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suMMARY: Herodotos’ Histories contain many tricksters who are able to think
quickly, outwit others, and get what they want using techniques that are not al-
ways honest. This paper explores how the skill of these manipulators often re-
sides in their ability to use and abuse signs and hijack the process of significa-
tion. It is suggested that Herodotos’ interest in and admiration of these ma-
nipulators of signs is connected with his narrative persona as master presenter
and interpreter of signs.

HERODOTOS HISTORIES CONTAIN MANY FIGURES who by a certain cunning turn
unfavorable situations to their own advantage. These figures have in common
an ability to think quickly and outwit others, and they make use of techniques
that, when evaluated in strictly ethical terms, are unscrupulous, deceitful, and
dishonest. They are figures of the trickster type, familiar to audiences of
Herodotos and of Greek literature more generally. Among their earliest mani-
festations are the Homeric Odysseus and Penelope and the Hermes of the
Homeric Hymn. The tricksters of the Histories have been examined by
Camerer, Lateiner 1990, Dewald 1993, and in particular by Bencsik, and as a
general phenomenon in Greek literature by, for example, Detienne/Vernant
and Pratt. The fact that to a large degree the trickster’s skill lies in the use and
abuse of signs of various types has not been explored, except in Dewald’s
important study of significant objects in the Histories, which makes the con-
nection between the trickster figure and the ability to read objects.! Bencsik
groups together instances of oath-breaking (55-58), the deceptive use of cloth-
ing (46—49), and secret messages (59-62), but does not consider as a com-

11993: 59 n. 8. She speaks in several places of the “manipulation of significant ob-
jects” by figures in the Histories (59, 63-65, 67, 70).
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mon denominator among them the use and abuse of signs. Lateiner, though
sensitive in previous work to semiotic aspects in the Histories (cf. Lateiner 1987
on non-verbal communication and the useful appendices there), does not
consider the manipulation of signs as a factor in his article on deceptions
(1990). The present study looks beyond the field of significant objects to other
sign systems, explores the means of manipulation in more detail, and comes
to different conclusions about the role of the manipulation of signs in the
Histories.

Of the 69 instances of trickery I have identified in the Histories, 33 involve
a manipulation of signs (see Appendix 1). By the latter expression I mean an
attempt to interfere with or hijack the process of signification, and, in so doing,
to achieve a result favorable to one’s own ends. Trickery will naturally often
involve the use of signs, but this may be only incidental to the essence of the
trick, for example when persuasive or lying speech is used, such as when
Kleomenes tricks the Argives he has surrounded in a wood into coming out of
hiding. He calls each man by name, claiming he has received ransom for him;
when the man emerges, he is killed (6.79.1-2). Contrast this instance of trickery
with one that immediately precedes it in Herodotos narrative, where the Argives
penetrate the Spartan system of military signals, so that they are able to an-
ticipate Spartan actions (6.77.3). Once the Spartans find this out, however, they
change their code, confound their enemy, and kill a large number of them (6.78.1—
2). Here the trick consists precisely in manipulating the system of signs.

In what follows I explore how signs are manipulated and how Herodotos
presents the manipulators. I will suggest that Herodotos” interest in and ad-
miration of these manipulators of signs is connected with his narrative per-
sona as a master presenter and interpreter of signs, and that this is part of his
distinctive and authoritative “voiceprint.” There has been a tendency in re-
cent scholarship to see in Herodotos an overly pessimistic, postmodern fig-
ure who broods over the indeterminacy of meaning and the myriad possi-
bilities for disconnection between signifier and signified.” A re-appreciation
of instances of interpretation, taking into account the status of the interpreter
(professional vs. lay interpreter, Greek vs. non-Greek) as well as the type of

2 Cf,, e.g., Lateiner 1987: 100 on the limitations of human knowledge and ability in
the Histories when it comes to signs and symbols, and Dewald 1993: 63-64 on the prob-
lems faced by figures in the Histories in the use and abuse of significant objects; both
authors are cited below. Braund stresses the “problematics of reciprocity” and cross-cultural
communication in the work (169, 172), yet is careful (177) to emphasize that the Histo-
ries equally show the possibility of overcoming these difficulties, in particular with the
help of Herodotos himself. On Herodotos as master reader of signs see below.
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sign communication (e.g., oracle, dream, portent) suggests that Herodotos
celebrates the triumph of human ingenuity (including his own) in both the
use and abuse of signs.

The model of the sign used here is a triadic one, made up of signifier or
sign vehicle (e.g., a word, object, or gesture), signified (the meaning or sense
conveyed by this word, object, or gesture), and referent (what the signified ul-
timately refers to).? The signifier and signified together make up a unit, which
may be termed the sign, but by common convention “sign” is also used of the
signifier alone. What constitutes a sign? The definition I use is a broad one:
anything, whether object, sound, action, or event, capable of standing for
something in some respect. Anything can be a sign, but, as the semiotician
Charles Peirce put it, “nothing is a sign unless it is interpreted as a sign.*

Sign systems in Herodotos include portents, dreams, oracles, other forms
of mantiké, ainos and ainetic speech, names and naming, action, ritual and
gesture as signs, significant objects. In addition to terms such as Tépog, eAun,
KAndwv, olwvic, edoua (all referring to portents), povthiov, Beonpdmiov,
xpnoudc, Adylov (of oracles)’ used to refer to specific kinds of signs,
Herodotos also uses more general terms for the sign, including onuniov and
énionuov, souPolov and cuuPoératov, texunplov and uaptvprov. More
frequently, however, Herodotos uses verbal forms referring to various stages
in the process of signification (see Appendix 2 for the vocabulary of signs).®

Signification is the process of communication during which a sender first
encodes a message by combining signified with signifier and then transmits
the resulting sign or collection of signs. The recipient decodes the communi-
cation, reading the sign against a code and thus determining the message.’
According to this model, the process of signification falls into two halves: the
production, encoding, and transmission of signs on the one hand, and their

* Thus, for example, in an oracle given to the Athenians they are told to call upon their
brother-in-law for help (7.189.1). The signifier here is the word “brother-in-law,” what is
signified by this arrangement of phonemes is “brother of one’s sister,” but the task faced
by the Athenians is to find out the referent, namely, which brother-in-law is meant. The
terms signifier and signified go back to Saussure’s distinction between signifiant and signifié,
which resembles the Stoic distinction between 10 onuoivov and 10 onuouvépevov (S. E.
M. 8.11-12); on ancient theories of the sign see Manetti. On the triad see Noth 89-91.

* As quoted by Noth 42.

® For distinctions among these terms as used by Herodotos see Lévy 357-61.

¢ E.g., there are some 70 instances of onuaivo, but only 9 of onuniov.

7 The model outlined here and the terms “encode,” “decode,” “message,” and “code”
follow the standard analysis of the process of signification by the so-called Prague school
of linguistics and its leading exponent, Roman Jakobson.
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reception and decoding on the other. Herodotos makes use of a vocabulary
of sign transmission and reception that corresponds well to this model. The
verb onpoive, for example, is employed extensively to refer to the encoding
and transmission of signs of various types. Another verb used in the context
of sign transmission is @pa.{w. For the process of the reception, decoding, and
interpretation of signs, the following verbs are used: cuupdaAiopot, cuvinut,
ovAhauBave, évvoém and voo AauBave/Exo, eixalo, epalouat,
TEKUOLPOULOLL.

At each step in this chain of communication there are opportunities for
interference and manipulation, and the Herodotean manipulators of signs
examined in this paper make full use of these moments. For this reason I have
chosen the process of signification as a framework to structure my investiga-
tion. The majority of these Herodotean manipulators take advantage of the
process of encoding and transmission, while there are by my reckoning only
five instances where sign manipulation takes place during the process of re-
ception and decoding. The instances I discuss below illustrate particular types
of sign manipulation and are drawn from the various sign systems found in
the Histories.

1. ENCODING AND TRANSMISSION

1.1 Oracles

I begin with the process of encoding and transmitting signs and, in particu-
lar, the manipulation of signs through appropriation of the means of sign
production. This type of manipulation involves simply seizing the source of
sign transmission and making it produce signs favorable to one’s own objec-
tives. It is a tactic (characterized as a scheme or unyowvn at 5.90.1 and 6.123.1)
used by Kleisthenes and the Alkmeonidai, who bribe the Pythia so that she
will produce oracular responses enjoining the Spartans to liberate Athens and
expel the Peisistratidai (5.63.1). For the Spartans, the Pythia simply relays the
words of the god and they never suspect that she may transmit the words of
men. Their respect for the oracle is so strong that it overcomes their ties to
the Peisistratidai, their Egivot. As Herodotos puts it, “they considered the af-
fairs of the god of more importance (npecPvtepa) than those of men”
(5.63.2), which may be read as a comment either on Spartan piety or on their
credulity. The Spartans are presented by Herodotos as not particularly tal-
ented in the field of sign interpretation, although individuals among them
such as Likhas (1.67.2-1.68.6) and Kleomenes and his daughter Gorgo
(7.239.2—4, discussed below) do demonstrate ability in this area.
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The commander of the second Spartan campaign against the Peisistratidai
is in fact Kleomenes, who resorts to precisely the same kind of manipulation
when trying to depose Demaratos from the other kingship. Through the ser-
vices of Kobon, an influential citizen of Delphi, he corrupts the Pythia, who,
when doubt is thrown on Demaratos’ legitimacy and the oracle is approached
to resolve the issue, gives the reply that Demaratos is not the son of Ariston
(6.66.1-3).

The Alkmeonidai and Kleomenes achieve their ends by seizing control of
the source of signs in the form of the Pythia, but there are other ways of
manipulating oracular signs at their source.® Onomakritos, arranger
(8100é1N¢) of the oracles of Musaios and ypnouoldyoc,’ inserts a spurious
oracle into the collection but is caught in the act (7.6.3). While the
Alkmeonidai and Kleomenes must convince the Pythia to produce the mes-
sage they need, Onomakritos needs no intermediary and as poet-performer
can himself clothe the message in its appropriate form.'° His patrons, the
Peisistratidai, who are themselves potential manipulators (5.90.2, 5.93.2),
expel him from the city, since he has usurped their control.

Onomakritos is equally adept at manipulation by means of the selective
transmission of oracles. As “arranger” he legitimately practices selection in
admitting or rejecting oracles, but when brought to the court of Xerxes by
the Peisitratidai, who have meanwhile been expelled from Athens themselves,
he illegitimately engages in selective transmission of parts of an oracle, sup-
pressing predictions unfavorable to the Persians and relating only those parts
favorable to their endeavors, for example, “‘that the Hellespont would be yoked

8 Cf. the thedros (official sacred messenger) in Theognis 805-10, who must be straighter
than a carpenter’s rule and not add anything (807 00té 11 ... tpocBeic) to what the Pythia
indicates (808 onufvn). Discussion by Nagy 1990b: 165-66 and Dillery.

° There is a tendency to translate ypnopoAdyog as “oracle-monger,” a word with largely
negative connotations, but the Greek word does not necessarily imply corrupt practices
and charlatanry, despite the mercenary ypnouoAdyot of Aristophanes’ Peace and Birds:
see Bowden. On the role and status of the ypnopoAdyog see further Pritchett 3.318-21,
Smith, Shapiro, Garland 82-85, and Dillery.

10 Cf. Nagy 1990b: 170 and Dillery on this passage. The former thinks it likely that
Onomakritos was caught by one Lasos of Hermione while reciting the spurious oracle in
the midst of a performance rather than while writing it into the collection (cf. Dillery’s
interpretation of the term diathetés). Following Privitera 48 and Nagy 1990b: 172-73,
Dillery envisages the occasion as a competition between the two. He points out that there
is a tradition (Athenaios 8.338b—c, Hesykhios s.v. Aacicpota) that presents Lasos as a
well-known expert in manipulating language, and that he is thus a worthy opponent for
Onomakritos.
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by a Persian, explaining [this as] his invasion” (7.6.4). Onomakritos’ manipu-
lation lies not in the interpretation of words but rather in his control of them:
by acting as a secondary transmitter with a filter that allows through the posi-
tive but not the negative, he produces a reaction in the King in favor of inva-
sion, which is in the interests of Onomakritos’ masters, the Peisistratidai, and
ultimately his own.

1.2 Dareios and the Horse’s Whinny

The device of a sign artificially created and, like Onomakritos’ forged oracle,
designed to be indistinguishable from a sign produced according to legitimate
and recognized means is also seen in the account of Dareios’ rise to the throne.
The seven Persian conspirators agree amongst themselves to leave the selec-
tion of a king from their number to the random appearance of a sign: the
one whose horse is the first to whinny at dawn will be king (3.84.3). Dareios,
with the help of his cunning groom Oibares (described as dvnp copdg, 3.85.1),
produces this sign artificially.!! During the night, Oibares brings Dareios’
stallion’s favorite mare near him and eventually allows him to mount her in
the place where the test is to happen in the morning (3.85.3). At dawn, when
the horses are led forth to this place, Dareios’ horse catches a trace of the mare’s
scent and whinnies (3.86.1). As an ironic contrast to this wholly manipulated
sign comes a sign impossible to produce by human means (3.86.2): Guo 8¢
10 nn TovTo tomcovtt dotpann €€ aibping kol fpovn €yéveto, “As soon
as the horse did this, there was a lightning flash from a clear sky and a clap of
thunder.” It is read by the other Persian nobles as a confirmation and fulfill-
ment (¢teléwoé pwv) of the first sign.

Herodotos comments that the second sign followed upon the first “as if by
some kind of arrangement” (domep £x cuvBétov Tev), and the word OvBetog
itself mirrors the verb cuvtiBeuot, used to describe the agreement of the
Persian nobles about the sign of the whinnying horse (3.86.1 cuveBnkavto).
The idea of agreement and arrangement suggests also the notion of conven-
tion as the basis of the link behind signifier and signified and what determines
the meaning of a sign. Dareios’ success and the fact that the heavens seem to
wink at his deception show that the circumstances of the sign’s production
do not matter, merely the fact of its appearance. What is artificially produced
may so resemble the natural as to be indistinguishable from it.'?

"' Herodotos’ narrative here is full of the vocabulary of trickery: see Appendix 1 ad loc.
12 Harrison 99 groups this passage with 7.43.1 (thunder as Xerxes approaches Troy)
and 8.64 (earthquake heralding beginning of battle at Salamis): “The implication of some
significance to natural phenomena is often no more than a matter of narrative timing.”
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It has been suggested on the basis of Vedic parallels that an actual (though
unattested) Iranian kingship ritual could lie behind the Herodotean account.”
The parallels are particularly instructive in that a key part of these rituals is the
carefully stage-managed production of what is “supposed” to be a naturally
occurring sign. In the ritual called the asvamedha, designed to renew the king’s
power, a horse is let loose and left to roam on its own, returning after a year, after
which time it is sacrificed. But the horse is carefully observed the whole time and
made to return, so that the same fiction of an arbitrarily arising sign is present."
The vajapeya ritual also involves horses, but this time in a chariot race in which
the king competes against competitors from other social classes and always wins."
In part of the rajasiiya ritual, the consecration of the king is confirmed by a
particular throw of dice in a game played by the king and certain of his sub-
jects. Again, we have here the production of what appears to be a sign impos-
sible for humans to control and thus presumably indicative of the will of the
gods. But the game is rigged, and the king who throws the dice always throws
the winning combination and is confirmed as true king.'* Herodotos may have
been reacting to a similar combination of the arbitrary and manipulated in
Persian kingship ritual, reflected in the myth of Dareios’ ascent to the throne.

1.3 Oaths

Dareios finds a way to preserve the outward integrity of the sign, and this con-
cern for the formality of the sign system even while subverting it, thus en-
abling the manipulator to obtain his own aims, is especially seen in an im-
portant category of verbal signs in the Histories, namely, oaths. By the very
utterance of certain words framed in a certain format a binding effect is pro-
duced on both those who swear and those who receive the oath."” The oath-

3 Most recently Dumézil on the Vedic rituals of the vajapeya and asvamedha as par-
allels. Cook 54-55 collects other suggestions about possible ritual backgrounds.

" Dumézil does not make this point about arbitrarily occurring signs. He does how-
ever draw attention to the importance of neighing and whinnying in the Vedic ritual (144—
45), which is a vital component in the Herodotean story.

15 See Dumézil 146-47, who describes it as a “course truquée.”

16T owe this observation about the manipulation of the arbitrarily occurring sign of
the dice game to an unpublished paper by Stephanie Jamison. The “dice” are in fact iden-
tical nuts from the vibhitaka tree (or imitations thereof). The aim appears to be to pro-
duce a throw containing a certain number of nuts divisible by the number four. See
Heesterman 14357, who collects and compares the relevant Vedic texts.

17 See later discussion of the speech acts in 3.128.2-5. Metaphors of binding and pos-
session in the context of oaths appear at 1.29.2 (Opxioiot ... koteiyovto) and 3.19.2
(opxiotot ... évdedécbon).
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making may be accompanied by tangible and physical signs: cutting of the
body, for example, as described by Herodotos in the ethnographic chapters
of his work.'® But, as Burkert 170 reminds us, the institution of the oath is
inevitably accompanied by that of the false oath.

The Persian general Amasis, after nine months of besieging the city of Barke
in Libya, takes the city by the simple stratagem of an oath. Herodotos intro-
duces his account with an expression that invariably acts as a sign to the au-
dience that a manipulation is about to occur—what Bencsik 11 terms a
Signalsatz—“he contrives the following” (4.201.1 unyovatot To1dde)."
Amasis invites the inhabitants of Barke to swear to an agreement that they
will resume paying tribute to the King and that, for their part, the Persians
will not visit them with any consequences for their previous disobedience
(4.201.2). As with many oaths, the verbal signs of this oath are combined with
avisual symbol to ensure irreversibility: the conditions agreed to will be bind-
ing “as long as this earth is as it is” (4.201.2 €01’ 0v 7 ¥} ot oVtog €xn). 2
The seeming impossibility of the ground under their feet ever vanishing acts
as a guarantee of the oath, and the people of Barke agree to the terms. But,
unknown to them, they are standing only on a thin layer of earth, since Amasis
has had a ditch dug and then covered with boards and soil to simulate the
appearance of earth (4.201.1). Once the oath is sworn and the city gates have
been opened, Amasis quite literally removes the oath’s foundation by pulling
up the boards and revealing the gaping hole over which they have been stand-
ing, then orders his soldiers to seize the city (4.201.3).?! Through his physical
manipulation of the earth Amasis thus manipulates the sign system by which
the oath is constituted by removing the agreed-upon symbol of the oath’s
validity and artificially creating conditions that render it inapplicable.

181.74.6 (the Lydians and Medes cut their arms to the quick and lick each other’s blood),
3.8.1 (Arabs), 4.70 (Scythians). Cf. the expression §pkiov téuverv (4.70 (middle), 4.201.2,
4.201.3,7.132.2,9.26.4). On expressions of binding and cutting and connections with Near
Eastern rituals see Faraone, esp. 76, and Knippschild, index s.v. Blutsbruderschaft.

1 See Appendix 1 for examples of unyovaopot used in connection with tricksters.

2 On touching the earth while swearing an oath see Knippschild 85.

21 Herodotos mirrors the removal of the foundation by a play on words: he says that
Amasis and his men break up the planking “in order that their oath might remain firm”
(4.201.3 va éunedopkéotev). The irony of keeping an oath “on steady ground” (éunedog
= ¢év néd@) by removing the ground on which it was sworn is surely intended by Herodotos,
and draws attention to his own role as a talented shaper and presenter of signs. A similar
play on uredog in the context of signs is already present at Od. 23.202—4, where Odysseus’
bed is described as £éunedov; the ofuata Odysseus provided Penelope were likewise
fumedo (22.205-6).
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The oath extracted by the Cretan ruler Etearkhos from Themison (4.154.2—4)
demonstrates two kinds of manipulation, one involving manipulation by
means of oath, the other manipulation of the oath itself. Etearkhos, hard
pressed by his “all-scheming” (4.154.2 naw ... unxovouévn) second wife to
get rid of his daughter, tricks a visiting merchant from Thera, Themison, into
agreeing to throw her into the sea (4.154.4). To do so he uses the device of the
open-ended oath, in which one party gets the other to swear to do whatever
he requests him to do (4.154.3), revealing the request only after the oath is
sworn. The scheme is seen elsewhere in the Histories (further examples be-
low), but only here does the deceived respond with a deception of his own.
Once Themison realizes that he has sworn to drown Etearkhos’ daughter, he
protests and dissolves his guest-friendship with Etearkhos, but nevertheless
takes her on board his ship, sails out to sea, and throws her into the water—
after having tied a rope about her middle. The girl is submerged and then
hoisted back on board. In this way Themison replies to Etearkhos’ manipula-
tion with a counter-manipulation, fulfilling the literal terms of the oath
(xatamovi@®oot “submerge in the sea”), if not Etearkhos’ intention.

The open-ended oath is also used by the Spartan king Ariston, who ob-
tains his friend’s wife thereby. Herodotos introduces his account with the usual
vocabulary of trickery and deceit (6.62.1-2):

unyovaton 3l totdde - odTdg TE T ETaipe, Tod RV 1) yovi o,
Vrodéketar dotivny ddcely TOV E@VTOD TdvTov £V, TO Gv oTOg EKeTvog
EANTo, Kol OV ET01pov EMLTY EKEAEVE GGOUTOG THV Opoiny diddvart ...
avorykalopevog névtol Td te Spke kol thg dmdang tf) Toporyoyf dmiel
dméryecOout.

[Ariston] contrived the following: he undertook to give his companion, who
was the husband of this woman, any one item of his entire property he chose
as a gift, and he bade his companion grant precisely the same to him ... [The
companion], forced however by his oath and by the misleading deception, went
off to fetch [his wife].

In another case involving erotic passion (£€pwg), invariably a destructive
emotion in the Histories, the open-ended oath figures not just once but twice.
Xerxes promises his mistress, Artaynte, any gift she likes. She asks for the
multicolored cloak he is wearing (his wife’s gift), and though Xerxes tries to wriggle
out of the request (9.109.3), he is forced to give her the cloak. His wife’s suspi-
cions of his infidelity are confirmed when she sees Artaynte wearing the cloak.
Amestris is the master manipulator of signs in this scene: her weaving of the
variegated cloak (9.109.1) seems to go hand in hand with her cunning in weav-
ing a plan in which to ensnare her husband and destroy her rival. The cloak
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itself becomes invested with meaning when it acts as a sign of Xerxes’ betrayal.
It is Amestris who makes use of the second open-ended promise in this story as
amanipulative device to extract from Xerxes an undertaking to send her the wife
of Masistes (and mother of Artaynte), whom she regards as her true rival (9.110.1).
Herodotos gives the device a particularly Persian flavor by explaining that this
occurred at the King’s birthday feast, an occasion on which Persian nomos
demands that the King grant any favor asked of him (9.110.2-111.1). Her use
of signs does not end here: she has the wife of Masistes horribly mutilated,
slicing off her breasts, nose, ears, and lips, and cutting out her tongue (9.112).

1.4 Bodies

Mutilation of the body may be regarded as a semiotic act, especially in a Per-
sian setting, where the mutilations act as a kind of text of the victims’ offences
against the King.?? Peisistratos’ first attempt to seize power is based on the
semiotic potential of mutilation. In order to obtain a bodyguard from the
démos, Peisistratos inflicts wounds on himself (and his mules), then runs into
the agora claiming that his enemies have tried to kill him (1.59.4). The scheme
is successful: with the armed men voted him by the démos he seizes the acropo-
lis and becomes ruler of Athens. Peisistratos’ body becomes in effect a text,
with the wounds as bearers of meaning that the gullible Athenian populace is
ready to interpret at Peisistratos’ prompting as signs of his mistreatment at
the hands of his enemies. As with Dareios’ horse-whinnying trick, Peisistratos’
ruse succeeds because the possibility that such a sign may have been produced
artificially does not occur to the recipient.”

The most extreme manifestation of this is the tactic of the Persian Zopyros,
who is so determined to win the honor of being the captor of Babylon that
he mutilates himself, slicing off his nose and ears, in order that the Babylonians
believe he is a genuine defector from the Persian side and admit him into the
city, where he will be able to sabotage the Babylonians’ defenses (3.154.2).
Zopyros’ self-inflicted mutilations are read against a specifically Persian code,
in which wrongdoers and those who have offended against the King are in-

22 Other instances of the Persian use of the human body as signifier: 3.69.3-6 (the
earlessness of the false Smerdis, the result of an earlier transgression against the King, tips
Otanes off), 5.25.1-2 (Kambyses has judge’s throne upholstered with the skin of Sesamnes
to act as a reminder to the latter’s son, Otanes, of his father’s transgressions and punish-
ment), 7.39.3 (two halves of bisected body of Pythios’ son act as a warning sign to the
Persian army as they march between them).

2 As with Dareios, here too luck is combined with cunning: cf. the favorable oracle
that Peisistratos receives through Amphilytos and that he interprets and acts on immedi-
ately; see Lavelle.
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scribed with indelible signs, ever-present and ever-speaking tokens of their
crimes.?* Zopyros’ ability at manipulating signs goes hand in hand with an
ability to recognize them, since the realization that Babylon is susceptible to
capture is suggested to him by a combination of signs (3.153.1-2). The first
sign comes in the form of a ¢Aun, a chance utterance pronounced by a
Babylonian soldier and intended as a taunt (“What are you sitting here for,
Persians? Why don’t you go home? You'll capture us when mules give birth!”
3.151.2), but one that Zopyros subsequently interprets as having a divinely
inspired meaning (3.153.2 60v ... 8e®). The second sign comes in the form
of a teras: a mule does in fact give birth some months later.”® Zopyros is able
to read the two signs against each other, and his combined reading is a secret
weapon that he guards jealously (3.153.1):

dg 8¢ o1 £EnyyéAOn kol Lrd dmioTing adTOC O ZMnvpog £1de O Ppégoc,
dmeinog tolot 180Vt undevi epdletv o yeyovog éBovieteto.
After it had been reported to [Zopyros] and he, not believing it, had seen the

offspring for himself, he forbade those who had seen it to report the event to
anyone and began to think up a plan.

1.5 Clothing

Like the body, that which surrounds the body, clothing, may also act as a sig-
nifier, providing information about ethnicity, status, sex, and identity, as is
evident from Herodotos’ ethnographic excursuses in which dress is an im-
portant category in describing a people.”® As a marker and bearer of signs,
clothing may be made to convey a deceptive message. Peisistratos makes use
of it when he installs himself as tyrant for a second time with the help of
Megakles. He finds a particularly tall and striking village girl named Phye,
dresses her up in the panoply of the goddess Athena, places her on a chariot,

2 Dareios in the Behistun inscription (§32) describes this punishment being given to
the rebel Fravartif3, who is then displayed so that all the people may see him. The conven-
tional meaning of these signs within the Persian penal system is precisely what Otanes and
his daughter rely on in determining the identity of the false Smerdis. When Otanes’ daughter
discovers that the pseudo-Smerdis has no ears, this is testimony to a previous offence against
the King and proves that he is not Smerdis, the brother of Kambyses (3.69). Xenophon
(Anab. 1.9.13) describes this system of punishment being used by Kyros the Younger.

% Bencsik 39 comments that the appearance of a feras in connection with a 6090g
G&vfp is common in the Histories: 1.59.1 (Peisistratos), 3.76.3 and 3.86.2 (Dareios), 2.162.1
(Amasis), 8.64.2 (Themistokles). For the double portent, which has a Homeric pedigree,
see above on Dareios’ scheme.

*E.g.,1.135.1,1.202.3,2.37.3,4.78.4, 4.106, 4.111.1, 4.168.1, 4.189-90.
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and then sends messengers ahead to announce that the goddess herself is
bringing Peisistratos back from exile (1.60.4). To the vast discredit of the Athe-
nians, who pride themselves on being first among Greeks in intelligence, the
scheme actually works (1.60.3):

unyovovtot 8n €nl 1§ kotdde mpfiypo evnbéstatov, Og £ym ebpiokw,
uokpd (et ye dmexpifn €k modontépov 100 BapPdpov EBveog to
‘EAAnvikov €0v kol de&ratepov kol edvnbing NAbiov dmanAloryuévoy
HoAAoV), el kol THTe Ye obTot év "ABnvaiolst toict TpdToict Aeyopévorot
etvor ‘EAAMVOV Gopiny unyovdvTot totdde.

For Peisistratos’ return from exile [Peisistratos and Megakles] engineered by
far the most simpleminded scheme, as I find (since long ago Greeks have been
set apart from the barbarians in terms of being cleverer and more removed from
foolish simplemindedness), if they were then able to contrive such a scheme
amongst the Athenians, reputed to be first among the Greeks in sophié.

The episode and Herodotos’ comments on it illustrate an important feature
of Greek descriptions of trickery and the manipulation of signs, namely, that
the cleverness of the scheme reflects not only on the perpetrator but equally
on those it is designed to deceive.

As Pratt 1993: 60 puts it:

Because of the close association of lying and deceiving with a certain kind of
intelligence, the failure to recognize a lie or the succumbing to an act of decep-
tion may be seen as failure of intelligence.

Clothing as conveyor of information about identity and gender plays a
role in two other passages in the Histories.”” In one, the wives of the Minyai, a
people descended from the Argonauts and Lemnian women and now settled
in Sparta, use dress to free their husbands from prison. While on a prison visit
to their husbands, the wives swap clothes with their husbands. Thanks to this
d0Mog the husbands are able to escape by assuming a female identity (4.146.2—4).
The same technique is used by Alexandros, son of the Macedonian ruler
Amyntes, but in a deadly fashion. In order to prevent his Persian guests from
imposing themselves sexually on the Macedonian women whom they have
insisted be present at the symposion, Alexandros removes the women on the
pretext that they must have a bath before proceeding any further, and then

77 Cf. also 3.1.3 (daughter of Apries dressed to look like daughter of Amasis in order
to fool Kambyses), 7.15.3 (Artabanos wears Xerxes’ clothing in order that the same dream
appear to him). Lateiner 1990: 233 mentions as an instance of deception by dress 8.24—
25, where Xerxes attempts to pass off 4000 of his own dead at Thermopylai as Spartans,
though Herodotos does not talk of the use of clothing in this deception.
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secretly dresses the same number of smooth-skinned Macedonian men in
feminine attire and sends them into the dining room (5.20). When the Per-
sians begin to paw them, they draw out daggers and kill them. The manipu-
lation of these visual signs is accompanied by a manipulation of verbal signs,
since when Alexandros invites the Persians to enjoy the women, he uses lan-
guage that works on two different levels. He tells them that the Macedonians
are lavishing their mothers and sisters upon them “so that you may know
completely that you are being honored by us with the things that you deserve”
(¢ tovtelémg pdbnte Tipduevol tpog Huéwv tdv nép éote o) and asks
them to “tell the King who sent you that a Greek, ruler of the Macedonians,
entertained you well with both food and bed” (5.20.4). The phrase “the things
you deserve” amounts to a code that works on two planes: a surface level, on
which the words are a conventional expression of flattery and subjection, and
a hidden, deeper level, on which the phrase is a sinister forewarning of the
punishment Alexandros is about to inflict on them for their insulting behavior.

1.6 Coded Utterances

Manipulation by coded utterance is used by the Persian Artayktes. Appointed
commander of the Hellespontine region by Xerxes, he decides to appropriate
the sanctuary of the hero Protesilaos, the first Greek casualty in the Trojan
war, as well as the considerable property attached to it. He does so by a re-
quest to Xerxes, framed in such a way as to establish a claim to the sanctuary
and its contents (9.116.3):

déomota, 611 oikog dvSpoc “EAAnvog évBadtol, O éml yiiv Thv onv
otpatevcdevog dikng kupioog dnébove. TodTov pot So¢ TV olkov, Tva
wod T1g uébn éni yRv v onv uh otpatedecbon.

“Master, there is a house of a Greek here who marched against your land, got
his due, and died. Grant me this man’s house, so that in the future people may
learn not to invade your land.”

Artayktes’ words, taken on a surface level, appear to Xerxes as a reasonable
request, but read on another level they reveal what Artayktes is really asking
for. “House” (oikog) has two referents, one unmarked (“house”) and one
marked (“house” in the sense of héréon), and, as Herodotos points out,
Artayktes’ use of the term “your land” turns on the fact that the Persians re-
gard all of Asia as the King’s property (9.116.3).% The coded utterance is in

% For a hero’s sanctuary as dwelling: cf,, e.g., Oidipous’ coded description of himself
as a olknTHp “inhabitant” (S. OC 627) of the place where his tomb will eventually be.
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ainetic form, a variety of speech that uses the ability of words to function on
two levels, a surface level and a deeper level that is concealed yet open to those
with the necessary noos to decode them.” The message of the ainos is gener-
ally decoded by those whom it is designed to advise, help, warn, or admon-
ish. Artayktes’ use of this kind of encoding, however, is motivated by the de-
sire for personal profit.

1.7 Concealment of Signs

Artayktes’ ainetic speech is a cloaking device in which a deeper meaning is
overlaid by a surface meaning. The cover is provided by the sign itself in that
the signifier (the word O{KOQ, “house”) has two meanings, one of which, the
signified, conceals the other, the referent. The concealment of signs may also
be achieved by physical means (steganography), a technique that does not rely
on the sign’s own polysemic ability but merely on its removal from the hu-
man gaze. Herodotos presents three clever variations on this principle, all
involving the concealment of written signs from the watchful eyes of Median
and Persian guardians of the royal roads, who will not allow a message through
(onunvau, 5.35.3; 7.239.3).

Harpagos, who is plotting to depose the Median ruler Astyages and put
Kyros the Persian on the throne, gets his message through in an ingenious
fashion (1.123.4):

0 8¢ €mteyvaTon TOOVAE. AoryOV UMY OVNGAULEVOG KOl G ooy 1o0g TOVTOV
mv yootépo kol 00dEv dmotidag, dg 8¢ elye, oVtm £5é0nke BuPiiov,
ypoyog té ol £d0kee. >

He contrived the following: he prepared a hare and made a slit in its belly, and

without pulling any of its fur off, but [leaving it] just as it was, he inserted into
it a letter, having written down what he wanted to say.

Discussion of Herodotean passage in Nagy 1990b: 268—69. On the hero’s “possession” of
his tomb and use of terms xotéyewv (“possess”) and &xewv (“hold”) see Henrichs 1993:
175. Henrichs 1976: 278 (with references) discusses oikog in the sense of temple.

¥ Cf. Nagy’s (1990b: 148) definition of the ainos as .. a code that carries the right
message for those who are qualified and the wrong message or messages for those who
are unqualified” and in particular 1990b: 215-338 for his theory that Herodotos’ work is
the prose counterpart to the ainos of the Pindaric epinicians. Other definitions of ainos
in van Dijk 78-82. See also Munson 2001: 5-8, 13, 50, 251-54, 265, 271.

30 Powell (Lexicon to Herodotus) maintains that here and at 1.94.6 unyovéouot means
simply “procure,” but the notion of resourcefulness and craft must still surely be present.
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The hare becomes a literal bearer of signs, proceeding without suspicion owing
to its status as a gift-object.”* (Harpagos disguises his messenger as a hunts-
man, giving him nets for the sake of verisimilitude: 1.123.4.) The hare thus
hides the message it carries, both physically and in the sense that its external
appearance as a gift masks its actual function.*

In a second passage, Histiaios uses a human as sign-bearer to convey his secret
message to Aristagoras: a slave becomes the text when Histiaios tattoos the message
onto his shaven head and dispatches him once his hair covers the letters (5.35.3).

Finally, Demaratos, deprived of his right to the Spartan kingship and now
a member of Xerxes’ entourage, uses perhaps the ultimate method of con-
cealment, a sign-bearing surface that bears no signs. He sends a message to
his compatriots in Sparta warning them of the imminent Persian invasion
and, in order to avoid its interception by Persian spies, devises the scheme (6
8¢ unyovaron to1ade) of writing not on the wax of a writing tablet but di-
rectly on the wood, which he then covers with wax (7.239.3). The tablet thus
presents the appearance of a tabula rasa and reaches its destination unhin-
dered. But there remains the crucial step of detection and decoding by the
recipient. Harpagos (1.123.4) and Histiaios (5.35.1) give instructions to their
respective messengers so that the recipient will know where to look for the
message, but this is not the case with Demaratos’ dispatch. As I will suggest
below, this is for reasons other than concern about the safe passage of the
message. When the Spartans receive the tablet, they see only an empty sur-
face, and, as Herodotos says, they are unable to “put it together” (7.239.4 o0k
elyov ovuBaiécon).”* They can find no signifier to join together with any
signified, and are rescued from their aporia only by Gorgo, daughter of
Kleomenes, who finds meaning in the absence of signs and interprets the lack
of signs as a kind of sign itself (7.239.4%*):

... Topyd bréBeto émppocheico od1, TOV kMpov Ekkvay kehedovoo, Kol
ELPNOELY GOENG YPOUULOTA &V T) EOA®.

3! For other hares as sign-bearers see 4.134.1-2 and 7.57.1.

32 For gifts as signifiers cf. 3.20-23.4 (gifts of Kambyses to Long-lived Ethiopians), 3.21.3
(gift of bow from Ethiopian king to Kambyses), 3.130.4 (gift of golden fetters from Dareios
to Demokedes), 4.162.4-5 (gift of golden spindle and distaff from Euelthon to Pheretime),
4.131.1 (Scythian “gifts” to Dareios), 5.17-21, 5.73.2-3,6.48—49,6.94.1,7.32,7.131,7.133.1,
7.163.2,7.233.1 (gift to Persians of earth and water).

3 On ovpPéAAecBor in contexts of sign decoding see Appendix 2.

34 The use of émiepd.lopot as a verb of decoding is also seen at 4.200.2 (blacksmith of
Barke detects siege-tunnels), discussed below.
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... Gorgo herself came up with a suggestion after figuring it out, telling them to
rub off the wax and they would find the letters on the wooden surface.

The issue is to find the signifier in the first place.” Similarly, in the episode
of Thrasyboulos’ famous non-verbal message to Periandros in which he strolls
through a field of wheat cutting down those stalks that project above the others,
the messenger does not recognize that this constitutes a message (5.92.£.1-3),
but Periandros using his 100s (5.92.1.1 vo® oy@v) correctly realizes that the
actions function as signifiers and decodes the message.*® As was observed
earlier about the manipulator and his audience, the manipulation reflects
equally on the competency of those who are manipulated. Herodotos presents
us with two possible motives behind Demaratos’ communication, either good
will (edvoin) or Schadenfreude, a sense of pleasure (kortoolipov) at the Spar-
tans’ misfortune (7.239.2). There is after all good reason for Demaratos to
dislike the Spartans, since they have wrongfully deprived him of his kingship.
Viewed in this light, Demaratos’ unyovn is more than a method of getting
his message past the Persians: it is a means to mock and test the Spartans, an
additional barb to the already disturbing contents of his message. The Spar-
tans come very close to failure and are saved only by the intervention of a
talented individual who is able to match Demaratos’ skill in encoding with
her skill in decoding.’”

1.8 Written Signs

Writing as a means of deception is illustrated by Herodotos’ account of
Bagaios, the Persian who Kkills the troublesome governor Oroites on Dareios’
behalf. The theme of concealment is present here again, but in a different sense
from that in the examples considered above, in which writing is concealed.
In the present instance, (unconcealed) writing itself forms part of the plan of
concealment. Dareios wants the capture or killing of Oroites to be carried out
not by brute force (bié) but by intelligence (sophié, 3.127.2), and Bagaios un-
dertakes to do the job on these terms. His method is to test the loyalty of
Oroites’ bodyguards to the King through a series of letters purporting to be
from the King. The bodyguards react to two types of signs: firstly, the letters
themselves, physical objects sealed with the King’ sphrégis, act as tokens of the

35 Cf. the blank shield of Amphiaraos in Aiskhylos’ Seven against Thebes, which acts as
a sign though it bears no actual séma. See Steiner 56, Zeitlin 115.

% See Appendix 2 on noos and sign interpretation.

%7 Pace Steiner 151, the pattern observable here is one in which signs ensure that the
message is decoded by a worthy audience.
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King’s presence, so that the bodyguards pay them the devotion (ceBopévouc)
they pay to the King himself, and, secondly, the contents of the letters (tc
Aeydueva) are signs purporting to convey the King’s voice and will, which
produce even more reverence in the bodyguards (3.128.4).

Encouraged by this reaction, Bagaios has another letter read out, which
orders them to cease protecting Oroites, and when they throw down their spears,
he produces a final letter in which the King orders them to kill Oroites (3.128.5).
Once again, the reaction is instantaneous, and the bodyguards promptly draw
their Persian daggers and kill the very person it is their job to protect. There
are a number of interesting features in this account: most striking is the man-
ner in which signs, functioning here as speech acts, are translated directly into
action.”® True, the signs must be converted from written to auditory form via
mediation of the grammatistés or scribe, a figure whose sole function here is
essentially to act as a transcription and playback machine (3.128.3):

He undid the letters one by one and handed them over to the royal grammatistés
to read out loud (for all the governors have royal grammatistai).*

But once the grammatistés has pronounced the last syllable, the words pro-
duce an instantaneous effect on the bodyguards, and they act like automata.

The Persian system of administration, with its reliance on writing as a
means of conveying commands and its hierarchy of command filtering down
from the King as ultimate authority, produces an environment where judi-
cious manipulation may have enormous consequences and where the sign is
mightier than the sword, sophié greater than bié.

1.9 Military Signals

The capacity of signs to act as stimuli productive of an automatic response is
also at the base of military signals, which are assigned a conventional mean-

¥ On the concept of the speech act see Austin. On speech acts and authoritative utter-
ances in the Histories see Hollmann 2000.

% Translators (Epunveic) in Herodotos likewise transfer signs from one language to
another in mechanical fashion. They are on hand, for example, at Kroisos’ pyre: yet though
they can translate Kroisos’ words about Solon, the words are &onpo: for them (1.86.4).
Their presence thus stresses the initial distance in language and comprehension between
Kroisos and Kyros, but ends up emphasizing their meeting of minds across this gap: they
can understand each other, but their interpreters cannot. For the general failure of pro-
fessional interpreters of signs in Herodotos see below; for language in the Histories as a
barrier, but not the most fundamental one, to cross-cultural understanding see Braund
173 on Dareios’ anthropological experiment with the Greeks and Kallatians (3.38). Other
hermeneis: 2.125.6,2.154.2,2.164.1, 3.38.4, 3.140.3, 4.24.
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ing, and by which commanders pass along orders (onuoivem) to their troops
to advance, retreat, and, as will be seen, eat.** The signs and the code accord-
ing to which they are interpreted are naturally intended only for their users,
but are susceptible to discovery by the opposing side, who may then use the
information to their own advantage. This is what happens when Kleomenes
leads his campaign against the Argives. The two armies take up a position near
each other. The Argives, wary of being taken by deception (6.77.1 6Aw), at-
tempt to guard against this by noting whatever the Spartan soldiers do when-
ever the Spartan herald gives a signal (6.77.3 tpoonuaivot) and performing
exactly the same action. But Kleomenes detects this, and counters with a
manipulation of his own: he takes advantage of the purely conventional con-
nection between signifier and signified and changes the code of the system,
so that the signal for taking a meal now constitutes a command to arm and to
attack (6.78.1).* When this signal is given by the Spartan herald, the Argives,
following the old code, sit down to eat, but the Spartans, in accordance with
the new code, attack, killing a large number of them (6.78.2).

2. RECEPTION AND DECODING

So far I have looked at the manipulation of signs with respect to their pro-
duction and encoding: how signs are produced artificially and how they are
appropriated or hijacked. I next consider manipulation of signs at a different
point in the chain of communication: the decoding stage, when the sign or
complex of signs is interpreted by the recipient.

2.1 Mykerinos and the Oracle

The manipulator may by interpretation twist a set of signs in such a way as to
serve his own interests, as when Mykerinos the Egyptian king receives an oracle
that tells him he has six years left to live (2.133.1). Mykerinos is enraged with the
oracular utterance and determined to disprove it. He does so by manipulating
the terms “day” and “night,” taking “day” as meaning a period of light, and “night”
as the absence of light: at nightfall he lights lanterns and spends his nights in
drinking and dissipation, wandering through the marshes and frequenting

10 See Appendix 2 for similar instances of onuoive.

1 The motif of trick and counter-trick is also found at 4.200.2: Amasis and Persians
tunnel underneath Barke, but a blacksmith detects the attempts by the judicious inter-
pretation of signs (cf. Appendix 2 s.v. émippdlopon). The inhabitants then dig opposing
tunnels and kill the Persian sappers. This counter-trick is answered by Amasis’ manipulation
of an oath (4.201.1-3, discussed above), which also involves digging of a sort. Cf. also 2.121
for the sequence of trick and counter-trick between the master thief and Rhampsanitos.
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places of enjoyment (2.133.4), doubling his “days” by this machination (2.133.5
to0Ta 8¢ gunyovato) and making 12 years out of 6. His manipulation can-
not of course make his life longer in any real sense, but he is able to show in
a limited fashion that the oracle has not been fulfilled (2.133.5 yevdduevov).

2.2 Perdikkas and the Sun

Manipulation at the stage of decoding may also take place when existing signs
are interpreted according to a different sign system. This is how Perdikkas,
founder of the Macedonian dynasty, seizes power. He and his two brothers,
Gauanas and Aeropos, work as hired hands for the king of Lebaia (8.137.2).
Because of what the king considers to be a disturbing teras (when the king’s
wife bakes bread for the laborers, the loaf destined for Perdikkas always turns
out to be double the normal size), he decides to dispense with the brothers’
services (8.137.3). When they ask for their wages, the king points to a patch
of sunlight on the floor (8.137.4):

0 Boothedg ... eine, OeoBAafPhg yevopevoc: “MicBov 8¢ buiv éym duémv
G&rov tovOe dmodidwut,” dei&og Tov HArov.

The king ... struck with divine madness said: “I give you this wage, which is what
you deserve,” pointing to the [patch of] sunlight.

The elder brothers are dumbfounded (8.137.5 éknenAnyuévot), but Perdikkas
knows what to do (8.137.5):

0 8¢ modc, eThyyove Yop Exmv péyonpoy, eimag t6de- “Aexduedo, &
Baoiled, 0 81d0ic,” meprypdoet Tf poyoipn £ 10 £80:pog Tod 0ikov TOV
HAov, Teprypdyog 8¢, é¢ 1OV kOATOV Tpig Gpucduevog Tod HAlov,
dnoAAdooeto odTOG TE Kol 01 PET’ EKelvou.

But the boy, who happened to have a knife, said the following: “We accept, o
King, what you give us,” and traced [the outline of] the sun on the floor with
his knife, and, after outlining it, poured the sun into his lap three times and
left, both he and his brothers.

What the king intends as a gesture of contempt, Perdikkas converts into a sign
of a different kind. His reply plays on two meanings of the verb déxopau, the
first in the general sense of accepting wages or presents, the second in the more
specific sense of the recognition and acceptance of a portent.*? The word that

12 Examples in the Histories of the use of 8¢kopa as technical term in the context of
sign recognition: 1.63.1,4.15.3,7.178.2,8.115.1,9.91.2. Burkert 159 also draws attention
to Perdikkas’ appropriation and interpretation of the sign and to the use of d¢xopot in
the context of signs.
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the king uses in a slighting and ironic sense of the brothers’ wages, “worthy”
(6&rov), is interpreted by Perdikkas in a sense favorable to himself. The patch
of sunlight is decoded not as a contemptuous gift of something worth noth-
ing (sun as an element, like air, common to all and hence worthless) but as
the bestowal of something valuable (sun as gold and symbol of kingship).
When one of the king’s advisors conveys (onuoivet) to the king that Perdikkas’
strange action has meaning (cvv vo®) and what this meaning is (8.138.1),
he orders his men to pursue the brothers and kill them. The verb onuoaive,
here used to describe the transmission of a decoded message (see Appendix 2),
underscores the advisor’s point that Perdikkas’ actions and words constitute
a meaningful set of signs that cannot be ignored. The term cUv VO stresses
the importance of noos, used elsewhere in the Histories in sign-related con-
texts both in the sense of the message behind the encoded form (e.g.,4.131.2)
and the ability to encode and decode signs (see Appendix 2). These two aspects
of noos are related: one must have noos to detect the noos of the message.

Perdikkas’ appropriation and re-interpretation of signs make the situation
true in some magical way and confer on him a power that makes the king
uneasy; the gesture of pouring the sun into his lap three times has the solem-
nity of ritual. The manipulation of signs on a human level (Perdikkas’ mix-
ture of speech and action) works in harmony with a set of signs originating
on the divine level. There is first the teras of the loaf of bread, then another
incident that may equally be regarded as showing the hand of the divine: when
the brothers are pursued by the king’s horsemen, they cross a river that mys-
teriously rises after their crossing and prevents their pursuers from riding
across after them. This river, Herodotos tells us, is sacrificed to as “savior”
(cortiipt) by the descendants of the brothers, the royal house of Makedonia
(8.138.2). The situation is in this respect comparable to the manipulation of
Dareios and Oibares (3.86.2), where the divine, “as if by arrangement” (®domep
¢k cuvBEétov), confirms with its own method of signification a sign produced
by human agency.

2.3 Artayktes’ Second Manipulation

We continue this theme of the human manipulation of signs and interaction
with signs of divine origin by returning to Artayktes the Persian. The latter,
successful in his efforts to gain control of the sanctuary of Protesilaos by the
manipulation of language, incurs the wrath of the inhabitants of Elaious when
he appropriates all the goods kept in the shrine, turns the sacred enclosure
over to cultivation and pasturing, and sleeps with women in the sanctuary
(9.116.3). He is eventually captured by the Athenians, and while being kept
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under guard, observes a strange spectacle of preserved fish (tépiyot) over a
fire suddenly coming to life and flopping about. Artayktes immediately takes
it upon himself to provide an interpretation of this teras (9.120.2):

Zeive "ABnvaie, undev goPéo 10 Tépoc 10010 0 Yop Gol mégnve, GAN
guot onuadver 6 év "Elaodvtt Ilpmresileme dtt kol 1ebvenc kol tdpiyog
gov SOvouy Tpog Oedv xet tov ddikéovto tivesBor.

Athenian stranger, do not be alarmed at this feras: for it is not to you that it has
appeared, but it is to me that Protesilaos who lies in Elaious is sending a sign
that even though he is dead and a tarikhos, he has power from the gods to take
vengeance upon the one who does him wrong.

Not only does Artayktes appropriate the portent, putting himself forward as
recipient (éuol onuaivet), he constructs a reading based on the double mean-
ing of the term farikhos (“preserved”), which may refer to fish preserved by salt-
ing (cf. 2.77.4-5, 4.53.3), but also to a corpse treated with preservatives (e.g.,
2.86-90 passim).* The portent is in itself remarkable, but even more remark-
able is the fact that Artayktes interprets it as he does, since it seems to aggra-
vate his already precarious position. He offers exorbitant restitution (9.120.3):

VOV @V dmowvd pot téide £0éAm émBelvor, vl pgv xpnudrov Tdv
Ehofov x 10D 1pod Exotdv TédAavto ketabeivor T Bed, dvti &’
guemvtod kol 100 Tondog dnodmcwm tdhavta Sinkdcie "AbBnvoaiotst
TEPLYEVOUEVOC.

I wish to present the following as my ransom: in recompense for the money
that I took from the shrine, (I shall) deposit one hundred talents for the god,
and in exchange for myself and my son I shall give two hundred talents to the
Athenians if I survive.

The people of Elaious will have none of it, nor will the Athenian commander,
Xanthippos (Perikles’ father), who orders Artayktes to be impaled on the spot
where Xerxes began his bridge across the Hellespont (9.120.4). It seems that
Artayktes produces his interpretation either under the influence of some kind
of até, a divinely-induced destructive folly, becoming like Perdikkas’ employer
BeoPAafng (8.137.4), or as a conscious tactic, an acknowledgement of guilt
designed to obtain clemency and absolution on easy terms. I would argue that
the narrative presents both possibilities. Artayktes’ reading of the omen,
though he may not have believed it himself and though it is an appropriation
and manipulation of the divine sign, turns out to be correct in an ironic fash-
ion: the dead Protesilaos may indeed be said to have come alive like the writh-

# On the tarikhos, with interesting late-antique parallels, see Nagy 1990b: 269-73.
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ing tarikhoi and to have “power from the gods to avenge himself against the
one who has done him injustice,” since the townspeople of Elaious, who
clamor for Artayktes’ execution, are described as taking vengeance on
Protesilaos’ behalf (9.120.4).* Artayktes may have thought himself in con-
trol through his interpretation, but his very interpretation can be seen as part
of Protesilaos’ plan of revenge. There is a suitable symmetry in the fact that
Artayktes should be punished by the fruits of his own manipulation.

As in the accounts of Dareios and Perdikkas, human manipulation of signs
here receives confirmation from the divine. The difference in this case, of
course, is that the manipulator does not enjoy the fruits of his manipulation.
Artayktes is impaled by order of Xanthippos, and his son is stoned to death
in front of his eyes (9.120.4), the former a punishment striking not just in its
form (impalement is generally perpetrated by non-Greeks) but highly signifi-
cant in terms of its location, precisely where Xerxes yoked the Hellespont. He
is the only manipulator to come to so awful an end, and the only one to be
characterized in such strongly negative terms by Herodotos, who calls him
devog 8¢ xal drdoBorog (9.116.1), “clever and wicked.” To be deivdg is a
quality in itself not necessarily negative,* but dtosBoAin cannot be perceived
as anything but extreme turpitude, involving hubris, excess, and transgres-
sion. Themistokles, for example, calls Xerxes dvocidv 1e kol drdcBatov
(“impious and wicked” 8.109.3) because of his destruction of the shrines and
images of the gods.*® Artayktes’ dtocBodin, like that of Xerxes, lies not in his
manipulation but in his desecration of divine property (7.33).

3.1 HERODOTOS PRESENTATION OF SIGN MANIPULATION
AND MANIPULATORS

Apart from the passage just discussed, Herodotos does not comment on the
morality or immorality of manipulators or their actions. Rather, actions are
presented in such a way as to invite evaluation in terms of the perpetrator’s

“ Dewald 1997: 71 and n. 22 sees, as do I, Artayktes’ interpretation of the jumping fish
as a tactic, but is unwilling to grant that his interpretation is validated by the narrative: “The
divine portent that ... Artayctes claims to see ... is ... mildly comical, and the narrative does
not support Artayctes’ own desperately self-interested claims to have seen a portent.”

4 Camerer 50 n. 50 notes the closeness and ethical neutrality of the terms 8ewvdg and Go@dg
(cf. Megabazos’ characterization of Histiaios as &vdpt "EAAnvt Setvd te kol 609, 5.23.2).

4 The term dtocOodin has strong associations with the Homeric poems, where it is
also associated with greed, ritual transgression, and desecration: cf. the drocOoiin of
Odysseus’ companions (eating of cattle of Sun, Od. 1.7) and the suitors (e.g., Od. 24.458).
Cf. Mikalson 193-94 on atasthalié and hubris in the Histories.
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(or victim’s) resourcefulness, intelligence, and ingenuity, and questions of
morality are not allowed to overshadow the achievement itself.*” Key terms
in Herodotos’ descriptions are unyovn, téxvn, and coein, which signal to the
audience an upcoming action of ingenious deception, and also signal that the
action is to be looked at in the way I have just described.*® These terms are in
themselves ambivalent, having in certain contexts positive connotations but
in others negative ones. Solon the sage may be credited with sophié (1.30.2),
while Dareios’ cunning groom can equally be called an dvip 6ogdg (3.85.1).
Herodotos can use the verb unyovdopot to refer to Kyros and his benefac-
tions for the Persians (3.89.3 dya8d o1 ndvta gunyovicato), but equally
of Psammenitos and his evil deeds (3.15.4 vdv 8¢ unyovouevog Kokd O
Youphvitog EAafe tov uicBov). Respectable trades and crafts may be re-
ferred to as téyvou (e.g., the office of herald, playing the aulos, cookery [6.60]),
but Demokedes’ false avowal that he knows nothing of medicine is also de-
scribed using the verb teyvalw (3.130.2).%

If we are asked to admire the manipulators of signs, this is not to say that their
actions and their consequences are morally neutral. It is clear that the perpe-
trator is in some way bending the rules, and it is partly in this that the interest
and astonishment induced in the audience lie.” If there were no transgres-
sion to speak of, the manipulation would not be thrown into relief and the
manipulator’s skill would have no suitable arena in which to be appreciated.®

7 Cf. Harrison 109 n. 24 on the oath of Themison: “There is interestingly no implica-
tion that oaths should not be used for unjust ends: the narrative is rather shaped around
Themison’s ingenious fulfilment of the oath.”

8 Bencsik 11. See Appendix 1 for these words in connection with trickery and ma-
nipulation of signs.

* The positive and negative sides of these terms are interconnected, as Pratt 70 notes:
“Figures in archaic poetry who are characterized by the kind of practical knowledge that
gives rise to fechnai are virtually always also presented as exemplary liars or deceivers. ...
Hermes can shape both a lyre and a lie.” Bencsik 5 shows this for sophié in the Histories.

% Tnstances of trickery and manipulation may be the object of wonder (B@pc:) as much as
any deed of bravery or great building. Bencsik 145-48 discusses cogioporto in Herodotos
as part of the category of “great and wondrous works” (¢pyo. peydAo te kol Bopootd,
proem), and cf. Bakker 28 on Herodotos’ apodeixis itself as a mega ergon. Astonishment
as a reaction to acts of cunning is described several times in Herodotos nar-rative, e.g.,
in the story of the Egyptian master thief (éxmenAfiyBon 2.121..1, 2.121.8.1, Bopdoor
2.121.£.2). For Munson 2001: 232, “[expressions of théma] tend to announce special
semiotic challenges and occasionally mark the highest philosophical level of the inquiry.”

>L Cf. Pratt 71: “Tricksters can certainly speak alétheia if they wish to—it is not a lack of
ability that prevents their speaking the truth—but tricksters are characterized by the speaking
of lies and misleading statements, because only through these can their techné be revealed.”
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I'say “bending” rather than “breaking” the rules because the manipulation of
signs derives its effectiveness precisely from working within a sign system and
following its rules, even if only in the most tenuous and superficial fashion.
This should be distinguished from the lie built on a false premise, e.g., saying
that something is so that is not, and from other transgressions that make no
attempt to operate within a system. The distinction is clear when one looks
back at the examples discussed above. Amasis does not simply break his oath
but goes to elaborate lengths to show that the oath has no foundation and is
thus invalid (4.201.3). Themison preserves intact the fabric of the oath and
fulfills it (4.154.4 droctevpevog Ty £E0prmotv), but without drowning the
daughter of Etearkhos. The oath of Leotykhides, by contrast, who swears that
Demaratos is not the legitimate child of Ariston, is based on a lie (6.65.3).
Artayktes’ claim to the shrine of Protesilaos (9.116.3) has a logic to it and is
predicated on a mythological basis and the Persian title to all of Asia.

3.2 SUCCESS OF SIGN MANIPULATION AND SIGN
INTERPRETATION

As we have seen with the examples of Dareios, Perdikkas, and the portent of
the jumping fish, there is a very real sense in which manipulation may turn
out to be a legitimate and successful use of signs. In fact, almost all of the
manipulations of signs in the Histories are successful, a point worth highlight-
ing given the emphasis Dewald and Lateiner put on the difficulty of correctly
fitting signifier and signified together. According to the former, the symbolic
use of objects “very often backfires” on those who exploit them (1993: 63—
64). This does not seem to me to be the case. There are, to be sure, instances
of failed manipulation—Onomakritos’ attempt to add to the oracles of
Mousaios (7.6.2), Artayktes’ interpretation of the portent of the jumping fish
(9.120.1-4)—but they are not frequent enough to justify this conclusion,
which is connected with Dewald’s assertion that “objects in Herodotus often
mislead because it is inherent in the nature of things that they do so” (1993:
63). For example, she interprets Amasis’ manipulation of the terms of the oath
at Barke as superficially successful, but ultimately a failure: .. his army flees
in panic at Cyrene, and Pheretime, the queen of Cyrene, who has called in
the Persians in the first place, dies a horribly lingering death, living but ‘boil-
ing over, Herodotus says, with maggots (4.205).” But Herodotos does not
actually link the failure of Amasis’ campaign to his false oath, and he makes it
clear that Pheretime’s death is because of her excesses in taking vengeance for
the death of her husband and because such excesses excite divine envy (4.205).
Like Dewald, Lateiner also tends to problematize the interpretation of signs
in the Histories (1987: 100):
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The distance between the signifying message, the signifier, and what it is meant
to signify, the signified, encourage the original recipient—and the reader—to
err, to misinterpret. Indeed the reader is forced to participate in history as it
happens, and Herodotus warns us not to relax in comfortable hindsight. Hu-
man knowledge, always partial and provisional in Herodotus, shows its limita-
tions most clearly when forced to deal with signs and symbols. Men ignore them,
misread them, and suffer.

My survey, however, suggests that the interpreters of signs, with some in-
teresting exceptions, generally overcome the problem of the distance between
signifier and signified. Among these exceptions are professional interpreters
of signs in the Histories: either they produce an incorrect interpretation, or
their interpretation is not heeded or comes too late.”> But this is often a mat-
ter of their ethnicity or that of their masters and clients: the magoi and
oneiropoloi of the Persians produce readings that flatter the king and look to
their own security. A major exception to the exceptions are the manteis, who
are all Greek: generally, a Greek army in the Histories will not fight unless the
omens are favorable, and when Herodotos describes the omens as favorable,
the outcome of the battle is usually favorable too.*

Lay interpreters, individuals, or communities who must decode for them-
selves the signs with which they are confronted are depicted more frequently
by Herodotos and enjoy greater success than professionals. Their success de-
pends in part on the sign type: in the case of oracles, the majority are in fact
deciphered correctly by their recipients, despite the notorious and fatal am-
biguity of the oracle given to Kroisos, for example, which admittedly looms
large in the narrative and functions together with other oracles as a structur-

>2 Noted by Darbo-Peschanski 81. Incorrect interpretations by professionals: 1.107.1,
1.108.1,1.128.2 (dream interpreted by magoi and oneiropoloi); 7.19.1 (dream interpreted
by magoi); 7.37.2 (teras interpreted by magoi); 7.113.2 (divinatory sacrifice interpreted
by magoi); 7.142.3-7.143 (oracle interpreted by Greek khrésmologoi). Interpretation by
professionals unheeded: 5.56.2 (dream interpreted by Greek oneiropoloi); 9.37.1
(divinatory sacrifice for non-Greeks by Hegesistratos). Interpretation by professional
arrives too late: 1.78 (teras interpreted by Telmessians). Cf. Mikalson 195 n. 18.

5 Interpretations by manteis: 7.219.1 (divinatory sacrifice by Megistias: correct); 9.37.1
(divinatory sacrifice for non-Greeks by Hegesistratos: correct, but ignored); 9.92.2
(divinatory sacrifice by Deiphonos: correct). On the high correlation between prediction
of outcome and actual outcome, note Jameson’s (198) instructive remark: “Modern com-
mentators, after a period when sceptical rationalism prevailed, have tended to be impressed
by the Greeks’ faith, their strict adherence to the signals they received through sacrifices
and the rarity of cases in which the gods’ advice was ignored or proved false. However,
examples of successful action contrary [emphasis Jameson] to negative signs are not likely
to be reported in our sources.”
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ing device for Herodotos’ extended logos on Kroisos’ rise and fall. Of the some
64 oracles referred to in the Histories, I find only 11 that are misinterpreted.>
Of the over 25 portents described by Herodotos, only 3 go completely ignored
and unrecognized by the persons in whose vicinity they occur. The dreams
of the Histories, however, present a different picture. Out of 18, only 3 have
favorable outcomes or “happy endings,” while in the case of another 3, the
content is not mentioned, only the dreamer’s ensuing actions in carrying out
the directives of the dream, nor is it possible to judge the effectiveness of the
dreamer’s actions.* All other dreams are ignored, misinterpreted, or followed
by the dreamer to his doom.” This may be a function of the status of these
dreamers, who form something of an exclusive club: only Persian kings, their
relatives, and high officials, as well as Greek tyrants dream in the Histories,
figures whose high positions and arrogance make them vulnerable to the clas-
sic concatenation of excess, hubris, and disaster. Apart from these instances
of misinterpretation, there are plentiful examples of triumphs and successes
in the field of interpretation, including those of Herodotos himself.*® In short,

>* Failures in interpretation of oracles: 1.53, 1.55, 1.85.2 (oracles to Kroisos); 1.66.2
(oracle to Spartans about Arcadia and Tegea); 2.152.3 (oracle of Bouto to Psammetikhos);
3.57.3—4 (oracle to Siphnians); 3.64.4 (oracle of Bouto to Kambyses); 4.163.2 (oracle to
Arkesilaos I1I); 6.76.1 (oracle to Kleomenes); 8.20.2 (Euboians do not pay attention to
oracle of Bakis); 9.33.2 (oracle to Teisamenos). Said 122 notes: “Deceptive oracles do not
always have a tragic outcome in the Histories.”

% Unrecognized portents: 4.79.1 (Skyles’ town house struck by lightning); 7.57.1-2
(portent of mare giving birth to hare, portent of mule giving birth to mule with double
set of genitalia).

%6 Successful interpretations and outcomes of dreams: 2.139 (dream of Sabakos); 2.141
(dream of Sethon); 6.131 (dream of Agariste, mother of Perikles). Unclear: 3.149 (Otanes
resettles Samos after dream and illness); 6.118.1 (Datis restores statue of Apollo after
dream); 8.54 (Xerxes makes offerings on Athenian akropolis possibly because of dream).
Cf. Mikalson 195, who makes a distinction between Herodotean oracles, manteis, and
omens on the one hand, whose warnings can allow one to escape disaster, and Herodotean
dreams, which “announce ... an inescapable future.”

7 1.34 (Kroisos and Atys); 1.107 (Astyages and Mandane); 1.108 (Astyages and
Mandanes: second dream); 1.209 (Kyros” dream of Dareios); 3.30 (Kambyses’ dream of
Smerdis); 3.124 (dream of Polykrates’ daughter); 5.55-56 (dream of Hipparkhos); 6.107
(dream of Hippias); 7.12 (first dream of Xerxes); 7.14 (second dream of Xerxes); 7.17 (same
dream appears to Artabanos); 7.19 (Xerxes’ third dream).

3% As a sample, consider the following list of individuals, both non-Greek and Greek,
male and female, tyrant, despot, and citizen, who make successful use of signs, whether
as encoder or decoder, “straight” user or manipulator: Kyros (1.125.1-2, 1.126, 1.141.1—
2), Harpagos (1.123.4), Dareios and Oibares (3.85.1-3.86.2), Otanes (3.68—69), Bagaios
(3.127.2-3.128.5), Gobryas (4.132.2-3), Zopyros (3.153—158), Amasis (the Persian,
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successes and failures of sign interpretation in the Histories are not so much
a function of the nature of signs, the distance between signifier and signified,
but have to do with qualities of the interpreter (hubris, excess, etc.). Those
who are not subject to these disadvantages are more often than not able to
bridge the distance between signifier and signified and even to exploit it to
their advantage.

4. HERODOTOS AND SIGNS

Where does Herodotos’ interest in signs come from? Is it a creation of
Herodotos himself, to be located in the personality of the historical Herodotos,
or doits roots lie elsewhere, in a tradition or traditions which Herodotos draws
upon? A strong interest in signs is found in a number of areas and genres of
Greek literature, both antedating and contemporary with Herodotos. Signs
and their interpretation feature prominently already in the Iliad and Odys-
sey, where prophecy, portent, dream, ainos, gesture and behavior as signifiers
(e.g., crazed laughter of suitors, Od. 20.346), the body as sign vehicle (e.g.,
Odysseus’ scar, Od. 19.393,21.221,23.73), and name-play all appear and have
an important role.”” Herodotos is directly influenced by the form and vocabu-
lary of the Homeric dream,® and the double portent, seen when the whinny-
ing of Dareios’ horse is answered by a simultaneous bolt of lightning and
thunderclap from a clear sky (3.86.2), recalls the double portent that Zeus

4.201.1-3), Artaphrenes (6.1.2), Artayktes (9.116.3), Amestris (9.109-112), Amasis (the
Egyptian, 2.172.3-5), Mykerinos (2.133.4-5), Sabakos (2.139.1-3), Psammetikhos (2.2.1—-
5,2.151-2), Kheops’ daughter (4.126.1), Ariantas (4.81.5-6), the king of the Long-lived
Ethiopians (3.21.2-22.4), Solon (1.30.3-32.9), Thrasyboulos (1.20-22.1, 5.92.(.1-1.1),
Peisistratos (1.59.4, 1.60.4), Periandros (3.51.2, 5.92.L.1-n.4), Lykophron (3.50.1-3),
Kleisthenes of Sikyon (5.68.1-2), Kleisthenes of Athens (5.69.1-2), Perdikkas (8.137.5),
Alexandros (5.20.3-5), Tellias (8.27.3—4), Megistias (7.219.1), Histiaios (5.35.3),
Themistokles (7.143.1-3, 8.22.1-3), Likhas (1.68.3—4), Khilon (1.59.1-2), Kleomenes
(6.66.1-3, 6.77.3-78.2, 6.82.2), Demaratos (7.239.2—4), Gorgo (7.239.2—4). One should
also consider successful interpretations made by groups: the Thebans (5.79.1-81.3), the
Paiones (5.1.2-3), and the Athenians (7.189.1-3, though cf. 1.60.3-5, discussed above),
for example. On Herodotos as interpreter see below.

% See Appendix I in Lateiner 1987 for categories and illustrative lists of nonverbal
communication in Homer (including objects, tokens, and clothes) and cf. Nagy 1990a:
202-22 on séma and noésis in the Homeric poems. Recent discussion of the general rela-
tionship between Homer and Herodotos and shared mythical patterns in Boedeker 2002.

% Cf., e.g., the dream-figure that stands over Kroisos (1.34.1) as he sleeps (a0tiko 8¢
ot e¥dovTt énéotn Gverpog) with IL 10.496 (kakov yop Svap kepoAfey énéotn) and
the similar conventions of large and beautiful dream figures and “seeing” a dream. See
further Kessels.
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sends to Odysseus in the form of a thunderclap from a clear sky and the eriun
uttered by a woman grinding corn (Od. 20.102-21).

The Athenian tragedies of the fifth century and their plots studded with
oracles, dreams, portents, and tokens of recognition may also have had their
influence on Herodotos and at least provide evidence for the prominence of
certain types of signs in a genre other than epic.®’ Much in Herodotos’ confi-
dent persona is reminiscent of the figure of the archaic poet who proudly
declares his own ability (sophia), sings of his superiority over his competi-
tors, demonstrates his knowledge of alternate versions, and addresses him-
self to those who are sophoi and discriminating enough to decode his message.

Among the fragments of Herodotos’ predecessors and contemporaries in
the field of history there are also traces of an interest in signs and the inter-
pretation of signs. A fragment of Kharon of Lampsakos (whom Fowler 67
believes to be a contemporary, not a successor, of Herodotos) has a fascinat-
ing description of a manipulation of signs (FGrHist 262 F 1). Having learned
that the people of Kardia have trained their horses to rear up and dance to
certain tunes on the aulos, even beating out the time with their forelegs, Naris,
leader of the Bisaltai, who have previously been unsuccessful in the field
against the Kardianoi, gets hold of an aulos-player from Kardia and has her
teach the appropriate aulos melodies to other aulos-players. These aulos-players
then form part of a new military campaign against Kardia, and at a critical
moment play the aulémata they have learned, inducing the horses of the en-
emy to rear up and dance and thus throw their riders (cf. the Argives’ crack-
ing of the Spartan code of military signals and the Spartans’ counter-manipu-
lation, 6.77-78, discussed above).®* There is another familiar pattern in the
introduction to this story: Naris conceives the idea of an attack on the Kardians
after he hears about an oracle while in enslavement in Kardia. The oracle tells
the Kardians that the Bisaltai will attack them. The knowledge of one set of
signs gives Naris the impulse to use another set of signs to attack his enemy
by cunning, much as Herodotos” Zopyros conceives of his plan of deceptive
self-mutilation after putting together the chance remark of a Babylonian sol-
dier (3.151.2) and the feras of a mule giving birth (3.153.1, discussed above).

The controlling, self-confident, and assertive narrative voice, disdainful of
predecessors, is not unique to Herodotos but already present in Hekataios of

" On Herodotos and tragedy see, e.g., Fohl, Egermann, Stahl, Snell, Chiasson, Said.

2 For Herodotean horses trained or used in a manipulation cf. the horse of Artybios
the Persian, trained to rear up and attack with its forelegs, whose unyovad (5.111.4) are
overcome by Onesilos’ squire (5.111-12), as well as the story of Dareios and his groom
QOibares (3.85-87), discussed above.
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Miletos,®® and seems to be de rigueur for early writers, including the
Presocratics and the medical writers. Among the Presocratics the figure of
Herakleitos of Ephesos is notable for his use of sign vocabulary familiar to us
from Herodotos: there is his famous remark about the Delphic oracle (Diels-
Kranz [henceforth D-K] 22 B 93 6 éva§ ob 10 navteldv 01t 10 év Agdolc
oVte Aéyer oVte kpORTEL, GAAG onpaivel, “The lord whose oracle is in Delphi
neither speaks nor conceals but indicates with signs”), which turns on the idea
of language as a coded system demanding decoding before it can be under-
stood. Again, in D-K 22 B 107 (xoxol uéptupeg avBpodnorsv 6@Baipol kol
ato PopBdpovg yoydg éxdvimy, “The eyes and ears of those who have
barbarian [i.e., imperfectly understanding and speaking] souls are bad
witnesses”), Herakleitos stresses the importance of correct interpretation
and reading of the signs of language (and his Logos), which produce only bab-
bling for those who do not know how to see and hear properly, just as in
Herodotos Kroisos’ words on the pyre are donuo. for the interpreters who
translate them literally but are ignorant of what they refer to (1.86.4).%* An-
other fragment of Herakleitos contains the verb cvuBdAiopou, rarely found
in the middle in authors besides Herodotos and the medical writers (D-K 22
B 47): un el mepi 10V peyiotav cvpPorlouedo, “Let us not conjecture
carelessly about the most serious things.”®® The context of the fragment is not
clear.®® Like Herodotos, Herakleitos uses ¢p&lw for the transmission of an
interpretation, and he projects the same air of competency, knowledge, and
control (e.g., D-K22 B 1).

The writers of the Hippocratic corpus provide important parallels for
Herodotos’ arguments based on signs and analogy, using external signs to
deduce information about internal conditions.” Visible signs may reveal the
invisible, as Anaxagoras of Klazomenai puts it (D-K 59 B 21a): dyig adnAwv

 FGrHist 1 F 1: “The accounts of the Greeks are many and ridiculous, as it seems to me.”

¢ Following the interpretation of Kahn 107, who groups together with this fragment
D-K B 55 and 101a (cf. Hdt. 1.8.2).

% Hohti 5 suggests that the use of the middle form in this sense may be peculiarly Ionic.
Its occurrence in the Hippocratic corpus (see below), a source not considered by Hohti
in his investigation, would seem to confirm his theory.

% Kahn 106 groups it with D-K A 23 (=Kahn XI) and D-K B 74 (=Kahn XIII), which
both reject taking poets and storytellers as witnesses for things unknown and acting and
speaking “like children of our parents.” He views the three fragments as expressing “a
critical attitude towards traditional or current practice and belief.”

 On signs and semiosis in Greek medicine see Manetti 36—52 and Thomas 168-212.
For signs used in the Histories to draw inferences see Appendix 2 s.vv. tekunpiov,
poptoprov, cuuPfarlopot, elkalw; Corcella, Darbo-Peschanski 137-57, Manetti.
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T0 QouvOpeva, “Appearances are the vision of unseen things” (cf. Hdt. 2.33.2
kol @g €y® cvuPailopot Tolol EUQOVEST TR UT| YIVOOKOUEVO
TEKUOPOUEVOG, “as | conjecture on the basis of tekméria, putting together things
unseen with things apparent”). The corpus is rich in instances of onueio,
uoptoprocand tekun pios, often in combinations found in the Histories: the writer
of On Ancient Medicine (17), for example, uses the expression To0T0 pot
uéytotov tekunplov, “this I consider the most important indication”(cf., e.g., Hdt.
2.104.4 péyo pot ko 10de texpunpiov). Highly instructive is a passage from the
writer of Prorrhetic I1 (1) in which he says he will not work by divination (00
novtevoopot) but describe the signs (onpeio) according to which one should
conjecture (texpoipecBor) which people will recover, which will die, and the
speed with which they will recover or die. The author of On Seed, the Nature
of the Child, Diseases IV in attempting to prove that all winds are ultimately
the result of water even uses cupuf3dAAopon in the same fashion as Herodotos (25):

10 8¢ mvebuota Hulv ot mévta e’ Ydartog - to0Tov 88 TépL TdpoL
ovpuPéAlecsto, 811 oltag Exet, Amd Youp TOV TOTOUDY TAVTMY
TVEDHOTOL X MPEEL EKAGTOTE Kol TV VEQEY, TO, 08 VEpea £oTiv Vdwp
Evveyeg &v NépLo®

All winds come about from water: on this point one may conjecture that it is
so, for in every case winds proceed from all rivers and from clouds, and clouds
are water held together in the air.

The persona of the writers, polemical, defiant, and self-confident (cf. for
example the beginning of On Ancient Medicine: “All those who have tried to
speak or write about medicine ... are manifestly wrong”) also reminds one of
Herodotos. In particular, their use of the future of ¢p&Lw to introduce an ex-
planation of phenomena, seen also in the fragments of Herakleitos discussed
above, strikes a reader of the Histories as familiar (see Appendix 2 for instances
of Herodotos’ first-person usage). The author of Airs, Winds, and Places is
particularly fond of this construction, using it 6 times in all, e.g., 3 Oxog 8¢
xpPN koot TV Tpoeipnuévov okonéey kol Bacavilewy, éyo epdon
copeng, “I will clearly show how one should observe and test each of the

above-mentioned things.”®®

% Cf. also On Sensations (1): “As for those things that it is reasonable for practitioners
to know, apply, and manage, concerning these ideas and actions the layman [ought] to
be able to come up with a conjecture (EuuBdAresBor) using his judgment (yvdun Tvi)
Kithn and Fleischer (s.v. sopuBdAlo 111.2) list 7 instances in the Corpus.

% On Herodotos and the Ionian scientific tradition and the medical writers see fur-
ther Barth, Miiller, Manetti 36—52, Thomas, Raaflaub.

»
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Herodotos’ interest in signs and the particular narrative persona that he
cultivates in this regard—which I call “the master of signs”—thus find ante-
cedents in a number of areas. Jacoby’s image of him as a Januskopf, looking
simultaneously back to the archaic period and forward to his own world of
the second half of the fifth century, is appropriate here: the contemporary
language of the Ionian scientific tradition and the medical writers rubs up
against older patterns of sign interpretation and manipulation.”

5. HERODOTOS INTEREST IN SIGN MANIPULATION
AND MANIPULATORS

Herodotos’ interest in signs, then, is part of a more general cultural phenom-
enon. But why is he interested specifically in manipulation and the manipu-
lators of signs? Perhaps because this kind of manipulation involves the vic-
tory of intelligence over force, or at least the harnessing of brute force to
cunning intelligence, an opposition that is central to much of Greek litera-
ture and thought, as the Detienne/Vernant study of métis has demonstrated.
In terms used by Herodotean figures, this is the triumph of sophié over bié. In
several instances in the Histories a sharp distinction between the two quali-
ties is drawn, where it is clear that the path of sophié, often involving the
manipulation of signs, is assigned a higher value than the use of bié alone.
These are the terms in which Dareios presents the assignment to kill Oroites
(3.127.2 co@in kot un Bin), and the stratagem of the Persian general Amasis
is framed in a similar way, as a choice between d6Aog and 10 oy VPOV
(4.201.1)." Both Camerer and Bencsik have concentrated on the political
importance of this cunning intelligence, praktische Klugheit, and its connec-
tion with the seizure and maintenance of power (Schelmentum und Macht is
the title of Bencsik’s work). As Dewald 1993: 70 puts it,

The person who knows how to read objects in the world, and extract from them
the meanings they hold in context, succeeds in uncovering something signifi-
cant and does so by using the same kind of canny general attentiveness that
Herodotus himself displays as an investigator.

" Jacoby’s Januskopfis invoked by Dewald and Marincola 9 in the context of Herodotos
looking back at “an oral and archaic past” and forward to “history as we know it.” As Bakker
11 remarks, as a result of the present debate on Herodotos’ cultural affiliations, “Herodotus
could hardly have been pulled in two more different directions,” the two poles being rep-
resented by the “modern scientific Herodotus, firmly rooted in contemporary intellec-
tual debate” (ibid.) of Thomas 2000 and Nagy 1987’s “conception of a prose storyteller
who subsumes the preceding epic tradition.” Bakker shows that the two are not mutually
exclusive.

7' Compare also the opposition between 86Ao¢ and 6Bévog at 3.65.6.
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The latter part of Dewald’s statement brings us to another vital factor behind
Herodotos’ interest in these manipulations: the relationship between trick-
ster, audience, and Herodotos. The actions of the trickster call forth a certain
reaction in the audience, a feeling of wonder, admiration, and amusement.
The admiration of the manipulator’s sophié and tekhné is experienced by two
kinds of audience, the first being the immediate audience of the trick, the
second being the audience of Herodotos’ work. In this way the manipulator’s
tekhné and sophié become in a sense Herodotos) too, and Herodotos as nar-
rator and conveyor of manipulations receives a share of the audience’s admi-
ration. This is not, however, to say that Herodotos himself is a manipulator
of signs or trickster,”? only that he presents himself as a master reader of signs.”
Pratt has observed this identification of artist and trickster with regard to
archaic poets and the tricksters depicted in their works (71):

Poetic fictions become a revelation of the artist’s techne, sophia and metis. By
calling attention to them or suggesting an affinity between the bard and an
Odysseus or a Hermes, the poets make the creative intelligence of the trickster
an essential component of their art.”

As was the case for the archaic poets, so for Herodotos his depiction of
manipulation is a demonstration of his skill, and this is an aspect of his dis-
tinctive narrative persona. This persona or “voiceprint” is marked by its con-
fidence, control, and authority: Dewald has termed it the “expert’s persona”
(2002: 268, 288).” Apart from presenting the semiotic activities of others,
Herodotos acts as transmitter and reader of signs, providing interpretations
of oracles, dreams, portents, human behavior, and objects alike, transmitting
these to his audience. He gives an interpretation of the oracle given to the
Siphnians that they themselves could not understand (3.58.1),” becoming in

72 Cf. the critical remarks of Harrison 1: “Herodotus has been growing increasingly
ingenious in recent years ... [H]e has emerged as a figure almost sinisterly clever, creating
patterns of reciprocity, setting up expectations which he then subverts, manipulating his
characters and their preoccupations like puppets.”

73 Cf. Hollmann 1998 on Herodotos as “master of signs.”

7 Cf. Winkler 129-61, who makes a connection between Penelope’s cunning and
Homer’s. Pratt 71 stresses the connection with the agonistic nature of poetry. For
Herodotos’ polemical stance see now esp. Thomas 214-21.

7> The term “voiceprint” is taken from Fowler 70. On the narrative persona of
Herodotos see Dewald 1987 (now superseded by Dewald 2002), Marincola, Lateiner 1989,
and in particular Thomas 21427 on its polemical character.

’¢ On Herodotos as interpreter of oracles cf. Darbo-Peschanski 81: “C’est alors que
I'enquéteur apparait comme un chresmologue, mais du passé, herméneute paradoxal de
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effect the pdaduwv Gvnp (3.57.4) that the Pythia calls for, and supplying his
audience with the key to the “wooden ambush” and “red herald” by explain-
ing that in previous times ships had prows colored with ocher. It is also
Herodotos in his own right who decodes the “easily interpretable” (7.57.1
evovpuPAntov) portent of a mare giving birth to a hare, a teras that Xerxes on
his way to cross the Hellespont ignores. He provides an interpretation of how
the dream of Polykrates’ daughter corresponds to the circumstances of his
death (3.125.4), and gives a detailed reconstruction (1.68.4 koté T010vde T
eixd{wv) of how the oracle about the bones of Orestes relates to the surround-
ings of the bones discovered by Likhas (1.67.4—1.68.4). As transmitter and
decoder he frequently uses in the first-person singular verbs connected with
the transmission of signs.”” Also highly characteristic of this approach is the
argument based on signs, phenomena in the real world that are taken as
manifestations of the unseen. A persona thus emerges of one who is involved
in every aspect of the transmission and interpretation of signs, one who both
admires and celebrates the ingenuity of figures engaging in this activity within
the Histories and who proudly draws attention to his ability.”
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APPENDIX 2: SIGN VOCABULARY IN THE HISTORIES

onuniov: signs sent by the gods, portents (6.27.1,3); design on shield or ship (1.171.4,
8.92.2; cf. éntlompov of design on staff, ship, or shield: 1.195.2, 8.88.2, 9.74.2); particular
marking on animal (2.38.2, 3.28.3); marker (2.41.4); military signals (7.128.2, 9.59.2).
ofuo in Herodotos refers exclusively to grave markers and graves (1.45.3,1.93.1-3,2.169.5,
4.34.1-2,4.72.5,4.172.3).

ovuPolov: physical token indicating identity and claim to property (6.86.0..5, B.1).
ovuPoraiov: coded message from Melissa acting as token of identity (5.92.1.3).

Texpfplov: sign, token used as evidence: 2.13.1 (flood level of Nile in reign of Moiris
proves land level has risen); 2.43.2 (Egyptian lineage of Amphitryon and Alkmena, ab-
sence of Poseidon and Dioskouroi act as evidence that Greeks got Herakles from the
Egyptians); 2.58 (relatively recent appearance of processions among Greeks mean they
must have borrowed this from Egyptians); 2.104.4 (fact that Phoenicians do not practise
circumcision when living with Greeks shows they learned it from Egyptians); 3.38.1
(Dareios’ anthropological experiment shows relativity of nomos); 7.238.2 (Xerxes’ muti-
lation of Leonidas’ corpse is sign of his great wrath); 9.100.2 (¢fjun and mysterious pres-
ence of knpukfiov indicate divine involvement at Mykale).

poptOpiov: sign, token used as evidence: 2.22.2 (warm winds from south show Nile
can’t come from melted snow there); 4.118.4 (fact that Dareios invades all Scythian lands
shows this is not just a war of revenge against one Scythian tribe); 5.45.1 bis (sanctuary
of Athene shows Dorieus must have been present); 5.45.2 (land given to Kallias and not
Doreius shows latter was not present); 5.92.1.2 (Melissa’s enigmatic utterance proves it is
really her); 7.221 (Leonidas’ dismissal of Megistias shows he sent other allies away); 8.55
(olive tree and saltwater spring as marturia of contributions of Athena and Poseidon);
8.120 (golden akinakés and gold-sprinkled headdress show presence of Xerxes). Cf.
poptupel [pot]: 2.18.1 (ypnothpiov evidence for extent of Egypt); 4.29 (line of Homer
evidence that horns grow in heat); 5.24.3 (Dareios’ riches show a clever and well-meaning
friend is valuable).

onpaiva: La. used of the encoding and transmission of message through medium of
signs: 1.34.2 (dream conveys to Kroisos impending death of son); 5.92.1.2 (dead Melissa
refuses to communicate through oracle of dead to Periandros); 9.120.2 (hero Protesilaos
sends feras to Artayktes); tpoonuoive 4.113.2 (young Amazon and Scythian use sign-
language to communicate); 6.123.2 (corrupted Pythia); 7.142.2 (“the god” indicate ships
by means of the expression “wooden wall”); dmoonuoive 1.78.2 (teras of snakes and horses
indicates arrival of enemy); 5.20.2 (Persian guests signal which women they want). Lb.
used of the relaying or retransmission of an already transmitted message: 1.108.2 (dream-
interpreters of Astyages); 1.209.3 (Kyros relates proof from dream); 2.2.4 (herdsman re-
lates to Psammetikhos the first word of children in cave); 2.53.2 (Homer and Hesiod re-
late e18e0: of gods); 3.14.8 (Psammenitos’ strange behavior reported to Kambyses); 3.69.6
(Otanes’ daughter relays signs of fake identity of Smerdis); 4.76.5, 4.79.5 (Scythian spies
relate strange behavior and clothing of Anakharsis and Skyles); 5.51.3 (Aristagoras not
able to use his map to indicate closeness of Sardis and Susa); 7.18.3 (Artabanos relays
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dream); 8.37.2 (Delphic prophétés relays teras); 8.41.3 (priestess relays omen of snake that
refuses to eat offering); 8.138.1 (king’s advisor relays Perdikkas’ significant action of cir-
cling the sun’s image on the floor). II. more general, extended use of simply relaying, re-
porting, indicating: 1.43.3; 2.109.2; 3.72.3; 7.173.3; 7.192.1; 7.219.1; 8.8.3; 8.21.1; 8.62.1;
8.75.3; 8.79.4; 8.80.2; 8.111.15 9.1; 9.33.4; 9.49.1. In this connection, first-person use by
Herodotos: 1.5.3 (H. will indicate the one responsible for beginning unjust actions against
the Greeks); 1.75.1 (H. will indicate the reason why Kyros overthrew Astyages); 2.9.2 (H.
will indicate distance from sea to Thebes); 2.20.1 (H. will indicate theories about flood-
ing Nile); 3.37.2 (H. will indicate appearance of Phoenician Pataikoi); 3.106.2 (H. indi-
cates how gold is taken from Indian ants); 4.99.2 (H. will indicate measurement of Scythian
coastline); 5.54.1 (H. will indicate exact measurement of distance from coast to Susa);
6.39.1 (H. will indicate manner of Kimon’s death elsewhere); 7.77 (H. will indicate de-
scription of Cilician oxevn elsewhere); 7.213.3 (H. will indicate another aitin for mur-
der of Ephialtes elsewhere); 9.71.2 (H. unable to mark out [droonufivacBot] outstand-
ing group at Plataiai).

@pGla: used of the transmission of signs: 1.65.4 (Pythia reveals to Lykourgos new
kosmos); 1.86.4 (Kroisos communicates things that seem &onpo to the interpreters);
4.113.2 (Amazon uses sign language; cf. onuoivovco in same passage); 5.92.1.4 (eidélon
of Melissa reveals location of money; cf. onuovéetv in same passage, 5.92.n.2); 6.50.3
(Krios gives his name); 9.93.4 (response of prophétai of Delphi and Dodona). Used of
retransmission of signs: 1.68.5 (Likhas relays his decoding of oracle about bones of
Orestes); 7.219.1 (Megistias tells the Greeks the meaning of the sacrifice); 8.55 (witness
tells of omen of regenerated olive tree. Herodotean first-person use (cf. first-person use
of onuoive): 1.194.1 (H. will relay théma of Babylonian coracles); 2.10.3 (H. able to re-
lay names of rivers that show megala erga); 2.24.1 (H. will relay his own theory of why
the Nile floods in summer); 3.6.1 (H. will relay what few other Greeks know: what hap-
pens to empty wine jars in Egypt).

ovpPdAlopor: used of decoding and interpretation of signs: Of oracles: 1.68.3 bis
(Likhas decodes oracle about Orestes’ bones, realizes its fulfillment); 5.1.3 (Paiones real-
ize fulfillment of oracle); 6.80 (Kleomenes realizes fulfillment of oracle); 7.142.2 (some
Athenian elders interpret oracle as referring to hedge around Akropolis); 7.143.1
(Themistokles says ypnouoAdyot do not understand oracle at all); 7.189.2 (Athenians
realize oracle about their brother-in-law refers to Boreas). Of portents: 7.57.1 (teras of
mare giving birth to hare is edsOuBANTOV); 8.94.2 (sudden appearance of ship calling on
Adeimantos to return interpreted as Oelov npfiyua). Of dreams: 6.107.2 (Hippias inter-
prets dream of sleeping with mother positively); 6.108.1 (Hippias realizes dream has been
fulfilled). Of human behavior: 3.68.2 (Otanes realizes pseudo-Smerdis is not the real
Smerdis); 4.111.1 (Scythians cannot make out who Amazons are); 7.209.1 (Xerxes can-
not understand Spartan practice of exercising and combing out hair before battle). Writ-
ing (or lack of writing): 7.239.4 (Spartans cannot make sense of blank wax tablet).

H. uses the verb in the first person when presenting conclusions and information ar-
rived at after a process of deduction. As with his use of onpoive and epdlo in the first
person, these instances show H. involved in the same process figures in his work use: 2.33.2
(H. compares known facts about the Nile with the Istros to derive information about



326 Alexander Hollmann

unknown parts of the Nile: kol d¢g £yd cvufdAilonat tolot éueavést To un
YWwokouevo Tekpotpduevog); 4.15.1 (H. works out relative period of Aristeas’ disap-
pearance by comparison of different accounts: couBoAldpevog ... ebpiokov); 4.45.2 (H.
cannot reconcile having three names for one land: 008’ &0 cvuPorécBon); 4.87 (H. de-
termines site of Dareios’ crossing of the Bosphoros); 4.101 (H. measurement of average
daily journey); 7.24 (H. deduces (og pev éue cupforiopevov ebpioketv) Xerxes’ exca-
vations at Athos must arise from peyodo@pocivn); 7.187.2 (H. calculates food supply
needed for army: ebpiokw ... cvpfaiiopevoc); 8.30.1 (H. deduces (bg éyw
ovuPoAldpevog ebplokm) that the only reason the Phokians did not medize is out of
hatred of the Thessalians).

ovvinuu: used of oracles: 5.80.1 (anonymous Theban understands who are meant by
“nearest”); 5.92.y.1 (Bakkhiadai interpret two oracles relating to Aetion). Language in
general: 1.47.3 (Delphic oracle understands the dumb); 3.46.1 (Spartans do not under-
stand Samian exiles); 4.113.2 (Scythians and Amazons do not understand each other);
4.114.2 (Scythians and Amazons now understand each other); 5.19.2 (Amyntas hardly
understands his son’s speech). Non-verbal communication: 5.92.1.1 (Periandros under-
stands the message behind Thrasyboulos’ cutting down of the tallest ears of wheat).

cvAlapPdve: used of oracles: 1.63.1 (Peisistratos understands Amphilytos’ oracle);
1.91.4-5 bis (Kroisos misinterprets two oracles); 3.64.5 (Kambyses understands true sense
of oracle too late); 7.143.2 (correct understanding of oracle). Language in general: 2.56.3
(priestess at Dodona learns Greek); 4.114.1 (Amazons understand Scythian language).

évvoéa: 1.68.3 (Likhas understands oracle about bones of Orestes); 1.86.6 (Kyros
understands Kroisos’ message behind calling out Solon’s name). vé@ Aoupdve: 3.51.1
and 3.51.2 (younger son of Periandros cannot understand message behind grandfather’s
question; Periandros can). vo@ &yo: 5.92.n.1 (Periandros understands the message be-
hind Thrasyboulos’ actions in the wheatfield). In 4.131.2 H. makes a connection between
sophié and noos: the Persians are told by Scythian messengers that if they are sophoi they
will understand the noos behind their puzzling gifts.

eixdlw: 1.68.4 (Likhas interprets part of oracle about bones of Orestes); 4.31.1
(Scythians interpret snowflakes metaphorically as feathers); 4.132.1 and 4.132.2 (Dareios
and Gobryas interpret the gifts of the Scythians). First-person usage by Herodotos: 2.104.2
(H. interprets common appearance of Colchians and Egyptians as arising from their re-
latedness).

epdlopor: as imperative in oracular context: 3.57.4 (Siphnians instructed to look out
for sign of wooden ambush and red herald); 5.92.3.3 (Corinthians instructed to look out
for sign of eagle giving birth to lion); 8.20.2 (oracle of Bakis instructs recipients to look
out for sign of barbarian casting papyrus yoke into sea). Non-verbal signs: 7.46.1
(Artabanos perceives Xerxes crying but cannot interpret his behavior). émgpaopon
4.200.2 (blacksmith at Barke detects tunnels using sound); 7.239.4 (Gorgo “reads” blank
tablet). On @p&lopoan as associated with the quality of métis see Detienne/Vernant 18 n.
32, and for its common occurrence as an imperative in oracles cf. Parke-Wormell 2.xxviii,
Fontenrose 170-71. Cf. also Hesiod’s instruction to look out for the crane as a séma that
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it is time to plough: epélecBot 8’ edt’ av yepdvou aviy énaxodetg (Works and Days
448).

texpoipopat: 1.57.1-2 bis (H. uses language to determine non-Greek status of
Pelasgian language); 2.33.2 (H. uses known things to texpoipesBor and cuppdAiecBon
about the unseen); 7.16.y.2 (Artabanos says dream will not determine identity on the basis
of clothing); 7.234.1 (Xerxes determines Demaratos is a good man on basis of the latter’s

successful predictions).




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [423.000 648.000]
>> setpagedevice




