
recto-is to end with 'Indices Graeci et Latini Accuratis- 
simi et Locupletissimi'! It is true that Bentley's MS notes 
in the complete copy cover all the texts contained in 
Morel's edition, but from the incomplete one we now 
know that the actual work on the huge project never 
exceeded the first two books of Vita Apollonii . . . 

There is also, as far as I have been able to find out, 
nothing in Bentley's published correspondence to 
support Monk's statement that the editions of Philos- 
tratus and Manilius were in I694 'in a state of readiness 
for the printer'. In 1690, Bentley first mentions 'an 
Edition of Philostratus, which I shall set out this next 
year',9 in I692 Graevius expresses his delight that 
Bentley is now fully engaged in the work on the new 
edition,10 and in December 1694, as we have seen, 
Graevius just asks about its progress. 

For the same period there is also some-unfortu- 
nately rather confusing-information to be had from 
other sources. With reference to Bentley's Philostratus, 
Fabricius states in his Bibliotheca Graeca: 'Hujus primum 
folium Lipsiae excusum vidi Anno I69I'. 1 He must be 
mistaken. The statement cannot be reconciled with the 
evidence of the letters, and the reference he gives in this 
connection, to Tentzel's Monatliche Unterredungen 1691, 
p. 521, is also wrong: it refers to the announcement of 
Muhlius' edition (above n. 7). When, some lines further 
down, he really wants to refer to Muhlius, his reference 
(1693, 882 f.) is to Bentley! And at this place Tentzel 
only says that Bentley's edition, printed in Leipzig, will 
be welcome when it appears.12 Thus, Fabricius cannot 
be adduced as a support for Monk's timetable, and 
Tentzel's Monatliche Unterredungen unfortunately do not 
mention Bentley's Philostratus again. 

The project thus seems to have been abandoned 
simply because it had not advanced very far at all when, 
in the later part of the I69os, other well-known 
activities increasingly absorbed Bentley's time.13 It thus 
shared the fate of many other similar enterprises. There 
seems to have been a definite decision at some time 
between December 1694, and the beginning of 1698. 
Graevius, who constantly tries to push Bentley on, 
continues in letters of February andJune I698 to ask for 
the editions of Hesychius and Manilius, but Philostratus 
he mentions no more.14 Already in his letter of 6th 
February, 1697, when quoting Spanheim's laudatory 
reference to Bentley's projected Philostratus (in his 
Julian of 1696), Graevius abstains from any remark of 
his own on this (delicate?) topic-he just wants to elicit 
from Bentley his comments on a certain locus in 
Imagines, which he also receives in Bentley's reply of 
26th March.15 

9 Op. cit. (n. 5) i . The earlier edition of Bentley's letters, Richardi 
Bentleii et doctorum virorum epistolae partim mutuae (Leipzig 1825) 127, 
reads 'which I shall send out this next year', which may have misled 
Monk. 

'10 Op. cit. (n. 5) 46. 
Vol. iv. 2 (Hamburg 1711) 53. The whole passage is reprinted, 

without corrections, in the 3rd edn, vol. v (Hamburg 1796) 555 f. 
12 November 1693, 882: 'Dannenhero ist kein Zweiffel, der 

Philostratus, so ietzo in Leipzig mit seiner neuen Lateinischen Version 
und Annotationibus in Druck kommet, werde bey der gelehrten Welt 
angenehm und willkommen seyn.' 

13 Cf. op. cit. (n. 5) I8 (Feb. I691?), 164 (15 Feb. 1698), 194 (20 Aug. 
1702: 'scias me toto hoc biennio vix unum et alterum diem vacavisse 
humanioribus literis'). 

14 Op. cit. (n. 5) 158, 175. 
15 Op. cit. (n. 5) 138-43. 
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15 Op. cit. (n. 5) 138-43. 

On the other hand, this decision, whenever it was 
made before I698, does not seem to be connected with 
another one; namely, to let Olearius take over the job 
and use Bentley's collations. The young Olearius-'iste 
egregius juvenis'-is not mentioned in the correspon- 
dence until June 1698, when he is about to set out for 
London and is introduced to the great man by Graevius: 
'Cognosces juvenem integerrimae vitae, et nostrarum 
artium cupidissimum . .'.16 There is no mention of 
Philostratus here; possibly Olearius' visit to London was 
the very occasion when the idea to let him take over was 
formed. Eleven years later Olearius' edition appeared, in 
Leipzig, with Fritsch. 

Anyway, the German printers are not the ones to 
blame for the fact that Bentley gave up and the learned 
world had to wait another 150 years for a decent edition 
of Philostratus. 

ToMAS HXGG 
University of Bergen, Norway 
16 Op. cit. (n. 5) I75 f 

A Thucydidean Scholium on the 'Lelantine War' 

The purpose of this note is to bring to light a piece of 
evidence on the 'Lelantine War' which has hitherto 
been neglected, and briefly to review the Thucydidean 
and some of the other evidence in the light of it. The 
neglected evidence is a scholium on Thuc. i I5: 

ov yap 6vveta7rTKeaav TrpOs Tas- !aEyLaTas rTdAELS 
trnoyoot, 0t8' ts a6hoi eirr i i'cnj9 KO.... V7TTKOO, O av' au O av7ol aTto 7S tans Kotvas 
UTpaTELas E7TOlOVrTO, KaT aAA7rAovs Se uJiAAov Ws 
EKaJUTOL Ol aarTVyELToves E7TOAEhLouv. fLaAtaTra 8e es 
TOY 7TrAalt 7rOTr yEvo.LEvov ITOAXeLOV XaAKLSoWV Kal 
'EpErptLV Katca' rO Ao 'EAA7rvtLKv Es fv,uLJaxtav 
EKarepcov 8lEarT7. 

The gloss is on the word SLErar: 

LteOTar , a vrEXpE, vxprev, ov avveaXrla7Ev ov yap 
AEyeL t OTL lepiai, aAAh L6ovot XaAK1SEis /LOvoLt 
'EpErptLEV3LV EladXovTo. ABMC2f. 

i. Thucydides i 15.3 
In his introductory chapters' Thucydides gives a 

brief survey of earlier Greek history, the purpose of 
which is to show that Ta 7TTp avrwvv (i.e. Greek history 
before the Peloponnesian war) were o,v LeydyaAa ... 
OVTE KaTa TOVs tS OAXfeLOv OVTE S ra dAAha,2 to explain 
why this was the case and thus to support his view that 
the Peloponnesian war was adtOAoyCTraTov rTCv 
7TpOEyfyVqJLEVWV. 

In our passage he is saying that land-wars in general 
were not on a large scale as there were no combinations 
of resources either on the basis of inequality or arT rTrg 
arC77; but rather wars tended to be purely local affairs 
between neighbouring 7ro'AEg. Does the next sentence, 
lAiAtra be .. Sa. . t , illustrate or modify this? The 

orthodox and, I think, clearly correct view is that it 
modifies: 'The best exception is that long-ago war 
between Chalcis and Eretria in which the rest of the 
Greek world was divided in alliance with either side.' 

(a) ui'oarcval in Thucydides always means 'divide', 
1 i 1-23. 
2i 1.3. 
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confirmed, I think, by the way he supposedly refers to 
the war elsewhere.10 

2. The Scholium 

The Thucydidean scholia are generally ignored by all 
except those interested in the text of Thucydides per 
se.11 In its tradition this comment is indistinguishable 
from the bulk of the scholia: it is found in three of the 
seven prime manuscripts of Thucydides and in later 
hands in two others; not in any way unusual. 

First we must try to establish exactly what the 
scholiast is saying: let us consider the clauses in reverse 
order. 

dAAa IOVOL XaAKL8EES KrA: the meaning of this is 
self-evident and clearly shows that the scholiast thinks 
Thucydides' sentence is an illustration rather than a 
modification of his hypothesis. This must be an 
interpretation of Thucydides, not a deliberate contra- 
diction.12 

ov yap Ayetl ort EieEplaO77: the scholiast is clearly not 
taking tE'acrTq in its usual classical sense but rather to 
mean 'took up a position apart from the conflict' (much 
as if it were ad2reT r). This may have been a more 
natural meaning in later Greek: Herodotus can use it in 
the sense 'part after fighting'13 and this is developed at 
Isoc. v 3 8, where it means 'reconciled'; whence it is but a 
short step (along the same path as that taken by 
avaXwpc) below) to 'being at peace'. The correct 
interpretation of Thucydides depends on an under- 
standing of his use of itouardval, an understanding 
which the scholiast seems to lack.14 

ov avveLdaXrfqev: '(he means) did not fight in 
alliance' or '(he does not mean) fought in alliance'? The 
former is more likely: with the latter the scholiast would 
be consciously correcting (or rather, reversing) the (to 
us) orthodox interpretation of Thucydides, whereas 
what he actually seems to be doing here (see below) is 
conflating the two opposite interpretations. 

advexcpruaev: perhaps (cf. above) the scholiast's 
thought process led him from 8tea'rr via &taXcoptiC) 
(cf. Suda ii I05o Adler, glossing ottuaTrat by &ta- 
XWcpLETat) to dvaXcopt'cw / dvaXcopc. This may seem 
a little far-fetched, but we are dealing with a scholiast, 
and a scholiast faced with Thucydides at that. Whether 
or not this is the case the sense required seems to be 
'stood aloof', which is a possible enough meaning in 
later Greek. 15 

10 Cf. section 3 below. 
a And even then they are not considered worthy of much 

attention: cf. Gomme, HCT i 43. 
12 It should be pointed out that there is no second Ort inserted 

between daAA and Jtovot: this does make'he final clause read like a 
statement of fact rather than purely an interpretation of T. Of course it 
may read like a statement of fact merely because it was thought that 
this was the fact of which T. was informing us. 

13 i 76; viii 16, 18. 
14 Cf. section i(a) above. 
15 Mr W. S. Barrett kindly provided the following examples: 

Polyb. xxi 26.7 (of Scipio's mother) ... rov Trpo ToV Xpo'ov 
avaKfXwp7JKvags aVT7lf EK TrV EMrl,fe.wv 6o'Sov; Polyb. xxviii 3 
(two Roman legati in Greece) ... alaa Se, Std rTV Aoywv 
trapfEvfcaLvov WcS elt8OTS rovg Ev KaaraLts rWV wroAE'wv wrap 7ro 
SEOV avaxcpovvTra, waavTrg SE Kam TOVSg 7po7TrLrov70Ta 
(lrpoanri'rTovTas codd.). Kal SAot 7roirtv r'aav SvaapeoTrov,LEvoL 
roS advaxuApovatv ovx r'TTOV j TOro EKOfavos. avTL7rpaTToovaUv. In 
these two cases it clearly means 'stand aloof'. Also cf. Aristid. xlix 39 p. 

'take sides', 'be at variance', 'in contrarias partes abire', 
(Betant)3 and so must mean here 'divided in alliance'. 

(b) It would be peculiar and obscure for Thucydides 
to be giving a particularly good example of where the 
rest of Greece did not become involved. pdAtiara 
would, in fact, be redundant because no example of 
non-involvement could be any better than any other. 

There are, however, difficulties with this interpre- 
tation. 
(i) Despite (b) above, paaAtara at the beginning of the 
sentence does initially lead one to expect that an 
especially good illustration of what Thucydides has just 
been saying is going to be given.4 This expectation 
appears to be being confirmed by the mention of 
Chalcis and Eretria, which, it might be supposed, are as 
good examples as any to illustrate what Thucydides has 
just said about darvyeLioveS.5 It is only when we reach 
the end of the sentence, which, as we have seen, must 
mean 'divided in alliance with either side', that it 
becomes clear that Se does point a strong antithesis in 
this case and that aLaAtLra be must mean 'the best 
exception' rather than 'the best illustration'.6 
(ii) e{vp,iaaxa could be taken loosely as 'alliance', not 
necessarily involving actual 'fighting together'. 
(iii) Thucydides does not use the verb vt,LadaXEaOat or 
even evuJL,aXetv but the rather inactive phrase, 
SLoTaivatL Es evulaXtiav. 

Thucydides has always been known for his frequent 
obscurity of expression7 and in this passage he is being 
particularly terse, to the extent, indeed, that it some- 
times reads like notes. This sentence, brief and obscure, 
gives us little indication what he thought the nature of 
the war was. Furthermore it does not seem that he or his 
readers can have thought it was much of an exception to 
his general rule that Ta' rrpo aVrTcv were ov ,peydAa or 
that it had any serious claim to challenge the Peloponne- 
sian war in JLEyeOos. One is, indeed, led to suspect that 
this was a good instance of where aacb& /Lev EfpeV 8Lta 

Xpovov wrA0Oosg davvara qv.8 Ignorance and/or uncer- 
tainty may thus be an additional reason for the brevity 
and obscurity of the reference.9 This impression is 

3 Cf i 18.3; iv 6i.i; vi 79.3. 
4Just as it had a few lines above, i 15.1: Et7rTA0Eovre yap Tas 

v7qaovS KaTrETTpEc,ovTO, Kat iatarLTa oo0 1 A) StapKrj etXov Xwpav. 
5 As it turns out, of course, they are good examples to illustrate an 

exception to what he has just said about aarvyeLToves. 
6 If he had said 7rTA)v 0Tl, or something similar, it would have been 

clearer that he was pointing a contrast. 
7 

Cf. D.H. de Thuc. xxiv(ff.). 
8 1.3. 
9 It is not clear that rTO 7TroAEfov here (or in Hdt.) indicates 

anything more than that it is a war the mention of which should ring a 
bell in the minds of educated readers. Why it will do so we can only 
guess: perhaps they will be aware of it from poets or (less likely) early 
prose-works; perhaps it was merely general knowledge that there was 
a war between the two cities. If we think it likely that there was a series 
of squabbles between the two cities, if not a protracted war, this might 
be supposed to have left an impression on the popular historical 
awareness much as England's traditional enmity, or Scotland's 
traditional friendship, with France has done; cf. our phrases 'The Old 
Alliance', 'The Hundred Years War'. There is even a slight possibility 
that, even at this stage, it might only have been known about because 
it was controversial. At any rate if there was a shared corpus of 
knowledge/tradition, and this is indicated by the definite article here, 
there is no reason why it should be a uniform one. In short, it seems to 
me that rov in both Thuc. and Hdt. could carry such a variety of 
implications that speculation on the matter, though it might be 
instructive, is ultimately bound to be fruitless. 
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8earTrdaO'g: this is very hard to reconcile with the rest 
of the gloss and, indeed, seems wholly contradicted by 
ov yap AEyEl OTl 4,l Eplaor0. The best we could do 
would be to take 8L&EuTaa0rq as 'were scattered in 

disorganised lack of agreement', 'torn apart', in the 
sense that they were not involved with one another 
either in conflict or alliance,16 as opposed to fLuEpt'Orl 

'neatly divided', 'split into parties'. Needless to say, this 
is unsatisfactory, but it might have been the way it was 
understood by the scholiast following an earlier com- 
mentator (who was presumably using &Ea7TrrdaO7 in its 
normal sense). Anyway it is likely that the scholiast is 
here conflating our orthodox interpretation with its 
opposite.17 Garbling of this sort by scholiasts is not at all 
unusual. 

Apart from SLEardaOrfI, then, I take the scholiast to 

interpret Thucydides as saying: 'Particularly in that 
long-ago war between Chalcis and Eretria the rest of the 
Greek world stood aloof as far as alliance with either 
side was concerned.'18 

Thucydides' lack of lucidity, the possibility that 
&Starr7 may have been obscure to a late Greek and that 
the scholiast might well have been a man of not very 
great knowledge or intelligence may suffice to explain 
our gloss: it may merely be a misunderstanding. Thus 
we would rightly be wary of giving any weight to the 
gloss by itself as an historical opinion. If, however, he is 
conflating two interpretations he is not himself respon- 
sible for them. There will originally have been two, or 
more, sources or groups of sources, one of which will 
have interpreted Stea'Ur by &tEaTrdarOq or words to that 
effect. The propounder of the opposite view is quite 
likely, primafacie, to have taken Thucydides' sentence as 
an illustration for reasons which, as we have seen, need 
not be far to seek, and explained it accordingly. It 
remains possible, however, that this view of the 
Chalcis-Eretria war was one held by serious scholars in 
antiquity and that the 'original commentator',19 with 
this view of the war in mind, sought to apply it to 
Thucydides.20 That serious scholars may have held such 
a view and that this view may not merely have stemmed 
from a misunderstanding of Thucydides I hope to show 
in the next section. 

422.17 Keil (i 498 Dindorf): the speaker, because of a previous oracle, 
is careful to avoid eating beef. Now, after an earthquake, o 0eos 
KEAVEI lOt to ... Ovaat ooOv SrAot'/a rT(/ Ad T? rcu'aw pt 

avaXwpouvrogs E IeOV Kal V7roTTrEVOVTro9, Kat S8Et&OTOg rTv 

7rporTpav EKEV W7V rTpopp77atv, yEVETO KrTA; and Aristid. li 59 p. 465.6 
Keil (i 549 D). 

16 PI. Leg. 876c may be closer to this: 'pull in different directions' 

(LSJ). 
17 If we thought the scholiast was giving the traditional interpre- 

tation we would have to take avEX6wp-raEV as 'retreated from one 
another', i.e. into two (or even, perhaps, many) different camps; this 
force of the word would be very peculiar and the interpretation would 
break down anyway at ov yap AE'yEt KrA. 

18 
fe in E's vt,.uaax'iav used respectively as it is earlier in the 

sentence: cf. LSJ s.v. IV 2. 
19 I am asked to stress that, on the whole, there is little evidence of 

much historical interest on the part of commentators on Thuc. This is 
a generalisation, however, from which it is quite unwise to jump to 
conclusions. This comment is quite likely to have come from the same 
source as a preceding scholium (in ABGc2), which does give us a piece 
of historical information not in Thuc., namely that the war was 
fought for the Lelantine plain: 7rrOEfov XaAKtSEov Kat 'EpErptEowv 

roA4Esovv ofvrot wp6o dAAqAov Trept troO A?jAavrt'ov 7reSov. 
20 

Cf n. 12. 

3. The other evidence21 

(i) Herodotus 
Two passages of Herodotus are usually taken to be 

referring to the Chalcis-Eretria war: 
(a) i 18: oVrot 86 r- LOtOV lavTraOoSlovres ES LLrtwpEov' 
Kat yap or) Trporpov ol MLrtAULOL TroLct XioLuL rov 

rpos Epv8pamovs Tro'A,pov avv&S7lveLKav. The Chians 

help the Milesians against Lydia in return for previous 
Milesian help against the Erythraeans.22 
(b) v 99: ol yap 8rf MLAhaLto rrpOrepov TroatL 

'EpETrpLeuat rv rrpo XaAKLtSas r7ro'AXov avv- 
aive?tKav, OTE Tep Kat XaAKi8evaL avrt'a 'EperpEWov 
KaL MtA'qCra'v Za/iLLOL 6Eor Eov. Eretrians help Mile- 
sians in return for previous help against the Chalcidians. 
There are difficulties however: 
(1) If we place the war in about 700, or even down into 
the seventh century, the Eretrian help is given for 
services 200 years earlier. 

(2) But even granted that Herodotus is referring to 'The 
Chalcis-Eretria war' here23 (and the definite article at v 
99 does indicate that he has some sort of idea, however 
vague, of a war24) there is no indication that he 
connected these two passages in his mind; and if, indeed, 
he knew much about the war at all he did not consider it 
an important, and certainly not a Panhellenic, event. 

Herodotus' conception of the war, at any rate, cannot 
be the result of misinterpretation of Thucydides i 15.3! 
Rather it is much the same as Thucydides' has been seen 
to be above-vague and unsubstantial. 

(ii) Thucydides 
Further indication of this in Thucydides can be found 

in other passages thought to be relevant. His informa- 
tion about Ameinocles' help to Samos,25 which is used 
as evidence for, but which does not require, a Corin- 
thian-Samian alliance, comes only two chapters before 
his aside on the rraAat mroTr yevo1,evov Iro"Aetov but no 
connection is made between the two incidents;26 nor is 
any made at vi 4, which is used as evidence for 
Chalcidian hostility to Megarians (in Leontini). Final 
confirmation of Thucydides' ignorance and/or uncer- 
tainty (for we must, I think, call it one of the two), is 
TrorT here at i 15.3 which means, as LSJ puts it, 'at some 
unknown point in time'.27 

21 I do not propose to indulge in a thorough review of the evidence 
here. Cf especially W. G. G. Forrest, Historia vi (1957) i6o ff.; and 
generally J. N. Coldstream, Greek Geometric Pottery (London I968) 
368 ff. and Geometric Greece (London 1977); A. R. Burn, The Lyric Age 
of Greece (London 1960) 92-3. Contrast Gardner, CR xxxiv (1920) 
90-I. 

22 This passage tends only tentatively to be asserted as relevant. 
23 One thing rov roAefhov does indicate in Thuc. and Hdt. is that 

there was one war. With this should be compared modern theories of 
multiple wars: e.g. Dondorff, De Rebus Chalcidensium (Berlin I855). 

24 But cf. n. 9. 
25 i 13-3. 
26 See L. H. Jeffery, Archaic Greece (London 1976) 159 n. 2 for 

possible re-dating of Ameinocles to the mid-seventh century. 
27 7rdAat Trort does, it seems to me, indicate vagueness, uncertainty 

or something of the sort. wrore either merely emphasises wraAat thus 
suggesting the mists of antiquity, or it invests whatever 7rdAat is 
describing with a sort of legendary quality, equally misty (cf. 'once 
upon a time'). Cf. Plat. Critias i oa. Ar. Plut. 1002 is no exception: 
7ra.Aar roT' jauav IAKLILOL MtAriatot. The vigour of the Milesians has 
long since degenerated into pleasure and luxury: it is far back in the 
mists of a legendary past that they were aAKtLuOt. There is here in 
Thuc. too, I think, a suggestion of either the great amount of time 
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We might note the following: 
(1) 760e-761a is the only mention or evidence in our 
sources of actual armed conflict involving the supposed 
allies (Thessaly in this case); peculiar, one might think, if 
there was actually active ev,uLaXtla. 
(2) 'Aristotle' here may have been Aristotle of Chalcis, 
the local historian, rather than the philosopher.29 In any 
case it is interesting that he provides a variant for this 
story, although he still apparently thought Cleomachus 
died in victorious battle with the Eretrians. Furthermore 
in his version the Chalcidians from Thrace are involved. 
Who else, one wonders, if anyone, did he think were 
involved? 
(3) If in (a) we accept the reading of the majority of 
MSS, n71aL, then we should probably conclude that 
Lesches is Plutarch's source here. If so, this isjust the sort 
of unreliable source that might also be behind Thuc. i 
15.3. If, however, we think it unlikely that Lesches 
wrote a poem about the Chalcis-Eretria war, there are 
two further alternatives: 

(a) Plutarch is polIraying Periander as having learnt 
about the contest from Lesches; i.e. Lesches is, for 
Plutarch, Periander's contemporary, who might per- 
haps be expected to know about earlier poetical contests 
(and to sing of them at Periander's court?). 

(b) We accept the reading cs kautr in which case 
Lesches is, not unreasonably, being portrayed as taking 
part in the contest with Homer and Hesiod.30 

In either of these two cases Plutarch's source is to be 
sought elsewhere (one of the Aristotles perhaps?); but, 
whichever of the three alternatives we choose, this 
anecdote and the one about Cleomachus are mythical in 
tone (cf. Thucydides' rTrAat Trore) and likely to have 
been the subject of poetry such as may have provided 
Thucydides with his 'knowledge' of the war. At any 
rate it is not immediately or explicitly apparent in 
Plutarch that the Chalcis-Eretria war was a Panhellenic 
event. 

(v) Aristotle 
Aristotle at Pol. iv I289b36 mentions the war: &OiOrcp 

mXl TrV dpXaiwov po vw Ov av rTOLS LTITOLS 
r1 oUvaLL9s rJv, oAlya apxia TOap TOS ro av- EXPcOro 
c rrpOS 'rovS 'roAe,,ovS trOS t pos TOVS aUTv- 

yetTovas, olov 'EperpLe?S Kat XaAKL8eiS. 
Aristotle may have been aware that horses were used 

in the war because he knew about the Cleomachus story 
(the alternative version of which he may have read in the 
work of his namesake). But here too it sounds like a 
local war: Aristotle is talking about wars between 
aTorvyELToveS much as Thucydides is at i 15.3, but, 
unlike Thucydides, he cites the Chalcis-Eretria war as 
an illustration. Had Aristotle merely misread Thucy- 
dides then? Those of us who have a high opinion of 
Aristotle or do not wish to accuse him of the same 
mistake as made by a Thucydidean scholiast will think 
this unlikely. It is more likely that another, perhaps 
Aristotle of Chalcis, was his source here31 (in whose 

29 Even if he was not he is quite likely to have been the 
philosopher's source: cf. Jacoby on A. of Chalcis, FGrH 423, 'und dann 
konnte dieser A. eine der Quellen seines grossen Namensvetters fur 
die Politieen euboeischer Stadte gewesen sein'. 

30 If this concurrence is found implausible it can be avoided by 
deleting 'Op,'pov Kal 'HatoSov (Wilamowitz), or deleting AaoxEs 
and reading 7rpotvfaA' 6 rev, Cs5 baot (David). 

31 Cf. n. 29. 

If, then, Herodotus and Thucydides had much of an 
idea of the 'war' it was perhaps a little confused and, at 
any rate, by no means the same as modern reconstruc- 
tions of alliances based on their texts. 

(iii) Strabo 
Strabo x 1.12 (448): Too pJev ovv T7rAov c'OwoAo'yovv 

aAA7'AatS at 7ToAei avrTat, Treptl 8e A7Aa'vov 
OteveX? eL0aa ovo T ovT) TreAcoS E7TavaavTO, waTe TrcE 

rroAeu,u Kara avOa?eLav opav EKaaTra, aAAa 
'vvEOEVTO, E'q o` avarsT7aovrTa TOv aywva. orVAo o8 

Kat TOVTO Ev Tre 'A!LapvvO'cw aUrTAlr TtS, pdaoovra 1)' 

XpVaBOaL TqAEf0ohAoLs. 
The war here is envisaged as a gentlemanly affair 

with its compact /} xp~laOa8 T/Aeso,AoLs.28 There is no 
indication that Strabo thought it was a Panhellenic 
event. Neither, presumably, did his source(s), who, his 
mention of the arTA-X indicates, were probably local 
guides. Surely they, if anyone, would have been anxious 
to point out to Strabo that their local cities were once so 
important that all the rest of Greece fought on one side 
or the other. It is quite likely, in other words, that 
Strabo's source/guide did not think this war was 
Panhellenic and I doubt that he reached this conclusion 
from having misread Thuc. i 15.3! So we might surmise 
that a (or the) local Euboean tradition did not believe 
the war was Panhellenic. 

(iv) Plutarch 
There are two relevant passages in Plutarch: 

(a) Mor. 153f-154a (Sept.Sap.Conv. io): (Periander is 
speaking) &aKOvLuev yap OTI Kat TrpOs rTa 'AtuyLt- 
Oa,avTos raqads elg XaAKlOa TrV TOT?E aOOV Ot 

8oKqJuLTaToL TOriToTaL auvvrAov lv 8' 6 'Auk,odai,as 
avrlp iroAeuLKOS', Kat iroAAa 1Tpayp.ara irapaaXcov 
'Eperptevatv 6 v EVats 7rept A-lAavTov ,iaxats evreauv. 
ETrel 8E Ta rapecrKevaa TOva 7roS LOrqTratS ETrr? 

XaAX7r'V) Kat OSvaKoAov E 'OLEl rTv KpL,LV lta TO 

EftaiLLAAov, 7 TE oo0a TQV ayWVLaT6V, 'O/7poV Kat 

'Hato'ov, 7roAAXrv alropiav UET' am8ovs TOlS KpLVOVUt 

7rapElXEV, ETpa7ovTro Vrpo f9 TOlaVTragS EpcT'ratg, Kal 

rrpovf3aA' 6 tv. , u (>r)at A&rs co . . 
7nact 0, qaau QhJnwB 

(b) Mor. 760e-761a (Am. 17): Cleomachus comes with 
his cavalry from Thessaly . . . EriTKOUpo0 XaAKLSEVat 
TOV Aq7AavTLKOV (OeEaaAlKOV codd.) wToAXEov 7rpos 
'EperpteLs aKaditovTos ... He dies in the battle 
fighting gloriously for the sake of his lover who is 
watching .. 'ApLaroTe'A9s 8 rTOv pEv KAE4OLaXov 
aAAwo atlToOavewv c77ct, KpaT?7'avTa Trv 'EpeTpLE'Wv 
TrV "ai TOV 

' 
VTO TOV prJL' 

' 
'VOV 'X'LtAOEVTa TWV a'T' 

OpaK7rs XaAKLSEoWV yeveaOat, 7TretU0EVTa TroS EV 

Evtsota XaAKL8evaiLv E7r'KOVpOV' O0ev aSeaOat Trapa 
TOlS XaAKLOeaV . . . 

since the war or its rather mythical character. It is precisely the phrase 
Thuc. would use if his source(s) were poets, local traditions or his own 
general knowledge and when he is not particularly confident in any or 
all of them; cf. ai 7rore, with Gomme's note, ii 13.3 (HCT ii 26). 

28 Forrest's scepticism about this on the basis of the paucity of 
inscriptions at this early period, Strabo's supposed lack of epigraphic 
skill and the intrinsic unlikeliness of such a compact is reasonable but 
not necessarily to be shared. Archilochus fr. 3 (West) is probably 
irrelevant per se to the inscription; both of them clearly reflect a 
particular reputation that the Euboeans had and it seems sensible to 
suppose that they did so independently of one another. This does not 
affect the point, however, that this was, for S., a chivalrous and, it 
seems, local affair. 
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ability to interpret Thucydides we may have less 
confidence). 

It is not clear, then, that Herodotus, Strabo, Plutarch, 
Aristotle or their respective sources thought that the 
Chalcis-Eretria war was a Panhellenic event; indeed one 
may get the opposite impression. Nor does it seem that 
misreading of Thucydides is at the root of the matter. 
Apart from those who believe in Thessalian involve- 
ment, it is not clear that they would disagree with the 
remark of the scholiast, loLvoL XaAKL8e?s dLOaVOtS 

'EpErTPElVa LV #LadXOVTO. 

4. Conclusion 

We should remember that there are two distinct but 
(especially in this case) connected questions: (i) what the 
ancients thought about the war;32 (ii) what we think 
about it. 

(i) The tradition in general is vague and uncertain. In 
the 250 years or so between the events and our earliest 
evidence, that of Herodotus, it is not unlikely that it was 
kept alive through poetry, possibly that of Lesches. In 
the fifth century we have brief and uninformative 
references in Herodotus and Thucydides; it is not even 
clear that they are referring to the same events.33 
Neither of them appears to have thought these events 
important. In the fourth century and beyond, with 
developing scholarship and interest in local history, 
there was plenty of scope for controversy: When 
exactly did the war take place?34 How many wars were 
there? Who won?35 Who was involved? On this last 
question some or all the authors we have briefly 
considered may have stood in a tradition which thought 
the war was a local event. At some stage the crucial 
sentence in Thucydides came to be misinterpreted in 
favour of this localised view. The question of when this 
misinterpretation took place is important but obscure. 
For if it was early it may be thought to discredit this 
view. If, on the other hand, it occurred late (i.e. if it 
supported an already existing view rather than initiating 
one), then the view may be considered more credible. 

(ii) If there was such a view and it was credible we 
should at least take it into account when considering 
what actually happened, although we may not wish to 
reject our firmest evidence on the matter, Thucydides' 
short sentence, correctly interpreted. All the evidence 
can be reconciled with the view that it was not an 
important event, that it was not central to the history of 
the period.36 Apart from Thucydides there is little, if 
any, evidence which could not be reconciled with the 
view that it was not Panhellenic.37 Whatever conclu- 

32 Or wars. 
33 Cf. section 3 on chronological difficulties in Hdt. 
34 Also the Euboean chronicler Archemachus involves the mythi- 

cal Curetes in a Lelantine war (FGrH 424 F 9). 
35 Chalcis wins in Plutarch but archaeological evidence indicates 

Eretrian dominance in the seventh and sixth centuries: Pyrrhic victory 
perhaps? See Boardman BSA lii (1957) i f. 

36 The First Messenian War, for instance, might makejust as valid 
a claim to importance. Professor Forrest suggests that the conflict 
between Assyria and Phrygia over division of power in Asia Minor at 
about this time, particularly with reference to the Black Sea ports, 
ought also to be considered in connection with the war. 

37 This might suggest the simple and drastic solution of consider- 
ing Thuc. i 15.3 as an interpolation made in the context of controversy 
about the war and by someone who meant the sentence the way the 
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sions we do wish to draw about the events themselves, 
given these uncertainties in the evidence, they should be 
tentative and highly qualified.38 

S. D. LAMBERT 
Keble College, Oxford 

scholiast interprets it. Some may be attracted by this solution; it seems 
to me, however, that the evidence is insufficient. 

38 My thanks are due to Professor W. G. G. Forrest and Messrs 
W. S. Barrett and P. S. Derow for their advice in general and for their 
careful, percipient and useful criticism of earlier drafts of this paper. 

A Louvre Fragment Reconsidered: 
Perseus becomes Erichthoniosl 

PLATES IX-Xa 

A fragmentary red-figure cup, formerly in the 
collection of Henri Seyrig, has been connected with the 
myth of Danae and Perseus ever since Beazley first 
noted it in 1954.2 Although a number oficonographical 
discussions of this myth have appeared since, the vase 
has never been published and, therefore, its iconography 
never discussed.3 Today, the fragments are in the 
Louvre, inv. no. 98o.o820.4 Thanks to the kindness ofF. 
Villard and A. Pasquier, I am able to publish them here 
for the first time (PLATE IXa-b). 

Of the vase, only two joining fragments, part of the 
handle zone (6 cm x4 5 cm), are preserved. On the 
inside remain black glaze and part of the meander-saltire 
square pattern which surrounded the tondo; on the 
outside the lower two-thirds of a section of the scene 
which decorated one side of the cup. The vase dates to 
450-40 BC. Beazley did not attribute the vase, nor can I. 

At first glance the scene on the outside appears to 
depict a woman and child standing in a chest-like object, 
hence the interpretation of the scene as Danae and 
Perseus. It had been foretold by an oracle that Perseus, 
the offspring of Zeus and Danae, would kill his 
grandfather, Akrisios, king of Argos. Although Danae, 
who had been impregnated by Zeus in the form of 
golden rain, was able to hide the existence of the youth 
for a few years after his birth, Akrisios eventually heard 
the child's cries and discovered him. Attempting to 
protect himself, Akrisios had a chest built and set the 
two adrift in it. Eventually the chest landed on Seriphos, 
and Danae and Perseus were discovered and saved by 
Diktys, brother of King Polydektes.5 

1 I would like to thank Prof. Christoph Clairmont for reading an 
earlier draft of this article and Judith Binder for a stimulating 
discussion of this vase. I am also indebted to the following curators for 

permission to publish vases in the collections under their care: M. 
Schmidt (Basel), C. Vermeule (Boston), and F. Villard (Paris). 

2 
J. D. Beazley and L. D. Caskey, Attic Vase Paintings in the Museum 

of Fine Arts, Boston ii (Oxford 1954) I2. 
3 For the iconography of Danae and Perseus on vases, see 

Beazley-Caskey (n. 2) 11-12; K. Schauenburg, Perseus in der Kunst des 
Altertums (Bonn 1960) 7-12; J. Henle, Greek Myths: A Vase Painter's 
Notebook (Bloomington/London 1973) 87-88, 2I0-12; andJ. Oakley, 
'Danae and Perseus on Seriphos', AJA lxxxvi (1982) 1I1 i- 5 (see i 1, 
n. 3 for the earlier bibliography). 

4 I would like to thank Prof. Dietrich von Bothmer for informing 
me of the current location of this vase and D. Knoepfler, Mme Nicolet 
and H. Cahn for answering inquiries concerning it. 

5 For the literary sources of this myth, see M. Werre-de-Haas, 

Aeschylus' Dictyulci (Leiden 1961) 5-Io;J. M. Woodward, Perseus: A 

Study in Greek Art and Legend (Cambridge 1937) 3-23; J. L. Catterall, 
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