywpiy
kadeopévmy (‘Hpardéa dmixéobar ABCP, Dindorf, Kriiger, Stein, Godley ds
amuxéofar DRSV, Hude, Legrand) The pregnant construction of dmixéofar with
évfebrev and €s c. acc. is made tame by the addition of ¢bs which is less well transmitted
and must be accounted the lectio facilior. ’EvBebrev is used with an intrusive infinitive
only here and os is so used 26 times. “§2s was probably introduced as a normalizing
gloss.

14 There is a very revealing textual problem not in, but in association with this
subordinate clause, cf. 2.42.3(23-25) @nBaiot,. . . Aéyovar. . . Télos 8¢, émelre humapéew
7ov “HparAéa, Tov Aia pnyoriicacta kpiov éxdeipavra mpoéyeabai re Ty kepariy
amoTauvévra Tob Kptod kai vdUvTa 76 vdkos olTw oi éwvrov émdéfar (unyori-
caobfar kpiov codd. (interpunctionem omisit Dindorf, Kriiger) unyavijoacfar 7dde:
kptov Herold, Hude (rd8e ante Tov dia Stein, Godley) unyarjcaclar oidvde: rpiov
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Frisch, Legrand punyamjcacfa: kpidv, éxdeipavra 8¢ Powell (versionis app. crit. p. 693))
Kriiger removed the semi-stop so he could construe *“ unyarijcacfar mpoéyeabar habe
das Mittel, den Ausweg, ergriffen sich vorzuhalten.” It will not do. Not because an
infinitive may not depend on another infinitive which stands in the oblique relation—
that is a common occurrence, cf., e.g., 2.162.5(10-11) mepiTauelv mpoordéar where the
dependency relation is just like that at 1.80.2(14) mpocérafe. . . mpoiévar, and so similarly
comparable are 2.42.3(23-24) Oedfjoac. . .i8éa0ar beside 2.2.1(12) )0éhnoe eldévar and
6.84.2(3) mewpdv. . . éaBdAAew beside 8.57.2(14) meipd Srayéar—no, not for that reason,
but because no infinitive anywhere, in any syntactical situation depends upon any form
of unyavdopar. What does happen is that a neuter pronoun depends upon unyavdouat
and then an infinitive stands in epexegetic relationship to this, cf. 2.73.3(11) unyavéefar
Tdde,. . .kouilew 2.121a.1(28) TdSe pnyavdclor...mapaokevdoacfar, et passim
(Powell, Lex. 225-26 s.v. unyavduas). The modern editors who add a pronoun in our
passage have no difficulty citing parallels. In fact that is what one objects to about the
change considered as such. The resulting construction is simply too commonplace.
Why should such an easy construction be changed in all the MSS? Why, if it had been
changed, and the result was an intolerable text, did no scribe make the obvious conjecture?
It must be that the scribes found the MS reading acceptable. There is no reason why they
should not. Mmyavdopas stands quite absolutely in two other places, cf. 3.85.2(22) Ei
Tolvuv Tt TololTov éyeis odiopa, dpn unyavdobar xal py dvaBdilecfar and
5.30.4(21) unyamjcopar 8¢ mdoay omovdiy moredpevos. If unyavijoacar is taken so
here in our passage also then it is simply another O.O. infinitive succeeding to the pre-
ceding O.O. infinitive Avrapéew, representing, as does Airapéerv, a finite form of the im-
plicit O.R. Powell’s conjecture must be interpreted in this way. But he feels that he
must give the infinitive an accusative object—which is as we have seen not required—and
introduces a particle §¢. 'Wrong as this last change is, it has considerable heuristic value.
The traditional text leaves the two successive infinitives in an asyndetic or pseudo-asynde-
tic relation to each other. (For the meaning of the term *‘pseudo-asyndetic” as here
employed, cf. Kriiger S I 59.1.5: “Asyndeton von Sitzen sind im allgemeinen bei
Dichtern viel haiifiger als bei Prosaikern. Kaum als solch zu betrachten sind die Stellen
an denen der zweite Satz eine Erklirung oder Erlaiiterung des ersten enthilt.” It may
be remarked here that the rather sparse treatment of asyndeton in standard grammars,
e.g., Kriiger S II 59.1.5 and KG 2.342-344, may be most usefully supplemented by
Rehdantz-Blass 10-11 s.v. ““Asyndeton.””) And the editors object to this asyndetic
relationship of the infinitives. Why so? Herodotus is a virtuoso exponent of every
variety of asyndeton and parataxis, as consultation of the index to any competent school
edition s.v. “ Asyndeton” will sufficiently demonstrate (e.g., Merriam for VI and VII,
Smith and Laird for VII and VIII, and esp. Powell for VIII—for a favorite individual
passage see the speech of Periander’s daughter at 3.53.3~5 (probable hyper-feminine
parody)). Not only that, but he definitely uses O.O. infinitives in the same asyndetic
relationships for. which he elsewhere uses finite forms in O.R. See the asyndeton after
ofkwy = émeud) oDk at 1.11.4(27-30) odkwy 87 &meibe (sc. ['yns) AN dpa dvayrainy
dAnbéws mporeyuérmy 7) Tév Seomdrea dmoMdvar 7 adTdv S’ dAwv dmdAvelac:
aipéetar adros mepieivar, which is exactly like the asyndeton in O.O. at 1.59.3 (12-13)
olkwv Tadra mapawésavres Xidwvos meifealar 0érew Tov ‘Immoxpdrea yevéabou
oi pera. radra Tov ITewoiorpatov rodrov... Why then do the editors insist upon alter~
ation? Simply because they are insensitive to Herodotus’ ironic play with the zdomor-
phicaetiology which underlies the passage, and because they do not realise that the “hard”
asyndeton and the intrusion of the infinitive after émeire both serve this same stylistic end.



Vol. 104] INTRUSIVE OBLIQUE INFINITIVES IN HERODOTUS 35

éoeMfelv  6.84.2(27) éuPadelv  6.137.2(17)  iSeiv
8.135.2(25) maperfetv

éate 7.171.1(4) vépeolar

éws no clear example s

Any lingering doubt about this point will be removed by a second look at 1.59.3(13-14)
which has just been cited. The asyndeton there occurs in association with a free
narrative infinitive, i.e., with another form of the intrusive oblique infinitive. The
expressive purpose of the simultaneous occurrence of both these stylistic phenomena in
this latter passage is discussed below in its proper place under Part III, II(r).

15 The one passage which has often been reckoned as showing an intrusive infinitive
after €ws is better explained otherwise. Cf. 4.42.2.(17-20) (sc. Nexds 6 Alyvmriwy
Baagieds) amémejspe Polvikas dvdpas mholoo, évretdduevos és 76 dmiow 8¢ ‘Hpax-
Mawv otnréwr diexmhéew éws és ™ Bopniny Oddacoav kai ovrws és Alyvmrov
amivéeatas (SrexmAéew éws és codd., edd. pl. SrexmAéerv és Powell, Legrand). Both
the translation of Powell—*‘ The Egyptian King Necos . . . sent certain Phoenicians forth
in ships, commanding them to sail back into the niorthernsea through the Pillars of Heracles
and so to return to Egypt”—and of Legrand—*‘Nécos, le roi d’Egypte, . . . fit partir sur
des vaisseaux des hommes de Phénicie, avec ordre, pour leur retour, de pénétrer en passant
les Colonnes d’Héraclés dans la mer Septentrionale, et de revenir par cette voie en
Egypte”—show that they construe évreidduevos. . .ékmAéew. . .kai obTw. . . Gmikvé-
eafau, taking both infinitives as parallel and representing imperatives or imperativa] ex-
pressions of the implied O.R. This is certainly the natural and correct construction.
Infinitives are also so conjoined in parallel construction at 3.146.2(25-26) 7j0e)e s doBev-
éorara morjoar Ta Zduta mpriypara kal obTw mapadiddvar, as are also participles
at 4.22.3(12-13) dmo 76w Baohniwy ZxvBéwy dmoordyTes Kail obTws dmikdpevor és
TobTOV TOV Ypov, and finite verb forms at 1.171.5(4-6) dwpiées Te Kkai "Iwves
ébavéornoar éx TV miowy kal oUTws és T mreipov dmikovro and at 4.168.1(13-14)
Tovs Pleipas émeav AdBwor Tovs éwvurils ékdoTy dvTiddkver kai oUTw pimTeL.
But this does not necessarily mean that Powell and Legrand are right to remove éws.
Stein has very correctly remarked: “€ws hier Adverb, ‘bis.””” This is an Herodotean
anticipation of the use of éws in double prepositional expressions which are later so
frequent in Po]ybius, as, e.g., 3.37.9 Ke)\Toi Ve',u.ov‘rac, p,e'xpc TGV ﬂpoaa'yopevop.evwv
vanvat.wv opwv, & Siareiver kara 10 ouvexes amo ~r'qg ka7 np.ag Ga)taf-r'qs fws
els TY éxTds $.14.6 TO uév TOAY ,u.epog adTdv éws els Tds ﬂ-v)\a.g Kal ﬂpOS‘ Ta TELX‘I]
avve&wfav, and so often in various connections, as also €ws em and éws mpds,
cf. A. Mauersberger, Polybius-Lexikon 1.2 (Berlin 1961) 1086 s.v. éws C, and J.-A. de
Foucault, Recherches sur la Langue et le Style de Polybe (Paris 1972) 116-18, and, for
later citations, Arndt-Gingrich 335, s.v. éws 2.b. This usage should be no surprise in
Herodotus, for it is well known that he admits double prepositions which are not found
elsewhere in prose in the Classical period, cf. Schwyzer II 429, KG 1.528-29; Kriiger
S II 68.2(4) and Herodotus 3.116.1(17) Aéyerar 8¢ dmék v ypumdv dpmdlew
Apwpacmods 3.97.5(20) Tadra pév odror Sdpa mdpef Tob Pdpov ,Bacn)\ec exo,u.LCov
The reason why Herodotus resorted to the particular double preposition €ws els in this
place was most likely his perfectly correct apprehension that the coasting voyage from
the Red Sea to the mouths of the Nile by way of the Cape of Good Hope and the Pillars
of Hercules is a long, long way around.
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S (=obros=38s) 1.94.5(14) T®(=). . .elvar 2.32.7(17) év THi(=1)
...elvar 2.121a.1(24) ToV(= V). . .8vvaclar 2.121a.1(27)
700(=08). .. éxew 2.141.1(20) 7@(= &) . . . €ivar 2.141.1(21)
roio(=0ls)...8¢8600ar  2.172.4(7) és Tov(=0v)...
vepéew. . .évovpéew. . .évamovileofar 3.18.1(10) és TSV
(=8v)...10évar  4.5.1(5) 7A(=)...elvar 4.7.3(12) év
i(=7) . . .¢vAdooecbar 6.117.3(12) Tod(=0D). ..ok~
dlew 6.137.2(21) Tjy(=1)...elvar  7.148.3(14) TAV
(=dv).. . méumew 7.232.1(27) 7@(= Q). . . elvar

OKkws 2.140.1(13) doiray

os 1.94.6(18) €ls &...dmuwéobar 1.202.2(11-12) és 5. . .avi-
oracfar. . .dmuveéobar  2.102.2(9) és 6...dmkéabar
3.105.1(24) év &...ovAéyealar  5.85.2(9) és 6. . .avako-
wobivar  5.86.3(21) €s ob. . .morfjoou

mpiv 1.165.3(6) dvadavijvar 4.9.2(10) perxBivac’® 9.93.4(24)
ddoew

ws 1.24.7(23) mapeivar  1.86.3(26) mpoooTivar  1.94.3(27)
maveolar - 1.141.2(15) Pevalijvar  2.99.4(2) yeyovévar
2.107.2(2) pabetv  2.1218.1(14) Tuxeiv  2.121B.1(18)
dalveslar  2.1218.2(24) yv@var  2.1218.2(25) (Beiv
2.121€.3(26) moréew 2.121{.1(13) avyreiybar 2.140.1(10)
olyeafar 2.140.1(13) mpooTerdyfor 2.162.5(8) amicéobar
3.35.3(14) edpebivar  3.87.1(15) uéew  4.9.1(13) éyepbij-
var 4.11.4(8) 80far 4.179.2(20) yevéobar 6.137.2(20)
i8etv  7.148.3(19) éAeiv  7.170.2(7) yevéobar 8.94.2(11)
ylvealor 8.94.2(16) yevéafar 8.118.4(6) éxPijvar

16 There is a lectio facilior here. Cf. 4.9.2(10) Thv 8¢ (sc. wéomdpfevdy Twa éxidvay
Sipvéa) pdvar éwvmiy éxew (sc. Tds tmrmovs mAavwuévas) kai odk dmodwoew éxelvew
(i.e., 7& ‘Hpaxéi) mpiv of puyfivas (uiyxfivar ABCP, Dindorf, Hude, Powell Lex. 317
s.v. wpiv B II 2 b y uux7 Kriiger, Stein, Godley, Legrand). Retention of the subjunc-
tive is the most regular construction, cf. 6.133.2(15-18) Midriddns. . .aiTee éxarov
rdAavra, ¢ds, v wij ol 8dat, odk dravacriioew Ty orpatuw mply 1) éEé\n odéas
and 1.19.3(11-12). But the intrusive infinitive is licit as the parallels above demon-
strate—despite the fact that 9.93.4(24) has been commonly changed from 8doew to S@at
on no better authority than the Aldine edition. And the infinitive is preferable because
of its meaning. It brings a note of coy or genuine ald@s which is found often in pas-
sages containing the intrusive infinitive. Cf., e.g., (infinitives in subordinate clauses)
2.121€.3(26) s . . motéeww 2.172.4(7) és TOV. . . évepéew. . . évovpéew. . . évamrovileolar,
and (free narrative infinitive) 2.162.4(2) dfwodv x7A. after and in reaction to 2.162.3(30)
amepardioe (fuller discussion below in Part III, II(3)).
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Such a tabulation made according to formal criteria can only show
the frequency and paleographical respectability of the construction. It
can do little to explain.’? A semantic analysis of the occurrences in

17 This comes as something of a surprise. One might well have supposed as a
preliminary hypothesis that the intrusion after relatives would provide a key to the whole
set of cases where the infinitive intrudes in subordinate sentences. Kriiger S I 54.13.1
and again S II §4.13.2, KG 2.429.5 and 2.434.2, SCG 1 156 §397 and I 167-168 §422, and
Schwyzer II 322.6 and II 344.6 support their position that the syntax of the moods in
relative sentences can be much like that of independent sentences with copious examples.
It is moreover at least a logical step to proceed from Kriiger’s incontrovertible position,
“Relative Nebensitze sind der verschiedenen Formen des selbstindigen Satzes empfing-
lich,” to the formulation of KG: “Das Relativpronomen dient. ..zur Ankniipfung
solcher Sitze, welche eigentlich als beigeordnete Hauptsitze hitten ausgedriickt werden
sollen.” Certainly no one would hesitate to say that relative sentences can function in
some respects as virtual equivalents of independent sentences. Thus Herodotus can
use an imperative or a wish optative in relative sentences. For the former, cf. the
advice given by Croesus to Cyrus at the sack of Sardis 1.89.3(3) xd7ioov Té&v Sopvddpwy
éni mdopou Tjor mUApoL puddrous, of AeydvTwy mpds Tovs éxdépovras Td ypiuara
dmaipeduevor ds opea dvaykaims éxer Sexarevfijvar 7& Aul.  For the latter, cf. the
encouragement given by Onesilus’ Carian squire to his master before the former’s duel
with the Persian general Artybius §.111.4(17) PaciAéa pév kai oTpaTyydv ypedv elval
¢ Bacidéi Te kal oTparnyd mpoodépeaba (v Te yap katédys dvlpa arparnydv,
péya ToL yiverar, kal Sevrepa, v o€ éxeivos, T (=6) w1 yévoiro, o déioypéov
kai dmobaveiv fuloea ovpudopr),... From this usage, which is so strange to our
ears, or at least to our literary practice, a specious explanation of the intrusive infinitive
in subordinate sentences in O.O. might seem naturally to follow. If relative sentences
are virtual equivalents of independent sentences, the infinitive could be used at least in
relative sentences in extended O.O. simply to bring them into conformity with the
mood used in surrounding sentences which are independent in form as well as in
effect. Having gained a foot-hold in relative subordinate sentences, one might well
go on to suppose, the infinitive might then be extended by analogy to subordinates
of other forms, although they are not usually equivalents of independent sentences.

Sensible as I am to the attractions of this theory, which I myself formerly seriously
entertained, I must nevertheless reject it. For this I have three reasons: firstly, I do not
believe that relative sentences are at all commonly really perfect equivalents of independ-
ent sentences. The position of KG cited above is more useful as a short and catchy
formulation which covers a multitude of fairly diverse phenomena than as a basis for
developmental theories of syntactical usage. Take as examples the commonly cited
Herodotean sentences quoted above. The imperative in the first is simply a brilliant
alternative for the expected future verb of a relative purpose clause ot Aéfovoww. This
change characterizes the advice as coming from a man—Croesus—who is accustomed to
rule. But this nuance is lost without the presence of the expected relative purpose
clause in the mind of the hearers. The relative is therefore essential to the effect of the
passage. The second example is not entirely comparable because the relative sentence
with a wish optative comes here in the middle of a tightly constructed period consisting
of full-dress conditional sentences. There is no place for the sentence with the wish
optative foreseen. As the instant deprecation of a horrible thought—the defeat of his
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master—which has thrust itself into the mind of the speaker who does not wish to abandon
his carefully formulated argument the optative sentence is cast in relative form so as to
somehow get it into the pre-conceived frame with minimal rupture. The syntax is
deliberately jumbled in order to suggest a conflict of thoughts. Both of these relative
sentences are therefore, from Herodotus’ point of view, anything other than artless
equivalents of independent sentences. There is a special literary or rhetorical reason in
both cases why the conscious artist prefers in the first example a mood which is only
commonly expected in independent sentences, and in the second example the relative
form for what must be considered otherwise effectively an independent sentence. The
same thing applies when the verbal mood and tense do not depart markedly from con-
cinnity with their surroundings, the relative form simply being adopted in order to
recoup on compromised continuity of thought. An example of this is the sentence, also
commonly cited, 7.205.1-2(17-21) és Aewvidnv dvéBaive % Bacidnin. ..Ss TéTe e és
Ocppomidas émAeduevos dvdpas. The relative sentences which can be logically
interpreted as equivalent to independent sentences but which do not after all correspond
to some particular expressive need which an independent sentence could not satisfy are
few. Therefore the point of departure of the rejected theory—an easy equivalence of
relative and independent sentences—is not really given.

Secondly, the suggested theory must be rejected because of its consequences. If the
construction began in relative clauses and extended from there to the other subordinates
it should as a corollary of this proposition be both tnore common and less expressive in
relative sentences, which were its original home. But neither of these expectations is
borne out by the usage actually observed. The expressiveness of the usage in relative
sentences is, to the best of my understanding of the passages, quite the same as in other
subordinate sentences. Furthermore the infinitive is used less commonly in relative
sentences than in several other kinds of subordinates. Powell, Lex. s.v. lists 7123
examples of pronominal 6, but I find only 14 examples of pronominal ¢ followed by
infinitives in O.O. For the relative pronoun Js the corresponding figures are 2039 and
6. Contrast bs with only 1461 occurrences in all, but followed in 26 instances by
intrusive oblique infinitives. Both émei and émeire are followed by the intrusive infini-
tives as often as ds, namely 6 times each. Yet the former only occurs 143 times in all
and the latter 229 times. Cf. further e with the figures 441 and 4, 7wpiv with 86 and 3
8ud7e with 14 and 2. These comparisons show that the infinitives are both absolutely
and relatively speaking less commonly intrusive after relatives than after other subordinat-
ing words. Naturally the argument is less objectively certain when it comes to estimat-
ing relative expressiveness. Nevertheless the only way I can interpret the material above
displayed according to formal categories is that there is no real distinction in expressive
sense corresponding to this analysis. In fact the analysis I go on to offer below in the
text, which proceeds according to the criteria of literary usage, seems to me to thrust
itself upon the close student of the material and I believe that it represents the only
meaningful analysis. possible. It will be noted that the categories of this analysis cut
nicely across the distinctions which the formal analysis introduces.

Thirdly, follows the argument which is perhaps most conclusive of all. The proposed
explanation does not cover all the material. Oblique infinitives do not intrude merely in
subordinate sentences in infinitival O.O. They also intrude in O.O. after ér¢ and/or
ws—both in direct succession to these (relative) adverbs and after intervening finite
forms. And they can even intrude without any formal introduction whatsoever
directly into O.R. and there function freely as narrative verb forms. All of these kinds
of intrusive oblique infinitives are copiously illustrated below, and the proposed theory
cannot explain any of these passages.
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Herodotus does not seem to involve the difficulties which sometimes
turn up in Attic examples. The original analytic scheme of STT
66-68 applies here without any unreasonable adaptations. Correspond-
ing to the Attic usage in retelling of dreams, myths and unlikely
accounts is the Herodotean use in retelling semi-historical accounts
which the author does not wish to vouch for, and yet does want to
report. The material in this category is here presented with brief
comment.

Infinitival subordinate clauses in O.O. arranged according to their use in
semi-historical accounts—the subject of each narrative being accompanied by
the words initiating O.O. and the intrusive infinitives being grouped under
each heading in order of occurrence.

Book 1

Arion and the Dolphin, cf. 1.24.1(24) TofTov Tov Apiova Aéyovor. . .
émbupioar 1.24.7(23) s . . .mapeivar ‘

Croesus on the funeral pyre, cf. 1.86.3(22) Tov pév 8% (sc. Kipov)
moiéew TadTa 1.86.3(26) ds. . .mpoooTHvaAL

Lydian invention of gambling, cf. 1.94.3(24) &8e mept adr@dv Aéyovres
(sc. of Avdoi) 1.94.3(27) s...maveobor 1.94.5(8) émeire. ..
dnévar 1.94.6(14) 7@ . . .elvar 1.94.6(18) és &. . .amucéobar

The parable of the flute-player and the fish, cf. 1.141.2(14) 68¢ (sc.
Kipos). . .éxefé opu Adyov, dvdpa das . . .adMéew 1.141.2(15)
s . . . pevabdijvar

Smoke intoxication of the dwellers on the islands of the Araxes, cf.

‘We are therefore forced to find a new hypothesis for the explanation of the observed
phenomena and I suggest it should be this: as the result of an essentially pre-historical
process of development the availability of the infinitive for O.O. became established.
But at the same time conventions were established as to where the oblique infinitive
could be regularly used. It could not be regularly used in subordinate sentences, after
o7 and/or s, nor without introduction as a free narrative verb form in alternation with
O.R. finite forms which conceal an actual O.O. relationship. When, by way of
exception and irregularly, the oblique infinitive was so used the disappointment of
normative expectation which resulted caused sensitization of the hearer to reserve on the
part of the speaker. The result was an expressive form of O.O. which was used—
certainly by Herodotus and the Attic authors discussed in STT 65-83—when the speaker
reporting (author) wished to avoid responsibility for the discourse of the speaker
reported.
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1.202.1(1) vijoovs 8¢ év adrd . . .ouxvds daot elvar 1.202.2(11)
és 6. . .avioracla . . .dmkvéeobar

Book 2

Nasamonian discovery of west—central-African black populations, cf.
2.32.3(22) 7ovs...Nacaudvas. . .pdvaw 2.32.7(18) év 77...
elvau

Actiology of Egyptian Thebes’ abstention from mutton, cf. 2.42.3(23)
OnBaiot. . .kai doot. . .dlwy dméyovrar, Sua Tdde Aéyovar Tov
vopov Tév8e odiol Tebfvar  2.42.3(25) émeire. .. hmrapéew

Hieratic Egyptian archaeology:!8 1. Min the dike builder, cf. 2.99.2(18)
Miva. . .of ipées éleyov TodTo pév dmoyedupdoar 2.99.4(2)
s . .yeyovévau

2. Sesostris’ expedition along the Red Sea, cf. 2.102.2(6) 7ov (sc.
Zéowotpw) éXeyov ol ipées. . .Tovs mapa v *Epvbpny Odac-
oav katowknuévovs karaorpépecfar 2.102.2(9) €& G...
dmixéola

3. Sesostris’ return, cf. 2.107.1(24) éeyov of ipées. . .Tov dSeAdeov. . .
éml felvia adrov kaléoavra...mepwijoal... v oikiny Ay
2.107.2(2) dis. . .pabeiv

8 In the course of the hieratic archaeology of Egypt which extends from 2.99.1(14)
to 2.147.1(15) Herodotus is forced to renew the O.O. framework repeatedly with
formulae such as of ipées é\eyov until, as at the beginnings of sections 4, s, and 6 as
distinguished below in the article text, he omits {pées. When even such shortened
formulae become boringly repetitious he goes over in sections s and 6 to allowing the
idea of O.O. to be reinforced—rather than actually reinitiated with new verbs of
speaking—by the use of intrusive infinitives. This might be taken to indicate some
conventionalization of the significance of the intrusive infinitive. More likely it simply
indicates that Herodotus was to such an extent on his guard against his priestly informants
that of ipées éNeyovitself suggested to him a certain appropriateness of critical awareness—
and it was for this reason that the intrusive infinitives suggested themselves to him as an
alternative. Moreover it should be noticed that the priestly recitals in s and 6 are such
as in themselves might excite a disbelieving reaction or the suspense of an easy credulity
on the part of hearer as well as re-teller. Therefore there does not seem in fact to be
much weakening of the special significance of the construction in these passages. Rather
it is probable that the immunity from strict criticism which Herodotus feels his intrusive
infinitives guarantee him allows him freely to unfold a raconteur’s zest which makes of
these pages—especially, of course, in the tale of Rhampsinitus and the thief—some of
the most delightful in all of the Histories. What is given in the text of the article above
is not intended to be anything like a complete summary-analysis—it would serve no
purpose to repeat Jacoby 283-326—but only a key to the intrusive infinitives. The
extent to which what is given above approximates to an outline for this section offers a
certain insight into Herodotus’ critical attitude towards the hieratic archaeology.



Vol. 104] INTRUSIVE OBLIQUE INFINITIVES IN HERODOTUS 4I

4. Egyptian Iliad and cyclical supplementa, cf. 2.118.1(10) épacav
(sc. ol ipées). . .TdSe
2.118.3(15) émeite. . .éoeAbeiv

s. Rhampsinitus and the thief, cf. 2.121.1(14-15) éxbé€acfar v
Baoidniny ‘Pappivitov éXeyov (sc. ot ipées) 2.121a.1(24) TOv. ..
Svvaclar 2.121B.1(14) ds. .. TUxew 2.121B.(18) dis. . . paiveo-
Oar  2.1218.2(24) dbs...yvdvar  2.1218.2(25) s...I0€tv
2.121€.3(26) ds. . .moiéew 2.1210.1(13) s. . .dvyreixOar

6. The restoration of and the succession to Anysis the Blind, cf.
2.139.1(26) B8e éXeyov (sc. of ipées) yevéolar 2.140.1(10) s . .
oixesfar 2.140.1(13) Skws...doirdv 2.140.1(13) dis...mwpoo-
Teraxfar 2.141.1(21) 7H. . .€lvar 2.141.1(24) Tolot. . .8e8Safu

Patarbemis’ return to Apries after his mission to Amasis, cf. 2.162.4(2)
opds 8¢ adTov afody 2.162.5(8) ws. . .dmkéofar

Book 3

Account of the Ethiopian “table of the sun,” cf. 3.18.1(7) 1) 8¢. . . To1}0¢
Tis Aéyetau elvar  3.18.1(10) és Tdv. . .Tifévar

Marvels of Ethiopia (golden fetters), cf. 3.23.3(4) éeyov elvar of
kardakomor 3.23.4(11) &ba. .. 8edéabau

Ammonians’ version of Cambyses’ expedition against them, cf.

3.26.3(9) Aéyerar 8¢ kai Tdde Vm’ adrdv Appwviov 3.26.3(10)
emeld). . .lévau

Novelle of Prexaspes and Cambyses, cf. 3.34.1(11,14) Aéyerar yap
elmetv avTov mpos Ilpnfdomea,. . .elmeiv 8¢ Aéyerar Tdde and
3.35.1(5) Spyf} Aéyew mpos Tov Ilpnédamea’® 3.35.3(14) dis. ..
edpebiva

19 The indirect discourse in this Novelle is repeatedly interrupted by O.R. dialogue.
As has been observed above in note 8 this O.R. does not in Herodotus, as it would in
Thucydides, posit any kind of historicity. Rather it stands intermixed with O.O. as an
alternative technical means with which the author can insulate himself from full historical
responsibility which he is not in a position to accept. Therefore intermixture of O.R..,
especially O.R. dialogue, is not inconsonant with the use of the intrusive infinitive as an
intensifying form of O.O. This whole technical procedure of Herodotus may strike
one at first blush as intellectually dubious, or even simply quaint. But some reflexion
will force the conclusion that it is at least as intellectually defensible, considered as
historiographical method, as the inherently contradictory practice of Thucydides which
is really only made to work in his case by the brilliance of that author’s personal powers.
Cf. Schmid-Stihlin I 5.764: ““...die thukydideischen Reden (sc. sind) ein Mittelding
zwischen Wahrheit und Dichtung, mit der Wahrheit insofern verbunden, als sie der
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Oecbares’ trick with Darius’ stallion, cf. 3.87.1(11) O uév 87 daor Tov
OiBdpea Tadra pnyavioaclar, of 8¢ Tordde (kal yap €m’dupd-
Tepa AMéyerar Omo Ilepoéwv) 3.87.1(15) os. . . uéMew

Gold hoarding ants of India, cf. 3.105.1(22) s 87 Aéyerar dmo
Iepoéwv 3.105.1(22) €i...mpodapPdvew 3.105.1(24) év &. ..
ovMéyeafa

Serpents of Arabia, cf. 3.108.1(2) Aéyovar 6¢é kai T8¢ ApdfBio
3.108.1(3) €. . .yiveaOou

Book 4

Myth of Targitaus, founding hero of the Scythians, cf. 4.5.1(3) s
8¢ Zrvbaw Aéyovor  4.5.1(5) 7®. . .€lvar

Hearsay concerning Scythian institutions (the kingdom of the gold-
hoard), cf. 4.7.2(7) odros Aéyerar w6 Lkvléwv od Sieviavrilew
4.7.3(12) év 7. . .dvAdooecbar

Hercules and the mother-monster of the Scythian race, cf. 4.8.1(18)
Zxvlar pév dde. .. Aéyovar, ‘EXvwv 8¢ of Tov Ilévrov
olkéovres O 4.8.3(26) évbebrev...dmuéobar  4.9.1(3) s
...€yepbivar  4.9.2(10) wpiv... pexfijvar  4.10.1(6) émel. ..
av8pwbivas

Reciprocal self-destruction of the Cimmerian nobility, cf. 4.11.1(18)
"Eoti 8¢ kal dMos Adyos éxwv B, & pdAiora Aeyouéve
adTos mpookelpar2® 4.11.4(8) ws...80fa

Ausdruck der Gesamtlage sind, die richtig erkannt zu haben der Historiker fiir sich in
Anspruch nimmt, also etwas wesentlich Anderes als die Reden des Herodotus, denen geschicht-
licher Zeugniswert weder zukommt noch in der Regel vom Verfasser zugedacht ist” (my
italics).

20t is a bit surprising to find Herodotus resorting to the intrusive infinitive in an
alternate account which, he specifically states, he is personally inclined towards. But it
must be remembered that it is an alternate version. (On Herodotus’ practice of giving
two-fold and three-fold alternative versions see Jacoby 400-401 and Schmid-Stihlin I
2.630n.5.) The dubiety which this implies often brings the use of the intrusive infinitive
with it, so, e.g., 3.87.1(15), 4.8.3(26), 5.86.3(21), 6.84.1(24), 7.150.3(s). In this case the
intrusive infinitive 86£au is used of that part of the account which might arouse objections
in the hearers—to wit the passage and initial implementation of the mutual suicide
motion in the Cimmerian nobles’ council. The impression is rather that Herodotus
feels he is strengthening his case for his favored version by understating it. This
characteristic of Herodotus’ presentation is familiar from other idioms. Denniston
491 n. 1 remarks: ‘“‘Herodotus is fond of divesting himself of the historian’s omniscience,
and assuming a winning fallibility. Cf. 1.119.7(19-20) dbs €y Soxéw. This often
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The fate of the Hyperborean delegation to Delos, cf. 4.33.3(25)
dmkvéeafar. . .obTw Tadra Ta ipa Aéyovar és Afdov  4.33.4(4)
émel. . .amovooTéew

Jason’s North-African adventure, cf. 4.179.1(16) "Eor. 8¢ wai 86e
Adyos Aeyduevos 4.179.2(20) vis. . .yevéofar

Book s :

Thunderstruck Athenian disaster in Aegina, cf. 5.85.1(26) Afyvaio
wév vov Ayovar  5.85.2(9) és 6. . .dvakoutobiva

Miracles of the statues of Damia and Auxesia, cf. 5.86.1(10) A0nvaio
pév vov obtw Aéyovor yevéalar. Alywirar 8é...dmuéoOa
Abyvaiovs 5.86.3(21) és of. . .morHjoar

Book 6

Spartan explanation of Cleomenes’ madness, cf. 6.84.1(24) Apyeio
pév vov...daot...adtol 8¢ Zmaprifjrali daot. . .paviva
Kleopévea. . . Lkvbfas yap Tods vopddas?! 6.84.2(27) émeite
.. .éuBdAew

Tale of the vision of Epizelus at Marathon, cf. 6.117.3(10) Aéyew 8¢
adTov. . .7jkovoa Toldvde Tiva Adyov  6.117.3(12) 70D. . . okdew

Hecataeus’ story of the exile of the Pelasgians from Attica, cf. 6.137.1(15)
eite...8ikaiws eite adikws...od0k éxw ¢pdoa T Ta
Aeydueva 61v “‘Exaraios pév 6 ‘Hynodvpov édnoe év roio
Adyoior Aéywv dikws: émeite yap ideiv?! 6.137.2(17) émelte
...l0etv  6.137.2(20) os...l0elv 6.137.2(21) Tv. . .elvar

Book 7

Argive explanation of their neutrality in the Persian War, cf. 7.148.2(6)
Apyeiow 8¢ Aéyovor T kat’ éwvuTods yevéolhou Bde 7.148.3(14)
TdV. . .mépmew 7.148.3(19) &s. . .éNfetv

comes out in his use of kov. Cf. 1.113.3(16), 1.114.2(24).” Similarly in our passage the
intrusive infinitive is only a kind of litotes which does not necessitate a reevaluation of
the proper significance of the idiom.

21 (bis) At both 6.84.1(24) and 6.137.1(16) the O.O. is initiated by forms of ¢npul,
which suggest that what follows might be classified under the second rubric of this
section, i.e., as strong statements of personal opinion. However in both cases this strong
form of statement is altered and converted so that what actually succeeds after the
intervention of ydp is approximately equal to discourse dependent upon a form of Aéyw,
and at 6.137.1(15) forms of Aéyw are explicitly associated with the form of ¢nui. The
repeated intrusive infinitives in this last section are all of a piece with Herodotus’ generally
negative attitude towards Hecataeus.
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“Hellenic” or widely accepted explanation of Argive neutrality,
cf. 7.150.3(3) Apyeiovs Aéyerar mpijypa movjoaclar 7.150.3(5)
émel. . .mapalapPdvew

The report of Minos’ death and the Cretans’ expedition to Camicus in
Sicily, cf. 7.170.1(26) AéyeTar. .. Mivwy. . .dmoBaveiv 7.170.2(7)
os. . .yevéabBas - 7.171.2(4) éoTe. . .veuéolar

Pantites’ survival and fate after Thermopylae, cf. 7.232.1(25) Aéyera
8¢ kal dAov. . .mepiyevéolar 7.232.1(27) 7. . .€ivau

Book 8

Athenian account of the comportment of the Corinthians at Salamis,
cf. 8.94.1(6) Adeipavrov 6¢ Tov KopivBiov arparyydv Aéyovar
Abnvaior. . .oixeobar  devyovta  8.94.2(11) s. . .yiveoha
8.94.2(16) &s. . .yevéahau

Xerxes in the Strymonian gale, cf. 8.118.3(1) Zépénw Aéyerar: . . . elmeiv
(and also 8.118.1(17) éoTi 8¢ kai dAos 6de Adyos Aeyduevos)
8.118.4(6) ds. . .éxBhvar

The oracle in the Carian tongue of the Ptoan Apollo to Mys of Europus,
cf. 8.135.1(18) Odud por péyiarov yevéobow Aéyerar bmo
OnBaiwy 8.135.2(25) émeite. . . mapeeiv

Book 9

The oracles concerning Evenius given at Delphi and Dodona to the
Apollonians, cf. 9.93.2(21) adroioe éppalov 67t 9.93.4(24)
mpiv. . .ddoew

An examination of these places in context and, if need be, a com-
parison with the passages in STT 66-67 does much to sensitize any
reader to the complex question of Herodotean “believability.” At
the same time it goes far to establish that the correct interpretation of
this alternative form of O.O. is that which is advocated in those pages.
But the demonstration will not be complete until the Herodotean
counterparts of the passages cited in STT 67-68 for the intrusive
infinitive used to reflect upon the narration of an opponent in Athenian
orations are also adduced. The historian recognizes no opponents.
But his sensitivity to special pleading and over-statement is keen to a
degree. Herodotus is therefore often moved to treat these things with
a gentle persiflage, which the intrusive infinitive serves to convey.
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Consider the following presentation of the Herodotean material:

Infinitival subordinate clauses in O.O. used as expressions of personal
opinions and dubious contentions—a title suggesting each occasion being
accompanied by the words initiating O.O., and the intrusive infinitives
being arranged under this heading in order of occurrence.

Book 1

Oath of the Emigrant Phocaeans, cf. 1.165.3(5) dpooav uy). . .7€ew
1.165.3(6) mpiv 7. . . avadavivai 22

Book 2

Non-Greek and non-Egyptian justification for temple-precinct
promiscuity, cf. 2.64.1(2) vouilovres avBpdrmovs elvar kard mep
Td Ao kTivea  2.64.2(5) €l. . .elvar

Amasis’ proof of his worthiness to be Pharaoh, cf. 2.172.4(5) o
"Apaots. . .ééépnre pas ék Tod modanmrijpos Tdryadua yeyo-
vévar 2.172.4(7) és Tov...éveuéew. . .évovpéew. . .évamovileo-
Oas

Amasis” further argument in the same sense, cf. 2.172.5(8) 789 Qv épn
Aéywy opoiws avTos 7d modammTipl mempnyévar 2.172.5(9)
el...elvar

Book 3

The Spartan Archias the Younger’s justification of guest-friendship
with the Samians who killed his grandfather, cf. 3.55.2(3) Teudy
8é...édn  3.55.2(3) SudTe. . .TadRvas

Zopyrus’ story to the Babylonians, cf. 3.156.2(19) karowcrilero, pos
vmo dapeiov memovBévar  3.156.2(20) 8ud7e. . . ovpBovAedoar

Book 4
no example

Book 5

Epidaurian justification to the Athenians of tribute discontinuance, cf.
5.84.1(20) ot 8¢ (sc. "Embadpior) dmépawov Adyw s 5.84.1(22)
eémel. . .éaTepHofou

22 The reason for Herodotus’ ironical report of this great oath never to return to
Phocaea appears in the immediate suite of the text. Herodotus reports that they became
homesick presently, hevdpkiot 8¢ yevdpevor dmémAeov dmiow és Ty Pbarav. Ithas
been often remarked that familiarity with his fellow Asiatic Greeks seems to have bred
a certain contempt in Herodotus.
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Book 6
no example

Book 7

Demaretus’ interpretation to Darius of Spartan constitutional practice
in respect to the royal succession, cf. 7.3.3(14) édn o Anudpyros
7.3.3(15) émet. . .vouileobar

Book 8
Andrian reply to Themistocles’ demands, cf. 8.111.2(8) dmexpivavro
mpos TadTa Aéyovres 8.111.3(11) émel. . .elvau

Book 9

Artabazus’ opinion as against Mardonius’ on correct Persian policy in
Boeotia, cf. 9.41.2(28) BovAevouévwy 8¢ aide foav ai yvdpar,
7 peév ApraPfdlov?d 9.41.2(1) &vba. . .éoevnreiyfar

This is a complete list of infinitives intrusive in subordinate clauses.
But it does not account for all intrusive infinitives. The next great
category is treated in Part II.

PART I THE O.O. INFINITIVE INTRUSIVE AFTER
6re AND/OR djs24

0.0. following &7t and/or s after a verb of speaking is regularly
expressed by finite forms with change of person, either in the original

23 Herodotus closes this speech with the words 9.41.4(8-10) Tovrov wév (sc. Apraf-
d{ov) ) adT) éyivero kal @nﬁat’wv yvabum, ws mpoeLdoTos mAebv Tt kal TovTov, which
shows that he considered the speech advocated prudent policy from the Persian point of
view. But it also identifies Artabazus’ ideas with what was in Herodotus’ eyes doubt-
less treachery on the part of Thebes to the Greek cause. The subordinate clause occurs
just at the place where Artabazus is made to refer to this treachery, and it is this shameful
fact which causes Herodotus to back off from the statement by bringing in the intrusive
infinitive. It must be remembered that Herodotus has the sensibilities of his popular
Greek audience to consider.

24 The two adverbs are not perfect synonyms. “Or¢ is more objective and ¢)s is more
subjective. Thus 67t is phraseological with §5Aa and 85dov without yéyove, éyévero,
éori, since, so used, these words report to manifest evidence, cf. 1.4.2(6-7), 1.207.3(2-3),
2.5.1(20~22) 87jAa yap 87) kai u7) mpoarovoavTe, i8vTL 8¢, SoTis ye ovveow Eyer, 611
Abyvmros és Ty * ENves vavriMovrau éori Alyvmrriowo émucrnrds e yi kal 8&pov
Tol moTapol. . .3.83.2(12-13),9.11.2(6). Texurjprov on the other hand, which relates to
inferential evidence can only take 87¢ when the 67 clause stands in direct apposition to
Texpaipiov and is therefore merely an equivalent, an explanation or definition of the
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Texpaiplov.  So at 2.43.2(20-23) ToAAd pot kal dAAa TexutipLd €oTt TobTo 0UTW ExeEry,
év 8¢ kal T8¢ (sc. Texprpidy éore), 67i... Theregular and indeed phraseological com-
bination with rexprpiov is cbs asat 2.13.1(23-24) éXeyov 8¢ kai T68€ pot uéya Tekpriprov
mepl Ths XWpns TavTYs of ipées, Ws. . .2.104.4(23-24); 3.38.2(21-24). The two idioms
combine at 7.238.2(8-9) 87Ad pot moAdoior puév kai dAAoar Texunpiotot, év 8¢ kai TH8e
(sc. Tekunpiw) ok TKkioTa Yéyove, s 6Tt . (s STt ABC 87¢ PDRSV edd.), and where
the editors, failing to grasp the idiomatic superimposition, follow the weaker tradition.
Perhaps they consider dis 67t a pleonasm. If so, Herodotus’ text, which contains several
seemingly pleonastic combinations of &7t and ws, or doublets of the one adverb or the

other, as, e.g., 1.86.5(7-9) é')\eye ws .8.22. 2(15) p.ep,v-qp,evoc Stt. .. 07e.
9.90.2(1-3) éAeye. ..ds. .. .3, 71 5(14—15) lote...0TL. . . ws...9.6.1(11) 1rpo€wTal.
..6T.. . ds. .., does little to support this argument agamst thc received text. The

immediate juxtaposition of the two adverbs is not essentially harder than the same com-
binations with separated elements. This is shown by several passages where the particles
are collocated in other authors—for the most part in such authors as show the stylistic
influence of Herodotus. Cf. X. HG 3.2.14 s 8 7jxovoev 6 depkvdidas 6 mdAw meme-
pakdes elol Tov Malavdpov, elmwv 7 Pdpaxt ws 81t dkvoin um 6 Tiooadéprys kai
6 DapvdBalos éprjuny oboav karabéovres Pépwor kal dywor TV ypav,
8uéBawe kai adTds. (s 61u codd. Hude s Castalio, Kriiger, Marchant, Hatzfeld) X.
Cyr. 5.4.42. viv 8¢ €l kal mapeokevacuévos i éoTw, Womep mpos oé elmev St
mapackevdloiro s paxovuerds oot, old 6Tt ws vt adTd TV ony Svvauw
mdAw dmapackevaoTéTara Ta avTod paveirar (67¢ s CAEGH 8rv DF Marchant,
Hug-Miller) Arr. An. 7.3.6 Tadta kal Towadra vmép Kaldvov Toi *Ivdod ixavol
dvayeypdpaaw, odk dypeia mdvra és avlpdmovs, 61w yvdvar émpelés, 8Ti s
kapTepdy 7€ éoTi kal dviknTov yvawun avbpwmivy & i mep €0édor éfepydoacha
(émipedés, 67u s codd. Diibner, Robson émuelés, os Kriiger, Roos). (For s 67t
in the NT and other later literary and non-literary sources, cf. Arndt-Gingrich 593 s.v.
67 1.d.8; Blass-Debrunner 245 §396; E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman
and Byzantine Periods (Cambridge, Mass. 1887) 11875s.v. «ds 7.) Itistrue that the passages
here cited from Xenophon and Arrian have often been emended, or a weaker tradition
has been followed so that these collocations are virtually unknown in printed texts of the
earlier period. But no better argument than the seeming pleonasm has been brought
up to justify this, and the existence of passages where the collocations occur as poorly
attested variants, e.g., X. Cyr. 5.3.30 and HG 3.4.20 prove nothing—despite Kriiger,
KAII161-62. No one questions 67t. . . 67t, &s. . . &s, 6Tt. . . &S, Of s. . .67t for other
Classical authors, where they occur frequently, cf. KG 2.367-68; Wyse on Isaeus
3.15.3; 7.4.2; 5.3.45; E. W. Sturz, Lexicon Xenophonteum (Leipzig 1801 and Hildesheim
1964) 4.616 5.v. s k and 3.347 s.v. 67t m. Passages where é7i (=6 71) stands with a
superlative are, as Kriiger, KA II 161-62 explains, not comparable. Cf,, e.g., Pl. Smp.
218d° Epol pév yap o08év oti mpeafirepov Tob ois 671 BédTiaTov éué yevéobau cited
by Kriiger S I 49.10.2, cf. ST49.10 and SII 49.10.1-5. (The passages from Xenophon
cited above are not the only places in that author which receive light from Herodotean
comparisons. As a further example see the oft cited and oft need]essly emended Anab.
7.1.39 éX0aw 8’6 KXéavdpos: MdAa pds, 54577, Siampalduevos Tjkw: Aéyew yap
HAvatiBiov, 81i odk émriideov eln). . .(1jkw codd. Tjrew edd.), cf. Stahl 653.1; KG 2.557;
Kriiger, S165.11.8. The passage becomes perfectly comprehensible when one compares
Herodotus’ frequent use of ydp to introduce a contrast between deed and word which
involves an intrusive infinitive. See especially the passages collected in the article text
Part II, IIIA, and cf. note 20 above, and note 25 below.)
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mood and tense or with these changed according to the rules for the
sequence of tenses and moods (STT 68-69). Contrary to the common
usage however the infinitive may intrude.2s If this happens two cases

25 It must not be supposed that this change from finite verb form to infinitive is the
only significant shift which can occur. Change from one of the alternative finite verb
forms to another is common also.  Since these shifts lie outside the area with which this
article concerns itself, and are—except for a few cases where the optative is used irregularly
in primary sequence (of this more in my forthcoming article “The Pure Optative in
Primary Sequence in Greek”)—not overtly significant of the critical posture of the
reporter, we must restrict ourselves to one illustrative example, which, because it has
been misunderstood, is much vexed. The passage comes after a speech of Mardonius,
son of Gobryas, in O.R. which represents this intimate and relative of Xerxes as an
advocate to the Great King of an aggressivc policy against Athens. After the end of the
O.R. Hcrodotus continues 7.5.3(11—- I4) ToUTOU 56 ToD Adyov 7rapev017m]v 1TOL€€0K€TO
1’171/85, s 77 Edpumy wepma/\/\ns iy ywpn kat “8évdpea ‘n'aw-oca $éper Ta Tjuepa,”
dpeijy Te drpm, BaciAéi Te povvew 0v7;1'wv a€in éxrijobau (ein ydpn ABC Merriam,
Stein, Godley, Legrand mepikaddns xwpn PDRSV Dindorf, Kriiger, Hude, Smith-
Laird / ¢épew codd. Dindorf, Kriiger, Merriam, Stein, Smith-Laird, Hude, Godley ¢épov-
ga Legrand) Those who have accepted both €ir and ¢épet have done so because there is
often a switch from indicative to optative forms in parallel construction, e.g., 7.151.1(14—
15) é0édovor. . .vourlolato 7.208.1(20-21) elo. . . moréotev 7.233.1(8-11) undilovor. ..
&ooav. . .dmkolaro. . .elev. Those who have not accepted both are impressed by the
fact that, while the optative does to be sure commonly succeed to the indicative in
parallel construction, the reverse order, indicative after optative, is not known outside of
this passage (Stein on 5.13.7 ff. (= Hude 5.13.2(26-1))). Neither group grasps that the
anomalous ¢péper comes here as a sudden transition from the O.O. back to the preceding
O.R., although such a shift—even without preceding O.R.—is fairly common through-
out the literature, cf. Kriiger S I 65.11.8 and S II 65.11.1; KG 2.556—57; Stahl 565.1.
Such insensitivity is perhaps understandable because such a transition from O.O. to O.R.
is not particularly common in Herodotus (Schmid-Stahlin I 2.643 n. 6)—but it does
occur, cf. 4.118.1 (14~20) T@v Zxkvléwy of dyyelo e)\e'yov eKSLSaokoweg &s 6 ITépons

3Laﬁeﬁ1]xe , StaBas 35 . yedupoi worap,ov *Iotpov,... ““Yuels dv undevi
1'p017w éx ToD péoov kamijuevor mepuidyre np.eag Sl.aqSBapewag, kTA.”  See too
Hecataeus apud Pscudo—Longlnus 27 Knvf 86, Tavfa Sewa 7ro:.ov;1,evog, av-rma exa\eve
-rous ‘H pax)\ec3as~ em-yo'vovg ekxwpew “ob yap v;u.v Suvards elu dprfyew. Qs uy
& adrol Te dmdMobde kdué TpbanTe, és dAov Twa. Sfjuov dmoiyeafar.” Moreover
it has been shown in STT 79-80 that this transition is particularly likely to occur in the
kal member of a polysyndetic series—here kai...re...7e...—the components of
which are so many aspects of a typical role which thc subject is portrayed as playing.
The typicality of Mardonius’ role as “war-hawk” is made explicit in our text by the
1terat1ve imperfect 7otéeareTo—and the phrase 8évdpea mavroia dépet (sc. 1) Edpdimn)
Ta 7jpepa represents typical language of Mardonius in this role. The particular reason
why this phrase springs forth into O.R. and thus preserves the indicative verb of the
(supposed) original without changing it into the optative is on the one hand that the
Persians had a special interest in and respect for trees—a fact which is well attested and
fascinated the ancients (cf. Stein ad loc.)—and on the other hand because Mardonius was
talking about Athens which prided itself on its olive groves. The particular interest of
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must be clearly distinguished (STT 70-71). If the infinitive intervenes
after one or more finite forms have begun the O.O. in normative
fashion, the effect of the intrusion is not always very marked. While
in some cases such an intrusion can approximate to the expressiveness
of the infinitive intrusive in subordinate clauses in infinitival O.O.,
sometimes the change seems to be caused in part by a secking after
variation. The shift in feeling is only about as strong in some cases
as, let us say, the effect of some formulaic uses of the commonplace
Adyov-épyov antitheses. The expressive intervention of the intrusive
infinitive is much more marked if it follows directly upon r¢ and/or
s as the first verb form after the relative adverb. By way of explana-
tion one might suppose that immediately after é7v and/or s the
infinitive is felt as a rupture in an established syntactical structure or
expectation—regular O.O. with finite forms after these adverbs—but
after the finite verb form O.O. is established the change to infinitive or
infinitives is only felt as the substitution of one regular, but less precise
and sympathetic, form of O.O., the infinitival, for another regular
form, that with finite verb forms after 67¢ and/or &bs. Whatever the
explanation the phenomenon is clear, not only in the examples in
STT 69-70 from Attic authors, but also in the Herodotean repertoire.
The first two occur in sensational hieratic and popular Egyptian tales.
The final exploit of Queen Nitocris:

2.100.4(21-23) Tavms pév mépL TooaiTa éleyov (sc. ol ipées), mAny ST

9 ’ (4 ~ b3 ’ €/ Y EJ ~ /7 4
admiy pw, s TobTo éfépyacto, plpar és olkmua omodod mAéov, Skws
aripdpnTos yérmrar.

Egyptian version of the death of Cambyses’” younger sister-wife:
3.32.3-4(24-4) "EMnes pév 83 dia. todro. . .paol adriy dmoréofar Smo

KopBioew, Atyvmrior 8¢ (sc. Xéyovo) s tpaméln mepucarnuévur
AaBobioay fpidara Ty yuvaika mepitidar kal émaveipéofar Tov dvdpa. . .

\ 4 k) ~ -~ -~
kai Tov pavau. .. v 8¢ elmelv. . .Tov 8¢ Oupwlévra éumndioar adrh
3 k] -~
éxovon €év yaorpl, kai pw ékrpdoacay dmobaveiv.

Persians in trees, and the general interest of all barbarians—at least in the Greek estimate
of the matter—in Greek arboriculture would make this phrase seem to them particularly
characteristic.
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The third example occurs in a Greek myth of the foundation of the
North African cities—Jason’s adventure in the area:

4.179.3(27) Tov Tplrwvd . . .kal Toior ovv Ijoov. oquijvavra Tov mdvra
doydy, s émeav Tov Tpimoda woplomTar TGV ékydvwv Tis TGV év TH
Apyot ovumdedvtwy, ToTE éxaTov mohas olkijoar wepl v Tpirwvida
Aipvmy ‘EMmpidas mdoav elvar dvdyrny.

The situation is distinctly different in the 35 Herodotean passages
where the infinitive intrudes only after previous finite forms. The
principal categories of the analysis given here, which parallels in its
essential points that found in SST 70-74, seem clear. But probably
no two scholars would agree on the classification of every example.
The scheme of analysis is first given in the form of an explanatory
outline, and then the actual passages are adduced, with some brief
remarks.

Analysis of the passages where an O.O. infinitive intrudes after St and|or
Ws in succession to at least one finite verb of a principal clause after the
relative adverb.

I ExPRESSIVE INTRUSION OF THE O.O. INFINITIVE

A Intrusion on Material Grounds

This corresponds to a change in the author’s critical attitude towards
the latter part of the reported account. He is willing to accept
responsibility or at least to keep an optimistically open mind concerning
the first part—but not for what follows. The motivation of the
switch is critical and intellectual.

B Intrusion on Euphemistic Grounds

This corresponds to a change in the author’s emotive relationship
towards the latter part of the reported account. He is willing to
report the first part in a straightforward fashion, but shrinks from what
follows thereafter. The motivation of the switch is a sense of delicacy
associated with modesty, shame, dread, guilt, or the simple feeling that
the reported speaker has begun to “get out of line” in some way.
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C Intrusion Because of a Change in the Relationship to the Reported
Speaker

By slipping over into modal forms—whether these be (1) futures,
(2) show lexically indicated modality, or (3) are in the potential
optative in the (modal) sense of complete subjective conviction—the
reported speaker asserts mid-speech his independence from or rebellion
against the established intellectual or affective attitude between speaker
reported and speaker reporting (author). The speaker reporting
indicates this change by resort to infinitival report. The motivation
of the change in the form of the report is thus reaction on the part of the
reporter.

II ArpAReNT INTRUSION OF THE O.O. INFNITIVE CONSEQUENT
UPON DELIBERATE RETENTION OF FINITE VERB FORMS WHERE
INFINITIVES WOULD BE APPROPRIATE

A Retention of the Infinitive Forms on Stylistic Grounds

This occurs when the author only feigns to be ready to accept the
responsibility for an account.  After he has made a show of reporting
with a straight face, he slips over after all into infinitives, thus giving it
to be understood that he has been speaking with tongue in cheek all
along. The motivation here is a striving after an effect of gentle irony.

B Intrusion Postponed on Religious Grounds

Without being willing to accept full responsibility, the author does
wish to emphasize that while what he is retelling is fundamentally a
subjective phenomenon it nevertheless has an objective side or aspect.
This type of retention of the finite verb occurs when the author wishes
to report a religious or pseudo-religious experience such as an apparition
oradream. Certainly unwilling to deny the subjective reality, or even
the possible genuine religious significance of such an experience,
Herodotus appropriately begins the account with finite verb forms.
Still, being too prudent not to realize that what he is dealing with may
after all have been mere illusions, he indicates this reserve by finally
switching over to the infinititive. The motivation here is the deter-
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mination of the author to maintain a pious but enlightened attitude towards all
religious matters.

III Formuraic INTRUSION OF THE O.O. INENITIVE

A Intrusion Accompanied by ydp

The Greek has an ingrained preference for contrasting and comparing
the objective and the subjective side of things—the frequent antithesis
of épyov and Adyos is one particular form of the general tendency.
This preference frequently causes the substantial matter of an account
to be given first, and this then to be followed by the kind of explanations,
justifications, and rationalizations which are associated with all con-
scious human experience. In an O.O. report this first element or
aspect of an account is liable to be expressed in finite verb forms, and
the second element or aspect in infinitives.2® The fundamental
distinction between the two forms of O.O. is not completely lost
from view in such cases. But it is exploited not so much for explicitly
expressive purposes as for stylistic liveliness. I'dp properly introduces
explanations and justifications—it is so used in several of the citations
given below under headings I and II also—and so it is frequently
associated with the intruding infinitives in this idiom.

26 This switch need not have the anacoluthic form studied here. A new verb of
speaking can introduce the infinitives, cf. the interpretation of the Magi of the eclipse of
the sun at Xerxes’ departure from Sardis 7.37.3(22-23) oi 8¢ épaoav ws " EXAnor mpodet-
kvielr 6 Beds Exdewpw TV modlwv, AMyovres NAwov elvar E/\)\nvwv mpodékTopa,
ocedfrny 8¢ a'qSewv Cf. also Xerxes’ reason for not killing but giving safe conduct to
certam Greek spnes he had apprehended 7. 146 3-147.1 éxélevoe (sc. & Hépéns)..
a-ﬂov're,u.'rrew és T dv av-roc €0éAwar xwp'r;v a.cnveas em/\eywv 8¢ Tov Adyov révde

.0s €l uév dmdddovro of Ka-ra.cmo-rroc, oU7r’dy Td éavtod -rrp-r;yp,a-ra mpoemvfovro
ol E/\)\nves éévra Adyov pe{w olr’dv T Tovs woz\e;uovs péya éaivavro, dvdpas
Tp€l.$ dmoAéoavres voa-r'qcrawwv 8¢ Tovrwy & -r'qv ‘ENd8a Sokéew e¢17
dxovoavras Tods E/\/\’qvag T4 €wvuTod ﬂpn‘y,u.afa. mpo Tod aTodov -rov ‘ywo,u.evov
mapaddoew mﬁeag L Lquv evlepiny, kai obrw 0d8e derjgew én’adrods arpa-
tmAaréovras mprfypara Eyew. And finally, cf. the beginning of the Carthaginian
conjecture as to the dlsappearance of Hamilcar during the battle in Slc11y with Gelon
7.167. 1(7—8) "Eori 8¢ dm’adrdv Kapx-r,Sowwv 88€ Adyos )\e‘yop.evos, olkéTi ypewué-
vev, s ol uev BdpBapor Totar E)\)\nm €v 1) ZceAin éudyovro é¢ Nois apfa[.tevoc
péxpe Seldns Sfins (émi tooodro yap Myerar é\kdoar v oloracw), ¢ 8¢
Auilkas... Without being really quite the same these passages come close to being
c1tcumstantlal versions of the same shift in thought processes frequently expressed by
means of the formulaic intrusive infinitives studied under heading III below.
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B Intrusion Accompanied by Expressions Similar in Meaning to ydp

Other locutions may serve as well as ydp to accompany or introduce
the intruding infinitives, and Herodotus uses xai dmo Tovrov, &8¢,
émel. ..ye, kaiToL. .. y€, TogobTo and oUTw Te in this way.

The actual passages in each category are listed below. They are
numbered successively, and provided with some cross references
indicating alternative possibilities of classification, as well as critical
remarks where these seem called for.

IA  Expressive intrusion of the O.O. infinitive on material grounds
(1) Cf. IIA and IIB. Egyptian doctrine of the transmigration of

souls. 2.123.2(19) mpdToL 8¢ kal Tévde Tov Adyov Alydmriol elow of

> / 4 3> ’ \ E] 7 ’ k] ~ ’ \
eimovres, ws avlpdmov Yuyr abdvards éor, Tod owparos Oé
Y V. YA ) ¥ ~ L) ’ ) ’ ) \ \
katadbivovros €s dAo {Pov alel ywiuevov éodverar: émedv 8é

mwdvra mepléAdn Ta yepoaia kai 7o faddooia kal Ta weTewd, adTis
és avfpdmov odpa ywiuevov éodvver, v mepuidvow 8¢ adri
yivealai év Tpioxidiowot éreor.  (éadvver ABC Stein, Godley éodvvew
DRSV Dindorf, Kriiger, Hude, Legrand) Herodotus is willing to en-
tertain the doctrine as a serious idea of religious philosophy, but balks
at ridiculously precise quantification. The correct reading is therefore
that which allows the doctrine itself to be related in finite forms.

(2) Cf. ITA. Natural limitations upon the reproduction of Arabian
winged serpents, and common vipers. 3.108.1(3) Aéyovat 8¢ kal T68e
Apdfiot, s mdoa &v yf) émiumdaTo TGV dpiwv TovTwy, € wi)
ylveaar kar’adrods oldy Ti kal kard ras éxidvas Amorduny
yiveaBai. One senses that Herodotus places very little reliance upon
his informer here, and is only willing to go along with him to the ex-
tent that the initial indicatives suggest, because he sees in the informa-
tion some confirmation for a theory of ferocity-related birth-rates
in which, he goes on to confess, he finds a good deal of internal
conviction.

(3) Cf.IB. Gloss on Gelon’s parting shot to the Athenian ambassadors
at 7.162.1(3) éx 700 éviavrod 10 éap adti (i-e., 7§ ‘EANdSL) éfapai-
pnrar. 7.162.2(5-9)*7 fjAa ydp ds & TG énavrd ot 76 éap

27 The accusative of the 8¢ member implies an infinitival verb form. Stein supplies

such an infinitive and explains: “Hier war (sc. der Ubergang in den Infinitiv). . .ein
passendes Mittel den Teil der Erklirung, der keine objektive Geltung hat, sondern
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Sokipdyrarov, Tiis 8¢ T@dv ‘EXMvwy orpatiils Ty €wvrod (sc. Tod
I'éwvos) orpariny (sc. 70 Sowipuddtarov elvar). The indicative
statement is an inoffensive commonplace, but the statement in terms
of the implied infinitive is a vainglorious boast.

(4) CL£.IIA,IIB, and IIIB. Carthaginians’ story of the disappearance
of Hamilcar at the battle in Sicily with Gelon. 7.167.1(7-8) *Eor 8¢
e > 5 A / o ’ ’ s 7 7
vm’ adTdv Kapyndoviwy 88€ Adyos Aeydpevos olkdTi xpewpévav (i.c.,
with a certain speciousness), ws oi uév BdpBapot Toiar “EMno év 4
2ikeAiy éudyovro é€ Mods dpfduevor uéxpr Seldns JSifins (émi

~ NoNZ e , \ , e Qy Y 7 ) ~
700070 yap AéyeTar EAkdoar TN avaTaow), 6 8¢ Auilkas év Tovrd
T® Xpovew pévwv & 7@ orpaTomédw €0vero Kal éxallepéero éml

~ 4 14 o ’ b \ \ \ ~
mupils peydAns odparta 6o katayillwv: dwv 8¢ Tpomyy TdV
€wvtod ywouévmy s éruxe émomévdwv Toiov ipoioi, doe
¢ \ ’ \ ~ o \ 7 L] - T .
€wvTov €is 70 wip: ovtw 8n karakavBévra adaviofivar. The
suspicion would naturally be that Hamilcar made his escape somehow.
But Herodotus concedes the believability of the story and in accord-
ance with this concession sticks to the indicatives until the relation of

eben nur Gelon’s Meinung enthilt, auch als diesem angehérig (daher éwvrod) hinzu-
stellen.” Whether this whole explanatory section was inserted by Herodotus or by
someone else does not appear to scholars (commentators ad loc.). There are peculiarities
in the language as, e.g., the collocation of the objective 85Aa and the subjective ¢)s which
causes Stein to explain ydp=1yadp elvar. But these peculiarities are explicable. The
word 87jAa is applicable as representative of the cocksureness of Gelon and is therefore a
kind of O.R. quotation. (For Herodotus’ involvement in Gelon’s thought processes
here, see eixale (sc. 6 I'éAwv) at 7.162.2(8).) Herodotus continues however with ¢ ds,
smce after all Gelon’s is just one man’s point of view. Stein’s explanation ydp=1ydp
elvau is correct in as much as it is ydp which shows the character of Gelon’s underlying
rationale, which involves presuppositions which he himself does not explain, but which
Herodotus, speaking as it were for him, does specify. Perhaps the most peculiar thing
about this explanation offered by Herodotus for Gelon is that it gives a different inter-
pretation from that which would naturally occur to the reader or hearer. Gelon’s words
would seem to be a threat that the Greeks, if they will not accept his leadership, must
accept terrible losses among their men of age to bear arms. The explanation in the text
prefers to understand the words as Sicilian or West Greek jingoism. This may be the
key to the understanding of the passage and its acceptance as Herodotean. Such an
interpretation of Gelon’s words would be far more acceptable to West Greeks than the
other which puts Gelon, a great man in the West, in an unfavorable un-pan-hellenic
light. The passage would then join the list of those passages which may reflect a late but
Herodotean revision of the text dating from the period of the author’s settlement in
Thourioi and professional activity as lecturer from that city as base. The passage most
commonly mentioned in this connection is 4.99.5 (19-23), cf. the commentators ad loc.
and see further Jacoby 243.
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the actual disappearance. At this point incredulity finally gets the
better of Herodotus” open-mindedness, and the infinitive comes in.
(5) Xerxes in the Strymonian gale on the home route from Greece.
8.118.1-3(17-28) "Eo7i 8¢ kai dAXos 68€ Adyos Aeyduevos, ws émedn
Eépéns. . .amikero. . ., évfebrev odréri 6doimopinat diexpdro, dAAG
\ \ \ L4 Y 4 . / k] \ 2% \ \ @ ’
v pév orpariny Yddpvei émrpémer. . ., adros & émi veos Powio-
) \ > ’ 8 5 VYA 4 7
ons €émPas éxouilero...IINéovra 8¢ pw dvepov Zrpupoviny
e - TV QN A ’ 3 ~ \
vrodafeiv. . .kal 81 udMov.. .7 yepaiveabas,. .. évbadra.. .1V
A U N \ T
Bacidea elpéofar...Tov kvBepyrityy...kal Tov elmair... The
certainly historical part of Xerxes’ return home is given by indicatives.
The infinitives take over to recount the details of the uncertainly
historical anecdote. After elmar the narrative then passes over into
novellen-dialogue, i.e., into an alternative form of discourse suitable for
the avoidance of responsibility.

IB  Intrusion of the O.O. infinitive on euphemistic grounds

(6) Cf. IA. Samian explanation of how the mixing-bowl sent by
the Spartans to Croesus got into the temple of Hera on the island.
1.70.3(10) of uév Aakedaipdvior Aéyovor ds. .., avrol 8¢ Zduiol
Aéyovar us, émeite VoTépnoav ol dyovres Tadv Aaxedaipoviwy Tov
kpnTiipa, emvldvovro 8¢ Zdpdis Te kal Kpoigov HAwkévar, dmé-
Sovro Tov kpyTipa év Zdupw, ldidTas 8¢ dvdpas mpiapévous
avabeival pw és 76 “Hparov: What follows shows that Herodotus
found this version of the story credible. dvafeiva: signals a sense of
shame, real or affected, for the all too typical Spartan venality.

(7) Cf. IC3.288 Prexaspes’ confession and accusation from the
tower. 3.75.2(1-2) kai 87 éXeye (sc. 6 ITpnédamns) Tov pév Kipov
Zuépdw ds avrds Smo KauPoew dvayxalduevos dmorrelveie,
rods pdyovs 8¢ Bacidevew. The hierocracy of the usurping Magi is a
national shame and catastrophe in comparison to which Prexaspes’
personal guilt sinks into comparative insignificance. The latter can

28 A common meaning of denominatives in -edw (cf. KB 2.261.3 and Schwyzer I
732 y) is described by E. Frinkel, Griechische Denominativa in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwick-
lung und Verbreitung (Gottingen 1906) 176: ““Sie deuten eine intensive Beschdftigung mit
den Nomina, auf die man sie beziehen konnte, an.” This intense preoccupation with
being Bacileds may be equivalent to such a strongly conative present here that the
infinitive should be considered as effectively modal. In that case the suggested alterna-
tive IC3 would be the right classification.
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therefore be reported straight out, but to convey the former a shocked
infinitive is appropriate.

(8) Cf. IIA. The less seemly version of Oebares’ trickery to secure
Darius’ election as Great King. 3.87.1(15-18) Oi pév &1 daor 7ov
OiBdpea Tabra unyavrioaclor oi 8¢ Toidde (kai yap ém’ auddrepa
Myerar vmo Ilepaéwv), s Tijs immov TavTys Tdv dpbpwv émupaioas
0 xepi éxor admy kptibas év Thow dvafuplor ds 8¢ dua & NAiw
dviovr dmieofar uélew Tods immovs, rov Oifdpea rodrov éfei-
pavra T xeipa mpos Tod dapelov immov Tovs pvkThpas mpocevei-
kar Tov 8¢ alofouevov dpiudfaclal 7€ Kkai ypeuwerioar. The
infinitives are called forth by the combination of shoddy electioneering
and equine obscenity.

(o) Cf.IIA and IITA. Response to the Lacedaemonians of Lemnian
exiles after landing in the Peloponnese. 4.145.2(18-20) oi 8¢ 7&
ayyélw elpwtdvrt éXeyov s einoav uev Mwias, maides 8¢ elev
v &v 1] Apyoi mAedvTwy Tpdwy- mpoaaxdvras yap TovTovs és
Afuvov duredoar opéas. What the Lemnians vaunted was in
heroic times only the begetting of bastards.

IC1  Intrusion because of a change in the relationship of the reported speaker
to the reporting speaker as indicated by future modality

(ro) Cf. IB and IIA. Greek reply to the Colchian demand for
restitution of Medea and reparation for her abduction. 1.2.3(16-18)
Tods 8¢ (sc. "EMmyas) dmoxplvachar dis 098¢ éxeivor ’lods s
Apyeins &oadv odi Slkas Tis dpmayfs 0dd¢ dv adrol Sdboew
éxelvorar. “Well they weren’t about to make them restitution either.”
The “smart” and wilful tone of the Greek reply od 8dooper elicits
the infinitival report as a sort of moderating reaction on the part of
Herodotus.

(11) Cf. IB.% Prooemium to Croesus’ advisory speech to Cyrus

29 The comparison to the “intrusion on euphemistic grounds” in group IB lies close
in all of these passages treated under IC simply because the reporter (Herodotus) feels
in such cases that the modal meaning of the future form chosen by the speaker reported
exhibits a certain wilfulness (cf. STT 71-74 and 112—22) which calls for some reaction or
characterisation. That holds even when, as is here the case, the original speaker is only
protesting loyalty. Protesting loyalty is about the only thing it would be safe to use the
modal future for when speaking to one’s Lord and Master as Croesus is. The omission
of 67 in some texts is only an obvious attempt to avoid the anacoluthon of the infinitive
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concerning the proposals of Tamyris Queen of the Massagetae.

1% ~ * \ \ ’ / 14 ) ’
1.207.1(18-20) ‘"2 Baoided, elmov uev kai mpoTEPOY TOL OTL €meL ue
Zeds édwré To, 0 dv Opd oddApa éov oikw TH od, kaTd
Svvapw dmorpéifew.” (S1u émel codd. pl. edd. pl. Tou émel recentior
unus, Aldinus, Hude)

(12) Cf IIB and IIIA. Vision of Sethos, the priest-pharaoh, before
the expected attack of Sanacharibus of Assyria. 2.141.3(3-4)
*Ododupdpevor 8 dpa pw émeXfetv Tmvov kai of 66éar év 17 Sy
émordvra Tov Beov Bapavvew s ovdév meioeTar dyapt avrid{wv

\ 3, ’ —'—’i- _— 4 4 /— /

Tov ApaBiwy orpardv: adros ydp ol méupew tipwpovs. The
reassurance of the god is hearty and certain, perhaps almost harsh and
peremptory.

IC2  Intrusion because of a change in the relationship of the reported speaker
to the reporting speaker as indicated by lexically indicated modality

(13) Cf. IB. Amasis’ reply to Patarbemis. 2.162.4(4-5) 7ov O¢
(sc. Apaow) adrd (sc. [TarapBripide) dmoxpiveafar, s TadTa mdAar
mapeokevdlero moidew, kal adTd od péubacbar30 Amplny: mapé-
oealar yop kal adros kol dMovs dfew. (uéupacbBar codd. pl.
péppeabar A2DR edd. pl.) pépdopar is a verb of passionate conviction
and here strengthened by association with a negative. It is spoken
by Amasis with a snarl of hate as, in effect, a threat and occasions the
switch to the infinitive. The future infinitives which follow are closely
comparable to those in passages (10) and (11) above.

(14) Cf.IB, IC1, and IITA. The counsel of Histiaeus of Miletus to
the Ionians concerning proposals of the Scythians. 4.137.2(1s)

after 671 by simply removing the adverb. On strict formal grounds, this passage should
be accounted as showing an infinitive immediately after 67t and so be included with the
three true anacolutha treated at the beginning of this whole section, Part II. But the
relative sentence in 76 (=38) with dp@ as its verb is felt as virtually a principal clause
insulating the adverb &7 from the infinitive. Therefore the passage is treated here.

30 Whatever form of péudopar is used here it must have at least virtually future sense.
The change from the aorist infinitive to the future infinitive in some texts is caused by a
failure on the part of the scribe or editor to realise that aorist infinitives, when used
expressive of clear conceptions which amount to confident predictions, can be used as
virtual futures. péuacfar is so used here and should be left unchanged. For aorist
infinitives used where future infinitives might be expected, see STT 123-44. The
subject of mapeaxevalero and that of péuyacfou are different and therefore Lycurgus
76 and Herodotus 8.97.2(2) discussed in STT 119-20 are not comparable.
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‘IoTiaiov 8¢ Tod Midnoiov évavrin Tadry, Aéyovros ws viv uév dia
Aapetov éxaoTos adTdV Tupavvevel moios, Tis dapeiov b€ Suvdutos
kataipefelons ovre adros Midnoiwv olds Te éorard! dpyew ovte
dMov 0d8éva ot8audv: Bovhjoeslar yap éxdorny Td@v moMwvy
Snporparéeafar pdMov 7 Tvpavvevesfou. (€orar codd. éoecbar
Reiz, edd.) The thought, terrifying to Histiaeus, of the cities getting
out of hand gives rise as reflected in his language to the double modal-
ity of the word Bovdopar and the future form. This draws the
infinitive form of report with it.

IC3  Intrusion because of a change in the relationship of the reported speaker
to the reporting speaker as indicated by the use of a potential optative
in the (modal) sense of perfect subjective conviction (STT 208-15)

(rs) Cf. IB and IIIA. Themistocles’ retort to6 Adimantus and the
Corinthians. 8.61.2(19-22) €wvroial 1€ €djAov Adyw s €in kal
wéMis kal yi) pélwv ¥ mep ekelvorar, éor’dv Simrdoton vées odu éwar
memAnpwpévar: 0ddauovs yap ‘EAMjvwy adrovs émdvras amokpouv-
oaobfai3? (dmokpovoasfaor codd. pl. dmokpovoesfar BRSV edd. pl.
av amokpovoasfar Powell, Legrand).

31 éorau is used as a simple future of simple future inevitable fact and is most forceful
so understood. The switch to the infinitive comes more naturally where the speaker
turns his attention to others, the citizens of the Ionian cities whose wilfulness can make
his own situation impossible. The text as transmitted brings out the contrast between
ruler and unwilling subjects strikingly. The editors accept Reiz’s conjecture éoeafar
only out of a mistaken preference for outward concinnity. For BovAopar and similar
words which have a lexically indicated modal significance, cf. STT 71-72.

32 Powell and Legrand have certainly the right thought in interpreting dmoxpovoacfas
as representative of a potential optative. It would have the sense of perfect subjective
conviction which the potential optative so often has when it stands in alternation with
indicatives, especially future indicatives, since iy stands in secondary sequence for a
future indicative of the O.R. See the discussion and examples adduced from Attic
texts in STT 208-15. This is also good Herodotean idiom. Cf. Xerxes’ speech to
Masistes at 9.111.5(2~4) Obrw o1, Maciora, mémpyrrar: obre yap dv Tou Solny ére
Buydrepa v éuiy yfuw, odre éxelvy mAedva ypdvov cuvoucioets,.. . And
for this alternation represented in O.O. see example 16 just below in the article text.
There is however no need for dv to be added to the infinitive for it to be taken as repre-
sentative of a potential optative. As SCGI 153 §389 points out, there are fixed formulae
in which the optative pure in a potential sense may occur, and these have been, as is
further pointed out in SCG I 153 §389, all too often corrected in a mechanical way.
‘What these formulae are appears from the collections of examples given in SCG
I 180-82 §450; Kiriiger, S II 54.3.7-9; H. Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus (Berlin 1870 et
Graz 1955) 41.6-13 s.v. dv; KG 1.225-26; Stahl 298-302; Schwyzer II 325.
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(16) Cf. IB and IIB. Speech of the Samian legate Hegesistratus of
Delos in favor of intervention in Ionia. 9.90.2(1-5) éAeye ‘Hymoio-
Tparos oA\ kal mavroia, bs v podvov Idwvrar adrods of “lwves
dmoomioovrar 4mé Ilepoéwv, kal ds of BdpPapor odk Smopevéovor:
N 88 kal dpa dmopelvwot, ovk érépmy dypny TowadTyy €dpeiv av
adTovs. Asexample (15) above.

ITIA  Apparent intrusion of the O.O. infinitive consequent upon deliberate
retention of verb forms on stylistic grounds where infinitives would be
appropriate

(17) Hercules’ vengeance as intended victim of supposed Egyptian
religious practices.  2.45.1(29-5) edrifns 8¢ adrdv kai 68 6 pudbds
éari Tov mepl 100 ‘Hpardéos Aéyovai, ws adTov dmkopevov és

Alyvrrov arépavres of Alydmriol 5md mopariis éfjyov dbs Bdoovres

& Au- Tov 8¢ Tedbs pév Novyiny éxew, émel 8¢ adTod mpos TH

Bwud rardpyovro, és dAkny Tpamduevov mdvras odéas karado-

veboar. Herodotus attacks this story not only by calling it ed2fxs but

The most common are third person verb forms used in an ideal or impersonal sense,
and sentences with 7ts or equivalent. Among such passages which stand in the best
tradition with 7is but not with dv or ke(v) are Thgn. 382 6dov ‘f)'v 7is lwv abavdroio
adot A1XX0I AOI'OI 2.14 (Diels8 2.408) ai s Tadra mouvjoay, . . . kaka dmofdvoc
A. Choeph. 595 Sméprodpov av8pos Bpdvnua 1is AMyou S. Ant. 605 Tedv, Zed, Stvaoww
Tis avdpav vﬂepﬁaata Kam.axoc E. Htpp 1186 Baogov 7 Aéyor Tis Ctatm 307 K.
(= Meineke 2. 225) 7is 8¢ oU; Ko,u.x/vog ‘rcg epowo Oearis Pl. Gorg. 448¢ mola TS err) 1)
Topylov 7éyvn; Antiph. 1.4 7-rpog -rwag odv ez\@o; 715 Bonbovs; Is. 10.18 lows odv
7ts. .. Qavpdoeie Dem. 61.11 7 ydp eixdoeid Tis Tis Lycurg. 144 7is dvaurmobels. .
odaetev; Din. 2.3 movnpiav...kwAioar Tdya Tis xw\a{wv 3vv1)0a'q These pas-
sages show the nght readmg at Herodotus 3.127.3(18-19) vp.ewv 81) Qv Tis pou

*Opoitea 7 waa dydyot 7 dmokTeivete; (tis por codd. Godley is v pou Dindorf,
Kriiger, Hude 7is pot...{@vra dv dyayou Stein, Legrand 7is pot...{@vra dv dyot
Schifer)

This formula passes easily and often into the negative form, cf. Od. 14.123 o Tts kelvoy
davjp d/\a/\‘qy.e'vos v [ dyyéNwv melgeie yvvai‘xa’. Te kai ¢idov vidv Thgn.
1187—88 oV 1ts dmowa 8i8ovs fdvaTov ¢v'yo:. o0 8¢ Bapeiav | Sva'rvxmv A. Choeph
172 odk €oTw 8aTis AN éuod keipaird vv E. IA 1210 0ddels mpos 7dd’ dvreimor
Bpordv Din. 3.19 ov8€p.w. moAis owbein Arist. EN 1229b34 00dels Sikaiws dvdpeios
Méyoiro Tovrwv Herondas 3.75 oddels o' émawéoerev (cf. Headlam-Knox ad loc.).
This is the form of the idiom represented in the O.O. ovdauods. . . amokpovoectar of
our passage in the text above. The question of idiomatic equivalents of dv in pure op-
tative sentences is dealt with in greater detail in my forthcoming article “The Pure
Optative in Primary Sequence in Greek.”
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mocks it with a series of rhetorical questions Toiat yap od8é krrivea
ooin Bew éoti ywpls Vv kal époévwy Bodv kal usaywy, doot dv
kabfapol éwaot, kal xnvdv, kds av obTor avlpdmovs Bvorev; érv Sé
éva édvra tov ‘Hpardéa kal érv dvBpwmov, s 8 daol, kds dvow
” \ / -~ . . T - 3.
éxer modas pvpiadas govedoar; The seriousness which the indica-
tive form é§fjyov preceding the infinitives éyew and karadoveboa
implies is thus merely mock seriousness. It does not represent Hero-
dotus’ trueattitude. Thiscomes out—all the stronger for the contrast—
with the later resort to the infinitives.

(18) Cf. IA. The sad tale of the daughter of Mycerinus and the
handlessness of her handmaids’ statues. 2.131.1-3(17-28) of 8¢ Twes
Aéyovor mepl Ths Bods TavTns kal TOV kodooodv Tévde Tov Adyov,
s Mukepivos fpdaln ijs éwvrod Ouyatpds kal émerra éulyn of
3 ’ \TQY Y 7 3 ¢ A2 7 e A\ ¥ T ¢ Q1
aekovoy): peta 0€ Aéyovor ws 1) mais amjyéaro Vmo dyeos, 6 8¢

p » A T TEay g T, / -
pw €bafe év fj Boi TavTy, 1) 8¢ wiTnp adris 7OV dudimrddwy ToV
mpodovaéwy Ty Ouyarépa & matpl dmérape Tas yeipas, kal viv
Tas eikdvas avréwy eivar memovfvias Td mep al {wal émabov.
Herodotus goes on to state specifically that he distrusts this story in
its entirety, calling it nonsense, and also to explain why it is just that
particular part of the story which finally does pass over into infinitival
narration which offends him especially. ratra 8¢ Aéyovar pAvmpéovres,

3 LAY ’ ’ » \ \ \ \ \ N A~

ws €yw Sokéw, Td Te dAa Kkal 81) kal T mepl TAs yeipas TGV
kodooodv* TadiTa yap Qv kal fuels Wpduey 6TL HTO xpovov Tas
xeipas amofeBMikact, ai év mool avréwy édailvovro éodoar éTi kal
és éué.

(19) Cf. IB and IIA. Message for help from the pan-hellenic
forces at Thermopylae to the Opuntian Locrians and the Phocians.
7.203.1(22-3) Ad7ol ydp odeas oi “ENmves émexaléoavro, Aéyovres
8dyyédwv ds adrol pév tjroiev 1'rpo'3po,u.oc TOV d.')t/\wv, ol 8¢
Aovrol T@V ovp,,u,axwv 7rp00'80mp,01, mdoav elev np,epnv, 7 BdAacod
Té 0'¢L en; év qbv)\am) o A@*qvacwv Te gbpovpeop,evn Kal Atywnrewv
Kal T@v € Tov vavTikov otparov TayxBévrav, kal obi ein Sewdv
008év" 08 yap Oedv elvar Tov émidvra émi Ty * ENdSa aAX’ &vbpwmov,

5 \ \ ) /. IQ\ ¥ -~ \ 3 3 -~ /4 b
eivar 8¢ Bvnrov 008éva 098¢ éoeabar & Kakov éE dpyijs ywouévew od
ovvepixln, Toiol 8¢ peyiortoior adrdv péyiora dpeldew dv33 kal

33 dw stands in association with a potential optative (O.O. dpeidew. . .dv for O.R.
O¢eidot. . .dv) giving the upshot of a preceding recital. So also at 7.150.2(25) 0w &v
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1oV émedavvovra, ws éévra OvmTdv, amo Tis 86éns meoeiv dv.
(meoeiv (meoéew) dv codd. Dindorf, Stein, Merriam, Godley, Legrand
meaeiv (meaéew) Kriiger, Hude, Laird-Smith) With the advantage of
his hindsight Herodotus could not have literally believed this message.
But he has dignified the passage with finite forms up to the point
where it collapses into mere truistic maxims. The irony is not bitter
nor ridiculous. It is pathetic and resigned.

IIB  Intrusion postponed on religious grounds

(20) Cf.IB,IC,and IlIA. Apparition to the barbarians fleeing from
Delphi into Boeotia. 8.38.1(9-12) éeyov 8¢ of dmooriioovTes obroL
T@v BapBdpwr, ds éyw muwldvopar, ws mpos TovTowoL Kai dAa
dpwv Oeia- 8Yo yap omAiras pélovas 7) kara dvbpdmav ¢vow
&vras émeofal odi rrelvovras kal Sudkovras. Ever ready to
respect the religious experiences of men, Herodotus shows at least
the objective side—the visual impact—of this essentially subjective ex-
perience in a straight-forward way, i.e., in terms of finite forms.
Cf. further under IC1 esp. 2.141.3(3-4) (= passage (12) above) and
passage (21) just below.

(21) Cf. IB, IC, and IIIB. The apparition reported before Salamis.
8.84.2(27) Aéyerar 8¢ Kal ‘raSe, s ddopa ope yuvaikos édvy),
¢aV€L0’aV 8€ 8LaK€/\€vO'a0'0(u

IIIA  Formulaic intrusion of the O.O. infinitive accompanied by ydp

(22) Cf. IC. Paris’ understanding that the women of the Greeks
might be kidnapped with impunity. 1.3.1(21-22) émorduevor

Qv einpev v,u.e-repot dmdyovor 7.184.3(8-9) 7i8n dv avdpes dv elev év adroiow Téooapes
uuplades kal elkoor. Kriiger and others have objected that g is too far removed from
d¢eidev and too closely adjoined to megeiv for this interpretation to be admissible.
But their objection passes over the fact that dv is commonly removed to great distance
from its verb in order to give rhetorical emphasis to some important word in the sentence.
It serves Herodotus’ purpose to mark the language here represented in O.O. as rhetorical,
and so this is probably the most extreme example of the practice he shows. But there
are many others in Herodotus, and the idiom is well established and copiously illustrated
in standard syntactical authorities. Cf. 3.119. 5(10—1 1) d8eAdeos dv dAos odevi TpdTw
yévorro 7.150. 2(2 s5) cited just above (NB. dv before the properly post-posmve )
8.108.2(27) ToD7’ Av puéyroTov mdvTwy adeis karov Ty ‘EAAdSa épyagalaTo, and other
examples SCG I 187-89 §464, KG 1.245.5 and 6, and esp. for Attic, C. Short “The
Order of Greek Words in Attic™ xciii-xciv (prefatory essay in C. D. Yonge, An English-
Greek Lexicon, edited by H. Drisler (N.Y. 1899).
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(sc. Tov ANé€avdpov) mdvTws ST 0d drael Sikas 0D8E yap ékeivovs
818dvar. The finite verb expresses a falsehood and the infinitive a
truth. Still the future is appropriate as expressing what seemed
certain to Paris. The infinitive with ydp gives his explanation of that
certainty, and it is therefore that subjective part of the thought which
is appropriately expressed with the infinitive.

(23) Epidaurian justification of discontinuance of payments to
Athens. $.84.1(20-22) méuavres 8¢ oi Abnvaior éurfviov Toiou
*Emdavplowae of 8¢ amépawov Adyw s otk ddikéoiev: doov pév

yap xpdvov elyov Ta dydApara év Tfj xpn, émreréew Ta auvéfevro,
émel 8¢ éorepfiobar adrdv, ob Slkaiov efvar dmodépew ére. ..

(24) Rumours at Sparta about Ariston’s fertility and Demaretus’
- paternity. 6.68.3(16) 6 Te Adyos moAAos év Zmdprn ws ApioTww
oméppa maidomowdy odk vijy: Tekelv yap dv of kal Tas mpotépas
yvvaikas. T T

(25) Percalus’ response to Demaretus’ queries about his paternity.
6.69.4(8-11) gev pdAioTa kardmwrovras oi éxfpoi, Aéyovres ws adros
6 ApiloTwy. . .ob drjoed ge éwvrod elvar (Tov xpdvov ydp, Tods 8éka
pijvas, o0dékw ébfkew). .. o

(26) Cf. IB examples (6) through (9). Artabazus’ as opposed to
Mardonius’ opinion of proper Persian policy in Boeotia. 9.41.2-3
(28-8) BovAevouévwr 8¢ aide joav al yvduar, 1) pév Aprafalov ws

k)
xpeov €in dvalevéavras Ty TayloTyy wdvTa TOV OTPATOV évar és
\ -~ @ ’ b4 0 ~_ 7 /4 3 ~ 0 34 AA \ \
70 Teiyos OnPaiwy, évba oirtdv 1¢ adi éoevnretyfai3+ moAaodv ki
xSpTov Toiaw dmolvyiowor kat’ Novyiny Te (lopévovs Sampriooeabar
~ \
moedvTas TdSe éxew yap xpvoov moAdov uev émiamuov, . . .moAAOY
8¢ dpyvpdv Te kai ékmdpara: TovTwY derdopuévovs undevos Suaméu-
> \ o ¢ ’ \ ’ ) \ T~
mew €s Tovs “Elnvas, ‘EAjvwr 8¢ pdAiara és Tods mpoeoTedTas
3 A ’ \ ’ ’ A A / \
€v tfjou moAia, kal Tayéws odéas mapadwoew T édevlepiny, undé

34 éoevnretyfau in the relative adverbial sentence with év6a is a true intensive oblique
infinitive (see text of article in Part I at note 22) and must be distinguished from iévac and
8tamprijooecfar which are dependent upon the phrase ypedv ein. None of these infini-
tives affects the formulaic shift which occurs with éyew ydp. The alternative interpre-
tation would be that the shift occurs with éoevnreiyfar which stands for the finite
form for euphemistic reasons, and that the infinitives which follow with éyew ydp «7A.
stand for the O.R. forms for the same reason. If this interpretation is preferred this
example would be classed above in [B(6-9).
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dxwdwvevew ouuBdAdovras . . . Mapdoviov 8¢. . .0ddauds ovyyww-
aropévy (sc. 1) yvdun): Soxéew Te yap k.

(27) Cf.IA and IIB. Oracular utterances concerning Evenius made
to the Apollonians at Dodona and Delphi.  9.93.4(20-2) mpddavra 8¢
b4 /7 \ 3 ~ Y 7 b ’ > /’
odt & e dwddvn Kkal év Aerdoiot éyivero, émeite émeipwrTwy
Tods mpodriras TO alTiov Tod mapedvTos kakoD, oi € adroio

» 14 IQ/ \ 4 -~ € A 4 y /
éppalov S ddlkws Tov Pvdakov TV ipdv mpofdrwy Edjviov
A ) ’ >\ \ ¢ ’ ’ \
T7s Sos éorépnoav: adtol yap (sc. ot feol, fjTor Zebs Te Kai
AméMwv) émopuijoar Tovs Avkous, od mpdTepdy Te mavoeafau
Tipwpéovtes éxelvw mplv 1) dikas dwoew TV émoinoav TavTas Tas
dv adTos éApTar kal Sikatoi: ToUTwy 8¢ TeAcouévwy adTol Swoew
Edvyiw 860w Towadtny Ty moMdovs uw pakapieiv davlpdmwy
éxovra. (émewte(v)...éppalov Reiske, Dindorf, Legrand émeira. . .
éppalov codd., del. Kriiger, Powell Tods mpodritas et of 8¢ adrotow
del. Stein, Hude (émeire pro émeira ret.))3s

35 Kriiger very rightly saw that adro{ mustbe = o{ feol. But he mistakenly concluded
that excisions are necessary—'‘Denn auf solche Weise konnten die Propheten den
Gottern sich nicht substituieren.”  Stein argued cogently against this that the gods are
often represented as speaking in their own personsin oracles. His parallels are 1.47.3(7-8)
ol8a &éyw(=AmdAaw) pdppov T’dpilbudy kai pérpo Baddoons, | kal kwdod
auvinue kai od pwredvros dkovw and 7.141.3(3) gol 8¢ 768’ adTis émos épéw, adduavTe
mehdoaas (sc. éyw = AméAwv) (NB. masculine participle despite the fact that presum-
ably the priestess is speaking). He might also have cited for ad7ds used in O.O. repre-
senting éyd) in similar connection 2.141.4(4) adrds ydp (sc. 6 Oeos ="Hpaioros) oi
mépupew Tipwpovs 8.36.1(9) 6 8¢ Oeds odeas ok éa kwéew, das adros (ie., 6
AméMwv) {kavos elvar TGy éavtod mpoxatijofar. But Stein then turned around and
made his own less extensive excisions, arguing that the language here was too obscure
for some early scribe who introduced the supposedly objectionable passages by way of
explanation of adroi. It is hard to believe this because no such explanatory material
crept into the text in the other passages cited. Both Stein and Kriiger before him seem
to object to Tovs mpogrjras and the concordant masculine expression of. . . éppalov too,
because they believe it to be in Kriiger’s words a “ganz untechnische Ausdrucksweise,”
i.e., probably that priestesses not priests should be referred to, cf. 2.55.1(6) dwdwvaiwv
.. .al mpoudvyTies, or if a priest is mentioned then it should be only one person, the chief
priest who is spoken of elsewhere as an authority at Delphi, cf. 8.36.2(15-16). Since
neither Kriiger nor Stein elaborates in any detail here, or with any obvious immediate
relevance elsewhere (see Stein on 7.111.8 =Hude 7.111.2(11)), it is hard to tell exactly
what preconceived notion about sanctuary practice and associated technical language
they find these words in conflict with. However Legrand ad loc. seems to have met
all such objections very nicely—"‘La mention de ‘prophétes’ est surprenante; peut-étre
cela doit-il s’entendre ici, d’une fagon générale, sans précision ni de nombre ni de sexe,
des interprétes d’une divinité; aussi bien, le réle des 7-rpo¢ﬁ1-a:. a Delphes est-il mal
défini; .. .et les rites de Dodone sont trop imparfaitement connus pour qu’on puisse
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IIIB  Formulaic intrusion of the O.O. infinitive accompanied by expressions
similar in meaning to ydp

(28) Cf. IA. Explanation why Amasis’ monolithic shrine at Sais
was left in the temple yard. 2.175.5(14) "Hdn 8¢ Twes Aéyovor s
4 ’ e s 3 A~ ~ ’ - "m-N _~
dvlpwos Siepfdpn v’ adTh (sc. T oréyn Th povvoliflov) Tav Tis
adT)y poxAevdvTwy, Kal dmo TovTov 0dk oeAxvolijvar.

(29) Cf. IA. The conditions under which the Argives agreed to
take part in the defensive alliance against Persia. 7.148.4(22-26)

\ \ I, ’ \ \ ’ ¢ \ ~ 3 ’ ~
Tods O¢ (sc. Apyeiovs) mpos Ta Aeydpeva (sc. vmo Tdv dyyéAwy TdV
14 / (4 4 ¢ [ ’ b 3, ~ . ’ ~
EMiywv) dmokpivachar ws éroypol elow Apyeior moiéew taira
TpujkovTa éTea elprivny ometoduevol Aakedaipoviolo kal Nyedpuevor
KaTA TO LoV TdoNs TS ovupayins: kaitor kard ye 16 Sikaiov
ylveolar Ty fyepoviny éwvrdv, dAXN Suws odi dmoxpdv katd TO

¢/ €

TII.LLO'U 7")/50[1,5’1/0(.0'14.
(30) Cf.IIA. The theory that Leonides discharged the non-Spartan

Greeks from Thermopylae without prompting. 7.220.1(9-12)
Aéyerar 8¢ dbs avTds opeas dmémeppe Aewvidns, w) dmddwvra
kndSuevos: adrd 8¢ kal Emapripréwv Toiow mapeobor ovk Exew
edmpeméws exhumelv Ty Td€w és v HM\ov puddfovres dpxTv.
In the following Herodotus states his preference for another version.

(31) Cf. IA and IIA. Prompting of Dieneces’ bon mot before
Thermopylae. 7.226.1(20-22) mvO3uevor (sc. Tov dupérea) mpds
Tev v Tpnywiwv s émeav of BdpBapor amiwor T Toéevpara,
70V fihov Y7o Tob whiifeos 7@V SioTdv dmokptmTovol TogobTO

mAjfos adTdv elvar. . .

(32) Cf. IB. Themistocles’ threat to the Andrians if they should
fail to meet demands for new imposts. 8.111.2(6-8) ‘mporoyouévou
OcpioTokAéos Adyov Tovde, ws tikoler Abnvaior mepi éwvrods
éxovres 8Yo Beods péyadovs, Ielfd te kal Avaykainy, odrw ¢
o¢t kdpra Soréa elvar yprjuara.

(33) Cf.IBand IIA. Andrian answer to Themistocles’ demands for
more ' contributions to the Athenian war chest. 8.111.2-3(8-16)

affirmer qu’il n’y avait pas des ministres masculins de l'oracle.” As for the language
&ppalov 6, there can hardly be any objection to it as such, cf. 8.75.2(5), 8.110.3(22),
and 9.12.2(22).
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Umexplvavto mpos TadTa Aéyovtes ws katd Adyov noav dpa ai
Abnvar peydAar Te kal eddalpoves, kal Oedv XpT)O”TmKOLGV v
émel Avdpiovs ye elvar yewmeivas és 1o péyiora dvijkovras, kal
Beods 8o dyprioTovs odk ékdelmew adéwv T vijoov AN alel
ddoywpéew, Ileviny Te kai Aunyaviny, kai Tovtwy 7dv Oedv
émBdlovs éévras Avplovs o Sdoew ypripara: 0d8ékore yap3o
s €wvrdv aduvvapins Ty Abnpvaiwv Svvauw elvar kpéoow.
(yap codd. Dindorf, Kriiger, Stein, Godley yap dv Dobree, Hude,
Laird-Smith, Powell, Legrand)

As the consideration of the O.O. Infinitive intrusive after 67« and/or
s has now been completed, the next subject is the O.O. Infinitive
intrusive in O.R. narratives and accounts.

PART III THE O.O. INFINITIVE INTRUSIVE IN O.R.
NARRATIVE AND ACCOUNTS: THE FREE
NARRATIVAL INFINITIVE

Traditional teaching fails to make an important elementary distinc-
tion in the matter of the relationship between verbs of speaking and
thinking and associated O.O. infinitives. Verbs of speaking and
thinking are the most common method of initiating O.O., and most
commonly the first sentence of the O.0., if it is infinitival O.O., is

36 When editors feel that an O.O. infinitive should be future in sense but believe that
its form stands in the way, they can alter the infinitive itself to bring it into line, or when,
as is often the case, this involves excessive changes in the. word form, they can add the
particle dv. This allows the infinitive to be interpreted as the representative of a
potential optative and thus to count in the analysis of the sequence of tenses as a future,
since the potential optative often has a future sense, cf. STT 123-44 and esp. 142 n. 4.
and KG 1.240. Since Dobree many editors have undertaken such a correction here,
thinking thus to preserve concinnity between 8oew and dv...elvar. This change is
unnecessary, since elva: stands in an argumentative maxim, exhibiting many character-
istics of its class of sentences. Thus it is introduced by 'yap, cf. 3.127.2(17-18) é&vfa 'yap
godins 8ei, Bins épyov 008év7.50.3(9-10) uéyala yap mprjypara peydowo kwddvoiar
é0éle Ka‘ra:.peeo@a; It stands at the end of the spe speech as a clinching argument, cf.
7.9.y(3-4) CLUTO‘LLGTOV 'yap 006év, dAN’d CL7TO meipns wdvra av¢pw1-row¢ diAéer yweo@at

7.157.3(16-17) 7& 8¢ €D Bovheveevn mpRyuaTL TeAevuTy) dis T6 em.mzv Xpno‘r'r, 0éler
e’mywea@at It has a form of eL;u. as verb, cf. 5.24.3(8-9) krrjparwy mdvTwy ot
‘n,u.:.wfa‘rov dmjp ¢Mog OuveTds Te Kkal €lvoos 9.16.5(7-9) ex@qu 8¢ 38Uvn éoru
TGV év avepwﬂ-owb adrn, modda ¢povéovra undevds kparéew. Nor does the fact
that it stands in O.0. affect the matter significantly, cf. 7.203. 2(27-—28) od 'yap Oeov
elvas 7ov émidvra émi i ‘EMASa AN dvbpwmov 9.122.3(15-16) od ydp Tu 17s adrijs
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also directly dependent upon the verb of speaking or thinking, and
stands in the relationship of the object. There is however no necessary
connection or association between the two things. This is shown by
the fact that new sentences in O.O. may follow with infinitives as their
principal verbs. These are understood to have an oblique sense
because the verb of speaking or thinking upon which the first O.O.
infinitive depends grammatically sets up a frame of O.O. narration.
But the new infinitives do not depend grammatically upon the verb of
speaking. The grammatical dependency of the first O.O. sentence
is merely coincidental. It may seem precious or pedantic to insist upon
the grammatical independence of successive infinitival sentences in
0.0. But failure to do so involves so many awkward consequences
that it is far better to seck exactness.3? Consider the practice well
known in other authors (KG 2.346.2), but especially common in Hero-
dotus’ infinitival O.O., according to which the author intersperses
comments and explanations in indicative sentences throughout the
course of the narrative—after each of which the infinitival O.O. picks
up again as though nothing had happened. Sometimes these

yijs elvar kapmdv e BwpaoTov pvew kai dvdpas dyabods Ta moAéua. Common
to all these examples is the present tense of the verb. It is the universal present found
in statements which apply to all time, and therefore it stands aside from considerations
of temporal sequence, cf. SCG I 80 §§189-90; KG 1.132.1.c; Stahl 87.4; Kriiger I
$3.1.1; Schwyzer II 270—71. For this kind of sentence as characteristic of Herodotus’
speeches, cf. Schmidt-Stihlin I 2.652 n. 2, and for Attic parallels see Rehdantz-Blass 20—
21 s.v. Tvdbun.

37 There is always a certain onus involved in concerning oneself with such elementary
matters. A favorite passage from Diderot’s dialogue “Le Neveu de Rameau,”
Omvrages Choisies, ed. J. Voilquin (Paris 19341°) I 31, comes to mind by way of an
apology. Rameau’s nephew attempts to dissuade Diderot from his plan of seeing that
his young daughter receives an intellectual formation: *“Lui.—Mais je m’en tiendrai
pour le moment 2 une question: ne lui faudra-t-il pas un ou deux maitres? Moi.—Sans
doute. Lui—Ah! nous y revoild. Et ces maitres, vous espérez qu’ils sauront la
grammaire, la fable, I’histoire, la géographie, la morale, dont ils lui donneront des
legons? Chansons, mon cher maitre, chansons; s’ils possédaient des choses assez pour les
montrer, ils ne les montreraient pas. Moi.—Et pourquoi? Lui.—C’est qu’ils auraient
passé leur vie 3 les étudier; il faut étre profond dans I’art ou dans la science pour en
posséder les éléments. Les ouvrages classiques ne peuvent étre bien faits que par ceux
qui ont blanchi sous le harnais, c’est le milieu et la fin qui éclaircissent les ténébres du
commencement; demandez 3 votre ami, M. d’Alembert, le coryphée de la science
mathématique, s'il serait trop bon pour en faire des éléments. Ce n’est qu’aprés trente
4 quarante ans d’exercice que mon oncle a entrevu les premiéres lueurs de la théorie
musicale.”
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parentheses take the form of relative sentences, or are at least initially
introduced as relative sentences, so, e.g., 7.170.1(26)-2(6) (Cretan
expedition to Sicily in vengeance of Minos) Aéyerar.. . Mivawr. ..
> - / ’ 4 \ a > b \
amobaveiv. . .modwopkéew. . .moAw Kapkov, Ty (=1v) kar’ éue
Axpayavrivor  évéuovro...€éAelv...oixeolar.  2.100.2-3(14-17)
(Egyptian Nitocris’ vengeance for her brother) v éXeyov...7ov
(=6v) dmékrewav...dmédooav. . .biadleipar  2.121.1(14)-a(22)
(Rhampsinitus’ statues of the seasons) éxdééacfar. .. Paupivirov
éeyov, .. .Ss . . .éANimeTo . . .€aTnoe. . .kadéovor. . .karéovat . . .mpo-
4 e / » 3
oxvvéovot. . .€D moiéovat. . .épdopat. . .yevéobar. Thus these sen-
tences are drawn more or less inoffensively into the course of the
infinitival discourse. But other times there is nothing of the sort
to case the break.3® Cf, e.g., 2.99.2-4(18-7) (The dispositions of

38 Considering the ability of narratives carried on with O.O. infinitives to reconstitute
themselves without new specific reinitiation of the oblique relationship by a verb of
speaking, and considering the fact that dialogue often and everywhere produces apparent
anacoluthon, it seems difficult to accept any variation of Kriiger’s popular emendation at
3.22.4(16)—23.1(24) mpos Tadta 6 Aibloy éd). . .Owudlew. . .8vvaclar. . . éaoodobac.
dvrewpopévawr 8¢ Tov Bacidéa Tav "Ixfuvoddywr s {ons kal dwalrns mépt, érea

A 1) v 14 ¢ \ \ \ k] ~ 3 ’ € ’ ’
1év €s elkoai T€ kal ékatov Tovs moAdovs adTdv dmkvéeabBar, dmepBdilew 8¢é Twvas
kai Tadra, oirnow 8¢ elvar kpéa épba xai mdpa ydAa. (uév és codd. Dindorf,
Godley uév elme és Kriiger, Hude uév édy és Stein mwépe, elme érea Legrand) Kriiger’s
comment is: “érea uév. elme oder ein dhnliches Wort ist wohl ausgefallen. Denn
es zu erginzen wire hier sehr hart.” There does not seem to be any question but that
the passage is “hard.” But it was probably intended to be so. Immediately successive
free narrative infinitives as at 3.23.2(1-3) 7y7oacfac. . .8¢ew (—example II(s) below)
make such deliberate “hardness” of the oblique relationship credible here, just as they
make ‘“‘hard” asyndeton credible in example II(1) below. It should be remembered
too that these infinitives convey the information that Ethiopians live on the average
120 years. How much easier it is to transmit such a report than to believe it implicitly.
Herodotus’ method of giving the report without throwing his authority behind it is, pre-
cisely, the cultivation of that very ‘“hardness” to which so many editors object. It should
also be noted that what intervenes between éocotigfar and dmikvéeafar is a genitive
absolute—that construction which among all others is least able to affect sentence struc~
tures into the midst of which it is introduced. This genitive absolute represents the
interposition of a speech-partner. There is, therefore, within the frame of the dialogue,
no real question about which speaker is represented by the infinitives dmucvéeofou, Smep-
BdMew and elvar. Kriiger’s mistake and the mistake of those who follow him is his
failure to appreciate the capacity of the infinitive to function as an equivalent for finite
verb forms where the oblique relationship is fundamentally clear, whether the immediate
grammatical support of a verb of speaking is available or not. See for the hyperbaton
involving the interposition of a speaking partner in the middle of an infinitival period
PL. Rep. 5.469b, which is cited in STT 62, and 6.490c, which is cited in the introduction
to this article.
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Min around Memphis. For the meaning of the parentheses, cf.
2.99.1(16-17) mpocéorar 8¢ Tu...kal 1s éuds Snos.) Eeyov. ..
amoyepupdoal . .. péew . . . dmoénphvar . . . OxeTeboar . . . éxeTar . . .
€oTu. .. yeyovévar ... éaTi. . . meplopUfar . . . dmépyel . . . (dpvoacta
2.140.1(1)-141.1(24) (The lost island of Elbo) (sc. Aeyov of ipées)
dpxew. . .kelevew. . .€dvvdal. . .olol Te foav...éati...BactAel-
oa 3.23.3—-4(4-10) (The Ethiopian fountain of youth) éleyov elvas. . .
xwpéew. ..dv elev...dyayeiv 4.8.1-3(18-1) (Hercules reaches the
Ocean) Aéyovor. . .dmikeoBar. . .olkéew. . . Aéyovor. . .dmodeikviiar
...katadafeiv. . .karvmvdoar 4.11.1(18)-2(23) (Accession of the
Scyths to old Cimmeria) "Eori 8¢...Adyos éxwv dde- . . .olxealar
.. .Aéyerar. . .BovAedecfar 8.135.1(19)-2(25) (Mys of Europus at the
temple of Ptoan Apollo) Odud. . .Aéyerar...éNeiv. . . kaXéerar. ..
€o7i...keltar. . .émecbfar. Supposing what seems unlikely, that some
kind of strict grammatical dependency could be preserved over long
numbers of infinitives, each functioning as the principal verb of a
new sentence in O.0O., it is certainly without meaning to speak of
grammatical dependence in infinitives which resume O.O. after such
long parentheses in finite forms. It is credible however to speak of an
extra-grammatical idea of citation or quotation, i.e., an idea of O.O.
which allows such infinitives to function in an O.O. sense.

Thus the conception that grammatical dependence upon a verb of
speaking or thinking is the only way an O.O. sense can be imparted
to an infinitive does not really suffice to explain extended and/or
interrupted ordinary O.O. But where this traditional- explanation
really falls down is in cases where there is an O.O. infinitive without
any verb of speaking upon which it can grammatically depend. This
is the case when the verb of speaking is contained in a parenthetical
expression. There are many such cases, and it is impossible to distin-
guish O.O. infinitives after such initiation of O.O. from any other
O.0. infinitives.3  Cf. 1.65.4(17) s 8 adrol Aaxedaipudvior Myovar,

39 The frequently occurring case of O.O. being initiated in separate clauses which
contain a word pointing outside.the clause is not quite the same. Cf. 1.94.3(24) &de
mepl adTdv Aéyovres:. . .yevéaba. . émpunyavaobac. . . ééevpebivar and 2.1 39.1(25),
4.8.1(17), 4.11.1(18), 7.148.2(7). Similarly 3.26.3(9) Aéyerar 8¢ kai Tdde vm’adrdv
Appowviwv-. . yevéobar. . . énweboar. . . karaydoar. . .ddaviolijvar and 2.42.3(23),
2.118.1(9).  Similarly 6.117.2(6) Zvvijveike 8¢. . .0dpa yevéobar Todvde. . . aTepnli-
vat. .. StareXéew. . . Aéyew, cf. 3.18.1(7), 6.117.3(10), etc. et passim. ~But it should never-
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...dyayéofar 1.191.6(18) &is AéyeTau Do TV TadTy olknuévay,. . .
pavldvew. . .Tuyeiv. . . yopevew. . .elvar 2.8.1(5) s éyw émuvvba-
vouny. . .elvar. . .elvar2.125.6(10) s éué b pepvijolar Ta 6 Epunveds
pou émdeyduevos Ta ypdupara €dy,...teTeAéolar 3.14.11(25) s
8¢ Aéyeraw Om’ Alyvmriwv, SaxpUew...8akpvew...éogeNbeiv. ..
keAevew 3.56.2(7) s 8¢ 6 paTaidTepos Adyos Spuntar Aéyeola,. . .
Sotvar. . .dmalldooeclar 4.5.1(3) s 8¢ Lkvbar Aéyovon,. . .elvau
...€lvar 4.76.6(12) s 6é éyw rrovoa Tvuvew 1o Apiameileos
émrpdmov, elvar...elvar 4.95.1(19) s 8¢ éyw muvfdvopas,. ..
SovAedoar . . . SovAeboar . . . kTjoaclar . . .dmeAelv . . . kaTaokevd-
caclas. . .avadiddokew 5.44.1(19) s Aéyovar ZuBapita, . . . uéAew
...0enbivas. . .ovoTpaTeveafai. . .ovvedeiv 6.137.3(24) s 8¢ adTol
Abnvaior Aéyovor. . .éfeddoar. . .adikéew . . .outdv. . . elvar. ..
Bidolac . .. amoxpdy ... pavijvas . .. yevéolar . . . é0edfjoar . . . mpoei-
meiv. . .oxeiv 7.171.1(24) s Aéyovor Ilpaiciol, éooxileofar. ..
yevéolau. . .paivesfar 9.85.2(12) ds éyw muvbdvopar. . . xdoas.

The only way these expressions can be dealt with in the framework
of traditional doctrine is by the supposition of elaborate and uncon-
vincing ellipses (KG 2.581.6, esp. note 1).  But the difficulty disappears
if one simply considers that the infinitive has a capacity to function as a
narrative verb form in an O.O. sense, when the context by any means—
not necessarily by dependency upon a verb of speaking, but in any way
whatsoever—establishes a frame of second-hand narrative.

Initiation of O.O. by parenthetic expressions alone would necessitate
this extension or rather simplification of doctrine. But there are a
number of O.O. infinitives which are not prepared in any way.
Standard treatments such as those of KG and Schwyzer do not find it

theless be remarked that these pointing words have general meanings. They do not con-
nect the subsequent O.O. infinitives with the verbs of speaking and thinking in a strictly
grammatical way. They simply serve to transmit a general oblique frame of reference
and expectation which the verb or speaking or thinking implies, and in which the oblique
potential of the infinitive reveals itself. This frame-setting function of the verb of speak-
ing or thinking which in the case of clauses with pointing words is transmitted specifically
in its proper general sense is what allows subsequent infinitives to reveal an O.O. force
even in cases where the subsequent infinitives are grammatically dependent as standing
in an object relation to the verb of speaking or thinking. This grammatical connection,
the dependency in object relationship of O.O. infinitives upon a verb of speaking or
thinking, should be regarded as essentially incidental to the O.O. function of the subse-
quent O.O. infinitive or infinitives.
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convenient to mention these cases. These infinitives, since they intrude
themselves directly in O.R. narratives, give the same impression of
distance, doubt and reserve which all intrusive O.O. infinitives give,
and are thus distinguished in sense from the infinitives prepared for by
parenthetical expressions. But there is an interesting intermediate
group. Here an O.R. account is interrupted by a parenthetical expres-
sion containing a verb suitable for initiating O.O. However, the O.R.
continues with finite forms as though the parenthesis had not appeared,
and only then after intervening finite forms do the infinitives intrude.
This postponement makes all the difference. Such infinitives are
prepared for by the parenthetic expression to some extent. But they
intrude themselves among finite forms and this gives them their
expressive force. This peculiar idiom occurs four times in Herodotus.

I Tue O.O. INFINITIVE INTRUSIVE IN FINITE-FORM NARRATIVES AND
AcCCOUNTS AFTER PREPARATORY PARENTHETICAL EXPRESSIONS

(1) The gold-digging ants of India (O.R. from 3.102.2(14) év &7 dv
Th épnuin TavTy. . .ylvovrar ulpunkes).

After his highly creditworthy account of the political subdivisions
of the Persian empire (3.89.1(7)-96.2(27))—which is given as an
indicative account—Herodotus goes on to append many interesting
details about the peoples of districts of the empire which are remoter
from Europe. They too are given in direct form until he reaches the
explanation of the details of native methods of exploiting the gold-
bearing sands about the mouths of the ant-hills 3.105.1(19) émeav 8¢
EXwa és Tov x@pov of *Ivdoi éyovres Buldria, éumhjoavres TabTa
TS Ydppov Ty TayioTny éXadvovor dmicw: adTika ydp of ppunkes
odud), ws 81 Aéyeraulvms Ilepaéwv, pabdvres Sidkovor. elvar 8é
TaxvuTijT0 0V0evi €Tépw Spotov, . . .mpodapuBdvew. . .cvMéyeatar. . .
amoopleafai. . .elvar. . .mapaddealar. . .évdiSdvar. . .

The reason for the construction is a conflict which Herodotus
finds between the usual credibility of his Persian sources and the
credibility of this particular tale, or rather this particular part of the tale
of the gold-digging ants. He is sufficiently encouraged by the general
reliability of his source to report the story, but he is unwilling to treat
his audience with callousness when it comes to something which might
be taken as an affront to the critical sense.  He guards against this by the
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intrusion of the infinitives which serves at once to put his audience on
guard and to safe-guard Herodotus himself against charges of gullibility.

(2) Information about the lands north of Thrace beyond the Danube.
(Cf. 5.9.1(23) 70 8¢ mpos Popéw éru Tiis xhpns TadTys oddels Eyel
$pdoar 70 aTpekes,. ..) After the report of his scanty gleanings on the
subject Herodotus offers what seems to be an alternative account at
5.10.1(11) ws 8¢ Opnikes Aéyovor, péAigaar karéyovar Ta wépmy Tod

»” v €\ 7 3 9 .\ ’
IoTpov, kai vmo TovTéwy ovk elvar SieNfelv 1o mpoowTépw. He
then goes on immediately in effect to explain the special construc-
tion: éuot pév vov Tadbra Aéyovres Soxéovor Aéyew odk oikdra.

(3) The genealogy of Perseus. This matter was found by Herodotus
to be exceedingly complicated. He reports Greek, Egyptian, and
Persian accounts, which are by no means consistent with each other, or
even internally with themselves, cf. 2.91.1(7)-6(4), 6.53.1(23)-55.1(17),
7.61.3(12-17), 7.150.2(22-25). At the point where the intrusion
occurs in Herodotus’ account he is just relating a peculiar similarity in
the Persian account, according to which Perseus was only a naturalized
Greek, and the Greek version: Perseus’ mother Danie was, according
to both accounts, Egyptian by connection through her father Acrisius.
6.54.1(9) s 8¢ 6 mapa Ilepoéwy Adyos Aéyerar, adros 6 Ilepoeds
N\ 9, ’, k) /. ] 3 H] k] 03 / ’ \
éwv Aoovpios éyévero "EMmy, dAX’ odk of Ilépoeos mpdyovor: Tovs
8¢ Axpioiov ye matépas Spoloyedvras kat’olkmidtyra Ilepoée

k] Vé ’ \ 4 4 / 3 ’
008év, TovTous 8¢ elvar, kard mep “EXnves Aéyovor, Alyvrriovs.
The intrusion is due to a collapse, real or affected on Herodotus™ part,
of the author’s belief in his own ability to sort out all the complicated
conflicting genealogical reports perfectly.

(4) Vision of Pan seen by Phidippides on his way from Athens to
Sparta seeking help before the battle at Marathon. 6.105.1(26) of

3 ’ b3 4 4 I3 3, ~
oTpatnyol amoméumovol és Zmdprny kijpvka Peldimrmidny Abmvaiov

vy ST . « - -
pév dvdpa, dAws 8¢ ruepodpduny Te kai ToiTO pEAeTOVTA TG
81, dbs avrds Te édeye Peldimmidns kal Abnvaiowot dmiyyele,

\ \ / ¥ ¢ \ / [3 \ ’ ’

mept 76 IlapBéviov Spos 76 vmép Teyéns o [lav mepumimrer Pdoavra,
8¢ 70 otvoua Tob Peadimmidew Tov Ildva Abfnvaloo. keleboar
dmayyeidar, 8’81 €wvTod ovdeplav émpeleiny morebvraL edvTos

3 ;40 ’ \ M ~ ’ S ’ \
evvoov Abnvaiowor kai moMrayh yevouévov odi 718m ypnoipov, Ta
8’ért kal éoopévov. There is a strong contrast here between the com-
parative objectivity of the encounter and the subsequent rationalization
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delivered originally by Pan and so by Herodotus second-hand. Thus
there are grounds for comparing the passages cited above under Part
II, IIB (citations (20)-(21)) and Part II, I1I(28)~(33), and for arguing
that the intrusion here is entirely conventional. That would be to go
a step too far, for Herodotus as much as admits with the words at
6.105.3(7-9) kal radra...Abfnvaio,. .. morevoavres elvar dAnbéa
that the report was such as to be received by some with incredulity.
Merriam chose this passage well for his comment that “easy change
to indirect discourse (sc. is) sometimes due to a desire to shift the re-
sponsibility of the story from the writer’s own shoulders.”

Clear as it is that the infinitives already adduced have no grammatical
connection with the verbs which initiate O.O., the capacity of the
infinitive to function independently as a narrative form in O.O.
becomes even more manifest in the final construction to be discussed—
the strictly free narrative O.O. infinitive. In this construction a
narrative or account hitherto in O.R. suddenly switches into O.O. by
means of a completely unprepared intrusion of the infinitive. There
are five examples of this in Herodotus, and all have plainly expressive
character.

II Tae O.O. INANITIVE WITHOUT PREPARATION IN FINITE-FORM
NARRATIVES AND ACCOUNTS

(1) The marvel at Olympia of Hippocrates’ fireless boiling pots.
1.59.1-3(5-13) “Immokpdrei. .. mépas éyévero puéya. ..ol Mfyres. ..
dvev mupos €lecav kal SmepéBadov. Xidwv 8¢...auveBovAeve. . .
pn dyeobou. . .éxméumew. . . dmeimacfar. ok dv Tabra wapawé-
oavros Xidwvos meifeafar Oédew rov Immokpdrea: yevéobar of
pera tadra vov Ieolorparov Toirov, Ss. . .fyepe. . ordow,. ..
xai.. . .unxav@raw Toudde ... The underlying thought pattern in this
example is familiar from the preceding example (I(4) above) and from
Part II, IIB(20-21). ' The religious phenomenon itself is reported with
strict objectivity. The human interpretations and political applications
of the religious phenomenon then come in for more cavalier treat-
ment—being related in terms of infinitives. In this case the speech and
dialogue principle discussed in note 8 intervenes with the word ouve-
BovAeve which has accordingly been kept in the finite form. After the
subsequent infinitives which represent the imperatival content of
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Chilon’s counsel, the account takes an overtly political turn and the
infinitives which follow 0éAew and yevéofar are narratival infinitives
which are introduced with no more ado—the hardness of the switch is
even underlined by the asyndeton (cf. note 14 above).  The finite forms
fyewpe and unyavarar which ensue then mark a return to plain his-
torical reporting of matters which the author considers uncontroversial.

(2) Croesus on the funeral pyre. 1.86.1-6(11-27 and 1-22). This
brilliant and justly famous piece shows all three narrative possibilities
in Herodotus’ repertoire apart from O.O. initiated by a verb of speaking
or thinking, i.e., direct finite-form narration, unprepared infinitival
narration, and—due to the operation of the speech and dialogue
principle—O.R. and O.O. of any form which represents the words of
the participants in the action. The account opens with material
which is undoubtedly historical, or which is so represented by Hero-
dotus: the capture of Sardis and Croesus by the Persians, and Cyrus’
placing of Croesus upon the pyre. This is conveyed with finite
forms 1.86.1-2(11-16) éayov...élwypnoav.. .fyayov...dveBiBaoce.
Thereupon Herodotus expresses dubiety about Cyrus’ motivation for
this act in a compound indirect question which depends upon a
participle 1.86.2(15-23) 6 8¢ (sc. Kiipos). . .év véw éxwv eiTe &7). . .€ite
87)...€ire kai. . .eire kai... Whether this represents actual diver-
gent versions of the story or is merely one aspect of the story which
“sticks” for Herodotus, this question is immediately followed by O.O.
infinitives 1.86.3—4(22-27 and 1-4) 7ov pév (sc. Kipov) &) moiéew
raira 7 8¢ Kpolow...éoedbeiv. . . dvopdoar. . .kedeboar. . . éme-
pwTav...éxew. . .elmeiv. Hereafter follow finite forms according to
the speech and dialogue principle. Not only the verbs of Croesus’ first
O.R. speech and of his second finite-form O.R., but also the verbs
which convey Herodotus’ own explanation and connection of the
speeches are in finite forms; so 1.86.4(4) (Croesus) mpoeriunoa and
1.86.5(6-7) (Herodotus) éppale. . .émepdyrwy. . .éXeye. . .1.86.5(7-10)
NA0e. . .amodAavpioeie. . .dmoPfePrijror... Herodotus takes up the
narrative with unprepared O.O. infinitives again at 1.86.6(19) keAedew
.. .8vvaofar.  All of this is a perfect paradigm of the meanings of the
various narrative means employed: historical narrative in O.R.., material
the author does not want to vouch for unconditionally in the O.O.
infinitives, which are interrupted by finite forms representing the
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psychological and artistic conviction of the anecdote as such in its
primarily dialogue-form presentation.

(3) The conflict between Apries and Amasis, and the encounter
between Amasis and Patarbemis. Herodotus’ sources for the reign
and exploits of Amasis (accession ¢. 569, death before 525), who was
still alive only a few decades before Herodotus’ birth (c. 490-480), and
who was served by many Greek mercenaries, are good. This account
is accordingly not seriously questioned by the historian. Finite verb
forms carry the account from 2.161.4(12) to 162.3(28). And this
continues for four verb forms more: s 8¢ amduevos Tév "Apacw
éxdAee o IlardpBnus, 0 "Apacis (éTuye yap ém’ immov katriuevos)
émdpas (sc. 70 arédos) dmepardioe (= dmémapde), kal To0TS pw
exéleve Ampiy amdyew. This crudity induces a kind of aidds in
Herodotus, who chooses to put the responsibility for the tastelessness,
if not for the veracity of the tale, on his source by continuing with
completely unprepared intrusive infinitives, 2.162.4-6(2-11) aéwodv. . .
vmokpiveafau. . .dyvoéew. . .mpoordfar. There is some O.O. with
both infinitives and finite forms after dmoxpiveofar (cf. Part II, IC2
(citation 13)) from the conversation between Patarbemis and Amasis,
but otherwise Herodotus apologetically carries out the rest of the
anecdote with narrative infinitives. When the finite forms do recur at
2.162.6(14-15) amotéarto...é8(ocav it is to report great and in-
dubitably historical facts of the account.

(4) Immediate consequences of the famous response of Psammenitus
to Cambyses 3.14.10-11(24-26,1-4) kail TadTa ds* dmeveryfévra Smo
Tovtou (sc. Pauunvitov), b Soxéew odi eipfofar.  dis 8¢ Aéyerar

40 g)s goes with the participle only, not with the following infinitive, cf. 3.27.3(25-2)
6 Kapfians édn devdeabar adéas kai ws hevdopévovs avdrw éfnuiov 3.52.7(6) &
IepiavBpos éarparedero émi Tov mévbepov Ilpokdéa obs T@v mapedvrwy of mpijy-
patwy €dvra alridrarov 3.136.2(12-13) Apiorodididns. . .Tods [Iépoas elpte dis
kataokdomovs 87jflev édvras. Semi-stops are not always introduced after such parti-
ciples (cf. Powell, Lex. 391, s.v &bs D 2). But where, as is here the case, modern readers
have difficulty, itis quite in order to follow Hude’s example and introduce one. The
fundamental difficulty has been the failure to recognise the free narrative function of
Soxéew. This then results in incomprehension of the following adversative 8¢.
Translate: “ And these (words) as having been fetched up by that man (i.e., the admirable
Psammetichus in his dire plight) are supposed to have seemed to them to have been most
excellently spoken. Nay, but as the Egyptians tell the tale...”
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v’ Aiyvrriowv, Saxpvew pév Kpoigov. .., Sakpvew 8¢ Ilepoéwv
Tol)g #apeéVTag, al’l‘r(:l} TE Ka/.LﬂtjU’n éafAOezV OtKTO’V TIVQA Kal‘. al’lT(fKa
kelevew. .. (s secl. Matthiae, Kriiger Incisum inter Tod7ov et €0
misit Hude, qui verba $mo Todrov addubitavit. Pro his coni. Legrand
7kovoay ogu codd. pl, edd. pl. of Dindorf &s 8¢ codd. pl., Hude,
Legrand s Aéyerar DRSV Stein, Godley) The plural form of the
pronoun o¢ instead of the singular o: referring to Cambyses alone must
apply to the members of Cambyses’ suite as well, here called ITepoéwv
ol mapéovres. This makes it scem likely that one of these lieutenants of
the Persian King is the original source of Herodotus’ information. That
would be quite possible since at least one man is known to us, that
Zopyrus who deserted to Athens(3.160.2(22-23) ), who might well have
recounted the tale to Herodotus as family tradition—his forebears had
stood high in the esteem of the court for three previous generations.
Accordingly Herodotus seems to have no qualms about recounting the
story in O.R. But at just this point he is faced with a pathetic Egyptian
variant of the tale—introduced by the adversative 8é—according to
which Croesus and the other Persian courtiers at hand not only won-
dered at and admired Psammenitus’ words, but actually broke down
and wept because of them. Herodotus’ hesitation between the two
forms of the anecdote causes him to slip into the O.O. infinitive. As
soon as this one particular point is passed he returns to finitc forms
3.15.1(4—6) ebpov. . .fyov...StaLTdTo KTA.

(5) The Ethiopian King takes the Ichthyophagi, ambassadors, or
rather spies, from Cambyses, to the Fountain of Youth. = 3.23.2-3(1-14)
Bdpa 8¢ moevuévav 1@V kataokdTwy mepl TAV éTéwy éml kprymy
odt Nynoacbor, am’fs Aovduevor hirapditepor éyivovro, kard mep
€l édaiov ein. 8lew 8¢ dm’adTijs ws el iwv. For an account of the
dialogue form section immediately preceding this citation sec note 37.
That form of report keeps Herodotus from going over into infinitives
sooner. However when he reaches the part of the narrative which
deals with the fountain of youth he no longer wishes to accept full
responsibility, and two free narrative infinitives ensue before the
original speakers, the Ichthyophagi, who were known to Herodotus
only mediately, are reintroduced in association with a verb of speaking.
This verb of speaking comes as so much of an after-thought that it can
only explain but not change the acceptance of the infinitives at the
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time they are spoken 3.23.3(3-4) doflevés 8¢ 10 UBwp THjs Kpr¥nS
TaUTYs . . .éAeyov eivar ol kaTdokomol.

A consideration of the above examples, which are not comprehended
in the standard treatments of syntax, nor comprehensible in terms of
the analysis they present, shows that infinitives can function as O.O.
verb forms without preparatory verbs of speaking, either grammatically
related to the O.O. infinitives or associated in parenthetical expressions.
Only the idea of narrative or account itself is necessary as a frame
within which the O.O. potential of the infinitive may be revealed.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

O.0. infinitives may intrude themselves in subordinate clauses in
infinitival O.O. and after é7¢ and/or &s after verbs of speaking or
thinking in Herodotus as well as in Attic authors. When they do so
intrude, they serve the purpose of allowing the reporter to distance
himself from responsibility for the speech of the speaker reported.
Traditional syntactical doctrine which teaches that the O.O. of Classical
Greek has no means to allow the reporter to take up such a posture
in relation to the speech he reports is incorrect. In Attic such intrusion
is limited to the mentioned constructions which are properly O.O. in
sense, but in Herodotus such intrusion may occur even in O.R.
constructions when these conceal an O.O. relationship in fact. The
consideration especially of these last examples shows that it is not true
that infinitives must stand in a grammatical relationship to some verb
of speaking or thinking if they are to reveal their oblique potential.4!

41 Alison Burford, William Thurman, James Poultney, and the Association’s anony-

mous referee have all read and commented upon this paper. It has benefited from
remarks which each have communicated to me. My grateful thanks go to each of them.
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