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To what extent can modern Egyptology corroborate Herodotus, and what can this reveal about his true aims, methods, and approach

Introduction
Herodotus apparently described the overall aim of the Histories in the first sentence:

'This is the account of the investigation of Herodotus of Halicarnassus, undertaken so that the achievements of men should not be obliterated by time and the great and marvellous works performed by both Greeks and barbarians should not be without fame, both other things and the reasons why they fought one another.'

Herodotus also described his own methods and sources that form the basis of his statements, as what he himself saw, his own opinion, and his personal enquiries
.

Despite the explicitly stated aim of Herodotus quoted above, some scholars have advocated an extreme scepticism concerning Herodotus intentions such that many accounts in the Histories are considered complete fabrications
, and it is even questioned whether Herodotus ever visited Egypt at all
. In this theory Herodotus’ source citations are considered merely systematically-invented devices of a writer of fiction, chosen only to give the appearance of reliability
.  This work will use findings from Egyptology to show that this extreme idea of Herodotus' actual aims is untenable. 

In order to write the Histories, Herodotus must have constructed a working idea of what he was doing. It has been suggested that Herodotus was inspired both by his 'encounter with the antiquity of Egyptian civilization and its particular awareness of the past'
. Hence, this work will use findings from Egyptology to assess the contribution of Egyptian culture to Herodotus' attempt 'to formulate a new Greek historical consciousness'
. In particular, this work will look at the changes he made to previous Greek methods, such as a move away from using mythological tools. 

In order for the raw data of the historian, namely a collection of observations and stories, not to be just a random jumble, it is, of course, necessary, to impose at least some ordered structuring and organisation, such that coherent arguments can be constructed
. It is claimed that, in this process, Herodotus' aims, methods and approach were greatly influenced by the Greek attitudes to which he had been exposed
. In particular, this included the idea that contemporary Greeks 'had a marked taste for simple schematized patterns', including a tendency to perceive things in terms of some dualism
, or as a linearised scheme
. Some authors have suggested this schematization can be taken too far
, and have cited examples of what they perceive of as Herodotus' over-schematization, such as his accounts of mummification, the history and nature of Naucratis, and the Labyrinth. In this work, findings from Egyptology will be used to assess whether Herodotus' did tend to over-schematization and over-generalisation in these examples. 

Historical validity
The Histories contains sufficient independently verifiable accounts, or rationally explainable errors, that extreme sceptical, or even relativist, explanations for discrepancies between Herodotus and findings from Egyptology are untenable. Herodotus
 provided a description of a Nile cargo vessel that is sufficiently consistent with what is known from archaeology, and from indigenous Egyptian sources, such that it is claimed it must come from an eyewitness
. Herodotus
 mentioned that the vessel was made of acacia and evidence suggests acacia was used for this purpose. Egyptian sources from the 19th dynasty and Ptolemaic periods mention water-craft made of acacia
. Some Middle Kingdom (MK) boat fragments found at Lisht were made of acacia
. Herodotus
 said that short 'two-cubit planks [were cut] from this acacia'  and this is consistent with that the knotty nature of acacia-wood makes it unsuitable for longer planks. The described pattern of combining of the planks 'after the fashion of bricks'
 is depicted in the tomb of Khnumhotep II at Beni Hasan
. The 4th Dynasty Cheops ship also has wide planks arranged in a staggered pattern
. The assertion that Egyptian boats 'do not use frames (ribs)'
 is consistent with the frameless Dashur funerary boats
. Herodotus
 highlighted that the tenons used were 'close-set and large', and archaeological finds suggest that the tenons used by Egyptians were unusually large by Greek standards
. This is consistent with the view that Herodotus purposefully generally chose to describe things that were different to Greek customs
. Indeed, Herodotus himself says 'the Egyptians in most of their manners and customs exactly reverse the ordinary practices of mankind'
. A further similar example is that Herodotus highlighted the contrast of Egyptian practice with Greek caulking of ships by filling seams with wax or tar
. However, seemingly inconsistent with this proposal concerning Herodotus' aims is that, in the rare instance where Herodotus' description of Egyptian vessels is wrong, the mistake is to presume Greek practice. Herodotus was probably wrong when he said the steering-oar was passed through the keel, since Egyptian steering-oars were generally attached to the side of the ship
. Although, one of the Dashur boats had a slight protusion at the poop which was slotted such that a steering-oar could be fixed
. Hence, Lloyd suggested that the eyewitness behind Herodotus'
 account had seen such cases and assumed the existence of a keel from Greek practice and had made a 'natural slip in describing the oar as “thrust through” it'
. Hence, Herodotus seems to make recourse to the familiar when in doubt rather than inventing something. However, overall, chapter 96 suggests that Book 2 of the Histories contains eyewitness testimony that is supported by independent evidence. 

Further, the chronological information that Herodotus provides on the Saite kings is generally compatible with Egyptian sources
. In addition, when Herodotus makes historical mistakes, such as getting the order of succession of Cheops-Chephren-Mykerinos wrong by missing out that Cheops' successor was actually Djedfre
, this inaccuracy is also found in native Egyptian sources, such as the Westcar papyrus
. This suggests a generally pervasive misunderstanding, not that Herodotus was just writing his own stories, and this will be discussed further below.

Hence, it is not necessary or appropriate to go to the relativist extreme of suggesting, as some authors have done
, that somehow archaeology and history are not operating in 'essentially the same order of historical reality' in order to account for apparent discrepancies between the accounts of Herodotus and the archaeological record. Due to its incompleteness, it will be born in mind below that absence of things from the archaeological record is not necessarily evidence of absence from history that needs to be accounted for. 

Construction of history
The way Herodotus discussed reliefs in Ionia and statues of priests in Thebes may be related to his absorption of the particular attitude to the past then prevalent in Egypt. In particular, Herodotus' concern for the past may have arisen from the intensified interest in the Egyptian past during the Late Period due to its use as a means to construct identity and political legitimacy
. 
Herodotus
 described two rock-cut reliefs in Ionia, which he attributed to the Pharaoh Sesostris, which show carved figures of a man carrying weapons. Nowadays, it is known that these reliefs depict Hittites
, but Herodotus suggested that the equipment is partly Egyptian, partly Ethiopian
. Further, Herodotus suggested that one relief has an inscription in Egyptian hieroglyphics across the shoulders, while, in reality, the inscription is in a different position, and is in Hittite script
. Further, it seems odd that Herodotus does not mention that the reliefs bore the name of the king, since this would be standard practice for Egyptian images of kings
. Fehling suggested that these errors show that Herodotus had not visited the sites, but, rather, that he was falsely citing these remains simply to add plausibility to his broader argument in favour of his grand theory for the incidence of circumcision across the ancient world. Herodotus accounted for the supposed fact that the Egyptians and Colchians both practised circumcision by suggesting the Pharoah Sesostris once led an army as far as Colchis
, and Ionia is somewhere in-between Egypt and Colchis. Fehling's discussion of the reliefs formed just one example within a longer argument for how Herodotus used source-citations to back up pre-conceived ideas
. Lloyd suggested a Hellenocentric explanation for Herodotus inclusion of the reliefs by suggesting it was a way to link the story of Sesostris to Greek interests and knowledge, since the reliefs lay in Greek lands, much like modern journalists framing a story for relevance to a particular modern readership
. However, this seems an ad-hoc and anachronistic explanation. In contrast, broader Egyptology may offer an alternative explanation to those of Fehling and Lloyd to account for Herodotus inclusion of reference to these reliefs. Wider Egyptology reveals a general archaizing tendency in cultural and material forms during the Saite period
. Pharaohs, such as Apries and Amasis, began to use royal titulature based on models from the Old Kingdom
. Biographical texts and funerary inscriptions used epithets not seen since the Middle and Old Kingdoms
.  The use of Pyramid texts in tomb inscriptions was revived, and art, in general, tended to imitate earlier styles
. Mayor suggested that this harking back to the glories of the Egyptian past were linked to the need to re-assert Egyptian identity following the repeated foreign incursions before the Saite dynasty regained Egyptian independence and unity
. In particular, there was a psychological need to assert that Egypt had been as great in the past as her foreign invaders had been, and this was signified by claims that the past Egyptian empire had reached at least as far as Egypt's foreign conquerors had managed. Hence, there was the idea that Egypt's empire had reached at least as far as Assyria. Therefore, the suggestion that a rock relief in Ionia was created by a successful, militarily-expansionist pharaoh in the course of his empire-building would be in line with this particular zeitgeist. Since Herodotus was Greek and not Egyptian, his adoption of the contemporary pervading Egyptian mentality is consistent with him gaining his inspiration, if not material, from Egyptian sources like the priests, as he claims, rather than inventing it himself. 
Herodotus' absorption of the then current Egyptian attitude and use of the past may also account for his approach to the discussion of the statues of priests in Thebes, supposedly also seen by Hecataeus. Herodotus recounted how Hecataeus, during a visit to some priests in Thebes, had recited his genealogy wherein he traced his ancestry back to a deity in the sixteenth generation
. However, the Theban priests apparently refuted this assertion of divine ancestry by showing Hecataeus 345 wooden statues that had each been set up by a high-priest during their lifetime. The set of statues thus represented an unbroken lineage of mortal sons succeeding to their human father's office. Herodotus claimed to have also seen these same statues
. It is suggested that this number is suspiciously close to the rather obviously round number of kings that Herodotus had just described, and thus was probably invented
. However, the length of the extant king-lists found are of the same order in size as that recounted by Herodotus. For example, the incomplete Turin Canon, though dating from the much earlier reign of Ramesses II, does contain around 293 to 346 names
. Further, the king-list of the Aegyptiaca, compiled from temple archives and monumental inscriptions included 323 pharaohs up to the end of the 25th Dynasty
. It is also noted that there is not likely to be an exactly correct number of kings since it is difficult to know whether to count disputed kings who ruled simultaneously over a divided Egypt. The contrast between the number of statues and the number of generations claimed by Hecataeus may also signify that Herodotus has taken on-board the very long antiquity of the Egyptian past, compared to what was the Greek perception of the length of the past
.
Finds also indicate that the existence of a set of priestly statues, as in Herodotus' account, is plausible, albeit probably not a full temporal sequence. For example, a cachette of around 800 statues, including many of priests and high-priests, has been found in the forecourt of the seventh pylon of the temple of Amun at Karnak
. Further, the find of a small seated figure of the priest Basa, with the sides inscribed with an extensive biographical text and the names of twenty-six generations of paternal ancestors from a prominent family in the priestly hierarchy of Dendera in the late 22nd or early 23rd Dynasty, shows that priests, indeed, had the type of concerns with ancestry that the story of Herodotus suggests. The concerns of priests, in general, with their ancestry was probably to be able to assert their hereditary rights to certain offices
. This would have been of particular concern following periods of political upheaval when particular families may have been insecure in, or even removed from, offices. Hence, the story of the priestly ancestry in Herodotus may reflect concerns, during the post-invasions Late Period, for families occupying religio-political offices to assert their rights. Therefore this story is yet another example of Herodotus absorbing the Egyptian zeitgeist. 
The aforementioned apparent error in the king-list given by Herodotus
, such that the pyramid builders, Cheops, Chephren and Mykerinos, occur anachronistically later in the list than they should, may also be related to Herodotus' sources reflecting the local Egyptian zeigeist
. Given the obviously impressive nature of the pyramids the idea might have grown up among the Egyptians themselves that the period of the Pyramid-builders was not really that long ago
, and thus the achievements of their more recent (and thus more close) ancestors had been as great as those of the recent invaders of Egypt, like the Assyrians. This thinking would act to boost the self-confidence of the newly-independent Egyptian people. Hence, the supposed error by Herodotus may not be of his own making. However, the idea of more recent Pyramid-builders may also reflect (probably also local) confusion between more recent repair of the structures and the initial building
, or the original papyri copies of Herodotus' work were mixed up at one time
. However, these potential alternate theories seem relatively ad-hoc, compared to the broader explanatory power of the pervading zeitgeist theory, as demonstrated by several examples above.
Moyer suggested that Herodotus' absorption of Egyptian sensibilities and attitudes to the past led to him applying them to that of Greece and his predecessor Greek writers
. Herodotus' decision to critique Hecataeus for including divine ancestry so recently in his genealogy may signify a demonstration of a conscious choice to move away from the use of myth in previous Greek genres related to the past, such as Hecataeus and the poetic epics of Homer. The story of Hecataeus is used as a symbol of previous Greek practice in the use of myth, which contrasts with the more 'humanized' approach to the past that Herodotus has absorbed from the Egyptians he has spoken with. 

Schematization
It is suggested that Herodotus' approach was affected by the Greek preference for simple schematized patterns, such that, for example, his account of mummification was over-systematized and over-generalized
. Herodotus is seen as a key source on Egyptian mummification practices because the indigenous Egyptian sources on mummification, such as the Rind papyri and the Louvre papyrus, do not mention surgical procedures at all, while Herodotus does
. Lloyd suggested that Herodotus
 should be interpreted as describing three 'separate methods, graded according to price, and creat[ing] a strong impression that this arrangement was absolutely standard throughout Egypt'. Lloyd proposed Herodotus over-generalized to the whole of Egypt based upon only local observations
. 

This view has apparently been supported by more recent studies of literature reports of mummies and radiological examinations of a sample of six mummies
. Wade et al.
 suggested that if Herodotus' account
 was correct then the practice of removal of the brain (excerebration) 'should be restricted to the elite, it should involve removal of the brain through the nose, and transnasal excerebration should be observed in all elite mummies dating at least to the Late Period'. However, their survey found that transnasal craniotomy (TNC) was present in a substantial number of commoner mummies, while also being absent from some elite mummies, thereby conflicting with the emphasis that Herodotus placed on TNC being a characteristic of elite mummies
. TNC was the most common method of excerebration reported in the literature, with the earliest example dating from the 4th Dynasty, a prevalence of 50-66% through the New Kingdom, rising to ~90% in the Ptolemaic period
.  However, some mummies show evidence of removal of the brain via the foramen magnum, or transforaminal craniotomy (TFC)
. Mummies with missing brains, and where the ethmoid and sphenoid bones are undamaged, are assumed to have undergone this method
. This technique was not accounted for in Herodotus' description
. Further, Wade and Nelson
 suggested that if Herodotus' account
 was correct then evisceration by means of abdominal incision should be restricted to the elite, chemical evisceration via the anus should be frequently occurring especially in commoners, and the heart should be present in most eviscerated mummies, at least for the Late Period. However, the survey by Wade and Nelson
 found that transabdominal evisceration was prevalent for both the elite and commoners. They also suggested that there was no clear evidence for evisceration by anal enema , and evisceration by any means via the perineal region was restricted to elites in the few cases where it was reported. In addition, the suggestion that the heart was always retained or replaced by a heart scarab was not confirmed
. The criticism that these earlier studies by Wade and co-workers had too small a sample to draw such sweeping conclusions was contested by a further survey of mummies, conducted by Wade and Nelson, which had similar findings
. Wade and Nelson
 also cast doubt on the validity of the Herodotus' claim that the cheapest mummification technique was by cedar oil enema, despite experimental archaeological evidence that the method would work. They suggested that the requisite cedar oil would not have been available in sufficient quantities for use on commoners because of the cost of the imported wood and the difficulty in extraction
. They proposed that Herodotus may have mistakenly extrapolated the use of cedar oil to commoners from an observation of its use for mummification of the Apis Bull. They speculated that Herodotus was influenced by the culturally-situated attitude that a technique used even for a lowly animal would, thence, also naturally be used on low-ranking humans. However, what the outsider Herodotus had not realised was that the mummification of the Apis Bull was actually a rare and special event, happening only as each single sacred animal died after several years. Hence, overall, Wade and co-workers suggested Herodotus mistakenly over-generalized from a single trip to a single embalmers. 

However, in contrast, this assertion that Herodotus over-generalised has been challenged
. First, it has been suggested that Herodotus was not aiming at an exhaustive survey of embalming practice in the first place
. Second, previous workers seem to have neglected that Herodotus is careful to distinguish between embalming and wrapping the body in linen (i.e. mummification itself). Third, while Herodotus mentions three different methods he does not necessarily exhaustively state the whole process but maybe only those stages carried out by the embalmers that he, or his source, observed. In particular, Herodotus did not mention what happened to bodies after they were returned to families, who might have carried out further processing themselves, such as wrapping in linen. Herodotus also does not provide any quantitative information on how many people opted for each type of process, and thus any comparison with quantitative evidence requires additional assumptions not actually in Herodotus' account itself. Further, Herodotus does not specify how long the practices he mentions had been in use for (and obviously could not foresee for how long their use would continue) and thus any attempt to compare his report with incidence through time is misconceived. Therefore, the only assertion specifically made by Herodotus that can actually be tested is that 'evisceration by abdominal incision should be found in some portion of Late Period mummies'
. In the case of this more limited test, even the data obtained by Wade and Nelson
 actually supports what Herodotus has reported. Hence, it is proposed that the suggestion that Herodotus over-generalized in his approach is erroneous
. Indeed, this suggests that, actually, it is scholarly characterizations of Herodotus' approach that have been over-generalized. This view can be, itself, tested by examination of further case-studies proposed as examples of over-schematization by Herodotus, such as his reports of Naucratis and the Labyrinth
.

In his reports of Naucratis, Herodotus claims that Greek trade was concentrated at the sole emporion of Naucratis, to the exclusion of other sites
, and that all the temenos there were built at the same time
.  However, Snodgrass
 highlighted that Greek pottery dating from the period of Amasis has been discovered at a number of Egyptian sites other than Naucratis, thereby casting doubt on the idea that trade from Greece was concentrated there, at least during the time of Amasis, suggesting Herodotus was guilty of over-systemization. In contrast, Möller
 suggested that a consideration of the particular types of object found elsewhere in Egypt supports Herodotus' claim of the restriction of trade to Naucratis. For example, the pottery assemblage from Tell Defenneh shows considerable differences from that at Naucratis, suggesting differences in character between the two Greek settlements. While the absence from Tell Defenneh of Wild Goat vases, Ionian bowls and Corinthian vases, as found at Naucratis, may not be unexpected given most of the other finds from Tell Defenneh date from after the period in which their production ceased, it suggests there was not a direct route for vases from Naucratis to Tell Defenneh. Further, vases painted by particular artists, such as the Petrie painter, have been found in abundance at Tell Defenneh but with very few examples from Naucratis
. In addition, while much of the pottery at Naucratis can be considered votive in character, associated with the many sanctuaries found there, the pottery from Tell Defenneh consists largely of storage vessels, suggesting a more settlement character
. Hence, the patterns of finds from Tell Defenneh is suggested to imply that it was an Egyptian fort settled with Greeks present as mercenaries, rather than another trading station
. 

In a further level of systemization related to Naucratis being a specialised emporion, Herodotus can be interpreted to suggest that the inhabitants of Naucratis were classified into those wishing to conduct seafaring activities, described as traders, and those permanent residents in Egypt, described as inhabitants
. Lehmann-Hartleben
 proposed that Herodotus can be interpreted  as saying Amasis granted the Greeks the town of Naucratis for settlement and conferred citizenship upon its population, whereas the traders were confined to the harbour district. However, the archaeological remains of the Naucratis site do not provide evidence of any separate domestic or civil districts, or a harbour district.  Further, there is also no evidence that a separate group corresponding to the inhabitants can be distinguished in the archaeological remains of the town cemetary
. Hence, Möller
 proposed that Naucratis did not have any formal division but rather just had a double aspect. The apparent over-systemization by Herodotus may be just an over-interpretation of the text. A special status for Naucratis would also make sense, other than as just part of the over-systemization programme of Herodotus, if it were, instead, part of a wider Egyptian system to control foreigners, and, thereby, both protect the country from outside influences, and simplify the collection of customs duties and taxes
. Hence, the nature and occupancy of Naucratis cannot be used as an example of over-systemization by Herodotus.

However, the suggestion that all the temenos were built at the same time, based on the idea they were all constructed following the grants of land to the Greeks by Amasis for building temples and altars, is an over-simplification. The oldest temenos at Naucratis is that of Aphrodite
, but it is not even mentioned by Herodotus
. Cypriot statuettes of Aphrodite dating from the end of the seventh century into the early sixth have been found there
. Hence, these statuettes probably pre-date the reign of Amasis, it being from 569-525BCE. Further, a votive inscription to Apollo, found on a North Ionian LWG vase discovered in Chamber 3 of the building identified as the Hellenion described by Herodotus
, also dates from before 570BCE
. The oldest remnants of the Hellenion building itself, including sandstone structures and a large earthenware basin, also date from the first half of the sixth century, and, thus, likely before Amasis’ reign. In contrast, the first temple of Apollo at Naucratis dated to between 570 and 555BCE
, which is consistent with being started during the reign of Amasis. The only rigorously dateable finds from the Temenos of Hera at Naucratis are the so-called Hera cups, which are of a type made from c.625 to the second half of the sixth century BCE
, and thus are also consistent with a temple foundation under Amasis. Hence, the dates of the various sanctuaries at Naucratis are consistent with the idea that Herodotus was over-systemizing the messy facts.  However, given that the other examples cited by Lloyd
 as evidence for an (over-)schematization programme by Herodotus have been shown to be otherwise above, then other explanations for Herodotus' assertions about the temples of Naucratis may be sought. It may be that Herodotus wanted to present Amasis as a philhellene to his Greek readership. 

In his account of the now destroyed Labyrinth, Herodotus indicated that there were 1500 subterranean chambers and 1500 chambers above ground
. It is suggested that, despite the severe destruction of the site, it is possible to determine that it was unlikely that the building arrangement described by Herodotus actually existed, and, thence, this is another example of over-schematization of more limited sources by Herodotus
. However, even without discussing further, it is noted that the remains of the Labyrinth site at Hawara are scant such that interpretation is very difficult. While the majority of scholars have suggested the structure was a mortuary temple for the nearby pyramid of Ammenemes III, this would mean that the extremely complicated system of chambers that Herodotus described would have been completely unlike any mortuary temples from that period
. Further, some other scholars have suggested that, instead, the structure Herodotus identified as the Labyrinth was a royal palace and governmental centre in the reign of Ammenemes III, but, thence, the existence of the whole system of subterranean chambers seems even more unlikely
. Hence, it may be that the description of the Labyrinth by Herodotus may be an over-systemization on his part, whereby he erroneously suggested a similar pattern of chambers both above and below ground. Given that palace buildings were generally constructed of such persihable materials as mud-bricks, instead of stone, then, for such a structure to survive from the time of Ammenemes III to that of Herodotus, it must have been well-maintained all the time from the Twelfth Dynasty.  Michalowski suggested this is very unlikely, and, therefore, proposed that the structure called the Labyrinth by Herodotus was, instead, constructed during the Saite period. The location of the building near the symbol of Egypt's past glories in the pyramid of Hawara would have been consistent with the general archaizing tendency of the Saite culture, which was discussed above. The richness and complexity of the building, as described by Herodotus, would then also be consistent with the vast wealth of Egypt during this period
. Hence, a further supposed example of Herodotus' over-schematization programme may have another explanation related to Egyptian cultural influence. 

Conclusions
It has been shown that Book II of the Histories contains independently validated eyewitness accounts, and so extreme sceptical assessments of Herodotus writings seem untenable. It has been seen that Herodotus was highly influenced by Egyptian cultural trends shown to be prevalent in the Late Period, and this would be consistent with him obtaining much of his material directly from sources from that culture, such as priests. Further, it has also been shown that the particular accounts from the Histories proposed as examples of a tendency to (over-)schematization by Herodotus, and, thus, supposedly exemplifying his being heavily influenced by contemporary Greek thought, are generally not really such at all. It has also been seen that Herodotus implicitly criticised the use of mythological ideas by previous Greek authors. Hence, findings from Egyptology suggest that the aims, methods and approach of Herodotus were relatively more influenced by Egyptian cultural developments, and relatively less by contemporary Greek thought, than generally proposed. This is consistent with the idea that Herodotus’ development of history writing was, at least, partly facilitated by exposure to the particular Egyptian attitudes to the past that emerged during the Late Period.
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