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HERODOTUS 2.142-144: THE REVERSALS OF THE SUN,
THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE EGYPTIAN KINGS, AND
THE MEETING OF HECATAEUS WITH THE THEBAN PRIESTS

In memoriam Christopher Rowe (1944-2025)"

The paper discusses the puzzling chapters of Herodotus’ Egyptian
logos (2.142-144), which are the object of continuous discussions, and
tries to show that misunderstanding them arose from lack of attention to the
internal connection of ideas in this section. The paper starts with
Herodotus’ account (2.142) of the number of generations, from the first
human pharaoh of Egypt, Min, up to Sethos (341 in total), reported to him
by the Memphis priests — Herodotus calculates this as 11, 340 years —
and of the priests’ accompanying statement that, in the course of the life of
these generations, there were no anthropomorphic god-kings in Egypt and
that in spite of the four changes in the direction of the sun’s daily rotation,
in the course of these years, the natural environment of Egypt and humans’
liability to diseases and death did not alter.

The paper defends the manuscript reading of Herodotus’ text on the
changes in the sun’s daily movement (2.142.4) and attempts to shed light
on the sources of this extraordinary idea (1). It is argued (l1) that it has a
Greek, not an Egyptian origin, and that together with the passage from
Euripides’ Electra (726-736), another instance of the same belief, it
reflects astronomical and philosophical ideas from the 5™ century BC, but
not that of Oenopides, but as was supposed by some scholars for the
Electra passage, but other ones which could develop his supposition about
the change in the sun’s annual movement.

The Memphis priests’ further statement that there were no such
anthropomorphic god-kings in Egypt also before and after this period of 11,

* The impulse for writing this article was a polemic with Christopher Rowe
regarding the interpretation of the myth in Plato's Statesman. Our joint
discussion article, during which we also discussed the idea of reversals in
the movement of the sun in Herodotus and Euripides, was published shortly
before Christopher's death (see Rowe, Verlinsky 2025: 46-49). In the
present article, 1 develop the considerations expressed there, which
Christopher approved despite our disagreements in understanding the myth
in the Statesman. | regard the present article as a modest tribute to the
memory of an outstanding scholar of Plato and Aristotle, with whom | had
the good fortune to work.
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340 years (2. 142.3), surprisingly escaped scholars’ notice or was wrongly
interpreted. Taken together with Herodotus’ later statement that before this
time Egypt was reigned by gods (2.144.2), the neglected sentence proves
that according to the Memphis priests, these divine kings were not
anthropomorphic, which amounts to the view that there were never
anthropomorphic god-kings in Egypt, or, implicitly, that there were (and
are) no anthropomorphic gods at all. The relation between the turns of the
sun and the immutability of human nature in respect to diseases and death
thus can be understood as an argument that, since human nature did not
change in spite of cosmic changes as radical as one can imagine, there are
no reasons to believe that human physiology could be ever compatible with
divinity.

This remarkable statement sheds light on Hecataeus of Miletus’
famous conversation with the Theban priests, who in response to his claim
that in the 16™ generation he stems from a god, showed him 345 statues of
hereditary high priests of Amun-Ra, arguing that a human cannot descend
from a god. The paper argues (I11) that the purpose of this display was
precisely to refute the idea itself of human descent from god, not to
demonstrate to Hecataeus the duration of human history or to inform him
about Egyptian chronology. At the same time, there is no reason to think
that Hecataeus considered his claim refuted, and should have been
ashamed, as according to some scholars who argued, for this reason, that
the information about the meeting cannot stem from him. As for
Herodotus, his mention that the Theban priests showed him as many statues
as the Memphis priests said there were generations from Min to Sethos is
precise and shows that Herodotus’ interest was solely in the confirmation
of the Memphis chronology (the time after Sethos was of no interest for
him, because it was well documented). He reported Hecataeus’
conversation with the priests because, unlike Hecataeus, he found
convincing their proof that human beings cannot descend from gods.
Herodotus’ earlier citing of the reasoning of the Memphis priests on the
cosmic changes of the sun and the immutability of human beings was
probably, for him, an additional argument in favor of this: gods never could
have a human nature, because it was liable to diseases and death;
accordingly they could not have human physiology enabling them to
produce human children, with which reasoning Herodotus was in all
probability agreed.

Key words: Herodotus, Egyptian logos, Hecataeus of Miletus,
Euripides Electra.
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T'EPOJOT II, 142-144: U3AMEHEHMUS B HAITPABJIEHUN
JBUKEHHUS COJIHIIA, XPOHOJIOT WSl ETMITETCKUX LAPEM
N BCTPEYA I'EKATESI MUJIETCKOI'O C PUBAHCKUMH
AKPEHAMHA

B cratbe paccmarpuBarorcs riaBel «Erumerckoro soroca» I'epomora
(I, 142-144), sasrourecss OPEAMETOM TOCTOSHHBIX JTHCKYCCHH, U
NpeANPUHUMAETCS TOIBITKA MOKa3aTh, YTO UX HEMPaBUIIHOE MMOHUMaHUe
BO3HUKJIO M3-32 HEJOCTaTOYHOTO BHMMaHHMsI K BHYTPEHHEH B3aUMOCBS3H
uzneit B atoM pazgene. CraThsi HauMHAETCS C aHAlM3a TepOJOTOBCKOTO
naccaxka (I, 142) o komuuecTBe MOKOJICHUH, OT MEPBOrO YEIOBEYECKOTO
(apaona Erunra, Muna, no Cera (Bcero 341), 0 KoTopoM eMy COOOIIHIH
xkpersl Mempuca — Teponmor moxcuwmran, 4ro 3to 11 340 mer — u ¢
CONPOBOXKAAIOIIETO €r0 3asBJICHHS KPELOB O TOM, YTO B TEUCHHE JKU3HH
9THX nokoJsieHn# B Erunre He Obu10 aHTpOnIOMOp(HBIX OOTOB-LIapeii U UTO,
HECMOTpsI Ha YeTbIpe HM3MEHEHUs HaNpaBJIEHHs CYTOYHOTO BpAICHUS
COJIHIIa B T€UEHHUE STHX JIET, IpUpoaHas cpela Ernnra n noasep:keHHOCTD
€ro XuTeser 00Je3HIM U CMEPTH HE U3MEHHIIHCH.

ABTOp cTaTbu 3aIlIMINAET PYKONMCHOE YTeHHe Tekcra I'epomora 00
n3MeneHusx cyrounoro aswxenust Comnma (11, 142, 4) u npeanpuHrMaet
MOMBITKY MPOJIUTH CBET HAa MCTOYHMKH 3ToW HeoObryHOM wuzmen (I).
YrBepxnaerca (II), 4ro oHa wnMmeer rpedeckoe, a HE ETHUIETCKOE
MPOUCXOX/IEHHE, W YTO BMECTE C OTPBHIBKOM M3 «DNeKTpsD» EBpummna
(726-736) sBisieTcs eie OJHUM MPHUMEPOM TEX K€ B3IJISJOB M OTPAKAET
acTpoHOMHYeckue u (pritocodckre Bo33peHus: V Beka /10 H. 3., HO HE Ueu
DHonua, Kak MpeJroiaralii HeKOTOpble y4YEeHbIe B OTHOIICHHH OTpPBIBKA
3 «ONeKTph», a Takue, KOTOpPBIE MOTJH Pa3BHBAaTh WAe0 JHomuzaa ob
M3MEHEHHH roJIoBoro aBrkeHus CoJHIA.

JanbHeiimee yTBepxaeHne xxpenos n3 Mempuca o ToM, uro B Erunre
He OBUIO MOJOOHBIX aHTPONOMOPQHBIX IAapel-O00roB HU 10, HHM HOCIE
storo nepuoxa B 11 340 mer (II, 142, 3), yckosb3HYJIO OT BHUMaHMS
YY9eHBIX WM OBIJIO HEBEpHO HCTOJIKOBAaHO. B3stoe BMmecTe c Ooiee
MO3JIHUM YTBEpKAeHHeM [ 'epojioTa 0 TOM, YTO /10 3TOro BpeMeHu Erunrom
npaBuwm Ooru (11, 144, 2), 310 yTBepKIeHHE MMOKAa3BIBaeT. MO MHEHUIO
xpenoB n3 Memduca, 3Tu Ooru-njapu He OBUIM aHTPONIOMOP(HBIMH, YTO
pPaBHOCWIILHO MHEHHIO O TOM, 4YTo B Erunre Hukorma He ObLIO
AHTPONOMOP(HBIX Lapei-00roB, WM, KOCBEHHO, YTO aHTPOIIOMOPQHBIX
6oroB BooOIIe He ObUTO (M HeT). Takum 00pa3oM, CBSA3b MEXIY BpalleHUEM
COJHIA W HEW3MEHHOCTBIO UCIOBEYECKOH MPHUPOABI B OTHOLICHUH
6oJie3HeH M CMEPTU MOJKET OBITh TTOHSTA KaK apryMEHT B MOJIb3Y TOTO, YTO,
MOCKOJIbKY 4eJIOBeYecKasi Npupoja He W3MEHWIIach, HECMOTpSl Ha CTOJb
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panuKanbHble KOCMUYECKHE H3MEHEHMs, KaKHe TONbKO MOXXHO cebe
NPE/ICTaBUTh, HET OCHOBAaHWM I0JaraTh, YTO 4YeJOBeYEeCKas (hU3UOIIOTHS
Koraa-imu0o Moria ObITh COBMECTHMA C O0’KECTBEHHOCTBIO.

OTO yTBEp)KAEHHUE MPOJIMBACT CBET HA 3HAMEHMTYIO Oeceny I'exares
Munerckoro ¢ (HUBAHCKMMH JKpellaMH, KOTOpbIE B OTBET Ha €ro
YTIBEpXKICHHE O TOM, YTO B 16-M TOKOJEHHHM OH TPOUCXOAWT OT Oora,
nokasanu eMy 345 craTyif HOTOMCTBEHHBIX BEPXOBHBIX JKpenoB AMoHa-Pa,
YTBEpKas, YTO YeIOBEK He MOKeT mpomsoiitu ot Oora (Il, 143, 4). B
ctatbe nokasbiBaetcs (III), uTo menbro TOM AEMOHCTpanuu ObLIO UMEHHO
ONIPOBEP)KEHHE CaMOW HIEH IPOMCXOKACHHS dYeloBeKa OT Oora, a He
JeMOHCTpanus [ 'exarero mMpoaoKUTEIFHOCTH YeJIOBEYECKOH UCTOPHH HITH
nH(pOopMHUpOBaHKE €ro 00 eruIeTcKoil XpoHOoJOoTWH. B To ke Bpems HeT
OCHOBaHUU moJjarath, 4yTo ['ekaTeil cuen CBOE YTBEP)KIEHHUE OIPOBEPT-
HYTBIM H IIOTOMY SIKOOBI HE MOT COOO0IIATh O MOJI00HOM Oecene, U3-3a 4ero
MHOTHE yY€HbIE COMHEBAIOTCSA B JOCTOBEPHOCTH pacckasza ['epogora. Uto
Kacaercs ['eponora, TO €ro ymoMHHaHHE O TOM, YTO (pUBAHCKHE KPEIBI
MOKa3aJIn €My CTOJIBKO )€ CTaTyH, CKOJBKO, IO CJIOBaM JKPEILOB M3
Mewmopuca, O6pu10 TOKONeHHH oT MwmHa mo Cera, sABIS€TCS TOYHBIM U
MoKkasbIBaeT: I'epofoTa MHTEPECOBAIO HCKIIOYUTEIHHO IOATBEPXKIACHUE
MeM(UCCKOI XpOHOJIOTHH, KOTOpOe OH M moiy4mi B duBax (Bpems nocie
Cera ero He UHTEpPECOBANO, IIOCKOIBKY OHO OBUIO  XOpOIIO
JoKyMeHTHpoBaHO). OH Taxke coobmmr o Oecene 'ekarest co xpenamu,
MOTOMY 4YTO, B ommune oOT ['ekartes, cden yOeAWTEIbHBIM WX
JIOKa3aTeNbCTBO TOTO, YTO JIIOJM HE MOTYT NPOM30HTH OT Ooros. Boiee
paHHee yrnoMuHaHue y I'epojora paccyxaeHHH MeM(HCCKUX KPELOB O
KOCMHYECKHX HM3MEHEHHUSIX COJHIIA W HEM3MEHHOCTH YeIOBEUECKOU
MIPUPOABI, BEPOATHO, CIYXKHIIO JUIL HETO JONOJHHUTEIBHBIM apryMEHTOM B
MOJB3Y TOM kK€ MbICIH: OOTM HUKOTJIa HE MOTJIM MMETh HECOBEPIICHHYIO
YeJIOBEUECKYI0 NPUpoTy, 00 OHa Bceraa Obula MOABEP)KEHA OOJIE3HSIM M
CMEpTH, a, 3HAYNT, U YEIOBEUECKYIO (H3HOJIOTHIO, TIO3BOJIMBIIYIO OBl UM
pPOKIaTh YEJIOBEUYECKHUX JETeH, ¢ yeM caM ['eponoT, 1o Bcell BEPOSTHOCTH,
OBLI corJtaceH.

Knroueswie cnosa: I'eponot, Erunerckuit noroc, ['ekareit Munerckuii,
EBpunun, Onexmpa.

In this article I am going to examine some difficulties related to
chapters 142 to 144 of the second book of Herodotus, his Egyptian
logos. These chapters often attract the attention of scholars due to
their saturation with unusual subject matter: the Egyptians'
conception of the gods, the use of generation counting to determine
the length of historical epochs, the mention of changes in the
direction of the sun’s rotation allegedly known to the priests, and
last but not least Herodotus’ account of the conversation between his
main predecessor Hecataeus of Miletus, and then Herodotus himself,
and the Egyptian priests. This raises many questions: about both the
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nature of the ideas reflected in this conversation and the reliability of
Herodotus’ report about Hecataeus and his own impressions. These
chapters have often been considered a later insertion by Herodotus
into an already finished text; some parts have even aroused
suspicion that they are not by Herodotus; and at the very least,
inconsistencies have been found in them. | will try to clarify some of
these difficulties, draw attention to details that are rarely considered,
and express some considerations regarding the relationship of
Herodotus’ account to what he gleaned from Hecataeus. I do not
touch upon the reliability of Herodotus and Hecataeus’ reports about
their conversations with the Egyptian priests (it is more appropriate
for Egyptologists to judge this), but | hope that my paper strengthens
the case in favor of Herodotus’ integrity as a reporter of what he has
actually heard or thought he had heard. My interest in the chapters
under discussion is nevertheless limited to reflection about certain
ideas in these chapters, Greek ideas, as | argue.

I must say a few words about the place of the chapters under
discussion in Herodotus’ 2™ book. They adjoin the part of the
narrative in which Herodotus, according to his own assertion, relies
exclusively on local sources (99, 1), that is, to the strictly historical
part, in contrast to the earlier part (from the beginning of the book to
ch. 99), in which he describes the geography, nature, religion, and
customs of Egypt and uses information obtained from local
inhabitants in combination with his own observations and
judgments. This historical section, from the 99" to the 141% chapter,
ends with the reign of king Sethos, priest of Hephaestus, that is, the
god Ptah, a fictional king whose protot%/pe was possibly the
Ethiopian king Shabataka (25" dynasty).' Herodotus, however,
attributes the reign of Sethos to the time of the liberation of Egypt
from the Ethiopians, that is, approximately to the time before the 60s
of the 7" century BC. Probably following the version of his
Egyptian sources, Herodotus turns the defeat of this king in the war
with the Assyrian king Sennacherib into a victory for the Egyptians,
thanks to the miraculous help of mice. Following the chapters that
interest us (142-146), starting from ch. 147 and to the end of the
2nd book, Herodotus, as he says (2. 147. 1), relates what the
Egyptians and his other sources agree about, that is, the history of
Egypt of the time of the Saite dynasty, the last before the conquest
of Egypt by the Persians. For this period he has at his disposal more
reliable information deriving from the Egyptian Greeks (see 2. 154.

! Lloyd 1993: 11, 13.
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4), including the lengths of the reigns of the kings of this dynasty,
which allows him to reconstruct the chronology of this period,
counting backwards from Cambyses' conquest of Egypt.? This
milestone, the reign of Sethos, starting from which Herodotus has
more reliable chronological reference points at his disposal, will be
significant for understanding the chapters under consideration.

1. Herodotus Il. 142. 4 — a Text Problem

142. 'Eg pév 1o06vde tod Adyov Aiyvmtiol 1€ kol oi ipéeg Eleyov,
ATOdEIKVOVTEG A0 TOD TPOTOL Paciiéog &g tod Heaiotov TOV ipéa TodTov
OV TelevTaiov Pactievoovto piov Te Kol TECOEPAKOVTO Kol TPLNKOGiog
avBpomov yeveds yevouévag kol €v Tovtnot dpylepéog koi Poaciiéag
£katéPovg T0o00TOVG Yevopévoug. (2) Kaitor tpimkocion pev avopdv
yeveol duvéatar poplo Eten yeveal yop Tpeic avop®dv €kotov Eted €otu
g 8¢ kai teoogpdrovia €Tl TOV EmAointov yevémv, ol érfloov Tfiot
TpiKooinot, £oti tecogpdrovta Kol tpinkocia Kol yila £tea. (3) Obtog év
popiotci te £€tect kal Yool Kol TPOG TPUKOGIOIGT T€ Kol TEGGEPAKOVTA
Eleyov Bedv avBpomoeldéa ovdéva yevéshat. O pev 000 mpdTEPOV 0VOE
votepov €v 1oiol VmoAoimolst Aiyvmtov Pacthedot yevopévolot EAeyov
ovdev 1010070. (4) 'Ev toivuv 10010 Td Ypove tetpdkig Eheyov €€ NOEwv
oV iAoy avateihon * EvBa te vOv katadvetal, évBedtev dig Emavarteiia,
Kol &vBev viv avatéddet, évBadta dig kataddvar kol ovdev Tdv kot
Afyvntov OO Todta £tepoiwbijvar, obte Ta €k TH|g Yijg oVte TA €k TOD
TOTAPOD GO YvOpEVA, OVTE TA AUOL VOUGOLS 0VTE TO KATO TOVG BavATOVG.

142. Thus far (i.e., what follows next) the Egyptians, including the priests,
told me, explaining that from the first king to this priest of Hephaestus, who
was the last to reign, there were 341 generations of men and in these
generations an equal number of high priests and kings. (2) Three hundred
generations of men correspond to ten thousand years: for three generations of
men is one hundred years. And to the forty-one remaining generations, which
were in addition to the three hundred, correspond 1,340 years. (3) Thus, they
asserted that over the course of 11,340 years there was not a single god who
had a human form. But neither before this nor after this among the other kings
of Egypt was there, according to them, anything of the sort. (4) Now, they
asserted that during this time the sun rose four times outside its usual places: it
twice rose from where it now sets, and twice set from where it now rises. And
nothing of what is in Egypt changed from this — neither what the earth
produces for them, nor what the river does, nor what relates to diseases, nor
what relates to deaths.

2 Lloyd 1975: 189-191.
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&€ N0éwv] €€ <évavtiov> H0émv Schwenck®
avarteihat] dvaotijvar Boeckh, Legrand 1944, Powell, Wilson 2015a
i (1) 8ic (2)] delevit Powell 1949

Contrary to the prevailing opinion in scholarship, | consider
these chapters, despite the presence of minor digressions within
them, not as an independent excursus and even less so as a later
insertion by Herodotus into an already finished narrative,* but as an
organic continuation of the preceding part—that is, the one in which
Herodotus relies exclusively on local Egyptian tradition. | will
present arguments in defense of this unity later, but perhaps we
possess an indication in favor of this from Herodotus himself, if the
words 'E¢ pév too6vde tod Adyov at the beginning of ch. 142 are
understood not as the conclusion of the previous section (as they are
usually understood®), but, what is more natural from the standpoint
of Greek (Eg tocovde usually looks forward, not backward), as
pointing to its continuation and completion: “Thus far (i.e., up to
what will be further communicated, i.e., in chs. 142-146, including
the content of these chapters) the Egyptians, including the priests,
communicated to me when they explained to me that from the first
king etc.” See also the sentence at 147.1 which finishes this section:
“This tell the Egyptians themselves” (i.e., there are no foreign,

¥ Schwenck 1846: 162.

* Enoch Powell tried to prove that chs. 142—-146 are a later insertion into
the Egyptian logos, made after the logos was already finished (Powell
1935: 78-79). The basis for this is mainly formal: tadta 147, 1 “has no
antecedent in our present texts”, by virtue of which Powell concludes that
tadta refers to the section 99-141. This reasoning is not convincing: Todta
refers to everything that was said prior to 147.1, starting from ch. 99: the
information gleaned from the Egyptians about their remote history,
obtained primarily from the priests. But this also includes the information
reported in chapters 142-146 (about the chronology of Egyptian history,
about the reversals of the sun and the absence of changes in the nature of
Egypt and the people inhabiting it, and about the generations of Theban
high priests and the dynasties of pharaohs), as opposed to the combined use
of Egyptian and Greek sources, as well as direct impressions of the
geography and customs of the Egyptians prior to ch. 99 and the more
modern history starting from 147.1.

® Powell 1949: “Thus far the Egyptians and their priests told the story”;
Fritz 1967: 1, 182: “Soweit, sagt Herodot, stamme seine Information von
den Agyptern und den Priestern.”
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especially no Greek informants for this period). If this understanding
is correct, then this entire section, ch. 142-1486, is a single line of
reasoning concluding the historical section that began in ch. 99,
despite the digressions characteristic of Herodotus within these
chapters.

Thus, according to the accounts of the Egyptians, over the
course of the 11,340 years® which elapsed from Min (Menes), the
first human king of Egypt, to Sethos, the sun rose four times not in
its customary place: (1) twice it rose where it now sets, and (2) twice
it set where it now rises. Formally, this implies four changes, but the
impression is created that (1) and (2) describe one and the same
situation: the sun rose in the west and set in the east. However, if
this is so, it is unclear why Herodotus did not express himself
precisely in this way and did not say “the sun rose four times in the
west and set in the east”, but instead describes two symmetrical
situations, each of which occurred twice, as something distinct. It is
also not entirely clear why he speaks specifically of four sunrises in
an unusual place. August Boeckh already attempted to cope with the
second difficulty, proposing to emend dvateilor to davaotiva,
meaning that the sun departed four times from its habitual places:
twice it began to rise in the west and set in the east, and twice it
returned to its original and current position’. However, this emen-
dation does not clarify the second difficulty — why Herodotus
further describes two situations, at first glance relating to one and
the same anomaly — the rising of the sun in the west and the setting
in the east — as two anomalies, each of which occurred twice.
Despite this obvious difficulty, Boeckh's emendation is accepted by
many scholars, including the editors of Herodotus (Legrand 1944;
Wilson 2015a) .

® In reality, as often happens, Herodotus made an error in calculation: 341
generations at a rate of 3 generations per 100 years should yield not 11,340,
but 11,366 and 1/3 years, see Fritz 1967: 2, 108 note 65.

" Bockh 1845: 35-39. On the emendation of the text see p. 39. Boeckh, like
some scholars after him, saw in Herodotus’ unusual idea the influence of
Egyptian astronomy, namely the Sothic (Sirius) cycle of 1460 years, which
was used to bring the Egyptian civil year of 365 days into alignment with
the interval of 365.25 days between two summer solstices, which in Egypt
fall on the morning rising of Sirius (July 19).

¥ See Wilson 2015 b: 41: “évateihar followed by émavarteidat is suspicious,
especially when combined with its difficult use in place of ££m, which was
plausibly proposed by Scaliger. The eccentric rising is not to be specified
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Schwenck proposed to emend €€ 0éwv to &£ (évavtiov) NBéwv,
meaning that the sun rose four times from opposite places, that is,
the sun changed the place of sunrise four times to the opposite: it
rose in the west, then returned to the usual place in the east, again
rose in the west and then again returned to sunrise in the east®.
Intuitively, this is what the reader usually wants to find in this place:
that the sun twice changed its usual places of sunrise and sunset to
the opposite and each time then returned to the usual sunrise and
sunset°. However, this understanding, like Boeckh's, does not
correspond to the four cases that Herodotus describes in pairs: he
has all four cases anomalous: the sun rose twice in the west and set
twice in the east.

Stein, unlike most commentators on the passage, proposed that
€€ NB€wv should be understood not as “outside the usual places”, but
“from the usual places”, “von ihrem Standorte aus”, and considers
two possible interpretations: Either for 11,340 years the sun had four
different places of rising, each for a long time, or that during this
time it rose only four times in its usual place, and the rest of the time
did not rise there. Further words of Herodotus, according to Stein,
show that he intended the first sense: that the sun rose four times in
an unusual place. Stein thus arrives in a different way at the
traditional understanding of the meaning of Herodotus’ words™. His
suggestion of the meaning of £€ 0éwv is difficult to accept: Even if
Herodotus meant that unusual places of rising persisted for a long
time, the understanding of &€ n0éwv as “(from unusual) but (for a
long time) familiar places™ implies a brachylogy whose immediate
meaning contradicts what Herodotus meant to say. The predominant
understanding of &£ n0éwv as “out of the ordinary places” is
therefore obviously still correct. With regard to the main difficulty
of our text, Stein further interprets the words “where it now sets...”
as the interchange of long periods of sunrise in the west and sunset
in the east with long periods of normal sunrises and sunsets,*?

here but in the next sentence. Boeckh's dvaotijvar ‘migrated from’ is
gerfect and was adopted by Legrand”.

Schwenck 1846: 162.
19| their commentary on this passage, How and Wells (How, Wells 1936),
paraphrase the text exactly this way — the sun during two periods rose in
the east and during two rose in the west—not noticing that this does not
correspond to the exact meaning of Herodotus’ statement.
' Stein 1902: 164.
12 «Hijernach ging also die Sonne in der Zeit von Min bis Sethosos (die
11340 J. beruhen allein auf H.'s Berechnung) zweimal im Osten und
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contradicting the text, in which all four cases described are
anomalous.

This difficulty was noticed by W. A. Heidel, but his suggestion
boils down again to the fact that Herodotus wrote carelessly and
actually meant to say that the sun rose twice normally, in the east,
and twice in the west™. This, however, would mean that Herodotus
could not express the quite simple idea that a sunrise in the west had
the consequence of its setting in the east. Heidel was reasonably
objected to by Dmitry Panchenko: “However, it is not necessary to
ascribe to Herodotus a misunderstanding of elementary things!
Obviously, what is meant is that of the four anomalies, two were
‘fixed’ at the sunrise point and two at the sunset point”**. | am not
quite sure what is meant by “fixed” in the east and in the west in this
context, but if Panchenko means that both situations, each of which
happened twice, were anomalous and at the same time anomalous in
different ways, then this is the solution that | am going to defend.

The same difficulty Erompted Enoch Powell in his famous
translation of Herodotus™ to radically alter the handwritten text:
“Now in all this time they said that the sun had removed from his
proper course four times; and had risen where he now setteth, and
set where he now rises; but nothing in Egypt was altered thereby,
neither as touching the river nor as touching the fruits of the earth,

zweimal im Westen auf, d.h.im 1. Viertel jenes Zeitraums ging sie taglich
im O. auf und im W.unter, im 2. ging sie im W. auf und im O. unter, im 3.
Viertel war ihre Richtung wieder wie im 1. und im 4. wie im 2. Viertel: sie
hatte im 1. und 3. Viertel ihre #0ga im Osten, im 2. und 4. im Westen. Am
Schlusse jenes Zeitraumes, nach Konig Sethosos, nahm dann ihre tagliche
Bewegung wieder die Richtung an, die sie in seinem Anfange gehabt hatte,
von O, nach W., in welcher sie bis in die Zeiten H.'s verharrte”.

3 Heidel 1933: 195; Heidel 1935: 88 (follows the manuscript text, without
Boeckh’s emendation): “The priests reported that in the course of 341
generations the sun four times rose contrary to its wont, rising twice where
it now sets, twice setting where it now rises. One need not be very acute to
perceive that we have here another instance of carelessness or want of
understanding on the part of our author, because he contradicts himself. It
is easy to say “by these words Herodotus means: the sun rose four times
away from his previous quarter; i.e., had changed his place of rising four
times, rising in the east for two periods and in the west for two”; but,
granting that this may have been what he intended, one cannot choose but
wonder how Herodotus could so blunder in his statement of it.”

' panchenko 1990: 70 note 2.

> Powell 1949: 1, 177.
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nor concerning sicknesses or deaths.” Powell thus accepts Boeckh's
correction (the sun has left its proper course four times, rather than
rising four times in an unusual place), but he also removes both dig,
leaving the simple statement that the sun rose where it now sets and
set where it now rises®®. With this understanding, Powell could have
rejected Boeckh's correction as well, but &£ n6éwv TOv fjAov
avoreidon, likely in the meaning of "stood outside the usual places”
seemed unacceptable to him in one way or another. There is no
denying that there is more logic in such a text (it roughly
corresponds to the meaning that scholars usually want to find here).
But an aorist without a quantitative adverb or some clarifying word
or phrase is ill-suited to express iteration'’. Furthermore, it is
difficult to explain how such a simple text could have been distorted
(both are more likely to prompt, not the elimination of dig, but the
correction to tetpdaxic: the sun rose four times where it usually sets
and set four times where it usually rises). | believe, however, that the
handwritten text of this place can be satisfactorily understood and
does not need to be corrected. Moreover, when saving the text of
manuscripts, we receive an indication of how the sun, according to
Herodotus, returned to its normal course.

In fact, the reference to the four anomalous sunrises may well
correspond to the two twice-occurring anomalies that Herodotus
describes. Herodotus could understand (1) and (2) as two different
variants of the movement of the sun, rising all four times in an
unusual place, that is, in the west. (1) The sun rose twice in the west
and moved to the east, but then during the day changed its course to
the opposite and set in the same place where it rose, that is, in the
west (the sun reversed its movement during the day, during its
visible movement). (2) The sun rose twice in the west and set in the
east, that is, having risen in the west, it moved east all day and set in
the east (this suggests that the sun changed its usual course at night,
during its invisible movement over the opposite part of the earth).

This understanding is consistent with what Herodotus says about
four anomalous sunrises, but not about four anomalous sunsets.
Option (1), that is, a change in the direction of movement during the
visible movement of the sun, corresponds to the myth about Atreus

18 powell considered this passage up to the end of ch. 142 a later addition,
like the entire ch. 143, with the latter possibly not belonging to Herodotus
at all (Powell 1949). See earlier Powell 1935: 78-80.

7 See Kiihner — Gerth I, 162 note 4.
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and Thyestes, in which the sun turns back during its daytime
movement through the sky, albeit after a normal sunrise.

With this understanding of the text, of course, some roughness
remains: the statement (1) “the sun rose in the west” should be
understood as a brachylogy: Only the sunrise, but not the sunset,
was anomalous. However, the contrast with the second sentence —
the sun not only rose, but also set in an unusual place — apparently
allows us to consider such a brachylogy tolerable, remaining within
the limits of the understandable.

An even number of these anomalous sunrises make us think that
their description contains an indication of the sun's return to its
original direction of motion, which corresponds to the modern one.
Apparently (1) implies this return: The sun, having risen in the west,
set again in the west, that is, it continued to move, as usual, hiding
from observers, from west to east and rose in the morning, as usual,
in the east. Thus, Herodotus has in mind an anomalous cycle
consisting of two phases, which has occurred twice during the
history of Egypt:

1. once (2) the sun, having risen in the west, moved during the
day to the east and, having set in the east, passed invisibly from east
to west and rose in the west;

2. then (1) the sun, rising in the west, moved part of the day to
the east, but changed course and moved to the west, where it set,
returning to its usual course.

Herodotus further reports that, according to the Egyptian priests,
these fourfold changes in the direction of the sun's movement did
not have any consequences for the natural conditions in Egypt and
“as far as diseases and deaths are concerned”. Scholars, in my
opinion, do not correctly understand the meaning of this statement.
So, Heidel believed that Herodotus, when talking about the turns of
the sun, means, like Plato in the Timaeus and Critias, the theory of
natural disasters. In the Timaeus and Critias, the catastrophes should
explain why the historical memory of Greeks is so short, that they
remember only one flood and this in the distorted form of the myth
about Deucalion (Tim. 22 a), and that no memory of Atlantis and the
ideal Athens of the past was preserved among the contemporary
Athenians. According to the story the Egyptian priests told Solon,
there are types of catastrophes that periodically destroy civilizations
over the whole earth: The first type is conflagrations that arise when
the planets deviate from their usual course around the earth. The
conflagrations destroy the inhabitants of high and dry regions and
spare those who live close to seas and rivers. On the contrary,
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periodically occurring floods that also embrace the totality of the
earth destroy cities on the shores of rivers with their civilized
population and spare herdsmen and shepherds in mountains, who
each time lose their cultural achievements and with them also the
memory of their past (Tim. 22 d-e). In intervals between these
disasters, every time “civilizations attain literacy and other things,
which towns need”, until the next catastrophe comes and leaves
again only illiterate and uneducated survivors. Only Egypt, due to its
marvelous climatic position and the Nile, escaped these destructive
forces, water and fire, and thus preserved records of the remote past
and memory of previous catastrophes in other parts of the world
(Tim. 23 a; Crit. 109 d-110 e)™.

I do not think that Herodotus has in view something like Plato’s
theory of periodic floods and conflagrations. It is quite possible that
Plato, creating his theory of periodic catastrophes in the Timaeus
and Critias, was influenced not only by mythological stories about
the floods, but also by the teachings of Heraclitus and Philolaus™
and was also inspired by Herodotus’ remark about the immutability
of nature in Egypt, despite the colossal cosmic changes. However,
let us not lose sight of the fundamental difference between the
Platonic doctrine of periodic floods and fires in the inhabited world
and the passage of Herodotus in question. Herodotus himself makes
no hint of the periodic death of civilizations elsewhere, nor of an

'8 Heidel 1933: 193-196; Heidel’s proposal is further developed by Dmitry
Panchenko (Panchenko 1990: 67-70). Panchenko also notes the similarity
of Herodotus’ idea of the four reversals of the sun to the Greek myth of
Atreus and Thyestes, which Plato used for his doctrine of the changes in
the rotation of the cosmos (p. 68 note), which is in fact closer to Herodotus’
reversals than the story of Atlantis. Although | do not agree with the
proposal that Herodotus has in mind a theory of catastrophes, anticipating
the Platonic doctrine, 1 would like to note that Panchenko’s book remains,
in my view, the most insightful investigation of the sources and overall
meaning of Plato’s story about Atlantis.

91t is quite possible that even the early mythological stories of the Greeks
about the flood presupposed its encompassing the entire earth; Heraclitus
held a doctrine of periodic floods and conflagrations on the scale of the
whole cosmos (it remains controversial whether he believed that the world
is completely destroyed by fire and then reborn, or if the conflagration is
only partial); for Philolaus (44 A 18 DK) a doctrine is attested concerning
destructions on earth under the influence of solar fire and celestial
moisture, however the scales of the supposed catastrophes and their causes
are unclear, see the analysis of the testimony: Huffman 1993: 261-266.
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attempt to explain by such a theory the relative youth of Greek
civilization in comparison with Egypt. He does not refer to
catastrophe theory, in particular, where he clearly has in mind the
later nature of Greek culture, but argues only that the Greeks
borrowed beliefs about some gods and their names from Egypt
either directly or through their predecessors, the Pelasgians (2. 42—
44; 50; 52-53). In general, we do not have reliable evidence to show
that anyone before Plato linked the doctrine of periodic catastrophes
with the question of the duration of the existence of the human race
and the comparative duration of individual civilizations. In any case,
Herodotus nowhere mentions such catastrophes, and in the place we
are discussing, he is not interested in the physical destruction of
people and cultural achievements, but in the impact of cosmic
changes on the natural environment and through it on human nature,
diseases, and mortality®.

It is more difficult to decide whether Herodotus means that
changes in the daily motion of the sun, which did not affect the
nature of Egypt and the people living in it, affected the nature of
other parts of the inhabited world. This cannot be categorically ruled
out, since the most important parallel to this reasoning of Herodotus,
the passage from Euripides’ Electra, speaks precisely of similar
consequences for the climate of various parts of the world (see
below). Herodotus at least weighs the possibility of such
consequences, although he denies them for Egypt. However, even in
this case, nothing makes us think that Herodotus or Euripides mean
the death of people and civilizations and the loss of historical
memory, as Plato's doctrine of periodic catastrophes in the Timaeus
and Critias suggests.

In my opinion, Kurt von Fritz is also probably mistaken when he
believes that the purpose of Herodotus’ statement is to criticize
Hesiod’s idea of the golden generation of people, when the earth
itself bore fruit, and people lived much longer than now, and left life

% In this regard, Herodotus’ thought might be somewhat closer to another
part of the same doctrine than to Plato’s world catastrophic floods: that of
world intensifications of fire, i.e., periodic increases in aridity, about which
he speaks in less detail than about floods. But here too, Plato most likely
has in mind the impoverishment of the soil and the gradual decline of
civilizations located far from rivers, whereas Herodotus reflects on the
possible impact of such changes on the physical properties of men
themselves.
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without suffering®. It is true that Herodotus implicitly denies this
concept of Hesiodus’, but the immediate context of Herodotus’
statement about the four turns of the sun that did not lead to radical
changes on earth is the denial that there were god-kings and thus the
anthropomorphism of the deity; and the extraordinary longevity of
people in the golden age still does not make them gods.

How long the periods of anomalous daily motion of the sun
(phase 1) lasted, Herodotus leaves unclear. Here, however, we
should avoid two possible extreme interpretation of his words,
which in part stem from the interpretations of this passage already
mentioned above. Herodotus hardly means short-term disturbances
in the movement of the sun and then a return to the usual order of
things. The following sentence speaks against this: According to the
priests, despite these anomalies in the movement of the sun in Egypt
for 11,340 years, there have not been any major changes related to
what the earth and the river produce, and to what relates to the
diseases and deaths of living beings. In other words, changes in the
direction of the daily movement of the sun (that is the rotation of the
world itself, according to the more advanced Greek views) did not
affect the natural conditions of Egypt, its fertility, and, as a result, its
people’s physiology. Short-term changes in the direction of the daily
motion of the sun could probably lead to catastrophes and the death
of living beings, but they could not even hypothetically produce
changes affecting the nature of the country and man®. It is much

?L Fritz, 1967, 1: 183.

%2 The myth in Plato’s Statesman (268e—274e) could have been inspired,
along with the undoubted influence of the myth of Atreus and Thyestes, by
Herodotus’ account of the changes in the motion of the sun (see below).
Plato’s myth links to the reversals of the cosmos, both when the god-
demiurge leaves it and when he returns to its helm, a turbulence and,
consequently, the catastrophic death of living beings on earth (270b 7-d 1);
alongside this, according to the myth, when the latter change in the
direction of the cosmos’ motion occurs, i.e., the god turns it to the west-
east direction, opposite to the present one, this leads to a change in the
nature of man: people arising from the earth during this motion are born as
old men and develop backwards from old age to infancy (I defend and
develop the traditional interpretation of the Platonic myth, according to
which there are only two periodically occurring phases in the development
of the cosmos in it, and not three, as L. Brisson, G. Carone, and C. Rowe
believe, see Verlinsky 2008; 2009). Although the Platonic idea of the
“reverse development” of human beings is very far from the more sober
thought of Herodotus about the possible influence of the sun’s reversals on

Indo-European Linguistics and Classical Philology 30 (1), 2026



Teponot I, 142—144: n3mMeHeHNs B HAPABIICHUH JBMKSHHUS COJTHIIA. .. 353

more likely that Herodotus was referring to anomalies that lasted for
an extended period. Indirectly, an even number of changes speak in
favor of the long-term nature of the anomalies: it suggests that by
changing its course twice to the opposite, the sun eventually
returned to its original one. If Herodotus had sought to emphasize
the brevity of the anomalous course, an even number would have
been superfluous. At the same time (the other extreme interpretation,
that of Heidel, already mentioned), the changes that Herodotus has
in mind could have been significant and had serious consequences
and affected natural conditions in parts of the world other than
Egypt, for example in climate and the earth’s fertility, but he does
imply, as the context shows, catastrophic disasters wiping out entire
peoples and civilizations immediately, as in myths and philosophical
theories about floods and conflagrations.?

Euripides in Electra (see below) depicts a similar change that
causes the previously arid north to become cool and humid, and the
opposite change occurs with the south, apparently because the sun,
previously rising in the west, moved through the north to the east,
and now from the east through the north to the south. So, Herodotus
is most likely also referring to the anomalous movement of the sun
over a long period, which should have had a significant impact on
climatic conditions around the world. Herodotus does not say why,
according to the Egyptian priests, there were no serious climatic
changes in Egypt itself, but it is quite possible that he is referring to
the typical idea of Egypt as a country occupying a middle position in
terms of temperature and precipitation. Such land should be the least
affected by global climate change.

human nature (these changes themselves are unnamed and are denied for
Egypt), the very supposition of such influence could have inspired Plato
when he brought forward his extraordinary idea of alternating changes in
the development of man in different phases of the cosmic cycle.

% Herodotus’ words that the cosmic changes did not lead to changes in
what the Egyptian land and the Nile produce may imply serious climatic
changes in other parts of the world, similar to those depicted in Euripides'
Electra. But from this, of course, it does not follow that Herodotus has in
mind serious changes in human nature itself in these places: his argument is
directed to show that the nature of people did not change in Egypt and
therefore anthropomorphic gods could never exist there, and not to suppose
that they could have existed once in other places.
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2. Turns of the Universe and Planets: Herodotus, Euripides,
and Oenopides

Let us now turn to the ideological origins of Herodotus' unusual
statement. They have been sought in both Egyptian and Greek
representations, and in all these cases, scholars usually assume that
Herodotus himself describes cosmic changes of a periodic nature.?*
It was first suggested that Herodotus might have been influenced by
Egyptian astronomy, the so-called Sotis (Sirius) period, that is, the
period of 1460 years between the two morning risings of Sirius on
July 19 in Memphis®. Against this assumption, however, is the fact
that these calculations by Egyptian astronomers do not suggest any
changes in the direction of motion of space or celestial bodies®.

Further, it has been supposed that Herodotus was influenced by
the teachings of Heraclitus and Empedocles about the cyclical
changes of the cosmos, its emergence and complete or partial
destruction. A. Lloyd, realizing that Egyptian astronomy does not
know any changes in the direction of the sun, suggested that
Herodotus asked his Egyptian informants a question about cosmic
cycles, for example, about their knowledge of changes from the era
of hostility to the era of love, according to the teachings of
Empedocles. The Egyptians, not understanding his question,
reported their knowledge of irregular disturbances in the movement
of the sun, quite compatible with the general stability of nature in
Egypt; and Herodotus himself gave these changes a cyclical
character. ?” This complex hypothesis is unlikely: As discussed

2 Mikalson 2003: 43 drew a strange conclusion from this passage: The
Egyptians, according to Herodotus, dismissed solar phenomena as omens
g2.142.3-4).

> August Boeckh was the first to express this opinion, see above.

% Against the influence of the Sothic cycle, see: Heidel 1935: 88 (Even if
we accept for the time of Herodotus a knowledge, even among the priests,
of the Sothic period, we are as far as possible from an explanation of his
words; for a Sothic period is 1,461 common years, and multiplying that
number by four (or five, to take the most favorable view), we should have,
say, 7,000 instead of the nearly 12,000 years which the historian reckons. It
is clear, however, that the periods have nothing to do with Sothis, nor
specifically with Egypt. It is more than doubtful whether Herodotus
comprehended the meaning of his authority, who must have been Greek).”
2" Lloyd 11, 1993: 107: “The only way out of the dilemma is to assume that
H. enquired about cosmic cycles, presumably mentioning a series of four as
in Empedocles' doctrine, the Egs. completely misinterpreted the question
and replied in terms of four mythological astronomical events like those
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above, in Greek philosophical cosmologies suggesting cyclical
catastrophes such as fires and floods, there is no suggestion that they
are associated with turns in the movement of the sun, and
Herodotus, in turn, does not mean catastrophic destruction. In
addition, the Egyptian notion of disturbances in the movement of
celestial bodies, which Lloyd thinks could have influenced
Herodotus, is very far from what Herodotus himself reports. Lloyd
refers to a magical text that talks about how Isis stopped the
movement of the sun god Ra across the sky in order to achieve the
protection of the baby Horus, and how this movement was then
restored.?® Here, however, it is not about a change in the direction of
the sun's movement, but only about its temporary stoppage, which
can rather be considered a folklore motif (cf. the sun and the moon
standing still during the Battle of Gibeon, Book Joshua, 10:12).
Herodotus' idea, by contrast, is not typical of folklore and could
reflect instead the influence of certain astronomical views. Even if
Herodotus was told something similar to what Lloyd suggests, he
definitely subjected this account to an interpretation in accordance
with some Greek ideas of his time, but these could not have been
theories about the cyclic changes of the cosmos like those attested
for Heraclitus and Empedocles.

Heidel was obviously right when he refused to search for the
Egyptian origins of Herodotus’ account of the turns of the sun. But
he tried to prove instead that Herodotus, like Plato, was influenced
by a complex set of ideas that he calls “astrological”, that is, views
about cosmic cycles associated with periods of planetary motion (the

mentioned above: "During the time you mention, Herodotus, we know of
four instances where the sun's course has been interrupted"”.

% Lloyd 11, 1993: 107: “This idea [of the stability of the Egyptian natural
environment] is completely at variance with the Gk. notion that a cosmic
cycle ended with complete destruction, but would be entirely compatible
with the idea of temporary interruptions of the astronomical order like that
described in the Metternich Stele.”. [Asheri]-Lloyd -[Corcella] 2007: 344:
“Herodotus or his Egyptian informants mistakenly combined the Greek
idea of cosmic cycles (for example, of Empedocles) with the Egyptian
mythological conception of disruptions in the motion of heavenly bodies...”
Lloyd refers to Sander-Hansen 1956: Invocation XIV, p. 64, lines 203 ff.
(see translation: p. 71-72, and summary of contents on p. 11-12); see also:
Sternberg-el Hotabi: 1988, 367-368. This is a hieroglyphic magical text of
the epoch of the 30th dynasty (360-342 BC, Sternberg-el Hotabi: 1988,
358).
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“great year”), which are accompanied by world catastrophes.? In his
considerations, Heidel arbitrarily mixes heterogeneous ideas that
belong to various epochs, not caring about their mutual relation, but
here is not the place to discuss in depth the development of Greek
teachings about world cataclysms. As mentioned above, Heidel's
proposal about the influence on Herodotus of a doctrine close to
Plato's theory of periodic ignitions and floods in the Timaeus and
Critias is not plausible: Herodotus does not mean the catastrophic
death of people and civilizations, and the catastrophes of the
Timaeus and Critias are not associated with turns in the movement
of the luminaries.

To determine the origins of Herodotus' view of the turns of the
sun, another view is worthy, which Heidel mentions among the
conglomerate of teachings he quotes, which he incorrectly called
“astrological.” This is close to Herodotus’ idea of changes in the
direction of the daily rotation of the sun around the earth, with
consequent consequences for the climate.

A similar idea, as has been repeatedly noted, is found in several
of Euripides’ tragedies, in which the rotation of the sun is associated
with the mythological story of how Zeus, having come to the aid of
Atreus in a dispute with his brother Thyestes about the kingdom,
ordered the sun to reverse its direction of movement, in order to
confirm the correctness of Atreus and bear witness to Thyestes’
deception. The version of the myth of Atreus and Thyestes that we
find in Electra (726-736), staged about 420 BC,* comes closest to
Herodotus' account of the sun's turns:

TOTE 01| TOTE <OT> QOUEV-

vag Gotpev HETEPOc’ 000VG

Ze0g Kol Péyyog aglion

AgvKoV 1€ TPOOOTOV GODC,

T & Eomepo VAT ELAVVEL

Beppdn eAoyi Beomipmt

vepélat 6’ Evodpot Tpog apKToV,
Enpai T Appovideg £dpat

@Bivovs’ dnepddpocot,

KkaAAiotov SuPpev Adbev otepeioal.

Then Zeus changed the shining paths of the luminaries, both the light
of Helios and the white face of Eos, and (Helios) now rushes with the hot

2% Heidel 1935: 88-92.
% On the date, see Seidensticker 2025: 9 with further literature.
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flame of the divine fire across the western part of the sky, clouds full of
moisture rush north, the dry Ammon dwellings wither, unaware of dew,
deprived of the most beautiful rains of Zeus.

At least in Electra’s version of the Atreus-Thyestes myth, this
is the turn after which the sun begins to move in its current
direction from east to west, that is, it is not a temporary, but a
permanent change®. A change in the direction of the sun's rotation
in Electra entails, as | said, climate change throughout the
inhabited world: Arid, hot areas become wet and cold and vice
versa®. Cropp believes, rightly in my view, that the implied reason
for this change is that the sun, which previously moved from the
west through the north to the east during the day, is now moving
from east to west through the south®.

However, if the sun previously moved not just in the west
to east direction, but also passed over the northern, not the

31| leave aside other mentions of changes in the sun's motion in Sophocles
and Euripides, whose interpretation is fraught with difficulties (see Cropp
2013: 194-195).

%21 freely use in this section my earlier comments on Euripides and
Oenopides in Rowe, Verlinsky 2025: 47-49.

%% This interpretation was first proposed by Kemball-Cook 1950 and further
developed by Cropp 2013: 195-196. Morrison argued instead (1970: 85—
90) that in Electra, 726-736, Euripides has in view not the reversal of the
sun's diurnal rotation, but the tilting of the universe (this idea has been
ascribed to Anaxagoras and Diogenes of Apollonia); this, according to
Morrison, should have affected the elevation of the sun's orbit and changed
the climate on the earth; Morrison emended Euripides' text according to his
interpretation. This proposal has no support in Euripides’ text and
obviously contradicts it because the elevation of the sun's orbit could not
result in the mutual change in the position of wet and dry zones which
Euripides clearly mentions. Willink 1986: 254, endorsed this proposal (he
explains: “for the newly hot or hotter midday sun causing drought in the
south”—does the elevation of the sun’s annual orbit make the midday sun
hotter?), but he notes simultaneously that “of more immediate interest for
this passage is Oenopides’ discovery of the sun’s eastward path along the
ecliptic in relation to the stars and his association of this évavtia mepipopd
with the Banquet of Thyestes”. It is not clear to me how Willink thought
both ideas could coexist in Euripides' verses, but his proposal is manifestly
wrong about Euripides’ relation to Oenopides: the latter had in view the
reversal of the sun's annual revolutions from the earlier westward
movement to the present eastward one (see further on Oenopides). This
does not fit with the reversal as depicted in the Electra, which certainly
shows the change in the sun’s daily course.
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southern parts of the earth, it means that previously the
inclination of the plane in which the sun and other planets
move would not be to the south, as it is now, but to the north.
This may indicate that Euripides conveys in a simplified form
someone's more complex, quasi-scientific hypothesis that in
ancient times the sun at some time not only began to reverse
its direction of rotation, i.e., its current east-west direction
(that is, the direction in which the whole universe rotates has
changed from west-to-east to east-to-west direction), but, in
addition, the inclination of the plane relative to the earth in
which the sun and other planets rotate, the plane of the
Zodiac, has also changed.

It is probable that the suggestion about climate change on the
earth due to the change in the rotation of the sun, as stated in the
Electra, is not Euripides’ invention but was also a part of some
theory by someone before him about the cosmic change. As | said,
Herodotus may also mean that the rotation of the sun should cause
significant changes in the environment outside of Egypt.

Although representations of a temporary standstill or tempoary
change in the direction of the sun's movement are found in
folklore, the idea of lasting change or even permanent change in
that movement, as we find in Herodotus, in Euripides’ Electra, and
in myth in Plato's Statesman, is definitely not derived from
folklore, but reflects the influence of scientific and philosophical
ideas®. It has in fact been suggested that Euripides' version of the
myth of Atreus and Thyestes with a change in the daily motion of
the sun reflects the influence of the ideas of the Greek astronomer
Oenopides (born about 490-485 BC) *°.

Oenopides is credited (41 A7 DK) with the discovery of the
inclination of the sun's orbit to the earth’s equator and of its
movement in the direction opposite to that of the universe (the
latter is also the direction of the daily revolutions of the sun).

According to Achilles Tatius, Oenopides also claimed that the
sun once moved across the Milky Way but because of Thyestes’
dinner both reversed its course and changed its path: it now moves
through the Zodiac in the west-to-east direction, viz. it moved
earlier across the Milky Way in the east-to-west direction.

% Lloyd 1993: 106 therefore, | believe, searches in vain for the origins of
this idea in Greek and Egyptian folklore conceptions.
% See note 33.
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Achilles Tatius, Isagoge in Arati Phaenomena 24 (ed. Maass) p. 55,
18-21 =41 A 10 Diels—Kranz = Oenopides T 11 Bodnar: &tepot 8¢ paoty,
ov gott kai Otvoridng 6 Xiog, 611 mpdTEpOV S1d TovToL [SC. T0D Yahatiov]
€PEPETO 0 A0G, Sl 8¢ 10 BvéoTeln SEMVA ATESTPAPT Kol TV EVAVTiOV
00T TEMOINTOL TEPLPOPAV, Tiv VOV TTEPLypapet O {wdiakdg. Others, among
them Oenopides, say that earlier the Sun moved through this [the Milky
Way], but because of the feast of Thyestes he turned away and made the
opposite revolution to this, which is now circumscribed by the Zodiac (tr. I.
Bodnar).

As Istvan Bodnar correctly observes, although Oenopides’
hypothesis is also associated with the myth of Atreus and Thyestes,
it does not correspond to the idea that was reflected in Euripides’
Electra and subsequently in Plato’s Statesman®® (I will add: also in
Herodotus). According to Oenopides, once there was a change, not
in the direction of the daily motion of the sun (that is, the daily
rotation of the cosmos around the earth), as in these authors, but in
the direction of the annual motion of the sun and other planets. If
earlier they rotated in the plane of the Milky Way and from east to
west (that is, in the same direction as the cosmos itself), then after
the change they began to rotate as it is now, that is, in the plane of
the Zodiac and from west to east, opposite to the rotation of the
world. Furthermore, Oenopides himself, if the account of Achilles
Tatius is to be believed, associated the turn, not with Zeus’
testimony in favor of Atreus, as in Euripides and Plato, but with the
ominous feast of Thyestes. Oenopides thus offered a rationalistic
interpretation of another version of the myth, according to which a
change in the movement of the sun occurred in response to the
crime of Atreus.

Thus, the similarity between the idea of the turns of the cosmos
in Euripides, on the one hand, and Herodotus and Oenopides’
hypothesis, on the other, turns out to be remote. Since it is unlikely
that Herodotus' brief mention of turns could have been the source
of a much richer cosmological detail in the Euripides myth, which
would be chronologically possible, it must rather be assumed that
both Herodotus and Euripides go back to some common source
that we cannot identify.

It is of interest nevertheless that Oenopides’ discovery
concerning the direction of the sun’s annual movement being
opposite to the daily one is apparently ascribed to Atreus in
Euripides’ fragmentarily preserved Thyestes (fr. 861 Nauck = 397

% Bodnar: 2007, 27.
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Kannicht). This rationalist version of the myth thus implicitly
denies any historical connection of the reversal of the sun (of any
kind) to the myth of Atreus and Thyestes, but it is remarkable that
it associates the hero of this myth, usually associated with the
reversal of the sun's daily course, with the discovery related to its
annual movement. Can it be that Oenopides’ idea about the change
of the sun's annual course and its link with the story of Thyestes
began to retroactively influence a legend derived from lore about
changes in the sun's daily course? This might have produced the
new version of its lasting changes, like those we find in Herodotus
and Euripides (Plato’s version in the Statesman is rather derivative
from these two®)? Let us also keep in mind that Euripides’ version
implies the change in the inclination of the sun’s path in relation to
the earth, and the discovery of the inclination itself was ascribed to
Oenopides. This is however only a speculation.

Let us now turn to the passage of Herodotus that precedes his
account of the fourfold turns in the daily motion of the sun.
Herodotus refers here to the reports of the “Egyptians and priests”
that from the first human king, Min (Menes), to Sethos, 341
generations of people lived in Egypt, which corresponds to 11,340
years, and during this time there was not a single “human-like god”
among the Egyptian kings. He then adds that “nothing like this”,
according to the priests, had happened before Min, nor later, that
is, from Sethos to Herodotus’ time (2. 142.1-3).

%" Plato refers in the Statesman directly to the myth of Atreus and Thyestes,
and gives it the interpretation similar to the treatment of this myth in the
Electra, as a reflection of real changes in the direction of the rotation of the
cosmos: the creator god of the world alternately either himself guides the
motion of the cosmos in the direction from west to east, or leaves his helm
as a steersman, and the cosmos, left to itself, turns to move in the opposite
direction, from east to west, until the cosmos begins to degrade, and the
demiurge, having again returned to the helm, turns it again in the direction
west to east, etc. Cosmologically, this theory of Plato (which has no direct
relation to his own theory of conflagrations and floods in the Timaeus and
Critias), is close to the myth in the Electra; the change in the direction of
the cosmos' motion is what is reflected in the visible change of the
direction of the sun's diurnal motion. Plato's theory also includes climatic
changes; in the epoch of the cosmos's rotation under the guidance of the
demiurge, natural abundance reigns in the world (the “epoch of Cronus”),
which is not, however, as far as | can see, connected with the direction of
the sun's diurnal motion.
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At first glance, this statement looks strange, since further on
Herodotus tells about the three dynasties of god-kings that
alternately ruled in Egypt before Min (144. 2). In reality, however,
there is no contradiction here: Herodotus does not deny that Egypt
was ruled by god-kings, but that it was ever ruled by gods in the
form of humans, anthropomorphic gods, not only for 11,340 years,
from Min to Sethos, but ever. Herodotus thus denies the existence
of anthropomorphic god-kings and implicitly the existence of
anthropomorphic gods in principle. As far as | can see, this
apparent implication was overlooked by Herodotus' researchers,®
and some of them even directly attribute to Herodotus what
contradicts it: that anthropomorphic gods ruled over Egypt before
Min.* Between this statement about the gods and the following
account of the sun's turns, which, according to Herodotus' Egyptian
informants, did not lead to any changes in the nature of people,
there is an obvious connection that, as far as | can tell, went
unnoticed by commentators: Herodotus apparently sees in the
absence of any evidence that human nature has ever changed
radically confirmation of his thesis that god cannot have the

% Lloyd 1993: 106, commenting on the sentence that from Menes to Sethos
anthropomorphic gods did not rule in Egypt, says nothing about the
continuation, about the fact that anthropomorphic gods among the Egyptian
kings in Egypt did not exist at all. He considers the indicated sentence the
central assertion of this excursus, whose purpose is to harmonize the
chronology underlying Greek myths and the much greater length of human
history reflected in Egyptian tradition. (“This is, in a nutshell, the thesis of
the excursus and reflects a dominant concern of H[erodotus] and his
contemporaries, i.e. the problem of reconciling the chronology of Greek
myth and tradition with the temporal perspective opened up by Eg[yptian]
historical tradition.”) But Lloyd rightly objects to those scholars who
believe that the priests' assertion about the absence of anthropomorphic
gods in Egypt after Min (Menes) contradicts the deification of the
pharaohs. He points out that the pharaoh was considered an incarnation of
the god Horus, but was not strictly speaking Horus, and that in general the
cult of the pharaoh differed from the cults of such gods as R&, Amin, and
Thoth.

*Dillery 2026: 23: “The point of Herodotus’ time reckoning at 2.142,
which is supported by that of the priests at chapter 143 in contrast to
Hecataeus’ count, is that the historical epoch, from the start of which gods
did not appear in human form (cf. 142.3: £Aeyov [the priests] Ogov
avOpomosidéa ovdEva yevéahar), as opposed to the leg—endary epoch when
they did (my italics — A.V.), is of much greater duration than what
Hecataeus initially calculated and presented to the priests at Thebes”.
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physical properties of man — not only in the modern era, but in
general ever. This idea of Herodotus’, which is almost ignored by
commentators, will become clearer when we turn to his story about
the famous meeting with the Theban priests of Hecataeus of
Miletus, Herodotus' predecessor, in Chap. 143.

3. Herodotus and Hecataeus on the origin of people from the
gods: Herodotus 2. 143-144

143. TIpdtepov 8¢ ‘Exatain 1@ Aoyomoid év @npnot yevenloynoavti
[te] éwvtov Kai dvadioavtt Ty ToTpv £ Ekkadékatov Oedv énoinoav
ol ipéec 10D A1d¢ 016V TL koi £HOl OV YevenloyHoovTl SUEmLTOV. (2)
‘Ecayayovteg éc 10 péyapov &ow &ov péya &Enpibueov dekvivieg
K0A0GGOVG EVAIVOVS T0G0VTONE BGOVC TEP EIMOV" APYLEPEDC YO EKAGTOG
avto0L iotdl &ml tfig ovtod {omg eikdva Eovtod (3) dplduéovieg dv kol
deucvovteg ol 1péeg €pol dnedeikvocay maido mATPOG £OLTAV EKOCTOV
€6vta, ék 10D dyyrota dmoBavovtog Tiig £ikovog delovieg did macEwv, &g
0 anédelov amdoog avtds. (4) Exataim 8¢ yevenhoynoavit £0vtov Kol
avadnoavtt £€g Ekkadékatov 0oV dvteyevenioynoav €nt tfj apOunot, ov
dekopevol map' avtod amd Oeod yevésbor GvOpwmov. Avieyevenloynoav
5& B8, PapEVOL EKACTOV TV KOAOGGHY POV EK TIPMUIOS YEYOVEVOL,
€ O T0V¢ TéVTE Kal TeEcoepAKOVTa Kol TPIKOGiong anéde&av KoOAOGGOVg
TPOUY €K TPOUIOC YEVOUEVOV, Kol oUTE £¢ Bedv olte € fipwa dvédnoov
avtovc. [ipopg 6¢ éott kat' EALGda yAdooav kKodog kayaboc. 144. "Hon
OV TV ai eikdveg foay, TOOVTOVG GMESelkvuGay Gcpeag maviag dovrag,
Bedv 8¢ TOAAOV AmaAAayEVOLG.

(2) To 8¢ mpodTEpOV TV AvEpdV ToVT™Y BE0DG Elvan TodG &V AlydmTe
dpyovtag oikéoviag Gua toiot avBpdmoiot, kai tovtev cicl Eva OV
kpatéovia eivol. “Yototov 8¢ ovtiic Pacikedoar Qpov tov Ooiprog
waida, tOv Amorlwvo “EAAnvec ovoudlovor TodTOV KOTOTOVGOVTO
Tvpdva Bociledoar Hotatov Aiyvmtov. ‘Ootpic 8¢ €ott AOVLGOG KATA
‘EALGOa yYADGGOV.

143. Earlier, when the writer of stories Hecataeus set out his
genealogy in Thebes and traced his ancestors in the sixteenth generation
to the god, the priests of Zeus treated him as they did me, although I did
not speak about my genealogy. They led me into a huge megaron and,
showing me huge wooden statues, of which there were as many as | said,
began to count them: Each high priest put his own image there during his
lifetime. And so, counting and showing [these statues], the priests showed
me that each depicted was the son of his father, starting with the statue of
the last deceased and showing each until they demonstrated it for all the
statues. (4) To Hecataeus, when he reported his genealogy and traced
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himself to a god in the sixteenth generation, the priests, disagreeing with
his assertion that man was born of god, opposed to him another
genealogy, referring to the number [of generations].

And they contrasted it with the genealogy as follows: They claimed
that each of the depicted, that is, the "pyromis,” was born of the
"pyromis," until they demonstrated in relation to 345 huge statues that
[each time] it was a "pyromis" born of the "pyromis.” The priests thus did
not elevate them to a god or a hero. "Pyromis" in Greek means "a noble
man." So, the priests argued that those whose images stood there,
although they were such [i.e., noble] people, were very different from the
gods.

(2) Earlier than these people, as the priests claimed, the rulers of
Egypt were gods, although they lived with people, and each time one of
them occupied a dominant position. And the last (of the gods) in Egypt
was Horus, the son of Osiris, whom the Greeks call Apollo. He defeated
Typhon and was the last to reign in Egypt. Osiris in Greek corresponds to
Dionysus.

Thus, following the report that Egypt was never ruled by gods in
human form, that the Egyptians knew of the four turns of the sun for
11,340 years, and that there was no change in the nature of Egypt
and in the physiology of humans during that time, Herodotus
recounts how the Egyptian priests refuted Hecataeus of Miletus'
claim of his descent from a god in the sixteenth generation.
Researchers of Herodotus do not always consider a link between
these two reports, and those who have tried to establish this
connection go too far in reconstructing the ideas that underlie these
chapters. However, it seems to me that Herodotus' exposition here is
internally connected, and the course of his thought is not so difficult
to understand.

So, according to Herodotus, when Hecataeus of Miletus
presented his genealogy to the Theban priests and claimed that he,
Hecataeus, was a descendant of a god in the sixteenth generation,
the priests brought him to the temple of Zeus, that is, the god Amun-
Ra, as they did with Herodotus, although Herodotus did not tell
them his own genealogy. The priests showed Herodotus the statues
— “as many as I said” — of the Theban high priests, all of whom
erected them for themselves, and showed him that each depicted “is
the son of his father”. The last statement could be understood in
such a way that the priests demonstrated the similarity of each high
priest with his father, thereby proving, as during their conversation
with Hecataeus, that during all this time no one was born of a god.
But the literal meaning of what is said—they showed that each of
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them was the son of his father — may imply a different purpose for
their demonstration: Pointing, apparently, both to the inscriptions of
the statues and to the images themselves, the priests wanted to show
that the power of the high priest always passed from father to son
(and not to a brother or other relative). It was this that was to ensure
the accuracy of the counting of time by generation, which, as | will
try to show later, was of great importance to Herodotus.

Let's pay further attention to Herodotus’ seemingly incompre-
hensible statement that the statues shown to him were “as many as |
said™*. Herodotus had not previously mentioned the statues of the
Theban high priests and their number. In fact, as has long been
noted, this is a reference to 2.142. 2: Herodotus says, referring to the
stories of the Memphis (not Theban!) priests, that from the time of
the first Egyptian king Min, who was not a god but a man, until the
reign of the priest Sethos, there were 341 generations of people, and
that during this time there were the same number of high priests and
kings, that is, 341 kings and 341 high priests. Since the Theban
statues were also used for the count of generations, it is clear that
Herodotus has in view the earlier passage on 341 generations.
However in the account of Hecataeus' conversation with the Theban
priests a little below (2.143.4), the number of statues is given
exactly: 345. At first sight there is a contradiction between 341
generations at 2.142. 2 and 345 at 2.143.4*!, but in fact Herodotus is
very precise. As Legrand explained, this means that from the end of
the reign of Sethos to Hecataeus' visit to Thebes, four more
generations E)assed (four statues in additional to 341) and a fifth was
in progress®. But Legrand and other scholars after him supposed
that Herodotus’ words “as many as I said” are not precise: they
should mean something like “as many plus those that were erected
before Sethos and Hecataeus’ (or Herodotus’) time”®. | think there

0 At first sight it is not clear whether Herodotus means the statues shown
to him or to Hecataeus. But éuoi at 143. 3 shows that here Herodotus has in
view his own, not Hecataeus’, conversation with the priests.

! Stein (Stein 1902: 166) saw here an inaccuracy of Herodotus, who
supposedly did not notice the contradiction, since for him only the great
antiquity of the Egyptians was important, and the extra four generations
only confirmed his understanding.

*2 |_egrand 1936: 440-441, see also Lloyd 1993: 108.

3 Legrand 1936: 439. Legrand suggests that Herodotus says "as many as |
said" because he was interested only in the number of statues up to the time
of Sethos, since the chronology after this time is reliably known to
Herodotus. | agree in essence with Legrand that it was precisely the
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are no reasons for this supposition: Herodotus does not say how
many statues were shown to him, although he reports how many
statues Hecaetaeus saw before him. | propose that we should take
his words literally: 341 statues were shown to him, fewer than to
Hecataeus, precisely as many as there were generations up to
Sethos, not up to Herodotus’ own time.

Legrand suggested that it was the statues in the Theban temple
that served as the basis for Herodotus' chronology of early Egyptian
history. A. B. Lloyd retorted that Herodotus should rather have
relied on the information he mentions earlier (2.100.1); the Memphis
priests read to Herodotus the name of Min, the first king, followed
by 330 kings, and after that 11 more, whose names and deeds are
listed in 2.100-141, which gives a total of 341. This corresponds to
the equal number of 341 kings and high priests of the Memphis god
Ptah, which the priests of this god reported to Herodotus, according
to 2.142.1, and which he himself, equating three generations to 100
years, defined as corresponding to 11,340 years (see above about the
error in the calculation) *. However, although the number of kings
derives in all probability from Egyptian historical tradition and thus
is not an invention by Herodotus’ informants (and certainly not by
him)*, it is quite possible that Herodotus was looking for confir-
mations from other sources: Herodotus had to realize that not all
kings came from the same family and did not always transfer power
to their children, so they were not suitable for counting by
generations. The statues of the Theban high priests served as the
decisive confirmation of Herodotus’ reckoning, because here he
received (or so he believed) the continuous transfer of power from
father to son and thus a reliable foundation for the number of
generations *°. Information about the number of their Memphis

chronology before Sethos that interested Herodotus in the conversation
with the Theban priests, but | believe, unlike him, that we should take
Herodotus at his word.

* Lloyd 1993: 106: “The 341 generations are in complete agreement with
the preceding historical narrative, though the number of kings is actually
342 since Anysis and Sabacos were contemporaries. Legrand's suggestion
that the figure is derived from the number of statues is, therefore,
unnecessary.” Cf. Erbse 1992: 170.

** The number of kings as reported by Herodotus is close to what Manetho
later reports, in all probability independently from Herodotus, and thus
corresponds to Egyptian historical tradition (see Lloyd 1993: 11, 13).

“® Each of the gods in Egypt, according to Herodotus, has a chief priest,
whose office was invariably passed down from father to son (2.37.5).
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colleagues is much less spectacular and was possibly conveyed by
Memphis priests as coinciding with the number of kings, that is,
much less convincingly.

According to Herodotus, the same thing shown to him, that is,
the statues depicting the high priests, was shown to Hecataeus of
Miletus by the priests, about 60 years earlier,* in response to his
assertion that he was descended in the sixteenth generation from a
god. The priests disputed his pedigree, disagreeing that a man was
born of a god. So, the priests contrasted the genealogy of Hecataeus
with the genealogy of the Theban high priests, showing him 345
statues of the high priests who inherited their power from father to
son and demonstrated that each of them was each time the son of a
“pyromis”, that is, was kalog kdayafdg, as Herodotus translated the
Egyptian word, i.e., “noble man”, but his appearance was very
different from god. Thus, they literally "did not trace these men back
to a god or a hero", that is, they tried to prove that this priest’s
family, much older than Hecataeus’ family, did not trace back to a
god or a divine being. Their argument when they displayed the
statues, therefore, was that if even the oldest of the known families
had no god as an ancestor, then nothing of the kind could be asserted
with regard to Hecataeus. This demonstration has nothing to do with
the determining the temporal continuum of history as such, as
opposed to Hecataeus’ and general Greek beliefs about it, as many
scholars supposed.

It may seem that Herodotus does not deny in principle the
possibility of man's origin from a god, but only criticizes Hecataeus,
who raises his ancestor, born of a god, to such a recent time (see Ch.
143) *®. However, although Herodotus does not say this directly,

7 Jacoby 1912: 2670, 18 ff. cautiously dates the time of travels to the
interval after 516 and before 500. The travels of Herodotus (born in the 80s
of the 5th century) are dated approximately to 454-444 (Lendle 1992: 38).
According to Lloyd 1975: 61-62, the indisputable terminus post quem for
Herodotus' visit to Egypt is the battle of Papremis (Hdt. 3.12.4), but the
probable date is no earlier than 449/8 BC (the Peace of Callias).

*® This is how Kurt von Fritz understands it (Fritz 1966: 1, 182 (the opinion
of the priests): “Sie hatten ihm auch nicht geglaubt, dal3 in dieser Zeit ein
Mensch von einem Gott abgestammt habe” (my italics); Bertelli 2001: 91:
“I believe that Hecatacus introduced his lineage in an excursus at the
beginning of the Genealogies (against Jacoby's opinion that this account of
Hecataeus goes back to the Periegesis) and... derived from the comparison
with the antiquity of the Egyptians a good argument to refute the claim of
the Greek yévn to have sprung from a divine ancestor in the space of a few
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there is no doubt that in principle he does not allow the birth of a
person from a god. In favor of this is the way he conveys his
disagreement with Hecataeus to the priests a bit earlier (2.143.4);
they did not agree with him that a man could be descended from a
god, thus generally, and not only with regard to Hecataeus. Nestle
quite correctly interprets the position of the priests and, implicitly,
Herodotus as a denial that the gods can in principle marry mortals
and produce human beings®. This position of Herodotus, that a man
cannot be descended from a god, corresponds to his statements in
other places of his work, as Nestle and more recently T. Harrison
and R. Fowler have already noted®. To these already expressed
considerations can be added the evidence | have discussed: In the
immediately preceding passage, Herodotus refers to the Memphis
priests’ statement that there were never anthropomorphic god-kings
in Egypt. The argument based on the statues of high priests and this
earlier statement give us a coherent picture: There were dynasties of
gods who ruled Egypt, but these gods were not anthropomorphic;
the long chain of the high priests demonstrates that, contrary to
Hecataeus’ and traditional Greek beliefs, there were no descendants
of gods in human history as far back as historical tradition reaches.
In the context of talking to priests, the earlier statement makes
sense; the non-anthropomorphic character of gods should exclude

generations. Egyptian history showed that the gods had disappeared from
men's sight long before the time which could be calculated by the
reckoning of the heroic generations”; Mikalson 2003: 175: “Herodotus
offers further welcome incidental information on the ‘dates’ of these gods
through their human descendants. He has his contemporary Hecataeus
make the claim that his family went back sixteen generations to a god
(2.143.1). Because Herodotus here gives, for purposes of rough estimates,
100 years to three generations (2.142.2) and since we place Hecataeus
about 500, Hecataeus' unnamed divine ancestor consorted with a woman
about 1030. Similarly the Spartan king Leonidas was the twenty-first
descendant of Heracles, and that places Heracles 840 years before 480, or
about 1320 (7.204). Through these genealogies the Greeks put such divine
activities about the time of the Trojan War, a war in which several children
of divinities (e.g., Achilles, Aeneas, Sarpedon, and Helen) played a major
role. Clearly those were fruitful times for Greek gods, goddesses, and
heroes.”

9 Nestle 1942: 504; see also Fowler 2013: 662: “That it began with a god
would have made it even more risible, since Herodotos rejects the whole
notion of gods mating with humans.”

%0 Nestle 1942: 134; Harrison 2000: 88-90; Fowler 2013: 661.
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the possibility that people could be born from the gods. I will return
to the connection of this thought with the reversals of the sun in the
logic of this entire section.

However, before that, it is necessary to consider another
difficulty: what kind of information Herodotus received about
Hecataeus’ meeting with the priests and how reliable his story about
this meeting is. For a long time it was considered indisputable that
Herodotus uses the work of Hecataeus in his story, and, as Felix
Jacoby believed, his earlier historical and geographical work, which
is traditionally called TIepujynoig or otherwise I'fic mepiodog, and
which, as Jacoby argued, is earlier than his second work, later called
I'evealoyion or ‘Totopion®. Here, researchers have to deal with two
difficulties. The first is that the reasoning of the Egyptian priests,
assuming that Hecataeus agreed with it, conflicts with the views he
expresses in his own writings. Nestle drew attention to this difficulty
in 1940: He pointed to evidence that in the Genealogies Hecataeus
traced origin to the gods for at least some Greek families known
from mythology. Nestle therefore suggested that Hecataeus, under
the influence of conversation with the priests, abandoned his naive
view of the divine origin of the famous ancestors of the royal and
noble families, to which he adhered in his Genealogies, as well as in
relation to his own origin®’. Nestle's suggestion, however, encounters a
difficulty: If this episode is borrowed from Hecataeus' Periegesis, as
the scholars at that time in general believed, then one has to think
that the Genealogies were written earlier, whereas usually
Periegesis is considered an earlier work. This forced Nestle to
reconsider the chronological relationship between Hecataeus’ two
writings. However, in doing so, Nestle unduly ignores Jacoby's
arguments for the later origin of the Genealogies. This led L.
Bertelli to return to the Periegesis’ relatively earlier date than the
Genealogies, following Jacoby, and to suppose that Hecataeus cited
the reasoning of the priests in the Genealogies as an argument only
against beliefs in relatively recent origin from the gods, and

°! Jacoby 1912: 2670, 18 ff.: the geographical work of Hecataeus was
published before 500; Genealogies belong to a later time (see 2741, 48 ff.);
Jacoby 1957: 319; 343: Genealogies was published in the 480s; see further
Bertelli 2001: 88.

%2 Nestle 1942: 134: the conversation with the priests and the realization of
the deep antiquity of human history prompted Hecataeus to abandon his
genealogical researches, in which one should see “ein Zeichen von
Selbstkritik”.
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addressed it to representatives of the Greek aristocracy, that is, in
principle, he did not exclude divine origin®. But this contradicts, on
the one hand, Herodotus' assertion that the priests denied the descent
of men from the gods in principle, and, on the other hand, leaves it
unclear why Hecataeus, in the same Genealogies, continued to
mention the divine origin of the legendary families. Moreover, there
is no certainty that Herodotus used the Genealogies, while his
drawing on the Periegesis is virtually certain. Summing up, we can
say that although the hypothesis of a change in Hecataeus’ views
and his peculiar palinode in the form of a story about the views of
the Egyptian priests cannot be completely excluded, it is doubtful
that this change of views really took place, because there is no
reason to date his Genealogies, in which he sticks to the divine
ancestry of noble families, earlier than his meeting with the Theban
priests.

Another difficulty related to the interpretation of this meeting
can be called rather a problem of the psychologization of source
data. Some scholars, considering it certain that Hecataeus, during his
conversation with the priests, as portrayed by Herodotus, had
experienced a kind of shock and had to abandon his previous views
(either the belief in his divine ancestor or the related belief that
human history is as short as this ancestor implies), doubted that
Hecataeus could describe in his work the conversation that puts him
in such an unfavorable light. Therefore, various hypotheses
appeared: Heidel tried to prove that Hecataeus, an enlightened
Greek, could not believe in his own divine ancestry and simply
invented the whole story of his conversation with the priests, who on
the contrary could not argue that a man could not descend from a
god, since they, like all Egyptians, believed that a pharaoh is the son
of the god Ra: Hecataeus simply put his own critical views in the
mouth of the priests, because “his fellow Greeks...were not yet, as
they were later to become, accustomed to the iconoclastic teachings
of the Sophists”. Herodotus, as in other cases, did not understand
this device of Hecataeus’>. Ingenious as this proposal is, it was
rightly not supported in scholarship: there are no reasons to believe
that Hecataeus wanted to put in doubt those genealogies of the gods’
descendants he presented in the Genealogies, even less that he
would have been ready to make his own family a laughing stock.
And of course, the Egyptian priests, while accepting that the

% Bertelli 2001; 91.
% Heidel 1935: 93-95.
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pharaoh was a son of Ra, did not claim that the pharaoh was
engendered by this god in a physical sense.

It has also been suggested that Herodotus did not learn about this
story from Hecataeus, but from some oral source **. Finally,
following D. Fehling, who questioned many of Herodotus'
references to its sources, Stephanie West, summarizing all the
difficulties of the text in question, concludes that Herodotus simply
invented the story of Hecataeus' meeting with the priests™.

Other scholars disagreed with such a radical approach and put
forward more moderate hypotheses, trying to reconstruct precisely
how Hecataeus described his conversation with the priests, in order,
on the one hand, to protect the reputation of Herodotus, and, on the
other, plausibly to explain how Hecataeus could have communicated
something in his composition that put his views in the wrong light.
J. Dillery relatively recently tried to cope with this difficulty with
the suggestion, building on an earlier proposal by Alan Lloyd, that
Hecataeus first mentioned in his Genealogies his origins in the
sixteenth generation from a god, and then in the Periegesis reported
his meeting with the Egyptian priests, during which he did not
mention his origin and in which the priests showed him statues
demonstrating how erroneous his own ideas, like those of all other
Greeks, were about the duration of human history. Hecataeus
formulated it in such a way as if the ideas about the duration of the
history of all Greeks were refuted, not his own. Herodotus, in turn,
having visited Thebes and received a lesson from the priests on how
many generations of Theban high priests there had been and how
limited the Greeks’ ideas about their history are, therefore,
involuntarily mixed two different messages in the writings of
Hecataeus: he described Hecataeus reporting to the Egyptian priests
his origin from a god (which Hecataeus described in the
Genealogies), and the priests showing Hecataeus the same as they
showed Herodotus: the array of the statues of the high priests. But
they did this in order to refute his, Hecataeus’ origin from a god, not
to demonstrate the duration of history, as they really did*".

In general, it seems to me that this less skeptical approach is
correct in its basis; it is more likely that here Herodotus uses the

% See the works cited by Stephanie West 1991: 146.

% West 1991.

> Dillery 2018: 45-48. For an earlier version of the same hypothesis that
Herodotus conflated Hecataeus’ visit to Thebes and his own, see Bertelli
2001: 92.
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story of Hecataeus meeting with the Theban priests, which he found
in the latter's work, and rather in the Periegesis, which served him as
an important source of information about Egypt, than in the
Genealogies. This is more plausible than that Herodotus simply
attributed this story to Hecataeus (why?) or took advantage of the
oral tradition of Hecataeus’ meeting with the priests (the Egyptian
tradition on how Hecataeus was in the same temple 60 years earlier?
The Greek tradition on how Hecataeus was refuted by Egyptian
priests the same number of years earlier?). But | nevertheless find
also risky the attempts of the less-skeptical scholars, reminiscent of
the naive rationalism of ancient authors, to modify the message of
Herodotus about what he learned about Hecataeus’ conversation
with the priests, suggesting how the facts known to him got mixed
up in Herodotus’ head®®. It seems more correct to proceed from the
most accurate interpretation of Herodotus' thought and try to
understand whether it is possible to find a historically plausible
explanation for the facts reported by him.

We have no good reason to doubt that the reports of Hecataeus
and Herodotus about the numerous statues of priests they saw in the
temple of Amun-Ra are true: not all, but a significant number of
these images showed generations of high priests and priests who
inherited positions from their ancestors™. | will not touch upon the

%8 | believe this is one of the dangers that arises when interpreting evidence
that, for one reason or another, seems unreliable to us. We strive to
reconstruct the process of distortion of truth that resulted in the evidence
we deem unreliable. In doing so, we forget how precarious such hypotheses
are when we lack the foundations for such a reconstruction. Shouldn't we
limit ourselves to arguments that demonstrate what is unreliable in our text,
rather than resort to fantasy?

' 0n the images that Hecataeus and Herodotus could have seen in the
sanctuary of Amun at Karnak, see Lloyd 1993: 109: numerous statues of
persons who received the right to erect statues in the temple and receive
posthumous honors along with the god, among them statues of priests and
high priests, including statues with genealogical information, not only
stone, but also wooden; see further details in Moyer 2002: 76: “A cachette
of around 800 statues was, in fact, discovered by Legrain in the forecourt
of the seventh pylon of the temple of Amun at Karnak. Many of these were
statues of priests, including high priests. The latest of them date to the
Ptolemaic period, at which time the sculptures were likely cleared from the
cluttered temple of Amun and buried. Most of the statues of the Karnak
cachette, therefore, were present to be viewed by visiting Greek intel-
lectuals in the sixth and fifth centuries. Though Hecataeus and Herodotus
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difficult question of what the Egyptian priests could actually tell
Hecataeus, since this is entirely the prerogative of Egyptologists. |
will confine myself to the cautious assumption that both Hecataeus
and Herodotus saw statues of the high priests in the temple of
Amun-Ra in Thebes, were told their number, and that with the help
of their Egyptian informants were able to transform the information
they reported about the number of statues into what was the subject
of their interest: the descent of mortals from a god in the case of
Hecataeus, the number of generations in a continuous dynasty dating
back to ancient times, as a foundation of Egyptian chronology, in the
case of Herodotus — in accordance with what Herodotus in fact
reports.

Further, as mentioned above, understanding the positions of
Hecataeus and Herodotus is hampered by the view firmly
established in scholarship that the conversation of Hecataeus with
the priests seems to refute the ideas typical of the Greeks about the
brevity of human history. In fact, although, as can be seen from the
chronological calculations of Herodotus in a number of places of his
work, the duration of Egyptian civilization does far surpass not only
the earliest known facts of both Greek and all other civilizations, it
does not follow from Herodotus’ text that he or Hecataeus was
interested, at least directly, in the general duration of history and that
they compared Greek and Egyptian views on this subject. Of course,
Hecataeus’ ancestor born of a god around the 11th century BC, that
is, during the time of lonian colonization, did not live in what the
Greeks of Hecataeus’ era thought was the most ancient era of
history. Denying that Hecataeus came from a god who lived at that
time would not mean refuting the views of the Greeks on the recent
nature of their civilization: the Greeks of Hecatacus’ time were
aware of the myths about the Deucalion flood, which occurred much
earlier than any event of Greek mythological history, and these
events were much earlier than the birth of Hecataeus’ ancestor; see
also Herodotus’ calculation of the time of Dionysus’ birth from
Semele: 1,600 years before his time, 2.145. 4, much later than the

certainly did not see statues representing consecutive generations of high
priests at Thebes, it is plausible enough that their Egyptian guides and
interpreters showed them images representing extensive genealogies of
priests succeeding to the offices of their forefathers. Remarkable examples
do, in fact, survive of the sort of visual record of genealogy which would
have impressed upon the travelling Greek historians the long continuum of
the Egyptian past.”
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time of Egyptian Dionysus-Osiris, but considerably earlier than the
time of Hecataeus’ ancestor.

In fact, Herodotus does not say that the priests’ refutation of
Hecataeus' opinion about his divine ancestor has anything to do with
the duration of history in general: The Theban priests sought to
prove to Hecataeus that the origin of a man from a god is
implausible in principle, whenever it is thought to have occurred. As
for Herodotus, he, as his words show, found this argument
convincing, and it served to him as a confirmation of the words of
the Memphis priests that there were never anthropomorphic gods in
Egypt: if there were never human descendants of gods, it is in fact
plausible that human nature could never be other than today and that
a god could be similar to a man, that is, possess human physiology.

Herodotus’ primary interest in his conversation with the Theban
priests was not this question of the anthropomorphism of gods and
their human descendants. Herodotus points out that, unlike
Hecataeus, he did not tell the priests his genealogy and thus did not
discuss with them this question: it was settled for him before he
came to Thebes. For his own subject of interest, Herodotus’
reference back is decisive; the priests showed him as many statues
of the high priests as he mentioned above. As was already said, this
refers to the beginning of chapter 142; the priests reported to
Herodotus 341 generations of people from Min to Sethos, during
which there were the same number of kings and high priests. Thus
there is no reason to doubt that only 341 statues were shown to
Herodotus, that is, only until the time of Sethos, although the
statues, according to Herodotus, reached his own time. This
happened because Herodotus was not interested in the total number
of generations, but in their number until the time of Sethos, whose
reign ended for Herodotus somewhere in the first third of the 7th
century B.C., after which he already possessed a more reliable
chronology. Herodotus does not say and we need not suppose that
Hecataeus used the dynasty of Theban high priests for any
chronological calculations of the duration of all of history or of
Egyptian history®®. On the contrary, it can be stated with a high

% Against the view that genealogical chronology played the major role in
Hecataeus’ Genealogies and that he was the most important predecessor of
Herodotus in this, a view that goes back to Eduard Meyer, see Bertelli
2001: 90 (he cites the literature that demolishes Meyer’s view). I cannot
understand what makes Bertelli (p. 92 f.) ascribe nevertheless to Hecataeus
the reckoning in 2.142.1-2, in spite of Herodotus’ statement that the
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degree of confidence that, in Thebes, Herodotus was interested in
chronology of Egyptian history.

Herodotus' interest in the meeting of Hecataeus with the priests
was thus due, on the one hand, to its importance for the question of
the nature of the gods and its relation to human nature; according to
Herodotus, the priests demonstrated to Hecataeus that man was not
descended from gods. On the other hand, this conversation
apparently suggested to Herodotus the possibility of using the
genealogy of the high priests to determine (or to confirm) the
duration of Egyptian history: chronological calculations based on
the number of generations was his usual way of establishing the
chronology of the most ancient period of various civilizations, for
which more accurate documentary data did not exist. In addition,
Herodotus' interest in this episode could stem from the fact that
Hecataeus not only claimed that he was descended from a god, but
also wrote the Genealogies, which reflected his belief in the descent
from gods of various legendary dynasties of the Greek tradition.
However, we have no certainty that Herodotus knew this work by
Hecataeus.

| come to the most important point, which escaped the attention
of scholars who doubted that Hecataeus reported in his essay about
the meeting with the Theban priests, because it showed him in a
disadvantageous light. In fact, we do not know what conclusion
Hecataeus himself drew from the conversation with the priests. Both
the assumptions — that Hecataeus changed his views under the
influence of a conversation with the priests, and that the story of this
conversation does not go back to Hecataeus — are superfluous. It
should be borne in mind that the story of Herodotus, who himself
finds the arguments of the priests convincing, does not make it clear
whether Hecataeus himself agreed with these arguments. Indeed,
345 generations of high priests, who were not born of gods and
heroes and did not resemble deities in their own way, prove only

number of generations of the kings and Memphis high priests was reported
to him by the Memphis priests and that the total number of years from Min
to Sethos was reckoned from this number of generations by means of
equating a generation to thirty years, obviously by Herodotus himself,
because Hecataeus did not meet the Memphis priests. Bertelli next infers
from this that “Hecataeus also knew the ‘Egyptian standard’ of three
generations per century”, without any evidence for this Egyptian standard
or for Hecataeus’ using of the equation 3 generations = 100 years. As far as
I can see, there is no evidence of Hecatacus’ interest in Egyptian
chronology.
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that all these priests were born of mortals. However, the question
inevitably arises whether the high priest whose statue is the most
ancient, and whose mortal father the priests could not present to
Hecataeus, could not be descended from a god. In addition, there
were no statues of kings at the disposal of the priests, so the origin
of some of them from the gods could not be categorically excluded
either. Therefore, | believe that Hecataeus had no reason to consider
his genealogy refuted. The conversation with the Egyptian priests
may well have been cited in his essay as an argument that he found
curious but inconclusive®.

However, Herodotus, unlike Hecataeus as we have seen,
undoubtedly rejects the very idea of the origin of humans from gods.
| think that is why his retelling of the conversation not only states
that for a huge period of time there were never any god-kings in
Egypt, but additionally stipulates that Egypt was never ruled at all
by gods who had a human “form”, even when the gods reigned in
Egypt. As confirmation of this, he refers to the argument about the
immutability of human nature, despite changes in the rotation of the
cosmos. Even if these catastrophes did not lead to fundamental
changes in human physiology, it can be assumed that human nature
has never been different than it is now, that is, it has always been
susceptible to disease and death. Apparently, as Herodotus sees it,
this excludes the possibility that a god may be endowed with a
human body and, therefore, the possibility that a person may be born
of a god. As | said, Herodotus accepts the Egyptian tradition that
Egypt was once, before human dynasties, ruled by god-kings.

81 When | arrived at this more or less obvious consideration, | saw that Max
Pohlenz had briefly expressed it many years ago: Hecataeus did not
consider himself refuted in his aristocratic pride, but merely recognized
Egyptian culture’s greater antiquity than the Greek; Pohlenz also correctly
contrasts Hecataeus's position with Herodotus, who does not recognize the
descent of men from gods (Pohlenz 1937: 103 note 4). Pohlenz cites other
evidence that Herodotus expressed disbelief or doubt about the descent
from gods of this or that mythological character, but in ch. 142, he, like
other scholars, did not pay attention to Herodotus's direct statement about
the absence in Egypt of god-kings who had the form of men. As far as one
can judge, this interpretation by Pohlenz is usually not taken into account
by scholars. However, H. Erbse mentions it (Erbse 1979: 184) and makes
the objection: “Jedoch wie wollte er sich vor den 345 Standbildern
behaupten?”, i. e., Erbse believes that Hecataeus should have considered
himself refuted in the face of 345 statues. | hope that the reasons I adduce
can disable this objection.
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However, even when Egypt was ruled by gods, they had no human
physiological attributes, meaning humans could not have been born
from them.

Hecataeus did not consider the statues of the Egyptian high
priests a convincing refutation of his own views. Perhaps this is why
Herodotus above cites his additional argument, which is based on
the immutability of the nature of Egypt and, as a result, of the nature
of people. The absence of news of any radical changes shows that
the nature of people, despite the colossal anomalies in the movement
of the cosmos, recorded four times in 11,340 years, from which
there is evidence, did not differ from the modern one. Therefore,
there is no reason to expect that during this time there were people
endowed with supernatural properties, such as could lead us to
assume their origin from the gods, as the Greeks naively believe
about the birth of some of their heroes. However, Herodotus extends
this argument to a more ancient era, when Egypt, as he admits, was
ruled by the gods, and about which we have no information about
the state of nature and the properties of people in that era.
Apparently, Herodotus uses the story of the turns of the sun and the
absence of any major resulting changes in the nature of Egypt and
the people living in it as an argument a fortiori: If even the turns of
the cosmos did not significantly change human nature, what more
radical change in the nature of the world could occur to make us
believe that in ancient times human physiology could permit
immortality?

So, | draw a cautious conclusion that in this case we are dealing,
first, with a rationalistic criticism of one of the most important
Greek religious views — belief in heroes as children of gods—
criticism based on the belief in the unchanging nature of human
nature; second, Herodotus rejects primitive anthropomorphism in
views of gods: He agrees that gods exist, participate in human
affairs, and even ruled in ancient times directly. But although
Herodotus is inclined to accept on faith that in ancient times the
gods were closer to people and entered into direct communication
with them, in his opinion an insurmountable boundary has always
separated divine nature from human nature.
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