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An article released as part of a 2007 edition of the The Bryn Mawr Classical Review primarily focuses on a review of the 2006 book, The Beginnings of History: Herodotus and the Persian Wars, written by James Allan Evans.[footnoteRef:1] This article, which will be responded to throughout the course of this work, is written by Maurizio Giangiulio from the University of Trento.[footnoteRef:2] The topic relating to this article is Herodotus and his writings, particularly focused on the Persian Wars, although other examples are found within the work of Evans for comparison purposes. While some of the early paragraphs in the article simply describe the work written by Evans and the structure of the book, much of this piece features some key arguments and opinions from Giangiulio himself regarding his views on some topics addressed in the work he is discussing, as well as some personal views on Evans as a writer. Therefore, the aim of this work is to investigate the arguments being made by Giangiulio within The Bryn Mawr Classical Review and produce an academic reply based on further modern and primary evidence surrounding this topic, as well as one’s own interpretation of the original ideas being presented by Evans. The overall approach that this reply will take is mainly a positive one and will agree with many of the arguments being put forward by Giangiulio, with a few notable exceptions which will be highlighted throughout the course of the text, in particular his occasional critique of Evans. The main reasoning for the mostly positive response that will be made to the arguments being presented by Giangiulio throughout his article is that his opinions on the ideas he is working with are fair and balanced, while also being reinforced with modern and primary evidence. This use of external evidence is particularly prevalent on the occasions where he disagrees with the [1:  Smith, 2006]  [2:  Giangiulio, 2007] 

arguments brought by Evans, as shall be discussed in more detail in later sections of this work. Before being able to successfully produce an adequate reply to the article, it is important to fully evaluate what is being said and the quality of the writing itself. Therefore, sections of this reply will also evaluate the overall workmanship and review how well Giangiulio makes his arguments with evidence.

In order to create an informed academic reply to the arguments found within Giangiulio’s article, it is important to first outline a brief summary of the arguments within the article, as well as the book written by Evans from which he was working. James Allen Evan’s book is, for the most part, a collection of written essays written by himself which remained mostly unedited, although all did feature added endnotes featuring Evans’s afterthoughts, as well as a short reflection on the wider impacts of the original essay publications.[footnoteRef:3] Using this scholarship as a basis for his own arguments, Giangiulio then produces an article, as part of a journal, which puts forward his review and arguments in relation to the works written by both Evans and Herodotus himself. Much like this reply to his own work will conclude, the article written by Giangiulio largely agrees with a lot of the ideas presented by the writer he is basing his work on, with several examples of differences of ideas that are backed up with evidence. While the article is very descriptive at times with early sections simply describing the structure of the earlier work by Evans, as was mentioned in the introduction paragraph, the main text of the article demonstrates examples of both agreeing and disagreeing with Evans’s views with reinforcing evidence to back it up. While the primary purpose of this work is to reply to the overall argument which is being put across throughout the article and not singular points within it, this is significant to briefly consider when addressing a reply as the way in which Giangiulio assesses each point and either backs up ideas first presented by Evans with further reinforcing evidence, or alternatively produces a counter argument using such evidence shows a writer who is careful about any bold claims he makes and makes sure there is evidence to support either side of an argument he may support, as well his own general knowledge on this aspect of history being very clearly demonstrated to the reader throughout the piece. It is also worth noting that the journal from which the reply comes from, The Bryn Mawr Classical Review, is a well-respected and credible academic journal, written by qualified academics and peer reviewed.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Giangiulio, 2007, p.360]  [4:  Bryn Mawr, 2013] 


Moving on from looking critically at the writer and journal that will form the basis of this reply, this piece will now go in to more detail on the argument of this reply itself and why it will be primarily positive and agreeing with the arguments of Giangiulio.  This will involve looking at many of the components that make up the article itself, including the history and evidence surrounding these events and examples of where agreement or disagreement can be justified in relation to the overall argument of the article. To begin with, one should start with the ancient sources and Herodotus himself, as every argument that has been brought up throughout this work ultimately relates back to this collection of writings and its reliability. Among many modern scholars, Herodotus is generally considered to be a useful source for modern historians to work with, especially in regard to this particular period of history, although caution should sometimes be used when considering all of the details.[footnoteRef:5] One can find many examples of this view; while scholars do not discredit Herodotus, as with many other ancient writers the exact accuracy of the work should not be assumed just because it is ancient source material. The modern writer Fornara even claims in their essay on Herodotus that his main concern was not accurately describing events as they happened, but rather put down his own version of events as these are what he felt should be portrayed to any readers of his works as this is what they would be most interested in.[footnoteRef:6] While this is certainly an interesting approach to take, it is also just as important to be cautious of the views of modern scholars without supporting evidence; something that Giangiulio rarely does not do when presenting his own ideas and arguments.  [5:  Thomas, 2000, p.14]  [6:  Fornara, 1971, pp.23-24] 


This occasional doubt of Herodotus and the accuracy of his work is not something that was formed recently, as other ancient sources from the following centuries would also present evidence of Herodotus not being entirely reliable at all times[footnoteRef:7]. For example, Thucydides would criticise the credibility of Herodotus within his own later work, while still deeming it accurate enough not to require complete rewriting before his own continuation of the history.[footnoteRef:8] Other heavy criticisms would come later from Plutarch, within his extremely critical essay on Herodotus.[footnoteRef:9] It is important to discuss and understand these potential issues with the work of Herodotus as it is from this work that all arguments being discussed ultimately stem and any issues with a lack of credibility could have an effect on any arguments being made in relation.  [7:  Dewald, 2006, pp.55-58]  [8:  Thucc, 1.22]  [9:  Plut. OMH] 


One of the key issues that Giangiulio does take with Evan’s work is that he refers to his writing as very “old fashioned” in style and primarily the way in which he makes his arguments which he claims can be confusing at times, while acknowledging that all featured essays are well thought out and constructive. This is an interesting point for the writer to make as it is worth pointing out here that this article was released only a year later than the book that it discusses. While one could attribute this to personal preference of writing style, it is worth noting that James Allen Evans is many years older than Maurizio Giangiulio. This could potentially mean that a different writing style could be the result of a different form of education. However, if one is to go by the assumption that this was simply a matter of personal preference of style, it would be fair to summarise after looking at other writings from both authors that Evan’s style is not in any way less useful than that of Giangiulio. Indeed some may even favour Evan’s more traditional style for understanding his arguments. 

While Evan’s own personal style may be favourable to some and unfavourable to others, it is almost without doubt that Giangiulio does a much better job at coming in and reinforcing the original ideas with both reinforcing evidence as well as counter arguments. This is also important to consider when interpreting the work of Herodotus more generally.[footnoteRef:10] As with any piece of work based around history, one of the most important things that should be ensured is that evidence is being presented for what one is trying to say.[footnoteRef:11] Even on the rare occasion throughout the article that evidence is not referenced to due to the interpretive nature of that section of the work, any ideas discussed are well thought out and balanced. At no point during the reading of the article did the writer of this essay think that Giangiulio was being unfair or too bold in a view he was making; everything was considered and fair, something that can sometimes be missing from some modern writers who have their own personal views they wish to put across, much like some ancient writers.[footnoteRef:12] [10:  Hans, 2004. pp.111-112]  [11:  Claughton 2008. p.74]  [12:  Hanson, 2012, p.8] 


One should also consider the historical accuracy of what is being said throughout the course of the article. The purpose of this work is to address the overall arguments and reliability of the article and its author so this reply will refrain from going in to the contents itself, but when one reads a section of the article that goes in to historical detail, any facts or counter arguments made are referenced. This makes it more difficult for someone outside writing a reply to argue many of these facts without having additional evidence that does not yet exist or a motive for doing so., especially as other works on the subject come to very similar conclusions.[footnoteRef:13] Even the examples of more open ended suggestions seem to make sense within the context of what Giangiulio is arguing, which makes for a very convincing argument for any reader to reply to. [13:  Matthews, 2015, pp.93-94] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]In relation to a counter argument to be produced in reply to the article written by Giangiulio, it is very difficult to find many major areas where a reader can interpret another argument other than the one already being put forward. The main areas where the writer of this reply feels any sort of major disagreement with the arguments being put forward by Giangiulio are usually not at sections one thinks are factually incorrect, but rather simply preferring the way it was put across by Evans after reading the section of work being referred to in full. The main text of the article written by Giangiulio primarily praises Evans for his ideas and his understanding of the complexities of the text. Although this is an argument that is being discussed throughout the entirety of the article, it is perhaps the last few paragraphs that best summarise what Giangiulio truly thinks of Evan’s work, as well as him more generally as an author. These lines, which describe Evan’s work as an overall “fine collection of essays”, are very hard to disagree with when one gains an understanding of the further work of Evans, as well as the effort Giangiulio clearly went to in order to review the works in such great detail. 

It is also important to link in here the previous section regarding the work of Herodotus himself. As has been discussed, one must be slightly cautious before believing every word of any source.[footnoteRef:14] This is a crucial part to any academic work and in this case the author of the article dissects the evidence based on modern evidence. This reviewing aspect of forming an academic reply is important as one must fully evaluate and understand the piece being worked with before forming an adequate response. [14:  Beston, 2009, p.147] 


Therefore, the most significant reason for producing such a positive reply to this article is that is it factually correct with evidence produced clearly demonstrating this. Even the areas that are open to interpretation and those where Giangiulio presents a different point of view to that presented by Evans, these too are reinforced with evidence which suggests why his later argument may indeed be more historically accurate. To highlight one example of this, a section of the article where Giangiulio discusses an essay regarding the oracle of the wooden wall ; here Giangiulio suggests scenarios based on what we know from historiographical evidence and does a good job at highlighting evidence as well as alternative solutions and possible issues with these ideas. It is times like these that the reader can be persuaded quite easily by the argument being made and reply accordingly, as this is not simply just a writer making their own claims but evaluating all the evidence carefully and coming to their own conclusions. 

In conclusion, this reply has been very interesting to research for and write on such an interesting aspect of history. While the article features sparse examples of occasions where the reader may conclude that Giangiulio is taking certain ideas presented by Evans in the wrong sense, it was overall an extremely well written discussion of a scholarly topic and it is for the quality of evidence and reasonable argument throughout the article that the main argument of this reply has primary agreed with much of the original argument.
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