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ABSTRACT

Scores of messengers, heralds, and other emissaries fill the pages of Herodotus’
Histories. Nevertheless, scholarship on narrative patterns has yet to consider their importance.
This thesis uses methods from linguistics and narratology to demonstrate how Herodotus uses
emissaries to support themes and reveal narrative structure throughout his text. An initial
typology of vocabulary provides a basic framework for the investigation which follows in four
main sections. First, emissaries are shown to embody geographic and temporal connections,
thereby providing cues for the audience through Herodotus’ digressive narrative. Second,
Herodotus’ conception of a “typical” emissary is determined (swift and reliable), which allows
subsequent deviation from “type” to be understood as indicating negative assessments of
characters. Third, scenes where messages are rejected provide a novel way to examine issues of
relative status and the perception of power within the frame of reciprocity. Finally, three case
studies (the Scythian /ogos, Cyrus’ life, and preparations for the battle of Salamis) combine these
modes of analysis to show how Herodotus manipulates the presentation of emissaries to direct
the attention and judgment of his audience towards characters, cultural differences, and wider
narrative themes.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND TYPOLOGY

Why Emissaries?

Emissaries of all sorts are vital to the tales in Herodotus’ Histories: they provide links between
people and places and are key cogs in a sprawling narrative of diplomacy and battles. We see
them bringing information, requests for aid, terms of negotiation, and more. They are the eyes,
ears, and voices of their rulers. Despite their important supporting role, emissaries and messages
in Herodotus as a whole have largely escaped scholarly notice. Instead, emissaries are treated
incidentally as discrete evidence in larger studies.

Much of Herodotean scholarship on emissaries stems from ideas previously examined in
the Homeric epics' and Athenian tragedy.” Representation of speech acts and focalization have
become important areas of narrative study® which in recent years have been applied to the
Histories. Although speech acts include statements made by proxies, de Jong’s focus (2001,
2004) is on the narrative effect, not the emissary himself. Rood (2007) expands his analysis to
discuss the case of Talthybius, but his concern lies with the nature of the prolepsis, not the hero’s
characterization or role as a herald. Other narratological points of interest are raised only in
passing as parts of larger works. Immerwahr (1966, 271) mentions a “messenger motif” but

provides no explanation. Bowie (2007, 98) recognizes the ability of emissaries to shift narrative

! Research on Homeric epic dealing with emissaries includes: Wéry (1967), Karavites (1987), Létoublon (1987), De
Jong (1989), and Duran Lopez (1999).

? The robust research on emissaries in Athenian tragedy includes: Bonet (1956), Rijksbaron (1976), Bremer (1976),
Goblot-Cahen (1999), Guzman Garcia (1999), Payne (2000), Barrett (2002), and Gastaldi (2007). The works of
Bremer, de Jong (1989, 1991), Goward (1999), and Payne tend to focus on narratological features of emissary
speeches. However, since Herodotus rarely provides the actual words of an intermediary, the scholarship on
speeches is largely inapplicable to the Histories. In addition, the ability of tragic emissaries to provide off-stage
information (cf. Bremer, in particular) is unnecessary in a prose text which can simply relocate the scene to the place
and time of the relevant action. Rijksbaron’s analysis of the formulaic way a messenger scene begins will prove
more useful for Herodotus.

? For speeches and speech acts in Herodotus, see the following: Hohti (1976), Lang (1984), Pelling (2006), and de
Bakker (2007). Focalization and levels of discourse have been discussed in additional detail by Dewald (1999) and
de Jong (1997, 1999, 2002 and 2004).



locations: “The arrival of an informant or messenger is a frequent narrative device in this book
[8], here [chapter 8] covering the shift from the Persian to the Greek camp: cf. 21, 23, 24.2, 26.1,
50.1, 79, 82.1”. Neither scholar goes into any further detail or cites any relevant bibliography.

Beyond this work, some scholars highlight the formulaic nature of the scenes in which
emissaries appear, leading to interest in a sort of emissary type-scene (Sancho 2003); others
point to the folk-tale nature of many stories involving emissaries (Griffiths 2006). Myers (1943)
and Stouder (2006) additionally consider the linguistic question of what dxfpvirtoc’ means in the
context of warfare. Finally there is some interest from a historical standpoint. Kraft (1964),
Weéry (1966), and Sealey (1976) all consider the historicity of the story about the Persian heralds
killed in Athens and Sparta in 491 (7.133). Mosley (1973) provides an in-depth historical
account of all types of ambassadors and emissaries, but unfortunately his primary focus lies in
the later 5™ and 4™ centuries. However his explication of the status, security, and responsibilities
of emissaries provides useful background knowledge about Herodotean characters.’

De Bakker (2007) is a rare exception amid all this research in that he deals with
intermediaries not only as providers of interesting speech acts but also as important thematic
signals within Herodotus’ narrative.® His dissertation focuses primarily on distinctions between
types of speeches in the Histories (direct, indirect, transported,’ etc.) but expands his analysis to

consider the thematic implications of emissaries speaking to a particular third party as opposed to

* A single instance in Herodotus is found at 5.81.2. Issues of the vocabulary of emissaries are taken up below.

> Adcock and Mosley (1975) take up the broader role of diplomacy; the discussion of emissaries in their study does
not add new or relevant material to Mosley’s (1973) exposition. The nature of the characterization of emissaries
will be discussed in Chapter 3. Gazzano (2002) suggests that common motives for sending emissaries and common
motifs in their speeches reveal elements of historical diplomatic practices. She includes a discussion of vocabulary
for emissaries (24-31) which focuses on overlapping duties. My own typology, below, makes divisions based on
other criteria.

® See especially his Chapter 4 “Transported Speeches” (49-66).

" Transported speeches are those “which are presented in a situation where speaker and addressee are not able to
communicate face to face, but, as a result of their physical separation, require an intermediary to deliver the
message” (49).



their rulers addressing the same individual directly. De Bakker concludes that Herodotus
characterizes situations intentionally through his choice of speaker (ruler vs. emissary),
revealing, “among other things, the isolated position of supremacy of the Persian king at his
court, the secrecy which is needed to communicate with an insider of that court, as well as
symbolising the impediments to dialogue caused by hostility” (66).

Additionally, de Bakker is perhaps the first person to distinctly call attention to the
importance of emissaries as thematic elements and characters: “From the quality and variety of
transported speeches can be gathered that Herodotus took an interest in the role of intermediaries
in interstate and interpersonal diplomacy” (50). In the study which follows, I extend the focus on
emissaries beyond their speeches to their presentation in the text (even when speechless), e.g.
their status, their reception and their official and unoftficial behavior. Observation and analysis
will show that Herodotus seems to care about these intermediaries for more than what their
words represent. In what remains of this chapter, I lay out a general method and establish a
typology of emissaries and messages, both of which serve as underpinnings for the rest of the
thesis. The second chapter demonstrates how Herodotus uses emissaries to help structure the
narrative. The third chapter posits a “typical” characterization of emissaries and shows how
variation of that characterization (and related vocabulary) can guide the audience’s reception of a
particular story or character. The fourth chapter explores how the reception of emissaries and
their messages play a role in the negotiation of status and power between ruling powers in
various stories. A series of close-readings in the fifth chapter displays the thematic and structural
depth Herodotus grants to /ogoi through the inclusion and patterning of emissaries. The sixth
chapter speculatively entertains the possibility of viewing Herodotus as an emissary and the

Histories as a message.



Method

Taken as a whole, the Histories contain a large number of intermediaries, most of whom are
nameless and many of whom are seen but not heard.® The presence of emissaries, then, becomes
more evident in aggregate than in particular, with a few notable exceptions (e.g. Philippides). In
order to understand the implications within an individual scene (or description) involving an
emissary, all such scenes must first be taken into consideration, to see in what ways Herodotus
conforms to or diverges from the expectations he has established for the reader. In simple terms,
this is an analysis based on variation from expected patterns, and how those variations affect the
presentation of the text to the audience. Narratology and the study of formal patterns are useful
tools for a broad investigation; discourse analysis is appropriate for examining individual
phrases, sentences, or paragraphs.

Theme and variation as a narrative strategy in Herodotus have been the subject of much
scholarly interest and inquiry. Immerwahr (1966), in the most enduring, large-scale account of
this type, looks at various large-scale patterns within and across logoi in the Histories. His broad
analysis uncovers numerous themes which are traced through eastern and western civilization
and especially in the formalized structure of the battle scenes in later books. Immerwahr
explains patterns as helping to build a narrative in a “single chain rather than complex
interweaving” (59). In the sense that Herodotus is leading us from start to finish through his
work with the goal of showing us the how and why of the Persians’ desire for conquest and
ultimate failure, I am in agreement with him. But I would suggest that the chain is intricately

fashioned, as is discussed in more detail by later scholars, most notably de Jong. Separately,

¥ De Bakker counts 84 transported speeches voiced by emissaries (&yyshot or kfpvkec). Many such emissaries (and
others) appear without speaking as well. T count 241 distinct emissaries in the Histories. My criteria are discussed
below.



Immerwahr steps back from his broad vision to note the following:
One of the great merits of Herodotus as a historian is the fine balance his work maintains
between the particular and the general, the individual and the pattern. No other ancient
historian, it has been claimed, exhibits so much awareness for individuality. I would
amend this to say that no other ancient historian shows such fine feeling for the
individual within the framework of the typical. (149-50)
Immerwahr explores the “individual” mostly through large-scale and notable figures (e.g. the
Persian Kings), but I believe his perspective is true throughout, and even for more minor
characters. Despite all of his recounting of geography and animal life, Herodotus never forgets
that history only arises when people are there to create it (and pass it along). Thus his histories
are fully populated — one might even say overpopulated, given the sheer number of individuals of
any and all types whom he fits in. Out of such populous disorder, people begin to stand out by
class: eastern kings being the most notable, Spartan kings and Athenian leaders coming next,
perhaps. Emissaries are another class of people that catch our attention, along with mothers,
servants, sailors, etc. To examine the members of a less estimable class, such as emissaries, we
need to look at patterns in a more fine-grained way. Hence we turn from Immerwahr to more
recent work.
Lateiner (1989) applies the broad vision of Immerwahr to more specific patterns. He sets
out the importance of repetition as follows (167):’
Herodotus embeds patterns and even predictions that shape the data of human experience.
Instead of “causal” historiography in the modern mode, one encounters a “symptomatic”
variety, a method that connects more than it explains, analogizes more than it analyzes.
Patterns, numerous and of varied origins (from, eg, folktales, legends, epic, and popular
philosophy),'® occur and recur in order to guide the reader through the maze of historical

data and to lead him to an interpretation lurking in the text, the intellectual result of a vast
and obscure sorting process on the author’s part.

? This is not to suggest that no prior, important work on this topic existed. Lattimore’s (1939) article on wise
advisors and Bischoff’s (1932) dissertation on warnings both set the stage for these (and other) later works.

' There is no clear evidence that emissaries themselves are a folktale motif: Uther (2004) lists many folk-tale types
containing messengers, but the proxy is not himself relevant to any resulting moral lesson.



Lateiner’s broader focus is on the way in which Herodotus goes about being a historian, but
patterning plays an important role in the expression of the historian’s method. Out of the
numerous possibilities, Lateiner focuses on four. “Time, limit, ethnography, and an abstracted
pattern of political behaviour structure and unify the data, the raw materials of the Histories into
a remarkably comprehensive and comprehensible narrative form” (111). He examines
subdivisions within each topic, in many cases looking not only at thematic repetition or re-
expression of the same general concept, but delving even to the level of vocabulary. This micro-
level of data will be essential to the proper study of emissaries, who exist very often only for a
sentence at a time. Lateiner shows through his analysis that, in the aggregate, these discrete
instances can compose a larger picture with significance for the interpretation of the work as a
whole.

Repetition and variation at the lexical level have long been the province of Homeric
scholars who focus on formulaic language. But this type of study has expanded to Herodotean
research in recent years. The issues of meter are, obviously, not relevant in the prose setting, and
the resulting freedom makes economy less of a concern (though with the scope of events and
time Herodotus considers, one can hardly think that there is much extraneous material). What
we have to look for in Herodotus is repetition of vocabulary, phrase, or syntax in description.''
Long (1987, 38) provides a simple, clear explanation of the method for a basic investigation into
the meaning behind repetition: one must collect examples of repetition, find similarity, explore
(seemingly) unnecessary difference, and find what additional meaning arises from intentional
change. Studying variation in this manner can be quite instructive, as has been shown in
Homeric research. Long focuses only on the first book of the Histories, analyzing repetition in

the stories of Gyges and Candaules, Arion, Atys and Adrastus, and others. By looking at the

' At a larger level, of course, there is repetition of an idea or overall theme.



expectations set up by repeated vocabulary, he determines places in which Herodotus cleverly
subverts the expected meaning and outcome through the use of synonymous vocabulary. The
manipulation of vocabulary is subtle and may not draw attention readily, but once this type of
pattern is looked for, it becomes much easier to find.

Pattern and inversion of expected repetition exist on a larger scale (initially also related to
Homeric studies) in the type-scenes.'> While type-scenes are less formal in Herodotus than in
Homer, there are still logoi in the text which show signs of traditional elements in a conventional
order." Similarly, type-scenes exist in tragedy; Rijksbaron (1976) examines the typical pattern
of the messenger scene, especially in Euripides. This codified pattern of action, however,
focuses mainly on the back-and-forth interaction between the messenger and his audience,
making it difficult to draw a direct comparison with the much abridged Herodotean scenes. '
Perhaps more interesting is the disparity between the formal, repeated nature of such a scene in
tragedy and the wide variation of it in Herodotus.

When repetition and variation are used to frame events, they are elevated to the narrative
strategy of ring composition. Ring composition in Herodotus can express its circle in a much
less perfect way than the geometry of the word would suggest. In its most basic representation,
the closing of a story, event, or logos, in some way mirrors and echoes the events which began it,

with subtle or obvious variation. This structural symmetry is not always even. But the important

12 Notably, Fenik (1968) on typical battle scenes.

" Immerwahr (1966, 68-9) does not use the term “type-scene”, but he does lay out a standard pattern for campaigns
and, in particular, battles. Sancho (2003) talks about “typical scenes” from tragedy which are also present in
Herodotus, but she is more interested in the themes of these scenes than their structures. She views a “messenger
scene” as having the main purpose of intensifying the dramatic or tragic aspect of the story at that point (29).

' Rijksbaron identifies the basic elements as follows. 1) The messenger enters (sometimes announced by another
on stage). 2) He speaks introductory line(s) to arouse attention of the audience. 3) The audience asks for more. 4)
The messenger gives the main point. 5) The audience asks for more detail. 6) The messenger takes a deep breath
and tells the whole story. Rijksbaron further identifies repeated elements of the speeches themselves.



elements are still there: a cadence going in which finds repetition with variation going out."

The combination of theme and variation occurs at almost every level of the text — from
words (e.g. Long 1987 and Fisher 1992) to thematic elements (e.g. Immerwahr 1966 and
Lateiner 1987), as expressed in single stories or across the entire text. These are the models that
I will follow in my own investigation at all levels of analysis. On the micro-level, there is the
simple question of the vocabulary of emissaries: how they are identified and what verbs are used
to describe their motion and speech. Moving up a step, to formulaic scenes, we can look at the
interplay and ordering of the acts of sending or receiving an emissary. What elements are
consistently present in these micro-scenes? Which are regularly or exceptionally omitted? Which
are emphasized, based on context or syntax? At this level of analysis, I also rely on the linguistic
acumen of Dik (1995), Mati¢ (2003), and Allan (2012). Their analysis of syntax helps point the
way towards determining the most salient element of each sentence Herodotus writes, and
therefore its role in providing meaning within a given context. Finally, on the level of logoi,
books, and the entire text, we can look for ways in which emissaries embody or reveal larger
themes to us, through their patterns of action and presence in the text.

Before we can analyze patterns related to emissaries, we must first determine who counts
as an emissary and distinguish between various types. Hohti’s (1976) and Hollmann’s (2011)
works on Herodotus, which categorize speeches and signs, respectively, provide useful models.
Hollmann’s typology sorts by vocabulary and part of speech; Hohti’s sorts by function (e.g.
causative and non-causative speeches).'® My typology of emissaries attempts to take the best

parts of these two approaches. I select the vocabulary to include based on context, then add to

' Cf. Immerwahr (1966), Beck (1971), Boedeker (2002), de Jong (2004), and Griffiths. Long (1987, 16-17) gives a
summary of relevant German scholarship.

' Lang (1984) provides a different way of categorizing speeches, based on their role as part of a larger discourse as
well as their manner of presentation.



these base terms by looking at etymologically-related terms (cognate verbs and nouns). For the
sake of simplicity, I focus only on semantic distinctions in this typology. Distinctions in context
or usage will be discussed in the following chapters when relevant.'’

One final issue remains for this and any project that discusses narration and authorial
intent: the oral foundation of the Histories and its relation to Herodotus’ agency as author.
Herodotus surely needed to help his audience through his digressive narrative by underlining
important starting and ending points and highlighting topics, themes, or events that hold
significance larger than their basic presentation might suggest.'® To do so, it seems likely that he
borrowed or adapted methods from oral tradition and the genres using such techniques. Whether
or not adaptation and borrowing was a consciously deliberate act of a knowing author or an
instinctive and natural way for Herodotus to present his tale I leave to others.'® The process by
which these features came about is immaterial to the fact that they exist and would perform the
same purposes overall, with a conscious or unconscious creator. In my analysis of the text, I take

the narrative simply as it stands.

Typology

Herodotus can signal the presence of an emissary in several ways. The typology established
below is based on etymology and directness, that is, on how “obvious” the presence of the

emissary is.

1. Explicit emissaries

' For example, following de Bakker (2007), the mode of presentation of speech may be relevant to scenes with
emissaries (e.g. direct speech, indirect discourse, or simply some record of a speech act). Categories of reactions
and responses to messages are another relevant feature, and will be discussed in Chapter 4.

'8 For work on transition and meaning in Herodotus, see especially Munson (1983) and Lang (1984).

" E.g. Johnson (1994) argues that oral features of the text do not require that the text was intended to be performed
orally. Slings (2002) identifies many features of the narrative which stem from oral composition and suggests that
such features indicate a desire on the part of the author to adopt an oral style. Oral elements may also stem from
Herodotus’ reliance (in part) on oral sources, e.g. Griffiths (2006).



The most obvious and explicit emissary is one identified as holding an official position of
message delivery. Within this category, there are several terms which are not related

etymologically and which express slightly different official functions and obligations.

Al. éyyelog

The most generic term which indicates an official emissary is dyyehog (angelos). It is used 100
times to refer to 67 distinct individuals or groups and is the most common explicit identifying
term.”’ Angeloi provide a wide variety of functions in the Histories, all related to the carriage of
information and requests. They are dispatched most often to arrange alliances, communicate
demands, request help, share valuable information, and summon individuals. Mosley (1973, 39-
40) reports that in Athens, historically, envoys were often elected but would not be given
magistracies (as was typical for elected officials).”' Instead, they were on “special assignment”
and denied the powers of judging, deliberating, or commanding. In other words, they were not
permitted to take independent action beyond their orders; they were simply a conduit for
diplomatic interaction. Herodotus mentions two sub-types of angeloi, but neither appears often

and they merit only the briefest of discussions.

A2. dyyehinpdpog
In four places® an individual is identified as an &yyehneodpoc (angeliéforos). The limited
context in which Herodotus shows these men indicates that they primarily served in the

households of Eastern kings and not as wider facilitators of diplomacy.

% When I say that this term describes 67 “distinct individuals”, I mean that there are 67 separate individuals
described by this noun. Some of those 67 individuals, however, may also be described by one of the terms below.
This is true for all of the numbers reported in this typology. Accordingly, adding up the “distinct individual”
numbers given here will exceed the total number of emissaries mentioned above. Examples of overlapping
vocabulary for the same individual are cited below and discussed in Chapter 3.

2! This fact does not hold true for heralds, discussed below in category B.

1.120.2,3.118.2,3.126.2, 4.71 4.

10



A3. éoayyeleds

Conceptually related to dyyeiog and dyyeAn@opog is Ecayyelevg (esangeleus). This term is only
used once in Herodotus (3.84.2), when the Persian conspirators agree that they can see the ruler
without being announced (évev écayyeréoc). When a situation of this nature actually presents
itself in 3.118.2, Herodotus uses ayyshnedpog instead, which suggests that these terms have

essentially the same meaning.

A4. ovvayyelog

Unique to the Histories is the term cuvéayyshog, literally meaning “fellow-angelos”. > Herodotus

describes the fate of several Spartans who were used as emissaries during the battle of
Thermopylae; one of them is identified as the sunangelos of another (7.230.1). The narrative
context suggests that no official difference existed between cuvéyyehog and dyyelog, but that

Herodotus uses the term for effect.

AS. ayyapniov
The Persian dyyapniov, colloquially “pony-express”, is an official system for sending messages
manned by &yyehot. Herodotus describes them in 8.98.1-2:%*

8.98.1 touTtmV 6¢ TV Ayyélmv £0Ti 000V & TL OdccoV TapayiveTar OBvnTov £6v: OVT®
toiot [Téponct dEevpntan TodT0. AEYoVst yap dg O6Gémv dv fipepémv N 1 mdca 686, TocodTol
inmot € Kol dvopec S1e0TAGL KATO UEPNGINY 060V EKAGTNV TTITOG TE KOl AVN|Pp TETAYUEVOS: TOVG
oVTE VIQETAG, 00K OUPpog, ov kadpa, oV VOE EPYEL UT OV KATOVOGOL TOV TPOKEILEVOV OVTD
dpoduov TV TayicTnV. 0 peEV O TPOTOG SPUUMV TAPUdId0T TG EVTIETOAUEVA TG dELTEP®, O O
de0TEPOG T® TPit®: TO ¢ EvBeDTEV oM KOT™ dALOV Kol dALOV de&épyetan TopaddOpEVa, KATH
nep &v "EAMnot 1 Aapmadneopin v 1@ Heoaiote émteléovot. To0To 10 dpdunuo tdv innmv
kaAéovaot [Tépoat dyyapniov.

There is nothing mortal that is faster than the system the Persians have devised for

3 This term is found twice more in all of the Greek available for search in the TLG, but not until the writings of
Constantinus VII Porphyrogenitus and Anastasius Sinaita; for Herodotus it therefore appears to be a hapax.

4 Unless otherwise noted, the Greek text is from the Rosén edition, and the accompanying English translations are
from Waterfield (1998).
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sending messages. Apparently, they have horses and men posted at intervals along the route, the
same number in total as the overall length in days of the journey, with a fresh horse and rider for
every day of travel. Whatever the conditions — it may be snowing, raining, blazing hot, or dark —
they never fail to complete their assigned journey in the fastest possible time. The first man
passes his instructions on to the second, the second to the third, and so on, in the same kind of
relay found in Greece in the torch-race which is run during the festival of Hephaestus. The
Persian word for this postal system involving horses is angareion.”

The system seems geared solely towards speed; there is no indication that the angeloi utilizing
this system are restricted to any particular purposes. Herodotus does not make use of this

terminology elsewhere, but prefers to use the other terms discussed in this section.

B1. xijpvé
Less common but more honored than angeloi are knpvkeg (kérykes). This term is used 83 times
to refer to 50 distinct individuals and is the second most common way for Herodotus to identify
an official emissary. Just like angeloi, kérykes carry a wide variety information for various
purposes. They are most commonly used to convey commands and demands, request help, share
information, negotiate, and give warnings or make threats. Unlike angeloi, kérykes have a
somewhat exalted status reflected in their inviolability.?® The protection accorded to these men
may explain, in part, their slightly more common role in bearing potentially contentious
information or commands. Herodotus also informs us directly that (at least in Sparta and Egypt)
the office of keryx is hereditary, which provides another element of distinction:

6.60.1 ol KNpLKES AVTMV KOl AOANTOL KOl LLAYELPOL EKFEKOVTOL TOC TATPMOING TEYVOC, KOl
AOANTNG T€ AVANTE® YiveTon Kol Payelpog payeipov kol Kfjpué KNpukog: 0O Kotd AAUTPOPmVInY

EmTifépevol GALOL GEENG TaPaKANTOVGL, AALG KOTO TO TATPLO EMLTEAEOVGL.

Town-criers, pipe players, and cooks inherit their work from their fathers; each of them is
the son of a father who carried on the same trade. They cannot be displaced by others coming

*> Asheri indicates that éyyoprjiov is a Babylonian loanword; the proper Persian term is dotévdng, not used
anywhere in the Histories. This term is used as an adjective at Ae. 4g. 282. It is not derived from the term dyyeog,
despite the similar spelling (cf. Beekes 2010).

*% Herodotus makes this status clear in the events of 7.134-7, where the Spartans are punished for killing a Persian
keryx and attempt to make restitution. This passage and the historical status of kérykes is further discussed by Weéry
(1966) and Mosley (“Diplomatic Inviolability” 1973, 81-7).
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along and taking up town-crying, for instance, on the basis of possessing a strong, clear voice:
these jobs are inherited.”’

We learn that the Spartan kérykes are descended from Talthybius in 7.134.1; Herodotus does not

name the ancestors of any other such families.

B2. juepodpouog

The only sub-type of kéryx presented by Herodotus is the \pepodpopog, literally “day-runner”,
appearing only twice (6.105.1 and 9.12.1). No additional information is given about these types
of emissaries. Even their identification as kérykes is made indirectly through inference, since
each individual named a fpepodpopog is also named a kfjpvé nearby. From their actions in the

text they are clearly prized for their ability to travel swiftly long distances by foot.

B3. knpoxnin
A group of kérykes on a mission can be referred to as a knpvknin, “embassy”. However,
Herodotus only uses the term once (7.134.1) in an ethnographic context. It is of no major

importance for this study.

C. mpéafeig

Occurring only once in Herodotus is the term mpéopeig,™ literally “old men” but with the
meaning of “ambassadors” (3.58.1). Given its isolated status and lack of any etymological
connection to the vocabulary discussed above, these men are less easily categorized in relation to
kerykes and angeloi. The context in which they appear is similarly ambiguous. Herodotus tells
of an oracle from the Pythia to the Siphnians, in which they are instructed: ppdocacOar EOAvOV

1€ MOYOV KNpLKd T’ £pLBpoV — “to beware the ambush of wood and the red herald” (3.57.4).

*7 Waterfield’s translation reflects the ability of kérykes to make proclamations, but may prejudice the reader into
thinking this is the only hereditary task.
% A frequency which will be surprising, perhaps, to anyone familiar with its prevalence in Thucydides.
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Herodotus explains in 3.58.2 that this warning refers to Samian ships, which are painted red.
The application of the word kéryx to an inanimate object is unique in Herodotus and the poetic
nature of oracles suggests that perhaps we are to understand that the red ship in fact stands for
emissaries within. But the relevant Samian ship is carrying npécfeig to Siphnos, and those are
later identified as dyyehot — no knpukeg to be found. Saerens (1975, 618) points out that the
grammar of this passage indicates that mpéopeic is clearly synonymous with éyyshot.” He takes
it as an Atticism which most likely appears in the Histories at this point due to an Athenian
source for the story. Although I accept this proposition as reasonable, the oracle’s use of kfjpvka
to refer to the same men muddies the equation of presbeis with angeloi. Without further
comparanda, the exact relationship between these three identifying terms is difficult to clearly
define. I have therefore chosen to list tpécfeig as a separate category of official emissary, with
the understanding that it may in fact be a subtype of one of the previous categories or an (Attic)

umbrella term otherwise avoided by Herodotus.

D1. Oeompomos

Of more obvious specialization are the Oconpdmor (theopropoi), whose sole function is to consult
oracles on behalf of their rulers or governments.’® This term is used 19 times, always in the
plural, to refer to 15 groups of individuals. It is certainly possible for a character to consult an
oracle directly, without using Ogonpomo, just as it is possible for rulers to speak to one another

directly without the use of formal emissaries, although rarely are these possibilities realized.

*’ His argument stems from the fact that the mpéoPeic come first, and that the éyyshot have a definite article, which
indicates that they are not new characters to the narration.

39 ST lists Oompomog as the Tonic form of Oempdg (never used by Herodotus), but the entries in Chantraine (2009)
and Beekes (2010) consider the terms to be entirely separate with different etymologies. 6gonpdnoc comes from
0edc, whereas Oewpog comes from Bedopar. Nightingale (2004, 3) explains the basic role of the Oewpdg as making
“a journey or pilgrimage abroad for the purpose of witnessing certain events and spectacles.” This would be separate
from the specific function of oracle consultation which was performed by a Bgonpomog (not discussed by
Nightingale). Correspondingly, Beekes does not mention oracles at all in his entry for 8swpdc.
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Oracle consultation is reserved for Ogonpdmor; dyyelot and kpvkeg are never sent to perform
this function. Presumably, Herodotus uses this more technical and specific vocabulary either to
highlight the importance and ritualized nature of consulting an oracle within the context of his

narrative or simply to be accurate.’’

D2. ITH6io1

A particular subgroup of Oeonpdmor are the [TV0101 (Pythioi), who are appointed by the Spartans

for life for the sole purpose of consulting with the oracle at Delphi. We learn about their

privileges in another rare moment of explicit attention from Herodotus to the role of emissaries:
6.57.2 kol Tpo&eivoug dmodetkvival ToVTolol TPockeichatl TovS v E0EAWG1 TOV AGTAV,

kai [TuBiovg aipéecBat dVo Exdtepov. ol ¢ [TH001 ici Beompdmor £ Aelpovg, citedevor petd

TOV Paciiémy T INUoota ... [6.57.4] Tag 6& povtniag TG YIVOREVOS TOVTOVS PUAACGCELY,
ovvedéval 6¢ kai tovg [Tubiovg.

It is their [the kings’] privilege to appoint any citizen they like to act as the state’s
diplomatic representatives, and each of them also gets to choose two Pythians. These Pythians
act as emissaries to Delphi and are maintained along with the kings at public expense. ... [The
kings] look after any oracles the state receives, although the Pythians are aware of their content
too.

Maintenance at public expense suggests the high status accorded to these men. Curiously, aside

from this information, Herodotus never discusses the Pythians or uses them in the narrative.*?

Discussion

Despite the careful distinctions described above, it is not the case that Herodotus necessarily
means for his audience to see stark differences between all of his specialized vocabulary. While
theopropoi are clearly in their own category, angeloi and kérykes overlap much more in their

presence and use, to the point where the same individual (or group) may be described by terms

*! If Herodotus’ audience expected this term, to avoid it would draw unwanted attention. The salience of
unexpected omissions of the vocabulary of official emissaries is taken up in the third chapter.

*2 The only story showing oracle consultation by the Spartans is in 1.67, where 8componot are sent to Delphi. Other
interactions between the Spartans and the oracle at Delphi (e.g. 7.220.3 and 8.114.1) do not involve any type of
emissary.
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from both categories.”> The weakness of the distinction, in general, is made clear from the very
beginning of the Histories. In the opening story of Medea, we see:

1.2.3 mépyavrta 6 10v KoAyov Baciiéa ¢ v EALGSa kijpuka aitéew 1e dikag Thg
apmaync kol amattée v Buyotépa

The king of Colchis sent a herald to Greece to ask for compensation for the abduction and
to demand his daughter back.

The opening story of Helen is nearly identical, but contains different vocabulary:

1.3.2 ot o1 aprdcavtog avtod EAévny, toict "EAANGL 66Eat TpdTOV EPYAVTOGS
ayyéhovg amortéev te EAEVNV Kai dikog TS aprayiic aitéew

And that his how he came to abduct Helen. The Greeks’ initial reaction, it is said, was to
send men to demand Helen’s return and to ask for compensation for her abduction.

In essence, the difference is hard to see.>t

This muddling would come as no surprise to Karavites (1987), talking about epic, or
Mosley (1973), about historical fact, both of whom point out that the various types of emissaries
are not always carefully distinguished.” Mosley suggests that most ancient historians are not
particularly careful with the distinctions between kérykes and other envoys due to the ignorance
of their audience: “The functions of heralds and ambassadors, as representatives of one state to
another, fell broadly into the same category of official duties, and it is likely that an ordinary

Greek, if he had bothered to think, might have hesitated before expressing a view of the differing

33 There are six such situations. First, Herodotus twice describes a situation where Cyrus contacts the Ionians; in
1.76 he sends angeloi, in 1.141, kérykes. Second, the situation mentioned about about the npéofeig arriving in
Siphnos (3.58.1). Third, a kéryx sent by the false Smerdis to Cambyses is later called an angelos (3.62-3). Fourth,
(in a bit of a stretch) the Persian conspirators agree upon admission to see the king without the use of &yyeiot
(3.118.1); Intaphrenes attempts to bypass an ayyehn@dopog and claim this right (3.118.2). Fifth, when Periander
consults with Thrasybulus about the best way to rule, he sends an angelos who is henceforth referred to only as a
keryx (5.920.1-2). Sixth, Herodotus shows Xerxes sending Artabanus an angelos, who is then referred to as a kéryx
(8.54.1).

* Long (1987, 48) comments on the variation in how the women are referred to in these passages, but does not have
anything to say about the change in the vocabulary of the emissaries. For a possible East-West distinction, see
below. Questions of vocabulary alteration will be taken up in more detail in Chapter 3.

%> Karavites (1987, 65) says of epic that “while special envoys - particularly those with the powers to negotiate -
could be described as angeloi, not all angeloi were ambassadors and not all of the missions of heralds were so
simple as to differentiate them definitely from those of the angeloi. The term angelos was broad enough to include
many categories of agents, including the heralds. It is interesting that along with the human and divine agents birds
also served in the capacity of angeloi (Od. 15.526).” In other words, he thinks that because the roles overlap, so
does their vocabulary.
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legal statuses of heralds and ambassadors” (89).>° Herodotus appears to take a middle line
between precision and ambiguity. As suggested above, dyyelog is a broader term than kfjpvg
and there are many situations in which either term can be used without any confusion. Overlap
in duties is unremarkable, perhaps because the audience would not notice the distinction (as
Mosley supposes) and Herodotus therefore would not need to be precise at all times. However,
if precision were truly unnecessary, then the sheer number of distinct terms used (nine, as listed
above) would be difficult to explain. What seems more likely is that Herodotus chooses his
vocabulary primarily as a way to support his narrative goals, as I will argue, and the broad range
of terminology allows him to do just that.

One potential distinction between these characters is that vocabulary choice may hinge,
to some extent, on the relative status of sender and recipient. In the first book, where Herodotus
is known to establish patterns, strong factions communicate with weaker ones through kérykes
and nearly all kérykes are sent by easterners or Medized cities. When a weaker faction wishes to
communicate with a stronger faction, or when both parties may be considered roughly equal, we
find angeloi instead of kérykes. These distinctions do not hold up perfectly through the
remaining books, but the broad strokes are consistent. The use of emissaries in revealing status
will be taken up on more detail in the fourth chapter. What these characters have in common is
their primary job: to report information accurately from a source to a recipient. I have therefore
excluded xatdokonot (kataskopoi) from this section. Although they are perhaps a kind of

emissary, their essential purpose is to observe and report on that visual information. It is

%% By “ambassador” here, Mosley means to include the angelos. Of the Homeric corpus he says (1978, 88): “Its
terminology recognized no difference between the humble messenger and the noble ambassador: both were

angeloi.”
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possible for kataskopoi to facilitate communication, but only as a secondary function.”” They are
proxies for the eyes, not the voice, and thus are unlike all of the “proper” emissaries under

discussion.

11. Indirect Emissaries

In addition to numerous emissaries, Herodotus presents a large number of missives of various
types. Missives, of course, are not emissaries in the same way people are, but they cannot be
properly delivered or communicated without some kind of intermediary. Hence, any mention of
a missive must explicitly provide (or implicitly suggest) the involvement of a person. Since this
intermediary is revealed indirectly through his circumstances instead of directly through an
official title, I refer to such characters as “indirect emissaries”. For the purposes of the following
typology, the vocabulary indicating the missive is more important than any terms actually

identifying the individual.

Al. Cognate Vocabulary: ayyelin

The noun &yyshin (angelié) is derived from &yyehog.™® Tt is used 25 times to refer to 24 distinct
messages, for a wide variety of communicative functions. Messages are used most often to share
information, however they are also used to give commands and make requests. Homeric
dryyeMat were strictly oral;* for Herodotus the exact nature of this information is not always
clear. Context may suggest whether the message was oral or written, and occasionally other

specifying vocabulary is used to describe the same missive (e.g. ypdppora).

*7 For example, Cambyses sends the Fish-eaters as covert spies to the Ethiopians. In addition to their observations,
they are confronted by and have a conversation with the king before reporting back to Cambyses (3.19-25). This
scene is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

¥ According to Chantraine (2009) and Beekes (2010), s.v.

3 Following the entry in Cunliffe (1977) and stemming from the fact that there is no (undisputed) form of writing in
the Homeric epics.
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A2. Cognate Vocabulary: knpoyuo.

Similarly, people can make a kfpuypo (kérygma) to an audience on behalf of a “sender”.*’
Context indicates that these missives are purely oral, and therefore the narrative can obscure the
presence of the emissary necessary to proclaim the information. Hence, a kfjpuyua in the text
suggests the presence of an intermediary without necessarily identifying anyone in that role: an

indirect emissary. Herodotus uses this term sparingly: only 8 times to refer to 7 distinct

proclamations.

B1. Analogous Vocabulary: ypdauuozo.

If Herodotus can represent someone as an indirect emissary by having him carry a message, by
analogy anyone carrying ypdupato should fall into a similar category. Unlike all previous terms
discussed, not every use of the word ypappato necessarily indicates a message. I have therefore
used contextual information to exclude a large number of instances, in particular, where
Herodotus is describing the act of writing or an inscription.*' Inscriptions are problematic in that
they are a type of message, but one which is transmitted through time, not space, and which lacks
a defined audience. Since these features make inscriptions fundamentally different from
messages and proclamations, inscribed texts are omitted from this study.* Only 4 uses of
ypdupota remain, referring to 3 distinct missives. Three particular inscriptions, however, act
more like missives than records: Themistocles’ instructions to the Ionians (8.22-3) and the

writing on and inside Nitocris’ tomb (1.187).* Since these are marginal examples, I will

0 Chantraine (2009) and Beekes (2010) list kpvyua as a derivative of kfjpué.

*1'T consider records to be in the same category as inscriptions; records are more private and may be more fragile.
All singular forms (ypaupa) are omitted also, since they always refer to individual letters of the alphabet. In sum,
24 instances have been omitted.

*2 The communicative context of inscriptions is treated by Svenbro (1993) and Steiner (2001).

* West (1985) is confident that Nitocris® inscriptions are spurious, and that Herodotus’ report of Themistocles’
inscription does not adhere closely to the truth of the situation; either it was shorter, or (more likely) it was not an
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consider them only as support for any other analysis of written missives. With the inclusion of
these inscriptions, our totals for ypappata become 10 uses of the word to describe 6 distinct

missives.

B2. Analogous Vocabulary: fofiiov
Less problematic than ypaupata is the alternative term BvBAiov (bublion). The meaning of this
term is unambiguous and always indicates a written missive.** This term is used 21 times to

refer to 8 distinct missives.

Discussion

In many ways, the nouns describing missives (and giving rise to indirect emissaries) show
similar patterns to the nouns describing official emissaries.”> Among the “cognate” nouns,
dyyelin is more common than kfpvypa and represents a wider range of communicative
functions. Out of all possible vocabulary, dyyelin has the least restricted meaning, with its
ability to refer to both oral and written missives. If we look at the status relationship between
sender and recipient, again only knpbOypota are consistently sent from high to low. Non-cognate
vocabulary is also contextually specialized: all missives identified only as ypéppata or fupiiov
are conveyed as concealed or covert messages for nefarious purposes.*® Ihave excluded the term

ofjuo from this section, on the grounds that any message indicated through a “sign” requires

inscription in historical reality. She argues that the main point of presenting these inscriptions is thematic: the ideas
of Darius’ greed and Themistocles’ resourcefulness are both reinforced.

* Literally, this word simply means “papyrus”, but in Herodotus it always indicates papyrus with writing on it.

* As with explicit emissaries, vocabulary overlap to describe the same message is possible. There are 2 such
situations: when Harpagus sends a concealed message in a hare to Cyrus (1.123.4-124.1, described as ypdappozo and
a BuPAiov), and when Darius sends a written command to Megabazus (5.14.1-2, described as ypappata, a fupriov,
and an @yyehin).

* The friendly correspondence between Amasis and Polycrates is an exception. There appear to be good thematic
reasons for Herodotus to present us with written communication in this story, which may supersede these
connotations. For further discussion, see Chapter 2. Steiner (1994) and Rosenmeyer (2001) suggest that this
association arises from the fact of a semi-literate society, in which the necessarily exclusive and intentionally private
use of writing was viewed with suspicion.
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interpretation and therefore is not a direct representation of speech in the same way as the other

terms under consideration are.*’

11I. Implicit Emissaries

We have seen so far that Herodotus can identify someone as an emissary explicitly through

vocabulary or indirectly, through the vocabulary of their missives. Similarly, Herodotus can use

verbs describing emissary-like actions to suggest that the subjects of those verbs are implicitly

acting as emissaries. A large number of verbs fall into this category, and there is little to say

about them individually. Consequently, I have condensed the basic information about the

cognate verbs (terms, definitions, frequency in the text) into Table 1, below. As above, verbs of

writing may act in analogous fashion to the cognate verbs. They are presented in Table 2.

Table 1: Cognate Verbs

Classification | Term Meaning (from Powell) Frequency of | Distinct
Appearance Examples
Al AyyEAA® to bring news 23 21
A2 AmoryyEAL® to bring news 22 19
A3 EEayYEA® to report 21 18
A4 EMOYYEA® to give orders/instructions; to | 26 21
offer or announce (mid.)
AS ECUYYEAMD to inform; to usher in (w. dat.) |4 3
A6 TOPOLYYEAL® to command 10 9
A7 TEPLYYEAL® to take news around 3 3
Bl Emknpokevouat | to send a message to 5 5
B2 KNpuccm to make a proclamation, put 3 3
up for sale
B3 AvaKnpOoow® to put up for sale, be 3 2
proclaimed victor
B4 EKKNPUGC® to order out of the country 1 1
B5 EMKNPLGG® to put a price on 2 1
C1 pecPfevm to be an ambassador 1% 1

" For more on the meaning of ofjuo, see Hollmann (2011). In the situation where k9pvypa refers to a trumpet-call,
the meaning has been pre-set, and hence only translation is required, not interpretation.
*¥ One other use of this verb is found at 7.2.2, but in that location it clearly means “to be older”.
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Table 2: Analogous Verbs

Classification | Term Meaning (from Powell) Frequency of | Distinct
Appearance”’ | Examples

DI YPOQ® to write down 14 11

D2 AmoYPAO® to write down, record 2 2

D3 EYYPaoO® to write on 1 1

D4 GLYYPAP® to record (in writing) 4 3

Discussion

The meanings of all the verbs above somehow describe actions which are typically performed by
emissaries or which facilitate communication through a third party. The verbs in classifications
A and B are derived from the nouns &yyelog and xfjpvé, respectively,50 and presumably carry
some of the meaning from the shared roots. All of these verbs can have a wide range of subjects,
from anonymous individuals to kings. They can also have no subjects at all when given in the
passive. On a few occasions, an official emissary serves as the subject of one of these verbs.!
As in the previous two sections, we can see that the verbs deriving from &yyelog have a wider
range of meaning and are less specialized than the verbs deriving from kfjpvE. The contexts in
which these terms are used show a similar distribution: verbs deriving from kfjpv& are used most
often to indicate public pronouncements, whereas verbs deriving from dyyelog are used most
often for information sharing on a smaller scale. The latter are also commonly used for

commands and requests. None of these verbs can be used (alone) to represent an individual as an

* Some of these verbs occur more often than the number given here. I have excluded all uses of these verbs which
indicate drawing or decoration and all uses which describe inscriptions and records, with the same exception as
before. 19 uses of ypdow are omitted, including 7 used by Herodotus to describe his own writing. Four uses each
of amoypdow and &yypdem have been removed. One example of cuyypdem has been removed, in which Herodotus
describes his own writing. Other compounds are completely omitted: dvaypapw, Emypdeo, KoTaypaem,
meplyphow, and tpoceyypdom. For the many meanings of the simplex verb ypdow, see Chadwick (1996). For
Herodotus as the subject of these verbs, see Chapter 6.

% Following Chantraine (2009) and Beekes (2010). LSJ erroneously lists kfjpvé as a derivative of the verb
KNnpOcoo.

> The noun and the verb may have different roots in these situations, e.g. 6 p&v 87 kijpvé oixdkee ayyerémv tadta
Aopeio (4.128.1) — “So this messenger went to deliver this message to Darius” and Kpoicog pév 61 todta ov’
ayyélov émeknpokedero (1.69.3) — “This was the declaration Croesus made through his agents to the
Lacedaemonians.” While in the latter example Croesus is properly the subject, the angeloi are responsible for the
action of the verb. See Chapter 2 for further discussion.
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official emissary, but (as I will argue in Chapter 3) some of the characterization of emissaries
may “rub off” on the subjects of these verbs.

The only verb in classification C, npesfedm, derives from the adjective npécfuc. It
describes Socleas (5.93.1) who, contextually, has been previously identified as an angelos
summoned to Sparta as part of a council (5.91.2). His advice to the Spartans (5.92) is a series of
stories about Corinthian rulers, presented at length and without any evident preparation before
his arrival. This type of expository, persuasive speech from an angelos is unusual, and may
explain the unexpected vocabulary. Much like npécfeig, discussed above, mtpecfevm may be a
more general term applicable to the actions of emissaries and may be generally avoided by
Herodotus.*

The verbs in classification D are more easily laid out. Unlike the verbs of A, B, and C,
they all originate from a verb (ypdow); the noun ypdupa is a derivative. Therefore the
connection to communication through emissaries comes primarily from context rather than
etymology. The importance of context explains the exclusion of so many instances of these
verbs. For those that remain, however, their context is shared most often with the nouns
discussed above: these verbs are used, namely in situations of covert communication.>® The verb
onpaive is excluded from this section. While it does refer to a kind of communication which
can be effected through intermediaries, the connotations of this verb describe actions which
exceed those typically performed by emissaries. Further discussion of the relationship between

the verb onpaive and the “cognate verbs” can be found in Chapter 3.

> Also, like mpéopeig, the verb is very commonly found in Thucydides. Saerens (1975, 628) ascribes the term’s
appearance to an “Attic context”, and offers further thoughts on the verb’s evolution of meaning.
53 With the exception, again, of the exchange between Polycrates and Amasis.
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1V. Dispatch Scenes
Scenes involving explicit emissaries can be categorized based on the type of event they contain.
The first and most common is when an emissary is sent.”* Second most common is when an
emissary arrives.” In 14 situations, an emissary is mentioned solely as a way to explain the
transmission of information. In 8 other situations, Herodotus refers to the abstract office of an
emissary instead of a particular individual in that office. All other emissaries (48) are seen
taking some other kind of action: departing, speaking, being instructed, etc. None of these
scenes, aside from sending, show enough uniformity to give rise to any sort of archetypical order
of events.”®

Scenes where emissaries are sent show roughly the same elements in nearly the same
order. In this way these scenes might be properly thought of as “type-scenes”, similar to those in
Homer as described by Clark (2004): “recurring situations which are narrated according to a
more or less fixed pattern” (34). The value of recognizing type-scenes in Herodotus is that it
provides a more solid foundation for expressing patterns and exploring the meaningful variation
from those patterns. Again, following Clark (135): “The particularities of the scenes are as
important as the similarity of their overall structure. The technique of the type-scene offers the
poet a basic scaffolding, but it also allows the poet to adapt each scene for specific purposes.”

The “specific purposes” are presumably motivated by the poet’s, or in this case Herodotus’,

3 98 emissaries are shown being sent; 44 are angeloi, 42 are kérykes, 11 are theopropoi, and 1 is a group of
presbeis. For these figures and those in the following notes, I am counting total mentions of emissaries, not distinct
individuals.

>3 43 emissaries are shown arriving; 26 are angeloi, 11 are kérykes, 3 are theopropoi, 1 is a sunangelos, and 1 is an
angeliéforos.

>0 Dik (1995, Chapter 6) discusses the syntax of sentences with Aéyw introducing speech. She mentions that &eye
“usually opens a discussion when it precedes its corresponding utterance. Typically it is found with participial
phrases implying a meeting (summons, arrival, sending a messenger)” (167). This is not the only way, however, to
introduce the speech of an emissary. De Bakker (2007, Chapter 4) discusses four scene-types used for the
presentation of speech facilitated (in some way) through an emissary. Aside from superficial differences in
language, he points out that the intermediaries serve different purposes in each scene-type, from a narrative
expedient allowing two parties to communicate to a character provided with full authority for independent speech
(51-8).
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communicative and thematic goals for the particular passage.

Nearly half of all scenes with emissaries depict their dispatch to a particular destination
for a particular purpose. Salient contextual information can change what appears in the scene
and in what order, but a basic “dispatch scene” emerges in aggregate. Intuitively, several pieces
of information underlie the dispatch of an emissary: the sender or origin point, the recipient or
destination, an emissary, a verb of sending, and a motivation for the dispatch. Every dispatch
scene includes all of this information, either expressed explicitly or easily available from context.
Details about the emissary’s purpose or message are often supplied through an accusative-
infinitive or participial construction. Verbatim messages are rarely given. Based on all of the
dispatch scenes in the first /ogos of Book 1 (1.1-1.94), we can propose a basic ordering of these
elements.”” The first part of the sentence will have information about sender and motivation.
The verb of sending (generally a participle or an indicative) and the emissary follow. Finally, we
are given the destination or recipient and, often, an indirect expression representing the essential
content or purpose of the message. The scheme below provides a standard approximation:

[Sender~Motivation (in either order)] [Sending] [Emissary] [Recipient/Destination]

[Purpose/Message]

A “perfect” example is when Alyattes sends a kéryx to establish a truce with Thrasybulus

(1.21.1):
Alvdrng 0é, ¢ ol Todta E€ayyENO, avtiko Enepne KfpuKo
[sender] [motivation] [sending] [emissary]
And Alyattes  after these things were announced to him at once sent a keryx
&g MiAntov BovAdpevog omovdag motoacol ®pacvufodAim te kol MiAnciolst ypovov dGov

AV TOV VIOV OTKOOOET).

[destination]  [purpose]

to Miletus because he wanted to make a truce with Thrasybulus and the Milesians for long
enough to build the temple.

57 Scenes which are very similar to the basic pattern are: 1.19.2, 1.20.1, 1.21.1, 1.48.2, 1.60.4, 1.67.2, 1.69.1, 1.76.3,
1.77.4,1.78.2, 1.81.1. Scenes with more divergence due to context are: 1.22.3, 1.36.2, 1.60.4, 1.78.2, 1.79.2, 1.83.1.
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The available contextual information may alter the order or allow the exclusion of some of these
elements in other examples, but typically all information about sender/motivation/sending comes

before all information about emissary/recipient/destination, and the purpose or message is last.

Discussion
From the perspective of discourse analysis and pragmatics, we can usually explain the
communicative reasons behind any reordering; the importance (generally) of word order is taken
up in Chapter 2. Pragmatics may also explain, partially, why we appear to have a type-scene for
sending emissaries but no equivalent type-scene for their arrival or other actions. The majority
of arriving emissaries are appearing for the second time in the narrative, after their initial
sending. Since the sending scene provided all of the relevant context for their mission, the
audience does not need to be given all the information directly a second time. This is especially
true when arrival follows hard upon dispatch. With greater narrative separation, we can
understand that the emissary himself has come to embody this context, as will be discussed
further in Chapter 2. Not surprisingly, the few scenes which show arrival not preceded by
sending provide additional contextual information, in particular, the motivation and a clear
indication of the sender or point of origin.”® Other scenes involving emissaries also typically
occur after dispatch (e.g. when speaking their assigned message), in which case their context will
have been established previously or should be readily available from the surrounding text.

The fact that dispatch scenes alone appear to have a typical pattern may result from their
frequency but also their depiction of the first fundamental action of any emissary. In other
words, if an emissary’s essential job is to provide connection and communication between two

parties, the first step in performing that task is their instruction and initial transit. It is therefore

¥ E.g. 2.160.1-2, discussed further in Chapter 3.
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the most common scene to be robustly depicted. Arrival, as the necessary result of dispatch, is
often relegated to a participial expression which simply provides context for the rest of the
actions described in that sentence.

The typology and the type-scene of dispatch established above provide a starting point
for the examination of pattern and variation in the chapters which follow. Vocabulary and
syntax are the building blocks of narrative but their contribution to meaning depends further on
discourse context and thematic content. Herodotus, as we shall see in the following chapters,
places and presents emissaries in his narrative in a way which dramatically enhances the ability

of the audience to follow the thematic and narrative structures of his Histories.
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CHAPTER 2: EMISSARIES AS TOOLS OF NARRATIVE

Anyone who has read through Herodotus’ account of the Persian wars knows that it is anything
but straightforward. The narrative jJumps around in time and space, departing from the main
story to dwell on relevant tangents, including ethnography, geography, and flashbacks. To make
sense of such an apparently discordant, or at least meandering, story, scholars have recently
begun to use the formal tools of narratology to study the construction of the text. The manner in
which the narrator tells the story is considered by narratologists to be a deliberate shaping with
the intent of focusing the attention of the audience and of revealing meaning through connection.
If we narrow our field of vision from this larger frame, we can see how the construction of an
individual sentence emphasizes and connects information within a larger context. Such a
locally-focused analysis is the province of pragmatics, also an approach applied in earnest to
Herodotus only recently. The tools provided by both of these fields turn out to be an excellent
way to approach the study of emissaries. Setting aside questions of characterization for the
moment, this chapter will examine how emissaries contribute to the construction of the narrative.
Using tools from narratology and pragmatics, we can determine the ways in which Herodotus
uses intermediaries to organize his text and signal information about that organization to his
audience. The placement of these intermediaries orients and directs the audience through

portions of the main story while also highlighting thematic connections.

A Starting Point: Terms and Ideas
Many complementary organizing principles for the narrative of the Histories have been
identified in previous scholarship. Recent work rooted in principles of narratology has expanded

the organizing focus from cultural concerns (e.g. East vs. West) or literary themes (e.g. the role
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of advisors) to more structural elements of the text. Narratology provides useful formal
vocabulary for dealing with the study of narrative: it distinguishes fext (the written account) from
story (the events in the order written) which is based on fabula (the events in chronological
order). De Jong (2007, 3) points out that a fourth layer, source material, has been posited as an
apt addition for historiography in particular. Especially germane to this work is the idea of a
main story, which is the story as it would unfold with all digressions removed. The teller of the
story, at any given point, is the narrator, although the identity of that narrator can change, e.g.
from a figure like Herodotus to a character like Solon who recounts an event. For the purposes
of this dissertation, as discussed in Chapter 1, I do not draw a distinction between the primary
narrator and Herodotus himself. More relevant to this discussion is focalization (narrative point
of view).” For most events the narrator is also the focalizer; Herodotus focalizes the majority of
the Histories. But when characters hear, speak, think, or otherwise use their senses, they can
become focalizers as well, in that information is presented from their own point of view to the
audience. Emissaries most frequently focalize when presenting a speech; rarely are we privy to
their thoughts or perceptions.

The flow of time will also be relevant to this study of emissaries. At issue here are the
numerous analepses (flashbacks) and prolepses (flashforwards or foreshadowings) which intrude
on the linear chronology of the main story. De Jong (1999, 2007) and Rood (2007) see time as a
fundamental element of the construction of the narrative, and explore examples to show how
temporal shifts and the pace (rhythm) of the narrative can organize the text and underscore
thematic concerns for the sensitive reader. Events of the fabula can be told in real-time (a
scene), shortened (a summary), or omitted entirely (an ellipsis). The action can also be

interrupted by a pause. As we shall see, intermediaries are an immensely useful tool for

%% Focalization is an essential concept behind the works of de Jong (1989), Dewald (1999), and de Bakker (2007).
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temporal orientation and rhythm, and one not previously recognized in this capacity.

The benefit of narratology is that it provides a critical method and an idiom for
examining a text without restricting the topics suitable for study. The drawback of narratology is
that it has tended to focus on larger connections in a text at the expense of the mechanical means
by which those occur: vocabulary and word order.® The syntactic mechanisms of connection
and transition are too many to enumerate here, and many of their origins rest in oral tradition.
Suffice it to say that repeated vocabulary and functional words (particles) are a vital
component.®’ To distinguish between what connects and what should draw attention in a
sentence, pragmatic studies of Greek word order are exceptionally useful. Dik (1995) argues that
the basic clause structure consists of a Topic (which creates contextual orientation) and a Focus
(which stands as the main point of attention), followed immediately by the main verb and any
remaining elements of the clause (Remaina’er).62 Mati¢ (2003) and Allan (2012) update this
scheme to allow analysis of a wider variety of sentence-types; I follow their conclusions while
using Dik’s simpler terminology.63 These foundations for understanding the relationship
between word order, vocabulary, and contextual meaning will prove useful in the discussion of
specific examples of emissaries below.

The following analysis depends on one more important assumption about the use of an
emissary and the construction of the text. In the source material available to Herodotus,

intermediaries of many types were likely mentioned to some extent, due to their utility in

50 Cf. Slings (2002).

%! For a typology of transitions in Herodotus and a discussion of how they function, see Munson’s 1983 dissertation.
She pays careful attention to vocabulary and discusses the role of numerous particles, nouns, adjectives, verbs, and
demonstratives in creating transitions in the narrative. She does not, however, include any of the vocabulary of
emissaries discussed in my first chapter’s typology .

62 My description of the clause order components has been simplified for the sake of accessibility. Among other
refinements, not every sentence will contain these elements in this order and some may have compound or multiple
Topics and Focuses. Furthermore, a verb can be fronted into Topic or Focus position.

5 Theoretical updates include additional categories of Topics and Focuses which may appear in a wider set of
locations within a sentence.
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situations of battle and diplomacy. But the choice to explicitly include or exclude these
characters at specific points in the story and the manner of their presentation in the text (when
they do appear) depend solely on the narrator. Therefore, I consider the existence and

presentation of an explicit emissary to be indicative of narratological and pragmatic choices.

Geographic Orientation via Intermediaries

Although time has recently taken center-stage as a focus for narratological work on Herodotus,
no less interesting is the question of geography.®* In telling his history of the Persian wars,
Herodotus widens his horizon to cover events occurring in the entire known world of the time.
Since communication and alliance exist between these far-flung places, the narrative must
provide a means to travel seamlessly between them. Emissaries are one way of dealing with
geographic dispersion. Particles and demonstrative pronouns have previously been recognized
as ways to manage this type of transition,®® but intermediaries provide a distinct advantage for
the audience: they are instantly understandable characters, not abstract semantic markers. When
an emissary is seen being sent and arriving with a particular message, he gives form to the
geographic transit required for the journey. The actual trip is almost always removed from the
narrative (through ellipsis), but sometimes an acknowledgment of the distance or difficulty is
indicated (through summary). Through his dispatch and arrival, this emissary also bridges time,
since long-distance travel was rarely quick in the ancient world. Herodotus capitalizes on the
ability of intermediaries to embody the dual transitions of time and place in his narrative.
Abstracting this ability beyond the demands of the fabula, he can also use these intermediaries to

organize larger chunks of text containing analepses and prolepses, especially those passages

% As above, see de Jong (1999, 2007) and Rood (2007) for time; Purves (2010) explores the narrative as if it
represents physical geography.
5 Notably by Bakker (2006).
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whose events occur in a different location from the main story.

The simplest example of geographic shifting is a one-time change of location enabled by
the transit of an emissary. A very neat example can be found in Book 9, where the Argives send
a keryx to Mardonius who is occupying Athens.

9.12.1-13.1 Apyeiot 6¢ éncite Tayota EMvBovVTO TOVG petd [Tavcsaview EeAnivdotag £k
YTAPTNG, TEUTOVOL KIPVKO TAOV 1UEPOIPONMV AVEVPOVTES TOV dpLoTov £C TNV ATTIKIYV,

npoTEPOV avTol Mapdovim dmode&aevol oynosy Tov Zmaptiitny pn EEvat 0g émeite dmikeTo
£ Tog A vag, Eleye, Tade: [...] 0 uév on eimog tadta drodiidcceto Omicw, Mapdoviog JE...

As soon as the Argives found out that Pausanias and his men had left Sparta, they sent
the fastest courier they could find to Attica, since they had previously promised Mardonius
that they would stop the Spartiates leaving the Peloponnese. The courier arrived in Athens and
said, ...[Speech]... After delivering this message the courier took his leave. Mardonius...

This passage follows the standard type-scene of emissary dispatch discussed in my first chapter;
the only remarkable element is that the keryx is identified in more detail as “the best of the day-
runners”, i.e. long-distance couriers on foot. °® Philippides is the only other character described
as a “day-runner” (uepodpoépoq) in the Histories (6.105-106). Thus the exceptional distance to
be traveled in a short time is emphasized, placing attention on the ellipsis of the actual transit,
which is usually passed over without notice by Herodotus.®” Although we do not see the passage
of the kéryx from the Peloponnese to Attica, his elided path simultaneously moves the narration
so that we arrive easily without delay. Note the parallel start of the clause in each location:
Apyeiot 8¢ €meite... when we are still in Argos, then 0¢ €ngite... as he arrives at his destination.

We can see also a narrowing of focus, from region to specific location: the kéryx is sent from

Argos to Attica, which is narrowed down first by having Mardonius implicated as the addressee

% Flower and Marincola (ad loc.) also point out that “as a «fjpvé, not an &yyehoc, he presumably would have had the
rights attendant on heralds, and would thus be able to get past the fortified and guarded Isthmus.” The more
privileged status of kerykes historically is supported by their presentation in the Histories (as discussed further in
Chapter 1); see also Mosley (1973) for historical information.

%7 In this case, the kéryx would have covered ~54km (according to Asheri ad loc.) over uneven ground. By contrast,
in 6.105-6 Philippides runs ~225km round-trip over two days (according to Dewald in Waterfield (1998) ad loc.)
and the fact of his actual travel is emphasized by the scene of his encounter with Pan.
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and refined again by having the kéryx arrive explicitly into Athens. Since he is depicted
speaking directly, we can assume that he has reached Mardonius himself and thus we have
arrived at the correct region, city, and person. Nothing more specific can be determined. At the
start of 9.13, the kéryx leaves, but the narrative stays with Mardonius and the Persian army. We
should expect the narration to linger at the destination and with the new subject matter, since
Herodotus prefers to focus on specific locations at the expense of general ones (more on this
below). The departure clause referred to the kéryx only with the definite article 6 (“he”, used as
a pronoun followed by pév) and his destination is kept vague, simply as énicw (“back”). He is
no longer of any importance to us — his job in the story of delivering the message and his job in
the narrative of delivering the audience to Mardonius in Athens are both completed.

Location changes can be performed by intermediaries even without explicit arrival — the
act of sending is enough to justify an immediate shift in place, as in Book 3, when Darius sends
an angelos with orders.

3.138.3 mépwyag yap dyyehov &g Kvidov katdystv opéac éxéreve ['Alov €g Tapavta-
nefopevor 0¢ Aapeip Kvidtot...

[Darius] ordered the Cnidians, through a messenger, to return Gillus to Tarentum. The
Cnidians tried to carry out Darius’ command...

The angelos is sent explicitly to his destination (again in accordance with the dispatch type-
scene), and his message indicates what should happen next — in fact, the language of the second
sentence cuts out the intermediary role of the angelos and treats the command as being made
directly by the king to the subjects: literally translated as “Persuaded by Darius [=obeying
Darius], the Cnidians...”. Thus the formal dispatch of the angelos prepares us for transition: after
this point his role is finished and he can be elided.®® His message provides the connection

between sentences from old to new location, from old subject (Darius) to new subject (the

5 This is not to say that he must be elided when such a construction is used.
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Cnidians).

Shifting can even be cued by a verb, without any explicit sending or arrival, as in Book 4
when Darius issues orders to his fleet, whose movements we then follow:

4.89.1-2 Aapeiog 6¢ dmpnodpevog Mavopokiéa d1éPaive €¢ v Edpdnnv Toiot "Toot
roapayysihag miéewy £ tov [1ovtov péypt "Totpov motapod- éneav 8¢ dmikwvtat £¢ Tov "Totpov,

gvOadto anTov mepévery {evyvivtag TOV ToTopdv. T Yap 1 vavtikdv qyov Tavég Te kol
Aioréeg kol EAAnomovtiot. 6 pev on vavtikog Kvavéag dieknlwacog Emies i00 t0d "Totpov, ...

So Darius crossed over into Europe. As well as rewarding Mandrocles, he had also
ordered the Ionians to take the navy into the Euxine Sea and sail to the River Ister, where they
were to bridge the river and wait for him. For the navy was commanded by the lonians,
Aeolians, and Hellespontine Greeks. So the fleet sailed between the Blue Rocks and made
straight for the Ister.

No dispatch occurs here, hence the order of the sentence is not what we might expect — the
recipients (Ionians) precede the verb of messaging (mapayyeilag). This has the effect of linking
Darius more closely to the Ionians and eliminating the need for a formal proxy. The verb instead
introduces the command and clarifies that the navy is the “destination” of this information, just
as the Ionians are the recipients. Again, the message provides a means and preparation for a
change of location (indicated here through a shift in subject, from Darius to the navy itself),
though no actual emissary embodies that shift in this example.®

Of these three examples, it is worth noting that the most complete expression of an
intermediary being sent and arriving is also the only passage where the narrative remains at the
destination point for any period of time. Once we reach Mardonius in 9.13, the main story
proceeds to follow him and the Persian army for several chapters. In the other two examples,
where the use of the emissary is expressed in less robust terms, the shift is temporary, only

lasting the space of a few sentences. Thus it appears that more preparation is necessary for more

enduring changes: this is a very considerate and unobtrusive way to alert the audience to a major

% Military commands are generally shown to be passed through verbs rather than through explicit emissaries. The
rigid command structure of the military may make the mechanism of transmission less important to display, since it
may be readily inferred from general knowledge.
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transition.

Orientation in Time and Place
Geographical transition is the simplest form of shifting enabled by intermediaries, but more
interesting is when intermediaries combine geographical shifting with temporal orientation. The
ability to do both at once, intrinsically, is an aspect which makes emissaries special in the pool of
transitional tools. The richness that can be added to the narrative by these emissaries is evident
in the interaction between Croesus and Sparta in the first book. After testing the oracles, Croesus
has asked if he should go to war with Persia and if he should obtain an ally. The answer,
appearing to be affirmative on both counts (1.53), compels him to approach Sparta to establish
an alliance which will last until his defeat at the hands of Cyrus. The several emissaries
facilitating the relationship of Croesus and Sparta are particularly useful to examine because they
are contained in the first major portion (/ogos) of the main story where Herodotus is known to
establish important patterns.”’ Since the diplomatic communication in this section is managed by
the first series of emissaries between two parties in the Histories, it sets a precedent for all later
examples of a similar type.

We begin with another straightforward geographic shift: Croesus has determined that
Sparta is the strongest Greek state and sends angeloi to establish an alliance.

1.69.1-2 tadta 1 OV mhvta movOavopevog 6 Kpoicog Emepne &g Tmaptny ayyélovg
dDdPE TE PEPOVTAG KOl OENCOUEVOVS GUUIOYING EVIEIMAUEVOS TE TA AEYEWY XPpTiv. Ol O £MOOVTES
Eleyov- ‘Emepye Muéag Kpoicog 6 Avd®dv te Kol dAhmv £0viémv Paciredg Aéywv, TAdE. “o
Aoxkedoovio, xproavtog Tod 980}3 tov "EAAnva eidov mpocBéchar — duéag yap movOavopon
npoeataval TG EALGS0G — vpéac mv Katd TO ¥pnoTnPLov TPocKoAEopat eilog te OEAwV

vevéaOat kol cOppayog dvev te d0Aov Kai dmdng.”’

On the basis of all this information, then, Croesus sent agents to Sparta, to take gifts
and ask for an alliance. He had told them what to say, and when they arrived in Sparta they
said, ‘These are the words we bring from Croesus, king of the Lydians and other peoples:

" See, e.g., Kindt (2006).

35



“Lacedaemonians, the oracle advised me to make the Greek my ally and now I have learnt that
you are the leading Greek people. You, therefore, are the ones to whom I am extending the
invitation the oracle recommended. I want to be on good terms with you and to enter into an
alliance with you without treachery or deceit.”’
Up until this point, the narrative has visited Sparta only through analepses, to provide the
audience with historical information explaining the actions and decisions of Eastern peoples.
This dispatch of emissaries finally allows the main story to shift its attention to the Spartans of
the present time, and even lingers in Sparta to provide a prolepsis which will be relevant to future
narrative. The transition is almost immediate: Croesus (located in Sardis, the capital city) sends
his angeloi and we only have time to find out what they bear (gifts and a message) before they
arrive indirectly through a participle (éA06vtec, “after arriving”) and speak. The time of the
journey is therefore omitted, and the (large!) geographic distance traveled is muted by the
immediate focus on the words of Croesus, presented with direct speech after he has been
introduced as speaker. This rare formulation creates the impression that the arrival of the angeloi
has in some sense directly connected Croesus with Sparta. Herodotus caps the speech by
emphasizing, once again, Croesus’ direct connection to Sparta despite the physical reality of
proxy speakers and geographical separation:

1.69.3 Kpoicog pev on tadta o dyyéhov EREKNPUKEVETO, AAKESOLOVIOL OE
OKNKOOTEC. ..

This was the declaration Croesus made through his agents to the Lacedaemonians,
who in fact had already heard...
Despite making Croesus the subject and starting point of this sentence, Herodotus is careful to
emphasize twice over that intermediaries are the ones who actually transmitted the preceding

message by putting the emissaries (01’ dyyéiwv) in the Focus position followed by the main

(cognate) verb émeknpukedeto. This belated emphasis on the emissaries reminds the audience
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that Croesus is not, in fact, speaking directly and in person to the Lacedaemonians.”' Instead, the
reference to these characters is a reminder that we have physically changed location and an
indication that our time in Sparta is not yet over; they finish speaking, but their departure is
omitted. Thus the vocabulary of this clause prepares us for the resumption of narrative
exclusively in Sparta, confirmed by the second half of the sentence starting with Aaxedopoviol
0¢ (“And the Lacedaemonians”...).

A paragraph later, in 1.71.1, we are returned to Sardis from Sparta by a pév-6¢ link. The
nascent diplomatic relationship between Lydia and Sparta is not revisited until 1.77.3, when
Croesus fears the approach of Cyrus and calls upon his allies for help.

1.77.1-4 Kpoicoc...&v vo® &yov mapakarécos pév Aiyvrtiovg katd T OpKiov
(émromoarto yap kol Tpog Apacty Paciiedovta AtydmTov coppoyiny Tpdtepov 1 TEP TPOG
Aoxedoyoviong), petamepydpevog 6¢ kai Bapvroviovg (ki yap mpdg tovToug adtd
gmemointo ovupayin, ETupdvveve 68 TOV xpovov todTov TdV Bapviwviov Aapdvnroc),
énayyeilhog 0¢ Kol Aakedapoviovg mapeivat £G ypovov pntov, AAMcag te 61 TOVTOVS Kol TV
£0VTOD GVALEENG GTPOTINY EVEVOTO TOV YELLAVA TOPEiS Gpa Td NPt otpatedety émi Tovg [lépoac.
KOl O HEV TODTO PPOVEDYV, OG ATIKETO £G TAG LAPOIC, EMEUTE KNPVKOG KOTA TAS ovppayiog
TPOEPEOVTAG £G TEUTTOV Uijva GLAAEYEGOOL £ ZAPOIG:

What [Croesus] planned to do was this. He had made an alliance with the Egyptian king
Amasis, which preceded his alliance with Lacedaemon, and he had also entered into a similar
treaty with the Babylonians too (whose ruler at the time was Labynetus). He intended to send
for the Egyptians and the Babylonians, according to their sworn promises, as well as telling
the Lacedaemonians to come at a specific time; then, once they were all present and he had
mustered his own army too, he would let the winter go by and attack the Persians as soon as it
was spring. With these thoughts in mind, when he got back to Sardis he dispatched heralds to
his various allies, calling on them to assemble in Sardis in four months’ time.

In the discussion of Croesus’ plans, three allies are mentioned: the Egyptians, the Babylonians,
and the Lacedaemonians. Only the last of these is marked explicitly with the vocabulary of
emissaries, even if indirectly through a verb (énayyeilag). The stem of this verb, ayyeil-, may
also recall the emissaries (dyyéhovg and dyyéhmv) who established this alliance in 1.69. Once

Croesus is done thinking, arrives in Sardis, and acts, we see that he sends kérykes to his allies in

" Following Luraghi (2003, 178-9), the angeloi in this construction (81 + genitive) can be considered to be acting
as a channel for Croesus.
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general (kata tag ovppayiog) without singling out any particular location. Thus the narrative
does not prepare us for a geographic shift and accordingly it stays in Sardis with Croesus.”?

Croesus’ fear of Cyrus is justified and in 1.81 he finds himself besieged. Once again he
calls on his allies, and once again the Lacedaemonians are singled out through mention of
intermediaries.

1.81-82.1 10iot pev on Kateotnkee moAopkin, Kpoicog 8¢ dokémv ol ypdvov €nl Lakpov
g€oeabon v moAopkiny Emepme £k TOU TEIYEOS GAAOVG AyYELOVGS €G TOG CVPPOYING. Ol PEV Yap
TPOTEPOV OETENTOVTO £ TEUTTOV UTjvo TPoEPEOVTEC GLAAEYEGHL £C ZApdig, TOVTOVG O
sEémepne TV Toiotnv déecBan Pondéety g molopreopévov Kpoisov. &¢ te 8 av Tag dAlac
Enenme ovppayiog Kai 01 Kol g Aakedaipova. Toiot 08 Kol aToiot [Toiot Xmaptiitnot] kot

aOTOV TODTOV TOV YPOVOV...
So the Persians were besieging the city. Croesus expected the siege to last a long time, so

he sent men out of the city with further dispatches for his allies. Whereas the men he had
sent before had taken messages requesting the allies to gather in Sardis in four months’ time,
this current lot of messengers were to ask them to come and help as quickly as possible, since
he was under siege. The men were dispatched to all his allies, including the
Lacedaemonians. Now, it so happened that the Lacedaemonians themselves were at that time...
This time the general statement of sending emissaries “to the allies” (¢ tag cuppayiog) comes
first and is even repeated (&g 1€ 81 Qv oG dAAag Enepme cuppoyioc) before any individual ally is
singled out — inverse order from 1.77. We are reminded of the first request for aid in 1.77 by
reference to the earlier emissaries (oi pev yap mpdtepov) who were sent with slightly different
instructions. That brief (and nonspecific) analepsis is contrasted with the present emissaries
(tovtovg), who are as yet equally vague. Clarification, however, is limited: in the discussion of

recipients, the Babylonians and Egyptians are left lumped together as nameless “allies”, and only

the Lacedaemonians are specifically mentioned. Furthermore, they are set apart by the formulaic

2 Cf. 6.97, where Herodotus is vague about destination and provides a message but no actual location shift. Also
note that in 7.32, Xerxes sends kérykes all around Greece (generally) to ask for earth and water; we do not travel to
any of these places, but hear about the results of these requests when the emissaries return much later (7.131).
Athens and Sparta are specifically mentioned as places not visited (because Darius’ emissaries to those locations
were murdered), and yet these are the only places to which the narrative shifts (7.133); detailed discussion can be
found in Chapter 4. Thus specificity with emissaries can cue location shifts, even if no emissaries were actually
sent.
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phrase kai 6n koi (“and especially”), which calls attention to the end of a list and signals that
item as a point of continued interest. We are therefore prepared to expect a transition to Sparta,
and indeed in the next sentence we have been relocated.”

At this point the narrative takes a pause in the main story of Croesus and inserts a
description of current events in Sparta (including an analepsis with relevant background
material). To end the digression, Herodotus sums up the situation in very general terms without
providing a particular moment in time as a reference. Immediately after, Croesus’ emissary, sent
in 1.77, finally arrives.

1.83 10100tV 82 T0io1 ZMApTITNGL EVEGTEDTOV TPNYUATOV HKE 6 Tapdmvog Kijpus
deopevog Kpoiom Bonbéety molopreopévae.

That was the situation facing the Spartiates when the herald arrived from Sardis to ask
them to come and help Croesus lift the siege.

The narrative shifted to Sparta immediately after the emissary was sent, but the chronology of
the main story does not resume until he arrives. Here, for the first time in this sequence, we see
the temporal orientation provided by emissaries. It is no coincidence that this orientation occurs
after a pause in the main story, which could also be thought of as a way for Herodotus to indicate
the necessary time for travel. Out of many parallel stories, the arrival of the emissary identifies
which specific temporal thread we are to focus on at the present moment by linking back to the
events that led to his dispatch. His sending instigated the shift in location, his arrival provides
chronological orientation. Thus a single emissary can plant us correctly in space and time.

Since the sending and arrival scenes of this kéryx were robust, we should not be surprised
that the narrative remains in Sparta. In fact, this same emissary is mentioned in the next sentence

as a way to provide continued context for the next actions of the Spartans:

> The Koi 87 xai formulation (with the same shifting result) occurs again in 3.61, directing us specifically to Egypt.
Dik (1995, 45-7) and Denniston (1996, 255-7) discuss the ability of this phrase to mark out a particular topic of
interest.

39



1.83 o1 6¢ Suwmg, éncite émHOovTo TOD KNPLKOG, OppéaTo Pfonbéety.

Despite their problems, the Spartiate response to the man’s news was to set about
providing help.”

The kéryx, old information at this point, is placed into an adverbial clause providing transitional
information about the reason and setting of the action — he is no longer important, only his effect
matters now. This is made doubly clear by the fact he follows his verb within his clause. Thus
the Spartans take the place of relevance in this sentence (the Topic), and their preparations for
the war are the main point of attention (the Focus). Almost immediately, another message from
the East arrives with news of Croesus’ defeat:

1.83 koi 6@t §j0n TaPECKEVAGHEVOLGL KOi VEDY £00GE0V ETolpV MABE Al dryyehin, ¢
NAOKOL TO TG TV AVddV Kol &yotto Kpoicog {wypnbeic. obtw d1) ovTotl puev cupgopnv
TOMGAUEVOL LEYAANV EMETAVVTO.

But in the middle of their preparations, when their ships were ready, another message
came, this time with the news that the Lydian city had fallen and that Croesus had been taken
prisoner. So, with a sense of deep regret, the Spartiates called off their preparations.

No geographic shifting has occurred, since the message arrives (without being sent) at Sparta
where the narrative is already located. Temporally, time has been advancing in the scene as
expected. But this message still provides an implicit change of location and time; by providing
information about events in Lydia, it changes the subject (temporarily) to that region of the world
and tells of events which are now past. Since our explicit geography and chronology, however,
has remained unchanged and since the message (being inanimate) cannot “depart”, the narrative
remains in Sparta to describe the aftermath of this news.

In sum, the various intermediaries sent by Croesus in this series of examples show
another way in which Herodotus manages the geographic and temporal threads of his narrative.

But these transitions hardly occur in a vacuum: as scholars have routinely noted, changes in

narrative subject, time, and place are deliberately placed to emphasize themes and help the

™ Literally, “when they learned from the herald (Croesus’ request)”.
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audience comprehend connections. We therefore can look again at the intermediaries between
Croesus and Sparta with an eye for the thematic context: the results indicate as much (or more)
about thematic construction as the analysis of shifting indicated about the construction of the

text.

Thematic Orientation
What will shortly become clear is that the language and context surrounding emissaries can shine
a light on issues of larger thematic significance in a particular logos or even as a part of the main
story. In combination with temporal and spatial connection, this additional ability to construct or
emphasize structure on a narrative and thematic level is similar, in a reductive way, to the
function of particles. These small, functional words connect sentences, underscore important
words, and color the tone of the text. They almost never start a sentence, but instead highlight
whatever does come first. Similarly, emissaries are rarely themselves the focus of much
attention in a sentence — they are minor, unnamed characters (for the most part) who serve a
functional role in the narrative and often appear in the Remainder of their sentences. This is not
to say that they are incapable of presenting meaning. Particles, such as the pair pév and 6¢, are a
standard way to organize a narrative, and Bakker (2006) additionally discusses how these
particles help the audience remain focused on a given theme through the various spatial and
temporal jumps present in the text. In this section, I will show how emissaries can perform a
surprisingly similar function to these abstract semantic markers. In particular, emissaries may in
some respects be textual signals used to amplify information about interpersonal and intercultural
relationships.

We have already seen how the proxies sent from Croesus to Sparta help the narrator to

manage geography and time. If we focus on the diplomatic relationship, we see that every
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message shown originates with Croesus as the sender; the Spartans may reply, but they do not
send any of their own men with words for Croesus. Furthermore, the single authority figure of
Croesus as sender stands out in comparison to the collective group of Spartans as recipients.
These contrasts keep the overall focus on the East and the eastern king, despite our occasional
excursions to mainland Greece and non-tyrannical (i.e. collective) political systems.”
Thematically this is appropriate: the first portion of the Histories deals with the succession of
kings in the East and the passing of tyrannical power. Despite the involvement of Sparta in the
politics of Croesus, the West is not a place that Herodotus wants to focus upon at this moment —
it will be a major focus in the future but its relevance now is indirect. Hence we visit Sparta in
asides and analepses, dwelling only briefly in the main storyline, and only because of Lydian
messages. The use of intermediaries will help to confirm Croesus’ place as the main focal point
of this entire /ogos and will help to characterize his changing relationship with Sparta.

Starting back in 1.69, when Croesus sends emissaries to establish an alliance with Sparta,
we can see that the angeloi are not part of the salient information in the sentence. When they are
sent, they appear in the Remainder. Their arrival is indicated in Topic position, providing
contextual orientation for the verb, which follows as the Focus (o1 6¢ éA00vteg Eleyov: — “They,
having arrived, said:””). Speech is more salient than arrival for this sentence: speech represents
words from Croesus whereas the arrival simply allows them to be spoken in the right place. Our
geographic shift to Sparta is in the service of Croesus’ story. In the introduction to Croesus’
actual words, the same emphasis is seen as that of the preceding sentence: the Topic (set off by

the personal pronoun “us” in second position) is about sending and Croesus, fully identified, is

™ As further support for this focus, de Bakker (2007, 76-9) considers the analepses about Athens and Sparta (after
Croesus hears the oracle and is deciding between them as allies) to be, in an oblique way, a transported speech (i.e.
something reported via intermediaries). He points out that “this can be ascertained from the references to Croesus as
the addressee of the information at the beginning, middle, and end of the digression. Thanks to these framing
remarks, Croesus is continually in the background” (76).
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the Focus (“Enepye quéag Kpoicog 6 Avddv e Kai A mv £6véwv Baciiedc...”). After the
speech is finished, Croesus finally yields the salient Focus position to the angeloi, but does so in
a flashy way; he is sentence-initial (as Topic) and is given additional prominence through the
particle pair which immediately follows: Kpoicoc pév o1. He and his speech (tadta) provide
contextual connection for the now-salient emissaries (61" dyyéiwv), who re-center the narrative
on the geographical shift and diplomatic connection which they have just established. This
refocusing, as mentioned above, clears the way for events in Sparta to continue.

When Croesus calls for help in 1.77 and again in 1.81, both times the use of emissaries
narrows the focus from the pool of his allies to the Spartans in particular, as discussed above. In
addition to the repeated sending of emissaries, the manner in which we are informed of the
alliances highlights the Spartans. Croesus’ relationships with Egypt and Babylon are established
in 1.77, both in short analepses, and even here Sparta plays a role. The alliance with Egypt is
said to have been established “earlier than the one with the Lacedaemonians” (mpdtepov 1} mep
npog Aakedopoviovg), which refers to the events of 1.69. Thus Herodotus contrasts for us the
inception of these relationships: one is told directly, using explicit emissaries in a scene, the
other is told indirectly, displaced temporally and summarized. The Babylonians are at least
considered in their own right before we turn to the Spartans and Croesus’ request to the allies.
The expression of his request also sets the Spartans apart: the Egyptians and Babylonians are
summoned with verbs of calling (mapaxarécag) and sending (petamepydpevog); the
Lacedaemonians are provided with instructions by a cognate verb (énayyeirac). The vocabulary
of this first scene in which Croesus summons help affirms his relationship with Sparta as the

most important alliance for the main story at this point.”® The way in which the Spartans are

7% The vocabulary may also distinguish Sparta as relatively more powerful. KaXéw and compounds are typically
used when summoning individuals of much lower status than the sender; see Chapter 4 for more discussion.
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again singled out in the second summoning scene (1.81) prepares us for the geographic shift to
Sparta (as discussed above) but also continues to underscore this thematic focus on the
relationship between Croesus and the Greeks. Although the third and final act of sending to
Sparta omits the explicit emissaries from the sentence (leaving the sending verb without a direct
object: ...Emeume ...xal o1 kol £ Aakedaipova — “he sent [messengers] especially to
Lacedaemon”), the thematic connection the emissaries have already established makes their
presence at the end superfluous.

The emissary is not superfluous, however, when he arrives in Sparta (1.83). The arrival
of this kéryx, highlighted through a pre-posed verb (fike, in clause-initial position), provides
temporal orientation and reminds the audience of the geographic and thematic connections
previously established. The pause in the narrative before this emissary arrives not only calls
attention to the time of transit, but also calls attention to the fact that in this situation (unlike in
1.69), the request contained in the message is highly time-sensitive. Croesus is not planning for
the future anymore; he is under direct attack when every day counts. The thematic emphasis on
the need for haste is continued by the next sentence, where the repeated mention of the kéryx is
followed immediately by the verb 6ppéarto “to set in motion”. This juxtaposition of vocabulary
suggests the immediacy of the response to the message: it is heard and in the next breath
preparations are underway.’’ The Spartans clearly understand the need for speed.

Despite the urgency of this message, Croesus does not appear directly in the main clause
when the emissary arrives. Nevertheless, Herodotus explicitly recalls the capital city of Lydia by
describing the keryx as “Sardian” (with the adjective moved into prominence before its noun).

Geographic connection is likely Herodotus’ goal, since there is no opportunity for narrative

" Croesus’ decision to send a kéryx instead of an angelos may also indicate the gravity of his request through its
emphasis of his status.
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confusion about where this emissary has originated.”® The Remainder of the sentence expresses
the fundamental purpose or message of the kéryx, that Croesus needs aid, in much the same
words as we saw in 1.81. But this second expression of the situation has different word order
due to pragmatic factors:

1.81 0déecBor  [Ponbéev g nolopkeopévov  Kpoicov]
ask [help because besieged Croesus]

1.83  dedpevog [Kpoicw Ponbéetv moMopkeopuévo]
ask [Croesus  help besieged]

In both cases the message is introduced by a verb of request (6ée50a1/6e6pev0g), but in the
second version, after the emissary arrives, Croesus takes precedence over aiding and siege. In
the first case, presumably the context (Croesus sending the message) makes his involvement and
the rationale more evident (i.e. inferable), allowing the information to be postponed. But once in
Sparta, the essential element of the message evidently is not the circumstance (of besiegement)
or the desired result (of aid). Herodotus puts the sender of the message front and center within
the message itself, emphasizing again the personal, diplomatic connection between these two
peoples.79 That connection is, unfortunately, short-lived, as the second and final arriving
message in 1.83 confirms the defeat of Croesus and the end of a need for Spartan intervention.
This second message in 1.83 is never seen to depart the east but only arrives.
Furthermore, it arrives as a message (ayyehin) only, not as a human proxy bearing a message.
Again, arrival is stressed and the message content is postponed until later in the sentence. Less
identifying information is needed up front, since we have just received a message from the same

origin to the same destination. But even so, the personal connection between Croesus and Sparta

7 Sparta has received no emissaries from other locations in this portion of the text, and no Spartan emissaries have
been mentioned.

" In linguistic terms, Croesus is moved into Topic position, thereby providing the contextual orientation necessary
for Spartans to understand the main point (Focus) of the message: that he needs help!
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is de-emphasized in four ways: the message is never seen to be sent, the message arrives as a
disembodied object instead of a person, the information about Croesus is postponed until the end
of this final message, and Croesus never focalizes the information presented. In terms of
postponed information, we can see that action (seizure) and physical space (“the wall”, as a
synecdoche for Sardis) are prioritized over people. Out of the people affected by the end of this
siege, even, the Lydians are mentioned before Croesus, whose fate is delayed until the end of the
message.*’

In terms of focalization, this final message is the only exchange of information between
Croesus and Sparta in which the message has not been focalized in Sardis before being received
by the Spartans. In 1.69, Croesus focalizes the motivation (mvvBavopevog...) for sending the
emissaries and (generally) their speech (évtethdpevoc...). Although the angeloi focalize when
they deliver his speech in Sparta (£Aeyov...), he reclaims his place as focalizer of the message in
the capping sentence: Kpoicoc...&mexnpukeveto. He is the focalizer, according to the narrative,
and the emissaries (01" dyyéiwv) are just the tools by which this focalization is accomplished. In
1.77 and 1.81 when he sends for aid, Croesus is again the one focalizing his motive (év vo®
&xov... in 77, doxéwv.. in 81); his message is focalized by his emissaries as they are being sent
from Sardis (mpoepéovteg... in 77 and 81, déecBar in 81). Thus the first message arriving in 1.83,
focalized at that point by the kéryx (dedpevoc...), has previously been focalized in Sardis after the
command of Croesus. The final message in 1.83 bucks this trend and arrives without previous
focalization. Because no explicit emissary delivers this message, there is no character to focalize

the message or provide any point of view on it. Instead, we must assume that Herodotus resumes

% This order (Lydian walls, then Croesus) is even more remarkable if we consider that usually specific orientation
information is provided before general orientation information, following Dik (2007). Croesus would seem to be
more specific than “Lydian walls”, and thus if communicative clarity were principal in this situation, we should
expect him to be mentioned first.
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his role as narrator and focalizer. Thus at the moment his downfall is recounted to his ally,
Croesus and his words are marginalized as much as possible by his presentation in the narrative.

Syntax and focalization are not the only sign of Croesus’ sudden change in status. The
first emissary to arrive in 1.83 is identified as a kfjpv&, which is one way to indicate Croesus’
power as an Eastern ruler (as discussed in the typology of the first chapter and above). The close
narrative juxtaposition of a kéryx with a message (ayyeiin) expressed in vocabulary lacking any
connotations of high status may serve as a metaphor for Croesus’ sudden drop in power; he is not
even the one, necessarily, who sends the second message.®' The report makes clear that he is no
longer in power, so the official relationship between him and Sparta is finished by default. His
failure in battle is exaggerated by the fact that we hear news of his defeat while amidst a society
with a warlike reputation currently gearing up for a fight. In addition, the dyyeAin is the first
message in this sequence which has not been explicitly sent — it only arrives. From the
perspective of the text, this is a surprise message: we were not explicitly prepared for its arrival.
The content of the message may not surprise us, the external audience, since Herodotus has
already revealed Croesus’ end in 1.70 and 1.78 (and it is a matter of historical fact), but we can
still be surprised by the timing. The narrative, however, has not prepared itself for this message
to arrive — there is no warning and since we are currently located in Sparta, there is no scene of
Croesus’ downfall (yet). Thus the implication of arrival without sending is the unexpected
outcome and, in particular, the speed of that outcome.® We might have expected more from our
first eastern king.

What we can gather from this analysis is that emissaries can help us stay on track through

81 Ayyeliou are the only type of messages which routinely appear in the Histories anonymously or provided by
individuals clearly of lower status.

%2 The surprise and speed represented by the arrival of an unexpected emissary will prove to be important,
thematically, in other scenes as well. This discussion will be taken up in Chapter 5.
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a (geographically and temporally) nonlinear narrative while also focusing our attention on
different aspects of a two-party strategic relationship. Croesus’ dispatches of emissaries, and the
specific choices in syntax and diction made by Herodotus to describe them, are in themselves a
microcosm of the relationship between Croesus and Sparta and his own personal status. Much
like particles, intermediaries provide narratological and pragmatic information about the text
which help to guide and orient the reader not only through the events of the main story, but also

through an understanding of it.

Beyond Book One
The example of intermediaries between Croesus and the Spartans is particularly persuasive
because it encapsulates an entire diplomatic relationship, from rationale and inception to
dissolution, in addition to a series of geographical transitions. Many exchanges of intermediaries
in the Histories are more sparse, with fewer emissaries, fewer separate scenes, and less important
thematic information at stake. But even these less robust situations can provide insight toward
textual construction and thematic focus. Having learned from the example of Croesus and
Sparta, the audience is cued to expect the linked and repeated use of emissaries to express more
meaning than just facilitating a simple progression of events. Even an intermediary appearing
only once can perform some of these tasks.

A highly productive message starts Book Seven. The end of the sixth book narrated the
battle of Marathon and then discussed current and past events involving the Athenian general
Miltiades. To start the seventh book, Herodotus makes a jump in time, space, and subject matter

from an analepsis about the Athenians on Lemnos to the present time and Darius, the king of
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Persia, in Sardis (7.1.1).*> The narrative elegantly signals that transition is coming, even though
we don’t know where we’ll end up, in the first words of the book: ** érei 8¢ dryyehin dmikero —
“When a message arrived...”. We have been trained to know that messages can signal changes in
scene, time, and subject, so we know to expect the contextual information which comes next:
nepl TG péymg thc &v Mapabdvt yevopévng — ““...about the battle that happened at Marathon...”.
With this information we are temporally oriented into the right thread of the main story; our new
subject matter and location follow: mapa Baciiéa Aapeiov tov Yotdoneog — “...to King Darius,
son of Hystaspes.” Clearly we have been returned to the Persian king (who is still in Persia) at a
time shortly after the end of the battle of Marathon. This shift was not prepared in the narrative
in any way. The message is not seen being sent nor have the Persians been discussed in over
twenty chapters: the navy is at sea in 6.118, and Darius appears in a brief digression at 6.119. By
starting with a word that can signal transition in itself, the audience’s surprise at this sudden
relocation is cushioned and their expectations are well managed. Once given, the message has
no further purpose and the scene moves on to the reaction of Darius and his plans for a second
invasion of Greece. This single occurrence of a message still has the power to orient and refocus
the audience, and indeed may be the easiest way to smooth such a stark transition.

In addition to smoothing a surprising transition, Herodotus can use a single emissary to
shift backwards, in a way, in place and time. In Book Eight, the narrative is concerned with the
Greek fleet when an unexpected group of angeloi arrives from Ionia:

8.132.1 ¢ 6¢ mapeyévovto &g thv Alywvav macal ai vijeg, dnikovto Tovmyv ayyelot ¢
10 6TpaTOTESOV TV EAMVOV, 01 Kol £¢ Zraptnv OAMy® mpdTEPOV TOVT®V AMIKOUEVOL E6£0VTO

% It is worth noting that the analysis of this scene is not dependent on the fact that it occurs at the beginning of a
new book: it is convenient, certainly, but not essential. More notable is the fact that no Persians have recently been
subjects of the narrative. It is tempting to think that the division between Books 6 and 7 was placed here in part
because of the drastic change of subject and in part because of the natural shift permitted by the clause about the
message.

% My translations here; Waterfield (1998) unhelpfully rearranges the syntax.

49



Aoxkedopoviov Erevdepodv v Toviny,...
The whole fleet had assembled at Aegina when an Ionian delegation (which had also

visited Sparta a little earlier and asked the Lacedaemonians to liberate Ionia) came to the Greek
forces there.
The transition here is more abrupt syntactically than the previous example (arrival is first, before
the origin or the emissaries are directly mentioned), and the narrative then takes a curious turn.
The brief analepsis about their trip to Sparta is mentioned only here, not anywhere prior in the
narrative, creating a tiny shift in time and geography but establishing the subject (the liberation
of Ionia) which will presumably be at issue in the main story. But surprisingly, the narrative
then further identifies these emissaries:

8.132.2. ..1dVv kai ‘Hpddotog 6 Baciinidew fv- ol ctoci®tol oeict yevopevor
gmefovievov Bdvatov Xtpdtti 1@ Xiov Tupdvve E6vTeg apynV ETT

One of these [messengers] was Herodotus the son of Basileides. There had originally
been seven of them, forming a political cabal with the intention of assassinating Strattis, the
tyrant of Chios.
Not only is an angelos singled out by being given a name and a patronymic, which is highly
unusual, but the narrative then passes into an analepsis explaining the backstory of the entire
group. This analepsis continues only for one more sentence, before events return us to the
present time of the main story and the fleet returns as the subject of narration. Thus a single
emissary scene can, in some cases, shift us back to the time and place of their origin, out of the
main story, instead of relocating us in a way which moves us forward within the main story.
This remarkable inversion of the typical structuring we expect emissaries to signal reveals the
versatility which intermediaries provide and which the narrative fully exploits.

Thus a single emissary or message can still be an effective way for Herodotus to signal
and smooth changes in temporal or physical location, as well as in subject matter. Similarly,

small numbers of emissaries in short stories can provide abbreviated structural support for the

narrative and for thematic content. Although their presence falls between the single emissaries
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discussed above and the rich interaction between Croesus and Sparta, their relative brevity does
not necessarily make their role in the text any less rich.

A simple example occurs in Book Three, when Herodotus interrupts the explanation of
how Cambyses obtained water for his army by inserting a brief ethnography of Arabia. The idea
of sending an intermediary is presented in 3.4.3 when Phanes advises Cambyses “to send
someone to the Arabian king to ask for safe passage across the desert” (...mépyavta mopd TOV
Apafiov Baciiéa déecBat v 51€E000V oi dopaiéa Tapacyeiv). No actual emissary is
mentioned at this point, and since no intermediaries have been mentioned recently the omission
may be a deliberate suppression of detail, not an exclusion expected due to context. Although
the narrative continues with information about the desert and its water supply, we are not moved
to the Arabian king yet — the introductory information was specific about location but vague
about the emissary, hence the full transition is not adequately prepared. A few chapters later
(3.7.2), the narrative returns to the moment of the advice (Kappvong mvBopevoc) and this time
continues with him acting upon it:

3.7.2 ..mépyog mapd Tov Apaprov ayyéhovg kol oendeig thg dopaieing ETvye ToTIc
000 te Kai de&dpevoc map’ avTod.

...he sent messengers to the king of Arabia, asked for safe passage, and received it.
Pledges were given and received between them.

Here we have specific information and explicit emissaries, so the geographic shift to Arabia is
formally signaled. The actual transition to the new geographic subject occurs in the same
sentence as the angeloi are sent, swallowing the entire time of transit in an ellipsis. But once
moved to Arabia, we linger briefly in an ethnographic discussion of their means of making oaths.
This is the type of ethnography where time is suspended and the narrative dwells on

characteristics, not events. To bring us back to the temporal present, Herodotus therefore

reintroduces the dispatched emissaries, taking the opportunity they provide to explicitly recall
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the circumstances of their sending:®

3.9.1 &nei @v v oty ToloL dyyélotot Toict mopd Kappdcewm amypévoiot dnomcato
0 Apdprog, Eunyavarto toldde:

So since the Arabian king had given his pledge to Cambyses’ agents, he came up with
the following plan.
The énei-clause provides both local and more distant context; the pledge (tr)v mictwv) connects to
the preceding ethnographic discussion, whereas the emissaries and the summary of their situation
(toiot dyyéhotot...amypévolot) connect to the preceding events of the main story. The mention
of the emissaries brings to mind their embodiment of transit and transition. Their connective
function is immediately reinforced with a mention of their sender (mapd Kappvcew) and of their
current status as “having arrived” (dmypévolst). These emissaries orient us temporally out of the
timeless ethnography and orient us contextually, reminding us of why the narrative is now
located in Arabia and how that shift occurred.

These emissaries may seem only to frame a single ethnography for the narrative, but the
connection established between Cambyses and the Arabian king is in fact vital for his /ogos.
This transmission occurs towards the beginning of the /ogos and the result of this alliance will
permit Cambyses to successfully undertake his Egyptian campaign. The importance of Egypt to
the logos of Cambyses is manifest in the narrative: a huge ethnography and geography of Egypt
immediately follows Cambyses’ ascension to kingship, and all of his successes and failures
(including his famous madness and death) occur or are based in Egypt. Yet his army could not

make its conquering journey without the safe passage and water through the desert provided by

the Arabian king. Thus, although seeming like a tossed-off framing device, the sending and

% Hartog (1988, 254-55) sees ethnography as timeless; Munson (2001, 21) disagrees, arguing that, in ethnography,
“the present tense describes circumstances that may also obtain at the time reached by the historical narrative to
which the description is attached.” In other words, a present-tense ethnographic discussion is to be read as referring
to the time of the surrounding main story. While her point has merit, there is a distinction between a generic present
situation and a specific moment of action in the present; the connection created by emissaries focuses the audience
on the latter out of the former.
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arriving of these angeloi help to demonstrate the vital nature of this connection for all of the
ensuing events.

Herodotus steps away from the story of Cambyses and his Egyptian campaign to provide
a story entirely in analepsis about the friendship of Polycrates, king of Samos, and Amasis, king
of Egypt. The explicit communication between the two rulers is facilitated not by people, but by
the written word.® These cordial letters are unique in the Histories — as discussed in the first
chapter, writing is generally considered suspect and used for sinister purposes. Although
exceptional in this semantic regard,®” narratologically these letters still act as expected when it
comes to shifting and diplomatic connection.

The official friendship between Polycrates and Amasis is established in 3.39 with an
exchange of gifts, but their relationship does not flower until Amasis, worried about Polycrates’
overwhelming successes, sends a cautioning letter.

3.40.1 moAA® 8¢ Tt TAeDVOG o1 e0TLYING Yivopévng ypawoag £¢ BuPBAiov Téde EméoTElle &G
Xapov:

As Polycrates’ successes continued to mount he wrote the following letter to him at
Samos...

Just as with the sending of emissaries, this writing and sending of a letter is specific about the
destination (Samos); the recipient does not need to be mentioned here since he was explicitly
discussed in the previous sentence. The actual message is given directly, and then capped with
Polycrates’ reaction:

3.41.1 todta dmdeEduevog 6 TTodvipding koi vom AaPdv, e oi €0 vretifeto 6 ApaoIG...

When Polycrates read this letter and realized the extent of Amasis’ good will towards
him...

% For a discussion of narrative features which are shared by this story and the later stories of Oroetes and Bagaeus,
see Kazanskaya (forthcoming).

%7 The unusual use of letters may stem, in part, from the story’s dependence on physical objects: Polycrates’ attempt
to foil fate is entirely mediated through his ring and the fish. In keeping with this theme, Herodotus may choose to
show the kings conversing through physical objects (letters) instead of communicating through the more usual
angeloi or kerykes. 1 owe this observation to a discussion with David Sansone.
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Here a verb of reading substitutes for the more usual verb of hearing or speaking, an appropriate
adjustment for the means of communication. By omitting the sending and arrival of this letter,
the narrative deliberately omits the means of its transit from Egypt to Samos and therefore
appears to create an instantaneous and direct connection between the two kings. Furthermore,
the lack of a personal intermediary means that there is no third party who can impose a
focalization or a particular point of view on the message contained in the letter. Polycrates alone
can read these words and decide (as focalizer) how to view them. Thus the presentation of this
letter in the text (to say nothing of the message it contains) emphasizes the closeness of their
friendship.

Polycrates, taking Amasis’ advice, attempts to cause himself grief but is met only by
good fortune: he throws his favorite ring into the sea but is later presented with a magnificent
fish, whose stomach contains his ring. Concerned, he writes to Amasis, this time asking directly
for advice. The result is not what he presumably expected:

3.42.4-43.2 tov 8¢ d¢ dofMde Ogiov elvan TO TpRypa, ypdost & BuBiov mavta, To
TOMGOVTA UV Ol0l KATAAEAGPNKE, Ypaog 0¢ é¢ Alyvmrov énébnie. émleEduevoc 8¢ 6 "Auacic 10
BuBAiov 16 mapd tod [ToAvkpdreog nKov, Epade, Gt EkKopicon TE advvatov €in avOpoOT®
avOpomov &k 100 péEALovVTOC yiveshat mprypotoc, kol Tt 00K €0 teAevTnosy péAlot ITolvkpdng
e0TLYEOV TO TTAVTO, O Kol T AmoPaAlel evpiokel. EPYAG 6 ol Kipvke £¢ Zapov doidecHot

gon v ewvinv- todde 8¢ glvekey Tadta €moiee, Tva U GuvTLYING SV TE Kol LEYOANG
[Tolvkpdtea katalofovong avTog AAYNoELE TV YNV O¢ TEpi Egivov avOpaG.

It occurred to Polycrates that this might be a religious portent, so he wrote in a letter a
thorough account of what he had done and what happened and sent it to Egypt. When Amasis
read the letter from Polycrates, he realized that it was impossible for one person to rescue
another from what was going to happen and that, because he was so completely lucky that he
even found things he had thrown away, Polycrates was fated to die miserably. He therefore
sent a herald to Samos to dissolve their guest-friendship, so that he would not be as upset as he
would be at the loss of a friend, when great and dreadful disaster overwhelmed Polycrates.

At the start of this section, the act of writing the letter is pre-posed into a place of prominence
(i.e. clause-initial position) in the first sentence: this type of “intermediary” communication,

dependent on an actual (and still elided) transmitter, remains important. At this point, their
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relationship is still close, cordial, and frank, indicated again by the fact that only Amasis can and
does focalize the contents of the letter and his response. The act of writing is mentioned a
second time as the contextual setting for its clause, which places into Focus position the
destination (Egypt). We are therefore prepared to be moved into Egypt, a shift which happens
without delay. The scene again elides the transit of the letter: a deliberate exclusion of the time
and personnel which, practically speaking, separate these rulers. Accordingly, the closeness of
the rulers is reemphasized (as above) by the fact that the narrative only permits Amasis to
focalize and react to the message of Polycrates. To underscore their close connection further, we
are given the names of both kings in the next sentence. Contextually this is unnecessary since
their identities are readily inferred. Pragmatically, the identification in these words may recall
the information in the header of the letter itself.*® Although we are not given the content of the
letter this time, Amasis is shown to have read it (émAe&apevog 8¢ 6 Apocic), mirroring the
vocabulary of receipt of the first letter to Polycrates (¢émAe&apevog 6 IToAvkpdrng), and again
emphasizing the closeness of these men. But almost immediately, their physical separation is
implicitly mentioned; Herodotus describes the letter as one which has arrived from Polycrates
(10 mopd tod ITodvkpdreog fikov). This hint of distance is soon expanded into an explicit
political and interpersonal separation through the official dissolution of their friendship. As a
clearly thematic touch, Herodotus shows Amasis sending a kéryx, not a letter, with this
information.*” Just as the direct letters symbolized the closeness of the kings, this most official

type of emissary now intervenes in the relationship, symbolizing the end of their friendly

% For example, the first letter from Amasis to Polycrates begins as follows, naming clearly the sender and recipient:
"Apootg IMoAvkpdtel OGS Aéyel — “Amasis [writes as follows] to Polycrates” (3.40.2).
% Cf. Rosenmeyer (2001, 52).
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association before the message is even transmitted.”® Correspondingly, once the narrative returns
to Samos (prepared by the sending of this kéryx), we hear of Polycrates’ exploits in other regions
of the world. Thus the status of a political and personal relationship between two kings is
expressed, in part, by the use of intermediaries and the choices made about their description.
Furthermore, this story shows the versatility of Herodotus as a narrator. Thematically,
this short story focuses excessively on physical objects as means of interaction: Polycrates
attempts to thwart fate by discarding an object (his ring); this object is returned to him through
presentation of another object (the fish). Intermediaries of all types are deliberately excluded
throughout the story — the fisherman, even, insists on presenting his fish to Polycrates in person.
With such a focus on physical objects and lack of intervening personnel, Herodotus thus
appropriately represents communication between the rulers as occurring through physical
objects: letters. We can see, then, that the vocabulary used to represent emissaries and their
messages can also play an important supporting role to themes already established in the story.
In the end, this series of examples shows one essential thing: the presence and presentation of
emissaries is highly relevant to narrative structure and thematic content. We have seen how
intermediaries can prepare and signal geographic transitions and conversely how insufficient
information about their destination can preclude geographic transition or at least shorten our time
at the arrival point. Similarly, when the main story is paused by an analepsis or ethnographic
section, the main action can be resumed through the orientation of time, place, and context
provided by emissaries. Herodotus can position and present emissaries (in terms of syntax and
focalization) in order to highlight important thematic issues. In sum, these characters can be

used to establish cues for the audience about when and where the story is located, where it is

% As with the situation of Croesus and Sparta, discussed above, the employment of a kéryx may similarly highlight
the gravity of the situation.
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going, and what thematic elements are salient.
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CHAPTER 3: CHARACTER AND IDENTITY

We have just seen how emissaries can be used as tools to organize the structure of a narrative.
Fundamentally, however, emissaries are characters who represent others by performing the
duties of a particular office. Herodotus clearly sees these characters as important, since we are
given 241 separate examples of emissaries (explicit, indirect, and implicit).”" Such frequency
comes at a price: the narrative cannot describe each of these intermediaries without bogging
down the flow of the text. To understand the characterization of each individual, then, we need
to look to the class of people identified as official intermediaries. Although little is revealed
about the average emissary, in the aggregate a “typical” emissary emerges.”> This
characterization, as we shall see, follows some of the precedents of epic, tragedy, and historical
practice, but not all of them. Once we have determined how emissaries are usually
characterized, outliers become noticeable. Many intermediaries are provided with additional
description which may color our impression of them. This chapter will further show that since
Herodotus establishes an essential type, he can manipulate the narrative description of an
individual to express deviation from this type and to indicate authorial judgment about that
deviation. The treatment of outliers further confirms the essential characterization of the typical

emissary and what he represents.

Literary and Historical Context

Any discussion of emissaries and characterization needs to take into consideration the literary

*! This number is determined by counting up all individuals identified by the vocabulary discussed in the typology
contained in Chapter 1. If an explicit or indirect emissary is described multiple times by vocabulary words, only one
instance is counted here. However the same individual can be counted multiple times as an implicit emissary
(denoted only by the use of a cognate verb) if each use of a verb pertains to a different event in the Histories.

2 As mentioned in Chapter 1, all explicit and indirect emissaries are male. Women and non-humans (e.g. ships and
doves) can be the subjects of cognate verbs, but this is rarely the case.
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and cultural contexts with which Herodotus was engaged. Epic and tragedy are the traditional
genres in which angeloi and kérykes play an important role, but many of the attributes of
emissaries in those genres are not applicable to the Histories. For example, Goblot-Cahen
(1999) establishes a fundamental distinction between kérykes and angeloi in Greek tragedy: the
former bring injunctions, the latter bring information. Herodotus belies this difference
immediately in the narrative, since nearly identical messages under nearly identical
circumstances are presented in 1.2.3 and 1.3.2, one given by dyyeiot and one by a kfjpvE. These
closely juxtaposed examples also suggest that Wéry’s (1967) interpretation of kérykes as passive
and angeloi as active does not apply in the Histories. Barrett’s (2002) identification of
emissaries as socially marginal characters is also not applicable. Although many Herodotean
intermediaries lack identifying information, others are presented in positions of high respect and
authority, and some politically important figures serve as emissaries.”> This accords better with
the view of Karavites (1987) with respect to Homeric intermediaries. Setting aside divine
emissaries like Hermes and Iris, he finds that human diplomats in epic tend to be older and
respected. They could be chosen from high administrative office and in many cities being a
herald was hereditary. Furthermore, Karavites distinguishes between public and private kéerykes,
while still allowing for overlap in duties, and determines that angeloi are often 40-50 years old
and are identified by name.”* These details of identity are not apparent in Herodotus, who rarely

rovides names for his intermediaries and does not mention age.”> Despite these features of epic
p g p p

% E.g. Alexander (8.136.1) is used as an angelos while he is the ruler of Macedon; Aristodicus accompanies a group
of theopropoi to question the oracle at Branchidae (1.158.2) after being identified as t®@v dot@v EOV d0KYLOG.

% Herodotus makes this distinction implicitly by presenting some household-based emissaries in Persia: the
ayyedmeopog (1.120.2, 3.118.2, 4.71.4) and the écayyeretdc (7.230.1). The dyyehnedpog at 3.126.2, while still a
household member, is shown abroad. Asheri (ad loc.) reads dyyoapniov at 3.126.2, but Rosén’s reading makes more
sense: if Darius is not yet king, he would not have the authority to send messages through the angareion.

% According to Karavites (1987), the age distinction is to contrast (old) human emissaries with (young) divine
angeloi. Herodotus does not clearly uphold this distinction, presumably because his divine messages are few and
the message-giver is generally not a recognizable god like Iris but rather a vision or dream divinely imposed.
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and tragic intermediaries which are not applicable to this first example of historiography, one
thread appears consistent through all three genres: an intermediary is “swift, reliable, and always
tells all”.’® Barrett says this essential character of emissaries is adopted into tragedy from epic
(and lyric), and the evidence presented in this chapter should demonstrate that the same traits are
also present in the generic Herodotean emissary.

Herodotus operated not only in a literary context but also in a cultural one. For the
historical realities of angeloi and kérykes, Mosley’s 1973 monograph has yet to be supplanted.
Although the preponderance of his evidence derives from the Peloponnesian war and later, it
seems unlikely that the basic duties of and expectations about emissaries were far different
during the Persian wars.”” As he tells us, envoys were on “special assignment” and denied the
powers of judging, deliberating, or commanding.”® Their main role was simply to report
information or negotiate only as commanded. Their honesty was assumed, and punishment (with
a divine flavor) was visited upon the dishonest.”” This general characterization of powers seems
to correspond reasonably well with the idea of reliability and “telling-all” from tragedy and epic,

and also seems to be upheld by the portrayal in Herodotus’ narrative. For example, a handful of

angeloi and kérykes are reported as saying td évtetopuévo upon reaching their destinations.'®

Resorting to direct contact with divine messengers would also not be suitable for Herodotus” worldview, which
shared a concern about rationality with his fellow Ionian intellectuals. See Raaflaub (2002) for an overview.

% Barrett (2002, 23). Odysseus’ altered transmission of Agamemnon’s message to Achilles is a well-known
exception ({liad 9.225-306).

" Mosley’s earliest literary evidence is taken from the Histories, leading to a problem of circularity for this thesis.
Since, however, his later historical evidence (from inscriptions and legal records) comes, in part, from Herodotus’
lifetime, it should thus represent the experiential knowledge about emissaries which was available to Herodotus.

% Mosley (1973, 39). He takes Ar. Pol. 4.12.1299a as evidence. Although written after Herodotus’ time, the legal
standing of emissaries may not have changed in the intervening period. At the least, the presentation of envoys in
the Histories does not contradict this assessment.

* Mosley (1973, 88): “If a herald or an ambassador on a mission to a friendly or a hostile state distorts or fabricates
messages, then he is guilty of an offence against the sacred messages and commands of Zeus and Hermes.
Aristophanes makes allusion to a sacrificial rite, described more fully by Athenaeus, when he suggests that the
tongue of a lying messenger be cut out. [The rite] is the practice of cutting out the victim’s tongue and dedicating it
to Hermes.”

1%1.60.4, 6.106.3, 7.148.3, 8.98.2, 9.55.2.
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The credence with which messages are received'”' also indicates that the senders and recipients
of messages trusted the envoys to be reliable. The time of journeys is rarely explicitly
commented on, but Herodotus’ occasional remarks pertain to the presence of speed, not delay,
e.g. kotd téoc (1.152.1, 8.141.2).'?

One other historical fact seems to carry through epic, tragedy, and the Histories: kerykes
are under divine protection and thus inviolable. This feature is not obviously relevant in the
narrative until a series of events in Book 7. The details of the historical circumstances are
subject to much debate, but the essential situation is that Persian kérykes, sent by Darius to
Athens and Sparta to ask for earth and water, were killed (7.133.1). Herodotus explicitly
discusses the aftermath of this deed for the Spartans, due to their need to atone for such great

19 The same divine protection is not shown

impiety and thereby end divine censure (7.134-137).
to apply directly when angeloi are harmed (e.g. at 5.20.5, where Alexander has some Persian

angeloi killed). This is one of the few historical distinctions between angeloi and kérykes that is

shown to operate in the narrative.

The “Typical” Intermediary

As we saw in the first chapter, Herodotus provides very little explicit information about
emissaries, and what he does provide is not presented in the first parts of his narrative.
Accordingly, we can take the general features expressed in these few explicit descriptions and

add them as further evidence for the basic characterization, discussed above, of speed and

1% This is true most of the time. Notable exceptions occur at 1.158.2 (Aristodicus doubting theopropoi) and 3.118.2

(Intaphrenes doubting Darius’ message-bearer) and will be discussed in Chapter 4. These stories show more about
the character of those evaluating the emissaries than they do about the emissaries themselves.

192 When emissaries appear to be slow, they have simply been outpaced by events. E.g. in 1.78.2, Croesus sends
oracle-bearers to consult about bad omens he has received; their return comes after Croesus’ destruction due to his
rapid decline, not any fault on their part. Indeed, we might even see this sequence of events as reinforcing the speed
of Croesus’ decline in power — it even outpaces the normally swift emissaries!

19 Further discussion of these events will be taken up in Chapter 4.
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reliability. From the passage about Spartan heredity in 6.60.1, we can infer that ideal kérykes
(and, presumably, other emissaries) speak in a loud and clear voice (katd Aapmpoewvinv). The
speed and reliability of angeloi is reinforced by the description of the Persian angareion (pony-
express) in 8.98.1-2. Not only is their speed of delivery mentioned explicitly by Herodotus, but
their ability to pass off messages to each other through all kinds of conditions suggests that they
are committed to their task and thoroughly trustworthy.

If these pieces of information about emissaries were vital for the audience to understand,
however, it is unlikely that Herodotus would wait until the sixth and eighth book to share

them.'*

Indeed, the very first emissary of the Histories (1.2.3) is bereft of any characterizing
information,'® and many other emissaries are described (at most) with their ethnicity and a
description of their expected activities (e.g. arriving and delivering a message). To understand
these characters, then, the audience must have had a basic understanding of an ideal emissary,
presumably from previous experiences with literature or cultural context. When confronted with
a minimal scene, like 1.2.3, the audience could expect the kéryx to make his trip as swiftly as
possible, deliver the demands of the king of Colchis without deviation, and return with a
response without delay.

Thus far the characterization discussed has pertained specifically to human bearers of

messages who are named as holding some official position as envoys (called “explicit

1% 1f the value of the information itself is not high, then the next most logical explanation is that the placement of
these descriptions serves some narrative or thematic purpose. E.g., the identification of Talthybius as the founder of
the Spartan family of kérykes (7.134.1) may call to mind the Trojan war. Alluding to this conflict just after the story
of the Greeks killing Persian kérykes, the echo of a clash of geographic powers is evident. Similarly, the description
of the Persian pony-express (8.98.1-2) comes when Xerxes has dispatched a message to Susa from Salamis. The
focus on message transit may help the audience appreciate the distance that Xerxes has traveled and the extent of the
Persian advance at its farthest point.

195 répupavta 8¢ tov Koyov Baciiéa &g Ty EAMGSa k\puka aitéew Te Sikag Tiig dpmoyiic kai dmartéety v
Buyatépa — “The king of Colchis sent a herald to Greece to ask for compensation for the abduction and to ask for his
daughter back.”

62



emissaries” in the first chapter). This is not accidental: 131 distinct characters 1 (or groups of
characters) are presented as official emissaries via an appropriate title. Almost 29% of these
emissaries (38) are not identified or described aside from their official title. As characters, we
must assume they are typical since no further information is given. From a narrative perspective,
given that most of these characters are simply forming links between their senders and their
arrival points, detail about them as people would serve no essential purpose. This linking
function is emphasized by the context of their appearance: some information about their point of
departure or their sender is almost always provided, anchoring the emissary in a culture and
under the authority of a ruler or people. Contextual description of this sort primarily serves a
narrative purpose, although there are exceptional cases where the ethnicity of the emissary is
somehow relevant to their characterization or personality (see below). Close to 18% (23) of
emissaries are only provided with non-characterizing descriptions (e.g. a demonstrative
adjective) or with actions which use common words for arriving and speaking (occasionally with
a form of ayyéAhw). These dry descriptions add little to our understanding of the given
intermediary, aside from confirming his adherence to his expected duties and his essential type.
But 53% of Herodotus’ distinct emissaries (70) are provided with ethnic or other descriptive
adjectives and/or participles and verbs which either add detail to their actions or expand beyond
their standard and expected role. These emissaries will be the primary focus of the following

sections.

Additional Characterizing Information
Surprisingly few emissaries receive additional characterization, and the details of that

characterization can vary widely. Of these additions, most common is an ethnic adjective or a

1% This comes to 54% of all messages under discussion in this dissertation.
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genitive noun expressing the culture of origin. The inclusion of this information can serve any of
three distinct purposes. First, it supports the linking effect of intermediaries through the
narrative. Second, in some places it may be important referential information used to distinguish
between multiple speakers in a conversation. Third, it may call attention to how the intermediary
expresses behavior stereotypical of his cultural background. In this last way, the emissary is a
full representative of his sender, both in the words he brings and the manner in which he brings
them. This last function is especially notable for intermediaries who are provided with some
additional description building upon the ideas connoted by their ethnic.

An isolated example is when Elean angeloi arrive in Egypt in 2.160.1-2. Although ethnic
adjectives help establish links across the narrative to people and places (as discussed in Chapter
2), the presentation of these emissaries minimizes this function. We do not see them being sent,
nor have we spent any time in Elis thus far. Accordingly, any link to Elis thereby created is
abstract and does not compel any narrative recall. Instead, the arrival of these emissaries comes
as a surprise for the Egyptians and for us. As a further surprise, Herodotus describes the angeloi
as “boasting”:'"’

2.160.1-2 éni todvTov omn tov Yapuuy Baciievovta Atydmtov anikovro Higiov dyyeior
avy£ovTEG dtkooToTo Kol KdAMoTta Ti0évar tov &v Olvumin dy®dvo Tavtov avipdnoy Koi
dokéovteg Tapd TadTo 00O’ GV TOVS GOPMTATOVS AVOpOTWV AlyvrTiong 0VdEV €nelevpelv: g
0¢ amkoépevor £¢ v Alyvrtov oi 'HAglor £leyov 1@V €iveka dmikarto, EvOadta 6 faciiedg
001G cvyKaréeton Alyvrtiov Todg Aeyopévoug Elval GOPMTATOUC.

During King Psammis’ reign, a delegation of Eleans came to Egypt to boast that the
fairest and finest institution in the world was their own Olympic Games, and to claim that not
even the Egyptians, for all their superlative wisdom, could come up with anything comparable.
When they arrived in Egypt and stated the purpose of their visit, Psammis convened a

meeting of all the Egyptians with the greatest reputation for wisdom.

Herodotus reinforces the notion of boasting by including numerous superlatives (dtkaidtaza,

"9 This verb is used only one other time by Herodotus, at 7.103.2 when Xerxes uses it to mock Demaratus’ claims

about the abilities of the Spartan troops at Thermopylae. Xerxes focalizes Demaratus’ opinion as a boast (avyéete
tocodtov) and in the context of his speech the term is not complimentary.
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KdAMota, copwtdtovc). The behavior and message of these men is unusual and stands out by
comparison to the second sentence, where they engage in typical behavior: they arrive
(amropevor) and speak (Eleyov) using standard vocabulary. The conversation which follows is a
rare occurrence between angeloi and message recipients, but it does not otherwise contain any
surprising or unexpected features. The content of the exchange, however, does permit the claims
of the Eleans to be proven false — the Egyptians are able to improve upon the “most just” system
of selecting winners of Olympic events.'®™ Thus the initial boasting is, in fact, overdone and
excessive instead of being proudly accurate, and suggests that we should see the Eleans as either
arrogant or overconfident in their new role as administrators of the games. Such strong, if
misguided, advocacy may have stemmed from a desire to overcome any stigma associated with
being newly in charge.'” The Eleans’ cultural needs are acted out by their angeloi abroad.
These men are represented in the narrative as proxies for their culture, not just as carriers of a
verbal message. Herodotus makes this clear through the unusual language of boasting.
Furthermore, their unexpected arrival in the text mirrors the surprise which must have been felt
by the Egyptians at their arrival. The Egyptians would likely have been unaware that the Eleans
had taken over control of the Olympics, and indeed, based on the ensuing conversation, they
seem wholly ignorant of the games. Thus characterization and narrative presentation go hand in
hand in this scene to vividly express the nature of the cultural contact described.

Herodotus appears to reserve characterization via cultural stereotype for scenes where
serious cultural contact exists or first contact occurs; such are presumably situations important

enough for him to slow down and qualify through these (and other) additions. An extended

1% In 2.160.4, the Egyptians point out that it would be more just if the Eleans, as administrators, did not also

participate in the games.
19 Following Asheri (ad loc.), who suggests that this scene is part of a propaganda campaign justifying the Elean
administration of the games.
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passage from the first book demonstrates the effective way in which this type of ethnic
characterization can be imposed and then juxtaposed with a different set of intermediaries.
Fearing Cyrus and the Persians, the lonians and Aeolians send angeloi to Sparta to ask for help.
Upon arriving in typical fashion, these dyyeiot select Pythermus to speak for them. His clothing
and manner are described before he delivers his message. The Spartans, in response to this visit,
end up dispatching their own men to Persia to speak with Cyrus. These Spartans, upon arriving
in Asia, select their most worthy member and send him, now described by name (Lacrines), to
speak to Cyrus where he is finally identified as a kéryx. The important element of this sequence
begins with the arrival of the initial delegation in Sparta.

1.152.1-153.1 o¢ 6¢ amikovto &g v Zndpmyv TAV TOvev kol Aiorlé®v ol dyyelot,
KaTO YOp O1) TOY0G NV TaDTO TPNGSOUEVA, EIAOVTO PO ThvTOV Ayely TOV Pokafa, T@ odvoua
nv Mv0eppoc. 6 6& TopPLPedV 1€ el mePIParopevog, ®g dv muvBavopevol TAeictol cuvéADolev
EropTTEOV, Kol KOTASTOS EAeye mOAAY TIL®pEEY EVTOIoL XPNL®V. AaKESUUOVIOL OE OV KWG
fiKovov, AL’ Améd0EE oot un Topéey oot oi pév o1 drariiaooovto, Aakedooviol 0
anmcauevol TV Tavev Tovg ayyéhovg SLmG ATECTEILOY TEVINKOVTEP® AVOpaG, ¢ HEV Elol
dokéel, Kataokomovg Tdv te Kupov npnyudrtov kai Toving. dmkduevor 6¢ ovtot £ Dokt
gmeumov £¢ LApog cPEMV ATV TOV SOKIUDTATOV, TG oVvopa v Aakpivng, arnepéovia Kopm

Aoxedopoviov priowy vig Thg ‘EALGS0¢ undepiov mOAY Gvapmpéey dG adTdY oV
TEPLOYOUEVOV. TODTO EITOVTOS TOV KNjpukog Aéyeton KDpov...

Matters proceeded apace, and when the messengers sent from Ionia and Aeolis arrived
in Sparta, they chose a Phocaean called Pythermus to speak for them all. He wore a purple
cloak so as to attract the Spartiates’ attention and get as many of them as possible along to the
meeting. He gained an audience and spoke at length, requesting help for their people, but he
did not convince the Lacedaemonians, who decided against supporting the lonians. The Ionian
delegation left, but, despite having rejected them, the Lacedaemonians still sent men in a
penteconter to reconnoitre Cyrus’ situation and see what was happening in lonia — at least, that
seems to me to have been the purpose of the mission. When these men reached Phocaea they
sent to Sardis their most distinguished member, a man called Lacrines, to deliver a message to
Cyrus, telling him not to harm any settlement on Greek soil, since the Lacedaemonians would
not tolerate it. Cyrus’ response to this message [/iz. what the herald said] was reputedly....

The criteria used to choose Pythermus are not mentioned directly, but his actions may indicate
the reason for his selection: he appears to be full of showmanship. His efforts to attract a crowd

are unusual behavior for an angelos and suggest a particular need to impress, perhaps motivated
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by the dire situation in Ionia. Furthermore, he is shown to speak “at length” (§Aeye moALd). The
flamboyance of Pythermus stands in sharp contrast to the demeanor of Lacrines. We are directly
told the reason his compatriots chose him, and he delivers his message without delay or
flashiness. Herodotus describes his speech as a “rhesis” (pfiotv), a term he rarely uses and which
elsewhere seems to indicate a lengthy presentation.''® However we see the essential speech
given by Lacrines, hardly long-winded, though maybe considered so by Spartan standards: yfig

"' The bluntness of his

¢ EALGSOC pndepioy mOAY ovapmpEetly dG aTAY 00 TEPLOYOUEVMV.
statement, especially following Pythermus’ showmanship, emphasizes several differences of
character between the two cultures, Sparta and Ionia, and their dealings with other places. Ionia
has tried to plead with Cyrus and Sparta, failing both times. The purple cloak, as Asheri (ad loc.)
points out, is an element of Eastern excess. The Spartans, by contrast, deal with both the Ionians
and Cyrus in a straightforward manner, warning off each party. The starkness of their behavior
(rejection of the lonian request and then a threat to Persia) accords with their stereotypical brash
and martial nature. The incongruity of (relatively) tiny Sparta warning off the Persian empire
from Greece is emphasized by Cyrus’ reaction: before responding, the king has to ask who, in
fact, the Spartans are.''? Again, we see that additional description of emissaries supplies not just

their characterization, but also conveys the character of their entire culture and the way it

interacts with other societies.

1198 83.1 and 4.127.4; the latter stands in a summarizing sentence bracketed by Rosén.

" The use of priow to describe Lacrines’ speech may very well be a joke, though it is impossible to prove as such.
Dry wit of this sort is typical of Herodotus, according to Griffiths (1995, 34): “Herodotos’ brand of humour is
essentially ironic, dry and deadpan, depending on the passing wink and the throwaway barb at the end of the tale;
such wit is by its very nature hard to establish beyond argument.” He follows Halliwell (1991) in arguing that
Herodotus displays only subtle forms of humor as a narrator to avoid the vulgarity inherent in boisterous humor.
The humor in this passage is similar to that in the story at 3.46.1-2, where the Samians ask for help from the
Spartans, are told to be more brief, rephrase their request in four words (tov Bvhakov dApitev déecbar), and are still
chastized for being too wordy.

"2 The Persian ignorance of Greek states is not limited to Sparta. Hystaspes has to ask the Athenian angeloi to
Sardis (after they have given their message!) who they are and where they are from, thereby signaling his ignorance
(5.73.2).
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One further issue brought up by these examples is the use of proper names. Very few
explicit emissaries (13) and even fewer indirect emissaries (4) are named in the text.'"?
Together, these men account for only 7% of the 241 examples under review. If we look for
situations where named emissaries appear, we can see that many of them are part of important
points of contact — e.g., as seen above, the attempt at a Greek alliance between Ionia and Sparta
followed by the first diplomatic communication from Sparta to Persia. Several of the named
emissaries are involved in the battles of Marathon and Thermopylae, surely pivotal moments in
the wars and also in the cultural mindset of Greece. Their names, in this light, may be presented
in the narrative not necessarily as a narrative device, but as a point of historical fact. Despite the
high status that many kérykes and angeloi may have enjoyed, that status pales in comparison to
the figures most commonly named by Herodotus: kings, rulers, and generals. The names of
those commanding men were certainly preserved in local histories (whether written records or
oral traditions), whereas the names of angeloi and kérykes were likely considered less important
to preserve except in particularly notable situations.''* Accordingly, the presence of personal
names may primarily be another means to confirm Herodotus’ skills as a researcher and to

support his authority as a narrator, instead of a key component of characterization.'"”

'3 Named &yyehot are: Cyrus (1.79.2, discussed below and in Chapter 5); Pythermus (1.152.1); Hermippus (6.4.1);

Aristodamus (7.230.1); Pantites (7.232.1); Herodotus (8.132.1, son of Basileides); Alexander (introduced at 8.136.1,
discussed in Chapter 5); the group of Lampon, Athenagoras, and Hegesistratus (9.90.1). Named xnpvkeg are:
Lacrines (1.153.1); Philippides (6.105.1); Talthybius (7.134.1). If every keryx in Sparta descends from Talthybius,
he must be an ancestor of Lacrines. Named carriers of ayye\in are: Prexaspes (3.34.1); Myrsus (3.122.1). Named
carriers of writing (ypappoata and/or a fuPAiov) are: Hermippus (6.4.1, listed again); Mys (8.135.3). Bagaeus
(3.128.1f%) is a curious character, since he is never described as a message-carrier directly, yet pretends to be one for
letters he has written himself (but on the authority of Darius). His story is discussed below. More obliquely, Cyrus
(1.125.2) writes a letter which he then pretends to have received from Astyages. Bagaeus, Cyrus, and Hermippus
are not counted as message-carriers for the percentages determined here.

"4 Much like the occasional preservation of the name of a scribe (or other respected attendant) who is in some way
exceptional. Herodotus provides an example of this when recounting how the name of Darius’s groom, Oebares, is
inscribed on a statue built in honor of Darius’ accession to the throne (3.88.3). Another source of names could be
private records or oral histories within aristocratic families who preserved the names of their members so honored.
"5 Work on Herodotus’ authority as a narrator generally focuses on his use of sources and critical judgments (e.g.,
Dewald 1987, Marincola 2006). Hornblower (2000), unusually, focuses on the historicity of naming. Hollmann
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Messages and Deception

If we set aside naming as an issue of sources and historicity and if we set aside ethnicity as an
issue of cultural stereotypes, little is left with which individual angeloi can be distinctively
characterized. This makes the basic, cognate vocabulary all the more important. Someone
presented in the text as an dyyeloc, kijpvé, or Beonpomoc will be expected to behave in a
particular manner without deviation. Deviant behavior, as will be discussed below, is met with
censure either directly from other characters in the text or indirectly, through the manner of
narrative description. The norm is conformity, however, and in the vast majority of cases that is
exactly what we find. These typical features of intermediaries (reliability and speed) are not
attributes limited to explicit emissaries. Instead, it appears that these characteristics are extended
as connotations to other forms of third-party communication, namely oral and written messages.
In both cases, Herodotus never provides an example of the message’s content being altered in
transit. Messages are either shown to be identical on sending and receipt or, more commonly,
are only shown once.''® The absence of any remarkable stories of messages being tampered with
suggests that in this narrative, message reliability is not a concern. A sender can trust that
regardless of message type (written or oral) or emissary type (explicit or indirect), his words will

be delivered just as they were sent.

(2011, 160-2) argues that Herodotus deliberately includes or omits names as a way of bestowing or denying kleos
upon individuals. This interpretation supports my view that we are given names at important points of contact,
where presumably the historical record is more robust (and preserves names) and Herodotus might wish to assign
kleos to the individuals involved.

"% It is very common for the scene to be sufficiently shortened so that the instruction of the emissaries and the
delivery of the message become chronologically merged, e.g., in 1.67.2: éne1d1) aiel 1® moAEU® £660UVTO VIO
Teyentéov, tépwavteg Bgompomovg £g AEAMPOVS ENEPDOTAOV, Tiva Gv Be@v TAacdevot katvmepBe T@ TOAEU®
Teyentémv yevoiato. 1 8¢ TTubin oot Expnoe 10 Opéotem oD Ayopépvovog 6oTtén Emayayopévoue. — “Since they
were constantly being beaten by the Tegeans, they sent emissaries to Delphi to ask which god they should propitiate
in order to start winning the Tegean War, and the Pythia replied that they had to bring the bones of Orestes the son
of Agamemnon back home.” By summarizing events in this manner, the focus is placed on the ability of emissaries
to provide links rather than on their typical characteristics.
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The implication of reliability finds an interesting expression in passages involving written
messages. As discussed in the first chapter, grammata and bublia are almost always sent to
share covert information. The negative connotations of the situations involving written
messages''’ might lead one to suspect that written messages themselves are, in some way, a
suspect form of communication which is not to be trusted. And yet we find the complete
opposite. Letters and their contents are reliable, if potentially disreputable.''® This faith in the
written word is exemplified by the story of Oroetes’ death. Darius wishes to have him killed for
his crimes, but has no interest in publicly waging a battle (3.127). Bagaeus’ plot is simple: he
will write letters on Darius’ authority to test the loyalty of Oroetes’ personal guard and to
persuade them to kill Oroetes.'" Although Darius does not write the letters himself, Bagaeus
does accurately represent his will; in this matter, Darius has passed his authority to Bagaeus. No
hesitation is apparent on the part of the recipients, confirming that they believe the false letters to
be reliable conveyors of their king’s commands.

3.128.2-5 loyowv 8¢ 6 Bayoiog motéet 1ade: fufAia ypawdpevog toAld kol tepi TOAADV
gxovto TpNyUdTeV 6EpNYIdd ol EméPale TV Aapeiov, uetd 8¢ fie Eywv Tadto £¢ TOG XAPds.
amkopevog 08 kol Opoitem &g dyrv EA0mV TV BuPAiwv &v Ekactov meplapeduevog 6160V T@®
yYpoppatiot]) T® Paciinieo Emiéyeston (Ypappatiotog 8¢ Pactiniovg ol mavteg dmapyot Eyovot),
ATOTEPDOLEVOC O€ TMV dopLPOPV £01d0V Ta BuPAia 6 Bayaiog, €1 o1 évde&aiato andoTacty And
Opoitem. 0péwv 8¢ opeag Td te fuPAia cefopévoue pHeydims kol To Aeydueva €K TV BuPfAiov
&t ueCovmg oot dAlo, v 1@ &vijv Emea tordde: ‘o [Iépoat, Bacthevg Aapeiog dmayopevel DUV
un dopveopésty Opoitea.’ oi 8& AKoVOAVTIEG TOVT®V PETHKAY 01 TOG aiyUdS. 10V € TODTO oPEg
0 Bayaiog metBopévoug 1d BuPAim, évBadta on Baponcoag to tehevtaiov TV BufAiwv 61001 1@
YPOULOTIOTH, &V T® €yéypamto- ‘PBacthevg Aapeiog [1éponot toiot &v Xapdiot EVTEALETOL KTEIVELY

‘Opoitea.’ ol 8¢ SopvEOPOL, OC HKOVGAV TADTA, CTUCAUEVOL TOVG AKIVAKOG KTEVOLGL TOpaVTiKa
.

Now that the mission was his, Bagaeus had a number of letters written, on various
matters, and sealed them with Darius’ seal. Then he took these letters with him to Sardis. When
he got there and came into Oroetes’ presence he opened the letters and gave them one by one to

""" Aside from the friendly correspondence of Polycrates and Amasis (3.40-43), all such written messages contain
information encouraging or facilitating revolts and other seizures of power.

'8 For further discussion of the negative connotation of writing, see Chapters 1 and 2.

"% Bagaeus’ plot to kill Oroetes reflects Oroetes’ plot to kill Polycrates. In both cases the actions of a scribe are
vital to success. For more on this sequence of events, see Chapter 4.
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the royal secretary (all the provincial governors of the Persian empire have these secretaries).
Bagaeus gave the secretary the letters to read so that he could see whether the members of
Oroetes’ personal guard might possibly be receptive to the idea of rising up against Oroetes. It
was clear that they respected the letters and still more the message they contained, so he gave
another letter to the secretary. This time the content of the letter was as follows: ‘Men of Persia,
King Darius forbids you to serve as Oroetes’ personal guard.” When the soldiers heard these
words, they let their spears fall to the ground, and Bagaeus could see that they were obeying the
letters’ commands so far. This encouraged him, and he gave the secretary the last of his letters,
which read: ‘King Darius orders the Persians in Sardis to kill Oroetes.” At these words the
guardsmen drew their akinakeis and killed him on the spot.

We can see that the scribe and the guardsmen implicitly trust in the authority and content of the
letters.'*® Their trust is probably encouraged at least in part by the visibility of Darius’ seal
(oopNYidh oet énéfoe THv Aopeiov).'*! Despite Herodotus’ inclusion of this visual marker, the
information is provided during the preparatory phase and not when the plot is carried out. This
placement suggests that the inclusion is primarily for the benefit of the audience, to show the
attention to detail which Bagaeus gives to his ruse. Although the contents of the letters are
unexpected by all recipients and intended to subvert Oroetes’ authority, their negative message
does not mean that the letters themselves are suspect.'*

The most notable covert message in the entire narrative is probably the message
concealed in a hare which Harpagus sent to Cyrus (1.123). Despite the extreme secrecy and

conniving involved in sending this letter (described alternately as grammata and bublion), its

delivery is swift and the contents are reliably delivered. This accords well with what we have

120 Strangely, Herodotus does not show Oroetes making any attempt to contradict the content of the letters or to
escape. This absence may speak to both the authority of the letters themselves and the speed with which the
undertaking may occur; Oroetes may simply not have had time to react. He is in the room (Opoitew £c Syiv EABGDV)
the entire time, and the letters were evidently given to the ypappatiotic who would have read them out loud.

12l Following Asheri (ad loc.), it is assumed that out of all the characters in this scene, only the scribe is capable of
reading. Everyone else simply sees the letters with Darius’ seal and listens to their words.

122 Similarly, the message hidden under wax by Demaratus (7.239) which alerted the Spartans to the upcoming
Persian invasion of Greece, is shown being opened (revealed) before it is read. The message and its origin are not
questioned. I have refrained from examining this example in more detail for two reasons: the potential interpolation
of this story (cf. Macan ad loc.) and the fact that it adds nothing new to the analysis presented here. Another
supporting example is that of the message carved by Themistocles into the rocks near shore (8.22), as an attempt to
compromise the Ionian forces fighting on behalf of the Persians.
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just seen about Bagaeus’ letter: covert, malicious intent does not mean that a letter itself is not
accurate or trusted. Indeed, Harpagus’ message contains a viable plan which will be put into
effect by Cyrus. We see that the letter is unaltered and the content, while demonstrating
Harpagus’ devotion to Astyages to be false, provides a genuine connection between Harpagus
and Cyrus. In this regard, concern about letters being used in illicit situations (such as fomenting
revolt) notwithstanding, everything else about the exchange upholds typical ideals for message
transmission: the message is delivered just as it was given to the carrier (down to the detail of
still being inside a hare!) and the contents are honest. But this time the illicit surrounding
context immediately gives rise to a false letter. Cyrus needs some way to convince the Persian
army that Astyages has put him in charge so he can then corrupt their loyalty. Since letters and
messages are trusted forms of communication (as established above), forging a letter is an easy
way for Cyrus to usurp the authority he desires while giving it the sheen of official sanction. The
narrative describes how Cyrus writes a letter posing as Astyages, then reads it out to the army as
if it had actually been sent and received. Herein lies the danger of written messages: they are
communication for the elite against which common (illiterate) soldiers have no real defense.
Cyrus exploits well the exclusivity of letters:

1.125.1-2 dxovcag tadta 6 Kdpog eppovtile, 61.‘802 TpOT® copwtdto [Tépcag avancicet
aniotacOal, epovtilov 0¢ eupicketar TaDTO KAPIOTATO Evol €moige O TadTo. YPAWOC £G
BuPAiov, Ta &BovAeTo, AAINY TV [lepséwv Emomcarto, petd 6¢ dvantloc to Bufiiov kai

gmleyopevog Epn Actodyed py otpotnyov Iepoémv drmodetkvivar. “Viv Te,” Eon Aéymv, ‘@
[Tépoat, mpoayopedm VIV Topeival Ekactov Egovta dpémavov.” Kdpog pév tadta mponydpevoe:

Once he had received this message, Cyrus began to think up a subterfuge to persuade the
Persians to rebel, and he came up with a very neat plan, which he proceeded to put into effect.
He wrote what he had in mind in a letter and called the Persians to a meeting, where he unrolled
the letter and read out that Astyages had appointed him commander of the Persian forces. ‘And
now, men of Persia,” he said, ‘I command you all to present yourselves here with scythes.” That
was Cyrus’ order.

The false letter is unrolled (dvortdéag) in front of everyone, perpetuating the sham that this
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missive has just arrived from Astyages in Media.'*

This verb, particular to rolled or folded
written messages, is only used one other time in the Histories where it describes Croesus
unrolling the transcriptions of the oracles given (1.48.1) as part of his testing. In that situation,
with multiple transcriptions to read, it would be vital to keep them sorted by their oracle; by
publicly opening the messages, there can be no doubt that they arrived without tampering.
Cyrus, presumably, plays up this showiness to imply the same fidelity of delivery. His pretense
works: the army shows complete and utter faith in the letter, doing as Cyrus asks.

This series of events highlights the importance of the origin of a written message, and the
same caution should be applied to messages passed through official emissaries. While it is clear
that message contents are always reliably transmitted, reliable transmission does not guarantee
that the content of the message is true or accurate. The type of deception Cyrus has just
perpetrated falls into this category and is not the only such case. Indeed, towards the very
beginning of the narrative we are shown a kéryx who performs his task exactly as commanded,
but unintentionally brings back deceptive information to Alyattes. The placement of this story
(1.21ff) allows Herodotus to highlight, early on, that the fidelity of a message’s transmission is
no guarantee of the honesty of its contents, the intentions of its source, or who that source even
is.

1.21.2-22.3 éc0c v v 1§ Gotei 6itoc kai £mvTod kol idimTikdg, TodTov ThvTa
oLYKOUIGOG £C TNV AyopnV mpogine Milnciolot, Enedv avTOg GNUNVY, TOTE TVEWV TE TAVTAG KOl
KOU® xpaobat &g aAAAOVC. TadTa 08 £moies Te Kal mponyopeve OpacvPoviog TdVOE etvekey,
Okwg av on 6 Kijpvé 0 Lapdmvog id®V 1 GOPOV PEYOV GITOL KEYVUEVOV KOl TOVS AvOpdTOVS €V
evmadeinow €6vrag ayyeidn A lvdrty. Td On Koi £yEveto, MG Yop O1 id@V Te ekelva 6 KijpuE Kol
ginag Tpog Opacvfoviov ToD Avdod Tag EVIOAAS amijABe £g TOC Xapdic, g &ymd muvOavouat, o’
0088V Ao &yéveto 1 Stodlhayr: EAilov yap 6 AAvATTNG G1Todsiny Te £tvar igyvpnV &v T

Muto kol Tov Aedv teTpdcebat ¢ TO Eoyatov KakoD, jKove TOD KI|PVKOG VOGTNGAVTOG £K THG
MuArtov To0¢ €vavtiovg AOYoug fj ¢ aDTOC KOTEOOKEE.

He had all the food there was in the city, whether it was his own or belonged to ordinary

12 This ruse is similar to Bagaeus’ use of Darius’ seal, although Bagaeus acts within his allowed authority. The
scope of Cyrus’ trick is more ambitious.

73



citizens, brought into the city square; then he told the Milesians to wait for his signal, which
would let them know when to start drinking and making merry with one another. Thrasybulus
did this and gave these instructions in order to ensure that the herald from Sardis would report
back to Alyattes about the huge stockpile of food he had seen and about how people were living
a life of luxury. And this is in fact exactly what happened. When the herald had seen all this
(and once he had given Thrasybulus the message the Lydian king had told him to deliver), he
returned to Sardis; and, as I heard it, the end of the war occurred for this reason and no other.
The point is that Alyattes expected there to be a severe shortage of food in Miletus, and he
thought that the people would have been ground down to a life of utter hardship — and then the
report the herald gave on his return from Miletus contradicted these expectations of his!

The kéryx is identified by the ethnic Zapomvog. This adjective serves a dual purpose. First, it
allows the kéryx to become an explicit link between Sardis and Miletus, helping the audience to
contextualize the situation. Second, as discussed above, the use of the ethnic to describe the
keryx may, in some way, situate him more directly as representative of the people of his origin
point. Since there is no “Sardian” stereotype for him to uphold,'** his credulous acceptance of
the situation is perhaps meant to indicate that Sardis will be similarly fooled. The description of
the situation as imagined by Thrasybulus upholds this synecdoche: he imagines that the kéryx
will see things (idwv) and then announce them to Alyattes (&yyeiln). The visual deception is all
that is presented since it comprises everything that is (or will be) relevant to Sardis as a whole.
But more actually happens. Although the narrative indicates that this imagined situation is
exactly what comes to pass (ta on kai £yéveto), it provides a slightly different description of the
actual events. In this second recounting, the kéryx sees (10c&v) and conveys the message to
Thrasybulus, the contents of which are omitted (eirag tpog OpacHfoviov Tod Avdod Tag
évtordc). He does not return to Alyattes until those tasks are completed (anijAOs £¢ Tac Zdpdic)

but, upon returning, he does provide the information without delay (fjxove T0D k1|pvK0og

vooTioovtoc €k g MiAntov). Here, the added details about the kéryx (speaking as

12 That is, no stereotype has been recognized by modern readers which distinguishes Sardis from the rest of Lydia.

Sardis was a place of wealth, but this attribute does not seem to create any characterization for its citizens. See
Ramage (2000) for Sardis’ historical relationship with gold and Pedley (1972) for literary evidence on the Lydian
capital.
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commanded) reinforce the idea that he is conforming to the typical characterization of reliability.
What is non-typical, however, is the repeated focus on observation. As explained in the
first chapter, emissaries are proxies for the voice of a ruler, whereas spies are proxies for the
eyes. Spies therefore appear to have an advantage in evaluating visual displays or, perhaps more
accurately, anyone who is not a spy is at a disadvantage. Herodotus provides few examples of
visual trickery, but in all three cases someone other than a dedicated spy is fooled. Aside from
Alyattes’ kéryx, we see Astyages send worthy spear-bearers to verify the death of infant
Cyrus,'? and Polycrates send his scribe Maeandrius to verify the riches he has been promised by
Oroetes.'*® In each situation, no blame is assigned to the observer who brings back deceptive
information.'*’ In the case of Alyattes’ kéryx, since his actions throughout perfectly align with
our expectations for emissaries, his failure at a non-traditional task does not draw censure. '**
Instead, the fault lies, implicitly, with the sender due to his failure to properly analyze the visual
information reported to him. Herodotus makes clear that, for the purposes of research, direct

observation is the most important and reliable method, followed by the report of an

1231.113.3 mépuyoag 8¢ 6 Aproryog TV £mVTOD S0pLEOHPOY TOVS METOTATOVS £10¢ Te Sidt ToVTOV Koi £0aye T0D
Bovkdrov 10 maudiov, kai 0 pev Etébanto... — “Harpagus sent his most trusted personal guards, and they carried out
an inspection on his behalf and buried the herdsman’s child.”

126 3 123.1 dmomépmet mpdro. katoyopevoy Motdvdplov Motavdpiov &vdpa tév dotdv, 6¢ ol v ypappotiotc: —
“He first sent his secretary, a fellow Samian called Maeandrius the son of Maeandrius, to inspect Oroetes’ financial
situation.”

127 Although Maeandrius (3.122.4) and Harpagus’ spear-bearers (1.113.3) are described as being exceptionally
trustworthy (motoétaT0G), this is no bar to them being fooled by what they see. In fact, Herodotus repeatedly
emphasizes the visual nature of Maeandrius’ task (dnonéumnel mpdro KoToyopuevVoV; amodéém; Oenaauevog),
implicitly highlighting the contrast between the visual duties required of him and the verbal nature of his usual tasks.
Indeed, Maeandrius reports what he has seen (dmyyeAde) as the truth and Polycrates, believing him, takes actions
leading to his death. (For the characterizing role of cognate verbs, see below.) Herodotus assigns no blame to
Maeandrius for being fooled, possibly because visual examination is outside his normal purview. Polycrates, who
makes the mistake of sending a scribe to observe, thereby showing poor judgment, is the one who pays the price.

'8 Thrasybulus sets up the false display in the agora so that the kéryx cannot avoid seeing it; his lack of expertise in
the visual arena presumably makes him uncritical of what he sees. A seasoned spy might have made more detailed
observations to unmask the ploy. The larger issue in these scenes of deception may simply be the difference
between proper spies and everyone else. No one identified as a kataskopos by Herodotus has any trouble reporting
accurate (and true) visual information.
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12 The rulers here are depending on reports, but since emissaries are utterly reliable,

eyewitness.
their reports should stand in as an equivalent substitute for direct observation. 130 Emissaries are
meant to report accurately, not to make judgments, thus the critical work required to properly
evaluate visual information must be done by the senders. They allow themselves to be deceived
through their failure of inquiry: they prohibit themselves from direct observation-based inquiry
and they show no critical interest in the reports brought to them. '*!

Deceptive visual displays are not the only way to confound the recipient of a message.
Another tactic that is successfully used is changing the fundamental meaning of the message. In
an analepsis about conflict between Argos and Sparta, we learn that Argive forces have been
instructed to follow the commands of the Spartan kérykes. Cleomenes, realizing this, changes
the meaning of the command to eat (§piotov). Thus the content of the pronouncement from the
keryx is deceptive, even though the kéryx himself transmits accurately what he is told to
transmit.'*

6.78.1-2 pabav 8¢ 0 Kieopévng motedvtag tovg Apyeiovg 0koidv Tt 0 6QETEPOS KijPLE
SNUNVELE, ToPOYYEALEL GOL, GTav enuivy 0 KijpuE motéesOat dpiotov, T0TE AvarafovTog To
Omia ywpéev £ TOVG Apyelovg. tadTo Koi £YEveTo Emtedéan ek TV Aakedatpoviov: dpiotov

YOp TOLEVUEVOLOL TOIGL ApYEiolot €k TOD KNPOYUOTOC EXEKENTO, KO TOAAOVG HEV EQOVELGAY
o0TAV,...

When Cleomenes noticed that the Argives were following every command the Spartiate
crier was issuing, he told his men that the next time the crier announced that it was time for
them to eat, they should pick up their weapons and attack the Argives. And that is exactly what
the Lacedaemonians did. The Argives had followed the crier’s command and were busy with
their meal when the Lacedaemonians attacked them.

129 E.g. Marincola (1997, 67) and Luraghi (2006). It seems that within the narrative, a spy or emissary counts as a
“direct observer” and not as an eyewitness, due to the presumed fidelity of their reporting. They are proxies for the
eyes and ears of their sender, and hence it is as if the sender is actually the observer.

B0 T uraghi (2006, 83-85) discusses the drawbacks of knowledge acquired through information provided by others;
his concerns about unreliable or biased information are not applicable to the reports of emissaries.

P! Indeed, as Marincola points out (1997, 133), Herodotus’ authority as a narrator (in contrast to other authors)
stems entirely from his skill at inquiry. For the importance of inquiry as it relates to Herodotus as narrator and our
reception of the Histories, see Bakker (2002), Fowler (2006), and Luraghi (2006). It is possible that Astyages and
Polycrates allow themselves to be deceived, in part, through their eagerness to believe that the apparent (and
advantageous) situation is true.

132 Scott (ad loc.) points out that misusing a kéryx is sacrilegious, which reflects poorly on Cleomenes’ character.
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As a result of this trickery, the Argives are routed and eventually killed by Cleomenes. If we
want to consider the already-established danger of believing messages from an unfamiliar third
party, believing messages from a clearly inimical third-party seems even worse. Furthermore, in
some sense the Argives are “stealing” these messages — they are not the intended recipients but
are availing themselves of the content anyway. Their intentional interception of messages is
unique in the Histories.">> This usurpation places them outside of the proper context in which
the message is given and received, leading to their inability to interpret the content properly.
Misbehavior thus occurs on both sides: the Argives follow a command not addressed to them,
and the Spartans change the meaning of those commands to catch them in an ambush. While an
additional point here may be the danger of stealing information, the obvious lesson is, again, not
to trust information from an unfamiliar, inimical, source. 134

The thrust of these examples is similar in every case: we can trust that messages (oral or
written) will be delivered exactly as sent. In this sense, messages are reliable, much like explicit
emissaries. Reliable transmission (regardless of the status of the bearer), however, does not
ensure that the content of those messages is true and not intended to deceive the recipient. As
with any communication, motivations must be taken into consideration when determining

whether to trust someone’s words or advice.

Characterization of Message Bearers

In the sections above we have focused on typical explicit emissaries and the typical connotations

133
134

For other misdelivered messages, see below.

The Argives, ironically, put themselves in this situation in a failed attempt to avoid trickery. This passage also
illustrates the important distinction between the cognate verbs and onpaivew. The Argives, by depending upon
signaled (not announced) information, must possess the proper key to decode it. By having Cleomenes change the
meaning of the signal using the verb napayyéiier, Herodotus emphasizes the difference between reliable (and clear)
announcements and those which may be intrinsically deceptive (onunvn). See below for more on the cognate verbs.
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of explicit messages. We have dealt only incidentally with the fact that the act of carrying a
message can itself characterize an individual. Someone said to be bearing a message is not being
explicitly named as an intermediary, but is certainly being used in that capacity when cognate
vocabulary expresses his task. For example, the horseman/courier in the following passage
exhibits all the best behavior of a proper emissary:

5.14.1-2 évBadta Aapeiog yphoet ypaupato MeyaBdlm, Tov Eme &v Th) Opnikn
otpatnydv, EvieAlouevog eavaotijoal €€ N0Ewv Taiovag Kol map’ EmLTOV Ayayelv Kol adTovg

Koi T TEKVA T€ KOl YOVOIKOG a0TE®V. avTika 08 inmevg £0ee épmv TV dyyelinv €mi TOV
‘EAMjomovtov, tepaimBeic 88 81801 1o PuBriov Td MeyaBalo. 6 8 émheEdpevoc...

Darius next wrote a letter to Megabazus, the military commander he had left in Thrace,
ordering him to uproot the people of Paeconia — men, women, and children — from their native
land and bring them to him. A man raced off on horseback to the Hellespont with the message,
crossed over into Europe, and delivered the message to Megabazus. He read it...

After Darius writes his letter, we see it delivered without any narrative delay. Indeed, the
vocabulary emphasizes speed. The courier departs at once (avtike) and moves swiftly (£0¢eg);
upon arriving (nepoiwbeis, more or less) he delivers Darius’ message to the proper recipient
(01001 10 PuPAriov @ MeyaPdlw), once again without any narrative delay. In terms of actions,
this courier is certainly a typical emissary. The use of the official vocabulary of messages helps
encourage that association — he is described as bearing a message (pépwv TV dyyeiinv) which,
of course, is what every proper dyyehog does. The fact that this dyyehin is a written message
instead of an oral one is of no account. Although the reliability of the courier and the integrity
of the message he carries are implicitly apparent, the explicit narrative focus is evidently on
speed. It may be for this reason that the courier is described as a horseman instead of as a proper
dyyerog. Horses obviously run faster than men, and the distance from Sardis to Thrace prohibits
a swift delivery on foot.

Similarly, Myrsus delivers a message from Oroetes to Polycrates without being named

135 Rosén prints MeyaPatm, which is surely a typographic error.
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explicitly as an emissary: 6 8¢ @v Opoitng...Enepne MOpoov 1ov I'dyem dvdpa Avdov &g Zépov

ayyedinv épovta... — “In any case, Oroetes...sent a Lydian called Myrsus the son of Gyges to

Samos with a message” (3.122.1). The situation described in the message is fabricated, intended

to fool Polycrates into being killed by Oroetes, but the narrative gives us no reason to doubt
Myrsus’ reliability in delivering the false information. In fact, the message is presented in direct
speech with Oreotes grammatically as the speaker of the words to Polycrates, despite the obvious
fact he does not actually deliver the words himself: 6 Opoitng népyog dyyehinv &leye, téoe —
“Oroetes...sent the following message [and said]” (3.122.3). By revisiting the act of sending the
message, Myrsus’ role is recalled out of the contextually available information previously
provided in the narrative. By presenting Oroetes as the message’s (grammatical) speaker, there
is no doubt that the words of the message are unaltered and therefore there is no way to depict

1% From a thematic perspective, allowing Oroetes

the (excluded) message-bearer as unreliable.
to appear to speak directly to Polycrates emphasizes the personal nature of his appeal and the
direct connection between rulers which the message is hoping to create.

Carrying a message, however, is not the only way to confer a semblance of reliability
upon an otherwise unknown character. Speaking a message, i.e. being the subject of a verb
cognate with &yyehog or KkijpvE, appears to have the same effect.'*’ Such cognate verbs are used

most often when an individual brings new information to an authority figure and when an

authority figure issues commands to his subjects (through unmentioned intermediaries). In either

13 Many clear examples of this grammatical organization exist; some have messages in direct speech but more
commonly Herodotus simply gives a summary of their contents. Book 1: 67.2, 76.3, 141.3, 157.3, 158.1, 206.1,
212.1. Book 3:1.1,7.2,14.8,43.2,51.2,53.6, 119.3, 138.3. Book 4: 125.4, 145.3, 167.2. Book 5: 24.1, 70.2,
108.2. Book 6:22.2, 46.1, 48.2,79.1,97.1, 133.2. Book 7: 169.1, 203.1. Book 8: 29.1, 112.1. Book 9: 18.3, 48.1,
48.3 (notably, this example is contained within a speech by Mardonius), 98.2.

17 Passive verbs often have no overt subject, but can still lend an air of reliability to the anonymous source or the
message itself. Verbs related to ypdow do not appear to have the same characterizing effect when they refer to the
creation of messages. For example, in the passage above (5.14.1-2), Darius does not appear to take on the attributes
of a typical emissary, despite having been the subject of the verb ypdpet. There is no need for that identification,
since an indirect emissary is also present in the scene (itmevc...pépmV TV AyyeAiny).
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case, the communication is depicted as occurring directly (e.g. person A announces something to
person B), with the result that there is no opportunity for the content of the message to be altered:
it is received exactly as sent. The reliability conferred on these message-speakers is evident if
we look at who, exactly, performs the actions of these verbs and how they are received. We are
accustomed to high-status individuals being heard throughout the Histories, and they are often
the subjects of the cognate verbs. Official individuals, like angeloi and kérykes occasionally
report their messages using cognate verbs. Even spies can share information using these verbs,
although they only do so when reporting back (reliably, we can assume) to their senders. In
addition, many low-status individuals report information to high-status authority figures and their
words are trusted. These individuals can be identified by ethnic or occupation, or may not be
distinguished at all; six times the indefinite pronoun Ti¢ represents the reporter of information. '**
In nearly every case, regardless of who the subject is, the information presented using a cognate

1 Thus the reliability we have come to

verb is accepted as accurate and true without suspicion.
expect from explicit and indirect emissaries can be bestowed by cognate verbs upon their

subjects, the implicit emissaries.

Fallible Emissaries

We have observed thus far the consistency with which the ideals of reliability, honesty, and
speed are conveyed through the characterization of explicit, indirect, and implicit emissaries.
But not every emissary upholds these noble standards at all times. In a few passages,
intermediaries fail in some respect at their appointed task and are explicitly judged by other

characters in the text. The treatment they receive from their peers reveals the opinion Herodotus

1% 1.43.3 (from context, a Mysian); 2.152.4 (directly identified as tdv ti¢c Aiydntiov); 3.64.1 (an unidentified
dream-figure); 3.129.3; 5.33.3; 6.63.2 (directly identified as tic o1 [Ariston] oiketé@v).

9 1n a few cases a message is received with doubt; these are discussed in Chapter 4 and appear to reflect more upon
the character of the recipients than on that of the implicit emissaries.
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may hold about their fitness for their entitled office. Two passages offer direct criticism of a
failed emissary. In the first example, Herodotus describes a situation in which Athenian angeloi
overstep their authority to negotiate. They are sent to Persia to make an alliance but, perhaps
without realizing it, promise Athenian submission instead.

5.73.1-3 ovtor pév vov dedepévor étedednooy, AOnvaiot 8¢ petd tadta KieioOéveo kol
T ETTOKOO10, ETioTio TO Sty BEvTa Vo Kheopéveog petamepyauevol mEUmovct ayyEhovg £g
2apdic cuppayinv Bovidpevol mocacOot tpog [1épcac, Nricténto yop oL Tpog
Aoaxkedopoviovg te kai Kigopévea éknemorepudctar: amkopévmy 68 T@V ayyéhmv &g TOC
2apoic Kai AeyOovTtmv Ta EvreTalpéva Aptappévig O Y otdoneog Zapdinv Dmopyos ENEpOTa,
Tiveg €0vteg GvOpmmol Kai ko yTig oiknuévot deoiato Iepoéwv cuppayot yevéohat, mubopuevog
0¢ mPOG TV AyYEA®V AmEKOPVOOV GO TAdE: €l Pev d1dodot PaciAél Aapeim yijv 1€ Kol VOwp, O 08
SLHLYINY 6Pl cLVETIOETO, €1 6& U 10D, AmaAldccesOot adToVG EKELEVE. Ol 8E dyyelot £mi
LV aVT®OV Baropevor S1d6var Epacay fovrépevor THv cvppayiny TomjcacOar. ovToL puiv
o amerdovTEG &G TNV £0VT®V aitiag peydhog elyov.

After the prisoners had been executed, the Athenians recalled Cleisthenes and the seven
hundred families who had been banished by Cleomenes. Then they sent a delegation to Sardis,
because they knew that Cleomenes and the Lacedaemonians were up in arms against them, so
they wanted to enter into an alliance with the Persians. The delegation reached Sardis and was
in the middle of delivering its message when Artaphrenes the son of Hystaspes, who was the
governor of Sardis, asked the Athenians who they were and where they were from that they
sought an alliance with the Persians. The Athenian delegates gave him the information he had
asked for, and then he curtly stated his position as follows: ‘If the Athenians give King Darius
earth and water, he will enter into an alliance with them; otherwise, they will have to leave.’
The delegates wanted to conclude the alliance, so of their own accord they agreed to offer
the king earth and water. This got them into a lot of trouble on their return home.

Initially these angeloi appear to be on the right track. They are sent, arrive, and speak as
commanded, just as expected. But after their conversation with Artaphrenes, they overstep their
authority. Emissaries were not permitted to deliberate nor to negotiate beyond their authority. 140
The fact that they agree to hand over earth and water because of their own desire and on their
own authority (émi cpémv aOT®V .... PovAopevor) violates their standard duties: it is an excessive
act, beyond their typical function. Their wrongdoing does not go unnoticed. Herodotus implies

(via aneABOvteC) that the emissaries are censured by the Athenians who sent them, and their folly

10 Following Mosley (1973, 39), as above.
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is explicitly pointed out, even if the punishment is vague (¢ovtdv aitiog peydiog eiyov). The
message to the audience is clear, however: excessive or inappropriate actions by emissaries do
not pass without comment.

Similarly, the Getae explicitly chastise the angelos they send to their god Salmoxis if his
delivery fails. The oddness of this message delivery merits detailed explanation in the narrative,
including the conditions for a successful transmission and those for an unsuccessful one.

4.94.2-3 310, mevteTpidog 0& TOV TAAD AoyOVTo aiel COEEDMV OVTOV ATOTEUTOVGL dyYELOV
Tapd TOV TAMPOELY EvieEAAOpEVOL, TRV dv £KAoToTE dEmVTal, TEUTOVGL 8E MdE: ol PV avTdV
Tay0évteg axovtia Tpia Exovot, GAAOL 8¢ dtarafovteg ToD AmTOTEUTOUEVOL TOPA TOV ZAAUOEY
TAG XEIPAG KOl TOVG TOSAG AVAKIVICOVTEG ODTOV LETEMPOV PITTOVGL £G TAG AOYYOG: TV UEV OM
amoBdvn dvamapeic, Toicde Theog 6 O£d¢ doxéel etvar, fiv 82 pi dmwoBav, aiTidvrar adTOV TOV
ayyelov @apevoi pv Gvépa Kakov gival, aituoduevol 82 TovTov GALOV AmOTEPTOVGL:
gvtélhovtan 0¢ &t (dvTL.

At five-year intervals, they cast lots to choose someone to send to Salmoxis (a deity) as
their messenger, with instructions as to what favours they want him to grant on that occasion.
This is how they send the messenger. They arrange three lances, with men to hold them, and
then others grab the hands and feet of the one being sent to Salmoxis and throw him up into the
air and on to the points of the lances. If he dies from being impaled, they regard this as a sign
that the god will look favorably on their requests. If he does not die, however, they blame this
failure on the messenger himself, call him a bad man, and then find someone else to send. They
tell him the message they want him to take to Salmoxis while he is still alive.

The unsuccessful angelos, as we discover, is one who does not die and therefore fails to deliver
the message. Anyone failing in this respect is blamed and called, outright, a bad man. The
blame is expressed three times in the narrative: twice through the verb aiti@pot and once through
the content of that censure (&vSpa kaxov eivar). No ambiguous or implicit judgment is offered;
we are directly and explicitly informed that this failed angelos is a bad man in the eyes of his
people. Whether or not we agree with his designation as kakog, it is true that he has failed:
successfully delivering a message is the most basic task of an emissary."*!

The Getae’s censure for failed performance seems fair on their terms, but Herodotus can

1 For more discussion of this passage and its thematic relevance, see Chapter 5.
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express his negative opinion of these fallible emissaries in another, more subtle way, through the
manipulation of vocabulary.'** For a handful of emissaries, Herodotus reveals his judgment
implicitly through the withdrawal of relevant cognate vocabulary. An official title can be
withheld from a character in light of inappropriate action. Violation of the typical
characterization for an emissary may not change the factual status of an individual, but can
certainly change their presentation in the narrative.

In the following passage, Herodotus removes the title &yyeiot from a group of Persians
who misbehave. Dropping the use of an official title is itself nothing notable, since Herodotus
can rely on the audience’s contextual awareness and replace titles with relevant pronouns or
participles. Instead of this common technique, however, Herodotus chooses to refer to these men
almost exclusively as “Persians”, thereby placing undue emphasis on their ethnicity and the
corresponding cultural stereotypes. The angeloi are sent out of the Persian army by Megabazus
to request earth and water from Amyntas (the King of Macedonia) on Darius’ behalf.

5.17.1 MeyaPalog 8¢ g €xepdoato tovg [Tadvag, méumet ayyéhovg ¢ Makedoviny
avopag Emta H.f:pcag, ol e’ aDTOV EKEIVOV oAV OKIPATATOL &V TA GTPATOTEI(,
énépmovto O¢ ovTol Topd Apdviny aitioovreg Yijv 1€ Kol Dowp Aopein BacAEL

5.18.1-2 oi @v Mépoar oi mep@BévTeg 0VTOL TP TOV ApHVINY MC @mikovto, aiteov
EMOOVTEG £¢ dyv TNV Apdvtem Aapeie Pactiél yiv te kol DOmp. 6 3¢ tadtd te £5id0ov Kol opeag

émi Eetvia KaAéel, TOPAoKELUTAUEVOC OE dETTVOV peyolompenss £0ékeTo Tovg Mépoag
PLOPPOVMC. OC 8 amd deimvov &yivovto, dramivovreg eimay oi Mépsan, TGSe. ..

After his victory over the Paconians, Megabazus sent to Macedonia a delegation
|angeloi] consisting of the seven most important Persians in his army after himself. The
purpose of their mission to Amyntas was to demand earth and water for King Darius.

When the Persian delegation arrived at Amyntas’ residence, they gained an audience
with him and demanded earth and water for King Darius, which Amyntas gave them. He then
invited them to dine with him, prepared a magnificent banquet, and entertained the Persians
generously. After the meal, over the wine, the Persians said...

The men are identified as angeloi, and then further described as “seven Persian men” who are

the “most worthy” in the army. By adding these qualifiers, Herodotus points out the high status

12 Similarly, Naiden (2006, 133-60) discusses several ways a suppliant can violate typical expectations, resulting in
censure or the denial of the title of “suppliant”.
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of these angeloi, while at the same time establishing firmly their connection to Persia and, in
particular, to the acquisitive desire of the Persians represented through their military campaigns.
In their initial actions, nothing unexpected is represented. They are sent with their message, then
arrive and deliver it just as it was commanded to them.'* Since the content of the message is
presented during both instruction and delivery (an unusual doublet), we can confirm that these
men are executing their duties faithfully, as their office demands. Herodotus’ language,
similarly, is unexceptional up to this point. Referential pronouns and verbs marking typical
behavior are used to describe the angeloi. The summary of their dispatch in 5.18.1 reintroduces
the ethnic adjective, whose likely primary function is to underscore the link being created
between Persia and Macedonia by these men through their physical transit. But as soon as the
business of the message is finished and Amyntas offers them hospitality, things rapidly
deteriorate. The angeloi take advantage of their host’s generosity by spurning local customs and
violating Amyntas’ female household members. Such behavior is obviously inappropriate for
official representatives of state and especially for men welcomed under the conventions of xenia.
It is no part of the duties of emissaries and, by any standard, appears to be excessive behavior in
general. Herodotus adapts his language accordingly, referring to them only as “Persians” and
never again as angeloi: their behavior has made the application of such a title inappropriate,
desipte their actual status. Instead, their ethnic adjective now serves as the primary basis for
their identity and prepares the audience to expect the negative and stereotypically “Persian”

actions which follow.

' The syntax of the message is reordered slightly to express different pragmatic situations in each section, but

otherwise the content is identical. During instruction, the angeloi are to ask for yfjv 1¢ kol Ddwp Aapein focirét.
Since they are serving as soldiers for Darius, evidently, his name and status are less relevant to them than the reason
for their message — the need to obtain earth and water. When the angeloi arrive and speak to Amyntas, he may not
be aware of their allegiance, hence the information about Darius becomes contextually necessary and jumps into
initial position: Aapeim BactAér yijv te kKol Dowp.
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Herodotus’ reliance on the ethnic adjective to identify these fallible angeloi appears to be
deliberate. Once the initial connection with Amyntas has been made, the need for linking has
ended. In the events which follow, the angeloi are the only plural, masculine group of
characters, which means that referential pronouns and participial descriptions should obviously
only refer to these men, without need for additional identification. As we saw above, the other
major reason for ethnic adjectives is to create a conceptual link to that culture, and it looks as if
Herodotus repeatedly employs the adjective “Persian” to hammer home the stereotypical features
being expressed through the actions of these emissaries. While they are still mentioned in
neutral terms (c@eag) when xenia is extended, their excessive behavior and the ethnic adjectives
show up hand-in-hand immediately after. In the passage above, Herodotus hints at what is to
come with the first ethnic (tob¢ [Tépcag) and then confirms the brewing trouble through a second
ethnic, hard upon a participle indicating that the angeloi are getting drunk (Siamivovteg einov oi
[Tépoar). This intemperate behavior bleeds into what follows: their speech shows no regard for
the customs of Macedonia but imposes cultural Persian desires upon their Macedonian host;
Amyntas can hardly refuse.'*

5.18.2-3 ‘Eeive Maxeddv, uiv vopog €oti Toiot [IEpenot, Encdv dimvov mpotifdpeda
uéya, TOTE Kol TOG TAALOKAS Kol TG Kovpdiag yuvaikag Eodyesbot mapédpovg: b vuv, Enel mep
npo@uumg nev 868&010 peyOAmg 08 Egivicag, 61801g 0¢ PoctAEl Aapatw YHv 1€ Kol 1)6(0[), gmeo
VOU® T UETEPQ.” eine mpdg TadTa Apvving: ‘@ Mépaan, vopog v fuiv yé 6Tt ovk obtwg,

AL KeympicOBot dvopag yovaik®dv: Eneite 0& DUETg £0vTeS de6TOTAL TPOGYKPNLETE TOVTOV,
mapEotol LUV Kol TadTa.’

‘Macedonian ally, in Persia it is customary for us to bring in our concubines and wives
to join us at the close of important meals. You have made us very welcome, you are entertaining
us so lavishly, and you have given King Darius earth and water — let’s see you observe this
custom of ours.” ‘My friends from Persia,” Amyntas replied, ‘that is not the way we do things
here: we keep men and women separate. But since you are our masters, if that’s what you
want, you shall have it.’

The use of ethnic adjectives continues within the speeches, and Amyntas’ response gets to the

14 For the cultural conflicts present in this story, see Fearn (2007).
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heart of the matter by identifying the men in their new political status (8eomotan).'*> The actions
of the Persians so far have been the actions of tyrants: excessive desires and no regard for the
customs of their subjects. By promising earth and water, Amyntas has elevated Darius and, by
analogy, these Persian angeloi to such a status. Herodotus’ language calls attention to the way in
which their tyrannical (Persian) nature overwhelms their role as angeloi by abandoning the
vocabulary of emissaries. Although their new status is not mentioned directly again, their
continued actions are emblematic of the worst behavior of tyrants, and their presentation in the
narrative relies heavily upon their ethnic epithets.'*® Again, as the only male and plural
characters in the scene, pronouns or articles alone would suffice to identify the fallible
emissaries. Their ethnicity and all of its connotations are therefore deliberately called up.

5.18.3: éne&ijc dvtion iCovto Toior Iépono
the women...sat in a row opposite the Persians

5.18.4: évBadta oi [Iépoar idOpevol yuvaikag eOUOPEOLS EAEYOV TPOG APOVTNV GANEVOL
When the Persians saw how beautiful the women were, they told Amyntas...
[saying...]

5.18.5: avtiko ol IEpom poact@®v 1€ ATOVTO Ol TAEOVIC Oivedpévorl, Kai kol Ti¢ kai
Quréary Emeparo.
As soon as [the women moved to sit next to the Persians, as requested], the
Persians, who were exceedingly drunk, began to touch their breasts, and one or another of
them would even try to embrace them.
In the end, the Persians are doubly excessive: they are drunk and they escalate every concession
Amyntas makes with regard to the women. First the absence of women is not acceptable, then

the women are not properly located, and, once these demands are met the Persians immediately

(avtika) escalate the situation again with inappropriate touching. Alexander, Amyntas’ son, has

'3 One might argue that, in point of fact, these men have replaced their role as emissaries with their new role as
tyrants. But I would argue, as above, that the task of an emissary is not complete until he returns to his sender.
These men still need to bear Amyntas’ earth and water to Mardonius, and hence are not yet relieved of their duties
as angeloi.

1 For more on the way that tyrants (and especially Persian tyrants) treat women, see Boedeker (2011; this passage
is discussed on 17-8).
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had enough. He pretends to let the Persians have sex with the women, but instead sends in
disguised men to kill them. He has not given earth and water, and although his father’s actions
should apply to him also, he rejects the tyrannical actions of the Persians and, at the same time,
the subjugation of Macedonia to Persia.'*’ At first, Alexander refers to them as guests (&givou),
perhaps ironically, given the ways in which they have violated their host’s hospitality. '** But he
acknowledges the Persians’ extreme acquisitiveness by pretending to escalate, yet again, their
association with the household women.

5.20.1-2: Méyer 6 AAéEavdpog Tpog Tovg Mépoag: “yuvaukdv tovtémv, ® Eeivor, £6TL DRIV
oA evmetein, koi &l dmdonot Bovresde picyecOar kai OkOGNGL AV ADTEMY. TOVTOL PV TEPL
aOTOL ATOCT|LOVEETE" VDV O€, GYEOOV Yap TON THG Koitng dp1 TPocépyeTor DUV Kol KAADS
gxovtog bpéag Opd PEONC, yuvaikag tadtag, el VUV ilov €oTi, dpete AovoacHat, Aovoapévag
0¢ omicw mpocdékeohe.’

Alexander said to the Persians, ‘Sirs, these women are at your disposal. They are all
available for sex, and you can pick as many of them as you want. You need only indicate your
wishes. For the time being, however, since it’s nearly time for you to go to bed, and you’re
obviously pretty well drunk, I suggest that you let these women go and bathe, if that suits you,
and then you’ll get them back afterwards.’

The Persians trust his false offer, setting up his betrayal of them and their execution. Their
conformity to cultural stereotype instead of adherence to their assigned office will be their
downfall.

5.20.3-5: cvvémawvor yap foav oi Mépoar... mapdymv 8¢ tovtoug Eleye Toiot Iéponoat,
160¢ ‘o IIépom, oikate mavoaicin tedén ioTiiicbar Td te yap dAla, doa elyopev kol Tpdg T oldt
T NV E€EVPOVTOC TAPEYELV, TAVTO VUV TAPESTL, Kol 01 Kol TOSE TO TAVI®V HEYIGTOV, TAG TE

EOLTAV UNTEPOS Kal TAG AOEAPENG Moy AevOeDa DUV, G TAVTEAEWDG LABNTE TILOUEVOL TTPOG
Nuéwv, Tdv ép €ote G101, TPOG O¢ Kol PactAEl T® mEuwavtt dmayysiinte ag avip “EAAny,

147 By killing the angeloi he ensures that the earth and water given to them by Amyntas will never reach Darius.
Effectively, Alexander reasserts Macedonia’s independence through this deed. He escapes punishment (by Darius)
for these actions by bribing into silence the Persian who later investigates (5.21). Fearn (2007), however, points out
that the bribe consists of Alexander’s sister: he has saved his household women at the expense of his own female
relation, and the resulting alliance will reestablish some connection with Persia. For the irony of this result, see also
Dewald (1981, 96).

'8 Herodotus may be playing on the dual meanings of xeinos as “stranger” and “guest”; the Persians are supposed to
be the latter but are acting like the former. This passage is the second time Alexander focalizes the angeloi as
xeinoi. When he confronts Amyntas and says, essentially, “I’ll take it from here, Dad”, he refers to the Persians as
toiot Egivorot (5.19.1), whereas Amyntas calls them dvopag tovtovg (5.19.2). Amyntas’ language is generic and
matches his actions of repeatedly conceding to these Persians whatever they want.
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Moakedav Drapyoc, £ Dpéag £5£Eato kol Tpaméln kol koitn.” tadta eimac 6 AAEEavSpoc mapilet
IIépon avopi dvopo Makedova dg yovaika Td AdY®: ol 0¢ Encite cpéwv ol Iépoar yavey
énepdvro, diepyalovto avTove.

The Persians approved of this suggestion...He [ Alexander] brought them [men dressed
as women] into the room and said to the Persians, ‘Sirs, it seems to me that you have had the
perfect banquet. You have had the benefit of everything that we have, and everything we could
get for you as well, and now, to crown it all, we are making you a present of our own mothers
and sisters. All this should leave you in no doubt that we honour you as you deserve, and you
can also make it clear to the king who sent you on this mission how welcome you were made by
a man of Greece, his governor in Macedonia, and how generous he was with bed and board.’
With these words, Alexander had every Macedonian man, disguised as a woman, sit down next
to a Persian man, and when the Persians tried to fondle them, the Macedonians killed them.

Alexander’s triumphant speech points out the Persians’ wrongdoing and again reminds them of
their proper role (through vocabulary), this time as emissaries and not just as guests. He recalls
their initial mission, being sent by the king (npd¢ 6¢ kol faciiél 1d népyoavtt), and what their
next “typical” action should have been (drayyeiinte), taking the Macedonian response back,
underscoring their lost role through the use of a cognate verb. Aside from this brief statement,
the rest of the speech (and Herodotus’ narrative) treats them only as “Persians”. And indeed,
they cannot be refashioned into their original identity. Their last action before death is an
attempt to paw at the women: they have not taken heed of Alexander’s implicit exhortations to
be proper guests or emissaries. Throughout this story, then, Herodotus shows how the negative
stereotype of “Persia as overreaching tyrant” overwhelms the respectability of these “most
worthy angeloi” simultaneously in diction and characterization.

A briefer but more unsettling passage shows an angelos who delivers the letters he carries
to the wrong individual. Histiaeus has sent Hermippus with letters to some Persians in Sardis
hoping to arrange a revolt, but the letters are given to Artaphrenes, the governor of Sardis,
instead. As above, Hermippus is first identified as an angelos, then by name and ethnic (as
Atarnean). But after this introduction, he is referred to primarily by name and is demoted from

angelos to “letter-carrier”:
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6.4.1-2 peta 08 0 Totwiog OV dyyéhov motevpevoc Eppinmov avopog AtTapvite® toict
&v Zapdiol £odot [lepoémv Encpune BuPAia, Mg TPOAEAEGYNVEVUEVOV ODTG ATOGTAGLOC TEPL. O 08
“Eppntmoc, mpog oVg pév anenép@n, ov 61801, pEpmv 0& éveyeiproe 1o fopfrio Td
ApTtoa@pével. 6 O pabav dmav 10 yvouevov Ekédeve Tov “Eppimov ta pev mapa tod Totiaiov
dodvar pépovra, Toiol mep Epepe, T 6& dpoPaia ta mapd TdV [lepoéwv avtimepndpeva Totiaiom
EOLTQ doVVOL. TOVTMOV OE YEVOUEVDV pavep®DV amékteve EvOadta moAlovg [epcémy 6
Aptoappévng.

Later, Histiaeus used a man called Hermippus, from Atarneus, to take a letter to
Sardis; there were Persians there with whom Histiaeus had already spoken about rebellion
against Darius. But Hermippus did not deliver the letter to its addressees; instead he went
and put it in Artaphrenes’ hands. When Artaphrenes found out what was going on, he told
Hermippus to take Histiaeus’ letter and give it to the people to whom he was supposed to
deliver it, but then to give him the reply they sent back to Histiaeus. With the discovery of this
plot, Artaphrenes put to death a large number of Persians.

Herodotus does not say to what extent Hermippus should be blamed for his unreliable delivery,
and the language he uses supports this noncommittal attitude. If we simply pay attention to the
typical characterization of emissaries, Hermippus violates the feature of reliability by
misdelivering Histiaeus’ letters. Herodotus emphasizes this fault by reminding the audience of
his duties (mpog ToVg pev dmenépneOn) before showing his failure to complete them (pépwv d¢
gveyeipioe t0 fuPrio Aptappével). In the moment of incorrect delivery, Hermippus is described
neither by name nor by title, but indirectly as a man carrying letters. Although Herodotus does
not completely omit the vocabulary of emissaries, as in the case of the seven Persians above, he
takes a step back away from the official title. The reluctance to permit Hermippus any continued
association with the vocabulary of emissaries may be related to the fact that Herodotus assigns
no explicit blame to Hermippus — his misdelivery may have been compelled by Artaphrenes, not

done voluntarily.'*’

9 Scott (ad loc.) is also not convinced that Hermippus is at fault for his initial betrayal: “It is unclear whether
[Hermippus] was unexpectedly arrested, or Histiaeus intended that Artaphrenes should see the letters.” The only
other example of message misdelivery lays no blame upon the message bearer. In 8.128, Herodotus describes how
Timoxenus and Artabanus send covert messages to each other by attaching written notes to an arrow shaft, then
shooting the arrow into a pre-arranged location. One of Artabanus’ shots goes awry and ends up in someone’s
shoulder, leading to discovery of the treacherous communication. Thus the message is not delivered to its correct
recipient, but it is hardly the fault of the message bearer (the arrow), since the sender (Artabanus) was the one to set
its course.
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The picture of Hermippus’ innocence or guilt is only made more complicated by what
follows. Hermippus evidently complies with Artaphrenes’ demand to show him further
correspondence. Whether or not he should be under Artaphrenes’ authority, he does deliver all
the letters reliably after this point: the initial letters are given to the conspirators and their
responses are given to Artaphrenes and then to Histiaeus. Herodotus does not show these
actions, but allows them to be inferred from Artaphrenes’ successful sting. Hermippus is only
mentioned directly once more and is simply mentioned by name, which is not unusual for named
emissaries.””® In sum, we have an emissary whose initial task is completed only after delay and
incorrect delivery, but the fault is not necessarily his. Aside from this set-back, his behavior
appears to be typical: he does what is commanded of him by his (new) sender without further
error. As above, the ethnic adjective initially describing him may be used as explanation or
support for his odd behavior and ambiguous status. Atarneus is associated elsewhere in the
Histories with perfidious actions, and connecting Hermippus to such a place may cast a pall on

151

our perception of him. " In 1.160 when the Chians give up Pactyes (a suppliant) to the Persians,

an impious act, they are rewarded with Atarneus, a location which henceforth cannot supply

152

offerings to the gods. °~ In 8.106, Hermotimus convinces Panionius to move his household to

Atarneus where he exacts revenge by forcing Panionius and his sons to castrate each other. The

130 Just as referential pronouns often replace official vocabulary for emissaries, named emissaries are generally
referred to only by name once their role has been established. In both cases, once the proper context has been given
it is easily available to the audience and can be supplied as needed.

151 As Dewald notes (in Waterfield, ad loc.): “Atarneus, on the Aeolian coast, is connected with two other tales of
perfidy, in 1.160 and 8.106; it is also where Histiaeus is finally captured, 6.28.” Scott concurs (ad loc.): “as noted
by Hornblower (2003) 44-5, in Herodotus, Atarneus is always a ‘bad place’ (so the story at 8.104-6). Here not only
is [Hermippus’] mission a failure ... but there is, perhaps, a cycle of fate theme: Histiaecus was captured at Atarneus
and taken to his execution a few years later, §29.1.”

12 Following Asheri (ad loc.), who says that Herodotus’ story about Pactyes is etiological to explain the religious
restrictions (1.160.5): v 8& xpdvog ovT0¢ 0VK OATYOC Yvopevoe, 8te Xinv oddeic 8k Tod Atapvéog ToVTOV 0VTE
0VAOG KPLOEmVY TPOYVOLY €m01EETO Be®dV 00deVi 0UTE TEUHOTO EMEGTETO KOpmoD ToD EvOeDTEVY, ATl eTO TE TOV
TAVTOV 1pdV T0 TAvTa €K THS YdpNS TawTng ywvopeva. — “For quite a long time afterwards, no Chian would use
barley from Atarneus as an offering to any of the gods nor would he use grain from there to make sacrificial cakes;
in fact nothing from that region was allowed in any sanctuary.”
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crime of Hermippus, by comparison, does not seem so terrible, yet it may be that Herodotus casts
aspersions on him simply by associating him with this place and the acts for which it is a setting.
However much he fails as an angelos (by misdelivering messages, for whatever reason), perhaps
by that same amount he “succeeds” as an Atarnean in that he is involved with destructive acts,
regardless of his intentions or motives. Atarneus, after all, is only a place: its reputation for
perfidy comes entirely from the actions of others."”® Hermippus may best exemplify his

“Atarnean” nature simply by being caught up in the schemes of others.

Suspect Emissaries

The examples so far have shown the sophisticated way in which the narrative can guide the
audience to regard fallible emissaries in accordance with Herodotus’ judgment of them. The
inadequacy of these men is addressed in one of two possible ways: either Herodotus implicitly
judges them by altering how he presents them in the narrative, or characters internal to the text
judge them by explicitly censuring their behavior. A third type of judgment is possible, when
someone who does not display the proper qualities of an intermediary somehow redeems himself
and an official title is bestowed upon that character at the completion of his actions. This pattern
of first withholding and then bestowing the vocabulary of emissaries is most notable in situations
involving spies. As explained in the first chapter, spies stand in a separate category from regular
emissaries since their main duties rely on visual observation. They are a proxy for the eyes,
whereas proper emissaries are a proxy for the voice. There is no clear expectation, then, that
spies should uphold the typical characterization of official emissaries and therefore they must

prove their worthiness before being described with cognate vocabulary.

133 The same cannot be said about the “Persians”, and other ethnics discussed in this chapter. For Atarneus, a

location of minor importance, we are told stories that relate to events that occurred on its soil. For all of the other
ethnics discussed, the actions of many characters from those locations (and commonly held stereotypes) provide a
characterization.
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Herodotus is initially cagey about the status of Lacrines when he goes to deliver the
Spartan ultimatum to Cyrus (1.152-3, discussed above). The narrative calls the Spartan
expedition “men” and Herodotus suggests (in his own opinion) that they are actually spies
(Gvopag, dg pev épol dokéet, Kataokomovg). If their primary function is furtive and non-
communicative observation, his application of vocabulary would be appropriate. Yet the
following description of the behavior of this group — arriving and selecting out a member to
speak (1.152.3) — so closely mirrors the situation with Pythermus just described above (1.152.1)
that Herodotus must have meant for his audience to notice the similarity. This similarity creates
a context in which it is possible to view Lacrines as a proper emissary instead of as a spy. And
indeed, once selected, he speaks his message and is immediately given the title of kéryx (tadta
eimovtog 1od knpuvkog). Thus Herodotus can bestow cognate vocabulary on his characters when
their behavior and intentions do match his expectations for emissaries.

The status of Lacrines is supported by the many parallels between his actions and those
of Pythermus, whose status as an official emissary (an angelos) is never in doubt. What
Herodotus establishes in this scene, in particular, is the fundamental distinction between official
emissaries and spies; the two groups may be thought of as forming a minimal pair, in which a
member of one group cannot be considered a proper member of the other. In the case of
Lacrines, Herodotus admits that he is a proper emissary and hedges about naming him a spy,
making it clear that such an appellation is only his opinion. But in the case of the Fish-eaters
(3.19-25), no such hedging is necessary and Herodotus’s language confirms that spies are not to
be conflated with emissaries.

The Fish-eaters are given two immediate classifications; they are spies and translators:

3.19.1 Kappoon 8¢ og Ed0&e mEUTEWY TOVG KATAGKOTOVS, AVTIKO LETEMEUTETO €&
"Elepavtivng moA10¢ TV Tybvogdywv avépdv tovg Emotauévoug v Aibonido YAOGGOv.
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As soon as Cambyses had decided to send spies to Ethiopia, he summoned from the city
of Elephantine some members of the tribe of Fish-eaters who knew the Ethiopian language.

The former is an occupation they are being asked to take up, the latter is a characteristic of their
identity. As such, it seems plausible that Herodotus can access the idea of their translation skills
by using the ethnic adjective. To access their identity as spies, he must rely on the explicit
designation or show them performing visual tasks. Much like the Persians who are sent to
Amyntas, the behavior demonstrated by these individuals here is underscored by the identifying
vocabulary chosen by Herodotus. Their status as translators and spies both supersede the
emissary-like nature of their initial tasks, evidently, since Herodotus continuously eschews any
words cognate with angelos or keryx. Furthermore, when they arrive to be instructed by
Cambyses, the lack of any explicit observational tasks may explain why Herodotus uses the
ethnic only to describe them, omitting kataskopoi.'™*

3.20.1 éneite 6¢ 1® Kapupovon éx ¢ Erepavtivng dmikovto oi Tybvoedyol, Eneune

a0ToVG £G TOVG Aibiomag Evielldpevag te, To ALy yp1|, Kol 0dpa pEpovTas... ol 8¢ Aibiomeg
oVTol, & Tovg améneune 0 Kappoong, Aéyovtor etvat pH€yiotot kol KAAAMGTOL AvOpmdTmV TavTmv:

When the Fish-eaters arrived from Elephantine, Cambyses told them what they had to say
and sent them off to Ethiopia. He gave them gifts to take, including... The Ethiopians in
question, the ones to whom Cambyses sent [the delegation], are said to be the tallest and most
attractive people in the world.

Their emissary-like behavior, depending on their skill as translators, continues when they arrive
into Ethiopia.

3.21.1 &¢ tovtoug &1 av Tovg EvSpoag i¢ dmikovto oi Tyfvoedyot, 5180vtec Té dBpo Td
Bacihér avtdv Eleyov, Téoe ‘Pacireds o Ilepoéwv Kappoong, fovrdpevos ¢pilog kai Eevag tot
vevéaOat Nuéag e amémepye £ AdyYoug Tot EADETV Kehev @V, Kol ddpa TadTd Tot d1801 Toiot Kol
a0TOC paMota fideTan ypedpevog.’

So when the Fish-eaters reached these Ethiopians, they offered the gifts to the king and
said, ‘It is because Cambyses, king of Persia, wants to be your guest-friend and your ally that he
has sent us with instructions to hold talks with you, and that is also why he is giving you these
gifts, which he particularly enjoys using.’

13 Signaling that they are to impersonate emissaries, however, Herodotus does use a phrase of instruction found
elsewhere in contexts with official emissaries (1.69 and 8.75): évietldpuevog te, 10 Aéyew ypn (3.20.1).
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By showing us the instruction of the Fish-eaters in 3.20.1 and the subsequent fulfillment of these
duties, Herodotus confirms the reliability of these men and presents them in much the same
fashion as we have seen him describe many other official emissaries. By showing their direct
speech to the Ethiopian king, he confirms their linguistic abilities. But their true occupational
status during this story is as spies. Although they have not yet been shown performing
observational tasks, the king sees through their ruse and returns the vocabulary of spying to the
story.

3.21.2 6 8¢ Aibloy pabov, 6Tt koTdTToL flKotev, Aéyel TPOC aTOVE TO1AdE: ‘0bTE O
[Mepoéwv Paciiens ddpa LuEag Enepye PEpovtas TPOTIU®Y TOALOD Epol Egtvog yevéaBat, obte
vueic Aéyete dAnba, ikete yop kaTdmTOL TG EUTC ApYTS, 0UTE EKEIVOC Avnp £0TL diKaOC. €l Yap

v dixkatog, obt’ v émeddunce ydpNg dAANG 1 Tiig EmvTod 0BT’ dv £ SovAosHvNY AvOpOTOVE
Nye, VT OV UNdev NdikNTaL. VOV 8 anT®d TOE0V TOdE S106VTE TAOE EMen AEyeTe:

The Ethiopian king, however, realized that they had come as spies, so he said to them:
‘The Persian king has not sent you with gifts because he really wants my friendship. You’re
lying: the real reason you are here is to spy on my kingdom. Your master’s behaviour is
reprehensible too. If he were a good man, he would not have wanted to possess any land other
than his own, and he wouldn’t have enslaved people who have done him no wrong. That is how
things are, so I want you to give him this bow and say to him...”

The king accuses the Fish-eaters both of being spies and of lying about their status, neither of
which is appropriate for emissaries. His accusations are based on his own knowledge of them,
which is presented both in the narrative (nafav 6t katomTon fikolev) and in his speech (fjkete
yop katomTon Thg utic apyng). Yet the Ethiopian king commands the Fish-eaters to take a
response back to Cambyses, much in the same way as we would expect him to address proper
emissaries (VOV 0 ant@® to&ov T0de 6100vTeG ThoE Emen Aéyete). His command to them mirrors
their original instructions from Cambyses, in that it involves both a gift and a speech. It is
strange that the king would doubt the fidelity of these men and then entrust them with tasks, but
perhaps their reliable behavior thus far provides a measure of comfort.

From this point on, the Fish-eaters converse with the Ethiopians about ethnographic
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issues and go sightseeing, actions which combine their mandate to spy with their inherent
linguistic skills. Accordingly, Herodotus’ language relies on verbs of seeing and uses the word
kataskopoi in this section more often than their bare ethnic adjective. None of their actions are
typical of emissaries at this point, so the lack of cognate vocabulary is expected. Their visit ends
with observation, so it makes sense for Herodotus to focus on their status as spies when they
finish their duties:

3.25.1 Benodpevot 8¢ Ta TAvVTa 01 KATAGKOTOL ATOALAGCGOVTO OTIGM:
Once they had reconnoitred everything, the spies left Ethiopia and returned to Egypt.

Back in Egypt, however, their observational role is finished. Their only job now is to report to
Cambyses what they have seen and to fulfill the task set to them by the Ethiopian king. Here,
finally, they are allowed to be recognized through vocabulary as fulfilling their tasks in a manner
suitable for emissaries.

3.25.1 dmayyeildviov 8¢ tadta TouTtev, avtike 6 Kappfdong opynv momacduevog
€otpateveTo £mt tovug Aibiomac...

Their report made Cambyses so angry that he immediately set out to attack the
Ethiopians...

Their association with the qualities of emissaries, through a cognate verb, is sufficiently strong
that it supersedes any other identification for the moment.'> In this passage, the cognate verb
(dmayyelhdvtov) may add weight to the authority of their report, thereby giving better
justification for Cambyses’ violent reaction. It may also be an implicit answer to the charge of
deceit from the Ethiopian king and assurance for the audience that the Fish-eaters are
trustworthy, if temporary, representatives for Cambyses. Regardless of the thematic elements

emphasized by this choice of vocabulary, the story of the Fish-eaters shows Herodotus’

' Herodotus repeats Cambyses’ rage in 3.25.2, this time explaining it as caused by what he heard from the Fish-

eaters (¢ fikovoe T@V Tybvoedaywv). The ethnic adjective may be used here primarily for basic identification, since
Ethiopians and Greeks are also mentioned in close proximity.
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command of language in his narrative: people who are not proper emissaries will not be
categorized as such through vocabulary, but rather their identification will support the role
indicated by their actions. In the case of Lacrines, Herodotus withholds the title of kéryx due to
his suspicions about the Spartans’ motive. In the case of the Fish-eaters, Herodotus has a firmer
basis for his suspicions and therefore withholds all explicit and indirect emissary vocabulary,
allowing only at the very end any recognition of their emissary-like behavior by means of a

cognate verb.

Darius: A Denied Emissary
As we have just seen, Herodotus can show his judgment of an individual’s behavior and status
by manipulating the vocabulary of emissaries. In all the situations discussed in this chapter, the
individual in question has shown his fitness for office through behavior at some point or in some
way during the scene, thereby justifying the title of “emissary” when it is given to him.'*® But in
at least one scene, Herodotus presents the most subtle, implicit judgment of all: the cognate
vocabulary of emissaries is entirely absent from the description of an individual and his actions
even though context has cued our expectation of it. In comparison to previous examples, such an
omission stands out and suggests that Herodotus must have a good reason for his decision to
withhold the designation: extreme violation of the typical characterization of an emissary which
renders the individual unworthy of such a status.

Darius’ plan to overthrow the Magi (3.72) depends (in part) on his ability to impersonate
an emissary. He proposes to gain access to the palace by claiming that he has come to deliver a

message from his father. In his description of his presumed role, we should expect him to be

1% The Getae’s failed angelos to Salmoxis might be raised as an objection. But note that Herodotus presents this
failure only within a present general conditional (“if he dies, then...”) and follows it immediately by blame. This
conditional suggests that the Getae have an expectation of reliable delivery even though Herodotus only directly
shows us failure.
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identified as an emissary (explicitly or indirectly) or, at least, to be characterized through a
cognate verb; indeed the inference is strong enough that the English translation speaks of a
“message”. But the vocabulary used (&nog...onufvat) suggests a deliberate omission of the usual
language of emissaries.

3.72.1-5 ...apeifetor Aapeiog toicde: “Otdvn, 7} ToALG &oTt, T8 AOY® UEV 0K 016 TE
SnAdoar, Epym 8¢+ dlka & doti, T AOym L&V 0ld T, Epyov 8¢ 008EV dm’ adTdV Aoumpov yivetal.
VUETG 0¢ ToTE PLANKAG TOC KATEGTEDGAG E0VGAG OVOEV YOAETAG TOPEADETY. TODVTO HEV Yap —
NUEDV EOVIMV TOIDHVIE — OVOELG, OOTIG 00 TOPNGEL T UEV KOV KOTOUOEOUEVOC UENS, TA OE KOV
Kol deipaivav: TodTo O Exm aVTOG KWLV EOTPENESTATNV, T TAPLEY, QAC 8PTL TE KEW €K
[Mepoéwv kai Bovriechai T1 Enog Tapd 10D maTpdg onuijvol T@ Bacidél. EvBa yap Tt 0l yeddog
AéyecBa, AeyéoBm, ToD yop avtod yAyoueda of te wevddpuevot kol ol i) dAnOein douypedpevor:
ol PV ye yeddovtat T0TE, £medv Tt LEAAMOL TO1o1 Yevdeat teicavteg kepdnoeshat, ol &’
aAnBiCovtar, tva i T dAnOein émondomvtat kEpdog Kai Tt LIAALOY Giot TpannTol obTw® 0V
TAOTO AOKEOVTEG TOLTOD TtEPLEYOuEDa, €1 6& undev kepdnoechot péArotey, Opoing av 6 te
aAnOCopeEVOg Wevomg €l Kai O YeLdOUEVOG GANONC. OG dv HEV VOV TAV TLAOVPDY EKMV TTaPLEiN,
avT® ot duewvov &g xpovov Eatat, 0¢ &’ av avtifaively mepdtat, Stadekvichm Evhadta Emv
TOAE0G" Kol Emelto dodpevol E6m Epyov gymueda.’

‘Otanes,” Darius replied, ‘many things cannot be clarified by words, but can by action.
Then again, some things may be clearly describable but lead to nothing spectacular. You know it
isn’t hard to get past the guards on duty. In the first place, they’re bound to let people like us
past, out of either respect or fear. In the second place, I myself can provide us with a very
plausible excuse for getting in, since I can claim that I’ve just come from Persia and want to give
a message from my father to the king. Where a lie is necessary, let it be spoken. Our objective
is the same whether we use lies or the truth to achieve it. People lie when they expect to profit
from others’ falling for their lies, and they tell the truth for the same reason — to attract some
profit to themselves or to gain more room to manoeuvre in. In other words, the means may differ
but we’re after the same thing. If there’s no profit to be gained, our truth-teller might as well lie
and our liar might as well tell the truth. Any guard who willingly lets us past will be better off in
the long run, and if any of them tries to block our way, we must immediately mark him as our
enemy, then push past him and set to our work.’

If Darius carries out this plan, he will violate in extraordinary fashion one of the basic tenets of
the typical characterization of emissaries: reliability. The entire plot is predicated upon a non-
existent message and can only be accomplished through lies. Even Darius himself admits the
unprecedented nature of his proposal in that he spends more time justifying his dishonesty than
he does establishing the plan in the first place. This justification is doubly necessary since

Darius’ proposal violates the typical expectations for emissaries as well as the ideal
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characterization of Persians, for whom lying is an extremely shameful act."’ Although the
details of this plan may cleverly support the noble intentions of the conspirators, Darius’
justification does not redeem him as an emissary.'*®

Darius’ language suggests that he recognizes his lack of conformity to the ideal
characterization of an emissary, despite the fact that his proposed actions appear to be those of a
message-bearer. Furthermore, he may consider himself to be too exalted to serve as an angelos:
he is a proto-ruler, subserviant to no one. His vocabulary speaks both to his high opinion of
himself and the duplicity of the plot he proposes. Darius will not speak or announce anything, he
will “indicate” it (onufjvar). And he does not pretend to bear a message, but rather a “speech”
(8mog) from his father. Both of these terms are often associated elsewhere in Herodotus with
misleading or indirect information, including oracular pronouncements, which are notoriously

159 vital to

difficult to understand properly and may serve as a kind of test for the recipient.
Darius’ plot, however, is the fact that both of these terms can confer authority upon their subjects
in a way similar to the cognate verbs of emissaries. The fundamental difference between the

cognate verbs and onpaive is that the authority bestowed on the subject arises in different ways.

The authority of onuaive stems, originally, from an advantage in observation (being on the high

157 : : P 3 s o~ 3 . r , NN 2
Herodotus makes this clear in 1.138.1: aioyiotov 8¢ adtoict TO yevdeshot vevopuotat, devtepa O TO OPeiley

xP€oc, TOAMY P&V Kol GAAmV givexa, pdMoto 8¢ dvaykainy eooi sivar Tov dgeilovta kai Tt weddog Aéyetv — “The
most disgraceful thing, in their view, is telling lies, and the next most disgraceful thing is being in debt; but the main
reason (among many others) for the proscription of debt is that, according to the Persians, someone who owes
money is obliged to tell lies as well.” Darius’ contrary argument here on the benefits of lying is echoed in
Sophocles’ tragedies by Orestes and Odysseus; both indicate that lying can be justified if it brings xépdog (£1. 61
and Phil. 111-12).

'8 In other scenes without deception, however, there is no difficulty in associating Darius with the cognate verbs.
Darius is shown to mapayyéliew once (ordering the fleet in 4.89.1), to émayyélietv thrice (twice to Democedes
about his scouting mission in 3.135.3, once to levy armies in 7.1.2)..

1% According to Powell, &mog is used nine times to refer to hexameter oracular speech. In 34 other places it
indicates speech, but this is the only passage where it signifies a “message”. Powell is less useful for onuaive, but
Hollmann (2011) and Nagy (1990) connect it firmly with ideas of the coding and interpretation of information,
especially when representing divine speech. Heraclitus’ famous fragment (in Plut. De Pyth. 404e) also casts light on
the special role of onuaive, saying 6 &vag, 00 10 povTgiov £oTL TO v Agd@oic, oBte Aéyel obte KpOTTEL GAAYL

5 9

onpaivelt — “The god whose oracle is in Delphi does not ‘tell” or ‘conceal’, but ‘indicates’.
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ground), whereas the authority of the cognate verbs stems from the characteristics of a typical
emissary, especially reliability. 10" Thus by selecting this vocabulary, Darius can have it both
ways: he can avoid the vocabulary of emissaries due to his admitted dishonesty, and he can still
use words that confer the idea of authoritative speech that is essential for the execution of the
scheme.

Darius’ behavior in this plot contrasts explicitly with that of a proper emissary, and
implicitly with another ruler who himself is characterized (briefly) as an angelos. These
contrasts help to confirm the absence of cognate vocabulary in this case as deliberate and,
therefore, the inability of Darius to be properly categorized as an emissary. For the explicit case,
we can look to the actual events when the seven conspirators try to enter the palace and kill the
Magi. They have no trouble with the outer guards, but the inner servants cause more trouble:

3.77.2-3 éneite 6¢& kai mapfiABov € TNV aOANV, EvéKvpoay Toiot Tdg dyyeMag E6QEPOVOL
£0VOVY01G1, 01 6Peng 1I5TOPEOV O TL Gékovr?:g fikotev- kol Gpo IoTopEOVTEG TOVTOVE TOIGL
TLAOVPOICL Ameideov, OTL GPEag TapTikay, IoYOV T€ BOLAOUEVOVS TOVG EMTA £G TO TPOCM

TOPLEVAL. Ol O& SOKEAEVGAIEVOL KOl GTTOGAUEVOL TO EYYEPIOIN TOVTOVE UEV TOVE TGY0VTOS 0DTOD
TOOTI CLYKEVTEOLGL, 0VTOL O€ TjIoav SPOU® £C TOV AVOPEDVAL.

They got as far as the courtyard and there they met the eunuchs whose job it was to take
messages in to the king. The eunuchs enquired what business had brought them there, began to
threaten the guards with punishment for letting them in, and stopped the seven when they wanted
to go further in. At a signal, the seven drew their daggers, attacked the eunuchs who were
blocking their way, and cut them down on the spot. Then they ran towards the main hall.

The narrative classifies these eunuchs indirectly as emissaries (bearers of messages), thus
imbuing them with the typical qualities of an intermediary; certainly their actions indicate their
reliability and obedience to their ruler. It is not clear whether Darius attempts to impersonate an

intermediary poorly, or if the ruse is simply not attempted. Either way, he is a failed emissary in

1% Once again, we can see the fundamental distinction between individuals relying on vision and those relying on
speech. Hollmann (2000) argues that £&nog connotes authoritative, marked speech and he (2011, 20-1) follows Nagy
(1990, 165) who calls attention to the idea that onuaive originally referred to information from a superior vantage
point and evolved to indicate authoritative speech in general, often from the gods. Darius evidently envisions
himself in lofty company.
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all respects. Before, the problem was his dishonesty; now, the problem is his reliability
expressed by his failure to deliver the invented message. The contrast provided by the diligent
eunuchs makes his denied status all the more clear.

Darius’ essential motive of posing as an emissary in order to confront and destroy a ruler
has an implicit parallel, much earlier in the Histories. When Cyrus defeats Croesus for control of
Lydia, he is characterized as an official emissary:

1.79.2 ¢ 8¢ oi Tavta £60&e, Kol £moige KATA TAYOG, EAAGAS YOP TOV GTPOTOV £G TV
Avdinv avtog dyyerog Kpoiow éAnivdee.

No sooner had he come to this decision than he put it into action and marched into Lydia.
He himself was the messenger through whom Croesus heard of his arrival.

Given the context of this passage, it seems likely that Herodotus uses the vocabulary of
emissaries to underscore the speed with which Cyrus arrived: he outpaced any other
intermediaries and thus delivered (reliably) the third-party information about his approach

through his unexpected presence. et

But when we reach the telling of Darius’ scheme, the
broader context of conflict in Cyrus’ story provides an evident point of comparison: both men
are arriving to confront and overthrow a ruler. Darius will be able to take control of the Persian
empire from a usurper as a result of his action; Cyrus will be eliminating a rival and expanding
the Persian empire. Cyrus’ actions and behavior are in no way contrary to that of a good, typical
intermediary. Hence, even if his classification as an angelos happens mostly for literary effect,
he does nothing to indicate that the label is inappropriate in this situation. The parallels in these
two scenes make the complete absence of cognate vocabulary for Darius all the more noticeable.
Cyrus is bestowed the title by the narrative; Darius does not even attempt to take the title for

himself, as if acknowledging his unsuitability to play such a role. Thus the absence of the

vocabulary of emissaries in Darius’ speech and the contrasts established between him and other

1! For a complete discussion of this scene and Cyrus’ characterization as an emissary, see Chapter 5.
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emissaries confirm the typical characterization of emissaries and show how strictly that type was
adhered to.

As determined in this chapter, an emissary is expected to be swift, reliable and honest,
even when the message he carries is deceptive in nature. This “typical” characterization shares
features with emissaries of epic and tragedy, which suggests an underlying cultural ideal. A
proper emissary, for Herodotus, expresses these characteristics in the narrative by arriving and
returning promptly, telling all that he has been instructed, and not overstepping his authority.
His primary role is to speak, not see; visual observation is a task at which he is likely to fail.
When a character identified as an emissary does not live up to the expected “type”, censure for
his inadequate performance in that role is communicated through the text. These repercussions
can be felt directly (through explicit character judgment) or indirectly (through manipulation of
descriptive vocabulary). Similarly, someone who does not appear to be an emissary initially, but
performs the tasks of an emissary in admirable fashion, may be later given an appropriate title.
In extreme cases, someone performing tasks of an emissary while simultaneously defying the
typical characterization may be denied the appellation entirely. Through these various methods,
Herodotus can direct the attention and judgment of the audience towards the success of these

individuals as ideal emissaries.
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CHAPTER 4: DON’T KILL THE MESSENGER!

Reacting to Emissaries

In the previous chapter, we focused on the presentation of emissaries to the exclusion of other
characters. This chapter remedies that deficit by considering how scenes with emissaries
enhance our understanding of the relationship between senders and recipients. Given the
challenges of geography, transit, and security in the ancient world, face-to-face meetings
between rulers are understandably rare.'®* Emissaries bridge these distances and difficulties, and
their “typical” characterization (swift and trustworthy, as shown in Chapter 3) ensures that they
reliably represent the interests of their sender. As discussed in Chapter 2, emissaries in this way
provide a narrative convenience for Herodotus. He can mention an emissary to acknowledge
that communication between two parties is not direct, while still representing their interaction as
if it were.' If the narrative draws no effective distinction between direct communication and
communication through emissaries, then we can understand emissaries abstractly as full
representatives for the speech and attitude of their senders. Consequently, the way in which
recipients treat emissaries (and their messages) can be interpreted as representing their opinion
towards senders. By examining how Herodotus renders the dispatch and reception of emissaries,
we can better understand diplomatic relationships from the perspective of the characters within
the text.

Communication through emissaries reveals the sender’s perception of the recipient and

12 Face-to-face meetings between rulers typically occur only in situations where one party is not presently in a

leadership position. Deprivation of power can be due to exile (e.g. Solon and Demaratus), death (e.g. Cyrus), or
defeat (e.g. Croesus).

19 For example (from Chapter 2), 3.138.3 shows Darius giving commands which are obeyed by the Cnidians.
Herodotus does say that Darius did this by sending an angelos, but nowhere is that emissary shown voicing the
message: Tépyog yop dyyerov g Kvidov katdysv opéag éxédeve ['Adov &g Tapavta- nelddpevol 6¢ Aapei®
Kvidiot... — “[Darius] ordered the Cnidians, through a messenger, to return Gillus to Tarentum. The Cnidians tried
to carry out Darius’ command...”
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vice versa. The content of the message makes the position of the sender clear; the response of
the recipient displays either acquiescence or rejection of that position. “Reactions”, in general,
can be expressed explicitly through words or implicitly through actions following receipt (or
dispatch only) of a message. A positive reaction indicates agreement of perception through
acquiescence, e.g. when Darius asks for earth and water from a multitude of Greek states (6.48.2)
and receives it from many (6.49.1). Darius thinks that the states should be subservient to him;
their positive responses indicate that they accept his perception that they are inferior (or at least
weaker). I consider all cases where no reaction (of any type) is shown to indicate agreement by
the recipient, since Herodotus presents no evidence to the contrary.'® Much more interesting,
and the focus of this chapter, are situations where recipients react negatively to messages (and, in
rare cases, to the emissaries who bear them) thereby rejecting the perspective of the message
sender (e.g. the Athenian and Spartan murder of Darius’ emissaries in 7.133, discussed below).
This chapter will argue that responses to messages reveal an ongoing negotiation of
relative status and power between characters or polities. Herodotus occasionally comments
explicitly on imbalances of power,'® but most relationships are left up to contextual cues or the
audience’s historical knowledge. Examining cases of rejected messages allows the audience to
see the situation through the eyes of the involved parties, regardless of who is “right” in their
assessment of the situation. To use Braund’s term, we can say that “under-negotiation” underlies
every relationship which leads to rejection. He explains that under-negotiation is “all that is not

explicit and not agreed in reciprocal exchange but which may impinge upon thoughts and actions

1% This assumption is supported, in part, by the most common type of message, which simply shares information.

For these messages, rejection makes little sense since it would serve no real purpose.

15 E g, Darius asks Idanthyrsus to acknowledge his authority: &i 8¢ cuyywdokeu eivar fioomv, b 8¢ Kol obte
TAVCAUEVOG TOD SPOLOV deGTTOTN TG 0) dDPO PEPMV YTV TE Kal BVOwp EADE €g Adyoug — “But if you recognize that
you are weaker than me, you can still stop running: come and discuss terms with me instead, acknowledging me as
your master with gifts of earth and water” (4.126). Similarly, the Thessalians claim superiority over the Phocaians:
& Poxéeg, o T pdrlov yvooipoyiete uf eivar dpotot Hiv — “Men of Phocis, now more than ever you must admit
that you are no match for us” (8.29.1).
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surrounding that exchange or process of exchange” (1998, 161). In other words, under-
negotiation is anything undiscussed, unresolved, and contextually available to the involved
parties which may have an effect on their decisions and actions. Although every situation of
message rejection displays unique elements, the single characteristic shared by all is some clash
in the perception of status: the claimed authority of the sender is denied.'®

The second major argument advanced in this chapter is that negative responses to
messages, indicative of the under-negotiation of status, can set the stage for later actions which
serve as a form of reciprocity, even if Herodotus does not make the connection explicit. 17 This
theoretical idea also stems from Braund, who argues that “reciprocity entails interaction whose
course, end, and interpretation are under-negotiated” (1998, 161).168 The logical converse,
relevant for this chapter, is that situations of under-negotiation may give rise to reciprocity but do
not necessarily do so. The key function of reciprocity in this environment is to restore
equilibrium between the two parties at the appropriate level. Thus to resolve a conflict of
perception, both parties simply need to adopt the same point of view. Sometimes the initial
under-negotiation stems from innocent ignorance and can be resolved through the act of the

message-rejection itself, which provides sufficient information to the sender. Other times,

1% By corollary, we can say that situations of positive responses to messages are “sufficiently-negotiated”, in that

the recipient either shares or accepts the view of the sender.

17 Most previous studies of reciprocity (see below) consider only actions which Herodotus clearly identifies in a
cause-and-effect relationship, typically through the words dikn, tyun, or aitin. Some of the examples in this chapter
fall into that category, but not all do. Even if Herodotus fails to explicitly identify a situation as a form of
retribution, the contextual background provided by message rejection may be sufficient to suggest that later actions
by the sender towards the recipient are in some way a response which will restore proper balance.

18 Braund’s approach to reciprocity is less focused on narrative structure in favor of narrative context, a pragmatic
view which I also follow. The structural approach to reciprocity was brought notably to the forefront by Immerwahr
(1966) and expanded upon by de Romilly (1971). She explores revenge as a mechanical means for Herodotus to
structure the narrative and ease transition. Contextual factors, however, are an important component of most
following work. Lateiner (1989) looks specifically at the idea of transgression, and writes about a delicate balance
in the world which must be maintained through acts of aggression or revenge (141). Gould (1989) sees vengeance
and obligation as generative for the narrative, and defines reciprocity as a counterbalance for human action (65).
Desmond (2004) deals with punishment over reciprocity generally, but also subscribes to the idea of the need to
maintain equilibrium. For related issues of morality and hubris, see also Fisher (1992 and 2002) and Darbo-
Pechanski (1988).
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however, the sender is not content with the negative response and further action must be taken to
force realization of the proper equilibrium on both parties. Although reciprocity, generally, can
be beneficial or punitive, in these situations retribution is the expected outcome. As will be
shown below, the severity of this retribution depends upon the manner of the rejection.
Examining the role of message rejection in this way has several benefits. First, the idea
of under-negotiation allows a way to explore status conflicts from the perspectives of the
characters themselves, and makes the audience less dependent on the narrator’s explicit
judgments. Second, by recognizing message-rejection as stemming from under-negotiation, we
are prepared to expect later actions which serve as reciprocity, even if Herodotus does not label
them as such. A narrative pattern is thus established, and the audience is not only prepared for

later action, but may also expect it and recognize its implicit reciprocal nature.

Saying “No”

The simplest and most generic type of negative reception is a straightforward rejection of a
message’s content, either in words or in actions. The first two messages in the Histories are
treated in this fashion, when the king of Colchis asks for Medea back (1.2.3) and when the
Greeks ask for Helen back (1.3.2). In both cases the request is refused, and in the latter, the
failure to return Medea is cited as a reason. Based on the treatment of Medea’s father, Alexander
(and by association the Trojans) share the perception that woman-stealing is behavior which will
go unpunished. But this is clearly not the case: Alexander’s actions and the resultant rejection of

the Greeks’ message lead directly and explicitly to the Trojan war.'®® In both situations we

19 Helen is presented as the direct cause: "EAAvag 8¢ Aakedopoving sivekev yovorkdg oTolov péyay cuvaysipot

kai Enetta EMOOvTag &¢ TV Acinv v [Ipidpov dHvapuy kateAelv — “The Greeks raised a mighty army because of a
woman from Lacedaemon, and then invaded Asia and destroyed Priam and his forces” (1.4.2). Herodotus adds
more detail in Book 2: Menelaus goes with a delegation of emissaries to Troy and asks for Helen (2.118.2). They
say that they cannot return her because she is actually in Egypt (where Menelaus will later claim her). This type of
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encounter a context of under-negotiation indicated by the divergent opinions about recompense
for abducting a woman. Alexander’s actions attempt to reset the balance, but this reciprocity

serves only to make the situation worse.'”

The toll of the following war for both sides, although
not discussed in this section by Herodotus, would be familiar to his audience and would resolve
the questions of status: the Greeks show their military superiority, and East and West (in broad
terms) are established as inimical parties.

Not all rejections of messages necessarily lead to later reciprocal action; the act of
rejection itself may simultaneously be the result and resolution of under-negotiation. For
example, when Mardonius and the Persian army threaten Athens for the second time, the
Athenians reject offers of help from the Lacedaemonians and the allies (8.141-2): they are,
essentially, asserting their independence and strength. The allies and Lacedaemonians, by
implication, assumed an insufficiently strong status for Athens when they sent their emissaries.
This under-negotiation is resolved precisely through the act of rejection: the allies,
Lacedaemonians, and Athenians now share the Athenian perspective, as indicated by the actions
taken next.'”' Similarly, Aristagoras is denied further help in Ionia during the revolt (5.103.1)
despite his many attempts to summon the Athenians by messengers. His request reveals that he
does not comprehend the Athenian point of view: they have no desire to provide additional aid.

Their repeated negative responses evidently resolve the situation since no additional contact is

made and both sides go their separate ways. In general, the wider context of the under-

rejection, which offers an alternative solution, is categorized as a “counteroffer” and will be discussed below.
Herodotus may distance himself from the factual truth of either story by indicating his sources: Persians for the
passage in Book 1 and Egyptians for the passage in Book 2.

79 L ong (1987, 48) argues that the seizure of Helen exceeds proper reciprocity for the abduction of Medea, since
Helen is married at the time. He relies on the fact that Helen is mentioned by name whereas Medea is still identified
as a daughter (Buydtnp). We can note that Herodotus places these events one after another without any indication of
passing time; the narrative ignores any accurate chronological separation between the two events as a way to bind
them more closely together.

17! Resolution of divergent perspectives does not mean that the Athenian point of view is correct, however. All of
the allies will be needed to push back the Persians for good.
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negotiation suggests whether the audience should accept the rejection as restoring balance or
should expect further reciprocal action.

Resolutions are most easily comprehended when they immediately follow clearly
delineated situations of conflict. For example, when the Samians, impoverished by a
Lacedaemonian siege (3.54-56), attempt to demand money from the Siphnians, they fail. The

Siphnians feel confident, perhaps due to their wealth, and therefore discount the desperation and

military might of the Samians.'’

Equilibrium and proper perspective are swiftly restored.

3.58.1, 3-4 éncite yop tdyiota Tpog TV Lipvov Tpocicyov ol LAol, ETEUTOV TdV vedv
piov TpéoPeog dyovsav £¢ THY TOMY. ... AmKOPEVOL MV Gyyedot 860vTo TV Tipvimv dékal
TAAOVTE GO XPTioaL 0V POOKOVTOV J€ YPNOEWV TAV X1OVIOV adTOToL 01 ZAWLOL TOVG YDPOVG
aOT@®V Endpdeov. TOdUEVOL S’ 10VC KoV oi Zipviot BondiovTec kai cupuPardvTec adToioL
Eéocminoav, kai aT@V ToAlol anekAotncav Tod doteog VO TAOV LopimVv: Kol OTOVG HETH
TadTo EKOTOV TAAavTa ETpnéav.

For the first thing the Samians did when they reached Siphnos was send ambassadors to
the town on one of their ships. ... Anyway, when the messengers arrived in the town, they asked
the Siphnians to lend them ten talents. The Siphnians refused, so the Samians set about
plundering their land. As soon as they found out, the Siphnians came to the rescue and gave
battle, but were defeated, and a considerable number of their men were pinned inside the town by
the Samians, who subsequently made them pay a hundred talents.

The Samians, in sending their messengers with such a request, clearly view themselves as the
superior power out of the two polities. But the Siphnians, as evidenced by their response, do not
share this opinion of their lower relative status: they see no reason to submit to the Samians and
might set a dangerous precedent by loaning money to anyone, given their wealth (3.57). The
negative reaction of the Siphnians indicates a contrast of perception and, essentially, lays claim
to a status which they may well think they deserve but which is factually inaccurate. Resolution
for this struggle of status comes quickly (for both sides and for the audience) through the Samian

military action and the Siphnian capitulation. Even though there is no explicit mention of dikn,

' The Siphnians also fail to recognize that this situation is what the Pythia warned them about (3.57.4). By

presenting this oracle and then explaining it again (3.58.2), Herodotus makes clear that the Siphnian confidence is
misguided.
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TN, or aitin, it is clear that the battle and outcome restore the equilibrium between the two
parties: it is a form of reciprocity. The direct connection between rejection and the ensuing
military action is reinforced by the absence of any delay between cause and effect.'”
Reciprocity, however, does not necessarily follow immediately upon the situation which
cues it, and narrative delay may be due to Herodotus’ choosing to work within historical
chronology. Although he could elect to jump the narrative forward in time in order to show
resolution immediately after under-negotiation, his broader narrative goals may inhibit such
temporal dislocation. For example, when Cyrus begins his campaign against Croesus, his

request for the Tonians to revolt goes unheeded (1.76.3).™

No immediate reciprocity is
provided, which might suggest (based on our interpretive scheme) that by saying no, the Ionians
reset Cyrus’ perception correctly. The situation, however, makes this conclusion unlikely.
Cyrus’ aggressive stance towards Croesus contrasts with the static and submissive lonians, and
his claim of superior status is emphasized by the fact that he sends kérykes, not angeloi.'” Since
this interaction occurs within Croesus’ logos, an extended digression to resolve the under-
negotiation between Cyrus and Ionia would be a thematic intrusion. The delay of resolution until
Cyrus’ logos preserves the larger thematic implication of each scene and offers the additional

advantage of occurring in line with the main story’s chronology. Accordingly, resolution

through reciprocity does not happen until the Ionians send their own emissaries to Cyrus (after

' The rejection is contained in a genitive absolute which is followed immediately by the attack of the Samians.
Similar passages of message rejection followed directly by restorative military action occur at 4.200.1, 6.133.2, and
8.27.11f. Although not resulting in military action, Darius’ decision to open the tomb of Nitocris, despite a warning
inscription, is immediately dealt with by a second inscription within the tomb, condemning the would-be thief
(1.187.1-3).

' The Ionian rejection does not necessarily indicate that they are denying Cyrus higher relative status. It is possible
that they simply think Croesus is mightier than Cyrus.

175 As discussed in the first chapter, kérykes are typically sent by eastern kings and from high to low status
individuals.
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176 1n this situation, the narrative

Croesus’ defeat) and end up with their request denied (1.141).
provides a clever symmetry in that the balance is upset and restored in both cases by the denial of
a request brought through emissaries. And the connection between the two requests is made
perfectly clear, since Herodotus explains Cyrus’ response by revisiting the lonians’ previous
refusal (1.76.3). The fact that Herodotus is the one to draw the connection suggests that the
characters themselves need not be consciously aware of the balance they are restoring or of the

under-negotiation that is being resolved; they simply need to engage in a course of action which

will realize these goals.'”’

Contradiction and Clarification
Despite the relatively straightforward examples just discussed, conflicts of status and perception
are not so easily resolved in every situation. Aristodicus’ treatment of Oconpomot (1.158) brings
out a particularly knotty under-negotiation while simultaneously imposing contradictory
characterization upon him. The situation begins when the Cymeans consult the oracle at
Branchidae to determine if they should hand over the suppliant Pactyes to the Persians.'’®
Aristodicus rejects the oracular response, but he does so by impugning the credibility of the
emissaries.

1.158.1-2 mépyavtec ov oi Kvpaiot ¢ tovg Bpayyidog Ocompdmovg ipdtevy mepi
[Toxtomyv, 6xoidv TL To€ovteg Beoiot péALOEY yopieichar: Emelp®mT®GL O€ oPL TADTO XPNOTHPLOV
gyéveto £kddovar [aktomy [Mé€ponow. tadta 0 g dneveryBévra fikovoay oi Kvpoiot, oppéato
€kd106vaL. Oppmpévou o6& Tantn Tod TANBeog Apitotddkog 0 ‘Hpaxieidew dvip TV 4oTdV EQV

ooxoc €oye un motficar towto Kvuoiove dmotémv te T ypnoud kol dokémv tovc Osompdmoue
oV Aéyew dAnBime, €c 6 to devtepov mepi [oktuem Ensipnoduevol fiecav dArotl Ogompdmor, TV

' The Ionian (and Aeolian) request indicates ongoing under-negotiation. By asking for the same terms of

subjugation as they had under Croesus, they fail to acknowledge that Cyrus now has status and power above that of
Croesus.

""" Evidence of such resolution in this scene is provided by the immediate actions taken by the Ionians and Aeolians.
Their appeal to the Spartans for assistance demonstrates that they finally understand their position relative to Cyrus.
178 Fontenrose (1978, 121) considers this sequence of oracle-consultation to be quasi-historical and, due to the
inclusion of a rebuke, “at best dubious”. Nevertheless, the patterning and themes Herodotus relies on should not be
diminished by doubt towards the historicity of this story.
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Kol Aplotddikoc Nv.

So the Cymeans sent emissaries to the priests at Branchidae to ask what the gods would
prefer them to do about Pactyes, and the response was that they should surrender him to the
Persians. That was the course of action they set in motion, once they had heard the oracle’s
response. Although that was the preference of the majority, however, an eminent Cymean called
Aristodicus the son of Heraclides stopped them from carrying out the plan, because he did not
find the oracle credible; in fact, he thought the emissaries were lying. So he wanted to wait until
another delegation of emissaries, including himself, had gone and repeated the question about

Pactyes.

Aristodicus’ doubt and rejection create a crisis of characterization for the audience, which goes
hand-in-hand with under-negotiation. Herodotus explicitly characterizes Aristodicus as a
respectable citizen (dvnp T®V AotV E0V 0K10G), yet immediately undermines this description
by showing his mistrust of the emissaries. Since there is no sign of the emissaries having failed
in any way, Aristodicus’ opinion (tovg Ogompdmovg o0 Aéyewv dAnbEéwc) is unexpected and
suggests flawed judgment from an otherwise worthy man.'”’ His attempt to find resolution by
personally consulting the oracle only compounds the issue. By rejecting the oracle’s
confirmation, Aristodicus denies the authority of the oracle directly and reveals that he values his
own judgment more. This under-negotiation stems from the fact that the oracle’s response
contradicts divine law, and Aristodicus is more concerned with upholding divine law than

following an oracle.'®

But his attempt to force the oracle to adopt his perspective, accomplished
by pointing out its hypocrisy, once again shows him as upstanding in principles but impious in
actions. Indeed, the oracle makes this negative characterization explicit, by addressing him as

“most impious” (Gvocidtate avOponmv, 1.159.3).

Although Aristodicus’ characterization may still be in doubt, his visit to the oracle

' The honesty of these emissaries, in particular, is shored up by the presentation of their visit to the oracle.

Herodotus inserts the oracular response (nelpt®ot 8¢ oL TadTa YpnoTiplov £yéveto £kddovar [axtomy
[Iépomnow), therefore ensuring that the audience (at the moment of the accusation) knows the emissaries are
reporting back truthfully.

180 Brown (1978) has tried to explain this clash historically by pointing out that the oracle was located in Miletus
and, for political reasons, likely to give a pro-Persian response.
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partially resolves the under-negotiation by making each side’s perspective perfectly clear to the
other. The oracle explains that its original response was intended to punish Cyme for doubting

divine law, thus indicating that it and Aristodicus do share some moral footing.'®'

They are
reaching a common understanding, even if they are not quite all the way there. The limits of this
resolution and the conflicts in Aristodicus’ characterization are both reflected in the agonizing
decision that Cyme must make upon hearing the oracle’s commandment for the second time.
The Cymeans want to appease two powerful forces at once: divine law, which calls for the
protection of suppliants, and the Persians (along with the oracle), who demand the surrender of a

suppliant. '*?

There is no way to “win” this conflict outright; the two forces are each too strong
for Cyme to resist. Aristodicus finds a partial balance with the oracle through understanding its
point of view, and as an individual he avoids any direct dealings with Persia. Furthermore, his
actions in this scene allow the Cymeans to find balance between the demands of the Persians and

of divine law by sending Pactyes away to a new haven.'®’

These partial solutions confirm the
characterization of Cyme as a weak power with conflicted ethics, trapped between others, and

reassert the initial description of Aristodicus as worthy.

Other Types of Negative Reactions
In addition to straightforward rejection, characters can indicate under-negotiation and cue

reciprocal action through other types of negative reactions: condescension, counterofters,

181 tov 8¢ adtic dpeiyacOon 1oicde: ‘vai kekebo, va e doefrioavie Baccov amdinode, ¢ i T Aourdv Tept
iKeTéwV £kd0G10G EMONTE i TO ypnotplov.” — ““Yes,” answered the god, ‘that is my command. Why? To hasten
the impiety and consequent destruction of Cyme, so that you never again come to consult me on the issue of the
surrender of suppliants’” (1.159.4).

'82 Gould (1973) holds up this story as an example of the agony which can be attendant upon dealing with
suppliants. Aristodicus sums up the trouble when he speaks to the oracle: fueig 6¢ deypaivovteg v [epoéav
Sovapy Tov iK€y ¢ 10d€ 0D TETOAUNKApEY EKO10OVaL — ““ Although we are afraid of the power of Persia, we have
not dared to give him [Pactyes] up so far, since he is a suppliant’” (1.159.2).

'8 The half-solution settled upon here may be echoed in a later passage (7.194) when Darius decides to crucify
Sandoces (a Cymean) and then, part-way through the crucifixion, changes his mind.
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disregard/doubt, trickery, and violence. As before, issues of differently-perceived status appear
to underlie these conflicts and resolution is only found when in some way the balance is reset
appropriately and both sides come to a shared understanding. These reactions vary in severity,
and the consequences vary accordingly. Violence, the most grievous offense, will be discussed
fully in a separate section below.

Condescension is perhaps the most obvious product of under-negotiation. Cyrus displays
it in two separate encounters and Xerxes in one. The first is when Astyages, king of the Medes,
summons Cyrus, who is marching to attack out of Persia. Cyrus replies (through an angelos) that
he will come sooner than Astyages wants (1.127). The second is when the Spartans send
Lacrines, a kéryx, to warn Cyrus off from attacking Greece. Cyrus responds by belittling Greek
customs (1.152-3). In both situations, Cyrus evidently thinks there is something laughable about
the request being made of him, and his response demonstrates his perception of his own
superiority.'™ In the case of Astyages, Cyrus’ perspective is correct, and Astyages will be
convinced of this through his upcoming military losses. 183 Cyrus’ contempt for Lacrines and the
Spartans is even more evident. Not only does he deny their request with an indirect threat, but he
appears to have no idea who the Spartans even are. The under-negotiation represented here is
presumably due mostly to ignorance; these two cultures have not yet had any contact on which to
form a basis of shared understanding. The precedent set by Lacrines’ demand and Cyrus’
response permeates the rest of the Histories in the form of Persian and Greek arrogance and
(clearly) unresolved questions of status and the value of autonomy which require repeated

military actions to sort out. As mentioned in Chapter 3, Lacrines is representative of Sparta and

'8 Under the assumption that one is more likely to take notice of stronger powers than weaker ones, Cyrus’

ignorance and response may signal that he is correct in his attitude.

' It is possible, even, that Cyrus’ response is illuminating for Astyages. Astyages’ actions (1.127) — sending a non-
specific threatening message, arming all of the Medes, putting Harpagus in charge — all seem to have an air of
desperation.
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Cyrus of Persia in this exchange not only by virtue of their origins but also by the
characterization Herodotus bestows on them. In a way, then, we can see this confrontation as
occurring between Sparta and Persia, or even between Greece and Persia. The reciprocity cued
by this under-negotiation, accordingly, does not depend on Cyrus to be realized, but can be
delayed and indirectly carried out through later battles between the Greeks and the Persians.

Xerxes’ mocking response to the Spartan herald (dispatched to ask recompense for
Leonidas’ death at Thermopylae, in accordance with an oracle) recalls and updates the
interaction of Lacrines and Cyrus:
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The Spartiates sent a herald straight away, and he caught up with the Persian army in
Thessaly. He came before Xerxes and addressed him as follows: ‘King of Persia, the
Lacedaemonians and the Heraclidae of Sparta demand compensation from you for the murder of
their king who died defending Greece.” Xerxes burst out laughing and then, after a long pause,
he pointed to Mardonius, who happened to be standing by his side, and said, ‘All right, then,
here’s Mardonius. He’ll pay them what they deserve.’

Xerxes’ intention is that Mardonius’ “payment”, of course, be his continued conquest in Greece
— no real compensation at all for the Spartans.'® The condescension of Xerxes’ response is
made all the more clear by Herodotus’ characterization of Xerxes in the scene: laughing'®’ and
making his decision spontaneously when Mardonius happens to be at hand. He does not take the
request seriously in any way, except that he does finally provide a reply; clearly under-
negotiation still exists between Persia and Sparta. But just as the condescension of Cyrus may

have (indirectly) cued the start of these wars, the condescension of Xerxes points to their

'% Although, of course, the continued conquest of Mardonius will end in failure.
187 See Lateiner (1977) for a thorough discussion of the disdain expressed through laughing and esp. 180-1 on this
scene.
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conclusion. He gives this response not while at the current height of his power, as Cyrus does
both times, but in the throes of his own retreat. The Spartan kéryx comes with the moral backing
of the oracle and a full understanding of the Persians with whom he is dealing, unlike the naive
ignorance of Lacrines. And the aftermath, perhaps reciprocity, for this remark shows that the
balance must be set firmly on the side of the Spartans and the Greeks. Mardonius’ second
victory at (abandoned) Athens is hollow, and the subsequent loss at Plataea (including his death)

188

leads quickly to Persian flight. ™" These events, following Xerxes’ retreat and followed (in the

narrative) by the fleet’s rout at Mycale, compel the Persians, finally, to accept the Spartan and
Greek perspective.
Trickery, in some sense, represents the opposite of condescension. Whereas

condescension allows the recipient to scorn the sender and claim a high status, trickery is a way
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for the recipient to conceal weakness.© The two obvious examples are when Thrasybulus, the

tyrant of Miletus, fools a herald sent by Alyattes, the king of Lydia, through a visual trick (1.19-

21) and when Democedes, unwillingly trapped in Persia, pretends to accept Darius’ offer of a
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reward for reconnaissance on Greece but instead plans an escape (3.135). " A response in the

P! Thrasybulus exploits

form of trickery allows the weaker party to take advantage of the sender.
the typical character of the herald, knowing that Alyattes will trust the false report even though it

contradicts his expectations. Democedes exploits Darius’ ignorance about his unhappiness at

18 Although Herodotus explicitly states that Mardonius’ death provides reciprocity for Leonidas’ death (9.64.1), the
reciprocity required for Xerxes’ condescending attitude is a separate matter.

"% The many examples of concealed or false messages are not included in this section since the trickery in those
situations is due to actions of the sender, not of the recipient.

1% A5 discussed in Chapter 3, cognate verbs (like émayyéilw, which takes Darius as its subject) imbue their subjects
(temporarily) with the typical characterization of emissaries. Herodotus may choose this verb here to provide a
contrast between the earnest offer Darius is making and Democedes’ deceptive response. It may also confirm for
the audience that Darius is telling the truth, despite Democedes’ doubts. Democedes’ actions might more properly
be thought of as a combination of a counteroffer and trickery. He is worried that Darius’ offer is a ruse, so gives
him a counteroffer in return. But this counteroffer is part of Democedes’ own trickery, meant to aid his eventual
escape.

I Similarly, a sender may employ trickery as a way to project sufficient authority to ensure the positive response of
the recipient, e.g. 1.125, 3.123-4, and 3.128.

114



living in Persia and his desire to return to Greece by leaving his reward behind against his
(nonexistent) return. The trickery works in both cases precisely because of under-negotiation:
one party is not fully aware of the other’s situation, and so cannot properly make an evaluation.
In fact, by utilizing such trickery, the recipient manages surreptitiously to gain the upper hand:
no reciprocal actions are successfully taken.'*?

Counteroffers are the most egalitarian of negative responses; they show some, but not
complete acceptance of the sender’s premise. Far in the other direction are situations of
disregard, where the recipient does not find the sender to be even worthy of acknowledgement.
The interaction between Lycophron and Periander, through emissaries, serves as a good
illustration of both of these responses and shows how under-negotiation can be resolved in stages
instead of in one fell swoop. Periander, tyrant of Corinth, has exiled his son Lycophron to
Corcyra for believing (correctly) that Periander killed Lycophron’s mother (3.50-2). Periander
has the political power, but Lycophron has the moral high-ground. Both are in a position of
strength, even if unacknowledged by the other, when Periander reestablishes contact.

When Periander realizes that he wants Lycophron to be his successor, he sends a “man
bearing a message” in an attempt at reconciliation which fails utterly.
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Qépovta TV ayyeAiny.

Time passed. When Periander was getting on and began to realize that administering and

2 Darius attempts to punish Democedes, but his pursuers fail. Alyattes never learns of Thrasybulus’ deception.
More subtle trickery is found in the interaction between Athens and Sparta at the beginning of Book 9. The
Athenians want the Spartans to send troops (9.6) but a response is repeatedly delayed (9.7). The Spartans appear (to
the audience, at least) to have no intention of complying until Chileus counsels the ephors about the danger of
alienating Athens and forcing them to turn to the Persians as allies (9.10). Compared with this hypothetical
combined force, the Spartans realize their relative weakness and understand that the situation with Athens must be
rectified immediately. By sending an army but concealing it from the Athenian angeloi for a day (a minor trick),
they can speak with mock righteousness to the angeloi without the Athenians being any wiser, and escape any
repercussions.
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managing his affairs was starting to be beyond him, he sent a message to Corcyra inviting
Lycophron to come back and take over as tyrant; he regarded his older son as rather stupid and
did not think that he would be up to the job. Lycophron, however, did not even bother to give
Periander’s messenger a reply.

The vocabulary used by Herodotus points out the wide disparity in perception between the two
men. He has Periander summon Lycophron using a verb (dmexdAee) that is typically reserved for
those of undisputedly lower status.'*® Yet Lycophron does not acknowledge this difference and,
in fact, his treatment of the message-bearer (being unworthy of a response) suggests that he
intentionally denies that Periander has any direct authority over him. This understanding is false,
of course, since Periander is his father and the reason behind his living in exile. But
Lycophron’s moral certainty gives him the perspective that he has power also. Nevertheless, it is
one thing to react poorly to the content of a message; it is quite another to pay it no attention at
all. Ignoring a message is a sign that the sending party is not worth attention or respect, due to
his (perceived) inferior status, and the consequences of such an action can be dire."”* Periander’s
choice to reattempt contact instead of exacting retribution is the first sign that he admits some
relative weakness: he partially accepts his son’s point of view.

Lycophron’s perspective does not change until Periander sends a second message through
Lycophron’s sister. Herodotus implicitly suggests that she is like an emissary through the

vocabulary used to describe her actions.'”> The second message she brings reflects Periander’s

1% The single other example of dmokaiéwm in Herodotus is used to describe a general issuing commands to his army
(4.203.3). But the implied status differential is evident even in the simplex form of the verb, and the pattern is well
established in Book 1, with situations of naming omitted. Candaules’ wife summons Gyges (11.1 ter); Periander
summons the sailors who betrayed Arion (24.7); Astyages summons Harpagus several times (108.3, 117.1, 119.1),
the Magi (120.1), and Cyrus as a boy (121.1); Harpagus summons a shepherd to dispose of baby Cyrus (1.110.3)
and tells Astyages about summoning the shepherd (1.117.4); Cyrus summons Mazares (156.2) and Hystaspes
(209.3). The only outlier is when Astyages summons Cyrus as a man (127.1); however Astyages surely perceives
Cyrus as inferior here (see Chapter 5).

1 The serious consequences of ignoring a message (the events of 3.121-122) will be taken up below. Large
perceived status differentials also appear in situations where a message is doubted or discounted, e.g. 1.212, 6.10,
8.23,9.48.

15 She reports back to Periander with a cognate verb: dmoyyeihdong 8¢ tovtng tadta — “This was the message she
brought back™ (3.53.6). As discussed in Chapter 3, Periander’s sister is the only woman identified with the
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adjusted point of view: it is given by a familiar individual and attempts to persuade instead of
transmitting a command. Lycophron’s counteroffer in response (instead of further disregard)
suggests that he is changing his own perspective.
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Periander was reluctant to give up on the young man, so he tried again. This time he sent
his daughter, Lycophron’s sister, since he thought that he would listen to her, if anyone. Once
she arrived on Corcyra, she said, ‘Do you want the tyranny to fall into others’ hands, child? Do
you want your father’s house to be torn apart? Wouldn’t you rather come home and have it
yourself? Come home; stop punishing yourself. Stubborn pride warps a person, and two wrongs
don’t make a right. There are plenty of precedents for doing what is reasonable rather than what
is strictly right — and also plenty of cases where siding with the mother has meant losing a
paternal inheritance. Absolute power is difficult and dangerous; there are always lots of people
who lust after it, and he is an old man now, past his prime. Don’t give others the good things in
life which are rightfully yours.” Her father had taught her what to say to try to win him over, but
Lycophron replied that he would never come to Corinth as long as he heard that his father was
still alive...

Some of Lycophron’s new attitude may stem from the knowledge that Periander has been the
first to concede ground: Periander’s persistence and willingness to bargain indicate his own shift
in perspective towards Lycophron.'®’ Yet full resolution has clearly not been reached. Although
Lycophron does respond, his counteroffer is particularly stark (“I’ll come when you’re dead”)
and only implicitly addresses the issue of ruling. His perspective may have changed, but not by

much; in general, counteroffers or bargaining occur only in situations where the recipient

vocabulary of emissaries. Herodotus may be exploiting the connotations of the cognate verbs to quickly establish
her credibility. The unusual use of a woman as emissary may also signal Periander’s desperation.

1% The strange prevalence of asyndeton in this speech is due to the multiple imperatives and the many included
moral maxims, cf. Asheri (ad loc.).

17 That Lycophron’s sister is the one to bring the persuasive words surely also helps.
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considers himself to be on equal status with, or superior to, the sender.'”®

Periander, once again, shows his desperation by further adjusting his own perspective and
sending a third message. Lycophron’s acceptance of this final offer indicates that both parties
agree on their relative status and ends the ongoing under-negotiation without recourse to
additional reciprocity.'®’
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He tried a third time, however. He sent a message [/it. keryx] expressing his own
willingness to come and live on Corcyra and suggesting that Lycophron come to Corinth to take
his place as tyrant. Lycophron agreed to these terms, and the two of them were all set to move,
Periander to Corcyra and Lycophron to Corinth.

The dispatch of a kéryx with this third message has two effects. First, it demonstrates the
existence of a proper diplomatic relationship between the two parties that no longer needs
manipulation through family members. Second, it may signal that Periander is attempting to
preserve his high status while still capitulating to Lycophron’s demands. Although he has
accepted Lycophron’s moral authority, he has not conceded his own political power.**

The most extreme form of a negative response is when violence (in the form of
mutilation or death) is visited upon the unfortunate emissary. The types of refusal discussed so
far allow recipients to express their opinions through negative replies or deliberate disregard.

Violence, however, transforms refusal into a physical reaction: a literal and metaphoric blow.

198 Counteroffers can be expressed in word (e.g. Croesus to the Mysians in 1.36) or in deed (e.g. Cyme to Mazares
1.157-160 and the Spartans to the Ionians and Aeolians in 1.152-3). Counteroffers expressed in deed take the form
of an action by the recipient which partially addresses the desires of the sender.

"% This success, of course, is short-lived: the Corcyrans kill Lycophron to prevent Periander from trading places
with him. Perhaps we are supposed to consider this, indirectly, as another sign of under-negotiation that was not
resolved; Lycophron appears not to have considered the will of his citizens when accepting Periander’s final offer
and pays the price. If nothing else, the Corcyrans are surely attempting to preserve their relative autonomy from the
ruthless rule Periander would bring.

*% In an elegant use of ring-composition, the entire relationship between Periander and Lycophron starts and ends
through emissaries; Periander issues edicts and proclamations to exile Lycophron and then uses a variety of
emissaries to bargain successfully for his return.
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The direct harm done to the emissary represents what the recipient would like to visit upon the
sender and suggests an immovable differing perspective. The gravity of the conflicts in these
scenes make them an ideal vehicle for larger narrative themes. Herodotus takes full advantage of

this opportunity, as will be discussed in the remainder of the chapter.

Greeks and Persians

Out of all Greek states, Sparta has the most contentious relationship with Persia, with Athens as a
close second. Initially, however, there is no way for the Greeks and Persians to easily size each
other up due to their geographic separation. Lacrines’ visit to Cyrus (1.153) is far in the past
(temporally and narratively) by the time we get to the main Persian invasion, so Darius sends
emissaries to test the Greek perspective. Herodotus, however, delays narrating this expedition
until Xerxes undertakes a similar task much later. Xerxes’ attempt to gain earth and water is
successful in some states and unsuccessful in others, and Athens and Sparta are singled out as
locations of interest by his decision not to make any requests of them. They are singled out
again, in implicit contrast to the other states, when we discover that instead of responding with a
simple rejection, they resort to murdering Darius’ emissaries. Thus the way Herodotus reports
these events ties a single expression of under-negotiation to the larger ongoing conflict between
East and West.

The rejection of Darius’ emissaries is framed by references to Xerxes, which not only
explains the placement of the story at this point in the narrative but also draws a thematic
connection between the two kings and their relationship with Greece.
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No heralds were sent by Xerxes to Athens and Sparta with a demand for earth because

Darius had done exactly that earlier, and the heralds had been hurled into the Pit in Athens, and
into a well in Sparta, with the suggestion that they fetch earth and water from there to take to the
king. That is why Xerxes did not send men to demand earth and water from Athens and Sparta.
I am not in a position to say what happened to the Athenians as a result of the treatment of the
heralds.*" Tt is true that their land and their city were devastated, but in my opinion that was not
due to their treatment of the heralds. The Lacedaemonians, however, felt the force of the anger
of Talthybius, Agamemnon’s herald.

Following our model, the violence which Athens and Sparta visit upon the emissaries is meant to
be visited upon Darius himself and reveals an intractable opinion.**> The idea of Darius’
authority is so distasteful to these two cities that they allow emotion to goad them into violating
the divine protection of kérykes, a separate crime in its own right. Herodotus is explicit that both
Sparta and Athens will see retribution as a result (d1d TavTnVv TV aitinv), although the
consequences for the Athenians are left vague (dvebéintov). The following discussion of the
Spartan aftermath (7.134-7) gives resolution for their impious act, but does not resolve the

fundamental conflict with the Persians. If anything, it indicates that the under-negotiation from

Darius’ time is still active in Xerxes’.*”> Each culture still does not fully understand the driving

' Or, more precisely, Herodotus cannot say what evil thing befell the Athenians. Waterfield’s translation may give
the (erroneous) impression that no negative consequence necessarily existed. The disparity between the retribution
against Sparta and the apparently minimal effect for Athens has not gone unnoticed. Wéry (1966) suggests that the
Athenians killed interpreters instead of heralds, or that the crime in Athens was a private matter paid for by a private
citizen and not recorded. Her suggestion that the Athenian involvement could be invented by the Spartan sources (so
as not to be alone in their impiety) is intriguing, given that the major diplomatic confrontations between Greece and
Persia have so far been undertaken between the kings and the Spartans, in particular. Chronology is debated by
Kraft (1964), who thinks that the events might actually have happened to Xerxes’ heralds, and by Sealey (1976),
who defends Herodotus’ order of events. For the narrative reasons discussed, I side with Sealey. Herodotus’ caveat
about the sack of Athens indicates the tension between his narrative goals and historical fact: he clearly views some
kind of reciprocal action as desirable and necessary, but history does not cooperate.

292 The Spartans outdo the Athenians by responding doubly with murder and condescension, a combination that only
makes sense if the emissary is considered to be a full proxy for his sender. By killing the kéryx, the Spartans ensure
that their snide remark cannot actually be heard by Darius, thus it must be the case that they are metaphorically
addressing him through his representative.

2% The Spartan attempt to expiate the killing of Darius’ kérykes goes poorly. Sperthis and Boulis, sent to be killed
by Xerxes, refuse to prostrate themselves (7.136), an action which Persians perform for kings or to indicate their
inferior status (1.134) but Greeks reserve only for the gods (following Dewald (in Waterfield 1998) and Asheri (ad
loc.)). Their refusal may be interpreted by Xerxes as an attempt to claim equal status and influence his decision to
deny their request. Surely the situation does not help relations between Sparta and Persia in any way.
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ethos of the other.
Everything about the placement of this scene emphasizes connection across time. By
delaying the narration of events in Darius’ time until Xerxes undertakes a similar action and by

204
Xerxes’

explicitly linking the two events, Herodotus makes clear the thematic continuity.
decision not to ask Athens and Sparta for earth and water confirms that their mutual ignorance of
perspective was resolved in Darius’ time, but disagreement about the correct view of their
relative status persists as a concern: the Persians still want submission but the two cities will not
comply. The flashback to Darius’ contact with Sparta surely brings to mind a further connection
to Cyrus’ less-contentious and never-resolved under-negotiation, when he condescendingly
replies to the Spartan ultimatum and thereby promotes his own superiority (1.153). Even after
the battle of Thermopylae and the sack of Athens (closely following, in the narrative, the episode

of the pit and the well), resolution has still not been reached.?”

The persistent disagreement is
revisited when Spartan emissaries are condescended to by Xerxes (8.114, as discussed above),
and does not reach equilibrium until the Persians choose to end their attempted conquest of
Greece. This extended sequence of rejections emphasizes the important idea that under-
negotiation cannot be resolved without agreement, in this case about the value of autonomy to

the Greeks. Consequently, attempts to resolve the persistent under-negotiation between Athens,

Sparta, and Persia are a driving force for the events throughout the Histories.

294 The near-permanent under-negotiation is even emphasized syntactically, by placing the involved locations early
in each relevant sentence. I provide literal translations to show what the effect might be in English. When Xerxes is
about to send his emissaries, we have: TAnv oUte &g AOvag ovte € Aakedaipova dnénepne Ent yijg aitnow —
“Neither to Athens nor to Lacedaemon, did he send [heralds] to request earth” (7.32). 7.133.1 is nearly identical
in form: &g 8¢ AOvac Kol Zaaptnv ovk anémepye ZEpéng €mi yiig aitnowv — “To Athens and Sparta, Xerxes did
not send [heralds] to request earth”. In both sentences, the locations are in Topic position, with sending (or not-
sending) occupying the Focus (following the scheme of Dik (1995)). The syntax shows that location and connection
are the dominant themes.

295 Similarly, the second sack of Athens follows immediately after the Athenians reject Mardonius® (and Xerxes’)
offer of alliance brought by Alexander, acting as an dyyeAog (8.136.1fY).
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Darius’ Precarious Rule
After the seven conspirators overthrow the Magi, Darius takes the kingship but does not easily
consolidate his newfound power. Herodotus shows Darius’ struggle to demonstrate his newly
increased status through the device of message rejection and resulting reciprocity. In two stories,
emissaries are mutilated or killed, indicating a challenge to Darius’ authority which must be
answered.

The first sign of trouble is also the story of Darius’ first action as a ruler. Intaphrenes,
one of the conspirators, attempts to visit Darius at the palace, is refused, mutilates the message-
bearer, and will be killed in retribution.
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&dnoe kol agfike. oi 62 1@ Poacirél Seucviovct EmvTodg Kai THv aitiny einov 31 fiv nemovOdTEg
einoav. Aapeiog 8¢ dppwdNcag U Koved AOY® ol £ TEMOMKOTES EMGL TODTO, LETATEUTOUEVOGS
&val EKOGTOV AMENEPATO YVOUNGS, €l cLUVETOVOL €l01 T@ Temompév. £meite 8¢ ££ENaBE, g OV
oLV €Keivolot €in Tadta TEMOMK®S, ELafe avTOV TE TOV Tvtagpévea kal TovE Taidag adTod Kol
TOVG 0ikNiovg TavTag EATIONG TOAAAG EY®V LETO TOV GLYYEVE®V v EMPBOVAEDELY Ol
Emavaotooty, GLALAP®V 6¢ cpeag Ednoe TNV €mi Bavat.

One of the seven who had rebelled against the Magus died shortly after the uprising; this
was Intaphrenes, and he died because he committed an act of violence. He wanted to enter the
palace to do some business with the king; and indeed the rule stated that the conspirators could
go in to see the king unannounced, unless he happened to be having sex with a woman. So
Intaphrenes thought it his right not to be announced, but because he was one of the seven to go
right in as he wanted. But the gatekeeper and the message-bearer would not let him in, on the
grounds that the king was having sex with a woman. Intaphrenes thought they were lying,
however. He drew his akinakes, cut off their ears and noses, and threaded them on to his horse’s
bridle. Then he tied the bridle around their necks and sent them away. The men showed
themselves to the king and explained why they had been treated this way. Darius was afraid that
the six might have jointly had a hand in the act, so he sent for them one by one and questioned
them to find out whether they had approved of what happened. When he was certain that they
had not been involved, he arrested not just Intaphrenes himself, but also his sons and all his male
relatives, since he was sure that Intaphrenes and his relations were plotting to overthrow him.
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Once he had them all in custody, he put them in prison to await death.
Much like the situation with Aristodicus and the Bgompdmot, Intaphrenes thinks a presumably
“typical” emissary is lying without any evidence beyond his own opinion.”*® But instead of
confirming the message a second time, as Aristodicus does, Intaphrenes’ violent response
physically expresses his rejection of the message as well as his poor judgment. The under-
negotiation is based on conjecture by Intaphrenes, not fact, and therefore is uniquely one-sided.
His reaction signals an underlying concern that, in the eyes of Darius, he has lost rightful status
and is no longer perceived to be entitled to the privileges that he is owed. By mutilating the
message-bearer, he attempts to reclaim through force what he (incorrectly) thinks he has lost, and
consequently he asserts a higher status than he deserves.”’” His simultaneous insecurity and
arrogance are revealed through his hubristic action.

Intaphrenes’ challenge is taken very seriously by Darius, and it shows Darius’ insecurity
in his new role as king. Whereas we might expect anger to dominate him, he turns first to fear
(dppwdnoag), an emotion reserved (by Herodotus) for weaker, lower-status, or vulnerable
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individuals.”™™ Intaphrenes’ actions are so unsettling that Darius verifies the absence of any other

plots against him (by questioning the other conspirators) before arresting Intaphrenes and his

2% Herodotus does not say if Darius was having sex, leaving Intaphrenes’ opinion unverifiable. Based on typical

patterns, however, we should probably trust the reliability of the emissary over the accusation of an evidently
frustrated man. Furthermore, Herodotus explicitly identifies Intaphrenes’ actions as hubristic (0picavta), making
his judgment generally questionable.

297 Strid (2006, 397) suggests that the mutilation may be intended to prevent vengeance from following Intaphrenes.
The main thrust of his article deals with the voiceless nature of victims in Herodotus. Intaphrenes does not ever
speak directly in this scene, although his actions (prior to becoming a voiceless-victim) certainly make his point of
view clear to Darius. Hardy (1996, 103) summarizes previous research on characterization in this scene, none of
which contradicts my own reading. Evans (1982) shows how this scene emphasizes that the two fellow-conspirators
are no longer equals.

% The idea expressed elsewhere in Greek literature that fear is characteristic of a tyrant (e.g. Soph. OT 585, Eur. Jon
621-5) is not robustly expressed by Herodotus. Cambyses shows fear in 3.30.3, but fear is not mentioned during the
constitutional debate. Regardless, fear appears to stem from insecurity in tyrannical power, and dppwdéw/dppmdin
appears to convey a stronger emotion than ppovtic. Fear often stems from vulnerability, e.g., the Persians are
concerned about the lonians abandoning the Hellespont bridge (4.140), and Eurybiades is concerned about losing the
rest of the Greek fleet (8.63). Darius’ fear seems to reflect a similar situation.
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family. Darius’ main concern is preserving his status and safety, metaphorically at risk through
the mutilation of the message-carrier. By placing Intaphrenes and his family in prison and then
executing them, he restores correct perspective on all sides. Darius can feel secure again,
Intaphrenes has been taught his proper place, and the violence against the message-carrier has
been answered with violent punishment for the perpetrator.

Unfortunately, Intaphrenes’ actions are not the only challenge to authority that Darius
faces in his early days. Oroetes, governor of Sardis, acts like a rogue king, which implicitly
challenges the Persian king’s authority and must therefore be addressed. Herodotus shows the
pattern of Darius’ defensive behavior by passing from the situation with Intaphrenes into an
extended flashback about Oroetes which details his crimes from the time of Cambyses’ rule.
Oroetes starts by murdering a Greek tyrant (Polycrates); he next kills a Persian governor
(Mitrobates) and an emissary from Darius during the rule of the Magi. The common thread

209

between these various crimes is their function as assertions of Oroetes’ status.” They also

suggest an unpredictable nature, which is reflected particularly well in the murder of Darius’
emissary:

3.126.2 &\l te E0Pproe mavtoia kol Tva dyyedimedpov Aapeiov EABOVTO Tap’ a0TOV,
®OC 0V TPOG NdoVNY 01 fv T AyyeAldpeva, KTeivel pv Omicm koulopevov dvdpac ol vmeicag kot
006v, dmoxteivag 6¢ pv NEAVIcE AT .

He demonstrated his brutality in all sorts of other ways as well. In one instance, he killed
an [emissary] who had come from Darius simply because the message he brought displeased
him. What he did was arrange for men to ambush the [emissary] when he was on his way back
home, and make sure that his dead body and horse were never found again.*'°

Herodotus has Oroetes focalize the reason for his murder (®d¢ o0 Tpdg Soviv oi Qv T

ayyeddoueva), and the language demonstrates the triviality of Oroetes’ objection: his lack of

*% Herodotus makes Oroetes’ concern for status explicit when discussing his motivations for killing Polycrates and

Mitrobates. By murdering Darius’ emissary, he implicitly rejects any authority Darius might presume to have at the
time.

2191 have replaced Waterfield’s “angaros™ with the more neutral “emissary”, to match better with Rosén’s choice of
ayyeMn@dpov over dyyopniov.
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delight is front-loaded in the clause, with the content of the message left in the remainder. The
care he takes with the disposal of the body suggests that in some way he is still wary of Darius,
and rightfully so.”'" Oroetes has shown himself unwilling to accept the authority of others, a
situation which Darius, as king, cannot allow to continue.

Oroetes’ past actions represent an affront to Darius in particular and to Persia in general;
he needs to be checked before his rogue behavior continues and creates further danger.
Furthermore, the under-negotiation indicated by Oroetes’ killing of Darius’ kéryx may not have
required resolution before Darius was king, but in his new position it can no longer be ignored.
The delicate and vital matter of consolidating his new power as king is mentioned explicitly by
Herodotus as an explanation for how Darius plans to neutralize Oroetes:

3.127.1-3 Aoapgiog 8¢ o¢ Eoye TV apynyv, mebopuee 1ov Opoitea ticacOot ndvtov Tdv
AdtKNUATOV givekey Kol palota Mitpofdtem kol Tod Touddc. £k uev on ti|g ibeing otpatov €n’
a0TOV VK £d0kee e e 01deOVTOV ETL TOV TPNYUATOV KoL VEOGTL EY®OV TNV PNV Koi TOV
‘Opoitea peydiny v icyvv movhovouevog Exetv, Tov yidor pev Iepoémv €dopvedpeov, giye 8¢
vouov tév e Ppiyrov kol Avdov kai Tovikdév. Tpdg tadta o1 dv 6 Aopelog Tade Eunyovioato:
ovykarécag [Tepoémv Tovc Aoyumtdtoug EAeyE oot, Tade ‘o I1époat, Tig dv pot Todto VUEmY
VIOoTOG Emteléoste copin kol pun Bin te kol opidm — &vBa yap coping déet, Bing Epyov ovdéy —
vuémv 0 v Tig pot Opoitea 1| {Avta dydyol §j amokteivele, 0¢ dQEANGE Uév ko TTEpoag 00dEy,
Kok 0¢ peydia Eopye; TodTO PEV 000 MUEwV NioTwae, Mitpofdred te kol TOV maida, TodTOo 08

TOVG AVAKOAEOVTOG ODTOV Kol TEUTOUEVOLG VT’ EUED KTEIVEL, VPPV 00K AVOsYETOV Qaivev. Tpiv
Tt oV pélov €€epydoacail pv Iépoag Kaxdv, Katalapuntéog €oti NUiv Bavdte.’

When Darius came to power, he wanted to punish Oroetes for all his crimes, and
especially for the deaths of Mitrobates and his son. He did not think it would be a good idea to
make open war on him for several reasons: matters were still unstable, he had just come to power
and he found out that Oroetes was very strong, not just because he had a personal guard of a
thousand Persians, but also because the provinces of Phrygia, Lydia, and lonia were all under his
control. So the plan Darius adopted under these circumstances was to summon all the most
eminent Persians to a meeting and address them as follows: ‘Men of Persia, I am calling for a
volunteer for a job which will take cunning rather than brute force or numerical superiority.
After all, in a situation that needs cunning, brute force is useless. So which of you will either
capture or kill Oroetes for me? He has not lifted a finger to help the Persians, and he has
murdered two of us, Mitrobates and his son, and in the second place he kills anyone I send to
summon him to a meeting. This is obviously intolerable violence. He must be killed before he
does the Persians worse harm.’

2 The disposal of the body is echoed by Alexander’s treatment of Darius’ messengers (5.21).
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The conflict of illegitimately- and legitimately-asserted status is emphasized by the focus on
Oroetes’ crimes against other Persians and his defiance of Darius’ new power (tovg
AvaKaAEOVTAG aDTOV Kol TEUTOUEVOLS VT Eued ktetvel — “he kills the men summoning him,
even when (they are) sent by me”).?'* The pattern of events shows that Oroetes and Darius have
an intractable difference of perspective: this under-negotiation will never be resolved through
Oroetes adjusting his point of view, and Darius’ decision to kill him seems like the only way to
reach resolution.

In a clever ring-compositional way, the death of Oroetes is accomplished through
messages, although Herodotus writes it in such a way that no official emissary is involved: only
a man (Bagaeus) using writing and his wits.?"> Although Herodotus explicitly presents Oroetes’
death only as retribution for murdering Polycrates (3.128.5), implicitly it provides a double
resolution by also resolving the underlying conflict of status expressed by Oroetes’ treatment of
Darius’ emissary. The elimination of this threat completes the consolidation of Darius’ power,
and he is ready to look outside of Persia. Dewald (in Waterfield (1998)) points out that the
situation with Oroetes leads directly to the invasion of Greece. Atossa suggests that course of
action to Darius as repayment for the doctor Democedes who was discovered among the slaves
of Oroetes, where he ended up after Polycrates’ death. This chain illustrates how Herodotus
likes connecting inconsequential men, more or less, with outsized effects. In the same vein, we

can note that the treatment of emissaries, a category of seemingly inconsequential men, plays a

212 For the historical power of Oroetes, see Vargyas (2000). In addition to the control recounted by Herodotus,
Vargyas (158) points out the importance of Sardis as a base for coinage and, therefore, Oroetes’ power there. Note
the presence of the verb dvaxaAéw in this passage which, as mentioned earlier, indicates a much higher relative
status for the one summoning than the one being summoned. Bagaeus’ trick and the use of letters, in particular, is
discussed further in Chapter 3. For structural parallels in the use of letters in these stories (of Oroetes and Bagacus)
and the letter written by Amasis to Polycrates (3.40), see Kazanskaya (forthcoming). Her conclusion that Herodotus
intends to warn his audience against naive trust in letters supports my own findings.

213 Bagaeus’ mission is described in 3.128 and discussed in Chapter 3. Ring-composition is more clearly shown by
references to tisis which start (3.126.1) and end (3.128.5) Oroetes’ story.
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large role in our understanding of what happens to the major historical players and why.
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CHAPTER 5: EMISSARIES IN NARRATIVE: THREE CASE STUDIES

Thus far we have seen how Herodotus uses emissaries to organize his narrative and reveal the
nature of diplomatic relationships, as well as how he variously employs the language of
emissaries to provide judgment on individuals. These strategies operate in conjunction when
considered as part of larger segments of the Histories and attention to them reveals new insights.
This chapter demonstrates the benefits of analyzing emissaries in a variety of narrative segments:
a single extended scene, an ethnographic logos, and connected logoi. In other words, no matter
how small or large a portion of the text we consider, emissaries (when present) should color our
understanding of what is presented. They are vital to building the scene or logos, and are often

present at important strategic moments in the narrative.

The Single Sequence of Events: Themistocles and Salamis
The extended story of how Themistocles manipulates the Persian and Greek fleets before the
battle of Salamis (8.75-81) provides a relatively compact, yet robust, example of how Herodotus
can use emissaries to their full potential. Each of the main events involves the transmission of
information, either with cognate vocabulary (angelos, kéryx, and related terms) or a marked
absence of it. By going through these nine chapters in order, we can see how the narrative
carefully uses the vocabulary of emissaries to direct our judgment of characters and to subtly
enhance our understanding of the different cultures of Persia and Greece.

The first point of contact is conspicuously lacking any cognate vocabulary.
Themistocles, determined to force the other Greeks to adopt his plan, sends a covert message to
the Persian fleet. Sicinnus, the message bearer, is not an official emissary, nor does any

vocabulary classify him as an implicit emissary. This omission is particularly striking given the
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robust nature, otherwise, of this dispatch scene: he is instructed and sent to a specific destination,
then arrives, speaks, and leaves.

8.75.1-76.1 évBadta OguioTokAéng MG 660010 TH) Yvoun vmo tdv [elorovvnoiny,
LBV EEEpyeTat £k TOD cuvedpiov, EEeABav O Téumel £¢ 10 atpatdmedov 10 MNdwv dvdpa
mhoig &viethduevog, To ASyely ypedv, T@ obvoua pév fv Ziktvvog, oikétng 82 kai madoywmydg fv
TOV OO TOKAEOC Taid®V: TOV 01 VOTEPOV TOVTMV TOV TPNYUATOV OerioTokAENG Oeomiéa Te
gmoinoe, O¢ €nedékovto oi Meomiéeg [moAlmtoac], Kol xprpact SABLov. 0g 10T TAOI® ATIKOUEVOC
gleye TPOC TOVC oTPUTNYOVS T®V BapBdpmv, Tade: ‘Emepyé pe otpotnyog 6 Adnvaiov Aabpn tdv
A v EAMvov — toyydvel yap epovémv T BactAéog kol fovAdpevog LaAlov td VUEtepal
katomepOe yivesOar 1j Ta TV EAMvov prypota — gpdcovta, &t ol "EAAnvec Spnouov
BovAgvovtal KaTappmONKOTES, Kol VOV Tapéyxel KAAMoTov vpéag Epymv andviov EEepydoactat,
fiv un meptidnte dradpdvtoc ovtovs: ovTe Yap AAANAOIGL OLOPPOVEOVGL 0VT’ ETL AVTICTHGOVTOL
VULV, TPOG £MVTONS TE GPENS OYeahe vavpayEovTag, TOVG TO DUETEPA PPOVEOVTAG Kol TOVG UN|.” O
UEV TaDTA oQL oNUNVAG EKTOdMV ATAAAIGGETO

In the debate [between the Greek generals], Themistocles was being beaten by the
Peloponnesians. He quietly slipped away from the meeting, briefed*'* one of his men (a house-
slave of his — his children’s attendant, to be precise — whose name was Sicinnus), and sent him
over to the Persian camp in a boat. Subsequently, when the war was over, Themistocles had him
enrolled as a citizen of Thespiae, which was accepting new citizens, and made him a wealthy
man too. At the time in question, Sicinnus sailed over and said to the Persian commanders, ‘I am
on a secret mission for the Athenian commander, who is in fact sympathetic to Xerxes’ cause
and would prefer you to gain the upper hand in the war rather than the Greeks. None of the other
Greeks know that I am here. The message from my master is that the Greeks are in a state of
panic and are planning to retreat. Unless you just stand by and let them escape, you have an
opportunity here to achieve a glorious victory. They are disunited, in no position to offer you
resistance; in fact you’ll see them pitting their ships against one another, those who are on your
side fighting those who are not.” After delivering this message, Sicinnus left.

If we look at the description of Sicinnus’ behavior, nothing suggests that he acts in a way
inappropriate for an official emissary, yet cognate vocabulary is entirely absent. His covert
mission and status as a slave may explain the absence of an official title (e.g. of angelos),”" but
these situational features do not inherently prevent Herodotus from using cognate nouns or verbs
to describe his actions. The scene is set up just as many other scenes with emissaries, and there
is no reason to suspect he fails in any respect at his task.

The key to the absence of cognate vocabulary may lie in Sicinnus’ explicit

> More literally, “commanded what should be said”.

215 The underhanded nature of this message is reinforced by its anonymity: no names are mentioned to the Persians
(Emepyé pe otpatnyog 6 Adnvaiov Aabpn tdv A oV EAMvav).
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characterization. We saw in Chapter 3 how overt characterization can sufficiently conflict with
the expectations for an emissary that the expected vocabulary is not present. The messengers to
Amyntas were undone by their Persian (and, by association, tyrannical) nature (5.17-21),
Hermippus could not escape his Atarnean nature (6.4), the Fish-Eaters were constrained by their
occupation as spies (3.19-25), and Darius was prevented from any association with emissaries by

In each of these situations, some aspect of the emissary’s

his promotion of lying (3.72).
actions or identity circumscribed his ability to be labeled with the vocabulary of emissaries.
Sicinnus’ actions are not at fault, so we should look to his identity: he is defined entirely by his
relationship to Themistocles (oikétng 8¢ kol moudorymydg qv Tdv OgpiotokAéoc naidwv).”!” This
provides two characterizing elements: his tasks in the household indicate his trustworthiness, and
his status as an oikétng indicates that he is a possession and thus a tool Themistocles can use on
his behalf.'® Then, before he undertakes his present mission, the narrative gives a prolepsis
about his future success, also due entirely to the actions of Themistocles (tov o1 Dotepov TOVTOV
1OV TpMyHatov OspictokAiéng Ocomiéa te €noinoe, Mg Enedékovto ol Oeomiéeg moANTOC, Kol
ypnpaot OAProv — “After these events, Themistocles made him a Thespian, since they were
accepting citizens, and made him wealthy”). Despite Sicinnus’ reliable nature and the noble
intentions of his actions, he cannot escape the connotations of being so closely associated with

1% Themistocles, after all, is no paragon of

Themistocles and is denied the expected vocabulary.
virtue, and is clearly unsuitable to be characterized as an emissary. In addition to this

unauthorized, covert mission, we have previously seen him bribe and embezzle (8.4-5) and

216 Note that in the case of Darius and in this example, the message is said to be given using the verb onpoive.

17 As mentioned in Chapter 3, the fact that Sicinnus’ name is provided simply lends more authority to Herodotus as
a successful researcher and perhaps to provide kleos. It is not a significant element of characterization.

% Following Aristotle’s definition of a slave as an 8pyavov of his master (e.g., Ar. Pol. 1253b.25-35).

219 Similarly, according to Naiden (2006, 133-6), guilt by association can prevent an individual from being
recognized as a suppliant, even if that individual exhibits no problematic behavior.
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attempt to sow discord between the lonian and Persian forces (8.22). His plot with Sicinnus
emphasizes his cunning wisdom (co@in), which is not a characteristic of emissaries. Despite
Themistocles’ generally good intentions, his methods are not licit or trustworthy. Thus, the
repeated, explicit links to Themistocles may suggest that the audience should view Sicinnus’
characterization as depending, in part, on Themistocles’ and therefore as rendered ineligible to
be described by cognate vocabulary. The absent vocabulary for Sicinnus, therefore, indicates
that Themistocles should also be denied the vocabulary of emissaries where it might otherwise
be expected. Herodotus will show this inhibition shortly.

Despite the illicit nature of the message and its false contents, the Persians decide to treat
the information as trustworthy:

8.76.1 Toiol 8¢ ¢ moTa £yiveto T4 dyyerOEvTa, ToDTO HEV G TNV VNGO TNV
YUTTAAELOY, HETAED ZOAAUIVOG TE KEWEVNY Kal THG Nelpov ToALoVS TV [lepoéwv anefifacav:

The Persian reaction to the message, which they felt to be reliable, was first to send a
sizeable body of troops ashore on the little island that lies between Salamis and the mainland...
The audience knows that the message is false, yet the narrative here describes it as motd and,
perhaps redundantly, identifies it using an articular participle from a cognate verb (ta
ayyelOévta). This overtly and implicitly positive classification of a deceptive message is
explained by focalization. The descriptors are given within a ®g clause, which indicates that the
Persians (toiot) are the (only) ones holding this opinion. The fact that they describe the message
in this way confirms that they have been properly duped. It does nothing to rehabilitate the
ability of Sicinnus or Themistocles to be identified as emissaries.

Honest reporting of information is not found until Aristeides comes to tell Themistocles

about the movement of the Persian fleet. Not coincidently, Aristeides is the first person up to
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this point in the scene to be explicitly characterized in a way befitting an emissary:**°

8.79.1 tov €&ym vevopika, mTuvlavoprevog adTod TOV TPOTOV dploTov dvopa yevésOat v
ABMvnot kol StkadTaTov.

In my considered opinion, from all I hear about his character, he was the best and most
honorable man in Athens.

His honorable presentation is not undermined in any way, as Sicinnus’ was, and consequently,
we will not be surprised when Aristeides is implicitly characterized by cognate verbs.
Themistocles, on the other hand, is less deserving. We do not have to depend on Herodotus for
these judgments, but can see them coming from the mouths of the characters themselves. When
Aristeides finishes his report, he gives Themistocles the following exhortation:

8.79.4 ‘4N’ éoeABDV oL TODTO C)UNVOV.’
‘You’d better go back into the meeting and tell them the news’

The term Aristeides chooses for the command, orjunvov, might be unexpected without the
context of the rest of this section. Here Herodotus verifies that Themistocles himself lacks the
ability to be named even as an implicit emissary through a cognate verb.”?' The difference
between the evident reliability of Aristeides and the untrustworthiness of Themistocles is
acknowledged by Themistocles himself in the language he chooses for his response:

8.80.1-2 ‘xapta & YpnotTh dtoelevear Kol €0 fyyerhag: T yap &yd £dedunv yevésho,
aOTOG AVTOTTNG YeVOUEVOCS TiKels. 1601 yap €€ éuéo T motedpueva Ko Mndwv- Edge Yap, OTe 0VK
gkovteg 0elov £c paynv kotiotactat oi "EAAnvec, dékovtoc mtapactoacotl. oV d¢ Emel mep
fKelg xpnota drayyéAhov, avtog ool dyyethov. fjv yop £yd adtd A&y, d0Em TAdGag Adyety Kol
0V TElo® MG 0V TOLEVVT®V TAV PapPipwv TadTa. AAAL GEL ouUNVOV aDTOC TaPeAODY, MG ExEL.

gmedv 6¢ onuivng, v pev meibwvtat, tadta 0N 10 KAAMGTO, TV 6& 00TOIoL U ToT YEVNTOL,
Ouotov Nuiv Eotat: ov yap £t dadprcovtal, &1 mep mepieyoueda mavtayddev, g ov Adyelc.’

220 With the exception of his status as an exile, which would prevent him serving in an official capacity (8.79.1, just
preceding: avnp ABnvaiog pév, EEwotpakiopévog 68 Hid oD dnpov — “[Aristeides] was an Athenian who had been
ostracized by the democratic government).” Being an aristocrat is no bar to being used as an official emissary, e.g.,
Alexander as an angelos in 8.136.

! For comparative purposes, in 7.18 Artabanus suggests that Darius tell the Persians about his dream, using
onuaive as a command. In this case, the information being shared clearly requires interpretation; the need to
interpret what Themistocles says is due to his nature, not the source of his information. Munson (2001, 43) points
out that Herodotus separates his evaluation with respect to morals and strategy: “The gloss [on Aristeides’ character]
is designed to underline the element of dpetr) (moral excellence) in the narrative of Salamis, otherwise dominated by
an ethically more ambiguous coein (cleverness) of Themistoclean stamp.”
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‘That’s a very good idea,” Themistocles replied. ‘And you’ve brought good news.
That’s exactly what I wanted to happen — and you’ve seen it with your own eyes. I should
explain that this move on the part of the Persians was instigated by me. The Greeks didn’t want
to join battle, so I had to force them into it. But since you are the one who has brought this
good news, why don’t you deliver the message yourself? If I tell them, they’ll think I’'m
making it up and they won’t believe me, on the grounds that the Persians couldn’t be doing any
such thing. Go in and explain the situation in person. They may believe what you’re saying,
which would be best, but even if they don’t, that won’t make any difference, since they still
won’t be able to run away if we’re completely surrounded, as you say.’

Whereas Themistocles is willing to describe Aristeides’ speech with cognate vocabulary, he does
not extend those words to his own speech. Aristeides’ command to Themistocles (crjunvov) is
reflected by Themistocles’ command to Aristeides (dyyetlov). The implicit contrast of
characterization is clear, and Themistocles makes it even more explicit when he admits that if he
were to report this information himself, he might not be believed (fjv yap &y®m avta Aéyw, 66E®
mAdoog AEyey Kol oV Telcw, ®¢ 00 Tolehvtv TdV PapPdpwv tadta). Surprisingly, in his
reiteration that Aristeides should pass along the information, all cognate vocabulary is missing,
even the verbs he used previously. It may be that Themistocles’ mention of the doubt everyone
has in him established the theme of disbelief so firmly that his remaining instructions to
Aristeides (including the possibility that they might not believe even him - fjv 8¢ avtoict un
motd yévnton) refrain from using cognate verbs and rely solely on onpaive. Once again,
association with Themistocles appears to inhibit the use of cognate vocabulary.

Themistocles’ concern about disbelief turns out to be well-founded: Aristeides speaks to
the commanders but does not persuade them:

8.81.1 tadta Eleye mapelbav 6 Apiloteidng eauevog €5 Alyivng te fikew kail poyig
EkmA®G oL AabmV ToVC Emopuéovtog, Tepléyxecdot yap mav 10 oTpatodmedov TO EAANVIKOV VO TV
ve®dV TV EépEe, naPapréaceai 1€ cuvePovAELE (G AAEENGOUEVOLG. KOl O LEV TADTO EITOGC
LETEGTNKEE, TOV 08 AT £YiveTo AMOYwV AuelePacin: oi yap mAedves TAOV 6TPATNYDY 00K

éneiBovto T0 Eoayyer0évra.

So Aristeides went in to the Greek commanders. He told them that the Greek navy was
entirely surrounded by Xerxes’ fleet — so much so that on his way from Aegina he had only just
managed to slip past the enemy blockade — and he advised them to get ready to face an attack.
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Afterwards, he left the meeting. Then the arguments began all over again, because most of the
commanders did not believe the news.

Herodotus represents both the doubt of the commanders and the underlying truth of the message
through his vocabulary. Aristeides no longer speaks using cognate vocabulary, but instead is
shown to speak with the less compelling and unmarked verbs Aéyw and enui. This generic
vocabulary minimizes his characterization as an authoritative and reliable source without ruling
it out as a possibility. But the truth of his words is supported for the audience by the articular
cognate participle (t0 écoyyeAfévta); in contrast to the situation with the Persians above, the
narrator is the focalizer who judges the accuracy of the message. Whereas the Persians focalized
incorrect information as reliable, the narrator here focalizes information as reliable which the
Greeks think is incorrect. The thematic elements of this disbelief will be taken up below.

A more immediate concern is that doubt in this fashion suggests under-negotiation. At
issue in this rejection is Aristeides’ worth as a bearer of new information. We and Themistocles
know that he is worthy of having the characteristics of a “typical” emissary, and as added
credibility he speaks as an eye-witness. Nevertheless, the generals do not accept his news as
they ought to,*** possibly because they would not expect an exiled man to be more current with
military developments than they are.””> Happily, the situation is easily resolved (and without the
usual recourse to violence) when the report is spontaneously confirmed:

8.82.1 dmioTtedVTOV 8¢ ToVTOV TiKE TP PNG AvdpdV Trvimv avtoporéovsa, THig Npye
avnp Iavaitiog 6 Zoopéveog, | mep o1 Epepe TV dAndeiny mdcav.

Just then, while they were still inclined to disbelieve Aristeides’ report, a crew of Tenian
deserters, commanded by one of their countrymen called Panaetius the son of Sosimenes,
brought their trireme into Salamis. They were able to give the Greeks a complete and accurate
account of the situation.

22 Themistocles’ belief that Aristeides, as an eyewitness, has a better chance of being believed does not yield

results. For the value of autopsy vs. the value of an emissary’s report, see Chapter 3.
223 Another possibility is that the generals are wary of him being in collusion with Themistocles, given that they are
both Athenians.
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Herodotus sidesteps any question of implicit reliability in this report by declaring the information
to be “the whole truth” (trv dAnbeinv ndcav). With such authoritative characterization, the more
subtle use of cognate vocabulary is unnecessary.

The deliberation scene ends by establishing, once again, the contrast between the Greek
and Persian responses to information about their opponents’ fleets. After the second report,
Herodotus depicts the Greek response to this confirming information:

8.83.1 1oiot 8¢ "EAANGL (g ot 81 6 Aeyopevo qv tdv Tnviov prpora,

TAPECKEVALOVTO MG VOVUOYGOVTEG.

Now that the Greeks had accepted the Tenians’ report, they prepared themselves for
battle.

The syntax here mirrors, almost exactly, the Persian response (8.76.1) to Sicinnus’ message: the
words are classed as trustworthy within a ®g-clause indicating that the Greeks (only) are
providing this focalization. The fact that the correct judgment here makes use of generic words
for speaking (ta Aeydpeva, pripata) may draw the contrast between the Greeks and the Persians
even more strongly. The Persians, aggressive and avaricious, are quick to categorize any
promising information as reliable. The Greeks, earnest and careful, focalize it plainly and simply
as “trustworthy speech” (mota o1 T Aeyoueva), despite the fact that Herodotus has twice
already confirmed its reliability with stronger implicit and explicit vocabulary (td écayyeifévra;
Vv dAnbeinv Tdcav).

The near-identical syntax of 8.76 and 8.83 reflects the ring-compositional structure of the
entire story. For both the Persians and the Greeks, we see a message brought by a well-
characterized third party and the reaction of the recipients. The intermediaries are contrasted
through their characterization, both explicit and implicit, just as the two cultures are contrasted
through their responses to the information they are given. All of the characterization provided

and evoked in this story is presented relative to Themistocles’ characterization and his actions.
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The importance of cognate verbs (as opposed to onuaive) and the characterizing effect of a

difference of perspective requiring resolution in a non-combative setting is made clear.

Ethnography and Emissaries: The Scythians

Authorial judgment and direction, as just discussed, can provide implicit comments on an
individual or a culture within a particular contextual sphere. The use of emissaries is similarly
revealing in ethnographic sections and may color our view of the future actions of the main story
involving those cultures. We have already seen how direct information about emissaries can be
placed within the narrative at junctures which carefully support local themes.?** By juxtaposing
emissaries behaving in expected and unexpected ways through the Scythian logos, Herodotus
implicitly emphasizes the oddities of their culture and its distance from Greek norms and
expectations. The use of emissaries in this fashion extends the arguments of Hartog’s (1988)
seminal study on the “otherness” of the Scythians. Furthermore, the use of emissaries in the
Scythian /logos prepares its original audience for certain elements of the subsequent Persian
invasion of Greece and helps to cast the outcome in Scythia as a warning for Persia which was
not heeded.

Hartog approaches the otherness of the Scythians through the idea of “systematic
differentiation”, which allows Herodotus’ Greek audience to comprehend the Scythians through
their relative adherence to (or distance from) traditional Greek models of culture and society.**’
The starting Greek model for emissaries is presumably that which has been discussed in the first

and third chapters: they are swift and reliable with further characteristics indicated by specific

vocabulary. Excessive or non-typical behavior is cause for censure. For the most part, Scythian

** See Chapter 1 for the information content and Chapter 3 for the placement and thematic force of that information.
3 As explained by Hartog (1988, 9-10), who builds on Redfield’s (1985) suggestion that tourists comprehend by
evaluating difference (specifically “symmetrical opposition” (106)). Munson (2001, 45-133) refines and generalizes
Hartog’s approach, by considering the various explicit and implicit ways a narrator can make comparisons.
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emissaries conform to expectations: cognate verbs give authority to unknown individuals and
suggest the presence of emissaries for disseminating commands,**® emissaries communicate
messages as instructed,**’ and inappropriate parties are not labeled with cognate Vocabulary.228
Emissaries are also evident as tools to manage the pace and setting of the narrative, particularly
when Herodotus uses messengers to frame an ethnographic digression about the tribes bordering
on Scythia (4.102 and 4.118). Overall, in other words, we find conformity with the standard
model. The only refinement comes early on, when we learn that the Gerrhians bury an
ayyehmeopog along with their kings. Since message-bearers are associated with the households

of eastern kings, this association confirms that Scythians are to be seen (from the Greek

perspective) as more like Persians than Greeks. This identity conforms with Hartog’s

226 In the Propontis, the apparent death of Aristeus (4.14) is announced by a fuller using cognate vocabulary
(&yyeréovta), lending him instant authority even if his information later turns out to be potentially false. In 4.80,
Sitalces averts a battle between himself and Octamasades through diplomacy; he is depicted (grammatically) as
speaking directly to his opposing general and in the capping sentence of his speech is the subject of a cognate verb:
TadTd ol TEPWOG O XitdAkng Emeknpokeveto — “Sitalces sent [an emissary] and announced the following to him
[Octamasades]...” (4.80.4). This verb may signal, in part, the logistical likelihood that these words were spoken by
an intermediary instead of directly. It may also confirm the trustworthy nature of Sitalces and therefore provide an
implicit justification for Octamasades’ acceptance of his offer of exchange and the subsequent resolution of their
conflict without fighting. Similarly, Persians act as expected (in relation to “typical” emissary behavior) during the
Scythian logos. In a brief excursion back to the Persian forces, Darius commands his territories to prepare for the
invasion of Scythia by sending angeloi (4.83.1: napackevalopévon Aapeiov £mi Tovg Zkvhog Kol TepUmEUTOVTOG
ayyéhovg [Emta&ovtag toiot pév...] — “Now Darius was getting ready to invade Scythia. He send out messengers in
all directions, ordering some of his subjects...””) Once preparations are suitably made, Darius commands the fleet to
set sail through a cognate verb, discussed further in Chapter 2. (4.89.1: toict "loct mopayysilog TAég € TOV
[T6vtov péypt "Totpov motapod, Eneav 8¢ anikwvrol &g tov Totpov, EvBadta avtov Tepyévey {guyvovtag Tov
motopdv — “He had also ordered the lonians to take the navy into the Euxine Sea and to sail to the river Ister, where
they were to bridge the river and wait for him.”) The cognate verb emphasizes the need for the implicit emissaries
used to pass the message and confirms Darius as the authority figure for the expedition, a touch which is hardly
needed.

227 The Scythians send angeloi to their neighbors asking for help against the threatening Persians (4.102, arriving in
4.118, discussed further below). In 4.125, the Agathyrsians send a kéryx to the Scythians during their planned flight
from the Persians, warning them off from entering their country; the Scythians comply, suggesting that no under-
negotiation exists and that they accept the independence and neutrality of the other tribe.

2 Herodotus describes the way the Hyperboreans send offerings to Delos and explains that their current custom
stems from the journey of Hyperoxe and Laodike who were sent with gifts but never returned (4.33). These women
are (correctly) not named as emissaries — not only are they young women (dvo kdpag), but their task is simply the
delivery of offerings, not any further communication. Bearing gifts only, without an accompanying message, is a
task rarely designated to emissaries. Their retinue is described in some detail, but these men are similarly not
denoted as emissaries, which is appropriate given their status only as escorts (4.33.3: 1@V doT®dV Gvopog TEVTE
TOUTOVG TOVTOVG, 0l ViV [leppepéeg kodéovtal, Tinag peydras &v Ando €yovteg — “[they sent the girls] together with
five men from their country to act as their escorts and protect them; these are the men who are nowadays known as
Perphereis and are greatly revered in Delos.”)
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proposition that within the Scythian /ogos, the Scythians play the role of the Persians and the

Persians play the role of the Greeks.?”

This example is framed, however, by traditional uses of
the cognate verbs, suggesting that on the whole, even among Scythians, the regular operation of
the vocabulary of emissaries can be expected.

Only two scenes stand out as displaying substantial differences from the Greek model,
and their placement suggests that Herodotus wishes to highlight those differences as one of his
thematic strategies. The first scene (4.94) is part of an ethnographic section and thus the
thematic information is communicated primarily to Herodotus’ audience. The second scene
(4.131) is part of the narration of the main story and thus the thematic information is
communicated not only to the audience but also to the Persians receiving the emissary. The
dynamics of these scenes strongly suggest the otherness of Scythia and the danger of launching
military campaigns against such otherness. The Persians clearly do not pick up on this warning,
as their subsequent failed invasion of Greece makes clear, but Herodotus’ audience may be more
astute. By surrounding these unusual scenes with typical emissaries, the divergent customs and
behavior stand out in stark relief.

Darius’ invasion of Scythia is mentioned several times before any action begins; in
parallel fashion, Scythian emissaries are initially typical but show unusual qualities once Darius
is on the move. Darius conceives of the invasion during a conversation with his wife Atossa
(3.134). After some brief Persian campaigns elsewhere, Herodotus explains Darius’ motivation
to attack Scythia as a form of retribution (4.1) and opens the section referred to as the Scythian
logos, complete with ethnographic and analeptic information about the region. Darius’
campaign, however, does not start properly until 4.83, when he makes preparations and sets his

troops in motion. Up to this point, the vocabulary of emissaries is presented in typical fashion.

229 Bspecially with reference to battle-style (49).
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All of this changes when the Persians finally encounter Scythians for the first time.
The Persians are still traveling in 4.93 and meet with their first belligerent opponent, the

230
Getae.

This first conquest is captured in a single sentence with very little detail, and is only
minimally expanded upon:

4.93.1 mpiv 6¢ dmwécban éni Tov "Totpov, TpdTovg aipéet ['étag tovg dabavatilovtag. ...ol
o0& Téton mpog dyvopocvvny Tpamduevol avtiko Edovimbncay Opnikwv £6vteg avopeldTaTot Kol
dkodTaTOL.

Before reaching the Ister, [Darius] first conquered the Getae, who believe themselves to

be immortal. ... The Getae, however, who are the most courageous and upright Thracian tribe,
offered stiff resistance, and were promptly enslaved.
Herodotus next gives us a few sections of ethnography before summarizing their defeat again in
similarly spare fashion:

4.96.2 o0TOL P&V 81} TPOTL® TOLOVTE YPEDUEVOL OC &xElpdONcav vrd Tlepcémv, gimovto Td
AL oTpOTR-

Anyway, once the Getae had been defeated by the Persians, they were conscripted into
the army.
Clearly the battle and the military power of the Getae are uninteresting to Herodotus and
essentially irrelevant. What he does appear to be fascinated by (or at least to find remarkable) is
the belief held by the Getae of their own immortality, and the relation of that belief to their god
Salmoxis. Hartog (1988, 84-109) goes into much detail about the thematic elements of
Salmoxis, of the beliefs of the Getae, and of Herodotus’ mode of presenting this ethnographic

information.”®' But Hartog’s conclusions about the “otherness” of the Getae and the distance

Herodotus’ narration creates between their culture and Greek culture focus mainly on Salmoxis

01 follow Hartog in considering this passage as part of the Scythian logos even though the Persian forces have not

yet properly entered Scythia by crossing the Ister. Regarding the proper categorization of the Getae, he writes
(1988, 62 n1) “On the whole, the /ogos wins out over the ethnos.”
31 For a discussion of the characterization of the Getan angelos in this scene, see Chapter 3.
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22 1 fact, careful

and pass superficially over the bizarre ritual involving emissaries (4.94).
attention to the presentation of emissaries in this ritual builds an equally strong case for the
otherness of the Getae and hence helps reveal the rabbit-hole that the Persians are entering into
on this campaign.

Herodotus explicitly marks out the Getae as unusual, even among their neighbors, when
he introduces them: they consider themselves to be immortal. Their singular attempt to fight
back against the Persians is a secondary mark of distinction. Herodotus shows a concrete
example of their belief in immortality as it is expressed through communication with their god
Salmoxis: the large-scale “otherness” extends its influence to periodic ritual. Even within this
unusual means of sending a message, the behavior of the emissary is still expected to conform to
type. As discussed in Chapter 3, the Getae send an emissary to their god Salmoxis by killing
him; if he fails to deliver his message (by surviving) he is explicitly censured.”* The blame he
receives suggests that, like all typical emissaries, this messenger is expected to pass along the
message he was given swiftly and reliably. Herodotus is thus able to contrast the bizarre
elements of the sending ritual with the standard frame of typical characterization as well as with
the standard presentation of selection and dispatch.

The first bizarre element of the scene is the manner of the emissary’s selection, chosen by
lot (tov mdAw Aaxdvta). Nowhere else in the Histories is intentional transmission of a message
left to chance in such a way. Selection is not often discussed, but the explicit identification of

several emissaries as (trust)worthy, often in the superlative, suggests that every effort is made to

2 Cf. Hartog’s discussion of narrative style in this passage (104). Salmoxis receives much more thematic attention:
his literal and metaphoric “untranslatable” nature (245); his unclear identity (39; 87). Hartog additionally discusses
ambiguity in the identity of the narrator (254) and narrative flow reinforcing the idea of distance (104; 131).

233 The irony, emphasized by Herodotus’ repeated used of dmo6vijoka, is that an immortal man is punished for not
dying.
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234
b.

choose the best man for the jo Beyond the narrative, deliberate selection seems likely to

have been a historical reality also: Mosley (1973, 39) suggests that emissaries (in Athens, at
least) were elected to their positions. Leaving such a position to chance, therefore, is an entirely
alien approach from the perspective of both Greeks and Persians.*> Aside from this unorthodox
selection, the Getae fail to even send the “right” kind of emissary. As discussed in the typology
of Chapter 1, theopropoi are the emissaries who carry messages to (and from) the gods. Thus
both the manner of selection and the reason for dispatch stretch the meaning and customs of
angeloi to their most general limit.

4.94.2-3 310, mevteTpidog 08 TOV TAAM AoyOVTo aiel GEEMV OVTAV ATOTEUTOVOL dyyelov
napd TOV A&y vtelldpevor, Tdv av £xdotote SémvTat. TEUTOVGL 8¢ MOE: oi PEv odTdV
Tay0évteg axovtia tpia Exovot, GAAOL 8¢ dtarafovteg ToD AmOTEUTOUEVOL TOPA TOV ZAAUOEY
TAG XEIPAG KOl TOVG TOSAG AVAKIVICOVTIEG ODTOV LETEMPOV PITTOVOL £C TAG AOYYOG: TV UEV OM
dmo0dvn dvamapeic, Toicde Theog 6 O£dc doxéel etvar, fv 8¢ pr amoddvn, oitidvrot adTOV TOV
dyyehov @apevol pv &vdpo kaxov eival, aitinobpevot & todtov AoV dmonépmonst:
gvtéAhovtan o€ &1t (dVTL.

At five-year intervals, they cast lots to choose someone to send to Salmoxis [a deity] as
their messenger, with instructions as to what favours they want him to grant on that occasion.
This is how they send the messenger. They arrange three lances, with men to hold them, and
then others grab the hands and feet of the one being sent to Salmoxis and throw him up into the
air and on to the points of the lances. If he dies from being impaled, they regard this as a sign
that the god will look favorably on their requests. If he does not die, however, they blame this
failure on the messenger himself, call him a bad man, and then find someone else to send. They
tell him the message they want him to take to Salmoxis while he is still alive.

Once the random emissary has been selected, he is sent to his destination in equally
bizarre fashion. The internal logic, for the Getae, makes sense: immortal men needing to reach a
god can do so by passing through death. But regardless of cultural consistency, the details of
dispatching this emissary are far from ordinary. In general, the transit of an emissary is rarely

commented upon by Herodotus and the few examples that mention travel seem to emphasize that

>4 E.g., Mardonius’ reasons for selecting Alexander as an emissary to the Greeks are made abundantly clear (8.136).

3 Although selection by lot was typical for Athenian offices, this selection method is not shown for any emissary in
the Histories. The closest exception is Bagaeus’ random selection to be responsible for the death of Oroetes, but he
decides to assume the role of an emissary for that task; the office is not assigned to him.
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a great distance is being covered at high speed. Within that frame, the attention paid to transit
here makes sense: surely transit from life to death encompasses a vast journey (if temporally
short) worth the maximum non-fanciful description Herodotus can provide. The details of this
journey, however, are unlike the details he offers elsewhere. For one thing, the Getan emissary
has no agency in his own transit nor is his dispatch accomplished through performative speech.
Instead, he is physically flung by his senders onto the path (death by impalement) which will
lead him to his recipient.**

Assuming he succeeds (by dying), we are presented with three other highly non-typical
results. First, it is impossible for Herodotus (or anyone) to verify his arrival. Although the
arrival of emissaries is not always presented in the narrative, in general such information is at
least possible to represent. Not so here, since there is no way to see beyond life. Second, there is
an understood implication that any emissary dispatched will return with a response for his
sender. For other emissaries, Herodotus occasionally shows departure from the destination, if
not the full return. Since the Getan angelos has died, however, he is precluded from bringing
back any news about the reception of his message to the still-living. Although the Getae
consider his death to be a positive response from Salmoxis, the logical Greek (or astute audience)
will realize that successful delivery does not guarantee acceptance of a message. Third, the
death of an emissary is the preferred outcome, and it does not lead to dire consequences or
represent severe under-negotiation as it does elsewhere in the Histories (as discussed in Chapter

4). Thus in nearly every way, we can see that the selection and sending of this emissary is

% Hartog discusses the inverted use of the lances further (1988, 107): “[The emissary] is tossed onto the points of

three javelins or spears, whereas in normal practice the javelins would be thrown at him. Furthermore, the javelins
are used in vertical position, whereas normally they are deployed horizontally. The Getae’s use of their spears is
thus doubly abnormal. The play made with this reversal orients the ritual and perhaps suggests the meaning of its
‘otherness’.” Hartog’s interpretation does not consider the emissary’s actions or characteristics, which by my model
should play a similarly large role.
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inverted from what is customary and expected.”’ The consistency of the inversion suggests that
Herodotus is deliberately showing off the cultural distance between the Getae and typical
practices of the Persians and Greeks.

It might be tempting for the Greek audience to simply discount this extraordinary custom
on the grounds that the Getae operate in a different world from their own, but Herodotus
prevents this judgment through his description of the success and failure of the Getan emissary.
If the Getan angelos dies, his mission is accomplished and he is of no further interest. But if he
survives, he has failed and is first censured, then replaced. The Getae’s reaction confirms that
despite their strange practices, they hold their emissaries to the same standards as everyone else
in the ancient world. If speed is paramount for a proper emissary, the failure to die at the
appointed moment means that the message cannot be delivered on-schedule and would otherwise
have to wait until the emissary dies a natural death, which, given the nature of his injuries, might
not be so far off. Yet the Getae do not wait, nor do they re-attempt to send this emissary to
Salmoxis. Their decision to censure the survivor and to choose a replacement suggests that his
failed first attempt has revealed an unreliable character which is unsuitable for an emissary: he is,
in the end, just a “bad man” (&vopa kaxov). Judgment of this sort indicates that the Getae expect
their emissaries to conform to the same typical characterization that we see in the Histories as a
whole. Against this standard frame, the exceptional elements of their practices are sharply
delineated.

The Getae occupy a privileged place in the Scythian /ogos as the first tribe to confront the
attacking Persians. As such, they provide the first direct cultural contact for these two cultures

and thus set the tone for the audience’s understanding of the entire campaign. Since the

»7 Another oddity is that this emissary is not sent to facilitate interstate diplomacy; in physical terms he does not
even leave his starting point. While it is likely that the Getae did use emissaries to interact with the outside world,
Herodotus does not demonstrate that typical employment to his audience.
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description of these emissaries occurs within an ethnographic description, the information it
contains and the “otherness” it represents are available only to the audience and not to the
conquering Persians. We, as the audience, are being cued to see the outlandish nature of the
Scythians in a way that Darius and his forces have yet to be introduced to. Not only does this
privileged position allow the audience interpretive superiority over the Persians, but it creates a
sensitivity to the other inversions of typical practices involving emissaries which follow in the
logos and prefigure, in some ways, the later Persian invasion of Greece.***

The subsequent emissaries in the /ogos generally conform to the expectations set for
typical emissary characterization, but the events in which they partake or the nature of their
messages are inverted from what we have been led to expect in other parts of the Histories.
When the Scythians send angeloi to their neighbors asking for an alliance against the advancing
Persians, nothing about the emissaries themselves stands out as remarkable. They are sent in
4.102, and they arrive and deliver their message in 4.118. A summarizing sentence caps their
speech in 4.119 with a cognate verb. None of this is unusual, nor is the way in which the
departure and arrival of the emissaries frame an ethnographic digression and orient the audience
back to the main story. Thematically, however, this method of asking for help is opposite to the
customs of the Greeks and the Persians. The Scythians, a single tribe, have sent emissaries to a
collected group of kings asking all of them at once for aid. In the rest of the Histories, single
cultures send emissaries divergently or sequentially to multiple discrete recipients asking for aid.

They do not approach existing meetings of multiple powers.”*’ Hartog points to this scene as

% Hartog (1988, 36-40) lists a series of parallels between events in the Scythian logos and later parts of the

Histories; those events which involve emissaries will be discussed below. Munson (2001, 107-118) shows parallels
between Scythian ethnography and Spartan culture, in particular, as opposed to Hartog’s focus on the Athenians.

% Single recipients are the norm in the Histories for requests relating to assistance and alliances, regardless of the
number of senders, recounted below. The closest parallel to the Scythian situation is when the Megarian forces
holding off a Persian attack near Mt. Cithaeron (just before the battle of Plataea) send a request to the Greek
generals asking for aid, and each state can separately decide to send troops (9.21). The difference is that even
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prefiguring the Greek attempt to gain allies in advance of Xerxes’ invasion (7.145), suggesting
that the Scythian logos needed “to introduce a sequence to occupy the same position as that of
the Athenian ambassadors and to stand in its stead” (1988, 40); he does not consider the
difference between sending emissaries to collected allies and to separate allies. In practical
terms, the difference is inconsequential since either way the message will be delivered and
individual kings can make their own response. But in terms of structure, the inversion of
customary situations involving emissaries continues to build on the “otherness” of the Scythians
which was established in the Getan ethnography. The essential frame is globally consistent with
typical features, but the unexpected situations in which we find emissaries create a subtly
inverted version of the normative Greek world.

The Persian and Scythian forces begin their battle (or, more properly, their chase) in
4.122, thus finally allowing the Persians to see the otherness of those whom they have chosen to
attack. Accordingly, Darius becomes confused and asks a Scythian king, Idanthyrsus, to explain
their tactics and, ideally, reform themselves to act more like the Persians (or, to take Hartog’s
interpretation (1988, 49), more like Greek hoplites). Darius confronts Idanthyrsus through a
hippeus who, upon returning with Idanthyrsus’ answer, is identified as a kéryx (4.126-8). Much
like the Scythian attempt to gain allies, Darius’ emissary is himself typical but the situation of
the message is inverted from standard practice.**’ Idanthyrsus is exhorted to choose between
submission and standing his ground to fight and is asked why his forces continuously flee.
Darius is addressing his confusion and directly confronting the nomadic “other” nature of the

Scythians. His request for submission is ordinary, but asking a fleeing enemy to stand and fight

though the message is sent to a group of autonomous parties, Pausanias speaks as the leader of all of them. The
neighboring tribes in the Scythian example speak with multiple voices; in all other situations of message responses,
regardless of the number of recipients, the reply is made by a single voice.

0 The initial identification of the kéryx as a hippeus is likely thematically motivated. When trying to contact a
swiftly moving force in flight, speed is of the essence and thus a mounted emissary is required.
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is highly unusual. Messages sent to foes are more commonly threats meant to intimidate or, on
the other side of the spectrum, requests for truces. Military flight typically results in surrender or
siege, not an uninterrupted chase. Thus Darius confronts an inverted military situation with an
inverted military request, alongside a more traditional suggestion. Idanthyrsus’ response is
negative in every way: he will not stop fleeing and he will not submit. The direct rejection on
both fronts indicates (as expected) an under-negotiation between the Scythians and the Persians
which requires further resolution (coming in 4.131ff). The explanation of nomadism brought
back to Darius by the kéryx evidently is not sufficient to drive home the alien nature of the
Scythians and the futility of continued conquest.

Darius’ request for earth and water goes unheeded, but not long afterwards the Scythians
send him a message in the form of alternate gifts (4.131). These gifts appear to address the
unresolved under-negotiation with Idanthyrsus by finally lending Darius the appropriate
perspective on his overall situation.

4.131.1-2 moAAdxig 8¢ TorovToL YIvopEvov, T€Aog Aapeidg te &v anopinot eiyeto, kol ol
Yxvbémv Bactiéeg pabovieg todto Emepmov knpuka ddpa Aapeiw pépovta dpviBd te kol pdv Kol
Batpoayov kai 01010V mévte. [I€pcat d€ TOV Pépovta T0 dDMPA EXEPADTEOV TOV VOOV TV

ddopévav: 0 8¢ 00OEV € ol EmectdABat A0 ) d6VTa TNV TayioTnV dmaAldccesOat, adTOVG O
106 [1époag Exéleve, €l copol giot, yvdvar TO BEAEL TA dDPa AEyELV.

After this had happened a number of times, things were starting to go very badly for
Darius. The Scythian kings realized this and sent a herald with gifts for him — a bird, a mouse, a
frog, and five arrows. The Persians asked the man who had brought the gifts what the kings
meant by them, but he said that all he was supposed to do was hand over the gifts and leave
straight away — he had received no further instructions. However, he told the Persians that if
they were clever they would work out what the gifts meant.

Two important features stand out in this scene: the behavior of the emissary and the content of
the message. The Scythian emissary is, surprisingly, non-typical. He is sent and arrives in

normal fashion, but speaks beyond his authority after acknowledging his given limits. This

additional communication delays his departure, also violating his charge to be swift. Herodotus
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may subtly indicate disapproval for his actions by referring to him only by task and
demonstrative once he has been sent, but the lack of any consistent replacement vocabulary (e.g.
a name or ethnic adjective) makes this implicit censure (through title-removal) tenuous. No
motivation for this inappropriate act is given aside from the Persian inquiry about meaning, but
to be fair, the emissary’s additional response is quite brief and hardly useful. This caveat may
save the kéryx from clear censure despite his transgression.

The message itself, however, is a clear situational inversion which follows upon those
previously discussed. Darius has requested earth and water and has been denied by Idanthyrsus.
Nevertheless, he presumes that the strange gifts from the Scythian kings are a Scythian version
of earth and water, when in fact they are the complete opposite: a threat instead of submission.**!
The message is also atypical in being presented through objects in need of interpretation instead
of being articulated through intelligible words.”** Emissaries rarely deliver messages that are not
in some way verbal; the only exception is Thrasybulus’ advice for Periander (5.92C.1-3),
communicated through chopping the heads off stalks of grain. In this situation, however, the
meaning of the message is easily comprehended by the recipient and is unknown to the emissary
himself.*** Not so for Darius; the situation is exactly reversed. The emissary apparently knows
the meaning but will not tell, and Darius’ interpretation of the message is completely wrong,
fixed only through consultation with others.***

The upheaval of traditional order and its implicit danger, as indicated repeatedly to the

1 West (1988, 211): “...the perplexing message contributes powerfully to our sense of imminent disaster and an
incalculable foe...”

**2 That is, non-typical from the perspective of the Greeks and, to a lesser extent, of the Persians. For the historicity
of messages through objects in this region and the issue of intelligibility, see West (1988).

3 The gifts from Cambyses to the Ethiopians (3.20) appear to have no hidden message. The bow sent by the
Ethiopian king as a gift is meant as a threatening message, but the meaning is explicitly given to the xatdokomot
along with the object (3.21). Nothing is hidden. Similarly, the tattoos placed on an emissary’s head (5.35-6) are
concealed by his hair, but the message is clearly communicated once he shaves.

 Gobryas recognizes the threat in his interpretation: the Persians will be struck down by Scythian arrows unless
they can flee into the sky, ground, or water like birds, mice, or frogs, respectively (4.132).
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audience through these unusual scenes with emissaries, is still not quite enough to get through to
Darius. The gifts from the Scythians prompt him to reevaluate his strategy and to decide on
retreat only in conjunction with the next incident, when the Scythians abandon their battle lines
to chase after a hare (4.134). Hartog (1988, 43) explains the hare as a metaphor for the Persians
and essentially as a portent for Darius confirming the contempt of the Scythians and the wisdom
of retreat. But Hartog does not take into consideration the double persuasion that was necessary:

245 .
Darius needs

the incident with the hare combined with the proper interpretation of the gifts.
extra help to see the right solution, and his stubbornness or over-confidence here is reflected in
the future assaults by the Persians on Europe.

Neither Darius nor Xerxes takes the lesson they should from the failure in Scythia:
Europe is too tough a nut to crack, primarily because of fundamental cultural differences.**® The
nomadism of the Scythians made them a target impossible to hit; for the Greeks, their freedom
and chosen unity give them wisdom and military ability beyond what the subjugated Persians are
capable of. The cultural contrast is clear to the audience through the placement of these inverted
scenes of emissaries, framed by the advance and retreat of the Persians. The Getan ethnography
suggests to the audience that things are too alien for the Persians to have a chance; the gifts from
the Scythians and the situation with the hare suggest the same conclusion to Darius much later.**’

The importance of the thematic elements of these scenes is emphasized through this ring-

compositional structure. Although the Getan emissary may be the most salient point of reference

25 4.134.1-2 mobbdpevoc 8¢ opeac OV Aaydv dibkovtag elne Gpo, Tpdg 100G TEp Edbee Kol o GAAa Aéyewy: ‘odTot
DOVSpeC UEDY TOALOV KOTOPPOVEOLGST, Kod ot vV gaivetan ToBping simelv mepi 16V Tkvbikdv Shpwv dpddS. d¢
OV oBTog oM SokedvTmv Kai ot pot Exstv, BovAfic dyabfic 8¢, dme dopuiing 1 kopmdn Huiv Eoton 1o Omicn.” —
“When [Darius] heard that they were chasing a hare, he told his confidants, ‘These Scythians certainly hold us in
contempt. I now think that Gobryas’ interpretation of their gifts was right, and what we need is a good plan for
getting safely back home.””

%6 For the justification of including Scythia as part of Europe, see Hartog (1988, 30-3).

7 In addition to not having the benefit of knowing the Getan ethnographic information, Darius is similarly
hampered in reaching this conclusion earlier due to his easy conquest of the Getae.
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for the audience, the Persians should have taken the gifts of the Scythian kings as an enduring
lesson.

One of the most unusual features of the Scythian gifts to Darius is that they stand in the
stead of the normal earth-and-water tribute. In most situations, it appears that when the Persians
ask for earth and water it is plainly given or denied. Only in two scenes, additional to this one,
does the request result in alternative “gifts”, namely the death of the inquiring emissaries. These
scenes may act as reflections of the Scythian events. Megabazus, on behalf of Darius, attempts
to gain earth and water from Macedonia (5.17-21). As discussed in Chapter 3, although the
Macedonian king Amyntas does initially provide earth and water, his son Alexander undoes this
show of submission and substitutes for it the death of the emissaries who accepted it. He even
makes a further replacement, in that he bribes the Persian investigating the emissaries’
disappearance by offering marriage to his sister. The Athenians and Spartans also give
replacement “gifts” to Darius’ kérykes (7.133) who come asking for earth and water, by giving
them death in a pit and a well instead. The Spartans make the deliberate substitution obvious, by

28 1n both situations,

commanding the emissaries to take their items from the well back to Persia.
the events in Scythia are expanded and made more dire. The request for earth and water is met
with a threat that is carried out not only in gifts but in actions. The farther west we move, and
the closer to freedom, the more severe the inversion of the typical earth and water ritual
becomes.

If the Scythian /ogos has trained the audience to recognize inversion and European

“otherness” as toxic to Persian invasion, then these scenes of replaced earth and water should cue

#87.133.1: 01 8 £ ppéop ERPaLOVTES EkELEVOV YTV Te Kal DOmp &k TovTOV Pépety mapd Baoihéa — “the heralds had

been hurled ... into a well in Sparta, with the [command] that they fetch earth and water from there to take to the
king.”
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the expectation of Persian failure or, at least, retreat.*** And so it happens that the Macedonian
scene occurs just before Megabazus leaves Thrace for good. The delay between the Spartan and
Athenian scene and the total Persian flight is much greater, but the effect is also more stark. The
inversion in this scene, already echoing the situation of the Scythian gifts and Darius’ retreat, is
juxtaposed with the Persian entry into Greece proper. In a sense, it corresponds structurally with
the Getan ethnography in the narrative, and perhaps represents some of the same thematic
significance. Even though Greek victory is a long way off, it is coming. The Persians have
failed to learn three times from Darius’ emissaries that unexpected responses to requests for earth
and water signal foreign cultures which cannot be fully and properly conquered.”® The
connection between these scenes is reinforced not only through the content but through the
particular treatment of emissaries and messages. Broadly, this treatment demonstrates how
effectively Herodotus can use ethnography in conjunction with the main story to encourage a
thematic awareness in his audience which is applicable not only within a /ogos but throughout

the wider narrative of the Histories.

The Personal Logos: Cyrus in Book 1
As we saw in Chapter 2 about Croesus and just above about Themistocles, emissaries and the

language of emissaries can add depth to our understanding of the position of a particular

¥ Hartog considers the “cuing” effect of many other scenes, but not this one (1988, 36): “In other words, in relation
to the Persians, the Scythians resemble what the Athenians were in relation to those same Persians. This recurrent
analogy, which serves as a model of intelligibility for the Scythian expedition, results in the Scythians, in this
instance, being turned into Athenians of a kind. That being so, all we need to do is explicitly to establish the
connections between the two expeditions, noting a number of references from one to the other that force one to read
the first as a rehearsal for the second.” West is more conservative (2002, 439): “In the manner of their resistance the
Scythians to some extent prefigure the Athenian role in the defeat of Xerxes; but Herodotus does not alert us to this
partial parallel, and there is a danger of over-emphasizing its importance for his thought.” It is true that Herodotus
never makes an explicit connection, but the consistency of his approach towards emissaries and messages suggests
that when they appear in related contexts, they may cue the recognition of a pattern.

0 This inability is due, in part, to the extreme cultural differences in governance and submission. The Persians fail
to understand that for free people, submission to Persia is like a willing enslavement to be avoided at all costs.
(Expressed with regard to Sparta directly by Demaratus to Xerxes in 7.102).
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individual in relation to other powers concerning a particular sequence of events. The /ogos of
Cyrus, in Book 1, uses the features of emissaries beyond a single scene or even a sequence of
scenes, and instead allows them to characterize Cyrus’ entire life, from birth to death, and even
his personal character. Although the life of Cyrus has been examined previously with an eye for
structure and theme (e.g. Immerwahr 1966, Avery 1972), the role and placement of emissaries in
it has escaped notice. By adding an awareness of them into the analysis of Cyrus’ life, a more
fruitful understanding of the focal elements of his /ogos, his presence in Croesus’ /ogos, and the
parallels with the surrounding /ogoi are made possible.

It is prudent to start with what scholarship has already pointed out about Cyrus’ /ogos,
and then to show in what ways the presence and the language of emissaries add to those
analyses. In terms of basic narrative structure, the symmetry and duality of Cyrus’ story has
been noted by Immerwahr and Avery. Avery (1972), in particular, identifies many doublets
throughout Cyrus’ story which Herodotus can use to establish a context which eases the use of
larger thematic dualities.””' Avery also discusses several ways in which Cyrus’ character is
inverted once he takes power and how his actions and characterization at the end of his rule are
similar to Croesus’ at the beginning of his own reign.”* Immerwahr (1966) is concerned more

generally with the narrative structure of Cyrus’ logos (origin, quick consolidation of power, and

>! Avery (1972, 536 n.15): “Duality plays an important role in the story Herodotus chooses to tell about Cyrus’
early life. First, Herodotus makes much of Delphi's riddle about Cyrus’ being a mule (55, 2) with the explanation
that Cyrus was born of unequal parents [1.91.5-6]. More significant, however, are the dualities found in the story of
Cyrus’ birth and how he survived to become king of Persia. Cyrus had two lives, for all had thought he had died of
exposure soon after birth. At [1.124.1] Harpagus reminds Cyrus that Astyages is his murderer, so Cyrus is in the
unique position of being able to avenge his own murder. Furthermore, Cyrus has two sets of parents: Mandane and
Cambyses, and Spako and Mitradates. Cyrus becomes king twice: once while a child [1.114] and once again when
grown (Astyages and the magi accept the legitimacy of the first kingship: [1.120.2-6]). Cyrus has two names, though
we are not told what his name as the shepherd’s son was [1.113.3]. Finally, in a sense, Cyrus is a twin, for Spako’s
still-born child [1.112.2-113.3] was virtually his exact contemporary. The dead child takes Cyrus’ place in the coffin
and receives the royal burial meant for Cyrus. These dualities set the stage for the larger dualities discussed below.”
2 Avery (1972, 536ff). His main argument is that Cyrus is presented initially as intelligent, a good evaluator of
advice, restrained, and with a healthy respect for the gods and the consequences of his actions; when he takes power
in Persia and begins his campaigns, all these aspects turn into their opposites with their culmination in his botched
attack on the Massagetae.
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lengthy exposition of reign ending in defeat or decline) (76) and shows its similarity to Croesus’
logos (88-9). The more careful exegesis on motifs (89-93 and 161-7) does not consider

233 'Wood (1972, 51-56) focuses on narrative and thematic parallels

emissaries in any way.
between Cyrus’ campaigns against Babylon and the Massagetae. Konstan (1983) explores the
symmetric elements between Cyrus’ relationships with Astyages and Tomyris. He sees many
“structural analogies” (9), such as the parallel dreams about succession leading to violence
against children and violations of the limits between bestiality and humanity (expressed through
cannibalism and blood-dunking) (8-10). These scholars separate, at a minimum, Cyrus’
childhood from his campaigns, meaning that the transition from exile to ruler is a vital dividing
line, structurally, for the story. But these analyses do not consider explicitly how this division is
blurred by the fact that Cyrus is introduced to us on campaign (against Croesus) before we hear
of his birth, childhood, and seizure of power. For these events, just as for his eventual death,
emissaries play a key role in demarcating sections, providing connection through the narrative,
and highlighting important themes.

Cyrus makes his first appearance in the Histories as part of Croesus’ logos, in the long
lead-up to Croesus’ defeat and capture at Sardis (1.46-91). Cyrus’ agency increases as his
presence in the logos does, but Croesus remains the overall focus. Indeed, we see Cyrus for the

first time only obliquely: Croesus is concerned about the fact that Alyattes was overthrown and

Cyrus’ identity is practically buried at the end of a long clause:

1.46.1 petd o0& 1 Aotudyeog 100 Kva&dpew fyepovin kataipedeioa vmo Kvpov 10D
Koufvoen kai ta tdv [epoémv mprypoata avéavopeva mévieog uev Kpoicov anénavoe, Evépnos
0¢ &¢ ppovtida, 1 kwg dvvarto, mpiv peydrovg yevésBar toug [Iépcag, katalafeiv avtdv
AOEAVOLLEVIV TIV SUVOULY.

When Cyrus the son of Cambyses deprived Astyages the son of Cyaxares of his power,
the growing might of the Persian caused Croesus to put aside his grief and he began to wonder

253 Emissaries are barely mentioned in summaries of events, much less the analysis, e.g., we hear briefly that there
were Greek embassies to Cyrus (Ionian and Spartan, in a nice symmetry) (1966, 89).
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whether there might be a way for him to restrain the growing power of the Persian before it
became too great.

Astyages’ rule and his recent demotion take precedence over the author of that change, and
Croesus’ position as the subject of the main clause (évéfnoe) confirms that the opening temporal
clause is important narratologically as a motivation for Croesus’ following actions, not as a
simple statement of events. The situation is similar in 1.54 when Croesus (having heard an
apparently positive oracle from Delphi) decides to try to overthrow Cyrus.

1.54.1 éneite 8¢ dveveryBévta ta Oeompdmia €nvbeto 6 Kpoisog, brepnobn 1€ Toict
ypnotnpioict, mdyyv te éAmicos kataivosw v Kvpov Baciininy...

When Croesus heard the answers his men brought back, he was delighted with the oracles
and was convinced that he would destroy Cyrus’ empire.

The main focus is on Croesus, with Cyrus shunted into the Remainder of a participial clause.”**
When Cyrus finally does start to get some agency (as the subject of a main verb) in 1.73, the
main issue is still his role as the deposer of Astyages and hence a threat to Croesus:

1.73.1-2 éotpateveto 6 6 Kpoicog émi v Kanmadokiny t@voe giveka, kal yic iLépm
TpookToachot Tpog TV E0vTod poipav foLVAGLEVOS Kol LAAIGTO T® ¥PNOTNPI® TIGLVOS EMV
kol TicacBat 0EAv vep Actudysog Kdpov. Actudyea yap tov Kva&apew £6vta Kpoicov pév

youppov, Mndwv d¢ Pactiéa, Kbpog 6 Kaufioem kataotpewduevog eiye, YeVOUEVOV YouBpov
Kpoicp 0.

The main reasons for Croesus’ invasion of Cappadocia, in addition to the fact that his
desire for land led him to want to increase his share of territory, were his faith in the oracle and
his wish to punish Cyrus for what had happened to Astyages. Astyages the son of Cyaxares was
Croesus’ brother-in-law and the king of the Medes, and Cyrus the son of Cambyses had defeated
him and was holding him captive.

In this passage and in the situation summary in 1.75, Cyrus’ agency is limited not only by the

fact that his importance is subsumed by that of Croesus for the /ogos, but also by the fact that he

% Recall from Chapter 2 that the Remainder is the least pragmatically marked portion of a sentence, occurring after

the Topic, Focus, and Verb. Cyrus is similarly rendered unimportant pragmatically in 1.71.1, where he is mentioned
in the Remainder of a relative clause (itself in the Remainder of the main sentence), and shares nearly equal
prominence with the Persians as a whole who are mentioned there also: Kpoicog 6¢ apoptav tod ypnopod €noéeto
otpatninv & Kannadokiny, éAnicac katapnosty Kdpov te kai v [epsémv dvvapuy — “Meanwhile, due to his
misunderstanding of the oracle, Croesus invaded Cappadocia, on the assumption that he would depose Cyrus and
destroy the Persian empire.”

153



does not progress in activity in any way from the time he was first introduced. His actions
relevant to Croesus are static: all we know of him is that he overthrew Alyattes and is keeping

6.>° But in 1.76, Croesus finally sets in

him alive, which is unchanged from the situation in 1.4
motion his attack against Cyrus and, probably not coincidentally (for pragmatic and
foreshadowing reasons), Cyrus gains prominence, agency, and our first emissaries show up.

Despite Croesus’ prior preparations and intentions, the narrative does not actually present
his invasion of Cappadocia until 1.76, when he has crossed the Halys river and sets up camp in
anticipation of his battle with Cyrus. The way in which crossing boundaries like rivers serves as
a metaphor for over-extension and avarice throughout the Histories is well documented, and

- . 256
Croesus’ actions here are no exception.

The physical actions which will set the stage for his
downfall have been set in motion; accordingly, Cyrus finally begins to come into his own as an
active character in the narrative. Croesus’ activities in Cappadocia (Pteria, to be precise) are
followed immediately by Cyrus’ own preparations for battle, the first time we see him in action
as a conqueror. He first gathers his troops and then attempts to gain allies, just as Croesus had
done in 1.69 by approaching Sparta. Where Croesus was successful, however, Cyrus fails.
Nonetheless, he attacks. The syntax, in contrast to what we have seen before, notably places
Cyrus front and center. Croesus is still present (as he should be in his own /ogos) but is losing
prominence.

1.76.2-4 Kdpog 6¢ dyeipag TOv €0uTod 6Tpatdv Koi Toparofadv ToLg LeTAED OIKEOVTOS
navtog Nvtiodto Kpoicwm: mpiv 8¢ £€ghadvely Opuijoat TOV oTpaTtov, TEPYAS KNPVKAS £G TOVG

"Tovag énepdto cpeag amo Kpoioov amoetavar. "Toveg pév vov ovk £ngi@ovro, Kdpog o0& mdg
amiketo kol avteotpatonedevoato Kpoicw, évlavta v i) [Ttepin ydpn Eneipdvto Kotd 10

>3 The static nature of this situation stands out in contrast to Herodotus’ typical narrative pattern of summarizing

and then adding to that summary, as discussed by Lang (1984, 5): “And many of the cases of so-called ring-
composition should perhaps be better seen as a kind of spiraling forward, since the wrap-up statement does more
than echo the beginning statement; it very frequently builds on the first statement by using material from the
digression to make a new directional statement, thus moving the narrative forward rather than coming back to the
same place.” Here, no “spiraling” happens with respect to Cyrus.

26 B g, Immerwahr (1966), Lateiner (1989).
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ioyLpOV AAANA®V. HayMs 6& KapTeptig YEVOUEVNC Kal TEGOVTOV AUPOTEP®Y TOAADY TEAOG
0VOETEPOL VIKNOAVTEC S1EGTNGAV VOKTOC EmeAfovonG. Kol T UEV 6TPoTdnEda AUPOTEP OVTMOC
Nyovicaro.

Meanwhile, Cyrus mustered his army and went to meet Croesus, conscripting all the
inhabitants of the regions he passed through on the way. Before setting off with his army on this
expedition, he had sent messengers to the Ionians and tried to incite them to rebel against
Croesus, but the Ionians had refused to listen. Anyway, Cyrus reached Pteria and positioned
his army opposite Croesus’ camp, so Pteria was the site of the trial of strength between the two
armies. A fierce battle took place, with heavy losses on both sides, but by nightfall, when the
two armies separated, neither side had won.

This scene occurs at a decisive moment for Croesus and Cyrus, just before their first military
clash which will result in a complete shift in the regional balance of power. Despite the fact that
we are still within Croesus’ logos, from this point on Cyrus’ importance (and military power)
will come to dominate the shape and tone of events. The presentation of Cyrus in the narrative
demonstrates his burgeoning influence. Cyrus takes the Topic position at the start of this passage
(Kdpog 8£), in contrast to Croesus who previously held that position.”®” His military prowess is
hinted at by the references to his army and aggression. His side of this affair is much condensed,
compared to the treatment given to Croesus’ gathering of troops and allies, but this difference
can be attributed to the fact that, regardless of who is surging in power, we are still nominally in
Croesus’ logos.

At this pivotal point in the /ogos, building up to the first clash of powers, Herodotus
provides us with the extra thematic marker of a sending scene with official emissaries. The
sequence is in the expected order with nearly all of the pieces given explicitly: sending,
emissaries, destination, purpose. Both the sender and the motivation are easily inferred from
context, which allows more attention to be paid to the connection being made here between lonia

and Cyrus. The scene of dispatch is relatively robust, signaling a narrative shift to the

destination (which does occur, however briefly, in that we see the Ionian point of view in the

37 Capital descriptors like “Topic” indicate the pragmatic categories introduced in Chapter 2.
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next sentence). The brevity of our time in Ionia and the stark rejection of Cyrus’ request ("laveg
név vov ovk émeifovto) signal an under-negotiation of status (per Chapter 4) which will need to
be resolved. Thus, even though we promptly leave lonia and are returned to the matter at hand
between Croesus and Cyrus, we can be certain that Herodotus is cuing a later interaction between

238 Furthermore, the choice of

Cyrus and lonia to resolve the misunderstanding represented here.
emissary vocabulary may be another signal of Cyrus’ ascendant power. Kérykes, as we recall
from Chapter 1, are generally sent from strong to weak powers (relatively speaking) and
especially by easterners. Cyrus’ decision to send kerykes (or Herodotus’ decision to represent
ambiguous emissaries as kérykes) may therefore reflect his higher status or be a way for him to
claim that status through his actions (or for Herodotus to forecast his eventual success). In sum,
this dispatch of emissaries prepares the audience for a temporary location shift, points to Cyrus’
elevated status, and plants a seed for future interactions between Cyrus and Ionia through the
rejection of his message. It stands out structurally by virtue of occurring at the inception of
Cyrus’ battle against Croesus and his domination of Lydia, and also through its general
symmetry to the preparations of Croesus. Finally, as we shall see, it begins the process of
connecting emissaries as a theme to the life and events of Cyrus. This brief passage provides
him with only two resources, both of which will be vital to his ascension and rule: army
(otpatdv) and emissaries (K1puKaG).

Once the battle is joined, Croesus quickly becomes the main focus of the /ogos again, and
we are treated much more extensively to his perspective on, and reactions to, the battle.
Retreating to Sardis, he calls upon his allies to assist him and then requests interpretation of an

omen (1.77-8). In 1.79 we return to Cyrus’ point of view and actions again.259 This time in

28 Resolution comes in 1.141, discussed below.
259 This passage is also discussed in Chapter 3, from the perspective of characterization.
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addition to giving Cyrus the initial Focus position, Herodotus also shows us Cyrus’ point of view
by allowing him to focalize his plans. These few sentences set up Cyrus’ military response and
immediately lead into the second clash of powers, this one much greater and (as it will turn out)
much more devastating for Croesus. At this second pivotal point of contact, we are again shown
Cyrus linked with an emissary, this time much more intimately.

1.79.1-2 Kdpog 6¢ avtika dnerovvovtog Kpoicov petd v pdymv tv yevouévny &v i
[Ttepin pobov, og dreldoag péArot Kpoicog diackeday oV 6Tpatov, fovdenduevog ebpioke
TPNYUA o etvon EAVEY O¢ dVvaTo Thiylota Emi TaC XApdLS mpiv 1) TO devtepov aMcBfjvor t@dv
AvdGV TV dvvauy. mg d€ ol tadta £d0&e, Kai Emoiee Katd TAy0C, EAACAS YA TOV GTPATOV £C TNV

Avdinv av1og dyyehog Kpoicm éknivlee. évBadta Kpoicog &g amopinv moAAv dmtypévog, Mg
ol apd 06&av Eoye TA TPNYUATO 1| OG ADTOC KATEdOKEEV, OUMC TOVG Avdovg EETye €¢ aymv.

As soon as Croesus withdrew his troops after the battle in Pteria, Cyrus learnt that he
intended to disband his men. After some thought, he realized that he had better march as quickly
as possible on Sardis, before the Lydian forces could gather for the second time. No sooner had
he come to this decision than he put it into action and marched into Lydia. He himself was the
messenger through whom Croesus heard of his arrival. This put Croesus into an impossible
situation, because things had not gone according to his expectations; nevertheless, he led his
troops out to battle.

The identification of Cyrus as his own angelos is unmatched by any other scene with emissaries
in the Histories, although it is echoed at 1.127 (discussed below). If Cyrus is being
characterized, rather explicitly, as an official emissary, the natural question is how he upholds
the “typical” characterization expected of the position. The obvious element is that of speed,
which is stressed throughout this passage in vocabulary (avtika, ®G...tédy10T0, KOTA TAYOG) and
context, and contrasts with the long-term plans of Croesus. Cyrus, through the title of angelos,
embodies the speed of his army and physically moves the narrative to Lydia and to Croesus. In
addition, the fact that he arrives without a typical dispatch scene emphasizes the surprise that
Croesus must feel at his unexpected arrival: the narrative has not prepared him or the audience to
expect the arrival of an emissary at this moment. More abstractly, Cyrus embodies the reliability

of the “message” he is delivering: there is no escaping his military superiority or Croesus’
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eventual defeat. Once again at a crucial point of contact, Cyrus is connected with two key
resources: his army (otpatov) and emissaries (dyyerog). In the latter case, he is his own best
resource, emphasized by the subject pronoun avt6c.’®® Herodotus is once again the focalizer for
this scene and thus he ascribes these qualities to Cyrus, presumably for all of the effects
mentioned. In sum, this scene strengthens Cyrus’ place in the narrative through the use of
focalization and the vocabulary of emissaries at the moment when he is about to engage in battle
with Croesus for the second and final time. It also creates a strong thematic connection between
Cyrus and emissaries which will continue into Cyrus’ own /ogos.

From this point on, the balance of power shifts rapidly. Croesus is quickly pushed behind
the walls of Sardis (1.80);”®' fourteen days later Cyrus’ forces breach the walls and capture him

%2 Through these actions, Cyrus has

before Croesus’ allies have time to respond (1.81-84).
obtained a position of complete authority within Croesus’ /ogos. Croesus, by contrast, must be
saved from certain death twice by the intervention of others; he has lost agency along with
power.”®® His newly-reduced political status is reinforced by his new occupation as Cyrus’ slave
and advisor (1.89-90). The logos closes, in ring-compositional style, with an explanation from
Delphi about the oracle which encouraged Croesus to start his campaign against Cyrus (1.91).

Thus in every step of Croesus’ decline from king to slave, Cyrus’ presence is felt. Although

everything he does is relevant to Croesus in some way, his actions and presentation also serve to

260 Avery (1972, 537) argues that Cyrus’ ascension is marked by positive qualities in a ruler, including good ideas
and judgment; the intrinsic qualities of (typical) emissaries bestowed on Cyrus when he is described as his own
angelos may be another positive quality. It is notable that in this same passage Cyrus is shown to evaluate and
deliberate (correctly, as it turns out) about the situation. Even though such actions might not be suitable for regular
emissaries to undertake, Cyrus is certainly no ordinary emissary in this scene, and his identification as such falls
aptly into a scene of arrival.

*%! The nascent power and victory for Cyrus may be indicated in part by Herodotus’ description of him as frightened
in 1.80 (cf. Darius’ fear of Intaphrenes as discussed in Chapter 4).

%62 For a discussion of the emissaries from Croesus (1.81-83) and their thematic connection to his defeat, see Chapter
2.
%3 In 1.85, Croesus’ mute son, as predicted by the Pythia, speaks to save his life. In 1.87, he prays to Apollo for rain
to save him from being burnt alive on a pyre once he realizes that Cyrus has changed his mind about putting him to
death.
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establish his character and relevant themes for the full-fledged logos about him which follows.*®

In 1.108, Cyrus is born and almost immediately condemned to death by Astyages. He is
saved from this fate overtly by the herdsman and his wife (1.110-3), but the circumstances are
facilitated again by what will prove to be Cyrus’ two main strengths: emissaries and military
forces. Astyages does not want to kill Cyrus himself and passes the task off to Harpagus as a
proxy. When Harpagus also passes off the task, this time to an individual who will save Cyrus’
life, he initiates contact through an emissary:

1.110.1: tadta ine xoi ovTiKe dyyehov Enepne émi TGV PovKOL®Y TGV NAcm)dysog, OV
NricToTo VOUAC TE £MTNOE0TATAS VEHOVTO Kad Opea Onprwdéatata, T@ odvopa v Mitpadatng.

ouvvoikee 0 £OVTOD GLVOOVAN,...
No sooner said than done. He sent a message to a man called Mitradates, who of all

Astyages’ herdsmen was the one who, Harpagus knew, pastured his cattle in countryside that
particularly suited his purpose — that is, in mountains full of wild animals.

The angelos is completely generic in this scene and provides only functional benefits to the
narrative: he signals our transition to the countryside for a quick description and delineates a
vital moment, yet again, for Cyrus. The summoned shepherd will save his life. Cyrus’ survival
also hinges on the favorable use of military power. Harpagus uses spear-carriers to verify the
death of the infant “Cyrus”, and the faulty observation of these military figures allows him to
survive.?®

Cyrus’ rise to power is equally marked by military force and emissaries several times

over. Cyrus’ true birth is revealed when he comes to the attention of Astyages for his actions

264 Even though the logoi of Croesus and Cyrus follow the narrative pattern identified by Immerwahr (1966) for
rulers (origin, ascension, rule, decline), Cyrus’ strong presence in Croesus’ logos suggests that the boundaries
between logoi are more permeable than Immerwahr suggests.

2651.113.3: mépyag 8¢ 6 Aprayoc 1dv E0VTOD S0PLYOPMY TOVS MGTOTATOVS E15€ T 18t ToVTMV Kai EDoye T0D
Bovkdrov 10 madiov, kai 0 pev Etébanto, TOV 6¢ Dotepov TovTV Kipov dvopachévia taparafodca ETpepe 1)
yovn 100 Bovkdrov, obvoua dAlo koo Tt kai 00 Kipov Ogpévn. — “Harpagus sent his most trusted personal guards,
and they carried out an inspection on his behalf and buried the herdsman’s child. So the one child lay in his grave,
while the other — the one who was later called Cyrus — was adopted and brought up by the herdsman’s wife,
although she called him something else, not Cyrus.” The danger of sending anyone other than spies to perform
visual verification tasks is discussed in Chapter 3.
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while playing with other children. The story of Cyrus playing at being king is told twice, once
focalized (in the narrative) by Herodotus (1.114) and once focalized (in direct discourse) by
Astyages (1.120). As mentioned above, Avery (1972, 536 n.15) notes that the Magi and
Astyages accept Cyrus as king among the boys (1.120.2-6), mirroring the later kingship he will
hold over Persia. This moment of play, then, is defining for Cyrus both for the future it reflects
and for its role in bringing him to Astyages’ attention and restoring him to his birthright. Not
surprisingly, we discover that in both presentations of his acts as “king”, spear bearers and
emissaries are present and in fact are the only occupations listed in both tellings.

1.114.2: 6 8¢ avtéyv Siétae Todg pév oikiag <oi> oikodopéetv, Todg 8¢ dopvedpovg eivar,

1OV 8¢ KoV Tva adTdV OPOAANOV Bacidéog eivat, T 58 Tvi Tag dyyehiag dopépety 88idov yépag
OG £KAOTE EPYOV TPOGTAGTMV.

He gave them various jobs to do: some built houses, some formed his bodyguard, one of
them was the King’s Eye, and one of them was privileged enough to be allowed to bring
messages in to him. To each he assigned a task.

1.120.2: 6 6¢ mavta, 6ca mep ol AANOEL LOY® Pactiées, ETeAémoe mOMGOS: Kol yap
30pLPOPOLE Kol BupwPOoVG Kal AyyeEANOOPOVE Kol TG AOTA TAVTA S10TAENS NPYE.

He accomplished everything by acting just like a real king. He gave everyone their
various jobs to do — as his bodyguards, porters, heralds [/iz. message-bearers], and so on — and
ruled over them.

Neither the spear bearers nor the message carriers perform any action, they simply are listed as
(evidently) vital components of a king’s household along with builders, spies, and porters.**®
They are quite possibly the most important elements of retaining power. A king needs to make
his will known (through emissaries) and enforced (through military), and he additionally needs
the protection that each provides, by separating the king from direct danger. The presence of
such characters at this point in the narrative confirms their important relationship, thematically,
with Cyrus and his rule.

Actual kingship does not come for Cyrus until he is spurred to action by Harpagus.

266 For the historical positions given here and further references, see Asheri (ad loc.).
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Cyrus, now an adult in Persia, is approached indirectly by Harpagus with a plan to overthrow
Astyages. Harpagus’ communication of this idea to Cyrus and Cyrus’ execution of Harpagus’
plan depend on written messages.”®” The lack of official emissaries at this important juncture
may be due to the illicit and covert nature of the messages described. Harpagus’ call for a revolt
is likely the most famous message in the Histories, due its singular status of being cleverly
concealed and delivered in a hare (1.123-4). Great attention is drawn to this message by several
means, all of which are fully described: its cunning delivery, the act of writing and reading it
(instead of a more usual messenger speech), and Harpagus” traitorous motivations.*®® Cyrus’
reaction is treated in equal detail, if more briefly, and mirrors the actions of Harpagus: he
deliberates, writes a message, and then “delivers” it to his target audience (1.125). As discussed
in Chapter 3, Cyrus goes to great lengths to convince the Persian troops that his invented letter is

genuine and reliable.”*

His showmanship is the inverse of Harpagus’: whereas Harpagus’
elaborate display (of the hare) is intended to hide his message from Astagyes’ power,?”’ Cyrus’
display is intended to co-opt publicly Astyages’ power for himself. The thematic changes
between the two corresponding messages confirm that power and the focus of the narrative are
passing from concealment to brazenness, from Media to Persia, from old to young, and from

underling to ruler.*”’

The lead-up to the battle between Cyrus and Astyages in many ways parallels the initial

267 These messages are discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

268 For the differences between oral and written message, see Chapter 1.

269 In particular, he takes great care to unroll the letter in front of them, as discussed in Chapter 3.

210 Cf. Asheri (ad loc.) for Astyages’ control of the roads.

"' The concealment of Cyrus as a baby and then as a young man in Persia (out of sight, out of mind) is taken up by
the concealment of the message in the hare. Cyrus embodies a new brazenness in his openly-visible counterfeit
letter and this subsequent military strike. The transition from Media to Persia is also two-fold. In the narrative,
Cyrus’ logos so far has taken place in Media and does not shift locations to Persia until Harpagus’ message carries
us there. In terms of power, the messages of Harpagus and Cyrus begin the shift of power away from Astyages and
towards Cyrus. Similarly, Harpagus and Astyages represent the older generation, and Cyrus the younger. Finally,
Harpagus and Cyrus have both been, to this point, obedient subjects to Astyages’ rule; their revolt is a rejection of
that status. Even though Harpagus will remain subservient to Cyrus, his gloating words to Astyages (1.129) show
that he considers himself the power behind Cyrus’ success.
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battle between Cyrus and Croesus. The preparations again consist of consolidating an army and
gaining allies (1.125-6), and speed is stressed as an important factor for this revolt.”’* Cyrus’
first contact with Astyages mirrors his first contact with Croesus on the field of battle: both are
accomplished through emissaries. In the case of Croesus, the speed of Cyrus’ actions was
embodied through his identification as his own angelos; here the speed of his actions may recall

273 In a reversal of what

that identification even though it is not explicitly given a second time.
happened before, the established ruler (Astyages) sends an emissary to Cyrus, but the essential
result again focuses on speed:

1.127.1-2 Actvudyng 0¢ mg Emvbeto Kdpov tadta mpriccovia, TEpyag dyyeAov EKdAee
avToV- 0 8¢ KDpog ékédeve TOV Gyyedov dmayyérhewy, 6t mpdtepov fEoL map’ Ekelvov fy
Aoctudyng avtog fovincetat.

When Astyages found out what Cyrus was up to, he sent a message ordering him to

appear before him. Cyrus told the messenger, however, to inform Astyages that he would come
sooner than Astyages wanted.

The emissary here, as before, deals directly with a meeting of Cyrus and his enemy. The speed
with which Cyrus is imbued is made clear again through his confident response, and particularly
the word adtdc. In 1.79 this term reinforced Cyrus’ identity as a speedy and reliable emissary;
here, it is used to emphasize Astyages’ lack of preparation for Cyrus’ speed and (inevitable)
conquest. Astyages lacks proper mental preparation in that he does not understand the danger
posed by Cyrus. The language and events throughout this brief scene emphasize his

misunderstanding. Sending an angelos is a more neutral act than sending a kéryx, but

summoning someone (éxdAee) typically indicates a large differential in status.”’* Cyrus’

272 o ey . . e 3 4 r ~ k) r 27 ’ ~ 3 r
Harpagus’ initial message urges quick action (1.124.3: &g v £toipov 100 ye £€vBade £6vTog moiee Tadta Kol moiee

kata tayog — “Everything is ready here, then, so do as I suggest — and don’t delay.”) as does Cyrus’ speech to his
allied Persian tribes (1.126.6: dnictace dn’ Actudysog v Toyiotnv — “There is no time to waste: rise up against
Astyages!”).

*7 0ddly enough, in chronological terms the battle with Astyages happens before the battle with Croesus, yet the
two are recounted in reverse order. Hence this later part of the narrative mirrors an earlier portion, even though it
occurs out of temporal sequence.

21 As discussed in Chapter 4.
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response is an ironic acceptance of Astyages’ demand: he is coming, but on his own terms and in
his own time. This implicit rejection allows Cyrus to fight back against the assumptions of
Astyages and to expose the under-negotiation of their relationship. He further asserts his
authority by co-opting the ability to command Alyattes’ emissary (€kéleve TOV dryyelov
amoyyélhew) instead of issuing a simple reply.””” Once again, at a pivotal moment of diplomatic
contact, Herodotus uses emissaries as a strong thematic element of Cyrus’ continuing rise to
power and a signal of his upcoming success.

Immediately following this confrontation, the forces of Cyrus and Astyages fight,
although a large part of Cyrus’ victory is realized through defection (1.127-8). Cyrus is
confirmed as a conqueror at the end, and the second portion of his /ogos, the acquisition of
power, is closed with a Persian ethnography (1.129-140). When the main story returns to Cyrus’
rule in 1.141, the narrative finally deals with the unresolved situation of 1.76 and Cyrus’
relationship with Ionia. At that point, when Cyrus was collecting his forces and hoping to
persuade Ionia to revolt from Croesus, we saw Cyrus taking action as a force to be reckoned with
for the first time. Here in 1.141, we see his first actions as a ruler and once again they involve
Ionia and emissaries. When the Ionians and Aeolians send their messengers, they accept that
Cyrus has supplanted Croesus’ authority over them. But this acknowledgement is not sufficient
to rectify the under-negotiation of 1.76. Cyrus does not simply replace Croesus but rather
exceeds him, and the Ionians are instructed accordingly. Cyrus’ rejection of their emissaries’
message (reaffirming that they still do not understand the extent of his power) comes with
doubled explanation. Cyrus provides a parable (about fish refusing to dance for a piper until

circumstances compel them), which Herodotus further explains in the narrative by drawing an

275 Similarly, Pan commands Philippides to édmoyyéAdetv his message to the Athenians (6.105.2). His authority
cannot be (and is not) questioned.
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explicit connection between the under-negotiations of 1.76 and 1.141:

1.141.3-4 Kdpog pev tovtov tov Adyov toiow “"lwot kai toict Aioiedot TdVOE glvexa
Ehee, 6t oM ol "Toveg TpdTepov antod Kvpov denbévrog dt” dyyélmv dmictacHoi cpeag dmod
Kpoicov ovk éneifovto, tdte 88 KoTEPYUSUEVOY TRV TPNYUAT®V Roav oot meifecfor Kopo.
O LEV oM OpYT] ExOuevos EleyE Gt TAOE:

The reason Cyrus told this story to the Ionians and Aeolians was that the lonians had in
fact refused to listen to Cyrus earlier, when he had sent a message asking them to rise up against
Croesus, whereas now that the war was over and won, they were ready to do what he wanted. So
that was his angry response to them.

Herodotus’ second recounting of the rejected request uses slightly different vocabulary, changing
the main verb of the request from €neipdro to denbévrog and the emissary type from krpukog to
ayyélov. In both cases, the vocabulary seems to have been “downgraded” to more generic
terminology which allows Herodotus to focus more on the fact of rejection than on the details of
the request. At the same time, by expressing the contact as occurring through angeloi, Herodotus
may be again hinting at their association with Cyrus and thereby suggesting that the lonian

£.27 The reaction of the Ionians

rejection of his request was, in essence, a rejection of himsel
here (calling upon Sparta for aid) shows that they finally understand the full might of Cyrus and
their relatively low status, even lower than it was under Croesus. The shared understanding of
Cyrus and the Ionians indicates that under-negotiation caused by the Ionian rejection in 1.76 has
been finally resolved.

Cyrus’ rejection of the Ionian request in 1.141 is escalated by his rejection of the Spartans
in 1.153. Unlike the Ionians, the Spartans do not come meekly with angeloi but send a kéryx

making demands.””” Cyrus’ condescending rejection of their request parallels his rejection of the

Ionians. The subsequent Persian rampage around lonia (led by Harpagus 1.163-176) engenders

276 All emissaries, of course, represent their rulers or regions (e.g. the discussion of ethnic adjectives in Chapter 3),
but the particular identification of Cyrus as a messenger makes this representation even more of a close connection.
The situation of under-negotiation between Cyrus and Ionia is also discussed in Chapter 4.

271 The contrasts in character between lonia, Sparta, and Persia in this scene has been dealt with in Chapter 3.
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28 Even if

no Spartan response and thus confirms Cyrus’ opinion towards Ionia and Sparta.
Sparta does not entirely agree with Cyrus’ perspective, a situation of under-negotiation,
resolution of this differing opinion is much delayed. These brief diplomatic meetings narrated
here by Herodotus are the only direct interactions between Cyrus and Greeks, since all of the
campaigns in lonia are led by subordinates.

With the West now dealt with, Cyrus can focus on campaigning in the East. He meets
with continuous success until his defeat by the Massagetae which, not coincidently, is where the
use of emissaries also returns to the narrative. The thematic support provided by emissaries in
this final sequence of events is all the more powerful since Herodotus has so carefully built up
their association with Cyrus in the preceding portion of the logos and extending back to Croesus’
logos. But, much to our surprise, Cyrus is not the one making use of emissaries, nor does he
appear to be representing any of their typical qualities. The astute audience might wonder if
Herodotus is distancing Cyrus from his previous association with emissaries and if that distance
is indicative of his coming defeat. Avery (1972, 542) argues that “Cyrus failed against the
Massagetae because he had none of the virtues he displayed in his first conquests”, and shows
many ways in which Cyrus changes his nature for the worse (536ff). His passive interactions
with Tomyris’ envoys contrast in tone with his prior confident dealings with the emissaries of

Astyages, the Ionians, and the Spartans, and perhaps should be added to Avery’s list as a virtue

whose loss will contribute to Cyrus’ defeat.

278 Taken more abstractly, however, the result is less clear and may point towards the conflicts later in the Histories.
Lacrines, despite his Spartan origin, speaks in defense of all Greece in his warning to Cyrus (1.152.3: yfi¢ ti|g
‘EALGSOG pndepiov moAv cvopmpésty — “[telling him] not to harm any settlement on Greek soil””) and Cyrus’
response is similarly general in that it provides a comparison between Greek and Persian culture (1.153.1).
Herodotus even clarifies that Cyrus means to belittle the Greeks in general, not the Spartans alone (1.153.2: tadta &c
Tovg mavtag "EAAnvag anépprye 6 Kdpog ta Enea — “This was intended by Cyrus as a slur against Greeks in
general”). This conversation, then, may represent the larger coming clash of East vs. West, even if it does not occur
within the reign of Cyrus. The attitudes expressed here may be accurate at present, but in the future will prove to be
indicative of under-negotiation. For Cyrus’ rejection of the Spartans as providing a motivation for the later Persian
wars, see Chapter 4.
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Uncharacteristically, Cyrus’ first real contact with Tomyris does not involve emissaries
explicitly, although some sort of proxy was certainly involved as a practical matter:

1.205.1-2 7v 82 10D vdpog dmobavovtoc yovi tdv Maccayetémv Pociteio: Topvpig ol
NV obdvopa. Tavy méumev O Kdpoc duvito (td Adym 0éAmv yuvoiko fiv Exew). 1) 8& Topvpic
OULVIETGO OVK QOTIV UV LVOUEVOV OAAL TV Macoayetémv Baciininy, dreitato TV TpOcodov.
Kdpog 8¢ petd todto, dG oi S0A® 00 Tpoeympee, EMAoAS &l TOV ApAEnV €MOIEETO €K TOD
gupavéog [€mi Tovg Maocayétag] otpatniny yepvpag te {evyvdmv €ni tod Totapod dtdfacty Td
oTPAT® Kol TOPYOVE £ TAOIMV TGV S10TOPOUELOVIMV TOV TOTAUOV OIKOSOUEOUEVOG.

At the time the Massagetae were ruled by a woman, since her husband had died. Tomyris
was her name. Cyrus sent an ambassador to her with a message ostensibly of courtship, saying
that he wanted her to be his wife. However, Tomyris realized that it was not her he was courting
so much as the Massegetan kingdom, so she rejected his advances.*” Since Cyrus had gotten
nowhere by trickery, he next marched to the Araxes and started to wage open war against the
Massagetae. He began by bridging the river to enable his army to cross and building towers on
the boats which ferried his troops across the river.

Herodotus describes what is very nearly a dispatch scene, but omits any overt emissary.
Normally such an omission would occasion no comment, as is common in the Histories, but
given Cyrus’ prominent associations with emissaries especially during situations of first contact,
the elision is surprising. Tomyris’ rejection of this deceptive offer of marriage forces Cyrus to
deal with the problem of crossing the Araxes river. The symbolism of river crossing here is a
clear sign of overreach, just as it was for Croesus earlier, and in conjunction with the absence of
overt emissaries shows that Cyrus is abandoning the good sense and associations which have
made him successful. His sound use of military power is also notably absent. In his first
contacts with both Croesus and Alyattes, Cyrus follows his emissary interaction immediately
with a military strike. But here his military action is delayed by the need to cross the river. Thus
the associations of military power and emissaries are both shown to be neutralized by the
narrative.

Cyrus again fails to take decisive action when Tomyris interrupts his bridging preparation

" Tomyris’ intelligence here is mirrored by the Ethiopian king in 3.21 (discussed in Chapter 3) who sees
Cambyses’ spies for what they are.
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and sends a kéryx offering terms of engagement:

1.206.1-3 &yovti 8¢ oi Todtov 1OV Tovov mépyace 1| Tépvpig kijpuke Ereye, TGde ‘®
Baciked Mndwv, Tadoal creddwv T0 oreddelg, o yap Gv gideing, &l tot £¢ Kapov Eotot TodTO
TELEONEVO TAVGANEVOS SE Pacileve TV 6emLTOD KOl NUENS AVEXEL OPEWY apxovwg, TRV TEP
dpyouev. ok OV &0ecelg VodNKNGL TG E YPdcOat, GALY TavTmg udAlov i St fovying stvor-
oL oM f|v peyddwg mpobuvpéar Maocoayetémv meipndijval, eépe pdybov pév, 1ov Exeig Levyvig Tov
ToTapdV, AQeg, GV O& NUEDV AVAYOPNOAVI®V GO TOD TOTUUOD TPLAV NUEPEMY 00OV ddfatve £C
Vv NUeTéPNV- €l 8’ uéag Povrear £€6d€Eacban paAlov ¢ TV VUETEPTV, GV TOVTO ToDTO TolEL.
tavta 8¢ axovooc 6 Kipog cuvekdreoe [lepoémv tovg TpmTovg, cuvayeipog 8¢ T00Toug £ LEGoV
o1 Tpoetifee TO TPTHyUa GVUPOVAELOUEVOCS, OKOTEPA TOLEN. TAV O€ KOTA TOVTO i YVALLOL
oLVEEETITTOV KEAELOVT®V £50EKkecO TOHVPIV TE Kol TOV GTPATOV QDTG £C TNV YOPNV.

While this work was in progress, Tomyris sent the following message to Cyrus:*™
‘King of Persia, abandon your zeal for this enterprise. You cannot know if in the end it will
come out right for you. Stop and rule your own people, and put up with the sight of me ruling
mine. But no: you are hardly going to take this advice, since peace is the last thing you desire. If
you really are committed to a trial of strength with the Massagetae, you need not bother with all
the hard work of bridging the river; we will pull back three days’ journey away from the river
and then you can cross over into our land. Or if you would rather meet us in your own land, you
withdraw the same distance.” After hearing this message, Cyrus called all the leading Persians to
a conference, and once the meeting had convened he threw the matter open for discussion,
looking for advice as to what he should do. They unanimously felt that they should meet
Tomyris and her army on their own ground.

Tomyris appears to be an intelligent and perceptive queen. Not only does she see through Cyrus’
ruse of marriage in 1.205, she also is capable of seeing the situation from Cyrus’ perspective.
Her message lays out her true desires, and then revises them to terms Cyrus might be willing to
accept (00K @v £0eAfcelg Vrodnkn ot THode ypdcOat, dALd Tévtme pdilov §| St fiovying etvo):
battle, after retreat or forward progress. In essence, her message recognizes a difference of
perception about the relative strength of the Massagetae and the Persian forces (an under-
negotiation) and offers a way to approach resolution through a military test. Cyrus’ response to
Tomyris’ keryx is much less impressive. He does not answer her with direct action or a
confident rejoinder, but instead calls a council to weigh his options. His previous swiftness and

reliability are nowhere to be seen. Two chapters later he replies with hardly any agency.

80 Literally, “Tomyris sent a herald and said”.
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1.208.1 yvdpou pév adtar cuvéstacay, Kdpog 88 peteic Thv mpotépny yvouny, my
Kpoicov 8¢ éAdpevog mponydpeve Touvpt E€avaympéey dg avtod drapnoopuévov én’ Ekeivny.

Faced with these conflicting viewpoints, Cyrus abandoned the first one and adopted
Croesus’ plan. So he told Tomyris to pull her troops back, because he was going to cross over
the river into her territory.

His response is based on the opinions of others, and again fails to be followed by decisive
military action.”®' Instead, before crossing the river, Cyrus establishes Cambyses as his heir,
dreams about the succession of Darius, and sends Hystaspes back to Persia to keep an eye on
Darius.”® For the first time, Cyrus looks back before looking forward.

When Cyrus does finally take action (1.211), he does not engage in straightforward
battle, but instead relies on a stratagem based on the sacrifice of his own troops: willfully giving
up a portion of his other great asset, military power.”** In the short term, the ruse suggested by
Croesus is successful and Cyrus manages to kill a portion of Tomyris’ forces and capture her
son. Outraged by this result, Tomyris sends a second message to Cyrus through a kéryx, and
once again Cyrus does not respond as we might expect.

1.212-213 1) 6¢ moBopévn td 1€ TEPL TNV GTPATUV YEYOVOTA Kol T TEPL TOV TOAdAL
aépmovca kipuvko wopa Kvpov Eheye, Tade- ‘dninote aipotog Kope, undev Enapdijc td
YEYOVOTL THOE TP YLOTL, €l AUTEATVED KOPTD, TG TEP aVTOl EUmTALpEVOL paiveshe oDTmg, HoTe
KATIOVTOG TOD 01VOoL £¢ TO MO EMAVATAEELY DUTV EMEN KAKA, TOLOVT® QUPUAK®D SOADCAG
gkpatnoag mTodog Tod £UoD, GAL’ 0L Hdyn KOTA TO KAPTEPOV. VIV OV LEV €V TOPUVEOVONG
VIOLOPE TOV AOYOV: Gmodov¢ ot TOV maida dmifl k ThHode T yopng alnuog, Maccayetéwmv
TPUINHOPIOL ToD GTpatod KatvPpicas: €1 6¢ TadTa ov momoels, "HAov Emopvopt tot Tov
Macoayetémv deomdTnV, N LéV 6 £Y0 Koi dmAnotov édvro aipatoc kopéon.” Kipog piv énéov
0Vdéva ToVTeV avevelyBévtwv émotéeto Adyov: 6 6¢ Thg Pactreing Topvprog moic Xrapyamiong,

&c uv 6 1€ oivog Gvijke kai Epnade, tva fv kokod, dendeic Kupov £k tdv deopudv Avdijvor Etuye,
¢ 6& €M te Thytota Kol TV YEPDV EKPATNGCE, dlepydleTal EOVTOV.

21 To be fair, Croesus’ advice does seem reasonable. When he retreated from enemy territory, he was defeated at
home and his country was subsumed by another.

*%2 These events, where Cyrus shows how he has lost the characteristics of the “angelos” he once was, are
juxtaposed with a cognate verb perhaps to reinforce his decline. Hystaspes, summarizing the dream Cyrus has had,
says (1.210.3): &l 8¢ tig To1 Syig amayyédiet maido TOV POV vedtepa PovAevety epl oéo... — “If your dream tells
you that my son is conspiring against you...” His vocabulary indicates his trust in the words of the vision as reported
to him by Cyrus which is ironic given Cyrus’ misinterpretation of the dream.

2 Avery (1972, 544-5) points out that the sacrifice of these troops is useless since Cyrus will end up defeated at the
end of the battle anyway.
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When news of what had happened to her army and her son reached the queen, she sent a
herald to Cyrus with the following message: ‘Y ou bloodthirsty man, Cyrus! What you have
done should give you no cause for celebration. You used the fruit of the vine — the wine which
you swill until it drives you so mad that as it sinks into your bodies foul language rises up to your
tongues. That was the drug, that was the trick you relied on to overcome my son, rather than
conquering him by force in battle. Now I am giving good advice, so listen carefully: give me
back my son, and then you can leave this country without paying for the brutality with which you
treated a third of the Massegetan army. But if you do not, I swear by the sun who is the lord of
the Massagetae that for all your insatiability I will quench your thirst for blood!” This was the
message that was brought back to Cyrus, but he took not the slightest notice of it. When
Spargapises, the son of Queen Tomyris, recovered from the wine and saw the trouble he was in,
he begged Cyrus to release him from his chains. Cyrus granted his request, but as soon as
Spargapises was free and had regained control of his hands, he killed himself.

Tomyris’ inflammatory and provocative message appears to have little impact on Cyrus’ plan of
action.”®* His response is to ignore her exhortations, which represents his contempt for her (as
we saw in Chapter 4), even as it provides a very passive rejection of her message.”® The
situation here reinforces the difference of perception revealed in 1.206, just before it will be
resolved through a pitched battle and Cyrus’ defeat. Before that furious action occurs, however,
Herodotus focuses again on the strangely passive nature of Cyrus. In addition to rejecting the
message through inaction, Cyrus again fails to take immediate military action. Instead, he deals
with Tomyris’ son who, in a notable contrast, takes swift and decisive action (he kills himself) at
the first opportunity granted to him. Herodotus emphasizes the difference between Spargapises
and Cyrus in particular through the use of the adverb tdyiota, showing just how much speed
Cyrus has lost since his first assault on Croesus in 1.79.

Given Cyrus’ slow progress in this sequence of events, the speed of his death may come

as a surprise, even if the outcome is no mystery. Tomyris’ motivation for battle is made clear

% For the audience, the fact that she sends kérkyes to Cyrus instead of angeloi should also be provocative.

Herodotus’ vocabulary emphasizes her power as an eastern tyrant in the face of Cyrus’ impending destruction.

5 Avery (1972, 545-6) says that Cyrus’ insatiable nature contrasts with his earlier restraint, still evident during the
capture of Babylon when he heeds the inscription on Nitocris’ tomb and leaves it untouched (by implication, since
Darius is the one to open the tomb later). What Avery fails to note is that the inscription is a written message (of
sorts), and that it contains advice from an eastern queen. It thus points back to Cyrus’ prior compliance with written
messages (i.e. from Harpagus) and looks forward to his rejection of advice from Tomyris.
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and stems from the under-negotiation revealed through her second message:

1.214.1, 3-5 Topvpig 8¢, g ot Kdpog ovk €orjkovce, GUALEEQCH TACAY TV EMVLTHG
duvapy cuvépare Kopo. ... 1 te o1 morhn tig [lepoikiic otpatifig avtod tantn depbdapn kol om
Kol o0tog Kbpog tedentd Paciiedoong Ta mavta £vOog d€ovta Tpmkovta ETe0. AoKOV O
gumincoaca aipotog aviporniov Topvpic £5ilnto &v toiot tebvedot v [epséwv tov Kbpov
VEKLV: G 0€ EVPEV, EVATNTTEV OVTOD TNV KEQAANV £C TOV ACKOV: ADHOVOLEVT OE TG VEKPQD
Eméleye, Tade ‘ov pev Eue (oG Te Kol VIKOGAV G€ [ayN AT®AESOS TOId0 TOV ELOV EADV SOAM"
o¢ 0’ €YM, KaTA TEP NREIANCA, ATLOTOG KOPESH.’

Since Cyrus refused to take her advice, Tomyris mustered all her forces and engaged
Cyrus in battle. ... Most of the Persian army was wiped out there, and Cyrus himself died too; his
reign had lasted for twenty-nine years. Tomyris filled a wineskin with human blood and
searched among the Persian corpses for Cyrus’ body. When she found it, she shoved his head
into the wineskin, and in her rage addressed his body as follows: ‘Although I have come through
the battle alive and victorious, you have destroyed me by capturing my son with a trick. But I
warned you that I would quench your thirst for blood, and so I shall.’

Just as the speed of her son’s suicide contrasted with Cyrus’ delayed action, Tomyris’ immediate
call to arms and attack recall Cyrus’ earlier reliance on decisive military action and his failure to
proceed in the same manner for the duration of his Massagetan expedition. Her defeat of his
army strips him of his military power, and her final address given directly to his corpse
eliminates the need for any emissaries between them.

Cyrus’ defeat and death in this manner close his story with an inversion of how it began.
In 1.79, Cyrus arrived swiftly and unexpectedly into Croesus’ lands, earning himself the
characteristics of a typical emissary. This scene represents the first real contact between the two
rulers and prefaces Cyrus’ first (in the narrative) major victory over a large and powerful empire.
Here, in the closing of his logos, Cyrus arrives without haste into Tomyris’ lands. His contact
with her through explicit emissaries occurs twice rather than once, but the emissaries are hers,
just as is all swiftness and decisiveness. Cyrus, instead of being a surprise to his enemy, is

himself surprised (surely) by his first major military defeat and, more importantly, his death.?*®

Tomyris and her son have taken on the features that once made Cyrus great, completing the ring

86 Of Cyrus’ many flaws at the end of Book One, Avery (1972, 538) notes that he has lost his sense of mortality.
Asheri at 1.214.5 notes that Herodotus’ account of Cyrus’ death differs from other accounts through its immediacy.
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of his story.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS

Herodotus and his Histories

If the primary function of an emissary is to transmit information, a natural question arises about
the status of Herodotus and of the Histories: are they emissary and message, respectively?
Based on the work done in this study, [ would argue that Herodotus precludes the possibility of
identification as an emissary of any sort, although it may be possible to view the Histories as a
sort of message.

The main question is how well Herodotus presents himself in accordance with the typical
characteristics of an emissary. His swiftness is difficult to evaluate if we consider him to be a
transmitter of his sources, although he does introduce narrative delay within the main story, e.g.
through ethnographic digressions and comments about topics he will return to in the future.?®’
Herodotus certainly presents himself as a reliable transmitter of information preserved in other
cultures, even if he also presents his opinions on that information. This last point, however, is
what fundamentally disqualifies Herodotus from being thought of as a proper emissary. Ideal
emissaries do not interpret or comment on the information they transmit, and only express
opinions representative of their senders when negotiation is necessary. Exceptions and behavior
excessive of what is “typical” are met with censure, either implicit or explicit (e.g. the Persians
angeloi sent to Amyntas and the Athenian angeloi in Persia).

Herodotus clearly exceeds the behavior of a good and typical emissary: even in his
prologue he lays out the importance of inquiry, yet active judgment of this nature is not required
and evidently discouraged in emissaries. The work of Hollmann (2011) should similarly give us

pause. He argues that Herodotus should be seen as the ultimate interpreter of signs in the

7 Or even simply by separating information from when we might have expected it to be given, i.e. by delaying
information about the Spartan family of heralds to 7.134 after mentioning it originally in 6.60.1.
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Histories, and shows how verbs like onuaiveo and @palw which refer to narratorial activity
reinforce this perception. As discussed in my own study, the fundamental interpretive nature of
onpaive distinguishes it from verbs which are clearly related to emissaries. With this dichotomy
in place, it is particularly striking that Herodotus never refers to his own activity with the cognate
verbs related to dyyelog or xfipvé, even though he frequently uses them to show his characters

reporting information.**®

Following the argument of my third chapter, this omission suggests
that either Herodotus sees himself as a failed emissary (likely due to his excessive personal
judgments) or never considers himself to belong in such a category at all. His agency and
autonomy as an author prevent his identification as a simple transmitter.

The status of the Histories is less clear cut, but appears to share more features with
inscriptions than with written messages as discussed in this study. Herodotus does refer to his
own activity using the verb ypdow several times, which suggests that his text might properly be

considered ypépparo, though it is never named as such.”

But the Histories is a logos, and
messages are never logoi.”® One point in favor of the Histories as a written message is that both
are static but not always straightforward: they may require interpretation by their audience to be
understood properly.””’ A proper written message, however, does not exhort its recipient to read

it in a certain way; it simply provides information to be digested. Not so for Herodotus’ text,

which may indicate the need for its interpretation.””> Finally, the primary function of messages

88 Solon does not show the same inhibition, writing of himself: ovtoc kfipvéE HABov — “I myself as a herald come...”
(1.1, Greek text from West). He may be tapping into a cultural idea of emissaries as reliabile in order to lend
credence to his poetry about Salamis.

¥ Uses of ypaow in this manner are located at 1.93.3, 1.95.1,2.70.1, 2.123.1, 2.123.5, 4.195.2, 6.14.1 (the
compound cvyyphow), and 6.53.1.

% The closest thing is that messages sometimes “say” (using a form of Aéyo) their contents. See Rasler (2002) for
Herodotus’ somewhat interchangeable use of Aéym and ypaoo.

**! Interpretation is required for oracular responses recorded in writing at 1.47-48, 7.142.1, and 8.135.2. Some
written messages are hidden, and require ingenuity simply to be discovered, e.g., at 1.123-4 and 7.239.

92 For the necessity of actively questioning the content of the Histories as indicated by Herodotus’ prologue, see
Bakker (2002).
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is to transmit information from one place to another, yet Herodotus’ transmission is admittedly
selective.

Although the Histories is clearly identified as a piece of writing through Herodotus’
vocabulary, it has no identified recipients or destination, making it unlike any other message in
the text. Instead, it transmits information to an unspecified audience and across time: a feature
particular to inscriptions. Although Herodotus does not express his hopes for the longevity of his
writing as explicitly as Thucydides does (using the famous phrase ktfjpa €g aiei — “a possession
for all time”), he shows conscious interest in recording events so that they are not forgotten: g
pnte T yevopeva €5 avBpammv @ ypove EEltnia yévntar — “the purpose is to prevent the traces
of human events from being erased by time” (1.1). In this way, he positions the Hisfories in line
with what we expect of inscriptions: a monument to preserve what might otherwise seem
fleeting, and to boast of accomplishments. Herodotus appears to take pride in his collection of
research and, although less compelling than a military victory, his Histories themselves are a
record of his intellectual feats as much as a memorial to others’ historical deeds.

This dissertation has shown how Herodotus uses emissaries to organize his narrative,
indicate authorial judgment, reveal diplomatic strife, and draw attention to narrative themes.
After a general discussion of previous research on emissaries and the use of patterns in the
Histories, a typology of emissaries and their related vocabulary was established. These
emissaries are sorted into three large categories based on etymology and semantics. Explicit
emissaries are given the title of their office (e.g. &yyelol), whereas indirect emissaries are
identified by their status as carriers of messages (e.g. ypdupata). Finally, verbs that are
etymologically related to these terms may be used to implicitly identify individuals with the

actions or characteristics of emissaries or to characterize received information (e.g. dyyéAiw,
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gmknpokevopal, and ypaew). Within these categories, patterns of use suggest that dyyelog and
its cognates are the most generic way to refer to emissaries or messages. Furthermore, it was
suggested that the regularity of elements in scenes where an emissary is dispatched indicates that
they may correspond to a “type-scene” in the Homeric sense, and that variations in the order or
the depiction of events enhance our sensitivity to narrative or thematic context.

Within and across the narrative, emissaries establish connections of time, place, and
theme. An arriving emissary, for example, cues the audience to recall the situation and location
of his dispatch while easing the transition to a new location or moment in the main story.
Consequently, Herodotus often uses emissaries to frame digressions or to provide boundaries
between sections of the text. Much like the particles pév and 6¢ (as discussed by Bakker 2006),
emissaries can be placed in ways which point the audience to expect later shifts in location and
to reinforce the expression of themes, while having the advantage of being concrete characters
instead of abstract markers. Pragmatic theories of syntax clarify the importance of word order
when determining the role of emissaries in the structural management of the narrative.

Emissaries in Herodotus were shown to have “typical” characteristics which have some
continuity with their expression in tragedy and epic, and may suggest a relatively standard
popular conception of such individuals. The primary characteristics are accuracy, swiftness, and
reliability in executing duties within their limited authority. When emissaries in some way
violate their “type”, Herodotus uses two methods to demonstrate his judgment of them. First,
characters in the text or Herodotus himself may explicitly condemn their behavior. Second and
more subtly, Herodotus may alter the presentation of such emissaries by replacing their official
titles with other identifying vocabulary, often adjectives with pejorative connotations. In

extreme cases, situations may be constructed to suggest that, contextually, a character ought to
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be identified as an emissary, yet no related vocabulary occurs in a scene. Through this careful
use of language, Herodotus leads the audience to see (and share in) his judgment of deviant
individuals.

When we examine diplomatic relationships, emissaries stand as full representatives,
proxies, for the opinions of their senders. When a recipient rejects an emissary or his message,
he indicates that he has a different perception than the sender does with regard to their relative
status and power. This conflict of perception requires resolution to ensure that both parties end
up with the same perspective. The need to restore such an equilibrium explains later active
conflicts between sender and recipient. This model extends the common understanding of
reciprocity as marked by specific vocabulary (e.g. Ty, aitin, dikn) by recognizing implicit
connections between cause and effect marked out by scenes involving emissaries. Extreme cases
where reciprocity takes the form of violence are particularly notable, and Herodotus employs
them to reinforce larger themes in his narrative which pertain to cultures or characters.

Through select case-studies, I combine these types of analysis to show the full effect an
emissary can have on multiple levels within a series of scenes, a logos, and across logoi. The
first study explores how variations in vocabulary for emissaries and for the reception of their
messages in the lead-up to the battle at Salamis emphasize distinctions in characterization
between leaders who are more and less admirable (Aristeides and Themistocles), and between
stereotypical elements of Persian and Greek (Spartan and Athenian, in particular) cultures. The
second study argues that when Herodotus juxtaposes emissaries behaving in expected and
unexpected ways through the Scythian ethnography and Persian expedition, he implicitly
emphasizes the oddities of Scythian culture and its distance from Greek norms and expectations.

The use of emissaries in this fashion helps cast the outcome in Scythia as a warning for the
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Persians which they do not heed, and as a corresponding predictive tool for the audience, thereby
extending the arguments of Hartog’s (1988) seminal study on the “otherness” of the Scythians.
The third study demonstrates how Cyrus’ story and our perception of him is colored by the
presence of emissaries at important junctures in his rise and fall. The continuous association of
Cyrus and emissaries offers a new way to read his death and the end of his story, which mirrors
and inverts the events which began it.

This dissertation, taken as a whole, proves the importance of considering the presentation
of emissaries for any analysis interested in narrative structure or thematic expression in the

Histories.
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