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THERMOPYLAE 480 BC: ANCIENT ACCOUNTS OF A BATTLE*
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Fig. 1. The current site of Thermopylae, more or less looking in a west-north-
westerly direction. The road to the right approximately follows the ancient
coast line. The picture was taken from the so-called Colonus [i.e. hill],
according to Herodotus the place of the last stand of the Spartans (cf.,
though, Schliemann 1883, 149). In the middle, remnants of the so-called
Phocian wall are still discernable. Photo: Wikimedia Commons.

* ] am indebted to Jona Lendering, Lloyd Llewellyn-Jones, and Clio Stronk. They read the
text and provided welcome advice. The same is valid for the anonymous reviewer, whose com-
ments considerably improved the paper. Lendering also gave permission to reproduce three
photos from the Livius website (<http://www.livius/org>) in this paper. All views expressed —
and remaining errors — are, obviously, my responsibility.
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Few battles in the history of warfare have aroused so much emotion and spurred
so much imagination, lasting to the present day, as the Battle of Thermopylae in,
probably, August or September of 480 BC (the date still is a matter of con-
tention, not to be discussed in this paper). ‘Thermopylae’, thereby, has become
one of the defining images of ancient Greek history, carefully modelled by gen-
erations of classical authors, the most notable among them being Herodotus, to
serve the purpose of their work. There are, however, more accounts of the bat-
tle than Herodotus™ and, moreover, the versions do not match with each other.
It seems, therefore, useful to discuss this battle once again and look how and,
perhaps even more important, why authors described the events at Thermopylae
as they did. Doing so, we shall take into account the geographical situation,
Achaemenid sources, and, naturally, the sources of the authors we discuss.

For the visitor with an untrained eye, not used to interpret a site as it has been in
the past, the current view of the plain of Thermopylae may well come as a surprise.
Almost nothing there resembles the description of the location as (s)he may have
understood it from reading Herodotus or any other classical author dedicating
some space to this battle in his work — or even the graphic (and improbable and
largely incorrect) images in modern movies. The site as it is today is the result of
twenty-five hundred odd years of geological activity. This has led, inter alia, to an
increase of alluvial lands, at places up to 20 metres deep, bordering the site of the
battle, stretching at least several kilometres far into the former sea'. Heinrich
Schliemann, on his way from Athens to Canakkale in 1883, also visited this site
and describes it, amongst others observing that “(...) der Reisende Zeit braucht, um
sich zu orientiren und auszufinden, wo denn eigentlich der beriihmte Engpass
gewesen ist, der nach Herodot nur eine Wagenbreite hatte. (...) Durch die Alluvia
aber ist im Laufe von 2363 Jahren das Meer um mehr als 10 km zuriickgedréngt”
(Schliemann 1883, 148).

Geography

The geography of the pass of Thermopylae in the times of the battle is expound-
ed by Herodotus (Hdt. 7.176.2-5; another description is in Str. 9.4.13-14/C 428).
Reading Herodotus’ report we should take into account that (as Godley phrased
it) “Herodotus’ points of the compass are wrong throughout in his description of
Thermopylae; the road runs east and west, not north and south as he supposes;
so ‘west’ here should be ‘south’ and ‘east’ ‘north’. ‘In front’ and ‘behind’ are
equivalent to ‘west” and ‘east’ respectively” (Godley 1971, 492-493, note 2).
Herodotus’ account runs as follows:

' For a geological assessment of the site, see Kraft ef a/ii 1987 and Rapp 2013. In 2010,
Vouva-lidis et alii (2010) concluded that their research largely confirms Herodotus’ descrip-
tion as correct.

? As regards the distance the sea has been pushed back, Schliemann overestimates: in fact
the sea is at present between about one and eight kilometres (the alluvial soil has not spread
evenly) further out than in the times of the battle in 480 BC.
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Herodotus 7.176.2-5%

[176.2] 1 8& ab d16 Tpmyivog E6080¢ &g T
‘EALGSa €oTi i) otevotdTn pinAedpov. o
LEVTOL KOTO TODTO Y€ €0TL TO GTEWATOTOV
TG ydpNG TG GAANG, GAA’ EumpocHé te
Ogppomvriénv kol Omiobe, katd TE
Almnvovg Omicbe £6vtag €odoa apagitog
povvn, kail Eumpocbe kata Doivika
TOTOHOV ayxod AvOAng moéiog GAAN
apagrrog povvn. [3] tdv 6¢ Ogpponviénv
T0 &V TIPpOg €omépng Opog EPatodv Te Kol
andKpnpuvov, VYNAOV, Gvateivov €g TNV
Olmv: 10 8¢ mpog v NG TG 030D
Odhacoo vmodékeTan Kol TEVAyEa. E0TL OE
€&v 1] €06d® tavTn Oegppd Aovtpd, T
XbTpovg KaAEoLoL Ol Emydptot, Kol fopog
idputat ‘HpakAéog €n” avtoict. £6£0unTo 6
TelY0G KoTh Ta0Tag T0G E6BOAAS, Kol TO Ve
nodoov mohot Emfjoav. [4] Edewav OE
Doréeg 10 TENY0G dgicaves, £mel ®eccaiol
MO0V &k OecTPOTAY OIKHCOVTEG YiV THY
AiloAida ™V VOV éktéatat. ... . [S] 10 pév
VoV TElY0g 10 Gpyoiov €k moAolod TE
£6¢0pnto kol T mAfov owTod oM Vo
xpovoL Ekerto: toiot 88 avtic Opddoact
£€d00&e T amopdve 6o the ‘EALGSOC
OV BépPapov. Koun 0& 6TL GyyoTdT® ThG
0600 AAlmnvoi obvopa: €k tavTng o0&
émottieiofor  éhoyiCovro ot "EAAnvec.

[176.2] The pass through Trachis into
Hellas is half a plethron [sc. ca. 15 m] wide
at its narrowest point. It is not here, how-
ever, but elsewhere that the way is narrow-
est, both in front of Thermopylaec and
behind it; at Alpeni, which lies behind, it is
only the breadth of a cart-way, and it in
front at the Phoenix stream, near the town
of Anthele, as well only one cart-way wide.
[3] To the west of Thermopylae rises a high
mountain, inaccessible and precipitous,
extending to the Oeta; to the east of the
road there is nothing but marshes and sea.
In this pass are warm springs for bathing,
called “The Tubs” by the people of the
country, and an altar of Heracles stands
nearby. Across this entry a wall had been
built, and formerly there was a gate in it. [4]
The Phocians built the wall out of fear,
when the Thessalians came from Thesprotia
to dwell in the Aeolian land, the region
which they now possess. ... . [5] The
ancient wall had been built long ago and
most of it lay in ruins; those who built it up
again thought that they would in this way
bar the Persian from Hellas. Very near the
road is a village called Alpeni; from here
the Greeks expected to obtain provisions.

and Herodotus 7.199-201:

[199] tob 8¢ Opeog O mepucniet v yiv
myv Tpnywvinv €oti S0GQAE TPOG HECOL-
Bpinv Tpmyivog, Swr 8¢ tig doPayog
Ac®ROg TOTONOG PEEL TaPa TV DITmpEioy
00 Opeoc. [200.1] ot 6¢ GAhog Doivi§
TOTOHOG OV pEYOS TPOG pecapuPpinv tod
Acmnod, 0¢ €K TV OpEmv TOVTOV PEOV £
oV Aconov ékdidol. kKot 8¢ Tov Poivika
TOTOHOV OTEWOTATOV €0T(" AUa&tog yap
podvn deduntat. anod 8¢ 1o Doivikog
notapod meviekaideka otddia £0ti &g Ogp-
pomdrac. [2] €v d& td peta&d Dotvicog
notapod Kol OgpponvAéov Koun 1€ 0Tl
Tf] obvopo AvVONAN xeiton, map’ fjv oM
nopappéav 6 Aconog & Bdlacoay £kdt-
dot, Kol ydpog mepl avTNV EVPUG, ... .

[199] In the mountain that encloses the
Trachinian land is a ravine to the south of
Trachis, through which the river Asopus
flows past the lower slopes of the moun-
tain. [200.1] There is another small river
south of the Asopus, the Phoenix, that flo-
wing from those mountains empties into
the Asopus. Near this stream is the narro-
west place; there is only space for a single
cart-way. From the River Phoenix it is fif-
teen stadia [sc. ca. 2.750 m] to
Thermopylae. [2] Between the River
Phoenix and Thermopylae there is a village
named Anthele, past which the Asopus
flows out into the sea, and there is a wide
space around it... .

* Unless indicated otherwise, the translations are by the author.
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[201] Bactreldg pev om Zépéng €otpatomne-
deveto g Mnhidog €v f) Tpnywin, ot 6
oM "EMnveg év 1f] 0100®. KoAéetar O O
x®pog obTOg VIO MEV TV TAEOV@Y
‘EAMvav Ogppomdrat, 10 6€ T@V Emtym-
piov kol neproikov [THAat. éotpatonedevo-
VIO PV VUV EKATEPOL £V TOVTOLGL YMPIOLoL,
€nekparee O& 0 PEV TV TPoOg Popény dve-

[201] King Xerxes had pitched camp in
Trachis in Malis and the Hellenes in the
pass. This place is called Thermopylae by
most of the Hellenes, but by the natives and
their neighbours Pylae. Each lay encamped
in these positions. Xerxes was master of
everything north of Trachis, and the
Hellenes of all that lay toward the south on

pov &xévrov maviov péypt Tpnyivoc, of 6¢  the mainland.
TV TPOG VOTOV Kol HeGapfpiny gepovTav

70 €1 TadTNG THG NTElpov.

To obtain a better impression of the situation, Godley provides his readers with
the following map, in which a stadion roughly represents 185 m):
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Fig. 2. Map of Thermopylae and surroundings, from Godley 1971, opposite 493.

From Herodotus’ geographical descriptions regarding Thermopylae and sur-
roundings it seems that he — or his source — was intimately familiar with the site.
His knowledge, however, was not perfect, as already Schliemann (Schliemann
1883, 149) and more recently, e.g., Burn (Burn 1962, 414), Wallace (Wallace
1980, 21), and Pritchett (Pritchett 1982, 176-210) noticed. Nevertheless, as
Pritchett observes: “On the basis of the Herodotean record, most of the features
[sc. at Thermopylae] have been securely identified” (Pritchett 1982, 177). Some
features, though, are as yet not identified with sufficient certainty. This is espe-
cially true for the so-called dtpamrdg (“short cut”, “path”) over the Anopaea (cf.
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Hdt. 7.216-8; see also below). The path started in close proximity of the Persian
campsite (near the village of Heracleia?), directly after crossing the Asopus
River, and ended (cf. Hdt. 7.216) at the village of Alpeni (see Godley’s map, Fig.
2). Though Wallace’s attempt to identify the path, certainly at first sight, seems
convincing, | feel inclined to support the objections by Pritchett (Pritchett 1982,
passim), especially because 1) Wallace has paid insufficient attention to classi-
cal references regarding the people inhabiting the village of Oete and 2) the time
it took him to complete the route, in spite of him hiking unimpeded.

Up to now no reconstruction seems to be completely beyond suspicion, if only
because it appears that there may well have been more than a single byway,
though I believe Pritchett’s suggestion (1982, 176-210) comes close. Green
(1996, 114-116), on the other hand, believes that Pritchett’s reconstruction of the
course of the track is the right one. As it is, I think that any credible reconstruc-
tion will have to deal satisfactory with the words of Pausanias (Paus. 10.22.8):
nepl 0& Tovg "EAAN VG €v T avtd Ypovem Tovg &v Ogppomdialg cuvéBatvey dAla
ToloTo. ATPOmOg €6TL St Tod Spovg thg Oftng, pio pev 1 vmep Tpoyivog
amoTopdg Te 10 TALi® Kol 6polog devide, £Tépa O€ 1 dta TG Avidvev 6dedoan
oTpotd phov, St fig kai YSdpvng moté Miidog katd vdTov Toig nepi Acwvidnv
énébeto "EAANGL (“Meantime the Greeks at Thermopylae were faring as follows.
There are two paths across Mount Oeta: the one above Trachis is very steep, and
for the most part precipitous; the other, through the territory of the Aenianians,
is easier for an army to cross. It was through this that on a former occasion
Hydarnes the Persian passed to attack in the rear the Greeks under Leonidas™:
translation Jones, Loeb Classical Library). In spite of Pritchett’s critical remarks
on Pausanias’ assertions (Pritchett 1982, 202-205), who, indeed unfortunately,
appears to overlook some problems connected with this issue (like, e.g., the fact
that the Persian troops were experienced in mountain warfare, see below), it is a
source that is, as we write, not yet disproven beyond doubt.

In 1985, Pritchett underlined the (strategic) importance of the Thermopylae pass
against attempts to minimise it (Pritchett 1985a, 190-216). As evidence he
adduces, inter alia, the major battles fought there, not only that of 480 BC, but
also those of 279 BC (against the Gauls) and of 191 BC (against the Romans):
“In each case the Greeks assembled large armies of defense against forces invad-
ing Greece” (Pritchett 1985a, 191). Apart from these major events, there was a
variety of other incidents at Thermopylae as well (Pritchett 1985a, 191-193; cf.
also Stdhlin 1934, 2418-2423). How and Wells, in their by now obsolete com-
mentary on Herodotus, phrase the importance of Thermopylae during the

¢ This observation might well be in contradiction with the remarks by Diodorus of Sicily
(11.8.4), see below, that the Persian army followed a “narrow and precipitous path”. It all
depends on the definition of “easier”, but underlines the problems facing those trying to recon-
struct the path.
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Persian advance of 480 BC as follows: “Herodotus clearly means to insist on
three points of advantage at Thermopylae: 1) there was only one pass and that
was both 2) narrower than Tempe [sc. the Vale of Tempe, in northern Thessaly,
first intended as a suitable place to fight the Persians], and 3) nearer home [sc.
nearer the Peloponnese, home of most of the Greek forces at Thermopylae]”
(How/Wells 1964, vol. 2, 206; cf. also Green 1996, 113-117).

In line with the observation made by How and Wells, Pritchett clearly points out
that Thermopylae was technically the most suited place to try and stop the
Persian advance (Pritchett 1985a, 197-199). The passageway there was at the
entrance and exit only a cart-way wide (i.e. probably no more than two to three
metres), in the middle at its narrowest half a plethron [sc. ca. 15 m], at its widest
sexaginta passus [sc. ca. 90 m] (as Livy remarks describing the battle of 191 BC:
Liv. 36.15.10). This combination of features made Thermopylae an ideal place
for a relatively small force to confront an opponent many times more numerous’,
especially because the strongest part of the Persian army, its cavalry, could not
be used there to decide the battle. Though Pritchett admits there were routes in
the region that evaded the Thermopylae pass, he adds that the odds for an invad-
ing army there were/would be even worse than at Thermopylae and therefore,
probably, in advance unattractive for the Persian king (cf. Pritchett 1985a, 212-
216; Green 1996, 114-115). The latter, as it appears, opted for the obvious route.

Even 750-o0dd years after the battle discussed on these pages, the route through
the Thermopylae pass was, indeed, a difficult one for an army to enter that part
of Greece to the south-west of it. It is indicated in a recently published
palimpsest of the “Dexippus Vindobinensis” an eye-witness account by one
Dexippus (not the historian Publius Dexippus) of the battle that took place in
267/268 ADC. In the text the situation at Thermopylae is described as follows:
[Folio 192V (Untere Schrift), lines 21-30]:

...880KeL 88 10 ywploy koi EAAmG | depouréctatov lvar oio 61 Thc 680D S
ducyopi-lav ctevijc obeng kol Amdpov” §| Pépetl Emt TV | elc® TLADY EAAAS
noapateivovca yap Emt P-|Kictov 1 en gvPotoc Bédacca Td Te ayyod TV | opdY
JEFFFEGEIHESyceufordtatadia TnAoy | Epyaletar Kol emtAappavovca ToVTolG 1
oftn | 10 Op(oc) F¥¥FIxFI¥Eg. melR & kol immikd). | S Inc gyyvmroc

> An advantage also acknowledged by Frontinus: Lacedaemonii CCC contra innumer-
abilem multitudinem Persarum Thermopylas occupaverunt, quarum angustiae non amplius
quam parem numerum comminus pugnaturum poterant admittere. Eaque ratione, quantum ad
congressus facultatem, aequati numero barbarorum, virtute autem praestantes, magnam
eorum partem ceciderunt (“Against a countless horde of Persians, three hundred Spartans occu-
pied the pass of Thermopylae that was so narrow that it only admitted a like number of hand-
to-hand opponents. Therefore, [the Spartans] became numerically equal to the barbarians, so
far as opportunity for fighting was concerned, but being superior to them in valour, they killed
large numbers of them”: Fron. Str. 2.13).

¢ Martin/Gruskova 2014.
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Fig. 3. Xerxes’ invasion route, 480 BC, after passing the Vale of Tempe. Persian
army in dark grey, Persian fleet in light grey. From: Keaveney 2011, 50.

TOVRETPOV" AmopadTatov ep-|yaletat to ympov ... (“Die Gegend schien auch
sonst die grofite Sicherheit zu bieten, weil der Weg, der in den Teil Griechen-
lands innerhalb der Thermopylen fiihrt, durch die Schwierigkeit des Gelandes
eng und unwegsam ist: Das Meer bei Euboa erstreckt sich ndmlich sehr weit und
macht damit das Gebiet nahe den Bergen wegen des Sumpfes ... fiir einen Einfall
dulerst ungeeignet, und daran schlief3t sich das Oitagebirge an und macht so
durch die Enge der Felsen die Gegend fiir FuBheer und Reiterei dulerst schwer
zu durchqueren”: translation Gunther Martin).

Classical Greek and Roman sources

Preliminary remarks

As indicated above in the summary, Herodotus is until the present day the best
known — and most frequently referred to — classical source for the Battle of
Thermopylae®. It is even possible that he was the earliest Greek author to write

7 Accentuation and word picture as on the manuscript.

* Even Amélie Kuhrt, in her monumental The Persian Empire (2007), refers to Herodotus
as the source for Xerxes’ expedition to Greece. The same statement is valid for Briant 2003.
Nevertheless, Stephanie West (West, S. 2002, at 15-16) rightly observed: “...for a continuous
narrative of events we rely on Herodotus, and modern handbooks largely reproduce his
account, occasionally warning the reader that his standards were not those of a modern histo-
rian (...). We thus become familiar with Herodotus’ version of events before we realise that it
is his, and it is difficult to view his narrative with properly detachment”.
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on the Persian Wars (as we have come used to call the struggle between the
Persian Empire and the Greek poleis), at least in their entirety (my italics). M.A.
Flower observes: “In any case, it is doubtful whether any fifth-century historical
writer either published before Herodotus or gave a detailed narrative of the
Persian Wars: contra R.L. Fowler, ‘Herodotos and His Contemporaries’, JHS
[viz. Journal of Hellenic Studies] 116 (1996), 62-87, who maintains, against
Jacoby, that some of the so-called ‘local’ historians were known to Herodotus,
among whom he includes Charon (but not Damastes). For the standard view that
all such historians were later than Herodotus, see F. Jacoby, Abhandlungen zur
griechischen Geschichtsschreibung, H. Bloch (ed.), (Leiden, 1956), pp. 16-64;
and note S. Hornblower, Thucydides (Baltimore, 1987), p. 19, n. 14” (cf. Flower
1998, 368 note 23). As it is, I rather go with the view of Robert Fowler here,
especially because of the statement by Dionysius of Halicarnassus’, and suggest
that Herodotus based the Histories not merely upon &yig, “observation” (Hdt.
2.99, 147), and daxon, “hearsay” (Hdt. 2.123.1, 7.152.3), but also upon written
sources, either in prose or in poetry (cf. also Macan 1908, vol. 2, 4). Whether or
not those written sources also have paid attention to the wars between Greeks
and Persians, either in their entirety or on specific events, is another matter: evi-
dence therefore largely lacks but is not altogether absent.

’ The remarks by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, in my view, support the views of Fowler:
apyoiot pdv odv cvyypagelc moAlol kol KoTd TOAAOVG TOTOUS &yEvovio Tpd ToD
Ielomovynctokod Torépov: v oic £otv Evyémv e 6 Tduog koi Anioyoc 6 ITpokovviotog kai
Ebdnpog o TTaprog kol Anpokific 6 Duyelevg kai Exatoiog 6 Muolog, 6 te Apyeiog
Axovcilaog kol 0 Aopyaknvog Xapov kol 0 Xoikndoviog Apeincoydpog, OAly® o
npecPotepol @V Ilehomovvnolok®y kol péypt TG Govkvdidov TopeKTEivaVTEG NAIKING
‘EAGviKOG te 0 AéoProg kot Aapdotng 0 Ziyetedg kai Egvopndng 0 Xiog kot Eaviog 6 Avdog
Kol dAlot cuyvol (“There were, then, many ancient historians and from many places before the
Peloponnesian War: among them we find Eugeon of Samos, Deiochus of Proconnesus,
Eudemus of Paros, Democles of Phygele, Hecataeus of Miletus, the Argive Acusilaus, the
Lampsacene Charon, the Chalcedonian Amelesagoras; born a little before the Peloponnesian
War and living down to the time of Thucydides were Hellanicus of Lesbos, Damastes of
Sigeion, Xenomedes of Ceos, Xanthus the Lydian and many others”: D.H. Th. 5). Admittedly
their works (“some on Greek history, others on foreign™: ibidem) not all predated Herodotus’
work (Hellanicus, e.g., was a contemporary), but certainly that of Hecataeus of Miletus did. His
Periegesis or Periodos and Genealogies are generally regarded as one of Herodotus’ chief lit-
erary sources (in spite of the fact that the latter frequently tries to discredit Hecataeus): cf. also,
e.g., Usher 19857, 2-3, 25; Zahrnt 2011, 768. Cf. also FGrH/BNJ 1 T1 = Suda s.v. 'Exotoiog
‘Hynodavdépov Midiciog (ed. Adler, vol. 2: 213 s.v. epsilon,360: ‘Exatoiog Hynodavépov
Muotog yéyove katd tovg Aapeiov ypovovg tod peta Kapfoonv paciredoavrog, dte Kol
Atovictog v 6 Midotoc, €mi tig &&” dAvpmiddoc iotoproypdgpoc. "Hpodotog 8¢ 6 “Adukap-
VOGEDG APEMNTAL TOVTOV, VEDTEPOG (V. Kod TV dikovotig TTuBaydpov[?] 6 “Exordioc. mp&tog
8¢ lotopiav meldg €&nveyke, ovyypopnv o6& Depexddne. to yap  ~Axovcihdov vobevetat
(“Hecataeus, son of Hegesander, from Miletus. He lived at the time of Darius, who ruled after
Cambyses, as did also Dionysius of Miletus, in the sixty-fifth Olympiad [sc. 520-516 BC]. He
was a historian. Herodotus of Halicarnassus was influenced by him, inasmuch as he is younger.
Hecataeus was a student of Pythagoras [?]. He was the first to compose history in prose [my
italics], while Pherecydes was the first to write in prose; the works of Acusilaus are spurious”).
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Fig. 4. Comprehensive view of Thermopylae today, looking in a west-north-
westerly direction. The road, more or less, follows the ancient coastline.
Photo: Jona Lendering, <http://www.livius.org/pictures/greece/thermo-

pylae/thermopylae-view-from-electricity-mast/>.

In spite of the fact that he is our oldest surviving comprehensive source,
Herodotus is by no means our only transmitted source for the Battle of
Thermopylae. The battle also featured in, amongst others, the works of Diodorus
of Sicily (11.4.1-10.4; below, pp. 186-187), of Ctesias of Cnidus (F. 13 §§ 27-
28; below, pp. 218-219), of Isocrates (Panegyricus 90-92, Archidamus 99-100;
below, pp. 208-211), of Justin (Epitome of Pompeius Trogus 2.11.2-18; below,
pp- 200-201), and of Plutarch of Chaeronea (De Herodoti Malignitate 864E-
867B; below, pp. 195-197). Next to these, some accounts of the battle are
(almost) completely lost or merely survive indirectly, like (probably this list is
not at all exhaustive) those of Ephorus of Cyme (below, pp. 203-205) and, prob-
ably, Simonides of Ceos (who dedicated (part of) a lyric poem to the battle: cf.,
e.g., Flower 1998, 370; also below, pp. 212-216). I am not sure whether also the
logographer Hellanicus of Lesbos, ca. 490-ca. 405 BC, in one of his about
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thirty works has written anything regarding the Battle of Thermopylae: if so, it,
too, has been lost". The same is also valid, e.g., for the part of the Universal
History by Nicolaus of Damascus dealing with the battle".

Of the accounts that have been transmitted, completely or not, the work of
Herodotus appears to represent a, more or less, autonomous version: to the best
of my knowledge no identifiable sources have, as yet, been assigned in his story
on ‘Thermopylae’, apart from references to an (apocryphal) oracle from Delphi
(Hdt. 7.220.4) and epigrams by Simonides (Hdt. 7. 228). Diodorus, Justin, and
Plutarch appear to have based their stories, entirely or at least partially, either on
the work of Ephorus (cf., e.g., Hammond 1996, 2-4; Flower 1998, 365-366;
Haillet 2002, xv; lately M. Trundle, Thermopylae, in: Matthew/Trundle 2013,
27-38 at 29) or the common source(s) of Isocrates and Ephorus, perhaps authors
like Charon of Lampsacus or Damastes of Sigeum (cf. Barber 1935, 121-122;
Hammond 1996, 10) or the poet Simonides (Flower 1998, 369-372). As regards
Ctesias, finally, it seems that his work must be discussed separately. First, how-
ever, we shall discuss some incompatibilities between the works of Herodotus
and Diodorus, the author who devoted (after Herodotus) the most (preserved)
attention to the battle of Thermopylae.

HERODOTUS AND DIODORUS COMPARED
The composition of the Greek forces"
One of the first peculiarities that strikes the eye of the reader are the differences

1Tt appears that Hellanicus wrote at least an Atthis and a Persica (cf. FGrH/BNJ 4 FF 59-
63; also BNJ 323a F 28 — a commentary on Plu. Herod. Malign. 869A). A remark on the Battle
of Thermopylae could fit in either account. As to the scope of Hellanicus” work, e.g. Thucydides
is rather vague. Discussing the development of the Delian League, Thucydides (1.97.2) states:
Eypaya O¢ vt Kol TV EKPOATV Tod Adyov Emomoduny i TOde, &t Tolg TPo Eod dmacty
2KMmEG ToDTo MV 10 Yopiov Kai fj 1o Tpd @V Mnducdv EAAvikéa Evvetifecay § adtd o Mnd-
wd TovTV 8¢ domep kol yoto v tf] Attiki] {uyypaot] EALGviKog, Bpoayéwg Te Kol Toig Xpov-
01g 0VK axpds Emepviicdn (“T have made a digression to write of these matters for the reason
that this period has been omitted by all my predecessors, who have confined their narratives
either to Hellenic affairs before the Persian Wars or to the Persian Wars themselves [my ital-
ics: the context makes in my view clear that t& Mndwa can only be translated here as “Persian
Wars” and not as “Persian history”]; and Hellanicus, the only one of these predecessors who has
ever touched upon this period, has in his Attic History treated of it briefly, and with inaccuracy
as regards his chronology”). What this passage at least does appear to confirm is that Herodotus
was not the only author living in the 5th century BC to discuss the so-called Persian Wars.

' Nicolaus of Damascus wrote a so-called Universal History in 144 books, of which books
19-95 — that may have included an account of the Greco-Persian Wars, perhaps including infor-
mation on the Battle of Thermopylae — are completely lost: cf. Parmentier-Morin 1998, 168.
For the term “Universal History’, see below p. 203.

1 have made no effort here to estimate the number of Persian troops present at
Thermopylae. Normally, the figures presented for Persian armies in Greek literature are huge-
ly exaggerated. The cause for this is a basic misconception of, e.g., the structure of Persian
armies: see, e.g., Barkworth 1993; Keaveney 2011, 38-39.
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between both authors as regards the strength and composition of the Greek
troops. For clarity’s sake, I have tried to fit the numbers both authors present in
a table, stating the number of each of the Greek states contributing soldiers to the
force commanded by the Spartan King Leonidas. Regrettably, not all numbers
are beyond discussion, largely due to the numbers as presented by the authors
themselves. Herodotus 7.202, e.g., mentions that there were 3,100 Peloponnesians,
but in Herodotus 7.228 that number is given as 4,000. The difference is not ex-
plained in Herodotus’ text (see also below).

Group Numbers — Herodotus | Numbers — Diodorus
(7.202-203.1) (11.4.2-7) (11.4.6) combined

Lacedaemonians/

Perioeci 900? 1,000

Spartan hoplites 300 300

Mantineans 500 --

Tegeans 500 --

Arcadian Orchomenos 120 --

Other Arcadians 1,000 -

Corinthians 400" --

Phlians 200 --

Mycenaeans 80 --

Peloponnesians 3,000

(not specified)

Total Peloponnesians | 3,000 or 4,000 1,000 or 1,300 4,000 or

4,300

Thespians 700 In 11.8.5 Diodorus mentions the
presence of Thespians, originally
probably over 200 men

Malians - 1,000

Thebans 400 400

Phocians 1,000 1,000

Opuntian Locrians “All they had” 1,000

Grand Total 5,200 (or 6,100) plus 7,400 (or 7,700) plus Thespians

the Opuntian Locrians
Table .  Composition of the Greek troops at the Battle of Thermopylae.

13 Cf. also D. Chr. 37.17: pooBdapBopot uév yép obtmg foav, dote eic Oeppomdrag Tetp-
aK0GIOVG 6OV ATV améotehav, dtemep kai Aakedapoviot tprakosiovg (“They were such
haters of Persians that they sent to Thermopylae four hundred of their own troops, on the same
occasion on which the Spartans sent three hundred”).
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Elsewhere in literature (see below, passim), the most frequently mentioned num-
ber of Peloponnesians is 4,000, of the Spartans 1,000. Therefore, I think we
should accept these as the more or less ‘established’ data'. As a matter of fact,
as regards the strength of the Opuntian Locrians, Pausanias remarks that they
were no more than 6,000 in number (Paus. 10.20.2); as regards the other troops
collected at Thermopylae, Pausanias presents the same numbers as Herodotus.

The Spartan mission

All authors agree that the command of the force to defend Greece at
Thermopylae was given to the Spartan King Leonidas and that he had 300
Spartiates with him. Herodotus refers to them as émie&dpevog Gvdpag te Tog
KOTOOTEDTAG TPINKOGIOVG Kol tolot Etdyyavov maideg éovteg (Hdt. 7.205.2).
Godley translates this, in the Loeb Classical Library, as: “with a picked force of
the customary three hundred, and those that had sons”, explaining in a note
(Godley 1971, 520-521 note 1) that 300 was the regular number of the Spartan’s
king bodyguard” (as well as the received tradition of only 300 Spartans at
Thermopylae). He adds that the sentence cannot be explained, unless “émiAeé-
Guevog could mean ‘selecting from’ ...; but I do not think it can”. Under the cir-
cumstances and based upon LSJ s.v. énkéym ad 11, 1 believe we have as yet to
consider such a translation of the word as a definite possibility here'*. Whether
there were — in Herodotus’ perception — also some 900 other Lacedaemonians
(perioeci or neodamodeis) is a matter of contention, based both upon the total
number of soldiers mentioned in Hdt. 7.228 and also adducing the reference of
Diodorus 11.4.5 (cf. for this passage also the remarks of Macan 1908, vol. 1.1,
307 numbers 8§ and 9).

A problem in the latter paragraph is the phrase kol cOv avtoig [sc. the Lace-
daemonians] Xmaptidtor Tplokociol’’, where cvv is generally understood as

" Demosthenes still mentions another force: méAwv 6& ZépEov idvtog ént v ‘EALGSa, Onp-
alov IdeavTOV, 00K ETOAUNGAY ATOCTHVOL THG DUETEPAS QLALOG, GALL pOVOL TOV ALV Bot-
®TOV ot pev Nices avtdv petd Aakedapoviov kol Agwvidov &v Ogppomvraig topatatipe-
vou 1@ PopPapm Emovit cuvandrovio (“When Xerxes marched against Greece and the
Thebans medised, the Platacans refused to withdraw from their alliance with us [sc. Athens],
but, unsupported by any others of the Boeotians, half of them positioned themselves in
Thermopylae against the advancing Persian together with the Lacedaemonians and Leonidas,
and perished with them”: D. 59.95). Demosthenes seems to overlook the Thespians (as well as
the 400 Thebans).

' Elsewhere in Herodotus, viz. Hdt. 6.56, is mentioned that Spartan kings had a body of
100 selected men as bodyguards with them in war. Ruffing stipulates that 300 was, in classical
literature, a highly symbolic number, not necessarily very precise: Ruffing, K. 2013: 300, in:
Dunsch/Ruffing 2013, 201-221 at 211 and note 41. Also see Dillery 1996, 235 note 55.

"** In his new edition of Herodotus (Oxford 2015a) N.G. Wilson suggests to delete tovg:
Leonidas now has a picked force of 300 men who already fathered children. Also see Wilson
2015b: 150 ad 7.205.2.

' “And together with them three hundred Spartiates” or “And among them three hundred
Spartiates”.

176



“together with”, but might as well be meant here — in view of the context of D.S.
11.4.2 — as “including” or “among them”. Both the Greek itself and the context
are not helping here to determine the meaning. Therefore, the interpretation of
ovv marks the difference expressed in the table as regards the total number of
Peloponnesians present at Thermopylae, sc. 4,000 or 4,300: in the light of what
I referred to above as so-called established data, though, I think we preferably
should go here for the meaning of cOv as “including”.

Another feature in Diodorus, absent in Herodotus’ account, is the reason
adduced by Leonidas to take only a limited number of Lacedaemonians with
him. In spite of the urge of the ephors, Leonidas believed — according to
Diodorus (11.4.2-4) — that the number was amply sufficient, indicating that the
expedition was, in fact, a mere ‘suicide mission’": drekpidn 6¢ 811 @ AdY® PV
€L TNV QLAOKNV Gyel TV Tapddwv, T@ & Epym mepl Tilg Kowig Elevbepiog
amoBavovpévoug (“he replied that in name he led them to guard the passes, but
in fact to be killed for the common freedom”). Whether Diodorus’ representation
reflects actual considerations or is merely an interpretatio post eventum can,
regrettably, not be determined any more. We can, though, conclude that Diodorus’
representation of the facts contradicts Herodotus’ statements. Herotodus’ remarks
in 7.206 suggest that Leonidas’ force only was meant to be a vanguard, sent out to
prevent more defection to the Persians among Sparta’s Greek allies, and that the
main force of the Spartans was due to arrive later, after the festival of the Carnea'.
The Persians, however, apparently advanced quicker than anticipated. It may have
been a scenario, but we lack evidence to prove or disprove either account. As it s,
the versions of the two authors are incompatible.

The position of the Thebans, part 1

One of the most noteworthy contingents in the army of Leonidas was that of the
Thebans. Both Diodorus and Herodotus acknowledge in their accounts that
Thebes was a city divided in itself, some citizens medising (i.e. favouring

"7 For this term cf., e.g., Matthew 2013, in: Matthew/Trundle 2013, 60-99, e.g., at 60. As a
matter of fact, Matthew does not believe it was one: cf. 67 and the conclusion, 99.

" One of the great national festivals of Sparta, held in honour of Apollo Carneus. The
Carnea took place every year from the 7th to the 15th of the month Carneus (i.e. Metageitnion,
August). During this period all military operations were suspended. Cf., e.g., Farnell 1907, 131-
135. Moreover, 480 BC also was an Olympic year, celebrating the 75th games, with Astyalus
of Croton winning the stadion-run for the 3rd time in succession: cf. Eus. Chron. ad loc. Apart
from Herodotus 7.206.2, no other source mentions any effect of the Olympics on the prepara-
tions for the defense of Greece against the Persians; Lazenby 1964, 270 follows Herodotus.
Must we, though, assume there has been such an effect, or did it serve only as a pretext?
Matthew 2013, in: Matthew/Trundle 2013, 60-99 at 68 calculates that the Olympic festival of
480 BC concluded around July 21: the Battle of Thermopylae took place at least a month later,
in itself providing for many poleis (admittedly not for all) sufficient time for more than even a
basic preparation, even more so because the Persian advance was known well beforehand. See
also Keaveney 2011, 56 (with note 4 on 119), 90.
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Persia), others supporting the Greek cause. Both Diodorus and Herodotus state that
there were (some) four hundred Thebans in the army led by Leonidas. Diodorus
reports it as a matter of fact: opoiwg 6¢ kai OnPaicov dro Tig £Tépag Lepidog dG
TETPaKOGLOL SLEPEPOVTO Yap 01 TOG ONPOG KATOKODVTEG TPOG GAAAOVG TTEpL TG
npog tovg [Tépoag cuppayiog (“Likewise about four hundred Thebans of the other
party [sc. the anti-Persians]; the inhabitants of Thebes were divided amongst them-
selves as regards the alliance with the Persians™: D.S. 11.4.7). Also Herodotus at
first sight seems to report factually, but he ends with a Parthian shot: [7.205.2] ...
mapoafov 82 driketo kai OnPoinv Todg £¢ TOV ApOUOY AoYIGApEVOS iV, TV
éotpatnyee Agovtiadng 6 Evpopdyov. [3] todde 6¢ giveko ToUTOLG GTOLONV
émomoato Aemvidng podvovg ‘EAMvov maparofelv, 61l cémv HEYEA®S
katnyopnto undilev: mapexdiee @v &g 1OV mOkepov, 0wV eidévon eite
GLUTELYOVGL €lTe Kal Anepéovat £k ToD Eupavéog TV EAMveov coppayiny. of de
dAloppovéovies Emeumov (“[7.205.2] ... He [sc. Leonidas] arrived [sc. at
Thermopylae] and brought with him as well those Thebans that I reported in the
counting, led by Leontiades the son of Eurymachus. [3] Leonidas made more
effort to bring these with him than any other of the Greeks, because they were
heavily charged to favour the Persians; therefore he summoned them to the war,
wishing to see whether either they would send a force with him or clearly defy the
Greek alliance. They sent the men, though they had other sympathies [my italics,
here and in the Greek]”. Such, after all depreciating, remarks as regards the
Thebans earned Herodotus the anger of Plutarch, as we shall discuss later.

Herodotus’ negative view regarding Thebes emerges once again in 7.222: ...
Beomiéeg 0¢ kol OnPaiot Katépewoy podvol Topd AaKedALOVIOGL. 00TV o8
OnpPoior uev déxovreg &uevov kai 0b fovlouevor: kateiye yop opéag Aewviong &v
Sunpawv Aéye moiedpevog (“The Thespians and Thebans alone remained by the
Lacedaemonians. Of these, the Thebans stayed involuntary and unwilling; in
fact, Leonidas detained them, treating them as hostages [my italics, here and in
the Greek]”). Herodotus adds that the Thespians stayed willingly and died fight-
ing, like the Lacedaemonians. Though Herodotus’ remarks of 7.222 imply that
also the Thebans had to stay and fight, he later remarks: oi & ®npaiot, T®v 0
Agovtiadng €otpariyee, Témg HEV peta tdV EAMvav €ovteg €udyovto O
dvaykaing &xopevol Tpog Ty Baciiéog oTpatiiv: Mg 8¢ 180V KATVLTEPTEPL TGV
[Mepoémv ywopeva 1o mpnypoto, odtem o1, @V ovv Aegwvidn Eilgvov
EMELYOUEVOV ML TOV KOA®VOV, Amoc)Lo0£vTeg TOVTOV YXEIPAG TE TPOETEVOV KOl
Hoav docov tdv BoapPapwv, Aéyovieg oV dAndéctatov TdV Adymv, Mg Kai
undiCovot kol yijv te kol Howp v TpdTOIoL E50G0V PaciAél, VIO 8¢ Avaykaing
gyouevol &¢ Ogppomdrag dmikoiato kol Avaitior elev 10D TPOUOTOS TOD
yeyovotog PacthéL. [2] dote Tadto Aéyovteg mepieyivovto: elyov yip koi O@ecc0-
Aovg tovtV TV AOYov paptupoag (“As for the Thebans, commanded by
Leontiades, while being with the Greeks they were forced by necessity to fight
against the king’s army. However, when they saw that the Persians’ affairs fared
better, at the very moment, when the Greeks with Leonidas were retreating to-

178



wards the Colonus [i.e. the hill], separating themselves from them [sc. the Greeks]
they both held out their hands and went nearer to the Persians, saying the truest of
words, that they not only medised but also among the first had given earth and
water to the king, but had come to Thermopylae forced by necessity and were not
guilty of the harm done to the king. [2] As a result, they saved their lives by this
plea; in fact, they had the Thessalians as well as witnesses of their words™: Hdt.
7.233.1-2). As it happened, Herodotus continues (apparently with some delight),
they did not escape completely unscathed: most of them, from Leontiades down-
ward, were, on Xerxes’ command, branded with the king’s marks.

The negative tenor regarding the Thebans we find in Herodotus” account (whether
it is his own attitude or inspired by a source as Macan believes: Macan 1908, 328
ad 7222 nr. 3: “the Greek critic [i.e. Plutarch] is too hasty in ascribing to Hdt.
himself the kakon0sio which undoubtedly belongs to Hdt.’s sources™) is com-
pletely absent in Diodorus’ version of the events”. In 11.8.5 Diodorus tells us that
a deserter from Xerxes’ camp, one Tyrrhastiadas of Cyme, @uhokarog 8¢ koi TOv
Tpoémov @V ayabog (“honourable and upright in attitude™), warned Leonidas that
the Persian king had found himself a man who had been ready to guide a Persian
force to behind Leonidas’ army. Leonidas ordered the other contingents of the
Greeks to leave and fight the Persians another day, but he himself with the rest of
the Lacedaemonians as well as the men from Thespiae (like Thebes a city in
Boeotia) remained at Thermopylae to defend the pass, altogether no more than five
hundred men. As regards this passage, Michael Flower (rather defiantly) wrote:
“This account, nearly all would agree, derives from Ephorus (himself a
Cymaean)®, but where did he find it? The communis opinio is that Ephorus sim-
ply made up the night attack®* whole cloth. Only one scholar, Peter Green, has con-
ceded that it may contain ‘a substratum of truth’? and suggests that Leonidas

' This needs not surprise us. As we shall discuss below (under Ephorus, pp. 203-205),
Ephorus — one of Diodorus’ sources — was impartial towards Thebes; moreover Diodorus men-
tions both the Greek Histories of Dionysodorus and Anaxis the Boeotians among his sources
(D.S. 15.95.4): it appears to me not at all impossible that they may have had some (further) mit-
igating influence on Diodorus’ view on Thebes and/or Thebans. Regrettably, the works of
Dionysodorus and Anaxis the Boeotians are completely lost.

* To the best of my knowledge, however, there is no single conclusive evidence, like a ref-
erence that the account really did derive from Ephorus but only circumstantial evidence that
might support such an assumption.

! See for the night attack below, sub The final encounter, part 1, pp. 182-190. Trundle, in:
Matthew/Trundle 2013, 176 note 27 lists a variety of modern authors stating Ephorus made the
night attack up. Flower (1998, 369-371) suggests that the poetry of Simonides may have been
the original source for the story of the night attack, but as his work is largely lost (apart from
some epigrams and a fragment preserved by Diodorus) this can be adduced as suggestion at
best but certainly not as evidence.

2 Green (2006, 61, note 43) writes that it is “not necessarily to be dismissed as a fabrica-
tion” simply because it is absent in Herodotus: see further below under The final encounter, part
1, pp. 182-190. It is noteworthy that Green in his 1996 book pays no attention to a night attack.
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might have sent a determined group of men to attempt the assassination of the
Great King. It is easy enough to imagine why Ephorus would have wanted to give
a different account than did Herodotus; in order to make his own account author-
itative he needed to say something that was new, and not just stylistically more
modern” (Flower 1998, 366). As mentioned above (note 19), Flower suggests
Simonides might well be the source for this tradition and he does not appear to
assume from the start, like, e.g., Hignett before (cf. Hignett 1963, 15), that only
Herodotus’ version is of any value and that Ephorus (almost consequently) must
be demonstrably wrong®. On the danger to be accused of a biased view against one
or in favour of another source, I find the a priori position as held by (inter alios)
Hignett, irrespective of all of this author’s qualities, untenable.

The atrapos

As early in his story as Hdt. 7.175.2, Herodotus mentions the existence of a
byway to avoid the pass of Thermopylae: v 8¢ dtpandv, ot” Hlwoav ol GAOVTEG
EAMvav év Ogppondinct, ovdE fidecav 0060V TPOTEPOV 1| TEP AMIKOUEVOL £G
Bgpponvrog Envbovto Tpnywimv (“As regards the path that caused the fall of
the fallen of the Greeks at Thermopylae, they [sc. the Spartans] did not know its
existence before they heard of it from the Trachinians upon arrival at
Thermopylae™). The byway itself was, as it appears, an ancient one: TV 0¢&
atpamov tavtnv €Eebpov pev ol Emydplor Mniiéeg, E€gupovies 8¢ Becoaroiot
katynoavto ént Pokéag, tote 618 0of Pokées Ppa&avtes teixel Vv €6foAnv
noav &v oxénn tod molépov (“This path, then, had been discovered by the native
Malians, who, finding it, acted as guides for the Thessalians against Phocis, at
the time when the Phocians, fortifying the pass with a wall, were in shelter from
the war [sc. with the Thessalians]”: Hdt. 7.215). However, as it was, the path
must have offered quite some problems to follow, as the vicissitudes of Cato
there in 191 BC demonstrate (see Plu. Cat.Ma. 13). For a more detailed review
of the atrapos see above, pp. 168-169, for the pass of Thermopylae above pp.
169-171 and below, p. 183, Fig. 5, pp.193-194.

In Herodotus’ version, Xerxes was approached, during the stalemate that ensued
after the Greeks in the pass had repelled the Persians during two days, by either
Epialtes®, son of Eurydemus, a Malian (Hdt. 7.213), Herodotus’ favourite trai-

% Cf. the remarks of Fornara 1983, note 63: “No ancient writer could withstand the com-
bined assaults of Wilamowitz, Schwartz, and Jacoby, who made Ephorus the incarnation of all
that was objectionable in Greek historiography”. Also elsewhere we have seen that notably the
views of Jacoby and Schwartz have (had) a tremendous impact on later generations of histori-
ans: cf., e.g., Jacoby 1922, 2047 for the view as regards Ctesias (see also Stronk 2010, 51-54);
Schwartz 1905, 663-664 for that on Diodorus (see also Green 2006, 33-34). Also see Luraghi
2014, 147-148.

* The (form of the) name as rendered by Herodotus: cf., e.g., Hude (ed.) 1958 and Wilson
2015a at 7.213.3 and Macan. Strabo, on the other hand, like many modern authors, uses the
name 'E@iéAtng “Ephialtes™ cf., e.g., Str. 1.1.17/C 10.
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tor, or Onetes, son of Phanagoras, of Carystus and Corydallus of Anticyra. He
(or they, of course) disclosed the existence of the path to the Persian king. As it
seems (cf. Hdt. 7.215), Epialtes (we shall follow Herodotus’ main version)
promised to guide a Persian force over the path. The king charged Hydarnes”,
the commander of the so-called Immortals®* — the elite unit of the Persian army
—, and his men with the task at hand”. As Herodotus states: oppéato 6¢ mept
AMyvav aedg ek tod otpatorédov (“He [sc. Hydarnes] set forth from the camp
about the time the lamps are 1it”’). They marched all night, &v 6e&if] pév &yovteg
Opea 1o Ottaimv, &v apiotepti 6& ta Tpnywiov (“keeping the mountains of the
Oectaeans to their right, those of the Trachinians to their left”). At dawn they
reached the summit of the pass. As regards the Greek force and the atrapos, Hdt.
7.212.2 remarks that the Phocians “had been sent to the mountain to guard the
path”. Hdt. 7.218 tells the sequel: the Phocians were surprised by Hydarnes and
his men, were attacked, fled to the top of the mountain, and left the path open for
the Persian elite force to descend and position themselves behind the force of
Leonidas that had, up to then, allegedly fought in relays in their national contin-
gents (see Hdt. 7.220.2), if only to avoid to become too fatigued too soon.

As might be expected under the circumstances, Diodorus’ story, much more
condensed than Herodotus’, deviates from the latter’s. Diodorus informs his
audience that: [4] amnopovpévov o0& 100 Paciiémg kol vopifovtog pndéva
ToApnoe £t péyecbat, ke mpog ovtov Tpayividg Tig TV &yxmpinv, Eumepog
OV Thg Opewviic ydpog. o0Tog @ EEpEN mpoceAddv émmyyeiloto S16 Tvog
atpamod 6TeEViS Kol mapakpnvov tovg [1épcag 6dnynoety, dote yevéahor Tovg
ovvelBovTag oOT® KoToOmy TOV Tepl OV Agmvidny, kol To0T® 1@ TPOT®
TepMNEOEVTAG aVTOVG €ig TO pécov padimg avaipebnoestat. [5] 6 8¢ Paciievg
mepyapng £yéveto, kol Tnoag dwpeaig Tov Tpayiviov cuve&énepyey avtd
oTpaTIOTOG diopvpiovg voktog (“[4] While the king was dismayed and believed
that no man would dare to go into battle again, there came to him a Trachinian,
someone of the natives, who was familiar with the mountainous area. This man,
approaching Xerxes, promised to lead the Persians by way of a narrow and pre-

» Hydarnes (Pers.: Vidarna: Kent 1953, 208 s.v.) was the *hazara-patis (“master of a thou-
sand”) or chiliarch. He commanded the royal bodyguard and all court security and enjoyed the
complete confidence of the ruler, controlling access to his personage through the protocol of
the royal audience. See: Keaveney 2010, 499-508; see also Llewellyn-Jones (forthcoming).

*Cf. Hdt. 7.211.1. The name ‘Immortals’ for the elite unit in the Persian army (probably a
standing force, serving simultaneously as the king’s guard), we notably find in Herodotus, just
like their number (10,000 men), but in few other classical authors. Perhaps Herodotus has mis-
understood his source (or the source himself/herself was mistaken) and understood anausa
(from a/n/, negating prefix, and ausa, “death”, hence —) “immortal” instead of anusiya “com-
panion”, a much more common denomination for such units in literature. See: Dandamaev
1989, 227-228. Cf. also Kent 1953, 168 s.v. Anusiya.

7 As Keaveney 2011, 29 stresses, “the Persians were skilled in mountain warfare”. This
may have greatly facilitated their commission.
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cipitous path, in order to get those who accompanied him behind the forces of
Leonidas and, having surrounded them in this manner, these would be easily anni-
hilated. [5] The king was delighted and, after honouring the Trachinian with pres-
ents, he sent with him twenty thousand soldiers under cover of night”: D.S. 11.8.4).

As 1 have referred to above, Diodorus tells us in 11.8.5 that a deserter from
Xerxes’ camp, one Tyrrhastiadas of Cyme, warned Leonidas of the danger that
threatened him and his men. It is noteworthy that also Herodotus (Hdt. 7.219.1)
refers to deserters, apparently from the Persians, warning Leonidas &1t voktog
(“while it was still night”) of the circuit made by Hydarnes and his men. There
is, though, no reference whatsoever to a guard of the Greeks on the byway in
Diodorus’ account. In fact, Diodorus’ version might be read, on this point, as
criticism, though it is not worded in any way, on Leonidas’ qualities as a strate-
gist. Leonidas had, as it seems, not assured himself of the safety of his position
through either a physical reconnaissance of the surroundings and/or the gather-
ing of local knowledge, nor did he send, once informed about the intentions of
the Persians, a force to the path, if only to slow down the Persians’ advance.
Naturally, the way it is described here, Leonidas’ attitude does add to the hero-
ic image painted of both him and his men in the sequel, but that is hardly the
point (though it may well have been an important point for Diodorus’ goal of the
Bibliotheca: see below, pp. 192-193)*,

The final encounter, part 1

Herodotus recounts, in 7.219.2, that, after their situation had become clear,
among the Greeks oi p&v anoAldocovio kol SokedacOEvteg Katd TOAG
gkaotol £tpdnovto (“some took their leave and dispersing, each parted to his
own polis”). In 7.220-222, however, Herodotus informs us that “rumour goes
that” (Aéyetar) Leonidas sent the other Greeks away (obviously apart from the
Thebans and those who wanted to stay, notably the Thespians,) and remained on
his post with the Spartiates — both for the sake of honour and (at least as impor-
tant, seemingly) to fulfil an (apocryphal) prophecy uttered by the Pythia at
Delphi that either Sparta or its king must fall (Hdt. 7.220.3-4: Herodotus does
not present this as a fact but as a yvoun (“opinion”)). In Herodotus’ version the
Persian attack of the forces with Xerxes himself started somewhere between nine
and ten A.M. (ypdvov &c ayopi|g “about the market hour”: Hdt. 7.223; see also
Green 2006, 61 note 43), to allow Hydarnes and his men sufficient time to
descend from the mountain and position themselves behind the Greek forces.
What follows is a memorable battle.

* One might argue that the absence of such information may be caused by the fact that
Diodorus is likely to have abridged his source. It is, however, critical information that
Diodorus, if it was present in his source, ought to have retained in his version to inform his
audience adequately: I strongly doubt, however, whether the providing of such information
really would have served Diodorus’ purpose.

182



NN
\West Gate

Thermopylae: the Hot Gates

\ 4 'd flometres RemmRee e
by Coastiine ;, knlometres0 e e
1833 2 w g
ANTHELA
915

Height in metres

Fig. 5. Thermopylae, from Green 1996, 113 (who refers to the Colonus as the
‘Mound’). Cf. also: www.cambridge.org/9781108009706 > resources >
Thermopylae for the map in Macan, 1908, vol. 2, facing p. 261, based
upon the observations by G.B. Grundy.

Herodotus 7.223.2-225.3

[7.223.2] of 1€ 6m PapPopor ol apei Zép-
Env mpoonicoy, kai ol apel Aswvidnv
"EXnveg, og v €nt Bavate £Eodov Tot-
gdpevot, 1oN ToA® UAAAOV | KOT GpyOs
gnebnoay £g TO XPHTEPOV TOD AVYEVOG. TO
pev yap €popa tod Telyeog EPLAGCGETO, Ot
8¢ ava g TPoTEPUG MUEPOS VTEEIOVTEG £
10 oTEWVOTOpa EpdyovTo. [3] tdte 8¢ ovp-
pioyovteg £€m TdV otev@V Emntov TAN0ET
nmoAhol TV PapPapwv: dmicbe yap ol Mye-
poveg 1@V TEAE®V  EXOVTEG HACTLYOG
€ppamilov mavta dvopa, aiel £¢ 10 TPOC®
€motphvovteg. mOAAOL HEV On EcémimTov
avTdV £¢ TV Bdhacocav kai depbeipovro,
TOA® & €11 mhedveg Kkatenatéovto (ol
o GAMAoVT v 8¢ Adyog ovdeic Tod
amolopévov. [4] dre yop émotdpevol Ttov
péAovta coiot €oecbat Bdvatov €k tdV
TEPUOVTOV TO OPOG, ATEIEIKVUVTO POUNG
b0V glyov péylotov &c tovg Papfdpove,
noapoypedpevol te kol atéovtes. [224.1]
dopata péV vov Toiot TAE0GL ADTAV THVL-
Kadto o £rdyyave Kotenyota, ot 6 Toiot
Elpeot depyalovro tovg [époag. kai Asw-

[7.223.2] Xerxes’ Persians attacked, but
the Greeks around Leonidas, knowing they
were going to their deaths, now advanced
much farther than before into the wider
part of the pass. In fact, they had been used
to guard the breast-work of the wall [sc.
the so-called Phocian wall], all the previ-
ous days sallying out into the narrow way
and fighting there. [3] Now, however, joi-
ning battle outside the narrows, many of
the Persians fell; in fact, the leaders of the
companies with their whips struck everyo-
ne from behind, urging them ever forward.
Many of them were pushed into the sea and
drowned, far more were trampled alive by
each other; no one had any regard for who
perished”. [4] Since they [sc. the Greeks]
knew that they were to die at the hands of
those who had come around the mountain,
they displayed the greatest strength they
had against the Persians, fighting reckles-
sly and desperately. [224.1] By this time
most of them happened to have their spears
broken and were killing the Persians with

* Herodotus (Hdt. 8.24.1) mentions that in total 20,000 Persians died at Thermopylae.
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vidng te év 100t @ mOVe TimTEl Avip
yevopevog Gplotog kai £tepot HET  ovTOD
OVOHOOTOlL ETOpTINTEQV, TOV YD O
avopdv a&iov yevopévov Emvboumv o
ovvopata, ErvOoUNV 0¢ Kol Anaviov TV
Tpmkocimv. [2] kol o [epcéwv mintovot
&vBadta dAlot e moAAol kol OvopacTtol, £v
8¢ om kol Aopeiov dv0 Taideg APpokoung
te Kol "Ymepavong, ék tiig Aptavem Quyo-
p0og Dpartayodvng yeyovoteg Aapeim. ... .
[225.1] Eép&ed te o1 Vo adelpeol
&vhadta TinTovst podpEevol, Kol DIEP Tod
vekpod 10D Aewvidew Ilepcémv te kol
Aoakedapoviov mbopog €yiveto ToAAAG,
£G O T00TOV 1€ Apeth) ol "EAAnvec vmedei-
pLCOV Kol ETPEYAVTO TOVG EVOVTIIONG
TETPAKIG. TODTO 8E GUVESTHKEE LEYPL OV Ol
ovv Emdhtn mapeyévovro. [2] dg 8¢ tov-
T0u6 fikew €nvBovto ot "EAdnveg, évhebtev
110n €tepolodto 10 veikog &¢ TE YOp TO
GTEWVOV TG 000D Aveydpeov Omicw, Kol
Topopelyapevol T Telyog EAOOVTES ovto
€Ml TOV KOA®VOV TtAvteg GAEeg ol dAhot
Ay OnPaiov. 0 6¢ KOAwVOg €0Ti €v Th
€600, 6Kov VOV 0 Aifwvog Méwv Eotnie €mt
Aeavidn. [3] év 100t o@éag @ YOPO®
GAeEOUEVOVG paryaipn oL, TOTGL ATV ETVY-
xovov €Tt TEPleodoal, Kol xepol Kol GTOHOL-
ol katéymoav ot BapPapot Pdrlovteg, ot
pev €€ évavting Emondpevol Kol to EpLpo
10D Telye0g cLYXOOAVTEG, Ol 68 mePlehdo-
vteg mavtobev meptoTadov.

swords. Leonidas, proving himself extre-
mely valiant, fell in that struggle and with
him other famous Spartiates, whose names
I have learned by asking because they were
worthy men: indeed, I have learned [the
names] of all three hundred. [2] Many
other famous Persians also fell there, inclu-
ding two sons of Darius, Abrocomes and
Hyperanthes, born to Darius by Phratagune
daughter of Artanes. ... .

[225.1] Thus, two brothers of Xerxes fell
there fighting and there was a great strug-
gle over Leonidas’ body between the
Persians and Lacedaemonians, until the
Greeks by their areté® dragged it away and
repelled their enemies four times. The batt-
le went on until the men with Epialtes had
arrived. [2] When the Greeks learned that
they had come, from then the battle turned,
for they retired backwards to the narrow
part of the way, passed behind the wall,
and took their position crowded together
on the Colonus [i.e. the hill], all except the
Thebans. The hill is at the mouth of the
pass, where the stone lion in honour of
Leonidas now stands. [3] In that place they
defended themselves with swords, if they
still happened to have them, and with
hands and teeth. The Persians poured mis-
siles down on them, some attacking from
the front and throwing down the defensive
wall, others surrounding them on all sides.

Thus, according to Herodotus, the Lacedaemonians and Thespians died®'. There
is one element in Herodotus’ statement that I cannot comprehend, i.e. his remark
that 6 6& KoA®WVOC €oTi év 1] €600 (“the hill is at the mouth of the pass”). As
the photographs and the drawing by Green make unmistakably clear, the hill was
situated more or less at the centre of the configuration that made up the whole of
Thermopylae. Also How and Wells (vol. 2, 230 ad 7.225) do not explain it,
though they mention that the hill was well designed for a last stand, its rear being

3 T have left the word areté untranslated, as the traditional translation “virtue” does not suf-
fice in my view. Areté not merely implies the moral component that is usually stressed in trans-
lations, but has, apart from a certain attitude also a wider, including a materialistic, connota-
tion: cf., e.g., Stronk 1995, 83 on X. 4n. 6.4.8 and note 21.

' Apparently Hdt. 7.225.3 inspired Philostratus to write, regarding the use of Pancration:
devtepov 8¢ 10 €v Ogppomviang, 6te Aakedooviot KhachEvTov adTolg Epdv Te Kot dopatmv
oA Todg yepol yopvaig Enpatav (“Secondly from the events at Thermopylae, where the
Spartans, when their swords and spears were broken, accomplished much with their bare
hands”: Philostr. Gym. 11).
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protected by a small but deep valley. The comments by R.W. Macan (1908, vol.
1.1, 333 ad 7.225 nr. [10]) offer no help either on this point. Noteworthy is the
fight over Leonidas’ body, of which How and Wells surmise, rightly I think, that
it was intended by Herodotus to remind his audience of the battle over the body
of Patroclus as described by Homer (Hom. //. 17.233-761). Leonidas’ body was
initially buried at Thermopylae, though his head was cut off and impaled on
Xerxes’ orders. Ultimately, Leonidas’ remains were buried at Sparta in 440 BC
and a stele was erected on his grave, bearing the names of the three hundred. It is
feasible that Herodotus indirectly refers to this stele when he mentions (7.224.1
above) that he knew the name of all 300 Spartans killed at Thermopylae.

Pausanias tells it as follows: Tod Oegdtpov o6& dmovtikpy INovcaviov tod
[Thatoudow fyncopévov pvijud €ott, 0 6& £Tepov Aemvidov. Kai AdYovg Kotd
toc ExaoTov én’ anToig Aéyoust kod TIdéacty dy@va, &v @ TANV IropTITdv
A ve ok EoTv aymvilesbot. T 8 60Td T0D As®Vidov TEGGUPAKOVTA ETECTY
Votepov averopévov €k Ogpponvidv tod IMovoaviov. keitor 3¢ kol 6THAN
notpdhev Ta dvopato Eyovca o mpog Mndovg tov év Ogppomdrotg Gydva
vréuewvay (“Opposite the theatre [sc. in Sparta] are two tombs; the first is that of
Pausanias, the general at Plataea, the second is that of Leonidas. Every year they
deliver speeches over them, and hold a contest in which none may compete
except Spartans. The bones of Leonidas were taken by [King] Pausanias from
Thermopylae forty years after the battle. There is set up a slab with the names,
and their fathers’ names, of those who endured the fight at Thermopylae against
the Persians”: Paus. 3.14.1; translation Jones/Ormerod, Loeb Classical Library;
also see Inscriptiones Graecae V.1.660)*.

Previously, Pausanias already had recounted the story of Leonidas in general
terms, as it seems at least partially following Diodorus’ version of it (he refers
to “the man of Trachis” as the one who helped Xerxes): Zép&n yap Paciiéwv,
omocol Mnodoig kol [époaig éyévovio DoTEPOV, TOPUGYOUEV®D UEYIGTOV
QpoOVNUe Kol Grodel&apuéve Aopmpd obtm, Kotd v mopeiov Acmvidag cvv
OAtyolg, odg TMydyeto €g Ogppomdrog, £yéveto Gv Eumodmv uUnde apynv Tnv
‘EAMGS0 10tV avtov pnde ABnvaiov Toté unpiioat TV TOALY, €l W KoTd TV
atpamov v o thg Ofng teivovcay meplayaymv TV HETd Y dGpvov oTpoTii
0 Tpayiviog kvkkdoacboi ceiot tovg "EAMnvog mopéoye kol oVt Kot-
gpyaotéviog Aemvidov mapiitbov &g v ‘EALGSa oi BapPapor (“Xerxes, the
proudest of all who have reigned over the Medes, or over the Persians who suc-

2 Jung argues that this reinterment occurred on the eve of the Peloponnesian War and
explains the act in the context of Athenian and Spartan competition over the memories of their
participation in the Persian Wars. Spartan claims to sacrifice at Thermopylae responded to
Athenian claims to leadership at Marathon. The burial of Leonidas next to Pausanias trans-
formed the sanctuary into an Erinnerungsort for the Persian Wars centred on Spartan sacrifice
at Thermopylae and Spartan vengeance and victory at Plataea: Jung 2011, xx.
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ceeded them, the achiever of such brilliant exploits, was met on his march by
Leonidas and the handful of men he led to Thermopylae, and they would have
prevented him from even seeing Greece at all, and from ever burning Athens, if
the man of Trachis had not guided the army with Hydarnes by the path that
stretches across Oeta, and enabled the enemy to surround the Greeks; so
Leonidas was overwhelmed and the foreigners passed along into Greece”: Paus.
3.4.8; translation Jones/Ormerod, Loeb Classical Library).

As might be expected, the version of the final encounter as presented by
Diodorus seriously differs from Herodotus’. It reads as follows:

Diodorus 11.9.1-10.4:

[11.9.1] akovoavteg & ot "EAAnveg cuvi-
dpevoav mept pésag vOKTog Kol EBoviedo-
VIO TEPL TOV EMPEPOUEVOV KIVODVOV.
gviol pgv obv EQacav Sty mapoypiipo
KotoMmovTag Tog mapddovg ducmleshot
TPOC TOVC GLUUEXOVS” AdVVATOV Yap elval
101G peivaot Tyely complog Aewviong 6€
0 Poacthedg @V Aokedooviov Quloti-
poduevog antd € d0Eav Tepleivan peyd-
MV kai tolg Zraptidtolg, Tpocétase Tovg
pev darovg "EAAnvag drovtog dmévon kol
odle £00T00g, Tva Katd Tag GANAG g
ocuvayevilovol toig "EAnoty, adtovg o6&
Toug Aakedaipoviovg Epnoe Oeiv pévev
Kol TV QUAOKTY TV TapOd®V un Mmeiv:
TPENEW YAp TOVG NyoupEvoug i EALGSog
VmEp TV TpoTeiv dywviLopévoug Gmo-
Oviiokewy £toipmc. [2] e0BdC ovv of pév
GAAOL TAvTEG AmNALGYNGOY, O 68 Aswviong
HETO TOV TOMTM®V Mpoikag npdéelg kol
TapadoEoug Eneterécato. OMymv & Gviev
Aoxedooviov, Oeomielg yop UOVOLS
TOPAKOTEGYE, KO TOVG GOUTOVTOG EYMV 00
nAelovg TdY mevTakosimv, £Totpog v Hro-
dé&acBan tov vmep thg ‘EALGd0g Bdvoartov.
[3] petd ¢ tadta oi pév peta tod Tpayvi-
ov IIépoor mepeldovieg t0g duoympiog
Gove tovg mepl Tov Agwvidny danéiafov
€lg 10 péoov, ol 6" "EAAnveg v eV cot-
piav dmoyvovteg, v & evdoiav EAdue-
vot, [l eeVvi] Tov yoduevov n&iovv dyetv
€l TOLG Tolepiovg, mPiv | yv@VL TOLG
[Tépoag v tdV idimv Tepiodov.

[11.9.1] Having heard this [sc. the warning
of Tyrrhastiadas of Cyme], the Greeks
gathered together about the middle of the
night and conferred about the perils which
were bearing down on them. Some said
that they must abandon the pass immedi-
ately and come safely through to the allies.
They argued that it would be impossible for
those who stayed to come off unscathed.
Leonidas, the king of the Lacedaemonians,
who was very ambitious to confer honour
both upon himself and the Spartiates,
ordered that all the other Greeks should
depart and save themselves, in order to fight
together with the Greeks in the battles
which still remained. The Lacedaemonians
themselves, he said, had to stay and not
abandon the guard of the pass, for it was
fitting that those who were the leaders of
Hellas should gladly die, striving for the
first price. [2] Immediately, then, all the
rest departed, but Leonidas together with
his fellow citizens performed heroic and
astounding deeds. Though the Lacedae-
monians were but few (he detained only
the Thespians) and he had all told not more
than five hundred men, he was ready to
meet death on behalf of Hellas. [3] After
this, the Persians who were led by the
Trachinian, after making their way around
the difficult terrain, suddenly shut up
Leonidas in the middle. The Greeks, giving
up any thought of their own safety and
choosing renown instead, with one voice
asked their commander to lead them against
the enemy before the Persians learned of the
<successful> detour of their own men.
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[4] Aewvidng o0& TV EtoldtnTa TMV GTPOL-
TIOTAV AnodeEAIEVOG, TOVTOLG TOPNYYEILE
tayfmg apiotonoteichar, Gc €v Edov
demynoopévong” awtog & akoloVbmg T
TopayyeMg TPOPNV TPOONVEYKATO, VOui-
Cov obto duvioesBat ToADY ypovov icyd-
€V Kol Qépe TNV €v Toig Kvdhvolg vmo-
poviv. €mel 8¢ GUVTOH®OG AvaAUBOVTEG
a0TOVG ETOLpOL TAVTEG VIfpEay, TapnyyeL-
Ae 101G oTpaTIOTOG EloTMEcOVTAG €iG TNV
TOPEUPOATV POVEVELV TOVG EVTVYYAVOVTOG
Kol € avTV Oppfjoat TV 10D Bacthémg
oknvipv. [11.10.1] Odtot uév odv dkorov-
0w taig mapayyeliolg cvpuepAEavTES
VOKTOG gloénecov €ig v tdv Tlepodv
otpatonedeiav, mpokadnyovpévov Ttov
Aewvidov' ol 6¢ PapPapot d1d te TO Tapd-
do&ov kol v dyvotav petd moArod Bopv-
Bov cuvéTpe oV €K TV GKNVAV GTOKTOG,
kol vopicavteg Tovg petd tod Tpoywiov
TOPEVOUEVOVG AMOA®AEVaL Kol TV dOva-
pv  Grocov t@v EAMjvov  mapeivat,
KkotemAdynoay. [2] 610 kol moAlotl pev vro
TV Tepl 1OV Agovidny avnpodvto, Thei-
0Vg ¢ VIO TAOV 1diV Mg VIO ToAEUI®V S1d
™V dyvolav dndAovto. 1| te Yap V0§
agnpeito v aAndwny Enlyvoow, | 1€
Tapaym ko ANV oboo TV oTpaTonEdEi-
av EDAOYMG TOAVV Emoiet pOvov" EKTEVOV
yap aAANAoLG, 00 S1dovomg TG TepLoTdoe-
oG TOV EEETAGUOV AKP1PT] O10 TO UNTE MYe-
povog mapayyeiiov pnte ovvOnpoTog
EpOTNoY uNte GAMG dl0voing KoTAoTAGLY
omapyew. [3] ... [4] ... quépag o& yevoué-
g kol Tig OAng meplotdoems INAmOei-
ong, ot pev Iépoar Bempodvreg OAiyovg
Svtag Tovg "EAAnvag, koteppovnoav®, kol
KOTO GTOMO HEV 0V GUVETAEKOVTO, POPoV-
LLEVOL TG GPETAG QUTMY, €K OF TAV TAa-
yviov kol €E6miclev mepuotdpevol kol
navtayobev Togevovteg kol akovtilovteg
Gmavtog AmEKTEVOY.

[4] And Leonidas, welcoming the eager-
ness of the soldiers, ordered them to pre-
pare their breakfast quickly, since they
would dine in Hades. He himself, in accor-
dance with the order he had given, took
food, believing that this way he could keep
his strength for a long time and retain his
endurance in the combat. When they had
hastily refreshed themselves and all were
ready, he ordered the soldiers to attack the
encampment, killing anyone they came
across, and to strike for the very tent of the
king. [11.10.1] The soldiers, then, in accor-
dance with the orders, having formed in a
compact body, fell by night upon the
encampment of the Persians, Leonidas lead-
ing the attack. Because of the unexpected-
ness of the attack and their ignorance of the
reason for it, the Persians ran together from
their tents with great tumult and in disorder,
and thinking that the soldiers who had set
out with the Trachinian had perished and
that the entire force of the Greeks was pres-
ent, they were struck with terror. [2] There-
fore many were killed by the troops of
Leonidas, but even more died by the hands
of their comrades as if by enemies, due to
their ignorance. For both the night prevent-
ed any understanding of the real situation,
and the confusion, which extended through-
out the entire encampment, probably caused
great slaughter. For they kept killing one an-
other, because the conditions did not allow
a meticulous assessment because there was
no order from a commander nor any
demanding of a password nor, in general,
any recovery of reason. [3] ... [4] ... How-
ever, when morning had broken and the
entire state of affairs had become clear, the
Persians, observing that the Greeks were
few in number, came to their senses. They
did not, however, join battle face to face,
fearing their [sc. the Greeks’] areté, but
deployed on their flanks and rear, shooting
arrows and hurling javelins at them from
every direction, they killed all of them.

3 Codd.: xateppovnoay adtdv; avtdv delevi. In context, contempt (katagppoviém + gen.,
i.c. avt®v) makes no immediate sense, but after the previous panic to come to one’s senses
does (cf. for this meaning LS/ s.v. III). Also the sequel does not appear to be in contradiction
with my intervention. On the contrary: you are not afraid of the areté of people you despise or
contempt. Cf. also D.S. 11.16.1.
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There are some elements in this account that strike me as particular. The first is
the phrase in 11.9.2, Ogomieig yap poévovg nopakatésye (“he [sc. Leonidas] only
detained the Thespians™), as mapaxatéyo means “keep back”, “detain”, inferring
an active measure by Leonidas, not a voluntary offer by the Thespians (men-
tioned here for the first time by Diodorus), moreover totally overlooking the
position of the Thebans. The easiest solution for this issue is to assume a mis-
take by either Diodorus, or his direct source, or even a copyist, writing here
“Thespians” where “Thebans” was meant (a mistake by Herodotus seems
unlikely as his story is, more or less, corroborated by Plutarch, see below note
34, and, in a way, also by Diodorus himself). A more complex assumption would
be to presume that somewhere in the process of copying (either by Diodorus or
later, early in the copying process, i.e. before the completion of the archetype of
the existing manuscripts) a mistake was made, resulting in the omission of at
least some words (up to possibly one or more sentences), outlining the actual
attitude of the Thespians and the Thebans. In itself, I find this a more appealing
solution though, I must admit, there is no shred of evidence to back it*. As it is
now, the Thebans play no role at all, positive or negative, in Diodorus’ account
of the final encounter, though he had previously mentioned them as present at
the site.

The most striking aspect of the “alternative version” of Diodorus is, however, of
course the nightly attack by the Greek forces on the Persian camp and the ensu-
ing panic among the Persian forces”. Green (2010, 19, note 20) discusses it only
briefly, but in his 2006 work, 61 and note 43, he assesses the attack slightly more

* A possibility might be, though, to refer to Plutarch, who basically used the same source
as Diodorus (i.e. Ephorus?) and clearly refers to both Thespians and Thebans assisting the
Spartans at Thermopylae t@v AoV drolmoviov (“when the others had left”: Plu. Herod.
Malign. 864E). The confusion regarding this paragraph is also clearly present with Jean Haillet:
Haillet 2002, 16 note 2, who offers, though no explanation.

* As it appears, the same version also inspired one Aristides in a work Persian History (or:
Persian Wars?). The work itself is lost, but Plutarch preserved the following: Ilepodv peta
mevTakociov puptddmv Ent v EALGSe épyopévav, Aswvidag duo tplakociog Eréuein &ig
Oeppomvrag Vo AKeSOHOVIDV. EDOYOVUEVOLG & €Kl Emékelto TO TdV PapPipmv TAfbog
Kai 6 Aswvidag elnev 1ddv Tovg BapPpovg, “obitmg dptotdte g &v Adov Setmviicovtec.” Kol
opuncog kot TV PapPapmv kot ToAAOlG TepUTopPEIS dOpacty GvEPN Emi TOV E€pEnv Kol TO
S16dnua deeileto. o0 dmoBavoviog 6 PapPapog TéUvel THY Kapdiov kol edpe doucelay: Mg
Aptoteidng év mpat [epowdv (“When the Persians were marching with five million men
against Greece, Leonidas was sent by the Spartans to Thermopylae with three hundred men.
While they were eating and drinking there, the Persian host attacked them; and when Leonidas
saw the Persians, he said, “Eat your lunch now as if you were to dine in Hades”. And when he
rushed against the Persians, and was pierced by many a spear, he made his way up to Xerxes
and snatched off his crown. When he was dead, the Persian king cut out his heart and found it
covered with hair. So Aristides [i.e. Aristides of Miletus: cf. BN.J 286 F 20a-c] in the first book
of his Persian History (or: Persian Wars?)”: Plu. Mor. 306CD). As a matter of fact, Hammond
1996 as much as rejects any suggestion of a nightly attack by the Spartans.
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(as indicated above, note 20, the night attack does not feature in his 1996 work).
As referred to before (p. 179, note 22), Green states that it is “not entirely to be
dismissed as a fabrication” purely because it is absent in Herodotus’ account
(unless, of course, someone would be prepared to read Hdt. 7.223.3: 16te 0¢
oovppicyovteg £Em TV otevdv Emmtov TAN0ET moAlol TdV PapPapmv (“Now,
however, joining battle outside the narrows, many of the Persians fell”) as a ren-
dering of an attack against the Persian camp, a suggestion not proposed, so far,
to the best of my knowledge, and not one I would be prepared to support, in
fact)*. Green asserts that Diodorus’ version is supported by Plutarch and Justin:
he fails, though, to indicate that Diodorus, Plutarch, and Justin (or the latter’s
source, Gn. Pompeius Trogus (in the introduction to Yardley 1994, 5-6, Develin
argues that Justin did more than merely excerpt Pompeius Trogus’ work)) prob-
ably all used the same source, as one suspects Ephorus, and therefore presented
a similar story.

I find it, however, strange that so far, to the best of my knowledge, no one point-
ed out that, under the circumstances, being about to be surrounded, a nightly
attack was not the worst option for a group of proud warriors, adamant not to
flee. To remain waiting, like sitting ducks, until the enemy sounds the attack,
knowing you are about to be killed anyway, might well be regarded as a much
more unattractive choice. If you would be able to surprise the guards of the
Persian camp (the informers may have been of use on this issue as well;
Diodorus is altogether silent on this point), breaking away under cover of the
night to maximise the effect of the operation (and to avert the deployment of the
Persian cavalry), you might create yourself at least a fighting chance. Moreover,
as the elite forces of the Persians were on their tour over the byway and there-
fore away from the camp — likely a piece of information disclosed to the Greeks
by the deserters from the Persian camp as well — the odds for the Greek army
against the remaining Persians, mostly conscripts from various regions, numer-
ous as they were, were less unevenly balanced, certainly if the Greeks could use
the element of surprise. An element to consider in this context is that, as it
appears, Spartan troops were not unfamiliar with nightly action (cf. X. Lac. 5.7;
Plu. Lyc. 12.14). Last but not least, an offensive action from the Spartans — and
their allies — might give the troops Leonidas had sent home (or that had more or
less deserted: the evidence from the sources remains sadly unconclusive) suffi-

36

Matthew is rightly cautious on this point, though perhaps less than I am: cf. Matthew,
2013a, 1-26 at 24-25. 1 believe that the time Herodotus gives for the start of the fighting, viz.
between nine and ten in the morning, precludes a nightly attack. This, in its turn, makes it hard
to conceive that the Spartiates, in spite of Herodotus’ remark tdte d¢ cuppicyovreg 5 tdv
otevdv (“now, however, joining battle outside the narrows”: Hdt. 7.223.3), completely left the
cover that the geography of Thermopylae offered, let alone that they would have been able to
approach the Persian camp in daylight, due to the fact that the Persian cavalry would have eas-
ily prevented such an action under those conditions.
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cient time to leave the area safely and reach their own respective territories.
Though not adopting the option of a night attack, Daskalakis also stresses the
importance of getting the other troops safely home*'.

Objectives of Herodotus and Diodorus

In his proem, Herodotus states that: ‘Hpoddtov Alikoapvnocéog iotoping
andde€ic e, dg unte To yevopeva €€ avBponov @ xpdve E&itnAa yévntat,
unte €pyo peydro te kol Oopootd, ta pEv "EAAnot ta 0& PapPapoiot
amodeybévta, drhed yévntol, Té te AR Kai Ot fjv aitinv énoléuncoy GAAAOLGL
(“This is the presentation of the enquiry of Herodotus the Halicarnassian, to
avoid that the memory of the past is blotted out from among men by time and
that great and marvellous deeds, both by Greeks and Persians, become obliterat-
ed, and the rest and why they made war against each other”: Hdt. 1.0). Next, he
indicates a few of the reasons why Greeks and Persians became each other’s
opponents, finally resulting in what has become known as the Persian Wars
(which take a large part of his account, more or less starting in 6.95 — leaving
aside the Ionian Revolt of which the story starts at the beginning of book five —
and continuing until the end of the work). What is suggested in the proem
becomes more and more obvious in the rest of the Histories, sc. that Herodotus
views controversies — of various kinds but notably the duel — as an important nar-
rative pattern: Greeks vs. Persians, Argos vs. Sparta, Xerxes vs. Demaratus,
Xerxes vs. Sparta, to name but a few (see also Dillery 1996, passim). Bridges,
finally, underlines that another of the constants in Herodotus’ account is an
underlying ethical premise, viz. “that human fortune does not reside for long in
one place”: Bridges 2015, 4). It is part of the didactic purpose that the Histories
have as well, as Herodotus himself underlines in the proem: &g puite ta yevoueva
... €ElmAa yévntan, pnte Epya pueydio te Kol 0opoaotd, ..., akied yévntor (“to
avoid that the memory of the past is blotted out ... and that great and marvellous
deeds, ..., become obliterated”). The didactic purpose is, moreover, accentuated
in the first five books of the Histories by Herodotus’ interest, comparisons, and
descriptions in the fields of sex, food, and dealing with the dead.

Dillery notes that Herodotus’ treatment of the controversy around Thyrea (Hdt.
1.82) serves as a kind of model for the outcome of the Battle of Thermopylae.
“The “Thyrea” pattern, when applied to the battle of Thermopylae, reveals the
more famous conflict to be one that Herodotus reconfigured from a defeat into a
victory. Thermopylae, after the fashion of Thyrea, was a contest that tested the
national character of both Sparta and Persia; it was a battle that Herodotus tried
to show the Spartans actually won; and as proof of the Spartans’ victory, the true
outcome of the battle was in a sense ratified by the refighting of the contest at

7 Daskalakis 1962, 76-78. Green 1996, 140 stresses that “[i]f Thermopylae was abandoned,
Xerxes’ cavalry would cut the retreating Greek army to ribbons”.
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the battle of Plataca” (Dillery 1996, 218). As such, duels — also failed duels —
were a phenomenon not at all unusual for the Archaic Period (and before: cf.
Hom. /1. 3.84-380, 7.67-312; also Hdt. 5.1). Typically, in these examples, the side
that wins the duel loses the larger conflict (cf. Dillery 1996, 224, 238, 245). What
we see above all in Herodotus, however, is an attempt to reconfigure the past in
line with the ultimate outcome of events, here the Persian wars. Nevertheless,
Thermopylae actually was a terrible defeat. Borrowing an explanation from mod-
ern psychological studies, we could see in Herodotus a type of reassessment that
involves “cognitive dissonance™*. All the famous events leading up to Greek vic-
tory are made to explain this outcome (see Dillery 1996, 241).

There is, moreover, still another element present in Herodotus’ account, i.e.
Greekness. “Greekness” is defined by Herodotus in a noteworthy passage: odtig
8¢ 10 ‘EAAN VKOV €0V duapov 1€ Kol oudylmcscov kol Oedv idpduath te Koo
kol Buciot fj0ed te opotpona (“There is our common Greekness: we are all one
in blood and one in language, the shrines of the gods belong to us all in common
as well as the sacrifices and our habits, result of a common upbringing”: Hdt.
8.144.2). Herodotus not only confronts Greekness against the habits of several
other foreign peoples, as indicated above. Time and again Greek attitudes are
especially opposed to Persian ones, certainly in the description of events during
the war (cf., e.g., Hdt. 7.103.5, 209.4; 9.48.1-2, 48.4, 82). A familiar topos is that
Persian kings in Herodotus (but also in Diodorus) do not understand Greek free-
dom and its consequences: in this vein Xerxes dismisses the warning of
Demaratus for the Spartans more than once as ridiculous (e.g. Hdt. 7.103.1,
105.1; Diodorus is even clearer on this incident, using the word kotoyeldcog
(“having laughed [it] away”: D.S. 11.6.2); see also, e.g., Evans 1991, 26.

In a manner, Diodorus’ starting point does not differ very much from Herodotus’
(see also below, under Justin, Diodorus and their sources). Diodorus’ important
contribution to our knowledge is that he preserved several historical traditions,
collected from a variety of literary sources (cf. also Bridges 2015, 135), to enable
his audience to get to know (or even understand) historical occurrences. His
basic attitude, he states, was a search for the truth (perhaps in line with his Stoic
beliefs): ..., 0 3 dvaypaeilg AELDGOL TO SLUPOVOVLEVO TAPA TOLG GLYYPAPEDGLY
avoykoiov, 6mmg aképotog 1 mepl Thg dAndeiog kpiclg dmoleimmtot TOIG
avaywaookovow (“..., and yet, the differences among writers must be recorded,
in order to make the judgement on the truth with an open mind possible for the
readers™: D.S. 1.56.6). The practice of enabling the search for ta genomena (=
“what really happened”) proved to be more difficult for Diodorus than he
claimed, especially because he often relied (or had to rely) on biased sources
(like the Athenophile Ephorus: cf. Hornblower 1994, 36-37; see also below). A

* For an application of the theory of “cognitive dissonance” to ancient texts, see Carroll
1979, 86-110.
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strong personal bias in Diodorus becomes evident when he discusses matters
more or less related with Sicily: there he shows himself a staunch nationalist
and/or chauvinist (cf. also Bridges 2015, 139-140). Apart from such biases,
Diodorus also appears to freely invent asides on politics, philosophy, and histo-
riography (cf. Sacks 1990, 6; contra: Oldfather 1968, xxiii).

According to Diodorus, history: moAAd copuBéiietar tolg AvOpdTOS TPOG
gvoéfelov kol dukoosvuvny (“contributes greatly to piety and justice among
men”: 1.2.2). Diodorus’ attention — much like Herodotus’ — is focused on the
pvnung aéuo, the deeds worthy to remember, like wars and monuments and par-
adigms. Unlike Herodotus, though, Diodorus has constructed the Bibliotheca
around a program for moral living, more or less like Ephorus and the latter’s
teacher Isocrates (if Isocrates indeed was Ephorus’ teacher: cf. below, p. 203).
He awards special praise to benefactors, mythological and historical, who con-
tributed civilising gifts in the arts and sciences and in politics (cf. Sacks 1990,
205; also: Oldfather 1968, xx-xxi). As such it is obviously a didactic work pre-
senting historic exempla. Diodorus’ aim is most clearly expressed in the open-
ing chapter of Book 15: map’ 8Anv v mpayuateiov eiwboteg ypiicbar i
cuvn el Tii¢ oTtopiag Toppnoiq, Kol Toig Hev dyabolg avopacty £l TV KUADY
£€pyov Tov dikatov Eméyev Emavov, Tovg 8¢ oAV, dTav EEQUAPTAVOGLY,
aEodv dikaiog mtiunoemg, d16 Tod T0100TOV TPOTOL Vopilopey TODG HEV €0
TEPUKOTOG TPOG APETNV T® St THG 06ENG dbavaticud mpotpéywechot Taig
KoAMoTOlG €yyepelv mpheot, ToLcdE v Evavtiav £yovtag Sidbeowv Taig
appotrovcag Proceniolg arotpéye Tig £t v Kokiov opuiic (“Throughout
our entire treatise, our practice has been to employ the customary freedom of
speech enjoyed by history, and we have added just praise of good men for their
fair deeds and meted out just censure upon bad men whenever they did wrong.
By this means, as we believe, we shall lead men whose nature fortunately
inclines them to areté to undertake, because of the immortality fame accords
them, the fairest deeds, whereas by appropriate obloquies we shall turn men of
the opposite character from their impulse to evil”: D.S. 15.1.1).

Apart from that, Diodorus claims, like Herodotus, that: 0p@vteg tavtyv v vmo-
Ocotv YpNoUOTATNY PEV ovoav, ToALoD 88 TOVOL Kai ¥pOVOL TPOGSEopévY,
TpLaKovTa pev £t mePl ATV Enpaypatevdnpey, Hetd 8¢ TOAATNG Kokomadsiog
Kol Kwvodvov ErnAbopev moAnv tig 1€ Aciog kol Tiig Evpomng, tva tdv
avoykaotdtov kol TASioTOV Lep®dV odTOTTOL YEVNOMLEV" TOALY YOP TOPA TOG
dyvoiog T@v TOT®V SULEPTOV 0VY, 0L TVXOVTES TMV CLYYPUPEMV, GAAG TIVES Kol
OV 1} 06&N nenpotevkodTov (“seeing that such an enterprise [i.e. the writing of
the Bibliotheca], though useful, would claim much effort and time, we have been
busy with it for thirty years. With much hardship and dangers we have travelled
a large part of both Asia [Minor] and Europe, in order to obtain autopsy of the
most relevant and majority of regions. In fact, many errors have occurred
through ignorance of the locations, not merely by those who wrote history per-
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chance, but also by some prominent in reputation” D.S. 1.4.1). This claim of
autoptic knowledge may well, incidentally, complicate the search for Diodorus’
sources. Sometimes, too, it also may be empty boasting in an attempt to claim
authority, probably, though, not more and not less than in Herodotus’ case. For
the description of the Battle of Thermopylae, however, I do not believe there has
been any significant contamination, apart from its being probably to a large
extent dependent of Ephorus (even though Haillet 2002, xi believes Herodotus
was Diodorus’ main source for ‘Thermopylae’: in view of the notable differ-
ences regarding pivotal occurrences in their reports I disagree on this point with
Haillet. His statement, some pages further, that Diodorus’ account of
‘Thermopylae’ was the result of “I’élaboration de plusieurs sources, Hérodote,
Ephore, peut-étre Ctésias et d’autres encore” (Haillet 2002, xviii) seems to me
much more supported by the text as it is.

Each author, Herodotus and Diodorus, wrote, based upon his own concept of
contingency (quod nec est impossibile nec necessarium (“that what is neither
impossible nor necessary”))®, his version of the events unfolding: one more or
less accentuating identity (next to controversy and Fate), the other above all
stressing morality. In his description of ‘“Thermopylae’ Herodotus focused on the
physical duel between Spartiates and Persians or even between Europe and Asia
(against the background of a duel of mindset between Demaratus and Xerxes),

Diodorus especially stressed the avdpayafio (“bravery”, “manly virtue”) and
apet (“areté”) of the Spartiates.

Literary and material evidence

As it happened, the final result of the battle in both versions is identical. The
Spartiates (and their allies) were pushed back inside the “Gates”, surrounded,
and struck down by missiles (arrows, lances), according to Herodotus on the hill
(xoAwvoc) there, while Diodorus is not specific as regards the place of the final
stand. In 1939 Marinatos excavated at Thermopylae. He surmised that the final
stage of the battle took place on one of the hills on the site (there are three or four
hills, this is the highest of them: cf. Macan 1908, vol. 1.1, 333 ad 7.225 nr. [10]),
which he took to be the koAwvoc described by Herodotus. There, a large number
of bronze and iron missiles was found “all or almost all of fifth-century types”
and similar to those found at Marathon and there called Assyrian or Egyptian®.
As it would seem, literary material is here, at least to some extent, corroborated
by archaeological evidence — a suggestion that emanates from both Marinatos’s
and Pritchett’s accounts. However, also in this case literary and material evi-
dence should not be linked immediately (though the similarity of the arrowheads
at Marathon and Thermopylae would seem to make it extra tempting to do so).

* Cf., e.g., Grethlein 2010, 6-10 for an elaboration of the concept of contingency.
“ Cf. Robertson 1939, 200; Marinatos, 1951, 61-65, who suggests the arrows confirm the Co-
lonus was the place of the last stand; Pritchett 1985b, 172; see also Flower 1998, 377 and note 55.
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Fig. 6. Arrowheads from Thermopylae. National Archacological Museum, Athens.

Photo: Marco Prins, <http://www.livius.org/pictures/greece/thermo-pylae/
thermopylae-arrowheads/>.

Such a “positivist fallacy” tends to overlook that, though both kinds of evidence
might appear to support each other, we should constantly bear in mind that other
explanations remain possible or feasible and that the available evidence may
well be asymmetrical. One of the causes to entertain such prudence is the fact
that our evidence, of both kinds, ultimately is extremely fragmentary. In this
respect it is essential to first try and define a “broader literary or material context
and only then to consider whether there might be a relationship between the
two™*'. As it seems, such a broader context is, in spite of several efforts, still
lacking for the arrowheads from Thermopylae and it is outside the scope of this
paper to try and provide one.

' Cf. Hall 2014, 208.
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PLUTARCH OF CHAERONEA

While Diodorus refrains from any polemic towards Herodotus in the Bibliotheca
(at least as regards ‘Thermopylae’), such restraint is completely absent in
Plutarch. In his treatise On the Malice of Herodotus (De Herodoti Malignitate),
854E-874C, Plutarch of Chaeronea (in Boeotia) takes a very firm stand against
Herodotus, whom he accuses, amongst other things, of a biased view against,
notably, Thebans and Corinthians (Plu. Herod. Malign. 854F). One of the events
Plutarch uses in his polemic to accuse Herodotus of malice is the latter’s descrip-
tion of the occurrences surrounding the Battle of Thermopylae.

The position of the Thebans, part 2

In 864EF, Plutarch states (regarding Herodotus’ remark that Leonidas forced
Thebans to come to Thermopylae): [864E]... kaitol ... &mepyoav €ig o8
Ogpuondrog 6covg fitnoe Aswvidag ol kol Lovol OV BeoTEDOL TAPEUEVAV
avT@®, TOV GAAOV GTOMTOVIOV HETA THV KOKA®OW' &nel 6¢ TV Topodmv
kpotoag 6 BapPapog &v toig Bpoig [F] v kai Anpdpatog 6 Tmaptidtng Sio
Eeviag ebvovg OV Attayive @ TpoesTdTL ThG OAyapyiac. dempatato eilov
Boochéng yevéchon koi E&vov, o1 & "EAAveg &v Todg vowasiv nioav, telf] 8 00deig
TPOGHAOVVEY, 0UT® TPOGESEENVTO TOG SIAVGELG VO TG UEYOANG GVAYKNG
gykatoAneoévieg. obte yop BGhacco Kol vijeg avToig Taptficav ag Adnvaiotg,
o007’ anotdto KotdKovy O¢ Zraptidtat thg EALGSog v poyd, ag 8" uépag
000v kol Muoelog dnéyovtt 1@ MnNd® ovotdvieg €nl TAOV oTEVOV Kol
Sy@VIGALeVoL PHeTd povaV Zraptiatdv kol Osomiémv (... and yet ... they [sc.
the Thebans] sent all the men that Leonidas asked for to Thermopylae; and they
alone, together with the Thespians, stayed with him when the others left after
they had been surrounded after the Persian had mastered the pass in the moun-
tains. [F] There also was Demaratus the Spartiate, who was benevolent towards
Attaginus, the leader of the oligarchy®, because of guest-friendship. He arranged
for him to become the <Persian> king’s friend and guest, while the <other>
Greeks [i.e. notably the Athenians] were in their ships and no
[Peloponnesian/Spartan] infantry on its way, and in this way they [sc. the
Thebans] did accept the king’s terms, forced by dire necessity. Indeed, they had
neither sea and ships to take refuge to, like the Athenians, nor did they live far
away in the back of beyond of Greece, like the Spartiates, [but they were] hold-
ing out in the passes and fighting to the end together with only the Spartiates and
Thespians against the Persian who was only one and a half day away [sc. from
Thebes]”). In itself, the latter remark is not altogether unjust, as Fig. 7 shows.
Moreover, contrary to Herodotus’ suggestions, Plutarch’s remarks implicate that
the rapprochement between the Theban oligarchs and the Persian king occurred

“ Hdt. 9.15.4-16.5 describes that Attaginus received Mardonius and 50 prominent Persians
to dinner with 50 Thebans in 479 BC.
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Fig. 7. Map of Boeotia, showing the respective positions of, amongst others,
Chaeronea, Thespiae, and Thebes as regards Thermopylae, situated in the top

left corner. From: <http:/www.stilus.nl/oudheid/wdo/GEO/A/AULIS .html>.

some time before the Battle of Thermopylae, but not by a very long margin:
“while the <other> Greeks were in their ships and no infantry on its way”*.

Though Plutarch admits in the end that there was a friendly relation between the
Theban leader Attaginus and the Persian king, he also both downplays its impor-
tance (and makes it something personal rather than official or state policy) and
explains it as caused by dire and unsought after circumstances. There is no men-
tion whatsoever of offering earth and water to the Persian king in advance: the
Thebans, in short, acted as Greeks basically loyal to the Greek cause but were,
in fact, deserted by the other Greek poleis. Plutarch obviously implies that
Herodotus willingly misrepresented the Theban position, misrepresentation
being one of the ways to show ‘malice’, in fact a moral defect. Herodotus, more-
over, shows his malice especially (according to Plutarch) by stating that the
Thebans were forced to stay as hostages [my italics] with Leonidas. Plutarch fur-

“ Regrettably, Gillis (1979, 34) nearly exclusively relying on Herodotus as a source, offers
Nno New views.
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ther illustrates his view by paraphrasing and commenting upon Herodotus’
words of 7.205.3 and 7.222 (Plu. Herod. Malign. 865A-D), concluding 61t
Toivuv 0V d1ePEPANTO TOig ONPaiolg 6 Acwvidag, aAAL Kol pidovg Evoule PePai-
ovg, €K TV Tompayuévov dNAdv €ott (“that Leonidas was not at variance with
the Thebans but considered them as firm friends is clear from the occurrences™:
Plu. Herod. Malign. 865F).

The final encounter, part 2
Also as regards this point Plutarch discredits Herodotus” account. Plutarch’s ver-

sion reads as follows:

Plu. De Herod. Malig. 866AB:

[866A] 0 & ‘Hpddotog €v Tf) duynoet Tiig
pnayng koi tod Aegwvidov v peyiomnv
nuovpoke tpaéy, odtod MECEV TAVTAG
ginav év 1015 otevoig nept Tov Kodwvov:
Enpaybn & GAAwg. émel yap EmbOovto
VOKTOP TNV TEPIOdOV TV TOAEUI®OV, Gva-
othvteg €RAoov Emt 10 oTpaTdnEdOV Kol
TV oKnNviiv OAlyov delv Paciiémg, og
€KEIVOV OOTOV Amoktevodvieg kol mepl
gkeive TeBvnEdpevol péypt HEV obv TiC
oKNVAG el TOV EUTOdMY POVEDOVTES, TOVG
& dA\hovg tpemopevol mpofilbov: Emel &
ovy, evpioketo Eépéng, [B] {ntodvieg év
LEYOA® Kol GOVEL OTPOTEDHATL KO TTAO-
VOUEVOL HOMS VO TdV PBapPapwv Tovto-
x60ev mepyyvbéviav depbapnoav. doa &
GAAo TPOG TOVT® TOAUMUOTO Kol PripLoTa
TV IroptioT®dv maparélowmey, &v Td
Aewvidov Bi ypapnoetor

[866A] In the description of the battle
Herodotus has also obscured the greatest
achievement of Leonidas, stating that all
fell in the pass around the Colonus*. This
is not what happened. When they learned
during the night about the detour of their
enemies, setting out, they proceeded to the
[enemy] camp, almost as far as the king’s
tent, intending to kill him and die in return
for his death. They came up to the tent,
killing all who came in their way and chas-
ing forth the others. When they did not find
Xerxes, [B] searching in the great and vast
army and wandering, they were, with toil
and pain, killed by the Persians who were
from all sides amassing around them. All
the other brave actions and sayings of the
Spartiates that he [sc. Herodotus] omitted,
I shall describe in the Life of Leonidas®.

Essentially, this is a version of the events that, like Diodorus’, appears to be
based upon, as one assumes (see above, p. 174), Ephorus. The same source also
becomes visible further in 866B: a0t0g 6" 0 Agwvidoag mpodg pev TOV gindvta
TOVTELDG OAIyoLG EEGyEy anTOV £ML TV LMV TOAAOVS pev £pn teBvnEopévoug
(“Leonidas answered to the person who said that he took few men out to the bat-
tle: ‘Many, though, to be killed’”. Leonidas’ answe