[bookmark: _Hlk41321583]How did Herodotus construct the world around him, and relate it to Greek audiences
 
Herodotus’ The Histories have been heralded as one of the finest  literary works of antiquity. His narratives, that include the war against Persia in 480 BC and his accounts and descriptions of other countries and their histories. These works indicate his great achievements and are world renowned classics.   Herodotus stated that his intention was to highlight the deeds of both Greek and barbarian cultures and he created his histories to memorialise the past for future generations. However, Herodotus’ decision to incorporate the deeds of barbarian achievements led to other historians branding him a barbarian lover. Despite these criticisms, Herodotus’ contribution in shaping historiography was fundamental to the genre and he has been hailed as “the father of history”. 
Herodotus’ work is amongst the best preserved surviving ancient historical documents and it provides invaluable insight into the development of worldly affairs that led to the events  that culminated in the Persian wars. However, Herodotus was not the first historiographer in antiquity. How the earlier, less well-preserved accounts from Hectaeus may have potentially influenced his writings, remains to be seen. 
Herodotus employed a methodology that enabled him to correlate history from sources throughout the Mediterranean world, and this enabled him to produce a literary feat like no other before him.  travelling to various locations around the Mediterranean and his ability to re-create the history of other countries, it enabled him to reconstruct the origins of the Mediterranean world and developed and how this related to the Greek world. Through travelling the mediteranian world he was able to reconstruct the Mediterranean world and develop a comprehensive account of the world around him how this related to Greece. His detailed account of Egyptian history traced the development of the country from its earliest point in history until its occupation by Persia. Herodotus’ unique standpoint enabled him to present a comprehensive account of world, and his intention was to educate rather than simply dismiss the actions and accounts of others in order to demean them as others before him had done. Integral to his work in creating his histories was the fundamental impact that it had in shaping the Greek perception of the world. Herodotus establishes that the uniqueness of humanity and the systems and myths thus created serve to work to benefit humanity and (he felt that this was better) that this is better than an imposed unity[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  Latenier, 1991:16] 

Points of consideration arise from his (unique methodology)approach. For instance, how the work was disseminated throughout the Greek world and how much of the history that was documented remained “’rue’ and unbiased can be questioned. The opening prose by Herodotus itself is open to speculation regarding how it is interpreted. The cultural perspective of the reader affects how the histories are received and how their purpose is construed  by the reader will affects how the Histories are received and their purpose is considered to be. 
  In Herodotus’s efforts to document the deeds of all individuals of note and how his perspective will come into play with how these events are portrayed. Herodotus’ personalised methods for the composure of his histories have subsequently led to him being subject to numerous criticisms throughout history, both by audiences both Greek and Roman. Some later Roman historiographers have gone so far as to refer to Herodotus as the ‘father of Lies’. This is primarily refers to Herodotus’ decision to include mythological elements within his works as a means of explaining certain events. His intention was to establish a literary legacy, which documented the deeds of both the Hellenistic world and the “barbarians” who surrounded them… 
Earlier predecessors and their influence
In order to understand how Herodotus came to write the histories, it is pertinent to analyse some of his predecessors and their contributions to the genre of Historiography (spelling). It is thought that the form of writing in prose, began to develop during the 7th century BC, shortly after the Greeks adopted the Phoenician alphabet[footnoteRef:2]. The early usage of the writing form of prose was first applied to genres such as natural sciences. The prose form continued its initial development through its use by the Ionians, in part as a reaction to Homer’s writing. Prominent amongst the earliest examples of those to use prose as a form of writing is Hectaeus of Miletus, who in writing his geneialities wrote “ I write what I believe to be true, for the Greeks tell many stories, which it seems to me are obscured” [footnoteRef:3]. His contribution to the genre has led some historians to argue that he is more deserving of the title ‘father of History’[footnoteRef:4]. [2:  Romm, 1998:13]  [3:  Romm, 1998:15]  [4:  West, 1991:144] 

 The importance of Hectaeus’ work and how it influenced the writings of Herodotus are important due to the literary stance adopted by Heactaeus. His writings are fundamentally different from  those of Herodotus as he emphasises his own intervention, as he attempts to right and explain the ‘wrongs’ of Hellenic falsehoods whilst tracing genealogies[footnoteRef:5]. Herodotus comments on Hectaeus’ method and intention in his work in book two stating that “Though unlike Hectaeus I kept clear of personal geneialities”[footnoteRef:6], elsewhere stating that ‘I keep to the general plan of this book, which is to record the traditions of various nations just as I heard them related to me’[footnoteRef:7] which speaks of Herodotus’ different intentions However, Herodotus also expilcitly notes that within book seven that whilst he records accounts he does not necessarily believe them all[footnoteRef:8].  [5:  Lateiner, 1989:10]  [6:  Hdt 2:143.]  [7:  Hdt 2.123. ]  [8:  Hdt 7.152.] 

Nevertheless, the contribution put forward by Hectaeus through his genealogies  enabled Herodotus to push the genre’s boundary further, as the works of Hectaeus who was intended to trace the lineages of the Greek descendants, provided a potential historical basis and methodology. However, the argument put forward by Romm that the greatest influence on Herodotus was Homer. He proposes the idea that the only contemporary literary work available to Herodotus which could  provided the best “starting point” was the Odyessy[footnoteRef:9]. This is primarily due to the scale and the structuring of writing that is found the Odyssey, which could provide as a basis for Herodotus’ own histories, as it is subsumes an extensive amount of chronology and the geographical expanse it provides[footnoteRef:10]. The influence of Homer on the writings of Herodotus is clearly evident in its impact on Herodotus’ writing himself. This is further argued by Verdant further supports the argument of Homeric influences stating that the composure of Herodotus’ work, in many ways serves to mirror the Odyssey, in that both Herodotus and Odysseus traverse the Mediterranean world[footnoteRef:11].  [9:  Room, 1998:17]  [10:  Room,1998:17]  [11:  Pellington, 2006:3] 

The impact of the Perisan invasion provided a reason for Herodotus to take inspiration from the Homeric epic due to a similar theme of the work is centred on the East-West conflict[footnoteRef:12]. Hartog notes that in the opening of the histories, there is already a distinction between the Greeks and the Barbarians. Mirroring the Illiad further by fixing his histories in a manner that established the origins of the conflict and o present both sides[footnoteRef:13]… [12:  Pellington, 2006:3]  [13:  Hartog,2000:394 ] 

Herodotus fundamentally changed the genre of historiography through his usage of prose in his writing as opposed to compiling his work through the medium of verse[footnoteRef:14]. This change to the application of how prose to historiography a revolutionary approach was, as before to Herodotus the manner in which prose was the literary tool of explorers and earth scientists[footnoteRef:15].  This break with the traditionally writing style, had the effect of giving more authority to the writer as opposed to leaving the authenticity of a work in the hands of the divine[footnoteRef:16].  [14:  Romm, 1998:20]  [15:  Romm, 1998:20]  [16:  Romm, 1998:20] 

Herodotus was fundamentally distinguished from his predecessors, by producing history in how own  his own narrative and input are not simply required in the form of his histories but are essential in the manner that his histories are received is difference from the Homeric inspiration due to Herodotus’ intention to preserve the achievements of both the Greek and barbarian peoples as opposed to Homer who wished to preserve the kleos that individuals had gained during the Trojan war[footnoteRef:17].  Due to this difference in purpose Herodotus was enabled to produce volumes with the capacity to encompass wider aspects, which is crucial step in the documentation of his histories and their ability to relate grander, more encompassing world history back to a Greek audience. The influences of Hectaeus and his self-insertion into his genealites to propose something akin to his own histories. It is through the influence of Hectaeus’ that the inclusion, authority and perspective of the author became key in the manner which the histories were written. However, the biggest influence on Herodotus and his composure was evidently the work from Homer which he used for a basis the creation of the histories due to the scale. However, it could be argued that both Hectaeus and Homer served as an influencing guide equally due to the different nature of their works and how Herodotus applied this. [17:  Bodekkar, 2002:99] 

His revolutionary form of writing and method which he devised separated him from his predecessors and made him the supreme authority within his work[footnoteRef:18]. This acquisition of authority was crucial for investigating how Herodotus constructed the world around him and how he related it to Greek audience. The term histor is translated to mean inquiry. In presenting his work as such, Herodotus was the guarantor of the authenticity the work, it is by means of this authority that the readers are guided through the world he constructs[footnoteRef:19].  Having established this authority, over his work and the means of its production research will be conducted. Herodotus’ stated that “I will proceed with my history, telling the story as I go along of small cities of men no less than of great”[footnoteRef:20].  [18:  Hartog, 2000:394]  [19:  Hartog, 2000:394]  [20:  Hdt, 1.5] 





Who did Herodotus interview 
Herodotus’ method enabled him to traverse the Mediterranean world to gather information from primary/secondary sources within the countries which concerned their history.  Throughout Herodotus’ travel, his correlation of information is fundamental in the creation of his histories. Herodotus’ ability to connect directly with sources either as they are eyewitnesses or secondary source of information, he further goes on by presenting an variety of accounts concerning matters in his history, for instance the Priests in Egypt who attempted to inform him of the nature of the Nile (ref). As elsewhere in his works he is often keen in presenting what is narrated to him as he is told which he states in different verses that his role is to record what is narrated to him. Consequently, this fundamentally impacted the sources of information which Herodotus’ procured. Hornblower notes that throughout much of his work a variety of information seems to come a collection of individuals leading to a generalisation of sources with few instances of named individuals[footnoteRef:21]. In doing so this enabled Herodotus to gather a larger more comprehensive view of the culture and history required for achieving his aims by not limiting his potential sources. [21:  Hornblower, 2002:374] 

Hornblower argues that Herodotus’ does not make a distinction between written sources or oral, nor did he prioritise these sources over one another[footnoteRef:22]. Hornblower further notes that the use of texts which are presented by Herodotus are done primarily in the form of celebration as opposed to a source of information[footnoteRef:23].  Whereas concerning individuals, Hornblower argues that it is possible to deduce the sources of information that Herodotus used based upon their context, whilst the second is where passages are “framed” by an explicit source[footnoteRef:24]. However, Herodotus’ acknowledges that the information which he is able to divulge from sources comes to him in the form of responses to questions, which further yields more context from the informant Herodotus spoke to[footnoteRef:25]. In using this method as a means to gain information a number of possible problematic issues arise. Chiefly among them is the increase in potential bias from the individuals concerned, as the different groups throughout the ancient world sometimes held opposing views with regards to certain events and people. Such discrepancies likely arose from certain groups whishing to bolster their own history or other factors which would affect their reception such as societal status. However, there is also the bias from the author himself, In soliciting the information in this manner it gives Herodotus the potential to navigate his work in different directions at his discrepancy. Therefore, it can be inferred that Herodotus’ usage in some instances of a generalised reception is the culmination of information from certain groups. However, in some instances throughout the Histories.  [22:  Hornblower, 2002:374]  [23:  Hornblower, 2002:374]  [24:  Hornblower, 2002:374]  [25:  Bakker, 2002:17] 

However, Herodotus’ himself makes note of the reliability of the accounts which  he takes and serves to present them all whilst indicating to the audience those which he believes are more accurate over than others and provides his reasoning for them.  By travelling through the Mediterranean world, and the importance of ethnography within his histories it is paramount in the accuracy of relating traditions and the history of cultures which could be related back to Greek audiences. Through his use of ethnographic collections of data from larger groups in society as opposed to relying on individuals solely, it enabled Herodotus to corroborate numerous accounts which he could use to construct the world around him and relate it to his audience. When interpreting his work in a modern sense, this methodology is invaluable, not only for its accuracy in historical accounts but in the insight which it provides into how countries and groups interpreted their own history.
However, when analysing how Herodotus recreated the around him and delivered it his audience the potential of omissions or short coming of Herodotus’ Histories, becomes a significant factor in influencing the delivery of Herodotus’ work. Lateiner notes that in any given medium, the importance of Comprehensibility matters more to the audience than competitiveness. In order to create more compelling narrative that Herodotus would be able to relate back to the Greek audience, he himself is simultaneously forced to amend details in order to provide the best possible version[footnoteRef:26]. For instance, despite Herodotus’ claim for the histories to document the deeds of both Greeks and barbarians, Herodotus’ seemingly neglects certain groups such as Carthage or Etrusia. Whereas elsewhere, he does not include other aspects of the world around him. This is likely due to the events subsequently not meeting Herodotus’ criteria in which he is writing. The reason for this Lateiner attributes to either Herodotus’ ability to traverse the Mediterranean world, or due to the threat in shifting “the centre of gravity of the Histories”[footnoteRef:27]. The consequence of this omission intentional or otherwise, potentially demonstrates Herodotus’ bias toward the Greeks in his ommission of the two more western powers. It further affects his initial intention to create a larger comprehensive account of the Greeks and the barbarians as it keeps Greece as the western most edge of his world, whilst reinforcing the comparison to the Odyssey creating and West-Eastern dynamic. This bias fundamentally affects how his histories are received as the inclusion of more western barbarian societies would shatter the idea of a West-East dynamic and therefore would potentially diminish in some sense the scale of the Greco-Persian conflict.  [26:  Latiner, 1989:7]  [27:  Latiner, 1989:60] 

Although Herodotus acknowledged that the Persian wars would rival that of the Torjan wars. Another bias which affects the manner in which the histories are received is Herodotus’ possessed a clear distain for the use of maps and cartography[footnoteRef:28]. When writing his histories, he makes this clear by stating that “I Cannot help laughing at the absurdity of all the map makers”[footnoteRef:29]. This distain from maps as argued by Boddekar is to create a poignant narrative perspective. In the first sense it is to challenge the reader to “take up the historians’ principles and methods and to match them against the characters and their view of the world around them”[footnoteRef:30].  [28:  Bodekkar, 2015: 2]  [29:  Hdt trans Court. 4.36]  [30:  Boddekar, 2015:3-4] 

By Herodotus’ intentionally omission of maps in order to recreate the world around him only through description it further separates him from his predecessors[footnoteRef:31]. But further serves in its emphasis to relate the Persian wars in an East-west dynamic. If Herodotus had included cartography, the map likely would illuminate places not discussed by Herodotus. It would serve to diminish his work in some way also, given as there would be far reaches beyond the scope of his travel and more barbarian cultures which he would not be able to comment on due to the content of maps Herodotus argued that they do not take into consideration “known unknowns”[footnoteRef:32]. The effect of this style of narration, reinforces the notion that a specific style of delivery was more tailored to the deliver of the Histories. By the omission of maps, it enables his entails that his work is more reliant on the medium orality over the written, as it has been theorised by some that Herodotus, delivered his histories orally in lectures[footnoteRef:33]. But the content on maps which is presented is static and cannot be changed once recorded. Through his use of oracy to describe the world around him, it did not fix border as the Greek world knew them but enabled the geography to change[footnoteRef:34].  Purves argues that this decision in how the histories are narrated ultimately provides a better method of communication for the Herodotus’ work, as the histories much like the world around him is ever changing and no one map possesses the ability to capture the scope[footnoteRef:35].Whilst Herodotus’ methods are a crucial step in the construction of his work. It is the delivery of the Histories, which becomes paramount for relating his findings to the Greek world. [31:  Boddekar, 2015:4]  [32:  Boddekar, 2015:4]  [33:  Bakker, 2002:9]  [34:  Boddekar, 2015:5]  [35:  Boddekar, 2015:5] 

Herodotus audience and reception  
The aforementioned interpretations of the methods employed by Herodotus suggest the possibility that  one of the primary methods his work was delivered through was transmitted orally in the form of lectures and public speaking and  presented the Histories being in an unfinished form[footnoteRef:36]. This decision to narrate his work in this manner is beneficial in the acceptability of Herodotus’ accounts as his work is not presented to finished and a definitive truth, it further mirrors the purpose of the Histories in that the history much like Herodotus’ work is unfinished as argued by Rosalind Thomas[footnoteRef:37]. However, Nagy has argued against this interpretation that Herodotus’ was writing for a contemporary society. The argument proposed by him is that the histories are not intended to be used in the perception contemporary Greece but was instead concerned with the general Greek “preoccupation of the past”[footnoteRef:38]. These two interpretations of Herodotus’ intentions for writing his histories, ultimate affect how the work is interpreted. The argument put forward by Rosalind, is more suitable due to Herodotus’ self-inclusion within his works as a guiding means. [36:  Boddekar, 2015]  [37:  Bakker, 2002: 9]  [38:  Boddekar, 2002:10] 

When analysing these idea in a wider context, Skinner notes that the language employed by Herodotus implies that some of the events that are related to exploring the Hellenic world which he recounts in his histories use a vocabulary which requires the audiences to possess some prior knowledge of these events[footnoteRef:39]. Therefore, when viewing these two ideas together, the “unfinished” characteristics of Herodotus’ work within the setting of the Greek world combined with some potential for audiences having prior knowledge, enables the audience to explore the validity of the claims made by some of Herodotus’ sources whilst emboldening his audience to subconsciously take up the role of researcher themselves to a degree. Whilst the Histories were kept as a written record, the ability to relate them orally to a contemporary society enabled it to spread farther facilitated it be more relatable as the manner in which Herodotus crafted his work is closely related the manner of story tellers. Which further aids in Latiners argument that any author is affected by the audiences need to interpret their work comprehensively. Skinner argues that there was a larger potential in which Herodotus’ audience may have possessed in their ability to travel and therefore, it gave a larger potential for his audience to accept other theories and interpretations which were presented by Herodotus[footnoteRef:40]. This intention serves to provide the accuracy require when Herodotus reconstructs large geographic places such as Egypt [39:  Skinner, 2018:3]  [40:  Skinner, 2018:10] 


In Herodotus’ book 2 He creates logoi of Egypt.  The description of other countries argued by Lloyd transcends Herodotus’ initial intention of documenting great works and transforms the Histories into delivering a sense of what it means to be a Greek or non-Greek[footnoteRef:41]. Herodotus states how he intends to conduct his research through opinion, his own eyewitness accounts and through his inquiry[footnoteRef:42]. Herodotus’ inclusion of his own observations is key as it is a direct extension of his authority in the creation of his Egyptian narrative. throughout his Egyptian account Herodotus discusses certain Egyptian customs and perspectives with the intention to relate them back to his Greek audience for example one such instance is  [41:  Lloyd, 2002:417]  [42:  Lloyd, 2002:417] 

‘Second in the importance is the assembly at Busiris a city in the middle of the delta containing a vast temple dedicated to Isis, the Egyptian equivalent of Demeter’[footnoteRef:43].  [43:  Hdt. 2.59.] 

Throughout this passage Herodotus narrates customs to his readers and presents them without bias, in many cases relating them directly back to the Greeks to demonstrate how some Greek customs came into fruition such as ceremonies ‘It was the Egyptians too who originated, and taught the Greeks to use ceremonial meetings, processions and processional offerings’[footnoteRef:44]. By portraying the Egyptians in this manner, Herodotus seeks to relate the Greeks to Egyptian customs, in doing so it provides the Greeks with a clear sense of their identity and their origins from a barbarian perspective into the Greek world. This is one instance where Herodotus documents a foreign culture, in doing so throughout his histories he was branded as a barbarian lover by Dionyses for the more open stance which he adopted towards the non-Greek cultures. However, the decision to construct his histories through this method, further developed the literary genre, contextualising other non-Greek groups and relating their traditions back to a Greek audience in which they would be able to familiarise and better ascertain the world around them. By adapting this work it enabled Herodotus to fully explore and reiterate the conflict of between the Hellenic states and Perisa. However, this positioning subsequently affected how later historiography and ultimately how later audiences would interpret his work. [44:  Hdt. 2.58. ] 

In viewing how Herodotus’ work was received by the other historiographers and how it influenced their work it enables us to see how “successful” the corpus by created Herodotus was. Herodotus’ histories have been heavily criticised by other contemporary writer throughout antiquity, to the extent that Latiner notes of the numerous authors only Diogensises does not critique Herodotus[footnoteRef:45]. Despite the criticism levelled against Herodotus, the influence of Herodotean writings can be found throughout antiquity. Among the critics of Herodotus’ was his successor Thucydides who stated that… However, in one passage of Thucydides work, the style of writing which is adopted in 2.97 is reminiscent of Herodotean writing[footnoteRef:46]. The methods employed by Thucydides are different from Herodotus as the intention in the creation of their works is vastly different. Thucydides works is largely concerned with the Peloponnesian war and the politic involved, While the aim of Herodotus’ work is to document the traditions, geography and history of the world around him[footnoteRef:47]. Therefore, the methodology concerning the facilitation of their works is appropriate based on the subject matter and the audience in which they are intending to relate to. Whilst the works of Herodotus’ could arguably be written for either a contemporary or a future one, the work of Thucydides is intended to be received by future audiences. Whilst Thucydides also incorporates some mythical elements, basis his work primarily on facts, Herodotus saw the potential that the past possesses in its ability to unify people and fits within how Herodotus constructed his narrative[footnoteRef:48]. The subconscious argument proposed by Herodotus throughout his work is the argument that the division and uniqueness of different geographical regions and people serve to better humanity. The Greek states ability to unify although presented by Herodotus as being difficult to maintain is ultimately the cause for the Greek victory over the Persian invasion[footnoteRef:49]. The affect that this has on the reception of their work is vital, as previously discussed some of the language employed by Herodotus requires that the audience posses some prior knowledge of the events.  [45:  Latiner, 1989]  [46:  Hornblower, 2006 chapter 20 ]  [47:  Grant, 1983:285]  [48:  Zali, 2016:45]  [49:  Zali, 2016:43] 

 The view of Herodotus throughout the fourth century was very critical with regards to the work of Herodotus, particularly for his usage of mythological elements that he includes in his work. Aristotle accused him of being a ‘mythologiser’ due Herodotus’ inclusion of mythological elements[footnoteRef:50].  This view persisted until recent interpretations, with Herodotus being perceived by his contemporaries as being gullible and easily deceived (ref).  However, when viewing the validity of these criticisms while Herodotus often incorporated mythical elements as a means to explain events, he expressly states that his role in producing the histories is to record what he is told and does not necessarily believe them. The criticism against Herodotus partly stem from his methodology, and the incorporation of mythological events within the Histories is a key aspect of their narrative. (find example) [50:  Hornblower, 2006 chapter 20] 

However, the usage of the histories throughout antiquity indicates that despite crisicsm against him his work was still valuable.  some historians such as Hectaeus of Abdera, essentially plagiarised Herodotus logoi of Egypt to bolster the grandeur of the Ptolemies[footnoteRef:51]. Whilst a Roman source, writing in the second century CE Pausanias imitates and uses Herodotus’ work some 82 times throughout his own works[footnoteRef:52]. Whilst his work became the subject of speculation, the histories served to endure, influencing Herodotus’ successors and his contribution to history is undeniable. Despite the criticism it is evident that many of the later historiographers took inspiration from his work and adapted aspects of his work anonymously[footnoteRef:53].  When applying these subsequent criticisms of Herodotus and the impact it had on later historiographers, the reception served as a blueprint for many as he opened the genre, in documenting the deeds of both the Greeks and the Barbarians, Herodotus succeeded in this goal. However, the reception of Herodotus’ work following his death, is largely negative as a due to the manner in which he wrote. As a result of the reception of Herodotus’ work being largely criticised throughout its existence, the question is raised as to who is the intended audience. Due to the reception of his work by later hisoriographers being primarily negative, with only some of his accounts being taken into consideration or used elsewhere as a means to bolster a specific group. Indicate that while his efforts to document the deeds of Greeks and barbarians alike was successful, it gave greater potential for certain groups to use his work as a means to glorify themselves as opposed to it being used as a testament for what came before. [51:  Hornblower,2006 chapter 20]  [52:  Hornblower, 2006 chapter 20]  [53:  Hornblower, 2006 chapter 20] 





Conclusion 
Despite the works of Homer and Hectaeus, Herodotus strove to revolutionise the form that his work would be delivered. Though Hecteaus’ work relied partly on his self-inclusion his intention was different in that he wished to correct the wrongs portrayed by the Greeks. His distinctive manner in how to view and construct the world as he saw, had a profound influence on Herodotus as it laid the methodological foundation for which he would base himself. By Herodotus having established his methodology and assuming authority over his work, it ensured that input of Herodotus and the manner that he presents accounts is fundamental in the reception and interpretation of his work. Due to the methodology of his accounts being partly based upon his own eye witness accounts, the authority of the account that what he is presenting is paramount to the audience as it was no longer being left to the divine to assert what was written as credible, but became the responsibility of the author to distinguish what was considered to be credible or non-credible. The effect this had on construction of the histories by modelling them similarly to the epic, reinforced their comprehensiveness and the ability in how well received it would be by Herodotus’ audience.  
Herodtus was able to recreate the world around him and present it to a contemporary audience as a means of explaining the Greek position in the world and how some of their traditions developed. This is prominently shown in Egypt where he discusses the origin of festivals. However such a degree of accuracy would not have been possible without the methodology he devised. The methodology and use of myths by Herodotus played an important narrative feature as they were fundamental to the way some groups viewed their history and how these myths placed them within the wider world. However, due to this inclusion many later historians commenting on Herodotus viewed this as a diminishing aspect of the authors work. 
Despite the criticism against Herodotus, the work that he produced has endured throughout history and due to recent archaeological excavations many corroborate what was written by Herodotus.whilst the reception by his contemporary audience proved turbulent, his work stands as a testament in the modern day to the accuracy insight and dedication which Herodotus provides to his world.
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