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In the passage about the battle of Marathon, Herodotus describes the dilemma facing the
generals, to attack or not to attack the Persian army. Miltiades, as one of the generals for the
attack, sets about to persuade Callimachus, the war archon, to his cause. In his speech, the two
opinions are contrasted; in this contrast and the style in which it is presented, we catch a glimpse
of what Herodotus thought to be the best action, as well as his implicit faith in democracy. In
the narrative, we will also see such a change of mood as to convince the audience that what the
generals chose to do is the best course of action.

Towot (56 AGT]VO[L(JJV OTPATT)YOLOL €EYLVOVTO (SLXOZ alL YyVWUl, TWV UEV OUVK EWVTWV O"U,uﬂO(AELl/
(oAvyous yap ewvar oTpatin Tn Mndwr cvufaiew), Twy de kaw MidTiadew kelevovTwr.

For the generals of Athenians, the opinions were divided in two, with some not allowing the army
to attack (for they were too few to attack the army of Medes), others and especially Miltiades

urging an attack.

Here, “duxya ar yvwpad” is delayed until the end of the clause for emphasis. In this way,
Herodotus tells us the crux of the dilemma: the generals could not agree on one course of action.
The order in which the two opinions are presented, and how they are presented is important.
First, they are presented so that Miltiades is mentioned at the very end, so that it is fresh on
the audience’s mind, as the narrative continues. Second, the opinion first expressed only gets a
parenthetical explanation (that the Persians hold the numerical superiority), which turns out to be
the only support expressed for the opinion dissuading the attack, and being conveniently located
in the middle of the sentence, it is as de-emphasized as possible.

Lastly, we note in passing that “cuvufailetr” is repeated, although such repetition was not

necessary.



ws € dLYQ TE €YLVOVTO KOl EVLKQ 1) XELPWV TWV YVWHEWV, evlauTa, nuv yap evéekaTos
YnPLdopopos o Tw Kvapw Aaxwr Adnvawwy Tolepapxeety (To madatov yap Adnvacor opoymgov
TOV TONEUQPX OV ETOLEVVTO TOLOL OTPATIYOLOL), NV 0€ TOTE TONeuapX0s Kalipaxos AgLdvaios,

wpos TovTov eAdwr MaATiadns eleye Tade:

When the opinions were divided in two and the weaker of them was winning, then, for there
was an eleventh voter, the one who was chosen by lot to be the war archon of the Athenians
(for in the old time Athenians made the war archon have an equal vote with the generals), and

at that time Callimachus of the deme Aphidna. Miltiades went to him and spoke the following.

Herodotus simply tells us that weaker of the opinions is winning but does not tell us precisely
which opinion it was. In this way, he assumes the appearance of letting his audiences come to their
own conclusions about these two opinions, perhaps guided by his hints along the way.

In his choice of words such as “yYnordopopos”, Herodotus tells us what kind of decision making
process governs the Athenian generals. That is, at Athens, military decisions, like the non-military
ones, are made democratically. Even more revealing is that war archon is opoyngor as the generals,
being neither above nor below them in authority. By these choices of political words, Herodotus
draws a sharp distinction between the army of Athenians and the army of Persians, where decisions
are made by the king alone, perhaps with help of advisors, but in the very end, where the final
decision rests with the king.

The appearance of the war archon is emphasized by the marker word “evfavrTa”. When the
audience hears that he is the eleventh vote-casting member, they expect the crucial tie-breaking
vote from him; Miltiades goes to seek his support without losing a moment, as the asyndeton after

the mention of Callimachus signifies.

Ev oov vov, Kadipaxe, 0Tt n kaTadoviwoar Adnrags 1 edevlepas motnoavTa pvnpoovva

Ameafal € Tov aravTa avfpwrwy Brov ota ovde Appodlos Te kat ApLoToyeLTwy.

“In you now, Callimachus, it is possible either to enslave Athens or making her free to leave
memorials for all the life of men, such a kind that not even either Harmodios or Aristogeiton

could.”

Miltiades’ speech is in direct quotation—in fact, all the speeches in this passage are in direct



quotation. In this way the speeches seem more authoritative and have a sense of urgency and action.
First it carries an authoritative voice, since Herodotus does not—and, indeed, cannot, as long as
he uses direct quotation—add notes such as “Greeks say this” or “It is said”, as he usually does
in other passages when he tells a story that he doesn’t believe himself. By using direct quotes, he
presents these speeches as actual events that he knows to have happened. Secondly it adds urgency
and action since, in direct speech, the verbs are in indicative or imperative mood in present tense,
so that the audience perceives it as an event happening now not a past event that is merely being
described now.

Now, Miltiades begins the speech with “In you”, to signal to Callimachus how important his
decision will be for the whole people of Athens. By doing this, he sets up Callimachus to listen to
him with all the care and all his attention. Having drawn the attention to himself, Miltiades offers
Callimachus two choices: To enslave Athens or to make her free, and as he presents these outcomes,
note how contrasted they are: on the first choice, which is clearly undesirable, he uses mere two
words “kaTadoviwoar Adnrag” to describe it. Having dealt with the undesirable choice as quickly
as possible, then he goes onto the next outcome and elaborates on it, as to give Callimachus even
further incentives to make the right choice.

Note how in the second choice, we have a subtle anacoluthon, as “eAevfepas mownocavTa”, the
logical counter part to “to enslave Athens” is expressed with a participle, rather than an infinitive.
And as the grammatical parallel to the first infinitive, we have “pvnuocvva Aireafad”. This device
is meant to bring emphasis on the more practical and more glorious consequence of the right choice:
that Callimachus will leave his name to the end of histories, one that even the renowned heroes of
Athens, those who made Athens free in the first place, could not achieve.

Here, we might also note in passing that Herodotus uses the plural word “memorials”, when a
singular word “memorial” may be more accurate, and that he compares Callimachus to two men,

rather than just one man.

vov yap 0n, €€ ov eyevorTo AQunaiot, €5 KLVOUVOV NKOUTL WEYLOTOV, KOL NV [EV Y€ VTORKVPWTL
Totor Mndorot, dedokTar Ta wewoovTar wapadedopevor Intmwin, nu de wepiyevnTar auTn N

TONLS, Ot T€ €0TL TPWTN TWV EAANUidwy molwy yeveaOau.



“For now indeed, since the time Athenians existed, they have come into the greatest danger,
and if, at least, they bow to the Medes, it has been decided what things they will suffer, having
been handed over to Hippias, but if the city itself prevails it is possible to be the first of Greek

cities.”

And now Miltiades gives the justification for saying that it is possible for Callimachus to leave a
memorial, such a kind that Harmodios or Aristogeiton could not leave: For, if the Athenians suffer
a defeat to the Persians now, Persians will install Hippias as the tyrant again, and the expulsion
of sons of Pisistratus would have become nothing, and the works of Harmodios and Aristogeiton
would have come to nothing. Here again, the name of Hippias, which conjures fear and hatred in
the minds of Athenians, is delayed until the end of the clause for the maximum effect—that is,
the audience, including Callimachus, hear this name after being told the fatality of their defeat at
Marathon, to add fear onto despair.

The above construction is the prime example of use of pev-de construction to contrast the two
sides: If the per clause offered the grimmest view of present affairs, the de clause presents the
brightest view of present affairs, where Athenians will not only survive the attack but become the
first city of the whole Greece, as the result of surviving this attack.

At this point, special attention to the order in which these choices and consequences have been
offered is deserved. In the narrative prior to the speech of Miltiades, the choice not to attack
was presented first, then the choice to attack was presented later. At the beginning of his speech,
Miltiades mentions the enslavement of Athens first, then the continued freedom of Athens later.
And now, he expresses the fear of return of the tyrant first, then the prominence to which Athens
would rise later. The choices and the outcomes have been offered in these consistent order for the

benefit of the audience—as a hint for which of the opinions is the weaker one.

KwS wvV 0N TQUTQ OLe TE €0TL YeveaOau, KoL KwS €S € TOL TOUTWY QUNKEL TWY TPNYUATWY

TO KUPOS EXELV, VUV EPXOUAL PPOTWY.

“Therefore indeed how these things can be, and how possession of authority of these matters

has come up to you, in truth, now I am going to explain.”

Miltiades made grand claims in the previous two sentences. Now, to ward off incredulousness



on the part of Callimachus, he acknowledges the possible doubts with emphatic particle “dn” and
“rou”, with the emphasis on “these things”, that Athens can become the first city of all Greece,
and “to you”, that accomplishing all these things is up to Callimachus alone. These words hold

emphasis also by their position right after “kw¢”. Since Callimachus may have had doubts about

these when Miltiades spoke of them, now he is going to explain it.

NUEWY TWY OT PATN YWY EOVTWY SERQ JLY QL YIVOVT L QL YVW AL, TWY ILEV KEAEVOVTWY TUULBANELY,

TwV d€ ov.

“Because we have ten generals, the opinions have become divided in two, some encouraging to

attack, and others not.”

The five words “dexa duxa yiwwovTaw aw yvwpal” are worth noting, first in their juxtaposition:
dera is placed as close as possible to “opinions have become divided in two”. This even rends
a causal force to the participle: that the opinions have become divided because there were ten
Athenian generals. After all, considering that the Persian army is considerably larger and has only
two generals, the Athenian army has a rather large number of generals. These particular words
also draw attention by parechesis, with first two words ending in « and the last three words ending
in the diphthong au.

Note how Herodotus borrows the voice of Miltiades to repeat the points he made just at the
beginning of the passage, making the repetition apparent by the parallel structure of the sentence,
while adding an extra detail.

We mention in passing for the second time the reappearance of the word cvuBaiiewv. We also

mention in passing that the order in which two choices are presented has been reversed.

Ny pev vov pn oVpBaAwpEry, EATOUQL TV OTAOLY WEYANNY JLACELOELY EUTECOVTOY T
AOnrvawwy ppovnuarTa wote pundioar nu de cvpufalwuer o TL kot oalpov AOnvawwy

perefeTeporot eyyeveahar, ewy T LOQ VELOVTWY 0LOL TE ELEY TepLyeveahar TN ovpBoAn.

“If we do not attack now, I expect that some great strife falling on the minds of Athenians will
shake violently that they medize; but if we attack before even something unsound happens to
certain people among Athenians, if gods dispense justice, we are able to prevail by means of the

attack.”



In the pev clause, “medize” is delayed until the end for emphasis. This word would have struck
close to home in an Athenian mind, having heard the news regarding the Eretrians and how the
city fell—because, with the siege, a medizer betrayed the city. This would have made the strongest
argument against not attacking the Persians, and indeed, the keyword “pedioar” is set apart for
emphasis.

In the de clause, the present tense eruer is used instead of future. The present tense carries more
vividness than future, and it makes a more forceful assertion as well. Even more striking detail
in the de clause is how many times “cvuBadlew” is repeated in different forms. The economy of
the Greek language allows that the verb does not need to be repeated, but Herodotus chooses to
repeat it, and not only does he repeat the verb, he repeats the same word at the end, saying “the
city is able to survive by attacking”, when “the city is able to survive” would have carried the same
meaning.

In this sentence Miltiades puts the description of what would happen if they do not attack first,
and what would happen if attack later. This forms a chiasmus with the previous sentence, and in
turn, this will also form a chiasmus with the next sentence as well. In this chiasmus, the focus of
the argument—the benefits of attacking contrasted with the harms of not attacking—shifts from
one to the other rhythmically, allowing for a natural flow of arguments, which does not overwhelm
the audience with too much detail of the disadvantages or advantages all at once, nor does it too
quickly and too rigidly change the focus from one course of action to the another, as it would have

been if the same order was kept throughout.

TOUTQ WV TAVTO €§ T€ VUV TELVEL KO €K TEO APTNTAL NV YOP TU YVWUT) TN €U TPoahn, eoTt
TOL TQTPLS T€ EAEVOEPN Kaw ToAS TpwTn Twy ev TN EAAade- nv de Tnr Twr amoomevdovTwy

™Y ovpPoiny eAn, vTapeL ToL Twy eyw KaTeENeEq ayabwy Ta evavTia.

“Therefore all things belong to you and are dependent on you. For if you agree with my opinion,
I suppose fatherland is free and the first city of those in Greece; but if you choose the opinion of
those dissuading the attack, the things opposite of the good things which I narrated will come

into being.”

Here Miltiades wraps up his argument with the same encouragement and call to urgency that he



used at the beginning of his speech to Callimachus. As before “you” is emphasized in various ways:
by juxtaposition with the keyword “vvv”, with the repetition, e e and ex geo, and ov in the
nominative which is usally emphatic since it is unnecessary for the grammar, pressing Callimachus

that on his decision, everything rests.

TaUTa Aeywr 0 MiATLadns TpookTaTal Tov KA uaxos: Tpooyevouerns 6€ TOU TONEUQPX OV

TNG YVWUNS ERERVPWTO TUUBAANELY.

Saying these things, Miltiades wins over Callimachus. And after the war archon came to the

opinion, it has been decided to attack.

This sentence wraps up the dispute over the military decision, and here we see again, the word
“ovpBaiiew”. In fact, in this passage of about one page up to this point, the word “to attack”
occured 8 times, and in each time, Herodotus uses the same word, rather than a synonym, or
another phrase, as he often does in other places for variation. In this repetition of “coufBaiier”,
Herodotus signifies that this is the most important word in the entire passage, and as we see in the
actual battle, the victory of Athenians can be attributed to their initiative in attacking, attacking
on a run, rather than standing ground and fighting.

This is also the first place in the passage where the word yvwun occurs in singular without being
contrasted with another yvwun. The preceding passage had the theme of controversy, contrast and
plurality of opinions. Now, once that the war archon made the choice and tipped the balance, we
see a unified stance, where there is single opinion, and in fact, as we would expect in a democracy,
a majority rule, with the generals who held the differing opinion now following the decision of the

majority.
UETQL OE OL TTPATNYOL TWY 1 YVWUT) EPEPE TUUBAANELY, WS EKQTTOV QUTWY EYLVETO TPUTQVNLY

™S nuepns, MidTiadn Ttapeddooav.

After that when the command of the day came to each of the generals whose opinion favored to

attack, they handed it over to Miltiades.

The theme of single-mindedness that began in the previous sentence is further developed in this

sentence, as we are now told about the “mpuvravrmn”, in contrast to the earlier ”ten generals”, with



the war archon as the eleventh member. Before, there were too many leaders of equal rank, each
going on his own way, but now there is a single commander, even just for a day, with a clear chain of
command. By delaying the mention of this chairmanship, Herodotus enhances the contrast between
the atmosphere of schism before the decision had been reached and the atmosphere of unity after

the decision.

00€ OEROUEVOS OUTL KW TUUBONNY ETOLEETO, TPLY YE 1) QUTOV TPUTQVNLY) €YEVETO.

But he, receiving the command, did not yet make the attack, until at least it was his own turn.

In this curious sentence, we see Miltiades delaying the attack, even though the command has
been given to him. With the connative force of the imperative we might even surmise that Miltiades
did not even attempt to attack the Persians, deliberately holding off the attack for which he was
an ardent supporter. Because Herodotus does not tell us clearly why he did so, we can only guess
as to Miltiades’ motives. A rather obvious guess is that he was readying the troop for battle order.
After all, the decision to attack have only just been reached. But would that have taken so long,
while Miltiades delayed at least for a few days, since more than one of the other generals gave up
his command of the day already? Or was there still some internal struggle—more arguments and
contention from the generals who supported not attacking—that Herodotus does not tell us, that
he could not begin the attack just yet?

Another interesting guess is that Miltiades was waiting for the Spartans—after all, Athenians
sent a messenger asking for their help. And when it was Miltiades’ actual day of command, he must
have felt that it was not possible to wait any longer, before one of their own ranked turned traitor
as he feared. This conjecture is further supported by the fact that Spartans missed the battle only
by a day or two.

In this way, Herodotus contrasted the differing opinions of the Athenian generals before the
battle of Marathon, employing various stylistic and rhetorical devices to convince his audience to

the point of view of Miltiades, and subtly exposing an instance of democracy in action.



