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Speeches and military Leadership in
Xenophon’s Anabasis and Cyropaedia

Antonis Damigos*

The importance of speech deliveries in Xenophon’s military leadership has
generally been overlooked by scholarship.? The greater part of the research,
which focuses on the author’s attributes necessary for an ideal commander, has
not made a reference to rhetorical ability not even to the degree of successful
speech delivery or has at least taken it for granted without further exploration.?
Moreover, the scholarship which examines Xenophon’s speeches focuses more
on the speeches as a literary device without emphasizing their practical aspect for
effective military leadership.*

In contrast, this article will assess the role of the speeches in important aspects
of Xenophon'’s ideal military leadership. Predominantly, this role concerns the
encouragement of the troops and the conduction of military planning. It will be
argued that speeches were more than a literary device in the case of Xenophon
and that the author actually sets effective speech delivery as one more criterion
for successful military leadership.

The decision of focusing on the Anabasis and Cyropaedia in this research was
not arbitrary. These two works set in a relatively systematic manner Xenophon’s
view on the role of a military commander while presenting a striking amount of
similarities with one another, within which the inclusion of speeches is of the
outmost importance for the present article.®

1 Antonis Damigos studied Classical Philology at the National and Kapodistrian University of Athens
and Classics at the University of Edinburgh. He currently teaches Greek at Secondary School level.

2 1 would like to extend my thanks to Andrew Erskine, David Lewis, and Matteo Zaccarini for all of
their valuable recommendations.

3 The subject of speeches is absent in Buxton’s (2017) edition ‘Aspects of leadership in Xenophon'’.
The same is true for Gray (2010). It is not emphasised in Wood (1964) and Hutchinson (2000).

4 That is the case in Baragwanath (2017) esp. 281-3, 285-7; Scardino (2012) esp. 70-79, 91;
Grethlein (2012); Grethlein (2013) the 3rd section dealing with narratology in the Anabasis. An
exception is Rood (2004) esp. 322-326, however his focus is more on Xenophon'’s self-justification
speeches, which are not examined by this article, as they aim at establishing Xenophon'’s status and
not at presenting an ideal style of command.

5  Huitink and Rood (2019) 15. The presence of Cyrus the younger in the Anabasis, namely Cyrus’ the
Great grandson is another element that connects the two works.
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As far as the chronology of the works is concerned, even if the exact dating is
uncertain, it is generally accepted that the Cyropaedia is the latter.® Whatever the
case might be, one can trace echoes of Xenophon'’s experience as a commander
during the mercenary expedition in the Cyropaedia.’

In order to address the subject in a clear way, the article will have the following
form: first, the significance of the speeches for Xenophon will be demonstrated
based on various references to his works, which acknowledge the practical aspects
of speech deliveries in a military context. Some of the particular circumstances of
the mercenary expedition, during which speech deliveries were instrumental for
Xenophon as a commander, will be also underscored. Secondly, the role of the
speeches for the encouragement of the soldiers before or during critical times
will be examined. The emphasis of the final section will be on how speeches
facilitated military planning and it will be demonstrated that speech deliveries
were necessary for a significant number of military decisions.

The importance of speeches for Xenophon is made evident by a plethora of
references within his works, which clearly indicate that he acknowledged and
valued speech delivery in a military context, especially as a tool to achieve the
encouragement of troops and their willing obedience.

Xenophon argues at Anab. 7.7.24, that the speech of a profoundly honest man
is as powerful as force (ol 8’ &v davepol ot GARBeLaY AokoDVTES, TOUTWV 0l Adyot,
006¢v petov Suvavtat avuoacBat A GAAwv 1 Bia).® This acknowledgement makes
clear that Xenophon fully comprehended the significance of speeches, especially
if the content of a speech was true. Similarly, in his treatise about the ideal cavalry
commander, Xenophon suggests speeches from appropriate spokesmen in order
to alert the cavalry of possible dangers (€xelv pritopag émitndeloug, OMwG AEyovteg
doBhoi te ToUG mméag, Hipparchicus 1.8).

It is also noteworthy that Xenophon comments ironically on the confidence
that one of his adversaries had on his rhetorical abilities (mponyopet 6&
EKATWVUHOS SEWOC VOUWOHEVOC £lval Aéyewv, Anab. 5.5.7). This gives Xenophon
the opportunity to display his superiority at debating with the delivery of a very
successful speech (Anab. 5.5.13-23).°

6  For more information on the dating of these works see Humble (1997) 29-31; Cristensen (2017)
380-1.

7  Buxton (2017) 335, notes the risk of circular reasoning, which constitutes any effort to trace the
first source of influence futile.

8 All translations are my own but | have taken into consideration Miller (1914), and Brownson,
(1998). All Greek citations are from the same editions of the Harvard University Press.

9 Baragwanath (2017) 288, notes Xenophon'’s success at this speech, after having to employ similar
devices with his adversary.
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Finally, attention should be drawn to Cyrop. 3.3.55, where Cyrus elaborates
on the extent to which speeches can encourage soldiers. He concludes that those
who are wholly untrained in virtue cannot be benefitted from a speech (toUg
6 amaibeltoug mavtdnacw Apetfic Bavpdlow’ Gv, €l Tt MAéov av woelfoele
Aoyog kaA®dg pnBeig gic dvdpayabiav). Since Cyrus and his vigorously trained
Persian troops are virtuous, however, they can be encouraged by speeches,
and unsurprisingly speech deliveries preceded almost every major battle in the
Cyropaedia.*®

We should also take into consideration the circumstances of the mercenary
expedition supporting Cyrus the Younger, during which Xenophon gained a great
amount of experience as a commander.™ It is clear, as Anderson points out, that
Xenophon was not the commander in chief of the army-*2 As a matter of fact there
was not a sole command after the execution of the Greek generals (Anab. 3.1.2).
The only exception was the election of Chirisophus as commander in chief of the
army in an effort to facilitate prompt decision making, which however lasted
less than a week (Anab. 6.1.17-32). For the most part seven generals, including
Xenophon, were managing the army by majority decision.'®* Thus, if this is true,
then Xenophon would definitely have had to communicate his strategies to the
other generals since every major decision would have to be approved.

Another argument in the same direction is that Xenophon displayed sensitivity
on the matter of the psychology of the troops. As Keim eloquently points out,
Xenophon was ‘the first military psychologist’.!* For example Xenophon has no
difficulty in discerning the negative psychological state of the Greek troops (wg
ABUMWE pév NABov émtt Ta 8mha, Anab. 3.1.40) and tries to find ways to improve
their morale (moAU €0Buudtepol €covtat, Anab. 3.1.41). It is clear from the
Anabasis that speeches were one of the most effective ways to improve morale
without the usage of any other resource.”

Moreover, Xenophon was an advocate of willing obedience. There is a
scholarly consensus on the fact that Xenophon supported and promoted willing

10 This subject will be further explored in the next section.

11 Buxton (2017) 335, argues that Xenophon'’s thinking on the subject of leadership was most likely
molded during the expedition he describes at the Anab.

12 Anderson (1974) 119.

13 Roy (1967) 289, points out based on his reading of Anab. 2.5.37, that seven generals including
Xenophon were responsible for the decision making; Anderson (1974) 120, argues that the generals
were approved by popular vote.

14 Keim (2016) 127.

15 The role of the speeches at the encouragement of the troops will be further explored in the next
section.
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obedience in his military-focused works.’® As Buxton points out, a ‘rhetorical
strategy’ was required for winning willing obedience.’” This strategy included
mainly persuasion through speeches as the troops would carry out orders
more efficiently if they understood the benefit of doing so. For example, Cyrus
admits that willing obedience is the best form of order and that for this to be
achieved the subordinates must be convinced that obeying orders is in their best
interest (kpetttov ToUTOU TOAD, TO £kOVTOC TeiBeaBal... Av fyRowvtal mepl tod
oupdEpovtoc £auTols..., Cyrop. 1.6.21). Xenophon'’s opinion on willing obedience
is clearly articulated at Hipparchicus 1.24:

€(C ye HAV TO EVTELBETS €lval TOUC APXOUEVOUGS HEYVA HEV TO Kot Adyw
S1baokelv 6oa ayadba Evi év TR TtelBap)ETv...

Xenophon claims in this passage that subordinates should learn about the benefits
of obedience through speeches (Aoyw &16aokelv), to be better disciplined. Thus, it
is clear that for Xenophon speeches have a more practical dimension in a military
context than that of a mere literary device.

The characteristics of speeches which aimed at boosting the morale of the
soldiers at the most critical times will now be examined. Most of the speeches
of this category were delivered before major battles or other important military
operations, for the completion of which the maximum possible courage was
required from the soldiers. This kind of speech delivery can be also observed in
moments of despair, namely after some major setback, such as the execution of
the generals of the Greek army by Tissaphernes (Anab. 3.1.2). In the Cyropaedia
one can observe speeches with a similar structure which often addressed the
same aspects. First, Xenophon’s most organised attempt to boost the army’s
morale in the aforementioned difficult situation will be examined. After that,
the characteristic example of Xenophon’s speech delivery before the battle with
the Colchians will be presented. Finally, the same practice in the Cyropaedia will
be analyzed with respect to what will have already been pointed out about the
Anabasis.

Shortly after the execution of the generals, Xenophon realized how difficult
the situation for the Greeks actually was, as they were not only in the middle
of the Persian Empire surrounded by enemies lacking both provisions and allies,

16 Buxton (2016) 191-2; Buxton (2017) 323-4; Gray (2012) 180-6; Nadon (2001) 147-8. Wood
(1964) 51-2.

17 Buxton (2016) 179; Anderson (1974) 120, argues that persuasion was crucial for the command of
the Greek mercenary force.
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but they had just lost almost their entire leadership.'® Thus, he decided to take
action and do everything in his power to restore the low morale of the Greeks.*
This endeavour materialised with the delivery of three speeches.?® The first was
an address to Proxenus’ captains, which established Xenophon as a replacement
general in his position (Anab. 3.1.15-25). The second addressed the remaining
officers of the whole army (Anab. 3.1.35-45) and the third the whole army itself
(Anab. 3.2.7-32).

Xenophon decided to address Proxenus’ captains first (@ &vSpec Aoxayoi, Anab.
3.1.15) most likely because he did not have any official position in the army since
he was invited as Proxenus’ friend (Anab. 3.1.4). Thus, he would have been known
by Proxenus’ men but not necessarily by the other soldiers. Xenophon started his
speech by noting the difficult position they found themselves in (0p®v £v ololg
€0lév, Anab. 3.1.15) and the need for action as the enemies would take advantage
of their passivity to complete military preparations before engaging in battle with
the Greeks (mpiv... KaA®C TA £auT®V MapackeudacacBat, Anab. 3.1.16).2* Then, in
order to boost their confidence he noted that the enemies clearly did not have
divine support as perjurers (oUTol aUTOUC EMUWPKAKAOW), in contrast with the
Greeks who respected their oaths (tGv 6g®v 6pkoug, Anab. 3.1.22).%2 In the same
vein the military supremacy of the Greeks was contrasted with the weakness of
the enemies at Anab. 3.1.23:

£TL & EYOUEV CWHOTA LKOVWTEPA TOUTWV Kol Puxn kol BAATN kal movoug
dEpewv: Exopev 8¢ kail Puxag oLV Tolg Oeoig dpeivovac: ol 8¢ avdpeg Kail
TpwTtol kat Bvntol HdAAOV AUGIV...

It is clear from the passage that Xenophon tries to present the Greeks as more
accustomed to hardships (movoug) and extreme weather conditions (pUxn kat
BaAmn). In addition, they are also presented as braver than their opponents

18 The treacherous execution included five generals, twenty captains, and two hundred soldiers
(Anab. 2.5.30).

19 Hutchinson (2000) 44, points out that Xenophon decided to address the problem of the morale of
the army first.

20 The focus on Xenophon as a character is inextricably linked with these speeches as they were the
reason he was recognized by both Proxenus’ men and the whole army.

21 The difficult state of the Greek mercenary army has been noted already at Anab. 1.1.2 (év oAAf}
&1 amopia noav ot"EAANveG). See also Anab. 1.1.7, where the word amopia is repeated to describe the
position of the Greeks.

22 For the description of the oath between Tissaphernes and the Greeks see Anab. 2.3.28, 2.5.3.
Huitink and Rood (2019) on 3.1.21 note that the breaking of the treaty by the Persians was a
‘rhetorically apt’ subject.
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(buxag ...apeivovag). In this way the officers would feel more confident and could
start mobilising easier.

Xenophon wasthen encouraged by Proxenus’ officers to deliver asecond speech
to the remaining captains and generals of the whole army (® Gvdpec otpatnyot
kal Aoxayoli, Anab. 3.1.34).2 According to Huitink and Rood, this was a general
address to the whole officer class in order to evoke their sense of responsibility.?*
One can also assume that Xenophon was trying to establish a rapport with them
as he was an upcoming figure in the leadership of the Greek force. In this speech,
Xenophon first informed them about the adverse circumstances (Anab. 3.1.35-6).
He also emphasised the importance of discipline, as it saves more lives than the
lack of order (gutatio owlev Sokel, i 6¢ dtagia moAoug 6N amoAwAekev, Anab.
3.1.38).5

Interestingly, both the idea that the commander should set an example as
the soldiers look up to him and the importance of discipline are stressed in the
Cyropaedia.?® Specifically, in the discussion of Cyrus with his father, Cambyses, it is
concluded that a commander must be superior to his subordinates in endurance
(KapTEPWTEPOV SET POC MAVTA TOV EPXOVTA TGV APXOHEVWY elvay, Cyrop. 1.6.25)
as nothing escapes their notice (o0 AavBavel 6 T av motfj, Cyrop. 1.6.25). As
far as discipline is concerned, it is the object of the same discussion as the
aforementioned interlocutors are trying to establish how obedience can be best
achieved (Cyrop. 1.6.19-21). In the last part of the speech Xenophon notes two of
the main ‘assets’ of the Greeks, namely their divine support (cUv t0i¢ B£01g, Anab.
3.142) and their bravery (taic Yuxaic éppwpevéatepol, Anab. 3.142).

We can now turn our attention to the last speech of the group, which
addressed the whole army including the newly elected officers (Anab. 3.2.7-32).
As Rood points out, Xenophon dressed up accordingly for the occasion wearing his
most beautiful armour (wg é5Uvato kdA\lota, Anab. 3.2.7).2” Xenophon needed
a positive visual image that would impress the soldiers along with his rhetorical

23 The majority of the addressees would have been captains as only three generals were not at the
ambush (Anab. 2.5.37).

24 Huitink and Rood (2016) 214-5.

25 The necessity for discipline was even greater for the Greeks as their main unit was a phalanx of
heavily armed infantry. Quick responses to changes in formation and order were crucial for this style of
fighting. For more information on the importance of order for the phalanx see Cartledge (1977) 16-7;
Anderson (1970) 94-5; Anderson (1974) 75-6.

26 For the theme of a commander setting a personal example for his subordinates see Buxton (2016)
176, 187; Anab. 3.4.48, 4.4.11-12.

27 Rood (2017) 436.
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ability.?® At the start of the speech he notes that there is still hope for them if they
choose to fight (moAAal AUV kal kahal €Anideg eiol cwtnplag, Anab. 3.2.8). He
based this claim first on the fact that they had secured divine favour for their piety,
in contrast with the enemies who have aggravated the gods by violating their
oaths (AUETG pév éunedolpev ToUCg TRV Be@Vv OpKOUC, ol §& MOAELOL ETTLWPKAKACT
Te Kal ta¢ omovdag mopd Toug 6pkoug AsAUkaoly, Anab. 3.2.10).2° As Flower
points out, this is one of the occasions where Xenophon exploited religion in his
rhetoric.3° Then, he reminded the troops of the two victories of the Greeks against
the two campaigns of the Persians in Greece, in 492 and 480 respectively (Anab.
3.2.11-13).3 Xenophon was also able to capitalise on more recent and relevant
events such as the success of the mercenary army in the battle of Cunaxa against
the same army that was posing a threat then. There is a high probability that
Xenophon stressed the outcome of the battle in favour of the Greeks not only
for reasons of morale but also to claim a heroic status for the Cyreans, portraying
them as achieving a similar exploit to that of their ancestors.3?

In the next part of the speech Xenophon made an effort to undermine the
virtues of the enemies by addressing two facts that most likely concerned the
soldiers (Anab. 3.2.16-20). The first one is the fact that the other soldiers of Cyrus
had deserted the Greek army and joined the ranks of the enemies (Anab. 3.2.17).
Xenophon goes so far as to claim that this was actually a positive outcome with
the rationale being that these men were cowards since they were deserters (oUtot
Kakioveg elol, Anab. 3.2.17). Furthermore, it is noted that they would do more
harm than good in their ranks at 3.2.17:

28 The effects of someone’s appearance are something that has concerned Xenophon at the Cyrop.
1.3.2-3, where young Cyrus was amazed by his grandfather’s purple tunics and jewelry.

29 Parker (2004) 140, also stresses the fact that Xenophon is portraying the enemies as oath-breakers
in his speech.

30 Flower (2006) 100-1.

31 Cyrus the Younger also recalls the victories of the Greeks against the Persians in his speech before
the battle of Cunaxa (Anab. 1.7.3—4) by following a similar rhetoric of noting the superiority of both the
troops he is addressing and the inferiority of the enemies. For this overlap between Xenophon’s and
Cyrus’s speech see Rood (2004) 310-11; Hutchinson (2000) 44-5, notes that the basis of Xenophon'’s
speech are the successful encounters against the Persians.

32 It is difficult to determine if the Greeks could claim victory for the battle of Cunaxa as, even if
Xenophon's account is completely accurate, there are some controversies. On the one hand the Greek
mercenaries managed to pursue their opposing units (ol pév Suwkovteg Toug Ko’ auTolg WG IMAVTaG
VIKQVTEG, Anab. 1.10.4). On the other hand, their opponents did get to the Greek camp and looted
it (elg 6¢ 10 otpatdmedov Adikopevog O TV EANAVwY, Anab. 1.10.8). Moreover, none of the two
sides had the chance to set a monument of the enemy’s defeat, but nevertheless thought they were
victorious. For more information on how this was possible see Hutchinson (2000) 153; Whitby (2004)
228, argues that the achievement at Cunaxa was probably exaggerated.
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Toug & £08€Movtag duyiig dpxelv TOAD KpeltTov oLV Tolg MoAepioLg
TOTTOUEVOUC A &V T AUETEPQ TALEL Opav.

Xenophon insinuates in this passage that men with questionable morals standing,
who are clearly cowards and untrustworthy (toug & €0€hovtag ¢uyiig) are a
liability for every army and they would probably cause the same problems to
their enemies. It should be noted that with this passage Xenophon displays his
rhetorical abilities since he convincingly managed to argue about the advantage
of former allies joining the ranks of the enemies.®

The second issue that discouraged the Greeks and Xenophon felt he had to
address is the Greek’s lack of cavalry (Anab. 3.2.18-20). At this point the Greeks
do not have a single unit of cavalry in their ranks, in contrast with the Persians
for whom cavalry, as Xenophon himself confirms, is one of the most important
units (Anab. 3.2.18).2* Xenophon tried to undermine the significance of cavalry, in
general, in an effort to encourage the Greeks. His argument is based on the fact
that the horses themselves do not actually engage in battle (Anab. 3.2.18) and
that infantry has a far surer foundation than cavalry (¢’ dopadeotépou dxNUATOC,
Anab. 3.2.19).% He concludes his argument by noting that the only advantage of
cavalry is that it makes flight safer (dodaAéotepdv €otwv f AUV, Anab. 3.2.19). If
the audience takes into consideration both that the enemies are evidently cowards
and that cavalry facilitates flight, it would be clear that cavalry was a liability for
the Persians too. It is noteworthy that the circumstances and the fact that the
Persian cavalry posed one of the most eminent threats, for the Greeks, forced
Xenophon to devalue the significance of cavalry in this speech, even though he
is one of the greatest supporters of this unit.*® It can be deduced that Xenophon
decided to set aside his personal view on the subject of cavalry to encourage the
men as effectively as possible.

It is interesting to note that Xenophon did his best to maximise the rhetorical
effect of his speeches. Specifically, it is clear that his words to the Greek army

33 The difficulty of arguing about it stems from the fact that every deserter would not only make the
Cyreans weaker but also their enemies stronger. For the argument of deserters being better in their
opponents’ ranks see Huitink and Rood (2019) on 3.2.17.

34 For the major differences between Persians and Greeks with respect to war, see Hutchinson
(2000) 20-1; See also p. 64 of the same book where the importance of the cavalry for the Persians is
pointed out.

35 Huitink and Rood (2019) on 3.2.18 question the persuasiveness of Xenophon'’s argument as the
lack of cavalry would cause major problems to the Greeks.

36 Xenophon'’s interest on cavalry is evident by his treatises, On Horsemanship and Hipparchicus.
In addition, one of the first measures he proposes against Tissaphernes’ offensives was the creation
of a small cavalry force (Anab. 3.3.16-7). Cyrus is also presented by Xenophon sharing the author’s
‘obsession’ for cavalry as will be further explored in the last section.
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before the battle with the Colchians were an exaggeration. He suggested that
Greeks should eat their enemies raw as they were the only obstacle left in their
way (oUTol eiotv oli¢ OpdTe HOVOL ETL APV EUMOSMV... TOUTOUC, AV WS Suvwueda,
Kol wpoU¢ 8et katadayelv, Anab. 4.8.14). Of course, the phrase is not to be taken
literally by the audience as it is a hyperbole used more for its rhetoric effect
reminding to the Greek mercenaries not only of all the difficulties they had already
gone through, but also their ferocity in battle. According to Scardino, another
motivation for the men in this case is the suggestion that the Colchians constitute
the final challenge for the Greeks.*” Thus, it can be observed that Xenophon tried
to exploit everything within his reach, for the best possible effect on the soldier’s
morale.

We can now turn to the speech delivery before battles in the Cyropaedia,
examining similar elements that aim at the encouragement of Cyrus’ soldiers.
Xenophon presents the founder of the Persian Empire as seriously concerned with
his soldier’s morale displaying a genuine interest in the psychological state of the
troops especially before battles. It is indicative that he was interested in the matter
even before becoming the commander in chief of the Persian army, through the
aforementioned discussion with his father. Specifically, Cyrus states that the best
way to encourage soldiers is to inspire them with hope (gilg ye 10 mpoBupiav
¢UBaAElV oTpaTLWTALS 0USEV poL SOKET ikavwTtepov elval fj T SUvacBat EArtiSog
£gunolelv avBpwrmolg, Cyrop. 1.6.19). Furthermore, as will be demonstrated, Cyrus
delivers a speech before almost every crucial battle.

We will begin with Cyrus’ first address to the Persian army, the majority of
which consisted of Persians of a low social status (Cyrop. 2.1.14-18). Cyrus tried
in this case to encourage his troops in two ways. He reminded the men their
superiority in physical strength and bravery (kal t&@ cwpotd te 0USEV NUGOV
xelpova &xete, Puyag te ouSEV kakiovag, Cyrop. 2.1.15). This is of course highly
reminiscent of Anab. 3.1.23, where the bravery and physical supremacy of the
Greeks is noted in Xenophon’s speech (€xopev cwpata iKkavwtepa... kol Puxag
oUv tolg Beolg apeivovacg).

The second way of encouragement was to underscore the incentives for the
men. He first noted that they will have a fair share of the benefits (&v tL £k toUtwv
KaAOV kayaBov yiyvntatl, Tov opoiwv AUiv aflolicBat., Cyrop. 2.1.15).

In the last part of the speech Cyrus reminded the men that only victory assures
any material good (vikng te yap €mBupely, fj T& KaAd mavta Kal Tédyadd ktdtal
te kal owlel, Cyrop. 2.1.17). It is essential to emphasise that there is an absence

37 Scardino (2012) 79.
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of material incentives from Xenophon’s speeches in the Anabasis.*® It would be
relatively safe to assume that this stems from the fact that the main incentive of
the Greek mercenaries, especially since the execution of their leadership and until
they managed to reach the sea, was their survival (Anab. 4.7.15-25). Thus, any
additional motive would have been superfluous.

Another indicative example is Cyrus’ speeches before the battle with the
Assyrians. The first speech addressed the elite troops of the Persian nobility called
opotipol (Cyrop. 3.3.34-40) and the second the whole army (Cyrop. 3.3.41-4).%°
The two main elements of the first speech echo significantly Xenophon’s speeches
in the Anabasis. Cyrus highlights the fact that his army has secured divine support,
since the omens from the sacrifice were positive according to the seers (ol pév
Beol, w¢ ol te pavtelg paot kal €pol ouvdokel, Cyrop. 3.3.34).%° As it has been
already noted, Xenophon’s emphasis on divine support in his speeches is evident
in more than one occasion.** The other encouragement is Cyrus’ confirmation to
his elite troops that they have mastered the art of war to such a degree as to
not need any practical advice (ol6a Up8C Taito EMOTAREVOUC KAl LEPEAETNKOTOC,
Cyrop. 3.3.35).%> As far as the whole army is concerned, Cyrus once again notes
their bravery (toig kpatiotolg Opolol, Cyrop. 3.3.41). He also makes a reference to
the importance of discipline (UmtakoUete avtolg, Cyrop. 3.3.42).%3

Some attention should be drawn to Cyrus’ speeches before the battle of
Thymbra, against the allied forces of the remaining Assyrians and Croesus. The
first speech was delivered by Cyrus when he perceived that some of the soldiers
and officers had lost their courage (w¢ 6& fjoBeto 6 Kipog dpoBov Stabovta év
T otpatid, Cyrop. 6.2.13-19).* The other was an exhortative speech just before
the battle itself (Cyrop. 6.4.12-20). The first aspect emphasised by Cyrus to boost
his army’s morale was the fact that their enemies had already been defeated

38 The speech of Cyrus the Younger before the battle of Cunaxa, however, made some rather explicit
references to material goods to incentivize the soldiers at Anab. 1.7.7: Oudv 8¢ t@v EAAvwv kal
otédavov £kdotw xpuoolv dwow. He makes the overstatement promising a golden crown for each
Greek, which symbolizes the desired victory

39 Xenophon explains that the oudtiuot were significantly less numerous than the other Persians and
held positions in the leadership of the army at Cyrop. 2.1.2-3.

40 For another claim of divine favour in one of Cyrus’ speeches see Cyrop. 7.5.22, where a reference
to a god as a protector is made before the battle of Babylon; Flower (2016) 93, describes Xenophon'’s
view on the reciprocal relationship between gods and mortals.

41 See Anab. 3.1.15-6, 3.1.43, 3.2.8-9, 6.5.21; Hutchinson (2000) 187-9, stresses the importance of
piety and omens in the Cyrop.; Parker (2004) 143, highlights the role that omens and religion play in
the soldier’s morale.

42 The supremacy of the Greek troops is noted by Xenophon at Anab. 3.1.23.
43 See a similar reference about discipline in Xenophon’s speech at Anab. 3.1.38.

44 For more information on the account of this battle see Anderson (1970) 171-2.
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once with less military preparations on the Persian side than now (6te évik@uev
£kelvoug, TOAU 8¢ Guewvov ouv Beolc mapeokeudopeba viv i mpoobev, Cyrop.
6.2.14).% He further strengthens his argument about the inferiority of the enemies
by claiming that they have cowards among their ranks at Cyrop. 6.2.19:

Kpoloog pev fpntat TV moAspiwy oTpaTnyog, 0G TOCoUTW ZUPWV KoKWV
€YEVETO O0W ZUpPOL HEV payn nttnbévteg Edpuyov, Kpoloog 6& idwv
ATTNUEVOUC Avti ToU ApryELY TOTC CUHMUAXOLS PeVywWV WXETO

It is clear from the passage that Croesus is being accused of cowardice (kakiwv
€y€veto) as he decided not to help his allies, the Assyrians, in a time of need by
retreating (&vtl To0 dpriyewv Tolg CUMUAXOLG... WXETO).*® This significantly echoes
Xenophon'’s effort to downgrade the strength of their enemies in his address
to the whole Greek army after the execution of the generals (Anab. 3.2.7-32).
Specifically, he also recalled the recent success of the Greeks at Cunaxa (Anab.
3.2.14) and the fact that there were cowards among the ranks of the enemies,
who had evidently abandoned allies during a critical moment (Anab. 3.2.17).

It is going to be argued that speeches also played an important role in military
planning. Speech deliveries generally facilitated decision-making with respect to
important military matters in both the Anabasis and Cyropaedia. As it has been
already noted, Xenophon had to communicate his strategies to the other generals
and officers during the mercenary expedition, as there was not a sole commander
for the Greeks after the execution of their leaders.* Interestingly, Cyrus the Great
is presented doing the same, especially in his first steps as the commander-in-chief
of the Persian army. The main reason according to Xenophon for Cyrus’ tendency
to communicate his strategies, even if he was the sole commander of his army, was
that he sought validation and support from his uncle Cyaxares, who was king of
the Medes and the most important ally of the Persians. In addition, as an advocate
of willing obedience he tried to obtain support from the Persian nobility and other
allies mainly through persuasion. It is particularly striking that a significant number
of strategies in the Cyropaedia echo the Anabasis. More importantly most of the
strategies in both of these works are presented in speeches, which are trying to
convince the audience of their utility and their overall benefit for the army.

It will be also apparent through the examination of these speeches that
Cyrus the Great echoes a significant number of Xenophon’s characteristics as

45 The argument of the prior defeat is also used in the encouragement speech before the battle of
Babylon at Cyrop. 7.5.20-1.

46 The defeat and Croesus involvement and eventual flight in the battle with the Assyrians is
described in detail at Cyrop. 4.1.8-9.

47 See the discussion in the first section.
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a commander.”® The most important of which is their tendency for military
innovations, their enthusiasm for cavalry, and their skilful deployment of tactics.*
It is also indicative that both Xenophon and Cyrus the Great were accessible and
interested in the opinions of others on military matters.* In the Anabasis anyone
could approach Xenophon to discuss matters that concerned war (€l tic TL €xoL TGV
TPOG TOV MOAepov, Anab. 4.3.10. Similarly, Cyrus encouraged his officers to speak
their minds with respect to proposed strategies, in case they knew something
better (q pdov AUlv, Stbaockétw, Cyrop. 6.2.24).%* It is thus clear that Xenophon
presents Cyrus as sharing with him the same attitude regarding military decision-
making.

Speech deliveries had a crucial role in the materialisation of key military
reforms by both Xenophon and Cyrus. We will first examine Xenophon'’s radical
changes in tactics after the execution of the Greek leadership, namely during his
first steps as one of the generals of the Greek army.

Xenophon's first tactical suggestion for the army was the formation of a hollow
square by the hoplites during the march (mopebeocBal mAaiclov molncapévoug
TV OmAwv, 3.236).52 He also presented the rationale behind this proposal, which
was that the non-combatants and the baggage-train would benefit the most from
the safety that the centre of this formation would provide (iva t& okevodpopa
Kat O MoAUg 6xAog év dodaleotépw £in, 3.236).5 He then carried on suggesting
who was most suitable to be in charge of each side, providing explanations for
each of his suggestions. For example, Chirisophus was the best option for the
front-rank as a Spartan (Xelpicodog pév nyolto, €meldn kal AakeSatpoviog
€01, Anab. 3.2.37).5* For Xenophon himself the rear-rank was the wiser choice
as he was younger and more inexperienced (émioBodulakoipev & nuelg ol
VEWTATOL é&yw Kal Twaoiwv, Anab. 3.2.37).5° As it was later confirmed, no one

48 Hutchinson (2000) 183.

49 Another convergence between the two figures is their knowledge of the art of divination noted by
Flower (2016) 110, based mainly on his reading of Anab. 5.6.29 and Cyrop. 1.6.2.

50 Hutchinson (2000) 68, notes the openness in their style of command.

51 For a similar stance from Xenophon see Anab. 3.2.38: i 6¢ tig &ANo 0pd BEATIOV, AedTw.

52 For more information on the hollow square formation see Whitby (2004) 132-3.

53 It should also be taken into consideration that in this way the valuable provisions of the mercenary
army would be safer in the center.

54 Xenophon’s admiration for the Spartan supremacy in battle is evident primarily in his work
dedicated to Sparta, the Lakedemonion Politeia. See especially Lak. Pol. 11.7-10; Anderson (1970) 96,
notes that certain tactics in the Cyrop. reflect Spartan practice.

55 Xenophon was in charge of the rear-guard during the retreat and he had displayed their value in
multiple occasions such as Anab. 3.30-34, 4.5.16; Anderson (1970) 175, notes that Cyrus the Great
addressed the rear-rank before the battle of Thymbra noting that they are equally honorable with the
front-rank.
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disagreed with Xenophon'’s suggestions and his plan was approved (émel 6’ oUSeig
avtéleyey, eimev: 6Tw Sokel Tadta, Avatewdtw THV Xelpa. £8ofe tadta, Anab.
3.2.38). Thus, it is clear that Xenophon’s speech, which provided details of the
plan and emphasised the benefit of the proposed formation, aimed primarily at
the approval of his suggestions by the other commanders. It should be noted that
the execution of the plan would depend heavily on this approval as Xenophon was
not the commander in chief of the army.

The deficiencies of the square formation quickly surfaced under the pressure
of Tissaphernes’ offensives with units of cavalry, archers, and slingers (Anab.
3.3.7). Xenophon presented the difficulties the rear-guard was facing along with
a proposed solution at his speech to the army in Anab. 3.3.13-19. According to
Xenophon the only way to keep the Persians at a distance from the Greek army
during the march was the creation of a cavalry unit and slingers (el péAhoipev
TouTtouG glpyelv Wote un duvacBat PAATTEY AUEG TTOPEVOUEVOUG OheVEOVNTRV
TV taxlotnv 8¢l kal inméwv, Anab. 3.3.16).°° He also elaborated on the logistical
aspect to present the feasibility of the proposed solution to the army. Specifically,
the Rhodians, who were familiar with the use of the sling, could enlist as slingers
(Anab. 3.3.16). As far as the cavalry is concerned, the necessary horses could be
gathered from those left by Clearchus and those captured and currently used
as baggage animals (toUg 8¢ t®v KAedpyxou kataleleippévouc, TOAOUC 6&
Kal GAAoug aixpaAwtoug okevodopodvtag, Anab. 3.3.19). It is thus clear that
Xenophon quickly responded to the new circumstances with a well presented plan,
which made the best use of the available resources to transform the phalanx into
a highly effective military instrument through a speech.’’” As Hutchinson notes,
the appearance of a cavalry force by the Greeks must have been a total surprise
to the Persians.®

We can now turn our attention to Cyrus the Great, who displayed a similar
innovative character as the commander in chief of the Persian army. The two
major reforms which were also presented in speeches were the creation of
heavily-armed infantry and cavalry.

Cyrus’ effort to create heavy infantry is described in his discussion with Cyaxares
(Cyrop. 2.1.7-10). Cyrus was first informed about the number of the enemy forces
and the type of units usually deployed by Cyaxares (Cyrop. 2.1.6-7).%° Specifically,
according to the Medean king, the enemies would deploy mostly archers and

56 Anderson (1970)116, notes that the Greek mercenaries used auxiliary troops, such as cavalry and
slingers, against the enemies efficiently. As Xenophon claims, this happened with his own initiative.

57 Wood (1964) 36, also underscores Xenophon'’s contribution to this effective military reform.
58 Hutchinson (2000) 73.
59 The approximate numbers of the Assyrians were mentioned at Cyrop. 2.1.6.
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peltasts outnumbering the Persians and their allies, who were also about to
use the same type of troops (tootal yap siot kat akovtiotal ol T Keivwy Kal ot
Auétepol, Cyrop. 2.1.7).%° Cyrus evaluated the circumstances acknowledging that
if that were the case, defeat was most likely certain for their side, as their forces
would get destroyed faster than their opponents (oAU yap v Bdttov ol OAiyol
UM TV MOAAGV TITpwokopevol dvalwBeinoav, Cyrop. 2.1.8). He then presented
to Cyaxares the only feasible solution, which was to equip the majority of the
Persian army with heavy infantry equipment. That would be breastplates (Bwpag),
a shield (yéppov), and a close range weapon such as a curved blade (kortic) or an
axe (oayapig, Cyrop. 2.1.9).5 The equipment would enable the Persians to fight
at close quarters with the enemy and force them to retreat (toic moAepiolg 6£ t0
delyewv R TO pévelv ailpetwtepov, Cyrop. 2.1.9). According to Hutchinson, Cyrus
usually planned as a tactician adapting to circumstances, while trying to secure a
strategic advantage for his army.®?

It should be noted that it was necessary for Cyrus to persuade Cyaxares for the
future success of the plan as only the king of the Medes had the available resources
to materialise the plan, and this speech with the details certainly seems to have
facilitated this endeavour. As is confirmed by Xenophon in the next paragraph,
Cyaxares approved the plan and ordered the construction of the aforementioned
equipment (1 8¢ Kuagapn €508 e €0 Aéyelv, Cyrop. 2.1.10). It should also be
taken into consideration that the efficiency of the heavy infantry in battles against
lightly-armed troops, which was the main premise behind Cyrus’ plan in this case,
most likely reflects Xenophon’s own experience, who witnessed the success of the
phalanx against the lightly-armed troops of the Persians at Cunaxa.®

The second innovation was the creation of Persian cavalry. According to Nadon,
this was a rather radical military reform for the Persians.% Cyrus perceived the lack

60 Peltasts and archers were both units that threw missiles from a distance. For more information on
this particular type of javelin throwers see Anderson (1970) 113-4.

61 This was the equipment of the Persian nobility according to Xenophon at Cyrop. 2.1.9: oldmnep
£xovteg €pyovtal map’ AUV ol TV opotipwy. However, this type of military equipment significantly
echoes the type of weapons and protective equipment used by the Greek hoplite. For more information
on Greek hoplite equipment see Cartledge (1977) 13-15.

62 Hutchinson (2000) 200; See also Cyrop. 1.6.35: 6t6dokelv 6rmw¢ MAEOVEKTHOW EYw TWV MOAEUIWV.
It was mainly supported that a good general would engage a battle only if has secured a strategic
advantage for his army.

63 Forthe success of the Greek mercenaries at the battle of Cunaxa see Anab. 1.8.19-20: oi BapBapot
Kat pevyouot. kal évtalba 6r £8iwkov PV katd kpdtog ol "EAAnvec. However, the deficiencies of the
phalanx during the retreat and especially in mountainous terrains such as that of the Carduchians were
also emphasised. See for example Anab. 4.1.14-18; Hutchinson (2000) 21, argues that much of the
Cyrop. is based on Xenophon'’s first-hand knowledge.

64 Nadon (2001) 101, also notes a resemblance with Xenophon’s innovations.
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of cavalry as the most important deficiency of his army and decided to address the
subject in a speech to his high-rank officers (Cyrop. 4.3.4—15).%° The main problem,
according to Cyrus’ speech, was that the Persians could not capitalise on their
victories without cavalry. He also elaborated on the reason behind this claim at
Cyrop. 4.3.5:

Tolou¢ A tméag A To€otag f meAtaotag Aveu mMnwv ovteg duvaiped’ av
devyovtag i AaPelv A kaTtakavely;

It is clear from the passage that the Persians could not capture or kill (AaBelv f
Katoktavelv) a significant amount of enemies without cavalry (Gveu mnwv). It
should be noted that the Persians depended heavily on their allies, the Medes and
Hyrcanians in particular, for cavalry support.®® Cyrus’ plan was aspiring to make
the Persian army self-sufficient (dpkoipev uiv avtoig, Cyrop. 4.3.7) something
that, as argued in the speech, was undeniably beneficial to the Persians (Cyrop.
4.3.8).5

Cyrus then presented the details of the plan and reassured the audience
about the feasibility of the proposed change. Specifically, according to Cyrus,
the creation of a Persian cavalry was something logistically possible since there
was an abundance of captured horses with reins in their camp (moAAol év T®
otpatonédw Katelhnupuévol kat xaAwot, Cyrop. 4.3.9). In addition, most of the
Persian foot soldiers were already equipped with the breastplates necessary
for cavalry (Bwpakag pev ...Exovteg xpwued’ av, Cyrop. 4.3.9). Most importantly,
there were men willing to enlist and learn the art of horsemanship (8fjlov Ott
avép®v 8¢l. oukolv Tolito paAiota €xopev, Cyrop. 4.3.10). It should be noted that
the fruition of such a plan demanded a certain degree of devotion by his officers
and soldiers, who would have to train vigorously to master the new art. Thus, this
well-presented speech by Xenophon’s Cyrus, seems more than necessary for the
occasion to evoke the necessary degree of eagerness in the officers. This part is,
of course, highly reminiscent of Xenophon’s own plan to create a cavalry unit in
order to facilitate the retreat of the Greek force.®® One can observe that there is a
similar effort to persuade the audience about the benefit of the plan for the army

65 Specifically the addressees were the commanders (ta&iapyoug) at Cyrop. 4.3.3.

66 See Cyrop. 4.1.19-21, where Cyrus argues to Cyaxares why he should support the Persian forces
with his cavalry.

67 The lack of self-sufficiency with respect to cavalry was mentioned at Cyrop. 4.3.4: un a0TtApKeLg
Ovteg.

68 Nadon (2001) 62, notes that Cyrus the Great often proposed similar changes in tactics with
Xenophon.
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and its feasibility. It is indicative that both plans involved the utilisation of already
available resources, such as captured horses.®

We can now turn our attention to the other military decisions, which were
introduced through speeches in both the Anabasis and Cyropaedia and echo one
another significantly. These were the disposal of unnecessary baggage and the
deployment of the slowest unit at the front during night marches.

Xenophon argued in his address to the whole army after the execution of the
Greek leadership (Anab. 3.2.7-32), that they should dispose of all the unnecessary
baggage at Anab. 3.2.27-8:

TPQTOV HEV Tolvuy, Ebdn, Sokel pot Katakaloal TaG AUALag ag EXOUEY,
va un ta Levyn AUAV otpatnyfi, AAAG nopauwueea omn av 'EI’] otpatld
cupdépn: EMetTa Kal TAG oKNVAS cuykatakadoat. alTtat yap ol dxAov
UEV tapéxouaty dyelv, cuvwdeholiol & o06ev oUTe ig TO payecbal

00T &ig TO T érutndela £xeLv. £TL 6€ kal TV GAAWV OKEU DV TA TIEPLTTA
arnaAAGEwpey ANV Ooa TTOAEUOU EVEKEV | oltwv i TOTQWV €Xouey, (va wg
TIAETOTOL P&V ARGV €V TOTC BIAOLS WOV, WG EAAXLOTOL 8¢ OKELOPOPHOL.

Itis clear from the passage that according to Xenophon the disposal of the wagons
(tdg apatag) would enable the Greeks to advance through different terrains
following the best possible route (mopeuwpeba 6mn Gv tfj otpatid cuudépn).”®
It was also suggested to abandon all other superfluous baggage (t& mepitta
amaAafwpev). These would most likely have included spoils of war. Consequently,
a degree of persuasion was required for the men to dispose some of their hard-
earned gains. Xenophon’s main focus in this part of the speech was to display the
benefit of maximising the Greek army’s mobility and fighting capacity (mA€lotol
MEV NUQV év ToTg OmAoLg).”*

Interestingly, this military decision is echoed in the Cyropaedia where Cyrus
argues about the disposal of unnecessary weight. Specifically, at Cyrop. 6.2.30 we
read:

Kol TO TV oTpwpdatwy 6£ BApog eig Tarmtndela katadanavate: T Hev
yap €mtnbela meplrtevovta oUK dxpnota £oTal...

69 See the discussion above and Anab. 3.3.19.

70 Huitink and Rood (2019) on 3.2.28 note that this would increase both the maneuverability and the
fighting force of the Greek army.

71 It should also be taken into consideration that less baggage-carriers would mean more armed
soldiers in formation and consequently more chances of survival.



Speeches and military Leadership in Xenophon’s Anabasis and Cyropaedia 29

According to Cyrus, the weight of the army’s mattresses should be replaced with
provisions, as they were significantly more necessary (oUk Gxpnota £€otad). It is
thus clear that Xenophon’s ideal commander often highlights why something is
important for the army and what was required by the subordinates, since in this
way they would carry out the orders more efficiently.

This article has sought to display the practical aspects of the speeches in
Xenophon's effective military leadership. While Xenophon surely benefits of the
advantages of the speeches as a literary device, his decision to include a significant
amount of speeches in his war-related works such as the Anabasis and Cyropaedia
superseded their convenience as a literary device and is also a statement for their
practical function in a military context.” It has been argued that Xenophon sets
speech deliveries as one more criterion for successful military leadership, since
they did not only facilitate but were also necessary for the aspects of the ideal
military command under examination. The role of the speeches was critical for
the encouragement of the troops in both the Anabasis and Cyropaedia. As it has
been demonstrated this was mainly possible by highlighting the superiority of the
addressed troops and the inferiority of the opposing army in various aspects, the
most important of which were their training, physical supremacy, courage, and
divine support.

Speech deliveries also facilitated military decision-making by presenting the
logistical requirements and the expected benefits to the officers and the army.
It has been demonstrated that both Xenophon and Cyrus had to communicate
their strategies to achieve the materialisation of their plans. Xenophon had to
cooperate with the other officers and generals as there was, for the most part, a
lack of a sole commander during the Greek expedition and this experience most
likely contributed to Xenophon’s perception of speeches as an invaluable tool
for every commander. Similarly, Cyrus is presented depending heavily, especially
during his first steps as the commander in chief of the Persian army, on his allies,
whose aid was necessary for the fruition of the majority of his plans.

Overall, it is evident in the light of the present article that it is wrong to assume
that the employment of speeches in the case of Xenophon was a mere literary
decision. It can be safely argued that for Xenophon effective speeches deliveries
were a prerequisite for successful military leadership.

72 Baragwanath (2017) 284—7, presents some major advantages of Xenophon'’s speeches as a literary
device.
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