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ABSTRACT 

This thesis has two prirnary aims: 1) to add weight to the mlliority opinion that 

Xenophon is not naively pro8partan and that while he appreciates and admires certain 

facets of the Spartan socio-political systern, he recognises and criticises its inherent flaws, 

and 2) to show that Xenophon is consistent and even-handed in his treatment of Spartans 

throughout his works with no significant alteration over the period of his literary output. 

The focus is on those works in which Spartans figure most prominently: the Anabasis, 

Hellenica, and Respublica Lacedaemoniorum; the Agesilaus and Cyropaedia are dealt 

with insofar as they complement and illuminate matters under discussion. 

The fust two chapters show that very little is known with certainty about 

Xenophon's life and the chronology of the relevant works. 1 argue that this lack of 

factual evidence has opened the way for scholars to make inaccurate and misleading 

speculations in support of the traditional view that Xenophon is uncriticaliy pro-Spartan. 

In the next two chapters various Spartan leaders in the Anabasis and Hellenica are 

examined with respect to the qualities which Xenophon believed a good leader should 

possess. It is concluded that Xenophon shows no obvious bias toward Spartans in either 

work; praise and cnticism are apportioned as due. The fifth chapter considers the 

Respublica Locedaemoniorum with emphasis on those aspects of the Spartan lifestyle 

which bear most directly on the way Spartan leaders function. The standard view of the 

work as encorniastic is challenged and its purpose is reassessed. 1 argue that Xenophon 

sirnply presents an analysis of those Spartan laws and institutions which he believed 

allowed Sparta to rise to pre-erninence in the Greek world. A comparïson with what he 

says elsewhere shows that he did not necessarily consider these laws to be ideal or worthy 



of imitation. A short conclusion draws attention to the consistency in Xenophon's attitude 

to Sparta in the works considered. 
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PREFATORY NOTE ON TEXTS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

E.B. Marchant's OCI' texts of Xenophon have been used throughout and 
for Plutarch, the Teubner editions. For other authors quoted the appropriate ûCT text 
has k e n  used unless otherwise noted. 

Al1 abbreviations of ancient works follow Liddell Scott & Jones (eds) 
Greek Lexicon and all abbreviations of scholarly joumals correspond to those found in 
Marouzeau' s L'Année philologique. In the footnotes, article and book titles have been 
cited in full when they fnst appear and thereafter have generally been shortened. 
Where abbreviations have been used for frequently cited texts, they have been noted in 
the bibliography. Also, Xenophon has been shortened to X. in the footnotes where 
possible (including book and article titles). 

AH ancient dates are B.C. unless otherwise noted. 

Hamilton, Ontario. 
June, 1997. 



INTRODUCTION 

Until relatively recently modem scholarship on Xenophon has almost invanably started 

from the assumption that Xenophon is uncriticdly pro-Spartan and has then tried to 

explain his works on this basis. Hand-in-hand with this assumption is the corollary that 

such a bias proves his lack of inteliectual capacity. Thus it has been fashionable not to 

take Xenophon seriously, to point out his 'flaws', to criticise rather than to try to 

understand. The most important recent challenge to the orthodox view has been made by 

C. Tuplin both in his book on the Hellenica, The Failhgs of Empire and in his article 

"Xenophon, Sparta and the Cyropaedia". While both works are extremely valuable for 

an understanding of Xenophon's view of Sparta, they are limited in scope. This thesis 

aims to be more comprehensive. 

Given that the prime concem is to establish f d y  that Xenophon is not uncritical 

of Sparta, detailed examination is focused upon those works in which Sparta or Spartans 

play a major role - the Anabasis, Hellenica, Respublicu Lucedaemoniorurn and the 

Agesilaus. References to Xenophon's other works - most notably to the Cyropaedia - 
figure insofar as they illuminate points under discussion. Further restriction needed to be 

imposed within this framework since each work under examination is so different in 

scope and nature and since Tuplin has exarnined much of Xenophon's critical attitude 

towards Sparta in the Hellenica in The Failings of Empire. To this end, therefore, the 

issue of leadership was chosen as the underlying unifjkg theme. That this issue is 

central to Xenophon's writings has long been recognised, having been brought to light 46 

years ago most ably by H.R. Breitenbach (Historiographische Anschauungsfonnen 

Xenophons (Freiburg, 1950); cf. also Chapter 3 n.1 below). Leadership is the ovemding 
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theme in the Anabusis and thus is the logical way to approach an aaalysis of Sparta and 

Spartans in this work. Examining the presentation of certain Spartan leaders in the 

Hellenica allows for a substantiai cross-section of the Hellenica to be analysed in a 

coherent manner without retracing too much of the ground already covered by Tuplin. 

The Respublica Lacedaemoniorum provides its own additionai set of problems, primarily 

because the purpose of the work is rnisunderstood and because it is most obviously 

concerned with lifestyle rather than with explicit examples of leadership, so discussion 

is restnfted to those aspects which bear more directly on the way Spartans leaders 

functioned. Discussion of the Agesilaus is primarily confined to an appendbc because the 

generic character of the work dictates that the reliability of the portrait of Agesilaus as 

a leader contained therein is questionable (see Appendix 3). 

The fust two chapters examining Xenophon's biographical details and the 

chronology of the main works under discussion are clearly not directly concerned with 

Xenophon's view of Sparta or even with leadership, but their inclusion is necessary 

because so often those who argue that Xenophon has a strong pro-Spartan bias 

erroneously and spuriously support their arguments with what cm only be described as 

speculative theories about Xenophon's life. These two chapters are included, therefore, 

to demonstrate the amount of speculation that usually goes unnoted in biographies of 

Xenophon or chronologies of his work and to draw attention io how this very lack of 

detail opens the way for scholars to manipulate what details there are to support the view 

that Xenophon is uncntically pro-Spartan. 



XENOPHON'S LIFE 

Sioce there has been a tendency to draw conclusions about Xenophon's views of Sparta 

from biographical detaiis, the veracity of which cannot be proved,' it is worthwhile to 

set out just what is known about his life. As far as his own work is concemed, the 

Anabasis is the nchest source of personal detail though, as a rule, Xenophon's own 

portrait of himself as  a mercenary general should be regarded with some ~aut ion;~ other 

details can be inferred, with varyhg degrees of certainty, from his other works. The only 

other significant source is a biography of Xenophon by Diogenes Laertius (Lives of the 

Phihophers 2.48-59), written sometime in the fust half of the third century A.D.,' over 

500 years after Xenophon's death. The late date of this work and the general unreliability 

of Diogenes; who is clearly working within the, by then, long tradition of ancient 

biography, making use of recognizable biographicai topoi which ofien contain patently 

faise information> and using sources indiscriminately,6 mean that circumspection is 

required in weighing the value of his evidence.' The aim of this chapter, therefore, is 

' E. Delebecque, Essai Sur La Vie de Xénophon (Paris, 1957) is the most persistent practitioner in this 
regard. 

See n.29 below and Chapter 3. 

J. Mejer, Diogenes Laeriius and his Heiienistic Background (Weisbaden, 1978) p.58: "his work 
should be seen as part of the intellectua1 movement of the II and the early part of the DI centuries A.D.". 
Traditionally he has been dated to the latter part of this period (ibid., p.59). 

Mejer, Diogenes Lnenius, p.28. 

' For topoi in ancient biography see I.A. Fairweather, "Fiction in the Biographies of Ancient Writers", 
AncSoc 5 (1974) pp.231-75. 

Diogenes names ten different sources in his biography of X which are themselves of varying degrees 
of reliability. 

' The suggestion of U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Antigonos von Katystos (Philologische 
Untersuchungen H.4; Berlin, 1881) pp.331ff. that Diogenes simply lifted an earlier biography of X. by 



sirnply to try to reconstmct Xenophon's life in order to show just how Little is actually 

known and how much of what is often taken for granted is speculation. 

Diogenes' assertion that Xenophon was at his peak in the fourth year of the 

ninety-founh Olympiad, i.e 401-400 (D.L. 2.55)' can be confirmed more or less by 

several passages in the Anabusis. When Xenophon offers himself as general to the 

captains of the murdered Proxenus he says he will not make an excuse of  his youth 

(qhtK(av) for he believes he is at the peak of his powers (&w&hv, An. 3.1.25; cf. 

fiqab, D.L. î.55).9 Since 30 was technicaiiy the minimum age in A h n s  for a 

s t r ~ t e ~ o s ' ~  and since Xenophon also tells us that his  friend Proxenus was about 30 years 

old when he died (An. 2.6.20), it has been concluded, reasonably, that Xenophon was 

around the sarne age as his friend or slightly younger and so was bom c.430-425." 

Demetrius of Magnesia (fl. c.50). which in turn was taken from a speech by Dinarchus (a Corinchian born 
orator who lived in Athens c. 360-290) written for Aeschylus a freedman of Xenophon, son of Diodoms, 
son of our Xenophon, is interesting but indefensible in view of the fact that nothing survives of Demetrius' 
work; cf. H.R. Breitenbach, RE 9A (1967) s-v. Xenophon (6) 1571. Mejer, Diogenes Luertius, p.39 
acknowledges Wilarnowitz's theory but suggests that Diogenes was less dependent on Dememus than 
Wilarnowitz supposes. 

Diogenes (2.59) gives an alternative date of the 89th Olyrnpiad (c.424-420) for X.'s prime, a date 
which fits with the story that Socrates saved X.*s life at the battle of Delium in 424 as reported by Diogenes 
in his biography of Socrates (2.22). This clearly does not coincide with what X. says about himself in the 
Anabmis and it would make him over 100 years old at the tirne of the Iast datable portion of his works (see 
below). The story seems, in fact, to be a conflation of two stories about Alcibiades and Socrates: a) that 
Socrates saved Alcibiades at Potidaea in 432 (cf. PI. Smp. 220e; Plu. Alc. 7.2-3) and b) that Alcibiades 
stayed with Socrates during a difficult retreat at DeIium (cf. Pi. Smp. 221a; Plu. Alc. 7.4); on this see 
Breitenbach, R E  1572-3. 

Cf. P. Krentz (4.). Xenophon. Hellenika 1-11.3.10 (Warminster, 1989) p. 1. Breitenbach, RE 157 1 also 
cites An. 3.2.37 (Timasion and X. are the youngest of the generals) and An. 6.4.25 (X. and those soldiers 
under 30 go out to rescue Neon's group), X. is often mentioned as leading the youngest troops (e.g., An. 
4.2.16, 6.4.25, 7.3.46, 7.4.6), evidence which P. Masqueray, Xénophon. Ambase, vol.1 (Paris, 1964) p.ii 
regards as indicative of his young age. Masqueray also adds AR 3-4-42 (but the suggestion here is only 
that he is younger than Cheirisophus) and An. 4.4.12 but examples of endurance are not limited to young 
men and the incident is more to do with good leadership than youthful vigour; cf. below Chapter 3.2.2, 
Chapter 4 nn. 116,117 and Chapter 5 nn.50,51. 

'O Cf. P J. Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenuion Politeia (Oxford, 198 1 )  p.510. 

" Cf. Breitenbach, RE 1571; J.K. Anderson, Xenophon (London, 1974) pp.9-10; Krentz, HG, p.1. 
Delebecque, Essai, p.24 alone assigns 426 as the exact year of X.'s birth by creatively over-interpreting HG 
1.6.24-38, suggesting that X., aged 20 years, was one of those newly conscripted in 406 to fight at 
Arginusae. 



That Xenophon came from a weaithy famiiy12 is evident from his great interest in and 

knowledge of horses and hunting as revealed particulariy in his Hipparchicus, Pen' 

Hippikes and ~~negeticus.'~ He also appears to have brought some of his own horses 

to Asia (An. 3.3.19),14 speaks of hunting on his estate at SciUus (An. 5.3.8-10) and his 

sons served with the Athenian cavalry at Mantinea (see below).15 As such, it c m  be 

presumed that he had an appropriately aristocratic upbringing as a boy.16 There is also 

sufficient evidence in his writings that he experienced the higher sophistic education 

available in Athens in the closing years of the fifih century" and that he had contact 

with Socrates is certain given the substantial number of bis works involving Socrates 

(Memorabilia, Apology, Symposium, Hiero, Oeconornicus) and the personal anecdote 

related in the Anabasis where Xenophon tells how he asked Socrates' advice when he was 

considering joining Cyrus' expedition (An. 3.1.5-7; cf. D.L. 2.50).18 How well 

'' Diogenes (2.48) is Iikely correct when he says X.'s father was the Athenian GryIlus from the deme 
Erchia; X. himself is silent on the matter. One of X.'s sons was narned Gryllus (see below) and it was 
customary in Athens to name a son after the grandfather; on which see M. Golden, Children and Childhood 
in Classical Athens (Baltimore, 1990) p.25 and, for examples, see J.K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families 
600-300 B. C. (Oxford, 197 1) passim. 

l3 Concerning the value of the two former works as sources both of contemporary practice and 
innovative thinking see I.G. Spence, The Cavalry of Classical Greece (Oxford, 1993) pp.xxiii-xxv. 
Breitenbach, RE 1921 questions the authorship of the Cynegeticus but the work is generally accepted as 
being X.'s; cf., e.g., Diogenes (2.57), E. Delebecque (ed.), Xbnophon: L'Art de la chasse (Paris, 1976) p.33. 
Anderson, Xenophon, p.184 covers both views, arguing that X. wrote it but that the work was later edited 
by someone who addcd the first, twelfth and thirteenth sections. 

'' On owning horses as a sign of wealth see Krentz, HG, p.1 and Spence, The Cavalry of Classical 
Greece, pp. 183ff., 191-93 who also discusses the aristocratic tendencies of the horse-owners (pp. 193-98). 

I5 Cf. Breitenbach, RE 1573. 

l6 Cf. Anderson, Xenophon, pp.14-15 and P. Cartledge, Agesilaos and the Crisis of Spana (Baltimore, 
1987) pp.58-9. For what such an upbringing could be expected to entail, see B.S. Strauss, Fathers und Sons 
in Athens (London, 1993) pp.89ff. 

'' Cf.. in general, Anderson, Xenophon, pp.30-44. Philostratus Vitae Sophistarum 1.12 places X. in 
Boeotia where he listened to Prodicus but the source is unknown (cf. Anderson, ibid., p. 18). For more 
specific discussions of X. and the sophists see W. Nestle, "Xenophon und die Sophistik, Philologus 94 
(1941) pp.31-50 and C.J. Classen, "Xenophons Darstellung der Sophistik und der Sophisten", Hermes 1 12 
(1 984) pp. 154- 167. 

Iii There is no consensus among modern scholars about the closeness of X.'s association with Socrates 
though it is notable that many of those associated with Socrates showed a strong interest in Sparta (most 
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acquainted Xenophon and Plato were is impossible to determine; Plato never mentions 

Xenophon among Socrates' cornpanions nor, for that matter, in any comection although 

there has long been speculation about a nvaky between the two men.'' 

Neither Xenophon himself nor Diogenes has anything to Say about his military 

career before joining Cyrus' mercenaries in 401, when, as noted above, he would have 

been around 30 years old. Modem scholars have attempted to reconstruct his career by 

inferring that he was present and involved in those events for which he gives detailed 

accounts in the opening books of the Hellenica, primarily: 1) the cavalry action in Ionia 

under Thrasyllus in 409 (HG 1.2. lff.), 2) the emergency fleet sent out to Arginusae in 406 

(HG 1.6.24-38)20 and 3) the fuial battles between the oligarchs and the democrats in 

which there is much detail about the cavalry supporting the former (HG 2.4. lff.; on which 

notably Plato and Critias; see below Chapter 5 nn.8,102), nor is there a consensus about X.'s ability to grasp 
Socrates' teachings. Views range from one extreme, e.g., F.H. Sandbach, "Plato and the Socratic Work of 
Xenophon" in P.E. Easterling & B.M.W. Knox (eds), The Cambridge History of Classical Lirerature vol.1 
pt.3 (Cambridge, 1989) p.66 who suggests that "there is nothing to show that the young Xenophon knew 
Socrates well before he joined the expedition of Cyrus in 401" and E.N. Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparra 
in Classical Antiquiiy, vol.1 (Stockholm, 1965) pp.175-6 who comments that it is hard to imagine that a 
man like X. who so often attributes events to the workings of the go&, divine retribution etc. "could ever 
have k e n  a pupil of Socrates" to the other extreme best represented by L. Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta 
or the Taste of Xenophon", Social Research 6 (1939) p.536: "the traditional and current view of 
Xenophon ... is almost an insult to this truly royal soul. For such a man was he that he preferred to go 
through the centuries in the disguise of a beggar rather than to sel1 the precious secrets of Socrates' quiet 
and sober wisdorn to a multitude which let him escape to immortality only after he had intoxicated it by 
his artful stories of the swift and dazzling actions of an Agesilaus or a Cyrus, or a Xenophon." It should 
be noted, however, that X. was classified as a philosopher more often than anything else by other ancient 
writers; C. Tuplin, The Failings of Empire (Historia Einzelshrift 76; Stuttgart, 1993) p.28 n.56 provides an 
extensive list of references. 

Aulus Gellius (14.3), Diogenes (2.57 and 3.34) and Athenaeus (1 1.1 12) mention the rivalry. Both 
Plato and X. did wnte an Apology and a Symposium and Pl. Lg. 694d-695e is often understood to be a 
critical reaction to X.*s Cyropaedia; on which see S. Hirsch, The Friendship of the Barbarians (Hanover, 
1985) pp.97-100 and D.L. Gera, Xenophon's Cyropaedia (Oxford, 1993). 1. Tatum, Xenophon's Imperia1 
Ficrion: On the Education of Cyrus (Princeton. 1989) pp.38-41 also discusses the theory that X.'s 
Cyropaedia is a response to Plato's Republic. B. Due, The Cyropaedia: Xenophon's A i m  and Methods 
(Copenhagen, 1989) pp. 144-145 compares Socrates' death scene (Pl. PM. 1 18eff.) and Cyrus' death scene 
(C'r. 8.7). 

There is a more obvious reason why X. might have chosen to narrate what happened at Arginusae 
in such detail, i.e. as background for the trial of the generals (HG 1.7.1-35). 



see be l~w) .~ '  There are problems with relying on this type of argument but it is an 

argument that is often used as evidence for all rnanner of events in Xenophon's Life. 

Detail is not necessarily a sign of a u t o p ~ y ; ~  a participant in a battle would be no more 

iikely to be able to describe the whole battle than someone who only heard about it? 

A good example of the problem is Xenophon's detailed description of the battie of Nemea 

(HG 4.2.16-23). He could not possibly have been present; he was, at that time, with 

Agesilaus who was hurrying back to Greece from Asia Minor (HG 4.2.8 and An. 

5.3.6)." On balance therefore, although it is probable that Xenophon had some military 

experience before he went off as a mercenary, what precisely this was cannot be 

determined securely, ieast of al1 by the cntenon that he took part in those events which 

he describes in detail. 

The Anabasis, however, provides a comparative wealth of information about 

Xenophon's movements for the years 401-399. He reports how he came to be a 

mercenary: he was urged by his fkiend Proxenus, a Boeotian, to join him in Asia Minor 

where Proxenus promised to make him a friend of Cyrus (An. 3.1.4.; cf. D.L. 2.49). 

While this rnay have appeared an attractive enough prospect in itself, there may have been 

a more practical reason for Xenophon to leave Athens. Although it has been stated above 

2' Anderson, Xenophon, pp. 18-19 supports d l  three suppositions. G.L. Cawkwell (ed.), Xenophon. A 
Histoty of My Tirnes (Harmondsworth, 1986) p.9 suggests the first and third and sirnply that X. was a 
witness to the trial of the generals in 406 not that he actualty engaged in the battle at Arginusae. 
Delebecque, Essai, pp.124,506 seems to adhere to the latter two (see also n. 1 1 above). Cartledge, Agesilaos, 
p.59 covers al1 three possibilities in a general statement without committing himself to specifics. G.R. 
Bugh, 7he Horsemen of Athem (Princeton, 1988) p.127 remarks that HG 2.4.26 ("many of the horsemen 
were sorely distressed") might be X.'s apologia but that it is impossible to be certain. P. Green, "Text and 
context in the matter of Xenophon's exile", in 1. Worthington (ed.), Ventures Into Greek History (Oxford, 
1994) p.222 comments specifically on the third. 

Cf. J.K. Anderson, "Xenophon at Corinth", in M. del Chiaro (ed.), Corinthiaca: Studies in Honor of 
D.A. Amyx (Columbia, Mo., 1986) pp.37-8 on the danger of assuming that detail equals autopsy. 

For a discussion of some of the problems inherent in narrating ancient Greek battles see G.M. Paul, 
"Two Batties in Thucydides", EMC 31 (1987) pp.307-312. 

*' Cf. Krentz, HG, p.6. 



that there is no solid evidence for his involvement in the Pelopomesian War. if he had 

had rnilitary experience, it is likely that he would have been in the cavalry and may, 

therefore, have served under the Thkty Tyrants (HG 2.4.lff.)= and thea found that he 

was regarded with some suspicion under the restored democracy? It is impossible to 

know for certain what Xenophon thought in this matter or how he was regarded in Athens 

but such speculation is worth raising in view of the fact that he does specifîcally note the 

negative opinion of the democracy towards the cavalry who had supported the Thirty: 

in 399, upon a request frorn Thibron for troops to serve in Asia Minor. Athens sent out 

cavalry which had served under the Thirty in the h o p  that they rnight die on campaign 

and the city would not then have to deal with them anymore (HG 3.1.4)." 

Although Xenophon was clearly part of Cyrus' expedition from the beginning, 

he is virtuaily absent from the opening two books of the Anabasis apwt from a brief 

conversation with Cyrus (An. 1.8.15) and a mention of him in the Company of Proxenus 

(An. 2.4.15). After the deaths of Cyrus and the original generais he portrays himself as 

playing a pivotal role as the army retreats north through Armenia to Trapezus on the 

Black Sea during the winter of 401-400 (An. 3-4), continues dong the Black Sea to 

- - - - - - - - - - - 

X. does not appear to approve of the tyrannical actions of the Thirty (HG 2.3.1 1 ff.). The suggestion 
of P. Krentz, The Thirty a t  Athens (Ithaca, 1982) p.146 that "by claiming that they had been forced to 
submit to a cruel and oppressive govemment, men who had remained in Athens during the oligarchy rid 
themselves of blame and condemnation for events in 4043 even if they had supported the Thirty 
whoIeheartedly at the tirne" is possible but as he himself notes elsewhere, such a view cannot be proved 
conclusively (ibid., p.9). By contrast, cf. PJ. Rahn, "The Date of Xenophon's Exile" in G.S. Shrimpton 
and D.J. McCargar (eds), Classical Contributions. Studies in Horwur of Malcolm Francis McGregor 
(Glückstadt, 1981) p.104 who believes that X. served the Thirty unwillingIy. 

l6 Cf. C.D. Adams (ed.), Lysias. Selected Speeches (Oklahoma, 1976) p. 132 n.7; Cartledge, Agesilaos, 
p.59; Bugh, The Horsemen of Athens, pp. 128-9.15 1. 

l7 There is further evidence of resentment against those who were cavalrymen under the Thirty in two 
speeches by Lysias (16 and 26); on which see G.E. Underhill, A Commentas. on the Hellenica of Xenophon 
(Oxford, 1900); Adams, Lysias, pp. 130- 136; Rhodes, A Comrnentary on the Arisiotelian Athenaion Politeia, 
p.458; Bugh, The Horsemen of Athens, pp. 1 29ff.; Spence, The Cavalry of Classical Greece, pp.217-2 19 and, 
more generally, pp.216-224 for attitudes toward the cavalry in the years 404-363. There had been an 
amnesty in 403-2 (Ar. Ath. 39 and X. HG 2.4.43; on which see Krentz, The Thirty as Athens, pp. 102-8) but 
HG 3.1.4 shows how it could be manipulated. 



Chrysopolis (An. 5-6), spends the winter of 400-399 in the service of Seuthes and 

eventually, greatly reduced, retums to Asia Minor to be employed by Sparta against 

Tissaphemes (An. 7)." Although it is highly unlikely that Xenophon was quite such an 

ideal commander as he made himself out to be and although it is aot possible to be 

entire1y certain that he attained such an importance in the army so early after the deaths 

of the original generals? he clearly took part in the expedition and his movements can 

be firmly placed for those years. Evidence for his whereabouts thereafter becomes murky 

again. In the Hellenica, the joining of the remainder of Cyrus' mercenaries with 

Thibron's army is noted (HG 3.1.6) but Xenophon makes no further mention of his own 

part in affairs. Most modem scholars believe that he must SU have been leading Cyrus' 

mercenaries under Thibron, Dercyiidas and even Agesilaus until the latter gave them into 

the cornmand of Herippidas in 395 (HG 3.4.20)? Thus 6 TQV Kupdov x p o e q ~ d y  

who answers to the Spartan cornmissioners about the conduct of the soldiers in 397 is 

Diogenes (2.50-51) has an exceedingly condensed and anecdotal version of the events of 401-399, 
mistakenly reporting that X. handed the mercenaries over to Agesilaus not Thibron. Although Rahn, "The 
Date of Xe's Exile", p.106 suggests that Diogenes is correct if it is accepted that X. technically continued 
to lead the remainder of Cyrus' mercenaries until 395 when Agesilaus appointed Herippidas as their 
commander (see below on HG 3.4.20), it does not seem likely that Diogenes would have k e n  too concerned 
with such hair-splitting; he is probably guiIty simply of conflating events as C. Tuplin, "Xenophon's Exile 
Again", in M. Whitby, P. Hardie & Mary Whitby (eds), Homo Viator. Classical Essaysfor John Bramble 
(Bristol, 1987) pp.66-7 and Green, "Text and context", p.218 argue. 

'9 Diodorus Siculus, writing over three centuries after the events, makes no mention of X. in his account 
of the movements of the mercenaries from their mustering by Cyrus to their retum to the Chersonese @.S. 
14.19-31) but does Say later that those of Cyrus' mercenaries who rernained in Asia (c.5NMl in nurnber) 
chose X. as their general and campaigned against the Thracians until joining up with Thibron @.S. 14.37.1- 
4). Diodorus* account, however, is only a summary of events and "over-simplified" as J. Roy, "The 
Mercenaries of Cyrus", Historia 16 (1967) pp.294-5 points out. Roy further suggests, not implausibly, that 
if X. did not play quite the role he attributes to himself in the Anabusis, it is not unlikely that he may have 
acquired an "informal importance" among the generals due, e.g., to his "tactical inventiveness". He is, after 
all, even in Diodorus' version, at some point chosen by the soldiers to lead them. On the genera1 problem 
of Diodorus' reliability see f u h e r  Appendix 1. 

Among those who support this position are Underhill, HG, ad loc., Breitenbach, RE 1574, Anderson, 
Xenophon, p. 146, and Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.59. For a contrasting and less convincing view see G. Grote, 
Plato, and the Other Cornpanions of Sokrares vo1.3 (London, 1865) p.565 who suggests that X. did return 
to Athens shortly after the death of Socrates but when he found that he was not looked upon with goodwill 
because he had been both a friend of Socrates and a follower of Cyrus he went back to Asia Minor and led 
Cyrus' mercenaries under Dercylidas and Agesilaus (Thibron having been replaced by the time X. returned). 



said to be Xenophon (HG 3.2.7)" and it has been suggested that he is also refemng to 

himself at HG 3.4.20: rothov -0-a @v K& &&IV ha& ['Ayildkaoç] &t 

~ o ù q  I x l r C a ~ . ~ ~  Further. the detailed account of some of the campaigns during these 

years is said to reflect an eyewitness' vied3 and, corresponduigly, the lack of detail, in 

cornparison with the Oxyrhynchus historian, for the year 395-4 is argued to be evidence 

that Xenophon had been Ieft behind in  phe es us- and was not present at the battie near 

Sardis (HG 3.4.21-s)." Autopsy is aiso said to be responsible for the clear cornparison 

which Xenophon draws between the two Spartan leaders, Thibron and ~ercylidas. '~ 

Although the danger of using detail as an indication of autopsy has already been noted 

(i.e. none of the above arguments could not be reversed), despite the flimsy evidence and 

flimsier argumentation in support, the balance of probability suggests that Xenophon 

remained in Asia Minor untii. on his own evidence, he accompanied Agesilaus against 

the Boeotians in 394 (An. 5.3.6; cf. D.L. 2.51)." Whether Xenophon actually fought or 

not in the battle at Coronea, which he descnbes at HG 4.3.15-23, is again impossible to 

" Cf. Underhill, HG, ad loc.; Breitenbach, RE 1574; Cawkwell, A History of My Times. p.150; J. 
Dillery, Xenophon and the History of his Times (New York, 1995) p.104; P. Krentz, Xenophon: Hellenika 
Ii.3. Il-IV.2.8 (Warminster, 1995) ad loc. 

32 Cf. Rahn, "The Date of X.'s Exile", p. 107. By contrast, Anderson, Xenophon, p. 155 and Cawkwell, 
A History of My Times, p. 170 argue that in the context (Whov must mean one of the Spartiates (to whom 
TOUTOV refers). 

33 Cf. Delebecque, Essai, pp.132-4; Breitenbach, RE 1574; Anderson, Xenophon, p.146. 

Rahn, "The Date of X.'s Exile", p.107 argues for both views with his suggestion that X. could have 
stayed in Ephesus supervising the making of votive offerings for Apollo from his share of the booty handed 
out at Trapezus (An. 5.3.4). only accompanying Agesilaus on campaign intermittently . 

'' Not surprisingly this point of view is held by those who argue that the Oxyrhynchus historian is more 
accurate than X., e.g., I.A.F. Bruce, An Historieal Commentary on the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia (Cambridge, 
1967) p.153. For a brief discussion on the conflicting sources for the battle near Sardis see Appendix 2. 

Cf. Rahn, "The Date of X.'s Exile", pp.10S-6. 

" If he was not in Asia where was he? There is no evidence to suppose, as Grote does (n.30 above), 
that he went back to Athens. He does indicate four times in the Anabasis that he tried to sail home but was 
urged not to, three times by Spartan leaders (An. 7.1.4; 7.1.8-14; 7.2.8-9)- the fourth by friends in the army 
(An. 7.7.55-57). It is possible, but unprovable, that X., when he reached Thibron (HG 3.1.6), heard about 
the political situation in Athens from the tecently amived cavalry (HG 3.1.4; cf. n.27 above) and prudently 
decided that he would be better off for the time k ing  staying in Asia Minor. 



Say with certainty since he does not explicitly tell us? 

Sometime &er 399 Xenophon was exiled from Athens but precisely when. why 

and for how long are matters on which there is much speculation but Little agreement due 

to the paucity of evidence. C. Tupiin pmvides both a usehl overview of the various 

combinations of date and reason suggested by modem scholar~'~ and the most coherent, 

though not entirely unproblematic, theory yet presented: an exile date of "late 3994 or 

the very start of 394/3" on the grounds of supporting Cyrus and laconismm (rather than 

just one or the other charge as many others have conjectured). 

Concerning the reason for Xenophon's exile, an important piece of evidence, 

though it is not considered so by al1 scholars. is the passage at An. 3.1.5 (cf. D.L. 2.49- 

50) in which Xenophon tells how he consulted Socrates about Proxenus* invitation to join 

him and become a friend of ~ y r u s : ~ '  

There is another passage which hints at the same possible reason for exile - association 

Cf. Breitenbach. RE 1574 and Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.60. Plutarch (Ages. 18.2) says that not only 
was X. present at the battle but also fought with Agesilaus (G. Cawkwell, "Agesilaus and Sparta". CQ 26 
(1976) p.63 n.4 accepts Plutarch's testimony). This statement may be me, after al1 X. did not deem it 
necessary to mention his own role in events in Asia between 399-4 and yet it is considered probabIe that 
he was actively involved in them; however, as Rahn, "The Date of X.'s Exile", pp. 107-8 points out, Plutarch 
may simply have inferred that X. fought from the fact that he gave such a detailed account of the battle. 

39 Cf. Tuplin. "X.'s Exile Again", pp.59-60, to whose list should now be added G. Herman, Ritualised 
Friendship and the Greek City (Cambridge, 1987) pp.4-5 and p.15 n.14 who argues that friendship with 
Cyrus is the sole reason, and Green, "Text and context", pp.215-227 who argues for a date of 399 and that 
supporting Cyrus and laconism were just pretexts and that the real reason was treason or rather the 
expectation that X. might commit treason. 

40 Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", p.68. 

41 Making use of it are, e.g.. Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", p.68 n.29 and Green, "Text and context", p.217 
(though he regards association with Cyrus as a convenient excuse, not the real reason). By contrast. 
Breitenbach, RE 1575 dismisses this passage as evidence for exile on the grounds that if support of Cyrus 
had k e n  the reason then X. would have k e n  exiled in 399; Rahn, "The Date of X.'s Exile", pp.117-8 also 
rejects its import. 



with Cyrus: at An. 3.1.10 Xenophon points out that he was deceived about the purpose 

of Cyrus' expedition, that he did not know that it was against Artaxemes and when he 

did discover this, he and the others continued out of shame before one another and Cyrus. 

The proxirnity of this passage to the waming of Socrates (above) surely is not accidental; 

Xenophon certainly did not have to mention again that Cyrus had deceived the troops, 

having already dealt adequately with this point at An. 1.2.1 and 1.3.21. It is not 

unreasonable, therefore, to consider that Xenophon is hinting at and defending hirnself 

against one of the accusations brought against him, that is, that he campaigned with Cyrus 

who was the enemy of Athens and the ally of   par ta'^ There are simiiarly subtle 

grounds for suggesting that Xenophon further defends himself against the charge of 

laconism in the Anabasis by his frequent cornrnents on the supremacy of the Spartans in 

the Greek world (as an argument for not crossing hem) and the fact that even Athens 

obeys them (An. 6.1.26-9; 6.6.9; 6.6.12-14; 7.1.25ff.; cf. also HG 3.1.3)."3 These are, 

of course, only assumptions and though they happen to accord well with the evidence in 

Diogenes (laconism, 2.51; association with Cyrus, 2-58), there is no way of being sure 

that Diogenes is correct. P. Green's argument that the above reasons were simply 

pretexts and that Xenophon was exiled because it was anticipated that, as leader of a 

seasoned band of mercenaries, he might use this force to back the oligarchs against the 

re-established democracy in Athens is possible and fits with the above evidencel 

though it does presume that Xenophon had achieved a widespread reputation as a 

mercenary leader which is not entirely certain." 

- - 

42 In no way does this mean that the Anabasis as a whole is a defence. 

" See below Chapter 3 n.182. 

" Green, "Text and context", passim. 

45 Cf. n.29 above. W.E. Higgins. Xenophon (Albany, 1972) p.24 also suggests that X., by hinting at 
An. 3.1.5 that king a friend of Cyrus was the reason he was exiled, is covering up the real reason which, 
Higgins believes, is his association with Socrates but Higgins' argument that Plato and others escaped 
prosecution by leaving Athens for a while is indefensible because if k i n g  absent from Athens was surety 
against prosecution, X. surely would have been safe since it appears likely that he had not been in Athens 



As for the date of exile, Xenophon himself provides a terminus post quem of 399: 

O+ Ybp xo M$o< d@~ ' A ~ ~ O L  z p t  $IYYQS (An. 7.7.57)" At An. 5.3.7 

he mentions his exile in comection with living at Scillus but this reference is not 

particularly usefd for detemiinhg date or reason as not oniy are there textual pr0b1em.s~~ 

but it is not entirely clear anyway when Xenophon arrived at Scillus (see below). When 

Xenophon dedicated Apollo's portion of the tithe at the Athenian Treasury at Delphi (An. 

5.3.5-6) would also have been useful evidence for dating his exile had the date of the 

dedication been known since it is argued that as an Athenian exile he would not have 

been allowed to place the dedication in the Athenian Treasury.4' 399 has been mled out, 

however, as the date on the grounds that Xenophon would have needed some time to 

commission and have made a votive offering with inscriptions." If the assumptions 

above - that Xenophon was exiled for both laconism and association with Cyrus - are 

correct, they favour a date of c.395/4P0 concurrent with the outbreak of the Corinthian 

since 401. It is certainly possible, however, that whoever brought the case against X. may have used as 
one of his arguments X.'s association with Socrates; cf. Rhodes, Commenfary on the Aristotelian Athenuion 
Politeia, p.472 who notes that "in speeches in the [Athenian] lawcourts, irrespective of the question formally 
at issue, the whole career of a man tended to be adduced to show that he was or was not a gooâ citizen...". 

The argument put forth by Higgins, Xenophon, p.23 that "the use of the expression hot yet' makes 
an exile some 5 years after the context, that is, in 394, seem unlikely" (both Delebecque, Essai, pp.120-2 
and Anderson, Xenophon, p.148 argue similarly) is questionable as both Rahn, "The Date of X.'s Exile", 
p.118 and Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", p.60 point out. Higgins, op.cit., p.150 n.17 in fact weakens his own 
argument in a footnote. 

" Cf. Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", pp.60-5 for the problems in interpreting what X. is trying to Say here. 

Cf. Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", p.64. Breitenbach, RE 1575 believes that "nach der Schlacht be i  
Koroneia] begab er sich sicher mit Agesilaos nach Delphi (vgl. Hell. IV 3,21), wo er seine Weihegabe im 
Schatzhaus der Athener aufstellte (Anab. V 33)" but as Tuplin, ad loc., notes "it is hard to see why 
Xenophon should have been prepared to expose Apollo's share to the dangers inherent in a military 
expedition to Greece while depositing Arternis' share for safe-keeping in Ephesus" (cf. An. 5.3.6). 

49 Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", p.65 and Rahn, "The Date of X.*s Exile", p.107, though agreeing on this, 
disagree on how X. actually completed the dedication to Apollo but this can only be a matter of speculation 
anyway. Green, "Text and context", who argues for a date of 399, does not deai with this pmblem. 

Rahn, "The Date of X.'s Exile", p.115 States that "the evidence h m  the law courts, the politics of 
Athens' Ieading men and the accounts of the ancient historians al1 imply that between 403 and 395 B.C. 
no one could be or was condemned for pro-Spartanism". The amnesty established in 403 secms to have 
fallen by the wayside in the face of the new alliances 12.395 (see n.27 above). 



War when a) Artaxemes was allied with ~thens'' and so Xenophon could be accused 

(retrospectively) of having attacked an aUy of Athens, and b) Athens was openly against 

Sparta with whom Cyms had previously d i e d  and so Xenophon could be accused of 

laconism through his association with Sparta's aüy, Cyrus and his service with the 

Spartans in Asia Minor from 399-395.= Some have argued more specificaliy that 

Xenophon's participation in the battle of Coronea was the reason for his exile?' It WU 

be obvious, however, that there is no hope of a conclusive answer to this problem. Ail 

that can be said with certainty is that Xenophon was exüed sometime after the events 

which he describes at the end of the Anabasis. 

From this point on virtually the only facts that can be stated with confidence are 

those which Xenophon himself sets out: he received an estate at Scillus from the 

Spartans (An. ~ . 3 . 7 ) ' ~  and while there he was visited by Megabyzus, a priest of Artemis 

from Ephesus, who came to see the Olympic Games and deliver to him the portion of 

booty which he had set aside for Artemis after his adventures with the 10,000 but which 

he had iefi behind in Ephesus for safekeeping when retuming to Greece with Agesilaus 

(An. 5.3.6 and D.L. 2.51). On his land at Scillus he then built a temple to Artemis, 

resembling the one at Ephesus, and held a festival to her every year (An. 5.3.7-13) during 

which time his sons would join in the hunting (An. 5.3.10)." When he actually settled 

Cf. Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", p.66. 

" Tuplin, "X.' Exile Again", pp.66-68 notes that in general this view concurs with other minor ancient 
sources including, e.g., Pausanias 6.5. 

53 Cf. Wilamowitz, Antigonos, p.333; A-H. Chroust, Socrates Man and Myrh (London, 1957) pp.12-13; 
Breitenbach, RE 1575. 

Diogenes (2.52) does note that Dinarchus (see n.7 above) says the Lacedaemonians gave X. the estate 
but gives an alternate story - that X. bought it himself with the tithe-money. The latter version must be a 
misunderstanding on Diogenes' part and the former the correct view. See Mejer, Diogenes Laertius, pp. 16- 
29 for a discussion of Diogenes* method of compiling information through excerpting, how it was prone 
to errors and what sort of errors could be expected. 

ss Diogenes (2.52)- following Dinarchus, names the two boys Gryllus and Diodorus. Again, though X. 
never narnes them, there seems no reason to doubt Diogenes (see below). There is less extemal support 
for Diogenes' (using Demetrius of Magnesia as his source) assertion that X.'s wife was named Philesia 



at Scillus, however, is unknown. G.E. Underhill States that for the years 394-387 he 

"lived at Sparta and accompanied Agesilaus on his various campaigns" [going to Scilius 

in 3861; he infers this from "the vivid details given of Agesilaus' campaigns in Hell. iv 

passim."56 If Underhill is correct, the earliest that Megabyzus could have brought the 

Artemis-tithe to Xenophon would have k e n  384 - the fmt Olympic year that would fmd 

Xenophon living at   cil lus?' There are, however, other equally plausible hypotheses, 

for example, that he lived in Sparta for a while and then went to  cill lus" or that he 

went to Scilius almost immediately following the battle at Coronea, after a trip to Sparta 

with Agesilaus to be awarded a special proxenf9 but continued to serve Agesilaus on 

his carnpaign~.~~ In this latter case Megabyzus could have returned the tithe as early as 

392? That such different views can be argued reveals the lack of hard evidence; later 

sources6* or arguments claiming autopsy by Xenophon are the unstable grounds on 

which these views are buiit and indeed on which opinions are formed about the remainder 

of Xenophon's life. 

(2.52). Anderson, Xenophon, p.163 speculates that she was part of his booty from some raid or other; X. 
himself never refers to her. 

56 Underhill, HGl p.lxxxi and n.7. Cf. also Breitenbach, RE 1575 who is, however, less willing to 
commit himself to specific dates and simply says X. received his estate "anfangs der 80er Jahre". 

M. MacLaren, "Xenophon and Thernistogenes", TAPhA 55 (1934) p.244 suggests that no Persian 
could have reached Olympia before 384 because of the wars. 

J.M. Moore, Aristotle and Xenophon on Democracy and Oligarchy (London, 1983) pp.67-8 and 
Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.60. 

59 Diogenes mentions this proxeny at 2.51. DJ. Mosley, "Cimon and the Spartan Roxeny", Athenaeum 
49 (1971) p.432 notes: "The proxeny held by Xenophon ... was probably intended to serve Sparta not so 
much in Athens as in the region of Olympia, where Xenophon was in exile." Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.252 
rightly points out that we cannot be entirely sure that Diogenes' information here is correct but he speculates 
that if it is, X. would have been admirably placed (near Olympia) to act as an informal courier of 
information between Agesilaus and his allies throughout the Peloponnese. 

Cf. Anderson, Xenophon, p.165. Again the argument used is that he must have k e n  an eyewitness 
at some of the events he describes because of the detail. 

Green, "Text and context", p.217 supports this date. 

62 E.g., the evidence that X. lived in Sparta cornes not from X. himself nor even Diogenes but from 
Plutarch Ages. 20.2. 



Diogenes says that Xenophon was forced to leave Sciiius when the Eleans 

marched against the area and that he made his way to Corinth with his sons (2.53). 

Xenophon never mentions leaving Scillus but at HG 6.5.3 he does report that in 371-0 

the Eleans refused to take an oath allowing Scillus and other towns theû independence 

and it has been inferred that it was at this t h e  that he left his Scillan e ~ t a t e . ~ ~  Nor does 

Xenophon Say anything about living in Corinth but, using that unreliable argument that 

detail suggests an eyewitness account, many have argued that he did live there in the 

360s.~ Contrary evidence is given by one ancient source, Pausanias (5.6.6), who reports 

that Xenophon actually did live out his life on his estate at Scillus and was buned near 

the temple which he built for Arternis. H.R. Breitenbach's suggestion that this "entspnngt 

wohl der Propaganda elischer Fremdenindustrie" is probably correct.6' Other modem 

scholars believe that Xenophon returned to live in Athens in the 360s after his banishment 

was repealed? Evidence for the repeal cornes from Diogenes only (2.59) who, citing 

I sws  (an historian writing in the third century) as his source, says that a decree of 

Eubulus, the vely man who had decreed Xenophon's banishment in the first place, 

allowed Xenophon to return to ~thens.~ '  This evidence is, however, problematic 

because the Athenian statesman of the name Eubulus who is prominent in the 360s would 

Cf. UnderhilI, HG, p.1xxxi; Breitenbach, RE 1576; Anderson. Xenophon, pp.197-8. 

" CartIedge, Agesilaos, p.6 1 gives HG 7.1.18-19 as an example of such detail. So too Delebecque, 
Essai, p.3 13 argues: "Il apparait en effet que plusieurs événements survenus en 370 et dans les années 
suivantes, et relatés au livre VI des Helléniques, n'ont pu être connus de l'auteur qu'en raison de sa 
présence, à ce moment-là, dans la région de l'isthme." Cf. aïs0 Anderson, "X. at Corinth", pp.36-9 and 
Tuplin. Failings, p.3 1 nn.72,73. 

65 Breitenbach, RE 1573. 

Both Delebecque, Essai, pp.334ff. and Higgins, Xenophon, pp.128ff. subscribe to the view that X. 
spent most of his later life in Athens. 

'' The dating of this supposed repeal is, not surprisingly, debated. The two main theories are: 1) that 
it occurred after the King's Peace in c.386 (on which see G. Cawkwell (ed.), Xenophon. The Persian 
Expedition (Harmondsworth, 1972) p.15 n.3 and Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.61)' or 2) that it occurred in c.369 
when Sparta and Athens were on fiendlier tcrms (on which see Underhill, HG p.lxxxi and Higgins, 
Xenophon, p. 128 and p. 175 n.2; Delebecque, Essai, p.340 places the decree precisely in 368ff). 



oniy have been a young boy when Xenophon was exiled? To solve this problem, some 

scholars suggest that the Eubulus who banished Xenophon was in fact Euboulides (archon 

in 394/3) and emend the text accordingly.* Either way Istrus' evidence is questionable 

and, in addition, there is some doubt as to whether a decree was even needed to rescind 

the banishment? Perhaps better evidence of re-establishment in Athens of some sort 

is the fact that Xenophon's sons fought as memben of the Athenian cavairy in 362 at 

Mantinea, even though again Diogenes is the prime source for this (2.53-4; Xenophon is 

sileni on the matter)?' One of Diogenes' sources for this information is Xenophon's 

near contemporary, Ephorus (c.405-330) who tells how Gryllus fought lqpp<iy and fell 

in the battle at Mantinea (2.54). That Ephorus has Gryllus die in the main battle not the 

cavahy skimiish beforehand is likely an inflation of the story as a result of the outpouring 

of eulogies about Gryllus on which Diogenes also comments, citing Aristotle as a source 

(2.55)? Xenophon does recount the rninor cavalry battle (HG 7.5.17) saying only that 

afirQv 6' &nÉBavov dn>6peç drpûoi, which is taken as a modest, implicit reference to 

his son. 

Even if the decree of exile was rescinded, it does not necessarily mean that 

68 Cf. G. Cawkwell, "EubuIus", JHS 83 (1963) p.63 n.89 and Green, "Text and context", p.218. 

" E-g., Breitenbach, RE 1575. 
70 Cf. Wilamowitz, Antigonos, p.333; Tuplin, "X.'s Exile Again", pp.67-8; Green, "Text and context", 

pp.2 18f. 

" Breitenbach, RE 1576 follows Wilamowitz, Antigonos. pp.333f.: "denn das wird keiner glauben, dass 
das Weib, das Xenophon die Sohne im anfang der achtziger Jahre geboren hat. eine Athenenn wu,  und 
keinenfalls war die Ehe in Athen rechtsgiltig. Da aber die Sohne als athenische Ritter gedient haben, so 
sind sie bei Xenophons Rehabilitation legdisiert." Cf. also Carttedge, Agesilaos, p.61 and Tuplin, Failings, 
p.32. 

'' Cf. Tuplin, Fdings, p.32. The story that Gryllus killed Epaminondas (Paus. 8.1 1.6; 9.15.5) is a later 
example of the same type of inflation (see Breitenbach, RE 1577). Gryllus is mentioned several other times 
by Pausanias. He reports that Gryllus was shown in a painting at Cerameicus of the cavalry battle at 
Mantinea (Paus. 1.3.4; cf. also 9.15.5; a copy of which was at Mantinea, 8.9.8; cf. also 8.1 1.6). As well, 
Pausanias says that the Mantineans considered GrylIus to be the bravest of those who fought in that battle 
(Paus. 8.9.10 and 8.1 1.6) and that they therefore made a relief carving of him and set it up where he fell 
(Paus. 8.9.5 and 8.1 1.6). 



Xenophon went to live in Athens and so where Xenophon spent the remaining years of 

his iife must remain a matter for speculation. It is notable, however, that two of his later 

works are strongly onented towards Athens: the Hipparchicus, written probably between 

366 and 362n addresses and is concerned with the Athenian cavalry, and the Poroi, 

which can be dated to c.355 on intemal evidence, proposes financiai reforms for 

~ t h e n s ? ~  Diogenes (2.56) says, on the authority of Demetrius of Magnesia, that 

Xenophon died in Corinth and, on the authority of Ctesiclides, that the date of his death 

was 360/59 (2.56). The former point, for lack of any better evidence, is generaîly 

accepted by modem scholars;" the latter is deemed improbable since a passage in the 

Hellenica can be dated to 358n (HG 6.4.37),'6 and the Poroi can be dated to 355 (see 

above). A date of c.354 for Xenophon's death is, therefore, generally proposed." 

It is clear then that there is very little about Xenophon's life that c m  be stated 

with confidence. He was likely bom c.430-425 into a wealthy family and was acquainted 

with Socrates; however, there is no coricrete evidence about specific incidents in his life 

before 401 and little for his life after his sojoum in Asia Minor from 401-399, apart from 

the details that he was, at some time and for some reason, exiled, that he accompanied 

Agesilaus against the Boeotians in 394 and that he lived on an estate in Scillus given to 

him by the Spartans and had sons. The least awkward scenario filling in the gaps is as 

follows: he probably served with the Athenian cavalry in some capacity during the close 

73 Cf. Breitenbach, RE 1763. 

74 Puroi 5.9 is the passage used to date the work to c.355. Cf. Breitenbach, RE 1573; Anderson, 
Xenophon, p. 193; J. Dillery, "Xenophon's Poroi and Athenian Imperialism", Historia 42 (1993). p. 1. 

75 E.g., Underhill, HG, p-lxxxi; Anderson, Xenophon, p.192; Cawkwell, A Histury of My Times, p.14; 
Krentz, HG, p.4. Even Delebecque, Essai, p.495, who believes that X. spent most of his later years in 
Athens, in order not to contradict ancient sources conjectures that in his old age X. "ait eu le désir de revoir 
Corinthe ou que, voulant revoir Sparte il ait &té surpris par la mort à son passage à Corinthe." 

76 On this cf. Underhill, HG, p.lxxxi and n.14; Delebecque, Essai, p.437; Breitenbach, RE 1573; 
Anderson, Xenophon, p. 170. 

Cf., e.g., Underhill, HG, p.lxxxi and n.14; Delebecque, Essai, p.495; Breitenbach, R E  1573. 



of the Pelopomesian War; he likely spent the years 399-394 in Asia Minor with the 

Spartans, settled in Sciiius swn after the battie of Coronea but had to leave there c.37110 

and possibly then spent the rest of his life in Corinth. his exile king rescinded at some 

point; he died c.354. Yet there is plenty of disagreement with even this general outline, 

as shown above, and the lack of concrete details has dowed scholars to create details to 

suit their particular preconceived views about Xenophon. So, for exarnple, someone who 

wished to argue that Xenophon was particulariy pro-Spartan could easily stretch the 

evidence to fit his case, suggesting that he was exiled for laconism, spent a considerable 

time after Coronea with his 'hero* Agesilaus in Sparta before r e t i ~ g  to his new estate 

at Scillus, perhaps went back temporarily to Sparta after having to leave Scillus, etc. The 

possibilities are endless. 

One further remark by Diogenes bears examination in this regard. He reports that 

Diocles (bom c.73, in his Lives of the Philosophers, said that Xenophon's sons had been 

trained in   par ta.^^ Diodes' source is unknown but he is the earliest reference for this 

story which is also found in ~lutarch.~' Modem scholars seldom question the reliability 

of this testimony8* and it is often used to support the theory that because Xenophon was 

Mejer, Diogenes Laertius, p.42 suggests that this reference to Diocles, like many others throughout 
Diogenes* work, seems to be an insertion , one of many "additions to the main body of the text". If 
Wilamowitz's theory (see n.7 above) has any validity it would perhaps follow that if Dinarchus had 
mentioned this fact Demetrius would have recorded it and thus also Diogenes (since he supposedly followed 
Demetrius) without reference to another source. It is aIso possible, however, that the fact was suppressed 
by Demetrius but used by Diodes. In fact, since none of the earlier sources is extant and information about 
them is scarce, any number of such theories on the transmission of stories can be posited. 

Plu. Ages. 20.2: E&vo+Wv~a ?bv ao@v E p v  @ *  kawoO m o u & ~ 6 p ~ v o v  ~KÉAEuE 
[ 'AyqdÂaoa T O ~ Ç  x a % q  kv Aadafpovi  7p€@av ~ ( ~ t o u t ~ p ~ p ~ v o v ,  dq p a û q m p h r o ~ ~  ~ t l V  
paûqp&~ov ~drM.~mov,  brpx~dcm ~ a t  Orpxav. 

Higgins, Xenophon, pp. 160-1 n.46 seems to be alone in suggesting that caution be used with regard 
to this story. Arnong those who accept it are: UnderhiIl, HG on 5.3.9; Delebecque, Essai, pp.17lff.; 
Breitenbach, RE 1576; Anderson, Xenophon, p. 165; Cawkwell, "Agesilaus and Sparta", pp.63, 73; D.M. 
MacDowell, Spartan Law (Edinburgh, 1986) p.49; Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp.6û- 1,252-3; R. Tal ber& Plutarch 
on Sparta (London, 1988) p.165; V. Gray, The Character of Xenophon's Hellenica (London, 1989) p.44; 
D.R. Shipley, Plutarch's Life of Agesilaos (Ph.D., Newcastle, 1990) vo1.2 pp.8-9; S. Hodkinson, "Servile 
and free dependants of the Spartan oikos", in M. Moggi (ed.), Schiavi e dipendenri nell'ambito dell'oikos 
e della familia, MU Colloquio GIREA Editioni ETS (Pisa, forthcoming 1997). 



an uncritical admirer of the Spartan way of life, as seen in his 'glowing' account in the 

Respublica Lacedaemoniorum, he desired to have his sons educated there. There are 

severai problems, however, which arise from accepting, without question, Diodes' 

statement and the modem theory denved from it. First, the possibility that Diocles 

hirnself (or his source) hkewise drew this conclusion - that Xenophon was clearly pro- 

Spartan and so musf have had his sons educated in Sparta - from reading Xenophon's 

works cannot be discounted.8' Secondly, it is not al1 that clear that the Respublica 

Lucedaemoniorum is wholly uncritical?* Thirdly, the only time Xenophon mentions his 

sons is in the Anabasis where he relates that they, dong with the other local children and 

anyone else who so desired, took part in the hunting ai the festival of Artemis which 

Xenophon instituted at Scillus (An. 5.3.10). Fourthiy, there is strong evidence that 

Xenophon's sons were part of the Athenian cavalry at Mantinea in 362 and that one of 

them, Gryllus, distinguished himself (see above). Why. it might be asked, were they not 

part of the Spartan contingent if Xenophon was so very taken with the Spartan system?" 

These points do not rule out the possibility that Xenophon's sons were educated at Sparta 

but what can certainly be questioned is the extent of Xenophon's choice in the matter. 

Plutarch's remark that Agesilaus ordered ( é & k ~ )  Xenophon to send his sons to 

Spartag4 may be closer to the inith than that Xenophon had them educated there because 

he was so enamoured with the superiority of the system. Circular arguments, therefore, 

of the type that Xenophon is pro-Spartan because he educated his sons at Sparta or 

An cxample of what A. Momigliano, The Development ofGreek Biography (Cambridge, Mass., 197 1) 
p.70 calls "irresponsible exploitation of literary documents". 

See Chapter 5 below. 

83 X. tells us of Spartan-trained foreigners (&VOL TOV ~ p o @ ( p w  îcahupÉvov) who were part of a 
Spartan force under Agesipolis in 38 1-80 (HG 5.3.9). In this case they appear to be serving as hoplites 
though it is not entirely c1ear. On the Spartan cavalry see J.F. Lazenby, The Spartan A m y  (Warminster, 
1985) particularly pp. 10-  12. 

fi4 Supported by Anderson, Xenophon, p. 165 and Hodkinson, "Servile and free dependants of the Spartan 
oikos". 
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Xenophon educated his sons at Sparta because he was pro-Spartan hinder and bias 

attempts to try and understand what Xenophon really thought about Sparta. 



CHAPTER 2 

CHRONOLOGY OF WORKS 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Trying to ascertain the chronology of Xenophon's writings is as dificult as trying to 

outiine details about his life. Of the main works under consideration, the Agesilauî, the 

Anabasis, the Hellenica, and the Respublica Lncedaemoniorum, a date cm be stated with 

some confidence only for the fmt. For the other t h e ,  questions about authorship, unity 

and purpose further compiicate the search for a reliable chronology. Incautious 

assessrnent about Xenophon's life and theories about perceived changes or development 

in his views - e.g. the dating of the Respublica Lacedaemoniorum has relied heavily on 

a perceived shift in Xenophon's opinion of Sparta (see below) - tend to compound the 

problem and lead to a wide variety of conclusions which involve complicated theones 

about his whereabouts at the time of composition of each work. This chapter will show, 

therefore, the dificulties involved in dating Xenophon's writings and how, without further 

reliable extemal evidence, any chronological scheme must remain speculative. 



The Agesilaus is an encomium written, most likely, shortly after the death of Agesilaus 

in 360.' It has recently been argued by C.E. Sorum2 that Xenophon was not the author. 

She suggests that Xenophon, k i n g  as farniliar as he surely was with Agesilaus and his 

achievements and having the Hellenica nght in front of him could not possibly have k e n  

guilty of "conflation of random elements from often unrelated stories" and "abbreviation 

of narrative that results in faulty or inconsistent chronology"? Her main points, however, 

do not adequately take into account the fact that the Hellenica and Agesilaus belong to 

two different genres of writing, history4 and encomium~ and as D.R. Stuart notes "the 

business of an ancient encomiast was to magniQ not disse~t" .~ Exaggeration and 

distortion were commonplace in ancient encornia and account for many of the 

inconsistencies which she notes. For example, Sorum's instances of conflation in the 

encomium can be explained by the simple fact that Xenophon deliberately altered events 

to highlight or downplay certain aspects of Agesilaus' character,' and her examples of 

' See, e.g., W.P. Henry, Greek Historical Writing (Chicago. 1966) p. 132; Higgins, Xemphon, p. 13 1 ; 
Anderson, Xenophon, p. 167; Cawkwell, "Agesilaus and Sparta", p.63; Cartledge, Agesiluos, p.55. It is clear 
from Ages. 10.3 and 1 1.15 that Agesilaus is dead at the time of composition. Delebecque, Essai, pp.462ff.. 
is alone in trying to prove that the date is precisely 355. 

C.E. Sorum, "The Authorship of the Agesifuus", PP 39 (1984) pp.264-75. 

Sorum, "The Authorship of the Agesilaus", p.274. 

It is accepted in this thesis that X. is writing the Heffenica finnly in the historical tradition of 
Herodotus and Thucydides. For a contrary view see C. Grayson, "Did Xenophon Intend to Write History?", 
in B. Levick (ed.), The Ancient Historian and His Materials (Westmead, 1975) pp. 3143 and also NickeI, 
Xenophon. p.52. 

See Appendix 3 for a more extended examination of the encomiastic features of the Agesilaus. 

D.R. Stuart, Epochs of Greek and Roman Biogruphy (New York. 1967) p.62. 

' E.g. Ages. 2.2 1 States: 'Aytp'fiiao~ a Etpfivq. P q  roùç Si& Aai36aipovfou~ @~@vrmç 
Koptvûfov K& @~PCX~OV fiv&yKao~ shg ~ 6 k i ~  O~KU& ~ a r a 6 E . ~ a d a ~ .  This remark is followed by 



"inconsistent chronology", i-e. that Xenophon ornits events and does not adequately 

specify how much time has passed between events.8 hardy withstand scrutiny either. 

The passage of time is not a priority in an encomium and there are no blatant 

chronological emors in Ages. 1.6-2.3 1 where the important events of Agesilaus' life are 

set forth; there is simply evidence of selectivity and abridgement of the type one would 

expect to find in an encomium. Sorum has. therefore, provided no convincing reasons 

why Xenophon should not be considered the author of the Agesilaus. 

There has been considerably more debate conceming the order of composition of 

the Agesilaus and the Hellenica. This has arisen from the fact that there are a number 

of nearly identical passages in the two works? Some argue that the Agesilaus was 

composed fust because it contains more archaic language and that when Xenophon came 

io write the Hellenica later, his style had developed and matured.1° This argument 

depends a great deal on statistical analysis of particles, use of synonyms, etc. and, as 

Tuplin adequately demonstrates, the results are "indecisive"." Another problem wiih 

another example of Agesilaus restoring exiles (at Phleius). Sorum, "The Authorship of the Agesilaus", p.267 
points out that the corresponding passage in the Hellenica (5.1.32) reveals that Agesilaus opposed the peace 
of Antalcidas (to which Ages. 2.21 refers) because the Thebans wanted to take the oath on behalf of al1 
Boeotian cities whereas the conditions of the peace stipulated that al1 cities be autonomous. Then at HG 
5.1.34 there is mention of some exiles king received back at Connth. The problem, according to Sorurn, 
is that whoever cornposed the encomium acted carelessly here by not recording the correct reason why 
Agesilaus opposed the peace. It is more likely, however, that X. deliberately conflated the events a) in 
order to highlight Agesilaus' concern for and activity on behalf of friends of Lacedaemon - a worthy topic 
for an encomium, and b) in order to downplay Agesilaus' hatred for Thebes and not to remind people of 
how Agesilaus had been insistent that the Thebans gant autonomy to Boeotian cities (cf. HG 6.3.9) yet had 
himself supported Phoebidas' seizure of Cadmea (HG 5.2.32); cf. CartIedge, Agesilaos, p.242. 

Sorurn, "The Authorship of the Agesilaus". p.271 cites, for example, Ages. 2.17 as problematic: "in 
the Agesilaus the Argive carnpaign seems to follow soon after the battle of Coronea. The only indication 
of the actual interval of two years is k~ ô& rofnou." 

For a list of these see Tuplin, Failings, p.196 n.lO. 

lU E.g., Cawkwell, A Hisrory of My Times, p.21; cf. also Henry, GHW, pp.125-133 who sets out clearly 
the complicated arguments of early proponents of this theory. Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.65 prefers a late date 
for HG 3-7 and, therefore, assumes that the Agesilaus was written first. 

" Tuplin, Failings, pp. 193-200. 
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the above theory has been pointed out by W.P. Henry:12 it is difficult to see how 

Xenophon's style could have 'matured' much more from 36W9 (the earliest possible date 

for the Agesilaus) to the mid-350s when it is believed by many that much of the 

Hellenica was written (see below). in addition, this theory assuming the priority of the 

Agesilaus based on its 'less mature' style does not adequately account for the differences 

in genre." Admittediy this argument can be reversed but to do so requires much more 

creative effort." Ultimately any theory about the order of the two works will depnd 

on the date assigned to the Hellenica and there are many divergent views on that topic 

(on which see below) but the line of least resistance - that the encomium was written at 

l e s t  after the relevant passages in the Hellenica (Le. after HG 5.4.49) - seems the most 

sensible. 

" Henry, GHW, p. 132. 

l3  Henry, GHW, p.128 notes: "its [the Agesilaus'] wording is based on that of the Hellenica, in the 
adaptation of which, however, there is hardly a sentence that was not altered to attain some rhetorical 
effect." 

l4 Tuplin, Failings, p.197. 

l5 Cf. M. MacLaren, "On the Composition of Xenophon's Hellenica", AJPh 55 (1934) p.254; 
Breitenbach, RE 1702; K. Bringrnann, "Xenophons Helleniku und Agesilaos", Gymnasium 78 (1971) 228-30; 
Hirsch, The Friendship of the Barbarians, p.57; V. Gray, "Continuous History and Xenophon, Hellenica 
1-2.3. IO", AJPh 1 12 (199 1) p.212; Tuplin, Failings, p. 197; U. von Wilmowitz-MoeIlendorff, "Plutarch as 
Biographer", in B. Scardigli (ed.), Essays on Plutarch's Lives (Oxford, 1995) p.62. Dillery, XHT, p.115 
declines to pass judgement one way or another. E. Luppino-Manes, L'Agesifao di Senofonte rra commiato 
ed encomio (Milan, 199 1) pp. 16- 18 suggests that the material in Ages. 1.6-2.3 1 was written as the events 
described therein happened and wcre simply fused to the encomium proper which was composed after 
Agesilaus* death. 



2.3 THEANABASIS 

The dating of the Anabasis is far less secure than that of the Agesilaus. It is generdy 

agreed, however, that Xenophon is the author and that he is using a pseudonym to refer 

to himself when he remarks in the Hellenica that the events covered by the fmt four 

books of the Anabasis were written by a certain Thernistogenes of Syracuse (HG 

3.1 .2).16 Plutarch (de gloria Atheniensium 345e) remarks that Xenophon used a 

pseudonym so that it would lend more credence to his account of his own deeds. The 

only testimony to suggest otherwise is the Suda (c.lOth century A.D.) in which is found 

the contention that Thernistogenes wrote an Anabasis of Cyrus which is included in the 

works of Xenophon; however, no compelling reason for accepting the Suda's evidence 

over, for example, Plutarch's has been presented." It is also, for the most part. 

acknowledged that the Anabasis was composed as a wh~le . '~  The main dissenter from 

the orthodox view is Delebecque who believes that the Anabasis was composed in two 

parts: a) An. 1-5.3.6 published c.385 under the name of Themistogenes, and b) the 

'Parabasis' (An. 5.3.7-end) published c.377, and that proof for this cm be seen in the 

motifs in each of the two sections which reflect 

events.19 There seems to be no good reason to 

Xenophon's changing views on current 

accept Delebecque's view. A break at 

l6 Cf., e.g, Underhill, HG pp.80-1; Delebecque, Essai p.199; Masqueray, Anubase, vo1.l p.4; 
Breitenbach, RE 1640; Cawkwelt, Persian Expedition, p.17. For a contrary opinion see G. Cousin, Kyros 
le Jeune en Asie Mineure (Paris, 1905) pp.xviii-xxi. 

l7 MacLaren, "X. and Themistogenes", pp.240-244 has shown convincingly that the information in the 
Suda is mistaken. 

'' It is not even an issue for many scholars, e.g., Cawkwell, Persian Expedition, introduction and 
Higgins, Xenophon, p.98. Some do go so far as to dismiss Delebecque's view (see below), e.g., R. Nickel, 
Xenophon (Darmstadt, 1979) p.39 and Hirsch, The Fneridrhip of the Barbarians, p.154 n.5. 

l9 Delebecque, Essai, pp.199ff. for An. 1-5.3.6 and pp.128ff. for the 'Parabasis'. W. Lengauer, Greek 



An. 5.3.6 in fact seems most peculiar as it cuts in half the perfectly cohesive story about 

what Xenophon did with his booty. A more logical break occun instead at the end of 

book four when the Greeks reach the sea, Le. what Xenophon himself summarizes as 

having been written by Themistogenes (HG 3.1.2). Anderson, taking this into account, 

does raise the possibility that there might have been two publications, the fmt covering 

only four books and published under the name of Themistogenes, the second the whole 

work but dismisses his own theory on the grounds that it makes no sense if Xenophon 

wrote the Anabasis to justify his own actions? As there is no compelling argument to 

the contrary, it seems best to consider the work as a coherent whole written by Xenophon 

and to examine the question of dating starting from this premi~s.~' 

Assurning, then, that the work was composed as a whole, it was likely written 

before HG 3.1.2 (see above) though this does not provide a specific tenninus ante quem 

since the dating of the Hellenica is even more problematic." There is also some 

internai evidence for a terminus post quem, primarily An. 5.3.4-13. There Xenophon 

mentions the battle of Coronea (An. 5.3.6) which took place in 394. Secondly, he speaks 

of the fact that he was living in exile on an estate granted to him by the Spartans (An. 

5.3.7). When he actually received the estate is a matter of dispute (see Chapter 1 above); 

it was, however, after the battle at Coronea. Thirdly, Xenophon recalls his visit from 

Megabyzus, who brought the booty money which Xenophon had entnisted to him before 

Coronea and with which Xenophon subsequently built a temple to Arternis, establishing 

Cornmanders in the 5th artd 4th Centuries B.C. (Warsaw, 1979) pp.84-5 subscribes to this division. 

Anderson, Xenophon, pp.83-4. See also Masqueray, Anabase, vol.1 pp.4-5 who points out that "si 
Xdnophon a eu recours au pseudonymat pour se mieux louer, pourquoi les deux premiers livres, - la moitié 
de l'édition primitive, si elle a jamais existé - sont-ils justement ceux où il parle le moins de lui-même?" 

2' The major discussions of the date of the Anabasis are: Machen ,  "X. and Themistogenes", pp.240-7; 
Masqueray, Anabuse, vol. 1 pp.7- 1 1 ; Breitenbach, RE 1639- 1644; CawkwelI, Persian Expedition, p. 16. 
Nickel, Xenophon, pp.38-43 for the most part simply restates Bteitenbach's arguments. 

* Cf. M a c h e n ,  "X. and Themistogenes", p.247; Breitenbach, RE 1641 ; Nickel, Xenophon, pp.39-40; 
see also the next section below. 



a yearly festival to her on his estate (An. 5.3.7-9). Megabyzus is said to have attended 

the Olympic games at the sarne time. Again there is a problem with dating (see Chapter 

1 above): the earliest possible Olympics which Megabyzus could have attended is in 392 

and the latest 384; some tirne would then have been required for Xenophon to build the 

temple. On this evidence a conservative terminus post quem of 392 can be suggested 

with some confidence." 

In the same passage, Xenophon describes how his sons took part in the hunting 

expedition at this yearly festival to Artemis (An. 5.3.10). This point is presumed to lower 

the terminus post quem still further, though by how much is not agreed. Two problems 

present themselves: 1 )  at what age did boys hunt? and 2) when were Xenophon's sons 

bom? Conceming the fmt question, Xenophon, in the ~ynegeticus," makes the 

foiiowing comment on the age when boys should take up hunting (2.1): xpcùsov $v ofv 

~ p f i  Wkîv &xi d kmn'jikupa rd 70v iruvqy~alov rdv i j6q k naiSo~ &hhanov~a 

dp f ih~dot~; however, "just out of boyhood" is aot quite as specific as might be hoped. 

In the Cyropaedia, in the Persian system of education, one ceases to be a nais at the age 

of sixteen or seventeen'' and at that time hunting becomes a regular activity (Cyr. 1.2.8- 

9) but there is some suggestion that the young Cyrus learned to hunt on a small scale at 

the age of 12 (Cyr. 1.3.14) and is certainly depicted as hunting with adults (Cyr. 1.4.7- 

15). before the age of fifteedsixteen (Cyr. 1.4.16).~' That Xenophon's sons were part 

" X.'s citation of Ctesias* Persica at An. 1.8.26 does not affect this terminus post quem as the Persica 
was likely composed after 398/7 (cf. Breitenbach, RE 1640; J.M. Bigwood, "Ctesias as Historian of the 
Persian Wars", Phoenix 32 (1978) p.19 suggests c.398/7-390 for the date of composition). Also it is 
generally agreed that the rernark at An. 6.6.9 (fip~ov &? ~6rr  nCMov T ~ I V  ' EMfivov O( A a ~ ~ ~ p 6 v i o i )  
refers to before 394 when Sparta had supremacy over the whole Aegean, Le. before she lost the battle of 
Cnidos in 394 not to the whole pend before the battle of Leucira in 371; cf., e.g., Breitenbach, RE 1641; 
Nickel, Xenophon, p.40; Cawkwell, Persiun Expedition, p. 16 n.4. 

24 For references to the debate concerning the authorship of this work see Chapter 1 n.13 above. 

" In Sparta one ceases to be a x a i ~  around the age of fourteen (cf. Chapter 5 n.17 below) though 
hunting is only said to be an activity of adults (Lac. 4.7). 

26 Cf. Pl. Alc. I I21e where it is said that Persian boys start hunting at the age of seven. 



of a huoting party that hunted in the sacred grounds might suggest a young age; however, 

they also hunt out on Mt Pholoe and the animals mentioned as game include both 

dangerous ones (i.e. boars) and hamiless ones (Le. deer and gazelles).*' At what age 

boys started hunting, therefore, must remain speculation. It seems very Wrely that they 

would be hunting by the age of fifteena though Breitenbach's suggestion of c.10-12 

cannot be ruled out.29 As for when Xenophon's sons were born, Xenophon himself 

states that he had no children in 399 (An. 7.6.34) but beyond that there are no clues." 

On such evidence the terminus post quem can really only be lowered confidently to c.389- 

388 given the possibility that Xenophon's sons could have k e n  bom shortiy &ter 399 and 

that they could have been hunting by the age of ten. 

There are, however, further difficulties. Such speculation assumes that the 

Anabasis was composed at the very time when Xenophon's sons were fust hunting in the 

festival. This is certainly possible but it has also been argued that because Xenophon 

uses the irnperfect tense in this passage (An. 5.3.7-13) his life at Scillus is in the past at 

the time of writing3' and therefore a terminus post quem of c.37110 is necessary (see 

Chapter 1 above). However, assigning dates by the use of verb tenses is inconcl~sive,~~ 

though those who argue for a later date are apt to use it as evidence." Other arguments 

'' Cf. Cyr. 1.4.7 where Cyrus finds out which animals are dangerous in the wild. 

2g Cf. MacLaren, "X. and Thernistogenes", p.245 and Cawkwell, Persian Expedirion, p. 16. 

29 Breitenbach, RE 1640. 

'' Cf. Nickel, Xenophon, p.39. Some do speculate about the birthdate, e.g., Cawkwell, Persian 
Expedition, p.16 suggests that X. married only after his return to Greece and that his sons were born c.39 1 ; 
DeIebecque, Essai, p. 126 assigns a birthdate of c.39817. 

'' Cawkwell, Persian Expedition, p.16 and Diilery, XHT, p.59 (with further references on p.264 n.1) 
support this as does Masqueray, Anabase, pp.7-IO but he believes that only the passage on Scillus and the 
portrait of Cyrus at An. 1.9 were written after 37110 and that the rest of the work was cornposed much 
earlier because he believes that Isocrates is aware of it in 380 (see below). 

32 See MacLaren, "X. and Themistogenes", p.244 and Breitenbach, RE 1640- 1641. 

33 E-g., Cawkwell, Persian Expedirion, p. 16 seerns ready to accept it as evidence even though he adrnits 
that it might simply be a stylistic device. 



linking some of Isocrates' works with Xenophon's Anabasis, such as 1. Bruns' suggestion 

that Isocrates' Evagorus (written c.37413) infiuenced Xenophon's portraits of Proxenus 

and Menon (An. 2.6.16-29)' are tenuous at besp although several scholars support the 

view that Isocrates 4.149 (c.380) imitates An. 2.4.4 and they use this to bolster their 

argument that the Anabask was written before 380:' 

There is, therefore, littie consensus among modem scholars as to when the 

Anabasis was wntten; as noted, some favour a date before 380 whereas others prefer the 

early 360s.'~ Still others argue for a late date based on idiosyncratic perceptions of the 

purpose of the work. For example, F. Robert suggests that the Anabasis was written after 

Leuctra but before 365 as a curriculum vitae since Xenophon believed there might be an 

expedition against Persia and he wanted a position of command in it." W.E. Higgins, 

on the other hand, while pointing out that he will avoid "tired and tiresorne questions 

like ... the search for a detailed relationship between Xenophon's life and the chronology 

of his writing" cannot resist suggesting that the Anabasis is a mature work by Xenophon 

written in Athens after his exile was repealed and "the contented peace of the estate [at 

" 1. Bruns, Das literarische Portrat der Griechen in jünfien und vierten Jahrhundert vor Christi Gebun 
(Berlin, 1896) pp.137ff. Stuart, EGRB, p.80 n.32 comments on the dificulty with this sort of argument, 
drawing attention to the view of M. Pohlenz, Aus Plutons Werdezeit (Berlin, 1913) p.269 n.1 who Ends 
verbal reminiscences between isocrates 2.24 and the portrait of Clearchus (An 2.6.7-8) and assumes that 
the imitator was Isocrates not X. Breitenbach, RE 1642-44 also points out the weaknesses in Bruns* 
arguments and Cawkwell, Persian Expedition, p. 1 6 n.4 dismisses as insu bstantial arguments connecting 
Isocrates and X. 

3S Cf. MacLaren, "X. and Themistogenes", pp.246-7; Masqueray, Anabase, vol. 1 pp.8-9; Breitenbach, 
RE 164 1-2; Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography, pp.5 1-2. Also Breitenbach, following 
Masqueray, believes that the source of Isocrates' use of the number 6000 in reference to the mercenaries 
(4.146) is An. 7.7.23 therefore again suggesting that the Anabasis must have been composed before 380; 
S. Perlman, "The Ten Thousand", RSA 6-7 (1976-77) p.245 n.10 follows Breitenbach in dating the work 
to the mid-380s. Others have argued the opposite of this point, i.e. that X. at An. 6.4.8 replies to Isoc. 
4.146, e.g., Dillery, XHT, p.80. 

" Cawkwell, Persian Expedition, p.16 maintains that 375 is the earliest possible date but leans toward 
the 360s; A. Dalby, "Greeks Abroad: Social Organisation and F d  among the Ten Thousand, JHS 112 
(1992) p. 13 1. Tuplin, Failings, p. 195 n.5 States without qualification that "it is agreed that Anubasis and 
Cyropaedia predate the late 360s". 

" F. Robert, "Les Intentions de Xdnophon dans I'Anabuse", IL 2 (1950) pp.58-9. 
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Scillus was] shattered by Elean inc~rsions".~~ The scarcity of hard evidence for dating 

this work obviously allows for such a variety of suggestions but the most that can be said 

with any degree of surety is that the work was likely written sometime after the late-380s 

and before HG 3.1.2. 

Higgins, Xenophon, pp.xii,98,132. 



2.4 THE H E W N I C A  

The problems with dating the Hellenica are labyrinthine to Say the least and no attempt 

is made here to discuss every theory that has been presented on the subject especiaiiy 

since W.P. Henry has anaiysed in detail the fundamental works before 1967.)~ There 

seems littie reason to doubt that Xenophon is the author of the Helleniciz," as attested 

by ancient evidence4' and so the two most contentious issues are the unity of the work, 

or lack thereof, and the actual composition date. 

Two of the latest scholarly examinations on the question of unity present 

opposing views: Gray argues that the Hellenicu was composed as a unit42 while Tuplin 

believes that it was composed as two separate works, the division coming at the end of 

HG 2.3.10? This dispute over the unity of the work is not new and even more 

elaborate variations have, in the past, been suggested." Henry points out the many 

flaws in such earlier theories4' and himself concludes: 

"it has corne to be accepted that the stylistic studies have conclusively 
established that the f ist  part of the Hellenica is written in a manner 
peculiar to itself and markediy different from the style of the remaining 

39 Henry, GHW, passim. 

@ Delebecque, Essai, pp.39ff. takes the rather extreme view that X. and Thucydides were CO-authors 
of HG 1-2.3.10; Henry, GHW, pp.74-88 reveals the flaws in Delebecque's arguments. 

41 See Tuplin, Failings, pp.20-29 for a comprehensive account of references to the Heifenica in ancient 
sources. 

'* Gray, "Continuous History", pp.201-228. 

43 Tuplin, Failings, p. 1 1. 

44 E.g., Underhill, HG, pp.xiv-xxi has four divisions; Ddebecque, Essai, passim (see pp.506-9 for a 
summary of X.'s life with the Delebecque's own chronology of the works included) has five divisions; other 
more fantastic arrangements are discussed by Henry, GHW, passim. 

4s Henry, GHW, p.165. 



ones [Le. books]."' 

This 'bipartite' theory is not, however, accepted as conclusive by everyoae4' though it 

has more supporters than the 'unitarian' view. 

Before examining the stylistic evidence, there are other arguments for dividing 

the work at HG 2.3.10 which require some comment." First, there is some ancient 

evidence to suggest that the second book might originaliy have ended at this point;49 

however, there is no evidence to confirm that Xenophon himseif made these divisions.50 

Secondly, at HG 2.3.10 Xenophon does conclude his account of the last years of the 

Peloponnesian War which may signal that what has been designated HG A was conceived 

as a separate work. Thirdly, it has been argued that there is a change from an Athenian 

to a Spartan point of view at HG 2.3.10 but this does not really withstand scrutiny since 

HG 2.3.11-2.4.41 deal with the civil war in Athens following the end of the 

Peloponnesian War and is still very much from an Athenian point of view? Fourthly, 

it has k e n  observed that there is a noticeable lack of scenes of sacrifice before battles 

in HG A whereas there are many in HG 3-7;52 again that troublesome section HG 

46 Henry, GHW, p. 165. 
47 In addition to Gray (11.42 above), cf. Higgins, Xenophon, p. 101. 

" In the forthcoming discussion HG 1-2.3.10 will be r e fend  to as HG A and HG 2.3.1 1-7.5.27 as HG 
B. It also bears mentioning that part of HG 2.3.9 and al1 of 2.3.10 are considered by some to be 
interpolations. On this see Krentz, HG, on 1.1.37-2.1. 

49 Harpocration (c. second century A.D.) cites e o y v i ç  fiom book two (cf. HG 2.3.2) and Z & ~ C C L  

from book three (cf. HG 2.3.36); it is inferred fiom this that there rnay originalIy have been a division into 
nine books. On this see Underhill, HG, p-xiii, Dover in HCT (= A.W. Gomme, A. Andrewes & K.J. Dover, 
A Historical Comrnentary on Thucydides, 5 vols (Oxford, 1944-81)) vo1.5 Appendix 2 p.438; Tuplin, 
Failings, p.11 n.2; Dillery, XHT, p.195 and p.289 n.1. 

'' Cf. D.L. 2.56: ouvEypay~ 6È fhbAla npbç ~ d r  ' t~~sorp&~ovm, &Ucov Giaipo6v~o1v. For 
a discussion of the implications of Diogenes' remark see T. Birt, Dus Antike Buchwesen in seinem 
Verhiiltniss zur Liituratur (Berlin 1882; reprint 1959) pp.448.464-6. 

Underhill, HG. pp.xv,xviii-xix gets around this objection by assuming that HG 2.3.1 1-2.4.41 is 
ano ther separate unit. 

'' Underhill. HG, p.xviii. 
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2.3.11-2.4.41 is ign~red. '~ Fially, it has been suggested that Xenophon is far more 

accurate when reporting nurnbers of trwps, ships, etc., in HG A than in HG B" but this 

argument implies that precision equals accuracp and there are, in fact, many examples 

of approximations in HG A and precision in HG B? 

The above arguments are further used to support the view that HG A is a 

conscious continuation by Xenophon of Thucydides' Histories, wntten in niucydides' 

style and covering the events Thucydides would have covered had he been able to 

complete his work. Xenophon starts his work approximately where Thucydides lefi off 

and the abruptness of the beginning of the Hellenica (PET& 6E ~atha) seerns only to 

c o n f m  this  vie^:^ though the c o ~ e c t i o n  between the end of Tbucydides' work and 

the beginning of the Hellenica is by no means smooth? Various arguments have been 

put forward to explain this: a) that an introductory paragraph to the Hellenica has been 

b) that Xenophon has a "notoriously careless manner of writing" anyway and so 

it is not surprising that his opening does not match Thucydides ending," and c) that 

Xenophon had not read Thucydides' book eight before starting his own work and 

" The two previous points would in fact be more likely to support a break at HG 2.4.41 not at HG 
2.3.10; on which see MacLaren, "On the Composition of X.'s Hellenica", p.124 n.20. 

Underhill, HG, p.xvii; cf. also Henry, GHW, p.23 for references to others who comment on this as 
evidence that X. is using Thucydides* methods in HG A. 

55 Cf. Henry, GHW, p.23 and G. Proietti, Xenophon's Sparta (Mnemosyne Supplement 98; Leiden, 1987) 
p.27 n.40. Cf. afso S. Hornblower, "Introduction", in S. Homblower (ed.), Greek fiistoriography (Oxford, 
1994) pp.26-28 on precision not k i n g  equivalent to accuracy in Thucydides. 

Dover in HCT vo1.5 pp.442-3 gives examples of imprecision in HG A (1.1.1, 1.2.3, 1.2.9, etc.) and 
precision in HG B (5.1.5, 5.1.7, etc.). 

Dover in HCT vol.5 p.439. 

Cf. Hornblower. "~ntroduction", p.29. 

59 P. Defosse, "A propos du début insolite des Helldniques", RBPh 46 (1968) pp.5-24. Gray, 
"Continuous History", p.211 finds this option tempting. 

M. MacLaren, "A Supposed Lacuna at the Beginning of XenophonWs Hellenica", AJPh LOO (1979) 
pp.229-30. 



therefore was estimating where Thucydides' work ended? Neither of the latter two 

explanations is particularly flattering to Xenophon and the question of Xenophon's 

purpose and the rough connection between his work and Thucydides' has been the starting 

point for much negative criticism of Xenophon as a poor imitator of Th~cydides.6~ It 

seems more constructive, given that Xenophon has abrupt beginnings elsewhere (cf. An. 

1.1.1 and HG 2.3.1 1, if indeed it is a new beginning), to assume that he did wish to 

connect his work to Thucydides, though not slavishly ~ 0 . ~ ~  

The above arguments do not show conclusively that Xenophon consciously wrote 

two works, the fust ending at HG 2.3.10 but there are still the stylistic arguments to 

consider. Statistical studies of certain particles and synonyms used by Xenophon purport 

to show that there is a difference between HG A and HG B where certain words are 

concerned and, therefore, it is concluded that Xenophon wrote the two sections at 

different periods of his life, that HG A represents his earlier, less mature style, HG B his 

later, fully mature style." Statistical studies, however, can only show the number of 

'[ This view is expressed by P. Krentz, "Had Xenophon read Thucydides Vm before he wrote the 
Continuation (Hell. 1-II.3.10)?", AncW 19 (1989) p. 15 but, if nothing else, surely HG 1.5.9 is recalling 
Thucydides 8.46, Henry, GHW, pp. 14-54 discusses the connection between the two works thoroughly but 
his conclusion is remarkable: "so far from frnding any conceptuai relation between the two works ... we are 
at a loss to discover much evidence that Xenophon was even acquainted with Thucydides' history or came 
under its infi uence in any respect" (ibid., p.49). 

'' Cf. Higgins, Xenophon, pp.99f. and Tuplin. Failings, p.16. X. is also said to have followed the 
annalistic style of Thucydides and to have omitted personai comrnents, just as Thucydides did, in HG A (cf. 
Underhill, HG, p.xviii and MacLaren, "On the Composition of X.'s Hellenica", p.125). Dover in HCT vol.5 
pp.440-2 points out flaws in the argument concerning Thucydides' annalistic style; indeed, many of the 
blatant indications of year end (ephors, archons, events in Sicily, etc.) are almost universally agreed to be 
interpolations (cf. Krentz, HG on 1.1.32-1.2.1; contra Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p.xviii who maintains that 
everything in the Hellenica was wrinen by X.'s own hand). Henry, GHW, p.29 reveals the flaws in the 
argument concerning persona1 comments. 

63 Cf. Homblower, "Introduction", p.30 who rightiy suggcsts that "the absence of much explicit 
methodology couId equally be seen as a distancing device, or a sign that Thucydides' influence was rnerely 
superficial". 

M Cf. Machen,  "On the Composition of X.'s Hellenica", p.130. J. Dillery, Xenophon's Histarical 

Perspectives miss., University of Michigan, 1989) pp.267-9, uses more sophisticated statistical analysis to 
confirm MacLaren's findings. 



occurrences of a word and, even without c o n s i d e ~ g  other factors, there are problems 

with assuming that an abrupt change in particle use equals a sigaikant division in a 

work, as Dover points out? He uses the particle groupings m v  and y~ &z01 as 

an exarnple since they are found only in HG B. Yet if the same two groupings are 

analysed in the Anabasis, y~ flv is found to be absent from books two and three, y~ 

@roi from books five and seven, and neither is found in books four and six. No one 

has attempted to divide the Anabasis on this basis. Gray points out another important 

consideration when examining particle usage? She notes that particles are far more 

common in speeches than in narrative, especidy in emotional speeches, and that speeches 

are more prevalent in HG B and thus it is not surprising that the statistical tables refiect 

t h i ~ . ~ ~  Regarding synonyrns, Gray further emphasises the importance of the immediate 

context of the words under analysis and how statistical results fail to take this into 

consideration; for exarnple, synonyms can be chosen deliberately for variety and even for 

euphony as she demonstrates with numerous examples." One further problem with 

arguments based on stylistic features is that there is no way of knowing whether 

Xenophon revised parts of the Hellenica at any point. For example, if he had written HG 

A earlier but then decided to revise it for publication with HG B. the statistical tables 

professing to show early and Late styles in Xenophon's works would be rendered 

irrelevant. 

Gray has been particularly rigorous in her argumentation against the value of 

statistics because she argues for a unitarian view of the Hellenica. She does not deny that 

Dover in HCT vo1.5 pp.4434. Gray, "Continuous History", p.214 concurs and presents a sirnilar 
argument comparing the synonyms pt& and hc in the Hellenica and the Anubasis. Cf. also Tuplin, 
Failings, pp. 199-200. 

66 Gray, "Continuous History", pp.224-5. 

67 Gray, "Continuous History", p.225, also notes that there are speeches in HG B which are "even more 
devoid of particles than those in" HG A. 

Gray, "Continuous History", pp.213-224. 



there is a different style in HG A - an "unevenness and brevity " not found in HG B - but 

explains the difference by arguing that HG A is a "bridging sumrnary" comecting 

Thucydides' work with what Xenophon believed to be a new era in the history of Greece 

which he properly starts at HG 2.3.1 1.6' Gray cites Athanas, whose history of Dion is 

descnbed by Diodorus Siculus @.S. 1594.4). Polybius (Histories 1 S. 1) and Thucydides 

(1.89-1 15) as o f f e ~ g  other ancient examples of this type of "bridging summary". The 

work of Athanas is lost but an examination of the latter two reveals a weakness in her 

argument. Polybius (1.5.1) expressly States that he is going to summarise past events to 

estabiish the credibility of his own starting point. Thucydides (1.89) also makes it 

perfectly clear that he is digressing to comment on past events in order to elucidate 

present conditions. Xenophon, on the other hand, does not express any intention to 

The general consensus, then, seems to be that there is some difference between 

HG A and HG B, with only Higgins and Gray standing apart and steadfastly maintaining 

the unity of the work. They may be correct in their insistence (despite the probiems with 

Gray's theory); the above arguments certainly do not prove decisively that the Hellenica 

was composed as two separate works and even if it had been composed at two separate 

times, the possibility that Xenophon had a grand design in mind must be considered. 

Obviously, however, for dl those who regard the Hellenica as two works in one, the 

question of dating becomes even more problematic. There are some intemal indications 

to help with dating: a) HG 3.1.2 was written after the Anabasis (see Chapter 2.3 above) 

and, therefore, tentatively sometime after the late 380s. b) HG 3.5.25 records the death 

of Pausanias who was still dive in 380 when he erected a memoria17' to his son 

- -- 

69 Gray, "Continuous History ", pp.206-7. 
'' Cf., e.g., HG 7.2.1 and 7.3.1 which introduce and close a long section conceming the Phliasians. 

Here X. explicitly signals both his intention to digress and the completion of the digression. 
M.N. Tod, Greek Historical Inscriptions, vol.2 (Oxford, 1948) no. 120. 
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Agesipolis (for whose death see HG 5.3.19) and, therefore, this passage must have been 

written afler 380, c) HG 5.4.33 is a forward reference to the bravery of Cleonymus at 

Leuctra and, there fore, it must have k e n  written aftet 37 1, and d) HG 6.4.37 refers to the 

Thessalian d e r  Tisiphonus who was in power h m  c.357/6 to 353 and, therefore, could 

not have been written until the rnid-350s.~ 

A number of conclusions can be, and indeed have ken, drawn from this 

evidence. The unitarians, Gray and Higgins, at least are consistent in dating the work to 

the 350s because of HG 6.4.37." For the others, a contributing factor in their 

conclusions is whether they believe the Agesilaus was written before or after the 

Hellenica. For example, Cawkwell, because he argues that the encornium was written 

before the Hellenica, proposes that HG B was composed in the 350s." MacLaren, by 

cornparison, believes that the Agesilaus was written after the latest paralle1 passages in 

the Hellenica (Le. after HG 5.4.49) and so suggests that HG B was cornposed over a 

substantial time period." As for HG A, it is generally said to have k e n  composed 

much earlier, its terminus post quem of 404 allowing for a variety of  conclusion^.^^ 

This passage has been interpreted in diffecent ways. X. says Tisiphonus was reigning w p r  06 66E 
6 ~ ~ E ' I o .  Cawkwell, A History of My Times, p.334 takes X6w~ as referring simply to HG 6.4 
whereas Tuplin, Faifings, pp.29-30 suggests it refers to al! of HG B. 

73 Gray, "Continuous History", p.202 especially n. l and Higgins, Xenophon, p. 101. 
74 Cawkwell, A Histor), of My Times, pp.20-2; cf. Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.65. Tuplin, Failings, pp.29-30 

supports the view that HG B "is essentially a work of the 350s" despite preferring to see the encomium as 
a reworking of parts of the Hellenica rather than vice versa (ibid, p.197). 

75 MacLaren, "On the Composition of X.*s Heffenica", pp.254.262. Dillery, X. 's Hisroncal Perspectives, 
p.27 proposes that X. started HG B before the battle of Mantinea in 362 and thereafter revised his work "in 
the light of Mantinea"; cf. also Dillery, XHT, p.241. 

76 E.g., MacLaren, "A Supposed Lacuna", p.230 n.6 suggests a date of at least ten years after 404 
whereas Cawkwell, The Persian Expedition, p.15 and Krentz, HG, p.5 agree that it must have been 
composed while X. residd at Scillus (c.386-370). 



2.5 THE RESPUBUCA LACEDMMONIORUM~ 

The Lac. is, in some ways. the most problematic of the four works under discussion in 

this chapter, its authorship, unity and purpose are aii stiU a matter of great debate. The 

earliest questioning of the authorship is reported by Diogenes Laertius (2.57); he himself 

includes the Luc. in his list of Xenophon's works but notes that Demetrius of Magnesia 

denied that Xenophon wrote it?' No other ancient source. however, agrees with 

Demetrius and it seerns certain that Plutarch must have used the Lac., accepting it as 

Xenophon's work, when he states 6 1 6 m  6E ual WO$~V Cnrovoiav & p ~ c n b q ~ o ç  kv 

 of^ ~ b v  bvspa yqovkva 1cardr T O Q ~  ' H p a U h s  (Lyc. 1.5; cf. Lac. 10.8)? 

K.M.T. Chnmes has provided the most vigorous modem attack on Xenophon's authorship 

of the ~ o r k . ~ '  One fundamentai problem is her belief that the Hellenica shows no 

Henceforth referred to as the Lac. 

'' Dernetrius, also contrary to Diogenes, denies X.'s authorship of the Athenaion Politeia, a view with 
which modem scholars generally concur; cf., e.g., Moore, A&X, p.19. M. Lana, "Xenophon's Athenaion 
Politeia: A Study by Correspondence Analysis", Literary and Linguistic Computing 7.1 (1992) pp. 17-26 
daims that correspondence analysis proves that Demetrius' statement is correct but the same objections to 
such statistical analysis as those made conceming the Hellenica stand (see Chapter 2.4 above). 

'9 For other affirmations of X.'s authorship of the Lnc., cf. F. Ollier (ed.), Xdnophon: Lu Rkpublique 
des Lacédémoniens (Paris, 1934) pp-vii-viii who includes Schol.Cod.Ambros.Q.Hom. Od. 4.65; Pollux 
Onornasticon 6.142; Pseudo-Longinus On the Sublime 4.4; Harpocration S.V. Morai. One earlier ancient 
source presents a different problem: Polybius (6.45) states that X., dong with Ephorus, Callisthenes and 
Plato, compared the Spartan constitution with the Cretan constitution yet nowhere in the extant works of 
X. is the latter mentioned. OIIier, ibid., p.x and F. Walbank, A Hisrorical Cornmentary of Polybius, vol.1 
(Oxford, 1970) pp.726-8 on 6.45.1-47.6 suggest that Polybius must be mistaken. K.M.T. Chrimes, The 
Respublica Lacedaemoniorum Ascribed to Xenophon (Manchester, 1948) pp.24-5 attempts to defend 
Polybius' assertion. 

Chrimes. The Respublica Lucedaemoniorum, pp.20-30, followed by G. Cawkwell, "The Decline of 
Sparta", CQ 33 (1983) p.395 n.38. Talben, Plutarch on Sparta, p.166 and M.A. Flower, "Revolutionary 
agitation and social change in classical Sparta" in M.A. Fiower & M. Toher (eds), Georgica. Greek Studies 
in Honour of George Cawkwell (BICS Supplement 58; 1991) p.90 also doubt that X. is the author of the 
Lac. 



criticisrn of Sparta whereas Luc. 14 does," yet even those who are inclined to adhere 

to the notion that Xenophon is profoundly philo-Iaconian recognise that he is critical at 

l e s t  of Sparta's seizure of the Cadmea (HG 5.4.1) and of Agesilaus' role in this event 

(HG 5.2.32)." When Chrimes does find similarities in thought and even wording 

between the Lac. and other works of Xen~phon*~ she draws the conclusion that 

Xenophon must have had the hc. in front of hun when he wrote his own material and 

that he was cornfortable using the style of the author of the Lac. because both he and this 

author were pupils of Socrates." A much simpler and more logical solution presents 

itself - that the Lac. is Xenophon's own work. Such s imi ld ies  are the very reason why 

other scholars accept Xenophon's author~hip;~' the resemblances in particular between 

the Lac. and the Cyropaedia have been cited in this regard (for example, an emphasis on 

education, ideal past versus compted p re~en t ) .~~  

More problematic than the question of authorship has been the order of the 1 s t  

three chapters as preserved in the manuscripts: Loc. 13, concerning the king's duty 

during war, followed by Luc. 14 on the compt state of modem Sparta, followed by Lac. 

15 describing the compact between the king and the state. Breitenbach objects to the 

manuscript ordering on two counts. He believes that Luc. 14 and 15 were transposed 

Chrimes, The Respublica Lucedaewwniorurn, p.25. Ta1 bert, Plutarch on Sparta, pp. 1 65-6 seems to 
concur with his statement: "Xenophon's other writings show how his devotion to Sparta remains unshaken 
into the 350s". 

" E.g., Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp.296-7. Cf. also Delebecque, Essai, p.330 who believes that HG 5.4.1 
and Lac. 14 represent X.'s changed outlook after Leuctra - from praising to blaming Sparta. See, however, 
P. Cloché, "Les Helleniques de Xdnophon et Lacédernone", RE4 46 (1944) pp.12-46 and, more recently, 
Tuplin, Failings, passim for extended maunent of X.'s sustained cntical attitude toward Sparta. 

83 Chrimes, The Respublica Lacedaemoniorum, pp.35-40 cites, e.g., Luc. 5.9 with Smp. 2.16; Lac. 15.4 
with Ages. 5.1; Lac. 15.1 with Ages. 1.4. 

" Chnmes, The Respublica Lucedaentoniorum, pp.37-8. This reasoning Ieads her to suggest that 
Antisthenes is the author of the Lac. 

85 E.g., H. Richards, Notes on Xenophon and Others (London, 1907) pp.40-47; F. Ollier, Le Mirage 
Spartiate (Paris, 1933) pp.377-8; Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta. vol.1 pp.462-4 n.530; Moore, A&X, p.67. 

86 Cf. Breitenbach, RE 1647; W. Jaeger, Paideia: the Ideals of Greek Culture, vo1.3 (New York, 1945) 
pp.165-7; Nickel, Xenophon, p.60. See also Chapter 5 and Appendix 7 below. 



because a) Lac. 13 and 15 Iogically connect with one another (both are concemed with 

the role of the kings), and b) Lac. 14 is the "eigenuiche Schlusskapitel" and therefore 

should corne at the end (parallel to Cyr. 8.8 which similarly speaks of the degenerate 

present in contrast with the idealised past)." One weii-subscribed suggestion as to how 

Loc. 14 came to be in the 'wrong' position in the manuscripts is that Xenophon must 

have written it in the margin and Iater editors then mistakenly put it in the position in 

which we now have it, M o r e  Luc. 15:' Another proposal is that Luc. 14 was written 

on a separate piece of papyrus and then inserted in the wrong place during e~liting.'~ 

A third solution retains the manuscnpt order by suggesting that Loc. 14 is a fvst 

postscript and Lac. 15 a second postscript, written after Xenophon had been able to 

observe more fully how Spartan kings Lved at home." These proposais obviously have 

implications for dating the work (see below). 

There is not, however, any sviking reason to presume that the manuscript 

tradition is incorrect. It is not necessary to assume, for example, that since there are 

similarities between Lac. 14 and Cyr. 8.8, these two passages must be meant to be placed 

in identical positions; it is not at ail certain that the two works have an identical purpose. 

A. Momigliano has cogently defended the manuscript tradition on the grounds that 

whereas Lac. 14 declares that the legislation in Lac. 1-13 is no longer obeyed, Lac. 15 

" Breitenbach, RE 175 1-2. Others who agree that the two last chapters should be transposed are Ollier, 
Lac.Pol., pp.xvii-xviii; J. Luccioni, Les Iddes politiques et sociales de Xénophon (Paris, 1947) pp.167-174; 
Delebecque, Essai, pp. 194-5; Tigerstedt, The kgend of Sparia, vol.1 p.462 n.530; Moore, A&X, p. 121; B. 
Due, The Cyropaedia: Xenophon's Aims d Methods (Copenhagen, 1989) p.21 n.48. 

Cf. Ollier, Lac.PoL, pp.xvii-xviii; Delebecque, Essai, p.341 n. 18; Tigentedt, The Legend of Sparra, 
vol. 1 p.463 n.530; Talbert, Plurarch on Sparta, p. 165. 

" Cf. Moore, A U ,  p.73. Chrimes, The Respublica bcedoemonionun, pp.8-17 presents a very 
elaborate solution involving misplaced sheets of papyrus which results in her atguing that Lac. 14 originally 
opened the work. Hirsch, The Fr iehhip of the Barbarians, p.95 suggests that both Cyr. 8.8 and Lac. 14 
are later interpolations. 

Cf. MacDowelI, SL, pp. f 0- 1 1. E.C. Marchant (ed.), Xenophon: Scripta Minora, Loeb vo1.7 (London, 
1925) pp.xxi-xxii goes even farther and suggests chat Lot. 11-15 are al1 addenda because they do not 
conforrn to X.'s opening thesis. 



explains what is still in effect - the contract between the king and the state?' 

Whether or not the unity of the work is accepted it is generally agreed that Lac. 

14 contains the only intemal clue for dating the work with its comments on the 

lawlessness and impiety of the Spartans, rapacious behaviour of Spartan hannosts and. 

more particularly, the reference that the other Greeks no longer corne to Sparta for 

leadership against enemies but join together to try to prevent the Spartans from mling 

again. Those who believe Lac. 14 is a late addition argue that Xenophon must have 

written the rest of the work while he was stiil capable of blind worship of Sparta and that 

something momentous must have occurred to dash his illusions. Ollier is typical of this 

point of view? He argues that the work must have been written before the battîe of 

Leuctra when harmosts were still activeg3 and the two crucial actions by 

harmosts/commanders which are thought to have caused Xenophon's disillusionment are 

the seizure of the Cadmea by Phoebidas in 382 (HG 5.2.24-36) and the attack on the 

Piraeus by Sphodrias, the harmost at Thespiae. in 378 (HG 5.4.20-33). the latter of which 

resulted in Athens allying with Thebes and creating the second Athenian League." The 

second Athenian League then is thought to be what Xenophon is refemng to in Luc. 14.6 

when he speaks of the Greeks corning together against ~ ~ a r t a . "  Ollier concludes from 

this that Luc. 14 was written in 378 and the rest far earlier, certainly before 382 and 

'' A. Momigliano, "Per I'unità logica della Lakedaemunion Politeia di Senofonte", in Teno contributo 
alla storia degli studi classici e del mondo antico 1 (Rome, 1966) p.343. Others who accept the unity and 
order of the work as it is found in the manuscripis include Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", pp.522-5; 
Higgins, Xenophon, p.66; E. David, Sparta Between Empire orid Revolution (New York, 1981); Anderson, 
"X. in Corinth", p.36 n.6; Cartldge, Agesilaos, p.57; Proietti, X.'s Sparta, p.46; M.MeuIder, "La Date et 
la cohérence de la République des tacédémoniens de Xénophon", AC 58 (1989) p.74. G. Pierleoni, 
Xenophontis Respublica Lacedaemoniorum (Berlin, 1905) maintains the order found in the manuscripts. 

92 Ollier, Le Mirage Spartiate, pp.385-7 and Lac. Pol., ppxiv-xvi. 

93 The peace treaty signed c.37 1 specified that ail Spartan hannosts be recalled (HG 6.3.18-20) and ail 
seem to have been except Cleombrotus at Phocis (HG 6.4.2). 

" The relationship between Sphodrias' actions and the formation of the Second Athenian League is not, 
however, certain. For further references see Chapter 4 n. 139 below. 

'* Cf. Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.57. 



likely closer to 394 and that it is, therefore. one of Xenophon's earliest works written as 

propaganda for Sparta in thanks for protecting and providing for hîm in his exile.% 

More idiosyncratic and elaborate theories have been concocted but their very complexity 

detracts from their likelihood." Those who believe in the unity of the work and who 

attempt to date itg8 generaliy arrive at one of two solutions. The fmt relies on 

arguments similar to Ollier's, i.e. dating the work to c.378 on the assumption that Lac. 

14.6 refers to the creation of the Second Athenian ~eague? The second suggestion is 

that the work is late because Lac. 14 is so thoroughly disülusioned in tone like the end 

of the Hellenica and would not have been published until after Agesilaus' death.lm 

Those arguing for a composition date prior to Leuctra in 371 are in the majority 

and probably on f m e r  ground since the references to harmosts and alliance against 

Sparta, as MacDowell points out, are more appropriate to that tirne.''' The intemal 

evidence in Luc. 14 is not, however, as clear as has been suggested. First, Xenophon had 

- 

% Cf. Ollier, uie.Po1.. pp.xxiii-xxix. Ollier does suggest also that Lac. 14 was not published until after 
X.*s death because X. did not want to offend Agesilaus. Moore, A&X, pp.71-2 chooses a date of c.388 for 
al1 but Lac. 14 for essentially the same reasons as Ollier, but he thinks it is unlikely that the whole work 
was ever published in X.'s lifetime. 

" E.g.. Delebecque. Esmi, pp.195-6 arrives at a date of 387 for Luc. 1-13.15 from a number of very 
quesuonable literary references to PIato and Isocrates (cf. the objections of MacDowell, SL, p. 12). He then 
argues that Lac. 14 was written in 369 on the grounds that X. was writing for Athenians, to show them that 
he had renounced his laconism (Delebecque, op. cit., pp.329-33 1). David, Sparta Between Empire and 
Revolution, pp.5 1-2 and p.205 n.33 believes that the work was written between 378 and 37 1 but that it was 
first published without Lm. 14, then later with it. Thus David is able to explain the links between Lac. 
13/15 and Lac. 14/15 as a "double continuity", i.e. the work is meant to hold together whether or not Lac. 
14 is included. 

98 Some who support the unity of the work do not address the problem of dating, so e.g.. Proietti, X. 's 
Sparta, pp.44-79 and Strauss, "The Spirit of Spartau- 

* E-g.. Momigliano, "Per I'unità logica della Lakedaimonion Politeia di Senofonte". p.344; Anderson. 
Xenophon, p. 169 n. 1. Meulder, "La Date et la cohérence", pp.78-86 tries to pinpoint the date still further 
to between summer 377 and summer 376 on the grounds that X. is irnplicitly denouncing Sphodrias' attack 
on the Piraeus because it was against Agesilaus' policy of trying to keep Athens neubal and Ied to Athens 
allying with Thebes. Meulder further argues that it was written for Callias and his circle in Athens. 

lm E-g., Cartledge, Agesiiuos. p.57; Dillery . X 's Histo rical Perspectives, p.26 n.65. Higgins, Xenophon, 
p. 176 11-24 also prefers a date sometime after c.368 as it supports his theory that X. did most of his writing 
back in Athens in the last years of his life. 

'O' MacDowell, SL, p. 13. 



44 

ample opportunity to observe the behavior of hannosts and other Spartan comrnanders in 

Asia Minor from 400-394 and what he says about them. for example, in the Anabasis and 

the Hellenica is often far from laudatory so he is certainly not unaware of the cupidity 

and ambition of harmosts before Phoebidas seized Cadmea in 382 or Sphodrias attacked 

the Piraeus in 378.1m Secondly, it is not altogether clear that Lac. 14.6 must refer to 

the creation of the Second Athenian League, since this was not the fmt alliance between 

the other States to try to counter Spartan supremacy; there is no reason why Lac. 14.6 

should not refer to the events which led to the battie at coronealo3 or even just 

generally to the period after c.400.'" 

Further, if, as just argued, Xenophon is not necessarily refemng to specific events 

in Luc. 14 but to the general state of affairs that existed after c.400, the cause for his so- 

called disillusionment needs to be readdressed. Part of the problem lies in the insistence 

upon seeing him as a blind admirer of Sparta. None of his wntings can be argued as 

upholding this view not even the hc., as will be shown in Chapter 5. This is not to 

suggest that there is no admiration involved at al1 but Xenophon had had ample 

opportunity from c.400-394 to see how the Spartans conducted themselves as leaders of 

the Greek world and there is more than enough evidence in the Anobasis and the 

Hellenica to show that he found them lacking in many respects. 'O5 

lm See Chapters 3 and 4 below. He must also have k e n  aware of Spartan behaviour abroad prior to 
the end of the Peloponnesian War; cf. Chapter 5 n. 192 below. 

103 Cf. Cawkwell, "The Decline of Sparta", p. 395 n.38 and E. Luppino-Manes, Un Progeno di riforma 

per Sparta (Milan, 1988) p.25. 
'CH Cf. MacDowell, SL, p.12. 

Contra MacDowell, SL, p.13 who argues that the point of disillusion came when X. first arrived in 
Sparta in the late 390s. 



2.6 CONCLUSION 

It should be clear from the above discussion that it is virtuaily impossible to solve the 

chronological problems presented by Xenophon's works. There are so many divergent 

views precisely because, as with details about Xenophon's life, there is so littîe hard 

evidence. Again we are reduced to probabilities. It seems Likely that Xenophon 

composed the majority, if not ali of his works after settling at Scillus though this cannot 

be stated with complete certainty. And while I do lean toward regarding the Anabusis 

and Lac. as works of the 380s or 370s and the Hellenica as k i n g  one work continuously 

in composition from the 380s to the 350s (with up to HG 5.4.49 completed before the 

composition of the Agesilaus shortly after 360) there is no way of being certain that this 

framework is any more correct than other chronologicai schemes. For example, 

Xenophon could have done all his writing late in life; the evidence presented above does 

not contradict either theoiy. While precise dating would be helpful, it is not a sine qua 

non for this discussion which aims at examining content in order to determine what 

Xenophon thinks about Sparta. It can be asserted, moreover, that it is unsound 

methodology to use speculation about Xenophon's life or about the dating of his works 

to create a theory about a development or change in Xenophon's view of Sparta and, then, 

to misinterpret what Xenophon has written to fit such a theory.lM Indeed, the next 

three chapters show that Xenophon maintains a consistent attitude of both admiration and 

cnticism, toward Sparta and the Spartans, irrespective of the dating of the works under 

consideration. 

'" As Cartiedge, Agesilaos, p.57 points out speculation is inevitable to some degree but "risks can be 
minimized ... by making assumptions explicit and confessing openly to speculation". 



THE ANABASIS 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

That the issue of leadership is important to Xenophon is clear from the frequency with 

which it appears in his works.' An exarnination of how Xenophon shows Spartan leaders 

behaving in cornparison with how he thinks an ideal leader ought to behave should reveal 

any bias if it exists, i.e. if Xenophon is tmly pro-Spartan it is reasonable to suppose that 

his portrayals of Spartan leaders would compare favourably with his ideal, with flaws 

ignored or omitted and failures excused. Of the four works under discussion, the 

Anabmis is examined first not on any chronological grounds, since the dating is fraught 

with difficulty anyway,* but for two other reasons: a) it is Xenophon's only 

autobiographical work and it seems likely that he would have paid paxticular attention to 

the actions and words which he attributes to himself and b) Xenophon's portrayal of 

himself as one of the leaders of the mercenary army, even if not historically precise,3 

approximates his view of an ideal leader! The next section of this chapter, therefore, 

' See H.R. Breitenbach, Historiographische Anrchauungsformen Xenophons (Freiburg, 1950) for the 
groundwork; cf. also N. Wood, "Xenophon's Theory of Leadership", C&M 25 (1964) pp.33-66 (the only 
minor failing in this otherwise excellent article is a noticeable lack of references to the Anabusis). For more 
general cornments on X.'s interest in leadership skills see also Tatum, X.'s Imperia1 Fiction, p.37; B. 
Zimmermann, "Macht und Charakter: Theorie und Praxis von Herrschaft bei Xenophon", Prometheus 18 
(1992) p.233; Tuplin, Failings, p. 163; Dillery, XHT, Chapter 6. X. does not, however, subordinate al1 other 
considerations (such as his exarnination of historical events themselves) to his interest in individuals as 
leaders as P. Krafft, "Vier Beispiele des Xenophontischen in Xenophons Hellenika", R N  110 (1967) 
pp. 142-4 suggests. 

' See Chapter 2.3 above. 

See Chapter 1 n.29 above. Not to distinguish the reaI X. frorn the mode1 leader of the 10,000 is a 
mistake; e-g., Due, The Cyropaedia, pp.203-206 does not makc the distinction clear enough. 

Cf. G.B. Nussbaum. The Ten Thousand: A M y  in Social Organization a d  Action in Xenophon 's 
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wiil be concerned with setting out the different qualities which Xenophon shows himself 

displaying in his role as a general of the army.' It might be argued that, to establish a 

portrait of Xenophon's ideal leader Cyrus in the Cyropaedia is the more obvious model. 

Certainly the Cyropaedia is more comprehensive in tenns of its analysis of a leader - that 

is its purpose - but the same basic principles discussed in that work are aiso found in the 

~ n a b a s i s ~  and, as analysis will be directed primarily towards leaders in a military 

sphere,' the Anabasis is the appropriate starting point since it deals strictly with military 

matters and since Xenophon quite clearly sets up a contrat between himself and the other 

leaders of the mercenary army, two of whom are Spartans. Reference, therefore, to the 

Cyropaedia in this section wiil be primarily to give weight to and provide further 

evidence of pnnciples under discussion. 

Once the qualities of the ideal leader have been established the two major Spartan 

figures in the Anabasis - Clearchus and Cheirisophus - will be analysed with respect to 

these qualities (Chapten 3.3 and 3.4 below). Of the other Spartans who play a role in 

the fortunes of the Ten Thousand, none is drawn in enough detail to warrant a full 

cornparison to the ideal. However, three of them - Anaxibius, Cleander, and Aristarchus - 

Anabasis (Leiden, 1967) pp.96- 146. 

Though both Nussbaum, The Ten Thousanâ, pp.96-146 and Anderson, Xenophon, pp.120-133 have 
done this to some degree, it is essentid for my purposes to establish clearly the model against which the 
actions of various Spartans are to be compared. 

Cf. Due, The Cyropaedia, pp. 147-184 for a discussion of Cyrus as X.'s ideal leader. The Cyropaedia 
is almost certainly a late work. Cyr. 8.8.4 gives a terminus post quem, for that part of the work at Ieast, 
of 36U1; cf. Breitenbach, RE 1742; Anderson, Xenophon, p.152 n.1; Gera, X.'s Cyropaedia, pp.23-25. 
Given the diffîculty of dating the Anubasis it cannot be said with certainty that it was composed before the 
Cyropaedia . 
' H.D. Westlake, "Individuals in Xenophon, Hellenica", in H.D. Westlake, Essays on the Greek 

Hisîorians and Greek History (Manchester, 1969) p.211 notes that X. is "his own ideal commander" but 
feels that "the limitations of his own experience as a military leader unfitted hirn to assess the leadership 
of others". Lengauer, Greek Commanders, pp. 139-167 suggests that for X. the ided leader of a state was, 
in fact, a military commander. An examination of the Cyropaedia would suggest otherwise: Cyrus' method 
of ruling in peacetime is markedly different from his conduct as a military leader (cf. Gera, X.'s 
Cyropaedia, pp.285-299). 
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will be examined with respect to their handling of the mercenary army once it returns 

to the Greek world since the shoacomings revealed in their actions are important for and 

add greatly to Xenophon's overall picture of Spartan leadership (Chapter 3.5 below). 



3.2 XENOPHON: THE IDEAL LEADER 

The man who has a knowledge of military tactics is not necessady a good leader but 

such knowledge is certainly fundamental if one is to be a good general? Xenophon, 

though reasonably young at the time of the expedition (see Chapter 1 above), shows no 

deficiency in this area. Witness early on the authority with which he teils the troops that 

they must bum al l  inessentials, even tents, in order to march with greater manoeuvrability 

in enemy temtory (3.2.27-28)" and further on in the same speech he elaborates on the 

order and formation of their march (3.2.26). Consider too his advice to Seuthes on the 

practices of the Greeks when marching at night (7.3.37-8): 

What sets Xenophon apart in the Anabusis, however, is his ability to innovate and 

adapt his basic knowledge." He commits one tactical error early on in his command, 

"or the sake of convenience and clarity the list of qualities a good leader should possess has been 
divided into the following three subsections: military skills, leadership skills, and diplornatic skills. 

Cf. Mem. 3.1.1 where we are told of a certain Dionysodorus who claims to teach generalship when 
in fact al1 he teaches is tactics (Mem. 3.1.5). Socrates goes on to remark that tactics, while important, are 
only a 1roh3iombv Np05 ...azp arqflaq (Ment. 3.1.6). Dionysodoros is treated in a sarcastic manner by 
Plato too (Euthd. 273c); cf. D. Whitehead, Aineiar the Tactician (Oxford, 1990) pp.34-5. Cf. Cyr. 1.6.12-14 
for a similar point and see Gera, X.'s Cyropaedia, pp.61-64 for a cornparison of the Mem and Cyr. 
passages. 

Ifl Al1 references in this chapter are to the Anabasis unless otherwise specified. 

" At M e m  3.1.11 Dionysodorus (cf. n.9 above) is said not to include lessons on adapting tactics for 
different situations as part of his course on generalship (cf. Anderson, Xenophon, p.130). Wood, 
"Leadership", pp.48-49 suggests that it is X.'s very emphasis on the role of innovation in military activity 
that sets him apart as an original thinker. Cf. Eq-Mag. 9.1 ; Cyr. 1.6.38 (Cambyses to Cyrus: 813 m, €$ri, 
... K& a6dv [(JE] 1101qflv &bm rOV npbç roùç n o k p t o ~ ç  p q ~ ( r v f l p b l ' t w )  and Cyr. 2.1 -7- 10 (for a 
practical example). 



for which he is roundly admonished by the other generals: he undertwk to pursue the 

enemy with his rearguard, endangering his men without harming the enemy whose cavairy 

protected them (3.3.8-1 1). The incident lowers the spirits of the others considerably but 

Xenophon sees it as a lesson and devises a solution (Rhodian slingers and cavairy, 3.3.12- 

20) to prevent the same problem arising again.12 Indeed, shortly thereafler these 

innovations are seen to be successful (the cavalry at 3.4.1-5; the slingers at 3.4.13-17). 

A further exarnple of Xenophon's ability to adapt to a situation is shown when the army 

cornes upon a Taochian stronghold from which they must secure provisions (4.7.1). 

Cheirisophus tries attacking it but is unsuccessful since the defenders are able to keep the 

army at bay by hurling rocks at them when they corne too close (4.7.2-4). Xenophon, 

however, devises a solution: he forces the Taochians to use up ail their Stones without 

any harm coming to the soldiers (4.7.5-7). The soldiers then are able to storm the 

stronghold and Xenophon's plan is a success (4.7.8- 12).13 

3.2.2 Leadership skUE 

Military ski11 alone is not enough to command an army succe~sfully.~~ After Clearchus 

and the other generals are seized, the whole army is in a state of deep despondency 

(bBGpw~ EXOVTES, 3.1.3). Even though there are men unquestionably versed in the basics 

12 Cf. also the remarks of J.K. Anderson, Military Theory and Practice in the Age of Xenophon 
(Berkeley, 1970) pp. 1 15-6. 

l3  See also. e.g., 4.6: when the army reaches a pass under enemy control the proposais for dealing with 
this problem suggested by Cheirisophus (wait and see what happens, 4.6.7-8) and Cleanor (attack 
immediately, 4.6.9) have none of the subtlety and creativity of X.'s suggestion (seizing one of the heights 
at night by stealth, 4.6.10-14). AIso at 4.8.9-19 against the Colchians X. proposes an adaptation of a 
standard line of advance again in order to cope with the topography. His advice both times is taken and 
both times it is successful. 

14 Cf. nn.9.11 above; Whitehead, Aineias, p.35: "military success, for al1 the theoretical and technical 
knowledge it demanded, was first and forernost a matter of human relations between the commander and 
his troops" (cf. ad loc. for further references in X.). See a1so ibid., pp.36-7 for further comments on the 
similar approach in the above respect between X., particuIarly in the Hipparchicus, and Aineias and a 
discussion of the ever troublesome problem of dating and influence. Aineias' work on siegecraft is dated 
to the late 350s (ibid., pp.8-10); he may, therefore, have been influenced by X. 



of military tactics such as Cheirisophus and Cleanor. no effort is made even to shore up 

the defences (3.1.14). Here, the situation required that the h p 6 ç  of the men be restored 

and, as Xenophon himself attests. attending to morale is without doubt a prime duty of 

a leader." Dispinted troops are defeated before they start. 

Xenophon understands and uses a variety of methods to restore spirit. First, he 

is fully aware of the importance of oratory for the successful leader and his own speeches, 

like his own actions, should be regarded as exempiary, constructeci appropriately for each 

different situation and audience? The power of his rhetoric can be demonstrated by an 

analysis of his fmt speech to the assembled soldiers - a napaoUEum~ to reverse their 

despair (3.2.7-32). He is the third speaker; the first two - Cheirisophus (3.2.2-3) and 

Cieanor (3.2.4-6) - offer nothing that could be demonstrated to lessen the fears of the 

common soldiers. Xenophon, however, (appeariog gloriously attired)17 starts with a 

point not fully exploited by Cleanor about the lack of respect for the gods shown by the 

enemy and tums this into something positive and encouraging: we have not committed 

pe jury, therefore the gods must be on our side (3.2.8.10). This is the first of a number 

of topoi which Xenophon empioys in this speech,I8 di of which are carehlly chosen and 

l5 In a direct speech X. reminds the remaining generals and captains of the importance of maintaining 
the spirit of the troops (3.1.39-44). Cf. Cyr. 1.6.13,19 and Proietti, X. 's Sparta, pp.8-9. 

16 On X.'s use of speeches in general see Appendix 4. On Cyrus' use of exhortations see Gera, X.*s 
Cyropaedia, pp. 109-1 15 and her nn.266,267 for examples. 

Wood, "Leadership", p.64 remarks on X.'s advice about the persona1 appearance of a ruler as given 
in the Cyr. 8.1.40-4 1 (special clothing to look taller and more handsome, cosmetics to enhance beauty, etc.) 
but does not point out that this is precisely what X. is doing here. Cf. also Anderson, Xenophon, p.124. 
In the Homeric epics the gods often glorify the appearance of their favorites to cnhance their majesty and 
grace in front of others and to emphasise their pre-eminence. E.g., Athena does this to Telemachus at Od. 
2.10- 14 (see A. Heubeck, S. West, I. Hainsworth, A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey, vol. 1 (Oxford, 1988) 
on Od. 2.12 where there is a list of other examples). 

'"uch topoi are indeed common in hortatory speeches and many exarnples can be found in earlier 
authors going back to Homer; cf. on this J. Albertus, Die xapadqnicoCin der griechischen und romischen 
Literatur (Strassburg, 1908) and E. Keitel, "Homeric Antecedents to the Cohortatio in the Ancient 
Historians", CW 80 (1987) pp. 153-172. Thucydides, commenting on an exhortation by Nicias (7.69.2), says 
that these cornmonplaces were in fact expected in such situations (cf. Hom. IL. 4.234-239; Th. 4.92.7 for 
this particular topos, i.e. the enemy have perjured themselves, therefore the gods are no longer on their 



ordered to have the maximum effect.Ig To reinforce the t ~ t h  of this particular 

commonplace Xenophon is able to exploit a timely sneeze as a favourable omen fiom the 

gods reveaiïng that the army will be delivered safely from their predicament (3.2.9).20 

Continuing. he reminds the soldien of the past when their ancestors had defeated the 

Persians (Marathon, Salamis and Plataea, 3.2.1 1-13) and indeed he reminds them of the 

recent past when they thernselves were victorious over Artaxemes' troops (it was the 

native troops of Cyrus who lost, 3.2.14-16).~' Therefore, he concludes, there is no 

reason to fear on that account. 

He proceeds then to minimize the dangers which they feel loom - defection of 

native troops, lack of cavairy, lack of a guide, uncrossable nvers. etc. (3.2.17-26) - 
exaggerating most of the time simply to restore spirit? Xenophon approves of the use 

of deception of one's own troops if it is in their own best interests; for example, his 

comments about the superiority of hoplites over cavalry (3.2.1 8- 19). are clearly only 

meant to encourage, as the need for cavairy is demonstrated aimost irnmediately after the 

army sets out (3.3.6- 1 1).23 Finally, he suggests how they may best proceed (3.2.27-28) 

l 9  G.H. Nall, Xenophon. Anabusis III (London, 1958) p.59 on 3.2.8 comments on "the skilful 
arrangement of this speech" and how "each division of the speech prepares for the next." Further indication 
of the exernplary nature of X.'s speeches with regard to the use of topoi will be seen in Chapter 3.4.3 below 
in the discussion of Cheirisophus' oratorical skills. Not only must a leader know when to use topoi (e.g., 
in a ~ c a p a ~ t ) a r ~ )  but he must know what topoi are appropriate in the situation. On this last point see 
Keitel. "Homeric Antecedents to the Cohorratio". pp. 16 1-3. 

20 This fi& well with the observations of Keitel, "Homeric Antecedents to the Cohortatio", p.155: 
"omens of divine favour or displeasure are frequently invoked by Homeric speakers as proofs in their 
harangues." She gives as exampIes of this 11. 8.130- 144,173-f 77,238-34 1 and Th. 7.77.2-3. 

'' Further examples of these two topoi can be found in Keitel, "Homenc Antecedents to the Cohortatio", 
pp. 158-9; for long past victories of ancestors see Hdt. 7.53.1 and Th. 2.1 1.2 (cf. also Th. 7.69.2); for recent 
victories over the same foe, 11. 5.787-791 and 13.99-104 (cf, also Th. 4.92.6 and 4.126.3). Albertus, 
napadqn~oC'' p.78 compares An. 3.2.16 with Th. 4.92.6 (where both topoi are found) and provides 
examples from later histonans. 

" Dismissing the enemy as soft and cowardly is a commonplace in exhortations; cf. 1.7.4 and Th. 
4.126.4-6. 

Cf. Anderson, Xenophon, p. 124 on this passage. On necessary deception of this sort see also Wood, 
"Leadership", pp.64-5; Gray, The Character of X. 's Heffenica, p.210 n.7 on Mem 4.2.17; however, for the 



and recognizes the importance of electing new generals as this wiii strike fear into the 

enemy (3.2.29-32). Here, then, by his rhetorical skilis, he is able to revive the spirits of 

the soldiers, build their confidence and encourage them to action?' 

A second way of rnotivating troops at which Xenophon is adept is to set an 

example (particularly in times of peril). In his second speech after the death of the 

generals, Xenophon tells the remaining captains and generals the foliowing (3.1.36): 

Later, when the army is battling heavy snow in Western Armenia, Xenophon puts this 

theory into practice (4.4.1 1-12): the soldiers are unwilling to move from the warmth of 

the snow one moming but once they see Xenophon rise and begin to chop wood ( p p v 6 ~  

no less) they are roused by his exarnp~e.'~ Finally, corporal punishment may be 

employed to drive troops when they are dispirited or disgruntied, though Xenophon 

seldom resorts to this method. His opinion on the matter is best put forth at 5.8.2-26 in 

a speech in which he defends himself against the charge of assaulting certain soldiers. 

He uses physical punishment only when dl other methods of persuasion have failed and 

when the safety of the army or even just one soldier depends on obedience (see 

particularly 5.8.13-17). In this way he is able to justifj his actions quite rightly when, 

dangers of deceiving one's own troops see below Chapter 4 n.111. 
24 Cf. Nussbaum, The Ten ï"housand, pp.114-115. Ski11 in oratory is of course useful for more than just 

restoring spirit, e.g., as Wood, "Leadership", p.54 notes: "oratory ... will quiet the discontented and subdue 
the mutinous ..."; see also R.J. Kelly, Studies in the Speeches in the First Book of Xenophon's Anabasis 
(Ph.D. University of California, Berkeley, 1972) pp.93-94. There are numerous other exarnples of the 
powers of X.'s oratory throughout the Anabasis, cg., see nn.35,45 below. 

Cf. Wood. "Leadership", p.53: "by personal example he must convince them of his supriori y..."; 
Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p. 115; Dillery, XHT, pp.74-5. See also X.'s words to Seuthes about the 
value of Ieading his men on fmt not on horse (7.3.45). 

'' Cf. Breitenbach, HAX, p.61; Nussbaum, The Ten ïïtousand, p.115; Anderson, Xenophon, pp. 123-4. 
Cf. X.'s actions at 3.4.46-49 and also below Chapter 4 nn.116,117 and Chapter 5 nn.50,51. 



in the bitter cold and snow, soldiers would have perished if he had not made them move 

on by sviking them - no other means was persuasive enough (5.8.14-15). By bringing 

up the issue of corpord punishment in the form of a trial (rather than relating the events 

when they actualiy take place, 4.5 or thereabouts), with a direct speech in defence of his 

own actions, Xenophon highlights and stresses his own belief on the subject? 

Striking men does not generally create an atmosphere of trust but one of fe* 

and Xenophon clearly aims for the former, believing it to be essential to military success 

and good leadership. To inspire trust a leader must fmt show respect for those beneath 

him (or at least give the illusion of this) and secondly convince them both by his words 

and his actions that his pnmary concem is for their welfare and interest not his own 

personal gain. In short, he must win them over by persuasion not by violence; he must 

inspire willing obedience." There are a number of ways by which a leader cm show 

respect for his men and in the process gain their respect, trust and willing ~bedience.~' 

First, he c m  do this through personal example by showing a willingness to undergo 

Cf. Cyr. 2.4.10 for Cyrus' preference for persuasion over force. This is an important point given the 
Spartan penchant for using corporal punishment (e.g., see below Chapter 3.3.3, Chapter 3.4.3 and Chapter 
5 passim). 

28 Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p.112 makes the valid observation that "with some of the soldiers, and 
at certain times, the fact that they knew Xenophon could exercise compulsion may have been necessary as 
a kind of foundation on which to build up his leadership ...O by cornparison, e.g., to Proxenus' style (2.6.16- 
20). See also Wood, "Leadership", p.52. 

29 In a speech to Seuthes X. comments on how it is much easier to d e  subjects who are not fearfil 
because then they are not always endeavouring to become free (7.7.29-36). The whole of the Hiero 
(especially 9.2) is concerned with this; Cyrus' ability to inspire willing obedience is why X. examines his 
life (Cyr. 1.1.3,s; cf. Cyr. 1.6.20-21 where Cambyses tells Cyrus that creating an atmosphere of willing 
obedience is a better policy than praising the obedient and punishing the disobedient because soldiers obey 
the man &v @p &v fiflaovtoa =pl 706 m(i$Epov~oç C a d ç  @povip&&pov & X U Z ~ V  dv~van; Cyr. 
3.1.28,4.2.42-44, 5.1.19ff.); see also HG 4.8.2 (Conon to Ptiarnabazus), 5.4.64 (Tirnotheus' policy), 6.1.7 
(Jason to Polydarnus); Mem. 1.2.10- 1 1, 2.6.9; Oec. 2 1.1 1- 12; Eq. 1 1.6; Wood, "Leadership", p.52; Gray, 
The Character of X.'s Hellenica, p.8; Zimmerman, "Macht und Chadter", pp.235-6. For this thought in 
X. and other 5th and 4th century writers see J. de Romilly, "Eunoia in Isocrates or the Political Importance 
of Creating Good Will", JHS 78 (1958) pp.92-101. See also Chapter 5.3.2 below. 

"' Ski11 in oratory is of course useful in this regard also, cg., Eq.Mag. 1.24, 8.21 -22 and Mem. 3.3.10- 
11. 



whatever hardship he asks of his men.3' In facf the actions of a leader must even 

surpass those of his men in such situations to inspire them even more and convince them 

of his superiority." Secondly, Xenophon is of the opinion that a leader should be 

accessible to his men at d l  times so that they feel free to approach him with any news. 

The value of such an open relationship with the soldiers is clearly shown at 4.3.10ff. 

While Xenophon himself is very often the only one to see the best way out of a difficult 

situation, here two soldien have observed a way to cross a river without k i n g  

slaughtered by the enemy. Because they are able to communkate this information 

directly to Xenophon, even while he is breakfasting, Xenophon is able to act immediately 

upon their advice and the army is able to cross succe~sful ly.~~ Thirdly, a good leader 

and one wishing to operate in a friendly atrnosphere of trust must also allow his men an 

outlet for expressing their opinions - good or bad? Xenophon recognises that a formai 

assembly, particularly when the soldiers are upset with him or someone else, is the best 

place to deal with problems since it gives him a chance to make use of his oratorical 

skills to control the situation. A most notable example of the efficacy of assemblies 

occurs at 5.7.lff. when Neon, trying to discredit both Xenophon and the other generals, 

spreads rumours that the generals are surreptitiously planning to lead the unwitting army 

" See above. Anderson, Xenophon, p. 124 also points out that "special privileges were not to be abused" 
giving 3.4.44-49 as a particularly good example of this. Cf. also Jason's reputation in this regard, HG 6.1 -5- 
6. 

" Anderson, Xenophon, pp. 123- 124. Wood, "Leadership", p.53 gives as examples of this Cyr. 1.6.8 
and Eq.Mag. 6.4-6, yet the two obvious practical exarnples of this are, of course, the two mentioned 
previously : 3.4.44-49 and 4.4.1 1 - 12. 

" Cf. Breitenbach, HAX, p.71. 4.8.4 provides another example of X.'s accessibility. Cf. also Cyr. 
7.5.46 where Cyrus talks of the importance of a general being accessible to d l  in times of war (though his 
policy changes in peacetime, Cyr. 7.5.37); HG 5.1.14 for the accessibility of Teleutias (on which see 
Chapter 4.4.4 below) and, to some extent, HG 1.1.30, for the uoiv6q.ca of Hermocrates; Dalby, "Greeks 
Abroad, p.22. 

Cyrus prudently applies this principle also, e.g., Cyr. 2.2.17-21, 2.3.1-16, 4.1.1 1-12, 5.1.24-29; cf. 
Tatum, X. 's Imperia1 Fiction, p.195 and Tuplin, "X. Sparta and the Cyropaedia, p.148. Pl. Lg. 694b also 
describes Cyrus acting thus. Dalby, "Greeks Abroad", p.17 n.9 and pp.22-3 notes rightly that occasional 
assemblies do not necessarily suggest that leaders pay any attention to the soldier's opinions but they simply 
give the appearance of doing so. 



back to Phasis (5.7.1) instead of forward to Greece. Xenophon defuses a potentially 

explosive situation by summoning an assembly (5.7.3): 

M e r  a lengthy speech by Xenophon (5.7.5-33) the mood of the army is reversed and a 

potential mutiny dissol~ed.~~ 

Troop loyalty aiso depends on the leader king seen to have as his greatest 

concem the welfare of the a r m ~ . ~ ~  Of paramount importance is the problem of 

provi~ionin~.~' Much of Book Five of the Anabasis is concemed with this subject (e.g., 

5.1.5-7, 5.2.1-32) but by no means is the difficulty of provisioning such a large army 

confined to this part of the journey. For exarnple, Xenophon is well aware of the 

soldien' concem about supplies after the death of the generals (3.1.1) and tries to reassure 

them on this front in his initial speeches (3.1.19-22 and 3.2.20-21):~ The safety of the 

soldiers is also foremost in Xenophon's mind. He is always particularly concemed that 

they should stay together because their strength lies in n~rnbers.)~ The soundness of his 

35 Cf. 5.8.1-26 where X. skilfully counters in a formal assembly the accusations brought against him 
conceming his use of corpotal punishment. By a single speech he is able to control the mood of the 
soldiers. Such persuasion is possible only in an assembly. X. also recognises when he must heed the 
general feeling of the soldiers; e-g., he gives up the idea of settling a city (cf. 5.6.15-33, 6.4.1-8, 6.6.3-4) 
and acquiesces in their desire to go by sea not by land, though making contingency plans behind their backs 
(5.1.10-14). 

36 Cf. Wood, "Leadership", p.53 who cites Cyr. 8.2.2 and Eq.Mag. 6.3. 

" Cf. Mem 3.1.6 and Dalby, "Greeks Abmad", pp.23-25. There are countless instances of Cyrus' care 
in this regard, e.g., Cyr. 1.6.9-1 1, 3.323, 4.2.34ff.- 4.4.5, 4.5.17, 4.5.57, 5.4.28. On the importance of 
provisioning in Greek warfare in general see W.K. Pritchen, Ancienr Greek Military Practices, vol.1 
(Berkeley, 1971) pp.30-52 with further references to X. 

Cf. 4.1.8-9 and the events at Byzantium where the Theban Coeratades offers to serve as a general 
for a fee. The army accepts him because of his promises to provide them with an abundance of provisions. 
When he realizes that he is unequal to the task, he departs (7.1.33-4 1). Anderson, Xenophon, p. 132 also 
comments in this respect on Mem 3.4 where a businessman is chosen general over a captain. 

'' At 5.6.12-14 when discussing how best to proceed from Sinope - whether by sea or by land - X. 
stresses that there must be enough ships for thcm al1 to depart by sea so that they will not have to split up. 
Cf. 5.6.32, 6.2.13 and Cyr. 5.3.36. 



view is well illustrated by the disastrous situation in which the Achaean contingent finds 

itself after the army does split into three groups (6.3.2-9). He makes use of scouts to 

keep a lookout for the enemy and to gain knowledge of the type of terrain and difficulties 

which lie ahead (6.3.10- 1 l)." Even on a smalier scale Xenophon shows concem for the 

safety of his men whether it be making provision for the invalids at the rear of the army 

(4.5.16-18);' or keeping account of smaii foraging groups so that they are not at risk 

from a surprise attack (5.1.6-9)." 

The leader of a mercenary army in particular must also be able to provide pay 

for his soldiers."' An extended example of what problerns arise if pay is not 

forthcoming is found in Book Seven of the ~ n a b a s i s . ~  Though Xenophon is not 

himself to blarne for the lack of pay while the army is fighting under Seuthes, he is not 

only held personally responsible for the situation by the soldiers but they irnmediately 

suspect him of worse, deceiving them and acting for his own gain despite everything, as 

he himself points out. which he has done for them? This shows how fragile the 

atmosphere of trust could be, even between an ideal leader and his soldiers. It is not 

On the general importance of scouting and general lack of irnplementation of it, see Pritchett, AGMP, 
pp. 127ff. Cf. EqMag. 4.4-8 (on which see Spence, The Cavalry of Classical Greece, pp. 145-7 who also 
comments on the role of cavalry as scouts); Cyr. 5.3.56. See Chapter 4 n. 19 below for Lysander's strategic 
use of scouts and, by contrast, Chapter 4 n.225 for Dercylidas' Iack of foresight in this regard. 

4 '  Making sure the soldiers are heaithy is also part of Iooking afier an army. See, e-g., X.'s actions in 
Armenia when he combats the hunger-faintness of his troops (4.5.7-9). Cf. Cyr. 1.6.15- 18, 5.4.17- 18 
(tending to the wounded); HG 6.1.6 where Jason is shown caring for sick mercenaries; Wood, "Leadership", 
p.53. 

That this point is of no small significance is indicated by X.'s use of direct speech; cf. Cyrus' similar 
comments, also in direct speech (Cyr. 5.4.19-20). 

43 See, in general, Pritchett, AGMP, pp.3-29 with references to X. throughout. 
44 Cf. Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, p.108 n.17 for an extensive list of references in the Anabasis to 

mercenaries' concerns with pay. 

At 7.5.7 the army accuses X.; at 7.5.16 he tries to get the pay and is unsuccessful; at 7.6.8-10 he 
is accused again by the arrny; at 7.6.1 1-38 he defends himself - a masterpiece, again, of oratorical technique; 
and from this point up to 7.7.56 he does everything in his power to get the pay for the soldiers from 
Seuthes. Despite al1 this, even up until the moment he returns with enough pay, they are willing to believe 
that he has betrayed them (7.7.55). 



enough to be acting in the soldiers' interests if there is no visible result? 

Though he is accused of king disloyal to the army dunng this &air with 

Seuthes, Xenophon makes it abundantly clear that his loyalty is to the army done and that 

his own considerations are seconda&' He shows no egotisticai drive to be the sole 

leader. Evidence of this can be seen in the cooperation between Xenophon and the other 

generals." More particularly, in the speech by which he must defuse the bad feeling 

stined up by Neon, he States his willingness to step down as a general if the army feels 

sorneone else can do a better job (5.7.10); and further, when he is offered sole leadership, 

in turning it down he assures the soldiers that he will abide by their choice of general and 

never try to create problems - as others might if he himself were chosen sole commander 

3.2.3 Diplomatic skilis 

Xenophon's loyalty to the army is evident in extemai as well as interna1 affain. He 

places the welfare of the arrny ahead of any personal advantage which he may himself 

obtain from courting powerful  outsider^.'^ He cornrnents on this particularly when 

speaking in his own defense about the matter of the pay from Seuthes (7.6.35)? 

a Cf. Nussbaurn, The Ten Thousand, p.142. 

'' Because of his loyalty towards and concern for the welfare of the m y  X. is called by Seuthes 
$thompunrinq5 (7.6.4) and the Spartans, Charminus and Polynicus, interpret this as meaning that X. is 
a demagogue, not, in their view, the most worthy of attributes. 

" See, e.g., 4.2.25-6 and the conclusion there (refemng to X. and Cheirisophus; on whom see further 
Chapter 3.4.3 below): K& drEi O ~ T W  E ~ o ~ ~ B o v v  U f i h o i ~  ~ o r l  t q u p f S  drM.fiAov h e p E h v m .  Cf. 
also 4.3.14-15 where the generals decide as a group what course to follow. 

49 Others, e.g., Neon coveted sole command out of personal ambition not from higher motives such as 
the good of the army. 

In view of this 1 cannot agree with Wood, "Leadership", p.63: "whether the niler had as his goals 
the general welfare or persona1 power seems of little concern to him [X.]". See further Chapters 3.3.4, 
3.5.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.4. 

Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p.127 remarks: "he m.] sacrificed his relationship to Seuthes, which 
had been so cordial and from which so much was to accrue to him, in order to serve the community 
properly ". 



Further, he draws anention to his poverty after the winter with Seuthes (7.8.1-6). He is, 

however, prepared to deal with more powerful forces on behalf of the army if it is to the 

soldiers' benefit. To this end he is very concerned that the anny should strive to keep 

on good terms with the Spartans for otherwise they will have great difficulty returning 

(6.6.13)." Moreover, while he is prepared to attack and plunder foreign cities when 

they refuse fnendly ovemires, he is most unwilling to force any Greek city to provide 

more than they voluntarily give on the grounds that this also will jeopardize the army's 

safety as a whole in the Greek world? On the other hand. Xenophon submits the army 

to Spartan authority only until he feels it is no longer to the benefit of the army at which 

time he takes it to Seuthes (7.2.12-15 and 7.3.1).% 

Above al1 Xenophon depicts himself as scrupulously adhering to oaths and 

religious practices. The importance of respecting oaths, and hence not offending the gods, 

is a theme which recurs in Xenophon's works? In his first speech to the whole a m y  

the fint thing he comments on is the moral superiority of the mercenary army over the 

" This statement is part of a speech by X. delivered to convince the army that Cleander's threat 
(forbidding them access to any city, 6.6.9) must not be dismissed lightly. Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, 
p.127 n.9 also cites, in this regard, the episode in which the mercenaries Storm Byzantium in anger 
(7.1.15ff.) when X. again must point out the folly of crossing the Spartans (7.1.25-3 1) - see further Chapter 
3.5 below. 

S3 See, e.g., the events at Heraclea (6.2.6): &p$oiv [ 3 v o @ f v n  icod X~rpt06@1] '@p TC&& 
fl &vocy~&@w 1r6Arv ' EUqvGa  al $ihfccv 6 n pi) aWoI é û a o v w  6i60i~v. 

" Cf. Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, pp. 127-8. The only other greater power the army encountered was 
of course that of the Great King. The situation, however, was far different. Tissaphernes had been proven 
to be completely treacherous when he killed the Greek generals and was on no account to be tnisted. Also 
the army was in a foreign land and desired to go home. The Spartans were more difficult to deal with 
because they ruled at home. 

'' E.g., 2.5.7; Mem 1.1.18- 19; HG 3.4.1 1 ; and, in general, on X.'s belief in the sanctity of oaths see 
Dillery, XHT, pp. 183-4. 



Persians since the latter clearly have broken their oaths by m u r d e ~ g  the generals (3.2.8). 

Once the oaths have been broken it becomes perfectly sound military strategy to deceive 

the impious enemy in whatever way is necessary (for example, the trumpet calls at 4.3.29) 

particularly if the result is greater safety for the mercenary army." Keeping oaths is 

only one part of the whole issue of the d e  of the gods and respecting the gods in every 

way is clearly important in Xenophon's view." The regularity, for example, with which 

he conducts sacrifices before any sort of campaign or decision:' fulfills vows", and 

honours the dead6" cannot be over l~ked;~ '  the instances where those who do not heed 

the sacrificial omens meet with disaster are too blatant to ignore.62 It is not my intention 

to examine whether Xenophon was genuinely pi ou^^^ or simply believed that it was 

56 Cf. Wood. "Leadership1', p.58. Krentz, HG on 2.1.22-24 remarks: "Xenophon requires deceptiveness 
of a good general." He adds the following references Cyr. 1.6.26-43 (on which see Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, 
pp.67-7 1); Ages. 1.14- 17; Eq.Mag. 4.10-1 2,17-20.5.2-3'5- 12, 8.15'20. Cf. also Cyr. 2.4.16ff., 3.3.25; Mem. 
3.1.6. 

'' E.g., 6.3.18(16) (X.*s own words to his third of the troops when going off to rescue the Arcadian 
contingent) and Cambyses* advice to Cyrus which botb begins and ends with the importance of respecting 
the gods (Cyr. 1.6.2-6 and t .6.44-46; on which see J. Farber, "The Cyropaedia and Hellenistic Kingship", 
AJPh 100 (1979) pp.501-2 and Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, pp.54-59). 

E.g., he sacrifices before campaigns (5.2.8-9), before going out to get provisions (see 6.4.19-27: he 
refuses to go because of bad results; those who do go are attacked; X. then sacrifices before going to the 
rescue with favorabIe omens finally coming at 6.5.2ff.), before major decisions on behalf of the army or 
on his own behalf, e.g., founding a city (5.6.15-16), puriQing the army (57.33, whether to stay with 
Seuthes or not (7.6.44), whether to accept supreme command or not (6.1.22), whether to stay with the m y  
at Heraclea (6.2.15). See also Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p.147 and, in general, Pritchett, AGMP, 
pp.109-11s. 

'' E.gI he gives thanks for favorable omens and the plan of the two soldiers at (4.3.9-13); upon reaching 
the sea (4.8.25) the army fulfills the vows made at X.'s instigation (cf. 3.2.9); gives a share of the booty 
to Apollo and Artemis (5.3.4-13). 

E.g., retrieval of the dead in the campaign against the Carduchians (4.2.23); the Arcadian dead upon 
reunification of the army (6.4.9). 

'' Also cf. the importance he attaches to dreams (e.g. 3.1.1 1-13); on which see Gera, X.'s Cyropaedia, 
p.58 and Dillery, XHT, pp.72-3. 

62 Eg., Neon goes for provisions despite X. repeatedly receiving bad omens, and fails abysmally 
(6.4.20.27); cf. also Chapter 4.4.3 below on HG 3.1.17-19. 

63 For which view see Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, pp.144-5; A.J. Holladay & M.D. Goodman, 
"Religious Scniples in Ancient Warfare", CQ 36 (1986) p.155; R. Parker, "Spartan Religion", in A. Powell 
(ed.). Classical Sparta (London, 1989) p. 158 citing Eq.Mag. 9.8-9; Dillery, XHT, Chapter 7 passim. 
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expedient to be seen to be so, or both." What is clear is that he believes that careful 

attention to religious matters is an important aspect of leadership. 

3.2.4 Summary 

Xenophon, then, clearly portrays himself as an ideal general, well-versed in the arts of 

war and oratory, devoted to the welfare of his troops to the cost of his own personal gain. 

The above analysis is not an exhaustive list of a i l  the leadership quaiities which 

Xenophon attributes to himself but it provides a suficiently broad picture of how 

Xenophon believed an ideal leader should behave and it provides a frame of reference to 

which it is possible to compare the prominent Spartan leaders both in the Anabusis, where 

the comparison is in the foreground, and also in the Hellenica, where the issue of good 

leadership is never far from the suriace. 

The following, then, is a summary of the specific qualities examined above. 

First, it is necessary for a good leader to possess not only basic military skills but a 

capacity for innovation and adaptability. Secondly, he must be able to maintain a positive 

spirit among his men - persuasive oratory and personal example are the best methods 

although in extreme situations corporal punishment is acceptable. Thirdly, since the best 

relationship between a leader and his men is one based on mutual respect not feu, the 

leader must be able to inspire trust and a willingness in his men to obey. This can be 

60 E.g., X. pays particular attention to Lycurgus' blatant manipulation of the Delphic oracle (Lac. 8.5): 
Lycurgus asks Delphi if Sparta would fare better obeying the laws he had drawn up; DeIphi says yes; 
Lycurgus retums home and promptly attributes the Iaws to Apollo. On this passage Higgins, Xenophon, 
p.69 remarks: "Was Lycourgos devoted to piety or to the skillful use of piety, knowing the political value 
of fear of the divine?" (cf. also ibid., p. I6l 11.56 on Polybius 10.2.9-13). X. himself shrewdly chooses not 
to ask the Delphic oracle whether he should accompany Cyrus or not but to whom he should sacrifice for 
a safe return; Socrates upbraids him for his manipulation (An. 3.1.5-7). R. Parker, "Spartan Religion", 
pp.158-9 does note that "the king or general decided when the gods should be consutted and what enquiry 
should be put to them ... Divination. therefore, left roorn for manoeuvre even to the pious"; cf. also on this 
M.H. Jameson, "Sacrifice before Battle", in V.D. Hanson (ed.), Hoplites: The Classical Greek Battle 
Experience (London, 1991) p.220: "the religious and the pragmatic are so closely intertwined ... that it would 
be futile for us to try to judge whether genuine religious feeling or practical considerations were at work. 
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accomplished in many ways: by personal example, accessibility, showhg respect for 

soldiers' opinions and aUowing criticism (in a controiied situation such as an assembly). 

Fourthly, a leader must be seen to be acting for the good of the army, not for his own 

gaia. So he must constantly concem himself with their provisions, safety and health, and 

pay (especially in the case, as hem, of a mercenary army). Fifthly, above al1 he must be 

seen to be loyal to the soldiea done when dealing with outside forces. Finaiiy, piety is 

a necessary characteristic of a good leader. He must be seen to keep his oaths and 

worship the gods appropriately, sacrificing both in times of need and in times of success. 



3.3 CLEARCHUS 

33.1 Preliminary remarks 

Clearchus is the fmt Spartan to make an appearance in the Anabusis. Of the major 

Spartan figures in the work, he is the only exile." the only one not still subject to the 

laws of   par ta.^ This point is highiighted by Xenophon. In two of the fust three 

references to Clearchus he calls him a Aa~~6anp6vtoç (1.1.9, 1.2.9) and later on 

in the biographical sketch of Clearchus which Xenophon provides upon Clearchus' 

demise, Xenophon explains why Clearchus was exiled (2.6.2-4): at the end of the 

Peloponnesian War Clearchus had begged the ephors to send him to the Chenonese to 

battle against the Thracians on the grounds that they were mistreating the Greek colonists 

there;67 the ephors assented but then changed their minds after he had departed; when 

-- 

a On Dracontius, who was exiled as a boy (4.8.25-6; 6.6.30), see Chapter 5 n.66 below. 

Arguments have been made for a continuing connection between Sparta and Clearchus after his exile 
based on the following ancient evidence: Isocrates (8.98 and 12.104) states that the Spartans sent Clearchus 
with an army to help overthrow Artaxerxes (for why Isocrates' information should be regarded with 
scepticism see J.M. Bigwood, "The Ancient Accounts of the Battle of Cunaxa", AJPh 104 (1983) p.345 n.25 
and, in general, N.H. Baynes, "Isocrates", in Byzantine Studies and Other Essays (London, 1955; reprint 
Westport 1974) pp.144-167); Plutarch (Art. 6),  possibly following Isocrates though he does not reveal his 
source, reports the same information (see Appendix 1 for general remarks on the problems of Plutarch as 
a source). Among modern authorities, T. Lenschau RE 11 (1921) S.V. Klearchos (3) 576, J. Hofstetter, Die 
Griechen in Persien (Berlin, 1978) no.198 and P. Poralla, Prosopographie der Lakedaimonier bis auf die 
Zeit Alexanders des Grossen, revised by A.S. Bradford (Chicago, 1985; first edition Breslau, 1913) 
(henceforth referred to as PoralldBradford) no.425 also argue for a secret alliance between Clearchus and 
the Spartan authorities. Lenschau, in particular, argues strongly for this point (though without citing 
Isocrates) on the grounds that the Spartans must have felt that this arrangement was most to their advantage 
since if the expedition failed they could dissociate themselves more easily from the officially exited 
Clearchus. Al1 this directly contradicts X.'s version of the events and, for that matter, Diodorus' (14.19.4- 
5). If anything, X.'s account provides evidence stmngly opposing any continuing connection between 
Clearchus and Sparta: the emphasis on Clearchus' state of exile (see above) and on the fact chat Clearchus 
was being funded by Cyrus (1.1.9, 2.6.4) and the mention of the officiai Spartan contingent under the 
command of Cheirisophus (1.4.3). 

6' Cf. Brasidas' Thracian expedition in 424 and his own desire to lead it (Th. 4.8 1.1). In many ways 
(see various notes below) X.'s Clearchus recalls Thucydides' Brasidas though the former is more prone to 
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Clearchus refused to retum, he was condemned to death for refusing to obey orders 

(k6avazc>eii fmb TQV kv Zx:brpq ~Ehov Zy &x%t0&, 2.6.4).' At the end of the 

biographical sketch Xenophon reiterates Clearchus' disüke of taking orders ( d r p ~ ~ d a i  

6E Glrb aMav o.i, paha E B m v  -0, 2.6.15). It is significant that references to 

Clearchus' tendency toward insubordination frame his activity in the Anabasis as it is an 

extraordinary feature in a Spartan whose whole upbringing demanded the strictest 

~bedience~~ and indeed detracts from Clearchus' effectiveness as a leader." 

War, we are told, is Clearchus' raison d'erre. According to Xenophon he is i r o h y i i ~ b ~  

 ai @horr6h£poq &QX&ZOÇ (2.6.1)" and he does not simply love war but even prefers 

a state of war to a state of peace (2.6.6)? Further, Xenophon says of hirn (2.6.7): 

extremes of behaviour. Brasidas, e.g., is more obedient (Th. 3.79.3). 

Diodorus gives a different account of why CIearchus was exiied (14.12.2-7): in c.403/2 Clearchus 
was sent to help the peopte of Byzantium against the Thracians; he exceeded his authority and ruied like 
a tyrant, killing prominent citizens and increasing the size of his mercenary army; when he refused to back 
down. Sparta sent an army to confront him but he escaped. Both H.W. Parke. "The Development of the 
Second Spartan Empire (405-371 B.C.)", JHS 50 (1930) p.57 and A. Andrewes, "Two Notes on Lysander", 
Phoenix 25 (1971) p.210 argue that X.'s version is incorrect, either because he is defending Clearchus 
(Parke, foIlowed by Bigwood, "The Ancient Accounts of the Battle of Cunaxa", pp.345-6 who thinks X. 
distorted Clearchus' career out of friendship with him) or reporting Clearchus' version of the story 
(Andrewes); however, Diodorus' harshness may reflect Ephorus' anti-Spartan outlook; cf. n. 1 12 below; see 
also Appendix 1 and V. Gray, "The Value of Diodorus Siculus for the Years 41 1-386 B.C.", Hennes 115 
(1987) pp.72-89 for reasons why Diodorus' evidence shouid be viewed with caution (i.e. "careless 
abbreviation", "fictitious conventionalising" and "amplification"). 

" On which, see Chapter 5 below. Disobedience was not unknown; cf. Hdt. 9.53-7; Th. 5.72 (resuking 
in exile). 

'O There are some who consider that X. is biased in favour of Clearchus, e.g., Lenschau RE 577; Parke, 
Andrewes and Bigwood (see n.68 above); Hofstetter, Die Griechen in Persien, no.178. By contrast, 
Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, pp.120,138, Higgins, Xenophon, p.87 and Wirsch, The Frieridship of the 
Barbarians, p.28 al1 agree that X.'s portrait of CIearchus is less than flattering. 

" no)LEC11~6ç also occun at 2.6.7; $ihon6&oç at 2.6.6 and 2.6.7. 

" Cf. Thucydides' assessrnent of Brasidas that he was opposed to peace because of the honour and 
success war brought to him (Th. 5.16.1). 
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+p6vlpo~. % oi nap6v~q rrav~u~of irdnrty ci,pok&pvv. 

In view of his preoccupation with things martial it would be expected that Clearchus was 

skiiied in at Ieast the basic arts of warfare and tactics? Certainly at Cunaxa he employs 

conventional hoplite tactics: he rernains close to the river so that the enemy cannot 

sunound hirn (1.8.13) and with a disciplined attack routs the Persians stationed opposite 

him (1.8.17-20).'~ Although Xenophon, after the fact, is able to use Clearchus' victory 

to great advantage when he is Qing to rouse the spirits of the men (3.2.14), he does draw 

attention here to the fact that Clearchus actually disobeys Cyrus' orders to lead his men 

against the centre of Artaxemes army (1.8.12) and follows his own judgement (1 .8.13)" 

- the very behaviour for which he was exiled from Sparta and which makes hirn more of 

a liability than an asset as a subordinate ~fficer?~ 

After the death of Cyrus when Clearchus becomes the unofficial leader of the 

Greek mercenaries (2.2.5-6), he cm be seen to employ other standard strategic ploysn 

" For Clearchus' earlier career see Lenschau, RE 575-576. The first extant reference to him occurs in 
Thucydides who has hirn appointed to a comrnand in the Hellespont in 41 1 (Th. 8.8.2, and see further 
8.39.2, 8.80.1-3). X. makes mention of a similar expedition, though he places it a year later. Krentz, "Had 
X. Read Thucydides VIII?", pp.16-7 believes that X. was mistaken because he had not seen Thucydides' 
last book (see above Chapter 2 n.61 for objections to this argument); N. Robertson, "The Sequence of 
Events in the Aegean in 408 and 407 B.C.", Historia 29 (1980) p.283 n.4 and A. Andrewes, "The Spartan 
Resurgence", CAHZ vo1.5 (Cambridge, 1992) p.504 likewise suggest that X. rnisdated Clearchus' expedition 
by a year. 

'' H.W. Parke, Greek Mercenary Soldiers (Oxford, 1933; reprint 1970) p.32 suggests that this 
manoeuvre is standard Spartan practice. After the initial clash further suong advances by the Greeks send 
the Persians fleeing every tirne, although Clearchus is not singled out particularly as k i n g  responsible for 
these movements ( 1.10.4- 15). 

'' It was, in fact, fear ( $ O ~ O G ~ V O S  ~ud~09E[t l  ~ K O C T ~ ~ C O ~ E V ,  1.8.13) that led Clearchus to disobey 
and choose a cautious strategy. P.H. Epps, "Fear in Spartan Character", CPh 28 (1933) p.15 observes that 
"fear and uneasiness manifest themselves very perceptibly whenever the Spartans have to fîght suddenly 
or in any order other than they have planned beforehand" (e.g., the events at Pylos in 425, Th. 4.36). 
Clearchus is again stmck with fear later when mmours reach hirn that Tissaphemes plans to destroy an 
important bridge (2.4.18). On the role of fear in the Spartan upbringing see Chapter 5 passim. 

76 See Appendix 5 for ancient and modem opinions on Clearchus' role in the battle. 

E.g., he twice arranges the army to make it appear stronger that it is (2.3.3 and 2.4.26) and he is well 
versed in defensive tactics so that even when there is a w c e  in effect he keeps his army rnarching in battle 
order (2.3.10). 



but there is little in which he engages which can be said to be innovative or evidence of 

adaptability. The major decisions which he makes - first to foilow Ariaeus (2.2.3) and 

then to be guided back to Ionia by Tissaphernes (2.3.17 ff.) - are not particularly startling 

and, in fact, the latter tums out to be dis as trou^.'^ That is not to Say that Clearchus is 

without inventiveness; an earlier episode in his life, related in the Hellenica, provides 

evidence (HG 1.3.15- 19). Byzantium, where Clearchus is harmost in 4 ~ , ' ~  is under 

siege; Clearchus decides to leave the city secretly to try to raise money from 

Pharnabazus in order to equip a fleet which then can attack the besiegers and draw them 

off. The plan fails when Byzantium is betrayed (HG 1.3.18). Krentz, in his assessrnent 

of this passage, states:" 

he [Xenophon] credits Klearchos with initiating an aggressive plan for 
saving Byzantion, after taking the best measures he could for its defence 
in his absence. 

But Clearchus does not take the best measures to ensure Byzantiurn will hold out until 

his plan is accomplished and Xenophon draws attention to this by immediately relating 

a few details of the later trial of Anaxilaus (one of those who betrayed ~yzant ium).~ '  

Anaxilaus' defence is that he had to betray the city, not from hatred of the 

Lacedaexnonians, nor for money, but because the people of Byzantium were starving. 

Clearchus, he says, gave al1 the city's provisions to his soldiers, not to the people (HG 

1.3.19); therefore the people rose against him as soon as they possibly cou~d. '~  

78 It should be noted that X. himself does not have failures; the episode at 3.3.8-1 1, as discussed above, 
is not really a failure because of the tesson leamed (3.3.12-20). This is clearly unrealistic but not surprising 
if he is portraying himself as an ideai leader. The failures, then, of Clearchus and others reveai their 
weaknesses as Ieaders. 

79 The dating of the fa11 of Byzantium is the subject of some debate. Robertson, "The Sequence of 
Events in the Aegean in 408 and 407 B.C.", pp.282-301 puts it in 409. By contrast, Lenschau, RE 575 and 
Andrewes, "The Spartan Resurgence", p.487 place it in 408. 

Krentz, HG on 1.3.17. 

'' On balance, it seems better to suppose that X. relates this trial to draw attention to the reason for the 
failure of Clearchus* plan, not, as Krentz, HG on 1.3.19 suggests, to give an example of Spartan clemency. 

82 See n.29 above for X.'s view on the perils of harsh nile. 



Clearchus' harsh governing of Byzantium coincides with Xenophon's general comments 

about him in the biographical sketch (2.6.13):'' 

While Clearchus may be capable of taking the initiative and adapting his military 

knowledge to fit a particular situation, other aspects of his leadership style sometimes 

hamper his success. In the above episode his harsh rule ensured betrayal and in the 

mistaken decision to trust Tissaphernes (on which see below) another facet of his 

character w hich is detrimental to his leadership style is revealed. 

3.3.3 Leadership skills 

As noted above, one of the most important qualities which a good leader must possess, 

in Xenophon's view, is the ability to speak well. With good oratorical skills the leader 

is then more able to stir the spirits of his men and to persuade them to do what he wants. 

It is clear that Clearchus has this ability and the most impressive exarnple of his 

application of it is at Tarsus when by a series of manipulative speeches he is able to 

persuade the mutinous soldiers to continue marching with Cyrus (1.3.lff.). Cyrus had 

been keeping the real object of the expedition a secret but the Greek soldiers were 

beginning to suspect that they were indeed going to fight against the Great King and so 

they refused to proceed any further. Clearchus initially tries to force them to go on but 

when this fails he embarks on a display of rhetorical manipulation" worthy of the best 

Cf. Proietti, X.'s Sparta. p.6. 

" J. Roisman, "Klearchos in Xenophon's Anabasis", SCI 8-9 (1985-88) pp.30-52 tries to show that Xe's 
portrait of Clearchus at 2.6.1-15 (the biographical sketch) is much harsher than the picture presented in the 
first two books of the Anabasis (a point with which 1 do not agree). This episode he sees as a good 
example of his point: "The Spartan made his first significant appearance in the story of the expedition not 
as a harsh disciplinarian but as a shrewd and skilled demagogue." However, though X. describes in great 
detail the latter quality, the initial reaction of Clearchus to the cnsis can hardly be overlooked (1.3.1-2): 
1~~6x05 & W a p ~ o ~  TODS ah00 mparn6n.q éBibr(&~o t&av ol 6' ain6v te Ep&v  al rdr 



Athenian orators, and so even more remarkable in a  parta an.^ 

First he simply stands up and weeps before his troops.% This display of 

emotion, not surprisingly, catches their attention most effectively and so he "seizes the 

opporninity he has created and capitalizes on his immediate advantage over his 

bewildered troops by assuming a candid, sincere and profoundly emotional attitude toward 

his audience."" He starts by revealing to the soldiers the source of his distress (1.3.3-5): 

whom should he follow, his soldiea or his benefactor. Cyrus? The answer is clear: he 

must never be accused of betraying Greeks for barbarianssa since, as he says, vop€co 

ydrp Op& kpot dvm ~ a t  xa~p8a uai +fliou~ ~ a t  a u p p e o u ~  (1.3.6)." This 

pronouncement not only pleases his own troops - who. moments before, had been 

prepared to Stone him - but, when it reaches the ears of the other Greek soldiers, 2000 

troops promptiy desert from Xenias and Pasion to join Clearchus, doubling the size of his 

original force (1.3.7).~' This state of affairs greatly womes Cyrus but Clearchus secretly 

iixo@ya .rdr éKE[Vov, km3 otp~cnwo npolÉvcn. i W a p ~ o ç  SE T ~ T E  pÈV )ti~pbv k@@uy~ pf) 
~a~um~po~vcxi  (on which see Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, p. 1 1). Such action is not incongmous with 
the portrait presented at 2.6.1- 15. 

" In Ins again Clearchus resembles Brasidas about whom Thucydides remarks (Th. 4.84.2): fiv 6È 
o6& 6tSuva~q Gy Acx~~6onpbvroç, d&v. See H.D. Westlake, Individuais in Thucydides (Cambridge, 
1968) pp. 150-2 on Brasidas' un-Spartan rhetoncal ski11 (by contrast see Th.1.86.1). Rhetorical training is 
absent from X.'s account of the Spartan way of Iife and in general his Spartan characters confonn to what 
obviously is well on its way to becoming a commonplace of Spartans employing short pithy remarks in 
place of long elaborate rhetoric (cf. Chapter 4.2.3 below; Plu. Lyc 18.5, 19.1-20.16 and Apophthegmata 
Laconica 208a-2424). For general remarks on 'Iaconic speech' see A. Powell, Athens and Sparta (London, 
1988) pp.234-236. 

T e m  were not an uncommon sight in the Athenian law-courts as Socrates points out in his own 
defense speech (cf. Pl. Ap. 34c). Clearchus' tears are hardly likely to have k e n  genuine in view of what 
follows (cf. Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, p. 16 with references to opposing views). 

s7 KelI y, Studies in the Speeches, p. 1 3 and, in general, pp.8-36 for a very good and much more detailed 
examination of the content and style of Clearchus* speeches than that provided hem. 

" His actions of course contrast markedly to these words (cf. Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p.127). 

Like X., Clearchus knows when and how to use topoi for maximum effect though here there is added 
bite as Clearchus is indeed an exile (cf. Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, pp.18-19 and Dillery, XHT, p.66). 
For the commonplace see, e.g., 11. 6.429 and S. Aj. 518 (cf. on the latter R.C. Jebb (ed.), Sophocles: The 
Plays and Fragments, vii Ajax (Cambridge, 1896) ad loc, who notes the similarity to the Anabmis passage). 

His original force, according to X., was 1000 hoplites, 800 Thracian peltasts, and 200 Cretan bowmen 
(1 -2.9). 



reassures him and at the same time makes a big show of not attending Cyrus' summons 

so that the soldiers believe he is senous about going home (1.3.8)?' 

Having regained the trust of his men, Clearchus embarks on another speech 

designed to lower their just-raised hopes by concentrating on the difficulties of departiog, 

of gening provisions and of dealing with Cyrus as their enemy (1.3.9-12). Once he sets 

this tone others are allowed to give their opinions, including some, acting in complicity 

with ~ l ea rchus ,~  who reinforce the difficulties to be encountered if they act without 

Cyrus' consent (1.3.13- 14,16- 17). Clearchus intempts oniy once in this discussion to 

ingratiate himself further with the soldiers by assuring hem that he will obey any new 

leader they choose (1-3.15): [va &iWr& 6 n  K& i!kpkp~&&ai &xbmxpai by RS ~ a t  

&kkoç p&Aiota &~Bp(inrov.~~ As well as king  a blatant lie this remark is ironic in 

light of the fact that with these words he appears to be disobeying his employer Cyrus. 

The result of concentrating on the negative aspects of leaving is that the soldiers are 

manipulated into adopting the following plan: to consult Cyrus and, if Cyrus tells them 

the mission is more dangerous than he initially led them to believe, to continue on only 

if he is appropriately persuasive (Le. offers more pay) (1.3.16-19); Cyrus does just thai 

(1.3.20-21).'~ Certainly Clearchus had to engage in more than just rhetoncal 

manipulation during this incident but without it the task would have been much more 

difficult, if not impossible. His handling of this problem not only impresses Cyrus who 

" Roisman, "Klearchos", p.37, is probably correct when he States the following: "The cooperation 
between Kyros and Klearchos was not premeditated. It was due to the perception both in the Greek and 
Persian camps that Klearchos had become the man of the hour who could lead the mercenaries back to Ionia 
or onwards to the Euphrates." 

* Cf. 7.6.41 where X. uses the same tactic. 

'' Cf. 3.1.25 and 5.7.10 for the same sentiment and Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, p. 159 n. 166 for more 
discussion of this topos. 

Cyrus again lies about their destination. Initiaily he said the expedition was against the Pisidians 
( 1.2.1); now Abrocornas is the supposed target. X. later says that Clearchus was the only Greek who knew, 
from the beginning, that the expedition was to overthrow Artaxerxes (3.1.10). 



thereafler gives Clearchus the place of honour in the army (the right ~ i n g ) ~ '  and a place 

of honour in his council (Orontas' trial)% but also serves to heighten the soldiers' 

opinion of Clearchus as a general looking out for their interests. That Xenophon dwelt 

on the mutiny at great length and gave the fmt direct speech in the work to Clearchus 

shows that he considered this episode of some importance and he has clearly used it to 

reveal how shrewd and resourceful 2 leader Clearchus could be?' 

The lengthy description of Clearchus' oratorical skills here contrasts with his 

behaviour after Cunaxa. When the spirits of the soldiers are king lowered daily through 

suspicion of the Persians who profess to be their fnends, not once does Xenophon show 

Clearchus trying to dispel this fear and rouse the morale of the army by sumrnoning an 

assembly and giving a speech (2.1-5)?~ Yet he is not wholly unmindful of the 

psychological well-being of his soldiers or of other ways of motivating them. He is. for 

instance, aware of the value of setting a personal example. Afier the tmce with the King 

(2.3.1-9) when the Persians are leading the Greek army to find provisions, the army keeps 

coming across trenches and canals filled with water which have to be bridged in order to 

be crossed. Clearchus energetically joins in the physicai labour himself with the resuit 

that it is considered sharneful by the others not to join eageriy in the work (2.3.11-13).99 

At the same time it is revealed that Clearchus is not averse to using physical punishment 

as a motivating force. While joining in the work Clearchus aiso strikes any man who he 

95 Cf. 1.7.1 and 1.8.4. Prior to the mutiny Menon had held this pIace of honour (1.2.15). T.S. Brown, 
"Menon of Thessaly", Historia 35 (1986) pp.390-1 suggests that the later quarrel between Clearchus and 
Menon (1 S. 11-17) resulted in Menon losing the right wing command but the quelling of this mutiny is the 
more probable cause of the shift (see Roisman, "Klearchos", p.37 on the effect of this episode on Clearchus' 
status). 

% Clearchus is the only Greek who is invited to attend the triai of the high-ranking Persian (1.4.4-5). 

* Cf. Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, pp.34-5. 

Parke, GMS, p.32 also notices the lack of "appeai made to the general assembly". 

" Nussbaum, The Ten Thousond, p.115 comments: "Clearly Clearchus hoped to protect the men from 
this demoralization by getting them [the trenches, etc.] bridged apparently easily and quickiy." 



feels is not puiiing his weight and this too bas the desired effect of making everyone 

work harder (2.3.11). Xenophon clearly means to draw attention to this incident since he 

prefaces it by saying that it is an example of Clearchus' leadership styie  ai kv~a98a 

fiv KhÉap~ov ~ a ~ a p a 9 ~ i v  @ ~SCK&TEL, 2.3.1 1). It may only be a coincidence but it 

is certainly notable in view of what Xenophon reveals in the Respublica 

Lacedaemoniorwn (see Chapter 5 below) that motivation both by shame (alq@v?l) and 

by fear of physical punishment are mentioned in this instance of a Spartan setting a 

personal e ~ a r n ~ l e . ' ~  There is no use of the term dq.Um (or any related word) or of 

any use of physical punishment in the two descriptions of Xenophon's own use of 

personai exarnple (cf. 3.4.46-49, 4.4.1 1-12) and Xenophon is clearly of the opinion that 

corporal punishment is only to be used as a last resort (see Chapter 3.2.2 above). 

Clearchus' use of force is tolerated here only because its harshness is tempered by 

personal example. Elsewhere, however. such a strategy is less successful: his initial 

reaction to use force to quel1 the mutiny at Tanus nearly results in his being stoned to 

death (1.3.1-2);10L he nearly meets the same fate again when he flogs one of Menon's 

soldiers who, he decides, has been in the wrong durhg an argument with one of his own 

soldiers (1.5.1 1-13)''' and Xenophon spends a considerable portion of the biographical 

sketch (2.6.9-12) comrnenting on Clearchus' use of force and har~hness.'~~ It c m  

hardl y be concluded that Xenophon is wholeheartedly supportive of Clearchus' methods. 

Though such arbitrary use of force does not usually inspire trust and a willingness 

to follow, Clearchus is often able to overcome the negative feeling instilled by corporal 

1M Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, pp. 110-1  16 speaks in terms of "incentive" and "fear" here but setting 
an example is not an incentive per se. 

lu' Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, p.119 n.44 remarks that the fact that the soldiers were willing to 
mutiny at al1 in view of Clearchus' reputation for harshness testifies to how upset they were but cf. 2.6.12 
where X. notes that Clearchus' harshness led to desertions. 

'O2 W.K. Pritchett, The Greek State ut War, part.2 (Berkeley, 1974) p.244 cites this passage as an 
exarnple of the poor state of discipline in Greek m i e s  in general. 

'O' Cf. n.84 above. See also Chapter 5 below on the use of physical force in the Spartan state. 



punishment by using other leadership skills. For exarnple, it bas already k e n  shown that 

through his clever oratory he is able, if he so wishes, to m a t e  the illusion that he respects 

the opinion of the soldiers and that their best option is to follow him (1.3). Personal 

exarnple, too, not only motivates but also inspires tmst in the soldiers and the fact that 

Clearchus had the reputation of k i n g  +p6vlpos in the face of dangers (2.6.7) must have 

made men willing to serve under hirn.lw However, though Clearchus may himself gain 

the respect of the m y ,  for the most part he does not seem to feel it worth his while to 

retum that respect for his so ld ier~ . '~~  On the whole he does not seem to be particularly 

accessible to them,lM nor does he appear to pay a great deal of attention to the common 

soldiers' opinions and there is little opportunity for them to express their views in an 

assembly. Certainly he has the oratoncal skills to defuse anger or manipulate opinion but 

after Cunaxa he appears only once to have discussed matters openly in an assembly. 

Xenophon only summarizes this event'" and of Clearchus says rnerely, d 6& KhCap~oq 

iappciy ~arEr~ivev, EQE 6wtp&garo. .. (2.5.30). The implication seems to be that 

Clearchus dispensed with subtleties, bullying the soldiers until he got his way.Io8 Al1 

this accords well with Xenophon's comments in the biographical sketch that Clearchus 

Io4 E.g., when panic arises one night in the m y ,  Clearchus calmly orders the herald to announce that 
there will be a reward for the one who tums in the person who has let the donkey loose in camp (2.2.20- 
21). This ruse has the immediate effect of dispelling the fears of the soldiers. 

'" He will feign respect for them if al1 else fails (e.g., at Tarsus, 1.3). 

We are told that when suspicion is growing between the Persians under Ariaeus and the Greeks while 
they await the retum of Tissaphernes to lead them back to Ionia, many approach Clearchus and the other 
generals to express their fears (2.4.1-4). The point of this incident, however, does not seem to be to show 
Clearchus' accessibility (X. would likely have said so if it had; see n.33 above) but to reveal his belief in 
oaths and truces, as refiected in his stock reply to the soldiers' fears: we must not break the truce because 
we lack provisions. guides, cavalry, etc. (2.4.5-7). On this, see below. 

l m  The situation is as follows: Tissaphemes tells Clearchus that he will reveal the names of those 
slandering Clearchus, if Clearchus will bring the generals and captains as witnesses (2.5.25). In the 
assembly some object to Clearchus' plan but Clearchus vehemently presses his point until he gets his way, 
only bending slightly to the pressure by reducing the number of officers to accompany him. 

108 X., in relating this episode, puts more emphasis on Clearchus' motivation rather than the means 
whereby he achieved his goal. This motivation is far from exemplary (see below). 
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(2.6.10). 

This is not to suggest that he is neglectful of the larger responsibilities involving 

his troops, particularly with regard to provisioning. For example, the need for provisions 

is a prominent factor behind his joining and negotiating with Ariaeus after Cyrus' death 

(2.2.3; 2.2.10- 12) and the truces with the King and Tissaphemes centre on the concem 

for provisioning the army (2.3.5-9.24,26-7; 2.4.5).lm Xenophon even comments 

specificaliy on Clearchus' ski11 at getting provisions in the biographical sketch (2.6.8). 

Moreover, Clearchus does show concem for the general safety and well k ing  of the army 

in other ways. For exarnple, during the fmt day of the retum journey with Ariaeus they 

corne upon evidence that the King's army is nearby. Clearchus, knowing that his troops 

are tired and hungry, does not want to nsk engaging the enemy, nor does he want to show 

fear of the enemy so he manages a compromise solution: he encamps as soon as possible 

without actually reversing his tracks thereby avoiding the appearance of flight without 

endangering his weary troops (2.2.16). ' 'O 

There is evidence, albeit sparse, that Clearchus takes care to see that his 

mercenaries are paid promptly. Since Clearchus, exiled from Sparta, c m  only satisQ his 

thirst for war by employing mercenaries, it is not unreasonable to suppose that it is in his 

own interest to see to the payment of his men. Cyrus initially gives Clearchus money to 

raise an army (1.1.9; 2.6.5)"' and Clearchus is able to maintain this army through 

'* The problem of getting supplies if the army leaves the employ of Cyrus is a key point in his 
manipulative rhetoric at Tarsus (1.3.1 1- 12). 

""Cf. also marching in battle order during a truce (2.3.10). Conceming the psychological well-king 
of his soldiers Clearchus is less consistent. On the one hand he recognises what may be frightening for 
them and is capable of countering their anxieties (2.2.20-21, see n.104 above; 2.3.1 1-13, see n.99 above); 
however, at 2.3.9 Clearchus seems to consider the fears of his own soldiers of less importance than the fears 
of the enemy. 

"' Clearchus later reminds the soldiers that he spent this money on them rather than on himself (1.3.3). 
There seems no reason to disbelieve this particular staternent (Le. in view of how X. presents his character) 
despite the insincere tone of this speech in general. 



contributions made by the Hellespontine cities who were indirectly benefiting from his 

successes over the Thracians (1. l.9).lt2 However, after he has k e n  summoned by 

Cyrus, it is Cyrus who appears to deal with any pay crises.'I3 After Cyrus' death the 

matter of pay becomes subordinated to more pressing concerns: provisions and a safe 

passage back to Greece. Clearchus does, fmt of aü, offer the army's services to Ariaeus 

(2.1.4) but when the latter proves uninterested in the Persian throne, Clearchus makes no 

other attempt at employing the a r~ny"~ until shortly before his death when he is tqing 

to convince Tissaphemes that the Greeks have no wish to h m  the Persians but rather 

would be so grateful to be guided home that they would be willing to give their services 

to Tissaphemes in the future (2.5.~3-14)."~ There is, then, nothing to suggest that 

under normal conditions Clearchus would neglect the matter of pay for his 

s~bordinates,"~ though admittedly neither is there anything to suggest that he would go 

to the lengths that Xenophon did with Seuthes (see Chapter 3.2.3 above). 

In fact, Clearchus' complete loyalty to the army is questionable. It is clear, not 

"' Diodoms' description of how Clearchus maintained and increased a mercenary army in Byzantiurn 
by killing leading Byzantines and appropriating their wealth (14.12.2-3) fits with X.'s portrait, though again 
is typically harsh (see n.68 above). 

Il3 E.g., at 1.2.1 1 Cyrus pays the army with money from the Queen of Cilicia; at 1.3.21 the soldiers 
agree to continue with Cyrus when he gives them a pay raise (cf. also 1.4.12-13). See also 1.2.19 where 
Cyrus allows the Greeks to plunder Lycaonia; 1.2.27 where Syennesis gives Cyrus money for the -y; 1.9 
for Cyrus' generosity in general; see also DiIIery, XHT, p.67. On Cyrus' philanthropia see Farber, "The 
Cyropaedia and Hellenis tic Kingship", p.509; Due, The Cyropaedia, pp. 163- 1 70; Tatum, X. 's Imperia1 
Fiction, pp.7 1,199; Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, pp. 183-4,296-8. 

'" At 2.1.14, during the meeting with Phalinus X. reports that not Clearchus but some others suggest 
offering themselves to the King who rnight employ them against Egypt for example. The addition of the 
participle ~rropaAorrn~op~ou~ to describe these speakers suggests that this option was not seriously 
considered. Later Clearchus does, however, make the same offer concerning Egypt to Tissaphemes (2.5.13). 

Ils The suggestion of Roisman, "Klearchos", p.43 that "among the reasons Klearchos later fell into 
Tissaphernes' trap was his belief that the Greeks' survival depended on their employment as mercenaries" 
is overstated. Clearchus' main concern is getting out of the heart of Persia safely (provisioning is the main 
point of the negotiations after Cyrus' death; see above) and he believes that this is best done through 
cooperating with, not antagonising, the Persians. The offer of future help to Tissaphernes is not the main 
point of the discussion and Tissaphernes, in retum, touches upon it only slightly (2.5.23). 

Il6 At HG 1.3.17 X. seems to suggest that Clearchus had some arrangement with Pharnabazus about pay 
for his men while he was governor of Byzantium. 



just from Xenophon' s parenthetical comments about Clearchus' unwillingness to obey 

others, that Clearchus is very interested in becoming the sole leader of the army. The 

steps he takes towards this goal cannot always be said to be for the good of the army as 

a whole. At Tarsus, for example, when 2000 soldiers desert fkom Xenias and Pasion, 

there is no question, once the crisis has passed, of Clearchus convincing these soldien to 

retum to their respective cornmanciers in the interests of harmony amoog the Greek 

generals."' He increases his power dramatically from the whole incident. Further, he 

never Sacks down regardless of whether his actions cm be seen in a wider sense to be 

harmful to the morale of Cyrus' Greeks.'I8 His readiness to attack Menon's division 

over a trivial incident also supports this ( 1.5.1 1 - 17). 

Clearchus' dealings with his fellow officers after Cyrus' death are equally 

suspect. There is an absence of cooperative spirit on his part on the very first day after 

the battle. Clearchus simply assumes the chief leadership without consultation or 

persua~ion."~ He formulates his own plan of action during the dayl2' and reveals it 

authoritatively to the others in the evening (2.2.3-4). As a result of this, so Xenophon 

says, the other generals and captains obey Clearchus from then on oQ ~%~~EvoL, drM& 

bptbvz~ç 6 n  @VOS kQp6vn ola 6d xdv & p ~ o v ~ a ,  01 6' &UOL & x n p o ~  fiaw (2.2.5- 

Il7 AS Roisman, "Klearchos", p.37 points out it is unlikely that even Cyrus could have forced the 
soldiers to retum to Xenias and Pasion; he could not risk alienating Clearchus. Nussbaum, The Ten 
Thousand, p. 139 n. 1 also comments on what he tenns Clearchus' "inability to respect spheres of influence 
when the scparate feeling of identity between the corps was stilI strong" and gives as an example the 
incident when Clearchus flogs one of Menon's men (1.5.1 1). See also Parke, GMS, p.31 and, especially, 
Roy, "The Mercenaries of Cyrus", pp.288-29 1 and Dillery, XHT, pp.65-6 on this separate feeling of identity. 

Ilg The desertion of the generals Xenias and Pasion (1.4.7) suggests that it was in this case harmful. 

'19 X.'S own actions reveal a belief in consultation and persuasion, both of which reduce the risk of 
alienating others: e-g., at 3.lff.. X. first consufts Proxenus' captains, then the other generaIs and captains. 
Clearchus' pnor higher status with Cyrus should not have precluded his discussing his plans with the others 
as a gesture of respect. 

''O That Clearchus is prominent in the meetings with the messengers from Ariaeus (2.1.3-5; 2.2.1-2) and 
those from the Great King (2.1.7-23) is a result partly of his own assumption of leadership and partly of 
his reputation for king highly regarded by Cyrus (1.6.5 and 1.8.12; cf. Roy "The Mercenaries of Cyrus", 
pp.292-3). 
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6).12' Once he has assumed this position as chef leader Clearchus becomes more afkaid 

that Menon may usurp his position (2.5.28-29) and it is this jealousy and a fear of losing 

his position that causes him to walk straight into Tissaphemes' trap.ln Clearchus' 

judgement is blinded by his desire to see his rival brought to ruin.lu As a result, he 

does not act in the best interests of the army, nor as it turns oui, even in his own best 

interes ts. 

3.3.4 Diplomatie skilis 

Just as Clearchus' egotism disrupts the internai harmony of the =y, it also drives his 

dealings with outsiders. For example, it is not displeasing to Clearchus to be highly 

honoured by Cyrus.'24 At Tarsus Clearchus' aim is to remain with ~ y r u s ' ~ '  and his 

assertion to his soldiers that he would not betray the Greeks for the fnendship of the 

barbarians (1.3.5) is clearly contradicted by his a~t i0ns . l~~ The fact that staying with 

"' As it turns out. Clearchus is not particularly better equipped to deal with the situation than anyone 
else but he gives the impression that he is. 

Cf. Nussbaum. nie Ten niouand. pp. 1 19- 120. 
1 23 Roisman. "Klearchos", pp.47-50 blames X. for what he sees as inconsistencies in this last meeting 

between Tissaphemes and Clearchus (2.5.1-30). He defends Clearchus on the grounds that what he did was 
his only option and that "it was the Spartan's misfortune that the King had resolved to destroy the 
mercenaries; that the satrap had no need for them; and that Klearchos lacked the power to force cooperation 
on the Persians" (ibid., p.49). Whatever X.*s motives were for portraying this event as he did (Roisman, 
ibid., p.50 n.47 suggests that X. may have blamed Clearchus for Proxenus* death), he does not present an 
incomplete picture; 2.5.27-30 provide the motivation, from X.'s point of view: a desire by Clearchus to 
cernent his own position as sole commander and the selfdeluding notion that Tissaphemes valued him (on 
which see below). 

12* This is reflected. e.g., in the way X. pomays Clearchus' own report of the tnal of Omntas and his 
own importance therein (1.6). 

'* This was likely the aim of the other generals too. As Roisman. "Klearchos". p.34 points out, it must 
have k e n  the aim of Xenias and Pasion because their soldiers desert to Clearchus when they hear that he 
plans to leave Cyrus. In view of Cyrus* reputation for generosity (1.9 passim and n. 113 above) it is not 
surprising that those who were interested in personal gain were interested in serving with him. 

12' Hirsch. nie F~endship of the Barbariam, pp.24-5. There is a difference between deceiving the 
troops for their own good (as X. sometimes does; cf. n.23 above) and deceiving the troops for the benefit 
of the leader (Clearchus' method). On this see also Nussbaum, The Ten Thowand. p.139. 



Cyrus was probably advantageous for the army itself is c~incidental.'~' Subsequently 

Clearchus again shows himself susceptible to the flattery of the Penians. In his last 

meeting with Tissaphemes, Tissaphernes reassures him that ali is well (2.5.16-21), hints 

at a promise of future employment (2.5.22-23) and, most importantly of all, agrees to tell 

Clearchus the names of those who have slandered him (2.5.25); then he invites him to 

dimer as if Clearchus were a fnend (2.5.27). Xenophon, accordingly, remarks that on 

the next day (2.5.27): 

Further, Xenophon tells us that Clearchus is jealous of Menon not only because he fears 

for his position as chief general of the mercenary army but also because Menon has had 

meetings with Tissaphemes (2.5.28-9). Clearchus is not interested in king second in the 

eyes of the Greek soldiers or in the eyes of Once Tissaphernes shrewdly 

appeals to his vanity, he walks straight into the trap.'" Thus, it cannot be said that 

Clearchus is motivated in his dealings with outsiders solely by his concem for the welfare 

of the army since he twice imperils "the Greeks by prefemng the fnendship of a Persian 

to the best interests of his co~ntryrnen".'~~ 

Though Clearchus is prepared to deceive friends and enernies alüce, he clearly 

respects the importance of oaths and the necessity of honouring them and he becomes 

more insistent about this as he is drawn into Tissaphernes' trap. The fnst major oath 

12' Cf. Nussbaum, The Ten Thousunà, pp.59.127. Roisrnan, "Klearchos", p.36 downplays the 
manipulative insincerity of Clearchus' speeches at Tarsus and sees his actions in a nobler light. 

12* In view of this the words X. puts in Clearchus* mouth at Tarsus (1.3.5-6) are highly ironic and 
foreshadow what actuaily happens: oGrroa kpE1 o i ik t~  dq -EUqvaq 6rpybv dg ro0q papfbkpou~. 
xpo60ù~ mùç * E U q v q  TQV rbv &xpp@ov @ h v  dMpqv. 

12' Hirsch, The Friendship of the Barbariuns, pp.27-8 discusses Tissaphernes clever manipulation of 
Menon and Clearchus; cf. ibid., p.160 n.48 for arguments rejecting Ctesias' version of the same events 
which show Clearchus much more aware of Tissaphemes' plans. AIso see Bigwood, "The Ancient 
Accounts of the Battle of Cunaxa", pp.345.356. 

'" Hirsch, The Friendship of the Burbakns, p.28. 
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between the Persians and the Greeks (with Ariaeus, 2.2.8-9) and the second (with 

Tissaphemes, 2.3.26-28) are broken by the Persians, not the Greeks when Tissaphernes 

seizes Clearchus and the others, as Cleanor points out (2.5.39). Clearchus, despite a 

heaithy suspicion of the Persians (even when under truce), believes Tissaphemes is a man 

of his word as he himself is (2.5.20-21).'~~ His belief in the power of oaths is best 

surnmed up by his inability to see why the King would make oaths if he rneant to break 

them (2.4.7). Certainly this respect for oaths suggests that Clearchus paid some regard 

to the gods. He is seen sacrificing on the day after the battle of Cunaxa for guidance 

about how next to proceed. He even leaves the negotiations with Phalinus to check the 

sacrifices (2.1.9; returning at 2.1.15), the results of which he finally reports to the other 

captains and generals later that evening (2.2.3). However, the instances when he does not 

sacrifice and where one might reasonably expect him to do so are more numerous. He 

does not, for example, ask the gods what course would be better at Tarsus, deciding 

himself to stay with Cyrus at al1 costs (1.3.2); nor does Xenophon report sacrifices before 

the decision to join Tissaphernes with the other generals and captains just pnor to their 

capture (2.5.27-30). The scarcity of instances of 'pious' behaviour on the part of 

Clearchus in cornparison with the great number of examples of Xenophon's piety - even 

allowing for the greater part Xenophon plays in the work - suggests that Xenophon felt 

that Clearchus fell short in this regard.132 

3.3.5 Surnmary 

Xenophon shows both admiration for and criticism of Clearchus as a leader. He is 

If' Clearchus* reassurances to Tissaphernes that the Greeks would never break their oaths are sincere 
(2.5.3-8); Tissaphernes* to Clearchus are not (2.5.1 6-2 1); see Hirsch, The Friendship of the Barbariuns, 
pp.25-5. Note that Clearchus also urges the Greeks themselves not to violate the truce (2.4.5). 

"* Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p.140 remarks (though only in passing): "he [Clearchus] gives no 
evidence that it [piety] couId be an ovemding factor with him". 
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inferior to the portrait of the ideal leader yet he has a certain flair for leadership that in 

some ways is particularly un-Spartan. He is a master of standard military tactics but fails 

short when faced with new or surprising situations: at Cunaxa, for example, he faUs back 

on conservative tactics in al1 the conhision; at Byzantium (HG 1.3.15-19) he shows a 

certain inventiveness in planning but lacks the foresight to see the complications created 

by his harsh rule. Whatever type of position he holds (be it as a hannost or as a general) 

he rules primarily by fear and the use of physical force, though, remarkably for a Spartan, 

he is skilled in the more subtle and effective ways of oratory. He may not always 

recognize when he may best make use of this ski11 but when he does, at Tarsus, he shows 

an exceptional grasp of how to manipulate the mood of his audience. Again, while 

physicai punishment is his preferred motivational tool he aiso realizes the value of 

personal example. Most of the above skills, along with his courage in the face of danger 

enable him to gain the trust and respect of his men. He is just as prone to lose this 

regard, however, by his use of force and by ignoring the opinions and fears of the 

comrnon soldiers, though, generally, he can not be said to neglect the welfare of the army 

as a whole (concerning provisioning, safety and pay). His loyalty is to himself and his 

own desires, hence his exile from Sparta. It extends to his army only insofar as their 

needs coincide with his own. His actions in the Annbasis are in many ways motivated 

by his desire to be and to be seen by outsiders as the most powerful person in the army 

and this attitude explains his rivalry with and jealousy of Menon whom he saw as a rival 

to his leadership of the mercenaries and whom he feared might be more highly regarded 

by the Persians than himself. Finally, though he is inconsistent in his consultation of the 

gods, he believes strongly in oaths. 

The biggest flaws, then, in Clearchus' leadership methods as compared to 

Xenophon's ideal are his lack of adaptability and inventiveness, bis tendency to govem 

by fear and with the use of physical force, the rampant competitiveness which guides his 
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actions and results in h a d u 1  jeaiousies, his inability to subordhate himself for the 

greater good of the whole and his lack of cooperative spirit.133 

Cf. Hinch. The Friendçhip of the Barbarians, p.28: "Allhough he [X.] may respect Clearchus' 
qualities as a soldier, he is critical of the latter's self-serving ambition and poor judgernent". 



3.4 CHEIRISOPHUS 

3.4.1 Preüminary remarks 

Cheirisophus is the second Spartan to be named in the Anabasis. He appears at the head 

of the official auxiliary force (700 hopütes)lY sent to Cyrus from Sparts,'" whkh 

joins Cyrus' army at Issus, amiving there by sea (1.4.3).IM He has only a small role 

in the fmt two books of the Anabusis, but becomes prominent after Clearchus has k e n  

removed by Ti~saphernes."~ The following analysis shows that Xenophon's portraya1 

of Cheirisophus is as far from an ideal leader as Clearchus though for different reasons. 

3.4.2 Müitary skills 

Cheirisophus, a product of the Spartan education system, is, not surprisingly, well- 

schooled in basic military tactics, and, in contrat to his countryman, Clearchus, has no 

difficulty taking ordea from others. As a result he can be seen repeatedly carrying out 

Diodorus has Cheinsophus command a force of 800 men (14.19.5, 14.21.1). Contrary to X., he 
reports that Sparta was not openly acknowledging this aid (14.21.2; cf. n.66 above). 

''' X. says that the force had k e n  sent for by Cyrus (p~r&cqm'fO~ i m O  Kfipov, 1.4.3). This is the 
only reference in the Anabasis to the request made by Cyrus for Spartan help. Parke, GMS, p.26 suggests 
that X. is deliberately downplaying the connection between Cyrus and the Spartans; however, X. does deal 
with Cyrus' request at HG 3.1.1 where he reports that Cyrus obtained aid by reminding the Spartans that 
he helped them against the Athenians. Later on in the Anabasis (3.1.5) X. has Socrates comment on the 
fact that Cyrus had allied with the Spartans in the Peloponnesian War. 

It may be deliberate that the most undpartan display of oratorical manipulation by the Spartan exile, 
Clearchus (1.3) is framed by the first two references to the oficial Spartan aid: the sighting of the 
Lacedaemonian fleet (1.2.21) and the actual arriva1 of this aid (1.4.3). 

"' Nothing is known of Cheirisophus outside his participation in Cyrus' expedition about which 
Diodorus (14.19-3 1) is the onIy other source (i.e. there is no record of him holding a position of command 
in the Peloponnesian War); cf. B. Niese, RE 3 (1899) S.V. Cheirisophos (1) 2220-1; Hofstetter, Die Griechen 
in Persien, no.75; Poralla/Bradford, no.759). 



plans admirably."' While such dogged adherence to form is required of subordhates, 

a good leader must be able to devise new plans and strategies not just put them into 

practice. Cheirisophus lacks this abi l i t~ . '~~  The first time that he is specificaliy faced 

with a mculty - the enemy holding a height over a road on which they must travel 

(3.4.38) - reaiising what must be done and with whom it must be done (peltasts) but not 

how it should be done, he summons Xenophon and his peltasts from the rear and consults 

iiim on the problem (3.4.40); Xenophon subsequentiy devises a plan of action (3.4.41). 

Though Xenophon gives Cheinsopbus the opportunity of choosing which part in the plan 

he would prefer, Cheirisophus leaves even this decision to Xenophon (3.4.42). Later, 

while marching dong in Armenia, Cheinsophus draws up the army into battle order upon 

seeing an enemy force occupying a pass (4.6.6). In consultation with the other generals 

Cheirisophus advises caution and discussion but gives no concrete suggestion on how to 

deal with the problem (4.6.7-8). Xenophon again devises a workable plan (4.6.10-20) and 

Cheirisophus is content to carry out his part in it (4.6.22-27).140 There is one instance 

where Cheirisophus' suggestion is followed: the Persians try to bum some villages to 

prevent the Greeks getting supplies (3.5.3) so Xenophon suggests that they defend the 

villages since the Persians, by their actions, are admitting that the country now belongs 

to the Greeks (3.5.5-6). Cheirisophus' counter suggestion is that they should burn the 

"' E.g., 4.3.15-34, 4.7.1-12; cf. also Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p. 117. 

I J 9  During the fint stage of the joumey while they are being harassed by Tissaphemes the generals make 
a number of changes to cope with their new situation: adapting the square marching formation (3.4.19-23); 
using peltasts to guard the rear when descending hills (3.4.24-30); encamping and fighting rather than 
marching and fighting (3.4.32-33); using the complexities of the Persian encampment to distance themselves 
from the enemy by night (3.4.34-37). Although no one is singled out as king the sole creator of these 
ideas, judging by Cheirisophus' general lack of ingenuity he is not likely the prime mover. 

Note also that Cleanor provides a solution as well. though it is not as good as X.'s (see n. 13 above). 
The episode at the Taochian stronghold (4.7.1- 12; discussed in Chapter 3.2.1) provides another example of 
Cheirisophus' inability to overcome a troublesome situation. Anderson, Xenophon, pl30  on 4.8.9ff. where 
the army faces hostile Colchians drawn up on a mountain, speculates that Cheirisophus likely, as he led the 
van, appIied the "normal textbook solution" when coming face to face with Colchian m p s  drawn up for 
battle on a mountain but X. suggests a more inventive battle plan to deal with the topography and is 
successEu1 as usuaI (4.8.10- 19). 
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viliages themselves to make the Persians stop (3.5.6). M e r  considering other options, 

Cheinsophus' plan is the one the amy adopts (3.5.13). 

3.4.3 Leadership skills 

As noted above in Chapter 3.2.2, after Clearchus and the other generals have k e n  seized 

by Tissaphemes the army is very dejected and it is Xenophon, not Cheirisophus, who 

raises their spirits and encourages the soldiers to fend for themselves. It becomes clear 

as the expedition progresses that Cheirisophus lacks the oratorical skills to effect such a 

reversal of attitude.'** In the few situations where he is afforded the possibiiity of 

delivering inspiring oratory, his words have almost the opposite effect. For example, at 

the first assembly cailed in Book 3 of the Anabmis Cheirisophus is the first to give a few 

words (3.2.2-4). He starts out on a negative note by reminding the soldiea that they are 

in a wretched position since they have been deprived of many of the upper ranks and 

betrayed by their allies (as if this thought were not uppermost in their minds). He follows 

this assertion by briefly attempting a more positive thought - let us be brave so that we 

might win a victory - but even this is tempered by the phrase qv rih, Guvhp~ea 

(3.2.3).14* Then he states that a glorious death is the next best alternative to victory, 

a cornmonplace that would surely appeal more to a group of Like-minded spartiates1'" 

or even to a citizen army watching the enemy approach its city walls than to a group of 

14' A properly constructed speech full of pertinent topoi clearly k i n g  X.*s view of how to deal best wiih 
the situation. 

'" Cf. X. at 3.2.11: [ va  d 6 Q ~  @ &)uBoî$ TE 6piv npofiiai dvm o6>5ovia( a d v  zoiç & o i ~  
KOI~ &K X ~ C V U  hv&v oi 61pcOot; and at 3.2.14 he points out that the soldiers have indeed already inflicted 
a loss on the enemy at Cunaxa, so, in effect, why could they not do so again? Al1 of X.'s points end 
positively, al1 Cheirisophus' end negatively. 

'43 Cf. Lac. 9 and Chapters 5.7 and 5.9 below. Had Cheirisophus been addressing fellow-citizens his 
topos would have been appropriate (cf. Cyrus' awareness of this, Cyr. 3.3.51-52); once again, however, 
Cheirisophus shows an inability to adapt to different circurnstances. 



mercenaries.lU FinaUy he ends by saying that death is a better alternative than the 

horrible s u f f e ~ g  iikely to befd them if they are captured by the enemy. Altogether this 

is a very unsatisfactory speech: it is negative, dwelis too much on death and uses the 

wrong topos at the wrong time and with the wrong audience.145 The contrast of this 

speech with the foiiowing speeches. fust by Cleanor (3.2.4-6)'" and then. more 

particularly, by Xenophon (3.2.8-32; see Chapter 3.2.2 above) only serves to highlight 

further its ina~îequacy.'~~ 

Cheirisophus* longest speech (eleven and one half OCT lines) is reserved for 

accepting sole command of the army in Sinope (6.1.32-33) and again the absence of 

rhetorical ski11 is notable. The soldiers want to acquire booty before they reach their 

homes and it is their opinion that this can be accomplished better if the army is under the 

control of one commander rather than a number of generals (6.1.17-18). In his 

acceptance speech Cheirisophus makes no reference at al1 to the reason for choosing a 

sole commander - gaining booty. He promises only:  ai mpbroopai 6 R 6N 

Mvopat i j p â ~  &p€Ibv not~iv. and ends by saying they will consider what course to take 

after sailing to Heracleia - not a very dynamic long-range plan and the last word of the 

At 6.4.8 X. speaks of the type of men who had joined the expedition: they had joined for pay, iiot 
because they were poor but because of Cyrus' good reptation, some had even left farnilies behind with the 
intention of returning with money, having heard that men who served with Cyrus enjoyed many good things. 
Their goal, X. says, was to return safely to Greece; cf. 6.5.14. On this see Perlman, "The Ten Thousand", 
pp.254ff.,276. 

IJS X., by contrast, king a skilIed orator knows h i s  audience and adjusts his style accordingly; therefore, 
he does not bring up the possibility of failure or possible sufferings at the hands of the enemy when he is 
talking to the common soldiers in the assembly but he does speak of such things to Proxenus' captains to 
frighten them into action (3.1.17-18; compare these two speeches to the speech which he gives to al1 the 
captains and generals, specifically 3.1.36: oi y3p arpanGKon okot lrdrvz~ç xpbç 6p6y $Unouai; cf. 
also Chapter 3.2.2 above). 

14' Cleanor at least sticks to a positive point: since the enemy have broken oaths and perjured 
themselves, the gods are on the Greeks* side. 

Hirsch, The Fnendship of the Barbarians, p.31 has a different view of these three speeches 
suggesting that they "operate in a complementary fashion" and that Cheirisophus "urges courage and 
resistance"; this Cheirisophus may do but it is his presentation of these points which is inappropriate for 
the situation. 



speech (pouhEuab@a, 6.1.33) is precisely what the soldiers were hoping to avoid. Like 

the fust speech discussed above, this one is pedestrian, inappropriate for the siâuation, and 

reflects the cautious and unimaginative nature of its speaker.'" 

Since Cheirisophus is incapable of inspiring and motivating men by oratory it 

might be expected that he makes use of other methods like personal example and corporal 

punishment. Xenophon provides no instance of the former and only one example of the 

latter. The circumstances are as follows: Xenophon establishes cordial relations with an 

Armenian village chief and gains from this man promises to guide the army on the next 

stage of the joumey (4.5.28-36); when the army is ready to depart Xenophon hands the 

chief over to Cheirisophus as a guide (4.6.1); after three days Cheirisophus becomes 

angry because they have not reached any villages. When the guide says that there are no 

villages there, Cheirisophus strikes him; not king bound the man escapes dunng the night 

(4.6.2-3). The incident is notable particularly because of Xenophon's editorial comment 

(4.6.3): 

roW6 y~ YEQ XapmO$<c) Kat Zvo$Wvn p6vov 6t&$opov &v a 
xopetçr &$VETO, fi TOU fiy~p4voq K&KOO~S   al drpchna. 

The first error - striking the guide - is compounded by the second error - carelessness in 

not binding him.'" Though Xenophon openly expresses his disapproval of 

Cheirisophus' behaviour here, he does Say that this was the only clash between himself 

and Cheirisophus, and since there are, in fact, no examples of Cheirisophus beating his 

own soldiers, it seems reasonable to conclude that he was not prone to use force 

14' He is not, however, portrayed as completely witIess as his retort to X.'s sarcastic remark about 
Spartan adeptness at stealing shows (4.6.16): K&@ iIp& 7095 'Aûqvafouq 61KOUu &voDq d v a i  
tcUx;mv 7th 6qp6aia ~ a t  ~~ 6 v m ~  &voO ~ ~ v 6 6 v o u  T@ e r o v n ,  ~ a t  ~ 0 9 5  ~ p a d a o u ç  @zoi 
P ~ L C J T C G  ~ X E P  iIph O€ updrnmt @XELV b@00vm. That said, it is equally possible that ihis sentiment 
represents X.'s own view of the situation in Athens (though if it does, it does not necessarily brand him pro- 
Spartan). 

'" This incident shows once more Cheirisophus' lack of foresight and imagination. He reacts as if he 
were simply punishing a younger Spartiate for some misderneanour (Lac. 2-2-10; see Chapter 5.3 beIow), 
showing again an inability to adjust to unfamiliar circumstances. 
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randomly.'" 

Overali, then, Xenophon must approve of the fact that Cheirisophus does not 

govem his troops by fear but. on the negative side. he also shows that Cheirisophus has 

no reai idea how to motivate men at all; he is unskilied at oratory, and makes no use of 

personal exarnple. He is, therefore, at a disadvantage when trying to inspire trust and a 

willingness to obey. In addition. he pays little attention to the soldiers in other respects. 

He keeps his distance and is clearly not easily accessible to hem; ordioary soldiers with 

helpful ideas approach Xenophon not ~heir isophus.~~~ Also Cheirisophus is not seen 

to attend to the soldiers' opinions or to create a controlled environment in which they can 

vent their displeasure, as is evident by his handling of the AchaeanlArcadian mutiny 

during the few days of his supreme comrnand when his lack of rhetorical ski11 seriously 

harnpers his efforts. The cnsis arises when neither Xenophon nor Cheirisophus will 

submit to the soldiers* request that they coerce the people of Heraclea into donating more 

provisions than they already had (6.2.4-6). As a result the soldiers appoint other 

ambassadors and threaten the Heracleots, who promptly thereafter gaiher al1 their property 

inside the city walls and stand guard (6.2.7-8). The agitators, who had suggested 

demanding further provisions in the first place, are able then to convince the soldiers that 

the generals are responsible for the failure of their plan (6.2.9) and, as a result, the army 

dissolves into three parts (6.2.9-16). At any time during this event, had he been a skilful 

orator, Cheirisophus could have made a strong case against the folly of the plan and 

queiled the dissent in an open assembly before the agitators were able to cernent their 

case among the soldien, just as Xenophon had anticipated Neon's conspiracy before it 

spread too far. 15' 

In cornparison, e.g., to Clearchus; see Chapter 3.3.3 above; cf. also Chapter 4 11.30 below. 

lS1 See Chapter 3.2.2 above on 4.3.10ff. and 4.8.4. 

IR See Chapter 3.2.2 abovc on 5.7.lff., particularly noting what is said at 5.7.3. 



Thus far, of the characteristics of a good leader established in the mode1 

Cheirisophus has really only one: basic military skills. His lack of leadership qualities 

explains both the reluctance of the soldiers to choose him as their supreme leader at 

Sinope and the short tenure of his c~mmand. '~~ When Xenophon, the soldiers' choice 

for sole commander, tums down the offer, proposing instead that a Spartan would be a 

wiser choice since they were re-entering the Greek world where the Spartans were, and 

iiked to be acknowledged as, the supreme power (6.1.19-29),~~ the soldiers reject his 

reasoning. One, Agasias, points out the absurdity of the argument because it suggests that 

the Spartans would even be so petty as to demand guests at a dimer party to choose a 

Spartan as master of the feast (6.1.30). The soldiers, therefore, are clearly of the opinion 

that Cheirisophus is the wrong man for the position. They do, however, accept 

Xenophon's next argument for rejecting their offer - bad omens (6.1.30-3 1) - and because 

they respect his judgement they accept his recommendation to choose a spartan.''' So. 

from the very outset, Cheirisophus is leading men who do not trust in his abilities and are 

only reluctantly obeying him.156 His comrnand is doomed to failure because it is not 

based on trust, or even on fear, but is contemptuously tolerated until the fvst opportunity 

to discard it (the AchaeadArcadian mutiny; see above). Altogether it lasts only six or 

seven days (6.2.13). 

'" Diodorus says that Cheirisophus was chosen supreme leader u p n  the death of Clearchus (14.27.1) 
and, as noted earlier (Chapter 1 n.29), does not even mention X. until the army campaigns in Thrace 
(14.37.1). Thus Hofstetter, Die Griechen in Persien, no.75 comments: "Xenophon ... sucht diese WahI bis 
zum Zeitpunkt des Einmges in Sinope zu verheimlichen", and he cites a great number of references to prove 
that even in X.*s description of the whoie retreat Cheirisophus clearly possessed supreme command (Niese, 
RE 2220 and PoraIlaiBradford, no.759 n.1 concur). The references do not prove his point. The most that 
can be said from X.'s account is that Cheirisophus led the vanguard and, initially at least, was prirnus inter 
pares because he was a Spartan (3.2.37). Further, X.'s account proves that this informai recognition was 
u ndeserved. 

'" See further Chapter 3.5 below for why X. recommends Cheirisophus & chosen supreme leader. 

Is5 X. here shows his own ski11 at assessing the soldiers* reactions. 

'% Parke, GMS, p.37 commenb: "~Cheirisophus] seems to have been a typical Spartan and hence just 
about the most inappmpriate man to choose as brigand chief." 



Even the fact that Cheirisophus generaiiy shows concem for the welfare of the 

army is not enough to command the loyalty of the troops. He is certainly cognizant of 

the need for securing enough provisions. One of the few times when Xenophon records 

his words in direct speech concerns this matter (4.7.3).19 He does also show some care 

for the safety of the army. For exarnple, he chastises Xenophon for endangering the 

rearguard without harming the enemy (3.3.1 1) and he later sends aid to the rearguard in 

the snows of Armenia after seeing the van safely quartered (4.5.22). The thought of the 

safety of the army may also have been behind his attempt to secure possession of a 

certain pass in the Carduchian mountains (4.1.17-2 1); however, he is unable to reach the 

pass in time and two good soldiers in the rearguard are kiiied as a res~lt. '~* His attempt 

at more dynamic leadership, throwing away caution and making a decision without 

consultation, endangers the rearguard, is unsuccessful and, as it happens, is ill-conceived 

as Xenophon's subsequent actions show.lS9 

In general, he does not have to concem himself greatly with finding wages for 

the soldiers (though he does bring back a promise of pay from Anaxibius, 6.1.16) simply 

because, for the most part, during his participation in the expedition either that 

responsibility belonged to someone else (Cyrus, until his death) or the army was occupied 

solely with survival. Certainly his inability to cope with the army, when, under his sole 

command and out of danger, it is bent on gain, suggests that he could not have weathered 

the type of pay crisis with which Xenophon is later faced (7.5-7). Indeed, the emotional 

collapse of Cheirisophus after the army splits further confms his inadequacy as a leader. 

He is despondent (tr8upt3v) and hates the soldiers (p~iiohv ... rd srp&smpa), showing no 

ln He is, in fact. away getting provisions when the Persians corne to demand the Greeks' surrender after 
the generals have been killed (2.5.37). 

lS8 A point which X. emphasises twice, once in the narrative (4.1.18) and once in direct speech (4.1.19). 

'59 X. takes the trouble to find out if there is another route across the mountains other than the one 
Cheirisophus was in such a hurry to reach (4.1 -19-25). 



concem for anything (provisioning, safety, etc., 62-14). Xenophon wants to join forces 

with him because it would be safer (&d@&6t&pcnt, 6.2.13) but Neon, whom 

Cheirisophus ailows to take command of his remaining forces (6.2.14). thwarts this 

plan. '" 
But up to this point Cheirisophus has given his loyalty to the army and this is 

perhaps his most conspicuous trait as a general. Xenophon comments on it often. 

Cheirisophus himself says, when offered sole command: ' A n ' ,  th dLVÔp&5, 700~0 @V 

in=, 6 n  066 ' âv EywyE kmadarov,  d drMov dkd~ (6.1.32). His past actions bear 

out the tnithfulness of this statement.16' He is aimost always shown acting in 

coordination with the other generals and, more particularly, with Xenophon himself as 

seen most clearly at 4.2.24-26 when Xenophon describes how he and Cheirisophus 

worked well together in aiding one an~ the r . ' ~~  Also, at 4.1.17, Xenophon, in reaction 

to an uncharacteristic move on Cheirisophus' part (i.e. not waiting when asked), supposes 

not that Cheirisophus is behaving subversively but that something must be wrong. 

Cheirisophus rarely challenges any of Xenophon's innovations (see, for example, 3.4.38- 

43 and 4.7.3-8) and Xenophon's comment that they had only one disagreement (4.6.3) 

further attests to his cooperative spirit. 

3.4.4 Diplornatic skills 

Certainiy Cheirisophus, before the rnutiny at Heraclea, appears to act for the good of the 

The suggestion of Nussbaum, The Ten Thousand, p. 132 that while the break up of the army "speaks 
of limitations of [Cheirisophus'] personaiity" it is an "irnpressive testimony to the genuineness of his spirit 
of leadership that when this was broken he himself was altogether a broken man" is overstated. 
Cheirisophus still had his own troops to look after and he abandoned even this responsibility. X., too, 
contemplated abrogating his responsibilities (though his were of a different kind: he did not join Cyrus in 
command of troops) but the sacrificial omens al1 pointed to him staying (6.2.15). There is no indication 
that Cheirisophus even bothered to consult the gods (see below). 

"' Cf. Nussbaum. ï 3e  Ten Thousund, pp. 124.13 1 on Cheirisophus' "disinterested public service". 

''* See above nn.48.139. In this regard, Cheirisophus is quite the opposite of Clearchus (see Chapter 
3.3.3 above for his lack of a cooperative spirit). 



army in dealing both with his colleagues (see above) and external forces. He is several 

times appointed as spokesman'" or ambassador for the army. For example, Clearchus 

sends him on an embassy to Ariaeus (2.1.5) presumably trusting in bis integrity.lU 

Like Xenophon he is unwilling to compromise the army's long-terni weil-being by 

deliberately applying force to already friendly Greek cities (6.2.6) and he does volunteer 

to go on a mission on behalf of the army to Aaaxibius, the nauarch stationed in 

Byzantium, in order to secure ships (5.1.4). He is unsuccessful with Anaxibius (6.1.6) 

but there is nothing to suggest that he had ulterior motives, would not retum. and was not 

acting here in the best interests of the army. His situation, however, is rather different 

from that of anyone else in the army: he is not actually a mercenary, i.e. he joined 

Cyrus' expedition not because he was looking for adventure, wealth, and/or fame but 

because hc had been comrnanded to do so as a Spartan citizen. He dies (6.4.1 1) before 

the army actually reaches the sphere of Spartan influence so it is difficult to Say how he 

rnight have reacted to the various difficulties which then arise and where his loyalty 

would have fallen, with the Spartans or with the mercenaries (though the former seerns 

likely).'" 

Finally, the degree of respect shown by Cheirisophus for religious rnatters 

warrants consideration. There are some examples of him offering sacrifices before 

b a t t l e ~ ' ~ ~  and honouring the dead (4.2.23). He is also likely a participant when 

Xenophon speaks of the generals as a group sacrificing before and after battles,16' 

la E.g., 3.3.3 with Mithridates. 

l u  Menon, the other member of this embassy, is definitely not trusted by Clearchus and in fact fails CO 

return (2.2.1). 

'" Then is no hint by X. that Cheirisophus was recalled by Sparta, his original mission - to help Cyrus 
- having been fulfilled. 

'66 He sacrifices twice before attempting to cross the Ccnmtes river (4.3.14,19); cf. also 4.6.23 when 
the army is in the Phasian mountains. 

167 Before advancing against the Colchians (4.8.16); after the battle in the Phasian mountains (4.6.23-27). 
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fuKiIliog vows.'" and respecting dreams as omens.'" When compared to Xenophon 

himself, however, as in the case of Clearchus (see Chapter 3.3.4 above), Cheirisophus is 

shown not to consult the gods nearly as often. The most notable example of his 

neglecting this duty occurs when he accepts sole cornmand of the army (6.1.32). It is 

notable because it contrasts so strongly with the actions of Xenophon, just prior, and the 

later actions of Cleander. When Xenophon is offered the position. he consults the gods 

and obeys the omens which bid him decline the offer (6.1.22-24, 31), and later when 

Cleander is offered sole cornmand he acts exactly as Xenophon had done with the same 

result (6.6.35-36).17* Also there is no particular instance given whereby it is possible 

to judge Cheirisophus' view of the importance of oaths,17' though it can probably be 

assumed that he respected oaths in view of the general lack of deceitful behaviour on his 

3.4.5 Summary 

Cheirisophus, according to the critena set out in Chapter 3.2, is in no way suited to be 

a leader. His best qualities - sound knowledge of basic military skills, obedience and 

loyalty - better equip him to be a valuable subordinate soldier. He lacks imagination and 

so, in a new or unusual military situation he is at a loss if old, tried techniques fail. He 

is inept at motivating troops by any means, good (oratory and example) or bad (physical 

pcinishment) and, as a result he is unable to win the full confidence of the soldiers. While 

he is sensitive to the duty of a leader to provide supplies for his men and look out for 

their safety, he does not appear to make any effort to l e m  and understand the opinions 

When the army reaches the Black Sea (4.8.25). 

After X.'s drearn, interpreted as a good omen for crossing the Centrites river, the generals sacrifice 
(4.3.8-9). 

"')On which sec Chapter 3.5.3 be1ow. 

"' Cheirisophus makes no promises or oaths upon receiving suprerne command of the army, he only 
States that he will try ( ~ ~ ~ p b t ~ o ~ c x t ,  6.1.33) to do whatever he can for the army. 
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of the ordinary soldien and this also contributes to their unwillingness to be cornmanded 

by him. He cannot, however, be accused of king disloyal to the mercenary army. He 

works weU with his feiiow generals and does not appear to harbour any secret jealousies 

or gmdges. and in dealings with outside forces he behaves honourably as far as the needs 

of the army are concemed. Finally, he is sensible of. though not diligent in, carrying out 

his religious duties. 



3.5 ANAXIBIUS, CLEANDER & ARISTARCEUS 

35.1 Preliminary remarks 

In the fuiai two books of the Anabasis there are three individual Spartan commanders 

with whom the mercenary army must deal: Anaxibius, the nauarch in 400,'" Cleander, 

the harmost of Byzantium for 401-400, and Aristarchus, his s u c c e ~ s o r . ~ ~ ~  Xenophon 

does not offer detailed portraits of these men and so they cannot be subjected to the kind 

of analysis applied to Clearchus and Cheirisophus. It is still, however, worthwhile to 

examine their actions since their collective failure to deal effectively with the mercenaries 

is indicative both of the failure of Sparta to train its citizens for leadership roles outside 

the insular world of Sparta and of the lack of direction provided by the Spartan authonties 

to leaders abroad. 

Dunng these years Spartan politics is thought to have been dominated by a 

number of political factions which "were rather closely balanced and...no single one was 

able to secure effective control of the state or to assume consistent direction of foreign 

policy during this peri~d.""~ Hodkinson adds to this a most important point: not just 

17' That Polus replaces Anaxibius in the fa11 of 400 and that Samius (HG 3.1.1) and/or Pythagoras (An 
1.4.2) idare said to be the nauarch in 401 has caused problems for those wishing to see the nauarchy as a 
regular yearly appointment; e.g., Underhill, HG, p.344 maintains that X. is refemng to two separate 
commanders, but R. Sealey, "Die spartanische Nauarchie", Klio 59 (1976) pp.349-350 argues that X. is 
refemng to the same person. Sealey, art.cit., p.350 suggests that Anaxibius was removed from the nauarchy 
because the Spartans were dissatisfied with his performance. Whatever the case may be, he is the nauarch 
for some period of time in 400. 

"3 Anaxibius* successor is narned (Polus, 7.2.5) but noching else is heard of him. Charminus and 
Pofynices, the two messengers who are sent by Thibron to hire the army (7.6.1)- play a small role but they 
will not figure in this discussion. 

17' C.D. Hamilton, "Spartan Politics and Policy, 405-401 B.C.", AJPh 91 (1970) p.3 10 (cf. also David, 
Sparta Berween Empire and Revalution, pp. 10-20 on factions). W.E. Thompson, "Observations on Spartan 
Politics", RSA 3 (1973) pp.47-58 makes some valid cnticisms of Hamilton's article but in the end he too 
agrees that Spartan foreign policy was inconsistent. H.D. Westiake, "Spartan Intervention in Asia 400-397 



contlicting factions but a general lack of ability to deal with complex situations - a Iack 

stemming fkom the type of u p b ~ g i n g  the Spartiates received - hindered policy-making 

at   par ta.'" The evidence in the last two books of the Anabasis which supports these 

theories is often overlooked (the focus is placed on Sparta's renewal of war with Persia 

in 399 rather than her administration of affairs in the Cheaonese in 400). yet it adds to 

the illustration of the chaotic state of Spartan foreign policy at that time. Xenophon's 

portrayal of the actions of Anaxibius, Cleander and Aristarchus also shows that decisions 

made far from Sparta were subject to the whirns and neuroses of the men sent out there 

to command. "' 

3.5.2 Anaxibius 

Of the three, Anaxibius is mentioned fust. It is to hirn that Cheirisophus goes for aid, 

seeking ships to transport the mercenaries (5.1.4). Anaxibius refuses hirn ships, offenng 

oniy cornmendations and promises of pay (6.1.16). It is never made clear why he refuses 

the aid of ships,'* but at any rate there is nothing initially in his behaviour to alarm the 

army. The second time Anaxibius' influence is felt is, however, a cause for concern, 

particularly for Xenophon. Cheirisophus, in his speech accepting sole leadership of the 

army (6.1.32)' says that the soldiers did Xenophon a favour by not choosing hirn as their 

B.C.", Historia 35 (1986) pp.405426 also attributes the observable lack of policy in the Asia Minor theatre 
to politicaI deadlock. 

''' Cf. S. Hodkinson, "Social Order and the Conflict of Values in Classical Sparta", Chiron 13 (1983) 
pp.268-273. As has been noted already, this incapacity to deal with new and unusual situations is seen in 
X.*s portrayal of Clearchus and Cheirisophus. See also Chapters 5.7.2 and 5.9 below. 

17' Cf. S. Hodkinson, "Warfare, wealth, and the crisis of Spartiate Society", in J. Rich & G. Shipley 
(eds), War und Society in the Greek World (London, 1993) pp.163-4 for a succinct account of the 
conflicting interests of Anaxibius, Cleander and Aristarchus toward X. and the mercenaries; contra Dillery, 
XHT, p.101 who suggests that the Spartans had a coherent anti-Ten Thousand stance at this time. 

ln It is possible that Anaxibius is acting under orders from home but since Cleander does try to aid the 
army (see below), one of them would then seem to be acting contrary to Spartan policy (if Sparta had an 
official policy). In fact, Anaxibius and the other two are quite possibly basing their decisions entirely on 
personal motives. At this stage Anaxibius appears simply to be uninterested in dealing with an army not 
yet within his jurisdiction; other motivation (a desire to please Pharnabazus) is soon to appear (see below). 



leader since Dexippus, the traitorous perioikos,'" was slandering Xenophon to 

Anaxibius. According to Cheirisophus, Dexippus had clairned that Xenophon consented 

that Tirnasion, a Dardanian, rule Clearchus' men, instead of Dexippus, a La~onian."~ 

Cheinsophus claims that he tried to silence Dexippus but was unsuccessîùl. The 

disturbing point here is Anaxibius* gullibility and poor judgement in giving more weight 

to Dexippus* remarks than to Cheirisophus','" despite Cheirisophus being a feliow 

Spartiate and fnend (5.1 .4).Is1 Xenophon's solution to this potential problem is to make 

sure that a Spartan - Cheirisophus - is elected as sole leader of the army (6.1.26-3 1; and 

see Chapter 3.4.3 above). 

So while the army resolves the leadership question in a way that does not alienate 

the Spartans, the problem which Xenophon recognises is that it wiU be dificult to avoid 

offending the Spartans generally if men like Anaxibius are easily swayed by such 

sycophants. It is in connection with this incident that Xenophon makes his fust 

comments about Spartan supremacy in Greece and about the importance of the army not 

doing anything which rnight be perceived as underminhg the authority of the Spartans 

(6.1.26-28). It is only when faced with difficult circumstances created by the capricious 

17' Cf. 5.1.15: at Trapezus, Dexippus had been put in command of a warship in order to collect other 
vessels in which the army could sail home. Instead of fulfilling his duty he stole away (ending up, clearly, 
at Byzantium). 

'79 Dexippus is clever enough to refer only to Clearchus' troops since he could not hope to outrank 
Cheinsophus for command of the entire m y .  The implication is that X. is trying to tum the army, little 
by little, against the Spartans. See Appendix 6 for a discussion of the textual difficulty in this passage. 

Cf. Lac. 14.2 (and Chapter 5.8 below) where X. mentions the fiequency with which Spartan harmosts 
of his day were compted by fiatterers; Hodkinson, "Social Order", pp.276-8 discusses the influence of 
foreigners on Spartan policy noting, e.g., how foreign ambassadors, carrying an aura of authority about 
matters in other parts of the Greek world, could persuade the Spattan assembly towards a certain course of 
action (see also Thompson, "Observations on Spartan Politics", pp.55-7). Here the sarne thing c m  be seen 
happening on an individual scale: Dexippus persuading Anaxibius (and later Cleander); note also the 
influence of Pharnabazus with Anaxibius and Aristarchus (see below) and the value Clearchus placed on 
the opinions of Cyrus and Tissaphernes (Chapter 3.3.4 above). 

la' Diodorus' only mention of Anaxibius is in relation to Cheinsophus' journey to seek ships from him 
(14.30.4) and he also comments on the friendship between Anaxibius and Cheirisophus, possibly drawing 
on X. as his source. 



nature of powerfùl Spartans that Xenophon uses the above argument to control the 

my. '" 
Anaxibius' inconstancy is seen in two other instances even before he actuaiiy 

meets with the anny at 7.1.3. F i t ,  he enters into an agreement with Phamabazus, the 

Persian satrap of Lesser Phrygia and Bithynia, promising to remove the army from Asia; 

Pharnabazus desires this because the mercenary amiy had clashed with and defeated some 

of his troops (6.4.23-6.5.32) and in retum he t~mqpEi.ro notvrcc noifionv am boa 

@oi (7.1.2).lB3 Thus Anaxibius is susceptible to greed as well as persuasive rhetoric. 

Secondly, when he does meet with the army he readily acknowledges Xenophon's 

influence (and unofficial leadership) by desiring him to cross with the army to Byzantium 

before he departs for home. Xenophon does not speciQ the motive behind Anaxibius' 

change in opinion about him'" and so adds to the picture of Anaxibius as untrustworthy 

and unpredictable. 

When he speaks with the generals and captains, having sumrnoned them to 

Byzantium, Anaxibius again promises pay (iimqv&i~0...pid80$0p&~ EcmBat rois 

IR2 See below for several more exarnples of this. As noted in Chapter 1, laconism was very likely one 
of the charges Ievelled against X. during exile proceedings. It is not unreasonable to suppose that here he 
is defending himself. By pointing out the unpredictable nature of Spartan commanders and the dificulty 
of responding rationally X. is implying chat his actions were not based on bias but on necessity. 

lg3 Cf. h c .  14.2-5 (and Chapter 5.8 below) where X. links living abroad as harmosts with the 
acquisition of gold. It is likely that this type of material gain is what Pharnabazus is promising to Anaxibius 
in this passage. On the greed of hannosts abroad cf. David, Sparta beiween Empire and Revolution, p.8 and 
p.175 n.14 for other references both ancient and modern. The suggestion by S. Roisrnan, "Anaxibios and 
Xenophon's Anabasis", AHB 2 (1988) pp.86-7 that X. invented the episode with Pharnabazus (Le. that 
neither Anaxibius nor Anstarchus (see below) was ever swayed by Pharnabazus* wishes) seems excessive. 
Roisman assumes that if Anaxibius had been as bad as X. makes out he would have k e n  punished and not 
given a cornmand later on but this just does not fit with the picture of Spartan politics and overseas 
comrnands which emerges from the sources (on which see Hodkinson, "Warfare, wealth ...", pp. 159- 161). 

lg4 Presurnably Anaxibius felt he had to deal with X. to get the army out of Asia either because he still 
believed in Dexippus' account of X.'s subversive ho1d over the army or because he trusted in CIeander's 
more favourable opinion of X. after Dexippus had been discredited (6.6.5-34). X. does not mention 
CIeander's influence here but elsewhere Cleander is seen to have some sway over Anaxibius (e.g., 7.1.39; 
see below). 



mpancùltatç, 7.1 .3),lW here to lure them out of Phamabanis' temtory. However, as 

soon as the army crosses over he not only reneges but sen& the soldiers out of 

Byzantium (7.1.7). His actions show a remarkable lack of foresight. To refuse to offer 

even token provisions to a large army encamped near the city shows, at the very least, 

a lack of foresight, if not outright f~o l i shness .~~~  He compounds the unjustness of this 

deceitful act with an attempt to hasten the departure of the soldiers from his present 

sphere of activity and to pass the responsibility of deaiing with them to another Spartan 

commander (7.1. 13).18' The result of Anaxibius' duplicity is that Byzantium is nearly 

captured by the mercenaries (7.1.15ff.). It is not through any remarkable display of 

statesmanship on his part that the disaster is avexted; rather, Xenophon himself calms the 

soldiers (7.1.18-24) and delivers a speech designed to irnpress upon them the seriousness 

of their actions (7.1.25-31). He emphasises again the supremacy of the 

~acedaemonians'~~ and the impossibility of battling such a power even though its 

representatives may act unjustly and de~eitfully.'~~ The cnsis is fully defused with the 

happy coincidence of Coeratadas prornising provisions. Anaxibius, in an apparent 

conciliatory mood, offers to help the army if it leaves the city and so the soldiers again 

depart from B yzantium (7.1.33-35). Hardly surprising is the revelation that Anaxibius is 

again deceiving hem: as soon as they leave, he proclaims that whoever of the 

mercenaries is found inside the walls of the city will be sold into slavery (7.1.36; cf. also 

Cf. 6.1.16: ~ X L ~ V E ~ T O  ...p ~QBOgopdlv ahoig  Émdm. 

''' Cf. 6.1.15 and 6.2.3 where the citizens of Sinope and then Heracleia offered at least some supplies 
to the m y .  

Ia7 He orders them to get provisions fiorn hostile Thracian cities (which they eventually do, 7.2.1) and 
to join the Spartan, Cyniscus, who is campaigning in the Chersonese. 

Cf. 6.1.26-28 and n. 182 above. 
'89 The speech highlights this latter point at both its beginning and end: ... vopf@tê hvdr ~ 6 q n v  

@ucaf liyi~voi ...* ga.ir&q~ (7.1 .Z); fipôy...&Gimpbouç (7.1.30), 4a.ira~ClyiEvoi (7.1.3 1). It can 
be no coincidence eittiet that Y C E ~ ~ ~ ~ E V O I  is contrasted with t@znas@wo~ in the last sentence of the 
speech. 



7.2.6). 

In generai, Anaxibius' policy towards the mercenary force appears to have been 

dictated by two factors: his desire to please Phamabanis and his desire to avoid deaiing 

with the problem of the amy altogether. Once the army leaves the vicinity of Byzantium 

he rejoices at the news that it is slowly splitting up because roCrov ydrp ylyvopbov 

&ZO ptkhma ~ a p f ( m û a i  @apvap&C@ (7.2.4), and he fully expects to be rewarded 

by Pharnabazus but is, in tum, deceived by the Persian (7.2.7). When Anaxibius' term 

as nauarch is completed, Pharnabazus ignores him, dealing instead with the incorning 

harmost, Anstarchus. Incensed, Anaxibius, who has just bidden Anstarchus to sel1 into 

slavery any mercenaries he finds in Byzantium (7.2.6). immediately reverses his position, 

though he has no authority to do so, and orders Xenophon to retum, reorganize the anny 

and lead it against Phamabazus (7.2.8).19' There can be no doubt that this decision is 

entirely personai and emotional and vindicates Xenophon's cautiousness (here and earlier) 

in dealing with Anaxibius. 

There is, in addition, a small incident in the later career of Anaxibius which is 

described in the Hellenica and which confirms the picture of Anaxibius' character drawn 

thus far. In 389/388 Anaxibius is able to convince the ephors to send him as harmost to 

Abydus where he is to make war against the Athenians (HG 4.8.32).19' He has some 

initial successes, against both ~harnabazus'" and the Athenians (HG 4.8.33). As a 

result Athens sends Iphicrates to deal with him (HG 4.8.34). Anaxibius is severely 

outclassed and falls into an arnbush in which he. dong with twelve other harmosts and 

much of his army, is killed (HG 4.8.35-39). Xenophon's description of the disaster shows 

lm Cf. Hodkinson, " Warfare, wealth ...", p. 163. 
19' The choice of Anaxibius for this comrnand over Dercylidas who is already stationed at Abydus and 

with whom no fault is to be found, is clearly a matter of patronage; on this see D.M. Lewis, Sparta and 
Persia (Leiden, 1977) p-35; Hodkinson, "Warfare, wealth ...", p. 16 1; Chapter 4 nn. IS2,l53 below. 

Ig2 He is possibly still harbouring a grudge against Phamabazus for the slight occasioned in 400; cf. 
Dercylidas' grudge against Phamabazus (HG 3.1.9; on which see Chapter 4.4.3 below). 



that even though Iphicrates is clearly a superior leader, Anaxibius makes numerous 

mistalces: he disregards omens, acts disdainh>lly and is careless about the marching order 

of his soldiers (HG 4.8.36). As Tuplin notes, it is a "case-study in bad generalship" and 

the lengthy description of the ambush overshadows any of the prior briefiy related 

successes.193 The report bat Anaxibius died fighting does not redeem his character.lN 

The whole incident shows, instead, an example of "the concern for individual 

accomplishment actually resulting in public loss for   par ta".'^^ 

In short, Anaxibius is an unpredictable and incompetent commander who has to 

cope with situations beyond his capabilities. He is exceedingly susceptible to outside 

influences, arrogant towards men and go& alike, has no q u h  about deceiving anyone 

and his actions appear generdy to be persondy motivated. His harsh treatment of the 

mercenaries cannot be said to be in the best interests of the Spartan state and he was 

indeed fortunate that Byzantium was not captured and Sparta forced to retaliate against 

the mercenary army. It is not necessary to go as far as to suggest that Xenophon's harsh 

portrait of Anaxibius is false and invented because of aiieged hostility which Xenophon 

felt toward Anaxibius for the latter's treatment of the mercenariesi% or because of 

Xenophon's presumed anger at the replacement of Dercylidas with ~naxibius.'" 

Xenophon may not have iiked Anaxibius and may, therefore, have placed more emphasis 

on the less admirable aspects of his character but it does not follow that he therefore 

Ig3 Tuplin, Failings, p.83. PorallaIBradford. no.85 calls these initial successes "glücklich". 

'% Underhill. HG on 4.8.38 comments: "The admiration with which Xenophon relates the story of the 
noble death of bis otd enemy Anaxibius is good evidence of the historian's truthfulness and impartiality". 
This may be overstating the case somewhat. What Anaxibius' death certainly is is a powerful example of 
the general Spartan ethos (see below Chapters 5.7 and 5.9). 

19' Thompson. "Observations on Spartan Politics". p.5 1. 

'" Cf. Roisman. "Anaxibios". p.86. 

This is the suggestion of ClaihC. "Les Helleniques de Xénophon et Lacédémone". p.45 and n.4 there. 
Cloch6 believes that X. was angry because he admired Dercylidas but X.'s portrait of Dercylidas is far from 
uncritical; see below Chapter 4.4.3. 



deliberately falsified the facts. 

3.5.3 Cleander 

Cleander, the hannost of Byzantium, is the second powerful Spartan whom the army 

meets.lg8 The f m t  references to hirn suggests that, unlüce Anaxibius, he is trying to 

provide some aid for the mercenaries: Neon h e m  that Cleander will arrive at Calpe with 

triremes (6.2.13) and though Neon is determined to keep this news secret for bis own 

advantage, an anonymous eyewitness soon reports to Xenophon that Cleander is indeed 

coming, not just with triremes but other vessels too (6.4.18) and so, at Calpe, the Greeks 

wait expectantly (6.6.1). Cleander eventuaiiy anives but only with two triremes (6.6.5), 

not enough to transport the army. Xenophon gives no explanation as to why the report 

and the reality differed so radically but he does draw attention to the difference by 

specifically commenting on the number of triremes which do arrive and the fact that no 

other ships were brought.Ig9 

More disturbing is the fact that Cleander is accompanied by Dexippus and, like 

Anaxibius, is under his influence. Immediately upon their arriva1 at Caipe Dexippus stirs 

up trouble and Cleander, angered and frightened and incited by Dexippus, threatens the 

army that he will forbid any city to receive the mercenaries on the grounds that they are 

enemies (6.6.9). The very next statement is an aside by Xenophon: q p ~ o v  6E ~ 6 7 ~  

x&v~cov 7tlV ' EhLqvav 01 I \ ~ K E ~ ~ I @ V I O L  The juxtaposition of this with the slanderer 

Dexippus' influence over the representative of this power, Cleander, underlines once more 

lg8 The only other ancient reference to Cleander outside the Anabusis is Plu. Apophthegmata Laconica 
222f. which places him as an adviser in the f l e t  of Callicratidas in 406; cf. T. Lenschau, RE 21 (192 1) S.V. 

Kleandros (2) 557 and Poralia/Bradford, no.408. 
199 It may be that Anaxibius had a hand in this, judging by his general opposition to Cleander (see 

below) but it is dificult to Say for certain. Roisman, "Anaxibios", pp.81-2 suggests that Cleander is on a 
fact-finding mission to discover what the mercenaries' aims were but this does not explain why X. should 
draw attention to a report of and then the lack of other ships. 
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the diEculties facing the mercenaries as they re-enter the Greek world? How the 

affair evolves and evenhldy is settled, however, seems designed to demonstrate 

Cleander's even-handedness. First, despite Dexippus' falsehoods, Cleander responds to 

the arrny's pleas to withdraw his threats by demanding that those involved in the trouble 

be handed over for a fair trial (6.6.10). When the army complies. having been penuaded 

by Xenophon who once again stresses the power of the Spartans and the impossibility of 

contesting it (6.6.12-16),201 he proves himself an impartial judge, even advising that if 

Dexippus behaved as badly as everyone said, he too deserved to have a trial (6.6.19- 

28).2m In the end he is completely won over by the fmal plea on behalf of the accused 

soldiers which is delivered by Xenophon and which contains an offer to Cleander of sole 

leadership in retum for sparing the accused. He is won over, as he himself says, because 

K C X ~  x0hù 0i Mpi 0k0i bd0i &bb q O ~ Ç  k'@ *@v MUV ~ K O ~ O V  @ 'Tb 

arp&rmpa &@tmar& &no AaE6aipovhv (6.6.34).203 Thus Cleander, though he had 

been convinced by false rumours, shows good sense and judgement in revising his 

opinion in the light of evidence to the contrary. 

Further, Cleander reveals an impressive respect for the gods. He undertakes 

sacrifices to see if the gods sanction his acceptance of the offer of sole leadership but 

when the omens continue to be unfavourable after three days, with regret he announces 

that he cannot accept the offer (6.6.36). There is a striking similarity here to Xenophon's 

200 Cf. also nn. 182,188 above. 

'O1 He says X%~OT~OV b TI &V (6.6.14) and the implication is that they must obey even if the 
orders appear unjust. The overall obedience of the army is emphasised several times in this affair: 
6.6.20.32 and &~brmq ~cotoCZv~ay, 6.6.35. 

'02 Cf. Euryptolemus' cornments about the necessity for a fair trial for the generals at Arginusae (HG 
1.7.16-33). 

'* Clearchus* words show, too, that X. had been right to be concemed about the malevolent effect of 
Dexippus' rumours when he first heard of them h m  Cheirisophus. There are other references to Dexippus' 
intrigues against X. during the course of this incident (6.6.1 1.15). 



refusal of the same post (6.1.24,31) which must irnply Xenophon's a p p r o v a ~ , ~  and a 

dissimilarity to the actions of both Clearchus and Cheirisophus, neither of whom bothered 

to consult the gods on this issue. It is clear, too, that Cleander is conscious of his duty 

towards his superiors? When he leaves Calpe to retum to Byzantium he tells the 

army &56@a @ &Y bvw&~8a ~dthhzma (6.6.36),= but is hindered because 

Anaxibius is so determined to do the opposite. He does, however, do the best he can 

without antagonising Anaxibius further by ensuring that any sick soldiers are cared for 

in the homes of the Byzantines (7.2.6) and by peauading Anaxibius to let Xenophon 

depart for home (7.1.39). 

The overall impression of Cleander's character is positive. He is shown to be a 

much more rationd and just man than Anaxibius and though he is as susceptible to 

flattery, his good sense is not overcome by greed and self-interest. He is pious, obedient 

to his supenors and helps his friends as far as it is within his power to do so. Xenophon 

does not hide the fact that he and Cleander became friends (6.6.35, 7. I .8) and it is not 

unreasonable to suspect that this friendship, as well as the obvious contrast to Anaxibius, 

has something to do with the positive portrayai of Cleander here.2m Equally, however, 

Xenophon does not suggest in his portrayal of Cleander's actions that Cleander would be 

capable of distinguished leadership.208 He is more of the type of Cheirisophus: 

2M It is significant. therefore, that it is at this point that X. says he and Cleander struck up a friendship 
(see below). 

20S Cf. Roisman, "Anaxibios", p.82 n.9. Altfiough, as a nile, hmos t s  seem to have been subordinate 
to nauarchs (cf. Parke, "DSSE, passim), there are exarnples of harmosts acting independently of and 
contrary to the desires of nauarchs; cf. Th. 8.32 (on which see Parke, arzcit., p.45) and Aristarchus (see 
n.2 1 1 below). 

'06 AS a gesture of goodwill he also returns the gift of sheep presented to him by the m y  (6.1.37). 
In view of al1 this, at the end of Book 6, the soldiers had good reason to expect a w m  welcorne in 
Byzantium. 

'O7 Eg., when X. tries to depart from the m y  upon reaching Byzantium, Cleander advises him to wait 
until the army has left the city or he will be blamed. X. pretends not to understand why Cleander says this 
and allows himself to be guided by his fnend's advice (7.1.8-10). 

2oa Cf., e-g., X.'s biography of his fnend Proxenus (2.6.16-20) which does not hide the latter's obvious 



reliabie, obedient and trustworthy - an ideal subordinaie commander. 

3 5.4 Aristarc hus 

Aristarchus is Cleander's successor as harmost of Byzantium.fo) His role is not a large 

one but is important because it is his treatment of the anny which finaily induces 

Xenophon to consider removing the army from the sphere of Spartan infiuence. From the 

beginning he is depicted as a malevolent character. At Cyzicus, while on the way to 

assume his post as harmost, he meets Anaxibius who is on the way home to S p a .  

having completed his term as admirai. Xenophon says that Anaxibius bid Aristarchus to 

seil any of the mercenaries whom he might find at Byzantium and that Aristarchus does 

just that: hal fi h0e. ..oi5~ a t b o u ~  r ~ p a ~ o d o v  61cEhro (7.2.6). Sandwiched in 

between these despicable acts is the statement by Xenophon that Cleander had not sold 

any of the soldiers but even cared for the sick. The juxtaposition of the actions of the 

three men makes Xenophon's judgement clear. 

In two other ways Aristarchus' character matches Anaxibius': a) he shows a 

readiness to treat with Phamabazus and, therefore, presumably a desire to enrich 

h i r n ~ e l f ~ ~ ~  and b) he is duplicitous. The fmt point is the main detemiining factor in 

Aristarchus' policy towards the army. When Pharnabazus hears that Anaxibius is no 

shortcomings as a general (see Roy, "The Mercenaries of Cyrus", p.293). 

'* Aristarchus is known soleIy from X.'s Anabasis; cf. Hofstetter, Die Griechen in Persien, no.37 and 
PoralIa/Bradford, no. 1 17. 

''O Whether Aristarchus dealt with Pharnabazus for personal reasons or becaux he was ordered to do 
so by the Spartan authorities is unclear. But it is in 400 that Sparta declares war against Petsia on behalf 
of the cities of Asia Minor which were k ing  harassed by Tissaphernes. Lewis, Sparta and Persia, p. 138 
n.16 suggests that "the new situation will take some time to sink in, which is why Anaxibios and then 
Aristarchos are still anxious in 400 to conciliate Phmabazos by getting the Ten Thousand into Europe and 
keeping them there". Certainly this might explain Anaxibius' behaviour, though as seen above he seems 
to be more concerned with personal ties to Phamabazus than political ties as his last actions in 400 show. 
Aristarchus, on the other hand, surely must have known of the new policy, therefore it is likely chat his 
agreements with Pharnabazus were not the result of state policy but ciriven solely by a desire for gain. 
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longer admiral he makes the same deal with   ri star ch us^'^ to keep the army out of his 

satrapy (7.~.7)?~ As a resuIt Mstarchus hurries to Perinthus to prevent the army from 

crossing to ~ s i a . * ' ~  Shortly thereafter. and comected with his desire to please 

Pharnabazus, Aristarc hus' duplicity is revealed in his plot to seize Xenophon (7.2.13- 14). 

At Perinthus, having forbidden the anny to cross, he summons the generals and captains 

to a meeting. Xenophon nearly attends but is warned at the last moment of a plot to 

capture and either kill him or hand him over to Pharnabazus, so he excuses himself on 

the grounds that he must coaduct a sacrifice. When the others retum and inforni him that 

they were sùnply ordered to return later, Xeaophon concludes Ev0a  ai WXq paMov 

é ô 6 i n  fi Cmpouhfi (7.2.16)~~" Once the decision is made by the generals to join 

Seuthes they no longer pay any heed to Aristarchus' orders (7.3.2) and Xenophon 

persuades the army to go to Seuthes (7.3.3-6). Although Xenophon had feared that such 

action might be violently opposed by the Spartans (7.2.37). Aristarchus' attempts to 

persuade the anny to tum back appear haif-hearted (7.3.7) possibly because his actions 

are still directed by his concem to keep his agreement with Pharnabazus (cf. 7.2.7 and 

above), i.e. whether the mercenaries went to Seuthes or the Chersonese (cf. 7.3.3) they 

*" Why Pharnabazus dealt with the harmost Aristarchus and not Anaxibius' replacement, the incoming 
admiral Polus, is unclear. X. says nothing of Polus other than narning him. Perhaps he was completely 
ineffectual. Certainly there seems to be a reversal of roles: whereas Cleander clearly subordinated himself 
to Anaxibius, the impression is that Aristarchus held more power in the region than Polus. If the 
Anaxibius/Cleander relationship is indeed the expected one (see 11.205 above) then Aristarchus here shows 
the undesirabIe quality of refusing to subordinate himsetf to his superiors. Parke, "DSSE", p.70 argues that 
there were probably two different types of harmosts and chat some hannosts' commands were extraordinary 
and supreme within their own sphere but this does not solve the problem of who was supposeci to be 
supreme if spheres of command overlapped. 

*12 Pharnabazus 8i~xpolre~'to T& aWk (7.2.7) and later X. says Aristarchus acts mmmp&o~ 
@apvap&<ou (7.2.12). The 'same things' by which Aristarchus is 'persuade& to act must be monetary; 
cf. n.183 above. 

'13 The army was crossing to Asia on the orders of Anaxibius (7.2.8; and set above) but Aristarchus 
asserts his authority on the grounds that Anaxibius is no longer admira1 (7.2.13). 

*14 The sarcastic tone of 7.3.3 (in X.'s speech persuading the army that their best option is to join 
Seuthes) also confirms that X. considers Aristarchus to be very untrustworthy. 
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would not be a threat to Pharnabaz~s?~~ 

Aristarchus, then, is a Spartan very much cast fiom the same rnould as Anaxibius, 

in Xenophon's representation at least: cruel and untrustworthy and therefore 

unpredictable, easily flattered and manipulated by Pharnabuzus, and guided by persona1 

motives. Again, Xenophon might be colouring the facts out of a personal bias against 

Aristarchus, as he may have with Anaxibius (see above), but again, colouring does not 

necessarily involve falsiqing. 

'" Nothing more is heard of Anstarchus. He plays no role (neither hindenng nor helping) in the hiring 
of the army by Thibron though the army had to rnarch through the area over which he previously asserted 
his influence, fiom Salmydessus (7.5.12) to the Coast in order to sail to Lampsacus (7.8.1). 



3.6 CONCLUSION 

An examination of Xenophon's depiction of the Spartan commanders in the Anabasis in 

light of Xenophon's ideal leader can hardly be said to reveal a particularly pro-Spartan 

bias. Of the Spartans portrayed, Clearchus displays the most effective leadership skills; 

yet he is the antithesis of the obedient, loyal Spartan. His disobedience is censured, 

moreover, not because it is anti-Spartan but because it adversely affects his conduct as 

a leader; equaily, his un-Spartan rhetoncal skills are highlighted because they benefit his 

leadership style. If Xenophon had intended to show that the Spartan system produced 

leaders of superior military accomplishment. he would surely have portrayed Cheirisophus 

in a more flattering light. Instead Cheirisophus invariably appears second-rate in the 

sustained cornparison with Xenophon himself. The complete lack of any cooperative 

spirit and of any idea how to handie men displayed by Anaxibius and Anstarchus is also 

hardly a comrnendable advertisement for the Spartan system. Even Cleander, whorn 

Xenophon explicitly calls a friend, is not portrayed without flaws. In fact, none of the 

Spartans in the Anabasis is an admirable representative of the hegemony which Sparta so 

recently attained. The picture drawn of Sparta's overseas rule is, to Say the least, 

unflattering and is not out of line with Lac. 1 4 . ~ ' ~  There is, in fact, little in the 

Anabasis to suggest that it is the work of a Spartan apologist and it is significant that 

reference is not usually made to the Anabasis by those who would argue that Xenophon 

is uncritically pro-Spartan. Even the discussion of the date of composition of the work 

is free from reference to his supposed Spartan bias. As discussed, it has been argued that 

"6 Cf. Chapter 5.8 below for a discussion of Luc. 14. 

1 O6 
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Xenophon could not have written anything negative about the Spartans while living in 

Scillus under their patronage, and this hypothesis is used in attempting to date the 

Respublica Lacedaemonionun and even the Hellenica but not the ~nabasis.~" On the 

tenuous assumption that this hypothesis is valid. the Anubasis would certainly have to be 

a work of the 360s because it contains unambiguous cnticism of individual Spartans. 

Further, Xenophon's treatment of Spartans, particularly regarding their activities in the 

Heiiespontine region. might then be expected to be distorted reflecting his supposed 

disillusion with Sparta. Instead, the above discussion shows that Xenophon adopts a 

balanced stance in dealing with Spartan leaders. It is mie that he is selective in 

presenting the events of 401-399 but, where examples of selectivity can be identified. 

reasons other than his supposed bias either towards or against Sparta must be considered 

to explain why he chose to focus on events as he did.'18 

2 17 E.g., Ollier, Le Mirage Spartiate, Chapter 1 1 does not discuss the Anabusis in this regard. Cf. also 
Chapter 2 above, especially nn.92-96. 

218 Cf. Cawkwell, The Persian Fxpedition, pp.19ff. who speaks also of the distortion of the memory in 
old age; it seems more likely that where X. distorted it was for didactic purposes (see Epilogue below). 



CaAPTER 4 

THE H E U N I C A  

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

It has been demonstrated in the previous chapter that the way in which Xenophon presents 

himself in the Ambusis reflects or at least approximates how he beiieves a leader ideaily 

should act. The actions of the other leaders of the mercenary army, especially Clearchus 

and Cheirisophus, are to be judged, therefore, in comparison with Xenophon's own 

actions. Although no individual in the Hellenica is clearly presented as an ideal, and 

hence no such sustained cornpaison occurs in the work, it is clear nonetheless that 

Xenophon is still evaluating the conduct of the various leaders in this work according to 

his ideal.' Because the scope of the Hellenica is far greater than that of the Anabasis - 
the former covering the years 41 1-362, the latter 401-399 - Xenophon cannot and does 

not relate every aspect of every commander's leadership style, nor does he dwell on any 

one character for long. For the same reason it is more likely that in the Hellenica when 

some aspect of a general's leadership style is not remarked upon it is precisely because 

it is unremarkable not necessarily because it is the opposite of the ideal as was evident 

in the Anabasis. With these considerations in rnind a fuli comparison with Xenophon's 

ideal leader is fmitful only for two of the numerous Spartans mentioned in the Hellenica - 
Lysander and Agesilaus. In the subsequent sections of this chapter, therefore, 

I Gray, The Character of X. 's Hellenica, passim treats at some length X.'s examination of the qualities 
of a good leader and the didactic quality of his approach; however, her method of singling out certain 
episodes sometimes results in distorted conclusions (e-g., Chapter 4 n.141 below and J. Moles, Review of 
V. Gray, The Chracter of Xenophon's Hellenica, CR 42 (1992) pp.281-284). See also PJ. Rahn, 
"Xenophon's Developing Historiography", TAPhA 102 (1971) 497-508 and TupIin, Failings, p. 163. 
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Xenophon's presentation of Lysander and that of Agesilaus wiil be examineci with respect 

to the qualities set out in Chapter 3.2 above. Thereafter, a brief look at three other 

Spartan leaders of differing characten and abilities - Thibron, Dercylidas and Teleutias - 

wili be presented in order to point out recuming themes of good or bad leadership though 

without engaging in a full comparison to Xenophon's ideal. A nurnber of other Spartan 

figures from the Hellenica not specifically dealt with here may be expected to figure in 

points of comparison and contrast throughout this chapter and Chapter 5 be~ow.~ 

For a fuller, more commentary-like discussion of Hellenica, the best work is Tuplin, Failings (though 
his focus is only on HG 2.3.1 1-7.5.27). One of Tuplin's objectives is to question the view that the 
Hellenica is pro-Spartan; he persuasively argues, in fact, that X. tums a shrewd and criticai eye on al1 the 
States involved in his history and it is not often that any of  them appears in an exclusively favourable light. 



4.2 LYSANDER 

4.2.1 Preliminary remarks 

Lysander makes his fmt  appearance in the Hellenica (1.5.1)3 as the Spartan nauarch in 

407.' This nauarchy is the earliest detail of Lysander's rnilitary career reported by any 

source.' There is, on the whole, considerable disagreement among modem scholars about 

Xenophon's view of Lysander. For example, Westlake. whose overail assessrnent of 

Xenophon's abilities as a historian is negative, contends that Xenophon is biased against 

Lysander for a number of reasons including the latter's support of the Thirty and his 

falling out with Agesilaus, and so, Westlake argues, Xenophon's account is unjustly 

disparaging and more negative than Lysander deserves.6 B. Due provides an example 

of the opposite view, arguing that Xenophon views Lysander in a very positive light, but 

Al1 references in this chapter are from the Hellenica unless otherwise specified. 

The precise date of Lysander's nauarchy - 408ff or 407h - is disputed. The problem arises because 
X. only clearly distinguishes three years at the beginning of the Hellenica where we expect four. Robertson, 
"The Sequence of Events in the Aegean in 408 and 407 B.C.", pp.282-301, in his attempts to find a soIution 
to this general problem, suggests that Lysander was nauarch in 408/7 and was then not repIaced in 407/6 
and so heId the command for two years (see especially his n.28). Andrewes, "The Spartan Resurgence", 
p.503 n.13 provides reasonable objections to Robertson's chronology without professing to resolve the 
overall problem; 1 follow Andrewes in assigning Lysander's first nauarchy to 407; cf. also D. Lotze, 
Lysunder und der peloponnesische Krieg (Berlin, 1964) pp.72-86; Seaiey, "Die spartanische Nauarchie", 
pp.346-349; J.-F. Bommelaer, Lysandre de Sparte (Paris, 198 1) pp.70-9,8595 (who also theorises that the 
date of assignation of the nauarchy may have been earlier, Le. 408, than the actual date of assumption of 
it); Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.79. 

See. e.g., D.S. 13.70 and Plu. Lys. 3.1.2. For the various later sources see U. Kahrstedt, RE 13 (1927) 
S.V. Lysandros (1) 2503-6; Poralla/Bradford, no.504; Hofstetter, Die Criechen in Persien, no.204; and 
especially Bommelaer, Lysandre, pp.27-45. For speculation about Lysander's upbringing in general, see 
Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp.28-9. 

Westlake, "Individuals in X., Hellenica", pp.216-225. UnderhiIl. HG, pp.xxiv-v, Cartledge, Agesilaos, 
p.78 and Shipley, Plutarch 's Life of Agesilaos, vol. 1 pp.74.88 follow the same general line that X.'s 
treatment of Lysander is "cool". Cf. also Tigerstedt, The Legend of S p a ~ a ,  vol. 1 p.172 and Delebecque, 
Essai, pp.66f., who sets forth even more strongly what he perceives as X.'s loathing of Lysander. 



111 

in doing so she tends to gloss over the more critical aspects of Xenophon's portrait? 

How scholars view Xenophon's depiction of Lysander's successor Callicratidas further 

complicates the matter. In the words of one cntic, Callicratidas is "an egotistical, 

impatient commander whose public proclamations do not match his behavior";' in the 

view of another he is Xenophon's "parfait héroCg A few take the middle ground." 

Since Cailicratidas' actions are set in opposition to Lysander's it is equaliy important to 

consider how Xenophon treats him. 

The foilowing analysis will show that Xenophon's view of Lysander is 

somewhere in between the two extreme views noted above. While he expresses approval 

of certain aspects of Lysander's behaviour and disapproval of others, on the whole 

Lysander is undoubtedly one of the few competent Spartan leaders depicted in 

Xenophon's works." Xenophon's view of Callicratidas is, however, less equivocal. 

4.2.2 Militar y skills 

Xenophon reveals his admiration for Lysander's considerable rnilitary acumen severai 

' B. Due, "Lysander in Xenophon's Hellenica", C&M 38 (1987), pp.53-62. Krentz, HG, passim also 
views X.'s portrait of Lysander as positive. 

a Krentz, HG on 1.6.1 - 15. Cf. also Higgins, Xenophon, pp. 10- 12; Due, "Lysander", pp.56-7; Gray, The 

Character of X. 's Hellenica", pp.22-4,8 1-3. 

G. Ronnet, "La Figure de Callicratidas et la composition des HeMniques", RPh 55 (198 1) p.113. 
Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta, p.171, Westlake, "Individuals in X., Hellenica", p.217, Anderson, 
Xenophon, pp.70-1 and Cartiedge, Agesilaos, pp.8 1-2,190 also believe that X. preferrd the character of 
Callicratidas to that of Lysander. Plutarch (Lys. 5.7-8), not surprisingly, praises Callicratidas for his moral 
rectitude; cf. in this regard Shipley, Plutarch's Life of Agesilaos, vol.1 p.74. 

'O Most notably J. Moles, "Xenophon and Callicratidas", JHS II4 (1994) pp.70-84 (and see his n.4 for 
further prokon views). Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p. 11 remarks "it would be hard to conceive a more classic 
portrait of a Spartan than the one X. provides of Callicratidas" but goes on to show in his Chapter 2 that 
Callicratidas, particularly in cornparison with Lysander, is simply not up to the task facing him. On X.'s 
recognition chat 'classic* Spartans do not cope well outside of Sparta, see aiso Chapter 5.9 below. 

" Westlake, "Individuals in X., Hellenica", p.225 argues that X. does not recognise Lysander's 
greatness, but Proietti, X. 's Sparta, pp.8-10 demonstrates that X. is fully aware of Lysander's impact on 
events (Spartan fortunes rise with him in the picture), just as he is fully aware that Athenian fortunes had 
risen when Alcibiades was in command (also contra Westlake, art.cit.). 



times in the Hellenica. Lysander's fmt recorded victory as nauarch - defeating Antiochus 

at Notium (1 S. 12-14) - is not in itself particularly noteworthy as Antiochus is imprudent 

to provoke the attack in the fmt place, having been expressly ordered not to do so by his 

superior, Alcibiades (1.5.11). S U ,  two points about the battle and its aftermath 

substantiate Lysander's superior skills. Fit, Xenophon notes that Lysander's ships fight 

hr r&Cn while those of the Athenians are scattered (1 S. 14) and thus Lysander is shown 

to understand the importance of ordered and disciplined fighting. Secondly, when 

Alcibiades attempts to avenge the Athenian loss, Lysander refuses to engage in battle with 

him because he sees that Alcibiades has a considerably greater number of ships and so 

he is also seen to be prudent (cf. 2.1. 14).12 

That Xenophon values prudence as an important quality and also that he finds it 

reasonably unusual in a spartan13 is shown particularly when he reports, shortly after 

describing the above incident, how Lysander's successor, Callicratidas, conducts himself 

at the battle of Arginusae. Callicratidas faces a similar situation - battle against a 

numerically superior Athenian Beet. His reaction is not to hold back, despite advice to 

do so, but to fight, on the grounds that to retreat would be shameful (ala;lp6v, 1.6.32). 

The outcome is that the Spartans lose this battle and Callicratidas loses his life (1.6.33- 

35). It was certainly expected of a Spartan to choose death over flightt4 but Xenophon 

does not imply that Lysander's refusal to fight is shameful whereas he does record a 

rather ignorninious end for Callicratidas (he falls overboard and disappears, 1 .6.33)15 and 

l2 Cf. Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p. 1 1 and, further, pp.28-9 where he notes firstly that while X. says Lysander 
was outnumbered by many ships, no numbers are provided and secondly that Lysander was seen to attack 
Antiochus whose ships were disordered, but to refuse Alcibiades whose ships were ordered. Thus, the reaI 
reason for Lysander's prudence, Proietti argues, is based not on the number of ships but on "appreciation 
of the power of order". 

" For further discussion of this in general see Chapter 5 below. 

l4 Cf. iuc. 9.1-2 and Chapter 5.7 and 5.9 below. 

l5 Cf., e.g., how X. describes the death of Mindarus, the nauarch of 41 1110 (paf lpmo~ ôu&8av~v, 
1.1.18), and even that of Anaxibius (4.8.39). koietti, X. 's Sparta, p.20, Higgins, Xenophon, p. 12 and 
Moles, "X. and Callicratidas", p.82 al1 comment on the irony in the description of Callicratidas' death. 



a serious defeat for the Spartans as a result of Calîicratidas' 'noble' intentions. The 

juxtaposition of the actions of the two men suggests that Xenophon approved of 

Lysander's prudence and not of Callicratidas' folly and that Xenophon questions the 

system which promotes reckless bravery and wasteful death (cf. Cyr. 1.6.26). 

Lysander's most notable success as a strategist takes place during the period of 

his second major command, as epistoleus in 405.'~ He directs his attentions to the 

Hellespont to try to prevent the passage of grain-ships to Athens and to recapture the 

cities which have revolted from Sparta (2.1. 17).17 His fmt act is to seize Larnpsacus, 

so that he is then able to use that city as a base when the Athenians come in response to 

its capture (2.1.18-20). Xenophon relates Lysander's subsequent stratagem in some 

detai~. '~ First Lysander prepares his men for battle (2.1.22) but does not put out against 

the enemy when they offer battie (2.1.23). Instead, keeping his troops ready as a 

precautionary measure, he sends scouts19 to see what the Athenians do when they retum 

to their base after failing to lure the Spartans into battle (2.1.24). He carries out this 

reconnaissance for four days, deceiving the Athenians into thinking more lightly of him 

'' X. points out that he was epistoleus because Spartan Iaw forbade any man to hold the nauarchy twice 
but he also notes that the ships were handed over to Lysander as he was nauarch in al1 but name. For a 
likely change in this law see n.267 beIow. 

l7 Krentz, HG on 2.1.17 suggests that X., in trying to credit Lysander with this successful strategy, ornits 
a visit Lysander took to Attica @.S. 13.104.8) where he saw Agis (Plu. Lys. 9.3-4) who, Krentz believes, 
proposed the idea to Lysander; however, even if it is presumed that Diodorus is correct (see Appendix 1 
conceming Diodorus' historical worth) and that Plutarch is not just following Diodorus here, and if X. did 
omit this incident, he already had Agis propose cutting off the grain supply of the Athenians earlier in the 
work (1.1.35) and so surely worild not expect his reader to believe that Lysander was the creator of the 
strategy (cf. P.J. Rahn, Review of P. Krentz (ed.) Xenophon. Hellenika 1-II.3-IO, Phoenix 46 (1992) p.74). 
Even Agis is not the first to espouse such a policy; for the importance of the Hellespont as a supply route 
see, e.g., Hdt. 7.147. What is possible is the suggestion of Proietti, X. 's Sparta. p.24 that Lysander boldly 
sets out for the Hellespont at this time knowing that AIcibiades is no longer in charge of the Athenian 
forces. 

l8  Westlake, "lndividuals in X., Hellenica", p.218 is of the opinion that the emphasis is more on the 
Athenians' incornpetence than on Lysander's victory, though even he must admit that X. "shows some 
admiration for it [Lysander's stratagem]". 

I9 This gathering of information on enemy movements is an integral part of his success; on which see 
Pritchett, AGMP, vol. 1 p. 128 n.6 and p. 132 and see Chapter 3 11.40 above. 
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than they ought (2.1.24.27). Having ascertained that they leave their ships each day and 

scatter to look for provisions once they disembark? he is able, on the fifth day, to 

launch a surprise attack after the Athenians have again disembarked? He catches them 

completely off guard and wins a victory, one which proves decisive in ending the 

Pelopomesian War in favour of the Spartans. Thus, as Krentz points out,U Lysander, 

in this episode, bears a close resemblance to Xenophon's ideal leader: he shows patience, 

intelligence, deceptiveness, an ability to weigh al1 the factors present and decide on a plan 

at once least injurious to his own troops and most injurïous to the enemy (cf. 5.3.7 and 

Cyr. 1.6.35-37). 

It cornes as a surprise, therefore, to fmd Lysander abandonhg all the above traits 

in the battle in wbich he loses his life. In 395 he is sent to Phocis and ordered to 

assemble an m y  of allies and to report to Haiiartus on an appointed day when he would 

be joined by the forces of Pausanias (3.5.6). Lysander scmpulously follows these 

instructions but once at Haliartus he attacks the town before Pausanias arrives (3.5.17-18). 

The Thebans corne to the rescue of the Haliartians and Lysander is defeated and killed 

(3.5.19). Xenophon's comment is as follows (3.5.19): 

Neither of the motives which Xenophon suggests reflects well on Lysander. For the 

victor of Aegospotami, who was so keenly aware of the movements of the enemy there, 

to be caught unawares is remarkable. So is the alternative, that he should have thought 

he would be victorious if he held his ground, since his behaviour at both Notium and 

2fl Alcibiades, too, is shown to recognise the problems inherent in this action by the Athenians but they 
reject his advice (2.1 -25-6). 

2' The similarities between Lysander's strategy here and the strategy employed earlier by Conon against 
Cailicratidas (1.6.19-2 1) further highlight the wide gulf between the abilities of Lysander and Callicratidas; 
on which, see Proietti, X.'s Sparta, p.27. 

Krentz, HG on 2.1.22-32. 



Aegospotami showed that he did not engage in battle rasMy.= But Xenophon is certain 

that Lysander did act rashly: to be caught in a battle nght at the city wails was sheer 

f~ l ly .*~  A closer look. however, at Xenophon's narrative reveals that he does have an 

opinion on what he believes is the ultimate cause of Lysander's rashness. He points out 

that in addition to carrying out his orders, Lysander convinces Orchornenus to revolt from 

Thebes (3.5.6) and is clearly trying to do the same at Haliamis when disaster strikes 

(3.5.18). It can only be that Lysander does not wait for Pausanias to augment his forces 

because he wishes to bring these cities over to the Spartan side before Pausanias arrîves, 

to receive the glory for winning over the towns instead of sharing or losing the glory to 

Pausanias as had previously happened in 403 at ~thens? Pride and jealousy overcome 

comrnon senseeZ6 

On the whole, then, Xenophon appreciates that Lysander is shrewd in rnilitary 

matters, perhaps unusually shrewd for a Spartan but he also notes that Lysander allows 

personal jealousies to interfere with his good judgement, a weakness not lirnited to 

Spartans, but one particularly fostered by the Spartan way of life?' 

* H.D. Westlake, "The Sources of the Spartan Debacle at Haliartus", Phoenix 39 (1985) pp.119-133 
compares the main ancient sources for the battle of Haliartus (after X., D.S. 14.8 1.1-3; Paus. 3.5.3-6; Plu. 
Lys. 28). He Ends many flaws in X.'s account particularly concerning X.'s uncertainty about Lysander's 
actions and the lack of topographical detail (ibid., pp.123-4). Plutarch, in his opinion, is more correct in 
both respects, Iikely relying, he believes, on an unknown Boeotian source. The argument is unconvincing 
and does not adequately take into account Plutarch's motives (see Appendix 1). For a different view (more 
plausible but brief) supporthg X.*s account, problematic though it may be, see C. Tuplin, "Military 
Engagements in Xenophon's Hellenica", in I.S. Moxon, J.D. Smart & A.J. Woodman (eds), Parr 
Perspectives (Cam bridge, 1986) pp.53-4. 

2"~e, "Lysander", p.61. Compare also 5.3.3-6 where Teleutias, acting in anger, makes the same 
rnistake and X. comments on the folly of fighting too close to a city wall (see Chapter 4.4.4 below). 

25 At that time, Lysander was planning to support the oligarchic faction in Athens (2.4.28-9) but 
Pausanias, jealous of Lysander's growing power (2.4.29). succeeded in reconciling the democratic and 
otigarchic factions (2.4.35-38); cf. below and Tuplin, Failings, p.46. 

Cf. Westlake, "Individuals in X., Hellenica", p.223; Proietti, X. 's Sparta, pp. 103-4; Krentz, HG 2 on 
3.5.18. See also below. 

" Cf. most notably Clearchus (Chapter 3.3.3 above) and Agesilaus (Chapter 4.3.3 below); also see on 
Callicratidas (this chapter, passim), on Anaxibius (Chapter 3.5.2 above) and Chapters 5.5 and 5.9 below. 



4.2.3 Leadership skiils 

It is clear that Lysander is able to maintain weli-disciplined troops as the evidence of his 

military victories shows. However, Xenophon is surprisingl y silent about Lysander's 

relationship with his soldiers, about whether he rules by persuasion - rnaking use of 

oratory and penonal example, king accessible. allowing criticism, etc. - or by fear - 
threatening and sviking subordinates. This aspect of leadership is a matter of importance 

to Xenophon and he expressly comrnents on it with respect to other leaders, most notably 

Hemocrates (1.1.30-3 1) and Teleutias (5.1.34).*' Surely. therefore, if Lysander were 

noted for his excellent relations with his troops Xenophon would not have failed to 

comment upon this aspect of his leadership style. Likewise, if he were overly harsh this 

too presumably would have received comment. Silence on Xenophon's part, therefore, 

leads to the assumption that Lysander's relationship with his men is ordinary and 

unremarkable. It can be inferred from his conversations with others that Lysander is a 

man of few but well-chosen words (1 S.6, 1.6.2-3, 3.3.3, 3.4.9). On each of the latter 

occasions Lysander displays the terse style expected of a  parta an^^ so he may not have 

been inclined io engage in lengthy persuasive rhetonc with his troops. He may have 

made use of physical punishment but possibly had little occasion to do so, instead 

ensuring the obedience of the troops in other ways (see bel~w).~' Finally, it is likely 

*' o n  Teleutias see Chapter 4.4.4 below. 

?9 See Chapter 3 11.85 above. 

'' Since Sparta had to rely heavily on non-Spartiates, i.e. on helots, allied and mercenary troops (cf. 
Parke, GMS, pp.47-8.83-4; R. Talbert, "The Role of Helots in the Class Stmggle at Sparta", Historia 38 
(1989) p.26; Hodkinson, "Warfare, wealth ...", pp.152-3), physical force would have k e n  inadvisable 
anyway. Cf. 5.1.13 where it is implied that Eteonicus used physical force in vain to urge on his sailors. 
Plutarch (Lys. 15.6-7) reports a story that Lysander rebuked a fellow Spartiate, Callibius, for striking an 
Athenian, saying that o \ i ~  knfsradat rbv K d f B i o v  &vû@ov 6rp~av. The source of the story is 
unknown but the picture it portrays of Lysander fits well with X.'s characterisation. In this regard Lysander 
recalls Brasidas who also seems to have managed men ably without resorting to physical force in contrast 
to his less capable colleagues. e-g., Polydamidas (Th. 4.130.1-6) and Astyochus (Th. 8.84.1-3); on which 
cf. H.D. Westlake, Individuais in Thucydides (Cambridge, 1968) pp. 157-8. Sec also Chapter 3 nn. 149,150 
above and Chapter 5 below. 



that he kept his distance from the ordinary soldiers, was inaccessible and had little 

recourse to assemblies, in the manner, already seen, of Clearchus and Cheirisophus. 

What Xenophon does emphasise and admire about Lysander's leadership skills 

is the care he takes for the provisioning, safety and pay of his soldiers. Lysander is 

shown to be aware not only of the necessity of keeping his own men provisioned but also 

of the value of hindering the supply of provisions to the enemy. The former point is 

adequately demonstrated at the battle of Aegospotami where Lysander bases his army at 

Lampsacus, a wealthy city, full of wine, grain, and other supplies (2.1.19)' in contrat to 

the Athenians who have to joumey fifieen stadia each day to get provisions from Sestus 

(2.1.25). Lysander's various strategies to sever the Athenians' line of provisions are also 

well noted. He undertakes the journey to the Hellespont and Lampsacus in order to 

accomplish this aim (2.1.17); after Aegospotami he begins to give Athenians safe conduct 

home in order to deplete the provisions in Athens more quickly (2.2.2); later, he colludes 

with Theramenes while Athens is k i n g  besieged to try to hasten the city's surrender 

through famine (2.2.16); and finally, in 403, just before the end of the Peloponnesian War 

he and his brother, Libys, invest the Piraeus, hoping again that once their provisions are 

cut off, the Athenians will give up sooner (2.4.28-29). 

Further, Lysander is shown not to be remiss about the safety of his soldiers. As 

nauarch his first act after obiaining money from Cyrus is to attend to the seaworthiness 

of his s hips ( 1 S. 1 O), and while doing so he keeps a low profile to avoid attracting the 

attention of the enemy when he is not at his strongest." Also in both his successful 

battles discussed above, Notium and Aegospotami, Lysander does not engage recklessly 

in battle endangering his troops needlessly. At Notium he refuses to fight Alcibiades 

'' Attending to the state of the ships is one of his fint prionties again when he is sent out to Asia Minor 
as epistoleus two years later (2.1.10). Cf. also 2.2.2 afier Aegospotami. On the importance of keeping 
triremes dried out and repaired see J.S. Momson & J.F. Coates, The Athenian Trireme (Cambridge, 1986) 
pp.23û-33. Lysander's attention to this matter reflects his cornpetence generally. 



because of the obvious discrepancy between the sizes of their fleets (1.5.15) and at 

Aegospotami his strategic deception results in the greatest h m  to his enerny, the least 

to his own men (2.1.28).'~ 

However, it is Lysander's prompt and shrewd acquisition of pay for his soldiers 

which is most mernorable, showing as it does his concem for and foresight in assuring 

that bis men do not become disaffected. The fxst major incident of Lysander's nauarchy, 

as Xenophon reports it, is his secunng of funds from Cyrus to pay his sailon ( 1 S. 1 -7, 

emphasised by use of direct speech). He gets an increase in their pay, their back pay, and 

a month's wages in advance. The impact of this is expressed clearly (1.5.7): 

By this one act of secunng sufficient wages Lysander is able to ensure a substantial 

degree of enthusiasm and loyalty in his soldied3 and, correspondingly, a loss of spirit 

in the enemy. Again, when he is sent out on his second command, one of his first acts 

is to acquire money to pay his men (2.1.11-15).~~ Clearly, then, Xenophon shows that 

Lysander's close attention to the provisioning, safety and pay of his soldiers, combined 

with his skill at strategy and his prudence is sufficient to inspire the trust of his troops 

even if he does not command their love and affection, nor even feign respect for the men 

under 

32 Ctearly Haliartus is a different matter, as noted above. 

" Recall the backlash against X. himself in the Anabasis when he has trouble getting pay from Seuthes 
(see Chapter 3.2.2 above). 

By contrast, just prior to Lysander's term as epistoleus, Eteonicus does not provide for his men 
properIy and only just averts a plot by the troops to storm Chios, an allied city (2.1.1-4). He then bids the 
Chians to give money dmq ot va i i~cn  MBm praûbv  KU^ pQ v ~ o z ~ p l a w a l  n (2.1 S). He is successful 
on this occasion but Iater sailors refuse to row for hirn because he does not pay them (5.1.13). 

35 More than 30 years later, in 374, the actions of the incompetent Spartan commander, Mnasippus, 
provide a complete contrast (6.2.16-19): he has money but neglects to pay his mercenaries for two months, 
nor has he been giving them adequate provisions so they are reluctant to obey his commands; when his 
captains point this out he strikes them (cf. Clearchus' behaviour; Chapter 3.3.3 above and Cartledge, 
Agesilaos, p.324). X. concludes (6.2.19): ou.to pkv 5Q &ûGpcq < X O V T ~  ~ a t  ~LOOOVTEÇ a6dv 
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These positive aspects of Lysander's leadership skills are offset by his marked 

tendency to punue his own personal ambitions and vendettd6 although they may be 

contrary to the best interests of the state and even when they are contrary to his own best 

interests, as at Haliartus. One notable example of this inclination is Lysander's deliberate 

incitement of Callicratidas when the term of his nauarchy expires. Upon handing over 

the Beet Lysander boasts that he is master of the sea (1.6.2). Callicratidas unfortunately 

perceives his predecessor's statement as an affront and petulantly bids Lysander prove his 

supremacy by sailing pst the Athenian fleet. Lysander retorts by saying he would never 

interfere in another man's command (1.6.3). This exchange does not reflect particularly 

well on either man. Lysander is seen to be arrogant and deliberately provocative" and 

Callicratidas appears unnecessarily c~nfrontational,~~ even if the two men are merely 

engaged in a war of words and there is no chance of the fleet k i n g  endangered.39 

Further, Lysander does indirectly interfere with Callicratidas' command, despite his 

protestations to the contrary. His friends in Asia Minor work against Callicratidas, 

spreading rumoua about his unfitness for the task at hand (1.6.4). and Lysander himself, 

instead of passing over to Callicratidas the remainder of the money donated by Cyrus, 

ouv~~fihûov I U ~ V T E ~  6mp fi~toror dç pOr~qv oup$Épn. Mnasippus' incompetence is emphasised 
further by the glowing praise X. accords Iphicrates shottly thereafter (6.2.27ff.). On the unflattering portrait 
of Mnasippus in general see Bruns, Das literarische Portrat der Criechen, p.44; Cloché, "Les HellPniques 
de Xénophon", p.34; Breitenbach, HAX, p.80; DiIlery, XHT, pp. 164-171. 

36 For other examples of Sparians pursuing their own ambitions abroad, see Hodkinson, "Warfare, 
wealth ...", pp. 162-4. 

37 Cf. Moles, "X. and Callicratidas", p.72. By contrast Krentt, HG on 1.5.2-3, in accordance with his 
theory that X. portrays Lysander in a positive light, suggests that X. approves of such boasting and that 
Lysander is behaving "moderateiy ...p lacing his city above his own love of honour". Cf. Gray, The 
Chnracter of X.'s Hellenica, p.24 for the same view. 

Ronnet, "La Figure de Callicratidas", p.111. who is intent on whitewashing Callicratidas at the 
expense of Lysander, proposes that Callicratidas responds here with dignity and wit. Moles, "X. and 
Callicratidas", p.72 dso argues that Callicratidas' response is justifiable in view of Lysander's challenge. 

39 Cf. Moles. "X. and Callicratidas", pp.71-2; contra Krenm, HG on 15.2-3 and Gray, The C ' r a c t e r  
of X. 's Hellenica, p.23 who see Callicratidas as needlessly risking the fleet's safety. 
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retums it to Cyrus (1.6.10).* Each one of these actions is designed to hinder not help 

Callicratidas and by extension to hinder Sparta's war effort against Athens until Lysander 

takes the helm once again. Such self-aggrandisement at the expense of cooperation which 

would benefit the Spartan state4' is the type of behaviour which eventuaüy leads to his 

downfall at Haiiartus (see above). 

Lysander's self-promotion does not go unnoticed by other hi&-ranking Spartans, 

who, in tum, make important state decisions prompted by envy of him. For example, 

Pausanias, $€lovfiaq Avadrv6ptp (2.4.29). and jealous of the latter's power arnong the 

oligarchic faction at Athens in 403, arranges a reconciliation between the oligarchs and 

democrats to diminish Lysander's influence (2.4.35-38). This action by Pausanias is 

supported by the majority of ephors (2.4.29.36)" and the very fact that it is based on 

envy not on ideological or practical considerations is again indicative of the type of 

negative competitiveness fostered by the Spartan system." Later, in 396, Lysander 

again inspires feelings of envy and jeaiousy in another king, Agesilaus, and in the 

Spartiates accompanying Agesilaus on his carnpaign in Asia Minor. Because of his 

previous commands in the region, Lysander is well known and hence he is sought out by 

many who wish to have their requests brought more speedily to Agesilaus (3.4.7-8). 

Agesilaus takes an unfavourable view of Lysander's popularity and has Lysander sent 

away. Although the situation demanded that Agesilaus act to maintain his dignity and 

influence as king. $06voç is again mentioned as a motive." Whether or not Agesilaus 

By contrast, afier his term as epistoleus, Lysander does not return excess rnoney to Cyrus, rather he 
brings it back to Sparta. 

'' Cf. Moles, "X. and Callicratidas", p.77. 

" On the probable waning of Lysander's influence at this tirne see Andrewes, "Two Notes on 
Lysander", pp.2 15-2 16. 

" Recall, too, how Clearchus fell into Tissaphernes' aap out of jealousy of Menon (see Chapter 3.3.3 
above). 

44 Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp. 152-3 comments: "from Agesilaos' point of view it was essential to translate 
the titular authority vested in him as king on carnpaign into real personal authority and power even at the 



is indeed fuily aware of Lysander's ambitions, Xenophon makes it very clear that 

Lysander instigates the campaign in Asia Minor for reasons which are certainly personal 

and contrary to Spartan policy (3.4.2): 

This also casts suspicion on Lysander's motives in helping Agesilaus attain the kingship 

in the fust place? 

While Lysander's loyalty is to hirnself and his own ambitions, uniike Clearchus, 

for example, he works loosely within the rules of the state. When he falls out of favour 

with Agesilaus, he does not strike out on his own as a freelance mercenary, nor does he 

change sides, as Alcibiades had done in the Peloponnesian War; rather he asks Agesilaus 

if he may be of some use elsewhere (3.4.9) and promptly thereafter brings the influential 

Persian, Spithridates, over to Agesilaus' side (3.4.10). The motive is undoubtedly to 

regain his lost influence under the guise of loyal service but he fails to do so and instead 

disappears from the centre of the action." The Spartans, it seems, are both desirous of 

his abilities - so much so that contrary to state Law they give him what is, in effect, a 

second nauarchy (2.1.7) - and fearful and jealous of his ambitions." The latter emotions 

conquer the former and Lysander is constrained, possibly to Sparta's losd8 

cost of an open clash of honour with one of his most intimate philoi." Cf. also Chapter 4.3.3 below and 
Tuplin, Failings, p.34 who notes that X. could have portrayed Agesilaus less arrogantly here. 

" Cf. Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p.97 and Tuplin, Failings, p.53; also on this episode in general see Chapter 
4.3.1 below. 

46 Cf. Proietti, X. 's Sparta, pp.98- 10 1. 

" Cf. the general Spartan feeling toward Brasidas (Th. 4.108.7) and on this in generd Hodkinson, 
"Social Order", pp.278-280. 

48 Proietti, X. 's Sparta, pp.105-6 notes how Spithridates' support is subsequently lost by the arrogance 
of Herippidas, who essentially takes over Lysander's place of influence with Agesilaus, and how Agesilaus' 
choice of the inexperienced Peisander as nauarch (when he had the power to chose Lysander; cf. n.82 
below) also has disastrous results. Proietti, ad loc. and Moles, "X. and Callicratidas", p.82 also discuss the 
clever paralleis between the actions of Callicratidas and Peisander. 



4.2.4 Diplomatie skiils 

Lysander pays a great deai of attention to maintaining a strong relationship with Cyms. 

As noted, in doing so he happens to benefit Sparta in the war against Athens but his main 

purpose is stiil to enhance his own power. Xenophon highlights the former point by 

again providing the actions of Callicratidas as a contrast. Initidly upon becoming 

nauarch, Lysander goes to Cyrus to ask for help in canying out the war; Cyrus agrees but 

proposes to pay the sailors under Lacedaemonian command at an unsatisfactory rate 

(1.5.1-5). Lysander does not Say anything more about the matter for the time k ing  but 

after dining with Cyrus, when Cyrus offers to grant him a favour, he chooses not to 

enrich himself but to gain an increase in the said pay (1 S.6-7)." How beneficid this 

is for Sparta becomes clearer after seeing how Callicratidas procures money to pay his 

troops. He, too, goes to Cyrus, but dr~8~oûd5 and 6 p p d d ç  (1.6.7) when Cyrus bids 

him wait two days, he departs and is forced, therefore, to solicit funds fiom elsewhere? 

Sparta, Sparta's allies, the Milesians and the Chians, and booty from a quick raid on 

Methymna (1.6.8- 14). Although Callicratidas eventually receives some money from 

Cyrus (1.6.18), the money he asks for from Sparta (1.6.8- 1 1) does not arrive5' and after 

his death, his temporary successor Eteonicus is forced to beg money again from the 

49 Gray, The Charocter of X. 's Hellenica, pp. 14-19 comments on the pattern of Lysander's negotiations 
with Cyms (Cyrus offers a favour; Lysander's request is unexpected but must be grantedfconceded) and on 
the similarity to stories told by Herodotus (and found in the bible, e.g., the story of Herod and the head of 
John the Baptist at Mt. 14:l-12 follows the same pattern). Though Gray rightiy questions the literal m t h  
of the story, it is possible that X. uses such a topos not only because it is a pleasing literary allusion to 
Herodotus, but also because, in his view, it suits both Lysander's character and manner of speaking 
admirably and relays the gist of the affair. On Lysander's shrewdness here cf. Higgins, Xenophon, p.11; 
Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p. 11; Krentz, HG on 1.5.1-7; Moles, "X. and Callicratidas", p.71. 

Proietti, X. 's Sparta, pp.13-14 suggests that Callicratidas' disdainful retreat from Cyrus is "the result 
of ... a noble denial of the necessity of money and a noble ignorance of its uses", i.e. lofty Spartan principles. 
But Callicratidas does go to ask for money and leaves simply because he has, in his view, k e n  slighted by 
being subjected to Cyms' whims. It is the Iess admirable Spartan arrogance which causes him to leave 
and to excuse his actions as he does (1.6.7). Moles, "X. and Callicratidas", pp.75-6 discusses Callicratidas* 
sentiments in light of Teleutias' at 5.1.17 but there is a difference between the two; cf. n.257 below. 

Perhaps Lysander had a hand in this. 



Chians (2.1.5). The allies resent this reLiance upon themselves for money and so they 

appeal to Sparta to send out Lysander again because "their high regard ... is especiaily for 

bis financial v h e :  getting money instead from Cyms, he had not squeezed it out of the 

allies."'* Though Callicratidas was undoubtedy hindered in his command by Lysander, 

his straightforward, unimaginative approach to dealing with non8partans (and indeed with 

Lysander) was never likely to have been too successful. 

Lysander, on the other hand, by getting money from Cyrus, may have raised the 

spirit of the troops, gained the support of the Ionians and brought success to Sparta but 

there are numerous other indications that Lysander's motivation is to secure for himself, 

not for the state, powerful a i e s  and prestige and it is partially coincidental that he is able 

to benefit the Spartan state at the same time. Immediately upon his fust arriva1 in Asia 

Minor he starts to establish relations with eminent non-Spartans. The care he takes not 

to overburden allied cities with demands for money earns him grateful friends even as it 

benefits Sparta. His deference to the wishes of the allies to kill the Athenian prisoners 

after Aegospotarni has the same effect (2.1.3 1-32)." And, in dismantling the Athenian 

empire, he leaves behind oligarchies or decarchies owing their allegiance to him 

personally (e.g., 2.1.1-2,5-6,9; 2.3.6-7). Al1 of this is accomplished with a fleet supported 

by the wealth of his personal friend, CyrusS4 and, it should be remembered, Lysander 

is technically, at this time, not even the most senior Spartan commander (2.1.7)? 

'* Proietti, X.'s Spana, p.22 and also pp.16.21. Brasidas and Gylippos were likewise unusually 
successful, for Spartans, at diplomacy; on which see HCT on Th. 7.5.3. 

53 Cf. Proietti, X. 's Sparta. pp.3 1-32. 

" Cf. Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p.39. 

'' X. makes no further mention of the nauarch Aracus; he is as invisible, and, presumably, as ineffectual 
as the nauarch Polus in the Anabasis appears to be (see Chapter 3 n.211 above). Thus, though Callicratidas 
defends the Spartan practice of sending out different men each year as nauarch (1.6.5). the cornplaints 
spread by Lysander's friends about the lack of wisdom in such a policy (1.6.4). while clearly designed to 
hinder Callicratidas, are also a valid criticism of the Spartan practice. Agesilaus' subsequent choice of 
Peisander who is +tMnpov p&v K& épp@ov q v  yqf iv ,  tutap6~~pov 6È 705 ~ a p a 6 ~ ~ v & ~ ê d m  
Gy W (3.4.29) proves again the weakness of the policy. 
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Not only is Lysander's devotion to Sparta suspect, it is not al1 that clear that his 

attitude to the gods approaches Xenophon's ideal. There are no examples of him 

engaging in a sacrifice before a battle or at any other time. There are also no examples 

of him taking, receiving or even breaking oathss6 though it seerns likely that he and 

Cyms must have had sorne sort of private agreement since at one point Cyrus hands over 

to Lysander dl the tribute from the cities under his dominion for the purpose of waging 

the war against Athens (2.1.14)." On the other hand, Lysander is certainly never 

depicted engaging actively in impious deeds. Only one incident may be suggestive of a 

certain cavalier attitude in Lysander towards affairs conceming the divine, namely his 

clever manipulation of an oracle to get Agesilaus elected king (3.3.3)." His 

interpretation of the ambiguous oracle is certainly plausible and does sway favour towards 

Agesilaus but clearly there is no smail element of self-interest involved. 

4.2.5 Summary 

It is clear that Xenophon finds much to admire in Lysander as a leader. He is extrernely 

- -  - -  

Sb Plutarch (Lys. 8.5) provides some adverse evidence about Lysander's view of oaths citing 
Androcleidas: [t\Caav6po~] M.~uE y3p & @fiai roùç p h  I ~ C X I ~  &mpaytkAotq, ~ o ù q  6' b 6 p q  
6picoiç gammôcv. This Androcleidas (cf. RE S.V. Androcleidas (2)) is not, apparently, to be confused with 
the anti-Spartan Theban leader of the same name (cf. HG 3.5.1, 5.2.3 1). This statement by Plutarch may 
be an invention, distortion or simply 'malicious gossip* as W.K. Prentice, "The Character of Lysander", AJA 
38 (1934) p.39 suggests. Certainly X. is not forthcoming on the subject. 

57 in return. Lysander may have given his word to help Cyms at some unspecified time when he might 
choose to make an assault on the Persian throne or elsewhere (see Proietti, X.'s Sparta, p.23) though, as 
Andrewes, "Two Notes on Lysander", p.2 15 notes, relying on Lysander's influence alone in 401 would not 
have done Cyrus much good. 

Later accounts describe a plot by Lysander to overthrow the kingship in Sparta; most graphic of these 
is Plutarch's (Plu. Lys. 24-26; cf. also Diodorus 14.13; Plu. Ages. 20.3-5; Nepos, Lys. 1-4). Plutarch cites 
Ephonis (who has an anti-Spartan bias; see Appendix 1) as a source for at least part of the story, a part 
which involves attempted manipulation of various oracles (Lys. 25.3). Again there are strong grounds for 
questioning the reiiability of this story (see Prentice, "The Character of Lysander", pp.39-40; R.E. Smith, 
"Lysander and the Spartan Empire", CPh 43 (1948) pp.148f.; Flower, "Revolutionary Agitation and Social 
Change in Classical Sparta", pp.81-83; A. Keen, "Lies about Lysander", in Papers of the Lee& Latin 
Seminar, vo1.9 (Leeds, 1996) pp.289-291 and p.296 n.14) and X. is silent on this topic (though Cartledge, 
Agesilaos, p.94 and Shipley, Plutarch's Life of Agesilaos, vo1.2 p.9 suggest tbat the juxtaposition of 
A6tmv8poç BuatMç at 3.4.7 may be a subtle hint by X. about Lysander's ambitions). 
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competent and creative in military m a m .  on alI but one occasion showing a great deal 

of foresight, patience and prudence. He never appears to be in danger of having to deal 

with mutinous troops primarily because he makes sure that they are well-paid.sg well- 

provisioned and not exposed to unnecessary risks (Haliamis excepted). There is no 

indication that he inspired his troops equally well through oratory or persona1 example 

but it is unwise to read anything particularly negative into this since, in view of his care 

for his soldiers' physical needs, pay and safety, they must have had little about which to 

cornplain. More noticeable by its absence is any comment by Xenophon on Lysander's 

personal rapport with his men. 

While paying tribute to Lysander's outstanding skills as a general and his pivotai 

role in turning the tide of the Peloponnesian War in Sparta's favour, Xenophon is critical 

of other aspects of Lysander's behaviour. Most particularly, Xenophon shows him to be 

motivated by personal ambitions (though he never goes so far as to suggest that Lysander 

was plotting to change the criteria for selecting kings at Sparta) and accordingly, his 

behaviour is less than exemplary. AIthough many of Lysander's actions can be argued 

to be beneficial to the state their persona1 motivation was patently obvious to other 

Spartans and the jealousy Lysander inspired was itself harrnful to Spartan interests. His 

own excessive ambition, in the end, was to some degree responsible for his death. 

Further, Xenophon's protrayal of Lysander's cultivation of powefil non-Spartans, his 

insulting treatment of fellow-Spartiates and his opportunistic use of religion points more 

to self-aggrandisement than to unselfish service to Sparta In short, Lysander's character, 

as presented by Xenophon, is a complex blend of positive and negative qualities and to 

suggest that his depiction is simply laudatory or condernnatory is to miss the subtlety of 

Xenophon's narrative. 

s9 As X. himself found out in the Anabusis, even brilliant oratory is no substitute for hard currency; cf. 
Chapter 3.2.2 above. 



4 3  AGESILAUS 

d3.1 Preüminary remarks 

Agesilaus features prominently in Xenophon's Hellenica and is also the subject of an 

eponymous encomium, written by Xenophon after Agesilaus' death (see Chapter 2.2 

above). It has ken ,  and stiU is, comrnonly argued that Xenophon is an undisceming 

admirer of Agesilaus and that the two works (in particular the Agesilaus) are the effusive 

praise of a hero-worshipper." This view is problematic since Xenophon presents 

contradictory pictures of Agesilaus: a balanced portrait showing both good and bad sides 

to Agesilaus' character is drawn in the Hellenica whereas the encomium is far more 

rhetoncal and vimially free of criticism. This contrat is not unexpected as the 

encomiastic genre dictates that negative qualities be minimized or ornitted altogether and 

positive qualities highiighted and even exaggerated. Logic, therefore, demands that the 

histoncal work be considered the truer and more usehl account of Agesilaus* life and 

those who argue based only on the encomium that Xenophon viewed Agesilaus as an 

ideal leader are not taking into account the character of the encomium and are 

disregarding a considerable body of evidence suggesting ~therwise.~' Indeed, the 

description of events in the Agesilaus shows how Xenophon could have set fonh the 

king's deeds in the Hellenica had he wanted to put them in a more favourable light. more 

60 E.g., E.C. Marchant in his Loeb translation of the Agesilaus cannot resist translating éicEtvoç as 'hero' 
on more than one occasion (3.1.5.7, 1 f .2). Cf. also Cawkwell, "Agesilaus & Sparta", p.63; David, Between 
Sparta and Empire, p.5 1 ; Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.56. 

61 E.g., Due, The Cyropaedia, pp.192-198. For a more sober examination of the encomium see, e.g., 
Hirsch, Friendship of the Barbarians, pp.39-60. 



in the spirit of a 'hero-worshipper'." 

The fust mention of Agesilaus in the Hellenica relates his accession to the throne 

(3.3.1-3). No details are given of his life before becoming king, not even in the 

encomium, despite bis k i n g  over 40 at the time of acce~sion.6~ suggesting that he had 

lived an unremarkable and undistinguished iife up to that The description of how 

Agesilaus attains the throne is far from flatteri~~g.~' He is shown to covet the kingship, 

arguing that as the brother of Agis he has more right to the throne than Leotychidas who, 

Agesilaus maintains, is an illegitimate son of Agis and, therefore, should not even be in 

~on ten t ion .~~  His claim to become king is chdlenged by Diopeithes, a @Aa 

~ p q a p o h 6 p ~  W p ,  who supports Leotychidas' bid by citing an oracle of Apollo which 

warned the Spartans to beware of a lame kingship." Diopeithes interprets the oracle as 

See Appendix 3 and footnotes throughout this section for more discussion and examples showing why 
the Agesilaus must be viewed with caution. 

There is some dispute about the dating of Agesilaus' succession. 1 follow Andrewes, "Two Notes 
on Lysander", p.2 16 n. 18, Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp.99,112,436-44 and Tuplin, Failings, Appendix 4 in 
favouring 400. For a different view favouring 388 see C.D. Hamilton, Agesilaus and the Failure of Sparran 
Hegernony (Ithaca, 199 1) p. 18 n.4. 

As a rule in the Hellenica, X. does not present events in a character's life prior to when each 
character appears in the action X. is narrating. (Dercylidas is a notable exception since events of a prior 
command of his had a bearing on his actions in 399; see Chapter 4.4.3 below.) Had Agesilaus held any 
important position of comrnand during the Peloponnesian War it would surely have k e n  mentioned 
somewhere; yet al1 sources for Agesilaus' life lack details about the early and middle periods of his life. 
Plutarch's commonplace psychological analysis about Agesilaus' upbringing in the agoge is speculative (Plu. 
Ages. 2.1-3) and easily could have been created from X.'s portraits of the mature Agesilaus, Whether 
Plutarch also creatively inferred that Lysander was Agesilaus' lover or whether he had a reliable source for 
this is not clear. The Anabasis is quite different in this regard; there, considerable material is presented 
which does not bear directly on the action at hand (e-g., the character sketches, An. 1.9, 2.6 and X.'s 
description of his life at Scillus, An. 5.3.7-13). 

" Hence the event is greatly altered in the encomium to minimize the unpleasant aspects (Ages. 1.5: 
and see Appendix 3). 

66 The rumour was that Alcibiades was Leotychidas' father (Plu. Ages. 3.1-3; Lys. 22.6-9). Andrewes 
in HCT on Tb.8.12.2 and Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.113 suggest that Thucydides hints at the story at 8.12.2. 
Shipley, Plutarch's Life of Agesilaos, vo1.2 p.179 argues that Leotychidas was unquestionably the heu but 
this is not entirely certain from X.'s text; cf. Cartledge, ad foc. 

" X.. in designating Diopeithes a ~prlopoUylo5, may be suggesting that Leotychidas is k ing  equally 
unscrupulous in his bid for the kingship. ~ p r p p o M . p i  went around with books of oracles and interpreted 
them according to different situations. They are ridiculed by Aristophanes (see on this N. Smith, "Diviners 
and Divination in Aristophanic Comedy", ClAnt 8 (1989) pp.140-58 and D. Lateiner, "The Perception of 



a reference to Agesiiaus' physical lameness." It is not Agesiiaus but Lysander who is 

shown to have the wits to counter this, interpreting the oracle io favour Agesilaus by 

focusing upon the suspected symbolic larneness (Le. bastardy) of Leotychidas; Agesilaus 

is subsequently elected king. Thus, the whole affair reflects poorly on Agesilaus. He is 

shown to be ambitious enough to contend for the kingship on grounds which could not 

be deemed particularly patriotic (despite his reputation for patriotism; on which see 

below) - questioning the legitimacy of the heir for his own ends - but not clever nor 

powemil enough to sway opinion in his favourP9 As Tuplin rernarks, 

the clear assertion that his accession was achieved by partisan 
interpretation of a waming against "lame kingship" inevitably draws 
attention to doubts about a king whose reign certainly embraced the 
heights and depths of Spartan fortunes. It was thoughtiess to mention 
the matter if one's intention was to present an admiring picture of 
Agesilaus or of   par ta." 

Deception and Gullibility in specialists of the Supernaturd (Prirnarily) in Athenian Literature", in R.M. 
Rosen & J. Farrell (eds), Nomodeiktes. Greek Studies in Honor of Marrin Oshvald (Michigan, 1993) pp. 179- 
195) and it is notable that the same oracle - chat Spartans beware of lame leadership - is said by Diodorus 
( 1  1.50.4) to have been around a long time and to have been interpreted in 475 to mean that Sparta would 
be 'lame' if, having controlled both land and sea, they lost command of one of these. (1 owe the above 
suggestion and references to R. Brock). 

Concerning Agesilaus' lameness. 1 am inclined to agree with D. Ogden, Greek Bastardy (Oxford. 
1996) pp.258-9 that it was as the result of an accident not congenitai (as argued by Cadedge, Agesilaos, 
pp.20,113 and Dillery, X. 's Historical Perspectives, p.57). The use of ~ p o s r r r a b a ~  in 3.3.3 points to this 
interpretation. Cf. Plutarch's use of the sarne verb at Ages. 3.8 and n')v & TOO xI')~cOCJLV at Ages. 
2.3 which do not necessarily imply congenital deformity; on which see Shipley, Plutarch's Life of Agesilaos, 
vol.1 p.24. 

69 Hamilton, Agesilaus, p.27 n.89 and p.28 suggests that Plutarch is closer to the truth in attributing the 
whole idea of contesting the kingship to Lysander (Plu. Lys. 22.6 and Ages. 3.4) but his theory that X. 
downplays Lysander's role "in order to minirnize Agesilaus' debt to him and his [Lysander's] political 
influence" does not withstand scrutiny. Firstly, why would X. have mentioned Lysander at al1 if he wished 
to downplay his influence since he managed to give an account of the accession in the Agesilaus without 
mentioning Lysander? Secondly, the theory gives undue weight to Plutarch's testimony without considering 
Plutarch's motives (see Appendix 1). E-g.. Plutarch clearly makes much of Lysander's supposed ambition 
to attain the kingship hirnself (Lys. 24-26 & 30.3-4) which, by al1 accounts, seems to be a later falsely 
attribut4 story (see n.58 above). Cf. Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.114 on Lysander's "personal authority". 

Tuplin, Failings, p.53. 



4.3.2 Miiitary skills 

Agesilaus' skill as a military generai is certainiy above average for a Spartan as a 

cornparison with many of his suborûinates reveals. However, although he has moments 

of tactical briiliance (often involving deception of the enemy) he also shows, at times, a 

lack of foresight which results in additional problems for himself and his army. His fust 

recorded campaign is to Asia in 396. He has some initiai success capturing cities and 

booty in Phrygia, having deceived Tissaphemes into thinking he planned to attack Caria 

(3.4.1 1- lZ)." Xenophon does not particularly dwell on these successes but concentrates 

instead in greater detail upon a cavaLry defeat at the hands of Phamabazus' troops (3.4.13- 

14). As a result of this setback Agesilaus recognises that he needs to build up a suitable 

cavalry force and does so (3.4.15) - leaming from his loss, at least in this instance." 

However, the placing of a success and a defeat side by side is repeated frequently by 

Xenophon in relating Agesilaus' deeds and the cumulative effect of this pattern throws 

a shadow on Agesilaus' suc cesse^.^^ 

His second year in Asia starts with perhaps an unexpected benefit from the 

previous year's deception: Tissaphernes expects Agesilaus to deceive him again but 

Agesilaus does not (3.4.20-2 l)." When the Persims do recover from their 

7' Agesilaus enjoyed success with this type of strategy on a nurnber of occasions (4.5.3; 5.4.48-9). Cf. 
Cyr. 1.6.27-4 1. 

" Cf. X. at An. 3.3.12-20 and also Cyr. 4.3 (though here Cyrus is not motivated by a defeat; see Tuplin, 
"X., Sparta and the Cyropaedia", p. 171 11-38). In the encomium, not surprisingly, much more is made of 
the success and particularly the deception (Ages. 1 -13-22), nothing is mentioned of the cavalry loss though 
Phamabazus' cavalry is referred to as a problem (1.22) and, naturalIy, Agesilaus' raising of a cavalry force 
is commended (1.23-24). Breitenbach, HAX, pp.80-1 suggests that "die Schaffung einer Reiterei ... ist ihm 
[X.] mm literarischen Topos in der Darstellung des Idealfeldherren geworden". 

73 See below on 3.4.22 and 3.4.22-24; 4.3.3-9 and 4.3.10-14; 4.3.17-20 and 4.3.21-23; 5.4.3541 and 
5.4.42-45; 5.4.47-55 and 5.4.56-7; and to some extent 4.1.1 and 4.1.17-19. See also Tuplin, Failings, p.58 
on 3.4.13-14 and 4.1.17-19. 

'' X. does not say that Agesilaus intended deception here; contra V. Gray, "Two Different Appmaches 
to the Battle of Sardis in 395 B.C.", CSCA t 2 (1979) p.186; Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.215; J. DeVoto, 
"Agesilaos and Tissaphernes near Sardis in 395 B.C.", Hennes 116 (1988) p.51; Dillery, X.'s Historical 
Perspectives, p.69 n. 1 1 7. 



misapprehension. their cavalry overtakes the Greeks near Sardis. Agesilaus, quickly and 

prudently employing his whole force before the rest of the enemy appears, triumphs 

(3.4.22-24). It is a weil-thought-oui battle and a solid victory." Yet the incident 

instigating the battle - the death of the camp-foliowers who had been plundering in 

scattered bands - slightly taniishes the outcome. It is arguable that Xenophon is not 

attaching any blame to Agesilaus but his anny had k e n  marching unmolested for three 

days through enemy temtory and discipline might have been relaxed (cf. 4.1.17-19 below 

where this point is more obv io~s ) .~~  

Later in the same year Xenophon briefly mentions that Agesilaus lays waste areas 

in Phrygia, capturing some cities by force, though some surrender voluntarily (4.1.1). 

Instead of elaborating on these favourable events Xenophon goes on to highlight an 

episode where careless and disdainful plundering by Agesilaus' soldiers ends in a defeat 

by Pharnabazus' cavalry (4.1.17-19); though the survivors flee to Agesilaus who happens 

to be nearby with his hoplites, Agesilaus does not react effectively to this setback. It is 

not until three or four days later that some action is taken and the instigator is not 

Agesilaus but Henppidas, acting on information from Spithridates (4.1.20ff.)? Once 

again (cf. 3.4.22 above) it might be argued that Agesilaus should not be held responsible 

for those who act foolishly of their own accord but the emphasis on the defeat and the 

fact that Agesilaus does not react in any positive way seem to suggest some degree of 

criti~ism.'~ 

75 Ages. 1.28-32 is virtually identical to 3.4.22-24, but in an attempt. presumably, to make the victory 
more weighty X. says that it was 04 tqa8ot T&V i k p a i i , ~  (Ages. 1.32) against whom the Greeks fought 
compared to simply oi ïi@acxi (HG 3.4.24) and he also adds some details about further pillaging done by 
Agesilaus around Sardis and the effect this had. al1 absent from the Hellenica. 

76 See Appendix 2 for further comment5 on this battle near Sardis. 

This minor defeat is ignored in the encomium for obvious reasons. Ages. 1.35 glosses over the penod 
with rhetorical exaggeration which possibly refers to the winning over of the Paphlagonian king, Otys (on 
which see below). 

Cf., e.g., Cyr. 5.4.15-23 for Cyrus' teaction to the defeat of some allies who went off of their own 
accord. He shows concern for the wounded, uses the incident as a lesson for the future and immediately 



On the bais of his two years in Asia Minor, therefore, Agesilaus has certainly 

shown promise as a general with his ski11 at deceiving the enemy and abilïty to l e m  fiom 

his mistakes (sometimes at least) but he has accomplished little that could be deemed 

worthy of a great general, particularly in light of his own ambitions (see be l~w)?~ 

His fmt battle upon returning to Greece in 394 shows that he is capable of 

formulating tactics on the spot. When his troops are k ing  harassed by the cavairy of the 

Thessalians and others, Agesilaus is seen to take stock of the situation, to assess the errors 

made both by his troops and the enemy and to devise a plan leading to victory for his 

men (4.3.3-9)." However, as Tuplin points out, Xenophon again juxtaposes this success 

with the news of the naval battle at Cnidus where Peisander, the admiral, had been 

defeated (4.3.10-14).~~ Blame is clearly meant to be attached to Agesilaus since 

Xenophon has already remarked on how poor a choice Peisander was for admira1 

(3.4.29).82 Thus, by setting Agesilaus' small victory beside the much more serious naval 

defeat Xenophon diminishes the importance of the former. Even at what is arguably 

Agesilaus' greatest rnilitary triumph, his next battle at Coronea, he is not depicted in an 

entirely ideal light but is shown to lack common sense and prudence. AAer the initial 

clash which Agesilaus and his allies on the right wing win, he is faced with a number of 

Thebans who, having broken through the left wing, wish to rejoin their defeated fnends 

(4.3.17-18). Instead of letting the Thebans pass and attacking them from the rem, 

sets out to bury and avenge the dead. Agesilaus is never shown reminding his men of the dangers of setting 
off in srnaIl groups alone, as both X. (An. 5.1.6) and Cyrus (ad loc.) are; see also Chapter 3 n.42. 

'9 Even in the part of the encornium covering this period (Ages. 1.6-38) X. spends little tirne on actual 
military exploits, dwelling only on one - the deception of Tissaphernes and even then the emphasis is on 
the importance of oaths - and filling out the test of the account with how AgesiIaus enriched his fiiends, 
showed goodwill towards prisoners, trained his troops, etc. Cf. Plutarch Cornparison of Agesilaus and 
Pompey 3.1 who dnly notes the disparity between the achievements of the two men. 

'O Ages. 2.2-5 is virtually identical. 

" Tuplin, Failings, p.68. 

Nor is this the first instance where Agesilaus has shown poor judgement in choosing his subordinates. 
See Tuplin, Failings, p.59 and below. 



Agesilaus meets them head on, needlessly endangering himself and his troops as 

Xenophon is careful to point out (4.3.19): hrsaùea 6i') ' Ayqdkov  dn>8p~iov p&v 

E&mv d m i v  t L V c z p @ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  00 *TOI d b 6  y~ T& &~4~~.Urna~a." The 

description of the battle is then followed by the disgraceful defeat and death of Gylis 

who, while Agesilaus went to Delphi, engages the army in piundering but is thwarted by 

the h r i a n s  (4.3.22-23) and by the comment that the war continued thereafter (4.4.1). 

Coronea decides nothing despite being a victory for ~ g e s i l a u s ~  and once again he 

leaves the anny in charge of a mediocre general at best (cf. Peisander) and, as Tupiin 

remarks appositely: "[Gylis' expedition] undercuts the impression created by Coronea, 

just as Cnidus undercuts that created by the engagements near Narthacum and 

 ori in th".'^ Unlike Alcibiades who leaves his fleet in the hands of an inferior officer 

with an order (which is subsequently disobeyed) not to advance against the enemy 

(1.5.11), Agesilaus is not said to have left Gylis with any instructions (such as not to 

invade Locris, 4.3.2 1). 

The rest of Agesilaus' militas, career, as it is represented in the Hellenica, 

consists of periodic campaigns, few of which have any lasting result though this is not 

always his fault; some show Agesilaus using foresight and innovative tactics, others the 

opposite; most consist of ravaging land as a means of procuring subrni~sion.~~ 

1. In 391 Agesilaus lays waste Argive temtory and captures the rebuilt walls of 

83 X. records virtually the sarne comment in the encomium (Ages. 2.12). Its inclusion can be understood 
in view of the fact that Agesilaus did emerge victorious and it does depict his drvbpda, a virtue on which 
there is expansion later in that work (Ages. 6.1-3). 

84 On this see Hamilton, Agesilaus, pp. 108-9. 

" Tuplin, Failings, p.69. 

86 Ravaging the land of the enemy was a fairly standard and only moderately effective practice in 
Greece in general; cf. V.D. Hanson, War$are and Agriculture in Chsical Greece (Pisa, 1983) parsim. The 
Spartans in particular spent a lot of energy on ravaging Attica during the Archidamian War despite 
Archidamus' own observation that it was of little use unless the sea routes were blocked (Th. 1.81); on this 
see G.B. Grundy, Thucydides and the History of His Age (London, 191 1) pp.86-87 and Gomme in HCT 
vol.1 pp.11-12. On the ineffectiveness of Agesilaus' use of such a policy in Asia Minor, cf. Anderson, 
MT&P, pp.6-7 and also Hanson, op.cit., p.150, who is generally more sceptical than Anderson. 



Corinth with the help of his half-brother Teleutias. though this has little effect on the 

overd  outcome of the Corinthian War (4.4.19)~" 

2. In 390, while campaigning against Piraeum, Agesilaus again employs his trick 

of feigning movement in one direction but actuaiiy going in another (4.5.3; cf. 3.4.1 1-12 

& 5.4.48-9) and captures Oenoe, with the end result that the people of Heraeum surrender 

(4.5.1-6).a8 However, at this point Agesilaus' hatred of the Thebans causes him to 

ignore their ambassadon who come to sue for peace. The chance for peace is then lost 

with the news of the utter defeat of the troops from Lechaeumsg and after Agesilaus 

departs for home. al1 the places in the area held by the Spartans including the ones just 

gained by Agesilaus except Lechaeum are recaptured by Iphicrates (4.5.19).* 

3. In 389 he helps the Achaeans battle the Acamanians (4.6.3-12). This is his 

most successful expedition. Most of the time he systematically lays waste Acmanian 

temtory, though at one point he makes an unexpected quick forced march and captures 

the enemy's supply of livestock (4.6.6). A difficult skimiish with light-anned troops 

follows (4.6.8-12) but Agesilaus eventually prevails, in sharp contrast to the polemarch 

In the Agesilaus, X. refers to this with encorniastic exaggeration as unbarring the gates of the 
Peloponnese (Ages. 2.17). Teleutias' aid is omitted from the encomium despite its positive expression in 
the Hellenica; nothing is alIowed to subtract in any way from Agesilaus' glory in  the encomium. 

88 This is as far as the encomium relates the affair (Ages. 2-18-19), ignoring the fact that Agesilaus' 
gains are very soon lost. In the Hellenica the motivation for this campaign is said to be that the Corinthians 
were maintaining themselves with a supply of cattle in Piraeum (4.5.1). The encornium provides a second 
motivation, one more guaranteed to stir Agesilaus, Le. Agesilaus is said to have discovered that the 
Boeotians were able to aid the Corinthians via Piraeum (Ages. 2.18)' a somewhat surprishg inclusion since 
Agesilaus' hatred of Thebes is, as a rule, very much passed over in the encornium. 

89 Agesilaus does summon the Theban ambassadors after the disaster but they are now unwilling to treat 
for peace and are emboldened to carry on the war as a resuh of the Spartan setback (4.5.9-10). 

" The siaughter of the Spartan division near Lechaeum by peltasts and the ease with which X. implies 
that Iphicrates and his light arrned troops recover the places conquered are partly the result of the fact that 
Iphicrates' peItasts were unusually well trained (on which see Pritchett, GSW, part 2 pp.117-125) and partly 
because of Iphicrates' judicious use of the peItasts; cf. Anderson, MT&P, pp.126-129 who compares 
Iphicrates' skilful use of pettasts with the misuse of such troops by Tlemonidas (5.3.3-4) and Phoebidas 
(5.4.42-46). 



of the troops at ~echaeum?' The policy of wasting the land but not capturing any cities 

displeases the Achaeans (4.6.13) but it is succe~sf id;~  the Acarnanians treat for peace 

at the begiming of the next campaigning season fearful of losing their crops again, as 

Agesilaus had p~dicted (4.6.13-4.7. I ) ? ~  

4. The twenty-month siege of Phlius (5.3.13-25) in 381-379 (after a hiatus in 

Agesilaus' military activities of seven years) cannot be regarded as a huge success: it 

took a ndiculous amount of time (5.3.21.25),% it was not widely regarded among other 

Lacedaemonians as being a wise policy (5.3.16) and the extraordinary success of Delphion 

in harassing the Lacedaemonians and his escape (5.3.22,24) do not reflect well on 

Agesilaus' siege rnethods." 

5. The two expeditions against Thebes in 378 (5.4.35-41) and 377 (5.4.47-55) 

amount to littie in the end.% On the positive side Agesilaus shows enough foresight to 

9' Tuplin, Failings, pp.73-4. However, despite the more dificult terrain Agesilaus was not facing the 
sarne highly-trained group faced by the polemarch at Lechaeum. 

92 This whoIe carnpaign is represented in a much different light in the encornium (Ages. 2.20). Despite 
the success of Agesilaus' land-ravaging policy, X. mentions only a skirmish which bears little resemblance 
to the corresponding, more detailed passage at HG 4.6.8-12 where Agesilaus has much more difficulty with 
the enemy than the encomium suggests. 

93 Cf. Hanson, Warfare und Agriculture, p.46 n.33. Cartledge, Agesilaus, p.225 implies that Agesilaus' 
favourite but archaic strategy of ravaging the land worked well in this instance because the Acarnanians 
were not as up to date in the ways and means of "contemporary Greek warfare". However, against the more 
'modem' Thebans later, Agesilaus' land-ravaging policy is nearly successful, failing, in part, because of the 
carelessness of another Spartan commander (see n.98 below). 

ac In this regard also, Agesipolis' clever and quick resolution of a siege at Mantinea (5.2.3-5) serves as 
a contrast. In al1 faimess, however, the art of siege-craft was not particularly advanced at this time; on 
which see J. Ober, "Hoplites and Obstacles", in V.D. Hanson (ed.), Hoplites: The Classical Greek Banle 
Expen'ence (London, 1991) pp. 180-188. 

95 See on this Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.229 and Tuplin, Failings, p.9 1; cf. also Thibron's difficulties at 
Larisa (3.1.7; Chapter 4.4.2 below). In the encomium the reference to this incident is very short (Ages. 
2.21) and followed irnmediately by the remark: d M n ç  WIJ xq .raD~a @~+ET[x~, a' OÙV 
$ikz(rzptq y~ xpax8tv.ra + a v ~ p &  k m .  That X. felt it necessary to comment in this way rather than 
simply glossing over the affair with laudatory rhetoric of some kind or other is evidence of the bad feeling 
attached to the whole affair. Also, $ik~cxiptu is not Agesilaus' real motive (see bdow). 

% These two expeditions are dealt with very cursorily in the encomium (Ages. 2.22), and (D~hEzmpta 
is again cited as the motive. The real motive is hatred as is cIear in the Hellenica (5.1.33; see also Hirsch, 
The Friendship of the Barbarians, pp.47-8 and below). 



secure a passage north both times (5.4.36'47; cf. Cleombrotus who does not, 5.4.59, 

6.4.5), again engages successfully in his deceit of pretending to go one way while going 

another (5.4.48-9; cf. 3.4.1 1-12,4.5.3) and. on the second expedition, cleverly strikes fear 

into the enemy by rnarching not against their set battle line but against their city (5.4.50- 

1) - Xenophon himself is moved to comment on the beauty of this plan - and successfully 

combats enemy peltasts (5.4.54; cf. 4.6.9-1 1). Both years of carnpaigning, however 

successfd they rnight be in and of themselves, are followed by a Lacedaemonian 

setback." In 378, Agesilaus leaves Phoebidas as harmost at Thespiae (5.4.41). 

Phoebidas nearly routs a Theban retreat but falls under a desperate counter-attack by the 

Theban cavalry (5.4.4245). Thespiae is not lost to the Spartans but the Thebans regain 

their spirit (5.4.46). Phoebidas is not explicitly criticised here for his actions but his hope 

of routing the Thebans (5.4.43) recalls his earlier hope of gaining glory from seizing 

Cadmeia about which Xenophon specifically comrnents on his failure to be h o y ~ ~ n ~ 6 5  

and $p6vlpoq (5.2.28). It is difficult, therefore, not to make the inference that Agesilaus 

perhaps was once again unwise in his choice of subordinate. After the second year of 

campaigning, the situation is precisely as Agesilaus must have hoped (at lest  one 

presumes so in view of the tactics of the Acamanian expedition): @ha xie(6p~vot 

oi W p a î o t  QR~VEI ~ ( T O I I  81à ~d h o i v  k o î v  pi) Efhq$Evat K ~ ~ I C O V  é~ q~ fis 
(5.4.56). However, the failure to blockade adequately the sea route whereby the Thebans 

might alleviate their hunger with imported corn negates Agesilaus' gain.98 Although 

Tuplin, Failings, pp. 129- 130. 

98 See Parke, "DSSE", p.74. The Spartan, Alcestas, stationed at Oreus, captures Theban ships loaded 
with grain but fails to guard his prisoners properly, prefemng the pleasures of a handsome boy to his duties, 
inappropriate behaviour for a Spartan (Lac. 2.13); cf. Thibron's behaviour discussed below, especially 
n.192). As a result the Spartans lose Oreus and the Thebans are able to bring in al1 the grain they require 
(5.4.56-7). Alcestas is said to be "careless" (i.e. the prisoners observe his &-a); cf. the "care1ess" 
actions of Anaxibius (4.8.36) and Naucles (7.1.44); see on this Cloché, "Les Helldniques de Xénophon", 
p.18. Cf. also Cyr. 5.4.57 where Cyrus remarks that king distracted by desire leads to carelessness 
(dyi maas). 



Xenophon does not Say Agesilaus is to blame for this, again the juxtaposition of success 

and failure takes the shine off the success? 

6. In 370, after k ing  sick for 6ff years, Agesilaus leads a disastrous campaign 

against Mantinea (6.5.10-21). As usual he ravages the land but he avoids engaging the 

enemy in battie through fear (though here he has some justification - to protect his rear 

troops; compare, by contrast, his behaviour at Coronea) (6.5.16). He and his army are 

so nervous that they are startled and f e h l  at the approach of dies,  who they think are 

enemies (6.5.17), suggesting that Agesilaus had set up a poor system of scouts. Further, 

he makes a grave tacticai error by encamping in a valley which allows the enemy a 

supenor position (6.5.18). He manages to extricate his troops with skilful manoeuvring 

but retreats then in fear from the area, trying to disguise his flight, fortunate in the fact 

that the enemy are waiting for Theban reinforcements and, therefore, do not attack.'" 

7. Finally, in 362, Agesilaus leads ail the Lacedaemonians out towards Mantinea 

and Epaminondas (7.5.9) leaving Sparta &mp veomàv xav'16xao1v Epqpov ~ & v  

&puvo@vov (7.5.10). Only by chance is he warned that Epaminondas is marching 

instead against Sparta (7.5.10). Agesilaus manages to reach the city before Epaminondas 

but is not mentioned thereafter.lO' Once again his scouting system is non-existent; he 

has no idea of Epaminondas' movements whereas Epaminondas is clearly well informed 

about Agesilaus' .'O2 

99 It is certitinly not dear  whether Alcestas, like Phoebidas, was of AgesiIaus' faction or under his 
patronage (see n. 153 below). 

'* A good front appears to have been put on this expedition by the Spartan state, i.e. at least Agesilaus 
ravaged the land and no one engaged him in battle (6.5.21). Clearly the Spartans were desperate to find 
something worthwhile in this campaign (see Tuplin, Failings, p. 142). In the encomium X. again comments 
as favourably as he can on the land-ravaging ploy and rather than mentioning that no one engaged Agesilaus 
in battle he skirts the issue by suggesting that there was something noble in the Spartans even attempting 
this expedition after Leuctra (Ages. 2.23). 

'OL This action is not in the encomium, though see Ages. 2.24. 

l m  Cf. Pritchett, AGMP, vo1.1 p.128 though he makes no mention of Epaminondas' use of rnilitary 
intelligence. 
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This is the last event in Agesilaus' career which is narrated by Xenophon in the 

~ e l l e n i c a ' ~ ~  and the picture of Agesilaus' miiitary sküls which emerges has both 

positive and negative aspects, charactensed by the juxtaposition of successes and defeats. 

Agesilaus is clearly mastefil at deceiving the enemy, capable of leaming from mistakes 

and of adapting to new situations and, on balance. plans out his campaigns prudently and 

with foresight. That said, examples of the opposite of ai i  these characteristics are also 

evident and rarely is Agesilaus depicted as showing a great deal of wisdom in the 

appointment of his subordinates. '" 

4.3.3 Leadership SkiUs 

Agesilaus' methods of maintainhg the spirit of his troops are slightly underhanded, 

sometimes with undesirable side effects. He is not shown using oratory for this 

purpo~e , '~~  or at least Xenophon provides no examples of upiifting speeches to the 

troops by Agesilaus in either the Hellenica or the ~ ~ e s i l a u s . ' ~  Nor, on the other hand, 

does he give any instances in which Agesilaus resorts to physical punishment. Like 

Lysander, Agesilaus is able to ensure obedience in other ways.lo7 These consist 

primuily of incentive, bribery. encouraging contempt for the enemy and de~eit.'~' 

w3 Absent from the Hellenica but included in the encomium are Agesilaus' role in the defence of Sparta 
in 370 (Ages. 2.24) and his stint as a mercenary commander in Egypt (Ages. 2.28-31) in c.360. 

Hamilton, Agesilaus, pp.58-65 is a bit too generous in his appraisal. Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.208 is 
closer to the mark (though not about X.) when he says "Agesilaos ...g arnered a comparable wealth of 
experience but was even less [than X.] inclined to subject it to critical reflection or m&e it the b a i s  for 
innovation". 

'" Clearchus is the only Spartan discussed thus far who has command of this skill, but cf. also Teleutias 
(5.1.14- 17; Chapter 4.4.4 below). 

'06 His conversation with Pharnabazus (4.1.32-38) does show he is capable of some rnanipulative 
rhetoric (see below). 

'O7 When discussing Agesilaus' wisdom (ao$fa) in the encomium X. says that Agesilaus roD5 & y~ 
srpun6noy m a  x~iûop&vou5  al $iAoDv~a~ ori5lcdv xapQe (Ages. 6.4). 

'O8 These methods are described more ambiguously and hence more favourably in the encomium. E.g., 
Ages. 2.8 (bhkqm & ~ a t  @povf jpa~o~ 7% yru~e abQv, 5 i~avot  ~ E V  x p b ~  ofkmvarç s o t  
~ & x E & ~ L -  En 62 @~hviic(av hr@& xpoq drjlÂfjÂou5 zoiç WT' aUroQ, hy E~acnoi a6tQv 
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These methods are not the best nor the most enduring ways of governing men (compare 

Xenophon's own use of oratory and personal example combined with sparing use of 

physical punishment) though they are at least one step above governing through fear 

(Clearchus' preferred method; see Chapter 3.3.3). 

Agesilaus is not unaware of the value of offenng men incentives. For example, 

at Ephesus, prizes are given to those who train hard and are judged best at their respective 

tasks (hoplites, cavalry, and peltasts, 3.4.16; cf. Ages. 1.25) - a perfectly acceptable means 

of simultaneously training and encouraging ~oldiers. '~ Similar tactics later on, 

however, are not so entirely positive: when faced with his soldiers' reluctance to set out 

frorn Asia Minor to return to Greece, Agesilaus bribes them by offering rnagnificent 

prizes for the best-equipped troops, prizes which are to be awarded only when the army 

has reached Europe (4.2.5-7). His use of bnbery is seen to better effect when, concerned 

with creating a cavalry unit, he exploits the weaknesses of the wealthier among his allies 

by proclaiming that those who could provide a well-equipped horse and rider would not 

have to serve themselves. In the former case the bribed men are still in the situation they 

were trying to avoid, in the latter those bribed clearly corne out better. Agesilaus' other 

methods of encouraging and instilling confidence in his men are similarly not entirely 

positive in effect. For example, he encourages his men to think contemptuously of the 

enemy by selling naked Persians so that the Greeks can see how physically weak they are 

(3.4.19; cf. Ages. 1.28). Conternpt, however, can lead to arrogance which negates the 

positive effect it may have on confidence as is seen at 4.1.17-19 where Agesilaus' 

soldiers are cut down by Pharnabazus' cavalry because, feeling disdain for the enemy, 

&pimoi $afvotv.co) could refer to oratorical skills and the use of personal exarnple but in view of the 
HeZlenica it more likely refers to bribery and encouragement by means of contempt for the enemy, etc. 

'09 Cf. 6.2.28; C'r. 1-6-18. 6.2.5-6; An. 1.7.7f.i Hiero 9.4-7; Tuplin, Failings, p.75 n.3 1 .  On problems 
witfi encouraging such competitive activity see C'r. 3.3.10, 8.2.26-28 and Chapter 5.5.2 below. 



they do not take proper precauti~ns."~ He also deceives his troops to maintah 

confidence. When the news of Peisander's defeat at Cnidus reaches him (4.3.12-14), 

- believing that if he tells the tmth his men wiil desert. he reports that Peisander was 

victonous and even sacrifices to the gods as if this were so, handing out portions of the 

sacrificial victims to many. Victory in a skirrnish thereafter is given as proof that 

Agesilaus was nght in his assumptions about the mood of the soldiers. In principle 

Xenophon approves of deception of one's own soldiers to maintain spirit (see Chapter 

3.2.2 n.23 above) but it is by no rneans certain that he sanctions making a mockery of a 

pious act in the interests of building confidence,lL1 particularly in view of the 

importance he attaches to a leader conforming to reiigious con~entions."~ The 

impropriety of Agesilaus' sacrifice is particularly striking in view of his reputation for 

piety (see below).'" The incident shows that Agesilaus did not always command the 

full loyalty of his troops, though indeed he is aware of this fact and tries to counter it. 

In the above instance, the soldiers with him are those who already had to be bribed to 

follow him to Greece in the first place (4.2.5-7). so Agesilaus at least recognizes that the 

benefits of building loyalty by bribery are short-lived. Much later at the siege of Phlius, 

Agesilaus rnust deal with troops unhappy to be alienating the majonty of Phliasians on 

behalf of a few exiles (5.3.16). Agesilaus encourages the exiles to bnng their friends and 

relatives over to the Spartan side and train thern in the Spartan manner (5.3.17). The 

"" Cf. TupIin, Failings, p.58 and p.61 n.40 on the dangers of inspiring contempt for the enemy. 

"' Cf. Cambyses' advice to Cyrus not to deceive his men or they will cease obeying him (Cyr. 1.6.19; 
1.6.3 1-33). Earlier in the Hellenica another Spartan, Eteonicus, practised the same deception, cornplete with 
fdse sacrifice (1 -6.36-38); see Tuplin, Failings, p.68 on the impropriety of Agesilaus' conduct here (contra 
Gray, The Churacter of X. 's Hellenica, p. 15 1 and Krentz, HG on 1.6.36-38 who both see this as an example 
of g d  leadership). 

I t 2  Note how Cambyses both begins and ends his advice to Cyrus on leadership with matters conceming 
piety (Cyr. 1.6.1-6 and 1.6.44-46; on which passages see Dillery, M T ,  pp.226-7). 

'13 This episode was certainly not deemed worthy of inclusion in the encomium. Although Breitenbach, 
HAX, p.74 believes that the incident is indicative of good generalship, he does suggest that X. did not 
include the episode in the encomium preciseIy because the false sacrifice "mikhte doch einen Schatten auf 
die Frommigkeit des Konigs werfen" (ibid., p.74 n. 1 13). 



addition of such weli-discipiined troops seems to queil the unhappiness among Agesilaus' 

own troops even though it does ïittle to bring a successN end to the siege.'I4 

As far as earning the soldier's respect and givhg if only an illusion of respect 

in retum, Agesilaus appears to have much in common with his fellow-Spartiates discussed 

thus far. There is iittle evidence of his accessibilty to the common soldier"' nor is he 

seen to allow criticism of his actions, and though, in the encomium, he is reputed to 

espouse the doctrine that it befits a leader to surpass his troops not in weakness but in 

endurance (Ages. 5.2),'16 the evidence in the Hellenica that he actually did this is not 

so straightforward. His bravery is certainiy attested at Coronea, where he is said to have 

received many wounds (4.3.19-20). When he meets with Pharnabazus, his simplicity of 

rnanner (Agesilaus, like his officers, sprawls on the grass) shames the Persian satrap who 

is luxuriously adomed (4.1.30-3 1; cf. Ages. 9.3-5). And when Agesilaus goes to aid the 

division at Lechaeum he and his tabletornpanions go without breakfast, while he orders 

his soldiers to follow after they have eaten something (4.5.8). These examples show that 

Agesilaus has at least an inclination towards showing his soldiers that he is willing to 

endure what they must. However, when compared to othen in the Hellenica who clearly 

have a reputation for outperforming their soldiers at unpleasant tasks as a means of 

Cartiedge, Agesilaas, pp.228-9 and Tuplin, Failings, p.91. This incident is not recorded in the 
encomium. 

' Is This, despite the claim in the encomium that he is accessible to al1 (in a cornparison with the Persian 
king, Ages. 9.1-2). Who 'all' stands for is ambiguous but it would appear from the evidence in the 
Hellenica to mean Spartiates (e.g., Herippidas easily approaches him, 4.1.20), friends and others of 
Agesilaus' choosing but not necessarily common soldiers. X. is not hesitant to comment on the accessibility 
of others in the Hellenica so had this been a noted quality of Agesilaus he would likely have mentioned it 
there too (see Chapter 3 n.33 above). 

Il6 As examples, X. says that Agesilaus slept on the most humble of beds, endured a greater arnount 
of heat and coid and toiled harder than anyone else believing that al1 such things would encourage the 
soldiers (Ages. 5.3; cf. also Ages. 9.3-5, 10.1). This is a topos often applied to Socrates (e-g. Pl. Smp. 219e- 
220d; X. Mem 2.1.1,6). As Hirsch, Friendrhip of the Barbarians, p.44 notes: "this sort of contrast must 
have been cornmonplace in Socratic circies and Xenophon has simply adapted it to his encomium of 
Agesilaus". On such endurance as a "xenophontischen Topos" see Breitenbach, HAX, pp.60-1; cf. also 
Chapter 5 nr1.50~5 1 below. 
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inspiration - notably Agesilaus' own half-brother Teleutias (5.1.15) and Jason (6.1.5- 

6) l l7 - Agesilaus appears neither outstanding nor ideal. 

Agesilaus' attention to the general physicai welfare and safety of his men is 

inconsistent, though certainly as far as  provisioning is concemed, he appears to have been 

diligent. He starts his campaign in Asia Minor with supplies for six months (3.4.3) and, 

during his two years there, has no difficulty securing more than ample provisions and 

booty (3.4.12'2 1'24; 4.1.1.15- l6,24; Ages. 1.20,29). The campaign in generai must have 

been attractive to the soldiers since there appear to have been great rewards for little hard 

campaigning. It is understandable that many are sad to see Agesilaus go (4.2.4). At one 

point Agesilaus' procurement of provisions is given even further emphasis by the use of 

direct speech when after the battle near Sardis, Agesilaus promises Tithraustes that he wiii 

leave his satrapy and enter Pharnabazus' if Tithraustes will provide provisions for his 

army (3.4.26). This Tithraustes does. This last episode certainly may be showing 

Agesilaus "manipulating the ~pposition""~ but it also reveals that he has lost some of 

his fervour (if he ever truly had it) for helping the Greeks in Asia (see below), and thus 

Xenophon again tempers his approval with a negative point. On later campaigns in 

Greece there is no indication that Agesilaus neglected provisioning his troops or had 

trouble acquinng necessary supplies. He takes whatever is needed by whatever means 

he can: he makes use of provisions which have been abandoned by the enemy (4.53, 

captures the enemy's livestock (4.6.6)' purchases supplies (6.5.12) or plunders (6.5.15). 

In addition, like Lysander, Agesilaus is well aware that destroying an enemy's supply of 

provisions can hasten subrnission as his favoured policy of laying waste land shows (e.g., 

4.6.13-4.7.1; 5.4.56). 

Agesilaus' concem for the safety of his soldiers manifests itself less consistentiy. 

Il7 Cf. also X. (Chapter 3.2.2 above) and Clearchus (Chapter 3.3.3 above). 

"' Tuplin, Failings, p.56. 



During bis tirne in Asia Minor he ensures that his men are wel1 equipped and well trained 

(3.4.15-17,20) yet he appears to pay little attention to the dangers associated with random 

plundering expeditions by his troops, twice losing men to the enemy in this way (3.4.22; 

4.1.17-19)."~ At Coronea, his direct assault on the retreating Thebans is expressly 

noted by Xenophon as king unsafe (4.3.19)'" and the expedition against Mantinea is 

plagued by inadequate safety rneasures (see above); however, other parts of his campaign 

strategies are developed with the safety of his troops in mind, for exarnple, his securing 

of the pass at Cithaeron (5.4.36,47). Even Xenophon's report of Agesilaus' timely 

measure of providing fue and thus saving a section of his soldiers who find themselves 

on some heights without fire and adequate clothing (4.5.4), is not unarnbiguously a 

positive example for Xenophon is surely implicitly censuring Agesilaus in the same 

instance for lacking foresight to make sure the men had fire and suitable clothing in the 

fust place, tempering, once more, a positive point with criti~isrn.'~~ 

Xenophon only twice directly comrnents on Agesilaus paying troops. Once when 

leaving a garrison at Phlius, Agesilaus is said to have left enough pay for six months in 

advance (5.3.25) and later, he sends one rnonih's pay in advance to some mercenary 

troops whom he wishes to occupy Cithaeron for him (5.4.37). Other than that, judging 

by the amount of booty captured and sold in Asia Minor (e.g., 3.4.24), Agesilaus had 

more than enough funds to pay his troops there at Ieast, and though he was more reliant 

on the help of allied cities (3.4.15 and 4.2.5) than Lysander had been, he too made 

expedient use of Persian funds (from Tithraustes, 3.4.26) to supply and presumably pay 

his army. Certainly there is no suggestion that Agesilaus had trouble in this regard. 

Il9 For a further instance of carelessness of men under his command see 5.4.39. 

''O Likely motivated by his growing hatred of Thebes (for which see below) though X. does not spell 
this out. 

lZ' Tuplin, Failings, p.7 1 .  B y  contmt, Breitenbach, HAX, pp.7 1-2, Cartledge, Agesilaus, p.223, Gray, 
The Character of X. 's Hellenica, p. 158 and Hamilton, Agesilaus, p.5 1 see only good generalship here. X. 
hirnself did not think it expedient to include the incident in the encomium. 



Although Agesilaus shows a reasonable, if not ideai, concern for the welfare of 

his soldiers, it is clear that the motivation behind his actions and policies is far from 

praiseworthy based as it is on personal Wres and dislikes not on what is strictiy in the best 

interests of his solùiers and the state. As has k e n  noted, Xenophon's fust image of 

Agesilaus in the Hellenica shows him wiliing to accept the manipulation of an oracle in 

order that he rnight daim the throne (3.3.1-3). Personal ambition is behind this incident, 

the personal ambition of both Agesilaus, who seizes the chance to become king, and 

Lysander, who sees in Agesilaus' kingship a means whereby he can consolidate his own 

power. Patriotism and loyalty to the good of Sparta at the expense of personal gain are 

conspicuous by tbeir absence. This unhealthy level of personai ambition is funher 

revealed when Agesilaus departs for Asia Minor. Xenophon reports that Agesilaus 

wished to sacrifice at Aulis from where Agamemnon had sailed; his attempt is thwarted 

by the Boeotarchs (3.4.3-4).lU This act is nothing short of hubristic considering that 

Agesilaus has not held (as far as cm be ascertained) a major cornmand before and that 

the main aim of the expedition (Lysander's hidden agenda and the issue of the freedom 

of the Greeks in Asia excepted) seems to be to prevent an anticipated attack on Greece 

by putting more pressure on the Persians in Asia Minor (3.4.1-2). That Agamemnon's 

sacrifice becomes a paradigrnatic act of hubris in Greek tragedy12) may also suggest that 

Agesilaus' attempted sacrifice is to be so under~tood. '~~ 

Agesilaus maintains the lofty ambition of himself as the new Agamemnon during 

This incident is not included in the encomium where it would have been appropriate if X. had 
considered it a positive symbolic act given the panhellenistic rhetorical bent to the encomium (cf. Krentz, 
HG 2 on 3.4.3 who also points out that the Theban element would have been inappropriate for the 
encomium). 

Cf. Fisher, Hybris, pp.283ff. on A. A. 184-249 and D. Whitehead, "Cornpetitive Outlay and 
Community Profit: $ihonpta in Democratic Athens", C&M 34 (1983) p.58 on E. IA 337-42. 

Contra Dillery, XHT, pp. 1 16-7 who, after noting reasonably that the failed sacrifice foreshadows the 
failed expedition, argues less convincingly that X. is expressing here and in his cornparison of Agesilaus 
with Xerxes (4.2.8; see below) his disappointment that the 'panhellenic' expedition failed. 



his time in Asia Minor, his goal becoming more transparent as tirne progresses. At fust 

he proclaims the 'party-line' to Tissaphernes (3.4.5): he has corne in order that 

' EM&& - a goal not uniike that for which Thibron (3.1.3) and Dercylidas (3.2.20) were 

sent,'= though the Spartan definition of autonomy is exposed in Agesilaus' statement: 

autonomy equafs subjection to Sparta not to ~ e r s i a . ' ~ ~  This goal is not mentioned again. 

When Tithraustes offen autonomy (3.4.26; and see above), Agesilaus is non-committal 

and soon after Tithraustes is said to have heard that Agesilaus was intending to stay in 

Persia to overthrow the King (3.5.1). Then Xenophon reveais outright what the sacrifice 

at Aulis indirectly suggested, that Agesilaus desires to win glory for hirnself by drawing 

nations away from the King (4.1. l), as many nations as possible (4.1.4 l).12' 

However divergent Agesilaus' and the Spartan state's purposes were becoming, 

Agesilaus does obey the summons to retum to Greece in 394 (4.2.2-3), though it is noted 

that he bears the news badly and promises his allies he will retum as soon as possible (cf. 

also 4.3.2). Most ominously of dl, he is said to retum to Greece by the very route 

Xerxes took when he invaded Greece (4.2.8). an action Herodotus very firrniy regards as 

h~brist ic. '~~ The unrnistakable implication is that "Agesilaos approaches Greece as a 

ls Cf. R. Seager & C. Tuplin, "The Freedom of the Greeks in Asia", JHS 100 (1980) p.144. 

126 The irnperialistic ton= of the staternent (cf. Th. 1.19) is absent from the encorniurn where in fact it 
is Tissaphernes who speaks of the freedom of the Greeks not Agesilaus (Ages. 1.10). 

12' It has been suggested that Agesilaus' aim was to create "a buffer-zone of rebel saîraps and tribes 
between the tenitory still controlled by the King and the Greek cities of the sea-board" (R. Seager, 
"Agesilaus in Asia: Propaganda and Objectives", LCM 2 (1977) p.184; reiterated in Seagermuplin, "The 
Freedom of the Greeks of Asia", p. 146). Considering simply the evidence in the Hellenica, a much more 
cynical conclusion could be proposed, i.e. that Agesilaus is acting purely with thoughts for his own glory 
not with any concem for the Greeks of Asia Minor whose cause he so quickly stopped espousing (e.g., he 
did not reject Tithraustes' compromise) and whom he abandoned completely when accepting the King's 
Peace (see below). 

'*' Cf. particularly Artabanus' warning to Xerxes (Hdt. 7.10); on this see D. Cairns, "Hybris, Dishonour, 
and Thinking Big", JHS 116 (1996) pp.13-15. On Xerxes' hubris in general see H.R. Immenvahr, Form 
and Thought in Herodotus (Ohio, 1966) pp.  176- 183 and D. Lateiner, The Histon'cal Method of Herodotus 
(Toronto, 1989). 



would-be conquer~r" '~~ and since at the opening and close of his campaign he is 

compared to two men whose behaviour is proverbially hubristic, his actions can scarcely 

be regarded in any other light.lM Agesilaus is not always even so reluctantly obedient 

which suggests further that his return to Greece was personally motivated either by hatred 

of Thebes or by concem about his power at home (hence fawning cornpliance with the 

ephors) or bath."' Cextainly later on Agesilaus obeys or disobeys state orders 

according to his personai preference not according to the wishes of the state. For 

example, he refuses to lead an expedition against Mantinea because of a family-friendship 

with the city (5.2.3) and he does lead an expedition against Phiius because of penonal 

and family friendships with some of the exiles (5.3.13). When it suits him, however, he 

does place the interests of the state over personal friendships as is seen in his 

conversation with Pharnabazus (4.1.34): 

His acceptance of the command against Thebes in 378 for the alleged reason that 

he did not wish to oppose the state's wishes (5.4.35) rings completely hollow in view of 

the fact that in the previous year he had refused the cornmanci on the grounds that he was 

too old (5.4.13).13' Xenophon reports that the real reason behind this refusal was that 

Iz9 Krentz, HC 2 on 4.2.8. Cf. also Higgins. Xenophon, p.106 and Tuplin, Failings, p.60. 

Note the entirely different slant in the encomium. There, Agesilaus is held up as a paragon of 
Spartan obedience (Ages. 1.36, 2.16; cf. also Ages. 7 and Plu. Ages. 15.5-8) and the cornparison to Xerxes 
is made simpIy in terms of how long it took each to traverse the same route (Ages. 1.38). 

Hodkinson. "Social Order", p.279 suggests that Agesilaus obeyed "in order to conceal his personal 
authority " . 

'32 Hermann, Ritualised Friendship, pp.1,152 comrnents on both the latter two passages but without 
drawing attention CO Agesilaus' expedient use of guest-friendships. 

133 He was about 58 years old at the time. See Tuplin, Failings, p.125 for how his ability to choose 
commands reflects the weight of his influence at this time and see Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.206 on the 
speciousness of Agesilaus' excuse. 



Agesilaus did not want to be accused of aiding tyrants.IY The tyrants in question were 

those who had aided Phoebidas to seize the Theban citadel in 383 (5.2.25-31) but who 

had subsequently been overthrown in 379 (5.4.1-12). Phoebidas' act was blatantly 

contrary to the provisions of the King's Peace in 387 when the Greek States, Sparta 

included, swore under oath to aliow each other their independence (5.1.32; cf. the 

Athenian Autocles' condemnation 6.3.9). Xenophon makes it perfectly clear that he 

considers that the Spartans were behaving unjustly and impiously when they sanctioned 

Phoebidas' actions (5.4.1)'" and left a h m o s t  in the city (5.4.10J3). Agesilaus' 

refusai to condemn the act (5.2.32) shows him to be in the wrong too,lM hypocritically 

so, as he had previously made a point of harassing the Thebans on their very reluctance 

to aiiow the Boeotian cities independence during negotiations of the King's Peace in 387 

(5.1.32-3).13' Agesilaus' care not to be connected with the tyrants now must result from 

some intemal backlash over the event. Thus, he opposes state wishes out of concern for 

his own reputation. But in 378 it suits Agesilaus to accept the cornrnand because in the 

interim Athens has gone f i d y  over to Thebes' side (5.4.34) presenting a greater threat 

to Sparta and to Agesilaus' own anti-Theban policy. His concem that he not seem to aid 

IW On the tradition that Sparta pursued anti-tyrannical poIicies see Hooker, "Spartan Propaganda", 
pp. 128-9. 

IJ5 Tuplin, Failings, p.99 remarks about this incident: "we can only conclude that Spartan nomos does 
indeed favour the exaltation of interest over propriety (5.2.32)." This statement could equally well be 
applied to Agesilaus hirnself. Cf. Th. 5.105.4 where the Athenians argue that for Sparta justice equals what 
is expedient. On 5.4.1 and the meaning of the 'divine' in the passage see Tuplin, Failings, pp.99-100 and, 
more extensively and with a different emphasis, Dillery, XHT, pp.221-227. 

Cf. de Ste Croix, OPW, p.135, Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp.296-7 and Dillery, M T ,  pp.216-8. By 
contrast, Hamilton, Agesilaus, p. 148 suggests that X. is downplaying Agesilaus* role in the affair, because 
in Plutarch's account he is much more involved (Plu. Ages. 23.5-11; cf. also Cawkwell, "Agesilaus & 
Sparta", pp.64-5) and that X. had to mention Agesilaus' comments about the expediency of the act because 
such rernarks were common knowledge. But presumably, e.g., the foundation of Megalopolis was common 
knowledge. yet X. felt no need to mention it. In fact, direct speech draws even more attention to Agesilaus* 
words and culpability than bare narrative would have done. Hamilton's view relies too much on the opinion 
that X. resists criticising Agesilaus. 

'" There is mention neither of the King's Peace nor of the events surrounding Phoebidas* actions in 
the encomium. 



tyrants is no longer an issue and he himself is responsible for this turn of affairs. When 

he refuses to lead the earlier expedition against Thebes in 379, the command is given to 

his inexperienced (5.4.14) CO-king and political rival Cleombrotus who does not share 

Agesilaus' virulent anti-Theban sentiments and makes no attack on Thebes (5.4.15). 

Cleombrotus does leave one of his men, Sphodrias, with a garrison at Thespiae in order 

to hire a mercenary force. Sphodrias is subsequently persuaded by the Thebans to attack 

Athens (5.4.20)."' The Athenians are understandably incensed and seize the 

ambassadon from Sparta present in ~thens '"  (one of whom, Etymocles, is a friend of 

Agesilaus, 5.4.32) who they believe are cognizant of the plot; however, the ambassadors 

plead ignorance on behalf of themselves and the Spartan state and assure the Athenians 

that Sphodrias will be duly executed; they are released (5.4.22-23). In the end Sphodrias 

is acquitted of wrongdoing and Xenophon reports that many deemed the judgement the 

most unjust ever handed out in Lacedaemon (5.4.24). 

It had been expected that Agesilaus and his followers would condernn Sphodrias 

but in a very peculiar and lengthy description Xenophon explains how Agesilaus' son 

Archidamus successfully appealed to his father on behalf of his lover Cleonymus, 

Sphodnas' son (5.4.25-33). Agesilaus' eventual conclusion (contrary to his initial opinion 

that Sphodrias had harmed Sparta, 5.4.30) is that Sphodrias led a good and noble life up 

to this point'" and, therefore, it would be a shame to execute him simply because he 

138 Bribery, X. reports. is suspected. See Hdt. 3.138 on Spartan susceptibility to bribes; on which see 
S. Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'? Contemporary images of the role of wealth in cIassical Sparta", in A. 
Powell & S. Hodkinson (eds), The Shadow of S p a m  (London, 1994) pp.185-6. 

139 For speculation on the nature of this embassy and the connection of the raid of Sphodrias to the 
formation of the Second Athenian Confederacy, cf. de Ste. Croix, OPW, p.134; R.M. Kallet-Marx, "Athens, 
Thebes and the Foundation of the Second Athenian League", CA 4 (1985) pp.127-151; Dillery, XHT, 
pp.231-2. X.'s silence about this confederacy is held up as one of the reasons to question his historical 
worth (e.g. G. Cawkwell, "The Foundation of the Second Athenian Confederacy", CQ 23 (1973) pp.47-60) 
but see C. Tuplin, "Xenophon: A Didactic Historian", PCA 74 (1977) pp.26-7 and Dillery, op.cit., p.23 1 for 
more positive attempts to explain the omission. 

la X. gives us no hint of Sphodrias* supposed virtues, suggesting only that he is rather susceptible to 
bribery (5.4.20-30; cf. n. 138 above); cf. Tuplin, Failings, p.126. 



made one error (5.4.32). Because Sparta does acquit Sphodrias. the Athenians, who had 

been so feamil of Spartan power before this episode (5.4.19), join forces with Thebes 

(5.4.34). The implication is that had Sphodrias been condernned they would not have 

acted in this way. What Agesilaus' real motive was for supporting Sphodrias - the 

alleged reason is surely as specious as his reasons for rehising and then accepting the 

commands against Thebes - is uncertain. The most likely proposal is that Agesilaus 

supported Sphodrias, who was an associate of Cleombrotus, to neutraiize intemal 

opposition to his policies (recall how he had k e n  worried about king branded a 

supporter of tyrants) by placing bis nvals in his debtI4' and thus consolidating his 

already considerable power.'" Be that as it may, what is clear and what Xenophon 

makes clear is that the acquitta1 of Sphodrias was unjust. hamiful to Spartan interests, 

hamful even to Agesilaus' own policies and was brought about by Agesilaus hirnse1f.l" 

The whole episode is a manifestation of the nvalry and jealousy between the two kings 

and their factions? This rivalry affected the decision-making process of both 

sides.14' Agesilaus and Cleombrotus' predecessor, Agesipolis, were engaged in a 

14'  See Hamilton, Agesilaus, pp.172-3. P. Cartledge, "The Politics of Spartan Pederasty", PCPhS 30 
(1981) p.29 and Agesilaos, pp.137.144 takes a similar position. It is also possible that Agesilaus supported 
Sphodrias deliberately though he was at the same time making a pretence of approaching Athens, realizing 
that it would drive Athens to ally with Thebes and, therefore, give him a better excuse to attack Thebes. 
Other suggestions, such as that made by Gray, The Character of X. 's Hellenica, p.62 that the episode is 
meant to show that it is not unjust to acquit a man who has only committed one wrong deed in his Iife, are 
less than satisfactory. Cf. Chapter 5 n.121 below for implications of this in connection with the problem 
of oliganthropia. 

14' The leniency shown to Phoebidas and Sphodrias is, as de Ste. Croix, OPW, pp.134-137 points out, 
indicative of Agesilaus* personal power. 

'43 Cf. Tuplin, Failings, pp.126-8 and Dillery, XHT, p.234. 

Aristotle (Pol. 127la18-26) criticizes the dual kingship on a nurnber of grounds including the notion 
that the safety and stability of the state depended upon division between the two kings. X.'s portrayal of 
the kings suggests that he too sees the dual kingship as ineffective. In the Lac. he generally avoids talking 
about the dual kingship (refemng to 'king' in the singular except at 15.5,8,9). 

L45 In general terms, traditionally (see, e.g., Polybius 9.23.7) the one line of kings, the Agiads, was more 
sympathetic to democracies and peaceful means of resolution to conflict and the other line (Agesilaus*), the 
Eurypontids, was more sympathetic to oligarchies and the use of force to achieve their objectives. Thus 
clashes and stalemates were inevitable; cf. CawkwelI, "Agesilaus & Sparts", pp.74.79-80. 



similar cornpetitive batde. For example, Xenophon comments that Agesipolis, on his 

campaign against Argos in 388, was motivated by a desire to lead his army closer to the 

city walls than Agesilaus had in 391 (4.7.5; cf.4.4.19) - hardly reasoned policy (cf. also 

5.2.3f.). Agesilaus' unexpected mouming of Agesipolis is highlighted precisely because 

it is unexpected. The nvairy had been so intense that it was thought that Agesilaus would 

rejoice at Agesipolis' death (5.3.20) but Agesilaus could afford to take a politically 

expedient stance with his rival out of the way.'" 

Agesilaus' rivalries extend to anyone he perceives as a threat to his power, not 

just his CO-kings. His treatment of Lysander in Asia Minor (see Chapter 4.2.3 above), 

necessary though it was to maintain his authority is based on envy and reveals why 

Agesilaus has so much trouble finding suitable subordhates and, at the same time, belies 

his reputation for k ing loyal to friends, as put forth in the en~orniurn.'~' In the 

Hellenica, Xenophon, recording a conversation between Agesilaus and Lysander, has 

Agesilaus Say that he knows how to humiliate those fnends who desire to appear greater 

than himself but for those who glorim him he daims he would be ashamed not to honour 

them (3.4.9).'" Lysander, though he 'honours' Agesilaus by gaining the Persian 

Spithridates as an ally for him, is clearly considered too dangerous to have around; so 

even though Agesilaus is pleased by the deed (3.4.10), he does not honour Lysander in 

retum.lJ9 Instead, Lysander is effectively banished from Agesilaus' circle of friends and 

ad vis or^.^^^ In fact, Agesilaus' definition of friendship requires that he sumund himself 

'a Cf. R.E. Smith, "The Opposition to Agesilaus' Foreign Policy", Historia 2 (195314) pp.279ff. for a 
more detailed discussion about Agesilaus' nvalry with Agesipolis and Cleombrotus. See also Tuplin, 
Failings, p.75 on 4.7.5 and p.93 on 5.3.20. 

14' Cf. Ages. 1.13-19.36; 2.23; 6.4; 11.3. There is no mention at al1 of Lysander in the encomium. 

14' AS Tuplin, Failings, p.57 and n.35 notes, X. does not elsewhere write of the benefits to be bestowed 
by fiends of a leader in such base tenns. 

Proietti, X. 's Spanu, p.100 points out that Agesilaus had in fact the perfoct opponunity for honouring 
Lysander when he was given carte blanche to appoint a naval commander (3.4.27). 

'" Keen, "Lies about Lysander", pp.288-9 regards the situation in a different light. arguing that sending 



with substandard charactea, those wiliing to glorify (i.e. fawn over) him but who are 

unlikely to be outstanding or to surpass him in any way."' Thus, when rewarding these 

friends with commands Agesilaus does himself and the state a dis~ervice.'~~ For 

example, the appointment of his inexperienced brother-in-law Peisander as admiral leads 

to a serious naval defeat for the Spartans at Cnidus (4.3. lof.) and the choice of Herippidas 

as his 'right-hand man' in Asia loses for Agesilaus the two allies gained because of 

Lysander's influence, Spithridates and Otys (4.1.20-28).'~~ Unlike Lysander, however, 

the mediocre Herippidas is neither punished nor banished by ~gesilaus.'" 

43.4 Diplornatic Skills 

While he is in Asia Minor from 396-4, Agesilaus' relations with the Penians reveal, for 

the most part, a shrewdness and caution which ultimately benefit the soldiers under his 

comrnand (careless plundenng being the exception). He shows a healthy distnist of 

Tissaphemes (3.4.5-7) (not being taken in by his promises and oaths as Clearchus was, 

for example), outwits him (3.4.1 1-12) and thus indirectly brings about his death at the 

Lysander to such an important area as the Hellespont was a mark of respect and so the quarrel was not very 
serious at al1; however, Keen does not particularly address Lysander's subsequent disappearance from 
Agesilaus' retinue. 

15 '  This is a problem about which the tyrant Hiero complains when reflecting upon the trials of a d e r  
(Hier. 5.2). 

'" Particularly good on Agesilaus' extensive use of patronage to increase his personal power are 
Hodki nson, "Social Order", pp.263f. and " Warfare, wealth.. . ", pp. 159ff. and Cartiedge, Agesilaos, Chapter 
9 and Index S.V. AGESILAOS II, patronage. See also Lewis, Sparta and Persia, p.35. 

Is3 A desire to humiliate Lysander was likely among the reasons which led Agesilaus to these 
appoinunents (see Proietti, X. 's S p a r - ,  pp. 100- 101) but elsewhere Agesilaus' subordinates are not often seen 
to acquit themselves admirably, e.g., Peisander (n.82 above) and Gylis, who has comrnand of the army after 
the battle of Coronea (4.3.22-23). Eudamidas and his brother Phoebidas (5.2.24) are likely to have been 
of Agesilaus' faction; cf. Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp. 147-8 (for a possible familial relation between Agesilaus 
and these two) and Hodkinson, "Warfare, wealth ...", p. 169. The latter is specifically noted as k ing  less 
than competent (5.2.28). Of Eudamidas little is said but Phoebidas' seizure of Thebes with the subsequent 
support of Agesilaus is unpopular. The exception is Teleutias, Agesilaus' half-brother (see Chapter 4.4.4 
below). 

'" Cf. Tuplin, Failingr, p.59. 



command of the Persian king (3.4.25). At the same t h e  he avoids major batties with 

Tissaphemes while gaining a great deal of booty and providing for his army at 

Tissaphemes' expense (3.4.12,24). With Tithraustes he bargains for money in return for 

attacking Phamabazus' satrapy (3.4.26) and successfully fulfis this agreement with iittîe 

harrn to his army. Subsequent negotiations with Pharnabazus end in a tmce and mutual 

respect. At no tirne does Agesilaus appear to court the Persians for his own personal 

gain, at least as far as material wealth is con~erned, '~~ but he does attempt to win allies 

away from the Persian King and thereby to increase his own glory (4.1.1,41; cf. Ages. 7.7, 

8.5). It is not at al1 certain that this policy is in the best interests of Sparta. Certainly 

one side effect of Agesilaus' growing ambitions in Asia is to alam Tithraustes and 

prompt him to stir up trouble in Greece for Sparta in the hope of taking some of the 

pressure off the Persians (3.5.1) - hardly a benefit to Sparta's security. Regardless, 

Agesilaus is singularly unsuccessful in his aim? Phamabazus refuses to desert the 

Great King (4.1.37-8) and though Agesilaus has the allegiance of Spithridates and Otys 

for a while, he is not actually responsible for detaching them from ~ r t a x e r x e s , ~ ~ ~  and 

their desertion prompts Xenophon to remark on the importance which Agesilaus attaches 

to having such allies (4.1.28): ' Ayrp716r~ @V 6~)  & x o M ~ E ~  TOC 

Later Agesilaus' desire for glory in Asia Minor is forgotten and even subverted 

'" It has been proposed by Hirsch, Friendship of the Barbarians, p.54 that Agesilaus took bribes from 
Tithraustes or at least that that was how it was perceived and that X. defends Agesilaus against this charge 
in the encomium (Ages. 4.6) but there is no suggestion in the Hellenica that Tithraustes offered Agesilaus 
personal gifts. 

'" Ages. 1.35, where it is stated that after the death of Tissaphernes Agesilaus was the leader of many 
barbarians, is manifestly an exaggeration of 4.1.1-15. See also Tuplin, Failings, pp.58-9 on the failure of 
Agesilaus regarding his above-stated aims. 

In Lysander convinces Spithridates to revolt (3.4.10) and Spithridates then brings Otys into alliance with 
Agesilaus (4.1.2). 



to the extent that he actively supports the King's Peace in 387/6 (5.1.32-3). The apparent 

volte-face regarding the freedom of the Greeks in Asia - the terms of the Peace stipulated 

that they be ceded to Persia - is not surpnsing since the Spartans and Agesilaus tended 

to espouse that policy only when it suited them.'" The Spartans had, in fact, been 

trying to come to tems with Persia since 392 in order to consoiidate their power at home 

and Agesilaus needed such a peace to pursue properly his desire to destroy Theban 

powerls9 (the main negotiator of the Peace, Antalcidas, was undoubtedly one of 

Agesilaus' friends).lM The decision to come to tenns with Artaxemes was practical; 

Lysander had shown what cooperation with the Persians could acc~mplish.'~' However, 

whereas Lysander, by cooperating with Cyrus, was able to improve relations between 

Sparta and her allies (by reducing the arnount the latter had to contribute to the war 

effort), Agesilaus is a strong advocate of a policy to punish and subdue allies who had 

ostensibly previously shown signs of hostility or rebellion (5.2.1). More than ever before 

the allies were being "treated as subjects instead of partners, as pawns in a game from 

which only a small handful of Agesilaos' oligarchie friends and clients stood directly and 

unambiguously to gain".'62 For about seven years after the Peace Sparta and Agesilaus 

ruthlessly enforce their will and though Xenophon concentrates on four cities in particular 

Those who maintain that Agesilaus is a panhellenist have difficulty explaining his acceptance of the 
Peace (e.g., CawkweIl, "AgesiIaus & Sparta", pp.68-71). De Ste Croix, OPW, pl62 and n.192 is more to 
the point: "it would be futile to try to make Agesilaus into a 'Panhellenist"'. 

159 R. Seager, "The King's Peace and the Balance of Power in Greece, 386-362 B.C.", Afhenaeurn 52 
(1974) p.39. Seager, throughout his article, discusses the various permutations of the King's Peace in detail 
concluding aptly that in fact "no city [Sparta, Athens or Thebes] ever allowed the existence of the peace 
to dictate its aims, and no city tried to make the peace work as peace" (artxit., p.63). 

Despite Plutarch's assertion that they were enemies (Plu. Ages. 23.3). See Cartledge, Agesilaos, 
p. 195 on this. 

16' In the mid-360's Sparta and Agesilaus are once again enemies of Persia when the latter chooses to 
support the Theban liberation of Messene (7.4.9). In the encomium (Ages. 2.25-31) Agesilaus is said to 
have taken advantage of satrapal revolts in Asia and Egypt to raise money for the beleaguered war effort 
in Sparta. There are no corresponding details in the Hellenica. 

16* Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.409. 
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(Mantinea, Phlius. Olynthus and Thebe~)'~~ whose autonomy is stripped by the Spartans 

in contravention of the Peace terms. the effects are more widespread (5.3.27). It is not 

surprising, therefore, to see the allies more eager for a system whereby they can supply 

money instead of men (5.2.20-22),16< nor to discovet that they fought unwillingly at 

Leuctra, that some, in fact, were even glad about the outcome (6.4.15)'" and to leam 

that after Leuctra many sought to dly with Sparta's enemies. This latter point is put in 

Jason's mouth (6.4.24) and confmed later in the narrative (6.5.25 and 7.2.2)? 

Repression as a policy simply does not work over a long time as the Athenian Cailistratus 

points out in his speech to the Lacedaemonians when he is arguing for peace in 371 

before Leuctra (6.3.1 I ) . ' ~ ~  

Agesilaus' attitude towards Thebes in particular is characterised by an obsessive 

and irrational desire for its destruction. The hatred which he harbours for Thebes is 

vehement and long-standing and tends to dorninate his general policy making. This 

enmity has its origins in the clash between Agesilaus and the Boeotarchs when he tried 

to sacrifice at Aulis (3.4.4). His sacrifice disturbed, Agesilaus departs Cmpaprup&p~vo~ 

'63 For discussion of events conceming these four states see Tuplin, Failings, pp.87-100 and Dillery, 
XHT, pp.207-22 1. Cf. Isocrates 4.126 where a general tirade against Spartan injustice (4.122- 126) is closed 
with remarks on Sparta's ill-treatment of these four states. Although Isocrates is very much pro-Athenian 
in this oration, his mention of the sarne four places is not coincidental. 

'" This system is in practice by 374 when Mnasippus leads mercenaries against Corcyra with plenty 
of allied money which he could have used to pay his mercenaries had he not k e n  so incompetent (6.2.16); 
see n.35 above and Tuplin, Failings, p. 132. 

This latter attitude is not confined to the period after the King's Peace. In 39 1. Sparta had ridiculed 
her allies, the Mantineans, for giving way before peltasts (4.4.17). As a result, when the Spartan division 
was demolished by peltasts later at Lechaeum, Agesilaus made sure he kept the defeated soldiers out of 
sight of the Mantineans and their expected joy at the disaster (4.5.18). Even earlier, after the defeat of the 
Spartans at Cnidus, the Asian Greeks rejoice when Pharnabazus and Conon rid hem of their Laconian 
govemors (4.8.1-2). 

Cf. Fiower, "Revolutionary Agitation", pp95f. on 7.2.2 for the possiblity that X. exaggerated the 
extent of desertion from the Spartan side. 

'" See Cloché. "Les Helldniques de X6nophonW. pp.14-16 for additional references to the brutal and 
aggressive behaviour of the Lacedaemonian state in the Hellenica. Cf. Th. 5.28ff. and HCT thereon. 



T O ~ Ç  &oùq ~ o r i  b p y c 6 p ~ ~ 0 ~ ~ ~ ~  Agesilaus' anger against Thebes is further increased 

because Thebes, as one of the States allied against Sparta in 394, is responsible for his 

recall from Asia. His hatred causes hirn to treat Boeotian ambassadors with contempt 

when they approach him seeking peace in 390 at Piraeum (4.5.6) and to refuse to allow 

Thebes to sign the King's Peace in 387 on behaif of the other Boeotian cities (5.1.33). 

In this latter instance Agesilaus does not even wait for the ambassadors to retum from 

Thebes with an answer; instead he persuades the ephors to allow him to muster a force 

against Thebes. He gets no farther than Tegea when the Thebans retum saying that they 

will allow the Boeotian cities their independence (5.1.33). He is forced, therefore, to 

abandon the carnpaign. His enmity aiso causes him to support Phoebidas' seizure of 

Cadmeia (5.2.32 and see above) and to refuse again to allow the Thebans to sign on 

behalf of the Boeotians at the peace negotiations in 371 (6.3.19), thus isolating Thebes 

from the rest of the Greek community and forcing them into taking desperate measures; 

the battle of Leuctra follows. To hold Agesilaus wholly and personaily responsible for 

the loss at Leuctra and the collapse of Spartan power because of his strong anti-Theban 

policy is sirnpli~tic.'~~ Certainly this is not the only reason for Sparta's downfall and, 

in any case, he was not alone in pursuing this policy, just as he was not alone in pursuing 

the punishment of allies (see above). For example. Xenophon does not Say that the 

Spartans condernned the seizure of Cadmeia because it was moraily wrong but rather 

because Phoebidas had not been authorized to carry out the deed (5.2.32)"' and they 

did not hesitate to send relief to the so-called tyrants, whom Agesilaus did not wish to 

168 Cf. Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.212 and X.*s own inte jection at 5.3.7 about decisions made in anger. 
16' Of recent scholars, Hamilton, Agesilaus, pp.286-7 tends to lay the largest share of the blame on 

Agesilaus (contra Cawkwell, "Agesilaus & Sparta", passim who defends Agesilaus* actions). More realistic 
are views that try to take into account the whole Spartan social system and its inherent intemal problems, 
allowing for a long period of decline and weakening, e.g., Cartledge, Agesilms, pp.407ff. and Hodkinson, 
" Warfare, weal th.. ." , p. 174. 

"" On this see Seager, "The King's Peace", pp.42-3. 
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be seen helping in 379, when he tumed down the command (5.4.13). It is possible to Say, 

however. that on balance, Agesilaus' vehement anti-Theban stance was not beneficial for 

sparta. 17' 

Agesilaus' support of Phoebidas' actions. entaihg as it does a flagrant violation 

of the oaths swom in 387, certainly calls into question the statement in the encomium 

purporting that Agesilaus was so diligent an upholder of oaths (Ages. 3.2): dy  al oi 

iroUptoi ~ o ù ~  ~KECVOI) bpicoiy  ai xdrg kmdvou anovW5 mozo't~pa~ kv6ptGov Q TQV 

kaur6v $ t h v .  This claim is followed by versions of three events also found in the 

Hellenica but here altered to illustrate Agesilaus' supposed reptation for tnistworthiness: 

Agesilaus' alliances with Spithridates (Ages. 3.3; cf. 3.4.10) and Otys (Ages. 3.4; cf. 4.1.2- 

3) and his meeting with Pharnabazus (Ages. 3.5; cf. 4.1.29-38). In the Hellenica neither 

of the first two incidents has anything to do with Agesilaus' trustworthiness and in the 

third, Pharnabazus starts out by accusing the Spartans and Agesilaus of just the opposite 

quality, treachery, though in the end Agesilaus does tell Phamabazus that he will depart 

from his satrapy (4.1.38) and it is then noted that here at least he holds true to his word 

(4.1.41). The most notable instance of Agesilaus upholding an oath is in his treaty with 

Tissaphemes (3.4.5-6; cf. Ages. 1.9- 12 where it is given more emphasis). Tissaphemes 

violates the oath and Agesilaus is, therefore, able to claim the moral high ground, 

thanking Tissaphernes for making the gods the allies of the Greeks (3.4.11; Ages. 

1 . 1 3 ) . ' ~ ~  By contrast Agesilaus makes no comment about what the gods might think 

about Spartan support of Phoebidas' actions but Xenophon certainly does (5.4.1). So, 

despite the above two examples in which Agesilaus is seen to honour his word, it is 

difficult to imagine who of Sparta's enemies would rely on Agesilaus' tnistworthiness, 

particularly after his support of the seizure of Cadmeia in 383. 

"' Cf. Cartledge. Agesilaos, p.4 1 1 ; cf. Plu. Ages. 35.5-6. 

"' Cf. especially the words of Cleanor and X. at An 3.2.4-8.10. 



Concerning other matters involving the divine, Xenophon fiequently notes that 

Agesilaus carries out border sacrifices (Giapaqpia) when starting on a campaign (3.4.3; 

5.1.33, 4.14,37,47; 6.5.12)~'~~ sometimes, though with no regularity, comments on 

Agesilaus' various sacrifices before engaging in a particula. military manoeuvre (3.4.23, 

cf. Ages. 1.3 1; 3.4.10; 4.6.6,10; 5.4.41,49; 6.5.17.18) and notes twice that Agesilaus pays 

heed to unfavourable sacrifices (3.3.4; 3.4.15).lM Further, Xenophon comments 

favourably when Agesilaus and his army are seen to pay due reverence to the gods while 

training (3.4.18; Ages. l.2%8)175 and when Agesilaus, at Coronea, allows some of the 

still arrned enemy who had taken refuge in a temple of Athena to depart unharmed 

(4.3.20; Ages. 2.13, 1 1.1). Finally, Agesilaus offen a tithe of his Asian booty to Apollo 

at Delphi (4.3.21; Ages. 1.34). Yet, despite this evidence to support his attention to 

religious matters, there are, in addition to the oath-breaking described above, a few other 

incidents which serve to cal1 into question Agesilaus' sincerity in this regard. For 

example, he quite happily allows a sacred oracle to be manipulated on his behalf when 

it gains him the ihrone (3.3.1-4) and is not said to consult the gods as to his suitability 

to r ~ 1 e . I ~ ~  Also, as aiready mentioned, the false sacrifice Agesilaus conducts to keep 

the news of the defeat at Cnidus hidden (4.3.14) does not support a picture of him as a 

serious upholder of al1 that is right and correct where matters involving the divine are 

'73 At t ac .  13.2-3 X. notes that this was an activity specifically required of the king. See Parker, 
"Spartan Religion", p. 143 on the importance of "religious privilege" as "expressions of royal prestige" for 
Spartan kings. Cf. also Lac. 15.2; Hdt. 6.56-7; Chapter 5 11.167 below. 

"' On 3.4.15, Parker, "Spartan Religion", p.160 notes appositely that the fact that Agesilaus also had 
recognised a need to build up his cavalry likely was the reason he did not press on to try to get a good 
sacrifice. Cf., e.g., by contrast, Dercylidas before Cebren (3.1.17-19 and Chapter 4.4.3 below). Parker, 
ibid., p. 156 and accompanying notes gives other instances in Herodotus, Thucydides and X. of Spartans 
abandoning plans because of unfavourable sacrifices. 

17' Cf. too when Agesilaus orders the soldiers to garIand themselves to honour Apollo after Coronea 
(4.3.21; Ages. 2.15). In the encomium Agesilaus is aIso said to take part in the Festival of Hyacinthus 
(Ages. 2.17). 

'76 Cf. X.'S behaviour when invited to take cornmand of the rernainder of Cyrus' mercenaries (An. 
6.1.22-24,3 1). 
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concemed (as suggested in the encomium Ages. 11.8).In Lastly, the assertion in the 

concluding section of the encomium that Agesilaus, d n 6 ~  Eiimxotq, o k  Crvûplarov 

fimpe@p6vn, &&k &oiç ~drptv fi&t (Ages. 11.2) is not borne out by his actions in the 

Hellenica. Neither his behaviour after his success at Heraeum (4.5.6) nor bis settlement 

of the siege of Phiius (5.3.24-5) reflects this encomiastic statement. In the former 

instance he behaves p&Aa *@p6vq towards the Boeotians; in the latter he is 

enraged by an apparent slight and in anger inflicts an unjust settlement on the ~ i t y ; ' ~ ~  

at neither time is he seen to give thanks to the gods for his victory. 

4.3.5 Summary 

The portrait of Agesilaus which emerges from the Hellenica is not uncritical. Xenophon 

is well aware of and not hesitant to present the less savoury aspects of Agesilaus' 

behaviour. He had no choice but to do this if he was concemed at al1 with making some 

valid judgement on the events of his lifetime. Thus Agesilaus is shown to be a general 

capable of briliiant and innovative tactics (deceiving the enemy, extricating his army from 

tight spots, coping with peltast warfare, etc.) but also equally capable of carelessness and 

imprudence. His land-ravaging policy was essentially sound but required too many other 

factors to fall into place in order to be successful. He is not, on the whole, shown to be 

as consistently good at generalship as Lysander though he is being judged over a far 

greater time period. As a leader of men Agesilaus is again fairly successful though his 

methods of maintaining morale (bribery, instilling contempt for the enemy and deceit) are 

costly and precarious and he is often careless about his men's safety. He seems though 

'* Thus Parker. "Spartan Religion", p.160 may be overstating his otherwise well-argued case when he 
remarks: "pious Spartans manipulated it [divination] without realising that this was what they were doing." 
Cf. also A. Powell, "Plato and Sparta: modes of rule and of  non-rational persuasion in the Laws", in A. 
Powell & S. Hodkinson (eds), The Shadow of Sparta (London, 1994) pp.290-1. 

"* Cf. Tuplin, Failings, p.92. Also note. by contrast. how Agailaus settles affairs in Thespiae in a calm 
and rational manner when he is not driven by anger (5.4.55). 
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to be mindfbl of his responsibility for provisioning and paying his soldiers (though again 

the emphasis given to Lysander's cornpetence in this area is far greater). 

Agesilaus* pursuit of personal-glory and power is also less than ideal. He has 

delusions of grandeur over his trip to Asia Minor and is more concemed there about how 

to increase his own fame than how best to carry out his duties for Sparts's benefit. The 

contrast of his obedient retum to Greece in 394 with his later acceptance or refusal of 

cornmands offered him suggests less sincerity in the former than might be desired. His 

treatment of friends is erratic and a concem for his reputation requires that he not be 

overshadowed by anyone else. This can be a legitimate problem (e.g., in the case of 

Lysander) but as a result Agesilaus is forced to rely on substandard subordinates. He is 

appropriately cautious when deaiing with the Persians, not making decisions based on 

emotion but on logic yet the opposite is tme of his dealings with Thebes - obsessive 

hatred guides his every move. So much so that he appears to have no quaims about 

breaking oaths (the King's Peace) despite his prior calculated use of the psychological 

benefit of being the oath-keeper (e.g., when Tissaphernes broke his oath). It appears, in 

general, that he pays due attention to the gods when it suits him but conveniently ignores 

religious conventions when they might get in the way of his ambition. Because 

Xenophon is usuaily said to ignore Agesilaus' shortcomings, emphasis has, here, been 

placed on exposing them. It needs to be stated, therefore. that despite his ofien less than 

ideal behaviour Agesilaus was, by ordinary standards and as Xenophon well recognised, 

extremely successfùl as attested by his forty-year ru1e.'79 

Cf. W.G. Forrest, A fitory of S p a m  905-192 B.C. (London, 1968) p.126. 



4.4 THIBRON, DERCYLIDAS & TELEUTIAS 

4.4.1 Preliminary remarks 

There are many Spartan commanders mentioned by name in the Hellenica. Most only 

appear once or twice while some, notably Agesilaus' predecessors and CO-kings (Agis, 

Pausanias and his sons Agesipolis and Cleombrotus), appear more fiequently. This 

section will focus upon three Spartan leaders whose charactensation is particularly 

noteworthy. The fmt two, Thibron and Dercylidas, are of interest and are deserving of 

special comment for the following reasons: a) Xenophon himself holds them up for 

comparison with one another (as he does with Lysander and Callicratidas), b) Xenophon, 

as far as we can tell, served under them, and c) in general, modem scholarship regards 

Xenophon's comparison as black and white, i.e. Thibron as thoroughly incompetent and 

Dercylidas as a mode1 leader; a close examination, however, shows that Xenophon is 

more subtle than that. The portrayal of the third, Teleutias, is remarkable in that 

Xenophon twice makes strong authorial comment regarding Teleutias' behaviour - once 

to praise, once to censure - which is something he does not do so strikingly for any other 

figure in the ~ellenica'" and Teleutias is the only Spartan in the Hellenicai8' whom 

Xenophon depicts as delivering a substantial rousing speech to his s o ~ d i e n . ~ ~ ~  

lso Cf. Tuplin, Failings, p.40 n.90 for other instances of authorial comment. 
la' Clearchus, of course, in the Anabasis shows a masterful grasp of rhetorical skills. 
la' Archidamus also gives an effective parakeleusis (7.1.30) but it is short and simple. 



4.4.2 Thibron 

Thibronlg3 rnakes two appearances in the Hellenica; in both instances he proves hirnself 

an unsatisfactory leader, a point which Xenophon reinforces by contrasting his actions 

with those of his more competent successors, Dercylidas and Diphridas. He fmt appears 

as a commander of the troops which Sparta sends to Asia Minor in 400 in direct response 

to an appeal by the Ionian Greeks for help agairïst Tissaphernes who is eager to take over 

the area previously ruled by Cyrus (3.1.3-4; cf. An. 7.6.1,7). He sets out from Sparta with 

a core anny of 5000 (Peloponnesians and helots) and his fust act is to increase the size 

of his force by requesting 300 cavalry from Athens and soldiers from other mainland 

Greek states (3.1.4-5). He has no trouble attracting additionai troops though not on 

account of any charismatic approach on his part or any mass pro-Hellenic desire on the 

part of the other Greeks to join the Spartans in aiding the Ionians but rather, as Xenophon 

bluntly points out, because Athens was anxious to remove from the city members of the 

cavalry who had supported the Thirty and because the other Greek states were resigned, 

at that time, to obeying the dictates of the Spartans (3.1.5).'" Upon his arriva1 in Asia 

Minor, Thibron maintains a defensive stance with these troops, wary of the enemy's 

cavalry (3.1.5). His caution is certainly prudent but there is no indication, in the 

Hellenica at least, that he actually set out to correct the weakness in his army, namely the 

lack of sufficient ~ a v a l r y . ' ~ ~  However, Xenophon does report, in the Anabusir, that 

Thibron actively sought to employ the remainder of Cyrus' mercenaries for his campaign 

against Tissaphemes (An. 7.6.1) and so he cannot be held completely blameworthy in this 

lR3 Though the term 'Spartiate' is never applied to Thibron by X., it is noted by PorallalBradford, no. 
374 "dass unser Thibron Spartiate kt.  wird nicht uberliefert, ergibt sich aber aus seiner StelIung als 
Oberfeldherr irn kleinasiatischen Kriege". 

'" Cf. Chapter 3.5 above for this point which X. repeatedly makes in the cIosing books of the Anabmis. 

'" Cf. Tuplin, Failings. p.48. By way of contrast cf. X.'s own creation of cavairy (An. 3.3.12-20) and 
Agesilaus' (3.4.15; on which see n.72 above). Thibron never does solve the problern of insufficient cavalry 
since Agesilaus, when he takes over later from Thibron's successor Dercylidas, is still faced with the sarne 
problern; on ttiis see Westlake, "Spartan Intervention", p.411. 



matter. 

Once joined by Cyrus' mercenaries Thibron is said to have faced Tissaphemes 

openly (3.1.5-6) though no battle is reported. In fact, the only successful aggressive 

movements which Xenophon attributes to Thibron are reported in a short and far from 

laudatory sentence (3.1.7): fiv & [n63LEis] &&EVEIS o 6 a q  ~ u i  K ~ T &  icpdc~o~ b 

Ot&xov kh2pSocve. As Tuplin describes it, he forcibly conquered cities which were "too 

weak to resist ... and too unimportant even to name".lM This sentence is preceded by a 

considerably longer passage conceming the number of cities which voluntady 

surrendered to Thibron (the list k ing  padded with select details about the rulers and 

history of the cities) and succeeded by a report about an unsuccessful protracted seige of 

Larisa, the inhabitants of which are shown to outmanoeuvre Thibron at every tum 

(3.1.7).18' This pattern of following brief remarks on a success by a more detailed 

description of a failure is frequently employed by Xenophon to draw attention away from 

the success to the failure.Ip8 

Mindful that Thibron is accomplishing nothing, the ephors bid him abandon the 

siege of Larisa and move against Tissaphernes in Caria (3.1.7). At the same time they 

set about appointing a replacement for him since not only has he k e n  virtually ineffective 

but the allies have been complaining to Sparta that he has been allowing his soldiers to 

plunder their friends (3.1.8). Possibly Thibron was getting insufficient financial support 

from but that does not justify his use of such a primitive and politically 

destructive method of paying his mercenaries; his successor, Dercylidas (on whom see 

below), is notably more sensitive in this respect (3.1.10 and 3.2.1), and Xenophon's 

Ia6 Tuplin, Failings, p.48. 

'13' Cf. Agesilaus' lengthy siege of Phlius (5.3.13-25 and nn.94.95 above). 

Cf. n.73 above for other examples. 
189 Cf. Westlake, "Spartan Intervention", pp.412-3; a not uncornmon situation (cf. Chapter 4.2.4 above 

on Callicratidas). 
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explicit cornparison of the two men on this point serves to highlight M e r  Thibron's 

short-sighted means of gratifying his soldiers.lgO 

Overail, therefore, Thibron's fmt command in Asia is not presented in a 

particularly flattering light. Successes are passed over quickly and problems (e.g., the 

siege) and his poor handling of men (e.g., allowing the soldiea to plunder allies) are 

given emphasis. He is subsequently condemned and banished from Sparta (3.1.8) only 

to reappear, remarkably. in a position of leadership again in Asia Minor in c.391, this 

time to fight against the Persian, Struthas, who is supporting the Athenians. His 

management of this campaign is even worse than that of his previous command. Using 

Ephesus as a base he plunders the King's land. This briefly-described success is quickly 

overshadowed by the events described in the succeeding narrative in the same way that 

his successes in the first campaign were overshadowed by the failure to capture Larisa 

by siege. His raids are carried out in a very careless and disorderly fashion ( & z & m ~  

is repeated twice for emphasis, 4.8.18.19) and contemptuously (~a?a@poqn~%. 

4.8.18);'91 he does not bother to inforrn the soldiers properly when the raids are to be 

carried out (4.8.19) and, on one occasion, he seems to have retired to his tent 

(6iacqv61v) with his Bute-player after breakfast (4.8.18)lg2 when he should have been 

Lysander and Callicratidas were also conuasted in this respect (see Chapter 4.2.4 above). Cf. also 
the care X. and Cheirisophus take not to make excessive demands on friendly Greeks (An. 6.2.6; on which 
see Chapter 3 n.53 above). 

19' The same word is used earlier of some of Agesilaus' soldiers who likewise corne to grief because 
of contemptuous, disordered raiding (4.1.17 and n. 1 10 above). 

'* C. Hindley. "Eros and Military Cornrnand in Xenophon". CQ 44 (1994) pp.350-361 argues that there 
is an additional criticism of Thibron in this passage, that he was actually engaged in sex with the flute- 
player. The argument rests primarily on understanding h ~ o v i ! & v  (used of the fiute-player) to be a 
euphemisrn for 'to engage in pederasty' (see also K. Dover, Greek Homosexuality (London, 1978) pp. 187- 
8). If this is txue, it certainly gives more force and meaning to X.'s later comment (see below) that 
Thibron's successor, Diphridas, unlike Thibron, had self-control concerning pleasures of the body (4.8.22). 
Military disaster aIso accompanied Alcestas' apparent lack of resistance to bodily appetites (5.4.56-7; on 
which see n.98 above. Cf., by contrast, Agesilaus' alleged self-control in such matters (Ages. 5.4ff.); Mem 
1 S. 1. See also Chapter 5 nn.27,28 on homosexuality in general. 



taking stock of the situation, setting up scouts,'" providing support for the raiding party 

and setting his troops in order. Not surprisingly he and many of his men are killed by 

the watchful and ordered ( m v ~ ~ ~ a y p k v o u ~  4.8.19) troops of ~truthas . '~  Again, to 

highlight Thibron's shortcomings, Xenophon explicitiy compares Thibron's behaviour to 

that of his successor, Diphridas (4.8.22): 

Diphridas' 'more enterprising' nature is shown in Xenophon's description of his 

successful method of raising money to hire mercenaries by ransoming the satrap's son-in- 

law (4.8.21). Clearly this is a rather more desirable means of acquiring pay than allowing 

soldiers to plunder aiiied temtory indiscrîrninately as Thibron did in his first Asian 

campaign. It must be said, however, that for dl his supposed superiority to Thibron 

Diphridas accomplishes litde'% and the main reason for commenting on his character 

seems to be to highlight further Thibron's faults. 

That the Spartans even considered placing Thibron in a position of command a 

second time beggan belief, but cornparison with a subsequent similar display of bad 

generalship provides at least a possible explanation. The proximity in the narrative of 

Anaxibius' campaign in the Hellespontine region against Pharnabazus and the Athenians 

(4.8.3 1-39), though in real time it was two years later, can hardly be a coincidence. Like 

Thibron, Anaxibius' lack of order and contempt for the enemy result in his defeat and 

death.lg7 However, Xenophon does reveal how Anaxibius becarne general in this 

193 On the importance of reconnaissance see Chapter 3 11-40 above. 

Cf. n.12 above on Lysander's appreciation of the importance of ordered troops. 
Ig5 ~ V T E ~ O C @ V O Ç  is here used in a personal sense rather than of troops; however, because of its 

proximity to the passage describing Thibron's disordered troops it brings that point to mind also. 
~ ~ l p ~ n u 6 m p o ç  is a rare word meaning 'more enterprising or adventurous'. 

'" Cf. Parke. "DSSE", p.70 and Tuplin. Failings, p.77. 

ln On Anaxibius see Chapter 3.5.2. Anaxibius did. at least. die fighting. 
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instance: he was fnendly with the ephors and convinced them to give him leadership of 

the expedition despite Dercylidas, with whom no panicular fault could be found at that 

time, k ing  in place already (4.8.31-2; see below). Merit had nothing to do with this 

decision and thus Thibron Mght well have been simiiarly placed, with friends in 

influentid positions.'" 

Xenophon has been charged with deliberately maligaing Thibron because of 

supposed ill-feeling which arose when he served under Thibron as a member of Cyrus' 

mer ce na rie^,'^^ since it is the Cyreans who are held responsible for plundenng friendly 

temtory under Thibron and it is their leader - xenophonm - who suggests that Thibron, 

not the soldiers, is to blame (3.2.6-7). In support of this theory the testimony of Diodorus 

is cited because he says that Thibron made substantial advances into Tissaphemes' 

temtory in 399 before joining up with Cyrus' mercenaries (14.36.2-3); this part of his 

campaign, it is claimed, is ignored by Xen~phon.'~' In addition, a cornparison of 

Xenophon's portrait of Thibron with the negative portraits of Anstarchus and, more 

particularly, Anaxibius (see above Chapter 3.5) has led to the theory that Xenophon bears 

a grudge against any Spartan who maligned Cyrus' mercenaries and himself in any 

19' Cf. Chapter 3 n. 19 1 above. On patronage in general see above nn. 152,153. 

Ig9 Cf. H.D. Westlake, "The Decline and Fa11 of Tissaphernes", Historia 30 (1981) p.259, "Individuais 
in X., Hellenica", pp.2 lof. and "Spartan Intervention", p.4 12, following Delebecque, Essai, p. 134 and 
followed by Hindley, "Eros and Military Command", p.351. P. Krentz, "Thibron and the Thirty", AncW 
15 (1987) pp.78-9 suggests that the maligning of Thibron and "invention" of facts such as Thibron's exile 
are exarnples of X. "blaming his supenor as an apology for his own behaviour". 

Cf. Chapter 1 nn.3 1.32 above. 

Lewis, Sparta and Persia, p.139 11.26 supports Diodoms over X. as does Westlake, "Spartan 
Intervention", p.410 n.16. Tuplin, Failings, p.48 especially n. 19 points out that X. seems to have withheld 
the fact that Larisa was well-placed to withstand a sitge. Diliery, XHT, p.271 n.34 highlights the 
discrepancies between Diodorus and X., e.g., in Diodorus' account Thibron dies fighting @.S. 14.99.3), and 
proposes that Diodorus is following the Oxyrhynchus historian. Thibron also appears in a good Iight in 
Isocrates Panegyricus (4.144) but it is in Isocrates' interests to exaggerate as he is urging a panhellenic 
campaign against the Persians. On the Panegyricus in general cf. S. Usher, Greek Orators, vo1.3 
(Warminster, 1990). Cf. Appendix 1 on the value of the above named sources. 
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w a p  but this is to attribute to Xenophon a srnail-mindedness and lack of any 

mdimentary historical awareness which does not withstand scrutiny . Xenophon is  equally 

critical towards others against whom there is no cause to think that he held a personai 

grudge203 and the rumour, reported in the Anabasis, that Xenophon would be kiiied by 

Thibron if he were to join the Lacedaemonians (An. 7.6.434) seems just that, a rumour, 

the product of jealous colleagues or maybe even of Seuthes. Xenophon does not suggest 

thar it originated with Thibron himself. While it is certainly possible and even probable 

that Xenophon personally disiiked Thibron and, therefore. deliberately highiighted 

Thibron's poor hancihg of his troops. there is no need to assume (as there was no need 

in the case of Anaxibius) that he actually falsified the facts. Thibron's leadership SUS 

are no worse than those of many of his colleagues - in Xenophon's view at Ieast." 

Even Diodorus, whose evidence on Thibron's career is generaiiy preferred by modem 

scholars because it is seen to be more neutrai than Xenophon's (see n.201 above), reports 

that Thibron was replaced in 399, Aaic~ûaip6viot mûbp~voi  tdv @€$pava K ~ K &  

6 t o i ~ o O v ~ a  rà ~ a n k  rdv 1r6kpov (D.S. 14.38 .2).205 

4.4.3 Dercylidas 

Thibron's successor as leader of the campaign against Tissaphernes is ~ e r c y l i d a s . ~ ~  

Dercylidas is clearly a more competent commander than Thibron and the contrat between 

the two tends to heighten this impression and thus some scholars include Dercylidas 

2Q2 E.g., Roisman, "Anaxibios", p.87. 

*O3 E.g., Mnasippus (6.2.4-31), Alcestas (5.4.56-7) and to a great extent aIso Phoebidas (5-2.24-32; 
5.4.4 1-46) and Sphodrias (5.4.15-34.63; 6.4.14). 

2w See Chapter 5.9 below. 
'O5 Cf. Tuplin, Faiiings. p.49. Ephonis (FGrH 7OR 1 quoted below in n.2 12) suggests that lbibron was 

replaced by Dercylidas because he was not cunning enough to deal with the trickery of the Persians. 

'06 Thucydides (8.6 1.1) explicitly calls him a Spartiate. See PorallalBradford, no.228 and Hofstener, 
Die Griechen in Persien, 110.83. 



among Xenophon's ideal however. when Dercylidas is judged according to 

Xenophoa's ideal he does not appear in as favourable a light as he does in cornparison 

to ThibronFm 

Dercylidas does appear in Thucydides' history holding a position of command 

during the Pelopo~esian War: in 4 1 1 he leads a small force from Miletus to Abydus for 

the purpose of causing the latter to revolt (Th. 8.61.1); he accomplishes this and, in 

addition, wins over Lampsacus with the aid of Pharnabazus (Th. 8.62.1) though 

Thucydides gives no details about exactiy how this was accomplished @y battie, 

diplomacy, etc.); Lampsacus is quickly lost again to the Athenians though Abydus holds 

out (Th. 8.62.2-3). While Thucydides gives no real opinion about Dercylidas, his account 

shows Dercylidas in a position of command at least 10 years before he succeeds Thibron 

in Asia Minor and so, for a start, he is clearly a more experienced commander than 

Thibron whose fust command, the available evidence suggests, occun in 400. Xenophon 

is the source for the next detail of Dercylidas' career as harmost of Abydus in 407 

(3.1 .9)209 where at some point and for some unknown reason Pharnabazus slanders him 

to the Spartan authorities. As a result Dercylidas is punished for &~akfa (indiscipline), 

undergoes a humiliating penalty (standing with his shield) and, presumably, is recalled. 

207 E.g., Breitenbach, RE 170 1 and Westlake, "Spartan Intervention", p.424. 

Cf. Lewis, Sparra and Persia, p.35 n.63. Krentz, HG 2 on 3.1.8-2.20 comments on the balanced 
portrait of Dercylidas which X. provides; cf. also Tuplin, Failings, p.56. 

'O9 X. says: &ppomQç Tàtp ~ E V O ~ E V O ~  & 'AfK&$ ht Aw61V6p0~ vawxp~oOv~oç,  O~aPkqûEI5 i)zb 
@ a p v a ~ ~ o u ,  i.e., literally, 'having become harmost in Abydos during the time of Lysander's nauarchy, 
having been slandered by Phamabazos'. The placement of the comma in the OCT text implies that 
Dercylidas became h m o s t  in 407 but if it is removed the phrases could be rendered 'having become 
harmost, having been slandered by Phamabazus during Lysander's nauarchy'. If the former is what X. 
meant, Dercylidas was harmost in 407 only, if the latter, it could imply that Dercylidas was harmost in 
Abydus from 41 1 to 407 (i.e. he stayed there after his carnpaign in 41 1 as described by Thucydides) as 
PorallaîBradford, no.228, Parke, "DSSE", pp.4 1.46 and Hodkinson, "Warfare, wealth,..", p. 156 believe. By 
way of contrast see Smith, "Lysander and the Spartan Empire", p.145 who reads the former and therefore 
assumes that Dercylidas is a close friend of Lysander and later, by extension, is Lysander's Iink to 
controlling affairs in Asia Minor in 399 and beyond. Dercylidas does seem, however, to be more closely 
linked to Agesilaus in X.'s account (see below). Dillery, XHT, p.271 n.38 suggests 405 as another 
possiblity but technically Lysander was not nauarch then and X. is careful to point that out (2.1.7). 



Xenophon, however, does not present this incident when he describes the events of 407 

but places it where it has greater impact and immediacy, i.e. among the events of 399 

when Dercylidas makes his fnst appearance in the Hellenica as the replacement for 

Thibron (3.1.8). Here the narrative is carefuiiy crafted to highlight Dercylidas' charac ter. 

Prior to recalling the events of 407, Xenophon introduces Dercylidas as Thibron's 

successor with the following description about his character: 6 0 ~ 6 ~  d v a ~  paha 

is far from king an undesirable trait2'' but the inclusion of the nickname Sisyphus cas& 

a shadow on the c~rnpliment.~' ' Tradi tionaliy Sisyphus' cunning was self-serving and 

he suffered etemal punishment for his deeds, thus, as Parke notes "he mrcylidas] 

showed that he deserved the nicknarne of Sisyphus, by his ingenuity in looking afier his 

own interests without imperilling his p~sition"?~ A perfect illustration of this 

Sisyphean resourcefulness follows (3.1.9). Noting the bad feeling between Tissaphemes 

and Pharnabazus, Dercylidas decides to exploit it by making a truce with one and 

attacking the other. The logical choice for an ally would have been Pharnabazus since 

the Spartan force had been sent originally to prevent Tissaphernes from harrning the 

2 IO Cf. Krentz, HG 2 on 3.1.8; Cyr. 1.6.38; Mem. 3.1.6. The part of Spartan training designed to 
encourage p q p q n ~ 6 ç  (Lac. 2.7) is, however, strictly concernai with theft (see Chapter 5.3 beIow). 

'" Contra EL. Wheeler, Stmtagem and the Vocabulury of Military Trickery (Mnemosyne Supplement 
108; Leiden, 1988) pp.34-5 and Dillery, XHT, p.104 who see the nicknarne as complimentary 

"' Parke, "DSSE", p.77. Breitenbach, HAX, pp.31-2, tries to prove that X. was following a tradition 
which depicted Sisyphus as noble and wise (cf. Alc. 38a; Pi. 0. 13.52; Thgn. 701f.; Ar. Ach. 391) as 
opposed to a second tradition which depicted Sisyphus in a less favourable, more depreciatory light (his 
sources here are thin, citing only SchoI. zu Ar. Ach. 391). X., he suggests, is refemng to the first tradition 
when calling Dercylidas Sisyphean and Ephoms (FGrH 7OF7 1) to the second when he describes Dercylidas 
as follows: A a ~ ~ & a p 6 v t o i  drvd OIpppwvoç A & p ? m ~ f b  h&pvav d~ n)v ' A d a v ,  b t ~ o ~ o v r q  6n 
ltdrvra npbcrmv dC38amv oi mpi rJlv 'Adorv P6rppapoi &&qç Kori &bu. G L ~ K E P  
A ~ p i c u M t & ~ ~  E m p p ~  fiiclma VO~~<OVTEÇ ~ulrmqeijmdon. fiv $41 oG& &v ~ 0 i  rp6xmi 
AUKWVLK~V 0 i S  &~~3coûv Exw, chAh3 xoLQ 5b moOpyov ucd .rb ûqpiû&q. 6ib  al M-ov d n b v  
oi Aa~~Zmpbviot n p o ~ ~ p m o v .  However, Breitenbach seems to miss the point about Sisyphus* 
wisdom, i.e. it is self-serving; he is a trickster and was punished accordingly by Zeus (in addition to the 
references above cf. Hes. fr. 10.2 West; Hom. 11, 6.153-4 and Od. 11.593-60; Pherecyd. FGrH 3F119). For 
furthet references, S.V. Sisyphos in W.H. Roscher, Ausfuhrliches Lexikon der griechischen und romischen 
Mythologie (1909- 19 15) vo1.4 958-972. 
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Asian Greeks but Dercylidas chooses to corne to an agreement with Tissaphemes so that 

he can battle against Pharnabazus. This seemingly prudent act (dividing the enemy in 

half) tums out to be a couvenient and cunning excuse to engage in revenge and here the 

events of 407 are relayed to expiain Dercylidas' motivation (3.1 .9)?13 

Xenophon can scarcely mean the reader to remain uncntical of DercyLidas* 

behaviour at this juncture: not only is his motive pe r~ona l~ '~  - revenge2" - but he 

also flagrantly Bouts state orders. The combination of self-serving resourcefulness and 

dcsacta - the juxtaposition with the earlier case of &~a@a emphasises the point even if 

the earlier charges were suspect? - does not reflect weli on Dercyiidas, yet, in contrast 

to the earlier episode he is not punished. Certainly circumstances have altered greatly 

since 407. For a start, in 407, Sparta was an ally of Penia, now she is an enemy. 

Secondly, the inice which Dercylidas makes with Tissaphemes must have accorded the 

Ionians some degree of respite since it is not until 397 that they cornplain again to Sparta 

(3.2.12). Further, Dercylidas does not make the same basic enor as his predecessor; he 

does not treat his allies with contempt (3.1.10): 

As a result there is no danger of his k i n g  recalled for the same reason that Thibron was. 

Despite these factors he still must have had, as Parke puts it, "some private 

'13 The animosity between the two men is again noted at 4.8.3. Westlake, "Tissaphemes", p.259 and 
"Spartan Intervention", p.414 and n.23, prefers the testimony of Justin (6.1.2-3) about Dercylidas' motive 
for attacking Phamabazus, Le. because Tissaphemes was militarily stronger. Justin, however, is not 
particularly reliable, as Westlake admits, and there seems to me to be no reason to prefer his far later 
account. Didoms (14.38.2-3) makes no reference at al1 as to why Dercylidas was active in Pharnabazus' 
territory. Cf. Chapter 3 11.192 above for Anaxibius* probable gnidge against Pharnabazus. 

Cf. Dillery, XHT, p.105. 
2'5 Cf., most notably, Agesilaus' detennination to exact revenge on Thebes (see Chapter 4.3.4 above). 

'16 baPAqBd5 (3.1.9) implies this. 
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understanding ... with headquarter~"~~' since in the foliowing spring when he is met by 

the Spartan commission in Lampsacus no mention is made about his departure from the 

aims of the expedition and he is ordered to continue in his command for the following 

year (3.2.6), presumably to maintain the status quo. That Sparta appears to be content 

with lack of cornplaints by the Asian Greeks - Dercylidas is ordered to deal with 

Tissaphernes only when the Ionians appeal again to Sparta in 397 (3.2.12) - and not 

willing "to force a formal rather than de facto achievement of Greek auton~rny"*'~ 

suggests also that the Spartans are not particularly committed to or interested in 'freeing' 

these Greeks. 

Dercylidas, once his comrnand is renewed, continues to follow his own agenda 

and acts on the news he receives from a lesser member of the commission, that the people 

of the Chersonese have applied to Sparta for help to build a wall to keep the Thracians 

at bay (3.2.8). Sparta, he is told, is planning to send out another army to deal with this 

problem but Dercylidas takes matters into his own hands and, without informing anyone, 

decides to undertake this expedition himself - another exarnple of his &~ac€a for which, 

again, he is not punished, presumably again because of some combination of the 

following reasons: his success, the lack of cornplaints reaching Sparta, the patronage of 

Agesilaus and the general apathetic approach of the Spartans in general towards the 

problems of the Greeks in Asia Minor. In the following year, however, after Dercylidas 

has spent the campaigning season of 398 in the Chenonese and besieging Atmeus, the 

Ionians again send to Sparta for help and Dercylidas is ordered to go against Tissaphernes 

directly (3.2.12); as Westlake remarks, "the Ionians ... were justifiably dissatisfied because, 

more than two years after the Spartans had responded to their appeai for protection. a 

"' Parke. "DSSE", p.66. This 'private understanding' could be as a result of being one of Agesilaus' 
circle; cf. nn. 152,153 above and also Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.2 I 1). 

21quplin. Failingr, p.50. 
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lasting solution of their problems appeared to be as far away as e ~ e r ' ' . ~ ' ~  

Dercylidas, for al1 his minor successes, appears to have deliberately avoided 

confronting Tissaphemes in any but a diplornatic way preferring easier targets instead. 

His diversion to the Chersonese lwks remarkably like dilatoriness which reflects badly 

on his own character (avoidance of battle is not a particularly Spartan trait) and has grave 

implications for Sparta - while Dercylidas was avoiding Tissaphemes the Persians were 

able to marshal their forces more effectively against the Spartans (in particular by 

increasing their naval force; cf. 4.1.1).=O In fact, if his actions are exarnined purely in 

terms of military ski11 Dercylidas is no real improvement on Thibron. The opening of his 

campaign bears an uncanny resemblance to Thibron's f ~ s t  Asian campaign. Both men 

have three cities voluntarily join them at the start of their respective campaigns and other 

cities who ally with them shortly thereafter without being forced to do so (Thibron, 3.1.6; 

Dercylidas, 3.1.16).*' Both then corne face to face with a city which holds out against 

them: Larisa against Thibron (3.1.7) and Cebren against Dercylidas (3.1.17)." The 

mirroring ends at this point simply because Thibron, despite numerous ruses cannot defeat 

Larisa, whereas Dercylidas is fortunate to have Cebren handed over to him from within 

(3.1.17-19). aided by the fact that the Greek mercenaries guarding the city are more 

interested in joining other Greeks after maltreatrnent at the hands of Meidias (3.1.1 8).223 

=19 Westlake, "Spartan Intervention", p.420. 

22"Westlstke, "Spartan Intervention", pp.418-420 appositely comments on these events though he 
suggests that X. himself was unaware that his narrative contained such criticisrn of Dercylidas because of 
his admiration for the man (amcit., p.424). 

"' The parailel is reinforced by verbal echoes: 3.1.6 ércofatxv xpoaEhap~ ...; 3.1.16 é~o- 
xapfhape. 

There are also verbal echoes between these episodes: Thibron tries to cut off the water supply at 
Larisa (dc$cnpqa6pwo~ 7b fi60p, 3.1.7); one of Dercylidas' captains tried to do the same at Cebren ( ~ b  
u h p  d r $ ~ d m ,  3.1.18). Both are unsuccessful. 

On betrayal being one of the few hopes of cracking a siege see Ober, "Hoplites and Obstacles", 
pp.180-88; Aineias Tacitus devotes considerable time to taking various precautions against various means 
of betrayal (e.g., 1 1.1- 1 1.15, 18.1-22; cf. Whitehead, Aineias, pp.2Sff.). 



Indeed in the next two years the only senous military engagement with which 

Dercylidas must deal finds him woefully ~nprepared?~ In the full knowledge of the 

fact that, in 397, Tissaphemes and Phamabazus are united against him and are present in 

Ionia with their combined forces he aiiows his army to march in a disordered fashion 

believing, without grounds, that the enemy could not be nearby (3.2.14). Sudden sighting 

of enemy scouts - Dercylidas had clearly not thought it fit to deploy scouts of his own 

despite the gravity of the situationD - and a hasty drawing up into banle order follow. 

That al1 but the Pelopomesian troops desert or are on the verge of doing so (3.2.15-17) 

suggests there was a lack of confidence arnong them in Dercylidas' ability to handle the 

situation - rightly in view of his careless behaviour leading up to the crisis. Dercylidas 

would have faced a massive defeat had Tissaphemes not decided to settie for a truce 

(3.2.18-20). Parallels can also be drawn between Dercylidas' behaviour in this episode 

and that of Thibron later in 391 (see above): both men march without scouts posted and 

with disordered troops in enemy temtory; nor does Dercylidas remedy the problem of 

lack of ~ava l ry* '~  Dercylidas again was simply fortunate not to have his carelessness 

exploited by the enern~.*~' 

Xenophon is, however, able to admire other aspects of Dercylidas' leadership 

skills particularly, as already noted, his ability to provide for his soldiers without harming 

"* The ravaging of Bithynia in the winter of 399-8 (3.2.2) and the successful siege of Atarneus in 398-7 
(3.2.1 1) hardIy constitute major military engagements. Although X. does describe Atameus as a ~opfov 
tmup6v. suggesting it is a difflcult target and hence a worthy success, he gives no details of how 
Dercylidas actually went about the siege other than that it took eight months nor how the siege worked (cf. 
3.1.17-19 above). Also cf. above Thibron's siege of Larisa where X. does relate some of Thibron's 
stratagerns. 

" Cf. Tuplin, Failings, p.5 1 11-27 who also notes Agesilaus' use of scouts at 3.4.13. Cf. Chapter 3 n.40 
above. 

U6 Cf. n. 185 above. 

" Cf. Tuplin. Failings, pp.50-1 on the fact that Dercylidas' successes are more dependent on the fact 
that he was virtually unchallenged rather than chat he was a brilliant generai (see also Dillery, XHT, p.107). 
As for the rest of his military career the only battle in which he appears to h2ve engaged is that at Nemea 
(4.3.1-21 though he does not seem to have held an important position of command (see 4.2.9-23 for an 
account of the battle). 



Sparta's allies in any way.*' How he does ihis initiaiiy when on his way to Aeolis is 

not specified (3.1.10) but from then on Xenophon makes particular note of Dercylidas' 

attention to provisions and pay. Upon capturing the treasure hoards of Mania in Gergis, 

Dercylidas makes an announcement to his Lieutenants and captains that the amount seized 

will pay 8000 men for a year. Xenophon's use of direct speech gives this announcement 

more impact and emphasis, as does his concluding statement that Dercylidas was well 

aware of the psychological effect of such news: rafna 6' dm [Apicukf.(6a~] 

yly~c'ijblc~v &R Cc~oUaaw~s 7t0ka E ~ ~ ~ K Z ~ Z E ~ O L  K C ~  ~ E ~ ~ ~ K ~ Y T E ~ o L  &~OLVTO 

(3.1.28). Another explicit cornparison to Thibron follows shortly thereafter when 

Xenophon points out that Dercylidas goes to some effort to winter his troops so as to 

avoid burdening the allies (3.2.1; cf. 3.1.10). This entails making a inice with his enemy 

Pharnabazus (3.2.1) - Dercylidas is nothing if not opportunistic - and winterïng in 

Bithynia where &$0ova &ov ~à km16aa G i ~ z U n  (3.2.2). Finally, upon the 

successful conquering of Atameus by siege Dercylidas leaves the city full of provisions 

Eva dq aii~ii, ~a~aycoyli, 6 x 6 ~ ~  &@mvoi~o.. . (3.2.1 1). His understanding both of the 

importance of provisions and pay to the morale and obedience of his troops and of the 

importance of not over-burdening allies dong with his foresight in such matters recall 

Lysander's skill in these matters and go a long way to accounting for the successes he 

does have. He aiso shows his awareness of other methods of motivating his troops. For 

example, when organizing the building of the wall across the Chersonese, he divides the 

distance and then promises prizes for those who finish first and who perform well 

(3.2.10). Spurred on, the soldiers complete the wall faster than expected (or so Xenophon 

irnplie~).~'~ 

Indeed, Dercylidas' skill at managing men extends not only to his own troops and 

Cf. Chapter 4.2.4 above on Lysander's skill in this regard. 

Tangible incentives work well for this type of fixed one-off activity; cf. n.109 above. 



his allies but also to his enernies. For example, his acquisition of Scepsis and Gergis, two 

major cities in Aeolis. is accomplished not by müitary might but by shrewdly - 
resourcefidly - exploiting the tensions between the citizens, their not-so-popular d e r  

Meidias and the latter's unwillingness to subject himself to Pharnabazus (which tensions 

must have been intimated to him by those who handed over Cebren) (3.1.20-28). 

Xenophon's lengthy and detailed description of the capture of these cities highlights 

Dercylidas' clevemess. However, the long story about Mania, the previous mler (3.1.10- 

15), suggests that Dercylidas would not have had such an easy time had she s u  remained 

in power. Dercylidas recognises, too, the importance of appearances and the effect this 

has on the enemy. For example. though he is in a much weaker position than 

Tissaphemes and Pharnabazus realize in 397 he attends tmce discussions accompanied 

by T O Q ~  ~ p a t ( c n o u ~  r& d6q tov mpt aiirbv  al IIZRCOV  ai XEI;ÔV (3.2.18). thus 

appearing stronger than he actually is? 

Dercylidas' rhetorical skills also aid him considerably in his dealings with allies 

and enernies alike and Xenophon highlights this skili through the use of direct speech. 

There are two short conversations, one with Meidias (3.1.25-28), the other with Agesilaus 

(4.3.2) and they are very much in the manner of those attributed to Lysander and 

Agesilaus: short and to the point with much being said in a few ~ o r d s . ~ ~ '  The 

conversation with Meidias in particular reveais Dercylidas* Sisyphean c ~ n n i n g * ~ ~  as 

Dercylidas keeps Meidias guessing about what end he has in mind for him. A later, 

longer speech addressed to the people of Abydus (4.8.4)"' more hilly reveals 

Dercylidas* persuasive powers. The speech is designed to convince the people that it is 

Cf. Clearchus* behaviour at An. 2.3.3 and see above Chapter 3 n. 17 on the general value of looking 
spectacular. 

Cf. Lysander (1.5.6) and Lysander and Agesilaus (3.4.9); cf. dso Chapter 3 11-85 above. 

Cf. Dillery, XHT, p.105. 
233 Thece is also an addendum to a summary of a speech on a similar theme CO the people of Sestus 

(4.8.5). 



in their interests to remain staunch allies of the Lacedaemonians despite the latter's 

current misfortunes (Le. referring to the loss at Cnidus, 4.8.1-3). It is faed with 

cornmonplaces about fnendship (e.g. friends support each other in bad times as weil as 

in good, etc.)= and has the desired effect of keephg Abydus as a Spartan ally (4.8.5). 

Indeed, Abydus remains loyal to Sparia for the five years Dercylidas remains there and 

even beyond until 387. However, Dercylidas is not shown using his oratoncal skills to 

bolster his troops' morale, something which clearly would have k e n  usehl when they 

were preparing to encounter Tissaphemes and Pharnabazus. 

Derc y lidas further eams Xenophon ' s ap proval because of his close attention to 

sacrificing."' For example, he would not attack Cebren while the sacrificial ornens 

proved unfavourable which they did for four days (3.1.17). One of his commanders 

impatiently attacked and was repelled (3.1.18) proving, of course, that Dercylidas was 

right to refrain? Remarkably Dercylidas held back despite anger driving him to the 

decision to attack in the first place (bpy~6pwoç, 3.1.17) and despite growing more 

vexed daily (@th ~ a h n r e  QEpov 3.1.17). On the day that the commander in Cebren 

decided to hand the city over to Dercylidas the sacrifices were favourable (3.1.19). 

Altogether his actions demonstrate an impressive display of self-control given that other 

competent Spartan commanders go io their deaths as a result of allowing strong emotions 

to overcome their common sense." Subsequently Dercylidas is seen to sacrifice on 

a far more regular basis than many of his fellow  artan ans*^^ and he appears also to have 

" Cf. 7.2.2 where X. starts an excursus on Phlius noting particularly that they remained loyal to the 
Spartans in both bad and good circumstances. 

Krentz, "Thibron", p.76 notes a contrast with Thibron in this respect: Thibron is never shown 
sacrificing. 

a6 Cf. Chapter 3.2.3 above on An. 6.4.19-6.5.2ff. where X. delays action because of bad omens but 
Neon ignores them and faiIs abysmaily. 

Ci- Lysander (Chapter 4.2.2 above) and Teleutias below. 

E.g., when he enters Scepsis. 3.1.20; when he enters Gergis, 3.1.23; before building the wall across 
the Chersonese, 3.2.10; before the expected battle against Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus, 3.2.16. 
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respected his truces with Tissaphemes (3.1.9) and Pharnabazus (3.2.1 and 3.3.9). 

There is no doubt, therefore, that Dercylidas is a substantial irnprovement on 

Thibron and not just in his ability to provide for his troops without alienating Sparta's 

allies - the particular point on which Xenophon explicitiy contrasts the two leaders; the 

amount of space devoted to Dercylidas' exploitation of the intemal problems in Aeolis, 

his attention to sacrificing and his rhetorical skill also clearly point to an implicit contrast 

between the two men. His portrait. however, is not without flaws. It is equally important 

to recognise that Dercylidas is little better than Thibron in other respects to which 

attention is drawn through the parallels in their respective campaigns. In many ways 

Dercylidas' greater success is dependent on avoiding difficult situations or on finding 

himself in more favourable circumstances: Mania's death led to instability in Aeolis, her 

murderer/successor was not liked by Mania's Greek mercenaries or her subjects hence 

Dercylidas was able to exploit this state of affairs to conquer the area; the swing of 

aliegiance in Aeolis hampered Pharnabazus' ability to attack aggressively and, later, it is 

through no skilful generalship of Dercylidas that he escapes disaster against the combined 

forces of Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus. Further, while initiative and resourcefulness are 

essential qualities in a good commander, Dercylidas shows a far from ideal tendency to 

employ them to pursue his own aims. One of these aims is his un-Spartan love of travel 

(Ksi @p &t $ihan66qp0~ i/v, 4.3.2)239 and, indeed, he does manage to spend a 

considerable portion of his time a b r ~ a d . ~ ~  Such a remark must be meant to be taken 

239 Plutarch (Lyc. 15.3). without providing a source. reports that Dercylidas was a bachelor. Cartledge. 
Agesilaos, pp.322-3 understands from this that part of the reason why Dercylidas liked k i n g  abroad was 
to avoid the humiliation heaped on bachelors (cf. Lac. 9.5). X., however, makes no allusion to DercyIidasl 
marital statu. 

'40 He remains in Asia until at least 396 when he is seen acting as an envoy for Agesilaus after handing 
the army over to him (3.4.6). At some point thereafter he returns to Greece since he is at the battle of 
Nemea in 394 and reports the news of Sparta's victory to Agesilaus who is then hunying home h m  Asia 
(4.3.1-2). Agesilaus sends him o n  to Asia with news of the battle. He ends up in Abydus (4.8.3). a city 
with which he was by now very familiar (see above), where he appears to have remained until replaced by 
Anaxibius in 389. What happened to him after this is unknown. He rnay possibly also have been in 



in connection with Lac. 14~~' and Agesilaus, the supposed champion of the traditional 

Spartan way of life (according to the encornium at any rate), is placed in an ambiguous 

iight here in his exploitation of Dercyiidas' un-Spartan desire. 

4.4.4 Teleutias 

Teleutias, Agesilaus' brother (4.4.19)," fust makes an appearance in the Hellenica 

commanding twelve ships in support of Agesilaus' attack on the rebuilt walls of Corinth 

in 39 1. Teleutias successfidly captures the ships and dockyards while Agesilaus captures 

the w d s  (4.4. lg)."' Plutarch (Ages. 2 1.1) remarks, not citing any particular authority, 

that Agesilaus was able to secure Teleutias' position as commander of the fleet because 

he was so influential at the tirne. Xenophon does not Say that Teleutias owed his position 

to Agesilaus but there is no reason to doubt Plutarch's veracity in this instance as it is 

clear elsewhere that Agesilaus' fiends and relatives frequently appear in positions of 

command, notably the appointment by Agesilaus of his inexperienced brother-in-law 

Peisander to the nauarchy in 393 (3.4.29).244 Teleutias, at least, proves more competent 

than Peisander. 

It emerges, however, that Teleutias held a naval command prior to 391 the 

description of which Xenophon relates later in the work since he deals with the 

Corinthian War in Greece from 393-389 (4.3- 4.7) before examining naval matters and 

Abydus from 4 1 1-407 (see 11.209 above). 

'" Cf. Tuplin, Failings, p.68 and Chapters 5.8 and 5.9 below. It is possible, though far from certain, 
that the Lac. was composed before this part of the Hellenica (see Chapter 2.6 above). 

242 Agesilaus and Teleutias are probably half-brothers (cf. Plut. Ages. 21.1) having the same mother, 
Eupolia (the second wife of Archidamus). On this see PoralIa/Bradford, no.689 and V. Ehrenberg RE 5A. 1 
(1934) S.V. Teleutias 398. 

243 X. is moved to comment that their mother was deemed fortunate because on one day both her sons 
had so distinguished themselves (4.4.19) but this rather encorniastic statement is entireIy absent fiom the 
Agesilaus; cf. n.87 above. 

244 On Plutarch's biases see Appendix 1; on Agesilaus* patronage see nn.152,153 above. 



events in Asia Minor during the sarne penod (4.8)F5 Sometime in 393 or 392 

Teleutias takes over from Henppidas as leader of a Lacedaemonian fleet controllhg the 

Corinthian g u ~ f ? ~  At his succession the fieet has the upper hand over the Corinthians 

and Teleutias seerns to have maintained the status quo (4.8.11). Later in 391, Teleutias 

is ordered to go with his twelve ships to replace the nauarch Ecâicus (4.8.20)" who 

had gone to Rhodes with eight ships to help Sparta's allies there but had retired to Cnidus 

upon realizing that his force was too smdl to be of any help (4.8.22-23). Presumably 

Teleutias is given this command after he aids Agesilaus at Corinth (4.4.19) and 

presumably, too, Agesilaus was responsible for arranging that Teleutias replace Ecdicus 

since Teleutias could simply have brought more ships out to Ecdicus and then retumed 

home. As it is, Teleutias duly anives in Rhodes having captured ten Athenian ships 

dong the way (4.8.24). He does not accomplish much there, merely prolonging a 

staiemate (his fleet supporting Sparta's allies in a fortress against the opposing side who 

held ail the cities, 4.8.25). As far as cm be ascertained Teleutias remains in the vicinity 

of Rhodes until 389 when, while among the islands (Xenophon is not specific) in search 

of money, he hears that the Athenians are pressing the Aeginetans by land and by sea. 

Upon receiving this news, he goes to the aid of the Aeginetans and manages to drive off 

the Athenian fieet (5.1.2). He is then replaced by the new nauarch Hierax. 

Up to this point Xenophon has not dwelt particularly on Teleutias' successes. 

The joint victory at the Corinthian walls with Agesilaus is given no details and has little 

effect in the long run (see Chapter 4.3.2 above); Teleutias' capture of the Athenian ships 

'" Thus there appears to be no ulterior motive for delaying speaking of Teleutias' command in 393 as 
there was for postponing mention of Dercylidas' experience as harmost in Abydus in 407 (see above). 

2J6 Herippidas. it will be recalled. is another of Agesilaus' favoured subordinates who possesses little 
real talent for leadership (cf. Chapter 4.3.3 above). Here X. makes it quite clear that the Lacedaemonians 
under Herippidas gained control of the gulf not by any skill of their own but because the opposing 
Corinthian commander, for some unexplaineci reason, abandoned the strategic position of Rhium and so 
essentiaily handed control of the area over to the Lacedaemonians (4.8.1 1). 

*" Cf. Poralla#radford, no.689. 



on his way to Rhodes is overshadowed by Xenophon's wry observation that the action 

was contrary to the best interests of the Spartans (4.8.24);m the best Teleutias can do 

at Rhodes is maintain the deadlock and, whilst he does so, Thrasybulus, correctly 

surmishg that Teleutias poses no threat there to Athens' allies (4.8.25), consolidates, 

unopposed, Athenian power in the Hellespontine region (4.8.26ff.);249 and, finally, at 

Aegina in 389 Teleutias' naval success is reported thus (5.1.2): icat .rd @v vamudv 

&d@xcx, rd 6' km't+apa 61@~7carnw 6 ~ I & ~ @ L A o $  - i.e. what he did accomplish 

is given equal weight with what he did not accomplish. 

Although Teleutias has certainly not shown any signs of generai incornpetence, 

the description by Xenophon of the display of affection for Teleutias as he hands 

command of the fleet over to Hierax in 389 (5.1.3) is somewhat unexpected and 

intriguing since there has been nothing in particular in Xenophon's narrative thus far to 

explain why Teleutias should inspire such enthusiasm. There are only a few small clues 

suggesting that at the very least he was concemed about making sure his soldiers were 

paid: at 4.8.24 he sells booty from the captured Athenian ships before sailing to Rhodes 

and at 5.1.2 he is in search of money when he is diverted to Aegina. Yet the depth of 

devotion is so remarkable that, having described it, Xenophon is further moved to break 

into the narrative with the following authorial comment (5.1.4): 

Such a strong comment must partly, at least, result from the clear fact that few other 

Cf. Tuplin, Fnilings, pp.77-8. 

249 On this see Tuplin, Failings, pp.77-8,172-4 who notes that Diodorus' treatment of the events suggests 
that the Spartans ended up in a much stronger position in Rhodes than X. bothers to note (D.S. 14.99.4-5) 
and concludes "it is clear that. as so often, he [X.] is not the slightest bit concemed as a matter of principle 
to emphasize Spartan achievements" (ibid, p.78). 



leaders - and indeed no other Spartan leaders - inspire such ideally realised d e v o t i ~ n . ~ ~  

Exactiy what sort of conduct inspired such affection in the soldiers, an 

achievement which in Xenophon's view is more remarkable than the expenditures of 

money or the endurance of dangers, is unfolded by Xenophon in the narrative which 

follows in the most skilful and subtle way. He provides no immediate explanation for the 

above comment but leaves the reader in suspense by setting forth what happened after 

Teleutias departed. There is some initial Spartan success in the Aeginetan area. 

Gorgopas, Hierax's epistoleus harasses the Athenians at Aegina causing them to abandon 

their fortress there (5.1.5); he then shows some tactical shrewdness in plotting a surprise 

attack on the Athenian fleet by night although he captures only four of the tlirteen enemy 

ships despite the element of surprise (5.1.~-9)'~' and is himself, shortly thereafter, the 

victim of an ambush on Aegina; he and many others die and the Athenians once more 

hold the upper hand in the region (5.1.10-13). One final hdignity remains for the 

Spartans: the sailors then refuse to row for their new commander, ~ t e o n i c u s , ~ ~  because 

they have not been paid (5.1.13). It is at this juncture - with the Athenians mling the sea 

and the sailors mutinous - that Teleutias retums as nauarch. What foilows is essentialiy 

a case study of good general~hip,~~ illustrating, at last, why Teleutias' troops thought 

so highly of him. By first descnbing the faults of the two men, Gorgopas and Eteonicus, 

who command a portion of the navy in Teleutias' absence, Xenophon is able to further 

2x1 Cf. Hermocrates (1.1.30-3 l), X. in the Anabusis and Cyrus in the Cyropaedia. The emotion shown 
by Sparta's allies in Asia Minor at the departure of Agesilaus is not as profound and, in fact, Agesilaus has 
to bribe his own soldiers to leave with him (4.2.3-5) in sharp contrast to Teleutias (see below). 

Gorgopas, having disembarked his crew on Aegina shortly before sunset quickly re-embarks once 
Eunomus sails away and secretly follows Eunomus by using the latter's Iight for guidance, clicking stones 
to guide the rowers rather than using loud voices and employing a quieter rowing stroke. Once Eunomus' 
men have started to head to land - some disembarking, some anchoring and some still sailing in - he attacks; 
however, nine Athenian ships escape. 

252 Cf. n.30 above. Presumably Eteonicus took over command directly after the death of Gorgopas 
though the narrative is not precise on this matter. 

253 Cf. Tuplin, Failings, pp.82-3. 



highlight Teleutias' superionty as a leader by a cornparison with his less able peers. 

Teleutias proceeds fust to deliver a spirited and persuasive speech to bis sailors 

(5.1.14-17) who are aiready delighted simply to have him back (5.1.13). This is the only 

substantial napaKEhEumç delivered by a Spartan to his troops in the ~ e l l e n i c f l  and 

it shows a high degree of rhetorical skill, accomplishing, as it does, its object - to 

convince the sailors to obey him even though he has no money. Teleutias starts out by 

admitting that he has no money but promises that if they al1 work together an abundance 

of provisions will be theirs (5.1.14). He focuses then on this second notion - working 

together - by reminding the soldiers that their weli-king is his foremost concern: he 

cares for their safety, he would prefer to see his soldiers provisioned rather than himself 

and he is always accessible (5.1.14); further, he endures al1 the soldiers must endure and 

thus expects them to follow him through any hardships (5.1.15). To this point his speech 

is vimialiy a catalogue of admirable qualities which Xenophon believes a good leader 

should possess. These qualities Xenophon usuaily explores through examples in the 

narrative portion of his work2s5 but here he ingeniously and succinctly makes Teleutias 

proclaim them about himself in direct speech. Although the speech is undoubtedly not 

an exact replica of the one Teleutias gave it is not uncommon or out of place to find 

generais expounding their own good qua l i t i e~ .~~  

Teleutias continues his speech by adding that Sparta won her glory by 

undergoing toils willingly and by encouraging the troops with the reminder of their past 

The only comparable speech is that given by Hermocrates to his soldiers (1.1.27-28) though this is 
half in reported speech. Archidamus does deliver a short pre-battle speech of encouragement in 368 
(7.1.30). 

Cf. particularly the description of Hermocrates whose encouraging speech (1.1.27-28) does not 
contain such an elucidation of his own good qualities; these qualities are detailed in the narrative which 
follows (1.1.30-3 1). Concerning accessibility see also Chapter 3 11-33 above; conceming enduring hardships 
see Chapter 3 n.26 above. 

See Keitel. "Homenc Antecedents to the Cohonatio", p.157 for this topos and examples. Cf. also 
X.'s own dr~ohoyla (An. 7.6.1 1 ff.). 



bravery and an exhortation to surpass that now (5.1.16). He concludes in a spirited and 

defiant tone: fame and fortune wiii reward their toil and they will not need to subject 

themselves to the humiliation of relying on help from either other Greeks or 

barbariansa' as they will be reliant on their own bravery and skül (5.1.17). Although 

these last three points are commonplaces, they do not detract from the power and 

effectiveness of the speech as indeed the reaction to it reveals: the soldiers who would 

not row for Eteonicus without pay vow to obey Teleutias even though they still do not 

have any pay, just promises. Their complete volte-face is nothing short of remarkable 

and reflects not just the power of Teleutias' rhetonc2" but implies a deep c o ~ d e n c e  

in Teleutias that he will fulfil his promises. Had he not done so in the past it is unlikely 

that they would be so willing to follow him under the present circ~rnstances.~~ In fact, 

Teleutias' description of himself in the speech, contrived as it does seem, must have had 

some basis in fact to have brought about such a remarkable change in the soldier's 

spirits.** In short, the speech and its contents reveal Teleutias to be a very un-Spartan, 

democratic leader very unlike his Spartiate peers who tend to remain distant from the 

soldiers, to be inaccessible and not to share particularly in any hardships, especiaily as 

a rneans of motivation. 

What follows reveals that Teleutias' promises were not idle and that he had a 

well-thought-out plan to provision his men261 and, indeed, implies perhaps that he did 

257 This is not quite the same sentiment as Callicratidas who scorns barbarian help onIy after he has 
been refused it (1.6.6-7; see n.50 above), nor is it a particularly panhellenic statement (as Dillery, XHT, 
pp.198-9 suggests) but simply a bit of encouragement. 

CommonpIaces are effective only if they are used correctly. By conaast see Cheirisophus' bungled 
speech upon taking over command of Cyrus' mercenaries (An. 6.1.32-33; on which see Chapter 3.4.3 
above). 

"9 Cf. X.'s difficulty in the Anabasis when Seuthes does not provide the promised pay (Chapter 3.2.2 
above). 

There have, in fact. been two earlier briefly mentioned occasions of him attending to money matters 
(4.8.24, 5.1.2; see above). 

"' Provisioning is the focus of this whole episode around which his other fine qualities come into pIay. 



not make promises without king reasonably sure that he could fulfd them. This episode 

also reveais that he has some flair for creative tactics. During the night he moves his 

ships into position for a dawn attack on the Piraeus (5.1.18-20). Xenophon explains the 

soundness of this plan in copious detail noting how Teleutias rightly judges that the 

Athenians wiil be less on their guard after the death of Gorgopas and that the Athenian 

sailors and captains wilf not be sleeping on board their ships, as they would if they were 

abroad (5.1.20-21). Teleutias' orders to h m  only warships and to lead merchant ships 

away are successfuiiy carried out and, M e r ,  with the enemy triremes out of action his 

troops can capture other merchant ships with impunity (5.1.23) The result is that he is 

able to give his soldiers pay for one rnonth in advance and assurances of an abundance 

of provisions since he has, for the time being, regained Spartan naval dominance in the 

area (5.1.24). The recollection of Gorgopas' night attack on Athenian ships which was 

really only partially successful simply serves to heighten the impression of Teleutias' 

ach ie~ement .~~~ Other admirable characteristics emerge from the episode: Teleutias 

shows concem for the safety and physical well-being of his soldiers not only by planning 

a raid calculated to inflict maximum damage on the enemy and minimum h m  to his 

own men but also by making sure his soldiers do not tire out during the night of rowing, 

making them rest and sleep at intervals (5.1.19,2 lp3 and he is also shown sacrificing 

before setting out on the raid (5.1.14). Xenophon concludes (5.1 .Dl): ~ u l  .raO~a ~ O L ~ V  

x)cilpnç TE ~tq vaGç ETPE@E ~ a t  ~ o b q  mpanOru5 E~XEV q&q  ai . r a x É q  

O7qperoGv~a5. Thus, how Teleutias is able to inspire such devotion in his soldiers as 

that seen in 5.1.3 is reveded. 

Although most of Teleutias' career involved naval commands, Xenophon only 

262 Gorgopas was fairIy evenly matched with his opponents (twelve vs thirteen ships) whereas Teleutias 
was outnumbered. 

Thus validating the daim in his speech that he was concemed for the lives of  his soldiers (5.1.14). 
Note he also has them eat before setting off and take food with hem (5.1.18). 



once explicitly calls Teleutias a nauarch, i.e. during his mernorable command in 387/6 but 

there are enough hints to suggest that he was likely the official nauarch during his two 

previous commands also. In 393 the fleet in the Corinthian Gulf is commanded by 

Podanemus, upon whose death the epistoleus, Pollis, takes over. Since Pollis was the 

epistoleus, Podanemus must have been nauarch. When Poliis is wounded fmt Herippidas, 

then Teleutias replaces him. Neither Herippidas nor Teleutias is given any title here but 

the next-mentioned commander of the fleet, Ecdicus, is specifically cded  the nauarch 

(4.8.20). Teleutias then replaces him in 39du and in tum is replaced by a nauarch, 

Hierax, in 389. Because, therefore, Teleutias is replacing and king replaced by nauarchs, 

it seems logical that he must have been nauarch also in these two instances,265 though 

such a conclusion contradicts Xenophon's earlier assertion that no one was allowed to 

hold the nauarchy twice (2.1.7).266 It is possible, however, that this state of affairs had 

changed and that the oauarchy had becorne iterative by 390 with the result ihat competent 

leaders could hold more than one ~ornmand.'~' 

Teleutias reappears later in the Hellenica as harmost with an army to lead against 

the Olynthians in 382. This is the only land command which he is given, according to 

Xenophon, and he fails to live up to the standard of leadership he showed at Aegina 

though he starts out in a suitably competent manner. The d i e s  are eager to support him 

mi y3p o b ~  & ~ & p i m o ç  E66m dvai  ~ o l ç  h o u p p t j d .  n ( ~ . 2 . 3 7 ) ; ~ ~ '  he proceeds 

slowly, more concemed with not harrning the allies through whose land he was passing 

2M A. Keen, "Xenophon and the iteration of the Spartan nauarchy", (presentation at the 1996 APA 
conference) notes: "on what authority did Teleutias relieve Ekdicos of command, if he was not himself 
nauarch?" 

265 Cf. PorallalBradford, no.689. 
266 The law forbidding holding the nauarchy more than once was in place in 405 preventing Lysander 

holding two nauarchies. 

''' Keen, "X. and the iteration of the Spartan nauarchy", passim argues cogently for this explanation. 

Suggesting that he is also a man of his word and loyal to friends; cf. 5.2.40. 



(cf. Dercylidas) and with increasing the size of his m y  than with a speedy amival 

(5.2.38). Such prudent and careful preparations see him anive in the Olynthian region 

with a large anny. His approach to Olynthus is carefuiiy planned: he decides not to bum 

or cut down the trees until he must depart in order to hhder the enemy from pursuing but 

not to hinder his own depamire and he marches in battle order (5.2.39)?' From this 

point on, however, his limitations are on display. His attempi at slightly innovative 

strategy - placing himself on the left wing opposite the gate from where the Olynthians 

would emerge - fails badly when the Olynthians simply attack and rout the weak cavalry 

on the right wing (5.2.40-41). A complete disaster is averted only because Derdas of 

Elimia and his horsemen rush towards the gates at Olynthus causing the enemy to retreat 

in fear of being cut off from the city (5.2.42). Teleutias can be commended at least for 

keeping his part of the army from disintegrating while the rest of the anny was giving 

way but it is, strictly speaking, Derdas' cavalry which saves the day. Teleutias treats it 

as a victory and then withdraws. Subsequently, Xenophon points out, once Derdas has 

left, the Olynthians continue freely raiding the temtory of the Lacedaemonians' allies 

(5.2.43) and the next spring finds them raiding near Apollonia - some 90 stades away 

(5.31) Teleutias is nowhere to be seen and it is only the return of Derdas which forces 

their retreat (5.3.1-2).270 The next battle against the Olynthians in which Teleutias 

engages is conducted without the help of Derdas and under the influence of anger. In 

imtation (&pvaWcra~, 5.3.3) at the boldness of the Olynthian cavalry leaving their city 

when he is in the area he foolishly sends his peltasts after them. The peltasts are tricked 

and slaughtered (5.3.3-4). Angered now (bpp&&<, 5.33,  Teleutias blindly pursues the 

enemy cavairy right up to the city wall where his army is showered with missiles, thrown 

- - - - - - - - 

269 By contrast, recall Anaxibius (Chapter 3.5.2), Thibron (4.8.18-19) and Dercylidas (3.2.14). 

''O Without superior foreign cavalry the army was lost, a fact which does not Say much for Spartan 
appreciation o f  the value of a good cavalry unit. 
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in to disorder and then finished off by the Olynthiaas; Teleutias dies fighting (5.3.5- 

6):" Teleutias' unimpressive end prompts Xenophon to comment on the folly of 

fighting too close to a city w d  (5.3.5) and to inteject with an authorial comment 

concerning the danger of acting in anger (5.3.7) 

The last picture of Teleutias in the Hellenica is far removed, therefore, from the 

glowing terms applied earlier. He dies after a less than impressive land campaign in 

which his only successes nghtly belong to another and in which he is overpowered by 

destructive emotions - a point not just mentioned in the narrative but strongly commented 

on in an aside. In fact, as Xenophon reports his career, his one main tactical success was 

a naval raid which relied on the element of surprise; it could hardly be described as a 

major naval victory. In tems of military skill, therefore, Teleutias is certainiy not 

outstanding though he does have a flair for innovative tactics. Yet in terms of leadership 

of men he shows a remarkable aptitude in cornparison with his peers. His ability to 

inspire willing obedience in his soldien, especially in soldiers who had been disgmntled 

and had refused to cooperate for Ecdicus without pay, bears witness to this aptitude. No 

other Spartan is descnbed as commanding such devotion. 

*" Lysander too died fighting too close to city walls under the influence o f  strong ernotions rather than 
considered judgernent; cf. Chapter 4.2.2 above. 



4.5 CONCLUSION 

An examination of Xenophon's depiction of Spartan commanders in the Hellenica reveals, 

in general, a similar picture to that found in the Anabasis. In the Hellenica, however, 

there are individuals portrayed who are men of far greater skiii and power than those in 

the Anabasis. Lysander and Agesilaus were outstanding leaders by any standard despite 

their flaws and despite their distance from Xenophon's ideal. Lysander was the architect 

of victory in the Peloponnesian War and Agesilaus managed to dominate Spartan policy 

for a remarkably long period of time. Dercylidas and Teleutias also display a certain flair 

for leadership of men. Of those Spartans examined in detail only Thibron has Little to 

recommend him yet he is far from being the least competent Spartan in the ~ o r k . ' ~ ~  

Yet, while these few are far greater representatives of Sparta's claim to hegemony than 

the Spartans in the Anabasis, they also embody even more her unsuitability for the task. 

A common desire for persona1 glory at the expense of what is best for the state and a 

fiercely cornpetitive attitude towards one another - for exarnple, Lysander's pursuit of 

personal power in Asia Minor and his nontooperation with Callicratidas or Agesilaus' 

pretensions to be the new Agamemnon and his dealings with his CO-kings - undermine 

their success. What will become clear in the next chapter is that while Xenophon 

understood what it was about the Spartan system which enabled the Spartans to achieve 

pre-erninence, he also recognised that the system did not prepare its citizens for ruling 

others. 

272 E.g., Herippidas, Mnasippus, Alcestas, Phoebidas and Sphodrias do not appear in a particularly 
flattering light. Cf. Tuplin. Failings, pp. 163- 165. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE RESPUBUCA LACEDAEMONIORUM 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Lac. is, undeniably, an odd work, a seemingly eccentric collection of information 

about the Spartan politeia, discussing certain aspects of the education system, general way 

of life, rnilitary practices and the role of the kings and including a section of outright 

censure of contemporary Spartan practices towards, but not at, the end of the treatise. Its 

authenticity, dating and unity have generated much debate;' the choice of topics 

discussed and, equally important, what has not been discussed have caused considerable 

controversy, although it is generally agreed that the purpose of the work is to praise or 

defend the traditional Spartan way of life.' There have been dissenters from this generai 

'praise' theory, most notoriously L. Strauss, who suggested that the Lac. is a work of 

irony, a satire even: subtle criticism of the Spartan way of life hidden beneath a 

superficial veneer of praise? ~egardiess of the feasibility of Strauss'  vie^,^ it has at 

' See Chapter 2.5 above. 

Adhenng to this are Ollier, Lac. Pol., p.xiii (praise), p.xxi (propaganda); Luccioni. Les Idées politiques 
et sociales de Xénophon, p.162 (defence); H. Michell, Sparta (Cambridge, 1964) p.203 @raise); W. den 
Boer, Laconian Studies (Amsterdam, 1954) pp.246-7 (apology); Delebecque, Essai, p.194 (expression of 
gratitudelpropaganda); G.R. Morrow, Plato's Cretan City (Princeton, 1960) p.43 (admiration); Tigerstedt, 
The Legend of Sparta, vol.1 pp.162-169 (praise); Breitenbach, RE 1751 braise); A. Toynbee, Some 
Problems in Greek History (London, 1969) p.317 (propaganda); Nickel, Xenophon, p.60 (ideal); David, 
Sparta between Empire and Revolution, p.51 (admiring); Moore, A&X, p.71 (defence); MacDowell, SL, p.8 
(praise); Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp.56-7 (apology) p.416 (ideal); E. Luppino Mancs, Un Progetto di r r fom 
per Sparta, p.27 (praise); Hooker, "Spartan Propaganda", p.137 braise). 

' Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", pp.502-536. 

The caustic comment of Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta, vol. 1 p.464 n.530 that Strauss' view of the 
Lac. is "so subtle that no one previous to Strauss had perceived it" best sums up the opposition. 



least provoked a few scholars to reassess the work? Higgins, in general agreement with 

Strauss, argues that the Lac. "like the Hiero, is an essay against t y r a ~ y " ~  and Proieai 

seeks to prove that though the Lac. does "explain how so smaii a city could corne to lead 

or dominate the alliance that emerged victorious over the Athenian e m p k ,  the laws of 

Lycurgus did not produce that victory and in fact were at odds with the means required 

to win the war", as Xenophon reveals in the Hellenica? 

Despite the many interesting points raised in the various attempts to interpret the 

work, no one has explained adequately its nature, accounted properly for its apparent 

inconsistencies and reconciled it with the rest of Xenophon's oeuvre. Since my main 

objectives are to advance and provide additional support for the theory that Xenophon is 

not naively pro-Spartan and to show that he is, in fact, consistent and even-handed in his 

writings about Sparta and Spartans and since 1 have been examining Xenophon's portrayal 

of Spartan leaders to this effect, the foliowing discussion of the Lac. will emphasise those 

points which have relevance to an understanding of the type of leaders the system 

produced. What follows, therefore, is not an attempt to address al1 of the difficulties 

presented by the work but it is hoped that viewing the work from a fresh perspective will 

help to advance understanding of Xenophon's thinking on Sparta in general and the Lac. 

in particular. 

Several issues raised and clarified in the previous chapters need to be reiterated 

briefly as they bear directly on the interpretation of the Lac. which follows. Fist, since 

Xenophon has manifestly not been uncritical of Sparta and Spartans in the Anabasis and 

Apart frorn the two named here, to the best of my knowledge the only other scholar showing support 
for this approach is P. Carlier, "L'Idée impériale dans la Cyropgdie de Xénophon", KtPma 3 (1978) p. 137 
n.12 and p.160 n.64. 

Higgins, Xenophon, p.75 and, on the work in general, pp.65-75. 
7 Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p.79 and, on the work in generai, pp.44-79. Proietti makes a number of excellent 

observations but is mistaken in his belief that Lac. 1.1 refers to the end of the Peloponnesian War; on which 
see n. 1 1 below. 



the Hellenica, there is no reason, other than the assumption that he is a naive laconophile, 

for immediately supposing that he is gohg to present a purely positive picture of Sparta 

in the Lac., nor, indeed, is there any reason to suggest the opposite, that he is setting out 

to satirise the Spartan way of life, since he can hardly be said to have maintained a 

periodic, much less a consistent, satiricai stance toward Sparta elsewhere. He offers a 

balanced view of Spartans and their conduct in his other works and we should expect the 

same treatment in the Lac. Xenophon, iike Plato and Anstotle, could both admire and 

be cntical of the Spartan way of life."econdly, it has been presumed and advanced 

throughout that Xenophon is a careful writer of considerable intellectuai ability and, as 

a result, apparent inconsistencies within the Lac. cannot be explained away on the grounds 

that he is a careless thinker. Finally, the work should not be considered in isolation but 

in conjunction with Xenophon's overall view of Sparta and his general preoccupation with 

education and leadership. For exarnple, in explaining his purpose for writing the 

Cyropaedia, Xenophon states (Cyr. 1.1.6): f i p ~ î ~  @v 611 Gy & ~ L O V  6vra  baupdrC&aûai 

~ o û r o v  rbv drv6pa koic~y&p&a d~ i e o ~  ' Ov y~v~dcv  ai xolav n v à  $$olv fXov ~ a t  

ROQ nvt ieaiSm8dç rra~&fq. roaothov 8iflveytxv d~ ~6 & ~ X E I V  d n t b p ~ n [ ~ v . ~  Since 

the Lac. deals with the education, upbringing and way of life of Spartans, the work is 

clearly of central concem in understanding Xenophon's view of how Spartans performed 

%n Plato and Sparta see Jaeger, Paideia, vol.1 p.83 and vo1.3 pp.219ff.; Morrow, Plato's Cretan City, 
pp.41-52; E. Barker, Greek Political Theory (London, 1970 edition) S.V. Index: Sparta, Plato's view of; 
Tigerstedt, The kgend of Sparra, vol.1 pp.244-276; Powell, "Plato and Sparta", p.279. On Aristotle and 
Sparta see Ollier, Le Mirage Spaaiate, vol. 1 Chapter 9; Tigerstedt, op.cir., vol.1 pp.280-304; E. Schüaumpf, 
"Aristotle on Sparta", in A. Powell & S. Hodkinson (eds), The Shcldow of Sparra (London, 1994) pp.323- 
345. On both see S. Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?", pp.201-207,211. 

Cf. Mem 2.1.27: K& k@ x p b ~  of. f ' H p & d ~ ,  ~Lhia IOÙÇ ~ a a w @  GE ~ a t  d')v 
@ t h v  M v  mv k~ a Z ~ & Q C  ~ampa0oOm and, on this passage, S. Halliwell, "Traditional Greek 
Conceptions of Character", in C.B.R. Pelling (ed.), Characterization and Individuafity in Greek Literature 
(Oxford, 1990) pp.32-3. Concerning general Greek thought about the impact of heredity, nature and 
education on a person see Dover, GPM, pp.88-95 and C.B.R. Pelling, "Childhood and Personality in 
Biography", in C.B.R. Pelling (ed.), Characrerizarion ami Individualiry in Greek Literature (Oxford, 1990) 
pp.213-244 (though his focus is on Plutarch). 
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as leaden,IO aithough its prime purpose is somewhat more specific (see below). 

The work, therefore, wiii be examined under the foilowing general headings: a) 

its purpose, b) Spartan zaiMa, c) pursuits of those aged 14-20, d) pursuits of those over 

the age of 20, e) the general way of life for al1 Spartans, and f) rnilitary matters. Under 

each of these headings (excepting the fmt) discussion wili fail into two parts. Fit, what 

Xenophon actually says in the Lac. will be set forth and attention will be drawn to aspects 

he endorses elsewhere. Then, there will be an examination of both those details which 

have always been problematic and those which are not held up for imitation in the rest 

of the Xenophontic corpus. Finally, the problernatic fuiai section, Lac. 14, will be 

evaluated in the light of the preceding examination of the rest of the work and a 

conclusion will consider how the findings of this whole chapter complernent and 

illuminate further Xenophon's portraits of Spartan cornanders (as discussed in Chapters 

3 and 4) and his o v e r d  view of Sparta. 

'O X. was not out of step with his contemporaries in believing that education was of vital importance 
for producing good citizens and Ieaders (cf. Luccioni, Les Idees politiques et sociales de Xénophon, pp.62- 
64 though without reference to the tac.) and that virtue could be taught. E.g., Pl. Lg. 643b-644b and on 
Plato in general, cf. Morrow, Plato's Cretan City, pp.297ff., F.A. Beck, Greek Education 450-350 B.C. 
(London, 1964) p.199. T.A. Sinclair, A History of Greek Political Thoughtz (London, 1967) Chapter 7 and 
A. Powell, "Plato and Sparta", in A. Powell & S. Hodkinson (eds), The Shdow of Sparta (London, 1994) 
p.279. On this concept in Isocrates, see Jaeger, Paideia, vo1.4 pp.5lff. and Sinclair, op.cit., pp.133ff. On 
interest in education in the fourth century in general, see Jaeger, op.cit., vo1.2 pp.5ff. and G.B. Kerferd, The 
Sophistic Movement (Cambridge, 198 1) Chapter 1 1. 



5.2 PURPOSE (Lac. 1.1-2) 

The work opens with Xenophon wondering how Sparta though a state with a small 

population appeared to be so very powerfùl (or the most powerful) and so very renowned 

(or the most renowned) in Greece;" upon considering the practices of the Spartans he 

wondered no longer (l.l).12 Moreover, he marvelled too at their extremely wise law- 

giver, ~ycurgus," obeying whose laws they and their country prospered. Lycurgus 

accomplished this not by imitating other states but by decreeing practices opposite to most 

of them (1.2).14 Given such opening remarks it should be expected that Xenophon 

" This opening passage does not refer to Sparta's victory in the Peloponnesian War as Strauss, "The 
Spirit of Sparta", p.522 n.1 and Proietti, X.'s Sparta, p.44 suppose. Heroâotus has Croesus herald Sparta 
as one of the most powerful Greek states and preeminent over Athens (Hdt. 1.53-69; cf. O. Murray, Early 
Greece (Sussex, 1980) p.249). The problem of oliganthropia is also present in Herodotus where mid-sixth 
century Spartans are described as o i i ~  bhfpv b6pW (Hdt. 1.66.1) yet by the time of Thermopylae in 
480 only Spartans with sons join the expedition (Hdt. 7.203; cf. Cartledge, Sparta and Lukonia, p.204). 
Hdt. 1.66.1 may be deliberately worded to contrast with the contemporary situation at the time Herodotus 
is writing. Cf. also Th. 2.8 where Spartans are still accorded the moral high ground (though see Powell, 
A&S, pp.78-86 for the possibility of bias here on the part of Thucydides). 

l2 Al1 references in this chapter will be to the Respublica Locedaemoniomrn unless otherwise specified. 

'' X.'s attribution of the whole Spartan system to Lycurgus, as Moore, A U ,  p.68 rightly notes, "cannot 
be accepted as historically accurate". Certainly there is evidence that some of the measures are not of the 
same degree of antiquity as others. E.g., the ban on money, as Forrest, A History of Sparta, p.50 notes, is 
remarkably "prescient in a statesman who at the latest of the many dates proposed for him lived half a 
century before any Spartan would have dreamed of coinage". The prohibition against gold and silver is 
likely to have corne into effect c.404 (on which see David, Sparta Between Empire and Revolution, pp.5-10; 
MacDowell, Si., pp. 1 18-9; Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos*?", p. 198). It scems reasonable, however, to suppose 
that X. is speaking of Lycurgus in what Morrow, Platois Cretan City, p.56 n.47 calls the "popular" or 
"vulgar" sense, i.e. Lycurgus likely existed and instituted some laws and laws added later (or even in place 
earlier) were attributed to him; cf. the case of Minos in Crete or Solon in Athens (on the parallel with the 
latter see MacDowell, SL, pp.2-3). On the identity of Lycurgus, see also Plu. Lyc. 1.1-7; A. Andrewes, The 
Greek Tyrants (London, 1956) pp.76-77; Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta, vol.1 pp.70-3; C.G. Starr, "The 
Credibility of Early Spartan History", Historia 14 (1965), p.271. 

" X. only once specifies other states (cf. 2.13); obviously Athens must figure to some de- but it is 
likely that X. is exaggerating often to heighten the sense of contrast (see nn.62,156 below for examples). 
Compare the similar claim made for Athens in Pericles' funeral oration (Th. 2.37.1) though Pericles 
specifically contrasts Athens and Sparta (e-g., Th. 2.39'40). 
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planned to set forth these contrary laws of Lycurgus which caused Sparta to gain such 

power and renown. This he does. What he does not do is suggest that he is writing a 

praise or defence or apology or cnticism or satire or doing anything other than presenting 

the conclusions of his inquiry into how Sparta rose to prominence. Such an enquiry was 

h a d y  extraordinary since, as Morrow points out, "it was axiomatic that anyone interested 

in politics or legislation should give fust attention to Sparta, whose success in maintaining 

her cornrnanding position in Greece seemed to be evidence of peculiar excellence in her 

law~". '~  To determine, therefore, to what degree Xenophon does admire Spartan 

institutions it is necessary both to examine how he presents the material and to compare 

his views on such topics in his other works. 

'' Morrow, Plato 's Cretan City, pp.40- 1. 



53 SPARTAN WUEL4 

5.3.1 What Xenophon says (Luc. 2) 

Indicative of Xenophon's general interest in education and his belief in its importance is 

the early and prominent place it receives in the treatise.I6 He allocates the greatest 

amount of space to what he specifically terms xm&€a (2.1,14) - the education of male 

children aged 7-14;'' the next stages simply reinforce what is learned h e d 8  The same 

pattern is followed in the Cyropaedia not just in the general discussion of the Persian 

system but also when dealing specifically with Cyrus where Xenophon dweîis on Cyrus' 

conduct as a boy (Cyr. 1.3.1-5.1; what he does in the years from 16-25 receives little 

comment, Cyr. 1.5.1-4). 

Xenophon opens by recording the habits of other Greek States, as one would 

expect given the purpose of the work (see above). Elsewhere fathea appoint slaves as 

xai6ayw)of over their sonslg and send the boys to schools to leam y p a p p a ~ a  ical 

poumav ~ a t  rdr b rraha(o.sppr, allowing them to soften their feet by wearing shoes, 

their bodies by changes of clothing and lack of dietary guidelines (2.1). Lycurgus, on the 

other hand, rather than having paidogogoi appoints a rraikv6po5, a distinguished older 

l6 Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?", p. 190. 

" Ages 7-18/19 according to C.M. Tazelaar, "KCLZ&S ~ a t  E@qBol: some notes on the Spartan stages 
of youth", Mnemosyne (series 4) 20 (1967) passim, Hodkinson, "Social Order", p.242 and C-Tuplin, 
"Xenophon, Sparta and the Cyrapuedia", in A. Powell & S. Hodkinson (eds), The Shadaw of Sparta 
(London, 1994) p.153 but McDowell, SL, p.166 suggests 7-14 and this has been convincingly upheld 
recently by N.M. Kennell, The Gymnasium of Virtue (Chape1 Hill, 1995) pp.31-39,117. 

Kennell, The Gyrmulsium of Virtue, p.125 and see below. 

'' For paidogogoi in Athens see W.K. Lacey, The Fornily in Ciussicol Greece (London, 1968) p. 157; 
Golden, Children and Childhood in Athens, pp. 147- 149; Strauss, Fathers and Sons, p.92. 



man, a citizen not a slave, to supervise the education of boys.0 making education a 

matter of public not private ~oncern.~' The paidonomos is to watch over the boys and 

punish them severely if their conduct is lm. He is aided by a group of young men," 

caiied whipbearers, whose task is also to punish the boys whenever necessruy. The 

purpose of such a system is to instil much ai665 and much rce(0o (2.2). 

Nothing specific is mentioned as replacing education in reading and wnting, 

music and wrestling. probably because there was no particularly striking contrast between 

Sparta and other states in these mattersen Physicai training was certainly carried on 

elsewhere but it was more rigorous and systematic in the Spartan system and other 

sources reveal that music played an important and that there was at least 

mdimentary training in reading and writing? Considerable attention, however, is 

focused on the merits of Lycurgus' opposite decrees concerning shoes, clothing and diet. 

Shoes were not ailowed so as to toughen the feet (2.3), only one cloak was ailowed to 

prepare young Spartans to deal better with heat and cold (2.4) and a modest diet was set 

down so that they would be used to dealing with hunger and be more healthy (2.5). The 

The paidonomos oversees the boys until they are 30 years old (cf. Luc. 4.6 and Hodkinson, Social 
Order", p.242). 

2' Cf. AristotIe*~ praise (Pol. l337alO- IWbS). 

22 Fmm those aged 20-30 as in Lac. 4 and see Hodkinson, "Social Ordef', p.246. 

Tuplin, "X., Sparta and the Cyropaedia", p.156; contra Strauss, "The Spirit of Spaita". p.507. 

'' Cf. Powell, "Plato and Sparta", pp.302-3, 305-6. Plutasch spends considerable time on music in 
Sparta (Lyc. 4.2-3, 18.3, 21.1-7) quoting Terpander, Pindar and Alcman. X. does speak about choruses 
although only fleetingly in connection with the punishment of cowards (9.5) and mentions flute players 
leading Spartans into batrle (13.8; cf. Th. 5.69.2-70). Cf. Ar. Lys. 1247-72 and 1296-1315 and the notes 
thereon of J. Henderson (ed.), A ristophanes. Lysistrata (Oxford, 1987). For general remarks on Spartan 
music and dance see Michell, Sparta, pp. 182-190. 

Cf. Plu. Lyc. 16.10; P. Cartledge, "Literacy in the Spartan Oligarchy", JHS 98 (1978) pp.25-37; T.A. 
Boring, Literacy in Ancient Sparta (Mnemosyne Supplement 54; Leiden, 1979); Powell, A&S, pp.234ff. In 
particular sorne degree of literacy was required in order for dispatches on the scytale to be read; on the 
scytale in general cf. D.H. Kelly, "The Spartan Scytale", in J.W. Eadie & I. Ober (eds.) The Crafr of the 
Ancient Historian (Lanham, 1985) pp. 14 1 - 169. K. Robb, Literacy and Paideia in Ancient Greece (Oxford, 
1994) pp.184-5 notes that even in Athens there is a scarcity of evidence for the teaching of grammata in 
the fifth century. Musical and gymnastic training, however, are much bener attested for both Athens and 
Sparta; cf. Golden, Children and Childhood in Athens, p.65. 



diet, however, could be augmented through stealing which wouid develop skills which 

would be useful in war: spending sleepless nights. king deceptive, setting up ambushes 

and making use of spies, ail of which was intended to make the boys pq~avt~or@ouç 

T G ~ ,  hqGE[ov ... K& xohynicwrEpouç (2.7). Punishment for thieves was given on the 

grounds that if the thief was caught he clearly had done a poor job of stealing (2.8) and 

there was even a festival in which ritual stealùig played a part (2.9). Xenophon then 

rounds off this part of the discussion by reiterating the point that the boys were always 

under supervision: if the ~ m b v b p o ç  was absent any citizen, or in tum, an Efpq~, '~  

had the power to order children to do what was right (dcpû6v) and punish them if they 

failed in any way (2.10-11). This method of control is said to make the boys 

a i ~ p 0 v E s t ~ p o i  (2.10; cf. 2.2). 

After a brief comment on the platonic nature of relationships between men and 

boys in Sparta (2.1 3)27 which Xenophon describes as the ~ a M b q v  x a i s h ~ , ~ ~  noting 

that sexual desire is deemed most disgraceful ( a f q m o v ;  cf. Smp. 8.35), the section 

closes with a cal1 for others to judge the efficacy of the education system (2.14): 

There seems little doubt that the system which Xenophon describes here would produce 

Those belonging to the age gmup 20-30; see MacDowell, SL, pp.160-6 and Hodkinson, "Social 
Order", p.246 n.19. 

27 On 2.13 and Spartan homosexuality in general see Dover, Greek Homosexuality, pp.190-2. On the 

possible compulsory nature of this sort of relationship see Cartledge, "The Politics of Spartan Pederasty", 
passim, Hodkinson, "Social Order", p.245 (and n.17 there) and N.R.E. Fisher, "Drink, Hybris and the 
Promotion of Harmony in Sparta", in A. Powell (ed.), Chsical  Spana (London, 1989) p.33. Cf. also 
Cartledge, oncit., p.19 for a short discussion on X.'s general tendency to regard platonic relationships as 
best in the Symposium (e.g., Smp. 8.35). 

On the general view in the ancient world that any such redationship was of educational value. see KJ. 
Dover (ed.), Plaro: Symposium (Cambridge, 1984) pp.4-5 and Greek Homosexuality, pp.202-3. X. portrays 
the relationship between Cleonymus and Archidamus in a positive and approving way without any reference 
to it k ing platonic or otherwise in the Hellenica (HG 5.4.25-33,6.4.14) but see Chapter 4 nn.98,192 above. 



men possessing such qualities and that such qualities were of worthZg but the choice of 

details, the way in which these details have been presented, and a closer cornparison with 

Xenophon's other works raise some questions about these three virtues and the manner 

in which they are 'taught' without denying that such a system brought Sparta renown and 

enhanced her power. 

5.3.2 Analysis of supposed internai and extemal contradictions 

Concerning the education of boys, a brief cornparison with the Persian system set out in 

the Cyropaedia is instni~tive.~~ It, too, is a public education3' but Xenophon speaks 

of schools where the boys learn justice (Cyr. 1.2.6; cf. Cyr. 1.3.16-17), moderation 

( a ~ p o d v q ;  cf. An. 1.9.3), obedience and self-restra.int (ky~p&.rna)~* as well as 

shooting arrows and throwing spears (Cyr. 1.2.8).'~ They are punished if they commit 

crimes of theft,34 robbery, violence, deceit, slander, etc. (Cyr. 1.2.6) or if they accuse 

each other falsely or fail to return a favour when they are very clearly capable of doing 

so because ingratitude is said to lead to sharneful things (aiq@, Cyr. 1.2.7). Everything 

is set out very specificdly here as well as how each topic is taught: justice through 

" E.g., C'r. 1.5.1: Cyrus is described as ~ ~ U ~ E V O Ç  7005 X ~ @ W € P O U Ç  KOC~ x n û 6 p v o ~  70% 
&p;çoua (cf. Lac. 2.10: atbfivr ai... r o û ~  &p;çov-) and An. 1.9.5: Cyrus the younger is said to have 
been d6qpovtmaroç as a boy and [&KEL] 70% 'TE ~ p ~ a P ~ ~ t p o ~ ~ . . . & û ~ b e a ~ .  

See Appendix 7 for a short discussion of why the Cyropaedia and the Lac. should be considered in 
conjunction. X.*s account of the Persian upbringing rnay not be sûictly historical but it does not deviate 
in general terms from what is found in other sources (cf. n.33 below and Tuplin, "X., Sparta and the 
Cyropaedia", pp.150ff. for other descriptions of the Persian education system). Henceforth, whenever 
reference is made to the Persian system, X.'s version is meant. 

'' The Persian equivalents to the Spartan paidonomos are given a much more positive role (cf. Cyr. 
1.2.2ff.). 

32 Henceforth kycp&caa is translated as 'self-restraint' and in turn 'self-restraint* should not be taken 
to mean sophrosyne; cf. n.36 below. 

'3 Cf. Hdt. 1.136 where Iearning to ride, to shoot arrows and to tell the tnith are said to be the aims of 
the Persian system. Riding is here a Median skill (Cyr. 1.3.15) but becomes associated with the Persians 
(An. 1.9.6 and Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, p.73 especially n.158). 

" It may be more than coincidental that theft is the first crime mentioned here. At any rate it is, in 
itself, most definitely a crime whether it is done well or badly - see below. 



judging standards of right and wrong and observing trials, sophrosyne, obedience and self- 

restm.int through lessons and by observing and imitating elders who possess these qualities 

(Cyr. 1.2.6-8)?' 

Obedience and self-restra.int are also said to be results of the Spartan system of 

education for boys (2.2,14), but there is no mention of sophr~syne~~ or justice; instead, 

aido?' is the most often mentioned aim (2.2, 2.10 bis, 2.14). Whiie the overali purpose 

of the Persian laws is certainly to produce citizens who would oot commit any worthiess 

or shameful deed (novqpoû nvoq f) alonpoû E p ,  Cyr. 1.2.3), aidos is not itself 

specificaiiy taught but appears naturally in those who are educated in sophrosyne and 

justi~e.'~ Further, oidos, obedience and self-restraint are acquired in Sparta in a 

markedly different and more negative way than justice, sophrosyne, obedience and self- 

restraint are in the Persian system: Xenophon stresses that these qualities are produced 

through fear of punishmeneg not through teaching, observation and imitation." It is, 

however, quite manifest throughout the rest of his works that Xenophon is an advocate 

j5 Cf. Mem. 1.1.3 and 1.2.20 (and surrounding passages) on the benefits of keeping Company with 
virtuous men and so leaming by imitation; also cf. Cyrus' behaviour based on this principle (Cyr. 8.1.21- 
33). This same principle is expressed in Pl. Lg. 729b-c. 

36 H. North, Sophrosyne (Ithaca, 1966) p. 13 1 n.24 is mistaken in equating Q~p&rna  with sophrosyne 
when comparing the education systems in the Cyropaedia and Luc. kycp4~aa may be related to 
sophrosyne but the latter encompasses much more (as indeed North, ibid., p l30  admits) and X. does make 
a distinction (see also Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", p.514). Zimmermann, "Macht und Charakter", p.235, 
Pericles Georges, Barbarian Asia and the Greek Experience (Baltimore, 1994) p.229 and Kennell, The 
Gymnasiurn of Virtue, p.133 also too readily equate the Persian and Spartan systems. See Tuplin, "X., 
Sparta and the Cyropaedia", pp.154ff. for reasons why the two systems are radically different. 

37 On the general meaning of ai-, ari@opa~ and associateci words, see D. Cairns, Aidos (Oxford, 
1993) pp.1-4 and the Glossary where aidos is defined as encompassing the foIlowing English concepts 
"sharne, respect, sense of honour and modesty". 

38 See Chapter 5.4.2 below. 

39 Cf. Plato's criticism of the timocratic regime in the Republic (with which he associates Sparta, R. 
544c, 545a) where men are 0f.q tmb mû005 a' imb Btaç ~ ~ & u ~ v o i  (R. 548b). Later on in the 
Lac. there are two passing references to I e d n g  through imitation (5-5.9.5) but the emphasis is primarily 
on punishment. 

JO Cf. W.R. Newell, "Tyranny and the Science of Ruling in Xenophon's Educarion of Cyrus", Journal 
of Politics 45 (1983) p.893 and Tuplin, "X. Sparta and the Cyropaedia", p. 157. 



of the use of persuasion rather than force, particularly so in the case of obedience? 

Indeed, Cyrus' abiiity to instil willing obedience in his subjects is cited by Xenophon as 

the main reason for his decision to examine Cyrus' life (Cyr. 1.1.3,5)? It hardly seems 

likely, therefore, that Xenophon could be approving of or defending the Spartan system 

which he has laid down here, for once the fear of punishment is removed, so t w  is any 

reason for the Spartans to be obedient, prone to aidos4' and self-restrained especidy as 

there has been no education in sophrosyne and justice? The dangers of neglecting to 

teach nght from wrong are explicitly noted in the Cyropaedia where Cyms is told by his 

father that it is of paramount importance to ingrain the fundamentals of justice in 

children; only when they have securely leamt these cm it be taught that, for example, it 

may be necessary to deceive friends for their own good, even though deceit is 

fundarnentally wrong (Cyr. 1.6.3 1-4)." 

In addition, Xenophon elsewhere sees a justification for physical punishment only 

when al1 other rnethods of persuasion have failedg6 yet there is an extraordinary 

emphasis here on the aspect of physical punishment in the Spartan system. There is, 

literally, always someone ready to inflict punishment be it the puidonornos, his 

'' See above Chapter 3 11-29 for references dealing with this topic elsewhere in X.*s corpus; see also 
Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", p.508. 

42 Cf. Mem 4.6.12 (ruling willing subjects is the mark of monarchs, imposing upon unwilling subjects 
is tyranny); Oec. 2 i.4-8. 

43 Cf. Cairns, Aidos, Glossary for this suggested translation of ori6fipov. Clearly the sense of aidos in 
this passage encornpasses both showing respect before rulets and the laws and feeling a sense of shame at 
transgressing such laws. 

45 Cf. Oec. 21.1 1- 12 where X. says that to those accomplished in sophrosyne is given the power of 
inspiring willing obedience; X. also stresses the role of education in this regard. 

" Tuplin, "X., Sparta and the Cyropaedia'", p. 158 comrnents on this passage most appositely by 
suggesting that with the use of the Spartan word rhetra (for the ordinance directing only justice and mth- 
telling to be taught to boys) "Xenophon is being wickedly playful ... Concerned to emphasise that Petsian 
education rejects a notable feature of Sparta[nJ pedagogy, he employs a Spartan word ... to draw attention 
to what he is doing". Cf. also Higgins, Xenophon, p.70 on this passage. 

Cf. Chapter 3.2.2 above on An. 5.8.13-17 where Xenophon defends his own rare use of physical force 
and Chapter 3.4.3 on An. 4.6.3 where he disagrecs with Cheirisophus over the beating of a guide. 



whipbearen, other youths or citizens. Though there is some evidence in Xenophon's 

writings which suggests that beating children was not uncornmon elsewhere:' Xenophon 

oniy once specifies (other than by vague words such as ppr&oup$coa and Crpaprbrvo) 

an act for which a Spartan boy rnight be punished and that is when he is caught stealing 

but the reason for punishing him in this instance is a perversion of normal justice (2.8): 

In Sparta, therefore, steaiing is not in itself a crime, stealing badly is.49 By contrast, 

when the young Cyms is beaten it is specifically for a miscarriage of justice (Cyr. 1.3.16- 

In fact, the whole discussion of allowing boys to steal illustrates both the 

advantages and the flaws in the Spartan system. The section on diet starts out reasonably 

enough with Lycurgus arranging it so that the boys are given sufficient food @ On6 

thus accustorning them to canying on their activities even when hungry, preventing them 

acquinng a taste for delicacies and making them healthy (2.5; cf. 5.8). Such moderation 

in diet, dong with going barefoot and possessing few clothes, is approved of elsewhere 

by Xenophon; for example, it is often mentioned as a practice of SocratesSo and is a 

'' Cf. Golden, Children and Childhood in Arhens, p.64 who cites An. 2.6.12, 5.8.18 and Cyr. 1.3.16- 17, 
2.2.14. 

a Cf. Powell, A&S, p.230 and p.257 n.149 who notes that rhadiourgia is used repeatedly in the sense, 
'slacking'. Cf. 2.2, 4.4, 5.2, 14.4. 

For the same thought see PI. Lg. 854b-c. 

50Cf. Mem. 1.2.4-5, 1.3.5-8, 1.5.1-6, 1.6.5-8, 2.1.1-34, 3.13.2, 3.14.2-7, 4.5.9-11. See also Chapter 4 
nn. 1 16,117 above. 



recurring theme in the ~yrupaedia.~' But, Xenophon goes on to report, in case the boys 

got too hungry (implying that the diet was not in fact suficient) Lycurgus aüowed them 

to steal food (2.6). Yet to countenance stealing undermines the benefits of the moderate 

diet since it means that boys do not have to put up with hunger - unless they are bad 

thieves - and so do not leam how to carry on stoically in the face of hunger. Further, al1 

the skills appropriate to war which stealing is supposed to develop (2.7; see above) are, 

elsewhere in Xenophon's works, best acquired through the practice of hunting. Compare, 

for example, the education of Persian youths in the Cyropaedia. There Xenophon says 

that hunting is the best preparation for war providing, as it does, practice in rising early, 

enduring ali types of weather and strenuous physical exercise, coping with dangerous 

opposition (wild beasts) (Cyr. 1.2.10) and, notably, surviving with littie food over a long 

penod of time (Cyr. 1.2.1 1)52 which is supposed to be a benefit of the Spartan diet but 

which, as noted above, is rendered meaningless by the practice of stealing. Furthemore, 

hunting is more appropriate for war since one risks death by hunting badly whereas the 

only risk for stealing badly is puni~hrnent.~~ 

Finally, just after describing how stealing and, therefore, practice in the skills 

appropriate to war must be done secretly - i.e. there can be no public reward for the good 

thief, only public punishment for a bad one - Xenophon describes a festival in which 

Spartan boys cornpeted against one another to steai cheeses from the altar of Artemis 

Orthia under the lash of whips." Lycurgus instituted this ritualized theft, so Xenophon 

'' Cf. particularly the discussion of kycpdrna with regard to food, drink and endurance in Due, The 
Cyropaedia, pp. 170- 180 and also Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, pp.26,66-7. Dillery, XHT, pp. 134-7 discusses 
&yq%h&ta with respect to Phlius (HG 7.2.1-25) but goes too far in his conclusion that "just as for 
Xenophon, self-control for Theopompus was a virtue that encompassed al1 others". See also Chapter 3 n.26 
above. 

'' See also Cyr. 8.1.34-36 and Cyn. 12.1. 

53 A. Powell, "Mendacity and Sparta's Use of the Visual", in A. Powell (ed.), Clmsical Spana (London, 
1989) pp.185-6 suggests that stealing, which so clearly contradicted the emphasis on obedience and respect 
in the system, may have been considered as a type of guerilla training, useful against helots. 

PI. Lg. 633b seems to be a reference to this ritual. 
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reports, to show that by e n d u ~ g  pain for a short time one might win fame for a long 

tirne, the lazy boys obviously suffering the most (2.9). This passage has long caused 

problems: some scholars consider the text c o r r ~ p ~ ~  and there is disagreement in 

interpreting the relevance of this ritual? Significantly, success at this festival is the fmt 

mention of any reward for doing something weli and, in view of the emphasis on physical 

punisbent in other matters, it is hardly surprising to fmd fame luiked to pain." It is 

difficult, therefore, in view of ail these contradictions to regard Xenophon's whole 

discussion about stealing as unequivocal prai~e."~ 

Spartan education, as set forth by Xenophon, amounts to near perpetud 

supervision of boys who are to adhere to some unspecified standards which, as illustrated 

by the provisions regarding stealing, have little to do with normal standards of right and 

" See Marchant's OCT; OIIier, Lac.Pol., pp.28-30 initially denies that the text is compt, regarding the 
problem as a lack of understanding on the part of commentators, though, in the end, he himself feels 
something is definitely wrong with the passage. 

56 E.g., Ollier, Lac.PoL, p.29 sees it as an initiation or purification rite, Den Boer, Laconian Studies, 
p.269 as a fertility rite, P. Cartledge, Sparta and Lakonia (London, 1979) p.358 as a rite of initiation and 
Kennell, The Gymnasium of Virtue, pp.123,126 as a kind of graduation rite for paidiskoi (though it is 
dificult to see how this can be deduced from X.'s account; in generai Kennell tends to lean towards 
viewing the classical Spartan way of life as rather more primitive and ritualistic than it seems likely to have 
been (ibid, p.135)). Both Ollier, op.cit., p.30 and Moore, A&X, pp.100-101 criticise X. for presenting such 
a confusing account of the ritual. By contrast, Luppino-Manes, Un Progetro di riforma per Sparta, p.55 
does attempt to connect the passage to the preceding text. Her view is that X. has presented the ritual as 
an exemplification of the principles Lycurgus was trying to instil through his education system: 
"dimestichezza a1 furto, prontezza a sottrarsi all'eventuale punizione prevista, gloria conquista ne1 sopportare 
con coraggio qualsiasi punizione". She also provides a useful list of ancient sources and modem debate 
conceming the ritual more generally (ibid., pp.54-6). 

" It is tempting, despite the different verbs, KÂExsw (2.8 bis) and hplc4@ (2.9), to see the ritual as 
a public recognition of good thieving skills; Parker, "Spartan Religion", p.148 proposes a similar 
explanation. 

Cf. Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", p.508 for arguments that the passage is ironic; Tuplin, "X., Sparta 
and the Cyropaedia", p.158 might also be hinting at an ironic interpretation. Even OlIier, Lac.Pol., p.xxxiii 
who sees the work as propaganda for Sparta has difficulty seeing how X. cm be sincere here (as does 
Luccioni, Les Idées politiques et sociales de Xénophon. pp.161-2). The passage is not a rationalisation as 
Moore, A&X, p. 100 suggests. D. Whitehead, "KAOZ?) xoUpou: 'Theft' in Ancient Greek Warfare", C&M 
39 (1988) p.47 argues that X. thinks that a good general should be a thief (Mem. 3.1.6, Cyr. 1.6.27) but X, 
does make a distinction between stealing or deceiving enemies and doing the same to fiiends (see on Cyr. 
1.6.3 1-4 above). 
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wrong and which, if not met, are punishable. The advantages of the system are clear. 

As Xenophon says it turns out boys who are more prone to aidos, more obedient and 

more self-restrained. The disadvantage is that these v h e s  need only be practised in 

public out of fear of punishment; there is no restra.int against bad behaviour in private and 

no guarantee that such virtues will be practised out of the public eyes9 particularly since 

they are enforced in such a negative way (beatings). Thus, as Higgins notes, "for ail 

Sparta's emphasis on law, it does not teach its children the value of law but only the fear 

of it"." The ramifications of such a system are evident in the behaviour of Spartans 

abroad, i.e. when they are not under constant supervision (see Chapten 5.8 and 5.9 

below). Why Xenophon should concentrate on the more negative (from his point of 

view) aspects of the system becomes clear in Luc. 14 - the system gained Sparta great 

renown and power but aiso contained the seeds of its own destruction. 

59 Hence, supervision is even increased for youths, young men watch each other and syssiria are 
introâuced for the purposes of keeping al1 the citizens under public supervision (see below). 

Higgins, Xenophon, p.70. 



5.4.1 What Xenophon says (Lm. 3) 

Directly after discussing the education of boys Xenophon addresses the different (and 

successful) practices which Lycurgus established for yo~ths .~ '  In other States no longer 

is use made of paidagogoi or teachers but youths are left to their own devices (3.1)." 

Lycurgus, by contrast, observing that youths of this age are prone to hi&-rnindedness, 

hubristic behaviod3 and excessive desires for pleasures, imposes upon them much 

unspecified hard work ( X ~ € O T O U ~  x 6 v o u ~ . . n A s ( ~ v  & d r q o M ~ )  so that they 

have no Ieisure to indulge in such desires (3.2). That care needs to be taken with youths 

is certainly a point acknowledged elsewhere by ~ e n o p h o n . ~  Fear of punishment is still 

the motivating factor behind Lycurgus' dictates here though now the punishment is more 

sophisticated: rather than physical beating it is the threat of k i n g  excluded from 

obtaining T& drclhdr6* which is to keep Spartan youths in heP6 The emphasis. though. 

is still on punishment and everyone - i.e. not just those who observe the youths' public 

behaviour but also those who care for them (relatives) - is to watch to see that the youths 

This group (paidiskoi) refers to 14-20 year olds; see n.17 above. 

62 Clearly an exaggeration on X.'s part. See Strauss, Fathers and Sons, p.92: either fathen or further 
teachers take over the education of children, of wealthy famiIies at least, at this stage in Athens. Cf. Pl. 
PH. 326c and Golden, Children and Childhood in Athens, p.63 and n.6 1 there. 

See Fisher, Hybris, pp.97-99 for more general cornments conceming hubris in youths. 

'' E.g., Cyr. 1.2.9, Mem 1.2.26 and 4.1.3-4. Cf. also Cyr. 7.5.75 on the importance of continudly 
practising virtues or else they nirn to vice, and for the idea in Euripides (fr.1027) see Dover, CPM,  p.89. 

65 T& ~d61 seems to refer to the way of life and is not necessarily equivalent to citizenship (but could 
lead to it, 10.7) because non-Spartiates could enjoy .ta KU (HG 5.3.9). See further MacDowell, SL, 
pp.42.46-7 and Ogden, Greek Bustardy, p.2 17. 

'' In the Anabasis, X. does remark on the fact that the Spartiate Dracontius was exiled - Le. denied 7dr 
K ~ M  - as a xaîç for accidentaily kiiling another boy (An. 4.8.25). 



do not go astray (3.3). Aidos (76 af8~o&ncl, 3.4) is still the virtue of main concem to 

Lycurgus though it has expanded further to include modesty as weii as respect and shame; 

thus he has youths wak in silence with their han& under their cloaks and their eyes on 

the ground67 behaving more modestly (al6qpovezEpou~) even than maidens and 

speaking ody when spoken to (3.4-5). 

5.4.2 Analysis of supposed interna1 and external contradictions 

Sophrosyne is mentioned here for the first time68 in the treatise: males are said to be 

stronger with respect to sophrosyne ( d ~  ~b a~~)povEîv) than fernales (3.4). The passage, 

however, does not imply that sophrosyne was taught or aimed at in the sarne way that 

aidos was. Xenophon maintains a distinction between the two qualities. For example, 

one of the aims of the Penian system for youths (Cyr. 1.2.9) is precisely to continue the 

development of s ~ ~ h r o s y n e ~ ~  and Cyrus' acquisition of oidos (modestylbasffilness) as 

he tums from a boy to a youth (c. 12-15 years old, Cyr. 1.4.4) is seen as a natural 

progression," i.e. Persian children educated in sophrosyne (and justice) will develop 

aidos as a niatter of course?' In a later passage in the Cyropaedia Xenophon clearly 

" On the connection between lowering one's eyes and aidos, see B. Williams, Shme and Necessity 
(Berkeley, 1993) p. 198 n.37 and Cairns, Aidos, General Index, S.V. aidos: and the eyes. 

The only other occurrence (13.5) also has a limited sense. 

69 FOC, as X. says elsewhere, sophrogne cannot be acquired swiftly but must be learned and continually 
practised (e.g., Mem 1.2.12-33; and in Cyrus' mouth at Cyr. 3.1.17, on which see Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, 
p.95). Such a principle extends to acquiring other virtues too: Cyr. 3.3.49-55 (on which see Gera, opxit., 
p. 114) and Cyr. 7.2.24. 

'O Cf. Charmides* remark in Plato's dialogue of the same name (Chnn I6ûe): 60Kn ~ o f v u v  POL. Eeq, 
a t q G v ~ a 8 m  nordv 1 o w ) p o ~ v q  K& d o ; ( u v q Â W  7rbv &v0pmov, K& dvm Ump al- 4 
a@poaliq. Although Charmides goes on to equate suphrosyne with aidos, it is clear in the Cyropaedia 
that the former is more important and leads to the acquisition of the latter. Like Cyrus (Cyr. 1.4.4) 
Charmides' aidos causes him to blush (Chnn 158c). Aidos is also attributed to Charmides by X. (Mem. 
3.7.5-7). On the general association of aidos and sophrosyne in youths and references to earlier Greek 
literature on the topic see Cairns, Aidos, pp.314-5. 

'' X., here, expresses ideas not far removed from those current in the late fifth-century, for exarnple, 
in Euripides (cf. Cairns, Aidos, pp.341-2). the fragments attributed to Dernocritus (ibid., pp.363ff.) and 
Protagoras (ibid., pp.356ff.). Th. 1.84.3 (dg@ a@pooUvr\~ xWatov p&xn) in the mouth of 



expresses what he considers to be the distinction between sophrosyne and aidos (Cyr. 

8 . 3  1): 6ifpn 6È aa(S  ai o ~ p o d v q v  T@E, Gy ~ o ù ~  ph d b ~ ~ @ v o u ~  T& hr 70 

@av&p@ alqpdr  @u.pvrag, TOQÇ & Q @ P O V ~  KCI& T& &V 'F@ û c t # a ~ E S . ~  Aidos is to 

be understood pnmarily as a public v h e ;  without an education in sophrosyne and 

justice, it can only be expected to ensure good behaviour in the public eye." 

Despite Lycurgus' recognition of the propensity of youths to indulge in 

undesirable activity, his method of combating such behaviour - keeping them occupied 

and under close supervision - can only be successful to a point. Lacking an education in 

sophrosyne and justice youths will only outwardy suppress desires out of fear of 

punishment, they wili not suppress such desires of their own accord and, in fact, their 

desires are more likely to increase in proportion to the increase in restrictions." It is 

difficult not to imagine that those boys who had been adept at satisfying their hunger in 

secret will now be adept at satisfjhg other desires in secret (in preparation for stealing 

away to spend time secretly with their wives - see below). In view of Xenophon's 

comments elsewhere and the cumulative effect of Lac. 2-3, it is difficult to accept the 

view that he fully approves of Lycurgus' measures to curtail the actions of youths. 

Archidamus, seems to be in the sarne vein also. Translation of this passage is disputed (see S. Hornblower, 
A Commentary on Thucydides, vol. 1 (Oxford, 1991) ad loc. for a discussion) but 1 follow North. 
Sophrosyne, p. 103, Dover, GPM, pp. 1 18- 1 19 and Homblower in taking it to mean "a sense of sharne is 
founded above a11 on discipline" (Dover's translation). 

'* Some feel that this passage is spurious despite its strong manuscript authority. Marchant brackets 
it in his OCî and Loeb editions, noting, in the latter, that he foilows Nitsche, Hug and Gemoll in so doing 
contra the MSS, Dindorf and Breitenbach. W. Gernoll, however, in his Teubner edition (191 1) accepts it 
noting only that Nitsche deletes it. Deiebecque in his Budé edition d so  accepts the passage. The idea, 
however, fits so remarkably well with what X. says elsewhere about the two values that it must be genuine; 
Higgins, Xenophon, p. 161 n.49 draws attention to this passage. 

73 On the public nature of aidos, see Cairns, Aidos, p.44. This is neither to deny the importance of 
aidos (contra Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", p.516 who asserts that it is not a "genuine virtue") nor to 
suggest that it cannot be internalised (see Chapter 5.9 below). 

l4 See below conceming conjugal relations where restrictions are meant to increase desire (1.5) and also 
the same problem with the possession of wealth - it is discouraged but there is nevcr any atternpt at 
educating Spartans against desiring it and so they hoard it secretly. Cf. also Aristotle's similar criticism 
against imposed rigour in Sparta (Pol. 1270b31-35). 



5.5 PURSUITS OF ADULT MALES 

5.5.1 What Xenophon says (Ah. 4.1-7, 10.13) 

Lac. 4.1-6 deals with the particular activities of men, ages 20-29/30,'' Luc. 4.7 and 10.1 

with those over 30 and Lac. 10.2-3 with the activities of elders. Xenophon starts by 

commenting that Lycurgus was most especially anxious about those aged 20-30 beiïeving 

that these men, if properly trained, would have the greatest good influence on the state 

(4.1). Lycurgus, therefore, having noted that people who have a love of victory 

(+~hoMic[a) produced the best choruses and athletic contests, surrnised that if he had the 

men compte in &p&q they would reach the peak of mady virtue (dcv6payxûfa) (4.2). 

Arete is here equivalent to andrag~th ia~~ and, in tum, is likely meant to be considered 

in the restricted sense of bra~erykourage,~ as it is at 9.2 (see below), in view of the 

'warlike' nature of the contest devised by ~ y c u r g u s . ~ ~  

The contest proceeds as foilows: the ephors choose three men, called 

Hippagretae, from arnong those who have reached their p e a l ~ ; ~ ~  each of these then picks 

75 Cf. Hodkinson, "Social Order". p.242; MacDowell, SL, p. 166; Cartiedge, Agesilaos, p.204. 

76 Cf. A.H.W. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility (Oxford, 1960) p.235 though his discussion deals with 
arete in a wider sense (sec n.78 below). 

1.e. &v6pE(a, a word surprisingly eschewed by X. in the Lac. Although the better manuscripts have 
it in 9.5, in the OCT text Marchant prefers dcvorv6p[a5, likewise L. Dindorf in the Teubner text. On 
andragathia being synomymous with andreia see Pritchett, GSW, vol. 2 pp.280-3. 

78 X. does use arete elsewhere in a more general sense, e.g., in 10.1,4,7 arere encompasses al1 the 
virtues discussed in the work (see below); cf. Adkins. Ment arid Responsibility, p.235, Dover, GPM, pp. 165- 
6 and Whitehead, "Cornpetitive Outlay and Community Profit", pp.69-70 on the wider definition of arete. 

79 MacDoweIl, SL, p.67 suggests that CLupa(6v.rov means thosc aged 29, at the end of this age group. 
By contrast, Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.205 assumes that they are over 30. The former seems more Iikely (cf. 
also Anderson, MT& P, p.248). 



207 

100 of the young men giving his reasons why he chwses sorne and rejects othen (4.3." 

The result of this process is that those who were not selected are at war (~rohyiofar) 

with both those who did the choosing and the chosen and keep close watch over the 

latte?' to see if they slip up in any way (4.4).82 This rivairy has benefits in addition 

to promoting andragathia: it keeps both sides fit because when those not chosen meet 

those who are chosen, they fight (4.5) and it encourages obedience since the combatants 

must part from fighting when ordered by anyone who sees them, risking punishment by 

the ephors if they refuse. Thus, fear of punishment - once again the method of choice - 
teaches them not to disobey the laws when angry (4.6). 

The activities of those over 30 are deait with only bnefly: unlike in other States 

where men who were still eligible for army service are not required to keep fit, Lycurgus 

ensures that men over 30 will be as fit for war as younger men by making hunting 

mandatory (4.7)a3 and the continuing practice of vktue (bp&q) is encouraged by rnaking 

membership in the Gerousia (council of eiders) a matter of election in order that al1 men 

continue to strive for ~ a h ~ i c d t y x e ~ ~  (10.1)." Here arete (now synonymous with 

kalokagathia) is used in a much broader sense than in 4.2 (see above), encompassing 

SO Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.205 notes: "Their [the Hippagretae's] choice is Iikely to have fallen mainly 
on members of the Spartan social and economic elite and perhaps especialiy on those with whom existing 
Hippeis had formed pederastic ties when the prospective candidates were in the final stages of the agoge". 

Thus, whereas supervision of the two previous age groups was carried out by men older than their 
charges, here the young men play a role in 'supervising' each other. 

The same verb, Pçc&oup$o, is uszd for the reason why boys were beaten (2.2; and see 11-48 above). 

This is the first time hunting is mentioned; cf. above for its much earlier introduction into the Persian 
system. 

On ~ako~dryaeia and ~ o r h b ~  ~brp865 in general, de Ste Croix, OPW, pp.371-376 provides a 
succinct overview. See also Dover, GPM, pp.41-45 and, more recently F. Boumot, Kalos Kagathos - 
Kalokagathia, vol. 1 pp.287-352 and vo1.2 pp.261-3 12 for a lengthy if somewhat unsatisfactory examination 
of usages in X. It is likely that the KC&O~ ~tkpûof (= ~pbrnsrot ,  8.1) populated the Gerousia (on this see 
Arist. Pol. 1270b24; de Ste Croix, op-cit., pp.352-4; Hodkinson, "Social Order", p.264; Cartledgc, Agesilaos, 
pp, 12 1-2). 
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obedience, aidos, seIf-restraint and bravery." It is noteworthy that elsewhere Xenophon 

specificaiiy contrasu kalokagathia with rhadiourgias since he has emphasised 

throughout the Luc. the striving on Lycurgus' part to eradicate rhadiourgia." Those 

who are chosen for the Gerousia are then entitied to judge trials on capital charges (10.2). 

This striving for kalokagathia is considered the greatest of coatests because it concems 

the sou1 (10.3). 

5.5.2 Andysis of supposeà internai and extemal contradications 

Xenophon clearly places a strong emphasis on the cornpetitive aspect of life for 

Spartiates. He portrays the life of those aged 20-30 as one long warlike c~ntest;~' for 

those over 30 the contest becomes centred on the goal of winning a place in the Gerousia; 

the contest moves from being one of andragathia to kolokagathia. It is evident elsewhere 

that Xenophon approves of contests, specifically those designed to improve military skilis 

with prizes given to those who perfonn best." Here, however, he makes little of the 

attendant rewards and honours associated with winning. There is no explanation of the 

benefits associated with k i n g  a member of the 300, other than a passing reference to an 

85 Bourriot, Kafus Kagathos, p.293 is correct in stating that kalokagathia is "la somme de toutes les 
vertus concevables dans la vie publique" but stretches the evidence somewhat when he suggcsts the 
kalokagathia was a precise legal term in Sparta. The same weakness can be seen in his "Kaioi Kagathoi, 
Kalokagathia à Sparte aux époques archàique et classique", Historia 45 (1996) 129-140. 

86 Ages. 11.6: a 6E Pamklçr ~rpodjimv hi6pw ob @$~oupy[crv, 6MCr ~&Kdr.lpBtav. 

Cf. n.48 above. X. elsewhere associates kalokagathia with justice (Mem 1.1.16; Syrn. 3.4) and 
sophrosyne (Mem 1.2.18; cf. with Socrates, Mem. 1.2.18; Sym 9.1) but as noted already these virhies are 
not said by X. to be practised at Sparta and should not be thought to be included in his use of kalokogathia 
here. 

88 b ~ p P ~ h 1  EC5 @LV is the phrase for 'compete' (4.2). Eris is elsewhere used simply as 'contest* 
(e.g., Cyr. 2.3.15) but it is likely that X. has in mind Hesiod's definition of eris as king both good and bad 
(Op. 11-26; cf. Fisher, Hybris, p.334); xokpo- in 4.4 recalls the description of bad strife: x6ÂEp6v TE 
K ~ K ~ V  ...ô$- (Op. 14). 

Cf. Chapter 4 n. 109 above. 



increase in honour (rrpûn&, 4.31~' aor of the fact that they seem to have served 

primarily as a royal bodyguard (not even in Lx. 13).9' The contest for the Gerousia is 

placed in slightly more glowing te- but the only real point is that by assigning capital 

trials to the Gerousia Lycurgus made elders more honoured than fit young men.* Some 

generic remarks about contests of the sou1 being nobler than contests of the body add 

little (cf. the general remarks at 9.2). 

What Xenophon does not Say specificaiiy, but what is selfevident from what he 

does Say, is that such a cornpetitive atrnosphere (e.g., irokp00 m... xapa$uMrnouaiv 

&Mfihouç.., 4.4) would breed envy and re~entment:~ the impliCations of which are 

explored in much greater detail in the Cyropaedia. Cyrus, to secure his monarchical 

position,N sets up contests with prizes to instil philonikiags in his citizens and to ensure 

the practice of virtue (arete) with the result that the best men fall into strife (Epi6aç) and 

nvalry (philonikia) with one another (Cyr. 8.2.26). After noting a few other ways in 

It is instructive to compare Plutarch's brief comment on the 300. He relates the story of Pedaritus 
who, upon not being chosen for the 300, b a n  @cm8pb~, m p  pdpwv dn  fkkzCova~ atno0 
~picx~oalouç fi 1r6A.i~ (Lyc. 25.6). Plutarch does not even hint at any rivalry between those chosen 
and those not since his purpose is to show how Lycurgus created order and civic harmony. X. has no such 
purpose; he is simply concemed to show how Sparta became so powerful and renowned. 

9' Cf. Hdt. 8.124; Th. 5.72.4; HG 6.4.14 though here the text is problematic. The OCT prints the 
manuscript reading I m o i  but the emendation h m 3 5  is often preferrd (cf. the Loeb text and Cartledge, 
Agesilaos, p.205) and, if correct, would logicaily refer to the elite corps since the cavalry had been defeated 
and routed at HG 6-4-13. X. eschews using the term hippeis to refer to the 300 in the Lac. and MacDowell, 
SL, p.67 may be correct in his suggestion that the tenn hippeis was no longer generally used in the fourth 
century to refer to the elite corps though he does not discuss HG 6.4.14; cf. also HCT on Th. 5.67.1. The 
use of some of this group as 'police' at HG 3.3.9 (cf. Anderson, MT&P, p.249) is considered unusual by 
Cartiedge, Sparta and Lakonia, p.275. 

92 By contrast, cf. Plutarch who provides a long list of the honours accorded those elected to the 
Gerousia (Ly. 26). 

93 Cf. Chapter 4.2.3 above for the envy Pausanias (HG 2.4.29) and Agesilaus (HG 3.4.8) harboured for 
Lysander. As Lewis, Spam and Persia, p.32 notes, competitiveness certainly made its way into policy 
making. 

94 Though the situation is slightly different, the principles and vocabulary are sufficiently close to 
warrant comparison. 

95 In the Cyropaedia, philonikia is deait with in a controlled fashion; it is not connected with "brawling 
in the streets" as Tuplin, "X., Sparta and the Cyropaedia", p.155 notes. 
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which Cyrus pits the Persians against one another, with envy ($e&voQ playing a strong 

role (Cyr. 8.2.27-8), Xenophon presents the underlying reason behind Cyrus' actions: to 

make his citizens love him more than they do one another (Cyr. 8.2.28; cf. 8.1 .48).% 

Whereas Cyrus is concemed about the debilitating effects of envy brought on by contests 

of skill while on campaign (Cyr. 3.3.10), he positively encourages envy and rivalry in 

peace time and even has his citizens spy on one another (Cyr. 8.2.10-12)? The spying 

has the effect of preventing people from speaking badly about Cyrus since they do not 

know who might be listening. Further, Cyrus' system works only while he is alive; 

immediately upon his death rivalries break out and the Persian empire disintegraies (Cyr. 

8.8.2). The pardels with the Sparian system are striking. Envy and rivalries are 

controlled in Sparta inasmuch as the Spartans led a very public life but, as with other 

aspects of the system, any relaxation in supervision and the potential for the damaging 

rather than the positive effects of such rivalries to be felt was present (see Chapter 5.9 

below). 

.- - 

% On this passage, see Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, pp.293ff. 

On the King's 'eyes' and 'ears', see Hirsch, The Friendîhip of the Barbarians, Chapter S .  



5.6 THE GENERAL WAY OF LIFE FOR ALL SPARTANS 

5.6.1 What Xenophon says (k. 13-10,s-8, IO)% 

Lycurgus, noticing a tendency for the Spartans who were living in their own homes iike 

other Greeks towards rnuch slacking off (xhmd'ta ~q6zoupyM3ai), est abiished syssitia - 
public messesVw believing that by instituting public meals the citizens would least 

transgress his decrees (5.2). A description of the diet at these meals is given (5.3). It is 

less strict than the diet of boys (2.5). Members of the syssitia were not to be kept in 

want nor was their diet completely devoid of luxuries; the spoils from hunts and wheat 

bread from the rich (xhoGcnoi) were allowed. However, even with these extra donations 

there is littie suggestion that the diet did not remain moderate and a hiriher provision 

ensured that men exercised sufficiently to work off their meals (5.8);'" both practices 

are elsewhere approved of by Xenophon.lo' As well as keeping an eye on food intake, 

Lycurg us prevented drunkenness in the syssitia by abolishing compulsory drinking (i .e. 

98 The common way of life which Lycurgus instituted for al1 Spartans is primarily set out in sections 
5- 10 but there are also, in 1.3- 10 (which deal rnainly with women, marriage practices and procreation), a 
few points relevant to the discussion at hand. Section 9, on cowardice, wi11 be discussed below with military 
matters. 

99 LUC. 5-10 cover the general way of life for 'alI' Spartans. Concerning the syssitiu 'dl' certainly 
includes men over 20 (see Moore, A H ,  p.105; Hodkinson, "Social Order", p.252; Proietti, X.'s Sparta, 
p.53) and youths attended at Ieast periodically (3.5; see Moore, op.cit., p.103 and Hodkinson, art.cit., 
pp.252-3). About boys it is less certain. X. speaks of an eiren bringing food for boys (2.5) suggesting 
perhaps a separate mess for boys (Hodkinson, art.cit., p.253 intimates this). 

The text is sliglitly compt here but this is the general sense of the passage (cf. MacDowell, SL, 
pp.68-9). 

'O' Concerning moderate diet, see nn.SO.5 1 above, and concerning exercise, cf. Cyr. 1.2.16 and Oec. 
4.20-25. 
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the passing around of a cup from which everyone was to imbibe)Im which was the 

nom elsewhere, allowing instead each man to drink as much as he wanted (5.4). The 

syssitia were also to be a mixture of young and old men so that the young might be 

educated by the experience of the elders (5.5). Here for the fmt tirne in the treatise is 

a more positive form of education, Le. in contrast to learning through punishment. 

Conversations about those who have benefited the state were to prevent hybris,Io3 

dninkenness, shameful deeds and shamefbl speech (orlqoupyta [sic] and 

a ~ ~ p o ~ a ) ' @ '  (5.6). Thus, in comparison to dining and drinking gatherings in other 

states where participants tended to be of like age and where aidos was least lücely to be 

present (~.5),~" the Spartan syssitia promoted aidos (i.e. respect for elders and betters 

and shame to be seen acting badly in front of them).lo6 As a further incentive not to 

'O2 Critias bnngs out this contrast in both his prose and poetic works on Sparta's constitution (Diels- 
Kranz 88b6-9, 32-7; see Fisher, "Drink, Hybris ...", p.30 and n.15). X. was without doubt familiar with 
Critias* work (see also n. 104 below; Nickel, Xenophon, pp.90-1; Fisher, art-cit., p.3 1). The contention of 
Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", pp.528ff. that the Luc. is a satire of Critias' work is interesting particuIarly 
in view of X.'s negative picture of Critias (HG 2.3.2-56, 2.4.8,9) but unprovable given the paucity of 
fragments of the latter. 

'O3 The association between hybris and drinking is weli-attested in antiquity see Fisher, ffybris, pp.99- 
102 (particulary the notes). In the Luws, PIato has his Spartan interlocutor, Megillus, comment on Spartan 
avoidance of overdrinking and, hence, hybris (Lg. 647a-b; on which see Cairns, "Hybris, Dishonour ...", 
pp.28-9). 

'* Critias @-K 88b6), in his rather more graphic description of the effects of over-drinking, also 
includes a tendency d~ aicqpoùç flûou~. 

los X. is likely making reference here to hetaireiae, drinking clubs whose members, as far as cm be 
discerned, were of similar age and social standing; cf. M.H. Hansen, The Athenian Assembly in the Age of 
Dernosthenes (Oxford, 1987) pp.79-80. For the drunken, riotous behaviour of such groups see 0. Murray, 
"The Affairs of the Mysteries: Democracy and the Drinking Group" in O. Murray (ed.), Sympotica. A 
Symposium on the Symposion (Oxford, 1990) pp. 149-16 1. Fisher, "Dnnk, Hybris ...", pp.36-38 provides a 
useful general comparison between Spartan syssitia and Athenian symposia. 

'" Other extended references to the general connection between overdrinking and loss of aidas can be 
found in the Theognid corpus (on which see Cairns, Aidos, pp.168-9, 174-S), Critias D-K 88b6 (on which 
see Fisher, "Drink, Hybris ...", pp.30-1) and Plato Lg. 645d-650b though Plato is unusual in suggesting chat 
overdrinking can be a means towards attaining aidos (on which see R.F. Stalley, An Introduction to Plaro's 
Laws (Oxford, 1983) p. 124; Fisher, art.cit., pp.37-30; Cairns, op.cit., pp.374-5). 



overdrink they were made to wak home in the dark without a torch (5.7).Im Again it 

seems likely that just as Xenophon approved of a moderate diet so he approved of 

moderate drinking.lo8 Certainiy, contrary io the Herodotean pichire at l e s t  (Hdt. 1.133; 

though see Hdt. 1.7 1 ), Xenophon depicts the Persians in the Cyropaedia conducting their 

symposia in a restrained manner; it is the Medes who are shown by Xenophon to be 

prone to excessive, intemperate behaviour. For example, the young Cyrus lectures his 

Median grandfather on the subject of overdrinking, infomiing him that his Persian father 

drinks only to quench his thirst (Cyr. 1.3.10-1 

Aidos is continually encouraged in male citizens, not just in the syssitia but also 

in other aspects of their daily life. For example, it is certainly an aim of the following 

provision: Lycurgus, observing that elsewhere there was no limit to the number of times 

a newly-rnarried couple in other States could enjoy sexual intercour~e,"~ restricted 

access of a husband to his wife by causing it to be a source of shame for the man to be 

seen entering or leaving his wife's chambers on the grounds that the resulting increased 

desire would lead to the production of stronger children (1 S)."' Production of stronger 

'* It is diffkult to Say whether dS67q  TL ohc EvOaxêp &kvouv ~ a ~ a p v o ù a i  means simply 
"knowing that they will not remain where they dine they are compelled to walk home and not to stumble.." 
or implies some sort of banning from the syssition if one is caught stumbling on the way home; e.g., "they 
are compelled to walk home and not to stumble knowing that they will not remain where they dine [SC. if 
they do stumble]". 

'OS His own drunken state at Seuthes' banquet (An. 7.3.29) need not contradict such a view. 

'* Cf. also Cyr. 4.5.7-8 and Fisher, Hybris, pp.99-100. Gera, XJs Cyropaedia, Chapter 3 has a lengthy 
discussion on the symposia in the Cyropaedia and deals particularly with Cyr. 1 3.10- 1 1 on pp. 154- 160 
where she draws attention to the strong verbal rerniniscence between Cyr. 1.3.10: 6p@ &@UV ~ a t  .rats 
yv6paq ?cd zoi~ a6paai a$cdko@vou~ and Lac. 5.4: drrtoxotk01~ 7% [ot~c] dcvaycafq x6mi5, d 
6@&U0wr p h  d@aza,  auai ai yvhpoy and Smp. 2.26 (where the same sentiment is attributed 
to Socrates). 

"O This is so, e.g., in the Persian system (Cyr. 1.2.4); cf. Tuplin, "X., Sparta and the Cyropaediia", p.155 
on this. 

X. did not say that Lycurgus had observed elsewhere chat increased intercourse Ied to diminished 
desire and weaker offspring simply that newly marrieci couples had a tendency to enjoy intercourse and 
shame is not actually attached to engaging in sexual intercourse but to be caught doing so. Cf. a similar 
distinction made by Plato in his Laws (84la-b) though, contrary to X., Plato suggests desire will thus be 
decreased (optimistically as W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge, 1962-8 1) vol5 



offspring may be the stated aim of this provision but the repetition of a1WaBai and the 

fact that aidos is a virtue of prime importance in the Lycurgan system suggest that its 

cultivation is also a purpose of this pra~tice."~ 

As weii as airning to keep male citizens as much as possible in the public eye, 

Lycurgus sought to foster a feeling of equality among them by instituting, again contrary 

to other States, measures designed to weaken personal ownership and loyaities. Several 

areas in which he did so are highlighted. First, every man is to be a father to every child, 

to punish any child as if he were his own, to feel he has done something shameful 

(*p6vj if, when his own child complains about a beating from another. he does not 

repeat the punishment, and to trust that othen WU not give a shameful ( a iqp6v  again) 

order to his children (6.2). Aithough it had been noted previously that children were 

liable to beatings from just about any older male in the state (cf. 2.2,10), this decree is 

meant to ensure that family loyalties do not interfere with obedience to the laws and 

cornpliance is enforced again by that public virtue most emphasised in the education of 

Spartan boys - aidos; not adhenng to the Iaw bnngs public shame on the perpetrator. 

Familial bonds, however, are not dissolved completely. Xenophon makes it quite clear 

that family prestige and wealth are still of concem to Spartans and are taken into account 

in the formulation of Lycurgan decrees (1.9 and cf. 9.5 below). Further, if he had any 

need, one citizen could make use of the slaves of another and property. i.e. horses and 

p.355 notes). Cf. also Cairns, Aidos, p.376 n.98. 

"' This measure is, in fact, sandwiched between two other measures much more likely to attain this end, 
measures endorsed by others too. The first concems ensuring that women are as fit as possible (1.4; cf. 
Arist. Pol. I33Sb8-14 for a similar recommendation; also concerning the general advantages of exercise for 
women see X. Oec. 10.10-1 1 and Pl. R. 452a-d and Lg. 833c-ci) and the second concerns ensuring that men 
and women marry at the peak of their fitness (1.6; cf. Plato on age restrictions for marrying, Lg. 7726-e. 
774a-c, 785b and Arist. Pol. 1335a28-29). Plutarch will also report this measure but, unlike X., he gives 
sophrosyne or kycp&s~ia as benefits of this practice (Plu. Lyc. 15.10). Powell, A&S, p.223, suggests that 
the restriction was to prevent "wider forms of mutual influence" between husband and wife. W.K. Lacey, 
The Family in Classical Greece (London, 1968) p. 198 postulates hat such a measure facilitated divorce in 
cases of infertility. 
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dogs, was to be shared (6.1,3). Those who did not have the horses and dogs could 

borrow from those who did. Finaily, parcels of food were left (presumably at hown  

in case a hunting party might be caught out late without food. This practice 

gave aii, even those who had little, a share in the benefîts of the land (6.4).'14 A 

feeling of equality was also fostered by the prohibition forbidding any male citizen to 

engage in moneymaking activity in contiast to other States where men could earn money 

through a divenity of occupations (7.1)."5 Why indeed, Xenophon asks, would 

Spartans seek wealth (~rhofhoç) since Lycurgus has ordered equal contributions of food 

and an equal way of living precisely to eradicate a desire for money ( ~ p f i p a ~ a )  and 

luxuries (7.3)? Moreover, there were laws to ensure secret hoarding did not take place: 

money was very b u w  and searches were periodically made for gold and silver (7.5-6). 

A rhetorical question concludes the discussion of wealth: .t( o6v 6N kicEi ~pTlpC~'rt6pd~ 

mousol~o i~o ,  htea fi m f ) q  xk€ovç &ras Q fi ~ p f i r n ~  d @ p o o G v a ~  napem; Fear 

of discovery and punishrnent and the attendant sharne are clearly meant to be understood 

as the 'pains' associated with illegally hoarding rnoney. 

Obedience, another of the virtues cultivated by Lycurgus in his citizens, is not 

just obtained by keeping men in the public eye as much as possible (the aim of syssiria). 

Xenophon presumes that Lycurgus must fust have convinced the best men (ot ~ p & n m o i )  

in the state that it was in their interests to follow his decrees (8.1) by the idea that if they 

showed obedience everyone else would too (8.2). Xenophon's comment that this was 

successful is followed by a description of the collusion of the ol  ~p&nmoi in the 

establishment of the ephorate in order to ensure further the greatest good (~QWCOV 

6ryu06v) - obedience (8.3). The ephorate is described as a yearly magisterial office 

l L 3  Cf. Moore, A&X, p.107. 

I l 4  Hodkinson, '"Blind Ploutos'?". pp.191-2 notes the strong emphasis on 'need' in this section; it is 
expressed seven times. 

Cf. P.A. Cartiedge, "Did Spartan citizens ever practise a manual tefine?", LCM 1 (1976) 115-9. 



whose holders wield wide, tyrannical powers to punish anyone trangressing the laws (8.4). 

Fear of punishment from the ephors is, therefore, a prime motivating factor behind 

securing obedience. 

Xenophon concludes his examination of the Spartan way of life by providing a 

general summary of the overall aim of the aforewntioned decrees of Lycurgus, the 

decrees which have k e n  instrumental in making the Spartans most renowned and most 

powefil. He begins with a question (10.4): surely this (~6&) [measure] of Lycurgus' 

is worthy of great admiration? ~ 6 6 ~  is explained as follows: Lycurgus, having observed 

that elsewhere when it was left up to each individual whether to practise v h e  or not, 

these places do not increase in power,ll6 hl fl L p b r p ~  ~ ~ V O ~ ~ K U G E  @poo(qr rrhna~ 

~ 6 r o a ~  & d v  T&Ç &PET& and, so, by implication did increase the power of Sparta; 

Sparta, therefore, excels other states in & p ~ m  because p 6 ~  m p o d ~  hq6fuouoa 

TQV ~aho~br 'yor8fav~~~ (10.4). A further rhetoncal question follows (10.5): is this not 

also good, that while other states punish anyone who harrns another, Lycurgus placed 

penalties of no less value on the one clearly neglecting being as good as possible? 

Neglecting public duty is to have the greatest penalties, greater than such crimes as theft 

(10.6).'18 In fact, the practice of political virtue (i.e. virtue in public) is the sole 

criterion for citizenship; weakness of body and 'weakness' of money are said to have 

been no barrier (10.7). There is, however, some nearly contemporary evidence that 

'weakness' of money could be a barrier to being one of the homoioi. One of Aristotle's 

criticisms of Sparta is that those too poor to provide the basic donation to the syssitia 

were to be debarred from citizenship (Pol. 127 1a26-37). Xenophon makes no mention 

of this provision though, if it is me ,  he would certainly be aware of it. He has, for 

Il6 For a q a v  in this sense see LSJ 1.2. 

"' See nn.84-87 above on kalokogothia. 

'18 Cf. Pl. Lg. 942a. 



example, already noted that fathers were eager to have their wives beget sons who were 

to share in the power and influence of the f d y  but not lay daim to the family's wealth 

(1.9) That some Spartans would end up in reduced circurnstances as a result of this state 

of affairs was inevitable, yet to share in the power of the family there must have k e n  

ways of overcoming dire fmanciai strait~."~ Xenophon's assertion in 10.7 must be 

taken senously in light of the problem of oliganthropia (1.1); there must have existed 

ways of ensunng that a promising Spartiate was kept in the ranks of the homoioi as 

Lysander was (if he truly was a mothax, as later sources suggestlM and that a mothar 

was a free-bom Spartiate whose farnily, for whatever reason, could not afford to put him 

through the agoge). '*' 
The Spartan way of life, then, as described by Xenophon, reinforces the principles 

promoted in the education system: life is conducted in public as much as possible to 

prevent slacking off. the three virtues which are the comerstone of the education system - 

aidos, obedience and self-restraint - are likewise the cornerstone of the general way of 

life and fear of ridicule, punishment and loss of citizenship motivate the citizens to 

practice these virtues. Xenophon, has, therefore, to this point at least, clearly conformed 

to his objective to show how he came to understand how Sparta, though thinly populated, 

became so powerful and renowned. It was, as he noted (1.2). by following the decrees 

instituted by Lycurgus which were opposite to those practised elsewhere. In short, other 

I l 9  E.g., sponsorship; cf. Cadedge, Agesilaos, p.28. 

l m  E-g., Phylarch. FGrHist 81F43 and Ael. VH 12.43. 

12' On the definition of a mothar. see Lotze, Lysander, pp.433-4; Cartledge, Agesiiaos, p.28 who dso 
connects this to the problem of oligmrhropia; Krentz, HG on 1.5.1; Hodkinson, "Servile and free 
dependents of the Spartan oikos" (forthcorning). Other instances where the problem of oliganthropia must 
have ken  taken into consideration are: a) the case of Sphodrias (though acting contrary to Sparta's interests 
is the issue, not poverty) where Agesilaus' public (and specious, see Chapter 4.3.3 above) reason for 
supporthg the acquitta1 of Sphodrias is that throughout his life Sphodrias zbrv.ra 7& Kolhb not& ~LE.~&A,EOE 
(HG 5.4.32). i.e. he was among a of S... 7& v6ppa é ~ ~ ~ E h o û a v  (10.7); de Ste. Croix, OPW, pp.134-5 and 
Cartledge, "The Politics of Spartan Pederasty", p.29 also connect this incident with the problem of 
oliganthropia, and b) the case of Thibron who went into exile in 399 but by 391 holds another overseas 
command (see Chapter 4.4.2 above). 



states did not compel their citïzens to practise virtue in public. Sparta did and hence 

became pre-eminent. The public practice of v h e  is the key to Sparta's success. Agaia, 

however, there is sufficient evidence both in the way Xenophoo has presented the material 

outlined above and in what he says in his other works to believe that he is as well aware 

of the contradictions and weakness in the Spartan system as he is of its strengths. 

5.6.2 Analysis of supposed interna1 and extemal contradictions 

Two important points in particular are highlighted in the summary (10.47). First, there 

is an emphasis on the fact that virtues are practised 'in public': hpouiq is repeated 

twice (10.4) and $av&p65, in "if anyone openly neglects being the best he can be" (10.5), 

implies the same principle. Secondly, citizens were compelled to practise virtue publicly 

(ijv&yicaa&, 10.4; dniuirbma~ov tnt&'ymlv, 10.7) and the severest penalties were handed 

out for breach of public duty (10.5-6).122 It is certain that Xenophon advocated the 

public practice of virtue.lu For example. at Mem. 3.7.1-9, Xenophon shows Socrates 

chastising Charmides for not using his rnany skills for the benefit of the state, getting 

Charmides to agree that a man should be considered a coward who though capable of 

increasing the power (afi&~~) of the state, neglects this duty (Mem. 3.7.2). This is 

precisely the principle on which Lycurgus' provisions rest, with one important difference: 

Socrates points out to Charmides that he should practise in public precisely the same 

useful skills he practises in private, i.e. Charmides is behaving virtuously in private 

already of his own accord. Yet it is a particular feature of the Lac. that Xenophon never 

attributes to Lycurgus any provisions for ensuring that the citizens behave virtuously in 

'It Other constraints used throughout include: beatings (2.2.8,lO). threats of exclusion (4.3, 5.7, 10.7; 
and see below for 9.4-5)- and other unnamed punishrnents (4.6. 7.6, 10.6) which are possibly fines though 
this raises some questions about how they would be paid if money was to be shunned. Presumably those 
caught with silver and gold would have to forfeit their hoard as the equivalent of a fine. 

He was not by any means unique in this; cf. S. Hornblower, Thucydides (London, 1987) pp.123-126 
on Th. 2.60.2; Dernocritus D-K 68b252,255 on bad philuneikia; PI. RI 5 19e-520a; Dillery, XHT, pp.50-5 1. 



private.Iu This feature was evident already in the education system which lacks 

training in justice or sophrosyne and which punishes a thief not for doing wrong but for 

thieving badly. Public supervision, not inner rn~rali ty, '~ is to prevent a lapse into bad 

behaviour. '26 

It has been shown that elsewhere in his works Xenophon only recommends the 

use of compulsion, fear and physical force as a Iast resod2' and yet, here, he 

continually shows that Spartans are compelled to act in a certain way out of fear of some 

type of punishment. For example, the principle that if the best men obeyed the rulers, 

lesser men would follow their example (8.2) is akin to Xenophon's recommendations to 

generals and captains in the Anabasis (An. 3.1.36): since the ruled will imitate the rulers, 

the rulers must behave appropriately.128 However, the course of Xenophon's narrative 

reveals that voluntary obedience through imitation was insufficient to ensure that Spartans 

would obey the d e n  and so the tyrannica1129 office of the ephor was created to 

frighten (ra~anh'@tv) the citizens into obedience through feu of punishment (8.3).lW> 

The discussion about the provisions made to prevent dninkenness and unseemly behaviour 

is presented in a sirnilar manner. Fint Xenophon sets forth the more benign measure - 
the abolition of compulsory drinking, a measure which is shown, for example, to prevent 

overdrinking and its associated effects in Persia (see above). The question which follows 

- so how could anyone of those messing together min himself or his household either by 

lZ4 Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", p.517. 

IZS Cf. Cyr. 3.3.53 where Cyrus comments on the need to use positive methods to ingrain in a man's 
nature the necessity of behaving weil (on this see Tuplin, "X.. Sparta and the Cyropaedia", p.157). 

This is precisely the aim of the syssitia (5.1 ; cf. 1.5, 2.2,10- 1 1, 3.3, 4.4). 

l n  See Chapter 3.2.2 above. Equally, it should be noted that he is fully aware of the difficulty of 
mling men and the rarity of finding a leader who can inspire those under him to obey willingly (Cyr. 1.1.2- 
3). 

12' Cf. An. 3.1.36 and Chapter 3 n. 145 above. 

Plato also compares the ephors to tyrants (Lg. 712d) as does AristotIe (Pol. 1270b14). 

I M  X. says that the ephors had the power to bring capital charges (8.4). On why this likely did not often 
happen (Sparts's manpower problems) see Powell, A&S, pp.237-8. 



gluttony or excessive &inking?"' - would seem to suggest that Xenophon had fdshed 

with provisions for preventing over-ind~1gence.I~~ Yet there follows a more compeliing 

motive not to get dmnk: the inclusion of both young and old in the syssitia discouraged 

such behaviour by causing it to be a source of aidos and hence a source of public 

ridicule. Fear of losing one's position is undoubtedly the primas, incentive toward 

moderating intake of alcoh01.l~~ In both instances - obedience to rulers and avoidance 

of drunkenness and associated insolent behaviour - a preventative measure not involving 

compulsion is set forth first, followed by an apparent concluding statement and then a 

further preventative measure which does involve compulsion and is based on fear of 

punishment of some sort. The initial measures in each case are insufficient on their own 

in Sparta because the system only teaches its citizens that they must behave a certain way 

in public, neglecting to educate them how to behave in private. Thus, for exarnple, 

owning one's own cup and allowing each man to be in control of what he drank may be 

a sufficient guard against dmnkenness for men who have been educated in sophrosyne 

(i.e. the Persians) but for those who have to avoid such behaviour in public only, there 

is no guarantee that they would not drink excessively in private at home after the 

meai. 

The section conceming wealth (7.1-6) is similarly stmctured with an oddly placed 

rhetorical question early in the discussion. Having said that Lycurgus forbade citizens to 

engage in any money-making activity, Xenophon poses a question (7.3): why indeed 

must wealth (xhoûro~) be sought there since Lycurgus has ordered equal contributions 

13' Cf. Critias D-K 88b6 on the O~KOTPIP~< 6CCnW o f  drunkenness and see n.104 above. 

13' Cf. 8.2 where the phrase h e p  K& y€$vq.rcm also seems to close the discussion on obedience to 
the rulers. 

13' Fisher, "Drink, Hybris ...", pp.42-3 and p.38: "the agoge and the syssitia operated with very severe 
Iirnits on expressions o f  divergence, idiosyncracy or dissent, and there were no alternative institutions or 
small groups to which a Spartiate might take himself without constant fear o f  shame, rejection and public 
humiliation." 

Those over 30 spent the night at home; cf. Moore, A U ,  p.106. 



of food and an equal way of living so that there is no yearning (OpQ~mai) for money 

(~pfipara) to acquire luxuries (7.3)?'" Money, too, as a result of the equal way of 

living, was not needed, so Xenophon reports, either for clothing or to spend on one's 

mess mates (7.3-4). Yet, Xenophon's own previous narrative has explicitly noted that 

food contributions were not equal: successful huniers donate their spoiis and rich men 

provide extra contributions (5.3). Neither of these acts could have helped foster a feeling 

of equality among al1 the participants of the meal and must, in fact, as Hodkinson 

suggests and Xenophon surely recognised, have encouraged "competition among members 

for a high place in the syssition hierarchy, not to mention competition between different 

syssitia over the quality and quantity of their extra donations" .IM Xenophon has also 

made it clear that al1 Spartans do not live equally, some have such visible manifestations 

of wealth, i.e. luxuries, as dogs and hoaes (6.3-4; cf. HG 6.4.1 1)'" and though these 

are to be held in common, anyone wanting to use the dogs of another must ask 

permission.'38 Inheritance is also a matter about which, Xenophon frankly remarks, 

~pfjpara here may be meant to refer onIy to rnoney but it may be meant also to recall the wider 
use of the same word at 1.9 and 6.1. 

'" Hodkinson, "Social Order", p.254 (where he also gives a list of sources later than X. which describe 
in detail the extra donations brought by rich men to the comrnon meals). Plutarch does not spoil his vision 
of equality through syssitia by any suggestion that wealthier members contributed extra dishes (Lyc. 10) 
though he does comment on the spoils from hunts (Lyc. 12.2). Cf. also Lac. 15.4 on the double portions 
of food assigned to the kings in order that they might honour whornever they chose. This practice can only 
have led to the sarne end. 

AS Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?", p. 197 notes, chariot-racing, about which X. is not ignorant (Ages. 
9.6 where there is the suggestion that there was even held to be a difference between raising horses for 
cavalry and raising them for chariot racing) is another area in which a Spartan had need of money. Indeed, 
it is known from other sources that wealthy Spartans had a good number of victones in chariot-racing at 
Olympia from 550-370 (on this see de Ste Croix, OPW, p.355; Cartledge, Sparta and Lakonia, pp-157,233; 
S. Hodkinson, "Inheritance, Mamage and Demography: Perspectives upon the Success and DecIine of 
Classical Sparta", in A. Powell (ed.), Classical Sparta (London, 1989) pp.96-100; Flower, "Revoiutionary 
Agitation". pp.89-90. It has been suggested cogently by Powell, A&S, pp.226-7 (who also discusses the 
similarity to Athenian society) that allowing the wealthy such an "outlet for showing off wealth" was, in 
part at least, a compromise to prevent the rich becoming too discontented. Costly dedications also required 
some sort of weaith; cf. Hodkinson, "Inheritance ...", pp.95-100. 

13' Cf. Powell, ABS, p.226 and Proietti, X. 's Sparta, pp.54-5 on limited shaing; contra Moore, A&X, 
p. 107. 



there is great concem in Sparta. Men are quite wiiiing to have their wives beget sons 

who will share in the power of the family but who will share in the wealth of another 

family (1.7-9). So although al1 men are said to be fathers to al1 children and to be held 

to have acted shamefully if they do not treat al1 the boys alike (6.2), familial bonds. as 

far as wealth is concemed, are still strong. Given the fiercely cornpetitive nature of the 

society as a whole (as exemplified by the activities of the 20-30 year olds) it is dificult 

not to envisage some fathers taking offence at the punishments dealt their child and 

plotting revenge in private (or even within the ~~ssitia)'~~ or the outbreak of jealousy 

between half-brothers one of whom, for exarnple, is set to inherit a great deal less than 

the other. 

That the basic equal food contributions and the basic equal way of life were not 

enough to deter Spartans from desiring to acquire wealth is obvious not just because 

Lycurgus did not forbid extra contributions or other visible signs of wealth and, therefore, 

did not eradicate a desire for it but also because of the "punitive measures" Xenophon 

reports immediately after the rhetorical question in 7.4.140 Since Spartans were 

prevented from making money legitimately, Lycurgus first enacted a provision to prevent 

them making it by unjust means (i.e. money was to be too bulky to keep unobserved, 7.5) 

and then, so that silver and gold were not acquired in its place14' he decreed that 

searches could be made (7.6).IJ2 In the event that Spartans were found in possession 

13' On the political implications of the syssitia see Lewis, Sparfa and Persia, p.34 and Hodkinson, 
"Social Order", p.253. Cf. also Pl. Lg. 636b: "so it is with these gymnastics and common meals: in many 
other ways they now benefit cities, but in the event of civil strife they are harmful" (though see Fisher, 
"Drink, Hyb ris...", p.38 and p.38 n.66 who does not agree that Plato is referring to Sparta here and 
postdates that, in fact, the measures like the extra contributions of the wealthy to the common meal were 
envy-reducing measures not envy-increasing). 

Strauss, "The Spirit o f  Sparta", p.5 15 and Proietti, X. 's Sparta, p.56. 

'4 This must have happened or the law would not be in place. as Strauss, "The Spirit of Sparta", p.5 15 
and MacDowell, SL, p.119 note. Cf. PI. R. 548a. 

14' These searches, as Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.178 points out were clearly not working or in effect in 
370/69 on X.'s own evidence (HG 6527 and Lac. 14.3; on the former passage see Fiower, "Revolutionary 
Agitation", p.90). 



of the forbidden lucre they were punished and, presumably, had their money confiscated 

(see n.122 above). Thus, again, the ultirnate, compeiiing motivation for conforming to 

the system is fear of punishrnent. The final rhetorical question - 'why should money 

making be zealously pursued when pains outweigh pleasures?' - emphasises and 

reinforces the whole ethos of the Spartan system in which pains and punishments and the 

fear of these are used to enforce obedience and ~onformity.'~~ 

The closing statement of the section on common property provides a hirther 

explicit statement on the inequalities in the system (6.4): ~otyupoCv obrw 

p ~ ~ a 6 i & v - ~ y  &AAfihoiç  ai o i  T& pirpdr &ovrq p~Qouar xdrvrwv TOV kv a 
~hpçc,  dlr6rav ~ v b ~  6 q 9 6 ~ n v .  This statement has brought forth the foliowing 

objection from Ollier: 

Les services mutuellement rendus qu'il vient de mentionner, et dont il paraît bien 
exagérer l'importance, ne permettent pas d'affirmer que les Spartiates pauvres 
étaient de la sorte à même de profiter de toutes les resources de leurs concitoyens 
plus fortunés.'" 

But Ollier seems to be reading the concluding statement as if it refened to the whole 

Spartan way of life14* when it need only refer to Luc. 6.3-4 which deal specifically with 

'things of the land which might be needed' (see n. 114 above). It has been argued also 

that the statement refers back at least to the syssitia,'46 Le. to the spoils of hunting and 

extra bread (5.3) but there is no mention of 'need' there and it would be uncharactenstic - 
as far as this treatise is concemed - to find a summary statement refemng to select 

pieces of information separated by other non-relevant items, i.e., in this instance, 

exercising (5.8-9) and communal parenting (6.1-2). The conclusion, therefore, need not 

- --- - - 

Id3 Higgins. Xenophon, p.68 aptly notes in this respect that Lycurgus' legislation "abets, even as it seeks 
to restrain, the unlimited gratification of any passion, so long as detection is avoided." 

Ollier, Loc.Pol., p.4 1. 

Sot too. do Moore. ABX, p. lO8 and Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?", pp.192-3. 

Id6 Moore, ABX, p. 108. 
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assert that "inequalities in wealth simply did not matter",'" it simply M e r  confinns 

that there were inequalities and that there was state-regulated sharing aimed at alleviating 

some of these inequalities. Xenophon knew that inequalities of wedth did matter and that 

there were 'have nots' who were not satisfied with the status quo as his account of the 

conspiracy of Cinadon shows (HG 3.3.4-1 1).14 The leader, Cinadon, is a young man 

with a strong mind but not one of the Spartiates (HG 3.3.5); his desire to become an 

'equal' is his motivation for conspiring (HG 3.3.11) and he reports that helots, 

neodamodeis, hypomeiones and perioikoi are ready to rise against the Spartiates when the 

word is given.(HG 3.3.6). Cinadon is presumed to be one of the hypomeiones, who are 

thought to be men too poor to afford mess contributions149 and who, presumably, were 

unable to attain any sponsorship from wealthy Spartiates (see above). E. David attributes 

the conspiracy to a sudden infIux of wealth into Sparta at the end of the Peloponnesian 

War and the subsequent drastic inequalities to which this influx gave r i ~ e ' * ~  but, as has 

been noted, inequalities in wealth were always there;Is1 Lycurgus only provided a 

veneer of equality and not everyone was content with this situation. 

'" Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?". p.193. 

'" The other main ancient source refemng to the conspiracy is Arist. Pol. 1306b34-6. Modern 
discussions include: E. David, "The Conspiracy of Cinadon", Athenaeurn 57 (1979) 239-259; Cartledge, 
Agesilaos, pp. 164-5; Gray, The Character of X. 's Hellenica, pp.3945; FIower, "Revolu tionary Agitation", 
pp.94ff.; Tuplin, Failings, p.52. It is generally assumed that Agesilaus must have been X.'s source for the 
story (e.g., David, art.cit., p.244 and Cartledge, Spam and Lakonia, p.274). 

149 Cf. Cartledge, Sparta and Lakonia, p.314; MacDowell, SL, p.46 is more cautionary. 

lJO David, "The Conspiracy of Cinadon", pp.239~40~258. 

'" There is no evidence that drastic changes in lifestyle occurred in Sparta after 403; cf. Flower, 
"Revolutionary Agitation", pp.88ff. and see below Chapter 5.8. 



5.7 MILlTARY MATi"F,RS 

5.7.1 What Xenophon says (Lac. 9,11913) 

The discussion of the ramifications of cowardice (Loc. 9). strictly speaking, belongs with 

the description of the generai way of Life because of its associated social penalties and 

because a coward is someone who has failed to fulfd his public duty. However, because 

of the obvious comection to conduct in battie it seems apropos to discuss cowardice here. 

Lycurgus' accomplishment of causing a noble death to be preferable to a shameful 

(a iqp6v)  life is said to be worthy of admiration (9.1). As proof, Xenophon invites 

consideration of the fact that the Spartans lose fewer men in battle than those who retreat 

(9.1). There is certainly no disputing that the Spartans were most renowned for choosing 

to die rather than to retreat or surrender on the battlefield: Leonidas' stand at 

Thexmopylae (Hdt . 7.220-23 2) is the paradigmls2 and equally important is Thucydides' 

comment that the surrender of the Spartans at Sphacteria caused more surprise than 

anything else in the war among the other Greeks (Th. 4.40.1)."~ 

Some platitudes on the positive effects of arete versus kakia follow (9.2): self- 

preservation more often accompanies the former; arete is PQrov  ai i56fov icat 

dmopmtpa icat io~upobpa and bnngs glory and ailies. These sentiments are not 

actually attributed to Lycurgus (being introduced by the generic phrase G>S ?dchqBE< 

''' For the powerhl propagandistic effect of this noble defeat see Hooker, "Spartan Propaganda", p. 134 
and Powell, A&S, p.232; on the exploitation of this event more as inward-serving propaganda for other 
Spartans, see J.P. Barron, "The liberation of Greece", CAW vo1.4 (Cambridge, 1988) pp.618-620; cf. also 
Chapter 5.9 below. 

ln On this Spartan setback see Cartledge, Sparta and Lakonia, pp.241-243 and Powell, A&S. pp.166- 
170. 



and quite likely are a conscious allusion to Tyrtaeus' poetrylY particularly since 

Xenophon's use of arete here is equivalent to braverylcourage in battle, its prime sense 

in ~yrtaeus.'" Then Xenophon t u s  to discussing specificaliy how Lycurgus caused 

men to choose death over fiight where a contrast with other States is made again: 

elsewhere cowardice could not be prevented because the only penalty a coward faced was 

simply being called a coward.lM Lycurgus made Life much more miserable for a 

coward in Sparta: not ody was shame attached to him but it was made shameful 

(afqpv&€q) for anyone to be seen in his Company (9.4);ln a coward was to be 

excluded from games, to be included in choroi only in reproacWshamefu1 

(brova6fmou~) places, to give up his seat to younger mentL" to support his female 

relatives who would henceforth be unable to many because of the attached stigma, to be 

forbidden himself to marry and to be beaten if he did not always portray his disgrace in 

'% Ollier, Lac.PoL, p.48 denies chat these "simples banalités" are connected with Tyrtaeus yet it sureiy 
would not be surprising for X. to allude to that Spartan's works which so emphatically speak of bravery 
over flight, the shame of cowardice and the glory attendant upon the brave (see fis 10-12 West). There is 
other evidence that Tyrtaeus' poetry was stilI important in Sparta in the fourth century (e-g., Pl. Lg. 629ff.); 
cf. Powell, "Plato and Sparta", p.302 for further references. 

'" For & p ~ q  with this sense in Tynaeus see Adkins, Ment and Responsibility, pp.70-3; Murray, Early 
Greece, p.128; D.A. Campbell (ed.), Greek Lyric Poetry: A Selection of Early Greek Lyric, Elegiac and 
lambic Poetr)' (Bristol, 1982) pp. 176-8; Cairns, Aidos, p. 162 n.55. See also Hooker, "Spartan Propaganda", 
p. 134 on Simonides' praise of Leonidas' &PET& at Thermopylae (fr. 53 1 Page). 

'% This is certainly, as Moore, A&X, p.112 puis it "rhetorical exaggeration designed to heighten the 
contrast", since there is ample evidence that a conviction of cowardice in Athens carried with it 
disenfranchisement; on which see D. MacDoweil, The Law in Clussical Athens (Ithaca, 1978) p.160 (with 
further references) and p.75 for the implications of disenfranchisement; also see C. Carey (ed.), Lysias: 
Selected Speeches (Cambridge, 1989) pp.143-4 and J.F. Lazenby, "The Killing Zone", in V.D. Hanson (ed.), 
Hoplites: The Classical Greek Battle Experience (London, 199 1) p. 106. The principle is echoed in 
Aeschines 3.175: "indictment for cowardice is possible. Some of you may be surprised that a man can be 
indicted for his nature. But he can. Why? So that every one of us may fear the penalties imposed by the 
law more than he fears the encmy, and thus rnay be a better fighter in defence of his fatherland" (Dover, 
GPM, p.90). Note too X.'s deliberate juxtaposition here of b K O I K ~ Ç  ~ & p û Q ;  elsewhere coward and brave 
man can sit side by side, exercise together and go to the agora together. 

In Cf. Smp. 8.34-35 and n.28 above. 

lS8 The normal state of affairs was for seats to be given up to elders; cf. Ar. Nu. 993; Mem 2.3.16; Cyr. 
8.7.10. Tyrtaeus provides anothet example of when the normal practice might be reversed (fr. 12-37-42 
West): as a mark of respect to those who return victorious from battle the young and old alike give up their 
seats. 
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his demeanour and on his countenance (9.5).159 Xenophon concludes that it is no 

wonder that death is preferable to a life full of reproachlshame (hrovn6tmou) and 

dishonotu (6crip01.1) (9.6).la 

Not surprisingly, given Sparts's military reputation, a considerable proportion of 

the latter part of the work is devoted to descnbing practical matters related to war and 

campaigning:l6' the calling up of the army and the elaborate preparations taken before 

setting out on carnpaign (1 1 . 2 ) , ~ ~ ~  the 'uniform' of Spartan soldiers (11.3), how the 

army was divided (1 1.4),163 infantry manoeuvres (1 1.5-IO), the method of encampment 

(12.1-7) and the role of the kings on campaign (13.1-1 1). Severai aspects require 

highlighting. First, everything is carried out in a very orderly, professional way. 

Secondly, Xenophon takes care to note that the general opinion that the organization of 

the army is too complicated to comprehend is misguided; there is, simply, a well-ordered, 

rigid hierarchy (11.5,6). Thirdly, it is, in fact, only the skiil at maintainhg order in a 

confusing battle situation which is hard to leam for those not educated in the laws of 

Lycurgus (1 1.7). FourtNy, Spartan military manoeuvres are said to be considered difficult 

even by professional instructors of tactics (hoplomachoi, 1 1.8). A description of the ways 

in which a Spartan hoplite anny deals with an enemy force approaching from any 

Is9 Cf. Plutrurh's similar though slightly fuller cornments on cowards (Ag. 29.5-7 and 30.2-4). 

la X. must here be deliberately echoing Hdt. 7.231 where Aristodemus, the Spartan coward at 
Thermopylae, arrived home to receive 6vaSo5 TE ...mi dtnptqv since prior to this point X. has almost 
invariably preferred aischros or sorne related form to oneidos (though see 9.5). Herodotus' list of marks 
of disgrace is in a similar vein: no help lighting fire, no conversation, acquiring the name "trembler". 
Herodotus too, Iike X., relates the honours conferred on the Spartan kings in war (Hdt. 6.56; cf. Lac. 13). 
in peace (Hdt. 6.57; cf. Lac. 15.1-7) and at death (Hdt. 6.58; cf. Lac. 15.8-9). For X.'s familiarity with 
Herodotus' work in general see Gray, The Characrer of X. S Hellenica, passim. 

16' On the Spartan army in general see P. CartIedge, "Hoplites and Heroes: Sparta's Contribution to the 
Technique of Ancient Warfare", JHS 97 (1977) 11-27; Hodkinson, "Social Order", pp.254-260; J.F. 
Lazenby, The Spartan A m y  (Warminster, 1985). 

16' Cf. Cyr. 6.2.25-3.4 and, on this, Anderson, MT&P, pp.43-45. 

'" On the reliability of X.'s evidence in these matters, see Anderson. MT&P, pp.225-251. 
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direction follows (1 1.8-IO).'& This description combined with the second and third 

points above illuminates why even hoplomachoi found these manoeuvres bard: the 

manoeuvres thernselves are straightforward but they rely on strict obedience to the 

hierarchical command structure and steadfastness in the face of unexpected approaches 

by the enemy.16' Finaily, Xenophon notes that others seem to be amateurs 

(afizoq&Gia6?&s) in military rnatters in cornparison with the Spartans whom one could 

not help but cal1 craftsmen ( r q v f r a ~  ~ W V  X O ~ ~ L I C O V ,  13.5). This statement is not 

placed after the discussion of the drills and encampmeni procedures but after a discussion 

of the elaborate sacrificial ntuals carried out by the kings on ~ampaign . '~~  Being 

'rnilitary craftsmen' requires orderly and strict attention not only to preparations and 

manoeuvres but also to sacrifices and the Spartans were as renowned for their religiosity 

as for their bravery in battle.16' It was because the Spartans were military craftsmen that 

they achieved such prominence in Greece with such a small population and their whole 

education and way of life was geared toward this goal. 

5.7.2 Analysis of supposed interna1 and external contradictions 

Although Lycurgus is supposed to have ensured ~ f S a ~ p o v f a  for those brave in battle 

(9.3), Xenophon never elaborates on what this might entail,'" instead he focuses on the 

'" For a detailed discussion of these manoeuvres, see J.K. Anderson, "Xenophon Respublica 
Lacedaemoniorum 1.1 1. IO", CPh 59 (1964) pp. 175-8 and MT&P, pp. 104- 1 10. 

Undoubtedly, continua1 practise of such manoeuvres made the Spartan performance of them look 
easy. Cf. Anderson, MT&P, p. 107 on the "parade-ground" drills of 11.8-10; Pritchett, GSW, part 4 p.63 
n.194; Powell, A&S, p.228. 

'66 Cf. Parker, "Spartan Religion", p. 157. 

'" Cf. Pritchett, GSW, part 3, pp.68-71 on the role of the kings in military sacrifices and on border 
crossings (cf. Th. 5.54-55,116 for turning back at borders); Hodkinson, "Social Order", pp.273-276; 
Holladay & Goodman, "Religious Scruples", pp.154-160; Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.417; Parker, "Spartan 
Religion", passim; Jarneson, "Sacrifice before Battle", p. 197. 

16' By contrast, see Tyrtaeus (frs 10-12); cf. Hodkinson, "Social Order", pp.259-260 for references 
elsewhere to Spartans being publicly commended for bravery - most notably Brasidas (Th. 2.25.2). 
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rnisenes ( ~ a ~ o h p o v h )  experienced by coward~.'~~ emphasising that fighting bravely 

is motivated not so much by the thought of rewards to corne as by fear of disgrace for 

acting otherwise."* Fear and shame are once again closely luiked. Thus when 

Xenophon says that it is not easy for those not educated in the Lycurgan way to maintain 

battle order in the midst of confusion (1 1.8) he means that it is not easy for those who 

have not had lifelong training in obedience, self-restraint and aidos and for whom the 

stigrna of cowardice is not more fearful than death it~elf."~ Such fear was not 

exclusive to the spartansln but was more pervasive in Sparta and was reinforced by the 

attachent of shame to those associating with a coward, which prevented any suppoa 

from family, friends and rness-corn pan ion^."^ 

The ability of the Spartans to carry out disciplined infantry movement and their 

very professionalism in military matters are inextricably bound up with their training in 

aidos, obedience and self-restraint yet the drills described in such detail by Xenophon 

hardly covered every eventuality nor were they always successful in practicel" and at 

Cf. Tuplin, "X., Sparta and the Cyropaedia", p.157. 

17' On "fear of reproach [being] a major deterrent to wrongdoing" see Dover, GPM, pp.228-9. 

I7l It is not, however, impossible. E.g., the training Iphicrates gave his peltasts resulted in ease and 
confidence of movernent on a small scale at any rate (cf. Pritchett, GS W, part 2 pp. 1 17- 125) and more 
obviously the professionalism of the Theban Sacred Band (cf. Cartledge, Agesilaas, pp.238-9). 

'72 Cf. Epps, "Fear", pp.16-17 who draws attention to the following apposite rernark in Pl. Phd. 68d: 
"isn't it tme that when a brave man faces death he does so through fear of something worse?" Cf. S. Aj. 
1073-80; Williams, Shame and Necessity. p.79 who discusses the connection between fear and shame in 
battle in Homer, particularly with reference to Il. 15.561-564 (cf. also ibid., pp. 196-7 n.24); Cairns, Aidos. 
index S.V. aidos and fear. 

'73 The same principle made it shameful for a father not to uphold the punishment another gives his son 
(6.2) but the same reservations about its eficacy (see Chapter 5.6.2 above) are not applicable here as shown 
in Chapter 5.9 below. 

17" Cf. Th. 5.71-72; Mnasippus' failure to get his troops to operate the usual wheeling movement (HG 
6.2.20) was undoubtedly aggravated by poor morale, though Dillery, XHT, pp.167-9 cogently suggests that 
it was indicative of a wider problem - loss of the fabled Spartan discipline, Le. the very quality which X. 
notes is necessary to carry out the manoeuvres he describes (see Chapter 5.7.1 above). 



no point in the system was innovative thinking enco~raged;~~~ constant supervision, for 

the most part, ensured ~onfoffnity.'~~ When faced with unusuai military situations 

Spartans rarely coped,ln rather they clung stubbomly to tried and tme methods despite 

their ~nsuitability,"~ or pani~ked, '~~ or relied on others to extricate them from their 

diff icult ie~.~~ Further, for a militaristic state and one in which horses were prized 

possessions (see n. 137 above) Sparta was remarkably uninterested in developing a trained 

unit of cavalry, relying instead on allied troops despite continual lessons in how vital a 

solid cavalry was. lB1 

There is no discussion by Xenophon in the tac.  about the reason why the Spartan 

way of life was set up with a view to making its citizens skilled wamiors - the continual 

repression of the helots.18* This omission is not unexpected since his object is to 

examine why such a small state became so pre-eminent not why it adopted the way of 

life it followed therein. One comment, however, is a rerninder of the latter. W l e  

17' It is certain that at Lac. 13.5 cr i i~oq@af l~  is the opposite of q v I q ç ;  cf. Mem 3.5.21 for a 
similar non-cornmendatory usage. There may, however, be a double entendre intended. The word and its 
cognates, while used primarily in a negative sense (s.v. afirocqeSia<o in LSJ), cm be used in a more 
positive way and there is an example in X.: Agesilaus defends Phoebidas on the grounds that he showed 
initiative (Irp~aîov d v a i  v6ppov kkeivcn T& ~ o t a ù r a  afi.roq~6i&@w, HG 5.2.32). Thus X. may be 
subtly pointing to what is already obvious from his narrative, i.e. that innovation was not activeiy 
encouraged in the Spartan system. 

On this see Hodkinson, "Social Order", pp.267-8. 1 cannot agree with Powell, ABS, pp.228-9 that 
X. was concealing the real complexity of Spartan manoeuvres given the general level of incornpetence found 
in the field and given the fact that X. does not elsewhere seem to spout Spartan propaganda. Unlike 
Thucydides, he does not comment on Spartan secrecy (cf. Th. 2.39.1-2, 5.68.1-2 and Powell, ibid., p.97). 

l n  There are. of course, notable exceptions, e.g., Brasidas, Lysander and Agesilaus. 

17' Cf. Clearchus at Cunaxa (Chapter 3.3.2 above). 

17' Despite their reputation for bravery; see Epps, "Fear", pp. 14- 15 and Hodkinson, "Social Order", p.266 
for examples. 

Cf. Th. 2.39 and P. Rhodes (ed.), Thucydides. History II (Warminster, 1988) on 2.39.2 for further 
examples; HG 1.1.23; Cheirisophus (Chapter 3.4.2 above). Political problems were deaIt with similarly; 
cf. Hodkinson, "Social Order", pp.268-278; Chapter 3 n. 180 above. 

18' E.g., see Chapter 4 n.270 above on Teleutias' campaign to Olynthus. X. does note that they had a 
cavalry in his day (1 1.2) but it was ill-maintaineci (HG 6.4.1 1). 

lg2 On which see de Ste Croix, OPW, pp.89-94. 
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descnbing the method of encampment employed by the Spartans, Xenophon notes (12.2): 

$uÂairbr~ y~ m v  hrofqa~ p&ipepivàç T&Ç p h  napà T& bxha dao ~ h o b a a ~ ~  oi, 

ydrp irokpfov h & ~ a  drM& $€kwv ahai ~aûfrnav~on. Fuaher, he says that patrols 

always carry spears to prevent slaves from getting at the weapons (12.4).Ig3 The 

'friends' and 'slaves' undoubtedly refer to al1 the non-Spartans in the camp, in particular 

the helots who accompanied the Spartans on campaign serving various roles;'" though, 

as the conspiracy of Cinadon shows, the helots were not the only group about whom the 

full Spartan citizens had to w ~ r r y . ' ~ ~  

Both OIlier, LacPol., ad loc. and Moore, ABX, p. 116 read this passage as a defence of Spartan 
practices but it need not be taken that way. Cf. Critias @-K 88b37) who also notes that on campaigns 
helots were not alIowed free access to weapons. 

Herodotus repeatedly notes that seven helots accompanied each Spartiate on campaign (9.10.1,28.2, 
29.1.61.2). This number is generally held to be an exaggeration (see Talbert, "The Role of Helots", p.24 
n.13) but there is no doubt that substantial numbers of helots served in the anny in various ways. W.W. 
How & J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, vo1.2 (Oxford, 1990; first published 1912) on 9.28.2 suggest 
the helots were the "army service corps"; cf. Pritchett, AGMP, pp.49-51; Cartledge, S p a m  and Lakonia, 
p.356; TaIbert, art.cit., pp.23-27. 

See Talben. "The Role of the Helots". p.35: Chapter 5.6.2 above. 



5.8 Luc. 14 

Briefly, Luc. 14 consists of the following observations: Xenophon notes that the laws of 

Lycurgus have changed (14.1); previously Spartans preferred to live at home but now they 

prefer to be harmosts, to be flattered and compted (14.2); previously they feared to be 

seen with money, now they take pride in possessing it (14.3); previously foreigners were 

expelled and living abroad was forbidden so that citizens would not be iduenced by the 

pqGioup'y(a of others but now even the most prominent citizens desire to live and die 

abroad (14.4); previously they strove to be worthy of rule, now they simply desire to rule, 

worthiiy or not (14.5); as a result, the other Greeks aliy against them (14.6); such 

reproaches as they receive are hardly surprising since they no longer obey the god and 

the laws of Lycurgus (cf. 8.5). That Xenophon should contrast the present with the past 

is not in itself pr0b1ernatic.l~~ Since the work has been analysing the laws peculiar to 

Sparta which brought her great renown and power (1.1-2), it follows entirely naturally 

that Xenophon should comment on a change in power and renown (14.6-7) brought about 

by a change in the laws (14.1) and a lack of obedience to them (14.7).lu This section 

of the work does, however, take on a significance slightly different to that generally 

supposedlg8 under the interpretation for which 1 have argued above, i.e. that the 

preceding portion of the work is not strictly a praise but is more anaiytical in nature. 

IH6 The objection that X. has not made it clear in Lac. 1- 13 that he is referring to the past (MacDoweIl, 
SL, pp.9-10) is too dependent on seeing that part of the work purely as praise and written at a different time 
than Lac. 14- 1 5. 

'137 Note here X.'s use of stytistic devices to emphasise these important points: ring-composition with 
chiasmus (14.1 ; cf. 1.2 kvavda yvo9~ ~ a i ç  x M m 5  xpo&ouaav ~ i j h p o v C ~ r  q v  narpf6a M6n@v) 
(14.7; cf. 1.2 roùç vbpouç, 015 xnû6p~voi qOhp6vqaant). 

IR' See Chapter 2.5. 



Since the virtues promoted by the system - aidos, obedience and self-restraint - 

needed, strictly speaking, to be practised in public ody, the system's success depended 

heavily on keeping its citizens under public supervision. Sending its citizens as harmosts 

overseas precluded this. The law forbidding living abroad (as well as the practice of 

xenelusia) l" which was ins titu ted precisely to prevent rhadi~ur~ia, '90 the avoidance 

of which has been seen to be synonymous with the practice of virtue in the Spartan 

sy~tern,'~' is no longer in effect (14.4). Clearly the acquisition of an empire, as it were, 

required that Spartans be sent abroad and so the law needed to be changed. However, 

had Lycurgus encouraged, persuaded and educated citizens to practise virtue for its own 

sake, he would not have had to institute so many measures to prevent rhadiourgia and 

the citizens could have been sent abroad without such fear that they would fall from 

v i r t ~ e . ' ~ ~  The Cyropaedia again provides an example of the benefits of a proper 

education: Cyrus as a boy in his grandfather's court does not succumb to the Median 

luxunous diet because he has been educated well in Penia (Cyr. 1.3.4-6,14). 

The one Lycurgan law from Lac. 1- 13 to which Xenophon specifically alludes 

here is also linked with this dichotomy between public and pnvate, appearance and reality 

in the Lycurgan system: formerly the Spartans were afraid to be seen having gold. now 

they boast of possessing it (14.3; cf. 7.1-6).'93 They were afraid to be seen 

($a€vmûai) with wealth because of the attendant punishments yet, as Xenophon has 

'" Cf. Th. 1.144.2, 2.39.1; Ar. Av. 1012- 13; Pl. Lg. 950a-b, 953d-e and Prt. 342a-d; MacDowell, SL, 
p. 1 15; Cartledge, Agesilaos, pp.243-4; Powell, A&S, p.228 and p.256 nn. 13 1,132. 

Cf. 2.2, 5.2 for other rneans of preventing '~Iackness'. 

19' See Chapter 5.4.1 above. 

Ig2 X. could scarcefy be unaware of the fact that even before the end of the Peloponnesian War Spartans 
did not have a good reptation abroad; cf. Th. 1.77.6 and Gomme's comments thereon in HCT, with further 
reference to Th. 1.128- 130, 1.95.7, 3.93.3, 5.52.1. 

lg3 Flower, "Revolutionary agitation", p.91 links possession of wealth specifically with living abroad. 
Certainly "Spartans who wanted to live in unprecedented luxury sought appointments which would take 
them abroad" (ibid) but X. does not actually Say that here. 
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clearly shown, that did not mean wealth was unimportant or not manifest and fear of 

king  caught with money did not in any way elirninate the desire to possess it." It 

was only important not to be seen with it, to give the appearance of conforming to 

Lycurgus' measures forbidding the accumulation of wealth. The point here, then, is not 

to contrast traditional disdain of wedth with contemporary grasping of hlg5 since the 

former attitude was only superficialIy in place.'% but to reveal more particularly one 

of the problems with the system. It is not clear whether the monetary laws were changed 

or simply disobeyed but in either case, fear of punishment. the motivation behind so much 

of Lycurgus' measures, was no longer a concem and had failed to instil a true disregard 

for wealth. 

194 Cf. Chapter 5.5.2 above; contra Cartledge, Sparta and iukonia, p.316 who suggests that X. is 

"inflating the significance of the wealth, especially coined wealth, that flowed into Sparta following 
Lysander's successful imperialism". 

19' Eg, Momigliano. "Per l'unita logica della fukedaemonion Politein di Senofonte". p.343. Plutarch 
(Lyc. 30.1) holds this view; on which see Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?', p.184. 

'% Cf. Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?", p.185 who notes that there is no suggestion in Herodotus that 
there was "a distinctive attitude to wealth and property" in Sparta, or in Mstophanes, Euripides or Lysias; 
the fint hints seem to be in Thucydides ( ~ t p f t p  6' ab ko&ln ~ a t  & r6v vbv rp6nov n p h o ~  
1\u~~6mp6vioi k~p fpavro   al ~ r ù  t U a  npbç 10ù5 aoMoQ5 ot rù pdco ic~mp€vot LooGtaisoi 
p&~ma ~a.rÉqaav, Th. 1.6.4) and in Critias' cornments about the utilitarian nature of Spartan material 
objects @-K 88b34). 



5.9 CONCLUSION 

With his analysis of how the Spartans came to be so renowned Xenophon has given a 

balanced and insighthil examination into the workings of a unique social and political 

system.'" His method of presentation and a comparison with what he says in his other 

works reveals that he does not personally endorse all aspects of the Spartan way of life. 

The work is neither encorniastic nor the product of a hopeless philulacon nor satincal and 

such misinterpretation of the purpose of the work is an obstacle to a proper understanding 

of Xenophon's view of sparta.lg8 He recognised that the Spartan system worked 

successfully when actions and their consequences were kept in the public arena but he 

aiso appreciated, as is clear from an examination of his other writings, that the failure to 

inculcate the private practice of virtue was problematic. 

It is notable that Xenophon makes little to nothing in the Lac. of two concepts 

traditionally associated with Sparta - s ~ ~ h r o s ~ n e ~ ~ ~  and e~nornia.*~ The absence of 

the former has been discussed above but the absence of the latter requires some comment. 

Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta, vol. 1 p.266 compares the Lrrc. Pol. with Plato's Republic in terrns 
of an "uncritical apotheosis" with a "critical analysis" but the latter phrase would suit the Lac. equally well. 

''13 A genecal comparison with Plutarch's Life of Lycurgus reveals how had X.'s purpose k e n  to praise 
and to hold up for imitation the Spartan way of life he might have gone about such a task; cf., e.g., 
nn.90,92,112,136 above. 

Ig9 E.g., Hdt. 4.77; Th. 1.68, 1.84.1,3,4.18.4; Critias D-K 88b6. Cf. E. Rawson, The Spartan Tradition 
in European Thought (Oxford, 1969) pp.20-32; North, Sophrosyne, pp.102-104 (on Thucydides' use of the 
term in particular; see also Hornblower, Thucydides, p.162) though her assertion that X.'s Lac. is 
characteristic of the fourth century emphasis on singling out "sophrosyne a s  the characteristic virtue of 
Sparta" is clearly mistaken ( s e  n.36 above); Hodkinson, "'Blind Ploutos'?", p.195; see also above passim. 

2m Cf. Tyrtaeus frs 2-3 West; Hdt. 1.65-66; Th. 1-18 (on which see Powell, ABS, p.238); P t  Cri. 52e; 
(and later Plu. Lyc- 5.4). On which see A. Andrewes, "Eunomia", CQ 32 (1938) pp.92-100; Tigerstedt, The 
Legend of Sparta, vol. 1 pp.73-4; Gomme in HCT on 1.18.1; Cartledge, Agesilaos, p. 1 18; Hooker, "Spartan 
Propaganda", p. 132. 
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Since ewzomia primarily seerns to mean 'obedience to the l a ~ s ' ~ ~ '  it would clearly be 

inappropriate for the time period referred to in tac. 14 when obedience to the laws had 

manifestly been abandoned; however, since Xenophon does explicitly Say that the 

Spartans had originally gained their illustrious reputation and power by obeying the laws 

of Lycurgus (1.2), a reference there to eunomia would surely have k e n  appropnate; 

certainly it would have been fitthg if Xenophon had indeed been doing nothing except 

praising the Spartan way of life. Xenophon, however, was weli aware that even before 

the events descnbed in Lac. 14 eunomia in the sense of 'obedience to the laws' was a 

problematic concept in a state where the emphasis was oniy on public obedience. In the 

sense of 'well-ordered constitution' eunomin again could hardly be employed by 

Xenophon unreservedly given that he does not endorse elsewhere al1 aspects of the 

Spartan lifestyle. 

Exactly how far Xenophon intended the Anabasis, Hellenica and Luc. to be read 

in conjunction cannot be known. At the very least his preoccupation with the nature of 

leadership unites al1 three works. Al1 three, when read in isolation, are comprehensible 

in their own right but, as has been shown in the prior three chapters, reading them in 

conjunction with the whole of Xenophon's corpus adds considerably to an understanding 

of both the individual works and Xenophon's thought in general. It is not unlikely that 

his thoughts about the workings of the Spartan state are reflected to some degree in his 

depiction of Spartan leadersUn and, in tum, that his observation of Spartan leaders 

influenced how he presented the Spartan system. At no point, however, do his extended 

2"' Cf. Andrewes, "Eunomia", pp.89-9 I on this; a later subsidiary rneaning is 'a well-ordered 
constitution'. A.H.W. Adkins, Moral Values and Political Behaviour in Ancienr Greece (London, 1972) 
pp.50-1 further suggests that the difficulty in precisety translating eunornia may have made it an attractive 
word for political reforrners; cf. also Sinclair, A History of Greek Political Thought, p.31. 

In a similar fashion to his depiction of Cyrus as, in part, a product of the systems in which he grew 
up. This need not presuppose that the Lac. was written before the other two (though it certainly could have 
been) nor detract unduly from the historicai value of al1 three works, 



portraits of Spartans appear stereotypicai; they are all of very different individuals. What 

the foilowing ainu to do, therefore, is briefly discuss how Xenophon's depiction of the 

behaviour of Spartan leaders is entirely compatible with and complementary to his 

understanding of the way in which the Spartan system worked. 

Within Xenophon's corpus no behaviour is more representative of the ethos of 

the Spartan system than the willingness to fight to the death in losing situations. A sense 

of aidos about cowardice seems to have been virtually universally i n s t i ~ l e d ~ ~  regardless 

of what other Spartan virtues were ignored when Spartans were removed from constant 

public supe~ision. Twice in the Hellenica Xenophon vividly depicts the reaction of the 

whole Spartan community to disastrous military occurrences (after Lechaeum, HG 4.5.10 

and after Leuctra, HG 6.4.16): the relatives of those who died walk in the streets 

proudly, the relatives of those who lived moum?' Because the repercussions of 

cowardice were widely felt, i-e. humiliation affected not just the perpetrator but also his 

relatives (Lac. 9 .43 ,  there was sufficient public pressure to ensure adherence to the 

established code of h o n o ~ r . ~ ~ '  So, for example, Callicratidas, who in many ways 

intemalised much more of the Lycurgan ethos than his conternporarie~,~~~ remarks, 

shortly before going to his death in battle, that 0 Ln&pq o66& p4 irolmov oiicei~ai 

a t m O  CrxoBav6vm~, ~ E U ~ E ~ V  a akqpdv €$y &bat (HG 1.6.32).~'~ NO clearer 

'03 The exceptions seem to be the unnamed harmost who abandons the Theban citadel in 379 (HG 
5.4.13) and, possibly, the polemarch at Oneum in 369 (HG 7.1.17) 

"Y On the intrinsic relation of aidos to othen (Le. not just to the self). see Williams. Shame and 
Necessiry, pp.80-83 and Cairns, Aidos, pl4  11-29 (for a succinct account). 

'O5 Cf. Cairns, Aidos, p.144: "Aidos ... springs from an intemal state of conscience which is based on 
interna1 standards and an awareness of the values of society; these standards will have become intemal to 
the individual precisely because of their uniformity and of the power of popular opinion to enforce them 
and will have been imparted early on in the process of socialization." See also Powell, A&S, p.230 on the 
power of popular opinion regarding cowardice. 

2" Cf. Chapter 4 n.10 above. 

2m 00 W... oimI~ai is obelised in the OCT but it is the manuscript reading. The problern is pnmady 
with oiicntm which, as Krentz. HG ad loc. points out, must be a contracted future for it to be sensible. 
Even with this problem, however, the main point - flight is sharnehl - is unambiguous. 



expression of the sentiment could be expressed. More impressive, however, is the 

adherence of Anaxibius to this code of behaviour. Abroad, Anaxibius so clearly falls into 

the category of corruptible hannosts whom Xenophon describes at Lac. 14.2," yet, 

finding himself in a wholly untenable military situation, brought on by his own 

incornpetence, he dismisses his men with the comment &pot p&v h0&& ~ a M ) v  

&zoûav~v-  f.@q 6& xptv auppgtai  roi^ xokp€oiç &ÔETE d~ m)v omqptcrv 

(HG 4.8.38). Peisander, equdy incompetent and similarly abandoned by his troops, dies 

fighting (HG 4.3.12), as does Mindarus (HG 1.1.17-18) and the list continues: 

Pasimachus (HG 4.4.10), Phoebidas (HG 5.4.45) and Mnasippus (HG 6.2.22-3) al1 die 

fighting outnumbered; Lysander dies in a losing battle (HG 3 . ~ . 1 9 ) ~ ~  and Cleombrotus 

is swayed to fight at Leuctra by being rerninded of the penalties for cowardice (HG 6.4.5- 

6).2'0 It is hardly surprising to find Xenophon relating that the Spartans considered 

A i 6 e  a goddess (Sym. 8 . 3 ~ ) . ~ "  As impressive, however, as such behaviour is, it is not 

aiways beneficial to the state. Callicratidas, for example, ignores good advice to avoid 

battle when he is clearly outnumbered (HG 1.6.32). 

By contrast, the success rate of the internalisation of aiàos in terms of showing 

sharne beforehespect for and, hence, obedience toward rulers (2.10) varies widely, 

See Chapter 3.5.2 above and see below. 

Powell, A&S, p.232 comments on the high number of Spartans who die abroad fighting. Brasidas 
is notable because despite his dying of wounds in battle, his soldiers are victorious (Th. 5.10; earlier, Th. 
4.12, Brasidas was wounded badly). Cf. also HG 6.4.14-15. 

210 There is also epigraphic evidence that only men who died in battle were allowed to have their narnes 
inscribed on stelae; on this see Parker, "Spartan Religion", p. 150 and n.40 there for further references. 

'" Whether this implies that aidos was actually worshipped in Sparta is not clear; C.E. von Erffa, 
und venvandte Begnfle in ihrer Entwicklung von Homer bis Demokd (Philologus Supplement 30.2; Leipzig, 
1937) p.57 is reluctant to reach such a conclusion and also speculates that the m a  A~SODS near 
Sparta to which Pausanias refers (3.20.1 0) is a later association of a veiled female figure with the abstract 
concept; on this latter passage and the identification of this statue with Penelope see LIMC 1.1 p.352 and 
D. Cairns, "Veiling, ai* and a red-figure amphora by Phintias", JHS 116 (1996) pp.153-4. Plutarch 
(Cleom. 9) mentions shrines to abstract concepts in Sparta; while aidos is not included in his list, phobos 
is (see Epps, "Fear", pp.23-25) and., as in X., is closely linked to aidos (see above Chapter 5.7.2 and n. 172 
there). 
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shame before/respect for and, hence, obedience toward rulers (2.10) varies widely, 

unsurprisingly so in a system where, for example, stealing was encouraged as long as one 

was not caught. Disobedience was certainly a punishable act. Dercylidas, for example, 

is publicly hurniliated for supposed indiscipline (HG 3.1.9), Clearchus is condernned to 

death (An. 2.6.4) and it was expected that the sarne fate awaited Sphodrias for his 

unauthorized raid on Attica (HG 5.4.23). Yet such penalties do not seem to have been 

applied with any regularity and certainly do not seem to have had any inhibitory effect. 

In fact, the general pattern seems to have been something like the following: a Spartan 

leader is sent overseas for a specific reason; he promptly tums to fulfiliing his own 

pnvate agenda until he is recalled or receives further orders redirecting his movements; 

these he obeys until he can once more redirect his energies for his own purposes. The 

activities of Anaxibius, Dercylidas, Lysander and Agesilaus conform very much to this 

pattern?12 Indeed, Dercylidas, the philapodemm (HG 4.3.2), best exemplifies one of 

the reasons Xenophon cites for the downfall of Spartan power Lac. 14.4: vûv 6' 

kxlarapai 7005 6o~of jv~aq npOrou~ dvai kmou6a~6rcy ciy pq6Exo.r~ m6ov.sa1 

&P~~<OVTEÇ &Ri &q~. This inclination for Spartans to follow their own personal 

agenda (rather than carry out state orders) for as long as they c m  get away with it reflects 

not just the problem with the purely public nature of the Spartan way of life - obey in 

public, disobey when out of the public eye - but highlights a further conflict within the 

sysiem. The very cornpetitive nature of life for Spartan men and the encouragement of 

philonikia clash with the demand for obedience and are reflected in acts of self- 

aggrandisement2i3 and persona1 feuds which were both debilitating for the state and, 

Il2 Clearchus is remarkable in that he chose not to obey the order for his recall. 

Note how X. expresses Phoebidas' attitude when given the opportunity to seize the Cadmea (HG 
5.2.28): ~ o r t  y&p fiv TOC Xaprpbv n xo~qocrr xoA3 porMov i) 700 Tqv k p a m s .  



usually, for one of the participants in~olved.~ '~  On a larger scale such behaviour was 

manifested in political factions resulting, at their worst, in complete disregard even for 

maintaining a public veneer of morality, for example, the acquitta1 of Sphodrias. 

At its worst the system tums out the type of Spartan whom Xenophon describes 

in 14.3-4, who, when out of the public eye, is rhadiourgia personified, lazy, greedy, 

disobedient and succumbs to jealousy and anger.2'5 But even when the system tums 

out someone who has internalised the public virtues, there are still problems. 

Cheinsophus, the epitome of an obedient, respectful Spartiate, is less capable as a leader 

than his more persondly motivated peers. Being used to taking directions he lacks the 

initiative and creativity required by a good leader216 Internalising other values such as 

the belief that fear of punishrnent led to obedience - a cornerstone in the public Spartan 

systern - was more harmful. For example, the use of physical force to command 

obedience proves a completely inadequate way to deal with allies and mercenaries217 

who were an increasingly large part of the army during the fourth century. 

The most successful of Xenophon's Spartan leaders are not, therefore, those who 

internalise Spartan values nor those who do what they are told at home but who drop 

even a public veneer of morality abroad, rather they are those whose natures rnost closely 

rnirror the duality of the Spartan system, i.e. those who both conform as far as possible 

to public expectations of virtue but who are masters of deception in private: Lysander 

and ~ ~ e s i l a u s . ~ ~ ~  

"' E.g., Lysander and Pausanias, Lysander and Callicratidas; Agesilaus and Lysander, Agesilaus and 
his CO-kings. See also Chapter 4 n.27 above. 

''* Aristarchus and Anaxibius. 

Cleander and Thibron, too, fa11 into this category. 

'17 Clearchus, Eteonicus and Mnasippus. 

Cf. Dillery, XHT, p.250: "an individual can express both the strengths and the shortcomings of his 
social unit; the complexity of Agesilaus' character. made up as it is of great virtues as well as real failing, 
not only mirrors Sparta, it actualiy stands in for the entire city and expIains its actions." 



EPILOGUE 

Given that Xenophon is the px5na.y ancient source for the years 41 1-362 and that he had 

close contact with a number of infiuential Spartans, his view of Sparta is of no little 

consequence. Labeliing Xenophon pro-Spartan and intellectuaiiy insignificant c m  only 

result in a priori judgements in reading his works and, too, in determinhg the chronology 

of these works and in speculating about the details of his life. Those who make the 

materiai bend to fit such preconceived views do not end up with Xenophon's view, nor 

do those who set out to find subtle satire. Once, however, traditional or novel 

preconceptions are put aside and attention is paid to what Xenophon actually says it is 

fairly evident that nowhere does he paint a black and white picture of Sparta and the 

Spartans. Criticism finds a place aiongside praise, neither dominates and Spartans are not 

the only people who are treated in this manner. No progression of thought from praise 

to blame over time can be detennined not least because no independent control can be 

provided by a secure chronology or biography but aiso because there is a remarkable 

consistency in attitude across the various works. General disillusionment does creep in 

at the end of the Hellenica (7.5.26-27) and the Cyropaedia (8.8) but these passages are 

hardly grounds for asserting a negative progression in his view of Sparta. Lac. 14, 

moreover, only resembles the above passages if the rest of the work is regarded as 

encorniastic. This consistent attitude towards Spartans may not help in dating the works 

but it does provide good grounds for cornparison and parallels. 

Xenophon's repeated examination of themes and ideas, of which Spartan affairs 

are only one, in the guises of a startling number of different genres of writing, reinforces 

the observation that he was more interested in varied shades of grey than with any black 
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and white viewpoint. The different literary genres themselves play an important role in 

how Xenophon presents material and at times play off one another. For example, there 

is a tendency to overlook the generic characteristics of encomia and to consider the 

Agesilaus as factual material. In turn this leads to a glossing over of contrary materiai 

in the Hellenica and to the view that the Agesilaus contains Xenophon's real opinion of 

the king despite the clear paraliels with modern obituaries of political leaders such as 

those recently found in the newspapers upon the death of Deng Xiaoping. Further, his 

view of Sparta is inextricably bound up with two larger themes which dominate his 

corpus: education and leadership. And in his examination of these themes there is a 

strong didactic element. This impulse to instnxct is clearly, to some degree, behind his 

depiction of the suengths and weaknesses of various leaders. In the Anabasis, for 

example, aithough the work is based on an historical event, there is an ideal leader, 

presented in the form of Xenophon himself, to whom the other mercenary leaders are 

compared. The work is dominated more by the practical difficulties of leading and 

practical solutions to these problerns than by anything else. This practical didacticism 

overpowers historical truth even more in the Hiero and Cyropaedia and is precisely why 

that erninently practical modem philosopher, Niccolb Macchiaveili, showed a greater 

preference for Xenophon than for Plato. There is no ideal presented in the Hellenica. the 

most historical of Xenophon's works, but nonetheless there are many examples of good 

and bad leadership and it is difflcult, though perhaps overly speculative, not to consider 

that Xenophon was comparing the Spartan failure to maintain dominance in the Greek 

world with the successful nile of his fictional Cyrus over the vast Persian empire. The 

two sirnilar yet markedly different education systems also point toward such a view. 

Such a reassessment of a central issue in an ancient author's works, as that 

examined in this thesis, must inevitably lead to a wider reassessment of his other 

preoccupations and aims. Xenophon was no fool and the strong didacticism found in his 
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works clearly bespeaks a man bent on delivering a message. The question of who his 

audience was is, for example, an important one which needs addressing. Since it can no 

longer be accepted that he wrote the Lac. as propaganda for Sparta, who did he write it 

for? He was, after dl,  as far as can be ascertained, of independent means and his didactic 

approach was not directed at attracting pupils iike his contemporary, Isocrates. Greater 

receptiveness to looking at what Xenophon says and not at what one wants him to say 

may or may not aid in answering such questions. What it will do is lead to a better 

understanding and a greater appreciation of Xenophon and his oeuvre and of the 

intellectual trends and the history of the late fifth and early fourth centuries, 



APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1: Later Sources 

Throughout the discussion at haad later sources have been cited sometimes in support of 

an argument, sometimes to reveal a contrary view and so the question of the reliability 

of such sources is of some importance. Unless specifically noted they are not considered 

of greater value than Xenophon. Of particular note in this regard are Diodorus Siculus 

and Plutarch. 

Diodorus Siculus ÿI. third quarter of the first century), for the period under 

discussion, appears to have used the Oxyrhynchus historian through Ephorus as his 

principal source.' The Oxyrhynchus historian W. ffus half fourth century) is generally 

held to be a reliable and accurate historian though what remains of his work is 

fragmentary and his identity remains ob~cure.~ He is considered a more impartial 

observer than Xenophon and his dry and detailed narrative style is equated with historical 

ac~uracy.~ But the very fragmentary nature of his work and his unknown identity impose 

Cf. G.L. Barber, The Historian Ephow, (Cambridge, 1935) pp.53,64; R. Drews, "Diodorus and his 
Sources", AJPh 83 (1962) pp.385-390 (with reference only to Ephorus); D. Westfake, "Diodorus and the 
Expedition of Cyrus", Phoenix 41 (1987) pp.241-254; P.R. McKechnie & SJ. Kern (eds), Hellenica 
Oxyrhynchia (Warminster, 1988) p.8; K. Sacks, Diodorus Siculus and the First Century (Princeton, 1990) 
pp.12-13 (with reference onfy to Ephorus); S. Hornblower, "Introduction" in S. Hornblower (ed.), Greek 
Historiography (Oxford, 1994) pp.36ff. (though after c.386 Kallisthenes was Ephorus' main source, on 
whom see Hornbtower, artci?., pp.37ff.); Appendix 2 below. In specific contexts other sources have been 
discemed to a greater or lesser degree, e-g., J.M. Bigwood, "The Ancient Accounts of the Battle of Cunaxa", 
AJPh 104 (1983) pp.348-350 finds the additionaI influences of Ctesias and Xenophon in Diodorus' 
description of Cunaxa. 

Cf. I.A.F. Bruce, An Historical Commentary on the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia (Cambridge, 1967) pp.22- 
27; McKechnie & Kem, Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, pp.7-14; Homblower, "Introduction", p.32 n.63. 

Cf. Barber, The Historian Ephorus, pp.54,58-9.65; Bruce, An Historical Commentary on the He llenica 
Oxyrhyrtchia, passim; P. Cartledge, Agesifaos and the Crisis of Sparta (Baltimore, 1987) pp.66-7; 
Hornblower, "Introduction", pp.3 1.37 and n.76 there. Cf. McKechnie & Kern, Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, p. 15 
for other examples of those who follow this line with the judicious conclusion that in certain cases "there 



l imits on arguments about impartiaiity and detail is not necessarily equivalent to 

accuracy." Thus, the Oxyrhynchus historian should not automatically be considered 

superior to Xenophon. 

The version of events which reached Diodorus was hirther distorted by Ephorus 

(f% fourth century), who, it is generally agreed, used the Oxyrhynchus historian 

extensively and who is aiso known only through fragments and through Diod~nis.~ He 

appears to have k e n  influenced by the rhetorical style and politics of p soc rat es: to be 

pro-Athenian and to be non-disceming in his use of sources? Diodorus, then, using 

Ephoms as his primary source and subsequentiy abbreviating, condensing and moulding 

the materid for his own purposesa can hardly be approached without caution or assumed 

to be a superior source to xenophon9 without very good reason (such as other reliable 

extemal evidence). 

Plutarch (8. late fist, early second century A.D.), in his lives of Agesilaus, 

Lysander and Lycurgus, covers a great deal of the same territory dealt with in Chapters 

4 & 5 of this thesis. Though, like Xenophon, he has a didactic aim and an interest in 

is no resolution possible to points of conflict" (ibid., p. 16). 

Cf. the apposite remarks of C.J. Tuplin, "Military Engagements in Xenophon's Hellenica" in I.S. 
Moxon, J.D. Smart & A.J. Woodman (eds), P m  Perspectives (Cambridge, 1986) passim, especially pp.65-6 
and McKechnie & Kern, Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, pp.8-9. See also above Chapter 1 and Chapter 2.4 
respectively on the caution of assuming that detail is a result of autopsy and, equally, that detail equals 
accuracy. 

Cf. Cartledge, Agesilaos, p.67 and Hornblower, "Introduction", pp.36-7. 

E.N. Tigentedt, The Legend of Sparta in CIassical Antiquity, vol.1 (Stockholm, 1965) pp.208-9. He 
was possibly a pupil of Isocrates though there is not general agreement on this point (cf. ibid., pp.490-1 
n.867). Cf. N.H. Baynes, "Isocrates" in Byzantine Studies and Other Essays (London, 1955; reprint 
Westport, 1974) pp. 144-167 on Isocrates' contradictions. manipulation of history and sophistry. 

' Cf. Barber, The Historian Ephorus, pp.84-105,111-112; Sacks, Diodorus, p.49 (for Ephorus' anti- 
Spartan tendency). 

Cf. V. Gray, "The Value of Diodorus Siculus for the Years 41 1-386 B.C.", Hermes 115 (1987) passim 
for a disparaging view of Diodorus' techniques and, by contrast, Sacks, Diadorus, passim for a defence. 

An assumption, e.g., made by J. Dillery, Xenophon and the History of his Times (New York, 1995) 
p.4. 
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individu al^,'^ in general his moral purpose is more insistent" and he is more concemed 

with setting out vimious models for imitation.12 He is even further removed from the 

fourth century than Diodorus and the range of works from which he gathered materid is 

far vaster; he is, therefore, only as reliable as his so~rces.'~ The frequency with which 

he manipulates his source material to fit his moral purpose, at times even fabricating 

evidence, has been well-noted,14 and though he recognises that dl his sources are not 

deserving of equal weightls they are sometirnes given equal weight16 or interpreted in 

an entirely different way than they were meant to be taken." As a result, care needs to 

be taken in considering Plutarch's evidence against Xenophon's. Xenophon, therefore, 

cannot be accused of being biased in Light of evidence from either Plutarch or Diodoms 

until their sources and motives have been accounted for adequately. given that 

contemporary sources are too fragmentary or too involved in different agendas to be 

judged definitely superior to Xenophon. 

'O Cf. C.P. Jones, Plutarch and Rome (Oxford, 1971) p.103 and D.A. Russell, Plutarch (London, 1973) 
pp. 100,103-4. 

" Cf. D.A. Russell, "On Reading Plutarch's Lives", in B. Scardigli (ed.), Essays on Plutarch's Lives 
(Oxford, 1995; reprinted from G&R 13 (1966) 139-154) p.79. 

" Cf. Russell, "On Reading Plutarch's Lives", p.78 and Plutarch, pp.100ff.; A. Wardrnan, Plutarch's 
Lives (London, 1 974) pp. 1 8-26; FJ. Frost, Plutarch 's Themistocles. A Historical Commentary (Princeton, 
1980) p.53; P.A. Staciter, A Commentary on Plurarch's Pericles (Chape1 Hill, 1989) p.xxiii. 

l 3  Cf. C.G. Starr, "The Credibility of Early Spartan History", Historia 14 (1965) pp.258-9,263. On 
Plutarch's sources in general see Russell, Plutarch, pp.42-62 and P.A. Stadter, Plurarch's Historical 
Methods (Cambridge, Mass., 1965) pp. 125- 140. 

'' Cf. Wardman, Plutarch's Lives, pp. 138-9; C.B.R. Pelling, "Plutarch's Adaptation of his Source 
Matenal", in B. Scardigli (ed.), Essays on Plutarch's Lives (Oxford, 1995; reprinted from JHS 100 (1980) 
127- 14 1) pp. 125- 154; C.B.R. Pelling, Plutarch. Life of Antony (Cambridge, 1988). pp.34-36. 

lS Stadter, A Commentary on Plutarch 's Pendes, p.lii. Stadter has an instructive list of things to keep 
in mind when reading Plutarch on pp.Ii-lii. 

'' Cf. Frost, Plutarch 's Themistocles, p.56. 

l7 Stadter, A Commentary on Phtorch's Pericles, p.lii (with further references). 
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APPENDIX 2: The battle near Sardis in 394 

There has been much discussion about Xenophon's account of this battle because it 

differs so greatly from the more impressive victory for Agesilaus which is descnbed by 

the Oxyrhynchus historian (HO II(6)4-6; followed by Diodorus 14.80.1-4 through 

  ph or us)." Which version is the more historically correct is not an easy question to 

answer. If it could be ascertained with certainty that the version in the HO was more 

accurate,19 it would certainiy add weight to arguments that Xenophon was not so pro- 

Agesilaus as many think but arguments have been presented clauning superiority for each 

side." What is certain is that Xenophon portrays Agesilaus' campaign as ineffective, 

particularly in view of the pnor massive preparations at Ephesus (HG 3.4.16-1 8).2' 

APPENDM 3: The Agesüaus 

In the Agesilaus Xenophon makes it perfectly clear that his purpose is to wnte an 

encomium praising Agesilaus (Exa~vov ypb~ai, Ages. 1.1; &y~Ci,piov not Opijvov, 10.3; 

Exaivo~,  11.1). The very fact that his two portraits of Agesilaus differ substantially - a 

glorified picture in the Agesilaus venus a less-flattering, more-balanced picture in the 

- - - - -- - - 

On which see A. Andrewes, "Notion and Kyzikos: The Sources Compared", JHS 102 (1982) p.15; 
V. Gray, "The Value of Diodorus Siculus for the years 41 1-386 B.C.", Hennes 115 (1987) p.73; Dillery, 
XHT, p.272 n.56. 

'' As argued by Bruce, An Historical Cornrnenrary on the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, pp.150-6. 

J.K. Anderson, "The BattIe of Sardis in 395 B.C.", CSCA 7 (1974) pp.27-53, V. Gray. "Two different 
approaches to the Battle of Sardis", CSCA 12 (1979) pp. 183-200, C.D. Hamilton, Agesilaur and the Failure 
of S p a m n  Hegemony (Ithaca, 1991) pp.97-9 and G. Wylie, "Agesilaus and the Battle of Sardis", Klio 74 
(1992) pp. 1 18- 130 are on X.'s side; Dillery, XHT, pp. 1 10-1 12 argues that X. presents a smaller battle, thus 
allowing both versions to be correct; J. DeVoto "Agesilaus and Tissaphemes near Sardis", Hennes 116 
(1988) pp.41-53 also argues that both versions have ment but also that both have flaws because of the 
authors' differing motives; X.'s motive, in DeVoto's view, is to make Agesilaus look good. McKechnie 
& Kern, Hellenica Oiayrhynchia, pp.141-146 decline to pass judgement. 

'' Cf. Dillery, XHT. p.114 although 1 do not agree with his reasoning that X. described the campaign 
thus because his own panhellenic dreams were shattered; so also contra Gray, "Two Different Approaches 
to the Battie of Sardis", pp.188-191 who sees X.'s account as designed to show Agesilaus as an ideal 
commander. 



Hellenica (for which see Chapter 4.3) - suggests that Xenophon is conscious of a 

distinction between the two genres of writing: historical and encorniastic. Further. 

evidence from other writers in antiquity confms that Xenophon is working within the 

conventions of his day. 

1. Though the two following statements post-date Xenophon considerably, they set out 

concisely the attitude to the difference in the two styles of writing, an attitude which can 

be inferred from other evidence (see below) to have k e n  in place at the time Xenophon 

was wnting: a) Polybius (c.200- 1 18). speaking about Philopoemen, writes (10.21 3): 

and b) Lucian cc. 1 17- 167 A.D.) remarks (Hist. Conscr. 7): 

This is not to suggest that ancient historians attained or even adhered to the 'tnith', or 

that there were not encomiastic elements in historical works, but simply that there was 

a recognised distinction between history and encorni~m.~~ 

2. Further. encomium was classified as a specific style of rhetoricai writing with specific 

conventions as seen in the two earliest complete rhetorical handbooks which survive, both 

of which were written not long after Xenophon lived. First, in his R h e t ~ r i c a ~ ~  Anstotle 

divides rhetoricai speeches into three main categories: deliberative, forensic and 

" Impartiality seems a far more Iikely rendering of &Xqûf) than 'histoncal truth'. On this see A.J. 
Woodman, Rhetoric in Classical Historiography (London & Sydney, 1988) passim; on encomiastic historical 
wnting, see ibid., pp.4 147. 

Written c.330~; see J.H. Freese, Aristotle. The "Art" of Rhetoric, (London, 1926) p-xxii and for a 
fuller discussion G.A. Kennedy, Aristotle on Rhetoric: A The00 of Civic Discourse (Oxford, 1991) pp.299- 
305. 



epideictic (Rh. 1358b6-8). Epideictic is further subdivided into speeches of praise and 

blame ( ~ b  pEv Exaivoç d 6E y6y05, Rh- 1358bl1-12). Encomium he later describes as 

a specific type of praise, composed to gloriQ someone who has already accomplished 

something noble (as opposed to a general speech of praise about someone likely to 

accomplish great things, Rh. 1367b2~-39).~~ Secondly, the author of the Rhetorica ad 

~Zexandnun,~~ like Aristotie, speaks of three categones of speech, one of which again 

is epideictic and which includes speeches of praise and blame (&y~optamrc6v, 

~ J E ~ K ~ V ,  Rh.Al. 1421b10); unlike Aristotle he does not distinguish between general 

praise and encorni~rn.~~ The inclusion of encomium and the exclusion of history in 

these handbooks is again evidence of a formal distinction between the two forms.*' 

3. The two rhetorical handbooks clearly reflected contemporary practice and although 

they should not be taken as a 'key' to earlier w ~ r k s , * ~  undoubtedly the skius and 

techniques descnbed therein would have developed over a considerable period of time. 

Prose encornium and the principles governing its construction likely became popular 

'' Arist. Rh. l358b 1 1-29 and l366a 1 - I368aW expand on the purpose and content of epideictic speeches. 

The work generally appean as part of the Arktotelian corpus but is not held to be by Aristotle. Some 
(e.g., G.A. Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece (London, 1963) pp. 1 14-1 15) have suggested that the 
historian/rhetorician Anaximenes (c.380-20) is the author but this is difficult to prove with certainty. It does 
seem likely, however, that the work is a product of the second half of the fourth century; see S. Homblower, 
Thucydides (London, 1987) p.47 and n. I O  there for further references. Al1 references to the Rh.AI. will be 
to H. Rackharn' s Loeb edition which follows Bekker; line numbers, therefore, are approximate. 

26 Further elaboration of the purpose and contents of encomia are found at RkAi. 1425b36-1426b22, 
14.40b5-1441 bl3. 

" See also Polybius 12.28.8-28a.2, who reports that Ephoms and Tirnaeus distinguished between oratory 
and historiography. Cicero does include history in his list of types of oratory (de Orat. 2.35-6; for a 
discussion see Woodman, Rhetoric, pp.78-98) and links it closely with epideictic oratory (Orat. 37, 66; cf. 
Hermog. Id. 417.28-418.1; Woodman, ibid., p.99 and notes). This does not mean that he does not 
distinguish between encomium and history, he does (see, e.g., Art. 1.9.10; Woodman, ibid., p.92); he is 
simply classifying both types of wnting as oratorical. This classification is not too surprising given that 
rhetorical training was part of ancient education (indeed. Ephorus and Theopompus, both 'historians', were 
atleged to be pupils of Isocrates) and that every historian makes use of rhetorical devices to some degree. 

Hornblower, Thucydides, p.49 n. 16 uses this tenninology to warn against seeing the Rh.AI. as a 'key' 
to Thucydides. 



under the influence of Gorgias and other fifth century sophists" and two compositions 

prior to Xenophon's encomium reveai structurai principles similar to those found in the 

Agesilarrs and those laid down in the later handbooks: 

a) Plato, in his ~ymposiwn,M has the tragedian Agathon, a devotee of Gorgias 

(Pl. Smp. 198~1-5), compose an encornium to Eros (194e4-197e8). Both Stuart and Dover 

point out the many similarities between Agathon's speech, Xenophon's Agesilaus and the 

advice in the Rhetorica ad ~lexandnun." Most important to note in this respect is the 

form the praise of Eros takes. Agathon says he will set out what Eros is and then what 

he brings. The second part of this twofold purpose is accomplished by proclaiming that 

Eros has four v h e s  and by giving proofs for each of these virtues: justice 

(8ricaiodv-q. 196b6-c3), moderation (aa$poaOvq, 196~3-S), courage (6rv6pda, 196~8- 

d4), and wisdom (ao@fa, 196d5-197b9). This pattern conforms to that given in the 

Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (1440b 19-20; cf. 1441b4-8)32 and, indeed. these four virtues 

with proofs are found, in the same order even, in Xenophon's Agesilaus (justice, Ages. 

4; moderation, 5; courage, 6.1-3; wisdom, 6.4-8). Xenophon does not restrict his list to 

four virtues nor, should it be noted, does Aristotle (Rh. 1366b1-3) who also includes the 

same four but the above virtues seern to form the core in a work of praise.') Further, 

Agathon, at the end of his speech provides an elaborate and dazzling surnmation of Eros' 

virtues, full of various rhetorical flourishes and literary devices (PI. Smp. ~97dl-e5). '~ 

Xenophon too has a summation (Ages. I l) .  It is perhaps not as poetic but the expression 

29 Stuart, EGRB, pp.88-90 convincingly argues for this. 
Written possibly c.384-379 and purporting to present an evening in 4 16 after Agathon's first dramatic 

victory. On this see K. Dover (ed.), Plato: Symposium (Cambridge, 1984) pp.8-10. 

'' Between them, Stuart, EGRB, pp.88-90 and Dover, Plato: Symposium, pp. 1 1-1 2,122ff. lay out the 
main points of cornparison. 

'' The four virtues are given in a slightly different order here and sophrosyne is termed kmq6Eupa.ra 
Evhca. 

33 On the cardind virtues, see Stuart, EGRB, pp.65-6 and Dover, GPM, 66ff. 
Y See Dover. Plam: Symposium, p. 124 (on 194e4-197e8) for the poetic nature of the surnmation. 



is similar: antithesis, paraiielism, chiasmus, pithy maxims, etc? Likewise, the author 

of the Rhetorica ad Alexundrunt saw fit to recornmend such summations at the end of the 

speech (Rh.AI. 144 1 b8-11) and also at any other appropriate point (RhAl. 144 1a20-2 1, 

1441a39-1441b3). 

b) Isocrates' ~ v a ~ o r a s ~ ~  is the only surviving encomium of an histoncai figure 

to pre-date Xenophon's ~ ~ e s i l a u s . ' ~  The priority of the Evagoras, Isocrates' daim for 

originality (Evag. 8), and similar features between the two works have caused some to 

consider the Evagoras Xenophon's mode1 but a better case has been made for the theory 

that they are both following an already developed tradition, as seen, for example, in 

Plato's ~ ~ m p o s i u r n . ~ ~  Though Isocrates' work is nowhere near as structured as 

Xenophon's, the four cardinal virtues cornmon in encornia are attributed also to Evagoras: 

8i~aiodvTl (Evag. 23), o@podhq (22). bv6pda (23),  ao@fa (23), and proofs of 

these virtues appear throughout the whole ~ o r k . ' ~  Piety, too, is included as one of 

Evagoras' noble qualities (Evag. 25-6'38) just as it is said to be one of Agesilaus' (Ages. 

3)." Another recomrnendation made in the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum which is found 

35 See, further, the comments of Breitenbach, RE 1707. 

36 For clarity, Isocrates* orations will, in this appendix, be referred to by their titles rather than by their 
numbers. The Evagoras is 110.9, the Helen is no. IO and the Busiris is no. 1 1. 

'' Evagoras died in 374. Halliwell, "Traditional Conceptions of Character". p.43 dates the work to the 
mid-360s; Stuart, EGRB, p.32 n. 1, by contrast, thinks it was written prior to 370. There is evidence of 
other, no longer extant encornia that precede or are contemporaneous with the Agesilaus: X.'s son Grylius 
apparently inspired encomia (D.L. 2.55) and Isocrates (Ep. 9.1) tells us that other encornia were written 
about Agesilaus. 

3g Stuart, EGRB. pp.80-88 argues convincingly for a "cornmon literary heritage" k ing  the source of 
such similarities as "the didactic appeal ... and commendation of each man as an ethical example" (cf. Evag. 
73-81 and Ages. 10.1-2); the assertion that each of the men is blessed (Evag. 71; Ages. 10.4); the difficulty 
of the task at hand (Evag. 8; Ages. 1.1); and the use of rhetoncal questions (e-g., Evag. 8; Ages. 1.2, 7.2, 
etc.). See also Stuart, ibid., pp.91-118 on the likely exaggeration of Isocrates' claim for originality. 

39 See Halliwell, "Traditional Conceptions of Character", p.49 for references. 

Isocrates also wrote an encomium of Helen (c.380 according to Kennedy, The Arr of Persuasion in 
Greece, p. 188 11-94; c.370 according to L. Van Hook, Isocrates, h b  vo1.3 o n d o n ,  1961) p.59) in which 
he provides a mini-encomium, as it were, of Theseus to whom he also ascribes the sarne four basic virtues 
and piety (Helen 18-37, particularly 31; kmflpq rrpd5 rbv srbkpov is equivdent to ao$[u, the only 
virtue not actually narned as such). 



in both the Agesilaus and the Evagoras is the setting out of the subject's genealogy. The 

advice given is to concentrate only on any glorious ancestors (Rh.Af. l44Ob29- 144 1 a1 3; 

cf. Arist. Rh. 1367b30-2) and. as it happens. in both encomia, only divine ancestry is 

discussed (Evag. 12- 18; Ages. 1.2; cf. also Isoc. Helen 16). Further, the Evagoras, like 

the Agesilaus and Agathon's speech in the Symposium (see above) contains a summary 

section full of antithetical statements (Evag. 43-46). 

4. Finaily, similarities not just in structure but also in substance are common to surviving 

encomia (i.e. those discussed above). As Lucian remarked (see above) writers of encornia 

were under no obligation to make any pretence of sticking to the tmth or to be impartial, 

as the case may be. Lucian's cornments echo those found in the Rhetorica ad 

Alexandmm (1425b36-38) early in the discussion of encornia: 

and those put in Socrates' rnouth irnmediately after Agathon's speech (Pl. Smp. 198d3- 

e2): 

Isocrates, too, passes comment on this pnnciple of encorniastic writing (Busiris 4): 

Exaggeration, misrepresentation and even fiction, therefore, were al1 acceptable and 

expected methods of composing an encornium. 

A cornparison of Xenophon's descriptions of Agesilaus' succession to the throne 

in Sparta (Ages. 1.5; HG 3.3.1-3) should suffice to show that Xenophon conformed to the 

above-discussed distinction between encomium and history and to the general pnnciples 
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goveming the composition of encornia. In the Hellenica Agesilaus is shown contesting 

for the throne against his nephew Leotychidas, the son and heir of Agis, and, in collusion 

with Lysander who provides an interpretation of an oracle which decidedly favours 

Agesilaus, Agesilaus gains his end (see above Chapter 4.3.1). It is a less than auspicious 

beginning to his reign. In the encomium, however, events are described very differently. 

Agesilaus is, it is true, said to be contesting for the throne against Leotychidas but 

Xenophon's choice of words makes the challenge appear much more noble than it is 

depicted in the Hellenica. First, Agesilaus is here called the son of Archidamus rather 

than the brother of Agis as he is in the Hellenica (HG 3.3.1). This creates the illusion 

that the contest is between two equally worthy candidates rather than between an uncle 

and his nephew (a relationship clearly defined in the Hellenica). Secondly, in the 

encomium the word which Xenophon uses for 'struggle' or 'contest' is épf(w whereas 

he uses drvnhfyo in the Hellenica (3.3.1). The former is a far more pwtic word4' and 

one which, by virtue of its frequent presence in Homer's epics, possibly calls to mind a 

great heroic struggle between two worthy opponents. Funher, in the encomium, 

Xenophon relates that the state chooses Agesilaus because he is more blarneless in birth 

and virtue than Leotychidas. The mention of the supenority of birth is brief and nearly 

overshadowed by further rhetorical exaggeration about Agesilaus' virtue. In the 

Hellenica, by contrast, there is absolutely no mention of Agesilaus' worthiness in terms 

of virtue; the whole question of succession rests on perceived worthiness of birth and this 

is determined by the intervention of Lysander and his manipulation of both an oracle and 

the superstitions of the Spartans themselves. AU mention of the influence of Lysander 

is absent from the encomium as it would naturally detract from the focus on Agesilaus' 

virtues. 

4 '  LSJ S.V. kpE&t~ and &vnUp. 



APPENDM 4: Speeches in Xenophon's works 

Xenophon does not explicitiy set out any comments on his use of speeches as Thucydides 

does (Th. 1.22). but he does appear to follow a sirnilar method: to record what is 

fitting." Though Xenophon was in a position to be present at many of the speeches 

which he recounts in the Anabasis and, to a lesser degree, in the Hellenica, we need not 

suppose that he has reported them word for word and, in fact, probability and the obvious 

artistry and rhetorical influence seen in the speeches would suggest 0therwise.4~ 

Roisman regards "the main arguments of the speeches as essentially authentic as long as 

they do not flatly contradict what is elsewhere said in the Anabasis or in other sources"" 

but he gives no examples of contradictions of this sort within the Anabmis and his second 

criterion implies that he automatically considers other sources to be more authentic. It 

is not always clear when or if Xenophon is using speeches to express his own view, apart, 

of course, from speeches he attributes to himself." What is evident is that, in addition 

to adhering generaily to Thucydides* criterion, Xenophon uses speeches for didactic 

purposesP6 to portray character?' and to elucidate general historical circurn~tances.~~ 

'' For an example of this in a specific context see M.H. Hansen, "The Battle Exhortation in Ancient 
Historiography", Historia 42 (1993), p.173. Cf. the conclusions of J. Buckler, "Xenophon's Speeches and 
the Theban Hegemony", Arhenaeurn 60 (1982) pp.203-204 though he tends too much towards seeing X. as 
wishing to "save the image of Spartan honour from stain" (ibid., p.203 n.57). 

" Cf. R.J. Kelly, Studies in the Speeches in the First Book of Xenophon's Anabasis, @iss., University 
of California, Berkeley, 1977) p.3 and passint; Buckler, "Xenophon's Speeches", passim. 

Roisman, "Klearchos", pp.34-35 n. 15. 

" Contra F. Walbank, Speeches in the Greek Historians (The Third Myres Mernorial Lecture; Oxford, 
1965) p.S. Gray, The Character of X.'s Hellenica, p.185 sees X.'s view emerging in Polydamus' speech 
(6.1.4- 16) and DiIlery, XHT, pp.244-S in Callistra!us' speech (6.3. IO-17). See, by contrast, the cautionary 
remarks of Higgins, Xenophon, p.9. 

Cf.. e.g., Chapter 3.2.2 above on X.'s own exernplary speeches in the Anabusis; Kelly, Studies in the 
Speeches, pp.91-95; I. Moles, "Xenophon and Callicratidas", JHS 1 14 (1994) p.23. 

47 Cf. Higgins, Xenophon, p.9; Kelly, Studies in the Speeches, pp.2,70-71; Gray, The Character of X. 's 
Hellenica, pp. 183-5; Krentz, HG on 1.6.4; Moles, "X. and Callicratidas", p.73; Dillery, XHT, pp.243-249. 
For an opposing view see Westlake, "Individuals in X., Hellenica", pp.205-6: "unfortunately Xenophon 
seldom chooses to adopt this method of throwing light upon leading figures; it is more normaily his practice 
to use speeches attributed to nonentities as the vehicle of his petsonal opinions." 



APPENDIX 5: Clearchus at the battle of Cunaxa 

Whether the banle would have had a more favourable outcome had Clearchus obeyed is 

a moot point. Xenophon may not have approved of Clearchus' disobedience but he is 

also not uncritical of a number of Cyrus' de ci si on^:^^ Cyrus carelessly relaxes his guard 

and allows the army to march in a very disordered way (An. 1.7.20) and, later. when he 

sees Artaxerxes, he loses control of himself and rushes at him madly (An. 1.8.26). Other 

ancient sources which discuss the battle Vary in their assessrnent of Clearchus' role: 

Ctesias, probably followed by Diodorus (through Ephorus), presents Clearchus in a very 

positive light (cf. D.S. 14.22.5-26.7; Plu. Art. 13.7) whereas Plutarch certainly thought 

that Clearchus was to blame (Art. 8.2-8). J.M. Bigwood argues that Diodarus' favourable 

account of Clearchus indeed denved from Ctesias but that Ctesias is generally unreliable 

as a source." She further suggests that Plutarch, who uses Ctesias for much of his life 

of Artaxerxes, is reacting strongly against what he recognises as Ctesias' strong b i d '  

The opinion of modem scholars is sirnilarly divided. Some agree with Plutarch's 

a~sessment;~~ there are defenders of ~learchus;'~ G.L. Cawkwell blames both 

Xenophon, for sloppy reporting of the whole battle, and Cyrus for "lack of 

forethought";" sorne refuse to pass comment;55 J. Hofstetter feels that Xenophon does 

'%.g., Gray, The Character of Xe's Hellenica, p. 122. 

j9 Conrra G. Wylie, "Cunaxa and Xenophon", AC 6 1 (1992) pp. 133-4. 

Bigwood, "The Ancient Accounts of the Battle of Cunaxa", pp.344-5 and n.23 there. Westlake, 
"Diodorus and the Expedition of Cyrus", p.271 n. 17 agrees though he tends to argue (passim) that the 
ultimate source of Diodorus for this period is generalty the Oxyrhynchus historian. 

'' Plutarch's opinion of Ctesias is not very high despite his use of hm; cf. Art. 6.9, 13.5-7. Westlake, 
"Diodorus and the Expedition of Cyrus", p.271 n.18 argues that Plutarch is following X. in blaming 
Clearc hus. 

'' E.g., A.S Walpole, Xenophon: Anabasis I (London, 1960) on 1.8.13; Lenschau, RE 577; Parke, GMS, 
p.32; Wylie, "Cunaxa and Xenophon", pp. 124-6. 

53 E.g., Anderson, MT&P, pp. 17 1-2,184 and Xenophon, pp. 104-5. 

Cawkwell, The Persian Expedition, pp.39-40. 

5s E.g., J. Roisman, "Klearchos in Xenophon's Anabusis", SC1 8-9 (1985-88) p.41. 
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not criticise Clearchus' behaviour at dl? C.T.H.R. Ehrhardt offers a new interpretation 

of the banle altogether? He suggests that Tissaphernes won the battle by purposely 

ordering "his infantry to flee as soon as the Greek charge had begun ... to rernove the 

Greeks from the battlefield"" relying on Clearchus to employ conventional strategy but 

having scythe-bearing chariots ready to cut down the Greeks if they attempted to cut 

across towards Artaxemes. This is possible but Ehrhardt does not sufficiently account for 

Tissaphemes' losses as descnbed at 1.10.8. 

APPENDM 6: Textual Difnculty at An. 6.1.32 

Interpretation of this passage is problematic. The OCT text reads: 

The main problern concerns the construction following ~VEMÂCO,  in the sense 'consent'. 

LSJ show the verb used intransitively (e.g., X. Eq.Mag. 9.7: ~ E Q V  C U V E ~ E ~ ~ V T ~ V )  or 

with nvi ,  i.e. 'consenting to sornething' (e.g., Aen. Tact. 1 1.13). Neither explanation 

works here. The apparatus criticus contains the following information: drp~nv 

ouv~€kXf)oai X (falso tribuitur k&hî)crai E): o u v d p ~ a v  k8~2fpx i  det.: âv auv6cp~e~v 

k&hf)oai Cobet. X is a consensus of the primary codices C B A and E (though E is 

clearly at variance on this point). Det. refers to a consensus of the codices deteriores and 

it seems clear that the reading ouvbrppiv EO~hJlaai is an attempt to make more sense 

out of the grammatical construction of the sentence since o u v & p p  regularly takes a 

dative of person. 

The sense, therefore, in the lesser manuscripts is: 'he [Dexippus] said that he 

56 Hofstetter, Die Griechen in Persien, no.75 n.!. 

'' C.T.H.R. Ehrhardt, "Two notes on Xenophon, Anabmis", AHB 8.1 (1994) pp.1-2. 
Ehrhardt, "Two notes on Xenophon, Anabasis", p.2; cf. also Wylie, "Cunaxa and Xenophon", pp. 129- 

130. 



believed that he I)(enophon] wished to rule Clearchus' army with Timasion the Dardanian 

rather than with himself a Laconian'. Grammaticaiiy this is sound but it makes no sense. 

Nothing in the Anabasis suggests that Xenophon had any desire to rule over Clearchus' 

army jointly with Timasion. At An. 3.1.4647 we are told that the captains of those 

contingents whose generais had been seized by Tissaphernes chose new generals; 

Timasion was chosen in place of Clearchus and Xenophon in place of Proxenus. It is 

difficult to stretch the point by saying that Xenophon wished to have joint rule of 

Clearchus' army as well as cornmand over Proxenus' and so it is necessary to try to make 

sense out of the lectio difidior. To do this it needs to be accepted that GIIVE~EAQI can 

take a dative of person and an infinitive explaining what is being consented to. The sense 

then becomes: 'Dexippus said that he believed that Xenophon consented to Timasion the 

Dardanian ruling Clearchus' army rather than himself being a Laconian'. This 

interpretation coincides with the facts presented elsewhere in the text, namely An. 3.1.46- 

47 (as above) and An. 6.6.34 where Cleander comrnents that he had been hearing that the 

army was being tumed against the Spartans by Xenophon. The latter is precisely what 

my proposed reading of An. 6.1.32 suggests. 

APPENDIX 7:  The Cyropaedia and the Respublicn Lacedaemoniorum 

Despite the obvious difference in scaie, superficial similarities between the Lac. and the 

Cyropaedia signal that the Cyropaedia is not unimportant for understanding and 

interpreting correctly the Lac. Xenophon begins both works by considering a certain 

phenornenon; the verbal similarity is striking: &hhm kyd~ k w o i j a a ~  x o ~ t  (Lac. 1.1); 

EwoiCk no0 * Qpiv &$VETO (Cyr. 1.1.1; cf. 1.1 .3).59 In the one he marvels (Oau@Co, 

three times in 1.1) at Spartan power and renown and Lycurgus, in the other at Cyrus' 

'' Cf. Breitenbach. RE 1747; Tatum. X. 's Imperia1 Fiction, p.51 and p.254 11-27; Gera. X. *s Cjropaedia, 
p.11 n.42. 



ability to govem men (Cyrus is &ciov 6vra Baup&@8m, Cyr. 1.1.6).~' He is then 

led from such reflections to an examination of the way of life of the Spartans and that of 

the Persians - the one supposedly producing a powerful state, Sparta, the other a powefil 

leader, Cyms. Cornparison with other States is noted (Luc. passim; Cyr. 1.2.2-3) and in 

both there is a discussion of the education system for citizen males divided by age groups 

(Lac. 2- 10; Cyr. 1.2.3- 16). Finally, there are also similar sections expressing 

disillusionment with present circumstances at (Cyr. 8.8)6' or near (lac. 14) the end of 

both works. However, despite such similarities, it is the marked differences which help 

shed light on what Xenophon is trying to do in the Lac.: Sparta, Xenophon says, only 

appeared (oùaa ... @&ml, Luc. 1.1) to be powerful whereas Cyrus definitely was powerful 

(Cyr. 1.1.3 and passim); the Persian system of education is presented in a much more 

positive way than the Spartan, i.e. "to suppress wrongdoing not by punishrnent but by 

aiming so to dispose educated people that they do not want to do ~ r o n ~ " ; ~ ~  Cyrus' 

paideia consists not just of the Persian system but also of the far less regulated Median 

systern as well (Cyr. 1.3.1-1.4.25); Cyrus is portrayed as a successful ruler of a vast 

empire of different races (Cyr. 1.1.1-6) and the Cyropaedia shows how he achieved this 

whereas, in the Hellenica, the Spartans are shown to be incapable of ruling a much 

smdler number of linguistically-compatible states6) - the Lac. helps to explain why this 

is so; and, in the end, though both Cyms and the Spartans had to transcend aspects of 

60 Cf. Zimmermann, "Macht und Charakter", p.234 n. 1 1. 

61 Accepting the authenticy of Cyr. 8.8 are Breitenbach, RE 1741-2; Delebeque, Essai, pp.405-8; 

Higgins, Xenophon, p.57 n.70; A.B. Breebart, "From Victory to Peace: Some Aspects of Cyrus' State in 
Xenophon's Cyrupaedia", Mnernosyne 36 (1983) p.133 n.52; Due, The Cyropaedia, p.235; Tatum, X.'s 
Imperia1 Fiction, pp.215-239; Gera, X. 's Cyropaedia, pp.299-300; denying is Hirsch, The Friendship of the 
Barbarians, pp.92ff. following M. Bitos (ed.), Xhiophon: Cyropbdie, vol. 1 (Paris, 1972) pp. xxvi-xxxvi 
(with more extensive references). 

" Tuplin. "X., Sparta and the Cyropaedia, p.157. For further differences between the two education 
systems see Chapter 5.3.2. 

63 Thus contra Carlier, "L'Idée de monarchie imp6rialeW, p. 160 who thinks that the Cyropaedia is ironic; 
cf. Due, The Cyropaedia, pp.212-3 for a critical examination of Carlier's argument. 
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their respective upbnnging in order to attain p ~ w e r . ~  Cyrus was able to maintain his 

dominance only by rejecting the Persian systern whereas Sparta lost her dominance by 

resisting full-scale change to her system. 

6.8 On Cyrus' manipulation of the Persian system after his years in Media, see W.R. Newell, "Tyranny 
and the Science of Ruling in Xenophon's Education of Cyrus", Journal of Politics 45 (1983) pp.897-8 and 
Tatum, X. 's Imperia1 Fiction, passim; see Proietti, passim, on Lysander's non-Spartan ways. 
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