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INTRODUCTION

THE Fourth century B.C. is a fascinating period of Greek history. it began with Sparta triumphant over Athens and seemingly secure; it ended with all Greece subject to Macedon – dramatic changes which are of special appeal to an age which has seen and fears yet to see similar reversals of power and fortune. No one who cares for liberty can contemplate with detachment the decline of the city-states of Greece before the national state of Macedon, and the rise of Philip II in the 350s and the 340s will always have prior claim on men’s interest, but if one is properly to understand it one must understand also how in the first four decades of the century the city-states reached a balance of impotence. Sparta undone by Thebes ceased to be a world power and became a mere Peloponnesian wrangler. Thebes proved unequal to her great pretensions and prompted a resistance in Central Greece which she could not easily suppress. Athens, dreaming of and constantly scheming to recover her Fifth-Century empire, wasted her resources and her credit, and by the accession of Philip in 359 was approaching bankruptcy and general contempt. Thus the first four decades of the century ended in ‘uncertainty and confusion in Greece’, which must be understood if we are to understand the sequel. Nor is the period without interest for itself. If Philip had died young and Macedon had remained disunited and weak, the age of Lysander, Agesilaus and Epaminondas would still have had wide appeal.

Of these troubled decades Xenophon’s Hellenica (commonly translated The History of Greece, here less closely but more aptly A History of My Times) is the only surviving formal account. There are fragments of other histories and late epitomes; there are speeches and inscriptions; and the study of these has led to a sharp decline in Xenophon’s credit. All this will become evident and the reader must be warned at the outset that he will be seriously misled if he believes all he reads in the Hellenica and if he neglects to read between the lines. But it should also be stated that, although we would not be without knowledge of the period if the works of Xenophon had perished, it would hardly seem worth the knowing. For all its faults as history, A History of My Times closely studied is a most engaging work, which stimulates great interest in the period it covers.


THE LIFE OF XENOPHON*

Xenophon was born in Athens in the early years of the Peloponnesian War into the class of the Knights, men rich enough to maintain a horse and so render military service in the cavalry, which was at that stage 1,200 strong compared to the near 30,000 of military age in the hoplite class and to the unnumbered mass of those liable for service in the fleet or in the light-armed forces (Thucydides II.13). Such men of property found much to discontent them in the war. Their estates were liable to Spartan ravaging; those of military age were liable to the costly duty of commanding a ship in the Athenian navy: so they had a special interest in the ending of the war when opportunity offered. It did so in 425 but was rejected, and, although peace was made in 421, within a few years the disastrous Sicilian Expedition had brought Athens itself near to ruin. The oligarchicrevolution of 411 was the consequence, and, although it failed to maintain itself, the closing years of the war did nothing to make a young man of Xenophon’s sort an admirer of the Athenian system. We may presume that he had grown up amidst grumbling discontent at the very least; we may be sure that as a young man he conceived a lively contempt for democracy as it displayed itself in the last years of the Peloponnesian War. To judge by the precise detail of his account of a cavalry action in Ionia (I.2.1 ff.), which suggests autopsy, he was already old enough for military service by 409 and for the right to attend the debates in the assembly. It is therefore possible that he was present in person at one of the most discreditable performances of the Athenian democracy, the trial of the generals after the naval-battle of Arginusae in 406 (I.7.1 ff.); they were, in defiance of the law and Socrates’ attempt to uphold it (§15), condemned en bloc. Whether Xenophon was present or not, clearly enough he was appalled, his sympathies being attested, as is his manner, by the length of the speech he put into the mouth of Euryptolemus (§§16–33) pleading for respect for the due procedure of the law. Indeed there can be no doubt that he despised democracy. Although he had nothing but contempt for the leader of the oligarchic revolution of 404, as emerges perhaps from his account of the arrest and execution of Theramenes (II.3.15–56), certainly from the account he gave in the Memorabilia of the relations of Critias and Socrates (Mem. I.2.12–48), yet he did not, it would seem, leave Athens with the supporters of democracy in 404; the prominence of the Knights in his account of 404 and 403 and its detail (cf. II.4.8 f. and 24 ff.) suggest that he was one of them, and there is no evidence to suggest that he did not remain in the city. So he must have in some degree shared the hostility to democracy characteristic of the Knights, which made them suspect to the democracy restored in 403 (III.1.4).

Broadly speaking, his sympathies may have been with the moderate oligarchs. Although his account of Theramenes’ part in the making of peace with Sparta in 404 is bitterly hostile (II.2.16 ff.), this was perhaps due to his friendship with Euryptolemus and the feeling that Theramenes was really to blame for unjust treatment of the generals of Arginusae (I.7.8). It is notable that, in describing the return to Athens in 407 of Euryptolemus’ cousin, Alcibiades (I.4.11 ff.), Xenophon reported the two views of Alcibiades’ conduct but gave the favourable view at length, the critical quite curtly, whilst in the Memorabilia, when he defended Socrates against the charge of being responsible for the doings of Critias and Alcibiades, he had much to say of the former’s violence in 404 but very little about the latter and absolutely nothing about his lack of patriotism when he lent his services to Sparta and to Persia (Mem. I.2.12 ff.). So perhaps he was a moderate critic of the democracy, for whom, as for Alcibiades (Thuc. VI.89.6), democracy was ‘generally acknowledged folly’. This after all was only to be expected with a disciple of Socrates. The extent to which the Memorabilia recorded what he himself had heard from Socrates is doubtful; only one conversation (Mem.I.3.8 ff.) explicitly involved him, and much is clearly hearsay; on the other hand at one point he spoke as if he had regularly been a bystander (Mem. I.2.31) and there are a number of trivial remarks (cf., e.g., Mem. III.13 and 14) that are likely to have been included because they record what Xenophon himself had heard. But it is certain that he was a follower and admirer. He declared that he consulted Socrates about whether he should accept the invitation to join the army of the young Cyrus in Asia Minor (Anab. III.1.5), and all his Socratic writings argue a mind deeply imbued with Socratic ideas. Inevitably he followed his master in being critical of Athenian democracy.

It was therefore, we may guess, no great sadness to him when in late 402 or early 401 he left the Athens of restored democracy to seek fortune and adventure under Cyrus, brother of the Great King, who shortly revealed that he planned no less than to march to the heart of the Persian Empire and seize the throne. The long march up-country (the ‘Anabasis’ to use the Greek word), the death of Cyrus on the battlefield of Cunaxa not far from Babylon in September 401, the perilous situation in which the Ten Thousand Greeks found themselves, the arrest and murder of their captains, the appointment of new captains the youngest of whom was Xenophon, the long march through mountainous and barbarous lands in mid-winter to the Black Sea and then along the coast to the Bosporus in the following summer, mercenary service in Thrace for the remnants now under the sole command of Xenophon from the winter of 400 until the summer of 399 when he and they joined the Spartan army operating in Asia Minor against the Persian governors (‘satraps’) – all this is the subject of Xenophon’s masterpiece, the Anabasis, which, written after about thirty years’ interval, delights all by its freshness and vigour and deceives only those who cannot read between the lines.* In 399, however, thoughts of literature were far from Xenophon’s mind. He was rather in a quandary. The expedition had been adventurous enough and he had acquired a taste for captaincy, but no great fortune had come to him. He had wanted the Ten Thousand to found a city on the Black Sea (Anab. IV.6.15), a proposal indignantly rejected by the majority who had had their fill of barbarians and barbary, and he was ready for almost anything rather than to return home to Athens. But his captaincy of the rabble remnant at the Bosporus and in Thrace had earned him a bad reputation. The Spartans, who at that period had all the cities of the Greek world in thrall, blamed Xenophon for his troops’ indiscipline, and at one moment he was in danger of being put to death if he was caught (Anab. VII.6.4 and 43). He even thought of going home (Anab. VII.7.58). Service with the Spartans in Asia Minor saved him from that, but the Spartans continued to regard him with suspicion (III.2.6) and it was not until the Spartan king, Agesilaus, came out in summer 396 at the head of a large army to manage the war (III.4.1 ff.) that Xenophon’s fortune changed.

It changed decisively. Between Xenophon and Agesilaus there sprang up a warm friendship which was to decide the whole of Xenophon’s future. They shared both a sentimental longing to see Greece unite in a crusade against Persia and a belief in the supremacy of landed aristocracy, and events would never divide them. More than that, Agesilaus was to Xenophon, as he would declare nearly forty years later in his encomium on the king, a ‘completely good’ man (Ages.I.1), and the king in return accorded favour, fortune and intimacy. Xenophon fought in Agesilaus’ army in Asia, as many references in Books III and IV show, and, when in 394 Agesilaus was recalled to deal with the general uprising against the Spartan empire, Xenophon went with him and took part in the battle of Coronea against, amongst others, the Athenians (Ages.II.11). This may have caused him some distress, but, as Socrates had shrewdly surmised (Anab. III.1.5), service under Cyrus, Sparta’s close friend and patron in the last years of the Peloponnesian War, was held against him by the Athenians, and had earned him exile (cf. Diogenes Laertius II.58, and Anab. VII.7.57). So he had to stay with the man on whom his future depended.

Agesilaus duly rewarded him with an estate at Scillus, a mere two and a half miles south of Olympia (Anab. V.3.7 ff.), and for over two decades he lived there in great contentment.* At first, he probably served in various campaigns, to judge by the fullness and precision of some of the chapters of the Hellenica (cf. IV.5 and 6), but once Sparta had regained her supremacy and secured it by the King’s Peace of early 386, he was able to settle down to the idyllic life he described in the third chapter of Book V of the Anabasis. Hunting and fishing, dogs and horses, festivals and entertainment were wholly congenial to him. His two sons shared in the sport, until they were old enough to be sent to Sparta to receive as favoured ‘strangers’ the severe education of the full Spartan youth, so widely admired by the aristocrats of Greece (Diogenes Laertius II.54). No doubt he visited Sparta frequently enough, as ‘the best men’ of the Peloponnese would do at festivals, especially the Festival of the Naked Youths (cf. Mem. I.2.61); he may even have witnessed the remarkable display of the Spartan version of stiff upper lip at the celebration of 371, when the horrifying news arrived of the defeat of Sparta by the Thebans at Leuctra (VI.4.16). There at Sparta intimacy with Agesilaus made familiar to him not just the inside of the king’s house (Ages. VIII.7) but also the whole circle of Agesilaus, Spartans and non-Spartans alike. Altogether Xenophon was very comfortably situated, a prosperous country gentleman who was well in with the people who really mattered in his world.

Then came Leuctra, and very shortly afterwards, as part of the general turmoil that the defeat occasioned in the Peloponnese, Xenophon was ejected from his estate. He then did something of very great importance if he and his book are to be fully understood. He did not go home to Athens. The date at which the decree of exile from Athens was revoked is not known (the claim that it was in 369 has little to support it), but it certainly was revoked (Diogenes Laertius II.59). Yet Xenophon, expelled from Scillus, chose to remain in the Peloponnese and live and die in Corinth. In his last years the condition of Athens engaged his attention, and his treatise of 355, The Revenues, was the result. But he ‘died at Corinth’. He had become a Peloponnesian, one of ‘those who really cared for the Peloponnese’ (VII.4.35 and 5.1), a man like the famous Fifth-Century advocate of concord between Athens and Sparta, Cimon, whose ‘very cast of mind was Peloponnesian’ (Plutarch Cimon 4.5). Friendship with Agesilaus and all it implied was not lightly to be put aside.

In Corinth he had much to engage his attention and much to make him grieve. The Thebans under Epaminondas, having inflicted the crushing defeat on the Spartans on the plain of Boeotia, came into the Peloponnese and did, in Xencphon’s opinion, immense damage. They did not succeed in destroying Sparta, though they invaded the land, inviolate for centuries; but they did cripple her by setting free the inhabitants of Messenia, on the products of whose servile labour Spartans had for over three hundred years lived and been free to devote themselves to war. Then too, under Theban patronage, there was the flowering of Arcadian nationalism, the foundation of a great bastion of Arcadian independence from Sparta, Megalopolis, and the refoundation of Mantinea. In the good old days Sparta had checked urbanization – with its attendant dangers of large populations out of reach of immediate reprisals and free to follow political trouble-makers. Now Thebes fostered such things and on all sides there was ‘uncertainty and confusion’. Xenophon looked for a resolution on the field of battle and in 362 the powers of good and evil faced each other on the battlefield of Mantinea. He sent his own sons to join the Athenian cavalry and fight the good fight. One of them, Gryllus, died gloriously in a skirmish outside Mantinea (see below, p. 400, and cf. n. on VII.5.16 f.), but it was all in vain. The battle resolved nothing, and in his old age Xenophon had to live with ‘uncertainty and confusion’. He died, it is to be presumed, in the later 350s.

At what stage in life he began to write is uncertain. Surely enough it was not before he was settled at Scillus, but there he had the time and leisure to begin the writing of what is, by ancient standards, a fairly large body of work. Perhaps among his earliest tasks was the vindication of the memory of Socrates. By the late 380s and the 370s much had been written about him. His execution must have stirred Xenophon deeply, and it is likely enough that he felt moved to contribute what he could to the discussion. It is frequently asserted that the so-called Memorabilia were written in the 360s, but the passage adduced to prove it (Mem. III.5.1 ff.) does no such thing and nothing forbids our putting the work in the Scillus period. Perhaps too The Education of Cyrus belongs there – save for the bitterly disillusioned last chapter, which dates itself to the late 360s. Both works are stylistically somewhat similar, and are both unlike what can be shown to belong to Xenophon’s latest period. The Anabasis is more dubitable: it could belong to the late 370s or to the early 360s. The Agesilaus was written shortly after the king’s death in 360 or 359. The Revenues is later still. Where in this literary development does the Hellenica belong? When and how was it composed?




THE COMPOSITION OF THE Hellenica

No work of ancient literature has in this century suffered so sharp a decline in reputation as Xenophon’s Hellenica. In the nineteenth century it was generally agreed that his obvious defects as a historian were more than balanced by his obvious merits; although he made little effort to correct or even restrain his hatred of Thebes and his admiration of Sparta, and although his historical judgements were superficial, his interests narrow, and his omissions astounding even within the range of his interests, he was nonetheless residing in the Peloponnese and an intimate of Agesilaus, peculiarly well placed to know what was afoot and why; where he admired he could also censure, for a naïve belief in divine retribution kept him from the crudest apologia and downright dishonesty; his experience of war fitted him to record an age of wars; all in all, a plain man without intellectual subtlety, he was safe; with discreet use of the remains of the Fourth-Century historian, Ephorus, which were to be found in the history of the First-Century-B.C. historian, Diodorus the Sicilian, the gaps in Xenophon could be filled, and for the rest he was not likely seriously to mislead. Few scholars would have dissented from the view that he was ‘a really well-informed and truthful reporter’. The publication in 1909 of the papyrus fragments of a hitherto unknown historian, which were found in the sands of Egypt at Oxyrhynchus, has utterly changed all that. It was immediately apparent that, whoever the Oxyrhynchus Historian was, he was of the first rank, far superior to Xenophon, and, directly or indirectly, in part or in whole, the source of the parts of Diodorus Book XIV that did not concern Sicily. The age-old, complacent preference for Xenophon where he differed from Diodorus was no longer possible. With the publication of further fragments in 1949 the same devaluation of Xenophon happened in relation to Diodorus Book XIII. So far we can only guess who this new historian is. Further fragments have recently been identified, and we may hope to know more about him.* Already, however, we know enough to say that Xenophon is not reliable. Like the grin of the Cheshire Cat, his literary charm remains, but his high esteem as a reliable historian is a thing of the past.

The precise points of conflict between the Hellenica of Xenophon and that of the Oxyrhynchus Historian are noted in the text.* The major one concerns Xenophon’s account of the campaign of Agesilaus in summer 395 B.C. (III.4.20–25). It is almost certain that Xenophon was in the army of Agesilaus. Yet he seems to have omitted to mention the great battle in which the army of the Persian satrap was defeated and the road ‘up-country’ opened to the Greeks. To postulate so startling an omission has often seemed incredible to scholars and lame attempts have been made to reconcile the account of Xenophon with that of the Oxyrhynchus Historian. But it has all been in vain. Whatever one makes of the battle, it is beyond dispute that Xenophon has entirely omitted Agesilaus’ march ‘up-country’ after the battle, which most curiously came to nothing, and this suffices to call in question in the most radical way the value of Xenophon’s account. The same may be said of Xenophon’s account of Agesilaus’ campaign of autumn and winter 395 (III.4.26 ff., and IV.1.1–41). Again there are the most startling omissions. The Oxyrhynchus Historian gives details which are not only lacking in Xenophon but also transform our conception of what Agesilaus was about, while Xenophon plays prettily with picturesque scenes. Xenophon has been shown up for what he is or rather for what he is not. No one in future will describe him as ‘a really well-informed and truthful reporter’. But is that the explanation of it all? What was the Hellenica? How and why was it composed?

*

The first point to make clear is that the main part of Hellenica, i.e. from II.3.10 to the end, was composed very late in Xenophon’s life, in the 350s.

If there is one thing on which Xenophontic scholarship is agreed, it is that there was a break in the composition with Lysander’s return to Sparta in late summer 404 B.C. The theory is based on the study of Xenophon’s linguistic usages.* The details need not concern us here, for the case is overwhelming. So the Hellenica has to be treated almost as two separate works, the first of which poses some especially awkward problems to which we must come in due course. For the present it is the second part that is under discussion, and here there has been far less agreement. Some have professed to discern a number of ‘breaks’, as if Xenophon a number of times laid down his pen, thinking he had concluded his history, and had on each occasion to take it up again, moved by events to say more; if that view were correct, Xenophon would have to be regarded as a man who began early to write history far from well and continued without improvement to the end. Others have argued that the part from II.3.10 to the end was composed as a unit and, because at VI.4.37 Xenophon alluded to events of the mid 350s, was written late in Xenophon’s life; in which case his method of describing events many long years afterwards needs careful consideration. Of these two positions, with all the firmness which. I can employ, it is here argued that the second is correct. The part from II.3.10 to the end was indeed composed, and wholly composed, in the 350s.†

The argument is two-fold. First there is the evidence provided by various passages in the Hellenica. They are noted in the text.‡ Only VI.4.37 clearly alludes to the 350s, but the tendency of the other passages is to bring the date of composition down. The reference to the valour of Cleonymus at the battle of Leuctra in 371 (V.4.33) shows that the account of early 378 was written after 371. The seemingly gratuitous comment on the upright conduct of Timotheus on Corcyra in 375 (V.4.64) has point if it was written after the scandalous conduct of another Athenian general, Chares, in the same place in 361 (Diod. XV.95.3). So Book V seems to be ‘late’. The note about the death of the Spartan King, Pausanias, in Tegea (III.5.25) must have been written after the death of his son, Agesipolis, in whose honour he erected a memorial at Delphi (Tod, G.H.I. no. 120), and if the reference to the Anabasis of one Themistogenes (III.1.2) is, as is generally supposed, a reference to Xenophon’s own Anabasis, he must have begun Book III later than the late 370s at the earliest. There has always been a temptation to regard the King’s Peace of 387–6 as so obvious a break in Greek history that Xenophon might well have thought to round off his history at that point, if he was composing it, in the manner of Thucydides, as events unfolded: just as the great Fourth-Century historian, Callisthenes, began in 387–6, so Xenophon at one period of his life might have intended to finish there. But this consideration could only apply if he had reached the end of Chapter 1 of Book V before the Spartan domination began to crumble as it did with the Liberation of Thebes in winter 379–8; from then onwards the King’s Peace must have seemed the end of a chapter and not the end of a book. Now, in Xenophon’s account of the King’s Peace there is one very tell-tale remark. At V.1.35 he said ‘Thus after the war which followed the destruction of the walls at Athens’ (i.e. in 404) ‘there occurred this first peace’. The remark seems to suggest that when Xenophon wrote his account of the King’s Peace, he knew of the second peace at the least, i.e. the peace of 375 described at VI.2.1, and so he must have written his account of 387–6 after the King’s Peace had ceased to seem so decisive a turning point in Greek affairs. Nor is there any good argument for an ‘early’ date for the composition of the history of the period down to the King’s Peace; the two passages which have been used are not decisive (cf. nn. at II.4.43 and IV.3.16). Of course much of what has been said in this paragraph might be consistent with Xenophon beginning to compose his history in the late 370s, rather than in the 350s. But there is one fairly strong indication that that was not so, viz. that Xenophon appears to have written his account of the Liberation of Thebes with knowledge of the events of the 360s. Xenophon knew that there were seven conspirators. (V.4.1); he named three of them, making Melon the chief (V.4.2 f.), but he wholly omitted mention of the most celebrated, Pelopidas, to whom ‘all agreed in assigning the leading part in the attempt’ (Diod. XV.81.1). This is of a piece with Xenophon’s studied omission elsewhere of the name of the man who played so notable a part in the battle of Leuctra and in the invasion of the Peloponnese in winter 370–69. Only in connection with the negotiations with the Great King at Susa in 367 did the name of Pelopidas receive mention. Xenophon cannot have failed to know about him or have thought him unimportant. Pelopidas’ fame as the victor of the battle of Tegyra in 375 (cf. n. at VI.1.1) precludes that possibility. His refusal to mention his name in connection with the Liberation of Thebes stems in all probability from the accursed part played by Pelopidas in the dismantling of Spartan power in the early 360s. So the composition of Chapter 4 of Book V is ‘late’, or at the least fairly ‘late’. All in all, there is nothing to suggest that any section of the work after II.3.10 was written at a different period from the latest pages which, as already remarked, were explicitly written in the 350s (VI.4.37).

The second part of the argument derives from consideration of the relation of the Hellenica and the Agesilaus, which was written in praise of Agesilaus after his death in 360–59. Some parts of Books III and IV of the Hellenica are almost word for word identical with parts of the first two chapters of the Agesilaus, but there are curious variations. Which version was written first? The matter is too detailed and technical to be treated here. In my view the Agesilaus passages are the original, but it might be contested. What is beyond contest is the evidence of Xenophon’s use of words. Some words and phrases are known to be characteristic of Xenophon’s style in the period when he wrote the Anabasis, whereas in the last books of the Hellenica alternative expressions are largely preferred, and if one compares the overlapping passages of the two works one finds that the Agesilaus is akin to the style of the Anabasis, and the passages from Books III and IV of the Hellenica tend to the style of the later books. The conclusion must be that the whole of the Hellenica from II.3.10 onwards was written after the Agesilaus, i.e. after 359.

The Hellenica must, therefore, be declared a work of his last years, and save for the Revenues almost the last thing he wrote, the vision of an old man. Consistently with this view, one can discern no development of historical method within Books III to VII. Chronologically vague before the King’s Peace, Xenophon is no less sc after. Nor is there any sign that he took more pains to collect material as time went on. His method, or lack of method, in recounting battles is very striking. The three great land battles of the Corinthian War were variously and unsystematically reported; when he came to what must have been for him the most important battle of his lifetime, the battle of Leuctra, there is no improvement; he appears to have made no effort whatsoever to discover what happened on the Theban side. Of course it may be countered that on any hypothesis he wrote the first part of the Hellenica (i.e. I–II.3.10) before, and probably well before, the 350s, and if that did not teach him the need for accuracy, he was incorrigible, and his later errors do not disprove that the errors of Books III and IV were not committed to paper well before the 350s. But at least those who would argue that those books were written ‘early’ can find no development of method to support their claim. The case that the Hellenica from II.3.10 onwards was composed wholly in the 350s stands. All that might be advanced against it would be the general presumption that Xenophon is hardly likely to have sat down in the 350s to record events of forty to fifty years past. But that presumption is wrongheaded, as discussion of how he wrote Part II will now show.

It cannot be proved but it is very probable that Xenophon did not use literary sources for the history of the years 404 to 362 B.C. There was one source, at least, he could have used, the Hellenica of the Oxyrhynchus Historian, but he did not; otherwise he would not have fallen into the various errors which the few fragments we have of that work have exposed. Doubtless there were other histories; although, when he professed knowledge of the works of ‘all the historians’ (VII.2.1), he may have been thinking principally of the historians of the Fifth Century, we have names of Fourth-Century historians, mere shadows to us, whom he might have used. But he did not. He was not in our sense a scholarly historian. In his Anabasis, although he shows that he had some acquaintance with the account of the Cunaxa campaign given by Ctesias (cf. Anab. 1.8.26), he clearly did not use it in writing his own account; otherwise he would have avoided the muddle which he makes of the battle; he preferred to draw on his own memories. In the Hellenica at no point does he even hint at the use of others’ histories. His account is essentially lopsided and personal. He did not feel the need to use others. He himself knew.

The Hellenica in a broad sense is entirely Xenophon’s own experience. The very title is a sham. He made no pretence of writing the history of Greece in his time. The whole Theban expansion into Thessaly, for example, potentially so dangerous, is alluded to only once (VII.1.28), and that in report of a debate at Corinth that Xenophon himself might well have heard. The Athenian preoccupation in the 360s with the attempt to recover Amphipolis. is never even hinted at; the name of the city is mentioned only once, at a moment clear in his memories of the return from Asia in 394 (IV.3.1). Of the capture of Samos and the Athenian settlement there (a so-called cleruchy), which aroused great apprehension in some Athenian minds and stirred the Thebans under Epaminondas to thoughts of intervention in the Aegean, not a word. Xenophon cared for none of those things. His theme in Part II was Sparta and the Peloponnese, where he lived and chose to remain to die. The work had been more justly styled Peloponnesiaca, a History of the Peloponnese.

But not just in this broad sense is the Hellenica personal. A great deal of the book records events in which he himself participated. The plainest case is his account of the Spartan operations in Asia Minor from 399 to 394 in Books III and IV. There are ample signs of autopsy in the length and footling detail of Dercyllidas’ few days’ campaign in the Troad in 399 (III.1.10 ff.), the picture of Ephesus in 395 become ‘the workshop of war’, the betrothal of Spithridates’ daughter (IV.1.4 f.), the meeting with Pharnabazus (IV.1.29 f.). Caution is necessary, for Xenophon had a vivid pen, but few will question that a great deal of these two books reflects his own experiences. For instance, both the Acarnanian campaign of 389 (IV.6.1 ff.) and the invasion of the Argolid in 388 (IV.7.2 ff.) have the fullness and touch suggestive of autopsy. The full account of the campaign of Agesilaus in 390 (IV.5.1 ff.) contrasts strangely with the scanty notice of the family triumph of 391 (IV.4.19), when Agesilaus and his step-brother Teleutias converged by land and sea on the port of Corinth, Lechaeum; perhaps Xenophon took part in the one but not the other. But there is no need to labour the point. His own experiences inform much of his narrative.

That is not an end to the matter. By the King’s Peace in 387–6, Xenophon must have been about forty-four years old, and military service much later is unlikely. There is therefore no justification for finding in the full account of, for instance, the Spartan operations of the 370s a sign of his presence. There is in Books V to VII a very great deal that Xenophon could not have witnessed in person. But for the understanding of the Hellenica it is essential to realize that Xenophon, as it were, experienced by hearsay. His intimacy with Agesilaus enabled him to meet Agesilaus’ friends, Spartan and non-Spartan, his step-brother Teleutias, for instance, who takes up a number of pages, or Phoebidas who took his chance at Thebes in 382 (V.2.25 ff.), or Procles of Phlius (V.3.13) whose speeches are not excluded (VI.5.38–48, VII.1.2–11). Amongst such men Xenophon would have heard told and retold the stories of Spartan valour. It was, as the Xenophontic Constitution of the Spartans (V.6) declares, ‘the custom of the city for whatever noble deeds anyone in the city did to be told in the messes’. For anyone who did not share Xenophon’s dislike of intellectual discussion (cf. Art of Hunting 13), this would have been singularly boring, but for Xenophon it was all part of the good life of the landed aristocracy and very informative. He was sufficiently accepted even to get the full story of the conspiracy of Cinadon (III.3.4 ff.), and it is not difficult to imagine him absorbing such stories as how Pausanias betrayed Sparta’s interests at Athens in 403 (II.4.28 ff.), how Lysander fought and lost the battle of Haliartus (III.5.17 ff.), how Teleutias, so admirable a commander in many ways (V.1.3 ff. and 13 ff.), lost his temper and so his life at Olynthus (V.3.3 ff.), and a great deal else. Nor was this ‘experience by hearsay’ confined to visits to Sparta. Settled at Scillus, Xenophon doubtless regularly attended the festival at Olympia, where every four years ‘the best men’ (to translate literally a common term in the Hellenica – cf. IV.4.1, V.2.6, etc.) would assemble for the games, for improving Panhellenist orations of the sort familiar to us from Isocrates’ Panegyric, and for society. We may safely presume that Xenophon did his share of entertaining (cf. Anab. V.3.6 f.) and so heard the talk – of how, for instance, Phlius had fared in the Corinthian War (IV.4.15), what Mantinea had done to deserve its punishment in 385 (V.2.2), perhaps an account of the liberation of Thebes (V.4.2 ff.), and so on. Nor did his opportunities for ‘experience by hearsay’ end when he was ejected from his estate at Scillus. At Corinth he was at the headquarters of the Spartan alliance (cf. n. at VII.1.28) and the centre of operations. Armies passed and repassed. He again became an eye-witness and at moments a participant. Certainly he must have followed keenly the course of affairs, exulting over the success of the allied light-armed troops against the Theban Sacred Band (VII.1.19) which he could probably see from the walls, fuming at the incompetence of the commander of the Spartan division (the Polemarch) who let the Thebans through the Isthmus in summer 369 and whose name Xenophon therefore suppressed (VII.1.17), thrilling at reports of the gallantry of Phlius and giving what aid he could for the loading of supplies for that city when the call came one night (VII.2.23). Book VII is, in fact, as ‘personal’ to Xenophon as any other part of the work. Even diplomacy was seen from a Corinthian viewpoint; the Common Peace of 366–5 was represented as an essentially Corinthian affair (VII.4.6 ff.). All this is obvious enough. So too are the advantages of residence at Corinth for one who had friends and interest in Phlius and Sicyon (VII.2 and 3). A very great deal of Book VII is beyond dispute Xenophon’s Corinthian Memoirs. But it is not just in Book VII that his Corinthian experience is reflected. At Corinth, which had been the chief battleground of the Corinthian War described in Books III and IV, he could meet men like Pasimelus who had brought the Spartans within the Long Walls of Corinth in 392 and was still alive in the 360s (IV.4.4 ff., and VII.3.2). With, such acquaintances it happened naturally enough that to the memories of the 390s and the 380s was joined ‘experience by hearsay’ of things long past.

Thus, certainly for much of the Hellenica, Xenophon was spared the trouble of comparing what others had said or doing research for himself – the alternatives of collatio (‘compilation’) and inquisitio (‘research’) in Pliny’s celebrated letter on the writing of history (Ep. V.8.12). He knew it well himself. A test case is provided by what he tells us about Thessaly. As already noted, he entirely neglects the expansion of Theban power in Thessaly save for a single passing allusion (VII.1.28), but he is quite full on the relations between Pharsalus and Jason of Pherae, and the later history of the Pheraean dynasty is recounted in some detail. How did he get this information? Alexander of Pherae was murdered in 357–6 (Diod. XVI.14.1). Varied talk, current when Xenophon was writing, went into the Hellenica (VII.4.37), and it is impossible to say how he came to hear it. But for earlier affairs it is notable that much of the information is retailed through the mouth of Polydamas of Pharsalus, the ‘representative’ (proxenus – VI.1.4) of Sparta, whom Xenophon introduces in a highly laudatory fashion (VI.1.2 f). It is a reasonable presumption that what he had to say about Thessaly came not from careful historical research but from the conversation in Sparta and Olympia of Spartan sympathizers in Pharsalus; for Xenophon’s excursion into Thessalian affairs of the 370s is essentially concerned with Pharsalus. If he had been systematically collecting material, Pheraean relations with the other leading Thessalian city, Larisa, would have been more prominent. But Xenophon did not systematically collect. He had heard tell of enough for his purposes.

Much then was ‘personal’, but will this formula suffice for the whole of the work after II.3.10? There is a residue of passages which concern matters seemingly so far outside Xenophon’s ‘personal’ experience that one has somewhat to strain to find an explanation of how these matters could have come to him in the casual course of friendship. It would be tedious and inappropriate here to examine in detail. I believe that these passages are explicable, and there the matter must for the moment rest save for one category which is of special interest – viz. those passages that concern Athens itself. Was this Athenian material ‘personal’, as readily and casually acquired as information about Corinth and the Peloponnese? Names of his Athenian contacts can be suggested – friends of his youth, men like Callias, so prominent in Athenian diplomatic history (VI.3.4, V.4.22 and cf. Symp. VIII.39), whom he could have met in Corinth or at Olympia – quite apart from Athenian commanders of the 360s whose business took them to Corinth (cf. VI.5.49). Sources there were of course. But did Xenophon casually take in what they had to say of things past and present, or did he carefully collect material to use in his history? An answer is to be found in a study of the Athenian names given in the Hellenica. They are fitfully distributed: seven for the period of his residence in Corinth, eleven for the period 387-6 to 370, twenty-one for the period between his departure from Athens in 401 and 387-6. Perhaps this last figure reflects Xenophon’s interest in the men he knew of before he left Athens, but, whatever the correct explanation, it is striking how few names he had for the later period. If one is collecting material for a history, names are indispensable. Is it likely that a historian collecting material for a history of Greece between 387-6 and 362 would name only sixteen different Athenians, seven of whom represent the curiously incomplete list of ambassadors to Sparta in 376 (cf. n. to VI.3.2), and most of the rest men assuredly familiar to anyone living in Corinth or visiting Sparta? This looks, to me at any rate, more like an old man remembering than a historian at work.

When Xenophon sat down in the 350s to complete his Hellenica, he knew a great deal and all he felt he needed to know. Confident in his memory, the man who had written up his Anabasis had no hesitation in writing the history of his times. When Agesilaus died, he had been moved to give an account of his hero which began in more detail than he felt it appropriate to continue, and when he moved on to the Hellenica he used what he had written and added to it in the same vein. Old men forget. No wonder difficulties arise for modern historians of Greece. He is principally what we have to rely on, and again and again puzzles present themselves. For the Hellenica is not history. It is essentially Memoirs.




THE PROBLEM OF I–II.3.10

It is not possible to say exactly when the first part of the Hellenica was written. With the aid of the computer, stylistic comparisons may be made with other works of Xenophon, and one can assert that it was probably amongst the earliest of his writings. However, since it is quite uncertain exactly when they were written, that does not get us very far. What one can assert with confidence, despite modern hypotheses to the contrary, is that he did not begin the Hellenica while he was still in Athens. It is in ample measure composed of material which reflects purely Spartan sources. The most notable instance is his account of the battle of Notium (I.5.11). A fragment of the Hellenica of Oxyrhynchus shows that the account given by Diodorus reflects, albeit inaccurately, that historian, but apart from a disagreement about the number of ships lost by the Athenians, Xenophon’s version, rightly understood, is entirely consonant with that of Oxyrhynchus but recounts the story from the viewpoint of the Spartans (cf. n. ad loc.). He gives no explanation of the Athenians’ actions, which presumably he would have done if he had heard of the battle while he was in Athens. There is much else purely Spartan. The account of the period of Callicratidas as Spartan admiral (nauarch), including a speech and various remarks (I.6.1 ff.), is almost entirely seen from the Spartan side. Likewise the story of the Spartan commander on Chios, Eteonicus, quelling a mutiny (II.1.1 ff.), the defeat of the Athenians at Aegospotami (II.1.17 ff.), and much else. This mass of material argues plainly that Xenophon wrote the first part of the Hellenica after he had begun to have access to Spartans and talk of Spartan deeds. Whether he wrote at Scillus or in Corinth is hardly important here, but, since in the second part he manifests a sympathetic attitude to Theramenes in sharp contrast to the bitterness of his earlier account (cf. n. at II.2.16), enough time must be allowed for this change of heart. One may note too that there is no trace in the first part of the hatred Xenophon conceived for Thebes after the battle of Leuctra (cf. III.5.3 and IV.2.18, and v.i.). It is likely enough therefore that Xenophon wrote the first part at Scillus.

‘It is said that by publishing the books of Thucydides which were unknown Xenophon made him famous, although he could have filched them for himself.’ Thus Diogenes Laertius II.57, and from an early date the temptation to treat Xenophon as some sort of literary executor or heir of Thucydides has beguiled critics. Some of the manuscripts of Xenophon bear in their title ‘the missing portions of Thucydides’,* and the fact that Xenophon was one of the continuators of Thucydides was too obvious to miss (cf. Marcellinus, Life of Thucydides §45). Thucydides stopped in mid-campaign in 411, and the last six years of the Peloponnesian War cried out for treatment. What more natural for Xenophon than to fill the gap? His political awareness and his military experience roughly began where Thucydides’ ceased, and he had known, or come to know of, the leading figures of the period. But to take the remark of Diogenes Laertius literally is folly. Xenophon was not the only man to ‘continue’ Thucydides. The mysterious Cratippus, the most likely suggestion for the authorship of the Hellenica of Oxyrhynchus, was also declared to be a contemporary of Thucydides and to have ‘put together the portions missed out by him’ (Dionysus of Halicarnassus On Thuc.16). Only wanton translation of the phrase here rendered ‘the missing portions’ can make of Xenophon a literary executor.

In some ways the first part of the Hellenica is Thucydidean. For instance, Xenophon made some attempt to follow the practice of dividing up the narrative by summers and winters, though he proved much less able consistently to maintain it than the Oxyrhynchus Historian (cf. I.3.1 and 4.2). His language too was perhaps influenced by his model. In essentials, however, his performance is almost as un-Thucydidean as one could imagine. If one makes a detailed synopsis of the first part of the work, the lopsidedness and fitfulness of it all is immediately apparent, and a parallel synopsis of Book XIII of Diodorus makes Xenophon’s inadequacy starkly clear. Yet some have supposed that these scraps were material left by Thucydides, the master of method supremely accurate; which is a hypothesis discrediting only its authors. If proof is demanded that Xenophon was not using Thucydidean material, formal conflict between Thucydides Book VIII and the first book of the Hellenica can be adduced. Xenophon would have us believe that Clearchus (later captain of the Ten Thousand) was sent out to Byzantium in 410 (I.1.35); Thucydides was explicit about his arrival in 411 (Thuc. VIII.80), which is confirmed by Diodorus (XIII.51) who has Clearchus taking part in the battle of Cyzicus, described by Xenophon before the note of the despatch of Clearchus (I.1.16). Again, the appearance of the Spartan King, Agis, before the walls of Athens in 410 (I.1.33 f.) looks suspiciously like the event described by Thucydides (VIII.71) under 411; Xenophon has the Athenian general, Thrasyllus, meet the emergency, while in Thucydides’ account he was far away in Samos when Agis made his demonstration; while it is possible that Agis pointlessly repeated in 410 his somewhat unfortunate move of 411, it is also possible and, one judges, more probable that Xenophon was confused.* But no matter. If one wants to find the true heir of Thucydides, one has only to read the Hellenica of the Oxyrhynchus Historian, a lack-lustre copy of the master but a copy. A Thucydides and a Xenophon are ‘clean different things’.

Thucydides wrote history; Xenophon, in the sense already discussed, wrote memoirs. In the first part, too, personal experience suffices to explain much; such matters, for instance, as the campaign of Thrasyllus in Ionia (I.2.1 ff.), Alcibiades’ return to Athens (I.4.10 ff.), the trial of the generals after the battle of Arginusae (I.7.1 ff.). ‘Experience by hearsay’, too, accounts for much of the Spartan material, for which a key figure was perhaps the Megarian, Hermon, who had been steersman of the Spartan flagship under Callicratidas (I.6.32) and then under Lysander (Pausanias X.9.7). (Steersmen were professionals who virtually commanded Greek warships, and the steersman on the admiral’s ship had special status (cf. I.5.11) and doubdess had much to tell about naval campaigns.) Xenophon spoke in the Oeconomicus (IV.20 f.) of Lysander on a visit to Megara telling a story about Cyrus to a ‘friend’ (in Greek, a xenos). Perhaps the ‘friend’ was Hermon, who told Xenophon not just about Lysander’s convernation but about a multitude of things that he had seen and done as admiral’s steersman.In any case there were many Spartans whom Xenophon could have heard talking about the war, especially the wrangle between supporters of Callicratidas and supporters of Lysander; it is no surprise that Callicratidas’ disgust at depending on Persia for money (I.6.7) is echoed by Teleutias just before the King’s Peace (V.1.17); that was the way they talked no doubt in the circle of Agesilaus. For much of the Athenian material the cousin of Alcibiades, Euryptolemus, to whose speech at the trial of the generals Xenophon gave ample space (I.7.16 ff.), may have been a man whom Xenophon entertained at Scillus; in his conversation the exploits of Alcibiades, which figure largely in the early pages of the Hellenica, would have been fully discussed. But Xenophon’s circle of friends at Athens had been well acquainted with affairs, and many of them no doubt took the opportunity of the Olympic Games to renew acquaintance. One has no difficulty in imagining sources of information.

Thus without laborious inquiry Xenophon was able to accumulate in his mind the large bulk of the material in the first part. The residue of passages which require explanation is small. There are a number of what might be termed chronographic notices (I.2.1 and 19, 3.1, 5.21, 6.1, II.3.4, 5, 9 and 10) which are so out of character with the rest of the work that they have been generally, and probably rightly, regarded as interpolations. For the rest, three brief notes might suggest the hand of a recorder of information rather than of the writer of memoirs, but all three are concerned with Sparta, the sort of thing Xenophon might have heard discussed (cf. nn. at I.1.32 and I.2.18). If he had been assembling material for a history as we conceive the task, there would surely have been a great deal more.

The first part of the Hellenica is not radically different from the second. But it is nonetheless different. Within the narrative, which I have suggested caused Xenophon no pains to assemble, there is a lot of detail, notably the numbers of ships engaged, and it is not to be excluded that, when he sat down to complete the history of Thucydides, he began to question more precisely. But overall his method was to write up what he already knew about, not to find out what he did not know. In that sense the first part too is memoirs rather than history.

*

For us, however, the Hellenica is a major historical source of which we must perforce make the best. Two precautions must be stated.

First, Xenophon was a man of uncommon reserve. It would be a grave error to suppose that what he did not mention he did not know about. His silences speak loud, if not always clear. When he recounted the Athenian cavalry action that took place outside the walls of Mantinea in 362 (VII.5.15-17), a preliminary to the great battle, he abstained from naming the man most celebrated for his gallantry that day, his own son Gryllus, who was commemorated in paint, marble and encomiastic prose. ‘Good men among them were killed.’ Perhaps here silence was more creditable. Elsewhere it is more surprising. Although he lived for twenty years at Scillus before the place was seized and he himself expelled by the Eleans after Leuctra, he makes no mention of the expulsion and only a single allusion to the Elean claim (cf. VI.5.2). He will not whine for himself. In less personal matters his reserve is puzzling. He recounts the debate at Sparta over the succession to King Agis, in which the lamefooted Agesilaus triumphed. Lysander stopped the move to exclude Agesilaus by arguing that an oracle warning against ‘the lame Kingship’ referred to the dangers of someone acceding who was not of the royal line (III.3.3). Xenophon must have known that Lysander later wished, or was claimed to have wished, that the Kingship be opened to a form of election, but what he thought about the whole affair he kept to himself (cf. n. ad loc. and n. at V.2.3). Another challenging silence concerns his sojourn in Corinth. At VII.4.6 he recounts the Corinthians’ decision to assemble a force of mercenaries and their use in defence of the city, but no more. Yet these same mercenaries were the instrument of a famous fratricide (cf. n. at VII.4.6) and one would like to have been told what Xenophon thought of the man who had his brother murdered to free the city. Again and again Xenophon’s reserve leaves us in ignorance and uncertainty. We should not think that he was similarly placed.

Secondly, Xenophon’s manner is allusive. He wrote for men who knew, and felt no need to explain to those who did not know. For instance, the Corinthian War that engaged his attention in Books III and IV was fought against Sparta by a Grand Alliance, the formal establishment of which is described for us in Diodorus (XIV.82). Xenophon eschews such directness, though his account of the debate at Corinth before the battle of Nemea in 394 shows that he fully understood (cf. n. at IV.2.13, and also n. at VI.5.6 for a parallel case). The famous protest of Socrates against the trial of the generals en bloc in 406-5 is another instance (cf. n. at 1.7.15). Xenophon may be a plain man, but he is rarely obvious. His comments come obliquely. Agesilaus had been accused of putting Phoebidas up to seizing the Cadmea, the citadel of Thebes. Xenophon by implication denied this; Phoebidas, he declared, lacked intelligence and good sense (V.2.28). When he was writing in the 350s, Greece was in a state of outrage over events at Delphi, where the Phocians had seized control of the temple: some excused; others accused. Xenophon make perhaps a complex comment. Controlling the temple might in his view be excusable; laying hands on its treasures was not. So, when he reported (VI.4.30) the alleged plan of Jason of Pherae to intervene at Delphi, he added that the oracle declared that, should anyone take of Apollo’s sacred wealth, Apollo’ would look after that matter himself’. Jason was slaughtered in the next sentence (of which readers in Phocis might well have taken note). To those who can read between the lines there is much to attend to. The Hellenica is for connoisseurs.

After these precautions, one may address oneself respectfully to the most astonishing thing about the Hellenica, its omissions. The text of the serious student of Xenophon is peppered with caret and exclamation marks, and much of his business is to fill in the gaps and explain why Xenophon so wrote. A full list of the omissions would involve too much detail for this discussion (though many of them are indicated in the notes to the text). Some general points, however, can be made. The restricted range of Xenophon’s interests has already been remarked. The great obsession of Athenian foreign policy, viz. the recovery of as much of the Fifth-Century empire as circumstances allowed the Athenians to hope for, has no part in his work. If it were not for a chance phrase (cf. n. at VI.3.19), at no point in the Hellenica would one even suspect that from 378 Athens was the head of an organization of allies, the Second Athenian Confederacy: the reason for this omission may not be merely restriction of interest, but that is surely part of it. Athenian foreign affairs, save in so far as they concerned the Peloponnese, were beyond his ken.

The rise of Thebes under Epaminondas and Pelopidas was, by contrast, all too well-known to him, and his omissions here are striking indeed. As already remarked, Pelopidas is named only in connection with the negotiations with the Great King in 367 (VII.1.33-38), although, as Plutarch’s Life of Pelopidas shows, there was a great deal to say about him. Xenophon cannot have failed to know about his share in the Theban intervention in the Peloponnese in winter 370-69, even if he lacked precise knowledge about earlier actions, but he kept silence. Similarly with Epaminondas, the dominating figure of his age in the judgement both of contemporaries and of posterity: Xenophon gave him scant notice indeed. He did, as he had to, accord him due praise in his account of the campaign of Mantinea in the fifth chapter of Book VII; the greatest soldier in Greek history could no longer be ignored by the student of the art of war. He is mentioned too in connection with his commendable moderation in the campaign in the north of the Peloponnese in 367 (VII.1.41), but from earlier matters his name is, astonishingly, entirely absent. One might excuse the omission in the account of the battle of Leuctra; evidently Xenophon took no trouble to find out what had happened and contented himself with blaming the Spartan commander (VI.4.13). He must however have known about Epaminondas’ share in the peace negotiations at Sparta shortly before Leuctra and his famous and ominous altercation with Agesilaus (cf. n. at VI.3.18), and he knew all too well about the Theban army’s doings in the Peloponnese in winter 370-69, which set Xenophon’s world in turmoil. But the name is withheld and no one could be prepared by the pages of Xenophon to understand the famous couplets on the statue of Epaminondas in Thebes:

‘By my counsels is Sparta shorn of its glory

And holy Messene at last takes back her children.

Yea, by the arms of Thebes the Great City* has been crowned

And all Greece is independent and free.’ (Paus. IX.15.6)

Xenophon knew, loathed and kept silence. So too with lesser Theban heroes of the age. In the whole Hellenica only thirteen Thebans are named, and the great achievements whereby Sparta was transformed from a world power to a Peloponnesian wrangler scantily treated. He wholly omitted the refoundation of Messene which took from Sparta the products of serf labour that sustained the military caste, and the foundation of Megalopolis, which became a bastion of independence from Spartan domination. These were matters too painful to recount. Elsewhere his hatred of the Thebans breaks through. They, not Sparta, had broken the peace in 395 (III.5.3) and ruined Agesilaus’ attack on Persia (III.5.1, V.2.35). Their dealings with Persia were, unlike those of Sparta, moved by base self-interest and ambition (VII.1.33). As to their great military renown, he shows them timid when they and not others had to do the fighting (III.5.21, IV.2.18 and 13), and in the invasion of Sparta in 362 a hundred Spartans cooled the ardour of these glorious fire-eaters (VII.5.12). The real battle had been Coronea (IV.3.16), not Leuctra. In both what he said and what he did not say, his hatred and contempt were manifest.

By contrast, Sparta could be fully treated and his intimate knowledge and sympathy make the Hellenica uniquely precious for the understanding of Sparta and the Spartan world. He is never at a loss for a Spartan term and feels no need to explain himself. Pylos, so familiar to Athenians, is called quite simply Coryphasium (I.2.18), which, Thucydides saw fit to explain, was the Spartan name. ‘The so-called Spartan-trained’ (trophimoi), ‘the bastards’, ‘the lower-grade Spartans’ (hypomeiones) each make one solitary appearance in his pages, the last occurring only here in the whole of classical literature; all three have played a vital part in illuminating the social structure of Sparta (cf. nn. at III.3.6 and V.3.9). The significance of ‘the Little Assembly’ (III.3.8) is unknown. Xenophon knew all about it. Indeed no more telling proof of intimacy in and with Sparta could be adduced than Xenophon’s account of the conspiracy of Cinadon (III.3.4-11); Thucydides succeeded in breaking ‘the secretiveness of the state’ sufficiently to know of a mass murder of Helots, but remained unable exactly to date it (Thuc. IV.80); Xenophon’s friendship with Agesilaus made him privy to the arcana imperii. Nor was he ever short of a name. The number of Spartiates (i.e. members of the ruling military caste) in Xenophon’s day was not many more than one thousand; he probably met many of the most influential in the company of Agesilaus, and heard tell of the rest. Eighty-two are named in the second part of the work and, when he withheld a name, it was, one supposes, not due to ignorance. For instance, the polemarch, whose division was cut to pieces at the Lechaeum disaster of 390 (IV.5.11 ff.), was not named, nor the polemarch who made a mess of blocking the Theban passage of the Isthmus of Corinth in summer 369 (VII.1.15 ff.). But for the most part the deeds of the Spartans are amply reported. When he is reticent, he is covering up – mostly for his friend and hero, Agesilaus. For instance, the scandal of the Spartan occupation of the Theban Cadmea in 382 was not that Phoebidas seized it, arguably a justifiable act, but that Sparta continued to hold it; in his own way Xenophon absolved Agesilaus from the charge of instigating the seizure (v.s.) but omitted to mention that it was Agesilaus who persuaded the Spartans to maintain the occupation (Plutarch, Life of Agesilaus 23.11). Nor did he say that it was Agesilaus who opposed the plan to evacuate Central Greece in 371 and so brought on the battle of Leuctra (VI.4.2); Plutarch (ibid. 28.6) enlightens us. Perhaps the omission of the great battle of the Hermus and Agesilaus’ abortive march ‘up-country’ in 395, so fully treated by the Oxyrhynchus Historian (v.s.) was all part of this defence of Agesilaus; the victory removed all obstacles to the march and to turn back when the omens were not favourable was perhaps not entirely creditable; he could have waited until they were; there is a suspicion that despite all the trumpetings Agesilaus’ performance was less than marvellous, though of course other explanations of Xenophon’s omissions could be advanced.

In general, however, Xenophon felt no need to omit Spartan history. The Spartans were for him essentially good men, and their ordered life the best climate for virtue. Critias could be made to declare (II.3.34) ‘It is agreed that the best constitution is that of Sparta’, and this was the common opinion of aristocratic Greece, which abhorred large cities and the power of demagogues; Sparta, the city without walls, and the landed aristocracy of the Peers was the ideal arrangement. Nothing is more revealing of the nature and values of the Spartan order or of Xenophon’s attitude to it all than the comment he made on the reaction of the Mantinean men of property to the settlement of 385, whereby Mantinea’s walls were pulled down and the city population made to live again in villages (V.2.7). The words, seemingly trivial, disclose much of the secret of Spartan power, and Xenophon concludes with a sneer at people who could not realize what was good for them. Xenophon could, and he sent his sons to get the benefits of a Spartan education, which was staggeringly severe; the flogging was appalling; both Plutarch and Cicero saw boys flogged to death in a competition as to who could endure the most; they were kept on short rations and so encouraged to steal although if they were caught they were flogged (Anab. IV.6.14 f. and [Xen.] Constitution of the Spartans II.6 f.). Of formal education they had no more than the practical business of Spartan life required (Plutarch, Mor. 237A), none of the training in the use of words to persuade, so characteristic of the sophistic education (Art of Hunting 12 and 13). This was what he chose for his son who in due course died a hero’s death. The choice says much about Xenophon. For him, as for many others of the landed gentry of the Peloponnese (cf. n. at V.3.17), the Spartan way of life was best. Sparta and Agesilaus could not have had a more faithful satellite.

With Agesilaus, he had yet another bond. Both of them shared in the fashionable and sentimental folly of Panhellenism, the belief that the Greeks could and should find peace and concord for themselves by uniting in a great crusade against Persia – which brings us to one of the most challenging aspects of the Hellenica. Despite what starry-eyed Panhellenists said to each other, the hard fact was that Sparta did come to terms with Persia for the sake of domination in Greece, and not until the Great King had transferred his patronage to Thebes, as he did in 367 (VII.1.36), and given his blessing to Messenian independence, did Spartan interest and Panhellenist talk coincide. In the Hellenica Xenophon is astonishingly curt about the King’s Peace of 387–6 and its various renewals. One would never guess from his account of the events of 387–6 that a representative of the Great King had shared in the exchange of oaths, nor from his account of the peaces of 375 and 371 that peace was made in response to threats of Persian intervention (cf. nn. at V.1.32, VI.2.1 and 3.18). If the Peace of Thebes in 366 (VII.4.10) is rightly seen as a form of King’s Peace, it too is greatly underdone; there certainly was more to it than Xenophon lets on (cf. n. ad loc.). The most striking case of all however is the abortive peace negotiations of 392–1. In Xenophon’s account they came to a stop when the Great King’s terms were announced in Sardis (IV.8.12–15); there is ample and incontrovertible evidence that there was another Congress in Sparta when the Great King’s wishes in slightly different form were made clear and the peace came very near to being accepted (cf. n. at IV.8.15). There can be only one explanation of all this. The whole business of dealing with Persia had become too distasteful to recount. Spartan ‘medizing’ had been a grave mistake and silence was best. Not so when Thebes ‘barbarized’ (V.2.35). No scruples, no distaste deterred him from a full statement about a Persian at Thebes reading a Royal Rescript and the Thebans ordering ‘those who wanted to be friends of the King and of themselves’ to swear submission (VII.1.39). In so far as such shameful scenes had occurred at holy Sparta, the least said the better.

Xenophon had, with regard to Persia too, kept in step with Agesilaus. Agesilaus had gone to Asia Minor in 396 with the grandest pretensions (cf. n. at III.4.2), and shortly proceeded to make truces and deal with the hated Persian (III.4.5, 25). Only when negotiation had failed, did he plan really to attack (IV.1.41). His Panhellenism was plainly of the common milk-and-water variety, and, though he did not initiate or bear the responsibility for the making of the King’s Peace and may even have continued to disclaim it (cf. Isocrates, Epistle IX.11), he was probably content enough with the position the Peace secured for Sparta. Once Persia changed her policy and supported Thebes, fashionable sentiment turned in a trice to passionate hatred. Although he was well into his seventies, he set out to fight for any enemy of the Great King that needed him, and died in Egypt aged nearly eight-five, a somewhat ridiculous figure but undeniably a ‘Persian-hater’ (misopersês) to the last (Ages. II.25 ff., VII.7). As Agesilaus in deed, so Xenophon in word.* One of his earlier works was the Education of Cyrus, which notoriously betrays no strong feelings against Persians or the Persian Empire, until the very last chapter, which contains a reference to events of 362 B.C. and in which Persia is declared corrupt, faithless and in decline. The chapter must be a late addition. Xenophon too has been converted by events in the 360s and in that spirit wrote the second part of the Hellenica. Hence those thundering silences.

Less readily explained is his attitude to Athens and Athenians. The preponderance of Athenian over Spartan names in his account of events before he left to join the Ten Thousand is reversed for the period afterwards, and this reflects, as has already been remarked, the balance of his experience. But many of the Athenians influential in the first three decades of the Fourth Century must have been known to Xenophon in youth and one might expect Xenophon to have listened with some interest to accounts of how they had turned out. For instance, Agyrrhius born about 440 B.C. was prominent enough by 405 to be alluded to by Aristophanes in the Frogs (1.367 and Schol.), and from 392 to 386 he was a figure of major importance. He is named once only in the Hellenica (IV.8.31). Another major figure of the 390s is not even mentioned, Epicrates (cf. n. at III.5.2). Thrasybulus the Stirian is amply treated and is commended at his death (cf. n. at IV.8.31). This imbalance argues political approval and disapproval; Thrasybulus had had no truck with Persian gold or Persian arms. Thus perhaps Xenophon distributed praise and blame among the men he had known, or known of as a young man. By the 370s they would have been at the zenith of their importance. Xenophon must have known something of them and their policies. He recounted the embassy sent by the Spartans in 378, which from other evidence may be inferred to have been aimed at stopping the Second Athenian Confederacy (V.4.22); surely enough he knew their business. But, as already remarked, only a single phrase hints at the existence of the Confederacy (VI.3.19), and to preserve this silence must have taken some care
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