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PREFACE

The ‘Xenophon factory’ (Albert Rijksbaron’s term) is ripe for reopen-
ing. Scholarship on both Xenophon and the Greek language has pro-
gressed considerably since the profusion of editions of Anabasis (aimed
mainly at schools) in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The
aims of this volume are to offer up-to-date guidance on literary, historical
and cultural aspects of Anabasis and to help students read Greek better.
To achieve these goals, the volume draws on the pragmatic approach to
the Greek language that provides the methodology for the Cambridge
Grammar of Classical Greek (of which LH is one of the authors) and devotes
specific attention to Xenophon’s lexical innovations. In the conviction
that Xenophon is just as important (if not more so) to the development
of Greek historiography, and of Greek prose in general, as Herodotus and
Thucydides, we have made Xenophon’s narrative strategies another focal
point of this commentary, and we frequently home in on the reception of
episodes from Anabasis 111 in antiquity.

This commentary could not have been completed without help
from many quarters. We are extremely grateful to the series editors Pat
Easterling, Neil Hopkinson and Richard Hunter for their comments and
guidance; to Michael Sharp, Marianne Nield and Mary Bongiovi for over-
seeing the production at Cambridge University Press; and to Iveta Adams
for her wonderfully clear and rigorous copy-editing. Rhiannon Ash,
Emily Baragwanath, Michel Buijs, John Dillery, Marco Dorati, Michael
Flower, William Furley, Simon Hornblower, Christopher Pelling, Albert
Rijksbaron, Nick Stylianou and Athanassios Vergados all provided com-
ments on sections of the commentary, while Andreas Willi read part of
the Introduction. Chris Pelling and Andreas Willi also answered specific
queries, as did John Ma, Christopher Tuplin and the late Martin West.
Stephen Duncan, Antoine Jérusalem and Chris Stevens, the Engineering
tutors at St Hugh’s College, offered advice on g.5.8-11. Our interpreta-
tion of §.4.21 has been helped by extensive discussion with Chris Pelling,
Scott Scullion and David Thomas (all of whom still disagree with us, and
with each other). David Thomas further deserves especial thanks for his
detailed comments on the entire volume and further email exchanges
about particular &mopicn. We also received valuable feedback on drafts
from participants in a number of graduate seminars on Xenophon (TR’s
at UCLA in spring 2015, LH’s at Leiden University in winter 2016 and
Emily Baragwanath’s at UNC Chapel Hill in spring 2016) as well as from
participants in workshops on commentaries held in Heidelberg and
Amsterdam. More practical assistance was offered by Lucy Gwynn of Eton
College Library, who supplied photographs of MS E; Emily Robotham,
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who provided bibliographical help at an early stage; Jonathan Griffiths,
who did most of the work on the indexes; and Lionel Scott, who sent a
CD-ROM with images from Google Earth for each stage of the route.

For LH, work on the commentary began at Merton College, Oxford,
and he wishes to express a debt of gratitude to the Warden and Fellows of
that institution. Soon after, however, the commentary became integral to
his work in the Heidelberg ERC group Experience and Teleology in Ancient
Narrative (ERC Grant Agreement n. 312321 (AncNar)); he wishes in par-
ticular to acknowledge the support of Jonas Grethlein. Finally LH would
like to thank Rhiannon Ash for her hospitality in Oxford at various times.
TR would like to thank Andrea Capovilla and his son Simon for putting
up with Xenophon with such good humour, and the Principal and Fellows
of St Hugh'’s College, Oxford, for providing an ideal setting in which to
work as well as a year’s sabbatical leave in 2014-15.

K. W. Kriiger’s 1826 commentary on Anabasis starts with a dedication
TOIZ TWN MYPIWN MIMHTAIZ TOIZ TIPOX THN TWN BAPBAPWN KAl
KPYTTTOBAPBAPWN WMOTHTA KAI ATIIZTIAN KAI AXZEBEIAN KAl AOT®I
KAI EPTWI ATWNIZAMENOIZ TE KAl ATWNIZOMENOIZ (‘to the imitators of
the Ten Thousand, who have contended and contend in word and deed
against the savagery, faithlessness and impiety of the barbarians and crypto-
barbarians’). The surprising thing about this dedication is that it purports
to come from Xenophon himself, relayed to the commentator from the
underworld by the god Hermes. Hermes’ accompanying letter suggests
that the ‘imitators’ Xenophon had in mind were not just those fighting
at that time for Greek independence but also liberals struggling against
reactionary political and educational measures in Prussia following the
defeat of Napoleon. We have no message from Xenophon to report, and
the strong racial overtones in the reception history of Anabasis are one
reason why we are reluctant to invoke the language of ‘crypto-barbarism’
ourselves. But we hope at least that this collaboration may stand as a testi-
monial to the benefits of co-operation between European nations.

As for the dedication of our own work: LH would like to dedicate it to
his teacher, Roel Groenink, who introduced him to Anabasis at school and
turned that first encounter with Greek literature into a transformative
experience; TR would like to express his deep gratitude to Robert Parker
and Simon Hornblower, his tutors while he was an undergraduate at Oriel
and a constant source of inspiration since.
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GENERAL PRINCIPLES

Abbreviations of ancient authors and works generally follow OCD and LSJ.
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impossible to distinguish the historical figure from the character.
T followed by a numeral refers to the outline in the Appendix on

topography (pp. 42—4).
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INTRODUCTION

1 CYRUS AND THE PERSIAN EMPIRE

The events X. describes in Anabasis §' were an unexpected consequence
of the ambitions of a Persian prince, Cyrus. In 407* Cyrus had been
appointed by his father, Darius II, to a special command in western Asia
Minor. Previously the Persian satrap (3.4.31n.) Tissaphernes had played
off the two protagonists of the Peloponnesian War (431-404), Athens
and Sparta, against each other. But now Cyrus’ arrival marked the start
of concerted Persian support for Sparta — the ultimate cause of Spartan
victory in the war. In return, Cyrus received Spartan support (700 hop-
lite troops under a Spartan general Chirisophus) for his attempt to over-
throw his brother Artaxerxes, who had succeeded to the Persian throne
on the death of Darius in 405. Despite a bold march into the heart of the
Persian empire, the attempt failed, and it was this failure and the subse-
quent breakdown of negotiations with the Persians that left the surviving
Greek soldiers in the desperate position on the banks of the Greater Zab
described at the start of Book g.

What had been at stake in Cyrus’ rebellion was rule over the vast Persian
empire, which stretched from the shores of Asia Minor to Afghanistan
and India.? At around the start of the first millennium, the Persians, who
spoke a language from the Iranian branch of Indo-European, had moved
(probably from central Asia) to what is now the region of Fars (Greek
Persis) in south-west Iran. They appear as tribute-payers in Assyrian
inscriptions from the ninth century, and seem to have fallen under the
control of the Medes (also speakers of an Iranian language) in the latter
part of the seventh century, after the overthrow of the Assyrians (g.4.7—
12n.). The Persian empire itself was founded by Cyrus II (known as ‘the
elder Cyrus’ or ‘Cyrus the Great’; Old Persian Kiirush), who ruled 559-
530. Cyrus defeated the Medes, conquered the wealthy Lydian empire in
western Asia Minor, thereby bringing under his sway the Greek cities in
that region which had been subjected by the Lydian king Croesus, and
then seized control in Babylonia. He also expanded Persian rule east-
wards. Cyrus’ son Cambyses extended the empire further by conquering

' The title Anabasis (‘March upcountry’) applies properly only to the first of its
seven books; similarly Cyropaedia applies only to the first stages of that work. It is
not certain that the titles of X.’s works are original.

* Dates in sections 1-6 of the Introduction are BcC unless indicated otherwise.

3 Briant 2002 is the fundamental study of the Persian empire. See also Waters
2014 for an accessible shorter account and Kuhrt 2007 for a valuable collection
of sources. For X.’s presentation of Persia, see CCX g60-75; Hirsch 1985; Tuplin
2004a.
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Egypt in 525. Cambyses’ death was followed by political disorder which
was resolved when Darius seized power and founded the Achaemenid
dynasty (Darius sought to connect his own family with Cyrus’ by claim-
ing a common ancestor, Achaemenes). It was during Darius’ reign that
the first major clashes between Greeks and Persians occurred: the Greek
cities in Ionia revolted from Persian rule in 499 and received help from
Athens, which led to the burning of part of the satrapal capital Sardis.
Some years later, in 490, Darius sought revenge by sending an expedition
against mainland Greece, but his army was defeated by the Athenians
at Marathon (g.2.11n.). His son Xerxes sent a larger expedition in 480,
but this too was defeated (g.2.13n.), though it did succeed in burning
the Athenian acropolis. From that point the Persians made no further
attempts on mainland Greece; when opportunity arose towards the end of
the century, however, they sought to strengthen their hold on Asia Minor
(their claim to which they had never abandoned) by supporting Sparta
against Athens, which after the victory over Xerxes had established a posi-
tion of hegemony over many of the coastal cities and offshore islands (a
peace treaty between Persia and Athens may have been agreed in the
early 440s).

The account offered in Anabasis of the background to Cyrus’ revolt is
sketchy. X. mentions the official Spartan support only allusively (1.2.21,
4.2; contrast the much more explicit treatment at Hell. 3.1.1).1 He says
nothing about the state of the Persian empire (Cyrus may have been
encouraged to strike when he did by a revolt against Persian rule in Egypt
(cf. 2.1.14, 5.13)) and little about the attachments of the Persian nobil-
ity.5 As for Cyrus’ motives, it is Plutarch (Artax. 2.4) who mentions that
his claim to the throne was based on his having been the first son born
after Darius became king — though this version may be influenced by
Herodotus’ possibly unreliable account of the succession of Xerxes (7.2—
3). X. suggests instead that Cyrus’ revolt was an escalation of the suspicion
between the brothers that had been fostered by Tissaphernes, who felt
himself overshadowed by Cyrus’ appointment in Asia Minor. This account
might seem to prepare a bit too well for the stress on the mutual suspi-
cion between Greeks and Persians that features strongly in Anabasis 2—3.
That it is at least plausible may nonetheless be seen from other examples
of fraternal hostility in the Achaemenid court: thus Darius II had seized
power by overthrowing a half-brother who had himself killed his brother.

+ Similarly sketchy is X.’s account of relations after the army’s arrival at the
Black Sea coast between Spartan officials and the Spartiate Neon, who takes over
(unelected) from Chirisophus when the latter is absent seeking ships from the
Spartans and then after his death (see Huitink and Rood 2016: 217-18).

5 Against recent Achaemenid historians who stress loyalty to the king, Lee 2016
argues that many elite Persians hedged their bets.
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A clearer picture emerges in Anabasis of the way Cyrus presented his
plans to the Greek mercenaries. When he was gathering the different con-
tingents, he used a variety of pretexts, including the suggestion that he was
preparing a punitive expedition against the Pisidians (1.1.11, 3.1.9), who
occupied a mountainous region north of Lycia and Pamphylia and were
perceived as troublesome (g3.2.2gn.). This suggestion was later used as a
pretext for the whole army (1.2.1). Later still, when the army mutinied
at Tarsus, after bypassing the Pisidians in its march through Asia Minor,
Cyrus responded by claiming that he was leading them against a personal
enemy on the Euphrates (1.3.20) rather than against the king, as they
suspected (1.8.1). It was only when the Greeks reached the Euphrates
that he finally revealed that he was actually leading them against the king
(1.4.11).

X.’s detailed picture of Cyrus’ subterfuge is complicated by his claim
that the object of the expedition was known all along to one of the Greek
generals — the Spartan exile Clearchus (8.1.10).° The first-century univer-
sal historian Diodorus, by contrast, claims that all the generals knew that
Cyrus was marching against the king (14.19.9). In view of the controversy
generated by Cyrus’ expedition, X. might be thought to be defending
the other generals and the army as a whole from the charge that they
knowingly sought to overthrow the king (for an Athenian, even following
Cyrus was controversial, given his role in the Peloponnesian War, g.1.5n.).
Diodorus’ statement, however, may not accurately reflect his likely source,
the fourth-century historian Ephorus, or else Ephorus may have extrapo-
lated this claim from X.” In any case, X.’s claim that Clearchus alone
knew of Cyrus’ plans is restricted to those Greeks who were with Cyrus
from the start; Cyrus’ aim must have been known to Chirisophus, but he
joined the expedition only at a later date.® X.’s main concern, then, is to
build up a picture of close collaboration between Cyrus and Clearchus:
on his first mention, Clearchus is said to be admired by Cyrus (1.1.9); he
is shown manipulating the soldiers into following Cyrus when they mutiny
at Tarsus (1.3); he is the only Greek admitted into Cyrus’ tent for the trial
of an errant Persian officer (1.6); and he holds a position on the right
wing in the decisive battle against the king at Cunaxa (1.8.4).9

The march through Asia Minor and down the Euphrates is described
by X. in Anabasis 1. That book ends with Cyrus’ death at Cunaxa and his

% Earlier X. states that the soldiers suspected all the generals of having had
prior knowledge (1.4.12); at 1.3.21 (‘no one had been told even then that he was
leading them against the king, at least not openly (év T@! ye gavepii)’) he hints at
secret information.

7 Stylianou 2004: 87.

% Bassett 2001: 12 wrongly impugns X.’s reliability on this account.

9 Cunaxa is named as the location of the battle at Plut. Artax. 8.2 (butnot by X.).
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Greek mercenaries stranded in the heart of the Persian empire. The rest
of Anabasis tells the story of their unexpected survival — their return to
the sea up the Tigris valley (Book g), through Kurdistan and Armenia
(Book 4), their march along the Black Sea coast, and finally, on their
approach to the Hellespont and after they have crossed over into Europe,
their dealings with the Spartans (now the dominant power in Greece)
and Seuthes, a Thracian dynast (Books 5—7). It is an exciting tale in its
own right and a useful source for the Persian empire (e.g. 3.4.17, 31nn,;
Tuplin 2004a) - even if modern Achaemenid historians have been frus-
trated that it does not do more to supplement the knowledge gained in
the past century from the discovery of clay tablets from Persepolis and
other archival material. But the fame of the account has above all lain in
its depiction of the army with which Xenophon was serving.

2 THE TEN THOUSAND

The Ten Thousand has been the term used since antiquity to describe
the mercenaries recruited by Cyrus’ Greek generals;'* in Anabasis X. most
often calls them ‘the Greeks’ (for his other works, see g.2.17n.). His care-
ful delineation of the different contingents reveals that their total num-
ber was in fact 12,900 — that is, 10,600 heavy-armed troops (hoplites) and
2,300 light-armed (peltasts). It was presumably the largest unit of Greek
mercenaries ever assembled, foreshadowing the increasing importance of
mercenaries and the growing specialization of the art of war in the Greek
world in the fourth century."

The Ten Thousand have often been seen as a model political unit.
Thus Edward Gibbon contrasted the lassitude of a Roman army stranded
in Mesopotamia after the death of the emperor Julian with the vigorous
response of the Ten Thousand at the start of Anabasis g, following the loss
of their generals: ‘Instead of tamely resigning themselves to the secret
deliberations and private views of a single person, the united councils
of the Greeks were inspired by the generous enthusiasm of a popular
assembly: where the mind of each citizen is filled with the love of glory,
the pride of freedom, and the contempt of death.’'* From the nineteenth
century onwards, the qualities displayed by the Ten Thousand have been

'** Plut. Ant. 45.12; Arr. Anab. 1.12.3, 2.7.8; Justin 5.11.10; Suda § 48 Adler;
note also the interpolation éx Tév &uei ToUs pupious in the f MSS at An. 5.3.3. The
term could have been partly inspired by An. 3.2.31, 5.7.9, 6.4.3 (cf. Schaefer 1961
on 10,000 as a desirable size for a city). Bonner 1910 points out that they were
roughly 10,000 when they reached the Black Sea.

" On Greek mercenaries, see Parke 1933; Trundle 2004. On the influence of
this increasing specialization on X.’s language, see section 5 below.

'* Gibbon 1994: 1.951. Cf. Gillies 1790: 11.§17 n. 2.
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particularly associated with democratic Athens: the French historian
Hippolyte Taine called them ‘a sort of Athens wandering in the middle
of Asia’ (though only a handful of the soldiers are known to have come
from that city).'3

However they have been viewed subsequently, the Ten Thousand did
not start out as a ‘polis on the march’. They were originally part of a much
larger army that included many non-Greeks. While the Greek component
of this larger army always seems to have marched together, it was itself a
collection of smaller units, ranging from 500 to 2,000 in size, enlisted
by Cyrus’ Greek generals (otpatnyoi) in Asia Minor, the Chersonese and
the Greek mainland. These units were divided into companies (Aéxo1) of
about a hundred men, each led by a captain (Aoxayds) and itself divided
into still smaller units (3.4.21n.); there were also strong bonds between
tent-mates (oUoknvor).'t Besides this, the contingents were at times caught
up in the rivalries among the Greek generals who were competing for
Cyrus’ favour: during the mutiny at Tarsus, Clearchus attracted to his con-
tingent more than 2,000 of the troops with Xenias and Pasion (1.3.7) —
both of whom soon thereafter abandoned the expedition (1.4.7); later,
the troops of the main rivals, Clearchus and Meno, almost came to blows
(1.5.12-17).

In X.’s account, it is after the arrest of the generals — in the dramatic
scene at the start of Book g that was picked out by Gibbon — that the Ten
Thousand first function as a unified political community. It is true that,
after Cyrus’ death, there are no further hints of different contingents
within the Greek army (though rivalries among the generals continue).
But decisions are taken by the generals without consultation of the troops
(e.g. 2.1.2—5, 8-23, 2.3-5, 8-12), though the troops do sometimes make

'3 See Rood 2004b: gg-100.

1 These subdivisions do not in themselves weaken the parallel with the polis,
given that the polis too had numerous other types of social bond; the stimulat-
ing study by Lee 2007 argues nonetheless for the priority of these small-scale ties
over the polis model (articulated in the classic sociological analysis of Nussbaum
1967) — though part of Lee’s evidence is the experience of modern soldiers. Cf.
also Dalby 1992; Dillery 1995: 63—95. Hornblower 2004a sees the democratic pat-
tern in other Greek armies too. For analogies of city and army, see e.g. Soph. Aj.
1073-6, Phil. 386-8; Isoc. 6 (proposal that the Spartans should abandon their city
and live like an army off the land); cf. Hdt. 8.61 and the Thucydidean image of the
Athenian army in Sicily as like a city (Avery 1973: 8-13). The political language of
the city was applied to symposia (Dover on Pl. Symp. 176a1-178a5) and to festivals
(the women’s assembly in Ar. Thesm.). Within Anabasis, note the accusation that
Xenophon is a ‘demagogue’ (7.6.4); the terms for voting at 1.4.15, 3.2.9 (with
qualifications in n.), 38(n.), 5.1.4, 14, 6.11, 35, 7.3.14; the judicial language at
4-4-14, 5.7-34, 6.6.18; the formal dealings with Greek cities (e.g. the offer of &évia
at6.1.15); also 3.1.37, g.20onn.
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their views heard (e.g. 2.4.2—4, 5.29), and among the generals Clearchus
assumes a leading role owing to his personal authority (2.2.5; cf. 2.2.21,
4.5, 18). At the start of Book g, by contrast, new generals (Xenophon
among them) are elected to replace the ones who have been lost, and
the whole army meets and votes by hand on a range of proposals. But
it is only a democratic community in a limited sense: no further such
meetings take place in the course of the retreat to the sea, and even at the
first assembly speakers resort to voting only because they are sure of the
outcome (the votes are unanimous), to give the troops the feeling that
their destiny is in their own hands. It is still the generals (sometimes with
the captains) who make all the strategic and tactical decisions (3.8.11-19,
4.21, 5.7-12, 14—-17, 4.1.12-13, 26-8, 3.14-15, 6.7-19).

X. presents the army as most similar to a ‘polis on the march’ after its
arrival at the Black Sea: it now holds frequent meetings,'s votes on some
measures (albeit still with no opposition indicated), and negotiates as a
body with the Greek and non-Greek inhabitants (e.g. 5.5.7—25, 6.2-14,
6.1.15). Even so, the soldiers are hostile to the possibility of establishing
a permanent new polis on the Black Sea coast (5.6.19, 7.1, 6.4.7). The
army’s unity also succumbs to the renewed prominence of its ethnic divi-
sions: an Arcadian group splits off for a time, with disastrous results (6.3;
cf. 5.5.5). Even when the army is united, moreover, the presentation is
not consistently positive: the soldiers increasingly succumb to greed, at
one point even electing a single leader for the sake of greater efficiency
and profit in plundering expeditions (6.1.17-18); and their violence
alienates the Greek cities along the coast (e.g. 5.7.17—26).

For Cyrus the initial attraction of the Greek troops had lain in their
military rather than political qualities. Greek hoplites were experienced
at fighting as a cohesive force. This type of fighting was made possible by
their heavy armour — though just how heavy their armour was and just
how cohesively they fought are both matters of controversy. The tradi-
tional view of hoplites charging and pushing close together may reflect
an ideal rather than reality.'’ In practice there was probably considerable
variation among the hoplites: while they would all presumably have been
equipped with shields of wood faced with bronze and with a long spear for
thrusting and a short sword, their breastplates would have been of either
bronze or folded linen (perhaps with bronze plates), and some would
have worn heavy enclosed bronze helmets, others lighter conical ones.'?
Whatever the differences of armour, the power of a hoplite phalanx is

‘5 For a list (fifteen or sixteen in all), see Ferrario 2014: 196 n. 74.

' The essays in Kagan and Viggiano 2014 offer an overview of different posi-
tions.

‘7 See Snodgrass 1999; Lee 2007: 111-17; also 3.3.20n.
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suggested by two scenes in the opening book of Anabasis: a parade early in
the march where a charge by the hoplites frightens the non-Greek spec-
tators (1.2.15-18), and the battle against the king, which is presented as
an easy victory for the Greek hoplites against the troops stationed oppo-
site them (g.1.23n.). During their retreat, by contrast, it was the hoplites’
ability to adapt to changes in terrain that was vital: mobile companies
were instituted to prevent disorder as the line contracted and expanded
(3-4.19—-23n.), and the troops fought in columns spaced out to outflank
the enemy (4.8.10-19).

Even more vital for the success of the retreat was close co-ordination
with the light-armed troops (g.2.36n.). The peltasts mainly came from
mountainous areas on the fringes of the Greek world; there were many
non-Greeks among them (e.g. 80oo Thracians recruited by Clearchus,
1.2.9). With their equipment of light crescent-shaped wicker shields,
long javelins and short swords, they were far more mobile than hoplites
in mountainous terrain. The diversity of the army was further boosted by
200 Cretan archers (3.8.7n.) and by a volunteer force of slingers consti-
tuted from Rhodians in the course of the retreat (3.3.16n.).

There were also non-combatants accompanying the army, including
market-traders and personal attendants (3.2.36, .16, 4.49nn.).'* In addi-
tion, there were women companions and slaves, though they appear only
infrequently in X.’s account — for instance as dancers or as spectators
of athletic games.'? And as the army progressed it took prisoners, some
of whom acted as guides (g.1.2n.), others as additional sexual partners
(4.1.14,6.3,7.4.7).

Why did so many Greeks enlist with Cyrus?** A broad overview of their
motives is offered when X. explains why the soldiers are opposed to the
idea of founding a city on the shores of the Black Sea: most of them
wanted to return home because they ‘had sailed out not owing to a lack of
livelihood but hearing of Cyrus’ excellence’ (6.4.8; cf. 3.1.gn.). If applied
to the whole army, this comment is belied by X.’s own narrative: there
were some — like the seer Silanus, a particular beneficiary of Cyrus’ gener-
osity (1.7.18) —who had good reason to return home (5.6.17-18, 6.4.13;
cf. 5.7.15), but most of the survivors joined the Spartans at the end of
the expedition, resuming a career of mercenary service in Asia Minor.
X.’s comment at 6.4.8 can still be defended if it is taken to exclude those
members of the Ten Thousand who, even if they came originally from

** For the suppression of slave attendants in ancient historical narratives, see

Hunt 1998; Lee 2007: 256-9 argues that there were in fact relatively few accom-
panying the Ten Thousand.

' Lane Fox 2004c; Lee 2004.

* Roy 1967, with some modification in Roy 2004, is the fundamental study.
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mainland Greece, were already serving as mercenaries in Asia Minor, fol-
lowing a long tradition of such service (in 440, for instance, the Samians
were provided with 700 Greek mercenaries by the satrap Pissuthnes
(Thuc. 1.115.4)); those thus excluded would probably include many of
the hoplites (almost two thirds of the total) who came from the relatively
poor regions of Arcadia and Achaea in the Peloponnese.*' In his obituary
notice for Clearchus, moreover, X. refers to the authority he exercised
over those who were serving with him ‘owing to want or constrained by
some other necessity’ (2.6.18). This claim refers to Clearchus’ whole
career rather than exclusively to the Ten Thousand, but it must capture
the circumstances of some of the troops.

That the majority of the mercenaries were not driven by extreme pov-
erty is nonetheless suggested by their conditions of service. The hoplites
probably supplied their own equipment; as noted above, some were even
wealthy enough to bring servants with them. The rate of pay (3.5.8n.)
was not particularly high by comparison with the known rates for other
types of employment, though pay was at least given for each day of service.
While serving under Cyrus, they also had to buy food at quite high prices
from local villages or from the merchants who accompanied the expe-
dition, though they were sometimes allowed to plunder once they were
outside the districts that Cyrus himself ruled (g.1.2n.).

Overall, while X. is probably right in disclaiming extreme poverty as
a motive, a considerable variety of motives must be allowed. The army
included the Spartan general Clearchus, who after an adventurous career
was now an exile (g.1.10n.). Another Spartan exile was Dracontius (prob-
ably a captain), who had accidentally killed a boy in his youth (4.8.25).
And the variety of motives is further expanded if we turn to the man
whose circumstances are explored most elaborately, Xenophon himself.

3 XENOPHON'’S LIFE

The sources for our knowledge of X.’s life are Anabasis itself; the short
anecdotal biography by Diogenes Laertius (2.48-59) written in the third
century AD and drawing on a range of earlier authors; and a few anec-
dotes preserved by other writers. Besides this, a certain amount may be
inferred from X.’s other works. All the various sources must be treated
with some scepticism:** X.’s own treatments because he may have been

# Roy 2004: 276. Roy persuasively argues that the overall proportion of Arcadi-
ans and Achaeans does not reflect a sudden crisis at the end of the Peloponnesian
War, but an Arcadian tradition of raising sons in the expectation that some of
them would go abroad to serve as mercenaries.

*2 Against the common practice of judging from X.’s narrative style in particu-
lar passages whether he was an eyewitness, see Anderson 1986: g7.
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concerned to defend himself or to exaggerate his own influence, other
sources because they reflect later fabrication.*s

X. was probably born in the early 420s. The best evidence for this date
comes from the scene in Anabasis § where Xenophon insists that his youth
is no reason for him not to take a lead in stirring the troops (3.1.25): that
his §vos Proxenus was already a general at the age of 3o (2.6.20) sug-
gests that X. was, if anything, somewhat younger (the &evia itself need not
imply that they were the same age, especially if it was inherited, 8.1.4n.).*
At any rate, there is no reason to trust the akme dates (i.e. the date at
which X. reached the age of 40) given by ancient sources: ‘the fourth
year of the ninety-fourth Olympiad’ (401/400: Diog. Laert. 2.55) and
‘the ninety-fifth Olympiad’ (400/399-397/396: Suda § 47 Adler) are
both evidently based on Xenophon'’s overall role in Anabasis, while ‘the
eighty-ninth Olympiad’ (424/423-421/420: cited from another source
by Diog. Laert. 2.59) seems to be based either on Xenophon’s presence
at the dinner described in X.’s Symposium (dramatic date 422, but his
presence is probably an authenticating fiction) or on the story that he was
saved by Socrates at the battle of Delium (424).*

Diogenes offers the information that X. came from the inland Attic
deme of Erchia and that his father’s name was Gryllus (2.48). Nothing fur-
ther is known of the father, but he was presumably wealthy, to judge from
his son’s pursuits — horses (3.3.19, 4.47—-9nn.), hunting (cf. Cynegeticus)
and Socrates (3.1.5n.). As for the origin of the Socratic connection,
Diogenes tells the story that Socrates prevented X. moving forward in an
alley and reduced him to &mopia by asking first where food was sold, then
where men become noble and good (2.48) — a story that seems to antici-
pate X.’s later ability to extract the Greeks from tight spots (3.1.2n.). The
extent of X.’s acquaintance with Socrates has sometimes been doubted,
particularly by Platonic scholars, but this scepticism (which reflects the

#  See 3.1.4n. for one example; other examples include his being enamoured
of Clinias (Diog. Laert. 2.49 — clearly based on Critobulus’ expression of love for
Clinias at X. Symp. 4.12); and the very popular story of his response while sacri-
ficing to news of his son’s death (Tuplin 1993: 32 n. 76 gives the sources; add
Jerome, Epistles 60.5.2). Fictional letters sent by or to X. can be found in Hercher,
Epistolog. Graec. For modern treatments of X.’s life, see CCX 15-36; Breitenbach
1967: 1571-8; Anderson 1974; Badian 2004; the most detailed treatment, Dele-
becque 1957, is unfortunately marked by circularity, in that it infers the dates of
(different parts of) X.’s various works from their supposed political leanings.

*t At Athens 3o was the age-limit for holding some offices and for jury service
([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 30.2, 63.3), but Xenophon is not thinking of formal offices at
3.1.25(n.). Falappone 1979 supports an early date for X.’s birth, but her attempt
to dismiss the evidence of 3.1.14 (as relating to age in comparison with the other
soldiers rather than the appropriate age for generalship) is not convincing.

*  Str. g.2.7; Diog. Laert. 2.22—3; the story was perhaps in turn inspired by the
story that Socrates saved Alcibiades at Potidaea (Pl. Symp. 220d5—e7).
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general lowering of X.’s reputation as both philosopher and historian in
the course of the nineteenth century) has been rebutted by recent work
on Memorabilia.*

It is generally assumed that X. served in the Athenian cavalry in the
final stages of the Peloponnesian War and that he stayed on in Athens
during the reign of the Thirty Tyrants (404—403), the junta imposed by
the Spartans after Athens’ defeat. It is also possible that he was among the
small cavalry contingent that supported the exiled Athenian democrats
(Hell. 2.4.25). He certainly offers a negative image of the Thirty in both
Hellenica and Memorabilia and a positive image of the lasting reconcilia-
tion achieved after their overthrow (Hell. 2.4.43); his presentation of the
civil war could equally reflect disillusion with the direction taken by the
Thirty, gratitude to the democracy for the amnesty, and a consistent com-
mitment to the democracy.

Xenophon’s decision to sail to Asia is presented in Anabasis as a
response to a promise that he will become a ¢idos of Cyrus. It was not
his aim to leave Athens for good: he asks the Delphic oracle about how
he can return safe and successful (3.1.6); Cyrus promises to send him
back home after the supposed Pisidian expedition (3.1.9(n.)); and he is
still planning to return home during the later stages of the expedition.*?
Attempts to uncover X.’s actual motivations must bear in mind the possi-
ble ideological and apologetic undercurrents of his self-presentation. An
aristocratic ethos underlies the insistence that Xenophon wants a rela-
tionship with Cyrus defined by reciprocity rather than by service for cash
(X. insists that he was not serving as a general, company commander or
soldier, g.1.4n.). And Xenophon’s professed desire to return to Athens
after joining Cyrus may reflect X.’s later desire to show his civic commit-
ment to Athens.

Modern scholars often suggest instead that X. left Athens because he
was disenchanted with the Athenian democracy or even (assuming he
served in the cavalry under the Thirty) because he feared for his own
safety despite the amnesty.*® Like many attempts to reconstruct X.’s life,
however, these suggestions run the risk of circularity: X.’s decision to leave

¢ In particular the edition by Bandini and Dorion, the introduction to which
offers a valuable overview of the reception of X. as a Socratic; see also Dorion
2013.

*73 7.7.57; cf. 6.4.8, discussed above. At 6.2.15, 7.1.4, 8, 38 Xenophon wants to
sail off, but where is not specified; in speeches at 7.6.11, 33, however, he specifies
home as his destination. Even at 7.2.37-8, where he is at least tempted by Seuthes’
offer of some strongholds on the Thracian coast, his thoughts are largely on a
place of refuge from the Spartans at a time when returning to Athens would have
been difficult.

* See CCX 338-59 for a general account of X.’s relationship with Athens.
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Athens is regarded as evidence for his having fought against the democ-
racy. Whatever his attitude to the democracy, a further motivation may
well have been (as Mary Renault suggested in her 1956 novel The Last of
the Wine)*9 a desire to study the leadership of Cyrus, a figure of interest for
Socrates (to judge from Oec. 4.18-25) and the Socratics. It is not unfeasi-
ble in turn that Cyrus’ motive for accepting X. in an unorthodox position
may have been his Socratic connection and his potential as propagandist.?'

Xenophon plays a small role in Anabasis 1—2. His few appearances do
nonetheless suggest that he was a person of some prominence: he rides
up to Cyrus to ask for orders before Cunaxa (1.8.15-17); is walking with
Proxenus outside the camp when Persian envoys arrive (2.4.15); and even
has a speaking role in a scene where he goes with two surviving generals
to find out news about the generals who had gone to visit Tissaphernes
(2.5.37—42; see 3.1n.) .3

It is at the start of Book g, after the seizure of the generals, that
Xenophon’s role becomes central. He inspires the downcast officers and
soldiers; is elected a general and positioned in the rear; and then pro-
vides the moral and strategic leadership that ensures the army’s successful
retreat to the sea (Books 3—4). He continues as one of the generals in the
march along the Black Sea coast, while coming under fire for some of his
earlier behaviour (Books 5—6). After the Greeks’ arrival in Byzantium,
he leads the remaining troops during a winter’s campaigning for the
Thracian dynast Seuthes and then into service with the Spartans (Book
7). Itis not impossible that at this point he returned to Athens and sailed
back to Asia later, but it is usually thought that he stayed with the Spartans.
He himself states that he accompanied the Spartan king Agesilaus on his
return to Greece in 94, when Sparta was faced by war against a coalition
of four cities including Athens (5.5.6).

At some point after the end of the expedition a vote of exile was passed
against X. (7.7.57; for the procedure see g.1.5n.). X.’s exile seems to be
foreshadowed in Socrates’ warnings against serving with Cyrus (3.1.5),
but it is by no means clear that X.’s service with Cyrus was the cause of
his exile.?s Conceivably, that service was just a pretext and the real cause
was X.’s political association with the Thirty; if so, his condemnation
would be in line with the politically motivated actions against Socrates

* Renault 2015: 397. *° Gera 1993: 7-10. 3' Gray 2010b: 11.

32 The f MSS attribute to Xenophon a dramatic speaking role in the scene
immediately after Cunaxa when Persian envoys come demanding that the Greeks
hand over their weapons (2.1.12-13), but the ¢ MSS read ©¢émoptos; it is more
likely that the latter was corrupted into the former than vice versa.

3 As assumed by Paus. 5.6.5; Erbse 2010: 483-6.



12 INTRODUCTION

and Andocides at around the same time.* Another possibility is that X.’s
involvement in an expedition against the Persian king got him into trou-
ble when the Athenians were seeking or receiving Persian help against
Sparta (that is, in the run-up to or in the early stages of the Corinthian
War (395-387)).3% A further possibility is that X. was exiled for support-
ing Sparta, either soon after he and the remnants of the Ten Thousand
joined up with the Spartans (Diog. Laert. 2.51) or some years later, after
he was present on the Spartan side at the battle of Coronea.*®

At some point after he was exiled, X. was settled by the Spartans at
Scillus, not far from Olympia (5.8.7). With his portion of the tithe from
the sale of some captives taken during the retreat, he bought a piece of
land for Artemis, built a temple, and founded a festival in her honour
(5-8.7-13). Little is known of his subsequent life other than the brief
description he gives of the festival. He must have left Scillus when the
Spartans’ power in the Peloponnese declined after their defeat at Leuctra
(371). Our sources differ about where he went next: Diogenes reports
that he lived and died in Corinth (2.53, 56), Pausanias that he was later
pardoned by the Eleans and died back in Scillus, where his grave was
shown (5.6.6). He seems to have had renewed dealings with Athens: his
exile was revoked (Diog. Laert. 2.59); a close concern with Athenian
interests is revealed by two of his works, Hipparchicus (De equitum mag-
istro) and Poroi; and his son Gryllus died fighting in the Athenian cav-
alry at Mantinea in $62 and received tributes, including an encomium
by Isocrates and a dialogue on rhetoric by Aristotle which was named
after him (Diog. Laert. 2.54—5; Arist. frr. 1—g Ross). It cannot be shown,
however, that X. himself ever lived in Athens again. As for the date of his
death, all that can be said is that the last datable allusion in any of his
works (Por. 5.9) is to §55/354.%7

4 ANABASIS

Anabasis is now widely regarded as X.’s masterpiece. This has not always
been the case: in earlier centuries Cyropaedia or the Socratic works were

31 Brennan 2011: 60—4. Green 1994 links the exile with fears that X. might aid
the oligarchic outpost at Eleusis, but this outpost had probably already fallen by
399. Hell. 3.1.4 refers to the restored democracy sending in that year 300 cavalry
to join the Spartans in Asia Minor — in the hope that they would be killed.

% Tuplin 1987a.

3% E.g. Rahn 1981. For Coronea, see An. 5.3.6; the evidence that X. fought at
the battle (Plut. Ages. 18.1) is probably an inference from this passage.

37 Diog. Laert. 2.56 is evidently mistaken in putting his death in the archonship
of Ctesiclides (360/359). X.’s inclusion in the canon of long-lived men (Lucian,
Macrob. 21; cf. Diod. 15.76.4; Diog. Laert. 2.56) is probably based on one of the
wrong assumptions of his date of birth noted above.



4 ANABASIS 13

more respected, and X. himself was regarded more as a philosopher than
as a historian; and in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries Anabasis
suffered from its use as a school text (even if that use contributed greatly
to X.’s fame). But while some of his other works have at times been more
famous, it is clear that Anabasis has enjoyed a wide readership from
antiquity into the modern era: it was much imitated by later historians and
cited by literary critics in antiquity, as both the Commentary and the treat-
ment of X.’s language below will show, and there have been numerous
editions and translations since the fifteenth century.s®

Book g has played an important role in the afterlife of Anabasis. No
single moment in this book has achieved the fame of the cry 8&AatTa
8dAatta uttered when the army sees the Black Sea (4.7.24), but its open-
ing description of the Greeks’ despair after the seizure of the generals
(which offers the necessary contrast to that moment of joy) and of the
subsequent assemblies (which set the recovery in motion) has been much
admired. One tribute to the power of this scene comes in the excerpts
from Xenophon’s soliloquy (3.1.13-14) which form the epigraph to an
early chapter in Richard Adams’ 1972 children’s classic Watership Down —
suggesting a parallel between Xenophon in Mesopotamia and the rabbit
who leads his group to safety through the dangers of the South Downs
(the chapter is entitled ‘Hazel’s decision’).*% In the nineteenth century
the geographer James Rennell hailed X. as ‘the soul that re-animated this
body of Greeks’, suggesting that ‘eloquence was never employed with
more effect’,t* while Henry Layard, excavator of Nimrud and Nineveh,
proclaimed that ‘the world has rarely seen a more glorious sight than was
witnessed on the banks of the Zab on that memorable morning’.1* Layard
himself was one of many travellers in the Ottoman empire who tried to
follow in X.’s footsteps, noting as they went the survival of many of the
customs X. described, including the hobbling of horses at night, rafts of
inflated skins on the Tigris, and regional governors’ palaces surrounded
by villages with provisions.**

3% For the ancient reception of X,, see pp. 23—4, 33 and Index s.v. ‘Xenophon,
Anabasis, reception’; further Miinscher 1920; Tuplin 1993: 20-8; Chiron 2014;
Pernot 2014; for the modern reception of Anabasis, see Marsh 1992 (early edi-
tions and translations); Rijksbaron 2002 (school editions); Rood 2004b, 2010a
(American reception, including p. 19 with n. 24 for Hanson and Emerson on
3.2.18, p. 30 for a neo-Nazi appropriation of §.1.42, and p. 57 for Thoreau on
3.5.8-12), 2013a, 2013b, 2015a; Roche 2016 (Nazi education); Lacave 2017
(French military). For X.’s reception in general, see CCX Partv.

3 Adams 1972: 10. 1 Rennell 1816:187. + Layard 1853: 227.

12 Hobbling (3.4.g35n.): Kinneir 1818: 481n.; Porter 1821-2: 11.537. Rafts (cf.
3.5.8-12n.): Kinneir 1818: 482n.; Southgate 1840: 11.215; Layard 1853: 53n.;
Millingen 1870: 76—9. Provisions (3.4.24, 31): Morier 1818: 272.



14 INTRODUCTION

Chapter introductions in the Commentary will offer a progressive anal-
ysis of how X. tells the story of the army’s recovery from its despair in
Book g. Here, a number of preliminary questions about the work as a
whole will be addressed: how is it to be classified, and when, how and why
was it written?

Genre

Anabasis has often invited comparison with modern genres such as
travel writing and the war memoir - ‘the time-honoured tradition of
retired generals’."* Formally, however, it is not a memoir at all: X. con-
ceals the identity of the author and of the main character Xenophon
by using third-person forms to refer to his own actions.!* Determining
how X. himself viewed Anabasis is complicated by the fact that he dis-
penses with a formal prologue and conclusion.*> The lack of a prologue
is one feature it shares with Hellenica, but in that work X. is continuing
Thucydides, and he does in any case later state principles of inclusion
which conform to or modify conventional historiographical claims.
Anabasis, by contrast, offers no statement of its aims in the course of the
narrative.

While it may lack overt generic signals, Anabasis does at least posi-
tion itself implicitly in relation to a number of existing genres. It evokes
Greek epic, in particular the Odyssey (3.2.25n.), as well as geographical
writings, including (in parts of the Black Sea section) the genre of the
periplus1® It also includes speeches that hint at the conventional aims
of other Greek prose genres. Like epideictic orators and some histori-
ans, speakers are concerned with questions of praise and blame (e.g.
3.1.45(n.), 7.6.15, 7.52). In some instances, the concern with praise
overlaps with the historiographical aim of preserving the memory of the
past: thus Xenophon closes a battle exhortation with the thought that ‘it
is pleasant that whoever says or does something brave and gallant now
is making himself remembered among the people whom he would want
to remember him’ (6.5.24; cf. e.g. 5.8.25-6). Xenophon’s appeal to the
joy of being remembered is itself one of the noble speeches that will give
him the joy of being remembered.*

13 Usher 1969: 83. Lee 2005 and Humble 2011 offer comparisons with these
modern genres.

+ The work may have been published pseudonymously: see below.

15 Even the interpolated summary at 7.8.25-6 is only a summary of the length
of the expedition and of the rulers of the lands through which the army passed.

19 See SAGN11.158.

17 Cf. Flower 2012: 54-8; also 2.6.17, 5.6.17, 7.8.19 for characters’ (desire for)
fame. See also Baragwanath 2016 on projected futures in Anabasis.
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Taken as a whole, Anabasis can be described as ‘a narrative history of
recent events, focalized around an individual group’.#* Seen in these
terms, it is comparable with Herodotus’ account of Xerxes’ march into
Greece and of Thucydides’ account of the Athenians’ invasion of Sicily
(the former possibly, the latter certainly a significant intertext). It is
indeed Thucydidean historiography that supplies the closest antecedent
to Anabasis as a whole. The particular similarities are threefold: in both
works the author presents his own actions in the third person; adopts a
relatively covert narratorial style and a broadly linear temporal structure;
and foregrounds the relationship between speech, thought and action. At
the same time, Anabasis departs from the Thucydidean mode of historio-
graphy in some important ways: it gives a far more extensive role to reli-
gion and the gods; it is much more diverse in its subject matter; it includes
more marked shifts of narratorial style (see section 6 below); and taken as
a whole it shifts generically, in Bradley’s terms, from ‘history’ (Books 1—2)
to ‘novelesque autobiography’ (Books g—7).>

In its diversity Anabasis encompasses many of the main themes of X.’s
other works.>' The style of the detailed character descriptions recalls
Agesilaus. Like Memorabilia, it includes Socratic conversation — indeed, a
scene where Socrates advises a rash young man whose loyalty to Athens is
open to suspicion —and offers defence of unfairly victimized people. Like
Symposium, it offers accounts of banquets, with conversation, dancing and
laughter (6.1.3-13, 7.3.16-34). But it is Cyropaedia with which it has the
closest similarities. Like that work, Anabasis has a Persian setting and deals
with the education of a Cyrus (1.9), with hunting (1.5.2-3, 5.3.10), with
anecdotes of homosexual love (4.6.3, 7.4.7) and with military strategy
(see 3.3.12-10, 4.19—-23nn.) (some of these topics recur in the technical
works on hunting and horsemanship). It resembles Cyropaedia, too, in its
inclusion of speeches in which leaders are advised on how to command
obedience (7.7.20—47; cf. Hipparchicus, which is framed as an address). It
is no coincidence that Cyropaedia is the work with which Anabasis shares
most of its linguistic peculiarities (see section 5 below).

The generic innovation of Anabasis would be lessened if there were
earlier accounts of the march of the Ten Thousand. The Byzantine lex-
icographer Stephanus offers four very short citations from an Anabasis
supposedly written by Sophaenetus of Stymphalus, one of the oldest
generals (3.2.37n.). The fragments themselves are merely toponyms
and ethnics and so reveal nothing about the style or date of the work:

™ Marincola 1999: §16 (cf. his broader treatment at CCX 103-18). For ancient

views of Anabasis as historiographical, see Tuplin 1993: 21.
1 Rood 2004a: 3105 3.2.36n. 5 Bradley 2010: 539—40.
3 CCX Part 11 offers a good overview of X.’s individual works.
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it could have been a straightforward narrative with none of X.’s generic
range. But it is quite likely that Sophaenetus did not write an Anabasis
at all. It is not that a prose work by an Arcadian is inconceivable in the
fourth century: the technical manual on siegecraft by Aeneas Tacticus
(who was probably also from Stymphalus) would provide a parallel of
sorts. But it is odd that the work left no trace until so late a date (there is
no compelling reason to think that it was used by Diodorus or Diodorus’
likely source, Ephorus).5* It may, then, have been a later rhetorical exer-
cise in history-writing, composed when Xenophon was an established
classic.53

Evidence of an earlier account has also been seen in X.’s summary of
Cyrus’ expedition and the Greeks’ retreat in Hellenica: ‘How Cyrus col-
lected an army and marched upcountry against his brother, and how the
battle happened, and how he died, and how afterwards the Greeks came
through in safety to the sea — this has been written by Themistogenes of
Syracuse’ (g8.1.2). This passage is odd because it refers to Themistogenes
rather than to X.’s own Anabasis and because it closes the expedition with
the arrival at the sea, ignoring the Ten Thousand’s march along the Black
Sea coast and their subsequent adventures in Thrace. In response to these
problems, some scholars have thought that X. was alluding to an earlier
account which did indeed end with the arrival at the sea.5! But it is more
likely that X. was referring to his own Anabasis — a suggestion already
made by Plutarch (Mor. 345€).5

Publication

For Plutarch, the reason X. mentioned a version by Themistogenes was
that he had published Anabasis under a pseudonym in order to make his
self-praise more palatable. Whether this explanation should be accepted

5 Stylianou 2004.

3 Westlake 1987. One inspiration could have been 6.5.13-22, where the
cautious warner Sophaenetus is opposed to the dynamic young Xenophon. So-
phaenetus’ authorship is dismissed by Stylianou 2004: 73—4 (as based on misun-
derstanding of a military handbook) and Almagor 2012: 29 n. 147 (assuming
textual corruption in Stephanus).

31 E.g. Cousin 19o5: xix. If so, it would still be uncertain whether Themisto-
genes himself was a participant in the expedition. It is in theory possible that X.
was referring to an earlier, shorter draft of his own work, but this is probably to lay
too much stress on the details of the bare summary.

35 Similarly Maclaren 1934. See FGrH 108, with Pitcher in BNJfor a full discus-
sion (which slightly favours accepting that there was a separate work) and further
bibliography. Themistogenes is otherwise unknown except for a short Suda entry
(8 129 Adler) which also attributes to him some works about his fatherland -
presumably a later fiction (like the story that Themistogenes was X.’s lover (FGrH
108 T 4)).
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is hard to say.’® For one thing, itis unclear how pseudonymous publication
would have worked in the fourth century. And if X. was trying to conceal
his own authorship, he did not make a good job of it: the narrator shows
much greater knowledge of the mind of Xenophon than that of any other
character, including two dreams (g.1.11-14n.) and at one point a direct
reporting of thoughts (3.1.18n.); and all later references to the account
in antiquity identify it as X.’s. Plutarch’s explanation is nonetheless still as
plausible as any: already in X.’s time the book trade (cf. 77.5.14) may have
been sufficiently established for this to have been possible.5?

The date of Anabasis is even more uncertain than the name under
which it was published. The same uncertainty holds true for most of
X.’s works: the most that can be confidently stated on internal evidence
is that Hellenica and Poroi were finished in the g50s and Cyropaedia and
Agestlaus at some point after the late §60s.5* As for Anabasis, there have
been attempts to propose dates in the ggos or 38os, for part of the work
at least. These claims rest partly on assumptions about X.’s method (the
detail of the work is supposed to show that it was written soon after the
events) and partly on assumptions about his aims in writing the account.
The following sections of this Introduction will argue that these pro-
posals cannot be sustained. At most, it can be said that the account of
Xenophon’s life at Scillus (5.3.7-13) was certainly written after his exile
and at a time when he had children old enough to hunt on horseback
(probably the late 380s), and that the imperfect tenses employed in the
description of the festival Xenophon established at Scillus may indicate a
date of composition after he was expelled in the aftermath of Leuctra.*
If so, the inclusion of the text of an inscription Xenophon set up, which
includes an implied warning to future holders of the estate (5.3.13),
would have added point. But, as we have seen, it is in any case possi-
ble that X. returned to Scillus. The imperfect tenses could then have
been used because the festival was recurrent or because X. was writing in

35 See Pelling 2013, a valuable comparison of the narratorial voices of X. and
Caesar (with pp. 3g-42 on pseudonymity), and his broader treatment at CCX
241-62.

4«"’7 Further evidence might be seen in the lack of self-naming at the start of X.’s
work (by contrast with prose predecessors such as Hecataeus, Herodotus, Thucy-
dides and Antiochus of Syracuse); this seems to presuppose that the author’s name
was attached in some way to the papyrus roll.

5 Gray 2010b: 7 n. g2. The list of suggested dates of X.’s works in Huss 1999:
17 n. 15 shows an increasing tendency to concentrate X.’s literary activity in the
years after g7o0.

3 7.6.34 shows that Xenophon did not have children at the time of the expe-
dition (though Seuthes at 77.2.38 imagines that he might at least have a daughter
of marriageable age).

% The description is often said to be nostalgic, but this may be a projection
of modern feelings (cf. Rood 2012 on the reception of X.’s ‘delightful retreat’).
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anticipation of a future audience (though some present tenses are used
in the account of the estate and temple).®'

Methods

How X. wrote Anabasis is as hard to determine as its date. The wealth of
detail about the relative chronology of the expedition and the distances
covered (the stages and parasangs) has encouraged speculation that X.
took information from an earlier writer such as Ctesias of Cnidus, a Greek
doctor who served in Artaxerxes’ court and who is said to have given an
account of ‘the number of stages, days and parasangs from Ephesus to
Bactria and India’ (Fgg Lenfant). While this possibility cannot be wholly
discounted, it seems unlikely that Ctesias (or any other written parasang
list) provided all the information required for X.’s account, given the fact
that during the marches upcountry and to the sea the army was rarely on
one of the main routes or ‘royal roads’ (existing periplus literature would
have made distances along the Black Sea coast easier to gather, but X. no
longer adopts the same style for the later sections of the expedition). It is
more likely that X. or another participant kept notes of some sort during
the expedition; such notes could have been a useful way of quantifying
the length of service under Cyrus and keeping track of the route.*

The question of X.’s methods in writing up the events of the expedi-
tion is distinct from that of his geographical source. For the most part,
he relates without qualification events that could have been known to
an eyewitness. When he relates events that he could not have seen him-
self, he at times makes clear that the detail is based on eyewitness report
(e.g. 1.6.5) or on inference (e.g. 2.2.17-18, 3.1, 6), but there are times
when he adopts a more ‘omniscient’ style (see section 6 below). He also
refers, particularly in the Cunaxa narrative, to what (anonymous) people
‘said’ (1.8.20) or ‘say’ (1.8.18, 24, 28, 29) (cf. 3.4.11, 5.150n.).% On
one occasion he even specifies a written source — Ctesias (1.8.26, 27, for
two details of the battle of Cunaxa);* there is, however, no evidence that
Ctesias wrote a narrative either of the march upcountry or of the retreat.

Views of the method employed in the writing of Anabasis are bound
up with the question whether the account was intended to be an accu-
rate representation of what happened. Gibbon memorably contrasted
the ‘vague and languid’ Cyropaedia with the ‘circumstantial and animated’

% Attempts to date the works on linguistic grounds have not been successful: X.’s
linguistic choices differ between works by genre rather than date (see p. 30 below).

%2 For fuller discussion, see Rood 2010b.

% See Gray 2010c.

%1 Almagor 2012: 28-36 revives the view of Durrbach that the Ctesias citations
are interpolated.
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Anabasis: ‘Such is the eternal difference between fiction and truth.’® As
Roberto Nicolai has argued, however, it may be better to conceive an
opposition between truth and exemplarity.*® Nicolai himself suggests that
X. was more concerned with didactic goals than with accuracy — but that
suggestion is based above all on Cyropaedia and may still underestimate
the extent to which X. thought he was presenting an accurate account.
In the case of Anabasis, the wealth of plausible detail creates the much
stronger impression of truth that Gibbon admired, but it is still likely that
X. was prepared to give some weight to exemplarity — and in particular to
the exemplary leadership of Xenophon. And whatever the degree of con-
scious invention, it must be remembered that, whenever the account was
written down, the final telling would have been moulded by X.’s frequent
replaying of the events in both thought and speech, and, like all histori-
cal narratives, would have shaped events in accordance with pre-existing
story patterns and conventions.

Purpose

It is often assumed that X. wrote Anabasis to promote a particular cause —
though there has been some disagreement over the audience he was try-
ing to influence. Two such causes could have been the reputation of X.
himself and of the rest of the Ten Thousand. A very negative picture of
the Greek mercenaries was given by Isocrates in the Panegyricus, a speech
composed in 380, which referred to them as ‘6,000 Greeks who were not
picked troops, but men who, owing to circumstances, were unable to live
in their own countries’ (4.146). Given that Isocrates’ aim was to expose
the supposed weakness of Persia, it was rhetorically apt for him to lower
both the number and the status of the troops who accompanied Cyrus.
While it is conceivable that X.’s upbeat portrayal of the motives of those
who sailed out (6.4.8, discussed above) was responding to Isocrates (which
would confirm a post-380 date for the work), the possibility of a precise
link between these two passages should not blind us to the numerous
other stories about the expedition that must have circulated throughout
Greece. And however the mercenaries were portrayed in these retellings,
there is a decisive obstacle to the view that X. wrote the work to defend
them en masse — namely the increasingly negative way in which they are
presented as the account progresses (see above).

As for X.’s own reputation, it has been suggested that he was respond-
ing to retellings of the march (whether oral or in written works such as

% Gibbon 1994: 1.952 n. 115. Grote 190g-6: vi1.176 similarly contrasts ‘the
romance of the Cyropaedia’ with ‘the history of the Anabasis’.
% Nicolai 2014: 83.
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Sophaenetus’) by participants who either criticized his leadership or
downplayed his role.®” These two versions of X.’s pursuit of self-interest
are in tension: if he did not play a prominent role in the retreat he
would not have needed to defend himself. In favour of the first sugges-
tion there is at least the fact that X. mentions that charges were brought
against his leadership during the retreat.®® But it should be stressed that
Xenophon’s response to these charges is foregrounded in the course
of the account (particularly in Books 5 and 7). Even the goal of self-
defence, then, takes on an exemplary aspect: Anabasis shows a skilled
apologist in action.

The second charge (that X. was moved by vanity rather than self-
defence) is often supported by X.’s absence from Diodorus’ account of
the Ten Thousand’s retreat (which is therefore assumed to be based on
arival version).® But Diodorus does not present any other figure playing
the role of saviour during the retreat, and in a later section he does
credit X. with leadership of the army in Thrace (14.37.1; cf. g.2.37n.).
Detailed analysis of Diodorus’ account in any case suggests that Anabasis
itself was his ultimate source.” Rather than reading X.’s account against
a specific earlier version, it is more reasonable to conclude that X. did
play an important role, but that the version of that role in Anabasis may
reflect concerns (such as ideals of leadership) other than a strict adher-
ence to the truth.

Another suggested motivation for X.’s account is that he was trying to
win favour with the Athenians following his exile. This suggestion, how-
ever, seems to be undermined by the account of Xenophon’s motives for
joining Cyrus: he does not conceal the fact that he was invited by someone
who finds Cyrus more valuable than his own fatherland (g.1.5n.) and that
he was present with Agesilaus on his return to Greece (5.3.6) — to fight
against a coalition that included Athens. If, then, X. was trying to gain
popularity at Athens, it was by the overall presentation of his contribu-
tion as an Athenian to the success of the retreat rather than by a specific
attempt to meet the grievances that had led to his exile.

A fourth common assumption is that Anabasis was written as an
anti-Persian tract. Delebecque proposed that the first part (with its stress
on Persian treachery) was written as a protest against the King’s Peace

%7 E.g. Gwynn 1929; Cawkwell 2004. “* E.g. Durrbach 1893.

% X.is also not named in the short summary at Justin 5.11.10-11. Other sum-
maries (e.g. Polyb. 3.6.10; Arr. Anab. 1.12.4; Frontin. Str. 4.2.8) attribute sole re-
sponsibility for the army’s return to X.; these assessments are either directly or
indirectly based on X.’s account.

7 Stylianou 2004.
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of 387/386.7' More often, it is thought that X. was encouraging a Greek
attack on the Persian empire, perhaps in the early g60s, a time when
Athens and Sparta were co-operating against Thebes and keen to disso-
ciate the new Arcadian confederacy from Thebes, and when Thebes was
looking to Persia for help.” As it happens, there is clear contemporary
evidence in both X. (Hell. §.4.2, 6.1.12) and Isocrates (4.145-9, 5.90)
that the expedition was used to advocate an attack on Persia (for Isocrates,
a possible solution to Greece’s internal problems). In addition, in his
speeches to the officers and soldiers at the start of Book g Xenophon
himself seems to indulge in thoughts of such an attack and to encourage
seeing the Greeks’ performances both at Cunaxa and during the retreat
as military triumphs that bear comparison with the great Greek victories
in 490 and 480/479. But neither X.’s awareness of such readings nor
the Panhellenic ‘big talk’ in Book g proves that he wrote with that aim
in mind (see further g.2.26n.). Nor does the description of the army’s
disintegration in the later stages of the expedition lend credence to the
idea that X. was actively pushing an expansionist policy.”

Rather than being reduced to a propaganda piece for a particular polit-
ical cause, Anabasis demands to be read against the broader interests that
pervade X.’s corpus — in particular, the concern with leadership noted
in the discussion of genre above.” This concern is shown in different
ways in different works: Hellenica includes overt judgements on different
leaders;?s in Hiero, the poet Simonides lectures the Sicilian tyrant Hiero
on how he can not only be happy himself but can also make his sub-
jects happy; in Poroi, X. offers Athenian leaders advice on how to save the
Athenians from poverty without wronging their allies, while in Agesilaus
he makes the case that the Spartan king was an exemplary leader because
of the benefits he bestowed on his followers (7.1). Leadership is also a
theme in the Socratic works: in Memorabilia, Socrates discusses Homeric
models of leadership (3.2) and offers advice to cavalry commanders
(3.3, cf. Hipparchicus), while Oeconomicus suggests how husband and wife
can command obedience outside and within the house, with elaborate
parallels with the military and political officers and with royal gift-giving
within the Persian empire (4.4—25). It is in Cyropaedia, however, that this
theme is most dominant. The work starts from an observation about the

7 Delebecque 1946-7. He further suggested that the second part was meant to
bolster Sparta (though it scarcely presents an attractive image of the way Spartan
leaders exercise power abroad).

7 E.g. Morr 1926-7; Cawkwell 2004: 64-6. Robert 1950 argues that X. was
seeking to advertise his own credentials as leader of a Persian expedition.

7 See further g.2.7-32n.; Rood 2004a.

" CCX 323-37; Wood 1964; Azoulay 2004b; Gray 2011; Buxton 2016.

7 Gray 2011: 79-117.
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problems of instability and disobedience in the city and in the house-
hold, and proceeds to hold up the elder Cyrus as a paradigm to show that
humans can be ruled on the basis of knowledge, just like animals (1.1);
Cyrus is then instructed in the arts of command in conversations with his
father (1.6); and he proceeds to offer a lesson in how to win friends and
influence people. Running through these various works is a common set
of assumptions: good leaders will secure the willing obedience of their
followers, notably by their accessibility, by setting an example themselves,
and by the use of rewards and punishments; the techniques of leadership
can be transferred from one realm to another; and the mark of successful
leadership is the imposition of order and an increase of prosperity.

In Anabasis the theme of leadership is foregrounded in a number of
ways. The opening two books present contrasting models of leadership
both in the narrative and in the obituaries of Cyrus and Clearchus: Cyrus’
more distanced wielding of power through gift-distribution and honours
is opposed to the hands-on style of Clearchus. From Book g onwards,
Xenophon’s skills are brought out implicitly. As Dio Chrysostom (18.14-
17) noted, he displays rhetorical virtuosity in response to many different
audiences and situations. Refuting the charge that Socrates corrupted
the young, he is conspicuously pious in his religious observances.”® He is
equally effective in action. In one scene, he is rebuked by a soldier for rid-
ing on horseback while others toil uphill carrying heavy shields; at once
he dismounts and grabs the soldier’s shield (3.4.47—-9). In another, set
in the harsh Armenian winter, he starts chopping firewood and thereby
inspires others to follow his example (4.4.11-12). He demonstrates
through these and other actions the principle of reciprocity on which
X.’s thinking about leadership is centred: the commander’s willingness to
endure hardship (cf. e.g. Cyr 1.6.25; Ages. 5.3) will inspire willing obedi-
ence in the troops, especially if he is seen toiling.”?

While leadership is a pervasive theme in X.’s works, the variety of ways
in which the theme is treated suggests that he was not just offering var-
iations on a single theme but probing from different perspectives the
relations of leaders and led. His works raise questions about how much
the good of the many is a cloak for the ambition of the few; and the fre-
quently observed difficulty of maintaining order points up the limitations
(and desirability) of exemplarity. In keeping with these wider interests,
Anabasis can be read as an analytical work that instructs the reader not

" See 3.1.5, 2.10nn.; also his condemnation of perjury at §.1.22. Danzig 2007
probably underplays X.’s piety in suggesting that he disapproved of perjury (as
opposed to other forms of deceit) purely on prudential grounds; cf. the stress on
perjury in X.’s hostile obituary of Meno (2.6.22, 25).

77 See e.g. 2.3.12 KAéapyov émpwv omouddlovta; Gray 2011: 40-1, 182-5; Fer-
rario 2012: 365.
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by repeating dogmas but by explaining how events unfold and by the
unobtrusive way in which it does so — by presenting a series of snapshots
of human decisions, by weighing calculations, words and actions against
the often unexpected results.

5 XENOPHON’S DICTION
Attic or Non-Attic?

If the study of X.’s language is ‘a final frontier for Xenophontic studies’,™
then that is above all because of the riddles posed by his lexical choices.
Close study reveals that X.’s vocabulary contains, especially in Anabasis
and Cyropaedia, a great many words and forms which are entirely or almost
entirely alien to the rest of classical Attic prose.” Some of these words are
unique to X. (e.g. 3.4.36 dixyyéAhopar), while others are used first by X.
and then recur in the Hellenistic koine (e.g. 3.4.37 Umepdé€ios). Yet other
words are shared between X. and non-Attic writing in Ionic (e.g. 3.4.16
oivopa for Attic BA&TrTw), Doric (e.g. §.1.2 katakaivw for Attic &mrokTeive)
or both (e.g. X.’s extensive use of ouv instead of pet& (3.8.2n.)). Other
usages again are shared between X. and high poetry (e.g. 3.1.29 TAfjuwv,
a word otherwise virtually confined to epic and tragedy). In addition,
there are many familiar lexical items which occur first in X. in a novel
sense (e.g. 3.2.36 mAeupai ‘flanks’ and 3.4.42 otépa ‘mouth’, first in X. as
metaphors for the sides and front of an army).

The classification of unusual items in X.’s vocabulary into dialectisms
(Ionicisms and Doricisms), poeticisms and Hellenistic (koine) words goes
back to ancient critics associated with the Atticist revival of the Roman
imperial period, who tried to show that X. fell short of writing ‘pure’
Attic prose.* Thus the strict Atticist second-century AD grammarian
Phrynichus (Eclog. 62 Fischer) states that ‘X. offends against his native
dialect’ (Tapavopel . . . Zevopdv eis THv TaTplov SidAekTov) by using Ionic
dsun (‘smell’) for Attic éoun.*' The Byzantine scholar Photius (Lex. &

™ CCX 223.

7 The fundamental study remains that of Gautier, dating from 1911; much
useful information is gathered in the lexicon of Sturz and in Sauppe 1869. Brief
overviews are Rutherford 1881: 160-74; Hoffmann and Debrunner 1969: 137-9;
Hiersche 1970: 216-21; Pomeroy g-15.

%  For an overview of ancient debates about X.’s style, see Miinscher 1920:
163-82. For Atticism, which reached its peak in the Second Sophistic, see Kim
2010. Ancient lexica and commentaries contain numerous glosses on words in X.;
see e.g. 3.3.18, 4.24, 4.36, 4.42nn.

% The truth of this and similar statements about phonological features is dif-
ficult to verify, owing to the possibility that the medieval MSS on which our text
of X. is based were Atticized by scribes. All MSS in any case read éour everywhere
(x 17). See also next note.
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2535), whose lexicon preserves much older material, records that X. used
Aws (‘dawn’) instead of &wg at Cyr 1.1.5 ‘in an immoderately poetic fash-
ion’ (TomTikés kaTakdpws).** Phrynichus’ contemporary, the Atticizing
lexicographer Moeris, objects to X.’s use (4.3.26) of &kufiv (‘still’) on
the grounds that, while the word was in common usage in Moeris’ own
time, the proper old Attic word was é11 (a« 149 Hansen; cf. Phryn. Eclog. 93
Fischer). The fourth-century AD grammarian Helladius (apud Phot. Bibl.
533b25-8) thought that he knew why X. wrote the way he did: arguing
that X. should not be regarded as a ‘lawgiver of Attic usage’ (vouo8¢Tny
... &rTikiouod), he stated that ‘it is not at all surprising if a man who spent
time on campaigns and mixing with foreigners debases some aspects of
his native dialect’ (oUdtv BaupaoTév, &vip év oTpaTeions oxoA&lwy kai éveov
ouvouoiais & Tiva TTapakdTTTE TR TaTpiou Puwvis).

Modern scholars have generally followed these ancient assessments and
painted a picture of X. as ‘eccentric and unreliable as a guide to Attic
prose usage, whether from artistic incapacity or the variety of his linguis-
tic experience as an exile’."s Wackernagel, for instance, dismissed X. as
a Halbattiker (‘half-Attic’),* while other scholars asserted that X. ‘must
be regarded as outside the limits of Attic law’ and ‘is past praying for’,%
or that reading X. was a bewildering experience: ‘Now Attic, now Ionic,
now poetry, now prose, it is a bizarre diction peculiar to X.”*® In the most
systematic study of X.’s lexical choices, Gautier argued that the facts are
best accounted for by the assumption that during the long time X. spent
away from Athens he lost his sense of what was proper Attic and what was
not. Gautier supposed that X. soaked up many non-Attic words and used
these more or less subconsciously and usually without stylistic motivation
alongside their Attic equivalents. Finally, he argued that X.’s diverse lin-
guistic contacts foreshadowed the large-scale societal processes which
would soon lead to the demise of the individual dialects and the rise of
the Hellenistic koine, which X. therefore anticipated in certain respects,
again more or less by accident.

Itis one of the chief aims of this commentary to offer an alternative view
of X.’s lexical choices. The assumption that X. would have written ‘pure’
Attic prose if only he had been able to do so is untenable for various
reasons. First, there is little to recommend the view that X. had forgotten

¥ Again, all MSS read mwpds éw. Intriguingly, however, at §.5.15, where the same

phrase occurs, ¢ has mpos f@. If 7@ is the correct reading, it is probably a dialectism
rather than a poeticism.

% Bers 1984:13. % Wackernagel 1907: 5. % Rutherford 1881: 115, 203.
Richards 1907: 159.
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what ‘proper’ Attic was (and not only because he undoubtedly had access
to works of Athenian authors like Plato and Isocrates) and was incapable
of distinguishing between the various Greek dialects. As Kenneth Dover,
a dissenting voice, has observed, ‘acquaintance with many varieties of a
language is as likely to sharpen the ear for differences as to blunt it, espe-
cially in so articulate a writer’,*” and allowance must be made for X.’s cre-
ativity.*”® Secondly, it is unrealistic to suppose that either X. or the ‘pure’
Attic authors to whom he is unfavourably compared (notably the orators)
wrote more or less the way they spoke. Indeed, that supposition rests on
an outdated view of the nature and the sources of ‘pure’ Attic. Once it is
understood that ‘pure’ Attic is a deliberate literary construct which can-
not be equated with the Attic vernacular, it becomes plausible that the
variety of registers and dialects X. employs marks a conscious departure
from this artificial norm.

The following sections will develop this view, while the Commentary
contains further notes on individual lexical items and expressions.

‘Pure’ Attic

The first Greek prose was written in the Ionic dialect, but the closing
decades of the fifth century saw the rise of Attic as a feasible alternative,
as evidenced, for instance, by the speeches of Antiphon and the History
of Thucydides.®» However, these early practitioners to varying degrees
avoided key Attic phonological markers which could be perceived as
parochial, writing, for example, Ionic (and generally Greek) -co- and
-po- instead of Attic -11- and -pp-. Their morphology and vocabulary, too,
were influenced by their Ionic predecessors. Antiphon, for example, uses
yatew (8.3.5), the common verb for ‘touch’ in Ionic (it often occurs in
Herodotus and the Hippocratic corpus), which is entirely replaced by
&mreoBon in later classical Attic prose (except for a single instance in X.
(Mem. 1.4.12)). At the same time, many Ionicisms may have been felt as
‘poeticisms’, since many current Ionic words occurred in epic, the basis of
which is Ionic, and continued to be used in high poetry, such as tragedy
(yavew occurs in both); or as ‘archaisms’, since Ionic and Attic spring

% Dover 1997: 110.

% Thus, while the heavy use of prepositional prefixes is a widespread develop-
ment in fourth-century Attic (see Willi 2003b: 62, and for X. in general Balode
2011), X. appears to have actively coined quite a few, in particular with the pre-
fixes &vti- (8.1.16n.), Suo- (8.5.16n.) and UTep- (3.5.7n.); they serve to underline
some of his ethical and practical preoccupations. He also seems to have coined
compounds of different kinds (e.g. with &gio-, 3.1.24n.).

% On the crystallization of Attic as a literary language for prose, see Adrados
2005: 142-60; Horrocks 2010: 67—78; Colvin 2014: 163-8.
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from the same source (Ionic-Attic), so that we can hardly exclude the
possibility that wavew, for instance, was used in early Attic and was primar-
ily felt to be old-fashioned rather than Ionic.

After this beginning, Attic rapidly became the main vehicle for Greek
literary prose, not only for the ‘homespun’ Athenian genres of forensic
and political oratory and Socratic dialogue, but also for historiography;
here Thucydides was the model, so that in the first half of the fourth cen-
tury not only X. but also non-Athenian historians like Philistus of Syracuse
and Ephorus of Cyme wrote Attic (although Ctesias of Cnidus appears to
have followed Herodotus in writing Ionic). Along with the rapid rise in the
prestige of Attic came a decline in the influence of the established con-
ventions of prose writing in Ionic: fourth-century authors such as Lysias
and Plato always have -11-, and X. records the famous cry of the soldiers
upon seeing the sea as 8dAatta 8dAatTa (4.7.24), even though most of
them would have shouted 8&Aacoa 8dAacoa. These stylistic developments
have led in turn to the assumption that the gap between the language of
literary prose and conversational Attic narrowed over the course of the
fifth and fourth centuries, particularly in the case of oratory: orators such
as Lysias and Demosthenes wrote speeches for delivery in the courts and
the Assembly and manage to give the impression of capturing vernacular
speech.”

It is this fourth-century oratorical prose which has usually (if often
implicitly) been taken as the benchmark of ‘pure’ Attic by ancient and
modern scholars alike. ‘Pure’ comes to mean ‘close to the real thing’ and
to have normative overtones, implying that it was (or should have been)
the goal to write an Attic ‘close to the real thing’. In actual fact, both uses
of the word are highly problematic.

The Nature of Pure’ Attic Prose and X.’s Dialectisms

If ‘pure’ implies ‘close to the real thing’, then the question arises what ‘the
real thing’ is supposed to be. Even if we leave aside the differences which
must have existed between the speech of, say, city and country dwellers or
young and old, the period under consideration was one of increasing lin-
guistic diversity.?' Owing to Athenian imperialism and trading, non-Attic

9 Cf. Richards 19o7: 157: the orators ‘use, we are safe in saying, the actual
Attic speech of their time, not indeed in all its colloquial idiom and ease, but in
its serious and slightly formal shape’. Cf. Colvin 2014: 166, who argues that if the
orators share a word or grammatical form with Athenian prose inscriptions and/
or with the spoken parts of Aristophanic comedy, it may be assumed that it was
current in Attic.

9t Niehoff-Panagiotidis 1994: 201-18; Crespo 2010: 126-30; Colvin 2014:
109-11.
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Greeks converged on Athens and Athenians spent more time abroad,
and both sorts of interaction must have affected speech habits. Indeed,
already in the final decades of the fifth century, the ‘Old Oligarch’ ([X.]
Ath. Pol. 2.8) observed that the Athenians, ‘hearing every kind of dialect
(pwvny), have taken something from each’ and use a ‘mixed’ (xekpauévn)
form of speech made of all sorts of Greek and even foreign elements.
A specific development was that the Athenian administration of much
Ionic-speaking territory in the empire produced a convergence of Ionic
and Attic, which remained the language of diplomacy and international
commerce after the loss of the empire and which can be traced in official
inscriptions from the fourth century. This so-called ‘Great Attic’, which
might more accurately be described as a ‘modern Ionicized Attic’, would
evolve into the Hellenistic koine.9”

Since we can trace little of this variation and development in the formal
prose of the orators — in fact, notwithstanding the differences between
various authors and speeches, it is the uniformity of their language which
is most striking — their diction appears to be ‘pure’ mostly in the sense
that it is quite standardized and considerably removed from conversa-
tional language. In fact, the orators even use a ‘purified’ language, in
that it appears to be the result of a conscious effort to select from co-
existing forms. Among the words and forms which fourth-century orators
began to eschew were items which were felt to be vulgar (that is, spoken
by the lower strata of Athenian society), poetic, archaic and Ionic (the lat-
ter three often amounting to the same thing).» The orators thereby cre-
ated a distinctive prose style which was distinguished from other types of
Attic literature (such as tragedy) and was in part an ideological construct,
formed in reaction to the convergence of Ionic and Attic; in any case, the
possibility should not be excluded that certain words were targeted for
elimination precisely because they could be perceived as belonging to a
different dialect.

These considerations throw a new light on perceived ‘dialectisms’ (espe-
cially Ionicisms) in X. Some of them may in fact have been part of the
spoken language for a long time, but then avoided by most fourth-century
Attic prose authors.? If yavew is best interpreted as an archaism, it may

92 Horrocks 2010: 74. The classic account is Thumb 1974: 202-53.

9 Adrados 2005: 156-60.

9 So Hunter xlvi; cf. Niehoff-Panagiotidis 1994: 219-20.

9% Adrados 2005: 160. Niehoff-Panagiotidis 1994: 204-5 gives the example of
&kpny (4.3.26) used in the sense of &11, which we have seen was regarded by some
ancient grammarians as ‘newfangled’ (and it is common in the koine). It was, how-
ever, used by Aeschylus (fr. 339a Radt), possibly as a colloquialism; perhaps we
should conclude that the word remained in use in Attic but was shunned as a
vulgarism by other fourth-century authors.
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be a case in point, and another example may be dowéotata (§.3.8): &owng
is commonly regarded as an Ionic word,” but in Ionic texts it means both
‘doing no harm’ and ‘suffering no harm’, while X. (cf. 2.3.27; Cyr 1.4.7;
Eg. 5.1) and the ‘late’ Plato (Leg. 649d8, 670d7), the only classical Attic
prose authors who adopt the word before it shows up again in the koine,
use it only in the former, active, sense. This pattern may indicate that the
word had a career in the Attic vernacular independent from its use in
Ionic, but that it was rejected by the orators, perhaps precisely because
it could be perceived as Ionic. This impression is reinforced by the fact
that the cognate verb civopat is also found in X. (x 5, e.g. 3.4.16) and
Plato (Leg. 936e4), while Isocrates (Ep. 4.11) uses the cognate noun aivos
in a letter, which ‘may show that it belonged to the colloquial sphere’.97
Another example may be mwémwavtan (3.8.18). mwéwapan (from *mwéopen) is
commonly regarded as a Doricism (for Attic) kéktnuo,” but its attestation
in Solon (F13.7 West) and occasionally in Aeschylus and Euripides has
led some scholars to suppose that the word was adopted into Attic early
on from neighbouring Boeotians (whose Aeolic dialect may also have had
the word).” While wémaucn does not become part of the koine, there is no
telling how long it survived in spoken Attic, and it is difficult to say with
confidence that from a fourth-century Athenian perspective X.’s use of
the word is a Doricism rather than, say, an archaism or colloquialism.
Since Attic was in the process of incorporating Ionic influences, some
‘Ionicisms’ in X. were probably experienced as innovative Attic. This holds,
for instance, for X.’s use of édcokauev (g.2.5n.) instead of &Souev; official
inscriptions from the middle of the fourth century start to show up the
aorist marker -«- of the reduplicated athematic verbs in the plural (and this
becomes much more regular after ¢. §00), but since the official language
of inscriptions is conservative, such forms may well have been entrenched
in the spoken language of many Athenians from the end of the fifth cen-
tury.'** The same may hold for X.’s slight preference for originally Ionic fjv
(e.g. 3.1.23) over older Attic ¢&v (3.1.14n.) in Anabasis,'' or for his use of
originally Ionic e (3.1.19n.) alongside éws (e.g. 3.1.43), and of two neu-
ters in -pa (g.2.19 &xnua, 5.2 Péoknua), as many examples of this type of

9 Gautier 36.

97 Lipka 51. Adrados 2005: 146, 195 speaks in this connection of a ‘subterra-
nean’ Attic vocabulary, which comes into view in X. and the late works of Plato.

9 Gautier 34.

9 Wilamowitz-Moellendorff on Eur. HF 1426; Miilke on Solon F13.7 West.

‘> Willi 2010: 105; for the inscriptional evidence, see Threatte 11.600-19.

ot Cf. Willi 2003a: 235. If the manuscripts and editions can be trusted, the dis-
tribution between #v and ¢av is 83 : 50 in Anabasis and even 200 : 43 in Cyropaedia,
buto: 57 in Hellenicaand 2 : 78 in Memorabilia. X. also uses the form &v (with long &)
in Anabasis g at 3.2.25, 4.2, 5.8. Cf. the distribution of kataxaivew and &mroxTeive
discussed on p. 30 below.
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noun spread from Ionic into the koine.'* Other ‘dialectisms’ may belong
to this category: if X. occasionally uses ¢amivns (x 8, e.g. 3.3.7) next to
é€aipung (x 17), while the orators do not, this may well tell us something
about Attic purism, because the attestation of &arivns in Aristophanes (all
in Wealth, from the g80s) and later in Menander suggests that the word
was not alien to Attica from the beginning of the fourth century.'*s

Generic Norms and their Extensions

When one considers the various genres which together make up ‘Attic
literature’ (tragedy, comedy, oratory, Socratic dialogue and historiogra-
phy), it immediately becomes clear that there are significant linguistic
differences between them.'*t This lack of a single normative ‘literary
Attic’ raises the question whether it is legitimate to compare X. with the
orators and find him wanting. To be sure, it is often supposed that his-
toriography evolved in a way similar to oratory: Thucydides’ language
was still characterized by Ionicisms (which in some cases amount to the
same thing as poeticisms or archaisms), but the same no longer held for
fourth-century practitioners of the genre. However, while this may be true
in some respects (as with the shift from -co- to -11-), the loss of virtually
all fourth-century historiography except X. makes it difficult to assess just
how similar things were and to reconstruct the expectations of X.’s first
audiences.'’s For instance, while the orators may have shied away from
clear poeticisms in order to avoid sounding pompous, there is no obvious
reason why historiographers should have followed suit, and X. uses sev-
eral words in g.1(n.) which are shared only with (high) poetry and can be
taken as adding poetic ‘colouring’ to scenes of high drama (g.1.3n. wé8os,
1.11n. oknmTds, 1.28N. TpwTds, 1.2gn. TAMjpwy).'" His awareness of the
genre-specific propriety of different kinds of words is further shown by the
fact that mav- compounds, which are associated with an elevated register
(3-3.13n. TayxaAémws, as opposed to colloquial Attic wévu xadetréds) and
appear to be employed by X. at moments of heightened pathos, occur fre-
quently in his historiographical narratives (Hell. x 30, An. x g, Cyr. x 25)
but are entirely absent from the Socratic works.

In general, it is important to keep in mind that historiography was
less tied to Athenian localities and institutions than oratory and Socratic

¢ Thumb 1974: 216. ' See Willi 2003b: 61. '+ Cf. Willi 2010: 106-7.

> The comments on X.’s language by grammarians from the Roman imperial
period are not a good guide, because they operated with a strongly normative con-
cept of what constitutes ‘good’ Attic, mostly determined by the orators. It should
also be remembered that X. attracted such scrutiny precisely because he could be
considered an Attic classic (a status which, say, Ephorus did not achieve).

16 For poeticisms in X. and their identification, see Tsagalis 2002.
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literature, and that its generic conventions were not yet strictly defined.
One nascent motif in Thucydides which X. took further in Anabasis,
Hellenica and Agesilaus is the occasional placement of Laconian Doric
expressions in the mouths of Spartan speakers.'*” The lexical items in
question are common words and oaths, which almost all readers must have
instantly recognized as typically Spartan: (a) teAébw for yiyvopa (6.6.36
and, in a formulaic phrase, §.2.3 8¢i ... &v8pas &dyabous TeAéBew); (b) éeprer
for &gépyetan (7.1.8); (¢) (vai) T 016> (i.e. Castor and Pollux; 6.6.34, 7.6.39;
Hell. 4.4.10; Ages. 5.5) for (u&) Té 8eco (i.e. Demeter and Persephone). X.
renders short speeches more or less entirely in Doric at Hell. 1.1.23 (a
letter), 3.3.2, 4.4.10. The state of our knowledge of fourth-century histori-
ography does not permit us to say whether X. was alone in exploiting this
opportunity for added realism and characterization, but it does strongly
suggest that X. was aware of, and could artfully exploit, dialectal variation.

A number of other Doricisms and general dialectisms which do not
make it into the koine can be interpreted as a different kind of expres-
sion of X.’s ‘international’ aspirations. An example is Doric kaTtokaive
(3.1.2(n.) vikGvTes pév oudéva &v katakdvoiev), which occurs alongside
Attic &mokTeivw (e.g. 2.4.6, a speech by a Spartan (!), vik@vtes pév Tiva &v
&mokTeivaipev;). Examples such as these seem random, but they may in
fact be consciously employed from time to time to signal to the reader
that this is not a parochial Attic work: the employment of such words at
certain intervals is enough to give the work a non-Attic patina.'*® It is sig-
nificant in this respect that the distribution of this type of dialectal word
over X.’s various works is uneven: they are much rarer in Hellenica and the
Socratic works than in Agesilaus, Anabasis and especially Cyropaedia. Thus
the distribution between katakaivw and &mokTeive is § : § in Agesilaus, 16 :
24 in Anabasis and 25 : 6 in Cyropaedia, but xatakaivw is absent altogether
from Hellenica (x gg &mokTeivw) and the Socratic works (x 14 &mwoxTeivw).
Itis impossible to draw conclusions from these data about the chronology
of X.’s works.'” Rather, it appears that most dialectisms show up in works
which do not deal with Athenian affairs, which are generically adven-
turous and which may well represent attempts to appeal to an audience

7 Cf. Thuc. 1.81.6 (tauwpev, with the MSS), 4.40.2, 5.63.3, with Colvin 1999:
63. For X.’s use of the device, see Hiersche 1970: 217-18; Colvin 1999: 70-3; Gray
2014: 327-8; CCX 224. Cf. also the presumably Syracusan Doric future Ta§ovtan
(from mailw) at Symp. 9.2 in a speech of a Syracusan. In Cyropaedia there are, of
course, no Greek characters.

'*® See Thomas in Brennan/Thomas for a similar suggestion; cf. Willi 2012 on
the inconsistent Doric of Theocritus.

9 As shown by Tuplin 1993: 193—7 (on the basis of statistics for a wider range
of examples).
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across the Greek-speaking world."”* In the case of these works, then,
rather than expecting ‘proper’ Attic, it is better to regard X.’s style as one
possible development of the ‘international’ and ‘expanded’ version of
Attic adopted by Thucydides.'"!

Military Jargon

Some items in the list of rare or previously unattested words and senses
in X. with which this section opens do not easily fit the categorizations
proposed here; these are SiayyéAopar ‘pass an order to one another’
(3-4.36), Umepdedios ‘higher ground’ (3.4.37) and mAeupai (3.2.36) and
oTtépa (3.4.42) used for the ‘sides’ and ‘front’ of an army. These words
have in common that they appear only or first in X. (some, like Uep&¢€ios
and oTépa, are common in Polybius and other writers of the koine) and
that they cannot be assigned to an obvious source in a dialect or liter-
ary genre. The fact that the first two are compounds (though of familiar
types) and the latter two have a metaphorical quality may at first sight
suggest that X.’s own creativity is the source. That many of the relevant
words pass into the koine speaks against this explanation, however, since
there is no reason to assume that X.’s creative coinages would find such
widespread acceptance.

It is more likely that these and other lexical items reflect a specialized,
technical military jargon. X.’s use of technical terms is well documented,
including his precise terms for military ranks and other offices associated
with Spartan institutions.''* It may be surmised that the increasing pro-
fessionalization and specialization of warfare in fourth-century Greece
went hand in hand with the development of a technical vocabulary
designed to give expression to changes in organization and tactics and,
given the increasing role of mercenaries in Greek armies, to facilitate
communication between officers and soldiers from different parts of
Greece (there is no need to look for a single regional provenance of the
relevant terms).

The items in question give themselves away as belonging to a specific
technical military register (rather than being poetic or creative) because
they possess one or usually more of the following characteristics. (a) They

"' In the case of Agesilaus a specifically Spartan audience may also be targeted.
Suggestive in this respect is the fact that Agesilaus displays a number of non-Attic
words for which the corresponding passages in Hellenica employ ‘properly’ Attic
synonyms: Gautier 134; Tuplin 1993: 194-5.

"' To follow Colvin’s (2014: 163—4) characterization of Thucydides.

"'*  Gautier 150-3; Lipka 46-7; Dillery 2016: 249-50. See, however, Huitink
and Rood 2016 for some qualifications to X.’s precision.



32 INTRODUCTION

are metaphorical. It is well known that metaphor plays an important part
in the formation of technical languages,''3 and specialized military vocab-
ulary is no exception: cf. Latin aries (‘ram’ > ‘battering ram’) and testudo
(‘tortoise’ > ‘shield’ and ‘battle formation wherein the soldiers hold their
shields above their heads’),""! or the British and American ranks ‘corpo-
ral’ for the leader of a ‘body’ of troops (cf. Latin corpus), ‘captain’ for the
‘head’ of such a body (cf. caput) and ‘colonel’ from columna ‘column/
pillar’. As we shall see, the Greek terms in question partake of similar
metaphors, which are usually based on simple physical resemblances: e.g.
TAaiolov (3.2.46n.), dkpwvuxia (3.4.37n.). (b) The word formations are
productive and easy to parallel: e.g. SiayyéAopar (g.4.36n.), dxpwvuyia
(3-4.87n.). (¢) A number of items are shared between X. and his close
contemporary Aeneas Tacticus, a general (probably) and the writer of a
technical manual on siegecraft; e.g. Uepd¢§ios (§.4.97n.)."'> While there
may have been (now lost) written works which served as their communal
source, it is more likely that both availed themselves of living military lan-
guage. (d) Quite a few of these words enter the koine, recurring especially
in Polybius; e.g. oUp& (3.4.38n.), UmepPolmy (3.5.18n.). It is more plausi-
ble that Polybius and X. tapped into the same source material (actual
military language) than that X. influenced Polybius in these instances.
(e) They often fulfil a number of criteria thought to be characteristic
of technical vocabulary: for instance, they have a clear technical refer-
ence and are not likely to have been used outside the military sphere
for which they were designed, and they seem standardized (for exam-
ple by being expressively neutral, i.e. not carrying positive or negative
connotations).''®

In availing himself of recognizably technical military terms, X. opens
up a new avenue in narrative historiography. Whereas Herodotus and
Thucydides wrote about warfare in a high literary register, X. adds
a realistic touch to his report. Some of the words (such as gdAay§
3.3.11n.) are regularly used by X., but he uses others only occasionally,
to special effect. Thus, in Anabasis 3, a book very much concerned with
evolving tactics, SiayyéAopcn appears in a context in which various ways
of giving orders are thematized, and umepdé€ios and akpwvuyia occur in
a context in which Xenophon finds new ways of dealing with a tactical
problem.

'3 See e.g. Lloyd 1987: 172-214; Langslow 2000: 178-201.

"1 For the military vocabulary of the Romans, see De Meo 1986: 171—207.

"> Hunter lvi-lviii lists many overlaps in the vocabulary of X. and Aeneas Tacti-
cus and concludes (p. lviii) that the majority of them concern ‘new technical terms
and new compounds, necessitated by the growth both of the art of war and of
other sciences, and the need for an extended vocabulary to keep pace with it’.

'S For such criteria, see Willi 2003a: 56—70.
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6 STYLE: SPEECH AND NARRATIVE
Repetition and Variety

Pomeroy’s 1994 claim that ‘modern analysis of Xenophon’s prose has
not essentially progressed beyond the observations of the ancient critics’
remains a fair assessment, not only in relation to his vocabulary, but also in
relation to his style."'7 In this case, part of the reason for this lack of pro-
gress lies in the fact that the treatment of style by X.’s ancient critics was
more complex — as well as more positive — than that of diction.''* There
were, it is true, short soundbites hailing X. as ‘the Attic Muse’ (Diog. Laert.
2.57 AtTiki) MolUoa) or ‘the Attic bee’ (Suda § 47 Adler Attikt) péhitTa) — as
well as grand claims that ‘the Muses spoke with Xenophon'’s voice’ (Cic.
Orat. 62 Xenophontis voce Musas quasi locutas ferunt) — all tributes to ‘the
sweetness of his style’ (yAukutnm Tiis épunveias), in Diogenes’ terms. Apart
from ‘sweetness’, several other descriptive terms were routinely used to
characterize X.’s style: ‘grace’ or ‘charm’ (xé&pis),""? ‘clarity’ (cagrveia),'**
and ‘simplicity’ (&¢éAeia).'** But these same qualities could be invoked in
more careful and nuanced analyses, such as are found in late second-cen-
tury handbooks of style like Hermogenes’ TTepi i8edv (404—6 Rabe) and
in Ps.-Aristides’ TTepi &peAoUs Adyou.'** And there were some mixed assess-
ments. Ps.-Longinus felt that even the ‘demi-gods’ (fjpwes) X. and Plato
occasionally went too far in seeking ‘paltry pleasantries’ (uikpoyxopij) which
detracted from the general dignity of their style (Subl. 4.4). More damn-
ing is the unfavourable comparison drawn by Dionysius of Halicarnassus
between X. and Herodotus. Dionysius acknowledged that X. ‘puts words
together with no less marked attractiveness and charm than Herodotus’
(ouvTifBnow ouTd HBws Tavu kal kexopiopévws oUx fTTov ‘HpoddTou), but
thought that he lacked Herodotus’ ‘sublimity, beauty and impressiveness’
(Oyos . . . kal k&AAos kal peyorompémeiav): ‘when, on occasion, he wishes
to enliven his style, like an offshore breeze he blows for a short time, but
is soon stilled’ (x&v ToTe Sieyeipan Poulnbiit THY @pdoiv, dAiyov Eumveloas
&omep &mdyelos alpa Taxéws opévwuton) (Pomp. 4; cf. De imitatione fr. g1
Rademacher—Usener).

"7 Pomeroy 14.

""#  For discussions of ancient criticism, see also nn. 38 and 122. There were
several books devoted to X. alone that are no longer extant; see Russell on Ps.-
Longin. Subl. 8.1.

19 E.g. Ath. 10.421b; Quint. Inst. 10.1.82 (Xenophontis illam iucunditatem inad-
Sfectatam, sed quam nulla consequi adfectatio possit, ‘Xenophon’s charm - effortless,
but such as no effort could achieve’); Tac. Dial. 1.6 (iucunditatem).

'*> E.g. Dio Chrys. 18.14. '*' E.g. Men. Rhet. 3go0.1 Spengel.

2 For Hermogenes, see Wooten 1987 (introduction and annotated transla-
tion); for Ps.-Aristides, see the edition of Patillon, and Rutherford 1998: 64-79
(discussion), 124—53 (annotated translation).
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The limitations of modern criticism are seen in a tendency to patronize
X. at the same time as praising him. Representative of numerous sweep-
ing assessments are the comments of Norden in Die antike Kunstprosa.
Norden spoke of X. as ‘the unadorned child of Nature’ while relating his
development to the environment in which he grew up: thus X. was ‘an
authentic Athenian with his instinctive feeling for moderation’, whose
name evokes ‘the idea of a simple grace — the specifically Attic quality’."*
Racial assumptions of Athenian superiority underlie many instances of
this sort of broad-brush characterization: strikingly, they fail to attend to
some of the warnings in ancient critics that X.’s apparent simplicity con-
ceals its own art (e.g. Ps.-Aristid. Rh. 2.31, 42, 82 Patillon).

Much more promising are the approaches to X.’s narrative technique
that have developed in recent decades. Vivienne Gray in particular has
sought to redeem X. by demonstrating his literary artistry — his use of
narrative patterns marked by repetition and variation, often playing off
similar episodes in Homer and Herodotus — and even by reading X. as a
narrative theorist: one of his typical patterns involves highlighting ‘sec-
ond wave’ responses to the exemplary actions of leaders, and this pattern
is in turn expressive of X.’s understanding of his own didacticism.'*!

If one turns from these assessments to Anabasis g itself, the picture
that emerges of X.’s style is above all one of variety. There are lengthy
formal speeches which mirror the style of civic assemblies (g.2.7-32n.),
short exchanges marked by the language of formal diplomacy (e.g. 3.3.2-
4), and in addition a few short and vivid snatches of conversation (e.g.
3.4.38-43, 47-9, 5.5, 6nn.). There is much action-packed narrative where
the turn of events is rapidly conveyed through short paratactic clauses
(3-4-38-43n.). But X. also mimics the language of inventories (3.4.31n.),
formal decrees (3.2.38n.) or scientific discourse (§.4.19—-23n.), and
there are hints of other specialized discourses (for instance, geographi-
cal and military writing). A particularly important source of variation in
X.’s style is to be found in the differences between the speeches and the
narrative. Some of these differences may be seen as attempts to capture
the rhythms and tone of spoken discourse: thus the speeches contain
instances of anacoluthon (g.1.17, 2.11, 12), colloquialisms (g.1.13) and
proverbial expressions (8.1.27). On the other hand, the speeches are

3 Norden 1974: 101-2 (‘das schmucklos schreibende Naturkind; ein echter
Athener mit seinem instinktiven Gefiihl fur das MaBvolle; die Vorstellung einfach-
er Grazie, also der spezifisch attischen Eigenschaft’). Norden was paraphrasing
Blass, who called X. ‘kein Kunstredner, sondern ein Naturredner’, ‘a speaker not
by art but by nature’ (1892: 479).

'*1 See esp. Gray 201 1. Important contributions in the modern rehabilitation of
X. include Higgins 1977; Gray 1989; Tuplin 1993; Dillery 1995; Tamiolaki 2010;
and the essays in Tuplin 2004b, Gray 2010a, Hobden and Tuplin 2012, and CCX.
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understandably more likely to contain ‘high’ rhetorical features such as
negative—positive antithesis (e.g. 3.2.21), anaphora (e.g. 3.2.24, gonn.)
and near-synonyms (3.2.4, 4.25), though all these features are found to a
lesser extent in the narrative too.

While the difference between speech and narrative is a strong feature
of historiographical predecessors such as Thucydides, X. departs from
the Thucydidean precedent in his increased use of dialogue and in his
greater concern for the stylistic characterization of different speakers.
Chirisophus employs a typically Spartan brevity (g.2.1n.); Cleanor is
consistently a vigorous and forceful, but relatively unnuanced, speaker
(3.2.4n.); the most frequent speaker, Xenophon, is given scope for more
elaborate and subtle rhetorical manoeuvres, building on the intensity and
force of the other speakers. The following excerpts from the exhortatory
speeches made before the whole army following the loss of the generals
can serve as illustrations of these contrasts:

¢ Chirisophus (8.2.2—-3): xodemw& pév T& TapdvTa . . . Sucws 8¢ BT . . . p)
UpieoBai, A& Treip&ofon &Trews fiv pEv duvopeba kaAds vikdVTes owi{uedar
el B¢ uM, &GAA& kaA&s ye &mobviiokwpev. The Spartan general is not with-
out rhetorical effectiveness: he develops his argument first through a
uév/ 8¢ contrast, and then through a short negative—positive antithesis.
The 8mws-clause offers a forceful expansion by means of another pév/
8¢ contrast and particularly by the ‘apodotic’ &AA& — a marked feature
of an impromptu spoken style — with the following ye capping the rep-
etition of xaA@s. Presumably a slight pause is to be imagined after &i ¢
un: ‘if not — at all events let us die nobly’.

¢ (Cleanor (g.2.4): 6p&Te pév, & &vdpes, THv PaciAéws émiopkiav kai &oéPeiav,
opate 8¢ Ty Tiooagépvous &moTiav. Cleanor makes more open use
of rhetorical figures, building up emphasis through the anaph-
ora of 6pate and the pév/3¢ balance so as to mask the emptiness of
the contrived opposition of ‘the king’ and ‘Tissaphernes’. Whereas
Chirisophus makes heavy use of verbs, Cleanor employs a series of
abstract nouns with a strong moral colouring but with little regard
for their difference in meaning (as in Thucydides, the greater use of
moral vocabulary is itself a more general feature of the speeches as
opposed to the narrative).

e Xenophon (3.2.15): kai T6Te pév 81 wepi Tiis Kupou Paociteias &vdpes
ATe &yoboi viv &’ 6woTE Tepl TS UpeTépas owTnpias 6 &ydv éoTl, TOAU
dnyrou Uuds poonkel kai &uesivovas kai TpoBupoTépous ivar. This sentence
illustrates Xenophon'’s greater use of variety and elaboration in the
build-up of his arguments. The past-present contrast is drawn out
with considerable expansion in the second limb: rather than modi-
fying the main verb, like the antithetical wepi tfis KUpou Baciieias, the
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phrase wepi Tfis UpeTépas cwTnpias stands in a subordinate clause; &yafoi
in the first limb (itself emphasized by hyperbaton) is then picked up
by the more elaborate oAU . . . kai &peivovas kai TpoBupoTépous (two
comparative adjectives for a single positive, again with hyperbaton).
Further emphasis is provided by particles: & in the first limb asserts
that the message of the past is clear to all; 8fyrou (x 6 in Anabasis, all
in long speeches by Xenophon himself) in the second adds a touch of
tentativeness to the a fortiori argument.

Besides these pointed differences between speakers, there is stylistic
differentiation in the speeches made by Xenophon himself, in part owing
to his sensitivity to his different audiences (g.1.15-25n.). One sign of this
differentiation is his use of rhetorical questions, which are grouped in his
self-address (x 4 in .1.13-14) and in speeches addressed to Proxenus’
captains (x g in 3.1.17-18, x g in 3.1.28—-9). The use of rhetorical ques-
tions conveys the urgency of the situation when no steps have yet been
made in response to the seizure of the generals; it may also suggest a
close relationship between speaker and addressee. The longer speech
Xenophon makes to the surviving generals and captains, by contrast,
does not have a single rhetorical question, while the even longer speech
through which he attempts to instil courage in the whole army has only
one (8.2.16)."*» The almost complete absence of rhetorical questions in
this last speech may itself be explained by its distinctive rhetorical timbre:
of all Xenophon’s speeches it is most rich in the stylistic features familiar
from the formal rhetoric developed in Athens in the fifth century, includ-
ing overt signposting and the ‘apagogic’ style argument associated with
Gorgias, and it is only in this speech that Xenophon borrows from the
style of epideictic rhetoric (g.2.7-32n.).

The variety that can be observed in the narrative and speeches testi-
fies to the artfulness of X.’s writing. His artistry can be grasped still more
clearly by paying attention to narratological categories such as the narra-
torial voice, time, and perspective.'*

Narrative Technique

Variety can also be seen as a hallmark of X.’s narrative technique in
Anabasis. Throughout Anabasis g, the narrative voice is generally covert:
there are no first-person forms for the narrator. This narratorial stance
contrasts with the more overt interventions found in the extensive

> See also g.2.19n.

6 See CCX 263-78 for a general treatment of X.’s narrative style; for narra-
tological treatments of Anabasis see SAGN 1.129—46 (narrator), 11.147-63 (time),
111.161-78 (space), 1v.172—go (character).
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obituary notices in Books 1 and 2 (1.9, 2.6), as well as with the frequent
references to what ‘is” or ‘was’ said that cluster in the narrative of the
battle of Cunaxa (p. 18). The move to a more covert narrator coincides
with Xenophon’s increasing centrality in the story. The perspectives of
the narrator X. and the character Xenophon become closely linked:
how the narrator knows about events in the past such as Xenophon’s
consultation of the Delphic oracle, or about events in the narrative
present such as Xenophon’s dream, is not explained.'*” The closer link-
ing of narrator and character is confirmed by a number of generaliz-
ing comments that are included in one section of the book: X. moves
from the immediate ‘now’ of the story to illustrate the sort of general
military truths that underlie the tactical innovations introduced in the
course of the retreat (3.4, 3.4.16-18, 19—-23nn., cf. 3.4.34-6n.).

Both the account of Xenophon’s visit to Delphi and the various pas-
sages where generalizations are introduced illustrate another source of
Anabasis’ variety — the handling of narrative order. Though for the most
part Anabasis does follow a linear order, there are a number of notable
flashbacks or anticipations of later events (in narratological terms, ana-
lepses and prolepses), and these departures from a simple chronological
order are important for understanding X.’s overall purpose. Small-scale
flashbacks are used to introduce information as it has an impact on the
generals’ decision-making (3.3.5, 4.2nn.), while the uneven distribution
of background information about the places through which the army
travels makes a thematic contribution even as it provides a valuable his-
torical insight into the limitations of the Greeks’ knowledge of Persia
(3-4.7-12n.).

X.’s treatment of narrative speed is equally varied. Book g starts with
three meetings including speeches represented in direct discourse — an
effective way of slowing down the narrative pace and creating suspense.
The slow rhythm is intensified by the preceding obituary notices (2.6)
and by the flashback to how Xenophon came to join the expedition: all
told, events that last fewer than twenty-four hours cover just under 10
per cent of the whole text. Similar changes of rhythm are achieved by
speeches elsewhere in Anabasis: speeches in direct discourse comprise a
third of the whole text but they are distributed unevenly (other strong
concentrations are the end of Book 5, where Xenophon issues a warning
against the growth of disorder, and Book 77, where Xenophon makes long
defensive and didactic speeches (7.6.11-38, 7.20—47))."**

'*7 Cf. Bradley 2010; Grethlein 2012.
'**  For analysis of speech representation in Anabasis, including a full list of
speeches and comparative statistics, see Tuplin 2014.
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The army’s marches, too, are handled differently over the course of
the work. The successive stages are described in detail, initially in list
form (e.g. 1.4.1, g-11), but in Book g with much greater flexibility,
mapping the alternation between difficult fighting and more regular
marches in the Greeks’ retreat. Throughout, X.’s selectivity is appar-
ent in the choices made as to which episodes to treat in brief (e.g. the
crossing of the Greater Zab at 3.3.6) and which to treat in greater detail
(e.g. the futile proposal to bridge the Tigris at §.5.8-11).

X.’s artistry is particularly shown in his handling of narrative perspec-
tive. Plutarch praised the account of the battle of Cunaxa (1.8) for the
way ‘Xenophon brings it all but before our eyes and through his vivid-
ness (enargeia) all the time places the reader, much affected and sharing
in the dangers, near to the action, as if it had not been concluded, but
is going on’ (Artax. 8.1: Zevop@dvTos . . . povovouyi SeikvuovTos Syl kai Tolg
TPAYHACIY (S OU YEYEVNUEVOLS, GAAK Y1vopévols épioTavToS &el TOV dkpoaTnv
¢umradi kol ouykiwduvevovta Sk Ty Evdpyeiav). Two of the features of that
battle narrative that Plutarch was probably picking up were the sudden
appearance of a messenger riding on a sweat-covered horse (1.8.1 idn e
v &uol &yopdv TAfBoucav . . ., fivika Matnyvas . . . TpogaiveTal EAadvwy &vé
kp&Tos 18povTt T@! frrwt) and the description of the Persian army grad-
ually appearing in the distance and moving closer to the Greeks, until
the ranks and flashing armour could be seen (1.8.8-10).'* It is this type
of spatial orientation that operates for most of Book 3. The narrator’s
focus on the Greeks is shown in the handling of arrivals at and depar-
tures from the camp (e.g. $.3.1n.); this spatial focus is matched at a
linguistic level, where different Greek perspectives are embodied in the
use of tenses (3.4.7n.) and particles (3.4.4n.) and in the designations
BapBapor and woAépior (8.4.34n.). And yet this use of perspective is not
consistently maintained. It is true that X. never shifts the spatial focus
to the enemy camp, but he does include reports of Persian thoughts,
partly to highlight how the Greeks outwit them (3.4, 3.4.2nn.), and at
one point he describes how the Persians perceive the Greeks from a
distance (g.5.13n.).

Underlying the changes in technique across Anabasis and within Book
g is a consistent concern with argument. By means of his narrative and
particularly by means of his construction of the character of Xenophon,
X. offers — as the Commentary will show in detail — both an analysis of
how events turned out as they did and an explanation of why they took
that course.

#9 Cf. Huitink 2019; also Grethlein 2013: 54-6 (but see CCX 274—7 for some
reservations).
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7 THE TEXTUAL TRADITION

The MSS on which our knowledge of the text of Anabasis g depends
divide into two main families, named f and c after their most important
representatives.'s* The chief MSS belonging to f are:

Vaticanus 1335, tenth/eleventh century

Marcianus 59o (olim 511), twelfth/thirteenth century
Bodleianus (canon. gr. 39), fourteenth/fifteenth century
Vindobonensis g5, fifteenth century

Laurentianus LV 21, fifteenth century

Guelferbytanus (Aug. 71, 19), fifteenth century

Phillipsianus 1627 (olim Leidensis (Meermannianus)), fifteenth
century

HIN<TZ ™

Of these F and M are the most important, but the relationship between
them and the other MSS belonging to f remains unclear. In this edition
the siglum f is used to denote agreement between F, M and at least some
other MSS belonging to its family.

The chief MSS belonging to c are:

C Parisinus 1640, first hand from 1820

B Parisinus 1641, after 1462

A Vaticanus 9877, somewhat younger than B
E Etonensis, fifteenth century

While C dates from 1320, the text of Anabasisis preceded by a poem dedi-
cating the work to the Byzantine emperor Leo VI (886—g12), which shows
that the text goes back, directly or indirectly, to a Byzantine MS dating
from the ninth/tenth century. At some point, however, many corrections
were made in C, which often agree with the f tradition; in the first four
books especially, these corrections have made the first hand of C (for
which the present edition uses the siglum C') almost illegible in various
places (e.g. 3.1.21, 4.12). B, A and probably also E are apographs from C,
made after C was corrected. In this edition the siglum c is used to denote
agreement between all MSS belonging to this family.

In 1932, Castiglioni collated three more MSS from the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries which turn out to be of considerable value:'s*

g Ambrosianus G g2 sup., presumably after 1450
a Ambrosianus A 78 inf., dated 1374
b Ambrosianus A 157 sup., dated 1426

'3° No papyri of Anabasis g have so far come to light.
3t Castiglioni 19g2.
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Of these, g most often sides with ¢ (e.g. 3.1.3, 3.6), but also contains some
good material in agreement with f (e.g. 3.4.24); a and b have many affin-
ities with DV (e.g. 3.1.26, 2.37), but b preserves a number of uniquely
good readings, some of which were anticipated by modern scholars in
ignorance of b’s existence (e.g. 3.2.27, 4.16, 25).

* % %

Since the editions of Dindorf (1825, 1852), most editors, including
Marchant (1904) and Masqueray (1930-1; grd edn 1952), have based
their editions on ¢, and in particular C', which on the whole gives a
‘smoother’ and also somewhat shorter text than f, which raised the suspi-
cion that scribal mistakes and additions were responsible for the state of
f. In many editions, the ¢ MSS are actually called ‘better’ (meliores), the £
MSS ‘worse’ (deteriores). However, over a century ago Persson showed not
only that the division into two families is not observable in the papyri or
quotations of Anabasisin the works of other ancient authors (the so-called
‘indirect tradition’), but also that on balance these important additional
sources for the text of Anabasis side with f more often than with c.'#
Persson therefore suggested that C' represents a Byzantine edition of the
text which was deliberately ‘cleaned up’.

Persson decisively undermined the perceived superiority of ¢, even if
his conclusion about C' went too far, inasmuch as it undoubtedly pre-
serves good readings in many places (e.g. 3.2.11, 3.4). The upshot is that
the choice between variants in the MSS of Anabasis needs to be based
exclusively on their merits, whether they occur in ¢ or f. The only criti-
cal edition which has given f its due is that of Hude (1931; rev. edn by
Peters 1972). This edition forms the basis of the present text of Anabasis
3. The selective critical apparatus marks (a) departures from the text of
Hude/Peters; (b) readings which are the result of conjectures proposed
by modern scholars; (¢) especially problematic passages, many of which
are discussed in the Commentary.

APPENDIX: CHRONOLOGY AND TOPOGRAPHY

The events of Anabasis g can easily be charted by time and space accord-
ing to the indications given by X.:

Day Reference Location Distance
1 2.5.27-3.1.2 AtR. Zapatas

1/2 3.1.3—47 At R. Zapatas

2 3.2.1-3.20 To villages 25 stades

32 Persson 1915,
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3 3.3.20—4.1 At villages

4 3.4.1-9 To Larisa

5 3.4.10—-12 To Mespila 6 parasangs
6 3.4.13—-18 To villages 4 parasangs
7 3.4.18 At villages

8 3.4.18-23 Through plain's3

9 3.4.18-23 Through plain

10 3.4.18-23 Through plain

11 3.4.18-23 Through plain

12 3.4.24—30 To villages (on mountain)

13 3.4.31 At villages

14 3.4.31 At villages

15 3.4.31 At villages

16 3.4.32-6 To village (in plain)

16/17 3.4.37 Night march 60 stades
17 3.4.37 Through plain

18 3.4.37 Through plain

19 3.4.37-5.12 To villages

20 3.5.13-18 Back to unburned villages

It is much harder to translate these textual indications into absolute chro-
nology and topography. Calculations of the date at which Anabasis g starts
range from late September 401 to mid January 400. The uncertainty
derives from three circumstances. (a) X. nowhere gives dates for any of
the events. The absence of such dates is not in itself surprising given that
there was no calendrical scheme accepted throughout the Greek world
at the time he was writing and that local calendars were not precisely
calibrated to the solar year. (b) He plots changes of season only indirectly,
through occasional climatic indications. (¢) There are a number of indi-
rect chronological hints, but their interpretation is controversial.

The main chronological hint within Book g is found when the Greeks
test the depth of the Tigris (3.5.7). Comparison with modern data for
the river suggests that the depth X. gives (spears do not reach the top
of the water) fits winter rather than autumn (unless it had been a very
wet autumn), i.e. the latter part of the chronological range noted above.
This late chronology seems to fit some of the other chronological clues:
(@) natural produce such as the dates of Mesopotamia (2.3.15-16) or
the ‘mad honey’ of the Pontic mountains (4.8.20) — assuming in both
cases that X. is referring to the produce of the current season; (b) agri-
cultural seasons as revealed by the state of the irrigation channels; (c)

33 Reade 2015: 195 suggests that T . . . UoTepaian at 3.4.18 may indicate an
extra day, but see 3.4.23n.
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weather conditions as suggested by muddy stretches in the march down
the Euphrates (1.5.7) and in particular as experienced during the cross-
ing of the Carduchian mountains and the Armenian highlands in Book
4 (the late chronology would mean that the troops passed through the
Armenian highlands after the worst of the winter had passed). At the
same time, it should be noted that some scholars have argued that the
various clues scattered through Anabasis can fit an early chronology; and
others have combined the two chronologies by arguing that a portion
of the march in Book 4 is missing (whether because X. deliberately sup-
pressed it or because it has dropped out of the MSS).'3

To turn to topography, the general direction of the march in Book g
is not in doubt (unlike in Book 2 and especially in Book 4). More pre-
cise mapping is made difficult by a number of factors: (a) the paucity of
distance indications; (4) the lack of toponyms between Mespila (g.4.10)
and the River Centrites (4.3.1); (¢) the omission of some features, e.g.
the River Khabur near the chain of hills crossed at §.4.24-31; (d) the fact
that X.’s descriptions of landscape (which may have been written up from
memory) were designed not to help readers recreate the route, but to
make the military situation comprehensible: thus he divides terrain into
plains (mwedia) — where cavalry function well; ravines (xop&dpat) and hills
(yfhhogot or Adgor: §.4.24n.) — where hoplites are still of some use; and
mountains (8pn: see g.4.37n. for their subdivisions), where light-armed
troops are particularly effective; (e) the political situation in Iraq since
the First Gulf War, which has made scholarly investigation on the ground
impossible.'s> (One positive development in recent years is that Google
Earth makes it possible to survey the route in detail from the air, and to
some extent from the ground, with the help of uploaded photographs.) 's°
The main points are as follows:

T1. At the Zapatas: It is clear from the preceding and succeeding stages
(despite problems in what precedes) that this is the Greater rather
than the Lesser Zab (the crossing of which is not mentioned, probably

31 For the late chronology, see especially Brennan 2008, 2012 and Brennan
in Brennan/Thomas. For the early chronology, see Glombiowski 1994 (followed
by the chart at Lee 2007: 283—g). For the proposed lacuna, see Manfredi 1986:
211-15; Lane Fox 2004b: 35-46.

'35 The most recent first-hand scholarly survey is Manfredi 1986. Brennan 2005
is an account of a walk along the whole route in the early 2000s; on foot, he could
not carry the same sort of scholarly apparatus as Manfredi. Many nineteenth- and
early twentieth-century travellers discuss the route (for a survey, see Rood 2004b:
134-61), but it is sometimes difficult to follow their identifications owing to
changes in toponyms and the quality of their maps.

136 For ease of reference, the orthography adopted here generally follows Goo-
gle Earth.
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owing to its low level).'s7 As for where it was crossed (3.3.6n.), nine-
teenth-century travellers were generally ferried across at Kalak (‘Raft’),
c. 25 miles upstream from its confluence with the Tigris, but (as the
name suggests) the river is too deep to cross there without a bridge. If
there was no bridge, Layard 1853: 60 suggests a suitable location for
fording 5 miles downstream. Its width in this section corresponds with
X.’s description (Southgate 1840: 11.215-16).

T2. Ravine: The ravine beyond the villages 25 stades from the Zab is prob-
ably the Khazir, a tributary of the Zab, with very low water levels owing
to the time of year; it could also be a steep-banked irrigation canal
(Reade 2015: 193). This identification suits the facts that the journey
from the Zab to Larisa involved two days’ marching (Days 2 and 4), with
only a small distance covered on the first day; and that it was at Larisa
that they arrived (back) at the Tigris — which implies that they had not
been marching along it (3.4.6).

Tg—4. The identifications of Larisa with Nimrud and of Mespila with
Nineveh are guaranteed by the overall route, the distances between the
sites, and their descriptions (3.4.7-12n.).

Ts. Villages: The day’s march would have taken the army to a position
around Tall Kayf (Ainsworth 1844: 143) or Batnay (Layard 1853: 61).
T6. Disruption caused by higher ground: Probably in the region of Alqosh.
T7. Palace and villages: In this section the Tigris runs from north-west
to south-east and parallel to it towards the east is a high range of hills
(the Chia Spi or Jebel Abyadh) backed by a flatter descent towards
the River Khabur (on the Iraq-Turkey border). The palace complex
was probably on the western side of the Chia Spi between Dayrabun
(at the western end of the range) and Zakho (across the range to the
south-east) (Reade 2015: 197), or else further to the south-east, in the
high ground to the east of Duhok (Brennan/Thomas); this location
leaves the army further ground to cover in the following days, but (to
judge from aerial images) may offer the best fit with the description at
3.4.24. Other suggestions are: (a) At or around Zakho (later the site of
a castle), with the Greeks following the line of today’s main road from
the Tigris valley;'*® (b) Dayrabun (Reade’s preferred location), with the
Greeks keeping to a flatter, straighter path west of the range. These

37 Herodotus (5.52.4) mentions homonymous rivers in this area (without
naming them); Ammianus Marcellinus (238.6.21) calls them ‘Diabas’ and ‘Adia-
bas’. X. follows what Southgate 1840: 11.215 identified as the local usage of calling
the Greater Zab simply the Zab.

'#* Rennell 1816: 149-59; Ainsworth 1844: 144; Layard 1853: 61; Lendle 181
(with Map 20); similarly Boucher 1913: 166 and Manfredi 1986: 1771—2 (with Map
12), both of whom present the army entering the high ground sooner than X.’s
account suggests and marching along a ridge. Against Zakho itself there is also
the description of the army descending to the plain on leaving the villages: Zakho
itself is not on a hill (Ainsworth has to assume that X.’s phrasing is careless).
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locations probably leave them too much ground to cover during Days
8-12, when they were pressed by the Persians, and too little during Days
17 and 18, when the Persians did not appear (though the need to carry
the wounded, as at 3.4.32, and to cross the River Khabur could have
slowed them down).'3 A further objection to (a) is the height of the
Chia Spi, which makes the proposed sight line impossible.'1* The pos-
sibility should also be raised that X.’s topographical descriptions at this
point are schematic: at §.4.24-8, the precise detail of three hills allows
for a clear military pattern — enemy action, repeated enemy action,
Greek response;'!" if so, it is not surprising that precise details of the
route are difficult to recover.

T8. Village in plain: Though X. does not make it clear, the plain to which
the army descended is probably on the north-east side of the Chia Spi;
this plain would allow a reasonably level descent towards the River
Khabur, and a shorter route than if the army had descended to the west
of the Chia Spi and passed near Dayrabun.

Tg. Spur occupied by the Persians: Probably near Silopi.

T1o. Large plain with villages: From Silopi the army could have travelled
across the plain to reach the Tigris opposite Cizre, south of the point
where the Cudi Dag) range meets the river. They would then have
retraced their route to the south-east the following day.

39 If the palace was at Zakho, they would also have had to cross a tributary, the
Hazil.

"1* Reade 2015: 195; similarly Ainsworth 1844: 142, but he seems to assume
that X. has retrojected the sight of the palace.

"' Another sequence of three hills is used to different effect during the march
through the Carduchian mountains (4.2.10-20).
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[Oca pév 81 &v Tt dvaPdoear T petd Kipou oi “EAAnves Empagav
péxpl Ths payns, kai 6oa émei Kipos étedeUTnoev éyéveTo AMOVTWY
Tév ‘ENfvewv ouv Ticoagépvel v Tais omovdals, év Tid1 Tpochev Adywi
dedHAwTan. ]

Emrel 8¢ of Te oTpaTnyol cuveiAnuuévol floav Kai TV Aoxaydv Kai TGV
oTPATIOTOV ol cuveTrduevol dTwAdAscav, v TToAAf1 1) &ropiat floaw ol
“ENAnves, évvooupevor &1 émi Tals PaciAéws BUpais Aoav, kUkAw 8¢ adTols
&yt TOAA Kai E8vn kad ToAels TToAépion fioav, &yopdv B¢ oUdeis £T1
Tapéfev EueMdev, ameixov d¢ Tiis ‘EAAGSos ol pelov i pupia oTddia,
fyepcov 8’ oUdels Tis 6800 A, ToTapol 8¢ Bieipyov &di&Paror v péowi
Tfis oikade 680U, Tpoudedwkeoav 8¢ alTous kai ol ouv Kupwi dvapavTes
B&pPapol, pdvor 8¢ katoAeAsiupévol foav oUdt imméa oUdéva oUppayov
gxovTes, “oTe eUdnAov v OT1 vik®dVTES pév oUd’ &v Eva kaTokd&volev,
NTTN8évTwY 8¢ alTdV 0Udeis &v Aeigpbein. TalTa évvooupevor kai &BUpws
gxovTes OAiyol pév alTQV eis TNV éoépav oiTou éysUoavto, dAiyor 8¢
wUp &vékauoav, &t 8¢ T& STAa TToAAoi oUk HABov TalTny THY VUKTQ,
&veTavovTo B¢ &Tou ETUyyavov EkacTos, ol duvduevor kabeudew o
AT kal ToBou TaTpidwvy, yovéwv, yuvaik@v, Taidwv, ols oUtoT’
gvouilov £ SyeoBan. oUTw pév 81| diakeipevol TAVTes AveTaAUoOVTO.

"Hv 8¢ Tis &v T oTpomidn Zevopddv Afnvaios, 8s olUTe oTpaTnyds
oUTe Aoxayds olTe oTPATIOTNS WV ouvnkoAouBel, dAA& TMpdEevos auTov
peTeTépuyaTo oikoBev §évos Qv dpxaios: UmioxveiTo 8¢, €l EABoi, gidov
aUTov Kipwr morfjoey, 8v aiTds £Qn KpeiTTw fauTddt vopilew Tiis
TaTpidos. 6 pévTol Zevopdv Avayvous TNV EMCTOAY A&vakowouTo
ZwKpdTel TOL ABnvaiw Trepi TTis Topeias. kai & ZwkpdTns UTToTTTEUCAS
pn T1 TPOs Tiis ToOAews UtaiTiov ein Kipwi ¢idov yevéoBai, 6T1 €8okel
6 Kipos Trpofiuws Tois Aakedaipoviols étri tés Abfvas cuptrodeufioat,
oupPoulelel T ZevopddvTl EABOVTA eis AeAgous dvakov@doal T Beddt

1.1 del. Bisschop et Dindorf
&v T QvaPdoet T petd Kipou: i KUpou dvaPdoer €
1.2 évvooUpevor: évBupoupevor £
811 C': pév 811 cett.
1.3 ¢tUyxavov CBEg: étdyxavev cett.
1.4 Umoyveito 8¢ DF: Umoxveito 8¢ aitén cett.
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Tepl Tijs Topeias. EABov &' 6 Zevoedv émmpeTo TOV ATdMw Tivi &v Beddv
BUwv kai ebxopevos k&AMoTa Kai &pioTa éABor TNy 68ov fjv émvoel kai
kA& Tp&Eas owhein. xai dveidev adTid 6 ATéAAwY Beols ols £der BUey.
gmrel 8¢ wAAw HABe, Aéyel THY pavTeiav Tl ZTwkpdTel. 6 &' dxoucas
MTI&TO aUTdY 6Tt o¥ ToUTo TTPATOV HPpWTa TOTEPoV AdIoV £in alTdl
TopeUeaBou ) uévewy, AN’ alTos kpivas iTéov eivon ToUT émuvBdveTo dTrws
&v k&AMoTa TTopeubBein. “émel pévtor oUTws fipou, TalT'” Epn “XpT) TOIETV
oo & Beds EkéAeuoey.” 6 pév 81 Zevoedv oUTw Bucdpevos ois &veThev 6
Beds EémAel, kai kaToaAapPdavel év Z&pdeot TTpdevov kai Kipov péAhovTas
181 oppdv TV &vw 686y, kal ouveoTddn Kupwi. TrpoBupoupévou 8¢
10U Tpogévou kai & Kipos cupmpouBupeito peivan altdy: eime 8¢ 611
¢maidav TtayoTta N oTpateia AnEny, eUBUs Amoméuyel aUTOV. EAéyeTo
8t & oToMos elvan eis Moidas. oTpaTeleTo pév 87 oltws EEomaTnbeis,
oy Umo Tlpofévou: oU ya&p Mider Ty émi Paociréa Opuny oudé &AAos
oudeis TV EMfvwyv mAHy KAsdpyou: émei pévror s Kihikiav fABov,
cagts T&ow fidn 8dkel ivan 811 6 oTOAOS £in Emi PaciAéa. poBoUuevol
8¢ Ty 686V Kal &xovTes Suws ol ToAdol 81" aioxuvny kai &GAANAwY Kai
Kipou cuvnkoroubnoav: cv els kal Zevopdv fv.

Emrel 8¢ &mopia fjv, EAuTreito pév oUv Tois &AMols kai oUk £8UvaTto
kaBeldev: pikpdy &' Umrvou Aaxcov £idev dvop' E8ofev auTdl PpovTiis
Yevopévns oknmTos Teoeiv els TNHY TaTpwilav oikiav, kai ék TouTou
Aaptreofon w&oa. TepigoPos &' eUBls dvnyépbn, kai TO Svop T pév
gkpivev &yaBov, 611 v movols WV kai KIwduvols s péya ék Aidg idelv
£808e- Tt B¢ kal EpoPeiTo, 0T &mwod A1ds pév PaciAéws TO dvap Eddkel
aUT gival, kUkAwr Ot £86kel AdumecBan 1O TUp, pf) ol dUvaiTo Ek
Tils xwpas &6eABeiv TTis PactAéws, &GAN' gipyorTo TavToBey UTO Tivewv
&tropi&dv. 6Troidv T1 pév 87 éoTi TO ToloUTov Svap iBeiv £€coTi oKOTEIV
¢k TGOV oupPavtwy petd TO Svap. yiyvetan yap T&de €0Bus émweaidn
avnyéptn mwpdTOV pév Evvoia aUTL EuTriTTEl “Ti KaTaKkewa; 1) 88 VU
TpoPaiverr Gua 8¢ T Nuépan eikds Tous ToAepious figev. el 8¢ yevnodueda
¢l PootAel, Ti Eumodav pn oUxi TavTa pév T& XoAeTwTaTa EmdovTas,
TavTa 8¢ T& dewdTaTa maBovTas UPpilopévous Admobavelv; OTrws &
&uuvoupeha oUdeis Tapaokeud{eTal oUdé émipeAsiTal, AAAG kaTakeipeba
doTep &6V Houyiav &yew. Eyc olv TOV &k Troias TOAEwSs oTPATNYOV
TPoodok®d TalTa Tp&sev; Toiav &' HAkiav épauTddt EABelv dvapévw; ou
Yap Eywy’ €Tt mwpeoPuTepos Eoopal, Qv TrpEPOV TTPOBED EpauTOV TOIS
ToAepiors.”

1.6 Beois: Beols Buttmann
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’Ek ToUTou &vioTaTtan kai ouykalel Tous TTpogévou Trp&dTOv Aoyaryous.
grrel 8% ouviiABov, #Aefev “Eyw, & &vdpes Aoxayol, olTe kaBeUdew
SUvapal, GoTep oipon oUd’ Upels, oUTe katakelobar £T1, OpdV év ofolg
éopév. ol ugv ydap ToAéuiol Sfjlov OT1 ol TpoTEPOV TIPOS NUAS TOV
TOAepov E§épnuav Tpiv Evopioay KaAQS T& EauTQV TapeokeudoBal, Hudv
&' oUdeis 0UdEY avTemipeAeiTan STTws s K&AANIoTa &ywvioUpeba. kai uny
el Upnooueba kai émi PaoiAel yevnoopela, Ti oidpeba TmeiceoBan; &5 kai
ToU SpounTpiou kai dpoTaTpiou &deAgol kai TeBvnkoTos 11dn &ToTEUGOY
TV kepoAny kal THY Xeipa dveoTaUpwoev: fuds B¢, ols kndepcov pév
oUdeis T&peo T, EoTpaTEUOOUEY B¢ ¢ aUTOV s SoUAov &vTi BaoiAéws
TomoovTes kai &rmrokTevoUvTes €l SuvaipeBa, 11 &v oiducBa Tabeiv; &p’
oUk &v &l w&v EABol ws Nuds Ta Eoxata aikioquevos T&ow avBpatolg
QoPov Topdoyol Tol oTpaTeloai ToTe €M aUTOV; &AN OTws Tol un
¢’ éxelvr yevnodueBa mwavTa ToinTéov. Eyc pév oUv, #oTe pév ai
omovdal foav, olmoTe émauduny fuds pév oikTipwv, PaciAéa &t xal
ToUs oUv alTd pakapilwy, diaBecouevos adTdY dony pév xwpav kai oiav
gxotev, cs 8¢ apbova T& émiTNdela, Sdoous B¢ BeparrovTas, doa B¢ KTHV,
Xpuoov 8¢, éoffita 8¢ T& & ol TOV oTpaTiwTdV 6TodTE EvBupoiuny,
OT1 TGV pév ayaBdv TouTwv oudevds Nuiv peTein, & un Tpiaipeda, 6Tou
8" vnodpeba Mdewv E11 dAiyous éxovras, GAAws 8¢ Trws Topilechor T&
¢mThdeiax ) @voupévous <Tous> Spkous [1idn] kaTéxovtas fuds TadT
oUv Aoyilduevos éviote T&s oTrovdas pdMov époPoupny i viv ToHV
TOAepov. ETrel pevTol ékeivol EAucav Tas oovdds, AsAUcBar pot dokel kai
N éxeiveov UPp1s kal N NueTépa UToyia. év péowt yap Hidn keitar TalTa
T& &yoB& &OAa SmdTepor &v Hudy &vdpes peivoves o, &ywvobéTan
& ol feol elow, of olv Huiv, ds TO eikds, Eoovtan. olTor pév yép
alTols EmwpKNKaoty: Nuels 8¢ TOAA& OpddvTes &yaBd oTeppids aUTdV
amerxopeda Si&x Tous TV Beddv Epkrous: oTe é§elvail por Sokel iévan étri
TOV &ydva oAU oUv gpovipaTt peilovt fi TouTols. €11 8 Exopev copata
ikavTepa TOUTwY Kal Wuxn kai B8EATTN kol movous @épeiv: Exopev 8¢
kal yuxas ouv Tols Beols Gueivovas: oi 8¢ &vdpes kal TpwTol kai Bvnrol
p&AAov fudv, fiv oi Beol dotep TO TPodohev vikny fHuiv Siddow. &AN
fows yap kai &GAAol TadTd évBupolvTal, Tpds TV Beddv un avopévwpey

1.17 kai épomaTpiov om. C!
1.20 Toutwv Cobet: méavtwv codd. (mwav in lit. C*)
ToUs add. Hude
#5n del. Damsté: #15n Schneider
1.21 Umoyia in lit. C praeter accentum et a: &wopia coni. Hude
1.24 Tadt& Hug: Taita vel Tait’ codd.
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&AMous €¢’ Muds EABelv TapakaAolvTas €1l T& KGAAIoTa Epya, GAN' TueTs
&pEwpev ToU Efoppiioon kai Tous &AAous émi THY dpeThy: @avnTe TV
hoxay@®dv &pioTol Kol TV oTPATNy®dV &EI00TPATNYOTEPOL. KAy OF,
el pév Upels E6éAete Efoppav émi TalTa, EmeoBan Upiv Poulopal, ei &
Upels TaTTeT éué MyeloBon, oUdév Tpogacifopar TNy NAkiav, GAA& Kai
&kpdlev fyyoUuon épUkelv & éuauTol T& KaKA.”

‘O pév TalT EAeev, ol B¢ Aoxayol axouoavTes TyyeioBan ékéAeuoy TaVTES,
TAYY AToMwvidng Tis fiv PoiwTid&lwy Tt @wvijir oUTos &' elmev 8T
pAuapoin 6oTis Aéyel GAAws Tws cwTnpias &v Tuxeiv f) BaciAéa Treioas,
el SUvauTo, kai Gua fpxeTo Aédyew TAs &opiag. O pévTol Zevopdv peTagY
UrohoPBaov EAefev 0¥t @ BaupaociwTate &vBpwie, oUye oudt Spdv
Y1Yvaokeis oUdt dkoUwv pépvnoal. v TauTdl ye uévtol Noba TouTols 81e
BooiAeus, émel Kipos &méBave, uéya ppovnoas émri ToUTw! TEUTTWV EKEAEUE
Tapadidoval T& SmAa. émel 8¢ Tuels oU TapadovTes, AAN' E§wTTAIcpEVOL
ENBOVTES TTopeoknyiicapey aUT®L, Ti oUk émoinoe TpéoPels TEPTWY Kai
oTovdas aiT®V Kai Tapéxwy T EmTNdela, E0Te OTOVEGOY ETUuXEY; éTrel &
aU ol oTpaTtnyol kai Aoxayoi, doTep 81 oU Keevers, eis Adyous alTols
dveu dTAwv AABov TioTeUoavTes Tais orovdais, oU viv ékeivol TTaudpevol,
KevToUpevol, UPpi1ldpevol oUdt &mobavelv ol TAfjpoves duvavTal, kai pdA’
oiuc €pQdvTes ToUuToU; & oU TT&vTa €iddds ToUs pév &uuveoBon keAsUovTtas
QAuapsiv @y, Teibew 8¢ TAAW keAevels idvTas; éuol, @ &vdpes, dokel TOV
&vBpwtrov ToUTov ufjTe Tpooisofal eis TauToOV Nuiv adTols dpeAouévous
Te THY Aoxayiav okeun &vaBévtas dos ToloUTwt XpfioBar. oUTos y&p kai
THv TaTpida kaTaioyUvel kai T&oav Ty ‘EAA&GSa, 611 "EAANY v ToroTTdS
goTw.” &vTelBev UroAaPcov Ayaoias ZTupgdhios eimev: "dAA& ToUTw!l ye
oUTe Tfis BowwTias wpoonikel oUdév oUte THis ‘EAA&Sos TavTéTracty, émel
Eyc aUToV idov domep AuBodv duedTepa T& GdTa TeTpuTmpévoy.” Kai
eixev oUTws. ToUTov piv olv &mfidacav: of 8¢ &Mor Tapd Tas Taels
i6vTes, STTOU pEv oTpaTNyds oS €iN, TOV oTpaTnydy TapekdAouv (6dbev
3t ofyoiTo, TOV UTooTp&TNYyOV), TTOU 8¢ Aoxaryds odds ein, TOV Aoyaryov.
¢trel 8¢ AvTeS ouviiABov, eis TO TpdobBey TGOV STAwY ékabélovTor kai
éyévovto oi ouveABovTes oTpaTnyol kai Aoxayol Gugi Tous EKATOV.

1.26 Aéyer cDab: Aéyor cett.

Teioas, & Suvaito: meicavTes, £ Suvavto Kriager

tfwmAicpévor: E§oAicduevor € (é§wTA. Ag)

uoi: époi 8¢ f

1.32 (6moBev . . . UmooTpaTnyov) sic interpunximus; an delendum?
Sou &¢: 8mou &’ ol €
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&1e 8¢ TaUTa Ay oxeddv péoan foav vUkTes. dvTalifa lepivupos 'HAglos
TpeoPUTaTos v T&Y TTpogévou Aoxaydv fpxeTo Adyswy ©de" "y, &
&vdpes oTpaTnyol kai Aoxayoi, 6pdol T& TapdvTa Edofe kai auTols
ouveNBelv kol Upds TTapakoAéoal, &mws Pouleucaipeda el T1 duvaipeba
&yaBdv. Aéfov 8" Epn "kal oU, & Zevogddv, &mep kai TPds Huds.”

"Ex ToUTou Aéyel T&Se Zevopddv' “GAAG TalTa pév 1) TavTes émoTapeda,
ot Baoidels kai Twooagépvns oUs pév éduvnhBnoav cuvelAfipaoty UG,
TO15 &' &Mois dfjdov 611 émiPoulelounty, ws fiv SUvwyTal ATTOAéowWOlY.
WiV 8¢ ye olpat T&vTa ToMTéR dos unTrOT  éTri TOlS PapPdpols yevmpeda,
&M& pd&Ahov, fiv Buvmpeba, éxelvor g’ v, U Tolvuy EmioTacBe 11 Upels
ToooUTol dvTes ool viv cuveAnAluBaTe péyioTov ExeTe Kaupov. ol yap
oTPaTIOTAl oUTol T&VTES TTPOS Uuds droPAéTount, k&v pév Uuds 6pdotv
&BupolvTas, TavTes Kakoi EoovTan, fiv 88 Upels auTol Te Tapaokeualodpuevol
avepol ATe ¢l ToUs ToAepious kal Tous &AAous TTapakaAfiTe, U ioTe 811
gyovTtan Upiv kal meip&oovtan pipeioBar. iows 8¢ Tol kai dikaidv éoTv
Upds Siapépelv TI ToUTwv. Upels yap éoTe oTpatnyol, Upels Tafiapyol
kol Aoyayolr kai 8Te eipfivn Ay, Upels kai xpfipaot kai Tipads ToUTwy
émmAcovekTeiTE Kai vV Toivuv étrel TOAepds éoTiv, &€loUv 81 Upds alTous
&ueivous Te ToU TARBoUS glval kai TTpoPouleUsly TOUTWY Kal TTPOTTOVETY,
fiv Tou Bémi. kai viv Tp@dTOV pEv olpar &v Upds péya deeAfjcan TO
oTpaTeupa, i émpeAnBeinTte 6mws &VTi TAOV ATOAWASTWY S TAXIOTX
oTpatnyol kai Adoyxayol dvTikatacTaBdow. &veu yap &pxovtwv oudév
&v oUTe KaAOV oUTe &yaBov yévoiTo s uEv ouveAovTt eielv oUSapod,
év B¢ BN Tols ToAepikols TavT&Tao. T piv yap euTadia ooilev Sokei,
N 8¢ &tafic ToAMous 1idn &moAmAskev. Emelddv 8¢ kaTooTnomnobe
ToUs &pxovtas doous Sel, fiv kal Tous &AAous oTpaTioTas cUMEyNTE
kol TapaBopplivnTe, olpar &v Uuds Tavu v kaipdl Troifican. viv yap
fows kol Upels aioBdveoBe s &BUuws uév AABov émi T& OmAa, &BUpws
8¢ mpds Tas @ulakds: GoTe oUTw Yy éxOvTwy olk oida & T &v Tig
Xphooito aUuTols eite vukTOs Séor Ti eiTe kKai Nuépas. fiv 8¢ Tis adTOV
TPEYNI TAS YVRUAS, WS Wi} ToUTo udvov évvodvtan Ti TeioovTan, GAAX
kol Ti Tomoouot, oAU elBuudTepor Eoovtan. émicTacle yap On 6T
oUTe TATB6s éoTiv oUTe loxus 1) v T TOAépwt Tas vikas Tololoa,
&\ omoTEpol &v oUv Tols Beols Tals wuyals éppwpevécTepol iwotv
¢l Tous TroAepious, TouTous s éml TO TWOAU ol dvtiot ol SéxovTal.

1.38 ogerfioan: dvijoat £ (qv. F)
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gvTeBUpnuon &' Eywye, & &vdpes, kal ToUTo, 8T1 dTTdoO1 PEV paoTeUOUGT
(fiv &k TravTds TPOTOU &V TOIs TrOoAepikols, oUTol pév Kakds Te Kai
aioxpdds ws émi 16 ToAU &mobviiokoucty, 6dool 8¢ TOV pév BavaTov
¢yviokaol &L kowdy eivar kad dvaykaiov dvBpwors, Tepi 8¢ ToU
KoAQs &mofviiokelv &ywvilovtal, TouTous Op&d WEAAOY Tws s TO
Yiipas &pikvoupévous kai Ews &v {Odotv eudoupovéoTepov didyovTas. &
kol fpds Bel viv kaTapabovTtas (8v ToloUTw! yé&p Kaipdl éopev) auTous
Te &dpas &yabBols eivar kai ToUs &Ahous Trapakodeiv.” & ptv TalTa
eiTov éTavoaTo.

Met& 8¢ ToUTov eimre Xelpicogpos: "dAA& Trpdofev pév, @ Zevopddv,
ToooUTov pdvov ot éylyvwokov éoov fikouov Afnvaiov eiva, viv 8¢ kai
¢Tavéd ot €9’ ols Aéyels Te Kal Tp&TTEIS Kai Pouloiuny &v &T1 TAsioTous
elvan ToloUTous: Kowody ydp &v ein Td &yaBdv. kai viv” Epn "piy péAwpev,
® &vdpes, &AM &meABOvTes 1idn aipeioBe of Beduevor &pyovras, Kai
EAouevol TikeTe €lg TO péoov ToU oTpaToTédou kai Tous aipeBévTtas &yeTe:
ETeIT’ ékel ouykahoUpey Tous &AAOUS OTPATIOTAS. TTOPEOoTw &' NUIV” £
"kail ToAuidns 6 kfjpu.” kal &ua TalT el &véoTn, s pf) péAAoiTo
&M& Tepaivoito T& SéovTa. Ek TouTou TpéBnoav GpxovTes AvTi pEv
KAedpyou Tipaciwv Aapdaveus, avti 8¢ ZwkpaTous =avbikAfls Axaids,
avti 8¢ Ayiou KAsdvwp Apkds, avti 8¢ Mévwvos Pi1Ancios Axaids, avTi
8¢ Tlpo&évou =evopddv Afnvaios.

Etrel 8¢ fipnvTo, fiuépa Te oxeddv Umépauve kai el TO péoov fixov
ol &pxovTes, Kal £808ev aUTOls TPOPUAGKAS KATAOTNOAVTAS OUYKOAETV
ToUS OTPaTIWTAS. éTrel 8¢ kal ol &AAol oTpaTIdTAl ouvijABov, &véoTn
Tp®TOs pEv Xepicogos & Aoxedaiudvios kai FAefev 08" "¢ &vdpes
OTPATIDTAL, XOAETE pEV T& TOPOVTE, OTOTE AVdPRY OTPATNYRV
TooUTWY oTEPOpEda kai Aoxaydv kai oTpaTIwT®dY, TPds &' ET1 Kal ol
qugi Apiaiov ol Tpodchev ouppaxol &vTes TTpodedokacty fuds: Opws St
Bel k TV TapovTwy &vdpas dyaBous TeAéBew kai un UpiecBon, &AA&
Tep&ofar 8ws Ay pév duvdueba kKoAds vikdvTes cwilwpebar i 8¢ pr,
&M& KoAGS ye aofviiiokwuey, UtTroxeiplol 8¢ undémote yevooueba (GdvTes
Tols TroAepiols. olpar y&p &v fpds TowaiTa Tabeiv ola ToUs éxBpols ol
Beol Toifjosiaw.”

1.48 ToAepikois ¢: oAepiors DF: woAéuois Dobree
1.44 MHués: Uuds €
1.45 petd 8¢ ToUToV: peT& ToUTov &’ f
1.47 Ayiou: Ayiou Apkdados c: Ayias M
Apxas: 6 'Opxopévios €
2.1 TpopuAakas: TTpopuAakas f
mpédTos Bisschop et Cobet: mp&Tov codd.
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Emri TouTtwt KAedvwp & 'Opyopévios dvéotn kai #Aeev Oder "6AN
OpaTe pév, & &vdpes, THY PaciAéws Emiopkiav kai &oéPeiav, 6pd&Te B¢ THY
Tiooagépvous amioTiav, d0Tis Adywy s yeiTwv Te €in Tiis ‘EAA&Sos kai
Tepl TAcioTOU GV TrolfjcanTo odoal Huds, kKail Tl ToUTols auTds dudoas
MUY, auTos deias dous, aUTods éSamaTtnoas ocuvéAaPe Tous oTpaTnyous,
kai oUd¢ Ala éviov Mdéadn, dAA& KAedpywt <Eévos> Te kai dpoTp&Telos
yevopevos aliTols TouTols é§amaTnoas Tous &vdpas &moAcwAekey. Apiaios
8¢, Ov fuels ABéAopey Paoidéa kabioTdval, kol édckapey kai EA&Pouev
moT& utf) Tpodwaoey &AAHAous, kal oUTos olTe ToUs Beous Beioas olUTe
KUpov TeBvnkédTa aideoBels, Tipwpevos pdAiota umd Kupou (GvTtos viv
Tpos Tous ékeivou éxBioTous &mooTas fuds Tous Kipou @idous kakdds
TolElv Telp&Tar. AAA& TouTous pév ol Beol &moTeicouvTtor Nuds 8¢ Bel
TaUTa Op&dVTas unoTe éEamarndijval €11 U6 ToUTwY, AAAX paouEVoUs
@s &v duvmpeda kpaTioTa ToUTo & T1 &v Sokijl Tols Beols Taoyew.”

Ek ToUTou Zgvopdv &vioTaTtar éoTaApévos £l mOAepov ws EdUvaTo
k&AAoTO, vopilwy, eiTe vikny B180iev ol Beol, TOV k&AAIGTOV KOOPHOV T
VIK&GV TrpéTrew, eiTe TeAeuTGV Sfol, OpBids Exev TGOV kaAAioTwy EauTov
& iwoavTa v ToUTOls THS TEAEUTTS TUYX&Vew: ToU Adyou Bt fipxeTo GBe
"ty pév TV BapPapwy émopkiav Te kai amioTiav Aéyer pev KAedvoop,
¢mrioTaoBe 8t kal Upels olpau. &f uév oUv Pouddpeba TaA avTols Si& piAias
idvan, &vdrykn fuds ToAANY &Bupiav Exew, OpdVTas kai ToUs oTpaTnyous,
of i TrioTews aUTols fauToUs évexeipioav, ola TemévBaotv: ei pévtor
diavooUpeda oUv Tols dmAols v Te TeToifkaot dikny émbeivan alTols
kai TS Ao1rov d1& avTds TToAfuou aUTols ival, ouv Tois Beols TToAAad
UiV kal koai éATrides eiol cwTnpias.”

ToUTo 8¢ AédyovTos alTol TTTapvuTai Tis® dkouoavTes &' of oTpaTIOTAl
TavTes Widn Oppfit TpooekUvnoav TOV Bedy, kai & Zevoeddv eime: “dokel
pol, & &vdpes, &mel wepl cwTnpias HUGY AeydvTwy olwvds Tod Aids Tol
owTTipos épavn, elfaoBor T Bedr ToUTwr BUcewv cwTthpia dou &v
TpdTOV €is PrAiav ywpav dpikwueda, ouveTeuaoBon 8¢ kai Tols &GAAoig
Beols BUoew katd dUvomv. kai OTwt dokel TalT™ £pn "&vaTewdTw THY
Xelpa.” kai avételvav GmavTes. €k TouTou NUEavTo Kal émaiavicav.

Ewel 8¢ T& TGOV Beddv Kahdds eiyev, fipxeTo WA ©de "ETUyyavov
AMywv 6Tt ToMai kai koAai EATrides fpiv elev cwTnplas. TpdTOV
pEv yap Muels pév éuredolduey Tous TQV Bedv Opkous, ol 8¢ TToAéuiol
EmwpkNKaoi Te kail T&s oTovdas Tap& Tous Spkous AeAUKaAoIV. oUTw
8" éxOvTwy eikds ToOls pév ToAepiors évavtious elvar ToUs Beols, fuiv B¢

2.4 &vos: suppl. Castiglioni: ye pro te coni. Bornemann
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ouppayous, oitrep ikavol eiol kol Tous peydAous ToxU WIKpoUs TrOElV
kol Tous pikpoUs k&v &v dewols ot owilew eUTeTds, dTav BolAwvTal.
gmeiTa 8¢, Avapvniow yap Upds Kai ToUs TV TPOYyOvwY TRV TUETEPWVY
kwdUvous, fva eidfite s &yabois Te Uplv Tpoofikel givan oonlovtad
Te oUv TOls Beols kal ék TTavu Bewdv ol &yaboi. EABOVTWY pév yap
MMepodv kai TV ouv adTols TopTANBel oTOAW! s &PpavioUvTwy TAS
Abfvas, UtrooTiivan adTol Afnvaiol ToAufioavTes éviknoav autous. kai
eUdpevol Tt ApTéudt émdoous kaTak&voley TGV TToAspiwv TooauTas
Xlpaipas kotaBUoey TH Bed1, Emel oUk eiyov ikavds eUpeiv, £Boev
aUTols kot éviauTov TrevTakooias BUsiv, kad £T1 kai viv &tmroBlouotv.
trerta 81e ZépEns UoTepov &yeipas THY dvapiBunTov oTpaTidy HABev
é¢mi Ty ‘EAA&S0, kal TOTE évikwv ol NuéTepol TPOyovol Tous ToUTwv
Tpoydvous kal kaT& yfiv kai kot B&AaTTav. v E0Ti piv Tekpmpla
op&v T& TPOTaIQ, pEyloToV B¢ papTuplov 1) éAeuBepia TGV TOAewv év
ofs Upels éyéveoBe kal ETp&onTe 0Udéva yé&p &vBpwtov SeodTny, dAAK
ToUs BeolUs TTPOCKUVEITE. TOIOUTWVY PEV €0TE TTPOYOVWY. OU uév 81 ToUTod
YE €p& s UpEls KaTaloyUveTe auTous: &GAA oUtrw ToAAai fuépar &¢’
oU dvTiTafapevol TouTols Tols ékeivwv Ekydvols TToAMaTrAacious Uuddv
aUTV vik&Te oUv Tols Beols. kal TOTE pév 81 wepi Tijs Kipou PaciAeiag
&vdpes NTe &yaboir viv &' omodTE Trepi This UpeTépas ocwTnpias & &ywv
¢oT1, TOAU dfyTrou Upds Trpootkel kal &ueivovas kai TrpofupoTépous sival.
A& pfy kal BappadewTépous viv TpéTrel eivan TPOS Tous TroAspious.
TOTE pEv yap &meipol &vTes aUT®dV TO Te TATBos &ueTpov Op&dVTES, SUws
é¢ToApNoaTE OUV T TTaTpiwt gpovipaTl iévan eis adTous: viv 8¢ OToTE
kai Teipav fdN ExeTe alTOV 6T1 oU BéAouct kai ToAAamAdolor SvTes
[un] BéxeoBon Upds, Ti ET1 Upiv Tpootikel ToUTous poPeloBar; pndé pévror
ToUTO pelov 86ENTe Exew, ei ol Kipeiot mpdobev olv fiuiv TaTToOpEVOL
viv &geoThkaow. 11 y&p oUTol Kakiovés elol TGV Up' AUGdY HTTNuévwY:
gpuyov yoUv Tpos ékeivous kaTahiTTovTes Hiuds. Tous &' E8éAovTas Quyis
&pxetv TTOAU KpeITTOV UV Tols TTOAepiols TaTTopévous f) év Tiji fiueTépan
T&EeL Spav. el 8¢ Tig UpdY &Bupel éT1 fuiv pév oUk elolv iTrmels, TolS
8¢ TrolAepiols oMol Tépeioty, EvBupninTe 8T of puplot imrrels oUdty
&Mo 7| puproi elow &vBpwtorr UTO pév yap immou év paxmi oUdeis
TToTe oUTe dnxBeis oUTe AakTioBels &méBavev, ol B¢ &vdpes eioiv ol

2.11 avtoi C': alTols cett.

2.16 pn del. Schenkl

2.17 Kup(e)io1 vel Kupsior codd. (C? in lit.): del. Pantazides: Apiaiou Hug: B&pBapor
Sauppe: Mépoau oi Erbse
épuyov Cobet: épeuyov codd.
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ToloUvTes 6 T1 &v €V TAls payals yiyvnTal. oUxkolv TV ye ITéwv
TOAU Tuels e’ dopaAeoTépou dxMuaTds Eopev: ol pév yap €@ iTmwv
kpépavtal goPoupevol oUy Tuds uoévov, GAA& kai TO KaTaTeTelv: TUElS
&' émi yfis PePnroTes TOAU pév ioxupdTepov Taicouev, fiv Tis Tpocin,
TOAU 8¢ pa&Ahov 6Tou &v PouldopeBa TeuEopeBa. Evi podvwt Tpoéxouotv
ol immels [uds] pevyew aUTols &opoAéoTepdy goTv i fuiv. & 8¢ 81
Tas pév payas Bappeite, 6T1 8¢ oUkéTt Upiv Ticoagépyng fyfoeTonr oUde
Booireus &yopdv Tapégel, ToUTo &yBeafe, okéyacBe mOHTEPOV KpEITTOV
Tiooagépvny fyeudva Exev, Os EmiPouleUwv Hulv gavepds éoTv, fi oUs
&v fuels &vdpas AaPovTes NyeioBon keAeUwpev, ol elcovtan 6T1 fijv T1 Trepl
Nuds QuapTavwol, Tepl Tas EQUTOV YUXAS KOl COPATX GUAPTAVOUDTL.
T& Ot dmiTHdeix ToTEPOV veioBon kpeiTTov K Tiis &yopds Tis oUTol
Toapeixov WKp& péTpa ToAdoU &pyupiou, undé TolUto &T1 ExovTas, fi
alTols AauPavely, fvTep KPATOMEV, UETPWI XPwpEVous OTdowl &v
gkaoTos PoUuAnTal. € 8¢ TaUTa pév yryvookeTe OT1 kpeiTTova, Tous 8¢
ToTopoUs &mopov vopileTe eivar kal peydAws fiysloBe Eamarndijven
SdiaPavTes, okéyaoBe el &pa ToUTO Kai MWPOTOTOV TETOINKACIY Ol
BapPapor. wavTes yép of ToTapol, fiv kal mpdow TdY THydy &Topot wot,
Tpooiolol Tpods T&s TNyds diaPatol ylyvovtal oudé TO yovu BpéxovTes.
el 8¢ und’ ol TmoTauoi Sifjcoucy fNyepcov Te pndeis Huiv paveltar, oud’
s Nuiv ye &Bupntéov. émoTdueba yap Muoouls, olUs oux &v Mudv
painuev PeAtious elvar, &T1 Paociéws &xovTos &v Tl PaciAéws xwpat
TOoMGs Te kal eddaipovas kal peydAas ToOAels oikoUow, émioTapeda ¢
Thoidas woauTws, Aukdovas 8¢ kai adTtol eidousy &T1 év ToOis Tediols
T& Epupvd KaTaAaPovTes THY TOUTWV Ywpav KapTolvta: kai fuds &
&v Eory Eywye Xpfivan pfTw gavepols eivar oikade copunuévous, AN
kaTackeudleoBar s aUTol Tou olkfoovTas. oida y&p 811 kai Mucois
BaoieUs TToAAoUs pev Tyyepdvas &v Soin, moMous &' &v oumpous Tol
&BOAws ExTrépyey, kal 68otromoeié Yy &v alTols kai & ouv TeBpitrorg
BoulowTo &miévar. kal fpiv y' &v old’ &T1 Tplodopevos TalT Eoiel,

2.19 fors. oUkouv . . . éopev;
¢vi C*f Priscianus 2.g52: évi 8¢ cett.
fiuds del. Rehdantz
2.20 Upiv: Huiv VZ
2.22 Tpooiodot: wpoiolot g(B?)
2.23 &1 Cobet: oi codd.
BaciAéws &kovTos: &kovTos BaciAéws post xwpa gE (E om. Pac.): Baoc. &kovros in
marg. add. C*
ToUTwv: TouTou f
2.24 aUTois Morus: ayTtous codd.
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el Eopa Npas pével kataokeualouévous. A& yap dédoika pn &v &roag
p&Bwpev &pyoi {fjv kai év &pBovors ProTeve, kai MNBwv 8¢ kai Mepodv
koAaTs kai peydAais yuvoagi kai mapBévors SuIAELY, pr) o Tep ol AwTopdyol
¢mAaBoueba Tiis oikade 680U. Sokel oUv por eikds kai Sikatov eiven
Tp&dTOoV €ig THY ‘EAA&GSa kad pods Tous oikeious Treipdofon &pikveioBon
kai émdeitan Tois ‘EAAnow &1 ékdvtes TévovTal, €6V alTols TOUS viv
[ofkot] okAnpds ékel ToMTEUOVTOS évB&SE KopoauEévous TTAoUGTous Op&v.
SM& yép, @ &vdpes, TavTa TalTa T&yabd dfjlov 8T1 TGV kpaTOUVTWY
éoTi. ToUTo B¢ Bel Aédyew, mdds &v Topevoipedd Te s dopaAéoTaTa Kai
el paxeoBar déol s kpaTIoTA payoipeda. TpdTOV pév Toivuv” Epn “dokel
po1 katakaloo Tas auagas &s éxopey, Tva pr) T& (eUyn Nudv oTpaTtny,
&dAA& TopeucpeBa 6T Gv Tl oTpaTidl cupgépnl: EMEITA Kol TAS
oknuds ouykatokadoal. aUtal y&p ob SyAov piv Trapéxouctv &yetw,
ouvweeholor &' oudtv oUTe €is TO payxeobor oUT €is TO T& émTNdeia
gxew. €11 8¢ kal TGOV &AAWY OKEUDY T& TEPITTE ATTOAAGEwuEY TTAT)V o
ToAépou Evekev 1| oiTwv T ToTOV Exopey, V' ws TAEIoTOl pEv NpQdV év
Tols 8TAols WO, s EA&KIOTOl B¢ CKEUOPOPRIOL. KPATOUUEVWY pEv y&p
¢mioTaofe 611 TAvTa AAASTpIa- fjv 8F KpaTddpey, kal Tous TToAspious del
OKEUOPOPOUS TUETEPOUS Vouilelv. Aorrév pot eimelv Omep Kol péyloTov
vopilw eivon. 6paTe y&p Kai ToUs TroAepious &T1 oU TpdoBev Efeveykelv
¢TOAunoav mPods Nuds TOAepov Tpiv ToUs oTpaTnyous NudY cuvédaPov,
vopilovTes SvTwy pév TV &pxovTwy kai Hudy Teafopévwy ikavols givan
Nu&s TepryevéoBon T ToAépwl, AaBovTes 8¢ ToUs &pyovTas avapyiot &v
kal &tagion Evéplov fuds &moAécBor. Bl olv TOAU piv ToUs &pyovTas
¢mpeAecTEpous yevéoBon ToUs vV TGV TTpdobev, TTOAU 8¢ Tous &pxopévous
edTakToTEpous Kai Treifopévous p&AAov Tois &pyouot viv f) Tpdobev: v
8¢ Tis &mweadf)1, yneicacBon TOV &ei UudY EvTuyx&vovTa oUv T &PYOVTI
KoA&Lew: oUTws ol TroAéuiol TAsIoToV éyeucpévol EcovTar THide yap Tij
Nuépan pupious Syovtan vl évds KAedpyous Tous oUdevi émiTpéyovtas
Kak®d! gval. &A& y&p kol Tepaivey §8n dpar iows y&p of moAéuion
aUTika TTapécovTtal. 8Twl oUv TalTa Sokel KaAd®s EXEL, ETTIKUPWOAT®W S
T&X10T, V' Epywt TepaivnTar. € 3¢ T1 GAAo BEATIOV T) TaUTNI, TOAUGTW
kol 6 18100Tns d1d3&okew: TAVTES ya&p Kolvijs owTnpias Sedpeda.”

Met& Talta Xelpicogos elmev: "dAN el pév Twos &Mou el Trpds
ToUTOIS Of5 Adyel =evoddy, kai aUTika &éoTon Toueiv: & 8¢ viv eipmxe

2.26 oiko1 del. Rehdantz
2.27 5t 8¢l Castalio (iam b): 8¢t C*ADV: &¢1 87 E: &1 8¢l cett.
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Bokel por s TaxioTa yneicacBon EpioTov eivan kol STl Sokel
TaUTe, AvaTewdTw THY Xeipa.” &véTewav &mavtes. AvacTds 8¢ TaAw
gire Zevopdve “® &vdpes, &koUoaTe v TPoodelv Bokel poi. Sfjdov 8T
TopeUeaBon fiuds del drou Eopev T& EmMTNdeir &koUw 8 kwuas eivat
koA&s o0 TrAéov eikootl oTadiwy &mexouoas ouk &v ouv Baupdloym el
ol ToAéuiol, doTep ol de1dol kKUves Tous pév TTapidvTas diwkouoi Te kal
dakvouoty, flv duUvwvTal, Tous 8¢ BiwkovTas @euyousty, & kai aUTol
Auiv &molow émakolouBoiev. iows ovv doparéoTepov fuiv TTopeleohai
TAaiclov Toinoapévous TOV OmAwy, fva T& Okeuopopa Kai 6 TToAUS
BxAos &v dopatecTépwt ein. el oUv viv &mrodeiyBein Tivas xph fysioBa
ToU TAaiciou kal T& Tpdofev koouelv kai Tivas &l TOV TAEUpRY
EkaTepwy elvan, Tivag &' dmioBopulakeiv, ouk &v 6TOTE of TOAéuIol
E\Boiev PoulelecBon Nuds déol, A& ypwiped” &v edBUs Tols TeTaypévols.
el utv oUv &ANo Tis PéATIOV Opd1, EAAwS ExéTw: £l B¢ pt), Xeipioopos pév
fyoito, éme1dn kai NAakedoupudvids éoTr- TGOV 8¢ TAeUpQdY ékaTépwy SUo
TV TPecPUTETWY oTPaTny®dV émperoictny: dmoBopuAakoiuey &' fuels
ol vedTaTol éyw kai Twaciwv T viv eivar. TO 8¢ Aorrdv Treipcopevol
TaUuTns Ths TéEews PBoulsucdueBa & T1 &v &el xpdTioTov okt givau.
el 8¢ Tis &Aho Spd&1 PéATiov, AebhTw.” étrel &' oUdels &vTéAeyev, elmev:
“6Twt dokel TalTa, AvaTewdTw THY Xelpa.” £8ofe TadTa. “viv Toivuv”
£pn "&movTas TolElv Bel Ta dedoyuéva. kai 6oTis Te UuQdY Tous oikeious
gmiBupel i8ely, pepviioBw dvilp &yaBos givanr o yap EoTv &AAws TouTou
Tuxeiv: 6oTis Te (fjv émBupel, Telpdobw VIK&V: TGOV pév yap VIKQVTwY
TO KaTakaivelw, TOV 8¢ NTTwuevwy TO &mobviiokew éoTi kai & Tis 8¢
XPNuaTwy EmBupel, kpaTeiv Telpdobw: TGOV y&p vikovTwy 0Tl Kai T&
EQUTRV ow1le Kai T& TOV NTTwpévwy Aaupavew.”

ToUTwv AexBévTwy dvéoTnoav kai &meABOVTES KaTéKaoV TAS Gua§as
Kol Ta&s oknuds, TOV 8¢ TepITTdY 6Tou pév Béo1td Tis peTedidooav
&Moo, T& 8¢ &MN\a eis TO TUp éppimTouv. TAUTA TOICAVTES
fIP1OTOTTOI00VTO. APICTOTOIOUPEVWY O auT@®v EpyeTar MiBpaddaTtns ouv

2.34 Tpoodeiv Sokel Wyttenbach: rpoodokei C': rpooBokav (-keiv M) Soxei cett.
2.36 ein: i f
Tivas xpny: Tiva xpf) nonnulli edd.
2.97 &M\o Muret (et M?): &\os codd.
fyoito: fyeicbw BM*bg: fiysito CAM'E
T®V TpeoPuTtaTwy oTpatnydv DVab: tév -wv -w B 1dV -wv -oi cett.: To -w -@
Cobet
dmioBoguAakoiuev: dmoboguiakiduev £
2.38 Bokfji Bornemann: Sokel ¢: Sokoiel F: Sokoin cett.
3.1  Mibpadarns D*: Mibpid&Tns codd. hic et alias
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iTwedow s TPIGKoVTQa, kai KaAEoGuEVOs Tous oTpaTnyouUs gis émnkoov
Aeyst Q8 "Eym, & &vdpes “EAAnves, kai Kipwr mioTds Ay, ds Uuels
¢mioTaocBe, kai viv Upiv elvous: kai évB&de &' eipi oUv TOAAGL @OPwi
Bi&ywv. £l oUv 6painy Upds cwThpidv T1 Poulsuopévous, EABorut &v Tpds
Uuds kai ToUs Bepdmovtas mwavTas Exwv. Aéate oUv” Eon "mpds pe Ti
&v véd1 ExeTe s @idov Te kai elvouv Kai BouAduevov Kowfjt ouv Uuiv TOV
oToMov TolgioBar.” Boudeuopévols Tols oTpaTnyols €dogev dmokpivacfo
T&Be: kal EAeye Xelpicogos: "Nuiv Sokel, & pév Tis €& Mpds &miéval
oikade, SiatropevecBon TNV xwpav s &v duvapeba dowéoTatar flv &¢
TIs Nu&s Ths 680U &TOoKwAUNI, diaTroAeuelv TouTwt s &v duvapeda
kpaTioTa.” &k TouTou émeipdTo MifipadaTns di8dokeww s &mopov ein
BaoiAéws Grovtos owbijvar. évBa 31 éyryvaokeTo OTI UTOTEUTTOS €iN*
kai yap 1@V Ticoagépvous Tis oikelwv Tapnkoloubel TioTews Eveka.
kal &k ToUTou £86kel Tols oTpaTnyols PéATiov elvan Sdypa Tomoacho
TOV TOAepov &kfpukTov given EoT' &V Tijt TolAepion iev: BidpBeipov yap
TPOCIOVTES TOUS OTPATIWTAS, Kol Eva ye Aoxayov SiépBeipav Nikapyov
Apxada, kai ixeTo &MY VUKTOS oUv &vBpoTols s eikoot.

Meta 8¢ Talta dpioThoavtes kai diaPavtes TOV ZamdTav TOTApOV
¢TTOPEUOVTO TETAYMEVOL T& UTTO{Uy1a kai TOV &XAov év uéowl €XOVTES. oU
TOAU 8¢ TTpoeANAUBSOTWY alTAY émgaiveTar T&Av 6 MiBpadarns, iTrréas
Exwv s dlakooious kal TofoTas kai ogevdoviTas el TeTpakooious
pdAa édagpous kal ed{cwvous. kal TpooTiel pév s pidogs v TPds Tous
‘EN\nvas: émel &' éyyus éyévovTo, &ativng ol pév adTdV éTd§euov kai
iTrels kai weloi, ol &' éopevdovwy kai ETiTpwokov. ol 8¢ dmoBopulakes
TV ‘ENMvewv Emacyov pév kokds, avtemoiouv &' oUdév: of Te ydp
Kpfites PpaxuTtepa TtV Tlepodv étdfevov kai &upa widoi Svtes eiow
TV &TAwY KaTeKEKAEIWTO, of 8¢ drovTioTal PpayUTepa fikovTI(oV T} o5
tEikveioBon TGOV 0@evdBovnTOdV. €K TOUTOU =evo@idvTi £8OKel BlwKTEOV
givarr kol E8lwkov TGOV Te STMTGOY kol TV TeATaoTdV of ETuyov olv
auTédl omioBopulakoUvTes: Biokovtes 88 oUdéva kaTeAduPavov TRV
TolAepiwv. olTe y&p imTels floav Tols ‘EAAnow olte oif meloi ToUs
Telous ék TToAoU @elyovTas édUvavto kaTaAapPdavev év dAiywt ywpiwt:

3.2 épnom.c
3.3 e:fpf
&mokwAunt: émikwAum C'M
unémeptrTos CG'E: UmrotrTos cett.
peTd 8¢: 8¢ om. ¢
Zatérav Bochart (ex 2.5.1): é¢étnv (fors. 6létnv) C*: {&tny cett.
eis CBg: s cett.
3.7 é&yévovro: éyéveto f
oi 8¢ dxovTioTal: of Te dxovTioTai f
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TOAU y&p oly oidv Te v &wd ToU &AMou oTpaTeUpaTos Siwkelv: of &t
B&pPapor iTrTrels kai elyovTes dua éTiTpwokov gls ToUTioBey TogeUovTes
&rd TQV iy, 6Tdocov 8 Tpodimésiav oi “EAAnves, TocoUTov TdAWY
ETTavaXwPelv payxopévous Edel. woTe Tiis Nuépas OAns ifjABov ou TAéov
TévTe Kai gikool oTadiwy, GA& Beidng dpikovTo €lg TS KWPAS.

"EvBa 871 waAw &Bupia fjv. kai Xepicopos kai of TrpeoPuUTaTol T&V
oTPATNY®DV ZEVoPRdVTa MITIGVTO OT1 £diwkey &mod Tfs p&Aayyos kai
auTos Te EKvdUveUs Kal ToUs TToAepious oUdty u&Aov éduvaTto PA&TTTEWY.
dkoucas B¢ Zevopddv EAeyev OTi OpBdds aiTidIvTo kai alTd TO Epyov
adTtols popTupoin. & éyw” Een “fvaykaobnv diwkew, Emedn
EpwY Nuds v T PEVEIV KAKRDS UEV TAOXOVTOS, AVTITOIETV &3¢ oUdév
Suvauévous. Emeldt) B¢ &dicokopey, GANBT” Epn "Upels AéyeTe: KOKQDS péV
y&p Tolielv oudév pudAhov éduvdpeBa Tous TroAepious, dvexwpolpev Ot
TayXaAéTrws. Tols oUv Beols x&pis 8T1 oU oUv oML podpny, &AA& oUv
dAiyois AABov, doTe PA&yar pév pfy peydha, SnAdoo 8t dv Sedpeda.
viv y&p ol pév ToAéuiol ToSevouot kal o@evdovidow Soov oUTe ol
Kpfites avmiTogevsv SUvavton oUTe ol ék Xelpds PBaAAovTes éfikveioBon
&tav 8¢ alUTols Bicokwpuey, TOAU pév oux oidv Te ywpiov &mwd ToU
OTPATEUPATOS Si1coKew, v OAiywt 8¢ old ei Tayxus &in mwelos welov &v
diokwy kaTaAaupdavol ék Téou pUpaTos. fuels olv el uéAopev ToUToUS
gipyewv oTe pr) duvacBor PA&TTEVY Tjuds TopsUOpEVOUS, CPEVIOVTAV
Te TNV TaxioTnv B¢l kol imméwy. &kolUw &' eivar &v T oTpoTeUpoTl
uddv Podious, v Tous TToAoUs eaotv émioTaolon opevdovav, kai TO
Béros alTddV Kai dimAdolov @épecBon T&V Tlepoikdy opevdovidpv. Exkeivar
y&p di1& 1O XepomAnBéot Tois Aifois opevdovdv émi Ppaxy éSikvolvTal,
oi 8¢ ye PoB101 kai Tals poAuPdicwv émicTavton XpficBar. fiv olv alTdv
¢mokeyoueba Tives TETavTon opevdovas, kai TouTols pEv Bdpev alTOY
&pyuprov, T B¢ &AAas TTAékely é8éAovTi &AAo &pyUplov TEADUEY, Kai T
oevBovav v TR TeTayuévwl é8éAovTt GAANY Tiva &TéAeiov eUpiokwpuey,
fows TivEs @avoUvton ikavol Muds w@eAelv. op&d &8¢ immous dvtas v
TO1 oTpaTEUpaTI, Tous pév Tiwvas Top’ éuoi, ToUs 8¢ TV KAedpyou
kaTaAeAelppevous, TToAAoUs 8¢ kail GAAous aiXHOADTOUS OCKEUOPOPOUVTAS.
&v oUv TouTous TavTas éKAEavTes oKeUOPOPa utv AvTIBQMEY, Tous B¢
{rous els imméas kaTaokeudowuey, Iows kai oUTol Ti Tous @eUyovTas

$.10 TmpodikEeiav: Siwgeiav ¢
$.13 Tayxahémws C': wavu xodemdds cett.
3.15 of pév ToAépion: pév om. C*
3.18 TouTois Cobet: ToUTw! €: TouTwy Té
3.18 ddpev alT®dY dpyuplov: dpyupiov Sddpev E om. avtdv (avtdd HY)
tv T TeTaypéver CBA (cf. Cyr 6.2.97): tvtetaypéver Ef: dvtetaduéver M
3.19 T&dv KAedpyou C: ap& & (1) Khedpyw (1) E: 1é(1) Khedpyw (1) cett.
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dvidoouow.” £8o8e TaUTa. kal TAUTNS Tiis VUKTOS o@evdovijTal pév eig
Siakooious &yévovTo, imrrol 8¢ kai iTrmels éSokipudodnoav Tiji UoTepaio
els TeEVTAKOVTA, Kai oToAddes kai Bwpakes alTois émopiofnoav, kai
{rapyos émeotddn Aukios 6 TToAuoTpaTou Abnvaios.

Meivavtes 8¢ TaUTny THY fuépav Tt GAAM éTopsUovTo TpwiaiTepov
dvaoTavTes: Xopddpav ydp #dear [alTous] SiaPfiven @’ i époPolvTo
pt) émboivto alTois diaPaivouctv ol TToAéuior. BiaPePnkodotl 8¢ auTols
T émeaivetan 6 MiBpadaTns Exwv imméas XiAious, TofoTas 8¢ kai
ogevdovnTas eis TeTpakioXiAious: TooouTous yd&p fiTnoe Ticoagépvny,
kai #AaPev UTooyxduevos, &v TouTous AGPnI, Trapaddoely aUT@dl Tous
‘EN\nvas, katagpoviioas, 0T1 év Tijt TpoécBev mwpooPoAiit dAiyous Exwv
gmafe pév oudéy, ToM& &8¢ kaka évouile morfioar. émel 8¢ ol “EAAnveg
SraPePnroTes &meiyov Tis Xapadpas 6oov dkTd oTadious, diépaive Kai 6
MiBpad&Tns Exwv Ty SUvapy. TapfyyeAto 8¢ TGOV Te TEATACTOV oUs
£8e1 Bicokew kal TOV OTTAITOVY, Kal Tols immedotv eipnTo Bappolotr Sicoke
@ Epewopevns ikaviis duvapews. &mel 88 6 MiBpadatns kaTedgel, kai
19 ogevdévan kai TofeUpata E§ikvolvTo, fomfjunve Tois “EAAnot T
odATyyl, kol e0BUs E8sov Spdoe ois eipnTo kai ol immels HAauvov: of
8¢ oUk £BéavTo, GAN" Epeuyov émi TNV Xap&dpav. év TauTtm T Siwsel
Tols PapPdpois TOV Te weldV &méBavov TToANoi kai TV ITTEwY év
T Xop&dpar {wol éAnednoav eis okTwkaideka. Tous d¢ &mobavévras
avTokéAeuoTol ol “EAAnves fikicavto, s OT1 ¢oPepwyTaTtov TOlS
ToAepiors €in Op&v. kai ol pév TToAépiol oUTw TpdavTes &mfjAbov, ol
8¢ “EAAnves &o@oAdds Topeudpevol TO Aotmdv Tiis Nuépas &pikovTto i
Tov TiypnTa ToTaudy. évtaifa éAis Av Epnun peydAn, dvopa &' Tt
Av Adpioar dikouv &' adTthy T6 Tahaidy Mjdor. ToU 8¢ Teixous auTis
v 16 eUpos TévTe kai eikootl wodes, Uywos & ékaTdv ToU & kUkAou T
Tepiodos SUo Tapachyyarr @ikodounTo 8¢ TAivBois kepapeals: kpnrig
&' Umfiv MiBivn T Uyos eikoot Tod&dv. TauTtny Pacideus 6 TMepodv &te
Tapd MAdwv Thv dpxnv éAduPavov TTépoar TToAlopk@dY oudevi TpOTTWIL
¢duvaTo £Aelv: “HAiog B¢ ve@éAny TpokaAlyas Heavioe péxpl éEéAiTov ol

$.20 £8o§e TaUTa: €dofe kai TalTa €
oméAades V Pollux 7.70: otéhades cett.
kai Bopakes del. Lion

4.1 Tpwiaitepov: Tpwitepov cF
avuTtous om. D: ante £5¢1 habet f

4.8 “Hhios 8¢ vegéAny rpokaAlyas: Zeus 8¢ filiov vepéAm pokaAvyas Schenkl (malu-
erimus Zeus 8¢ vepéAny TrpokaAUyas): filiov 8¢ vepéAn TpokaAUyaca Brodaeus,
Amasaeo praemonente (solem densa nubes obscurasset)
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&vBpwrol, kal 0UTws EdAw. Tap& TauTny THY TOAW fv Trupauis Afivn,
TO pév eUpos £vds TAEBpou, TO 8¢ Uyos dUo TAEBpwv. émi TalTns TToMoi
TV BapPdpwy foav Ek T&OV TANCioV KWPGY &ToTepeuydTes. évTelUfev
&' émopeubnoav oTabudv éva Tapacdyyas E§ TPoOs TEIXOS EpnuoV péya
pds [THi] woAel keluevov: Svopa Bt Av Tt TOAel Méomidar Mot &
aUTHY ToTe Okouv. v 8¢ f| pév xpnmis AiBou feoTol koyxuMdTou,
16 eUpos TevThHKovTa Tod&Y kai TO Uyos TrevthkovTa. émi 8¢ Tadtm
¢mwikodopnTo TAIvBivov TeTyos, TO pév elpos TEVTAKOVTA TOBQY, TO
8¢ Uyos ékatov: ToU 8¢ kUkAou 1) epiodos €§ Tapachyya. évtaifa
AéyeTan MAdeia yuvr) BaociAéws kaTaguyelv 0Te drwAucav THyv &pxnv
Utro TTepoddv Mfjdot. TadTtny 8¢ THv oA TToAiopk&dY 6 TMepoddv PaciAeus
oUKk EdUvaTo oUTe Ypovwi EAelv oUTe Biar Zels & EuPpovThTous Trolel
ToUs évolkoUvTas, Kai oUTws £GAw.

Evtelfev &' émopeubnoav oTaBudv éva Tmapacdyyas TETTOpas. s
ToUTov 8¢ TOV oTabuov Tiooagépvns émepdvn, oUs Te alTods ImMTéas
ANBev Exwov kal THY ‘Opédvta duvapy ToU THY Pacidéws BuyaTtépa
gxovTos kai oUs Kipos éxwv &vépn PapPdapous kai ols 6 PaciAéws
&BeAgos Exwv BaoiAel éBonfel, kai PO TouTols doous PactAeus ESwkev
TRl OOTE TO OTPATEUPX TAUTOAU é@dvn. émel & éyyus éyéveTo,
Té&s utv TV TAEewv eixev dmiobey kataoThoas, Tas Bt els T& TAdy1x
Tapayayowv EpBalelv pév oUk éTOAuncey oud’ éBouAeTo drakivduveuer,
opevdovav 8¢ Taptyyelde kal Tofevev. émel &3¢ draTtayBévres oi Pddio
topevddvnoav kai oi [Zkubau] TogdTon éTdEeucav kai oldeis fludpTavey
&vdpds (0UdE y&p ei Tavu TpoubBupeiTo pdidiov A), kai 6 Ticocagépyns
paAa Tayéws EEw PeAdv &mexwpel kai <al> &AAcn TAEels &TeXPNOAV.
kai 16 Aorwdv Tiis fluépas ol uév éropevovTo, oi & eirovTo: kai oUKETL
éoivovto ol P&pPapor Tt TOTe &xpoPolicerr pakpdTepov yap of Te
‘PoBior TGV TTepoddv éopevddvwv kai TGOV [TAsioTwv] TofoTddw <. . >+

4.10 T del. Krager, wpog T méAet om. C*
4.11 AéyeTon: eéyeto f
4-12 8 épPpovthTous Tolel: 8¢ Ppovtiit katémAnge Hug ex vestigiis C* (8’ ép, Tous, ol
in ras.)
4-15 ZxUban del. Kriiger
ai add. Larcher (iam b)
4.16 ¢oivovTo: éméxkewTo £
Te del. Poppo (om. iam b): ye Matthiae
TAsioTwy om. C!
lac. longiorem indic. Hug: oi Kpfites été6euov suppl. Madvig
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peydAa 8¢ kai T& TS T& Tlepoikd doTiv: &oTe XpHowa Av 6ToéoQ
&AiokorTo TGV TogeupdTwy Tols Kpnoi, kai SieTéAouv ypuwpevol Tols TV
TroAepiwy TofeUpaot, kai EueAéTwY TofeUely &vw 1VTES pakpdy. NUpiokeTo
8¢ kai velpa TOM& &v Tals kopols kai puoAuPdos, woTe xpfiobar eis
T&s o@evdovas. kal TauTtm pév Ti Nuépay, &el KaTeoTpaTOTESEUOVTO
ol “EMnves kopous &mtuxovtes, &mijABov ol PapPapor peiov ExovTes
Tt &kpoPolricsrr THy & Eémoloav fuépav Euewav ol “EAAnves xai
¢meciTicavTor fiv y&p TOAUs oiTos év Tals kopals. TH 8¢ UoTepaion
é¢opevovto B1x ToU Tediou, kai Ticoapépuns eimeTo dkpoPoAldpevos.
gvBa 87 ol “ENnves éyvwoav TAaiclov icdmAsupov 6T Tovnpd TAEIS
€in ToAepicov Emopévwy. A&vaykn ydp éoTwv, fjv pév CUYKUTTNL T&
képaTa ToU TAaiciou f) 680U oTevoTépas olons 1) dpéwv dvaykalovTwy
| yepupas, ékBAiPecBar Tous OTAiTas kal TropevecBal Toviipws Eupa
ptv mielopévous, &ua 8¢ kal TopaTTopévouss GoTe duoypnoTous eival
dvaykn &TdkTous Svtas. STav 8 aU Sikoxm T& képata, &vdykn
Sraomaobor Tous TOTE EkBAIBopévous kai kevov yiyveoBar TO péoov TGV
KePATWY, kKai &Buueiv Tous TalTa T&oxovTas ToAepiwy éTopévwy. Kai
o6moTE déo1 yépupav SiaPaivev ) GAANY TIva Si1&Paoty, EoTreudev EkaoTos
BouAdpevos pBdoat Tp&dTOS Kal evemiBeTov iy dvTalBa Tols TroAepiols.
émel 8¢ TalT Eyvwoav ol oTpaTnyoi, émoinocav E§ Adxous &vd ExaToV
&vdpas, kai Aoyayous éméoTnoav kai &AAous TevTnkovTiipas kai &AAous
EvwpoTdpyous. oUTol &t Tropeudpevol, OTOTe uiv cuykUTITOl T& KéPATQ,
UTrépevov UoTepol ol Aoxayol oTe pr) évoxAeiv Tols kKépaol, ToTE Of
Tapfiyov &§wlev TOV kepaTwy OmoTE O Sidoyolev ai TAsupai ToU
TAxioiou, TO péoov &vefeipmAacav, i pév oTevoTEpov €in TO Bigxov,
katé& Adyous, €l 8¢ TAaTUTEPOV, KaT& TEVTNKOOTUS, €l 8¢ T&vu TACTY,
kot dvwpoTias, GoTe el ExmAewv givar TO pécov. €l B¢ kal daPaivew
TIva déo1 Bi&Paotv 1) yépupav, olk éTap&TTovTo, &GAN &V TGO pépel oi
Aoxo1 BiéParvov: kai €l Tou Béor T1 TS p&Aayyos, émimwopfiicav oUTol.
ToUTW! T TPOTTWI éTTopeUbnoav oTabuols TéTTapas.

4.17 dméoa: 6méoa 8’ C'AE

nupickeTo . . . oevdovas fors. post év Tais kwuas (18) transponendum
4.18 &v T T6TE: dv et TéTe om. C
4.21 oUtor: oUtw Weiske

oi Aoxayoi (Adxo1 Isaac Vossius) post opeuduevor f, del. Kriger

Toté D: té1e f: ToUs € (quo servato <oi pév> Gotepor Mangelsdorf)
4.22 &vegemiumAaoav (&veripmAacav E) codd.: &v éemripmAacav Kriger (iam b)
4.23 Adxo1 Valckenaer: Aoxayoi codd.
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‘Hvika 8¢ Tdv TéumTov émopeliovTo, €idov Pacileidv T1 kai Trepl alTd
KOpas TOAAGS, TNV 8¢ 686V Tpods TO Xwpiov ToUTo ik ynAdwv UynAdv
yryvouévny, of kaffikov &wd ToU &pous ¢’ &1 Aiv [N koun]. kol eidov piv
ToUs Adpous &opevor ol “EAAnes, cos eikds TGOV TToAepinv SvTwv Imméwy:
émel 8¢ Topeudpevorl ék ToU mediou &véPnoav émi TOV TPRTOV yNHAogpov
<kai> kaTéBawvov, ws &mi Tov étepov &vaPaivew, évtaifa émryiyvovton
ol BapPapor kai &wd ToU UynAoU eis TO Tpavés EBaAlov, Eopevdovay,
éTofeuov UTO paoTiywv, kai TTOAAOUS KATETITPwWOKOV Kai EKpATNoav
TV ‘EAMvev yupvitwy kai KoaTékAsloav auTous giow TRV OmAwy:
GOoTe TOVT&TOol TaAUTnY THY fuépav &yxpnoTol foav év T SxAwl
SvTes kal ol opevdovijTal kai ol To§oTau. émel 8¢ me(opevor ol “EAAnves
¢mweyeipnoov dicdkelw, oYOAfjt pév &mi TO &kpov &ikvoUvTal OTAITOL
SvTes, oi B¢ TMoOAémior TayxU &memhdwv. TEAW 8¢ OwoTE &Trioev TPods
T6 &N\o oTpdTeupa TaUTa Emaoyov, kai émi ToU SeuTépou ynAdpou
TaUTd éylyveTo, OoTe &md ToU TpiTou ynAdPou Edogev aUTols um Kiveiv
ToUs oTpaTiwTas Tpiv &mwd Tiis 8e§ids TAeup&s ToU TAxoiou dviyyayov
TeATao TS TPds TO Bpos. Emel &' oUTol EyévovTo UTép TGOV ETopEvwy
ToAepiwv, oUkéTL EmeTiBevTo ol TOAéuiol Tols kKaTaPaivouot, dedoikdTeS
un &motunbeinoav kai dupoTépwbey alTdV yévowTo ol ToAéuiol. oUTw
TO Ao1rody Tiis Nuépas Tropsuduevol, ol pév <&vd> T 68 kKaT& ToUg
ynAd@ous, ol 8¢ kaTd TO 8pos EMITAPIOVTES, dikovTo €is TaS KWUAs Kai
iaTpols kaTéoTnoav OkTw: oMol ydp floav ol TeTpwpévol. évtaifa
guelvav Nuépas TPels Kal TV TETPWUEVWY Eveka Kal dua éTiTNds1a TToOAAK
gixov, &heupa, oivov, kpifds immols cupPePAnuévas ToAAGs. TaUTa Ot
cuvevnVEypéva AV TOL CATPOTTEUOVTL Tiis XWpas. TeT&pTmt &' fuépan
koTaPaivoucty eis TO Tediov. émel 8¢ kaTéAaPev alTous Ticoagépvng
oUv T duvdpel, £8idaev avTols f) &véykn kaTtaoknuijoal ol TPdTOV
€idov kmpny kai pn TopelecBor 11 payopévouss oMol y&p foav
ol &moépayxol, <oi Ted TeTpwpévol kai ol ékeivous @épovtes kai ol TQV
PePOVTWY T& OmAa defapevor. émel 8¢ kaTeokNvnoav kai émexeipnoav
auTols dxkpoPoAilecBar ol PapPaporl TPodS THY KWUNY TTPOCIOVTES, TTOAU

4.24 ¢¢’ MZg: U¢’ cett.
7 (om. f) xcopn del. Thomas
4.25 kaiadd. Stephanus (iam b)
&vaPaivew: dvaPaiev f
4.26 kaTeTiTpwokov: ETiTpwokov €
4.30 év add. Bisschop
4.32 oi Te add. Zeune
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Tepifjoav oi “EAAnves: oAU yap Siépepev €k xwpas opudvTas dAéEaoBan
1} Topevopévous émiodot Tols TToAepiols payeofan.

‘Hvika 8" v 118n BeiAn, dpa Ay &miévon Tols ToAepiols: olwoTe y&p peiov
ameoTpaToTedeUovTo ol PapPapor ToU ‘EAAnvikol E§fkovta oTadiwv,
poPoupevol pt Tijs vukTos ol “EAAnves émboivto adTols. Tovnpov yap
vuKTOS é0T1 oTpaTeupa Tepoikdv. of Te yap immor autols 8édevton Kai s
émi 16 oAU TeTodiopévor giol ToU pr) pelyev éveka el Aubeinoav, éav Té
T15 86pUPos yiyvnTal, del émoafon Tov imrmov [Mépont avdpi kai xaAvdoa,
B¢l 8¢ kai Bwpakiobévta dvaBiivan i TOV iTrov. TalTa 8¢ TavTa XoAETS
vUkTwp Kai BopuPou BvTos TolElv. ToUTOU EveKa TTOPPL &TTECKNVOUV TRV
‘EAMvwov. émel B¢ éylyvwokov auTtous oi “EAAnves Boulopévous &miévan
kai SiayyeMopévous, ékfpule Tols “EAAnotl cuokeudleoBor dkoudvtwy
TV ToAepiwv. kal xpdvov uév Twva éméoyxov Tiis Topeias ol PapPapo,
¢me1dn 8¢ Oyt EyiyveTo, &mijicav: oUdE y&p é856kel AUslv aUToUs VUKTOS
TopeUecBar kai katdyeoBon émi TO oTpaTomEdov. EmMEdN) 8¢ CcaPRds
amovtas 1181 £wpwv ol “EMAnves, émopelovto kai adTtol &valeu§avTes
kai S1fjAfov Soov E§fkovTta oTadious. kai ylyveTan TocoUTov peTofU
TRV OTPATEUPATWY OOTe Tt UoTepaion oUk épavnoav ol ToAéuiol oUdé
T TPiTM, T 88 TeT&PTM VUKTOS TTPoeABOVTES KaTaAauPavouat xwpiov
Umtepdé€iov of PapPapol, i EueMov ol “EAAnves mopiévan, dkpwvuyiov
8pous, Up' fiv i kaT&Paois Ay eis 1O mediov. émeidn 8¢ Edpa Xelpicopos
TpokaTEIANupévny THY Akpwvuyiav, KoAel ZevopdvTa &To Tiis oUpds
kal keAevgl AoPovTa Tous TeEATaoTas TapayevécBar gis 1O wpdobev. o
8¢ Zevopdv ToUs piv TEATOOTARS OUK Myev: EmiQoivdpevoy y&p Edpa
Tiooagépvny kai TO oTp&TeUpa &Y. aUTOs O TTpooeAdoas HpwTa: “Ti
KaAels;” 6 8¢ Aéyel aUT®1® “ESe0TIv Op&v: TpoKaTEIANTTal y&p fHuiv O
UTrEp Tiis KaToPdoews A6Qos, Kal oUk £0Ti TapeABeiv, € p7n TouTous
&mokdyopev. dM& Ti oUk fiyes ToUs TeATaoTds:” & 8¢ Aédyer &T1 ok
£d0kel aUT Epnua kaTaMmely T& 8mobey ToAspiov Empaivopévey.
"aA& pny Gpa Yy Een "PBouldelecBon Tdds Tis Tous Gvdpas &TreAdn Ao
ToU Adgou.” évtalfa Zevopddv 6p&t ToU Bpous TNy Kopuptyv UTép adTol
ToU EauT®dY oTpaTeUpaTOS oUoay, kal &wd TauTns Epodov &l TOV Adgov
tvBa floav oi ToAépiol, kai Aédyerr “"kpdTioTov, & Xepicoge, fuiv feoBon
ws TayoTa ¢l TO &kpov: fiv yap ToUTo AdPBwpev, ol SuvhicovTar pévelv

4.34 ot "ENAnves om. f
4.35 861 8¢ nos: 87 CE: 8¢ A: 8¢1 cett.
4.36 oudt V:olte c: o0 f
AUew aUToUs: AuciTeAelv auTols f: kwAUsw adtoUs B
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kai ol oUv aUT@®! Kaielv émexeipnoav Tas kwpas, kai TV EAARvv
pdAa HBUunodv Tives, évvooUpevol pt T& EmiTHdelq, €l Kavuooley, oUk
gxolev 6ToBev AauPavoiev. kai ol pév augi Xepicogov amfjicav ék Tiis
PBonBeias: 6 8¢ Zevogdv émel kaTéPm, TapsAalvwy TAS TaEEls Hvika
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kai ) yfj oxfoel.” dkoloaot TaUTa Tols oTpaTnyols TO pév évBuunua
xapiev €8okel givan, TO &' #pyov &dUvatov: floav ydp of kwAUcovTes
Tépav oMol iTrrels, ol eUBUs Tols TTpwTOIS OUBEY &V ETTETPETTOV TOUTWY
TTOlETV.

Evralfa Ty pév UoTepaiav émavexwpouv els ToUumohw [f| mwpos
Bapud&dva] eis Tés dkavoTous kwpas, katakauoavTes Evev é§fjloav: doTe
ol TToAéuiol oU TpoofHAauvoy, AAAK é8e&vTo kai duoiol floav Baupdlouot
otor oTé Tpéwovtan ol ‘EAAnves kai Ti v vén Exolev. évtaliba ol pév
&Moot oTpaTidTan duel T& EmiTAdEix Aoav: of 8¢ oTpaTnyol TwEAwW
ouvijABov, kai ouvayayovTes ToUs aixuaAwTous fAeyxov TNy KUKAwL
T&oav xwpav Tis EK&oTn €in. oi 3¢ EAeyov OT1 TA pév TPOS peonuPpiav
Tfis éml BaPuldva ein kai Mndiav, 81" flomep fixowey, | 8¢ Trpds Ew
émi ZoUodk Te kol ExPaTtava ¢épol, &vBa Bepilev [kai éapilew] Aéyetan
Booirels, f| 8¢ BioPdvTt TOV TroTaMdV Tpods tomépav émi Audiav kal
loviav pépor, 1) 8¢ i TGV dpéwv Kal TPds EpKTOV TeTpouuevn 8Tt eig
KapSouxous &yol. TouTous 8¢ Epacav oikelv ava TG &pM Kai TTOAEpIKOUS
glvan, kai PooiAéws oUk &xoUsty, dAA& kal épPodelv ToTe els aTous
Booidikfiy oTpaTiay dcdeka puptddas: TouTwy &' oldéva &movooTiioal
31 TNy Buoxwpiav. 6ToTE pévtol PSS TOV caTPATNY TOV v TRI
mediwl omeicouvTo, Kai Emiperyvivanr opidv Te TTPOs ékeivous Kai ékeivwov
TPOS EauTous. dkoUuoavTes TalTa ol oTpatnyoi ékabicav xwpis Tous
EKAOTaXO0E pAoKOVTAS €idéval, oudtv dijlov TomoavTes dTrot TTopevechon
FueAov. £86kel B¢ Tols oTpaTnyols dvaykoiov eivan di&k TGV dpéwv els
Kapdouyous éupaMAelv: TouTous yap dieABovtas épacav els Appeviav
fgew, fis ‘Opdvtas flpxe TOMs kai eUdaipovos. évtelfev &' elwopov
tpacav givonr 8ol Tis é8éAo1 TopevecBan. émri TouTols EBUcavTo, STWS
omnvika kai Sokoin Tiis dpas THY Topeiav To10TVTO: TNV Y&p UTrEpBOAT|Y
TRV Opéwv édedoikecav un mpokaToAngBein: kol Twaptyysidav, &medt
deirvnoelay, cuokeuaoauévous TAvTas dvatravsoBal, kai émeofan fik’
&v TI5 TApayyeiint.
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COMMENTARY

3.1 XENOPHON’S RISE TO PROMINENCE

After the obituaries for the five generals seized and killed by the Persians
(2.6), X. focuses again on the Greek army, now stationed on the south
bank of the River Zapatas (T1). What follows is an emotive description
of the army’s despair during the night after the arrest of the generals
and then the sudden intervention of their saviour, Xenophon. Such
descriptions of ‘nights of terror’ are common in historians both ancient
(Pelling on Plut. Ant. 48) and modern (e.g. Kaye 1857: 11.357, describing
the British retreat from Kabul in 1842). X.’s narrative art (‘si Xénophon
mérite le nom de poéte, c’est ici’, Gautier 105) is apparent from the fre-
quency of rhetorical figures such as anaphora (3, 13, 37nn.) and expres-
sive asyndeton (g, 2gnn.); from the use of poeticisms (3, 11, 14, 23, 25,
29nn.); and from the way the narrator ‘approaches Xenophon gradually,
moving from the past to the present, from the outside to the inside, from
indirect to direct rendering of his thoughts’ (Grethlein 2013: 60). The
artistry serves to highlight the decisive role of Xenophon. The preceding
character sketches (2.6.1-29) of three of the dead generals — Clearchus
(10n.), Proxenus (4n.) and Meno (47n.) — prepare by contrast for the
way Xenophon’s qualities are presented implicitly, through speech and
action, rather than through overt narratorial comment, and also for the
actual qualities that Xenophon as leader displays.

The scene has numerous links with X.’s account of the mutiny against
Cyrus at Tarsus (1.3) (Introduction p. g). In both scenes the Greeks are
described as being in a state of &mopia. At Tarsus Clearchus claimed to
be afraid to go in person to Cyrus: here the Greeks are facing the con-
sequences of the fact that Clearchus did go in person to Tissaphernes,
leader of the Persian army tailing the Greeks (Introduction pp. 1-2).
There Clearchus told the Greeks it was no time to sleep: here Xenophon
tells himself it is no time to sleep. Clearchus stressed that it would be hard
for the Greeks to return home without a guide: now the lack of a guide is
a real problem. There a soldier suggested they should choose new lead-
ers: here they do choose new leaders. Through these links, X. suggests
that the situation feared at that point has come to pass, and highlights
Xenophon’s response to the crisis. There are also frequent echoes of the
uneasy negotiations between the Greeks and Persians in the aftermath
of Cyrus’ death (2-3, 2, 19, 21, 22, 26-32, 27, 28nn.), but the motifs are
used with greater urgency now that relations with the Persians are openly
hostile.
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At the same time X. creates a sense of a clean narrative break by his
treatment of the fate of the generals. Following their arrest (2.5.32),
Ariaeus, one of Cyrus’ Persian officers, tells the Greeks that Clearchus
has been charged with perjury and killed, but that Proxenus and Meno
are held in high esteem by the king for having given information against
Clearchus (2.5.38). Xenophon’s request that he hand over Proxenus and
Meno (2.5.41) then receives no response. After this scene, X. mentions
that the generals were decapitated (2.6.1), but without specifying when
this happened except for the statement that Meno was kept alive for a
year (29n.). After X. resumes his focus on the Greek army, the generals’
fates are strangely not raised again in the encounters with the Persians in
Book g, as if the Greeks are aware of the information that X. has given
at 2.6. Nor is the accusation of perjury against Clearchus clarified — even
though Xenophon now accuses the Persians of perjury (22n.). X. in this
way closes without resolution the question whether Proxenus and/or
Meno collaborated with Tissaphernes against Clearchus (there had been
hints in the narrative that Meno was scheming with the Persians (2.1.5,
2.1, 4.15; cf. Clearchus’ suspicions at 2.5.15, 28), but not of Proxenus’
involvement). He focuses instead on the role played by one of the new
generals, Xenophon, in creating a new sense of community and purpose
in the despondent Greek army.

3.1.1 [Oca. .. 8edNAwTa1]: a summary covering Books 1—2. Similar sum-
maries are prefixed to Books 2, 4, 5 and 7 and found in f at 6.3.1; though
defended by some (e.g. Hoeg 1950: 161), they were probably written by
later editors. They are mentioned at Diog. Laert. 2.57 (second century
AD), and are the model for Chariton 5.1.1-2, 8.1.1 (Perry 1967: 358 n.
16). Tfis péxns: at Cunaxa (Introduction p. 3). év Tais omovdais:
19n.

3.1.2-3 X. describes how the Greeks first reflect on, then respond to,
their desperate situation. This passage is notable for the frequent use of
negative formulations (oU8eis, o peiov, oU8eis, &BiaPatol, oUdt imméa oldéva
ouppayov), implicitly contrasting the Greeks’ actual and desired situations
(for similar negative lists, cf. Hell. 2.2.10; Thuc. 8.1.2). Clearchus antici-
pated most of these perceived disadvantages when he argued that the
Greeks should not separate from the Persians (2.4.5-6); Xenophon in
his speech to the whole army will suggest that they are not as bad as they
seem (g.2.7-32n.).

3.1.2 ouvaiAnupévor fiocav: the pluperfect refers to a state resulting from
the action described at 2.5.32 (CGCG 33.40), where five generals are
arrested (ouvedappavovto) in Tissaphernes’ tent. T®V Aoxay®dv . . . oi
ouverouevor: the twenty captains waiting at the doors of the tent
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(2.5.30-1) and, presumably, the ¢. 200 soldiers who accompanied the
officers to buy supplies (2.5.30); the deaths of the latter are only now
made explicit. év oA &7 &mropian: 81y indicates that the depth of
their despair was an evident consequence of the loss of the army’s lead-
ership (g.3.11n.). The &mopia-motif structures the account of the retreat,
which is marked by an alternation between obstacles overcome and the
emergence of new difficulties (Rood 2014: 66-78). The language of
&mopia is common in stories of early human development, where diffi-
culties are overcome over time by trial and error (Rood 2015b), and in
stories of questing heroes who are assisted by divine epiphanies (cf. Mem.
2.1.21; Davies 2013: 8-11) — two story-patterns against which can be read
the sudden emergence here of Xenophon as saviour. A more ominous
intertext is Thucydides’ account (Books 6—7) of Athens’ defeat in Sicily
(415—413 BC), where &mopia-words are used with increasing frequency (cf.
3.2.36n.). oi “ENAnves is frequently used of the army as a whole, even
though it included non-Greeks (g8.2n.), and here highlights their Greek
identity in an alien setting. évvooupevor 6T governs the following
eight short clauses, each of which opens with a resonant word or phrase
that defines the obstacle on which the Greeks reflect; the accumulation
of clauses (which are capped by TadTa évvooUpevor at §) brings out the
sense of mounting despair. The tenses in this elaborate report of indirect
thoughtare, unusually, anchored to the temporal perspective of the narra-
tor rather than to that of the Greeks (floav, TpouSedckecav, Tapéetv EueAAey
instead of eioi, Tpodedokaotv, wapéer, etc.: CGCG 41.15; Smyth 2624): the
Greeks are seen to reflect on situations that actually exist. i Taig
BaotAéws Bupaus: a common expression (with antecedents in Near Eastern
languages: Llewellyn-Jones 2014: 68-9) in Greek depictions of Persian
royal courts (e.g. Hell. 1.6.7, Cyr. 6.1.1), figuring the king as inhabiting an
internal space; the omission of the definite article is regular with BaciAeis
when it refers to the Persian king (LSJ s.v. 111). The phrase is a ‘sobering
echo of their previous boast’ (Higgins 1977: 164 n. 62) that they had
defeated the king &wi Tais 8Upais altol (2.4.4). kUkAw1: X. draws on an
image of Greeks as surrounded and outnumbered by barbarians that is
common especially in military contexts (e.g. Hdt. 8.10.1-2, 76-80, 9.18.1;
see Rood 2014: 66-70). ToMA& . . . TroAépian, while each agreeing with
the nearest noun, are to be taken with both #8vn and woAeis. &yopav:
the Greeks bought food from markets while Cyrus was alive (e.g. 1.3.14,
5.12), though they may have done some foraging once outside Cyrus’
province (1.4.19, 5.4: cf. 3.4.18n.); after Cyrus’ death they had no source
of supplies (2.2.3, 11), and the provision of a market was one of the terms
agreed with Tissaphernes (2.3.27, cf. 2.4.9, 5.30; 20n.). Tiis ‘ENAados:
a vague expression, in An., as often elsewhere, referring to ‘the area of
concentrated Greek settlement’ (Roy 2004: 280) between Byzantium and
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the Ionian Sea (cf. 5.6.25, 6.1.17, 4.8, 7.1.29). Sometimes it is used of
any lands inhabited by Greeks (Pind. Pyth. 1.75; Hdt. 2.182.1); in An. the
army four times reaches wéAw EAAnvida on the Pontic coast (4.8.22, 5.3.2,
5.3, 6.2.1). ovU peiov f) pupta oradia: for pelov, see §.4.34N. 10,000 was
regularly used as a rough figure (Arist. Poet. 1457b11-13, cf. 1451a2).
The figure (c. 1,250 miles) is in fact reasonably accurate as the crow flies
(they were ¢. 1,000 miles from Byzantium and c. 1,200 from Athens), but
Greeks would normally calculate distance by the length of routes. The
use of stades rather than parasangs (3.4.10n.) marks a Greek perspec-
tive. fiyepwv: the Greeks’ earlier difficulties over the route (2.2.10)
had been solved by Persian guides (2.3.6, 14, 4.10); from now on they
will rely on prisoners as guides (3.5.15, 4.1.21, 2.23, 4.10, 5.1, 6.1-2,
17, 7.19—27; contrast 4.2.24 &veu flyepovos) until they regain contact with
fellow Greeks at Trapezus. Trotapoi 8¢ Sicipyov adiaPaTor: as the king’s
envoy Phalinus warned (2.1.11). &Bi&Baros is first attested in X. (cf. Hell.
5-4-44, again in connection with &mopia); its use here is echoed by Arr.
Anab. 6.12.2. kai oi oUv KiUpwi &vapavres Pappapor: X. claims that
Cyrus was accompanied by 100,000 non-Greeks (1.7.10). After Cyrus’
death the Greeks for a time accompanied Ariaeus, but he and the rest
of Cyrus’ non-Greek force joined Tissaphernes (2.4.9); xai ‘even’ stresses
their disloyalty. Cf. 2.5.39 for the accusation of betrayal and 1.5.16 for a
warning by Cyrus of their unreliability. oUdt iTrméa oUdéva cUppaxov
#xovTes ‘without even a single horseman to help them’. Cyrus had relied
on non-Greek cavalry (1.8.5-6, 9.31); forty Thracian cavalry who were
with the Ten Thousand after his death subsequently deserted to the
Persians (2.2.7). &oTe eUdnov . . . oUSeis &v Aagbein ‘so that it was all
too clear that, if they won a victory, they would not be able to kill even one
man, but if they were beaten, not one of them would be left alive’. The
phrasing echoes Clearchus’ warning at 2.4.6 (cited Introduction p. g0; cf.
Cyr. 4.8.5; Plut. Ant. 39.7). X. introduces variety in the pév/8¢ clauses: the
first participle appears in the nominative while the second agrees with the
partitive genitive adtédv, and oud’ &v éva refers to the enemy, autédv oUdeis
to the Greeks. VIK@VTES: VIKdw is often used in the present for ‘prevail
in a battle’, and so there is not necessarily a meaningful contrast with
the aorist fArTnBévTwv (see 3.2.13n.). kaTtakdavoiev: Doric katakaivw for
amokTeivw (Gautier 22-3; add Epicharm. fr. 85 Austin; DK go 2.13) is
confined to X. in classical Attic prose; for the flavour of this and similar
Doricisms, see Introduction pp. go-1.

3.1.3 &BUpws ExovTes = &Bupor dvtes (CGCG26.11; Smyth 1438). The march
back is marked by frequent returns of &8upia (3.4.11, 4.20, 5.3, 4.3.7, 8.21,
6.4.26), which has the same structural role as &mopia (2n.). SAiyo1 piv
QUT@V . . ., OAiyo1 8¢ . . ., éTri 8t T& 6TrAa TToAAoi 0Ux fHABov: the soldiers’ woes
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are stressed through anaphora; variation in word order and vocabulary
(TroMoi ouk = dAiyor) in the third part gives prominence to émi & SmAa (=
either the whole camp or particular quarters), underlining the breach in
security (cf. Aen. Tact. 26.7-10 on the importance of patrols for demor-
alized armies). The fact that the Greeks’ immediate response to news of
the arrests had been to run &mi t& 8mAa (2.5.94) and the more ordered
picture of the camp later (32, g4onn.) both suggest that X. has exagger-
ated the disorder here. é1rou éTUyxavov (sc. 8vTes) ikaotog ‘where they
each happened to be’. For éxaoTos used in apposition to a plural subject
and verb, see Smyth g52; the reading ériyxavev probably arose by assim-
ilation. ouU Suvéapuevor kabeudeiv UTrd Autrns: for sleeplessness in grief,
cf. e.g. Hom. Il. 24.4-5. Téfou TraTpidwv, yoviwv, yuvaikdv, TTaiSwv:
TéBos is poetic vocabulary; cf. émwéBouv eis Ty ‘EAAGBa ocnlecBor at 6.4.8,
where X. again presents the mercenaries as normal citizens with familial
responsibilities rather than as mobile workers who can settle anywhere.
The grouping of fatherland with parents, wives and children is common
(e.g. Arr. Anab. 5.27.6 (with wé8os); Nielsen 2004: 50-1), especially in
defensive contexts (e.g. Aen. Tact. pref. 2, in a contrast of wars at home
and abroad); X. emphasizes the soldiers’ belated realization of the risk-
iness of their aggressive foreign adventure. For the solemn asyndeton,
cf. Dem. 14.32 tauTév, yovéas, Tdgous, TaTpida; Livy 4.28.5 domos parentes
coniuges liberos. ouUs, while agreeing with mwaidwv, belongs in sense
with all four preceding nouns. oUmror’ évomilov ém Syeobar: for
the pathos cf. Thuc. 6.30.2 (forebodings felt by family and friends at
the departure of a distant expedition). While yearning here leads to
despair, Xenophon turns it into a motivation at §.2.39. oUTw pEv
& . . . avemavovTo: pév 81 (. . . 8¢) is a frequent formula of transition
(CGCG 59.74; GP 258); the uév-clause pithily recapitulates the situa-
tion. The imperfect suggests that the theme will be resumed (cf. 11;
CGCG 33.51).

3.1.4-10 The emotive account of the Greeks’ difficulties prepares for
the intervention of Xenophon, which is emphasized initially through an
analeptic explanation of how he came to serve with Cyrus and then, when
the temporal level of g is resumed, through a number of marked nar-
rative features (11-14, 15—25nn.). The technique of filling in the back-
ground of characters upon their introduction is reminiscent of Homer
(cf. SAGN11.21), but used more expansively here, though the narration is
still compact, with sparse circumstantial detail, predominant use of indi-
rect speech, and perfunctory summaries for two crucial departures (8,
10). The story, which could have been included at any of Xenophon’s
earlier appearances (Introduction p. 11), is delayed until his decisive
intervention.
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The presentation of Xenophon is not uniformly positive, in that he
ignores a clear warning from Socrates that he may get into trouble with the
Athenians for serving with Cyrus (5n.). That warning hints at his future
exile, which is later twice overtly mentioned (5.3.7, 7.7.57) — though it is
not certain whether this exile was due to his support for Cyrus or his later
service with Agesilaus (the authority of Socrates may support the former,
but this is not decisive: see Introduction pp. 11-12). Whatever the circum-
stances of the exile, the negative undertones in Xenophon'’s presentation
here underscore Socrates’ piety in recommending that he consult the
Delphic oracle; X. thereby defends Socrates from blame for the actions of
his associates (as with Critias and Alcibiades at Mem. 1.2.12—48). Later in
antiquity this scene was cited in praise of the active as opposed to contem-
plative life (Max. Tyr. 15.9), while Socrates’ warnings were turned into a
fictional letter (Ep. Soc. 5).

3.1.4 "Hv 8 15 . . . Zevopidv Abnvaios: placement of the verb before the
name is normal in ‘presentative’ sentences (3.8.1n.). The wording (also
used at Hell. 4.1.29, 5.4.2) evokes a Homeric introductory formula (e.g.
Il. 5.9 v 8¢ Ti5 év Tpweoor Adpns; Kahn 1973: 249-50) for minor characters
who typically come to a bad end (Tuplin 2003a: 127). The introduction of
Themistocles, saviour of the Greeks at Salamis, at Hdt. 7.148.1 (fv 8¢ Tév
T15 ABnvaiwy &vnp) is a more propitious intertext, though, like Xenophon,
Themistocles was later exiled. The inclusion of the ethnic Afnvaios is in
keeping with X.’s practice in introducing characters in An., although
patronymics are added for some Athenians (g.8.20n.). Livy’s introduc-
tion of the Roman saviour Marcius (25.37.2) picks up Xenophon'’s intro-
duction here (Hornblower per e-litt.). oUTe oTpaTnyods oUte Aoxayos
oUTe oTpaTtiwTns Wv: triple ovte, followed by military ranks of decreasing
importance, emphasizes that Xenophon joined the expedition not in a
paid military capacity, as readers might expect, but through an aristocratic
link of giAia (Azoulay 2004a; cf. 2.5.14, 22, Mem. 1.2.5-8, for the valida-
tion of such ties over monetary contracts). It also makes his rapid rise to
the post of oTpatnyds more impressive. Plutarch (Mor. 817e) quotes this
sentence to illustrate the point that political ability rather than holding
an office is the chief requirement for successful intervention in public
affairs. oguvnkodouBe: cf. Thuc. 6.44.1, also of voluntary accompani-
ment. &AA& TTpéevos aUtov peTemépyparo: by letter (5). Greek gener-
ally avoids the repetition of relative pronouns in successive clauses; these
either have no relative pronoun (e.g. 17) or, as here, use a personal pro-
noun (CGCG r0.9; Smyth 2517). The analepsis starts here. Tpogevos:
one of the generals arrested by Tissaphernes; a Theban who had been
summoned by Cyrus (1.1.11, 2.3), supposedly to fight the Pisidians (gn.);
in his obituary (2.6.16—20) X. presents him as ambitious, honest and
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unable to exercise control. §évos denotes a friend joined by gevia, ‘a
bond of trust, imitating kinship and reinforced by rituals, generating
affection and obligations between individuals belonging to separate
social units’ (OCD* 591). &pxaios implies that the guest-friendship,
not Proxenus, is old (cf. Mem. 2.8.1 &pxaiov étaipov); it could have arisen
from Proxenus’ studies with Gorgias (2.6.16), assuming these were in
Athens, or from Xenophon'’s time as a prisoner at Thebes (Philostr. V§
1.12), though this is probably an invention to explain the evig; or it could
have been inherited. @idov auTév Kipwi Troifoeiv: gidos is regularly
used in X. of Persian nobles who receive the king’s largesse (Briant 2002,
Ch. 8); it is applied rhetorically to all the Greek soldiers at 1.3.19 and
3.2.5(n.). That no mention is made of Cyrus’ supposed Pisidian expedi-
tion might suggest that Xenophon was not aware of it until he arrived in
Sardis, but see 6, 8nn. ov . .. Tfis watpidos ‘whom he said he himself
regarded as better for himself than his fatherland’. Presumably a quota-
tion from Proxenus’ letter (Gera 2013: 87); for the meaning of warpis
for a Boeotian, see gon. X.’s other works (esp. Cyr.) show the importance
he attached to personal leadership and charisma; ironically, attachment
to Cyrus leads to Proxenus’ death in Mesopotamia and to Xenophon’s
being stranded there with little prospect of seeing his fatherland again (3,
where mTatpidwv is emphatically placed first) and ultimately to his being
exiled. On Xenophon’s motives for leaving Athens see Introduction pp.
10-11.

3.1.5 pévror ‘however’ indicates that Proxenus’ invitation is not the whole
story of Xenophon’s decision to join Cyrus (cf. Slings 1997: 120-1); it is

not ‘purely temporal’ (GP 406). &vaxowoUTar: middle, ‘to consider
a question together with someone’. Historical presents mark the crucial
events of the story: cf. 5 cupPoulelel, 7 Aéyel, 8 kaTahauPaver. Twkp&Tel

Td1 Afnvaiwi: the article marks Socrates out as well known; contrast
Zevopiv Abnvaios at 4. For Xenophon’s association with Socrates, see
Mem. 1.9.8-13, where he is rebuked in a conversation, and Introduction
pp- 9-10. It is not known whether Xenophon’s father was still alive
at this time, i.e. whether Socrates was consulted in preference to
him. Utrotrtevoas is here construed like a verb of fearing (uf + opta-
tive in historic sequence). X. does not reveal whether this fear was actu-
ally expressed by Socrates himself; Cicero (Div. 1.54) assumed so, which
makes Xenophon’s subsequent behaviour seem more rash. Tt TTPOS
Tiis woAews UtraiTiov £in ‘it (i.e. KUpwt gidov yevéoBar) might somehow (ti:
accusative of respect) be reprehensible in the view of (wpés + genitive)
the city’. Socrates’ fears hint at Xenophon’s eventual exile (4-10n.),
but their wording here does not have any implications for the nature
of the proceedings against him (probably an impeachment (sicayyeAia)
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for treason brought by a private individual, heard in the assembly in his
absence, and leading to exile in lieu of the death penalty (Dreher 2004:
55-00)). 871 é86ke1 . . . oupTroAepfican: in 407 BC Cyrus was appointed
by his father to a special command in western Asia Minor to support
Sparta (Hell. 1.4.3, where X. again uses oupoAepeiv). TpoBUpws contrasts
Cyrus’ wholehearted support for Sparta with the Persians’ earlier tactic
of playing Sparta and Athens off against each other. éABévTa is closely
connected in sense to dvakowdoat (‘go and consult’), and so accusative,
the case for subjects of infinitives, rather than dative agreeing with té
ZevoeddvTt (CGCG 51.12 n. 1). &vaxoiv@oar: the active for the consul-
tation of gods, where the communication is more one-sided (cf. 6.1.22,
Hell. 7.2.20; but note the middle at Hell. 7.1.27). As part of his defence of
Socrates against the charge of impiety, X. consistently stresses his respect
for oracles as sources of practical advice (e.g. over choice of friends, Mem.
2.6.8); see Bandini/Dorion 1.50 n. 7. T 8ed1: Apollo, as often in
Delphic contexts in Thucydides and X. (though note 1 Tudia, Herodotus’
preferred expression, at Mem. 1.3.1). Socrates’ further use of 6 8es in 7,
contrasting with X.’s double use of AméA\wv at 6, none the less suggests
that X. is capturing one of Socrates’ theological positions, namely his
reluctance to name individual gods (cf. Symp. 8.9; Pl. Phlb. 12c1-3, Cra.
400d6-401a5, and the repeated use of 6 8eds for Apollo in both Pl. Ap.
and - with one exception — X. Ap.); if so, X.’s use of AwéAAwv shows that
Socrates’ theology has not corrupted his associates. Trepi TH§ Tropeias:
the oracle was commonly consulted by individuals seeking advice on jour-
neys (Parker 2004: 147). X. does not report how Socrates framed his
advice or what the goal of the mopeia actually was — only that Xenophon
was rebuked by Socrates on his return (7n.).

3.1.6 AméMAw: X. always uses this (old) accusative form, not the gen-
erally slightly less common AwéMwva. Tivi &v Beddv BUwv . . . EABor
Thv 686v ‘to which of the gods he should sacrifice . . . to make the jour-
ney’. tivi goes with 8wy kai edxduevos, &v with #ABor and cwbein. Ty 686v
is internal accusative (CGCG g0.12; Smyth 1567) of a noun within the
same semantic field as the verb. Xenophon’s question presupposes that
he should make the journey while acknowledging that it would involve
some risk (see 4n. on the question whether Proxenus told him of the
supposed expedition against the Pisidians). This form of question was
conventional; it does not indicate any lack of piety (Rood 2015a:
150). émvori: the use of the indicative instead of the optative high-
lights that Xenophon had indeed decided to go and distances X. from
his eagerness (CGCG 41.13). owfein ‘return safely’ (a common mean-
ing of owlopa). &veidev: dvaipéw is the technical term for oracular
responses (probably owing to the practice of divination by lots which
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were ‘taken up’ from bowls). Beos ois: for ois Beois ‘to which gods’ (the
entire relative clause is object of &veidev). For the inversion of noun and
relative pronoun in such relative clauses, see Probert 2015: 162—7 and cf.
already Jebb on Soph. Trach. 151-2 (paceDiggle 2002, there is no need to
change to 8zo0Us). X. reveals only at 6.1.22 that Zeus the King was one of
the gods named by the oracle (cf. also 7.6.44).

3.1.7 671 oU ToUTo Tp&dTOV APWTA . . . éTTrUVB&VETO: TOUTO points forward
and is explained in the mwétepov clause, while 61 introduces either an
indirect statement (‘that’, with the imperfect indicatives used by Socrates
in his direct speech retained: CGCG 41.10; Smyth 2623b) or a causal
clause which is factually correct (CGCG 48.2; Smyth 2241). Either way,
the imperfect describes the enquiry from Xenophon’s perspective at
the time (CGCG 33.23, 51), thus highlighting the moment at which he
decided to limit the god’s possible answers. Though it is often claimed
that Xenophon disobeyed Socrates (e.g. Danzig 2007: 32), Socrates’ crit-
icism need not imply that he explicitly told Xenophon to ask an either/
or question (5n.). X.’s vagueness protects Socrates from the charge of
inciting Xenophon and Xenophon from the charge of openly ignoring
Socrates’ advice (though some criticism of Xenophon’s enthusiasm is per-

haps implied). A&ov ‘better’ is limited to religious contexts in prose
(it is common in oracular inscriptions from Dodona) (Gautier 194-5;
Chantraine s.v.). Tropeveofat §j péverv: Xenophon learns from Socrates’

rebuke: he thrice later uses an either/or formulation in consulting the
gods (6.1.22, 2.15, 7.6.44), in the last two cases over the question whether
to remain with or leave the army (he remained). Por ends with X. advis-
ing the Athenians first to make an either/or consultation at Delphi, then
to ask to which gods they should sacrifice for success (6.2—3). iTéov
eivan ‘that he must go’ (lit. ‘that there must be a going’), impersonal ver-
bal adjective expressing obligation (CGCG $7.3; Smyth 2152). uévrol
answers the expectation that Socrates will continue to scold Xenophon.
For the shift to direct speech, see g.3.12-1gn.

3.1.8 piév 81 ... oUtw: transitional summary (gn.). obtw (with &émAer and
partly glossed by the intervening phrase) is apologetic. Buokpevos:
the middle marks Xenophon as the intended beneficiary of the sacri-
fice. oig: i.e. ToUToIs Tois Beois ois; ois for oUs is the result of relative
attraction (CGCG 50.13; Smyth 2531). é¢érAa: imperfect for the back-
ground action to the key meeting with Cyrus, which is marked by the
historical present kataAappdaver (commonly used in ‘find-passages’: Rood
1998a: 114 n. 23). At 6.1.23 X. gives more detail about Xenophon'’s jour-
ney from Ephesus (where he landed) to Sardis; he would have arrived
just before the events of 1.2.5. év Zdapdeor: Sardis was where Cyrus
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gathered his forces (1.2.2-5); formerly capital of Lydia, it was now centre
of his special area of command. péAdovTas fidn Spu&v THY &vw 686V
‘already about to set out on the journey upcountry’. péMw tends to be
used with present rather than future infinitive for agents who are putting
a plan into action rather than merely thinking about it (CGCG 51.33;
Smyth 1959a). i8n offers a hint that Xenophon was expecting some
sort of expedition upcountry, though not necessarily one against Pisidia
(4n.). ouveaTaln: aorist passive of cuviotnu ‘introduce’ (LS] s.v. 1v).

3.1.9 éradav Téx1oTa . . . &TrOTréMyel auTév: reports of false statements in
indirect speech tend to preserve the mood of the ‘original’ (the optative
would mark the narrator’s temporal perspective) (CGCG 41.13). Cyrus’
promise distances Xenophon from those of his followers who were seek-
ing a position with him in the Persian empire (1.7.7-8). éNéyeTo. . . £ig
Moidas: see Introduction p. 3. By whom or exactly when this story was
told is here left vague, to spare Cyrus.

$.1.10 piv &n: 3n. oUtws (apologetic: 8n.) goes with éoTpaTteveTo.
é€atraTnleis, ouy Utrd TMpofévou: the placement of the negative limits its scope
to Ud Tpogévou, so as to defend X(enophon)’s friend from the charge of
deception and not openly accuse Cyrus. Mmder: sc. Tpdgevos. ARV
KAeapyou: Clearchus son of Rhamphias was a prominent Spartan fig-
ure in the final part of the Peloponnesian War, as proxenos (official rep-
resentative) and harmost (governor) at Byzantium (Hell. 1.1.35, 3.15-18:
411—408 BC). Diodorus (14.12.2—7) claims that he made himself tyrant of
Byzantium in 409 Bc after killing the magistrates and many wealthy citizens,
and then ignored Spartan orders to lay down his power and was defeated
by a Spartan force sent out against him. In An., X. reports only that he
was in exile when Cyrus invited him to gather troops in the Chersonese
(1.1.9), after ignoring a Spartan order not to sail out to fight the Thracians
(2.6.2-3). He is presented as emerging as overall leader of the army after
Cyrus’ death (2.2.5); his obituary (2.6.1-15) casts him as gidoTréAepos and as
a (sometimes excessively) tough leader (cf. §.2.30, g1nn.). For his knowl-
edge of Cyrus’ plans, see Introduction p. 3. eis Kihikiav: to the east
of Pisidia; its capital Tarsus was the site of the mutiny (3.1n.). capis
Tr&ow 8N . . . émwi Paoidéa ‘it now (#jdn) seemed clear to all that the expe-
dition was against the king’. For these suspicions, see 1.3.1, 21, 4.7; Cyrus
himself announces at Tarsus that he is marching against an enemy on the
Euphrates (1.3.20), and reveals only at the Euphrates that he is marching
against the king (1.4.11). @oPoupevor . . . kai &kovTes: concessive (note
the ensuing &pws). The earlier narrative has suggested that the soldiers were
afraid of the journey back without guides and that Cyrus’ promises of extra
pay were sufficient inducement (1.8.21, 4.13). &0 aioxuvny kai &AARAwY
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kai Kupou: aioxivn is used ‘in a subjective sense, as the . . . mental picture of
disgrace’ (Cairns 19g3: 173 n. 11); the genitives are objective (the soldiers,
not Cyrus, feel shame: CGCG 30.28). This apologetic claim (cf. Clearchus’
defence of the soldiers’ loyalty to Cyrus at 2.3.22) points both to group
dynamics (the fear of being thought cowardly) and to the willing obedience
inspired by Cyrus’ virtue (cf. 6.4.8), despite his use of deception. @visa
connecting relative. The sentence rounds off the sequence that started at 4.

3.1.11-14 The striking new narrative focus on Xenophon continues (cf.
Pelling 2013: 57—9). X. reports first a dream that Xenophon had of light-
ning striking his father’s house; then, in indirect discourse, Xenophon’s
interpretation of his dream; next, in direct discourse, a short internalized
self-address. The movement from reflection to action matches 2—g, but
unlike the other soldiers Xenophon is stirred to take positive steps to
ensure the army’s safety (&vioTaran at 14, contrasting with dveravovTo at
the end of g): he calls together the surviving officers in Proxenus’ con-
tingent and delivers the first of three speeches he makes in the course of
this night.

Dreams were regularly seen as a means of divine communication
(cf. Eq. mag. 9.9, Symp. 4.33). Though rationalizations were proposed
(Hdt. 7.16B.2), Xenophon’s reasoning shows one of the mechanisms
for sustaining this belief (for another, see Cyr 8.7.21: the soul is most
divine during sleep). He suggests that the dream could be either good
or bad and that its nature can be deduced from what followed. In other
words, whatever happens will support belief in the dream’s significance.
See further 12, 13nn. The only other dream recorded in An. (4.3.8)
is likewise dreamt by Xenophon at a time of &mopiq; it, too, is about
confinement.

X.’s inclusion of a dream for a high-status character recalls the tech-
niques of Homer and Herodotus (cf. Harris 2009: 157). Xenophon’s
dream is symbolic, however, whereas Homeric dreams include figures
directly offering (sometimes deceptive) advice or predictions (Od.
19.536-53, the only symbolic dream in Homer, includes a figure who
explains the meaning). X.’s account specifically interacts with the dream
Zeus sends Agamemnon at Hom. /l. 2.16-34, rebuking him for sleeping
and falsely promising that he will capture Troy, and with its aftermath,
where Agamemnon’s attempt to test the army’s resolve backfires. By con-
trast, Xenophon'’s dream from Zeus is ambiguous rather than deceptive
and leads to action that boosts rather than undermines his authority
(Rinner 1978; 26-32n.).

Whether Xenophon actually had this dream is impossible to say. Its his-
toricity is supported by a modern psychoanalyst (Stein 1984: 553), but X.’s
account seems contrived, in that he allows Xenophon both sleeplessness
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and then sleep (a chance to dream) — a pattern imitated in Greek fiction
(Chariton 4.1.1; Heliod. 2.15.2-16.1). A defence of divination attributed
to Cicero’s brother (Cic. Div. 1.25) insists that the dream happened, but
does so rather too strongly for comfort (‘Shall we say that Xenophon is
lying or mad?’). The dream was later cited by Lucian in a defence of his
own account of a dream (Somn. 17) and turned into an allegory of the
immortality of the soul in a poem written by Cardinal Francesco Barberini
¢. 1630 (Rood 2013a).

3.1.11 'Emrei 8¢ &mwopia fiv picks up & woMAfii 81y &mopicn (2) after the
digression. éAuTreiTo pév . . . kaBeUdav: the presentation of Xenophon
as initially unexceptional both lends credibility to his characterization
and makes his swift transformation more striking. &5ofev auTd1:
Bokel por/dokéw are commonly used of dreams. Asyndeton is normal at
the beginning of narratives after a preceding signal (here mention of
the dream). oxnTrros, first attested in Aeschylus and rare in classi-
cal Greek prose, is cognate with okfmrrew ‘fall’, and used of downward
flashes of lightning ([Arist.] Mund. 395a14—28 discusses different terms
for lightning). THv TaTpwiav oikiav: the fact that Xenophon dreams
about his father’s house picks up the idea of the army’s distance from
home (4). It has also suggested connections with X.’s exile (see 12n.) or
with the ambivalence of the father-complex (Stein 1984; Hughes 1987:
276). Adpmrecfor &oa ‘it (sc. oikia) seemed to shine in its entirety’
(waoa in emphatic position; cf. Hdt. 4.79.2). AdumeoBan (rare in classi-
cal prose) stresses the brightness rather than the destructiveness of the
flame, allowing for a positive interpretation of the dream; the verb is com-
mon in epic of the gleam of weapons and is used metaphorically in the
sense ‘shine forth, be famous’ (LS] s.v. g).

3.1.12 TrepigoPos ‘very afraid’ conveys Xenophon’s immediate emotional
response to a divine communication, not the feelings induced by his
rational interpretation of the dream. &vnyépln: aorist of &veyeipopa
‘wake up’. Tt pév . . . TH1 8¢ ‘in one way . . . in another’. X. describes
first Xenophon’s positive interpretation, and then, at somewhat greater
length, his negative interpretation; the effect is to make Xenophon’s sub-
sequent actions more impressive. For similarly ambiguous dreams, cf.
Soph. El. 644—7; Joseph. B]6.2go-1 (encircling light); Plut. Pyrrh. 29.1-3
(thunderbolt), Mor. 587a—c (fire blazing from a house where exiles are
staying); Artemidorus (2.9) offers a detailed analysis of how, depend-
ing on the dreamer’s status and situation, lightning can be a source of
either distinction or destruction (cf. Hdt. 4.79.1-2 for lightning strik-
ing a rich house as a bad portent). The dream’s ambiguity might sug-
gest an anticipation of Xenophon’s exile (Ma 2004: 336; Parker 2004:
148), but the house is lit up rather than explicitly destroyed by fire. For
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light in darkness as a mark of salvation, see Cyr. 4.2.15 (portent); John
1:5. fxpivev &yadov, 611 . . . i8¢iv £8ofe ‘he judged it as auspicious (pre-
dicative &yafdv), because . . . he had dreamed he had seen’. Zkpwev is
aorist rather than imperfect: X. looks back on both the positive interpre-
tation and the dream as complete past events; contrast how the linger-
ing fear caused by the negative interpretation is conveyed by imperfect
époPeito, in keeping with 16 8vap &86kel, which expresses Xenophon'’s
continuing thoughts about the dream. ¢v Trévolg Qv kai kivduvoig: two
nouns (like the cognate verbs) frequently coupled in the same form by
X. — asign of the centrality of active toil to his ethos, here perhaps with a
hint of divine recompense. kai époPeiTo, 8T1 . . ., ) oU SUvarTo ‘he was
also (adverbial kai in the second clause of a disjunction: GP gop) afraid,
because . . ., that he could not’. &1ro A1og piv Pacidéws ‘from Zeus the
King’. Xenophon’s reasoning is based on an equation of the Persian king
with Zeus, for which cf. Hdt. 7.56.2, 7.220.4; Gorg. DK 82 Bra (Z¢péns 6
16V Mepoddv Zeus); Plut. Them. 28.5; Mitchell 2007: 154-5 (iconographic
links). Similarly Zeus the King could be thought to support kingship (e.g.
Isoc. g.26; at Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.5.1-2 a prayer to Zeus the King is
followed by a lightning portent confirming Romulus as king); the elder
Cyrus has close links with him in Cyr. (2.4.19, 3.3.21, 7.5.57). X. does not
reveal here that ‘Zeus the King’ was one of the gods to whom Apollo told
Xenophon to sacrifice (6n.). A&prreofan: now with fire, not the house,
as subject.

$.1.13 6Troiov T1 pév &M éoTi . . . peTa TO Svap ‘what kind of a thing it is
(i.e. what it means) to see such a dream can be judged from what hap-
pened after the dream’. 16 . . . i8¢iv (articular infinitive) is subject of ¢o,
and the infinitive okoteiv depends on &eoTi. See 11-14n. on X.’s reason-
ing. éK TV oUMP&VTWY peT& T6 Svap: Xenophon’s immediate response
in rousing the army to action and leading it from danger, and the wealth
he accrues at the end of An., both support a positive interpretation of
the dream. Xenophon does face personal dangers when his leadership
comes under attack in the march along the Black Sea coast and in Thrace,
but these problems arise after he has escaped from the clutches of the
Persian king. If ‘the events after the dream’ are extended as far as his
exile from Athens, then the lightning strike on his father’s house may
hint at that (but see 12n.). yiyvetar yé&p T&8e ‘here is what happened’.
The present in this further anticipatory clause refers to the story as pres-
ent in front of the reader (unlike historical presents, which mark events
within the story world); cf. e.g. Hdt. 8.39.2; Joseph. AJ 17.284; Longus
3.6.5, 4.27.1. The asyndeton that follows is regular after Té&de. £UBUs
éraidn &vnyépln: at 11 Xenophon ‘immediately woke up’ and interpreted
his dream; now the interpretative process is subsumed in the awakening,



82 COMMENTARY: 3.1.14

since what he does ‘immediately on waking up’ is address himself. The
repetition of €8Us adds a sense of urgency. TpdTov pév is balanced
by 15 &k ToUTou. tvvoia avuTtadt éuritrrai: cf. Cyr 1.1.1: évwwork o8’ fipiv
¢y¢veto. The use of direct speech for reporting thoughts (and in par-
ticular important decisions) is reminiscent of epic (Hentze 19o4) and
tragedy (Hutchinson on Aesch. Sept. 1034) but unparalleled in extant
classical Greek historiography (except possibly at Ctesias F8d.12 Lenfant,
an excerpt at two removes from the original); other examples in classi-
cal Greek prose are mainly in first-person narrations (Andoc. 1.51; Pl
Euthphr. gc1-8, Ep. 7.346e1—7b6 (if authentic)), but see Dem. 19.320 for
another third-person example. These passages generally include direct
self-questioning, which cannot easily be conveyed in indirect speech (the
Demosthenes passage shifts from indirect to direct presentation with
TS UV . . .3). 7i karakepor ‘Why am I lying down?’ (with the impli-
cation of idleness). Xenophon’s initial rhetorical question is modelled
on Homeric deliberative monologues while adapting the second-per-
son language both of military exhortation (Dillery 1995: 73; cf. esp.
Callinus fr. 1.1 West: uéxpis Téo katéxeiofe;) and of dream-figures (Hom.
Il 2.28—4 €GBeis . . . | o0 xpf) Tawviyiov eG8ev BouAnedpov &vdpa; Pind. OL
13.67; Plut. C. Gracch 1.7 i &fita . . . PpadUvers; Luc. 12.1, Mor. 252f).
His personal initiative is thereby highlighted. 7 8¢ vU§ TpoPaiver: cf.
Hom. /l. 10.251-3 for the passing of the night as a reason for alarm in
a military crisis. eikdg: sc. EoTl. & . . . yevnoouefa ‘if we are going
to be’. i with future indicative (rather than ¢&v with subjunctive) is used
when fulfilment of the conditional is undesirable, especially in threats
and warnings (CGCG 49.5; Smyth 2328). émri PaciAd ‘in the power of
the king’. Ti éumrodov (sc. é0T1) pn oUxi . . . (sc. Hpds) &mobaveiv: um
ov with infinitive (CGCG 51.35; Smyth 2742) is standard after a negative
verb of hindering (‘what prevents?’ implies ‘nothing prevents’). ouxi
for o0, with emphatic deictic iota, is a feature of colloquial Attic (Willi
2003a: 244—5) and common in speeches in X. TEVTX HEV . . . TTRVTA
8¢ anaphora with pév/8¢ is frequent in X. even when, as here, there is no
strong antithesis. ém8évras ‘having lived to see’, a common nuance
of ¢popdw. Upp1lopévous ‘brutally assaulted’. The present participle
after two aorists should be taken closely with &mo8aveiv, indicating two
stages of punishment (first torture, then violent death). (Bpis and its cog-
nates typically denote violence that undermines the victim’s status; the
especial disgrace of UBpis accompanying death is noted at Aeschin. 2.181.
For Persian torture, see Hornblower on Hdt. 5.25.1.

3.1.14 Smrws & &uuvouueba: the Smws-clause with future indicative (regu-
lar after verbs of effort or precaution: CGCG 44.2; Smyth 2211) is here
placed first to mark the logical next step of Xenophon’s reasoning.
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Trapaokeualetar picks up the focus on preparedness in the account of Cyrus’
march, where Cyrus’ hopes to catch his brother unprepared (1.1.6, 5.9,
cf. 2.3.21) are thwarted (1.2.5, 8.1). doTrep £§6v ‘as if it were possible’,
accusative absolute (CGCG 52.3%; Smyth 2076). ¢y olv . . . TalTa
wp&gerv; ‘This being the case, then, what city’s general (lit. ‘the general
coming from what sort of city’, with sandwiched interrogative, cf. Mem.
2.2.1 ToUs Ti TooUvtas) do I expect to do this?’ ¢yw, thrown forward as
the new topic, and oUv mark the transition from Xenophon'’s diagnosis of
the problem to his search for a solution. His reasoning is that he (as an
Athenian) should not wait for others (even those from the most powerful
city, Sparta) to take the lead. Troiav & fAkiav . . . &vapivw; ‘What sort
of age am I waiting for (lit. ‘to come to me’)?’ The use of woiav suggests
that Xenophon is thinking in terms of age-groups (cf. Lycurg. 1.144 Toia
8 fAkia . . .; wéTEpov Ty TGV TpecPuTépwy;); for his age, see Introduction
P- 9. Abstract Hikiav as subject of éA8¢iv (here with dative) recalls Homer
(cf. e.g. Od. 13.59-60 yfipas | #ABm kai BavaTos); the abstract expression
underlines Xenophon'’s impatience at his own passivity (more commonly
the person comes &is Hikiav). ovU yap tywy’ iT1 peoPUTepos égopan ‘for
I will not any longer be an elder’. Xenophon has assumed until now that
he will live long enough to join the age-group of wpeoPiTtepor, who might
be expected to take responsibility in a crisis. There is an implicit contrast
(cf. #ywy’) with the actual elders in the army who are not taking appropri-
ate action. é&v . .. wpodd éuauTév: Xenophon presents inertia in dire
circumstances as self-betrayal (cf. Eur. Andr. 191; Philostr. VA 77.14.11)
rather than just surrender (which would be Tapad®).

3.1.15-25 Xenophon'’s speech to the captains of Proxenus’ contingent
(about twenty men?) is the first of three speeches he makes in the course
of this night to successively larger groups: he goes on to address all the
surviving generals and captains (35-44) and then the whole army (3.2.8-
32). His rhetorical virtuosity in encouraging dejected men (which was
regarded by Dio Chrys. 18.15 as a lesson for aspiring statesmen) is shown
by the different arguments he uses in the three speeches. The first speech
appeals to the captains to set an example individually; the second appeals
to an elitist group ethos; the third constructs an image of the whole army
as heirs to the values that ensured the Greek victory in the Persian Wars
(Rood 2015b). The third speech picks up with more emphasis some of
the exhortatory rhetoric found in the first, such as the language of com-
petition (16n.) and appeals to the gods; the gods are mentioned only
once in the second speech, but their prominence in the first shows that
Xenophon’s religious rhetoric is not directed only at the common sol-
diers. In none of the speeches, however, does Xenophon mention his
dream, presumably because a dream alone would not have lent credibility
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to his call for action (at 4.3.8, by contrast, Xenophon tells Chirisophus of
the second dream).

The first speech recapitulates key parts of this scene and of the story
so far. Xenophon starts by stressing the bad position in which the Greeks
find themselves (15-16 ~ 2—3); he then warns of worse to come if they
do nothing (17-18 ~ 13-14). His reflections on the significance of the
shift from truce to war (19-22) offer a retrospective interpretation of
the negotiations in Book 2. Finally, the speech looks forward to what is
to come, underlining the sense of a narrative break at the start of Book
3 (3.1n.). The close contact between the events as presented in X.’s nar-
rative and in Xenophon’s speech points to the leadership qualities of
Xenophon (cf. Introduction p. 37).

3.1.15 aviotarai: Xenophon’s decisive intervention is marked by a histor-
ical present; contrast the torpor of the other soldiers (2-3n.). TTp&dTOV
goes closely with TTpogévou, highlighting Xenophon'’s limited first step,
while anticipating his later speech to all the surviving officers. éAe§ev ‘made
an argument, related’ occurs in X. about a fifth as often as efmev ‘said,
uttered’, but is preferred in introductions of longer speeches. In classi-
cal Attic it is most common in poetry and so may be somewhat elevated
(Fournier 1946: 8o-g1). oUTe kafeubeav SUvapar echoes X.’s words
at 11. &oTrep oipar oUS’ Upels ‘just as, I suppose, you cannot either’,
as is confirmed by X. at 3. oiuan is parenthetical, as nominative Uueis (sc.
8Uvacfe) shows. oud¢ is ‘not . . . either’ after a preceding negative (GP
194). oUTe kaTakeioa é11 picks up Xenophon’s question Ti katakepa;
at 13 (see 17, 25nn. for other echoes of his soliloquy). év oloig éopév
‘in what sort of a situation we are’ (i.e. the situation described by X. at 2).

3.1.16 &fjdov 71 ‘clearly’ (parenthetical: Smyth 2585). oU TrpéTepov . . . Tpiv
évoucav ‘not until they believed’. For mwpiv with indicative after a negative
verb, see CGCG 47.14; Smyth 2432. wpdtepov anticipates Tpiv. TOV
TéAepov é§épnvav: the language of open war contrasts with the repeated stress
on suspicion and concealment in the account of the negotiations in Book 2
(see 21n.). Contrast Xenophon’s rhetoric at §.2.29(n.). GvTemipeAsiTon:
compound verbs in &vti- are common in X., reflecting the importance
which he attaches to the principles of rivalry and reciprocity (cf. e.g. Mem.
2.6.28 &vrembupéopon, Hell. 4.6.3 &vremkoupiw, Cyr 8.3.49 dvtemavéiw);
many of them were probably coined by X. and are rarely found elsewhere,
including avtempeA(¢)opar (which occurs in some MSS at Cyr 5.1.18 and
later only at Lib. Ep. 438.5). 8Tws ws k&AAoTa aywviovpela: for the
construction, see 14n. Both the image of warfare as contest and super-
latives of xoAds are conventional in martial contexts and found in An. at
other moments of heightened rhetoric (contest: §.1.21-2, 2.15, 4.44n.,
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45n.; cf. 1.7.4, 2.5.10, 5.2.11; k&A\ioT-: 24, 6.3.17; the two motifs together
at 4.6.7, 8.9).

3.1.17 kai punv ‘and yet’. &l . . . émmi Paoidel yevnoodueba closely echoes
Xenophon’s soliloquy (13n.). Upnoodueba: future middle of Ueinu
‘yield’. meioeofar: future infinitive of wéaoyw. 8¢ ‘this is the man
who’ (connecting relative). kai ToU 6pounTpiov kai dpoTraTpiou picks
up the opening sentence of An., Aapeiou kai TapuodTidos yiyvovten Taides
8Uo; the detail makes the king’s treatment of Cyrus seem much worse
(note the first kai, which is adverbial, ‘even’), and so the threat to the
Greeks even greater. The terms 6poufjtpios and éuoméTpios are often com-
bined in contexts that stress close family ties (e.g. Isae. 7.5; Lys. 32.4; Dem.

25.79; Ctesias F15.52 Lenfant (in a Persian context)). kai TevnroTos
i1 is more pointed if kai is taken as adverbial (‘even when he was already
dead’) rather than as connective (‘and already dead’). &TTOTEURV . . .

aveotaupwoev: X. had reported that Cyrus had his head and right hand
cut off (1.10.1), not that those bodily parts were impaled. Given that the
Greeks have been informed only of his death (2.1.3), either Xenophon’s
statement is filling an earlier narrative ellipse or Xenophon is making
these details up. Mutilation and impalement were standard punishments
among the Persians and seen as barbaric by Greeks (3.4.5n.), but muti-
lation of a hand is attested only for Cyrus (see Mari 2014 for the possible
symbolism). Plut. Artax. 1.2 (probably from Ctesias, cf. F16.64 Lenfant)
says that Artaxerxes had Cyrus’ head cut off on the battlefield before dis-
playing it himself to his men. fiu&s ‘as for us’ is thrown forward to
establish the new topic; though identical with the subject of oiépefa, it can
be construed as the subject of wa8eiv (Smyth 1974), but it is more likely
that Xenophon changes construction halfway through. ois knSepwv
uév . . . éotpaTeloauev 8¢ ‘for whom there is no protector, but who
marched . . .’; cf. 3.1.4n. xndepcov is bitterly ironic, since it is often used of
those with a duty towards corpses (LS]J s.v. A), especially family members;
Xenophon implies that the king will treat the Greeks even worse than he
did his brother. SoUAov &vTi PagiAéws TroingovTes: vl . . . Touelv is used
with polar expressions, cf. Hdt. 1.210.2 &vTi ptv SovAwv émoinoas éAeuBépous.
Greek writers commonly conceive of all Persians below the king as slaves,
using dolAos to cover Persian bandaka (Missiou 1993); here Xenophon
attributes the same conception to the king himself. X. has nowhere explic-
itly stated what either Cyrus or the Greeks planned to do to Artaxerxes if
captured. For the fear that intended wrongdoing increases punishment
in the event of failure, cf. Thuc. 7.64.1. &troktevoUvTes €1 Suvaipeba: i
with oblique optative (for ¢av with subjunctive) after a purpose construc-
tion (cs with future participle, a form of indirect thought) in secondary
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sequence. Xenophon repeats the argument (with the same phrase) at
7.1.28. &v . . . wabev varies the earlier meioeofon.

3.1.18 oUk &v émwi w&v éABor s . . . Tapa&oyxor ‘would he not go to any
lengths to provide’, potential optative followed by purpose clause
with another optative (aorist from wapéxw) owing to mood attraction
(CGCG 40.15; Smyth 2186). aikio&pevos ‘by torturing’ (‘coinciden-
tal’ aorist participle: §.4.42n.) takes a double accusative of person and
thing. Tr&o1v &vlpwtrols @oPov: for punishment as a deterrent against
foreign aggression, cf. 2.4.3; Hdt. 9.78.2, 116.3. The king’s subsequent
failure to prevent the Greeks’ escape is not to be taken as a sign that An.
is in fact encouraging an attack on the Persian empire (Introduction p.
21). ToU orpaTeloar: objective genitive (dependent on ¢oBov) of the
articular infinitive. &N’ 8mrws Tot . . . TT&vTa ToimTiov ‘No — we must
do everything to ensure we do not fall into the power of that man.’ See
7n. for the impersonal verbal adjective (here with object wévTa), 14n. for
dmws with future indicative. Dismissive ékeiver (rather than adtén) follows
from the preceding characterization of the Persian king as dangerous and
marks the conclusion to this section of the argument; To1 (originally a
second-person pronoun) marks out its special relevance to the addressees
(CGCG 59.51). Xenophon drums home the point by repetition (cf. 17).

3.1.19 piv oUv, as often, marks a transition (CGCG 59.73; GP 470-3),
here to a new section in which Xenophon outlines why there are grounds
for hope. oTe ptv ai orovdai foav: originally Ionic éoe was gradually
incorporated into Attic; X. uses it synonymously with &wg (Lillo 2013).
The initial negotiations after Cyrus’ death focused on whether the Greeks
and Persians were in a state of omovdai or wéAepos (2.1.21-3). Clearchus
then made oTovdai at 2.8.10, and again (with an oath) at 2.3.26-8; under
their terms the Greeks were not allowed to plunder Persian land as long
as the Persians provided a market. uakapilwv: cf. Cyrus’ equally astute
praise of Greek liberty at 1.7.3 (ed8cupovilw). SiaBedpevos suggests
thorough and continual inspection; in classical Greek the verb occurs
only here and four times in the Platonic corpus. The succeeding subor-
dinate clauses bring out the various sources of Persian strength (quantity
and quality of land; supplies; servants; flocks; gold; clothes), all governed
by éxowev (oblique optative in indirect question); variation is achieved by
a5 8¢ &pBova (for doa 8¢) and by xpuoov 8¢, éobfita 8¢ (for éoov 8¢ xpuodv,
donv &’ ¢o6fita). This summary complements earlier descriptions of the
Persian empire offered by Cyrus (1.7.6) and by X. (Rood 2010a: 86-7)
and matches that offered by Aristagoras at Hdt. 5.49.4—7; while the Greeks
have seen only a small part of it, many of its further sources of strength
could have been observed in the king’s army (and by extrapolation from
Cyrus’ court).
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3.1.20 T& . . . TOV oTpaTiwT®dV: object of &vBupoiuny (optative in past
indefinite clause: CGCG 50.21; Smyth 2409), elaborated in the 8ti-clause
(‘namely that . . .’). 8 aU ‘on the other hand’. petein ‘there is
a share’, with partitive genitive oudevés (which itself governs partitive
&yabév). TpwxipeBa ‘buy’, aorist optative from *wpiopca. dtou &
wvnodueda ‘with which we would buy’ (genitive of price: CGCG 30.91; Smyth
1372). &Mws 8¢ Trws . . . fj ddvoupévous ‘in any other way . . . than by buy-
ing’. <ToUs> 8pkous . . . kaTéxovtas ‘I knew that our oaths prevented us
from’; supply Hidew from the previous clause. For katéxw in this sense (LS]
s.v. L.b) with infinitive, cf. Pl. Phdr 254a2 toutdv katéxer piy ¢mmndav (X.
Mem. 2.6.11 has &doTe un); the ‘redundant’ negative uf) expected with verbs
of hindering is here omitted. Bassett 2002: 460 argues that Xenophon
ignores Chirisophus’ transgression of the oaths (1gn.) when he foraged
from a village (2.5.97) even though Tissaphernes was providing a market
(2.5.30); but the verb used at 2.5.37, émoiTilecban, need not support this
(see 3.4.18n.; Jansen 2014). TaUT’ oUv Aoyirlépevos: olv is resumptive,
picking up éméTe évBupoiuny. TV TéAepov: sc. poPoluan from preced-
ing ¢poPoUpnv. Contrast 16, where Xenophon presents the Persians’ open
declaration of war as a sign that they thought they were well prepared.

3.1.21 #Avoav Tas orovdas: the treaty lasted until the arrest of the generals
(2.5.32). Xenophon’s suggestion that the Persians’ breaking of the treaty
means that the Greeks can now exploit Persian goods is rhetorically apt;
it need not cast doubt on Clearchus’ wisdom in making a truce in the first
place. AeAUofar pot . . . f) AueTépa Utrowia ‘I think that their insolence
and our suspicion are at an end, too’. The perfect infinitive AeAdc8an indi-
cates that they have been ‘ended’ (LS] s.v. 11.4) once for all. The repetition
of the same word in two different senses or nuances (#Aucav . . . AeAUcfai),
which later rhetorical treatises call paronomasia, is established rhetorical
practice in classical prose (Macleod 1978: 66 n. 8). Here, however, the
wordplay arguably results in an obscure expression: UBpis and Umoyia
are both presented as aspects of the period of truce but not of war; but
Xenophon elsewhere imagines the Uppis inflicted on the arrested generals
as continuing as he speaks (13, 2gnn.). UBpis, moreover, has not been
used of Persian behaviour in Book 2, while the earlier state of Umoyia has
been presented as mutual (2.4.10, 5.1-2; cf. Clearchus at 2.5.4-5; Wencis
1977: 47). Xenophon, then, is replacing the idea of mutual suspicion with
a loaded opposition that casts the Persians’ earlier behaviour in a nega-
tive light, as the product of a sense of superiority. Now, by contrast, the
move into open warfare allows the Greeks to display their prowess. Hude’s
conjecture &mopia for UToyia, which is approved by most modern editors,
creates a more straightforward expression (cf. Pl. Prt. 324e1 Avetar 1
amopia ‘the problem is solved’), but weakens the rhetoric. For the contrast
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between suspicion and open war, cf. 2.5.1-2; Thuc. 1.146, 5.26.3. év
uéowi: contrast the negative use at 2. TaUTta 7& &yada &BAa ‘these goods
as prizes’, with predicative &8Aa. Both &yaf& (2.1.12, Ages. 2.8) and &bAa
(Hell. 4.2.5) are stock incentives (Cyr. 2.3.2, 7.1.12—13 combine both),
with a Panhellenic resonance: cf. Hdt. 5.49.4 (speech of Aristagoras)
‘those who live in that continent have more goods (&yaf4&) than all other
peoples put together . . . you could have them all if you set your mind to
it’; Gorg. DK 82 A1 ‘trying to persuade them to make as prizes (&6Ax)
of war not each others’ cities but the land of the barbarians’; Arr. Anab.
5.26.7 (modelled on X.). See also 16n. on contest imagery. As 8ep&mrovtag
(19) suggests, the prizes included slaves. o6tmoéTepor . . . udv ‘for (sc.
TouTois) whichever of the two of us (i.e. Persians or Greeks)’. A prospective
relative clause (with & + subjunctive: CGCG 40.9). &v8pes &ueivoves:
comparative form of &v8pes &yaboi, part of the language of ‘civic heroism’
(Tuplin 2003a: 144), evoking patriotic conflicts such as the Persian Wars
(Rood 2004a: g17); in An. it is clustered in the speeches in this section
(44, 3.2.3, 11, 15, 39), but also applied in the narrative to soldiers killed
by the Carduchians (4.1.18, 2.23; cf. 3.5.15n.). &ywvobétar: used of
the judges at the Olympic Games (Hdt. 6.127.3). oi 8eoi: the prospect
of divine support (15-25n.) becomes prominent towards the close of the
speech; cf. 23, 24nn. ¢ TO gikdg: caution is characteristic of mortal
pronouncements about the gods.

3.1.22 ouUtot: the opponents (3.2.13n.). émwpknkaotv: perfect indic-
ative of é¢mopkéw ‘swear falsely by’. The basis for the charge of perjury
is the killing of the generals: X. has explained that they were killed én
toTpaTevoav émi Baoidéa §Uv Kipwr (2.6.29), thereby offering a rebuttal
of sorts to the Persians’ claim to have killed Clearchus for breaking the
oaths made after Cyrus’ death (2.5.38); Clearchus himself had earlier
insisted on his own reluctance to engage in Tév . . . 8edv ToéAepov (2.5.7).
For accusations of perjury against Tissaphernes later in his career, see
Ages. 1.13, Hell. 3.4.11 (again with the argument that the Greeks should
be grateful for his oath-breaking). op&vTES: concessive. oTEppldS
‘resolutely’. Attic oTeppds and Ionic otepeds occur in tragedy, but are rare
in Attic prose (x 5 in X., the Attic form only here). auT®dv: genitive
with &meixopeda. Tous TV Beddv Spxous: 3.2.10N. &ydva: continu-
ing the metaphor from 21; cf. 16n. TroAu: with peilovi. TouToIS: SC.
¢€eivan ‘than is possible for them’; ToUTois is parallel with the unexpressed
subject of i¢van (i.e. Npiv).

3.1.23 én1 & ‘moreover’. TouTtwy: genitive of comparison. Kai
wuxn . . . géparv: gépev depends on ikavawtepa (CGCG 51.9); wuxn is plu-
ral of wiyos ‘cold’ (contrast yuxn ‘soul’). For endurance of hot and cold
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as a requirement of the good soldier, cf. e.g. Hell. 5.1.15, Ages. 5.3, Cyr.
8.1.36; for the stereotype that Asiatics lack this quality, see Hippoc. Aer.
16, 23. ouv Tois feois links Xenophon'’s three speeches (42n., §.2.8,
11, 14). The idiom is particularly common in X. (x g5, mainly in An. and
Cyr.), and otherwise mostly found in serious poetry. oi...é&vdpes ‘the
men (we have to face)’, i.e. the enemy (Sturz 1.239); cf. 3.4.40 for this use
of &vdpes in blunt military exhortations. kai TpwToi kai BvnToi ‘liable
to wounding and death’. For the argument from the enemy’s vulnerabil-
ity, cf. Hom. Il. 4.510-11 and esp. 21.568-70, where Agenor resolves to
face Achilles because he is both Tpwtés (a Homeric hapax) and 8vntos.
Xenophon goes one better than Agenor by arguing that the apparently
stronger enemy are not stronger at all. Underlying his reasoning is the fact
that Persian troops were not as heavily armed as Greek hoplites. flv =
&l + &v; for the form, see Introduction p. 28. &orep T6 Trpdabev: for the
claim that the battle of Cunaxa was a victory for the Greeks, cf. 2.1.4, g; no
divine involvement is mentioned in the earlier narrative. In his speech to
the whole army Xenophon appeals to this victory more positively, as itself
holding the prospect of further success (3.2.14n.). 818&01 ‘keep on
giving’ (present subjunctive).

3.1.24 iows y&p . . . évBupolvran is parenthetical (CGCG 59.58 on
&G . . . yép; GPg8-9). Trpos T@v Beddv ‘by the gods’, more commonly
used at the start of speeches, adds urgency and reinforces the idea of a
new beginning (cf. 15—25n. and &p§wyev later in this sentence). un
avapévwpev: hortatory subjunctive (CGCG 34.6; Smyth 1797), with accu-
sative and infinitive, picking up dvauévw (14). In the march upcountry
Meno’s desire to make the first move was a mark of his ambition (1.4.13—
16); here Xenophon has the much more positive idea of inspiring
others to excellence. TrapakadoUvTas: future participle expressing pur-
pose. T& K&AAoTa Epya: see 16n. for kdAhioTa; equivalent phrases are
found in patriotic exhortations (e.g. k&AhioTov £pyov at 6.3.17; Hdt. 8.75.2;
Thuc. 6.33.4) and commemorative epigram (Simon. FGE 45 = Anth. Pal.
7.296.9—4 oUBoud Tw k&N . . . | Epyov). &pfwpev ToU éfopufiocan ‘let
us take the lead in arousing’; articular infinitive in genitive after horta-
tory subjunctive &pfwuev (in Attic prose the middle is more common in
this sense). @&vnTe: aorist imperative (contrast gavfite, aorist subjunc-
tive), with asyndeton and shift from first- to second-person form (because
Xenophon is not himself a captain). &frooTpaTnyoTepot is attested else-
where only at Arr. Anab. 4.11.5 (modelled on this passage) and in Cassius
Dio. X. is fond of adjectives in &§io-, often in the comparative or superla-
tive, many of which are first attested in his works and recur later, if at all,
only in imperial prose (e.g. &§iopakapiotéTatov Ap. 34; &§ioBaupacTéTEpol
Mem. 1.4.4; &oTexpapTdTepov Mem. 4.4.10; &§ioomoudacTéTepor Lac. 10.3).
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3.1.25 fiyeioBou ‘to take the lead’ in stirring the army (rather than ‘to
be leader’ in an official sense); cf. §.2.36n. oUsiv Tpogacilopal THv
flikiav ‘I in no way plead my age in excuse’. The focus on Xenophon’s
youth picks up the end of his soliloquy (14n.). axpalav . . . épUkav ‘I
am at the peak of my power to ward off (final-consecutive infinitive: CGCG
51.16)’. dxpé&lw is generally used of crops etc. rather than of persons, but
cf. Alcibiades’ first-person use at Thuc. 6.17.1. épUkw is an exclusively Ionic
word and frequently used in Homer. Given that X. uses it only here, it
may be intended as a further reminiscence of epic diction (23n.). &’
épauTol: the self-centred ending is surprising (Nitsche proposed adding
Te kai ToU oTpaTol), but it underscores Xenophon'’s point that the good
of the whole will come from tending to the good of the individual (cf.
Nicias’ view that a good citizen can still be concerned with personal safety
(Thuc. 6.9.2); contrast Cyr. 8.1.2).

3.1.26-32 Xenophon’s speech meets with universal approval with the
exception of a single objector, Apollonides (26n.); this reverses the
Herodotean pattern of a single wise adviser objecting to a foolish proposal
(e.g. Hdt. 7.10). The immediate rejection of Apollonides’ suggestion
that the Greeks continue dialogue with the Persians resumes the mood
of their earlier rejection of the defeatist Phalinus (2.1). Apollonides is
next abused as un-Greek because he has pierced ears (31n.), and driven
away from the meeting; there is no word of what happened to him sub-
sequently. The passage recalls the Thersites scene at Hom. Il. 2.211-77
(cf. Rinner 1978: 146—7): both Apollonides and Thersites are abused for
physical features, and both are scapegoats who strengthen the ties among
the other soldiers and boost the status of the men who rebuke them,
Xenophon and Odysseus.

3.1.26 mAfv ‘save that’, introducing a new clause, as often with a part
of w&s preceding (LSJ s.v. B.in). ATroAAwvidns Tis Av: the word order
reverses the presentative formula used for Xenophon (4n.). Apollonides
is a very common theophoric name. BorwTia{wv TH pwvijt ‘who spoke
like a Boeotian’, presumably in dialect and accent; the phrase is imitated
at Arr. Anab. 6.13.5, possibly for a deliberate contrast with this scene
(Bosworth 199g6: 56). The unusual lack of clear ethnic identification in
the introduction of a soldier (the only parallels are 5.1.17, 7.14) prepares
for the challenge to Apollonides’ status when Agasias notes that he has his
ears pierced dotep Audov (§1n.). Agasias’ comparison does not mean that
Apollonides was actually a Lydian, as is often assumed (e.g. LGPNs.v.; Hunt
1998: 169, proposing that he had been a slave in Boeotia; Sekunda 2013:
205, suggesting that he put on a Boeotian accent); it is an abusive stereo-
type, exploiting in a crisis an unusually strong binary understanding of
ethnicity (Lee 2007: 72—4; Vlassopoulos 2014: 140-2). If he had anything
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to do with Lydia, it could be that he was a Boeotian who had served there
(Ma 2004: 337) or that he came from a nearby Aeolian area linguistically
connected with Boeotia (Lane Fox 2004c: 204). PAuapoin SoTig Aéyer:
optative in indirect statement in historic sequence followed by retained
indicative in subordinate clause. The indicative distances the reader from
empathizing with Apollonides’ criticism of the ‘nonsense’ (gn.). The
use of indirect rather than direct discourse may in part be dictated by
Apollonides’ dialect (Smith 2012: 56); it also prepares for the summary
of the later part of his speech, which avoids repetition of the narrative,
and ensures that X. does not yield the floor to him. fipxeTo Aéyev Tas
atropias ‘started to list their difficulties’. Apollonides rehearses the griev-
ances given by X. at 2 — indirectly showing how the army might still have
been stuck but for Xenophon’s intervention, and causing Xenophon to
intervene to prevent the return of &upia. The only other use of the plural
of the leitmotif &mopia (2n.) in An. is at 12; as with other abstract nouns,
the plural expresses instances of &mropia (Smyth 1000).

3.1.27 UtroAaPBewv is regularly used of a speaker who ‘takes up’ something
said by the previous speaker, often in heated conversations. Here (by
contrast with g1) Xenophon even interrupts Apollonides, as indicated
by petagu and the preceding fipxeto Aéyew. @8e: the adverb of manner
draws attention to the tone (here scathing) of a riposte; contrast T&de
at g5(n.). @ favpacidTate &vlpwtre indicates (feigned?) surprise
on Xenophon’s part that Apollonides should make these objections, a
theme elaborated in the sentence that follows. ‘Friendly’ addresses of
this kind are used by speakers who are dominating a conversation, and
the superlative is usually ironic; the addition of &v8pwe is contemptu-
ous when a speaker knows the addressee, as is presumably the case with
Xenophon here (given that he is addressing one of Proxenus’ Aoxayof).
See Dickey 1996: 117, 141, 152. oUdt dp&dV ylyvwokels oUdt &kovwv
uépvnoar: proverbial (Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 1623), though without the
verbal repetition found at e.g. Dem. 25.89 T6 Tfis Toapowias, SpdVTAs ut)
6pdv kol dkovovTtas pf) dkovew; Matthew 18:19 PAémovTes oU PAémrouctv kal
&koUovTes oUk dxoUouatv. The first oUdé is adverbial, the second connec-
tive (‘not even . . . nor’: GP 193). ¢V TQUT ye pévrol floBa TouTolg
‘yet, mind you, you were in the same place as these men’. GP 413 com-
ments that ye uévtor here gives ‘a partial ground for the acceptance of a
belief’, but this misses Xenophon'’s sarcastic edge. 8Te PaotAevs . . . T&
émAa: Xenophon alludes to the Greeks’ rejection of Persian demands the
day after Cyrus’ death (2.1.7-23), rebuking Apollonides for his failure
to learn from the arguments used on that occasion. Héya @povioas:
often of the type of pride that could be thought to attract divine punish-
ment: cf. 6.8.18; Hdt. 7.10¢ o0 y&p &1 ppovée péya 6 Beds &Mov f) EwuTdv.
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See Hau 2012: 593—4 on X.’s use of the phrase. érri TouTtw refers to
Cyrus’ death. TréuTrwy éxédeve: as often with verbs of communication,
the imperfect directs attention to the addressees’ response (here negative,
and so the order remains effectively incomplete: CGCG 33.51); it does
not refer to repeated or continuous demands (X. does report at 2.5.38
a further Persian demand that the Greeks hand over their weapons, but
this happens much later). The present participle links the dispatch and
the message closely together, cf. 2.8.1 Tépmwv T& STA Tapadidévar éxéAeue.

3.1.28 éfwmAicpévor . . . Tapeoknvioauev: Xenophon alludes to an
occasion when the Greeks encamped near the king (2.2.15) — but this
happened by accident, not on purpose. The perfect éwmhiopévor ‘fully
armed’ denotes a state of readiness (cf. 2.4.9). The variant ¢&omMhioapevor
could be supported by 2.1.2 £5oev oUv auTols . . . ¢oAicapévols Tpoitvar;
if so, Xenophon has reversed the chronology, since this arming happens
before the arrival of the Persian envoys. TrpioPers WiuTWY . . . EoTE
otrovd@v ETuxev: éoTe (19n.) with aorist means ‘until’. Xenophon distorts
events slightly. After the Greeks rejected the Persian demand that they
hand over their weapons, the king first requested a treaty (2.3.1); then,
agreeing to Clearchus’ insistence that the Greeks receive supplies before
they accepted a treaty (2.3.5-6), he had them led to villages where they
could get supplies (2.3.14). Xenophon wrongly implies here that these
supplies were an incentive to make the Greeks agree to a treaty.

3.1.29 émei 8 aU oi oTpatnyoi kTA: 2.5.32. @oTrep 8N oU KeAevss:
Xenophon interrupts his narrative with an indignant (note & and ov)
and elliptical aside; he is perhaps to be imagined gesturing towards
Apollonides. &veu 6mAwv: this detail (absent from the earlier nar-
rative) underlines their misplaced confidence in the truce; they had in
fact been warned not to trust the Persians (2.4.3—4, 5.29). Traidpevol,
kevToUpevol, UPpildpevor: cf. 13n. for UPpis and g.4.25n. for the asyndeton.
Xenophon imagines what is happening to the captured generals at this
moment. Ariaeus had claimed that Clearchus was already dead while
Meno and Proxenus were held in high honour (2.5.48); that claim is
ignored here (cf. g.1n.). In the mean time, X. has revealed that the other
generals had their heads cut off (‘the swiftest death’) except for Meno,
who was tortured for a year (2.6.29). To complicate matters, Ctesias (T7a,
F27.69 Lenfant; cf. Plut. Artax. 18) suggests that all the generals were
sent in chains to Artaxerxes; that Clearchus and the others were kept
alive for quite some time; and that they were all then executed except
for Meno. Diodorus (14.27.2) seems to follow Ctesias, but adds that
Tissaphernes kept Meno ‘because he was thought to be ready to betray
the Greeks’. oi TAfjpoves: appositional with ékeivol. The word belongs
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to epic and tragedy. kai . . . ép&dvTes TouTou ‘though very much, I
imagine, longing for this (sc. ToU &moBaveiv)’. The shocking expression of
a passion for death (cf. Soph. Ant. 220 olk ZoTv 0UTw P&dpPos 8s Baveiv épa;
Hippoc. De arte 7 olk &moBaveiv épivTes) is softened by parenthetical oipau;
the whole clause adds pathos. The same thought in relation to the king’s
enemies is found at Chariton 6.7.7. QAuapsiv pmis: cf. 26 pAuapoin
(suggesting that Apollonides had used that same word); the indignant
alliteration is kept up with weifeiv and w&hw. Teifeawv . . . i6vTag: idvTas
agrees with fjpés, the unexpressed subject of mweifew, ‘try to persuade’,
which stands first as a bare and dismissive summary of Apollonides’
policy, creating an imbalance (tous pév &uivecBan kedevovtag ~ Teibew
8¢ . . . keAeveis, with an incredulous echo of keAevers in the previous sen-
tence). w&hwv goes with weifew and idvtas, not with kedeveis (pace Grote
1903-6: vi1.246, who suggests that Apollonides was one of those taking a
soft line, UropaAakifouévous, at 2.1.14).

3.1.30 époi, & &vdpes: the change of addressee is accompanied by asyn-
deton (8¢ would wrongly suggest a connection with oU in the previous
sentence). wnTe is co-ordinated with te (‘both .. . not...and...).
Trpociegfan eis TaUTOV AUV auTois ‘admit into the same service as ourselves’,
picking up év tadTtén . . . foba (27). &pelopéivous Te TV Aoxayiav: in
the absence of Proxenus, Xenophon assumes that the captains en masse
have authority to demote Apollonides without consulting the men in his
unit. oxeun &vabévras ws TolouTw xpfiobai ‘load baggage on him and
use him like that (lit. “like such a kind of thing”)’, i.e. like a pack-animal.
Xenophon’s justification in the next sentence draws on the common
equation of non-Greeks and non-humans; cf. the implication at 5.8.5 that
service as a mule-handler is humiliating for a free man. TV TaTpida
probably refers (despite Agasias’ response) to a single city rather than to
the Boeotian confederacy (cf. Nielsen 2004). v ‘EAA&Sa widens the
scope, showing the importance for the soldiers of both Greek and local
identities (cf. §.2.7-32n.). “EAAnv: the repetition of ‘EAA- roots stresses
the need for Greeks to live up to what Greece stands for (cf. Gorg. DK 82
B11a.36; Lys. 33.7; Dem. 14.31).

3.1.31 UmroAafwv: 27n. Ayacias ZTtupgdAtos: an Arcadian with a
snappy style of speech (6.1.30, 6.17-18, 21—4), identified as a friend of
Xenophon (6.6.11); for his role in An., see Flower 2012: g2—4. &AAG:
extremely frequent at the start of speeches in X. (GP 20), underlining
the interactional style of many reported speeches in his works; here it
substitutes for Xenophon’s assumption that Apollonides is a disgrace to
Greece the claim that he has nothing to do with Greece at all (CGCG
59.11). ToUTwl Yt . . . TavTamaocty ‘this man has nothing to do either
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with Boeotia or (with any part of) Greece at all’; for the construction
with the impersonal verb (genitive of thing and dative of person), see
CGCG g6.15; Smyth 1467. Given that wpoofikw can denote kin relations
(3.2.11n.), Agasias may be not simply using a cultural definition of
Hellenic identity, but even pretending to disbelieve Apollonides was a
Hellene by birth. For the rhetoric (with similar appeal to visual evidence),
cf. Ar. fr. 311 K-A 00765 éo1’ oUk Apydhas. | M& AP’ o08¢é y’ “ENAny, doov
gporye aiveTan. é&otrep Audév ‘like a Lydian’ does not indicate that
Apollonides actually was a Lydian (26n.). Wearing of earrings is associated
with women in Greece (Hom. Od. 18.297-8; Aen. Tact. §1.7); for men, it
is a mark of non-Greek identity (Mayor on Juv. 1.104). Lydians were com-
monly regarded as effeminate following their conquest by Persia (Hdt.
1.155.4); for their wearing of earrings, see Dio Chrys. 32.3; Barnett 1948,
Fig. 20. The abuse of a man wearing earrings at Anac. fr. 388 PMGand the
presence of earrings in some sixth- and fifth-century vase paintings have
been thought to suggest Lydian influence on Greeks in Asia Minor and
neighbouring islands, with earrings ‘an acceptable part of stylish, if fop-
pish, male dress’ (Kurtz and Boardman 1986: 62); but their connotations
(oriental, effeminate, or both?) remain controversial. Cf. Arr. Parth. fr. 46
Roos, where a Mesopotamian prince with both ears pierced is rebuked
by Trajan for avoiding a campaign. &uPOTEPR T& WOTA TETPUTTNUEVOV:
lit. ‘pierced with respect to both his ears’ (CGCG 30.14; Smyth 1601a).
&ugdTepa is presumably for emphasis; there are stories that in the past
boys in Greece wore a ring in a single ear (Dio Chrys. g2.3; Isid. Etym.
19.31.10).

3.1.32 kai eixev oUtws ‘and this was the case’ (for éxw with adverb, see
gn.). The imperfect brings out that the other Greeks notice Apollonides’
pierced ears only after they have been mentioned by Agasias. This suggests
that usually he did not wear earrings and/or had his ears hidden behind
his hair (cf. Diphilus fr. 677 K-A for hair grown long in order to cover a tat-
too). Ps.-Demetrius (Eloc. 137) found the brevity (cuvtopia) of this phrase
full of a charm (xdpis) that would have been spoilt by amplification (e.g.
if X. had written #eyev Tabta dAnbi, cagds yap éteTpumnTo). Tap& Ta&s
T&fers presents a more orderly image of the Greek army than X. has sug-
gested earlier (gn.). Tév orpaTnyov: after the arrest of five generals,
the only generals left were Chirisophus, Cleanor (47n.) and Sophaenetus
(assuming with Roy 1967: gop that Sosis, who appears only at 1.2.9, is not
a general). 6moéfev . . . UrooTpéTnyov: the Umootparnyos is generally
assumed to be a replacement for an absent or dead general. If suffect-
officers were in place at this point, it would be another sign that X.’s ear-
lier presentation of the army’s disarray is exaggerated. But this is the only
appearance of the word in An., and the first in extant Greek (the cognate
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verb UmreotpaTriyer is used at 5.6.36 of Neon, whose position is exceptional
(Introduction p. 2 n. 4.)). Itis possible, then, that an editor, familiar with
the Roman use of UmooTpdtnyos as equivalent to legatus, inserted this
clause through a mistaken inference from 5.6.46; if so, ab may have been
inserted in c to give the three-way opposition greater relief: given that
the Umootp&tnyos clause, if genuine, is parenthetical, & is in any case
preferable. See further Huitink and Rood 2016: 215-27. oixorro is
further ground for suspicion: contrasted with o&ios €in, it should mean
‘be dead’ (cf. Cyr. 5.4.11; Soph. Aj. 1128, Tr. 83—5), but this usage is rare
in prose and odd with 6émwé8ev (which probably means ‘from those tageis
from which’); while oixouait when used as a verb of movement (‘be gone’)
normally has an indication of direction or an accompanying participle.

3.1.33 ¢is T6 Tpoodev TV dAwv: see gn. on & &mAg; cf. the Achaean gen-
erals’ nocturnal meeting in no-man’s-land at Hom. Il. 10.194—271. Lee’s
suggestion (2007: 192) that the generals wanted to be out of earshot of
the other troops presupposes that those troops were in their quarters,
contrary to the impression given by 3. oxe8ov picar foav vukTes: the
plural of vi¢§ is frequently used with reference to part of a night (K-G
1.18). The phrase suggests that the night is not quite as far advanced as
13 would lead readers to think. The full meeting of the army occurs at
dawn (g.2.1), which (given 12—-14 hours of darkness, depending on the
chronology (Introduction pp. 41-2)) allows for a surprisingly long time
for the intervening scene. Presumably X.’s time signals are schematic,
evoking nocturnal discussions among the Achaeans (Hom. Il. 2.53—440,
9.13-181) and in the Greek fleet at Salamis (Hdt. 8.57-63), and also the
symbolic power of dawn (g.2.1n.).

3.1.34 lepwvupos ‘HAclos is mentioned subsequently when he con-
venes a meeting (6.4.10), serves as an envoy (7.1.32) and (if it is the
same man) is wounded in action (7.4.18). TrpeoPUTaTos: it was
a conventional privilege for the oldest to speak first (cf. Hell. 4.1.81
fipfato Adyou 6 PapvaPalos: kai y&p v TpeoPutepos, Mem. 2.3.15, Cyr
6.1.6, 8.7.10; Pl. Leg. 712¢8-g), and so perhaps reassuring in a crisis
(Dalby 1992: 20); for ‘age-based authority’ in the army, see Lee 2007:
76-7. fipxeto Aéyew, rather than signalling a speech that will be inter-
rupted (26n.), here stresses Hieronymus’ role as introductory speaker (cf.
7.2.24). fMIv . . . £8oe: Hieronymus initially glosses over the fact that
it was Xenophon who called them together, though wapakaiéoa picks up
Tapakatoivtas from Xenophon'’s speech (24). 6pROo1 T& TrapévTa: a
euphemistic reference to the &mopia of 2. BouAsuoaiueba is optative in
a purpose clause in historic sequence, Suvaips8a in a conditional clause
(¢i = ‘in the hope that’: CGCG 49.25) within the purpose clause (a form
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of indirect thought). fpn: 3.9.2n. &Tep kai wpos Nuas: in the event
Xenophon introduces significant variations (35—47n.), though it would
have been possible for X. to summarize the second speech while indicat-
ing additional points (on the model of Thuc. 4.114.3, 120.3).

3.1.35—47 Xenophon’s speech (35—44) to all the surviving officers
deploys a different style of rhetoric from his first speech. Whereas that
speech, addressed to the officers of his own contingent, focused on the
desirability and practicality of taking immediate action, and included
some direct self-promotion, he assumes a more tentative style in this
speech, where he is addressing men who are less well known to him (cf.
45n.). After a brief recapitulation of the seriousness of the army’s posi-
tion, he appeals to the elite status of his listeners, insisting that it is their
duty to take action on behalf of the whole army. He does offer guidance as
to possible steps to take, but avoids seeming too self-assertive. He thereby
succeeds in instructing his audience without arousing enmity: whereas his
earlier speech met with disapproval from one outcast, this speech meets
with approval from a Spartan general, and he is in due course elected one
of the replacement generals.

3.1.35 t&de focuses attention on the content of the following speech,
inviting comparison with Xenophon’s earlier speech (it carries no

connotation of verbatim reporting). &MAG . . . uEv &7 ‘well, .. is a
quasi-apologetic concession of the obviousness of Xenophon’s first
point, preparing for his practical advice (fuiv 8¢ ye oipat . . .). TT&VTES

tmotauefa: Xenophon appeals to his audience’s assumed knowledge
of a continuing Persian plot, even though what follows is based on sup-
position about Persian plans or, at most, on the Persian embassy to the
Greeks at 2.5.35—42 (which had actually accused Clearchus of plotting
against Tissaphernes). BaoiAeus xai Tiooagipvns: the first mention of
Tissaphernes since 2.5.40 (contrast the focus on the king alone at 13,
17); he may have been known to some of the officers from his time as
satrap of Lydia. Auiv: dative of agent (CGCG g7.2). T&VTa TOINTi
echoes 18, but here wévra is subject rather than object and womtéa pas-
sive rather than active. éri Tois PapPapors yevwpeba: another echo
(with variation) of Xenophon’s first speech (17-18 émi Bacel/ém’ gkeivar
yevnodueda). &AA& . . . Ekeivol é@’ v (the same idiom reversed) gives
an aggressive turn to Xenophon’s earlier rhetoric.

3.1.36 émioTache is imperative, as €0 shows (cf. €0 ioTe in the next sen-
tence; at 42, by contrast, bare émwioctac8e is indicative). Xenophon here
shifts from (inclusive) first- to second-person forms, underlining the
officers’ exclusive responsibility. ToooUTol . . . ouveAnAUbaTe ‘in such
numbers as are here gathered’, i.e. few enough to have the chance to
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win distinction, but still enough to inspire the troops. Kaipév ‘oppor-
tunity’; the word is used three times in the speech (see 39, 44), signal-
ling the possibility of a turning point in the Greeks’ fortunes. oUTot:
the addressee-oriented pronoun (Ruijgh 2006) fits the shift to second-
person forms (it is perhaps to be imagined as accompanied by a
gesture). Tpds Uuds &mroPAétrouct: Xenophon expresses an ideal of
top-down leadership in which vision (cf. ép&dow, pavepoi) leads to imita-
tion (cf. yipeioBan); he had not himself waited for another man to take the
lead (14). K&v piv Uuds 6pdotv . . . avepoi NTe: the officers change
from being objects of the soldiers’ gaze in the first conditional clause (x&v
pév . . ., with crasis of kai ¢av) to agents in their own right in the second,
where they are subjects of gavepoi fite (Wwhen we expect a phrase such as
fiv 8¢ Upas opdov Tapackeualouévous). The stress on the importance of
public display is typical of X.; pavepds fiv is repeatedly used in the defence
of Socrates at Mem. 1.1-3 and in the obituaries in An. (1.9.11, 2.6.19,
23). Trapaokevalouevol: 14n. kai Tous &\Aous TrapakaAfjte picks up
24, 34, reflecting the momentum created by Xenophon’s intervention.

3.1.37 iows: for tact. To1: 18n. Sikaiév éomiv: Xenophon retains the
impersonal construction (rather than saying 8ikaioi ¢ore) in order to sug-
gest that the principle of reciprocity which operates between leaders and
led is based on a general principle of justice and mutual agreement rather
than serving the interests of the leaders. The requirement of leaders to
excel in return for their privileges recalls Sarpedon’s speech at Hom. IL.
12.310-28, but Xenophon postpones treating the inevitability of death
(which for Sarpedon is an incentive to gain a heroic death in battle) until
43. A supposed imbalance between toils and rewards is later the cause
of Arcadian disaffection (6.2.10, cf. 7.6.9). Up&s . . . Upels . . . Upels:
Xenophon underlines by urgent repetition (perhaps accompanied by ges-
tures) that it is the task of the officers to act; his rhetoric is imitated at Arr.
Anab. 7.9.8. Tafiapxol, mentioned elsewhere only at 4.1.28, are prob-
ably paired with Aoxayoi for rhetorical effect rather than being a distinct
rank such as lightarmed commanders (Huitink and Rood 2016: 211-
15). &te elpfivn Av . . . émAeovexTeiTe: yet it was Cyrus’ military adventure
that itself created the hierarchies (or at least the posts of otparnyds and
Aoxayds, see 36n.) to which Xenophon now appeals, whereas Sarpedon
as Lycian king spoke of his reciprocal relations with his subjects (Tuplin
2003a: 127). By using the general term &ipfjvn to refer to any time before
the arrest of the generals, Xenophon flatters his audience by extending
their sense of entitlement to the time before the expedition (paceLee 2007:
82 n. 13, this sentence does not presuppose the existence of the same
Adxor at that time, though it may suggest that the officers were of higher
status (Stronk 27)). In purely financial terms, captains received double
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and generals four times the pay of ordinary soldiers (to judge from 7.2.36,
3.10, 6.1, 7); what special honours they enjoyed is not specified (contrast
mention of double portions for Spartan kings at Ages. 5.1, Lac. Pol. 15.4).
é1rel WOAeos éomiv: émrel is causal (‘now that’). See 16n. for X.’s demarca-
tion of war and peace. &€10Uv 861 Uuds avuTous . . . eivar ‘you must see fit
(LSJ s.v. &16w 11.2) yourselves to be’; cf. 5.2.13 ol &§oUvTes ToUTwWV (Sc. TGOV
Aoxaydv) pf xeipous eivan (which shows the same ethos working bottom up).
Many commentators take Upds . . . €iven as object clause after &iodv (‘it is
proper to expect you to be’; LS] s.v. &§16w 111.2); the oddness of reflexive
Uuds autous and of an apologetic request in this context tells against this
interpretation. TrpoPoudeUsiv TouTwv Kai Trpotroveiv: forethought and
toil are two qualities of the ideal Xenophontic leader; their combination is
avariant on the common combination of word and deed (45n.). X. is fond
of grouping verbs with wpo- prefixes (e.g. Cyr 8.1.32, Hier 10.6, 8, Mem.
2.10.3); the genitive Toutwv depends on this prefix.

3.1.38 &v ... deeAfjoa: for aorist infinitive with &v, see g.2.29n. deeAfioan
is a word often used by X. to emphasize the importance of mutually
beneficial relationships between (unequal) partners (e.g. 1.3.4, 5.1.12),
and is preferable to the variant évijocon (more generally ‘do a kindness’,
e.g. 5.6.20, 6.1.32). émws . . . &vTikaTacTabdoiv: aorist passive of
avTikaBioTnui; 8ws with subjunctive (like a purpose clause) after a verb
of effort is less common than the future indicative construction (CGCG
44.3; Smyth 2214). &vTi TV &moAwAdéTwy ‘instead of the ones who
are lost’. &veu yap apxovTwy: at §.2.29 Xenophon attributes the same
thought to the Persians as a motive; see Introduction pp. 21-3 for the
importance of leadership in X.’s thought. @g piv ouveAovTt eitreiv ‘if
one may put it briefly’, lit. ‘for one compressing (LS]J s.v. ouvaupéw 1.2.b)
to say’; limitative s with absolute infinitive (Rijksbaron on Pl. Jon 535d6-
7) and indefinite use of the dative participle without pronoun (Smyth
1497). The expression (x 8 in X., but in no other extant classical author)
qualifies the sweeping tone of oUdauod. oUSapol . . . TAVTATACIY
‘not . . . anywhere, and definitely not in military affairs’. In his other writ-
ings X., like Xenophon here, posits that leadership skills are transferable
from one realm to another. | pév yap e¥tadia . . . &roAwAekev: the neat
antithesis of eUtaia/&ragia is disturbed by imbalance in the verbal parts,
perhaps to underline Xenophon’s relative inexperience: he knows (from
Athens’ fate in the Peloponnesian War?) examples of indiscipline, but
can only speak of the reputation enjoyed by good discipline. Alternatively
Bokel may stress that the thought is commonplace (cf. Soph. Ant. 672-6;
Antiph. DK 87 B61, with Pendrick). The retreat will serve as a paradigm
of good order, but an increasingly imperfect one (cf. Xenophon’s warn-
ing about indiscipline at 5.8.13-26).
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3.1.39 fiv kai . . . woifjoar: Xenophon’s style in addressing the officers
is tentative (g35—47n.): the conditional (with subjunctive protasis: CGCG
49.17) leaves it to them to take the initiative, while ofuai (repeated from
38) keeps the outcome uncertain.

3.1.40 iocws kai Upels aicBaveade ws refers back to g. iows is understated:
as X. has described it, the disarray was impossible not to notice. For ds,
‘how’, see g.2.11n. &BUMwS HEv . . . TIpOS T&S QUAaKES: repeating &Bupws
from g, but presenting a more ordered picture of the army than earlier
(when X. claimed that many did not go to their stations). oltw y’
éxévTwv: genitive absolute, probably neuter (‘under these circumstances’,
sc. ToUTwv), as at g.2.10, rather than masculine (which is still possible
despite ayTois later in the sentence; cf. 1.5.16; Smyth 2073a). 6 T
accusative of respect with xproaito. €iTe vUKTOS 801 T1 iTe kai HMEpas:
for the pairing, cf. 6.1.18 xpfiobar 1@ oTpaTedpaT! Kad VUKTOS Kai fluépas;
here kai before fipépas stresses the greater likelihood of attack by day. Parts
of &1 occur five times in this speech, underlining Xenophon’s appeal to
the officers’ sense of duty (Barrett on Eur. Hipp. 41 notes the increasingly
moral colouring of &¢i in the fourth century).

3.1.41 fiv 8 Tis: g9n. avt@dv: with Té&s yvapas. TeigovTal . . .
Tromoovot: for maoyxw as functional passive of Toiéw, see also 3.3.13(n.).

3.1.42 ioxus is pleonastic after mAfifos. Superior barbarian numbers are
often presented as less decisive than &pett), both in pre-battle speeches (e.g.
Thuc. 4.126.2) and in celebratory narratives, particularly of the Persian
Wars (e.g. Thuc. 3.56.5; Andoc. 1.107, with Macdowell; Lys. 2.23; cf.
Oakley on Livy 6.13.1); Xenophon, by contrast, stresses morale, as at Hell.
7.4.24, partly in keeping with the importance of morale in X.’s leadership
theory, partly because his rhetorical aim is to inspire the officers to inspire
in turn the common soldiers. fi . . . woroUoa: agreeing with the second
of the preceding nouns, but going in sense with both. oUv Tois Beois:
cf. 2gn.; this is the only mention of gods in the second speech. Tals
wuxais éppwpevéoTepor ‘stouter in their souls’, irregular comparative of
EppwuEvos. TouTous picks up omdrepor. ws émwi T6 TOAU ‘gener-
ally’. &vTion: Ionic for Attic évavTtios; X. uses both. SéxovTan ‘await
the attack of’, a common meaning (LS] s.v. 11.2).

3.1.43 évteBupnua & Eéywye: Xenophon’s personal contribution, by con-
trast with the thoughts presumed to be known to all (wévtes émoTaueda
35, ¢miotacle 42). He offers an optimistic take on the heroic choice:
it is precisely the readiness to die nobly in consciousness of the inevi-
tability of death that ensures survival into old age; contrast, e.g., Pind.
Ol. 1.82—4, where the thought of old age is an incentive to risk death
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through heroic effort. For weaker versions of Xenophon’s reflection, cf.
Cyr. 3.3.45 pdpos B¢ kai €l Tis {fiv Poulduevos pevyewv émixelpoin, eiddos 6T of
ptv vik@vTes owilovTtal, ol 8¢ gedyovTes &mobvnokouot (from a speech of the
Assyrian king); Sall. Jug. 107.1; Hor. Carm. §.2.14, with Nisbet and Rudd;
Livy 8.24.4. o6tréowot . . . ik avTos TpéTrou ‘all those who seek to live
at all costs’ hints at any soldiers who, like Apollonides earlier, are still
thinking of negotiation. pa(o)Tteiw is Doric (Gautier g34) and occurs in
poetry as well (especially Euripides); it is attested only in X. in classical
prose. oUtor pév: for pév following both relative and demonstrative,
see GP 385, TouTous 6pé: variation for the earlier oUto1, so as to high-
light Xenophon’s personal insight.

3.1.44 fués: the variant Upés fits the earlier second-person forms (38n.),
but the first-person singular observation in 44 leads well into a first-person
plural (éopev) that unites Xenophon and his addressees. &vSpas
&yafous: 21n. on &vdpes dueivoves.

3.1.45 Xepicogos: leader of the official Spartan contingent that arrives
by ship at Issus at 1.4.3 and subsequently leader of the vanguard in the
retreat. His sudden prominence here is unexpected, as he has been men-
tioned only three times since his first appearance: he is sent to Ariaeus as
envoy at 2.1.5, returns at 2.2.1, and is absent at 2.5.97. He speaks first in
the ensuing general assembly (g.2.1n.). After a more elaborate opening
sentence, he speaks in short clauses with parataxis (aipeio8e . . . fikete . . .
&yete) and repetition (aipeioe, éAdpevol, aipeBévtas), in a stereotypically
Spartan way (g.2.1n.). TpécBev pév . . . Abnvaiov sivar: an indirect
comment on Xenophon’s sudden rise to prominence in the narrative,
echoing his postponed introduction (4n.). For knowledge of local iden-
tities among the officers, see g1n. érrawvéd: X. frequently makes char-
acters use the language of praise (cf. 5.5.8, 6.4, 7.33 bis, 6.6.16), thereby
aligning An. with (and at times distancing it from) works of encomiastic
rhetoric such as X.’s own Ages. Praise of Xenophon by a Spartan is espe-
cially striking given Sparta’s enmity with Athens and her military reputa-
tion. Aéysig Te kai parres: for skill in speech and action as attributes
of the ideal leader, cf. Hom. Il. 9.448 pi8wv Te pntiip’ Epevan mpnkTiipd Te
¢gpywv; Thuc. 1.139.4. 811 TAtioTous tivanr TotoUTous: in line with the
role of emulation in X.’s ideas about leadership; cf. §.2.31(n.) pupious
... KAedpyous. kowvov . . . T6 ayadév: X. suggests through Chirisophus
that, if others emulated Xenophon'’s self-concern (14, 25nn.), a common
good would result.

3.1.46 #on: 3.3.2n. M péAAwpev: cf. 47. aipeiofe: for the method
used, see 47n. Contrast 2.2.5 (oUx &Adpevor), where Clearchus is not
elected overall leader but chosen because of his leadership skills. T
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uéoov: the central location of the assembly signals the re-establishment
of order after the disarray of 3. ouykaloUpev: future. ToAuidng 6
kfjpu§: introduced at 2.2.20 as from Elis and xfpuka &piotov TédV TéTE, but
subsequently mentioned only at 5.2.18.

3-1.47 Mmpébnoav: X. does not reveal how the choice is to be made.
Xenophon alludes in a later speech to the soldiers electing leaders
(5.7.10, 28), but Chirisophus’ instructions &mweA86vtes . . . aipeiofe (46)
suggest that the replacement generals were chosen separately by the cap-
tains of each contingent that needed a general, while not (pace Roy 1967:
288) ruling out consultation of the soldiers. apxovTes: the vague lan-
guage stresses the importance of leadership (cf. 38 &veu y&p &pyxévtwv
xTA.). The five names that follow are new otpatnyoi, presumably (except
for Xenophon) chosen from the existing Aoxayoi. X. gives for each man
an ethnic, perhaps in imitation of the formal language of decrees. Despite
38, he does not mention replacement of the Aoxayoi who had been killed
or promoted; it may have been decided to reorganize the Aéxo1 under the
remaining Aoxayoi instead. KAedpxou: 10n. Tipaciwv AapSaveus:
an exile (5.6.23) from Dardanus in the Troad, across the Hellespont
from the area where Clearchus gathered troops (1.1.g). Timasion and
Xenophon, as the youngest generals, are chosen as co-leaders of the
rear (3.2.37), but Timasion becomes prominent only in the account
of the march along the Black Sea coast. ZwkpaTtous: Socrates, an
Achaean, receives a brief obituary at 2.6.30. ZavbikAfjs Axaiés: only
mentioned twice later (5.8.1, 7.2.1); the name is very rare (attested only
once elsewhere in LGPN). Ayiou: either Agias replaced Xenias and/
or Pasion, the two generals who deserted at 1.4.7, or else it may have
been Agias rather than Sophaenetus who arrived with a contingent at
1.2.9 (the MSS present Sophaenetus arriving twice). KAeavwp Apxas:
from Orchomenus (2.5.97), and wpeopUTtatos (2.1.10, cf. §.2.37n.) of
the &pyovtes who deal with the Persian envoys who arrive the day after
Cyrus’ death, but not one of the original generals. Lendle g4 and Lee
2007: 51 suppose that he was at that meeting as a YmootpaTnyos (but cf.
g2n.), but he is already called a otparnyds at 2.5.97; it is more likely that
he was actually a Aoxayds at 2.5.97 or else that he had already replaced
Xenias or Pasion and now took over Agias’ troops too (Roy 1967: 289).
‘Apkas brings out the continuity with Agias; ¢’s reading could be a contam-
ination from g.2.4. Miévwvos: a Thessalian, eponymous character in
Plato’s Meno, and recipient of a very hostile obituary at 2.6.21—9, which
portrays him as self-centred, ruthless and corrupt. ®i1Anotos Axaiods:
mentioned five times subsequently, but not again in Books g—4; along
with Sophaenetus, one of the oldest of the generals (5.8.1). Mpoéévou:
see 4n. Zevopdv Afnvaios: held back until last (X. does not mention
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the replacements in the same order as the obituaries for the dead gener-
als at 2.6). See 4n.

3.2 XENOPHON ADDRESSES THE WHOLE ARMY

Atdaybreak, as the whole army is assembled, it is addressed by Chirisophus,
Cleanor and then Xenophon in directly reported speeches of increas-
ing length and rhetorical bravura (1, 4, 7-g2nn.). Xenophon'’s speech is
interrupted by an omen and a vote (g) and followed by two more rounds
of votes on practical measures at the instigation of Chirisophus (33) and
of Xenophon himself (38).

Triads of speeches are not uncommon in epic and historiography, espe-
cially at times of intense crisis (Lang 1984: 22—4), but the present one is
unusual, in that the speeches are not oppositional but complementary
(Hell. 6.3.3—17 is similar but has speeches of even length). They are all
designed to jolt the soldiers out of despondency (g8.1.2n.). Chirisophus
and Cleanor, two of the existing generals (3.1.32n.) and so known to the
soldiers, prepare the ground, arguing, like Xenophon at g.1.15-18, that
the Persians cannot be trusted and that the only option left is to fight. Also
like Xenophon (g.1.21-2(nn.)), both appeal to the gods and emphasize
the terrible fate that will await the men should they fall into the king’s
hands. Chirisophus’ speech is straightforward, while Cleanor drives home
the point in strongly moral tones. It is left to Xenophon to explain why
the army can look forward to the coming struggle with confidence and to
propose practical measures that will ensure success.

The three speeches are alike in appealing to a Panhellenic and hoplite
ethos (7-32, 19nn.), even though X.’s mention of the summoning of the
whole army presumably includes the peltasts, many of whom were not
Greek (see 36n., 4.8.4—7). This restricted focus continues the ethos of
Xenophon’s earlier speeches (see g.1.21, 23, 42nn.).

3.2.1 fjipnvro: pluperfect, describing the result of the election (g.1.47
aorist Mpédnoav) and functioning as the starting point for a new phase
in the narrative; cf. g.1.2n. fiuépa Te oxedov Umrégave kai ... ‘day had
just begun to dawn and . . . For intransitive Umogaivw, see LSJ s.v. 111.
Parataxis with Te xai suggests a close connection between two events and
is often used with time-markers to emphasize instant action; cf. e.g. 1.8.1;
Hdt. 8.56, 83.1. The reference to dawn is symbolic, marking, as often, a
new start or a turning point in narrative (Vivante 19779 on Homer; Aesch.
Pers. 384-7). By placing the reference here rather than at the start of 3.3,
the actual beginning of the army’s retreat, X. suspensefully situates the
lengthy assembly against the expectation that decisive events will soon
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take place. eis TO péoov: 3.1.46n. TPOPUAGKAES KATAOTNOAVTAS:
for the accusative participle, see g.1.5n. on é\86vta. There is nothing to
choose between mpoguAakés (¢, from mpoguiakt ‘outpost’) and TpogUAakas
(f, from mpoguAag ‘advance guard’); cf. LS] s.v. mpoguAag. This precau-
tion (not anticipated in Chirisophus’ instructions at §.1.46) reminds the
reader that the Persians are near; cf. the mention of pickets as the first
port of call for Persian envoys at 2.3.2, 4.15. 6 Aakedaipédvios under-
lines the reason for Chirisophus’ leadership (g7n.) and so for speaking
first (even though Cleanor is older) and (together with &8¢ (g.1.27n.))
points to his stereotypically Spartan mode of speaking: as in his previous
speech (3.1.45n.), he uses relatively brief, paratactic clauses (for Spartan
impatience with long speeches and embellished rhetoric, cf. Hdt. 3.46.2;
Thuc. 1.86.1). #Aefev: 3.1.15N.

3-2.2 @ &vdpes orpatidTar appeals to what the addressees have in com-
mon and underlines Chirisophus’ call to arms (cf. Dickey 1996: 180;
contrast bare &vdpes at 4). XoAeTr& pév T& Tapévra: Chirisophus makes
no attempt to assuage the soldiers’ fears expressed at 3.1.2. omroTe
‘now that’ (causal: LS] s.v. B). &vEp&V STPATNY @V . . . KAl OTPATIWTRV:
the seemingly otiose &vdp&v emphasizes the generals’ valour; contrast
Thuc. 4.27.5 €i &vdpes elev of oTpatnyoi. We find the same three ranks at
3.1.2, butin the earlier speeches the common soldiers who died (g.1.2n.)
have not been mentioned; Chirisophus reintroduces them with a view
to his audience. pos 8 it ‘and moreover’, with adverbial wpds.
oi &ue@i Apiaiov ‘Ariaeus and his men’. Trpodedwkaociv: the perfect tense
emphasizes the irreversible nature of the betrayal (for which see g.1.2n.)
and Ariaeus’ responsibility for it (CGCG 33.34-5). The betrayal (feared
by Clearchus at 2.4.5) is further stressed by Cleanor (5) and then turned
into an advantage by Xenophon (17).

3.2.3 &k TV TopévTwy ‘in the present circumstances’. &vdpag
dayafous: 3.1.21n. TeAéBev: for this deliberate Doricism (for yiyveofa),
see Introduction p. go. UgitoBar: g.1.17n. Trep&odar dmrws . . .

cwilwpeda: for the construction, see g.1.38n. The present subjunctive
owi{cpeba shows that Chirisophus envisages a long, continuous strug-
gle. & 8t un . . . &wofvmiokwpev ‘if not — at all events let us die nobly’.
&A\G at the start of a main clause after a negative conditional, often com-
bined with ye in X. and Plato (GP 12-13), introduces the only available
alternative. olpat . . . Twabev . . . wooaiav: combining Xenophon'’s
phrase from g.1.17 with the wish (optative woifoeiav, cf. Smyth 1814a for
this use in relative clauses) that the Persians may be punished by the gods.
For ma8eiv (‘be treated’) and moreiv (‘treat’), cf. 3.4.13n.
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3.2.4 'Emri TouTwt ‘on top of that’ rather than merely ‘after that’, suggest-
ing that the next speaker will build on the previous speech. KAeévep 6
"Opyxouévios is earlier called Apkds (8.1.47n.); the more specific reference
here balances Xeipicopos 6 Nakedaipdvios. &AA’: on &AAG at the start of
speeches, see g.1.31n.; here it is assentient, expressing agreement with
the previous speaker (GP18). op&Te pév . . . 6p&Te 8¢ emphatic anaph-
ora, without real antithesis (g.1.13n. on wévra pév . . . wévta &¢). The
separation of the king and Tissaphernes is artificial, as the latter stresses
that he acts on behalf of Artaxerxes in his dealings with the Greeks
(2.8.17-20); Cleanor singles out Tissaphernes because the soldiers have
actually seen him. His forceful style is marked by rhetorical repetitions

and fullness of expression: attos . . . adTds . . . alTS . . .} EgamaTnoaqs . . .
¢EamaThoas . . . éatmaTnBijvar; kai édcokauev kai éA&Popev; olTe . . . oUTe . . .; his
previous speeches (2.1.10-11, 5.39) are similarly forceful. émopkiav

kai &oéPeiav . . . &mioTiav: strongly moral terms (Hirsch 1985: g1). Perjury
(referring to the murder of the generals despite the sworn treaty) is
implicitly linked to &oéBeia by Xenophon (g.1.22n.) and to &moTia by
Clearchus (2.4.7). At Cyr. 8.8.3, X. marks the betrayal of the generals as a
turning point in Greek perceptions of Persians, claiming that thenceforth
Persian &motia and &o¢peix were recognized. éomg is typifying: ‘who
is the kind of man who . . .” (Smyth 2496). Aéywv, a present partici-
ple indicating repeated insistence, and the following three aorist parti-
ciples are concessive. &g (rather than &) stresses that the reported
speech is insincere (CGCG 41.6). yeitwv . . . ‘EAA&Sos: Cleanor
reports Tissaphernes’ words in front of the generals (2.8.18): yeitwv oiké®
i ‘EAA&S:1 (see 3.1.47n. for Cleanor’s presence in that scene). Trepi
TAtioTou . . . Nuds ‘he would make it his top priority to save us’ (cf. LS]
s.v. wepi A.1v). The potential optative echoes Tissaphernes’ cautious
promise (2.3.18 ‘I thought it a piece of good fortune if I could somehow
persuade the king to allow me to lead you safely back to Greece’), but
Cleanor ignores the reason for his caution (his need for the king’s con-
sent). dudoas . . . efiks Sovus: clasping the right hand (Se€iwois) was
an important way of guaranteeing oaths (Sommerstein and Bayliss 2013:
156-8). Tissaphernes had performed these acts together with the brother
of the king’s wife (2.4.28), and this had impressed Clearchus as a sign of
the king’s loyalty (2.4.7, cf. 5.3). éfxwaThoas . . . ToUs oTpaTnyous: by
seizing them in his tent (2.5.32). kai 008t Aiax féviov Mbéohn, &AA& . . .2
a long sentence gets longer still, as Cleanor adds one further and, given
oUd¢ ‘not even’, climactic example of Tissaphernes’ dmoTia. §évios is a com-
mon cult-title for Zeus in his capacity as protector of the sanctity of guests
(Herman 1987: 125). <§évog>: Castiglioni’s addition makes sense
of te and results in a succession of nearsynonyms which fits Cleanor’s
elaborate style. §vos may have dropped out because of the preceding
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Eéviov. ouoTparrelos: sharing food and libations, as Tissaphernes and
Clearchus do (2.5.27), is a powerful symbol of the sacred bond between
host and guest. For the sacrilege of breaking such a bond, cf. e.g. Aeschin.
3.224 (using &oépnua); Herman 1987: 67. dpotpémelos is often used of
a ‘quasi-official’ rank at Persian courts (e.g. 1.8.25; cf. Briant 2002:
308), but is not so here (since Clearchus would have been described as
Tissaphernes’ épotpémelos instead of the other way around). auTois
TouTols éamratioas ‘deceiving them through these very means’ sums up
the various examples of Tissaphernes’ treachery. &TroAwAeKeV: 2N. ON
Tpodedokaotv.

3.2.5 Apiaios 8¢ ‘as for Ariaeus’, a theme-constituent (3.8.16n.) in the
nominative, followed by relative clauses, and picked up with kai oUtog
‘even that man’, the start of the sentence proper (CGCG60.34). év...
NBédopev . . . kabroTaval, kai éSwkapev kai éAGPouev TioTa: supply ped’ ol
with ¢8dxkapev kTA. (cf. 3.1.4n.). For the form é¢ddapev (also at Hell. 6.3.6)
instead of older &dopev (Cyr 6.1.8), see Introduction p. 28. See 2.1.4
for the Greeks’ plan to make Ariaeus king after Cyrus’ death and 2.2.8
for the exchange of pledges. un is the common negative with infin-
itives after verbs of swearing (CGCG 51.31; Smyth 2725). aideobeis:
earlier (2.5.39), addressing Ariaeus directly, Cleanor had made Ariaeus’
breaking of his oath to the Greeks the central issue, but here he makes
the problematic suggestion that respect for Cyrus is due also after his
death (cf. Eur. Hec. 311-12): although betraying a tie of friendship was
generally viewed as reprehensible, it is precisely because Cyrus died that
Ariaeus was forced to look after his own interests. TIMWHEVOS HEAICTT
Utré Kupou I@vTos: the present participles refer to continuous actions
in the past (contrasting with viv). Tipf) is a key concept in X.’s view of
the mutually beneficial relationship between a leader and his followers,
which ‘emerges particularly in the bestowal of benefit from the leader to
the follower’ (Gray 2011: 294); for Cyrus’ conception of this, cf. 1.9.28—
9. Tous ékeivou éxBioTous . . . uds Tous Kupou gidous polarizes the two
camps in terms associated with Cyrus. Tous KUpou ¢irous (with Cyrus’ name
instead of another pronoun and with positive rather than superlative
form) has an official, honorific sound; a title used of Cyrus’ non-Greek
followers by Clearchus (2.2.3) and Cleanor himself (2.5.39, bitterly
underlining their betrayal) is now applied to the Greeks.

3.2.6 &AAd&:a breaking-off formula: ‘enoughsaid’ (CGCG 59.11). Tou-
Tous piv . .. fuas 8é: Cleanor reverses the order of the wish and exhorta-
tion found in Chirisophus’ speech (3). 8 T1 &v Sokfj1 Tols Beols TraoxeIv:
rather than raising doubts about the Greeks’ prospects, Cleanor’s surpris-
ingly passive ending gives the gods their due (like the end of Chirisophus’
speech; cf. 3.1.21n.) and sets off Xenophon'’s rousing speech.
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3.2.7-32 Xenophon’s lengthy speech is carefully constructed. It consists
of three parts: (a) a brief recapitulation of what the previous speaker has
said (8); (b) an enumeration of the good prospects (koAai éATides) of suc-
cess (10-26); (¢) the proposal of practical measures (27-32). Its main
purpose is to cajole the soldiers into action and to define a new war aim,
owtnpia ‘survival’ (8, 15nn.; Dillery 1995: 6g—70).

The core of the second part consists of a refutation of the soldiers’ fears
catalogued at g.1.2. Xenophon suggests that the perceived problems are
in fact advantages. There are particularly close correspondences with
3.1.2 in relation to Ariaeus’ betrayal (17), the lack of cavalry (18), guides
(20), supplies (21) and uncrossable rivers (22). These correspondences
underline Xenophon’s capacity to judge his audience.

The refutation is sandwiched between two arguments that respond
more loosely to the soldiers’ fears: Xenophon first reminds them of the
Persian Wars (11-16), and then sketches a picture of the incapacity of the
Persian king to control his own subjects, even flaunting (only to reject)
the idea that the Greeks might settle in the Persian empire if they so wish
(23-6). The section on the Persian Wars emphasizes the soldiers’ com-
mon identity as Greeks, using verbal repetitions to present them as heirs
to the men who saved Greece in the Persian Wars while effectively ignor-
ing the non-Greek peltasts in the army (cf. g.2n.). It is largely made up
of topoi familiar from battle exhortations and Athenian funeral orations
(especially Lys. 2.20—47; Pl. Menex. 240a—41d), here adapted to remove
the exaltation of specifically Athenian glory and so appeal to Xenophon’s
diverse audience (11, 13nn.). When he turns to deal with the Persian
empire, his point is also to reinforce a sense of the army as a coherent
Greek community: permanent settlement would primarily be a threat not
to the Persians, but to Greek identity. See further 25, 26nn.; Introduction
p- 21.

The practical measures which Xenophon proposes in the third part of
the speech aim at reinforcing the new command structure (29-32), but
first (277-8) he suggests that the army dispose of wagons, tents and other
possessions that do not help it to fight effectively or to obtain provisions
(the two necessary conditions for achieving cwTnpia: 27n.). This proposal
was recalled by Polyaen. Strat. 1.49.1; for its psychological effect, cf. Dion.
Hal. Ant. Rom. 9.31.3 (perhaps inspired by this passage), where a speaker
mentions generals who ‘by burning their tents and baggage have imposed
on their men the necessity of taking whatever they needed from enemy
country’.

Xenophon’s speech is a virtuoso performance. It contains a high num-
ber of syntactic irregularities which mimic extemporaneous speech. It
also, however, shows many signs of self-conscious rhetorical sophistication:
in true sophistic style Xenophon unashamedly turns the ‘weaker case into
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the stronger’ (Arist. Rhet. 1402a24), relying on eikés-arguments, humour,
exaggeration and reductio ad absurdum. Other signs of rhetorical sophisti-
cation are the repeated use of the abstract concept cwtnpia, which unites
the three main parts of the speech (8, g, 10, 15, 32; cf. Allison 1997:
54-61 on Thucydides’ thematic use of this noun), as well as elements
associated with Gorgias such as explicit division into parts and the studied
use of antithesis and assonance. The rhetorical self-consciousness is most
evident in the refutation, which is an excellent example of the ‘apagogic’
style, according to which each possible source of fear is mentioned in turn
and dealt with, only to be dismissed as irrelevant when it is replaced by the
next. This is another specifically Gorgianic feature (Spatharas 2001: 405-
8; 18, 20nn.); perhaps Xenophon is presented as surpassing Proxenus,
a pupil of Gorgias (2.6.16). The apagogic style creates an impression
of exhaustivity, which here compensates for Xenophon’s unpersuasive
treatment of several points. It also allows him to use similar arguments
with different emphases: thus he claims first that the soldiers’ piety, then
that their bravery, will ensure divine support (11n.); he also suggests as
grounds for confidence first their Persian Wars inheritance and then
their own recent experience of fighting the Persians (16n.). The speech
as a whole, then, aims for local effect rather than grand design.

3.2.7 'Ex ToUtou: both ‘after that’ and ‘on the basis of that (which
Chirisophus and Cleanor had said)’. Asyndeton is standard in An. when
the connection with the previous sentence is established by an anaphoric
pronoun (here Toltou); contrast 3.3.6(n.). Zevopdv  &vioTaTat:
Xenophon’s new position as protagonist is shown by the historical present
(contrast &véotn at 1, 4); by the omission of an ethnic (6 A8nvaios); and by
the lack of any explanation for his role (contrast §.1.34). toTaApévos
‘having fitted himself out’, perfect middle participle of oTéA\w. Although
the moment at which Xenophon arms himself is not narrated, the dwell-
ing on his armour (with triple repetition of superlatives of kaAds) may
recall arming scenes of Homeric heroes before their &pioteia (Tuplin
2003a: 121). vopilwv, tgite . . ., €iTe . . .2 as in Xenophon’s interpre-
tation of his dream (g.1.12n.), the bad alternative is treated second and
at greater length, thereby making Xenophon'’s subsequent success more
striking. The imbalance is reinforced by the pathos of the second clause
(see below). There is a further contrast between 8180iev oi 8eoi and imper-
sonal &¢ou: the gods are not to be held responsible for failure, only for vic-
tory. x&AAhioTov kéopov: for a fine appearance as suitable in death, cf.
Hdt. 7.209.3; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. §.18.2 &mAhicpévous Te kéAMoTa Kai TOV
&\ov €xovTas kéapov olov &vBpwror AauBavouoty émi Bavatwi. Xenophon's
reasoning fits Chirisophus’ rhetoric about the choice of victory or a noble
death (gn.). This passage inspired Max. Tyr. 1.10 (on X.’s persuasiveness
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when equipped 8dpakt kai &oTid) and Aelian (VH 3.24), though Aelian
presents Xenophon’s reasoning as a proverbial saying of X.’s and adds
that he ‘possessed an Argolic shield, an Attic breastplate, a helmet of
Boeotian manufacture and a horse from Epidaurus’ —a claim that reflects
X.’s connoisseurship and Panhellenic connections, but is not tied to this
specific occasion. opBids Exev ‘it was right’ (¢éxw plus adverb: g.1.3n.)
governs the infinitive Tuyyavew. TV kaMioTwy éautov &iwoavta ‘hav-
ing deemed himself worthy of the finest things’. &§iwoavta agrees with the
implied subject of Tuyxavew (i.e. Xenophon). év TouTo1ig picks up Tév
kaAAioTwWVY. Tis TeAeuTiis TUyX&vaw is a pathetic variation on TeAeuTdv,
found in emotionally charged contexts at 2.6.29, Hell. 4.4.6. ToU
Adyou 8t fipxeTo w8e: anticipating the interruption at g.

3.2.8 v . . . KAeavwp: Xenophon picks up Cleanor’s morally charged
terms (4n.), but merges the parts played by the king, Tissaphernes
and Ariaeus through the generalizing té&v BapB&pwv, which hints at the
stereotype of barbarian faithlessness (cf. Hdt. 8.142.5 Bapp&poioi é¢oTi oUTe
TioTéV oUTe dAnBis oUdév). The first pév is ‘inceptive’, as often in the open-
ing of formal speeches (cf. GP g83); the second sets up a contrast with
¢mioTaoBe 5¢. émioTacfe: §.1.35n0. oipat is parenthetical. & uév
oUv xTA.: oUv is inferential (‘so then, if . .."), uév looks forward to pévror,
a more strongly adversative particle than &, rejecting rather than bal-
ancing the first alternative (cf. GP 409). S1& giAiag ifvan ‘engage in
friendly relations’ (LSJ s.v. &ia A.1v.b). The replacement of the language
of oaths and truces with that of friendship, building on Cleanor’s rhet-
oric (5n.), makes for a reductio ad absurdum. &Bupiav: g.1.3n. Tous
oTpaTnyovs . . . oia memwdvBaoiv: the subject of this indirect exclamation
(CGCG 42.11) is syntactically integrated into the governing clause, as
object of 6pdvtas (prolepsis: CGCG 60.37; Smyth 2182). The perfect
(a present tense) suggests that the generals are envisaged as still being
alive. Sixnv émbeivan, a forceful variant for diknv AaPeiv, presents the
Greeks as active agents of just war against the Persians (cf. the same
phrase at Ages. 2.29); contrast Cleanor’s reliance on the gods (6). The
phrase is rare outside forensic and intra-state contexts. ouUv Toig Beoig:
3.1.23n. The gods are mentioned first, because their help underpins the
other good prospects which Xenophon will list. ToMAai . . . Kai KaAai
éATrides . . . cwTnpias: an implicit response to Phalinus’ advice at 2.1.19 to
resist if there is any hope of getting home safely (1&v pupicv éATidwy pia
Tis . . . owbijvan), but to try to save themselves (cwileoBar) any way they can
if there is none (undepia cwTnpias . . . éAis). Phalinus thought the second
alternative applied, but Xenophon now lists many good prospects. The
phrases moMai éAtides (e.g. Hdt. §.122.2, 5.30.6, 36.3; Thuc. 8.48.1; Eur.
Med. 1032-3) and éAris/&Amides owtnpias (e.g. Hell. 4.8.38; Thuc. 4.96.7,
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8.82.1; Eur. Hel. 1031; Ar. Thesm. 946; [Dem.] 49.46) are often used of
deluded or slender hopes; cf. also Nicias at Thuc. 7.77.1: ‘we must have
hope (éAtrida) — people have in the past been saved (éocfnoav) from more
terrible situations’ (see g6n. for other links with the closing stages of the
Sicilian expedition). The addition of kaAai is therefore not superfluous
(cf. e.g. Eq. mag. 7.3; Polyb. 2.70.7; Philemon fr. 197 K-A oi y&p 8edv
o€PovTes EATTiSas KaAas | gxouow eis cwTnpiav).

3.2.9 ToUTo 8¢ AéyovTos alToU TrrépvuTai Tis: sneezing was often regarded
as an omen (Lateiner 2005a: 9g—100); here it is a good one because it
coincides with Xenophon'’s uttering the word cwTnpias, as indicated by
singular ToUto and present Aéyovtos. TrpogekUvnoay TOv Bedv: Zeug
owtnp (one of Zeus’s Panhellenic cult-titles), as the omen suggests and
Xenophon’s next remark confirms (and Anth. Pal. 11.268.3 suggests that
ZeU odoov is a standard response to any sneeze). mpookUvnois is a form
of worship that involves certain bodily movements of devotion (not just
bowing: see Bowie on Hdt. 8.118.4); in Greece it is done for the gods, but
the Persians also performed (what Greeks interpreted as) mwpookUvnois for
their rulers (13n. on oUdéva . . . Tpookuveite), assisting the Greek belief
that all Persians were slaves to the king (3.1.177n.). For an ancient attempt
(presumably inspired by this passage) to explain why pooxuvnois is a suit-
able response to sneezing, see Ath. 2.66¢; it is similarly the response to
an omen at Cyr 2.4.19 and to a fart at Ar. Eq. 638-40. oiwvés: orig-
inally ‘bird’, but in classical times used for all sorts of omens, including
chance words (as in the formulaic phrase 8éxopa Tov oiwvév; cf. Lateiner
2005b: 36). eUfaoBal . . . Tols &AAois Beols Buoeav: for eUxouan ‘vow’, see
LS]J s.v. 11. The sacrifice, té1 Aii Té owTfipt kai T HpakAel . . . kai Tois &Ahoig
Bt Beois (4.8.25), takes place near Trapezus, the first Greek city the army
reaches. katd& SUvapiv: according to X.’s Socrates (Mem. 4.3.16), it is
generally accepted practice kata Suvapwv iepois 8eous dpéokeoban. Cf. also
Mem. 1.3.3; Hes. Op. 336; Arist. Eth. Nic. 1163b15-18, with Gray 2011:
304-6. tpn: 3.3.2n. &vatavatw THY xedpa: the same words (again
preceded by 8t Sokel TalTa) are used of voting at 33, 38 (cf. &p&tw TV
Xeipa at 5.6.33, 7.3.6), and also (presumably as a Xenophontic manner-
ism) at Lucian, Deor. Conc. 19, Nav. 31; Etym. Magn. s.v. xataxeipoTtovia.
Besides this political use in the imperative, the phrase was used in reli-
gious contexts such as prayers and oaths (e.g. Cyr. 6.1.3; Pind. OL 7.65,
Isthm. 6.41; Ar. Av. 623) —a usage that adds solemnity here. Voting by show
of hands was used in the Athenian assembly (Hansen 1991: 147), where it
was termed either xepotoveiv (not used in An.) or yneileobon (used in this
sense at 31, 33; originally of voting by casting a pebble); but the procedure
does not make the army a polis (Introduction pp. 4-6). éx TouTOU:
7n. trraigvicav: i.e. made the shout in mawv (associated with Apollo
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and so with healing and protection). This shout was often, as here, used
in moments of danger and impending struggle (e.g. Hell. 4.7.4; Eur. IT
1403—4) or as a refrain after prayers (e.g. Ar. Pax 45%); occasionally it
simply indicated rejoicing (e.g. 6.1.11). fipxeTo: sc. Tod Adyou (the full
expression at 7).

3.2.10 Tp@Tov pév: picked up by émarra 8¢ in 11. Throughout, the divi-
sions in Xenophon’s speech are clearly signposted, which is character-
istic of Gorgias (cf. MacDowell 17-18). The first good prospect is that
the gods will probably be on the Greeks’ side, a point made earlier by
Xenophon (g.1.21) and here prepared by Cleanor (5 oUte 8eous deioas).
éumreSoUpey . . . Sprous ‘we stand true to the oaths sworn to the gods’.
¢umedow is part of the official language used in the context of ratifying
oaths (cf. the parodic use at Ar. Lys. 211, 283). 1&®v 8eidv is objective
genitive with &pkous (cf. how verbs of swearing can be followed by accu-
satives of the entity sworn by, e.g. 6.6.17 8uvum Beols kai Beds). T&S
oTrovdds . . . AeAUkaotv: §.1.21N. oUtw & éxévTwv: 3.1.40nN. £ixog:
cf. @s (16) eikés (g.1.21n.), but here the argument from likelihood
is logical. On eikés-argumentation in early Attic oratory, see Gagarin
1994. ToUg peydAous . . . PovAwvTai: a common enough sentiment,
but with two twists. (a) X(enophon), presumably under Socratic influ-
ence, regularly associates the alternation between great and small with
a lack of piety (6.3.18, Mem. 1.4.16, with Ellis 2016); more commonly,
it is attributed to divine jealousy of human arrogance, prosperity or hap-
piness (e.g. Soph. Aj. 131-3; Hdt. 1.32.1, §.40.2—3, 7.10¢; Thuc. 7.77.3)
or else to less transparent divine laws (e.g. Hell. 6.4.23, a speech of Jason
of Pherae: 6 8eds . . . ToAA&kis Xaipel Tous pév pikpous peydAous o1&y, Tous
8¢ peydhous pikpous; Soph. EL g916-17; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 7.3.4; and,
without involvement of the gods, Hdt. 1.5.4). (6) Here the use of ocdilew
rather than peydhous Troieiv avoids the idea of circularity found in many
formulations of this sentiment, assimilating it to the rhetoric of salvation
in this speech. ké&v: 3.1.36n. eUmreTdds ‘easily’ — a characteristic of
divine action (cf. e.g. Hom. Il. 22.18-19: ToUs 8¢ céwoas | pnidics).

3.2.11 #raTa 8, Gvapviow y&p . . . iva eidfjTe: émaita 8¢ does not syntacti-
cally qualify a clause: Xenophon inserts a parenthetical, anticipatory yé&p-
clause (3.1.24n.), but proceeds to treat it as the leading clause, making
va €idfite depend on it (instead of saying €U ioTe). dvapviiow, followed by a
double accusative, is future indicative rather than aorist subjunctive, the
former being common when speakers announce a transition to a new
topic (cf. 14 ¢p&; Pelliccia 1995: 325-7). ToUs T®V TrPOoyovwv TV
fiueTépwv xvduvous: the Persian invasions of 490 and 480479 BC. Greek
does not usually employ possessive pronouns when ownership is clear,
but explicit references to ‘our ancestors’ may be formulaic in Athenian
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funeral orations (cf. Lys. 2.6 t&v fiuetépwv mpoydvwy, with Todd), and
here take on Panhellenic significance: Xenophon'’s audience consists of
Greeks from many different cities and in fact includes men whose ances-
tors fought on the side of the Persians (cf. Flower 2012: 180). Y3
&yabols Te . . . od1fovrai Te . . . ol &yaboi ‘how brave . .. and that. .. the
brave are saved’. &g followed by an adjective that denotes a measurable
quality often introduces an indirect exclamation rather than an indirect
statement (CGCG 42.11). Xenophon provides in advance the conclusion
his audience should draw from the ensuing story; wpootker, a word with
kinship connotations (cf. oi wpoofikovres ‘family relations’), suggests that
the Greceks’ bravery derives from their ancestors. Whereas Xcnophon'’s
previous point was that the gods deliver the pious (10n.), he now sug-
gests that they favour the brave. éA86vTwy . . . oTéAwe: Darius sent an
expedition to Greece in 490 BC in revenge for Athenian involvement in
the Ionian revolt, in particular the burning of Sardis (Hdt. 5.97-1035).
Emphasis on the size of the invading army (here stressed through a
mav- compound; cf. 3.3.13n.) is commonplace (e.g. Lys. 2.20; Pl. Menex.
2403; Isoc. 4.71). The Persian army was traditionally multi-ethnic, but the
explicit reference to the Persian allies here is pertinent, because it both
taps into Xenophon'’s audience’s recent experiences at Cunaxa (1.8.9)
and foreshadows the fact that they will have to pass through the territory
of many different peoples. avToi Afnvaior ToAufjoavTes éviknoav: at
Marathon. The Athenians’ ‘daring’ lay in their willingness to fight aiToi
‘by themselves’, i.e. before help from allies arrived (though they did in
fact receive help from Plataea). Both daring (e.g. Lys. 2.22) and fighting
alone (e.g. Pl. Menex. 240c; [Dem.] 60.10; Walters 1981) were patriotic
topoi of Athenian funeral orations that provided X(enophon) with suit-
able analogies for the present situation (cf. 3.1.16n.); significantly, he
does not add the standard rider in fourth-century rhetoric on Marathon
(for which see Marincola 2007: 115), namely that the Athenians secured
the ‘salvation of all Greeks’. Xenophon’s rhetoric need not, then, be
explained by Athenocentrism (Loraux 2006: 191) or seen as apologetic,
the exiled X. showing the Athenians that he exalted Athenian glory
(Luccioni 1947: g4 n. 28); cf. Flower 2012: 181.

3.2.12 eUf&uevor . . . #8ofev avTols: nominalive participle, as if ‘they
decided’ follows, but Xenophon shifts to the impersonal expression. The
vow mirrors the vow just made to Zeus Soter and other gods (g); it is
otherwise mentioned (with variations) only by Plut. Mor. 862b—c; Ael. VH
2.25; and I Ar. Eq. 660a. émréoous karaxavorev: indirect speech for
bdméoous &v katakdvwpey. For katakaivw, see g.1.2n. Herodotus (6.117.1)
puts the number of Persian casualties at 6,400. kaTtabloav: the com-
pound verb, often used of sacrificing animals, creates a (Gorgianic) jingle
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with kataxdvoiev (the simple verb is used later in the sentence). in
kai viv &moBuouctiv: the prefix &mo- signals the repayment of a debt. The
sacrifice was held on the sixth day of the Athenian month Boedromion
(i.e. late summer). Mention of it here reinforces the rhetoric about a
small army being victorious over a much larger one (45,000 goats should
have been sacrificed by now); suggests continuity between the past and
the present (cf. Due 1989: 31-8 on &11 kai viv in Cyr); and foreshadows
the festival for Artemis that Xenophon himself set up during his exile at
Scillus (5.8.9-13).

3.2.13 émwata: the asyndeton connects the two expeditions more closely
(contrast 11). Zépfns . . . ‘ENA&Sa: in 480 BC. v shows that Xenophon
refers to a generally known fact. For the uncountability of Xerxes’ army,
cf. Lys. 2.27; Herodotus (7.60.1) gives a global figure of 1,700,000 for his
ground forces, butclaims tobe unable togiveaprecise breakdown. évikwy
‘were victorious’; for imperfects that denote a state rather than incomplete
action, see CGCG $3.18; Smyth 1887. The imperfect is typically used in
listing victories; the aorist éviknoav (11) is used in a context in which there
is some stress on the battle itself (specified by UmooTfivar . . . ToAuficavTes)
(cf. Rood 1998a: 242-3). Toutwv: the demonstrative pronoun odtog
is the standard way of referring to one’s opponent in Attic courts, and is
repeatedly used of the Persians in this speech (14, 17, 21, 23). Kai KaT&
Yiiv kai kat& 8&AarTav: this formulaic phrase (x 15 in X.) groups together
the victories at Plataea on land in 479 Bc and at Salamis by sea in 480 BC
(obscuring the fact that Xerxes himself returned to Asia before Plataea).
Xenophon departs from their chronological order so as to highlight the
victory on land (the salient point in the present circumstances). Grouping
the battles also appeals to his Panhellenic audience (note the shift from
‘the Athenians’ to oi fuétepor pdyovor): though neither battle was fought
by a single city (cf. Hell. 6.5.34), Salamis came to be seen as an Athenian
victory, Plataea as a Spartan one (in Athenian funeral orations, Plataea is
given relatively short shrift and presented as having come about through
Athenian persuasion (Lys. 2.44—7) or Athenian and Spartan cooperation
(Pl. Menex. 241c)). @v ... T& TpéTTana ‘as tokens (predicative Tekufi—
pwx) of these things (v = connecting relative) it is possible (¢éo11: ggn.)
to see the trophies’. References to trophies are another stock element of
funeral orations (e.g. Gorg. DK 82 Bxb, 6; Lys. 2.20, 25; Pl. Menex. 240d).
In due course, the Ten Thousand will erect trophies over the Persians
(4.6.27, 6.5.32). N éAeubepic TGOV TroAcwv: the Persian Wars are tradi-
tionally represented as a fight for freedom over slavery (e.g. Thuc. 2.36.1;
Lys. 2.26, 44, 47; Pl. Menex. 240€; cf. 3.1.17n.). éytveode xai éTpaonTe
suggests both that the soldiers are the natural heirs to the generation that
fought the Persian Wars and that they have an obligation to preserve the
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values their ancestors taught them; the idea that citizens should repay
the cost of their upbringing to the polis through military service was com-
monplace (e.g. Lys. 2.70; Isoc. 6.108; Lycurg. 1.53; cf. Liddel 2007: 140—
1). oU8éva . . . Tpookuveite: gn. Hdt. 77.186.1 is the classic expression of
this cliché. 8ecétny (predicative: ‘as master’) is used to describe a relation
of ownership, especially of slaves (e.g. Oec. 12.18), and so contrasts with
éAeubepia.

3.2.14 ToloUTWYV pév éoTe Tpoydvwy ‘such are the ancestors from whom you
are sprung’. wpoyévwv is predicative (note the lack of article). ouU piv
&1 (GP 393) often corrects an assumption (here spelt outin the ds-clause,
which is anticipated by ToUT6 ye). &N’ ‘on the contrary’ introduces a
more relevant point. Athenian funeral orations similarly shift from the
Persian Wars to the current generation (Lys. 2.67-8; Pl. Menex. 246a),
but without pre-emptive moves against any possible misunderstanding of
the rhetoric; Xenophon adapts this rhetoric for his downcast Panhellenic
audience. The rhetorical move he rejects was familiar from Homer (e.g.
Il. 4.370—400: Agamemnon disparages Diomedes by praising his father
Tydeus). oUmrw ToMai fuipar &’ oU ‘it is only a few days since’ (in
fact about forty-five): supply eio1 with ToAAai fipépan; &g’ oU is formulaic for
‘since’, so agreement between o0 and fuépau is not required. TouTolg
Toig éxeivwy éxydvois: the remote demonstrative pronoun gkeivos for the
Persians of the past, oUtos for the current opponents. TroAAaTrAacious
Up&Y aUT@V . . . oUV Tois Beois: rather than being an adjective with ékyévoig
in the dative, ToAamAacious is used substantivally (‘many more men’)
and functions as object of évikate. The word implies comparison, and so
a genitive follows. Each word drives home the analogy with the Persian
Wars (roMatmiacious ~ TaumAnet (11), dvapiBunTov (13); évikaTe ~ éviknoav
(11), gvikwv (18); oUv Tols Beols ~ eu§auevor THi Aptémdt (12)). The battle of
Cunaxa is presented as a resounding victory, with due rhetorical exagger-
ation; see g.1.23n.

3.2.15: for Xenophon’s style here, see Introduction pp. 35-6. &1
indicates that Xenophon regards the point as obvious (g.1.2n.). Trepi
Tiis Kupou BaciAeias: Xenophon does away with Cleanor’s point that the
situation can still be understood in terms of Cyrus’ cause (5n.), prepar-
ing for his depiction of the current phase of the struggle as defensive.
His picture of selfless Greeks obscures the fact that they were mercen-
aries for whom material gain and other rewards were at stake. omroTE:
2n. Trepi . . . owTnpias is formulaic in the context of battles (Thuc.
6.69.3, 7.61.1, 70.7, in relation to the Athenian force in Sicily) and
deliberations (Thuc. 5.87, 88; Ar. Eccl. 396—7; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 29.2, 4,
with Rhodes 1972: 231-5); the underlying idea that wars on foreign soil
are really defensive and so should inspire greater bravery in the troops
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is a recurring theme in battle exhortations (e.g. Thuc. 4.95.2, 7.64,
with Luschnat 1942: 55; Leimbach 1985: 74; see 3.4.46n.). &ydv:
for the contest imagery, see §.1.16n. &nmou ‘surely’. TrpooTnKer:
11n. TrpofupoTipous: another topos of battle exhortations (e.g. Thuc.
6.68.4, 7.66.1), picking up the TéApa-rhetoric at 11.

3.2.16 &\A& pfv ‘moreover’. oUv Té TTaTpiwt gpoviuaTi: the point is
driven home by 16 wAfifos &uetpov and étoAufioate, which echo the earlier
presentation of the Persian Wars (11n.). weipav 1i8n éxere: for rhetor-
ical appeals to the advantage of experience of the same enemy, see Hdt.
9.46.2 (Athenian experience of the Persians); Kraus on Livy 6.7.4. ov
8édouat . . . SixeoBean: for the form 6éAouo, see 3.5.8n. Ascribing a lack
of fighting spirit to the enemy is standard rhetoric in battle exhorta-
tions (e.g. Thuc. 5.9.6). At Cunaxa, the Persian contingent opposite the
Greeks was soon in full flight, according to X.’s presentation of cvents
(1.8.21, 10.4). kai . . . évres ‘even though they are’ (concessive);
ToAamAdotor echoes oAAatrAacious (14). wpoonker through its kin-
ship connotations (11n.) picks up the earlier linking of the audience’s
recent success in fighting the Persians and their ancestors’ achievements
in the Persian Wars; the emphasis has now shifted from the Greeks’ debt
to their inheritance (cUv Té TaTpiwt gpoviiuaTt) to the confidence pro-
duced by experience.

3.2.17 undi pévror. .. & ‘again, do not think you are worse off (éxw plus
adverb: g.1.3n.) in this respect, if . . .’. ynd¢ adds a fresh point, uévror gives
force to the addition; the combination is rare (GP 410, with 413-14 on
positive kai . . . uévror). ToUTo points forward to el, which is occasionally used
instead of 81 to present a (distasteful) fact as a supposition (Wakker 1994:
291-2). For peiov, see 3.4.94n. oi Kupeior ‘those (sc. enemies, from 16
Tous ToAepious) connected with Cyrus’. This reference to the troops under
Ariaeus is a suitable starting point for Xenophon'’s refutatio (7-g2n.) as it
picks up the two previous speeches (2, 5nn.). For the adjectival form, cf.
1.10.1 16 KUperov otpatémedov; Thuc. 5.67.1 of Bpaoideior, with CT. The
phrase has been rejected by modern editors (see the apparatus) because
the first hand of C had a different (now illegible) reading and because
X. elsewhere (x 4 in Hell. and Ages.) and Isocrates (4.144) apply Kupeios/
Kupeior to the remnants of the Ten Thousand in Spartan service (later in
antiquity it became a way of referring to the Ten Thousand as a whole
(Polyaen. Strat. 7.16.1; Lib. Or. 18.79)). But the phrase need not have had
a specific connotation either when X. wrote An. or during the expedition
itself; the reference to non-Greek troops is clear from the context; and
Kupeior (suggesting their special status as troops selected by Cyrus himself)
makes for a good rhetorical climax after the dismissal of the king’s army,
increasing the indignation at their betrayal.  &geomixaow: Xenophon
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prepares for his next argument by speaking of desertion rather than
betrayal, as before. kakioves: Xenophon adds a tactical argument to
Cleanor’s moral one (5n.), namely that defectors are cowards and so bet-
ter in the enemy’s ranks than the Greeks’. The casuistical flavour is char-
acteristic of sophistic argumentation. Epuyov yoUv: yoUv ‘at any rate’
offers (minimal) evidence for the preceding statement (CGCG 59.54; GP
451). Xenophon conflates their flight in the battle of Cunaxa (1.9.31-
10.1) with their later decision to go over to the king. ToUg & éBédovTag
uyiis &pxev ‘men who are willing to take the lead in flight’, thereby per-
verting their proper duty of leading the charge; the implication is that
they may flee again, and that the other divisions of the enemy army will
then follow. ¢8¢Aovtas ironically plays on the positive connotations of vol-
unteering (for which see 3.3.18n.). ToAU kpeitTtov: sc. éoti. For the
argument that deserters are better in enemy ranks, cf. Dio Cass. 41.35.2
Tis 8’ ouk &v elfouTo ToloUTOUS Ekeiver oTpaTiwTas Udpal; Xenophon for-
mulates this argument as a general statement, making its validity seem
absolute and, perhaps, addressing anyone in his audience who may be
contemplating defection. év TH Auetépor T&fer: not just variation
for ouv fuiv (Tattopévors): Xenophon implies that cowardly barbarians
destroy the archetypal Greek 1485 (cf. 1.2.18, 5.4.20, 8.13). Cf. the abuse
of barbarian disorder in speeches at Thuc. 4.126.5 oUte y&p T&&iv ExovTes
aioyuvBeiev &v Mimreiv Tiva xwpav; Dio Cass. 88.45.4.

3.2.18 &i 8 Tig Uudv &Bupel introduces the next source of fear
that Xenophon will dispel, in accordance with the apagogic style
(7-32n.). oi puptor itrmels: the article is dismissive, referring to ‘the’
10,000 enemy horsemen the soldiers have, according to Xenophon, con-
jured up in their imagination. Earlier X. mentions reports of 6,000 horse-
men in the king’s army (1.7.11). UTro pév ydp iTrmou . . . &mréBavev: the
point is unpersuasive: soon the lack of cavalry will cause major problems
(3.3.8,9nn.; also e.g. 5.6.8, 6.5.29, 7.6.29), which Xenophon tries to over-
come by establishing a makeshift cavalry contingent (3.3.19, 2onn.). The
argument is presented in hyperbolic terms and with ‘a welcome sense of
humour’ (Usher 1969g: 78), which indicates that Xenophon is just doing
his best to assuage the soldiers’ fears (Rood 2004a: 314); cf. Crassus at
Dio Cass. 38.45.5, telling his soldiers not to fear barbarian shouting: gwvn
Te y&p oUdéva T ToTE AvBpd TV ATEKTEIVE. oi 8t &vdpes . . . yiyvnTan ‘but
the men are the ones who do whatever happens in battles’. The articles
are generic (CGCG 28.6; Smyth 1122-3). Xenophon prudently does not
spell out what actually happens in battles.

$.2.19 oUkoUvveryoccasionallyintroducesanewstepinanargument (Mem.
3.8.9, with GP 435), here that horses are not just useless but actually detri-
mental. Given that MSS constantly confuse oukoGv and oUkouv, it is possible
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to read a rhetorical question: olkouv . . . ; ‘isn’t it so that . . .? oAU,
repeated twice in anaphora, is hyperbolic. éxnuaros ‘foundation’: six
times in X., but otherwise attested in Attic only in tragedy, lyric parts of com-
edy and Plato, mostly in the late dialogues. It may be a pompous poeticism,
covering over the weakness of the argument, but its use in X. and Plato may
also indicate that, like other originally Ionic neuters in -ua, the word had
become part of ‘Great Attic’ (see Introduction pp. 27-8). KpépavTal
‘hang on’, a graphic exaggeration, though Persian and Greek horsemen
sat on cloths or rode bareback and had no stirrups, and so were easily
unseated if their horses suddenly reared (cf. Eq. 7.5-7; Evans 1986-7:
100). T6 kaTameoeiv: articular infinitive, functioning as the object of
gopoupevor (CGCG 51.39; Smyth 2034a). émi yfis PePnxoTes: the lack
of an article lends the phrase a solemnity (contrast Cyr. 5.2.15 émi yfis ‘on
earth’ with Cyr. 4.5.54 émi Tfs yfis ‘on the ground’) that contrasts with
the frivolous kpéuavtan. As often, the perfect of Baivew means ‘stand firm’
(LSJ s.v. A.2; cf. the etymologically related Bépaios). The alleged advantage
of hoplites over cavalry may owe something to rhetorical contrasts (e.g.
Thuc. 4.10.4) between land-battles, which are determined by courage, and
sea-battles, which are unpredictable (the association of horses or chariots
with ships was a literary and artistic commonplace; see Kowalzig 2013:
46 n. 27 for references). Trpogim ‘attacks’ (LSJ s.v. wpoéoeyn (i) 2).
étou: for ToUTtou & (relative attraction: $.1.8n.). évi povewr: the asyn-
deton is apt: Xenophon suddenly thinks of another point, and adds it
as an afterthought (a gesture may be envisaged). gevyav: for asyn-
deton following the explicit announcement of a point, see g.1.11n. The
climactic word, intended to raise a laugh, occupies the first position in the
clause. But there is irony here, as it is precisely the impossibility of pursu-
ing the enemy which makes the lack of cavalry so problematic: see 3.5.15,
and compare the soldiers’ fears at §.1.2(n.).

3.2.20 & 8¢ 81 (‘but suppose that actually’, cf. e.g. Thuc. g.40.4, 6.87.1)
<« BoppeiTe . . . 671 8¢ . . . ToUTO &xBeobe, okéyaobe: i governs Bappeite
(here plus accusative, ‘are confident about’) and &x8eo8e, the éti-clause
depends on ToUto &x8eoBe, and the main clause starts at okéyaoBe.
Xenophon’s loose way of connecting arguments is characteristic of the
apagogic style (7—32n.): he first concedes that the previous argument is
invalid or irrelevant, then introduces the next source of fear which he will
dismiss. kpeiTToV again signals Xenophon’s attempt to turn a definite
disadvantage into a positive asset (cf. 17, 21). pavepds: 3.1.36n. The
implication here is that Tissaphernes’ subsequent betrayal shows that his
earlier offer to guide the Greeks was deceptive. oUs &v fuels &vdpag
AapévTes . . . keAeUwpev ‘men whom we capture and order’. &vdpas, the ante-
cedent of oUs, is incorporated into the relative clause (CGCG 50.15; Smyth
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2536). T1 Trepi Hud&s &papTavwot ‘make a mistake in anything that con-
cerns us’; i underlines the complete powerlessness of the guides as envis-
aged by Xenophon. Tepl TaS EQUTADV YUXAS KAl TOHATA GUAPTAVOUST:
Tepi ToU owpaTos/ Tiis Wuxiis (kiwduvedw) is a common phrase in oratory to
refer to the risk of capital punishment (e.g. Antiph. 2.1.4, 2.4.5, 6.1), but
this amplified form, with both terms for ‘life’, appears to be unique (for
the pathos, cf. Dio Cass. 40.64.3). For the use of a single article with two
nouns that form a close unity, see Smyth 1143. Xenophon’s theory is put
into practice at 4.1.23-5.

3.2.21 T& 8t émThdaa is thrown forward as the new topic (cf. §.1.14(n.)
tyd ouv). wéTepov still depends on okéyace (20). wvelohar
kpelTTOV: contrast kpeittov Tiooapépvn: the occurrence of xpeitTov is now
predictable and so appears after the focus of the sentence, &bveioban (CGCG
60.23). fis: relative attraction (g.1.8n.). HIKP& MéTpa TroAAoU
&pyvupiou: a succinct and euphonic antithesis. wikp& uétpais in apposition to
T& ¢mTHdeia (see Smyth 981 on ‘partitive apposition’). Even under Cyrus,
the Greeks had trouble buying sufficient food at the market attached
to the army because of the high prices (1.5.6); see further g.1.2n. The
issue of provisions is raised again by Xenophon at g§4(n.). undt ToUTo
i1 Exovras: with &xovtas supply fiuds (subject accusative with cveioBon).
ToUTo refers back to &pyupiou. undé is used under the influence of Gveiota,
which, if negated, would take p1, not o (Smyth 2737). avyTous ‘our-
selves’. fivirep kpardpev: the full thought at gg. éméow ‘as large
as’; supply xpficbar from the main clause. Clearchus, by contrast, men-
tioned a potential lack of provisions as a reason to stick with Tissaphernes
(2.5.9), and the Greeks will in fact occasionally experience dangerous

shortages (4.1.9, 7.3).

3.2.22 & 8 TaUta piv . . . kpeiTTova (sc. éoTi): the same rhetorical move
as at 20(n.), but with a different formulation. Taita (proleptic: 8n.) pre-
pares for the contrast with Tous 8¢ oTtapous. &mopov ‘a difficulty’ (cf.
LSJ s.v. &mwopos 11 for 16 &mopov). But Xenophon also hints at the adjec-
tive’s regular meaning ‘impassable’ (e.g. &mopor in the following sen-
tence). peydAws: with éamatnbivan. SwaPavTes: see 2.4.13-24,
where the Greeks suspected that the Persians tried to coax them into
crossing the Tigris. & &pa: &pa in conditionals indicates surprise
(Wakker 1994: 346), here that felt by the soldiers when they discover
that what seemed a problem is in fact a sign of stupidity on the part of the
enemy. uwpéTaTov ‘as a very foolish thing’ (predicative); the superla-
tive only here in X. meroifkaotv: the perfect of an act that cannot be
undone (CGCG 33.34). Trpooiotot ‘for people who go . . ." A regular
generic use of the dative participle in geographical descriptions (Smyth
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1497). The implication is that the Greeks will be compelled to march to
the sources of a river and so live off the land of the Persians longer. In the
event, they march beyond the sources of the Tigris (4.4.3), though they
no longer follow the river after g.5 (where a plan to cross it is dismissed);
but in the mean time they have to cross the Zapatas (3.3.6) and, with
considerable difficulty, the Centrites (4.3.3-34). Rivers remain a problem
later in the march, too (5.6.9—10). Cf. the river image at Hell. 4.2.12.

3.2.23 i 8¢ ... paveiran: on the function of & 8¢, see 18n. Here the sug-
gestion is that even with two points conceded, all is not lost. For &i with
future indicative (Sijoouow from &Sinw ‘let through’ (LS s.v. 2)), see
3.1.13n. oU8’ &g fuiv ye &BupnTiov ‘not even so do weneed to despair’.
For the impersonal construction, see 3.1.7, g5nn. &s is demonstrative
(= oUTws: LYJ s.v. dos A.a.2-3), ye limitative (CGCG 59.53; GP 140), suggest-
ing that others might despair in such asituation. Muoous stands in pro-
lepsis (8n.). The Mysians were a people of Hellespontine Phrygia, most of
whom, according to Hell. Oxy. 24.1, were ‘autonomous and not subject to
the king’. oUs . . . tivar: Xenophon’s boast has an epic ring to it (e.g.
Hom. 1. 2.248-g o0 y&p &y oéo pnpi xeperdTepov BpoTdv &Adov | Bupevan), and
supports his argument that if the king would like to be rid of the Mysians,
he would a fortiori want to be rid of the Greeks; cf. Hell. 4.8.5 for a similar
argument involving free cities in Persia. BaciAéws &xovros: this phrase
(3-3-4n.) makes for the type of rhetorical jingle of which Xenophon is
fond in this speech. ToAA&s Te . . . woAais: the archaeological evidence
suggests that this is a rhetorical overstatement (Tuplin 2004a: 179). The
pairing of e8aiuwv and péyas is formulaic in descriptions of cities (x 11
in An.; cf. §.4.7n.); found already in Herodotus (5.31.3 (of an island),
8.111.2) and Aristophanes (Av. g7), it recurs in later historiography, and
its stylistic effect is discussed at Ps.-Aristid. Rh. 2.69 Patillon. Thoidag:
see Introduction p. . X. often links them with the Mysians as the prime
examples of peoples within the Persian empire who kept their indepen-
dence and were enough of a nuisance to require occasional military inter-
vention (1.9.14, Hell. 3.1.18, Mem. 3.5.26); Clearchus had suggested to
Tissaphernes that the Greek mercenaries could help him against both
(2.5.13). Avuxdovas 8¢ kai avuToi cibouev ‘as for the Lycaonians, we
have even seen for ourselves’. X. reported that Cyrus allowed the Greeks
to plunder Lycaonia as they marched through it (1.2.19), but not the
observation Xenophon makes here about the Lycaonians’ use of moun-
tain strongholds. Xenophon is thus shown to have a superior ability to
draw lessons from the army’s experiences (cf. Rood 2014: 78). Much
less is known about the Lycaonians from Greek sources than about the
Mysians and Pisidians (Tuplin 2004a: 179-81): hence Xenophon appeals
to autopsy for the former and to general knowledge for the latter (cf.
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repeated émoTapeda). TNV ToUTwv Xwpav kaptroUvTal: TouTwy refers to
the Persians. The picture Xenophon sketches here is almost one of ‘inter-
nal colonization’, with the Lycaonians taking over the exploitation of
Persian soil (Tuplin 2004a: 179). A fictitious story about the Chaldaeans
ravaging Armenian territory from their mountain strongholds at Cyr. g.2
is perhaps inspired by his experience with the Lycaonians.

3.2.24 kai fuds 8 &v épnv Eywye: for kai . . . 8¢, see 3.9.2n. The use of
the counterfactual construction (‘I would (almost) say’) is explained
by &M\& . . . 8¢doka (25). ye qualifies the entire phrase rather than ¢y
alone (GP 122); the pronoun, used in a late position in the clause, need
not be emphatic (Dik 2003). HNTTw @avepoUs eival . . . s aUTol Trou
oikfoovTas: cs with future participle here indicates pretence rather than
purpose (CGCG 52.39): countering the soldiers’ earlier fear that the king
might try to keep them within his empire (2.4.4), Xenophon argues that
they should give the king the impression (cf. pavepous; also &i éwpa at the
end of this section) that they may settle in the Persian empire, and so
coax him into helping them leave. Xenophon does not regard permanent
settlement as a genuine alternative to returning to Greece. Cf. 2.4.22
for Persian fears that the Greeks may permanently settle in their lands,
and Hdt. 2.103.2 for an example of part of an invading army settling
abroad. oida: boldly presented as a certainty, the following claim does
not convey what Xenophon thinks may actually happen, but encourag-
ingly suggests that the soldiers’ distress at being in Persia is matched by
the king’s distress at having them there. TrOAAOUS MEV . . . EKTTEMWYEIVS
for the repetition of &v without a verb, see Smyth 1766; for the genitive of
the articular infinitive with purpose value, see CGCG 51.46; Smyth 2032e.
Xenophon imagines a scenario in which the king allows the Mysians safe
passage out of his realm and offers them hostages as a security against
deception (a common practice: Amit 1970: 133—4). The emphatic
anaphora of moAous underlines the king’s putative desperation, but is
somewhat empty, as the quantity of guides and hostages matters less than

their quality (cf. 7.4.24 for a bad sort of hostage). &86Aws is a common
word in treaties and oaths of peace (e.g. 2.2.8, .26, Hell. 3.4.6; cf. Thuc.
5.18.9, 23.2, 47.8, all citations of actual treaties). 68otroincai y’: the

most far-reaching and costly measure the king would take — road-build-
ing — is stressed by ye. The formulation may suggest knowledge of royal
roads (Tuplin 2004a: 173 n. 62). Xenophon later envisages the Greek
cities on the coast of the Black Sea repairing or building roads for the
Ten Thousand to be rid of them (5.1.13-14). xai £i ‘even if’ stresses
the king’s eagerness: four-horse chariots would require wide roads of high
quality. But while such chariots were used in Assyrian and Persian armies
(cf. 1.8.10 for scythed chariots at Cunaxa), the idea of Mysians possessing
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them is fanciful. The Greeks associated four-horse chariots above all with
the heroic past (hence Té8pimrmos is frequent in tragedy (e.g. Eur. Hipp.
1212)) and with the Panhellenic games (e.g. Hdt. 6.103.2). oi8’ ém
is parenthetical (cf. g.1.16n.). Tpro&opevos ‘thrice-pleased’ does not
recur until late antiquity, but the formation is of a familiar type; cf. e.g.
Tpicuakap/ Tpiocuakdpios, Tp1odABios, found in epic and drama.

3.2.25 &\A& yép: with &\A& Xenophon breaks off the current topic (6n.),
with yé&p he explains why (CGCG 59.57). His fear does not concern what
will happen if they actually settle (never a serious proposal), but what will
happen if they linger long enough to give the king the impression that
they will. &v = £av. {ijv . . . ProTevav: the use of near-synonymous
verbs is a Gorgianic touch (e.g. DK 82 B11.7 &vépws ép1&ofn kai &8ikwg
UBpichn). PloTedw is common in X., but otherwise rare in classical prose.
The dangers of Persian luxury are a familiar theme in fourth-century
texts, e.g. Cyr. (Gera 1993: 59-60, 76-7); for the specific connection
between luxury and idleness, cf. Isoc. 4.132 (on Greek subjects of Persia
in Asia Minor). xai Mn8wv . . . xai TTepodv: the combination of names
is unusual in Greek and found in military contexts (Simon. FGE 11, 13
West; Thuc. 1.104.2; Tuplin 2003b: 352). The Persians took over power
from the Medes (3.4.8n.), but Medes continued to form part of the rul-
ing elite (Briant 2002: 24-7); in Cyr Median ornamentation corrupts
Persian simplicity. Any of these associations (military victory, elite status,
fine living) may explain their pairing here; the amplification contin-
ues in the two paired expressions that follow, each with an increasing
number of syllables. kaAais kai peydAais: this frequently combined
pair of adjectives is applied to women in Homer (x g in the Odyssey)
and later authors (e.g. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 14.4; Heliod. 7.2.1); it associ-
ates female beauty with height (Tuplin 2004a: 156; pace Llewellyn-Jones
2010, peydAais cannot mean ‘fat’). Given that female beauty was seen by
the Greeks as a hallmark of the Persian court (Briant 2015: 326-30),
the phrase offers another fanciful suggestion of the ready availability
of elite women. yuvai§i kai mapbévois: except in medical writings, a
rare expression; here it is a vaunt of sexual potency. Marriage and sexual
violence were part of the imagery, and doubtless the reality, of Greek
colonization (Dougherty 1993: 61-80). optAeiv, used of a variety of
social relations, here has sexual overtones (cf. e.g. Mem. 2.1.24 Todixkois
SHAGY). uf dorep oi AwTogdayor: pfyis repeated after the long interven-
ing conditional clause. The Lotus Eaters were encountered by Odysseus
during his return to Ithaca; those of his companions who ate from the
lotus plant forgot about their journey home and had to be forced on
board ship by Odysseus (Hom. Od. 9.83—104). They were placed by geog-
raphers on the north coast of Africa (Hdt. 4.177). Xenophon is either
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using Awtogdyor of Odysseus’ companions, casting himself as Odysseus,
or suggesting that the tribe was composed of (descendants of?) travel-
lers who forgot to return home. Dwelling among the Lotus Eaters was
used as an image for yielding to pleasure (e.g. Pl. Rep. 560cs; Heraclit.
All. 70.3). Here too the allusion’s connotations are negative: by settling
in the Persian empire the Greeks will forget their true identity (Dillery
1995: 62). For another explicit Odyssean allusion, see 5.1.2; cf. Lossau
1990; Gray 2011: 143—4.

3.2.26 ¢ikdg kai Sikatov: the terms do not carry their full semantic force;
the phrase is a solemn way of saying ‘expedient’ (cf. Thuc. 5.9o; Pl. Crat.
438€6). &pixveioBan kai émSeifan: the present infinitive of an enterprise
which may not be completed, the aorist of what they can certainly do if
they arrive back home. éxovTes évovtar ‘they are poor on purpose’.
Demaratus in Herodotus (7.102.1) tells Xerxes that ‘poverty has always
been endemic to Greece’ — but he then insists that Greeks keep it at bay
through their &pett). Poverty could also be viewed positively, as a source of
hardiness (e.g. Ar. Plut. 558-61; Pl. Rep. 556c8—e1). But while Xenophon
is in one way appealing to that ideal, his rhetoric is not serious, as is shown
by his concluding appeal to greed (g9n.), which matches the behaviour
throughout the expedition of the Greek soldiers (who are motivated
by greed) and of Xenophon himself (who desires wealth in order to be
able to help others). It also runs counter to proposals to alleviate poverty,
whether by economic reforms (Por:) or by migration to the western parts of
the Persian empire (Isoc. 4.131-3, 5.120-3). é§ov . . . Opa&v: £E6v (con-
cessive accusative absolute participle) is commonly used of feasible but
rejected opportunities (cf. 2.5.22, 6.6, 5.6.3); for accusative kopicapévous
after altois, see g.1.5n. on é\8évTa; TAoucious goes with Tous TohiTedovTag
and is predicative (‘to see them being prosperous’). Xenophon contin-
ues with the idea of settling in the Persian empire, but again at the level
of fantasy. He is not substituting a non-serious plan for immediate settle-
ment with a serious long-term plan, along the lines proposed by Isocrates,
to solve the problem of poverty (which, unlike in the previous clause, is
here conceived as restricted to particular groups within Greece). &G
y&p: 25n. Tayaba: 3.1.21n. Sfjlov 6Tz parenthetical. TRV
kpaTouvTwy éoTi: the generalization (while keeping open the possibility of
a future attack on Persia) concludes the second section of the speech by
repeating its main theme, the need to fight and win now.

8.2.27 ToUto &t 81 Aéyewv explicitly sets up the final section, where
Xenophon considers how the army can ensure success. (Y5
dogpadiorata underlines Xenophon’s leadership credentials (cf. its
repeated use by Clearchus in the mutiny scene (1.8.11)); when he con-
sulted the oracle (g.1.6), by contrast, his (aristocratic and individual)
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ambitions were to make the journey k&Miota kai &pioTa. el ... 8tou
the potential conditional prudently presents this as a remote possibility
(CGCG 49.8). TrpdTov pév: 10n. It is picked up by éraita and then by
i1 5¢ (28). fpn: 3.3.2n. kaTakaloal . . . cupgépni: the way in which
the baggage wagons and animals ‘act as general’ (see 2.2.13 for another
striking metaphorical use of otpatnyeiv) is explained in the following
&Mé-clause. The animals still determine the march formation (g6n.)
and, even after a cull (4.1.12-14), the route (4.1.24, 2.10, 6.17); they
also remain vulnerable to attack (4.2.13, 5.12) and weather conditions
(4.5.4). The wagons will have carried most of the items which Xenophon
will nominate for destruction and perhaps other spare gear and provi-
sions (cf. 1.7.20, 10.18); cf. 3.4.92n. for difficulties caused by the loss
of the wagons. T&s okNvas ouykatakaboar: the infinitive still depends
on Bokel por. The troops started the expedition with tents because they
thought they were marching on Pisidia (3.1.4n.), where spring was rainy
and cool; from now on, they sleep under the open sky except when they
are able to quarter in villages (e.g. 4.5.25) (Lee 2007: 122). «U ‘in
their turn’. &xAov . . . &yeaw ‘a trouble . . . to bring along’ (presum-
ably on pack animals after the destruction of the wagons). The tents
may have consisted of leather panels (cf. 1.5.10), but other details are
uncertain (e.g. how many men they housed); within a mercenary army
differences might be expected. Cf. van Wees 2004: 107; Lee 2007: 122-3.
ouvweeholot . . . Exav: Xenophon suggests that only two aims matter in
the current situation; in line with his remarks on the Greeks’ physical
endurance at g.1.23, he does not mention the protection tents might
have provided against extreme weather conditions. For the general’s duty
to secure access to provisions, see 1.3.11, Mem. 3.2.1.

3.2.28 11 8¢ ‘and moreover’. TV &AWV . . . &raAA&wuev: hortatory
aorist subjunctive (3.1.24n.). Superfluous items may have included extra
sets of clothing and certain tools (cf. Lee 2007: 123) as well as goods plun-
dered along the way (1.2.19, 2.4.27). AN éoa ‘except for everything
which’ (= A ToooUTwv 8oa). Some sort of common store of booty must
still have been kept (3.3.18n.). TroAépou . . . Exopev: the same two aims
as 27(n.). iv’ .. . okevogopdor: Xenophon adds a consideration about
maximizing the size of the fighting force to his earlier considerations
about manoeuvrability and speed. The implication is that there were not
many non-combatant baggage-handlers. kpaTtoupivwy ‘of those who
are conquered’ is best taken as a possessive genitive with wavta, thrown
forward to balance fjv 8¢ kpat@uev. dAASTpIa is predicative. yé&p belongs
to the whole sentence: keeping their possessions is pointless whether they
lose or win; cf. Livy 9.23.13, where a general in similar straits orders the
burning of a camp while promising that the losses ‘will be made up for by
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spoils’. émiotaode is indicative (cf. 3.1.46n.). The thought is indeed a
cliché: Aristotle (Pol. 1255a7) presents it as a generally agreed practice
that the spoils of war belong to the victors; cf. 5.6.13, 32, Cyr 5.2.23; Pl. Leg.
626bg—4 for similar formulations. fiv 8¢ kpatdpev: after formulating
the negative outcome as a general statement in the pév-clause, Xenophon
applies the positive outcome only to the current situation. Kai Toug
TroAepious . . . vopilewv ‘we must regard even the enemy as our pack-bearers
(predicative oxeuogdpous)’, sc. because they would have too many posses-
sions to carry by themselves. The image is humiliating for the enemy (cf.
g.1.30n.).

8.2.29 Aorwév: another explicit division marker (10n. on mp&Tov pév; cf.
Gorg. DK 82 B11a.19g 16 & Aorév éotwv), here reinforced by kai péyiotov
and so climactic. op&te yap xtA: Xenophon explains (yap) why the
point is important before stating the point itself (30 8¢t odv). The impor-
tance of the point is established by the claim that the Persians seized the
generals so that the Greek army would destroy itself through &ra€ic; this
inferred motivation is in line with Xenophon’s own reasoning at 3.1.38(n.)
and more plausible to his audience because the Persians’ alleged hope
almost came true (3.1.3n.). The point itself is that the generals must be
vigilant and the whole army disciplined. Kai ToUg TroAepious: prolep-
sis (8n.). kai is here climactic (GP $16-17), emphasizing the surprising
shift to the enemy’s considerations. oU Trpéodev . . . éTéAuncav implies
both that the Persians previously lacked daring (cf. 11, 16(nn.)) and
that their current daring in ‘bringing on the war’ (the elaborate expres-
sion (LSJ s.v. ¢kgépw 11.7) is mocking) is based solely on the expectation
that the leaderless Greeks will disintegrate. SVTWY piv TOV &pXOVTWY
‘as long as we had our commanders’. Sc. possessive fiuiv; understand-
ing dvTwv as ‘were alive’ is less likely (cf. Kahn 1973: 243 n. 19). Kai
fiudv wabouévwv anticipates the argument that discipline depends on a
collaborative effort of commanders and common soldiers. The inclusive
first-person plural subtly suggests that Xenophon knows how to follow as
well as how to lead. Aapévres 8¢ . . . évomlov: rather than keeping the
pév- and dé-clauses both dependent on vopilovtes, Xenophon starts a new
main clause; évoulov throws the Persians’ false expectations into greater
relief. &vapyial . . . &woAécBou: &v goes with the infinitive, representing
a potential construction (&mwéAowTo &v) in indirect discourse (CGCG 51.27;
Smyth 1848). The basic sense of dvapyia is ‘lack of a leader’ (LS] s.v. 1; cf.
Demades fr. 15 de Falco = Plut. Mor. 181f, comparing Alexander’s army
after his death to the blinded Cyclops).

3.2.30 &¢i: 3.1.40n. oAU . . . § wpéadev: the anaphora of woAy (to be
connected with émpeAeotépous and edtakToTépous, respectively) and the
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repetition of viv and mwpdoBev at the end of each clause (cf. the repetition
of #) T61¢e at 5.8.19) drive home the need for change. émpéAaia (‘attentive-
ness’) is a key term in X.’s theory of good leadership (Sandridge 2012:
51—7): it includes paying attention to one’s own safety (cf. Cyr 1.6.5),
and so here may hint that the former generals were careless; it also
means being attentive to subordinates (cf. Cyr. 2.1.11, Eq. mag. 6.3, Mem.
3.9.10—11), which creates obedience and loyalty (because the soldiers
know that their leader wishes the best for them and that they are being
watched); cf. g.1.37n. Of the former generals, Clearchus relied only on
coercion (2.6.8-12), Proxenus was too soft (2.6.19), and Meno won obe-
dience by complicity in the soldiers’ wrongdoings instead of by making
them better (2.6.27) (cf. Gray 2011: 38-9).

3.2.31 yneicacfar depends on &¢i. For the verb, see gn. on dvartewdrw
T Xelpa. ToV &ei Uuddv évruyyavovta ‘whoever of you happens to be
there on each given occasion’; for the generic use of the articulate par-
ticiple, see CGCG 52.48; Smyth 2052. oUv . . . xoA&lewv: Xenophon
stresses the collaborative nature of the relationship between leaders and
followers, but acknowledges that some form of coercion may be neces-
sary. This realistic touch is characteristic of X. (cf. Mem. g.5.5—6, Hier.
10.1-3, Eq. mag. 77.10). &ragia was considered a grave punishable offence
in Sparta (Hell. 3.1.9) and elsewhere (GSW 11.238-43). éyeuopivor
toovran: for the (regular) periphrastic construction of the future per-
fect middle-passive, see CGCG 20.7. THde . . . TH Auépar: the idea of a
single decisive day is a rhetorical commonplace, found e.g. in pre-battle
speeches (Cyr. 3.3.37; Thuc. 5.9.9); here it marks a new start in a long
campaign. pupious . . . KAeapxous: despite the implied criticism of
Clearchus (gon.), his stern discipline is here held up as a positive exam-
ple. For the rhetorical use of names in the plural, cf. e.g. Hdt. 4.143.2
Meyapalous . . . TooouTous; Lib. Decl. 10.1.37 moMoUs €81 OepioTokAéas eivat
Tt oAl

3.2.32 &AA& y&p: 25N kai signals impatience (cf. GPg16) and so con-
veys the impression that Xenophon suddenly wakes up to the urgency
of the situation. Trepaiveiv probably means ‘bring (the speech) to
a conclusion’ rather than ‘put words into action’; for the rare abso-
lute use, cf. Hell. 6.2.30. Gpa: sc. ¢oTi. iows . . . TapéoovTal: the
first time in the assembly that the proximity of the enemy is openly
acknowledged. émxupwodTtw: the word (only here in X.) is asso-
ciated with the Athenian assembly (Thuc. g.71.1, 5.45.4; cf. Eur. Or
862). ipywt mepaivnTan ‘it may be accomplished in action’, a dif-
ferent sense of mwepaivw from its previous occurrence (paronomasia: cf.
g.1.21n.). el ... Sidaokav: for Taitm ‘this way’, cf. LS] s.v. o0tos C.8.4.c.
Used absolutely, 818&okew means ‘explain, show by argument’ (LSJ s.v. 11).



COMMENTARY: 3.2.33-2.34 125

For openness to better suggestions, cf. Mem. 4.8.11; Hom. Il. 14.107-8;
Ap. Rhod. 1.665-6. X. makes such openness a conspicuous characteris-
tic of the elder Cyrus (Cyr 4.4.8, 6.2.24, 39, 4.19, 8.3.2). ToAuG&TW,
together with adverbial kai, acknowledges that some soldiers may be
reluctant. 6 iBiwtng: 6 is generic. idiwoTns, generally used of anyone
not occupying an office or taking an active part in affairs, here excludes
the elected commanders of the army (cf. 1.3.11 oUte oTpaTnyod olTe
idioTou). The term was used in Athens for citizens who occasionally spoke
on their own initiative in the assembly (Rubinstein 1998: 141-3). Neither
here nor at 37-8 do any of the private soldiers step forward. Kowfis
cwtnpias: the pithy phrase summarizes the key theme of the speech. The
emphasis on the importance of the collective contrasts with the end of
Xenophon’s first speech (3.1.25n.); there he was addressing captains,
here the whole army.

3.2.33 Mer& rabra: for the asyndeton, see 7n. gimev: §.1.15N. on
EAegev. &\\: 4n. Here it is adversative, rejecting Xenophon’s pro-
posal to open the floor. Twvog &Aov 8¢1 “anything clse is needed’ (lit.
‘there is a lack of something else’ (LS] s.v. 8¢w B.1)). kai a¥Tika ‘in a
moment, too’. After Xenophon’s mention of the enemy (32n.), a sense
of urgency pervades these last exchanges. Touiv: i.e. make further
suggestions (as Xenophon had proposed). kai dtwt . . . &wavres: the
same sequence at g(n.), but here with asyndeton before &vétewav, which
reflects the speed with which the proposal is ratified (rather than ‘a cer-
tain naive awkwardness’ (GPxlv)).

3.2.34 waAwv giwe Zevogddv: after wéAw, Xenophon is the expected subject
and stands after the verb in an unmarked position. Contrast Xepicogog
eimev (33): after Xenophon'’s invitation to speak, it is expected that
someone will, and so the salient information, Xepicogos, comes before
the verb (CGCG 60.23). Trpoodeiv: the fact that Xenophon takes up
Chirisophus’ invitation to say what else is needed ‘in addition to what
Xenophon had said’ marks out his distinctive insight. He may have delib-
erately omitted the points he is about to make in the hope that some-
one with more experience would take up the baton (he becomes notably
more cautious in what follows). T& éimThdaia: taking care of provisions
comes first, as one of a general’s most important duties (27n.). Earlier
(21), Xenophon had argued that it was better to take provisions from the
enemy rather than to buy them; now he thinks of a concrete opportunity
to do so. &xouw ‘I have heard/been told’ (CGCG 51.19). As elsewhere
(3.3.16n.), the introduction of information in a speech by Xenophon
rather than in the earlier narrative highlights his strategic grasp; how he
obtained the information is left unclear. ou TAéov . . . &mexoucas: the
negative formulation (‘no more than’) implies that the villages can easily
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be reached; contrast the use of the same phrase at §.3.11(n.) when the
army actually reaches the villages (after journeying 25 stades).

3.2.35 oUk &v oUv Baup&lowu: with odv, Xenophon draws the inference
that, since it is clear (cf. 8fjdov &1 at 34, i.e. to everyone, also the enemy)
that they must move, the enemy has probably settled on a strategy of pur-
suit. The potential optative conveys a cautious suggestion (CGCG $4.13;
Smyth 1826). Throughout this part of the speech, Xenophon is careful
to stress the uncertain outcome of his proposals. ti ... dorep oi Serkoi
KUves . . . €l kai aUToi: the article is standard with generalizing plurals
(CGCG 28.6; Smyth 1123). After the sonically expressive simile (note the
frequency of 8- and k-sounds), &i is repeated for clarity; the connection
between the comparatum and comparandum is established by adverbial xai
(‘they themselves, too’, with autoi picking up oi moAépior) rather than
oUtws. The qualification of the dogs as deidoi continues the rhetoric of
16; but the Persians fall short of the dogs (¢raxoMouBoiev suggests greater
hesitation than 8ikoxouot) while the Greeks are braver than the ‘passers-by’
(they ‘march away’ (&moUow) rather than flee (gelyouow)). The simile
(which is imitated by Dio Chrys. 8.17) resembles the dog simile at Hom.
Il. 17.725—9, but X., the author of a treatise on hunting with hounds
(Cyn.), is in any case fond of dog similes (and Socrates often draws anal-
ogies between man and dog; e.g. Mem. 2.7.13—4, 4.1.3), often specifying
the character of the dog involved (cf. e.g. Hell. 2.4.41, Cyr. 1.4.15, 21, with
SAGN1v.475).

3.2.36 iows continues the tentative tone. &o@aléoTepov: 2/7N. ON G
dopaiéoToTA TAaigiov: a TAadotlov was originally a rectangular frame
used in construction (Dover on Ar. Ran. 800); for metaphors as indic-
ative of a military linguistic register, see Introduction p. g2. Here it is a
rectangular formation with hoplites on all sides protecting the baggage
carts and camp-followers in the middle. It was not a new formation for
armies on the march: X. notes that ethnic contingents in the Persian army
employed it, though without non-combatants in the centre (1.8.9), while
Thucydides mentions its use by Brasidas when he extricated a Spartan
army from mountainous Lyncestis (4.125.2—3) and by the Athenians in
their unsuccessful withdrawal from Syracuse (7.78.2) — both significant
intertexts for An. (see 3.3.12-18, 4.3, 38—43nn. for the former, 3.1.2,
2.8, 15, 4.20, 5.16nn. and Ehrhardt 1994 for the latter). While earlier
the army marched in a long line whose width could be varied to impress
the enemy (2.4.26), the new formation provided a clear structure for the
retreating army, with defence for the non-combatants and reassurance for
the soldiers that their supplies and any remaining loot were well protected
(cf. 7.8.16). Xenophon does not specify the position of the light-armed
troops, although in the retreat they will play a vital role in co-ordination
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with the hoplites (3.3.7, 8, 4.3, 15, 28, 38nn.; Best 1969: 56—78). fuTv:
for the accusative participle after the dative, see g.1.5n. T&V émAwv: for
&mAa = émAiTan (a common usage), see LSJ s.v. mdov 111.4. iva...cin a
purpose clause with an oblique optative in primary sequence is occasion-
ally found in tentative proposals; cf. 2.4.4 (as here, with a subjunctive in
some MSS) and Cyr g.1.11 (K-G 11.383). 6xMos is a general term for
the noncombatants in the army in X. (attendants, slaves, captives, male
and female companions; cf. Lee 2007: 259-73). év &opaAeoTtipun: the
repetition (cf. dopaiéoTtepov) underscores the interdependence of the
army’s components. viv &mroSeixfein: aorist passive of amwodeikvuut ‘set-
tle’; the following indirect questions are subject. Xenophon stresses the
need to make a decision about the leadership structure now, since the
situation is critical. Tivas Xp1 . . . koopeiv ‘who should lead the square
and organize the front’. Not a tautology: the commander(s) of the van-
guard (the most prestigious position) will also steer the whole formation
in the right direction. Plural tivas for the front (as well as for the back
and sides) seems to require a minimum of eight commanders in total,
while only seven have been elected. Since the first printed edition, tiva
has often been printed, by error or conjecture, but it imposes a false pre-
cision: Xenophon keeps all options open before nominating Chirisophus
for the front position. Diodorus’ claim (14.27.1) that Chirisophus was
sole leader is due to misinterpretation of #yeic8n here or at g7 (cf.
3.1.25n.) and perhaps recollection of 6.1.32, where he is elected leader;
for Chirisophus’ position, cf. further 3.3.3, 4.38nn.; Stylianou 2004: 72.
émi TV TAeupdv ixaripwy ‘on each of the two flanks’. mAeupd, originally
a ‘rib’ or ‘flank’ of a body (and applied to a ship’s frame at Thgn. 513),
is found in a military sense first in X. (x 4, all in An. g, where formations
are a particular concern); cf. synonymous wAeupév, used twice in Cyr (and
earlier at Soph. Aj. 874 of one side of a naval encampment). The rare
adjectival plural éxatépwv (again at g7) stresses that the flanks are sepa-
rate units. émoBogpulaxkeiv ‘command the rear’ (LS] s.v. 11); cf. 3.3.7n.
on émofopUAakes. Tois TeTaypévors refers to the troops rather than the
generals.

3.2.37 € piv oUv . . . éxéTw: for uiv olv, see g.1.19n. Xenophon makes
the same request as at 32(n.). ei 8¢ ufi: Xenophon is to be imagined
as briefly pausing before this sentence; compare 38, where the narrative
explicitly reports a pause. fiyoiro: cautiously expressed as a wish rather
than an order; some MSS make Xenophon sound more imposing, read-
ing imperative fyyeicfw here and/or hortatory subjunctive dmofoguAakiduey
later on. ki AakeSaipdvios: adverbial kai presumably implies ‘in addi-
tion to all his other qualifications’ (left unspecified) (cf. GP 296-7).
Being Spartan is a qualification because, since the battle of Plataea (13n.),
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Spartans had a reputation for being the best at hoplite warfare (Cartledge
1977: 11), and because Sparta was the supreme power in Greece at this
time. T&V 8 wAeUp&V . . . émpedoioBny ‘may two of the oldest gener-
als have command over each of the flanks’, i.e. two pairs of two: éxatépwv
should have a distributive meaning with numerals (cf. e.g. Cyr. 8.3.9, where
els TeTpakioyidious is divided into Swoyihior . . . ékaTépwBev). This interpreta-
tion has the advantage of giving all seven generals a role. Cobet’s emended
text, 8Uo Te TPeoPuUTATwW oTPaTNy®, is accepted by many editors and taken
to mean ‘may the two oldest generals have command over the two flanks’
(i.e. one general on each flank); but ¢ 8Yo would be expected for ‘the
two’, and the definite description ‘the two oldest generals’ does not fit
the distributive meaning of ékatépwv. That Xenophon describes four
in a group of seven generals as ‘the oldest’ (also at 3.3.11(n.)) can be
explained by the importance of age-based status in Greece (cf. g.1.14n.);
later X. calls Sophaenetus and Philesius toUs rpecputdrous Tév oTpatnyév
(5-3-1), and Sophaenetus alone mpeopuTaros . . . Té@V oTpatny®dv (6.5.13)
(cf. also 3.1.4’7n. on Cleanor). It is also an astute rhetorical move, flattering
those left on the flanks. oi vewTaTou: the rear was less prestigious, but
in a retreat it was the area of greatest danger and so offered an opportu-
nity to win distinction. In the following narrative X. will focus above all on
Chirisophus as leader of the vanguard and on Xenophon in the rear. To
viv eivan ‘for the time being’. elvau is absolute infinitive, with limitative value
(CGCG 51.49; Smyth 201 2c¢); 16 qualifies viv, turning the punctual adverb
into an expression for a period of time (cf. Rijksbaron 2006a).

3.2.38 mapwpevor: Xenophon presents the first formation emphatically
as a trial, proposing revisions on ‘each given occasion’ (&ei, as at g1); the
present participle indicates a prolonged process of trial and error. For
revisions of the formation, see 3.3.12-19, 4.19-23nn. el ... AefaTw:
for the rhetorical move, see g2n. on ¢ . . . 813&okew. STwt . . . xelpa:
the same formulaic phrase at g(n.). #80§e TaUTa: the formula (for the
asyndeton, cf. g§3n. on kai &twt . . . &mTavTes), used five times in An., some-
times of decisions by the generals alone, recalls that used to introduce
Athenian decrees on inscriptions: £5o€ev (Tfit PouAijt kai) Té@1 Sfpwr (e.g.
ML 25, 52). But here it is a formula of ‘participatory’, not necessarily
ideologically democratic, approval (Hornblower 2004a: 244).

3.2.39 vUv Toivuv emphatically marks the transition from argumenta-
tion to the final appeal, in which Xenophon underlines the need to put
theory into practice immediately; this closural use (found also at g.1.37)
is frequent in Lysias (e.g. 18.23, 27.16, 30.30) and Demosthenes (e.g.
19.311, 24.200Q). SoTis Te . . . SoTIg TE . . . Kai €l Tig 8¢: triple anaphora
with a slight variation in the last member to bring out the tentativeness
of the last suggestion; not everyone would be willing to acknowledge a
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financial motivation. The repetition of weip&obw acknowledges the effort
required. ToUs oikeious émiBupel iSeiv looks back to 3.1.3. &vnp
ayafos: 3.1.21n. oU yap foTwv . . . TUxeiv: EoTiv = E§eoTv, as the accent
shows. The negative formulation emphasizes that the soldiers must now
dispel any other thought. Unlike Xenophon’s practical proposals, the
need for bravery is non-negotiable. {fijv émBupel . . . éoTi: it is not
enough merely to try to be brave, the army must also try to win. The
rhetoric echoes Chirisophus’ speech (gn.). xpnuaTwy émbupei: this
consideration has not been mentioned before and clashes with the idea
that the only aim now is a safe return and in particular with Xenophon’s
proposal to burn all superfluous possessions (including, no doubt, booty
(28n.)). But the point is a natural one in the case of mercenaries and also
a topos of battle exhortations (cf. Cyr. 3.3.45); here it leads to a closing
recapitulation of the argument made at 28. TRV MEV YEP VIKWVTWV
(sc. ¢oTi) T6 xarakaivav ‘for it is for the victors to do the slaying’; for the
possessive genitive with eiui, see Smyth 1304.

3.9 THE RETREAT BEGINS

The Greek army sets off on its retreat with a new leadership and a new
strategy in place following the meetings of the officers and of the whole
army described in §.1—2. Since the death of Cyrus (1.8.27), it has advanced
about 250 miles north, gradually moving up out of the Mesopotamian
plain, while all the time maintaining contact with the Persian army under
Tissaphernes. The remainder of Book g describes a march up the Tigris
valley of about a hundred miles into still higher and narrower land. The
army’s dealings with the Persians now move from the atmosphere of ten-
sion and suspicion that pervades Book 2 to open warfare.

The army’s first goal is some villages Xenophon mentioned as lying 20
stades away (3.2.34); Xenophon’s warning (g.2.35) that the Persians may
continue to press them in their retreat raises the expectation that the
army may encounter further difficulties. The army’s performance under
its new leadership is measured against Book 2 through repeated echoes
of the earlier narrative — in particular, echoes of the aftermath of the sei-
zure of the generals (2.5), which is the previous day in historical terms,
but separated in narrative terms by the obituaries (2.6) and by the long
night scene (3.1-2). Xenophon emerges as an innovative and successful
leader, but he is not perfect: like Thucydides’ Demosthenes and Gylippus
(CT1.188, 111.550), he makes mistakes but learns from them (Nussbaum
1967: 44; Flower 2012: 131).

X.’s focus throughout is on the Greeks rather than the Persians. It
is clear that the Persians could have attempted to prevent the Greeks
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crossing the Zapatas (a wide river, cf. 6n.). As it is, they seem to have
been content to let them get as far away as possible from the centre of
Persian power, while continuing to harass them. They then increase their
pressure on the Greeks when it becomes clear that the army has not dis-
integrated following the arrest of the generals. Finally, when this proves
ineffective, they leave them to the warlike Carduchians to deal with. The
brief parallel narrative of Diodorus does focus more on Tissaphernes’ rea-
soning at this point: ‘Tissaphernes, following with his army, clung to the
Greeks, but he did not dare to meet them in battle face to face, fearing
as he did the courage and recklessness of desperate men; and although
he harassed them in places well suited for that purpose, he was unable to
do them any great harm, but he followed them, causing slight difficulties,
as far as the country of the people known as the Carduchians’ (14.27.3).
This account of Tissaphernes’ reasoning is probably inferred from X.’s
narrative and designed to show up the Greeks’ courage.

3.3.1 ToUtwv AexBévrwv: long speeches and debates are commonly
rounded off by a capping formula (a verb of speaking in the aorist
participle) marking progression to a new scene; contrast present
dpioTomroloupévwv later on. For the asyndeton, see g.2.7n. KaTEKXIOV
. . . oknuas: as Xenophon had proposed, in the same order (g.2.27).
Contrast their state of despondency the previous evening, when few sol-
diers lit fires (3.1.3). xatékaiov and the following imperfects denote dura-
tive and repetitive actions: X. describes a large number of activities in
broad strokes, the perfunctory narrative mirroring the soldiers’ haste.
In contrast to the similar scene at 4.1.14, no disobedience is recorded
here. TV 8t TEP1TTOV . . . &AANAois ‘they shared with one another
whatever anyone needed of the excess baggage’. T&v ep1TTév is a partitive
genitive (CGCG g0.29; Smyth 1306), &¢oito is optative in a past indefinite
construction (g.1.2on.). While the burning of unnecessary items (men-
tioned in the following clause) is in line with Xenophon’s recommenda-
tions (3.2.28n.), the communal spirit shown here goes beyond them. This
spirit reappears in the exchange of wood and food in the winter march
through Armenia (4.5.6 petedidooav &AAAo1s v eixov EkaoTor); towards the
end of An., by contrast, the officers are reluctant to share loot (7.8.11 iva
un peTadoiey TO pépos). fiprorotrotoUvro: the army had two main meals,
&pioTov (‘breakfast’) and &eimvov (‘dinner’). Often the army would march
before eating (Lee 2007: 209), but here it eats first. Like the fires, the
meal marks a return to normality after the army’s disturbed state the pre-
vious evening (3.1.3). dpioromroloupévwy 8¢ auTdv restates (in a gen-
itive absolute) fpioTomolotvro. Rather than being an example of ‘naive
repetition’ (Russell 1991: 289g), the participle provides a frame of refer-
ence for the upcoming discourse (cf. Denniston 1952: g5—6 for parallels
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in Herodotus and Plato). The phrase pet& 8¢ Tabta &piothoavtes (6) then
marks temporal progression and opens a new scene. ipxeTal . . . Adye:
the word order is that of ‘presentative sentences’, which introduce a new
participant to the scene (CGCG 60.30). X. often uses the historical pres-
ent in An. to segment his narrative, marking the most important stages
of the march and highlighting the crucial events in the main storyline
(CGCG 33.55; Sicking and Stork 1997: 147-56). Hence the frequent
appearance in the historical present of verbs of movement and speak-
ing. MiBpadarng was introduced as a loyal companion of Cyrus in X.’s
account of the immediate aftermath of the arrest of the generals the pre-
vious day, when he comes with Ariaeus and Artaozus to the Greek camp
(2.5.35); in the interpolated list of rulers at 77.8.25 he is described as the
ruler of Lycaonia and Cappadocia, but the reliability of that list is suspect.
Keeping his focus on the Greeks, X. mentions him as he arrives at the
Greek army (for the technique, cf. 2.1.7 with historical present &pyovran,
3.17, 4.8; Introduction p. 38). He does not explain (and may not have
known) why Mithradates joined Ariaeus and Artaozus, who had sent a
message together at 2.4.15, or what happened to either of his companions
from the previous day. The name Mithradates is itself derived from the
god Mithras and is common in Greek accounts, e.g. as the foster-father of
the elder (Hdt. 1.110.1, where the form is Mitra-) or slayer of the younger
Cyrus (Plut. Artax. 11.5). MSS often vary between the forms ‘Mithradates’
and ‘Mithridates’; for the likely Old Persian stem, see Schmitt 2002:
63—4. oUv iTrreUiotv s Tpidkovta: the number enhances the verisimil-
itude of the narrative, while the approximation increases the eyewitness
effect. Mithradates makes two further appearances, with progressively
larger forces (3.3.6, 4.2); the sequence culminates in the appearance
of Tissaphernes with a still larger army (3.4.13). Tous oTpaTtnyous, if
taken as representing Mithradates’ actual words, shows that he assumes
the Greeks have a regular board of generals (even though he could not
have learnt of the replacements, except perhaps through a spy); on his
earlier approach to the army, by contrast, he had asked to meet i Tis €in
&V ENMvwv otpatnyds f) Aoxayds (2.5.36). eig émfkoov ‘within hear-
ing distance’, with xaAeoauevos. The detail implies an atmosphere of sus-
picion, cf. 2.5.36-8, 4.4.5, 7.6.9. Aéyei: no interpreter is mentioned,
probably because X. is selective (contrast 2.5.45) rather than Mithradates
bilingual. &8¢ hints at the discrepancy between Mithradates’ concilia-
tory tone and his intentions (cf. g.1.27n.).

3.3.2 @ &vdpes ‘EAAnves: this address (3.5.5n.) when used by Persian
speakers could either be flattering, singling out the Greeks’ special valour
(cf. 1.7.3), or menacing, emphasizing their isolation in a hostile land (cf.
2.3.18, 5.38). Kupwt mmioTés Av . . . kai viv Upiv edvous (sc. eipt): cf.



132 COMMENTARY: 3.3.3

2.4.16, where a messenger announces he has been sent by Ariaeus and
Artaozus, moTol 8vtes KUpwt kai Upiv ebvor; but here Mithradates overtly
equates past faithfulness to Cyrus with present loyalty to the Greeks, per-
haps because his need to establish his loyalty is stronger following the
arrest of the generals; cf. Cleanor’s warnings to the Greeks not to let
themselves be deceived again (3.2.6) in view of Tissaphernes’ lack of faith
(3.2.4 dmoTiav). For Greek perceptions of the Persian ideology of faith-
fulness, see Briant 2002: §24-5; Petit 2004: 183-7. &g Upels érioTacbe:
cf. 2.5.35, where Ariacus, Artaozus and Mithradates are introduced as
men who were Kupw motétator; the knowledge of Mithradates’ address-
ecs coincides with rcaders’ knowledge. At the same time, the appcal to
the past leaves open Mithradates’ loyalty in the present, especially after
Xenophon’s appeal to audience knowledge of barbarian &moTia at §.2.8
(8mloTaoBe 8¢ xal Uuels). kai évBabe 8 eipi ‘and besides, I am actually
here’: in the particle combination kai . . . 8, a favourite of X.’s (c. x 265),
kad serves as the connective, while 8¢ is adverbial, emphasizing the word
in front of it and presenting it as distinct from the preceding items in the
list (Rijksbaron 19q7). Mithradates thus adds another weighty reason why
the Greeks should trust him, namely his very presence. oUV TTOAAGH
PéPw Srdywv: oy is used extensively by X., esp. in An. and Cyr, though
in Attic it had largely been replaced by pet& by ¢. 400 BC (Mommsen
1895: 365; Gautier 49); oUv remained the usual preposition in the koine.
For the intransitive use of Sidyw in the sense ‘pass time (continuously)’,
see LS] s.v. 11.2. Mithradates’ (pretended) fear is that the Persian king
and Tissaphernes may accuse him of disloyalty for having dealings with
the Greeks. el oUv dpanny . . . EA8oyur &v: Mithradates can see that the
Greeks are planning something, but is uncertain what (cf. i év vén ExeTe).
Through his vague talk of a rescue plan (cwthpmév T, resonating with
the salvation language from the preceding assembly scene: 3.2.7-32n.),
he tries to extract information from the Greeks while remaining non-
committal about his own plans (note the potential optative). xai is
adverbial (‘also’). “. .. AéfaTe o0v” Epn: X. often inserts a ‘superfluous’
¢pnin directly reported speeches, at strong breaks or changes of direction,
as here (cf. 3.1.34, 46 bis, 2.9, 27, 3.13, 5.6). &g ilov Te kai ehvouv
(sc. dvta) ‘considering that I am friendly and loyal’ (for subjective cs +
participle, see CGCG 52.39; Smyth 2086). xowfji: the alleged desire
to accompany the Greeks on their return recalls earlier discussions with
Ariaeus (2.2.10-11) as well as Tissaphernes’ offer to escort them (2.3.29).
There Tissaphernes had the excuse that he was himself returning to his
own satrapy; Mithradates’ only justification is his protestation of loyalty.

3.3.3 xai éAeye Xapicogos: one general is spokesman for all, as at 2.5.39,
5.4.4. For Chirisophus’ style of speaking, see 3.1.45, 2.1nn. £l pév TIg
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é& . . . fiv 8¢ Tig kTA.: there is a strong balance between the two clauses
(S1oopevecBar ~ Biamodepeiv, with the Sio-prefix expressing determina-
tion to continue to the end; ¢s &v Suvaueda dowéoTaTa ~ o5 &v duvmueda
kpaTioTa), but also a progression: Chirisophus first addresses what
the Persians may do now (ei + present indicative), then issues a threat
about the Greeks’ response if at any one point (#jv + subjunctive) they
are hindered. dowéorata: in keeping with the Greeks’ earlier oath
to march without harming the land (&owds) so long as the Persians
provided a market (2.3.27). For Ionic/Attic &owns, see Introduction
p. 28. &rroxwAum: exact parallels for &mokwAUw Tvé Tivos do not seem
to exist, but for the genitive of separation with this verb, see e.g. Hier. 8.1
TO &pyew oubtv &mokwAuel ToU giAeicBan. With the variant reading émi- (which
would nicely suggest hostility), the genitive should be one of ‘space within
which’ (‘on our route’), but this use of the genitive is mostly poetic and
only occurs once in An. (1.3.1 iéven ToU Tpdow; cf. Joost 18g2: 130). For
X.’s use of the prefix &mo-, see Balode 2011: 24—9, 157-8.

3.3.4 &mwopov picks up the key &mopio-motif (g.1.2n.). BaotAéws
&xovTos: so too an anonymous speaker had claimed during the mutiny
at Tarsus that the Greeks could not leave unnoticed &xovtos . . . Kipou
(1.3.17) and Phalinus had suggested that they had no hope of safety
&kovTos Baociréws (2.1.19). Xenophon, by contrast, had pointed to the
example of the Mysians who lived prosperously within the king’s lands
Baonéws &xovTos (3.2.23), thereby fortifying the Greeks against this sort
of rhetoric. tvBa 81 éyryvwokeTo . . . UTrdTrepTrTos €in closely mirrors
an earlier scene where the Greeks come to recognize that a Persian envoy
is giving disingenuous advice (2.4.22 T16Te 87 kai éyvodn T oi BapPapol
TOV &vBpwov Utrotréuyeiav). The parallel supports the reading UmémeumTos
‘sent on a secret mission’ (attested elsewhere only at 2 Thuc. 4.46.5) over
the less precise Umotrtos. In both passages the passive of yryvioxkw unob-
trusively suggests the whole army’s realization while the imperfect signals
that that realization was gradual and &1 that it follows naturally from what
preceded (3.8.11n. on #va &%) &AW &bBupia fv). xai ydp introduces,
after Mithradates’ insincere speech, a second reason (the presence of
one of Tissaphernes’ kinsmen) for the Greeks’ suspicions (y&p is con-
nective, and xai ‘also’ is adverbial: GP 108). Imperfect Tapnkooube: ‘was
accompanying him’ suggests that the Greeks only now become aware
of the significance of the kinsman’s presence. T@dv Ticoagépvous Tig
oikeiwv ‘one of Tissaphernes’ relatives’. The position of Tis gives emphasis
to Tissaphernes’ name. The omission of the relative’s name (cf. §.4.13n.
on 6 Baciréws &BeApds) may suggest that the Greeks did not know it, but
X. does not explain how they recognized the man in the first place (he
is presumably not the brother mentioned at 2.5.35). TioTews éveka:
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Tissaphernes’ desire to keep a check on Mithradates ironically exposes
his lack of faith towards the Greeks.

3.3.5 86yua womoacar: a formal term for a resolution by an official polit-
ical body (e.g. Hell. 6.5.2; Diod. Sic. 11.76.5, 18.56.7; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom.
8.87.3), used of the army as a whole at 6.4.11. TtéAepov &xnpukTov: of
a particularly hostile state of war where there is no communication even
by heralds (cf. e.g. Hell. 6.4.21; Hdt. 5.81.2, with Hornblower). While the
two sides earlier communicated by heralds (2.1.7, 3.1), now the generals
have seen through Mithradates and want no dealings with Persians what-
soever. for’ = tws (3.1.19n.), here with oblique optative in indirect
discourse. SitpBeipov . . . Siégbeapav ‘tried to corrupt . . . corrupted’.
An ‘aside’ (still representing the generals’ thoughts, as y&p indicates;
cf. 3.4.42, 5.12(nn.)) detailing earlier unsuccessful attempts (‘conative’
imperfect: CGCG 33.25; Smyth 1895) at persuading the soldiers to desert
and the actual desertion of a captain. Alternatively the imperfect could
be habitual, indicating an opposition between seduction of the masses
and the more serious corruption of an officer (Nussbaum 1967: 34). The
lack of a subject with Sitp8eipov makes for a harsh transition, but effec-
tively conveys the generals’ perspective (‘they’ can only be ‘the enemy’).
SapBeipw has connotations of the destruction of will power and moral
fibre, and often means ‘bribe’; this sense is more common in oratory
than in historical writing (Harvey 1985: 86-7). Nixapyxov Apkada: at
2.5.33 an Arcadian named Nicarchus, ‘holding his entrails in his hands’,
brought back news of the arrest of the generals and the attack on the men
who had accompanied them to Tissaphernes’ tent. Despite the apparent
gravity of that wound, this Nicarchus (here specified as a captain) is prob-
ably the same man: the initial account of the wound may have been exag-
gerated (Masqueray) or his men may have carried him (Hyland 2010:
250, with useful data on abdominal wounds). WDIXETO . . . S gikoo: cf.
2.2.7 for an earlier case of desertion. Lee 2007: 1go n. g2 suggests that
the men were able to slip away because they were on guard duty. Hyland
2010: 250—1 argues that they were aiming to escape rather than desert,
but there is no reason to reject X.’s version of events.

3.3.6 Meta 8¢ TaUrta indicates a greater textual boundary than per&
TaUTa (contrast §.2.7n. on ¢k TouTou; see in general Buijs 2005: 18-
48); here it marks the return to the main storyline after the aside at 5
(cf. 1.2.27, 2.4.23, 6.4.12). éproTnoavTes: for the aorist, see 1n. on
ToUTWY AexBévTwov. SiaPavTes TOv ZamwaTtav TroTauév: despite the ear-
lier stress on the problem of crossing rivers (g.1.2, 2.22), X. does not
explain how this river ¢. 400 feet (120 m) wide (2.5.1) was crossed; like
some rivers omitted altogether (the Lesser Zab (T1) 50 miles south of
this point, the Khosr (g.4.7-12n.), the Khabur (T7)), it may have been
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either forded or bridged (see T1). émopevovro: the imperfect is suit-
able for marches that are seen as preparing for the main action rather
than as important events in themselves; it is rarer in An. than the aorist
(used at e.g. 3.4.10, 13). See Rood 2010b: 58; also Buijs 2007 on Hell.
and Ages. Teraypévor: overcoming the danger of atafia (3.1.29, 2.29).
T& Umoluywx . . . éxovTes: i.e. in the mAaiciov formation proposed by
Xenophon at 3.2.36(n.). imeaiverar wéhiv 6 MiBpadarng: for the
historical present and the word order, see 1n. on #pyxetai . . . Aéye. The
close parallels with 1 underline the frustrating feeling that the previous
rebuff of Mithradates has not been enough. o¢ Siakogious . . . tig
TeTpakooious: ds means ‘around’, while &is signifies an upper limit (‘as
many as’) and so is suitable with unexpectedly large numbers (LS] s.v. ¢ig
11); here it conveys a sense of climax. kai TofoTas kai gpevSoviTas:
the Persian cavalry are now accompanied by archers and slingers, both of
whom are effective from a distance. The ideological opposition between
the Persian use of the bow and the Greek use of the spear was important
for Greeks (Hall 1989: 85—6); in practice both sides made some use of
both. Slingers could be seen as servile (the elder Cyrus at Cyr 7.4.15)
since they supported other troops rather than acting independently. But
they were able to release missiles at high speed (see 16(n.)) and were par-
ticularly effective in difficult terrain (GSW v.56-61). HéAa éAappous
kai t0{wvous ‘very nimble and flexible’. The specification prepares, after
the reference to the slow-moving pack-animals and camp-followers, for
the effectiveness of these Persian troops. #\agpds is used in X. of other
non-Greek troops at 4.2.27, and elsewhere in contexts of dancing, hunt-
ing and youth; in epic it is an epithet of limbs and animals. eilcwvos, lit.
‘well-girdled’, is used in epic always of women and in Herodotus and
Thucydides only in measuring distances covered by a fast traveller. X. uses
it six times in An., initially of light-armed non-Greek troops but later also
of hoplites operating without their shields; it becomes the standard word
for light-armed troops in Polybius (x 73).

3.3.7 s @idog &v ‘as if he were a friend’. érrei 8 éyyus éyévovro: plu-
ral, as Mithradates and his men are now together treated as the subject;
cf. the similar shift to the plural at 4.5.33. éamrivng: X. uses both this
form and é¢aigvng (Introduction p. 29g). kai iTrmrels kai mweloi: apposi-
tion, ‘both ...and...". émioBopulaxes ‘rearguard’, i.e. the rear divi-
sion (not a separate unit guarding the rear), here including the archers
and javelin-throwers mentioned in the following ydp-clause. This and cog-
nate forms (cf. §.2.36 émoBogulaxeiv) are first attested in (and rare out-
side) X. &vremroiouv . . . oUdiv ‘they could do nothing in return’. oi
e yap Kpfites . . . évd§evov: the Cretans must be the 200 archers who
came with Clearchus (1.2.9); cf. further §.4.16-17, 4.2.28. Cretans were
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renowned for archery (cf. Pl. Leg. 625d6-7; Diod. Sic. 5.74.5); they are
attested in the armies of Athens (Thuc. 6.25.2, 43; cf. Ar. Ran. 1356),
Sparta (Hell. 4.2.16) and Alexander (Arr. Anab. 2.9.3); cf. Launey 1987:
280. While most Greeks used bows made from a single piece of wood,
with a range of ¢. 200 yards (180 m), the Cretans probably used com-
posite bows made of wood and horn laminated together, which achieved
greater torsion and had a range of ¢. 250 yards (230 m). Given that the
Persians used composite bows too, the explanation for the Cretans’
shorter range may lie in the fact that their arrows were heavier (Snodgrass
1964: 144-5; see further §.4.17n.). kai &ua ‘and besides’ (see Rusten
on Thuc. 2.42.1), with xaTtexékAewvTo. yidoi dvtes ‘because they were
unprotected’. yidoi, lit. ‘bare’, like yuuviites (3.4.26), can be used, as
here, of troops not protected by shields, in contrast to peltasts, though
both terms can also include peltasts in contrast to hoplites (Best 1969:
44-6). tiow TV 8rAwy: i.e. within the hollow of the Aaiciov. For the
meaning of T& émAa, see g.2.36n. katekékAetvto ‘were shutin’. The plu-
perfect refers to a continuous past state; it leaves it unclear whether that
state resulted from an initial strategic decision or whether the archers had
first tried (as at 3.4.26) to increase their range by operating outside the
mAaioiov (their preferred location, as the verb implies). That formation
now serves to protect them and not only (as Xenophon foresaw at §.2.46)
the non-combatants. oi 8¢ &kovTioTai: it is not unusual for & to be
coordinated with e after a considerable gap (GP 513); there is no need
for f’s te. The term ‘javelin-throwers’ appears three times in An., appar-
ently referring to the same soldiers as are elsewhere called ‘peltasts’ (cf.
4.3.27, 5.2.12). BpaxuTepa . . . §) ws i§ikveioBan ‘too short to reach’ (lit.
‘shorter than so as to reach’); result clauses introduced by | &o (T¢) invari-
ably take an infinitive (CGCG 46.8; Smyth 2007). T&V o@evdovnTddVv is
genitive with é§ikveiobor by analogy with verbs of ‘touching’ and ‘hitting’
such as &mrtopan (CGCG 30.21; Smyth 1345).

3.3.8 Zevopadvm é86ker: X. does not mention any consultation with
Timasion, the other leader of the rearguard (3.1.47n.); in the sequel
(3.3.11), the generals find fault with Xenophon only. SiwkTiov eivar:
for the impersonal verbal adjective, see g.1.7n. kai &8icokov: imper-
fect for an action that immediately follows upon the previous one (CGCG
33.52). SiwkovTeg restates ¢diwkov so as to emphasize the failure of the
pursuit.

3.3.9 oUte y&p iTrmrels noav Tois “EAAnowv justifies the Greeks’ fear of their
own lack of cavalry (g.1.2); cf. the lesson Xenophon draws at 15, and
contrast his rhetorical attempt to dismiss that fear at g.2.18(n.). éx
TroMoU ‘at a great distance’. oiév Te Nv ‘it was possible’ (impersonal
use, as at 15).
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3.3-10 Kkai peUyovTes . . . tis ToUmobev TofevovTes ‘even in flight . . . shoot-
ing behind them’. This is the only literary reference to Persian use of
these steppe nomad tactics, later associated with Parthians (e.g. Verg. G.
3.31 fidentemque fuga Parthum uersisque sagittis; Hor. Carm. 1.19.11-12 versis
animosum equis Parthum); cf. Tuplin 2010: 158-65. For iconographic evi-
dence, in Greece and elsewhere, see Rostovtzeff 1943. Despite his interest
in horsemanship, X. does not stress the skill involved in the manoeu-
vre. mpodiwéeiav ‘moved forward in pursuit’ (optative of repeated
action: CGCG ro.21; Smyth 2568). The verb means ‘pursue in advance
(of others)’ on its only other occurrence in pre-Byzantine Greek (Thuc.
6.70.3), but its sense here is easy (cf. e.g. mpoPaivew ‘move forward’) and
(as opposed to ¢’s diwEeiav) offers a fitting contrast with ¢ravaywpeiv.

3.3-11 oU . .. oradiwv: X. uses stades to measure journeys shorter than
a parasang (Rood 2010b: 54). The negative formulation ‘no more than’
brings out the disappointingly short distance (c. § miles) covered in an
entire day (&Ang); at 3.2.34(n.), by contrast, Xenophon had encouraged
the troops by placing these villages at oU A¢ov eikoot oTadicov. Xenophon
had also enticingly called the villages ‘fine’, while here X. offers no com-
ment. *Evla 81 raMv &Bupia Av: a return to the mood of g.1.3; that
this response is unsurprising is suggested by ‘evidential’ 87 (CGCG 59.44;
van Ophuijsen 1993: 140-6). Xepicogos kai oi mpeofuTaTorn: i.e. all
the generals except for Timasion, Xenophon’s colleague at the rear
(see 3.2.37n. on T&®V d¢ TAeupdY . . . mperoiotny). X. stresses by contrast
Xenophon’s youth, playing on a conventional association of youth with
rashness (Dover 1974: 102-5) that his subsequent leadership will under-
mine. £diwkev: the underlying direct speech had &diwkes: as usual, the
imperfect is not replaced by a present oblique optative (Swwkot), because
this could easily lead to confusion (CGCG 41.10; Smyth 2623b). TS
pdAayyos: Homer uses pdAay€ (almost always in the plural) of a line of
troops. The use of the singular referring to a whole hoplite formation is
first attested in X. and may reflect the increasing technicality of military
terminology. The basic meaning of the word may have been ‘log’ (as at
Hdt. 3.97.8); for similar military metaphors relating to building materials
(TAaiciov, TAivBiov), see 3.2.36, 4.1gnn.

3.3.12—19 A long speech by Xenophon which shifts from indirect to direct
speech after one sentence. X. makes liberal use of this technique, with or
without é¢n, and even occasionally switches to direct speech mid-sentence
(there are at least thirty other examples in An.: cf. e.g., with increasing
boldness, 2.1.9, 5.5.24, 1.3.16), but the technique is attested from Homer
onwards and is quite frequent in the later orators (cf. Combellack 1939;
Bers 1997: 179-87). Sudden shifts into direct speech are a common
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phenomenon of spoken language, but not necessarily ‘naive’ (West 19go:
8) or simply a ‘reflex that can occur without artistic calculation’ (Bers
1997: 6 n. 11): the clustering of the device in An. suggests that it is espe-
cially used in dramatic sections of the narrative. Here, the direct speech
starts at the point at which Xenophon takes the initiative, defending him-
self against the accusation, whose ‘rightness’ is acknowledged less promi-
nently in indirect speech.

Xenophon’s presentation of events contains extensive verbal repe-
tition of the earlier narrative. There are parallels for this technique in
Thucydides (Luschnat 1942; Hunter 1973), but it is more striking here,
where the commander is himself the author. There are some slight but
significant adjustments. (a) The Greeks were not able to harm the enemy:
Xenophon sees at 12 exactly what X. has narrated at 7. (b) Their failure
is due to the greater range of the enemy missiles: Greek inferiority in the
narrative (77 BpaxUTepa) is recast in Xenophon'’s speech as enemy superi-
ority (15). (¢) The Greeks try to pursue the Persians, but are not able to
go far from their own army (15 ~ 8—9). In the speech the strategic point is
reformulated as a general statement (15 ouy olév Te (sc. éoTi) ~ g oUx oidv
Te fiv), preparing for the proposals Xenophon makes to overcome the
problem. (d) Hence the Greeks are unable to catch the enemy (15 ~ g).
Xenophon’s speech again turns the specifics of the narrative into a gen-
eral strategic point (oud’ &i TayUs in welods me(ov &v Sirokwv KaTahauBavor ~
oUTe of Tefoi Tous TeloUs . . . EdUvavTo kaTaAauPavew). It presents the Greeks’
inability to pursue first, in the uév-clause, not second, in a yap-clause, as in
the narrative; this chiastic arrangement obscures any personal responsi-
bility Xenophon may have had for the initial strategic failure.

Xenophon’s specific suggestions that the army institute units of sling-
ers and cavalry (16n.) highlight the fact that the wAaiciov-formation has
still left the rear exposed. By contrast, when Brasidas used this forma-
tion in a retreat (3.2.36n.), he added a detached rear unit — but he did
not have mounted archers to face. The experiences of the Ten Thousand
here may in turn have helped Agesilaus on his return from Asia Minor in
394 BC with a larger cavalry force (and with X. in attendance) to develop
a more effective solution to the problem of pressure on the mAaiciov,
namely cavalry units at both front and rear that could offer rapid support
to whichever part came under attack (Hell. 4.3.4; Spence 1993: 141-51).
Xenophon'’s advice was recalled by Polyaen. Strat. 1.49.2.

3.3.12 6pfds aimdivro: an unusual instance of a general accepting
responsibility for a mistake before remedying it; cf. Thuc. 7.5.3. ipn:
the insertion of a verb of speaking delays the following reported words, so
that fivaykaofnv comes as an emphatic climax. fAvayk&ofnv: necessity
is a standard defence; cf. e.g. 5.5.16-17; Gorg. DK 82 B11.7; Antiph. 5.79.
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3.3.13 KaK®S . . . woleiv picks up kakds . . . whoxovras (T&oxw often func-
tions as the passive of Toiéw). TayxaAémws: the Tav- compound rather
than the variant with wévwu (cf. 5.2.20, 7.5.16 for similar wavering in the
MSS) is appropriate here because it has a higher (perhaps archaizing or
poetic) register than &y, a later, typically Attic, word (Thesleff 1954:
57). In prose, Tayy&Aewos occurs in Antiphon (2.2.3), whose language is
often rather contrived, and in Plato’s late, more solemn, style (x 11); X.
himself uses various other av- compounds (esp. w&umoAus and Té&ykatos)
in his historical writings while excluding them almost entirely from his
conversational works; see Introduction p. 29.

3.3-14 Tois oUv Beols x&pis: the omission of #otw is standard with this
phrase (cf. Oec. 8.16, Cyr. 7.5.72, 8.7.3), though it is much rarer than
English ‘Thank God that . . .". x&pis is a key term in the principle of reci-
procity underlying the Greeks’ relations with the gods. For Xenophon’s
rhetorical appeals to the gods, see §.1.15—-25n. oU oUv TroAAfjt peoumn
&\A& oUv éAiyois: the preceding narrative specified ¢. 200 cavalry and c.
400 light-armed troops. For the rhetorical opposition between small and
large Persian forces, see e.g. 2.2.12, 4.3; here it foreshadows the increase
of Persian troops at 3.4.2, raising the question of what would have hap-
pened if that larger force had appeared before Xenophon’s reforms. Cf.
the counter-factual at 4.1.11 (‘if more (sc. Carduchians) had gathered at
that time, much of the army would have been in danger of destruction’),
with Grethlein 2012: g1.

3.3.15 oi piv TolAéuior suggests that fueis 8¢ will follow, but instead the
Greeks’ disadvantage is presented less bluntly. éoov ‘over such a
distance as’, with implied antecedent TocoUtov; it is best interpreted
as an accusative of ‘extent’ or ‘space traversed’ (CGCG 30.16; Smyth
1581). avnitofeUav is used at 5.2.32, but otherwise not in classical
prose; it may have been coined by X. (cf. §.1.16n. on &vtempeAeitan). oi
ik xe1pos PaAdovTes: the dkovtioTai of 7. év SAiywr 8é: sc. yowpiwt (cf.
9). éx T6fou pupaTos: lit. ‘a bow’s drawing away’, i.e. as far as an arrow
can fly. Probably taken from Aeschylus’ metonymy té§ou pUua (Pers. 147),
the phrase occurs only here and was noted by Pollux (Onom. 1.164); cf.
the imitation és 16§ou pUpa (Arr. Parth. fr. 58 Roos; Eunapius fr. g3 FHG).

3.3.16 fuels . . . 861 ‘as for us, we need . . .” After speaking about the
enemy, Xenophon moves to a discussion of what the Greeks should
do about them. The nominative should be construed as a ‘theme-
constituent’, which announces the entity about which the following pred-
ication is made, and which is itself outside the structure of the sentence.
This is a common feature of spoken language (CGCG 60.34; Slings 1997:
196). o@evBovnTdv . . . 8¢1: not anticipated by Xenophon in his speech
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to the army. v TaxioTny: lit. ‘by the quickest route’ (as at 1.2.20),
here ‘as quickly as possible’. Greek uses many elliptical phrases with
feminine adjectives as adverbial expressions of space and time (e.g. Th
UoTepaion 20); such expressions often require feminine nouns like 686g
and #Huépa to be supplied (Smyth 1027b), but they can be freestanding,
especially when without the article (e.g. 3.4.17 pakpav). imrméww: cf.
3.1.2, 3.9. éxouw . . . ‘Podious: the first mention of Rhodians in the
army, and so a sign of Xenophon’s grasp of the army’s resources. The
creation of a unit of slingers has been taken to show the versatility of
Greek hoplites (Rawlings 2000: 240), but Rhodians were particularly
renowned as slingers, cf. Thuc. 6.43; Launcy 1987: 246. In any casc these
Rhodians may have been camp-followers, which would explain why X.
offers a special inducement (Whitby 2004: 217-18). X.’s formation of
this Rhodian unit was recalled in a speech attributed to Alexander at Arr.
Anab. 2.7.8. ¢paow ‘they say’, a generalizing third person, typical of
the ethnographic mode, but here artfully presented by X. in a speech
by Xenophon rather than in the narrative. Xenophon is not relying on
any specific information about this group of Rhodians, but on general
knowledge about Rhodians. kai SimAdolov @ipesBan TV TMepoikddv
opevdovav: owing to the different sort of missile used, as X. explains at
17. kai is adverbial.

3.3.17 xawpowhnbécu lit. *hand-filling’, i.e. as large as can be held in the
hand; this is the earliest extant use of the word. Diod. Sic. 19.109.2 men-
tions slingers using stones weighing 1 mina (¢. 1 1b), which would be the
size of a tennis ball, according to GSW v.2 n. 4; larger sling-stones are
depicted on Persian seals and reliefs (Root 2007: 203-7). Xenophon dis-
plays detailed knowledge about sling bullets and their range, thus further
cstablishing his authority as a compctent military lecader. opeviovav:
the Persians are understood as subject from éxeiven, which refers to tév
TMepoikdv oeevdovédv. oi 8¢ ye ‘Pédiow: B¢ ye is a favourite particle com-
bination of X.’s; here, it is strongly adversative (GP 155). xai Taig
moAupdiow ‘lead bullets too’ (i.e. in addition to other sorts of projec-
tile). This is the first literary reference to the use of lead bullets; they
were moulded into acorn shapes and often bore an inscription. It is esti-
mated that they had a range of more than 400 yards (365 m); if so, X.’s
claim that they carried twice as far as stones is plausible (Vegetius 2.23
mentions targets for slung stones being set at 200 yards (180 m)). Foss
1975 published a lead bullet inscribed with the name Tissaphernes (see
Weiss and Draskowski 2010: 125-6 for a second example), and argued
that Tissaphernes learnt the technique from his contact with the Ten
Thousand; Briant 2002: 1037-8 is sceptical.
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3.3-18 fjv oUv aUtdv kTA.: following his observation that Rhodians are
good slingers, X. proposes finding out how many of the Rhodians (adtév,
partitive genitive with Tives) have slings. He then suggests that, once this
figure is known, they secure a supply of slings, both (kai ToUTois pév . . .)
by buying them (through a sort of compulsory purchase order) and
(tén B¢ . . . é8édovTt) by getting volunteers to make others; he also (kai
6 . . . £8¢hovTi) suggests that they secure a supply of people to use the
slings by asking for volunteers. The whole passage must be referring to
Rhodians, i.e. Té . . . ¢8édovTt is in both cases any Rhodian (at g.4.15
it is presupposed that slingers are Rhodians). Presumably the reason
why X. proposes that the army buy the slings (rather than give money
to the owners if they serve as slingers) is that no soldiers at this stage
are being paid a daily wage; the proposal presupposes the existence of a
common store of booty (attested later at e.g. 4.7.27, 5.1.12) that could
be exchanged for cash. The Rhodians get money for their slings (abtév
&pyUprov: for the genitive of object bought, cf. Mem. 1.6.11) and for mak-
ing them (&\Ao &pyupiov), and those who serve get relief from various
duties (&AAnv Tw& &tédaiav). Cobet’s conjecture TouTtois (referring back to
Tives, cf. e.g. Cyr 8.1.3 &i& 1i . . .; B1&x ToUTO . . .) best makes sense of the
passage. The fatal objection to the readings ToUTtw and ToUTtwv Té1 is that
neither toUtw! nor tén (without a generalizing participle; cf. Té: ¢8éAovT
with the note below) can refer to a group of people. mémavrar X. occa-
sionally (x 6) uses perfect wémwapan (from *mwéopot) instead of kéktnuon;
see Introduction p. 28. It was deemed noteworthy by Byzantine schol-
ars (cf. Etym. Magn. s.v. ToAUTTGppwy: kai Taoauevos TTOAAGKIS Zevopv Adyel
&vTi ToU KTNOApEVOS). T 8¢ . . . é8éhovTi . . . T . . . éBéAovT: for the
repetition with generic participle (CGCG 28.25; Smyth 2052), cf. 5.6.20.
The verb is commonly used for volunteering for a military enterprise (cf.
Rutherford 1881: 57 on the cognate noun &behovTrs), cf. perhaps the
inscription EQEAONTOZ, ‘of one who is willing’, on a lead bullet pub-
lished by Weiss and Draskowski 2010: 127 (who take it as genitive of a
personal name). év Té1 TeTaypéven ‘in the position assigned to them’
(the same expression occurs at Cyr 6.2.37). atéherav: perhaps free-
dom from keeping watch or other military duties such as gathering sup-
plies. The proposal was probably made not so much because slinging was
hazardous (Lee 2007: 55 n. 72) or low-status (Hunt 19g8: 187 n. 5), but
simply as an incentive (cf. e.g. Ages. 1.24 for the effective use of incentives
as a sign of good leadership). ixavoi here denotes quality, not quan-
tity. Its use with verbs of helping and harming is distinctive of X. (x 11
with deAéw and €0/ xakds Toiéw) and a sign of the practical orientation of
his ethical vocabulary.
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3.3-19 6p&, like dxovw (16), underlines Xenophon'’s ability both to
obtain and to use information (cf. §.4.41n. on UTmép adTol TOU EaUTROV
oTpaTeUpartos) — two attributes of the good general. ToUs pév Tivas
Trap’ éuoi: Tvas is in apposition. Xenophon seems to have a small personal
supply of horses. It is not clear if he travelled with them from the out-
set. Tous 8¢ Tadv KhAedpyou kataleheippévous ‘others, those left behind
from the horses belonging to Clearchus’. Perhaps they were left by the forty
horsemen who deserted to the Persians by nightat 2.2.7. aixpaAwTOUS
oxevogopoUvTas . . . okevogdpa: X. has not previously mentioned the cap-
ture of enemy horses (for a later instance, see g.4.5n.). The soldiers who
had captured the horses are made to accept in return okevogdpa, which
are proper pack-animals (especially donkeys and mules), with flatter
backs than horses and therefore better for carrying gear (Griffith 2006:
203), but less prestigious.

3.3.20 5ofe TaUTa: $.2.38n. éSoxipdodnoav ‘were passed as fit to
serve’ (LSJ s.v. 11.2.b). Though the verb and cognate noun are used of the
scrutiny of sacrificial animals (Hdt. 2.48.1) and cavalry (Hell. 6.4.31) out-
side Athens, X.’s language may reflect institutional procedure at Athens
(Rhodes on [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 45.3), where the council had responsibil-
ity for the scrutiny of some military classes, including horses and cavalry
(49.1-2) and mwpddpopor and &uirror (49.1), as well as of newly enrolled
citizens (42.2) and office holders (45.3). The dokipacia for horses and
cavalrymen is not explicitly attested for Athens before the fourth century,
but its earlier existence can perhaps be inferred from fifth-century vase
paintings (Feyel 2009: 53-73). Ti1 Uorepaian: the scrutiny must have
involved manoeuvres for which daylight was necessary. oTroA&Ses Kai
Bcdpaxes auTois émropicOnoav ‘jerkins and breastplates were provided for
them’. The omoAd&s was a sleeveless leather or cloth jacket hung from the
shoulders (Poll. Onom. 7.70), probably here an undergarment (Aldrete et
al. 2013: 60); the 8cpa was a breastplate made from bronze or from lam-
inated cloth to which bronze plates could be fixed; see Eq. 12.1-7 for X.’s
prescriptions of defensive armour for cavalrymen. Another view is that the
omoAds is an alternative outer-garment to the 8cpag (as perhaps at 4.1.18;
for xai as ‘or’, see GP 292); if so, 8dpakes could be a gloss on coA&des (cf.
Poll. Onom. 7.70 ‘Xenophon used omoAd&s instead of 8wpag’). But as cav-
alrymen did not carry shields, a ooA&s alone would have provided poor
protection (see further §.4.48n. on 8wpaka . . . Tov imrmkév). X. does not
explain where the equipment came from (despite reporting the destruc-
tion of surplus gear at 1). iTrrapyos émeoTadn ‘was appointed as cav-
alry commander’. The only use of this term in An.; it was used at Athens
([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 61.4, with Rhodes), and X. wrote a separate treatise,
Hipparchicus (De equitum magistro), on the training of cavalry commanders.
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He does not explain how Lycius was chosen (at 3.4.21 the same verb is
used in the active with the generals as subject). Auxiog . . . Abnvaiog
appears first here; subsequently he leads a charge (4.3.22-5) and is with
Xenophon on Mt Theches (4.7.24). The inclusion of both patronymic
and ethnic is unusual: patronymics are included elsewhere in An. for two
Athenian captains who appear once (4.2.13), but not for other partici-
pants in the expedition, including Xenophon (g.1.4n.) and four other
Athenians. Possible explanations for the patronymic here are the iden-
tity of the father Polystratus, probably the defendant of [Lys.] 20 (Davies
1971: 468), a participant in the oligarchic coup at Athens in 411 BC, and
the similar social background of X. and Lycius (Tsagalis 2009: 471-3).

3.4 THE ARMY CARRIES ON UP THE TIGRIS

The army continues its journey following the institution, at Xenophon’s
suggestion, of new units of cavalry and slingers. In this section it returns to
the Tigris, following a route up river past some striking ruins (7-12n. (¢c))
and some well-stocked villages, through terrain that gradually becomes
hillier; all the time it is followed by a Persian presence that becomes more
and more imposing.

X.’s narrative continues to provide a commentary on the Greeks’ stra-
tegic strengths and weaknesses, and on the advice offered by Xenophon
in his speech to the whole army. The narrative brings out the advantages
of cavalry and slingers (4, 16-18), but also shows that the army makes fur-
ther adaptations in response to repeated Persian pressure: a significant
change is made to the marching formation when the Greeks have to deal
with narrowing terrain (19-23); further modifications are made when
they enter hilly country with the Persians still in pursuit (28), and when
the Persians send a detachment ahead and occupy a hill below which the
road runs (38-43). Doctors are appointed (g0), and there is mention of
the Cretan archers practising an apparently new mode of shooting (17).

Whereas earlier changes were explicitly attributed to Xenophon,
there is at first no mention by name either of Xenophon or of any other
general, and little focus on the generals as a group (cf. also g2n. on
¢didagev . . . f) dvaykn). Xenophon is, however, implicitly to the fore, in
that it is his strategy that is being put to the test, and the action described
takes place primarily in the rear, the area most heavily under pressure
from the Persians — and the section where Xenophon himself is placed.
A shift occurs when the Persians block the Greeks’ path from the front.
In response, there is first a consultation between Chirisophus and
Xenophon, in which the latter proposes yet another tactical innovation
(38—43n.), and then an ascent of a ridge in which Xenophon’s personal



144 COMMENTARY: 3.4.1-4.2

leadership is foregrounded by contrast with a named subordinate (47—
9) — two episodes that foreshadow the narrative texture of Book 4, where
the interaction of Chirisophus and Xenophon will again be prominent
as the army faces dangers in mountainous terrain both ahead and in the
rear.

The first part of this chapter (1-37) stands out because of the relative
overtness of the narratorial voice. During the uneasy peace described in
Book 2 and the first part of the retreat (3.3n.) X. tells the story mostly
from the Greeks’ perspective and restricts the information he offers to
what was known to the Greeks at the time; this mode of telling the story is
resumed in the final section of this book and in the account of the army’s
encounters with unfamiliar tribes in Book 4. Here, by contrast, X. inserts
narratorial comments (as marked by the use of the present tense) on
the qualities of Persian weapons and the disadvantages of the formation
the army uses, which the Ten Thousand or their generals then discover
for themselves (17n. on peydda . . . T66a . . . éoTwv, 1gN. on &vdyxn ydp
¢otw, 20n.). He also uses the present tense to explain why the Persians
retreat every night (34-6n.). A narratorial analepsis (2n. on TocouTous
y&p fitnoe Twooagépvny) explains why Mithradates’ troops increase in
number and partly analeptic and partly proleptic statements are inserted
which describe what happened generally during this part of the retreat
or contain information which the Ten Thousand themselves did not
know (17, 34-6n.). He also reveals a Persian manoeuvre before the Ten
Thousand find out (g7; contrast §.5.1-2). This sort of unrestricted nar-
ratorial knowledge was common in ancient historians; its adoption at this
point perhaps reflects the fact that open warfare against the Persians was
a familiar historiographical topic.

3.4.1 Tit &Anmt ‘on the next day’. Tpwiaitepov ‘earlier’ (sc. than
usual). xap&Spav: placed first as the new topic. See Te. #8e1: alToUs
(i.e. the Greeks) is better omitted because they are the default subject of
#de1 SroPiivar. ¢@’ m ‘with a view to which’, with ¢popoivrto. The overt
expression of their fears raises the question why the Persians did not try to
prevent the crossing (cf. §.3n.); possible reasons for their failure are their
confidence in victory on the plain (2) and the problem of using cavalry
in the ravine (cf. 5).

3.4.2 SwiaPefnréor ‘once they were across’ (contrast preceding aorist
SaBfvan for the crossing itself; see CGCG 33.7). TaAv émaiveTal 6
MiBpadatns echoes §.3.6 émeaivetan &AW 6 MiBpadarns; see §.3.1n. on
tpxeta . . . Aéye for the word order and on oUv irmedow s Tpr&kovTa for
the pattern of Persian appearances with larger forces. EXwv . . . &g
TeTpakioxtAious: since §.3.6 the number of cavalryhasincreased fivefold and
that of archers and slingers tenfold. For the qualification ¢is, emphasizing
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the larger number (cf. ensuing TocoUTous), see §.3.6n. TooOUTOUS Y&p
flitnoe Ticoagépvny: a narratorial analepsis (cf. §.4n.), offering informa-
tion that could have been learnt from the high-status captives taken at 5
or else inferred subsequently by X. on the basis of his knowledge of the
relative status of the two men. UTrooxopevos . . . kaTappovioas: there
is again no need to assume Persian informants for either Mithradates’
promise or his feeling of contempt. The full report here builds on the
increasingly negative portrayal of Mithradates, encouraging still more
scepticism about his earlier protestations of friendship to the Greeks
(cf. 3.3.2n.). His promise to ‘hand over’ the Greeks implies a belief that
they will surrender rather than fight to the death. His overconfidence
prepares for his subsequent failure (cf. Lys. 2.27 Zépgng . . . kaTappovioas

. . Tfis ‘EAA&8os) while pointing to the difference that Xenophon'’s plans
make: Mithradates wrongly assumes that he alone will have learnt from
the earlier battle. For the negative connotations of katagpovéw (used

only here in An.) in X,, see Hau 2012. &v = ¢av. év T TTpodobev
TrpooPoAfii: as described at g.3.7-11. éAiyous Exwv: cf. 3.3.14(n.)
ouv SAiyors. frrabe . . . Torfjoan picks up 3.8.7, 12. The chiastic pév/8¢

clauses produce a juxtaposition of antithetical oud¢v and moAA& (Smyth
2915a). Each clause offers a reason for Mithradates’ contempt; évomie
in the second clause hints that he had not in fact harmed the Greeks
as much as he supposed (not least because the harm he had done had
inspired Xenophon’s tactical innovations).

3.4.3 émei 8¢ . . . SxPePnxodTes resumes the narrative level of SioPepnkdot
(2). In action—reaction pairs articulated with émei, the subject of the main
clause (here Mithradates) is implied to have noticed the action in the éei-
clause (Rijksbaron 1976: 160); this fits oi “EAAnves, reflecting Mithradates’
external perspective. Soov éxTw oradious: the relatively long distance
(about a mile) which Mithradates allows the Greeks to advance (under-
lined by 8cov ‘as much as’: LS] s.v. 1v.1) before crossing himself reflects his
concern that they might launch a counter-attack. TrapNyysATo. .. TOV
omAitédv: the focus switches to the Greeks. TouTois is to be understood as
antecedent to oUs; TeAtaoTdv and dAitdy, partitive genitives, depend on
it. The pluperfects Tap#yyeAto and eipnto (‘the instructions were’) could
cover orders given either before or while Mithradates crossed (unlike the
English pluperfect, the Greek pluperfect does not imply a past-in-the-
past: CGCG 33.40 n. 1); placement of the information here highlights
how the Greeks frustrate Mithradates’ expectations. ws épeyoutvng
ikavijs Suvapews gives the grounds why, in the opinion of those giving the
orders (for subjective s with participle, see CGCG 52.39; Smyth 2086),
the cavalry should feel confidence (8appoiot); X. stresses the co-opera-
tion of the different branches of the army (a key element in its successful
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retreat) and the development in the Greeks’ ‘running out’ tactics since
3.3.8—10 (cf. Lee 2007: 74 n. 199). Hell. 3.4.23 (= Ages. 1.31) presents
Agesilaus using the same tactics against Tissaphernes at Pactolus during
his Asiatic campaign (8.3.12—-19n.): the youngest hoplites and peltasts are
ordered to run and the cavalry to charge ‘on the assumption that (cs) he
himself and the whole army would follow (¢mouévou)’ (cf. Anderson 1970:
117-18; also Brasidas’ tactics at Thuc. 4.125.3).

3.4.4 6 Mifpadarns: this turns out to be his final mention in An.; cf.
3.5.1N. kateidnge: pluperfect of xatalapPdavew ‘catch up’; the ellipse
of Mithradates’ crossing (left suspended at g &iéBouve) and the omission
here of the object aytois both reflect the Greeks’ perspective (cf. gn. on
gret). fi%n ‘now’ is another sign of the Greeks’ perspective, stressing
the moment at which they need to act on their orders; cf. g4. éonunve
‘the signal was given’, with subject (i.e. 6 caAmyxTi, cf. 4.3.29, 32) under-
stood (LSJ s.v. onuaivw A.11.2); cf. 36 ékfpue. Of the Greek historians X. is
most attentive to the use of signals in warfare (on which see Krentz 1991,
esp. 115-16). #8eov 6ot ois eipnTo ‘those who had been instructed
ran to attack’. The implied antecedent of ois eipnto (the select light and
heavy infantry, picking up g) supplies the subject for é8eov (immediative
imperfect: .3.8n. on «ai &diwkov). 8éw dpdoe is found elsewhere only
in X.’s accounts of the Pactolus battle (gn.) and twice in Dionysius of
Halicarnassus. kai oi itrels fAauvov: successive clauses linked by kai
form an unobtrusive chiasmus, highlighting the distinctive contribution
of the new cavalry unit. ouk £8é§avTo, &AN’ ipeuyov: a common nega-
tive—positive mode of expression; cf. 4.2.7, Hell. 4.3.17, 6.5.31, 7.5.12;
here it brings out the blow to Persian expectations.

3.4.5 év TaUuTm TiH Siwga: the shift to abstraction (cf. 16 dxpopodicer)
after the run of short clauses allows for overt analysis of the advantages
gained by Xenophon’s tactical reforms. Tois PapPapois: dative of dis-
advantage. ToMAoi . . . eis dkTwkaidexa: the greater precision about
the number of cavalrymen captured underlines their greater importance
(cf. Thuc. 3.87.3; Isoc. 8.118). X. does not mention what happens to
the horses of these cavalrymen; presumably they were incorporated in
the new cavalry unit (cf. 3.3.19). év T xap&dpar: owing to the diffi-
culties faced by horses in uneven terrain (1n.). {woi éAnednoav: the
verb {wypeiv is more commonly used for ‘take alive’ (cf. 4.7.22), but the
fuller expression is paralleled at Hell. 1.2.5 {wov éAaBev, where the relative
numbers of captives and fatalities are again stressed. {wos is an Ionicism
and Doricism (Gautier 55); Attic prefers {Gv. QUTOKEAEUGTOL . . .
fikicavro ‘unprompted, the Greeks disfigured’. In battles between Greeks,
corpses were normally returned under treaty, while mutilation was seen
as barbaric (cf. 5.4.17, scalping by the ‘barbaric’ (5.4.34) Mossynoecians;
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Hdt. 9.79.1 T& mpétrer p&Adov BapPdpoiot Toiéew f wep “EAAnar, with Flower/
Marincola); oi “EAAnves signposts the departure from ordinary Greek val-
ues, while autokéAeuator exculpates their leaders (the word is found only
here in classical Greek, but is common later). s . . . 0p&v ‘so that
it might be as frightening as possible for the enemy to see’. The Greeks
may also have been motivated by a desire to avenge Mithradates’ betrayal
(Tuplin 2004c: 27 n. 10; cf. 3.3.2-3 and the motive attributed to him in
this chapter at 2).

3.4.6 oUrw mpafavres ‘after faring thus’ could be taken as euphemistic
(eliding the Greeks’ cruelty) or as sarcastic (pointing up the contrast
with the Persians’ expectations). T6 Aorrrdv Tiis Auépas: this phrase is
used (as at 16 and g0) when the army has overcome a difficulty earlier
in the day’s march; in these sections X. gives no indication of the dis-
tance the army covered (contrast the regular stages—parasangs formula:
10n.). émi tov Tiypnra worapév: the Tigris was familiar to the Greeks
from earlier stages of their retreat (2.4.13-28). X. mentions the army’s
arrival at the river before mentioning the city situated on it (7). He uses
the same technique throughout the march between the Euphrates and
Trapezus on the Black Sea coast (1.5.4, 2.4.13, 25; cf. cities ‘across’ rivers
at 1.5.10, 2.4.28). Before the crossing of the Euphrates, by contrast, X.
mentions the city before the river (1.2.7-8, 13, 23). The shift in tech-
nique suggests that rivers now provide a more familiar landmark than
cities and also pose the greater strategic challenge.

3.4.7-12 X.’s account of the army’s stops at Larisa and Mespila, two cities
once held by Medes but subsequently captured by the Persians, raises a
number of problems best considered together. For a detailed treatment
of the whole section, see Tuplin 2003b: 371-89.

(a) The Assyrian background. ‘Larisa’ is the Assyrian city Kalhu, the
Calah of Genesis 10:11-12, best known as Nimrud, the capital built by
Ashurnasirpal II in the first half of the ninth century Bc, and ‘Mespila’
is Nineveh, the palace built by Sennacherib towards the start of the sev-
enth century BC (see Tg—4). Both cities had been conquered and partly
destroyed by the Medes and Babylonians in 614-612. X.’s account shows
no knowledge of this Assyrian background, even though Herodotus
alludes to Nineveh’s capture by the Median king Cyaxares (1.106.2),
Ctesias offers a narrative of its fall (F1b Lenfant = Diod. Sic. 2.24—7), and
X. includes Assyrians in Cyr. His failure to include this background in
An. may owe something to the nature of his information — probably not
a written source (pace Cawkwell 2004: 52-3) but local inhabitants or cap-
tives who obscured (perhaps through ignorance) the Assyrian past. Two
indications of the difficulty X. faced in integrating this information with
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the literary tradition on Assyria are Herodotus’ sketchy Assyrian coverage
and Ctesias’ location of Nineveh on the Euphrates rather than the Tigris
(F1b = Diod. Sic. 2.1-28, with Lenfant 235 n. 107).

(b) Medes and Persians. While the circumstances and aftermath of the fall
of the Assyrian empire are obscure, there is archaeological evidence for
continued settlement at both Nimrud and Nineveh, and so the possibil-
ity of a capture by a Persian king cannot be excluded (Briant 2002: 23
prefers to think of Persians contributing to the Medo-Babylonian attack).
The only other evidence for a Persian attack on Nineveh comes in the
Stathmi of Amyntas, a surveyor in Alexander’s army (FGrH 122 F 2 = Ath.
12.529€-g0a): ‘in Nineveh there was a high mound, which Cyrus pulled
down during his siege while raising a mound against the city’; this evi-
dence seems independent of X. (pace Briant 2002: 879), and so perhaps
offers slight support for the historicity of the capture. The circumstances
of the two cities’ capture (which Grote 19o3-6: vii.257 n. 1 found ‘of a
truly Oriental character’, cf. 8, 12nn.) may be of thematic importance.
Higgins 1977: 95 suggests that their conquest ‘only owing to chance acts
of nature’ testifies to Persian weakness (cf. Tuplin’s suggestion (1991: 51)
of a ‘mildly anti-Persian source’). But the acts of nature are attributed to
divine support — support which, according to Xenophon’s earlier rheto-
ric (3.1.15-25, 2.10nn.), the Persians have now forfeited (Tuplin 2003b:

383).

(¢) The descriptions of the sites. For both Larisa and Mespila X. offers a
selective account of the imposing city walls and other notable construc-
tions. He does not mention other features that could have been visible
from outside (the gates or the moat and the River Khosr at Nineveh) or
features within the cities (the palaces with their decorative panels and
bull-colossi, the hanging gardens of Nineveh); indeed, there is no sign
that the army entered either city. No fully inhabited city in Mesopotamia
receives any such description in An. (Tuplin 2003b: 385); the nearest
equivalent is the description of the Median Wall (2.4.12). These descrip-
tions do, however, have precedents in Herodotus’ accounts of the walls of
Babylon and Ecbatana and of the pyramids of Egypt, though X. does not
press this intertextual link through Herodotean concepts such as 8aipa,
¢pya or the transience of greatness (any stress on which is weakened by
the exclusion of the Assyrian past).

3.4.%7 TOAis v épnun pey&An: both Larisa at 7 and g and Mespila at 10-11
are described with imperfects and some pluperfects, showing that X. is
reporting the perspective of the participants in the march rather than
the state of the city at the time of narration (Rijksbaron 2012: 353-61
gives further examples of this use of the imperfect). épfiun pueydAn marks
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a contrast with the common description of cities as peydAn xai ebdaipwv
and/or oikoupévn (g.2.29n.); cf. the polarized classification of Greek rhe-
torical precepts on topographical descriptions (e.g. Theon Prog. 79.9
TéTr0S . . . EpNos A oikoUuevos). It need not denote absolute desertion: X.’s
account of the capture of the city does not imply destruction; during the
march upcountry the army came on a mwéMis épniun peydAn called Corsote
(1.5.4) but was still able to gain ample provisions there (see further gn.
on émi TauTns . . . &moTegeuydTes); and épnuos is often used in the sense
‘unguarded’ (HCT 111.439). évopa: the regional shift in X.’s tech-
nique for arrivals at cities and rivers (6n.) is accompanied by a change
in the way he glosses names: up to the Euphrates, he twice glosses river
names explicitly with évopa (1.2.23, 4.4) and twice explains them implic-
itly through aetiologies (1.2.8, 13), while between the Euphrates and
the Black Sea he glosses the names of cities either as here with évopa
(cf. 1.5.4, 10, 2.4.13, 25, 28, 3.4.10) or with ékaleito (4.7.19). This shift
confirms that rivers are presented as the more familiar landmark in this
section of the march. Aéproa: Larisa was a common Greek toponym
(ToMai . . . ai Adpioan Strabo 13.3.2, cf. 9.5.19; Paus. 2.24.1) to which
X. probably assimilated a local name or phrase: possible candidates are
Akkadian al sarruti ‘capital city’ (Barnett 1963: 25, but see Dalley 1993:
144) and the biblical toponym Resen. dixkouv . . . MfjSor: 7-12n. 16
TaAaiév and similar phrases (cf. wote in 10) typically conjure up a vague
idea of pastness in contexts where chronological precision is not impor-
tant; here 16 TaAaiév shows that (unlike the other imperfects) dikouv does
not describe conditions at the time the army passed the cities. ToU
8¢ Teixous kTA.: the physical description matched the site reasonably well
prior to its destruction in 2015 (for a survey of archaeological evidence,
see Postgate and Reade 1976-80). For the wall, the height of 100 feet
is accurate if the measurement is taken from the level of the plain; the
thickness (25 feet) fits some sections but is too small for others; while the
perimeter length of two parasangs (c. 6 miles: 10n.) slightly exceeds mod-
ern estimates of 4.5—5 miles. The use of parasangs suggests that X. is either
reproducing local sources (cf. 2.4.12 on the Median Wall: ufjkos 8’ éAéyeTo
glven kool mapacdyyar) or self-consciously orientalizing. xpnTis &
UTrijv MiBivn: strong stone foundations in major Asiatic and Egyptian mon-
uments are noted at Hdt. 1.93.2, 2.170.2; cf. the metaphorical use by
Darius at Aesch. Pers. 814—15 xakév | xpnmis GmeoTiv. T6 Uyog tikoot
Trod&v ‘of 20 feet in height’ (accusative of respect modifying descriptive
genitive, as in g); X. varies the construction after the nominatives 16 eUpog
and Uyos with predicate wodes.

3.4.8 TavuTnv: asyndeton with anaphoric pronoun (§.2.7n. on ¢k ToUTou) is
particularly common after the presentative formula o fiv. BaotAeUs



150 COMMENTARY: 3.4.9

6 Mepowv: readers would presumably think of the elder Cyrus, who con-
quered the Median empire in 550 BC (and who is named in Amyntas’
account, cited above). ™V &pxnv éAaupavov: the imperfect casts the
downfall of the empire as a gradual process which included the cap-
ture of Larisa as one of its stages. X. focuses on Persian acquisition of an
empire, not on freedom (contrast Hdt. 1.127.1). “‘HAhiog & . . . oi
avlpwrror ‘Helios, putting a cloud in front (of the city), made it invisible
until the inhabitants left it.” Helios was an all-seeing sun-god invoked in
oaths (Hom. IL 3.277); his worship was associated with non-Greeks (Ar.
Pax 406-8) and later assimilated with that of Persian Mithra (Briant 2002:
250-2). &pavilew woMw, usually ‘destroy a city’ (as at 3.2.11), here refers
to an unusual meteorological event (like the thunder at Mespila at 12),
i.e. a prolonged mist; Tacitus (Ann. 13.41.3) similarly describes how a city
in Armenia suddenly covered by a dark cloud (atra nube coopertum) was
believed to be delivered up to destruction by the gods. Helios’ hostile use
of clouds may derive from Assyrian omens (clouds portend a city’s destruc-
tion at Shumma Alu 2 33 Freedman; cf. Enuma Anu Enlil 24 111.65 van Soldt
‘If the Sun weeps . . . (and when) you observe the sky there is darkness. . .
one king will defeat another’) or from conflation of solar and storm deities
(cf. Assyrian sun-god Samas shown with rain-clouds in British Museum tile
115076; Psalms 104:2-3; Polyaen. Strat. 7.2; Philo FGrH 790 F 2 (10.7); the
cult of Zeus Helios). While in Greek accounts cloud-gathering was mainly
the province of Zeus (hence Schenkl’s emendation), the Sun could pro-
duce clouds by evaporation (Xenophan. DK 21 A46; Hippoc. Aer. 8; cf.
Eustathius 11.86, 111.341 Van der Valk) or to avoid seeing pollution (Ps.-
Callisth. 1.41 (battle of Issus) a¥Tds 6 fjhos . . . ouvveptis éyéveto; Lucan
7.5-6). Modern editions print the sixteenth-century emendation fjhiov 5¢
vepéAn Trpokaliyaca Agdvice (‘a cloud, covering the sun, made it (i.e. the
sun) invisible’), but (a) as object, fjhiov (8¢) provides a weak antithesis to
Baohets 6 Tlepodv; (b) the focus on the city, the implicit object of éénmrov,
is diluted if fjAiov is object in the preceding clause; (¢) the cloud performs
two similar actions; (d) the cloud’s agency is surprising (despite Homeric
metaphors of enveloping clouds of grief or death (JI. 17.591, 20.417-18));
(e) elsewhere in classical Greek (Eur. IT 312; Aen. Tact. 32.9) the active of
TpokoAUTITw means ‘put over as a cover’ (the sense ‘cover’ occurs later in
antiquity). £&Aw: aorist of GAickouan ‘be taken’.

3.4.9 Tap& TAUTNY THY TOAW . . . 8Uo TAéBpwv: the Tupapis Mibivy is a zig-
gurat, which would be easily assimilated to the pyramid, a more familiar
monument (Reade 2002: 167 probably unnecessarily infers from mupapis
that the ziggurat had already eroded considerably when Xenophon saw
it). mapa ‘alongside’ is accurate if the wohis is taken as the citadel, dis-
counting the perimeter walls, on the inner side of which the ziggurat itself
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lay. The width X. gives may be correct for the lowest section that could be
seen above the walls (allowing 100 feet (30 m) for a wAt8pov); his figure
for the height is also reasonable if it applies to the height as seen by the
army from the west as it passed between the Tigris and the city (Reade
2002: 167). #wi TaUTns . . . &oTre@euydTes ‘on this were many of the
barbarians, who had taken refuge from nearby villages’. &mromeeuydTes is
a participle, not a periphrastic pluperfect with ficav, which would have
required &mi with accusative (Aerts 19635: 47). The Greeks could not have
known about the origins of all the peoples on the ziggurat (e.g. if some
had come from the city — a possibility not strictly ruled out by X.’s phras-
ing), though they could have drawn conclusions from the state of the
nearby villages.

3.4.10 évrelfev & émopeUbnoav oTabBudv iva Tapackyyas €§: a oTabuds is
a ‘stage’, a day’s march; a apacdyyns (in origin perhaps the distance
travelled in one hour) is a Persian measure of distance, rated between
21 and 60 (or even more) stades; the ratio 3o stades to the parasang is
found in Herodotus (2.6.3, 5.53) and in interpolated summaries at An.
2.2.6, 5.5.4, 7.8.26. If X. had a fixed measure in mind, c. 3 miles is a rea-
sonable estimate (Nimrud is ¢. 20 miles from Nineveh). The combination
of stages and parasangs is used twenty-four times in Book 1 with Cyrus as
subject of the verb &eAalver; subsequently it is used less regularly and with
the Greeks as subject of the verb, usually for periods of uninterrupted and
completed marching; its use here (the first since 2.4.28) indicates a brief
return to the standard style of march. See Rood 2010b. Teixos épnuov
péya Tpods [THir] woAer keipevov: for Epnpov, sec g.4.7n. on woAis Ry Ephun
peydAn. The city walls of Nineveh enclose two high mounds, Kouyunjik
and Nebi Yunus; there was a further section of external defences. It is
unclear (cf. Tuplin 200gb: 387—9g) which part of the site X. refers to
as the Teixos (probably here ‘fort’ rather than ‘wall’) and which as the
wéAhis. The placement of Mespila across the Tigris on the site of Mosul
(Rawlinson 1850: 419 n. 1; Bam: 89 F4) can, however, be excluded (see
6n. on émi Tév TiypnTa ToTapéy for cities explicitly ‘across’, wépav, rivers).
There also seems to be textual corruption; the simplest solution, followed
here, is deletion of Tt before wéAe1, on the grounds that the city has not
yet been mentioned. MiéomAa: the origins of this name for Nineveh
are obscure. It has been connected with Mosul (the city across the river
from Nineveh, see the previous note) and with Akkadian muspalum (‘low
ground’, perhaps via Aramaic mspyl'), which is found in an inscription
relating to Nineveh (Reade 1998-2001: 428), though nowhere used as
a toponym (Dalley 2013: 241 n. 63). Tuplin 2003b: 372 speculates that
X. assimilated the name to Méomda on the basis of the presence of med-
lar trees (uéomida are ‘medlars’, cf. ueowidn ‘medlar tree’). The toponym
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(spelt MiomiAa) is used elsewhere only by two grammarians, both citing
X. M#i8o1 . . . dixouv contrasts with the order in 7 (&ikouv . . . Mfjdor);
the Medes are here placed first as they are now the expected answer to
the question about the city’s former inhabitants (cf. 3.2.34n.). X need
not be implying that it was now totally deserted. kpnTris: here not a
foundation but an outer stone wall with a higher mud-brick wall imme-
diately behind it (Tuplin 20038b: g77). In an inscription on a clay prism
Sennacherib prided himself on the structure of this ‘great wall — the one
called “wall whose radiance casts down the enemy”’: ‘I made a founda-
tion upon limestone and made it 40 bricks thick. I raised its height to
180 courses of brickwork’ (translation from Dalley 2013: 213). AiBou
§eoTol xoyxuhiaTou: X.’s description matches Sennacherib’s palace inscrip-
tions, which mention ‘fossiliferous limestone, whose structure is as finely
granulated as cucumber seeds’ (translation from Russell 1997: 300), as
well as Layard’s discoveries at the site (Layard 1853: 446). It suggests close
observation (although there was a moat between the walls and the river);
for scientific interest in fossils in the fifth century Bc, see Xenophanes DK
21 Ag3.5; Hdt. 2.12.1. Pausanias (1.44.6) claims that this type of stone
is found within Greece only in Megara. X.’s adjective reappears only in
Philostr. VA 2.20 (a description of a palace in India, evidently modelled
on X.); a scholion on g.4.10 offers the gloss koyxuAias Aifos.

3.4.11 éxatov is accurate if the ro feet of the xpnis are included in the
height. £ mapacdyyar: a considerable exaggeration; modern esti-
mates for the perimeter are 7—7.5 (rather than ¢. 18) miles. AéyeTan:
the attribution of the story to people outside the story-world of An. (shown
by the present tense) suggests that it is familiar and endowed with some
prestige; there is no suggestion of unreliability. Aéyetou is used elsewhere
in An. for ‘mythical’ events located in Greek spheres of influence (1.2.8,
13, 6.2.1, 2); for an ethnographic comment on the inhabitants of a land
bordering Greek territory (6.4.2); and for recent and contemporary
events in Persian settings — a usage confined to Books 1-2 (1.2.9, 14, 8.24,
28, 2.6.29). In Books 3—4, by contrast, where the Greeks move through
unknown landscapes, X. does not otherwise attribute information to peo-
ple outside the story-world (except possibly at §.5.15(n.) évéa 8epilew [xai
¢apilew] Aéyetan). The variant éAéyeto would point to guides or other locals
as sources, but this word is used in An. only of events or geographical fea-
tures in the immediate story-world (with the exception of 7.2.22, where
the story is of pressing significance for the Greeks). Mndaia: the name
(meaning ‘Median woman’) is shared with the (mythical) Medea, often
seen as eponym of the Medes, who fled to Media from Athens (e.g. Hdt.
7.62.1). BaociAéws: the last Median king was Astyages. &rwAAuoav:
for the imperfect, see 8n. on v &pxhv éAduPavov.



COMMENTARY: 3.4.12-4.13 153

3.4.12 oUte xpévwi . . . oUre Biou: i.e. neither by prolonged siege
nor by direct assault, elaborating on oudevi Tpéman (8) in the Larisa
story. éuppovriTous ol ‘made thunderstruck’ (with an implication
of mental disturbance). The present tense is used in quick summaries
of events that are off the main storyline (cf. Rijksbaron 19g1: 1-2). For
the impact of lightning, cf. Hell. 4.7.7 ‘a thunderbolt fell on the camp,
and some men died after being hit (wAnyévtes), others from the shock
(2uPpovtndévTes)’; GSWi.119-22. In classical Greek éuppévrnTos is mostly
used metaphorically with the sense ‘silly’, ‘senseless’ ([Pl.] Al. 2.140c8
AMblous Te kai éuPpovthTous), often abusively in comedy (cf. Wankel on
Dem. 18.243). The reading Bpovtiit katéwAnge is probably a gloss on the
more unusual expression, which is imitated at Dio Chrys. 27.2. Kai
oUtws i&Aw: the use of the same phrase as at 8 points to the parallel fates
of the two cities.

3.4.13 ¢mopeUbnoav orabudv iva: the stage—parasang framework resumes
(10n.), but here, unusually, with a single stage and no indication of arrival
at a destination (as at 1.2.6, 4.1, 4, 6, the only other singlc stages). X.
thereby prepares for the sudden disruption to the framework (els ToUTov
8t Tov oTabBudv) caused by the appearance of Tissaphernes and a brief mil-
itary action; the day’s march is resumed at 16. Tiocoapéipvns érepévn
contrasts in both tense and order with émeaiveronr 6 MiBpaddtngs (2), under-
lining that Tissaphernes is the expected culmination of the escalating
Persian opposition. oUs ¢ aUTds itrmias AABev Exwv: the roughly 500
cavalrymen with whom Tissaphernes came to inform on Cyrus (1.2.4).
Exwv governs oUs as well as its implied antecedent and each limb of the
paratactic structure Te . . . kal . . . kal . . . kal WSS ToUTOIS; the convo-
luted structure brings out the size of Tissaphernes’ force. Thv ‘'OpédvTa
SUvapv: see 2.4.8. Orontas was a member of a family dynasty that held
the satrapy of Armenia (g.5.17n.) and a major figure in the western part
of the Persian empire in the fourth century: in the g8os BcC he served as
commander of the Persian army in Cyprus, and in the late 360s (perhaps
around or soon after X. composed An.) he was involved (perhaps while
he was holding a senior position in Mysia) in a revolt against the king
(see Osborne 197%; Stylianou on Diod. 15.90.3). ToU THv PaciAiws
BuyaTipa ixovros: the marriage (which had been imminent at 2.4.8)
reflects a common Persian method of strengthening bonds between the
royal family and the nobility (Brosius 1996: 70-82). The daughter’s name
was Rhodogyne (Plut. Artax. 27.7; OGIS 391—2). Greek authors regularly
avoided naming respectable Greek women, but X. refers by name to
high-status foreign women in An. (the king’s mother Parysatis and the
Cilician queen Epyaxa) and Cyr. (Mandane, Panthea) and also to high-
status Greek women within the Persian empire (Hellas in An., Mania in
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Hell.). So the non-naming of Rhodogyne can be attributed either to her
lack of importance for the plot or to X.’s lack of knowledge. oUg Kpos
Exwv &vipn BapPapous: §.1.2n. on kai oi cuv KUpwi dvaBavtes BapPapor. 6
BaoiAéws &BeAgos: see 2.4.25, where X. specifies that he is a vé8os ‘bastard’
and that he had brought troops from Susa and Ecbatana. For another
Persian elite male introduced not by name but by connection to the king,
see 2.9.17, 28 6 Tiis PaciAéws yuvaikds &BeAds; cf. the unnamed brothers of
Ariaeus and Tissaphernes at 2.4.1, 5.35; also 3.3.4(n.) T&v Twooagépvous Tig
oikeiwv. Tr&uTroAu épavn brings out the visual impact of the army; see
3.3.13n. for the mav- compound and Clarke 2006 for the use of paivopa
without participle or infinitive in the sense ‘be clearly’, i.e. as if with par-
ticiple. Cf. Clearchus’ use of a ruse d%ote 16 oTpdTeupa . . . 86§t TapTOAY
eva (2.4.26).

3.4.14 #mei & éyyuUs éyiévero: as at §.3.9 (émel & &yyUs &yévovto . . .), but
here with Tissaphernes as subject, preparing for the account of his tac-
tics. dmobev: i.e. in the Greeks’ rear (which is where the Persians
in pursuit would have been anyway), contrasting with the new flank-
ing move (eis T& TAdy1a Tapayaywv). Tissaphernes was relying on the
Persians’ superior numbers but not exploiting them in hand-to-hand
combat. éuPadeiv . . . Siaxivduvevaiv: both negative clauses mark out
Tissaphernes as cowardly (cf. §.2.16(n.) ou 8éAouct . . . déxeoban; contrast
the Greeks’ TéApa at g.2.11, 16(nn.)); the first refers to his refusal to
launch a direct assault (LS] s.v. éup&AAw 11) now, the second gives the long-
term thinking underlying his refusal. Mithradates is not slighted when he
adopts a similar strategy at 3.3.7.

3.4.15 SiataxBéivres: the dia- prefix implies distribution at intervals to
increase the spread of missiles (by contrast with the enforced shoot-
ing from within the square at 3.3.7). oi ‘PéSior: g.3.16n. While the
account of Persian strategy is focused on Tissaphernes, the Greek light-
armed troops act without the need for precise orders. oi [Zxubai]
ToféTan: given that Scythians are mentioned nowhere else in An., Zxki8a
should be deleted as an intrusive gloss, probably deriving from the
familiar use of Scythian archers as a police force at Athens or from
the generic use of ZxU8ai in the sense immotoféTan attested at Ael. Tact.
2.13. ouStis fuapTavev &vdpods: the lack of article here suggests that
each hit ‘a man’ almost at random (for the ‘unmissability’ topos, cf.
Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 5.24.3, 8.86.8; Plut. Crass. 24.4 ‘the compactness
and denseness of the Romans did not allow even anyone who wished
to miss a man (oUd¢ T PBoulopévwr SrapapTavelv avdpds)’; Dexippus
FGrH 100 F 25.5). After two verbs in the aorist describing the begin-
ning of the fight, the imperfect tense marks what happened in its pro-
gress. oUdt yap . . . paidiov fv: owing to the size of the Persian army.
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The tone of the aside is sardonic. xai 6 Ticoagéipvns . . . &mwexwper: kai is
the first word of the main clause; it is co-ordinated with the following
kai, not with the two preceding uses of kai in the émei-clause. X. again
makes Tissaphernes seem cowardly by attaching the detail péAa Tayéws
#€w BeAdv (for omission of article with prepositional phrases, see Smyth
1128) to him rather than his army and by using the immediative imper-
fect amweyper.

3.4.16—18 xai 6 Aorwédv s Npépas . . . TH &xpoPodioer: this is a difficult
passage, probably in large part owing to textual problems. X. first implies
a contrast between the current and the earlier exchange of missiles and
then picks up earlier passages discussing the relative distances covered by
Greek and Persian bows (3.4.7, 16, 17(nn.)) in order to show that the dif-
ference was caused by two new factors, one prepared by the earlier narra-
tive (the Rhodian slingers), one not previously announced (the Cretans’
use of Persian arrows); in so doing he moves from the specific narrative
context to a more general register, but both the temporal structure and
the logic of the passage are hard to grasp. The running translation with
glosses supplied below divides this section into five parts: (a) argues that
words are missing in 16; (b)—(c) suggest that this gap should contain an
explanation that the Cretans were now able to shoot further because they
began using Persian arrows, which were of a similar size to but lighter
than their own; (d) highlights an awkwardness that may point to further
textual problems.

(a) story-now (16): ‘The rest of the day the one side (of pév = the Greeks)
made their way while the other side (ol 3" = the Persians) followed.
And the barbarians no longer (oukém, i.e. by contrast with the earlier
engagements) harmed them in the long-range fighting at that time;
for the Rhodians slung further than the Persians and <. . .> (most
of) the archers.” The text of the last sentence in the MSS will not do
(whether or not one reads wAsiotwv before Tofotdv): of Te PbdBi101 needs
a second clause with a new subject (emending Te to ye to remove this
need replaces one problem with another); and while some editors,
taking xai as adverbial, translate the second half of the sentence ‘slung
further than the Persians, even than (most of) the archers’ (i.e. fur-
ther than the Persian archers shot their arrows), this seems impossibly
compressed. Some mention of the Cretan archers (preparing for 17)
is also expected: hence Madvig’s addition of <oi KpiiTes éTdgeuov>. But
given that the Cretans were (probably owing to their heavier arrows)
previously shooting less far than the Persians (3.3.7(n.)), it is hard to
understand why they should now be shooting further than the Persians
just because they were (as, in the MSS, emerges later in the passage)
using their arrows.
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(b) general (17): ‘Persian bows are also (xai) big (i.e. like the Cretans’)’.
A very abrupt comment, and both the emphatic position of peydia
and the presence of xai are hard to explain without prior mention of
the size of the Cretans’ bows and arrows.

(¢) story-general (17): ‘. .. so that whichever arrows were captured were
useful for the Cretans, and they continued using the enemy’s arrows,
and they would practise shooting far by discharging upwards’. sietéAouv
Xpwuevol requires a stronger statement that the Cretans started using
the Persian arrows than the preceding xpnowa fiv (i.e. something like
éxpdvTo B¢ avTols oi “ENAnves at 4.2.28; cf. Polyb. 18.28.9; Plut. Thes.
8.1). It could mean ‘used continuously’, but some indication of the
time frame would be expected (as at Hell. 7.3.2-3).

(d) story-general (17): ‘And many sinews as well as lead were found
(nupioketo) in the villages for use for the slings.” The connection of
thought is that slingers as well as archers had supplies. But which vil-
lages? The imperfect demands a wider reference than just the villages
(3.3-.11) where the unit of slingers was instituted. Since then, X. has
mentioned villages only at g, but he did not specify that the army
passed through them. &v Tois kouars here also reads awkwardly before
the clear sequence kmuos EmTUXKOVTES . . . &V Tais kwpas in 18 (where
the article in the second phrase refers back to the first); it may none
the less be a general reference to villages, with the definite article
presupposing knowledge of their importance in the Persian empire.
Another possibility is to move this sentence to after fiv y&p mwoAUs oTros
év Tods kopaas in 18 (for the ensuing repetition cf. &v (.. .) Té1 mediwn
at 3.5.1—2); this change would make good sense of the general &boTe
xpfiobar in 18 and align the imperfect nipicketo with its use elsewhere
in An. for the immediate story-now (4.4.13, 5.4.28, 29, 7.5.14).
story-now (18): ‘And that day, when the Greeks were making camp
after coming across villages, the barbarians went away, having the
worse of it (uefov &xovtes) in the long-range fighting (Tfi dxpoBoioer,
picking up Tt T61e dkpoPolicer in 16, where the statement of Persian
inferiority is not as strong).’

(e

~

The probability that these difficulties are due to textual corruption is
strengthened by comparison with sections where general and specific
material is more tightly integrated (34—6(n.), 4.2.28). Confusion in the
MSS may have been caused by the repetition of key words and phrases (tfj:
dxpoPolioel, Tog- roots, doTe, xpfiobal, év Tals kwpals); dmdéoa &’ in some MSS
at 17 may point to scribal hesitation about the correct division of clauses.

3.4.16 éoivovro: for lonic/Attic oivouas, see Introduction p. 28; the vari-
ant é¢mékewvro (a more common word in Attic prose) must have arisen from
a gloss. Tijt TéTe &kpoPolicer: ToTe reinforces the contrast with earlier
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engagements while also preparing for the damage the Persians are able to
inflict when the Greeks’ march is disrupted (19-238n.). The rare abstract
noun &kpopdhiois is found three times in X. (18 below and Cyr 6.2.15),
then not until his imitator Arrian; &xpoBohiouds (twice each in Hell. and
Thucydides) became the standard form.

3.4.17 peydAa...téfa. .. éoivi present tense, indicating an ethnographic
statement; for stress on the size of Persian (composite) bows (3.3.7n.), cf.
Hdt. 7.61.1 ‘the Persians had short spears, long bows (168a . . . peydha),
and arrows made from reeds’. doTe XpNopa . . . Tofeupao: for reuse
of enemy missiles, cf. the use of the even larger Carduchian arrows as
javelins (4.2.28); Kelly 2012: 275 lists further examples. X.’s insistence
on the point (with xpnowa picked up by xpouevor and xpficbar) matches
his concern in the Socratic works with making good use of material goods
(Pomeroy on Oec. 1.8). éméoa &Aickorto: optative in past indefinite
construction (g.1.2on.); éméoa is followed by partitive Tév To§eupdTov.
The odd application of &\iokopon ‘capture’ to missiles that the Persians
deliberately discharged against the enemy with no intention of regaining
them increases the sense of Greek cunning; earlier in the march they
had used enemy arrows for firewood (2.1.6). Tois Kpnoi: dative with
xpoiua, but juxtaposed with T&v To§eupdTwy owing to the Cretans’ renown
as archers (g.3.7n.). épnediTwv . . . pakpav: iévtes (used absolutely:
LSJ s.v. inw 1.3.b) emphasizes the mode of shooting, To§eveww the overall
action. pokpdv ‘far’ (for the form, see §..16n. on iy Taxiotny; LSJ s.v.)
goes with tofeUew. Upward shots were a Persian technique (Hdt. 7.226)
adopted not for easy recovery of the arrows but for an optimum combina-
tion of distance and momentum as they fell. veUpa . . . kai poAuPSos:
veUpa are not bowstrings (veupai in classical prose) but sinews for use as
sling-cords (so the &dote-clause goes with both veipa and uéAupdos). These
supplies are probably linked with local agriculture, with the lead being
taken from tools (Ma 2010: 428), rather than military stockpiles (Briant
2002: 1038). v Tals kwpais: 16-18n. (d). &oTe xpfodar: the infin-
itive suggests the use of the produce over a period of time; contrast &oe
xpnowua fv, which refers to the immediate use of specific Persian arrows
(CGCG 46.4, 7). tis T&s opevSovas ‘for the slings’ (eis with accusative
expressing goal: Smyth 1686.1d).

3.4.18 kai TaUTm piv TH Aupépar: a stronger expression (e.g. resump-
tive pév oy, or 8’ al as at 4.3.1) might be expected for the return to
the main narrative level, but cf. 4.1.11, 14, 2.7 for xai . . . pév with
temporal phrases rounding off an episode after background mate-
rial. kaTeoTpatomredevovTo: the villages (Tg) were probably collections
of huts without defences, but they may have been situated in good defen-
sive positions (cf. 33). Tij1 &kpoPolicei: ToTe probably entered the MSS
from 16: it would point to a contrast with subsequent fighting, but the
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exchanges at 25-6 seem too far off. fuevav . . . kai émeorticavro: cf.
similar delays for provisioning at 1.4.9, 5.4 in the march up and 4.7.18
in the retreat. ¢émoiti{open is a general military term for provisioning on
campaign, whether the food is provided by allies, bought from a mar-
ket or looted from stores; here the last option is most likely. TToAUS
oiros: similarly well-stocked villages are found further up the Tigris (31,
5.1). X. confirms Xenophon’s observations on the advantages for the
Greeks in being able to exploit any land they should control (3.2.21); he
shows no concern for how the villagers survived the destruction of their
food reserves. étmropevovTo . . . kai Ticoagépvng eireTo: varying ol uév
¢mopeUovTo, of 8’ efrovto (16); the focus on Tissaphernes also contrasts
with &mrfjABov ol B&pPRapor earlier in 18.

3.4.19-23 As with the introduction of slingers and a cavalry corps to
make the rear less exposed to attack (8.3.12—-19n.), the Greeks make fur-
ther modifications to the mAaioiov-formation in the light of experience,
here attributed to the generals rather than to Xenophon specifically
(21). The problem that now emerges is that the formation was too broad
and inflexible to cope with occasional narrowing of the road owing to ter-
rain; this problem would become acute when, as here, there was pressure
from the enemy behind. The generals seek to overcome it by introducing
flexible A6xo1 along the flanks which would hold back whenever the line
of march became too narrow, and then, as the line expanded, fill any
gap that emerged, dividing if necessary into smaller units so as to fill the
required width (21, 22). It later becomes clear that the extra protection
on the flanks is not enough: further adaptations are required when the
Persians attack from above (28) or block the path in front (38-43).

In keeping with the perhaps artificial exactness of much military writ-
ing, X. offers a precise technical description that draws on the language
used in materialistic explanations of natural phenomena (1g(n.) &véyxn,
¢xBAiBeoBan, 20(n.) Srdoxmt . . . diaowdoBa, kevév) and is marked by verbal
repetition. He formulates the problem in universalizing terms (marked by
the use of the present tense), stressing that the Greeks are responding to
both physical and logical necessity (four &vaykn-words in 19—20), which
threatens a return to their earlier disarray (19 &rédkTous, 20 &Bupeiv), but is
overcome by cool strategic reasoning. In formulating the solution, by con-
trast, he focuses on the specific measures adopted at the time while using
the same order of exposition as in his account of the problem: (a) drawing
together of the wings: fiv cuykUTTm T& KépaTa ToU TAcciou (1Q) ~ OTETE pév
ouykutTol T& képata (21); (b) narrowing of the front at crossing-points:
Yepupas (19), 6moTe Béor yépupav diaPaive fj EAANY Twva SidPactv (20) ~ &
8¢ kai diaPaivelv Tva déor SrdPaocv i yépupav (23); (¢) confusion/no con-
fusion: TapatTouévous (19) ~ ok étapartovto (23); (d) drawing apart of
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the wings/flanks: 8tav 8’ o didoxm T& képata (20) ~ 6woTe dE Bikoyolev o
TAeupai ToU TAauciou (22); (e) middle empty/full: xevdv yiyveobar T6 péoov
T&V KepdTwY (20) ~ TO6 péoov AvefemipmAacay . . . OoTe &el EKTALwY givan TO
uéoov (22). X.’s efforts to provide a neatly symmetrical account lead, how-
ever, to a formulation of the role of the new units that is compressed and
has been variously interpreted.

A similar theoretical concern with marching structures is shown in Cyr:
see esp. 1.6.43, 2.4.2—4, 6.3.3—4 for adjustment to narrow terrain; also

4.5.37, 5.3-37, 4.45-6, and cf. Eq. mag. 2.9, 7.11.

3-4.19 oi "ENAnves éyvwoav: contrast 21, where X. gives the generals credit
for the solution. TrAaiclov icéTrAcupov is object of ¢yvwoav and subject
of the éti-clause (cf. 3.2.8n), while Tovnp& Tafis is predicate. icédmAeupov
= ‘with equal flanks’, i.e. equal in length or depth; the closest parallels to
X.’s usage are late (glosses on vnos ¢ions/vijas ¢icas at £ Hom. Od. §.431;
Ps.-Zonar. ¢ 629.6 Tittmann). The adjective has always been taken in the
sense ‘equalsided’ (common from Plato’s Timaeus onwards), implying
that the mAaiciov proposed by Xenophon at 3.2.36(n.) was a square (a
formation that later technical writers and lexicographers, citing this pas-
sage, call a wAawdiov (Arr. Tact. 29.7-8; Suda w 1778 Adler; cf. Ael. Tact.
37.8-9)); but (a) a square formation makes no sense for an army on the
march (as opposed to a static army under cavalry attack) and runs counter
to other indications in the narrative (e.g. the metaphor ‘tail’ (38(n.);
HCT1v.343)); (b) the problem the Greeks identify would occur with any
inflexible mAaioiov, and the solution X. describes is not a change from
square to oblong mAaioiov at pinch points; (¢) elsewhere in An. wAeupd is
specifically ‘flank’. Arrian (who imitated X.’s phrase at Anab. 4.5.6) was
evidently misled by the mathematical sense of icémAeupos. TroAepicov
émropévwv: the same phrase at 20. The repetition underlines the fact
that it is the Persians’ continued pressure that has caused the problem
Xenophon had not foreseen. Genitives absolute are occasionally post-
poned when, rather than offering background information, they make
explicit the conditions under which the preceding observation holds
true; this type of postponement is particularly common in An. in claims
about the position or status of the enemy (cf. 24 Té@v ToAepiwy Svtwv
imméwv; 36 droudvTwy TGOV ToAepinv; 40 ToAepiwy émigaivouévwy; also 2.4.6,
4.6.12, 5.6.9, 6.3.12). &vaykn yép éoTiv: the present tense brings out
that the problem observed is universal; this perspective is maintained
in the conditional fiv u¢v ouykUmtm and in the corresponding étav 8’ av
Sidoxm in 20. The use of avayxn for the process of drawing apart com-
pressed bodies of troops matches its use in fifth-century scientific writ-
ing of ‘a chain of cause and effect implicit in the material world’, e.g. in
the creation of thunder and lightning (Dover on Ar. Nub. 376-8, with
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references). ouykumtnt ‘bend towards one another’ (a body meta-
phor), only here and at 21 in X. képara: the wings of the front and
rear lines (by contrast with mAeupai, used of the flanks of the whole for-
mation). Wings rather than flanks are specified here because the trouble
starts as the front wings converge. Spiwv avaykaldvTwy i yepupas: the
terrain starts to become slightly narrower further south (g.gn.), but this is
the first time X. reports mountains impinging on the march (T6). Bridges
play some role in the narrative before the army crosses to the left bank of
the Tigris (2.3.10, 4.13, 17-24) but are mentioned in Book g only here
and at 3.5.8—12, when a proposal to bridge the Tigris is rejected. Here X.
is probably alluding to fixed bridges over ditches, streams and stretches of
marshland. For river crossings, see further g.2.22, 3.6nn. éxBAipeodar
‘be squeezed out of position’ (rather than ‘be cramped, crowded’ (LS]
s.v. éxBAiBw)), a graphic expression derived from medical and scientific
descriptions of compressed elements (e.g. Hippoc. Fat. 10; Arist. Gen. an.
783a16). melopévous refers to physical pressure, while Taparropévous
includes mental disturbance. SuoxpnoTous picks up from 17(n.) the
stress on utility (marked by cognate xpfiopa and xpfiofat). For X.’s fond-
ness for 8uc- compounds, see §.5.16n. &raxTous dvtag ‘since they are
disordered’ (causal).

3.4.20 & aU ‘in turn’, ie. once they were through the nar-
row space (emphasizing how the divergence is a logical conse-
quence). Si&oxm. .. Sixomr&ofar ‘drawapart. .. disperse’; the &ia- prefix
implies separation. The register of siaoméw is both military (e.g. Thuc.
5.70 iva . . . pn Saoaclein . . . N T&is) and scientific (e.g. Emp. DK g1
B63g diéoracTan peAéwv puois). X. suggests that it is impossible for troops in
such straits to restore their previous positions by themselves. Kevov is
also used of ‘void’ by the atomists (e.g. Democr. DK 68 B125). omoTe
8tor . . . fomeudev: X. shifts from the universal present tenses to an iter-
ative imperfect (with optative in the sub-clause) for details specific to
this expedition; cf. 1.5.2—3, with CGCG 61.4-6. Yépupav . . . fj &AAnv
Tiv& 81&Paociv: the phrasing implies that a yépupa is the most desirable
form of &1&Baois (cf. 2.6.6 eis woudix& A eis EAAnY TIv& HBovi). BidPBaocts is
used in X. of a place (4.3.17) or means (2.3.10 — not ‘bridge’, pace LS])
of river-crossing, and also for crossing of difficult terrain (Cyn. 10.19
T&s SroPdoers TV varrdv). See further 2gn. BouAduevos . . . TTp@DTOS:
an understandable but self-defeating instinct for self-preservation, cf.
Thuc. 7.84.3 mé&s . . . diaPijvar aTds TpddTOS Pouldpevos, of the Athenians’
disastrous attempt to cross the River Assinarus in their retreat from
Syracuse; contrast the beneficial desire to be ‘first’ at 4.3.29, 7.11-12,
and the open cynicism of Meno in crossing the Euphrates first at 1.4.14—
16. eUemiBeTov v évtalfa Tois roAepiors ‘under such circumstances it
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was easy for the enemy to attack’, i.e. by rapid cavalry attacks on unsettled
parts of the army; the confusion would also make protection against mis-
siles harder.

3.4.21 oi orpartnyoi: 1gn. on oi “EAAnves Eyvwoav. £ Aoxous ava
ixaTov &vbpas: &vd is distributive (‘100 men each’: Smyth 1682.2c¢). For
one hundred as the size of a Adxos, cf. 4.8.15 (with the qualification
oxedév); at one point in the march up, by contrast, two Aéxo1 amount
(if the text is sound) to a hundred men (1.2.25). Numbers across com-
panies must in practice have varied unless the army was reorganized
when new marching arrangements were introduced by the new board
of generals. TrevTnrovTRpas . . . évwpoTépyous: the nouns (both of
which are used as predicates after &Aous: ‘others as . . .’) signify offi-
cers in charge of units, the wevrnkooTis (the name of which suggests a
group of fifty) and the #vwpotia (‘sworn group’), probably twenty-five
men (X. does not clarify its size, as Arr. Tact. 6.3 notes). The only other
mention in An. of évopdtapyor/tvwpotic is 4.8.26; wevtnkovTiipes do not
reappear. The mention of these sub-officers here is due to the role their
units play in 22; there is no reason to suppose that other Aéxor did not
have them. The titles are found elsewhere only in Spartan armies (Lac.
11.4, with Lipka; Thuc. 5.66.3, 68.g, with HCT; Lazenby 2012: 6-13),
and so are perhaps the result of Chirisophus’ input (Anderson 197o:
234). But the match with the Spartan model is loose: the larger Spartan
unit uépa is not mentioned here, and if not the ratio, then at least the
size of the units is almost certainly different. oUvot (the six special
Adxor) 8t wopeudpevor is a theme-constituent (8.5.16n. on fuels . . . 8¢i);
the entire iterative description (until 23 oUtot) of the units’ movements
at moments of contraction (6wéTe pév . . .) and divergence (émwéte 8¢ . . .)
comes under its scope, but the following main clauses have oi Aoxayol as
their subject. Umrépevov UoTepot of Aoxayoi ‘the captains would wait
behind’ (with predicative GoTepor), i.e. together with their Adxor, thus pro-
viding space and cover for the wings to draw together in an orderly way.
Aoxayoi are specified because they are the orchestrators of the manoeu-
vre. doTe pm évoxAdiv Tois kipaol confirms that the initial problem
(compression at the wings) was solved; the implication is that the special
units were normally placed close to the wings. TOTE 8t . . . TGV KEPETWY
‘but sometimes they would be leading them (i.e. the companies, supplied
as object from the theme-constituent) along outside the wings’. For mapa-
denoting movement ‘along’, see Balode 2011: 101-6 (L§] s.v. wapdyw
1.2 is misleading). Toté 8¢ without preceding Toté uév (conventionally so
accented: see Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 100), like 6 8¢ without preceding 6
pév, introduces an explanatory aside: cf. GP166; Hell. 1.2.14 oi aixudAwTor
Zupakdaiorn . . . vukTos drxovTo eis AekéAerav, ol & eis Méyapa; Pl. Phib. 35¢ 3—4
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el TIs . . . &GAyel, ToTt B¢ xaiper (after preceding Umépevov, ToTe ‘at that time’
lacks a clear temporal reference; it is not used in the sense ‘next’). Here
the aside indicates that at times (but exceptionally) the special units did
not need to hold back to avoid congestion, because they were already
outside the wings when the contraction happened (23 suggests that they
would be reacting to problems elsewhere); they would evidently have
to stop when they reached the bottleneck. The flexibility of the special
units may explain why X. does not expressly indicate their normal posi-
tion: his main concern (picking up 19-20) is their innovative response
at those moments when the army’s cohesion was most threatened. The
best reconstruction is that the special units were positioned on the outer
flanks of the wAaiciov (so that it was no longer ioéwAsupov), where they
could support the whole formation, react quickly to narrowing terrain,
and fall back without causing problems inside the oblong. At 43, ‘300 of
the select troops’, i.e. three of the Adxo1, are presented as a unit regularly
under Chirisophus’ control near the front of the mAaiciov (where the
compression would begin), and this may imply that the other three were
a unit too (see 43n. for goo-strong units). This reconstruction (Grote
1903-6: vi1.257; Pelling per e-litt.) rejects the common view that the new
units had a fixed position within the main formation. Some scholars (e.g.
Lendle; Lee 2007: 88) place them all in the rear (dismissing the impli-
cation of 43), others three rear centre and three front centre, suggest-
ing that the latter would move either (Mather/Hewitt) back inside the
mAaioiov (but this makes no military sense anyway) or (Masqueray, read-
ing Tous 8¢ (sc. Adxous)) to the sides (but this further requires insertion
of oi pév, ‘some’ (of the Adyor), with Uméuevov and deletion of oi Aoxayoli,
which must none the less be supplied as subject of wapfiyov, and presup-
poses a clear division that X. has not mentioned).

3.4.22 wAeupai: X. specifies the flanks (rather than the wings, as at 20)
because he is describing how the special units, now placed GoTepor (21),
respond to the flanks’ divergence. T6 péoov: the space between the
wings, presumably in the rear, where the formation was most exposed
to enemy attack. aveferipmAacav ‘would fill up again’, a hapax.
avek- compounds are very rare (¢§ava- being the preferred order), but
here the ava- prefix (‘re-’) is placed first because ékmwipmAnum “fill up’ is
a standard and therefore indivisible term. Kriger’s &v é§emipmAacav,
with iterative &v, destroys the balance with the other straight imper-
fects. el pév oTevdTepov . . . kaT évwpoTias: the smaller units cover
a wider front because of the way they are deployed: see Figures 1-3.
How they returned to the flanks once the disturbance was over is not
explained.
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1. xat’ évwpoTias

2. kaT& TEVTNKOOTUS 3. kaT& AdxouUs

Figures 1—3 The formations described at §.4.22. Each rectangle represents
a unit of twenty-five men (three wide, eight deep, plus one leader).
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3.4.23 xai ‘actually’ conveys that crossings are the extreme example
of narrow terrain. Siapagiv fj yéipupav: contrast the order at 20(n.);
here X. places the broader term for a crossing (5iéBaciv) before the most
desirable type (yépupav) in order to stress that the army’s new formation
could cope even with less than ideal types of crossing. {raparTovTo:
all the soldiers are understood as subject. oi Aoxor, referring to the
whole army, is added because it crosses Adxos by Adxos. ¢ wou . . . Tiis
pédayyos ‘if there was some (m1) need anywhere in the phalanx’ (par-
titive genitive with Tou). oUTou: the six special Adyor tmopeUfnoav
orabuous TéTrapas: for the phrase, see 10n., but here no parasang distance
is given (thc only other such instances are 2.4.12 and 5.5.1). X.’s stress
is on successful adaptation (TouTwt Té1 TpdTw) rather than distance cov-
ered; the four days here presumably, then, include t#j1. . . YoTepadan at 18.

3.4.24 Hvika 8¢ Tév wépmrrov émopevovro: the imperfect prepares for the
disruption to the day’s march. ¢iov . . . elov piv Tous Abpous Gopcvor:
X. describes what the Greeks saw, then their feelings. &opevot, together
with the preceding uév, ironically prepares for the new difficulties that
the Greeks will face in the hills (cf. Rood 2011: 141-2 on the word’s use
in An.); after exposure to the Carduchian mountains they will be equally
glad to see plains (4.3.1). Bacilerov: a satrap’s palace (31n. on Tén
catpamebov); see T7. THv 8t 680v. . . ol kaffjkov . . . ip’ 1 Ny [ kdun)
‘that the road to that place passed over high hills, which jutted out of the
mountain on which it (i.e. T xwpiov ToUTo) was situated’. yHrogos, first
attested in X., suggests a hill which is high but still low enough to be cov-
ered with earth rather than just rocks (cf. Hesych. y 465 Latte 8x8a, Tivég
8t 8pn yewdn). Since the palace and villages were visible from the Greeks’
vantage point, but at the far end of the foothills, and as the Greeks sub-
sequently descend from them into a plain (g2), they must have been
situated quite high up on the mountain, though not necessarily on top
(for which émi plus genitive would be expected; cf. 44, 4.7.21). The MSS
are confused: the majority reading ¢’ &1 is incompatible with the topo-
graphical indications of height, while () kxdun has no clear referent and
is presumably an attempt to provide a subject for fiv. The lack of a subject
is harsh, but not impossible after the emphatic pds 16 xwpiov ToiTo; alter-
natively, () kdun replaced the real subject. o3¢ €ikog . . . ITrTEWYE O
eikés means ‘naturally’ (contrast ‘probably’ at g.1.21), i.e. owing to the
difficulty of using horses in uneven terrain; the phrase at the same time
suggests that the Greeks are ignoring the danger posed by the Persian
light-armed troops. For the position and function of the genitive absolute,
see 19n.

3-4.25 ¢ émwi Tov iTepov &vapaivew ‘so as to go up to the next one’.
For é&o(1e) with infinitive implying intended result, i.e. with the idea of
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purpose (CGCG 46.9; Smyth 2267), cf. 1.8.10, 4.3.29. émyiyvovTai oi
B&pPapor: presentative order with historical present (asat 2(n.)), underlin-
ing the suddenness of the Persians’ reappearance. oi B&ppapor prepares for
the use of the whip (see below). eis 16 wpavés ‘downhill’. iPairov,
iopevBovwy, étéfevov: asyndeton with verbs in the imperfect appears
in vivid battle-narratives at Cyr 7.1.38, Hell. 2.4.33 fkévtilov, &BoAdov,
étdgevov, E0gevdovay, 4.3.19 (= Ages. 2.12) éwBolvTo, éudyovTo, &ékTEwOoV,
améBvmokov — a passage praised by Ps.-Longinus (Subl. 19.1): ‘the words
come out without connections and as it were pour forth, almost outstrip-
ping the speaker himself’. The effect here is to convey the sense of a sud-
den barrage of stones, sling-bullets and arrows. UTrd pacTiywv: Umod
with genitive expressing accompanying circumstance (CGCG 31.8; Smyth
1698.1b). For the use of whips by Persians (generally against people of
low status), see Hdt. 7.22.1, 223.3, with Xerxes’ words at 103.4. Whipping
was seen as tyrannical (cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. §5.1) and suitable only for
slaves (cf. Hdt. 4.3.4). It is surprising to find it mentioned in An. only in
a scene where the Persians have the advantage of higher ground (Tuplin
2004a: 174): X. may be suggesting that the Persian army has been scared
by the Greeks’ unexpected versatility or (better) highlighting the urgent
effort of the Persian light-armed troops at this moment (in keeping with
the pattern of increasing Persian military effort in the course of the book)
and so the particular suffering of the Greeks. Whatever the explanation,
there is an implied contrast with the Greeks’ willing acceptance of mili-
tary authority.

3.4.26 kaTeritpwokov kai éxkpdTnoav . . . kai xaTékAewoav: fast-paced
paratactic clauses with repetition of k- and tsounds (hence the com-
pound katetiTpwokov ‘wound heavily’; cf. kataBuoew at §.2.12(n.)) convey
how, despite the newly instituted tactics, the Greeks’ earlier disadvan-
tages (cf. elow TV dMAwv kaTekékAewTo $.8.7(n.)) return now that the

Persians are occupying higher ground. YupvATwy: $.3.7N. on yihoi
SvTes. axpnorou: cf. 17(n.) for the stress on utility and 17n. on &oe
xpficBan for the indicative with &oe. kai . . . kai, together with the

delayed subject, underlines the impotence even of the new slingers.

3.4.27 OXOAfjt pév . . . TaxU &mwemrRdwv: 6TATTal SvTes is causal. X. empha-
sizes the hoplites’ struggle uphill by a historical present; a contrast with
the enemy’s easy flight is suggested by variation in clause length and word
order and by the expressive amemrfidwv ‘kept leaping back’ (the verb is rare
in military narratives).

3.4.28 T6 &\Ao orpaTeupa ‘the rest of the army’. TaUTa éTTaoyov: i.e.
the same as during the initial downhill march at 25-6. £8ofev auTols:
the following ToUs oTpaTidotas may suggest that X. meant adtois to refer
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to the generals. Tpiv . . . &viiyayov: a piv-clause recording a future
strategic decision would normally have an optative (or subjunctive with
&v), but X. presents it as a fact (using the aorist indicative), treating the
division’s move as the next step in the story. amod Tiis 8e§ids mwAeupds:
the side nearer to the mountain. wedTaoés: after the institution of
mobile hoplite Aéxor (19-23), the new modification involves the even
more mobile light-armed troops.

3.4.29 ouvor: the Greek peltasts. oUkéT1 émerifevro: contrasting with
26, 28. SeSoikdTes pf) . . . of ToAépion: the Persians are subject of
amoTtunBeincav, while oi woAéuor (now referring to the Greeks: see g34n.)
are subject of yévowrTo.

3.4.30 oUTtw T6 Aortrév Tijs fiuépas mopeudpevor: the phrase underlines
the Greeks’ successful adoption of a new tactic (cf. 6n. on 16 Aormdv Tijs
fuépas). oi pév . .. oi 8é: hoplites and peltasts. ¢émrapioves ‘march-
ing alongside (wapa-) on higher ground (¢m-)’. faTpoUs xatiocTnoav
éxtw: X. does not specify who made this decision; whether this was a
new or supplementary medical unit (the stress suggests the former); or
whether the doctors were soldiers, slaves or local captives. The evidence
for doctors serving with Greek armies is slender (Salazar 2000: 68-74),
but in line with his practical concern for troops’ well-being X. pays more
attention to medical treatment of wounds than either Herodotus (7.181.2
is exceptional) or Thucydides; cf. Lac. 13.7 for doctors in the Spartan
army; Cyr1.6.15, 3.2.12, 5.4.17-18, 6.2.32, 8.2.24—3. ToMhoi . . . of
TeTpwpivor picks up 26 moAhoUs kaTeTiTpwoKOV.

3-4.31 &\eupa, oivov, xpifés: asyndeton is often used in lists of types of
produce (cf. 4.4.9, 5.3.9, 6.6.1; Ar. Thesm. 420 &\grrov, EAaiov, oivov; also
inscribed inventories suchas ML 76) . See Denniston 19352: 100. irrrroig
cupBepAnuivas ‘collected for the horses’; perfect participle of cuppdiie
(LS) s.v. AlL2). cuvevnveypéva fv: pluperfect passive of ouugépw (sim-
ilar in sense to oupB&AAW). T oaTtpatrevovTi: dative of either agency
(‘by’) — a usage found above all with a perfect or pluperfect passive, as
here (CGCG 30.50) — or advantage (‘for’: CGCG 30.49). The produce had
been collected either as a supply depot (Briant 2002: g72) or as tribute
payment (Tuplin 1987b: 141-2); cf. the presence of wine and barley in
Persian depots in Bactria (Naveh and Shaked 2012: Cg:40, C4:22-3, 40).
The Persian empire was divided by Darius into about twenty administra-
tive units known as satrapies (cf. Hdt. 3.89.1, though there were changes
of detail over time). X. gives no details, but at this point the army was
probably in the satrapy of Media (which according to the interpolated
list at 7.8.25 had Arbacas, perhaps to be identified with the Arbaces of
1.7.12, as its satrap). The verb catpamsiw (which appears first in X.) is
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used at Hell. g.1.10 loosely of a governor subordinate to an actual satrap;
the use here need not, then, signify accurate knowledge of local Persian
administration. 76 Trediov: T8.

3.4.32 &5idafev . .. N &vaykn: the principle seen at 1g—23 is here expressed
more abstractly, continuing the focus on trial-and-error. The motif of
avdykn as a teacher aligns X.’s account with Greek narratives of techno-
logical and cultural advance (Rood 2015b: 109, with references). While
the generals are not here given credit for the solution, X.’s language
also excuses their failure to anticipate the problems. ToMoi . . . oi
&Trépayol caps 30 moAMloi yap fioav oi TeTpwuévol, showing the knock-on
effect of the presence of the wounded when the army was actually on
the march. &mwéuaxos ‘out of action’ is attested first here (cf. also 4.1.13),
then not until Arrian. oi éxeivous @ipovTes: the wounded would earlier
have travelled in wagons (like Ariaeus at 2.2.14). X. mentions later that
troops were carried back to camp after an engagement (4.5.22, 5.2.32)
and that the sick were put on board a ship when the army reached the
Black Sea (5.3.1). Apart from that, he offers hints that, when the pace
of the march increased, wounded men were left behind (4.5.11) unless
Xenophon himself intervened (5.8.6-11). See Sternberg 2006: 130—43;
Lee 2007: 245-7; and cf. Thuc. 7.75.3—4. oi TGV PepéVTWY T& STTAx
8efapevor: the Greeks held on to equipment tenaciously owing to their
lack of sufficient replacements (Lee 2007: 130; cf. 5.8.7). X. does not,
however, mention here what happened to the weapons of the wounded:
Hunt 1998: 167 suggests that the men may have been carried on their
shields wearing their armour.

3.4.33 TOAU ydp Siigepev . . . i ‘it was far different . . . from’ (see LSJ
s.v. Siagépw I11.4 for this impersonal use with accusative and infinitive),
here with the implication ‘better . . . than’. Defending from a set position
contrasts with the earlier fighting; it need not imply that the village itself
had any defences of its own. &Aéfacfan ‘defend themselves’. dAé€w
(xgin X.) islargely Ionic and Doric (Gautier 53); in Attic it is found twice
in tragedy.

3.4.34-6, like 16-18 and 19-23(nn.), moves between the specific nar-
rative context, more general observations about what happened during
this part of the retreat, and narratorial explanation in the present tense.
Here the transitions between the temporal layers are made clear through
a tight use of ring-composition: (a) story-now: when it was now (g4 dn)
getting late, it was time for the enemy to withdraw; () story-general: for
(y&p) they never camped nearby; (¢) general: for (y&p) a Persian army is
(¢oi, indicating a narratorial comment) at a disadvantage at night; (&)
story-general: therefore (toutou évexa) they used to camp far away from
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the Greeks; (d) story-now: when the Greeks discovered (émei 8¢ éyiyvwokov
36) that they were about to withdraw, the order to pack up was given. The
events of the story-now are focalized through the Greeks, implicitly in g4
and explicitly in §6, but in the general sections an external perspective
is adopted.

3.4.34 Hvika . . . 8eidn: fvika-clauses at the start of a sentence (also used
at 24, 3.5.2, 4.1.5) set the scene with an imperfect marking simultaneity
with the main clause, and usually contain an explicit time-marker (here
8eidn) (cf. Buijs 2005: 93—4). f1dn ‘now’ marks the Greeks’ perspective (cf.
4n.). épa fv: according to Greek expectations, based on prior expe-
rience, suggesting that Persian tactics are becoming familiar. Tois
TroAepiols: the designation oAépior frequently occurs in contexts in which
the narrative is focalized through the Greeks (occasionally the Persians;
cf. 29), either explicitly (e.g. in fearing clauses (1), purpose clauses (5)
or indirect perception (19, 41)) or, as here, more implicitly (especially
with phrases that imply a point of view centred on the spatial location
of the Greeks; e.g. 29 éyévovto UTrép TV émouévwv ToAepiwy; émeTiBevto of
ToAépiol; §.5.2 of ToAépior ¢mgaivovTay; cf. also 6, 24, 27). oUTtroTe: that
is, at no point during the retreat so far. uelov: peiwv is a Doric com-
parative (for Attic éAdrtwv, fiTTwy: Gautier 32—3), which X. uses often,
especially in An. and Cyr. (for the linguistic similarities of these works, see
Introduction pp. 15, 30). oi PapPapor ToU ‘EAAnvikoU: with the latter,
a genitive of separation with &meotpatomedelovto, supply otpatomédou (as
often). The external perspective prepares for X.’s observation on a prob-
lem that affects non-Greeks in particular. éfnkovta otadiwv: genitive
of comparison with peiov. During their last unchecked march (10) the
Greeks covered six parasangs, or c. 180 stades. X. normally uses stades
rather than parasangs to measure the distance between the Greek and
Persian armies.

3.4.35 Tovnpov. ..ot cf. 19 Tovnp& T&E1s. The verbal repetition may be
pointed, in that Persians, unlike the Greeks, do not take measures to rem-
edy the situation. The explanation is given as a general statement, and so
there is a shift from the imperfect to the present, and from specific tfis
vukTés and oi BapPBapor to general vukTéds and otpaTteupa Mepokoév. Cf. Plut.
Ant. 44.1 (with Pelling) and Dio Cass. 40.24.2 on similar problems in
Parthian armies. oi Tt y&p imrmor ktA.: this passage recurs, with verbal
and structural modifications, at Cyr. 3.3.26—7, there explaining why non-
Greek armies usually dig trenches around their camps (here the Persians
may not have time to dig trenches, preferring instead to locate their camp
farther away). X.’s concern with cavalry encampment is apparentat 7.2.21
(the Thracian ruler Seuthes keeps his horses bridled at night to enable a
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quick get-away), Cyr. 8.5.8—9g (the elder Cyrus always kept the cavalry near
the centre of the camp to have more time to prepare in emergencies; cf.
Tuplin 2010: 177). avTois 8é8evran: dative of agent or advantage. This
and the following perfect describe the horses’ state of rest during the
night. TreroSiouévor eioi ‘are hobbled’. The same practice is attributed
by Tacitus (Ann. 4.25.2) to the Numidians in North Africa and noted
(with allusions to X.) in nineteenth-century descriptions of the Ottoman
empire (Introduction p. 13). Among Greeks, it is seldom mentioned and
only outside the context of war; cf. Hom. /i. 13.46-8 and perhaps [Theoc.]
Id. 25.103—4. &l AuBeinoav: the apodosis is to be supplied from o0 1)
gevyew éveka. X. means that a horse may accidentally ‘be freed’ from its
tether, in which case the precaution of tying its feet together prevents it
from straying. éav ¢ Tig 86puPos yiyvnTar: e corresponds to of 1e yap
ol earlier: after describing a general problem, X. adds further prob-
lems which arise in case of an attack (cf. the parallel passage at Cyr. §.3.27
kal € Tis &’ avToUs io1). 8¢ . . . xahwdoa: TMépom &vdpi is dative of
advantage (CGCG 30.49; LS] s.v. 8¢ I.c needlessly assume that 3¢t in X. is
sometimes construed with a dative instead of an accusative); the saddling
(cf. g.2.19n.) and bridling are carried out by an attendant (left unex-
pressed). 8¢1 . . . avapfjvau: riders should be able to mount quickly,
ideally without making the horse crouch first (Eg. 6.16-7.4), but this is
hard for Persian cavalrymen armed with scale cuirasses and bronze thigh-
pieces and helmets (1.8.6, Cyr 7.1.2; Hdt. g.22.2), though managed by
Cyrus (1.8.3); cf. Eq. mag. 1.6, Eq. 7.12 for groom-assisted mounting ‘in
the Persian manner’. The shift of subject to the ‘Persian man’ is made eas-
ier by the fact that avapfivar depends on a different 8¢i from both previous
infinitives. The MSS readings are unsatisfactory: 81 puts undue empha-
sis on xoAwdow, d¢ awkwardly groups xoAwéoar and dvaBijven together,
while &1 without 8¢ would easily be taken with yoAw&oo as well. For
the anaphora 81 . . . 8i 8¢ . . . (without preceding pév), cf. e.g. Andoc.
1.18; Denniston 1g52: 86. fwpakioBévra: presumably direct-reflexive
(‘*having harnessed himself’) rather than passive (‘having been har-
nessed’, i.e. by an attendant); Cyr 3.3.27 has middle 8wpakicac8a, but the
morphological variation is paralleled by e.g. atAi{opo, nvAicépnv/niAictny
(‘prepare oneself for the night’). armreoxfvouv ‘used to camp apart’
(habitual imperfect) picks up &mweotparomedelovto (34) and effects the
transition from the universal statement back to the story-world (34-6n.).

3.4.36 émei 8¢ éyiyvwokov: a resumptive summary, signalled, as often, by
¢ei (Buijs 2005: 162), which then forms the springboard for the next
phase of the action. S1ayyeAopévous ‘passing the word of command
from man to man’ (L] s.v.). X.’s usual words for this are wapeyyuvaw (e.g.
4.1.17, 7.24) and mopayyéAw (e.g. 1.8.22); middle dixyyéAopau is not
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attested elsewhere (the passage is cited in Suda 5 517 Adler), but it belongs
to a common type of reciprocal middle: cf. e.g. diakeAevopan ‘exhort one
another’, 8iaAéyouar ‘converse’ (Allan 2003: 86 n. 138); see Introduction
pp. 31-2 on its likely provenance and effect here. The Persians may have
wanted to conceal their plans from the Greeks: cf. Eq. mag. 4.9 ‘depar-
tures . . . are less likely to be noticed by the enemy if the orders are given
by passing them along (&md mapayyéhoews) rather than through a her-
ald (0o knpukos) or in writing beforehand’. éxnpuge: sc. 6 kfipug (4n.
on ¢ofpnue). The Greeks use a herald because they want the Persians to
hear: their purpose is to see if the Persians will indeed retreat once they
start moving. ¢méoxov ‘refrained from’ (LSJ s.v. éméxw 1v.2.b, with
genitive). armrfioav: the imperfect keeps the action in suspense, wait-
ing to be confirmed in the following sentence (&movras 95n). oudt
y&p . . . mwopeveoBan ‘for, in fact, they did not usually think (28dxe, sc.
auTois) that it was profitable for them to march during the night’. This
sentence moves on the same general plane as &meotparomedevovto (34)
and 4&meoxfivouv ($5), summarizing the situation that has obtained until
now and will continue for two more nights. o8¢ y&p brings out that it
both serves as an explanation for why the Persians retreat now and is an
additional comment on their habit (also noted by Curt. Ruf. 3.3.8) of
not marching by night (see CGCG 59.66 on the positive equivalent kai
yép, and cf. oudt yép at 15, Hell. 4.8.22, 5.1.13, Symp. 4.32). The reading
AuotTeAelv auTols is probably a gloss on Auew adtous, a poetic phrase of the
same meaning. Impersonal Abe ‘it is profitable’ is also construed with the
accusative (instead of the expected dative) at Soph. El. 1005 and Eur. fr.
661.28—g TrGF, but the phrasing is so rare that a deeper corruption may
be suspected. katd&ytofar ‘return to camp’, a sense attested at Hell.
4.5.18, Symp. 8.9, Cyr. 8.5.17; the verb’s reqular classical usage is ‘put in
to shore’ (e.g. 5.1.11).

3.4.37 cagds ‘clearly’, with ékpwv, which marks the transition back to
the Greeks’ perspective. amévras fi8n ‘finally departing’ (the parti-
cle signals that this was later than the Greeks expected). éTropevovTo:
unlike the Persians (36n.), the Greeks march into the night (cf. 7.3.97 for
the Greek practice of putting slow troops in front during night marches
to minimize the chance of the army separating). &valeUfavTes:
avaledyvup, lit. ‘re-yoke’, used absolutely = ‘break camp’ (cf. 4.6.1) — an
action normally taken for granted, but here mentioned in order to
stress Greek speed by contrast with the Persians’ cumbersome camping
arrangements. Soov: gn. yiyverai: the historical present of verbs
with non-human agents is rare, but in this case human agency is implied;
cf. Thuc. §.74.1 paxn abis yiyveta, with Rijksbaron 2011: 7. It highlights
the new and unexpected situation. oUk épavnoav oi roAéuior: Greek
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perspective (cf. 34n. on Tois ToAepiors). Tij1 8¢ TevdpT: turning points
in the narrative are also marked by X. as occurring ‘on the fourth day’ at
Hell. 3.4.21 (= Ages. 1.29), 4.5.3, 6.5.20, and see g1 in this chapter; the
pattern may owe something to the ‘three times X, but the fourth time
Y’-motif found in Homer (e.g. /L. 16.784-6). vukTos TrpoeAdovTes: the
Persians’ night march comes as a surprise after 35. As the sequel shows,
the body of the Persian army closes in on the Greeks from behind, while
they send a division around the Greek army to occupy mountainous
terrain in front of it. xataAauPavouot . . . oi pappapor: Tq. The brief
clause, with the verb (a historical present: 3.1.8n. on &éwAa) in front,
mirrors the speed of the Persian manocuvre; a relative clause then clabo-
rates the specifics. UmrepSifiov: a standardized military term for *higher
ground’ (first in X. and Aeneas Tacticus, common in Hellenistic histori-
ography); originally it must have meant ‘higher ground on the right’, the
side poorly protected by shields carried in the left hand (GSW1v.76-8;
Whitehead on Aen. Tact. 1.2). 7 ‘the route whereby'. iuelov . . .
Tapiévan expresses the intentions of the Greeks, as perceived by the
Persians. &xpwvuyiav: in apposition to xwpiov UrepdéSiov. arpwvuyia,
a technical term for ‘spur’ (of a mountain), literally means ‘tip of the
toe(-nail)’ (cf. expressions for ‘on tiptoe’ at e.g. Eur. EL 840 8vuyas &’
&xpous otés, Cycl. 159; for the dxpo- compound, cf. e.g. Aen. Tact. 15.6
axporogia ‘mountain ridge’). It is found again at 38 and Hell. 4.6.7, and
occasionally in later authors (e.g. Philostr. Her. 33.41) in imitation of X.,
but with the weakened meaning ‘mountain-top’ (cf. Suda o 1027 Adler,
where 8 is cited). The metaphor is based on basic physical resemblance
(cf. the common use of mous for the ‘foot’ of a mountain): the spur is
like the tip of a toe (or distal phalanx bone), which juts out from the
inset of the foot (the mountain: xopuet/&xpov at 41, 44, 49) via a ridge
(the middle and proximal phalanx bone: the ‘way of approach’, épodos
(41)). The technical term (replaced by Adgos at 39, 41, 44) clarifies the
tactical problem to be resolved in the ensuing scene. ug’ fiv ‘along the
base of which’ continues the Persian perspective, figuring the xat&paois
as stretching out below the Persians’ vantage point.

3.4.38-43 The looming danger is first noticed by Chirisophus, the com-
mander of the front. In response, he is presented as calling on Xenophon
almost as a matter of course, bypassing the generals on the flanks and
ignoring Timasion, the other general in the rear. The ensuing conversa-
tion foregrounds Xenophon'’s awareness of the tactical possibilities offered
by the terrain (41n. on UTép aUuTol Tol auTdv oTpaTeUpaTos): building on
the earlier flanking move by peltasts in response to pressure exerted by
the Persians from a hill to the rear (26, 28), he proposes to use three of
the mobile hoplite Aéxor instituted at 21 as a detachment to seize higher
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ground ahead; Brasidas had used his separate hoplite unit (3.3.12-19n.)
in a similar way to clear a blocked pass (Thuc. 4.128.1; cf. Whitby 2004:
233). Chirisophus — a less flexible Spartan than Brasidas — lacks such
awareness and yields to Xenophon’s authority. Xenophon is marked out
in this way as the best possible leader for the next phase of the journey,
which continues across mountainous terrain, where a similar flexibility
and readiness to split the army will be required.

The episode is retold by Polyaenus (Strat. 1.49.3) and appears to have
impressed Roman historians: Cato (FRHist fr. 76 = Gell. g.7) describes a
military tribune in the First Punic War seeing, then volunteering to seize,
a hill so as to clear the road ahead, and Livy (77.34.3-8) describes a similar
incident during the First Samnite War, with further echoes of this episode
(Rood 2018).

From here until the end of the chapter the narrative moves at break-
neck speed: the thematic focus on the need for speedy action is stylisti-
cally enacted by predominantly paratactic connections with 8¢, xai and
¢vtaba (contrast the earlier careful segmentation of the narrative by
means of fjvika/émei(81)-clauses) and a relatively high frequency of histor-
ical presents. The use of direct speech and the description of the Greeks
and Persians witnessing the race to the summit (45n.) further heighten
the dramatic intensity.

3.4.38 oUpés: lit. an animal’s ‘tail’, here the rear of a marching army
(cf. Max. Tyr. 6.3, with reference to X.). The metaphor is frequent in
X. (see e.g. 6.5.5, Hell. 6.5.18, Cyr. 2.3.21, 4.3, Lac. 11.9; cf. 42n. on To0
oTtéparos), but not otherwise found until Polybius; it may belong to a tech-

nical military register. kehever ‘requested’. The verb need not imply
that Xenophon is Chirisophus’ subordinate (pace Cawkwell 2004: 63; see
3.2.36n. on Tivas XpT . . . KOOUEIV). Tous TreAtaotas: Chirisophus’ plan

is to try to dislodge the Persians using the peltasts’ greater mobility uphill.

3.4.39 uév looks forward to autds &é. oUk fiyev: negated imper-
fects often express refusal (Smyth 1896). TrpootA&oas implies that
Xenophon is on horseback, and so prepares for 46—9. 6 8t Aéyear
avuTtad as often, changes of speaker are signalled clearly at the start of a
conversation, and then less obtrusively by épn (40, 42), except for decisive
turns (41 kai Aéyer). £€eoiv 6p&v: a lesson not lost on Xenophon, who
in fact will see more than Chirisophus (41n.). For Chirisophus’ style of
speaking in brief, mostly paratactic clauses, see 3.2.1n. on 6 Aakedaiudvios.
TrpokaTeiAnTrTAL . . . TrapeABeiv: fuiv is dative of disadvantage (CGCG 30.49).
Chirisophus merely repeats what he has seen (38): he diagnoses the prob-
lem, but does not come up with a plan of action. €l g1 . . . GTTOKOWOUEV:
for the future indicative, see g.1.13n. on &i . . . yevnoodpeda. &mwokdémrw (lit.
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‘hew off’) is used elsewhere in similar contexts (4.2.10, 17); see also
$.5.21. ON KaTéKOWav.

3.4.40 &\Aa: Chirisophus changes the topic; see g.2.6n. Ti oUk fyes:
the imperfect implies ‘when you had the chance’ (the aorist is normal
with ti o¥: CGCG $8.93). Aéye éi: the information is reported in indi-
rect speech because it is already familiar to readers from gq. “&AA&
unv...” épn: interactional &AA& prv (‘don’t worry’, correcting the implica-
tions of an earlier utterance before moving on to a more relevant point:
CGCG 59.60) in combination with én is enough to mark the change of
speaker from Xenophon to Chirisophus (cf. Mem. 3.10.14, 4.2.36, Oec.

15.10; contrast 42 &AA& . . . égn 6 Xepicogos). BouAeusoBar raises the
expectation of a protracted conversation, but in fact Chirisophus imme-
diately accepts Xenophon’s first suggestion. &S TIS . . . &TreAd: the

formulation holds the middle ground between the confident wés fueis
ameAddpev (‘how are we going to?’) and the tentative s 115 &v &meAadvor
(‘how might anyone?’); Tis leaves open the possibility that either
Xenophon or Chirisophus will execute the plan. For &vdpag, see 3.1.23n.

3.4.41 ép&u: the crucial observation is given in the historical present
and in a main clause (contrast g8 émeid?) . . . édpa). UTrip auTolU TolU
tauT@V oTpaTeUpaTos ‘precisely above their own army’; for this nuance of
predicative autés, see CGCG 29.12. The narrator did not report that the
spur of the mountain was further along the road than the main summit,
thus underlining Xenophon’s distinctive tactical insight; cf. g.2.23n. on
Aukdovas 8¢ kal aUTol eiSopev, §.16n. on &xovw . . . Podious; Rood 2014:
8o-1. ieoBan . . . émri expresses rapid movement (cf. Arist. Hist. an.
629bz24, of a lion). &A\A&: 3.2.6n. Xenophon rushes on to discuss the
practical implementation of the plan. #8idw ‘I volunteer’ (for this
sense, cf. §.3.18(n.) & . . . ¢é8éAovT); contrast i PoUAa ‘if you prefer’ ear-
lier on.

3.4-42 &AAa: 3.1.31n.; here itis corrective: not Chirisophus but Xenophon
is to make the decision. 8iSwpi oot . . . éAéofan ‘I leave it up to you to
choose’ (cf. LSJ s.v. 8i8wu 1.4). gV . . . 8T1 veddTEpOS éomiv ‘with the
remark that he was younger’, a modal aorist participle for an action that
coincides with the main verb (CGCG 52.5, 42). The final speech turn is
perfunctorily rendered in indirect speech, as the narrative presses on. For
age as an argument, see $.2.87n. on TV 8¢ MAUp®V . . . émipeloictny.
aipeirar and the following historical present keAeUer set the decisive action
in motion. oi: dative of the indirect-reflexive pronoun, referring to
the subject of keAever (CGCG 29.18). ToU oTopaTos: the use of oTépx
‘mouth’ of a military ‘front’ is first attested in X. (cf. 5.2.26, 4.22, Hell.
3.1.23, 4.3.4); relevant antecedents may be the use of otéua to denote the
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point of a weapon (e.g. Hom. I 15.389; Eur. Supp. 1206) and the military
use of katd otépa ‘face to face’ (Hdt. 8.11.1; Eur. Heracl. 801). Eustathius
(1.748.7-10, 1v.335.8—10 Van der Valk) cited X.’s usage as parallel to
Homeric ToAépuou/mrroAépoto otédua (/1. 10.8, 19.313), connecting it to his
use of oUpd& for the ‘rear’ (38n.), but the Homeric expression more plausi-
bly refers to war’s deadly jaws (Hainsworth on L 10.8). HaKpov y&p AV
‘for it was too far’: for paxpdv with the implication ‘too’, see Ages. 7.1. The
remark can be understood as still belonging to Xenophon'’s speech, with
Ay representing éoti (‘free’ indirect discourse); by anchoring the tense to
his own temporal perspective the narrator presents Xenophon'’s opinion
as a fact (see g.1.2(n.) évwoolpevol 811 . . . foav).

3-4-43 fAaBe: to replace the peltasts he sent with Xenophon. auTdL:
i.e. Xenophon, with cuvémeoBar (contrast oi at 42). The following kai is
adverbial. Tous Tplakoaious . . . T@V ¢mAikTwy refers to three of the
six Adyot, consisting of a hundred men each, formed earlier (21n.). The
soldiers of those Adxo1 are here together called the émiAextor, a word first
attested in fourth-century literature and inscriptions (Tritle 1989), some-
times with the sense ‘elite corps’; it reflects the growing specialization of
Greck warfare. 300 is a common number for select military units, espe-
cially in Sparta (e.g. Lac. 4.9; Hdt. 7.205.2; Thuc. 4.125.3). tri Téh
otépar ‘near the front’ (LSJ s.v. ¢wi B.1.1.a).

3-4-44 Spunoav &uilA&oda: for dpudew with infinitive, see LS] s.v. 11.1. For
&QuilAdopan expressing energetic movement in the face of obstacles, cf.
Eur. Or. 456; Plut. Arat. 22.1, Luc. 28.3 (perhaps drawing on this passage);
the verb also resonates with the language of athletic contests (cf. Eg. 8.6,
Cyr. 1.4.15 and, in a military context, Hell. 7.2.14). For the depiction of
war as a contest, see g.1.16n., and the next note.

3-4.45 TOAT) piv Kpauym . . . Tols iauT@dv SiakeAevopivwy: the first
BiakeAevopévwy belongs with ToU ‘EAAnuikol oTtpatebuatos, an ad sensum
construction (cf. Hell. 3.3.4 H wéAis . . . eovro; CGCG 27%7.6). The sen-
tence continues the presentation of the race to the summit as a sporting
event; compare the cheering audience at athletic games at 4.8.28 #vba
ToAA kpauyT kai yéAws kal TapakéAeuots éyiyveto. While drawn from real-
life experience of the psychological impetus provided by spectators (cf.
4.7.11, 8.27), the positing of an internal audience is also a tried method
in ancient historiography for making battle scenes visually and emotion-
ally compelling (the rhetorical term is enargeia; cf. e.g. Thuc. 7.71, with
Plut. Mor. 347a—c and Hornblower 2004b: 344-6; also Walker 1993;
Introduction p. §8). The anaphora and verbal repetition (with a chiastic
ordering of the final participial phrases) suggest that the race to the top
hangs in the balance until the end.
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3.4.46 Tapekedevero ‘kept encouraging them’ (iterative imperfect) sug-
gests that the following directly reported speech represents a number of
different exhortations. The urgency of the situation is reflected by the
abruptness with which it is introduced: in classical Greek direct speech
after wapoxeAeopan or verbs with a similar meaning normally requires
an additional verb of speaking (e.g. Thuc. 4.94.2 Topekeevetd TE Kai
#Aeye To14de) or at least an introductory pronoun (e.g. Cyr. 3.3.43 To148e
TTOPEKEAEUETO). viv...viv...viv...: the anaphora and asyndeton
produce a forceful staccato effect (cf. Soph. OT 596-7, El. 1368-9);
the shift of construction in the final limb makes for an impressive cli-
max. émi v ‘EAA&S« . . . @uiAA&ofar echoes the narrative’s quiAA&ofan
émi 16 &rpov (44): Xenophon adapts the common trope that wars abroad
are fought in defence of the homeland (g.2.15n. on Tepi . . . cwtnpias) to
fit the nostos theme. Trpos Taidas kai yuvaikas: sc. vopilete quiAA&oBai.
The lack of the article is standard in formulaic phrases, especially when
they involve kinship terms (cf. e.g. 1.4.8, 3.1.3, 4.1.8, 5.3.1). The order
‘children and wives’ is the normal one and may reflect Greek priorities
(CT on Thuc. 4.123.4); X. reverses it when talking about barbarians
(Rehdantz on 7.8.9). The same sequence of motifs is found at Aesch.
Pers. 403—4 (an exhortation before the battle of Salamis): #AeuBepoiTe
TaTpid’, éAeubepolTe B¢ | maidas yuvdikas; for appeals to families, see also
$.1.3n. SAiyov TroviioavTes . . . THY Aot (sc. 686v: 3.8.16n. on TV
TaxioTnv) Tropeucdueda: Xenophon justifies his claim that this battle will
ensure the Greeks’ return home. The shift to first-person plural forms
emphasises the army’s shared toils, but lays Xenophon open to the charge
that those toils are not in fact shared (47n. on ¢ ioou). For the decisive
battle as a trope of military exhortations, see Albertus 19o8: 67-8. The
Greeks will indeed soon be rid of Tissaphernes — but he will be replaced
by other enemies in Book 4.

3.4-4'7-9 After Xenophon has proved himself a more insightful tactician
than Chirisophus, there follows a vignette which casts him as an effective
leader of the rank and file. See 5.8.1—12 for another instance of the sol-
diers rebuking one of their own after Xenophon has shown the way, and
7.93.45 for Xenophon’s remark (after dismounting) that his troops will
run faster and with greater enthusiasm if he, too, marches on foot; noble
Persians, by contrast, consider it shameful to be seen going on foot (Cyr
4-3.23). Frontinus (Str. 4.6.2) offers a colourful retelling of the vignette,
under the heading of the commander’s affectus et moderatio, in which
the (unnamed) grumbler (obmurmurantem) is actually put on the horse
and Xenophon is reluctant to remount. For a similar incident involving
a Spartan mercenary commander in the First Punic War, see Diod. Sic.

23.14.2.
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3-4.47 Zwtnpidas . ..d Zixuwvios appears only here in An.; he must have
belonged to one of the three Aéxot under Chirisophus’ command. Like
him, he is from the Peloponnese, where Soteridas was a common name
(LGPN 11.A lists thirty-two individuals, though none from Sicyon itself,
but only one non-Doric ZwTtnpidns, the less plausible reading of c). His
introduction as ‘ theSicyonian’ perhaps hints that he was a notorious figure
(articles are normally used only if a person has been mentioned before
or is generally well known (3.1.5n. on ZcwxpdaTer Tén Abnvaicon)). é§ ioou
‘on an equal footing’. Soteridas’ objection smacks of &raia (3.2.41n. on
ouv . . . koAdlew); X(enophon)’s own idea is that worthy leaders are right
to cnjoy greater benefits; cf. §.1.87n. on &te elpfiyn Aiv . . . ErAeovekTeiTE, and
Ap. 21 for the claim that people who excel are not thought to deserve an
equal share (ioopoipia), but more; see Danzig 2012: 516-1% on X.’s views

of ‘proportional justice’. é¢’ imrmou ‘on horseback’: contrast émi Tod
frwou ‘on his horse’ (46). éxfiu: the verb, also used of people riding
in carriages, suggests a lack of effort. K&pvw Ty &omiSa @épwv: the

hoplite shield was shallow and saucer-shaped, about a yard (go cm) in
diameter and 15 Ib (6.8 kg) in weight (Lee 2007: 111). Its unwieldiness
was notorious; see 5.8.2 for another soldier’s complaint about having to
carry a shield (SiepdxeTo s k&uvwv doTida p pépew).

3.4.48 kai 35 . . . WBeiran: kai, rather than 8¢, and the historical present
underline the decisive rapidity of Xenophon’s response. In the fixed
phrase kai &, 85 is a form of the article (CGCG 28.29). &peAouevos:
middle, as Xenophon takes the shield for himself. A struggle was proba-
bly involved, as the shield would have been either carried on the left arm
(with the arm through a double grip) or slung on the shoulder (Lee 2007:
111). #xwv, omitted by f, is needed to emphasize that Xenophon held
on to the shicld the entire time. fcpaka . . . ToV imrmikév: the impli-
cation that cavalrymen had heavier body armour than hoplites (found
also at Plut. Phil. 6.8) is plausible: cavalrymen (who did not carry shields)
could wear bronze cuirasses for protection without loss of mobility,
while hoplites tended to wear lighter fabric or leather cuirasses (Spence
1993: 60-5; Lee 2007: 112 offers estimates of their weights). For cavalry
armour, see also g.3.2on. Umayav, dependent on TopekeAeleTo, rep-
resents imperative Uméyete, a colloquial Attic expression for ‘(get a) move
on’ (again at 4.2.16 éxéAeuoev Uayew; cf. Ar. Nub. 1298 Umaye, Ti péAhes,
Ran. 174; Eur. Cycl. 52), later adopted in the koine (e.g. Matthew 4:10
Umaye Zatavd); the usual military meaning is ‘withdraw slowly’ (e.g. Hdt.
4-120.2, 4; Thuc. 4.126.6).

3-4.49 Taiouat . . . AowSopoliot: the historical presents and the polysyn-
deton underline the violence of the soldiers’ response, which is Lo be taken
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as a sign of loyalty to Xenophon. Hitting and stoning are likewise manifes-
tations of the soldiers’ anger at 5.7.21 (“woie Tole, B&AAe B&AAe”). Unlike
Apollonides (3.1.30), Soteridas is allowed back into the fold. B&opa
fiv ‘it was passable’, i.e. for horses; the use of neuter plural adjectives
where a singular is expected, as at e.g. Hdt. 3.109.1 ouk &v fiv frodoa (‘it
would not be liveable’), is rare in Attic prose outside Thucydides (K-G
1.67). The variant Batéd (used at 4.6.17) could equally be correct (both
words are rare, itrrrédowos being the more common term). KaTaAITroOV
Tév irrmrov: presumably with a slave in attendance (he is back on horse-
back at 3.5.4); for the suppression of such attendants in Greek historians,
see Hunt 1998.

3.5 THE ARMY AT THE CROSSROADS

After the scene in which Greeks race Persians to the top of the mountain
is concluded, the army reaches a fertile plain along the Tigris (T10), but
finds the route blocked by mountains; the Persians unexpectedly return,
kill some Greeks (the first fatalities mentioned since the beginning of the
retreat) and start to burn villages in the plain. These new pressures lead
to a return of the mood of &8upia and &mopia (3, 7) and ultimately to the
generals’ decision to strike north through the mountains for Armenia.
Following this move, the narrative will take on a different texture as the
focus shifts from the tense relations of Greeks and Persians to the army’s
desperate fight for survival against the tribes of the Carduchian and
Armcnian highlands. In keeping with his narrative focus on the Greeks,
X. does not here mention any further movements on Tissaphernes’ part,
though at the end of An. the remnants of the Ten Thousand join the
Spartans to fight him over the Greek cities in Asia Minor (7.8.24, cf. 6.1).
Knowledge of this war (rather than a separate source) lies behind the
specification in Diodorus’ account of the retreat that Tissaphernes at this
point departed with his army for Ionia (14.27.4).

X. carefully prepares for this decisive shift in the narrative by show-
ing how the sort of energetic response with which the Greek leadership
dealt with earlier setbacks is no longer effective. While the soldiers’ ear-
lier despondency was dispelled by the rousing rhetoric of Chirisophus,
Cleanor and Xenophon (3.2), an attempt now by Chirisophus and
Xenophon to lift their morale is inconclusive (5-6); some of the advice
Xenophon had offered in his speech to the entire army also starts to
seem less persuasive (’7n. on s undé . . . ToU B&bous). And while earlier
impasses were overcome by introducing tactical innovations proposed
by Xenophon (3.2.7-32, 3.12-19, 4.38—43) or the generals (3.4.19-23,
28), there now follows a meeting of all the officers (the first one since
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3.1, and the first one that involves the new leadership), in which it is not
Xenophon or the other generals but a nameless Rhodian who comes up
with a plan - only for it to be dismissed by the Greek leadership (8-12).
The Greeks’ plight is further underlined by their subsequent decision
to retrace their steps, the only time during their retreat to the sea that
they are said to do so; X. marks the moment by offering a rare glimpse
of the way in which the Persians perceive the Greeks (13n. on &uotor foav
Baup&ouat).

The generals then learn from some captives about their position in rela-
tion to some of the major east—west and north-south routes through the
Persian empire (15). This account, rendered in indirect speech, rounds
off the first part of the retreat, retrospectively shedding some light on the
route that the Greeks have been following.

3.5.1 #vla 81 introduces the predictable result of the Greek victory in the
race to the top (see 3.3.11n.,and 4.1.8 for a similar sequence), which con-
sists in two simultaneous actions by the two groups involved in the race,
articulated in a pév/8¢ sequence. ol piv Pappapot, like of &¢ "EAAnves,
repeats the designation used at 3.4.37 (ring-composition), though here
referring only to two small contingents. {peuyov: immediative imper-
fect (3.3.8n. on kai &5iwkov). tixov, a durative imperfect, emphasizes
that the contingent led by Xenophon continues to occupy the summit;
a lacuna obscures the moment when they come down into the plain
(3—4n.), but at 4 Xenophon has descended from the mountain, presum-
ably together with the troops stationed there. oi 8 &uei Ticoapipvny
xai Apiaiov . . . dixovro: the imperfect leaves open the Persians’ destina-
tion and possible return. Ariaeus, who here makes his final appearance
in An., has not been seen since 2.5.35—42, but his troops are implicitly
included in Tissaphernes’ forces (3.4.13(n.) oUs Kipos éxwv). X.’s formu-
lation suggests that he holds a position of command next to Tissaphernes,
perhaps promoted at the expense of Mithradates; his rehabilitation is
confirmed by his later career (Hell. 4.1.277; Hell. Oxy. 16, 22.3). oi
8¢ auei Xepicogov . . . éoTpatomredeUosavro: the body of the Greek army
continues on the main road past the mountain and descends into the
plain beyond it, where it takes up quarters in one of the villages; aorist
¢oTpaTomedeuoavto rounds off the sequence; a new scene starts with fvika
8 at 2 (see §.4.34n.). floav 8t . . . wap& Tov Tiypnra ToTaudv: for
the imperfect, see 3.4.7n. on wéAis fv épfpn peydAn. The repetition, with
variation, of peaTfii/TAfpers ToM@v &yabdv emphasizes the prosperity of
this plain, which is located at a major crossroads in the Persian empire
(see 3.4.16-18n.(d) for other well-stocked villages in this region). It helps
explain the Greeks’ desire for plundering (2) and, together with the rep-
etition of eis T6 wediov/Ev ToUTwr Té Medlwt and the naming of the Tigris,
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evokes the relatively favourable conditions here (by contrast with the
mountains to come).

3.5.2 Hvika & fv 8¢idn: given past Persian performance (3.4.34n.), the
Greeks probably did not expect them to reappear for the rest of the
day. katékowav ‘cut Lo pieces’. The graphic verb throws into relief
the Greeks’ first reported losses since the retreat began. See 3.4.39n. for
another xémrw-verb outside the context of regular warfare. iv o
mrebiw: the third occurrence of v (Todtwt) Tén Tedien brings out the fact
that they are stuck in the plain and so especially vulnerable to cavalry
attacks. xaf’ &praynv: scattering is a common and dangerous conse-
quence of plundering; cf. Hell. 3.4.22 (= Ages. 1.30); Thuc. 6.52.2; Aen.
Tact. 16.7. Since neither Xenophon nor Chirisophus takes part (3—4), it
is likely that various groups of soldiers acted on their own initiative; com-
parc 5.4.16 for another irresponsible raiding party, which X. explicitly
says was ‘not ordered by the generals’. xai yép ‘in fact’ introduces sub-
sidiary information that explains what happened during the raids before
the Persians appeared (cf. 3.4.36n. on o008t ydp . . . wopeveaba); the fact
that significant quantities of livestock were captured becomes relevant
at g. vopai . . . BooxknuéTwy: voun, lit. ‘land allotted for pasture’, is
here used of the herds which graze the land. In Attic, Bbéoknua is at first
virtually confined to tragedy, but it enters prose in the first half of the
fourth century and remains part of the koine, X. uses it regularly (x 20)
(cf. Introduction pp. 28-9). SwaPrBalépeven ‘as they were being taken
across’, i.e. by the local inhabitants on rafts or boats (see 7 for the depth
of the river), presumably for protection from the Grecks.

3.5-3—4 This is a difficult passage, probably owing to textual problems:
(a) ot ptv &ugl Xeploopov &mrficav 2k Tijs Bonbelas (4) comes out of the blue:
no mention has been made of troops under the command of Chirisophus
having lefl the camp (o go to the rescue; (4) the exact troop movements in
the sequence xai oi pév &ugi Xeipicogov . . . EAeyev are unclear. For (b), see
4n. (a)is best solved by positing a lacuna. The missing section would have
told how Chirisophus came to the rescue from the village (1), and may
have given details about Xenophon's descent from the mountain, which is
otherwise reported very briefly (4 émei katépn; émei usually signals informa-
tion which has already been mentioned or anticipated (3.4.36n.)). The
best place for the lacuna is at the start of g, because évtaiéa usually intro-
duces a reaction to unexpected circumstances (e.g. 3.4.25, 41, 5.13), here
Tissaphernes’ change of tactics in response to Chirisophus’ rescue mis-
sion. Less satisfactory proposals are to read instead of Bon8eias (x 2) either
Babeias (sc. yfis), understood as ‘plain’, an unparalleled meaning which
(in contradiction to 7) takes the Greeks back to the hills, or BonAaciag
‘cattle-lifting’, a Homeric hapax (Il. 11.672) which implausibly makes oi



180 COMMENTARY: 3.5.3-5.5

duet Xepicogov (used at 1 of the whole army except Xenophon’s contin-
gent) correspond with Té&v ENfvwy . . . &V éokedaopévwy v Té Trediwt (2).

3.5.3 kaiewv émrexeipnoav: in order to stop Greek access to the supplies stored
in the villages (cf. Tissaphernes’ threat at 2.5.19). émexeipnoav implies
that they did not succeed in burning all the villages (cf. 1§ T&s dxatoTous
KOPAs) . xai ‘and so’ (CGCG 59.20). fBuunoav: an ingressive aorist
(CGCG 33.29). Tives presumably refers to the troops encamped in the
village, who see smoke from the fires. As at g.1.3, the troops’ despair is a
foil to the more energetic response of Xenophon. évvooupevol is con-
strued like a verb of ‘fearing’ (un). Contrast the much longer catalogue
of woes introduced by évvooupevor at g.1.2(n.). T& émTndaa placed
in front of &i (prolepsis: §.2.8n. on Tous oTpaTnyoUs . . . ola TemdVBacIY)
emphasizes the Greeks’ concern about provisions. xavootev, a future
optative, represents kaUoouot in direct thought; for the tense, see 3.1.13n.
on &l . .. yevnoodpeda. Aappavorev represents a deliberative subjunctive
(é68ev AapPavawpev; ‘from where are we to take?’).

3.5.4 xai introduces two further (and, given the imperfects &mfjicav and
#Aeyev, simultaneous) Greek responses in different parts of the plain
(the point of the pév/8¢ contrast): Chirisophus and his men withdraw,
while Xenophon, after his descent from the mountain, addresses his
own men. oi putv &ugi Xepicogov &mrificav: the unstated reason for
Chirisophus’ departure may be that he could not stop Tissaphernes from
burning the villages; in addition, the lacuna may have reported that the
scattered soldiers who survived the Persian attack had regrouped under
his command. TapeAauvwy Tas T&fais . . . EAeyev: Xenophon has
retrieved his horse from its attendant (3.4.49n.) and, as at 3.4.46, speaks
while riding down the lines (t&&eis, referring to the peltasts and oo hop-
lites under his command (§.4.43)). fivika <Tols> &mod Tijs Ponbeias
armrfvrnoav [oi “EAAnves] ‘exactly when they (i.e. Xenophon and his t&€eis)
fell in with those returning from the rescue mission’. For the rare use
of fivika with an aorist, cf. Cyr. 7.1.25. The text printed here is tentative,
but the main MS text, which should mean ‘exactly when the Greeks (i.e.
Chirisophus and his men) on their way from the rescue mission fell in
(with Xenophon)’, is unlikely to be right: (a) &ravtav is almost always
used with either a dative object or an indication of destination; a bare
adverbial phrase designating the source is unparalleled; (b) oi “EAAnves
is an unparalleled designation for part of the Greek army in a context
where it meets another part; it may have been added, under the influence
of the following vocative, to provide a subject.

3.5.5 @ &vdpes ‘EAAnves: this rare form of address is used mostly by
non-Greek speakers (g.3.2n.), but occasionally by Greeks addressing
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multi-ethnic Greek audiences, especially when they appeal to common
Greek values and oppose them to non-Greek ones; cf. Hdt. 7.158.1,
9.82.3; Gorg. DK 82 B7; Alcid. Od. 1; Aeschin. g.117. All these speak-
ers position themselves as authoritative outside observers; Xenophon too
begins by addressing his audience with ‘you’ (Upetépav), before switching
to inclusive ‘we’ (fuds). U@iivTas THv xwpav fidn UpeTtépav eivar ‘that
they are now actually giving up the country to be yours’. Ugitvtas (itself
dependent on 6p&Te, and with its subject left unexpressed, perhaps as a
sign of Xenophon’s urgency) is construed with an infinitive denoting pur-
pose or result on the analogy of 8idww (CGCG 51.16; cf. e.g. 3.4.42). &
Y&p . . . &g &Aotpiav ‘for what they were trying to achieve at the time
when they were making the truce, namely that we were not to burn the
king’s territory — now they are burning it themselves, as if it belonged to
someone else’. An anacoluthon which reflects Xenophon’s spirited style:
& . .. demwparTovTo is set up as if something like ‘they do not abide by
it themselves’ will follow, but instead Xenophon starts again at viv and
makes ywpav from the previous clause the object of kaiouow. ée
éomévSovTo: the Greeks had sworn an oath not to harm Persian land in any
way if the Persians provided a market (see 3.1.19n. on £oTe piv oi oovdai
foav). SwemrparrovTo: the verb is commonly used in the aorist or per-
fect to describe what one ‘secures’ in the context of negotiations (cf. e.g.
2.3.20, 25, 20, 5.30); the conative imperfect (CGCG g3.25; Smyth 1895)
here prepares for the stress on their failure. uf kaiaw: the infinitive,
though influenced by Siewp&rtovto (cf. 2.6.28 oTpatnyeiv Siemp&fato), is
in apposition to &, specifying the stipulation that is meant; supply Uuas
(or fuds) as subject (cf. 4.2.19). ws &\AoTtpiav: continuing his earlier
statements that victors gain the possessions of the vanquished (g.1.21,
2.28, 3g9(nn.)), Xenophon now claims that Tissaphernes’ treatment of
the land constitutes an admission of Persian inferiority — but the point is
an uneasy one, because the indication that the land is now ‘Greek’ is that
it is being destroyed by the Persians. Cf. Plut. Demetr. 7.4, Flam. 5.3 for the
idea that ravaging a territory is an acknowledgement that the land no lon-
ger belongs to the ravager. &AN’ é&v Trou . . . Tropeuopévous: using the
break-off &A\A& (g.2.6n.) and reverting to a conventional interpretation of
the ‘winner-takes-all’ motif, Xenophon suggests that Tissaphernes’ action
will be pointless because the Persians will need to store (kataAeitwaor; also
in this sense at 5.9.6) their provisions (¢4v is understated), and the Greeks
will come and get them wherever they are. Xenophon makes the Greeks
seem more menacing by describing their approach from the Persians’
point of view (&wovTa; cf. 3.2.24 i tpa).

3.5.6 “&A\’ & Xepicoge” Epn: the vocative (as well as the resumed inquit

” »

formula (g.3.2n. on “. .. Aé§ate oUv” £9n)) indicates that Xenophon, as he
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rides along the (now converged) lines, has reached Chirisophus. Sokel
Mot . .. Utrép Tijs fueTépas: if Xenophon’s proposal is sincere, he is assum-
ing that Chirisophus will take seriously the claim that the land now effec-
tively belongs to the Greeks. It is more likely that he knowingly makes
an unrealistic proposal so as to engage Chirisophus in a game of verbal
jousting, thereby showing to the soldiers that even during this crisis their
commanders can afford to be light-hearted. oUkouv Eporye Soxel ‘well,
that is not quite myview’: oUkouv introduces an emphatic negation (CGCG
59.33). Chirisophus echoes Xenophon’s words doxei uor only to give his
own spin to them. Such repetitions with a twist are typical of ‘capping
games’ in which two speakers vie to go one better than each other; this
playful and improvised performance technique is widely reflected in tragic
and comic stichomythia, Platonic dialogue and sympotic poetry (Collins
2004). For the playful relationship between Xenophon and Chirisophus,
cf. their joshing at 4.6.7-19; X. describes an argument at 4.6.3 as their
pévov Bi&gopov. &AA& kai AMETS . . . kaiwpev: this laconic put-down is
intended to outdo Xenophon with the wildly unrealistic suggestion that
they should actually burn the land themselves (thereby underlining the
fact that the Persians are now burning their own land). The abrupt end to
the dialogue suggests that Chirisophus wins the ‘capping game’, but the
omission of any report of the soldiers’ response leaves open the question
whether it has the desired effect on morale. 8&rTov ‘soon enough’,
i.e. sooner than one would expect.

3.5.7 oxnvés ‘quarters’, i.e. houses in the villages which they occupied —a
common military usage (cf. the use of oknv- verbs for ‘quartering’ in a vil-
lage/city at 3.4.32; Aen. Tact. 22.3). Trepi . . . Aoav ‘were busy about’,
a common idiom (LSJ s.v. wepi C.g). oTpaTtnyoi . . . kai Aoxayoi: for
the lack of the article in standard pairings such as these, see §.4.46n. pds
Taidas kal yuvaikas. évralfa ‘there’, i.e. at the meeting. TroAAR
&rmopia echoes g.1.2 &v ToAAf1 &1y &mopian. fvBev pév ... EvBev 8é. .. ‘On
one side . . . on the other’ (LSJ s.v. &vev 1.1). The sentence is focalized
through the attendees of the meeting (as signalled by the imperfect, as
at 1(n.)). UtrepUynAa: this compound adjective occurs first here and
then not until X.’s imitator Arrian. X. coined several such adjectives,
including umépSaocus, Umépaioypos (both at Cyr 2.2.28), Umepioxupos (Cyr:
5.2.2), UéppoPos (Eq. 3.9); a possible model may have been UmépmoAus
(first at Aesch. Pers. 794, then twice at Hell. 3.2.26). The ‘super high’
mountains include the Carduchian mountains to the north through
which the Greeks will eventually have to pass (15n.). wg undi . . . ToU
B&Bous: o5 = ddoTe, undé is adverbial (‘not even’). With Umepéxewv supply Tod
U8atos (cf. the full expression at Cyr. 77.5.8). Treipwpivors: for the dative
participle (of persons judging or observing), see Smyth 1487. The hoplite
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spears here referred to were perhaps as long as 8.2 feet (2.5 metres) (Lee
2007: 115). Xenophon’s promise that the Tigris could, if necessary, be
crossed at its source (3.2.22) is wearing a bit thin; the Greeks will have
assumed that they were still a long way from there. For the implications of
the water levels of the Tigris for the chronology, see Introduction p. 41.

3.5.8-12 The impasse is broken by the arrival of an anonymous
Rhodian (8n.) with a plan to build a floating bridge of inflated skins.
The plan, which is outlined in detail in direct speech (8-11), must have
been inspired by the rafts made from inflated skins (keleks) used on
Mesopotamian water channels since at least the period of the Assyrian
empire (when they appear on reliefs) and presumably seen by the Greeks
carlier in the retreat (cf. oxedlous S1pepivans at 2.4.28, though these may
be leather-covered round boats known as quffas (cf. Hdt. 1.194.2) rather
than keleks (Mark 2005: 72)). Similar rafts arc attested clsewhere (c.g.
in Roman Gaul (Rougé 1959)), but not in classical Greece (see Hornell
1946: 20-34; Casson 1971: 3-5). The idea of joining such rafts together
to form a bridge may have stemmed from memory of the pontoon bridges
built over the Hellespont by Xerxes (cf. 10n.). Such bridges are next
attested in the fourth century Ap, when Ammianus Marcellinus (24.3.11,
25.6.15) reports that they were used by the Roman emperor Julian to
cross canals in Mesopotamia, but that a proposal to bridge the Tigris in
this way was thwarted by the strength of the current; an ascogefyrus ‘skin-
bridge’ is described at Anon. De rebus bellicis 16.

For all the detail offered by the Rhodian, his proposal was ‘wisely
rcjected’, as Edward Gibbon noted (1994: 1.949 n. 107), given the pres-
ence of enemy cavalrymen on the opposite bank (12): when the Greeks
later cross a fordable river against similar opposition, they rely on an ele-
ment of surprise (4.3.16—23), while Alexander crossed the River Jaxartes
on rafts only with the help of catapult protection (Curt. Ruf. 7.9.2-10).

The inclusion of a speech outlining a bold proposal that is ignored (cf.
Thuc. g.30) allows for further commentary on the Greeks’ ability to adapt
to local circumstances, even as the generals’ objections show that resource-
fulness is no longer enough. The slowing down of the narrative and the
delaying of the key information (the Persian cavalry) that shows that the
proposal is futile also creates suspense: the possibility of a direct route
home is raised only to be dismissed. And the very futility of this proposal
may excuse Xenophon for having no better solution to the army’s &mopia.

3.5.8 &mopoupévors & auTois: the participle picks up &mopia (7); for this
use, see $.3.1n. on dpioTomolouutvwy B¢ autév. The phrasing ironically
sets up the expectation that a genuine solution is now to follow: cf. Hdt.
1.75.4 (a river crossing), 4.179.2 oi (i.e. Hjoow) &mopéovtt . . . @avijven
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Tpitwva, 7.213.1; Pl Prt. g21c3. TrpooeA@ov makes clear that the
speaker is a common soldier who joins the meeting at his own initiative;
contrast the use of &viotauai for the introduction of speakers already
present (e.g. 3.2.1, 4, 7). 115 &vip ‘Podiog: one of seven unnamed
characters in An. who are given direct speech (Tuplin 2014: 88); some
of these are common soldiers who express the vox communis (1.3.16-19,
6.4.18; cf. Cyr. 4.1.11 and de Jong 1987 on Homeric Tis-speeches), but
others, like the Rhodian here, make strikingly individual contributions
(cf. the Macronian peltast at 4.8.4). As Tuplin notes, their anonymity
creates an air of authenticity, suggesting that X(enophon) forgot their
names. But non-naming may also reflect low status: Rhodians are else-
where in An. mentioned only as slingers (8.3.16n.). If it is to be inferred
that the speaker here is a slinger, this may suggest that he is exceeding
his area of expertise. His ethnicity may also highlight his acquisitiveness:
Hellenistic historians (Polyb. g1.41.1-g; Diod. Sic. 31.46) comment on
the Rhodians’ eager receipt of largesse, and ps.-Aristotle (Oec. 1348a35—
1353a4) includes four Rhodians in a catalogue of statesmen who devised
clever financial scams. Rhodes was also renowned for technical innova-
tions from Hellenistic times (Mygind 1999). éyw 8éAw: X. sometimes
uses 8éAw (the standard form in the koine) instead of ¢8éAw after vowels
to avoid hiatus (cf. 3.2.16). Despite the positive connotations of ‘volun-
teering’ (for a similar use of the verb, see 3.4.41n.), the fact that the
speech opens with an emphatic reference to the speaker himself, without
his identity being known (at least to the narratee), does not inspire con-
fidence in his authority. kaT& TeTpakioxidious dmAiTas ‘4,000 hoplites
at a time’. The reason for this number becomes clear later (11n.). The
Rhodian makes no mention of the other members of the army who need
to be put across. ol . . . UTrmpeThionT: ‘minister to my needs’. The
Rhodian casts the generals as subordinate (Ummpetéw originally = ‘serve as
a rower’). The emphatic form poi (rather than poi) underlines the quid
pro quo nature of his proposal. TéAavTov pioBév: wicBov is predicative.
When the army still received wages, they at first earned 1 daric per month,
later 1.5 darics (1.3.21). If 1 talent equals goo darics (as suggested at
1.7.18), the Rhodian is asking for the exorbitant sum of 300 months’
pay at the standard rate or 200 at the increased rate. For the presence of
money in the army, see 3.3.18n. on fjv oUv alT&®V KTA.

3.5.9 fpwTwpevos . . . Séorto: the generals pointedly do not mention the
money. “&okdv” i@n: the surprising answer is emphasized by postpos-
itive ¢pn (CGCG 60.5). ToAA& & 6p&d TaUTa TpdPaTta Kai . . . ‘Mmany are
the sheep and . . . that I see here’, with predicative moAA\&, and Taita
used in a local sense (in which case the article is often lacking: LSJ s.v.
oUtos B.1.3, C.1.5). The various kinds of livestock listed are, at least in part,
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the Bookfipata from 2. dpé ironically evokes Xenophon'’s status as privi-
leged viewer (cf. his use of 6p& for his sight of unexploited resources at
3.3.19(n.), 5.1.11, 6.81; also §.4.41(n.)); it emerges that the Rhodian has
either not seen the Persians across the river or not realized their signif-
icance. &mroSapéivra kai puondéivra ‘skinned and inflated’. puonfévra
is loosely added, as if the antecedent were ‘skins’ rather than ‘animals’.
Earlier the Greek soldiers had improvised rafts by stuffing their tent cov-
ers with straw (1.5.10; cf. Arr. Anab. §.29.4; Curt. Ruf. 7.9.4); the use of
fresh inflated skins allowed for greater buoyancy and reduced the chance
of splitting. paiSiws: the breathless series of participles which follows
at 10 is suggestive of the supposed ease of the project which the Rhodian
here advertises. But ‘ease’ is often deceptive (Rood 1998a: 34), and the
plan in fact requires considerable skill: Ammianus Marcellinus (25.6.15)
mentions architecti, while in February 1733 a ‘European engineer’ con-
structed a large float buoyed by inflated skins, which allowed 15,000
Persian troops to cross the Tigris in a morning, but which broke up soon
afterwards (Jones 1773: 48).

3.5.10: {eUas ToUs &okoUs . . ., dppicas ékaoTov &oKoV . . ., Sixyaycv
kai &uoTépwlev Sfoas: participial phrases expressing successive actions
(see Denniston 1952: 104 for enumerations in which only the last item
is preceded by kai), with the object changing from ‘the skins’, to ‘each
skin’, and then (implicitly) to the whole line of skins with the final two
participles. Siayayav implies that the Rhodian will put the line of skins
into the water, and will then ‘bring across’ one end of it, for instance
by tying it to a boat; once that is done, the ends are fastened to poles or
the like on both banks of the river (&ugoTépw8ev). Aifous apThoas kai
ageis ‘by fastening stones to them and dropping them’: two modal aorist
participles (cf. 3.4.42n. on eimav) co-ordinated by kai, modifying éppicas.
Fastening more than one stone to each skin would help to trap the
air. impPaid UAn kai yfijv émgopnow: the long sentence is rounded off
by two chiastically ordered main clauses. Herodotus (7.36.5) describes
in similar language the addition of brushwood and compacted earth
during the construction of Xerxes’ pontoon bridges over the Hellespont:
UAnv émepdpnoav . . . kai . . . yfjv émepdpnoav (cf. Hammond and Roseman
1996: 93—4, 100). Though the use of brushwood to provide a platform
for buoyed rafts is attested, the intertextual reference to Herodotus, if
intended, perhaps brings out the grandiosity of the Rhodian’s presenta-
tion of his proposal.

$.5.11 piév oUv: oUv introduces the two-part conclusion, balanced by pév/
&¢. The Rhodian attempts to take away the objections which he thinks
the generals may have. aUTtika paAa soeofe: verification will be
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instantaneous, because the strength of the bridge does not depend on
that of the structure as a whole, but on that of each skin: if the first men
to step on the bridge do not sink, the generals will ‘know’ that it is sound.
The Rhodian optimistically supposes that it can be ensured that the skins
will remain airtight; that they will all bear the same load even though they
will be from animals of varying size; and that the whole structure will with-
stand repeated use as well as the strong currents of the Tigris (cf. Whitby
2004: 235). Tt&s yap . . . oxnoe an elegant chiasmus, with variation
of aspect in the two futures of &w (George 2016) and of construction
with the ‘preventing’ verbs (for which cf. CGCG 51.36). Imperfective
¢t emphasizes that at any one time each skin (distributive n&s) will be
keeping two men from sinking (differently George 2016: 623—4); it is
followed by an articular aorist infinitive in the genitive, modified, as usual
with ‘preventing’ verbs, by un. Perfective oxfos suggests that providing a
surface for the bridge will once for all prevent slipping; it is followed by
a result clause with present infinitive, implying that non-slipperiness will
be a general feature of the bridge. duo &vdpas justifies the promise (8) to
take across 4,000 men at a time.

3.5.12 Tois orpatnyois: despite the presence of the Adoxayol (7), only the
generals decide. 76 piv ivBuunua . . . &SuvaTov: the clever plan is con-
trasted with its unpracticability (a variation on the common Aéyos/gpyov
contrast). xopieis is used of anything that evokes a response of gladness
or gratitude (cf. e.g. the colloquial reply xapiév ye at Ar. Eccl. 680), but
may carry a hint of irony or condescension (cf. e.g. Cyr 1.4.13; Pl. Grg.
484¢6). yé&p suggests that the sentencc still represents the consider-
ations of the generals (for a similar perspectival usage of yap, see 3.3.5,
4.42(nn.)). oi kwAvoovTes: articulate future participles denote per-
sons likely and able to do something (Smyth 2044); TroARoi iTrmrels is in
apposition. The presence of cavalrymen across the river may indicate that
the Persians planned to drive the Greeks into the Carduchian mountains
(contrast the unhindered crossing of the Zapatas at 3.3.6(n.)); assum-
ing the cavalrymen were visible, the Rhodian’s oversight is consider-
able. oi...mouiv: the generals’ perspective is further reflected in the
emphatic placement and exaggeration of eu8Us Tols TpwTols ‘the very first’
and o0&év (the Greeks could have made the preparations required for the
bridge, though Persian archers and cavalry could have made its construc-
tion difficult and landings impossible (8—12n.)). &v érréTpetrov ‘would
allow’ is a present counterfactual (as suggested by the imperfect rather
than the aorist: CGCG 34.16 n. g; Smyth 1788), marking the generals’
perception at the time that the plan to cross the river was not feasible.
The effect is ironical: the Rhodian could have dispensed with his long
technical exposition.



COMMENTARY: 3.5.13-5.14 187

3.5-13 'Evtaifa ‘in these circumstances’. mév similarly sets up con-
trasts which do not materialize at e.g. 4.5.9, 8.10. éravexwpouv &g
ToUptaAwv: the Greeks turn back the way they came, i.e. towards the south;
this is the only recorded time when they retrace their steps during the
retreat to the sea. [# Ttpés BapuAdva]: assuming #j means ‘or’, these
words must be a clarifying gloss based on the geographical information
given below (15); they seem out of place because ToUumaAw 1} more natu-
rally means ‘in the opposite direction from’, which makes no geograph-
ical sense. The b reading s pods BaBurdva ‘as if (they were going) to
Babylon’ indicates an elaborate but implausible attempt by the Greeks to
deceive the Persians; it is probably an emendation to justify the mention
of Babylon. tig T&s GxaUoTOUS KWHas, in apposition to &is ToUuTaAw,
suggests that Tissaphernes burnt the villages only in the northern part of
the plain. kaTakavoavtes Evlev éffjicav: kato- is intensifying (‘to the
ground’); supply T1v képnv as the antecedent of évBev (a petrified expres-
sion for ‘from where’). &oTe configures the Persians’ response as a
consequence of the Greeks’ actions, not as their intended goal — which
may well have been precisely to confound the Persians (burning the vil-
lage in which they camped is not an implementation of Chirisophus’
earlier proposal (6), which, even if serious, concerned other villages).
By refraining from mentioning the Greeks’ purpose, X. prepares for the
discourse of ‘wonder’ in the next sentence. TrpoofiAauvov suggests
that the Persians were on horseback. Suotot foav Baupalouot: lit. ‘they
were like people who were wondering’, i.e. ‘they seemed to be wonder-
ing’. The sentence conveys the Greek interpretation of the striking sight
of stationary Persian cavalrymen gazing at them. X. regularly uses the
discourse of ‘wonder’ (8alpa) with a view to activating readers’ reflection
(Baragwanath 2012: 632); here they are invited to share the Persians’
bewilderment (and so are distanced from the Greek army). 8aupé&louot, a
correction in one MS (probably by conjecture), yields an idiom used in the
context of inferences drawn from outward behaviour (e.g. Pl. Men. 8odg
Buotos €1 oUk £i86T1 ‘you seem not to know’; Plut. Artax. 8.4); with the read-
ings Baupalew and BaupdlovTes, dpoids i takes the constructions of verbs
of ‘believing’ or ‘knowing’, but this is unparalleled. But the corruption
could lie elsewhere (see the apparatus). é1ro1 TroTE TpéyovTal . . . EV
vén Exotev: the more pressing concern (note wote ‘where on earth . . .")
retains the indicative of the corresponding direct speech; the more gen-
eral concern takes the optative (CGCG 41.13). For Persian uncertainty
about the Greeks’ plans, cf. Mithradates’ question, asked when communi-
cations were still open, Ti év vén &xete: (§.3.2).

3.5-14 apoi T& émThdaa: duei was displaced by mepi in fourth-century
Attic prose (see 7 wepi & émiThideia), but X. uses it often (especially in An.
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and Cyr), presumably under the influence of Ionic and Doric (Mommsen
1895: 366; Gautier 49—50; cf. Photius Lex. a 1877). oi 8¢ orpaTnyoi
&M ouvijABov: the addition kai oi Aoxayoi bolsters the parallel with 7
(the reference of w&Aw), but X. never uses two articles in the phrase (oi)
oTpaTtnyoi kai Adoxayoi in An. (x 7; cf. 7n.). ToUs aixpaAwTous: it is
presented as a matter of course that the Greeks took some local inhab-
itants captive; this is the first recorded time that they make use of them
as guides, as Xenophon had proposed (3.2.20). To refer to prisoners of
war, X. uses either aixudAwTol or the present participle (oi) &Aiokouevor
(though in An. only in the spurious summary 4.1.3). The perfect partici-
ple éaAwkéTas, transmitted in some MSS, is used in classical times almost
exclusively to refer to people ‘convicted’ of crimes (e.g. Isae. 5.13; Dem.
23.28, §5), and is not used with any frequency for prisoners of war until
Greek historians of the Roman era. fAeyXov TNV KUKAW! TT&oav Xwpav
Tig ék&oTn €in ‘questioned them as to the whole territory (accusative of
respect: CGCG 30.14; Smyth 1601a) around them, what each region was’.
THY . . . xopav is used proleptically (3.2.8n. on ToUs oTpatnyols . . . oia
TemévBaow); with ékdotn, sc. xdpa, assuming a slight shift in meaning.
éAéyxw suggests a question-and-answer mode of interrogation.

3.5.15 This elaborate indirect speech, which summarizes the answers that
the various prisoners gave, offers a rare broader vision of the position of
the Ten Thousand within the Persian empire at a key point in the narra-
tive (the next clear geographical pointer, this time in the form of a nar-
ratorial comment, comes at 4.3.1). The irregular south—east-west-north
direction of the description leaves the Carduchians to the last, preparing
for the addition of some rather discouraging ethnographic details (a pos-
itive reason for heading north is only revealed at 17 below) (cf. SAGN
11175-6). 871 T& piv . . . fikotev ‘that the areas to the south lay on the
route that led to Babylon and to Media, through which they had come’.
Broader t& pév, by contrast with f; 8¢ for the other three routes, is used for
the areas the army has crossed because it has not been following a sin-
gle direct route. With Tfis (possessive genitive) sc. 650U; for the perfective
use of present fikw, cf. CGCG 33.18. The presentation departs from the
linear order (one would pass through Media before reaching Babylon),
because, as often, the longer constituent (Mngiav, &° floep . . .) is put at
the end. Trpos éw: for the variant 7®, see Introduction p. 24. émi
ZoUoa T kai ‘Exparava: presumably the eastern part of Herodotus’ ‘Royal
Road’ (5.52-3) from Sardis to Susa is meant, though X. does not overtly
show any consciousness of Herodotus’ description (Tuplin 2004d: 356).
Near Arbela, not far to the south-east from the Greeks’ present location,
the road splitinto two, one going east through the mountains to Ecbatana,
the other south-east towards Susa (Graf 1994: 179); it is not clear if X.
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compressed the prisoners’ account or was unaware of how far Susa lay
to the south of Ecbatana: the coupling of the two sites again at 2.4.25
may suggest the latter (cf. Tuplin 2003b: 58 n. 15). #vla Bepilery [kai
éapileav] Aéyeran offers the sort of apparently incidental information that
is sometimes attached to toponyms in historical and geographical texts,
especially when they deal with unfamiliar settings (SAGN 11.140-1, 158-
9); given that the information is irrelevant (see Introduction pp. 41-2 for
the chronology), it should be taken as a narratorial comment rather than
as part of the prisoners’ reported speech (with present Aéyetan retained
from the corresponding direct speech). The antecedent of &8a may be
either ZoUod& 1e kai ‘EkPéTava or ’ExpaTtava alone. The close ¢ kai connec-
tion suggests the former, but this requires an awkward chiasmus (taking
topilewv with ZoUoa and 8epilev with ExBé&rava) to fit other Greek accounts
of the king’s seasonal migrations (on which see Tuplin 19g8; Llewellyn-
Jones 2013: 74—-95), which present him spending the summer in (moun-
tainous) Media or specifically its capital Ecbatana, the spring (if specified,
as at Cyr 8.6.22; Plut. Mor. 78d, 604c) in Susa, and the winter in Babylon
or Susa. It is better, then, to take the clause with Exp&tava alone, omitting
(with several MSS) «ai éapilew. But the whole clause may be an interpola-
tion: it is rare for such information to interrupt a speech; descriptions of
the king’s migrations elsewhere include winter; and other sources which
mention only Susa and Ecbatana (Ael. NA 10.6; Ath. 12.513f; 2 Ar. Equ.
108gb; cf. Dio Chrys. 6.1) treat Susa as the winter residence. Interpolation
could have been inspired by Greek interest in the king’s migrations, and
perhaps even by Cyr. 8.6.22, which was picked up in the Byzantine era by
Zonaras, Epitome §.26. SiapavTi: the use of the standard geographical
formula for travellers (g.2.22n.) is ironical in this context. émi Audiav
kai lwviav épor: the order of the description matches the route, as Lydia
liesimmediately to the east of Ionia. Since this is the only route said directly
to lead to an area of Greek settlement, the army’s inability to cross the river
is further emphasized. Kap8ouxous: first mentioned here, and often
thought to be related to the Kurds, who now inhabit the same mountains
(though also a wider area). They appear otherwise only in later accounts
of the Ten Thousand (Diod. Sic. 14.27.9—4; FGrH 109 F 1) and in a few
geographical writers or grammarians who are similarly dependent on X.
The journey through their land (4.1-2) is remembered by the soldiers
as the most difficult section of the march (4.3.2). Definition of routes in
terms of inhabitants rather than toponyms (‘Carduchia’) was commonly
used for regions without strong political centres (SAGN 111.176); here the
character of the inhabitants gives the technique added point.

3.5.16 TouTous 5t Eépacav oikeiv: infinitives with ¢nui are a standard way
of continuing indirect speech after éti-clauses (CGCG 41.16); here there
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is also a shift in the quality of the information: infinitives are often used
for hearsay reports (CGCG 51.19 n. 1) and are common in ethnographic
statements (cf. 15 Bepilewv AdyeTan). &v& & 8pn ‘all over the mountains’
(with distributive av&: CGCG 31.8) raises the expectation of continuous
guerilla warfare. ToAepikous: the appellation ‘warlike’ (more com-
monly in other authors paypos) is frequently applied to peoples who do
not live in organized poleis, and especially to mountain-dwellers, as associa-
tions between tough terrain and a tough way of life were commonly made
(cf. the superlatives at 5.2.2, 7.2.22, Cyr. §.2.7; Livy 9.13.7, with Oakley).
The prisoners carefully build up the Carduchians as the least attractive
option; this creates suspense while being psychologically realistic (they

probably do not wish to be taken there themselves). BaoiAéws ouk
éxovaiv: compare the Pisidians and Mysians (g.2.23n.). Kai éuPaleiv:
this and the following two infinitives still depend on épacav. Swdexa

Mupi&das: in apposition to oTpamidv. 120,000 is a frequent numeral in
Near Eastern and Egyptian contexts (see Tuplin 1997: 154 n. 88 for
examples from X. and the Bible; also Hdt. 2.158.5; Plin. HN 36.66);
the intended size of the king’s force at Cunaxa had been 1,200,000
(1.7.12). oU8éva &mrovootiiocar: for the proverbial pattern of a large
expedition with no survivors to describe unmitigated military disaster, cf.
Exodus 14:28; Hdt. .26.2; Diod. Sic. 11.23.2, 22.9.3; Joseph. AJ 2.344;
Paus. 10.23.13. &movooTiical, the only véotos-word in An., recalls epic (e.g.
Hom. Od. 13.6 of Odysseus’ return; see $.2.25n. on pf) doep of AwTopdyol
for other Odyssean themes in An.) and the end of the Sicilian expedition
in Thucydides (7.87.6 éAiyor &md ToMGY &’ oikou &mevéoTnoav, the only
use of the verb in that author; cf. Rood 1998b: 242—6). The implicit paral-
lel with the Ten Thousand is ominous. S1& v Suoxwpiav: duoywpia is
rare in fourth-century authors, but common in X. (x 12) and Hellenistic
historiography. X. frequently uses 8uo- compounds to convey a sense of
hostile landscapes (cf. SuoTopia 4.3.7, 8uoBatos ;.2.2); for the uncanny
effect here, see Purves 2010: 83. oTroTE puévTOL L . . OTrEICAIVTO: Optative
in a temporal clause in indirect speech, representing émétav omeicwvTa
(CGCG 41.20). omévdopar is construed with wpés instead of the more reg-
ular dative only here in X.; cf. e.g. Thuc. 5.17.2. The information given
by the prisoners raises the possibility that a truce with the Carduchians is
possible, an option which will be further explored by the Greeks at 4.1.8.
The satrap of the plain in which the Greeks currently find themselves is
probably (but not necessarily: Tuplin 2003b: §60) the same as the satrap
mentioned at §.4.31. kai émpetyvival . . . fqutous: kai is adverbial:
the intermittent truces ‘even’ lead to further dealings between the peo-
ple of the plain and the Carduchians. cg&v and éxeivwov are independent
partitive genitives (‘some of . ..") and function as subjects of ¢mperyviva
(Smyth 1318); reflexive ocpév and éautous (representing fiudv and fHpdés)
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refer to the subject of the main clause (¢épacav), i.e. the inhabitants of the
plain (CGCG 29.18), while ¢keivous and ékeivwv refer to the Carduchians
(cf. CGCG 29.33; Smyth 1261). Intransitive ¢mpeiyvum is often used to
refer to commercial and cultural exchanges between ethnically different
peoples (cf. Cyr 7.4.5; Hdt. 1.185.7, 2.104.4; Thuc. 1.2.2, 146, 2.1); it
usually occurs in the middle voice, but (as at Thuc. 1.2.2) the active is
used here because the reciprocity is expressed lexically by pronouns.

8.5.1%7 ToUs ékaoTaxdéoe paokovTas eidévar ‘those who claimed to know
the country in each direction’. ékactaydoe is distributive: one man knows
one way, another another. The generals keep all the knowledgeable pris-
oners apart so that they can have the right guides on hand, but still leave
unclear the direction of travel they have decided. &vaykaiov evai:
as before, the Greeks respond to necessity (3.4.19-23, 32nn.), but the
tone here is defeatist and apologetic: the Greeks will pass through the
lands of people who have never done them harm (compare Xenophon’s
defence at 5.5.16 of their having taken provisions ‘out of necessity’
(&véykm)). éup&AAeiv ominously echoes éupadeiv (16); the conative
present is used because the success of the undertaking is not guaran-
teed. y&p . . . épacav: X. only now reveals the information acquired
during the interrogation which tips the balance in favour of going
north. tis Apupeviav . . . ToMAfis kai eUSaipovos: the large (oMAfis)
satrapy of Armenia comprised most of what is today eastern Turkey,
Armenia and Georgia (a subdivision ‘western Armenia’ is mentioned
at 4.4.4); for its ruler, Orontas, see 3.4.13n. For the adjective ei8aipwv
(often, as here, combined with an adjective denoting greatness), see
8.2.23N. on TMoAAG&s Te . . . wOAeis. Strabo (11.14.4) describes Armenia as
a collection of mountains, plateaux and plains, some of which are ‘very
fertile’ (c9ddpa eudaipoves), and X. frequently comments on the ease with
which the Greeks manage to secure provisions (e.g. 4.4.2, 7) — though
heavy snowfall and confrontations with the local inhabitants make pass-
ing through Armenia still very challenging. eUropov ‘easy to pass
through’, but also suggestive of elmopia, an antonym of the Greeks’ pres-
ent state of &wopia.

3.5.18 omnuika kai Sokoin Tfs dpas ‘at a point in time which actu-
ally seemed good’. Tfis dpas is partitive genitive dependent on émnyika
(‘when’). Normally, sacrifices are made immediately before a departure
to verify whether it has the approval of the gods, but here the gener-
als are keen to avoid delay in case the sacrifices are not at once favour-
able. TNV . .. UTrepPoAnv Tav dpiwv: X. is the first known author to use
the noun UmepBoAn for ‘crossing’ a mountain (1.2.25, 4.6.5; cf. the verb
UmepPdMw) and, as here, for a ‘mountain pass’ (also at 4.1.21, 4.18, 6.6,
24). The noun is used in both senses in Hellenistic historians (e.g. Polyb.
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3.34.6, 39.10). émraidn Samrvioaiav: as at §.1.3, 4.6.22, 6.3.21, 4.10, 26,
a late dinner is the mark of a long and arduous day.

L N

It was here that we were to bid a final farewell to the Greeks who
had accompanied us from the outset of the journey. . .. They turned
north . . . and fought their way through the land of the Carduchi,
which are the Kurds, until they reached the sea, while we, having
a ferry-boat at our disposal and a smaller force to handle, passed
over the Tigris into the Tar ‘Abdin. So at length we parted, and
Cheirisophus in advance with the light-armed troops scaled the hills
of Finik and led slowly forward, leaving Xenophon to bring up the
rear with the heavy-armed men. Their shields and corselets glittered
upon the steep, they climbed, and reached the summit of the ridge
and disappeared . . .

‘Effendim!” Fattih broke into my meditations. ‘Effendim, the boat
is ready.’

‘Oh Fattah,’ said I, ‘the Greeks are gone.’

Gertrude Bell, Amurath to Amurath (1911: 300)
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repeated action g.10
subjunctive, hortatory 1.24, 2.28;
with verbs of effort 1.38
names, plural 2.31
negation 1.2-3, 1.4, 1.10, 2.21, 2.30,
3:-11,4.14, 4.37. 4-39
negative—positive expressions 4.5
official register 5, 1.47, 2.24, 2.38,
parataxis 1.45, 2.1, 4.1%, 4.26,
4.38-43
paronomasia 1.21
participle, at start of clause 5.8;
coincidental/modal aorist 1.18,
4.42, 5-10; generalizing dative
1.88, 2.22, 5.7, 5.15
generic 3.18
present 1.13, 1.27, 2.4, 2.5, 2.38
with article 2.31, 5.12
person
first plural 2.29, 4.46
first to second 1.24, 1.36, 1.44
second to first 5.5
pleonasm 1.40
poeticism 23, 1, 1.3, 2.19, §.13
polar expressions 1.17, 2.5
polysyndeton 4.49
predicative 1.12, 2.13, 2.22, 2.26,
2.28, 4.41
presentative sentences 1.4, 1.26, §.1,
prolepsis, grammatical 2.8, 2.22,
2.23,5-14
pronouns
anaphoric 2.7, 4.8
interrogative, sandwiched 1.14
relative, attraction 1.6, 1.8, 2.21;
connecting 1.10, 1.17, 2.13; not
repeated 1.4, 2.5; typifying 2.4

proverbial expressions 34, 1.27,
5-16

purpose clause, with optative in
primary sequence 2.36
reductio ad absurdum 2.8
register 32
repetition 1.13, 1.18, 1.35, 1.37,
1.45, 2.3, 2.4, 2.19, 2.26,
3.12-19, 3.18, 4.16-18, 4.109,
4.10-22, 4.95, 4-45, 5.1
result clause §.7
rhetorical questions 36, 1.13, 2.19
ring-composition 1.3, 4.34-6, 5.1
scientific register 4.10, 4.19, 4.20
simile 2.35
synonym 35, 2.25
tense 1.2, 4.34-6, 4.35
aorist 5.1; coincidental 1.17;
ingressive 5.3; vs present 4.13
future perfect, periphrastic 2.31
imperfect 1.7, 1.8, 1.27, 1.32,
31,34, 8-11, 4.8, 4.11,
4.16-18, 4.24, 4.25, 4.34;
and perspective 4.42, 5.1;
conative §.5, 5.5; durative
5-1; immediative 3.8, 4.4, 5.1;
inceptive 4.15; iterative 4.20,

4.46; vs aorist 4.15, 4.40; with
negative 4.39

perfect 1.27, 2.2, 2.8, 2.22
pluperfect 1.2, 2.1, 8.7, 4.3
present 1.13, 1.23, 4, 4.11, 4.12,
4.17, 4.19; historical 1.5, 1.8,
15; subjunctive 2.3
theme-constituent 2.5, 3.6, 3.16
topic 1.14, 1.17, 2.21, 4.1
tragic 1.22, 1.29, 4.33
variation 34, 1.2, 1.3, 1.19, 1.20,
1.35, 1.36, 1.43, 2.10, 2.17,
2.28, 8.15, 4.7, 4-18, 4.23, 4.26,

51
verb, omitted 3.14
verbs
of fearing 1.5, 5.3
of preventing 5.11
of swearing 2.5, 2.10

voice
middle 1.8, 4.36, 4.48, 5.16
passive 3.4

word order 1.3, 1.4, 1.26, 2.21,
2.34, 3.1, 4.2, 4.10, 4.13, 4.46,

53
Larisa 4.7-12, 4.7
Layard, H. 4.10
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leadership 21, 22,1, 1.4, 1.13, 1.36,
1.38,3,5
benefits 4.47
forethought 1.37
good 1.42, 2.27, 2.30, 8.19
incentives §.18
reciprocity 2.5
legatus 1.32
lightning 1.11-14, 1.11, 1.12, 4.12
livestock 5.2, 5.9 S
sacrificial 2.12
Livy 1.3, 1.4, 2.28, 4.38—43
Ps.-Longinus 33, 4.25
Lotus Eaters 2.25
Lucian 1.11-14, 2.9
Lycaonia 2.23, 3.1
Lycius g.20
Lydia 1.26, 1.31, 5.15
Lysias 2.7-12, 2.13, 2.39, 4.2

Macronians 5.8

Mandane 4.13

Mania (woman) 4.14

Marathon 2.11

marriage 4.13

Maximus of Tyre 1.4-10, 2.7, 4.38
Medea (wife of Persian king) 4.11

Medes 2.25, 4.7-12, 4.10
Median Wall 4.7-12, 4.7
medlar trees 4.10
Megara 4.10
Meno 1, 1.24, 1.29, 1.47
Mespila 4.7-12, 4.8, 4.10
military
armour 2.7
cavalry 3.20
hoplite 6, 4.48
equipment .1
tents 2.7-32, 2.27
see also pack-animals, wagons

formation 7, 2.27, 3.1, 3.3, 4, 4-14,

4.19-22, 4.19
pickets 2.1
rear 1.47, 2.37, $.12-19, 4.19-22,
4-21, 4.38

shields 4.32, 4.7, 4.47, 4.48
signals 4.4
troops

archers 3.6, 3.7, 4.15, 4.16-18

cavalry 1.2, 2.18, 2.19, 3.20, 4,
4-54-24> 4-35, 44779
hoplités 2, 2719, 2.36,2.37, 3.11,
816, 4.38-43, 447, 5.7
javelinthrowers 4.7, 4.17

light-armed troops 7, 3.6, 4.28
peltasts 7, 2, 2.36, 3.7, 4.28, 4.43
slingers 3.6, 3.18, 4
watch, keeping 3.18
weapons 4.32
arrows 4.16-18, 4.17
bows 3.7, 4.16-18, 4.17
bullets 3.16, 3.17
catapults 5.8-12
spears 3.6, 5.7

Mithradates 3.1, 3.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4-4, 5.1
Moeris (grammarian) 24

Mosul 4.10

mountains 4.19, 5, 5.7, 5-17
Mysians 2.23, 2.24

narrative techniques

analepsis 37, 1.4-10, 4, 4.2
character introductions 1.4-10, 1.4,
1.45
delay 1.4-10, 1.7, 1.47
ellipses 1.17, 4.4
find-passages 1.8
focalization, see narrative techniques:
perspective
naming
of cities/rivers 4.7
of people 1.47, 2.5, 4.13, 5.8
narrator 1, 4, 4.34-5
comment 5.15

knowledge 3.1, 3.4, 4.13, 4.42
see also sources
numerals
precision 3.1, 4.5
stock 4.87, 5.16
order 38
perspective 37, 1.2, 3.1, 3.5, 4-2, 4.4,
4-7,4-3476,4-34, 437, 5. 57>

5-12
prolepsis 37, 2.8, 2.29, 4
shift in narrative modes 4.5, 4.7, 4.11
speed 37, 4.38-43
summaries 1.1, 1.19, 4.12, 4.46
suspense 2.1, 5.8-12, 5.16

time-markers 1.33, 2.1

Neon 2, 1.32
Nicarchus 3.5

Nicias 1.25, 2.8
Nimrud 4.7-12
Nineveh 4.7-12, 4.10
Numidians 4.35

oaths 1.20, 2.4

language of 2.9, 2.10, 2.24
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Odysseus 1.26-32, 2.25
see also Homer

Old Oligarch 27

Olympic Games 1.21

omen 2.9

oracles 1.4-10, 1.5
language of 1.6, 1.7

Orchomenus 2.4

Orontas 4.13

Ottoman empire 4.35

pack-animals 1.30, 2.27, 3.19
Pactolus 4.3
Panhellenism 1.21, 2, 2.9, 2.11, 2.13,
2.26, 5.5
Panthea 4.13
parasangs 1.2, 4.7
Parthian shot g.10
Parysatis 4.1
Pasion 1.47
patronymics 1.4, 3.20
Pausanias 4.10
Peloponnesian War 1, 1.10
perjury 1, 1.22, 2.4
Persian empire 1, 2, 4.7-12, 4.13, 4.31
Persian Wars 2, 1.15-25, 1.42, 2.7-32,
2.13, 2.14
Persians 1
army 2.11
camps 4.35
cavalry armour 4.35
king and court 21, 1.2, 1.12, 1.18,
2.4
king’s migrations 5.15
mutilation/torture as punishment
1.13, 1.17, 1.29
night marches 4.35, 4.36
not adapting 4.35
servile 1.17, 4.25
size of forces 2.11, 2.12, §.14, 4.2,
413
tactics and motivation g, 4.1, 5.3
Phalinus 1.2, 2.8
Philesius 1.47
Philostratus 4.10, 4.37
Photius 23
Phrygia 2.23
Phrynichus (grammarian) 23, 24
piety 1.5
see also impiety
Pisidia 1.4
plain 5, 5.1, 5.2, 5.16, 5.17
Plataea 2.13, 2.37
Plato 2.19, 3.13
Meno 1.47

Plutarch 1.4, 4.44, 5.5
Polyaenus 4.38-43

Polybius 32, 3.6, 4.38
Polystratus g.20

prayers 2.9

proxenos 1.10

Proxenus 1, 1.4

Punic War, First 4.38-43, 4.47-9

rafts 5.8-12, 5.9, 5.10

Renault, Mary rr

Resen 4.7

Rhodians 3.16, 3.18, 5.8

Rhodogyne 4.13

rivers 2.7-32, 2.22, 4.6, 4.20, 5.8-12
crossing 3.6, 5.2
naming of 4.7

roads 2.24, 5.15

route 1.2, 5, 5.13

sacrifice 2.9, 2.12, 5.18
Salamis 1.4, 2.13
Samnite War, First 4.38-43
Sardis 1.4, 1.8
Sarpedon 1.37
satrapy 1.8, 4.31, 5.17
Scillus 2.12
Scythians 4.15
Sennacherib 4.7-12, 4.10
Seuthes 4.35
skins, animal 5.8-12, 5.9, 5.10
slaves 1.17, 2.13, 4.30, 4.49
sneezing 2.9
Socrates (general) 1.47
Socrates (philosopher) 9, 1.4-10, 1.5,
1.7, 1.36, 2.35, 2.9, 2.10
Sophaenetus 15, 16, 1.47, 2.37
Soteridas 4.47
Spartans 1.5, 1.10, 1.45, 2.13, 2.31,
2.37, 4.21, 4.30
style of speaking 1.45, 2.1
speeches 1.31, 1.34, 1.35, 2, 4.42,
449, 5, 5.16, 5.8-12
capping 3.1
change of speakers 4.39
direct/indirect 1.4-10, 1.7, 1.9,
1.11-14, 1.13, 1.26, 4.38-43
distortion in speech 2.14, 2.17
distribution 37
epideictic 14
free indirect discourse 4.42
indirect to direct §.12-19
interaction with narrative 1.2,
1.15-25, 1.23, 1.40, 8.11,
3.12-10, 4.46
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introduction 1.31, 2.4

new information in 1.17, 1.28, 1.29,
2.34, .16

soliloquy 13

stylistic differentiation 36, 2.1

triads of 2

Xenophon as most frequent speaker

35
see also battle exhortation, funeral

oration

stades 1.2, 4.10

Strabo 5.17

Suda 4.36, 4.37

supplies, see food

Susa 4.13, 5.15

sympotic poetry 5.6

Tacitus 4.8, 4.35
Tarsus 1, 1.10
tattoos 1.32
Ten Thousand, the 2.17, 4
adaptation 2.12-19, 4, 4.19-23,
4-23, 4.28, 4.38-43
booty, common store 3.18
breakdown of unity 6
camp-followers 7, 8, 2.36, 3.16
communal ethos §.1
decision-making 4.30, 5.12
desire for profit 2.26, 2.39, 5.8
ethnic diversity 6
motivation &, 4.5, 5.13
number 4
organization 5
plundering 1.19, 2.23, 2.28, 5.2
‘polis on the march’ 5, 6
stoning 4.49
volunteering 3.18, 4.41, 5.8
voting 5, 1, 1.46, 1.47, 2, 2.9
wages 1.10, 1.37, 3.18, 5.8
see also military
terrain 4.19—22
see also mountains, plain, rivers
Thebes 1.4
Themistocles 1.4
Themistogenes 16
Theopompus (character) 11
Thersites 1.26-32
Thirty Tyrants 10
Thucydides 15, 31, 35, 1.2, 1.3,
1.4, 1.5, 1.25, 2.2, 2.8,
2.36, 3.12-19, 4.20,
5.16
Tigris 2.22, 4, 4.6, 4.10

INDEXES

Timasion 1.47, 2.37, 3.11
Tissaphernes 1.4, 1.22, 1.29, 1.35, 2.4,
2.20, 3, 3.2, 3.4, 3.17, 4.13,
4-14,4.-15, 5, 5-5
Tolmides 1.46
topoi
alone 2.11
Asiatics lack endurance 1.23
barbarian numbers vs Greek
courage 1.42
barbarians are faithless 2.7
bravery 2.11, 2.15, 2.39
cowardice 2.16, 2.17, 4.14, 4.15
dawn 2.1
death
longing for 1.29
noble 1.37, 1.43, 2.7
decisive battle 4.46
decisive day 2.31
deserters harm enemy 3.2.17
divine ease 5.9
eagerness 2.15
enduring hot and cold 1.23
equal share 1.37, 4.47
experience of enemy 2.16
goods belong to the victors 2.28
humans cannot be harmed by non-
humans 2.18
idleness 1.13
land and sea 2.13, 2.19
light in darkness (as salvation) 1.12
luxury 2.25
morale 1.42, 5.6
mutilation of corpses 4.5
necessity as excuse $.12, 5.17
necessity as teacher 4.32
night is passing 1.13
night of terror 1
repayment for upbringing 2.13
rewards for toil 1.37
salvation of Greeks 2.11
survivors, no ;.16
‘three times X, but the fourth time
Y 4.37
transience 4.7-12
uncountability 2.13
unmissability 4.15
victors possess goods 5.5
victory, definition of 2.14
war
as contest 4.44
at home vs abroad 1.3, 2.15, 4.46
younger generation is worse 2.14
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Trapezus 1.2, 2.9
Troad 1.47
trophies 2.13

Troy 1.33

vanguard 2.36

villages 1.28, 3, .11, 4.16-18,
418, 5

vision 1.6, 5.5

vow 2.12

wagons 2.7-32, 2.27
wall 4.9, 4.10
see also Median Wall
whips 4.25
women 7, 1.31, 2.25, 4.13, 4.46
word/deed 1.37, 1.45

wounds 1.23, 3.5, 4.30, 4.32

Xanthicles 1.47
Xenias 1.47
Xenophon (X.) (author)
Agesilaus 31, 1.37, 1.45, 2.8
Anabasis
accuracy 19, 4.9, 4.11
book divisions 1.1
chronology and topography 41
date 17
factual distortion 1.3, 1.40, 1.47,

generic affiliations 14

interpolations 14, 18

method of composition 18

omissions and selectivity 2, 38,
3-1, 4.5, 4.30, 4.32, 4-48, 4.49,

publication 17

purpose 19, 2.11, 5.8-12

reception of 13

reception, ancient, see Aelian,
Arrian, Cato the Elder,
Chariton, Cicero, Ps.-
Demetrius, Dio Chrysostom,
Epistolae Socratis, Frontinus,
Livy, Lucian, Maximus of
Tyre, Philostratus, Plutarch,
Polyaenus, Suda; see also
Xenophon (author), diction
and style, assessments of

relationship with X.’s other works

15

scholia on 4.10

sources I8, 4.2, 4.7-12, 4.7, 4.9,
411

style, assessments of 33
textual tradition 39
title 1
see also language and style,
narrative techniques
connoisseur 2.7

Cyropaedia 2.23, 2.25, 2.4, 4.19-22,

and Cyrus the Younger 11
diction and style, assessments of
‘Attic bee/Muse’ 33
charm 33, 1.32

clarity 33
simplicity 33
see also Ps.-Aristides, Ps.-Demetrius,
Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Hermogenes, Ps.-Longinus,
Moeris, Photius, Phrynichus
Hipparchicus (De equitum magistro)
.20, 4.19—22
life 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,1.4-10,1.12,1.13
Poroi 1.7
practical .18, 4.17, 4.30
and Socrates g
Socratic works 4.17
Xenophon (character)
aristocratic ethos 10
demagogue 5
knowledge 3.17
role in Anabasis 1-2 11
social background 2.27, 3.20
tactical awareness 4.38—43
youth g.11

Xerxes 2, 2.13, 2.26, 5.10

youth, see age

Zapatas/Zab, Greater, River 1, 3.6
Zeus 1.11-14, 4.8

the King 1.6, 1.12

§évios 2.4

cwTnp 2.9
ziggurat 4.9

Zonaras 5.15



2 GREEK WORDS AND PHRASES

ayaba 1.21 &mwomnddw 4.27
&di1&paTos 1.2 amopia 1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.11-14, 1.11,
aBoAws 2.24 1.21, 1.26, 1.84, 3.4, 5, 5.7,
&BAa 1.21 5.8, 5.17
&Bupéw, &Bupia 1.3, 1.26, 2.8, 2.18, &pa 2.22
2.23, 8.11, 4.19-23, 5, 5.3 &pxaios 1.4
aidas 2.5 &owrs 28, 8.3
aioyuvn 1.10 Gopevos 4.24
&KHPUKTOS TTOAELOS .5 &raxTos, &tafia 1.38, 2.209, 2.31, 3.6,
axpalw 1.25 4.19-23, 4.47
axuny 24, 27 QUTOKEAEUTTOS 4.5
&kpoPéAiois/ Pohiouds 4.16 aUTOS 4.41
dkpwvuxia 32, 4.37 &g’ ol 2.14
AAésw 4.33
GAiokoual 4.17 Babus 5.3—4
EaAWKOTES 5.14 Baivw 2.19
&G 35 BapPapos 38, 1.2, 2.8, 3.10, 4.18, 4.25,
at start of speech 1.31, 2.4, 2.33, 4.42 .34, 51
breaking-off formula 2.6, 4.40 BaoiAevs 1.2
A& yép 2.25 Baoipos 4.49
GMN\ . . . pév 81y 1.85 Batés 4.49
A& pfy 4.40 BioTelw 2.25
QuiNAGopat 4.44 BonAacia 5.3—4
Spoi 5.14 BowTidlw 1.26
&v 2.24 Béoknua 28, 5.2
(= ¢&v) 29, 2.25
AQvayxn 4.19-23, 4.10, 4.32 Yép 2.11, 2.28, 2.29, 8.5, 5.5, 5.12
qvaleUyvup 4.37 ye 1.27, 2.3, 2.23, 2.24, 4.16-18
Svaipéw 1.6 Ye pévror 1.27
&vakowdw 1.5 YNAoos 42, 4.24
dqvapyia 2.29 yoiv 2.17
AvaTEaTw THY XElpa 2.9 Yupvis 3.7
&vdpes 1.23, 2.18, 4.40 yuvaikes kai TapBévor 2.25
(voc.) 1.30
&vdpes &yaBoi 1.21, 1.44, 2.3, 2.39 &’ al 1.20, 1.32, 4.20
Gvdpes “EAMnves 8.2, 5.5 8¢ ye 3.17
&vdpes oTPATIDTAL 2.2 8¢l 1.40, 435
Avek- 4.22 Sefiwois 2.4
&vBpwTe 1.27 31 36, 1.2, 2.15, 3.4, 311, 4.35
&vtemipeA () opan 1.16 dnmou 36
dvti- 25, 1.16 Si0- 4.15, 4.20
dvTios 1.42 SiaPaois 4.20
avTiTogevew g.15 SiayyéMouan 23, 31, 32, 4.6
&gio- 25, 1.24 Slaoméw 4.20
&flooTpaTnydTEPOL 1.24 BiaTeréw 4.16-18
a§16w 1.87 Siagbeipw 3.5
amoTia 2.4, §.2 8idw, perfect forms 2.5
&tro- 2.12 Biknv ¢mbeivan 2.8
ATOKOTIT®W 4.39 86ypa orcactal 3.5
&TroKWAUW §.5 Sokei 1.11, 1.38, 2.9, 5.6
ATéMwv 1.5, 1.6 Sokipaoia §.20
A&Tmouax0s 4.32 Suc- 25
&TTovooTéw 5.16 duoxwpia 5.16
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tav 28
gy 1.14, 2.24, 5.8
508 TalTa 2.38
tdmxapey 28
88éAw 2.17, 4.18, 4.41, 5.8
see also BiAw
el
vs 6T1 2.17
see also &v (= &qv), ¢dv, fjv
ei 8¢ d1) 2.20
€ikos 2.7-32, 4.24
elmev 1.15
els, with numerals §.6
elcayyelia 1.5
éx&Tepos 2.36, 2.37
éxelvos 2.14
exOAiBw 4.19
éxnpute 4.36
EKQEPW TOV TTOAEpOV 2.2Q
Ehagpds 3.6
EAeCev 1.15
‘EAAGs 1.2, 1.0
“EMnv 1.2, 1.30, 4.3, 4.5, 5-1, 5-4
see also &vdpes “EAAnves
EATris 2.8
¢umedéw 2.10
évBa 81 5.1
évtalba 5.3—4
EVROUOTaPXOS 4.2 1
égamivng, éaiquns 29, 3.7
égéper 30
2Eov 2.26
fo 501
gwel 4.3, 4.36, 5.3—4
i BaoiAel 1.1, 1.17
¢l Tals . . . BUpaus 1.2
£mIKUPOwW 2.32
émidexTOS 4.49
gmpeiyvup 5.16
émpédeia 2.30
¢morTifopat 4.18
¢wioTtacte 1.36, 2.28
gpyov 4.7-12
see also Aoyos
Epnuos 4.7
épUkw 1.25
éonNunve 4.4
tote 28, 1.19, 1.28
eUdaipwy 2.23, 5.17
with péyas 4.7
eUlwvos 3.6
evtadia 1.38
£pn 3.2, 3-12, 4.39, 4.49, 5.9
tpopdw 1.13
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Exw, see E§w, oXNow
{wés 4.5

81 1.8, 1.10, 4.4, 4.34, 4-37
fiv (= &&v) 28, 1.23

fvika 4.34, 5.1

nUpiokeTo 4.16-18

hoos 24

falpa 4.7-12, 5.13
8¢Aw 2.16, 5.8
Beds 1.5
see also wpods TV Bedv, oUv Tois Beols
6éw oudoE 4.4
Bupa, see i Tais . . . BUpais
6opag 3.20
Bwpilopat 4.35

idiTng 2.32

inu 4.17
fepan 4.41

ikavds 3.18

frwapyos 3.20

iocdmAeupos 4.19, 4.21

Kad
adverbial 1.2, 1.40, 2.32, 2.35, 2.37,

32,316, 4.23, 4.43, 5.16

co-ordinating 4.15, 4.38-43, 4.48,

kai . .. 8¢ 2.24, 3.2
kai yé&p 3.4, 4-36, 5.2
Kai. .. kai 4.26
Kai. .. pév 4.18
kai 85 4.48
kapds 1.36
kahds 1.16, 2.7

with péyas 2.25
KaTd Yy kai kaTtd 8dAatTav 2.13
Katéyopa 4.6
katafuw 2.12
kaTakaivw 23, 30, 1.2
KOTAKOTT® 5.2
KATOPPOVEW 4.2
KATEXw 1.20
KeAeUw 4.38
KeVos 4.20
Képas 4.19
KNBEUY 1.17
KNpUoow, see éknpue
KOYXVAIGTNS 4.10
kbopos 2.7
KpEpdvUdl 2.19
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Adutropat 1.11

Aéapioa 4.7-12, 4.7

Ayetal 4.11, 5.15

Ayw, see eitey, EAeev, AdyeTon
Adyos/Epyov 5.12

Aogos 43

Aoxayds 5, 1.47

A6X0S 5, 1.47, $-4%> 3-47> 4-21, 4.38-43
AUe1 4.36

Adov 1.7

UaKPOV 4.42

paoTeUw 1.48

péipos 5.16

uéya ppovéw 1.27

uéyas, see eudaipwv, kaAds
ueiov 4.34

HENMw 1.10

uév 1.43, 2.8, 5.19
uév/8¢ 35, 1.2, 1.13, 2.29, 4.2, 5.1, 5.11
uév 9 1.3, 1.8, 1.10

uév olv 1.19

uévror 1.5, 1.7, 2.8

MéomAa 4.7-12, 4.10
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un 2.5
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ViKéw 1.2, 2.13
vopt 5.2
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&évia, §évos 9, 1.4
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oikoupevos 4.7

oipan 1.39
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Spo1ds gipt 5.1
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op® 3.19, 5.9
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oUpd 32, 4.88, 4.42
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Oxéw 4.47

Synua 28, 2.19

SxMos 2.36

Tayx&AeTros 29, $.19
Taavi{w 2.9
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Tav-3.13, 4.13

Tavy 3.13

TapayyEMw 4.6
Tapayw 4.21
TapakeAeUopal 4.46
Tapeyyudw 4.36
Tapbévos, see yuvaikes kai TapBévor
Taoxw 3.13

TaTpis 1.4, 1.30

Tediov 42

TEVTNKOVTNP 4.21

Témopa 28

Tepaive 2.31

MOoTOS 3.2

TAaiolov 32, 2.36, 3.12-19, 4.19-23
TAeUp& 23, 31, 2.36, 4.19, 4.21
TAwbiov 4.19

mwobos 29

Tolw 3.13

TOAepIKSS 5.16

ToAéuios 38, 4.34
ToMaTAGo10§ 2.14

Tpiv 4.26

Tpo- 1.37

TPodIK® §.10
TpokaAUTTTw 4.8

TPOS TGV Beddv 1.24
TpooTikw 1.31, 2.11, 2.16
TpookUYNoIs 2.9
TpopUAag/ TpoguAakT) 2.1
Mubia 1.5

pUpa, see Td6Eou pUpa

caTpaTmelw 4.41
onuaivw, see éofunve
oivopan 23, 28, 4.16
oivos 28

oxknv 5.7

oKNTTOS 29, 1.11
Ikubai 4.15
omévBopat 5.16
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Upinp 5.5
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future 2.24
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