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HERODOTUS AND MYTHIC GEOGRAPHY:
THE CASE OF THE HYPERBOREANS

JAMES ROMM
Cornell University

Does Herodotus believe in the Hyperboreans, a race which, as he himself points
out, belongs more to poetry than to ethnography? His position should reveal it-
self, if anywhere, in the paragraph which concludes his long discussion of the
myth:

(1) xol tadta piv ‘YrepPopéov mépt eipnoBo- 1ov y&p mepl
"ABéprog Adyov 10D Aeyopévov eivar ‘YrepBopéov od Aéyw,
[Aéyovtar]* bg tov diotdv meprépepe xatd mocov ynv ovOEV
owedpevog. ei 8¢ elor LmepPfopeoi Tiveg dvBpwror, eicl xai
UrepvoTior dARoL. (2) yedd 8¢ Opéwv yig mepddoug ypdyavtag
noAdovg Ndn xai ovdéva voov Exdvieg EEnyncdpevov, ol
Qxeavov te péovia ypagovor mnéprf thv yiv, £ovoav Kvk-
Aotepéa @g and topvov, kail v 'Acinv 1 Edpdnn moiedvran
ionv. €v OAiyoior yap éyd dnAdow péyaBéc te Exdotng adtéwov
Xal oin 1ig €0tL &g ypagnv £xdortn. (4.36)

*Aéyovto propos. Schweighduser Aéyov mss., del. Reiske et edd.
plurimi Aéyev...c1tedpevog secl. Rosen

The ambiguities surrounding his final assessment of the matter, however—et
8¢ eior vrepPBopeot Tveg avBpwmnot, elot kal Lrepvdtior EAlor (4.36.1)—
make Herodotus’ attitude toward the Hypcrborcans unclear. Scholars have
generally seen in this sentence a skeptical or ironic refutation of the legend; J.
L. Myres, for example, translates, “If there are Hyperboreans, there should also
be Hypernotians ‘furthest South’; and there are not [Myres’ italics].”! Cas-
aubon, however, responding to a similar rcading proposcd in the seventeenth
century, noted that the sentence has no contrafactual force that would make this
an obvious intcrpretation, and so treated it as entircly neutral and non-dismissive
in tone.2 The vast majority of commentators and cditors have preferred Myres’

U Herodotus, Father of History (Oxford 1953) 40. For an earlier view by the
same author, see “An Attempt to Reconstruct the Maps Used by Herodotus,”
Geographic Journal 8 (1896) 608.

2 Cf. F. Friedmann, Is. Casauboni Commentarius in Strabonem (Leipzig 1818)
433. The dispute has good ancient pedigrec: Eratosthenes and Strabo both read 4.
36.1 as a dismissal (see below), whereas the scholiast to Pindar’s Pyth. 10 (line
10) seems to have derived his curious notion of bipolar Hyperboreans from an
affirmative reading of the same sentence. The ambiguity is perfectly embodied,
moreover, in the variant manuscript readings of a scholium to Apollonius
Rhodius (2.675), where the shift between pév and pfi has Herodotus either be-
lieving in, or rejecting, the legend of the Hyperborcans. See Hugo Berger, Die
geographische Fragmente des Eratosthenes (Leipzig 1880) for the pév variant,
which has not been included in Wendel’s Scholia in Apollonium Rhodium vetera
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reading over Casaubon’s,? and have strengthened their position by linking the
Hyperborean/Hypernotian sentcnce with the refutation of Ocean immediately
following (4.36.2). This juxtaposition notwithstanding, I shall here attempt to
show that the Hyperboreans cannot in fact be paired with Ocean, or with the
other mythic constructs debunked in the Histories, and that Herodotus’ final
assessment does in fact mean what Casaubon took it to mean: “Si ea est terrae
figura, ut sint aliqui Hyperborei, ergo erunt et Hypernotii.” I shall then point
out a set of parallels which connect the Hyperborcans to a more affirmative
correlate than Ocean: Herodotus’ own scarch for the headwaters of the Nile in
Book 2.

The case of the Hyperboreans is worth an extended examination, I believe,
since what is at stake is not only the meaning of a sizable section of the
Histories, but also our ability to situate Herodotus properly in the evolution of
scientific geography. The Hyperborcans are only the most prominent of several
cases involving the meipata yaing, the Homeric and Hesiodic “borders of the
earth,” in which Herodotus finds himself torn between the mythic, speculative
constructs of the archaic age and the nascent empiricism of the fifth century
B.C. In the majority of these cases Herodotus casts a skeptical eye on the
archaic legacy, leading some scholars to label him a ‘Father of Empiricism,’?
but this formulation fails to account for other passages in which mythic and
speculative thinking still predominate; indced, the contradictions between the
two approaches have led Lioncl Pearson and others to question whether any

(Berlin 1935), or in the testimonia section of Haiim Rosen’s Herodoti Historiae
v. 1 (Leipzig 1987) 372.

3 Casaubon’s supporters include H. F. Tozer, History of Ancient Geography?
(Cambridge 1935) 78, and James Rennell, The Geographical System of Herodotus
(London 1830) 198-99. Other writers have implied an openness to his reading,
without voicing any explicit judgement; so Moses Hadas, “Utopian Sources in
Herodotus,” CP 30 (1935) 113-21, and Marie Delcourt, L'Oracle de Delphes (Paris
1955) 159-60. Among the many authorities ranged against this reading, and in
favor of Myres, we may here cite only the most prominent: E. H. Bunbury, A
History of Ancient Geography v. 1 (London 1879) 160, 175; W. W. How and J.
Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus v. 1 (Oxford 1936) 316; Hugo Berger,
Geschichte der Wissenschafilichen Erdkunde des Griechen® (Leipzig 1903) 125;
and Felix Jacoby, “Herodotos,” RE Suppl. 2 (1913) cols. 432, 470. Of the com-
mentaries | have been able to consult, none deviate from this position, and only
Legrand bothers to note that a counterfactual condition would better have suited
Herodotus’ presumed intention (“Herodotea,” REA 60 [1938] 232 n. 2).

4 Above, note 2, 433; Schweighiduser (/lerodoti Musae v. 2 [Paris 1816] ad
loc.), on the other hand, translates the eiou of the apodosis to Latin fuerint.

This view is suggested by Dietram Miiller, “Herodot—Vater des Empirismus?
Mensch und Erkenntnis im Denken Herodots,” in Gnomosyne: Menschliches
Denken und Handeln in der frihgriechischen Literatur, ed. G. Kurz, D. Miiller, and
W. Nicolai (Munich 1981) 299-319. While aware of Herodotus’ frequent reversion
to speculative arguments from 16 oixdg (310-13), Miiller virtually ignores this
issue in his concluding remarks, where he actually compares Herodotus’ empiri-
cism to that of Hume (314-15). A similar view, that Herodotus “was careful not
to cross the boundary into mythological space,” has been voiced by Christiaan
van Paassen (The Classical Tradition in Geography [Groningen 1957] 141), who
has made a thorough and probing study of the problem, but who nevertheless
overstates the case for Herodotus’ empiricism. The pro-empirical bias also per-
vades the How and Wells commentary (above, note 3), especially the appendix on
“The Geography of Herodotus” (434-37), and Jacoby’s RE article (above, note 3,
esp. cols. 470-71).
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coherent scheme of thought underlies Herodotean geography at all. I would
argue that the inquiry into the Hyperboreans (which I shall henceforth refer to as
the Hyperborean logos) has been consistently misread as a dismissal in an effort
to uphold the first of these characterizations and refute the second: To interpret
otherwise would be to indict Herodotus both for naive adherence to myth and for
glaring methodological inconsistency. Thus my first task will be to situate this
passage within the larger context of Herodotus’ response to mythic geography,
to show that Casaubon’s non-skeptical recading does not, in fact, conflict with
the empiricism found elsewhere in the Histories.

I

Herodotus’ explorations of the old Homeric netpota yoiing have been ana-
lyzed in several recent studies as a special type of cognitive experiment.” In
geographic excurses Herodotus often moves centrifugally from dyic to cuxon,
that is, from the rcalm of his own experience to that which can be investigated
only through report; at the furthest remove his inquiry arrives at a realm unat-
tested even in report yet still somchow known through poetry and popular
belief.® These most distant locales form a coherent group for Herodotus, em-
bodying the unique problem of how a place or a people have come into repute
without having been seen, or even perhaps without having existed; hence it is
with these alone, and not with the vast range of other, less remote legends he
evaluates, that we shall concern oursclves.? The major cases which fall into this

6 Pearson, “Credulity and Scepticism in Herodotus,” TAPA 72 (1941) 335-55,
esp. 346; and Truesdell S. Brown, “Herodotus Speculates About Egypt,” AJP 86
(1965) 60-76, esp. 75-76. A developmental model, according to which
Herodotus progressed from rationalism to empiricism in the course of his travels
(especially as a result of his trip to Egypt), is presented by Kurt von Fritz,
“Herodotus and the Growth of Greek Historiography,” TAPA 67 (1936) 315-40;
but, like all such models, von Fritz’s depends on our ability to identify different
strata of composition in the fabric of the /Histories, a task which has not yet
been proven feasible. More recently, some scholars have raised the more perplex-
ing question of whether Herodotus ever made the travels he claims; see, for exam-
ple, O. K. Armayor, “Did Herodotus Ever Go to the Black Sca?” HSCP 82 (1978)
45-62, and Herodotus' Autopsy of the Fayoum (Amsterdam 1985).

7 See, in particular, van Paassen (above, note 5) 117-51; Hannclore Edelmann,
“g¢pnuin und €pnpog bei Herodot,” Klio 52 (1970) 79-86; and Hannelore Barth,
“Einwirkung der vorsokratischen Philosophic auf die Herausbildung der histori-
ographischen Mecthoden Herodots,” in Neue Beitrige zur Geschichte der Alten
Welt, ed. E. Welskopf, Band 1 (Berlin 1964) 173-85. In addition, other authors,
although more closely concerned with historical than with geographic narratives,
help elucidate the cognitive issues involved in the movement from dyig to dxon;
see in particular Frangois Hartog, Le Miroir d’lérodote: Essai sur la representa-
tion de I'autre (Paris 1980) esp. 271-82; and Guido Schepens, L'autopsie dans la
méthode des historiens grecs du Ve siécle avant J.-C. (Brussels 1980).

8 See Edelmann (above, note 7) for a fuller account of this concentric structure.

9 The more usual contrast between 8yi¢ and dxof has in my view been over-
stressed, since, as Macan points out (Herodotus: The Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth
Books v. 1 [London 1895] ciii—cv), these terms do not always imply a distinc-
tion in degrees of credibility (cf. 4.16.1, where axof) is considered “reliable”).
The category established by the term agavég (2.23), identifying those few places
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category are those of the river Ocean, the river Eridanus and the Tin Islands
(taken together), the headwaters of the Nile, and the Hyperboreans; for all four,
Herodotus dutifully concedes that he can discover no credible eyewitness report
even at second or third hand.!0

Herodotus seems perplexed and even annoyed by the legends which derive
from this “unscen” realm—the region he once refers to as apavég (2.23)—since
they defeat the method of empirical investigation he practices elsewhere. The
case of Ocean, for example, proves particularly troublesome to him, and he re-
turns te it on three separate occasions.

In the first of these discussions, his frustration is clearly discernible: He
derides as avemotnpoveotépn a theory which explains the floods of the Nile as
proceeding from Ocean, the river which flows around the entire earth (2.21), and
adds, “The man who makes reference to Occan”—probably referring principally
to Hecatacus—‘removes the discussion into the realm of obscurity, and makes
refutation impossible,” ovk €xer EAeyyxov (2.23). That is, when dealing with
unseen locales, Herodotus’ usual method of £Aeyyoc, the detective-like pursuit
of a story back to its original eyewitncss, cannot be usefully employed.!!
Nevertheless, he goes on to voice his own opinion on the matter, speculating
that “thc name Occan was, I suppose, invented by some ancient poet or other,
and inserted into his poetry.” The train of thought in this first investigation of
an unscen locale is revealing: Herodotus begins by ruling out the possibility of
disproof, then procceds to reject the legend anyway. It would seem that, for lack
of empirical evidence on which to judge the matter—obviously his preferred
procedure—Herodotus falls back onto a morc subjective form of refutation,
based on his own sense of 1o oikég or “likelihood.”12

Herodotus’ subjective criteria for rejecting the legend of Ocean become
clearer in Book 4, where he returns to the problem in two further discussions. In
the first he again complains of a lack of cvidence: “They say that Ocean runs
around the entire earth, starting from the East, but they don’t show any evidence
for the assertion” (4.8.2). However the key point of contention here is contained
in the phrase “runs around the entire earth,” yfiv mepl ndoav péewv, repeated
verbatim from the earlicr critique (2. 21). Occan is characterized by its adherents

which have never been seen, is somewhat sharper and hence more useful for my
pquoses here.

10022829, 3.115.1, 4.8.2, 4.32. A further, less prominent case involves the
Scythian report of goat-footed men and men who sleep for half the year (4.25.1),
where the tribes in question lic behind a veil of impassable mountains. Herodotus
simply rejects these stories, without inquiring into how they got started; since
the?' have no place in the mythic record he secems uninterested in them.

ITThis section has been poorly understood by some commentators, who claim,
for example, that “Herodotus rightly rejects the theory of the circumambient
Ocean as unsupported by the evidence” (How and Wells [above, note 3] 169-70;
see also Bunbury [above, note 3] 165). In fact, lack of evidence is cited here not
as grounds for rcfutation, but as a shicld against it. For the meaning of £Aeyyog
here sece G. E. R. Lloyd, Magic, Reason and Experience (Cambridge, 1979) 253
and n. 118.

12 Herodotus uses the terms d1kd¢ and d1kdtwg frequently in speculative geo-
graphy, especially in discussing theories concerning the Nile (2.22.2, 2.24.2,
2.25.2 and 5, 2.27). At 3.111.1 and 4.195.4 the evidence of oixdta and Adyog
oikdtog is explicitly ranked as a “second best” form of inquiry, where hard in-
formation is lacking. Sce How and Wells (above, note 3) 170, Bunbury (above,
note 3) 165.
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as a confluent body, the “river which flows back on itself (dydpoog)” according
to its poetic epithet, whereas Herodotus sees ;)ossiblc gaps in its circuit at the
castern and northern quadrants of the earth.!? Thus the debate is not over the
general idea that the earth is surrounded by water—Herodotus acknowledges that
this is true, at lcast for the greater part of the world—but whether those waters
form a continuous circle. The issue of circularity then becomes critical in the
next and final discussion of Ocean, a passage which, as we have seen, adjoins
our key sentence regarding Hyperboreans and Hypernotians (the juxtaposition
will be explored further below). Here Herodotus scoffs at those who “draw
Ocean running around an earth which is rounder than a circle drawn with a com-
pass, and make Asia the same size as Europe” (4.36.2). This artificial roundness
violates Herodotus’ sense of the otxdg of terrestrial form,'4 and thus becomes
the decisive element in the case against Ocean;! the initial critique based on
sources of evidence only renders the legend vulnerable to this further attack.

Much the same sequence of argument, moving from an empirical ‘cold
trail’ to a refutation based on 10 oikog, can be illustrated in Herodotus’ second
inquiry into the lore of the unseen world, which involves the river Eridanus and
the Tin Islands:

obte yop Eymye évdéxopar 'Hpidavév twva xaréecBar mpog
BopBapwv motapov éxSidévia ég Hdraccav thv mpdg Popénv
avepov, an’ 8tev 1O fiAextpov gottav Adyog éoti, ovte viiooug
oida Kaoorepidag Eoboag, éx t@dv O xacoitepog Apiv gourd.
t0vt0 pév yap 0 'Hpidavog adtd xatnyopéer 10 obdvopa dg
fott 'EAANVIXOV xal ov BapBapov, bno mowtéw 8¢ Tivog
nonBév- todto 8& 008evog aVTONTE® yevopévou Svvapal
akovoat, toV10 peketdv, dxwg 0dAaccd tott Ta Emékeva Thg
Evponne. (3.115.1-2)

Here, a logical improbability inherent in the name “Eridanus,” in addition to
lack of evidence, renders the legend invalid; in fact, the linguistic argument is
clearly marked as complementary to the empirical one by the pév...5¢ construc-
tion in which they are framed. In the case of the Tin Islands, by contrast, where
lack of evidence is the only issue at stake, Herodotus seems to take a less anti-
thetical stance, asserting “I don’t know” rather than “I reject”; but in any event
the two legends are so closely intertwined in his cycs that the argument against

13 1.204.1, 4.45.1; sce Rennell (above, note 3) 195. At 3.115.1 Herodotus ex-
presses doubt about the western coast as well, but by this he must mean only the
Northwest, since he elsewhere shows familiarity with the Pillars of Heracles
(4.49). Myres (above, note 1 [1896], 608 and 624) mistakenly attributes to
Herodotus a view that Europe is circumnavigable, based on a forced reading of
3.115 and 4.45; Myres seems to think that when Herodotus says “no one knows
if Europe is surrounded by water,” he means that this is in fact true but has yet to
be proven.

14°Cf. von Fritz (above, note 6) 326.

15 Correctly perceived by Brown (above, note 6) 75: “[Herodotus] ridicules the
view...that the river [Nile] flows from an outer sca, because the Ocean stream idea
makes the surface of the earth ‘round, as though it had been turned on a lathe.””
See also van Paassen (above, note 5) 138-42, who puts the case exactly the
wrong way around: “His criticism was directed not so much at the diagrammatisa-
tion of Hecatacus’ map of the world as against the mythological elements it con-
tained.” William Arthur Heidel (The Frame of the Ancient Greek Maps [New York
1937] 11-12) believes that the maps to which Herodotus refers were not really
circular, despite his explicit phrasing in the passage above.
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the Eridanus effectively sinks the Tin Islands as well. As in the case of Ocean,
then, Herodotus here uses the empirical argument only to question, rather than
refute, a geographic myth; and where evidence gives out, he relies on his own
sense of 10 oik6g to distinguish true from false.

One further example, taken not from the realm of the unseen but from that
of distant report, will help to solidify this formulation. Herodotus goes to some
trouble to trace the story of the Arimaspians, the one-eyed griffin-fighters said
to live just south of the Hyperboreans, to its origin among the Issedones, a
tribe living on the very edge of the investigable world. The Issedones are known
to pass the story along to the Scythians—whence the Arimaspians get their
name, “One-eyes” in the Scythian tongue—who in turn relay it at third hand to
the Greeks (4.27). The whole account of the story’s transmission has been taken
as an empirically-based rejection of the Arimaspians; however, Herodotus ulti-
mately dismisses them for a different reason, because he “cannot believe that
there are men who have only one eye, but are physically normal in other re-
spects (3.116).” Clearly, the burden of proof for such fabulous tales finally rests
on their conformity to t0 oixdg, even after their remote origin has initially
called them into question.

The refutations of these unseen and unrcliable legends are important to us
here in that they are frequently adduced as parallcls to Herodotus’ treatment of
the Hyperboreans. Indeed, Herodotus’ introduction to the Hyperborean logos
seems, at first glance, to make such a parallel inescapable; for here he
methodically eliminates all primary sources of information,'® and traces the
legend instead to epic poetry instead:

‘YrepBopéov 8t mépt dvBpodnwov odte 11 ZxdBar Aéyovor oddiv
obte TvEg GAAol 1oV todty oixmpévav, ei ph dpa loonddveg:
Qg &’ &yd Soxéw, 008’ obtor Aéyovst ovdév: Eleyov yap Gv kol
Ix00a1, O¢ mepl 1OV povvogBdiuov Aéyovor. dAX’ ‘Ho6dw pév
¢otu mepl 'YrepBopéov eipnuéva, oti 8¢ xai ‘Oufpe év
'Emydvoiot, el M t® &0vti ye “Ounpog tadra 1d ¥nea
troince. (4.32)

Once we have recognized that mere lack of evidence is never a decisive argument
for Herodotus, though, we need not see the attribution to Homer and Hesiod
here as a refutation of the Hyperboreans, despite the seeming parallel between
this and similar attributions in the discussions of Ocean and Eridanus. Indeed, it
must be objected to such a parallel that here we find no explicit or polemical
expression of skepticism, as we did in those carlier investigations. Thus,
whereas Herodotus elsewhere charges the pocts with having “invented” or
“created” the names of Ocean and Eridanus, on this occasion he says only that
“there is mention” of the Hyperboreans in Homer and Hesiod. Nor can it be
argued that Herodotus’ references to the pocts are always, or self-evidently,
pejorative, for in a passage only three chapters prior to this one (4.29) he cites
the Odyssey as a legitimate geographic authority (in discussing the absence of

16 Such must be the import of Aéyovot o08év in both of the first two periods,
as understood by many of the commentators (e.g. J. C. F. Bachr, Herodoti Musae
v. 2 [Leipzig 1857] 358, K. Abicht, Herodotus v. 2.2 [Leipzig 1886] 31); to take
the phrase in its more usual sense of “speak nonsense” would render 008’ obtot
Aéyovor o¥8év unintelligible. It is curious that Herodotus introduces the
Issedones as a possible source of information, only to reject this possibility in
L2he next moment; Macan sees a tip of the hat to Aristeas here (above, note 9,

4).
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horns on Scythian cattle), and in the entire opening section of Book 4 he takes
information from the egic poet Aristeas without raising any question of its
credibility (4.13, e.g.).l” At the least, it must be admitted that if he means to
charge the poets with fraud in the case of the Hyperboreans, he has certainly
framed the accusation in uncharacteristically neutral terms.

A further distinction arises, moreover, from Herodotus’ failure, at least in
this introduction to the Hyperborean logos, to raise the sort of argument from
10 oixog which had allowed him to condemn carlier myths. For example, the
issue of nomenclature, which might have shown that the Hyperboreans, like the
Eridanus, were a native Greek invention, is not mentioned, nor do the
Hyperboreans present any anatomical peculiarity such as had told against the
one-eyed Arimaspians. In fact, Herodotus ignores all of the more fabulistic
elements of the Hyperborean legend, not only in this introduction, but
throughout the logos which follows. There is no mention of the material he
would have found in Pindar,'8 for cxample—the tremendously long lifespan of
the Hyperboreans, their use of asses in sacrifice, their fellowship with Apollo
and Leda, the paradisical splendor of their home. These omissions are telling:
Had Herodotus intended to debunk the Hyperboreans, he could have done so
quite easily by showing them to be in clcar violation of t0 oixdg.!? Instead,
Herodotus recounts a set of more credible tales (to which we shall return mo-
mentarily) collected on the island of Delos, revealing nothing exceptional about
them other than their extreme remoteness from Greece.

So long as Herodotus docs not raise any oikdg-based objections to the
Hyperboreans, they remain an investigation sui generis, separate from all other
examples of mythic geography: Here alone Herodotus would be able neither to
support nor dismiss his case. For this rcason, it now becomes imperative for us
to specify the meaning of the sentence which concludes the discussion, Ei 8¢
elol LrepPopeot Tveg vBpwmo, eloi xal Lrepvotior GAAot. Only here, if
anywhere, is an oixdg-based argument brought to bear against the validity of the
myth; up to this point, Herodotus’ investigation has established only a lack of
empirical evidence, that is, obk £xe1 £leyyov, not ovk Eotiwv. Do the
Hypemotians supply him at last with the resolution he has been seeking?

Before moving to this troublesome sentence, however, we must briefly take
account of the material we are passing over, the tales gathered by Herodotus on
Delos. Here the historian records a religious cult centered on what were said to
be Hyperborcan grave sites, and local lore describing mysterious offerings,
wrapped in wheat-straw, brought to the island by rclay from the Hyperboreans.
Unfortunatcly this Delian evidence (4.32-35), which actually occupies the
greatest portion of the Hyperborean logos, establishes nothing conclusive re-
garding Herodotus’ doubt or credulity, but two points about it suggest he is
leaning toward the latter. First, the very plenitude and specificity of this

17 On the importance of poetry in defining the northern landscape, see Seth
Benardete, llerodotean Inquiries (The Hague 1969) 104-9. For Herodotus’ reliance
on Aristeas for much of his septentrional material, see James Bolton, Aristeas of
Proconnesus (Oxford 1962) 42-44.

18 01. 3. 1745, Pyth. 10. 29-46, fr. 272; cf. also Alcaeus fr. 1. Unfortunately
the two sources Herodotus himself cites, Hesiod and the Homeric Epigoni, have
been lost, although the Hesiodic reference may have been recovered in fr. 150
Merkelbach-West (20-21).

9 A. Riese, in Die Idealisirung der Natiirvolker des Nordens in der griechische
und romische Litteratur (Frankfurt 1875) 14-16, notes that Herodotus actually
portrays the Getes and Thracians in a more exotic light than the Hyperboreans.
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material, including such concrete testimonia as parcels apparently sent by
Hyperborean hands, show Herodotus considering the whole question rather seri-
ously; to recount the Delian traditions at such length, only to end by declarin%
it all a huge hoax, would seem a willful and misleading way to proceed.?
Herodotus’ tone becomes even more strongly marked as affirmative, further-
more, when the historian himself steps in to support the account of the straw-
wrapped offerings, claiming to know personally (oida 8& avtdg, 4.33.5) of a
similar practice among the Thracians. This evidence from comparative ethnol-
ogy does not in itself prove anything, but Herodotus’ insistence on citing it,
and on guaranteeing its veracity (cf. 4.34.1), indicates that he is looking for rea-
sons to beliecve the Delians rather than to refute them. With these tonal cues
noted, however, we must pass on to the more directly relevant “coda” chapter
quoted at the outset of this discussion (4.36).

I

We have already looked briefly at the interpretive controversy surrounding
the sccond sentence of 4.36.1, a sentence we may for convenience refer to as the
Hypernotian condition. Scholars have usually attributed contrafactual force to
this sentence, despite its construction in the present indicative. We shall have to
deal both with attempts to infer the tone of the scntence from those which
precede and follow it, and with assumptions about its gcographic and climato-
logical background.

A first point, concerning the omission of Abaris at the opening of the
chapter, can be dealt with in short order. Herodotus gives no reasons for the
omission, but we must not therefore assume, as some interpreters have done,?!
that the story has been rejected as an absurdity. Herodotus has numerous mo-
tives for not telling us what he knows,?? but disbelicf is not among them.
Indeed, his narrative principle, as expressed on two scparate occasions in the
Histories, is yp&oewv (or Aéyew) ta Aeydpeva (2.123.1, 7.152.3) no matter
how cgregiously such stories may exceed plausibility; we can point to places
where he retails a legend even while finding it absurd,?? but nonc where he
withholds onc for that reason. It seems likely, then, that Herodotus simply
looks upon Abaris as a side issue which he does not have enough evidence, or

20 Pliny the Elder, for example, takes the story of the straw-wrapped offerings
as confirmation of the legend’s veracity (Historia Naturalis 4.19). It is hard to be-
lieve that Herodotus would not have anticipated such a response from his readers
and taken steps to discourage it, had such been his intent.

21 E.g. Jacoby (above, note 3) col. 385; B. A. van Groningen, Herodotus’
Historién v. 2 (Leiden 1950) 21.

22 Examples collected by H. Drexler, Herodot-Studien (Hildesheim 1972) 62-64.
In most cases Herodotus withholds names rather than stories, in an effort to
prevent scandal. At 1.193.4 he declines to tell the height of Babylonian grain
cro3ps, but the issue there is his audience’s skepticism rather than his own.

23 E.g. 2.21-22, 4.5-6, 4.77. From what we can glean of it (see A. Dryoff,
“Abaris,” Philol. 59 [1900] 610-14), the story of Abaris, a semidivine wonder-
worker, must have been similar to those of Aristeas (4.14-15) and Salmoxis
(4.95-96), stories which Herodotus retells in full, and on at least one of which he
suspends judgement (4.96.1).
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perhaps enough time,?* to treat fully. The praeteritio does not, therefore, help
establish a skeptical or dismissive tone for the paragraph which follows.

The reading of the next sentence, however—our crucial Hypernotian condi-
tion—depends on a wider and more complex set of considerations, which were
already causing interpretive problems as early as the 2nd century B.C. In fact it
will be worth our while to start our examination with these early readings, since
they have, rightly or wrongly, influenced more recent ones. Eratosthenes of
Cyrene, as we know from Strabo, believed that this sentence amounted to a re-
jection of the Hyperboreans, albeit an illogical one. He attacked the argument as
a fallacious attempt to make the non-existence of one entity depend on the non-
existence of its opposite, i.e. “There are no émyaipexaxot because there are no
gmyyaipaydBor” (fr. 1.B.21 Berger). Anyway, he added, there actually are
Hypernotians, that is, the Aithiopians, whom he imagines living beyond the
source of the South Wind; in other words Herodotus had misguidedly rejected
the Hyperboreans because he failed to properly identify their opgosi[e number.
Unfortunately Eratosthenes’ analysis is itself logically unsound,” and seems to
prove only that Herodotus should have belicved in the Hyperboreans rather than
that he did not. Thus it contributes little to our cfforts here, beyond revealing
that Myres’ rcading of the scntence was already current among Alexandrian
scholars of the Hellenistic cra.

Strabo, in a discussion of Eratosthenes’ analysis (1.3.22), agrees that
Herodotus meant to dismiss the Hyperboreans, but rcads the argument as an at-
tack on the excesses of the cpic pocts rather than as carnest geographical specu-
lation. Herodotus had dcliberately situated the Hyperboreans in the impossible
locale designated by their name, in “the land where Borcas does not blow,” as a
satire on the whole idea of tramontane wind shelters (in which Strabo refuses to
believe). According to Strabo’s view, Herodotus could have accepted the
Hyperborcans not by counterbalancing them with the Aithiopians, but by mov-
ing them inside the circle of the known world, that is, by interpreting
vmepBopeot 10 mean simply Bopeldtartor, “furthest north.” This reading seems
more coherent than that of Eratosthenes, and in fact several modern interpreters
have adopted it.26 Others, however, have pointed out, quite correctly, that
Herodotus nowhere indicates that either Hyperborcans or Hypernotians live in
the regions suggested by their names,?’ or cven implies that such windless

24 Indeed, he signals at the end of this paragraph his hurry to get back to the
main topic, the Scythians, by promising to be brief (év OAiyoiot...dnAdow) in
his_further digression on the world-map.

25 Eratosthenes’ analogue for Herodotus’ argument scems entirely specious,
since the concept of émiyaipayafia can exist even if the word does not (see
Casaubon [above, note 2] ad loc., and Berger [above, note 5] 77). The second
point seems more reasonable, and indeed, we too may well ask why Herodotus did
not identify the Aithiopians as his hypothetical Hypernotians, since he located
them in the farthest South (3.17.1), and their role in mythology made them a
natural counterpart (see Hadas [above, note 3] 115-16).

26 E.g. Baehr (above, note 16) 367, and C. S. Wheeler, Herodotus v. 1 (Boston
1842) 415.

27 Although taken literally by Pindar (OI. 3.31), the word brepPépeog could be
construed more loosely even in Herodotus’ time, as noted by Casaubon (above,
note 2) 434: Aeschylus uses it (Choe. 373) simply of “extreme” good fortune,
and in Hom. Hymn 7 it occurs in the unremarkable sequence, “Egypt, or Cyprus,
or the Hyperboreans, or even further” (29-30). Much later, Dionysius Periegetes
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havens exist.28 In fact, he seems to duck the question deliberately by avoiding
all mention of the perfect climate which legend attributed to the Hyperboreans,
and of the Rhipacan Mountains which allegedly separated them from the blast of
the North Wind.2® Such omissions have the effect of domesticating the
Hyperboreans in exactly the way Strabo advises, placing them *farthest north”
rather than “beyond Boreas,” so that this reading too finally proves only that the
Hyperboreans should be acceptable within Herodotus’ scheme.*

If neither of these ancient geographers helps elucidate the meaning of the
Hypernotian condition, however, they at least establish the grounds on which it
can conceivably be translated as a counterfactual: Although unmarked grammati-
cally, it may posit a situation which both author and audience understand to be
wholly unreal, as in, “If there are Hyperboreans then the moon is made of green
cheese.”3! In an effort to establish this form of unreality, some commentators,
for example R. W. Macan, have assumed that “Hypermotians” are impossible for
climatological reasons: “The intense heat of the South makes such an

uses Herodotus’ brepvdtiog (151) without any connotation more exotic than “far
to the south,” and without provoking comment from the scholiast.

288ee S. Casson, “The Hyperboreans,” CR 34 (1920) 1-3, who ascribes to
Herodotus a “rational view...according to which Hyperboreans and Hypernotians
represented respectively the northern and southern fringes of the inhabited world,
and served only as geographical terms” (2); cf. also Berger (above, note 5) 77. It
is far from certain that Herodotus would have found windless zones implausible
even if he had paused to consider them, since such sober-minded authorities as
Eratosthenes and Aristotle (Meteor. 361B) accepted the idea.

29 Cited by Bunbury (above, note 3) 175 as evidence that Herodotus disbelieved
this legend also, but wrongly; Herodotus also neglects to mention the Volga, a
river whose existence he could scarcely have doubted (see Tozer [above, note 3]
88). Bolton (above, note 17) 42 observes that the nameless “high mountains”
mentioned by Herodotus at 4.23.2 could be the Rhipaeans, but if so they have
been entirely demythologized.

We may perhaps ascribe both these misreadings to the tendentious nature of
ancient geographical debate, since both serve to advance the particular ideologies
of their respective authors. Eratosthenes, for example, the great debunker of
Homer, who had scorned the Odyssey as an é§wxeaviopdg or “journey into the
(mythical realm of) Ocean” (Strabo 1.2.12-19), seems to have adopted Herodotus
as an ally in skepticism who had rejected not only Ocean but other, more exotic
legends as well. Strabo, for his part, takes the opposite approach, making
Herodotus a worthless fabulist (1.2.35, e.g.) who had failed to perceive that
myths must be treated as allegories, containing valid information about the earth
but in exaggerated form. Thus he bolsters his own allegorical revisionism by
m;xking Herodotus an over-literal reader of Homer and Hesiod.

1 H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Harvard 1956) §2298 b (p. 517); R. Kiihner
and B. Gerth, Ausfiihrlich Grammatik der griechischen Sprache®v. 2.2 (Hannover
1904) §573 a n. 1 (pp. 466-67); W. W. Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and
Tenses of the Greek Verb (N.Y. 1896) §404 (p. 146). Herodotus himself supplies
an excellent example of such a condition, in a sentence attributed to Prexaspes: ei
utv vov ot teBvedteg dvestéaot, mpocdéxed tor kxail 'Actvdyea tOv Midov
¢navactioecBar (3.62.4; cf. Dem. 18.12, Plat. Phaedr. 228A). For the logical
issues involved, see David K. Lewis, Counterfactuals (Harvard 1973) 24-26, and
Robert C. Stalnaker, “Indicative Conditions,” in Ifs: Conditions, Belief, Deci-
sion, Chance, and Time, ed. W. L. Harper, R. C. Stalnaker, and G. Pearce (London
1981) 193-210.
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hypothesis inadmissible, and the argument is a reductio ad absurdum.”3? Against
this argument, however, it must be conceded that Herodotus does not clearly de-
fine or espouse a consistent scheme of climatology in which the southern lati-
tudes would be unbearably hot. Thus he can speak of a Phoenician voyage
around the tip of Libya (4.42) or of “long-lived” Aithiopians who dwell on its
southern coast (énl 4 votin Bakdoon, 3.17.1),3 without raising the issue of
heat; and although Herodotus’ earth in general grows hotter as one moves
southward and colder in the North,3* nevertheless mankind remains surprisingly
comfortable, adaptable, and even prosperous at the extremes of either direction,
the so-called éoyation explored at 3.106-16.35

In short, these various attempts to make problems of wind and cold the cen-
tral issue of the Hypernotian condition come to naught, since Herodotus shows
little consciousness of the torrid and frozen zones defined by his Hellenistic suc-
cessors. On the other hand climate does interest him here, as elsewhere, to the
extent that it creates a symmetrical opposition between northern and southern
halves of the globe. Thus, only a few chapters prior to the one before us (4.29),
Herodotus had hypothesized that the growth of a cow’s horns must be impeded
by cold, since it is accelerated by heat; and in his explanation for the flooding of
the Nile in Book 2, he envisions a similarly bipolar scheme, in which the south
and north winds, and the climates they represent, could be made to exchange
global positions. Indeed, this latter scenario bears a close comparison with our
Hypemotian condition:

el 8¢ 7 otdorg fiAlakto 1@V Gpéwv kol 10D odpavod Tf WiV
viv 0 Popéng te xal O xepdv £0taot, tadty piv 10V vétov Ny
N otaoig xai g pecapPping, tn 8¢ 6 vdtog viv Fornxe,
tavtn 8¢ O Popéng, el tavta oVtwg eixe, 6 HAtog av

32 Above, note 9, 24. The same theory is proposed, though only tentatively, by
How and Wells (above, note 3) 316: “Symmetry would require us to believe in
‘Hypernotians’ also; but this is neither asserted (nor possible on account of ex-
treme heat?). Therefore there are no Hyperboreans.” The question mark with which
they qualify their assertion itself reveals that no convincing evidence can be pro-
duced in its support.

There has been some confusion as to the whereabouts of these “long-lived”
Aithiopians, largely as a result of Herodotus' own inconsistent use of the term
votin Baidoon. Twice (2.158.4, 4.37.1) this body of water is equated with the
Red Sea, but at other times (4.13.2, 4.42.3) the two are distinct. In this particular
case, it is clear from the phrase é¢ ta €oyata ym¢ (3.25.1) that the southernmost
coast of Africa is meant.

4 Herodotus conjectures at 4.31 and 5.9 that extreme cold renders the North
devoid of habitation, taken by Berger (above, note 5) 124-26 as evidence of a
‘frozen zone’ conception. However, in both cases, his major concern is in find-
ing ad hoc explanations for exotic legends regarding the northern frontier, not in
constructing a general scheme of world climate. On the whole, it is safer to say,
with How and Wells (above, note 3) 435, that “Herodotus treats as independent
facts forces like the winds or peculiarities of climate...He has no conception that
there are general laws of atmospheric pressure.”

35 Henry Wood attempts an argument along lines similar to Macan’s: Herodotus
demonstrates empirically in his other ethnographic surveys that no Hypernotians
exist, thereby rendering his apodosis here inherently unreal (The Histories of
Herodotus [The Hague 1972] 104). However, since Herodotus clearly leaves room
in his ethnographic map of Libya for tribes which are as yet unknown to the
Greeks, such as the ‘wizards’ supposedly ecountered by a Nasamonian expedition
(2.32), this argument too proves untenable.
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&nedavvépevog Ex pécov tod odpavod Hmd tod xepdvog wai
100 Bopéw fite dv ta dve tfig Ebpdnng xatd mep viv tig
ABong epxs‘tm 81£§10v1a & av v gta naong Edvpanng
fAmopar molewv &v tov “lotpov 14 mep viv ¢pydletar tov
Netdov. (2.26.2)

This condition is, of course, explicitly contrafactual; but its assumption that
Boreas and Notus “stand” directly opposite one another, on opposite sides of the
earth, suggests that (in Herodotus’ view) the peoples associated with these cli-
matic extremes may do likewise.

Herodotus’ pervasive interest in the correspondences between North/Boreas/
cold and South/Notus/heat thus leads us to treat the Hypernotian condition as an
argument about global symmetry rather than about wind and temperature.
However even after restricting the argument in this way we still find ourselves
in a dilemma, since scholarly opinion divides over whether Herodotus supports
or rejects ‘Hypernotian’ symmetry, and either path presents difficulties. If we
start from the former assumption, as do How and Wells—that “symmetry would
require us to believe in Hypemnotians”—we must needs find a reason why such
belief is untenable (if we are to continue to read the condition as contrary-to-
fact), and no such reason has been convincingly adduced. More importantly, we
face a problem of consistency when we move on to the very next sentence, the
polemic against the round map of the earth, in which the principle of world
symmetry secms to be not endorsed but explicitly rejected; that is, we confront
the difficulty noted, but left unexplained, by How and Wells: “It is curious to
see Herodotus appealing to the very symmetry which three lines later he de-
nounces.”36

Recognizing this difficulty, Philippe Legrand®’ has proposed to read 4.36.1
as a parody of archaic geographical speculation, spoken ironically in the voice
of a Hecataeus or a Damastes: “C’est du moins ce que devraient prétendre, pour
&tre conséquents, les amateurs de combinaisons symmétriques a priori dont se
moque ici Hérodote.” This ingenious solution does indecd make the two sen-
tences cohere as part of a single attack on gecometric and speculative geography.
However, such an attack cannot be reconciled with other sections of the
Histories in which North-South symmetry, archaic and spcculative though it
may appear, forms a legitimate basis for deduction. Since the Boreas/Notus
correlation is elsewhere accepted as valid, for example in the Book 2 passage
quoted just above, there is no basis for Legrand’s assumption that the idea of
Hypernotian/Hyperborean symmetry is inherently ridiculous to Herodotus and
could not have been asserted in the historian’s own persona.

It would seem, then, that glaring inconsistencies in geographic theory re-
sult from following either of the readings which take symmetry to be the central
issue of the Hypernotian condition; 4.36.1 can be reconciled either to the Nile
logos, or to the polemic against the round map, but not to both. These apparent
inconsistencies are particularly troubling, moreover, inasmuch as they involve
an issue which obviously evokes strong feelings from Herodotus, and on which
he has taken some pains to present his views. Thus, if we are to avoid the
“defeatist” position to which some have resigned themselves—that Herodotus’

36 Above, note 3, 316. The difficulty of the juxtaposition is also remarked by
Jacoby (above, note 3) col. 306, and van Groningen (above, note 21) 21.
7 Cf. his Budé edition, Hérodote: Histoires, v. 4 (Paris 1945) 69 n. 3, and the
further comments in “Herodotea” (above, note 3). The same view is expounded by
H. Stein, Herodotos v. 2.2 (Berlin 1877) 38, and Abicht (above, note 24) 35.
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geography cannot be held to any firm principles, and that he may in fact be ca-
pable of espousing contrary ideas in consecutive sentences—we must find a way
to bridge 4.36.1 and 4.36.2, without at the same time doing violence to the
notion of symmetry adduced in the logos on the Nile. This shall be my task in
the final section of this discussion.

m

Our first step in connecting 4.36.1 and 4.36.2 is to discard all attempts to
construe them as part of a single argument, or to subordinate one to the other in
logical sequence. The Hypernotian condition seems rather to have been inserted
as a parenthetical statement, appended after the close of the Hyperborean logos
(todto pev Ym:pBopemv népL eipnobow) and before the opening of the next
topic (yeA® Ot Opéawv yiig mepiddovg ypayavtag). That is, Herodotus in-
cludes it almost as an aside or afterthought, loosely adjoining the Hyperborean
logos, rather than as as an essential link connecting it to what follows; a free-
handed translator might consider rendering it as a footnote.3® Moreover, it ac-
companies another, similar footnote, the capsule description of the Abaris story,
which is itself so far out of the chain of argument that one recent editor has ex-
cised it from the text.3® In fact, the entire chapter is structured not as a tricolonic
series of refutations, expanding in scope—"I don’t believe in Abaris, or the
Hyperboreans generally, or the circular world-map”—but as an antithesis be-
tween old and new topics of discussion, “So much for the Hyperboreans, now
on to cartography,” in which two subsidiary issues, Abaris and the possibility
of Hypernotians, have intruded into the intermediate space.

This structure becomes more intelligible once we recognize that the 8¢ of
the Hypernotian condition does not answer to the pév of tadta pév elpfcbo,
but in fact intervenes between it and its true correlate, yeAd 8¢ opéov.
Hyperbata of this kind are normal enough where pév...8¢ marks a transition
from one topic to another,%0 as is the case here, where Herodotus uses his stan-
dard formula for effecting such transitions: tadto pev nepi (old topic)
eipficbw- (new topic) &é...41 If we are to reconstruct the train of thought govern-
ing this passage in a manner consistent with Herodotus’ other uses of this for-
mula, the 8¢ of 4.36.2 should in fact be translated as an adversative, or better
still as a paragraph break.*? Confusion over this point has arisen because here
alone, Herodotus varies the pév...8¢ transition by inserting a parenthesis
containing a 8¢ of its own between old and new topics; furthermore the issue of

38 Myres (1896, above note 1, 606) recommends devices of thiskind to editors
of Herodotus, as a way of clearing up confusions created by the author’s paratactic
style.

9 Rosen, in the new Teubner edition (above, note 2).

40 See LSJ s.v. pév, section 1; Denniston unfortunately does not address the
subject. Good examples can be cited from Xenophon, e.g. Mem. 1.1.2-1.2.1,
separating the two counts of the indictment against Socrates, and 1.3.1—1.3.5.
separating the discussions of Socrates’ religious behavior and his lifestyle in
general.

41 Used seven times in the first four books alone: 1.92.4, 2.34.2, 2.76.3,
31131 4.15.4, 4.45.5, 4.199.2.

Aubrey de Sclmcourt for one, inserts such a break in his Penguin translation
(Herodotus: The Histories [N.Y. 1972] 282), and Walter Blanco informs me that
he plans to do likewise in his forthcoming translation for the Norton Critical
Edition series.
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world symmetry raised in this parenthesis has obliquely suggested the
discussion of the circular world-map which follows,*? creating an exceptionally
tangled and easily misconstrued sequence of argument.* Despite these anoma-
lies, however, we must refrain from seeing any strict connection between the
parenthesis and the transition into which it intrudes; nor can we subordinate the
old topic (Hyperboreans) to the new (circular map), since, in every other in-
stance of the tadto pév eipnobw formula, no stronger link than a paratactic
“speaking of which” is intended.

We can further explain the transition between 4.36.1 and 4.36.2 by point-
ing out that the symmetrical constructs Herodotus considers in these two sen-
tences strike him as fundamentally different, and that he therefore changes tone
abruptly as he moves from one to the next. As we have seen above, most
prominently in the scenario describing the reversal of the North and South
Winds, Herodotus relies heavily on climate as the organizing principle of world
structure,*S so that North-South correspondences appeal to him as naturally
oikéta. East and West, however, defined by the risings and settings of the sun
rather than by winds and temperatures, do not mirror one another to ncarly the
same degree;?¢ therefore the gcometry of the circle improperly extends that of
the latitudinal line*” in that nothing about it conforms with 10 oixdg. Thus,
although the symmetrical constructs of 4.36.1 and 4.36.2 have secmed to mod-
ern readers to be closcly akin if not identical, Herodotus actually has intelligible
reasons for embracing the first while rcjecting the second. In fact, the degree to
which North-South predominates over East-West symmetry in Herodotus” mind
can be seen in other passages of the Histories, where he locates the éoyartion or
“edges of the earth” at the climatic extremes of North and South (3.106-16), and
defines the center of the earth at the zone of mediation between them (3.106,
1.142.2).48 Nowhere in the IHistories, significantly, docs he subscribe to the

43 That is, in both the Hypernotian condition and in the reference to Abaris,
who traveled all around the world (katd nacav ynv) in a circle as sweeping as
that of the river Ocean.

44 Further obfuscation arises from the fact that our Greek texts include the entire
sequence within a single chapter, whereas, ordinarily, a chapter division separates
old and new topics. Quite possibly Jungermans, who introduced the chapter divi-
sions in his 1608 Frankfurt edition, failed to glimpse the proper run of the pas-
sz%c, and hence obscured it for all later readers.

On this whole subject see Guy Lachenaud, “Connaissance du monde et
représentations de 1’espace dans Hérodote,” Hellenica 32 (1980) 42-60, esp. 49—
52; Berger (above, note 3) 118-29; and Heidel (above, note 15) 18-20, 53-55.

46 In fact, the positions of sunrise and sunset, far from being distinctively east-
west markers, can themselves be used to designate North and South, due to the
procession of the equinoxes; see, for example, Hippocrates De aére 12.

Herodotus constructs these East-West lines wherever possible, for instance in
tracing the upper course of the Nile (2.34), in dividing Europe from Asia (4.42),
and throughout the entire ethnography of Libya (esp. 4.181-86); see Bunbury
(above, note 3) 162-63. Some have seen the rudimentary notion of a meridian
line in the passage which links the mouths of the Nile and Ister (2.33).

48 1t is remarkable that Herodotus virtually ignores East and West in this di-
gression and focuses rather on the lands which, according to the formulation of
the opening sentence, are climatically farthest removed from temperate Greece. He
does, to be sure, discuss India, but gives remarkably little attention to this exotic
realm (see Bunbury [above, note 3] 231). As for the West, Herodotus does not
even bother to mention the Cynetes and Celts among the £€oyatiat, tribes which
he elsewhere considers £éoyatou in this direction (4.49).
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popular belief in the centrality of Delphi, predicated as it was on an abstract
symmetry of East and West rather than on the natural and oixdto corre-
spondences of North and South.%?

That the Hypernotian condition ultimately depends on climatic rather than
purely geometric symmetry allows us not only to distinguish it from Ocean,
but to link it with a different exploration of speculative geography: Herodotus’
investigation into the source of the Nile (2.29-34). Here too, as we have already
seen, the correspondence of North/Boreas/cold and South/Notus/heat becomes a
central consideration, and here too Herodotus draws a stark contrast between this
correspondence and the more venturesome, geometric symmetry of Ocean (2.21,
23). Moreover, the connection between these two excurses is strengthened by
their parallel position as preludes to the logoi that contain them, the
ethnographies of Egypt and Scythia. Since the Egyptian and Scythian books
have recently been shown to mirror each other in a number of important ways,
as determined by the larger symmetry of hot and cold climates which governs
them, we might well expect this structural correlation to include the
explorations of their furthest regions—places which, it should be noted, had al-
ready been linked by Pindar as eschatological twins (Isthm. 6.22-23 b).5!

Indeed, upon closer examination, we find that Herodotus provides an ex-
plicit verbal signal of the close tie between the Nilotic and Hyperborean inves-
tigations. In the first he proposes to conduct his inquiry énl paxpdtatov, “to
the outer limit” both of geographical space and empirical data (2.29.1), while
the second forms the capstone of a similar journey eni paxpétatov (4.16.1).52
Both inquiries, moreover, bring Herodotus to borders designated by his text as
tq pokpotota (2.32.3, 4.31.2). The linguistic echoes are significant in that
they highlight the methodology pursued in both passages: Herodotus attempts
to push beyond the cognitive limits established by dyi¢ and dxon into the realm
of the d@avég. Such transgressions are, in part, the natural result of all
Herodotus’ inquirics into the neipata yoing, as we have secn. But the ex-
tremes of South and North form especially revealing cases, since, in both
directions, the boundarics of empirical knowledge had been fixed at clearly

49 According to legend (probably first recorded by Pindar), Delphi had been re-
vealed as the center of the earth after two eagles, flying from the extreme East
and extreme West, had met at that spot; see Pausanias 10.5.9 and Plutarch De
Pyth. Orac. 402 d, and, on Herodotus’ omission, How and Wells (above, note 3)
437.

50 E.g. in Benardete (above, note 17) 99-132, and James Redfield, “Herodotus
the Tourist,” CP 80 (1985) 97-118, esp. 106-11. The parallels appear to have
been noted first by Karl Triidinger, in his Studien zur Geschichte der griechisch-
rémischen Ethnographie (Basel 1918) 34-36, but have been fully outlined only
in_more recent work.

1 Unfortunately the connection has not been explored by modern commenta-
tors, perhaps because of a tendency to separate ‘real’ entities like the Nile from
‘mythical’ Hyperboreans. This distinction would not have been valid for
Herodotus, however, who treats both entites as ‘invisibles’ requiring special
forms of investigation.

52 The phrase éni pokpdétatov is used again at 4.192.3 in reference to the
problems of exploring distant space (the southern reaches of Libya), and occurs
once in the context of prehistoric time (1.171.2); but only in the above two pas-
sages does it define the course of the investigation from the outset. It is perhaps
possible that the two other usages, however, and in particular that in the Libyan
logos, imply other empirical experiments of the type I have outlined here; I have
excluded them simply in an effort not to overburden the present discussion.
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identifiable points; no such termini had been established in the East, as
Herodotus is keenly aware (1.204.1, 3.98.2, 4.40.2, 4.44.3), and even the West
seems strangely open-ended to him at 3.115.1 (despite his awareness of the
Pillars of Heracles). Thus the Nile and the Hyperboreans appear to have been
adopted as twin test cases for Herodotus’ larger éni pokpdrotov experiment.

This verbal focus on pakpdtata in both the Nilotic and Hyperborean
logoi is reinforced by a further, structural parallel: In each of these excurses,
Herodotus follows the route of a single abtdntng in order to reach the outer
limits of empirical knowledge. These lone travelers—Herodotus himself in the
former case, the poet Aristeas in the latter—fare outward, in opposite directions,
until they reach definitive stopping points—Elephantine in the South, the
Issedones in the North. At those points, both eyewitnesses are driven back onto
a secondary source of information, hearsay, in order to learn what lies beyond
(2.29.1, 4.16.1); but in both cases the final mystery they seek remains out of
reach even of hearsay. Herodotus has, in short, constructed mirror-image jour-
neys of exploration in these two books, the former undertaken in person, the
latter by way of a proxy; and the two journeys bring him to much the same
place, the point at which hearsay evidence fails and the geographer finds himself
thrown back onto his own deductive resources.

Since the two logoi are linked in these essential ways—by the climatic
symmetry of North and South, and by the way in which vectors of travel
demarcate the pokpétata of empirical evidence—it should come as no surprise
that their results are also closcly parallel: Herodotus ends by using symmetry to
fill in the blank spots on the map. Thus in the famous conclusion to the Nile
logos he assumes “that the Nile runs through all of Libya along a course equal
to that of the Ister” (2.34.2), extrapolating from the fact that the mouths of the
two rivers lie opposite one another across the axis of ihe Mediterrancan. The
passage (which gocs on at greater length than can be quoted here) has baffled and
bemused interpreters, some of whom have seen in it an irresponsible abandon-
ment of empirical standards of evidence. But, on the basis of the foregoing anal-
ysis, it should be clear that such reasoning from 0 oixog is perfectly consistent
with Herodotus’ other approaches to mythic geography, and, in particular, with
his solution to the problem of the Hyperboreans. In fact, Herodotus’ earnestness
in positing a correspondence between the Nile and the Ister—for here there can
be no question of irony or reductio ad absurdum—may be taken as final confir-
mation of Casaubon’s rcading of the Hypernotian condition, making it an
equally earnest, if more tentative,3? attempt to escape an empirical dilemma by
way of speculative deduction.

In sum, then, Herodotus® theory about the course of the upper Nile shares
with the Hypernotian condition an unquestioning faith in the correlation of
North and South, while the case of Ocean and the circular map is instecad con-
demned by its reliance on a similar correlation of East and West. As a result, the
juxtaposition of the two constructs in 4.36 must be understood not as a two-
part refutation of a single notion of symmetry, but as a contrast between a
plausible application of that notion, in the first instance, and a wrongheaded
overextension in the second. To conclude, I would paraphrase Herodotus’ ar-
gument in 4.36 as follows: “We are forced to leave the Hyperboreans an open
question—although were we in a position to pursue the problem further, the

53 As explained by the fact that Herodotus is in the case of the Hyperboreans
dealing with two unknowns rather than one, and with information gathered at
second hand rather than first.
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gencral pattern of the earth’s North-South symmetry might provide a solution,
in that we would expect to find Hypemotians as well. Speaking of symmetry,
however, we should note that the current maps of the world have taken this
principle too far, as I shall now reveal.” With that Herodotus moves on to his
next topic, leaving the Hyperboreans still shrouded in their cloak of invisibility.
Having passed beyond the paxpdtata of empirical research, he is unable to
come to any firm conclusion, but at least establishes that the myth remains
plausible so long as it conforms to 10 oikdg,.
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